
[image: image1.jpg]ATC asecronrousor  GRBCEFIC




[image: image2.jpg]Tochnical Comittoe of Petroleun Additve Manutacturors i Europe.





ATC Comments on the 

Draft Final Report
 “Development of a risk Assessment for health and environment from the use of metallic additives and a test methodology for that purpose”









ATC Document 112









December 2012

ATC Comments on the
 
Draft Final Report
 “Development of a risk Assessment for health and environment from the use of metallic additives and a test methodology for that purpose”

ATC is pleased to have the opportunity to present comments on the Draft Final Report “Development of a risk assessment for health and environment from the use of metallic additives and a test methodology for that purpose” dated 13th November 2012.  Since the stakeholder meeting on the 23rd November, ATC have as far as possible, made a careful and objective review of the contents of this document, however, given the topic’s complexity and overlap with REACH it has not been possible to do a thorough in-detail review of all aspects.
ATC commend the approach and thoroughness of the considerations taken into account and believe the document represents a good holistic approach for evaluating the environmental implications of metallic fuel additives, however, in its current form the risk assessment methodology falls short of a practical tool that could be used within a regulatory framework.
ATC have identified a number of aspects that need to be addressed:

Scope of the Risk Methodology

The scope of the document is not consistent with the Fuel Quality Directive and we understand that there is no intention for this to be used beyond such a scope.  Fuel additives (non-metallic) are already extensively used for a variety of purposes, are successfully qualified by existing processes and regulated in accordance with REACH; they are an essential component of virtually all European fuels.  ATC suggest that the scope of the risk assessment should specifically be limited to its intended use in relation to Article 8a of the Fuel Quality Directive.  ATC strongly believe that without amendment, the risk assessment may be misinterpreted to be applicable to all current and future fuel additives. There appears to be no incentive to impose such an extensive risk assessment, extending beyond the Commission’s REACH requirements, other than what is required by Article 8a of the Fuel Quality Directive.
In relation to the scope, ATC request that:
· References to after-market additives are removed from the document because these are not covered by the scope of Fuel Quality Directive, as acknowledged in the public tender document.

· For clarity the document should specifically exclude metallic fuel-borne catalysts added by on-vehicle dosing systems, as is the case for the JRC test methodology

· References to metallic components and substances within the document should be limited to practical and known applications as fuel additives (see also later comments regarding Annex 2).

ATC request that references to zinc (ZDDP) be entirely removed from the document.  To ATC’s knowledge zinc has never been used as a fuel additive and it has known deposit forming tendencies that would exclude it from application in modern fuels and phosphorus compounds are already controlled by Fuel Quality Directive.  It is however commonly used as an anti-wear component for engine lubricants.  The example of the ZDDP assessment on page 48 is incorrect.  The reference is to an original assessment by Environment Canada which has since been revised.  After consideration of additional data the conclusion has been changed; their conclusion is that it does NOT meet the criteria for being “CEPA toxic” - they no longer consider it to be bioaccumulative and it is not entering the environment in quantities that would be of a concern to Canada, thus, no further action will be taken.  For further information please see the links below:
http://www.ec.gc.ca/substances/ese/eng/challenge/batch8/batch8_2215-35-2.cfm 
“Based on the information presented in this draft screening assessment, it is proposed that zinc BDBP is not entering the environment in a quantity or concentration or under conditions that have or may have an immediate or long-term harmful effect on the environment or its biological diversity or that constitute or may constitute a danger to the environment on which life depends. It is also proposed that zinc BDBP is not entering the environment in a quantity or concentration or under conditions that constitute or may constitute a danger in Canada to human life or health.”
http://www.gazette.gc.ca/rp-pr/p1/2010/2010-01-30/html/sup-eng.html#m108 
“Whereas it is proposed to conclude that Zinc, bis[O,O-bis(1,3-dimethylbutyl) phosphorodithioato-S,S']-, (T-4)- does not meet any of the criteria set out in section 64 of the Act, Notice therefore is hereby given that the Ministers of the Environment and of Health propose to take no further action on Zinc, bis[O,O-bis(1,3-dimethylbutyl) phosphorodithioato-S,S']-, (T-4)- at this time under section 77 of the Act.”

General References to Fuel Additives 
The document (especially in chapter 3) makes many references to fuel additives beyond the specific case of metallic additives within the scope of the Fuel Quality Directive.  ATC appreciate that this may be useful background information for potential readers who are not expert within the topic of fuel quality, however, we are concerned by several errors and inaccuracies within the document.  In particular there is confusion relating to additives, metallic additives, fuel additives and lubricant additives.  If published without correction, these errors are likely to be propagated and could potentially damage an important industry sector that already contributes to cleaner air quality.

Performance fuel additives are used in the majority of European fuels contributing towards fuel economy and carbon emission reduction either directly or indirectly.  Their use enables vehicle performance to be maintained at, or near, optimum over the lifetime of the vehicle.  Fuel additives can act as enablers to overcome performance deficiencies of alternative fuels and allow motor manufacturers to design engine components to tighter tolerances as they strive for further emission reduction and fuel economy benefits.

ATC is suggesting alternate wording to be used within chapters 1 to 3 specifically addressing these concerns.  (See attachment to this document)  Unfortunately the format and protection level on the draft document made it difficult to do this in a manner allowing each change to be clearly identified.   We have attempted to also provide a version showing the changes but apologise that under the circumstances this does not read as clearly as it might.  One minor but important change within the document relates to the use of the acronym “MFA”.  MFA is widely used within the fuel and additive industry to refer to “multi-functional additive” and use of such a common acronym has potential to add confusion over the intended purpose of the risk assessment.  ATC would prefer that the full terminology “metallic fuel additive” is used.

Consistency with the JRC TEST Methodology
The risk assessment methodology requires use of the JRC Test Protocol but significantly extends beyond the scope of the JRC test methodology and is not consistent with the intended application of the test methodology.  
The foreword of the JRC protocol states
:
“This methodology is designed to evaluate two different aspects related to the use of metallic additives in fuels:
1) Short-term effects of metallic fuel additives on vehicle regulated and unregulated emissions

2) Long-term effects of metallic fuel additives on the emissions performance of vehicles, so-called “durability” test”
The test methodology relies predominantly on emission test procedures used in European regulations; as noted in the test methodology and risk assessment methodology, it is expected to produce multiple results on multiple vehicles with a certain level of variability and uncertainty
.  It further recognises and takes into account the complexity of fuel effects on emissions as noted in earlier studies such as EPEFE
.  The scope and development of the test methodology recognised that “Extrapolation of the test fleet results to the general vehicle population inevitably introduces some uncertainty.”
  The differences in vehicle emission and fuel consumption performance between test cycles and real-world driving conditions is well known and publicised and a major confounding factor in compiling emission inventories.
The JRC test methodology is therefore appropriate for the scope for which it is designed
:-
1) evaluate short-term effects on regulated emissions
2) generate data on the particle-bound metals
3) evaluate whether there is long-term harm to vehicle emission control systems

The speciation of the vehicle exhaust and treatment of un-regulated emissions within the risk assessment goes far beyond the scope of the JRC test protocol, and beyond the range of existing vehicle regulations and validated evaluation methods.  Several of the references relate to experimental studies that are un-related to the application of metallic fuel additives and have taken no account of the variance that would be expected from differing vehicle systems and differing fuel formulations. 
In particular, when considering the “emitted substances during the use phase”, although acknowledging the uncertainties
 from differences in individual vehicles, between vehicle test cycles and real-world conditions and between different conditions of use, i.e. drive cycles, the risk assessment methodology does not provide any guidance on how these difficult aspects could be addressed.  For aspects that are outside the scope of the JRC test methodology there is no guidance for the applicant to assess the relative importance of any minor effect a metallic additive may have on an emission parameter compared to the variance allowable under existing regulation that would be expected from differing vehicle systems and differing fuel formulations.
Many of these aspects are recognised and fundamental to existing vehicle emission regulations
 and the handling of fuel components within REACH.   Without consideration or guidance of how meaningful data could be generated to provide the basis for exposure calculations, the risk assessment is not a practical tool that could be used within a regulatory framework.  ATC request that further consideration be given to take sufficient account of various aspects of the current regulatory framework pertaining to vehicle emissions and fuel quality standards. 

Consistency with REACH
Given the topic’s complexity and the limited time available, it has not been possible to do a thorough review of chapter 4 and fully investigate the relationship to REACH.  It does however appear to ATC that the Risk Assessment is not consistent with REACH and does not appear to sufficiently link to REACH guidance.
A great part of the document parallels REACH in dealing with substances prior to combustion, in this aspect ATC believe it should be fully consistent with REACH and associated guidance documentation.  From our initial review there are many terms that are not fully consistent with REACH and without clear definition or guidance on how they are to be applied e.g. “worst case scenarios”,  “exposure of susceptible groups”, “specific exposure zones”.  REACH provides specific guidance on the use of existing data, with regard to its generation via internationally validated methods and avoidance of additional unnecessary animal testing.  It is not clear whether the same guidance will apply to this risk assessment document.
ATC request that further consideration be given to make the risk assessment process as consistent as possible with REACH to avoid unnecessary and/or conflicting parallel regulation.
Relevance of substances within Annex 2

ATC considers that Annex 2 of the Risk Assessment Methodology contains selective and, in some cases, extraneous information and that it should be significantly modified to accurately reflect both the true nature of metallic fuel additives and the requirements of the Fuel Quality Directive.

We recognise that the fact sheets in Annex 2 are necessarily selective in nature since, as noted in the foreword to Annex 2 they are not based on any sort of comprehensive review of the existing scientific literature.  Also, since the fact sheets have not been compiled following the methodology presented in the report, they cannot be considered assessment documents on the risk posed by individual substances.  As a result, the fact sheets introduce potential biases that result in characterisations for some of the listed elements (e.g., “information on possible hazards”) that may not, in all cases, be fully accurate.  We therefore recommend that the information covered in the fact sheets should, as a minimum, be substantially reduced (e.g., to include only the following information categories for each metallic additive: chemical names, family compounds, CAS, EINECS, chemical formula, and major constituents) or removed altogether.
In some instances, the metallic compounds (or metallic elements) discussed are not, nor have ever been, used as fuel additives.  In some cases the products, only have application in areas such as aftermarket products or fuel oil additives and are not used in fuels, or applications, described within the Fuel Quality Directive.  Some of the examples have not been commercially considered for several decades because more effective and less hazardous alternatives are available.  Aluminium, palladium, platinum, rhodium and nickel coated aluminium are metallic elements that in stated form (as defined by their CAS numbers) are insoluble in fuel; references to metallic emissions of these elements are not related to fuel composition but to vehicle components and systems.  Zinc dialkylthiophosphate, is a lubricant component, not a fuel component as outlined earlier.

In the absence of the removal of Annex 2 from the Risk Assessment document, ATC recommend that the list of metallic additives be restricted to the following:

· Dicyclopentadienyl iron (II) (ferrocene) - antiknock additive 

· Methyl cyclopentadienyl manganese tricarbonyl (mmt) - antiknock and AVSR additive
· Potassium (1,2-bis(2-ethylhexyloxycarbonyl)ethanesulphonate potassium salt) - AVSR additive.
· Cerium (II) Oxide – this is typically used as a fuel borne catalyst or as an aftermarket/captive fleet additive.  Although these applications are 
outside the scope of the Fuel Quality Directive, cerium potentially could 
find application in retail or wholesale diesel fuel as a diesel combustion 
improver.
We understand why lead alkyls may be considered in this list, however, lead is already controlled by Fuel Quality Directive because of its detrimental effects to catalytic convertors.  As such, we believe its inclusion dilutes from the purpose and credibility of the document and recommend it is not included.  If lead is included, we suggest limiting it to tetraethyl lead (TEL).  TML and the mixed lead alkyls MTEL, DMDTEL, TMEL have not been produced or used since the early 1990’s.

In summary ATC would again like to commend the approach and thoroughness of the considerations in this complex topic.  We understand the difficulty of bringing together the various areas of expertise needed to provide a workable regulatory tool and keep consistency with existing regulations.  ATC fully support these efforts because poor and/or duplicate regulation will divert substantial resources from other critical areas.  We believe the issues currently identified can be resolved and ATC would be happy to engage in further discussion and communication to this end.

� JRC Test Methodology page 6


� JRC Test Methodology P 5


� The JRC test methodology states “For the purpose of this test methodology the term “unregulated” emissions is limited to the particle bound metal(s) emitted as a consequence of the use of the metallic additive.”  


� JRC Test Methodology P 6 and P 31


� European Programme on Emissions, Fuels and Engine Technologies (published by the European motor and oil industry associations, ACEA & Europia)


� JRC Test Methodology P 8


� JRC Test Methodology P 6


� BIO IS Methodology Annex 1.D p 67


� United Nations (UN)/ECE Regulation No. 83, as modified by Regulation (EC) No. 715/2007 and Regulation (EC) No. 692/2008






