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All parties should read the scientific paper that stimulated this petition. It can be 
found at: http://medcraveonline.com/IJVV/IJVV-04-00072.pdf 
 
The government response (30/10/17) beggars belief.  A peer reviewed and 
published research paper indicates that vaccines and vaccine contamination may 
very well be the cause/s of countless health complications in children --and the 
government provides a typical knee jerk reaction—denial! What does it take for a 
government to recognise that the health of our people, particularly our children, is 
being endangered by a lack of discipline in the quality control processes in vaccine 
manufacture? 
  
Before I respond to the particular points raised in the government’s paper, allow me 
to point out that the authors of the scientific research (Gatti & Montanari) may have 
in their groundbreaking innovative approach and analysis identified the causes of 
inflammation in the human body, tissue toxicity, impaired muscle functionality, 
neurotoxicity and perhaps many of cancer’s causes! They should be applauded not 
vilified. 
                                                                                                                                  _________________________________ 

The solid contaminants identified as being in the vaccines examined using electron 
microscopy include: 
 
LEAD, STAINLESS STEEL, CHROMIUM, TUNGSTEN, PLATINUM,  TITANIUM, 

BISMUTH and MANY OTHER METALS and Aggregates of Metals. 

                                                                                    ___________        
The Scottish government’s response commences by pointing out that 
‘vaccination’ is a reserved matter. How convenient!  
 ‘Health’ is devolved but vaccination is reserved----to the ordinary citizen this 
appears, at best, contradictory. However, one point that this Petition attempts to 
make is that Westminster, be it the MHRA or the JCVI, has been negligent—--
vaccines are contaminated and the supervision of quality control has been sadly 
neglected.  
 
We are told in the government’s response that, in fact, it is the European Medicines 
Agency (EMA) which is ultimately responsible for vaccine safety!  
 
As evidence we are provided with a letter to the British Medical Journal (BMJ) from 
the EMA.  
 
(Note: 89% of the European Medicines Agency’s funding comes from the 
pharmaceutical industry). 
 
The letter is an example of the ‘shoot the messenger’ approach greatly favoured by 
the medical establishment when the subject of vaccine safety is raised. 
 
It’s a pity the Scottish government did not think it appropriate to provide as evidence 
to our elected politicians the subsequent letters also published in the BMJ, two from 

http://medcraveonline.com/IJVV/IJVV-04-00072.pdf


the authors of the research paper which stimulated this petition (Antonietta Gatti & 
Stefano Montanari).  
 
I will print the letters in full as the authors articulate the science better than I can: 
Many vaccines have tiny amounts of inorganic matter, investigation finds 
Letters to BMJ in response to the European Medicines Agency: 
 
From: Antonietta Gatti, National Council of Research of Italy. 
Stefano Montanari,Nanodiagnostics,Italy. 
 
“Attacks were in part expected, but we expected also that they would remain 
confined to science and fair play, and they would be confined especially in the 
interest of health, no matter what other interests are touched. 
We have worked with electron microscopes for over 40 years and, if only for a long 
experience, we know how to use them, so all the criticism on how we carry out our 
analysis is not only unfounded but also expressed without knowing and without 
checking our procedures. 
 
We started to analyze vaccines about 15 years ago using an electron-microscopy 
technique Dr. Gatti devised between the late Nineties and 2005, when she 
conceived and directed two EC research projects (Nanopathology and DIPNA). 
Of course, with our paper we did not mean to discredit nor did we have any interest 
in discrediting vaccines: we simply reported our data and consequences could not be 
our concern. So, the harangue in defense of the vaccination practice has nothing to 
do with our work. 
 
It is a fact, also confirmed by EMA (“The presence of minuscule trace amounts of 
certain inorganic particles in vaccines is not unexpected”), that vaccines contain 
inorganic particles not listed in the ingredients. It is also a fact that those particles, 
foreign bodies in all respects, are not supposed to be there and, in fact, they are not 
declared among the components of vaccines. And it is a further fact that, as far as 
nanopathology is concerned, quantity has a meaning quite different from that of 
classical toxicology, more complex and, in a way, definitely less important. On the 
other hand, indications on quantitative data can be obtained from the last table (no. 
of particles/20 microliters). We published the main concepts of nanopathology more 
than once (e. g., A.M. Gatti & S. Montanari – Nanopathology: the Health Impact of 
Nanoparticles – Pan Stanford Publishing 2008; and A.M. Gatti & S. Montanari – 
Case Studies in Nanotoxicology and Particle Toxicology – Academic Press Elsevier 
2015) and reading what we published could have prevented some clumsiness and 
misunderstanding. 
 
Saying that our technique “favours aggregation” is surprising, to say the least. How 
particles composed of stainless steel (iron, chromium and nickel) and other alloys, 
tungsten, lead, titanium, bismuth, barium, etc. can form allowing water to evaporate 
is something unknown to science and technology and should be explained. In 
addition, why those elements, which have nothing to do with vaccines, are there 
remains to be justified. 
As to the “lack of controls”, we confess we don’t understand its meaning. We carry 
out our analyzes according to all the golden rules of electron microscopy and there 



seemed to be no point in writing a technical manual of microscopy in the paper we 
published, taking the competence of our readers for granted. 
 
“…the manufacturing process for all parenteral preparations is designed to ensure 
that any such traces are kept within safe limits” and “The ANSM concluded that the 
amounts of any particles found were exceedingly low” are sentences that require 
some clarifications: What are those limits? For what particle size? For what 
composition? Where can those limits be found (e.g., EU standards and directives)? 
How were they calculated? 
 
When we published our paper, our only aim was to show that vaccines contain 
particulate pollutants that should not be there, and the refusal by the control 
authorities to do what science requires, i.e. to redo our analyzes, is disappointing. 
We would have rather believed to put the authorities in a position to have an 
additional evaluation criterion available, but evidently our effort and our intention 
were not appreciated. In any case, if the authorities prefer to consider foreign bodies 
in vaccines harmless (literature?), not worth being eliminated and even declared, it is 
something that does not concerns us. 
 
Of course we are available to perform our analyses in the presence of scientists of 
the supervisory authorities.” 
 
Antonietta Gatti 
International Fellow of the Societies of Biomaterials and Engineering  

And a second letter to the BMJ: 
Many vaccines have tiny amounts of inorganic matter, investigation finds 
 
From Antonietta Gatti,  
NationalCouncil of Research of Italy 
and Stefano Montanari, Nanodiagnostics, Italy. 

“The letter to the Editor of The BMJ (but not to us) from the EMA (Melania Carr) 
made it clear that they did not monitor final products, at least as far as vaccines are 
concerned. It looks evident that they do not check the needle of the syringe in which 
the vaccine is contained. The residues of stainless steel and tungsten we keep 
finding may be due, in fact, to the sharpening process needles undergo. Neither do 
they check whether the hens whose eggs are used to produce some vaccines are 
fed with contaminated feed. A possible source of contamination is air-conditioning 
ducts and filters installed in the production laboratories, and they did not check them. 
They do not check if inorganic/organic agglomerates formed in the vaccine batch 
and they do not consider the protein corona formed around inorganic particles whose 
effects are harmful to the body and not always predictable. 

 
All that along with the denial of evidence and the lack of will to carry out the 
necessary controls represents the abdication of EMA's mission. It is our opinion that 
problems are not solved by denying their existence but, at least, by confronting them 
in an objective way. The attitude taken by EMA appears counterproductive towards 



the public that, in this way, is growing more and more suspicious towards vaccines 
and controlling authorities”. 
 
Antonietta Gatti 
International Fellow of the Societies of Biomaterials and Engineering  
                                         ------------------------------------ 
Other letters in response to the research published in the BMJ can be found at: 
 
http://www.bmj.com/content/356/bmj.j596/rapid-responses 
There are 7 responses-all worth reading. 
 
Conclusion. 
It is clearly perfectly legitimate to question the safety of vaccines. Vaccination and 
vaccine safety is not inviolable, and the medical profession and their close 
colleagues in the pharmaceutical industry must not be allowed to continue their 
policies of denial and cover up. 
 
In view of the scientific evidence now reported the vaccination programme must be 
suspended until all vaccines can be shown to be free from contamination, and safe, 
and it is imperative that an ‘independent’ vaccine safety commission be formed. 

Note: The number of vaccines given to UK children has risen from 6 to 51 since 

1960. 

 

http://www.bmj.com/content/356/bmj.j596/rapid-responses

