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Sent: Tuesday, April 17, 2012 3:49 AM 

Subject: Message from American Scientists and Physicians to forward to the TC108 voting 

committee members 
 
Dear Mr Nobuki Kawamura 

 

We are scientists and physicians writing to express our opposition to the proposed revisions 

to International Electrotechnical Commission (IEC) Standards 60065 and 62368, which 

include a requirement for candle resistance of television enclosures.  

 

We respectfully request that you please forward to the TC108 National Committees our 

suggestion that they consider voting  NO on 108/478A/CDV and also 108/479/CDV, both 

of which contain clauses that would lead to the use of toxic flame retardants in televisions 

without reducing fire hazard. 

 

The 2012 updated paper, The Case against Candle Resistant TVs (available here), provides 
a summary of the many adverse impacts of these standards and the flame retardants used 

to meet them. First, these proposed requirements do nothing to improve fire safety. The 

U.S., which has historically used flame retardants in TV enclosures, does not have a lower 

rate of TV fires compared to the European Union (E.U.), where these chemicals have only 

recently been introduced. 

 

In addition, current flat panel and plasma screen TVs have much lower voltages and power 

levels than older models, making them much less likely to catch fire from internal ignition. 

They are too thin to allow consumers to put candles on top of the TVs and are more likely 

to be hung on the wall, away from any open flames.  

 

Halogen-based flame retardants actually make fires more dangerous. Recent studies of fire 

toxicity suggest that the use of halogenated flame retardants in plastic TV enclosures 

increases the yield of toxic gases during combustion, making these fires more dangerous. 

These toxic gases, rather than flames, are the major cause of fire deaths 

 

There are major human and environmental health threats associated with the use of toxic 

and/or untested flame retardants. The adverse health and environmental impacts of the 

flame retardant chemicals likely to be used to meet such a requirement are documented in 

“ The Case against Candle Resistant Electronics,” a white paper available at Green Science 

Policy Institute’s website. 

 
The San Antonio Statement on Brominated and Chlorinated Flame Retardants, signed by 
more than 200 scientists, documents health hazards and lack of proven fire safety benefit 

from the use of retardants in some consumer products. This includes endocrine disruption, 

damage to the reproductive system (such as decreased fertility and reduced sperm count), 

thyroid and metabolic function problems, and impaired neurological, behavioral, and 

cognitive development. These toxic flame retardants cross the placenta, meaning babies are 

born with these chemicals in their bodies and are further exposed because the chemicals 
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accumulate in breast milk. Since the retardants are found in household dust, toddlers and 

children’s hand-to-mouth activities lead to significantly higher levels of flame retardants 

compared to their parents 

 

The “new” halogenated flame retardants replacing banned retardants like PBDEs are from 

the same chemical family as their toxic predecessors and are also persistent, 

bioaccumulative, and/or toxic Once these compounds go out into the world, we cannot 

bring them back 

 

An additional health concern revolves around incineration of flame retardant-containing 

electronics. Informal burning of plastic waste is common in the developing world, a practice 

that generates extremely toxic dioxins and furans.  The recycling of TVs would become 

more expensive and difficult, if not impossible, with the added retardants. 

 

Finally, the proposed requirements would only benefit chemical manufacturers’ and testing 

companies’ profits. The current proposal to require TV housings to resist a candle flame 

offers no added fire safety benefits and instead poses an unnecessary and unacceptable 

risk to human health and the environment 

 

Several proposals to include a candle flame requirement have been considered by the IEC. 

These proposals were voted down in 2008 by a majority of delegates from 31 countries 

based on a lack of proven fire safety benefits, as well as significant health, environmental, 

and other concerns. Several other similar proposed candle flammability requirements from 

the Underwriters Laboratory (UL) and Canadian Standards Association (CSA) were also 

voted down in 2008. 

 

The unnecessary use of potentially toxic flame retardant chemicals benefits only the 

chemical manufacturers and test companies involved while increasing costs to 

manufacturers and creating unacceptable risks for consumer health and the 

environment.  For these reasons, we urge the TC108 National Committees to vote NO on 

both 108/478A/CDV and 108/479/CDV. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Arlene Blum PhD,  

Visiting Scholar, Chemistry, University of California, Berkeley  

Executive Director, Green Science Policy Institute 

 

Misha Askren, MD 

Family Physician 

Southern California Permanente Medical Group 

Inglewood, CA 
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Julie Billings, M.D.  

Oakland, CA 

 

Anne Brennan, M.D. 

Gold River, CA 

 

Lynn Carroll, Ph.D., Senior Scientist 

TEDX (The Endocrine Disruption Exchange) 

 

Theo Colborn, Ph.D., President 

TEDX (The Endocrine Disruption Exchange) 

 

Margarita C. Curras-Collazo, Ph.D. 

Associate Professor of Neuroscience 

Department of Cell Biology & Neuroscience 

Graduate Advisor, Recruitment & Admissions  

Neuroscience Graduate Program 

University of California, Riverside  

 

Kathleen Collins 

Professor, Department of Molecular and Cell Biology 

University of California at Berkeley 

 

Kyle D'Silva, PhD 

Product Manager GC/HRMS 

 

Robert DeBare, M.D. 

Oakland, CA 

 

Dr. Michelle C. Douskey 

Department of Chemistry 

University of California, Berkeley 

 

Deborah Freehling 

Allergist 

Mountain View, CA 

 

Stephen A.Gardner, DVM, DABVP, 

Albany Animal Hospital 

 

Judith Graber, PhD 

Epidemiology/Biostatistics Division 

School of Public Health 

University of Illinois 
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Bruce D. Hammock, Ph.D, 

Distinguished Professor of Entomology & Cancer Research Center, 

Director, NIEHS-UCD Superfund Basic Research Program, 

UC Davis 

 

Alastair Iles 

Assistant Professor 

Department of Environmental Science, Policy, and Management 

UC Berkeley 

 

Carol Kwiatkowski, Ph.D., Executive Director 

TEDX (The Endocrine Disruption Exchange) 

 

Lin Kaatz Chary, PhD, MPH 

Indiana Toxics Action 

Gary, IN 

 

Elisabetta Lambertini 

UC Davis 

 

Pamela J. Lein, Ph.D. 

Professor, Department of Molecular Biosciences 

Chair, Pharmacology and Toxicology Graduate Group 

UC Davis School of Veterinary Medicine 

 

Donald Lucas, Ph.D. 

Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory 

Berkeley, CA  

 

Jerry Manoukian, MD 

Mountain View, CA 

 

Mariam Manoukian, MD, PhD 

Mountain View, CA 

 

Erica R McKenzie 

Postdoctoral researcher 

UC Davis 

 

Robert H. Rice 

Professor, Department of Environmental Toxicology 

University of California, Davis 
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Mary F. Roberts, Ph.D., 

Professor of Chemistry,  

Boston College, MA 

 

Cindy Russell, M.D. 

 Pesticide Alternatives of Santa Clara County 

Santa Clara, CA 

 

Roshni Sarala, 

Research Scientist 

Department of Toxic Substances 

Berkeley, CA  

 

Joshua Schechtel, MD MPH FAAP 

Chief, Professional Staff Education 

Kaiser Oakland Medical Center 

 

Lynn Scholl PhD 

Goldman School of Public Policy 

University of California, Berkeley 

 

Megan Schwarzman, MD MPH 

Environmental Health Researcher, 

University of California, Berkeley 

 

Allen Silverstone, PhD 

Professor of Microbiology and Immunology, 

Department of Pharmacology 

Upstate Medical University 

 

Omotayo Sindiku 

Department of Chemistry, 

University of Ibadan. 

Ibadan, Oyo State, Nigeria 

 

Mary Turyk, Ph.D. 

Research Assistant Professor 

Division of Epidemiology & Biostatistics 

School of Public Health 

University of Illinois at Chicago 

 


