
______________________________________________
From: Gerald Steel
Sent: 9/28/2024 1:09:50 PM
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External Email

Mr. Schut, Mr. Kwan-Gett, Mr. Shah and other members of the Washington State Board
of Health:

On September 24, 2024, a Federal District Court ("Court") found water fluoridation at 0.7
mg/L [as practiced in this State] poses an "unreasonable risk" to public health. Food &
Water Watch, Inc. v. United States Envtl. Prot. Agency, 17-cv-02162-EMC | Casetext
Search + Citator
<https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fcasetext.com%2Fcase%2Ffood-
water-watch-inc-v-united-states-envtl-prot-agency-
2&data=05%7C02%7Cwsboh%40sboh.wa.gov%7C76e7c0ac029d47aae2d708dcdff945f6%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C638631509900594588%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=MyRYTdDhv2NkAmz9gfqKR3iG4xH03NRTw3v4l%2FsCtnM%3D&reserved=0>
The risk is to offspring of pregnant women who drank fluoridated water during
pregnancy. The Court found there is an "unreasonable risk" that these offspring will have
significantly reduced IQ because of 0.7 mg/L water fluoridation. On behalf of King County
Citizens Against Fluoridation, I request emergency action to pause water fluoridation in
this State until this risk is otherwise addressed.

While the Court mandated that U.S. EPA take regulatory action to eliminate this
"unreasonable risk," I believe such regulatory action likely will take several years to
complete. In the meantime, unless the State of Washington takes emergency action to
pause water fluoridation, each year there will be about 37,000 more newborns in
Washington subject to this "unreasonable risk" to their brains.

The 2022 Washington Dept. of Health ("WDOH") Health Impact Review of SHB 1684
("HIR" attached hereto) at 7-8 states "45% of the state population" is served fluoridated
water, and WDOH data states there were 83,314 births statewide in 2022. All Births
Dashboard - County
<https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdoh.wa.gov%2Fdata-
and-statistical-reports%2Fwashington-tracking-network-wtn%2Fcounty-all-births-
dashboard&data=05%7C02%7Cwsboh%40sboh.wa.gov%7C76e7c0ac029d47aae2d708dcdff945f6%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C638631509900616723%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=6dn3VQw7V%2FGDhNBnE30mwncI0h0w46yEweWJyIaGvdk%3D&reserved=0>
So in 2022 about 45% of the 83,314 newborns (or 37,491 babies) were subject to this
"unreasonable risk."

While the State can now do nothing to fix the reduced IQ of those whose brains have
already been harmed by water fluoridation, it can now take emergency action to pause
water fluoridation in Washington until the U.S. EPA takes action to eliminate this
"unreasonable risk." There are only 41 water systems in Washington state that operate a
community water fluoridation system. (HIR at 7) It would be relatively simple for all of
these systems to pause water fluoridation. In most systems it would only require
shutting a valve.

In my opinion, such an emergency pause in water fluoridation would not trigger the
public notice required by RCW 70A.125.210 because an emergency pause would not be
an action to discontinue fluoridation "on a continuing basis" and would not involve a local
water system having a "vote or decision on the matter." I request the WDOH or the State
Board of Health take the necessary emergency action.



Thank you. Please respond to this email with your opinion regarding the recommended
way to implement such an emergency pause.

Gerald Steel RCE PE
Retired Attorney
7303 Young Rd. NW

Olympia WA 98502
Tel/Fax (360) 867-1166
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Full review 

The full Health Impact Review report is available at: 

https://sboh.wa.gov/Portals/7/Doc/HealthImpactReviews/HIR-2022-04-HB1684.pdf 

 

 

Acknowledgements 

We would like to thank the key informants who provided consultation and technical support 

during this Health Impact Review. 

 

 

Contents 

Executive Summary ........................................................................................................................ 1 

Introduction and Methods ............................................................................................................... 2 

Analysis of SHB 1684 and the Scientific Evidence ........................................................................ 2 

Logic Model .................................................................................................................................... 9 

Summaries of Findings ................................................................................................................. 10 

Annotated References ................................................................................................................... 14 

 

https://sboh.wa.gov/Portals/7/Doc/HealthImpactReviews/HIR-2022-04-HB1684.pdf


 

1                    February 2022 - Health Impact Review of SHB 1684 

Executive Summary 

SHB 1684, Concerning public health and fluoridation of drinking water  

(2022 Legislative Session) 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

BILL INFORMATION 

 

Sponsors: Harris, Bateman, Fitzgibbon, Leavitt, Cody, Macri, Simmons, Pollet, Riccelli 

 

Summary of Bill:  

• Requires Group A Water Systems that serve 5,000 or more people per day and that do not 

currently fluoridate to conduct an analysis of the cost to design, install, operate, and 

maintain community water fluoridation when the system engages in water system 

planning. Allows other Group A water systems to elect into this requirement.  

• Requires State Board of Health (SBOH) to adopt rules to support water systems to 

include community water fluoridation.  

• Requires Washington State Department of Health (DOH) to create a program (subject to 

the availability of appropriated funding) within the Office of Drinking Water to provide 

engineering assistance to water systems related to upgrades, modifications, or expansions 

to implement or upgrade a community water fluoridation system, as long as the water 

system includes an engineering analysis. Allows DOH to receive funding from private 

sources to assist with this program. 

• Requires Group A Water Systems that serve 5,000 or more people per day considering 

discontinuation of community water fluoridation to seek public health information from 

DOH and local health jurisdictions and to notify customers of this intention at least 90 

days prior to a vote or decision to discontinue fluoridation. Allows other Group A water 

systems to elect into this requirement.  

• Directs DOH to conduct an oral health equity assessment and provide recommendations 

to increase access to community water fluoridation to the Legislature by June 30, 2023. 

HEALTH IMPACT REVIEW 

 

Summary of Findings:  

This Health Impact Review found the following evidence for provisions in SHB 1684: 

 

Evidence indicates that SHB 1684 would likely result in Group A Water Systems serving 

5,000 or more people per day that do not fluoridate conducting a cost analysis of 

community water fluoridation as part of water system planning, which would likely have 

no impact on community water fluoridation. The bill would also likely result in specified 

water systems seeking public health information and notifying customers prior to 

discontinuing community water fluoridation, and it is unclear how this would impact a 

water system’s decision to discontinue or continue fluoridation. Based on these findings, 

the pathway to health impacts could not be completed. 
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Pathway 1: Cost analysis for community water fluoridation 

• Informed assumption that requiring Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 or more 

people per day and that do not currently fluoridate to conduct an analysis of the cost to 

design, install, operate, and maintain community water fluoridation as part of water 

system planning would result in water systems conducting this cost analysis. This 

assumption is based on information from key informants representing water systems. 

• Informed assumption that water systems conducting a cost analysis of community water 

fluoridation as part of water system planning would have no impact on community water 

fluoridation. This assumption is based on information from key informants representing 

water systems. Therefore, the pathway to health impacts could not be completed.

Pathway 2: Customer notification 

• Informed assumption that requiring Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 or more 

people per day to seek public health information and notify customers 90 days prior to a 

vote or decision to discontinue community water fluoridation would result in water 

systems taking these actions before discontinuing community water fluoridation. This 

assumption is based on information from key informants representing water systems. 

• Unclear evidence how seeking public health information and notifying customers 90 

days prior to a vote or decision to discontinue community water fluoridation would 

impact a water system’s decision to discontinue or continue fluoridation due to variations 

in water system governance and political and community contexts. Therefore, the 

pathway to health impacts could not be completed.
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Introduction and Methods 

 

A Health Impact Review is an analysis of how a proposed legislative or budgetary change will 

likely impact health and health disparities in Washington State (RCW 43.20.285). For the 

purpose of this review ‘health disparities’ have been defined as differences in disease, death, and 

other adverse health conditions that exist between populations (RCW 43.20.270). Differences in 

health conditions are not intrinsic to a population; rather, inequities are related to social 

determinants (e.g., access to healthcare, economic stability, racism). This document provides 

summaries of the evidence analyzed by State Board of Health staff during the Health Impact 

Review of Substitute House Bill 1684 (SHB 1684). 

 

Staff analyzed the content of SHB 1684 and created a logic model depicting possible pathways 

leading from the provisions of the bill to health outcomes. We consulted with experts and 

contacted key informants about the provisions and potential impacts of the bill. We conducted an 

objective review of published literature for each pathway using databases including PubMed, 

Google Scholar, and University of Washington Libraries. We evaluated evidence using set 

criteria and determined a strength-of-evidence for each step in the pathway. More information 

about key informants and detailed methods are available upon request.  

 

The following pages provide a detailed analysis of the bill, including the logic model, summaries 

of evidence, and annotated references. The logic model is presented both in text and through a 

flowchart (Figure 1). The logic model includes information on the strength-of-evidence for each 

pathway. The strength-of-evidence has been established using set criteria and summarized as: 

 

• Very strong evidence: There is a very large body of robust, published evidence and some 

qualitative primary research with all or almost all evidence supporting the association. There 

is consensus between all data sources and types, indicating that the premise is well accepted 

by the scientific community. 

• Strong evidence: There is a large body of published evidence and some qualitative primary 

research with the majority of evidence supporting the association, though some sources may 

have less robust study design or execution. There is consensus between data sources and 

types. 

• A fair amount of evidence: There is some published evidence and some qualitative primary 

research with the majority of evidence supporting the association. The body of evidence may 

include sources with less robust design and execution and there may be some level of 

disagreement between data sources and types. 

• Expert opinion: There is limited or no published evidence; however, rigorous qualitative 

primary research is available supporting the association, with an attempt to include 

viewpoints from multiple types of informants. There is consensus among the majority of 

informants. 

• Informed assumption: There is limited or no published evidence; however, some qualitative 

primary research is available. Rigorous qualitative primary research was not possible due to 

time or other constraints. There is consensus among the majority of informants. 

http://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=43.20.285
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=43.20.270
https://app.leg.wa.gov/billsummary?BillNumber=1684&Year=2021&Initiative=false
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• No association: There is some published evidence and some qualitative primary research 

with the majority of evidence supporting no association or no relationship. The body of 

evidence may include sources with less robust design and execution and there may be some 

level of disagreement between data sources and types. 

• Not well researched: There is limited or no published evidence and limited or no qualitative 

primary research and the body of evidence has inconsistent or mixed findings, with some 

supporting the association, some disagreeing, and some finding no connection. There is a 

lack of consensus between data sources and types. 

• Unclear: There is a lack of consensus between data sources and types, and the directionality 

of the association is ambiguous due to potential unintended consequences or other variables. 

This review was completed during Legislative Session and was subject to the 10-day turnaround 

required in statute. This review was subject to time constraints, which influenced the scope of 

work for this review. The annotated references are only a representation of the evidence and 

provide examples of current research. In some cases, only a few review articles or meta-analyses 

are referenced. One article may cite or provide analysis of dozens of other articles. Therefore, the 

number of references included in the bibliography does not necessarily reflect the strength-of-

evidence. In addition, some articles provide evidence for more than one research question, so are 

referenced multiple times. 
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Analysis of SHB 1684 and the Scientific Evidence 

 

Summary of relevant background information 

• Fluoride is a naturally-occurring mineral commonly found in soil, water, and plants.1 

People typically consume fluoride from fluoridated drinking water, foods and beverages 

prepared with fluoridated drinking water, and toothpaste and other dental products that 

contain fluoride.1 

• The 1974 Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) regulates public drinking water supplies to 

protect public health.2 The SDWA authorized the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

(U.S. EPA) “to set national health-based standards for drinking water to protect against 

both naturally-occurring and man-made contaminants that may be found in drinking 

water.”2 

o Under the SDWA, fluoride is regulated as an inorganic chemical contaminant, 

with a maximum contaminant level (MCL) of 4 milligrams per liter (mg/L) to 

protect human health.3 MCLs are enforceable under federal regulations.3 

o Community water fluoridation is not required under federal law. 

• The U.S. Public Health Service’s (PHS) recommended fluoride concentration in drinking 

water is 0.7 mg/L “to prevent tooth decay in children and adults while reducing the risks 

for children to develop dental fluorosis.”4 This concentration was updated in 2015.4 The 

PHS recommendation is not an enforceable federal regulation.4 

o Healthy People 2030 states that, “[f]luoride can stop or even reverse the tooth 

decay process — it can help re-mineralize tooth surfaces and prevent cavities 

from forming.”5 According to the Surgeon General’s 2021 report Oral Health in 

America: Advances and Challenges, “[a]lthough dental caries is largely 

preventable, if untreated it can lead to pain, inflammation, and the spread of 

infection to bone and soft tissue.”6 Dental caries are one of the most common 

chronic diseases across the lifespan.6,7 

• Under RCW 43.20.050, the Washington State Board of Health (SBOH) has the authority 

to maintain the state’s rules related to public drinking water systems, including 

requirements that Group A Water Systems must meet to provide safe and reliable public 

drinking water and to protect public health.  

o WAC 246-290-460 pertains to the fluoridation of drinking water.8 In 2016, SBOH 

updated the rule to reflect the updated 0.7 mg/L recommended fluoride 

concentration. The rule sets related requirements for monitoring, record keeping, 

and reporting.8 The rule specifies that water systems must obtain approval from 

the Washington State Department of Health (DOH) before implementing 

community water fluoridation and notify DOH before discontinuing fluoridation.8  

• Community water fluoridation is not required in Washington State.9  

• Chapter 70A.125 RCW specifies that public drinking water systems must comply with all 

applicable federal, state, and local rules.10 The statute outlines requirements for public 

drinking water systems, including planning for operating, maintenance, and future growth 

of public water system facilities.10 The rule defines a public water system as “any system, 

excluding a system serving only one single-family residence and a system with four or 

https://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=43.20.050
https://app.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite=246-290-460&pdf=true
https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=70A.125&full=true#:~:text=RCW%2070A.125.030%20Public%20health%20emergencies%20%E2%80%94%20Violations%20%E2%80%94,are%20determined%20to%20be%20a%20public%20health%20emergency.
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fewer connections all of which serve residences on the same farm, providing water for 

human consumption through pipes or other constructed conveyances.”10 Further: 

o Group A Water Systems are those “with [15] or more service connections, 

regardless of the number of people; or a system serving an average of [25] or 

more people per day for [60] or more days within a calendar year, regardless of 

the number of service connections; or a system serving [1,000] or more people for 

[2] or more consecutive days.”10 

o Group B Water Systems are those that do not meet the definition of a Group A 

Water System.10 

• WAC 246-290-100 requires a Group A community water system to submit a Water 

System Plan (WSP) if it serves 1,000 or more connections, is a new Group A Water 

System, or proposes changes to expand or increase connections or geography not 

previously approved.11 The purpose of a WSP is to demonstrate system capacity as 

defined in WAC 246-290-010, explain how the water system will address present and 

future needs, and establish eligibility for funding.11  

• Four states require notification of the public or customers prior to discontinuing 

community water fluoridation: 

o Iowa (House File 390, effective 2021)12 and Missouri (Chapter 640.136, effective 

2016)13 require a water system to notify customers 90 days prior to taking a vote 

or action to discontinue community water fluoridation. 

o Tennessee (Code § 68-221-708, effective 2019) requires a water system to notify 

customers 30 days prior to a vote to discontinue community water fluoridation.14 

o New York State (N.Y. Public Health § 1100-a, effective 2015) requires a water 

system to notify the public prior to discontinuing community water fluoridation 

and to provide justification for discontinuing fluoridation, available alternatives to 

fluoridation, and a summary of public health information.15  

 

Summary of SHB 1684 

• Requires Group A Water Systems that serve 5,000 or more people per day and that do not 

currently fluoridate to conduct an analysis of the cost to design, install, operate, and 

maintain community water fluoridation when the system engages in water system 

planning. Allows other Group A water systems to elect into this requirement.  

• Requires SBOH to adopt rules to support water systems to include community water 

fluoridation. Rules must specify the: 

o Recommended fluoride concentration to be maintained by the water system; and  

o Procedures to maintain the recommended concentration of fluoride, including 

treatment facilities; cost-benefit analysis of start-up costs; recordkeeping, 

reporting, and testing requirements; and enforcement procedures. 

• Requires DOH to create a program (subject to the availability of appropriated funding) 

within the Office of Drinking Water to provide engineering assistance to water systems 

related to upgrades, modifications, or expansions to implement or upgrade a community 

water fluoridation system, as long as the water system includes an engineering analysis. 

Allows DOH to receive funding from private sources to assist with this program. 

https://app.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=246-290-100
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• Requires Group A Water Systems that serve 5,000 or more people per day considering 

discontinuation of community water fluoridation to seek public health information from 

DOH and local health jurisdictions and to notify customers of this intention at least 90 

days prior to a vote or decision to discontinue fluoridation. Allows other Group A water 

systems to elect into this requirement.  

o Specifies that public notification must include language approved by DOH about 

the public health impacts of fluoride and be disseminated through radio, 

television, newspaper, mail, electronic means, or any combination of methods. 

o States that any water system that violates notification requirements must continue 

community water fluoridation until provisions are met. 

• Directs DOH to conduct an oral health equity assessment and provide recommendations 

to increase access to community water fluoridation to the Legislature by June 30, 2023. 

 

Health impact of SHB 1684 

Evidence indicates that SHB 1684 would likely result in Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 

or more people per day that do not fluoridate conducting a cost analysis of community water 

fluoridation as part of water system planning, which would likely have no impact on community 

water fluoridation. The bill would also likely result in specified water systems seeking public 

health information and notifying customers prior to discontinuing community water fluoridation, 

and it is unclear how this would impact a water system’s decision to discontinue or continue 

fluoridation. Based on these findings, the pathway to health impacts could not be completed. 

 

Pathway to health impacts 

The potential pathway leading from the provisions of SHB 1684 to decreased health inequities 

are depicted in Figure 1.  

 

Pathway 1: Cost analysis for community water fluoridation 

We have made the informed assumption that requiring Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 or 

more people per day and that do not currently fluoridate to conduct an analysis of the cost to 

design, install, operate, and maintain community water fluoridation as part of water system 

planning would result in water systems conducting this cost analysis. We have also made the 

informed assumption that water systems conducting a cost analysis of community water 

fluoridation as part of water system planning would have no impact on community water 

fluoridation. Both assumptions are based on information from key informants representing water 

systems. Since we have made the informed assumption that conducting a cost analysis would not 

impact community water fluoridation, the pathway to health impacts could not be completed. 

 

Pathway 2: Customer notification 

We have also made the informed assumption that requiring Group A Water Systems serving 

5,000 or more people per day to seek public health information and notify customers 90 days 

prior to a vote or decision to discontinue community water fluoridation would result in water 

systems taking these actions before discontinuing community water fluoridation. This 

assumption is based on information from key informants representing water systems. There is 

unclear evidence how seeking public health information and notifying customers 90 days prior to 

a vote or decision to discontinue community water fluoridation would impact a water system’s 
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decision to discontinue or continue fluoridation due to variations in water system governance and 

political and community contexts. Since it is unclear how seeking public health information and 

notifying customers would impact a water system’s decision to continue or discontinue 

fluoridation, the pathway to health impacts could not be completed. 

 

Scope 

Due to time limitations, we only researched the most direct connections between provisions of 

the bill and health inequities and did not explore the evidence for all possible pathways. For 

example, we did not evaluate potential impacts related to: 

o Costs related to SBOH rulemaking.  

o Requirements that DOH create a program to provide engineering technical 

assistance related to fluoridation implementation. SHB 1684 stipulates that this 

provision is subject to the appropriation of funds and that water systems would 

need to provide an engineering analysis to work with DOH in this capacity. DOH 

currently provides technical assistance for water systems, especially to support 

water systems as they prepare for and complete water system planning (personal 

communication, DOH, February 2022).  

o Requirements that DOH conduct an oral health equity assessment. 

 

Magnitude of impact 

SHB 1684 would impact Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 or more people per day. Other 

Group A Water Systems would be able to elect to meet requirements in the bill. Therefore, SHB 

1684 has the potential to impact all Group A state-regulated water systems in Washington State. 

Provisions of the bill would not apply to Group B Water Systems, tribal water systems, or private 

water supplies. 

 

There are 17,657 water systems in Washington State; 4,146 of these systems are Group A Water 

Systems (unpublished data, DOH, February 2022). Of the 4,146 Group A Water Systems:  

• 2,216 are community water systems (i.e., with [15] or more service connections, 

regardless of the number of people);  

• 1,615 are transient, non-community water systems (i.e., serving 25 or more people per 

day for 60 or more days within a calendar year or 1,000 or more people for 2 or more 

consecutive days [e.g., a gas station, campground, fairground]); and,  

• 315 are non-transient, non-community water systems (i.e., serving 25 or more of the 

same people per day for 180 or more days within a calendar year, regardless of the 

number of service connections [e.g., a school]) (unpublished data, DOH, February 2022). 

There are 160 Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 or more people per day in Washington 

State. These systems serve a total of 5,732,548 people (74% of the state population) 

(unpublished data, DOH, February 2022). Of these Group A Water Systems, 64 systems (40%) 

provide fluoridated water to their customers (unpublished data, DOH, February 2022). 

Specifically, 41 water systems operate a community water fluoridation system and 23 additional 

water systems receive fluoridated water through intertie systems (i.e., purchasing water from 

another system that fluoridates) (unpublished data, DOH, February 2022). Combined, these 
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Group A Water Systems serve a full-time residential population of 3,456,942 (45% of the state 

population) (unpublished data, DOH, February 2022). 

 

The range of people living in Washington State receiving fluoridated drinking water varies by 

county. In some counties, as few as 2% of people receive fluoridated water.16 In other counties, 

80% of people receive fluoridated water.16 Nineteen counties have at least 1 Group A Water 

System that provides fluoridated water.16 Naturally-occurring fluoride is common in parts of 

Eastern Washington.16 Two water systems reduce natural fluoride to reach the recommended 

fluoride concentration of 0.7 mg/L, including 1 system that removes fluoride from the water 

system and 1 that blends water sources (unpublished data, DOH, February 2022).  
 

While the provisions of SHB 1684 specifies a certain subset of Group A Water Systems that 

must meet each requirement, the bill has the potential to impact all Group A state-regulated 

water systems. 
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Logic Model 

 

  

Key  Very strong  

Strong  

A fair amount  

Expert opinion  

Informed assumption  

 

Not well researched 

 

Unclear * 

Pathway 1: Cost analysis for community water fluoridation 

Pathway 2: Customer notification 

Requires specified water 

systems to conduct an analysis 

of the cost to design, install, 

operate, and maintain 

community water fluoridation 

as part of water system 

planning 

Figure 1:  

Concerning public health and fluoridation of drinking water  

SHB 1684 

Water systems conduct 

a cost analysis of 

community water 

fluoridation as part of 

water system planning 

Requires specified water 

systems to seek public health 

information and notify 

customers 90 days prior to a 

vote or decision to discontinue 

community water fluoridation 

Water systems seek 

public health 

information and notify 

customers prior to 

discontinuing 

community water 

fluoridation 

Since we have made the informed 

assumption that conducting a cost 

analysis would not impact community 

water fluoridation, the pathway to health 

impacts could not be completed.  

 

See discussion in Summaries of 

Findings. 

Water systems decide 

whether to continue or 

discontinue community 

water fluoridation* 

Since it is unclear how seeking public 

health information and notifying 

customers would impact a water 

system’s decision to continue or 

discontinue fluoridation, the pathway to 

health impacts could not be completed. 

 

See discussion in Summaries of 

Findings. 

No impact on 

community water 

fluoridation 
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Summaries of Findings 

 

Pathway 1: Cost analysis for community water fluoridation 

 

Would requiring specified water systems to conduct an analysis of the cost to design, 

install, operate, and maintain community water fluoridation as part of water system 

planning result in water systems conducting this cost analysis? 

We have made the informed assumption that requiring Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 or 

more people per day and that do not currently fluoridate to conduct an analysis of the cost to 

design, install, operate, and maintain community water fluoridation as part of water system 

planning would result in water systems conducting this cost analysis. This assumption is based 

on information from key informants representing water systems, including 3 people representing 

3 water system associations (which each represent multiple water systems) and 4 people 

representing 3 individual water systems. Key informants represented a variety of water systems, 

including small and large systems and systems that do and do not currently provide community 

water fluoridation. 

 

Under Washington State law, Group A Water Systems must submit a Water System Plan (WSP) 

to the Washington State Department of Health (DOH) for review and approval.17 Once approved, 

the WSP is effective for up to 10 years unless DOH requests an updated plan.17 DOH guidance 

notes that “[s]ome WSP elements are best developed by water system staff, while other plan 

elements must be completed by a [licensed Professional Engineer]” as required by WAC 246-

290-040.17 Although some water systems employ engineers who can do this work, many systems 

contract with engineering firms to complete engineering components of their WSP (personal 

communications, February 2022).  

 

Provisions of SHB 1684 would require Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 or more people 

per day and that do not currently fluoridate to conduct an analysis of the cost to design, install, 

operate, and maintain community water fluoridation as part of water system planning. The bill 

does not require water systems to consider benefits to public health or potential healthcare cost 

savings across the lifespan as part of this cost analysis. There are 119 Group A Water Systems 

serving 5,000 or more people per day that do not currently fluoridate (unpublished data, DOH, 

February 2022). However, 23 of these are intertied systems that provide fluoridated water to their 

customers by purchasing water from fluoridated systems (unpublished data, DOH, February 

2022). Therefore, 96 Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 or more people per day do not 

currently fluoridate and would be required to meet this bill provision.  

 

The bill also directs the State Board of Health (SBOH) to modify rules to support water systems 

to include community water fluoridation. Specifically, rules must include the recommended 

fluoride concentration as well as standards and procedures for maintaining the recommended 

fluoride concentration (i.e., necessary treatment facilities; a cost-benefit analysis of estimated 

capital start-up costs; record keeping, reporting, and testing requirements; and enforcement 

procedures). Key informants noted that SBOH rules already address many of the elements listed 

in the bill (e.g., recommended fluoride concentration; monitoring, record keeping, and reporting 

requirements) (personal communications, February 2022).  
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If passed, key informants expect that most water systems would contract out the required 

analysis to an engineering firm, which may be an added cost for water system planning (personal 

communication, February 2022). Most Group A Water Systems have multiple water sources (an 

average of 2 sources per system, ranging from 1 to 65 sources per system), including both 

surface water and groundwater sources (personal communications, February 2022). In instances 

where sources are interconnected, it may be possible for water systems to fluoridate at a single 

point. However, in many cases, sources may need to be treated individually (personal 

communications, February 2022). Water systems will likely need to contract with an engineering 

firm to determine the appropriate design, process, and equipment needs for a fluoridation system 

(personal communications, February 2022). The cost of this work would likely vary by the size, 

capacity, and complexity of a water system (personal communications, February 2022). 

 

The associated planning costs may also depend on whether an in-depth analysis is required or if a 

general estimate from a consultant is acceptable (personal communications, February 2022). For 

example, key informants noted a cost-benefit analysis could consider questions, including: what 

type of fluoridation system would make the most sense for the system (e.g., based on water 

source and chemistry); where would the equipment go; what types of space would be required; 

could the system be added to an existing structure; what equipment costs are involved; what 

maintenance is required; what type of monitoring would be required; are there security 

requirements; what energy costs are expected; and how much does fluoride cost? (personal 

communications, February 2022). Alternatively, the analysis could involve a few general 

assumptions to inform a high-level estimate (personal communications, February 2022). The 

Local Government Fiscal Note on the original version of the bill indicated that “the amount of 

additional work would vary between jurisdictions due to size of the jurisdiction, experience in 

similar kinds of analyses […] Therefore, the increase [in cost] to local government expenditures 

cannot be determined at this time.”18 

 

Lastly, key informants would not expect systems to conduct a cost analysis for community water 

fluoridation unless required to do so (personal communications, February 2022). Therefore, they 

would expect few, if any, systems not required by provisions in the bill to elect into this 

requirement (personal communications, February 2022). All key informants agreed that Group A 

Water Systems serving less than 5,000 people per day would not elect into provisions requiring 

an analysis of the cost to design, install, operate, and maintain community water fluoridation 

(personal communications, February 2022).  

 

Overall, all key informants agreed that, if SHB 1684 were passed, Group A Water Systems 

serving 5,000 or more people per day and that do not currently fluoridate would conduct a cost 

analysis of community water fluoridation to meet the requirement.  

 

Would water systems conducting this cost analysis impact community water fluoridation?  

We have made the informed assumption that water systems conducting a cost analysis of 

community water fluoridation as part of water system planning would have no impact on 

community water fluoridation. This informed assumption is based on information from key 

informants representing a variety of water systems. 
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SHB 1684 does not require community water fluoridation, and all key informants representing 

water systems stated that conducting a cost analysis would not result in a water system 

implementing community water fluoridation (personal communications, February 2022). While 

some key informants felt that a cost analysis could be necessary to inform future decision-

making about community water fluoridation, all key informants stated that a cost analysis alone 

would be insufficient to result in a water system implementing community water fluoridation 

(personal communications, February 2022). One water system stated that, “absent a need or 

requirement to fluoridate either from a regulatory requirement, a policymaker decision, or a 

customer demand for it, it seems unlikely that conducting such an analysis alone would result in 

a water system implementing fluoridation” (personal communication, February 2022). Other key 

informants stated that water systems would not implement fluoridation unless required or 

mandated at the local, state, or federal level (personal communication, February 2022).  

 

Since we have made the informed assumption that conducting a cost analysis would not impact 

community water fluoridation, the pathway to health impacts could not be completed. 

 

Pathway 2: Customer notification 

 

Would requiring specified water systems to seek public health information and notify 

customers 90 days prior to a vote or decision to discontinue community water fluoridation 

result in water systems taking these actions before discontinuing community water 

fluoridation? 

We have made the informed assumption that requiring Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 or 

more people per day to seek public health information and notify customers 90 days prior to a 

vote or decision to discontinue community water fluoridation would result in water systems 

taking these actions before discontinuing fluoridation. This assumption is based on information 

from key informants representing a variety of water systems. 

 

Under current Washington State law, a water system that decides to discontinue a community 

water fluoridation program is required to notify DOH.8 Provisions in SHB 1684 would require 

Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 or more people per day that are considering 

discontinuation of community water fluoridation to seek related public health information about 

community water fluoridation from DOH or local health jurisdictions. Water systems would also 

be required to notify customers at least 90 days prior to a vote or decision to discontinue 

fluoridation and provide the results of the public health findings to customers. There are 64 

Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 or more people per day that currently fluoridate 

(unpublished data, DOH, February 2022) and would need to meet these requirements if they 

were to consider discontinuing fluoridation. 

 

Key informants stated that water systems typically have established working relationships with 

DOH and local heath jurisdictions. For example, water systems must work with DOH on a 

variety of reporting and monitoring procedures. Key informants explained that water systems 

work with local health jurisdictions around various water quality topics (boil water advisories, 

use of emergency water supplies, etc.) and are familiar with seeking public health information 

and language to inform public notification (personal communications, February 2022). 

Moreover, key informants felt that water systems that currently fluoridate are likely already 
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aware of public health information related to community water fluoridation (personal 

communications, February 2022). However, water systems expressed differing views on whether 

public health was a part of their mission (personal communications, February 2022), so the 

relationship with DOH and local health jurisdiction may vary by water system. 

 

Key informants noted there may be specific instances that could result in consideration of 

discontinuation of community water fluoridation (e.g., aging structures and associated 

maintenance costs) (personal communications, February 2022). However, most key informants 

felt it is unlikely that water systems currently providing community water fluoridation would 

choose to discontinue fluoridation (personal communications, February 2022). Since 2013, 2 

Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 or more people per day have discontinued community 

water fluoridation as a result of political or community actions (personal communication, 

February 2022).  

 

Since all key informants stated that water systems would meet these provisions if required, we 

have made the informed assumption that requiring Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 or 

more people per day to seek public health information and notify customers 90 days prior to a 

vote or decision to discontinue community water fluoridation would result in water systems 

taking these actions before discontinuing community water fluoridation. 

 

Would seeking public health information and notifying customers 90 days prior to a vote 

or decision to discontinue community water fluoridation impact a water system’s decision 

to discontinue fluoridation? 

There is unclear evidence for how seeking public health information and notifying customers 90 

days prior to a vote or decision to discontinue community water fluoridation would impact a 

water system’s decision to discontinue or continue fluoridation due to variations in water system 

governance and political and community contexts.  

 

Generally, key informants felt that requiring customer notification 90 days prior to a vote or 

decision to discontinue fluoridation could inform or be considered in a water system’s decision-

making (personal communication, February 2022). However, key informants emphasized that 

authorizing environment and governance structure varies by water system, so the extent to which 

public input could impact decision-making would be difficult to quantify as decision-making and 

public involvement varies by governance structure (personal communications, February 2022). 

One water system stated that their governance structure would require a citizen’s initiative for 

the water system to discontinue fluoridation (personal communication, February 2022). Another 

system stated that decisions about fluoridation would require a vote by an elected board that 

represents the community served by the water system (personal communication, February 2022). 

Yet another stated that, “if we already had the infrastructure for fluoridation in place, we would 

only discontinue fluoridation if we were regulated to do so” (personal communication, February 

2022). Therefore, how a water system is structured and makes decisions may impact the extent to 

which public input is considered in the decision-making process. 

 

Similarly, key informants also explained that, under some governance structures, not all 

customers may be able to impact decisions as some communities receive water from a system 

outside of their jurisdiction (personal communications, February 2022). For example, Tacoma 
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Public Utilities and Seattle Public Utilities provide water to some areas of Pierce and King 

Counties outside of their respective city limits. Under the provisions of SHB 1684, a water 

system would only be required to provide notification to the city or municipality purchasing their 

water as a customer. For instance, the City of Bellevue is intertied with Seattle Public Utilities 

and is their customer. The bill language would require Seattle Public Utilities to notify City of 

Bellevue before discontinuing fluoridation but would not require notification of customers 

receiving water from the City of Bellevue. Another water system shared that, if their system 

were considering a change, not all customers in the system would be represented in a vote, as 

some customers live outside of city limits (personal communication, February 2022). However, 

key informants felt that most water systems, especially systems serving 5,000 or more customers 

per day, would likely provide notification to all water system users regardless of the bill 

provisions (personal communication, February 2022). However, customers receiving water 

through intertied systems may not be able to vote or otherwise influence a water system’s 

decision to discontinue or continue fluoridation unless the water system chose an approach that 

engaged those customers (personal communication, February 2022). 

 

All key informants emphasized that community water fluoridation is a polarizing topic for 

communities (personal communications, February 2022). Key informants shared that public 

opinion on community water fluoridation has changed over time and varies community to 

community (personal communications, February 2022). A media article cited a report by the 

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) which documented the history of fluoride 

referendums nationally and the fluctuation of support and opposition for community water 

fluordiation.19 Their analysis found that 41% of proposed referendums related to fluoride were 

adopted in the 1950s and 1960s, 36% were adopted in the 1980s, 59% were adopted in the 

1990s, and 39% were adopted in the 2000s.19 Therefore, a water system’s decision to discontinue 

or continue water fluoridation would likely depend in part on public opinion and whether the 

community was vested in discontinuing or continuing community water fluoridation. 

 

Since customer notification and input may vary by governance structure and since public opinion 

may influence the directionality of a water system’s decision to discontinue or continue 

fluoridation, it is unclear how seeking public health information and notifying customers 90 days 

prior to a vote or decision to discontinue community water fluoridation would impact a water 

system’s decision to discontinue or continue fluoridation. Therefore, the pathway to health 

impacts could not be completed.  
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tips@komonews.com,fox13tips@fox.com,investigations@seattletimes.com,news@spokesman.com,newstips@kiro7.com,investigators@king5.com

Subject: Federal Court finds 0.7 mg/L fluoridated water poses an "unreasonable risk" to
public health [PART 4]

attachments\6CEDC14F07534486_Health Impact Review (HIR) of SHB 1684.pdf

External Email

Below is a copy of an email sent to WDOH and WSBOH. The important information is that
pregnant women or women who might be pregnant should not drink fluoridated water
because of an "unreasonable risk" of their offspring having significantly reduced IQ. 45%
of the state population receives fluoridated water. People can call their water provider to
find out if their water is fluoridated or you can show a statewide map of fluoridated
systems. Fluoridation of Drinking Water
<https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdoh.wa.gov%2Fcommunity-
and-environment%2Fdrinking-water%2Ffluoride-drinking-
water&data=05%7C02%7Cwsboh%40sboh.wa.gov%7C08f5421ae7964d634abf08dcdfff3a95%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C638631535431258217%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=%2FD8eWNJUu7f%2B9dJy%2BczgPiTErTT8ROjpdvKWBBHGkZM%3D&reserved=0>

<https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdoh.wa.gov%2Fcommunity-
and-environment%2Fdrinking-water%2Ffluoride-drinking-
water&data=05%7C02%7Cwsboh%40sboh.wa.gov%7C08f5421ae7964d634abf08dcdfff3a95%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C638631535431281400%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=yzpHT4S1CHLJb4tBJSsp8AB7I8KRcEAKGt2DHJeVfmg%3D&reserved=0>

Fluoridation of Drinking Water

Washington State does not require public water systems to add fluoride to drinking
water. The decision to fluori...

Gerald Steel RCE PE

Retired Attorney
7303 Young Rd. NW

Olympia WA 98502
Tel/Fax (360) 867-1166

On Saturday, September 28, 2024 at 01:05:09 PM PDT, Gerald Steel
<geraldsteel@yahoo.com> wrote:

Mr. Schut, Mr. Kwan-Gett, Mr. Shah and other members of the Washington State Board
of Health:

On September 24, 2024, a Federal District Court ("Court") found water fluoridation at 0.7
mg/L [as practiced in this State] poses an "unreasonable risk" to public health. Food &
Water Watch, Inc. v. United States Envtl. Prot. Agency, 17-cv-02162-EMC | Casetext



Search + Citator
<https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fcasetext.com%2Fcase%2Ffood-
water-watch-inc-v-united-states-envtl-prot-agency-
2&data=05%7C02%7Cwsboh%40sboh.wa.gov%7C08f5421ae7964d634abf08dcdfff3a95%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C638631535431294725%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=boHPw9c10Jyx8%2BxqatwptVUTa%2BMcQzPVm5Ad%2Ff%2BsCIs%3D&reserved=0>
The risk is to offspring of pregnant women who drank fluoridated water during
pregnancy. The Court found there is an "unreasonable risk" that these offspring will have
significantly reduced IQ because of 0.7 mg/L water fluoridation. On behalf of King County
Citizens Against Fluoridation, I request emergency action to pause water fluoridation in
this State until this risk is otherwise addressed.

While the Court mandated that U.S. EPA take regulatory action to eliminate this
"unreasonable risk," I believe such regulatory action likely will take several years to
complete. In the meantime, unless the State of Washington takes emergency action to
pause water fluoridation, each year there will be about 37,000 more newborns in
Washington subject to this "unreasonable risk" to their brains.

The 2022 Washington Dept. of Health ("WDOH") Health Impact Review of SHB 1684
("HIR" attached hereto) at 7-8 states "45% of the state population" is served fluoridated
water, and WDOH data states there were 83,314 births statewide in 2022. All Births
Dashboard - County
<https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdoh.wa.gov%2Fdata-
and-statistical-reports%2Fwashington-tracking-network-wtn%2Fcounty-all-births-
dashboard&data=05%7C02%7Cwsboh%40sboh.wa.gov%7C08f5421ae7964d634abf08dcdfff3a95%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C638631535431312949%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=GQF4qDMztP1RQAmRs5zHbZwU5XPwU4bKZC2ND%2Bqkcj8%3D&reserved=0>
So in 2022 about 45% of the 83,314 newborns (or 37,491 babies) were subject to this
"unreasonable risk."

While the State can now do nothing to fix the reduced IQ of those whose brains have
already been harmed by water fluoridation, it can now take emergency action to pause
water fluoridation in Washington until the U.S. EPA takes action to eliminate this
"unreasonable risk." There are only 41 water systems in Washington state that operate a
community water fluoridation system. (HIR at 7) It would be relatively simple for all of
these systems to pause water fluoridation. In most systems it would only require
shutting a valve.

In my opinion, such an emergency pause in water fluoridation would not trigger the
public notice required by RCW 70A.125.210 because an emergency pause would not be
an action to discontinue fluoridation "on a continuing basis" and would not involve a local
water system having a "vote or decision on the matter." I request the WDOH or the State
Board of Health take the necessary emergency action.

Thank you. Please respond to this email with your opinion regarding the recommended
way to implement such an emergency pause.

Gerald Steel RCE PE
Retired Attorney
7303 Young Rd. NW

Olympia WA 98502
Tel/Fax (360) 867-1166
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Executive Summary 

SHB 1684, Concerning public health and fluoridation of drinking water  

(2022 Legislative Session) 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

BILL INFORMATION 

 

Sponsors: Harris, Bateman, Fitzgibbon, Leavitt, Cody, Macri, Simmons, Pollet, Riccelli 

 

Summary of Bill:  

• Requires Group A Water Systems that serve 5,000 or more people per day and that do not 

currently fluoridate to conduct an analysis of the cost to design, install, operate, and 

maintain community water fluoridation when the system engages in water system 

planning. Allows other Group A water systems to elect into this requirement.  

• Requires State Board of Health (SBOH) to adopt rules to support water systems to 

include community water fluoridation.  

• Requires Washington State Department of Health (DOH) to create a program (subject to 

the availability of appropriated funding) within the Office of Drinking Water to provide 

engineering assistance to water systems related to upgrades, modifications, or expansions 

to implement or upgrade a community water fluoridation system, as long as the water 

system includes an engineering analysis. Allows DOH to receive funding from private 

sources to assist with this program. 

• Requires Group A Water Systems that serve 5,000 or more people per day considering 

discontinuation of community water fluoridation to seek public health information from 

DOH and local health jurisdictions and to notify customers of this intention at least 90 

days prior to a vote or decision to discontinue fluoridation. Allows other Group A water 

systems to elect into this requirement.  

• Directs DOH to conduct an oral health equity assessment and provide recommendations 

to increase access to community water fluoridation to the Legislature by June 30, 2023. 

HEALTH IMPACT REVIEW 

 

Summary of Findings:  

This Health Impact Review found the following evidence for provisions in SHB 1684: 

 

Evidence indicates that SHB 1684 would likely result in Group A Water Systems serving 

5,000 or more people per day that do not fluoridate conducting a cost analysis of 

community water fluoridation as part of water system planning, which would likely have 

no impact on community water fluoridation. The bill would also likely result in specified 

water systems seeking public health information and notifying customers prior to 

discontinuing community water fluoridation, and it is unclear how this would impact a 

water system’s decision to discontinue or continue fluoridation. Based on these findings, 

the pathway to health impacts could not be completed. 
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Pathway 1: Cost analysis for community water fluoridation 

• Informed assumption that requiring Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 or more 

people per day and that do not currently fluoridate to conduct an analysis of the cost to 

design, install, operate, and maintain community water fluoridation as part of water 

system planning would result in water systems conducting this cost analysis. This 

assumption is based on information from key informants representing water systems. 

• Informed assumption that water systems conducting a cost analysis of community water 

fluoridation as part of water system planning would have no impact on community water 

fluoridation. This assumption is based on information from key informants representing 

water systems. Therefore, the pathway to health impacts could not be completed.

Pathway 2: Customer notification 

• Informed assumption that requiring Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 or more 

people per day to seek public health information and notify customers 90 days prior to a 

vote or decision to discontinue community water fluoridation would result in water 

systems taking these actions before discontinuing community water fluoridation. This 

assumption is based on information from key informants representing water systems. 

• Unclear evidence how seeking public health information and notifying customers 90 

days prior to a vote or decision to discontinue community water fluoridation would 

impact a water system’s decision to discontinue or continue fluoridation due to variations 

in water system governance and political and community contexts. Therefore, the 

pathway to health impacts could not be completed.



2  February 2022 - Health Impact Review of SHB 1684 

 

Introduction and Methods 

 

A Health Impact Review is an analysis of how a proposed legislative or budgetary change will 

likely impact health and health disparities in Washington State (RCW 43.20.285). For the 

purpose of this review ‘health disparities’ have been defined as differences in disease, death, and 

other adverse health conditions that exist between populations (RCW 43.20.270). Differences in 

health conditions are not intrinsic to a population; rather, inequities are related to social 

determinants (e.g., access to healthcare, economic stability, racism). This document provides 

summaries of the evidence analyzed by State Board of Health staff during the Health Impact 

Review of Substitute House Bill 1684 (SHB 1684). 

 

Staff analyzed the content of SHB 1684 and created a logic model depicting possible pathways 

leading from the provisions of the bill to health outcomes. We consulted with experts and 

contacted key informants about the provisions and potential impacts of the bill. We conducted an 

objective review of published literature for each pathway using databases including PubMed, 

Google Scholar, and University of Washington Libraries. We evaluated evidence using set 

criteria and determined a strength-of-evidence for each step in the pathway. More information 

about key informants and detailed methods are available upon request.  

 

The following pages provide a detailed analysis of the bill, including the logic model, summaries 

of evidence, and annotated references. The logic model is presented both in text and through a 

flowchart (Figure 1). The logic model includes information on the strength-of-evidence for each 

pathway. The strength-of-evidence has been established using set criteria and summarized as: 

 

• Very strong evidence: There is a very large body of robust, published evidence and some 

qualitative primary research with all or almost all evidence supporting the association. There 

is consensus between all data sources and types, indicating that the premise is well accepted 

by the scientific community. 

• Strong evidence: There is a large body of published evidence and some qualitative primary 

research with the majority of evidence supporting the association, though some sources may 

have less robust study design or execution. There is consensus between data sources and 

types. 

• A fair amount of evidence: There is some published evidence and some qualitative primary 

research with the majority of evidence supporting the association. The body of evidence may 

include sources with less robust design and execution and there may be some level of 

disagreement between data sources and types. 

• Expert opinion: There is limited or no published evidence; however, rigorous qualitative 

primary research is available supporting the association, with an attempt to include 

viewpoints from multiple types of informants. There is consensus among the majority of 

informants. 

• Informed assumption: There is limited or no published evidence; however, some qualitative 

primary research is available. Rigorous qualitative primary research was not possible due to 

time or other constraints. There is consensus among the majority of informants. 

http://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=43.20.285
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=43.20.270
https://app.leg.wa.gov/billsummary?BillNumber=1684&Year=2021&Initiative=false
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• No association: There is some published evidence and some qualitative primary research 

with the majority of evidence supporting no association or no relationship. The body of 

evidence may include sources with less robust design and execution and there may be some 

level of disagreement between data sources and types. 

• Not well researched: There is limited or no published evidence and limited or no qualitative 

primary research and the body of evidence has inconsistent or mixed findings, with some 

supporting the association, some disagreeing, and some finding no connection. There is a 

lack of consensus between data sources and types. 

• Unclear: There is a lack of consensus between data sources and types, and the directionality 

of the association is ambiguous due to potential unintended consequences or other variables. 

This review was completed during Legislative Session and was subject to the 10-day turnaround 

required in statute. This review was subject to time constraints, which influenced the scope of 

work for this review. The annotated references are only a representation of the evidence and 

provide examples of current research. In some cases, only a few review articles or meta-analyses 

are referenced. One article may cite or provide analysis of dozens of other articles. Therefore, the 

number of references included in the bibliography does not necessarily reflect the strength-of-

evidence. In addition, some articles provide evidence for more than one research question, so are 

referenced multiple times. 
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Analysis of SHB 1684 and the Scientific Evidence 

 

Summary of relevant background information 

• Fluoride is a naturally-occurring mineral commonly found in soil, water, and plants.1 

People typically consume fluoride from fluoridated drinking water, foods and beverages 

prepared with fluoridated drinking water, and toothpaste and other dental products that 

contain fluoride.1 

• The 1974 Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) regulates public drinking water supplies to 

protect public health.2 The SDWA authorized the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

(U.S. EPA) “to set national health-based standards for drinking water to protect against 

both naturally-occurring and man-made contaminants that may be found in drinking 

water.”2 

o Under the SDWA, fluoride is regulated as an inorganic chemical contaminant, 

with a maximum contaminant level (MCL) of 4 milligrams per liter (mg/L) to 

protect human health.3 MCLs are enforceable under federal regulations.3 

o Community water fluoridation is not required under federal law. 

• The U.S. Public Health Service’s (PHS) recommended fluoride concentration in drinking 

water is 0.7 mg/L “to prevent tooth decay in children and adults while reducing the risks 

for children to develop dental fluorosis.”4 This concentration was updated in 2015.4 The 

PHS recommendation is not an enforceable federal regulation.4 

o Healthy People 2030 states that, “[f]luoride can stop or even reverse the tooth 

decay process — it can help re-mineralize tooth surfaces and prevent cavities 

from forming.”5 According to the Surgeon General’s 2021 report Oral Health in 

America: Advances and Challenges, “[a]lthough dental caries is largely 

preventable, if untreated it can lead to pain, inflammation, and the spread of 

infection to bone and soft tissue.”6 Dental caries are one of the most common 

chronic diseases across the lifespan.6,7 

• Under RCW 43.20.050, the Washington State Board of Health (SBOH) has the authority 

to maintain the state’s rules related to public drinking water systems, including 

requirements that Group A Water Systems must meet to provide safe and reliable public 

drinking water and to protect public health.  

o WAC 246-290-460 pertains to the fluoridation of drinking water.8 In 2016, SBOH 

updated the rule to reflect the updated 0.7 mg/L recommended fluoride 

concentration. The rule sets related requirements for monitoring, record keeping, 

and reporting.8 The rule specifies that water systems must obtain approval from 

the Washington State Department of Health (DOH) before implementing 

community water fluoridation and notify DOH before discontinuing fluoridation.8  

• Community water fluoridation is not required in Washington State.9  

• Chapter 70A.125 RCW specifies that public drinking water systems must comply with all 

applicable federal, state, and local rules.10 The statute outlines requirements for public 

drinking water systems, including planning for operating, maintenance, and future growth 

of public water system facilities.10 The rule defines a public water system as “any system, 

excluding a system serving only one single-family residence and a system with four or 

https://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=43.20.050
https://app.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite=246-290-460&pdf=true
https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=70A.125&full=true#:~:text=RCW%2070A.125.030%20Public%20health%20emergencies%20%E2%80%94%20Violations%20%E2%80%94,are%20determined%20to%20be%20a%20public%20health%20emergency.
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fewer connections all of which serve residences on the same farm, providing water for 

human consumption through pipes or other constructed conveyances.”10 Further: 

o Group A Water Systems are those “with [15] or more service connections, 

regardless of the number of people; or a system serving an average of [25] or 

more people per day for [60] or more days within a calendar year, regardless of 

the number of service connections; or a system serving [1,000] or more people for 

[2] or more consecutive days.”10 

o Group B Water Systems are those that do not meet the definition of a Group A 

Water System.10 

• WAC 246-290-100 requires a Group A community water system to submit a Water 

System Plan (WSP) if it serves 1,000 or more connections, is a new Group A Water 

System, or proposes changes to expand or increase connections or geography not 

previously approved.11 The purpose of a WSP is to demonstrate system capacity as 

defined in WAC 246-290-010, explain how the water system will address present and 

future needs, and establish eligibility for funding.11  

• Four states require notification of the public or customers prior to discontinuing 

community water fluoridation: 

o Iowa (House File 390, effective 2021)12 and Missouri (Chapter 640.136, effective 

2016)13 require a water system to notify customers 90 days prior to taking a vote 

or action to discontinue community water fluoridation. 

o Tennessee (Code § 68-221-708, effective 2019) requires a water system to notify 

customers 30 days prior to a vote to discontinue community water fluoridation.14 

o New York State (N.Y. Public Health § 1100-a, effective 2015) requires a water 

system to notify the public prior to discontinuing community water fluoridation 

and to provide justification for discontinuing fluoridation, available alternatives to 

fluoridation, and a summary of public health information.15  

 

Summary of SHB 1684 

• Requires Group A Water Systems that serve 5,000 or more people per day and that do not 

currently fluoridate to conduct an analysis of the cost to design, install, operate, and 

maintain community water fluoridation when the system engages in water system 

planning. Allows other Group A water systems to elect into this requirement.  

• Requires SBOH to adopt rules to support water systems to include community water 

fluoridation. Rules must specify the: 

o Recommended fluoride concentration to be maintained by the water system; and  

o Procedures to maintain the recommended concentration of fluoride, including 

treatment facilities; cost-benefit analysis of start-up costs; recordkeeping, 

reporting, and testing requirements; and enforcement procedures. 

• Requires DOH to create a program (subject to the availability of appropriated funding) 

within the Office of Drinking Water to provide engineering assistance to water systems 

related to upgrades, modifications, or expansions to implement or upgrade a community 

water fluoridation system, as long as the water system includes an engineering analysis. 

Allows DOH to receive funding from private sources to assist with this program. 

https://app.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=246-290-100
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• Requires Group A Water Systems that serve 5,000 or more people per day considering 

discontinuation of community water fluoridation to seek public health information from 

DOH and local health jurisdictions and to notify customers of this intention at least 90 

days prior to a vote or decision to discontinue fluoridation. Allows other Group A water 

systems to elect into this requirement.  

o Specifies that public notification must include language approved by DOH about 

the public health impacts of fluoride and be disseminated through radio, 

television, newspaper, mail, electronic means, or any combination of methods. 

o States that any water system that violates notification requirements must continue 

community water fluoridation until provisions are met. 

• Directs DOH to conduct an oral health equity assessment and provide recommendations 

to increase access to community water fluoridation to the Legislature by June 30, 2023. 

 

Health impact of SHB 1684 

Evidence indicates that SHB 1684 would likely result in Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 

or more people per day that do not fluoridate conducting a cost analysis of community water 

fluoridation as part of water system planning, which would likely have no impact on community 

water fluoridation. The bill would also likely result in specified water systems seeking public 

health information and notifying customers prior to discontinuing community water fluoridation, 

and it is unclear how this would impact a water system’s decision to discontinue or continue 

fluoridation. Based on these findings, the pathway to health impacts could not be completed. 

 

Pathway to health impacts 

The potential pathway leading from the provisions of SHB 1684 to decreased health inequities 

are depicted in Figure 1.  

 

Pathway 1: Cost analysis for community water fluoridation 

We have made the informed assumption that requiring Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 or 

more people per day and that do not currently fluoridate to conduct an analysis of the cost to 

design, install, operate, and maintain community water fluoridation as part of water system 

planning would result in water systems conducting this cost analysis. We have also made the 

informed assumption that water systems conducting a cost analysis of community water 

fluoridation as part of water system planning would have no impact on community water 

fluoridation. Both assumptions are based on information from key informants representing water 

systems. Since we have made the informed assumption that conducting a cost analysis would not 

impact community water fluoridation, the pathway to health impacts could not be completed. 

 

Pathway 2: Customer notification 

We have also made the informed assumption that requiring Group A Water Systems serving 

5,000 or more people per day to seek public health information and notify customers 90 days 

prior to a vote or decision to discontinue community water fluoridation would result in water 

systems taking these actions before discontinuing community water fluoridation. This 

assumption is based on information from key informants representing water systems. There is 

unclear evidence how seeking public health information and notifying customers 90 days prior to 

a vote or decision to discontinue community water fluoridation would impact a water system’s 
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decision to discontinue or continue fluoridation due to variations in water system governance and 

political and community contexts. Since it is unclear how seeking public health information and 

notifying customers would impact a water system’s decision to continue or discontinue 

fluoridation, the pathway to health impacts could not be completed. 

 

Scope 

Due to time limitations, we only researched the most direct connections between provisions of 

the bill and health inequities and did not explore the evidence for all possible pathways. For 

example, we did not evaluate potential impacts related to: 

o Costs related to SBOH rulemaking.  

o Requirements that DOH create a program to provide engineering technical 

assistance related to fluoridation implementation. SHB 1684 stipulates that this 

provision is subject to the appropriation of funds and that water systems would 

need to provide an engineering analysis to work with DOH in this capacity. DOH 

currently provides technical assistance for water systems, especially to support 

water systems as they prepare for and complete water system planning (personal 

communication, DOH, February 2022).  

o Requirements that DOH conduct an oral health equity assessment. 

 

Magnitude of impact 

SHB 1684 would impact Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 or more people per day. Other 

Group A Water Systems would be able to elect to meet requirements in the bill. Therefore, SHB 

1684 has the potential to impact all Group A state-regulated water systems in Washington State. 

Provisions of the bill would not apply to Group B Water Systems, tribal water systems, or private 

water supplies. 

 

There are 17,657 water systems in Washington State; 4,146 of these systems are Group A Water 

Systems (unpublished data, DOH, February 2022). Of the 4,146 Group A Water Systems:  

• 2,216 are community water systems (i.e., with [15] or more service connections, 

regardless of the number of people);  

• 1,615 are transient, non-community water systems (i.e., serving 25 or more people per 

day for 60 or more days within a calendar year or 1,000 or more people for 2 or more 

consecutive days [e.g., a gas station, campground, fairground]); and,  

• 315 are non-transient, non-community water systems (i.e., serving 25 or more of the 

same people per day for 180 or more days within a calendar year, regardless of the 

number of service connections [e.g., a school]) (unpublished data, DOH, February 2022). 

There are 160 Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 or more people per day in Washington 

State. These systems serve a total of 5,732,548 people (74% of the state population) 

(unpublished data, DOH, February 2022). Of these Group A Water Systems, 64 systems (40%) 

provide fluoridated water to their customers (unpublished data, DOH, February 2022). 

Specifically, 41 water systems operate a community water fluoridation system and 23 additional 

water systems receive fluoridated water through intertie systems (i.e., purchasing water from 

another system that fluoridates) (unpublished data, DOH, February 2022). Combined, these 



 

8                    February 2022 - Health Impact Review of SHB 1684 

Group A Water Systems serve a full-time residential population of 3,456,942 (45% of the state 

population) (unpublished data, DOH, February 2022). 

 

The range of people living in Washington State receiving fluoridated drinking water varies by 

county. In some counties, as few as 2% of people receive fluoridated water.16 In other counties, 

80% of people receive fluoridated water.16 Nineteen counties have at least 1 Group A Water 

System that provides fluoridated water.16 Naturally-occurring fluoride is common in parts of 

Eastern Washington.16 Two water systems reduce natural fluoride to reach the recommended 

fluoride concentration of 0.7 mg/L, including 1 system that removes fluoride from the water 

system and 1 that blends water sources (unpublished data, DOH, February 2022).  
 

While the provisions of SHB 1684 specifies a certain subset of Group A Water Systems that 

must meet each requirement, the bill has the potential to impact all Group A state-regulated 

water systems. 
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Logic Model 
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A fair amount  
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Not well researched 
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Pathway 1: Cost analysis for community water fluoridation 

Pathway 2: Customer notification 

Requires specified water 

systems to conduct an analysis 
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as part of water system 
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Figure 1:  

Concerning public health and fluoridation of drinking water  

SHB 1684 

Water systems conduct 

a cost analysis of 

community water 

fluoridation as part of 

water system planning 

Requires specified water 

systems to seek public health 

information and notify 

customers 90 days prior to a 

vote or decision to discontinue 

community water fluoridation 

Water systems seek 

public health 

information and notify 

customers prior to 

discontinuing 

community water 

fluoridation 

Since we have made the informed 

assumption that conducting a cost 

analysis would not impact community 

water fluoridation, the pathway to health 

impacts could not be completed.  

 

See discussion in Summaries of 

Findings. 

Water systems decide 

whether to continue or 

discontinue community 

water fluoridation* 

Since it is unclear how seeking public 

health information and notifying 

customers would impact a water 

system’s decision to continue or 

discontinue fluoridation, the pathway to 

health impacts could not be completed. 

 

See discussion in Summaries of 

Findings. 

No impact on 

community water 

fluoridation 
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Summaries of Findings 

 

Pathway 1: Cost analysis for community water fluoridation 

 

Would requiring specified water systems to conduct an analysis of the cost to design, 

install, operate, and maintain community water fluoridation as part of water system 

planning result in water systems conducting this cost analysis? 

We have made the informed assumption that requiring Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 or 

more people per day and that do not currently fluoridate to conduct an analysis of the cost to 

design, install, operate, and maintain community water fluoridation as part of water system 

planning would result in water systems conducting this cost analysis. This assumption is based 

on information from key informants representing water systems, including 3 people representing 

3 water system associations (which each represent multiple water systems) and 4 people 

representing 3 individual water systems. Key informants represented a variety of water systems, 

including small and large systems and systems that do and do not currently provide community 

water fluoridation. 

 

Under Washington State law, Group A Water Systems must submit a Water System Plan (WSP) 

to the Washington State Department of Health (DOH) for review and approval.17 Once approved, 

the WSP is effective for up to 10 years unless DOH requests an updated plan.17 DOH guidance 

notes that “[s]ome WSP elements are best developed by water system staff, while other plan 

elements must be completed by a [licensed Professional Engineer]” as required by WAC 246-

290-040.17 Although some water systems employ engineers who can do this work, many systems 

contract with engineering firms to complete engineering components of their WSP (personal 

communications, February 2022).  

 

Provisions of SHB 1684 would require Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 or more people 

per day and that do not currently fluoridate to conduct an analysis of the cost to design, install, 

operate, and maintain community water fluoridation as part of water system planning. The bill 

does not require water systems to consider benefits to public health or potential healthcare cost 

savings across the lifespan as part of this cost analysis. There are 119 Group A Water Systems 

serving 5,000 or more people per day that do not currently fluoridate (unpublished data, DOH, 

February 2022). However, 23 of these are intertied systems that provide fluoridated water to their 

customers by purchasing water from fluoridated systems (unpublished data, DOH, February 

2022). Therefore, 96 Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 or more people per day do not 

currently fluoridate and would be required to meet this bill provision.  

 

The bill also directs the State Board of Health (SBOH) to modify rules to support water systems 

to include community water fluoridation. Specifically, rules must include the recommended 

fluoride concentration as well as standards and procedures for maintaining the recommended 

fluoride concentration (i.e., necessary treatment facilities; a cost-benefit analysis of estimated 

capital start-up costs; record keeping, reporting, and testing requirements; and enforcement 

procedures). Key informants noted that SBOH rules already address many of the elements listed 

in the bill (e.g., recommended fluoride concentration; monitoring, record keeping, and reporting 

requirements) (personal communications, February 2022).  
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If passed, key informants expect that most water systems would contract out the required 

analysis to an engineering firm, which may be an added cost for water system planning (personal 

communication, February 2022). Most Group A Water Systems have multiple water sources (an 

average of 2 sources per system, ranging from 1 to 65 sources per system), including both 

surface water and groundwater sources (personal communications, February 2022). In instances 

where sources are interconnected, it may be possible for water systems to fluoridate at a single 

point. However, in many cases, sources may need to be treated individually (personal 

communications, February 2022). Water systems will likely need to contract with an engineering 

firm to determine the appropriate design, process, and equipment needs for a fluoridation system 

(personal communications, February 2022). The cost of this work would likely vary by the size, 

capacity, and complexity of a water system (personal communications, February 2022). 

 

The associated planning costs may also depend on whether an in-depth analysis is required or if a 

general estimate from a consultant is acceptable (personal communications, February 2022). For 

example, key informants noted a cost-benefit analysis could consider questions, including: what 

type of fluoridation system would make the most sense for the system (e.g., based on water 

source and chemistry); where would the equipment go; what types of space would be required; 

could the system be added to an existing structure; what equipment costs are involved; what 

maintenance is required; what type of monitoring would be required; are there security 

requirements; what energy costs are expected; and how much does fluoride cost? (personal 

communications, February 2022). Alternatively, the analysis could involve a few general 

assumptions to inform a high-level estimate (personal communications, February 2022). The 

Local Government Fiscal Note on the original version of the bill indicated that “the amount of 

additional work would vary between jurisdictions due to size of the jurisdiction, experience in 

similar kinds of analyses […] Therefore, the increase [in cost] to local government expenditures 

cannot be determined at this time.”18 

 

Lastly, key informants would not expect systems to conduct a cost analysis for community water 

fluoridation unless required to do so (personal communications, February 2022). Therefore, they 

would expect few, if any, systems not required by provisions in the bill to elect into this 

requirement (personal communications, February 2022). All key informants agreed that Group A 

Water Systems serving less than 5,000 people per day would not elect into provisions requiring 

an analysis of the cost to design, install, operate, and maintain community water fluoridation 

(personal communications, February 2022).  

 

Overall, all key informants agreed that, if SHB 1684 were passed, Group A Water Systems 

serving 5,000 or more people per day and that do not currently fluoridate would conduct a cost 

analysis of community water fluoridation to meet the requirement.  

 

Would water systems conducting this cost analysis impact community water fluoridation?  

We have made the informed assumption that water systems conducting a cost analysis of 

community water fluoridation as part of water system planning would have no impact on 

community water fluoridation. This informed assumption is based on information from key 

informants representing a variety of water systems. 
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SHB 1684 does not require community water fluoridation, and all key informants representing 

water systems stated that conducting a cost analysis would not result in a water system 

implementing community water fluoridation (personal communications, February 2022). While 

some key informants felt that a cost analysis could be necessary to inform future decision-

making about community water fluoridation, all key informants stated that a cost analysis alone 

would be insufficient to result in a water system implementing community water fluoridation 

(personal communications, February 2022). One water system stated that, “absent a need or 

requirement to fluoridate either from a regulatory requirement, a policymaker decision, or a 

customer demand for it, it seems unlikely that conducting such an analysis alone would result in 

a water system implementing fluoridation” (personal communication, February 2022). Other key 

informants stated that water systems would not implement fluoridation unless required or 

mandated at the local, state, or federal level (personal communication, February 2022).  

 

Since we have made the informed assumption that conducting a cost analysis would not impact 

community water fluoridation, the pathway to health impacts could not be completed. 

 

Pathway 2: Customer notification 

 

Would requiring specified water systems to seek public health information and notify 

customers 90 days prior to a vote or decision to discontinue community water fluoridation 

result in water systems taking these actions before discontinuing community water 

fluoridation? 

We have made the informed assumption that requiring Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 or 

more people per day to seek public health information and notify customers 90 days prior to a 

vote or decision to discontinue community water fluoridation would result in water systems 

taking these actions before discontinuing fluoridation. This assumption is based on information 

from key informants representing a variety of water systems. 

 

Under current Washington State law, a water system that decides to discontinue a community 

water fluoridation program is required to notify DOH.8 Provisions in SHB 1684 would require 

Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 or more people per day that are considering 

discontinuation of community water fluoridation to seek related public health information about 

community water fluoridation from DOH or local health jurisdictions. Water systems would also 

be required to notify customers at least 90 days prior to a vote or decision to discontinue 

fluoridation and provide the results of the public health findings to customers. There are 64 

Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 or more people per day that currently fluoridate 

(unpublished data, DOH, February 2022) and would need to meet these requirements if they 

were to consider discontinuing fluoridation. 

 

Key informants stated that water systems typically have established working relationships with 

DOH and local heath jurisdictions. For example, water systems must work with DOH on a 

variety of reporting and monitoring procedures. Key informants explained that water systems 

work with local health jurisdictions around various water quality topics (boil water advisories, 

use of emergency water supplies, etc.) and are familiar with seeking public health information 

and language to inform public notification (personal communications, February 2022). 

Moreover, key informants felt that water systems that currently fluoridate are likely already 
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aware of public health information related to community water fluoridation (personal 

communications, February 2022). However, water systems expressed differing views on whether 

public health was a part of their mission (personal communications, February 2022), so the 

relationship with DOH and local health jurisdiction may vary by water system. 

 

Key informants noted there may be specific instances that could result in consideration of 

discontinuation of community water fluoridation (e.g., aging structures and associated 

maintenance costs) (personal communications, February 2022). However, most key informants 

felt it is unlikely that water systems currently providing community water fluoridation would 

choose to discontinue fluoridation (personal communications, February 2022). Since 2013, 2 

Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 or more people per day have discontinued community 

water fluoridation as a result of political or community actions (personal communication, 

February 2022).  

 

Since all key informants stated that water systems would meet these provisions if required, we 

have made the informed assumption that requiring Group A Water Systems serving 5,000 or 

more people per day to seek public health information and notify customers 90 days prior to a 

vote or decision to discontinue community water fluoridation would result in water systems 

taking these actions before discontinuing community water fluoridation. 

 

Would seeking public health information and notifying customers 90 days prior to a vote 

or decision to discontinue community water fluoridation impact a water system’s decision 

to discontinue fluoridation? 

There is unclear evidence for how seeking public health information and notifying customers 90 

days prior to a vote or decision to discontinue community water fluoridation would impact a 

water system’s decision to discontinue or continue fluoridation due to variations in water system 

governance and political and community contexts.  

 

Generally, key informants felt that requiring customer notification 90 days prior to a vote or 

decision to discontinue fluoridation could inform or be considered in a water system’s decision-

making (personal communication, February 2022). However, key informants emphasized that 

authorizing environment and governance structure varies by water system, so the extent to which 

public input could impact decision-making would be difficult to quantify as decision-making and 

public involvement varies by governance structure (personal communications, February 2022). 

One water system stated that their governance structure would require a citizen’s initiative for 

the water system to discontinue fluoridation (personal communication, February 2022). Another 

system stated that decisions about fluoridation would require a vote by an elected board that 

represents the community served by the water system (personal communication, February 2022). 

Yet another stated that, “if we already had the infrastructure for fluoridation in place, we would 

only discontinue fluoridation if we were regulated to do so” (personal communication, February 

2022). Therefore, how a water system is structured and makes decisions may impact the extent to 

which public input is considered in the decision-making process. 

 

Similarly, key informants also explained that, under some governance structures, not all 

customers may be able to impact decisions as some communities receive water from a system 

outside of their jurisdiction (personal communications, February 2022). For example, Tacoma 
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Public Utilities and Seattle Public Utilities provide water to some areas of Pierce and King 

Counties outside of their respective city limits. Under the provisions of SHB 1684, a water 

system would only be required to provide notification to the city or municipality purchasing their 

water as a customer. For instance, the City of Bellevue is intertied with Seattle Public Utilities 

and is their customer. The bill language would require Seattle Public Utilities to notify City of 

Bellevue before discontinuing fluoridation but would not require notification of customers 

receiving water from the City of Bellevue. Another water system shared that, if their system 

were considering a change, not all customers in the system would be represented in a vote, as 

some customers live outside of city limits (personal communication, February 2022). However, 

key informants felt that most water systems, especially systems serving 5,000 or more customers 

per day, would likely provide notification to all water system users regardless of the bill 

provisions (personal communication, February 2022). However, customers receiving water 

through intertied systems may not be able to vote or otherwise influence a water system’s 

decision to discontinue or continue fluoridation unless the water system chose an approach that 

engaged those customers (personal communication, February 2022). 

 

All key informants emphasized that community water fluoridation is a polarizing topic for 

communities (personal communications, February 2022). Key informants shared that public 

opinion on community water fluoridation has changed over time and varies community to 

community (personal communications, February 2022). A media article cited a report by the 

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) which documented the history of fluoride 

referendums nationally and the fluctuation of support and opposition for community water 

fluordiation.19 Their analysis found that 41% of proposed referendums related to fluoride were 

adopted in the 1950s and 1960s, 36% were adopted in the 1980s, 59% were adopted in the 

1990s, and 39% were adopted in the 2000s.19 Therefore, a water system’s decision to discontinue 

or continue water fluoridation would likely depend in part on public opinion and whether the 

community was vested in discontinuing or continuing community water fluoridation. 

 

Since customer notification and input may vary by governance structure and since public opinion 

may influence the directionality of a water system’s decision to discontinue or continue 

fluoridation, it is unclear how seeking public health information and notifying customers 90 days 

prior to a vote or decision to discontinue community water fluoridation would impact a water 

system’s decision to discontinue or continue fluoridation. Therefore, the pathway to health 

impacts could not be completed.  
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______________________________________________
From: bill teachingsmiles.com
Sent: 9/29/2024 1:44:26 PM
To: Gerald
Steel,tips@komonews.com,fox13tips@fox.com,investigations@seattletimes.com,news@spokesman.com,newstips@kiro7.com,investigators@king5.com

Subject: Re: Federal Court finds 0.7 mg/L fluoridated water poses an "unreasonable risk"
to public health [PART 5]

External Email

Gerald,
I read a study where the developmental neurotoxicity effects of fluoride in mice was seen
in the third generation where the study ended. Don't ask me for reference. It was at
least a decade ago and my memory can't keep track of my cell phone.

Bill
________________________________

From: Gerald Steel <geraldsteel@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 29, 2024 12:54 PM
To: tips@komonews.com <tips@komonews.com>; fox13tips@fox.com
<fox13tips@fox.com>; investigations@seattletimes.com
<investigations@seattletimes.com>; news@spokesman.com <news@spokesman.com>;
newstips@kiro7.com <newstips@kiro7.com>; investigators@king5.com
<investigators@king5.com>
Cc: Andy.Schut@doh.wa.gov <andy.schut@doh.wa.gov>; Tao (DOH) <taosheng.kwan-
gett@doh.wa.gov>; wsboh@sboh.wa.gov <wsboh@sboh.wa.gov>;
secretary@doh.wa.gov <secretary@doh.wa.gov>
Subject: Federal Court finds 0.7 mg/L fluoridated water poses an "unreasonable risk" to
public health [PART 5]

The ruling in Food & Water Watch, Inc. v. United States Envtl. Prot. Agency, 17-cv-
02162-EMC (N.D. Cal. Sep. 24, 2024) at page 75 discusses the level of IQ loss for new
offspring whose mothers when pregnant lived in fluoridated areas [such as Seattle].
Based on data and analysis presented at trial, the Court at page 75 states "fluoride
presents a risk of a decrease in IQ [for such offspring] ranging from 2.86 to 6.75 points."
The lower number is the expected median loss and the upper number is the 95th
percentile loss applicable to offspring of 1 in 20 mothers who drink the most fluoridated
water.

My personal comment: It has been on the watch of our Democrat-dominated State
government that fluoridation at 0.7 mg/L has been implemented and on the watch of
water system administrators that their individual systems are fluoridated. If the 3 point
average IQ loss is cumulative over generations, then in 200 years of fluoridation (10
generations) people in fluoridated areas will have lost an average of 30 IQ points. Seattle
has been fluoridated for 94 years. Take another look at the movie "Idiocracy." Quoting
off the web, in Idiocracy, "Corporal Joe Bauers, a decidedly average American, is selected
for a top-secret hibernation program but is forgotten and left to awaken to a future so
incredibly moronic that he's easily the most intelligent person alive."

Gerald Steel RCE PE

Retired Attorney
7303 Young Rd. NW



Olympia WA 98502
Tel/Fax (360) 867-1166



______________________________________________
From: Julie Simms
Sent: 9/29/2024 3:34:20 PM
To: Gerald Steel
Subject: Re: Federal Court finds 0.7 mg/L fluoridated water poses an "unreasonable risk"
to public health [PART 5]

External Email

Thank you, Gerald. This is very exciting.!! Please keep me posted on anyway I can help
your efforts.

Sincerely,

Julie Simms

Sent from my iPhone

On Sep 29, 2024, at 12:56 PM, Gerald Steel <geraldsteel@yahoo.com> wrote:

 
The ruling in Food & Water Watch, Inc. v. United States Envtl. Prot. Agency, 17-

cv-02162-EMC (N.D. Cal. Sep. 24, 2024) at page 75 discusses the level of IQ loss for
new offspring whose mothers when pregnant lived in fluoridated areas [such as Seattle].
Based on data and analysis presented at trial, the Court at page 75 states "fluoride
presents a risk of a decrease in IQ [for such offspring] ranging from 2.86 to 6.75 points."
The lower number is the expected median loss and the upper number is the 95th
percentile loss applicable to offspring of 1 in 20 mothers who drink the most fluoridated
water.

My personal comment: It has been on the watch of our Democrat-dominated
State government that fluoridation at 0.7 mg/L has been implemented and on the watch
of water system administrators that their individual systems are fluoridated. If the 3
point average IQ loss is cumulative over generations, then in 200 years of fluoridation
(10 generations) people in fluoridated areas will have lost an average of 30 IQ points.
Seattle has been fluoridated for 94 years. Take another look at the movie "Idiocracy."
Quoting off the web, in Idiocracy, "Corporal Joe Bauers, a decidedly average American, is
selected for a top-secret hibernation program but is forgotten and left to awaken to a
future so incredibly moronic that he's easily the most intelligent person alive."

Gerald Steel RCE PE

Retired Attorney
7303 Young Rd. NW



Olympia WA 98502
Tel/Fax (360) 867-1166



______________________________________________
From: Gerald Steel
Sent: 9/29/2024 1:03:43 PM
To:
tips@komonews.com,fox13tips@fox.com,investigations@seattletimes.com,news@spokesman.com,newstips@kiro7.com,investigators@king5.com

Subject: Federal Court finds 0.7 mg/L fluoridated water poses an "unreasonable risk" to
public health [PART 5 - CORRECTION]

External Email

CORRECTION: Seattle has been fluoridated for 54 years, not 94 years as previously
stated.

Gerald Steel RCE PE
Retired Attorney
7303 Young Rd. NW

Olympia WA 98502
Tel/Fax (360) 867-1166

On Sunday, September 29, 2024 at 12:54:17 PM PDT, Gerald Steel
<geraldsteel@yahoo.com> wrote:

The ruling in Food & Water Watch, Inc. v. United States Envtl. Prot. Agency, 17-cv-
02162-EMC (N.D. Cal. Sep. 24, 2024) at page 75 discusses the level of IQ loss for new
offspring whose mothers when pregnant lived in fluoridated areas [such as Seattle].
Based on data and analysis presented at trial, the Court at page 75 states "fluoride
presents a risk of a decrease in IQ [for such offspring] ranging from 2.86 to 6.75 points."
The lower number is the expected median loss and the upper number is the 95th
percentile loss applicable to offspring of 1 in 20 mothers who drink the most fluoridated
water.

My personal comment: It has been on the watch of our Democrat-dominated State
government that fluoridation at 0.7 mg/L has been implemented and on the watch of
water system administrators that their individual systems are fluoridated. If the 3 point
average IQ loss is cumulative over generations, then in 200 years of fluoridation (10
generations) people in fluoridated areas will have lost an average of 30 IQ points. Seattle
has been fluoridated for 94 years. Take another look at the movie "Idiocracy." Quoting
off the web, in Idiocracy, "Corporal Joe Bauers, a decidedly average American, is selected
for a top-secret hibernation program but is forgotten and left to awaken to a future so
incredibly moronic that he's easily the most intelligent person alive."

Gerald Steel RCE PE

Retired Attorney
7303 Young Rd. NW

Olympia WA 98502
Tel/Fax (360) 867-1166





______________________________________________
From: Garry Blankenship
Sent: 8/27/2024 7:38:17 AM
To: hcinfo.infosc@canada.ca,DOH
WSBOH,OADS@cdc.gov,sheriff@co.clallam.wa.us,Berry, Allison 2
(DOHi),shahidafatin@gmail.com,ncarr@cityofpa.us,gbsjrmd@sisna.com,mark.ozias,Randy.Johnson@ClallamCountyWA.gov,Bill.Peach@ClallamCountyWA.gov

Cc:
Subject: Fwd: US and UK all-cause cumulative excess mortality graphs clearly show that
our interventions were counterproductive

External Email

Good Day,

My hope is that any contact on this list please refute the information below. This and
similar data are ubiquitous. I can understand making an error, but not acknowledging
that error I cannot understand. If this man is wrong, please show me / us.

Regards,

Garry Blankenship

---------- Original Message ----------
From: Steve Kirsch's newsletter <stevekirsch@substack.com>
To: hisgarness@comcast.net
Date: 08/26/2024 10:09 PM PDT
Subject: US and UK all-cause cumulative excess mortality graphs clearly show

that our interventions were counterproductive

<https://eotrx.substackcdn.com/open?token=eyJtIjoiPDIwMjQwODI3MDUwOTU4LjMuMTY4M2Q0MDIwYzQ2YjNjMkBtZzEuc3Vic3RhY2suY29tPiIsInUiOjY5NzI0NTU0LCJyIjoiaGlzZ2FybmVzc0Bjb21jYXN0Lm5ldCIsImQiOiJtZzEuc3Vic3RhY2suY29tIiwicCI6MTQ4MTcyOTA2LCJ0IjoibmV3c2xldHRlciIsImEiOiJldmVyeW9uZSIsInMiOjU0ODM1NCwiYyI6InBvc3QiLCJmIjpmYWxzZSwicG9zaXRpb24iOiJ0b3AiLCJpYXQiOjE3MjQ3MzU1MDgsImV4cCI6MTcyNzMyNzUwOCwiaXNzIjoicHViLTAiLCJzdWIiOiJlbyJ9.jZA826b1dkYJmnANxudf7pbPDV2I0tOE4IPgiuyHJmU>

Four graphs. Do you think the COVID interventions saved lives? No chance. These
charts are monotonically increasing which means everything we did was useless or made
things worse!

                                                                 
                                                                      
                                                                      
                                                                      
                                                                      
                                                       

Forwarded this email? Subscribe here
<https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fsubstack.com%2Fredirect%2F2%2FeyJlIjoiaHR0cHM6Ly9raXJzY2hzdWJzdGFjay5jb20vc3Vic2NyaWJlP3V0bV9zb3VyY2U9ZW1haWwmdXRtX2NhbXBhaWduPWVtYWlsLXN1YnNjcmliZSZyPTE1aWZ0NiZuZXh0PWh0dHBzJTNBJTJGJTJGa2lyc2Noc3Vic3RhY2suY29tJTJGcCUyRnVzLWFuZC11ay1hbGwtY2F1c2UtY3VtdWxhdGl2ZS1leGNlc3MiLCJwIjoxNDgxNzI5MDYsInMiOjU0ODM1NCwiZiI6ZmFsc2UsInUiOjY5NzI0NTU0LCJpYXQiOjE3MjQ3MzU1MDgsImV4cCI6MTcyNzMyNzUwOCwiaXNzIjoicHViLTAiLCJzdWIiOiJsaW5rLXJlZGlyZWN0In0.qxUaX78yaBZ-



K57f--
x45vTSlccJioPHBQBTzBUL_Gs&data=05%7C02%7Cwsboh%40sboh.wa.gov%7Cf4d83edc075748e9acc108dcc6a5e0d1%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C638603662971936527%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=lBMYmBBOKWUyMZOFK%2B972hiRlbUbWXXMLJhBGblAlys%3D&reserved=0>
for more

US and UK all-cause cumulative excess mortality graphs clearly show that our
interventions were counterproductive
<https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fsubstack.com%2Fapp-
link%2Fpost%3Fpublication_id%3D548354%26post_id%3D148172906%26utm_source%3Dpost-
email-title%26utm_campaign%3Demail-post-
title%26isFreemail%3Dfalse%26r%3D15ift6%26token%3DeyJ1c2VyX2lkIjo2OTcyNDU1NCwicG9zdF9pZCI6MTQ4MTcyOTA2LCJpYXQiOjE3MjQ3MzU1MDgsImV4cCI6MTcyNzMyNzUwOCwiaXNzIjoicHViLTU0ODM1NCIsInN1YiI6InBvc3QtcmVhY3Rpb24ifQ.npsMFSIhKArvgQsCnGfG1-
7fO-
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Four graphs. Do you think the COVID interventions saved lives? No chance. These charts
are monotonically increasing which means everything we did was useless or made things
worse!

Steve Kirsch
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Executive summary

Three graphs, pulled from Mortality Watch
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, paints a clear picture of a bungled COVID response that cost lives.

US cumulative excess mortality (ages 10-19)
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This is very disturbing. This smacks of pure human intervention because the cumulative
mortality rises by nearly the same amount every month. That kind of effect rarely, if
ever, happens in nature.

We didn’t save any kids! We KILLED 14,000 kids.

Very few of these were COVID deaths. How do I know? Because COVID deaths come in
waves. No waves here.

US cumulative excess mortality (all ages)
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You can clearly see that 1.4M lives were lost since the start of the pandemic.

What you can’t tell from this is what caused these deaths.

But what you can tell is that it got monotonically worse over time, not better.

The CDC mortality report
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says there were 415,399 deaths caused by COVID in 2021 and an estimated 346,082 in
2020 (from 90% of the value listed in the Table). So a total of 761K deaths from 2020 to
2021. There were 1,024K excess deaths available during this period, so their estimates
are within reason. In 2022 there were 246K and in 2023 there were 49K. This totals
1.056M deaths through the end of 2023. It leaves 400K excess deaths unaccounted for.

Based on surveys I’ve done, the total number of deaths from COVID were comparable to
the number of people killed by the COVID shots.

This suggests that the CDC miscategorized deaths and there were probably somewhere
around 600K COVID deaths and about 600K vaccine deaths.

Since there were 676M shots given, that’s an estimated 1 death per 1,000 COVID shots,
a number consistent with the estimates done by others that I’ve written about in
previous articles (Rancourt, Crawford, Skidmore).

The cure was actually more deadly than the disease.

There’s a cool paper coming out about this soon. Watch for it. It’s conclusion is exactly
that.

UK and Massachusetts cumulative excess mortality

Look at these two charts. They look really similar, don’t they? But one is from
Massachusetts and the other from the UK.
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The question you have to ask yourself is how can these graphs look so similar?

Answer: The pandemic responses were very similar and they had similar outcomes, with
huge numbers of excess deaths that have gone unexplained. Deaths started to take off
after the COVID shots rolled out.

The UK has never explained their excess deaths and I’ve written how their hypotheses
are all flawed
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because they don’t correlate. They won’t consider the possibility that the COVID shots
might have played a role even though that is the most obvious explanation.

Summary

This article shows you graphs which are monotonically increasing; this means all our
interventions either were useless or made things worse.

My estimate is that the COVID shots killed around 1 person per 1,000 doses. So around
650,000 Americans lost their lives to the shots.

The cure was worse than the disease.
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6lNQol4shVbb3ZZfnCuH9GcLicyE&data=05%7C02%7Cwsboh%40sboh.wa.gov%7Cf4d83edc075748e9acc108dcc6a5e0d1%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C638603662972078722%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=9Gw9paTxJXSALs81Q5wgskNh8nJPSbS6PFIMP%2FkfxcQ%3D&reserved=0>

<https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fsubstack.com%2Fredirect%2Ff1745369-
3d4c-4866-bf52-
8bb513ed121e%3Fj%3DeyJ1IjoiMTVpZnQ2In0.PoWkYg8wHoPi84O6BbnZ2dl3zAYJI3AKz0ikcuhTjA4&data=05%7C02%7Cwsboh%40sboh.wa.gov%7Cf4d83edc075748e9acc108dcc6a5e0d1%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C638603662972085006%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Fk7evNDdJv0mee3jEPFBZ36kHrWcicalhBa2MJOd25o%3D&reserved=0>

<https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fsubstack.com%2Fredirect%2F2%2FeyJlIjoiaHR0cHM6Ly9zdWJzdGFjay5jb20vc2lnbnVwP3V0bV9zb3VyY2U9c3Vic3RhY2smdXRtX21lZGl1bT1lbWFpbCZ1dG1fY29udGVudD1mb290ZXImdXRtX2NhbXBhaWduPWF1dG9maWxsZWQtZm9vdGVyJmZyZWVTaWdudXBFbWFpbD1oaXNnYXJuZXNzQGNvbWNhc3QubmV0JnI9MTVpZnQ2IiwicCI6MTQ4MTcyOTA2LCJzIjo1NDgzNTQsImYiOmZhbHNlLCJ1Ijo2OTcyNDU1NCwiaWF0IjoxNzI0NzM1NTA4LCJleHAiOjE3MjczMjc1MDgsImlzcyI6InB1Yi0wIiwic3ViIjoibGluay1yZWRpcmVjdCJ9.mmgnI9gRhFs7sFQnhe-



xDDrs1b_pNv6RDy0xf-
C2VFw&data=05%7C02%7Cwsboh%40sboh.wa.gov%7Cf4d83edc075748e9acc108dcc6a5e0d1%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C638603662972090519%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=47DPTe7lxlXZ%2F3LR30ENTHAII%2BxjnM91m%2BWEe7ZMtvc%3D&reserved=0>

<https://eotrx.substackcdn.com/open?token=eyJtIjoiPDIwMjQwODI3MDUwOTU4LjMuMTY4M2Q0MDIwYzQ2YjNjMkBtZzEuc3Vic3RhY2suY29tPiIsInUiOjY5NzI0NTU0LCJyIjoiaGlzZ2FybmVzc0Bjb21jYXN0Lm5ldCIsImQiOiJtZzEuc3Vic3RhY2suY29tIiwicCI6MTQ4MTcyOTA2LCJ0IjoibmV3c2xldHRlciIsImEiOiJldmVyeW9uZSIsInMiOjU0ODM1NCwiYyI6InBvc3QiLCJmIjpmYWxzZSwicG9zaXRpb24iOiJib3R0b20iLCJpYXQiOjE3MjQ3MzU1MDgsImV4cCI6MTcyNzMyNzUwOCwiaXNzIjoicHViLTAiLCJzdWIiOiJlbyJ9.CToOU4SxCTgvAiE3vCK6GR9vW1ZqBE-
dN_m3phxN690> <https://email.mg1.substack.com/o/eJxMkM3K6yAURZ-mDoPxJ-
rAZwl6PE2lUYsee8nbX0In33QtWGw2BMKj9ct_2iCWPDcCTGToVyOUkVpzy7CEfO4HVuyBMO2B_lgrDXt5DlFomSKsLhi1ReQgwOEzbs7FZwKWveBCcSsM19xpu8hl3axMigsOaosSxEPxcqzLmHFQgPcCrbB71R5mylgBPX6xX63iD-
fkV2VXIxzffoSuD_qK_8aJRNjZZ8YdWimzZrp2rCGemDz1ibc6MwTKrd4hrazUinX_yuMIveIYD8WhFQiDlorExoyplZCrH4RffOc-
4MXo99sc2O_M5oxQWiv29eJ_AAAA__9j4XKm>



______________________________________________
From: Michael Phillips
Sent: 9/30/2024 5:34:33 PM
To: DOH WSBOH
Cc:
Subject: Cowlitz Public Health

External Email

Hello, I would like to speak to Steven Kutz about the state of public health and the
administration of such. I would like to speak to him briefly about the Cowlitz Tribe if
possible where he currently is a council member.
Let me know how to get in contact with him if possible, thanks.

*

Michael Phillips



______________________________________________
From: Gerald Steel
Sent: 9/29/2024 12:56:02 PM
To:
tips@komonews.com,fox13tips@fox.com,investigations@seattletimes.com,news@spokesman.com,newstips@kiro7.com,investigators@king5.com

Subject: Federal Court finds 0.7 mg/L fluoridated water poses an "unreasonable risk" to
public health [PART 5]

External Email

The ruling in Food & Water Watch, Inc. v. United States Envtl. Prot. Agency, 17-cv-
02162-EMC (N.D. Cal. Sep. 24, 2024) at page 75 discusses the level of IQ loss for new
offspring whose mothers when pregnant lived in fluoridated areas [such as Seattle].
Based on data and analysis presented at trial, the Court at page 75 states "fluoride
presents a risk of a decrease in IQ [for such offspring] ranging from 2.86 to 6.75 points."
The lower number is the expected median loss and the upper number is the 95th
percentile loss applicable to offspring of 1 in 20 mothers who drink the most fluoridated
water.

My personal comment: It has been on the watch of our Democrat-dominated State
government that fluoridation at 0.7 mg/L has been implemented and on the watch of
water system administrators that their individual systems are fluoridated. If the 3 point
average IQ loss is cumulative over generations, then in 200 years of fluoridation (10
generations) people in fluoridated areas will have lost an average of 30 IQ points. Seattle
has been fluoridated for 94 years. Take another look at the movie "Idiocracy." Quoting
off the web, in Idiocracy, "Corporal Joe Bauers, a decidedly average American, is selected
for a top-secret hibernation program but is forgotten and left to awaken to a future so
incredibly moronic that he's easily the most intelligent person alive."

Gerald Steel RCE PE

Retired Attorney
7303 Young Rd. NW

Olympia WA 98502
Tel/Fax (360) 867-1166



______________________________________________
From: shellies4@netzero.com
Sent: 9/12/2024 10:45:46 PM
To: DOH WSBOH
Cc:
Subject: Public Comments

External Email

Dear Board,

Regarding the upcoming meeting for school health stuff.
I want to remind the board that PARENTS have the last say when it comes to their
children and a SARS COVID shot should NEVER be mandatory for school!
Measles, Mumps, Rubella, YES.
COVID? Absolutely NOT!!
I just want to make sure that this is on record!
I also feel like we should be using bleach for cleaning in a LOT of places and we don't
because of some rule somebody decided on? Can we please repeal that??
Also kids get better immune systems from hanging out with other kids! Back to regular
lunch in the lunch room with everyone! The lack of socializing is worse than the risk of
getting a cold!! We already have FAR too many kids who feel isolated!
Bleach for cleaning up and vitamin D from sunshine goes a LONG way!
Thank you for all you do!
Have a wonderful day!



______________________________________________
From: Arne Christensen
Sent: 8/12/2024 2:35:23 PM
To: DOH WSBOH
Cc:
Subject: a police state is a paradise

External Email

Recently I read a 2015 book, The Real North Korea, by Andrei Lankov. There's
a quote in it from a Western doctor: "For a health care professional, a
police state is a paradise."

The Board of Health should reflect on that quote, and consider whether it
has ever thought of the ethical and moral problems with forcing people to
receive medical treatments.



______________________________________________
From: bill teachingsmiles.com
Sent: 9/25/2024 3:41:20 PM
To: DOH WSBOH,Leaders, Amber (GOV),serviceATG@atg.wa.gov
Cc:
Subject: Public Comment, US District Court

attachments\A3E5632AD1DB4ABF_Court Ruling.pdf

External Email

Washington State Board and Department of Health, Governor Inslee,
amber.leaders@gov.wa.gov <mailto:amber.leaders@gov.wa.gov> Attorney General
Ferguson, serviceATG@atg.wa.gov <mailto:serviceATG@atg.wa.gov>
Public Comment For October 8, 2024 Board of Health meeting and requesting time for
Public Comment and notification to Governor Inslee and Attorney General Ferguson, and
request to provide comment at the BOH meeting, October 8.

Dear Washington State Authorities,
When I, along with others, nominated fluoride to the National Toxicology Program for
their review of fluoride’s carcinogenicity, thyroid harm and a third for developmental
neurotoxicity back in 2015, the director told me it would take about 2 years to just
evaluate developmental neurotoxicity. The first part of the report was published almost 9
years later due to political resistance and did not report a lower threshold or safe
exposure level of fluoride.
We took the EPA to court over just one health risk, not all the health, legal or ethical
risks, just one risk, developmental neurotoxicity.
The Court ruled September 24, 2024, after the second phase of the trial, eight years and
hundreds of thousands of dollars in legal fees paid for by those who have been harmed:
“CONCLUSIONS OF LAW Plaintiffs have proven, by a preponderance of the evidence, that
water fluoridation at the level of 0.7 mg/L – the prescribed optimal level of fluoridation in
the United States – presents an “unreasonable risk of injury to health or the
environment, without consideration of costs or other non-risk factors, including an
unreasonable risk to a potentially exposed or susceptible subpopulation under the
conditions of use.”
I always wonder what would the Court have ruled if we had listed all risks of harm and
ethics, not just one risk of harm. The trial would have lasted for several months, not just
weeks.
Of course, the Washington State Board, Department of Health, and Governor have known
fluoridation is an unreasonable risk for over a decade with thousands of documents in
their possession petitions for rule changes and resulting denials. The Board, Department,
and Governor have failed to protect the public health and thousands have been
unnecessarily harmed by the Board's failure to evaluate the science rather than
endorsements.
The Board and Department ignored the Washington State Board of Pharmacy
determining fluoride is a legend drug, requiring the patient's doctor's prescription and
each patient's consent.
The Board, Department, and Governor ignored the FDA (Food and Drug Administration)
warning that attempting to gain FDA approval would ban fluoridation. Fluoride ingestion
is not an approved drug and could not be approved as recommended by the Board;
however, the Board failed to mitigate the harm with even simple rule changes of
warnings and should have stopped recommending fluoridation. Instead, the Board went
to a dentist with vested interest who copied the fluoridation lobby talking points to write
an opinion. Similar to asking the tobacco lobby to write a statement on the safety of
tobacco.
The Board and Department ignored the National Research Council 2006 warning that
fluoride ingestion was not safe for teeth, bones, brain, thyroid, and more. At least 70%



of us are ingesting too much fluoride from many sources.
The Board ignored my repeated requests to simply advise pregnant mothers to not
swallow fluoride (same warning on toothpaste) and caregivers to not make infant formula
made with fluoridated water. (Fluoridated water doses infants with over 150 times more
fluoride than mother’s milk.)
The Board has ignored the NTP (National Toxicology Program) report on fluoride’s harm.
The Board must not ignore the Court’s Finding of Fact and Conclusions of Law Case No.
17-cv-02162-EMC, US District Court, Northern District of California see attached.
The Board and Department stubbornly try to remain unmolested by enlightenment of
science, fact, empirical evidence, law and ethics.
If the highest levels of regulatory authorities cannot persuade the Board, Department,
and Governor to protect our most vulnerable and yes, all of us, then the Board,
Department and Governor cannot and must not be trusted without verification for any
scientific health care policy or opinion. The Board has clearly demonstrated they are not
capable of evaluating science.
We all make mistakes, covering up the mistake can be worse than the mistake.
Government's job is to protect the pubic health, not mistakenly attempt to mitigate one
of the public’s excess sugar consumption harms and line the pockets of special interests.
The attached Court “Finding of Fact and Conclusion of Law” is 800 pages and should be
read in entirety because it has excellent science and law, keeping in mind this is only one
stream of evidence. Compound the conclusion with:

1.

Lack of consent, lack of freedom, dispensed under police powers when options are less
expensive and available.
2. Over exposure from many sources, such as 70% of children show a biomarker of
excess exposure.
3. Lack of cost benefit if risks and cost of treating harm is included. As a Dentist,
when I now look back, I made millions of dollars in my career, selling fluoride and
treating both known and undisputed cosmetic and known and undisputed functional
dental fluorosis (chipped, cracked and split teeth contributed by fluoride. Fluoridation is
not cost effective. Dentists may not point the economic finger of bias at themselves, but
fluoride is major profit for dentists.
4. Known carcinogen. Ever wonder how pharmaceutical companies get hundreds of
mice with the same cancer to test new pharmaceutical treatments? Sometimes they use
fluoride to cause the cancer so they can try to treat it. Do a www.pubmed.gov
<https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.pubmed.gov%2F&data=05%7C02%7CWSBOH%40SBOH.WA.GOV%7Cd81159897eec473de4c108dcddb328e5%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C638629008805464661%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=rJAuiI5vnRhe5sEwBcP0gun2TT2Ur5zjbJryQIXi6e8%3D&reserved=0>
search for “fluoride known carcinogen.” I get 84 results. Read a few.
5.

Thyroid harm. Back in the early mid 20th Century, fluoride was used as a treatment for
ADHD. Doctors recommended, “If it does not work, raise the dosage.” Look at the
chemical formulas today for ADHD medications, they contain fluoride.
6. Mitochondria. Again, Pubmed search of “fluoride mitochondria” results in 479
studies. (Definitions might help here: Apoptosis means cell death. Dysfunction means cell
does not work well. Cognitive deficits means it harms thinking. Oxidative stress is cell
damage. Intracellular redox homeostasis or a balance between reducing and oxidizing
reactions in cells involved with many biological responses and events.) At least read a
few studies. That is your job.

Those are just a few to consider, any one of them should stop forced medication of an
unapproved contaminated and illegal drug.
A few more considerations in the Courts Decision.
Page 5. “The pooled benchmark dose analysis concluded that a 1-point drop in IQ of a
child is to be expected for each 0.28 mg/L of fluoride in a pregnant mother’s urine. This
is highly concerning, because maternal urinary fluoride levels for pregnant mothers in the
United States range from 0.8 mg/L at the median and 1.89 mg/L depending upon the



degree of exposure. Not only is there an insufficient margin between the hazard level and
these exposure levels, for many, the exposure levels exceed the hazard level of 0.28
mg/L.”
Highlight supplied but not bolded emphasis done by the Court. Note: mother’s urine
concentration is often close to water fluoride concentration. For example, 0.8 mg/L
mother’s urine at the median is similar to 0.7 mg/L in fluoridated water. 0.8 mg/L divided
by 0.28 mg/L equals about 3 IQ loss for the mean and about 6 IQ loss for the 90th
percentile which is consistent with published literature. That equals about a 30% to 70%
increase in the number of mentally retarded and 30% to 70% decrease in the number of
gifted residents and a drop for all the rest of us in IQ.
P6. “The EPA’s default margin of error requires a factor of 10 between the hazard level
and exposure level due to variability in human sensitivities. Put differently, only an
exposure that is below 1/10th of the hazard level would be deemed safe under Amended
TSCA, given the margin of error required.”
Instead of a 1/10, the EPA uses a 1:1 margin of error for fluoride, incorrectly assuming
there is no variability in human health, age, total toxic burden, synergistic effects, DNA,
etc. Thus 0.28 mg/L of fluoride in mother’s urine must be divided by 10 for a
concentration 0.028 mg/L and 100 is recommended for safety if LOAEL (Least Observable
Adverse Effect Level) is used, thus 0.0028 mg/L very similar to the concentration of
fluoride in mother’s milk should be safe even for infants.
P 6. “In all, there is substantial and scientifically credible evidence establishing that
fluoride poses a risk to human health; it is associated with a reduction in the IQ of
children and is hazardous at dosages that are far too close to fluoride levels in the
drinking water of the United States. And this risk is unreasonable under Amended TSCA.
Reduced IQ poses serious harm. Studies have linked IQ decrements of even one or two
points to e.g., reduced educational attainment, employment status, productivity, and
earned wages. Indeed, the EPA recognizes that reduction of IQ poses a serious
community health issue.”
Lower IQ is well-know, to result in increased Special Education rates, High School Drop-
out rates, lower income, less job stability, less productivity, increased crime, increased
homelessness, increased incarceration, increased divorce, decreased self-worth,
increased public assistance and decrease gifted and brilliant members of our community
and actually all of us.
Those harms, costs, grief and suffering are in part on the shoulders of the Board,
Department of Health, and Governor, having known those harms for more than a decade.
And authorities have refused to protect the public even with simple advice or more
cautious words.
The Board is now trying to play a Trumpian spin, “just words.” The Board claims they do
not fluoridate water, they just use words to encourage the use of fluoridation. But words
by authorities have impact and place responsibility. The Board has responsibility for their
words and has refused a forum to even evaluate the evidence from both sides as RCW
requires. Don’t try to hide and blame the local cities and water districts for doing harm
when they are following words of advice of the Washington State Authority.
Further, specifically to the Attorney General:
Although historic, consider HEALTH DEPARTMENT REGULATIONS -- FLUORIDATION OF
WATER | Washington State
<https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.atg.wa.gov%2Fago-
opinions%2Fhealth-department-regulations-fluoridation-
water&data=05%7C02%7CWSBOH%40SBOH.WA.GOV%7Cd81159897eec473de4c108dcddb328e5%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C638629008805487056%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=gnJS93AG0W7d1A2vfuv6sx%2FSTm%2BGQdOIRaOZCeH%2BnEc%3D&reserved=0>

Smith Troy, AG wrote:
"The general rule is that incorporated boards of health which are invested by statute with
functions of a public nature, to be exercised for the public benefit, are not liable for
injuries resulting from the performance of their official duties in the promulgation and
enforcement of health regulations, so long as they act within the limits of their authority
and discretion,”
First: the Board has acted on the authority of the fluoridation lobby, financially vested
interest and industry (biased entities) which is outside the official duties of the Board,



rather than the authority of duly designated Federal and State drug regulatory authorities
and Federal toxicological and state pharmaceutical experts which is within the duty of the
Board.
Seriously, the local dentist down the street does not have the authority of the FDA, NTP
or Board of Pharmacy.
Second: the Board has violated RCW 43.20.050 duty which requires the Board to provide
a forum. A 2- or 3-minute public comment is not a forum.
Third: RCW 43.20.050 requires the Board to adopt rules to assure safe and reliable public
drinking water and the Court clear finding of fact does not agree with the Board's claim of
fluoridation's safety. The WBOP, FDA, NRC 2006, EPA DRA 2010 and scientists, NTP,
Court and thousands of peer reviewed scientific studies do not agree with the Board that
fluoridated water is safe. Yet the Board keeps claiming fluoridation is safe based on lobby
propaganda.
About 20 petitions for rule change to protect the fetus and infant from excess exposure
with simple advice, over about the last decade have all been denied. Thus, we went to
the NTP and US District Court for confirmation of our claim that fluoridation is harming
millions.
My request to you as AG, is to evaluate the attached Court finding of Fact and Conclusion
and encourage in the strongest language the Board and Department of Health must
protect the public health. You do not want this can of worms to hit you in the face next
year.
Sincerely yours,
Bill Osmunson DDS MPH
bill@teachingsmiles.com
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

FOOD & WATER WATCH, INC., et al., 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY, et al., 

Defendants. 

Case No.  17-cv-02162-EMC   

FINDINGS OF FACT AND 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

I. INTRODUCTION

In 2016, Congress amended the Toxic Substances Control Act (“TSCA”), empowering 

United States citizens to petition the Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) to consider 

whether a chemical presents an unreasonable risk of injury to health.  See Pub. L. No. 114-182, 

114th Congress (Frank R. Lautenberg Chemical Safety for the 21st Century Act) (the “Act”).  The 

Act addresses the modern day reality that “human beings and the environment are being exposed 

each year to a large number of chemical substances and mixtures,” 15 U.S.C. § 2601(a)(1), and 

that, “among the many chemical substances and mixtures which are constantly being developed 

and produced, there are some whose manufacture, processing, distribution in commerce, use, or 

disposal may present an unreasonable risk of injury to health or the environment,” id. § 

2601(a)(2).   

To this end, under TSCA, as amended by the Act (“Amended TSCA”), a citizen is entitled 

to judicial review of the EPA’s denial of the citizen’s petition, wherein a court considers whether 

the chemical poses an unreasonable risk de novo, i.e., without deference to the EPA’s decision.  

See id. § 2620(b)(4)(B).  Amended TSCA sets up a system of judicial review that is remarkably 

different from the usual scope of judicial review of administrative actions under the 

Administrative Procedure Act, which confers substantial deference to administrative agencies.  

See id.  Under Amended TSCA, the Court owes no deference to the EPA in assessing the risk 

posed by chemical substances.  See id.  If the Court finds anew that the chemical at issue presents 
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an unreasonable risk, it then orders the EPA to engage in rulemaking regarding the chemical.  See

id.  The EPA is afforded in the first instance the authority to respond; regulatory actions can range 

from requiring a mere warning label to banning the chemical.  See id. § 2605(a)(1)-(7).  The EPA, 

in short, has options.  See id.  

The issue before this Court is whether the Plaintiffs have established by a preponderance 

of the evidence that the fluoridation of drinking water at levels typical in the United States poses 

an unreasonable risk of injury to health of the public within the meaning of Amended TSCA.  For 

the reasons set forth below, the Court so finds.  Specifically, the Court finds that fluoridation of 

water at 0.7 milligrams per liter (“mg/L”) – the level presently considered “optimal” in the United 

States – poses an unreasonable risk of reduced IQ in children.  It should be noted that this finding 

does not conclude with certainty that fluoridated water is injurious to public health; rather, as 

required by the Amended TSCA, the Court finds there is an unreasonable risk of such injury, a 

risk sufficient to require the EPA to engage with a regulatory response.  This order does not dictate 

precisely what that response must be.  Amended TSCA leaves that decision in the first instance to 

the EPA.  One thing the EPA cannot do, however, in the face of this Court’s finding, is to ignore 

that risk.  

A. Context

Water fluoridation has a long history in the United States and has been a source of political

discord, at times.  See, e.g., Dkt. No. 429-3, Trial Ex. 13 at 15.1  In 1975 the EPA recommended 

adding fluoride to water, with an optimal level up to 1.2 mg/L for its dental health benefits.  Id. at 

16. Between 1981 and 1984, fluoride’s association with adverse effects including osteosclerosis,

enamel fluorosis, and psychological and behavioral problems was contested.  Id. at 17-18.  Still, as

of 1986, up to 1.2 mg/L water fluoridation was considered optimal, and the maximum level was 4

mg/L.  Id. at 14-18.  After evidence increasingly established fluoride’s connection to adverse

1 Controversy over fluoridation of drinking water has even found its way into Hollywood.  See DR.
STRANGELOVE (Columbia Pictures 1964) (General Ripper characterizing fluoridation as a threat to 
our “precious bodily fluids” and “the most monstrously conceived and dangerous communist plot 
we’ve ever had to face”). 

Case 3:17-cv-02162-EMC   Document 445   Filed 09/24/24   Page 2 of 80
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effects, including severe enamel fluorosis, risk of bone fracture, and potential skeletal fluorosis, 

recommended levels were lowered in 2006.  Id. at 10.  Community water fluoridation has since 

continued at levels believed to be safe for its dental health benefits.  At present, fluoride is added 

to tap water in the United States, with an optimal level of 0.7 mg/L. 

However, scientific evidence has increasingly identified a link between fluoride exposure 

and adverse cognitive effects in children (reduced IQ).  Accordingly, Plaintiffs exercised their 

power under Amended TSCA and petitioned the EPA to consider whether fluoride in drinking 

water presents an unreasonable risk of injury to human health.  Notwithstanding the growing and 

robust body of evidence indicating an association between fluoride intake and cognitive 

impairment in children, the EPA denied Plaintiffs’ petition.  Plaintiffs filed suit in this Court, 

arguing that the EPA was wrong and that community water fluoridation at 0.7 mg/L (the 

“condition of use”) poses an unreasonable risk of injury to human health.   

B. Summary

To succeed in a suit brought under the Amended TSCA, Plaintiffs must prove, by a

preponderance of the evidence, that a risk of injury to human health is present and that such risk is 

unreasonable.   For a risk to be present, Plaintiffs must show that some segment of the United 

States population is exposed to the chemical at issue at levels that either exceed, or are too close to 

the dosage at which the chemical presents a hazard.2  The reasonableness of the risk is informed 

by several factors, including inter alia, the size and susceptibility of impacted populations, 

severity of the harm at issue, and the frequency and duration of exposure.    

There is little dispute in this suit as to whether fluoride poses a hazard to human health.  

Indeed, EPA’s own expert agrees that fluoride is hazardous at some level of exposure.  And ample 

evidence establishes that a mother’s exposure to fluoride during pregnancy is associated with IQ 

decrements in her offspring.  The United States National Toxicology Program (“NTP”) – the 

federal agency regarded as experts in toxicity – undertook a systematic review of all available 

literature near the time of publication considering whether fluoride poses cognitive harm, 

2 The level at which the chemical presents a hazard is known as the “hazard level.”  The level at 
which human populations are exposed to the chemical is known as the “exposure level.”  
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reviewing 72 human epidemiological studies considering this question.  The NTP concluded that 

fluoride is indeed associated with reduced IQ in children, at least at exposure levels at or above 1.5 

mg/L (i.e., “higher” exposure levels).  And notwithstanding inherent difficulties in observing 

effects at lower exposure levels, explained in further detail below, scientists have observed a 

statistically significant association between fluoride and adverse effects in children even at such 

“lower” exposure levels (less than 1.5 mg/L).   

Notwithstanding recognition by EPA’s expert that fluoride is hazardous, the EPA points to 

technicalities at various steps of the risk evaluation to conclude that fluoride does not present an 

unreasonable risk.  Primarily, the EPA argues the hazard level and the precise relationship between 

dosage and response at lower exposure levels are not entirely clear.  These arguments are not 

persuasive.    

Importantly, the chemical at issue need not be found hazardous at the exposure level to 

establish that a risk is present under Amended TSCA.  Instead, the EPA requires a margin exist 

between the hazard level and exposure level to ensure safety; if there is an insufficient margin then 

the chemical poses a risk.  The trial evidence in this case establishes that even if there is some 

uncertainty as to the precise level at which fluoride becomes hazardous (hazard level), under even 

the most conservative estimates of this level, there is not enough of a margin between the accepted 

hazard level and the actual human exposure levels to find that fluoride is safe.  Simply put, the risk 

to health at exposure levels in United States drinking water is sufficiently high to trigger 

regulatory response by the EPA under Amended TSCA. 

To this end, as mentioned previously, the NTP compiled and analyzed all relevant studies it 

could find and concluded that, at least at dosages of 1.5 mg/L or higher, fluoride is associated with 

reduced IQ in children.  Subsequently, toxicology experts endeavored to put a finer point on the 

impact of fluoride on children’s IQ at “lower” exposure levels, i.e., those below 1.5 mg/L, and 

conducted a pooled benchmark dose analysis to define the precise hazard level of fluoride.  For 

reasons described below, this pooled benchmark dose analysis benefited from increased statistical 

power relative to the NTP’s assessment due to its methodology (i.e., the benchmark dose analysis 

used individualized, continuous data, while the NTP assessment did not, due to quantity and variety 

4 
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of studies the NTP reviewed in that assessment).  The pooled benchmark dose analysis concluded 

that a 1-point drop in IQ of a child is to be expected for each 0.28 mg/L of fluoride in a 

pregnant mother’s urine.  This is highly concerning, because maternal urinary fluoride levels for 

pregnant mothers in the United States range from 0.8 mg/L at the median and 1.89 mg/L 

depending upon the degree of exposure.  Not only is there an insufficient margin between the 

hazard level and these exposure levels, for many, the exposure levels exceed the hazard level of 

0.28 mg/L.  

The EPA challenges, for a variety of reasons, whether this 0.28 mg/L hazard level 

(measured in maternal urinary fluoride) is appropriate for this risk evaluation.  The EPA argues, 

among other things, that the hazard and exposure levels should not be expressed in maternal 

urinary fluoride because that metric reflects total fluoride exposure – not just exposure resulting 

from drinking fluoridated water from one’s community.  Fluoride may also be ingested through, 

e.g., tea, fish, toothpaste, and commercial food and beverage made with fluoridated water. 

Nonetheless, the risk analysis should consider the additive effect of the chemical under the 

subjected condition of use (here, fluoridated community drinking water), especially where, as here, 

the fluoridated drinking water is a significant (and likely primary) contributor to aggregate 

exposure to fluoride.  Indeed, the Amended TSCA, expressly contemplates that the aggregate 

exposure to a chemical will be considered when conducting a risk assessment.  See 15 U.S.C. § 

2605(b)(4)(F).  In this sense, maternal urinary fluoride is not just an acceptable metric, it is highly 

useful in assessing the real-world end result of exposure from drinking fluoridated water along 

with other sources.

Even if urinary fluoride were not the appropriate metric in assessing health risk, or even if 

the toxicologically determined hazard level of 0.28 mg/L were deemed insufficiently 

substantiated, evidence in the record still establishes with little doubt that fluoridated drinking 

water presents a risk of injury to health.  Using a highly conservative estimate of the hazard level 

of 4 mg/L measured in drinking water fluoride (well above the 1.5 mg/L identified as hazardous to 

children by the NTP) based on the consistent and repeated observation of adverse effects 

summarized in the NTP’s assessment, a risk is present.  There is little dispute that there is a 
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statistically significant association between IQ decrements in children and fluoride concentration 

levels at 4 mg/L.   

The EPA’s default margin of error requires a factor of 10 between the hazard level and 

exposure level due to variability in human sensitivities.  Put differently, only an exposure that is 

below 1/10th of the hazard level would be deemed safe under Amended TSCA, given the margin 

of error required.  Here, an even greater margin (100x) is owed because the methodology (which 

yields the 4 mg/L hazard level) uses the lowest observed adverse effect level (“LOAEL”); this 

methodology adds an additional level of uncertainty (and hence the application of a 100x rather 

than 10x margin).  But even if only the default 10x margin is required, the safe level of fluoride 

exposure would be 0.4 mg/L (4 mg/L (hazard level) divided by 10).   The “optimal” water 

fluoridation level in the United States of 0.7 mg/L is nearly double that safe level of 0.4 mg/L for 

pregnant women and their offspring. 

In all, there is substantial and scientifically credible evidence establishing that fluoride 

poses a risk to human health; it is associated with a reduction in the IQ of children and is 

hazardous at dosages that are far too close to fluoride levels in the drinking water of the United 

States.  And this risk is unreasonable under Amended TSCA.  Reduced IQ poses serious harm.  

Studies have linked IQ decrements of even one or two points to e.g., reduced educational 

attainment, employment status, productivity, and earned wages.  Indeed, the EPA recognizes that 

reduction of IQ poses a serious community health issue.  Moreover, highly susceptible populations 

are impacted, including over two million pregnant women and babies, a number far exceeding 

population size the EPA has looked to in determining whether regulatory action was warranted in 

other risk evaluations (i.e., 500 people or less). 

Thus, the Court finds Plaintiffs have met their burden in establishing, by a preponderance 

of the evidence, that community water fluoridation at 0.7 mg/L presents an unreasonable risk of 

injury to health under Amended TSCA and that the EPA is thus obliged to take regulatory action 

in response.  The Court does not in this order prescribe what that response should be. 
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II. BACKGROUND

A. Factual and Procedural Background

1. Section 6(a) of the Toxic Substances Control Act (“TCSA”) requires Defendant United

States EPA3 to regulate the use of certain chemical substances that it determines pose an 

unreasonable risk to health or the environment.  15 U.S.C. § 2605(a).   

2. The TSCA was initially passed in 1976, codified at 15. U.S.C. § 2601 et seq.  Congress

enacted the original TSCA, motivated by findings that “human beings and the environment are 

being exposed each year to a large number of chemical substances and mixtures,” 15 U.S.C. § 

2601(a)(1), and that, “among the many chemical substances and mixtures which are constantly 

being developed and produced, there are some whose manufacture, processing, distribution in 

commerce, use, or disposal may present an unreasonable risk of injury to health or the 

environment,” id. § 2601(a)(2). 

3. On June 22, 2016, the Frank R. Lautenberg Chemical Safety for the 21st Century Act was

signed into law.  See Pub. L. No. 114-182, 114th Congress.  The Act amended the TSCA.   See id.

4. Amended TSCA requires the EPA to regulate the use of certain chemical substances that

pose an unreasonable risk of harm to health or the environment.  15 U.S.C. § 2605(a).  If a 

chemical substance poses a risk of unreasonable harm, the EPA must promulgate a rule imposing 

one or more of a wide range of possible requirements.  See id. § 2605(a)(2).  Specifically, the rule 

adopted by the EPA must impose one or more of the following: a prohibition, restriction, or 

limitation of the amount of such substance that may be manufactured, processed, or distributed in 

commerce, id. § 2605(a)(1); a prohibition, restriction, or limitation upon such manufacture, 

processing, or use in connection with “a particular use” or “a particular use in a concentration in 

excess of a level specified by the Administrator,” id. § 2605(a)(2); labeling requirements for such 

substance, id. § 2605(a)(3); record-keeping requirements for manufacturers or processors of the 

substance, id. § 2605(a)(4); commercial-use regulations, id. § 2605(a)(5); disposal requirements, 

3 Scott Pruitt, Administrator of the EPA is also named as a Defendant in his official capacity.  Dkt. 
No. 372 (Supplemental Complaint (“FAC”)) ¶ 1. 
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id. § 2605(a)(6); and/or notice requirements, id. § 2605(a)(7).  The EPA may limit the application 

of such requirements to “specified geographic areas.”  Id. § 2605(a). 

5. After the Act’s amendment to TSCA, there are three pathways to obtain a Section 6(a) rule 

regulating a chemical: (1) an EPA’s sua sponte designation of a chemical as “high priority,” 

resulting in a finding that it presents an unreasonable risk,4 15 U.S.C. § 2605(c)(1); (2) an EPA 

risk evaluation of a chemical at the request of a manufacturer, see id. § 2605(b)(4)(C)(ii), which 

results in a finding of unreasonable risk; or (3) a successful Section 21 “citizen petition,” see id. §§ 

2620(a), (b)(3).   

6. A Section 21 citizen’s petition to the EPA to initiate Section 6(a) rulemaking is to be 

granted if the petitioner demonstrates a chemical substance poses an unreasonable risk of harm.  

Id. § 2620(a).  Amended TSCA provides judicial review of a denial of such a petition to the EPA.  

Id. § 2620(b)(4).  In contrast to the typical standard of judicial review under the Administrative 

Procedure Act, in considering a Section 21 citizen’s petition, the Court considers the issue de 

novo; no deference is owed under to the EPA’s denial of the petition.  See id. § 2620(b)(4)(B).    

7. Plaintiffs in the instant suit are non-profit advocacy organizations and associations and 

individuals suing on behalf of themselves and their children.  FAC ¶ 1.5  

 
4 To elaborate, Section 6(b) requires the EPA to perform its own evaluations of the risks posed by 
certain chemical substances.  15 U.S.C. § 2605(b)(4)(A). To this end, the EPA is required by 
Amended TSCA to designate chemical substances as “high-priority” or “low-priority” based on a 
risk screening process.  See id. § 2605(b)(1).  “High-priority” chemicals are those that “may 
present an unreasonable risk to health or the environment because of potential hazard and a 
potential route of exposure under the conditions of use.”  Id. § 2605(b)(1)(B)(i).  A “low-priority” 
substance, in contrast, is one that the Administrator “concludes, based on information sufficient to 
establish . . . does not meet the standard” to be designated a high-priority substance.  Id. § 
2605(b)(1)(B)(ii).  Once the EPA has designated a chemical substance “high-priority,” it must 
initiate a Section 6(b) “risk evaluation.”  Id. §§ 2605(b)(3)(A), (4)(C)(i).  A risk evaluation is not 
required for a “low-priority” substance.  Id. § 2605(b)(1)(A).  The EPA must pursue these risk 
evaluations at a minimum pace established by statute: within 6 months, risk evaluations must be 
underway on at least 10 substances drawn from the 2014 TSCA Work Plan for Chemical 
Assessments, id. § 2605(b)(2)(A); within three and a half years, risk evaluations must be 
underway on “at least 20 high-priority substances,” id. § 2605(b)(2)(B); a new high-priority 
substance must be designated anytime a risk evaluation has been completed (other than those 
commenced at the request of a manufacturer), id. § 2605(b)(3)(C); and, generally, the EPA must 
continue designating substances and conducting evaluations “at a pace consistent” with its ability 
to meet the 3-year deadline to complete each risk evaluation, id. § 2605(b)(2)(C).   
 
5 Specifically, Plaintiffs are Food & Water Watch, Fluoride Action Network, and Moms Against 
Fluoridation (“Organizational Plaintiffs”), and Audrey Adams individually and on behalf of Kyle 
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8. On November 22, 2016, a group of organizations and individuals including Plaintiffs 

petitioned the EPA under Section 21 of Amended TSCA to regulate the fluoridation of drinking 

water supplies under Section 6(a).  Dkt. No. 117-1, Ex. 1.  Plaintiffs asserted that the ingestion of 

fluoride poses an unreasonable risk of neurotoxic harm to humans including IQ loss and other 

neurotoxic effects, particularly for infants, young children, and other subpopulations standing at 

elevated risk.  Id.  

9.  On February 17, 2017, the EPA denied Plaintiffs’ petition.  Dkt. No. 28-1; 82 Fed. Reg. 

11,878 (Feb. 27, 2017).  

10. After the EPA denied Plaintiffs’ petition, Plaintiffs filed this suit seeking judicial review of 

the EPA’s denial pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 2620.  Dkt. No. 1 (Complaint (“Compl.”)) ¶¶ 106-07.   

11. Beginning on June 8, 2020, after the parties engaged in fact and expert discovery, the 

Court held a seven-day bench trial, which included expert testimony regarding the state of the 

scientific research on fluoride neurotoxicity (“Trial Phase 1”).  See Dkt. Nos. 219, 238.   

12. On August 10, 2020, the Court stayed the case due to concerns about Plaintiffs’ standing 

and developments in scientific literature regarding fluoride.  See Dkt. No. 262.  The Court 

explained that the stay would allow EPA to consider new scientific studies published after EPA’s 

denial of Plaintiffs’ administrative petition and allow the Court to consider the imminent 

publication of the NTP systematic review “Monograph on the Systematic Review of Fluoride 

Exposure and Neurodevelopmental and Cognitive Health Effects.” Id. at 3-5.  

13. Thereafter, Plaintiffs filed a supplemental administrative petition for reconsideration to the 

EPA.  Dkt. No. 270.    

14. EPA again denied the petition.  Dkt. No. 278. 

15. On October 28, 2022, the Court granted Plaintiffs’ motion to lift the stay and take the case 

out of abeyance, finding that Plaintiffs had standing and that there was new evidence that scientific 

developments had changed, including the fact that the aforementioned NTP’s systematic review 

 
Adams, Kristen Lavelle individually and on behalf of Neal Lavell, and Brenda Staudenmaier 
individually and on behalf of Ko Staudenmaier and Hayden Staudenmaier (“Individual Plaintiffs”) 
(collectively “Plaintiffs” or “FWW”).  FAC ¶ 1.  
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had since undergone three additional rounds of peer review resulting in a near-final version of the 

document.  See Dkt. No. 319 at 2-5.   

16. Beginning on January 31, 2024, the Court held a second, ten-day bench trial (“Trial Phase 

2”) which included expert testimony regarding the updated state of the scientific research on 

fluoride neurotoxicity.  See Dkt. Nos. 407-413, 422-424.   

B. Relief Requested 

17. Plaintiffs contend that the addition of fluoridation chemicals to drinking water at levels 

recommended in the United States (0.7 mg/L) presents an unreasonable risk of neurological harm 

when assessed under the risk evaluation framework that EPA uses under the Amended TSCA.  

Dkt. No. 378 (Joint Pretrial Conference Statement (“PTC Statement”)) at 1-2.   

18. Plaintiffs seek a declaration that fluoridation of water at 0.7 mg/L presents an unreasonable 

risk of injury to health and injunctive relief requiring the EPA to initiate the rulemaking 

proceeding requested by Plaintiffs in their Petition to the EPA.  PTC Statement at 2.  Specifically, 

Plaintiffs seek an order requiring the EPA to “initiate a proceeding for the issuance of a rule,” but 

the order would not “prescribe the content of a rule or the outcome of such a proceeding.”  Id.  In 

short, rulemaking would be left in the first instance to the EPA. 

19. Plaintiffs also seek recovery of their costs of suit and reasonable fees for attorneys and 

expert witnesses, as permitted by 15 U.S.C. § 2620(b)(4)(C), and such further relief that the Court 

may deem just and proper.  PTC Statement at 2. 

C. Statutory Standard and Burden 

20.  Plaintiffs bear the burden of proving, by a preponderance of the evidence, that the 

chemical substance at issue presents an “unreasonable risk of injury to health or the environment, 

without consideration of costs or other nonrisk factors, including an unreasonable risk to a 

potentially exposed or susceptible subpopulation under the conditions of use.”  15 U.S.C. § 

2620(b)(4)(B)(ii).  The Court considers the issue de novo; no deference is owed under TSCA to 

the EPA’s denial of the petition.  Id. § 2620(b)(4)(B).   

21. If the Court determines that petitioner has met its burden, demonstrating unreasonable risk 

by a preponderance of the evidence, the Court “shall order the Administrator to initiate the action 
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requested by the petitioner.”  Id.  Specifically, EPA would be directed to engage in rulemaking 

pursuant to Subsection 6(a) of TSCA wherein the EPA would consider applying one or more 

methods to neutralize the risk, ranging from requiring a notice be provided to the public of risks 

(i.e., utilizing a warning label or disseminating a public advisory), see id. § 2605(a)(7), to 

prohibiting manufacturing or distributing the chemical at issue, see id. § 2605(a)(1).    

D. Standing 

22. The Court previously held, in lifting its stay on proceedings and allowing the case to 

proceed to phase two of trial, that Plaintiffs had standing.  Dkt. No. 319 at 2-3.  The Court 

reaffirms this finding.  At a minimum, Organizational Plaintiff FWW has standing in a 

representative capacity.  An association has standing to sue on behalf of its members when: “(1) 

its members would otherwise have standing to sue in their own right; (2) the interests it seeks to 

protect are germane to the organization’s purpose; and (3) neither the claim asserted nor the relief 

requested requires the participation of individual members in the lawsuit.”  Am. Unites for Kids v. 

Rousseau, 985 F.3d 1075, 1096 (9th Cir. 2021) (citing Hunt v. Wash. State Apple Advert. Comm’n, 

432 U.S. 333, 343 (1977)).  Each prong is satisfied: 

a. In its previous order, the Court found that Jessica Trader, a member of FWW, has 

standing.  Dkt. No. 319 at 2-3.  Article III standing requires: (1) an injury-in-fact that is concrete 

and particularized and actual or imminent, (2) a causal connection between the injury and the 

conduct complained of, and (3) probable redressability.  Id. (citing Lujan v. Defs. of Wildlife, 504 

U.S. 555, 560–61 (1992)).  Ms. Trader became pregnant in November 2020 and gave birth in 

August 2021 (during the pendency of this lawsuit) and testifies that she plans to have several more 

children; she has taken steps to effectuate this goal including discontinuing her use of birth control 

medication.  Dkt. No. 430-18, Trial Ex. 66 (Declaration of Jessica Trader) ¶¶ 5-8 & Ex. A.  Ms. 

Trader has incurred costs and taken measures to avoid fluoridated water during her first pregnancy 

and continues to do so to protect her future children.  Id. ¶¶ 9-16.   As the Court previously 

explained, neurodevelopmental harm from fluoride exposure to Ms. Trader’s child and future 

children is concrete and imminent; there is a credible causal connection between that 

neurodevelopmental harm and EPA’s regulation of fluoride exposure or lack thereof; and the harm 
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would likely be redressed if EPA were to pass a rule prohibiting the addition of fluoridation 

chemicals to public drinking water supplies.  Dkt. No. 319 at 2-3.  Moreover, the EPA has 

conceded that standing would be satisfied by “someone who is an expectant parent who – who 

could be consuming fluoridated water, and, and – that could have potential effects on the baby 

she’s carrying in utero.  It could be a potential – a parent, someone with very young children.”  Id.

(quoting Dkt. No. 133 at 14:9-17).  Ms. Trader is such an individual.  Thus, the first prong is 

satisfied; a member has standing.   

b. As for the second prong, there is no dispute that FWW’s mission is to ensure

“clean, safe water for drinking” which it views as a “fundamental right that should be afforded to 

all people,” and to “advocate for more government responsibility in protecting our drinking water 

resources.”  Dkt. No. 430-8, Trial Ex. 52 (Second Amended Declaration of Scott Edwards, Co-

Director of FWW) ¶¶ 4, 6.  Thus, the interests at stake in this suit – regulation of water 

fluoridation to protect public health – are germane to the organization’s purpose.  See, e.g., Am. 

Unites for Kids, 985 F.3d at 1097 (explaining that where there is a close connection between the 

organization’s mission and the interests of others it seeks to represent, organizational standing is 

appropriate); G.G. by & through A.G. v. Meneses, 638 F. Supp. 3d 1231, 1241 (W.D. Wash. 2022) 

(finding nonprofit disability rights organization had associational standing to bring claims on 

behalf of disabled members as rights of people with developmental disabilities was an interest the 

organization sought to protect).   

c. The third prong is a “judicially fashioned and prudentially imposed” question, as

opposed to a constitutional requirement of standing.  Or. Advocacy Ctr. v. Mink, 332 F.3d 1101, 

1109 (9th Cir. 2003).  This suit is appropriately brought by a representative plaintiff; analysis 

under Amended TSCA focuses on scientific evidence substantiating the alleged risk to public 

health rather than focusing upon anecdotal evidence from plaintiffs.  See ¶¶ 26-95; accord 

Laborers Int’l Union Loc. 261 v. City & Cnty. of San Francisco, 2022 WL 2528602, at *6 (N.D. 

Cal. July 6, 2022) (explaining that unlike claims seeking damages which require individualized 

proof, claims seeking injunctive relief are well-suited for adjudication by organizational plaintiff) 

(citing Comm. for Immigrant Rts. of Sonoma Cnty. v. Cnty. of Sonoma, 644 F. Supp. 2d 1177, 
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1194 (N.D. Cal. 2009)).  The harm redressable herein is precisely the kind of harm that Amended 

TSCA is designed to address.  For these reasons, the Court reaffirms its finding that requirements 

of standing have been satisfied.     

III. FINDINGS OF FACT

23. To discern whether a chemical substance presents an unreasonable risk of injury to health

or the environment, without consideration of costs or other non-risk factors, including an 

unreasonable risk to a potentially exposed or susceptible subpopulation, under the conditions of 

use, under TSCA section 6, the EPA engages in a TSCA risk evaluation process.  15 U.S.C. § 

2605(b)(4); 82 Fed. Reg. 33,726 (July 20, 2017); Dkt. No. 434-18, Trial Ex. 544. 

24. The TSCA risk evaluation is comprised of a risk assessment and risk determination.  See

Dkt. No. 400, Feb. 5, 2024, Trial Tr. at 653:22-655:11 (Barone).  The National Research Council 

(NRC, 1983) has defined risk assessment as including the following components: (1) hazard 

assessment (including hazard identification and quantitative dose response analysis); (2) exposure 

assessment; and (3) risk characterization.  A risk evaluation under the Amended TSCA includes 

the three aforementioned steps of a risk assessment, as well as a fourth and final step: (4) a risk 

determination.  See id.  The “risk assessment” is the scientific technical evaluation, encompassing 

the first three parts of this process, resulting in an unbiased, transparent, and reproducible 

description of the risk.  See id.  The “risk determination” is the final step of the risk evaluation 

process, where EPA summarizes its findings and determines whether a chemical does or does not 

present unreasonable risk.  See id. 

25. The following is a summary of the risk evaluation steps. See id.; accord 15 U.S.C. §

2605(b)(4)(F)(i)-(v).  

a. At step 1 (hazard assessment) the EPA determines if a chemical is considered

hazardous and if so, the EPA endeavors to determine the point at which the chemical becomes 

hazardous (“point of departure” or “hazard level”). See Dkt. No. 400, Feb. 5, 2024, Trial Tr. at 

653:22-655:11 (Barone); accord 15 U.S.C. § 2605(b)(4)(F)(i)-(iii), (v).   

b. At step 2 (exposure assessment) the EPA determines the level at which populations

are exposed to the chemical.  See Dkt. No. 400, Feb. 5, 2024, Trial Tr. at 653:22-655:11 (Barone); 
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accord 15 U.S.C. § 2605(b)(4)(F)(i)-(iii), (v).   

c. At step 3 (risk characterization), the EPA compares the point of departure with the 

exposure level to determine if a risk is present. See Dkt. No. 400, Feb. 5, 2024, Trial Tr. at 575:8-

583:13 (Barone).  Because of uncertainty in data, the EPA establishes a margin between the point 

of departure and the community’s exposure level.  There must be a sufficient margin to find 

absence of risk.  See id.  The appropriate margin varies based upon how much uncertainty there is 

in the chosen point of departure.  See id.  The appropriate or required margin is referred to as the 

benchmark margin of exposure (“benchmark MOE”).  See id.  The actual margin is the actual 

margin of exposure (“actual MOE”).  If there is an insufficient margin, i.e., the actual MOE is less 

than the benchmark MOE, a risk has been identified.  See id.  

d. At step 4 (risk determination) if a risk is identified, the EPA will then determine if 

that risk is unreasonable, considering various factors such as the type of harm at issue and number 

of people exposed.  See Dkt. No. 400, Feb. 5, 2024, Trial Tr. at 653:22-655:11 (Barone); accord 

15 U.S.C. § 2605(b)(4)(F)(iii)-(v).  Each step of the risk assessment is discussed in turn below.6  

A. Step 1: Hazard Assessment  

26. The Hazard Assessment step is comprised of three subparts: (a) hazard identification; (b) 

weight-of-the-scientific evidence; and (c) dose-response assessment.  See Dkt. No. 400, Feb. 5, 

2024, Trial Tr. at 654:19-655:11 (Barone).  Each are addressed in turn below. 

1. Step 1A: Hazard identification 

a. Framework 

27. The first component of the hazard assessment is hazard identification.  Dkt. No. 417, Feb. 

2, 2024, Trial Tr. at 489:11-17 (Barone), 656:8-661:16 (Barone).  At the hazard identification step 

of the risk evaluation framework, the reviewer determines if an adverse effect is associated with a 

chemical exposure.  See Dkt. No. 417, Feb. 2, 2024, Trial Tr. at 489:11-17 (Barone), 656:8-661:16 

(Barone).   

 
6 The evaluation of fluoridation chemicals under TSCA follows the same standards for 
demonstrating hazard and risk that EPA uses for its evaluations of other industrial chemicals under 
TSCA; there is no justification for holding fluoridation chemicals to a higher burden.  See Dkt. 
No. 401, Feb. 6, 2024, Trial Tr. at 742:25-743:8 (Barone). 
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28. Proof of causation is not required to establish a hazard of neurotoxicity, only association 

between the chemical exposure and the adverse effect is required for a hazard to be identified.  See 

id. at 490:1-5.   

29. At this stage of the process EPA reviews, searches, screens, and evaluates all studies 

related to different hazards to determine whether the data are sufficient or insufficient for 

identified adverse effects.  Id. at 492:24-494:9.  

b. Key finding  

30. The hazard identification step of the hazard assessment here is satisfied; exposure to the 

chemical fluoride is associated with the adverse effect of reduced IQ in children, and particularly 

in boys.  

c. Underlying findings 

31. The NTP is headquartered within the National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences 

(“NIEHS”). Dkt. No. 440, Feb. 13, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1425:23-1426:8 (Barone).  By May of 2022, 

the NTP completed its systematic review of fluoride, titled NTP Monograph on the State of the 

Science Concerning Fluoride Exposure and Neurodevelopmental and Cognitive Health Effects: A 

Systematic Review (hereafter “NTP Monograph”).  Dkt. No. 431-1, Trial Ex. 67.  See also Dkt. 

No. 440, Feb. 13, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1427:5-8 (Barone); Dkt. No. 400, Feb. 4, 2024, Trial Tr. at 

535:15-21 (Berridge).  In August 2024, the NTP Monograph was formally published.  See Dkt No. 

442 (letter from parties recognizing publishing of document).  The parties agree that there are no 

material differences between the published Monograph and the pre-publication version that was 

the subject of testimony and argument at trial (i.e., Trial Exhibit 67).  Id.7   

 
7 The parties originally filed a letter agreeing that the published version of the NTP Monograph 
was the same in all material respects as the Monograph this Court reviewed at trial.  Dkt. No. 442.  
Subsequently, Plaintiffs filed a letter suggesting that certain aspects of the published NTP 
Monograph were modified in a way that lends additional support for their case.  See Dkt. No. 443.  
In particular, Plaintiffs assert: 
 
  Page 101 of the now-published version of the NTP Monograph summarizes the findings of 
the “in-press” meta-analysis as follows: 
 

The group-level meta-analysis of 59 studies (n = 20,932 children) 
used SMD as the effect measure and reported statistically significant 
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32. According to the EPA, a systematic review is “a scientific investigation that focuses on a 

specific question and uses explicit, pre-specified methods to identify, select, assess, and 

summarize the findings of similar but separate studies.” Dkt. No. 255 (EPA Proposed Findings of 

Fact, Trial Phase 1) at 15 (citing 82 Fed. Reg. at 33,734).  Moreover, “[t]he goal of systemic 

review methods is to ensure that the review is complete, unbiased, reproducible, and transparent.”  

Id.  The EPA explains that a systematic review is pertinent and is ideal in conducting a risk 

assessment under TSCA.  See id. at 14-19 (arguing that during the first phase of trial, before the 

NTP Monograph was finalized, that Plaintiffs failed to meet their burden because they did not 

conduct a systematic review).    

33.  The NTP Monograph is a systematic review as the EPA has defined that term.  The NTP 

Monograph is a scientific investigation, focusing on a specific question using explicit, pre-

 
inverse associations between fluoride exposure measures and 
children’s IQ.  There was also a significant dose response 
relationship between group-level fluoride exposure and IQ.  In 
stratified dose-response meta-analyses of the low risk-of-bias 
studies, the direction of association remained consistent when 
group-level exposure was restricted to <4mg/L, <2 mg/L, and 
<1.5 mg/L fluoride in drinking water and <4 mg/L, <2 mg/L, 
and <1.5 mg/L fluoride in urine.  The regression slopes meta-
analysis of 13 studies (n = 4,475 children) with individual-level 
measures of fluoride found a significant decrease in IQ of 1.63 
points (95% CI: −2.33,−0.93; p-value <0.001) per 1-mg/L 
increase in urinary fluoride.  In subgroup analyses of both group-
level and individual level data, the direction of the association 
remained inverse when stratified by study quality (high versus low 
risk of bias), sex, age group, outcome assessment, study location, 
exposure timing, and exposure metric. 

 
Dkt. No. 443 (citing NTP Monograph on the State of the Science Concerning  
Fluoride Exposure and Neurodevelopment and Cognition: A Systematic Review, 
National Toxicology Program (August 2024), 
https://ntp.niehs.nih.gov/sites/default/files/2024-08/fluoride_final_508.pdf 
(emphases added)). 
 
 The EPA disputes whether the post-trial version of the NTP Monograph is properly considered by 
this Court.  See Dkt. No. 444.  Because the Court finds in Plaintiffs favor based upon the version 
of the NTP Monograph that the Court reviewed at trial, and because neither party suggests the 
aspects of the NTP Monograph that the Court reviewed therein have changed in a way that 
undermines Plaintiffs’ case, the Court need not resolve this dispute.  Instead, the Court bases its 
finding upon the version of the NTP Monograph reviewed at trial (Trial Exhibit 67), though noting 
that it has since been published formally, and that if it were considered, it would find the published 
Monograph even more supportive of the decision reached herein. 
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specified methods.  Namely, the objective of the NTP Monograph was “[t]o conduct a systematic 

review of the human, experimental animal, and mechanistic literature to evaluate the extent and 

quality of the evidence linking fluoride exposure to neurodevelopmental and cognitive effects in 

humans.”  NTP Monograph at xii (Abstract).  Regarding the methods: “[a] systematic review 

protocol was used following the standardized OHAT [referring to the Office of Health Assessment 

and Translation] systematic review approach for conducting literature-based health assessments. 

This monograph presents the current state of evidence associating fluoride exposure with 

neurocognitive or neurodevelopmental health effects and incorporated predefined assessments of 

study quality and confidence levels.  Benefits of fluoride with respect to oral health are not 

addressed in this monograph.”  Id.  Ultimately, the NTP Monograph analyzed all available studies 

assessing impacts of fluoride, including seventy-two human studies that assessed the association 

between fluoride exposure and IQ in children and integrated the findings in the studies to draw 

conclusions about the impact of fluoride to neurodevelopmental and cognitive effects in humans.  

Id. at xii-xiii.  Moreover, the NTP Monograph’s protocol underwent multiple rounds of peer 

review.  Id. at G-1.  And the Monograph’s substance underwent multiple rounds of peer review, 

including assessment of technical accuracy, and the sufficiency of evidence supporting the NTP 

Monograph’s conclusion.  Id. at x.  The peer review panel includes professors from Brown 

University School of Public Health, Columbia University Medical Center, Johns Hopkins 

Bloomberg School of Public Health, and other epidemiological experts.  See id.  The EPA does 

not dispute that the NTP Monograph is likely to have captured all relevant studies that were in 

existence as of the Monograph’s literature cutoff date analyzing human data regarding 

neurodevelopmental impacts of fluoride.  Dkt. No. 421 at 12-13.  Even before the NTP 

Monograph was formally published, the EPA agreed that the NTP Monograph “followed the rules 

that have been developed by NTP for conducting systematic reviews” and utilized a “rigorous 

approach to assembling the evidence,” “clearly defined rules for identifying and evaluating 

studies,” and “a well-defined protocol for drawing inferences” from the studies.  Id.8  Indeed, 

 
8 Plaintiffs submitted evidence indicating that the delay in publication was highly irregular, and 
perhaps politically motivated.  See Dkt. No. 385 at 12-13.  The Court excluded evidence regarding 
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EPA’s expert, Dr. Barone agreed that the NTP Monograph is a “high quality review.”  Dkt. No. 

440, Feb. 13, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1427:2-4 (Barone). Accordingly, the Court finds that the NTP 

Monograph is probative and afforded significant weight in the risk evaluation analysis. 

34. The NTP Monograph concludes that the majority of the 72 epidemiological studies on 

fluoride and IQ that had been published by April 2021 found an association between fluoride and 

reduced IQ in children, including 18 of the 19 studies the NTP Monograph deemed “high quality” 

and “low-risk-of-bias” as well as 46 of the 53 lower-quality studies.  NTP Monograph at xii (NTP 

Monograph Abstract describing 46 of the 53 low-quality studies found an association between 

higher fluoride exposure and lower IQ in children and 18 of 19 high-quality studies reported an 

association between higher fluoride exposure and lower IQ in children including 3 prospective 

cohort studies and 15 cross-sectional studies); accord Dkt. No. 428-1, Trial Ex. 69 at 65 (NTP 

Board of Scientific Counselors Working Group Report agreeing that low-risk-of-bias studies were 

“consistent,” meaning generating results in the same direction, in finding a negative association 

between fluoride exposure and children’s IQ); Dkt. No. 396, Feb. 1, 2024, Trial Tr. at 313:25-

314:5 (Grandjean) (summarizing and agreeing with NTP Monograph’s finding that higher 

fluoride exposure (at or above 1.5 mg/L) was found to be associated with lower IQ scores in 

children in the majority of both low- and high-quality studies the NTP Monograph reviewed); Dkt. 

No. 414, Feb. 9, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1197:2-15 (Savitz) (expressing confidence in NTP’s literature 

search strategy and its ability to identify all relevant studies on fluoride exposure published prior 

to the closing date of April 21, 2021, and confirming that the “vast majority of studies” that NTP 

reviewed identified an association between fluoride and reduced IQ),  1114:24-1115:1 (describing 

NASEM critique of adequate definition of the term “consistent” in NTP Monograph, but not 

disagreeing with characterization of NTP Monograph finding association between IQ and 

fluoride).  The NTP Monograph explained its key finding regarding the impact of fluoride on 

children’s IQ as follows:  
 

 
partisanship relating to publishing of the Monograph, in large part because the EPA did not argue 
the Monograph be afforded less weight for its draft status.  Id. at 17.  Eventually, the NTP 
Monograph was published, in August 2024.  See Dkt. No. 442.  
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In summary, the high-quality studies (i.e., studies with low 
potential for bias) consistently demonstrate lower IQ scores with 
higher fluoride exposure [e.g., represented by populations whose 
total fluoride exposure approximates or exceeds the WHO 
Guidelines for Drinking-water Quality of 1.5 mg/L of fluoride 
(WHO 2017)]. The consistency in association is observed among 
studies of varying study designs, exposure measures, and study 
populations. Although some studies that conducted multiple 
analyses observed within-study variations in results (e.g., 
differences between subsets of IQ tests), these variations were 
unique to individual studies and did not detract from the overall 
consistency in the findings that higher fluoride is associated with 
lower IQ scores. 

Trial Ex. 67 at 47 (emphasis added). 

35. To come to this conclusion: the NTP Monograph identified 19 studies as being high-

quality (i.e., low risk-of-bias); all but one identified an association between fluoride and reduced 

IQ in children: Bashash et al. 2017; Choi et al. 2015; Cui et al. 2018; Ding et al. 2011; Green et al. 

2019; Rocha-Amador et al. 2007; Saxena et al. 2012; Seraj et al. 2012; Sudhir et al. 2009; Till et 

al. 2020; Trivedi et al. 2012; Wang et al. 2012; Wang et al. 2020b; Xiang et al. 2003a; Xiang et al. 

2011; Yu et al. 2018; Zhang et al. 2015b. NTP Monograph at 40, 29-39 (Table 6).  To summarize 

these high-quality studies: 

a. Bashash (2017):  This study evaluated 211 mother-child pairs that were participants 

in The Early Life Exposures in Mexico to Environmental Toxicants Project (“ELEMENT 

Cohort”)9 and concluded that higher prenatal fluoride exposure was associated with statistically 

 
9 Bashash (2017) (like Green (2019) and Till (2020), discussed in subparagraphs (b) and (c)), is a 
longitudinal cohort study, evaluating fluoride in the urine of pregnant mothers.  In such a cohort 
study design: 

[A] healthy group of people is assembled and followed forward in 
time and observed for the development of dysfunction.  Such studies 
are invaluable for determining the time course for development of 
dysfunction (e.g., follow-up studies performed in various cities on 
the effects of lead on child development).  This approach allows the 
direct estimate of risks attributed to a particular exposure, since 
toxic incidence rates in the cohort can be determined.  Prospective 
study designs also allow the study of chronic effects of exposure.  
One major strength of the cohort design is that it allows the 
calculation of rates to determine the excess risk associated with an 
exposure.  Also, biases are reduced by obtaining information before 
the disease develops.  This approach, however, can be very time-
consuming and costly.  In cohort studies information bias can be 
introduced when individuals provide distorted information about 
their health because they know their exposure status and may have 
been told of the expected health effects of the exposure under study.  

Case 3:17-cv-02162-EMC   Document 445   Filed 09/24/24   Page 19 of 80



 

20 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

U
ni

te
d 

St
at

es
 D

is
tri

ct
 C

ou
rt 

N
or

th
er

n 
D

is
tri

ct
 o

f C
al

ifo
rn

ia
 

significant lower scores on tests of cognitive function in offspring at ages 4 and 6-12 years; an 

increase in maternal urine fluoride of 0.5 mg/L predicted a 3.15 lower General Cognitive Index 

(“GCI”) score and 2.50 lower IQ score of the offspring.  Dkt. No. 432-2, Trial Ex. 106 at 1.   

ELEMENT collected urinary samples from women during pregnancy and from their children 

when the children were 6-12 years old (299 mother-child pairs) recruited from hospitals caring for 

low to moderate income populations in Mexico City.  Id. at 1-2.  The mean urinary fluoride in 

mothers and children was 0.90 mg/L (mothers) and 0.82 mg/L (children).  Id.  Child intelligence 

was measured via GCI for children at age 4 and IQ and from the Wechsler Abbreviate Scale of 

Intelligence (“WASI”) at ages 6-12.  Id.  Fluoride exposure derived from fluoridated salt and 

naturally occurring fluoride in drinking water in Mexico City, ranging from 0.15 to 1.38 mg/L.  Id. 

at 2.  A second morning void (“spot”) urine sample was targeted for collection during each 

trimester of pregnancy from mothers and the offspring children at time of measurements of 

intelligence.  Id.  A total of 1,484 prenatal samples was measured; after controlling for, e.g., 

quality, duplicates, covariates, and outliers, 877 urine samples adjusted for creatinine were 

retained, stemming from 512 unique mothers.  Id. at 3.  A total of 287 mother-child pairs had 

complete data on exposure and outcome for children at 4 years and 211 for children at 6-12 years.  

Dkt. No. 434-27, Trial Ex. 656 (Savitz Summary of Methods in Key Studies of Fluoride Exposure 

and Neurodevelopment).    

b. Green (2019):  Green et al. (2019) studied mother-child pairs in Canada that were 

 
More credence should be given to those studies in which both 
observer and subject bias are carefully controlled (e.g., double-blind 
studies).  A special type of cohort study is the retrospective cohort 
study, in which the investigator goes back in time to select the study 
groups and traces them over time, often to the present.  The studies 
usually involve specially exposed groups and have provided much 
assistance in estimating risks due to occupational exposures.  
Occupational retrospective cohort studies rely on company records 
of past and current employees that include information on the dates 
of employment, age at employment, date of departure, and whether 
diseased (or dead in the case of mortality studies).  Workers can then 
be classified by duration and degree of exposure.   

 
Dkt. No. 429-7, Trial Ex. 17 at 17-18.  Moreover, “[p]ositive or negative results 
from a properly controlled prospective study should weigh heavily in the risk 
assessment process.”   Id.  (emphasis added).   
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participants in the Maternal-Infant Research on Environmental Chemicals program (“MIREC 

Cohort”) and found a statistically significant, negative association between fluoride exposure and 

IQ in boys, but not girls.  Dkt. No. 432-5, Trial Ex. 109 at 940, 944.  The study concluded that 1 

mg/L increase in maternal urinary fluoride was associated with a 4.49-point lower IQ score in 

boys and 1 mg higher daily intake of fluoride among pregnant women was associated with a 3.66 

lower IQ score in boys and girls.  Id.  MIREC collected urinary spot samples and estimates of 

daily fluoride intake from water consumption for pregnant women recruited from cities across 

Canada (Vancouver, Montreal, Kingston, Toronto, Hamilton, Halifax).  Id. at 941-942.  Urinary 

samples from the women were collected across each trimester of pregnancy; the mean maternal 

urinary fluoride of mothers was 0.42 mg/L in fluoridated communities and 0.27 mg/L in non-

fluoridated communities.  Id. at 944.  The mean estimated intake of water fluoride concentration 

was 0.39 mg/day; 0.43 mg for women in communities with fluoridated drinking water and 0.26 for 

those living in communities without fluoridated drinking water.  Id.  Children were between ages 3 

and 4 years at testing.  Id. at 940.  Data on exposure and outcome was complete for 512 mother-

child pairs measuring exposure through maternal urinary fluoride and 400 mother-child pairs 

estimating water fluoride intake.  Id.  

c. Till (2020): Till (2020) studied samples taken from 398 mother-child pairs that 

participated in the MIREC Cohort project (the cohort studied in Green (2019)), to evaluate IQ of 

children that were breastfed compared to formula-fed as infants in areas that had fluoridated and 

non-fluoridated water.  Dkt. No. 432-19, Trial Ex. 123 at 1.  This study found that an increase in 

fluoride intake from infant formula corresponded to an 8.8 decrement in performance IQ which 

was statistically significant, including after controlling for fetal fluoride exposure.  Id.10  

d. Cross-sectional studies11 of children in China found significant inverse association 

 
10 Till (2020) and Green (2019) exemplify how the same samples from one cohort may be 
analyzed in multiple studies to either confirm results from a previous study or to extract different 
information from the same samples from a given cohort.   
 
11 Cross-sectional studies are afforded less weight than cohort studies.  As the EPA guidelines 
explain:  

In cross-sectional studies or surveys, both the disease and suspected 
risk factors are ascertained at the same time, and the findings are 
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between fluoride and children’s IQ score:  Xiang (2003a) (finding significant inverse correlation 

between IQ and urinary fluoride; significant association of fluoride on IQ score based on drinking 

water levels); Ding (2011) (significant association between urinary fluoride and decrease in IQ 

score); Xiang (2011) (significant association between serum (blood-derived sample) fluoride and 

reduced IQ score in children); Wang (2012) (significant correlation between total fluoride intake 

and reduced IQ); Zhang (2015b) (significant correlation between reduced IQ score and children’s 

serum fluoride, and urinary fluoride), Cui (2018) (significant association between IQ score and 

urinary fluoride); Yu (2018) (significant difference in mean IQ scores in high water fluoride areas 

compared to normal water fluoride areas); and Wang (2020b) (significant negative association 

between IQ and water and urinary fluoride and IQ in boys and girls).  NTP Monograph at 29-33 

(Table 6).  One study, Cui (2020) identified a directionally negative, though not statistically 

significant decrease in mean IQ score with increasing fluoride levels.  Id. at 32.  

e. Rocha-Amador (2007), a cross-sectional study of children in Mexico found 

significant associations between fluoride and IQ scores.  Id. at 33.   

f. Cross-sectional studies of children in India found significant association between 

fluoride and intellectual impairment: Sudhir (2009) (found a significant increase in proportion of 

children with intellectual impairment with increasing drinking water fluoride levels); Saxena 

(2012) (significant correlations between reduced IQ and water fluoride and urinary fluoride 

levels); Trivedi (2012) (found significantly lower mean IQ scores in high fluoride villages 

compares to low-fluoride villages for boys and girls combined and separately).  Id. at 38. 

g. Siraj (2012), a cross-sectional study of children in Iran found a significant negative 

association between water fluoride and IQ score.  Id. at 39.  

 
useful in generating hypotheses.  A group of people are interviewed, 
examined, and tested at a single point in time to ascertain a 
relationship between a disease and a neurotoxic exposure.  This 
study design does not allow the investigator to determine whether 
the disease or the exposure came first, rendering it less useful in 
estimating risk.  These studies are intermediate in cost and time 
required to complete compared with case reports and more complex 
analytical studies, but should be augmented with additional data. 
 

Dkt. No. 429-7, Trial Ex. 17 at 16.   
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h. Soto-barreras (2019), a cross-sectional study of children in Mexico 9-10 years of 

age did not find a significant association between fluoride and IQ levels.  Id. at 34.  

36. In addition to the studies that the NTP Monograph deemed “high-quality,” and thus most 

relevant to understanding impact of fluoride, the NTP Monograph explains that 46 of the 53 

studies deemed low-quality by the NTP Monograph also found an association between fluoride 

exposure and reduced IQ in children.  NTP Monograph at xii.   

37. Several studies published after the NTP Monograph literature cut-off date (April 2021), see 

NTP Monograph at 5-12, 12 n.8, B-2, C-2-C-44, also found negative association between fluoride 

and IQ, and acutely, for boys – bolstering the NTP Monograph’s finding of a negative association 

between IQ in children and fluoride exposure: 

a. Goodman (2022a): studied samples from the ELEMENT cohort and concluded that 

an increase in maternal urinary fluoride predicated an average 2.12-point decrease in GCI scores 

of 4-year-olds and a 2.63 decrease in performance IQ of 6- to 10-year-olds.  Dkt. No. 432-11, Trial 

Ex. 115 at 1-2.  The study also found a marginal association with maternal urinary fluoride and 

verbal IQ across time.  Id. at 2.  The study concluded that visual-spatial and perceptual reasoning 

ability may be more impacted by prenatal fluoride exposure as compared to verbal abilities.  Id.  

b. Cantoral (2021): studied 103 mother-child pairs from the Programming Research in 

Obesity, Growth, Environment and Social Stressors (“PROGRESS Cohort”) program.  Dkt. No. 

432-6, Trial Ex. 110 at 2.  The PROGRESS Cohort collected data regarding dietary fluoride intake 

from mothers (via food and beverage) during pregnancy and neurodevelopmental testing from 

their offspring for 948 mother-child pairs from Mexico City.  Id. at 2.  Dietary fluoride intake was 

measured via food frequency questionnaires from mothers in trimesters two and three of 

pregnancy and children’s cognitive, motor, and language outcomes were measured at 12 and 24 

months.  Id. at 1.  Cantoral (2021) studied data from 103 mother-child pairs from the PROGRESS 

Cohort to understand if dietary fluoride intake during pregnancy is associated with toddlers’ 

neurodevelopment.  Id.  The study found a statistically significant association between maternal 

fluoride intake and cognitive outcome in 24-month-old boys (0.5 mg/day increase in overall 

dietary fluoride intake associated with 3.5-point lower cognitive outcome).  Id.  There was no 
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statistical association for girls or boys at 12 months of age.  Id.  Averaging across the entire age 

group, a 0.5 mg/day increase was associated with a 3.46-point lower cognitive outcome in boys, 

which was statistically significant.  Id.  The study concludes: “[t]hese findings suggest that the 

development of nonverbal abilities in males may be more vulnerable to prenatal fluoride exposure 

than language or motor abilities, even at levels within the recommended intake range.”  Id.  

c. Godebo (2023): this study assessed the association between chronic exposure to

naturally occurring fluoride and drinking water and cognitive function in school-aged children, 

measured by two distinct assessments: a drawing test with familiar objects and the Cambridge 

Neuropsychological Test Automated Battery, Paired Associate Leaning (“CANTAB PAL”)12 test.  

Dkt. No. 432-14, Trial Ex. 118 at 15-16.   The population studied was recruited from eight 

communities exposed to chronic fluoride ranging from 0.41 to 15.5 mg/L fluoride in water 

sources.  Id. at 15.  The study reported adverse associations of fluoride exposure in drinking water 

with children’s drawing and CANTAB task performance, with the most significant negative 

impacts observed for more challenging drawing tasks (i.e., drawing a donkey rather than a house 

or a person).  Id. at 16.  The study concluded that this may be indicative of a greater challenge 

“accessing working memory for this task.”  Id.  

d. Adkins (2022): this study evaluated data collected from the Cincinnati Childhood

Allergy and Air Pollution Study (“CCAAPS”).  Dkt. No. 432-8, Trial Ex. 112 at 1.  CCAAPS 

collected urine samples from children at 12 years of age and collected Behavior Assessment 

System for Children-2 which evaluates internalizing symptoms such as anxiety depression and 

somatization.  Id. at 2.  The study found that higher children’s urinary fluoride concentrations were 

significantly associated with increased somatization, but not depression or anxiety.  Id.  The study 

found that male participants exhibited higher internalizing and somatization behaviors relative to 

female participants.  Id. at 6.  The study concluded that “[d]espite males and females having 

comparable urinary fluoride concentrations, males may be at greater risk for adverse effects of 

12 The tests present patterns and shapes on a screen and ask children to touch and recount the 
patterns to assess spatial memory and learning. Dkt. No. 432-14, Trial Ex. 118 at 10-11.  Spatial 
memory and learning are linked to the medial temporal lobe e.g., hippocampus, which the study 
reports is the brain region thought to be most affected by fluoride toxicity.  Id. at 5. 
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fluoride exposure as the association between fluoride concentrations and internalizing symptoms 

was more robust among males.”  Id. at 9.  

e. Risk Sciences International (“RSI”), under contract with Health Canada, also 

conducted an extensive systematic review of the fluoride neurotoxicity literature: Taher (2024).  

Dkt. No. 433-4, Trial Ex. 129; Dkt. No. 433-6, Trial Ex. 131 (Taher (2024) Supplementary 

Materials).  Taher (2024) came to a similar conclusion as the NTP Monograph, finding a 

“moderate to strong magnitude (strength) of association between fluoride and neurocognitive 

effects with consistent evidence across studies for the impact on childhood IQ.”  Dkt. No. 433-4, 

Trial Ex. 129 at 21; Dkt. No. 433-6, Trial Ex. 131 at 1516 (“The overall evidence identified to date 

strongly suggests that fluoride can affect cognitive outcomes in children (specifically, reduction in 

IQ scores), at levels close to those currently seen in North American drinking water.”).13   

38. Other post-NTP Monograph studies did not find fluoride was associated with adverse 

cognitive outcomes in children:  

a. Ibarluzea (2021): the study evaluated data from 316 to 248 mother-child pairs from 

the Infancia y Medio Ambiente cohort project (“INMA Cohort”).  Dkt. No. 432-10, Trial Ex. 114 

at 1.  The INMA Cohort draws on data from mothers and children in Gipuzkoa, Spain (Basque 

Country) living in fluoridated and non-fluoridated water communities that supplied water with the 

mean fluoride level of 0.81 mg/L.  Id. at 1, 3.  The INMA study collected maternal urinary 

fluoride levels in the first and third trimesters of pregnancy, and children’s cognitive domains and 

 
13 Unlike the NTP Monograph, Taher (2024) considered evidence relating to multiple endpoints 
(i.e., a particular adverse effect, see Dkt. No. 434-15, Trial Ex. 535 at 43) aside from reduced IQ to 
decide which endpoints need be accounted for by regulators; endpoints considered included 
kidney dysfunction, sex hormone disruptions, and dental fluorosis, see Dkt. No. 433-4, Trial Ex. 
129 at 21-23.  Taher (2024) concluded that dental fluorosis and reduced IQ are critical endpoints; 
evidence supported the association between fluoride and those two adverse effects.  See id. at 27.  
Taher (2024) did find that dental fluorosis should be the primary endpoint used by regulators 
because data regarding the association between dental fluorosis and fluoride was more certain than 
evidence regarding the association between IQ reduction and fluoride.  Id.  However, Taher (2024) 
explained that both dental fluorosis, and separately, IQ reduction in children should be considered 
by regulatory bodies, including the United States EPA, when assessing regulation of fluoride.  Id.  
To this end, the review recommended that fluoride at 1.56 mg/L be deemed hazardous, explaining 
that this level should be utilized by regulators in its calculations to protect the public against both 
dental fluorosis and IQ reduction.  See id.  Thus, the findings of Taher (2024) are consistent with 
the NTP Monograph’s finding that fluoride is associated with reduced IQ, particularly at exposure 
levels above 1.5 mg/L.  
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intelligence indexes, evaluated used the Bayley Scales (age 1) and McCarthy Scales (age 4).  Id. at 

1.  The study concluded that per unit of maternal fluoride across the pregnancy was associated 

with a sizeable increase in IQ scores (15-point increase) and an increase in verbal, performance, 

numeric, and memory domains in boys.  Id.  For girls, there was no significant association 

between maternal fluoride and cognitive score.  Id.   

b. Dewey (2023): This study compared data collected from maternal-child pairs in 

Calgary, Canada pre- and post-May 19, 2011, when the city stopped fluoridating its drinking water 

(with a recommended level of 0.7 mg/L) to discern if fluoridated drinking water was associated 

with children’s intelligence and executive function at 3-5 years of age.  Dkt. No. 432-13, Trial Ex. 

117 at 1.  The study compared data from maternal-child pairs that were either fully exposed to 

fluoridated drinking water throughout pregnancy, exposed for part of the pregnancy, and those not 

exposed to fluoridated drinking water.  Id.  The study found no adverse associations between 

maternal exposure to fluoridated drinking water for intelligence.  Id. at 7.  The study observed that 

maternal exposure to fluoridated drinking water was associated with poorer executive function in 

preschool aged children and, particularly, girls.  Id.   

c. Do (2022): This study collected additional data from participants in Australia’s 

National Child Oral Health Study 2012-14, which gathered data from children aged 5-10 years, 

and collected additional data from them again 7-8 years later but before the children turned 18 

years of age.  Dkt. No. 432-9, Trial Ex. 113 at 1.  The study estimated lifetime exposure to 

fluoridated water based upon residential history and postcode-level fluoride levels in public tap 

water and measured children’s emotional and behavioral development and executive functioning 

using questionnaires.  Id.  The study concluded that exposure to fluoridated water during the first 5 

years of life (post-birth) was not associated with altered measures of child emotional and 

behavioral development and executive functioning by 18 years of age.  Id.    

39. For several reasons, the studies that did not find a negative association between fluoride 

and IQ, or that observed the association in some groups (boys) but not others (girls) do not 

undermine the significant evidence finding such an association, reflected in the NTP Monograph 

and studies published after the Monograph.  The Court affords less weight to these studies finding 
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lack of an association due to various characteristics of those studies: 

a. The reliability of Ibarluzea (2021) is questionable in several respects: 

i. This study found that per one unit increase in the mg/L maternal urinary 

fluoride, there was an association with a 15-point increase in the IQ of boys associated with 

maternal urinary fluoride.  Dkt. No. 432-10, Trial Ex. 114 at 1.  Dr. Savitz, EPA’s expert, agrees 

that this finding is an outlier and unexpected, insofar as no other study has reported a positive 

association between fluoride exposure upon IQ, and does not meaningfully support that fluoride is 

beneficial.  See Dkt. No. 414, Feb. 9, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1067:2-1069:11 (Savitz) (“Again, based on 

what I know, I would doubt that that is an accurate reflection of the causal impact of fluoride on 

IQ.”).  Experts also testified that they were not aware of any other chemical known to increase the 

IQ of humans by 15 points.  Dkt. No. 417, Feb. 2, 2024, Trial Tr. at 372:14-16 (Grandjean); Dkt. 

No. 395, Jan. 31, 2024, Trial Tr. at 111:4-6 (Hu).  This association appears scientifically 

implausible and raises questions about the overall reliability of this study.  

ii. Further, the 15-point increase in IQ disappeared to reflect a null finding 

when the maternal urinary fluoride was not adjusted for creatinine.  Dkt. No. 395, Jan. 31, 2024, 

Trial Tr. at 109:5-11 (Hu).  Adjusting maternal urinary fluoride for creatinine is standard practice, 

and results from creatinine-adjusted urinary fluoride are considered the informative and reliable 

results of a study.  Dkt. No. 395, Jan. 31, 2024, Trial Tr. at 108:7-10 (Hu); Dkt. No. 414, Feb. 9, 

2024, Trial Tr. at 1089:5-17 (Savitz), 1090:24-1091:2 (Savitz).  However, adjusting for creatinine 

is expected to sharpen results, because the adjustment countervails for urinary dilution which 

might introduce noise into a study; the adjustment is not, however, expected to have any 

significant impact on the direction of results of the study.  Dkt. No. 395, Jan. 31, 2024, Trial Tr. at 

108:11-22 (Hu); Dkt. No. 417, Feb. 2, 2024, Trial Tr. at 372:25-373:22 (Grandjean), 376:15-

378:24 (Grandjean).  The results in the Ibarluzea (2021) study, which transitioned from a 

significant positive association to a null finding when urinary fluoride was adjusted for creatinine, 

was considered surprising and not a plausible result.  Dkt. No. 395, Jan. 31, 2024, Trial Tr. at 

109:13-110:7 (Hu); Dkt. No. 417, Feb. 2, 2024, Trial Tr. at 372:25-373:22 (Grandjean), 376:15-

378:24 (Grandjean).  Plaintiffs’ experts credibly testified that this discrepancy suggests there was 
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an error when matching fluoride and creatinine data.  Dkt. No. 417, Feb. 2, 2024, Trial Tr. at 

372:25-373:22 (Grandjean).  EPA’s experts at trial could not explain or account for this aspect of 

the study.  Dkt. No. 414, Feb. 9, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1091:3-1093:8 (Savitz).   

iii. Another concern with the Ibarluzea (2021) study is that it did not adjust for 

seafood as a covariate in the analysis of fluoride and IQ.  Dkt. No. 397, Feb. 2, 2024, Trial Tr. at 

453:12-17 (Grandjean).  Seafood is both high in fluoride content and omega 3 fatty acids.  Dkt. 

No. 395, Jan. 31, 2024, Trial Tr. at 110:20-23 (Hu).  This is problematic because omega 3 fatty 

acids have beneficial effects on cognition, and thus seafood may be a confounding factor, skewing 

results of a study if the population has a high seafood ingestion rate.  Dkt. No. 395, Jan. 31, 2024, 

Trial Tr. at 110:20-111:3 (Hu).  The study did adjust for cord blood mercury levels, which could 

operate as an adjustment for fish consumption because fish often contain mercury.  Dkt. No. 414, 

Feb. 9, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1073:20-1074:14 (Savitz).  However, the bigger the fish, the more likely 

the accumulation of mercury; conversely, the smaller the fish, the less likely the accumulation of 

mercury.  Id. at 1076:20-1078:9. Yet, in coastal Spain where the study was conducted, sardines 

and anchovies are popular, which are small fish that are lower on the food chain and accordingly 

low in mercury.  See Dkt. No. 417, Feb. 2, 2024 at 458:23-459:17 (Grandjean); Dkt. No. 414, Feb. 

9, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1269:24-1270:12 (Savitz).  Thus, it is not clear that the adjustment for cord 

blood mercury levels is a sufficient proxy for seafood consumption.  To this end, Dr. Savitz agreed 

that it is a reasonable hypothesis that fish consumption accounted for the beneficial results 

associated with IQ observed in the Ibarluzea (2021) study.  Dkt. No. 414, Feb. 9, 2024, Trial Tr. at 

1069:23-1070:18 (Savitz).  

iv. Taher (2024) likewise concluded that Ibarluzea (2021) does not overcome 

evidence linking fluoride to reduced IQ in children.  Namely, Taher (2024) concluded that “[t]he 

available evidence demonstrated a moderate to strong magnitude (strength) of association between 

fluoride and neurocognitive effects with consistent evidence across studies for the impact on 

childhood IQ at fluoride exposures relevant to current North American drinking water levels.” 

Dkt. No. 433-4, Trial Ex. 129 at 21.  This is because, “[f]ocusing on high quality cohort studies, 

most of the evidence suggests a reduction in childhood IQ scores associated with fluoride levels, 
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though results from one 2023 study in Spain (Ibarluzea et al. 2022) documented an improvement 

in specific cognitive domain scores in boys.”  Id.   

b. Dewey (2023) is not strong evidence regarding the association between fluoride 

and reduced IQ because of the design of this study.  The study attempted to take advantage of 

what was thought to be a naturally occurring cohort with an exposure contrast (i.e., one cohort 

exposed to fluoride and one not exposed to fluoride) to see if there was a meaningful difference in 

cognitive outcomes amongst the two groups. Dkt. No. 397, Jan. 31, 2024, Trial Tr. at 368:22-

369:7 (Grandjean).  Specifically, the study looked at individuals from a Canadian community that, 

for a long time, fluoridated its water and stopped fluoridating the water; the study compared the 

cognition of children in fluoridated and non-fluoridated groups to discern the impact of fluoride.  

Dkt. No. 397, Jan. 31, 2024, Trial Tr. at 368:22-369:7 (Grandjean).  However, the study did not 

collect data on the urinary fluoride levels of the mother or assess how long pregnant mothers lived 

in the area prior to their pregnancy.  Dkt. No. 397, Jan. 31, 2024, Trial Tr. at 368:22-369:18 

(Grandjean).  This is relevant because women who live in a fluoridated area throughout their lives 

will have fluoride which accumulates in her bones from consumption of fluoridated water, along 

with other sources; for several years after cessation of fluoride exposure she is likely to release 

accumulated fluoride from her bones into blood due to skeletal breakdown.  Dkt. No. 397, Jan. 31, 

2024, Trial Tr. at 370:6-371:12 (Grandjean); Dkt. No. 402, Feb. 8, 2024, Trial Tr. at 932:16-20 

(Thiessen).  This skeletal breakdown is particularly present during pregnancy, as the maternal 

skeleton dissolves itself to provide calcium to the growing fetal skeleton.  Dkt. No. 395, Jan. 31, 

2024, Trial Tr. at 121:10-20 (Hu). Accordingly, the group that was considered non-fluoridated in 

the study, thus creating an exposure contrast between the two groups allowing for a potential 

association to be observed, may have in fact exposed the child to fluoride during pregnancy if she 

lived in a fluoridated area prior to the study (a phenomenon that is not reported or considered by 

the study).  This could lessen the exposure contrast and calls the results of the study into question. 

See Dkt. No. 397, Jan. 31, 2024, Trial Tr. at 368:22-369:18 (Grandjean).  EPA’s expert witnesses 

did not account for this concern regarding the study design.  Thus, the Dewey study is accorded 

diminished weight. 
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c. Do (2022) assessed primarily behavioral outcomes rather than impact on IQ in 

children and, as Dr. Savitz testified, “doesn’t stand out as definitive or more persuasive,” relative 

to other studies directly on point to association of fluoride on the IQ of children.  Dkt. No. 414, 

Feb. 9, 2024 Trial Tr. at 1106:22-1107:10 (Savitz).  Plaintiffs’ experts also expressed concerns 

with the study.  The study utilized the “SDQ” test to measure impact of fluoride on children in 

Australia, which is a test that, for certain cultural or linguistic reasons, has been determined to be 

unreliable for Australians by another study conducted by the co-author of Do (2022).  Dkt. No. 

397, Jan. 31, 2024, Trial Tr. at 364:8-14, 365:15-366:4 (Grandjean).  EPA’s expert witness did not 

rebut evidence that there were significant problems with the validity of the SDQ test in Australia.  

Dkt. No. 415, Feb. 12, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1240:1-6 (Savitz).  Further, the value of this study is 

weakened because it did not analyze individualized data, but instead measured exposure based on 

residence of the child and community-wide data on fluoride in that area.  See Dkt. No. 396, Feb. 1, 

2024, Trial Tr. at 240:17-19 (Lanphear) (explaining that individualized data is generally a strength 

of a study); Dkt. No. 417, Feb. 2, 2024, Trial Tr. at 366:5-367:4, 367:15-368:4 (Grandjean).  Lack 

of individualized data can lead to exposure imprecision, creating “noise” in the data, which may 

bias results toward the null, i.e., noise makes it less likely to show an association between the 

chemical and a result.  Dkt. No. 395, Jan. 31, 2024, Trial Tr. at 106:18-107:16 (Hu); Dkt. No. 396, 

Feb. 1, 2024, Trial Tr. at 281:14-17 (Lanphear), 281:24-282:3 (Lanphear), 317:16-24 (Grandjean); 

Dkt. No. 414, Feb. 9, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1176:4-17 (Savitz) (agreeing with a statement made in his 

textbook that in general exposure misclassification tends to produce results with a bias towards the 

null).  Thus, this study is not particularly probative evidence as to association between fluoride 

and IQ of children.  

40. EPA experts agreed, in line with the NTP Monograph’s conclusion, that fluoride is 

associated with adverse IQ in children at “higher” levels of exposure.  Namely, Dr. Barone 

testified that he agreed that there is “something going on” at higher-dose levels, though unclear 

about where the threshold is.  Dkt. No. 415, Feb. 12, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1372:9-1373:9 (Barone).  

Dr. Barone agreed that, at 4 mg/L of fluoride exposure and above, there is more data to support a 

finding of an adverse effect associated with fluoride.  Id. at 1373:1-9 (Barone).  Dr. Barone further 
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testified: “I agree with the NTP’s conclusions that at some level above 1.5 mg/L that there is 

moderate evidence to support an association between fluoride and developmental IQ decrements.”  

Dkt. No. 416, Feb. 12, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1428:4-11 (Barone).14  The primary concern presented by 

EPA’s experts relates to lack of clarity as to whether lower exposure levels of fluoride (below 1.5 

mg/L) results in an adverse outcome and the precise relationship between dose and response.  See 

Dkt. No. 415, Feb. 12, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1357:9-1360:10 (Barone).  For example, Dr. Savitz 

(EPA’s expert witness) did not opine that the NTP Monograph’s main conclusion that fluoride is 

presumed to be a cognitive neurodevelopmental hazard to humans was incorrect, though 

expressing concerns as to a previous draft of the Monograph regarding whether its conclusion was 

well explained and qualified.  Dkt. No. 414, Feb. 9, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1113:16-1115:23 (Savitz) 

(“Whether [a committee reviewing a draft of the NTP Monograph] agreed with [the NTP 

Monograph’s conclusion] was not the issue.  It was – the story that gets to the punchline at the end 

we did not find persuasive.”).  Indeed, Dr. Savitz explained that he does not have a basis to 

challenge the NTP’s conclusion that, with moderate confidence, there is an association or appears 

to be an association between neurological decrements in fluoride concentrations above 1.5 mg/L.  

Id. at 1140:10-19 (Savitz) (“I don’t have any reason to challenge [this conclusion], but I haven’t 

corroborated it by going through the dozens of studies one-by-one to make my own assessment.”).  

Dr. Savitz likewise made clear he did not undertake a complete review of the NTP Monograph, 

but testified his primary concern was the Monograph’s “inferences regarding lower levels of 

fluoride exposure.”  Id. at 1129:11-1131:3 (Savitz).    

41. The robust body of scientific literature systematically assessed by the NTP Monograph 

(described above, ¶ 35) and literature published after the NTP Monograph cutoff date (described 

above, ¶ 37), even considering some countervailing scientific literature (described above, ¶¶ 38-

39) establishes by a preponderance of the evidence that fluoride is associated with reduced IQ in 

 
14 Dr. Barone testified that the NTP Monograph was helpful but not complete and thus insufficient 
to satisfy the hazard identification prong of TSCA hazard assessment.  Dkt. No. 440, Feb. 13, 
2024, Trial Tr. at 1428:22-1429:3 (Barone).  That testimony is not credible because it directly 
contradicts Dr. Barone’s prior testimony during his deposition that the literature the NTP reviewed 
through April 2021 was sufficient to satisfy the human evidence standard for identifying a hazard 
under the EPA’s TSCA guidelines.  Id. at 11-21.  
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children – at least at “higher” concentration levels, i.e., above 1.5 mg/L (measured in either water 

fluoride levels or urinary fluoride levels).   At the hazard identification step, the EPA does not 

require showing that an adverse effect is present at the level akin to the exposure in the community 

(i.e., 0.7 mg/L) or require the establishment of a dose-response relationship of the chemical at 

“lower” levels.  Dkt. No. 417, Feb. 2, 2024, Trial Tr. at 493:16-495:12 (Barone).  The evidence 

regarding the “higher” exposure levels is sufficient to satisfy the hazard identification step of the 

analysis. 

42. Regardless, scientific literature in the record also indicates there is an association between

fluoride and reduced IQ in children even at “lower” levels of exposure (i.e., below 1.5 mg/L). 

43. Two of the three high-quality studies that evaluated the effects of “lower” levels of fluoride

exposure (below 1.5 mg/L) did observe an association between fluoride and reduced IQ in 

children or boys.  Namely: (1) Bashash (2017), studied mother-child pairs from the ELEMENT 

Cohort (Mexican population) and observed a statistically significant decrement of 3.15 GCI score 

and 2.5 IQ score of offspring per an increase of 0.5 mg/L of maternal urinary fluoride where the 

mean maternal urinary fluoride in mothers was 0.9 mg/L, Dkt. No. 432-2, Trial Ex. 106 at 1; and 

(2) Green (2019) studied mother-child pairs in the MIREC Cohort (Canadian population) and

found a statistically significant decrement of 3.66 IQ score in boys only (3.66 IQ score decrement

per a 1 mg/L per day increase in maternal urinary fluoride) where the mean maternal urinary

fluoride of mothers was 0.42 mg/L, Dkt. No. 432-5, Trial Ex. 109 at 1-3, 5.

44. Another program collected samples from 837 mother-child pairs from the Odense

municipality in Denmark: the Odense Child Cohort (“OCC Cohort”).  Dkt. No. 432-15, Trial Ex. 

119 at 1.  The OCC Cohort measured maternal urinary fluoride during pregnancy and the IQ of 

school-aged offspring of those mothers.  Id.   The maternal urinary fluoride concentrations 

averaged at 0.58 mg/L per day.  Id. at 2.  The study, when accounting for covariables did not 

observe a statistically significant association between maternal urinary fluoride and child Full-

Scale IQ score, with no clear interaction between sex and fluoride exposure.   Id. 

45. The result of the OCC Cohort does not negate the findings regarding the MIREC and

ELEMENT cohorts.  It is inherently more difficult to observe an adverse effect of a chemical at 
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lower exposure levels because of reduced exposure contrast15 at those levels.  Dkt. No. 395, Jan. 

31, 2024, Trial Tr. at 113:2-25 (Hu), 114:8-14 (Hu); Dkt. No 396, Feb. 1, 2024, Trial Tr. at 213:5-

25 (Lanphear); Dkt. No. 400, Feb. 5, 2024, Trial Tr. at 525:9-526:13 (Berridge).  EPA’s expert, 

Dr. Savitz, agreed.  Dkt. No. 402, Feb. 8, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1009:7-23 (Savitz) (“[Y]ou could think 

of the worst cases, if we all had the exact same value, everybody in the population had the same 

exposure, you could not do an informative study of the association of exposure with a disease. 

And if it’s very narrow, of course, you’re only able to study – if you’re only able to study, let's 

say, the contrast of, you know, .4 and .5 milligrams per liter fluoride, you're going to have a tough 

time, even if there were an effect, it's going to be difficult to find because you have a very limited 

contrast.  As you spread that out more, of course, you are – you have a larger contrast and you're 

able to address a more informative range of exposure.”).  It is particularly difficult to observe 

effects of fluoride at lower exposure levels because of challenges in finding a control group with 

zero or very little fluoride exposure.  Dkt. No 396, Feb. 1, 2024, Trial Tr. at 212:7-213:25 

(Lanphear).  This is because fluoride exposure is prevalent.  Some common sources aside from 

fluoridated water include naturally occurring fluoride in food and beverage, fluoride in food and 

beverage made with fluoridated water, and other products, like toothpaste.  Id. at 212:10-19 

(Lanphear).  Thus, it is difficult to find a control group without any fluoride exposure; the “noise” 

created by background fluoride exposure tends to obscure the contrast between those who 

consume fluoridated water and those who do not.  Id. at 212:19-23 (Lanphear) (“And so if we 

wanted to ask a question . . . is there a difference in children who are unexposed to fluoride?  Well, 

we really can’t find children who are unexposed to fluoride versus kids who have levels in a 

nonfluoridated community or a fluoridated community.”).  It is thus more challenging to observe 

 
15 Exposure contrast refers to the difference between exposure of a chemical in one group (a 
control group) and another group (the group exposed to the chemical).  Dkt. No. 395, Jan. 31, 
2024, Trial Tr. at 113:6-22 (Hu).  For example, an observer would compare a group with less or 
no fluoride exposure to a group with more exposure to determine if there is a meaningful 
difference in the group with more exposure.  See Dkt. No 396, Feb. 1, 2024, Trial Tr. at 212:10-23 
(Lanphear).  When trying to observe effects of a chemical at lower levels, there is less “exposure 
contrast” between the control group and exposed group.  See id. at 212:10-213:25.  Dr. Hu 
provided an illustration: “It’s sort of like looking at, you know, a picture and trying to determine 
whether this shade is different from that shade.  If you increase the contrast, it’s easier to see.”  
Dkt. No. 395, Jan. 31, 2024, Trial Tr. at 114:12-14 (Hu).   
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effects at lower concentration levels of fluoridated water.   Id. at 212:24-213:25 (Lanphear).  

Accordingly, the Court finds convincing and credible the expert testimony that studies analyzing 

the OCC Cohort are not inconsistent with studies analyzing the ELEMENT and MIREC Cohorts; 

the lower exposure levels account for some difficulty in repeating observed effects.  Dkt. No. 395, 

Jan. 31, 2024, Trial Tr. at 116:24-117:4 (Hu).16  In short, the association between intake of water 

at lower fluoridated levels and IQ is likely harder to detect.  Inconsistent results between studies 

are not unexpected.  The two high-quality studies which detected such an association at lower 

concentration levels of fluoride remain significant and are not undermined by the OCC Cohort 

study.  

46. In conclusion, Plaintiffs have established by a preponderance of the evidence that exposure 

to fluoride is associated with the adverse effect of reduced IQ in children, and particularly, young 

boys.  Hence, the hazard identification step of the analysis is satisfied.  

2. Step 1B: Weight of the scientific evidence  

a. Framework 

47. Once a hazard has been identified, the EPA assesses the weight of the scientific evidence, 

wherein the risk assessor considers the weight of that evidence, determining which adverse effects 

(endpoints) are to be assessed, and which studies are appropriate for use in quantifying the 

relationship between the dose of the chemical and adverse effect(s) (response) at issue (the “dose-

response” assessment).  Dkt. No. 400, Feb. 4, 2024, Trial Tr. at 661:18-666:14 (Barone).  To this 

end, not all studies are appropriately utilized in the dose-response assessment. See Dkt. No. 417, 

Feb. 2, 2024, Trial Tr. at 494:17-495:12 (Barone).  Rather, the EPA identifies the studies from the 

hazard identification step that are generally of high or medium quality, and thus are deemed 

permissible to use in the dose-response assessment.  Id. at 494:17-495:12; Dkt. No. 421 at 5 

(undisputed fact). 

 
16 Expert witnesses also testified credibly that there are some possible explanations for the 
differing study results; for example, it is possible that Denmark has higher iodine consumption, 
accounting for the discrepancy, as iodine deficiency is theorized to be an aggravating factor for 
impacts of fluoride on neurodevelopment.  See Dkt. No. 396, Feb. 1, 2024, Trial Tr. at 248:10-
250:3 (Lanphear). 
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48. The parties disagree as to precisely how the weight-of-the-scientific evidence analysis 

intersects with the subsequent step of the analysis: the dose-response assessment wherein a point 

of departure17 is identified (Step 1C, discussed in Section III.A.3.).  See Dkt. No. 421 at 22-23.  

Plaintiffs assert that the weight-of-the-scientific evidence analysis is a distinct, qualitative 

characterization of the evidence regarding a “chemical’s potential to produce neurotoxicity,” 

separate from the quantitative dose-response assessment wherein a point of departure is calculated 

(Step 1C, discussed in Section III.A.3).  Id.  The EPA asserts that there is not a clear distinction 

between the qualitative and quantitative dose-response assessment.  See id.  Dr. Barone, EPA’s 

expert does recognize that risk evaluation includes a “quantitative track wherein the agency is 

doing a quantitative measurement, deriving a point of departure, and a qualitative track where [the 

assessor is] assessing whether that evidence is appropriate for that purpose.”  See Dkt. No. 400, 

Feb. 4, 2024, Trial Tr. at 666:9-14 (Barone).  Moreover, Dr. Barone stated that: “in this weight of 

the scientific evidence evaluation . . . [we ask] how much data do we actually have for that 

particular endpoint or that particular outcome, and are there a series of outcomes that are related to 

neurotoxicity that we should consider as an example or reproductive toxicity. So we may have 

multiple endpoints to consider and multiple studies within that, that can be carried forward to 

dose response.”  Id. at 662:2-19 (emphasis added).  This testimony intimates that the weight-of-

scientific-evidence analysis occurs prior to, and separately from, the quantitative dose-response 

assessment wherein a point of departure is calculated.  See id.  However, to avoid any doubt, the 

Court assesses the weight-of-the-scientific evidence both as a standalone, qualitative issue, 

characterizing the weight of the evidence assessing the association between the chemical and 

endpoint (in this section of the analysis (Section III.A.2., as Step 1B)) and also assesses the 

weight-of-the-scientific-evidence, as part of the quantitative dose-response assessment wherein a 

point of departure is identified (Section III.A.3, as Step 1C, discussed below). 

b. Key finding 

49. The weight of the scientific evidence regarding fluoride’s association with reduced IQ is 

 
17 As explained in depth in Section III.A.3., the point of departure represents the level at which the 
chemical at issue becomes hazardous. 
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sufficient to proceed to the dose-response assessment; the evidence in the record is appropriate for 

use in calculating a point of departure.  

c. Underlying findings

50. The term “weight of the scientific evidence” is supported by EPA’s systematic analysis of

the related information to support the Agency’s findings.  Id. at 651:22–652:5; accord 40 CFR 

702.33.  The assessor uses the “best available science,” in the analysis, which means that TSCA 

risk evaluations need to be unbiased and objective, and the methodologies employed must be 

transparent and reproducible and generally peer reviewed. Dkt. No. 400, Feb. 5, 2024, Trial Tr. at 

652:6-16 (Barone); accord 40 C.F.R. 702.33.   

51. In the weight-of-the-scientific-evidence analysis, generally, high- or medium-quality

studies are adequate to move to the dose-response determination.  Dkt. No. 417, Feb. 2, 2024, 

Trial Tr. at 494:17-495:12 (Barone); Dkt. No. 421 at 5 (undisputed fact).  Still, the EPA 

sometimes carries over low-quality studies into the dose-response analysis as well.  Dkt. No. 417, 

Feb. 2, 2024, Trial Tr. at 494:21-495:1 (Barone). In this weight-of-the-scientific-evidence 

analysis, some or all factors referred to as the “Bradford Hill” factors may be considered.  Dkt. 

No. 400, Feb. 5, 2024, Trial Tr. at 626:8-24 (Barone).  The nine Bradford Hill factors are: (1) 

strength of the association, (2) consistency of the association; (3) specificity of the association; (4) 

temporality of the association; (5) biological gradient (i.e., dose response) of the association; (6) 

plausibility of the association; (7) coherence of the association, (8) experimental support for the 

association, and (9) analogies for the association.  See Dkt. No. 198-3, Grandjean Trial Decl. ¶¶ 

111-125.  However, there is no mandate that each of the Bradford Hill factors be considered in the

weight-of-the-evidence assessment in a non-cancer TSCA risk evaluation such as this one.  See

Dkt. No. 437-1, Trial Ex. 96 (hereinafter “PCE Risk Evaluation”) at 326 (considering only

consistency of association factor); Dkt. No. 437-7, Trial Ex. 102 (hereinafter “Methylene Risk

Evaluation”) at 285-95 (considering some, but not all, of the Bradford Hill factors).

52. As discussed previously, not every epidemiological study on fluoride has found

associations with reduced IQ in children.  See ¶¶ 35, 38.  However, the evidence at issue is overall 

consistent as to the finding that fluoride is associated with reduced IQ in children, and there is a 
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vast amount of experimental support for the association:  

a. The NTP Monograph studied a robust amount of literature regarding fluoride’s 

impact on children’s IQ: 72 epidemiological studies – 19 of which were deemed “high quality” 

and “low-risk-of-bias,” and 53 lower-quality studies – a large majority of which identified an 

association between fluoride and reduced IQ.  NTP Monograph at xii (describing that 46 of the 53 

low-quality studies found an association between higher fluoride exposure and lower IQ in 

children and 18 of 19 high-quality studies reported an association between higher fluoride 

exposure and lower IQ in children including 3 prospective cohort studies and 15 cross-sectional 

studies).  Indeed, when narrowing evidence to view only 19 studies that are high quality and low 

risk-of-bias, all but one identified an association between fluoride and reduced IQ: Bashash et al. 

2017; Choi et al. 2015; Cui et al. 2018; Ding et al. 2011; Green et al. 2019; Rocha-Amador et al. 

2007; Saxena et al. 2012; Seraj et al. 2012; Sudhir et al. 2009; Till et al. 2020; Trivedi et al. 2012; 

Wang et al. 2012; Wang et al. 2020b; Xiang et al. 2003a; Xiang et al. 2011; Yu et al. 2018; Zhang 

et al. 2015b).  NTP Monograph at 29-40 (Table 6). 

b. The findings of the NTP Monograph are properly afforded substantial weight.  The 

NTP is headquartered within NIEHS, which is “is one of the premier environmental health 

sciences research institutions in the world.”  Dkt. No. 440, Feb. 13, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1425:23-

1426:2 (Barone).  The EPA does not dispute this fact.  Dkt. No. 421 at 10.  Even before the NTP 

Monograph was formally published, the EPA agreed the NTP Monograph is a high-quality review, 

followed rules that have been developed by NTP for conducting systematic review, had a 

“rigorous approach to assembling the evidence,” “clearly defined rules for identifying and 

evaluating studies,” and “a well-defined protocol for drawing inferences” from the studies.  Dkt. 

No. 440, Feb. 13, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1427:9-21 (Barone), 1427:2-8 (Barone).   

c. Though there were some critical peer review comments on earlier drafts of the NTP 

Monograph, the core conclusion of the NTP Monograph regarding the high-quality studies was 

not called into question by reviewers.  See, e.g., Dkt. No. 438-1, Trial Ex. 69 at 65 (NTP Board of 

Scientific Counselors Working Group Report agreeing that low-risk-of-bias studies were 

“consistent,” meaning generating results in the same direction, in finding a negative association 
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between fluoride exposure and children’s IQ); Dkt. No. 414, Feb. 9, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1114:24-

1115:1 (Savitz) (describing NASEM critique of adequate definition of the term “consistent” in 

NTP Monograph, but not disagreeing with characterization of NTP Monograph finding 

association between IQ and fluoride).  Indeed, EPA’s experts at trial expressed confidence in the 

NTP Monograph’s methodologies.  Dkt. No. 414, Feb. 9, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1197:2-15 (Savitz) 

(expressing confidence in NTP’s literature search strategy and its ability to identify all relevant 

studies on fluoride exposure published prior to the closing date of April 21, 2021, and agreeing 

that the “vast majority of studies” that NTP reviewed identified an association between fluoride 

and reduced IQ).  See also Dkt. No. 414, Feb. 9, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1140:10-19 (Savitz) (“I don't 

have any reason to challenge [this conclusion], but I haven’t corroborated it by going through the 

dozens of studies one-by-one to make my own assessment.”).  Further, Dr. Savitz, the expert 

called by the EPA herein, acknowledged he is not an expert in conducting risk assessment, and 

particularly not under Amended TSCA.  Dkt. No. 415, Feb. 9, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1264:2-6 (Savitz).  

Formal publication of the NTP Monograph affirms its quality.  See also ¶ 33. 

d. As explained previously, studies published after the NTP Monograph’s literature

cut-off date likewise observed a negative association between fluoride and children’s cognition:  

Goodman (2022(a)), Cantoral (2021), Godebo (2023), and Adkins (2022)).  See ¶ 37.   

e. Further, notwithstanding difficulties in observing effects of a chemical at lower

levels, see ¶ 45, adverse outcomes have even been observed at those levels with statistical 

significance: Green (2019) and Bashash (2017), ¶¶ 42-43.   

f. As explained previously, some studies have not observed an association between

fluoride and reduced IQ: Soto-barreras (2019), ¶ 35(h); Ibarluzea (2021), ¶ 38(a); Dewey 2023, ¶ 

38(b); Do (2022), ¶ 38(c); and the OCC Cohort, ¶ 44.  However, complete consistency amongst 

studies is not expected.  Dkt. No. 414, Feb. 9, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1172:23-1173:6 (Savitz). To this 

end, various co-factors or susceptibilities can influence the impact or manifestation of 

neurotoxicants, and as such, it is to be expected that there will be some variability in results across 

studies of different populations.  See id.  What may appear to be a discrepant result may, in fact, 

reflect unmeasured differences in cofactors that influence the course of a chemical’s 
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neurotoxicity.  See Dkt. No. 395, Jan. 31, 2024, Trial Tr. at 102:22-104:24 (Hu); Dkt. No. 417, Feb. 1, 

2024, Trial Tr. at 242:21-243:9 (Lanphear), 328:14-23 (Grandjean).  And, as also explained 

previously, particular characteristics of these studies finding null outcomes render them less 

probative here.  See ¶ 39.  Namely, Ibarluzea (2021) found an unrealistic 15-point IQ benefit, 

included unexplained and implausible results regarding creatinine adjustments, and failed to 

control for seafood, ¶ 39(a); Dewey (2023) did not account for previous residence of mothers or 

continued excretion of fluoride from skeletal breakdown during pregnancy in the control group, ¶ 

39(b); Do (2022) utilized an unreliable IQ test and did not analyze individualized data, ¶ 39(c); 

and the OCC Cohort measured lower exposure levels which makes it more difficult to observe 

adverse effects, ¶ 45. 

53. Though not definitive, there is additional evidence that supports the plausibility of the 

association by assessing potential mechanisms for fluoride to impact IQ.  Specifically, studies 

have endeavored to consider explanations for the observed association between fluoride and IQ 

and hypothesize that thyroid disruption may be the mechanism by which fluoride impacts 

cognitive function: 

a. Goodman (2022b) studied samples from the MIREC Cohort to assess the three-way 

interplay between prenatal fluoride exposure, maternal iodine status, and child IQ.  Dkt. No. 432-

12, Trial Ex. 116 at 1, 8.  The study found that the negative association between fluoride exposure 

and IQ observed in Green (2019) was exacerbated by low maternal iodine in pregnancy among 

boys.  Id.   The study hypothesized that change in thyroid function may be a mechanism by which 

fluoride impacts cognition; iodine impacts thyroid function.  Id. at 1-2.   

b. Hall (2023): studied samples from the MIREC Cohort and concluded that fluoride 

in drinking water was associated with increased risk of hypothyroidism in pregnant women, and 

that thyroid disruption may contribute to developmental neurotoxicity of fluoride.  Dkt. No. 432-

16, Trial Ex. 120 at 1-2.   

54.   A lack of a dose-response relationship in the data may suggest that the effect is not related 

to the putative neurotoxic effect or that the study was not appropriately controlled.  Dkt. No. 429-

7, Trial Ex. 17 (Guidelines for Neurotoxicity Risk Assessment, Fed. Reg. 63(93):26926-26954 
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(hereinafter “EPA Guidelines”))18 at 50.  As discussed in the next section regarding the dose-

response assessment, there is some lack of clarity as to the precise dose-response relationship at 

lower exposure levels of fluoride.  However, evidence indicates that there is no threshold by 

which fluoride and adverse IQ cease to be associated.  See ¶¶ 42-43.   

55. In conclusion, this evidence is sufficient to proceed to the dose-response assessment of the 

analysis.  Cf. Methylene Risk Evaluation at 262 (conducting dose-response analysis for Methylene 

under Amended TSCA based upon one animal study).   

3. Step 1C: Dose-response assessment 

a. Framework 

56. The point at which the chemical ceases to be safe is known as the “point of departure” (i.e., 

“POD”) or “hazard level.”  See Dkt. No. 429-20, Trial Ex. 38 at 1; Dkt. No. 417, Feb. 2, 2024, 

Trial Tr. at 495:9-14 (Barone); Dkt. No. 421 at 5.  To this end, the dose-response assessment 

describes the relationship between dosage of the chemical and a response, and endeavors to 

identify the dosage at which a chemical is safe, and conversely, becomes hazardous; this is the 

point of departure.  See EPA Guidelines at 57.   See also Dkt. No. 429-20, Trial Ex. 38 at 1 

(describing that the objective of the dose-response assessment is to “document the relationship 

between dose and toxic effect”).   

57. There are different points of departure that can be used in a risk assessment.  EPA 

Guidelines at 57-58.  The first approach is the NOAEL/LOAEL approach.  See Dkt. No. 429-19, 

Trial Ex. 38 at 3-4.  A No-Observed-Adverse-Effect Level (“NOAEL”) is the “highest exposure 

level at which no statistically or biologically significant increases are seen in the frequency or 

severity of adverse effect between the exposed population and its appropriate control population.”  

Id. at 4.  In cases in which a NOAEL cannot be identified, the term lowest-observed-adverse-effect 

level (“LOAEL”) is used, which is the lowest dose tested at which an adverse effect is detected.   

 
18 These Guidelines were published in April 1998 and are the currently applied guidelines for EPA 
Neurotoxicity Risk Assessment according to the EPA’s website.  See Guidelines for Neurotoxicity 
Risk Assessment, UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (last visited September 
12, 2024), https://www.epa.gov/risk/guidelines-neurotoxicity-risk-assessment.  
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Id. at 4.   Alternatively, when possible, the benchmark dose (“BMD”) approach can be used to 

arrive at a point of departure.  Id.  

58. The BMD approach is preferred over the NOAEL/LOAEL approach, and use of a NOAEL 

is preferred over the LOAEL.  Id.  See also Dkt. No. 417, Feb. 2, 2024, Trial Tr. at 495:23-496:25 

(Barone); EPA Guidelines at 2-3, 57-58; Dkt. No. 421 at 5 (undisputed fact).   The 

NOAEL/LOAEL approach derives the point of departure from a dosage and corresponding 

response in subjects that was actually observed.  See EPA Guidelines at 57-59.  See also Dkt. No. 

400, Feb. 5, 2024, Trial Tr. at 672:1-11 (Barone) (“So generally a NOAEL or LOAEL, as we 

described earlier, comes directly from what is the observed concentration for an effect or no effect. 

So it’s directly coming from the study of where that threshold for non-cancer – generally gets a 

threshold – where does that concentration occur. And that’s describing, generally speaking, a 

single dose. It’s within the dose continuum of how many doses were employed in the study, what 

concentration did they measure an effect.”).  See also EPA Guidelines at 57-59.  The 

NOAEL/LOAEL is thus limited to only dosages observed in the study.  See EPA Guidelines at 57-

59.  Other limitations of the NOAEL/LOAEL approach include that this approach is highly 

dependent upon sample size of a study (e.g., where a sample size is limited, it might present a 

higher point of departure than the true point of departure), and it does not account for the shape of 

the dose-response curve from the experiment at issue.  Id.  Because of these limitations, the BMD 

approach is preferred if the data set is appropriate for such modeling.  See Dkt. No. 429-20, Trial 

Ex. 38 at 4; Dkt. No. 400, Feb. 5, 2024, Trial Tr. at at 479:14-580:9 (Barone).   

59. In utilizing the BMD approach, a benchmark dose, i.e., BMD or benchmark concentration 

(“BMC”) is identified.  See Dkt. No. 429-20, Trial Ex. 38 at 4.  The BMD/BMC is the dose of a 

substance that produces a “predetermined change in the response rate of an adverse effect.”  Id.  

The benchmark dose level (“BMDL”) or benchmark concentration level (“BMCL”) is the lower 

end of the statistical confidence limit on the dose that produces the selected response.  Id.  In other 

words, there is a statistical confidence interval on either side of the BMD/BMC; the 

BMDL/BMCL is the point at the lower side of that confidence interval.  See id.  Like the 

NOAEL/LOAEL, the BMCL/BMDL can be used as the point of departure.  Id. 
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b. Key findings 

60. 0.28 mg/L, or alternatively, 0.768 and/or 1.536 mg/L measured in maternal urinary 

fluoride is associated with a 1-point decrease in IQ of girls and boys and is a legitimate point of 

departure (BMCL) to use in this risk evaluation.  

61. Alternatively, 4 mg/L measured in either urinary fluoride or water fluoride, is a legitimate, 

conservative point of departure (LOAEL) to use in the risk evaluation.   

62. Regarding the weight of the scientific evidence, the quality and weight of the evidence in 

the record substantiates points of departure derived from either BMD modeling of the data or from 

a LOAEL/NOAEL approach. 

c. Underlying findings 

(a) POD: 0.28 mg/L BMCL (Grandjean (2023)) or in the alternative, 

0.768 mg/L and/or 1.536 mg/L BMCL (Grandjean (2022))  

63. Dr. Philippe Grandjean (“Grandjean”) was the lead author of two pooled BMCL analyses, 

one published in 2022 and another in 2023.  Dkt. No. 432-20, Trial Ex. 124. (hereinafter 

“Grandjean (2022)”); Dkt. No. 432-15, Trial Ex. 119 (hereinafter “Grandjean (2023)”). 

64. Dr. Grandjean and his co-authors are well-regarded for their benchmark dose analyses.  To 

this end, EPA cited a pooled benchmark dose analysis authored by Grandjean as an example of 

how to perform such an analysis in its Benchmark Dose Technical Guidance Manual, and EPA 

has relied upon the authors’ benchmark dose analysis work in its assessment of other chemicals.  

Dkt. No. 417, Feb. 2, 2024, Trial Tr. at 287:16-288:18 (Grandjean), 479:25-5 (Grandjean); Dkt. 

No. 401, Feb. 6, 2024, Trial Tr. at 748:19-750:6 (Barone).   

65. Grandjean (2022) analyzed data from two cohorts, the ELEMENT Cohort and the MIREC 

Cohort to conduct its BMCL analysis.  Grandjean (2022) at 1-2.  Grandjean (2023) analyzed three 

cohorts: ELEMENT, MIREC, and the OCC cohorts.  Grandjean (2023) at 1.   

66. The pooled BMCL analyses of the birth cohorts sought to determine the level of fluoride in 

maternal urine (“MUF”) that is associated with a 1-point drop in the IQ of the mothers’ 

offspring.  Dkt. No. 417, Feb. 1, 2024, Trial Tr. at 339:13-23 (Grandjean).  As described by RSI, 

“[t]he choice of a BMR of 1 IQ point (corresponding to a 1% reduction from a mean IQ of 100) 
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has been adopted as an appropriate benchmark on this endpoint by several regulatory bodies, 

including the US EPA and EFSA.”  Dkt. No. 433-4, Trial Ex. 129 at 27.  Pooled analyses are also 

particularly useful because a pooled analysis benefits from heightened statistical power and 

precision that comes from large samples sizes.  Dkt. No. 395, Jan. 31, 2024, Trial Tr. at 111:9-

112:16 (Hu). 

67. Grandjean (2023) concluded that “[t]he joint analysis of all three cohorts showed a 

statistically significant association between urine-fluoride and IQ, with a BMC of 0.45 mg/L 

(BMCL, 0.28 mg/L).”  Grandjean (2023) at 1-2.  Specifically, Grandjean (2023) found that the 

BMCL associated with a 1-point decrease in IQ scores of boys and girls was 0.28 mg/L maternal 

urinary fluoride; this BMCL was adjusted for creatinine and derived from use of a linear dose-

response model.  Grandjean (2023) at 1-2, 9. This BMCL is a legitimate point of departure to use 

in the risk evaluation for fluoride. 

68. When determining whether the point of departure can be derived using the BMD or BMC 

approach, as opposed to identifying a LOAEL or NOAEL, it is necessary to consider whether the 

data set is appropriate for use in the BMD/BMC modeling.  See Dkt. No. 400, Feb. 5, 2024, Trial 

Tr. at 658:9-659:10 (Barone) (explaining that in identifying studies and key endpoints to “carry 

forward to the dose-response analysis,” the assessor considers whether “are [the studies] amenable 

to BMDS, benchmark dose modeling? Are they amenable to a LOAEL/NOAEL approach?  

Should we use some other type of approach?”).  To this end, the EPA’s technical guidance 

provides that the following should be considered as to whether the data set is appropriate for BMD 

modeling: (1) whether there is a statistically or biologically significant dose-related trend in the 

selected endpoint; (2) whether a response is not only seen at a high dose; and (3) where there are 

adequate model fits.   See Benchmark Dose Technical Guidance, U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL 

PROTECTION AGENCY (June 2012) available at https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-

01/documents/benchmark_dose_guidance.pdf (hereinafter “EPA’s Benchmark Dose Technical 

Guidance”) at 12-18.19  

 
19 This document was not submitted as an exhibit, but the EPA’s witnesses rely on the document 
for their testimony.  See, e.g., Dkt. No. 401, Feb. 6, 2024, Trial Tr. at 745:9-25 (Barone) (“Q: 
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69. For the reasons discussed below, the data that Dr. Grandjean analyzed is appropriate for

use in BMD modeling, and for similar reasons, his point of departure is supported by the weight of 

the scientific evidence.  See ¶ 51 (discussing weight-of-scientific-evidence factors).  It is 

demonstrated by a preponderance of the evidence. 

70. As explained previously, there is a well-supported and documented, statistically significant

dose-related trend in the selected endpoint (reduced IQ).  See ¶¶ 52-53 (discussing the robust body 

of evidence establishing the relationship between fluoride and reduced IQ, including studies 

observing this relationship at “lower” exposure levels).   

71. Dr. Grandjean rests his BMCL analysis upon studies observing the ELEMENT, MIREC,

and OCC cohorts.  Grandjean (2023) at 1-2.  These high-quality studies are appropriate for use in 

BMD modeling, particularly because they include data regarding dose-response at “lower” 

exposure levels, i.e., 0.9 mg/L (mean maternal urinary fluoride in ELEMENT cohort), 0.42 mg/L 

(mean maternal urinary fluoride in MIREC cohort), and 0.58 mg/L (average maternal urinary 

fluoride in the OCC cohort).  See ¶¶ 42-44.   Thus, rather than observing only a response at high 

dosages, the data set utilized by Dr. Grandjean observes dose-response at low exposure levels. 

The data set are thus appropriate for BMD modeling.  To this end, RSI found that the MIREC and 

ELEMENT cohorts represent a “high quality of evidence partly based on Canadian population, 

conducted within a context relevant to Canadian drinking water fluoride exposure levels.[20]  Both 

studies included prospective data collection, with prenatal exposure assessment (maternal urine 

collection over successive trimesters) and follow-up during the early life of the infants and 

children.”  Dkt. No. 433-4, Trial Ex. 129 at 23.  And the ELEMENT and MIREC cohort studies 

Now, moving beyond semantics, I wanted to ask you about your testimony about benchmark dose, 
okay? You made comments in your testimony about Dr. Grand[j]ean's BMCL analysis, correct? 
A. Yes, I did. Q. You based your comments on EPA’s BMD guidance technical
manual, correct? A. Yes, I did.”).  The Court thus considers this technical guidance document.
20 The United States and Canada take a similar approach to water fluoridation; this finding is 
applicable to United States drinking water fluoride exposure levels.  See Tr. Ex. 129, Dkt. No. 
433-4 at 16 (describing optimal water fluoride levels in Canada of 0.7 mg/L).  See also Dkt. No.
396, Feb. 1 , 2024 Trial Tr. at 245:1-22  (Lanphear) (describing optimal 0.7 mg/L water fluoride
standard in Canada).
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are strong for their extensive control for covariates and individualized measurements of fluoride 

exposure during the prenatal period.  Dkt. No. 395, Jan. 31, 2024, Trial Tr. at 95:2-96:5 (Hu).   

72.  The model fits of the data utilized by Grandjean’s BMCL are also adequately supported.  

On this point, the EPA takes issue with the fact that Dr. Grandjean’s BMCL of 0.28 mg/L was 

derived by applying a linear model of the dose-response curve.21  Grandjean (2023) at 1-2, 9.  To 

discern the best model fit for a set of data, a model is used to find a fit to the data, and based upon 

that fit, an “AIC” score is generated; the lower the AIC score, the better the model fit.  Dkt. No. 

417, Feb. 2, 2024, Trial Tr. at 421:20-21 (Grandjean).  To EPA’s point, Grandjean (2023) did not 

include a published table illustrating the AIC scores for all model fits, but did so only for the linear 

model and piece-wise model, though not the squared model.  See Grandjean (2023) at 9 (Table 

S3).  The government thus argued at trial that Dr. Grandjean improperly assumed, without testing 

the assumption, that the linear model was appropriate for the data set evaluated.  However, the use 

of the linear model in Grandjean (2023) to generate the BMCL is sufficiently justified:  

i. Dr. Grandjean testified, and the Court finds this testimony credible, 

that he did not assume that the linear model was the best fit, but rather that he and his co-authors 

compared various models and determined that the linear model was the preferred model for the 

data.  Dkt. No. 396, Feb. 1, 2024, Trial Tr. at 333:6-19 (Grandjean).  Dr. Grandjean did state that 

“[i]n my communications with the EPA, I was told that the default curve function was the linear 

one.”  Id. at 333:8-9.  However, Dr. Grandjean clarified that this default was only a starting point 

 
21 When a curve is linear, generally the dose and effect increase or decrease in a somewhat 
uniform fashion, i.e., when the dose increases, the effect increases; when the dose decreases, the 
effect decreases.  See EPA’s Benchmark Dose Technical Guidance at 25-26, 77-78 (describing 
linear, quadratic, and other models), 71 (defining “Linear Dose-Response Model” as “[a] 
mathematical relationship in which a change in response is proportional to a fixed amount of 
change in dose, e.g., Response = a + b × Dose. This is in distinction from a more general linear 
mathematical model, which is a linear combination of parameters”).  The shape of the dose-
response curve is relevant, particularly because it is used to extrapolate to lower levels of exposure 
not observed in the study, and thus to calculate the BMCL. See id. at 5 (“The dose response 
assessment under the guidelines is a two-step process: (1) response data are modeled in the range 
of empirical observation — modeling in the observed range is done with biologically based or 
curve-fitting models; and then (2) extrapolation below the range of observation is accomplished by 
modeling, if there are sufficient data, or by a default procedure (linear, nonlinear, or both).”). The 
model will thus determine the BMCL identified. See id. at 5, 25-26, 77-78. 
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and that “what we’ve done in our work is to compare that to some variations and the statistical 

methods so that you can actually compare the fit if, let’s say, curvilinear or a broken line fits 

better. And in our case the linear was actually – was the best fit.”  Id. at 333:10-14.  And further, 

Dr. Grandjean testified that he also used “nonlinear methods to assess whether the dose-response 

relationship is linear,” id. at 333:15-19.  See also id. at 339:24-340:7 (“We started out with EPA’s 

default recommendation, namely that linear association.  But we then also looked at a curvilinear, 

for example, log 2 transformation of exposure.  We also looked at broken lines of – and overall the 

linear association was not inferior to anything.  It was sometimes clearly superior.”); Dkt. No. 417, 

Feb. 2, 2024, Trial Tr. at 440:23-419:1 (Grandjean) (“[W]e certainly did look at other models.”).  

Dr. Grandjean and his co-authors did not simply assume that the linear model was the best fit for 

the data.  It was chosen through an analytical process.  

ii. Moreover, Grandjean (2022) includes a table that reports the AIC

scores for squared models as they fit to data from the MIREC and ELEMENT cohorts and reveals 

comparable fit scores and supports Dr. Grandjean’s testimony as to the validity of the linear model 

fit:   

Grandjean (2022) at 17 (Table 2) (red annotation added). The AIC scores for the linear and 

squared models were comparable, with the best fit for boys and girls individually, measuring IQ, 

using a linear model (AIC 4766.7 linear compared to 4769.4 squared), and squared combined 

(AIC 4768.8 squared compared to 4770.1 linear).  See id.  For GCI (the General Cognitive Index 
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score), the linear model was a better fit than the squared model for all categories.  See id.  Even if 

not definitive, the comparable AIC fits for linear and squared models reflected in Grandjean 

(2022) support that the linear model is a justifiable model to apply to the MIREC and ELEMENT 

cohort data.   

iii. Dr. Grandjean’s analysis is also consistent with the NTP’s analysis.

The NTP Meta-analysis did not publish AIC scores for models restricted to low-risk-of bias 

studies.  See Dkt. No. 431-2, Trial Ex. 68 at 40-41 (eTable 4) (hereinafter “NTP Meta-analysis”).  

However, it did publish AIC scores for model fit of data in all studies, as reflected in the below 

table:

Id.  Using urinary fluoride as the exposure metric, the linear model reflected the lowest AIC score 

unilaterally.  See id.  And although the linear model did not generate a statistically significant 

inverse association at all exposure levels, the linear model generated a statistically significant 

inverse association at <1.5 mg/L (in line with Grandjean (2023)’s finding relating to lower-

exposure levels as noted above), and the findings remained directionally negative at all levels 

which also supports Grandjean (2023)’s use of the linear model.  See Dkt. No. 395, Jan. 31, 2024, 

Trial Tr. at 115:16-25 (Hu) (“In fact, epidemiology is moving away from a simple reliance on just 

P values and saying ‘this is significant, this is not significant.’ It’s really important to also look at 

the so-called directionality of the relationships.”).  Additionally, as explained in more detail 

below, some of the loss of association observed in the NTP Meta-analysis may be explained by the 
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use of the means effect method in the Meta-analysis, which results in loss of statistical power and 

sensitivity in the data.  See ¶ 74(b).  Ultimately, the authors of the NTP Meta-analysis concluded 

that “[b]ased on the AIC and likelihood ratio tests, the best model fit was achieved when quadratic 

or restricted cubic spline exposure levels were added to the linear models for drinking water 

(eFigure 17); the linear model was the best fit for urinary fluoride (eFigure 18).”  NTP Meta-

analysis at 10 (emphasis added).   This further bolsters the legitimacy of Grandjean (2023)’s use of 

a linear model to generate the BMCL, expressed in maternal urinary fluoride. 

73. Assuming, in the alternative, that the squared model is a more appropriate fit for this data 

set, as EPA suggested at trial, a BMCL of 0.768 mg/L and/or 1.536 mg/L is appropriately used to 

conduct the risk assessment.  Though Grandjean (2023) did not identify a BMCL using the squared 

model, Dr. Grandjean’s 2022 BMCL analysis did identify a BMCL of 0.768 mg/L utilizing a 

squared model.  Grandjean (2022) at 17 (Table 2); Dkt. No. 417, Feb. 2, 2024, Trial Tr. at 

423:12-21 (Grandjean).  It is true that this BMCL is derived from the ELEMENT and MIREC 

cohort data only and excludes data from the OCC Cohort.   This is relevant because inclusion of 

the OCC Cohort data is likely to increase the BMCL; when the OCC cohort data was added to the 

BMCL analysis in Grandjean (2023), the BMCL increased by 0.08 mg/L, or forty percent22 (from 

0.20 mg/L (MIREC and ELEMENT alone) to 0.28 mg/L (MIREC, ELEMENT and OCC cohort 

data)).  See Grandjean (2023) at 3 (“The joint BMC was found to be 0.45 mg/l (BMCL, 0.28 mg/l), 

i.e. slightly higher than previously found (BMC, 0.33 mg/l; BMCL, 0.20 mg/L) for the two North 

American cohorts alone.”).  But a preponderance of the evidence indicates the inclusion of the 

OCC Cohort data would not make a material difference.  To be highly conservative, the BMCL of 

0.768 mg/L can be doubled, to account for any discrepancy caused by the omission of the OCC 

data: 1.536 mg/L (0.768 mg/L times two).  This could be used conservatively as an alternative 

point of departure implied from the data if the squared model is used.  As discussed below, even 

using this higher point of departure, the ultimate finding of an unreasonable risk would not change. 

22 ((.08 / .20) * 100). 
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74. One additional concern with Dr. Grandjean’s BMCL calculation is that it, at first glance,

appears to be in tension with the NTP Monograph’s conclusion that “[m]ore studies are needed to 

fully understand the potential for lower fluoride exposure [i.e., below 1.5 mg/L] to affect 

children’s IQ.”  NTP Monograph at xiii.23  However, this ultimately does not undermine the 

validity of the BMCL identified in Grandjean (2023) for the following reasons:  

a. Though the authors of the NTP Monograph recognized some lack of clarity in the

precise relationship between fluoride and reduced IQ at lower exposure levels, NTP Monograph at 

xiii, given the strength of the association between fluoride and reduced IQ, the authors of the NTP 

Monograph refused to limit the applicability of its findings in the systematic review to higher 

exposure levels and made clear that its confidence assessment also considered fluoride exposures 

“that are similar to, or lower than, those associated with optimally fluoridated water supplies in the 

United States,” i.e., 0.7 mg/L.  Dkt. No. 438-1, Trial Ex. 69 at 24-25 (comments and responses 

from NTP Monograph authors and evaluators of the NTP Monograph).      

b. The NTP also conducted a Meta-analysis, integrating all of the studies assessed in

the NTP Monograph to analyze the dose-response relationship between fluoride and reduced IQ.  

The findings of the NTP Meta-analysis first appear to be in tension with Dr. Grandjean’s findings 

but are, in fact, consistent with those findings because of the methodologies used.  Namely, the 

NTP Meta-analysis concluded that “the consistency of the data supports an inverse association 

between fluoride exposure and children’s IQ.”  NTP Meta-analysis at 3.  However, the Meta-

analysis reported somewhat mixed results regarding the dose-response relationship, particularly at 

23 Regarding “lower” fluoride exposure levels – both Grandjean (2023) and the NTP Monograph 
analyzed data from the ELEMENT and MIREC cohorts though Grandjean (2023) also analyzed 
data from the OCC Cohort, another lower-exposure level study.  
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lower levels of fluoride exposure:   

Id. at 41 (eTable 4) (red annotation added).  In reviewing all studies and measuring exposure of 

fluoride per urinary fluoride the NTP Meta-analysis found a statistically significant inverse 

association between children’s urinary fluoride exposure and IQ at <4 mg/L urinary fluoride.  Id.  

When restricted to <2 mg/L and <1.5 mg/L urinary fluoride, there was still an inverse association.  

Id.  This finding is consistent with Grandjean (2023).  However, when analyses were restricted to 

low risk-of-bias publications, the associations at <2 mg/L and <1.5 mg/L became smaller in 

magnitude and were only statistically significant at <1.5 mg/L, but not at <2 mg/L.  Id.   That 

finding of an adverse association at <1.5 mg/L is consistent with the conclusion in Dr. Grandjean’s 

pooled benchmark dose analysis (though appearing somewhat anomalous compared to the finding 

at <2 mg/L).   Dr. Grandjean’s pooled benchmark analysis uses a method with more statistical 

precision than the NTP Meta-analysis, and thus could account for the more specific findings as to 

the relationship between fluoride and IQ at lower exposure levels.  Specifically, the NTP Meta-

analysis used a “means effect analysis,” which is useful for its ability to compare different types of 

studies with varied methodologies and metrics (72 total and 19 low-risk-of-bias studies) – but it 

loses sophistication and precision in the underlying data of each study when it converts the 

findings into standard, comparable metrics.  Dkt. No. 417, Feb. 2, 2024, Trial Tr. at 469:3-471:6 

(Grandjean).  Specifically, so that different studies using different exposures or result metrics 

could be compared, the data was grouped into buckets (e.g., high exposure, low exposure) and 

analyzed.  Id. at 471:6-15.  Accordingly, each of the underlying studies lose some of its statistical 

power when data is simplified to allow for cross-study, like-to-like comparison.  See id. at 471:6-

473:24.  On the other hand, the pooled benchmark analysis maintains individualized, continuous 
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data and does not simplify that data for meta-analysis comparison; the benchmark analysis 

maintains increased sophistication and statistical sensitivity.  Id. at 473:18-24.  Thus, the findings 

of the NTP Meta-analysis are not inconsistent with Dr. Grandjean’s pooled benchmark analysis.   

75. Ultimately, TSCA does not require complete certainty as to the threshold level at which a

chemical produces the hazard; indeed, such certainty is very difficult to obtain from epidemiologic 

studies of human populations.  Dkt. No. 440, Feb. 13, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1440:18-23 (Barone); Dkt. 

No. 414, Feb. 9, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1173:7-13 (Savitz).  Either BMCL of 0.28 mg/L (linear model 

per the MIREC, ELEMENT, and OCC cohort data) or 0.768 mg/L (squared model per the MIREC 

and ELEMENT cohort data) identified by Dr. Grandjean and his co-authors are legitimate points 

of departure to utilize in a risk analysis.  So is the implied BMCL of 1.536 mg/L (were the OCC 

study taken into account).  The Court finds, though not with absolute certainty, Dr. Grandjean’s 

BMCLs are supported by a preponderance of the evidence.24   

(b) POD: 4 mg/L urinary or water fluoride (LOAEL)

76. As described previously, use of the BMD approach is preferred in identifying a point of

departure because of limitations of a NOAEL or LOAEL, but where data is not amenable to 

benchmark dose modeling, a NOAEL or LOAEL may be utilized instead.  See ¶¶ 57-59.  The 

Court thus examines this alternative approached to establishing a point of departure. 

77. Again, notwithstanding the limitations of the NOAEL/LOAEL approach, this approach is

properly used, and has been used by the EPA, with the application of uncertainty factors, to 

determine the point of departure where datasets are, for various reasons, not amenable to BMD 

modeling.  See Dkt. No. 429-20, Trial Ex. 38 at 4.  For example, the EPA conducted a risk 

evaluation of Perchloroethylene (“PCE”), pursuant to Amended TSCA, and utilized 

NOAEL/LOAELs as PODs because it was unable to use BMD modeling.  See PCE Risk 

Evaluation at 351 (“For this risk evaluation, non-cancer PODs were all based on NOAELs and 

LOAELs because the data for the selected endpoints was unable to be BMD modeled.  This results 

24 The government also takes issue with the use of maternal urinary fluoride (“MUF”) as the 
metric of the exposure or hazard level utilized in the risk assessment analysis.  The validity of 
maternal urinary fluoride as a metric is taken up subsequently in Section III.B (Exposure 
Assessment). 
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in reduced precision in POD estimates because the POD is dependent on the dose selection of the 

study as opposed to the response rate/level for the effect of interest.”); Dkt. No. 401, Feb. 6, 2024, 

Trial Tr. at 772:3-11 (Thiessen). 

78. To the extent that the BMD approach is not appropriate based upon the present data set, in 

the alternative, 4.0 mg/L (using exposure measurement of water fluoride intake) is a legitimate and 

highly conservative LOAEL to utilize as a point of departure to conduct a risk assessment of 

fluoride per the findings of the NTP Meta-analysis.  Utilizing 4.0 mg/L as the LOAEL is 

especially conservative in view of the NTP Monograph’s conclusion with moderate confidence 

that exposure to fluoride concentration in drinking water at or above 1.5 mg/L is associated with 

lower IQ in children.  One could reasonably take 1.5 mg/L as a LOAEL.  Nonetheless, the Court 

uses the more conservative 4.0 mg/L based on a close analysis of the NTP Meta-analysis which 

establishes with consistency an association with reduced IQ at that level.  Specifically, the NTP 

Meta-analysis observed a statistically significant inverse association between fluoride and reduced 

IQ at 4 mg/L measured in water fluoride, based on low-risk-of-bias/high quality studies (i.e., 6 

epidemiological studies deemed high quality), which is reflected in the below table from the Meta-
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analysis summarizing the NTP’s dose-response analysis:25   

Dkt. No. 431-2, Trial Ex. 68 at 39 (eTable4) (red annotation added).  That value was derived from 

a linear model which, for this group of studies, had the lowest AIC score.  See id. (identifying AIC 

of 16.1 (linear for all studies), 21.1 (quadratic for all studies), 16.9 (restricted cubic splines for all 

studies)).   

 
25 Note that where values in the parenthesis, which represent the confidence interval, are below 
zero, the finding is statistically significant.  See Dkt. No. 417, Feb. 2, 2024, Trial Tr. at 394:2-14 
(Grandjean). 
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79. Further, the NTP Meta-analysis observed an association between fluoride and 

reduced IQ at <4 mg/L measured in urinary fluoride, based on low-risk-of-bias/high-quality 

studies (9 epidemiological studies deemed high quality):

Dkt. No. 431-2, Trial Ex. 68 at 39 (eTable 4) (red annotation added).  That value was also derived 

from a linear model which, for this group of studies, likewise had the lowest AIC score.  See id. 

(identifying 68 (linear for all studies), 75.8 (quadratic for all studies), 73.3 (restricted cubic splines 

for all studies)).   

80. Even if there may be some uncertainty about the dose-response relationship below that

exposure level (4 mg/L), significant data supports that there is an adverse effect at or above the

specified level.  See Dkt. No. 415, Feb. 12, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1373:1-9 (Barone) (testimony from 
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Dr. Barone agreeing that at 4 mg/L of fluoride exposure and above there is relatively more data to 

support a finding of an adverse effect associated with fluoride.), 1428:4-11 (Barone) (“I agree with 

the NTP’s conclusions that at some level above 1.5 that there is moderate evidence to support an 

association between fluoride and developmental IQ decrements.”).  Again, TSCA does not require 

absolute certainty as to the threshold level at which a chemical produces the hazard, and indeed as 

noted above such certainty is very difficult to obtain from epidemiologic studies of human 

populations. Dkt. No. 440, Feb. 13, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1440:18-23 (Barone); Dkt. No. 414, Feb. 9, 

2024, Trial Tr. at 1173:7-13 (Savitz).  In view of the record evidence, 4 mg/L as the lowest-

observed-effect-level would be a conservative point of departure to utilize in the analysis; it is 

certainly well-supported by scientific evidence as described in the conclusion of the NTP 

Monograph: “the high-quality studies (i.e., studies with low potential for bias) consistently 

demonstrate lower IQ scores with higher fluoride exposure [e.g., represented by populations 

whose total fluoride exposure approximates or exceeds the WHO Guidelines for Drinking-water 

Quality of 1.5 mg/L of fluoride (WHO 2017)].” NTP Monograph at 47.    

81. The EPA has identified a LOAEL based upon far less evidence than that in the record

before this Court.  In the EPA’s risk evaluation of Methylene, conducted pursuant to Amended 

TSCA, it used a LOAEL for developmental neurotoxicity, derived from the analysis of one study 

conducted upon mouse pups (Fredriksson et al., 1992).  See Methylene Risk Evaluation at 262.   

Here, there are between six and nine26 high-quality, epidemiological studies of human populations 

underlying the point of departure.  Dkt. No. 431-2, Trial Ex. 68 at 39, 41 (eTable 4).  

82. To restate, in conclusion, either the LOAEL of 4.0 mg/L, measured either in urinary

fluoride or water fluoride, or the BMCL of 0.28 mg/L, 0.768 mg/L, or even 1.536 mg/L measured 

in maternal urinary fluoride, is a well-supported point of departure to utilize in the risk evaluation.  

Each of these measures of the point of departure is supported by a preponderance of high-quality 

evidence.  

26 Six studies measuring fluoride exposure by way of water fluoride and nine studies measuring 
urinary fluoride.  Dkt. No. 431-2, Trial Ex. 68 at 39, 41 (eTable 4).   
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B. Step 2: Exposure Assessment  

a. Framework 

83. At this step, the EPA conducts an exposure assessment to identify the exposure level under 

the conditions of use for the chemical at issue.  Dkt. No. 400, Feb. 5, 2024, Trial Tr. at 567:18-

568:2 (Barone); 15 U.S.C. § 2605(b)(4)(F)(iv) (“In conducting a risk evaluation under this 

subsection, the Administrator shall . . .  take into account, where relevant, the likely duration, 

intensity, frequency, and number of exposures under the conditions of use of the chemical 

substance.”).  Namely, the EPA identifies sources of exposure to the chemical (e.g., food or 

water), estimates what the intake level of exposure is, and endeavors to understand and 

characterize the population that is exposed.  Dkt. No. 401, Feb. 6, 2024, Trial Tr. at 694:4-695:11 

(Barone).   

84. To understand the level of exposure, the EPA estimates a range of exposure levels for a 

condition of use from the central tendency exposure (e.g., 50th percentile) to high-end exposure 

(e.g., 95th percentile).  Dkt. No. 400, Feb. 5, 2024, Trial Tr. at 649:1-650:10 (Barone), 697:15-

698:6 (Barone); see also EPA Guidelines at 64 (describing consideration of upper percentile 

exposure and highest-exposed individuals in risk assessment). 

85.  As discussed in depth in the next section (Section III.C), the exposure level is important 

because it is used to calculate whether the chemical presents a risk to humans.  Specifically, in the 

next step of the analysis (risk characterization), the exposure level is compared to the point of 

departure to determine if a risk is present.  See Dkt. No. 401, Feb. 6, 2024, Trial Tr. (Barone) at 

705:7-706:21.  At that step, the EPA determines the appropriate margin that needs to exist from 

the point of departure (i.e., point at which the chemical becomes hazardous).  See id.  This is the 

benchmark Margin of Exposure (“MOE”).  See id.  The benchmark MOE is calculated by 

multiplying the point of departure by Uncertainty Factors (“UFs”) to account for assumptions or 

uncertainty in the data.  See id.  The benchmark MOE is then compared to the actual MOE, i.e., 

the existing margin between the exposure level and the point of departure, to determine if that 

margin is sufficient.  See id. 
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b. Key findings 

86. For reasons discussed below, maternal urinary fluoride is an appropriate metric to use in 

conducting the risk evaluation of fluoride under the condition of use, i.e., community water 

fluoridation at 0.7 mg/L.   

87. Pregnant mothers in fluoridated communities in the United States have a median exposure 

level to fluoride of 0.8 mg/L, measured in maternal urinary fluoride; at the 95th percentile,27 

pregnant mothers have an exposure level to fluoride of 1.89 mg/L, measured in maternal urinary 

fluoride.  Approximately half of these maternal urinary fluoride levels is attributed to community 

water fluoridation.   

88. Alternatively, the exposure levels of 0.7 mg/L, or 0.56 mg/L measured in water fluoride, 

is an appropriate exposure level to use in this risk evaluation. 

c. Underlying findings 

89. Two studies are highly probative in assessing exposure levels in this risk evaluation: Till 

(2018), and Malin (2023).  To summarize these studies:  

a. Till (2018) studied samples collected from the MIREC Cohort (1,566 pregnant 

women in Canada) to assess the relationship between maternal urinary fluoride in pregnant women 

and water fluoride concentrations and concluded that “[c]ommunity water fluoridation is a major 

source of fluoride exposure” for the pregnant women studied.  Dkt. No. 432-4, Trial Ex. 108 at 1.  

Specifically, the study observed that the mean urinary fluoride values were almost two times 

higher for pregnant women living in fluoridated regions compared to non-fluoridated regions, and 

“significantly lower” for women living in non-fluoridated regions.  Id. at 6.  The median 

concentration of fluoride in drinking water in Canada was 0.56 mg/L in fluoridated areas.  Id. at 8 

(Table 2).  Given that the United States fluoridates its water levels at an optimal 0.7 mg/L (higher 

than the median in Till (2018)), the urinary fluoride levels in this sample are lower, if anything, 

relative to the condition of use at issue (fluoridation at 0.7 mg/L).  The findings of Till (2018), 

 
27 The 95th percentile reflects individuals that have exposure levels greater than 95 percent of the 
population.  See Dkt. No. 108 at 6.  The median, on the other hand, reflects individuals at the mid-
point of exposure.  See id.  
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comparing the maternal urinary fluoride levels of pregnant women in fluoridated compared to 

non-fluoridated reasons are exemplified in the below tables, summarizing the key results of this 

study: 

Id. at 25 (Table S4) (red annotations added).   This data is reflected in the below bar graph, 

illustrating that Till (2018) found that fluoride levels were approximately two times higher in 

fluoridated vs. non-fluoridated areas:28  

 
28 Though not in evidence, the Court includes this demonstrative bar graph (presented to the Court 
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b. Malin (2023) studied the maternal urinary fluoride levels of pregnant women in 

Los Angeles, California (i.e., samples collected from the Maternal and Developmental Risks from 

Environmental and Social Stressors cohort (“MADRES Cohort”)) to discern if those levels of 

American women were comparable to levels observed amongst pregnant women in Mexico and 

fluoridated communities in Canada.  Dkt. No. 432-18, Trial Ex. 122 at 9.  Malin (2023) concluded 

that the maternal urinary levels observed in Los Angeles were comparable to those found in 

pregnant women in Mexico and Canada.  Id. at 1, 9.  These findings corroborate the conclusions of 

Till (2018), and further support that water intake is an important contributor to maternal urinary 

fluoride levels.   

90. Plaintiffs have shown, by a preponderance of the evidence, that a pregnant mother in the 

United States, under the condition of use (community water fluoridation of 0.7 mg/L, which is 

higher than the median water fluoridation levels in the Till (2018) data set of 0.56 mg/L found in 

Canada) produces a maternal urinary fluoride concentration level of at least 0.8 mg/L for median 

water consumption or 1.89 mg/L for 95th percentile water consumption.     

a. As explained above, Till (2018) studied urinary fluoride levels in fluoridated areas 

of Canada, and identified a median (specific gravity adjusted) urinary fluoride level of 0.77 

mg/L and a 95th percentile urinary fluoride level of 1.89 mg/L.  Dkt. No. 432-4, Trial Ex. 108 at 

25-26 (Table S4); Dkt. No. 395, Jan. 31, 2024, Trial Tr. at 118:5-20 (Hu).  Malin (2023) studied 

pregnant mothers living in Los Angeles, California, a fluoridated city, and similarly observed that 

those mothers had a median (specific gravity-adjusted) urinary fluoride level of 0.8 mg/L, 

and a 95th percentile level of 1.89 mg/L, in the third trimester.  Dkt. No. 432-18, Trial Ex. 122 

at 5 (Table 2); Dkt. No. 395, Jan. 31, 2024, Trial Tr. at 124:1-16 (Hu).   Dr. Hu testified credibly 

that the Malin (2023) cohort is representative of mothers in the United States as a whole, though if 

anything, this cohort would present lower fluoride exposure levels relative to other populations 

because data indicates Hispanic communities have a greater distrust of tap water relative to other 

communities, in part due to immigration from Mexico where tap water is distrusted.  Dkt. No. 395, 

 
as Plaintiff’s Demonstrative No. 4 at trial) to illustrate fully the trial testimony.  
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Jan. 31, 2024, Trial Tr. at 118:11-119:9 (Hu).  Canada and the United States each take a similar 

approach to water fluoridation; both countries identify 0.7 mg/L as the optimal fluoridation level.  

See NTP Monograph at 1; Dkt. No. 396, Feb. 1, 2024, Trial Tr. at 245:1-22 (Lanphear).  It follows 

that pregnant woman in the United States, exposed to fluoride under the condition of use at issue 

(community water fluoridation at a typical or optimal level of 0.7 mg/L) have an exposure level of 

0.8 mg/L measured in maternal urinary fluoride (median water intake) and 1.89 mg/L 

measured in maternal urinary fluoride (95th percentile water intake), urinary fluoride levels 

that reflect the real world results of drinking water fluoride levels at the condition of use at issue in 

this case.  

b. To be sure, maternal urinary fluoride reflects not only fluoride that a pregnant 

woman is exposed to from drinking fluoridated water from her community (the condition of use at 

issue), but also fluoride from other sources such as food and beverage and household items such as 

toothpaste; it reflects aggregate exposure to fluoride.  See Dkt. No. 395, Jan 31, 2024, Trial Tr. at 

105:10-25 (Hu); Dkt. No. 416, Feb. 12, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1404:19-21 (Barone); Dkt. No. 198-1 

(Hu Trial Decl.).  The EPA argues that because maternal urinary fluoride reflects aggregate 

fluoride exposure, rather than exposure attributed solely from community water fluoridation, 

maternal urinary fluoride is an inappropriate metric to use in assessing the risk of community 

water fluoridation.  However, exposure level of fluoride expressed in the metric of maternal 

urinary fluoride is properly used in this risk assessment because: 

i. Maternal urinary fluoride, though not a perfect metric in all respects, 

is a valuable metric in assessing risk associated with water fluoridation since it is a comprehensive 

metric, reflecting the true aggregate exposure to the chemical at issue.  As Dr. Hu explained: 

“[T]he primary benefit [of using urinary fluoride as the metric of fluoride exposure] is that you’re 

integrating fluoride exposure from whatever exposure source there is.  So if it’s dietary, if it’s in 

the water, it’s in the food, it’s in the food that was cooked with the fluoridated water; if you 

happen to swallow toothpaste or if you’re using other sources of fluoride, it will integrate all of it 

and express it in terms of what is the level of fluoride that’s circulating in your blood and then gets 

filtered out into the kidneys.  And that ultimately is the component of fluoride in the body that’s 
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available to cross the blood-brain barrier to the brain and also to go to other target organs in the 

body.”  Dkt. No. 395, Jan. 31, 2024, Trial Tr. at 105:13-25 (Hu).  Put differently, this metric 

reflects that water fluoridation does not occur in a vacuum; in the real world, fluoridating water 

means exposing women to fluoride in addition to the exposure a woman has to fluoride via other 

sources.  Because dosage matters, it makes good sense to consider other sources of exposure to 

fluoride in deciding if adding to that exposure level presents a risk.  See Dkt No. 400, Feb. 5, 

2024, Trial Tr. at 676:12-21 (Barone) (recognizing that exposure and point of departure can be 

expressed in urine content in a risk assessment); Dkt. No. 402, Feb. 8, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1015:9-

1020:13 (Savitz) (discussing pros and cons of using urinary fluoride as a measurement of water 

fluoridation and recognizing that urinary fluoride has a “number of positive features,” including 

integrating exposure from different sources, that it is a measurement reflecting not just what is in 

that body on a given day but for a longer period of time, and explaining that he has used urinary 

fluoride as a metric in assessing another chemical, PFAS); Dkt. No. 401, Feb. 6, 2024, Trial Tr. at 

790:8-12 (Thiessen) (“there’s no scientific reason why [the exposure level and hazard level] have 

to be milligrams per kilogram per day. They could also be milligrams per liter in the drinking 

water, they could also be milligrams per liter in the urine”) (emphasis added). 

ii. The EPA permits considering the additive risk posed by a chemical 

under the condition of use at issue when conducting a risk evaluation. To this end, Dr. Barone 

explained that in a situation where the condition of use is additive to other background sources, 

“you want to be able to understand, well, what’s the background, be able to subtract the 

background; you want to be able to say what’s the dietary component and what is the actual water 

intake component.  And then if you have information on the other sources, potential sources, 

whether it’s pharmaceutics or other inhaled or overly ingested pollutants having a similar kind of 

exposure, additive exposures, you want to be able to capture that to the best of your ability.” Dkt. 

No. 400, Feb. 5, 2024, Trial Tr. at 678:6-21 (Barone) (emphasis added).  See also Dkt. No. 400, 

Feb. 5, 2024, Trial Tr. (Barone) at 567:18-568:2 (“Q. And the point of the exposure assessment is 

to identify what the human exposure level is under the specific conditions of use of the chemical 

being evaluated, right?  A. It is – it is condition-of-use specific.  Q. Now, it is condition-of-use 
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specific, but TSCA specifically permits EPA to consider aggregate exposures to the chemical, 

correct?  A. TSCA specifically allows for consideration of aggregate exposures.  It doesn’t require 

us to quantify based upon aggregate exposures”) (emphasis added).  Indeed, rather than preventing 

a risk evaluator from considering aggregate exposure to a chemical in evaluating risk, Amended 

TSCA expressly identifies that a risk evaluator should describe whether aggregate exposure was 

considered and explain why, or why not.  See 15 U.S.C. § 2605(b)(4)(F).   Specifically, the statute 

provides: “[i]n conducting a risk evaluation under this subsection, the Administrator shall . . . 

describe whether aggregate or sentinel exposures to a chemical substance under the conditions of 

use were considered, and the basis for that consideration.” 15 U.S.C. § 2605(b)(4)(F) (emphasis 

added).   

iii. If water fluoridation was a minor contributor to overall exposure to

fluoride, then it may be less appropriate to utilize an aggregate exposure metric in assessing risk of 

water fluoridation.  If that were the case, much of the risk at issue would not derive from water 

fluoridation but another source; regulating water fluoridation would be of little consequence to the 

total exposure.  But that is not the case.  Instead, as described in depth below at ¶ 91(a), water 

fluoridation accounts for more than half of a pregnant woman’s aggregate exposure level (i.e., 

maternal urinary fluoride level).  To this end, Dr. Thiessen credibly testified that fluoride content 

of the urine “will be driven by the fluoride content of the water,” as “for most individuals, the 

intake is driven by the fluoridated water.”  Dkt. No. 402, Feb. 8, 2024, Trial Tr. at 934:18-22 

(Thiessen).  Drinking water fluoridation is highly consequential to a pregnant woman’s overall 

exposure level and so it is wholly appropriate to use maternal urinary fluoride as the metric of 

exposure in assessing the risk of community water fluoridation.  See also Dkt. No. 401, Feb. 6, 

2024, Trial Tr. at 790:8-12 (Thiessen) (“[T]here’s a consistent association between urinary 

fluoride and drinking water fluoride concentrations.  As the concentration of fluoride in the 

drinking water increases, the fluoride concentration in the urine will increase.”), 792:19-2793:16 

(“[I]n most cases, the primary driver of the total fluoride intake [is fluoride concentration in the 
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drinking water].  So you can still make that hazard-to-exposure comparison.”).29   

91. To the extent that risk assessment requires determining the exposure level attributed solely 

to the condition of use (community water fluoridation), Plaintiffs have shown, by a preponderance 

of the evidence, that at least half of the maternal urinary fluoride levels observed, 0.4 mg/L 

(median) (i.e., 0.8 mg/L divided by two) maternal urinary fluoride and 0.945 mg/L (95th 

percentile) (i.e., 1.89 mg/L divided by two) maternal urinary fluoride can be attributed to the 

condition of use (community water fluoridation): 

a. As explained above, ¶ 89(a), Till (2018) observed that the maternal urinary fluoride 

levels were approximately two-times higher for pregnant women living in fluoridated regions 

compared to non-fluoridated regions.  Dkt. No. 432-4, Trial Ex. 108 at 6, 25-26 (Table S4).   Dr. 

Thiessen credibly testified that it is reasonable to conclude from Till (2018) that the 2x increase in 

maternal urinary fluoride levels in fluoridated areas can be attributed to community water 

fluoridation in those areas.  See Dkt. 401, Feb. 6, 2024, Trial Tr. at 784:1-16 (Thiessen) (“The 

primary difference and the only main group difference that we’re aware of is that one group is 

fluoridated and one is not. So a difference in the urinary fluoride would be attributable to the 

fluoride in the drinking water.”); Dkt. No. 402, Feb. 8, 2024, Trial Tr. at 934:18-22 (Thiessen).   

And the EPA’s expert witness agreed that the increase in maternal urinary fluoride levels can 

largely be attributed to intake of fluoridated water.  Dkt. No. 416, Feb. 13, 2024, Trial Tr. at 

1408:10-1409:11 (Barone) (explaining that the “parsimonious” explanation as to the 2x increase 

of maternal urinary fluoride levels observed in Till (2018) is that it is “due to intake, total intake, 

 
29 In Thippeswamy (2021), the researchers compared fluoride concentrations in urine, serum, and 
cord blood of women consuming water with designated “low” and “optimum” concentrations of 
fluoride to understand the relationship of these metrics.  Dkt. No. 432-7, Trial Ex. 111 at 1.  
Thippeswamy (2021) did not observe a one-to-one correlation between urinary fluoride and water 
fluoride concentration, but concluded that “the low/optimum fluoride concentration in drinking 
water compared to urine . . . correlated significantly.”  Id.  The strong relationship between the 
fluoride concentration in water and urinary fluoride is further corroborated by Green (2019).  
Green (2019) studied samples collected from the MIREC Cohort (Canadian women and offspring) 
and identified a moderate correlation between maternal urinary fluoride intake and water fluoride 
concentration.  Dkt. No. 432-5, Trial Ex. 109 at 1, 5 (“The MUF, was moderately correlated with 
fluoride intake (r = 0.49; P < .001) and water fluoride concentration (r = 0.37; P < .001).”).   
Though not a one-to-one comparison, the correlation observed in these studies further corroborates 
Dr. Thiessen’s testimony as to the relationship between water fluoride and urinary fluoride.  
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and that’s probably both food and water . . . [a]nd water is a significant portion . . . of that”).   

Moreover, water fluoridation also contributes to fluoride exposure indirectly because commercial 

food and beverages are made using fluoridated water; this is known in the scientific community as 

the “halo effect” of water fluoridation.  See, e.g., Dkt. No. 401, Feb. 6, 2024, Trial Tr. at 

799:7:800:13 (Thiessen) (describing the “halo effect” of water fluoridation wherein individuals 

ingest water that has been fluoridated by way of beverages such as colas, juices, beer and wine, 

that were made using water from a fluoridated community); Dkt. No. 396, Feb. 1, 2024, Trial Tr. 

at 212:7-23 (Lanphear) (describing the “halo effect” of communities that fluoridate water, causing 

exposure of fluoride in surrounding areas by way of food and beverage).  See also Dkt. No. 432-4, 

Trial Ex. 108 at 6-7 (describing the “diffusion or halo effect” . . . “which refers to the extension of 

fluoridation to residents of nonfluoridated communities as a result of foods and beverages that are 

commercially processed in fluoridated areas and consumed in nonfluoridated communities”) 

(citing Griffin et al. 2001; Ripa 1993). Accordingly, it is appropriate to infer conservatively that 

approximately half of the maternal urinary fluoride observed in a pregnant woman’s urine is 

attributed to community water fluoridation.30  Here, that is 0.4 mg/L (0.8 mg/L divided by two) 

(median) maternal urinary fluoride and 0.945 mg/L (1.89 mg/L divided by two) (95th percentile) 

maternal urinary fluoride.  

b. One concern regarding extrapolating water intake from maternal urinary fluoride is 

that fluoride intake is not necessarily equivalent with fluoride excretion; the absorption and 

excretion process adds complexity.  For example, a pregnant woman will experience the 

breakdown of her own skeleton during pregnancy to form the fetal skeleton, releasing fluoride 

absorbed in her bones, resulting in an increase in excretion of urine not tied to additional fluoride 

consumption.  See Dkt. No. 395, Jan. 1, 2024, Trial Tr. at 121:10-20 (Hu).  To this end the EPA 

argues that because of the complexities regarding absorption and excretion of fluoride, use of a 

physiologically based pharmacokinetic (“PBPK”) modeling31 is necessary to convert maternal 

 
30 As noted below in Paragraph 91(b)(i), the EPA allows for assumptions, including, e.g., 
absorption rates, when specific data is not available. 
 
31 PBPK model is “a computer model that estimates concentrations of a substance in other parts of 
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urinary fluoride levels to estimate the fluoride intake level.  Because Plaintiffs have not done 

PBPK modeling, EPA argues, it is inappropriate to estimate exposure attributed to the condition of 

use from maternal urinary fluoride.  See Dkt. No. 402, Feb. 8, 2024, Trial Tr. at 943:1-7 

(Thiessen) (recognizing that PBPK models have not been identified to predict maternal urinary 

fluoride concentrations based on drinking water exposures.).  The Court rejects the EPA’s 

argument for the following reasons. 

i. While PBPK modeling may be useful and perhaps ideal, it is not

essential to conduct a risk evaluation.  The Amended TSCA does not expressly mandate use of a 

PBPK model, but instead affords ample discretion in the methodologies and modeling the risk 

assessor may employ in assessing risk.  See 15 U.S.C. § 2625(h) (describing factors to be 

considered determining the methodologies or models to employ when assessing risk and omitting 

any reference to a PBPK model).32  And the EPA Guidelines expressly recognize that 

pharmacokinetic data may not always be available and instructs a risk assessor to be aware of 

the body based on physiological parameters like absorption” and is used to convert from excretion 
level to intake level.  See Dkt. No. 402, Feb. 8, 2024, Trial Tr. at 943:1-7 (Thiessen).   
32 This section provides in full: 

In carrying out sections 2603, 2604, and 2605 of this title, to the 
extent that the Administrator makes a decision based on science, the 
Administrator shall use scientific information, technical procedures, 
measures, methods, protocols, methodologies, or models, employed 
in a manner consistent with the best available science, and shall 
consider as applicable – (1) the extent to which the scientific 
information, technical procedures, measures, methods, protocols, 
methodologies, or models employed to generate the information are 
reasonable for and consistent with the intended use of the 
information; (2) the extent to which the information is relevant for 
the Administrator’s use in making a decision about a chemical 
substance or mixture; (3) the degree of clarity and completeness 
with which the data, assumptions, methods, quality assurance, and 
analyses employed to generate the information are documented; (4) 
the extent to which the variability and uncertainty in the 
information, or in the procedures, measures, methods, protocols, 
methodologies, or models, are evaluated and characterized; and (5) 
the extent of independent verification or peer review of the 
information or of the procedures, measures, methods, protocols, 
methodologies, or models. 

15 U.S.C. § 2625(h).  
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uncertainties posed by lack of such data.   Specifically, the EPA Guidelines provide: “If data to be 

used in a risk characterization are from a route of exposure other than the expected human 

exposure, then pharmacokinetic data should be used, if available, to make extrapolations across 

routes of exposure. If such data are not available, the Agency makes certain assumptions 

concerning the amount of absorption likely or the applicability of the data from one route to 

another (U.S. EPA, 1992).”  EPA Guidelines at 62.  This is an implicit recognition that a risk 

evaluation can proceed without pharmacokinetic modeling when such data is not available.   See 

also EPA Guidelines at 47 (“Pharmacokinetic data may be helpful in defining the dose-response 

curve, developing a more accurate basis for comparing species sensitivity (including that of 

humans), determining dosimetry at sites, and comparing pharmacokinetic profiles for various 

dosing regimens or routes of administration.  The correlation of pharmacokinetic parameters and 

neurotoxicity data may be useful in determining the contribution of specific pharmacokinetic 

processes to the effects observed.”) (emphasis added).  Dr. Barone likewise testified that the EPA 

has conducted risk evaluations under Amended TSCA without PBPK modeling as such models are 

not always available, explaining: “[w]e used PBPK models in five of the first [ten] risk 

evaluations.  And to varying degrees . . . In some cases we actually had the ability to . . . 

incorporate studies that included oral exposures, inhalation exposures and dermal exposures . . . so 

we could look at a wider range of exposures and to do that aggregation of exposures across routes.  

That’s not always available to us, we don’t always have those kinds of models available to us.”  

Dkt. No. 400, Feb. 5, 2024, Trial Tr. at 675:9-676:7 (Barone).  See also Dkt. No. 401, Feb. 6, 

2024, Trial Tr. at 576:12-17 (Barone), 578:8-10 (Barone) (“Q. And in EPA’s 10 risk evaluations 

under TSCA, EPA has only departed from using the default uncertainty factor of 10 for 

intraspecies variability when it had an acceptable physiologically-based pharmacokinetic model 

for the chemical, correct?  A. In the first ten that is a true statement.”).  Put simply, this lack of 

PBPK modeling is not fatal to Plaintiffs’ proof.  

ii. Though Plaintiffs do not present a PBPK model, Till (2018) and 

Malin (2023) provide real-world, observational data as to the exposure level of for the population 

at issue under the condition of use at issue.  See ¶ 90.  See also Dkt. No. 400, Feb. 5, 2024, Trial 
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Tr. at 678:6-21 (Barone) (describing that in assessing risk under a condition of use one endeavors 

to subtract the background exposure from the water intake component to understand the risk at 

issue, ideally through modeling, but ultimately “to the best of your ability”).  And uncertainties 

posed by lack of modeling may be accounted for in subsequent steps of the analysis (i.e., assessing 

overall confidence in data in the risk characterization, see ¶¶ 112-13 and when determining the 

appropriate uncertainty factor to employ when assessing the margin of exposure, see ¶ 101(b)).  

Under the present circumstances, there is sufficient data to support the exposure levels identifies 

notwithstanding lack of PBPK modeling.33   

iii. As stated above, Till (2018) observed an approximately 2x increase

in maternal urinary fluoride levels comparing the mothers in fluoridated relative to non-fluoridated 

communities across three trimesters of pregnancy.  See Trial Ex. 108, Dkt. No. 432-4 at 6-7, 8-9; 

Dkt. No. 432-18, Trial Ex. 122 at 5-6 (Table 2 and Fig. 1).  However, Till (2018) and Malin 

(2023) also observed that pregnant women’s maternal urinary fluoride levels increased in both 

fluoridated and non-fluoridated areas in the third trimester of pregnancy relative to the first 

trimester.  See Dkt. No. 432-4, Trial Ex. 108 at 8-9, Table 3; Dkt. No. 432-18, Trial Ex. 122, at 5-6 

(Table 2 and Fig. 1).  This would, at first blush, suggest that something other than fluoridated 

water contributed to increased maternal urinary fluoride levels in the third trimester, undermining 

the assumption that fluoridated water is a significant contributor to those levels.  However, this 

observation is well accounted for.  As explained previously, the increase in maternal urinary 

fluoride across both populations in the third trimester of pregnancy is believed to be caused by the 

breakdown of the maternal skeleton in later trimesters of pregnancy to facilitate the formation of 

the fetal bone – a process that releases fluoride.  See, e.g., Dkt. No. 395, Jan. 1, 2024, Trial Tr. at 

121:10-20, 121:25-123:8 (Hu).  This observation thus does not undermine the probative value of 

33 Though EPA does not bear the burden of proof in this context the Court does note that EPA has 
not explained why, if PBPK modeling is necessary to understand risk associated with water 
fluoridation and appropriate models are available, the EPA has not itself conducted this PBPK 
modeling.  This is not legally relevant given the statutory framework, and does not bear on the 
Court’s findings.  However, to the extent that the EPA determines that PBPK modeling is 
necessary to engage in rulemaking, it may conduct this assessment to put a finer point on risk 
posed by the condition of use before taking regulatory action; there is nothing preventing EPA 
from doing so.   
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Till (2018) and Malin (2023).  

92. The present recommended water fluoride concentration in the United States is 0.7 mg/L

fluoride.  NTP Monograph at 1.  It follows that pregnant women living in a fluoridated community 

in the United States are typically exposed to fluoride levels of 0.7 mg/L fluoride, measured in 

water fluoridation.   Even more conservatively, the Till (2018) median water fluoride level of 0.56

mg/L measured in water fluoride is also an appropriate, conservative exposure level to utilize in 

the risk evaluation.  This is because the United States and Canada (where data for Till (2018) was 

collected) take a similar approach to water fluoridation.  See Dkt. No. 433-4, Trial Ex. 129 at 16 

(describing optimal water fluoride levels in Canada of 0.7 mg/L); Dkt. No. 396, Feb. 1, 2024 Trial 

Tr. at 245:1-22 (Lanphear) (describing optimal 0.7 mg/L water fluoride standard in Canada).  

Moreover, urinary fluoride levels in mothers from Los Angeles observed in Malin (2023) and Till 

(2018) are highly similar.  See Dkt. No. 432-18, Trial Ex. 122 at 1, 9.   

93. The EPA often expresses exposure and hazard level in mg/kg/day, but this is not

necessary.  What is vital, however, is that the exposure level and hazard level is in the same unit.  

Dkt. No. 400, Feb. 5, 2024, Trial Tr. (Barone) at 672:22-673:4 (testifying that what matters is that 

the “[e]xposure concentration in the denominator has to be in the same units as the hazard point of 

departure or hazard level in the numerator[;] [t]hey have to match up”).  Dr. Thiessen likewise 

testified that “there’s no scientific reason why [the hazard and exposure levels] have to be 

milligrams per kilogram per day. They could also be milligrams per liter in the drinking water, 

they could also be milligrams per liter in the urine.  What matters is comparison of a hazard level 

and exposure level that are in the same units.”  Dkt. No. 401, Feb. 6, 2024, Trial Tr. at 790:18-

791:16 (Thiessen).  Thus, the exposure and hazard level need not be expressed in mg/kg/day, but 

the units for each must match when conducting subsequent steps of the analysis. 

94. For the reasons stated above, and in view of the record evidence, Plaintiffs have shown by

a preponderance of the evidence that: 

a. Pregnant mothers in fluoridated communities in the United States are typically

exposed to fluoridation of drinking water at a concentration level of 0.7 mg/L, or conservatively, 

0.56 mg/L.  They have a median exposure level to fluoride of 0.8 mg/L (measured in maternal 
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urinary fluoride), and at the 95th percentile have an exposure level to fluoride of 1.89 mg/L 

(measured in maternal urinary fluoride).   

b. To the extent that the exposure level used in this risk assessment must reflect

exposure attributed solely to the condition of use of the chemical, approximately half of the 

maternal urinary fluoride levels discussed in Paragraph 87 are attributed to water fluoridation. 

C. Step 3: Risk Characterization

a. Framework

95. At this step, the EPA calculates the risk presented by the chemical at issue by comparing

the point of departure (i.e., hazard level) with the human exposure level.  See Dkt. No. 401, Feb. 6, 

2024, Trial Tr. at 705:7-706:21 (Barone).  To ensure a risk is not present, the EPA utilizes a 

Margin of Exposure (MOE) equation that compares a safe margin from the point of departure 

(benchmark MOE) with the actual margin between the exposure level and point of departure 

(MOE).  See id. at 707:13-708:19.   

96. The actual MOE is calculated by discerning the ratio of the point of departure and the

human exposure level, i.e., the point of departure divided by the exposure level.  Dkt. No. 429-7, 

Trial Ex. 17 at 65.  The benchmark MOE (i.e., the safe or requisite margin) is the product of the 

applicable uncertainty factors (UFs) (i.e., UF x UF).  See id. at 2-3; Dkt. No. 400, Feb. 5, 2024, 

Trial Tr. at 575:17-576:24 (Barone), 580:10-13 (Barone) (“Q. Now, the benchmark MOE is the 

product of all uncertainty factors that are found to be applicable to a given – to a given hazard, 

correct?  A. To a given hazard, that’s correct.”), 580:24-581:19 (Barone) (“We don’t add them.  

We multiply – if the uncertainty factor is the default of 10 for human variability, then we use that 

and multiply is by any other uncertainty factors.”).   For example, if there is an uncertainty factor 

of 10 for intraspecies variability, and an uncertainty factor of 10 for using a LOAEL as the point 

of departure, the benchmark MOE is 100 (10 times 10).  Id. at 581:12-582:11.  As another 

example, if the first uncertainty factor is 10, and the second uncertainty factor is 3, the benchmark 

MOE is 30 (10 times 3).  Id.  

97. If the actual MOE is lesser (i.e., there is a smaller margin) than the benchmark MOE, then

there is a risk present; if the actual MOE is greater (i.e., there is a bigger margin) than the 
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benchmark MOE then a risk is presumed not to be present.  See Dkt. No. 400, Feb. 5, 2024, Trial 

Tr. at 583:8-13 (Barone) (explaining that if the benchmark MOE exceeds the MOE between the 

hazard and exposure level a risk is present); Dkt. No. 401, Feb. 6, 2024, Trial Tr. at 707:20-708:9 

(Barone) (explaining the converse).   

b. Key findings

98. A risk is present when using the BMCL of 0.28 mg/L (maternal urinary fluoride) as the

point of departure, and whether calculating risk using either the median or high-end exposure 

levels; the exposure levels exceed the point of departure. 

99. A risk is present when using the BMCL of 0.768 mg/L or even 1.536 mg/L (maternal

urinary fluoride) as the point of departure, whether calculating risk using either the median or 

high-end exposure levels; the exposure levels exceed the point of departure.   

100. Alternatively, a risk is present when utilizing the conservative 4 mg/L (water

fluoride) as the point of departure; the actual MOE is less than the benchmark MOE.  

c. Underlying findings

(a) BMCL: 0.28 mg/L and in the alternative, 0.768 mg/L and/or 1.536

mg/L (maternal urinary fluoride)

101. The appropriate benchmark MOE to use in calculating risk for the BMCLs

identified by Dr. Grandjean is 10, which includes at least one UF of 10 to account for intraspecies 

variability:   

a. A UF of 10 is utilized as a default practice in calculating risk to account for

intraspecies variability, i.e., the variability within the human species in reacting to chemicals.34  

See Dkt. No. 401, Feb. 6, 2024, Trial Tr. at 712:12-713:22 (Barone).  

b. Absent use of physiologically based pharmacokinetic (PBPK) modeling to account

for those variabilities, which could allow for the reduction of the UF from 10 down to 3, the EPA 

applies the UF of 10 in calculating the benchmark MOE.  See id. at 712:24-713:22; Dkt. No. 401, 

34 Intraspecies variability can be compared with interspecies variability, which accounts for 
variability between different species (i.e., animals and humans) when extrapolating from 
animal studies.  Dkt. No. 401, Feb. 6, 2024, Trial Tr. at 713:6-10 (Barone). 
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Feb. 6, 2024, Trial Tr. at 576:12-17 (Barone), 578:8-10 (Barone) (“Q. So the default uncertainty 

factor that EPA uses to account for intraspecies variability and uncertainty is 10, correct?  A. That 

is the default.  Q. And in EPA’s 10 risk evaluations under TSCA, EPA has only departed from 

using the default uncertainty factor of 10 for intraspecies variability when it had an acceptable 

physiologically-based pharmacokinetic model for the chemical, correct?  A. In the first ten that is 

a true statement.”).     

c. A PBPK model has not been performed to assess fluoride intake in pregnant

women.  Dkt. No. 402, Feb. 8, 2024, Trial Tr. at 943:1-16 (Thiessen); Dkt. No. 440, Feb. 13, 

2024, Trial Tr. at 1396:17-1397:2 (Barone), 1397:20-23 (Barone) (“Q. And so in the nearly four 

years since the first trial in this case, plaintiffs still have not performed a PBPK model to extract a 

urinary fluoride value to an intake value, right?  A. No, they haven’t.”).   

d. Because there is no PBPK model utilized here, which would decrease uncertainty

and allow from a downward departure of the default UF of 10, the default UF of 10 is 

appropriately used as the benchmark MOE in the present risk evaluation. 

102. The median exposure level for pregnant women measured in urinary fluoride is 0.8

mg/L, and the 95th percentile is 1.89 mg/L.  See ¶ 87. 

103. The actual MOE for the BMCL of 0.28 mg/L at the median exposure level is 0.35

(0.28 mg/L divided by 0.8 mg/L) and 0.148 at the 95th percentile exposure level (0.28 mg/L 

divided by 1.89 mg/L). The actual MOEs, 0.35 and 0.148, do not exceed the benchmark MOE of 

10; thus, the MOE is below the benchmark MOE and a risk is present.  See Dkt. No. 401, Feb. 6, 

2024, Trial Tr. at 707:20-708:9 (Barone) (explaining that a risk is not present where the actual 

MOE is higher than the benchmark MOE).  Another way of looking at exposure/risk is taking the 

BMCL and adjusting it downward for risk factors.  To account for a ten-fold risk factor of human 

variability, actual exposure should not exceed 1/10th of the BMCL of 0.28 mg/L – i.e., 0.028 

mg/L.  However, the trial evidence establishes actual exposure of levels of 0.8 and 1.89 mg/L – 

this far exceeds that safety limit of 0.028 mg/L.  See also Dkt. No. 198-4 at 75-77 (Thiessen Decl.) 

(providing MOE calculations). 

104. The actual MOE for the BMCL of 0.768 mg/L at the median exposure level is 0.96

Case 3:17-cv-02162-EMC   Document 445   Filed 09/24/24   Page 71 of 80



 

72 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

U
ni

te
d 

St
at

es
 D

is
tri

ct
 C

ou
rt 

N
or

th
er

n 
D

is
tri

ct
 o

f C
al

ifo
rn

ia
 

(0.768 mg/L divided by 0.8 mg/L) and 0.406 at the 95th percentile exposure level (0.768 mg/L 

divided by 1.89 mg/L).  The actual MOEs, 0.96 and 0.406, do not exceed the benchmark MOE of 

10; thus, the MOE is below the benchmark MOE and a risk is present.  See Dkt. No. 401, Feb. 6, 

2024, Trial Tr. at 707:20-708:9 (Barone).  See also Dkt. No. 198-4 at 75-77 (Thiessen Decl.) 

(providing MOE calculations).  Put differently, 1/10th of this BMCL is 0.0768 mg/L (0.768 mg/L 

divided by 10).  Both the median and upper exposure levels of fluoride found in mothers’ urine 

exceed this amount.  

105. Even using the higher 1.536 mg/L BMCL to account for omission of the OCC 

Cohort data, see ¶ 73 (discussing exclusion of OCC Cohort data in deriving 0.768 mg/L BMCL 

using squared model in Grandjean (2022)), a risk is present.  Using this figure, the actual MOE at 

the median exposure level is 1.92 (1.536 mg/L divided by 0.8 mg/L) and 0.813 at the 95th 

percentile exposure level (1.536 mg/L divided by 1.89 mg/L). 1.92 and 0.813 do not exceed 10; 

thus, the actual MOE is below the benchmark MOE and a risk is present. See Dkt. No. 401, Feb. 6, 

2024, Trial Tr. at 707:20-708:9 (Barone).  See also Dkt. No. 198-4 at 75-77 (Thiessen Decl.) 

(providing MOE calculations).  Put differently, 1/10th of this BMCL is 0.1536 mg/L (1.536 mg/L 

divided by 10).  Both the median and upper exposure levels in mothers’ urine exceed this amount.   

106. Even if the Court were to consider only half of the exposure level, directly 

attributable to water fluoridation, as opposed to other sources of fluoride (0.4 mg/L (0.8 mg/L 

divided by 2) (median) maternal urinary fluoride and 0.945 mg/L (1.89 mg/L divided by 2) (95th 

percentile) maternal urinary fluoride, a risk is still present.   Both of these figures exceed the safe 

level using a BMCL of 0.28 mg/L (0.028 mg/L).  See ¶ 103.  And these figures also exceed the 

safe level considering the margin of error if the BMCL of 0.768 mg/L or 1.536 mg/L; the safe 

levels are 0.0768 mg/L and 0.1536 mg/L (1/10th of each BMCL), respectively.  See ¶¶ 104-05.  

(b) LOAL: 4 mg/L (water fluoride) 

107. Alternatively, to the extent that the BMCLs identified previously are not 

appropriate points of departure, or maternal urinary fluoride is not an appropriate metric, a risk is 

present using a LOAL of 4 mg/L measured in water fluoride.   

108. The appropriate UF applied in the benchmark MOE analysis using the LOAEL of 4 
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mg/L is 100 (10 x 10):   

a. The UF of 10 is appropriately applied to account for intraspecies variability.  

See ¶ 101.  

b. A second UF of 10 is also appropriately applied when using a LOAEL as the point 

of departure.  Dkt. No. 440, Feb. 13, 2024, Trial Tr. at 1425:13-17 (Barone) (“Q. Right. If we 

were using a human study and only had a LOAEL, like was the case with PCE, you would, at that 

point, consider an additional uncertainty factor beyond the intraspecies variability uncertainty 

factor?  A. Generally, yes.  Yes, we would.”).  

c. Again, the benchmark MOE is calculated by multiplying the applicable UFs.  Dkt. 

No. 400, Feb. 5, 2024, Trial Tr. at 575:17-576:24 (Barone), 580:10-13 (Barone) (explaining that 

the benchmark MOE is the product of applicable UFs), 580:24-581:19 (stating that “[w]e don’t 

add them[;] [w]e multiply”).    

109. Pregnant women in “optimally” fluoridated communities in the United States have 

an exposure level of at least 0.7 mg/L (water fluoride).  See ¶ 86.  Or conservatively, 0.56 mg/L 

derived from Till (2018), in the alternative.  See ¶ 89(a).   

110. The actual MOE for the LOAEL of 4 mg/L (water fluoride) is 5.71 (4 mg/L divided 

by 0.7 mg/L) or 7.14 (4 mg/L divided by 0.56 mg/L).   

111. 5.71 and/or 7.14 do not exceed 100; the actual MOE is below the benchmark MOE 

and thus a risk is present.  Dkt. No. 400, Feb. 5, 2024, Trial Tr. at 583:8-13 (Barone) (explaining 

that if the benchmark MOE exceeds the MOE between the hazard and exposure level a risk is 

present).  See also Dkt. No. 198-4 at 75-77 (Thiessen Decl.) (providing MOE calculations).  

Again, another way of looking at this is to take the LOAEL of 4 mg/L, and divide that by the two 

risk factors.  To this end, 4 mg/L divided by 100 equals 0.04 mg/L, reflecting the tolerable 

concentration of exposure given the risk factors.  Exposure to 0.7 mg/L in United States drinking 

water, or conservatively 0.56 mg/L (Till (2018)),35 far exceeds that limit. 

 
35 The condition of use at issue in this suit is fluoridation of water at 0.7 mg/L.  However, it is 
useful to consider the risk posed with the lesser exposure level of 0.56 mg/L given the findings of 
Till (2018).  There, subjects in Canada – which has the same optimal level of water fluoridation as 
the United States – had a median community water fluoride level of 0.56 mg/L.  It follows that 

Case 3:17-cv-02162-EMC   Document 445   Filed 09/24/24   Page 73 of 80



74 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

U
ni

te
d 

St
at

es
 D

is
tri

ct
 C

ou
rt 

N
or

th
er

n 
D

is
tri

ct
 o

f C
al

ifo
rn

ia
 

D. Step 4: Risk Determination

a. Framework

112. Once the risk has been identified, in the last step of the risk evaluation process the

assessor determines if that risk is an unreasonable one.  Dkt. No. 401, Feb. 6, 2024, Trial Tr. at 

735:11-19 (Barone).   

113. In making the determination of whether the risk is unreasonable, the assessor

considers several factors including: (1) severity of the hazard; (2) exposure-related considerations 

(e.g., duration, magnitude, or frequency of the exposure, and size of the affected population); (3) 

other characteristics of the population that is exposed, including the susceptibility of 

subpopulations; (4) confidence in the information used to inform the hazard and exposure values; 

and relatedly, the (5) overall strength of the evidence and uncertainties and assumptions included 

throughout the risk assessment.  See Dkt. No. 401, Feb. 6, 2024, Trial Tr. at 735:11-736:19 

(Barone); Dkt No. 437-1, Trial Ex. 96, at 500 (PCE Risk Evaluation); Dkt. No. 437-3, Trial Ex. 

98 at 271 (1,4-Dioxane Risk Evaluation).   

b. Key finding

114. Based on the aforementioned factors, and in view of the record evidence, the risk at

issue – reduced IQ in children posed by water fluoridation at 0.7 mg/L – is an unreasonable risk.

c. Underlying findings

115. Given the seriousness of reduced IQ, and the ample support in the record that the

United States population is at risk of experiencing IQ decrements of over four IQ points, the 

severity of the hazard at issue (reduced IQ in children, see Section III.A.1.), weighs in favor of 

finding the risk at issue unreasonable: 

a. The EPA has recognized that cognitive deficits including reduced IQ are critical

chronic health effects, as exemplified by its in its risk evaluation of PCE under the Amended 

TSCA which identified cognitive deficits as the hazard warranting regulatory action.  Dkt. No. 

some communities in the United States may have similar median water fluoridation levels.  Thus, 
it is worth considering if a risk is present at this lower level of exposure, to understand the risk of 
setting an optimal fluoridation level of 0.7 mg/L as is the standard in the United States.   
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400, Feb. 5, 2024, Trial Tr. at 597:9-13 (Barone).  Moreover, according to the EPA’s Clean Air 

Science Advisory Commission, in the context of its analysis of lead: “[a] population loss of 1-2 IQ 

points is highly significant from a public health perspective.”  Dkt. No. 430-1, Trial Ex. 42 at 

67000.  To this end, a 1-to-2 point loss in IQ was the hazard that supported the identification of 

lead as a substance posing an unreasonable risk.  Id.  See also Dkt. No. 433-4, Trial Ex. 129 at 27 

(recognizing that one study found that a reduction of one IQ point “has been shown to be 

associated with reduced educational attainment, employment status, productivity, and earned 

wages, reflecting substantial public health concerns”).   

b. In risk assessments, the EPA evaluates not only the hazard presented at median 

exposures levels, but considered the hazard posed to the 95th percentile (i.e., high exposure 

populations).  Dkt. No. 430-1, Trial Ex. 42 at 67000.  And the EPA considers impact upon 

smaller, susceptible subpopulations in assessing the risk at issue.  See Dkt. No. 400, Feb. 5, 2024, 

Trial Tr. at 587:7-18 (Barone) (testifying that the EPA considered impact on small, susceptible 

subgroup of population in regulating lead). 

c. As Dr. Grandjean explained, women in the 95th percentile exposure level to 

fluoride exceed the BMCL for a 1-point loss in IQ by over a factor of four. See Dkt. No. 397, Feb. 

2, 2024, Trial Tr. at 358:2-18 (Grandjean).  Indeed, when considering high-end exposure levels, 

relative to Dr. Grandjean’s BMCL identifying the dosage at which a 1-point IQ decrement is 

expected, fluoride presents a risk of a decrease in IQ ranging from 2.86 to 6.75 IQ points.36   

116. Exposure-related considerations (e.g., duration, magnitude, or frequency of the 

exposure, and size of the affected population) weighs heavily toward finding the risk at issue 

unreasonable; the exposure is continuous, and nearly all Americans are affected.  

 
36 According to Dr. Grandjean’s analysis, an increase of 0.28 mg/L of fluoride exposure (measured 
in maternal urinary fluoride) is associated with a 1-point IQ loss in the mother’s offspring (boys 
and girls).  See Dkt. No. 432-15, Trial Ex. 119 (Grandjean (2023)) at 1-2, 9.  Pregnant mothers in 
fluoridated communities in the United States have a median and 95th percentile exposure level to 
fluoride of 0.8 mg/L and 1.89 mg/L, respectively (measured in maternal urinary fluoride).  See ¶¶ 
86-88; Trial Ex. 122, Dkt. No. 432-18 at, Trial Ex. 122 at 9.  Thus, fluoride presents a hazard of 
reduced IQ ranging from approximately 2.86 points at the median intake level,((0.8 mg/L (median 
exposure level) divided by 0.28 mg/L (dosage at which 1 IQ point decrease is observed)), i.e., 
2.857) to 6.75 points at the 95th percentile ((1.89 mg/L (95th percentile exposure level) divided by 
0.28 mg/L (dosage at which 1 IQ point decrease is observed)), i.e., 6.75).   
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117. The size of the affected population is vast.  Approximately 200 million Americans

have fluoride intentionally added to their drinking water at a concentration of 0.7 mg/L.  See Dkt. 

No. 421 at 206-07 (undisputed).  Other Americans are indirectly exposed to fluoridated water 

through consumption of commercial beverages and food manufactured with fluoridated water (i.e., 

the “halo effect”).  See, e.g., Dkt. No. 401, Feb. 6, 2024, Trial Tr. at 799:7:800:13 (Thiessen) 

(describing the “halo effect” of water fluoridation); Dkt. No. 396, Feb. 1, 2024, Trial Tr. at 212:7-

23 (Lanphear) (similar).  See also Dkt. No. 432-4, Trial Ex. 108 at 6-7 (describing the “diffusion 

or halo effect” . . . “which refers to the extension of fluoridation to residents of nonfluoridated 

communities as a result of foods and beverages that are commercially processed in fluoridated 

areas and consumed in nonfluoridated communities”) (citing Griffin et al. 2001; Ripa 1993).  

Approximately two million pregnant women, and over 300,000 exclusively formula-fed babies are 

exposed to fluoridated water.  Dkt. No. 421 at 209-210.  See also Dkt. No. 401, Feb. 6, 2024, Trial 

Tr. at 815:6-816:23 (Thiessen).  The number of pregnant women and formula-fed babies alone 

who are exposed to water fluoridation each year exceeds entire populations exposed to conditions 

of use for which EPA has found unreasonable risk; the EPA has found risks unreasonable where 

the population impacted was less than 500 people.  See Dkt. No. 400, Feb. 5, 2024, Trial Tr. at 

588:11-15 (Barone) (testifying that under TSCA the EPA had made unreasonable risk 

determinations for conditions of use that involve less than 500 people, and that “many are less 

than 500 people”).  See also Dkt. No. 421 at 209-210 (EPA agreeing that “the exposed population 

for the condition of use of community water fluoridation exceeds the exposed populations of the 

first ten risk evaluations under Amended TSCA”).   

a. Individuals are exposed to fluoride through water intake every day; the parties do

not dispute that frequency of exposure for most people is several times daily (i.e., through 

drinking tap water).  Dkt. No. 421 at 207 (undisputed).   

b. And the duration of exposure to fluoridated water is continuous with its effects

long-lasting.  See Dkt. No. 401, Feb. 6, 2024, Trial Tr. at 813:18-20 (Thiessen) (describing that 

exposure to community water fluoridation is intended to be lifelong).  To this end, fluoride 

remains in the body through years; for several years after cessation of fluoride exposure a woman 
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is likely to release fluoride into blood due to skeletal breakdown.  Dkt. No. 397, Jan. 31, 2024, 

Trial Tr. at 370:6-371:12 (Grandjean); Dkt. No. 402, Feb. 8, 2024, Trial Tr. at 932:16-20 

(Thiessen).  

118. The susceptibility of exposed populations weighs heavily toward finding the risk at 

issue unreasonable.  It is undisputed that large numbers of susceptible individuals are being 

exposed each year to fluoride through fluoridation, namely, approximately two million pregnant 

women, and over 300,000 exclusively formula-fed babies.  Dkt. No. 421 at 209-210.  See also 

Dkt. No. 401, Feb. 6, 2024, Trial Tr. at 815:6-816:23 (Thiessen).   

119. The scientific literature in the record provides a high level of certainty that a hazard 

is present; fluoride is associated with reduced IQ.  There are uncertainties presented by the 

underlying data regarding the appropriate point of departure and exposure level to utilize in this 

risk evaluation.  But those uncertainties do not undermine the finding of an unreasonable risk; in 

every scenario utilizing any of the various possible points of departures, exposure levels and 

metrics, a risk is present in view of the applicable uncertainty factors that apply:  

a. Regarding the point of departure, as discussed above, there is some uncertainty 

regarding the appropriate point of departure to utilize.  Specifically, there is lack of certainty 

regarding the model fit to be utilized in the BMD modeling analysis, which determines the BMCL 

to utilize as a point of departure.  See ¶ 72 (discussing use of linear vs. squared model to derive 

BMCL).  However, under either scenario (whether using a linear or squared model), there is an 

insufficient safety margin between the exposure level and hazard level; a risk is present.  See ¶¶ 

102-106.  Even assuming BMD modeling cannot be used for the data set and using a highly 

conservative LOAEL of 4 mg/L, a risk remains present by a substantial margin.  See ¶¶ 107-111.  

Accordingly, the uncertainty regarding the point of departure (hazard level) is ultimately not 

consequential to the conclusion herein.  The EPA has deemed a risk unreasonable even where it 

lacked high confidence in the hazard data.  See Dkt. No. 421 at 211 (undisputed).   

b. Regarding the exposure level, there is uncertainty presented by the fact that a 

PBPK model was not utilized to determine the precise amount of fluoride reflected in pregnant 

women’s maternal urinary fluoride levels that derives from fluoridated water.  See ¶ 91(b).  
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Uncertainty due to lack of modeling is offset by the fact that it is appropriate to view risk 

presented by water fluoridation in context of its additive effects on aggregate exposure, which is 

best reflected by real world maternal urinary fluoride levels.  See ¶¶ 89-90.  And this is 

particularly true where, as here, water fluoridation is known to be a significant contributor to 

maternal urinary fluoride levels, and indeed functions roughly as a 2x multiplier to those levels.  

See id.  Further, here, there is real-world observational data showing what the maternal urinary 

fluoride levels of women that live in communities with fluoridation levels comparable to that of 

the United States; this data makes the PBPK model less critical to the analysis.  See ¶¶ 89-91.  The 

uncertainty from the lack of PBPK model weighs against finding the risk unreasonable, but not 

strongly so due to these mitigating circumstances.  Moreover, when utilizing the conservative 

LOAEL as a point of departure, that metric is derived from water fluoride intake, and does not 

present the same uncertainty posed by using maternal urinary fluoride levels as the metric of 

hazard and exposure.  Finally, the EPA has deemed a risk unreasonable even where it lacked high 

confidence in the exposure data.  See Dkt. No. 421 at 211 (undisputed).   

c. There is significant certainty in the data set regarding the association between 

fluoride and reduced IQ.  Namely, there is a robust body of evidence finding a statistically 

significant adverse association between fluoride and IQ.  A large majority of the 72 

epidemiological studies assessed by the NTP Monograph observed this relationship including all 

but one of the 19 high-quality studies, see ¶¶ 34-36, and literature published after the NTP 

Monograph cutoff date observed the same relationship, see ¶ 37 – and countervailing evidence, for 

various reasons described previously, are of little impact on this repeated, and consistently 

observed association between fluoride and reduced IQ,  see ¶ 39.  Moreover, complete consistency 

amongst studies is not expected.  See Dkt. No. 414, Feb. 9, 20240, Trial Tr. at 1172:23-1173:6 

(Savitz).  Notably, notwithstanding inherent difficulties in observing this association at lower 

exposure levels, studies assessing such levels still observed a statistically significant relationship 

between fluoride and reduced IQ.  See ¶¶ 42-44.  Again, to put the breadth of evidence supporting 

this finding in perspective, the EPA has identified a LOAEL based upon far less in other contexts.  

For instance, in the EPA’s risk evaluation of Methylene, conducted pursuant to Amended TSCA, 
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the EPA used a LOAEL for developmental neurotoxicity, derived from the analysis of one study

conducted upon mouse pups (Fredriksson et al., 1992).  See Methylene Risk Evaluation at 262.  

Compare this with 6 (water fluoride) and 9 (urinary fluoride), high-quality, epidemiological 

studies of human populations underling the 4 mg/L LOAEL underlying the POD here. Dkt. No. 

431-2, Trial Ex. 68 at 39, 41 (eTable 4).  The scientific literature in the record provides a high

level of certainty that a hazard is present; fluoride is associated with reduced IQ.  The qualitative

evidence is superior.

120. In sum, the first three factors weigh toward finding the risk unreasonable.  Namely,

the severity of the hazard weighs toward finding the risk unreasonable.  The exposure-related 

considerations and exposure of susceptible populations weighs strongly toward finding the risk 

unreasonable; millions of susceptible individuals are exposed to fluoride and the exposure is 

frequent and long-lasting.  The two final factors, confidence in hazard data and overall strength of 

the evidence and uncertainties, are largely neutral.  Because the first three factors weigh strongly 

toward finding the risk unreasonable and the last two are largely neutral, the totality of the factors 

establish that the risk is unreasonable under the Amended TSCA.  The Court thus finds that the 

Plaintiffs have established by a preponderance of the evidence that the risk at issue is 

unreasonable.  

IV. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

121. Plaintiffs have proven, by a preponderance of the evidence, that water fluoridation 

at the level of 0.7 mg/L – the prescribed optimal level of fluoridation in the United States – 

presents an “unreasonable risk of injury to health or the environment, without consideration of 

costs or other non-risk factors, including an unreasonable risk to a potentially exposed or 

susceptible subpopulation under the conditions of use.”  15 U.S.C. § 2620(b)(4)(B)(ii).   

122. The Court thus orders the Administrator to initiate rulemaking pursuant to 

Subsection 6(a) of TSCA.  See id. §§ 2605(a), 2620(a). 

123. The Court defers ruling as to whether Plaintiffs are entitled to recovery of their

costs of suit and attorneys and expert witness fees.  Parties are ordered to submit a proposed 

supplemental briefing schedule regarding costs and fees within two weeks of the date of this order.  
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Defendant shall respond two weeks thereafter.  The Court will take the matter under submission 

unless it orders a hearing. 

The Clerk of Court is directed to enter judgment in Plaintiffs’ favor. 

IT IS SO ORDERED. 

Dated: September 24, 2024 

______________________________________ 
EDWARD M. CHEN 
United States District Judge 
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______________________________________________
From: bill teachingsmiles.com
Sent: 8/22/2024 9:22:32 AM
To: DOH WSBOH
Cc:
Subject: National Toxicology Report Published

External Email

Please provide this review to Board Members as Public Comment.
Review of NTP Monograph
<https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fntp.niehs.nih.gov%2Fwhatwestudy%2Fassessments%2Fnoncancer%2Fcompleted%2Ffluoride&data=05%7C02%7CWSBOH%40SBOH.WA.GOV%7C5e8c9bd1e79a46174f8508dcc2c69e16%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C638599405525056099%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=lHqgL%2FHKpdzaeggbVvb52XsH438y9ZZUa2FbUiQY7kg%3D&reserved=0>
on the State of the Science Concerning Fluoride Exposure and Neurodevelopment and
Cognition: A Systematic Review NTP Monograph August 2024
https://ntp.niehs.nih.gov/whatwestudy/assessments/noncancer/completed/fluoride
Fluoride harms the brain, lowers intelligence.

The National Toxicology Program, the highest advisor to the Nation on toxins, took nine
years to do what they told me would be a 2-year report. For years, the draft report has
been attacked, delayed, suppressed and the meta-analysis, the most crushing blow to
fluoride, has even now been further delayed. However, the first part of the report has
been published, including:

“This review finds, with moderate confidence, that higher estimated fluoride exposures (.
. . water with 1.5 mg/L) are consistently associated with lower IQ in children.”

“Seventy-two studies assessed the association between fluoride exposure and IQ in
children. Nineteen of those studies were considered to be high quality; of these, 18
reported an inverse association between estimated fluoride exposure and IQ in children.”

“Additional exposures to fluoride from other sources would increase total fluoride
exposure. The moderate confidence conclusions may also be relevant to people living in
optimally fluoridated
areas of the United States depending on the extent of their additional exposures to
fluoride from sources other than drinking water.”

Concentration mg/L of fluoride in water is not dosage, mg/Kg body weight 1.5 mg/L
(ppm) of fluoride is about twice the amount or concentration added to public water at 0.7
mg/L and is argued as safe by the fluoridation lobby; however, concentration is not
dosage. Calculations are made assuming every adult drinks the “mean” or “average”
amount of water, about a quart or 4 glasses of water per day according to EPA’s 2010
Dose Response Analysis and NRC 2006 Report on fluoride. The population at the 90th
percentile drink 2 liters/day and 10% of the population drink over 2 liters/day and some
drink over 10 liters/day. A pregnant mom, laborer, diabetic, and others easily drink 8
glasses of water a day. Ingesting 2 liters (8 glasses) at 0.7 mg/L is about the same as 1
liter at 1.5 mg/L which the NTP now reports with moderate confidence is harmful to the
developing brain.

Nor does concentration of fluoride in water consider someone swallowing some fluoride
tooth-paste, eating non-organic foods high in fluoride, or eating mechanically deboned
meat high in fluoride from the bone ground up in the meat, or fluoride post-harvest
fumigated foods using Parfume (a fluoride fumigant), or a person taking medications with
fluoride, or fluoride anesthesia that can have a huge spike in fluoride serum levels.

Of most concern is the harm fluoride causes to the developing brain of the fetus and
infant. Mom’s must not drink fluoridated water or swallow fluoridated toothpaste.



For FAN’s excellent press release on the NTP report, see :
https://fluoridealert.dm.networkforgood.com/emails/3475670?recipient_id=mm17CzRN74OK3NF_WE7ibw%7C%7Cc3R1YXJ0QGZsdW9yaWRlYWxlcnQub3Jn

<https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Ffluoridealert.dm.networkforgood.com%2Femails%2F3475670%3Frecipient_id%3Dmm17CzRN74OK3NF_WE7ibw%257C%257Cc3R1YXJ0QGZsdW9yaWRlYWxlcnQub3Jn&data=05%7C02%7CWSBOH%40SBOH.WA.GOV%7C5e8c9bd1e79a46174f8508dcc2c69e16%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C638599405525065895%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=SIEezUpqhlBPVpB8i7iiCYDRLXtbwOzrfjOQt%2F3A610%3D&reserved=0>

For a good article from the Associated Press, see https://www.whec.com/national-
world/us-government-report-says-fluoride-at-twice-the-recommended-limit-is-linked-to-
lower-iq-in-kids/
<https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.whec.com%2Fnational-
world%2Fus-government-report-says-fluoride-at-twice-the-recommended-limit-is-linked-
to-lower-iq-in-
kids%2F&data=05%7C02%7CWSBOH%40SBOH.WA.GOV%7C5e8c9bd1e79a46174f8508dcc2c69e16%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C638599405525073344%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=lQ3cs2%2FFvhQzdLVLT9GuLZRxV6%2FatBe%2Fg3eKEd3UqDg%3D&reserved=0>

And Further:
The NTP review on fluoride’s developmental neurotoxicity starts out with clear bias,
falsely claiming benefit from fluoride: “Since 1945, the use of fluoride has been a
successful public health initiative for reducing dental cavities and improving general oral
health of adults and children.”

However, the “Application” concludes: The Monograph “It does not, and was not intended
to, assess the benefits of fluoride.”

The US FDA says the evidence for ingesting fluoride is “incomplete.” The EPA scientists
agree, fluoridation does not have benefit. There are no high-quality studies, randomized
controlled trials, reporting benefit from fluoride ingestion in reducing dental caries.

The original Monograph draft determined there was a “presumed“ confidence of harm to
the brain. ThisMonograph concluded there is “moderate confidence in the scientific
evidence that showed an association between higher levels of fluoride and lower IQ in
children.”
P. xviii “The literature in children was more extensive and was separated into studies
assessing intelligence quotient (IQ) and studies assessing other cognitive or
neurodevelopmental outcomes. Eight of nine high-quality studies examining other
cognitive or neurodevelopmental outcomes reported associations with estimated fluoride
exposure. Seventy- two studies assessed the association between fluoride exposure and
IQ in children. Nineteen of those studies were considered to be high quality; of these, 18
reported an inverse association between estimated fluoride exposure and IQ in children.
The 18 studies, which include 3 prospective cohort studies and 15 cross-sectional
studies, were conducted in 5 different countries. Forty-six of the 53 low-quality studies in
children also found evidence of an inverse association between estimated fluoride
exposure and IQ in children.”
P 1 “Note that while drinking water provides the majority of fluoride exposure in many of
the studies, total exposure can vary widely even in optimally fluoridated areas based on
personal habits in the use of dental products and consumption of beverages such as
black tea that can contain fluoride. “
“In addition, a meta-analysis of the epidemiological studies examining children’s IQ in
relation to fluoride exposure added to the 2020 draft in response to NASEM comments
(NASEM 2020) was removed for further refinement in preparation for a separate
publication and is not part of this document.”
The removed meta-analysis is more damning to fluoridation finding no safe level of
fluoride to the developing brain. We will see how the fluoridation lobby can influence the
refining of the empirical evidence in their attempt to protect fluoridation.

Again, on page 3, the report emphasizes the removal of the most serious evidence. “In
addition, a meta-analysis of the epidemiological studies examining children’s IQ in



relation to fluoride exposure added to the 2020 draft in response to NASEM comments
(NASEM 2020) was removed for further refinement in preparation for a separate
publication and is not part of this document.
Studies reviewed included:

1. “167 human studies (84 primary only; 13 secondary only; 5 primary and
secondary; 8 primary and thyroid; 2 secondary and thyroid; and 55 thyroid only);
2. 339 non-human mammal studies (7 primary only; 186 secondary only; 67
primary and secondary; 6 primary, secondary, and thyroid; 4 secondary and thyroid; and
69 thyroid only); and,
3. 60 in vitro/mechanistic studies (48 neurological and 12 thyroid).”

No one has suggest that further studies will lower the risk of fluoride. More studies will
only increase our concern for sub-populations, age, race, gender, and those with
synergistic toxins, DNA sensitive, autistic, etc.
The fluoridation lobby and tobacco lobby are very similar. The fluoridation lobby, which
includes those profiting from fluoride, will attempt to raise “doubt.” In court the dental
lobby was asked by Judge Chen, “what would it take to change your mind?” The expert
responded, “one or two more studies.” The same delaying answer the tobacco lobby has
used for more than half a century. Consider the number of studies list above, total over
500. The effect of one or two more studies would not likely make a difference. The only
purpose for wanting one or two more is to delay, raise doubt, require a new legal battle,
raise uncertainty, protect the profits of industry.
Review as of August 22, 2024 by Bill Osmunson DDS MPH
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