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Swedish comments on the draft risk profile for SCCPs

General comments

Section numbering is not consistent. In some sections numbering is used to the 4th level. In others only to level 2. Please include section numbering to facilitate communication and enhance readability.

In order to enhance the overall readability of the document it is suggested that a concluding statement is included in the end of each subsection under section 2. This way it will be more transparent which information that is propagated to and synthesized in section 3 Synthesis of the information. For bioaccumulation (section 2.2.2.3) a specific subsection is dedicated to summarising the information and drawing a conclusion. However, many of the other sections lack a concluding statement.
Section 1.1

The addition of a subsection on physicochemical properties is warranted.
Section 2.2.1 §1

”In general, the HLC values reported imply partitioning from water to air or from moist soils to air.” Concept: HLC describes the distribution at equilibrium. Consider to rephrase to: “In general, the HLC values reported imply that SCCPs can remobilise from water to air or from moist soils to air as a result of environmental partitioning.”

Section 2.2.2.3 §1

How important and how reasonable is the assumption of the 50/50 % composition in the forage fish diet? Does BMFs change significantly if a 100% diet for any of the forage fish is used?

Section 2.2.3

The Arctic Contamination Potential is an interesting assessment approach. However, the ACP is a concept proposed by these authors. Secondly, the distinction between high, medium and low is a selection judged appropriate by these authors. Thirdly, there is limited amount of validation of the model results.

The discussion on the importance of emission pattern is also out of scope and the following interpretation of the results of Reth et al. (2005) goes too far in that context. 

Suggestion: Put less emphasis on the ACP results for SCCPs. Model results are of less importance in comparison to measured levels in Arctic biota. Rewrite this section and base it on the monitoring data presented in subsequent sections. SCCPs are found in Arctic lake sediments and in Arctic biota (e. g. Reth et al. (2006) and Tomy et al. (2000)).

Section 2.3 Exposure / Surface waters §1

Wording: “Large-volume water samples (100 L) collected in mid-Lake Ontario in July 1999 and October 2000 showed low levels of SCCPs (Table 14; Figure 5).”

Please remove the word “low”, because it does not mean anything in this context.

Section 2.3 Exposure / Surface waters 

Table 14. A row for PCBs is included. This data is not referred to anywhere in the text. Please remove to avoid confusion.

Section 2.3 Exposure / Surface waters 

Figure 5. Remove figure. This figure does not add to anything to the information already mentioned in the text. Moreoever, it only reports the data for one of the two years.

Section 2.3 Exposure / Surface waters

Two things are unclear about the following statement: “Notwithstanding the high dilution factor that would be involved in Lake Ontario, the fact that these concentrations were observed is an indication that considerable inputs of SCCPs are occurring.”

1. Is this the view of Muir et al. or of the authors’ of the risk profile? If the latter, please elaborate on why.

2. Is it the concentrations as such or the gradient? If it is the concentrations, they should hence be ”elevated” in comparison to background concentrations. If so, such concentrations should be available. (Elevated concentration are also difficult to perceive as ”low”, see above)
Section 2.3 Exposure / Surface waters §3

Include units for the data from Japan.
Section 2.3 Exposure / Sediments p 31 §3

It is unclear whether all conclusions in this paragraph are those of the authors of the original reference. Please clarify from where the different conclusions originate.

The sentence about “pre-manufacture” sediments appears to be out of scope for the risk profile. In addition, for good-quality studies it can be assumed that laboratories do have control of their sampling and laboratory blanks. Other explanations for the phenomenon could be inaccurate dating or colloid-mediated transport via pore water. Please remove sentence about “pre-manufacture” sediments.

Section 3 §3

”The Henry’s law constant implies substantial partitioning from water to air under certain conditions, thus facilitating atmospheric partitioning and transport.” Concept: HLC describes the distribution at equilibrium. Consider rephrase to: “In general, the HLC values reported imply that SCCPs atmospheric transport is facilitated by remobilisation from water to air due to environmental partitioning.”

Section Assessment of potential to cause ecological harm

This section is an implicit discussion of risk ratios.. The use of risk ratios requires the use of assessment factors due to the fact that not every species is covered by the toxicity testing etc. 

Since the use of risk ratios has been rejected by POPRC and since the direct comparison between EEV and CTV is misleading, our opinion is that this section could be significantly reduced and Table 23 removed.
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