Bottle Fluoridation info from Dick Powell


Subject: FYI - Bottle Fluoridation info from Dick Powell
Date: Thursday 22 July 2004 10:29
From: "Viv Mountford"  

Below, with apologies for cross-posting, are
1) copy of an interesting email from a Dr Robert Powell re the practice of  fluoridation of bottles, apparently quite widespread. [Well, I didn't know of it.]
2) a press release re lawsuit by South African champagne producers re. same, as their loss of a year's champagne-style wine is how the practice became noticed, at least in SA.

NB. Dr Powell is English. He used to work for ICI Runcorn on the refrigerants, and is now a consultant since retirement, working (amongst other projects) for an SA wine producer on this issue; sounded genuine (against fluoride at least) on the phone.
Cheers
Viv

------------------------------------------------------------
Ms Vivien A Mountford
Chester, UK
Phone/fax/ansaphone: (0044) (0)1244 317564

Emails with Dr Robert Powell re bottle fluoridation [for my records]

Sent 20.7.04 16.30
Dear Dr Powell
I received your email re bottle fluoridation OK, thank you. Yes, I agree that people would be horrified to know about drinking-bottle fluoridation, and its extent.  I am passing on the email and the attached press release to:
Dr Vyv Howard;
Jane Jones of the NPWA (National Pure Water Association)
info@npwa.freeserve.co.uk ,
Robert Pocock of Voice (Irish organisation against fluoridation):
rpocock@iol.ie,
And also
Liz Vaughan of NW Councils against Fluoridation:
liz@vaughan200.fsnet.co.uk
Mark Strutt at Greenpeace
FoE's Waste email discussion groups on Waste and Food; and the general
discussion group Envlist
Paul Connett personal email address (in case)
I gather that you have already contacted the Connetts, Barry Groves,
Ralph Ryder, Chris Davies MEP.

I will ask my contacts to pass it on to whichever other contacts seem relevant to them

Best Wishes
Viv Mountford


Message date : Jul 20 2004, 03:20 PM
From : "Dick Powell" Dick Powell <member@powell10055.freeserve.co.uk>
To : vivmount
Copy to : "tjg"
Subject : Bottle Fluoridation

Dear Ms Mountfield  <Mountford, actually

As agreed during our telephone conversation earlier this afternoon I am sending you an email describing the South African bottle fluoridation case. I would appreciate if you could copy this to Dr Howard and to other people with an interest in fluoride in our diet.

Over the past 6 years I have been helping a South African wine farmer, Nicky Krone of the Twee Jonge Gezellen Estate, with a problem that destroyed his bottle-fermented (champagne style) sparkling wine in the mid 90s. ( http://www.wine.co.za/Directory/Winery.aspx .PRODUCERID=2298 )

All the circumstantial and scientific evidence strongly supports the contention that the cause was the fluoride treatment of the bottles by the bottle company, Consol Glass. They obtained the technology from Owens Illinois (O-I), a 20% shareholder and major global glass container
manufacturer. Through a contingency lawyer, Gary Mason, Nicky is suing O-I in the USA.  After an attempt at an out-of-court settlement failed the case has now gone public and a press statement has been issued. (See attachment.)

Unfortunately the TJG experience might not just be a local problem in South Africa but may provide a reference point for a problem that could raise world-wide concern, not least because O-I, by acquisition and shared ownership, operates globally from its US base. O-I is a major supplier of glass container technology, including bottle fluoridation.
(O-I has just bought a major European glass bottle company is now the largest producer of glass containers in the European Union.) However the O-I web site makes no mention of the treating bottles with fluoride......but there is little detail of bottle production technology so its omission might not be too surprising.(www.o-i.com/ )

Those of us involved in the case would like it more widely publicised because we think that it will help Nicky, and we also concerned that the overfluoridation could happen elsewhere unless it is recognised as a problem.

The original process, approved by the US FDA in 1977, only specified hydrofluorocarbon (HFC) 152a (CF2HCH3) which is flammable. The 152a burns inside the bottle producing hydrogen fluoride which modifies the
glass surface.  Because 152a was not available in South Africa in 1994, O-I, on the advice of their senior technologist, told Consol Glass that
refrigerant HFC 134a (CF3CH2F) was an acceptable substitute, although classed as a non-flammable refrigerant. Of course 134a was not FDA approved for this purpose, but perhaps O-I never thought that this mattered since it was "only" South Africa. Yet the SA wine was to be
imported into the USA and would thus,  presumably, contravene US regulations. As far we can tell from documents provided during the SA court case where I was an expert witness, no attempt was made to assess
the health and safety aspects of the 134a treatment. Yet this could have been tested.......

Because the press release is intended as a simple statement of the case it does not mention that a blind set of experiments, commissioned by Nicky, were carried out to a well defined protocol by a very good academic in RSA to check whether 134a treated bottles inhibited the
fermentation.  Not only was inhibition observed but was found to be dose related.

Furthermore, "epidemiology", i.e. correlation of occurrence with the period the bottles were being treated by Consol Glass, is also very strong with 13 out of 14 wine producers affected, with some suggestion that the 14th producer received bottles from a period when the treatment
process might not have been working. After the 134a treatment was ceased there has been no further instance of the problem in SA.


Yeast is very susceptible to fluoride so it is the suspect active agent, although strictly speaking the lab tests cited above did not prove this since fluoride analysis was not done. The analysis is not necessarily
straightforward in the presence of silicate since the fluoride might be present as fluorosilicate, which is also toxic to yeast. For legal purposes the empirical cause and effect is key; the mechanism is open for discussion.

Consol Glass were treating a range of glass containers, including baby food jars, as well as the wine bottles. There is no indication of any human health problems. The yeast, of course, is acting as a biochemical probe in this case, but it would need further work to link its response
to any putative human health risks. Sparkling wine bottles are no longer treated but when I went round the Consol plant plant in May 2002 it was treating still wine bottles with 152a, the HFC for which 134a was originally substituted. However on their web site Consol still defend
134a as well as 152a. http://www.consol.co.za/html/fact_sheet.aspx


In my view the statements on the web site are misleading in certain aspects. The low toxicities of 134a and 152a are irrelevant to bottle treatment process. Both compounds are converted to toxic HF in the process. If insufficient air is present to combust completely the HFC then other fluorine containing products can be produced. The FDA process
only relates to 152a not to 134a. From my experience in the chemical industry I would be surprised if FDA would allow the substitution of the key feedstock in a process by another without adequate testing to show that the change was safe.

The 134a/152a technology was supplied by Owens-Illinois via their subsidiary Owens-Brockway to Consol. I understand that the fluoride bottle treatment technology is used world-wide where a humid climate causes "blooming". Interestingly the fluoride treatment is known in the
glass industry, but isn't known to the fluorine chemists I've talked to, nor does it appear on the FAN web site.(I have also sent a similar email to FAN.) It certainly isn't known to the general public.

As I said there is no evidence to show that there is a human health problem, but there is an obvious civil liberties issue in that many people object to water fluoridation, so might reasonably be expected to object to the treatment of glass bottles and jars with fluoride.


Bottle fluoridation is carried out in bottle plants world-wide if humidity might cause blooming and hence rejection of glass containers by the food and beverage companies purchasing them. To O-I, Consol etc. this represents a potential loss in profits. Export/import of wine and
perhaps other products leads to treated glass containers being used anywhere in the world.

The key US patent describing the process is USP 3,314,772 to Brockway Glass. You can obtain a copy via the US Patent Office web site. I find
the suggested chemistry to explain the modification of the surface in the patent rather odd in that it postulates the generation of oxygen. I think this unlikely and suggests to me that the inventors did not have a clear idea of the chemistry underlying their process. In my view the chemistry of the process is not understood, in particular the fate of
the fluoride at the end of the process has not been identified. I think it most likely stays in the bottle, perhaps trapped under the layer of amorphous silica that results from the treatment. O-I/Consol claim that attempts to find fluoride by wet analysis and surface techniques were negative, but I think this work is at least 25 years old. Assuming they
are correct then maybe the fluoride cannot be extracted by any beverage/foodstuff in the container. However should the bottle, through a process malfunction, be over treated then I would expect fluoride or fluoro-silicate to be found on the surface together with surface etching.

Presumably O-I would claimed that overfluorination wasn't possible. But the Twee Jonge Gezellen experience demonstrates that it can occur. The analytical procedures, made public in the Consol v TJG case 2 years ago,
to test the effectiveness of the bottle treatment, only showed that alkalinity of the surface was reduced, but could not demonstrate over-fluoridation. Consol now has photoelectric and visual checks on their bottle production lines for etching as an indication of over-fluoridation. 

 

Since the problem occurred you will be pleased to
hear that Nicky Krone has secured a source of non-fluoride untreated bottles for his wine.

Although this is not strictly relevant to the SA case I think you might also be interested that fluoride might be linked to the formation of an animal carcinogen, ethylcarbamate (EC), in wine from the reaction of urea and ethanol. Urea is destroyed by urease. This occurs naturally, but more can be added to wine to prevent EC formation after bottling.

 

However, the action of urease is inhibited by fluoride, so this can result in the build up of carcinogenic EC after bottling. Normally we are concerned by the direct toxic effects of fluoride in our diet, but this is an example of an indirect effect. The following web sites provide a useful introduction.

http://vm.cfsan.fda.gov/~frf/ecaction.html

http://winebusiness.com/html/MonthlyArticle.cfm?Aid=53982&issueId=53965

I am happy to answer further questions but you might like to contact

Gary Mason, Nicky Krone's US lawyer,  gmason@masonlawdc.com


Dr Dick Powell



SOUTH AFRICA WINERY BRINGS SUIT AGAINST OWENS-ILLINOIS
FOR DEFECTIVE WINE BOTTLES


(Toledo, OH)  June 7, 2004      Twee Jonge Gezellen, one of the oldest wineries in South Africa, today brought suit against Owens-Illinois and Owens-Brockway Glass Containers Inc. The lawsuit arises from the sale of
defective wine bottles to Twee Jonge Gezellen and other South African producers of champagne.  The lawsuit was filed in the U.S. District Court for the Northern District of Ohio.

            Twee Jonge Gezellen claims that Owens-Illinois provided manufacturing advice to the South African manufacturer of the bottles to be used by Twee Jonge Gezellen and other area wineries.  As the result
of a flaw in the bottles, numerous South African manufactures of "Cap Classique" champagnes were unable to bring their product to market in the mid-1990s.   The crises significantly impacted the development of
the South African champagne industry, the effects of which are still being felt today.

Twee Jonge Gezellen  claims that as a result of its inability to
manufacture its product, meet requests for orders, and otherwise proceed with the development of its business as planned, it suffered  direct economic losses, indirect economic losses, including loss of future
profits, and other consequential economic losses.

Twee Jonge Gezellen is represented by Gary E. Mason of  The Mason Law Firm, P.C.  The Mason Law Firm has extensive experience representing plaintiffs in litigation involving defective products and has
successfully resolved lawsuits for is clients involving a wide-range of products including, synthetic stucco, computer hardrives, tires, and heating systems.


BACKGROUND OF THE COMPLAINT:

Documents produced in litigation against Consol Glass, the South African manufacturer of the defective wine bottles, revealed that Owens-Brockway recommended that Consol treat its jars and bottles with HFC-134a gas to
prevent, in-bottle haze, also known as "bloom," which may occur when bottles are manufactured in a humid atmosphere. The bloom itself is harmless, but can be prevented by treating bottles with hydrogen
fluoride, a toxic gas, generated by the combustion of refrigerant HFC-152a.  

 

In 1993, HFC 152a was temporally unavailable in South Africa. Consequently, Owens-Brockway recommended use of a new refrigerant, HFC-134a, as a substitute.

Although HFC-134a is a safe product for approved
applications, such as  refrigeration, air conditioning and metered dose inhalers for anti-asthma drugs, its use , adversely effected wine bottles and rendered most of  the 1994 vintage of Methode Cap Classique champagne un-marketable.  A large portion of the vintage had to be
withheld from sales and destroyed.

Specifically, the use of HFC 134a  instead of HFC 152a
prematurely killed much of the yeast introduced into the bottles such that the secondary fermentation process was halted causing the wine to be flat. 

 

At the same time, the HFC 134a  etched the glass inside the
bottles that, either by itself or in combination with the killing of the yeast, prevented the yeast from properly sliding down the glass surface to the neck and cork area during riddling.  

 

As a result, it was impossible to remove the yeast residue through the riddling process. The bottles and wine remained cloudy and unmarketable..

Since the 1994 vintage was the first vintage to use HFC 134a treated bottles, Twee Jonge Gezellen's  1993 vintage was not affected.

In 1995, Twee Jonge Gezellen's  owner and president, Nicky Krone, was awarded the Diners Club "Winemaker of the Year" for the 1993 Krone Borealis Methode Cap Classique.

In 1995 and 1996,  Twee Jonge Gezellen's crops were left in the tanks and not bottled because of ongoing research into what went wrong with the 1994 vintage.  Skyrocketing orders went unfilled because no TJG Cap Classique was produced.

For more information about this case, please contact Gary E
Mason at The Mason Law Firm, P.C.  Tel: 202. 429.2290 x15.


#  #  #

-------------------------------------------------------




Below, with apologies for cross-posting, are

1) copy of an interesting email from a Dr Robert Powell re the practice of 

fluoridation of bottles, apparently quite widespread. [Well, I didn’t know of it.]

2) a press release re lawsuit by South African champagne producers re same, as their loss of a year's champagne-style wine is how the practice became noticed, at least in SA.

 

NB Dr Powell is English. He used to work for ICI Runcorn on the refrigerants, and is now a consultant since retirement, working (amongst other projects) for an SA wine producer on this issue; sounded genuine (against fluoride at least) on the phone

Cheers

Viv

 

-----------------------------------------------------------------
Ms Vivien A Mountford
Chester, UK
Phone/fax/ansaphone: (0044) (0)1244 317564
 

Emails with Dr Robert Powell re bottle fluoridation [for my records]

 

Sent 20.7.04 16.30

Dear Dr Powell

I received your email re bottle fluoridation OK, thank you. Yes, I agree that people would be horrified to know about drinking-bottle fluoridation, and its extent.  I am passing on the email and the attached press release to:  

Dr Vyv Howard;  

Jane Jones of the NPWA (National Pure Water Association) info@npwa.freeserve.co.uk , 

Robert Pocock of Voice (Irish organisation against fluoridation):  rpocock@iol.ie,  

And also 

Liz Vaughan of NW Councils against Fluoridation: liz@vaughan200.fsnet.co.uk

Mark Strutt at Greenpeace 

FoE’s Waste email discussion groups on Waste and Food; and the general discussion group Envlist

Paul Connett personal email address (in case) 

I gather that you have already contacted the Connetts, Barry Groves, Ralph Ryder, Chris Davies MEP.

 

I will ask my contacts to pass it on to whichever other contacts seem relevant to them

 

Best Wishes

Viv Mountford

 

 

Message date : Jul 20 2004, 03:20 PM

From : "Dick Powell" Dick Powell <member@powell10055.freeserve.co.uk>
To : vivmount

Copy to : "tjg" 

Subject : Bottle Fluoridation

 

Dear Ms Mountfield  <Mountford, actually

 

As agreed during our telephone conversation earlier this afternoon I am sending you an email describing the South African bottle fluoridation case. I would appreciate if you could copy this to Dr Howard and to other people with an interest in fluoride in our diet. 

 

Over the past 6 years I have been helping a South African wine farmer, Nicky Krone of the Twee Jonge Gezellen Estate, with a problem that destroyed his bottle-fermented (champagne style) sparkling wine in the mid 90s. ( http://www.wine.co.za/Directory/Winery.aspx?PRODUCERID=2298 )   All the circumstantial and scientific evidence strongly supports the contention that the cause was the fluoride treatment of the bottles by the bottle company, Consol Glass. They obtained the technology from Owens Illinois (O-I), a 20% shareholder and major global glass container manufacturer. Through a contingency lawyer, Gary Mason, Nicky is suing O-I in the USA.  After an attempt at an out-of-court settlement failed the case has now gone public and a press statement has been issued. (See attachment.) 
 

Unfortunately the TJG experience might not just be a local problem in South Africa but may provide a reference point for a problem that could raise world-wide concern, not least because O-I, by acquisition and shared ownership, operates globally from its US base. O-I is a major supplier of glass container technology, including bottle fluoridation. (O-I has just bought a major European glass bottle company is now the largest producer of glass containers in the European Union.) However the O-I web site makes no mention of the treating bottles with fluoride......but there is little detail of bottle production technology so its omission might not be too surprising.(www.o-i.com/ ) 
 

Those of us involved in the case would like it more widely publicised because we think that it will help Nicky, and we also concerned that the overfluoridation could happen elsewhere unless it is recognised as a problem. 

 

The original process, approved by the US FDA in 1977, only specified hydrofluorocarbon (HFC) 152a (CF2HCH3) which is flammable. The 152a burns inside the bottle producing hydrogen fluoride which modifies the glass surface.  Because 152a was not available in South Africa in 1994, O-I, on the advice of their senior technologist, told Consol Glass that refrigerant HFC 134a (CF3CH2F) was an acceptable substitute, although classed as a non-flammable refrigerant. Of course 134a was not FDA approved for this purpose, but perhaps O-I never thought that this mattered since it was "only" South Africa. Yet the SA wine was to be imported into the USA and would thus,  presumably, contravene US regulations. As far we can tell from documents provided during the SA court case where I was an expert witness, no attempt was made to assess the health and safety aspects of the 134a treatment. Yet this could have been tested.......

 

Because the press release is intended as a simple statement of the case it does not mention that a blind set of experiments, commissioned by Nicky, was carried out to a well defined protocol by a very good academic in RSA to check whether 134a treated bottles inhibited the fermentation.  Not only was inhibition observed but was found to be dose related. 
 

Furthermore, "epidemiology", i.e. correlation of occurrence with the period the bottles were being treated by Consol Glass, is also very strong with 13 out of 14 wine producers affected, with some suggestion that the 14th producer received bottles from a period when the treatment process might not have been working. After the 134a treatment was ceased there has been no further instance of the problem in SA. 

 

 

Yeast is very susceptible to fluoride so it is the suspect active agent, although strictly speaking the lab tests cited above did not prove this since fluoride analysis was not done. The analysis is not necessarily straightforward in the presence of silicate since the fluoride might be present as fluorosilicate, which is also toxic to yeast. For legal purposes the empirical cause and effect is key; the mechanism is open for discussion.

 

Consol Glass were treating a range of glass containers, including baby food jars, as well as the wine bottles. There is no indication of any human health problems. The yeast, of course, is acting as a biochemical probe in this case, but it would need further work to link its response to any putative human health risks. Sparkling wine bottles are no longer treated but when I went round the Consol plant plant in May 2002 it was treating still wine bottles with 152a, the HFC for which 134a was originally substituted. However on their web site Consol still defend 134a as well as 152a. http://www.consol.co.za/html/fact_sheet.aspx 

 

 

In my view the statements on the web site are misleading in certain aspects. The low toxicities of 134a and 152a are irrelevant to bottle treatment process. Both compounds are converted to toxic HF in the process. If insufficient air is present to combust completely the HFC then other fluorine containing products can be produced. The FDA process only relates to 152a not to 134a. From my experience in the chemical industry I would be surprised if FDA would allow the substitution of the key feedstock in a process by another without adequate testing to show that the change was safe. 

 

The 134a/152a technology was supplied by Owens-Illinois via their subsidiary Owens-Brockway to Consol. I understand that the fluoride bottle treatment technology is used world-wide where a humid climate causes "blooming". Interestingly the fluoride treatment is known in the glass industry, but isn't known to the fluorine chemists I've talked to, nor does it appear on the FAN web site.(I have also sent a similar email to FAN.) It certainly isn't known to the general public.

 

As I said there is no evidence to show that there is a human health problem, but there is an obvious civil liberties issue in that many people object to water fluoridation, so might reasonably be expected to object to the treatment of glass bottles and jars with fluoride. 
 

 
Bottle fluoridation is carried out in bottle plants world-wide if humidity might cause blooming and hence rejection of glass containers by the food and beverage companies purchasing them. To O-I, Consol etc. this represents a potential loss in profits. Export/import of wine and perhaps other products leads to treated glass containers being used anywhere in the world.  

 

The key US patent describing the process is USP 3,314,772 to Brockway Glass. You can obtain a copy via the US Patent Office web site. I find the suggested chemistry to explain the modification of the surface in the patent rather odd in that it postulates the generation of oxygen. I think this unlikely and suggests to me that the inventors did not have a clear idea of the chemistry underlying their process. In my view the chemistry of the process is not understood, in particular the fate of the fluoride at the end of the process has not been identified. I think it most likely stays in the bottle, perhaps trapped under the layer of amorphous silica that results from the treatment. O-I/Consol claim that attempts to find fluoride by wet analysis and surface techniques were negative, but I think this work is at least 25 years old. Assuming they are correct then maybe the fluoride cannot be extracted by any beverage/foodstuff in the container. However should the bottle, through a process malfunction, be over treated then I would expect fluoride or fluoro-silicate to be found on the surface together with surface etching. 
 

Presumably O-I would claimed that overfluorination wasn't possible. But the Twee Jonge Gezellen experience demonstrates that it can occur. The analytical procedures, made public in the Consol v TJG case 2 years ago, to test the effectiveness of the bottle treatment, only showed that alkalinity of the surface was reduced, but could not demonstrate over-fluoridation. Consol now has photoelectric and visual checks on their bottle production lines for etching as an indication of over-fluoridation. Since the problem occurred you will be pleased to hear that Nicky Krone has secured a source of non-fluoride untreated bottles for his wine. 

 

Although this is not strictly relevant to the SA case I think you might also be interested that fluoride might be linked to the formation of an animal carcinogen, ethylcarbamate (EC), in wine from the reaction of urea and ethanol. Urea is destroyed by urease. This occurs naturally, but more can be added to wine to prevent EC formation after bottling. However, the action of urease is inhibited by fluoride, so this can result in the build up of carcinogenic EC after bottling. Normally we are concerned by the direct toxic effects of fluoride in our diet, but this is an example of an indirect effect. The following web sites provide a useful introduction. 

 

http://vm.cfsan.fda.gov/~frf/ecaction.html  

 

http://winebusiness.com/html/MonthlyArticle.cfm?Aid=53982&issueId=53965 

 

I am happy to answer further questions but you might like to contact Gary Mason, Nicky Krone's US lawyer, ( gmason@masonlawdc.com ). 
 

Dr Dick Powell

 

 

 

SOUTH AFRICA WINERY BRINGS SUIT AGAINST OWENS-ILLINOIS

FOR DEFECTIVE WINE BOTTLES

 

 

(Toledo, OH)  June 7, 2004      Twee Jonge Gezellen, one of the oldest wineries in South Africa, today brought suit against Owens-Illinois and Owens-Brockway Glass Containers Inc. The lawsuit arises from the sale of defective wine bottles to Twee Jonge Gezellen and other South African  producers of champagne.  The lawsuit was filed in the U.S. District Court for the Northern District of Ohio.

 


Twee Jonge Gezellen claims that Owens-Illinois provided manufacturing advice to the South African manufacturer of the bottles to be used by Twee Jonge Gezellen and other area wineries.  As the result of a flaw in the bottles, numerous South African manufactures of “Cap Classique” champagnes were unable to bring their product to market in the mid-1990s.   The crises significantly impacted the development of the South African champagne industry, the effects of which are still being felt today.

 

Twee Jonge Gezellen  claims that as a result of its inability to manufacture its product, meet requests for orders, and otherwise proceed with the development of its business as planned, it suffered  direct economic losses, indirect economic losses, including loss of future profits, and other consequential economic losses.

 

Twee Jonge Gezellen is represented by Gary E. Mason of  The Mason Law Firm, P.C.  The Mason Law Firm has extensive experience representing plaintiffs in litigation involving defective products and has successfully resolved lawsuits for is clients involving a wide-range of products including, synthetic stucco, computer hardrives, tires, and heating systems.

 

 

BACKGROUND OF THE COMPLAINT:

 

Documents produced in litigation against Consol Glass, the South African manufacturer of the defective wine bottles, revealed that Owens-Brockway recommended that Consol treat its jars and bottles with HFC-134a gas to prevent, in-bottle haze, also known as “bloom,” which may occur when bottles are manufactured in a humid atmosphere. The bloom itself is harmless, but can be prevented by treating bottles with hydrogen fluoride, a toxic gas, generated by the combustion of refrigerant HFC-152a.  In 1993, HFC 152a was temporally unavailable in South Africa.  Consequently, Owens-Brockway recommended use of a new refrigerant, HFC-134a, as a substitute.  

 


Although HFC-134a is a safe product for approved applications, such as  refrigeration, air conditioning and metered dose inhalers for anti-asthma drugs, its use , adversely effected wine bottles and rendered most of  the 1994 vintage of Methode Cap Classique champagne un-marketable.  A large portion of the vintage had to be withheld from sales and destroyed. 

 


 Specifically, the use of HFC 134a  instead of HFC 152a  prematurely killed much of the yeast introduced into the bottles such that the secondary fermentation process was halted causing the wine to be flat. At the same time, the HFC 134a  etched the glass inside the bottles that, either by itself or in combination with the killing of the yeast, prevented the yeast from properly sliding down the glass surface to the neck and cork area during riddling.  As a result, it was impossible to remove the yeast residue through the riddling process. The bottles and wine remained cloudy and unmarketable..


Since the 1994 vintage was the first vintage to use HFC 134a  treated bottles, Twee Jonge Gezellen’s  1993 vintage was not affected.  In 1995, Twee Jonge Gezellen’s  owner and president, Nicky Krone, was awarded the Diners Club “Winemaker of the Year” for the 1993 Krone Borealis Methode Cap Classique. 

 


In 1995 and 1996,  Twee Jonge Gezellen’s crops were left in the tanks and not bottled because of ongoing research into what went wrong with the 1994 vintage.  Skyrocketing orders went unfilled because no TJG Cap Classique was produced. 
 


For more information about this case, please contact Gary E Mason at The Mason Law Firm, P.C.  Tel: 202. 429.2290 x15.

 

 

#  #  #

 

 

 

 

 

forwarded by
Zeus Information Service
Alternative Views on Health
www.zeusinfoservice.com
All information, data and material contained, presented or provided herein is for general information purposes only and is not to be construed as reflecting the knowledge or opinion of Zeus Information Service
Subscribe Free/Unsubscribe: info@zeusinfoservice.com 
