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. Needless to say, I have thought alot about. yom‘ ndi

Dr. C Arden Pope, m* o .
Mary Lou Fuiton Professor of Econcnmcs
Brigham Young Umvers;ty : :
FOB 142 . c
Provo, UT 84602

Dear DE.-..POP?-'_:'?ifT g

My name is _ I remently gtaduated from BYU witha degree in chemical -
engmeenng . Asan unde:graduatc student, I read seve al artlcles about your many. studies
linking air pollution and heaith effects.. [ also viewed your “forum to the BYU student
body, “What Are You Breathmgand Should You Inhiale?”; and attended a lecture on the
same topic that You gave to graduate students in the chenucal engmecnng department. '

have done, both mtennsofpmwdmgthe xmpetlisfo:'cleanmgupthcauwe breathe, as -

- wellas the positive media attention it has brought to BYU. From what I understand you =
were under heavy scrutiny formany years because of your pubhst findings on PMz,s PRI

am glad that other researchers were willing to conduct analyses to ::orroborate your -
findings and that you stood by, your work L _ :

Once again, | have COme across yom' studies. T]ns tlme however, as a ooncemed

3 Cahforma citizen. 1 hope you can shad some hght on the follomng matter.

“The new regulanons setin place by the CabformaAu Rmumes Board (CARB)

regarding diesel PM; s will cost California citizens bil'ions of dollars, These regulano}ts
threaten bankruptey for the business of a good family. friend of mine. Thousands like him

will be directly affected, andulumately millions will be. mdu'ectly affected. Cahforma s
‘ fragxle economy could end up in an even more direstate,. - _ -

On the other hand, poor air quality adversely affects ali of us who breatbe especlally
those with ceriain pre-existing health conditions. Air pollutmn is certainly a negative

externality with both monetary and non-monetary costs: In.no way do_;.I.want to mmumze

.- However, an appro;mate cost-beneﬁt analysxs is mcessary to be sure ﬂw standatds are
o ratlonal IamnotconvmcedtheCARBhaspelfomedsmhananﬂys;s, S o

) I recognize that you do not create regulatmn& \You admse the CARB of the science and

they make the decision on how to regulate. Yet tlus is what is troublmg me and where |
hope you will shed some hght

1 apprec:atethe work that: you. |




-posmon

correlation. As Dr. ‘Jonathan. Samet’ saud in the 2010 C. m Symposmm i

Fu'st, you, offered to coliaborate thh Dr Enstrom to analyze your data speclﬁc 10 -
““California:: Dr. Enstrom lmtiated contact to do so but received no response. Why not? -

Your collaﬁbration would be very 'benéfi_

in prowdmg ewdence for or-against your

Secondly, epxdemmlogy is far fmm being a a pexfect science. The 95% confidence . .
“interyals in the studies hnkm.g PM; 5 and health effects are large. Addmonally, it appears

there-could be a geographic variation in the relationship. Why? As you have said, people

. are people whether they live in Steitbenville or Los Angeles. Yet Dr. Enstrom’s analysis
~ shows the vananon Could this be ewdence that the relahonsinp really isn’t that strong‘?

In readmg Dx. Enstrom s paper, I mdependently shareci others ‘concern of the cohort S -

advanced age. However, I would think that Dr. Enstrom’s ad;usiments for age would

- limit any Qonfoundmg -Furthermore, Pr. Michael .}'elretl;’s Cahforma—spemﬁc study’s
..results showed no effect on all-cause mertality, too.” Dr. Jerrett’s study did show

increased: ca.rdlopulmonary cardiovascular, and ischemic heart disease deaths, but all-
cause mortality is the metric of prematurc deaths and: all—cause mortahty showed no’
effect. Why? If those specific causes increased as well as all-caiise mortality, that: would
be significant. Since that is not the case, there is ‘doubt-as to the 51gn1ﬁcance ofthe

that deserves further exploratwn

More reccntly, you stated in your 2009 NEIM amclethat « 'fu@idamental questlon :
remains: Do improvements in-air quahty resultin. measurable improvements in human

~ health and longev:lty‘?” Desplte cifing many studies that lend support to-your hypothesis,

you madeno ‘mention of Dr. Enstrom’s 1esearch or other ﬁndmgs that suggesta o
geographic variation. These findings offer support for the null hypothesis and would give
the reader 2 more accurate understandmg of why the questmn you posed is not a settled
issue. '




the CARB the imperfect nature of this epxdenualogic research and the posmbilxty of no
. effect in California, ‘In your 2007 presentation to the citizens of Sevier County, Utah, it -
. :seems as though the causal relationship between PMz s and disease isa certainty. You
_made no mmnon of Dr. Enstrom’s ﬂndmgs or even the posmbxhty of 1o effect in that -

e In ‘the 2008 teleeonfemme you mt:mawd ambwalenee‘mwar& regulatmns, expressmg .
v interest only for the sgxence andhopmg that the regulanon usw the smence in 2

- Utah, not California, and Dr: 'EnSﬁ'bm’s ﬁndmgs are speclﬁc to Callfonua. Bnt rf only h
‘evidence showmg a possible causal relanonshxp of PMz s and premature death is. e
_ pr&eeqted to'the CARB and‘thm ispo. ml mention of the possxbxlxty ofno effect, then

Dr Pope, I‘arge you to consxdcr my oommcnts amd qumtmns Th13 tme you ate on the )

- othér side of the table. Dr. Enstrom is under fire for defending his research. I am sure he

doesn’ twanttopmthepubhcsh&althatns ut the data speak.” He does not want

California to pay for regulations that are poss:biy of no benefit. I Dr. Enistrom’s findings -

are a mere ﬂlcker of possibility that there is no causal -rclauonsh:p then collaborate with - -
him and stamp out that flicker. Or if your collaborative analysis ﬁnds othermse, letthe .
ﬂame grow hnghter That is sczenoe‘-—-*to mvestlgaxe fully and, thus, attam truth.

1 thank you fory your txmc and eagerly await your reply




