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Secrétariat Exécutif 
Nations Unies Commissions Èconomique pour l'Europe 
Palais des Nations 
CH–1211 Genéve 
Suisse 
 
Dear Secrétariat Exécutif : 
 
The Pentachlorophenol Task Force is writing on behalf of the manufacturer of pentachlorophenol 
(PCP) in response to the proposal of the European Commission (EC) to add PCP to Annex I of 
the LRTAP Protocol on Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPs).  PCP has a number of important 
uses in Canada and the United States, including the preservation of wooden utility poles and 
cross-arms.  Indeed, in the U.S. nearly 50% of the wooden utility poles placed in service each 
year are PCP treated.   
 
The question as to whether PCP meets the POP criteria was already carefully considered during 
the negotiations, in 1997, leading up to the development of the Aarhus Protocol.  There, the 
parties agreed on the strength of the scientific data to delete PCP from the draft list of POPs. 
 
We understand that the recent proposal by the EC follows the completion in May of 2008 of a 
“Risk Profile for Pentachlorophenol” by the Polish Institute of Environmental Protection (“IEP 
dossier”).  But the IEP dossier offers little that was not already considered by the parties, in 
1997.  Indeed the IEP dossier agrees with the 1997 determination where it states: 
 

“However, the bioaccumulation factor (BCF) does not meet the indicative value 
of 5000.  Pentachlorophenol does not meet the indicative values for persistence 
for water, sediment and soil.” 
 

Given this conclusion, it is clear that PCP does not meet the definition of a POP and should not 
be forwarded to the Technical Review Committee for consideration for inclusion in the Protocol. 
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A. PCP Does Not Meet the Persistence Criterion 

In the EB 1998/2 decision persistence is defined as: “evidence that the substance's half-life in 
water is greater than two months, or that its half-life in soils is greater than six months, or that its 
half-life in sediments is greater than six months.” Alternatively, evidence that the substance is 
otherwise sufficiently persistent to be of concern within the scope of the Protocol may also fulfill 
this criterion. 
 
According to the IEP dossier (page 4): 
 
“  • Half-life in water: far below 2 months” 
 “ • Half-life in sediment and soil: far below 6 months” 
 
Also, in the Dossier, it is noted (page 5): 
 
“12. From the available information it is clear that the reduction in use and significant 
restrictions of use patterns, levels of PCP and its derivatives in the environment have declined 
rapidly over the last decade.” 
 
The IEP dossier thus confirms that PCP does not meet the persistence criterion. 
 
PCP Does Meet the Bioaccumulation Criterion 
 
In the EB 1998/2 decision bioaccumulation is defined as: (i) Evidence that the BCF or BAF for 
the substance is greater than 5,000 or the log Kow is greater than 5; or (ii) Alternatively, if the 
bio-accumulative potential is significantly lower than (i) above, other factors, such as the high 
toxicity of the substance, that make it of concern within the scope of the Protocol.  
 
According to the Dossier on Pentachlorophenol (page 4) 
“• BCF < 5000” 
 
The IEP dossier thus confirms that PCP does not meet the bioaccumulation criterion. 
 
 
The Presence of Trace POP Impurities in PCP Does Not Cause PCP itself to Meet Criteria 
 
The authors of the IEP dossier state in their conclusions:  

 
“Consideration of the impurities in technical pentachlorophenol (e.g. dioxins, 
furans and hexachlorobenzene) may lead to another conclusion in meeting the 
indicative values.” 

 
It is important to note that these impurities are already specifically considered with 
respect to PCP in Article 8 of the Protocol which calls for best efforts to reduce impurity 
levels.   And, in point of fact, the impurities in PCP have been reduced since the 
negotiation of the Protocol.   What is relevant here is that PCP was determined not to 
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meet criteria even with the higher levels of impurities that were present in the product, in 
1997.  
 
The PCP Metabolite – Pentachloroanisole (PCA) Does Not Meet Criteria 
 
Unable to conclude that PCP itself meets criteria, the authors of the IEP dossier point to the PCP 
metabolite Pentachloroanisole (PCA) and suggest that it fulfills the POP-criteria.  But no real 
scientific showing is made on this point.  Indeed, the authors of the IEP dossier concede that “the 
characteristics of the metabolic products relative to the indicative values have not been evaluated 
in this risk profile." (Executive Summary, Page 5, Conclusion #11).    

Whether PCA poses adverse effects is not discussed at all in the IEP dossier.   The data on 
persistence presented in the IEP dossier and available elsewhere show that PCA is not persistent 
in water, soil or sediment.  

With respect to bioaccumulation, the IEP dossier relies on BCF data that do not provide a clear 
picture of the bioaccumulation potential.   The log Kow of PCA is reported in the range of 5.30 
(modeled) to 5.45 (Opperhuizen and Voors 1987), but several studies suggest that PCA may be 
rapidly taken up into tissues, and mostly eliminated, though relatively more slowly.   See  
Glickman et al. (1977, not cited in the IEP dossier); Pierce and Victor (1978; also not cited in the 
IEP dossier); Vodicnik et al. (1980; not cited).   In all cases it appears that PCA is demethylated 
back to PCP, which is more easily excreted.   Accordingly, log Kow by itself is not an accurate 
predictor of the bioaccumulation potential. 

Conclusions 

The IEP dossier shows that PCP does not meet the POP criteria.  Essentially all of the 
information presented in the IEP dossier was already considered, in 1997, when the parties 
decided not to list PCP.   The EC nomination should be rejected by the Executive Body.   
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Original signed by 
 
E. John Wilkinson 
 


