Comments on SCCPs from USEPA

Thank you very much for the opportunity to review the revised risk profile for SCCPs, the United States appreciates the consideration and thoughtful disposition of our previous comments. Below please find our comments on the revised draft, I apologize again for the delay.  We hope you find them useful and would be happy to discuss them with you further should that be needed.  Feel free to give any of us a call.  We look forward to working with you as the POPRC process moves forward.

In reference to Table 3-1, there are two changes from Sweden that deal with comparing concentrations and monitoring data of SCCPs with the concentrations of other POPs that are present in the Arctic environment or species.  We strongly believe that the comparison of concentrations of chemicals alone as a basis for concluding similarity ignores the fact that they may have different modes/mechanisms of toxic action and different relative potencies (even within a mode of action, e.g. among ‘dioxin-like’ POPs, including certain PCBs and TCCD, there is large variability in toxic potency).  Indeed this is the case for some of the chemicals provided in the example, i.e., the most toxic PCBs act via the aryl hydrocarbon receptor (AhR)-mediated mechanism of action whereas there is no evidence whatsoever that indicates SCCPs do and the evidence provided in the RP indicate SCCPs act primarily via narcosis.

Therefore, the comparison provided in Table 3-1 and especially the assertion following Table 3-1 that these chemicals have “similar toxicity profiles” is not supported by scientific evidence or by extensive knowledge regarding the mechanisms by which the example chemicals (DDT, Toxaphene, PCBs) act.  The United States has previously commented that this type of "benchmark approach" where concentrations SCCPs are compared with other POPs weakens the scientific process and should be removed.

In reference to Table 3-3 which mentions the 1000X application factor, the scientific basis for the use and magnitude of the "application factors" applied to the PNEC in Table 3-3 is not articulated.  The rationale and associated references should be provided to support application of such factors, i.e. what 'uncertainties' are being accounted for?

More specifically, the rationale for 'across-the-board' application of 1000-fold uncertainty factor to the CTVs is not clear given that the CTVs selected are the "most sensitive chronic toxicity values" for the organism group of interest.  This approach to CTV selection should obviate the need to make subchronic-to-chronic or species-to-species adjustments.  Furthermore, the pelagic and benthic organisms, the chronic endpoints measured are highly relevant for ecological risk assessment (i.e. reproductive & early life stage/developmental toxicity), obviating the need for any type of endpoint extrapolation uncertainty factor.  The fact that certain CTVs are based on tissue residue metric (i.e. trout) or dietary intake (i.e. mammal/otter) also obviates the need for 'adjusting' for bioaccumulation, as these metrics already account for it.

In all cases, the PECs selected is the highest measured value and they appear to be from sites receiving industrial and/or municipal inputs (i.e. sewage treatment plant, harbor).  The use of concentrations derived from industrial/municipal inputs do not support the overall conclusion regarding "as a result of long-range transport".  Where available, concentrations from remote areas (e.g., water from Canadian Arctic lakes, fish and invertebrate tissues concentrations outside of industrial/municipal areas (harbor), fish tissues in Iceland, marine mammals from the Arctic) should be used in the integration step to provide a more accurate picture of potential risks from LRT.

Recognizing that these are not always available, the fact that these concentrations are not the result of LRT and are worst case scenarios should also be considered when justifying the use of large application factors on the basis of the chemicals being POPs (i.e. the PECs are worst case scenarios that would not be expected to be achieved as the result of LRT) and also when discussing the significance of the resulting RQs (i.e. how likely is it that concentrations of this magnitude would be achieved from long-range transport).

Regarding the Concluding Statement, and taking into consideration the comments noted above, the United States continues to believe that the information, as presented in the draft document as revised, does not support 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."

Thanks again!
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