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MEW TEALAND
DENTAL ASEQCIATION

The Secretary

Advertising Standards Complaints Board
PO Box 10-675

WELLINGTON

Dear Sir / Madam,

On behal of the New Zealand Dental Association ({the Association), | wish to lay a
complaint regarding the attached.

WAITATI ANTI-FLUORIDATION PAMPHLET FEBRUARY 2008 (Appendix 1)

It is the Association's firm belief that the majority of this pamphlet fails to meet Basic
Principle 3 of Advertising Code of Ethics (i.e. that no advertisement should be misleading
or deceptive or likely to mislead or decsive the consumer}

We give the following reasons:

pil Section entitled Would you sacrifice your son's life to cancer because some
people won't brush their teeth,

1. |m our opinion the heading statement “Would you sacrifice your son’s life to
cancer because some people won't brush their teeth” clearly fails to
camply with Rules 2, 8, 8 and 11 as listed below.(Appendix 2}

2. The text below this statement (heading) similarly viclates the Advertising Code
and rules, and particularly the title below the photograph of the boy who sadly
died from osteosarcoma states “an 85% chance that it was caused by water
fluondation”.

This is a highly misleading statement, There have been a number of reviews of the
evidence that consistently fail to find a connection between cancer and fluoridation (IARC
Monographs on the Evaluation of carcinogenic risks of chemicals to humans. Volume 27,
1982, Bates 2000, York 2000, MRC 2002, NHMRC 2007) Osteosarcoma is a rare
primary bone cancer. NZ data (Cancer Among NZ Adolescents and Young People 1588
— 2002 available at http./fwww.moh.govt.nz) shows that in that period of time there were
approximately & cases of osteosarcoma per year throughout New Zealand in the ages
10-19 age group (see page 15 of the Ministry document) and that these were evenly
spread by regicn (see page 20 of the Ministry document),

B Section entitled "We trusted the local government’s decision to fluoridate the
water - that leaves a real knot in your stomach” fails, in our opinion to comply
with Rule 6.
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Below this Elise Bassin's research is cited in isolation, without context (it is part | of an
analysis at Harvard with part || to follow), and a claim is made that "no other study has
contradicted these findings"... This is not truthful, as other studies have also shown either
no association between fluoridation and ostecsarcoma, or a reduction in osteosarcoma
rates in fluoridated areas, and reviews have consistently failed to find a link between
cancer and flueride in drinking water, Chester Douglass, principal investigator in the
Harvard study tells us in an editorial that part || of the Harvard study {yet to be published)
does not find any association between osteosarcoma and fluoride in drinking water.

C Section entitled “Infants at risk from fluoridation, Government warning:”
This section also fails to comply with the Advertising Standard as foliows:

1. ‘Government warming'
The term “Government warning” is misleading. We have trawled through
the Hutt City Council website and have been unable to find a warning We
have found a memo dated 22 8.07 on the issue and minutes dated 28.8.07
on the issue, and will continue to seek information re this.

2. American Dental Association and Centres for Disease Control statement

Further their statement regarding the American Dental Association (ADA)
i.e ‘On & November 2006 the Amencan Dental Association (the ADA) and
the US Govemnment agency the Cenfers for Disease Control (CDC)
recommended that infant formula not be made up with fluorigated water of
0.7 mgditre or higher (as in fluondated NZ communities), as this may result
in an increased risk of dental fluorosis’, appears to be incorrect and
misleading.

The ADA's advice (issued $/11/06) was that “If liquid concentrate or powdered infant
formula is the primary source of nutrition. it can be mixed with water that is fluoride free or
contains low levels of fluoride to reduce the risk of fluorosis.” The CDC’s advice came a
little later.

Neither organization recommends that formula not be made up with flucridated water;
both advize that the use of fluoride-free water will reduce the risk of dental fluorosis. The
distinction between recommendation and advice is subtle, but important

Therefore the pamphlet in question is misleading in that it purports that two Righly
eredible institutions have made recommendations for parents not to use fluoridated water
te mix infant formula. Neither have done so and both have been at pains to point out that
their advice is discretionary and that parents who are concerned about the risk of
flusresis *...may choose to use nonfluoridated water...”

ADA actually says:
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The appropriate amount of Tuoride is essential w prevent tooth decay. But, like a lot of things in
life, it is possible to get too much of a good thing. Fluoride intake above the recommended level
for a child’s age creates a risk for ename] fluorosis. Enamel fluorosis affects the way weeth look. In
the vast majority of cases. fluorosis appears as barely noticeable faint white lines or streaks on
tooth enamel and does not affect the function of the eeth. In fact, the effect is so subtle that,
usually, enly dermal experts can spor tooth enamel flucrosis during a dental examination, I is
important to know that even if infants are fed formula mixed with water containing fluoride. it
doesn’t mean they will develop enamel fluorosis. It means they might, that they are at increased
risk. If parents are concerned about this possible increased risk, they may choose 1o use
nonfluoridated water 1o reconstitute powdered ar liguid eoncentrate infant formula.

hitp:/iwww ada org/profiresourcesftopicsflucride letter interim.pdf  26/3/07 (attached
Appendix 2)

CDC actually says:

Parents should follow the advice of the formula manufacturer and their child's doctor for
the type of water appropriate for the formula they are using Parents and caregivers of
infants fed primarily with formula from concentrate who are concemed about the effect
that mixing their infant's formula with fluoridated water may have in developing ename|
fluorosis can lessen this exposure by mixing formula with low fluoride water mest or all of
the time. This may be tap water, if the public water system is not flucridated (check with
your local water utility). If tap water is fluoridated or has substantial natural fluoride (0.7
mg/L or higher). a parent may consider using a low-fluoride altermative water source.
Bottled water known to be low in flucride is labelled as purified. deionized, demineralized,
distilled, or prepared by reverse osmosis. Most grocery stores sell these types of low-
fluoride water. Ready to feed (no-mix) infant formula typically has little fluoride and may
be preferred for use at least some of the time.

http: ffwww. cde govifluaridation/safety/infant_formula htm 6/3/08

3. The 6" bullet point- dental fluorosis says that “dental fluorosis Is the first
outward sign of fluaride peisoning” and that ‘it has the same psychological
effect on children as overbite and crooked teeth” but fails to clarify that mild
fluorosis does not have this impact, and has been linked with enhanced
guality of measures {postulated to be because of the slightly whiter look) in
a recent Australian QOL study.

D Section entitled = Under threat now! Your water — Your health
1 Dot point regarding Timaru states ' Timarw stopped fluoridation in 1985,
Dental Health continued to improve. Timaru now has less tooth decay than
any fluoridated South sland community”®

This FANMNZ statement false.












