Comments from Norway on the Draft Risk Profiles and Draft Management evaluations for Chemicals Considered by the Persistent Organic Pollutants Review Committee (POPRC):

Draft risk management evaluation for PFOS

Section 3.2:

1) 
The difference between option 1 and 2, and the reason why Option 1 is recommended 
in the conclusion should be made clearer in the text.

2) 
It is unclear if it is only PFOS or if it is PFOS and related substances that are proposed 
to be listed in Option 1 and 2 in the text.

3)
If just listing of PFOS is considered in Option 1 and 2, the option to list PFOS and 
related substances should be explored as well.

Draft risk management evaluation for Lindane

Add the following sentence in the end of section 3:

Considering the health risks associated with the use of lindane, it is important to give incentives to find more environmental and health friendly alternatives for pharmaceutical uses. A date for phase out of this use should therefore be considered, when listing the chemical.
Draft risk profile for OctaBDE
1)
General remark: The document has a good approach to how to assess the risk profile 
for the commercial mixture of OctaBDE. With this approach the problems 
encountered in the management evaluation for PentaBDE, according to problems with 
listing of commercial mixtures for national regulations and the implications when 
considering the management options, is avoided.

2)
Section 2.2:

Add the following section:


2.2.4 Debromination

Recent reports concerning degradation of DecaBDE, by photo degradation on mineral 
aerosols and microbial degradation, demonstrates that debromination of higher BDEs 
to lower brominated and more toxic and persistent BDEs, may be an important fate 
process in the environment (He et al. 2006, Ahn et al 2006 and Grecke et al. 2005). In 
the study by He et al. (2006) an enrichment culture containing a number of 
Dehalococcides spp. produced the common PentaBDE-congener BDE-99 from 
OctaBDE congeners under anaerobic conditions.
3)
Section 3:


The beginning of this section is confusing and gives the impression that the 
conclusions in the document are not well founded. This should be discussed elsewhere 
in the text where appropriate.

Remove the following text:


“The evaluation of the specific risks of commercial OctaBDE is complex and 
uncertain as the consequence of: 
· the presence of its components in commercial penta- and DecaBDE, 

· the additional transformation in the environment through debromination, in 
particular the evidence suggesting a significant role of debromination of Octa 
to DecaBDE to other PBDE congeners in biota is highly relevant as food is 
expected to be the main exposure route for these chemicals, although increases 
the difficulties for quantitative assessments, and 

· mostly, because the lack of a solid body of toxicological and ecotoxicological 
information for the mixture and its components covering the long-term low 
level exposure conditions and the sublethal endpoints considered relevant for 
assessing the risk of a POP candidate.”
 
5)
The reference list:

Add the following entry:
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