The SOLEC PBT Break-out Session

Melissa Hulting
U.S. EPA-GLNPO
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- éélth effects of PBTs: Henry
I nderson, WI Division of Public Health
2maining sources and pathways: Alan
I -i"f“ Environment Canada

Presentations

Y- 'hg and Prioritization of “New”
xf‘}". K I\/lu;ur, Environment Canada
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~ Screening for “new” PBTS
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Canada s DSL: 11K substances, EPA’s HPV
list: 3549 substances

— Only 1453 overlap (DSL from 1980s)

C king at physical-chemical properties
at relate to bioaccumulation and long-
ge- transport use data

: ified a preliminary list of P&B
Ibs «:'t >es (not currently looking at
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Screening, cont.

 False negatives and false positives from
| screening may be a concern, so need to
monitor and assess health risks

‘Scientific judgment is needed to assess
'hemlcals iIdentified as P&B and
: rtlcularly their degradation products

national priority setting, including
peratlon with industry, Is needed so

' t ar,]alytlcal and assessment

?re used effectively



Sufficiency of PBT Indicators

= Existing indicators (air, water, biota) are
| | for the most part sufficient, need to ensure
that programs continue so that data
ehind indicators exists
ssible new PBTs are often in consumer
l yroducts vs. old PBTs being mainly

dustrial
-""“.'. 4 : | .
“Ed o track sources like WWTPs?
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Future Directions

\ eed resources for method development,
nonitoring, and toxicity testing so that
sults of screening efforts can be verified

W v will we Incorporate emerging
: Ical Information into future SOLECS?

*'L IrE AOC assessments at SOLEC 2008
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The SOLEC Non-Persistent
Substances of Continuous Release
Break-out Session

Ted Smith
U.S. EPA-GLNPO




Presentations

eenlng and Prioritization of non-
NE rS|stent chemicals - Mitchel Kostitch,
SEPA

otoxilogical Effects of Substances of
ued Release - Rebecca Klaper, UW,
ukee

Ces 8 nd Pathways of Substances of
itinued Release - Sheridan Haack,

/e

L

]
! i




o

Screening

gy
*ﬁiénges
Current Data Limited
ar ' chemicals to test — too expensive to test

.—I'

udles only look at acute effects (non-
le nwr‘bnm.ental ranges)

‘. an nplicate matters
w-‘» ,3
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& Need to...

Es 1Fnate influent concentrations

known Info about human daily doses
ank concerns

acterize variability in results
ritize based on findings

[ ' ablish endpoints and appropriate
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S Conclusions at this stage

i‘ .

2E d more funding for research and better

y questions remain: what about
e ‘mechanisms, the effects of
v ewater treatment,
J },‘;;b,,. |cauons**
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| **; determining risk assessment of

ase substances, the following questions

Ecotox Effects

hat kind of organisms are exposed?
‘&,r,? the effects of exposure?

._.4,;-'-,;5 nS|dqrat|ons are needed for each
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- More questions than answers

‘Chemicals have been designed to be non-
toxic, taken at low dosages.

Ich of the testing on acute toxic affects.

ortant to know what the ecological
s of chronic low-level exposure.

1C p0|n=t should we assess?




~ More questions than answers

: E_Jc:h of the testing that is done in labs Is
\done on mammals, but are these
ansferable to fish?

Are the reactions similar?
H to do about unintended pathways?
L dif Tic ult tO develop Indicators for these




For Example

Decrease In the heart rate of daphnia,
* hen exposed to fluoxetine (commonly
nown as Prozac). Is daphnia’s

a oductive success affected?

' ead minnows exposed to fluoxetine
xhib lt sexual behavioral changes, which
Ct m tlng as well as embryo growth.

J estion is, what do we measure?
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Take home message

;' Ve need more data on the effects of these
Substances

eed to develop ecological risk
narameters

i change/require additional tests on
)ehalf of pharmaceutical companies?

at Do ential Indicators for the
NE t are suitable?

/ do =.4" i these studies?
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- Sources and Pathways
®
1 ":'US EPA/USGS developed a list of chemicals
commonly found in wastewater (2005).

Indicators might focus on these.

ting could be based on usage.

itoring effluent?

| attention could be given to bioactive v.s.

w subs’t_gnces as they are intended to
& it
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