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U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission
4330 East West Highway
Bethesda, MD 20814

17 December 2009
Dear Chairman Tenenbaum and the CPSC:

Since 1973, the Children’s Literature Associatias Bncouraged high standards of criticism, schulgreesearch, and
teaching in children’s literature. We are writimgaddress the recent final rule by the ConsumadutdSafety Council in
regards to lead in children’s books. While we alee Statement of Policy, we would like to addresse concerns over
the possible removal of certain children’s bookd araterials from school and public libraries.

The Children’s Literature Association is first aflademost interested in ensuring the safety of dildeen; however, we
believe that the level of lead in children’s bopkses little harm to children. In a letter to @SC, the American
Association of Publishers has stated that the fieawd in children’s books is virtually undetectabied consistently
below the 100ppm limit the CPSC hopes to estaljsR011. Also, the CDC has stated that lead paskeeat to
children only if it is ingested. According to JBgpsey, a heath communications specialist for g€ of Disease
Control, “If that child were to actually start mbutig the book -- as some children put everythinth@ir mouths -- that's
where the concern would be. But on a scale oftori®, this is like a 0.5 level of concern.” Giviére nature of some
children’s books, we agree, along with the AAP{ tteatain types of children’s materials pose mdra threat than
others. This threat, however, is still minimaler@inly “toy books” are more likely to be chewadtban traditional
children’s books, but as yet there has been no ceimpsive study to show how often young childrezwchooks, or
how much of the book is actually ingested upon ¢hgw

Given the fact that older books are unlikely togpashealth hazard, we are concerned about anathged that of all
readers losing access to books that are no longwirit. There are countless lesser known, yetaldgy titles that would
be lost to libraries with the current CPSIA stamidarFor example, the CPSIA will affect the Educ&ltassic series,
which ceased to be published in 1970. This sandades some titles that may be reprinted in gtlager editions by
different presses. However, the editions by Edudatassic have wide, annotate@rgins and crisp text as well as
striking illustrations. Many other examples carf@end onThe Common Room blog, authored by a home-school teacher
who is deeply saddened by the potential losehefChestry Oak by Kate Seredy. The book has been passed through
generations of her family. In an email, she wrtitem not an emotional person, and it actually maegasp with pain

to think of the loss of this already too hard tadftitle.” Her examples and ideas not only agréh vout expand upon the
statements released by both The American Libragog&iation and The American Association of Publisher

We also think it is important to point out that npaof the pre-1985 books are valuable both for tbeitent and for the
way that content is presented. Their removal wapuéent scholars’ access to books that show agsemn of
presentation format and illustration design and/@mé cultural historians’ access to primary soutbes reveal much
about the times in which the stories were produced.

In addition to the removal of important, out-of+grtitles, the CPSIA also poses logistical issuedibraries in general
and school libraries in particular. Librariansgdbers, and school administrators are unsure haeteymine which
books should be removed. Also, it is impossibldeétermine which books were printed before 1985nithese dates are
not indicated within the book’s pages. Purchaseaaprds, when available, only indicate when a boak acquired, not
when it was printed. For many the copyright ddte book is the safest way to determine a posgibig date, and
therefore books that were actually printed latey mand up being discarded unnecessarily.

P.O. Box 138 e Battle Creek, MI 49016-0138 USA e (269) 965-8180 e fax (269) 965-3568 ¢ www.childlitassn.org
Devoted to promoting scholarship and criticism in children’s literature



The CPSIA also threatens the integrity and breafitiollections in libraries comprised of older resmes. Claudia Reed
from Follett Library Resources compiled data fromeo800 Virginia schools. Her findings demonsttht certain areas
of the state rely on old material, most assumdzktprinted before 1985. Most striking are theistias for the Southwest
Virginia region, an area that runs from the Teneedwsorder to deep in the Appalachian Mountainse ddta show that
the average copyright date for books in the hidtoets of this region is 1980. Elementary and neédsilhools fare only
slightly better, with copyright date averages ie thid-1980s. In some extreme cases, books dakaddoe early

1960s. The concerns among librarians for thisoregiclude not only the removal of the books babahe funding
needed to replace what could amount to a signifioalk of their collections. Currently, the Soutwst region is
drastically under-funded compared to more urbanadthaent areas, whose collections’ copyright agesarange from
the late 1980s to the early 1990s. While the Vilggstatistics are just one example, we know thatyestate is facing
critical budget cuts in education. We feel thatduld be unfair, and economically irresponsibteask school systems to
replace so much of their library collections.

As an organization, we feel that the purpose of@besumer Product Safety Improvement Act of 200®ide and
necessary; however, we do not want the act to iactly target materials that have not been scieatif proven to be
dangerous. Nor do we wish to see the benefitkefitt overshadowed by the loss of historical ratand the
potentially detrimental impact removing books cawdion many public and school libraries. Finadlg,wish to lend our
support to previous statements by the AmericanarpAssociation and the American Association oflRurs, and we
ask that the Commission consider seriously theessie have addressed regarding the inclusion lufrehis books in
the CPSIA.

Sincerely,

Lisa Rowe Fraustino

President, Children’s Literature Association

Associate Professor of English, Eastern Connec8tate University

With contributions by Kirsten Bartels, Grand Vallgtate University; Lois Rauch Gibson, Coker Collegargaret M.

Murphy, Monroe Community College; Sarah Park, $tth@rine University; Matthew B. Prickett, Longwoddiversity;
Katharine Slater, University of California, San §ee Victoria Ford Smith, Rice University



