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Q:  What are the fluoridation chemicals that would be added to 
Portland’s drinking water? 
 
 
 

A:  Industrial byproducts of fertilizer production that contain arsenic, 
lead and even lead. 
 

 Key references and excerpts  
 
What fluoridation chemical would Portland use?   
           As has been reported in the Oregonian, the Portland 
Water Bureau has said Portland would use a chemical called 
fluorosilicic acid to “fluoridate” Portland’s water.1  
 

Where does fluorosilicic acid come from? 
           It’s hard to believe, but there is no factual dispute that 
fluorosilicic acid and the two other chemicals (sodium fluoride 
and sodium fluorosilicate) commonly used to fluoridate 
drinking water are industrial byproducts of phosphate fertilizer 
manufacturing and this is acknowledged by everyone from the National Academy of Sciences 
to longtime fluoridation proponents.2  Maybe adding industrial byproducts to our drinking 
water didn’t sound crazy in the 1950’s, but the idea that we would add such chemicals into 
our drinking water today is so difficult to believe we provide the following excerpts and links to 
source documents that include the National Academy of Sciences and the most vocal 
fluoridation proponent, the CDC. 
 

Factual support that fluoridation chemicals are industrial byproducts  
The chief fluoridation engineer for the U.S. Centers for Disease Control (CDC), has 

plainly explained:  
 

“All of the fluoride chemicals used in the U.S. for water 
fluoridation, sodium fluoride, sodium fluorosilicate, and 
fluorosilicic acid, are byproducts of the phosphate 
fertilizer industry. 3 (See Attachment 1) 
 

The National Research Council of the National Academy of 
Sciences similarly stated in its 2004 report on fluoride in 

drinking water: 
 

 “The most commonly used [drinking water] additives are 
silicofluorides, not the fluoride salts used in dental products (such as sodium 
fluoride and stannous fluoride). Silicofluorides are one of the by-products from 
the manufacture of phosphate fertilizers.” 4  (See Attachment 2)”    
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The CDC’s website today similarly states that: 
  

Most fluoride additives used in the United States are produced from phosphorite 
rock. Phosphorite is used primarily in the manufacture of phosphate 
fertilizer….Approximately 95% of FSA [Fluorosilicic acid] used for water 
fluoridation comes from this process. The remaining 5% of FSA is generated 
during the manufacture of hydrogen fluoride or from the use of hydrogen 
fluoride in the manufacturing of solar panels and electronics.5 (Attachment 3) 

           Dr. Kurt Ferre, one of Oregon’s longtime fluoridation backers6 has referred to 
fluoridation chemicals as "a useful byproduct of the phosphate fertilizer industry” and 
defended the addition of fertilizer manufacturing byproducts by saying, "If you look at the side 
of a soda can, the fourth ingredient is phosphoric acid - that too is a byproduct of the 
phosphate fertilizer industry." 7  (See Attachment 4) 

43% of Fluoridation Chemicals Contain Arsenic.  
 

Fluoridation chemicals are well 
documented to contain contaminates such as 
arsenic, lead and copper and this is 
acknowledged by the CDC and other 
fluoridation advocates who claim that the 
levels of such contaminants are too low to be 
of concern.8   

 
Contaminants testing for fluoridation 

chemicals relied on by the CDC and conducted 
by the National Sanitation Foundation (NSF) 9 show: 
 

• 43% of fluoridation products tested positive for arsenic;   

• 3% contain copper; 
 

• 2% contain lead10 
 
EPA, however, is clear that any increased level of arsenic increases cancer risks and 

any increase in lead exposure impairs children’s IQ. 11 That is why EPA has set the health-
based Maximum Contaminant Level Goals (MCLG) are zero for arsenic and lead. 12  MCLGs 
are  “the level of contaminants in drinking water at which no adverse health effects are likely 
to occur.” 13  

Fluoridation supporters such as the 
CDC and National Sanitation Foundation 
(NSF), which has documented the toxic 
contaminants in fluoridation products, say 
that the levels of arsenic and lead are not a 
problem because they are less than the 
Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL not the 
MCLG), which is the maximum legal toxics 
limit for drinking water, but it is not a health-
based standard. 14   MCLs are completely 
inappropriate to apply to a contaminant you are knowingly adding to the drinking water.  

Excerpt from contaminant report on fluoridation 
contaminants relied on by the CDC 

“The results in Table 1 indicate that 
the most common contaminant 
detected in these products 
[fluoridation chemicals] is arsenic, 
which is detected in 43% of the 
product samples.”1   
 

- NSF Fluoridation “impurities” fact 
sheet (see Attachment 5 at p. 4)   
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MCLs are set only after considering the economic costs of actually removing contaminants 
from the drinking water.  For example, while the health-based MCLG for arsenic is zero given 
its strong carcinogenic impact, the MCLG is 10 ppb since it is extremely costly for water 
districts to remove arsenic below that level.   

As EPA explains, “The MCLG for arsenic is zero.  EPA has set this level of protection 
based on the best available science to prevent potential health problems.”15  “The MCLG for 
lead is zero. EPA has set this level based on the best available science which shows there is 
no safe level of exposure to lead.”16  
   
NSF’s tested contaminant levels in fluoridation chemicals and the fact sheet explains the 
results stating: 
 

“The results in Table 1 indicate that the most common contaminant 
detected in these products [fluoridation chemicals] is arsenic, which is 
detected in 43% of the product samples.”17  (See Attachment 5 at p. 4)   

 
While NSF also notes that, “the highest recorded arsenic level was 6% of the US EPA 

MCL” again, this ignores the reality that EPA’s MCL is not based on health impacts alone but 
reflects the economic compromise EPA makes given the high cost of removing arsenic from 
water that is already contaminated.  (See Attachment 5 at p. 4).   
 
 NSF’s same study found lead, which is well documented to cause decreased 
childhood IQ even at extremely low levels, in 2% of fluoridation chemicals it sampled as well 
as copper in 3% of samples.18  While fluoridation supporters may dismiss a 2% rate as too 
small to worry about, if fluoridation were approved for Portland there’s no avoiding that we all  
end up drinking increased lead as a result. The NSF study also documented mercury, 
cadmium, chromium and other toxics in fluoridation chemicals that are listed with their 
concentrations and frequency at Table 1 of NSF’s fact sheet attached here. 
 
 While NSF and fluoridation promoters19 have had little choice but to acknowledge that 
adding fluoridation chemicals to water means adding arsenic, lead, chromium, mercury and 
other toxics to the drinking water, they vigorously assert that the levels of contaminates are 
too small to be a concern and report the presence of arsenic, lead, copper and other toxics 
as if they somehow support the safety of fluoridation chemicals. The policy choice, however, 
of whether Portland should add any additional levels of arsenic, lead, mercury or other toxics 
to our drinking water is a real one that is directly related to Portland’s choice about whether to 
add fluoridation chemicals to our water.   
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Excerpts from:   http://www.cdc.gov/fluoridation/fact_sheets/engineering/wfadditives.htm#8m 
http://www.cdc.gov/fluoridation/fact_sheets/engineering/wfadditives.htm#8http://www.cdc.gov/fluoridation/fac
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The Register Guard 
07/27/2004  

Oregonians long skeptical of fluoridation  

By Winston Ross 

Today, less than a quarter of Oregon residents drink fluoridated water. Only two other states have lower percentages of use.  

Despite the fervent efforts of dentists to persuade water districts and city councils to add the substance, the chemical 
additive is in decline. Portland is the largest city in the United States without fluoridated water.  

Some states have passed laws mandating fluoride in all public drinking water systems. In Oregon, such an effort failed to 
make it out of a legislative committee in 2001 and hasn't been attempted since.  

Still, dentists in some of the state's cities remain undaunted.  

In 2000, a Scappoose dentist convinced city councilors to add fluoride to the drinking water. In November 2002, citizens in 
Beaverton passed a measure to add fluoride to the city's water, and two weeks later, the Tualatin Valley Water District - 
which covers 170,000 residents in Beaverton, Hillsboro and Aloha - decided to add the substance.  

Currently, dentists in Medford are working to gather signatures to add fluoride to that city's water, but they haven't gotten 
enough support after a year and a half of trying.  

Nationally, the debate has played out a thousand times since cities across America took the advice of public health officials 
and started pumping fluoride - a byproduct of industrial waste - into municipal water systems.  

If pharmaceutical fluoride is good for the teeth, the government reckoned, so must be the fluoride created from the mining 
of phosphate ore - which emits fluoride as the ore is cooked for use in the phosphate fertilizer industry. Another fluoride 
source comes from the production of aluminum.  

But some people didn't trust the notion that this kind of fluoride ingestion had the same benefits as the stuff the dentist 
smears on teeth. For one thing, industrial fluoride has been shown to accompany harmful substances such as arsenic, even 
after it's diluted in the water. In 2000, a union of 200 Environmental Protection Agency scientists, lawyers, engineers and 
other professionals called for a nationwide moratorium on the addition of fluoride to public drinking water.  

The group cited studies that linked fluoride to cancer in lab rats, weakening of bone density in older Americans and a 
growing number of citizens suffering from fluorosis, a condition that causes yellowing of the teeth after overexposure to 
fluoride, said William Hirzy, a senior scientist with the EPA's risk assessment division since 1981.  

The group believes that the government is sticking to outdated theories about fluoride and ignoring new science that shows 
the dangers of fluoride, Hirzy said in an interview.  

"What you have is the government investing its credibility - prematurely and erroneously," he said, "and now, having done 
that, it's very difficult to say, 'You know what we said 60 years ago? It's not really so.' It's amazing to me that we persist in 
this practice."  

What's amazing to dentists is that people would question the long-standing practice.  

According to the American Dental Association, research about the beneficial effects of fluoride dates to the early 1900s, 
when a young dentist named Frederick McKay opened a practice in Colorado Springs, Colo., and discovered that many 
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local residents had strange brown stains on their permanent teeth.  

McKay and another dentist discovered the cause to be mottled enamel, which is known today as fluorosis.  

But McKay noted that these teeth, however stained, were surprisingly resistant to decay, thanks to high levels of naturally 
occurring fluoride in the drinking water.  

That led to a series of studies and the first community water fluoridation program, in Grand Rapids, Mich., in 1945. The 
ADA claims water fluoridation can reduce the amount of cavities children get in their baby teeth by as much as 60 percent; 
it can reduce tooth decay in permanent adult teeth by nearly 35 percent.  

"The opposition will say it's toxic waste of the phosphate fertilizer industry," said Kurt Ferre, a Portland dentist who has led 
fluoridation efforts in different parts of the state. "It's a useful byproduct of the phosphate fertilizer industry.  

"If you look at the side of a soda can, the fourth ingredient is phosphoric acid - that too is a byproduct of the phosphate 
fertilizer industry."  

While Ferre says it's "difficult to quantify" whether states such as Oregon suffer higher rates of cavities, he argues that 
states with low fluoridation rates show a greater disparity in dental health between rich and poor citizens. Those with 
adequate dental benefits or money can afford fluoride treatments and don't have problems as a result. Those who can't 
afford it have higher cavity rates.  

"From a public health standpoint, it's a benefit to all members of the community," Ferre said. "It doesn't discriminate on the 
basis of race, status, religion or age."  
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While the attachments here include quoted excerpts of the referenced documents, we 
encourage reading of the complete documents referenced here. 
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