
standards would outweigh the costs. Low-

ering the standard to 11 micrograms would 

increase pollution-control costs by as much 

as $1.35 billion in 2020, analysts estimated, 

but the health gains and lives saved would 

be worth as much as $20 billion a year.

That cost-benefit ratio is “an inconve-

nient fact if you’re someone who doesn’t 

like air pollution regulations,” says Gretchen 

Goldman, an analyst and former pollution 

scientist in the Washington, D.C., office of 

the Union of Concerned Scientists, which 

opposes the new EPA rule.

The timing of the rule—which observers 

expect EPA to adopt once a public comment 

period closes—is no coincidence, Goldman 

and others believe. The agency is about to 

embark on a periodic review of key air pol-

lution limits, including those governing par-

ticulates. Even seemingly modest changes in 

how the agency evaluates the science could 

lead to lower estimates of the health benefits 

of tighter standards. 

“If stakeholders can change the ground 

rules so that the EPA can’t look at that 

[health] data, that kind of takes away the 

foundation on which to quantify the ad-

verse effects of exposure,” says environmen-

tal engineer Chris Frey of North Carolina 

State University in Raleigh. Frey previously 

chaired EPA’s Clean Air Scientific Advisory 

Committee (CASAC) and now serves on an 

agency panel that reviews particulate pollu-

tion science.

The current head of EPA’s CASAC, however, 

says the agency will still have good science to 

draw on. Anthony Cox, a statistician and risk 

analyst based in Denver, whom Pruitt ap-

pointed to lead the panel last year, says there 

are ways to analyze confidential health data 

without disclosing identities. He’s confident 

that the agency and his committee will “act 

with integrity and intelligence in using the 

best available science” when reviewing air 

pollution standards. (EPA did not respond to 

a request for comment.) 

A first test could come later this year, 

when EPA researchers expect to finalize a 

report on the latest particulate science. Cox’s 

committee would then review the report, 

which would underpin any agency decision 

about where to set new pollution thresholds.

In the meantime, Frey questions whether 

the new rule, which would apply only to “sig-

nificant” regulations judged to cost $100 mil-

lion or more, will survive an expected court 

challenge. In particular, he wonders how 

EPA will meet its legal obligation, spelled out 

by Congress, to base regulations on the “best 

available science” if it tries to disregard a 

large body of accepted research. “I don’t 

see how,” he says, “EPA could defend that 

in court.” j
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Critics say a new Environmental Protection Agency 

policy will make it harder to cut fine particles, such 

as those in smog blanketing Los Angeles, California.

C
ritics of the Environmental Protec-

tion Agency’s (EPA’s) move last week 

to limit the agency’s use of nonpublic 

data say it is a thinly veiled effort to 

prevent regulators from drawing on 

public health studies that have proved 

pivotal to justifying tougher air pollution 

limits (see main story, p. 472).

Recently, however, one research team 

has demonstrated what could be a way 

around the policy. They used publicly 

available data to produce high-quality 

findings on the ills of pollution that EPA’s 

new policy might not be able to quash.

“This is a very highly contentious politi-

cal climate, and we are taking the extra 

step to be as transparent as we can be,” 

says biostatistician Francesca Dominici 

of the Harvard T. H. Chan School of Public 

Health in Boston, who led the studies. 

In one, published in The New England 

Journal of Medicine in June 2017, she and 

her colleagues used publicly accessible 

air pollution data and records compiled 

by the federal government’s Medicare 

health insurance program to show that 

even modest pollution reductions could 

save more than 10,000 lives per year. In 

another, published in JAMA last Decem-

ber, they linked short-term exposure to 

air pollution levels below current limits to 

premature death among the elderly.

Previous studies suggesting that 

current levels of U.S. air pollution cause 

avoidable health problems and deaths 

typically relied on private health infor-

mation painstakingly collected from a 

relatively limited group of participants. 

In contrast, Dominici’s team tapped 

anonymized Medicare data on 60 million 

enrollees over 12 years. It revealed where 

people lived, their age, race, hospital 

visits, and when they died. The research-

ers also collected weather, pollution, 

census information, and other public 

records from EPA and other agencies. 

They then divided the United States into 

a 1-kilometer-by-1-kilometer grid and 

used a computer model to see how levels 

of pollution compared with the health tra-

jectories of the Medicare enrollees, taking 

into account confounding factors such as 

poverty and smoking. 

The result is one of the largest and 

most statistically sophisticated stud-

ies of dirty air’s health impacts, says air 

pollution specialist C. Arden Pope III of 

Brigham Young University in Provo, Utah. 

Pope helped lead earlier landmark air 

pollution studies relying on confidential 

data. Dominici’s team, he says, “is taking 

a brand new cohort, and a huge one at 

that, and replicating the results” of previ-

ous studies. And anyone can download 

the same data and reanalyze the results, 

Dominici says—the exact goal EPA says it 

wants to achieve.

Public data can’t be used to answer ev-

ery important question about how pollu-

tion affects people, Dominici emphasizes. 

“I cannot look at pulmonary function 

or the thickness of your artery,” she 

says. “Very well designed cohort studies 

are extremely important to scientific 

advancement, and when you’re looking 

at the history of individuals, you have to 

maintain their confidentiality.”

Still, EPA could soon be giving her 

team’s studies a close look, because the 

agency is undertaking a periodic review 

of key air quality standards. Supporters 

of EPA’s new data access policy have said 

they want to rid the regulatory process of 

potentially flawed “secret science.” Now, 

the question is whether they will also ob-

ject to EPA considering analyses of public 

data that, like previous studies, suggest 

tightening the standards would benefit 

public health. 

 

Susan Cosier is a journalist based in 

Chicago, Illinois.
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