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PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

ALEXIA MCKNIGHT
Complainant :
V. : DOCKET NO. C-2017-2621057

PECO ENERGY COMPANY
Respondent

NOTICE TO PLEAD
To: Alexia McKnight

Pursuant to 52 Pa. Code §5.61, you are hereby notified that if you have any Answer to this
Motion, you must serve that Answer, in writing, within 20 days of receipt of this Motion. If you
do not file a written Answer, the issues raised in this Motion may be decided against you without
any further opportunity to be heard. If you do file an Answer, you must provide a full copy of
the Answer to the Administrative Law Judge and counsel for PECO.

File with:

Rosemarie Chiavetta, Secretary
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
Comimonwealth Keystone Building

400 North Street, Second Floor RECEIVED

Harrisburg, PA 17120

With a copy to: FEB 1 ¢ 2018
TS  Tid . C UTILITY COMMISSION
Administrative Law Judge Darlene Heep PA WSBECRETARY'S BUREAU

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
801 Market Street

Philadelphia, PA 19107

dheep@pa.gov

Ward L. Smith, Esq.

PECO Energy Company

2301 Market Street, S-23

Philadelphia, PA 19103

Dated at Philadelphia, PA, Fcbruary 16. 2018.

Ward L. Smith

Assistant General Counsel
PECO Energy Company
2301 Market Street S23-1
Philadelphia, PA 19103
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RECEIVED

BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION FEB 16 2018
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

ALEXIA MCKNIGHT : SECRETARY'S BUREAU

Complainant :

V. : DOCKET NO. C-2017-2621057
PECO ENERGY COMPANY :

Respondent :

MOTION OF PECO ENERGY COMPANY
TO REQUIRE IN-PERSON TESTIMONY BY COMPLAINANT’S EXPERT
WITNESSES

On February 13, 2018, the parties exchanged witness identifications and summaries.
Complainant Alexia McKnight identified two witnesses — Dr. Samuel Mitham, who she
describes as an expert; and Dr. William Rea, who she describes as her treating physician. As to
Dr. Milham, she states “Dr. Milham is in his mid 80’s and not traveling. He is only available to
testify via teleconference.” As to Dr. Rea she states: “Dr. Rea is also in his 80s, unable to walk
and is also only available to testify via teleconference.”

The normal procedure here would be for Dr. McKnight to file a Motion in which she
would request permission from Your Honor for leave to have her witnesses appear in this non-
traditional manner. But Dr. McKnight is appearing pro se and may not file such a Motion for
some time (or at ail), and PECO believes that this is an important procedural question that should
be resolved sooner rather than later. It is therefore filing this Motion to quickly bring this matter
before Your Honor.

PECO strongly believes that both of these witnesses should be required to appear to
testify and be cross-examined in person, and requests that Your Honor rule that they must so

appear. In support thereof, PECO offers three positions:



e There is substantial reason to disbelieve the assertion that these witnesses are unable
to travel.

e Dr. Reais actually being offered as an expert witness, not simply as a treating
physician, and his appearance should thus be evaluated pursuant to the rules
applicable to expert witnesses.

» Allowing expert witnesses to make heir first appearance via teleconference or video
conference substantially impairs Your Honor's ability to judge their credibility and
substantially violates PECO’s due process rights to confront and cross-examine the

expert witnesses.

I. BACKGROUND
The evidentiary hearing in this matter is scheduled for April 10, 2018. By Prehearing Order
issned on October 23, 2017, Your Honor ordered that: “ON OR BEFORE February 13, 2018,
any party wishing 1o present expert testimony (medical, technical, etc.) must provide to the other
party the name and business address of that expert and a written summary of the expected

testimony of that expert;[and] ON OR BEFORE February 13, 2018, any party wishing to

present factual testimony of any person other than the Complainant must provide to the other
party the name and business address of that person and a written summary of the expected

testimony of that person.”

In compliance with that Prehearing Order, on February 13, 2018, PECO served witness
reports for the four witnesses who will appear on its behalf (Mr. Uber, Mr. Pritchard, Dr. Davis,
and Dr. Israel). For her part, Dr. McKnight proffered the following two witnesses (original

altached as Exhibit A):



. Dr. Sam Milham, MD, MPH
2318 Gravelly Beach Loop NW
Olympia, WA 98502

Dr. Milham requested use of his prior testimony before the Arizona Corporation
Commission as a summary testimony for my case, which is attached (pages 2-52).
Dr. Milham is in his mid 80’s and not traveling. He is only available to testify via
teleconference.

2. Dr. William Rea, MD
Environmental Health Center
8345 Walnut Hill Lane, Suite 220
Dallas, TX 75231

Dr. Rea was my treating physician at the Environmental Health Center in Dallas, TX
and will provide clinical testimony as such. His medical summary letter was included
[in] my answers to PECO’s Interrogatories and Requests for Production of
Documents, Set 1. In addition, please use the attached document of Dr. Rea’s

previous testimony as a summary testimony for my case (pages 53-106). Dr. Rea is
also in his 80s, unable to walk and is also only available to testify via teleconference.

II.  Argument - Your Honor should require Complainant’s expert witnesses to appear
in person to testify and be cross-examined

A. There is substantial reason to disbelieve the assertion that Complainant’s expert
witnesses are unable to travel

Let’s begin with Dr. Rea, about whom Dr. McKnight says that he is “also in his 80s,
unable to walk and is only available to testify via teleconference.”

A brief online search shows that, on April 6, 2018 — four days before the evidentiary
hearing in this case — Dr. Rea is scheduled to appear on a conference panel in Scottsdale,
Arizona. See Exhibit B and http://environmentalhealthsymposium.com/ehs-2018/#2018-
speakers. Scottsdale is nearty 900 miles from Dr. Rea’s Dallas, Texas address. Dr. Rea

clearly can travel when he thinks the destination is worthwhile.



There is similar information that Dr. Milham is able to travel to testify. On May 1, 2017
— less than ten months ago - Dr. Milham appeared to testify and be cross-examined in
Phoenix, Arizona. (Indeed, he appeared to testify and be cross-examined about the same
prefiled testimony that Dr. McKnight has offered as his summary report in this proceeding.)
The transcript of that testimony makes it clear that he testified in the hearing room in
Phoenix, not remotely from Olympia. When Dr. Milham was called as a witness, the
presiding Administrative Law Judge stated: “If [Dr. Milham] will come to the stand. This is
the witness stand. And the court reporter will swear you in when you get up here and get
settled in.” See Exhibit C. Phoenix is over 1100 miles from Dr. Milham’s Olympia,
Washington address. Dr. Milham clearly can travel to testify, as recently as ten months ago.

PECO recognizes that, in some prior AMI cases, Your Honor accepted the
representations of counsel or complainants that their treating physicians were too infirm to
travel. The primary example is that Dr. Hanoch Talmor, a treating physician, was twicc
allowed to testify (in 2016 and 2017), by videoconference, from his office in Gainesville,
Florida rather than appearing in the hearing room in Philadelphia. PECO now has reason to
believe that those representations were equally suspect. In late 2017, Dr. Talmor’s website
statcd that he would be giving a workshop in Ann Arbor, Michigan in October 2017. See
Exhibit D. Ann Arbor is over 1,000 miles from Dr. Talmor’s Gainesville, Florida address.
Simply this: Even though Your Honor was informed in 2016 and 2017 that Dr. Talmor was
too infirm to travel to Philadelphia, it appears that in October 2017 he traveled over 1,000
miles to give a workshop in Michigan. This sequence suggests that the procedure previously
used in these cases, in which Your Honor simply accepted assertions of witness infirmity

without further proof, should no longer be used.



Decisions regarding the conduct of the hearing are Your Honor’s purview. 52 Pa. Code
§5.485. That authority includes the right to make decisions as to whether witnesses will be
required to appear at hearing. The tlip side of that equation is that neither Dr. McKnight, nor
Dr. Milham, nor Dr. Rea, get to decide whether their testimony will be done remotely. Yet,
they appear 1o be attempting to make that decision themselves, by their statements that the
witnesses are “‘only available” by teleconference, even though those witnesses clearly have
the ability to travel.

Collectively, the information on the travel habits of Dr. Rea, Dr. Milham, and Dr. Talmor
suggests that Your Honor should have considerable skepticism about assertions that these
witnesses are unable to travel to hearing and be cross-examined in person. Indeed, it seems
much more likely that they are able to travel Lo this hearing, but are simply unwilling to do so
— which is a very different thing.

In PECQ’s view, the information provided above is sufficient for Your Honor to
conclude that both Dr. Milham and Dr. Rea are physically able to travel and appear at
hearing, and to rule that they must do so. However, if Your Honor believes that she needs
more information about the asserted infirmity of these witnesses prior to deciding this issue,
PECO suggests that the best way of obtaining that information is to have an on-the-record
telephonic hearing with a court reporter, with the withesses sworn and their answers set down
in a transcript, during which Your Honor and the partics can inquire further into the statc of
the asserted infirmities that purportedly prevent the in-person attendance at hearing of these

two witnesses.



B. Dr. Rea is actually being offered as an expert witness, not simply as a treating
physician, and his appearance should thus be evaluated pursuant to the rules
applicable to expert witnesses
During the approximately two years that Your Honor has been hearing these AMI/health

proceedings, Your Honor has been called upon to make numerous decisions as to whether
witnesses will be allowed to testify remotely. The pattern of those rulings is quite clear: for
experl witnesses, Your Honor has required every expert to appear in person, at least for their first
appearance. (Dr. Marino was allowed to appcar by phone for his second appearance.) Treating
physicians have prefcrentially appeared in person, but were allowed to appear by
videoconference (never teleconference) if the complainant demonstrated to Your Honor's
satisfaction that the treating physician was unable to appear in the hearing room.

PECO belicves that it has demonstrated that Dr. Rea does have the ability to appear in the
hearing room - for example, when he leaves his conference in Scottsdale after his speech on
April 6, he can fly directly to Philadelphia rather than flying home to Dallas — and that Dr. Rea
should thus be required to appear in person regardiess of whether he is characterized as a treating
physician or as an expert. But beyond that, he is clearly being offered as an expert witness, and
the question of whether he should be allowed to appear remotely should thus be evaluated using
the decision rules for cxperts — that is, his first appearance must be in person.

To demonstrate that Dr. Rea is being offered as an expert, we must revicw the summary
of his testimony that was provided by Dr. McKnight on February 13. She stated (emphasis
added):

Dr. Rea was my treating physician at the Environmental Health Center in Dallas, TX and

will provide clinical testimony as such. His medical summary letter was included [in} my
answers to PECO’s Interrogatories and Requests for Production of Documents, Set [. In

addition, please use the attached document of Dr. Rea's previous testimony as a summary



testimony for my case (pages 53-106). Dr. Rea is also in his 80s, unable to walk and ts

also only available to testify via teleconference.

The “previous testimony” referred to in this sentence is the pre-filed testimony of Dr. Rea
before the Maine Public Utility Commission in MPUC Docket No. 2011-00262, dated January
29, 2013. See Exhibit E, p. 8.

This testimony in no way is the testimony of a treating physician. Init, Dr. Rea never
mentions Dr. McKnight. That is not surprising, since he provided this testimony in January 2013
and it was nearly three years after that, in November 2015, when PECO first installed an AMI
meter at the McKnight residence and when she states that she began to have symptoms that
required treatment. The “summary testimony” that is being offered in this case (the Maine
testimony) was thus prepared approximately three years before Dr. Rea ever treated Dr.
McKnight. [t is not possible for that to be testimony offered as a treating physician.

Moreover, the proffered testimony (p. 8) specifically elicits Dr. Rea’s expert opinion
regarding whether there is “a scientific basis for concluding that RF emissions from smart meters
could trigger adverse symptoms in people who have developed EHS.” (He thinks there is.)
Clearly, Dr. McKnight expects to elicit testimony from Dr. Rea that states an expert opinion on
the ultimate scicntific question at issue in this procceding. He is thus being offered as an expert,
and Your Honor properly has not allowed first-appearance distant testimony from witnesses who

are offered as experts.



C. Allowing expert witnesses to make their first appearance via teleconference or video
conference substantially impairs Your Honor’s ability to judge their credibility and
substantially violates PECO’s due process rights to confront and cross-examine the
expert witnesses

As noted above, in prior rulings in these AMU/health cascs, Your Honor has required every
expert to appear in person, at least for their first appearance. In making those rulings, Your
Honor made clear that you believe that, in order o fully adjudge the credibility of the witnesses,
you need to observe them in person.

PECO believes that these in-person observations have been an important element of Your
Honor’s evaluation of these witnesses and their testimony in these cases, and urges Your Honor
not to forego the important opportunity to adjudge the credibility of these witnesses through
personal observation of them. Moreover, PECO notes that, if the asscrtions of “unavailability to
appear” came directly from the witnesses, their credibility should already be suspect. This
heightens the need for Your Honor to see these witnesses eye-to-eye.

PECO also believes that the ability to cross-cxamine these witnesses in person is important to
proiect its due process rights in this proceeding. As Your Honor is aware, proper cross-
examination of these witnesses can take considerable time, and can require questions regarding
multiple documents to determine whether the documents arc consistent with the conclusions the
witness draws from them. The documents have to be shown to the witness in real time; such
cross-examination exhibits cannot be shared prior to trial, because the shape and exact nature of
cross-examination is not known until the direct examination is complete, and indeed often
changes materially during the course of the cross-examination itself. Moreover, cross-
examination often involves having a witness state their views on a subject (on either direct or

cross), and then attempting to impeach those views of cross: such impeachment often requires



that the witness not be given cross-examination exhibits prior to the actual examination. Finally,
because of the way microphones are set up in videoconferencing, it is virtually impossible for
either Your Honor or PECO to affect the flow of testimony from a witness testifying by
videoconference, with the result that it is very difficult to ask any structured set of questions of
the witness. Indeed, experience in these cases shows that video testimony, on both direct and
cross, can quickly become a free-flowing soliloquy on whatever subjects happen to come to the
witness’s mind — the experience(s) with Dr. Talmor being a clear example of this phenomenon.
The result of this combination of {actors is that, when an expert testifies from a distance, PECO
is unable to bring appropriate rigor to the cross-examination — so much so that PECO's due
process rights to confront the witness are substantially impaired by the use of distant testimony

for first time experts.

III. Two procedural codas

Before closing this Motion, PECO has two briet procedural codas.

First, the normal reply period for motions is 20 days, unless Your Honor sets a different time
period. 52 Pa. Code §5.61. This matter is not very complex, and it needs Lo be resolved in a
timely fashion. (If PECO prevails, Drs. Milham and Rea will need to make travel plans.) PECO
therefore requests that Your Honor set a short return period.

Second, if normal procedure had been used, this issue would have come before Your Honor
through a Motion from Dr. McKnight to allow remote testimony. In that case, before PECO
answered it would have seen all of Dr. McKnight's arguments. Because PECO has taken steps
to initiate this discussion, all it has secn with respect to Dr. McKnight’s request for remote

testimony is the sentence or two {rom her witness identification, as quoted above. If Dr.

9



McKnight's Answer to this Motion materially expands her rationale for requesting distant
testimony, PECO expects to file a reply (o that Answer and, at that time, to request that Your
Honor accept and consider said reply.
IV.  CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE, for the reasons set forth above, PECO respectfully requests that Your
Honor (a) grant this Motion; and (b) rule that both Dr. Milham and Dr. Rca must appear in

person at hearing and be subjected to live cross-examination.

Respectfully submitted,

et L &CQM
Romulo L. Diaz, Jr., Vice-President a

General Counsel

Ward Smith, Assistant General Counsel
Shawane Lee, Assistant General Counsel
2301 Market Street, S-23

Philadelphia, PA 19103

215-841-6863
ward.smith@exeloncorp.com

Counsel for PECO Energy

Tom Watsoen
Watson & Renner
iw@w-r.com
202-258-6577

Counsel to PECO Energy Company

February 16, 2018
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EXHIBIT A

McKnight Witness List
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February 13, 2018

Expert Witnesses for the McKnight Case
Docket # C-2017-262105

1. Dr. Sam Milham, MD, MPH
2318 Gravelly Beach Loop NW
Olympia, WA 98502

Or. Milham requested use of his prior testimony before the Arizona Corporation
Commission as a summary testimony for my case, which is attached (pages 2-52). Dr.
Milham is in his mid 80's and not traveling. He is only available to testify via teleconference.

2. Dr. William Rea, MD
Environment Health Center
8345 Walnut Hill Lane, Sulte 220
Dallas, TX 75231

Or. Rea was my treating physician at the Environmental Health Center in Dallas, TX and will
provide clinical testimony as such. His medical summary letter was included my answers to
Peco's interrogatories and Requests for Production of Documents, Set |. In addition, please
use the attached document of Dr. Rea’s previous testimony as a summary testimony for my
case (pages 53-106). Dr. Rea is also in his 80s, unable to walk and is also only available to
testify via telsconference.

Thank you,

Qi - sl

Alexia L. McKnight, DVM, DACVR



EXHIBIT B

ronmental Health Symposium, Scotisdale, Arizona

April 6, 2018 Envi
Speakers and Schedule
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EHS 2018 — Environmental Health Symposium Page 1 of 12

(Mtp /environmentalhealthsymposium com/#videos)
Videos now available from EHS 20171 x

EHS 2018
About this Years Conference

“Reducing Toxic Load"

http://environmentalhealthsymposium.com/ehs-2018/ 2/15/2018



EHS 2018 — Environmental Health Symposium

Page 2 of 12

Environmental
Health
Symposium 2018

Fri, Apr 06 - Sun, Apr 08 at
8.00 AM-8:00 PM

Full Conference
Single Day
Student Full Conference

Student Single Day

http://environmentalhealthsymposium.com/ehs-2018/

Full Conference $899.00 0

Single Day $32500 0

Full Conference (Student)

$295.00 0

2/15/2018



EHS 2018 — Environmental Health Symposium Page 3 of 12

Cancellation Policy

Continuing Education

Physician Assistants

AKH

Advareing Knowirdge o Heaithoare

ACCREDITED

http://environmentalhealthsymposium.com/ehs-2018/ 2/15/2018



EHS 2018 — Environmental Health Symposium Page 4 of 12

Thursday April 5

Friday April 6

Saturday April 7

http://environmentalhealthsymposium.com/ehs-2018/ 2/15/2018



EHS 2018 — Environmental Health Symposium Page 5 of 12

Sunday April 8

Gregor Reid, PhD Willam J Rea, MD

http://environmentalhealthsymposium.com/ehs-2018 2/15/2018




EHS 2018 — Environmental Health Symposium Page 6 of 12
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James B. Adams,
PhD
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EXHIBIT C

Transcript pages, May 1, 2017 testimony of Dr. Samuel Milham
Phoenix, Arizona

RECEIVED

FEB 16 2018

PA PUBLIC UTILITY
COMMI
SECRETARY'S BUREAUS _—
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24

25

E-01345A-16-0036 & 16-0123 VOL. VI 05/01/2017

BEFORE THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF) DOCKET NO.

ARIZONA PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY FOR ) E-01345A-16-0036

A HEARING TO DETERMINE THE FAIR )
VALUE OF THE UTILITY PROPERTY OF )
THE COMPANY FOR RATEMAKING )
PURPOSES, TO FIX A JUST AND )
REASONABLE RATE OF RETURN THEREON, )
TO APPROVE RATE SCHEDULES DESIGNED )
TO DEVELOP SUCH RETURN. )
)
)
)
)
)
)

DOCKET NO.
IN THE MATTER OF FUEL AND PURCHASED
POWER PROCUREMENT AUDITS FOR
ARIZONA PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY .

At : Phoenix, Arizona

Date: May 1, 2017

Filed: May 3, 2017
EXCERPT OF PROCEEDINGS

Testimony of Samuel Milham

COASH & COASH, INC.
Court Reporting, Video & Videoconferencing
1802 N. 7th Street, Phoenix, AZ 85006
602-258-1440 staff@coashandcoash.com

By: Colette E. Ross,
Certified Reporter
Certificate No. 50658

COASH & COASH, INC. 602-258-1440

www . coashandcoash.com Phoenix,

E-01345A-16-0123

912
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E-01345A-16-0036 & 16-0123 VOL. VI 05/01/2017 920

ACALJ JIBILIAN: If he will come to the stand.
This is the witness stand. And the court
reporter will swear you in when you get up here and get

settled in.

SAMUEL MILHAM,
called as a witness on behalf of Warren Woodward, having
been first duly sworn by the Certified Reporter to speak
the truth and nothing but the truth, was examined and

testified as follows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR. WOODWARD:
Q. Dr. Milham, please state your full name,

address, and occupation.

A. Samuel Milham. One more time.
Q. Your address and occupation, please.
A. 2318 Gravelly Beach Loop Northwest, Olympia,

Washington 98520. I am a physician, epidemiologist.
Q. Thank you.
And what is your professional and educational
background, please?
A. Well, I went to public -- born and brought up in
New York, upstate New York. Went to public schools.
Won a scholarship to Union College, New York State

COASH & COASH, INC. 602-258-1440
www . coashandcoash.com Phoenix, AZ




EXHIBIT D

Printout of page from Dr. Talmor’s website advertising a workshop to be taught by
him in Michigan in October 2017
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FEB 16 2018
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Dr Talmor's Energy and
Healing Workshops

Friday, October 13t}
s>aturday, October 14th

Saturday, October 14th 1




EXHIBIT E

Dr. Rea’s January 29, 2013 prefiled written testimony before the Maine Public
Utility Commission
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PRE-FILED TESTIMONY
OF WILLIAM J. REA, M.D.
—MPUC-Docket- No-2011.00262———

Please state your name and business address.

My name is William J. Rea, M.D. My address is:
Environmental Health Center

8345 Walnut Hill Lane, Suite 220

Dallas, TX 75231

Briefly state your occupation, educational background, current employment,
and professional experience.
I currently serve as President of the Environmental Health Center, in Dallas, Texas.

I graduated from Otterbein College in Westerville, Ohio, and Ohio State
University College of Medicine in Columbus, Ohio. I then completed a rotating
internship at Parkland Memorial Hospital in Dallas, Texas. I held a general surgery
residency from 1963-67 and a cardiovascular surgery fellowship and residency from
1967-69 with The University of Texas Southwestern Medical School system, which
includes Parkland Memorial Hospital, Baylor Medical Center, Veteran's Hospital and
Children's Medical Center. I was also part of the team that treated Governor Connelly
when President Kennedy was assassinated.

From 1969 - 1972, I was assistant professor of cardiovascular surgery at the
University of Texas S.W. Medical School; from 1984-85 I was Chief of
Cardiovascular Surgery at the Veteran’s Hospital. I held the position of adjunct
professor of environmental sciences and mathematics at the University of North
Texas, while from 1972-82 I acted as clinical associate professor of thoracic surgery

at The University of Texas Southwestern Medical School. I held the First World
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Professorial Chair of Environmental Medicine at the University of Surrey, Guildford,
England from 1988 — 1998. I also served as adjunct professor of psychology and
guest lecturer at North Texas State University.

Are you a member of any professional organizations? If so, please list.

I currently serve on the board and am president of the American Environmental
Health Foundation, vice president of the American Board of Environmental Medicine
and previously served on the board of the American Academy of Environmental
Medicine. I have also served on the Science Advisory Board for the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, on the Research Committee for the American
Academy of Otolaryngic Allergy and on the Committee on Aspects of
Cardiovascular, Endocrine and Autoimmune Diseases of the American College of
Allergists, Committee on Immunotoxicology for the Office of Technology
Assessment and on the panel on Chemical Sensitivity of the National Academy of
Sciences. I am a fellow of the American College of Surgeons, the American
Academy of Environmental Medicine, the American College of Allergists, the
American College of Preventive Medicine, the American College of Nutrition, and
the Royal Society of Medicine. I was awarded the Jonathan Forman Gold Medal
Award in 1987 for outstanding research in environmental medicine, The Herbert J.
Rinkle Award in 1993 for outstanding teaching, and the 1998 Service Award, all by
the American Academy of Environmental Medicine. I was named Outstanding
Alumnus by Otterbein College in 1991. Other awards include the Mountain Valley
Water Hall of Fame in 1987 for research in water and health, the Special

Achievement Award by Otterbein College in 1991, the Distinguished Pioneers in
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Alternative Medicine Award by the Foundation for the Advancement of Innovative
Medicine Education Fund in 1994, the Gold Star Award by the International
Biographical Center in 1997, Five Hundred Leaders of Influence Award in 1997,
Who's Who in the South and Southwest in 1997, The Twentieth Century Award for
Achievement in 1997, the Dor W. Brown, Jr., M.D. Lectureship Award by the Pan
American Allergy Society and the O. Spurgeon English Humanitarian Award by
Temple University in 2002.

Have you authored any papers or journal articles?

I have authored five medical textbooks, Chemical Sensitivity (V. 1-4), Reversibility of
Chronic Degenerative Disease and Hypersensitivity, V. 1: Regulating Mechanisms of
Chemical Sensitivity, Optimum Environments for Optimum Health and Creativity, and
co-author of Your Home, Your Health and Well-Being, more than 150 peer reviewed
research papers related to the topic of thoracic and cardiovascular surgery as well as
that of environmental medicine. A full list is shown on my curriculum vitae attached
as Exhibit A.

Briefly describe your work and experience related to the study of
electromagnetic fields and radio frequency waves in the 30 MHz to 300 GHz
range (“RF”), and about their potential effects on humans. Please describe the
study you conducted on electromagnetic hypersensitivity in 1991 and the results.
The 1991 study was a multiphase study that was performed to find an effective
method to evaluate clectromagnetic field (EMF) sensitivity of patients. See Rea WJ,
Yagin P, Fenyves EJ, Sujisawa I, Samadi N, Ross GH. Electromagnetic field

sensitivity. J Bioelect 10, 241-256, 1991 (attached as Exhibit B). The first phase
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developed criteria for controlled testing using an environment low in chemical,
particulate, and EMF pollution. Monitoring devices were used in an effort to ensure
that extraneous EMF would not interfere with the tests. A second phase involved a
single-blind challenge of 100 patients who complained of EMF sensitivity to a series
of fields ranging from 0 to 5 MHz in frequency, plus 5 blank challenges. Twenty-five
patients were found who were sensitive to the fields, but did not react to the blanks.
These were compared in the third phase to 25 healthy naive volunteer controls. None
of the volunteers reacted to any challenge, active or blank, but 16 of the EMF-
sensitive patients (64%) had positive signs and symptoms scores, plus autonomic
nervous system changes. In the fourth phase, the 16 EMF-sensitive patients were
rechallenged twice to the frequencies to which they were most sensitive during the
previous challenge. The active frequency was found to be positive in 100% of the
challenges, while all of the placebo tests were negative. We concluded that this study
gives strong evidence that electromagnetic field sensitivity exists, and can be elicited
under environmentally controlled conditions. Since then we have studied several
hundred patients who complained of EMF sensitivity and have found that indeed they
were.

Have you reviewed the joint testimony of William H. Bailey, Ph.D. and Yakov
Shkolnikov, Ph.D. (“Exponent”), dated September 19, 2012?

Yes.

Do you agree with Exponent’s critique of your 1991 study? Exponent states:

“the claim that this study is a double blind study is not wholly accurate (WHO,

2007).” p. 42
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The screening tests were not double blind because you cannot screen double blind.
However, the group for the final tests for EMF was not only double blind but were
done two times. Therefore, the findings were highly significant for the presence of
EMF in this group of patients.

Smith, Monro, Choy have several studies on the existence of EMF sensitivity
which would confirm our observations (See Exhibit B, references 1-12). The
literature is very extensive on EMF sensitivity. See also, McCarty DE, Carrubba S,
Chesson AL, Frilor C, Gonzalex-Toledo E, Marino AA. 2011. Electromagnetic
hypersensitivity: Evidence for a novel neurological syndrome. Internat J Neurosci
121: 670-676. As a cardiac surgeon, I have seen the benefits and adverse reactions to
EMF in thousands of patients. We have shocked hearts or used pacemakers which are
electronic sources bringing the patient back to life.

Are you familiar with other research studies and writings on the subject?
Briefly describe the body of research and published literature on the subject of
which you are familiar.

Becker's studies or the Electromagnetic Healing of bones and tissues"’;Marino’s
studies on the EMF healing of tissue"?; Smith’s"? and Monro’s"" studies on the
presence of EMF sensitivity; Havas studies on EMF'*"?,

Did some of these studies involve exposure to RF in or near the 2.4 GHz range?
Yes.

Exponent testified that there is no scientific basis for concluding that EHS may

be caused by exposure to electromagnetic radiation. Here are some of their
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statements: “A number of well-conducted laboratory studies show no relation
between the health symptoms experienced by some individuals and RF EMF
exposure” (p. 29)... “that electromagnetic field hypersensitivity had not been
documented as reproducible as asserted by AAEM and the claim for improved
ability to detect fields was contradicted by a meta-analysis of the available
literature and the WHO'’s assessment of research on this topic.” (p. 35). Do you
agree with these assertions and opinions?

No. Unfortunately, these studies as I understand, were not performed on sensitive
humans but on animals.

These assertions by Exponent witnesses are not true. If you have properly
environmentally controlled unpolluted rooms, you can reproduce EMF sensitivity.
The exponents show a gross ignorance of the physiology of EMF. It is well known in
the field of cardiovascular surgery the difference between life and death and the
electromagnetics. | have shocked multiple patients back to life using small amounts
of electricity. Many patients respond to heavy shocks, others to extremely small
shocks. This observation holds for the spectrum of electrosensitivity.

Are there any plausible scientific explanations for a causal link between EHS
and exposure to electromagnetic radiation?

Yes, the body runs on electromagnetic waves. This is the way it communicates.
Most physicians know about EEG, brain waves, EMG muscle and nerve conduction
and EKG cardiac waves. This is common knowledge in our society. Extra cellular

barrier regulates the flow of ions Na*, K*, and Ca"™ into and out of the cell. Influx of
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Ca™ into the cell coupled with protein kinase with phosphorylation increase
sensitivity to 1000 times"'®,

Are there any peer-reviewed studies that would support such a causal link or
mechanism?

Yes! See attached list of studies.

Please describe your work with people who report EHS symptoms? Have you
had patients who report EHS symptoms related to smart meters?

Yes! We have had many people who report their symptoms after the smart meters
have been installed. These are wide ranging from fibromyalgia to pain syndromes
and confusion, difficulty thinking, short term memory loss, and severe fatigue. Some
have an increase in heart arrhythmias, muscle spasms, severe numbness and tingling
in peripheral nerves. Many of my patients report that they began experiencing
symptoms before they were aware that a smart meter had been installed.

How do you confirm that patients’ symptoms are related to EMF sensitivity?

By conducting the EMF challenge testing developed in our 1991 study.

What treatments do you recommend for patients with EMF sensitivities and how
do the patients respond to treatment?

At the present time, treatment has been avoidance of the smart meters, vitamin and
mineral supplementation, mineral intradermal neutralization. The high percentage of
patients experiencing positive results confirms that the diagnosis and treatment are
effective.

Have objective guidelines been developed for diagnosing and treating people

with EHS and other EMF related health problems?
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Objective guidelines have been developed for diagnosing people’s sensitive to EMF,
including the following.

1. History of symptoms from exposures to EMF. '

2. Positive findings physical exam.

3. Symptoms away from EMF generators.

4. Reproduction of symptoms and signs on controlled EMF challenge.

In your opinion, is there a scientific basis for concluding that RF emissions from
smart meters could trigger adverse symptoms in people who have developed
EHS?

Yes

In your opinion, is there a scientific basis for concluding that exposure to the
emissions from the smart meters over time could contribute to the development
of EHS and other adverse health effects, particularly for children, the elderly
and others who may be more susceptible, such as persons with immune
deficiencies?

Yes! People with immune irregularities such as low T-cells, low gamma globulins
have been seen to not tolerate EMF and nerve sensitization to sensory nerves.

Based on your knowledge of RF and smart meter technology, would you want an
RF-emitting smart meter on your home?

No.

Dated this_2\ 9 day of January, 2013,

gl (e M

William J. Rea d
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