Study no 1.

	Item
	Yes
	No

	Reference: Hawkins W.E., W.W. Walker, M.O. James, C.S. Manning, D.H. Barnes, C.S. Heard and R.M. Overstreet. 1998. Carcinogenic effects of 1,2-dibromoethane (ethylene dibromide; EDB) in Japanese medaka (Oryzias latipes) Mutat. Res. 20; 399(2):221-32.


	Test Substance: CAS # and name (specify, but do not assess this item):106-93-4, ethylene dibromide

	*Chemical composition of the substance ( including purity, by-products)
	
	X

	Is the chemical purity acceptable?
	-
	-

	Persistence/stability of test substance in aquatic solution 
	X
	

	Method

	References
	
	X

	*OECD, EU, national, or other standard method?
	
	X

	Justification of the method/protocol if not a standard method was used
	X
	

	*GLP (Good Laboratory Practice)
	
	X

	Test organisms (specify common and Latin names)

	Latin or both Latin and common names reported?
	X
	

	Was the test organism relevant to the Canadian environment?
	
	X

	Life cycle age / stage of test organism
	X
	

	Sex
	
	X

	Length and weight of test organisms
	X
	

	Number of test organisms per replicate
	X
	

	Food type / feeding periods (acclimation/during test)
	X
	

	Test design / conditions

	Test type – acute or chronic (specify, but do not assess this item): chronic

	Experiment type (laboratory or field) specified?
	X
	

	System type (static, semi-static, flow-through)?
	X
	

	Negative or positive controls (specify)?
	X
	

	Number of replicates (including controls) and concentrations
	X
	

	Exposure pathways (food, water, both)
	X
	

	Exposure duration
	X
	

	*Measured concentrations reported?
	X
	

	If not, is the chemical volatile or not stable in water?
	-
	-

	Were concentration measured periodically, if it was long-term (chronic) experiment?
	X
	

	Were the exposure media conditions relevant to the particular chemical (i.e. pH, DOC/TOC, water hardness, and temperature for the metal toxicity) reported? 
	
	X

	Was pH within 5.5-8 range? (do not assess this item)  not mentionned
	
	

	Was temperature within 5-27°C range? (do not assess this item)
	X
	

	Were pH, temperature, and other parameters typical for the test organism?
	X
	

	Photoperiod and light intensity
	
	X

	Stock and test solution preparation 
	X
	

	Were solubilizer/emulsifier used, if the chemical was unstable or poorly soluble?
	-
	-

	If yes, were concentrations of solubilizer/emulsifier reported?
	-
	-

	AND, if yes, was toxicity of solubilizer/emulsifier reported?
	-
	-

	Biological monitoring intervals
	X
	

	Statistical methods used
	X
	

	Results


	Toxicity values (LC50, EC50, or IC50 - specify, do not assess this item): NOEC < 0.0133 mg/L

	Was the endpoint directly caused by the chemical's toxicity (i.e., not by untypical test conditions, organism’s health, etc.)  
	X
	

	Other endpoints reported - BCF/BAF, LOEC/NOEC (specify, do not assess this item): MATC < 0.067 mg/L

	*Was toxicity value below the chemical’s water solubility?
	X
	

	Other adverse effects (carcinogenicity, mutagenicity, etc.  Do not assess this item)
	X
	

	Score: major items - 3/5;      overall score: 21/29 = 72 %

	EC Reliability code:2 

	Reliability category (high, satisfactory, low): satisfactory

	Comments: As per Risk Assessment. Also see supporting document “Derivation of Aquatic Screening Benchmarks for 1,2-Dibromoethane” by L. A. Kszos, Et. Al. An aquatic screening benchmark: a tier II chronic water quality criterion 0.031 mg/L was derived using the LC50 for Ceriodaphnia dubia. This additional value from US-EPA (31 ug/L) gave more weight of evidence for the selection of the critical toxicity value (CTV) of 67 ug/L. This MATC was judged more representative of the threshold of effect than the NOEC alone since it is separated by a four fold concentration from the LOEC.




