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WENS’ Response to Letter from Mike Palmer. 

We too found in our meeting at St Andrew’s House an interesting and open exchange of ideas.  

Although we think the suggestion about expert committees is a thoughtful and interesting one, 
we have now had an opportunity to consider our response to the suggestion from the 
S.G.members that we should apply to sit on, or feed our concerns into, some of these bodies. 

While we do appreciate the good intention in this, we will not follow it for the following 
reasons: 

1.We have few active people, all of whom have other commitments that would make it 
difficult to attend meetings and to prepare the necessary materials for them. We leave it open 
for a volunteer to take this on board in the future. We will consider the option of 
communicating our concerns to these bodies in the way we are currently doing with the FSA. 

2 The problem we see is that these committees have failed so far to take into account 
large areas of concern that have been uncovered by volumes of research- some of 
which we have listed in our partner letter in reply to te FSA and many more in our 
correspondence with the Public Petitions committee. 

When WENS was asked at our meeting with the represenrtartives of the Scottish 
Government to name specific substances of concern, we brought up two issues 
prominent in the public arena and where there is a wealth of research-viz BPA in 
babies feeding bottles and the current use of steroidal oral contraceptives –in 
particular their use for emergency contraception in young and teenage  girls.. These 
are are certainly Public Health issues. and should be dealt with in the same way as the 
Scottish Government has dealt with the Public Health Implications  of exposures to 
the toxic effects of the carcinogens in tobacco smoke, of UV radiation, radon gas, 
alcohol and of pleural plaques. 

We can only say that we are disappointed and concerned by the expressed 
Government  satisfaction . We think that the issues covered by these bodies are too 
restricted and narrow and leave out more than half of the risk factors that should be 
our concern and which are remediable. We see little evidence that they are taking into 
account much of the emerging scientific evidence. This has been the basis of our 
request to the Scottish Governmeny to investigate further and over the years we and 
others have supplied many references to the relevant research. 

We think that these advisory bodies themselves have the necessary resources to explore the 
issues that WENS and many others have raised.  Over the past two years WENS and the 
Public Petitions Committee have been able to do this and have accumulated a great deal of 
independent papers and reports. The overwhelming majority of these validate our concerns. 
This has been the result of a great deal of voluntary unpaid work along with a great deal of 
study over many years. It is therefore not beyond the capability of the advisory bodies to do 
this. Sadly, they have failed, by and large, to take into account much of the most recent, vital 
and fascinating research.  We think that this is clearly shown in the letter to the PPC from the 
FSA. 

Mr Palmer’s letter raised the question of Occupational Health.  
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There is an obvious connection between what we are exposed to at work and what we 
are exposed to in air water, food and the everyday products we use, We are aware that 
H&S is a reserved matter, as yet, and it is not something that the Scottish government 
can act directly upon. However, as we have said many times, our immediate concerns 
are with toxic exposures in our personal, domestic and community environments and 
their effects on Public Health. That is surely something that is the concern of the 
Scottish Government. 

   ,   Re our communications with other European countries, we are, of course, interested 
in all of the point Mr Palmer raised. In particular we would like to see much more 
public information on pesticides and of the Scottish Government‘s approach to the 
European REACH programme, with some indication of what measures are proposed 
now to protect the public. 
  

Of   Of  course no one could disagree with the points stated in the paragraph on the 
Chemicals Regulation Directorate. However, they are broad generalisations about a 
vast subject and there is a great need for more specific and detailed discussion of all 
of this – hence our request for a ‘working group’. 

       Our colleagues in WEN and other organisations south of the border have contact with 
Westminster representatives. We do agree that we should also discuss this with our 
Westminster representatives. 

We are interested in Dr Rushton’s work and were interested to hear her input at the 
Stirling Conferenvce on Cancer Prevention in Stirling last year. 
  
We recognise that H&S regulations and  the COSHH regulations can already give 
protection where they are observed , but  we will very much welcome any further 
action taken on these points. 

 Re the future of our petition: it is clear that there is no foreseeable end to what we 
have asked you to consider. The government response, although showing concern, has 
not taken us much further. It is therefore difficult to say that the petition should be 
closed. However, we are aware that there may be limits to what the PPC can do. We 
therefore have to ask your advice on what further actions you would consider 
appropriate. 

WENS would appreciate the opportunity to meet concerned elected representatives to discuss 
this. 

 We do appreciate the time and consideration given to our petition over nearly two years and 
see this as showing your concern about the problems we have raised. For this we thank you. 

Yours sincerely, 

Morag Parnell 

27th August 2009 


