
OSTEOSARCOMA AND WATER FLUORIDATION/(POLLUTION).  

SALEM OREGON  HAS  ‘WATER FLUORIDATION’  

Comment by DDB:  The extensive Evidence of Cumulative Harm from world experts 
coupled with the fact that despite numerous decades of ‘water fluoridation/pollution’ we are 
in absolute dental crisis proves the unescapable fact that water fluoridation/pollution is not 
safe and not effective and completely and dangerously unviable.  Many claim, and rightfully 
so, that no person, group or organisation should have the political clout and power to 
continue chronically poisoning the population at their whim and that of their interests.  Water 
fluoridation/pollution ie the hazardous waste pollutant poisoning of the populations’ drinking 
water supplies (and hence contaminating the food chain)  must end urgently, irrevocably and 
for all time.   

|| 

 "FIVE KIDS IN 3-AND-A-HALF YEARS WITH OSTEOSARCOMA AND TWO 
HAVE DIED.   I’M SORRY, THAT’S A LOT FOR WEST SALEM,” GAIL HARDER 
SAID.” 

SIX YEAR OLD DARIEN  AND L7 YEAR OLD RANDY DIED.   THREE OTHERS 
STILL FIGHTING OSTEOSARCOMA.  Randy’s  mom is furious to hear there will be no 
investigation into the apparent cancer cluster because it's too difficult to pin down a cause for 
the cancers.     http://www.kgw.com/news/Cancer-cluster-around-West-Salem-High-
172209891.html 
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FLUORIDE LEVELS AND OSTEOSARCOMA 
 
Finding of high serum fluoride levels in osteosarcoma patients along with high drinking water 
level in our patients suggest a link between fluoride and osteosarcoma. 
Simmi Kharb, Ravindra Sandhu, Zile Singh Kundu 
Departments of Biochemistry and Orthopedics, Rohtak, India 
Conclusions:  These results suggest a link between fluoride exposure and osteosarcoma. 
South Asian Journal of Cancer   Oct. - Dec. 2012  Volume 1 Issue 2  

 || 

CANCER CAUSES CONTROL (2006)  17:421-428  DOI 10.1007/S10552-005-0500-6                    
Original Paper    Age-specific fluoride exposure in drinking water and osteosarcoma (United 
States)  

In summary, this exploratory analysis found an association between exposure to fluoride in 
drinking water and the incidence of osteosarcoma, demonstrating a peak in the odds ratio for 
exposure at ages 6–8 years among males diagnosed less than 20 years old, but no consistent 
asso- ciation among females. Future studies would benefit from the inclusion of biomarkers of 
fluoride exposure and assessment of potential gene–environment interactions. Such studies 
with larger numbers of osteosarcoma patients, with incidence under age 20, that examine age-
specific and sex-specific associations are required to confirm or refute the findings of the 
current study.  

Elise B. Bassin  David Wypij   Roger B. Davis    Murray A. Mitleman 



NOTE: In this regard – See Complaint to Harvard University about  a serious conflict of 
interest regarding Professor Douglas  regarding  this Bassin 2006  Study of Osteosarcoma 
cancer.   Brief extract “We, the undersigned graduates of Harvard, are disturbed by the 
charge that a Harvard Professor, Chester Douglass, first hid, then misrepresented, his 
graduate student’s PhD dissertation, which found a ‘ROBUST” association between 
fluoridated water and an increased risk of osteosarcoma in young boys, a frequently fatal 
disease (1). 
 
Quite frankly, it surprises us that Professor Douglass was ever put in charge of such a sensitive 
research issue as this, since he is well known as a promoter of fluoridation and also known to 
have strong financial ties to industries (Colgate and Delta Dental) which could be exposed to 
significant liabilities if fluoride is shown to cause cancer (2).     
Continue  letter of August, 22, 2006   on this link   
http://www.fluoridealert.org/?s=professor+albert+burgstahler  
You can also see response from Harvard University dated 29th September, 2006. 
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OSTEOSARCOMA LEGAL HELP 

Fluoride in Water 

The fluoridation of drinking water has been highly touted as one of the best ways to prevent 
tooth caries, particularly in children. It is not hard to find a recent news story about some 
community proposing to add even higher amounts of fluoride to their drinking water supply 
as a solution to increased dental disease concerns.  

HOWEVER, the fluoridation of drinking water is NOT about protecting children’s teeth. It 
is about the disposal of dangerous industrial waste for a profit. 

People who are new to the fact that fluoridated water is a public health hazard may wonder 
(1) why experts would allow something so toxic to be added to our nation’s drinking water, 
and (2) why this dangerous substance would be so highly touted if it were truly dangerous. 
While the answers to these questions are complex, here are some frequently asked questions—
and answers—that will help you make sense of this serious health hazard. 

What is fluoridation of water? 
Fluoridation of water is the process by which fluoride-containing compounds are added to 
drinking water. While the intended purpose of adding fluoride to water is dental protection, 
numerous studies show that fluoridated water poses significant and life threatening public 
health risks: these risks clearly outweigh the so-called benefits of this troublesome additive. 

Over 90 percent of the fluoride added to drinking water is industrial-grade hexafluorosilicic 
acid, which comes from the air pollution scrubbing systems of the fertilizer industry. This 
form of fluoride is 85 TIMES more toxic than pharmaceutical-grade sodium fluoride 
approved by the FDA for topical dental applications. Tests on this latter form of fluoride are 
the ONLY ones used to provide evidence on the benefits of fluoride.   Continue here:  
http://www.fluoride-osteosarcoma-law.com/fluoride_water.html  
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FLUORIDE CLASS ACTION 
http://fluoride-class-action.com/  
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I, DONNA A. WESTFALL, have been a CITY COUNCILWOMAN in a small (under 
30,000 population for the county) Northern California town (Crescent City, part of Del Norte 
County) for the past 4 years. On November 6th, after 44 years of water fluoridation, a 
moratorium was voted in to stop fluoridation until our supplier can provide the following: 
proof that their product is safe to all consumers along with toxicological reports and a listing 
of contaminants. They can’t and they won’t. How do I know? I sent them and every other 
supplier in the US, Canada and Mexico letters via certified mail last year and not one 
responded. Also, several months ago, I called up UNIVAR (formerly Basic Chemical 
Solutions, the supplier of HFSA/fluoride to our city water department) and asked the same 
questions. They continued to be non-responsive. Even the NSF (National Sanitation 
Foundation) has said during Congressional hearings in 2000 that they do not run all the tests 
required. 

This much we know. Infants should not be drinking formula mixed with fluoridated water. 
Our Centers of Disease Control (CDC) as well as the American Dental Association (ADA) 
both came out and made this known several years ago. The reason is because it may cause 
dental fluorosis, the first visible sign of fluoride poisoning. 41% of our nation’s teens are over-
fluoridated suffering with dental fluorosis, the first visible sign of fluoride poisoning. I refer to 
the National Research Council 2006 report. And to the EPA (Environmental Protection 
Agency) statement issued in 2011, which suggested that the parts per million (ppm) be 
reduced to .7 ppm. 

Also last year, we had a 17 yr old boy die of osteosarcoma, linked to HFSA 
(Hydrofluosilicic acid) fluoride. This is a very rare form of bone cancer. We have had hundreds 
and hundreds of our people suffer from thyroid disease, diabetes kidney disease, seizures, seniors with bone 
fracture, heart disease and more.... all linked to prolonged ingestion of HFSA/fluoride. 

State by State, our governors are looking at issuing warnings to parents about the hazards of 
HFSA/fluoride. Infants drinking formula mixed with fluoridated water get 200 times more 
fluoride than from mother’s milk. HFSA is a neurotoxin and passes the blood brain barrier. 
Harvard released their study in July ’12 showing as much as a 10 point drop in IQ due to 
HFSA/fluoride with increased mental retardation. 

If you look at the American Cancer Society’s (ACS) web statistics, you’ll see that Del Norte 
County was 34th in the nation for cancer, while Brookings, Oregon, Curry County (another 
small seaside town just 30 minutes north of us) was 765th in the nation. Their town has never 
fluoridated. We have 1.3 deaths per week due to cancer, and the local ACS chapter has 
predicted twice as many cases this coming year. 

In addition, the cavities rate in our children is 70%, with high obesity, low test scores and high teen pregnancy 
rates. Girls enter puberty 2-3 years earlier in fluoridated areas vs non-fluoridated areas. 

The CDC and ADA also came out that ingesting fluoride is not effective. Instead they recommended 
topical application. 

The fact that your government spends millions of dollars adding this toxic industrial waste 
product is a waste of precious resources which could be better spent. 

Finally, my own personal opinion is that I believe it is absurd for any medication to be put 
into the drinking/bathing water. If your water departments are anything like ours, then they 
are dispensing a medication (an unapproved drug) without taking health histories, without 
monitoring the dose, or giving out a listing of side effects. All in all, practicing medicine 
without a license, putting an illegal substance into the drinking water and slowly poisoning 



your people. 

I also believe that if you follow the money you will discover, as I did, that fluoridating the 
water has nothing to do with helping children’s teeth and it never has. It’s all about finding a 
place to dump toxic industrial waste and saving hundreds of millions of dollars by not having 
to dump their product legally. 

I hope your people are quick to research the facts and not rely on the lies, propaganda, 
rhetoric, flawed and fraudulent tests of the pro-fluoride side. 

We’re talking about a toxic industrial waste chemical under the guise of treating humans, A 
practice I’m sure will be considered one of the biggest frauds perpetrated during the 20th and 
21st centuries. 

Donna A. Westfall �  Crescent City, Ca. 95531    November 30, 2012        

e-mail: donnawestfall@yahoo.com �Further info can be obtained by researching 
www.fluoridealert.org  or by speaking with Dr. Paul Connett, Executive Director 
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The following is an interview with Dr. William Marcus, SENIOR SCIENCE ADVISOR IN 
EPA’S OFFICE OF DRINKING WATER, concerning the NATIONAL 
TOXICOLOGY PROGRAM’S ANIMAL STUDY ON FLUORIDE & CANCER. The 
interview is with Dr. Gary Null, and was aired on Null’s radio show (program #310) on 
March 10, 1995.  http://www.fluoridealert.org/content/marcus-interview/  

Marcus: Well I went to a meeting that was held in Research Triangle Park in April 1990, the 
latter part of April, in which the NTP was presenting their review of the study. And I went 
with several colleagues of mine, one of whom was a board certified veterinary pathologist who 
had originally reported hepatocholangiocarcinoma as a separate entity in rats and mice. I 
asked him if he would have an opportunity to look at the slides to see if that  really was a 
tumor or the pathologist at Battelle had made an error and he told me after looking at the 
slide that in fact it was correct. And at the meeting every one of the cancers that was reported 
by the contractor had been down-graded by the NTP. 

Now I’ve been in the toxicology business looking at studies of this nature for nearly 25 years 
and I’ve never seen that; never ever seen where every single endpoint that was a cancer 
endpoint had been down-graded. I’d seen one or two endpoints argued over, usually on a 
definition [of] what is a cancer in that particular tissue. But I’ve never seen every one of them 
down-graded. I found that very suspicious and I went to see an investigator in the Congress at 
the suggestion of my friend Bob Carton. And this gentleman and his staff investigated very 
thoroughly and found out that the scientists at the NTP down at Research Triangle Park had 
been coerced to change their findings. 

Continue here:   http://www.fluoridealert.org/content/marcus-interview/  
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ANOTHER STUDY LINKS FLUORIDE TO BONE CANCER 

Wed Apr 29, 2009 



NEW YORK, April 29 /PRNewswire-USNewswire/ -- Blood fluoride levels were 
significantly higher in patients with osteosarcoma than in control groups, according to 
research published in Biological Trace Element Research (April 2009).  Osteosarcoma, a rare 
bone cancer, occurs mostly in children and young adults.   
 
Randhu and colleagues measured serum fluoride levels in three equal groups of age-matched 
and sex-matched patients. Group one had osteosarcoma, group two had non-osteosarcoma 
bone tumors, and group three had musculo-skeletal pain.(1)  "Mean serum fluoride 
concentration was found to be significantly higher in patients with osteosarcoma as compared 
to the other two groups," writes Randhu's team. "(T)his report proves a link between raised 
fluoride levels in serum and osteosarcoma," they write.  This reinforces a 2006 published 
Harvard study by Bassin showing a link between water fluoridation and osteosarcoma in 
young boys.(2)   
 
 
A 1992 New Jersey Department of Health study shows osteosarcoma rates higher among 
young males in fluoridated vs. unfluoridated regions of New Jersey.(3)   More studies link 
fluoride to bone and other cancers but are downplayed or ignored by government 
officials.(4)(5)    
 
Bone defects similar to bone cancer were detected in fluoridated Newburgh, NY children as 
early as 1955. Newburgh is home of the first human health fluoridation experiment begun in 
1945.  According to Christopher Bryson in The Fluoride Deception, "A radiologist, Dr. John 
Caffey of Columbia University, called the defects 'striking' in their 'similarity' to bone cancer... 
and seen more than twice as frequently among boys in Newburgh as among boys in 
nonfluoridated Kingston [the control city]."(6)   I 
 
In 2006, the prestigious National Research Council review of fluoride/fluoridation toxicology 
found a fluoride/bone cancer link plausible.    "If governments truly want to save money, 
stopping fluoridation is a no-brainer.  It would save money, preserve health and teeth," says 
attorney Paul Beeber, President, New York State Coalition Opposed to Fluoridation.   In 
2005, 11 Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) employee unions, representing over 7000 
environmental and public health professionals called for a moratorium on fluoridation 
programs across the country and asked EPA management to recognize fluoride as posing a 
serious risk of causing cancer in people.(7)   In addition, over 2,430 professionals urge the U.S. 
Congress to stop fluoridation until Congressional hearings are conducted, citing scientific 
evidence that fluoridation, long promoted to fight tooth decay, is ineffective and has serious 
health risks.  
 
See statement:   http://www.fluoridealert.org/statement.august.2007.html    References:  
http://tinyurl.com/osteosarcom      Contact:  Paul Beeber, JD   516-433-8882  
nyscof@aol.com      http://www.orgsites.com/ny/nyscof      http://www.FluorideAction.Net      
SOURCE  NYS Coalition Opposed to Fluoridation  Paul Beeber of NYS Coalition Opposed 
to Fluoridation, +1-516-433-8882, nyscof@aol.com  
 
Source:  http://www.reuters.com/article/2009/04/29/idUS145903+29-Apr-
2009+PRN20090429  
 
 
|| 
 

FLUORIDE & BONE CANCER 

by Dr. Paul Connett, Professor of Chemistry, St. Lawrence University.  



(The following is an excerpt from Connett's essay "Fluoride: A Statement of Concern" - January 2000) 

Another set of findings which has been outrageously downplayed in my view is a possible 
association between water fluoridation (or fluoride exposure) and osteosarcoma (bone cancer) 
in young males. Of particular interest in this matter is a little known comment which was 
made by an early reviewer of the medical examinations of the children studied during the 
Newburgh-Kingston fluoridation trial (36). This comment was picked up by the authors of a 
National Academy of Sciences report in 1977, and further amplified:  

"There was an observation in the Kingston-Newburgh (Ast et al, 1956) study that was 
considered spurious and has never been followed up. There was a 13.5% incidence of 
cortical defects in bone in the fluoridated community but only 7.5% in the non-
fluoridated community... Caffey (1955) noted that the age, sex, and anatomical 
distribution of these bone defects are `strikingly' similar to that of osteogenic sarcoma. 
While progression of cortical defects to malignancies has not been observed clinically, 
it would be important to have direct evidence that osteogenic sarcoma rates in males 
under 30 have not increased with fluoridation." (37).  

 
Surely, if objective government scientists had been aware of this concern or prediction, they 
might have taken far more seriously the studies that followed. For example, in 1990 the 
National Toxicology Program (NTP) published the results of a 2-year study of rats and mice 
treated with fluoride in their drinking water performed by scientists at Battelle laboratories 
(38). Even though a peer review of this Battelle study removed some of the other cancers 
found (erroneously according to Dr. William Marcus at the US EPA) (39), it still showed a 
dose-related increase in osteosarcoma in the male but not the female rats. Rather than taking 
this result as a serious red flag, government scientists seemed to have done everything they 
could to downplay it. According to Dr. William Marcus, who was the senior scientist at US 
EPA's Office of Drinking Water in 1990, the NTP studies done by Battelle  

"showed that there was an increased level of bone cancer and other kinds of cancer in 
the animals. When I got a hold of the contractor report and reviewed it very carefully, 
not only was it reporting cancers in the animals, [it was reporting] osteosarcomas, 
which bothered me a lot because I've been trying to produce osteosarcomas in animals 
for almost 20 years and the only luck I ever had was with an experiment in dogs and 
monkeys and the osteosarcomas took nearly the lifetime of the animals and we were 
using radium which specifically produces that in bones. And here we have a 
compound commonly available (fluoride) that did it in rats in two years or less. That 
was upsetting to begin with. Secondarily, in that same study, there were cancers of the 
liver that are very rare according to the board certified veterinary pathologist at the 
contractor, Battelle, and those really were very upsetting because they were 
hepatocholangiocarcinoma, a very rare, rare, liver cancer and when that occurs, 
something similar to that occurred with vinyl chloride in a far less well conducted 
study and it was determined that it was carcinogenic, highly carcinogenic. Then there 
were several other kinds of cancers found in the jaw and other places and I felt at the 
time that the report was very, very interesting. It showed that the levels of the fluoride 
that caused the cancers in the animals were actually lower than those levels seen in 
people who are ingesting lower amounts but for longer periods of time and that was 
very, very worrisome. It meant that the general population could be exposed to 
fluoride known to cause cancer in animals and have levels near the cancer being 
produced in the bones... I went to a meeting that was held in Research Triangle Park 
in April 1990, the latter part of April, in which the NTP was presenting their review of 
the study and I went with several colleagues of mine one of whom was a board 
certified veterinary pathologist who had originally reported 



hepatocholangiocarcinoma as a separate entity in rats and mice and I asked him if he 
would have an opportunity to look at the slides to see if that really was a tumor or the 
pathologist at Battelle had made an error and he told me after looking at the slide that 
in fact it was correct and at the meeting every one of the cancers that was reported by 
the contractor had been down-graded by the NTP. Now I've been in the toxicology 
business looking at studies of this nature for nearly 25 years and I've never seen that, 
never ever seen where every single endpoint that was a cancer endpoint had been 
down-graded. I'd seen one or two endpoints argued over, usually on a definition what 
is a cancer in that particular tissue but I've never seen every one of them down-graded. 
I found that very suspicious and I went to see an investigator in the Congress at the 
suggestion of my friend Bob Carton and this gentleman and his staff investigated very 
thoroughly and found out that the scientists at the NTP down at Research Triangle 
Park had been coerced to change their findings." (40)  

 
Some said the results were equivocal. Others said the doses were so high that they weren't 
relevant, and yet it is standard toxicological practice to treat a small group of animals to a 
large dose of a toxicant if you are to have a statistical chance of observing any change in the 
small sample size. The alternative is to treat a very large number of animals to a lower dose, 
which is prohibitively expensive. The National Research Council (NRC) in a 1993 report (41) 
described the result as follows: "The equivocal result of osteosarcoma in male rats was not 
supported by results in females in the same study" (page 122). This is an extraordinary 
statement in the context of the concerns raised by the NAS in 1977 (see paragraph 25) 
because it is precisely the result the authors had feared. The NRC further downplayed the 
result based upon a study by Proctor and Gamble (42) (hardly a disinterested party in these 
matters) which hadn't found any osteosarcomas in their rat studies (they had found osteomas 
in mice, but they were considered not important because they were non-malignant). Dr. John 
Yiamouyiannis used the Freedom of Information Act to take a closer look at the P&G studies 
and found that they had found cancers in their rats as well as lesions which could lead to 
cancers (43).  
 
A suspicious person might wonder if the US government was maneuvering around the 
Delaney Clause, which was operating at that time. This clause introduced by Congressman 
Delaney required that no chemical found to cause cancer in animal studies be added to food. 
Thus, if a link had been found between fluoride and cancer in these animal studies it would 
have scuttled the whole fluoridation program then and there.  
 
In 1992, a report was published by the New Jersey Department of Health (44) which indicated 
that in three fluoridated counties in NJ, there was a seven-fold increase in osteosarcomas in 
young males, compared to non-fluoridated counties. There was no increase in the females. 
Again, this is precisely the result feared/anticipated by the NAS commentators in 1977.  
 
In an earlier national survey under the SEER program (45) increases in osteosarcomas in 
young males were further correlated with fluoridation in two other states. However, a study in 
New York, published in 1991, had not found any increase they could relate to water 
fluoridation (46). Three other studies have failed to find a relationship between bone cancer 
rates and fluoridation. These are discussed by Dr. John Yiamouyiannis in an excellent review 
of the osteosarcoma data for the journal Fluoride (43). Dr. Yiamouyiannis has pursued the 
fluoride-cancer connection more thoroughly than any other scientist alive. For some, the 
positive and negative results on osteosarcoma incidence in fluoridated communities neatly 
cancel one another out. For me this is too serious an issue to be so lightly dismissed. In an 
interview I had with the late Dr. John Colquhoun he posed the question: "How many cavities 
would have to be saved to justify the death of one young man from osteosarcoma?".  
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BONE CANCER FLUORIDE STUDY OPENS DOOR TO LAW SUITS  
 
Sunday, 7 August, 2011  

Five years after being promised to disprove the link between fluoride and osteosarcoma bone 
cancer, the promised study has finally been published, failing in its promise, as predicted by 
international fluoride experts. 



The study only looked at bone-fluoride level at the time of osteosarcoma, which is irrelevant 
to age-related exposure effect shown in the earlier research it was supposed to disprove. It just 
shows total lifetime exposure to fluoride; not whether it occurred during the critical 6-8 year 
old period, shown by the earlier research. 

"Fluoridation promoters have been relying on this failed promise ever since 2006, to defend 
continued fluoridation in spite of the risk. What will they rely on now?" asks Mary Byrne, 
National Coordinator of Fluoride Action Network. "Why, spinning Douglass' study as if it 
were valid of course. They have already started - what else can they do? If they admit 
Douglass failed, they must admit that fluoridation should end immediately" answers Ms 
Byrne. 

Osteosarcoma kills between 3 and 4 NZ male youths each year. Legal action against councils 
and fluoridation promoters began being prepared in the USA as soon as Bassin's 2001 study 
was discovered in 2006, having been suppressed for four years. "Publication of Douglass' 
failed study now opens the doorway for such action" suggests Mark Atkin, FANNZ' legal 
adviser. 

"Now that Douglass' study is finally published, it is clearly incapable of refuting Bassin's work" 
according to FAN director, Dr Paul Connett, Ph.D. "Bassin's study was a high quality 
product; Douglass' study was not" he concludes. "And it was only published in a dental 
journal, published by fluoridation promoters The International Association of Dental 
Research - why not in Cancer Causes and Control like his original promise, and Bassin's 
study? Would it not have passed objective peer-review?" adds Ms Byrne. 

Source:   http://www.voxy.co.nz/health/bone-cancer-fluoride-study-opens-door-law-
suits/5/97389  

|| 

FLUORIDE'S LINK TO BONE AND JOINT CANCERS 

What is the NTP (National Toxicology Program - the NTP rat study on Sodium 
Fluoride is examined 

by Calabrese E, PhD., Evaluation of the National Toxicology Program (NTP) Cancer 
Bioassay on Sodium Fluoride, 1991 Jun (Amherst), commissioned by the East Ba 
 
[editor's note: this independent evaluation was completed before the epidemiological data 
from New Jersey found a statistically significant association between fluoridation and 
osteosarcoma rates in young males] 
 

Did the SEER data reveal increased rates of bone cancer? 

Note by Elke: The SEER data by Hoover et al., showed a significant association between 
osteosarcoma rates and fluoridation. This finding was discounted by the USPHS on the basis 
that there was an absence of a linear trend. In other words, higher cancer rates would be 
expected the longer the water was fluoridated. However, given the fact that rapidly growing 
bones in young males are most susceptible to the development of osteosarcoma, and that 
fluoride is a known toxin to bones, a potent enzyme inhibitor, and may act as a cancer 
promoter rather than an initiator, the SEER data is much more significant than first thought. 
If fluoride acts as a promoter (NJ study -- Cohn PD), the duration/latency assumption is not 



warranted. The low-level, long term characteristics of fluoride exposure are consistent with 
the conditions for tumour promotion seen in other chemicals (see also Chinese study, and 
Jones CA et al.,) 

The mutagenicity of fluoride supports the conclusion that fluoride is a probable 
human carcinogen 

The biological plausability of fluoride and bone cancer cannot be denied 

"The mutagenicity of fluoride supports the conclusion that fluoride is a 
probable human carcinogen. An important toxicologic consideration is that a 
toxic substance stores at the same place it exerts it toxic activity." (Dr. William 
Marcus, Environmental Protection Agency Scientist) 
 
http://fluoridation.com/cancer.htm  
 
 
|| 
 
 
FLUORIDE & OSTEOSARCOMA (BONE CANCER) 
Fluoride Action Network  Health Effects  

Summation - Fluoride & Osteosarcoma (Bone Cancer):  

As acknowledged by the U.S. National Toxicology Program there is a "biological plausibility" 
of a link between fluoride exposure and osteosarcoma. The biological plausibility centers 
around three facts: 1) Bone is the principal site of fluoride accumulation, particularly during 
the growth spurts of childhood; 2) Fluoride is a mutagen when present at sufficient 
concentrations, and 3) Fluoride can artificially stimulate the proliferation of bone cells 
(osteoblasts).  

In addition to its biological plausibility, there is now a substantive body of evidence indicating 
that fluoride can in fact induce osteosarcomas in both animals and humans. 
http://208.109.172.241/health/cancer/osteosarcoma.html  
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THE FLUORIDE DEBATE – A Response to the American Dental Association’s Booklet 
Fluoridation Facts  
ADA   According to generally accepted scientific knowledge, there is no connection between cancer rates in 
humans and adding fluoride to drinking water.142 

 

Repeat of Question 22. �Does drinking optimally fluoridated water cause or 
accelerate the growth of cancer? 

Opposition's Response 

Yes. Fluoridation causes a dramatic increase in bone cancer in young men. Dr. William 
Marcus, Senior scientist at the Office of Drinking Water, won over $250,000 from a whistle 
blower's law suit against the Environmental Protection Agency over the fluoridation cancer 



connection. He was fired in 1990 for telling the truth about fluoride and calling for an 
independent review board. (See 1-6: "Why EPA's Headquarters Union of Scientists Opposes 
Fluoridation"). 

"In point of fact, fluorine causes more human cancer death, and causes it faster, than any 
other chemical." (Dean Burk, Ph.D. former head of the National Cancer Institute's 
cytochemistry section chief chemist emeritus at the U.S. National Institute.) 

Dr. Alfred Taylor, (Ph.D.) Research Scientist, makes this statement: "We became involved in 
the fluoridation problem as a result of experiments set up to test the possible anti-cancer 
properties of sodium fluoride. The results indicated that the animals on fluoridated water 
developed cancer earlier than the controls (on fluoride-free water). I took these results to the 
State Health Department. I innocently thought that the backers of fluoridation would be glad 
to receive this data and would initiate research on their own so as to make sure the public was 
protected from a possible health hazard. Instead, the Texas State Health Group immediately 
became concerned with how they could invalidate the lead we had discovered. The report of 
the Open Hearings (Congressional) contains our results with seven experiments. Recently we 
have completed a further series of experiments in which mice were given a non-fluorine diet 
bringing the total number of experiments up to 16 involving 645 mice. The results which have 
a high order of statistical validity indicate shortening of the life-span of mice drinking the 
fluoridated water of 9%." (Alfred Taylor, Ph.D.,Clayton Foundation, Biochemical Institute, 
University of Texas.) (See 22-1: "Fluoride and Cancer," also by Dr. Taylor, Oct. 2, 1965). 

Studies show cancers increase by 5% when fluoride is added to the community drinking 
water. We can expect in the area of 10,000 fluoridation-linked cancer deaths yearly; in other 
words, over 500,000 people, alive today, can expect to die of a fluoridation-linked cancer 
unless something is done to stop fluoridation in the U.S. (See 22-2: "Update on Fluoride and 
Cancer," by John Yiamouyiannis, Ph.D., testimony delivered to a Congressional Committee, 
Sept. 21, 1977). 

In 1992, the New Jersey State Department of Health released the results of a study which 
found six times more bone cancer among males under the age of 20 living in communities 
with fluoridated water. ("A Brief Report on the Association of Drinking Water Fluoridation 
and the Incidence of Osteosarcoma Among Young Males" by Perry D. Cohn, Ph.D. M.P.H. 
Environmental Health Service, New Jersey Department of Health, Nov. 8, 1992. 

"In San Francisco there has been a 400% increase in thyroid cancer during the period that 
the city has had fluoridated drinking water." (New England Journal of Medicine, 1955, 253/2 (45-
51).) 

http://www.fluoridedebate.com/question22.html  
 
|| 
 
 
Please also see all these Extensive Reports from Enviro Management Services:- 

Declan Waugh is an independent environmental scientist, strategic risk management 
consultant, chartered water manager, chartered environmentalist, chartered waste manager, 
renewable energy consultant and expert in the field of environmental acoustics. He has 
worked in the public, private and not for profit sector for over twenty years.  Declan Waugh 
was awarded the 2008 Cork Environmental Forum Award for outstanding individual 
contribution to the Environment.  http://www.enviro.ie/downloads.html  

 



|| 

 

HUMAN TOXICITY, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT & LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 
OF WATER FLUORIDATION here http://www.enviro.ie/risk.html  

FLUORIDE CAUSES CANCER – Dr John Yiamouyiannis 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?NR=1&feature=endscreen&v=SYxLRtudYM4  “Our 
studies show that cancers of the gastrointestinal tract, kidney, bladder, breast and ovaries are 
those primarily associated with fluoride intake". John Yiamouyiannis PhD, Cancer Control 
Journal, Vol. 5, no’s1 + 2, p. 75. 

FLUORIDE CAUSES CANCER - Dr. Dean Burk - Former Chief of Cytochemistry at 
National Cancer Institute for 30 years http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ClqK7XvfLg0  

FLUORIDE'S LINK TO CANCER - DR. DAVID KENNEDY 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=um4baHtxsR4      

FLUORIDE AND CANCER http://www.fluoridealert.org/health/cancer/index.aspx  

FLUORIDE HEALTH EFECTS DATABASE http://www.fluoridealert.org/health/  

FLUORIDE & CANCER http://slweb.org/bibliography.html click on CANCER link 
http://www.slweb.org/bibliography.html#cancer  

IRELAND – FLUORIDE IS CAUSING YOU HIGHER INCIDENCES OF 
PANCREATIC AND PROSTATE CANCER & MORE CASES OF LEUKAEMIA. 
Source: �   http://www.oneworldchronicle.com/?p=5402     

|| 
 
 
 
I am including this in the Osteosarcoma Information because like cancers,  it too,  is  a 
massive threat to our long term health and safety. 
 
ALZHEIMER’S DISEASE    - Epidemic -   Fluoride/Aluminium 
 
YOU'VE BEEN WARNED - Australia already faces Alzheimer's Disease (& Kidney disease) 
epidemics -  STOP 'WATER POLLUTION/FLUORIDATION' immediately permanently 
& irrevocably for all time or face the ruin.  
 
Dementia, including Alzheimer's Disease (AD) is fast becoming the greatest public health 
issue, ever. In the UK the Alzheimer's Society recently stated that one in three persons over 
the age of 65 will die from AD - and it's increasing so fast that in thirty years time the 
prevalence is expected to treble (do the maths and shiver!). Your children will live with 
fluorosis, but they will die with dementia. 
  
Since the evidence that environmental exposure to ionic aluminium salts, such as the 
aluminium sulphate used in water treatment, is a leading cause of AD. There is a 50% and 
150% increase in AD in areas where the water contains only half the permitted maximum of 
0.2ppm. Fluoride in water  increases the speed at which it is absorbed and transferred to the 
brain. ADDING FLUORIDE TO DRINKING WATER IS LITERALLY INSANE. 



Fluoridation is bad on its own, but in the presence of aluminium its effects are becoming 
catastrophic as our 'aluminium clocks' tick away the countdown to Alzheimer's - fluoride 
speeds up that lethal clock..    
 
By Doug Cross   UKCAF       http://ukcaf.org/       
  
CV   http://www.intota.com/expert-consultant.asp?bioID=778541&perID=728108  
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Diane Drayton Buckland 
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