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Phthalates: 

Common Questions on the state of the science, Exposure, Regulation, Alternatives, Opposition, Economic Impact and the EU’s Experience (July 10, 2008)  
SCIENCE 

Question:  Do phthalates cause harm to human health?   

Answer:  Yes.  CDC scientists have found phthalates in the urine and blood of Americans of all ages
.  There are thousands of independent, peer-reviewed scientific studies that have been generated since the 1970s that have linked phthalate exposure to serious health hazards, including reduced testosterone levels 
 
 
, lowered sperm counts 
 
 
, early puberty in girls
, genital defects in baby boys 
 
 
 
 
. Moreover, several studies in humans have shown some of these toxic effects at levels similar to what the average American is currently exposed 
 
 .  These studies have been replicated in controlled laboratory settings and were conducted by government agencies and independent scientists who have no financial stake in the use of phthalates in consumer products.  

A quick review of the literature links phthalate exposure to serious health effects including: 

· Reproductive abnormalities in infant boys
 
 

· Damage to sperm DNA and lowered semen quality
 
 

· Disruption of reproductive hormone production in infant boys

· Reduction of testosterone in adults
 

· Endometriosis, or growth of uterine tissue outside the uterus, which can cause pain, infertility and other health complications
 
 

· Increased waist size and insulin resistance
 
 
 

· Respiratory disorders
 
 

In addition, male genital abnormalities
 
 
 
 
and female sexual abnormalities
 
 
resulting from phthalate exposure have been demonstrated in animal studies.  Such studies are widely recognized to bear direct relevance to the health risks posed to humans, based on the similarities in endocrine system and other physiology of the studied animals and humans. The hormonal signals that guide development of the reproductive tract are the same in rodents as they are in humans.  Therefore, animal studies showing reproductive harm, particularly in male animals, correlate with human harm. 

Question:  Do we know enough to ban these chemicals in children’s products, or should we wait for more evidence?

Answer:  For infants, the most vulnerable population, exposure to phthalates takes multiple routes: phthalates enter the womb through the umbilical cord or later through mother's breast milk. Exposure can come from dust in the air, from plasticized wall coverings or flooring and from decaying resins in plastic containers. It can also come from sucking on plastic toys. Infants, according to the Intergovernmental Forum on Chemical Safety, an affiliate of the World Health Organization, have far less capacity for detoxifying chemicals than do adults, and with toys they face all three points of a "risk triangle": "increased vulnerability" to a chemical's "toxic effects" and plenty of possibilities for exposure through "intimate contact." 

Phthalates are one of the most heavily studied plasticizers and provide a clear example of how different the European and U.S. regulatory approach is when it comes to action on toxic chemicals.  U.S. officials have had access to the same data, the same scientists and the same scientific journals in deciding not to act, that the Europeans have had in deciding to act.

U.S. Regulators shouldn't fall prey to the culture of analysis paralysis – ignoring what they do know and instead focusing on what they think they don't know.

We know enough now—the scientific evidence is solid and extensive – to ban phthalates.  Waiting only risks more harm to more children. 
The EU Toy Directive states “The uncertainties in the evaluation of exposure to these phthalates, such as mouthing times and exposure to emissions from other sources require that precautionary considerations be taken into account. Therefore, restrictions on the use of these phthalates for toys and childcare articles and on the placing on the market of such articles should be introduced. However, the restrictions for DINP, DIDP and DNOP should be less severe than the ones proposed for DEHP, DBP and BBP for reasons of proportionality. The precautionary principle should be applied where scientific

evaluation does not allow the risk to be determined with sufficient certainty in order to ensure a high level of protection of health, in particular for children. (Directive 76/769/EEC)
Question:  Some people claim studies that show human harm from phthalates are outliers, none of them have been replicated in subsequent studies and some have been contradicted by later studies.  How strong is the science on phthalates?   

Answer:  This claim is patently false.  Many of the findings of the peer-reviewed studies have been replicated many, many times.  For example, genital abnormalities in baby boys such as undescended testes, hypospadias and other male reproductive disorders have been linked to phthalate exposure in multiple studies. 

There are few studies that contradict the major findings of harm found in the thousands of peer-reviewed scientific studies generated since the 1970’s.  The only contradictory findings have been produced by industry-funded bodies that have a clear financial stake in the outcome of the work. Or by woefully underfunded, understaffed government agencies like the CPSC.  This is manufactured controversy, based on studies with methodological and/or analytical flaws that render their findings irrelevant to the policy discussion taking place. 

Question:  Are animal studies relevant to human harm?  

Answer:  Yes.  Human studies are less likely to be conducted because it requires decades of research and millions of dollars to follow thousands of subjects from exposure in the womb until reproductive age at current exposure levels. Furthermore, it is unethical to deliberately expose humans to high levels of phthalates to observe effects. Therefore, the human studies that have found effects are especially concerning because they have been able to find statistically significant changes at current levels of exposure and these changes mimic what has been found in the animal studies. 

Animal studies are just as effective in highlighting human risks. Rodent and other animal models used in phthalate research are extremely similar to that of humans.  The hormonal signals that guide development of the reproductive tract are the same in rodents as they are in humans. Therefore the animal studies showing reproductive harm logically correlate to human harm. 
TYPES OF PHTHALATES

Question:  Are these the right 6 phthalates to be banning from kids’ toys?

Answer:  Results of toy testing conducted by the California Department of Toxic Substance Control on behalf of the City of San Francisco found 5 of the 6 phthalates listed in the Amendment—DEHP, DBP, DINP, DNOP and DIDP—in a sample of 21 randomly selected toys currently available on the market today.  There were no other phthalates (beyond those listed in the amendment) found in the toys tested.  Furthermore, independent studies done by the San Francisco Chronicle
 and Environment California
 have found some of the same phthalates as well as one other phthalate (BBP) in children’s toys they tested—DEHP, DINP DNOP, BBP and DBP. There might be other phthalates that are equally or more toxic than the phthalates that would be banned by the Senate provision, however none of these phthalates are being used in toys. 

Question:  Some people say that not all phthalates are a problem.  Are all phthalates equally dangerous?  If not, are we sure that we have the right ones singled out for a ban?  

Answer:  People are exposed to many different phthalates every day from multiple sources and these chemicals do not act independently.  For example, individual phthalates with a similar mechanism of action can have cumulative, dose additive effects on fetal testosterone production and pregnancy when administered as a mixture even if one – or more of the phthalates – is a less potent reproductive toxin when acting individually
.  Studies in rats show that combining phthalates with other phthalates or with pesticides can produce cumulative, additive, adverse effects.
 
 

Specifically, peer-reviewed scientific studies link DINP exposure to abnormalities of sexual development and hormonal disruption
 
.  A risk assessment report published by the European Chemicals Bureau in 2003 concluded that DINP, the main phthalate used in toys, was safe. However, the following year the EU Commission’s Scientific Committee on Toxicity, Eco-toxicity and the Environment overruled that report
 because of findings, in part, generated by the EPA’s own preeminent scientist Dr. Earl Gray
.  

There are thousands of peer-reviewed, replicated journal articles implicating the six phthalates in a host of adverse health effects.  That’s the reason they have been banned in the EU and in California. For example, a quick search in the National Library of Medicine’s PubMed Search reveals:

777 studies on di-n-butyl phthalate (DBP)
220 studies on benzyl butyl phthalate (BBP)
1216 studies on Di (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP)
65 studies on Di-n-octyl phthalate (DnOP)
62 studies on diisononyl phthalate (DINP)
35 studies on diisodecyl phthalate (DIDP)

The 6 phthalates that would be banned by the Senate provision are linked to a number of adverse health effects including:  

· Increased incidence of undescended testes (DEHP, BBP and DINP)

· DNA damage in human sperm (DEHP)

· Endometriosis (DEHP, DnOP)

· Shortened pregnancy (DEHP)

· Altered semen quality (DEHP)

· Decreased testosterone (DEHP)

· Disruption/Abnormalities of sexual development (DEHP, BBP and DINP)

· Developmental toxicity (DEHP, DINP, DBP)

· Reproductive toxicity (DBP, DEHP, BBP)

· Early onset of puberty (DEHP, DBP)

· Disruption of reproductive development (DBP, DEHP, BBP)

· Reduced fertility (DBP)

· Hormonal Disruption (DINP, DnOP, DEHP, BBP, DBP)

· Hypospadias (DBP)

· Infertility (DBP)

· Respiratory impacts (asthma, allergies) (DEHP)

· Decreased anogenital distance (DBP, BBP)
DOSE AND SOURCES OF EXPOSURE 

Question:  Some people say that the amount of phthalates that humans are exposed to—and end up in our bodies—is too small to affect health outcomes.  Is that true? Doesn’t the “dose make the poison”?  

Answer:  Evidence is mounting that, when it comes to chemicals and children, it’s not just the dose that makes the poison. Timing of exposure is just as important
 
. Infants and children are not just smaller adults. They are still developing and are changing almost every day. A small dose of chemical can have a devastating impact one day whereas a few days or weeks later, the chemical would not have the same effect. This is because their endocrine systems are exquisitely sensitive and are sending signals to the brain and vice versa to direct growth and development. Phthalates interrupt these critical signals and, although the effects may not show up for many years, this interruption can set children on a path for later life diseases such as infertility or cancer of the prostate or breast cancer. 
 
.

Question:  Why remove phthalates from toys if people – including children – are being exposed to phthalates from multiple sources every day? 

Answer:  The science shows that we are all chronically exposed to many phthalates from multiple sources and that these various phthalates interact with each other and with other chemicals in our environment to produce cumulative, additive and adverse effects.  Studies of mixtures of phthalates support those findings.  

People are exposed to many different phthalates everyday from multiple sources.  However, removing even one route of exposure can make a significant difference in terms of reducing our cumulative impact and encouraging disease prevention. Children are especially vulnerable to chemical exposures given the fact that their bodies are still developing.  

Nearly a decade ago, the EU banned the six phthalates named in this legislation based on concern first voiced by their member states about the growing body of scientific evidence linking their toxicity to adverse health effects and took steps to protect their most vulnerable population – infants and children. The overwhelming scientific evidence of their toxicity to human health—especially the health of infants and children.  This past year California followed suit. The science has been replicated over and over again in laboratories around the world. 
REGULATION 

Question:  Why did the CPSC—an independent government agency –conclude that phthalates are safe for kids?

Answer:  The most recent CPSC toxicity studies asked very limited questions, used a flawed design and overlooked other major health risks in their research.

The CPSC considered only one phthalate—DiNP—when it evaluated the safety of phthalates in children’s toys.  They have not evaluated other phthalates either individually or in combination in children’s toys. Yet, we know there are many different types of phthalates in children’s toys. Exposure to just one phthalate does not represent real world situations and a risk assessment of just one phthalate isn’t going to accurately predict safe exposure levels.

The dose as well as the timing of exposures is very important when considering the toxic outcome.  The CPSC study of DiNP used outdated science and did not include carefully designed studies that would find reproductive toxicity during critical windows of exposure. Instead, the CPSC study considered liver toxicity when determining the safety of DiNP, an end point that is not nearly as sensitive as reproductive toxicity.   

Furthermore, there were many limitations to the CPSC analysis in that they did not consider other routes of exposure to phthalates other than mouthing behavior, as did the EU. They didn’t consider dermal exposures or ingestion from contaminated food sources, and they didn’t consider the evidence that phthalates act in an additive manner.  And the CPSC did not take their safety margin and divide it by ten which is customary when developing more protective exposure levels for children. 
Even taking all of the flaws of this study into account, the CPSC concluded that phthalate exposure may be a risk to children who mouth phthalate laden products for more than 75 minutes per day. The CPSC study found the mean daily mouthing time of soft plastic toys for children 12-24 months of age (the age group with the highest mouthing time) was 1.9 (1.2 to 2.6) minutes/day.
 On the strength of this observation, the CPSC concluded that there was no risk from the vinyl toys. However most parents know that most children mouth many different phthalate laden products for more than 1.9 minutes a day – some kids even mouth toys for more than 75 minutes per/day -- and many are also exposed to phthalates through outer pathways including their shampoo, soap and food containers.
Question:  Why can’t we just ask CPSC to look at this and do a rulemaking?

Answer:  The CPSC is notoriously understaffed and underfunded.  This government agency has been cut to 100 inspectors to monitor some 15,000 products--including those lead-painted toys from China
.  Rulemaking is a cumbersome, time consuming process that delays urgent action. 

Question:   If the CPSC and the Toy Industry of America already agreed voluntarily not to use DEHP and DINP in toys intended for teething, and called for a voluntary ban, why do they allow these chemicals in other toys kids can and do put in their mouths?

Answer:  Parents and public health advocates agree: The CPSC and the Toy Industry of America called for a voluntary ban on the use of DEHP and DINP in toys intended for teething because they aren’t safe.  It stands to reason these same chemicals should be permanently banned from other toys kids can and do put in their mouths.

Question:  Why should Congress act on this issue when the CPSC has conducted numerous toxicity studies on DINP and other phthalates and has never taken action to ban them from kid’s toys?

Answer:  In the 1980’s DEHP was the primary plasticizer used in pacifiers, baby bottle nipples and other children’s toys.  In 1983, CPSC staff decided that DEHP in children’s products might result in a substantial exposure to children to a substance that causes cancer in laboratory animals.   As a result, CPSC reached a voluntary agreement with the toy industry that eliminated DEHP from pacifiers, rattles and teethers.  In 1997 and 1998, CPSC conducted a thorough DINP toxicity study and found DINP caused liver toxicity and cancer in rodents.  CPSC officials concluded few children were at risk of liver or organ toxicity from mouthing teethers with DINP.  In November 1998, 12 environmental and public health organizations petitioned the Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC) to remove DINP from all toys intended for children up to age five. They also asked for a national health advisory on these products. After extensive press coverage, CPSC and U.S. toy manufacturers voluntarily agreed in December 1998 to remove DINP from toys intended for the mouth—because of risks and uncertainties regarding exposure—while CPSC studied potential risk to children from soft PVC toys.

Question:  Why do we need another ban, aren’t the voluntary agreements enough?

Answer:  Yes, a ban is necessary.  After the toy industry’s voluntary agreement (see above) with CPSC, about 90% of manufacturers indicated at the time that they had or would remove DINP from soft rattles and teethers by 1999. Although DEHP was voluntarily removed from mouthing toys 25 years ago by the toy industry, an Environment California report published in October of 2005, found 3 out of 4 of the teethers they tested contained phthalates 
 -- the tests found DBP in two of the teething rings and DEHP in a third teething ring.  A San Francisco Chronicle reporter who tested 18 toys – including 2 teething rings - for a November 19, 2006 news story found DEHP in one of the teething rings as well
. 

The presence of phthalates rarely appears on labels of toys sold in the U.S.   As a result, parents have no way of knowing if the toys they are giving their kids to play with – and teeth on – have been manufactured with phthalates without sending them to a lab – an expensive and impractical option for parents.  

ALTERNATIVES 

Question:  Do alternatives to the banned phthalates exist?

Answer:   Many alternatives are already available and in use—just ask the toy manufacturers in the European Union and other countries where these harmful chemicals are banned.   
Polyethylene and Polypropylene (non PVC plastic): You don't have to use PVC plastic to make toys which means you don't need phthalates – there are safe plastics don't require the use of phthalates.  Safer cost-effective alternatives to phthalates exist, such as toys made from other types of plastic such as polyethylene or polypropylene that are considered safer than PVC and do not require the use of phthalates. Other alternatives include biobased plastics, thermoplastic elastomers, and ethylene vinyl acetate (EVA) – all of which are free of toxic additives
.
Citrates. The EU ban would not have happened if the EU Scientific Committee on toxicity, Ecotoxicity and the Environment (CSTEE) had not cleared citrates in 2004 as an alternative to the banned phthalates.  
The industry submitted a risk assessment on citrates (acetyl tributyl citrate (ATBC)) in 2003, this was then reviewed by the CSTEE, which found them to be safe in an opinion from January 2004,
  ATBC was found not to be a developmental or reproductive toxicant in studies in mice and rats.
  The EU ban became permanent in 2005.

DINCH.  Another commonly used phthalate alternatives in toys is called DINCH.  There are no peer-reviewed publicly available scientific data on the toxicity of DINCH.  

However, the German chemical giant, BASF, shut down its European DEHP production after the EU ban became permanent in 2005.  Now BASF produces a new and profitable plasticizer line called DINCH – after spending five million Euros on safety testing – that is used in toys, food-contact materials and medical applications.

Grindsted Soft-n-Safe.  In addition, a Danish company Danisco, one of the largest manufacturers of food additives in the world, introduced a phthalate alternative for toys – with no hormone disrupting effects -- and other products that was approved for use in the EU in 2005.  Danisco received The Danish Society of Engineers’ Product Award for developing GRINDSTED® SOFT-N-SAFE – an environmentally friendly plasticizer based on vegetable oil for use in PVC.  
Question:  If we ban these chemicals, will the industry just turn to dangerous, unstudied substitutes?

Answer:  No.  There are safe, viable alternatives already in use.  First of all, the EU and other countries have had a ban in place for nearly a decade.  That means that companies already have moved to safer alternatives, with no rise in other dangers to children from those alternatives.  

Second, the phthalate ban includes a requirement that substitutes for the restricted phthalates cannot pose any risk of cancer, reproductive or other health harm.  That means that manufacturers can’t simply substitute another toxic chemical for the one that is banned.  

Finally, the fact that other chemicals that might be used to soften plastic are less studied does not mean that we should wait to ban chemicals that we know are dangerous.  If we followed that reasoning, we would never replace anything dangerous, for fear of what might come next.  That’s not sound logic for protecting consumers, especially the most vulnerable ones:  infants and small children.

Question:  The opposition has said that use of alternatives to the phthalate DiNP will result in more brittle plastics that could break and result in a choking hazard. Is this true?  

Answer:  There are many viable alternatives to phthalates. The European Union and approximately 14 other countries have banned the use of these chemicals; yet their children have soft toys and there have been no reports of increased choking from brittle toys. This is simply a scare tactic to distract us from the real problem. 

Question: Will a phthalate ban disrupt the U.S. Market? 

Answer:   There should be little to no short-term effect on U.S. workers since most children's toys sold in the U.S. are manufactured in China.  And, ironically, China is now manufacturing phthalate-free toys for distribution in the EU that are EU compliance.  

A U.S. ban on phthalates in kids toys won't disrupt the marketplace in the U.S. because we're not exporting, or manufacturing toys here - we're only importing them!

Ten years ago Mattel, Hasbro and Toys-R-Us – U.S. based multinational companies who represent 60% of toy sales here - announced they would globally meet the EU standards.

Other major retailers including Wal-Mart and Target are moving in that direction.

According to the Consumer Product Safety Commission, the following manufacturers have stopped using phthalates in teethers in early 1999: ArcoToys, Chicco, Disney, Evenflo, The First Years, Gerber, Hasbro (Playskool), Little Tikes, Mattel (Fisher-Price), Safety 1st, Sassy, Shelcore Toys and Tyco Preschool. 

Manufacturers that make phthalate free toys include Gerber, Little Tikes and the Natural Baby Catalogue. 

In fact, since the EU banned phthalates from toys, toy sales have increased, at a pace that exceeds their growth in the United States and prices look pretty much the same.  

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Question:  Will the ban place an unreasonable burden on manufacturers?

Answer:  No.  A U.S. ban on phthalates in kids’ toys won't disrupt the marketplace in the U.S.  There is very little toy manufacturing that takes place in the U.S.  95% of all toys are manufactured outside of the U.S. – 85% in China and 10% in Taiwan, Japan or the Philippines. The remaining 5% is high-end specialty toys.

The rest of the developed world banned phthalates from toys starting a decade ago and toy manufacturers responded by reformulating toys to remove toxic phthalates.  Now, Chinese manufacturers are making one set of "safe toys" for EU consumption and another set of "toxic toys" to dump on the U.S. because no other country will buy them.

By eliminating unnecessary exposure to phthalates in children's products, the United States will join the European Union and 14 other countries in requiring the safest toys for its children.  Twelve states have introduced –or are considering introducing – legislation to ban phthalates from children's toys and other products.

Question:  Where else have phthalates in toys been banned?

Answer:  The European Union and many countries have restricted the use of phthalates (at .01%) in children’s toys. The European Union has banned DEHP, DBP, and BBP in all toys and child care articles and banned DINP, DIDP, and DNOP in toys and child care articles that can be put in the mouth. 
Prior to the EU’s permanent ban, the following countries also had banned phthalates in children’s toys: Argentina, Austria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Fiji, Finland, Germany, Greece, Italy, Japan, Mexico, Norway, and Sweden. In many other countries, governments have requested voluntary industry action to remove phthalates, in some cases industry has voluntarily removed phthalates, and governments have issued health advisories related to phthalates.  

EUROPEAN UNION 

Question: When did the EU adopt their permanent ban on phthalates from kid’s toys?

The phthalate plasticizer most commonly used in toys, Diisononyl phthalate (DINP), and the two phthalates diisodecyl phthalate (DIDP) and di-n-octyl phthalate (DNOP) can only be used in toys and childcare articles that cannot be placed in the mouth.

The phthalate plasticizers di(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP - sometimes also referred to a DOP), Di-n-butyl phthalate (DBP) and Butylbenzyl phthalate (BBP) will no longer be allowed in any children’s toys or childcare articles.

December 1999.  Commission banned six phthalates (DINP, DEHP, DBP, DIDP, DNOP, and BBP) in toys and childcare articles intended to be put in the mouth.  

Based on an opinion  by the Commission's Scientific Committee on Toxicity, Ecotoxicity and the Environment (CSTEE), the Commission ordered a temporary ban on phthalates in 1999, after concerns (raised in Nordic countries) that toxic chemicals were ingested by children when chewing plastic toys. 

2003.  A risk assessment report published by the European Chemicals Bureau concluded that DINP, the main phthalate used in toys, was safe. 

June 2004. The Commission's Scientific Committee on Toxicity, Ecotoxicity and the Environment (CSTEE) overruled the report, disagreeing with the conclusion in its opinion on that risk assessment, arguing the risk assessment was based on the least protective reference study. 

July 2005.   European Parliament votes on permanent restrictions.   Di(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (DEHP), di-n-butyl phthalate (DBP), and benzyl butyl phthalate (BBP) are banned from all toys and child care items. And diisononyl phthalate (DINP), diisodecyl phthalate (DIDP), and di-n-octyl phthalate (DNOP) are banned from toys and child care items that children can put in the mouth. 
In 2005, the “under 3” reference in the ban was removed.
Question: When did the EU remove the “under 3’ reference out of their phthalates ban? 

Answer:     In 2005 in second reading of the law due to Parliament position, for all the steps of the legislative procedure, see   http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/file.jsp?id=173972
The EU originally limited its ban on certain phthalates (DINP, DnOP, DIDP) to toys marketed to “children under 3.”  In 2005 they rescinded the “under 3” requirement because they discovered manufacturers were simply pulling and re-tagging products “this toy not intended for use by children under 3” – instead of reformulating as the law intended.

Question:  What age range does the ban currently apply to in terms of toys; and childcare articles.  

Answer:  No age range whatsoever. The only distinction that is done is whether they can be put into the mouth or not.

For the three phthalates that are toxic to reproduction (DBP, DEHP, BBP): all toys. 

For the other three phthalates that are not toxic to reproduction: all toys that can be put into the mouth.

Question:  What has been the effect of removing toys with phthalates from European playrooms? Did the European ban disrupt the toy industry there?

Answer:  The shift in production practices failed to trigger the dire economic consequences the toy industry predicted during its annual negotiations with the EU. From 2002 to 2004, European toy-industry sales grew by 5 percent, to nearly $20 billion annually, according to the trade group Toy Industries of Europe. Responding to the ban, European industry began developing alternatives.
  

Given the number of phthalate –free toy manufacturers that have emerged throughout the world one could easily argue we have not only not seen a market disruption, but instead the opposite has occurred: the world market has been stimulated to produce safe alternatives.  

Question:  Hasn’t the EU Chemicals Bureau said that phthalates are safe? 

Answer: The European Union has banned all of the phthalates listed in this measure and they have upheld their decision time and again. While the European Chemicals Bureau did release a report minimizing the risk of two phthalates, this report was contradictory to other EU and scientific, peer-reviewed studies and the EU Scientific Committee on Toxicity, Ecotoxicity and the Environment overturned this report in 2004
. The EU upheld their ban on these phthalates because of the overwhelming evidence that shows that phthalates are unsafe for children. Studies that have been released since that report continue to reaffirm the toxic effects of phthalates and the effects of phthalate mixtures. 


Question:  The opposition states that the EU adopted their phthalate ban because of politics, not hard science. Is this true? 

Answer:  While U.S. regulators are looking for scientifically irrefutable evidence linking phthalates to human health harm our EU counterparts are acting on the principle of preventing harm before it happens.  Phthalates are one of the most heavily studied plasticizers and provide a clear example of how different the European and U.S. regulatory approach is when it comes to action on toxic chemicals.  U.S. officials have had access to the same data, the same scientists and the same scientific journals as the Europeans.  The only difference: Europe has decided to act. Industry opponents argue policymakers should ignore what they do know and instead focus on what we don’t know.  When we’re talking about children’s health, shouldn’t we err on the side of caution, act on what we do know and prevent harm before it happens?
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