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Preface

Thisisthe proceedings from a highly topica workshop, organised by government representatives
from the UK, Germany, the Netherlands and Sweden, with Sweden acting as lead.

The workshop “Relation between Chemicas Legidation and Worker Protection Legidation” was
held on 14 - 15 June 2004, at the UK Hedth and Safety Executive office, Rose Court, 2 Southwark
Bridge, London SE1, under the chairmanship of Reiner Arndt, DE, BauA. Thisreport includesa
summary of the workshop, a brief introduction, summaries of the five breskout sessons and most of
the presentations.
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Summary of outcome
Chair: Reiner Arndt (DE)
Mesting rapporteurs. Alick Morris (DG EMPL) and Mats Forkman (SE)

Wedl share acommon aim, to improve worker protection, and this was aso the ultimate aim of
thisworkshop. Work on Risk Reduction Strategies under the Existing Substances Regulation (ESR)
has shown an increasing overlap and a need to clarify the relationship between Chemicas
legidation and Worker protection legidation. The interrelation between these two fields of

legidation will dso be afundamenta issue under the new European chemicals legidation, REACH.
The EU is now shaping REACH, and thisis the right time to address thisissue. This workshop
amsto start bridging the new Chemicas legidation to the current Worker protection legidation as
well asto darify the relationship between Chemicas Legidation and Worker protection legidation
in generd, and seek to improve efficiency in the present work.

The meeting asked the Commission to organise a follow-up on the interface between the Chemicas
Agents Directive (98/24/EC) and the REACH proposd, involving representatives of workers,
employers and member States.

Bridging into the new Chemicals L egidation, REACH, the meeting took note of the following:

On the links between REACH-Chemical Safety Reports (CSR), Safety Data Sheets (SDS) and
employers assessments under 98/24/EC and consequences for the CSR

-  CSRisa substance specific RA (Risk Assessment) whereas the employers’ assessment
under 98/24 is a work activity based RA. They could be complementary (one informs the
other) though with slightly different scopes. Duplication of work should be avoided. To
avoid ambiguity good communication and guidance for industry is needed, and possibly
also devel opment of exposure scenariosin a sector specific manner.

- The employer will still be responsible for workplace safety, but will be helped in this by
REACH. REACH will make the protection of workers exposed to hazardous chemicals
mor e efficient by providing missing information on their properties and enforcing a two-
way communication process in the supply chain between suppliers and users about risk
reduction measures.

- Theworkplace RA is a good basis to supply information upstream to the suppliers who
prepare the CSRs. Formulators are key playersin this and need to be involved.
Confidentiality issues and complexity of supply chain are obstacles that need to be
addressed. Also end users are often confronted with preparations rather than single
substances that put additional demands on the employer.

- For good communication, users and suppliers must use the same language and have
similar levels of understanding. Trade associations will have a role to play in this.

- Thedraft guidelines to help assist Member States in drawing up national policies and
facilitate compliance with 98/24 should be consulted in devel oping the REACH
guidelines preferably leading to one guidance for industry.

On Authorisation and worker protection

- Shared liability between commission, applicant and employer.
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- Harmonisation (article 95 in the EU Treaty versus article 137). Will member states be
able to keep national bans and authorisations (that are more restrictive than REACH
authorisation) for workplace use of substances of very high concern? As REACH will
apply without prejudice to the Worker protection legislation, a correct application of
REACH will make it possible for Member States to maintain or introduce rules that
ensure a higher level of protection for workers.

- Substitution is highest in the control hierarchy according to directive 98/24. Will
REACH change this? The total impact, including environmental, should be taken into
account in decisions on substitution.

- Exemptions based on availability of Binding occupational exposure limit values should
be used with care. The quality of the scientific, technical and socio-economic basis for
the limit needs to be evaluated.

- The carcinogens directive has a wider scope of substances (e g by-products/processes)
than the proposed REACH authorisation.

- It was proposed by some parties to consider adding substances with sensitising and
chronic toxicity properties to the REACH authorisation.

- It was proposed to ook at the possibilitiesto do a trial authorisation of a substance
within the SPORT (Strategic Partnership On REACH Trial)

- It was recognised that guidance is currently lacking on how cost benefit assessments
ought to be undertaken.

- Therelation between OELs and DNELSs as proposed under the REACH need to be
clarified. Duplication should be avoided.

Clarifications and openings for improved efficiency in present work identified and addr essed
by the meeting included:

The two applicable directives for restrictions of chemicals in the workplace (Chemical
Agents Directive 98/24/EEC and the Restrictions Directive 76/769/EEC) have different legal
bases and scope. Criteria for selecting the appropriate legal instrument were devel oped,

and it is recommended that they are applied in the future work. The enforcement of
substitution poses problems. Thereis a lack of knowledge about alter natives and their
impact. Examples of substitution and policies for application are available within some
Member States, but are not generally available and accessible.

Thereis a continuing need for an EU process on the setting of exposure limits in workplace
air (OELSs), but the current system can be improved, to be faster and more transparent.
Ways to make further improvements include the addition of limits derived by Member Sates,
introduction of a “ control banding” system based on degree of hazard and increased
resourcing to the SCOEL secretariat. The role and impact of OELs in the risk management
process needs to be considered further.

The question on Binding limits needs to be addressed and a methodol ogy devel oped for their
consideration. Criteria need to be developed to consider technical feasibility and socio-
economic factors.
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- Aprocessfor the dissemination of information on risks and risk reduction measures
identified in the Risk Assessment Reports in ESR needs to be developed, and should clarify
responsibilities of all stakeholders

- Thereisalack of available and accessible information on good practice of Risk Reduction
Measures and on exposure. A variety of mechanisms for collecting thisinformation are
available within industry and national governments. This could possibly be collated at EU
level within the framework of the Agency for OSH in Bilbao, but need to be reviewed in
terms of quality and relevance.

- Arange of guidance to support reduction of risks from chemicalsin the workplace is
needed; thereis no single measure that will cover everything. It should be fit for purpose to
address the objective to improve levels of workplace control and reducerisks, i. e. it needs
to be adapted to the receiver. The employer isthe responsible party and it is up to the
employers to determine what is appropriate to their workplace. It is therefore not the role of
such guidance to be prescriptive.
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Introduction

Workshop objective and background
Work on Risk Reduction Strategies under the Existing Substances Regulation (ESR) has shown an
increasing overlgp and a need to clarify the relaionship between Chemicas legidation and Worker
protection legidation. The interrelation between these two fields of legidation will dso bea
fundamental issue under REACH.
The main objective of the workshop was to develop a common understanding between the
participants from the various stakeholders.
It was envisaged that the workshop would:

clarify the relationship between Chemicals legidation and Worker protection legidation

seek openings for improved efficiency in present work

dart bridging to anew Chemicas legidation

Participants

Some 55 people from the European Commission (DG ENV, DG ENTR and DG EMPL), trade
unions, industry trade- organisations representing both producers and users of chemicals and from
member sates , including severd of the new member ates, authorities participated in the
workshop. A ligt of participants isincluded as appendix 6.

Programme outline

Generd presentations on the Existing Substances Regulation (ESR), the worker protection
legidation and REACH st the scene and created the basis for the workshop. Participants worked on
the applicability and efficiency of different risk reduction tools for worker protection in breakout
sessons. Applying different perspectives, they discussed problems, solutions and ways to
implement the solutions.

A firg session dedt with issuesin the current practice of risk reduction under ESR in order to
evaluate what works well, what can be improved and what are the most effective strategies for
future work.

Summarisng the experience gained in ESR and taking stock of the discussions during the first day,
the second day was mainly devoted to future perspectives under REACH. The risk reduction tools
for workplace chemicas will not be changed by REACH, but some issues need to be elaborated
further in view of the implementation of REACH. This may be epecidly true in relation to the
chemica safety report and authorisation scheme.
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Day 1 - 14 June 2004

Welcome

Host: Christine Northage (UK)

Chair: Reiner Arndt (DE)

The delegates were welcomed to HSE by Christine Northage. The chairman extended his thanksto
the UK Hedlth and Safety Executive for generoudy hosting this workshop and went on to present
the background to why this workshop came about and gave an outline of the two days activities.

General presentations

Bertil Remaeus (SE) started with ” Opening speech on Priority setting and follow up”, emphasising
the need for continued work on reducing risks from chemicals in the workplace. Lolo Heljkenskjold
(SE) gave a presentation on " Risk Reduction Measures under 793/93 — practica outcome”
indicating possbilities for improvement in the current work and some important learning points to
take on board when bridging towards REACH. This presentation isincluded in gppendix 3. José
Ramon Biosca de Sagastuy (DG EMPL) presented “ Community legidation in the field of worker
protection as tools for worker protection on community level”, sressing thet it isaminimum
requirement legidation, and that the employer is responsible for worker protection, but that
everybody in the enterprise should participate.

Current risk reduction tools — introductory presentations

Four presentations served as an introduction to the three paralld break out sessions. Eva
Lechtenberg (DE) gave a presentation on “ Regtrictions on workplace use of chemicas’, expanding
on when regtrictionsis the better risk reduction tool. Alick Morris (DG EMPL) presented “ Current
work on exposure limit vaues for workplace air” outlining the current Stuation and highlighting the
opportunities and chalenges ahead. David Waters (Cardiff University) presented “ The role of
OELsin the EU”, describing the findings of astudy on the process of setting OEL S and their usein
ingpections and enforcement practices in various member states. Chris Money (CEFIC) gave a
presentation on “Other measures to support the reduction of risks from chemicasin the workplace’,
showing practical examples of guidance and discussng ideas of risk management communication.
All four presentations are included in this report in gppendix 3.

Current risk reduction tools — breakout discussions

The delegates were asked to sign up for one of three groups. Each of the groups had one risk
reduction tool to discuss. A moderator |led the discussonsin each group, and a rapporteur, who then
prepared areport and presented it in the plenary session, documented the suggestions and issues
raised. Comments and clarifications from the plenary discussions were incorporated into the
breakout report. The modified results along with further comments and questionsraised in the
plenary discussion are presented as appendices to this report.

Restrictions on workplace use of chemicals

Moderator: Bent Horn Andersen (DK)
Rapporteur: Lena Perenius (CEFIC)

The target of this session was to discuss restrictions on workplace use of chemicas and to develop
ideas on criteriafor choosing the most appropriate legd instrument for such restrictions.
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The key points from the discussion were:

Thereisa need for further restrictions to address workplace risks when actions under
Directive 98/24 are not enough.

The two applicable directives (Chemical Agents Directive 98/24/EEC and the Restrictions
Directive 76/769/EEC) have different legal bases and scope, and each has its appropriate
application depending on the circumstances. Criteria were devel oped to select the most
appropriate legal instrument and are included in the report in appendix 1. Itis
recommended that they are applied in the future work on risk reduction on EU level.

The complete report from the discusson, including any darifications from the discusson in the
plenary sesson dong with further comments and questions is presented in gppendix 1.

Exposure limit values for workplace air

Moderator: Teresa Quinn (UK)
Rapporteur: Richard Pedersen (UK)

The target of this session was to discuss the impact of community level OELs and to have a more
detailed exchange of ideas on the role of occupationa exposure limit values.

The key points from the discussion were:

There is a continuing need for an EU limit-setting process, but the current system can be
improved, to be faster and more transparent. Possible ways to make further improvements
include the addition of limits derived by Member States, increased resourcing to the SCOEL
secretariat and the introduction of a “ control banding” system that takes account of the
hazard of the substance and how it is used in the workplace to determine the likely risk to
workers health and to assist in the selection of suitable controls. To make the best use of the
limited resources currently available for the development of OELS, a control banding system
could be used for “lower risk “ chemicals and OELs could be developed for “ higher risk”

chemicals. .

The question on Binding limits needs to be addressed and a methodology devel oped for their
consideration. Criteria need to be developed to consider technical feasibility and socio-
economic factors.

The role and impact of OELs in the risk management process needs to be considered
further.

The complete report from the discussion, induding any clarifications from the discussion in the
plenary sesson dong with further comments and questionsis presented in gpopendix 1.
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Other measures to support reduction of risks from chemicals in the workplace

Moderator: Marc Sapir (ETUC)
Rapporteur: Allison Margary (CEFIC)

The target of this sesson was to explore measures such as authoritative guidance and/or standards
to reduce risks from chemicals in the workplace, and how such measures could be implemented.
Problems and solutions should be listed for future use.

The breakout session started with a presentation by Hke Schneider (European Agency for Safety
and Hedlth at Work) on “What is the Agency doing on dangerous substances’, showing some of the
work the Agency isdoing in collecting and presenting good practice examples related to dangerous
substances, subgtitution, OELs and the prevention of workplace risks and where available
information can be found. The presentation isincluded in gppendix 3.

The key points from the discussion were:

- Aprocess for the dissemination of information on risks and risk reduction measures
identified in the Risk Assessment Reportsin ESR needs to be devel oped and should
clarify responsibilities of all stakeholders.

- Arange of guidance is needed; there is no single measure that will cover everything. It
should be fit for purpose to address the objective to improve level s of workplace control
and reduce risks, i. e. it needs to be adapted to the receiver. The employer isthe
responsible party and it is up to the employers to determine what is appropriate to their
workplace. It is therefore not the role of this guidance to be prescriptive.

- Thereisalack of available and accessible information on good practice of Risk
Reduction Measures and on exposure. A variety of mechanisms for collecting this
information are available within industry and national governments. This could possibly
be collated at EU level within the framework of the Agency for OSH in Bilbao, but need
to be reviewed in terms of quality and relevance.

- The enforcement of substitution poses problems. Thereis a lack of knowledge about
alternatives and their impact. Examples of substitution and policies for application are
available within some Member Sates, but are not generally available and accessible.

The complete report from the discussion, including any darifications from the discussonin the
plenary session aong with further comments and questions is presented in appendix 1.
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Day 2 - 15 June 2004

General presentations

The second day started with two genera presentations, Laurent Voge (ETUC) gave a presentation
on the “Impact of OSH-legidation on the workplace Stuaion”, outlining the current Situation and
discussing possible contributions and conflicts with REACH. Mark Blainey (DG ENV) presented
“Relation between worker protection legidation and REACH”, daborating on the how and why of
the proposed registration and eva uation process. These presentations are included in thisreport in

appendix 4.

Future perspectives under REACH — introductory presentations

Two presentations served as an introduction to the two breakout sessions. Henning Wriedt (ETUC)
gave a presentation on the “ Conseguences for REACH-Chemica Safety Reports (CSR), resulting
from links between REACH CSR, Safety Data Sheets (SDS) and employers' assessments under
98/24/EC”, listing a number of issues for discussion, with communication being akey area. Silke
Schmidt (DG ENTR) presented “ REACH Authorisation and worker protection” clarifying the
relationship between authorisation and other parts of REACH and worker protection legidation.
Both presentations are included in this report in gppendix 4.

Future perspectives under REACH — breakout discussions and conclusions

The process for the second day’ s breakout discussions was the same as for the first day’s. The
delegates were asked to Sgn up for one of the groups and each group had a moderator and
rapporteur, with the latter preparing the report and presenting it in the plenary sesson. The modified
results dong with further comments and questions raised in the plenary discussion are presented as
appendicesto this report.

Links between REACH-Chemical Safety Reports (CSR), Safety Data Sheets (SDS) and
employers’ assessments under 98/24/EC and consequences for the CSR

Moderator: Sharon Munn (ECB)
Rapporteur: Tony Musu (ETUC)

The target of this sesson was to exchange views on the chemicas-using industry’ s present
obligation as employers to perform risk assessment for work- place chemicds, its rdation to the
safety data sheets as produced by the manufacturer of chemicals and, in the future, to the Chemica
Safety Reports within REACH.

The key points from the discussion were:

- CSRisa substance specific RA (Risk Assessment) whereas the employers assessment
under 98/24 is a work activity based RA. They are complementary (one informs the
other), but duplication of work should be avoided. To avoid ambiguity good
communication and guidance for industry is needed, and possibly also development of
eXposure scenarios in a sector specific manner.
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- Theemployer will still be responsible for workplace safety, but will be helped in this by
REACH. REACH will make the protection of workers exposed to hazardous chemicals
mor e efficient by providing missing information on their properties and enforcing a two-
way communication process in the supply chain between suppliers and users about risk
reduction measures.

- Theworkplace RA is a good basis to supply information upstream to the suppliers who
prepare the CSRs. Formulators are key playersin this and need to be involved.
Confidentiality issues and complexity of supply chain are obstacles that need to be
addressed. Also end users are often confronted with preparations rather than single
substances that put additional demands on the employer.

- For good communication, users and suppliers must use the same language and have
similar levels of understanding. Trade associations will have aroleto play in this.

- Thedraft guidelines to help assist Member States in drawing up national policies and
facilitate compliance with 98/24 should be consulted in developing the REACH
guidelines.

The complete report from the discusson, including any clarifications from the discusson in the
plenary session aong with further comments and questionsis presented in appendix 2.

REACH Authorisation and worker protection

Moderator: Jaco Westra (NL)
Rapporteur: Mark Blainey (DG ENV)

The target of this sesson was to exchange views on the relation between the worker protection
legidation and, in the future, authorisation within REACH.

Risks associated with uses of substances having hazardous properties of very high concern will be
reviewed and, if they are adequately controlled, or if the socio-economic benefits outweigh the risks
and there are no suitable aternative subgtitutes or technologies, then the gpplications for the uses
will be granted an authorisation.

Key issues where a need for further clarification was seen:

- Possible shared liability between Commission, applicant and downstream user when an
authorisation has been granted and problems occur.

- Harmonisation (article 95 in the EU Treaty versus article 137). Will member states be
able to keep national bans and authorisations (that are more restrictive than REACH
authorisation) for workplace use of substances of very high concern? As REACH will
apply without prejudice to the Worker protection legislation, a correct application of
REACH will make it possible for Member Sates to maintain or introduce rules that
ensure a higher level of protection for workers.

- Substitution is highest in the control hierarchy according to directive 98/24. Will
REACH change this? The total impact, including environmental, should be taken into
account in decisions involving substitution.
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- Exemptions based on a Binding occupational exposure limit values should be devel oped
with care. The quality of the scientific, technical and socio-economic basis for the limit
needs to be evaluated.

- The carcinogens directive has a wider scope of substances (e g by-products/processes)
than the proposed REACH authorisation.

- It was proposed by some parties to consider adding substances with sensitising and
chronic toxicity properties to the REACH authorisation.

- It was proposed to ook at the possibilitiesto do a trial authorisation of a substance
within the SPORT (Strategic Partnership On REACH Trial).

The complete report from the discusson, induding any darifications from the discusson in the
plenary session aong with further comments and questions is presented in appendix 2.
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Appendix 1 - Day 1 Report from breakout groups and comments from
plenum

Breakout session: Restrictions on workplace use of chemicals
Report from discussion in breakout group

Restrictions
- Do we need redtrictions to address workplace risks?
- Yes. We need restrictions when rules on handling substances are not sufficient.
- A redtriction could be on marketing of a substance, product related and/or prohibition of a use
- Which is the appropriate legidative tool ?

Scope
Dir 76/769 Dir 98/24
Marketing and Use Manufacturing, production and use
Dangerous substances Apply where hazardous chemical agents are present
or may be present at the workplace.
All work-places Does not cover self-employed
Cover import Does not cover import

Includes a wide range of measures

Restrictions

Dir 76/769 Dir 98/24
Legal bases Art 95, harmonisation Legal bases Art 137, minimum rules
Marketing and Use Manufacturing, production and use
Traded substances (restrictions involving trade) Produced and used within awork place

Norma instrument to use to introduce Community Certain activities which not justify trade restrictions
wide regtrictions
Manufacturing processes

When arisk has been identified for a use of a chemical in the workplace, and that risk can only be managed
by a restriction/prohibition of the use, and part of the risk management strategy is a restriction on trade for
that use and a prohibition of that use at the work place, the directive 76/769/ EC should be applied. If the use
is prohibited under Directive 76/769/EEC, this of course aso appliesto the use at the workplace.

When arestriction/prohibition of useis required to manage the risk of a chemical that is not traded and

where trade restrictions are not part of the risk management strategy the prohibition of use under 98/24/EC is
the appropriate lega tool.

It is recommended that this is applied in the further work on risk reduction measures.

Example
The risk reduction strategy for MDA (open professional use) includes both a need to restrict marketing and

work-place use. It would be appropriate to only use the marketing and use directive for practical reasons and
legal clarity rather than two Directives.
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Comments from plenary discussion

The severity of risk that justifies restrictions was discussed; the conclusion was that restrictions
should be used when other options for handling the risk camnot be used.

In areport made by the commission in 1998, the efficiency of work in the framework of the
Redtrictions Directive was evauated. The results were taken into account in the REACH proposal.
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Breakout session: Exposure limit values in workplace air
Report from discussion in breakout group

CONCLUSIONS

- Thereisacontinuing need for an EU limit-setting process

- The group supported the existing SCOEL system as away of making recommendations for
limits

- The current SCOEL system needs to be improved — credibility

- The system needs to be faster

- Greater transparency is needed e.g., the DG EMPL website could be upgraded to contain alist of
all the substances currently going through the system

- SCOEL needs greater resources and support

- Thequestion of Binding Limits needs to be addressed and a methodology developed for their
consideration

- Criterianeed to be developed to consider technical feasibility and socio-economic factors

- The system could be reviewed as part of the review of Chemical Agents Directive expected in
2006, and the impact and effect of REACH could be considered

- The scientific resource at the ECB could provide datato SCOEL

- Theneed for EU limit setting procedure (including SCOEL ) under REACH was questioned —
but there was overall acceptance that it would still be necessary

WAYS TO MAKE FURTHER IMPROVEMENTS
- Look at limits derived by Member States and add them to those being reviewed by SCOEL
- Introduce a“control banding” system that takes account of the hazard of the substance and how it is
used in the workplace to determine the likely risk to workers health and to assist in the selection of
suitable controls. To make the best use of the limited resources currently available for the
development of OEL s a control banding system could be used for “lower risk * chemicals and OELs
could be developed for “higher risk” chemicals.

- Recommend additional European Commission financia resources to produce pre-SCOEL
documentation

Further consideration
- Therole and impact of OELs in the risk management process needs to be considered further

Comments from plenary discussion

It was pointed out that a council decision regulates the process of setting of OELS, and so it cannot
be easly changed. There are opportunities within the current system for nationd agencies to help
with the supplying of data. Also the setting of alarge number of hedth-based OEL s means that
more work will have to go into revisons. The website of DG employment is being revised and will
be reedy soon. This might help in making information on OEL s and the process more ble.

The proposal to transpose member states’ OEL s to EU-level oneswas discussed. If thisisto happen
it is very important that the scientific and other basis for the OEL s is assessed. Fearsthet this
assessmert might take more resources than investigating new OEL s was voiced. The commisson

has asked for information from member states on national OEL s and the scientific foundation for
them to seeif it can be used in the current OEL setting activities.
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There was a question of whether the Derived No Effect Level (DNEL) as proposed in REACH will
make OEL s redundant. There was no clear conclusion on this, but it is clear that duplication of
work need to be avoided.

A fina open question was whether the amount of resources invested in the setting and
implementation of OELs s proportionate to the results in terms of risk reduction in the workplace.
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Breakout session: Other measures to support reduction of risks from

chemicals in the workplace
Report from discussion in breakout group

Current practices of today with existing regulations

Problems /I ssues

Solutions/Comment

Presentation of proposed RRM by the Rapporteurs is not
well developed in terms of dissemination. Availablein

the RA report (not accessible). How to better expressthe
need for improvements? Who should implement?

Identify and pin point added value of risk
assessment advice to the relevant workplaces —
targeted criticadl RM information. Specified
scenarios. Clarify target audience. Who should
provide. A range of guidanceis needed — fit for
purpose to address the objective to improve
levels of workplace control and reduce risks,
what the national authority needsis different to
the employer and the employee. Clarify process
for implementation regarding responsibilities of
all stakeholders. Take account of impacts.

10 new member states who are only beginning to apply
these regulations. Implementation is the issue not the
adoption of the regulation.

Slovenia has examples of practical guidelines

0
If CAD guidance is hon-binding how will thisassig in
legal enforcement?

It is not the role of this guidance to be
prescriptive. The employer is the responsible
party, therefore need to be flexible with guidance
to alow employer to determine what is
gppropriate to their workplace. Agreed to direct
the EU guidance to the competent authorities as
they are able to interpret and trandate into
national requirements take account of cultural
differences. Statement of DG Employment. ?

Difficult to get exposure information/RRM on good
practice.

EU collate exigting information available within
the member states to make accessible.
Trandation arrangements into useful risk
reduction measures? Quality assurance and
relevance. Stakeholder/socia partner agreement.
Variety of mechanisms available within industry
and nationa governments. Consider within the
framework of Bilbao? Focus with risk and
priorities. Use SLIC?

Current diversity of levels of enforcement acrossthe MS
and thisis not taken into account in the design of the risk
reduction measures. Emphasised by the recent
enlargement of the EU.

Risk based enforcement within a broader HSE
perspective than just policing to support the
SME's. Make use of existing exposure and
product registersin the priority setting process.

Design improvements recommended by the RA e.g.
improve the design of fud filter position in carsto
facilitate maintenance and repair work

No one was identified to implement. These need
to be targeted/ownership of the action needed.
Run in conjunction with DG Research?

Lack of available information on details of amount
produced, which sectors used to help to target
information to assist in setting targets and priorities.

REACH hopes to address, however, thisisonly a
partia solution asit does not cover al that CAD
does.

Problems with addressing enforcement of substitution.
Lack of knowledge about alternatives. Little

There are already examples of substitution and
policies for application within some EU member
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dissemination of practical alternatives. Not just a states (e.g. Germany, UK). Problems with
technical process, need to understand application at the | comparing aternates and relative risks; process
plant level. to be evidence based to support the substitution.

Comments from plenary discussion

A key issuefor the soreading of best practice within EU is the language. Only documents of generd
interest are trandated into dl languages. Member states should arrange for the trandation of any
documents of interest for them. It is not clear how documents that might be of interest to other
countrieswill be trandated into English to make it more accessible for other member Sates.
Trandating is expensve; trandations therefore need to be targeted. An increased use of symbols
and pictograms could reduce the need for trandating.

Attitude, training and access to gppropriate preventive services were deemed to be critical for a

better risk prevention, especidly for SMEs (Small and Medium sized Enterprises). It was dso
questioned whether chemicas and workplace legidation was becoming to complicated for SMEs.
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Appendix 2 - Day 2 Report from breakout groups and comments from
plenum

Breakout session: Links between REACH-Chemical Safety Reports (CSR),
Safety Data Sheets (SDS) and employers’ assessments under 98/24/EC and
consequences for the CSR

Report from discussion in breakout group

Relations between the two Risk Assessment processes (RA)
Isthere a duplication of work and what are the differences between RA under 98/24 and under REACH-
CR?

- Mgority: No duplication of work; Minority: Yes, it might be duplication of work

- Thetwo RA are different but complementary (one informs the other)

- Exposure scenarios should be detailed enough to be used within the workplace risk assessment
without variation if it really mirrors the situation of the users. However, there will always be a place
for the site-specific assessment (due to particular local conditions). Even a very good RA under
REACH will sometimes give only avery smdl part of atota RA.

What use should be made of the existing draft guidelines to help employers comply with 98/247?
They should be consulted in developing the REACH guiddines

How is possible confusion avoided for the purpose of the two RAS?
Good communication needed
Good Guidance for industries
- development of exposure scenario in a sector specific manner was recommended
Thereisno lega confusion, the employer is responsible for workplace safety and must apply the Chemical
Agents Directive 98/24 but will be helped in this by REACH by receiving a better SDS

Training needs? What could be offered?
Thereis aneed to train employers and workers on chemical risk issues, especialy in Small and Medium
sized Enterprises (SMES)

Downstr eam and Upstr eam communication: CSR asan instrument that provides input to
wor kplace RA

How should communication best work?
- Speak the same language between users and suppliers

- dmilar level of understanding necessary

- continuous dial ogue needed to reach asimilar level of understanding

- gpeak to theright person. i.e.: appropriately trained

- Thereisarole for trade associations in developing common language as intermediaries
Workplace RA isagood basis to supply information upstream for CSR preparation

BUT obstacles to overcome:

- Confidentiaity issues.

- Wedon't aways have the workplace RA

- Complexity of the supply chain

- End users are confronted with preparations not single substances
REACH will stimulate employers to conduct workplace RA!

Formulators need to be involved because they are key players
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How should knowledge gaps be taken into account?
For single substances it will be clear where data gaps are in the CSR.

For preparations. more difficult!

Transfer in the SDS what info you have or do not have?

Comments from plenary discussion

A question was raised regarding the impact of GHS (The Globdly Harmonized System of
Classification and Labeling of Chemicals) on Safety Data Sheets. It was concluded that thiswould
affect only dassficaion and labelling, not the Safety Data Sheets in generd.

The risk of overburdening member state authorities with Chemica Safety Reports (CSR) made by
Downstream Users (DU) was mentioned. But it was made clear member states will only be notified
of such CSR, and can then choose appropriate action.

There will be guidance available for the assessment of socio-economic impact, but it is not currently
available.

It was proposed to do atrid of the process for doing a CSR for a substance within the SPORT
(Strategic Partnership On REACH Trid).

CEFIC isworking on a document that compares the Chemica Agents Directive and the REACH
proposdl.
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Breakout session: REACH Authorisation and worker protection

Report from discussion in breakout group

Questions
1. Authorisation: an effective tool to achieve workplace risk reduction or should the focus be more
on worker protection law?
2. Problems of combining REACH Authorisation and worker protection legidation
- Harmonisation
- Subgitution
- Risk Assessment
- Exemptions
- Target group
- Substances covered
3. Strategic Partnership to trid?

REACH Authorisation: an effective tool?
*Would workplace risks ever be considered (priority setting);
- yes when PBT dedt with, only then high volume, wide dispersive use CMR inc workplace
- potency as another prioritisation criteria?
*Demand for darification of substances of equivaent concern;
- will become clear during existence of REACH
«Shared ligbility an issue — commission/applicant?
- But authorisation only applies for substances of very high concern so the procedure is
judtified.

Problems of combining REACH Authorisation and worker protection legidation
*Harmonisation (art 95 vs. 137):

National bang/authorisations for workplace use of substances of high concern (may be more
restrictive than REACH authorisation). Can they be kept?

Problems of combining REACH Authorisation and worker protection legidation
 Subdtitution:
—Is subgtitution needed if thereis no risk?
*Someyes—‘norisk’ isnot shown in authorisation
*No — some substances have threshold e.g. R
—Concern expressed: less may be known about substitute
*Agency identify subgtitutes - Registered information? Competencies?
*Information needed about effects on workers, human hedth and environment
—Workplace law: subgtitution first, does REACH circumvent?
*In practice substitution usudly does't happen (difficult for employers — knowledge)
*Under REACH subgtitution decisions taken by experts
*REACH complements workplace but is there duplication?
*Workplace substitution does not look at environmental considerations
*If eg PBT subgtituted then need to look at its risks to workers
—Time limited authorisations will help drive subgtitution
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—In REACH an authorisation request may contain an analysis of dternatives — suggestion of some
to changeto “shdl”.
*Exemptions:
—suggested to do on basis of risk assessment (but differencesin qudlity)
—others disagreed and wanted hazard based (as authorisable substances difficult to control, some
lack of thresholds) -> however, no exemptions would then be the result
—Binding limit values should be used with care (are they good qudity limits? New scientific
knowledge?)
*Risk Assessment:
—Doesit need to be more stringent?
*as specific as necessary to show adequate control

Also debate on use authorisation vs supply authorisation

* Target group:
—workplace consultation isabig part of carcinogens directive. Should REACH have more socid
diaogue in authorisation process?

* Substances covered:

—Carcinogens Directive has much wider scope of substances (e.g. by-products/processes)
*Messages? aswon't be authorised

—suggested adding substances that are sensitisers and have chronic toxicity

—care if implement GHS criteriaesp re CMR criteria

SPORT

«Strategic Partnership On REACH Trid — CEFIC proposal.

*Suggested for atrid authorisation of a substance within the Strategic Partnership.
—To be looked at

*DE volunteered authority to contribute

Comments from plenary discussion

The Carcinogens directive will ill have aroleto play after the implementation of the authorisation
under REACH.

The employer’ s RA (Risk Assessment) under 98/24 is aworkplace RA that takes combined effects

from different chemicas into account, the supplier’s risk assessment under the REACH proposd is
a substance-specific RA, that does not.
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Appendix 3 - Presentations of Day 1

Risk Reduction Measures under 793/93 - practical outcome

Double-click on the presentation below to start the dide show. To print it, right-click on it, choose

“Presentation object” (or smilar) and open. The presentation will then be open as a ppt-file, and can
be printed etc.

Risk Reduction results
from Existing
Substances Regulation
(793/93)

Workshop presentation
14 June 2004
Lolo Heijkenskjold
Swedish Chemicals Inspectorate

KEM|
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Risk Reduction measuresfor the workplace recommended or
under discussion within the Existing Substances Regulation

(793/93)

Risk reduction measure
for the workplace

Priority Substance

finalised in 793/93

under discussion in 793/93

- to consider marketing and use
restrictions in Council Directive
76/769/EEC for the use

[4,4'-Methylenedianiline (MDA)]

- to consider at the Community level
prohibition of the use of .... In at
work by including the substance in Annex
1l of the Chemical Agents Directive

Hydrofluoric acid

alt. [4,4'-Methylenedianiline (MDA)]

Trichloroethylene

- to establish at community level
occupational exposure limit values.

2-(2-ethoxyethoxy)ethanol (DEGME)
2-(2-Butoxyethoxy)ethanol (DEGBE)
Acrylaldehyde

Dimethyl sulphate

1,4-Dioxane

Diphenyl ether, octabromo derivative
Acrylamide

Acrylonitrile

Acrylic acid

Butadiene

Methacrylic acid

Methyl methacrylate

4,4'-Methylenedianiline (MDA)
Trichloroethylene
Dibutylphthalate

Dietylhexylphthalate (DEHP)
Monochloroacetic acid
Methylacetate
Dibutylphthalate

- that the Commission Scientific
Committee on Occupational Exposure
Limits (SCOEL) review the new

Hydrofluoric acid

information and recommend whether Toluene
there is a need to revise the current

occupational exposure limit.

- to consider reviewing the current Acetonitril

occupational exposure limit value to
provide an indication that dermal
exposure can make a contribution to the
worker body burden
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- exposure in the workplace should be
reduced as low as technically feasible.

Diphenyl ether, octabromo derivative

Acrylaldehyde
0-Anisidine
- Member States to ensure the periodic Dietylhexylphthalate (DEHP)
monitoring of workplace exposure. A
follow up at community level of the
general degree of reduction should be
initiated.
- Employers to take note of the practical | Acrylic acid Monochloroacetic acid

non-binding guidance, to be developed
by the Commission as foreseen under
Article 12(2) of the Chemical Agents
Directive and of any sector specific
guidance developed at national level
based on this guidance.

Hydrogen peroxide
Methacrylic acid

Methyl methacrylate

3,4-Dichloroaniline

Methylacetate

- Employers to review any risk
assessments produced according to the
Chemical Agents Directive to take into
account the information contained in the
risk assessment and risk reduction
strategy produced under 739/93, and
takes any necessary measures that are
required.

Hydrogen peroxide

-to investigate how to improve the design
of fuel filter position in cars and fuel
pumps so to facilitate maintenance and
repair work while aiming at minimum skin
exposure to petrol. It is therefore
suggested to pursue discussions with
relevant organisations of industry
branches.

tert-Butyl methyl ether (MTBE)
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Restrictions on workplace use of chemicals

Double-click on the presentation below to start the dide show. To print it, right-click on it, choose
“Presentation object” (or amilar) and open. The presentation will then be open as a ppt-file, and can
be printed etc.

b a u a : Dr. EvalLechtenberg-Auffarth

Federal Institute for Occupational Safety and Health Unit ,Handling Hazardous Substances*

Restrictions

on workplace use of chemicals

13./14.6.2004 Workshop London 1
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Current work on exposure limit values for workplace air

Double-click on the presentation below to start the dide show. To print it, right-click on it, choose

“Presentation object” (or smilar) and open. The presentation will then be open as a ppt-file, and can
be printed etc.

An article on this subject, named “Expaosure Limits: the European dimenson”, by David Walters,
was published in Occupationa Hedlth Review, issue 08 March/April 2004.

Theroleof OELsintheEU

David Walters
Cardiff University
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Role and impact of community level OELs

Double-click on the presentation below to start the dide show. To print it, right-click on it, choose
“Presentation object” (or smilar) and open. The presentation will then be open as a ppt-file, and can
be printed etc.

Occupational
Exposure Limit Values

Alick Morris
European Commission
Employment and Social Affairs
Health, Safety and Hygiene at Work
Luxembourg
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Other measures to support the reduction of risks from chemicals in the
workplace

Double-click on the presentation below to sart the dide show. To print it, right-click on it, choose

“Presentation object” (or smilar) and open. The presentation will then be open as a ppt-file, and can
be printed etc.

Measures to Support the
Reduction of Risks From
Chemicals in the Workplace

Chris Money

Workshop on Relationship between Chemicals

Legislation and Worker Protection Legislation, London,

14th June 2004

2
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What is the agency doing on Dangerous substances?

This presentation is sent as a separate PowerPoint presentation (WS Presentation Elke
Schneider.ppt) dueto itssize.
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Appendix 4 - Presentations of Day 2

Impact of OSH-legislation on the workplace situation

Double-click on the presentation below to start the dide show. To print it, right-click on it, choose
“Presentation object” (or smilar) and open. The presentation will then be open as a ppt-file, and can
be printed etc.
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REACH Authorisation and Worker Protection

Double-click on the presentation below to sart the dide show. To print it, right-click on it, choose
“Presentation object” (or similar) and open. The presentation will then be open as a ppt-file, and can
be printed etc.

REACH Authorisation
and

Worker Protection

Silke Schmidt
European Commission
DG Enterprise
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Consequences for REACH-Chemical Safety Reports (CSR), resulting from links
between REACH CSR, Safety Data Sheets (SDS) and employers’ assessments
under 98/24/EC

Double-click on the presentation below to art the dide show. To print it, right-click on it, choose
“Presentation object” (or Smilar) and open. The presentation will then be open as a ppt-file, and can
be printed etc.

E Beratungs-() Informationsstelle
Arbeit ‘2. Gesundheit

Relation between Chemicals L egislation and Worker Protection
Legidation —at Present and in Future under REACH

London, 14/ 15 June 2004

Consequencesfor REACH -Chemical Safety
Reports (CSR), resulting from links between
REACH CSR, Safety Data Sheets (SDS) and
employers assessments under 98/24/EC

Henning Wriedt
Beratungs- und Informationsstelle Arbeit & Gesundheit, Hamburg, Germany
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Appendix 5 - Final programme

FINAL PROGRAMME

Workshop on the
Relation between Chemicals L egidation and Worker Protection Legidation - Present and in
Future under REACH
HSE office, Rose Court, 2 Southwark Bridge, London

14 June 2004
10.00 — 10.15 Welcome
Host: Christine Northage (UK)
Chair: Reiner Arndt (DE)
10.15 - 10.45 Opening speech on Priority setting and follow up
Bertil Remaeus (SE)
10.45-11.30
Risk Reduction Measuresunder 793/93 - practical outcome
Lolo Heijkenskjold (SE)
Community legidation in the field of worker protection astoolsfor risk
reduction relating to wor kplace chemicals
José Biosca de Sagastuy (DG EMPL)

11.30-11.45 Coffee

|BREAKOUT SESSION 1—RISK REDUCTION TOOLS

11.45-12.45 Introduction and thought starters

Restrictions on wor kplace use of chemicals
Eva Lechtenberg (DE)
Current work on exposure limit values for workplace air
Alick Morris (DG EMPL)
Role and impact of community level OELs
David Walters (Cardiff University)
Other measuresto support the reduction of risks from chemicalsin the
wor kplace
Chris Money (CEFIC)

12.45-13.30 Lunch
13.30-15.00 Breakout discussion in 3 different groups
Restrictions
Moderator: Bent Horn Andersen (DK)

Rapporteur: Lena Perenius (CEFIC)
Exposure limit valuesfor workplace air
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Moderator: Teresa Quinn (UK)
Rapporteur: Richard Pedersen (UK)

Other measuresto support reduction of risksfrom chemicalsin the workplace
Moderator: Marc Sapir (ETUC)
Rapporteur: Allison Margary (CEFIC)

15.00-15.15 Coffee/ Tea

BREAKOUT SESSION 2 -
TOWARDSA NEW AGREEMENT FOR FUTURE COOPERATION

15.15 — 16.30 Continuation of breakout discussion - proposed solutions and ideas for the
implementation

Restrictions
Exposure limit values for workplace air
Other measuresto support reduction of risksfrom chemicalsin the workplace

16.30 —18.00 Breakout session reportsand conclusions
Rapporteurs/ Chair
Mesting-rapporteurs. Alick Morris (DG EMPL); Mats Forkman (SE)

15 June 2004

9.00-9.20 Impact of OSH-legidation on the workplace situation
Laurent Vogel (ETUC)

9.20-09.40 Relation worker protection legidation and REACH
Mark Blainey (DG ENV)

|[BREAKOUT SESSION 3—-REACH |

9.40 —10.20 Introduction and thought starters
Links between REACH-Chemical Safety Reports (CSR), Safety Data Sheets
(SDS) and employers assessmentsunder 98/24/EC and consequences for the
CSR
Henning Wriedt (ETUC)

REACH Authorisation and worker protection
Slke Schmidt (DG ENTR)

10.20 — 10.40 Coffee/ Tea
10.40-12.00 Breakout discussion in 2 (3) different groups

Links between REACH-CSR, SDS and employers assessmentsunder 98/24/EC

2004-10-13 Page 5 of 12



WORKSHOP REPORT
The Relation between Chemicals Legislation and Worker Protection Legislation, 14-15June 2004

and consequences for the CSR
Moderator: Sharon Munn (ECB)
Rapporteur: Tony Musu (ETUC)
REACH Authorisation and worker protection
Moderator: Jaco Westra (NL)
Rapporteur: Mark Blainey (DG ENV)

Optional 3" group on subjectsidentified during day 1
12.00- 13.00 Breakout session reports and conclusions
Rapporteurs/ Chair
Mesting-rapporteurs Alick Morris (DG EMPL); Mats Forkman (SE)
13.00 -14.30 Lunch
14.30 — 15.30 Summing up of the workshop, conclusions and futur e per spectives

Reiner Arndt (DE)
Mesting-rapporteurs Alick Morris (DG EMPL); Mats Forkman (SE)
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Appendix 6 — Participants list

Thereation between Chemicalslegidation and worker protection legidation — 14-15 June

2004

Delegates list

Name and organisation in alphabetical order
by second name

Contact Details

Roger Alesbury
Director of Occupational Health and Product
Health, BP

Group Health, Safety, Security and Environment
BP plc

Chertsey Road

Sunbury on Thames TW16 7LN

Tel: 01932 774036

Email: alesburj@bp.com

Antonis Angelidis
DG Employment

Email: antonis.angelidis@cec.eu.int

Reiner Arndt
BauA
Germany

Email: Arndt.Reiner@baua.bund.de

Janet Asherson
Head of Envrionmental Affairs
CBI

Tel: 0207 395 8039
Fax: 0207 497 2597

Email: janet.asherson@chbi.org.uk

Prof. Herbert Bender
Director Occupational Safety
BASF AG

Occupational Safety — Hazardous Materials, Industrial Hygiene,

Regulatory Affairs

D 67056

Ludwigshafen

Tel: + 49 621 60 5 6455
Fax: + 49 621 60 7 41 40

Email: herbert.bender@basf-ag.de

Jose Biosca de Sagastuy
DG Employment

Email: jose.biosca-de-sagastuy@cec.eu.int

Mark Blainey
DG Env

Email: Mark.blainey@cec.eu.int

Estefania Blount
Comisiones Obreras
Spain

Comisiones Obreras (CC.00.)
General Cabrera 21

28020 Madrid

Tel: + 349 144 91044

Fax: + 349 157 11016

Email: eblount@istas.ccoo.es

Cedric Camilleri
Occupational Health and Safety Authority
Malta

Email: Cedric.camilleri@gov.mt

Tel: 0151 951 4820
hse.gsi.gov.uk

Richard Cary Magdalen House
HSE Bootle L20 3Qz
UK

Email: richard.car
Dr Michel Diss

ARCELOR (Steel manufacturers)

Health and Safety Directorate
Product Safety Department
Département sécurité produits Arcelor
17 avenue des Tilleuls

F57190 Florange

Tel: 33 (0) 382 51 60 20

Fax: 33 (0) 38259 82 82

Email: michel.diss@arcelor.com
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Ragnhild Eriksen

Senior Engineer

Directorate of Labour Inspection
Norway

Pb 8103 Dep

0032 Oslo

Norway

Tel: +47 22 95 71 24

Fax: + 47 22 17 63 72

Email: Ragnhild.Eriksen@arbeidstilsynet.dep.no

Jim Fanning Health and Safety Authority
HSA Ireland
Ireland Tel: 00353 161 47056
Email: jimf@hsa.ie
Dieter Fink VCI Verband der Chemischen Industrie e.V.
CEFIC Tel: +49 69 2556 1458
Email: fink@vci.de
Mats Forkman Mats.forkman@kemi.se
KEMI Tel: +46 8 5194 1283
Sweden

Sandrine Gau
Ministry of Labour
France

Tel: 0033 1 44 38 31 33
Fax: 0033 1 44 38 26 48

Email: sandrine.qau@drt.travail.gouv.fr

Paul Glynn
DG Employment

Adviser for the Working Environment
Antenna Brussels

J37 6/37

Tel: +32 2 29 501 83

Email: paul.glynn@cec.eu.int

Nicola Gregg
HSE
UK

Magdalen House
Bootle L20 3QZ
Tel: 0151 951 5800

Email: nicola.gregg@hse.gsi.gov.uk

Karola Grodzki
DG Enterprise 3 - Chemicals

Email: Karola.Grodzki@cec.eu.int

Xavier Guardino
INSHT
Spain

INSHT

Barcelona

Tel: +3493 28 00102
Fax: +3493 2803642
Email: xavierg@mtas.es

Lolo Heijkenskjold
KEMI
Sweden

KEMI
Tel: +46 8 5194 1202
Email: lolo.heijkenskjold@kemi.se

Bent Horn Andersen
National Working Environment Authority
Denmark

National Working Environment Authority
Landskronagade 33

DK 2100 Copenhagen

Tel: +45 3915 2678

Email: bha@at.dk

Torben Jepsen
Confederation of Danish Employers

Confederation of Danish Employers
113 Vester Voldgade

DK 1790 Copenhagen V

Denmark

Tel: +45 33 38 93 79

Fax: +45 33 32 28 49

Email: tpj@da.dk

Arne Jensen
Consultant for Danish Metalworkers Union

Danish Metalworkers Union
Nyropsgade 38

DK 1602 Copenhagen V
Tel: + 45 33 63 2345

Fax: + 45 336 32130

Email: arne@danskmetal.dk
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Dr Patricia Koundakjian
EUROFER ( European Confederation of Iron and
Steel)

(Was unable to attend)

EUROFER

211 Rue du Noyer

B 1000 Brussels

Tel: +32 2 738 7935

Fax: +32 2 738 7968

Email: P.Koundakjian@eurofer.be

Kenny Kvarnstrom
Association of Swedish Engineering Industries

Tel: +46 8 782 08 57
Email: kenny.kvarnstrom@teknikforetagen.se

Eva Lechtenberg

Email: Lechtenberg.Eva@baua.bund.de

BauA

Germany

Phillip Lewis lewisp@cia.org.uk
CIA Tel: 0207 963 6738

Alison Margary

Group Occup. Hygienist
Shell International Ltd
(CEFIC)

Health Services HE/2

Shell International Limited

Shell Centre London SE1 7NA
Tel: 0207 934 3718

Fax: 0207 934 7046

Email: Alison.Margary@Shell.com

Hans Marquart
TNO Chemistry

TNO Chemistry

Food and Chemical Risk Analysis
Fax: + 31 30 69 44926

Email: marquart@chemie.tno.nl

Chris Money
Ind.Hygiene Advisor- Exxon
(CEFIC)

Exxon Mobil Petroleum & Chemical
Hermeslaan 2

B-1831 Machelen

Belgium

Tel: +32 (0) 722 4230

Fax: ext 3802

Email: chris.money@exxonmobil.com

Darren Moppett

Procter and Gamble

(only attending on 14/6/04)
Maria Iseas to attend on 15/6/04

Procter and Gamble
Rusham Park

Whitehall Lane

Egham TW20 9NW

Email: moppett.d@pg.com
Email: iseas.m@pg.com

Alick Morris
DG Employment and Social Affairs

Alick-james.morris@cec.eu.int

Tel: +352 4301 36552

Sharon Munn
ECB

Email: sharon.munn@jrc.it

Tony Musu TUTB researcher

TUTB

5 bvd du roi Albert Il

B 1210 Brussels

Tel: 32 2 224 04 94
Fax: 32 2 224 05 61
Email: tmusu@etuc.org

Christine Northage
HSE
UK

Magdalen House

Bootle L20 3Qz

Tel: 0151 951 4404

Email: chris.northage@hse.gsi.gov.uk

Dr Michael Nasterlack
Assoc.Corp Medical Director
BASF

BASF Aktiengesellschaft

GOA/C — H 306

67056 Ludwigshafen

Tel: +49 621 604 2833

Fax: +49 621 604 3322

Email: michael.nasterlack@basf-aqg.de
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Richard Pedersen
HSE
UK

Rose Court

Southwark Bridge Road
London SE1 9HS

Tel: 0207 717 6216

Email: richard.pedersen@hse.gsi.gov. uk

Lena Perenius
CEFIC

Director — Implementation of Chemical Legislation, HS&E

Tel: +32 2 676 74 13
Email: [pe@cefic.be

Dr Henk van Peski
Atrion International

Atrion International b.v.
Meidoornhof 22

3831 XS Leusden

The Netherlands

Tel: + 31 33 43 201 70
Fax: + 31 33 432 0225

Email: avnpeski@planet.nl

Reinhild Purgy

Chemist

Federal Ministry on Economic Affairs and Labour
Austria

Federal Ministry on Economic Affairs and Labour
Department of Workers Legislation and Labour Inspection

Favoritenstralle 7

1040 Wien

Tel: 0043 1 71100 2320
Fax: 0043 1 71100 2190

Email: reinhild.puergy@bmwa.gv.at

Teresa Quinn
HSE
UK

Rose Court

Southwark Bridge Road
London SE1 9HS

Tel: 0207 717 6183

Email: teresa.quinn@hse.gsi.qgov.uk

Bertil Remaeus
Swedish Work Environment Authority

Arbetsmiljoverket
SE 171 84 Solna

Martine Reynier
INRS
France

Sweden
Email: bertil.remaeus@av.se
INRS

Department RCB

30 rue Olivier Noyer

75680 Paris cedex 14

Tel: 33 140 44 31 03

Fax: 33140 44 30 54

Email: martine.reynier@inrs.fr

Aldona Sabaitiene

Chief Specialist: Labour Conditions Division
Ministry of Social Security and Labour
Lithuania

Tel: +370 5 266 4228
Fax: +370 5 266 4209
Email: asabaitiene@socmin.lt

Marc Sapir TUTB Director

TUTB

5 bvd du roi Albert Il

B 1210 Brussels

Tel: 32 2 224 04 94

Fax: 32 2 224 05 61
Email: msapir@etuc.org

Ms Ritianne Schembri
FOI/MSA Joint Working Group on Chemicals

Tel: +356 2368 5370
Fax: +356 2368 5630

Policy Email: ritianne.cilia@st.com, cecilia.vella@foi.org.nt
Malta
Silke Schmidt Email: silke.schmidt@cec.eu.int

DG Enterprise

Elke Schneider
European H&S Agency
Bilbao

Tel: 0034 944 79 4366

Email: schneider@osha.eu.int

Theo Schroeder
CEFIC

Clariant International Ltd
Tel: +4161 46961 35
Email: theodor.schroeder@clariant.com
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Kirsi Sihvonen

National Product Control Agency for Welfare and
Health

Finland

Saastopankinranta 2A

PO Box 210

00531

Helsinki

Tel: +358 9 3967 2776

Fax: +358 9 3967 2768
Email: kirsi.sihvonen@sttv.fi

Carol Spence
HSE
UK

Rose Court

Southwark Bridge Road
London SE1 9HS

Tel: 0207 717 6122

Email: carol.spence@hse.gsi.gov.uk

Eva Stocker
Umweltbundesamt
Austria

Umweltsbundesamt
Spittelauer Lande 5

1090 Wien

Tel: + 43 (1) 31304 5641
Fax: + 43 (1) 31394 5660

Email: eva.stocker@umweltbundesamt.at

Christoph Streissler
Bundesarbeitskammer
(Federal Chamber of Labour)
Austria

Abteilung Umwelt und Verkehr
(Environment and Transport Unit)
Bundesarbeitskammer

AK Wien

Prinz-Eugen- Stral3e 20-22

A 1040 Wien

Tel: 50165 2168

Fax: 50165 2105

Email: Christoph.Streissler@akwien.at

Anna Liisa Sundquist

Ministerial Adviser

Ministry of Social Affairs & Health
Finland

Ministry of Social Affairs & Health
PO Box 536

33101 Tampere

Finland

Tel: +358 3 2608 443

Fax: +358 3 2608 511

Email: anna-liisa.sundquist@stm.fi

Antal Szabadkai
Secretary General: Union of Agrarian Employers
(UAE)

Union of Agrarian Employers
Email: amszeln@yahoo.com

Graham Tompkins
HSE
UK

Rose Court

Southwark Bridge Road

London SE1 9HS

Tel: 0207 717 6403

Email: graham.tompkins@hse.gsi.gov.uk

Jan Urbanus
Technical Co-ordinator
Health Issues
CONCAWE

CONCAWE

(Oil companies’ European org. for environment, health and

safety)
Tel: +32 2 566 9163

Email: jan.urbanus@concawe.be

Ms Cecilia Vella
Malta Federation of Industry
(was unable to attend)

Tel: +356 212 34428
Fax: +356 212 22074
Email: cecilia.vella@foi.org.mt

Laurent Vogel TUTB researcher

TUTB

5 bvd du roi Albert Il
B 1210 Brussels
Tel: 32 2 224 04 94
Fax: 32 2 224 05 61

Email: lvogel@etuc.org
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Petra Vrecko
Ministry of Labour, Family & Social Affairs
Slovenia

Ministry of Labour, Family and Social Affairs
Kotnikova 5

1000 Ljubljana

Slovenia

Tel: +386 1 478 34 11

Fax: +386 1 478 33 55

Email: petra.vrecko@gov.si

Kerstin Wahlberg
Swedish Work Environment Authority

Tel: +468 730 9268
Fax: +468 730 9554

Email: kerstin.wahlberg@av.se

Prof. David Walters
University of Wales

TUC Professor of Work Environment

Cardiff University School of Social Sciences
Glamorgan Building

King Edward VII Ave

CF10 3WT

Tel: 0292 0870013

Email: WaltersD@Cardiff.ac.uk

Jaco Westra
Ministry of Social Affairs & Employment
The Netherlands

Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment
Directorate of Safety and Health at Work
PO Box 90801

2509 LV The Hague

Tel: ++ 31 (0) 70 333 4392

Fax: ++ 31 (0) 70 333 4062

Email: jwestra@minszw.nl

Henning Wriedt
Occupational Health &Safety Advice Centre
Germany

Beratungs und Informationstelle Arbeit und Gesundheit
SchanzenstralRe 75

D20357 Hamburg

Tel: +49 40 439 2858

Email: wriedt@arbeitundgesundheit.de
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