Comments of the Netherlands on revised draft SCCPs risk profile

The changes in the document appear to be restricted to the addition of paragraphs 141-152 and 161. Our comments therefore relate to those paragraphs only.

The Netherlands does agree that toxic interactions may play an important role in determining the risks of POPs and thus should be considered in the judgement whether substances should be listed or not. Our objections against the present text concerns:

1. the fact that an explanation for the need of this text is lacking, 

2. the place within the risk profile, 

3. the general considerations and 

4. the fact that statements are made without any justification, i.e. no references are added on MCCPs and LCCPs.

Explanatory notes:

1. The value of chapter 4 would be greatly enhanced with a short explanation why this text on toxic interactions is added to the present risk profile. In our opinion, some introductory statements on why toxic interactions are essential for SCCPs are needed. 

2. The placing of chapter 4, after the synthesis, suggests that it is not needed to reach conclusions, although one concluding statement on this section is included in paragraph 161. A more logic place would be to include this chapter before the synthesis.

3. Chapter 4 provides a number of statements that may be true for all substances listed. Quite a few of these substances exhibit a narcotic mode of action and may interact with other (potential) POPs. A similar statement was at least added in the risk profile on PCNs. Therefore, we doubt if such an extensive chapter is needed in this risk profile.

4. The statements made in this chapter, and especially the ones on MCCPs and LCCPs, are not put in perspective and in most cases references are lacking, which does not support the credibility. Previous parts of the profile, e.g. 2.5.1 or 2.4.5, always put statements in perspective and provide the necessary references. We wonder why this is not the case in chapter 4 and would strongly recommend doing so.
5. No references are provided when statements are made such as “SCCPs, MCCPs and LCCPs are all very perisistent and …” and “SCCPs, MCCPs and some LCCPs are highly bioaccumulative and …”.  Such statements could be made if these substances had been evaluated within the Stockholm Convention, but should be avoided in a risk profile when they have not, and also further information is not provided. For example, in paragraph 151 the remarks made for MCCPs and LCCPs are more justified, since a comparison is made for substances already evaluated within the Stockholm Convention.

The Netherlands would strongly recommend:

1. to add some explanation why a chapter on interactions has been added,

2. to find another place for the chapter on toxic interactions (e.g. before the synthesis), and

3. to shorten it considerably. It now comprises 1½ page, which is as much as the parts on bioaccumulation and persistence. 
4. to focus a synthesis on interactions more on the already nominated POPs rather than on MCCPs and LCCPs. , 
Although there are concerns about MCCPs and LCCPs these groups of compounds have not been thoroughly evaluated considering their persistence and bioaccumulation as far as we know. Thus, the scientific basis for a number of statements made in the risk profile on these substances is lacking. We therefore have doubts on the helpfulness of mentioning MCCPs and LCCPs in bringing the discussion on the SCCP risk profile one step further.
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