Comments provided by: Company-manufacturer; Lubrizol Deutschland

As co-registrant of these substances Lubrizol supports the general comments separately submitted by the other producer and by the Formaldehyde Biocide Interest Group (FABI), a CEFIC sector group, and agrees with the conclusions concerning potential alternative bactericides that are currently part of the BPR Review Programme. 
To summarise:
· Since MBO and HPT belong to a category of bactericides that act by the same mechanism of action (i.e. release of formaldehyde under certain conditions) any action under Articles 5 and/or 10 of the BPR should be deferred until all members of the same category can be assessed. Any regulatory action that is implemented against products containing MBO or HPT before consideration of the same regulatory action against products containing other formaldehyde-releasers would be disproportionate and appears to go against the purpose of the BPR.  
· Comparative assessment for each relevant Product Type should be confined to comparing MBO and HPT against active ingredients that are either already approved or are undergoing BPR review as bactericides. Assessment against active ingredients whose sole/primary purpose is fungicidal is inappropriate.  
· Other members of the formaldehyde-releaser family of bactericides should not be assessed against MBO or HPT as part of this comparative assessment. This is because all these substances act by the same mechanism of action and as such all these substances will eventually be assigned the same harmonised classification that has resulted in MBO and HPT being considered as candidates for substitution (i.e. as Carcinogen Category 1B)
· From a practical viewpoint the main/only chemical alternative to formaldehyde-releasers in terms of anti-bacterial activity for most product types and for the widest range of applications within a product type are the family of isothiazolinones. These substances have their own deficiencies in terms of their hazard profile, both to man and the environment. Based on the published guidance (CA-May15-Doc 4.3a and other documents cited therein) it remains unclear to us how a comparative risk assessment can rank one substance against another when the substances concerned have a significantly different hazard profile.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Whilst MBO and HPT have been assigned a harmonised hazard (e.g. as a Category 1B carcinogen amongst other hazards), experimental data exists to demonstrate that at typical use concentrations and under conditions of normal use there is no health risk to workers associated with the hazard property that qualifies MBO and HPT for exclusion or substitution. This is not always the case for alternatives in specific product types, where a hazard exists at normal use concentrations that could be detrimental to a worker’s career. It therefore follows that this should be taken into consideration during the comparative risk assessment.
· Certain EU industries including the paints, coatings and adhesives industry (CEPE) and the metalworking industry have expressed concern at the loss of an entire category of bactericide (namely the formaldehyde releasers) which will significantly restrict the palette of bactericides available to their members.       
