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Abstract

Claims of “major flaws” in Diblasi et al. 2024, the article appearing in this journal immediately
before this commentary, were published in The Defender after Mike Adams, in his own words,
“leveled harsh criticism against Children’s Health Defense”. Those complaints were more directly
against this journal and its editors because we reviewed and published that work. Adams said that
some values reported were tinier than any detectable by the Agilent 7500cx instrument. From a typo,
“w’ for “m” he inferred incompetence and fraudulent intent by the Diblasi team, and said the
IJV'TPR editors were “duped”. Consequently, we have re-examined the work from raw data to its
individual tabled values, every one of them. That flagrant keystroke error was purged with others,
but the conclusion stands: the COVID-19 injectables contain at least 55 undeclared chemical elements including
so-called “rare earth” metals and 12 of the 15 lanthanides. The likelihood that such elements are not involved in
self-assembling entities in the fluids and in the unnatural clots in many recipients is gero. Ongoing gain-of-
function bioweapons research together with published agendas for population reduction and control
suggest that military-grade nanotechnologies are at play in the world-wide COVID-19 experiment.
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Introduction

During the COVID-19 era, states in league with transnational pharmaceutical giants, with
bioweapons laboratories (Fleming, 2021; A. G. Huff, 2022; A. G. Huff & Lyons, 2023), have injected
more than half the world’s total population (Pharmaceutical Technology, 2024) with so-called
“vaccines” which are actually experimental genetic technologies with biological and neurological
weapons applications (Deruelle, 2020; Oller, 2021a; Deruelle, 2022, 2024). In those technologies,
independent researchers have found exotic self-assembling entities (Lee et al., 2022; Benzi Cipelli et
al., 2022; Hughes, 2022; Santiago, 2022; Segalla 20232, 2023b, 2023c, 2024; Jeon et al., 2023; Lee &
Broudy, 2024a, 2024b; Ulrich, 2024; Tuuminen, 2024; Hughes, 2024; Hughes et al., 2024; Johnson et
al., 2024), some of which seem to appear both in samples of fluid taken from the vials of injectable
material — for instance, the so-called “Morgellons” (Lee et al., 2022; but also see Ulrich, 2024) — as
well as in centrifuged blood of recipients; and some of which, notably the rubbery white clots
widely found by different embalmers in the US and Canada (Kell et al., 2022; Nystrém &
Hammarstrém, 2022; Santiago & Oller, 2023) and by clinicians and surgeons (Santiago, 2024). Now,
with the Diblasi research on record, having identified 55 undeclared chemical elements including all
11 of the “heavy metals” and 12 of the 15 electromagnetic and luminescent lanthanides central to
ongoing optogenetic biological research (J.-H. Wang et al., 2020; Mnasti et al., 2021), DNA
programing and enhancing (Kimmerer et al., 2024) with applications in medicine (Z. Wang et al.,
2023; Mahalakshmi et al., 2024), in automated computer chip assembly (Blain, 2024), geoengineering
(Wigington, 2021; Kennedy, Jr. & Wigington, 2023; Parson & Keith, 2024), and biological warfare
(Deruelle, 2024), it seems reasonable, to wonder why any such undeclared chemical elements should
be showing up in so-called COVID-19 “vaccines”.

Contaminants or Intended Components?

Are they mere contaminants suggesting inadequate oversight by regulatory agencies, or are they
possibly related to more deliberate purposes that have been concealed from the billions of people
who have been strongly encouraged, cajoled, coaxed, bribed, or frightened by government officials
into accepting injections of them directly into their bodies. As of December 17, 2024, a total of
13,411,157,131 injections of the COVID-19 products (Pharmaceutical Technology, 2024) had been
administered and they are still being counted and added to daily. Meanwhile, contrary to the
mainstream narrative, a world-wide disaster is unfolding in sufficiently isolated and usually
temporally separated events — therefore, seeming, perhaps, to people believing the mainstream
narrative, to be independent and unrelated — involving whole new diseases, new syndromes of well-
known existing diseases, unexplained cardiovascular problems, rapidly developing cancers, and a
multitude of sporadic sudden deaths of formerly healthy people, many of them young trained
athletes in the peak of health (Dowd, 2022; Mead, et al., 2024a, 2024b).

As a result, those of us involved in the study of vaccine theory, practice, and research are obliged to
ask why. Perhaps the most fundamental enigma of the COVID-19 era, is why are the COVID-19
“vaccines” proving increasingly to be harmful, even lethal to millions of people (Beattie, 2021;
Rancourt, et al., 2022; Oller & Santiago, 2022; Santiago & Oller, 2023; Santiago, 2024)? All of us
who are members of this particular team of authors — and we expect this is true of all the
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members of the Editorial Board for the International Journal of 1V accine Theory, Practice, and Research
([JIV'TPR) — knew personally, or were closely related to one or more persons whom we reasonably
believe to have been injured, or killed, by one or more of the COVID-19 injections. In our personal
experience, individually and collectively, this fact is unprecedented and has incentivized us to pursue
every avenue of research available, with every tool that can be mustered to try to understand what is
in the COVID-19 injectables that are, as we see things, wreaking havoc on the health and well-being
of human beings globally.

Widely Viewed, but Not Peer-Reviewed Criticisms

In this paper, we are obliged to respond to certain published criticisms, ones that were not peer-
reviewed and yet that have garnered more than 37,000 views at the site of The Defender and more
than half again, 17,000 plus, in blog-posts written by Mike Adams who calls himself “the Health
Ranger”. We have to say that we are, as always, grateful for corrections of genuine errors. Among
the keystroke, typographical errors in the Diblasi et al. work was an inadvertent substitution of “u”,
the symbol for “micro-" in combination with “L” for “liter”” meaning “one millionth of a liter”,
when what was intended was “m-", the symbol for “milli-”, which, in combination with “L” for
“liter” would mean “one thousandth of a liter”. That typographical error was egregious. Oller, being
the last copyeditor of the final proofs, along with the authors of the Diblasi work and the 11 other
editors who read and approved it for publication, are indebted to Mike Adams and the other critic,
Chris Exley — the renowned expert researcher concerning the toxicity of various aluminum
compounds — who pointed out the embarrassing typographical error. We are thankful to both of
them for spotting the error early in their reading of at least parts of the Diblasi et al. paper.

That typographical error was corrected within an hour of the time it was called to our attention by
Adams, Exley, and the Editor in Chief of The Defender in the “Editor’s Note” added at the top of the
excellent article in The Defender by Brenda Baletti (2024). Both the Baletti article and the “Editor’s
Note” were published just a few days after Diblasi et al. appeared. Upon inquiry, Oller discovered
that the “Editor’s Note” — claiming on the basis of published but not peer-reviewed criticisms of
the Diblasi work that it contained “major flaws” — was composed by Brian Hooker, PhD, who is
the Chief Scientific Officer at Children’s Health Defense and who is also a valued member of the
Editorial Board for the IJI”'TPR. The “Editor’s Note”, presumably approved by the Editor-in-Chief
for The Defender, who is named on their website as Katherine Paul, included the optimistic statement
that “zhis type of scientific discourse only serves to advance our canse regarding children’s health”. We hope that it
does that and much more. Our goal as editors of an academic research journal, which is always
some kind of team effort, is to pursue valid knowledge about vaccine theory, practice, and research
as stated on the website for the journal at this link. For that reason, we always welcome the
correction of errors wherever they occur and are pointed out to us.

That being said, the inadvertent substitution of the symbol for “micro” versus the one for “milli”
has a multitude of cascading effects downstream if it is taken as an intentional value in the manner
argued by Mike Adams. Dividing the size of a Hamilton syringe by a factor of 1,000 to go from 5
mL to 5 uL. changes all the downstream math. Adams went to town with that actual typographical
error — one also noted by Exley. However, Exley’s complaint that Diblasi et al. should have
reported the quantities they detected in micrograms per dose (which happen to be different sizes for
different products) rather than in micrograms per liter (ug/L) — the latter being the absolutely
standard method of reporting ICP-MS findings — certainly does not rise to the level of any kind of
error. Neither can it reasonably be claimed, we believe, as the author of the “Editor’s Note” implied
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and asserted, that the actual typographical error together with the stylistic complaint, either
separately or together reach the level of “major flaws” in the Diblasi et al. research. More
importantly, when “the Health Ranger” infers from the typographical mistake that Diblasi et al. are
incompetent and also frauds perpetrating “a hoax” (see Adams 2024), he over-reaches. He implies
that both the authors and the reviewers are affected by some degree of “scientific illiteracy” and
have not understood “high school chemistry” pertaining to the theory of atoms, molecules, and the
elements in the Periodic Table. Pushing his hollow argument to absurdity he claims the work is “a
hoax” that should be “retracted”. He says the authors themselves should immediately “retract” the
paper to avoid “embarrassment”, and, moreover, the editors who approved it for publication, some
of whom he names, were “duped” and should consequently dissociate themselves from the Diblasi
work. Regrettably, we did not have a chance to peer-review the Adams blogs that he published on
his own widely read outlets. However, we will correct that omission here.

According to the official website which “the Health Ranger” himself founded, where his criticisms
of the Diblasi et al. work appear, Mike Adams is the

founding editor of NaturalNews.com, a best selling author author (#1 best selling science book on
Amazon.com called “Food Forensics”) . . . an environmental scientist, a patent holder for a cesium
radioactive isotope elimination invention, a multiple award winner for outstanding journalism, a science
news publisher and influential commentator on topics ranging from science and medicine to culture
and politics. . . . [having a] widely recognized . . . remarkable global impact on issues like GMOs,
vaccines, nutrition therapies, [and] human consciousness.

We regret that he did not submit his critique of Diblasi et al. to be peer-reviewed, and possibly to be
included right here directly following the Diblasi paper. He did not do that but instead as he puts it
in his own words, “I leveled harsh criticism against Children’s Health Defense” — sufficiently
“harsh” that he claimed on his blog site he had persuaded Brian Hooker, the Chief Science Director
for Children’s Health Defense, to remove “his name from the paper” (Adams, 2024; first screen in
italics under the colorful blue photo of vials labeled COVID-19 “Booster Shot”) — as if, it seems,
Brian were a co-author of the Diblasi et al. study rather than merely one of 11 peer-reviewers who
approved it for publication. But Brian was not a co-author and he is still listed in the
Acknowledgments on page 1387 along with several other distinguished reviewers.

Mentioning Peer-Reviewers by Name

Adding the mention of peer-reviewers in an Acknowledgments section in the more recently
published works apearing in the IJI”"TPK is a new practice at the journal to emphasize the fact that
all of the articles published in this journal, and all the commentaries on them, are peer-reviewed. By
including the names of reviewers in the Acknowledgments section, we are also disclosing explicitly,
and redundantly, that when any member of the Editorial Board for the journal is also a co-author of
the published paper, that person’s name will be in the list of authors but ubiquitously absent from
the list of reviewers of the particular work in question. We say “redundantly” because that
information is already disclosed on our website for the journal. For instance, Brian Hooker is a co-
author on the recently appearing paper with Peters et al. (2024) about measures of the time and
proximity of women who never injected with any of COVID-19 “vaccines”, never expressing
symptoms of COVID-19, and never tested positive for COVID-19 infection who abruptly started
having abnormal menstrual bleeding after 70 million COVID-19 injections were administered.
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Our objective in acknowledging peer-reviewers, as we do now, is to emphasize the fact that peer-
review zndeed has taken place prior to the publication of the piece in question, and also we emphasize overtly
concerning any co-author that happens to be a member of our Editorial Board, in the brief
biography of that individual associated with each article, that this author in particular is indeed also a
member of the IJI”TPR Editorial Board. In doing so, we make explicit the ubiquitous absence of
that author/editor from the list of persons peer-reviewing that particular article in the separate
Acknowledgments section. Why, we wonder, do some critics and journalists in particular keep
asking if the journal is peer-reviewed? Adams did not do that but, in principle, he actually challenged
the competence of all 11 reviewers of the Diblasi et al. work suggesting that the reviewers need his
help and expertise to fully understand the limits of detection and quantification for the Agilent
7500cx instrument. His most telling complaint, if it were true, was that the Agilent 7500cx is not
sensitive enough to measure the minuscule quantities of some of the 55 undeclared chemical
elements found by Diblasi et al.

In his own words, Adams describes himself as taking the role of “police” purging what he calls “our
movement” from “obvious junk science”. He refers specifically to what

people claim to be seeing under their microscopes, . . . where everything that looks like a crystal is now
being called a “microchip” (the Health Ranger”).

Adams seems to be an entertaining and charming critic urging editors of the IJ/I”TPR to heed his
advice and to retract the Diblasi work. However, even contemplating that, much less doing it, is
contrary to our purposes and stated policies. We do not even consider publishing ad hominem attacks
on researchers or commentaries that impugn the character of our authors or any researcher. That
quality in the writings and video logs that Mike Adams has published about the Diblasi et al.
research would have been removed if we had peer-reviewed his work. We are often authors
ourselves and all of us are experienced in being on that other-side-of-the-desk, so-to-speak. Our job
as editors is to address the facts as represented in any work submitted for consideration and, if the
work is judged publishable according to our standards, we aim to go a step further than most journal
editors in helping authors to get their work into the best shape possible prior to its publication. With
Diblasi et al. our job was intensified by the fact that the authors originally wrote it in Spanish. We
found that working across languages in technical territory was a bigger challenge than expected. As
we said on our website under the heading of “Peer Review Process for the IJ1”"TPR” paragraph “7.
Peer-Review Limitations Acknowledged™:

There can be no completely perfect peer-review system, but our goal is to rely on the best and most
qualified examination of the theory and research submitted for review that can be had. . . . The purpose
of peerreview is to ensure open discussion by qualified academics who are diligently pursuing
comprehension and representation of experimentally verifiable knowledge — in keeping with . . . the
“Feynman rule” — if it does not agree with well-designed experimental research the theory is wrong. . . .
The old wisdom that truth is known by its fruits, applies. The purpose of peer-review is to ensure, as
much as is possible, the honest pursuit of such knowledge — ordinary true representations consistent
with observable facts.

Once it is out in the wider academic arena, each article that we publish will get a much more
intensive review by hundreds, thousands, tens of thousands, and in some cases more than a million
pairs of eyes. Scientific inquiries and published works — including those pertaining to vaccine
theory, practice, and research — are always, in our judgment, to be regarded as works in progress
subject to minor or major revisions.
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Our Objection to “Retraction”

We object in principle to the notion that it is possible to undo spoken, written, or otherwise
communicated actions that have already been shared with some audience. People cannot unhear,
unread, or unwrite something already heard, read, or written. The recommendation by Adams that
Diblasi et al. should be “retracted” seems to suggest some kind of quasi-miraculous undoing — as
if actions already taken could be completely erased, as if they had never happened in the first place.
The physicist, Edwin Thomson Jaynes (1957a, 1957b, 1959) proved mathematically that such an
undoing of an action or sequence of them, as in any experiment, is impossible to perform. It is not
just difficult to back things up to the way they were before certain actions were taken in the real
world, it is physically and mathematically impossible. Yet, editors subscribing to what we see as the
“weaponization” of mainstream academic and medical journals controlled largely by the
pharmaceutical industry in collusion with other governmental and non-governmental entities seem
to act as if it were possible to completely erase events that have already occurred. God can restore
the years the locust has eaten, changing the past wholesale, but we cannot. While a ship that has
sailed can turn around and go back to the port from which it was launched, it cannot be unsailed in
a manner that erases the preceding series of events.

As Shaw and Oller have made clear from the outset when this journal was inaugurated in July 2020,
it was the weaponized use of “retraction” that spurred us to create a completely independent peer-
reviewed academic journal in this “crowded field” (Oller & Shaw, 2020; Shaw, 2020; Oller, 2021c).
To maintain our independence, we have stedfastly refused to advertise and have declined to be
purchased by other entities that are in the marketplace either as operating 501(c)3 entities or as
educational corporations. Unlike Mike Adams, we are not independently wealthy, able to contribute
half a million dollars recently to support people harmed by a hurricane, but hats off to Mike Adams
for doing so. Unlike “the Health Ranger”, we do not advertise or sell products. We charge no fees
for viewing the products we produce and, we cannot at present, afford so much as a paid
professional copyeditor. Perhaps we need to provide for and add that expense into our tight budget.

All our work is voluntary and unpaid and the revenues from article processing fees and an occasional
donation only pay for our website, the Open Journal Systems software we use, domain names,
CrossReference membership paid quarterly, required accounting and paperwork that has to be done
professionally, and a few other incidental expenses. For that reason, even after vetting each article
and proofing it as carefully as we and the authors are able to do working always against the clock,
because time is of the essence, we depend largely on, and are hugely grateful to our readers who
notice and report typographical errors and other infelicities that appear in the works we have already
published. For that reason we are genuinely grateful to Mike Adams and Chris Exley for noticing the
typographical error where a micron symbol was substitute for an em. Adams actually made two
points that must be addressed. Most importantly, he argued that the Agilent 7500 used by Diblasi et
al. lacks the sensitivity to detect quantities as small as those reported by them. We will devote most
of our attention to that claim which we believe is mistaken. In addition, he argued that chemical
elements as such are unregulated, that it would be “absurd” to suppose they ought to be or could be
regulated in any way.

In his 2024 update about the Diblasi et al. work, Adams complained:

The study says the 55 “chemical elements” are “undeclared”, implying that there is some law or
regulatory requirement that vaccines declare their elemental composition. There is no such
requirement because that would be absurd.
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He says it would be silly for cereal makers to be obliged by regulatory agencies to announce the
quantities of each element in the Periodic Table on the outside of every box. That’s a straw man
easily knocked to the ground. But is it true that regulatory agencies pay no attention to individual
chemical elements in products they are supposed to regulate? No, it is not. Adams is mistaken in
saying that there are no laws or regulations governing the chemical elements in vaccines, drugs, food
supplements, etc. If Adams were correct, why would every one of the COVID-19 products sampled
declare from six to eight specific chemical elements in their contents (see Table 10 in Diblasi et al.,
page 1384).

Pressing on, before we address Mike’s argument about the sensitivity of the Agilent 7500cx
instrument — which would be devastating only if it were correct — in our section labeled, Heavy
Metals and Lanthanides, it may be refreshing to note a point of some agreement with Mike
Adams. Although we would express our version of each of his arguments in less journalistic terms
and we would avoid some of his colorful uses of language, he has been a vigorous opponent of the
population agenda that we deal with in our next section. He has addressed three essential aspects of
that agenda: for one, he has asserted that the COVID-19 injectables are “depopulation bioweapons”
(Adams, 2024); for another, he has called out the program of using overhead spraying of millions of
tons of reflective material in chemtrails to supposedly prevent “global warming” (Adams, 2018; E.
Huff, 2023); and for a third, he has opposed the World Health Organization program of
surreptitiously using tetanus toxoid conjugated with human chorionic gonadotropin (hCG) to
sterilize women in Kenya and surrounding regions of Africa. The last point was argued by Oller et
al. (2017, 2020); also by Robert F. Kennedy, Jt. (2021, pp 336-353ff), and by himself and Wakefield
(2022) in a documentary film featuring the key protagnonists including Stephen Karanja, MD, and
Wahome Ngare, MD in Nairobi. In that film, Karanja predicted his own death, where he argued that
the nefarious powers perpetrating the population agenda were coming for him and for those in the
rest of the world who were, in his view, also standing in harm’s way.

The Long-Standing Population Agenda

As to why the COVID-19 injectables are causing so much havoc, a crucial part of the explanation
may consist in the long-standing agenda of the US National Security Agency (National Security
Council, 1975, 2014) and the World Health Organization to find ways to limit population growth
and even to reduce the world’s population (WHO Special Programme of Research, 1993; Oller et al.,
2017, 2020; and see footnote 1). The plan to use vaccines in some form, along with related
technologies, to accomplish these and related goals, as well as to monitor and even control and
direct the behavior of the world’s people (Harris, 2020; Schwab & Malleret, 2020; Harari & World
Economic Forum, 2022; Harari, 2023) has been notably supported by Bill Gates (2010). Publicly he
has insisted that his goals with vaccines have been to save lives, but it is difficult to see how doing
that would help to reduce the world’s population growth to zero as he has advocated during the two

!'The Zotero database, and perhaps others, claim that this work was “retracted”. That claim is false. It was never
retracted. After some discussion and outside pressure from a pharmaceutical representative, OALzb rescinded its
announced plan to have the article “re-reviewed”. The exchanges that occurred concerning the possibility of subjecting
the paper to another peer-review after it had already been published, a plan which the editors of OAL:b wisely decided
to abandon given that the article had passed muster with multiple editors, seems to have led the people or robots at
Retraction Watch, to publish the false claim that the 2017 paper had been retracted. It never was retracted. Written
requests to remove the false claim from Retraction Watch and from Zotero, however, have been ignored.
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and a half decades in which he has become the world’s primary investor in vaccines (Nebehay, 2011;
Gates & Baker, 2019; Banco et al., 2022). The contradiction seems self-evident.

The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation helped to fund ground-breaking MIT research to track
vaccinated persons with luminescent quantum dots that could be monitored with infrared
technology (McHugh et al., 2019). Gates is also a huge investor in the theory that spraying a
concoction of sunlight blocking dust into the stratosphere and troposphere can save the planet from
the predicted disaster of global warming (Tarasov, 2019; Cohen, 2021). According to Dane
Wigington (2021), the damage done by the chemtrails being sprayed for climate engineering may
already have reached the level of irreversible harm to the planet and every living being on it.

Topping it all off, Microsoft Technology Licensing, LLI.C, published in 2020 an application numbered
060606 with the World Intellectual Property Organization to patent a “cryptocurrency system” that
would use “body activity data” from “a central point of control” to track the buying and selling of
potentially every person injected or otherwise connected to the system (Oller, 2021b). Forced
injection of the world’s entire population with such a technology is no longer a mere hypothetical
possibility in the post-COVID-19 era. Furthermore, the research of Deruelle (2020, 2022, 2024)
combined with the findings of Diblasi et al., as well as that of Yanowitz, Lee, Broudy, Hughes,
Campra, Nixon, and others, suggests that self-assembling chip-like components in the COVID-19
injectables can almost certainly be harnessed for biological and neurological warfare as already
described in the voluminous scholarly literature.

With all the foregoing in mind, as far as we know, none of the published remarks about population
reduction and control have been invented by critics of the COVID-19 disaster: they have been
published entirely by people on the inside of the power structures promoting the gain-of-function
research supposed to guard against bioweapons while all along they were actually producing the
SARS-CoV-2 virus in a bioweapons laboratory (Fleming, 2021; A. G. Huff, 2022; A. G. Huff &
Lyons, 2023). As we now know, that secret research being done in plain sight of the US government
in collaboration with the Chinese communist regime in Mainland China, was set up to be followed
by remedies that were in production for at least two decades prior to the public appearance of
SARS-CoV-2 (Dubé & Cournoyer, 1995; Ho, 1998; Ainscough, 2002; van Aken & Hammond, 2003;
Kariké et al., 2008; Kalds et al., 2019).

To prove that we are not appealing to some fanciful myth about global population control
objectives, a glimpse at nearly a century of history may be helpful. At approximately the same time
as the odious Tuskegee experiment from 1932 until 1972 (Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention, 2020) was being terminated, the World Health Organization’ “birth control” vaccine
and fertility-reduction research was getting underway. Oller et al. (2017; see footnote 1) cited some
of the key published works promoting the population control agenda of the US National Security
Council that was adopted more or less wholesale by the WHO:

Contemporaneous with the WHQ’s initiation of research to develop anti-fertility vaccines (Talwar et al.,
1976), . .. [tlhe Kissinger Report (1975), also known as U.S. National Security Study Memorandum 200
(National Security Council 2014), explained the geo-political and economic reasons for reducing
population growth, especially in “less developed countries” (LDCs), to near zero. That report became
official US policy under President Gerald Ford in 1975 and explicitly dealt with “effective family
planning programs” for the purpose of “reducing fertility” in order to protect the interests of the
industrialized nations, especially the US, in imported mineral resources (see p. 50 in 1975, 2014).
Although the whole plan was initially withheld from the public, it was declassified in stages between
1980 and 1989. In the meantime, . . . the WHO research program developing “birth-control” vaccines
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was initiated about 1972 and presented publicly in 1976, just one year after the Kissinger Report . . . .
called for “far greater efforts at fertility control” (p. 19 in 1975, 2014) world-wide, but especially in “less
developed countries” (pp. 18-20). The Kissinger Report cited documents about “Population Growth and
the American Future” as well as “Population, Resources and the Environment” and targeted LDCs
specifically for “fertility control”. Justifying certain LDC targets were their known reserves of aluminum,
coppet, iron, lead, nickel, tin, uranium, zinc, chromium, vanadium, magnesium, phosphorous,
potassium, cobalt, manganese, molybdenum, tungsten, titanium, sulphur, nitrogen, petroleum, and
natural gas (see p. 42 in 1975, 2014). The linking of mineral resources with population control (“family
planning”) was because the industrialized nations were already having to import significant quantities of
the named minerals at considerable cost and The Kissinger Report anticipated that those costs were certain
to rise because of instability in those LDCs precipitated by population growth (p. 41 in 1975, 2014).

The Kissinger Report also blamed population growth for pollution far in advance of the 2009 issue of the
WHO Bulletin, where (Bryant et al., 2009) predicted a “significant increase of greenhouse gas emissions”
(p. 852). That WHO publication estimated a rise in global population from around 6.8 billion people in
2009 to 9.2 billion by 2050. Extending that WHO argument, Bill Gates in 2010 expressed the hope that
vaccines along with “family planning” could bring population growth to nearer to zero (Gates, 2010).
Whereas Bryant et al. described anti-fertility measures as “voluntary family planning services”, they
acknowledged that such WHO “services” had been reported as deceiving the persons “served” (pp. 852-
853, 855) with “sterilization procedures being applied without full consent of the patient” [our italics] (p.
852). Similarly, a 1992 study entitled Fertility Regulating Vaccines published by the UN and WHO

Program of Research Training in Human Reproduction, reported “cases of abuse in family planning

programs” dating from the 1970s including “incentives [our italics]. . . . [Such as] women being sterilized
without their knowledge ... being enrolled in trials of oral contraceptives or injectables without ...
consent. . . . [and] not [being] informed of possible side-effects of . . . the intrauterine device (WHO

Special Programme of Research, 1993, p. 13).

The authors of that WHO report said that phrases like “family planning” and “planned parenthood”
were more acceptable to the public. They chose not to mention “anti-fertility measures for population
control”. Nor did they think it wise to talk about “economic development” (p. 13) in mineral rich LDCs,
or the assistance industrialized nations could provide in bringing those mineral resources to market.
Speaking for the WHQO, Bryant et al. wrote “it is perhaps more conducive to a rights-based approach to
implement family planning programs [our italics] in response to the welfare needs of people and
communities rather than in response to international concern for global overpopulation” (Bryant et al.,
2009, p. 853). The WHO public message was to be about “health” and “family planning”. However, the
message of hope would occasionally include a reference to “birth-control” vaccines. For instance, on
January 22, 2010 it was officially announced that the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation had
committed $10 billion to help accomplish the WHO population reduction goals in part with “new
vaccines” (Higgins, 2010; Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, 2020).

About a month later, Bill Gates suggested in his “Innovating to Zero” TED talk in Long Beach,
California on February 20, 2010 that reducing world population growth could be done in part with
“new vaccines” (Gates, 2010). At 4 minutes and 29 seconds into the talk he says: “The world today has
6.8 billion people. That's headed up to about 9 billion [here he is almost quoting Bryant et al.]. Now, if
we do a really great job on new vaccines [our italics], health care, reproductive health services, we could
lower that by, perhaps, 10 or 15 percent....(Gates, 2010).
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Heavy Metals and Lanthanides

Bearing all of the foregoing background in mind, Diblasi et al. (2024) reported having found at least
55 undeclared chemical elements in six popular brands of the COVID-19 injectables — Pfizer,
Moderna, AstraZeneca, Cansino, Sinopharm, Sputnik V-1, and Sputnik V-1I. Table 1 provides a list
of the 57 chemical elements Diblasi et al. found. They relied on inductively coupled plasma-mass
spectrometry (ICP-MS). Only two of the 57 quantified chemical elements were declared in all of the
products: sodium (Na) and phosphorus (P). Next most frequently declared was magnesium (Mg) in
Cansino, and in both Sputnik V-1 and Sputnik V-II. Potassium (K) and aluminum (Al) were each
declared in only one of the products — namely, in Pfizer and Sinopharm, respectively. This means
that 55 of the chemical elements listed in Table 1 were undeclared. Adding to those 55 the seven
other elements known from other published reports, the latest findings from Diblasi et al. (2024),
bring the number of known undeclared elements to 62.

Among the most toxic, and therefore the most interesting of the undeclared chemical elements are
all 11 of the heavy metals and the 12 most plentiful of the 15 lanthanides. Probably it is just a
coincidence that the “rare earth” elements discovered in the COVID-19 injectables contain 18 of
the named chemical elements referred to as “non-fuel minerals on which the US depends heavily for
imports” as mentioned in The Kissinger Report in 1975 — specifically, “aluminum, copper, iron, lead,
nickel, tin, uranium, zinc, chromium, vanadium, magnesium, phosphorous, potassium, cobalt,
manganese, molybdenum, tungsten, and titanium”. All of those chemical elements, perhaps
coincidentally, were found by Diblasi et al. in the COVID-19 injectables, and were singled out as
plentiful in the “known reserves” of the “lesser developed countries (ILDCs)” targeted in three
distinct sections devoted to anti-fertility measures in The Kissinger Report in 1975: (1) “Action to
Create Conditions for Fertility Decline: Population and a Development Assistance Strategy” (pp. 85-
105), and (2) “Functional Assistance Programs to Create Conditions for Fertility Decline” (pp. 92-
102); and (3) “Research to Improve Fertility Control Technology” (pp. 108-120). Among the
recommended methods to be exploited were: “oral contraceptives”, “intrauterine devices”,
“sterilization of men and women”, “injectable contraceptives for women”, “male contraceptive”,

and finally “abortion”. About the latter, the authors say: “No country has reduced its population
growth without resorting to abortion” (p. 114).

2 <C
b

With all of the foregoing in mind, it is the heavy metals and lanthanides in the COVID-19
injectables — not merely individually but collectively — that are of primary interest because of their
known uses in self-assembling magnetic and electronic devices that can be programed and activated
remotely and that are being studied for military-grade neurological (Deruelle, 2024) and climate
engineering applications (Wigington, 2021; Robert F. Kennedy, Jr. & Wigington, 2023). At the same
time, research and development are also underway with medical products involving among other
things, the whole family of surfactants including the COVID-19 lipid nanoparticle stablilizers,
polysorbate 80 and polyethylene glycol, both of which are judged critical to the COVID-19
nanotechnology by Pfizer and Moderna to stabilize the lipid nanoparticles (Nance & Meier, 2021). It
is known that these surfactants are also toxicants that cause anaphylaxis in some recipients (Coors et
al., 2005; Cortés et al., 2021; Nappi et al., 2023; Montera et al., 2024). Also, as Wigington pointed out
in his interview with RFK, Jr. (2023; at about 29 minutes and 20 seconds into that conversation),
surfactants are important to maintaining the separation of the millions of tons of nanoparticles
being sprayed overhead. The surfactants in that spraying effort are needed, Wigington has argued, to
keep the aluminum and other reflective particles from coalescing and falling more rapidly to the
earth. Once they are on the ground, they can no longer reflect sunlight away from the surface, but,
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Table 1

The Instrument and Method Detection Limits for the ICP-MS with the Aligent 7500cx as Applied by Diblasi et al. (2024) to the Various COVID-19 Products They
Examined

Chemint e Mesrss | e Dt i [ g et i 1
Maximum Minimum MDL Minimum
(ng/L) (ng/L) | Return | W0
# Name Symbol Isotope | 11/03/23 12/27/23 01/03/24 | 11/03/23 12/27/23 01/03/24 0, Else
1
1 Lithium Li 7 0.006254 0.01343 0.01343 443 0.013 0.01 62 12 1 11/3/23
2 Boron B 11 0.07773 0.1448 0.1448 0.56 0.026 0.1 2500 20 1 11/3/23
3 Sodium Na 23 2.052 0.6285 0.6285 450 0.0064 2000 58000000 180000 1 1/3/24
4 Magnesium Mg 24 0.04068 0.158 0.158 170 0.58 3000 870000 170 1 12/27/23
5  Aluminum Al 27 0.1377 0.1834 0.1834 17 4300 3000 3100000 61 1 11/3/23
6  Phosphorus P 31 ND 0.8834 0.8834 ND 15000 50000 6700000 33000 1 12/27/23
7  Potassium K 39 9.929 0.8043 0.8043 3100 5400 5000 64000000 5100 1 11/3/23
8  Calcium Ca 43 2.486 0.7107 0.7107 18 1000 1000 5000 1700 1 12/27/23
9  Titanium Ti 48 0.03974 0.03974 0.03974 ND 0.0083 20000 9500 56 1 12/27/23
10  Vanadium \% 51 0.00125 0.001513  0.001513 0.13 0.0082 0.5 26 1.7 1 11/3/23
11  Chromium Cr 52 0.00548 0.01173 0.01173 4 0.011 3 110 21 1 11/3/23
12 Manganese Mn 55 0.01456 0.0037 0.0037 8.4 0.00045 8 19 3.6 1 12/27/23
13  Iron Fe 57 0.06253 0.5573 0.5573 21 0.38 400 2400 31 1 11/3/23
14 Nickel Ni 58 0.002611 0.01149 0.01149 15 0.003 4 51 4.8 1 1/3/24
15 Cobalt Co 59 0.000456  0.000608  0.000608 0.095 0.0013 0.06 2.6 0.16 1 1/3/24
16 Copper Cu 63 0.01261 0.01463 0.01463 4100 0.0039 2000 170 34 1 11/3/23
17 Zinc 7Zn 65 0.03773 0.185 0.185 210 0.064 40 4600 140 1 12/27/23
18  Gallium Ga 71 0.000239  0.001073  0.001073 0.024 0.000082 0.1 7.7 0.1 1 11/3/23
19  Arsenic As 75 0.005272  0.007278  0.007278 0.44 0.00055 6 28 1.31 1 11/3/23
20  Selenium Se 79 0.1418 0.1541 0.1541 23 0.0024 4 68 4.1 1 12/27/23
21 Rubidium Rb 85 0.001686  0.002151 0.002151 0.68 0.00027 1 3.2 0.54 1 12/27/23
22 Strontium Sr 88 0.002984  0.000459  0.000459 3.29 0.00017 0.6 17 0.3 1 12/27/23
23 Yttrium Y 89 0.001025  0.001042  0.001042 0.091 ND 0.04 0.22 0.15 1 11/3/23
24 Zirconium Zx 91 ND 0.00166 0.00166 ND 12 60 550 550 1 12/27/23
25 Niobium Nb 93 ND 0.001082  0.001082 ND 0.000063 7 2.2 0.2 1 12/27/23
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26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57

Molybdenum
Ruthenium
Rhodium
Palladium
Silver
Cadmium
Tin
Antimony
Tellurium
Barium
Lanthanum
Cerium
Praseodymium
Neodymium
Samarium
Europium
Gadolinium
Terbium
Dysprosium
Holmium
Erbium
Ytterbium
Hafnium
Wolfram
Platinum
Gold
Mercury
Thallium
Lead
Bismuth
Thorium

Uranium

Mo

Pd
Ag
Cd
Sn
Sb
Te
Ba
La
Ce

Nd
Sm
Eu
Gd
Tb
Dy
Ho
Er

Hf

Pt
Au
Hg
Tl
Pb
Bi
Th

96
101
103
105
107
112
118
121
127
137
139
140
141
144
150
152
157
159
162
165
167
173
178
183
195
197
200
204
208
209
232
238

0.01508
0.000414
7.95E-05
0.000695
0.000316
0.001312

0.03164
0.000493
0.005304

0.0129
0.000711

0.00069
0.000146

0.00053
0.001708
0.000277
0.000266
8.79E-05
0.000537
0.000236
0.000269
0.000327
0.005706

ND
0.000734
0.003859
0.003046

0.04055
0.000886
0.005386
0.002572
8.55E-05

0.01566
0.001567
0.00052
0.004215
0.001261
0.001381
0.0133
0.001395
0.01355
0.001461
0.001045
0.001223
8.25E-05
0.000768
0.00117
0.000293
0.000524
0.000238
0.001398
0.000468
0.000389
0.001138
0.02351
0.000485
0.001652
0.009267
ND
0.004346
0.004939
0.00369
0.001006
0.000651

0.01566
0.001567
0.00052
0.004215
0.001261
0.001381
0.0133
0.001395
0.01355
0.001461
0.001045
0.001223
8.25E-05
0.000768
0.00117
0.000293
0.000524
0.000238
0.001398
0.000468
0.000389
0.001138
0.02351
ND
0.001652
0.009267
ND
0.004346
0.004939
0.00369
0.061111
0.000651

2.1
0.00047
0.069
0.021
0.6
0.98
0.017
0.92
0.32
7.21
0.26
0.16
0.024
0.082
0.037
0.014
0.04
0.00014
0.012
0.0045
0.0088
0.0024
0.041
ND
0.26
0.028
0.059
0.29
6.4
0.039
0.019
0.00062

0.0018
0.0016
0.000039
0.00011
0.00039
0.0004
0.0083
0.000015
0.014
0.0016
0.00064
0.0013
0.000064
0.00001
0.000033
0.0007
0.00018
0.00024
0.00081
0.00039
0.000031
0.0011
0.00013
0.0016
0.000064
0.00033
0.0052
0.000042
0.29
0.0037
0.00049
0.00065

2
0.002
0.04
0.1
0.7
0.8
30
0.3
0.01
8
0.001
0.2
0.01
0.05
0.0009
0.0003
0.0005
0.0002
0.001
0.0005
0.0004
0.001
3
0.7
0.002
0.4
0.4
0.2
30
0.004
0.001
0.0007

13
0.017
0.044

7.6

5.1

10

88

3.2

0.4

920
3.5
62

0.14

0.16

0.044
0.025

0.3
0.011
0.026

0.0056

0.47

0.015

37

11

22

3.9

13

0.69
130
12
9.9
0.25

2.8
0.00084
0.044
0.027
5.1
2.3
0.29
0.43
0.4
2.8
0.055
0.17
0.018
0.14
0.025
0.019
0.023
0.00024
0.0051
0.0045
0.0028
0.0057
2
1.9
0.29
0.43
13
0.2
24
12
0.6
0.022
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12/27/23
11/3/23
1/3/24
11/3/23
12/27/23
1/3/24
11/3/23
1/3/24
1/3/24
12/27/23
1/3/24
11/3/23
1/3/24
1/3/24
1/3/24
11/3/23
1/3/24
11/3/23
1/3/24
11/3/23
1/3/24
11/3/23
12/27/23
12/27/23
1/3/24
1/3/24
1/3/24
12/27/23
11/3/23
12/27/23
12/27/23
11/3/23
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as Wigington notes, they are nevertheless toxic to virtually every living thing on the planet. The
surfactants in the millions of tons of metalic materials in chemtrails represented to the public as
“vapor trails” from jet engines, can only increase the toxicity of the dust being sprayed from the
large aircraft flying at high altitudes (Wigington, 2021).?

On the Competence of the Diblasi Team

Claims by Mike Adams that the Diblasi team had to be incompetent researchers or devious frauds
hinged on two observations — an almost trivial one, that was true of a typographical error, and a
non-trivial one, that would have been a showstopper if it were true. The typo in question was real
enough but could not sustain the weighty superstructure that “the Health Ranger” tried to build
upon it. It is absurd to use such an error, first to argue for the incompetence of the entire team of
authors, not to mention the peer-reviewers who approved it for publication, and then to go on, as
Adams does, to claim that the authors in spite of their alleged incompetence have been clever
enough to collude with one another and to “dupe” the well-qualified editors of the severely peer-
reviwed IJI”TPK to foist “a hoax” on those editors and on the general public. He says, “when I see
0.0005 ppb [parts per billion] of holmium, I’'m like, are you kidding me? you can’t even, your
instrument can’t even do that. You can’t even show me that your instrument can discern that ... at
that level. . . . I actually have two ICP-MS instruments, one of them is a relatively new model with
very good sensitivity and I would not even... I would not publish a number like that of 0.0005
because any experienced laboratory sceientist is going to come along and say what I am saying
because I . . . that’s nonsense . . . can you even prove that your instrument can see that?” However,
from Table 1 the entries on line 45 show that the limit of detection for holmium was 19 times
smaller than the reported minimal concentration quantified by ICP-MS as reported by Diblasi et al.
in their Table 6 on page 1379 in a sample of the Moderna product 045C22A. Given that the limit of
detection is generally based on background noise in blank samples that do not contain any of the
analytes of the fluids to be measured, it seems that Adams has generalized from his own experience,
possibly in an incorrect manner. His conclusions also are evidently mistaken.

He writes (2024):

The study is a hoax. The ICP-MS instrument can’t detect “chemicals” in the first place [because Adams
asserts that “chemicals” is a word that can only refer to molecules consisting of two or more “chemical
elements” — which claim, incidentally, from a linguistic perspective is a novel contribution from “the
Health Ranger” to the English language]. The reported numbers for many elements are far beyond the
sensitivity capabilities of the instrument.

Actually, Diblasi et al. never claimed they were using ICP-MS to detect “chemicals”, in the new and
special sense invented de novo for English speakers by “the Health Ranger”; rather, they were always
referring throughout their work to “chemical elements”. Never at any point do they refer to
complex molecules of combined elements from the Periodic Table which the editors would have
translated as molecules, not as “chemical elements” nor with the vague term “chemicals”. Diblasi et

2 Adams (2018), interestingly, has long subscribed to the theory that chemtrails, and more recently the COVID-19
injectables, ate part of a depopulation agenda and at 14 minutes and 12 seconds into his talk he refers to the study by the
Kenyan Catholic Bishops which were headed up by obstetricians Wahome Ngatre, MD, and Stephen Karanja, MD who
also were coauthors of the study published in 2017 by Oller et al. detailing the population control efforts of the World
Health Organization there in Affrica. See note 1.
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al. were perfectly clear in always referring to “chemical elements” ranging in mass from lithium to
uranium. The reported numbers based on our follow up, Table 1, are never “beyond the sensitivity
capabilities of the instrument”. It is misleading, we believe, for Adams to imply that the Agilent
instrument has “capabilities” of its own as if it could set its own limits rigidly once and forever. Not
only can the machine not do that, but according to the expert Agilent community of scholars (Wells
et al., 2023), no analyst can be perfectly dogmatic about the limits of detection for any given
instrument, much less for its application on a particular occasion given the multiplicity of factors
that introduce inevitable uncertainty into measured outcomes (Giussani et al., 2024). What is more,
given our own interest in measurement theory, the century of work culminating in the still imperfect
state-of-the-art in spectroscopic analytical chemistry (Belter et al., 2014; Giussani et al., 2024) shows
incontrovertibly that the categorical statements made by Adams about “limits of detection” are just
ill-informed.

There are multiple variables that must be managed and the relation of signal-to-noise in the
apparatus itself is subject to variation dependent on more than one of them. Among the variables to
be taken into account on any given run according to Wells et al. (2023) are: (1) the amount of fluid
to be analyzed, (2) what portion of it is transferred to the gas chromatography (GC) column (a
critical component of the instrument), (3) the background noise in the system at any given point in
time, (4) the efficiency of ionization that takes place as the material is passed through the GC
column, (5) variability in ion extraction as the mass passes through the analyzer, and (6) variability in
the recorded detection signal showing the number of ions measured. Of course, the extent to which
the fluid being analyzed may have been diluted, its temperature, and that of the setting in which the
assessment takes place must also be taken into consideration. With all those factors in play, as Wells
et al. explain:

There are a number of different detection limits commonly used. These include the instrument
detection limit (IDL), the method detection limit (MDL), the practical quantification limit (PQL), and
the limit of quantification (LOQ). Even when the same terminology is used, there can be differences in
the LOD according to nuances of what definition is used and what type of noise contributes to the
measurement and calibration. There is much confusion regarding figures of merit for instrument
performance such as sensitivity, noise, signal-to-noise ratio and detection limits. An understanding of the
factors that contribute to these figures of merit and how they are determined is important when
estimating and reporting detection limits (Wells, 2024, p. 2).

More recently, to bring the discussion fully up-to-date, Giussani et al. (2024) citing the former work
of Belter et al. refer also to the problematic fact that few authors currently note the uncertainty in
their own claims about chemical elements detected and quantified by, for instance, ICP-MS:

Back in 1997, Paul de Biévre wrote a very strong statement concerning the importance of providing the
uncertainty of analytical results. “So, a result without reliability (uncertainty) statement cannot be
published or communicated because it is not (yet) a result. I am appealing to my colleagues of all
analytical journals not to accept papers anymore which do not respect this simple logic” (Biévre, 1997).

In reading the relevant theoretical research, what can easily be understood with a bare minimum of
statistical background, nothing more complex than Student’s #ratz, plus an understanding of signal-
to-noise ratio, it becomes painfully clear that the idea suggested by “the Health Ranger” that there
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exist hard and fast determinate limits of detection for the isotopes of chemical elements found by
Diblasi et al. with virtually no uncertainty whatsoever is false. Researchers familiar with the processes
and theory underlying ICP-MS — or scientific measurement in any domain whatsoever — know
that the various limits of detection for any given run of chemicals through the instrument can vary
greatly dependent on the many factors making every problem of determining limits of detection,
quantification, or a particular method to be applied (or assessed for accuracy) on a given occasion
into a unique multivariate problem as detailed by Belter et al. (2014) and Giusani et al. (2024).

For our particular purposes in Table 1, we report the measured/estimated instrument detection
limits, and the method detection limits, on the three dates when the COVID-19 products were
sampled. The limits of detection for the instrument itself as well as the methods applied on a
particular occasion to one or more samples of analyte, must be determined carefully by analysts who
know their way around the device and have experience working with it. With that in mind, we are
now more grateful than ever for the “Editor’s Note” at the top of the Baletti article in The Defender
which alerted us to the entertaining world of Mike Adams and the laboratory of “the Health
Ranger”. His “harsh” comments have only increased our confidence in the veracity and competence
of the Diblasi et al. team. He also made some valid points in passing.

Mike’s argument that chemical elements as building blocks for physical molecules are far less
complex, and less loaded with information than are proteins, of course, is true. Diblasi et al., in their
analyses, however, were not examining proteins. Moreover, we would extend Mike’s argument to
note that the biosemiotic systems that govern the formation of bodily proteins, organelles, cells,
tissues, and organ systems are at every level more complex that the building blocks at the just
preceding level and the level of particular chemical elements can be construed as very nearly the
most basic. That construal, however, is complicated by the almost incredible fact that the
phenomena that take place at the subatomic level are pootly understood and apparently entirely
different from those above that level (Feynman, 1961). However, whatever the additional
complexities may ultimately turn out to be, none that are known or likely to be discovered can
render irrelevant the building blocks at the level of the Periodic Table of chemical elements. Neither
can the increasing complexity of the higher biosemiotic levels ever justify altogether dispensing with
the basic building blocks. Those chemical elements, and the smaller entities or waves, or packets of
energy, of which they consist cannot be entirely dismissed as inconsequential.

The ultimate reasons for our decision not to retract the Diblasi et al. work are contained in the three
right-most columns of Table 1. The most important measure in our judgment is found in the next
to last column reading from left to right. The critical values reported there must be either 1 or 0. If
the minimum tabled value for any detected and quantified chemical element in the original work of
Diblasi et al. were actually smaller than the limit of detection established by the analyst(s) on the
particular date the measure was taken (though it never is), a 0 (zero) should appear in the next to last
column to the right in Table 1. That is the value we should find on almost every row, or at least on
multiple rows if as Mike Adams claimed many of the quantities reported by Diblasi et al. are smaller
than any detectable by the Agilent 7500cx. In fact, Adams is wrong in every single instance. To verify
this, the reader only needs to check the right most column for the respective date when the run took
place that turned up the smallest quantity of the particular chemical element represented on any
given row and compare it with the MLD (the estimated limit of detection for the method) on the
date when that quantity was estimated. As a result, the claim by Mike Adams that reported values
exceeded the limits of detection of the instrument is false.
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According to one of the historically reviewed approaches to calculating the limits of detection by
Belter et al. (2014, p. 610, Table 3), the crtitical level of the signal-to-noise ratio is first determined
from blanks containing none of the known analyte, but only a fluid in all other respects as similar as
possible to the fluid to be analyzed containing the analyte that is to be quantified. The mean of the
measured analyte in those blanks, which should be about zero, is first calculated, and then the
standard deviation of that mean following the approach of Currie (1999) would be multiplied by 3.3
and added to the approximate zero-order mean of the blanks to get a reasonable estimate of a limit
of detection for the machine. The value 3.3 follows from the proof by Student (1908), who was
actually William Sealy Gosset, that the true value of the limit sought must fall within 3.3 standard
deviations of the measured blanks more than 99% of the time if more than a certain number of
measures, in the neighborhood of 20 or more, are taken. To estimate a reasonable limit of
quantification, by Currie’s method, the limit of detection would be multiplied by 10 as a rule of
thumb. The latter multiplication may be judged to be a reasonable guess, but has no strict
mathematical justification as far as we know.

Nevertheless, if we use Currie’s approach, and consider the estimated limit of quantification as a
lower boundary for reporting measured quantities in the Diblasi research, the arguments of Mike
Adams are reduced to nonsense. For instance, take his claims about holmium in his own words: “I’'m
like, are you kidding me? you can’t even, your instrument can’t even do that. You can’t even show me
that your instrument can discern that ... at that level... 5 ppt [parts per trillion]? of holmium”? The
smallest quantity of 0.0045 micrograms per liter of holmium measured by Diblasi et al. on January
3, 2024 would actually be 9.62 times greater than the estimated limit of detection for the Agilent
7500cx they were using, Or, given that the limit of detection for the method on that date was 0.0005
again the measured value is exactly 9 times greater than the detection limit of the method for that
date. Given that there are many reasons why the measured standard deviation for blanks on a given
date could be greater or lesser than on any other date, rigid comparisons of limits for the instrument
itself at a particular time and limits of the method on a particular date are not reasonable.
Nevertheless, for all the measured limits for the instrument and the method on the three dates
covered in the respective columns of Table 1 from the data of Diblasi et al., there was never a case
where any measured quantity was smaller than either the instrument detection limit or the method
detection limit. Adams appears to have been mistaken concerning limits on all counts.

A Check with the Web of Science

Whereas “the Health Ranger” says he also has a 7500 and a more recent and more powerful vintage
of the Agilent line of products, we wondered whether the Agilent 7500cx might just be outdated. To
check on that possibility we looked on the Web of Science for applications of that vintage of
Agilent instruments in recent investigations of chemical elements in medicines and vaccines. We
found that an Agilent 7500 was used by Strohmidel et al. in 2018 along with size exclusion
chromatography to identify binding proteins in living organisms that take up the neurotoxic ethyl
mercury from thimerosal — see the history of that preservative by Robert F. Kennedy, Jr. (2014),
which at the time of that publication was still being used “in the USA and developing countries” in
multidose flu vaccines although it had been “banned in the EU since 2001 (p. 100).

It must be noted in passing that mercury is one of the chemical elements detected by Diblasi et al. at
13 ng/L in one of lot 045C22A of one of the samples from Moderna. That amount, incidentally, is
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4,268 times greater than the estimated limit of detection for the instrument on that date and 220
times greater than the estimated detection limit for the unique multivariable method applied on that
same date. We wonder if “the Health Ranger” really means that regulatory agencies have no reason
to want to know the level of mercury from the thimerosal in vaccines that is injected into the bodies
of recipients?

Bringing things up to the present year, we found that an Agilent 7500 was used as recently as 2024
by Rumyantsev et al. to study cultivated hemp. They determined the quantity of certain chemical
elements in the dry biomass of replicates of five cultivars of hemp using “biochemical analysis by
inductively coupled plasma mass spectrometry (ICP-MS)” with “the 7500” from “Agilent
Technologies, United States” following “the manufacturer’s method” (p. 774).

In addition to satisfying ourselves that the Agilent 7500cx is still in current use by professional
chemometricians, another angle of verification, one following recommendations of Belter et al.
(2014) in their historical review and also Giussani et al. (2024) is to compare the obtained estimates
of limits of detection for the instrument used by Diblasi et al. with similar estimated by other
independent laboratories for some criterial, well-studied chemical element of interest. The probable
reliability of the estimates for a particular criterial element, for instance, can be confirmed (or
disconfirmed) if it agrees (or does not agee) with multiple estimates independently taken by different
analysts working with the same or a similar vintage Agilent 7500 estimating detection limits for the
same chemical element. To accomplish that purpose, one that is universally accepted in statistical
(scientific) measurements in general, we found multiple estimates for arsenic.

Interestingly, in his condemnation of the Diblasi team and the reviewers they rode in on, “the
Health Ranger” also brought up arsenic saying it is common in very small quantities in sea salt, etc.
In doing so, it seems to us that he was implicitly contradicting his false claim that there are no
regulations whatsoever concerning particular chemical elements singled out from the Periodic Table
by any regulatory agencies in the world. The truth is that regulatory agencies, in fact, are obliged to
take special interest in certain chemical elements in particular, and, interestingly, arsenic is one of
them. With respect to that one, we found a review by Rajakovi¢ et al. (2012) reporting on a number
of approaches for estimating the limit of detection, most comparable to the term “IDL”
(instrument detection limit) in Table 1. In their review and meta-analysis of eight distinct published
works, following the industry standard recommendations of Currie (Curtie, 1968, 1999) and his
successors, especially, the US Environmental Protection Agency (2000) — incorporating the
relatively simple but profound statistical requirements flowing from the central limit theorem (Pdlya,
1920; Le Cam, 19806), Student’s #ratio (Student, actually William Sealy Gosset, 1908), the Neyman-
Pearson theory of hypothesis testing and error types I and II (Neyman et al., 1997) — their tabled
data could be used to confirm or disconfirm the reliability and approximate validity (or lack thereof)
in the limits of detection determined by Diblasi et al. for arsenic. Table 2 summarizes the critical
results from the eight published studies taken in the order in which they were presented by
Rajakovic et al. (2012).

When making the invidious comparisons, ones that could vindicate or condemn, the limits of
detection for the Agilent 7500cx as applied on November 3, 2023 and December 27, 2023
determined by the analyst(s) working with the Diblasi et al. team, it is important to keep in mind
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Table 2
Multiple Estimates of the Trace Analysis for Arsenic by ICP-MS from Various Laboratories as Summarized by Rajakovi¢ et al. (2012)
Compared Against Estimates by Diblasi et al. (2024)

Instrument

Sources for the Limit of Detection Estimates Reported by Rajakovi¢ et al. (2012) for Instrument Limit Detection Limit in

# Arsenic in Their Table 4 (p. 85) Compared Against the Values Determined by Diblasi et of Detection in pg/L by Diblasi et al.
al. (2024) as Given in Table 1 Above pg/L for November 3, and

December 27, 2023

a) Currie, L. A. (1997). Detection: International update, and some emerging di-lemmas involving
calibration, the blank, and multiple detection decisions12. Chemometrics and Intelligent 005272

1 Laboratory Systems, 37(1), 151-181. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-7439(97)00009-9 0.0022 '007278
b) Voigtman, E. (2008). Limits of detection and decision. Part 1. Spectrochimica Acta Part B: '
Atomic Spectroscopy, 63(2), 115-128. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sab.2007.11.015

2 TUPAC, Compendium of Chemical Terminology—The Gold book, 1997, 0.0039 .005272
/http://goldbook.iupac.otg/S ' .007278
a) Currie, L. A. (1995). Nomenclature in evaluation of analytical methods including detection and
quantification capabilities TUPAC Recommendations 1995). Pure and Applied Chemistry, 67(10),

3 1699-1723. https://doi.org/10.1351/pac199567101699 0.0028 .005272
b) Miller, J., & Miller, J. C. (2005). Statistics and Chemometrics for Analytical Chemistry (5th ' .007278
edition). Pearson Education Canada. https://www.amazon.com/Statistics-Chemomettics-
Analytical-Chemistry-5th/dp/0131291920
Komorowicz, 1., & Baratkiewicz, D. (2011). Arsenic and its speciation in water samples by high 005272
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certain caveats coming from the experts and regulatory authorities who oversee and supposedly
regulate the kinds of chemometrics at issue. In his technical paper titled “Detection: International
update, and some emerging dilemmas involving calibration, the blank, and multiple detection
decisions”, Lloyd A. Currie, wrote in 1997:

The meaning of “detection limits” is perhaps clear to all, in a qualitative sense. That is, the detection
limit is commonly accepted as the smallest amount or concentration of a particular substance that can
be reliably detected in a given type of sample or medium by a specific measurement process. Within
such a general definition, however, lurk many pitfalls in terminology, understanding, and formulation,
that have led to several decades of miscommunication among scientists and between scientists and the

public (p. 152).

He goes on to point out that “subtle differences in concepts and terminology” are commonly
overlooked or unknown, so that almost unbelievably large discrepancies for the measurement of a
particular chemical element of interest arise, even when “low-level laboratory intercomparisons are
made”. He illustrates his argument with multiple instances of huge variabilities in estimated limits of
detection of arsenic, for example, in veteranary medical contexts. One such illustration was taken
from

the international atomic energy agency’s interlaboratory comparison of arsenic in horse kidney pg/g
level, (in which comparisons] several laboratories failed to detect the As [arsenic], yet their reported
“detection limits” lay far below quantitative results reported by others; and the range of reported values
spanned nearly five orders of magnitude (p. 153).

For that reason, even in the best theoretical work up to the current year, by Giussani et al. (2024),
on the subject of chemometrics, they conclude:

even though methods for modelling errors in data and uncertainty in results are known, there is no
unanimity among scientists in the field [of chemometrics], and often the proposed methods lack
statistical validation (p. 3).

Certainly, we do not expect to resolve such difficult and technical controversies in this response to
the criticisms published against Diblasi et al. However, we can confirm the measures Diblasi et al.
obtained for the limit of detection of arsenic with an Agilent 7500 machine by comparing their
obtained estimates from two different dates with eight other estimates of limits of detection
obtained from Agilent 7500 instruments in various published works cited in Table 2. The eight
studies producing the estimates in the third column of Table 2 are those cited by Rajakovic¢ et al.
(2012). In the fourth and rightmost column of Table 2 are estimates nine and ten obtained from the
7500cx instrument used by Diblasi et al. on November 3 and December 27 of 2023.

It is evident by comparing the values across the different studies that they are all in the same vicinity.
The troubling uncertainty of such estimates is largely laid to rest when independent analysts (or
researchers) working at distinct laboratories with different instruments come into agreement. It is
also noteworthy that the particular chemical element in focus by Rajakovi¢ et al. (2012) is one known
to be particularly toxic. For that reason, along with chemical elements like more than a few of the 55
undeclared elements quantified by Diblasi et al. — aluminum, chromium, nickel, cobalt, copper,
zing, selenium, rubidium, strontium, ytrium, niobium, molybdenum, ruthenium, rhodium,
palladium, silver, cadmium, tin, antimony, tellurium, barium, lanthanum, cerium, praseodymium,
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neodymium, samarium, europium, gadolinium, terbium, dysprosium, holmium, erbium, ytterbium,
hafnium, wolfram, platinum, mercury, thallium, lead, bismuth, thorium, and uranium — arsenic is
one of those singled out along with lead, cadmium, mercury, and uranium for special attention by
regulatory authorities. Given that about 0.145 grams of arsenic will kill an adult weighing about
80,000 grams (Collaborative for Health & Environment, 2024), the proportionate amount of arsenic
to kill an average adult human expressed in micrograpms per liter is approximately 1812.5 pg/L.

With that in mind, considering that arsenic can be detected in the COVID-19 injectables at levels of
about 0.005 ng/L to 0.007 pug/L according to the Diblasi et al. findings, there is no sound reason to
doubt any of the rest of the figures they report for the other 54 undeclared chemical elements in the
COVID-19 products. Whereas “the Health Ranger” may be correct in arguing that some of the
undeclared components are merely contaminants, and some, like arsenic are far below the level of a
killing dose, the more obvious threat is almost certainly found in the interactions among the
elements and in the combination of whichever ones are found together in any one of the given
products. Perhaps no one of the results by itself is cause even for concern, much less for alarm, but
combining all of them together and taking into account the global disaster unfolding before the eyes
of thoughtful independent researchers is a different matter.

Conclusion

At the end of this day, as we approch the beginning of 2025, with only two days left in the year
2024, we believe it would be unwise, even absurdly irresponsible for competent researchers with
access to the right kind of laboratory equipment, not to examine critically and intensively the actual
chemical elements in the COVID-19 products, seeking to replicate and or improve on what Diblasi
et al. have already done. In view of the harms the COVID-19 products have done, and are known to
be doing, the sort of investigation done by Diblasi et al. should have, in our opinions individually
and collectively, been required by regulatory agencies long before any of those products were
considered for human use.
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