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Introduction 
Certain organic flame retardant substances are among those identified as priorities for 
action for the second phase of the Chemicals Management Plan (CMP)1. The selection 
of these organic flame retardant substances was based on the categorization process 
completed in 2006, evaluations by the New Substances Program suggesting potential 
ecological and human health concerns for certain organic flame retardant substances 
not on the Domestic Substances List (DSL), and new information received as part of the 
first phase of the CMP. 
 
Under the Substance Groupings Initiative of the CMP, the Government of Canada 
assessed and will manage, where appropriate, the human health and ecological risks 
associated with Organic Flame Retardants. The “Certain Organic Flame Retardants 
(OFR) Substance Grouping” is comprised of the ten substances shown in Table 1, and 
all have similar function (i.e., the application to materials to slow the ignition and spread 
of fire). The substance grouping considers OFRs with potential exposure to humans, 
that are used in high volume and that demonstrate potential persistence and inherent 
toxicity to nonhuman organisms. 
 
Materials and Methods 
Data was gathered from various sources, including, but not limited to, experimental 
studies, open literature, monitoring programs, assessments from other jurisdictions, 
follow-up with stakeholders, and predictive tools and methods. The risk assessment 
approach taken included a weight of evidence analysis, which considered physical-
chemical properties, sources and releases, chemical fate, persistence, bioaccumulation, 
long range transport, ecotoxicity, temporal trends, geographical distribution and 
exposure levels in Canada. 
 
Results and Discussion 
In October 2016, the Government of Canada published six draft screening assessment 
reports, two draft state of the science reports, and three risk management scope 
documents covering the ten organic flame retardant substances1. 
 
The draft screening assessments of EBTBP, Melamine, TDCPP and TCP propose to 
conclude that none of these substances is harmful to the environment or to human 
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health as set out in section 64 of the Canadian Environmental Protection Act, 1999 
(CEPA)2. The draft state of the science reports of ATE, TBB and TBPH indicate that 
current quantities in use in Canada are unlikely to pose a risk to the environment or 
human health. The draft screening assessments of DP and DBDPE propose to 
conclude that these substances are harmful to the environment as set out in paragraph 
64 (a) of CEPA, but that they are not harmful to the environment on which life depends, 
or to human health as set out in paragraphs 64 (b) and 64 (c) of the Act, respectively. 
The draft screening assessment of TCPP proposes to conclude that this substance is 
not harmful to the environment as set out in paragraphs 64 (a) or (b) of CEPA, but that it 
is harmful to human health as set out in paragraph 64 (c) of the act. 
 
Table 1. The 10 Substances in the Certain Organic Flame Retardants (OFR) 
Substance Grouping 
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