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Episode 10: The Brand

The last episode turns the whole course onto Phoilex itself. You now know the biology, the treatments, the journey, the valley, the aha, the myths, the buyers and the competitors, which means you can look at this brand the way a sharp dermatologist, a sceptical buyer and a regulator would each look at it. This episode covers where the brand came from, what is in each product and what each ingredient can honestly do, which claims are true and safe, which are risky, and where the gaps are. Everything here comes from Phoilex’s brief, its FAQ, the Liverty fact bank and the outside literature from earlier episodes.




Where the brand came from

Phoilex was founded by Sarina Pilaroscia, its chief executive, who has had eczema all her life. The origin story in the brand’s own materials is her father, who had severe psoriasis, went through failed clinical trials and decades of steroid dependence, and described his flares as a constant sunburn that never went away. The brand reports that he went from three flares a week to one every few months. Sarina is the founder and is not a dermatologist, and the fact bank is explicit that she should never be described as one. The brand’s published philosophy, on its FAQ page, is an inside-out approach inspired by the techniques of native ancestors, aimed at the root of skin issues instead of masking symptoms, with a botanical blend it calls the Phyto-Active Blend in every product.




The gel: what it is and what it costs

The Active ReLeaf Spot Gel comes in a two-fluid-ounce, sixty-millilitre tube. After a price test that ended on 26 August 2026, the standing ladder is forty-two dollars for one tube, seventy-nine for two and one hundred and twelve for three, each with a struck compare-at price exactly double, so the half-price claim on this ladder is honest. The fifty-nine-dollar ladder lost the test and is retired. One-time orders ship free from seventy-five dollars and subscriptions ship free at any amount. After purchase, buyers see an offer of three extra tubes at seventy-nine dollars, a single extra tube at twenty-seven if they decline, and the Liverty drops at thirty-nine. All paid traffic goes to one page, phoilex.com/pages/active-releaf.

There is no guarantee. The store’s real policy is seven days on unopened products, and Kalp ruled in August 2026 that no guarantee of any kind should be advertised, not even the seven-day return, because naming a weak policy raises the idea of risk and then answers it badly. Several older ad bodies carried a ninety-day money-back sentence the store did not honour, and they were flagged.




What is actually in the gel

The full ingredient list, in the brief’s canonical facts, tells a more interesting story than the marketing names do, and it is worth understanding line by line.

The strongest element is the lipid system. The gel contains five ceramides, listed as ceramide AG, AP, NG, NP and EOP, together with cholesterol and stearic acid, a free fatty acid. That trio of ceramides, cholesterol and fatty acid is the physiological lipid mixture that barrier researchers recommend, and ceramide EOP is the long-chain ceramide that eczema skin is particularly short on. In plain terms, the gel contains the same three families of fat that make up the skin’s own barrier, which is a genuine and defensible point of difference against plain moisturisers, even though, as episode three noted, ceramide products have not been proven to beat good ordinary moisturisers in trials.

The second element is a set of water-binding ingredients: glycerin, urea, panthenol, butylene glycol and propanediol. Urea is a proven moisturising ingredient that also softens thick, scaly skin, and at higher strengths it stings broken skin, which may be one reason the brand’s FAQ says the gel should not go on open or weeping skin.

The third element is oils: grape seed, emu oil, sunflower seed, sea buckthorn, tamanu, jojoba esters, squalene and a medium-chain triglyceride. Sunflower oil has some evidence for supporting the barrier. Emu oil is an animal fat, which matters for any vegan claim across the brand; the drops carry a hundred-percent-vegan badge, and the gel, with emu oil, cannot.

The fourth element is the soothing botanicals: bisabolol, which comes from chamomile, Scutellaria baicalensis root, also called Chinese skullcap and a source of baicalin, plus calendula, arnica, birch bark, mullein, nettle, shiitake extract, aloe and lemon extract. Bisabolol and baicalin have laboratory and small clinical evidence for calming skin. Calendula and arnica, along with chamomile, belong to the daisy family, which is a known source of allergic contact dermatitis in sensitised people, so a small minority of eczema sufferers could react to them.

The fifth element is vitamin D. The ingredient list includes cholecalciferol, which is vitamin D3, and 7-dehydrocholesterol, the skin’s own precursor to vitamin D3. The brand calls this a Triple Vitamin D3 Complex, and the brief notes that the wording three forms of vitamin D3 is the approved phrase; which ingredient counts as the third form should be confirmed with the client. These are cosmetic forms of vitamin D, which differ from the prescription vitamin D analogues such as calcipotriol that dermatologists use for psoriasis. Vitamin D does influence the skin’s immune cells and its natural antimicrobial peptides, and low vitamin D is associated with worse eczema, but topical cholecalciferol has little direct evidence as an eczema treatment. The brief flags the vitamin D claim as open for exactly this reason.

The formula also includes dimethyl isosorbide, which helps other ingredients penetrate, and a gentle preservative pair of benzyl alcohol and dehydroacetic acid, and it is free of the long list the brand publishes, including parabens, phthalates, silicones, petroleum, mineral oil, synthetic fragrance and phenoxyethanol.




Two ingredient questions that need answers

Two items in the brand’s marketing do not match the ingredient list, and both matter. The first is colloidal oatmeal. The brand’s eight named ingredient blocks include it, and Kalp confirmed on 28 September 2026 that the gel contains it, but the full ingredient list in the brief omits it, and the gap matters well beyond labelling. Colloidal oatmeal is the active ingredient in the FDA’s over-the-counter skin protectant rules, and that status is what allows a product to legally say it temporarily relieves itching and irritation due to eczema. A product that wants to make that claim needs colloidal oatmeal declared as an active ingredient on a drug facts label at the required strength. If the gel’s label does not carry it that way, every eczema claim on the brand’s pages sits on cosmetic ground, where claims to treat a disease are not allowed.

The second is the hemp-balanced extract, named as one of the eight blocks, with no hemp or cannabis entry in the ingredient list. That needs reconciling before it appears in any ad, both for truth and because hemp and CBD carry their own advertising restrictions.




What the gel can truthfully claim

On solid ground, the gel is steroid-free, fragrance-free in the sense of no synthetic fragrance, free of the published list of excluded ingredients, made with ceramides, cholesterol and fatty acids in the family of the skin’s own barrier fats, made with named soothing botanicals, and dermatologist-tested. It holds a National Psoriasis Foundation Seal of Recognition, verified on the foundation’s site, which reflects testing for non-irritation and non-sensitisation; the foundation states that it does not endorse specific treatments, so the approved wording is recognised by the National Psoriasis Foundation, never approved or proven by it. It won a 2025 SHAPE Skin Award, judged by editors, and a 2025 BeautyMatter award, and it is stocked in Ulta stores. The New York Post’s July 2025 feature on topical steroid withdrawal named Phoilex and the gel, and the brand’s press list includes outlets such as Women’s Health, Yahoo, AOL and MSN.

The efficacy numbers need careful handling. The brand’s pages and the New York Post cite ninety-three percent of users feeling itch relief for four to twelve hours and seventy-four percent seeing fewer flare-ups after eight weeks. The Liverty fact bank records that these figures come from a small trial of nineteen people on the brand’s clinical page, and Phoilex does not hold the raw trial data. One page once claimed ninety-one percent fewer flare-ups, a number the Post never printed. The brief records Kalp’s ruling that the press-cited numbers ship and that he owns the compliance line on them. As a student of this market, you should know that a nineteen-person, eight-week, uncontrolled result is weak evidence, and that a dermatologist reading the ad will know it too.




Claims that carry risk

Several claims in the brief’s authority stack carry real risk. The adopted headline describing the gel as the number one dermatologist-recommended steroid-free spot gel is a superlative with no survey behind it in our files. The peer figures of five hundred dermatologists and forty thousand flare-prone women are described in the brief as superstructure figures, and their basis is not documented. The authority figure Dr. Sarah Holloway, described as Stanford-trained, is invented, and the brief itself marks her for vetting before scaling. The brand has real experts available instead: Dr. Margarita Lolis, a board-certified dermatologist, and Dr. John Papastergiou, a pharmacist associated with the University of Toronto, are named advisors on the drops page. In a market where commenters already ask whether the company is real, an invented doctor who is discovered would cost far more trust than a real advisor with a smaller title.

The client’s own compliance table, assets/claims-substitutions.csv with seventy-two banned and approved pairs, sets the rules for new copy. It replaces anti-inflammatory with wording about lessening the appearance of temporary redness and replaces barrier repair with enhance. The brief also bans telling anyone to stop a prescription, scaremongering frightened parents, implying that steroids are pharmacologically like opioids, and fabricated press.




The drops: what they are

Liverty Dynamic Drops come in a thirty-millilitre bottle of lemon-tasting oil, one millilitre under the tongue daily, at forty-eight dollars. The ingredient list, in order, is MCT oil, milk thistle extract, turmeric extract, stevia, nettle leaf extract, lemon balm extract, chaga extract, licorice extract, lemon peel oil, cannabidiol and vitamin E. The front label reads one thousand milligrams full-spectrum CBD and supports healthy liver function. The drops have four ratings on the store, all five stars, and one of them is unusually strong evidence of its kind: a woman whose scalp cleared, flared again when she forgot the drops on a week-long trip, and calmed again when she restarted.




The drops: science, frame and risk

The honest mechanism, covered in episode six, is that glycyrrhizin from licorice slows the enzyme that inactivates cortisol, keeping the body’s own cortisol active for longer, shown in human skin in a 1990 Lancet paper, and that a pharmaceutical glycyrrhizin preparation taken with a mild steroid cream beat the cream alone in a 2020 trial of one hundred and ninety-nine adults. Lemon balm has a small sleep trial, and stress is the trigger sufferers name most. No trial of the drops themselves exists, the herb doses are not published, and the liver story is true for psoriasis but not for eczema.

The risks are significant. The CBD on the label means the drops fall under Meta’s and Google’s bans on advertising ingestible CBD, and the brief notes this from September 2026; current practice keeps the word out of all copy while the bottle can appear on screen, which leaves the account exposed if a policy checker at the platform reads the label. Full-spectrum CBD can carry traces of THC, and the PDP research found forty-one autocomplete strings asking about drug tests and THC. Licorice in high doses can raise blood pressure and lower potassium, CBD can interact with drugs such as blood thinners through the liver’s processing enzymes, and milk thistle can affect people with ragweed allergy. These are not reasons to stop selling the drops, and they are reasons to keep claims modest and the FAQ honest, especially for the over-sixty-five buyer who is more likely to take other medications.

Commercially, the drops have not yet found their form. Over ninety days they returned about point nine against a break-even of one point five, with almost all the money spent on long story ads borrowed from the gel. The best small results came from ads that led with the drops themselves, and the category’s proven sellers win with short videos naming one inside cause.




The business state

The brand is real and has traction, and the account is not yet profitable at the level the team needs. In early September 2026, the blended return across all channels was one point one one against a break-even of one point five, and Meta was over-claiming purchases by a factor of about two point seven against the store’s own records, though its relative ranking of ads was trustworthy. A finding from August shows about five point seven percent of purchases recorded at zero dollars, never fully explained. The average order on the forty-two-dollar ladder was about sixty-one dollars, which shows buyers climbing to the two-tube rung.




The gaps worth closing

The research folder identifies gaps that cost sales and trust, and they are the practical end of this course. The product page does not tell people with specific variants, such as dyshidrotic, nummular, seborrheic or contact dermatitis, or psoriasis, whether the gel suits them, though one hundred and sixty-six questions in the research ask exactly that. The page says nothing about pregnancy or breastfeeding, and it does not explain the emu oil or whether it clogs pores. It tells people not to use the gel on open or weeping skin only at the bottom of a FAQ row, which disqualifies the most desperate buyers without offering them anything. The packaging itself misspells the Phyto-Active Blend as Phtyo. And the most visible trust gap sits under the ads: commenters asked repeatedly whether anyone at Phoilex was real, said their questions on Facebook and the website went unanswered, and one asked plainly whether the gel contained tea tree oil. Answering those comments, in a real person’s voice, would do more for this sceptical market than any new claim.




The brand in one paragraph

Here is the summary you can carry into any meeting. Phoilex sells a steroid-free spot gel with a real barrier-lipid system, real soothing botanicals and real third-party recognition, into a market stuck in the same-spot comeback and frightened of the cream that works. Its strongest truthful position is the one gentle thing she keeps on the spots that keep coming back, used on the good days as well as the bad, alongside whatever her doctor has her on. Its weakest points are an evidence base of nineteen people, an invented doctor, a superlative nobody has measured, an ingredient list that does not yet declare the oatmeal its eczema claims depend on, and a second product that carries CBD into ad platforms that ban it. Fix those, and the brand’s story matches what the science and the people who got better both say.


