U.S. Army Medical Command Concerned About Fluoridating

Dr. Phyllis Miullenix, a researcher who has investigated the neurotoxicity of fluoride since 1987, was
contacted by BSE, a contractor for the U S Arny Mdical Coomand, (MEDOOM). Headquartered at Fort Sam
Houston, San Antonio, Texas, it has sone 25,000 sol diers and 28,000 civilian enployees in its comand.
MEDCOM commands four Arny installations including the world famous VWl ter Reed Arny Medical Center, in
Washi ngton, D C

MEDOOM was concerned about fluoridating the water supply of Fort Detrick, Maryland and Dr. Muillenix's expert
opi ni on was requested. The following is Dr. Millenix's response (actual letter) with references at the end.

Phyllis J. Millenix, Ph.D
P. 0. Box 753
Andover, Massachusetts 01810-3347
Tele. (978) 475-9196
FAX (978) 749-9447

May 5, 1999

BSA Environnental Services

21403 Chagrin Boul evard

Suite 101

Beachwood, OH 44122

Re: Request for information on drinking water fluoridation

Dear Drs. Ronpser-Breno and Beaver:

The April 15 request for conments regarding water fluoridation is vague in that no

assurances are offered as to how ny witten opinion will be used. Thus, a copy of this
letter will be sent to M. G lbert CGonzales at Fort Detrick. Wthout the benefit of having

read the "Environmental Assessment” report to which you referred to in your letter, | run
the risk of being redundant with regard to the material already prepared. Wth these
caveats, | offer the follow ng conments about the advantages and di sadvant ages of water

fluoridation.

To start, | must correct a statenent you namde in your letter regarding ny being an "expert
on drinking water fluoridation issues." Prior to 1982, ny know edge of fluoride was
limted to television commercials saying It was good for ny teeth. Rather, ny expertise
was detection of neurotoxicity, which brought me to the Departnent of Psychiatry at
Boston's Children's Hospital and Neuropathol ogy at the Harvard Medi cal School. It was
there that | met Dr. Jack Hein, Director of the Forsyth Dental Center and the scientist
responsi ble for putting nono fluorophosphate (MFP) into toothpaste. Dr. Hein was a student
of Dr. Harold Hodge, the chief pharnmacol ogi st on the Manhattan Project who conducted the
wor | d renowned studies on fluoride (1) and started water fluoridation. Dr. Hein invited ne
to Forsyth to study the neurotoxic potential of naterials that dentists use, starting with
fluoride, and we set up the first toxicology departnment in any dental research institution
inthe world. | was nmade Head of the departnment, and Dr. Hodge noved to Boston and becane
a nenber of ny departnent where he stayed until his death in 1990. Another Manhattan
Project scientist and fluoride researcher, Dr. Ben Andur, also joined the departnent.

My investigations of the neurotoxicity of fluoride started in 1987. Using a new conputer
pattern recognition system capable of a sensitivity and objectivity other behaviora
nmeasures did not possess, we studied an animal nodel first devel oped for the study of
dental fluorosis. Frankly, we expected to find nothing. The results fromthe first
experiment we thought nust be wong, so we kept repeating the study with nore aninmals,

di fferent doses, sexes, ages and nethods of adninistration. Like quicksand, every effort
we nade sank us further into the realization that brain function was inpacted by fluoride.
Scientific integrity dictated that we publish our results (2,3), but being enployed at a
dental research institution made us weak in the knees to do so.



In our 1995 paper (2), we reported that brain function was vul nerable to fluoride, that
the effects on behavi or depended on the age at exposure and that fluoride accunulated in
brain tissues. Rats exposed as adults displayed behavi or-specific changes typical of
cognitive deficits, whereas rats exposed prenatally had di spersed behaviors typical of
hyperactivity. Brain histology was not exam ned, but the behavioral changes were
consistent with those seen when hi ppocanpal devel opnent is interrupted and nenory probl ens
energe. Overall, we concluded that the rat study flagged potential for nmotor dysfunction

| Q deficits and/or learning disabilities in humans.

Criticisnms of our study by dentists say that our results in rats are not relevant to
humans because the doses we used were too high (75-125 pprn NaF in drinking water). These
criticisnms are without merit because our doses in rats produce a |level of fluoride in the
pl asma equivalent to that found in humans drinking 5-10 ppm fluoride in water, or humans
recei ving sone treatnents for osteoporosis. This plasnma |level is exceeded ten tines over
one hour after children receive topical applications of sonme dental fluoride gels. Thus,
humans are being exposed to levels of fluoride that we know alters behavior in rats.

Per haps dentists see no problemw th this fact, but scientists involved with toxicity risk
assessment will viewit differently. The fluoride levels in the drinking water of our rats
were not high, they were taken fromthe well known ani mal nodel devel oped for the study of
dental fluorosis, a nodel used repeatedly by dental researchers for several years.

O her criticisnms of equal absurdity have been expressed by dentists about our study.
However, they are not inportant to dwell upon now because that first study was but one

pi ece of an energing picture. Soon after our study was published, we |earned of two

epi dem ol ogy studies from China showing IQ deficits in children over-exposed to fluoride
via drinking water or soot fromburning coal (4,5). Next, we found a literature review

t hat assenbl ed case reports spanning 60 years on neurol ogi cal effects in humans exposed to
fluoride (6). A comon thenme in these reports was that fluoride exposure inpaired nenory
and concentration and that it caused |ethargy, headache, depression and confusion. The
depression is not sonething to ignore because suicide occurs nore frequently than expected
i n popul ations of fluoride workers (7).

More recently, another |aboratory investigation found that chronic exposure to fluoride (
ppnm) in drinking water of rats conproni sed neuronal and cerebrovascul ature integrity

(bl ood brain barrier) and increased al uni numconcentrations in brain tissues (8). Another
study found that fluoride in drinking water of rats decreased nenbrane |ipids inportant to
proper brain function (9). Mreover, the | atest studies have shown that fluoride

accunul ates in hunman and ani nal pineal glands where it inpairs nmelatonin production (10,
11), a finding critical when it is considered that nmelatonin is an agent that protects the
central nervous systemfromradi ati on by scavenging free radicals (12). Finally, there is
a recent study published which reports that silicofluorides in fluoridated drinking water

i ncrease levels of lead in children's blood, a risk factor that predicts higher crine
rates, attention deficit disorder and learning disabilities (13).

Unfortunately, the link between fluoride and the brain does not end with the above
mentioned studies. In 1993, while studying the neurotoxicity associated with the
treatnents of chil dhood | eukenia, we denonstrated that the fluorinated steroid

dexanet hasone di srupted behavior in rats to a greater degree than did its non fluorinated
counterpart prednisolone (14,15). This finding pronpted a clinical study of children
treated for |eukema, where it was found that the fluorinated steroid was nore detrinmental
to IQthan the nonfluorinated steroid, in particular readi ng conprehension, arithmetic

cal cul ation and short-termworking nenory deficits were greater (16). In short, this
finding has fueled a growi ng concern about the contribution of fluorinated pharnaceuticals
to the total body burden of fluoride.

As you deci de whether or not to fluoridate the water supplies of Fort Detrick, it is
i mperative that you consider the inpact on total body burden of fluoride. The sol dier
today is a different individual, facing a very different situation than that encountered
fifty years ago when fluoridation was pronoted as a "safe and effective" means to protect
agai nst tooth decay. The difference stens fromthe fact that 1) fluoride exposures today



are out of control, well beyond the dose touted as optinmum for caries prevention; and 2)
peopl e today, especially soldiers, are exposed to substances and conditions that wll
interact with fluoride exposure and nagnify harnful effects (i.e., exposure to beryllium
| ead, strontium alum num cholinesterase-inhibiting pesticides, uranium hexafl uoride,
stress, nutritional deficiencies, increased water consunption due to extrene exercises,
fluorinated pharnmaceuticals, and nerve gases including sarin).

In summary, my opinion is that there are no advantages to water fluoridation. The risks
today far exceed the hoped for benefit. Dr. Hodge during the Manhattan Project requested
funds fromCol. Stafford L. Warren to do aninmal experinentation to determ ne central
nervous systemeffects of fluoride (17). He did so because he had clinical evidence that
the fluoride conponent of uranium hexafluoride caused "mental confusion, drowsiness and

| assitude anong the worknen. Yet, he never got to do those studies, and because this

i nfornati on was cl assified, he never discussed his findings with ne. Perhaps, however,
this explains why he was so intensely interested in nmy fluoride studies up to the tine of
hi s deat h.

Therefore, in good conscience | can only discourage the notion of fluoridating the water
supply of Fort Detrick. The evidence against the safety of this public health policy wll
keep nounting and never di sappear again. My ignorance of fluoride in the begi nning was a
matter of chance. If you ignore this evidence today, it will be a matter of choice. Good
luck with doing the right thing.

Si ncerely,

Phyllis J. Millenix, Ph.D
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VOTE: NO FLUORIDE! Protect Your Health and Freedom this Nov. 7th. VOTE: NO FLUORIDE!

Legal Cases Establishing Dangers of Fluoride

Judge Anthony Farris presided over the trial in the case of Safe Water Foundation v. Aty of Houston,
District Court of Texas, 151st Judicial Dstrict, No. 80-52271. On May 24, 1982, Judge Farris entered his
findings of fact on the record of the case. Hs main findings were as fol |l ows:

"That the artificial Ffluoridation of public water supplies, such as is contenpl ated by
[Houston] dty Odinance No. 80-2530, may cause or may contribute to the cause of cancer,
genetic damage, intolerant reactions, and chronic toxicity, including dental mottling, in
man; that the said artificial fluoridation may aggravate malnutrition and existing
illnesses in man; and that the value of said artificial fluoridation is in doubt as to the
reduction of tooth decay in man."

(These findings of fact were specifically sustai ned and uphel d as havi ng been established at tria by a preponderance of the
evidence, as appears in Safe Vdter Foundation v. Houston, 661 SW 2d 189 (Tex. App. 1983).)

*x X X KX X
Judge John P. Fl aherty, now a Suprene Court Judge, presided over the trial in the case of Paul A tkenhead v.
Bor ough of Weést View, No. G 4585-78. The city was sued over fluoridation. On Novenber 16, 1978, Judge
Fl aherty handed down his decree. The critical parts of his opinion read as foll ows:

"Quer the course of five nonths, the court held periodic hearings, which consisted of extensive
expert testinony fromas far away as England. At issue was the nost recent tine-trend study of DOr. Burk and
Or. Yianouyi annis, which conpared cancer nortality inten cities which fluoridated their water systens with
ten cities which did not fluoridate over a period of twenty-eight years from1940 to 1968. The study
concl uded that there was a significant increase in cancer nortality in the fluoridated cities."

*Qntrary to what has been said by pronoters of artificia fluoridation of public water supplies, Judge Haherty's
jurisdiction to nake and enter his findings on Novenber 16, 1978, was expressly sustai ned and uphel d as appears in Atkenhead v. Vést
Mew 397 Al. 2d 878 (Pa. Gmith. 1979). Nor were his findings ever disturbed on appeal. 1n 1988, Justice Haherty reaffirned his
convictions that fluoridationis a very dangerous practice. Inaletter dated January 26, 1988 to M. BEvel yn Hannan, he stated,

"It has been years now since the case involving fluoridation was before ne as a trial judge, but
since that tine nothing | have seen changes ny view of the serious hazards occasi oned by public
fluoridation. To the contrary, what | have read convinces ne all the nore that in depth, serious, scientific
effort shoul d be undertaken before further expanding a questionabl e practice. Those who belittle critics of
fluoridation do the public a nmis-service, yet it seens in the face of strong, uncontradi cted prina facie
evidence, that is the tactic nost often enpl oyed.”

VOTE: NO FLUORIDE! Defend your Health and Freedom on Nov. 7th. VOTE: NO FLUORIDE!

Please Share This. Info. at: nofluoride.com fluoridealert.org fluoridation.com fightfluoride. com
VOLUNTEERS ARE NEEDED! Please Call: 210-826-6853 or Emmil: Hi cksGvi@ol .com
FLUORIDE 1S A BIOHAZARD! It Never Leaves The Body! DON’T BUY TOXIC LIES!



