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pfir M Bowrman

Regerdme your references to the fluoridation of water supplics in your Consultstion
Puper on Public ITeplih, | must point out that your conclusions repurding the
doleterious effccts of flaoride are zevercly in ormoe.

Fluorosts, for example, far from being 8 “cosmetic problem™ (1], 15 & sign of damage
to the whole sheletan.

It may interest vou to koow that we all now, whesher in fluotdeted aress or mol, are
receiving well over the “salfe” dose of 1ppm, from the genenl ubiguilows naduee of
this pollucant,

Also thot there 15 WO safe dose as - builds up in 1he body und we excrete only abow
Tialf of what we take in.

The vested mterests behind the propagation of F- are multiferious and powerful.

The sirgle fact thar Aeoridation is & doctusing witloel consent aisd is mass-
medication should make o body concemed with “ethics”™ say a fom “HO M w !

Let alone the neags of data extant as to its ixicity,

Read anc of the earliest books : Dr Weldbet's, Fluoridation the Great Dilemma,
from 1973, Meny hove followed sinee,

Flooresis is now endemic in the Westarm World.



