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Introduction  

How much do you know about the chemicals listed on the labels of the 
skin and personal care products that you buy?  

You buy a bottle of shampoo or body lotion or shower gel. You ve probably 
bought it because of the pretty packaging, or maybe you saw the product 
advertised. You expect it to make you look and feel good. You include the 
product in your daily grooming routine. But do you really know what it s made 
of?  

Manufacturers are required by law to show what ingredients they use to make 
cosmetics products. These ingredients labels are usually lists of unpronounceable 
chemicals: you d need to be a trained chemist to actually understand what they 
mean and why they are included in the product.  

So why does it matter what they put in the bottle as long as the 
product does its job?  

It matters because the majority of the chemical ingredients have not been tested 
for safety and there is now growing evidence that some of these ingredients may 
do you harm.  

Your skin is the largest organ of your body and we now know that the skin is 
highly permeable. Many personal care products contain penetration enhancers 
which makes the skin even more porous. What you rub into your face, body, 
scalp, hands, arms and legs can be absorbed into your skin and enter your 
bloodstream. Over the long term, these chemicals can build up and remain in 
your body tissues. There is now even evidence that babies are being born with 
chemicals in their systems which have been inherited from their mothers via the 
umbilical cord. 

And there are reports that very many of the best-selling skin care 
products contain ingredients that are known to be toxic, dangerous 
and even carcinogenic. 'Carcinogenic' means that the ingredient can cause 
cancer.  

We, as consumers, have the right to expect that the products we are sold are 
safe and fit for their purpose. In the case of personal care products and 
cosmetics, this does seem far from the case.  

This booklet is designed to uncover some of the facts about what s really in your 
skin care, and why. 
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Regulation  what regulation?  

Contrary to popular belief, there's NO requirement for cosmetics 
ingredients to be tested before products are put on the market.  

There s no government-funded, sterile laboratory somewhere where white-
coated boffins are responsible for checking out that what we buy is safe to use. 
In practice, it's entirely up to the manufacturers to decide what ingredients they 
put in the products they sell us. It is only after the product has been put on the 
market that any regulation kicks in.   

A cosmetic is a substance that is meant to be applied to the skin, hair, nails, lips, 
external genitals, teeth or mouth and whose function is to clean, perfume, 
change appearance, protect, condition or deodorize.

   

Cosmetics are not subject to the same regulations as medicinal 
products such as drugs. Drugs are used to treat some medical ailment and 
they are intended to make changes to the body to treat the ailment. In the case 
of drugs, there are rigorous and lengthy trial and testing procedures which have 
to be completed before the regulatory bodies will approve the product for release 
on to the market.   

In the case of cosmetics, there are no government requirements for testing 
cosmetic products before they are put on the market. A cosmetic manufacturer 
can put almost anything into their products, provided that the ingredient is not 
actually banned.   

What regulation there is is provided almost exclusively by the industry itself.   

In the USA, there is a Cosmetic Ingredient Review panel which is a voluntary 
organisation made up of representatives of the cosmetic manufacturers. This 
panel assesses the toxicity of ingredients that go into cosmetics and it decides 
for itself which ingredients to test and which not to test.  

In the European Union, the manufacture of cosmetics is regulated by the 
European Cosmetics Directive which again puts the onus on safety testing on the 
manufacturers themselves. Government agencies on both sides of the Atlantic 
have powers to oversee this process, but in practice their role is mainly advisory 
and their powers are limited.   
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Big Beauty  

Beauty is BIG business. The cosmetics industry is worth $35 billion in the USA, 
£5 billion in the UK and 45 billion in Europe. Add to that the huge markets in 
Canada, Australia, Japan and South America and you have a worldwide industry 
with a huge vested interest in keeping us spending.    

We live in a celebrity culture which defines the ideal image for women, men 
and, increasingly, children. We see the stars on our screens and we envy them 
and their lifestyles. Fashions change fast and we strive to keep up.  

This ethos is ably served by Big Beauty.   

Powerful advertising persuades us that our appearance can be enhanced to 
mimic the models and celebrities whose looks we admire. But the cosmetics 
manufacturers rely on our vanity and ignorance to promote an ever-growing 
range of products into this avid market. Teenage girls and now boys are 
bombarded with the message that personal care and grooming means big 
spending on products to be applied to every outer surface of the body. The 
reliance on these products almost becomes an addiction and ensures that the 
consumers will suffer a lifetime of exposure to potentially harmful chemical 
ingredients.  

Competitive marketing reinforces our sense of insecurity about our 
appearance and our image of ourselves. Glossy advertisements portray 
impossibly slick images which serve only to enhance our anxieties about our 
appearance, our social acceptance and our sex appeal.  

And by locking us into these myths and playing on our fears the manufacturers 
have ensured that the market for their products is not particularly price sensitive. 
By clever market positioning, a product can become so desirable, even essential, 
that we gladly pay inflated prices to subscribe to the dream. And that is how the 
manufacturers make their big, big profits.  

With a multi-billion dollar industry to protect, the manufacturers spend huge 
amounts on lobbying governments to ignore the warnings about the effects of 
chemicals on our lives. They have no incentive to address the long-term 
consequences of what they are peddling.  Weak regulation makes it easy for this 
lobbying to succeed.   
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Allergies, Sensitivities and Reactions  

It s now commonplace for people to complain of allergies and sensitivities to a 
vast range of everyday substances. This phenomenon has become known as 
Multiple Chemical Sensitivity .  Symptoms may include skin conditions such as 
acne, eczema, psoriasis and illnesses such as asthma, migraine headaches, 
anaphylactic shock and chronic fatigue syndrome. Food intolerances are also a 
common symptom.  

Women are more susceptible than men and children are more susceptible than 
adults. And children can suffer from other reactions such as Attention 
Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder, now widely believed to be caused by synthetic 
food additives in their diet.  

Repeated exposure to quite low levels of chemicals can cause the body s nervous 
system to be affected and the immune system to be compromised, resulting in 
susceptibility to an ever wider range of allergy triggers.   

All these problems have emerged within the past fifty or so years, in 
line with the growth of the petrochemical industry. Petrochemicals are 
used in many materials and substances that we use every day, including plastics, 
detergents, medications, herbicides, pesticides, solvents, fuel oils, etc.   

The personal care and cosmetics products that we use are often made 
from these industrially produced synthetic chemicals whose long-term 
effects are not known.   

The weak regulation that is in place is failing to protect us. There are concerns 
that the allergies and sensitivities that we experience now may be the precursors 
to more serious problems such as cancer, reproductive disorders and birth 
defects.   

And people who work in the beauty industry, such as hairdressers, manicurists 
and cosmetologists, may be exposed to much higher levels of potentially 
dangerous toxins.   

For the sake of our own health and that of our children we cannot let 
this chemical assault on our bodies continue. We should question the 
assurances we receive that chemical ingredients are safe, and we should 
demand answers to the questions that an increasingly sceptical public are asking 
about the necessity of including untested chemicals in the products that we buy.  
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Ingredients Labels  

Cosmetics and personal care products manufacturers are required by 
law to print the product's ingredients on the packaging. The ingredients 
have to be listed in descending order of weight: therefore, the first ingredient on 
the list is the one which is the most present in weight of the product. Ingredients 
which are present in concentrations of less than 1% may be listed in any order 
after those in concentrations of 1% or more. And coloring agents may be listed 
after all the other ingredients.   

Most cosmetics include 'aqua' (water) and 'parfum' (perfume) in their list of 
ingredients. In the case of perfumes, there is no requirement for the 
manufacturers to list the component ingredients of perfumes (many contain 
dozens of components), and so there is no way of knowing exactly what is in 
them.   

The names of cosmetic ingredients appearing in ingredients lists are the 
standardized names which have been agreed between the EU Commission in 
Europe and the Food and Drug Administration in the USA. Using these common 
names has made it easier to import and export cosmetic products between 
markets which have similar regulations.   

However, these chemical-sounding names are not very helpful in 
knowing what is in a product.   

To most consumers, the list of ingredients in a cosmetic product is 
incomprehensible. To a trained chemist, the list of ingredients is similarly 
meaningless because it does not convey the formal definition of the chemical 
compound. Chemicals have a precise and formal definition which can be much 
longer than a couple of words. So these ingredient lists, which are a type of 
shorthand notation agreed by those in the know, don't really serve a very useful 
function.  

The packaging of the product is designed to sell the product, not to 
provide information to the consumer. When you buy the product, you re buying 
the dream 

 

your decision to buy is based on hope and the manufacturers are 
betting on the probability that you don t really want to know what s in the bottle.  
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Children and chemicals  

There have been a number of recent studies that show that babies are 
being born with chemicals already in their bodies.   

This chemical contamination has been passed from mother to baby via the 
umbilical cord.   

The long-term effects of this on our children are not yet known, but the 
consequences could be very serious because babies do not have a fully 
developed resistance or immune system to counteract the potential damage.   

One of the studies, by The Environmental Working Group entitled Body Burden

 

and published in 2005, states: 

Human health problems on the rise 
Over the past 50 years, as infectious childhood diseases like polio, 
smallpox, rheumatic fever, and diphtheria have largely been 
controlled, chronic conditions of less obvious origins have taken their 
place. Asthma, autism, attention deficit and hyperactivity disorders 
(ADD and ADHD), childhood brain cancer and acute lymphocytic 
leukemia have all increased over the past 30 years. Five to ten percent 
of American couples are infertile. Up to half of all pregnancies end in 
miscarriage. Three to five percent of babies are born with birth defects 

 Scientists cannot fully explain these increases, but early life 
exposure to environmental pollutants is a leading suspect.

 

US researchers have estimated that up to 10% of all neurobehavioral 
disorders are caused by toxic exposures.  

We should take these warnings very seriously. Many exposures 
to dangerous chemicals cannot be avoided because they are present in 
the air we breathe. But where we have a choice we should exercise 
that choice.  

One easy and obvious choice we can make is to steer clear of 
chemical- laden cosmetics and personal care products and instead buy 
products that are certified organic. As with food, buying genuinely 
organic goods is the only guarantee that the product does not contain 
any potentially harmful chemical ingredients. 
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Advertising 

It s a cliché but it s true. We go along with the advertising of products which 
promise to make us more beautiful because we want to believe it. We see 
the glamorous models with their perfect skin, beautiful teeth and gorgeous hair, 
and we want to look just like them.   

And yet, deep down, we suspect that we re being manipulated.  And, of course 
we re being manipulated: that s what advertising is supposed to do. Advertisers 
want us to want the products they re promoting and their ads send out powerful 
messages to influence our emotional responses.  

That would be OK if the messages were purely factual. We could make up our 
own minds on the basis of the evidence and buy what we fancied.  

But it s all very much more sophisticated than that. Because advertising of 
consumer goods is very weakly regulated, the language advertisers can use and 
the subliminal messages they can send out are often highly misleading.  

Take the adjective natural , for example. You would expect that the product 
contained mostly natural ingredients extracted from plants and that it would be 
free from synthetic chemical ingredients. Somehow, we expect a natural 
product to be pure and beneficial and, hopefully, to be good for us.  

The word natural is used liberally in advertising precisely because that is what 
consumers want to hear. But there is no accepted legal or scientific 
definition of what natural actually means. A product can contain less than 
one percent of plant-derived ingredients and still be legally advertised as 
natural .  

The same applies to terms such as allergy tested , hypoallergenic, 
dermatologically tested , unscented , pure , herbal , even organic .  

Without proper legal definitions, and without an adequate regulatory system to 
enforce such definitions, these terms are effectively meaningless. Advertisers can 
use them however they want.  

Don t be deceived by misleading advertising. Check the ingredients label on your 
natural product to see what it really contains. You may be buying more than 
you think, but not what the advertising had led you to believe.  
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Why we should go Organic  

The only way to be sure that the personal care products you are using are free 
from harmful chemical ingredients is to buy a brand that is labelled certified 
organic .  

Organic  means that the ingredients used in the product are grown, cultivated 
and stored without the use of synthetic chemicals, herbicides, pesticides, 
fumigants and other toxins.  

Certified Organic  means that the products produced to these rigorous organic 
standards have been approved and certified by an independent, certifying body. 
Organic certification requires:  

 

95% of ingredients of agricultural origin must be certified organic (no 
synthetic chemicals/additives used in planting, harvesting or processing) 

 

Remaining 5% of ingredients also bound by strictly regulated guidelines: 
must be neutral substances 

 

Absolutely no synthetic chemicals, additives or artificially processed 
ingredients 

 

Certification standards audited annually for maximum product integrity  

Brands such as Jurlique, Avalon Organics, Emma Organics, Terressentials, 
Organic Formulations, Aubrey Organics, Dr Hauschka and Weleda contain some 
organic ingredients.  But none of them carry a certifying body s logo, such as the 
ACO or USDA, to authenticate their certification. All of these companies products 
contain synthetic ingredients in small and/or large proportions.  

The ONE Group is the world s first genuinely certified organic manufacturer of 
skin care, hair care, body care, oral care, health care and cosmetics products.  
ONE Group guarantees: 

 

Independent third-party guarantee of the quality and purity of all ingredients 
(certified organic) 

 

Safe, clean and potent plant extracts of high vitality 

 

Complete avoidance of poisonous synthetic chemicals that can cause 
allergies and disease in adults and children 

 

Authenticity and integrity of organic/natural claims  

http://www.aussieorganicsrus.com


   

Aussie Organics R Us 

 

www.aussieorganicsrus.com

  

Page 9     

Miessence

 
is ONE Group s brand of organic personal care products, which 

includes skin care, body care, hair care, dental care, cosmetics and more.  

This is a luxury, affordable range which, unlike its 
competitors, contains absolutely no synthetic chemical 
ingredients.  

To buy Miessence certified organics, please visit 

www.aussieorganicsrus.com  

and click on Shop on-line
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Round the World  

The subject of chemicals in consumer products is receiving an increasing amount 
of interest around the world.   

Journalists, commentators, doctors, public figures and even politicians 
are now coming to realise that there are serious questions to be asked 
and answered.   

The following pages contain reprints of just some of the topical articles which 
have appeared in the world s press. All of these articles have also appeared on 
the Internet and are included here as written.   

You can find more examples of what s being said in the world s press by going to 
www.google.com and clicking on News. You can then search for articles on the 
topics of your choice.           
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Monday, July 25, 2005 

By Peter Waldman, The Wall Street Journal 

For years, scientists have struggled to explain rising rates of some cancers and childhood brain 
disorders. Something about modern living has driven a steady rise of certain maladies, from breast 
and prostate cancer to autism and learning disabilities.  

One suspect now is drawing intense scrutiny: the prevalence in the environment of certain 
industrial chemicals at extremely low levels. A growing body of animal research suggests to some 
scientists that even minute traces of some chemicals, always assumed to be biologically 
insignificant, can affect such processes as gene activation and the brain development of newborns.  

An especially striking finding: It appears that some substances may have effects at the very lowest 
exposures that are absent at higher levels.  

Some scientists, many of them in industry, dismiss such concerns. But the new science of low-dose 
exposure is challenging centuries of accepted wisdom about toxic substances and rattling the 
foundation of environmental law.  

Modern pollution restrictions aim to limit exposures to levels past studies have found safe. For 
example, it's known mercury can cause learning problems in children if it's above 58 parts per 
billion in the bloodstream. Dividing 58 by 10 to provide a margin of safety, U.S. regulators advise 
that children and young women not accumulate more than 5.8 parts per billion of mercury, by 
limiting consumption of certain fish such as tuna.  

But what if it turned out some common substances have essentially no safe exposure levels at all? 
That was ultimately what the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency concluded about lead after 
studying its effects on children for decades. Indications some other chemicals may have no safe 
limits have led regulators in Europe and Japan to bar the use of certain compounds in toys and in 
objects used to serve food. In the U.S., federal scientists are devising new tests that could be used to 
screen thousands of common chemicals to make sure they're safe at extremely low exposures.  

Using advanced lab techniques, scientists have found that with some chemicals, traces as minute as 
mere parts per trillion have biological effects. That's one-millionth of the smallest traces even 
measurable three decades ago, when many of today's environmental laws were written. With some 
of these chemicals, such trace levels exist in the blood and urine of the general population.  

Some chemical traces appear to have greater effects in combination than singly, another challenge 
to traditional toxicology, which tests things individually.  

The human body is complex, and effects seen in tests on small laboratory animals and in human 
cells don't necessarily mean health risks to people. "The question is what do we do about these low 
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levels once we know they're there," says Steve Hentges of the American Plastics Council, a trade 
association.  

For their part, companies and industry groups have attacked low-dose research as alarmist and are 
challenging the findings with scientific studies of their own. Some industry studies have 
contradicted the low-dose findings of university and government labs. One reason, says Rochelle 
Tyl, a toxicologist who does rodent studies on contract for industry groups, is that academics seek 
"to find out if a chemical has an intrinsic capacity to do harm," while industry scientists try to 
measure actual dangers to people.  

The result is that low-dose research has sparked a number of heated scientific and regulatory 
controversies:  

-- Tiny doses of bisphenol A, which is used in polycarbonate plastic baby bottles and in resins that 
line food cans, have been found to alter brain structure, neurochemistry, behavior, reproduction and 
immune response in animals. Makers and users of the chemical maintain, citing a Harvard review 
of 19 studies, that the chemical is harmless to humans at such levels.  

-- Minute levels of phthalates, which are used in toys, building materials, drug capsules, cosmetics 
and perfumes, have been statistically linked to sperm damage in men and genital changes, asthma 
and allergies in children. The U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention has detected 
comparable levels in Americans' urine. Manufacturers say there is no reliable evidence that 
phthalates cause any health problems.  

-- A chemical used in munitions, called perchlorate, is known to inhibit production of thyroid 
hormone, which children need for brain development. The chemical has been detected in drinking-
water supplies in 35 states, as well as in fruits, vegetables and breast milk. The EPA has spent years 
mulling what is a safe level in drinking water. The Defense Department and weapons makers 
maintain it is harmless at much higher doses than those that Americans ingest.  

-- The weed killer atrazine has been linked to sexual malformations in frogs that were exposed to 
water containing just 1/30th as much atrazine as the EPA regards as safe in human drinking water. 
The herbicide's main manufacturer, Syngenta AG, says other studies prove atrazine is safe. The 
EPA favors more study.  

With so much still unknown, regulators are proceeding on different tracks in different countries. 
Japan's government designates about 70 chemicals as potential "endocrine disruptors" -- substances 
that may, at tiny doses, interfere with hormonal signals that regulate human organ development, 
metabolism and other functions. Japan has just completed a $135 million research push on 
endocrine disruptors, including setting up a national research center. The Japanese government also 
has banned certain phthalates in food handlers' gloves and containers, after detecting them in food. 
One manufacturer, Fujitsu Ltd., has pledged to phase out its use of most suspected endocrine 
disruptors over coming years.  

The European Union has banned some kinds of phthalates in cosmetics and toys, and it is 
considering a ban on nearly all phthalates in household goods and medical devices. The EU also is 
planning to require new safety tests for thousands of industrial chemicals, many of which already 
exist in people's bodies at trace levels. Industry, which would have to bear the cost of proving 
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countless current products safe, is fighting the measures, calling them a massive unnecessary 
burden.  

In the U.S., there are divisions within the government. The White House plays down the issue, 
saying the low-dose hypothesis is unproved. But many federal scientists and regulators at the EPA 
and Health and Human Services Department are forging ahead with new methods for assessing 
possible low-dose dangers. Legislatures in two states, California and New York, are considering 
bills that would ban use of certain phthalates in toys, child-care products and cosmetics, while a 
California bill would restrict bisphenol A.  

One of the early scientists to focus on possible low-dose risks was biologist Theo Colborn of the 
World Wildlife Fund. Studying the decline of certain birds, mammals and fish in the upper 
Midwest, Dr. Colborn spotted some patterns: Species that struggled to survive in the industrialized 
Great Lakes thrived in inland areas that were less polluted. And some offspring in more-polluted 
regions had gender abnormalities, such as feminized sex organs in males. She theorized that trace 
amounts of chemicals in the environment were disrupting hormones.  

Dr. Colborn and colleagues popularized low-dose concerns in a series of conferences, articles and a 
best-selling 1996 book called "Our Stolen Future." That year the EPA asked an outside advisory 
panel to consider ways of screening industrial chemicals for hormonal effects, a process still 
incomplete.  

In 2000, a separate EPA-organized panel, after reviewing 49 studies, said some hormonally active 
chemicals affect animals at doses as low as the "background levels" to which the general human 
population is subject. The panel said the health implications weren't clear but urged the EPA to 
revisit its regulatory procedures to make sure such chemicals are tested in animals at appropriately 
small doses.  

The EPA hesitated. It responded in 2002 that "until there is an improved scientific understanding of 
the low-dose hypothesis, EPA believes that it would be premature to require routine testing of 
substances for low-dose effects."  

The Bush administration's regulatory czar, John Graham -- administrator of the Office of 
Information and Regulatory Affairs at the White House Office of Management and Budget -- later 
publicly dismissed as unproven the idea that the hormonal system could be disrupted by multiple 
low-dose exposures to industrial chemicals. For the past two years, the administration has proposed 
funding cuts for EPA research on suspected endocrine disrupters, but Congress has kept the 
funding roughly level at about $10 million a year.  

Since the review panel met in 2000, scientists have published more than 100 peer-reviewed articles 
reporting further low-dose effects in living animals and in human cells. These findings are 
generating some early insights in the thorny process of translating laboratory data into conclusions 
about human health.  

One of the most provocative is that some hormonally active chemicals seem to have more effects at 
extremely low exposures than at higher ones. This challenges an axiom of toxicology stated by the 
Swiss chemist Paracelsus nearly 500 years ago: The dose makes the poison.  
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Toxicologists traditionally derive risk by exposing rodents to chemicals to find the lowest dose that 
leads to tumors, birth defects or other readily observable effects. Regulators then divide the highest 
"no-observable-effect" dose by an "uncertainty factor" -- anywhere from 10 to 1,000 -- to set a 
maximum human exposure they can be confident is safe.  

But now researchers have found chemicals that have hormonal effects on lab animals and on 
human cells in much tinier amounts than their standard no-observable-effect levels. And with some 
of these chemicals, as the tiny doses given to animals are increased, the effects recede. Then, at 
much higher levels, broad systemic impacts appear, such as reduced body weight.  

An example is bisphenol A, or BPA, the ingredient in polycarbonate baby bottles and food-can 
linings. It evidently is widespread in the environment. In the U.S., the CDC has found traces of it in 
95 percent of urine samples tested. In Japan, researchers have detected BPA in fetal amniotic fluid 
and the umbilical cords of newborns.  

Studying BPA in rats in 1988, the EPA concluded the lowest exposure with an "observed adverse 
effect" was 50 milligrams a day per kilogram of body weight. Dividing 50 by an uncertainty factor 
of 1,000, the agency set a daily safe limit for humans of 0.05 milligrams of BPA per kilogram of 
body weight. Since then, however, academic scientists in several countries have done more than 90 
studies that have found BPA effects on animals and human cell cultures from exposures well below 
this level.  

The EPA used a relatively crude measure of the chemical's effects: changes in rodents' body 
weights. The new studies looked at subtler, hormone-related effects. Some studies found changes in 
rodents' reproductive organs and brains at doses as low as 0.002 milligram per kilogram of body 
weight per day. That is just one-25,000th the dose that the EPA said was the lowest exposure 
having an observable adverse effect.  

Seeking to explain this pattern, scientists cite the endocrine system's exquisite sensitivity. Animals 
and humans secrete infinitesimal amounts of various hormones, such as estrogen, that trigger 
responses when they occupy special receptors on the cells of various organs. BPA is among 
numerous chemicals that can mimic estrogen by occupying cells' estrogen receptors. When they do 
this at critical phases of development, the chemicals can trigger unnatural biological responses, 
such as brain and reproductive abnormalities.  

At higher doses, however, BPA and other endocrine disruptors -- instead of triggering the unnatural 
responses -- appear to overwhelm the receptors. That explains, scientists say, why some chemicals 
seem to have more potent hormonal effects at very low doses than at higher ones.  

Mr. Hentges of the American Plastics Council says studies show BPA is harmless at the tiny levels 
to which humans are exposed. In 2001 the plastics council agreed to pay Harvard's Center for Risk 
Analysis, part of the Harvard School of Public Health, $600,000 to review BPA studies. The 10 
panelists found "no consistent affirmative evidence of low-dose BPA effects" on the basis of 19 
studies that were selected by April 2002 for review.  

However, many more BPA studies kept coming out, and when the center published its report last 
fall, three of the 10 panelists declined to be listed as authors. "There are other papers published 
after the 'cut-off' date that the panel did not review that may have altered their conclusions," says 
one of the three, Paul Foster of the National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences. A fourth, 
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Claude Hughes of Quintiles Transnational Corp., a pharmaceutical consulting firm, signed but 
made the same point in a journal commentary criticizing the report and calling for a new EPA risk 
assessment. The Harvard risk center's executive director, George Gray, acknowledges that a 
"torrent of new papers on BPA" may have made it impossible for the panel to review everything by 
its deadline.  

The plastics council's Mr. Hentges says his group reviews all studies on BPA and believes none 
have changed the basic conclusion of the Harvard report. "We continue to believe that the weight of 
evidence indicates BPA poses no risk to human health," he says.  

Environmental chemicals don't exist in isolation. People are exposed to many different ones in trace 
amounts. So scientists at the University of London checked a mixture. They tested the hormonal 
strength of a blend of 11 common chemicals that can mimic estrogen.  

Alone, each was very weak. But when scientists mixed low doses of all 11 in a solution with 
natural estrogen -- thus simulating the chemical cocktail that's inside the human body today -- they 
found the hormonal strength of natural estrogen was doubled. Such an effect inside the body could 
disrupt hormonal action.  

"In isolation, the contribution of individual (estrogen-like chemicals) at the concentrations found in 
wildlife and human tissues will always be small," wrote the scientists, led by Andreas Kortenkamp, 
who directs research on endocrine disruptors for the EU. But because such compounds are so 
widespread in the environment, the researchers concluded, the cumulative effect on the human 
endocrine system is "likely to be very large."  

To test chemicals, toxicologists traditionally dose animals with a single substance and then dissect 
them. But this method can't spot the subtle effects associated with today's multiple exposures to 
low-dose chemicals, says John Bucher, of the National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences.  

Now he and his boss, Christopher Portier, are revamping the federal government's National 
Toxicology Program, which sets standards for how chemicals are tested. Over about seven years, 
they hope to develop a series of lab tests that will ultimately screen some 100,000 industrial 
compounds, individually and in mixtures, for biochemical "markers" such as effects on specific 
genes.  

The chemicals then will be ranked by mechanism of action and suspected toxicity, and assigned 
priorities for further study. "It's taken us 25 years and $2 billion to study 900 chemicals," Dr. 
Portier says. "If this works, we can study 15,000 in a year."  

------  

  

http://www.post-gazette.com/pg/05206/543496.stm
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Dec 6, 2005 5:52 pm US/Pacific 

Renewed Debate Over Antiperspirants & 
Cancer  

 

Kim Mulvihill, M.D. Reporting  

(CBS 5) There's renewed concern over a possible link between the use of antiperspirants and breast 
cancer. 

 

In the past, the Food and Drug Administration has labeled this story an urban myth. 

 

Even though the agency says antiperspirants are safe and effective, FDA officials now say more studies 
need to be done. 

 

Read the list of ingredients in an antiperspirant and one thing is certain -- you'll find aluminum. 

 

It's the active ingredient that keeps you dry, and it's what's been fueling the breast cancer-antiperspirant 
debate for years. 

 

Some, like Dr. Kris McGrath believe there is a link between antiperspirants, underarm shaving and some 
breast cancers. "I personally feel there is a very strong correlation between underarm hygiene habits and 
breast cancer," said Dr. McGrath. 

 

In research published two years ago, McGrath studied more than 400 breast cancer survivors. He found 
the more frequently these women shaved and used antiperspirants - and the earlier they began these 
habits - the sooner they got breast cancer. 

 

Another study published this year suggests aluminum acts like the hormone estrogen and it questions 
whether long-term exposure to products containing low levels of aluminum - like an antiperspirant - may 
increase the risk of breast cancer. 

 

The billion-dollar cosmetics industry disagrees. "I think the products are safe and I think the best science 
is being applied to making that determination that they're safe," said John Bailey with the Cosmetic, 
Toiletry & Fragrance Association. 

 

Meanwhile, the American Cancer Society, the National Cancer Institute, and the FDA, all say more 
research is needed to definitively answer the question. 

 

So what should women do now? 
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"I don't think there's any evidence antiperspirants are the smoking gun," said Dr. Laura Esserman, 
Director of the UCSF Breast Care Center, but it s just like anything else that you would take  any 
medicine, any chemical agent, you should ask yourself do I really need this?" 

 
There are alternatives, like deodorants, which are designed to cover up odors. 

 

Unlike antiperspirants, they do not contain aluminum. But they don't block sweat, either.  

 

And while some people swear by natural products, others say they just don't work as well.  

 

As far as shaving one s armpits, Dr. Kim Mulvihill says it s simply not known whether tears in the 
follicles might allow chemicals into the body, thereby increasing one s chances of getting breast cancer. 
Since breast cancer is a complex disease, Dr. Mulvihill says more research is needed. 

(© MMV, CBS Broadcasting, Inc. All Rights Reserved.) 

  

CBS 

© MMV, CBS Broadcasting, Inc. All Rights Reserved. 

http://cbs5.com/local/local_story_340211056.html
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Last Update: Wednesday, November 23, 2005. 5:00pm 
(AEDT) 

Modern products may affect boys' 
hormones 
By Anna Salleh for ABC Science Online 

Chemicals found in products ranging from plastics to cosmetics may 
subtly reduce testosterone production in newborn boys, a new study has 
found. 

Danish paediatric endocrinologist Professor Niels Skakkebæk, of the 
Rigshospitalet in Copenhagen, and team report their study of newborn 
exposure to phthalates in the journal Environmental Health Perspectives.

 

"It gives a small piece of information that the newborn testis may be 
fragile to such toxins," says Prof Skakkebæk, who is in Australia this week 
for the Australian Society for Medical Research national conference on 
Stradbroke Island, Queensland. 

"Whether the effects will persist, we can't tell, but we were quite surprised 
at all to find such an association." 

Evidence from animal experiments suggest phthalates are endocrine 
disrupting chemicals that can harm the male reproductive system, says 
Prof Skakkebæk. 

He says humans are continuously exposed to phthalates from products 
such as PVC flooring, children's toys, detergents, cosmetics and food 
packaging.  

But the impact on human health is unknown. 

His team looked at the impact of phthalate exposure in over a 100 baby 
boys in Denmark and Finland.

 

At three months, boys have a peak in hormones, says Prof Skakkebæk, and 
this "mini puberty" is an excellent time to study whether a newborn boy 
has normal testicular function. 

The researchers took blood samples and measured testosterone 
production from both the testis and pituitary gland, which interacts with 
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the testis at around three months to produce the burst of testosterone. 

They also analysed the concentration of six phthalates in the mother's 
breast milk.

 
"If mothers had more of certain phthalates in their breast milk, the boys 
apparently responded by having less testosterone action," says Prof 
Skakkebæk. 

Prof Skakkebæk stresses that he is not recommending women stop 
breastfeeding.

 

To read more about this story, click here.   

   

http://www.abc.net.au/news/newsitems/200511/s1515286.htm
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Posted on Mon, Dec. 12, 2005 

Study: Unsafe cosmetics 
may cause cancer  

Bay City News Service  

Several cosmetics and personal care products popular with teenagers contain 
ingredients linked to breast cancer and other serious health problems, 
according to Washington-based Environmental Working Group's recent study of 
beauty products. 

In light of `Skin Deep,'' the brand-by-brand safety guide with information on 
more than 14,000 products, environmental health advocate group Breast 
Cancer Fund is asking for governmental intervention and hopes to raise public 
awareness about these potential harms. 

`We don't believe that consumers should have to stop using cosmetic products,'' 
Breast Cancer Fund spokesman Kevin Donegan said. `We just believe 
consumers should have access to safer products.'' 

Breast Cancer Fund, a founder of the Campaign for Safe Cosmetics, also asks 
for producer responsibility, pointing the finger at Sally Hansen, Procter and 
Gamble's Cover Girl and Neutrogena, none of which were immediately available 
for comment. 

Breast Cancer Fund and `Skin Deep'' named several toxic chemicals that 
should be avoided. 

Found in some nail polish products, Dibutyl phthalate or DBP, is banned from 
cosmetics in Europe and may increase risk of breast cancer and other cancers. 

Formaldehyde and toluene, both found in nail polish, `are particularly nasty 
ingredients,'' and are listed by the U.S. National Toxicology Program as 
`reasonably anticipated'' carcinogens. 

Parabens, which are found in some blush products, are preservatives that act 
like estrogen in the body, increasing the risk of breast cancer. While several 
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cosmetics and body care companies are removing parabens from their 
products, `Skin Deep'' warns against Cover Girl Cheekers Blush, which contains 
propylparaben and methylparaben. 

Since adolescence is a time of vulnerability to chemical exposures that 
contribute to later development of breast cancer, Breast Cancer Fund is 
concerned for cosmetic use among teens. 

Registered Nurse and Breast Cancer Fund Executive Director Jeanne Rizzo 
said puberty is a time of rapid cell development when tissues are more sensitive 
to external toxins. 

And teens are using cosmetics at increasing rates, according to Donegan. The 
number of girls ages 11 to 14 who use lipstick or lip gloss on a daily basis has 
more than doubled in two years, according to a 2004 industry report by Mintel 
International Group, and more than two in five girls in that age group wear eye 
shadow or eyeliner. 

`It appears that there's an upward trend,'' Donegan said.  

  

http://www.mercurynews.com/mld/mercurynews/news/local/13389505.htm
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There's no avoiding synthetic chemicals  
U.S. slow to react to possible toxic compounds as Europeans 
are setting the pace for reforms  

By Douglas Fischer, STAFF WRITER    

Like many new Berkeley parents, Michele Hammond and Jeremiah Holland try to 
live as green a life as they can, making as informed a choice on synthetic chemicals 
as possible.  

But at a certain point, they throw up their hands  

More than 80,000 chemicals are in use, yet the Environmental Protection Agency 
has full toxicity data on less than one-quarter. Manufacturers bringing new 
chemicals to market  at the rate of nearly 1,000 a year  provide little data on 
the health impacts of those compounds.  

Almost none of that makes it to product labels.  

Last month, Europe moved a step closer to enacting a far- reaching chemical reform 
package known as REACH. The package  officially the Registration, Evaluation and 
Authorization of Chemicals  puts the burden of proof on manufacturers to show 
their chemicals are safe and bans the most harmful ones.  

REACH has been strongly opposed by industry and the Bush administration, which 
characterize it as unwieldy, impractical, unnecessary and expensive.  

"We see decades of arguments over various chemicals ... and the government 
basically unable to do anything about it," said Stacy Malkan of Health Care Without 
Harm. "In Europe, they're looking at the same science, and they're saying, 'OK, this 
looks bad, potentially toxic to kids,' and they've ... banned phthalates in toys and 
are banning them in cosmetics."  

Signs of change here are emerging.  

For starters, state regulators increasingly are looking to Brussels, Belgium, not 
Washington, D.C., for guidance.  

New York, Massachusetts and California are exploring ways to paste pieces of 
REACH into their local statutes. Next month, Assemblywoman Wilma Chan, D-
Oakland, will resume her effort to ban certain phthalates and chemicals from 
children's toys.  

Biomonitoring efforts by nonprofit groups, university researchers and the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention will shed more information about exposures. The 
results will be scattered, less uniform and, in some cases, more prone to 

http://www.aussieorganicsrus.com


   

Aussie Organics R Us 

 

www.aussieorganicsrus.com

  

Page 23     

interpretation error and criticism than had it been done under the state's aegis, but 
it will be there.  

And information collected in Europe by REACH will find its way here.  

"The concerns of scientists, particularly European scientists, is that we'd like to not 
have a return of the PCBs, where they're in the sediment and they're going to be 
with us for the next  

50 years," said Hooper, the CalEPA scientist.  

"PBDE levels are not going down. There is another PCB out there," he said.  

Contact Douglas Fischer at dfischer@angnewspapers.com.   

  

http://www.insidebayarea.com/trivalleyherald/localnews/ci_3301721
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19 November 2005 

THE TOXIC CHILD  
35 poisons in girl's blood ..some banned in Britain  

By Geoffrey Lakeman  

SCHOOLGIRL Mollie Clements was dubbed the Toxic Kid after experts found 35 dangerous chemicals in her blood. 

Now 11-year-old Mollie's case may help bring major changes in EU environment laws. 

Most of the chemicals are in everyday household products such as cosmetics and detergents, nonstick frying pans 

or food packaging. They are linked to cancer, birth defects and fertility problems. But some were banned in Britain 30 

years ago. 

Mollie's family were among 40 people tested for 108 chemicals as part of a campaign by the Worldwide Fund for 

Nature for stricter controls on dangerous substances. 

This week Mollie flew to the European Parliament in Strasbourg, where after seeing her test results MEPs voted in 

favour of phasing out danger chemicals. They include the pesticide DDT and PCB, used in electrical goods but 

banned here in the 70s. The family, from Seaton in Devon, were tested last year. Mum Sara, 43, a nurse, was found 

to have 32 chemicals. Dad Ian, 46, a physiotherapist, had 30. Their 15-year-old son Louis had 17 and daughter Amy, 

12, had 30. 

Sara said yesterday: "It was shocking when we found out just how many chemicals were in Mollie but I'm sure she 

isn't alone. "The situation must be addressed and this is the first major step." 

The WWF wants tighter controls under the EU's Reach law - Registration, Evaluation and Authorisation of 

Chemicals. It would shift responsibility for proving additives are safe from governments to the chemical industry 

worldwide and force it to accept much tougher standards. 

Justin Woolford, WWF chemicals and health campaign chief, said: "The Government and EU must ensure these 

chemicals are banned and replaced with safe alternatives." 

 

http://www.mirror.co.uk/news/tm_objectid=16388958&method=full&siteid=947
62&headline=the-toxic-child--name_page.html
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What's your poison? Europe 
makes it clear 
By Marla Cone, London 
November 19, 2005 

THE European Parliament has approved legislation requiring safety testing of thousands 
of compounds widely used in everyday products. 

The legislation aims to improve the ways people are protected from toxic chemicals. 

If a council of national governments in Europe approves the legislation, it would force 
industries worldwide to test their chemicals for effects on human health and the 
environment. The standards would be the world's strictest, eclipsing US laws, and could 
lead to global bans on some compounds. 

Chemicals found in many products such as computers, cosmetics, cars, furniture, 
detergent and pesticides  would have to undergo basic toxicity testing. Those used in 
the largest volumes would be subjected to more rigorous testing. 

Called REACH, or Registration, Evaluation and Authorisation of Chemicals, the law 
could cost US industries that export products to Europe billions of dollars. 

The Bush Administration and the US chemical industry teamed to fight the European 
Union's proposal, calling it unworkable and excessive. 

"If enacted, manufacturers and consumer product companies from Boston to Bombay that 
use essential chemical products would be impacted by this misguided scheme," said 
American Chemistry Council president and chief executive Jack Gerarad. 

Under current US and EU laws, most chemicals  those that were used before 1981 in 
Europe and 1976 in the US  do not have to be tested for toxicity. 
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The new European law was prompted by discoveries that chemicals are amassing in 
human bodies, particularly breast milk, as well as in wildlife. In most cases, the potential 
dangers are unknown. Roughly 70,000 to 100,000 chemicals are in commerce today, and 
experts say that more than 90 per cent have not been subjected to basic toxicity testing for 
health and ecological effects. 

"These new rules will make a huge difference in protecting people's health, both at work 
and in everyday life, and in safeguarding our environment," said Italian Socialist Party 
member Guido Sacconi, who brokered the policy approved on Thursday. 

"Companies will have to show that the chemicals they produce or import are safe. But the 
competitiveness of European firms will not be threatened." 

Parliament's vote, which came after years of debate and thousands of amendments, was 
considered a major hurdle. 

Europe's diverse political parties  led by the conservative People's Party and the 
Socialists  agreed after major concessions were made to accommodate some of 
industries' concerns. 

The proposal now goes to Europe's other legislative assembly, the Council of Ministers, 
which represents the EU's 25 member states. 

The council already is considering a draft, crafted by Britain, similar to the one 
Parliament adopted. A vote could come next month. 

Europe's executive branch, the European Commission, approved REACH two years ago 
and has endorsed the new concessions. 

Members of the European Commission overseeing industry and environmental issues say 
the legislation could become final in December. 

LOS ANGELES TIMES 

http://www.mirror.co.uk/news/tm_objectid=16388958&method=full&siteid=947
62&headline=the-toxic-child--name_page.html
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Analysis highlights health risks associated 
with teenage cosmetics 

 

By Simon Pitman 

 

12/9/2005 - US lobby group the Breast Cancer Fund, says analysis it has 
carried out on some popular teenage cosmetics products highlights a 
number of health risks  a problem that the body says brings further 
attention to the lack of regulation in the nation s cosmetic industry. 

 

The body argues that while the presence of one potentially risky ingredient in any 
given cosmetic product does not give significant concern about the risk of cancer 
and birth defects, it says it is concerned about a build-up of potentially dangerous 
ingredients from using a series of topically applied products.  

Recently the Washington-based Environmental Group  a body that the Breast 
Cancer Fund works closely with  launched an on- line brand-by-brand safety guide 
called Skin Deep. The Breast Cancer Fund used this resource to assess a number of 
popular teenage products containing potentially dangerous chemicals.  

In particular, the Breast Cancer Fund highlighted one nail varnish brand from OPI 
Brands that is popular with teenagers and drew attention to the fact that the Skin 
Deep databases considered it to have a high' health r isk concern rat ing.  

The nail varnish brand contained formeldahyde and tolulene  known carcinogens - 
and dibutyl phthalate (DBP)  an ingredient linked to birth defects. Similarly, the 
databases also highlight a number of other nail varnish products that also carried 
m oderate' health r isk concerns.  

The Breast Cancer Fund stresses that teenage years represent a window of 
vulnerability to chemical exposure as this period of rapid development means that 
the body is more sensitive to external toxicants.  

"Puberty is a time of rapid cell development. Tissues are more sensitive to external 
toxicants, including those that can impair fertility and increase the risk of breast 
cancer," said Jeanne Rizzo, executive director of the Breast Cancer Fund. "That's 
why we're concerned about hazardous ingredients in cosmetics products."  

Likewise, reports have recently pointed out that, with spending power never higher 
amongst teenage groups in the US, expenditure and use of cosmetic products is 
continuing to grow in parallel with this economic power. A number of the products 
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being specifically targeted at this growing category  nail polish being a prime 
example  contain ingredients that are known to have potentially dangerous 
ingredients.  

The Breast Cancer Fund also pointed to Sally Hansend Hard As Nails Strengthener 
Clear as being of higher concer, while in the make-up category, Cover Girl 
Cheekers Blush was also highlighted as being a high' r isk rat ing.  

Neutrogena  a brand that is sold on its simple, no- fuss image  did not fair so well 
with its Oil-Free Acne Wash Foam Cleanser, which was also given a high' r isk 
rating. It contains PEG-8, an ingredient that is deemed to be not safe for a 
damaged or injured skin.  

However, the analysis also points to a number of products that were commended 
for being safe. Two of these was Burt's Bees Natural Cosmetics All-Natural Blushing 
Crème with Vitam in and Tea Tree Oil Facial Cleansing Pads from Desert Essence, 
which were both commended for their safe rating.  

The Breast Cancer Fund pointed to the progressive move made by the state of 
California, which two months ago introduced a bill ensuring that all potentially 
dangerous cosmetic ingredients must be labeled on the packaging.  

The body is encouraging the national adoption of such a strategy, but in the 
meantime, it says that it wants to bring about awareness of potentially dangerous 
ingredients in certain cosmetics products used by teenagers, in an attempt to 
reduce the total number of potentially dangerous ingredients that are being used 
as part of a normal daily beauty routine.  

http://www.cosmeticsdesign.com/news/ng.asp?n=64455-dhp-cosmetics-teenage
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Is your bathroom toxic? 
Wed 26 Oct 2005 07:18 AM CST 
WASHINGTON (myDNA News)    

To learn more visit myDNA's Envirogenomics Center   

The U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) disclosed this year that a 
majority of personal care products are not safety tested. 

This announcement was surprising as daily use of a variety of toiletries to 
conceptually cleanse and beautify the body is a regimen held sacrosanct 
by society. The revelation that the cosmetics industry is essentially self-
regulated has lead to concern over personal safety.  

Currently, most cosmetic products and ingredients are not subject to the 
same FDA premarket approval as other products such as drugs, biologics 
and medical devices. Rather, cosmetic firms are responsible for ensuring 
the safety of their products and ingredients before marketing.  

If the safety of the product has not been adequately substantiated by the 
manufacturer, a precautionary label must be used: "Warning: The safety of 
this product has not been determined."  

The caution, somewhat analogous to the black box admonitions placed on 
dangerous pharmaceuticals, emanates from fear that the synergistic, or 
long-term effect of substances placed in and on the body may be 
detrimental to health. 

According to the experts, individuals use around nine personal care 
products a day. The products are made from chemicals containing 126 
different ingredients. Current testing looks for obvious bad reactions such 
as skin irritation, rashes or inflammation but does not study the lasting 
effects on person or the environment. Authorities estimate that up to 99 
percent of all personal care products could include the labeling.   
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Scientists are discovering that some of the chemicals used for products 
such as shampoos or hand cream are not merely trace substances but basic 
ingredients that stick around for a long period. Some ingredients are 
absorbed in fatty tissues or various organs such as the liver, kidney, 
reproductive tract and brain.  

Researchers are discovering chemical residuals from personal care 
products in a variety of pathological and physiological locations ranging 
from breast-tumor tissue to human breast milk. It is believed that some 
fragrances trigger asthma while detergents in shampoo may cause eye 
tissue damage and hair-dye chemicals could play a role in the 
development of bladder cancer and lymphoma. These discoveries are 
merely the tip of the iceberg as animal studies have suggested even more 
potential risk to human health from the various chemical ingredients of the 
personal care products.  

Some believe the danger is so great that if the products were 
pharmaceuticals, the items would probably have been pulled from the 
market. Or, at the very least, additional research on the safety of the 
ingredients would be warranted. The variety of products includes makeup, 
toothpaste, shaving gel, hair dye, bubble bath, skin lotion, acne wash, 
mouth wash, perfumes and deodorants. 

"It is reasonable for consumers to be concerned about any product, 
including cosmetics, that is used on the skin or around the mouth or eyes," 
said William Rice M.D., Chief Medical Officer of myDNA.com. 

"Especially concerning is the possibility that some ingredients may be 
absorbed and exert hormone-like effects, which may in the future be 
shown to increase the risk of some cancers," he said. 

  

http://www.mydna.com/genes/envirogen/news/resources/news/200510/news_20051026_
fdabathsafe.html
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Alphabetical Ingredients List  

The table in the following page shows the chemical ingredients typically found in 
mainstream brands of cosmetics and personal care products.  

The column labelled Potential Hazards describes the effect that the chemical can 
have on your skin and body. This information has been obtained from publicly 
available sources, which are listed in the Further References section of this 
booklet.  

Many reputable authorities are now beginning to question the desirability of 
exposing our skin (and therefore our bodies) to so many untested substances.    

Do you have any of these products in your bathroom?  

 

Antiperspirant 

 

Body Wash/Shower Gel 

 

Body Lotion/Cream 

 

Bubble Bath 

 

Face Wash/Soap 

 

Shampoo 

 

Hair Conditioner 

 

Toothpaste  

If so, use this table to check the ingredients.   

You might be shocked at what you ll find.    
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Table - Alphabetical Ingredients List   

Ingredient Potential Hazards A
ntiperspirant

 
Body W

ash
 

Body Lotion
 

Bubble Bath
 

Face W
ash

 

Sham
poo

 

C
onditioner 

Toothpaste 

5-Bromo-5-nitro-1,3-dioxane is toxic and should be rinsed off thoroughly.. It must not be used in 
products that stay in contact with the skin. It may form carcinogenic 
compounds called nitrosamines on the skin or in the body after 
absorption 

        

Acrylates copolymer is widely used in cosmetics, but can be a strong irritant. 

        

Aluminum zirconium tetrachlorohydrex 
GLY 

is a synthetic antiperspirant/deodorant compound. This ingredient 
has been banned from use in aerosol dispensers in the European 
Union and USA. Not to be used on damaged skin. 

        

Aminomethyl propanol is used as an emulsifier and is limited to 1% of the finished product 
because it can cause skin irritation. 

        

Behentrimonium chloride is used as a preservative and is limited to 0.1% of the finished 
product. It is one of the quaternary ammonium compounds, all of 
which can be toxic. 

        

Benzoic acid is a mild irritant and can cause allergic reactions. Limited to 0.5% of 
finished product when used as a preservative. 

        

Benzophenone-3 is used as a UV absorber and can be an irritant and cause contact 
dermatitis and photosensitivity. Subject to limits on the amount that 
can be included in the finished product. 

        

Benzyl alcohol is toxic and can cause contact dermatitis. There are limitations on 
how much benzyl alcohol a product can contain because there are 
concerns over its safety. 

        

Benzyl salicylate is used as a fixative and solvent and is known to cause skin rash 
when exposed to sunlight. 

        

Butane is used as a propellant to spray the product on to the skin. It is 
flammable, and can be abused by inhaling. Butane is a greenhouse 
gas, which has been identified as contributing to global warming. 

        

Butylated hydroxytoluenel (BHT) is a cancer suspect. It is also known to cause contact allergies and 
dermatitis. 

        

Butylparaben acts as a preservative. It kills cells that would otherwise infect the 
product and make it go 'off'. This ingredient has been implicated in a 
number of health issues, but most particularly in the case of people 
and children suffering from asthma. It has also been implicated in 
studies of women with breast cancer. 

        

Ceteareth-20 is used as an emulsifier but is not safe for use on damaged skin. 
During the manufacturing process, this ingredient can form 1,4-
dioxane, which is a carcinogen. 

        

Cetrimonium chloride is used as a preservative and is limited to 0.1% of the finished 
product. It is one of the quaternary ammonium compounds, all of 
which can be toxic. 

        

Chamomilla recutita (matricaria) extract has been known to cause contact allergies. 
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CI 42051 (Acid blue) is a blue colorant permitted for use in the European Union but not in 
the USA. I t can cause skin sensitivity and should be avoided by 
people with history of allergies. 

        

CI 42090 (FD&C Blue #1) is a blue colorant known to be carcinogenic. 

        

CI 60730 (Ext. D&C Violet #2) is harmful. EU regulations ban this ingredient in products which may 
come into contact with eyes, nose, mouth or genital area. 

        

Citric acid is used to exfoliate the skin. It can cause skin irritation, bleeding or 
pain and sensitivity to sunlight. Not recommended in products for use 
by children. 

        

Citrus limonum also known as lemon oil, is added to cosmetics to give a citrus 
fragrance or 'feel'. It can be an irritant and an allergen. 

        

Coal tar is used in shampoos as an anti-dandruff agent. Coal tar is known to 
cause cancer in humans. Products containing coal tar should not be 
used on a long term basis. Frequent source of allergic reactions 
particularly skin rashes and hives. 

        

Cocamide DEA is currently under investigation as a cancer causing agent. I t can be 
an irritant and can cause contact dermatitis. 

        

Cocamide MEA is known to cause contact allergies and contact dermatitis. It is 
unsafe for use in products which could be inhaled, and may form 
carcinogenic compounds called nitrosamines on the skin or in the 
body after absorption. 

        

Cocamidopropyl betaine can cause contact allergies and dermatitis, and can be contaminated 
with impurities linked to cancer or other significant health problems. 

        

Coumarin is used in cosmetics as a fragrance, but it is a cancer suspect and is 
banned for use in food products in the USA. I t is also a component 
ingredient of warfarin (rat poison). 

        

Cyclomethicone is used to reduce the greasy feel of skin products. It covers the pores 
of the skin like a film, trapping in any impurities and preventing the 
skin from breathing. 

        

Dimethicone is used as an emollient and moisturizer. I t covers the pores of the 
skin like a film, trapping in any impurities and preventing the skin 
from breathing. US cosmetic industry safety panel has recommended 
restrictions on the use of this ingredient because in tests it has 
caused tumors in rats and mice. 

        

DMDM hydantoin can cause contact dermatitis. Limited to 0.6% of finished product. 
Contains formaldehyde, which has been banned in EU. 

        

Ethylparaben acts as a preservative. It kills cells that would otherwise infect the 
product and make it go 'off'. This ingredient has been implicated in a 
number of health issues, but most particularly in the case of people 
and children suffering from asthma.  I t has also been implicated in 
studies of women with breast cancer. 

        

Etidronic acid can be harmful. This ingredient is limited to 1.5% in hair care 
preparations. 
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Glyoxal is used as a preservative. There are concerns that this substance can 
be contaminated with impurities that may make it a carcinogen. 

        

Guar hydroxypropyl trimonium chloride is used as a preservative . It is one of the quaternary ammonium 
compounds, all of which can be toxic. 

        

Hexylene glycol can be irritating to the eyes 

        

Hydrated silica can be harmful when inhaled and has been linked to cancer. 

        

Hydroxyisohexyl 3-cyclohexene 
carboxaldehyde 

has been known to cause high rates of contact allergies. 

        

Imidazolidinyl urea can cause dermatitis. Used as a preservative, it is subject to 
restrictions in the amount that can be included in the finished 
product. It may break down to form formaldehyde, which has now 
been banned in cosmetic products in the European Union. 

        

Isobutylparaben acts as a preservative. It kills cells that would otherwise infect the 
product and make it go 'off'. This ingredient has been implicated in a 
number of health issues, but most particularly in the case of people 
and children suffering from asthma. It has also been implicated in 
studies of women with breast cancer. 

        

Isopropyl myristate is used as a binding agent and emollient. It can clog the skin, 
allowing acne, blackheads or other inflammations to develop. 

        

Isopropylparaben acts as a preservative. It kills cells that would otherwise infect the 
product and make it go 'off'. This ingredient has been implicated in a 
number of health issues, but most particularly in the case of people 
and children suffering from asthma.  It has also been implicated in 
studies of women with breast cancer. 

        

Lactic acid is used as an exfoliating agent. It is an alpha-hydroxy acid (AHA). 
These acids can cause increased sensitivity to sunlight because they 
remove an outer layer of skin cells. You should rinse thoroughly after 
using a product containing lactic acid, and not expose your skin to 
the sun immediately after using the product. In the US, the cosmetic 
industry safety panel recommends restrictions on its use. 

        

Lavandula angustifolia (lavender) oil can be an irritant. 

        

Linalool is included in many skin care products and cosmetics as a deodorant 
and/or perfume. It is extracted from certain essential oils, and can 
therefore be considered 'natural', but it has been known to cause 
facial psoriasis in people with sensitive skin. 

        

Malic acid is used to exfoliate the skin. It can cause skin irritation, bleeding or 
pain and sensitivity to sunlight. Not recommended in products for use 
by children. 

        

Methylparaben acts as a preservative. It kills cells that would otherwise infect the 
product and make it go 'off'. This ingredient has been implicated in a 
number of health issues, but most particularly in the case of people 
and children suffering from asthma. It has also been implicated in 
studies of women with breast cancer. 

        

Paraffinum Liquidum is also known as 'mineral oil'. It coats the skin and can clog the pores, 
preventing the skin from producing natural oils. 
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PEG-32 is one of a range of polyethylene glycol polymers. PEG-32 is made 
using oxirane, which can form dioxanes, which are carcinogenic, in 
the process of manufacture. 

        

Petrolatum is also known as 'mineral oil'. It coats the skin and can clog the pores, 
preventing the skin from producing natural oils. 

        

Phenoxyethanol is a preservative that is subject to limitation of 1% of the finished 
product. It can be irritating to the eyes, and is known to cause 
allergies. 

        

Polyquaternium-10 may be contaminated with carcinogenic impurities. 

        

Propylene glycol is a humectant, which means that it is included in the product to stop 
the product drying out. It alters the structure of the skin, and can 
inhibit cell growth. It can also carry other chemicals down into the 
deeper layers of the skin, making it easier for them to reach the 
bloodstream. Also used as industrial anti-freeze. 

        

Propylparaben acts as a preservative. It kills cells that would otherwise infect the 
product and make it go 'off'. This ingredient has been implicated in a 
number of health issues, but most particularly in the case of people 
and children suffering from asthma.  It has also been implicated in 
studies of women with breast cancer. 

        

Rosmarinus officinalis is included as a rosemary oil additive. It can be an irritant. 

        

Silica may be carcinogenic to humans when inhaled. 

        

Sodium acrylate/acryloyldimethyl taurate 
copolymer 

are considered safe for use in products that are not designed to be 
absorbed by the skin. Use in body lotion could be harmful. 

        

Sodium benzoate is included in cosmetics, and also foodstuffs, to act as a preservative. 
It kills cells that would otherwise infect the product and make it go 
'off'. This ingredient has been implicated in a number of health 
issues, but most particularly in the case of people and children 
suffering from asthma. 

        

Sodium fluoride as added to toothpaste is actually a waste product of the aluminum 
industry. I t is a fine dust called 'aluminum filing tailings' which are 
separated from the body of aluminum during processing. It is used as 
a rat poison because it grinds and destroys the digestive organs so 
that they die. In the USA (but not in UK) it has controversially been 
added to water supplies in many major cities. There is a growing 
body of evidence that not only is it not beneficial, it is actually 
harmful. 

        

Sodium hydroxide is a harmful irritant and can be corrosive to skin and harmful to eyes. 
There are restrictions on how much can be used in cosmetic 
products. Labels must state 'Keep out of the reach of children'. 

        

Sodium lactate is used as an exfoliating agent. It is an alpha-hydroxy acid (AHA). 
These acids can cause increased sensitivity to sunlight because they 
remove an outer layer of skin cells. You should rinse thoroughly after 
using a product containing lactic acid, and not expose your skin to 
the sun immediately after using the product. In the US, the cosmetic 
industry safety panel recommends restrictions on its use. 
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Sodium laureth sulfate is a high foaming surfactant, which is included in the product as a 
cleaning agent. It makes the skin more permeable, enabling other 
chemicals to penetrate the skin. Sodium laureth sulfate is also 
potentially harmful because, in the manufacturing process, it can 
form dioxane as a by-product. Dioxane (1,4-Dioxane) is a known 
carcinogen, causing cancer in rats and mice. Dioxane is easily 
absorbed through human skin. Sodium laureth sulfate can also be an 
eye irritant. 

        

Sodium lauryl sulfate is a harsh detergent that can be strongly irritant. It is particularly 
irritating to the eyes and could be dangerous to children's eyes. Used 
as an industrial corrosive. Because it is a surfactant, it increases the 
skin's permeability which can enable other chemicals to penetrate the 
skin. It can also inhibit hair growth by corroding hair follicles leading 
to hair loss. 

        

Sodium monofluorophosphate as added to toothpaste is actually a waste product of the aluminum 
industry. It is a fine dust called 'aluminum filing tailings' which are 
separated from the body of aluminum during processing. It is used as 
a rat poison because it grinds and destroys the digestive organs so 
that they die. In the USA (but not in UK) it has controversially been 
added to water supplies in many major cities. There is a growing 
body of evidence that not only is it not beneficial, it is actually 
harmful. 

        

Sodium PCA can cause the skin to dry out and become allergic. 

        

Sodium saccharin is a chemical sweetener added to many processed foods. It is present 
in toothpaste to give it a sweet and palatable taste. But tests have 
shown that it could well be a carcinogen, and leading medical 
authorities in the USA have called for it to be banned. 

        

Stearamidopropyl dimethylamine is a cancer suspect. May cause irritation to the skin and mucous 
membranes. 

        

Talc A link between talc and ovarian cancer has been supported by nearly 
30 studies over the past 30 years published in scientific journals. 
Studies have shown an increase in the incidence of ovarian cancer in 
women who frequently use talcum powder in and around their genital 
area. 

        

Tocopheryl acetate may be contaminated with carcinogenic impurities. 

        

Triethanolamine (T.E.A.) is a harmful ingredient. It is known to have caused severe facial 
dermatitis. It also carries the danger of producing nitrosamines, 
which are carcinogens. Nitrosames can be formed when two 
ingredients interact with one another, producing cancer-causing 
chemicals on the skin or in the body. 

        

Urea can cause changes in the skin structure, increasing its permeability, 
thus allowing other chemicals to penetrate the skin. 

        

Zinc citrate can be toxic. There are limitations on the amount of this ingredient 
that can be present in toothpaste. 

        

Zinc sulfate is known to be toxic, and could pose risks of contamination to wildlife 
and the environment through disposal of cosmetic products. 
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Websites:  

World Wildlife Fund Compromising our Children

 
http://www.wwf.org.uk/filelibrary/pdf/compromising_our_children.pdf

  

Environmental Working Group Body Burden

 

http://www.ewg.org/reports_content/bodyburden2/pdf/bodyburden2_final-r2.pdf

  

Greenpeace International Poisoning the Unborn

 

http://www.greenpeace.org/international/news/poisoning-the-unborn111

  

Household Products Database 
http://householdproducts.nlm.nih.gov

  

National Toxicology Program 
http://ntp-server.niehs.nih.gov

  

Cancer Prevention Coalition 
http://www.preventcancer.com

  

UK/EU Cosmetic Products Safety Regulations Consultative Document  
http://www.dti.gov.uk/ccp/consultpdf/cosmeticesponse.pdf

  

US FDA Cosmetic Policy 
http://www.cfsan.fda.gov/~dms/cos-toc.html

   

Canada - Cosmetics Programme 
http://www.hc-sc.gc.ca/hecs-sesc/cosmetics/faq.htm

   

Womens Environmental Network - Getting Lippy 
http://www.wen.org.uk/cosmetics/reports/cosmetics_refs.pdf
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Distribution   

This booklet is published as freeware  by Aussie Organics R Us. You may 
distribute it freely provided that you do not sell it, and provided that you do not 
alter it.  

If you have any comments or questions about this publication, please contact 
Aussie Organics R Us at geoffandalanna@aussieorganicsrus.com  

If you would like to purchase ONE Group products, please visit  
www.aussieorganicsrus.com and click on Shop Online .  

___________________________________________________ 
Aussie Organics R Us 
Fairview Park, Adelaide, South Australia 
+ 61 8 8411 4859 Mobile: + 61 0400 286 030   

http://www.aussieorganicsrus.com
http://www.aussieorganicsrus.com

