
 

Consultation 
response 
July 2022 

 

https://chemtrust.org/policy/    Twitter: @CHEMTrust 
https://chemtrust.org/de/      @CHEMtrust_de  

CHEM Trust EU Transparency register ID: 27053044762-72 

CHEM Trust comments on the Background paper on the 
“impact assessment of the extension of the generic 

approach to risk management under the REACH 
Regulation” 

 

 

• Comments sent by email on 1/7/2022 to: REACH_WORKSHOP@vva.it  

 

` 

1 Introduction ....................................................................................................................... 1 

2 Overall comments ............................................................................................................. 2 

3 Specific issues .................................................................................................................. 2 

3.1 Health and environmental benefits in general ....................................................... 2 

3.2 Dealing with persistent pollutants ........................................................................... 3 

3.3 Human health cost of EDCs ...................................................................................... 3 

3.4 Environmental cost of EDCs..................................................................................... 3 

4 Conclusions....................................................................................................................... 3 

 

1 Introduction 

CHEM Trust welcomes this opportunity provide brief comments on this impact assessment, 
however this has been a very problematic process to comment on. The background document was 
sent out on the Friday 24th in the afternoon before the workshop on Monday 27th. Comments were 
then required by Friday 1st July, which has meant that it is very difficult to properly assess the 
document. We understand that this process is under considerable time pressure. 

Our comments below are brief, but are informed we could  our view they are  

CHEM Trust is an NGO that focusses on EU-level regulation of chemicals, in particular endocrine 
disruptors and persistent, bioaccumulative and/or mobile chemicals. 

Our team includes people who worked on the processes around the creation of REACH, so we also 
have experience of the impact assessment debate for REACH 1.0, which was full of misinformation. 

For example, claims from German and French business associations that REACH could cut 
Germany’s GDP by up to 6.4% and French GDP by up to 3.2%. These studies continued to be used 
by CEFIC and what is now Business Europe even after they had been heavily criticised by 
economists, see https://chemtrust.org/reach-10-years-on/ for more details. 
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In reality, the trade surplus of the EU chemical industry doubled between 2010 and 2020, as 
REACH was being implemented (see https://chemtrust.org/industry_cries_wolf/). 

2 Overall comments 

We strongly support the extension of the generic approach to risk management (GRA), aimed at 
providing a fast and effective approach to ensure that consumer products do not contain the most 
hazardous chemicals. 

In our view it is essential that the GRA extension includes chemicals that are Persistent, Mobile 
and Toxic (PMT), and very Persistent and very Mobile (vPvM), and those that are classified as 
Category 2, as the categorisation is not a measure of harm, just the level of evidence available. 

It is difficult to do impact assessment well, and it is very easy to do it badly. There is a long history 
of industry exaggerating in impact assessments in all areas, not just in chemicals policy. It is in the 
economic interest of companies that are producing the most hazardous chemicals for them to 
exaggerate the cost of phasing these chemicals out, and the difficulty of finding safer alternatives. 

This impact assessment also risks being manipulated by large chemical producers, who have their 
own interests in maintaining existing chemical production, rather than reflecting the views of 
companies down the supply chain who are working to remove the most hazardous chemicals from 
their products. This tends to be a challenging job for large downstream users (e.g. large consumer 
brands) and a virtually impossible job for SMEs. Effectively implementing GRA will make things 
easier for these companies, enabling them to have more trust in the regulatory system and 
reducing the cost of safer alternatives. 

As could be seen at the workshop, parts of industry are promoting its own impact assessments, 
invariably with large and unrealistic impacts – it is important not to be swayed by them. 

3 Specific issues 

3.1 Health and environmental benefits in general 

It is always challenging to establish the health and environmental benefits of any legislation, and 
chemicals is particularly difficult given the fact that our knowledge of their hazards and end 
impacts is still evolving. For example, ECHA’s work on grouping1 has demonstrated that there are 
many chemicals in use that should be being classified as having significant hazards, but at the 
moment they are not. 

In reality we are always discussion a ‘currently estimated toxicity’ (CET) based on 
‘currently estimated hazards’ (CEH) and ‘currently estimated exposure’ (CEA). In 
addition, we are constantly exposed to mixtures of chemicals, many of which are 
proven to have additive impacts in the real world, see 
https://chemtrust.org/chemicalcocktails/. 

Impacts on health often occur long after initial exposures, for example an adult who has their 
fertility affected by chemicals that they were exposed to in their womb, which their mother was 
exposed to over previous decades. 

This all means that even the most comprehensive assessment will miss many impacts of chemicals  
on human health and the environment – and clearly this assessment will inevitably leave huge 
gaps. 

 
1 Eg. see https://chemtrust.org/echa-grouping/  
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3.2 Dealing with persistent pollutants 

When costing the impacts of PBT, vPvB and the mobile persistent chemicals vPvM and PMT you 
could calculate clean-up costs, from the simple cost of cleaning up drinking water across the EU (or 
the world, if one were considering equity and human rights as a factor) or you could argue that the 
chemicals concerned should be removed from the EU/global population, wildlife, soils, waters etc. 

It is very clear that this clean up is not realistically happening, and there is currently no sign of the 
‘polluter pays’ principle in this area of EU environmental policy. Yes, a few specific factory-related 
sites may have PFAS removed, but no company is yet proposing to deal with PFAS or Brominated 
Flame Retardant (BFR) pollution. 

If a clean-up is not going to happen, then surely the real cost of decontamination for 
such substances is actually infinite. 

A finite cost is fine if someone is going to pay it, otherwise it should be viewed as an infinite cost 
that must be avoided at source – through GRA controls on PBT, vPvB, PMT and vPvM.  

The EU’s HBM4EU provides a small window into the scale of this problem, e.g. see: 
https://chemtrust.org/hbm4eu_conference/  

3.3 Human health cost of EDCs 

We welcome the fact that the study is looking at several examples of the impacts of EDCs on human 
health, however it is important to realise that this is only the tip of the iceberg in terms of real 
impacts. 

3.4 Environmental cost of EDCs 

In the case of environmental impacts of EDCs the report proposes to not consider these costs due 
to uncertainties. 

By not calculating these impacts then they are implicitly treated as zero in the final analysis – this 
is not a reflection of reality. 

4 Conclusions 

Impact assessment invariably ends up putting more focus on economic impacts than on health and 
environmental benefits, as the economic impacts appear to be easier to quantify.  

• On one hand, you have economic data that is easy to get hold of but is likely to be over-
stated (due to economic interests of those providing data, unrealistic views on substitution 
and innovation  etc) 

• On the other hand, you have environment and health data that is hard to derive but is more 
likely to be under-stated (health and environmental impacts) 

 

 

This study needs to ensure that it is balanced and does not get distorted by economic interests. 
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