Japan’s Comments on the Second Draft Risk Profile (version: 5 June) for

Short-chained chlorinated paraffins

1. (p18, 2.5.1 Mammalian Toxicity)

We support Sweden’s comment on this section, “For simplicity, we suggest to divide section 2.5.1 into 2 parts”. The evaluation of human health effects and mammals effects except human should be organized as separate sections in terms of different treatment of test results. For example, difference of mechanism between human and rodents is concerned in the evaluation of carcinogenicity of SCCPs.
2. Mammalian Toxicity (p.19, last paragraph of 2.5.1 Mammalian Toxicity)
Endpoint and species which derive “NOAEL of 10 mg/kg/day” is unclear, therefore, these should be referred clearly in this sentence for evaluation of human health effect. 
3. (p.20, Table 2-4 of 2.5.2 Ecotoxicity)
As LOEC of Juvenile rainbow trout, contained concentration in feed (instead of the fish body concentration) should be written in this table. 
4. (p.23, Table 3-3 of 3 Synthesis of Information)

Taking an approach of such a risk assessment is the first time in risk profile documents of POPRC and may effect the following discussion on other candidate chemicals in the committee. It is important to make the concept clear on how to set assessment factors, how to evaluate PEC and so on and share the information in stakeholders.
5. (p.23, last paragraph of 3 Synthesis of Information)

The basis of last sentence “This suggests that humans could be at risk” should be clear. Which information is this conclusion derived from?
6. (p.24, last paragraph of 4 Concluding statement)

“and human health” has been sorted into the conclusion of this risk profile although there is no sufficient data for the human health toxicity. These words should be deleted.
