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So, while low volume products may benefit from 
streamlined procedures, the cost of the studies 
required may become prohibitive and produce 
unwanted side-effects.

The Commission’s urging for producer consortia to 
set up for these substances arguably falls well short of 
the mark, because without a preset framework, such 
consortia will be complex (and costly) to negotiate.

Comprehensive and centralized averaging  
of registration costs: economically feasible, 
but may undermine business accountability 
An across-the-board averaging by levying a 0.2% 
turnover tax on chemicals to finance centralized 
registration would clearly preclude the forecast dis-
aster scenarios.

Distributing that levy equally across all productions 
would prevent abandonment of products for eco-
nomic reasons, and so incur no indirect costs.

The cost of REACH would therefore be no higher 
than 0.2% of annual turnover, and neutral for the 
“cost competitiveness” of a chemical industry which 
would remain profitable (approximately 10% of 
turnover over the long term) and R&D budgets (the 
costs of REACH amounting to approximately 3 to 
4% of these budgets).

Downstream, the economic effects would probably 
be positive:
■  where there is no product withdrawal for economic 

reasons, the reformulation costs become either non-
existent, or a major source of differentiation;

■  the 0.2% added cost burden would probably be 
more than comfortably offset by the savings from 
improved HSE and certainly unlikely of itself to 
prompt offshoring of downstream activities other 
than those for which the finished product trans-
port costs were less than 0.2% of the value of the 
chemicals they contain…

An intermediate averaging: OSOR “plus”
The OSOR (one substance, one registration) amend-
ment enables a case-by-case averaging to be intro-
duced which could do much to facilitate cost shar-
ing for the problematic low volume substances.

By creating a much more specific procedure than 
a simple call to form consortia, it can help reduce 
the transaction costs that are the main obstacle to 
co-operation.

Arguably, it could be reinforced by the introduction of 
a chemicals tax (an annual rate of 0.02% for 10 years 
could be enough) to finance a fund to facilitate the 
financing of registration studies for low volume/low 
value products by reintroducing obligations to carry 
out studies for products between 1 and 10 tons. ■
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A proactive sustainable development policy: 
a REACH label

A REACH label could provide European chemical industry companies 
with a strategic opportunity as a means of differentiating and leveraging 
products on the world market. The REACH label would stand for the efforts 
companies were making to be transparent and improve the quality of their 
products. REACH has the qualities necessary – independence, expertise 
and transparency – to give the certification process public credibility. The 
future central chemicals agency could be the European one-stop shop for 
label certification and awarding.

But a series of constraints need to be overcome for a REACH label to be 
effective:
■  The scope of the label: there are two possible scenarios. The REACH 

label applies only to chemical substances (the information is intended 
for user companies). This scenario flouts the spirit of REACH, which is 
based on the need to inform the public about the health and environ-
mental risks of substances contained in consumer products (floor cove-
rings, paint, detergents, etc.). The REACH label applies to chemical subs-
tances and the finished products that contain them. This goes beyond the 
central agency’s powers, since it would mean certifying many categories 
of products in sectors downstream from the chemical industry. It would 
mean setting up several certification bodies which might, for example, 
be approved by the central agency.

■  The meaning of the label: REACH labelling could operate at seve-
ral levels: REACH 1 for registered substances, REACH 2 for autho-
rized substances and, possibly, REACH 3 for particularly innovative  
substitutes.

■  Consistency between the REACH label and the Ecolabel set up in 1992: 
the Ecolabel goes beyond the REACH system as currently planned and 
takes account of the entire product life cycle. Considerations of effective-
ness and cost to companies clearly argue in favour of looking at ways of 
bringing the two labels together.

■  Promoting a REACH label worldwide: the REACH label will deliver a 
competitive advantage in quality on the world market only if the Euro-
pean benchmark becomes the accepted standard. This is not an unrea-
listic aim, given the influence of the European chemical industry on the 
world market. Promoting REACH certification would therefore have to 
be largely a proactive policy by the industry, supported by all stakehol-
ders in the system (government, NGOs, trade unions). This should then 
create leverage to bring the rest of the world chemical industry into line 
with European standards.
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University of Versailles, Saint-Quentin in Yvelines

The full text can be consulted on our website: 
www.etui-rehs.org/hesa > Main topics > Chemicals


