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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Department of Toxic Substance Control’s
(DTSC) Safer Consumer Products DRAFT Priority Product Three Year Work Plan (Work Plan).
The Breast Cancer Fund is a national organization that works to prevent breast cancer by
eliminating our exposure to toxic chemicals and radiation linked to the disease. We translate the
growing body of scientific evidence linking breast cancer and chemical exposures from the
environment and consumer products into public education and advocacy campaigns that protect
our health and reduce breast cancer risk.

The Breast Cancer Fund has been involved in creating the California Safer Consumer Products
(SCP) Program throughout the process, from working on the enabling legislation to extensive
engagement on the development of the implementing regulations. We are excited about the
potential of the SCP Program to make consumer products in California safer, by identifying
chemicals of concern and using the unique element of the program — the required alternatives
analysis — to ensure both the removal of toxic chemicals and that the removal does not result in
regrettable substitutions of equally or more toxic chemicals. We very much appreciate all the
work the DTSC staff put into producing the Work Plan and bringing the SCP Program to this
point in the process. We look forward to working with the staff to continue this progress toward
full implementation of the SCP Program.

General Comments

The Breast Cancer Fund is pleased this next step is underway as the implementation of this
important program has been significantly delayed. In general, we support the product categories
offered in the plan and are particularly interested in the Beauty, Personal Care and Hygiene
Products; Cleaning Products; and Household/Office Furniture and Furnishings categories. We
also strongly encourage the SCP Program to include an additional category of Food Packaging,
which is discussed in more detail later in these comments. The breadth of the identified
categories will provide the necessary flexibility for the SCP Program to respond to emerging
concerns about chemicals in specific consumer products. The Breast Cancer Fund also supports
the goal of moving forward on 5-10 product/chemical pairings per year. This aggressive goal
will move the SCP Program forward expeditiously to tackle the task of evaluating and acting on
the vast number of consumer products that contain and expose consumers to hazardous or
potentially hazardous chemicals.

As the SCP Program looks at “sensitive subpopulations,” it is important to include environmental
justice communities and lower socioeconomic status (SES) communities that may not have
access to or be able to afford safer products, particularly when those products are the exception,
not the rule, and therefore sell at a premium.
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The Work Plan mentions working with other state agencies and U.S. EPA to gather information
on candidate chemicals and products. We strongly support doing so and encourage the SCP
Program to broaden the scope of the agencies with which you collaborate, including other federal
agencies, such as the FDA and the Consumer Product Safety Commission, which recently
released a Chronic Hazard Advisory Panel in-depth report on the hazards of the use of numerous
phthalates in children’s toys. Working with other agencies would also facilitate consideration of
the numerous routes of exposure to a particular chemical from various consumer product
categories.

The Breast Cancer Fund strongly encourages the SCP Program to continue to deeply engage the
consumer advocacy and environmental health and justice communities in the ongoing process.
DTSC staff should seek out the NGO community expertise so that industry is not the only voice
heard regarding selection of products and chemicals to analyze.

Food Packaging

A critically important consumer product category that is missing from the work plan is food
packaging and the Breast Cancer Fund strongly urges the SCP Program to add this category to
the final Work Plan.

Food packaging results in universal exposure to the population — everyone comes into contact
with some form of food packaging — and meets all of the attributes used to set the prioritized
product categories:

Clear pathway for exposure — Chemicals used in food packaging do not always stay in the
packaging. Product testing of food has repeatedly demonstrated that some of the hazardous
chemicals in food packaging leach into the food itself,* particularly if the packaging is stressed
in some way, such as by exposure to heat,’ resulting in direct ingestion.* Disposal of food
packaging also add to potential exposures, through mechanisms such as incineration or
contamination of water ways by plastic bottles and bags.>®

Found in biomonitoring studies — Chemicals used in food packaging are detected in people
through biomonitoring studies, including the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention’s
National Health and Nutrition Evaluation Survey (NHANES) studies.” In the case of bisphenol
A, a chemical commonly used in the lining of metal food cans, the short half-life of the chemical
in the human body and the ubiquitous exposure found by the NHANES data — 93% of Americans
have BPA in their body — speaks to the constant exposure and re-exposure to the public.® While
biomonitoring cannot differentiate the various sources of exposure to a particular chemical, this
information in combination with other research has identified food packaging as a major source
of exposure. In fact, for some of the candidate chemicals, food packing is believed to be a
primary source of exposure. A 2011 study conducted by the Breast Cancer Fund and the Silent
Spring Institute found on average a 65 percent drop in BPA level in families fed food that had
not come in contact with plastic packaging, showing that food packaging is a major source of
exposure.’

Observed in indoor air quality studies — Phthalates are a class of plasticizers used in various
products, including polyvinyl chloride, to make the plastic flexible. Phthalates provide a clear
example of the chemicals in food packaging that have also been identified in indoor dust,****



which can be both ingested and inhaled. While again, it is difficult to pinpoint the source of the
phthalates in dust, migration from food packaging is certainly a plausible contribution.

Impacts on sensitive populations — Food packaging exposures can be particularly impactful on
critical sensitive populations including pregnant women, children and communities with lower
SES.!21

More and more scientific data is pointing to the extreme sensitivity of a developing fetus to
chemicals exposures. Scientists are learning that the “when” of exposures may be as, or more,
important than the “how much” exposure for certain chemicals. These “windows of
susceptibility” begin with the very early development of the fetus. As a result, while measures to
reduce the exposure of young children to harmful chemicals is very important, protecting
pregnant women, and all women of childbearing age, may be even more important. Contrary to
prior understanding, the placenta is no longer viewed as a complete barrier to chemicals. More
and more evidence is documenting the transfer of chemicals from a pregnant woman’s body to
her amniotic fluid and cord blood. These pre-natal exposures can result in life-long impacts
including learning disabilities, attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD), reproductive
disorders; as well as a higher risk for obesity, certain cancers, including breast cancer, and other
serious medical conditions. Prenatal exposures to endocrine disrupting chemicals can be of
particular concern given the critical role of hormones in the sensitive development of the fetus.
BPA, styrene and numerous phthalates (including five that are banned from use in children’s
toys and three more recommended to be banned by a blue-ribbon panel of scientists) are all
examples of endocrine disruptors that are currently approved for use in food packaging.'* *°

Children eat and drink more per pound of body weight than adults, increasing their exposures
and therefore their body burden of these potentially harmful substances. Biomonitoring studies
have frequently found the highest level of certain chemical exposures in children. Small children
are more likely to spend time on the floor, increasing the likelihood of ingesting dust
contaminated by these chemicals, as well as put objects, such as toys which can leach chemicals,
into their mouth. Not only do children often have higher levels of exposure, but the fact that their
bodies are still developing make them more sensitive than adults to comparable exposures.

Communities with lower socioeconomic status may also have disproportionate exposures to
some food packaging chemicals. Access to high quality, less toxic food and food packaging may
be limited in these communities due to both expense and/or availability. In food deserts where
fresh produce is hard to come by, one would expect higher use of packaged foods, including
canned foods, which are more likely to contain chemicals leached from that packaging. Indeed, a
2012 study found higher BPA levels among individuals with lower incomes, and found that food
security, as a marker of socioeconomic position, predicted notably higher BPA levels.* In
addition, the disposal of food packaging may also release harmful chemicals through incineration
or leaching from landfills that are often located near poorer neighborhoods.

Impact on Aquatic Resources/ Water Quality — One need look no further than plastic bags and
bottles in our waterways and oceans to recognize the potential impact of the chemicals used in
these food packaging products on water quality and aquatic life. Aquatic systems are susceptible
to disruption by endocrine disrupting compounds, such as BPA and phthalates,*’ both of which
are used in food packaging.



A number of SCP Program candidate chemicals are approved for use in food packaging,
including BPA; phthalates, including DEHP; and styrene, a reasonably anticipated human
carcinogen used in packaging including coffee lids. The unique nature of the SCP Program,
which requires an alternatives analysis, can provide an important service to manufacturers and
consumers alike. BPA in food can linings is an excellent example of how the SCP Program can
help move the market forward to safer products. Due to consumer demand, manufacturers are
moving away from BPA use, but finding appropriate substitutes has proved challenging. In
addition, manufacturers have not been transparent about BPA substitutes being used, which may
have equally deleterious health effects. The alternatives assessment process is perfectly suited to
avoid regrettable substitutions by assisting manufactures in identifying substitutes and assuring
consumers about the safety of those substitutes.

For the reasons stated above, we strongly urge the SCP Program to add food packaging as a

consumer product category and consider bisphenol A, phthalates, styrene and other chemicals as
potential candidate chemicals.

Beauty, Personal Care and Hygiene Products

The Breast Cancer Fund strongly supports inclusion of the Beauty, Personal Care and Hygiene
Products category. We were a founding member and currently run the Campaign for Safe
Cosmetics — a coalition of over 100 organizations working with the public, policymakers and
businesses to remove hazardous chemicals, such as carcinogens, reproductive toxicants and
mutagens, from personal care products. This category is of particular and growing concern to
consumers, and the state also showed its interest/concern in the issue when the CA legislature
created the CA Safe Cosmetics Program Product Database. The database has provided
illuminating and deeply concerning information on the use of Prop 65 chemicals in personal care
products. A number of those substances are listed in the Work Plan as potential candidate
chemicals and we support all of those listings.

An important chemical functional category that is not included in the Work Plan is “fragrance.”
Because labeling laws for personal care products do not require the listing of chemicals
contained under the rubric of “fragrance,” the SCP Program can be particularly helpful in
identifying and finding safer alternatives to hazardous chemicals in fragrance. Some of the
chemicals of concern that would be captured under the category of fragrance include styrene,
phthalates and musk xylene.

The Breast Cancer Fund also encourages the SCP Program to include “toothpaste and
mouthwash” and “sunscreens” as subcategories under Beauty, Personal Care and Hygiene
Products. The Work Plan has identified the endocrine disruptor triclosan as a chemical of
concern in the Beauty, Personal Care and Hygiene category. The use of triclosan in toothpaste is
particularly concerning given the potential for direct ingestion, and we encourage the Work Plan
to call out that subcategory of products.

In addition to the threats to human health through direct use, triclosan has been found in
freshwater systems, especially lakes and streams near wastewater treatment, at concentrations
known to be harmful to wildlife.'®,*® Sunscreens are another product category that has raised
serious concern among the public due to use of chemicals such as benzophenone and
oxybenzone, which are potential endocrine disruptors.?®?+22232425 |n addition, benzophenone has
been identified as a carcinogen under California’s Prop 65.%



When considering “hair care products” and “nail care products,” we urge the SCP Program to
include special consideration of products marketed to women of color as well as occupational
hazards from their use. Hair straighteners, skin lighteners, and other products marketed to
women of color often include particularly toxic ingredients, so we encourage the Program to
look closely at these products for possible action. Hair and nail salon workers use these products
every day, all day, greatly increasing their exposure to potentially or known toxic substances.
The use of hair straightening products, such as Brazilian Blowout, exposes workers to
particularly high levels of formaldehyde, a known carcinogen.?’

The Breast Cancer Fund has several suggestions of other candidate chemicals to consider going
forward, some of which are found as contaminants in personal care products. Given the potential
hazards from these contaminants, we urge the SCP Program to consider chemical contaminants
as well as intentionally added ingredients when deciding on product/chemical pairings. Here are
the addition candidate chemical suggestions:

Formaldehyde — The Breast Cancer Fund is pleased to see formaldehyde listed as a potential
candidate chemical, and would strongly urge the program to include the numerous formaldehyde
releasing preservatives in the category, in addition to products that have directly added
formaldehyde. These formaldehyde releasers include 5-bromo-5-nitro-1,3-dioxane (Bronidox
C), Diazolidinyl Urea, DMDM Hydantoin , Imidazolidinyl Urea, Quaternium-15, Sodium
hydroxymethylglycinate , and 2-bromo-2-nitropropane-1,3 diol.

Per/polyfluorinated Compounds (PFCs) — PFCs are listed as potential candidate chemicals for
3 of the 7 product categories, however the personal care product category is not one of them. We
have found perfluorinated or polyfluorinated compounds, specifically polytetrafluoroethylene
(PTFE), in a number of personal care products, including anti-aging products. While
polytetrafluoroethylene is not of high concern in and of itself, we are very concerned that the
production of this chemical can result in contamination by the persistent and bioaccumlative
endocrine disruptor perfluorooactanoic acid (PFOA). We encourage the SCP Program to include
these chemicals for potential pairing in this category.

Acrylamide — The Breast Cancer Fund requests that acrylamide and any acrylamide derivatives
listed in the candidate chemicals be included on the list for potential pairings. Under CA
Proposition 65 acrylamide is known to the state of California to cause cancer. It is also listed by
the International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) as a “probable” carcinogen, and by the
U.S. National Toxicology Program (NTP) as a “reasonably anticipated” carcinogen. In addition,
acrylamide has specifically been linked to mammary tumors in animals.?® While it is sometimes
added intentionally to products, more frequently acrylamide is found as a contaminant from other
ingredients such as polyacrylamide and polyquateruium.

Nitrosamines— The Breast Cancer Fund requests that nitrosamines and any nitrosamine donors

listed in the candidate chemicals be included on the list for potential pairings. Nitrosamines are

contaminants that are formed if nitrosamine donors, such as diethanolamine (DEA) or cocamide
DEA, chemically interact with other intentionally added ingredients. Nitrosamines are listed by
IARC as “possible” carcinogens and under Proposition 65 as known to the state of California to
cause cancer.



Cleaning Products

The Breast Cancer Fund strongly supports the inclusion of cleaning products as a product
category under the Work Plan. The lack of ingredient disclosure in cleaning products makes the
category all the more concerning because consumers have no way of knowing which hazardous
chemicals are in which products. The concerns around fragrance raised in the Beauty, Personal
Care and Hygiene Products category apply equally here, as well as concern about other harsh
chemicals used in these products. In addition to the chemicals listed in the Work Plan, we
encourage the SCP Program to include 2-butoxyethanol, p-dichlorobenzene and petroleum
distillates, such as Stoddard solvent. We also urge the SCP Program to consider occupational
exposures when evaluating this category for future action.

The Breast Cancer Fund urges the Program to include dry cleaning chemicals in this category, in
particular, tetrachloroethylene, also known as perchloroethylene or PERC. Under CA
Proposition 65 tetrachloroethylene is listed as known to cause cancer by the state of California. It
is listed by IARC as a “probable” carcinogen, and by NTP as a “reasonably anticipated”
carcinogen. It is also one of the chemicals that has been linked to an array of adverse health
outcomes at U.S. Marine base Camp Lejeune.?**%*! In addition to consumer exposure from dry
cleaned clothes, it is a serious concern for water contamination, as was the case at Camp
Lejeune, as well as an occupational hazard for dry cleaning workers.

The Breast Cancer Fund appreciates this opportunity to comment on the proposed Work Plan.
We continue to be excited about the potential of this program and are looking forward to
working with SCP Program staff to create safer consumer products and a healthier population of
Californians.
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