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Routes to sound chemical management

2015 is an important year for those working at an international
level to improve chemical safety. Earlier this month, the triple
conference of parties (triple COPs) of the UN’s most advanced,
legally-binding chemicals conventions – the Basel, Rotterdam and
Stockholm Conventions (BRS) – met in Geneva. In September, the
fourth meeting of the International Conference on Chemicals
Management (ICCM4), which oversees the voluntary Strategic
Approach to International Chemicals Management (Saicm), will
convene, also in Geneva.
It is important both meetings agree on specific actions: not only to
meet their own objectives, but also to deliver progress that can be
fed into the UN’s “post-2015 development agenda” and the
sustainable development goals (SDGs).
During opening remarks at the BRS triple COPs, Rolph Payet,
executive director of the three conventions said: “We cannot keep
postponing issues, which are of national and global importance.”
He was joined by Achim Steiner, executive director of the UN
Environment Programme, who said: “Unsound management of
chemicals is incurring multi-billion dollar costs worldwide – most
of which are not borne by manufacturers or others along the
supply chain, but instead by social welfare systems or
individuals, with a significant impact on the economy and
development as well.”
Mr Steiner noted the “vast body of science” that has been
accumulated on chemicals and waste management – on issues
such as persistent organic pollutants (POPs), endocrine
disrupting chemicals (EDCs), electronics-waste and mercury. He
said this knowledge should help countries to tackle these issues.
But just how effective are the BRS Conventions? And how do they
sit along-side and interact with Saicm?
Speaking to Chemical Watch, David Azoulay, environmental health
programme director for the Center for International
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How do the legally-binding international chemical conventions and the voluntary
approach of Saicm sit along side each other?

The UN continues to highlight the global cost of unsound chemicals
management

Environmental Law (Ciel) described international sound
chemicals management efforts in three words: “Not yet there.”
He added: “The pace of international law is slow, the procedures
are complex and consensus has to be achieved between many
countries that are looking to protect their sovereignty. But there is
a general sense that things are moving forward.”

Unsound management of chemicals
is incurring multi-billion dollar costs
worldwide
Achim Steiner, executive director of Unep
Part of the problem, he added, is that the chemicals and
hazardous waste cluster has been a low priority for global society,
leaders and the UN, yet it is still politically sensitive. In addition,
the workload is high and funding is low.
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Positives, he said, are the inclusion of chemicals and wastes in a
number of the SDGs proposed for adoption this year, and the BRS
synergies process – which aims to improve implementation.
Mr Azoulay contends that there has been an element of ensuring
that international treaties “don’t hurt”. As an example, he noted
that the initial dozen POPs were for the most part not used any
more. He would like to see more consideration given to health

Listing on Stockholm
Matthias Kern, senior programme officer in the Technical
Assistance Branch of the Secretariat of the Basel, Rotterdam
and Stockholm Conventions, described the process:
There is a strict process to be followed to list a chemical under
the Stockholm Convention which is quite time consuming.
Article 8 of the convention covers the reviewing process of
new chemicals and the Annexes D, E and F specify the
information required for the review. The Persistent Organic
Pollutants Review Committee (POPRC) is the subsidiary body
to the Convention that was established for reviewing
chemicals proposed for listing. The five-step process is as
follows:
»» any Party may submit a proposal to the secretariat for
listing a chemical in any of the Annexes to the Convention.
The secretariat verifies that the proposal contains information
specified in Annex D and forwards it to the POPRC for
consideration;
»» the POPRC examines the proposal and applies the
screening criteria specified in Annex D;
»» if the committee is satisfied that the criteria are fulfilled, it
invites parties and observers to submit information specified
in Annex E, and develops a risk profile. Based on the risk
profile, the POPRC makes a decision on whether the chemical
is likely, as a result of its long-range environmental transport,
to lead to significant adverse human health and/or
environmental effects that warrant global action;
»» if the POPRC decides to proceed with a listing proposal, it
invites parties and observers to submit socio-economic
information specified in Annex F, and develops a risk
management evaluation. On the basis of the risk profile and
risk management evaluation, the POPRC recommends
whether the chemical should be considered by the Conference
of the Parties for listing in Annexes A to ban, B to restrict and/
or C for unintentional sources; and
»» the Conference of the Parties, taking POPRC’s
recommendations into account, finally decides whether to list
the chemical, and specify its related control measures. The
COP should take a precautionary approach in reaching its
decision, taking account of scientific uncertainty.
Considering that the POPRC meets once a year, it takes about
four years to go through steps 1-4. Then the proposal to list a
chemical is sent to the Conference of the Parties, which meets
only every second year. Therefore, it can take five to six years
to list a chemical under the Stockholm Convention. When
there are delays in getting all the information requested by the
procedure, or parties ask for additional information about a
chemical, the process can be even longer.
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and environmental costs, and for a long-term view to be taken.
Greg Skelton, senior director for regulatory and technical affairs at
the American Chemistry Council, said: “Global conventions bring
governments together to negotiate action and responses to
substances of global concern ... tackling the most hazardous
substances that are difficult to manage, and have characteristics,
such as trans-boundary movement, that require action at the
global as well as national level. There are a limited number of
such substances, which must meet the scientific criteria in the
Stockholm Convention. It is onerous, and that is the way it should
be.”
The International Council of Chemical Associations (ICCA) is an
active observer of the BRS Conventions; and all associations
joining ICCA have to commit to supporting the conventions.
Michelle Orfei, director of global affairs at the ACC, said: “We
support the conventions, but we have some concerns about the
Stockholm Convention in particular, which we think has moved
away from scientific arguments and become politicised.”
Specifically, she said ICCA is concerned about the alternatives
assessments done for both perfluorooctane sulfonate (PFOS),
which was added to Annex B in 2009, and endosulfan, which was
added to Annex A in 2011.
Ms Orfei said that the process has overwhelmingly focused on the
exploration of potential POPs candidates, rather than on an effort
to identify genuine alternatives to listed substances.
Industry agrees that any alternative should not be a POP, but the
process should not exclusively focus on whether potential
alternatives exhibit POP or POP-like characteristics. It wants there
to be a collection of a full range of relevant information,
otherwise, the alternatives assessment process becomes “a back
channel” for listing substances. “We want to see the integrity of
process remembered. If we do, we will have a good result for
everyone that is reliable. This is a key issue for us,” she said.
Another contention for ICCA is the weight-of-evidence approach
that is required to determine risk.
Mr Skelton noted that some governments have also voiced
concern about the lack of scientific rigour behind more recent POP
Review Committee recommendations.

Legally-binding vs voluntary
Contrasting the legally-binding approaches to that of the
voluntary Saicm, Mr Skelton said: “[Saicm] has helped to develop
cooperation between stakeholders, this has helped [everyone] to
understand the issues and ... encourage the sound management of
chemicals.”
Saicm, which was adopted in 2006, aims to minimise the impact
of hazardous chemicals on human health and the environment by
2020. When ICCM4 meets in September, it will consider an
Overall Orientation and Guidance (Oog) document that describes
activities to be taken before the 2020 deadline.
Mr Skelton said: “The Oog can be a vehicle for improving
efficiency and prioritising scarce resources. If you look at
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resources, for example, by 2020 we can make the most progress by
helping countries that lack basic capacity to manage chemicals
safely to put the right apparatus in place.” He added that
industry’s Global Product Strategy and Responsible Care Global
Charter align with this idea and ICCA is working with the UN
Environment Programme and other stakeholders to achieve this.
Mr Azoulay said: “Under Saicm it is easier to raise issues and the
stakes are lower. We can raise an issue, not get consensus, but you
can get traction and you can use that to get a dynamic. Also, the
scope of Saicm is large. Under the Stockholm Convention, you
have to fulfil strict legal criteria to raise an issue and there is a
higher risk of public failure if your issue is not adopted.”
Matthias Kern, senior programme officer in the Technical
Assistance Branch of the Secretariat of the BRS Conventions, said:
“It is likely that voluntary multi-stakeholder approaches like
Saicm would potentially produce faster results in cases where
there is no disagreement.”
“In unclear or controversial cases, the stakeholders would have to
agree on criteria for banning the chemicals, with a similarly
structured, transparent and time-consuming process, to reach
mutual agreement on the outcome if they do not want to risk, that
in the end, only a small group of countries and/or stakeholders
feel bound to the recommendation and implement the banning of
the chemical.,” he added.
Looking to the future and how global issues, for example those
relating to specific EDCs and nanomaterials, should be tackled –
either via legally-binding or voluntary approaches – needs further
thought, says Joe DiGangi, senior science and technical adviser of
the International POPs Elimination Network (Ipen): “Especially after
the experience of negotiating the mercury treaty, which illustrated
the twin difficulties of low political will and financial limitations.”

Ipen strongly advocated having a clause in the Minamata
Convention on Mercury that would allow the addition of
substances, based on some agreed upon criteria. These efforts
were not successful and a single-substance treaty resulted.
One advantage of mandatory conventions is that they get higher
political priority, he said. It is also important to recognise that
global chemicals agreements often play different roles in
developed and developing countries, he said. Developed
countries have the resources and infrastructure to establish
comprehensive regulatory policies on chemicals, and the drivers

Under Saicm it is easier to raise issues
and the stakes are lower. We can raise
an issue, not get consensus, but you
can get traction and you can use that
to get a dynamic
David Azoulay, Ciel
for doing so are often internal to the country. In contrast, he
added, global policies on chemicals are much more significant to
establishing national policies and authorities in developing and
transition countries, that lack adequate infrastructure and
resources.
He noted that Saicm was always intended to trigger national
regulatory approaches – and both classes of substances – EDCs
and nano – should be regulated.
The difficulty comes with infrastructure and resource problems in
developing and transition countries. The conventions cannot

Why are only 26 chemicals banned by Stockholm?
Mario Yarto, Unep programme officer,
said chemicals listed under the Stockholm
Convention have been nominated by
Parties to the Convention and are subject
to a review process by the POPs Review
Committee, before they are considered for
listing (see box).
During the review process, scientific and
socio-economic factors are assessed,
before the committee makes a
recommendation to the Conference of the
Parties on listing. Annexes D, E and F of
the Convention provide the criteria that
are taken into consideration.
Kei Ohno, assigned deputy chief of the
Conventions Operations Branch, said that
the Stockholm Convention covers only
“persistent organic pollutants”. Whether
the chemical is a POP or not is evaluated
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following the process and criteria
provided in the convention. The POPs
Review Committee decides whether “the
chemical is likely as a result of its longrange environmental transport to lead to
significant adverse human health and/or
environmental effects such that global
action is warranted”.
Ipen’s Joe Digangi said: There are many
more potential POPs that are currently
not covered by the treaty. “There are
several publications that outline some
impressive numbers of likely POPs. This
is where the likely number of POPs
collides with the political will and time
required to evaluate and list them in the
convention,” he added.
However, he pointed out that the
Stockholm Convention negotiators
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anticipated this problem. One aspect of
the convention that needs more
aggressive implementation from national
governments, and maybe the COP, can be
found in Article 3, which essentially
requires Parties to the Convention, that
have regulations in place, to assess new
and existing substances against the POPs
criteria, he said. “This means that
governments should be imposing
regulations on their industries to stop
manufacturing new POPs and prohibit
POP substances that are already on the
market. This needs a lot more regulatory
attention from governments, especially in
developed countries. This also needs to
be implemented by the chemical industry,
which should be working proactively to
screen new substances and retract
harmful chemicals that are already on the
market.”
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cover it all, it is clear that Saicm, which promotes
intergovernmental and multi-stakeholder cooperation on
chemical safety, is needed too, said Mr DiGangi. But he said, as
yet, the potential of Saicm has not been fully realised, “but this
needs to happen both in terms of funding and political priority”.

properties. We are a long way from fully understanding the
science. That is what Saicm is doing, sharing information and
providing a mechanism for all governments and stakeholders to
understand the issues.”

Some additional aspects, he said, need to be addressed for both
EDCs and nano globally. First, based on peer-reviewed literature, the
Unep/WHO State of the Science report, and the Persistent Organic
Pollutants Review Committee (POPRC) evaluations, it is clear that
all currently listed 26 substances in the Stockholm Convention are
also EDCs. This means at least some EDCs are being addressed
globally – most with the goal of elimination. This obviously does not
cover all EDCs and many harmful, currently used substances need to
be addressed, he added. “However, governments need some
experience to begin addressing these substances.”

Mr Azoulay said: “2020 is coming soon and important decisions
[about the future] will have to be made. We need to start thinking
about it.” He sees 2016/2017 as the right time to consider the post
2020 agenda, otherwise: “The big questions might derail what can
be delivered this year and in the next four.”

For nanomaterials, there are some aspects that could be appropriate
to address globally, said Mr DiGangi. For example, he said,
adapting GHS criteria to the specificities of nanomaterials and
establishing a global inventory of nanomaterials on the market.

2015 to 2020 and beyond

The convergence towards 2020 could lead to an interesting
discussion, “Could we come up with something ambitious and
different for the following 25 years?” he asked. He noted that the
early 1990s was a good time for international law, but these last few
years it has not been so positive. “Hopefully we are at the end of
this period, and we can become more ambitious as we understand
the impact of chemicals and their mismanagement,” he said.

ACC’s Mr Skelton noted that “we are a long way away from a
global treaty [on EDCs or nanomaterials]. The US Environmental
Protection Agency is the only authority in the world that is
currently screening substances for endocrine disrupting

“Science brings us impetus to be ambitious, and we are also trying
to push the use of new and different approaches, for example, the
human rights-based approach. This has been useful in the climate
change debate. It is still early days for the chemicals and wastes
cluster, but we think it can have real influence in the future on
how things are dealt with.”

Why do highly hazardous pesticides
(HHPs) and environmentally persistent
pharmaceutical pollutants (EPPPs) fall under
Saicm rather than BRS?

Mr Skelton added that there appears to be a “ground swell” of
support to extend Saicm beyond 2020. There is also a lot of
support for the synergies process, which aims to improve the
efficiency and effect of BRS, and which is assessing the benefits of
embracing Saicm and the Minamata Convention.

“Not all highly hazardous pesticides are POPs and I doubt
that all EPPP fit convention criteria. For this reason, these
classes are addressed in Saicm,” said Ipen’s Joe DiGangi. He
added that this illustrates the vital importance of having a
global chemical safety mechanism that can respond to current
and future chemical safety issues. “This is especially
important for developing and transition countries that can
benefit directly from global approaches.”

Ms Orfei added: “We see synergies continuing to develop and that
is a good thing so long as the legal texts are respected.”

Mark Davis, senior programme officer for pesticides
management at the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO),
added: “HHPs go beyond what any of the individual
conventions addresses. For example, not all World Health
Organization Class 1 pesticides are listed on any of the BRS
Conventions. Several other pesticides cause health or
environmental problems that are not listed in the conventions.”

Mr DiGangi said: “The real test of the benefits of the BRS synergies
process, is how it impacts national implementation of the conventions.
To my knowledge, there has not been a study of this question.”

In addition, he said, a national regulator can recognise a
pesticide as an HHP if it causes severe irreversible effects to
health or the environment under their conditions of use, which
may be unique. Deciding whether a pesticide should be
classed as an HHP for regulatory purposes is in the hands of
national regulators, who can take advice from any source they
trust, and make their own, hopefully well-informed decisions.
Importantly, he noted, for chemicals to be listed in any of the
conventions takes years, and the decision is not only technical
and scientific, but is also influenced by politics and economics.
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Mr Azoulay said the synergies process provides a better logic for
implementation, but it can be used to slow progress. For example,
he said there has been a huge discussion on acceptance of
observers as different conventions have different rules. “We have
seen an attempt to use the most restrictive rules,” he added.

He added: “The BRS Conventions are essential components of
chemical safety policy and extremely important for establishing
political priority and infrastructure in developing and transition
countries. Do we want more action? Of course. Reporting has
been woefully underwhelming and many countries have
expressed the need for help in making reports. Ultimately, the
conventions need be measured against their objectives – and this
is why effectiveness evaluation is so critical for all of them.
The next in this series of articles will look at how the international
conventions are implemented and compliance mechanisms.

To comment on this article, click here: Chemical Watch Forum
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The Rotterdam Convention creates legallybinding obligations, known as Prior
Informed Consent (PIC), covering
the trade of certain hazardous
chemicals. The Convention was
adopted in September 1998 and entered into
force in February 2004. Over 150 countries
have ratified the Convention.

Stockholm Convention on
Persistent Organic Pollutants
(POPs) was adopted in May 2001
and entered into force three years later. The
legally-binding Convention has been ratified by
around 190 countries.
The Basel Convention on
the Control of
Transboundary
Movements of Hazardous Wastes and
their Disposal was adopted in March
1989 and entered into force in May
1992. Over 180 countries have ratified
the Convention.
© am – Fotolia.com

Synergies

The Basel, Rotterdam and Stockholm Conventions held their third simultaneous meeting in Geneva
4-15 May. The first, in 2010, marked the beginning of the synergies process, which aims to strengthen
the implementation of the three conventions – while maintaining the legal autonomy of the three
agreements – by providing:
»» coherent policy guidance;
»» enhanced support to countries that are party to the conventions;
»» a lighter administrative burden; and
»» the ability to maximise the effective and efficient use of resources at all levels.
Synergies with the Minamata Convention and Saicm are being assessed for 2017.

The Strategic Approach to International
Chemicals Management (Saicm), the UN’s
broadest chemicals programme, is not legally-binding. It was
adopted in 2006 at the first International Conference on
Chemicals Management (ICCM) in Dubai.

The Minamata Convention on Mercury
is a legally-binding treaty to protect
human health and the environment from
the adverse effects of mercury. It was negotiated
after Unep’s Governing Council adopted a
decision in 2009 to develop such a treaty. Final
agreement was reached in January 2013; so far
128 countries have signed the Convention and
ten have ratified it. Once it has been ratified by
more than 50 countries, it will enter into force.
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Saicm is voluntary. Governments, academics, industry bodies
and civic society groups involved in Saicm meet every three
years at the International Conference on Chemicals
Management to review progress towards the goal adopted at
the 2002 World Sustainable Development Summit to minimise
the health and environmental risks posed by chemicals by
2020. The fourth ICCM will be held in September.

The Global Environment Facility
From 2001, when the Stockholm Convention was adopted to June 2014, the
GEF committed $889m to POPs projects. It also leveraged $2.4bn in
co-financing. In the latest four-year funding cycle, which runs from 2014, the
GEF agreed to spend $554m on the chemicals and waste area, which
includes POPs, ozone depleting substances, mercury and Saicm. The figure
is the most spent in this area, and 12% of the overall funding agreed by GEF.
chemicalwatch.com
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Breaking the mould
With the EU’s deadline coming up on 1 June, this issue looks closely
at the different aspects of classification, labelling and packaging
(CLP). We run our regular columns, GHS in practice and the REACH
& CLP hub, both providing details on the latest developments in
these areas. In addition, consultant Blue Frog Scientific explains how
there will be plenty to occupy regulatory compliance managers after
the EU’s June CLP deadline (see pages 20-22).
We also hear from leading chemical regulatory figures, Echa’s
executive director, Geert Dancet, and Republican Senator David
Vitter, who is working on federal chemicals regulation in the US.
The former tells us the outcomes of his recent visit to Japan, and
how working together towards international standards on aspects
of the chemical programme of the OECD is driving progress.
Senator Vitter takes on our guest column to provide his opinion
on the development of reforming the much debated Toxic
Substances Control Act (TSCA). Along with Democrat Tom Udall,
Mr Vitter has proposed a bill that was unanimously approved by
the House Subcommittee on Environment and the Economy this
month (CW 15 May 2015).

This month also continues with our green chemistry series –
another progressive element of the chemical management world
– and looks at challenges of information flows and accelerating
green chemistry in complex supply chains.
And as ICCM4 approaches, we include the second instalment of
our Conventions focus, expanding on the synergy between the
Basel, Rotterdam and Stockholm Conventions, while the second
part of our electronics series investigates the impact of
Greenpeace’s detox campaign.
With deadlines and actions afoot at a national, regional and
international level, 2015 is proving to be a progressive year. But
will it break the mould and become known as the catalyst for real
and effective change to how chemicals are managed and
regulated? Only time will tell.

These two events are significant in that they tackle the sometimes
taboo issues of collaboration and regulatory reform. Both require
forward thinking and a willingness to adapt.

Briefing Editor: Leigh Stringer: leigh@chemicalwatch.com
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In the news
Top CW stories since the last Global Business Briefing
Annex XIV of REACH as a category 1B
substance toxic for reproduction. However,
Echa’s Member State Committee (MSC) last
year agreed unanimously to also identify it
as an environmental endocrine disruptor
(CW 14 May 2015).
PHOTO © Zerbor - Fotolia.com

California’s Office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment has added bisphenol A
to the Proposition 65 list of chemicals, known
to the state to cause reproductive toxicity.
The decision follows a determination made
by OEHHA’s advisory panel, the
Developmental and Reproductive Toxicant
Identification Committee (DART-IC), as the
“state’s qualified experts”, that “BPA was
clearly shown through scientifically valid
testing, according to generally accepted
principles, to cause reproductive toxicity
based on the female reproductive endpoint,”
OEHHA said (CW 12 May 2015).
Instead of increasing uncertainty for
business about which substances might be
proposed for the REACH candidate list,
EU General Court rulings issued two
weeks ago actually boost predictability.
This is the view of Echa on two court
judgements that addressed the issue of
how to decide which types of substances
give rise to “an equivalent level of
concern” to the types explicitly listed in
REACH (Article 57) as qualifying for
potential inclusion in the candidate list
(CW 14 May 2015).

A request by DEHP manufacturer Deza to
suspend the phthalate’s identification on
the candidate list as an “endocrine
disruptor for the environment” has been
rejected by a tribunal of the European Court
of Justice (ECJ). DEHP is already listed on
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Lawyers say these two rulings by the EU’s
General Court have “opened the door” for
the inclusion in the candidate list of other
classes of hazardous substances in
addition to those explicitly listed in the
REACH Regulation. The Regulation
(Article 57(f)) says PBTs, vPvBs and
category 1 CMRs can all qualify for the
candidate list – but also substances for
which there is scientific evidence of
probable serious health or environmental
effects, which give rise to “an equivalent
level of concern” to the types explicitly
listed (CW 6 May 2015).

The House Subcommittee on Environment
and the Economy voted 21-0 on 14 May to
send a revised draft of a bill to reform the
Toxic Substances Control Act for full
committee consideration. This marks
another significant milestone in
congressional efforts to modernise the
decades-old law. All Democrats present at
the markup of the TSCA Modernization Act

of 2015 backed the bill, even though they
noted it needed some more fixes before the
full Energy and Commerce Committee
takes it up for consideration. Several of
them applauded subcommittee Chairman
John Shimkus (R-Illinois), the bill’s author,
for collaborating with the Democrats and
considering their input in revising the
original draft (CW 15 May 2015).
The bipartisan bill put forward by Senators
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Tom Udall (D-New Mexico) and David
Vitter (R-Louisiana) to reform the Toxic
Substances Control Act (TSCA) has been
supported by two thirds (65%) of those
responding to a Chemical Watch poll. A
quarter prefer the Boxer-Markey bill, while
10% felt neither are better options for
reform. We asked our readers in the global,
expert community specialising in chemicals
risk management if they prefer the UdallVitter bill, or the counter bill put forward
by Democratic Senators Barbara Boxer and
Edward Markey (CW 23 April 2015).
The UN’s Conventions on chemicals and
waste must move “from science to action”,
with parties accepting the scientific
recommendations prepared for them, a top
UN official has said. Addressing the Triple
Conference of Parties to the UN Basel,
Rotterdam and Stockholm Conventions,
which kicked off on 4 May in Geneva,
Rolph Payet, executive director of the three
Conventions, said: “We cannot keep
postponing issues which are of national
and global importance. We cannot afford to
wait more than two years to address issues
agreed to by our three main subsidiary
bodies – the Open-ended Working Group
[Basel], the Chemical Review Committee
[Rotterdam] and the POPs Review
Committee [Stockholm]” (CW 6 May 2015).
The cosmetics and personal care products
industry supports federal legislation on
the phasing out of microbeads in its
products that sets “a national uniform
standard that provides certainty for both
consumers and businesses”, the US
Congress has been told. Testifying before
the House Energy and Commerce
Subcommittee on Health, last week, John
Hurson, executive vice president of the
Personal Care Products Council, said
federal policy can lend such certainty by
setting “appropriate and pragmatic phaseout dates, appropriate definitions of
synthetic microbeads, and the inclusion of
over the counter drugs containing plastic
microbeads” (CW 6 May 2015).
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EU and Japan strengthen cooperation

In April Echa executive director, Geert Dancet went to Japan to
discuss the EU’s cooperation with the country. Charlotte Niemiec
spoke to him to find out more.
Charlotte Niemiec: Why did you visit Japan?
Geert Dancet: I noticed our Statement of Intent (SoI) with Japan
– and the rolling action plan that comes with it – was due to lapse
at the end of last year, so we wanted to work on a new work plan.
So that was the main purpose. We wanted to make sure it was
reviewed and kept updated so the contact we have is more
systematic, like our contact with Australia, the US and Canada.
We did not have the same kind of structured, regular dialogue
with Japan, so my intention was to start that.
We agreed that we would finalise the rolling action plan over the
next few months and would meet at the OECD in Paris in June.
Japan is one of the four partners with which we have signed a SoI.
It is also one of our major partners in terms of working together in
the OECD context. We work together towards international
standards on chemical influence and other aspects of the chemical
programme of the OECD. Having shared views on the international
agenda is beneficial if you have a bilateral agreement.
CN: Does Japan want to implement more EU-style policy?
GD: Japan is going to review its own policies, so we were there to
explain better how we are implementing REACH in the EU. Japan
is also considering biocides legislation, which it doesn’t have at
the moment, so we told them about our biocides work. What is
also important is the context – I was not aware of the ongoing
negotiations for a Free Trade Agreement (FTA) with the EU. Japan
is very much on the demanding side for that kind of FTA with the
EU. Consequentially, the ministries in Japan have increased their
interest in working together with Europe.
CN: What was discussed at the meeting?
GD: We explained what Europe is doing and how Japan can
contribute to our work, because the EU is doing a lot with public
consultations and additional countries can contribute. We
explained how we are working on REACH and biocides
regulations; how we are organised, how we do the work and our
results, how many chemicals we work on at the same time, and so
on. Afterwards, Japanese delegates made presentations to explain
how the country manages its legislation and what scientific work
it does, because that is also an element of the SoI.

chemicalwatch.com
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Echa’s executive director, Geert Dancet tells Chemical Watch about his recent visit to
the Far East in April and the outlook for the coming years

Mr Dancet’s visit to Japan was to start a more systematic, regular
dialogue with the country

We collaborate scientifically; we both have different drivers, but
there is a lot of commonality because Japan is very keen to
understand more on endocrine disruptors, which is a huge topic
in Europe. Japan is also collecting more data on the effects of
chemicals on human health by bio-monitoring of children and
mothers. This kind of data is very useful to understand what
Japan is doing and understand where we can cooperate better.
CN: Will Japan or the EU be sharing data, either through a
database or by word?
GD: Not necessarily. The purpose is to explain better what
information we publish, so Japan understands where the
information comes from. Japan is also contributing by developing
a chemicals management toolbox that we are working on on behalf
of the OECD. Japan is donating it to the OECD but we are building
it into the toolbox. We are very much working with public data
because, in reality, you can do quite a lot with it already.
CN: What is Echa’s view on the new chemicals database launched
by Japan’s Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry?
GD: I was told that they are discussing exchanging more chemical
information among countries of the Association of Southeast Asian
Nations (Asean) (CW 1 April 2015). It is part of the effort to collaborate
more within Asia. It is always good to collaborate internationally –
certainly among less developed countries – and to explain how they
can make use of others’ information. That is something the EU does;
governments in several EU countries have programmes to assist less
developed countries to make use of REACH-generated data. We are
doing that as well, but not to the same extent that we work with
Norway, for example, which is applying the legislation of Europe on
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chemicals. We are also working with candidate countries looking to
join the EU, with which we have programmes to help them prepare to
become a member state. That kind of collaboration is not happening
in Asia, logically speaking, as it is in a different context.
CN: What are the major problems for Japanese companies, both
in Japan and if exporting to the EU?
GD: We had a conference in Japan that was organised by the three
ministries [in charge of chemicals management] – Meti, and the
ministries for environment (MoE) and occupational health (MWLH),
which gave us an opportunity to speak directly to the industry. The
conference was prepared well in advance and they had translated
presentations into Japanese. Questions were translated on both sides.
The conference focused on how Japan can better comply with
legislation and we gave them three briefs:
»» one was on REACH and focused on how Japan can better prepare
legislation for the 2018 deadline, how they can respond to evaluation
decisions or follow what is happening on risk management, and so on;
»» the second presentation was on classification, labelling and
packaging (CLP) and Echa support to industry generically; and
»» the third presentation was on biocides products and regulation,
how it works and what obligations there are for operators on the
EU market and also for importers that may be importing biocidal
products into the EU market.
The briefings were rather technical, as we were presenting to
companies that have to comply with European law and which
were interested in knowing how to find the right information,
what tools are available, how we are going to change our tools

chemicalwatch.com

and guidance in the perspective of the legislation and at what
point in time it would be best for them to submit their dossiers.
The conference was followed by a closed Q&A session for the
chemicals working group, which combined industry representatives
with the authorities. Separately, I also met with the Japan Chemical
Industry Association (JCIA) and associated industries, and learned
the JCIA and its counterpart in the EU, Cefic, have made a joint
statement in the light of the FTA, which shows how the industry is
clearly following the FTA negotiations.
I met with European chemical manufacturers in Japan and I gave a
presentation to the authorities in a meeting with the four ministries
and agencies with which we have an agreement. There was also a
separate meeting with the Ministry of Environment (MoE).
I met with the head of the delegation and representatives from the
European industry, as it was good to see what their hurdles in
business are.
CN: Has Echa any intention of signing a SoI with any other
Asian countries?
GD: For the moment, it is just Japan. Given our limited resources,
we are not looking actively for other agreements, but you never
know. An evident candidate would be South Korea but they already
have K-REACH. We keep it to these four countries, which already
stretches the resources we have available for international contact.

To comment on this article, click here: Chemical Watch Forum
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The view from Romania
The industry in one of the newest EU members has encountered familiar hurdles in
complying with the bloc’s chemicals legislation

Prior to that date, the country’s economy had been in transition,
following the fall of communism in 1989. In the early 1990s, many
state companies, including those in the chemicals sector, were
sold to private entities. The change was not without pain,
especially for the workforce, as many jobs were lost.
After joining the EU, the hope for new economic opportunities
was not realised, partly as a result of the global financial crisis.
Today, Romania’s chemical industry – what is left of it – is focused
on petrochemicals, organics and inorganics, agrochemicals,
varnishes and paints, lubricants and cosmetics, says Claudiu
Tuncu, president of the Romanian Chemical Producers and
Distributors Association (APDCR).

Photo: © promesaartstudio - Fotolia.com

Romania became a member of the EU in 2007, the same year that
REACH came into force.

Romania became a member of the EU the same year REACH came into
force and shortly before the global financial crisis

The APDCR was founded in 2013, with the support of the
European Chemical Industry Council (Cefic). Before, there were
industry associations representing specific sectors, but no overall
organisation defending the interests of the country’s chemical
industry.

applying REACH and CLP. These include:
»» the complexity of the regulations, and the constant updates to
guidance and annexes;
»» compliance costs; and
»» the extended safety data sheets (eSDS) and exposure scenarios.

The association has ten members, including the Romanian
branches of BASF, Brenntag, Dow Chemicals, Donau Chem, Elton
Corporation, Interallis, Nordmann Rassmann and Ravago
Chemicals, and the Romanian companies Oltchim and
Chimcomplex SA Borzesti.

“We cannot keep up with the updates by ourselves, we need more
people,” said Stela Vizireanu, who is responsible for REACH at
the Romanian subsidiary of chemicals distributor Brenntag.
Chemicals producers have the same difficulty, says APCDR’s Mr
Tuncu, who is also country manager at Dow Chemical Romania.

REACH challenges
For the 2010 and 2013 REACH registration deadlines, Chimcomplex says it had to allocate significant human and financial
resources to be able to cope with the requirements. It has eleven
registrations on Echa’s website.
Oltchim, which has over 40 registrations on Echa’s database, also
reports a high workload, but its REACH manager Mihaela Epure
adds that there were no specific problems. Most of the company’s
registrations were done in 2010, and the last one was submitted
by the 2013 deadline. It has no products for the 2018 registration
deadline.
Meeting members of the APDCR in Romania, they say they face
similar challenges to companies in Western Europe when

chemicalwatch.com

The high volume of legislative provisions
makes it hard for companies to clarify
concretely what their obligations are
Mihaela Constantinescu, Lubrichem
“The high volume of the legislative provisions makes it hard for
companies to clarify concretely what their obligations are,” adds
Mihaela Constantinescu, director general of Lubrichem, the
Romanian association of manufacturers and importers in the field
of lubricants, chemicals and automotive parts. She also says that
Romanian authorities need to clarify how they interpret
companies’ obligations in complying with REACH and CLP. The
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industry is looking for a pragmatic approach to enforcement.
The fees for registration and authorisation applications is a sore
point for some, according to the representatives. “The main
difficulty we are facing is related to the costs of complying with
REACH, which are not adapted to the economic realities of an
Eastern European country,” Adriana Prisacariu, who is
responsible for REACH at Chimcomplex SA Borzesti, tells
Chemical Watch. “All the fees are charged in euros, while Romania
is not a Eurozone member, and sometimes the compliance costs,
such as REACH fees and consultancy costs, exceed the income
obtained from selling some products,” she explains.

Safety data sheets
When it comes to the detail of implementing REACH and CLP in
Romania, there is a huge need for detailed guidance on how to
compile SDSs, says Mr Tuncu, noting that the APDCR is
considering organising an event on the topic to provide practical
examples.
The SDS can be up to 20 pages long, adds Brenntag’s Ms
Vizireanu. “Moreover, there is no standardised exposure scenario,
everybody did it as they deemed right, which got us to some
absurd situations, with an exposure scenario of up to 200 pages,”
she continues. “No one reads that anymore,” she adds.
The Romanian National Environment Guard, which is part of the

Chimcomplex SA Borzesti’s
authorisation application for the
industrial use of trichloroethylene as
a closed-system degreasing agent is
almost finalised by Echa’s committees
Environment Ministry and is in charge of the enforcement of
REACH and CLP, carried out inspections last year to verify,
among others, if SDSs were correctly compiled. Most of them
were correct, with some exceptions relating to storage and
labelling, the Environment Guard tells Chemical Watch.

Supply chain communications
Romanian chemical manufacturers are finding it hard to get the
information they need for REACH compliance from their clients,
say Chimcomplex’s Ms Prisacariu and Oltchim’s Ms Epure. The
products are generally placed on the market by distributors, as a
result there can be a bit of a delay in the information reaching the
final user, which in turn leads to delayed feedback, explains Ms
Prisacariu.
It is hard to get information from the clients to compile the
chemical safety report (CSR) or to put together an authorisation
application, adds Ms Epure. “They expect a swift response from
chemicals’ manufacturers, but it is harder for them to give
information to manufacturers,” she says, noting that all Romanian
chemicals producers are experiencing this difficulty.
Chimcomplex SA Borzesti is the first Romanian company to apply
for authorisation for an Annex XIV substance. Its authorisation

chemicalwatch.com

application for the industrial use of trichloroethylene as a closedsystem degreasing agent is almost finalised by the Echa
committees (CW 26 March 2015).
Oltchim decided not to apply for the authorisation of the
phthalate DEHP. The company, which is still state-owned, was
Romania’s top chemical exporter last year, according to data from
the country’s National Statistics Institute. Nevertheless, it entered
into insolvency in January 2013 and as a result, the company
decided to stop DEHP production rather than go for
authorisation, Ms Epure says. The company has been working to
replace it with terephthalate, but this solution has still not been
applied on an industrial scale, she adds.

Out-of-date labels
The 1 June deadline for mixture classification and labelling under
CLP is also expected to bring some headaches. One issue
formulators face is the need to use new labels and packaging.
Some are known to have stocks of old labels and packaging, says
Ms Vizireanu.
“Labelling has been changing a lot in many areas – for example in
food and cosmetics – everyone wants the stocks to be finished and
authorities say that the rules have been in place for some time, but
manufacturers have ordered maybe more [old labels and
packaging] than what they sold,” Ms Vizireanu continues.
With the National Environment Guard due to carry out a new
round of inspections in August, industry representatives believe
that the compliance with the 1 June deadline of CLP for mixtures
will be one of the targets.

Call for simplification
“The competitiveness of the chemical industry is directly
influenced by the way in which the legislation is applied,” says
Rodica Margarit, BASF Romania business development manager
and the APDCR vice-president. She worries that the cost of
registration will result in some products disappearing from the
local market.
Not much concrete evidence is available on the impact of REACH
on Romania’s small- and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), but
based on the experiences of the larger companies, and the
multinationals, they are believed to be struggling.
The solutions to all of these challenges are similar to the ones
needed by the European chemical industry as a whole, Romanian
industry representatives say. APCDR’s Mr Tuncu says industry
wants “legislation that is less costly, simpler, but that keeps the
standards.”
Lubrichem’s Ms Constantinescu says improvements should be
made in substantiating the costs of implementing REACH and
CLP. She does not want to see the need to protect the environment
affecting companies’ competitiveness or resulting in loss of
markets. She also calls for simpler and clearer ways to establish
companies’ obligations under REACH and CLP.

To comment on this article, click here: Chemical Watch Forum
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Sector focus – part two

Electronics: nine years of greener
gadgets

Photo: © milkas28007 - Fotolia.com

The second part of our electronics series looks at how Greenpeace has influenced the
sector’s commitment to phasing out hazardous substances from products

from the big electronics firms to phase out PVC and BFRs were
considered credible, with reasonable timelines. Similar
commitments were also made to eliminate other hazardous
chemicals – antimony and compounds, beryllium and compounds
and phthalates, on slightly later deadlines, Greenpeace says.
Today, there are considerably more electronics products that are
free from hazardous chemicals than there were in 2006. This is the
result of both legislation and intense campaigning from
environmental and consumer organisations, which have put the
electronics industry under pressure to phase out certain
chemicals.
In Europe, the leading NGO pressure comes from Greenpeace’s
campaign for Greener Electronics. Since 2006, the campaign, and
its accompanying Guides to Greener Electronics, have been
pushing companies to eliminate the use of polyvinyl chloride
(PVC) and brominated flame retardants (BFRs). Greenpeace
advocates that manufacturers introduce phase out plans, to strict
timelines, and face being publicly confronted with “penalty

According to Greenpeace’s report,
Green gadgets: designing the future,
15 of the 20 commitments from the
big electronics firms to phase out PVC
and BFRs were considered credible,
with reasonable timelines

In 2014, more than 50% of the mobile phone market was
represented by brands – led by Nokia, Sony Ericsson and Apple
– that have completely eliminated the use of PVC and BFRs in
these products, according to the report. In 2006, by comparison,
virtually all mobile phones contained these compounds.
However, progress varies between product classes. Televisions are
the campaign’s main remaining concern. There is so far only one
PVC/ BFR-free television available on the market, manufactured
by Philips. Greenpeace says the only market leader with a credible
plan for future phase out is LG Electronics.
The PC market still uses PVC in cables and other external
components. But according to the report, over 50% of the market
would be represented by companies whose products are virtually
PVC/BFR-free if the PC market leaders completed the phase-out
of PVC in power cables.

Perfect timing

points” if they fail to keep to them; an approach that has seen
some success.

It seems that Greenpeace’s campaign has successfully driven the
industry towards greener goals; but a lot of this progress has been
due to timing, says Markus Stutz, EU environmental affairs
manager at Dell. After all, 2006 was also the year the EU Directive
on the restriction of hazardous substances (RoHS) in electrical and
electronic equipment took effect. With RoHS, 2006 was a good time
for industry to commit, he says: “We were expecting at that point in
time that the next version of RoHS would cover PVC and BFRs.”

According to Greenpeace’s report, Green gadgets: designing the
future, which was published last year, 15 of the 20 commitments

Before 2006, Dell had already restricted PVC and BFRs in plastic
parts. That year, the company began to focus on phasing out

chemicalwatch.com
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remaining substances in components such as motherboards and
cables. “At that time, Dell committed to a timeline for having one
product per line of business free of PVC and BFRs,” Mr Stutz
explains. “The Greenpeace campaign drove us and the whole
industry to committing to certain dates for having their products
free of these substances.”

shown to be safer for use and to have less impact on the
environment throughout the product lifecycle. The company
assesses alternative chemicals through use of the Green Screen
methodology. Up until now, HP has, according to Mr Wendschlag,
assessed more than 160 substances through the tool.

Dell now has certain product lines free of halogens, PVC and
BFRs. Mr Stutz says most progress was made with laptops.
However, issues still persist for PVC-free power cables because of
safety requirements and higher production costs. The company is
currently fifth in Greenpeace’s ranking of companies that have
stuck to their commitments most successfully.

Along with other companies, Dell and HP have launched supply
chain initiatives to obtain information from their suppliers about
what is in their products. Greenpeace flags this up as a key
priority in its report. It says the elimination of hazardous
substances from the products themselves is only “the first step in
addressing the wider problem of hazardous substance use across
the supply chain”. The NGO calls on companies to implement a
hazard-based approach to supply chain emissions, building on
the phase-out of substances of concern from products.

We follow Greenpeace’s activities, and
we want to meet their campaign goals,
but obviously there are other factors
that will have a greater business impact
Hans Wendschlag, Hewlett Packard
Hewlett Packard (HP) takes the silver medal in this ranking,
coming second only to Indian electronics company, Wipro. But the
company’s environmental affairs manager, Hans Wendschlag,
says HP’s commitment to greener products is largely due to
factors other than the Greenpeace campaign.
“Ecolabels and public procurement specifications have been the
main drivers behind green commitments in the IT industry,” he
says. “We follow Greenpeace’s activities, and we want to meet
their campaign goals, but obviously there are other factors that
will have a greater business impact.”
HP supports ecolabel and green procurement criteria that restrict
the use of certain substances and materials from use when they
are restricted by law, or scientifically proven to be a risk. They also
kick in when a technically feasible alternative exists that has been

Why are PVC and BFR targets?
Greenpeace says PVC plastic and BFRs in electronics results
in the release of highly toxic dioxins, among other hazardous
chemicals, when scrap is burnt. Trade group PVC Europe cites
an EU study from 2000 that says “there does not seem to be a
direct quantitative relationship between chlorine content and
dioxin formation.”
PVC often contains phthalates, which are used as softeners.
The NGO says phthalates, some of which are classified as
reprotoxic, can migrate out of plastics over time. This claim is
disputed by the European Council for Plasticisers and
Intermediates.
Polybrominated biphenyls (PBBs) and polybrominated
diphenyl ethers (PBDEs) are restricted under the EU RoHS
Directive. The EU intends restricting the four phthalates,
DEHP, BBP, DBP and DiBP, in electronics from mid-2019.

A greener supply chain

This should be one of the main priorities in our pursuit of greener
electronics now, agrees Wayne Rifer, director of research and
solutions at the Green Electronics Council. “Most manufacturers
do not know what is in their products, because the supply chain is
not set up to provide that kind of information,” says Mr Rifer.
“Often we are dealing with substances we really know nothing
about. We need to achieve more transparency, by establishing
systems whereby the right choices about materials can be made.”
Mr Rifer says that campaigns like Greenpeace’s have, indeed,
made a great impact on the industry, by “writing the agenda that
major, and more proactive, manufacturers are pursuing”. On the
flipside, the priorities set by the environmental community are
not strictly based on scientific evidence, he notes. Individual
environmental organisations, like Greenpeace, have used timebased commitments from manufacturers as a vehicle for moving
forward, while major manufacturers insist that any substance
restriction is based on sound science.
Additionally, he says, it is unquestionable that “manufacturers face
massive trade-offs every time they pursue an environmental goal.”
Mr Stutz agrees: “Products with alternative substances usually
come with a significantly higher price tag. That’s one of the issues
that is hindering substance replacement across the industry.”
Meanwhile, Greenpeace says its campaign has yet to gain traction
in Asia, where an ever expanding market for smartphones is led
by manufacturers such as Huawei, Xiaomi and Micromax (GBB
April 2015). Huawei has 7% of the global smartphone market, and
newcomers Xiaomi and Micromax have seen huge growth in
China and India respectively, taking over Samsung’s market
leader position during the second quarter of 2014 in the world’s
biggest smartphone markets.
With their market share on the rise, it is critical that these
manufacturers introduce their own phase out plans, or compromise
progress seen over the last few years, Greenpeace says; but since
the release of the report little progress had been made by the
Chinese consumer electronics companies, according to the NGO.

Green Gadgets: designing our future
To comment on this article, click here: Chemical Watch Forum
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Events

28 May 2015
»» ChemADVISOR Europe free annual chemical regulatory event:
your roadmap to market readiness
»» ChemADVISOR Europe, Brussels
»» Website: Event details

28-29 May 2015
»» Helsinki Chemicals Forum 2015
»» Chemicals Forum Association in cooperation with Echa, the
European Commission, Cefic and Finnish government, Helsinki
»» Website: Forum details

15-19 June 2015
»» ChemCon Asia 2015
»» HaskoningDHV Nederland BV, Hong Kong
»» Website: Event details

»» Quartz Chemicals Ltd, Istanbul
»» Website: Event details

14-16 September 2015
»» 2nd International conference on past and present research
systems of green chemistry
»» OMICS Group International, Florida
»» Website: Conference details

23-24 September 2015
»» Chemicals industries regulations (CIR) 2015
»» Informa, Barcelona
»» Website: Event details

23-24 September 2015
»» Nordic REACH congress
»» DHI, Copenhagen
»» Website: Congress details

16-17 June 2015
»» Cosmetics Europe international conference “Cosmetics at the
crossroads of science and regulation”
»» Cosmetics Europe, Brussels
»» Website: Conference details

16-19 June 2015

28-29 September 2015
»» Biocides Asia
»» Chemical Watch, Singapore
»» Website: Summit details

30 September - 1 October 2015

»» Chemical safety assessment under REACH
»» Utrecht University, Utrecht
»» Website: Course details

»» Regulatory Summit Asia
»» Chemical Watch, Singapore
»» Website: Summit details

17-19 June 2015
»» Seminar “Fit für Lebensmittelkontakt”/Fit for food contact
seminar
»» Intertek Deutschland GmbH, Berlin
»» Website: Seminar details

20-21 October 2015

23-24 June 2015

12-13 November 2015

»» REACH: legal implications and supply chain strategies conference
»» IBC Legal Conferences, Brussels
»» Website: Conference details

»» SpeChem China 2015
»» CCPIT Sub-Council of Chemical Industry, Shanghai
»» Website: Event details

24-25 June 2015

25-27 November 2015

»» International SAP conference on environment health and safety
management
»» TA Cook Conferences and SAP, Amsterdam
»» Website: Conference details

»» Biocides Europe
»» Chemical Watch, Vienna
»» Website: Conference details

24-25 June 2015

»» Biocides US
»» Chemical Watch, Washington DC
»» Website: Conference details

»» Chemspec Europe 2015
»» Quartz Chemicals Ltd, Cologne
»» Website: Event details

»» 19th Annual green chemistry and engineering conference
»» ACS Green Chemistry Institute, North Bethesda
»» Website: Conference details

2-4 September 2015
»» International conference on nanoscience and nanotechnology
»» TIIKM, Colombo
»» Website: Conference details

»» Chemspec Eurasia 2015
chemicalwatch.com

7-8 December 2015

9-10 December 2015

14-16 July 2015

9-10 September 2015

»» Enforcement Summit Europe
»» Chemical Watch, Brussels
»» Website: Summit details

»» Regulatory Summit US
»» Chemical Watch, Washington DC
»» Website: Summit details

Ongoing Chemical Watch series
»» Toxicology training webinars
»» Chemical Watch
»» Website: Webinar details
To view all upcoming events, visit our Events page
To have your events listed here, contact Jessica Breakwell at
jessica@chemicalwatch.com
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Jobs

Job title

Location

Summary

Regulatory / product
safety officer

Manchester

An excellent opportunity to join the regulatory affairs and
product safety team of a highly successful specialist chemical
additives company. We are looking for a chemistry graduate
with a proven track record in chemical regulatory affairs/
product safety in an industrial setting.
Closing date: 28-May-2015

Registration and
regulatory manager

Paris

Nonstop Recruitment is working on an exclusive basis
with Adama. Together they are seeking a regulatory
manager who can ideally complete the full part of a
dossier (fate and ecotox), however, the emphasis is on
finding a strong regulatory professional.
Closing date: 31-May-2015

Commercial /
operational director –
environmental fate
and metabolism

Midlands, UK

This will appeal to those with a good technical
background within e-fate and the operational,
commercial attributes to increase department
profitability. There will be an opportunity to develop a
team and department with growth. You will help deliver
a strategic plan.
Closing date: 31-May-2015

SDS author – safety
data sheets – two
month contract

Manchester

The client’s department needs to author more than 2,500
SDSs over the next two months and so we are calling all
freelancers to help. Lucrative hourly rates and a chance to
work a fast paced exciting project. Apply quickly!
Closing date: 31-May-2015

Regulatory compliance
specialist

Barton Stacey,
UK

The company is a leading supplier of ingredients to the
food, beverage, and flavours industries. The role is to
provide technical expertise to ensure LHEO’s business
remains compliant with global chemical regulations and
to ensure the production of safe, legal products to the
correct quality.
Closing date: 6 Jun-2015

Pesticide registration
specialist

Washington DC

Acta Group, a consulting firm affiliated with Washington
DC law firm Bergeson & Campbell, P., is seeking a
pesticide registration specialist experienced in all aspects
of preparing, submitting, and managing applications
under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide
Act (FIFRA).
Closing date: 13 Jun-2015

Scientific manager

Brussels

The EPMF is the European Precious Metals Federation,
the Brussels-based association representing the European
precious metals industry. It is a member of Eurométaux.
The scientific manager will be responsible for providing
scientific evaluation to the REACH programme covering
precious metals and rhenium substances.
Closing date: 30 Sept-2015

Organisation

To advertise your vacancy here, and on our website, please contact lotte@chemicalwatch
chemicalwatch.com
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Cooperation

Helping your neighbours

Despite the increase in scepticism about whether the EU should
continue trying to expand, the European Commission remains
committed to helping those countries which want to join the trade
bloc. With Croatia becoming the 28th member state in 2013, there
are currently six candidate countries negotiating membership
– Iceland, and five in southeast Europe – Albania, Macedonia
(FYROM), Montenegro, Serbia and Turkey. Two more – Bosnia
and Herzegovina, and Kosovo – are “potential candidates”,
promised the prospect of joining when they are ready.
As an EU agency, Echa’s international cooperation programme
includes efforts to help these countries learn about EU chemicals
legislation and how it is implemented.
Echa is not the only agency in Europe to be involved in this work. In
particular, the Swedish Chemicals Agency (Kemi) has worked closely
with officials in Croatia, Macedonia and Serbia. For example, it worked
with the Macedonian and Croatian health ministries to adapt their
legislation to REACH and the CLP Regulation, and it helped Serbia’s
environment ministry create a chemicals agency (subsequently merged
back into the ministry) and develop laws on chemicals and biocides.
Echa’s role is focused on providing training, through workshops
and visits, for officials from these countries on EU chemicals laws
and the roles of the agency and member state competent authorities
(MSCAs), says Echa’s international relations officer, Petteri Makela.
Workshops could be on how Echa’s Risk Assessment Committee
works, the generic rules of the biocidal products Regulation (BPR)
or how Iuclid and REACH-IT work, for example.

Photo: © http://www.wegenwiki.nl/Bestand:A-I_snelweg.jpg

Echa is one of the key agencies helping countries in southeast Europe learn about EU
chemicals regulation

Albania, Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia and Turkey are currently
negotiating EU membership

There are great differences, he says, between the countries, due to their
size, economic development and importance of the chemical sector in
the country (with most essentially chemical importers rather than
producers). Government resources vary from two or three people
covering everything about chemicals in Montenegro to 20-30 in Turkey.
Echa’s activities are mainly targeted at national authorities, rather
than companies, he says, but companies which attended its Iuclid
and REACH-IT workshop in Croatia in 2013 said it contributed
significantly to their understanding of the tools.

Recent activities include a visit by Albanian officials to Belgium’s
Federal Public Service for Health, Food-Chain Safety and Environment
to learn about the country’s biocides legislation, its authorisation
scheme for biocidal products and their sustainable use, and its
procedures, infrastructure, helpdesk and enforcement for the BPR.
Another example involved inviting officials from Albania,
Croatia, Kosovo and Macedonia to the agency’s workshop, last
autumn, on nanomaterials risk assessment.

“Participation in EU-level events and specific IPA [Instrument for
Pre-Accession Assistance] workshops has helped the IPA beneficiaries
better understand the practical implementation of the EU legislation
– and their nationally transposed versions – while study visits have
shown how MSCAs have organised their work,” says Mr Makela.
Those officials, he says, taking part in the study visits say the practices
demonstrated during the visits gave them a new perspective on how
to organise work programmmes and what kind of tools might be
useful in setting them up. The events also helped attendees establish
peer networks among themselves and Echa and member state experts.

Most of the countries Echa works with have, or are implementing,
legislation that closely parallels the EU chemicals law. The agency
does not contribute to the development of the legislation directly,
says Mr Makela, but in understanding what it means in practice
and how the EU legislation is implemented, as well as what tools
and guidance are available.

Echa does not have any numerical indicators to measure progress,
says Mr Makela, but soft ones, such as active contacts with Echa and
participation in activities, enhanced dialogue and identification of
capacity building needs “clearly indicate a positive development”.

chemicalwatch.com
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Croatia’s experiences

Serbia

Because Croatian officials participated in more than 20 Echa
activities, since 2010, the country can give good insights into how
such projects can help an EU candidate country implement what
lawyers call the EU chemicals acquis - the body of common rights
and obligations that is binding for all EU member states.

Serbia is “very advanced” in aligning its legislation with the EU’s,
says Mr Makela. “Its chemicals legislation covers the relevant
parts of REACH, CLP and PIC. Its biocides law is based on the
BPD but it is working on updating it in line with the BPR.”

The Ministry of Health, particularly the Directorate for Health
Promotion, and the Department for Chemicals and Biocides, is the
competent and enforcement authority for REACH, CLP, the BPR
and the EU prior informed consent (PIC) Regulation.
Particularly helpful, says the ministry’s Biserka Bastijancic, were
the study visits to several MSCAs, “where we could actually learn
from our colleagues how they implement chemical legislation and
inspection in their countries”. IT workshops and visits by Echa
officials to the ministry were also, she says, very helpful.
The ministry runs helpdesks for REACH, CLP and the BPR, and
has held meetings with industry representatives in the Croatian
Chamber of Economy each time a deadline approaches, most
recently, in February, on the 1 June deadline under CLP for
classifying and labelling mixtures. As well as Echa, it has worked
with Kemi and the Dutch National Institute for Public Health and
the Environment (RIVM).
Hrvoje Raukar of Croatian oil company INA Industrija Nafte, says
Echa’s webinars are the most helpful method of knowledge transfer.
In addition, the refining industry trade association, Concawe, gave
it “essential support during the preparation of registration dossiers,
and continues to do in a very satisfactory manner”.
Echa guidance in both English and Croatian is satisfactory, says
Mr Raukar, but helpdesks, either Echa’s or national, are crucial
when it comes to “special cases”. INA is closely following
developments related to Iuclid 6 and REACH-IT 3, and hopes to
be prepared when they are launched.

Biocides in Turkey
Canan Bayar, who works in the biocidal products unit of Turkey’
health ministry’s National Public Health Institute, took part in
various biocides-related IPA activities under Echa’s second project
in 2012-14. She says Turkey plans to harmonise its 2009 biocides
Regulation, which is based on the BPD, with the BPR, but this will
take some time because of issues such as letters of access.
In seeking to model its biocides legislation on the EU’s, Ms Bayar
says the unit found Echa’s website and guidance very useful.
“Echa kindly invited us to some meetings and gave us a chance to
explain our thoughts about biocidal products and ask lots of
questions. This is very important for a competent authority which
is at the very first stages of [learning about] biocidal products.”
The unit’s 15 staff, says Ms Bayar, “try to do everything on
biocides – registrations, inventory recordings, dossier evaluations,
responding to questions from domestic or foreign companies. We
have daily face-to-face discussions with the companies.”
As well as Echa, the unit has received “quick and informative”
responses to its questions from Kemi and Italy’s National Institute
of Health (ISS), as well as other “hard working” MSCAs, “such as
those in Denmark and Finland”.
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The country was granted candidate status in 2012 and membership
negotiations began last year. As part of this process, it has
committed itself to substantial reforms in many areas, including the
alignment of its chemicals policies with those of the EU.
Both chemicals and biocidal products fall under the jurisdiction of
the Ministry of Agriculture and Environmental Protection.
“As a candidate country, Serbia is obliged to ensure proper levels of
preparedness for implementation of the EC legislation on chemicals
on the day of potential accession,” says Bojana Djordjevic, head of
the ministry’s chemicals hazard assessment, classification and
communication department. “Therefore, knowledge of the EU
regimes is a must for us. But we need national legislation for the
interim period in order to prepare both the administration and
industry for entry into the common market.”

Serbia has committed itself to
substantial reforms in many areas,
including the alignment of its chemicals
policies with those of the EU
The department participated in several Echa workshops, such as
those on PIC, CLP and the BPR, and Echa provided funding to
allow it to attend Echa’s REACH/CLP and biocides stakeholder
days in 2013 and 2014.
“Capacity building workshops enabled us to obtain first-hand
information on the various aspects of Echa’s work,” she says,
“and participation in the events provided us with information on
up-to-date developments, while also being an opportunity to
meet other colleagues, share experiences and hear other
stakeholders, including the industry representatives.”
Serbia’s helpdesk was established by the Law on Chemicals and
Serbian representatives have observer status in Echa HelpNet
meetings. Most of the support the helpdesk offers relates to
national legislative requirements, but companies can also get
advice on EU legislation. The department also organises
workshops. For instance, with the 1 June deadline fast
approaching for mixtures classification, a workshop on the theme
was held as part of its recent CLP stakeholder day.
Serbia also has a long-term partnership with Kemi and the Swedish
International Development Agency (Sida) on chemicals, says Ms
Djordjevic. Kemi’s support, she says, “was crucial for development
of our legislation and building our capacity to implement it”.

To comment on this article, click here: Chemical Watch Forum
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Green chemistry

Understanding barriers and
opportunities

We have a long way to go to mainstream
green chemistry. Now in its 10th year, the
Green Chemistry and Commerce Council
(GC3), a network of some 70 companies
across sectors and supply chains, has
undertaken a number of projects, aimed at
supporting dialogue and model
collaborations that advance research,
development and adoption of green
chemistry solutions.
These efforts have helped to: establish
approaches to enhance chemical
information flow, through supply chains,
while protecting confidential business
information; support informed decision
making through supply chains on
alternatives to priority chemicals; educate
professionals across firms on the
fundamentals and value of green
chemistry and adoption models; connect
firms across sectors to learn from each
other’s challenges, and approaches to
overcoming them; and support funding for
research and development in green
chemistry.
Ten years ago, major barriers that we
identified were resistance to change,
concerns about lower performance of
green chemistry solutions, lack of data to
make the business case, lack of good
information through supply chains, and
uncertainty about what we mean by green
chemistry. While some of these have been
addressed over the past ten years, several
still remain. A survey of GC3 members in
2014 identified a number of practical
impediments including the high cost of
research and scaling of green chemistry
solutions and the lack of technically, and
economically, viable options.
To better understand the barriers to, and
opportunities for, accelerating green
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A number of obstacles still exist, but green chemistry adoption is penetrating supply
chains through willingness and effective dialogue

Opportunities are becoming more apparent: collaboration in a pre-competitive space can drive
innovative solutions

chemistry, and to build its “Agenda for
Mainstreaming Green Chemistry”, the
GC3 commissioned three reports for its
10th annual innovators Roundtable, held
in April at Nike, Inc:
Making the business and economic case
for green chemistry (Released on 5 May).
Co-sponsored with the American
Sustainable Business Council and
undertaken by the consultancy Trucost,

Some of the barriers to
green chemistry have
been addressed over the
last ten years but several
remain
this explores the business and value of
green chemistry through document review,
interviews with key experts, and data
analysis;
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Barriers to green chemistry adoption and
means to accelerate growth along the
supply chain (to be released in June). This
report, researched by chemical industry
experts T Fennelly & Associates, identifies,
through more than 50 interviews and
document analysis, nine key deterrents to
growth as well as four accelerators to more
effectively drive it; and
Measuring progress towards green
chemistry (to be released in June). This
white paper, drafted by Environmental &
Public Health Consulting, examines the
landscape of different types of metrics that
can and are being used to measure
progress and proposes ways they can
enhance this.
These three reports, combined with 10
years of cross-sectoral dialogue in the GC3,
note that the opportunities for adoption
are promising but activity in this space is
sporadic and mostly in reaction to some
identified problem, rather than part of a
comprehensive innovation strategy. A
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number of key barriers still exist,
including:
»» the lack of robust analyses and data on
economic opportunities and risks, specific
to adoption on an industry-wide scale;
»» limited, widely used metrics to evaluate
progress in research and adoption;
»» supply chain complexity, which creates
fragmentation of demand for innovations
by application, volume, specification,
customer expectation and geography.
Complex supply chains also create a
barrier to change because they have
established infrastructures, strong
supplier-customer relationships and
mature cost positions;
»» incumbency, where existing industry
infrastructure is so efficient that it is hard
for new entrants to compete with the
established supply chain;
»» price/performance, where existing
chemicals have set the standard. In other
words they work well and are cost
competitive. This becomes a greater barrier
when the sustainability heads of brands or
retailers ask for new, more sustainable
options but the sourcing decision makers
in the same organisation want those
options at similar or lower cost;
»» concerns about switching risk, where
changing to green chemistry alternatives
could lead to market failures, such as
market loss due to a product’s poor
performance, brand tarnishing and other
hidden costs, such as changes to process or
equipment, material incompatibility,
workforce training, or customer education;
»» lack of demand, where there is not
enough, real or perceived, to make
increased production worth the
investment and where stakeholders are
cautious to move forward to commit to
demand or supply; and
»» market confusion, where conflicting
information from studies and research,
policy uncertainties and lobbying efforts
lead to the value and risks of a green
chemistry investment being unclear.
While the challenges are real, these
research efforts and dialogue have
identified a number of enablers, many of
which are related to addressing supply
chain misalignment, including:
»» increasing consumer awareness,
particularly that of large institutional
consumers and retailers – has been a
significant driver of demand for safer
chemistries. In the future, these large
consumers need to have a greater
understanding of the options available or
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on the horizon as well as realistic
expectations of the process of developing
and gaining required approvals and
certifications for new chemicals;
»» developing smart policies. If these are
well-designed, both supportive and
restrictive, they can provide important
incentives for green chemistry
development, adoption and scale. For
example, the proposed Sustainable
Chemistry Research and Development Act
would establish an advisory committee
and action agenda for incentives, technical
and information support, collaborations,
demonstration, and education;
»» increasing collaboration and partnership
across the value chain, including give and
take (compromise). Addressing supply
chain misalignment will require improved

While green chemistry
may not yet be
mainstream, the tools
and approaches to
getting there are evolving
... The challenge for the
coming years will be to
move from niche to scale
communication and joint working, at the
earliest stages possible. This can help
address issues such as cost and risk
sharing, performance expectations, and
demonstrating demand. Business to
business collaboration needs to be
supplemented with enhanced academicbusiness partnerships and mechanisms to
link those with green chemistry challenges
with those who might provide solutions;
»» using market forces effectively to drive
innovation. Recent efforts in the health
care, building and retail sectors
demonstrate the important leverage that
large purchasers have. For example, the
GC3 has convened a group of seven major
retailers (the Retailer Leadership Council)
to engage in dialogue with large chemical
manufacturers to accelerate development
of green chemistry solutions for priority
chemical functions. Brands, for example, in
the footwear and apparel sector, can also
collaborate in a pre-competitive space to
drive innovative solutions;
»» understanding and informing the
marketplace. Research is needed to better
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understand market forces and where they
may be leveraged to the benefit of green
chemistry, through knowledge of costs,
barriers, policy and trends in demand, and
workforce needs. Additionally, getting the
right kind of information – on green
chemistry solutions, incentives, success
stories, etc - to the people who need it,
such as supply chain actors and policy
makers can help spur informed actions;
»» developing better data and narratives and
a more consistent metric: there is a clear
need for data to make a strong business case.
This includes quantifiable economic and
health-related data, but also case examples
that provide both transferable models and
compelling evidence of successes. A more
effective set of metrics can help better
characterise momentum towards
mainstreaming green chemistry; and
»» educating the next generation of leaders
and champions in green chemistry.
Building a cultural and institutional
change will require significant changes in
education – both within firms (and supply
chains) and university training for
scientists (as well as other disciplines) so
that they can understand and evaluate
how chemical design affects health and
environment and are able to work in
multi-disciplinary teams to solve product
and material challenges, applying green
chemistry techniques.
Recent research, and ten years of
collaborative projects through the Green
Chemistry and Commerce Council, have
demonstrated that there is increasing
energy and commitment toward
mainstreaming green chemistry. The
challenge is now in channelling that energy
towards a strategic and integrated vision.
While green chemistry may not yet be
mainstream, the tools and approaches to
getting there are evolving: cross-sectoral,
value chain collaboration is growing;
innovative new chemistries and materials
are being developed; and education and
awareness are progressing. The challenge
for the coming years will be to move from
niche to scale.

The views expressed in contributed articles are
those of the expert authors and are not
necessarily shared by Chemical Watch.

To comment on this article, click here:
Chemical Watch Forum
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CLP

Life after 1 June

Across Europe, and the world, companies are
focusing on the classification, labelling and
packaging Regulation (CLP) deadline for
mixtures on 1 June. The deadline affects all
supply chain actors, including chemical
manufacturers, mixture formulators, article
producers and importers. After this date, the
CLP classification and hazard communication
requirements will be fully implemented for
products being placed on the market, and the
most demanding and ubiquitous aspects of
CLP implementation will be in place.
However, as with all regulatory milestones,
compliance challenges will remain as the
nature of CLP implementation changes from
obligations that affect all supply chain
actors, to those that are targeted and specific.
A complex array of existing requirements,
associated regulatory processes, such as
REACH, and new legislation, for example,
the adaptations to technical progress
(ATPs), will steer the evolution of CLP and
determine how it is implemented beyond
the 1 June deadline. With this in mind,
what are the key factors supply chain
actors should be aware of after this date?

The third CLP phase-in
deadline
Given the importance of the deadline, little
attention has been paid to the fact that it is
the second of three phase-in deadlines for
CLP. The final one falls on 1 June 2017 and
applies to mixtures that were already on
the market before 1 June 2015.
In the context of CLP, “already on the
market” can be interpreted as meaning
mixtures that were packaged and labelled
before June 2015 but remain available for
sale after this date.
This period of derogation is intended to
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As companies focus on the upcoming CLP deadline for mixtures, there will be plenty
more to occupy regulatory compliance managers in the coming years and months

As with all regulatory milestones, compliance challenges will remain as the nature of CLP implementation
changes from obligations that affect the supply chain to those that are targeted and specific

give supply chain actors time to either
deplete stock that was already on the
market or to arrange for re-packaging and
re-labelling to be completed before 1 June
2017. This is a deadline of which
formulators and importers of low tonnage

Given the importance
of the deadline, little
attention has been paid
to the fact that it is the
second of three phase-in
deadlines for CLP
mixtures should be particularly cognisant.
Such mixtures may have a low stock
turnover and so may not be depleted in
time.

Ongoing CLP obligations
Aside from classifying, labelling and
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packaging substances and mixtures
according to CLP, supply chain actors have
further obligations beyond 1 June. These
are to:
»» provide a classification and labelling
notification to Echa’s classification and
labelling inventory, before placing a
substance or mixture on the market;
»» monitor for new scientific or technical
information that may affect classification.
When such information becomes known, a
classification evaluation should be
undertaken and an update made to the
existing notification, if necessary, without
undue delay;
»» if a supply chain actor holds information
that may lead to a change in harmonised
classification and labelling (CLH) elements
for a substance, that actor should submit a
CLH proposal to Echa; and
»» all information required for the
purposes of classification and labelling
should be retained for at least ten years
after any substance, mixture or article was
last supplied.
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Many of these obligations are already in
place and pre-date the 2015 deadline,
however, the above list highlights the
“day-to-day” implementation of CLP. Of
particular importance is the requirement to
monitor for scientific and technical
developments as it places compliance
responsibility firmly on the shoulders of
the supply chain actors. It necessitates that
all actors are proactive about
implementing CLP, regardless of
organisation or chemical inventory size.

requirements and risk management
measures for both substances and
mixtures.

establish how the substance is used, so a
comprehensive suite of exposure scenarios
are included in the eSDS.

The effect of REACH

For mixtures, REACH registration
numbers must be communicated if a
constituent substance is registered.
Substance disclosure on the SDS may also
be required. Substance disclosure is
triggered by numerous factors including:
»» mixture classification;
»» classification and concentration of the
component substance;
»» PBT/vPvB status;
»» inclusion on the REACH candidate list;
and
»» community workplace exposure limits.

A discussion on CLP implementation
would be incomplete without including
the effects of REACH. Both pieces of
legislation are intrinsically linked. In
particular, the registration and evaluation
process will have significant influence on
CLP implementation in the short-tomedium term.

Adaptions for technical
progress

As momentum starts to build towards the
2018 REACH registration deadline, further
work will be generated for CLP.

Unlike preceding pieces of legislation, a
core principal of CLP is that it will be
updated at regular intervals. To date, there
have been six ATPs, with at least another
one expected in 2015. In broad terms, ATPs
fall into two categories: changes to reflect
implementation of the UN’s Global
Harmonized System of Classification and
Labelling of Chemicals (GHS), which itself
is continuously evolving; and other nonGHS-related updates to the legal text of
CLP.

At the time of writing, there is no legal
obligation to provide an eSDS for
mixtures.
Following REACH registration comes
evaluation. This process has potential
ramifications for CLP implementation in
the medium-term. Evaluation will result in
the generation of significant amounts of
new data on many substances. For a given
substance, the evaluation process can
result in the following:
»» a request for further testing in
accordance with REACH Annexes VIII-X;
»» proposals for harmonised classification;
»» inclusion of a substance on the Echa
candidate list; and
»» substance authorisation and/or
restrictions.

GHS revisions can be wide ranging.
Previous changes have created and
updated hazard categories and classes,
changed packaging provisions and
classification criteria as well as revising the
text of precautionary statements. Changes
of this nature have the potential to affect a
large number of actors in the supply chain,
as they are not substance specific. Given
the fundamental nature of GHS revisions,
the ATPs that implement them can be
regarded as significant updates to CLP.
In contrast, non-GHS ATPs tend to have
had a narrower scope, such as updating
CLP to reflect Croatia’s accession to the EU
during 2013, or addressing a particular
concern, such as the packaging for liquid
laundry detergents. In most cases, nonGHS ATPs have updated the legal text of
Annex VI, which lists the substances that
have a CLH. Revisions to Annex VI
include the addition of substances, as well
as the revision of existing CLHs. These
revisions must be closely scrutinised, as
they are substance specific and can drive
changes in classification, disclosure
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Revisions to GHS occur on a biennial basis.
The sixth revision is due this year,
following completion of the 2014-15 work
programme; subsequent revisions will
then follow in 2017 and 2019.

The 2018 REACH registration deadline will
generate further work for CLP

When registration is completed, a number
of CLP-related obligations are triggered.
For substances, these requirements
primarily involve the communication of
relevant registration numbers and
exposure scenarios through the provision
of an extended safety data sheet (eSDS). As
well as the requirement to provide eSDSs,
it is also important to ensure two-way
supply chain communication occurs. It is
essential that the company supplying the
eSDS engages with its customers to
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Substance evaluation is a key component
of the SVHC Roadmap to 2020, which aims
to ensure all relevant, currently known
substances of very high concern are
included in the candidate list by 2020, so
the potential impact is significant. Any
supply chain actor that utilises a substance
that is known or suspected to be
carcinogenic, mutagenic or reprotoxic
(CMR), persistent, bioaccumulative and
toxic (PBT), or very persistent, very
bioaccumulative (vPvB), a sensitiser or an
endocrine disruptor, faces evaluation and
one of the results highlighted above. Given
the substance-specific nature of the
evaluation process, it is imperative that
any actor in the supply chain who utilises
a substance at risk of evaluation is
proactively monitoring the Community
Rolling Action Plan (CoRAP) for substance
evaluation.
Two-way communication with the lead
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registrant of a substance under evaluation
will help supply chain actors protect their
interests and facilitate sound logistical and
financial planning.

Harmonisation of poison
centre disclosures
Article 45 of CLP requires importers and
downstream users that place hazardous
mixtures on the market to disclose relevant
information to national poison centres to
ensure they can deal with accidental
exposures. A further requirement of this
Article is that the European Commission
must assess the possibility of harmonising
the information disclosed by the importers
and downstream users – this assessment is
under way. Currently individual member
states impose their own data requirements
and reporting formats to comply with
Article 45. On this basis, it seems likely
that a move towards harmonised data
requirements and reporting formats is
inevitable.
Looking at the phased approaches taken in
REACH and CLP, legislation harmonising
information requirements and reporting
formats for poison centres might be
brought in over a period of years. It would
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also be consistent if the phase-in addressed
mixtures of most concern first, for
example, high tonnage mixtures or
according to the mixtures sector of use.

Article 45 of CLP
requires importers and
downstream users that
place hazardous mixtures
on the market to disclose
relevant information to
national poison centres to
ensure they can deal with
accidental exposures
This particular implementation challenge
is less well defined than others mentioned.
However importers and downstream users
should monitor developments closely.

supply chain actors. The CLP Regulation is
not static; there are many factors outside of
the legal text that will influence ongoing
implementation. Unfortunately, there is
not one simple solution for these
challenges; each substance, mixture and
supply chain will need to make their own
assessments and plans on a case-by-case
basis. There are, however, some key
principles that will help supply chain
actors to meet their CLP implementation
obligations:
»» keep informed about regulatory
developments in Europe;
»» be proactive about meeting your
company’s CLP obligations;
»» use support networks and facilities, such
as helpdesks and trade associations;
»» where permitted, engage in the
regulatory processes, including
harmonised classification, substance
evaluation and authorisation; and
»» act early in advance of implementation
deadlines.

Conclusions
It should now be apparent that the
implementation of CLP, after the 2015
deadline, will present many challenges to
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GHS in practice

Best practice in developing labels
While GHS aims to create harmonisation, countries are customising their adaptation of
the system
»»
»»
»»
»»
»»
Developing and maintaining a compliant
hazard communication system is
challenging. Detailed knowledge of the
regulatory landscape is essential to ensure
conformance with the myriad of regulatory
obligations impacting businesses today.
Global companies, in particular, must have
a comprehensive plan in place. They must
be privy to all changes in country
requirements and meet these head-on in
order to maintain compliance while doing
business on an international scale.
Particular attention must be paid to the UN
Globally Harmonized System of
Classification and Labelling of Chemicals
(GHS). While the initial premise behind
GHS was to create harmonisation, countries
are increasingly customising their adoption
of the system. Additionally, many countries
have set specific safety data sheet (SDS) and
label template requirements, which means
that the format of documents and labels
takes careful research and planning to
ensure that all specifications are followed.
Many countries’ GHS adaptations feature
comprehensive and stringent labelling
requirements, aimed at improving
employees’ understanding of relevant
hazard information. If workers properly
understand the hazards and the required
precautionary measures relating to the
substances and mixtures they handle,
exposure and accidents can be prevented.
These requirements, however, are inconsistent
across country-specific GHS adaptations.

Labelling for GHS on a global
basis
At a minimum, all GHS labels will have
the following data elements:
»» signal word;
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hazard statements;
pictograms;
precautionary statements;
product identifier; and
supplier information.

However, there is significant diversity when
comparing GHS labels around the world.
The difference among labelling requirements
can be illustrated by comparing several
specific adaptations, for example, the US, the
EU, South Korea and China.

Notable labelling requirements
in the US
With the promulgation of HazCom 2012
adopting GHS, the US Occupational Safety
and Health Administration (Osha) labelling
requirements are very similar to the minimum
GHS requirements, with a few notable

Many countries’ GHS
adaptations feature
comprehensive and
stringent labelling
requirements aimed at
improving employees’
understanding of relevant
hazard information
exceptions. Osha requires a section on
supplementary information that must identify
the percentage of ingredients of unknown
acute toxicity, when they are present in a
concentration of equal to or above 1%. This
section may also contain information on
hazards not otherwise classified (Hnoc) or
information on personal protective equipment
(PPE). While there is no standard on how this
section should appear on a label, it is essential
that it does not contradict or detract from the
required information.
A key change in the transition from
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previous hazard communication systems
is the use of GHS red-bordered
pictograms, which has presented a
problem for suppliers without colour
printing. With previous hazard
communication systems, it was often
possible to meet all the label requirements
using traditional black-only ink, toner, or
black thermal printers. A common strategy
was to purchase label stock with preprinted red borders and simply print the
applicable black pictogram inside and
leave any other red borders blank.
However, Osha’s adaptation of GHS
forbids the use of empty red borders on
the GHS label, forcing suppliers to find
alternative colour labelling solutions.
Since the initial release of HazCom 2012, Osha
has refused to allow exceptions for labels for
small containers (commonly in sizes 50ml or
less), like Canada’s Workplace Hazardous
Materials Information System (WHMIS) and
the EU’s CLP do. Osha insists that shipped
container labels must show all the required
elements no matter the size of the packaging.
Instead, Osha kept what is known as the
“practical accommodation approach”, which
to many companies seems confusing, unclear
and impractical. In order to show all the
required labelling information under HazCom
2012, companies have been utilising expensive
pull-out labels, fold back labels and tags for
small containers. However, the fact remains
that there are situations where these solutions
are still too large for the container or simply
not cost-effective.
In the autumn of 2014, Osha released a
letter of interpretation providing
guidelines on what workplace small
container labels can look like.
It stated: “As a practical accommodation,
where the manufacturer can show that it is
not feasible to use pull-out labels, fold
back labels, or tags, containing the full
HCS 2012 required information,” the
actual immediate container label must
have, at minimum, the following:
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»» product identifier;
»» appropriate pictograms;
»» manufacturer’s name and phone
number;
»» signal word; and
»» a statement indicating the full label
information for the chemical is provided
on the outside package.
Then the outside packaging of the small
bottles or vials must contain at minimum:
»» all the applicable label elements, as
defined in standard 29 CFR 1910.1200(f)(1);
»» it must be clearly marked to ensure all
label elements are visible and it must clearly
inform users that the small container must be

Steps to labelling
correctly
»» It is important that all containers
should be appropriately labelled. As
you move a product from its primary to
a secondary container, replace shipping
labels and include GHS information
accordingly.
»» Keep abreast of regulatory reporting
needs for all products. Regulations
never stop evolving. The dynamic
nature of law, mixed with changing
product classifications, requires an extra
stringent eye to ensure compliance with
all regulatory responsibilities.
»» Carefully review the processes used for
making labels available to workers and
how updates to the labels are managed.
Evaluate these processes to ensure that
workers cannot accidentally access
out-of-date labels and mislabel products.
»» Colour label printing solutions need
to consider colour label requirements in
conjuction with differences in
pictogram size.
»» With previous hazard communication
labelling, it was easy to have many
different label templates. However, to
manage the complex global
requirements effectively, many
companies are consolidating as much as
possible and reducing the number that
need to be managed for compliance.
»» Finally, every labelling process should
be designed with a focus on business
continuity. Disruptions to it can have
severe production and shipping
implications as well as present serious
risks to workers so it is important to
have a backup process in place in case of
software or hardware failure.

chemicalwatch.com

stored in the outer bearing the complete label.
The complete label must be maintained on
the outer package (for example, it should not
be torn, defaced or destroyed); and
»» the manufacturer must ensure that any
alternative labelling used does not conflict
with any other standards. As such, the
outside packaging must not present a
hazard while the material is being stored.

EU minimum label size
requirements
In Europe, labelling and packaging
requirements are set out in Regulation (EC)
No 1272/2008, known as the Regulation on
classification, labelling and packaging of
substances and mixtures (CLP). They
impact suppliers who manufacture, import,
use or distribute chemical substances and
mixtures.
While they align with GHS, the CLP
requirements include some of the labelling
concepts of the previous legislation, the
dangerous substances Directive 67/548/EEC
(DSD) and the dangerous preparations
Directive 1999/45/EC (DPD), such as the
small packaging exemptions.
Most notable in the EU, however, is the
strict and somewhat confusing size
requirements. Section 1.2 of Annex I to
CLP defines the minimum required label
size, based on the volume of the container,
with the pictogram size being linked to
these minimum dimensions. Nevertheless,
the label should be large enough to contain
all the elements defined by CLP while
remaining legible. As a result, it may need
to be larger than the minimum area
specified; however, if a larger label is used,
the pictograms only need meet the
minimum required size for the container
and do not have to scale with the actual
label size.
The EU’s CLP also limits the use of
P-statements to six, meaning that “not
more than six precautionary statements
shall appear on the label, unless necessary
to reflect the nature and the severity of the
hazards.”

South Korea has unique
pictogram limitations
In Korea, article 5 of the Standard for
Classification and Labelling of Chemical
Substances and Material Safety Data Sheets
requires manufacturers or importers of
hazardous chemicals to attach or print a label
in Korean, clearly showing hazard
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information on the container and package.
Article 6 outlines label content requirements,
which should include a pictogram, signal
word, hazard statement and precautionary
statement. There are, however, many notable
exceptions including for a container or a
package for hazardous chemicals with a
volume equal to or less than 100ml. In this
instance, the package or container may be
labelled with the chemical’s name, pictogram,
and signal word and an indication that the
material safety data sheet should be
consulted for other information. However, a
label should include supplier information if it
is not on the container or package.
Korea also has unique pictogram
requirements, stating that if a hazardous
substance has more than four hazard or
risk classifications, only four pictograms
and statements may be indicated in the
order of priority.

China label formating and
small package exemptions
In China, the General Rule for Preparation
of Precautionary Label for Chemicals (GB
15258 – 2009) outlines labelling
requirements. Label elements consist of
chemical identification, pictograms, signal
words, hazard statements, precautionary
statements, emergency phone numbers,
supplier identification and reference
consulting guiding words, among others.
The label should be inside a black border
frame 1mm thick. The spacing outside the
border frame should be 3mm in breadth.
Another important requirement is that the
emergency telephone number on the label
must be within China and operational
24hours a day.
Chemical identification is the chemical
name of a substance or its common name
marked clearly in Chinese and English
respectively. With regard to the pictograms,
there is no minimum required size and the
use of a black frame is acceptable for
domestic use. Additionally China provides
a simplified label format for containers with
a volume of less than 0.1l.

The views expressed in contributed articles are
those of the expert authors and are not
necessarily shared by Chemical Watch.

To comment on this article, click here:
Chemical Watch Forum
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Safe use of substances and mixtures

For hazardous substances, the extended
safety data sheet (eSDS) is the tool that
communicates safety information from the
exposure assessment of the chemical safety
report down the supply chain. According
to Article 31(7) of EU REACH (EC
1907/2006), this must be done by annexing
relevant information of the exposure
scenarios (ES) to the safety data sheet
(SDS).
In contrast to the main body of the SDS,
REACH does not give a clearly defined
format for this annex. In addition to
various industry initiatives, there is Echa
guidance, available since 2012, to
harmonise exposure scenario
communication. Echa favours a fourchapter format, that has now become
common industry practice.
Exposure scenarios in the eSDS start with a
title section that reports the uses and types of
activities that the ES covers. This comprises
an ES title, preferably in the harmonised
format, along with relevant use descriptors.
A key part of the ES is section two that
provides information on the operational
conditions (OCs) of the ES. The OCs form the
basis of the registrant’s risk assessment,
along with the advice for safe use, that is to
say the risk management measures (RMMs),
that need to be implemented to ensure safe
handling of the substance.
Section three details the exposure
estimates and risk characterisation ratios
for all relevant environmental protection
targets (for example, sweet water and
sediment) and routes of human exposure.
Section four provides the downstream user
with additional information to assess, in
case of differing conditions at a site,
whether they are working within the
borders set by the reported ES.
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Communicating safe use information within the supply chain

Echa guidance is available to harmonise exposure scenario communication. The agency favours a
four-chapter format, which has now become common industry practice

Safe use communication
The Exchange Network on Exposure
Scenarios (Enes) is a collaborative
network, established by Echa and several
sector organisations. Its objective is to
work on effective communication between
all supply chain actors and to facilitate
and ensure the protection of human health

In addition to various
industry initiatives,
there is Echa guidance,
available since 2012,
to harmonise exposure
scenario communication
and the environment. The harmonised
communication of safe use information
for both substances and mixtures is a key
subject for Enes and is discussed at the
biannual meetings.
Global Business Briefing / May 2015

Safe use communication for substances,
compared with that for mixtures, is
relatively sophisticated. Worked-out
examples and guidance are available from
different sources but for mixtures, the
situation could be described as work in
progress. Risk assessment of substances
covers the formulation into mixtures stage
as well as the end uses of the substance
within the mixtures.
It makes sense, therefore, that in compiling
safe use advice for mixtures, results of the
risk assessment for contained substances
need to be considered. This requirement is
set by the REACH Regulation in Article
31(7), where downstream users and
distributors are obliged to consider
relevant exposure scenarios when
compiling their own safety data sheets.
This means that safe use information from
a substance eSDS needs to be taken into
account when authoring a mixture SDS.
The REACH Regulation defines no further
steps, workflows or formats of
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Safe use advice for mixtures, derived from substance information (top-down) or based on existing controls (bottom-up)

communication to fulfil this requirement.
In light of the above, ongoing discussions
and sector activities aim at developing
feasible and effective ways to derive and
communicate safe use information for
mixtures. Some of those will be discussed
and summarised as follows.

Bottom-up and top-down
approaches: ways to collate safe
use information for mixtures
While for substances, relevant ES need to
be annexed to the SDS, there is no defined
format for the communication of safe use
information for mixtures. According to the
Echa guidance for downstream users,
several formats are possible: safe use
information can be either appended to the
SDS or integrated in the main body.
Alternatively, relevant ES for the
substances in the mixture can be annexed.
The choice of the appropriate format
depends on the downstream user receiving
the SDS. Forwarding relevant ES of
substances in the mixture might be the
preferred option if the next downstream
users are formulators as this facilitates the
compilation of their SDS.
When the mixture has only a few similar
uses and is sold to end users, integration
of information in the main body could be
the favourable approach to improve
readability. In the case of several use
conditions, appending safe use
information to the SDS is suggested as this
clearly separates the different uses and
only the relevant information can be
forwarded to the customer. This can be
done in the ES format used for substances.
REACH provides extensive data about the
single substances contained in mixtures.
The identification of the information that is
relevant for the safe use of the mixture can
be challenging, especially for complex
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mixtures with many hazardous
ingredients. Industry associations have
developed several approaches to facilitate
the identification of relevant information.
At the Enes 5 meeting, 15 different
methods were presented, which can be
grouped into two categories: bottom-up
and top-down approaches.
The bottom-up approaches are sector
specific and can be applied when uses and
markets are clearly defined. Sector
organisations collect existing measures for
the safe use of the products and generate

When the mixture has
only a few similar uses
and is sold to end users,
integration of information
in the main body could be
the favourable approach
to improve readability
generic safe use information sheets for the
most common uses of a product group, for
example, lubricants (ATIEL/ATC GES
mixture approach) or cleaning agents
(Aise/NVZ GEIS approach). Prior to using
generic safe use information sheets, the
formulator of a mixture has to check
whether the RMMs and OCs given in the
sheets are covered by the ES of the
ingredients. If this is not the case, the
formulator can either apply scaling or
employ a more generally applicable
top-down approach.
Top-down approaches can be used for
most mixtures and for a variety of different
uses and markets. For these approaches,
safe use information for the mixture is
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compiled, based on the information from
the exposure scenarios of the ingredients.
The compilation can be done either by a
simple ‘editorial’ approach, by selecting
the most stringent RMMs and OCs or by
identifying relevant substances in the
mixture and using the safety advice from
the ES of these substances. The latter, the
lead component approach, will be
discussed in more detail.

The lead component approach
(top-down)
The key idea of the lead component
approach is the assumption that only some
components drive the hazard properties
and risks of the mixture. The OCs and
RMMs for those relevant components, that
is the lead components, should then also
be suited to adequately control the risk of
the overall mixture for certain uses and
endpoints. In consequence, safe use
information for the mixture can be derived
from the safety advice for the individual
lead components.
1 June signals the end of the transition
period of the CLP Regulation for mixtures
(EC 1272/2008) and the repeal of the
dangerous preparation Directive
(1999/45/EC) is also approaching. It has,
therefore, become necessary to develop
new methods to determine the lead
components within a mixture, thus
replacing the DPD+ methodology, based
on DPD classification. The lead component
identification method (LCID) is mainly
Pnec- and Dnel-based, taking into account
the CLP classification of the mixture and
its components as well as CLP thresholds,
along with component additivity as
assumed in the Regulation. Cefic and the
German Chemical Industry Association
(VCI) developed the methodology, which
was presented last at Enes 7 in November
2014, followed by a consultation and
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feedback phase by Enes participants from
industry and Echa that ended in February.
Practical guidance of Cefic/VCI on safe
use information for mixtures under
REACH that describes the LCID method in
detail is to be published soon (CW 17
December 2014).
The main steps of the LCID methodology
are as follows:
»» identify relevant components that
contribute to the human health and
environmental hazards of the mixture;
»» check for the presence of priority
substances, ie carcinogens, mutagens, PBTs
and vPvBs, that override the lead
component determination;
»» determine the lead components for
human health (per route of exposure) and
the environment (including ozone hazard)
by calculating the lead component
indicator (LCI) values;
»» identify further relevant components
causing local effects (human hazard);
»» derive suitable RMMs and OCs for the
mixture, based on the exposure scenarios
of the identified lead or priority
substances. Consider additional RMMs for
the components driving local effects if
necessary; and
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»» communicate the safe use information
for the mixture to the downstream users in
a suitable format.
The steps of LCID as shown above can be
grouped into two main tasks: the selection

The steps of LCID can be
grouped into two main
tasks: the selection of the
components to consider
in the further assessment
and the task of evaluating
and consolidating the
exposure information that
comes with the selected
substances
of the components to consider in the
further assessment and the task of
evaluating and consolidating the exposure
information that comes with the selected
substances.

What comes next
Several details of the LCID methodology
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will need further real-life testing to ensure
its robustness and general applicability,
thus, discussion is ongoing. In particular,
the consolidation steps to derive safe use
information require the development of
robust workflows to handle the extensive
amount of data. The selection logic of the
lead components in LCID is suitable for
transferal into an automated rule, set
within an EHS system, and thus
facilitating its standard application.
Whereas the bottom-up approaches are
always sector specific and will mostly
cover the common uses, the top-down
approach looks more generally applicable.
Nevertheless, it is important to note that
both approaches are complementary and
can be used in parallel to cover all relevant
uses of a mixture.

The views expressed in contributed articles are
those of the expert authors and are not
necessarily shared by Chemical Watch.

To comment on this article, click here:
Chemical Watch Forum
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Shifting to safer chemicals
Some of the US’s largest retailers are taking comprehensive approaches to chemical
management

When it comes to moving the global
economy away from unsafe chemicals,
perhaps no one has more power than
major retailers to push suppliers and
manufacturers, and ultimately the
chemical industry, toward more
responsible practices.
At Safer Chemicals, Healthy Families, our
coalition of 450 business, labour,
environment and public health groups had
spent years working to update our outdated
and broken federal rules. We were frustrated
by a chemical lobby that was intent on
blocking real reform. We felt a shared moral
urgency to reduce suffering, caused by
chronic illnesses and other conditions that
are linked to chemical exposure.
That is why we launched our “Mind the
Store” campaign and called on the nation’s
top ten retailers to develop comprehensive
chemicals policies to phase out the worst
of the worst chemicals, identifying a list of
them as the Hazardous 100+. Since we
launched the campaign, our supporters
wrote to and petitioned top retailers, held
dozens of events at stores, tested retailers’
products for dangerous chemicals and
invited them to work with us.
Retailers listen to their customers, and are
vulnerable to public outcry, but, of course,
they can’t ignore the bottom line. Late last
year, a study from the UN confirmed what we
were witnessing. It found that companies that
do not actively manage their use of chemicals
face a tremendous downside risk, including
millions in fines, reputational damage, recall
costs and loss in customer loyalty.
The report has bolstered the case for the
nation’s biggest retailers to work with their
suppliers to adopt comprehensive
programmes to identify, eliminate, and
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safely substitute dangerous chemicals.
The market leaders see this, and are
leading the industry. Walmart and Target,
which essentially started competing with
one another in recent years in a race to
safer chemicals, have both adopted
comprehensive approaches to chemicals
management. As they moved ahead, we
kept the pressure on other top retailers,
particularly Walgreens, the nation’s largest
pharmacy chain. After generating over
135,000 emails from our supporters
around the nation, just recently the chain
let us know it had heard us, and was
developing its own Chemical
Sustainability Program. We are enthused,
and thank them for listening. We are
hopeful they will develop a strong
chemicals policy that will promote greater
disclosure, while avoiding hazardous
chemicals in the products they sell.
No cautionary tale in supply chain
management this year stands out more
than Lumber Liquidators, whose stock
price has plunged by more than 60% and is
now subject to a Department of Justice
criminal investigation, after the CBS
programme “60 Minutes” aired a report in
March. The report said the flooring giant
was selling laminate, sourced from China,
that exceeded the California Air Resources
Board (CARB) safety standard for
formaldehyde, even as the flooring was
labelled as compliant with the CARB rule.
And even as we urge comprehensive
approaches, there has also been some great
recent victories for consumers in wrestling
with specific chemicals on our hazardous
100+ list.
Late last year, we began engaging with
and surveying major furniture retailers
about whether they were ready to commit
to phasing out toxic flame retardant
chemicals that have been in nearly every
piece of upholstered furniture sold for
years. One stepped forward – Ashley, the
leading retailer and manufacturer in the
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nation. While the company was planning a
phase-out, it would not commit to a public
timeframe. In response, we channelled the
energy of thousands of concerned families
from coast-to-coast, and just a few weeks
later Ashley made it official and
committed to a public timeframe for
eliminating flame retardants in furniture.
Ashley’s leadership put pressure on other
retailers to sell safer products, and within
days after that, a social media campaign
directed at other furniture retailers resulted
in Ethan-Allen announcing on Twitter that
it was matching the Ashley policy.
Similarly, our partners at the Ecology
Center began testing vinyl flooring sold at
national home improvement retailers for
unsafe phthalates (months before the
Lumber Liquidators story broke). Again,
one retailer stepped forward ready to lead.
The world’s largest home improvement
retailer Home Depot expressed an interest
in working with us. By early spring, the
company was ready to announce it was
phasing out phthalates from virgin vinyl
flooring by the end of 2015. That, in turn,
put pressure on other industry players to
follow suit, and just days later, Lowe’s
announced it would match Home Depot’s
commitment. Lumber Liquidators has also
asked suppliers to move to alternatives.
Everyone wins from this important work.
Consumers get safer products, and
retailers enjoy better customer confidence
while reducing risk. Still, there are far too
many hazardous chemicals in products on
store shelves. We’re making progress, but
there’s much more work to do.
The views expressed in contributed articles are
those of the expert authors and are not
necessarily shared by Chemical Watch.

To comment on this article, click here:
Chemical Watch Forum
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Guest column – Senator David Vitter (R-Louisiana)

‘I’m confident we’ll get this done’
The Toxic Substances Control Act has not been updated in 40 years, but now a
bipartisan bill aims to reform it
© Gina Sanders – Fotolia.com

Far too often the federal government meddles
in our everyday lives, accomplishing little
beyond the burden and inconvenience it puts
on us. But there’s one area where updating
regulation has been ignored for more than a
generation, and ignored to our real detriment.
The Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)
is the law that oversees the thousands of
chemicals used in products we use every
day. It has not been updated in almost 40
years, and we actually need to do that to
both ensure the safety of our families and
to advance innovation in our economy.

Safety for the 21st Century Act. In that
spirit, Senator Udall and I introduced the
bill on 10 March with 18 original cosponsors
– nine Democrats and nine Republicans.
And the legislation has picked up even
more bipartisan support in the weeks since.

Importantly, the Lautenberg Chemical
Safety Act will also provide greater
regulatory certainty to the chemical
manufacturing industry, which will give
American producers the ability to continue
to lead, innovate and create quality jobs.

That’s why back in 2012 I began working with
the late Senator Frank Lautenberg (D-New
Jersey), who was a lifelong champion of
protecting human health and the
environment. Frank and I didn’t see eye-toeye on a whole lot in this area or others. But
we both recognised the importance of
reforming the severely outdated TSCA law.
After months of negotiation and compromise,
we were able to introduce the first-ever
bipartisan bill to do so.

First and foremost, the Lautenberg Chemical
Safety Act is an honest, balanced approach
built on compromise. It will strengthen the

For all these reasons, TSCA reform is too
important for consumers and job-creators
to not follow through on. Just consider the
fact that chemicals are used to produce
96% of all manufactured goods consumers
rely on every single day. Ninety six per
cent. Few things compare in terms of
impacts on our health and the economy.

After Senator Lautenberg’s unfortunate
passing, Senator Tom Udall (D-New
Mexico) stepped in to help preserve
Frank’s legacy and continue working with
me to move bipartisan TSCA reform
forward. In the long months since, Senator
Udall and I have worked tirelessly to
ensure the bill substantively addresses the
concerns of our fellow Republican and
Democrat colleagues, as well as those of
leaders from the environmental, public
health and business communities.

safety standard to protect public health, our
families and future generations. Just as
importantly, it will allow America to remain
the unquestioned innovation leader in this
industry that’s so essential to improving
countless aspects of our daily lives.

It’s not often that any legislation has the
support of both the Environmental Defense
Fund and the National Association of
Manufacturers. But that’s exactly who
supports the Frank R. Lautenberg Chemical
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It’s the only realistic
shot we have to vastly
improve how we protect
human health and safety

The bill will make sure the EPA can ensure
the safety of chemicals in everyday use,
which, rather surprisingly, it currently
does not have the authority to do. The EPA
will be responsible for regulating the
safety of chemicals based on the latest
science in a predictable and transparent
federal system that does not override
existing state actions. In fact, the bill
balances state and federal roles in
managing chemical safety.
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We cannot put it off any longer, or let this
golden opportunity pass us by. It’s the
only realistic shot we have to both vastly
improve how we protect human health
and safety and allow us to continue to lead
and innovate.
That’s why I hope to move the bill out of the
relevant Senate committee in the next few
weeks. That’s why I’ll continue working with
Senator Udall and my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle who are serious about this
bipartisan reform. And ultimately, that’s why
I’m confident we’ll get this done.
The views expressed in contributed articles are
those of the expert authors and are not
necessarily shared by Chemical Watch.
To comment on this article, click here:
Chemical Watch Forum
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