POPs Review Committee

Annex F Questionnaire
	Chemical name 

(as used by the POPs Review Committee (POPRC))
	Pentachlorobenzene (PeCB)




Explanatory note: 

1.
This chemical is undergoing a risk management evaluation. It has already satisfied the screening criteria set out in paragraph 4 (a) of Article 8 of the Convention.  A risk profile has also been completed for this chemical in accordance with paragraph 6 of Article 8 and with Annex E to the Convention.

	Introductory information

	Name of the submitting Party/observer
	World Chlorine Council (WCC)



	Contact details (name, telephone, e‑mail) of the submitting Party/observer
	World Chlorine Council Secretariat

Avenue E Van Nieuwenhuyse 4, box 2 
B-1160 Brussels, 
Belgium 
Tel + 32 2 676 7211 
Fax + 32 2 676 7241

c/o: Dolf Van Wijk at dvw@cefic.be or Allan Jones at allan.g.jones@sympatico.ca



	Date of submission
	January 25 2008




	Additional Annex E information

	(i) Production data, including quantity and location
	PeCB is not known to have any commercial uses at present (Beck 1986; Environment Canada 1993) and therefore no commercial production is expected.


	(ii) Uses
	PeCB is not known to have any commercial uses at present (Beck 1986; Environment Canada 1993).  However, in the past, PeCB was one component of a chlorobenzenes mixture used to reduce the viscosity of PCB products employed for heat transfer (Environment Canada 1993; King et al. 2003).  PeCB has also been used in a chlorobenzenes mixture with PCBs in electrical equipment (Environment Canada 2005).  PCBs are still in use in some old electrical equipment in North America and Europe so that there is a small potential for release of PeCB from this source (AMAP 2000; Environment Canada 2003).  It can be presumed that some PCBs are also still in use elsewhere in the world and some fraction of them contain PeCB.  PeCB was used in the past as an intermediate in manufacture of pentachloronitrobenzene (quintozene) (van de Plassche et al. 2001).  However, quintozene is now made by chlorination of nitrobenzene (Feiler 2001).  PeCB may also have been used in the past as a fungicide and flame retardant (van de Plassche et al. 2001).  



	(iii) Releases, such as discharges, losses and emissions
	No global inventory of possible emissions of PeCB is currently available.  The primary source of potential releases is byproduct emissions associated with incomplete combustion with global emissions clearly dominated by combustion of biomass, combustion of solid waste, and combustion of coal represent the three largest sources.  Industrial sources of unintentional by-products are relatively minor due to improvements in industrial practices.

Emissions of PeCB have declined dramatically.  This is reinforced by the fact that Levels of PeCB in the environment are decreasing and are significantly below levels likely to cause significant adverse effects.  Specifically, PeCB has been observed only at extremely low concentrations essentially everywhere in the environment that has been carefully analyzed.  PeCB concentrations in herring gull eggs on the shore of Lake Superior, Canada have dropped by over 90% since the 1970s.  Concentrations of PeCB have dropped by over 90% since the 1960s in sediments near the industrially impacted Niagara Falls area of the US and Canada.

Previous data on releases was provided by WCC for Annex E.


Explanatory note:

2.
This information was requested for preparation of the risk profile in accordance with Annex E of the Convention. The POPRC would like to collect more information on these items. If you have additional or updated information, kindly provide it.

	A. Efficacy and efficiency of possible control measures in meeting risk reduction goals (provide summary information and relevant references):

	(i) Describe possible control measures


	In many cases current control measures and application of BAT/BEP to address other byproducts are likely to also reduce byproduct emissions of PeCB from industrial sources and waste incineration.  Therefore, additional measures focused on byproduct emissions are unlikely to provide any detectable environmental benefit and as a result would not be cost-effective.

Guidelines for best available techniques and best environmental practices for minimizing unintentional or byproduct POPs has been developed under the Stockholm POPs Convention.



	(ii) Technical feasibility
	

	(iii) Costs, including environmental and health costs
	Additional risk management options beyond those already in place are not likely to provide any detectable environmental benefit and would not be cost effective.
In many cases current control measures and application of BAT/BEP to address other byproducts are likely to also reduce byproduct emissions of PeCB from industrial sources and waste incineration.  Therefore, additional measures focused on byproduct emissions are unlikely to provide any detectable environmental benefit and as a result would not be cost-effective.
Furthermore, existing measures have already resulted in a dramatic decline in environmental levels of PeCB such that levels in the environment are already significantly below levels likely to cause significant adverse effects such that global action is warranted.  So again, additional measures focused on by-product emissions are unlikely to provide any detectable environmental benefit and as a result would not be cost-effective.




Explanatory notes:

3.
If relevant, provide information on uses for which there may be no suitable alternative or for which the analysis of socio-economic factors justify the inclusion of an exemption when considering listing decisions under the Convention. Detail the negative impacts on society that could result if no exemption were permitted.
4.
 “Risk reduction goals” could refer to targets or goals to reduce or eliminate releases from intentional production and use, unintentional production, stockpiles, wastes, and to reduce or avoid risks associated with long-range environment transport.
5.
Provide the costs and benefits of implementing the control measure, including environmental and health costs and benefits.

6.
Where relevant and possible “costs” should be expressed in US dollars per year.
	B. Alternatives (products and processes) (provide summary information and relevant references):

	(i) Describe alternatives 


	PeCB is not known to have any commercial uses at present (Beck 1986; Environment Canada 1993) and therefore no alternatives are needed.


	(ii) Technical feasibility
	

	(iii) Costs, including environmental and health costs
	

	(iv) Efficacy 
	

	(v) Risk
	

	(vi) Availability
	

	(vii) Accessibility
	


Explanatory notes:

7.
Provide a brief description of the alternative product or process and, if appropriate, the sector(s), use(s) or user(s) for which it would be relevant. 

8.
If several alternatives could be envisaged for the chemical under consideration, including non‑chemical alternatives, provide information under this section for each alternative.
9.
Specify for each proposed alternative whether it has actually been implemented (and give details), whether it has only reached the trial stage (again, with details) or whether it is just a proposal.
10.
The evaluation of the efficacy should include any information on the performance, benefits, costs, and limitations of potential alternatives.
11.
Specify if the information provided is connected to the specific needs and circumstances of developing countries. 

12.
The evaluation of the risk of the alternative should include any information on whether the proposed alternative has been thoroughly tested or evaluated in order to avoid inadvertently increasing risks to human health and the environment. The evaluation should include any information on potential risks associated with untested alternatives and any increased risk over the life-cycle of the alternative, including manufacture, distribution, use, maintenance and disposal.

13.
If the alternative has not been tried or tested, information on projected impacts may also be useful.

14.
Information or comments on improving the availability and accessibility of alternatives may also be useful.

	C. Positive and/or negative impacts on society of implementing possible control measures  (provide summary information and relevant references):

	(i) Health, including public, environmental and occupational health


	Additional risk management options beyond those already in place are not likely to provide any detectable environmental benefit and would not be cost effective.


	(ii) Agriculture, including aquaculture and forestry
	Since one of the primary sources of potential releases is byproduct emissions associated with incomplete combustion of biomass – any further control measures could have an impact on agriculture.


	(iii) Biota (biodiversity) 
	

	(iv) Economic aspects
	Additional risk management options beyond those already in place are not likely to provide any detectable environmental benefit and would not be cost effective.


	(v) Movement towards sustainable development


	

	(vi) Social costs
	Since additional management options for PeCB are not expected to provide any detectable environmental benefit and would not be cost effective, listing of PeCB under the Convention could impose additional social costs.  The Convention was designed to focus its efforts on substances of priority concern from a global perspective based on established criteria.  Implementing additional control measures that are not likely to provide any additional environmental or human health benefit will prevent Parties from focusing their limited resources on those substances that are real priorities at the global level.  This is particularly true for countries that are already struggling to implement their existing obligations under the Convention.



Explanatory notes:

15.
Socio-economic considerations could include:
· Any information on the impact (if any), costs and benefits to the local, national and regional economy, including the manufacturing sector and industrial and other users (e.g., capital costs and benefits associated with the transition to the alternatives); and impacts on agriculture and forestry;

· Any information on the impact (if any) on the wider society, associated with the transition to alternatives, including the negative and positive impacts on public, environmental, and occupational health. Consideration should also be given to the positive and negative impacts on the natural environment and biodiversity. 

· Information should be provided on how control measures fit within national sustainable development strategies and plans.
	D. Waste and disposal implications (in particular, obsolete stocks of pesticides and clean‑up of contaminated sites) (provide summary information and relevant references):

	(i) Technical feasibility
	

	(ii) Costs
	


Explanatory note:
16.
Specify if the information provided is connected to the specific needs and circumstances of developing countries.

	E. Access to information and public education  (provide summary information and relevant references):

	See UNECE LRTAP POPs Protocol Information on PeCB




Explanatory note:
17.
Please provide details here of access to information and public education with respect to both control measures and alternatives.

	F. Status of control and monitoring capacity (provide summary information and relevant references):

	See UNECE LRTAP POPs Protocol Information on PeCB




Explanatory note:

18.
With regard to control capacity, the information required is on legislative and institutional frameworks for the chemical under consideration and their enforcement. With regard to monitoring capacity, the information required is on the technical and institutional infrastructure for the environmental monitoring and biomonitoring of the chemical under consideration, not monitoring capacity for alternatives. 

	G. Any national or regional control actions already taken, including information on alternatives, and other relevant risk management information:

	See UNECE LRTAP POPs Protocol Information on PeCB




Explanatory notes:

19.
Actions or measures taken could include prohibitions, phase-outs, restrictions, cleanup of contaminated sites, waste disposal, economic incentives, and other non-legally binding initiatives.

20.
Information could include details on whether these control actions have been cost-effective in providing the desired benefits and have had a measurable impact on reducing levels in the environment and contributed to risk reduction.

	H. Other relevant information for the risk management evaluation:

	An analysis of the Pentachlorobenzene (PeCB) nomination, existing scientific literature, and available evidence (both trend information and the evaluation of levels in the environment/tissues) does not indicate that PeCB meets the criterion for significant adverse effects as a result of long-range transport.

Levels of PeCB in the environment are decreasing and are significantly below levels likely to cause significant adverse effects.  Specifically:

Trends in environmental levels are decreasing:

· 90% decline in PeCB levels in Great Lake herring gull eggs over the last 30 years. (Canadian Wildlife Service)

· 90% decline in PeCB concentrations in Niagra River sediments since 1960’s
· Extremely low PeCB concentrations measured in remote places.

Current levels in the environment (including wildlife) are below regulatory guidance levels.

· Levels in sediments are below Environment Canada’s estimated no effect value (ENEVsed)
· Consumption of Greenland avian, mammalian, and fish species result in exposure below the RfD for PeCB
· Available data for total chlorobenzenes in Arctic polar bears are well below US EPA and Health Canada regulatory guidance levels for PeCB alone.  (Verreault et. al., 2005)

· Maximum levels in biota from remote regions (<01-37 ug/kg ww, Hoydal and Dam (2003)) are well below known and thoroughly evaluated critical body burdens (25000 ug/kg ww, see earlier WCC submissions) for PeCB and other narcotic chemicals
WCC would like to re-iterate its view that the information summarised here under ‘H’ should have been accurately assessed and evaluated by the POPRC to meet the requirements as stipulated in Article 8, paragraph 7, in Annex E, in Annex D - paragraph 2 and especially in the more detailed requirements specified in UNEP/POPS/POPRC.1/10 Annexes IV and V by the POPRC itself. 
Due to the lack of a thorough assessment whether PeCB is ‘likely as a result of its long-range environmental transport to lead to significant adverse human health and/or environmental effects, such that global action is warranted’ we think there is no solid basis for compiling risk management information under Annex F. Therefore we think the review process still needs further improvement since it is wasting scarce resources without delivering clear environmental or health benefit.
While we do not believe that PeCB should be considered further by the POPRC, we are providing the attached Annex F information to further inform the POPRC’s evaluation of this substance.


Explanatory notes:

21.
The above list of items is only indicative. Any other relevant information for the risk management evaluation should also be provided.
	I. Other information requested by the POPRC:

	At its third meeting of the POPs Review Committee, it was noted that not all of the available data was provided in the risk profile regarding environmental burden caused by intentional use and unintentional releases of pentachlorobenzene.  It was discussed that the comparison of exposure and effect data would provide a more complete basis for decision-making on the relative risk posed by a substance and such information is particularly important with a substance like pentachlorobenzene that has both intended uses and unintentional sources. Quantitative data would provide useful understanding of the toxicity of the chemical and enable a clearer estimation of the costs and benefits that might be expected from listing it. Therefore, in addition to seeking information under the headings listed in Annex F information, the Committee is seeking: 

· Information related to environmental burden caused by intentional use of pentachlorobenzene 

· Information related to environmental burden caused by unintentional releases of pentachlorobenzene 

As noted above in other sections of WCC’s submission and in information previously provided by WCC:

· There are no known commercial uses of PeCB so the environmental burden caused by intentional use of PeCB should be extremely low, if any at all.

· Unintentional releases of PeCB are already likely controlled by current control measures and application of BAT/BEP to address other byproducts are likely to also reduce PeCB, so additional control measures are not likely to further reduce the environmental burden caused by unintentional releases of pentachlorobenzene.

· Existing measures have already resulted in a dramatic decline in environmental levels of PeCB such that levels in the environment are already significantly below levels likely to cause significant adverse effects such that global action is warranted.  So again, additional measures are unlikely to provide any detectable environmental benefit and as a result would not be cost-effective.


WCC Comments 25 January 2008
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