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OF WATER FLUORIDATED WATER WAS
FLUORIDATION REINTRODUCED TO AREAS

l" THE UK OF CUMBRIA.

We asked parents Iving In Cumbria
who were pregnant and parents wnose
chikd was about 5 years obd to take par.

WHAT WE DID? WHO TOOK PART?
Dentists visRed schools and carmed out 1,444 1,192
& dental check-up and took some plctures 2 five year obds Iving in eleven year obds [ving in
of teath from those who were In the study. A Cumbria jwha took part Cumbria (who took part
r i/ 1 from birth) from age of 5)

WHAT WE FOUND? WE COMPARED THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN WHO HAD EXPERIENCED
DECAY IN FLUORIDATED AND NON-FLUORIDATED AREAS

5 YEAR OLD CHILDREN ‘1 YEAR OLD CHILDREN
recaived from birth [baby testh) recepied from about 5 years old [permanent teeth)]
Fluaridated water Mo Fluoridated Fluoridated water recened Mo Fluoridated
recehed friom birth wigter from arcund S wears okd water

‘We compared the cost for weter fluondation with
‘Wiater flucridation was effective children’s dental appointments and reatments. We
In reducing decay In baby teeth 8lso took gualtty of Iife Into account by measuring 1 in &
wihien received from birth questonnaire. We found it |s likkely that adding

Tluaride 1o the waler |I- vabue for mm;r
g 1 = I I l

LEAST DEPRINVED — MOST DEFRIVED

Ree-fhaaridated W Pucridstad

FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION
ABOUT THE RESULTS
OF THE CATFISH
STUDY SEE:
WWW.CATFISH-
STUDY.ORG

Fepple from more deprived areas had mare decay in
[poth the feondated and non-tiuoridated group
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