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Let us remember 

 1) Carol Patton 
 2) Albert Burgstahler 
 3) Myron Coplan  
 4) Louis Ronsavelli 
 5) Sonia Dolan 
 
 



   Outline of my presentation 
 
 

1.  Better ways of fighting tooth decay 
2.  Key arguments against fluoridation 
3.  The risks to the developing brain 
4.  An examination of the very weak 

evidence of benefit 
5.  How can we end fluoridation? 



Part 1. 
Better ways of  

fighting tooth decay 
 



The vast majority of 
countries do NOT 

fluoridate their water 



97% of Western European population now 
drinks Non-Fluoridated Water 
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Luxembourg 
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Northern Ireland 
Norway 

Scotland 
Sweden 
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*Some fluoridate their salt 

97% of Western European population now  
drinks Non-Fluoridated Water 



According to WHO data  
 tooth decay in 12-year-olds 

 is coming down as fast  
in F as NF countries  
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SOURCE: World Health Organization. (Data online) 



CDC MMWR, October 22, 1999 



A Better Strategy 
Most of the tooth decay today is concentrated 

in low-income families.  
We need to target those families with better 

dental services, better dental education and 
better diet. 

We shouldn’t be forcing them to swallow a 
substance that a) they can’t avoid and  

b) puts them at greater disadvantage, because 
fluoride’s toxic effects are made worse by 
poor diet. 



Scotland 
n   Instead of water fluoridation, the Scottish 

Government opted for a dental action plan (their 
ChildSmile program), to pursue:  

n  a) a nursery-school based toothbrushing program;  
n  b) providing healthy snacks & drinks to school 

children;  
n  c) oral health advice to children and their families 

on healthy weaning, diet and toothbrushing;  
n  d) annual dental check-ups and treatment if 

required including fluoride varnish applications.  



Scotland 
n The proportion of children aged 4–6 years 

without obvious dental decay has risen 
from 42.3% in 1996 to 67% in 2012. 

n The proportion of children aged 10–12 years 
without obvious dental decay rose from 

n 52.9% in 2005 to 72.8% in 2013 
n They are ahead of schedule! 
(Information Services Division Scotland, 
2013).  



Scotland 
n “Glasgow researchers found 
that the scheme had reduced 
the cost of treating dental 
disease in five-year-olds by 
more than half between 2001 
and 2010.” (BBC, Scotland) 

 



n In short our kids need 
n MORE BRUSHING! 
n MORE FRUIT AND VEGETABLES! 
n   LESS SUGAR!  
n Less sugar means less tooth decay and less 

OBESITY 
n Less obesity means less diabetes and fewer 

heart attacks  
n In other words education to promote less 

sugar consumption is a very good 
investment! 



We need  
EDUCATION 

 not FLUORIDATION 
 to fight tooth decay and 

obesity. 
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 1) We should NEVER use the public 

water supply to deliver ANY 
medical treatment 

a) You can’t control the DOSE;  
b) you can’t control who gets the  
    treatment AND  
c) it violates the individual’s right to 
informed consent to medication 
 



 
 2) There is no reason to SWALLOW 

fluoride.  
There is not a single biochemical 
process in the human body that needs 
fluoride to function properly. 
 In other words there is no evidence 
that fluoride is an essential nutrient.  



 
 

3) There are many biological processes 
that are harmed by fluoride 

e.g. fluoride inhibits enzymes, switches 
on G-proteins etc…(Barbier et al, 
2010) 

Therefore there is even more reason not 
to swallow fluoride and not to put it 
in the public drinking water 



“Naturally-occurring” versus 
“Nature’s verdict” 

n  Fluoridation promoters love to stress that 
fluoride is “naturally-occurring” and 
sometimes even say that “Fluoridation: 
nature thought of it first.” 

n They are confusing GEOLOGY with 
BIOLOGY 

n What levels of fluoride that naturally occur 
in water simply reflects the vagaries of 
which ROCKS the water has flown through 



“Naturally-occurring” versus 
“Nature’s verdict” 

n But because something occurs naturally in 
water does not mean it is safe. Arsenic also 
appears in some water supplies. 

n Millions of people worldwide have been 
harmed by “naturally-occurring” arsenic 
and “naturally-occurring” fluoride 

n  So what is Nature’s verdict on the fluoride 
ion? 



 
 

 
4) Nature’s verdict.  
The baby needs very little - if any - 

fluoride. The level of fluoride in 
mothers’milk is EXTREMELY LOW 
(0.004 ppm, NRC , 2006, p. 40) 

A bottle-fed baby in a fluoridated 
community (0.7 – 1.2 ppm) is getting 
175-300 times the fluoride dose that 
nature intended.  



Mothers’ milk protects our babies 
from early exposure to fluoride 



Formula made up with  
fluoridated tap water does not! 



 
 

 
5) American children are being hugely 

overexposed to fluoride (from several 
sources).  

The evidence for this is the increasing 
prevalence of DENTAL FLUOROSIS.  



Context on Dental Fluorosis 

  Early promoters thought that at 1 ppm F 
they could reduce tooth decay and limit 
dental fluorosis to 10% of children in 
its very mild form. 

 
 



CDC (2010) 

41% of  ALL American children 
aged 12-15 (average from both 
fluoridated and non-fluoridated 
communities) had dental fluorosis 
 
Beltrán-Aguilar et al. Prevalence and Severity of Dental  
Fluorosis in the United States, 1999-2004 

 
 

 
 
 



CDC, 2010 

41% 



Mild Dental Fluorosis 

Impacts up to 50% of tooth surface 



Moderate- Severe 
 Dental Fluorosis 

Impacts 100% of tooth surface 



 
 6) It would be reckless to assume that 

when fluoride is damaging the baby’s 
growing tooth cells that is not 
damaging other developing tissues like 
the bone, brain and the endocrine 
system. In my view if it did not do so it 
would be a biochemical miracle! 



Part 3. 
 

The risks that fluoride poses 
 to the developing brain  

 
 



    
Since 1991 extensive 

evidence has emerged that 
fluoride damages the brains 

of animals and humans 



    
Michael Connett will be 

summarizing this evidence 



The Harvard review 

n In 2012, Choi et al (the team included 
Philippe Grandjean) published a meta-
analysis of 27  studies comparing IQ in 
“high” versus “low” fluoride villages . 

n The study was published in 
Environmental Health Perspectives 
(published by NIEHS) 



Harvard meta-analysis of 27 studies 

n 25 studies from China, 2 from Iran 
n The Harvard team acknowledged 

that there were weaknesses in many 
of the studies, however… 



n …the results were remarkably 
consistent 

n  In 26 of the 27 studies there was 
lower average IQ in the “high” 
versus low-fluoride villages. 

n Average IQ lowering was about 7 
IQ points. 



Promoters of Fluoridation in 
Australia, Ireland, NZ, the UK 

and the US are doing 
everything they can to 

downplay these IQ studies 



    
Chris Neurath will be 

responding to their 
criticisms as well as the 
Broadbent (2014) study 

from NZ 





Promoters claim that concentations in 
these studies are too high to be 
relevant to water fluoridation 

n 8 Studies were less than 3 ppm 
n If you include means (for those reporting 

a range of values) 11 studies were less 
than 3 ppm 

n If you include the low end of the ranges, 
16 had some children less than 3 ppm 





   Bill Hirzy will be 
performing a standard risk 
assessment on these levels 

that lower IQ and 
determining a new MCLG 
to protect ALL US children 

from this effect 



  

 What is the significance of a 
downward shift in the IQ of 

a large population? 



IQ and population 
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Dr. Quanyong Xiang we will be 
giving us an update on his work 

on Fluoride and lowered IQ 



Xiang et al. (2003 a,b) 
   MALES 









 
 

Clearly, there are huge concerns about the 
risks for babies and children swallowing 
fluoride. What about the benefits? 
 
Surprisingly, the evidence that 
swallowing fluoride lowers tooth decay 
is VERY WEAK. 



    
Bill Osmunson will be 
summarizing this weak 

evidence 



The most likely explanation for 
the weakness of the evidence for 

any benefit from water 
fluoridation  



In 1999, the CDC conceded 
that the predominant benefit 
of fluoride is TOPICAL not 
SYSTEMIC. 

 



The admission by the CDC 
should have ended fluoridation in 

the US and around the world 



If fluoride works primarily on the outside 
of the tooth not from inside the body 

 
Why swallow fluoride and expose every 

tissue of the body to a toxic substance, 
when you can brush it on your teeth and 
spit it out?  

And why put it in the drinking water and 
force it on people who don’t want it? 



A summary 



 
 

               Fluoridation is: 
n Unusual (most countries don’t do it),  
n Unnatural (the level of fluoride in 

mothers’ milk is extremely low), 
n   Unethical (the government is violating the 

individual’s right to informed consent to 
human treatment) 

n Unsafe (dental fluorosis, lowered IQ, 
accumulation in the bones…) and 

n Unnecessary (if it works at all it works topically) 

 



 
 

 
Other countries have demonstrated that 

there are other – and better - ways of 
fighting tooth decay without forcing 
water fluoridation on the whole 
population. These other ways are not only 
better for teeth but also for health 
(fighting obesity) 

Fluoridation is an obsolete practice and it is 
time to end it. 

 
  
 



The 1-2-3 punches that should KNOCK 
out Water Fluoridation 

 
 1) Fluoride Lowers IQ 
 2) MCLG should be ZERO 
 3) IF EPA Office of Water did its job 

then fluoridation would be over! 
 



How can we force the EPA to do an 
honest job on determining a new 

MCLG for fluoride?   
1)   Legal possibilities (panel) (Today) 
2)   Organizing politically (Sunday and 

Monday) 



Sunday Sept 7 



1)   Local campaigns 
2)   How do we get EPA Office of water to 

determine an honest MCLG for fluoride? 
3)    How do we get the FDA to regulate 

fluoride for ingestion? (Bill O. Sunday) 
4)   How do we get Congress to stop funding 

CDC promotion/propaganda on 
fluoridation? 

5)   How do we drive a wedge between CDC 
and ADA (Charlie Brown and Dan 
Stockin)? 



Meanwhile, we have to continue to 
end fluoridation 

 1) One open mind at a time 
 2) One community at a time 
 
 



More on IQ studies 

 
 

   
Communities  

ending or rejecting 
fluoridation  



Since 2010, over 156  communities in 
Australia, Canada, New Zealand and the 
U.S have stopped or rejected 
fluoridation 
 
4 million people have been liberated! 



In May 21 2013, Portland Oregon voted 
61% to 39% to reject fluoridation 
despite being outspent 3 to 1.  
 
We will hear from Rick North tomorrow 
on how this was done 



1n Nov 2012, Queensland 
lifted mandatory requirement 
 
 



 
In August 2014, the Israeli 
Minister of Health announced 
an end of fluoridation in 
Israel. 



 
 



More on IQ studies 

 
 

   
 
   RESOURCES 



Please see 
The Professionals’ Statement 

Calling for an End to 
Fluoridation worldwide 

 
www.FluorideALERT.org 

 



NRC (2006) 



  
 In 2006 the U.S. National Research 

Council published its 3-year 
review (NRC, 2006). 

The panel chosen was the first 
balanced panel in the history of 

fluoridation in the U.S. 



See Figure 2-8 on page 85  
(NRC, 2006) 

n This FIGURE  shows 
estimated average intake of 
fluoride from all sources, at 1 
ppm in drinking water for 
various age ranges 







How Hazardous Waste  
Ended Up in Our Drinking Water 

and the Bad Science and  
Powerful Politics  

That Keep It There

THE CASE AGAINST  

Fluoride

PAUL CONNETT, PhD
James Beck, MD, PhD |  H. Spedding Micklem, DPhil

....... 

A New Look  

at the Scientific  

Evidence 

....... 

Book published  
by Chelsea Green 

 
October, 2010 

 
Can be ordered  
 on Amazon.com 

 
     Contains  
    80 pages 

  of references 
      to the 

    Scientific 
    literature   



See Also 
“50 Reasons to Oppose Water 

Fluoridation” 
Can be viewed ONLINE at 
www.FluorideALERT.org 



Please watch the  
20 minute DVD 

“TEN FACTS on FLUORIDE” 
PLUS BOOKLET  

at 
www.FluorideALERT.org 
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Please become a 
Parent Against Fluoridation 
Details from Stuart Cooper, 
FAN’s campaign manager 

stuart@FluorideALERT.org 
 



Please get your local group to join 
the  

Worldwide Alliance to End 
Fluoridation 

Details from Stuart Cooper,  
FAN’s campaign manager 

stuart@FluorideALERT.org 
 



    
Stuart Cooper will be talking 

about these new campaigns 
tomorrow 



More on IQ studies 

 
 

   
What US government  

agencies are and  
are not 

doing on fluoride  
and fluoridation 



“No national primary drinking water 
regulation may require the addition of any 
substance for preventive health care 
purposes unrelated to contamination of 
drinking water. ” 42 USC 300g-1(b)(11): 

“The Safe Drinking Water Act prohibits the 
deliberate addition of any substance to drinking 
water for health-related purposes other than 
disinfection of the water.” 
FOIA Request HQ-FOI-01418-10  

FDA REGULATES SUBSTANCES WHICH TREAT PEOPLE  
EPA REGULATES SUBSTANCES WHICH TREAT WATER 



The American Dental Association Does  
Not have Jurisdiction 

To the Superior Court of the State of California Case  
No. 718228, Demurrer (October 22, 1992) the ADA said, 

 
 
 

“The American Dental Association (ADA) owes no legal 
duty of care to protect the public form allegedly 
dangerous products . . . . Dissemination of information 
relating to the practice of dentistry does not create a 
duty of care to protect the public from potential injury.” 



FDA “do not swallow” . . . The same amount   
CDC promotes in each glass of public water 



FDA CDER HAS JURISDICTION 
 

   FDA CDER has the experts to weigh the  
    the benefits versus risks. 

 CONGRESS DEFINES DRUGS: 

“Articles intended for use in the  
  . . . prevention of disease . . . .”  
         21  USC 321 
(g)(1)(B)    

 
    

FDA testified to Congress that fluoride 
 is a drug.  Congressional Investigation 2001  
 
 



CDC:  Ingestion of fluoride is not likely to reduce 
tooth decay CDC (1999). Achievements in Public Health, 1900-1999: 
Fluoridation of Drinking Water to Prevent Dental Caries. MMWR, 48(41); 
933-940, October 22 

CDC: “It is not CDC’s task to determine what 
levels of fluoride in water are safe.” 
http://www.cdc.gov/fluoridation/safety.htm 5/26/2012 

MANY HAVE EXCESS FLUORIED IN SERUM 
CDC: “Normal serum fluoride levels are <20 mcg/L (0.02 ppm) 
but varies substantially. . . .”
http://www.bt.cdc.gov/agent/sulfurylfluoride/casedef.asp     Taves (‘66)  
normal <0.013 ppm 
 

 Sowers controls  0.05 ppm (4th quartile) 
 Sandhu controls  0.042 ppm and tumors at  0.072 ppm (Xiang 0.064 ppm) 

  Zang      controls  0.04   ppm and 8 IQ loss   0.08   ppm 
 Rathe     controls  0.025 ppm and stones at  0.12 ppm 
 Hossney (2003) Mother’s Milk most samples - none detected  

 å 

ARTIFICIAL FLUORIDATION 
 

NO (MINIMAL) CLINICAL PUBLIC HEALTH 

BENEFITS   



  Part 6 
 The propaganda used by 
some civil servants in the 
promotion of fluoridation 



Queensland Health’s 
promotion of “mandatory” 

statewide fluoridation)  
(2007) 



n  “ In Townsville, water 
supplies have been 
fluoridated since 1964, 
resulting in 65% less 
tooth decay in children 
than those in 
Brisbane” 

 
Qld Health newspaper ads Dec 

2007 



How did they get the 65% less decay ? 
 



  

“ Teeth exposed to 
fluoridated water” 
       Qld  Health 2007   



  

“ Teeth exposed to 
fluoridated water” 
       Qld  Health 2007   

“ Teeth without exposure 
to fluoridated water” 
     Qld Health 2007  
 





Medical officer of health Dr. Hazel Lynn holds up a 
picture of a child's teeth. Lynn said water fluoridation 
prevents tooth decay and is a safe practice. (Owen 
Sound, Sun Times, Jan 31, 2014) 



We must suggest to these 
civil servants that they read 

Ibsens’s play 
An Enemy of the People 



 
 
 


