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· The last paragraph in the Executive Summary of the risk profile that begins “To prevent SCCPs from continuing….” should be struck from the risk profile as it suggests a risk management approach (prevention of release) best addressed in any risk management evaluation for SCCPs.  This same sentence should be struck from the conclusion section of this document.

· Section 2.4.5:  The following reference concerning SCCPs and MCCPs was just released on the web and should be included in the document:

Houde, M., Muir, D.C.G., Tomy, G.T., Whittle, D.M., Teixeira, C., Morre, S. 2008. Bioaccumulation and Trophic Magnification of Short- and Medium-Chain Chlorinated Paraffins in Food Webs from Lake Ontario and Lake Michigan.  Environ. Sci. Technol. ASAP Article 10.1021/es703184s
· Section 2.5.2:  It is recommended the mysid shrimp toxicity data on page 14 be added to Table 2-4 on page 16. 
· Section 2.5.2:  Why have toxicity effect level for fish, birds and mammals been deleted from Table 2-4?  We believe it is important to provide toxicity information for higher trophic level organisms, which may also incur exposures via biomagnifications, when considering effects of PBT chemicals.
· Regarding the Concluding Statement:  The United States does not agree that the information, as presented in the document, supports the conclusion that “Based on the available evidence, it is concluded that SCCPs are likely, as a result of their long-range environmental transport, to lead to significant adverse environmental effects, such that global action is warranted.”  This view is based on the following points:

· The evidence presented indicates SCCPs have low toxicity in mammals.  As summarized in the document, “According to EC (2005), overall, SCCPs are of low toxicity with the principal toxicological issue being for general non-specific toxicity following repeated exposure, with NOAELs for general toxicity of 100 and 1000 mg/kg/day in rats and mice, respectively.”  To put this information into a context, it can be compared to the U.N. GHS criteria (as per Annex E, part (f)), which indicated that, based on NOAELs for repeated-dose toxicity of 100 and 1000 mg/kg/day, SCCPs would not qualify for classification under the U.N. GHS.
· The evidence presented comparing concentrations in abiotic media and biota indicate that the maximal exposure concentrations (in water, sediment and soil) are one to two orders of magnitude LOWER than the most sensitive toxicity endpoint measured (and these were for chronic tests in ecologically relevant species).  This fact is stated on page 16: “For pelagic, benthic, and soil dwelling organisms, the maximum reported environmental concentrations are approximately 50 - 200 times lower than the most sensitive toxicity values”.
· As per the Convention, Annex E states that “For this purpose, a risk profile shall be developed that further elaborates on, and evaluates, the information referred to in Annex D...”  The second Information Requirement in Annex D is:  “2.  The proposing Party shall provide a statement of the reasons for concern including, where possible, a comparison of toxicity or ecotoxicity data with detected or predicted levels of a chemical resulting or anticipated from its long-range environmental transport, and a short statement indicating the need for global control.”  [emphasis added]

The Risk Profile (on page 16) provides such a comparison, therefore demonstrating that the criteria of “where possible” has been met.  However, none of this information is brought forward nor does it appear to have been adequately considered in drafting the Concluding Statement.  For example:  
· The hazard information referenced in the Concluding Statement is that to invertebrates, however, there is no comparison offered to available environmental concentration data.  These data are found at page 16 where it was also stated that the maximum detected concentrations are well below the most sensitive toxicity value.  Despite the fact that information is available to support such a comparison of environmental concentrations to toxicity reference values, the comparison is not discussed and the concern statement is based ONLY on the presence of SCCPs in tissues of biota.  

· Basing the concern on invertebrates is not supported by the information available; using maximal environmental concentrations and lowest toxicity reference values (i.e. worst case scenarios), there is a one to two orders of magnitude margin of exposure.  
· Furthermore, the effects on higher trophic level organisms (that would also incur exposure via biomagnifications) should be considered/discussed in the Concluding Statement.  Currently, the only toxicity basis for concern in the concluding statement is focused exclusively on the lowest trophic level organisms (i.e., the only toxicity information mentioned is for invertebrates).  Relative to this point, it is not clear why Table 2-4 in the current RP has been modified to exclude toxicity information on fish, birds and mammals (i.e. higher trophic level organisms); especially the trout data were presented on a tissue-concentration basis and therefore, are directly comparable to the tissue concentrations measured in the environment.  Presenting this type of comparison is valuable for evaluating the likelihood of adverse effects occurring and should be presented in the document to make it more transparent.  We believe there is ample data and methods available for making comparisons of environmental concentrations of SCCPs to toxicity benchmarks for SCCPs in several different trophic levels of organisms.  Such an approach has previously been presented to the POPRC in the Pentachlorobenzene Risk Profile. 
· Relative to this point, in a previous version of the SCCP RP, a table comparing EECs and PNECs was included.  This is the type of analysis that should be included, where possible, in the Risk Profile to further elaborate on, and evaluate the information referred to in Annex D (Annex E, .  The inclusion of such a table comparing EECs and PNECs would strengthen the RP and it is not clear why it was removed from the RP.  We strongly urge that it, or a similar analysis, be included in the RP such that the POPRC have a clearer and integrated synthesis from which to evaluate the available information and make their decisions.
· In conclusion, basing the “concern” on the mere presence in biota is not justified nor is it sufficient in our view when toxicity information is available to quantitatively compare environmental concentrations to toxicity values.
· In conclusion, the United States believes that the Concluding Statement, with its focus on the lowest trophic level organisms and lack of a comparison of the many measured environmental concentrations to toxicity levels in any organisms, does not provide a basis for demonstrating that the Convention’s risk profile conclusion “Based on the available evidence, it is concluded that SCCPs are likely, as a result of their long-range environmental transport, to lead to significant adverse environmental effects, such that global action is warranted”  has been satisfied.

