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Summary of Bill (� HYPERLINK "http://www.legis.state.wi.us/2007/data/AB184-AA1.pdf" ��as amended�):


Senate Bill (SB) 271 – prohibits the manufacturing or sale of bottles or cups intended for infants and young children containing bisphenol A BPA)  Under the bill, companies manufacturing and/or selling children’s containers must ensure that the container is clearly labeled as not containing BPA. The sale of a used child’s container is not included under the scope of the bill.





Senate Substitute Amendment 1 amended the bill to include an exemption from the labeling requirement for manufacturers whose products are not intended for retail sale, provided the manufacturer provides the company with a proper certificate explaining the container is BPA free. An example would be baby bottle manufacturers who sell directly to hospitals. The manufacturer would still be bound by the requirement to make the bottle without BPA, however would not be required to label each individual bottle as such provided the manufacturer certified to the hospital that the bottles were in fact BPA free. [An identical assembly substitute amendment to the assembly companion (AB 405) was adopted in committee 9-0]





In addition, the amendment prohibits the retail sale of bottles or cups containing BPA. The original bill prohibited only the manufacturing and wholesale of the bottles or cups containing BPA.





Senate Amendment 1 to SSA 1 – Under the original bill, the prohibition applied to children’s containers manufactured and marketed to be sold to children 5 years of age and younger. The amendment lowered the age to 3 years of age. [An identical amendment was adopted in committee 8-1 with Lothian voting no.]








Fiscal Effect:


The Department of Justice expects no fiscal impact. The Department of Corrections expects a slight increase in costs which can be absorbed within the agency’s budget. The District Attorneys cannot determine what increase if any would result, but believes any cost can be absorbed. The State Public Defender believes anyone found in violation will be someone who does not qualify for a public defender. DATCP is unsure of the costs due to the expense of testing for BPA. It should be noted that under the bill, anyone found guilty in court who has a fine or forfeiture placed on them, will be required to pay a 50% surcharge of that fine or forfeiture to the DATCP for the enforcement of this legislation.





Supporters Message:





Sufficient evidence exists to view the chemical as a probable health risk to children.


Studies have shown there is some concern for effects on development of prostate gland, brains, and behavioral matters in fetuses, infants and children.


Many manufacturing companies are already switching to BPA-free products; this will ensure all do.


Infants and the unborn have immature liver enzyme systems and cannot metabolize BPA as quickly as an adult.


BPA has been shown to cause cancer, heart disease, neurological defects, diabetes and sex hormone problems in young children and they need to be protected from it.


Children’s health needs to be protected from chemicals negatively impacting them.








Opponents Arguments:





Studies in the United States and internationally have found that exposure to BPA at the minimal levels associated with beverage containers do not pose a health risk.


Regulations prohibiting consumer goods need to be based upon sound science and peer-reviewed research.


The potential penalties in the bill are more severe than those applied to drunken drivers.


This legislation could lead to the banning the use of BPA in ALL food and beverage containers
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Key Supporters:





Representative Kelda-Helen Roys (author); AFSCME; AARP; Disability Rights Wisconsin; Sierra Club; Wisconsin Association of Local Health Departments and Boards; Wisconsin Council on Children and Families; Wisconsin Environment INC; Wisconsin League of Conservation Voters; Wisconsin Primary Health Care Association; Wisconsin Public Health Association; WISPIRG


Key Opponents:





American Chemistry Council; Can Manufacturers Institute; Kraft Foods; Midwest Food Processors Association; WMC.





Committee Vote:





On January 26, 2010, the Assembly Committee on Consumer Protection recommended passage of AB405 (an identical companion bill to the amended SB271), as amended, on a vote of 9-0





Staff Author of Bill Summary





Tyler August; Office of Rep. Tom Lothian (6-1190)
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