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Editor  
Environmental Health Perspectives 
By email 
 
Dr. Tilson, 
 

Some time ago a report of the woman exposed to small particles who developed atrial fibrillation, an 
common and not life threatening heart rhythm, was published in Environmental Health Perspectives (EHP) and 
Steve Milloy of junkscience.com consulted with me on the nature of the report and its implications.  
 
The report was at: 
http://ehp03.niehs.nih.gov/article/fetchArticle.action?articleURI=info:doi/10.1289/ehp.1103877 
The cite was:   

Citation: Ghio AJ, Bassett M, Montilla T, Chung EH, Smith CB, Cascio WE, et al. 2012. Case Report: 
Supraventricular Arrhythmia after Exposure to Concentrated Ambient Air Pollution Particles. Environ Health 
Perspect 120:275-277. http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.1103877 

I was asked to comment by Mr. Milloy, since I practice Emergency Medicine and I am a non practicing attorney 
who has a special interest in public health human effects research—epidemiology and toxicology. 
 
Mr. Millloy and I agreed that the nature of the study and anecdotal report that appeared in EHP, as 
described, had many problematic aspects, not the least of which is described in Reference Manual on 
Scientific Evidence 3rd edition, published by the Federal Judicial Center, in the Chapter on Epidemiology 
at page 555.    
 
I have, for your convenience, cut the section from page 555 of the Reference Manual and pasted it here. 
As you may know the Authors of the Chapter are Green Freedman and Gordis—prominent and 
respected.  

 
II. What Different Kinds of Epidemiologic 

Studies Exist? 
Experimental studies in which human beings are exposed to agents known or thought to be 

toxic are ethically proscribed. See Glastetter v. Novartis Pharms. Corp., 252 F.3d 986, 992 
(8th Cir. 2001); Brasher v. Sandoz Pharms. Corp., 160 F. Supp. 2d 1291, 1297 (N.D. Ala. 2001).  
Experimental studies can be used where the agent under investigation is believed to be 
beneficial, as is the case in the development and testing of new pharmaceutical drugs. See, e.g., 
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McDarby v. Merck & Co., 949 A.2d 223, 270 (N.J. Super. Ct. App. Div. 2008) (an expert 
witness relied on a clinical trial of a new drug to find the adjusted risk for the plaintiff); . . 

Dr. Tilson, if the EPA researchers believed that the claim of the EPA that small particle exposures were 
lethal was a joke, they should have confirmed that with appropriate EPA officials and then those 
officials could explain their perjurous testimony before Congress, testimony by the Administrator, Ms. 
Jackson, that small particles may not cause disease, but for example, that small particles kill people, 
thousands of people.   

 
Although some might question the veracity of Ms. Jackson when she makes such a claim, if it is the 
position of the EPA that Small Particle Pollution kills, kills thousands, and acutely, the EPA cannot 
approve, fund or condone research that exposes subjects to a lethal dose of air pollution.   

 
Yet, a US Government sponsored journal, EHP would publish such a study, and condone or approve or 
sanction unethical or illegal experimentation that exposes individuals to what an agency says are lethal toxic 
levels?   

 
This is the grist for a journalist’s Pulitzer—“EPA sponsors experiments that exposes innocent American 
subject to lethal levels, government sponsored journal publishes a doctored report that ignores the crime and 
reports the finding that promotes air pollution regulations.”   
 
My goodness, Dr. Tilson, enough to make you wish you hadn’t been elevated to editor of EHP? 
This is a reminder of other times and other government sponsored research scandals, here and in other 
countries, where innocent subjects suffered for some perverse researcher’s objectives under the watchful eye of 
government agents? 

 
I would ask that the EHP Staff and Board not only commence an in depth investigation on how the report was 
published in the first place, without an inquiry on the ethical problems that are apparent, but also why EHP 
people didn’t immediately raise an objection to see unethical research. 

 
Certainly the EPA should initiate an in depth review of what was either a study that proceeded on the theory 
that the EPA lied to the congress, or, in the alternative, on the theory that it was acceptable to subject human 
beings to what were claimed to be lethal levels of air pollutants.  
 
I note there is an EPA official on the Editorial Board of EHP, a Julian Preston, and I would hope Dr. Preston 
would be busy trying to investigate this misconduct, showing initiative and proper moral outrage. 
 
As for the EHP,  the responsible EHP staff and reviewers were apparently not thinking when this report was 
received for publication and had missed the lecture on research ethics.  The intro lecture. 
 
This incident is evidence of an ethical lapse and a scientific negligence that should be an embarrassment to the 
EHP and its responsible management.  As a physician I immediately smelled unethical behavior when I saw the 
report, since I know how adamant the EPA is that air pollution kills.  

 
Dr. Tilson, that killer air is their centerpiece—America needs air pollution regulation because thousands are 
dying from air pollution.  Kids in the street know that EPA mantra.  No physician, nurse or even medical or 
nursing assistant that I supervise, educate or work with would condone what the EHP has accepted without any 
objection—that means you have a deep seated and serious ethical problem at NIH and EHP.  
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Shame on you for tolerating such a thing just to promote another project on regulation by a sister government 
agency.  

  
Thanks for your consideration of this inquiry and complaint. The EHP should provide some comments and a 
proposed corrective action.  I expect a letter back to the taxpayer—me. 
 
This is stunning—an unethical experiment conducted under the auspices of a Government Agency, then 
reported in a Government supported Journal managed by members of the Government Health Care and Human 
Health Science establishment.   

 
Thank you for your consideration of my comments and complaint.  
  
 

            Cordially,  
 
 

                                   John Dale Dunn MD JD  
     

 


