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| anguage of what it says here, right?
MR. DO Don't answer that question.

Q (By M. Connett) Based on the statenent
that CDC has provided, the system c benefit is |limted
to the period when teeth are devel oping, right?

A That appears what CDC is saying here.

Q kay. So what studi es does CDC base the
statenent that fluoride also has a systemc effect?

A At this point | amnot able to point to
t he exact studies that fornms the basis of that
position.

Q Ckay. Can you provide ne any expl anation
as to the basis for CDC s statenent on this?

A Any expl anati on?

Q Yes. Any reference to any information
anything that | could go to to assess the foundation
for CDC s position on this?

A At this point | wouldn't be able to
provide that to you

Q Ckay. Now I'mgoing to turn and di scuss
Topic 12. Topic 12 pertains to CDC s position, if
any, on whether prenatal exposure to fluoridated water
provi des a benefit to teeth and the basis for said
posi tion.

A We're on Topic 12, is that what you said?
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Q Yes.
A CDC s position, if any -- okay.
Q And you're prepared today to discuss this

topic, correct?

A Yes.

Q Okay. So earlier today you nentioned that
one of the docunents you reviewed was a 2001 report by
CDC, correct?

A Uh- huh; correct.

Q | wll go ahead and mark this, what |
bel i eve the docunent is that you were referring to, as
Exhi bit 53.

(Exhi bit 53 was marked for
identification.)

Q (By M. Connett) And this docunent here
is titled "Recommendations for Using Fluoride to
Prevent and Control Dental Caries in the United
States.” It's published in MMAR, and the date is
August 17th, 2001. |Is this the docunent that you were
referring to earlier?

A Yes.

Q So you reviewed this in preparation for
today's deposition?

A | did.

Q kay. So if you can turn to Page 16, if
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you | ook at the third paragraph under "D etary
Fl uoride Supplenents,” it reads: "The evidence for
using fluoride supplenments to mtigate dental caries
is mxed. Use of fluoride supplenents by pregnant
wonen does not benefit their offspring." Did | read
that correctly?

A Yes.

Q So in this review, 2001, CDC determ ned
t hat use of fluoride supplenents by pregnant wonen

does not benefit their offspring, correct?

A They're citing a study which makes that
finding, yes.

Q kay. And if you turn to Page 21 --

A Ckay.

Q -- you see again there's a section titled

"Dietary Fluoride Suppl enents"?

A Uh- huh

Q And it reads: "The only random zed
controlled trial to assess fluoride supplenments taken
by pregnant wonmen provides Grade | evidence of no
benefit for their children.” Did | read that
correctly?

A Yes.

Q And Grade | evidence is the best quality

evidence that CDC has in its characterization of the
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literature, correct?

A | have to say that | amunfam |iar and not
remenbering the grade |levels of what the evidence was.

Q Ckay. Well, why don't we turn to Page 19.
That m ght refresh your recoll ection.

A Ckay.

Q Do you see the box at the bottomtitled
"Gradi ng systemused for determning the quality of
evidence for a fluoride nodality"?

A CGotcha. Yes.

Q And Grade | -- and take your tine to
reviewit. But after you ve reviewed it, would you
agree with ne that G ade | is the highest quality of

evidence in this grading systen?

A kay. 1've reviewed it; and yes, |I'I1
agree --

Q Ckay.

A -- to your statenent.

Q So the CDC s conclusion in 2001 is that

t hey had good evidence, high-quality evidence, to show
that fluoride supplenments do not provide a benefit for
chil dren when gi ven during pregnancy, correct?

A Yeah, when given to pregnant wonen.

Q kay. And is CDC aware of any information

publ i shed subsequent to 2001 that would in any way
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change that concl usi on?

A | can answer in ny personal capacity. |
am not aware of any additional studies.

Q Ckay. And you are the director of the
CDC s Oral Health Division, correct?

A Tr ue.

Q kay. And the Topic 9, as we tal ked
about, Topic 12 does ask for CDC s position on the --

A Ri ght .

Q -- benefit or |ack thereof of prenatal
fluori de exposure, correct?

A Provi des a benefit to teeth, right.

Q Right. So I'mentitled to CDC s know edge
on this question.

A Uh- huh

Q And is CDC aware of any study published
subsequent to 2001 that in any way changes this
conclusi on that CDC reached at that tinme?

MR DO (Objection to the extent it
m scharacterizes CDC s position as stated in
Exhi bit 53.
THE W TNESS: Apologies. |'mhaving a
hard tine followng the | ogic of your question.
Q (By M. Connett) Well, we're looking at a

2001 docunment witten by the CDC, right?
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A Publ i shed in a CDC publication.
Q Ri ght .
A I f you look, this was witten by peopl e of

part of a work group.

Q Ckay.

A And so it had a work group providing it
had had outside reviewers and it had CDC authors. So
it was a collaborative work |ike the 2015 PHS
gui del i nes.

Q Okay. Are you saying that this docunent
does not reflect the conclusions and assessnment of the
CDC?

A In 2001 it does.

Q Okay. So ny question nowis: Is there
any information that has been that CDC has obtai ned
subsequent to this 2001 report that in any way changes
CDC s assessnent on the | ack of benefits from prenatal
fluori de exposure?

MR. DO (Objection to the extent you're
m sstating CDC s position.

THE WTNESS: Yeah. | amnot aware of any
addi tional information/evidence outside this that
infornms our position that we submitted in
response to this topic.

Q (By M. Connett) GCkay. So would it be
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fair to say this -- is there any other docunent that |
can look to that the CDC has published that comments

on the benefits or lack thereof of prenatal fluoride

exposure?

A "' m not aware of any.

Q kay. And so the CDC is not aware of any
research to -- I'msorry. Strike that.

The CDC i s not aware of any research
denonstrating a benefit from exposure to fluoride,
fluoridated water, during pregnancy, correct?

A That's a slightly different version,
exposure to fluoride versus fluoridated water. And |
woul d say answers previously and simlar, |'m not
aware of the inpact or anything that changes the fact
that we don't have good evidence that suggests there's
benefit.

Q And in Topic 12, the notice says "CDC s
position, if any, on whether prenatal exposure to
fluoridated water provides a benefit to teeth and the
basis for said position." So am| correct in
under st andi ng that CDC makes no cl ai ns and does not
contend that fluoridated water during pregnancy
provides a benefit to the teeth of the offspring?

MR DO (Objection with regard to form

THE WTNESS: As we stated back in the
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docunent, we don't have a position on this

matter.

Q (By M. Connett) GCkay. So if a pregnant
nmot her wote an e-mail to CDC asking if | drink
fluoridated water during my pregnancy, wll that
provi de a benefit to the teeth of ny baby, CDC would
not answer yes to that question, correct?

MR DO |I'mnot sure howto object to
t hat question to be honest. (Objection, form

MR. CONNETT: Just say form

MR DO Form Form foundation, calls
for specul ation.

THE WTNESS: If we were to get an e-nai
as such, we would summarize our understandi ng of

t he evidence in saying we have not found evi dence

t hat supports -- that shows benefit to the child

if ingested -- if community water fluoridation or

sonme other formof fluoride is ingested by the

nmot her.
Q (By M. Connett) Ckay.
A And we would al so instruct themto consult

with their attending physician to make those choi ces.
Q kay. So I'd like to now nove on to
Topi ¢ 13 which has set forth in our notice as "CDC s

position, if any, on whether exposure to fluoridated
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