								 15th February 1999

GK Bruce
Information Section
Pesticide Safety Directorate
Mallard House

Dear Mr Bruce,

Thank you for sending the letter regarding the Stakeholder exercise and enclosing the list of publications and Evaluation documents available.

May I suggest that when you review the information and publicity functions of the PSD that it is impressed on those involved that when providing information it should be the priority first to address the issues raised and second to ensure that the information provided is accurate.

This comment comes from one who has repeatedly been promised answers to serious questions raised and is still awaiting response from letters written last August.

I might add that it is no use drawing attention to publications relating the regulations if those regulations are not enforced at all times. It gives individuals the impression that all is well in the field of pesticide regulation when this is not the case.

My letter to MAFF requesting that pirimiphos methyl and glyphosate products are placed on an urgent list for review as the result of growing concerns about the accuracy of safety information has not even been acknowledged.  If something is not done soon there is no doubt that the consequences could be far reaching.

Thanks again for your letter and I do hope that things improve soon.


Yours sincerely,

_________________________________________________________________

								 3rd March 1999
Mr J R Mascall
Environment and Residues Policy Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate
Mallard House

Dear Mr Mascall,

I have been assured by several correspondents that you intended to respond to the questions raised in last year's letters but so far no answers have been received.

There seems to be something of a double standard in respect to protecting human health.
On the one hand we have the continuing ban on certain beef sales despite the fact that no real risk has ever been proven while on the other it seems that any of the known risks concerning the chemical companies are dismissed with assurances which ignore entirely the proven scientific facts.

If you care to read the letter you wrote on the 10th July 1997 as the result of my letter to the Minister you will note that several of the answers you then gave have now been proven incorrect.
You will also see that you gave one specific assurance.

"You may also find it re-assuring to know that emergency reviews of any pesticide authorisation can take place if new evidence indicates that it may no longer meets key authorisation requirements."

I have written to the MAFF review group requesting that pirimiphos methyl and glyphosate products are given just such an urgent review as it is plain that they represent a special risk to human and animal health now that we know we have been misinformed about vital safety aspects. There has as yet been no response but I have passed copies of the photographic evidence to the BSE inquiry since it may have an implication in their work.

It is becoming increasingly clear that the chemical companies have a controlling influence over opinions on chemical and crop safety expressed by politicians and press alike but there is no doubt in my mind that the truth will out in the end and I am sure that the public will be horrified when they discover that the risks were known all along and yet no one was prepared to act to protect their health.

I very much look forward to hearing the reasons why the health warnings were permitted to be removed from the Actellic Dust bags and why it is that Roundup has been proclaimed as harmless to insects and man.


Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________

by fax to 01904 455733					 5th March 1999
Mrs K Hoskin
Environment and Residues Policy Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House

Dear Mrs Hoskin,

Grateful thanks for your letter confirming that the PSD approved the removal of the warnings from the Actellic Dust bags.  I suggest that this was an irresponsible action given that our correspondence indicates that the dangers of the product are greater than suggested by the label information.
A friend works on a farm which uses about half a tonne of the dust EVERY year. I requested a copy of the said data sheets from him and he informed me that he had never seen one. I do not have knowledge of the number of such sheets supplied with consignments of these bags but I imagine that if such farms do not receive sufficient for each worker to have seen a copy it is highly improbable that farms purchasing one or two bags at a time would ever see them.
The does not seem to accord with your statement that the new procedure ensures that "the user has the necessary health and safety information readily to hand."

I have received correspondence from Franz Fischler via our MEP and it would appear that he has complete faith in the regulatory systems which our correspondence proves to be inadequate.
You state that many herbicides can have a detrimental effect on anthropods but not all of them are systemic organophosphates and my guess is that fewer still are capable, as is Roundup, to  kill insects faster than chemicals approved as organophosphorus insecticides.   
If this chemical passed through the registration process and this property was not discovered I suggest that it is the perfect example of how unreliable the process has become.
Likewise with the Actellic products since the active life of the commercial formulations is grossly understated and this in turn makes the dietary and occupational exposure limits dangerously high.

The PSD's review of anti-cholinesterase compounds does not include glyphosate even though there is evidence that formulations involving that chemical have caused serious depression of cholinesterase in humans.  The review in progress is not the urgent review required for these two products which are unique in the risks they present in our food and our environment.
I see that Blex is not to be supported but the same chemical as Actellic will be but waiting until September for the submission of data will mean that another harvest will be adulterated.
Since the grain sold to intervention must be protected from insect infestation for 5 years this will mean that children born well into the new millenium may be harmed by a chemical for which an immediate ban was called in 1998.  This is not a situation designed to protect human health.

I am pleased that my comments have reached the right people but I have little confidence in the COT review since they will need to severely criticise their own past actions. 
I have been fortunate to be asked to review the two published documents which you mention and I must say that I was not impressed by much of what I read. 
Thank you once again for your letter and for clarifying the position regarding the changes to the information on the Actellic Dust bags.
Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________
					 22nd  March 1999
Mrs K Hoskin
Environment and Residues Policy Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House

Dear Mrs Hoskin,

Thank you for your letter of 19th March re Actellic Dust but you once again miss the point.
I am not sure if this is under instruction, through lack of knowledge or the result of complacent arrogance but this is a very serious matter.

Your original claim was that the PSD permitted the removal of the vital health warnings and medical treatment information from the Actellic Bags and that this oversight was adequately covered by the enclosure of Health and Safety Data Sheets with the bags by the manufacturer. 
Now you claim that the user should apply direct to the manufacturer for the data sheets and that people such as my friend should ask their employer for copies.
I do not believe you are really that foolish but you should know that my friend takes delivery of the consignments every year and if he has not seen the data sheets then neither would his employer.
If they are not aware of the existance of such papers they are most unlikely to apply for copies.
Regular users would not regard themselves as in need of such information.

Your comments on Mr Fischler again miss the point. He clearly believes, as we farmers did, that the information provided by the manufacturers and the regulators is accurate and reliable.
Our considerable correspondence, plus that from other individuals with real experience of the dangers, must indicate to the PSD that this is far from the truth and yet the PSD does nothing to warn of the dangers. In fact the opposite is true since the above mentioned warnings were removed!

Yes, the PSD may be collecting information but the information it has to hand proves that the data for many chemicals is both incomplete and in some cases dangerously inaccurate.
Three of just such chemicals are Actellic, Roundup and Lindane (which recently received TV coverage much as it did in 1994). All three are widely used and all three have serious doubts over their safety which are known to the public at large. Other OPs such as Dursban are also suspected.
Already the numbers of cases of ill health suspected as being linked to these chemicals and combinations of them are growing rapidly in number. My own wife has a dangerously malignant cancer which is oestrogen receptive for which the onset followed the spraying of grass fields immediately behind our home with what was described as a "deadly cocktail" for leather jackets.
My own health has been destroyed by the OP pirimiphos methyl as found in Actellic products.

Some of us can see the dangers and we are trying to help the PSD escape the inevitable charges that they have failed in their duty to protect the health of the public. Failure to listen to us is a choice readily available to you all but I suggest that the time will come when the truth will be told and there will be casualties in high places. That is if those involved do not become victims themselves through their inaction and their failure to ensure the safety of our food and our environment.

Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________
					         6th April 1999
Mrs K Hoskin
Environment and Residues Policy Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House

Dear Mrs Hoskin,

Thank you for your letter of 30th March.

You may recall that I have requested that MAFF urgently review pirimiphos methyl and glyphosate products since we now know that the safety data is dangerously flawed.
There has as yet been no response or action taken but meanwhile farmers, gardeners and grain store controllers continue to put their trust in the belief that these chemicals are safe and as a result potentially lethal situations are dismissed as unimportant.

I have received reports that grain handlers have found whole bags of Actellic Dust in consignments of grain which have been dropped and not retrieved. How many such incidents have occurred no one knows. How many bags have emptied their entire contents with only the packaging retrieved so that the error goes unnoticed can only be guessed but the potential harm done is frightening.

Locally many farmers are now spraying footpaths with glyphosate. It is the inevitable consequence of the deliberate policy to move towards larger farms, larger fields and wider machines since it becomes an almost impossible task to avoid working across footpaths. Young children and pets are then exposed to the chemical but another major worry is that the footpath is then sprayed across by every subsequent application and further exposures will obviously follow.
I have personally seen and attempted to stop children playing in grass fields near their homes immediately after the sprayer left the field after applying Lindane. Once again the false impression given that these chemicals are tested and proven safe makes reducing the risk impossible since the belief that the safety of human health is a licensing  priority undermines the warnings given. 
Children cannot see the danger in any event and for them ingestion is also a greater danger.

Sadly the vital early indications of adverse effects have been missed because the HSE, PIAP and the toxicologists employed by the NHS have intentionally turned blind eyes to our reports. Now we are beginning to see the consequences appearing in the general population and, even with the backing of research papers indicating the need for immediate bans, the blind eye approach is still employed.

It is already too late to prevent many cancers and serious illnesses but if urgent action is taken now it might be possible to restrict the impact on future generations.
Failure to act will have horrendous consequences.


Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________

(Page 1 of 3)							        26th April 1999
Mrs K Hoskin
Environment and Residues Policy Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House

Dear Mrs Hoskin,

I am sure you did not intend humour in your letter of 22 April but I am afraid my wife and I could not stop ourselves from laughing!
I have in my possession copies of letters written to officials by all manner of people warning about the misuse of insecticides added to grain. My own correspondence with yourselves and the HSE has been considerable and there have been international calls for an immediate ban ignored by all concerned for over a year and yet you suggest I report again to the HSE !
I should point out that reporting to the HSE is a complete waste of time. Despite their written answers to parliamentary questions proclaiming that they have the resources to investigate pesticide incidents it is clear that they do not have the will to do so. In fact, had they properly investigated my own reports they may well have found and neutralised the source of the "grey imports" also implicated in the incidents reported in the following articles. Comparison with the beef-on-the bone ban is inevitable. Several embarrassing incidents for the HSE could have been avoided.
You should be aware that because the HSE does not support victims those using pesticides in inappropriate ways, and the exposed public, are left unprotected from unscrupulous employers.
For reasons unknown to me the doctor of one of the men involved asked me for information on treatments and diagnosis some considerable time before these incidents hit the headlines and I had already been told that there were problems with pesticide use. Fear of unemployment and prosecution for those involved is all that prevented earlier disclosures. 

Your assurances that farmers are advised to post warnings in order to protect the public must be another of your jokes for I have never yet seen a farmer post warnings of spraying operations but I have seen innocent bystanders sprayed by operations in progress, often when walking in the road.
As I reported before, false claims that pesticides are tested and proven safe cause complacency.
I am not as impressed as you might think by the approval holders letter for, by not supporting the chemicals, they merely achieve what they wanted and simply avoid the required ban on use. Diazinon is a case in point since there is little doubt that because there is no ban its approval in animal medicines will continue until there is a further review process.
I note that you have still not included glyphosate in the review list and still not provided the address to which to send evidence, and the closing date, for the EU review of the product.
A common thread runs through all these issues and it appears to be the intent to protect the chemical industry to the detriment of human health.  How else could we explain that despite reported breaches of pre-harvest intervals and other dubious practices involving pesticides and having to determine reports of the poisoning of almost a dozen individuals, at least one of which had blood tests showing exposure and another involving a young child thought to be safe in the bedroom of the home, the HSE are reported to be considering "whether there will be a prosecution concerning the storage and use of pesticides"?
  
Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________

Mrs K Hoskin						         6th May 1999
Environment and Residues Policy Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House

Dear Mrs Hoskin,

Grateful thanks for your 29 April letter and the address for the EU review of glyphosate.
I well remember the "pass the parcel" game played as a child. It seemed to me that many people were disappointed and all we ended up with was a pile of waste paper. Pesticide issues seem to be much the same. No one wants to be left to deal with the problem and we are passed from one department to another with everyone concerned denying responsibility. From the NHS to the HSE to the PIAP to the PSD to MAFF to Ministers and back to the beginning we go and not a single department is brave enough to recognise obvious facts. I have refused to involve the VMD. I have seen some of their replies to letters and the same bland, unfounded assurances are given.

Perhaps you could provide me with the FULL list of ingredients for pirimiphos methyl products such as Actellic D, and Actellic Dust? Presumably the PSD has been given details of the full ingredients, after all we now have traceability in food and we are told that the public has a right to know what they are eating.  I suspect that you will refer to commercial confidentiality.
However, while this may be a perfectly suitable argument in respect to some chemical processes, such claims are totally unsuitable in respect to ingredients in our food. Small food outlets are after all to face financial penalties if they fail to declare the presence of GM ingredients in the food they sell and yet Government declares that such ingredients are safe. There is clearly a debate over such claims and since differences can be detected by experiment the Government view that there are no differences between GM ingredients and those traditionally grown is obviously incorrect.
Certainly some of the ingredients declared in Actellic products added to grain are proven to be UNSAFE and so there is greater reason for a full declaration of formula contents.
Any commercial competitor worth the name would have the means to determine this information.
There is no need for secrecy save to protect the chemical companies from possible legal action.
The current situation is unsafe and presents great risk to public health. It is my firm belief that the problem stems from the willingness of the regulators to accept data on active ingredients as accurate risk indicators for commercially available formulations. This is as far away from sound science as it is possible to get. The presence of the so-called "inert" ingredients alters the actions of the active ingredient and it is my firm belief that the active ingredient also alters the action of those "inerts" in unpredictable ways. Some of the "inerts" are known to be toxic in their own right.
I am sure that the PSD is aware of this but all involved are afraid to act whilst our children's health is more and more compromised. No wonder a college which trains those who work with pesticides declared that they had been advised not to discuss them and referred the caller to the NFU.

Perhaps Jenny Bacon should see my last fax. It might remind her of the points I raised before 1995 and that she and her staff deliberately ignored. The time will come when someone will be made accountable for allowing the current state of affairs to continue and for harming our health.
I note that MAFF has still not instigated an urgent review of pirimiphos methyl and glyphosate.

Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________
                            
Kerry Paylor						                     19th May 1999
Environment and Residues Policy Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House

Dear Ms Paylor,

I fear that your letter replying for Mrs Hoskin proves that firstly the letters are not read properly, secondly that you do not understand publications produced by the PSD, and thirdly that all the claims that safety of pesticides is a priority are simply not worth the paper they are printed on.

If you had read my letter you will have seen that I covered the problem of commercial confidentiality and the false claims that to reveal the formulation would aid competitors.
Any competitor worthy of the name will have determined the true formulation years ago.

I have received information suggesting that a proportion of the Actellic D formulation is made up of a chemical known to be EXTREMELY toxic to mammals. 
There is no mention of this in the Evaluation document which admits that the information it reports cannot relate to current commercially available formulations.
This is vital information for all those interested in pesticide and food safety issues.
To ignore such information is criminal and to hide it from the public is equally objectionable.
Commercial confidentiality should never be used as an excuse to permit the poisoning of a nation.

There is no guarantee that the full list of formulation ingredients would be available even if I were to risk my health further by travelling to the suggested addresses. There is too much secrecy.

I repeat my request for the full list of ingredients since, as a matter of food safety, it may be necessary to make a full declaration of potential toxins in prepared food.
The PSD may hide its failings behind the commercial firewalls but it is only a matter of time before those failings are fully exposed to the general public. 
I fear that prosecutions may well follow and this situation is obviously best avoided by full and early disclosure of the full facts.


Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________

Mrs K Hoskin						        7th June 1999
Environment and Residues Policy Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House

Dear Mrs Hoskin,

Perhaps one day someone at the PSD will realise that people like myself are actually making every effort to help them. Then perhaps we will receive proper answers to our letters.
I heard Mr Rooker MP pronouncing about the monitoring of food crops to ensure safety on the radio this morning. "Our own surveillance systems can pick things up of course. We have a huge programme that by and large passes the public and the media by of investigating produce imported and home produced for pesticide residues, veterinary medicine residues, chemical contamination of food, we buy literally thousands of products each week that go through laboratories......so we have an enormous policing of the food chain."  This is grossly misleading.
I refer you to my fax of 26th April and the articles on the Boswell / Tesco affair.
The HSE actually took the case to court but it seems that both the HSE and Boswell are quite pleased with themselves. There seems to have been deals done behind the scenes for the claim that no harm had been done was apparently not challenged by the HSE in court.
I understand that the HSE is the sole organisation for reporting adverse reactions to both the PSD and the manufacturers. This case alone proves that this organisation needs a good shake.
As you saw from the paper cuttings the public meeting was called BECAUSE the HSE had claimed to have investigated and found NOTHING wrong. People were sick and angry at the lack of action.
ONLY WHEN THE WORKERS INVOLVED WERE DISMISSED by the farmer were Tesco informed of the problems. ONLY because those workers could prove that records had been falsified did the HSE reinvestigate their claims. ONLY THEN was the contamination of food discovered.
The products used had been imported illegally - WITHOUT customs checks. They had been USED ILLEGALLY and the initial HSE investigation FAILED to discover this fact DESPITE the fact that they KNEW local people had reported ill effects resulting from the spraying operations.
Tesco had been selling contaminated food but their own quality assurance schemes FAILED to detect the problem and when they did know there appears to have been NO recall of product.
The much proclaimed monitoring system referred to also by your Mr Mascall is now shown to be TOTALLY inadequate since the basic assumption is that recommendations and regulations are adhered to by all parties involved in the food production process.
Perhaps this is why the reports of similarly imported and administered antibiotics by some of the larger farms has not yet been discovered. No regulatory body appears to check on the supply and use of pesticides and antibiotics as the reliance appears to be on residue testing alone. 

I suggest that the PSD should take  more notice of the factual information supplied to them by those who have experienced the ACTUAL use of Pesticides on farm. Then the cause of the reported ilnesses so far dismissed as imaginary by the authorities would be better understood.
"Use" of many pesticides is not the same as "Exposure" since there are many ways exposure can take place after even a single phase of use. Safe working practices are not always ensured.

Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________
                            
Mrs K Hoskin							11th June 1999
Environment and Residues Policy Branch				
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House			        

Dear Mrs Hoskin,

Your letter dated 3rd June arrived here on 9th June and therefore crossed with my last letter.
From my reading of your letter it would seem that despite the concerns expressed by many people with practical experience of Actellic products the PSD has approved recent changes to these products and I wonder if these changes coincided with the raising of permitted residue levels?

By way of a small practical demonstration this letter accompanies an 1998 Actellic Dust bag from which the liner which actually came in contact with the chemical has been removed. The bag has been thoroughly washed with soapy water and rinsed with a hose pipe. It has also been hung out in the sun and wind to dry in a similar way to one dispatched by post to another observer last year. So as to protect you and other women from any adverse effects from the vapours given off by this empty and to all intents and purposes decontaminated bag it was wrapped in polythene before dispatch. I advise that you should ensure that the vapours do not enter your air-conditioning system. Scientists tell me there are grave doubts about the solubility of the active ingredient and I suggest that you may have serious difficulty decontaminating any exposed system. It will disperse in time. You will of course note that current science indicates that there should be no active residue.

Returning to your letter. PSD approved the addition of the chemical, not an empty bag, to our food and, as has been reported many times, massive overdose is easily possible and impossible to detect by the current monitoring techniques except by chance at incredulous odds. The risk from this and cumulative effects would be sufficient to cause concern even if the figures for half-life were accurate. The photographs previously sent and the bag before you prove beyond doubt that those figures can in no way be relied upon. The manufacturers have broken their side of the bargain by giving the PSD false information and it is time that the PSD protected OUR interests.
I am not a psychic and so your suggestion that those of us who are concerned about ingredients should first list the ingredients about which we are concerned before those ingredients are named is obviously complete nonsense. First we should be told what we are being fed with our food.
However several ingredients concern me. Some more than others. I understand that the "Inert Ingredients of toxicological significance - alkyl benzenes" statement on the data sheets was changed and that those ingredients are now listed as Naptha (petroleum), Alkyl Phenols, ethoxylates and light aromatics - none of which are exactly "inert" and some, like Naptha,  have insecticidal action. Unfortunately I do not have a copy of the current data sheet but as your letter implies it would not list the full ingredients list anyway.

Now I come to the area of most concern. I understand that a molecular scientist has evidence that the active ingredient itself is not pure. I also undertsand that the WHO actually permits the inclusion in some pesticide formulations of a maximum set percentage (I believe 2.5% each) of sulfotep and TEPP in order to enhance the insecticidal action of certain formulations. I am informed that Actellic products also contain these chemicals. Did the PSD knowingly approve this formulation?  If so then the approval should be withdrawn immediately.
Sulfotep is no longer an approved chemical and TEPP is also "acutely toxic to mammals" which includes humans.
My 1979 copy of Black's Veterinary Dictionary reports that all 20 treated cows in the USA died in less than an hour. How on earth does the PSD justify allowing the food of children to be poisoned with such chemicals?
Were any tests done on the change in the half-life of formulations including these "inert" and enhancing chemicals?
Was there any trial to test for potentiation with these combinations and with any of the other unavoidable chemicals to which we are exposed both in our environment and in the food we consume?

As you know my experiments have shown, and still do show, that Actellic products diluted in water as instructed retain their insecticidal activity for years after dilution. This is denied by the manufacturers who simply restate the half-life figures for the active ingredient. We retain the samples and if the PSD REALLY wish to establish the truth they simply need to supply the packaging and postage to make posting a sample for testing legal and we would be happy to send it to them. However I suggest that such experiments should have been done and proven already.

Yours sincerely,

            
           _________________________________________________________________      
	       							          6th July 1999

Linda Elliot
Approvals Support Group	
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House	

Dear Ms Elliot,

Grateful thanks to you for sending me a copy of the Pesticides Monitor.

Sorry about the delay in getting back to you but my wife has had a particularly uncomfortable spell with the chemotherapy for her breast cancer and it has coincided with further problems of my own.	

Though I would like to subscribe to the publication I am afraid that funds are particularly limited at the moment which is why I tend to fax rather than telephone or post a letter.

I would therefore very much like to take up your kind offer to send free monthly copies.

Please extend my thanks to Mrs Hoskin for arranging for the copy of the MAFF Food Surveillance publication. I fear there seem to be massive holes in the safety net and I am sure there are equally easy ways through the net which supposedly protects us from Veterinary Residues. Sadly unless the net is tightened or those who ignore the recommendations at the point of use are more severely censured,  the holes in these nets can only grow larger.
I agree that this is not without considerable expense but the alternative can only be higher costs to the NHS.

I truly hope that we will be able to extract the full formulation for pirimiphos methyl and glyphosate products from the manufacturers so that it will be possible to prevent further serious health problems caused by our food.
It is difficult to imagine a more important task at this time given the recent report on OP sheep dip victims.

Thank you once again for the copy of the Pesticides Monitor.


Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________

Mrs K Hoskin									30th July 1999	
Environment and Residues Policy Branch				 
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House			        

Dear Mrs Hoskin,

Thank you for your letter of 27th July and for confirming receipt of the washed empty Actellic dust bag.
By coincidence I was speaking with a scientist on this subject only yesterday and I am therefore very disappointed by the lack of information in your long awaited letter.
I am afraid the myth of dose related exposure does not apply to cumulative poisons especially in those who have had previous exposures. You will know that Government papers declare that even small doses can trigger serious health effects both in susceptible individuals and to those repeatedly exposed in their occupations.
There can be no safety margins for cumulative poisons which can damage human DNA and human brain cells.
All organophosphorus compounds come within that group, including pirimiphos methyl.
I understand from your letter that since benzenes form part of the formulation the naptha faction would also be toxic which rather strengthens my argument.
You admit that the light aromatics may have toxic potential and that the phenol factors have wide ranging toxicity but as with the sulfotep and TEPP you do not state whether or not the PSD is aware of the exact degree of their toxic effect in the formulation. To suggest that sulfotep and TEPP are not approved but may be present as contaminants is to admit that they may be present despite the obvious risk to human and animal health.
It is the duty of the PSD to know exactly what is present in the products they approve and if substances which are not approved are in any formulation then those products should be withdrawn immediately.

On potentiation it should be noted that the evaluation document on which the safety claims are based does not even cover any synergistic reactions with glyphosate despite the fact that both will be present in our diet. It should also be noted that the majority of the reported tests are unrelated to the commercially available formulations because they utilised almost pure forms of pirimiphos methyl. The effects of the above named ingredients are unreported.
I suspect that the considerations of potentiation have been made on mathematical models and that no allowance whatsoever has been made for the enhancing effects which are the reasons for inserting the ingredients.

You carefully avoided answering my question about the permitted rise in residue levels and changes in the approved formulation. There may have been no change in residue levels since 1996 but there was in 1992 when the assumption of safety allowed a threefold increase. I saw reports that those for glyphosate have risen by 200.
As I have often reported to the PSD the monitoring system has failed to detect known high levels of incorporation in grain. You should perhaps realise that a spilt bag of dust or an accidental spillage of liquid into a heap of grain can cause hundreds of children to exceed their daily allowance for weeks on end. Such accidents may never be found by any monitoring process. "It will mix in" is hardly a way to protect public health.

Mr Mascall was unable to explain the contradiction between claimed half-life figures and real life experience.
I have to tell you that diluted pirimiphos methyl as Sybol stored in sunlight for two years still kills insects to this day.
This alone should cause warning bells and alarms to ring at the PSD. Calculations for operator exposure and dietary intake assume that the half-life figures are accurate and that one exposure is dispersed before another is encountered but it is clear that if those figures are inaccurate the exposures themselves are cumulative in addition to their effects. This should result in lower NOT higher permitted levels.
Your second paragraph in "2. Potentiation" explains my concerns.You wrote that "a single maximum residue level (MRL) is set to apply to the whole group of active substances" but this is not what is happening.
As "Overexposed - organophosphorus insecticides in childrens food" illustrated perfectly even if by some miracle every portion of a child's diet contained below the maximum daily intake set for every OP in the food the overall dose would exceed the maximum allowed by many times. There may be factors built into the calculations for safety but if the basic safety data is grossly wrong in the first place AND excessive quantities are incorporated into the food then those safety factors quickly become useless.
It is of vital importance that we have no doubts over any ingredients in the formulation and I suggest that not even members of the PSD will be able to ensure the health of their own grandchildren if action is not taken soon.
Could we please have the information requested.

Yours sincerely,

         
_________________________________________________________________
              
Mrs K Hoskin						        17th August 1999
Environment and Residues Policy Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House

Dear Mrs Hoskin,

While awaiting your reponse to my faxed letter of 30th July 1999 it has come to my attention that a new problem has occurred with Actellic products.
The evaluation document for pirimiphos methyl admits that the chemical does not significantly break down when added to grain and it also states that residues have been shown to be higher when the liquid form Actellic D is used compared with the Actellic Dust which produces lower residues.
Instructions provided with this year's Actellic D liquid supplies clearly instruct the user on how to add the chemical to grain, including milling wheat, despite warnings not to contaminate foodstuffs.

Now I come to the new instructions for Actellic dust. As the PSD pointed out last year the dust no longer comes in bags but is now dispatched in sealed and lined boxes. Those boxes are printed at the time of manufacture with the instructions based on the MAFF approval number 06931 and they clearly recommend the treatment as admixture in harvested grains including milling wheat and malting barley, oats, oilseed rape and linseed. All are used in our food but it is interesting to note that earlier advice that treated grain can be consumed immediately is not included.
(1994 HSE 1509. Withholding period - None) The new labels do however give the recommended rates for treatment as the same 200g per tonne and 400g per tonne for oilseeds and the recommendation that applications can still be made by hand with protective clothing only required for spillages or for personal comfort as a precaution against grain dust irritation. This is despite the repeated warning that the active ingredient can be absorbed through the skin - a route considered by toxicologists as even more likely with exposure to dust than with liquid formulations.
Strange then that these instructions have been covered  with a sticky label applied to the box 
(HSE 4881) which states that the chemical is "NOT FOR ADMIXTURE TO CEREALS AND ANIMAL FEEDSTUFFS", that protective clothing including gloves and a mask should be worn when using the chemical, and that to use it in ways not suggested on the label is an "offence under the Food & Environment Protection Act 1995 and is entirely at user's own risk"
Such instructions neatly absolve the chemical company from any responsibility for contaminating food with their chemical - the very use which they themselves and government have promoted.
It would seem that those responsible for the legislation have little understanding of the reality.   
I suggest that the PSD urgently clarifies the position with such organisations as the Assured Combinable Crops Scheme before the whole situation decends into complete farce.

I note with interest that the spokesman for the HSE on the Boswell case declared that the outcome was a lesson to farmers that they should use pesticides in accordance with label instructions. The consequences of failing to do so are obviously severe so perhaps the Government could at least ensure the clarity of those instructions in order to protect both the workers and the consumers.

Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________
 
Mrs K Hoskin						        20th August 1999
Environment and Residues Policy Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House

Dear Mrs Hoskin,

Thank you for your letter of 17th August but I fear you appear to avoid the questions again.
PSD staff are forever referring us to the Evaluation Document on pirimiphos methyl as if that document supports the view that Actellic products have been tested and proven safe. In reality the opposite is true as it is plain to those with eyes to see and minds to understand that there are enormous questions demanding answers even over the safety of the active ingredient.  That active ingredient used in the reported tests is stated as between 88 and 99.1% pure in most of the reported tests and I am given to understand that the Technical material contains impurities which may themselves be harmful to human health.
Despite this and the fact that other ingredients are included in the commercially available formulations which you yourself have admitted may add to the toxic burden the Acceptable Daily Intakes were raised in 1992.
You will find reference to that fact on page 89 of the PSD Evaluation Document on pirimiphos methyl.
"It has been considered by the JMPR in 1974, 1976 and more recently in 1992 when the ADI was raised from 0.01 mg/kg bw to 0.03 mg/kg bw." The ADI is "established from the no observed effect level (NOEL) in human volunteer studies" but it is clear that unobservable effects can occur at much lower levels as enzyme systems other than cholinesterase may be corrupted by the presence of OPs.
Interestingly those comments are followed by the phrase "The toxicology of pirimiphos-methyl was last considered by the scientific Sub Committee in 1974. Many of those studies evaluated below were included in the 1992 JMPR evaluation." 
Please note that 1974 was some years before the regular commercial use of the chemical and no actual residue level testing of our food supply would have been possible.  Since animals consume pirimiphos methyl and the chemical is described as having "moderately high lipophilicity" any rise in the ADI is likely to also result in raised residue levels in meat and milk. The MRL for the chemical in grain is not stated for the EU in the document but the CODEX level is given as 10 and 5 mg/kg with the latter deemed "appropriate" and I see that the 1996 residue report gives the figure as 5 mg/kg but the document admits that "a full assessment should be carried out when comprehensive residue data become available". Similar comments cover mutagenic potential and worker exposure. 
Surely this work should have been done BEFORE widespread commercial use - not decades later?
 
Note also that even in 1997 before the Evaluation document was prepared the PSD had been notified of the problems with the half-life of the chemical in its commercial form and that document admits that the information contained within it cannot be used to indicate the safety or otherwise of current commercial formulations.
I suspect that the "experts" in the 15 Member States of Europe to which you refer have not been given sufficient information upon which to make judgements of safety but what is clear from your letter is that our children have been put at risk DESPITE the fact that the PSD has had the full information on formulation to hand for decades but has failed to heed the dangers.
I repeat that this is an undeclared food additive and it is essential that the full ingredients are declared to the general public. A MAFF spokesman appeared on the Time and the Place programme on Meridian Television on the 15th February 1996 and stated that all additives are listed on food labels. The programme was concerned about hyperactivity in children and food allergy. Last night it was reported once again that injections of secretin may cure autistic children. If this is so any chemical which can disrupt the production of this hormone may actually cause Autism. Interestingly the Evaluation document reports  lesions in the gut in test animals (p90) and last night's report suggested that the majority of autistic children suffer from the effects of wheat and milk allergy and damage to their digestive system. There are reported to be 500,000 suffering from autism in the UK and the numbers are rising. Those individuals and their families deserve to be told the ingredients in their food and the PSD has a duty to declare to the public the full list of ingredients used in food, including those of pirimiphos methyl and glyphosate products. 
If the law prevents such disclosures then I suggest that the Government changes the law P.D.Q.

Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________

Mrs K Hoskin						        17th September 1999
Environment and Residues Policy Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House

Dear Mrs Hoskin,

I know that you must be very busy on your return from holiday but I note that you have not yet replied to my letter of 20th August 1999.
As I predicted earlier in the year it is now too late to protect the children born in the new millennium from suffering the effects of pirimiphos methyl deliberately added to their food at the express recommendation of both government agencies and the manufacturers.
My own view is that the PSD will take much of the blame and responsibility for this since the PSD was aware of the errors in the safety data long before the Evaluation Document for Pirimiphos methyl, complete with admitted errors, was published and released.

Before you make further erroneous comments about the safety of the chemical in question I suggest that you obtain a copy of the paper "Effect of pirimiphos-methyl on proteolytic enzyme activities in rat heart, kidney, brain and liver tissues in vivo" published in Clinica Chimica Acta 262 in 1997 on pages 89 to 97. 
For many years I have attempted to raise the subject of the corruption of enzyme systems other than cholinesterase by pirimiphos methyl and other organophosphates by means of phosphorus substitution by the OP in the enzyme processes - what David Ray of the Medical Research Council refers to as the "Surrogate substrate" and for which he claimed there was little scientific evidence.
This paper very neatly indicates the risks to vital enzyme systems resulting from exposure to the technical grade of pirimiphos methyl and those risks will be greater with the enhanced commercial formulations which contain the variety of additional toxic substances of which we have written.

Corruption of these processes can result in protein abnormalities, immune system failures, cell reproduction abnormalities and therefore cancer, changes in DNA and hormone disruption.
I will not insult your intelligence by explaining the pathways involved but they are well covered in text books for anyone who cares to study the subject.

As I have repeatedly said over many years there must be an urgent review of the organophosphate chemicals which are deliberately added to our food, specifically pirimiphos methyl and glyphosate.
I note that no action has been taken to include glyphosate in the review of anticholinesterase compounds which indicates the adverse influence the manufacturer has over safety matters.
Incidentally the HSE in Basingstoke have still not addressed the issues raised by their failure to properly investigate the Boswell affair in 1997 or to heed my warnings in 1992 and 1993 which could have saved them the embarrassment now faced.

I very much look forward to reading your reply to my letters.

Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________

Mrs K Hoskin						        23rd September 1999
Environment and Residues Policy Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House

Dear Mrs Hoskin,

Could I suggest that when you ask advice from people you ask someone who actually knows what they are talking about. You have been misled by the HSE.

You refer to the HSE approval numbers for Actellic Dust as if it is a different chemical to Actellic 2% dust and state that "HSE 4881 (was HSE 1509)" 
No doubt that you are not in possession of the old Actellic Dust bags but in 1993 Actellic Dust was provided under the HSE 1509 number with the instructions " A broad spectrum insecticide  for use in grain stores and public health outlets......If necessary for personal comfort wear a mask..... Admixture with small grain cereals (wheat, barley,etc) oilseed rape and linseed.....Handling grain treated with this product does not require the use of face and eye protection."   
No mention is made of gloves!
Just because the new labels recommend the use of protective clothing does not mean that past users were given such recommendations. In most cases the opposite is true.
This does not allow the PSD to escape their responsibilities to past or current users.

You correctly understood my letter in respect of the new Actellic Dust boxes and the labels on them for the instructions advising "Complete admixture" to grain "as soon as possible during storage. Ideally Actellic 2% Dust should be applied to the grain or seed as it is loaded into store." which comes under the MAFF 06931 approval are printed on the box. Strangely the same box also has a warning "KEEP AWAY FROM FOOD AND FEEDING STUFFS" on one side.
The Emergency contact number is given as 01428 656564, Zeneca Crop Protection.
The label advising admixture is covered by the sticky label referred to in earlier correspondence which has the approval HSE 4881 and the contact number 01622 814777 which is also given as the Emergency contact number on the 1993, 1994, 1995 and 1998 Actellic 2% Dust bags so there is little doubt that this is an approved label. The instructions declare that the contents should not be used for admixture with cereals and animal feedstuffs. The label exactly covers the original detail.
If the PSD is doing its job correctly it should already have the evidence it needs.

Failure to address the issues I have raised is a choice the PSD can make if it wishes but as I said to the HSE many years ago if they simply refuse to act and merely paper over the obvious cracks in the system those cracks will become ever wider until the system breaks down completely.
You are attempting to mislead me over animal residues. Zero is zero - not parts per million.
Enzyme systems are known to be capable of acting at such levels and because enzyme systems are intricately linked the failure of even the most simple enzyme process can multiply the effects in the body, especially in susceptible individuals such as the unborn and those already poisoned.

Yours sincerely,

_________________________________________________________________


Mrs K Hoskin						        18th October 1999
Environment and Residues Policy Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House

Dear Mrs Hoskin,

You suggest that Actellic Dust as HSE 1509 (now HSE 4881) is a different chemical to the form of Actellic 2% Dust as MAFF 06931 and that they have different uses.
ICI supplied the data sheets for the HSE 1509 formulation in 1992. Product name:Actellic 2DP
A dust containing 20g/kg (2% w/w) pirimiphos methyl. Product code 61749. 
CAS No. 029232-93-7
Zeneca supplied the data sheets for MAFF 06931 via Lord Donoughue who stated that "the only  ingredient of Actellic Dust which is classified as dangerous or hazardous to health is the active ingredient, pirimiphos-methyl" The data sheets as supplied on 15 June 1999 state that MAFF 06931 has the Product name Actellic 2% Dust. An organophosphorus insecticide dust containing 20 g/kg (2% w/w) pirimiphos-methyl. CAS No. 029232-93-7.
There is, as always, a wonderful array of safety and medical information in the later data sheets.
As you suggest, pesticide registration is a dynamic area. I suspect that this is because the victims are beginning to discover just how much misinformation has been provided in the early years.

What is certain however is that HSE 1509 was Actellic Dust (2%), approved, with few warnings, for complete admixture to grain for human consumption and that MAFF 06931 is the same chemical recommended for the same uses, replacing HSE 1509 in farm conditions and in reality.
HSE 4881 may be the same or a similar product but the recommendations for use are NOT the same and since it does not appear in the UK pesticide guide 1998 I suspect that HSE 4881 is the approval number for non-agricultural or domestic uses which explains the label conditions.
However this misses my point. If the only active ingredient in Actellic Dust HSE 4881 regarded as hazardous to health, necessitating the warning that it must not be added to food, is pirimiphos methyl and the only active ingredient in Actellic 2% Dust MAFF 06931 is also pirimiphos methyl then it is extremely worrying that the PSD permits its use as an undeclared food additive.
Incidentally warnings were given on the residue levels in grain dust from post harvest treatments as long ago as 1979 when it was recognised that dust from treated grain could contain some 30 times more pesticide residues than the grain itself and warnings were given as to the effect on health.
This made no allowance for the excess applications already discussed which may themselves exceed the recommended Maximum Residue Limits.

Your comment that adverse data is evaluated quickly between reviews is just a touch optimistic since long before the Evaluation Document for pirimiphos methyl was produced by the PSD they had evidence that the claimed half-lives for pirimiphos methyl could not be used as the safety base for calculations on the ADI for the commercial formulation. Nothing was done to rectify this error.
The paper was then published - complete with admitted serious errors which give a false impression of use and exposures in the exposed worker groups and in the general population.

Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________
 		 
Mrs K Hoskin						        29th October 1999
Environment and Residues Policy Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House

Dear Mrs Hoskin,

They say there are none so blind as those who refuse to see! Whatever happened to the "Precautionary Principle"?? I am shocked to read that you have not taken note of the facts stated in earlier correspondence. Your final paragraph gives the game away rather since you state that "MAFF 06931 is specifically approved for use on food. PSD has therefore assessed the safety for such use and considered it to be acceptable, thus label warnings to keep away from food are unnecessary (and indeed would be illogical)" This I fear is exactly my point.
The labels on the boxes of Actellic 2% Dust, and indeed the earlier bags of that same product, which carry or carried specific instructions for complete admixture with food grains include specific warnings, sometimes repeated, but clearly stating "KEEP AWAY FROM FOOD AND FEEDING STUFFS"    In fact health warnings are given in respect of ingestion. (See earlier letters)
More importantly sacks which have contained treated grains are considered too dangerous to be used for the subsequent storage of feed grains and yet the PSD claim that the treated grain that those very sacks had contained are safe for immediate human consumption!  
As you so rightly wrote it is indeed illogical.
More importantly it is an admission that the chemical is dangerous to human health if eaten.
Which brings me to the nonsense written by your "toxicologists" who also conveniently miss the point. Who are these people? Perhaps you could let us know their names and their qualifications.
You might also tell us to which chemical companies they are linked.
Here we have a review of a paper which showed damage to enzyme systems upon which life itself depends caused by a chemical deliberately added to the food we will eat for hopefully in excess of 70 years. A paper which suggests a new and formerly unrecognised toxic effect.
That information is glibly dismissed on the basis of old research which merely recorded the commercially valuable effects on life-span, live weight and feed consumption despite the fact that research printed in the PSD's own Evaluation document proves that all those factors have been adversely affected in other experiments on a variety of test animals.
The human testing referred to is also of no relevance to the point I made. Human testing was done using the active ingredient and not the commercially available chemicals which we are all eating.
I must also point out to those who wrote this nonsense that the no observable effect level is not the same as the level at which there is no effect. Most sub-clinical actions of OPs are not observable as they take place at atomic level. This does not necessarily mean there is no measurable effect but in the case of OPs it does mean that to measure the effect is extremely difficult and expensive.
These minute effects can have delayed and devastating effects on human health and it is dangerous to dismiss such possibilities in this way. You should note that calculations for ADI and operator exposures are based on these false claims for the NOAEL calculations which in turn rely on the false claims for product half-life. If as they claim this is well supported by animal data why was this information not in the Evaluation Document which clearly states the need for more research in vital areas. I look forward to seeing the information on your "toxicologists". 

Yours sincerely,                                 


_________________________________________________________________

Mrs K Hoskin						        22nd November 1999
Environment and Residues Policy Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House

Dear Mrs Hoskin,

Thank you for your response to my letter of 29th October, received this morning.
What a pity you did not properly address the issues raised but I note with interest that you admit that the toxicologists who claim that pirimiphos methyl is perfectly safe to eat are all Government employees.  I take your claim that they have no links to the chemical companies to mean current links and not historical as in their training. I note too that you carefully avoid naming these people so that we might check those details for accuracy.
The safety factors to which you refer as being included in the risk assessment process are based almost entirely on mathematical predictions. I seem to remember the statistical risk assessments predicted that such events as Chernobyl could never happen. Statistics are just that. They are historically based and do not predict the future. One disaster can change the statistics completely.
In any event the failure of the authorities to recognise the harm done in the field by pesticides automatically destroys the credibility of the calculations. Laboratory tests have often been proven inaccurate in the field and thalidomide is the perfect example.
The hen test for pirimiphos methyl has already been questioned as to its validity. Perhaps this is not surprising when I understand that the very substance for which the test for adverse effect was designed, NTE, has never been isolated and its true value as an indicator of OPIDN potential is also not fully understood. Mr Mascall always asked me to refer to the Evaluation Document on the matter of safety. That document states that there are gaps in the data and requested further study. It also stated that the data provided could not be used for current commercial formulations and yet that the ADI was calculated only on the potential to inhibit acetylcholinesterase. 
I did not suggest that half-life figures were used for the calculation of the NOAELs but the document claims that the figure obtained supported the ADI and that operator levels were also based only on acetylcholinesterase inhibition. Clearly the potential to adversely effect more vital enzyme systems has never been evaluated and this is my point.
Despite the gaps in the safety data and the indications of mutagenic potential and adverse effects on the reproductive system Government employed toxicologists declare the chemical to be safe to eat.
BUT the chemical company warns against contaminating food or even using bags which have contained treated grain for food which admits the potential harm to humans.
Half-life errors are important because it is assumed in the calculations that the rapid loss of activity supports the view that OPs will not present the same environmental problems as did DDT.
They are also important because those who use the chemical regularly might assume that the last application is no longer a danger when in fact they will be exposed to double the accepted safety level and more so at each further exposure. The ADI does not account for this and the so-called safety factor will already have been eroded by excessive applications and repeated exposures. It should also be noted that protective clothing is not a requirement, except for reasons of personal comfort, unless handling the concentrate or mist blowing.  Since spraying is not mist blowing but generates a mist this too is an error. My samples kept in sunlight since July still retain rapid activity.

Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________
 
Mrs K Hoskin						        24th December 1999
Environment and Residues Policy Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House

Dear Mrs Hoskin,

Thank you for your letter of 17th December, received this morning.
No doubt you are now on leave but I will respond now in case I forget by the time you return!

I thank you for your interesting comments on NTE and the anticholinesterase properties of OPs but I fear that your letter once again failed to name those toxicologists who claim to know that current safety procedures are adequate.
You also raise concerns about just how qualified those who advise the PSD on chemical safety issues are since you claim not to know which enzyme processes other than those mentioned are recognised as being adversely affected by organophosphates.

This is a worry because the PSD claims to know enough to determine the safe use of these chemicals as food additives and now admits to ignorance of the basic toxicological actions.
Perhaps this is why the PSD has not realised the importance of the comments I have made?
If the PSD and COT do not have a full understanding of the actions of OPs then they should not be making any judgements on safety issues. If they do know then they should not have to ask the likes of me but either way we have found an explanation at last for our protracted correspondence and for the failure of the PSD and others to introduced urgent controls on the use of anticholinesterase OPs such as pirimiphos methyl and glyphosate formulations as undeclared food additives.

Farmers and the general public have put their trust in the belief that organisations such as the PSD have ensured that the chemicals used are safe before they are introduced into the environment. 
It is obvious now that that trust has been misplaced and we now know that those in control have admitted to ignorance of the basic science required to make such decisions.
No wonder then that after farmers were encouraged to use pyrethroid dips we discovered not only that the change could adversely affect the health of farmers in ways already known but that these chemicals were actually possibly  more toxic in the environment than those they replaced.
We cannot help but wonder how such dangerous chemicals passed through the regulatory system -
until now with your admission that the PSD needs the likes of me to tell them which enzyme systems are affected by OPs!
Your experts should be aware that damage to some enzyme systems may take many years, if not decades, before it becomes manifest in the resulting symptoms. Often the true cause is lost as is plain to see with the development of BSE, for which the true cause remains uncertain.

Have a wonderful Christmas and I hope that the PSD will find some qualified scientists to help them unravel the mysteries of pesticide toxicity early in the new century. 
Our children deserve a safe future and to know that their food will not harm them.

Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________

Mr Darren Flynn						        13th January 2000
Revues  Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Mr Flynn,

Thank you for the latest update on the review of anticholinesterase compounds.

There seems to have been a major oversight which I am sure you will rectify A.S.A.P.
The review still seems to omit any reference to a major, known anticholinesterase product.

I refer of course to glyphosate formulations.

The review will never be seen as honestly undertaken all the time these products escape notice.

Human health concerns have been raised in many quarters about this chemical and I would be grateful if you would explain to me why the PSD continues to ignore the facts presented by people like myself on this chemical and on the other major problem, pirimiphos methyl.
The PSD has evidence that safety claims for both these products is flawed but chooses to ignore it.
It should be noted that clear "Human health concerns" have been raised for both products.

I understand through Ministers that doubts have been expressed about my experiments over lack of controls and the clarity of photographic reproductions. However had the PSD bothered to ask me directly I could have shown evidence that controls were unaffected until they too were exposed and in any event the samples still in my possession still retain rapid insecticidal action despite the long storage period diluted in water and when exposed to sunlight for some six months.

Interestingly I see that a scientist is attempting to patent my method of testing the toxicity of OPs diluted in water! It will be interesting to see if the patent is accepted since he claims to be able to measure the level of contamination in water by the time taken for the flies to die!
Interesting scenario for chemicals which are claimed to hydrolyse within hours!
They say that imitation is the highest form of flattery but it seems that science has missed the point.

These tests suggest support for my certain view that the PSD has been misled by the chemical companies on vital matters of fact which have direct influence on safety calculations - even if the PSD really is happy to avoid examining adverse health reactions other than anticholinesterase which may over time prove to be far more serious in their consequences for human, animal and bird life.

I suspect that the only reason glyphosate was ignored is through commercial and political pressure but if you tell me why it escapes the review I will try and understand the logic.

Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________
 
Mr Robert Mason						        1st March 2000
Reviews  Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Mr Mason,
There is an urgent need for the PSD to demand accurate information from those making the decisions on pesticide safety.
I thank you for your response to my letter of 13th January 2000, received this morning but I am afraid that what you claim on the subject of glyphosate is simply incorrect and if the German review has reported as you suggest then there is something very seriously wrong.
The German review body has evidence that there are serious problems with glyphosate products.
Interestingly one of the pages from my own submission was "lost" en route and had to be re-submitted after a telephone call from Germany.
Could I suggest that you urgently contact Dr Timothy Marrs, who is a senior scientific adviser to government, on the matter of the anticholinesterase properties of glyphosate. He is on record as stating that this chemical does have anticholinesterase properties which rather dismisses your view that the chemical structure prevents such action. Additionally there is evidence that the glyphosate product "Roundup Pro" was used in the United States as an insecticide indoors and that this use resulted in considerable depression of the cholinesterase levels in one of the humans so exposed.
Care should be taken by those who claim otherwise as it would seem that such claims place the entire population of the world at risk if the Roundup Ready GM crop promotion succeeds.

Which brings me to pirimiphos methyl. It would seem that no matter how much evidence we produce to show that safety data on this product is flawed no person in authority has the power to act. To my deep regret I have had considerable correspondence with the PSD in my attempts to have them admit to the problems with the safety data with no success at all. This is not science.
The evidence shows that figures for half-life are grossly underestimated. This results in multiple exposures from a single application which greatly increases the risk to users.
Furthermore there are obvious data gaps, and admitted errors, in the Evaluation Document despite the fact that the PSD knew before publication about the concerns over the half-life figures.
The regulatory bodies appear to be simply rubber-stamping the data provided by the manufacturers without first checking to see if the information is accurate.
The manufacturers write that pirimiphos methyl rapidly hydrolyses in water with half-lives of days in water and hours in sunlight. How is it then that my samples, taken directly from mixtures prepared for use in the grain store, retain rapid insecticidal action years after dilution and then for at least eight months stored in direct sunlight? Science must explain that and the PSD must explain how it is that such misleading information has been accepted from the manufacturers.

I suspect that these serious matters will eventually come to the attention of the legal system and it is possible that criminal charges may follow since human lives have been put at risk.
It is usual for those who administer poison to be charged with criminal offences and I suspect that those who claim that known cumulative poisons fed to humans are safe may be similarly charged.   

Yours sincerely,



Mr Robert Mason						        20th March 2000
Reviews  Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Mr Mason,
Someone is being less than generous with the truth.
It would seem that the considerable knowledge that Dr Marrs has in respect to OP toxicity rarely finds its way into his official pronouncements. I checked the facts and discovered that a Member of Parliament has copies of correspondence on the subject of the opinion of Dr Marrs in respect of the admitted low level anticholinesterase activity of glyphosate. In his 1993 paper Organophosphate Poisoning edited by D.N. Bateman the abstract stated that "Certain OPs are exploited for their anticholinesterase effects, including defoliants such as "DEF", herbicides such as glyphosate, fire retardants and industrial intermediates." In the text he later claims low toxicity and that it is exploited for effects other than anticholinesterase but does not deny such properties which may well be increased by co-formulants not declared for reasons of commercial confidentiality.  Incidentally the Proudfoot pesticide poisoning guide sent to all GPs in 1996 claims that glyphosate acts on enzymes only found in plants which are not present in man which is strange given the paper you enclosed. The Government and the PSD were sent evidence proving the insecticidal action of Roundup products but it was ignored and it seems that Downing Street "lost" the original photos. They ignored follow-up details too!
There is also the little problem of phosphine release. Product labels indicate this risk is recognised.
I have also asked contacts with medical evidence of severe cholinesterase inhibition by the use of Roundup Pro as an insecticide to contact you direct. It is entirely up to them to decide if the PSD is worthy of such confidences. It was the duty of the PSD to have known this information long ago.
Perhaps the reluctance to address these serious issues has more to do with the GM crop trial programme than pesticide safety?  Since the US courts ordered Monsanto to stop adverts suggesting that Roundup was environmentally safe it would seem that any crops sprayed with Roundup would also automatically present environmental risks. Insects would seem to be directly harmed.

I must offer my sincere thanks for the information on glyphosate action on the mitochondria. I have for many years been discussing this very mechanism of toxicity with a variety of research scientists and you provided valuable information. Perhaps the regulators do not realise the importance of the mitochondria? They seem to have ignored the risk? You may have seen that tests have recently been devised which can detect a variety of cancers simply by finding changes in the mitochondria found in body fluids. I suggest that it may well be the changes induced in the mitochondria which actually cause the cancers and that this may well explain the cancers reported to be linked to glyphosate use.

It would appear that the confusion you mention is not in respect to glyphosate but to the formulations which contain glyphosate as these products are reported to be many times more toxic than the active ingredient. A similar situation is found with pirimiphos methyl and most other products with which users have reported adverse health effects.  The PSD knows but does not act.

Yours sincerely,

                         _________________________________________________________________   

Mr Robert Mason						        31st March 2000
Reviews  Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Mr Mason,

Thank you for your very informative letter of 28th March 2000.

Sometimes silence shouts more loudly than we might think.

Our correspondence is a matter of record - and not simply in your own offices.

When the truth becomes known, as it surely will, it will make interesting reading for those investigating the real cause of the rising health problems in the population and the environmental damage resulting from trials which utilise these chemicals.

On your head be it - as the saying goes!

I am personally very grateful for your help in proving the inadequacies in regulation processes.



Yours sincerely,



_________________________________________________________________
                           
Mrs K Hoskin						        7th April 2000
Environment and Residues Policy Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House

Dear Mrs Hoskin,

Looking through my correspondence to find the latest views from the PSD on the serious matters raised on the joint subjects of Glyphosate and Pirimiphos methyl I am unable to find your response to my letter of 24th December 1999. Perhaps it was "lost" in the post.
So much evidence involved in this subject seems to have been "lost" so that may be the reason?
Of course it might simply be that the new Government policy is to avoid addressing dangerous issues by simply failing to answer - as appears to have occurred in most departments recently.
Unfortunately, as has happened with BSE, there comes a time when the issues we raised so long ago inevitably have to be addressed.      Will we ever learn?   I wonder?
The British Agrochemicals Association issued an explanatory document on the "new Pesticide Regulations" which came into force on October 6th 1986 based on Part III of the "Food and Environment Protection Act 1985 which had as its aims "to protect the health of human beings, creatures and plants; to safeguard the environment and to secure safe, efficient and humane methods of controlling pests." It also seeks to "make information about pesticides available to the public."

The PSD has been given information which indicates a serious risk in all these areas.
Despite this we have government approved GM trials of Roundup Ready maize, rape and sugarbeet which by definition will be sprayed, probably more than once so as to reduce weed competition which will adversely affect yields, by Roundup or its equivalent.
Years ago the New York Attorney General's office was reported to have ordered Monsanto to withdraw its adverts claiming that Roundup was environmentally safe.
The PSD themselves admit that glyphosate can harm the mitochondria and therefore it must present the risk of inducing cancer, and other serious diseases, in humans.
This means that the entire basis for the "trials" is false. 
The potentials for environmental harm and health risks are already proven.
With pirimiphos methyl, also an undeclared chemical additive in our food, the PSD has had sufficient evidence to raise concerns for many years and has admitted serious data gaps in its own evaluation document and yet it would seem that every effort is made to avoid addressing these issues and to keep the current commercial food based approvals in operation.
Individuals employed by Government have even denied known and proven risks which are recognised in the legislation since specific rules apply to organophosphate and carbamate based compounds in respect to medical surveillance and  record keeping.
You failed to name the toxicologists who did not understand the importance of the points I raised.
It is strange that they did not know since the chemical companies commonly utilise such actions. 
The population of this country deserve better than this from their Civil Servants.

Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________

Mrs K Hoskin						        17th April 2000
Environment and Residues Policy Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House

Dear Mrs Hoskin,
I am sorry but your letter will simply not do. In refusing to make further comment it would seem that Mr Mason and yourself are admitting one of two things. Either you were already aware of the information I gave and have refused to take action to protect our people from the dangers or you did not know and have failed to understand the importance of the information offered. 
The PSD is responsible for pesticide safety, is currently responsible for reviewing the safety of anticholinesterase chemicals, and is therefore directly responsible to Government with a duty to address these issues properly and with exact science.
I now have details of the anticholinesterase effects of Roundup and yet the PSD continues to allow this chemical to escape the review proceedure. It is simply wrong to pass the responsibility to the EU since the PSD is itself responsible for passing the information it has to the EU.
The political position in respect to crops designed to withstand glyphosate appears confused since the EU appears to have side-stepped the issue of manufacturer's responsibility for any damage caused and the UK actively encourages the growing of crops dependant on the chemical.
I suggest to you that this is is in part due to the failure of the PSD to properly examine the issues.

In order to clarify the position it must be repeated that the PSD admit that glyphosate harms the mitochondria. The mitochondria contain DNA which amongst other things encodes proteins essential for normal cell reproduction. We also know that some formulations at least also have anticholinesterase properties. Both are serious effects not admitted in official notes on poisoning.
Science has shown the effects of pirimiphos methyl on the proteolytic enzymes and the PSD has this information. These enzymes are essential for protein formation and it is known that errors in protein formation can induce serious disease in humans.
What is more there are admitted gaps in the data. The COT simply calls for more research. 
More research is unlikely to convince victims that paper scientists know the effects of these chemicals better than practical farmers who have directly experienced those effects, no matter how cleverly such reports are worded. Paper science does not show the complex changes due to effects of the co-formulants as exemplified by the half-life claims which are all very fine on paper and yet complete nonsense in the reality of commercial formulations designed to protect and prolong the active life of the product in all conditions. Further research will therefore inevitably only confirm what has been known to Government for decades but which has been  ignored.
If honest science does not prevail there will inevitably be more victims, more controversy and greater costs to the NHS. Why does the PSD refuse to name individuals who claim that these toxic effects are unimportant? Why are they not prepared to back their opinions with their reputations ? Why is the PSD unable to explain the prolonged activity of OPs in water? We are told we must debate these issues on the grounds of "sound science". Good science is able to explain such things. The PSD has a duty to explain why it chooses to support data which simply does not fit with reality. 
Failing to address these serious issues is not an option.

Yours sincerely,

.
p.s. In the interests of open government could you please supply a copy of MS 17 - March 2000 edition.


_________________________________________________________________

Mrs K Hoskin							11th May 2000
Environment and Residues Policy Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House

Dear Mrs Hoskin,

Thank you for your letter of 9th May 2000.  I am sorry to see that you did not want me to see the contents of the new MS17 document unless I paid for it but I suspect this is because the paper confirms that many of the recognised symptoms are not only caused by factors other than anticholinesterase but also by the co-formulants.  Why the PSD attempts to deny this is a mystery but it is clear that you are paid to know these things whilst I am not. In fact the taxes deducted from me help to pay you to find out. I do not have access to scientific libraries or the funds to use them.
Once again you stick to tried and tested answers but you miss the main points completely.
We are discussing basic scientific principles here, not new, ground breaking, high technology but information which is found in basic text books. There is no safe level of a mutagenic chemical and extensive tests have proven this to be the case. I fear you are suggesting "acceptable risk" as the means to allow mutagenic chemicals through the regulatory process. 
Once again you ask me to provide you with references. What has the PSD been doing for the quarter century that these chemicals have been on the market? How is it that Monsanto were only brought to book by the US courts a couple of years ago for making false claims for the safety of Roundup? 
The law succeeded where the PSD has failed.
My contact in the USA sent details of the drop in cholinesterase levels following Roundup exposure and I am sure that the PSD is well aware of this property of the formulation. I should point out that this was not a massive exposure of the sort you describe as done in the isolation of the laboratory using only the active ingredient.   I suspect that you are deliberately avoiding the issues.
Clearly the co-formulants are designed to enhance efficacy and may well make the active ingredient and /or the co-formulants more readily accepted by the metabolism. As you know molecular shape is a greater indication of toxicity than chemical formula. Formulations are rarely fully tested.
I only have to refer to the PSD's own Evaluation document for pirimiphos methyl to see papers which indicate similar dangers for that chemical but which the PSD ignored with the covering comment that there was a need for more research to fill the data gaps.
Sperm damage was caused at all doses tested, the salmonella typhimurium culture was mutated  so why ignore these danger signals  in favour of suggested "safe" cholinesterase inhibition levels.
You will know that anticholinesterase products are effective at all dose levels and the "safe" level is only that determined by the regulators. I suggest that the PSD does not know this with certainty, not even with "pure" active ingredient. Commercial formulations present greater dangers, even without any synergistic effects in the diet caused by the presence of other chemicals such as glyphosate.
The PSD admitted that much of the data reported was not applicable to current formulation.
You state that the production of "abnormal proteins of significance" was tested for in the trials.
Could you provide copies of those papers so that I might comment from an informed position.
I am interested to know how the work was done since I understand that this really is new science and that even the most sophisticated laboratories in the world find that studying these molecules is extremely difficult and expensive. I suggest to you that the role of many proteins in the body is not fully understood by science and  that the problems seen in humans in the field should have sounded warning bells at the PSD.   I think you are making dangerously false assumptions on safety.
I know that some scientists are working on these matters but it is not my place to inform the PSD.

Yours sincerely,                                                    
		
_________________________________________________________________

			 
Ms Kerry Paylor						                 7th June 2000
Environment and Residues Policy Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House

Dear Ms Paylor,

Mrs Sue Doig wrote to inform me that you were to respond to my letter of 11th May 2000.

I fear I have another matter of concern to report to the PSD.
When I was able to work on the farm I had need to be careful over expenditure. Given that we were always informed that Roundup was safe I saved any of the diluted formulation which the sprayer was unable to pump out onto the field for weed control around the farms, staff houses and pathways. It seemed a safer and more economic way to use an otherwise unusable product rather than allowing it to drain on to waste ground.
The last occasion that this was done was in the early months of 1991 and the few pints of the Roundup and Hyspray mixture were saved in the original empty Roundup container.
I am informed that OP products break down rapidly when diluted in water.
I must inform you that my diluted sample of Actellic D mixed as part of a solution in water as used for insect control in a grain store in June 1997 and stored again in its original container still retains rapid insecticidal action. A further sample taken from that container and placed in sunlight continuously since 3rd July 1999 also retains rapid insecticidal action. 
This is cause for serious concern but I must return to the Roundup.
In the confusion of the farm sale the sample of Roundup and Hyspray was forgotten and then I was poisoned by an incident involving pirimiphos methyl so the container was overlooked until my family recently cleared a shed. There they found the Roundup container and its sample.
This diluted sample is now over 9 years old. Roundup is an OP and we are told that OPs break down rapidly and that Roundup is safe. Hyspray was used to reduce the amount of the glyphosate active ingredient required per acre and therefore the cost of the operation.
An ideal opportunity presented itself for testing the claims made and I fear I am shocked.
The solution was tested as a weed killer on persistent weeds which have died.
The solution was tested for the effect on insects and they died rapidly.
I have evidence from the USA suggesting that Roundup is a cholinesterase inhibitor, as Dr Marrs described in his paper, and the insecticidal action of commercial formulations is never mentioned.
On many occasions I have asked that the PSD include Roundup products in the review of anticholinesterase products without success.

I understand that interested parties have been sent lists of chemicals currently under review and that Debbie Hussey of the PSD (External Relations Branch) recently dispatched lists of hydrocarbons etc which the manufacturers should declare if they are present in formulations or are carcinogenic.
Unfortunately I have not received the last two such communications and I wonder if my name has been removed from the mailing list?
I am sure you will agree that the above information indicates real risks from Roundup formulations and recommended mixes and I hope that the PSD will act soon to reduce such risks, especially since residues of these chemicals are permitted in foodstuffs both for animals and humans alike.
  
 Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________

Ms Kerry Paylor						          26th June 2000
Environment and Residues Policy Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House

Dear Ms Paylor,

Mrs Sue Doig wrote to inform me that you were to respond to my letter of 11th May 2000 but I  wrote again on 7th June with more important information and again have had no response save a note suggesting that information was being sought.

Could I point out yet again that another harvest is approaching.
A call for an immediate ban on pirimiphos methyl and other OPs was made by scientists working on the safety of children's health in 1997 but nothing was done.
I raised the issue of the dangerous co-formulants in pesticides used on harvested grain in store many years ago and was assured by the PSD that they posed no health risk.
From a letter sent out by the PSD to approval holders on 1st June 2000 it is clear that the PSD has admitted that "It is not possible for PSD to identify with certainty whether substances such as these are present in approved pesticides or adjuvants."
In this letter the term "substances such as these" refers to carcinogenic, mutagenic and reprotoxic substances, "The vast majority of substances added by the 16th Amendment are petroleum extracts"

Again from the letter it is clear that restrictions on the inclusion of these chemicals should have been adopted by member States by December 1994 and applied from 1st March 1999 and yet the concerns I raised about the safety of these very chemicals were dismissed by the PSD in letters dated from May to July of last year, 1999.  Only now does the PSD ask for the information.

Clearly, despite the claims made at the time, not only are these substances extremely dangerous but the PSD now admits that it has no way of knowing what is in the formulations they have approved for the undeclared addition to our foods. 

Glyphosate will soon be sprayed as the routine means to control green weeds before harvesting the crops and other OPs such as pirimiphos methyl will then be routinely added to the harvested grain.
There is now a certainty that the chemicals will not break down as claimed and our children will eat them just as they have for the last two decades and more during which time health problems known to be linked to OP ingestion have been steadily rising in the general population.
Grain in intervention stores may have been treated many times for its 5 year protected period by chemicals which it seems can remain active for all that time. This is a dangerous situation.

The PSD has a duty to act to protect our people. The science is obviously known already.
Presumably the failure to respond to my concerns should be regarded as an admission that the PSD knows very well what the problems are but is powerless to act?

Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________

Ms Kerry Paylor						          7th August 2000
Environment and Residues Policy Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House

Dear Ms Paylor,

Mrs Sue Doig wrote to inform me that you were to respond to my letter of 11th May 2000. I  wrote again on 7th June and 26th June 2000 but still there has been no response despite promises made at the HSE meeting in Basingstoke regarding the Boswell case and general pesticide safety.

Last figures I have suggest that the population of the United Kingdom is some 58,000,000 people.
It is recognised by those attempting to excuse the dangers of organophosphorus pesticides that some 3-4% of the population are genetically susceptible in addition to those repeatedly occupationally exposed. This results in at least 1,740,000 individuals directly at risk in the UK.
International law recognised the dangers in adulterating food with known poisons and prohibited such action as long ago as 1939 in goods traded across borders but the PSD stated some years ago that EU law now permitted such action where OP pesticides were involved. This means that if we export treated grain then many more millions of susceptible people will be at risk.
You may recall that for many years I have asked the PSD to take urgent action before harvest to prevent yet another crop being adulterated by OPs and the equally noxious co-formulants. The PSD took no action even when scientists in the USA also called for an immediate ban some 3 years ago.
OPs can adversely effect the DNA because this too is classified as an organophosphate and the majority of the functions within our bodies depend on the almost continuous coupling and uncoupling of oxygen, phosphorus and carbon bonds.
Our genes produce the proteins necessary for health and life. Correspondence with the PSD shows that they recognise that glyphosate and pirimiphos methyl adversely effect the mitochondria and the proteolytic enzymes, respectively, upon which the process depends - a deadly mixture in our food.
In recent months protein abnormality or deficiency has been recognised as causing a wide variety of serious long-term illnesses now increasing in the population. Such health problems range from obesity, Alzheimers's, CJD, cancers, miscarriage, asthma, arthritis, and allergies to name but a few.
Since the same processes control the hormonal system then bone problems and mood changes, including aggression, would also be indicated as linked to these effects and the drug companies are now entering the new field of "Proteomics" in order to repair such damage. Sad then that the same companies often create the OPs which can cause the very damage they attempt to repair. 

Some months ago I was informed that the PSD were seeking advice before responding. I presume that because of the urgency of the situation regarding preharvest and GM crop use of glyphosate and the post-harvest adulteration of grain with OPs you did seek that advice but there has been no reply.
If Ministers have decreed that no Government department should make any response despite their duty as Civil Servants then please name the Minister who issued such instructions so that I might raise these issues direct for it would seem that they have not been raised at ACP meetings and it is plain that the true dangers of OP compounds have not been properly reported to Government.

Yours sincerely,



_________________________________________________________________

Ms Kerry Paylor						          11th August 2000
Environment and Residues Policy Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House

Dear Ms Paylor,

Grateful thanks to you for your letter of 9th August and the enclosures. It is interesting to read that my correspondence has become part of the anticholinesterase review and I sincerely hope that glyphosate formulations have now been added to the list of products to be reviewed.
I was recently loaned some bed-time reading entitled "The Biochemistry of the Nucleic Acids" which I was glancing through in a spare moment only yesterday when I came across an interesting passage which stated that "In addition, mitochondrial DNA carries ATPase genes and genes for mitochondrial tRNA and rRNA molecules."
Perhaps you can answer a question which scientists working on the effects of pesticides have been unable to answer and for which I have so far found no reference.
Do the mitochondria also carry the genes for cholinesterase production? If not then which processes are involved in the formation of new enzymes upon which our recovery depends?
Given recent correspondence on the protein disrupting potential of organophosphates and their effects on the ATP system and the mitochondria the answers to this question could be of great importance for us all. I suspect that it is assumed that repeated low doses do not have any effect on the process which forms new enzymes but it is clear that this may not be the case.

We know that the co-formulants present great risk and that the true combined effects of exposures are not fully understood. I was surprised to see that chlorpyrifos-methyl is also added to harvested grain since chlorpyrifos is another OP to which I reacted even wearing full protective clothing and a carbon filtered breathing mask. This too was reported to officials almost a decade ago and it is interesting to see that the chemical is to be banned in the USA and yet the ACP spokesman on Farming Today recently declared that he expected be more confident in its safety when the manufacturers supplied missing data. It was amazing how willing he was to prejudge scientific results and yet I understand that pirimiphos methyl approval for admixture in rape seed is to be withdrawn for residue level considerations while its use in wheat fed directly to humans remains despite the known and reported incidents of excess applications!
Perhaps it is time that we all tried to explain why long term effects have been reported and spend less time trying to hide the cases where such long-term effects are obvious.
In this way a more accurate appraisal of pesticide safety will result and the future of the pesticide industry would be assured. Hiding such problems will only serve to endanger more lives and the reputation of an industry which has in many ways brought much good to the world.

Another twist in the sorry saga of pesticide safety is now becoming clearer to the Fishermen in New York State following the widespread use of malathion. Obviously the safety tests are unreliable.
Thanks again for your letter and the enclosures. I hope you can answer my questions soon.


Yours sincerely, 



_________________________________________________________________

		 
Ms Kerry Paylor						          21st August 2000
Environment and Residues Policy Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House

Dear Ms Paylor,

Thank you for the letter of 16th August which raises yet more interesting questions.

If you know the answer to my question then you could have answered immediately and not wasted more public money.
If you do not know the answer then you should instigate urgent action to prevent more people being exposed to these dangerous chemicals which are deliberately added to the food we eat.

Looking through my files recently it is apparent that whilst the PSD claim to have answered my questions it is clear that at every stage few real answers have been given and those that have simply continue the process of denial and repetition of false information.

The PSD had information which questioned the safety of commercial forms of pirimiphos methyl before they published the evaluation document. That document admitted that the information it contained was not relevant to currently available commercial formulations and called for more research to fill data gaps in important areas relevant to human health.
Since then scientists have called for the immediate ban on such products and for pirimiphos methyl in particular because of the dangers posed by residues, from crop spraying, found in children's food.
The PSD refuses to act even to prevent the deliberate adulteration of grain produced from those same sprayed crops after they have been harvested.   Residue testing is far from adequate.
Strangely the spray used on the crop appears not to have been supported in the review and yet the PSD continues to protect the form which is directly fed to children and adults alike.

November is some three months away. Every day children will be fed grain often treated to excess with this chemical which we now know retains its deadly insecticidal action throughout the storage period and is admitted to be retained in the final product at up to 50% of the inclusion rate.
It is admitted that heating such products can cause the formation of even more deadly forms of the chemical and yet much of the contaminated food will be cooked at high temperatures.
It is clear that the co-formulants also present a serious risk to health.

Of one thing I am certain. The PSD has the information to act.
The problem seems to be a distinct lack of will to do so or any sense of the consequences of failure.
An early reply is indeed essential but of greater importance is early action.


Yours sincerely,

Please pass copies of this letter to Lesley Buckley and Zoe Birch who replied for you.



_________________________________________________________________

Mr Duncan Bogie						         6th November 2000
Information Section, External Relations Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House

Dear Mr Bogie,
Grateful thanks for your letter of 2nd November and for the residues papers which will no doubt make interesting reading. I had understood that details from the recent Food Standards Agency reports did show excess levels of pirimiphos methyl but unfortunately they did not agree to my request to send copies as have been sent to other contacts. Certainly the BMA have expressed concerns and excess levels proven in the past. 
Turning to your letter. I begin to see why you are unable to answer my questions. It is clear from your letter that you have no understanding of the issues raised from a practical standpoint and it would seem that you rely on information given to you by others who also have no understanding.
Case in point. "Labelling of treated seed" on page three of your letter. We are not discussing seed treatments in general here since it is known that some seed dressings are deadly poisons. The point I raised was that the labels instruct that bags containing grain treated with pirimiphos methyl are regarded as too dangerous to be re-used for foods. This is crazy since the same treated grain which is said to have made those bags dangerous can be, and is, used for human consumption.
Another point comes in the following section "Application methods" since you are referring to "Average" application rates whereas I was referring to the inevitable "hot spots" for which the PSD can never test. In fact in the best of years only a few kilos (if that) from millions of tonnes of treated grain are tested and this is a worse search scenario that the proverbial "needle in a haystack".
PSD has been informed of a local incident when a dedicated application method over-dosed by a factor of at least 500% and there would have been even higher spot rates if properly tested.
Your claims that evidence of "unacceptable risk" would bring immediate action is complete nonsense since any level of risk can be deemed "acceptable" if the science is wrong.
PSD has had evidence demonstrating serious flaws in the safety data for years and has persistently refused to take action. The Evaluation Document for pirimiphos methyl demonstrates the dangers perfectly and that contains serious uncorrected errors as you must be aware.
Who prepared that paper on the Mitochondria? They must be aware that the protein forming systems are extremely vulnerable to OPs and that DNA is also at risk because it is itself classified as an organophosphorus compound. This is not new science and has been known for decades.
Perhaps you should read last week's "New Scientist" where you will find that it is recognised the majority of human diseases are the result of  "the breakdown of the cell's protein machinery - either an internal failure or an attack by microbial proteins." and it quotes that most drugs are proteins or act by binding to proteins. It also states that proteins are the "essence" of cells in case you needed reminding. Anything that interferes with protein formation must present a great risk to human life and it is clear that Organophosphates present a special risk since the body is designed to accept them into the heart of the metabolism. There are greater potential hazards in the long term than simply the anticholinesterase properties. Why is the PSD so intent on hiding from this basic truth and why has the evidence presented to the PSD in respect to the dangers of persistence and the added risks from the co-formulants been consistently ignored.
You refer me to the Information Service as if the points I raise are of no importance and yet considerable effort has been made to avoid addressing the serious issues involved.
The Neill Committee tell me that all Government agencies must abide by the "Seven Principles of Public Life" but I must say that I have seen little sign of compliance over the last 8 years.
I am unable at present to access Internet sites due to unauthorised interference but I suspect the ACP minutes will not cover these issues since a former chairman is obviously unable even to diagnose cancer properly let alone recognise potential risks from pesticides - risks incidentally that he always denied.
Honesty on these matters from the Civil Service is long overdue and it is clear that the BSE Inquiry did grasp the fact that Organophosphates may have played a role in BSE susceptibility. Obvious really given the above.

Yours sincerely,



_________________________________________________________________

Mr Duncan Bogie						         13th November 2000
Information Section, External Relations Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House

Dear Mr Bogie,

Have you learnt nothing from the BSE Inquiry?
I received a letter from Zoe Birch of the information section this morning suggesting that there will be no reply to my letter until February 2001. This is a disgraceful situation and it is my firm belief that this measure is being employed simply to delay acknowledging the truth.

To quote Baroness Hayman at the recent ACP meeting as reported by the PSD.
"She went on to define "acceptable risk" in this context as meaning that the approved use should not cause any identified adverse effects in users of the pesticide, or bystanders, or consumers of foods derived from treated crops. In the environment it was important that non-target wildlife populations were not importantly affected."

I refer you to the past correspondence from myself and others on the subject of pirimiphos methyl and of glyphosate. I also remind you that the adverse effects from the former were known to the HSE and other Government departments since at least 1992 and the concerns have been recognised in internal correspondence more recently.
Furthermore the Pesticide Incidence Appraisal Panel has confirmed poisoning from this product in the past both through exposures in the workplace and in bystanders made ill by spray drift.
In addition there is a known risk to birds and non-target species including man.
On the subject of glyphosate it is clear that the chemical is designed as a herbicide but it also rapidly kills insects which are non-target species and has been linked to cancer in man.

The PSD has a duty to act quickly on these matters and it is simply not acceptable to keep delaying serious correspondence in this way.
The evidence will not simply "disappear" and the number of people adversely affected continues to grow. There is a need for urgent action and the PSD is as usual failing in its duty to the public.

The dangers presented by these chemicals present unacceptable risk by the above criteria and it is simply not good enough for the PSD to delay its response in this way.


Yours sincerely,




_________________________________________________________________
                         
Mr Duncan Bogie						         5th December 2000
Information Section, External Relations Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, Mallard House

Dear Mr Bogie,

No doubt you will soon be taking your Christmas break and then there will be a backlog of paperwork to catch up on and your February date for replying to my November letter will soon be here. You will doubtless be content that you have avoided answers for another few months.
I have further questions for you regarding the information you gave in your last letter.
For some reason the toxicology "experts" to whom you turn for advice are never too keen to give their names but it is not surprising since the information they give is often inaccurate.
I was discussing the mitochondria paper you sent and it appears that the regular testing needed to ensure proper study of cholinesterase inhibition would result in the tails of the rats becoming infected and falling off long before the two year life span was achieved. That makes us wonder if the tests you claim are made are accurate or even performed. There is already suspicion that tests on rodents with such short life-spans serve no useful purpose in predicting the effects of long term low level exposures in man with the years of our lives expected to reach three score and ten.
I have so far been unable to obtain the reference which was quoted but it is clear that if the formation of cholinesterase depends upon genes found within the nucleus of the cell then OPs may well inhibit both the formation of new cholinesterase and its movement across the cell membrane which may make any newly formed cholinesterase unavailable for some time. PSD has already shown evidence that the mitochondria can be adversely effected and we know that other protein forming mechanisms and DNA can also be corrupted. The risks appear to be obvious.
Which brings me to my second point. The MRLs.
Perhaps you should ask why the company refused to provide PSD with the data requested on Actellic added to oilseeds. I ask why you required a different set of data for oilseeds and other cereals since the use is the same and they all end in the food chain? You must have chosen to ignore all of my letters if you suggest that there is no adverse evidence against the compound.
BUT. My point is that you state that there is "currently  no Maximum Residue Level (MRL) for this use" in stored oilseeds and that this is the reason for disallowing such use.
The annual reports which you sent appear to state that there is no MRL set for pirimiphos methyl in bread. Is it correct that there is no MRL now set for the chemical in wheat either?
If so, by your own words, the approval should surely be revoked for use in wheat also?
There seems to be a determined effort to avoid addressing these serious issues and to ignore any information which does not fit with the accepted view. This is extremely dangerous and mirrors exactly the way in which the BSE crisis has developed.
We are not involved with some minor exposure incident here. This chemical is being fed to the entire population and it has been proven in the PSD's own report to cause irreversible brain damage in test animals via the digestive tract. By your own admission those animals live only for a period of time equivalent to a child being able to walk and talk but our exposures go on and on.
Those poisoned by it must avoid further exposures and yet such treatments are not declared on the food labels. However, as with BSE, we have also exported the poisoned product and there may well be an enormous price to pay if the use of this chemical is not halted - and quickly. 

Yours sincerely,



_________________________________________________________________
								     8th December 2000

Mr Duncan Bogie						   
Information Section,
External Relations Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Mr Bogie,

Thank you for the fax from C. Hirst for  Zoe Birch of yesterday's date.
Perhaps you should ask for a new dictionary from Santa this year?
In mine the definition of the word "urgent" is "compelling, critical, crucial, immediate, imperative, important, immediate, instant, pressing", and "demanding early attention"

I first raised the issue of safety on the subject of pirimiphos methyl and glyphosate with the PSD some years ago and have so far been subjected to a deliberate attempt to delay the need for urgent action on the important issues raised.  Far from "urgent" responses and the "immediate ban" advised by scientists in the USA some 2 years ago the PSD continues to evade if not prevaricate.
No surprise then that I no longer receive the PSD reports to approval holders and interested parties.

The PSD is apparently funded by the tax payer and yet it is putting the tax payers at risk.
It is too late to hide the truth now as it is a matter of public record that the PSD has been given this information. It is only the control of the media which has prevented greater protest and I suspect that when it is known that the PSD would prefer to waste money on useless faxes than address the serious scientific issues raised there will be more questions asked.
The failure of the PSD to act responsibly on these matters is endangering the entire population and it would seem that the only way that chemicals are permanently withdrawn follows voluntary action by the manufacturers themselves, often, it seems, simply because they dare not release the true safety data on their products. Expensive name changes seem to have become a habit in Government circles so perhaps the PSD should change its middle name to "Support"?
Such "Openness" would seem a fitting gift for the chemical industry this Christmas?

No doubt the party game played currently will result in a fax from your offices suggesting I might receive a reply by next August which would result in yet another harvest being poisoned and children fed the poison in treated grain stored until 2006? It may even be 2009 because of course the PSD will have to allow the chemical company to dispose of stocks so as to maintain profit.
No wonder BSE has spread to Russia and the French say we poisoned them. 
Is this due to "Commercial Confidentiality" or "Corporate Manslaughter" with PSD complicity?
Time will tell I am sure but the PSD cannot claim that they have not been given the information.

Yours sincerely,


		.
_________________________________________________________________

								     5th February 2001
Mr Matthew Garthwaite						   
Information Section,
External Relations Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Mr Garthwaite,
After waiting all that time for a reply to my letters of November and December last I expected a more informative letter than the one you sent dated 1st February 2001. I see you close your letter with the comment that "If you are aware of any adverse data it would be helpful if you would follow these procedures and send the data to us."
For goodness sake. What do you suppose I have been doing for 9 years?
Information and supporting evidence has been sent to HSE, EMAS, PIAP, PSD, the Minister of Agriculture and even to the Prime Minister whose office "lost" it but then ignored it when sent again via the House of Lords. Now you say if I have any adverse data I should send it again to you.
My guess is that this is yet another delaying tactic devised by various individuals within the civil service on the basis of "send him this and avoid direct answers" which is the exact approach used by the HSE as proven by the evidence at hand, copies of which are held elsewhere for security.
I raised these issues with the HSE years ago and internal notes from PIAP dated 1995  indicate that the advice was to avoid being drawn into correspondence on these matters.
I raised the same issues directly with Zeneca and received the same blocking tactics in response to the extent that I wrote and told them that they would never willingly admit to the dangers of their organophosphorus pesticide. 
I raised them with the PSD before they issued the Evaluation Document on pirimiphos methyl in 1997 but they preferred to ignore my evidence and went on to publish an inaccurate document with admitted mistakes but which admits to safety data gaps needing further work.
Now I have information which shows that the PRS Approvals Group was not certain of the actions of the ingredients of Actellic D in February 1997. Nor were they sure that the breakdown products from hydrolysation were safe. Nor were they able to give information on the effects of the co-formulants in the commercial formulation. However they did accept the claimed half-life figures which shows that the regulators had taken  no action on the information I provided.
A similar situation is found with Glyphosate products and again all information was ignored so that these products escaped examination under the review of anticholinesterase compounds and permitted residue levels were raised despite the doubts over safety data.
Your comments on the MRL for wheat are interesting.  The MRL you say is 5 mg/kg and the chemical is still cleared for use as an undeclared food additive despite the risks to already poisoned individuals. Up to 50% of the added chemical is admitted to find its way into bread and yet there appears to be no MRL for bread. Despite this the use on oilseeds has ended but most oilseeds are processed by extraction before the oil is used for food. The entire wheat crop is used for food and therefore the risk from the chemical in wheat must be greater.
I realise that there is a very close historical relationship between ICI linked companies and Government but that relationship should not be allowed to hide uncomfortable truths which indicate a serious potential risk to the health of the entire nation.   

Yours sincerely,



 _________________________________________________________________
								     13th March 2001

Mr Duncan Bogie						   
Information Section,
External Relations Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Mr Bogie,

I received a letter from Zoe Birch dated 6th February assuring me that my concerns are taken seriously. I received a letter from the Food Standards Agency dated 7th February notifying me that ACP were to discuss the use of pirimiphos methyl at their next meeting and asked them to send me copies of the minutes - which they failed to provide.
Now it appears that the pesticide was discussed but far from taking my concerns seriously it seems that the ACP continue to accept that it is safe to continue to adulterate our food with this chemical.
As I pointed out in my letter of 5th February it is clear that the PRS Approvals Group does not fully understand the purpose of the co-formulants or the true toxic potential of the formulation or its breakdown products.
I raised the subject of contaminants with the PSD many years ago and was given the usual letters suggesting that there was no cause for concern.
Now I understand that the ACP knows exactly what that "impurity" was, or is, and has expressed concern introducing restrictions on its concentration in the technical specification.
Furthermore they call for increased operator protection and continued studies on residue levels but it is clear that the call for further data made by those who produced the evaluation document was unanswered. Despite this the PSD have neglected to recognise the information supplied by people like myself and appears only to accept data supplied by the manufacturers.
Meantime the use of the chemical on oilseeds is to cease and yet the use of the chemical as an undeclared food additive in cereal grains is to continue. Although the ACP now expresses interest in residue levels in bran the BMA did so some ten years ago and ACP ignored them too.
Only the other day I had a call from someone with inside information who told me that treated grain loaded into lorries was then treated again at the main intervention stores. often with three bags of Actellic Dust to a lorry load. Maximum lorry weight is 40 tonnes and each bag should only treat 50 tonnes so such grain would be treated with massively excessive doses even if we do not allow for the "hot-spots" which are inevitable whatever method of application is employed.

So we have a chemical with unknown toxicity, but proven in a court of law to cause long-term harm to human health and known to contain dangerous impurities, which is deliberately added in an uncontrolled way to the food of the entire nation and the ACP continues to support its use despite being aware that some of the safety data supplied by the manufacturers is grossly inaccurate.
If the PSD took my concerns seriously we would not still be eating this poison.

Yours sincerely,




_________________________________________________________________
								     16th March 2001

Mr Duncan Bogie						   
Information Section,
External Relations Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Mr Bogie,

A wise man once said that "When you find yourself in a hole - stop digging".

The letter from Zoe Birch, suggesting that it will take PSD until 5th June to supply the minutes of the ACP meeting at which pirimiphos methyl was discussed, is a disgrace and shows that the PSD has no intention of giving this matter the urgent attention which it demands.

I remind you that; the PSD has had evidence which indicates that the safety data for this product is inaccurate for years; that there were international calls from respected scientists demanding the immediate withdrawal of the chemical for the market as a crop spray, which is far less dangerous than its use as a food additive;  that a UK Court of law has shown that the chemical has the potential to cause long term harm to human health; and that the ACP minutes will no doubt show concerns over operator safety and impurities and that there is a need for continued monitoring of residues.

The PSD has a duty to protect the health of the public. It may not like the fact that questions have been raised over the safety of the key products pirimiphos methyl and glyphosate but not liking uncomfortable truths does not give the PSD the right to hide them from the public.
Be sure that when the inevitable happens I will make available copies of our considerable correspondence to interested parties, some of whom are already aware of the information.

It would seem that you are in close contact with the HSE and the PIAP so you will know that I now have evidence to show that certain staff members appear to have acted unlawfully in their attempts to hide certain facts. I suggest that the PSD distances itself from such actions and shows real concern in respect of the information with which it has been presented before it is too late.

Your letters, as with the HSE, appear to be deliberate delaying tactics but they will not have the desired effect because the facts are not going away and PSD, like HSE, will look incompetent when finally the true facts are seen by the public and Parliament. Who will take responsibility?  Is it you?


Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________

Ms Jane Simcock						      11th June 2001
Information Section,
External Relations Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Ms Simcock,

I waited some three months for a reply to my letter to Mr Bogie and you send me this nonsense as seen in your letter dated 1st June. First my correspondence with PSD on these matters is not based on possible but actual happenings both from my own lifetime's experience with direct pesticide use and reports given to me by those actually doing the work about which I write.
Secondly I am not asking you if these things happen but informing you of what actually happens in real life outside of the PSD offices. Thirdly there is absolutely no point in the PSD referring me to HSE about these matters since it was the HSE who asked me to get in touch with the PSD in the first place since your department is supposedly responsible for the safety of pesticides.
You mention in your letter about the proposed reduction in the level of the unnamed impurity in the technical grade of pirimiphos methyl. When I raised concerns about just such impurities with the PSD years ago I was told there was no problem.
You make no points about the co-formulants and yet I raised these issues too with PSD only to be told once again that there was no problem and yet a year later we discovered that concern had been expressed about these very issues in the EU and they had ordered a reduction in the levels of such chemicals due to the potential risk to human health.
You refer to the Evaluation of the chemical but in past correspondence to the PSD I have sent evidence that the data reported there is inaccurate and therefore raises serious doubts about the safety of the chemical. Again my comments and the evidence supporting them have been ignored.
Similarly the concerns I raised over glyphosate were dismissed, despite the evidence presented and there has been a persistent refusal by PSD to add this group of chemicals to the review list for anticholinesterase compounds. Now science has proved my comments right again.
You raise the subject of testing for residues and yet you will be aware that only a relatively insignificant quantity of treated grain is ever sampled and properly tested. In fact I know of no farmer who has ever had his grain samples tested for true residues and reports suggest that the grain passports are worthless as soon as they leave the farms. You delude yourself if you think otherwise.
There is no doubt that OPs such as this are used as "undeclared food additives". Once in the grain they cannot be removed and remain as proven in the consumed product.  Any reductions seen are likely to be due to the bad publicity over OPs than any action by PSD.
Interestingly although you claim that central grain storage facilities such as Intervention stores do not add the chemical reports to me from lorry drivers involved suggest otherwise and I know of at least two who have refused to add the chemical when ordered and one who left his employment in protest. My information suggests that farmers cannot sell into intervention unless the grain is treated appropriately so this would put the task of treating the grain on farmers. However the same rule applies in that Intervention stores use treated grain.
My point is that there are serious doubts about the safety of this group of chemicals and that pirimiphos methyl has been shown to cause long-term adverse health effects. Lack of data forced its withdrawal for treating oilseeds and the same should apply for its use on grains.
 
 Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________

Zoe Birch						      	3rd July 2001
Information Services Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Ms Birch,

In your letter dated 13th June you assured me that the PSD takes human health very seriously but at the same time you claim to "have nothing to add" on the subjects of pirimiphos methyl and glyphosate pesticides and their use and presence in our food.

Over the years I have raised with the PSD matters of considerable concern in respect to both of these chemicals and yet PSD persist in avoiding addressing the real issues involved.
Will it really take the supermarkets to act independently of Government in order for us to be protected when we employ the services of the PSD for that very purpose?
I understand that the supermarkets have also tried to obtain information and failed.

You suggest that I look at the website. I know what the Internet can do and one of the reasons why I have delayed responding was simply because despite the supposed protection of firewalls the on-line computer received a fatal blow through damage to the basic programmes on the hard drive.
I therefore do not risk looking at government web pages since it is clear that Government agencies are attempting to hide the truth about pesticides.

You will no doubt know that my initial interest in pirimiphos methyl came as the result of my poisoning by that chemical back in 1992.  At least that was the information I had at the time and why I had to devise and perform experiments to determine the true active life of the chemical.
In the last fortnight however I have discovered that the chemical to which I was exposed was not simply pirimiphos methyl but was a mixture of that chemical and another, Reldan 50.
Reldan 50 was I understand a chlorpyrifos methyl product used in grain stores and you will know from past correspondence with PSD that I was not even aware that such chemicals were permitted for use in grain stores. Obviously I know now but I understand that the product has been placed under restriction and the new formulation Reldan 22 is half the strength.

Do you have any data sheets or toxicological information on Reldan 50?
Can you tell me if there were any approvals for mixing Actellic D and Reldan 50 current in July 1991 when it is now admitted that this mixture was prepared?
Does the PSD have any knowledge of the toxic potential of such a mixture given that it would seem that the knowledge of the simple commercial formulation of pirimiphos methyl is incomplete?
Syngenta tell me that no such approvals ever existed and that two OPs should never be mixed.
Do you agree?  Why do you suppose that an HSE investigation by individuals warned of this possibility failed to discover this vital evidence?
I look forward to seeing your comments.

Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________

Zoe Birch						      	6th July 2001
Information Services Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Ms Birch,

Once again I ask the PSD for easily obtained information and you suggest that I must wait until September for a response. This really is not good enough.

I have been in contact with the manufacturers of the chemicals concerned and was told that the PSD would not recommend the mixing of two OPs and that no approvals were in force in 1991.
I need to know within two weeks what the situation was in July 1991 in regard to approvals made for the mixture of pirimiphos methyl as Actellic D and chlorpyrifos methyl as Reldan 50.

You may not realise the importance of this information or you may be trying to prevent me having the information in time for a court hearing later this month. This would be consistent with the HSE's internal memos and efforts to prevent me discovering what was actually in the sprayer in 1992.

I require toxicological information on Reldan 50 which I understand has been replaced by the half-strength formulation Reldan 22 which has itself faced restrictions on use and I also need information as regards any approvals by PSD for mixtures as reported above.
An early response is essential, as you say in your letter, and I hope that on this occasion PSD will make every effort to supply the information requested in time for the it to be passed to the relevant people.  I realise that information on the toxic potential of such mixtures would take a considerable time to find and I am reliably informed that no organisation is likely to have such data but I have no doubt that PSD could easily find the data on the chemical and mixture approvals.
 


Yours sincerely,



Zoe Birch						      	16th July 2001
Information Services Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Ms Birch,

I will be forever grateful to you for responding so quickly to my last fax and for confirming my views on the use of mixtures of OPs.    Thank you.

The statement I have before me also mentions the use of a solvent called Solvesso 100 in one of the formulations. Sadly PSD have so far refused to replace my name on the mailing list to approval holders and interested parties but I understand that concern has also been expressed recently about that chemical or chemical group. I would be grateful for any information on that also as it may well be relevant to the problems experienced. 

I must say that I was extremely concerned to read that the farm had mixed those pesticides and then used them in a food store and I wondered if this was a common practice amongst farmers. 
I sincerely hope not but the operator involved in this case had undergone training and if he can make such a terrible mistake I am sure that others can and their chemicals may even be added directly to the grain as that is another approved use.
Has PSD done any research into what happens when grains treated with these different pesticides become mixed during processing? I understand that both active ingredients involved have been shown to act as synergists in recent experiments.
I have had contact with both manufacturers and now have the data sheets and label copies for Reldan 50, although as is usual they lack the necessary technical information on the co-formulants.
Incidentally both manufacturers agree with you that Actellic D and Reldan 50 should never be mixed and that diluted waste of the sort involved should have been disposed of by a recognised contractor and not as was done simply released onto the ground in areas with access to the public.

I thank you once again for your prompt help on this matter.


Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________

Aimee Dawson						      4th October 2001
Information Services Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Ms Dawson,

Thank you for you 15 page fax of 26th September which included it seems a copy of a letter from Jane Mellors of the same date.

Unfortunately parts of the fax are not clear, probably due to problems on the line.

I wonder if you would be kind enough to send a hard copy by post to the above address as soon as possible please. 

Thanks for that in anticipation and thanks too for re-instating my name to the mailing list for interested parties and approvals holders. I look forward to reading those papers once again.


Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________
 
Aimee Dawson						      11th October 2001
Information Services Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Ms Dawson,

Thank you for sending the hard copy of the fax of 26th September and the letter from Jane Mellor.

Sadly it seems that much of the information on Solvesso 100 is actually missing in your letter.

The fax included some 9 pages of the Solvesso data sheets.but there were only 4 in your letter.
Perhaps it was intended to provide double sided copying and someone forgot?

You seem to have sent Page 1, product and company identification, page 3, accidental release measures, page 5, physical and chemical properties,  and page 7, disposal considerations but the even numbered pages are entirely missing.

Sorry to bother you again but could you please send the missing pages by post.

Incidentally the data sheets appear to be a 1996 revision. Have you any information on why this revision was made. Would it have been due to a change in chemical composition or simply as the result of changes in the detail required on the sheets?   I am particularly interested in any changes which may have taken place since 1991. If you can help me on this I would be very grateful.  
 

Yours sincerely,


         _________________________________________________________________                   

Aimee Dawson						      30th January 2002
Information Services Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Ms Dawson,

It has come to my attention that it is recognised that Diazinon breaks down and forms TEPP which is tetraethyl pyrophosphate and is known to be extremely toxic to mammals.

Diazinon is a phosphorothionate in the diethyl group I understand and it is extremely likely that both pirimiphos methyl, which is in the same group, and chlorpyrifos will also break down forming TEPP.  If this is the case then there are serious issues involved as to the advice given in the past.

Could you please clarify the position on this matter as soon as possible as I am in possession of a letter written by the VMD which suggests that this is a known risk and that control measures were introduced in the 1990s in order to reduce the potential for contamination by such degradation products as TEPP.



Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________

Zoe Birch						      	31st January 2002
Information Services Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Ms Birch,

Thank you for your fax of today's date.
Please note that the question of OP breakdown to form TEPP did not relate to Diazinon alone but included all OPs and pirimiphos methyl and Chlorpyrifos formulations in particular.

Given that the VMD letter in my possession indicates that a response was prepared in less than 6 days I am most surprised to see that once again the PSD claims to be unable to provide this basic information for another three months. This really is not good enough. There have been enough delays and misinformation on this subject already and you may recall that I raised the subject of the possible contamination of OP formulations with TEPP and Sulfotep on 11th June 1999 without being provided with this vital information. I am particularly concerned about the breakdown of the named chemicals if that will make an earlier response more likely. It is a matter of some urgency.



Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________
 
Zoe Birch						      	24th April 2002
Information Services Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Ms Birch,

With the greatest respect I did not wait for a reply to my fax of  31st January 2002 only to be sent false information by whoever sent the fax of today's date. Unfortunately the signature does not match the printed name which itself is distorted in your fax but may read Jann Maliam.

The fax of today's date states that both TEPP and Sulfotep have not been active ingredients in the UK but you must know that the statement is entirely untrue. I have a copy of the book issued by the DoH called Pesticide Poisoning ISBN 0 11 320830 B, which I understand dates from 1984.
That book lists the trade names and approved products and includes both TEPP and Sulfotep.

Could you please tell me how many tests were performed in the UK designed specifically to find any residues of either chemical in our food because I have seen lists of chemicals for which residues are searched and have never seen either chemical mentioned. If they are not searched for then they will not be found but it would be dishonest to say that because they have not been found they are not there - but the fax admits that they have been found and further admits that they are found in the technical specifications. It has taken PSD a long time to admit that they are found in the formulations since I asked about just such a problem years ago.

Despite the long wait you have avoided answering the questions which is absolutely disgraceful but worse than that I suspect that despite your assurances you simply do not know the answers.
I specifically asked for clarification by the PSD on the recognition by the VMD that Diazinon breaks down to form TEPP which is known to be extremely toxic to mammals and that since Diazinon is a phosphorothionate as are both pirimiphos methyl and chlorpyrifos that the PSD clarify the situation regarding those specific chemicals as per their potential breakdown to form TEPP.  
The fax mentions that this breakdown may be caused by heat and light so you will see the seriousness of the situation when you realise that grain is treated with these chemicals and that it is subjected to heat both in store and during processing for human consumption.

The last sentence of the letter is also misleading. The maximum safe level is at the limit of detection, therefore, if it is ever detected there is already too much present but that does not necessarily mean that TEPP is not found in food, simply that it has not been detected either because the levels are too low or because no one thought to look for it.
However. That was not the question asked. The question was specific to the named group of  chemicals and you gave a general answer which was in fact inaccurate. 
Please try again and this time could I have accurate answers please.

Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________
 
Zoe Birch						      	1st May 2002
Information Services Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Ms Birch,

Thank you for your fax of yesterday's date in which you confirmed the previous approvals for the organophosphorus pesticides TEPP and Sulfotep. I am grateful that you managed to confirm this despite being unable to report the information in earlier correspondence.
Your fax requests confirmation of the questions regarding TEPP and Sulfotep.
I could refer you to our earlier correspondence such as the letter of 11th June 1999 but to save time I will repeat the questions here. 
In that letter I wrote that the WHO apparently permits the inclusion in some pesticide formulations of a maximum set percentage (I believe 2.5% each) of sulfotep and TEPP in order to enhance the insecticidal action of certain formulations. I am informed that Actellic products also contain these chemicals. Did the PSD knowingly approve this formulation?  If so then the approval should be withdrawn immediately. Sulfotep is no longer an approved chemical and TEPP is also "acutely toxic to mammals" which includes humans. My 1979 copy of Black's Veterinary Dictionary reports that all 20 treated cows in the USA died in less than an hour. How on earth does the PSD justify allowing the food of children to be poisoned with such chemicals? Were any tests done on the change in the half-life of formulations including these "inert" and enhancing chemicals?
Was there any trial to test for potentiation with these combinations and with any of the other unavoidable chemicals to which we are exposed both in our environment and in the food we consume?  I could add now questions on the effects of mixed grain treated with different chemicals.
As you know my experiments have shown, and still do show, that Actellic products diluted in water as instructed retain their insecticidal activity for years after dilution.
Now I discover that it is claimed that Diazinon breaks down to form TEPP. My limited chemistry suggests that the necessary ingredients for this process would not be present unless TEPP was part of the formulation but a letter in my possession written by the VMD states that Diazinon does form TEPP. It is therefore necessary to discover if OPs such as pirimiphos methyl and chlorpyrifos, which are in the same chemical group, can also break down to form TEPP. 
So the questions are as follows. Which OPs break down to form TEPP? Specifically do the two mentioned chemicals pirimiphos methyl and chlorpyrifos break down to form TEPP?
Your fax indicates the presence of TEPP and sulfotep in the technical specifications. Is this due to a contaminant or to deliberate inclusion in order to enhance the product and is there a regulatory limit which accepts a certain percentage in the technical specification? Have any checks been performed to determine if the breakdown products such as TEPP are formed during processing or storage and are residue checks made for such breakdown products?
I am sure that you will understand the importance and urgency in these questions given that both chlorpyrifos methyl and pirimiphos methyl are added to stored grain .

Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________

Zoe Birch						      5th July 2002
Information Services Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Ms Birch,

I was reading the Farmers Weekly this morning and an article there reminded me that you have not acknowledged my last fax dated 1st May 2002.
The article states that both Actellic D and Reldan are still approved for add-mixing with grain after harvest, although the approvals for oilseeds have been revoked. [due to lack of safety data]  
You will recall that I specifically asked if these chemicals broke down to form TEPP.
I am aware that it is not known if the breakdown products of Actellic are toxic to insects or mammals and that the half-life given for the active ingredient is not applicable to the commercial formulation. There are therefore serious concerns about the safety of the breakdown products.
These concerns are dismissed on the basis of the low residual levels for the active ingredient found on testing but I would remind you that I asked if specific testing was routinely performed to discover the presence of the dangerous breakdown products.

It could be that the relaxed attitude over residue levels for the active ingredients masks the greater danger that those levels are lower because of the conversion to chemicals of greater toxicity.

In addition to those concerns the manufacturers have admitted in writing to me that they have no idea how the two chemicals react when mixed together. 
Farmers are not permitted to mix two OPs together because of the potential dangers.  
Given the lack of knowledge of such dangers could you please tell me what precautions are being taken to prevent grain supplied by different holdings and treated with different chemicals being mixed during transport and processing.
There is some urgency in the required answers since farming friends of mine are about to treat their crops with these chemicals. They should be warned of the dangers.

In case you have mislaid my previous fax a copy follows.

Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________
 
Rosemary Mitchell					      19th July 2002
Information Services Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Ms Mitchell,

Thank you for your interesting letter of 17th July but I do wish that the information given by PSD was more consistent. As you may recall, or perhaps you were not informed, I have in my possession a letter from the Veterinary Medicines Directorate which states quite clearly that "TEPP results from the degradation of Diazinon" and that "formulation and packaging have been designed to reduce degradation, and so limit the formation of degradation products." In addition a recently referred to Health and Safety Directorate paper also refers to the fact that "In the presence of water it is hydrolysed and will produce traces of monothio-TEPP, a more active cholinesterase inhibitor" This is consistent with the PSD letter dated 24 April which confirmed that some OPs can break down to form such products. It is interesting to see that you now claim to have "found no evidence" and that once again you refer to the "technical grade" when the actual concerns are in respect to commercially available formulations which are used and stored on farm.
These are extremely important issues and the PSD is responsible for our safety so I am surprised to say the least at how little appears to be known. For example. A letter in my possession from the PRS section clearly states that they have no idea about toxicity of the breakdown products of the commercial formulation of pirimiphos methyl but worse they are clearly unsure of the purpose of some of the ingredients. 
Another letter states plainly that PSD has absolutely no idea what can occur when two commonly used grain store pesticides combine, but research scientists inform me that there is potential for great harm. Residue testing is at best "hit and miss" but Diazinon was approved for use on mushrooms in 1998 and yet in the 1999 report I can see no mention of Diazinon and certainly no indication at all to suggest testing for anything other than the active ingredients of pesticides.
Given that those active ingredients can break down to form greater toxins, such as TEPP, and that it is admitted that TEPP is dangerous even at the level of detection, this seems a strange omission.

It seems to me that detailed information is required. First on the chemical process by which the phosphorothioate group can form TEPP. Second on the testing for potential breakdown products of the commercial formulations and their toxic potential. Third on the potential products formed by the mixing and processing of grains treated with different pesticides, including pre-harvest glyphosate etc - and this would include toxins produced during the heating process as in baking and roasting.  Lastly why the PSD persist in ignoring evidence of potential harm - as with the anticholinesterase actions of glyphosate and related compounds. It has recently come to my attention that the much publicised acrylamide risk may itself derive from the pesticides mentioned in this fax.. An early reply would be appreciated - I am sure that you will understand the importance of accuracy and the need for "sound science" on matters of potential risks to human health.

Yours sincerely,




_________________________________________________________________.
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Zoe Birch						      23rd July 2002
Information Services Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Ms Birch,

Thank you for your fax of today's date.

It is very strange that you should want a copy of a letter from another regulatory body in order to answer basic questions of science and procedure within your own department but none the less a copy of the requested letter follows this page. 

You will note that I have masked the name and address of the original recipient of the letter simply because I do not have permission to pass it on but I have no doubt that you will have no difficulty in discovering who it was who was initially sent the information.

You will also note the name of the signatory and I must therefore assume the comments in the letter are accurate in respect to Diazinon. Perhaps PSD should also be aware of this evidence?

I look forward to receiving the detailed answers requested soon.



Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________

Zoe Birch						      25th July 2002
Information Services Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Ms Birch,

I first raised concerns about the matters raised in recent correspondence with Kate Hoskin in June 1999 and even in the latest letters from the PSD it is clear that either the information is being deliberately withheld or the science is simply not known.
Waiting until October to respond simply avoids issues at this harvest and delays the inevitable - as was done before with other chemicals now withdrawn.
It is thoroughly disgraceful that the answers were not provided years ago but it is more so now that my other concerns, such as over the safety of Actellic Dust for example, have been proven correct by the withdrawal of the product due to insufficient or inaccurate safety data.
If PSD is deliberately withholding information it is in breach of its duty to protect the public.
If PSD does not know or understand the science then we should all be concerned, especially given that these chemicals have been used during the period when the adverse health effects expected from such chemicals are increasing in the exposed population.
My concerns over glyphosate, raised many years ago, are also being confirmed by science - and evidence increases regarding the dangerous effects resulting from exposure to pesticide cocktails which again is a concern raised with PSD long ago.

PSD's response to all this is not rapid action to reduce the risk but more delaying tactics and failure to supply information for months on end which results in cumulative years of delay.

I believe that in delaying your response to the questions and information provided PSD is endangering human health rather than protecting it. There can to my mind be no excuse for these delays and to suggest that they are the result of overwork when you are happy to repeatedly send out false information which wastes all of our time is ludicrous in the extreme.
It is likely that the attempts to "be fair to other enquirers" by delaying responses to the important issues raised will be seen in a poor light given that it has taken 3 years to get to this stage!

It will be interesting to see how little information you actually supply when the reply finally comes.
On past experience there won't be much to be impressed about but in the meantime I am sure that independent scientists will expose the failures and cause much embarrassment to all at PSD.
All this could have been avoided years ago had PSD simply provided honest answers in good time.

Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________

Caroline Kennedy						      23rd September 2002
Pesticides Registration and Environment Policy Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Ms Kennedy,

Thank you for your letter of 19th September and the Application forms for membership of the Advisory Committee on Pesticides. The Information pack made interesting reading.
Though the suggestion that I should apply for membership is appreciated and I am sure that my experiences would be beneficial to the committee members  I fear that it is extremely unlikely that any application would be accepted for the following reasons. 

1. My health is a major obstacle since even if I was able to travel to the meetings it is likely that   
    environmental factors would be detrimental to my health and ability to work effectively.

2. It is unlikely that certain members of the Committee would be willing to work with me. As you   
    will see from the enclosed copy of a letter written by one of the members who had been given 
    false information about my case there is already a built-in bias against the victims of pesticides.

3. I see in the information pack that the committee must work closely with the Health & Safety 
    Executive, Pesticide Safety Directorate,  Food Standards Agency,  Department of Health,  and 
    Medical Toxicological and Environmental panels.
    In my experience much of the information given to us by these agencies has been flawed if not    
    simply dishonest and investigations into the motives for this are ongoing.

4. There is another reason why I feel that I should not apply for membership and that is that 
     members of the Committee have expressed doubts about the dangers of pesticides.
     I understand that members of the committee would be sworn to silence should they be given 
     information by the industry which is not publicly available. The committee also publishes the 
     Evaluation documents on pesticides and I well recall notifying the PSD of serious errors in the 
     safety claims made for one commonly used chemical. The information was ignored and the false 
     data was then published in the Evaluation Document for that chemical.
     It would not be possible for me to act in that way when there is obvious danger to health.

I have spent a life-time working with pesticides and working towards protecting crops and the environment and so I do have an understanding of the subject but I also spent decades producing pelleted feed for cattle and so have some grasp of the complex food requirements of animals.
Since I was poisoned by an illegal mixture of pesticides I have realised how little the authorities actually know about the science and the dangers and I do not believe that the ACP can protect both human health and the interests of the pesticide industry. The Committee cannot serve two masters with opposing needs.
I would very much like to be involved in helping to improve understanding but for the above reasons and others I feel I should not apply for membership of the ACP.
However I am very grateful for the information pack which has been very helpful.

Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________

Zoe Birch						      16th October 2002
Information Services Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Ms Birch,

This is not the first time that you have deliberately made me wait 3 months for a reply and then given me false information.
However I must thank you for the details on Diazinon which confirms my thoughts.
I sent you a copy of the VMD letter which confirmed that Diazinon broke down to form TEPP.
Can I assume then that I was correct and that the VMD were giving false information in order to hide the fact that TEPP was a permitted part of the Sheep Dip Formulation?
I suspect however that the presence of the TEPP in the formulation may well be the catalyst that enables the solution to form more TEPP. That is why I asked for the science.  

You state that residues must be tested using radiolabelling for evaluation purposes but you limit the reports of findings to plant studies. Avoiding the important parts of my letter is not answering the questions. You will know that with pirimiphos methyl almost half of the radiolabelled active ingredient was "lost" in an animal feeding trial but no one appeared too bothered about finding out where it went. This demonstrates how human and animal health is protected - it isn't.
Furthermore you did not list the known breakdown products, or the scientific process by which breakdown takes place, or which breakdown products are tested for in residue testing.
I suggest that you avoided that issue because you did not know the answers and simply tried to belittle the question. If you are confident in the science you rely on you should be able to support it.

Then you state quite clearly that "Glyphosate is not an anticholinesterase compound" which was proven by science to be untrue in January 2001. Furthermore glyphosate in formulations such as Roundup has been proven to have just such properties in human poisoning. I have the figures for one such case in my possession. Have you not heard of the Demerdash report which demonstrated just this property for glyphosate? You must have done because I have mentioned the science before.
Why attempt to hide this? Then you state that "It is highly unlikely, therefore, that there will be any interaction between these substances" - that is untrue for I know that scientists who actually studied this interaction reported "enormous increase in toxicity" when the two OP chemicals act together.
What are you trying to hide? 

Even on the acrylamide information you carefully choose your words so as to imply that pesticides play no role in its creation. What you fail to mention is that "overcooked chips" are likely to have been fried in oil produced from crops which also have high pesticide levels. Your suggestion that potatoes are not sprayed with compounds containing this chemical is  also likely to be untrue since a wide range of pesticides are used, including glufosinate-ammonium prior to harvesting.
The PSD role is to protect the public and to give accurate information. You fail on both counts. 

Yours sincerely,

    _________________________________________________________________                        

Zoe Birch						      31st October 2002
Information Services Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Ms Birch,
Hiding the truth will never result in its disappearance and be sure that it will show its true power in the end. Your letter of 29th October seeks once again to hide the truth.
You once again miss my point on diazinon, and I suspect purposely so. If you recall my original question was to ask if the VMD were correct about the breakdown of diazinon to form TEPP and if so what was the science, and could the related compounds pirimiphos methyl and Chlorpyrifos methyl also form such toxins as they break down. Your last letter suggested that I was correct in thinking that TEPP could not be formed as a breakdown product and must therefore be part of the formulation. Again in your latest letter you hint at the presence of an impurity in pirimiphos methyl but you carefully do not name the compound. Can I presume that this was also TEPP?
You assure me that ACP "must always know" the likely breakdown products but then admit that the residue should be "defined as parent chemical only" which may well underestimate the true toxicity of all the residues from that parent chemical - if breakdown products of greater toxicity are formed.
You are absolutely correct that I remain concerned about pirimiphos methyl. My samples, taken from the prepared diluted product used in a grain store in 1997, still retain rapid insecticidal action and I might add that they also still kill after years in sunlight so I suggest a rethink in respect to the safety data relied upon by PSD and others. 
Before making false statements you should read the PSD's own documentation. Look at page 47 of the evaluation document for pirimiphos methyl. Only 58% of the radiolabelled chemical was recovered - including from urine and faeces. How do you suggest the other 48% was excreted?  
It is my understanding from workers in the transport industry that the grain passport scheme is a nonsense and that additional treatment is routinely added whether or not the grain passports declare treatment. So, given the admission that no one knows what chemicals are produced when the  commonly used grain additives are mixed together, how can PSD hope to know how safe the residues are? You are relying on assumptions which are based on flawed data.
Glyphosate is another matter. My diluted samples of Roundup from 1991 retain both herbicidal and insecticidal activity. Samples purchased by a housewife from a supermarket also kill insects faster than pirimiphos methyl. These simple tests can be performed by anyone who seeks the truth.
I do not as you suggest, simply "think" that Roundup inhibits cholinesterase. I have been told by scientists and victims of the chemical who have had blood tests that it has that proven action.
I suggest that PSD seeks the services of more honest advisers.
This information was supplied to PSD before the review of the chemicals but it was all ignored.

Incidentally I know that scientists have supplied the regulatory bodies in this country with data indicating serious increases in toxic effect when these chemicals are used in combination. It is not my place to pre-empt other people's work. Nor am I in good enough health for any trip to your offices "to talk through the science". The science is already known, has been proven in a UK court of law, and if we can rid ourselves of the corruption it will be proven again.
I will report your comments to those involved in establishing the truth.

Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________


Ms MF Griffin						     22nd November 2002
Head, Information Services Branch
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Ms Griffin,

Thank you for your letter dated 19th November, for which you should immediately apologise.
Statements made in replies to my letters expressing concern over the PSD's failure to properly protect our health have indeed been false. For example the statement that TEPP was never an approved product in the UK, later admitted to be false. Had I not known already that it had been approved in this country I might well have been fooled by the false information.
Statements such as that PSD must be aware of all breakdown products and their toxicity when I have a letter in my possession from the PRS which admits that they have no idea of the purpose of co-formulants, or the breakdown products, or the toxicity of same, even for pirimiphos methyl which has been in use as an undeclared food additive for a quarter of a century.
Statements such as radiolabelled PM residues having been traced and excreted which are admitted to be false in PSD's own evaluation document. Statements such as the false claim that glyphosate products do not have anticholinesterase properties when I have in my possession medical information from the USA where a woman poisoned by Roundup had serious depletion of cholinesterase levels and the PSD has peer reviewed reports of just such action as proven in Egypt. More importantly scientists in this country have also found that action with glyphosate. 
The PSD's task is not to protect the chemical and their share of chemical sales but to ensure that the pesticides to which we are exposed are safe. It is simply not good enough to state that there might be a dangerous impurity in an undeclared food additive and then claim that the information is commercially confidential. Worse than that I have information, presented to court, which quotes the false PSD figures suggesting that pirimiphos methyl breaks down to harmless forms within days, and another from a well respected scientist which states that the chemical breaks down to form TEPP, which is has been known since 1979 to be so dangerous that just one ounce can kill 500 men.
Human error is no excuse when your staff have had months, if not years, to check the accuracy of the statements made. If you permitted the release of the false information then you are responsible and I take exception to your claimed assertions that what I state is untrue.
You state categorically that the impurity in pirimiphos methyl is not TEPP. If the scientists mentioned above find TEPP in pirimiphos methyl formulations which have broken down can you please provide the science which can explain that - or do you suggest that their claims are false?
I have various official letters suggesting that it is not known what chemicals will be formed when two or more grain treating pesticides are mixed together. PSD has not supplied that information despite having cleared a variety of pesticides for that use. That has not been properly addressed.
Do not insult me with comments such as that on soft soap. You will know that organophosphates have a wide variety of dangerous actions other than cholinesterase inhibition. The point is that the official line states that glyphosate has no such activity and that it inhibits synthesis of amino acids only found in plants. Any insecticidal action should therefore be of concern to PSD but given the evidence of cholinesterase inhibition and synergy with other OPs you should show greater concern.  I look forward to your apology and some accurate responses to the issues raised.

Yours sincerely,



_________________________________________________________________

Dr Kerr Wilson						     19th December 2002
Chief Executive
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Dr Wilson,

Grateful thanks for your letter of 13th December in which you state that you are replying on behalf of the PSD. Sadly your letter does not apologise for the misleading and inaccurate information provided by PSD in the past. Nor does it offer the requested information.
You say that I am right when I highlight areas of concern and attempt to explain how the PSD acts on those concerns but the truth is that progress is too slow and other lives are put at risk while we wait for some positive action. This really is inexcusable, especially given that I provided information many years ago which should have triggered warning bells and efforts to check safety data relied upon by the PSD and others in the regulatory process.
Sometimes I feel that the regulators think that we still live in the 50s when communications were poor and information was difficult to obtain. It seems to be forgotten that the number of people suffering from the effects of pesticide poisoning around the world has grown to the point where information can be moved by fax, phone or other means almost in the blink of an eye.
It is much harder to hide the truth than it was years ago and the early campaigners have been able to report that dangers now denied were admitted decades ago.

I am sorry but I do not believe that "final Ministerial decisions are free from any commercial bias" since the PSD itself has an interest in maintaining high levels of pesticide use by way of their percentage receipts from pesticide sales and the close links and reliance on company information.
It is difficult for those of us who have actually used the chemicals and suffered from their effects to understand how the dangers can be denied by those with no such experience. What is more difficult to understand is why those officials refuse to rethink their attitudes when we have evidence that claims made are actually false.
You refer to the WIGRAMP report and PSD's involvement. I have not had time to go through that report fully as yet but already I see claims that should be challenged. It seems to me that this is simply another attempt to assert low risk, despite evidence to the contrary.
I well recall working with a chemist who advised on crop spraying. Neither of the two chemicals on offer could control the full spectrum of weeds found in the crop but the use of half-rates of both chemicals gave effective control. Since then the dangers of mixing pesticides has been recognised but for some strange reason the regulators are in denial as to the human health risks.
I suspect that this is because people can sue but plants and animals can't. Only potential economic harm seems to be considered when assessing risk to plants and animals, again likely as not because farmers can sue for crop damage or deaths to livestock.
Yes, some OP pesticides are to go. Three cheers for PSD - or is it the EU?  But Actellic D remains approved as an undeclared grain additive despite the dangers, and the OP glyphosate is still promoted despite real concerns over its safety, which are now proven to be justified.
It is unfortunate that PSD have not apologised - or acted sooner on my concerns.

Yours sincerely,


_________________________________________________________________

Dr Kerr Wilson						     9th January 2003
Chief Executive
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Dr Wilson,

Perhaps you could send me a copy of the PSD's policy statement for your letters seem to fall far short of the openness promised following the BSE Inquiry. In 2001 PSD issued a statement suggesting that "Our main purpose is to protect human health and the environment"
Given that PSD staff have persistently provided misleading information in respect to the chemicals about which I have asked searching questions I suggest that you are failing in your duty and that the last sentence of your letter of 6th January demonstrates dangerous complacency.
You state that PSD has maintained a high standard in a "difficult area" but sending out false information can hardly be regarded as working to a high standard. The only "difficulty" is the fear of having to admit the truth and having to take action to reduce risks. Again you failed to apologise for the unjustified criticisms made by PSD staff and your refusal to address the points raised certainly does nothing to confirm that PSD is "ensuring that pesticides are safe to use and efficacious"

I suggest that you are not "sorry" at all that you "have been unable to satisfy" my concerns and would suggest that refusing to give accurate information is a deliberate policy. 
Had I not known that some of the dangerous chemicals about which I have written were approved products then PSD may have been able to convince me otherwise. 
Sometimes I think that PSD imagines that none of us have used these chemicals. On the contrary many of us, unlike PSD staff, have had direct contact with them and it is because we know that data is incorrect that we have approached PSD.
The chemicals about which I have sought more detailed information are important because of the harm they can do to human health and to the environment. Many scientists admit that there is no truly "safe" exposure level for these chemicals. It is also admitted that some of the breakdown products formed may be of even greater toxicity and PSD itself has admitted to not knowing the toxic potential of chemical breakdown products. Just how high are your standards when you refuse to address these important issues?  I suggest that the standards are not high at all.

I take it that your letter closes the correspondence without properly addressing these serious issues. I would point out that PSD has no excuse now since points I raised many years ago are now supported by science around the world. So much for protecting health and the environment.
I wrote to Zoe Birch in July 2001, 'In your letter dated 13th June you assured me that the PSD takes human health very seriously but at the same time you claim to "have nothing to add" on the subjects of pirimiphos methyl and glyphosate pesticides and their use and presence in our food.'
At no time has PSD instructed processors to state that food contains these undeclared additives but it is clear that PSD also avoids recognising the true dangers of these residues, especially to the growing numbers of people adversely affected by exposure.
I wonder if PSD really is adhering to its policy and achieving high standards?   I don't think so.

Yours sincerely,

_________________________________________________________________

Dr Kerr Wilson						     28th January 2003
Chief Executive
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Dr Wilson,

Yesterday a doctor reported finding peripheral neuropathy, confirming similar reports dating back to at least 1995. These neurological problems are confirmed to have followed exposure to an illegal mixture of Actellic D, Reldan 50, and their co-formulants stored unlawfully in diluted form for some 6 months.
It would appear that despite the evidence raised in the Hill v Tomkins case the PSD suggests that no organophosphorus chemical with potential to cause peripheral  neuropathy is permitted to be used in agricultural pesticides.
The active ingredients in these chemicals are pirimiphos methyl and chlorpyrifos methyl which presumably passed the hen test or they would not have been allowed in pesticides.

Given that grain treated with different insecticides becomes mixed and is then stored for up to 5 years there appears to be a serious problem here. 
Either the mixing of these two formulations creates dangerous toxins or those toxins are created in the breakdown process.
PSD seems to be unclear as to the chemical processes involved and it would therefore be in the interests of public health to end the use of these chemicals as undeclared food additives, at least until the true nature of the chemical processes involved is understood.
Incidentally I understand that farmers are being recommended to treat the surface layers of grain in infested stores with pirimiphos methyl using a knapsack sprayer. 
The potential for overdose and mixed chemicals in many tonnes of grain is still of grave concern.

The medical profession must be made aware of the potential dangers from such mixtures as soon as possible and warnings should be issued to the farming profession. I note that the wrong impression is given in the PSD Pesticides monitor which suggests that it is OK to mix pesticides after sale.
Warnings should be issued immediately regarding the dangers of unapproved mixtures.

Incidentally. The individual who mixed the unlawful mixture and who has admitted to having used other unapproved mixes, such as glyphosate and paraquat,  now has serious heart problems.
His wife and the wife of the victim of peripheral neuropathy were both in hospital at the same time to have malignant cancerous growths removed from their breasts. 
You may suggest that this is pure coincidence. I suggest that you do not know.

We need straight answers from the PSD please - and so do the medical teams advising.
No more avoidance of the truth please.

Yours sincerely,





As I wrote to Kate Hoskins as long ago as April 2000
The British Agrochemicals Association issued an explanatory document on the "new Pesticide Regulations" which came into force on October 6th 1986 based on Part III of the "Food and Environment Protection Act 1985 which had as its aims "to protect the health of human beings, creatures and plants; to safeguard the environment and to secure safe, efficient and humane methods of controlling pests." It also seeks to "make information about pesticides available to the public."


In my letter to Duncan Bogie of March 2001 I wrote "As I pointed out in my letter of 5th February it is clear that the PRS Approvals Group does not fully understand the purpose of the co-formulants or the true toxic potential of the formulation or its breakdown products.
I raised the subject of contaminants with the PSD many years ago and was given the usual letters suggesting that there was no cause for concern.
Now I understand that the ACP knows exactly what that "impurity" was, or is, and has expressed concern introducing restrictions on its concentration in the technical specification."
andI am sure that you realise that the refusal of PSD to supply correct information on request and the determination of PSD to avoid recognising the true dangers of the named pesticides and others

_________________________________________________________________


FOA Mr Mick Oliver for					     14th February 2003
Dr Kerr Wilson	
Chief Executive
Pesticides Safety Directorate, 
Mallard House

Dear Mr Oliver,

For many years I have asked simple questions of the PSD regarding the chemicals pirimiphos methyl, chlorpyrifos methyl, glyphosate and diazinon, their breakdown products, co-formulants and the toxicity of mixtures. At all stages the PSD has given inaccurate information.

You state in your letter dated 12 February that the first two are both tested for the potential to cause neurological problems, including peripheral neuropathy. What you do not state is that in the court case Hill v Tomkins the world-wide well-respected Professor Abou-Donia, an OP expert since 1970, stated that many chemicals such as methamidophos actually pass those tests but still cause peripheral neuropathy in humans. "negative results in the chicken does not necessarily mean that the chemical is not toxic in humans, because we have several cases in which the chemical could not produce in the hen but showed effect in humans" - is a direct quote.
The evaluation document on pirimiphos methyl admits that the chemical can cause irreversible brain damage - referred to as partially reversible - and if you knew Mr Hill you would know that his condition, including peripheral neuropathy, has worsened since he won his case in 1997.

Again quoting Professor Abou-Donia from the trial "Chlorpyrifos is a very common insecticide, probably the most around the world. It did not produce OPIDN when we ran it according to EPA required specification. Later in Italy, it was found that a person tried to commit suicide, had enough of it..........  Later he developed OPIDN"
The Professor also raised my point that the hen test employs almost pure active ingredient which acts differently to commercially available products - and mixtures of anticholinesterase OPs.

I suggest that PSD takes a closer look at the points I have raised. Reports of adverse effects in humans are more important indicators that the tests which PSD relies upon.
As I have repeatedly stated it is vital that these products are removed from the food chain until their safety to humans is confirmed. That includes the breakdown products and the results of accidental or unlawful mixtures, especially when used as undeclared food additives.

I have ensured that other interested parties are aware of our correspondence and I have no doubt that there will be an inquiry in the future in respect to the deliberate hiding of the dangers.
Again I was informed yesterday that there is evidence that OPs break down to form TEPP during storage and heating and yet PSD deny that this can happen. Something is very wrong somewhere.
I suggest that the Risk Assessment of mixtures document is also misleading and inaccurate.

Yours sincerely,


