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Via E-mail

Dr. Maged Younes, Acting Executive Secretary

Secretariat of the Stockholm Convention

Att: POPs Review Committee

United Nations Environment Programme

International Environment House

11-13 chemin des Anémones

CH-1219, Chatelaine

Geneva, Switzerland

Re:
PFOS and PFOS-Related Substances - Invitation to submit comments on Draft Risk Management Evaluation of chemicals proposed for listing in Annexes of the Stockholm Convention to the POPs review Committee 
Dear Dr. Younes:

On behalf of the worldwide photo imaging industry (the International Imaging Industry Association (I3A), the European Photo and Imaging Association (EPIA), and the Photo-sensitized Materials Manufacturers’ Association (PMMA)
), I appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments in regard to perfluorooctane sulfonate (PFOS) and PFOS-related substances in response to your June 1 2007 invitation to Parties and Observers.  

As we have indicated previously, our industry does not use PFOS, but PFOS-related substances play an essential role in manufacturing and performance of certain traditional and digital imaging products because these chemicals provide critical antistatic, surfactant, friction control, and dirt repellant qualities.  It is important to note that the PFOS-related substances also provide important safety features by controlling the build-up and discharge of static electricity and preventing employee injury, operating equipment and product damage, and fire and explosion hazards.  Our industry has reduced its total worldwide usage of PFOS-related substances by more than 60% since 2000 through voluntary replacement initiatives.  Replacements do not currently exist for the remaining critical product applications; however, further reductions in the use of PFOS-related substances are expected as the transition continues towards digital imaging technologies.  

This submission provides comments regarding to the remaining uses of PFOS-related substances for traditional and digital imaging products.  For information related to uses of PFOS-related substances in the manufacture of semiconductors for digital imaging equipment products, I would ask that you kindly refer to comments submitted jointly by the Semiconductor Industry Association, the European Semiconductor Industry, and the Semiconductor Equipment and Materials International.  

We appreciate the work done by the Working Group in the preparation of the Draft Risk Management Evaluation for PFOS, and respectfully urge the Secretariat and POPRC to provide a specific exemption from restrictions for ongoing critical uses of PFOS-related substances by the photo imaging industry, consistent with the approaches adopted already by the competent authorities from the European Union, Canada, and the USA.

We appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Secretariat’s request for comments and look forward to additional dialogue on this important issue for our industry.  
If you have any questions about these comments, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely,

Derek Guest

Derek Guest, PhD

Director, Science and Technology

Vice President, Health, Safety, and Environment

Eastman Kodak Company

1999 Lake Avenue

Rochester, NY 14650-2206

United States of America

Tel.: + 1 585 722 3949

Fax: + 1 585 722 0239

E-Mail: derek.guest@kodak.com
cc:
Ms. Lisa Walker

President, I3A

Tel.: + 1 914 285 4933

E-Mail: lisa@i3a.org
Dr. Eddy Michiels

Chairman, EPIA

Tel.: +32 3 444 5500

E-Mail: eddy.michiels@agfa.com
Mr. Yasushi Kurita 

Executive Director, PMMA

Tel.: + 81 3 5276 3561

E-Mail: kanzai.kurita@nifty.com
Comments on Draft Risk Management Evaluation for

Perfluorooctane Sulfonate and Related Chemicals

General Comments

1. The photo imaging industry appreciates the incorporation into the Draft Risk Management Evaluation (RME) by the Working Group of information that we have submitted previously.  In particular, section 1.5 of the RME provides a summary of existing national and regional control actions.  In this regard, we should like to emphasize that a number of national and regional competent authorities have acknowledged that:

· The photo imaging industry does not use PFOS, but does use a small number of PFOS-related substances in imaging products for ongoing critical uses.

· The photo imaging industry has significantly reduced the use of PFOS-related substances in our products worldwide.

· There are presently no known alternatives for the remaining uses of PFOS-related substances by the photo imaging industry.

· Emissions from our ongoing processes and products that use PFOS-related substances do not present a significant environmental or health concern.

· Restrictions on the remaining uses of PFOS-related substances would have a severe impact on the ability of the photo imaging industry to manufacture a number of products that are important to the safety and well-being of society.

2. Since the POPs Review Committee decided (Decision POPRC – 2/5) that issues related to the inclusion of potential PFOS precursors should be dealt with in developing the draft RME for PFOS, we recommend that consistent terminology (i.e., PFOS-related substances) be used throughout the Draft RME. 

Specific Comments

With the above points in mind, we should like to recommend the following specific changes to the Draft RME for PFOS-related substances.

1.1.2 Issues regarding PFOS-related substances
We recommend the following change:

“In its regulatory measures on PFOS, the European Union (EU) has addressed all molecules having the molecular formula: C8F17SO2Y, where Y=OH, metal or other salt  (O-M+), halide, amide and other derivatives including polymers (European Union, 2006).”

2.1 Identification of possible control measures
We recommend the following change:

 “A. Uses for which at present, according to the evaluations of a number of national and regional competent authorities, no technically feasible alternatives are available.”

2.3.1 Photo Imaging
First paragraph: “Chemicals or classes of chemicals that may be considered alternatives to PFOS-related substances on an industry-wide basis (or even a company-wide basis) have been recognized as not currently being available for the photo imaging industry.”

Fourth paragraph: “Industry estimates that the releases from the …”.  Please note that these estimates for releases from the were not developed by the photo imaging industry, but were extracted from the report issued by UK Defra in 2004

We suggest the following alternative wording:

“Estimates of releases from the photo imaging industry developed by UK Defra are 1.02 kilogram into waste water and 0.051 kilogram into air from manufacturing uses in the EU, and the industry estimates a total of less than 2 kilogram worldwide, by extrapolation.”

Final paragraph: “Based on previous cost estimates of …”.  

While the photo imaging industry agrees with the conclusion that the cost of substituting the remaining uses of PFOS-related substances in our industry would be very high, we are not aware of the basis for the specific calculations included in the RME for our sector.  We believe that the cost of substituting the remaining uses of PFOS-related substances, on a per kilogram basis, would be significantly higher than that experienced for the previous reductions.  It is not possible to predict when the necessary technical developments would occur or what the associated cost might be.  For this reason, we believe that the phrase, “The estimate is more likely to be an overestimate …” is not supportable and we recommend its deletion.  

2.4.1 Health, including public, environmental and occupational health
Second paragraph: “If PFOS production and use is not eliminated, then levels in the environment including humans and animals will continue to rise, even in locations distant from production and use.”

We believe that this statement is inconsistent with the overall risk management conclusion of the Working Group, “that it seems most logical… to list PFOS in Annex A or B of the Convention” while recognizing, “… the need for some remaining critical uses over the foreseeable future.”  

In addition, the statement is inconsistent with previous risk evaluations published in the European Union, specifically:

· The European Commission Scientific Committee on Health and Environmental Risks concluded that, “The contribution of the confirmed on-going industrial/professional uses to the overall risks for the environment and for the general public are probably negligible with regard to the … photographic industry ….”
· The European Union “Directive Regarding the Restriction on the Marketing and Use of Perfluorooctane Sulfonates” adopted on December 12, 2006 acknowledged that ongoing critical uses of PFOS-related substances in the photographic industry do not appear to pose a relevant risk to the environment or human health.

We respectfully suggest the following alternative sentence:

“If production and use of PFOS and PFOS-related substances are not managed appropriately, then levels in the environment including humans and animals may continue to rise, even in locations distant from production and use.”

Third paragraph: “It is claimed that no negative impact is anticipated to result from the ongoing small number of critical uses e.g., the imaging industry and the semi-conductor industry.”

We believe that this statement does not appropriately reflect the extensive risk assessments and other evaluations conducted by the regulatory authorities in a number of countries and regions, or by the European Commission Scientific Committee on Health and Environmental Risks, as described above.  We respectfully suggest the following alternative sentence:

“Based upon assessments conducted by a number of governments, the ongoing critical uses of PFOS-related substances in the photo imaging industry do not appear to pose a significant risk to the environment or human health.”

2.4.4 Economic aspects, including costs and benefits for producers and consumers and the distribution of costs and benefits
We suggest the following modifications for this section:

“Photo-imaging

According to industry, restrictions on the remaining uses of PFOS-related substances would have a severe impact on the photo imaging industry’s ability to manufacture a number of important imaging products, including diagnostic medical products, industrial X-ray (non destructive testing), graphic printing (printing mask) and would impose a significant cost not only on the manufacturers of these products by requiring substantial investment in research and development, but also on users who would be required to replace their current systems with costly alternatives.”

It is important to note that medical establishments in most developing countries and many areas in the developed world do not have the capital to install digital diagnostic imaging systems.  Prohibiting the use of PFOS-related substances in medical X-ray films, therefore, could severely restrict the availability of diagnostic X-ray services for a large number of patients.

In addition, X-ray film is critical to public safety because of its use in industrial non-destructive testing for defects in aircraft engines, oil and gas pipelines, electronics, and the construction of highways, bridges, and buildings. 

3.2 Conclusions
The photo imaging industry supports the need to reduce the manufacture and use of PFOS-related substances, with the ultimate goal of their elimination.  Our industry has already taken aggressive steps voluntarily to reduce the use of these substances, and is committed to continue to make further reductions as technology allows.  However, in the absence of currently known alternatives for the few remaining PFOS-related substances, the photo imaging industry recommends against the establishment of specific deadlines for phasing out their use.

4: Concluding statement
Our industry recommends the listing of PFOS-related substances in Annex B.  As detailed in the Section 3.2, Option 2 of the Draft RME, this would be consistent with recognition of PFOS-related substances as intentionally produced while allowing for specified acceptable purpose and specific exemptions.  



















� I3A represents photo imaging companies from around the world, EPIA represents photo imaging companies and national associations of photo imaging companies in Europe, and the PMMA represents photo imaging companies in Japan.  Companies include the major manufacturers of photographic products; Agfa, Eastman Kodak Company, FUJIFILM Corporation, Konica Minolta, and Mitsubishi Paper Mills Limited.


� Perfluorooctane Sulphonate: Risk Reduction Strategy and Analysis of Advantages and Drawbacks. Final Report prepared for Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs and the Environment Agency for England and Wales. RPA in association with BRE Environment. August, 2004





