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Lisa Jackson, Administrator

US Environmental Protection Agency
Ariel Rios Building

Room 3000, #1101-A

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20460

Subject: Comments on the HPV test plan for Disulfide Oil (DSO) (CAS# 68955-96-4)

Dear Administrator Jackson:

The following comments on the Petroleum HPV Testing Group’s plan for Disulfide Oil (DSO) are
submitted on behalf of the Physicians Committee for Responsible Medicine, People for the Ethical
Treatment of Animals, the Humane Society of the United States, the Doris Day Animal League, and
Earth Island Institute. These health, animal protection, and environmental organizations have a
combined membership of more than twelve million Americans.

This test plan uses a compelling category read-across approach, based on existing test data and model
predictions, to satisfy data requirements under the HPV Challenge Program. The test plan thoroughly
lays out the rationale for category formation; the 10 major dialky! disulfides, which account for 87% of
DSO (w/w), are extremely well-suited to a category approach as they are highly similar in structure,
share a common mode of action, and exhibit predictable behavior based on chain length. Because
toxicity increases as chain length decreases, the sponsors use existing data from the shortest chain-length
category member, DMDS, as a surrogate for the whole group based on the assertion that DMDS
represents the worst case scenario for toxicity of the DSO constituents. The test plan provides extensive
justification for the worst case assertion, leading them to convincingly posit that the other category
members, which comprise 75% of DSO, are not expected to be more toxic than DMDS. Of'the
remaining 13% of DSO, comprised by 7 other chemicals not in the category, only diisopropyl sulfone is
present at greater than 2%. The sponsor argues, with strong supporting evidence, that diisopropyl
sulfone is of little concern, because it is derived from the dialkyl disulfides and metabolized similarly.
It then follows that toxicity of diisopropyl sulfone is not expected to differ markedly from the dialkyl
disulfides.
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If the use of DMDS as a surrogate for DSO is acceptable to EPA, then there should be no issues with the
acceptability of the DMDS data since they have already been deemed adequate by EPA for meeting the
requirements of the HPV Challenge Program in an earlier submission by Arkema Inc, with the exception
of two endpoints-stability in water and chronic fish toxicity. The DSO test plan states that these
endpoints are being addressed by Arkema Inc, as indicated in its test plan for DMDS. Those results will
be applied to the dataset for DSO when they become available. With regard to the chronic fish toxicity
testing, we appreciate the efforts of the Petroleum HPV Testing Group to apply ECOSAR, which
reportedly does not provide reliable predictions for category members when compared to existing test
data. Although the Petroleum HPV Testing Group may have little to do with Arkema’s testing, we want
to re-iterate other potential alternatives to fish testing including DarT"* * and TETRATOX"> &7 1f
testing is fish testing is gursued, the numbers of fish can be reduced by using the fish acute threshold

(step-down) approachg’ .

The test plan also does a nice job of discussing the exposure potential of DSO. Because DSO is a
byproduct of petroleum refining processes which occurs at only one company, is not sold commercially
or used in any downstream products, and is either consumed in the manufacturing of other chemicals or
disposed of on site, DSO would appear to be a low priority for additional testing. The sponsors could
further clarify the lifecycle of DSO by providing more information on the disposal process.
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Again, we support the Petroleum HPV Testing Group’s detailed test plan and thoughtful use of category
formation and read across to meet data requirements. Thank you for your attention to these comments. I
may be reached at 202-527-7345 or via e-mail at nbeck@pcrm.org.

Sincerely,

Nancy Beck, Ph.D. Chad B. Sandusky, Ph.D.
Scientific and Policy Advisor Director
Toxicology and Regulatory Testing Toxicology and Regulatory Testing






