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ARTICLE DETAILS 

TITLE (PROVISIONAL) Pop, Heavy Metal and the Blues: Secondary analysis of persistent 

organic pollutants (POP), heavy metals and and depressive 

symptoms in the NHANES national epidemiological survey 

AUTHORS Berk, Michael; Williams, Lana; Andreazza, Ana; Pasco, Julie; Dodd, 
Seetal; Jacka, Felice; Moylan, Steven; Reiner, Eric; Magalhaes, 
Pedro 

 

VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER David O. Carpenter 
Institute for Health and the Environment  
University at Albany 

REVIEW RETURNED 06-Apr-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The introduction does not address the major contaminants studied in 
the results section. It talks primarily about PCBs and DDE, which are 
not studied. The issue is important and the NHANES data is ideal for 
a first start, but the introduction should focus on what is being 
investigated. The discussion is much better. 
 
These results are quite surprising and not easily understood, but that 
does not mean they are not appropriate for publication. 

 

REVIEWER Dong Han 
University of Kentucky,  
USA 

REVIEW RETURNED 21-Apr-2014 

 

- The reviewer completed the checklist but made no further comments. 

REVIEWER Richard Clapp 
Boston University School of Public Health  
USA 

REVIEW RETURNED 05-May-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Title is not appropriate for a scientific article.  
p. 4, line 53, "it unclear" should be "it is unclear"  
p. 5, lines 10-11, "cosmic background radiation. . . from the big bang 
of industrialization" is a mixed metaphor that is not applicable to the 
content of the article.  
p. 6, line 29, "isused" should be two words  
p. 6, line 44, surprisingly few data? See Robert G. Feldman's 
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textbook "Occupational and Environmental Neurotoxicology," among 
others  
p. 10, line 3 "Phtalates" is mis-spelled  
p. 10, line 46 "diakyl" is mis-spelled  
p. 11, line 44, "known mercury content" is too broad and does not 
apply to all fish species  
p. 13, line 38, "It worth to mention. . ." is improper grammar  
p. 14, line 48 "calmodulinand" should be two words  
p. 16, ine 50 "There are no reports. . . . Similarly, Bisphenol A 
(BPA)" is contradictory  
p. 18, line 57, PFCs are associated with the opposite end of the 
spectrum  
Table 2, "Total" column is not clear  
Table 3, "granularity in the data" should be "lack of granularity in the 
data"  
p. 34, unnamed (5?) table starts with mis-spelled "Phtalates" 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer: 1  

 

The introduction does not address the major contaminants studied in the results section. It talks 

primarily about PCBs and DDE, which are not studied. The issue is important and the NHANES data 

is ideal for a first start, but the introduction should focus on what is being investigated. The discussion 

is much better.  

 

Papers in the introduction dealing with PCB’s and DDE have been edited out of the introduction.  

 

These results are quite surprising and not easily understood, but that does not mean they are not 

appropriate for publication.  

 

We agree that these are surprising results, and indeed were contrary to hypotheses. This is included 

in the discussion.  

 

 

Reviewer: 2  

 

There are no comments.  

 

 

Reviewer: 3  

 

Title is not appropriate for a scientific article.  

 

See response to the editor.  

 

p. 4, line 53, "it unclear" should be "it is unclear"  

 

This has been corrected  

 

p. 5, lines 10-11, "cosmic background radiation. . . from the big bang of industrialization" is a mixed 

metaphor that is not applicable to the content of the article.  

 

This has been deleted.  
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p. 6, line 29, "isused" should be two words p. 6, line 44, surprisingly few data? See Robert G. 

Feldman's textbook "Occupational and Environmental Neurotoxicology," among others p. 10, line 3 

"Phtalates" is mis-spelled p. 10, line 46 "diakyl" is mis-spelled p. 11, line 44, "known mercury content" 

is too broad and does not apply to all fish species p. 13, line 38, "It worth to mention. . ." is improper 

grammar p. 14, line 48 "calmodulinand" should be two words p. 16, ine 50 "There are no reports. . . . 

Similarly, Bisphenol A (BPA)" is contradictory p. 18, line 57, PFCs are associated with the opposite 

end of the spectrum Table 2, "Total" column is not clear Table 3, "granularity in the data" should be 

"lack of granularity in the data"  

p. 34, unnamed (5?) table starts with mis-spelled "Phtalates"  

 

These errors have all been corrected 
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