
Rory Robertson (+61 414 703 471) 
June 2019 
 

Submission to Academic Board and General Council to assist University’s NHMRC-prompted research-misconduct Inquiry 
 
Dear members of University of Sydney Academic Board, General Counsel Richard Fisher and outside observers including journalists,  
 
On 10 May, I received a letter from Dr Rebecca Halligan (from the University's Research Integrity & Ethics Administration) advising me 
that the National Health and Medical Research Council (NHMRC) has forced the University to conduct a research-fraud inquiry into my 
claim that the authors and University management have blatantly misrepresented the actual longevity results from the University's 
high-profile mouse study, after taxpayers funded the 30-diet study (NHMRC project grant 571328). The letter is reproduced on page 11. 
 
Table S2 below shows the actual longevity results from 25 of the 30 mouse diets. Table S2 is hidden in “Supplemental information”. Also 
hidden are five “killer diets” - three with the authors’ prized Protein-Carb ratio of ~0.1 - discontinued after mice “failed to thrive” or died. 
Here’s my initial Expression of Concern to the journal Cell Nutrients: https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Letter-cell-metabolism.pdf 
 
Critically, the results from the 30-diet experiment show that median lifespan was greatest (~139 weeks) on a diet high in protein (42%) 
and low (29%) in carbohydrate. Unusually, the paper’s 18 authors (led by Charles Perkins Centre careerists) chose not to present the 
results but to "model” them, deciding: “Median lifespan was greatest” on diets “low in protein and high in carbohydrate” (LPHC).  

 
https://ars.els-cdn.com/content/image/1-s2.0-S1550413114000655-mmc1.pdf 

That 139-week median-mouse lifespan is a massive 10% greater than the next best, a full decade in human years! Why is that profound 
outperformance not mentioned in the text? After being tackled on that omission, senior author Professor Stephen Simpson argued it’s 
“invalid” to identify outperforming diets just by looking at the actual results (p. 23). So those results remain carefully hidden from readers.  
 
This is nonsense. My claim is that the authors and University management are recklessly misinforming both the scientific community and 
the general public, and promoting harm to public health. Consider the advertisement from the Weekend Australian on page 14. Ironically, 
the University of Sydney is promoting false LPHC mouse-lifespan claims in the national media as an example of research excellence!  
 
Notably, senior author Professor Simpson - Academic Director of the Charles Perkins Centre - responded to my formal Expression of 
Concern by pretending to his journal Editor-in-Chief and her ~60-scientist Editorial Board that there is absolutely no problem. Instead of 
conceding that the actual results must be properly presented to readers, Simpson boldly insisted I'm “confused” about simple matters 
like “median and maximum lifespans and the nature of survivorship curves” (pp. 7-8 https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Letters-
USyd-Cell-Metabolism.pdf ). He may be unaware that I studied maths, statistics and econometrics at Masters level at a Group of Eight 
university before academic standards collapsed. To suppress proper public scrutiny of his results, Simpson dishonestly told journalist 
Adam Creighton - Economics Editor at The Australian - that "Rory's concerns are in every respect unfounded" (p. 21, below). 
 
Insisting that there is absolutely no problem, Professor Simpson should be relaxed about any amount of public scrutiny. Accordingly, 
while his University management is keen to keep the current research-misconduct investigation "Confidential", my policy is transparency. 
Sunshine is the best disinfectant, so I’ve reproduced relevant correspondence in my Appendix (p. 11). My experience is that secrecy and 
dishonesty allowed Professor Simpson and his Charles Perkins Centre colleagues to expand their Australian Paradox sugar-and-obesity 
fraud. The problems are documented in Section 3 but maybe start at http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/LettersCPCProfSimpson.pdf 
and then pp. 64-80 in http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Big-5-year-update-Feb-2017.pdf  
 
To be clear, my aim is the formal retraction of the LPHC mouse median-lifespan misrepresentation (2014) and the defective 
Australian Paradox paper (2011). These faulty papers are central to my concerns about the collapse of academic standards at Group of 
Eight universities, involving the wastage of many billions of dollars of taxpayer funding (“wasted” because Go8 research “findings” no 
longer can be trusted) and the ongoing harm to public health (via the steep increase in cases of type 2 diabetes, especially in Indigenous 
communities) promoted by false and misleading claims by influential diet-and-health careerists. On that, Professor Simpson’s LPHC 
median-lifespan misrepresentation - on top of his key role in protecting and expanding Charles Perkins’ infamous Australian Paradox 
fraud (see Section 3) – may be troubling for many Australians who fly on our national carrier, given Simpson's deep involvement with 
Qantas in that airline's management of customers' nutrition, health, sleep and jetlag on long-haul flights (p. 15). 
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Section 2: Confronting high-profile diet misinformation and influential dishonesty that together work to harm public health 
 
As many readers know, this is not my first rodeo. This is the second research-misconduct investigation I have prompted into false diet-
and-health claims by highly influential Charles Perkins Centre careerists. Many also know that the 2014 research-misconduct inquiry into 
the Australian Paradox sugar-and-obesity fraud ended in a “whitewash” after Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Research) Jill Trewhella and her 
hand-picked “independent” investigator Professor Robert Clark AO “disappeared” critical evidence about Professor Jennie Brand-Miller’s 
fake sugar data. Later, Brand-Miller and Simpson dishonestly thwarted Clark’s key recommendation that a new paper be written that 
“specifically addresses and clarifies the key factual issues”. Importantly, the facts years later remain the facts (pp. 24-41, below). 
 
So, after Dr Halligan wrote to me on 10 May, I immediately wrote to Vice-Chancellor Michael Spence, Deputy Vice-Chancellor  
(Research) Duncan Ivison and General Counsel Richard Fisher, seeking to advise on how the University's new research-misconduct 
inquiry might be viewed from the outset as credible and trustworthy. My letter is reproduced on page 12. Given the University’s 2014 
Australian Paradox whitewash - http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Letter-Academic-Board-Inquiry-Report.pdf - this time around I 
requested three things:  
 

(i) the University appoint a panel of three eminent (or just competent and honest) investigators from outside the University;  
(ii) the University ensure that I am interviewed in person by the panel on the detail of my claims and my evidence; and  
(iii) that Michael, Duncan and Richard meet with me in order for me to provide the University’s senior leaders with a clear 

understanding of the incompetence, research fraud and financial conflicts of interest that I’ve documented at the highest 
levels of Group of Eight “science” in the Charles Perkins Centre, unethical things happening under their noses.  

 
Alas, my letter went unanswered and unacknowledged. The proposed meeting did not happen. That unreasonable lack of response 
from the University of Sydney’s leaders reinforced my longstanding sense that they have no desire or appetite to properly address and 
fix such matters. Indeed, my experience leads me to suspect the University will sneakily seek to sweep its high-profile mouse median-
lifespan deception under the carpet, by simply pretending there is no problem. After all, that dishonest strategy has been largely 
successful in limiting reputational damage to the University from Charles Perkins’ ongoing Australian Paradox sugar-and-obesity fraud. 
 
Not to worry. There is more than one way to skin a cat. In December, I wrote to Rod Sims, the Chair of the Australian Competition and 
Consumer Commission, with concerns far broader than the University recklessly promoting false mouse-lifespan claims to the general 
public without even mentioning to hapless consumers that its diet research involved mice not humans (pp.13-14). My concerns include: 
 

• Incompetence, research fraud and troubling financial conflicts of interest at the highest levels of Group of Eight research;  
• Influential Group of Eight researchers – some quietly funded by industry - recklessly promoting faulty diet-and-health information 

and advice, causing harm to public health in the process. The harmful misinformation features the false exoneration of sugar 
and other carbohydrate in driving obesity, type 2 diabetes, CVD and early death. Tragically, the effective diet cure for type 2 
diabetes - known at the highest levels of medical science in 1923 - is being suppressed (pp. 36-56). The irony is that 
Charles Perkins Centre falsehoods are promoting early death across Indigenous Australia, as society seeks to "Close the Gap".  

• Fast-growing Group of Eight universities defrauding students and taxpayers on a massive scale, using a classic bait-and-switch: 
advertising false claims of unique devotion to "excellence" then delivering only sham quality control when it matters (pp.5-8, 57). 

 
These problems are harming public health, and slowly but surely eroding public confidence in Australian science. If the “findings” of 
eminent Group of Eight scientists on simple matters of fact – like which mouse diet in Table S2 has the greatest median lifespan – then 
why should the general public trust the work and opinions of eminent Group of Eight scientists on harder topics, like climate change?  
 
Early last month, I assisted ACCC officials in their initial investigation into the facts I presented in my Submission to ACCC's Scamwatch: 
https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Letter-to-ACCC.pdf  Today, I am providing this new Submission to members of the Academic 
Board and the General Council – focused on research-misconduct in the Charles Perkins Centre and harm to public health - to 
encourage leaders at Sydney University and the Group of Eight to reintroduce competent, honest quality control when it matters.  
 
Millions of fat and sick Australians and over 10 million taxpayers will continue to be harmed if faulty yet influential “science” and harmful 
diet advice remain protected by a basic lack of competent, honest quality control at Group of Eight universities. Importantly, if you read 
my two Submissions and my Big-5-year update carefully, you will come to a clearer understanding of why Australians increasingly are fat 
and diabetic, often dying early from heart, liver, and/or kidney troubles, many with dementia. Indigenous communities especially are 
harmed in all this. It turns out that modern nutrition "science" and high-carbohydrate dietary advice are based not on robust science but 
on influential incompetence, bias, research fraud and financial conflicts of interest. The problems in nutrition “science” are widespread 
but seem rather concentrated at the Charles Perkins Centre. The first step in fixing any problem is to recognise that the problem exists. 
 
Accordingly, in Section 3 below I set out 60 clear, readily verifiable claims. Neither my claims nor evidence are complicated. Proper 
assessment requires merely competence and honesty. Without further ado, I encourage each of you, members of the Academic Board 
and outside observers, to assess my 60 claims detailed below. Perhaps forward my claims to colleagues for them to have a go as well? 
 
Section 3: Are Rory Robertson's claims factually correct? Do they matter for the million+ Australians with type 2 diabetes? 
 
1. Please assess my claim that the proper scientific response to faulty papers that work to mislead the community and harm public 
health is formal retraction. Roughly 1,000 faulty papers are retracted each year. The formal retraction of nutrition “science” papers with 
unreliable “findings” proceeds apace, many simply because “we cannot assure you that the results of the studies are valid” (ACCC, p. 8). 
 
2. Please assess my claim that an obvious starting point for reliable and trusted science involves authors properly conveying to readers 
“an accurate impression” of the results of their experiment “before beginning the statistical shenanigans”. A popular introductory statistics 
textbook explains: “Any paper that doesn’t do this should be viewed from the outset with considerable suspicion” (p. 13, below). 
 
3. Please assess my claim that the main text of Professor Simpson et al’s 2014 mouse-diet paper hides the fact that his experiment 
began with roughly 1,000 mice fed one of 30 diets, not “858 mice fed one of 25 diets”. Nor were readers properly informed that five of 30 
diets were quietly discontinued after ~150 mice “failed to thrive” or died, or that all five of those “killer diets” were low (5%) protein diets. 
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4. Please assess my claim that early death for mice was maximised on 5%-protein diets, yet co-author Professor Le Couteur marketed 
such diets on ABC national radio as being helpful for human longevity (p. 18, below). If authors want to market their story that 5%-protein 
diets are healthful, is it reasonable for them to quietly suppress the fact that all five discontinued "killer diets" were 5%-protein diets? 
  
5. Please assess my claim that the authors do not present the actual longevity results of the 30-diet experiment in the paper’s main text. 
Again, Table S2 (reproduced earlier) is buried in Supplemental Information. Nowhere in the main paper are the actual results discussed. 
 
6. Please assess my claim that Table S2 and my Table 3 (p. 16, below) show that the particular diet that produced the greatest median 
lifespan (~139 weeks) is a high-protein, low-carbohydrate diet. So too is the next best diet for median lifespan (~127 weeks). Not LPHC! 
 
7. Please assess my claim that the outperformance of that 42%-protein, 29%-carbohydrate diet (139 weeks versus 127 weeks) is ~10%. 
Further, the 139-week median lifespan of that particular high-protein, low-carbohydrate diet is ~15% greater than the 121-week median 
for my C57BL/6 “controls” on usual chow: https://www.jax.org/news-and-insights/jax-blog/2017/november/when-are-mice-considered-old  
 
8. Please assess my claim that the profound 10-15% outperformance - a decade in human years! - should be presented and discussed 
in the main text of the paper. Why have the authors hidden that extraordinary result in “Supplemental information”? Is it reasonable to 
suppress the experiment’s actual results then falsely claim low-protein, high-carbohydrate (LPHC) diets are best for median lifespan? 
 
9. Please assess my claim that the high-profile paper’s specific longevity claims - “Median lifespan was greatest for animals whose 
intakes were low in protein and high in carbohydrate…”; “Median lifespan increased from about 95 to 125 weeks (approximately 30%; 
Table S2) as the protein-to-carbohydrate ratio decreased”; and “the longest median survival occurred in cohorts of mice on the lowest 
ratio diets” - are each clearly falsified by the 30-diet experiment’s actual results, as documented in hidden Table S2 and my Table 3. 
 
10. Please assess my claim that the actual longevity results of the experiment are straightforward and easily seen in Tables S2 and 3. 
What are we to make of the authors’ claim that, in fact, the median-lifespan results of the 30-diet experiment are really so complicated 
that they can be properly understood only by using a General Additive Model (GAM)? Is Professor Simpson correct in insisting the actual 
results need to be “modelled” and “smoothed” using his special algorithm and presented as colourful charts before any relevant facts are 
revealed? What are we to make of Simpson’s claim that simply eye-balling the actual results in Table S2 and my Table 3 is “invalid” and 
somehow misleading (p. 23, below)? We can’t believe our own lying eyes? Might this be a case of an influential careerist prioritising the 
use of his favourite algorithm, and unreasonably failing to present and discuss the actual median-lifespan results from the experiment?  

Figure 2 
[In Panel A, “red indicates the highest value, while blue indicates the lowest value, with the colors standardized across the three slices.”] 

 
https://www.cell.com/action/showPdf?pii=S1550-4131%2814%2900065-5 

 
11. Please assess my claim that Figure 2 above is mislabelled, with panels B and C falsely suggesting “…median lifespan” of up to 150 
and even 160 weeks! We know from hidden Table S2 that greatest “median lifespan” across the 30 diets is just 139 weeks. So, instead 
of pretending there’s no mislabelling, should Professor Simpson concede that the dominating “median lifespan” heading above is indeed 
misleading? Was it a mistake for him to pretend that I am “confused” about simple matters like “median and maximum lifespans and the 
nature of survivorship curves” (p. 23). As noted, I studied maths, statistics and econometrics at Masters level at a Group of Eight 
university before academic standards collapsed. My formal training in maths and statistics might be as strong as Professor Simpson’s. 
Importantly, beyond my formal training, my 30-plus years of professional experience in analysing data and assessing empirical matters 
leaves me well-placed to recognise shameless data misrepresentation when I see it. Hint: What does panel B’s survival curves for the 
authors’ much-loved ~0.1 P:C ratios show when the analysis above properly includes all ~150 missing mice on those five hidden “killer 
diets”? Table 3 reminds us that every single mouse on three of the authors’ six ~0.1 P:C diets was dead by the end of 23 weeks! 
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Reckless extrapolation from mice harming diabetics and Indigenous Australians, plus LPHC sham driving dementia research 
 
12. Please assess my claim that it is deeply ironic that the Charles Perkins Centre’s LPHC median-lifespan deception - used far and 
wide to misinform scientists, journalists and the general public - has been embraced by Vice-Chancellor Michael Spence as an example 
of research excellence. In full-page newspaper advertisements in December, the University of Sydney’s management claimed: "…our 
researchers have discovered that a low protein, high carb diet can delay chronic disease and help us [humans] live a longer and 
healthier life” (p. 14). To boost the credibility of that sham “discovery” involving mouse diets and mouse longevity, there was absolutely 
no mention of mice, with the University duping the general public into thinking the supposedly path-breaking research involved humans!  
 
13. Please assess my claim that it was irresponsible for Professor Simpson to seek to give his LPHC mouse-diet story undue (fake) 
relevance by telling the media that “mice are not that different from humans” (p. 17, below). This is self-serving unscientific nonsense. 
Other co-authors also used the media to extrapolate their (false) mouse-diet claims directly from mice to humans (pp. 18-20). Isn’t that 
direct extrapolation from mice to humans lazy, inappropriate, misleading and dangerous, given that it is well-documented and readily 
knowable that mice and humans have profoundly different metabolic responses, especially to high-carbohydrate diets (p. 13)?  
 
14. Please assess my claim that the low-protein, high-carbohydrate (LPHC) diet promoted as especially healthful for mice and humans 
by influential Charles Perkins Centre authors is dominated by sugar and processed carbohydrates: “Diets varied in content of P 
(casein and methionine), C (sucrose, wheatstarch and dextrinized cornstarch) and F (soya bean oil)” (p. 7 in Supplemental information).  
 
15. Please assess my claim that, whether or not low-protein, high-carbohydrate (LPHC) diets are good for mice, there is compelling 
evidence that such sugary high-carbohydrate diets tend to cause Type 2 diabetes, cardiovascular disease (CVD) and early death 
in humans, with Indigenous communities especially being harmed to a degree requiring urgent official intervention (pp. 36-43). 
 
16. Please assess my claim that, on top of everything else, the authors’ ranking of the 25 diets in hidden Table S2 by the oldest two or 
three mice (outliers) - rather than by median lifespan (the thing of most interest) – tends to mislead. Was it merely accidental that the 
authors’ misguided-ranking approach saw the best diets for median lifespan shunted down Table S2, while weaker diets were lifted to 
the top, further misleading readers? With co-authors Professors Simpson and Raubenheimer having impressive careers devoted to the 
“Protein-leverage hypothesis” - “In particular, it has emerged that the balance of protein to nonprotein energy in the diet is especially 
significant”: p. 1 https://www.cell.com/action/showPdf?pii=S1550-4131%2814%2900065-5 - might these highly influential authors’ have 
an unhealthy incentive to manipulate the data in order to “find” results that don’t rather contradict their preferred way of thinking?  
 
17. Please assess my claim that the longevity story at the start of Simpson et al’s 2018 mouse-dementia paper – “Mice consuming a 
low-protein, high carbohydrate, low-fat diet (LPHC, protein:carbohydrate ~1:10) lived longest…” – is utter nonsense. Table 3 reminds us 
that all mice on the authors’ three hidden P:C ~1:10 diets (in the 2014 paper) were dead by 10-23 weeks. So misrepresenting LPHC 
results in 2014 wrecked dementia research (p. 20) in 2018? https://www.cell.com/action/showPdf?pii=S2211-1247%2818%2931674-7	 
  
18. Please assess my claim that Table 3 shows that three of the six “protein:carbohydrate ~1:10” diets highlighted as the basis for the 
2018 dementia research above are three of the five “killer diets” that Professor Simpson et al hid in “Supplemental information” and 
failed to discuss at all in the main text of their 2014 paper. (To be clear, I am highlighting the three ~0.1s at the very bottom of the sixth 
column in Table 3.) Again, all mice on three of those six preferred P:C ~1:10 diets were dead by 10-23 weeks. That’s a fraction of the 
139-week median lifespan on the outperforming HPLC diet. The five killer diets should be shown in Panel B Figure 2. What is going on? 
 
19. Please assess my claim that Professor Simpson's self-serving statement to journalist Adam Creighton - "Rory's concerns are in 
every respect unfounded" - is sneaky and dishonest. Did the Academic Director of the Charles Perkins Centre deliberately misinform 
Adam, the Economics Editor at The Australian newspaper, in order to protect his blatantly false median-lifespan claims from retraction, 
and to stop the wider community from gaining a proper understanding of the fact that the sugary LPHC mouse diets championed by the 
Charles Perkins Centre are a key driver of type 2 diabetes, CVD and early death, especially in Indigenous communities? (pp. 36-43) 
 
Summary of the Charles Perkins Centre’s LPHC mouse-diet misconduct 
 
Despite my concerns clearly being valid and substantial, communicating author Professor Simpson (head of the Charles Perkins Centre) 
dishonestly sought to shut down public scrutiny by blatantly misinforming a journalist, stating falsely that "...Rory’s concerns are in every 
respect unfounded” (p. 21). Again, Simpson et al claim that “Mice consuming a low-protein, high carbohydrate, low-fat diet (LPHC, 
protein:carbohydrate ~1:10) lived longest…” (p. 19) yet Table 3 reminds that all mice on three of six such diets were dead by 23 weeks! 
 
Professor Simpson's false and dishonest claim that my concerns are absolutely unfounded, in my opinion converted the LPHC mouse-
diet median-lifespan misrepresentation into a serious scientific fraud. Simpson et al unreasonably refuse to concede that their high-
profile 2014 paper’s main longevity claim - “Median lifespan was greatest” on the diets “low in protein and high in carbohydrate” - is false. 
That’s despite the authors’ own hidden Table S2 clearly falsifying the claim: median lifespan was, in fact, greatest on a diet high in 
protein (42%) and low in carbohydrate (29%). Extraordinarily, that 139-week median lifespan is 10% greater than the next best, also 
from a high-protein diet; and 139 weeks is ~15% greater than the normal 28-month median lifespan of C57BL/6 mice on usual chow. 
 
Professor Simpson says it’s “invalid” to simply assess the actual results. He suggests that only his GAM algorithm can reveal the truth. 
This is nonsense. The actual results are…the actual results. They should be respected, presented and discussed, even if the authors 
were disappointed they contradicted the “LPHC, protein:carbohydrate ~1:10” story that better suits the “Protein-leverage hypothesis”. 
 
If a separate taxpayer-funded study by Professor Simpson et al involved feeding a detailed map of the world into a GAM algorithm, the 
impressively sophisticated analysis would allow the authors to “discover” that the Big Island of Hawaii and the big island of Australia are 
both average-sized islands. Challenged by a layman highly skilled in traditional map-reading, the authors might respond as follows: 
 
The power and novelty of this map study is that it systematically measured many combinations of islands and continents. Results were 
derived from the entire dataset – and are statistically robust and tested across all land forms simultaneously – not simply by eyeballing 
the map island-by-island in a child-like manner. In fact, to pick out one or two islands for special attention is invalid – equivalent to 
refuting a statistically significant regression based on individual points below (say Hawaii) or above (say Australia) the fitted line. 
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I’m joking of course. That did not happen. But that “world map fed into a GAM” scenario is no more silly than the authors feeding Table 
S2 into a GAM then insisting with a straight face that “Median lifespan was greatest” on diets “low in protein and high in carbohydrate”. 
 
Readers can see from Table S2 and my Table 3 that Professor Simpson is in the wrong. He has prioritised his preferred "statistical 
shenanigans" over presenting and discussing the actual results of his 30-diet experiment. Simpson et al carefully buried the actual 
results in "Supplemental Information". In the main text of their paper, the authors have misled readers about diet performance: they 
suppress both the best longevity result (HPLC median lifespan of ~139 weeks) and the worst (LPHC median lifespan of ~10 weeks). 
After the misrepresentation was "called out", Simpson chose to pretend that everything is fine. That’s fine, except it's called scientific 
fraud. Alas, the Charles Perkins Centre’s LPHC mouse median-lifespan misrepresentations (including “LPHC, protein:carbohydrate 
~1:10) lived longest…”) is being used to mislead dementia research in humans (see p. 60, below) and to misinform the diet-choices of 
ordinary people, promoting harm to millions with or prone to Type 2 diabetes, including especially Indigenous Australians (pp. 36-43). 
 
Protecting and expanding the Charles Perkins Centre’s infamous Australian Paradox sugar-and-obesity fraud 
 
20. Please assess my claim that Professor Stephen Simpson appears relaxed about research misconduct, given his own “LPHC, 
protein:carbohydrate ~1:10) lived longest…” deception, and given his key management role in protecting and expanding the Charles 
Perkins Centre’s infamous Australian Paradox fraud: p. 6 http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/USyd-Misconduct-in-ANU-PhD.pdf  
 
21. Please assess my claim that Professor Simpson is a smart man who can see that the Australian Paradox paper’s 2011 conclusion of 
“a consistent and substantial decline” in the per-capita consumption of added sugar (sucrose) over the 1980 to 2010 timeframe is false/ 
invalid/faulty and thus unreliable. For starters, readers can see that several of the authors’ chosen sugar indicators clearly trend up not 
down in their own published charts, directly contradicting the authors’ always-silly sugar-down/obesity-up “paradox” claim (p. 25, below). 
 
22. Please assess my claim that Professor Simpson is a smart man who can see that Professor Jennie Brand-Miller’s Australian 
Paradox paper thus relies on an apparent consumption of sugar series that was discontinued as unreliable after 1999, and then made-
up/faked/invalid for the period 2000-03 (chart below and p. 26). Is it research misconduct to force your bosses including Vice-Chancellor 
Michael Spence to wreck their professional credibility by clownishly defending the scientific veracity of a conspicuously flat, faked sugar 
series that dead-ends a bizarre seven years before the end of your infamous paper’s 1980 to 2010 timeframe? Academic freedom? 
 
 

 
Source: Figure 2A in Australian Paradox http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/OriginalAustralianParadoxPaper.pdf 

 
 
23. Please assess my claim that Professor Simpson is a smart man who can see that the ABC's Lateline and Background Briefing 
journalists, and its Audience & Consumer Affairs staff, have confirmed my claim that Professor Brand-Miller’s preferred indicator was 
discontinued as unreliable by the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) after 1998-99, and then faked by the Food and Agriculture 
Organization (FAO) of the United Nations. Again, readers can see that this preferred indicator after 1998-99 (after the ABS abandoned 
its unreliable counting methodology and stopped counting!) is a conspicuously flat faked series, dead-ending in 2003 (p. 28, below).  
 
24. Please assess my claim that after the credibility of her Australian Paradox paper had been shredded by ABC TV’s Lateline program - 
http://www.abc.net.au/lateline/health-experts-continue-to-dispute-sydney-uni/7324520 - Professor Jennie Brand-Miller (and co-author Dr 
Alan Barclay?) wrote a 36-page formal letter of complaint to the ABC claiming a range of serious factual errors by the ABC and by 
Rory Robertson in particular: https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/ABC-investigation-AustralianParadox.pdf 
  
25. Please assess my claim that the ABC’s independent investigation of that 36-page complaint found no such errors; and that the 
importance of the 15-page A&CA Investigation Report (2016) is that it independently confirms in detail that everything Emma Alberici 
and I claimed - plus everything that Professor Marion Nestle and other non-University of Sydney experts claimed - on the Lateline 
program in 2016 is factually correct (a.k.a. "accurate and impartial according to the recognised standards of objective journalism"). The 
A&CA Investigation Report also confirmed the similar claims that journalist Wendy Carlisle and I made earlier, in 2014, on ABC Radio 
National’s Background Briefing program: http://www.abc.net.au/radionational/programs/backgroundbriefing/2014-02-09/5239418 
 
26. Please assess my claim that, in 2016, after receiving advice that the 15-page A&CA Investigation Report had confirmed that their 
Australian Paradox conclusions are invalid/unreliable, the only honest, credible response by Professor Brand-Miller and Dr Barclay 
was to write to their journal MDPI’s Nutrients’ Editor in Chief – Professor Peter Howe of the University of Newcastle - to instruct him to 
formally retract the faulty Australian Paradox paper. Instead, Brand-Miller and Barclay simply pretended that nothing had happened.  
 
27. Please assess my claim that, in 2016, instead of appropriately retracting their paper, Brand-Miller and Barclay simply suppressed the 
A&CA Investigation Report and inappropriately pretended nothing just happened. They refused to allow the ABC to make its findings 
publicly available. Alas, Brand-Miller also hid the devastating A&CA Investigation Report from Vice-Chancellor Spence, Deputy Vice-
Chancellor Ivison and the Academic Board. To this day, Brand-Miller continues to dishonestly mislead the Research Integrity & Ethics 
Administration - headed by Dr Rebecca Halligan? (p.11) - about the veracity of her faulty paper. Is that not in itself research misconduct? 
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28. Please assess my claim that the ABC’s General Counsel, Connie Carnabuci, may agree to make the full A&CA Investigation 
Report available in any legal action(s) I bring against the University of Sydney and the Australian National University (see pp. 26 and 33, 
below). My initial letter to the ABC’s legal team - before it authorised public access to an Extract from the report - is reproduced in this 
link: https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/ABC-investigation-AustralianParadox.pdf 
 
29. Please assess my claim that the University of Sydney’s research-misconduct investigation in 2014 ended in a “whitewash”, in part 
because (then) Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Research) Jill Trewhella and her hand-picked “independent” investigator Professor Robert Clark 
AO either inadvertently or dishonestly “disappeared” my hard evidence – emailed directly to me by a statistician at the FAO, after I 
had inquired - confirming that the conspicuously flat series, dead-ending in 2003, is indeed made-up/faked/invalid/unreliable (pp. 27-29). 
Along the way, untruthful Brand-Miller and Barclay misled Clark, describing their shonky 2000-03 FAO data as “robust and meaningful”: 

 
p. 58 of 86 at https://ses.library.usyd.edu.au/bitstream/2123/15705/2/australian-paradox-report-redacted.pdf 

 
30. Please assess my claim that Professor Simpson is a smart man who – as head of Faculty at the Charles Perkins Centre – helped 
Professor Brand-Miller publish her dishonest new paper in the American Journal of Clinical Nutrition (AJCN) in March 2017 (p. 30).  
 
31. Please assess my claim that Professor Simpson is a smart man who fully understood that the new AJCN paper dishonestly swept 
the profound problems of contradictory and fake data under the carpet, and thwarted the 2014 Initial Inquiry Report’s recommendation 
that the new paper be written to “specifically address” and “clarify” the “key factual issues” in the 2011 paper (p. 30). Shamefully, 
despite Faculty involvement, as required, there was no mention at all, in the dishonest AJCN paper, of the problems that made the 2011 
Australian Paradox paper hopelessly unreliable, let alone any genuine attempt to “clarify” the issues “raised by the Complainant” (me). 
 
32. Please assess my claim that Brand-Miller and the University of Sydney in late 2016 unreasonably shut down legitimate public 
scrutiny of her new AJCN Australian Paradox paper by aggressively sooling a security guard onto Rory Robertson, who had paid to 
attend the conference and at that point had not said a word out loud, except to quietly confirm that, yes, he was a paying participant. Is it 
ethical for University Vice-Chancellor Michael Spence to threaten a campus ban on Robertson for publicly highlighting the facts 
surrounding the Australian Paradox fraud? Why not simply stop the blatant scientific fraud on campus and leave it at that? What does 
the video-action-reply show? And what should we make of Provost Stephen Garton’s threat to ban Robertson from campus on the basis 
of a series of made-up false claims provided to him…by whom? When will Robertson receive a letter of apology from the University to 
atone for its reckless misrepresentation of events? pp. 64-80 http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Big-5-year-update-Feb-2017.pdf  
 
33. Please assess my claim that Professor Brand-Miller, Dr Barclay and Professor Simpson continue, year after year, to dishonestly 
pretend that the Australian Paradox "finding" (2011) is scientifically valid despite being well aware of the devastating problems in the 
paper: (i) the authors’ own published charts falsify the conclusion of “a consistent and substantial decline”; (ii) the preferred ABS series 
was discontinued as unreliable after 1998-99; and (iii) the conspicuously flat FAO series spanning 2000-03 is faked/invalid and dead-
ends seven years ahead of the paper’s 2010 endpoint. Page 32 below details various actions usually considered research misconduct. 
 
34. Please assess my claim that Brand-Miller in her expansive online CV (see p. 24, below) appears to gratefully acknowledge her boss 
Professor Simpson’s role in helping to unethically protect and expand the Australian Paradox fraud. She also reveals strong links to 
Professor Stewart Truswell – the lead scientific author of our deeply flawed Australian Dietary Guideless (pp. 94-97 in Big-5-year-update 
link) – who it turns out also assisted Brand-Miller to dishonestly expand her shonky sugar science into the AJCN (pp. 25-32). 
 
Sugar, shonky pro-sugar Glycemic Index “science”, obesity, type 2 diabetes, CVD and early death for Indigenous Australians 
 
35. Please assess my claim that – contrary to Brand-Miller’s Australian Paradox story – modern doses of added sugar are a key driver of 
obesity, type 2 diabetes, cardiovascular disease (CVD) and early death, especially in Indigenous communities (pp. 36-42).  
 
36. Please assess my claim that Australian Paradox author Professor Brand-Miller founded and rules the Glycemic Index Foundation 
(GIF), an entity 50% owned by the University of Sydney. “Making healthy choices easy”, Brand-Miller’s GIF exists in part to get paid by 
industry to put Low-GI healthy stamps on products up to 99.4% refined sugar: https://www.gisymbol.com/about-glycemic-index/ 
 
37. Please assess my claim that it is unconscionable for the University of Sydney to lend its prestige to an entity that dupes consumers 
into thinking LoGi sugar (99.4% sugar), Milo (46% sugars), Sustagen (up to 50% sugars) and a range of other high-sugar Low-GI 
products are "healthy choices" for anyone, let alone for children or vulnerable people with type 2 diabetics (pp. 43-46). 
 
38. Please assess my claim that Brand-Miller’s statement in her dishonest 2017 AJCN paper that she has “no conflicts of interest 
related to the study” - a study seeking to exonerate sugar as a menace to public health! - is false and misleading (pp. 24 & 43-46). 
 
39. Please assess my claim that society's growing understanding that modern doses of added sugar and other processed carbohydrates 
are a key cause of obesity, type 2 diabetes, CVD and early death is a disaster for Professor Brand-Miller's credibility and her GIF. To the 
extent that added sugar in modern doses is indeed a menace to public health, Professor Brand-Miller's GIF is worse than useless, and 
her professional advice that sugar (sucrose) does no “direct harm to the human body" (p. 47) is false and dangerous. Negligent.  
 
40. Please assess my claim that Brand-Miller and industry in 2011 and 2012 used her faulty Australian Paradox paper to campaign 
against the NHMRC’s 2013 toughening of official dietary advice against added sugar (p. 47). In 2018, Brand-Miller used her (now-fully 
fledged) Australian Paradox fraud to campaign against the "sugar tax" proposed in our Australian Parliament by the Greens (p. 48).  
 
41. Please assess my claim that Brand-Miller's Australian Paradox fraud appears designed to (falsely) exonerate added sugar as a 
menace to public health, to try to keep her career and “healthy choices” GIF entity alive. On the latter, please note that Brand-Miller 
wilfully ignores the “fructose loophole” that Harvard University says disguises the fact that modern doses of sugar and sugary Low-GI 
products cause “non-alcoholic fatty liver disease” (NAFLD), along the way to causing Type 2 diabetes and growing misery (p. 50). 
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Why are we mistreating a million+ people, given that the cause of (and cure for) type 2 diabetes was known a century ago? 
 
42. Please assess my claim that Brand-Miller - including in her LowGI Diet Diabetes Handbook - promotes her sugary Low-GI products 
as especially suitable for diabetics when, in fact, her GI readings provide zero valid evidence of benefit. That is, GI readings are based 
on testing blood-glucose changes in 10 "healthy" individuals (students?), not unhealthy diabetics. The GI methodology explicitly avoids 
testing people with type 2 diabetes (~90% of all diabetics), a group defined by non-normal (unusually elevated) blood-glucose readings. 
GI scores thus provide no clinical evidence that type 2 diabetics are helped not harmed by sugary low-GI high-carb products (p. 49). 
 
43. Please assess my claim that the most eminent medical text in the western world in 1923 - The Principals and Practice of 
Medicine (9th Edition), by Professor Sir William Osler and Thomas McCrae MD - highlighted the main cause of (type 2) diabetes as 
"EXCESS OF CARBOHYDRATE INTAKE": https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/1923-Medicine-Textbook.pdf  
 
44. Please assess my claim that it is shameful and harmful for eminent professors of science today to be promoting refined sugar (100% 
carbohydrate) and other processed carbohydrates as healthfoods for type 2 diabetics, when its been known for over a century that it’s 
the excess intake of sugar and other carbohydrate that causes type 2 diabetes and its associated harms in the first place (pp. 36-53).  
 
45. Please assess my claim that the lack of competence and scientific integrity of Charles Perkins Centre careerists Professor Jennie 
Brand-Miller and Professor Stephen Collagiuri is indicated by them selling millions - yes millions - of LowGI Diet books highlighting 
the ridiculous false claim that "There is absolute consensus that sugar in food [and drink] does not cause [type 2] diabetes" (p. 43). 
 
46. Please assess my claim that it is unconscionable for eminent scientists https://www.science.org.au/fellowship/fellows/professor-
jennie-brand-miller to gain professionally and financially by promoting sugary low-GI high-carbohydrate products to unhealthy type 2 
diabetics as healthful, when GI readings for diabetics do not exist. Further, Brand-Miller unethically ignores hard randomised-controlled 
evidence that low-carb diets outperform low-GI diets as a treatment for type 2 diabetes (p. 53 ). This low-GI bias wastes research 
funding, including allowing the expensive PREVIEW trial to proceed without a low-carb arm https://www.mdpi.com/2072-6643/9/6/632 
 
47. Please assess my claim that the simple and effective cure for (type 2) diabetes was widely known in 1923. That is, Group of Eight 
nutrition "scientists", dietitians from the Dietitians Association of Australia (DAA) and GPs today know less about fixing type 2 diabetes 
than was known at the highest levels of medical science and by competent GPs across the western world a century ago (pp. 51-56).  
 
48. Please assess my claim that today, in the US, highly competent scientists, doctors and dietitians at a firm called Virta Health are 
fixing type 2 diabetes in 60% of their customers within 12 months, using a treatment based on that authoritative medical advice from 
1923. By advising and overseeing a diet of less than 30 grams of carbohydrate per day (refined sugar is 100% carbohydrate), not only is 
type 2 diabetes being “reversed” or put into "remission" within 12 months but ~90% of patients also reduce their use of costly, ineffective 
drugs: https://www.virtahealth.com/research ; https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007%2Fs13300-018-0373-9.pdf	
 
49. Please assess my claim that in 1923, as now, the malady of (type 2) diabetes often presented in "stout persons and heavy feeders". 
The malady was "very readily controlled" simply by removing the thing causing the problem; that is, simply eliminating the "excessive 
ingestion of carbohydrates". Accordingly, the standard remedy advised by competent GPs back then was a low-carbohydrate diet 
featuring sufficient protein and an abundance of fat for energy and satiety (pp. 36-42). 
 
50. Please assess my claim that it is shameful that Brand-Miller and several colleagues from the American Diabetes Association - while 
attempting to popularise her Glycemic Index in 2004 - distributed a reckless public Statement featuring the unforgivable falsehood that 
"avoiding carbohydrate entirely will not return blood glucose levels to the normal range" (p. 51). It may not have been a lie, but if it was 
not a lie, it was a harmful ignorant falsehood that has promoted misery and/or early death in millions over the past 15 years (pp.36-53). 
 
51. Please assess my claim that, by contrast, “usual care” for type 2 diabetes usually features harmful dietary advice (45-65% of energy 
as carbohydrate) and a lifetime on diabetes and other drugs. One published estimate is that usual care results in the long-term remission 
of barely 1% of patients. Indeed, usual care is more likely to end in premature death than in remission or cure of a patient’s type 2 
diabetes (p.51). The good news is that GPs and drug companies still have growing lists of unhealthy customers. 
  
52. Please assess my claim that, instead of being cured within a year, almost all health-care professionals’ (HCPs’) patients have their 
type 2 diabetes “managed” for decades, ensuring massive over-servicing. That is, not only are these patients being robbed of healthier, 
happier and longer lives, but HCPs’ usual care typically involves captive-repeat customers (and long-suffering taxpayers) forced to fund 
decades of sub-optimal advice from multiple HCPs, ineffective drugs and elevated hospitalisation rates (pp.4-7 ACCC and 51-56 below). 
 
53. Please assess my claim that this harmful mistreatment of Australia’s million-plus people with type 2 diabetes is a national scandal. It 
is shameful and tragic that Diabetes Australia (heavily funded by taxpayers and the pharmaceutical industry) advises those who come to 
it seeking help that "Meals that are recommended for people with diabetes are the same as [the high-carbohydrate meals recommended] 
for those without diabetes": https://www.diabetesaustralia.com.au/eating-well ; https://www.diabetesaustralia.com.au/corporate-partners  
 
54. Please assess my claim that low-GI Professor Stephen Colagiuri appears to be the main scientific author of the Australian National 
Diabetes Strategy 2016-2020 and a co-author of The Australian Type 2 Diabetes Risk Assessment Tool. Unforgivably, neither document 
mentions the word "carbohydrate” and there is minimal focus on modern doses of added sugar as a key driver of type 2 diabetes: 
https://www.health.gov.au/internet/main/publishing.nsf/content/3AF935DA210DA043CA257EFB000D0C03/$File/Australian%20National
%20Diabetes%20Strategy%202016-2020.pdf ; and pp.83-84 http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Big-5-year-update-Feb-2017.pdf  
 
55. Please assess my claim that Professor Colagiuri (recall his “absolute consensus” that sugar does not cause type 2 diabetes) and 
many of his diabetes-careerist colleagues appear to be paid agents of various pharmaceutical companies that benefit enormously from 
the widespread official misinformation about the dietary cause of type 2 diabetes (excessive consumption of sugar and other 
carbohydrate) and the cheap, effective diet cure (simply eliminating that excess consumption). What do you think is going on (p.54&55)? 
 
56. Please assess my claim that, disturbingly, it appears to be common for diabetes careerists and organisations to be captured by the 
pharmaceutical industry. For example, Melbourne's Baker Heart and Diabetes Institute has searched for a cure for type 2 diabetes for 
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nearly a century, but failed to discover it hiding in plain sight in what was once the pre-eminent medical text in the western world (pp. 
36-37 below). In 2002, with funding from drug company Novo Nordisk, Baker & Co. produced "Diabetes: the silent pandemic and its 
impact on Australia". That document not only conspicuously failed to mention the words "carbohydrate" and "sugar” (the foodstuff), but 
it also promoted the false and misleading claim: “As there is currently no cure for [type 2] diabetes, the condition requires lifelong 
[drug-based] management”: pp. 6-7 https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Letter-to-ACCC.pdf 
 
57. Please assess my claim that, even more disturbingly, Baker & Co. in 2000 - funded by a range of drug companies that benefit from 
the suppression of the effective diet cure for type 2 diabetes - produced our only widely used risk-assessment tool: "The Australian 
Type 2 Diabetes Risk Assessment Tool was developed by the Baker IDI Heart and Diabetes Institute on behalf of the Australian, State 
and Territory Governments as part of the COAG initiative to reduce the risk of type 2 diabetes". Again, unforgivably, neither 
"carbohydrate" nor "sugar" (the foodstuff) rated a mention. Suppressing as it does any mention of the dominant factor driving type 
2 diabetes (modern doses of sugar and other carbohydrate), The AustralianType 2 Diabetes Risk Assessment Tool is worse than 
useless, in that it steers diligent consumers away from the obvious, effective diet cure. In fact, the AUSDRISK quiz might as well have 
been written by its drug-company sponsors to try to maximise, not minimise, our national diabetes crisis, thus promoting the extensive 
and expensive use of diabetes and other drugs (pp. 36-42 in ACCC link above).  
 
58. Please assess my claim that typical of the profound ineptitude of the Diabetes Association of Australia and Diabetes Australia has 
been the demonisation over the past 40 years of low-carb diets (simple carbohydrate restriction) as a “fad diet”. The ignorance of many 
taxpayer-funded HCPs is breathtaking, and would be funny if consumers were not living in misery then dying young: the cheap, effective 
approach widely used to cure type 2 diabetes a century ago – featured in the pre-eminent global medical text in 1923 – is a “fad diet”?  
 
59. Please assess my claim that incompetence, scientific fraud, troubling financial conflicts of interest and a lack of honest, competent 
quality control at Group of Eight universities are key drivers of obesity, type 2 diabetes, CVD and early death for millions of Australians, 
past and present. The problems are clearest with regard to type 2 diabetes, while the lack of competence and integrity in Group of Eight 
nutrition “science” in the type 2 diabetes “space” is rather unusually concentrated at the University of Sydney’s Charles Perkins Centre. 
 
60. Please assess my claim that, importantly, I have advised University of Sydney Vice-Chancellor Michael Spence, his quality-control 
boss Duncan Ivison and other management of the Group of Eight multiple times that it is standard scientific practice for extraordinarily 
faulty papers working to harm public health to be formally retracted from the scientific record. I note again that Retraction Watch 
documents more than 1,000 retractions in 2017: https://www.the-scientist.com/research-round-up/top-10-retractions-of-2017-29834 
 
Section 4: Group of Eight ditched commitment to “excellence”, so now is defrauding students and taxpayers on massive scale 
 
We cannot fix all of the problems documented above in a day. But we can make a start. Alas, instead of retraction, Vice-Chancellor 
Spence, his Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Research) Ivison and other Group of Eight management have chosen to do absolutely nothing to 
properly correct the false and harmful information associated with the Charles Perkins Centre’s now infamous Australian Paradox paper. 
Thus what we have is a classic “bait and switch” involving the deception of millions of taxpayers and fee-paying students: 	
 
(a) Group of Eight (Go8) universities each year solicit billions of dollars from fee-paying customers, hapless taxpayers and politicians, by 
promoting themselves as better than the rest, claiming a special devotion to academic “excellence”, particularly in research. Notably, the 
University of Sydney receives roughly $700m each year from Federal taxpayers (p. 57), while the Go8 receives an extraordinary and 
undeserved "two-thirds of all research funding to Australian Universities" https://www.go8.edu.au/files/docs/page/commitment-to-
excellence_web.pdf ; then 
  
(b) After pocketing billions of dollars of other people’s money, the Group of Eight provides no honest, effective quality control when it 
matters. The Australian Paradox case study reveals that the Go8’s claimed special devotion to academic "excellence" is a sham, 
working to enrich our sandstone universities while deceiving students and hard-bitten taxpayers.  
 
Readers, on (a), please consider the false and misleading advertising in this official Group of Eight marketing document:  
 
…Research intensive universities promote excellence in research...integrity is the requirement, excellence the standard...the 
application of rigorous standards of academic excellence...placing a higher reliance on evidence than on authority...the 
excellence, breadth and volume of their research...help position the standards and benchmarks for research quality...research intensive 
universities are crucial national assets...[they have] the right and responsibility to publish their results and participate in national 
debates...provide information that supports community well-being...they are citadels of ability and excellence... Excellence attracts 
excellence...The reputation of these universities reflects substance, not public relations...the research intensive universities are 
critical. The way in which they operate ensures the highest possible standards of performance across a broad range of disciplines 
and helps set national standards of excellence: https://go8.edu.au/files/docs/role-importanceofresearchunis.pdf 
  
You get the picture. The word "excellence" is used 14 times! That's "the bait". Now, here's some hard evidence on (b), “the switch". In 
2016, while he was Chair of the Group of Eight, Vice-Chancellor Michael Spence wrote to me to explain that excellence actually 
is not a priority. In a hopelessly misguided embrace of Academic Freedom, Dr Spence chose to protect the harmful false information 
his highly influential but rather incompetent science careerists have plonked on the scientific record and in important public debates: 
 
... For a university to require the retraction of a piece of research simply on the basis that someone believes it to be wrong, even patently 
wrong, would be a fundamental blow to the tradition of free enquiry that has made universities such powerful engines of innovation and 
of social development over many centuries. I repeat, we will not censor or require the retraction of the the [sic] academic work of our 
staff on any grounds save independently verified research misconduct or unlawfulness. (p. 61 RR’s Submission to ACCC's Scamwatch) 
 
Instead of standing up for “excellence” and “community well-being”, Vice-Chancellor Michael Spence prioritised Academic Freedom. 
Despite receiving clear evidence that Professor Brand-Miller’s pro-sugar Australian Paradox “finding” relies on shonky data that are 
conspicuously flat, dead-ending and fake, so clearly unreliable, Dr Spence chose to allow her continue using her Australian Paradox 
fraud to falsely exonerate added sugar as a dietary evil and to oppose “Sugar taxes”: http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/australian-
sugar-tax-debate.pdf and https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=acXICYKEzy4&feature=youtu.be&t=4827 
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My sense is that the University of Sydney and its Group of Eight partners' priority is not “excellence” but pretending excellence, to 
squeeze billions of dollars from fee-paying students and taxpayers. High-profile marketing of a special Go8 devotion to excellence in 
research is a sham but serves its purpose by encouraging hundreds of thousands of students to take on large debts to fund expensive 
Go8 degrees, including post-graduate degrees. Such degrees may be devalued when the public comes to understand that Go8 quality 
control is a sham. My experience is that uni careerists do whatever they please. Pretty much nothing is corrected, no matter how faulty. 
 
All this leaves one with little confidence that the University of Sydney will properly fix the Charles Perkins Centre’s low-protein, high-
carbohydrate (LPHC) mouse median-lifespan deception. No matter that it is harming public health. No matter that the University’s 
management has itself advertised false LPHC longevity claims in the national media as an example of research “excellence”. No matter 
that taxpayer dollars in dementia research are being recklessly wasted via the false claim that mice on P:C ~1:10 diets lived longest, 
after the actual results of the 30-diet experiment were hidden in 2014 and blatantly misrepresented. The actual results in Table 3 remind 
us that, in fact, 100% of the mice on three of the authors’ six much-promoted P:C ~1:10 (~0.1) diets were dead by 10-23 weeks! (p.16) 
 
Still, it’s not all gloom and doom. One of the more amusing developments in recent years involves the incompetence and lack of integrity 
in University of Sydney “science” inadvertently exposing a similarly sad lack of competent quality control at another Group of Eight 
university, awkwardly in this case my alma mater, the Australian National University. Talk about a collapse of academic standards!  
 
Australian Paradox fraud expanded from University of Sydney to Australian National University (ANU) in Canberra 
 
In 2017, I discovered that the ANU has begun handing out post-graduate degrees without proper quality control. In particular, a Doctor of 
Philosophy degree was awarded without anyone bothering to verify basic information driving the PhD candidate’s published conclusions.  
 
What am I talking about? I'm talking about a seriously faulty 2017 ANU PhD dissertation on "research silencing". Given that I’ve never 
met with Professor Brand-Miller's high-profile Vice-Chancellor Michael Spence (and never bribed him), why did the ANU allow Brand-
Miller's false allegations to be formally published in Jacqui Heopner's PhD dissertation?  
 

 
http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/USyd-Misconduct-in-ANU-PhD.pdf  

 
And why did an ANU PhD candidate, her supervisor(s) and her examiners all fail to check whether or not Brand-Miller is pretending that 
her conspicuously flat, fake, dead-ending 2000-2003 FAO data are valid, even “robust and meaningful” (she is) before assuming she is 
not? Again, her Australian Paradox conclusion of a “consistent and substantial decline” is falsified by her own published charts (p. 25). 
 
With no-one competent and honest bothering to check the well-documented problems in the Australian Paradox paper, Professor Brand-
Miller simply duped the ANU with a series of bogus claims, again expanding the reach of her Australian Paradox fraud. For example, 
Brand-Miller was able to dupe sympathetic-but-careless (now Dr) Jacqui Hoepner into thinking that someone had asked for “an update” 
of her Australian Paradox paper. In fact, the Initial Inquiry Report in 2014 recommended that a new paper be written that “specifically 
addresses and clarifies the key factual matters” in that original paper (p. 30). Alas, Brand-Miller dishonestly chose to go with “an update”: 

 
https://openresearch-repository.anu.edu.au/bitstream/1885/121823/1/Hoepner%20Thesis%202017.pdf 
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Unfortunately, the credibility of Heopner's PhD thesis was shredded by her published assessment that the (unreliable) information 
gathered from scientific fraudster Professor Brand-Miller’s interview “was among the richest and most critical I collected": 
 

  
p. 12 https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/2017-ANU-PhD-on-Research-Silencing.pdf  

 
Again, Go8 quality control in research was basically non-existent when it mattered: an ANU PhD candidate had her thesis published and 
then distributed on Twitter - http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/USyd-Misconduct-in-ANU-PhD.pdf - and she was allowed to graduate 
as a Doctor of Philosophy, without anyone competent bothering to check her information against critical, well-documented facts. In the 
process, Dr Heopner defamed a diligent, fact-driven "whistleblower" as a reckless, unethical "research silencer". Alas, the ANU now is 
assisting the Australian Paradox sugar-and-obesity fraud to continue to misinform nutrition "science" and public policy across the world. 
 
How is this ongoing research misconduct consistent with our elite sandstone universities having some sort of special devotion to 
"excellence"? Again, the Group of Eight’s false and misleading advertising of this (non-existent) devotion is defrauding fee-paying 
customers, long-suffering taxpayers and our political representatives on a massive scale (p. 57, below).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Dedication 
 
Charlie Perkins was born in Alice Springs near the red centre of Australia in June 1936. I was born there 30 years later in March 1966.  
 
I dedicate my body of work on the Charles Perkins Centre’s Australian Paradox sugar-and-obesity fraud and Cell Metabolism’s mouse-
diet-and-human-health deception to my mother, Elaine Lucas, who nursed Aboriginal and other Australians in remote places - including 
Katherine, Alice Springs, Balcanoona, Woorabinda and Baralaba - from the early 1960s to the late 1980s. And to my late father, 
Alexander “Sandy” Robertson, who grew up in Scotland and in the Scots Guards then briefly shifted to Melbourne and then Coogee in 
Sydney before working with cattle, sheep and wheat across country Australia for half a century, and taught me (and my brother and 
sister), often by example, much about what is right and much about what is wrong.  
 
I also have firmly in mind people like Bonita and Eddie Mabo, Faith Bandler, Charlie Perkins (who Dad says he knew briefly, and so too 
his brother Ernie, in The Territory over half a century ago), Waverley Stanley and Lou Mullins of Yalari, and especially Noel Pearson, all 
of whom worked or are working indefatigably for decades to improve the lot of their peoples left behind.  
 
Finally, I wonder whatever happened to the many Aboriginal boys and girls I met across country Australia when I was a boy, including 
those with whom I shared classrooms and sports fields back in Baralaba (central Queensland) in the late 1970s. Much of the news over 
the years has been tragic and depressing. https://www.australianparadox.com/baralaba.htm  
 
 
 
Please note: In this and other documents, I have detailed influential incompetence and worse in nutrition and health “science”, and by 
Group of Eight university senior management. Importantly, if you read anything here or elsewhere from me that is factually incorrect or 
otherwise unreasonable, please contact me immediately and, if I agree, I will correct the text as soon as possible.  
 
This all matters because more than one million Australians today have type 2 diabetes, the number growing rapidly. Many of these 
vulnerable Australians can expect mistreatment, misery and early death, harmed by high-carbohydrate diabetes advice promoted by a 
range of respected entities advised by highly influential Group of Eight science careerists. The unfolding diabetes tragedy can be seen 
most clearly in the quiet suffering of short-lived Indigenous Australians. 
 
--  
Rory Robertson 
economist and former-fattie 
https://twitter.com/OzParadoxdotcom  
 
+61 414 703 471 
strathburnstation@gmail.com	
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Appendix: Correspondence and information regarding Charles Perkins Centre’s research fraud and harm to public health 
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Letter: Charles Perkins Centre's incompetence, research fraud and financial conflicts of interest harming public health 

 
 
 
from :rory robertson <strathburnstation@gmail.com> 
to: michael.spence@sydney.edu.au; duncan.ivison@sydney.edu.au; richard.fisher@sydney.edu.au  
cc: rebecca.halligan@sydney.edu.au  
date: May 13, 2019 
 
Dear Vice-Chancellor Michael Spence, Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Research) Duncan Ivison and General Council Richard Fisher, 
 
On Friday, I received a letter from Dr Rebecca Halligan - the Director of the University of Sydney's Research Integrity & Ethics 
Administration - advising that my communication with the National Health and Medical Research Council had resulted in the NHMRC 
recommending that the University of Sydney begin a research-integrity investigation into the misrepresentation of the actual results of 
the University's high-profile mouse-diet paper: "The Ratio of Macronutrients, Not Caloric Intake, Dictates Cardiometabolic Health, Aging, 
and Longevity in Ad Libitum-Fed Mice" https://www.cell.com/cell-metabolism/fulltext/S1550-4131(14)00065-5 
 
Here is my initial Expression of Concern: https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Letter-cell-metabolism.pdf 
 
In this matter of the low-protein, high-carb mouse-diet misrepresentations, Professor Stephen Simpson - the Academic Director of the 
Charles Perkins Centre - appears to be the lead author, dishonestly advising a journalist at The Australian that “…Rory’s concerns are in 
every respect unfounded” (p. 18 in next link). Professor Simpson knows very well that his paper and the media coverage he has 
overseen recklessly misrepresent to the scientific community and the general public the actual results of his 30-diet mouse 
experiment: https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Letters-USyd-Cell-Metabolism.pdf 
 
Today, I am writing to make three formal requests: 
 

1. That the University (you) appoint a panel of three eminent people from outside the University to investigate this matter. After 
all, the University's management has advertised this paper widely - including in national newspapers (see p. 4 in previous 
link) - as an example of the University's devotion to research excellence. It is absolutely inappropriate for the University 
management to investigate itself in this matter of scientific fraud. That's particularly the case given that the University has 
allowed the Australian Paradox sugar-and-obesity fraud to prosper for most of a decade. Even Professor Jennie Brand-
Miller's self-serving false claim that I bribed Vice-Chancellor Michael Spence - a claim that her dishonesty caused to be 
published in an ANU PhD dissertation - was not sufficient to prompt you to stop that 
fraud: http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/USyd-Misconduct-in-ANU-PhD.pdf 

 
2. That the University ensure that I am interviewed in person by the research-integrity panel. I make that request so that my 

evidence is not hidden or ignored, as when the (former) Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Research) Jill Trewhella and Professor 
Robert Clark AO either incompetently or dishonestly suppressed my evidence in the 20I4 research-integrity investigation 
(whitewash) of the Australian Paradox fraud: http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/ABC-investigation-
AustralianParadox.pdf   As you may know, I have been amazed and troubled by Jennie Brand-Miller, Alan Barclay, Stephen 
Simpson, Stewart Truswell and the University's support for the dishonest 2017 expansion of Australian Paradox fraud into 
the American Journal of Clinical Nutrition: pp. 64-79 http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Big-5-year-update-Feb-2017.pdf 

 
 

3. That I meet with you - Michael, Duncan and Richard - later this week. From my side, it would be just me. The point of the 
meeting would be for me to give you, the University's most-senior officials, a complete understanding of the national scandal 
that is continuing under your noses. The faulty high-profile mouse-diet paper is the least of the University's problems. 
Incompetence, research fraud and financial conflicts of interest at the highest levels of "science" in the Charles Perkins 
Centre are harming public health, and slowly but surely damaging Group of Eight universities' reputation for competence and 
integrity, not to mention "excellence". Perhaps you have time to meet me on campus tomorrow (Tuesday) afternoon or on 
Thursday or Friday later this week? Please let me know if such a meeting is of interest. 

 
I look forward to your response. 
 
Regards, 
Rory 
 

 
--  

Rory Robertson 
economist and former-fattie 
https://twitter.com/OzParadoxdotcom  
 
+61 414 703 471 
strathburnstation@gmail.com 
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What one Statistics textbook says about formal papers hiding key results before launching into “statistical shenanigans” 

 

 
 

 
p. 12 in https://books.google.com.au/books?id=huoPAHPkxVYC&pg=PA18&source=gbs_selected_pages&cad=2#v=onepage&q&f=false  
 

 
Bad animal model: Simpson et al’s lab mice profoundly unlike humans with respect to metabolism of carbohydrate and fat 

 
Importantly, when you buy standard laboratory mice (C57BL/6), the instructions on the side of the box explain that “fed a high-fat [low-
carbohydrate] diet”, they “develop obesity, mild to moderate hyperglycemia, and hyperinsulinemia”: https://www.jax.org/strain/000664 
But humans are different (see below and pp. 11-15 in https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Letters-USyd-Cell-Metabolism.pdf 

 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3488544/ ; Fixing MetSyn in humans https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16288655 
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Epic fail in University of Sydney’s quality control: False mouse-diet lifespan claim promoted as “research excellence”, with 
general public duped by scientists and management suppressing the fact contrived “discovery” involves mice not humans 

 

    Source: Full-page advertisement in Good Weekend magazine, The Sydney Morning Herald, 15 December 2018 
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Senior author of low-protein mouse-diet deceit is Qantas’s main scientific advisor on customers’ menu and “well-being” 

 

Qantas passengers are set to benefit from a world first collaboration between the airline and one of Australia’s leading academic 
institutions to reshape the travel experience. 
 
The University of Sydney’s Charles Perkins Centre will work with Qantas to help develop the airline’s new approach to long haul travel 
ahead of the first Boeing 787 Dreamliner flights this year. The centre brings together researchers across a variety of fields from nutrition 
to physical activity, sleep and complex systems modelling. Research projects include strategies to counteract jetlag, onboard exercise 
and movement, menu design and service timing, pre and post-flight preparation, transit lounge wellness concepts and cabin 
environment including lighting and temperature. 
 
Qantas Group CEO Alan Joyce said the partnership has the potential to transform the journey for passengers, particularly on the long 
haul routes that the Dreamliner is scheduled to operate. “While the Dreamliner aircraft itself is already a step change for passengers with 
its larger windows, increased cabin humidity and lower cabin altitude, the findings that will come from Charles Perkins Centre 
researchers will allow Qantas to design and develop a range of new innovations and strategies to complement the Dreamliner 
experience. … 
 
“The centre’s research has already influenced what meals and beverages we’ll be serving onboard and when, cabin lighting and 
temperature as well as the airport lounge experience.  
 
“Neil Perry is working with the centre on new menus for the 787 flights so we are excited that one of Australia’s best culinary minds is 
teaming up with the best scientific minds to design the best possible menu to look after both health and hunger.” 
 
Qantas and the Charles Perkins Centre are looking at opportunities to involve some Qantas frequent flyers in trials that involve wearable 
technology in the measurement of existing biorhythms during travel, enabling future products to be developed and designed with the 
insight of robust data. Professor Steve Simpson, Academic Director of the Charles Perkins Centre, said the partnership is hugely 
exciting as it’s the first time there has been an integrated multidisciplinary collaboration between an airline and a university around 
in-flight health and well-being beyond medical emergency. 
 
“There is the potential for extraordinary health, science and engineering discoveries and innovations to come out of this research 
partnership, which will also provide the evidence-base needed for Qantas to implement strategies to further improve how people feel 
after a long haul flight,” he said. 
 
The University of Sydney’s Vice-Chancellor and Principal, Dr Michael Spence, said the collaboration between the Australian airline 
and university reflected the vision of both institutions. 
 
“The Dreamliner is a transformative project for Qantas, as the Charles Perkins Centre was for the University of Sydney when we brought 
together multidisciplinary teams of scholars to find solutions to some of the world’s most pressing health problems. 
 
“Adapting and innovating is in both our DNA. The real-world outcomes from this new partnership have the potential to significantly alter 
the future experience of long haul flying.” 

https://dreamliner.qantas.com/accessibility/article/qantas-and-charles-perkins-centre-announce-partnership/ 
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Faulty paper describes a 30-diet mouse experiment while hiding the longest and shortest actual median-lifespan results 

 

 
https://www.cell.com/action/showPdf?pii=S1550-4131%2814%2900065-5 

 
Table 3 

 
 

Source: The paper’s “Supplemental information” including Table S2 reproduced on p. 1, earlier. 
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Charles Perkins Centre tries to give mouse study undue (fake) relevance by recklessly extrapolating from mice to humans 

 

 
         AAP NOVEMBER 20, 2013 9:45PM	

 

                                  Clifford Fram, AAP National Medical Writer 

 

https://www.news.com.au/national/breaking-news/prof-uses-1000-mice-to-expose-food-folly/news-
story/403238e7cccc57b86b689aaa18fa4b95 
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Charles Perkins Centre’s false mouse-diet claims used to misinform national media about low-carb diets and human health 

 

 
…. 

 
….. 

 
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2014-03-05/low-carb-diet-may-shorten-your-life-study-finds/5299284  
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Charles Perkins Centre’s uncorrected 2014 mouse-lifespan claims wasting resources, misleading dementia research in 2018 

 
 

 
https://www.cell.com/action/showPdf?pii=S2211-1247%2818%2931674-7 

 

 

 
https://www.abc.net.au/radio/programs/am/low-protein,-high-carb-diet-found-to-be-better-for-brain/10517260  
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Charles Perkins Centre’s mouse-diet “science” expanded into dementia research in 2018, with high-profile 2014 longevity 

results still misrepresented and fact that human and C57BL/6 mouse metabolisms are profoundly different still ignored 
 

 
https://sydney.edu.au/news-opinion/news/2018/11/21/low-protein-high-carb-diet-shows-promise-for-healthy-brain-agein.html  

 
p. 2 https://www.cell.com/cell-reports/pdf/S2211-1247(18)31674-7.pdf  

 
Making nonsense of the Charles Perkins Centre’s bogus high-carbohydrate mouse-diet advice for human longevity, competent 
US scientists, doctors and dietitians are using a well-known low-carbohydrate, high-fat diet to reverse (cure) type 2 diabetes in 

~60% of human patients, while overseeing dramatic reductions in both weight and the use of costly ineffective drugs 

 

 
https://www.virtahealth.com/research ; https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007%2Fs13300-018-0373-9.pdf  
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Letter: Prof. Simpson denies lifespan falsehood, tells Cell Metabolism "Rory’s concerns are in every respect unfounded" 

 
From: rory robertson <strathburnstation@gmail.com> 
Date: Tue, Jan 29, 2019 at 6:17 AM 
To: Stephen Simpson (CPC) <stephen.simpson@sydney.edu.au>, David Le Couteur <david.lecouteur@sydney.edu.au>, David 
Raubenheimer <david.raubenheimer@sydney.edu.au>, <david.sinclair@unsw.edu.au>, … [Full list at end of letter] 
 
Dear authors of the University of Sydney's high-profile mouse-diet paper and officials of Cell Metabolism journal (as well as independent 
observers, including journalists), 
 
Good morning/evening/afternoon. I hope you are well. I wrote to you in early January about your faulty paper. In response to my 
Expression of Concern - https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Letter-cell-metabolism.pdf - corresponding author Professor Stephen 
Simpson last week advised an inquirer: 

"Dear .............. 
 
As is appropriate, we have responded to the Editor in Chief and Board of Cell Metabolism [ https://www.cell.com/cell-
metabolism/contact ; https://www.cell.com/cell-metabolism/editorial-board ] explaining why Rory’s concerns are in every respect 
unfounded. The conclusions of the paper remain unchanged, and indeed have been confirmed independently by other international 
laboratories. 

We are very happy to discuss further in person should you wish. 
 
Yours ever, 
Steve 
 
PROFESSOR STEPHEN J. SIMPSON AC FAA FRS 
Academic Director, Charles Perkins Centre 
School of Life and Environmental Sciences 
 
THE UNIVERSITY OF SYDNEY 
D17 - Charles Perkins Centre Research and Education Hub | The University of Sydney | NSW | 2006 
T +61 2 8627 1613   
E  stephen.simpson@sydney.edu.au 
W https://sydney.edu.au/science/people/stephen.simpson.php 
W http://sydney.edu.au/perkins " 

Today, I am writing to ask - dear authors and officials of Cell Metabolism - that I be provided, please, with your evidence that 
"...Rory’s concerns are in every respect unfounded". 

It is troubling that your corresponding author Professor Simpson was unwilling to provide any such evidence to the inquirer. I think 
Professor Simpson's problem is that no such evidence exists. I think the fact remains that his taxpayer-funded 2014 paper ("Funding 
was obtained from the Australian National Health and Medical Research Council (NHMRC project grant 571328)...") blatantly 
misrepresents the longevity results of his 30-diet mouse experiment. 
 
Recapping briefly, here's one (devastating) problem: 

1. The authors claim that "Median lifespan was greatest for animals whose intakes were low in protein and high in carbohydrate...": 
p. 421 https://www.cell.com/action/showPdf?pii=S1550-4131%2814%2900065-5 

2. Alas, contradicting that widely promoted story, the actual longevity data - carefully obscured in the authors' published 
"Supplemental" information - show that the greatest median lifespan (139 weeks) resulted from a high-protein (42%), low-
carbohydrate (29%) diet. Indeed, that diet's median lifespan is 10% greater than the median lifespan of the next best diet (127 
weeks), also a high-protein, low-carb diet. Notably, four of the top seven (of 30) diets in terms of median lifespan are high-
protein diets, while seven of the worst 12 diets for median lifespan are low in protein. 

 
The extent of the NHMRC-funded authors' misrepresentation of their 30-diet experiment's actual longevity results is illustrated 
clearly by Table 3 in https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Letter-cell-metabolism.pdf, via Table 
S2 in https://www.cell.com/cms/10.1016/j.cmet.2014.02.009/attachment/e2d00ae0-845a-4f9e-99a4-a831d55dd569/mmc1.pdf 
 
Blind Freddie can see from Table 3 that my concerns are indeed well-founded: the problems I have documented are devastating to the 
credibility of both the NHMRC-funded paper and the high-profile dietary advice flowing from it to the general public (see the fourth-last 
paragraph below). 
 
Accordingly, Professor Simpson's claim last week that "...Rory’s concerns are in every respect unfounded" is obviously false and 
apparently dishonest. What I think we are observing is deliberate deception by a senior official of the University of Sydney, an entity that 
consumes billions of dollars of taxpayer-funded research grants. 
 
While shocking to some, this disturbing lack of basic integrity is consistent with the Charles Perkins Centre's behaviour in its 
infamous Australian Paradox fraud that seeks to falsely exonerate modern doses of added sugar as a major driver of obesity and type 2 
diabetes. In both cases, the problem with integrity involves influential science careerists unreasonably refusing to "specifically 
address" the profound and well-documented problems that render their published - and widely promoted - conclusions invalid: 
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• https://www.abc.net.au/radionational/programs/backgroundbriefing/independent-review-finds-issues-with-controversial-sugar-

paper/5618490 ; 
• p. 6 http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/USyd-Misconduct-in-ANU-PhD.pdf ; 
• pp. 5-6 http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/ABC-investigation-AustralianParadox.pdf ; 
• https://www.smh.com.au/healthcare/research-causes-stir-over-sugars-role-in-obesity-20120330-1w3e5.html 
• https://www.abc.net.au/radionational/programs/backgroundbriefing/2014-02-09/5239418#transcript 
• https://www.abc.net.au/lateline/health-experts-continue-to-dispute-sydney-uni/7324520 
• https://www.smh.com.au/business/economist-v-nutritionists-big-sugar-and-low-gi-brigade-lose-20120307-1uj6u.html 
• https://www.smh.com.au/business/pesky-economist-wont-let-big-sugar-lie-20120725-22pru.html 
• p. 64 http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Big-5-year-update-Feb-2017.pdf 
• minute 1:20:30 https://youtu.be/acXICYKEzy4?t=4827  

 
Beyond that well-documented-yet-ongoing research misconduct, hard evidence continues to pour in week after week that Professor 
Jennie Brand-Miller and her boss Professor Stephen Simpson - as key players in the Australian Paradox fraud that seeks to falsely 
exonerate added sugar, especially in sugary drinks - are on the wrong side of history: https://www.nytimes.com/2019/01/22/well/eat/to-
fight-fatty-liver-avoid-sugary-foods-and-drinks.html 
 
In any case, given Professor Simpson's apparent dishonesty last week in responding to an inquiry about his mouse-longevity 
misrepresentation, I again urge Professor Simpson, his co-authors and/or the officials of Cell Metabolism to provide me, 
please, with the explanation that Professor Simpson says he provided to "the Editor in Chief and Board of Cell Metabolism". 
 
Critically, you need to explain how point 2. above does not clearly falsify your high-profile claim - promoted by the University of Sydney in 
full-page newspaper advertisements recklessly suggesting the research involved humans: p. 
4 https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Letter-cell-metabolism.pdf - that "median lifespan" for mice was greatest for particular diets 
"low in protein and high in carbohydrate". 
 
Professor Simpson, please "Reply all" with your evidence, so that independent observers watching this situation unfold can stop 
believing that the problems with your high-profile paper are indeed exactly as I have documented.  
 
Readers, this all matters because the widespread tragedy of obesity, type 2 diabetes, dementia and other diet-driven human miseries 
promoting early death will continue to expand as long as influential misinformation published and promoted to the general public by 
eminent diet-science careerists remains uncorrected. 
 
In the current episode, NHMRC-funded mouse-longevity misrepresentations have been converted into misguided high-carbohydrate, 
low-protein longevity advice for humans that tends to promote misery and early death, especially for Australians with type 2 diabetes 
and/or Metabolic Syndrome (both largely caused by the excessive consumption of refined sugar and other 
carbohydrate): https://www.abc.net.au/news/2014-03-05/low-carb-diet-may-shorten-your-life-study-
finds/5299284 ; https://www.medicalnewstoday.com/articles/273533.php ; https://www.news.com.au/national/breaking-news/prof-uses-
1000-mice-to-expose-food-folly/news-story/403238e7cccc57b86b689aaa18fa4b95 ; https://sydney.edu.au/news-
opinion/news/2018/11/21/low-protein-high-carb-diet-shows-promise-for-healthy-brain-agein.html ; p. 
4 http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Expanded-Letter-HealthDept-type2diabetes.pdf 

Until the authors or the journal provide actual evidence (not just fluffy bluster) that my concerns "are in every respect unfounded" (they 
can't), I will continue to advise that the Charles Perkins Centre's faulty NHMRC-funded mouse-diet paper be formally retracted and 
then rewritten under competent and honest supervision, to ensure that the actual longevity results of the 30-diet mouse experiment 
are accurately described, as per Table 3 in https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Letter-cell-metabolism.pdf 
 
In summary, the important point for Australian readers is that we cannot trust eminent "science" as it is done today. My 
experience - via the University of Sydney's infamous Australia Paradox fraud, and now with its sugary low-protein mouse-
longevity deception - is that there is no competent quality control when it matters. Group of Eight science careerists simply 
show up, pick up their pay and awards of eminence, while doing whatever they please with little or no competent, honest 
oversight. The main victims are taxpayers and public health. 
 
Am I silly to argue that this shonky-but-expensive system needs to change? Why shouldn't taxpayers who pour billions of dollars into 
Group of Eight university research have every right to insist that the general public not be deceived and harmed by false claims 
promoted by those receiving the funding? 
 
Best wishes, 
Rory 

 

Rory Robertson 
www.strathburn.com 
Strathburn Cattle Station is a proud partner of YALARI, 
Australia's leading provider of quality boarding-school educations for Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander teenagers.  Check it out at http://www.strathburn.com/yalari.php 
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Letter: Editor-in-Chief Nikla Emambokus is overseeing Cell Metabolism’s response to misrepresentation of longevity results 
 
From: Stephen Simpson (CPC) stephen.simpson@sydney.edu.au 
 
Date: Wed, Jan 30, 2019 at 9:01 AM 
Subject:  
To: strathburnstation@gmail.com <strathburnstation@gmail.com> 
Cc: Creighton, Adam <creightona@theaustralian.com.au>, Emambokus, Nikla (ELS-CMA) <NEmambokus@cell.com>, Samantha 
Solon-Biet <samantha.biet@sydney.edu.au>, David Le Couteur <david.lecouteur@sydney.edu.au> 
 

Dear Rory, 
 
After seeking approval from the Editor in Chief at Cell Metabolism, please find attached the response to your concerns. [See below, 
overleaf and https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/USyd-mouse-diet-response.pdf ] This was sent to the editorial board, who were 
allowed the courtesy of two weeks to review and respond. No further questions having been raised by the members of the editorial 
board, it is now appropriate that you be copied. 
 
Steve 
  
PROFESSOR STEPHEN J. SIMPSON AC FAA FRS 
Academic Director, Charles Perkins Centre 
School of Life and Environmental Sciences 
  
THE UNIVERSITY OF SYDNEY 
D17 - Charles Perkins Centre Research and Education Hub | The University of Sydney | NSW | 2006 
T +61 2 8627 1613   
E  stephen.simpson@sydney.edu.au 
W https://sydney.edu.au/science/people/stephen.simpson.php 
W http://sydney.edu.au/perkins 

 
 
 

Professor Simpson’s “rebuttal” reinforces concern actual results misrepresented and Rory’s complaints valid and substantial 
 

(Professor Simpson - via his letter above - provided RR with a rebuttal document without a heading, a list of authors or a date.) 
 

 
[more……] 
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[more……] 

 

 
 

The full document is available at https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/USyd-mouse-diet-response.pdf 
 
 
Prof. Brand-Miller thanks boss Prof. Simpson for his assistance publishing dishonest 2017 Australian Paradox paper in AJCN 

 

 
https://academic.oup.com/ajcn/article/105/4/854/4633970 

 
Brand-Miller thanks boss Simpson for protecting Australian Paradox fraud and overseeing its dishonest expansion into AJCN  

 

 
BRIEF CURRICULUM VITAE - The University of Sydney 

Google: Brand Miller CV syd.edu 
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Charles Perkins Centre’s Australian Paradox evidence of “consistent and substantial decline” in sugar intake, 1980-2010 

 

 
http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/ABC-investigation-AustralianParadox.pdf  
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ABC’S secret investigation into Australian Paradox matters confirms serious scientific fraud via misrepresentation of data 

 

 
https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/ABC-investigation-AustralianParadox.pdf 
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Robertson’s first University of Sydney research-fraud Inquiry resulted in “whitewash”, with main recommendation thwarted 

 

 

2014 Inquiry either incompetently or dishonestly “disappeared” critical evidence of FAO’s flat, fake dead-ending data 

 
 
See overleaf for chart, and email from FAO official confirming that key data are made-up, falsified and/or invalid, take your pick. 
 
 
 
 

2014 Inquiry’s main recommendation ignored, and indeed thwarted by Charles Perkins Centre 
 

 
 

Snippets: pp. 1, 21 and 4 https://ses.library.usyd.edu.au/bitstream/2123/15705/2/australian-paradox-report-redacted.pdf 
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Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Research) Jill Trewhella and investigator Professor Robert Clark AO “disappeared” FAO evidence 

 
Why do University of Sydney “scientists” and senior management keep pretending that a conspicuously flat, 
faked/invalid/faulty/unreliable dead-ending 2000-03 sugar series is valid and reliable?  
 

 
Source: Figure 2A in Australian Paradox http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/OriginalAustralianParadoxPaper.pdf 

 
Readers, after 1999, after the ABS discontinued its data series as unreliable (and stopped counting), the FAO’s data for 2000-03 
are conspicuously flat and dead-ending, bizarrely stopping seven years before the end of the paper’s 1980-2010 timeframe. That the 
dead-ending 2000-03 data are made-up/falsified/unreliable is self-evident to most, but the FAO also provided written confirmation, after I 
wrote to it and inquired way back in 2012:  
 

 
https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/FAOfalsifiedsugar.pdf  

http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/RR-response-to-inquiry-report.pdf  
 
 
It was only after receiving that confirmation from the FAO - that the data are simply made-up (no actual counting takes place) and thus 
are unreliable and scientifically invalid - that I “went public” about my concerns regarding the Australian Paradox paper, assisted by 
highly experienced journalist Michael Pascoe: 
 

 
https://www.smh.com.au/business/economist-v-nutritionists-big-sugar-and-low-gi-brigade-lose-20120307-1uj6u.html   
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RR’s formal 2014 Submission presented detailed evidence on fake/unreliable 2000-03 FAO series, but then it “disappeared”! 
 
In 2014, in my formal Submission to Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Research) Jill Trewhella and her “independent” investigator Professor 
Robert Clark AO, I provided the FAO’s written 2012 confirmation that its 2000-03 data are made-up/faked/falsified/unreliable/invalid.  
 

 
p. 4 http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/RRsubmission2inquiry.pdf 

http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/New-nonsense-based-sugarreport.pdf  
 
 
Meanwhile, Brand-Miller and Barclay misled Professor Clark, describing their faked 2000-03 FAO data as “robust and meaningful”: p. 58 
https://ses.library.usyd.edu.au//bitstream/2123/15705/2/australian-paradox-report-redacted.pdf   
 
When he interviewed Brand-Miller and Barclay, Professor Clark correctly assessed that “the Australian Paradox authors weren’t sure 
about the detailed methodology underpinning the FAO data in Figure 2”, conceding that “we both needed to check the facts” (p. 8).  
 
Instead, he and Deputy VC (Research) Jill Trewhella suppressed the critical facts, by recklessly “disappearing” key evidence (p. 21):  
 
 

 
 
Only thus was the University of Sydney able to keep pretending that clearly faked/invalid/unreliable data are both valid and reliable. 
 
Back in 2013, I confirmed with the CEO of the MDPI publisher of the journal Nutrients, that University of Sydney Vice-Chancellor Michael 
Spence could arrange the immediate formal retraction of the extraordinarily faulty Australian Paradox paper merely by writing to the 
Editor-in-Chief of Nutrients. Alas, he has not yet developed a genuine interest in scientific integrity or become devoted to “research 
excellence”. (Nor has the NHMRC yet forced him to do so, by withholding all further research funding until these matters are fixed.) 
 

 
 

http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/RRsubmission2inquiry.pdf ; https://retractionwatch.com/2013/08/22/journal-to-feature-special-
issue-on-scientific-misconduct-seeks-submissions/#comment-12734   
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2014 Initial Inquiry Report’s key recommendation thwarted by Prof. Brand-Miller, helped by her boss Prof. Stephen Simpson    

 

 
p. 4 https://ses.library.usyd.edu.au/bitstream/2123/15705/2/australian-paradox-report-redacted.pdf 

 
Australian Paradox senior author Professor Brand-Miller and her boss Professor Stephen Simpson – Academic Director of the Charles 
Perkins Centre – ignored and then thwarted the 2014 Initial Inquiry Report’s main recommendation, ensuring that a new paper 
“specifically addressing” and “clarifying” the “key factual issues” was never written. 
 
A new Australian Paradox paper was published in early 2017, but it was a dishonest “update” (see p. 9, earlier) featuring the use of 
shonky, unreliable data. Neither Jennie Brand-Miller nor her boss Stephen Simpson felt the need to mention the problems that made the 
infamous 2011 paper’s conclusions hopelessly unreliable. They did not seek to “clarify” the issues “raised by the Complainant” (me), for 
that would require Brand-Miller “owning up” to a serious scientific fraud. Instead, in late 2016, scientific fraudster Brand-Miller sooled a 
security guard on to me when I – as a paying participant at a conference where she presented her dishonest 2017 paper pre-publication 
- sought to ask her questions about her decision to expand her Australian Paradox fraud rather than retract her shonky paper and end 
her shameful misconduct (see overleaf and pp. 64-80 http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Big-5-year-update-Feb-2017.pdf ). 
 

 

 
 

 
https://academic.oup.com/ajcn/article/105/4/854/4633970  
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Source: RR’s Submission to ACCC's Scamwatch 
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Source: RR’s Submission to ACCC's Scamwatch 



	 33	
Professor Jennie Brand-Miller’s claim in ANU PhD: Robertson bribed University of Sydney Vice-Chancellor Michael Spence  

 
 

 
https://openresearch-repository.anu.edu.au/bitstream/1885/121823/1/Hoepner%20Thesis%202017.pdf  

http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/2017-ANU-PhD-on-Research-Silencing.pdf  
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Untruthful JBM suggests RR bribed University of Sydney Vice-Chancellor Michael Spence, duping ANU PhD too lazy to 
check facts into thinking Australian Paradox paper has no real flaws. ANU PhD insists RR an unethical “research silencer”  

 
 

 
Page 58; Readers, the receipt for my donation is reproduced overleaf (RR) 

 
 
 

 
Page 70 

 
 

 

 
Page 94 

 
 
 

 
Page 96 

https://openresearch-repository.anu.edu.au/bitstream/1885/121823/1/Hoepner%20Thesis%202017.pdf  
http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/2017-ANU-PhD-on-Research-Silencing.pdf  
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ANU PHD thesis suggests - via Jennie Brand-Miller’s dishonesty – that Rory Robertson’s donation to Sydney University’s 

Faculty of Health Sciences was a bribe to secure 2014 research-misconduct Inquiry 
 

 
Page 16 http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Big-5-year-update-Feb-2017.pdf  
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https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/1923-Medicine-Textbook.pdf  
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Source: RR’s Submission to ACCC's Scamwatch 
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Source: RR’s Submission to ACCC's Scamwatch 
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Source: RR’s Submission to ACCC's Scamwatch 
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Source: RR’s Submission to ACCC's Scamwatch 
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Source: RR’s Submission to ACCC's Scamwatch 
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Source: RR’s Submission to ACCC's Scamwatch 
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Source: RR’s Submission to ACCC's Scamwatch 
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Source: RR’s Submission to ACCC's Scamwatch 
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Source: RR’s Submission to ACCC's Scamwatch 
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Source: RR’s Submission to ACCC's Scamwatch 
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Source: RR’s Submission to ACCC's Scamwatch 
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https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Letter-to-ACCC.pdf	
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https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Letter-to-ACCC.pdf 
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http://care.diabetesjournals.org/content/diacare/27/9/2266.full.pdf 
Source: RR’s Submission to ACCC's Scamwatch 
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https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Letter-to-ACCC.pdf	
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Source: RR’s Submission to ACCC's Scamwatch 
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https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Letter-to-ACCC.pdf 
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https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Letter-to-ACCC.pdf 
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https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Letter-Academic-Board-Inquiry-Report.pdf 

 

University of Sydney’s 2018 Annual Report confirms taxpayers gift it ~$750m each year despite false promise of “excellence” 

 

 

p. 38 https://sydney.edu.au/content/dam/corporate/documents/about-us/values-and-
visions/University%20of%20Sydney%202018%20Annual%20Report.pdf 
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https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Letter-to-ACCC.pdf 
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What would Charlie think of what’s being done under his name, if he hadn’t died young, via kidney disease? 

 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
https://royalsoc.org.au/images/pdf/Forum2016/Simpson.29Nov2016.pdf 

http://ia.anu.edu.au/biography/perkins-charles-nelson-charlie-810	
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It’s time for scientists, public health officials and doctors to start thinking about Insulin Resistance and Metabolic Syndrome 

 

https://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Letter-to-ACCC.pdf 
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Dedication 

 
Charlie Perkins was born in Alice Springs near the red centre of Australia in June 1936. I was born there 30 years later in March 1966.  
 
I dedicate my body of work on the Charles Perkins Centre’s Australian Paradox sugar-and-obesity fraud and Cell Metabolism’s mouse-
diet-and-human-health deception to my mother, Elaine Lucas, who nursed Aboriginal and other Australians in remote places - including 
Katherine, Alice Springs, Balcanoona, Woorabinda and Baralaba - from the early 1960s to the late 1980s. And to my late father, 
Alexander “Sandy” Robertson, who grew up in Scotland and in the Scots Guards then briefly shifted to Melbourne and then Coogee in 
Sydney before working with cattle, sheep and wheat across country Australia for half a century, and taught me (and my brother and 
sister), often by example, much about what is right and much about what is wrong.. (A longer piece on Dad’s life and times can be found 
in one of the links below.) 
 
I also have firmly in mind people like Bonita and Eddie Mabo, Faith Bandler, Charlie Perkins (who Dad says he knew briefly, and so too 
his brother Ernie, in The Territory over half a century ago), Waverley Stanley and Lou Mullins of Yalari, and especially Noel Pearson, all 
of whom worked or are working indefatigably for decades to improve the lot of their peoples left behind.  
 
Finally, I wonder whatever happened to the many Aboriginal boys and girls I met across country Australia when I was a boy, including 
those with whom I shared classrooms and sports fields back in Baralaba (central Queensland) in the late 1970s. Much of the news over 
the years has been tragic and depressing. https://www.australianparadox.com/baralaba.htm  
 
Please note: In this and other documents, I have detailed influential incompetence and worse in nutrition and health “science”, and by 
Group of Eight university senior management. Importantly, if you read anything here or elsewhere from me that is factually incorrect or 
otherwise unreasonable, please contact me immediately and, if I agree, I will correct the text as soon as possible.  
 
This all matters because more than one million Australians today have type 2 diabetes, the number growing rapidly. Many of these 
vulnerable Australians can expect mistreatment, misery and early death, harmed by high-carbohydrate diabetes advice promoted by a 
range of respected entities advised by highly influential Group of Eight science careerists. The unfolding diabetes tragedy can be seen 
most clearly in the quiet suffering of short-lived Indigenous Australians. 
 
 
Rory Robertson 
economist and former-fattie 
https://twitter.com/OzParadoxdotcom  
 
+61 414 703 471 
strathburnstation@gmail.com 
 
 
Please respond "please delete" if you would prefer not to receive occasional updates on scientific integrity and public health. 
 
 
Here's me, Emma Alberici and ABC TV's Lateline on the University of Sydney's Australian 
Paradox: http://www.abc.net.au/lateline/content/2015/s4442720.htm 
 
Here's the latest on that epic Australian Paradox sugar-and-obesity fraud: http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/ABC-
investigation-AustralianParadox.pdf	
 
Here's Vice-Chancellor Spence's threat to ban me from campus: p. 64 http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Big-5-year-update-
Feb-2017.pdf	
 
During National Diabetes Week 2016, I wrote to the Department of Health about "The scandalous mistreatment of Australians 
with type 2 diabetes (T2D)": http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/Expanded-Letter-HealthDept-type2diabetes.pdf	
 
Want to stop trends in your family and friends towards obesity, type 2 diabetes, heart disease and various cancers? Stop 
eating and drinking sugar: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xDaYa0AB8TQ&feature=youtu.be	
 
Here's the diet advised by Dr Peter Brukner, recently the Australian cricket team's doctor: http://www.peterbrukner.com/wp-
content/uploads/2014/08/All-you-need-to-know-about-LCHF1.pdf ; http://www.abc.net.au/catalyst/lowcarb/	
	
A life in our times: Vale Alexander “Sandy” Robertson (1933-2015): http://www.australianparadox.com/pdf/AlecRobertson-
born2oct33.pdf	
 
Comments, criticisms, questions, compliments, whatever welcome at strathburnstation@gmail.com	
 
www.strathburn.com 
Strathburn Cattle Station is a proud partner of YALARI, 
Australia's leading provider of quality boarding-school educations for Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander teenagers.  Check it out at http://www.strathburn.com/yalari.php	


