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Welcome and introduction
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Competition law and 
confidentiality
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Tour de table and apologies
List of Participants

• Francisco Boo (Metalor, Switzerland)

• Roland Brasch (Heraeus, Germany)

• Guy Ethier (Umicore, Belgium)

• Rob Garrett (Ames, United Kingdom)

• Jörn Mühlenfeld (Aurubis, Germany)

• Juha Parkkinen (Norilsk Nickel, Finland)

• Mark Raffray (Johnson Matthey, United Kingdom)

• Heinz‐Günter Schenzel, C. Hafner (Germany)

Secretariat
• Katrien Arijs (EPMF, Belgium): for agenda points 6, 7 & 8

• France Capon (EPMF, Belgium)

• Renaud Nicolay (EPMF, Belgium): for agenda points 6, 7 & 8

• Audrey Rondepierre (EPMF, Belgium)

• Klaus Rothenbacher (EPMF, Belgium): for agenda points 6, 7 & 8

Apologies

Michael Herman (Ames, United States)
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Approval of the agenda
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•Welcome and introduction

•PMC team

•Finance :
• Review of accounts 2014 to be audited
• Budget2015 
• LoA: costs sharing formula

•Scope of PMC

•PGMs: Downstream Users exposure assessment: pilot case

•Ag

•Authorisation

•A.O.B., next conf call and closing remarks

PMC ‐MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING 24/02/2015

Minutes and actions (14/11/06)
What? Who? When?

1. Draft refined worst case cost estimates for Evaluation of Silver related costs, for
presentation at the General Assembly meeting

K. Rothenbacher

2.  Foresee sufficient time to debate this point on the agenda of the General
Assembly

A Rondepierre

3. Literature search:
‐ Discuss with Ag WG how to make literature review process more efficient
‐ Review situation and make recommendation on how to apportion costs for
literature search

K. Rothenbacher

4. EBRC and ARCHE will be questioned how their costs were built for completing
Phase 4 of the Au and PM CN ‐ projects before any contract is signed

R. Nicolay

5. Au WG to approve the 2015 budget R. Nicolay

6.  WCA to review and confirm the read‐across strategy for the PM CN ‐ project
following the 8 October 2014 WG meeting decision to refute the read‐across for
mammalian testing on Annex VII.

R. Nicolay

7. WCA to confirm if Annex VIII testing should be conducted on potassium
dicyanoargentate.

R. Nicolay

8. WCA to complete arguments to support any non‐testing approach for the PM CN ‐
project.

R. Nicolay

9. Review Refinables 2015 costs, reduce to the essential tasks and get approval from
the WG

K. Arijs

10.  Draft slides for the General Assembly and other background documents finalised
on 19th Nov will be sent for approval to the Mgt Cttee shortly after the
preparatory meeting. The Mgt Cttee is requested to give its approval within one
or two days before it is sent to the whole General Assembly

Mgt Cttee
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PMC Team
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R. Nicolay replacement

Four 
options:

1. No replacement: RN dossiers will be split 
amongst the existing staff

2. Appointment of a consultant to fill in the gap

3. Recruitment of a new staff member

4. Appointment of a consultant in 2015 to fill in 
the gaps and recruit in 2016 a new staff member
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R. Nicolay replacement
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FOR APPROVAL: Secretariat recommendation to have a consultant 
available to take over from RN in 2015 and start a recruitment procedure 

as soon as possible in 2015 to appoint a new staff member in 2016.

PMC ‐MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING 24/02/2015

Staff reorganisation
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Assembly
G. Ethier (Umicore)

M. Raffray (Johnson Matthey)

Management Committee
G. Ethier (Umicore)

M. Raffray (Johnson Matthey)

Technical 
Advisory Panel

M. Raffray (Johnson Matthey)

Ag WG
R. Garrett (Ames 

Goldsmith)

Au WG
S. Verberckmoes

(Umicore)

PM CN‐
WG

S. Verberckmoes

(Umicore)

PGM 
WG
D. Boyd 

(Consultant)

Re WG
A. Alderman 
(Johnson 
Matthey)

Legal Work 
Group

A. Palmers (Umicore)

Cost‐Sharing 
Work Group

W. Held (FvE)

Ref WG
E. Broekaert 
(Umicore)

Hyd TF
M. Raffray
(Johnson 
Matthey)

Katrien Arijs Klaus 
Rothenbacher

Katrien  ArijsNew position New position France CaponKatrien Arijs

Katrien ArijsFrance Capon

France 
Capon

France Capon

Klaus 
Rothenbacher

RCF TF
To be nominated

France Capon
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Secretary-General
(France Capon)

New position: Scientific 
Project Manager 

Scientific Manager
(K. Rothenbacher)

Project Facilitator
(K. Arijs)

Office Manager
(A. Rondepierre)

• Office permanence PMC 
and EPMF, management 
and support

• Administration and 
accountancy

• SIEF communication, and 
LoA management expert

• Management and Representation 
of  PMC and EPMF

• PMC’s Authorisation & Evaluation 
expert (including Hydrazine, and 
RCF projects)

• Participation/Representation in 
REACH & CLP fora

• Project Manager / Secretariat 
to PGM WG

• PMC’s Scientific expert 
(including hazard and exposure 
assessment)

• Participation / Representation 
in scientific and technical fora

• Project Manager/Secretariat to Refinables
WG, Re WG, and Ag WG

• Shadow secretariat PGM WG (e.g.: data 
collection)

• Facilitation of  ad hoc tasks (e.g.: ID card) 
across PMC projects 

• Participation / Representation in scientific 
and technical fora

• Project Manager / Secretariat to Au and PM 
CN WG

• Overall cross-project progress tracking
• Coordination of  exposure programmes 

across WG to ensure consistency
• In charge of  Litterature review programmes
• Participation / Representation in scientific 

and technical fora

PMC ‐MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING 24/02/2015

Review of PMC team 2015 
objectives
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Review of PMC team 2015 
objectives
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Review of PMC team 2015 
objectives
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Review of PMC team 2015 
objectives
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Review of PMC team 2015 
objectives
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Review of PMC team 2015 
objectives
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FOR INFORMATION: 2015 objectives of the team

FOR APPROVAL: investigate on a bonus system through ARCHE for KA to 
secure her collaboration until 2018

PMC ‐MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING 24/02/2015

Finance
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2014 accounts to be audited
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2014 accounts to be audited
•2.1.: underspent in the generic costs ‐ absence of PMC Trustee the last four 
months of 2014.

•2.2.: overspent in Ag project  ‐ unexpected increase of the costs related to 
the literature review. 

•2.3.: overspent in Au project ‐ additional testing costs.

•2.4.: underspent in CN project ‐ delay in some testing

•2.5.: overspent in PGM project ‐ study phasing cost calculation error in the 
original budget

•2.6.: underspent in Re project ‐ lower activity in the literature review

•2.7.: underspent in the Refinables project – no 2014 budget ‐ not all the 
reserves were needed 

•2.8.: underspent in hydrazine project ‐ delay in the exposure assessment 
which will only start in 2015. 
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2014 accounts to be audited

Audit
March 
2015

Draft report 

Mid‐
March 
2015

• Final report

• Report will be
sent to EPMF 
Treasurer and 
Financial 
Controller for 
final approval

April 
2015

21

Timeline
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2015 budget

22

An exceedance of 2,25% of the budget is expected.

PMC ‐MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING 24/02/2015

Agreed at 3 Dec 2014 GA Forecast on 17 Feb 2015 Difference Comments

2.1 Generic costs: € 789.928 € 842.105 € 52.177 Increase mainly due to salaries & salaries related costs new S‐G, bonus for all staff…

2.2 Ag-specific costs € 241.415 € 255.415 € 14.000EBRC proposal on Biocides

2.3 Au-specific costs € 56.650 € 56.650 € 0

2.4 PM CN- -specific costs € 193.900 € 193.900 € 0

2.5 PGM-specific costs € 1.168.010 € 1.168.010 € 0

2.6 Re-specific costs € 9.450 € 9.450 € 0

2.7 Refinables-specific costs € 365.824 € 365.824 € 0

2.8 Hydrazine-specific costs € 78.000 € 78.000 € 0

TOTAL € 2.903.177 € 2.969.354 € 66.177



2015 Invoicing
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Total amount to be invoiced in March 2015: 2.944.757€

2015 Budget Reserves end 2014 Reserves to be used*
Additional amounts 
to be invoiced**

Amounts to be 
invoiced

in March 2015

2.1 Generic costs € 789.929 € 135.103 € 0 € 116.388 € 891.317

2.2 Ag‐specific costs  € 241.415 € ‐2.154 € 0 € 243.529 € 484.944

2.3 Au‐specific costs € 56.650 € 38.694 € 0 € 41.570 € 98.220

2.4 PM CN‐ ‐specific costs € 193.900 € 133.028 € 0 € 64.543 € 258.443

2.5 PGM‐specific costs € 1.168.010 € 1.086.204 € 400.000 € 0 € 768.010

2.6 Re‐specific costs € 9.450 € 132.131 € 9.450 € 0 € 0

2.7 Refinables‐specific costs € 365.824 € 293.264 € 0 € 0 € 365.824

2.8 Hydrazine‐specific costs  € 78.000 € 54.457 € 0 € 0 € 78.000

TOTAL € 2.903.178 € 1.869.700 € 409.450 € 466.030 € 2. 944.757

* as agreed at GA 03/12/2014

** 2014 Budget retroactive payments + acquisition minimum reserves, as agreed at GA 03/12/2015
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2015 Invoicing
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Total amount to be invoiced in March 2015: 2.944.757€

2015 Budget Reserves end 2014 Reserves to be used
Additional amounts 
to be invoiced**

Amounts to be 
invoiced

in March 2015

2.1 Generic costs € 789.929 € 135.103 € 52,177 € 116.388 € 891.317

2.2 Ag‐specific costs  € 241.415 € ‐2.154 € 14.000 € 243.529 € 484.944

2.3 Au‐specific costs € 56.650 € 38.694 € 0 € 41.570 € 98.220

2.4 PM CN‐ ‐specific costs € 193.900 € 133.028 € 0 € 64.543 € 258.443

2.5 PGM‐specific costs € 1.168.010 € 1.086.204 € 400.000 € 0 € 768.010

2.6 Re‐specific costs € 9.450 € 132.131 € 9.450 € 0 € 0

2.7 Refinables‐specific costs € 365.824 € 293.264 € 0 € 0 € 365.824

2.8 Hydrazine‐specific costs  € 78.000 € 54.457 € 0 € 0 € 78.000

TOTAL € 2.903.178 € 1.869.700 € 409.450 € 466.030 € 2. 944.757

** 2014 Budget retroactive payments + acquisition minimum reserves, as agreed at GA 03/12/2015
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LoA: costs sharing formula
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Background
Principles:
◦ Fairness: Same cost sharing formula to all potential registrants

◦ Generic costs are shared equally among all potential registrants

◦ Metal‐specific costs are distributed per project or substance family as follows:

◦ 50% is distributed by applying a weighted approach

◦ 50% is distributed according to the total number of PMC substances (SCC intermediates are 
excluded) to be registered by each company in each project

◦ Transparency: predictions and calculations are based on clear, sound and 
objective hypotheses and assumptions

◦ Non‐discrimination

◦ Non profit

26PMC ‐MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING 24/02/2015



Issues
Fairness: Same cost sharing formula to all potential registrants
◦ Generic costs are shared equally among all potential registrants: 

◦ Is it logic to not allocate HR to projects? 

◦ Is it logic that PMC members and SIEF members pay the same while the rights are different (e.g.:
ownership of data, access to meetings, access to the data…)

◦ Intermediates: SCC versus non‐SCC
◦ Decision must be left to companies

◦ Different prices must be offered for SCC and non‐SCC for refinables

◦ Tonnage band: why for refinables do have have the same prices for all the 
tonnages? 

Transparency:
◦ Predictions and assumptions: high risk to be far from reality! Why not invoicing
on « real costs » and invoicing on annual basis since the agreement of LoA
allows? 

=> Could decrease the risk of being challenged by SIEF members
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Proposal
‐ Reactivate the Cost sharing Work group

‐ Review the cost sharing principles within PMC and for LoA

‐ Present the outcome of the review and new proposal to the Assembly
in June

‐ Communication to SIEFs

28

FOR APPROVAL: review of the Cost sharing principles and LoA
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Issues
◦ Predictions and assumptions: an example for silver

2014 calculation based on assumption:

2015 calculation based on real costs:

29PMC ‐MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING 24/02/2015

Scope of PMC
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Closure of substances inventory
• Background:
◦ Request for predictability in HR and financial resources

◦ Next Registration deadline (2018) approaching

◦ Remaining uncertainties in the scope of the PMC: 
• Substances

• Tonnage bands

• Nano forms

• Proposal: closure of the substances inventory in 2015

31PMC ‐MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING 24/02/2015

Approval of the 
concept by Mngt
Cttee

February 2015

Launch a request
to companies to 
send updated
Substance 
Declaration

March 2015

Reminder to the 
Assembly to 
complete
Substance 
Declaration

June 2015

Closure of 
substance 
inventory

September 2015

Closure of substances inventory
• Proposed timeline

• Benefits:
• Ensure better predictability in budget and resources for 2016‐2019 workplan

• Secure on‐time registration of good quality dossiers

• Help with balancing staff workload in the coming years

32

FOR APPROVAL: closure of the substances inventory by mid‐2015
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Uses from co‐registrants outside
PMC

• Background:
• Only uses declared by Consortia members are covered

• Only few SIEF members are getting active

• Uncertainties regarding coverage of main uses for some substances (e.g.: 
PGM)

• Risks:
• If refusing the include a use in joint CSR: DU will submit individual CSR – no 
control of quality nor of the data used

• If not anticipated, predictability of budget and resources will be at risk
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Uses from co‐registrants outside
PMC

• Proposal:
• Conduct an uncertainty analysis regarding the coverage of the uses in the 
different projects to estimate where are the gaps

• Launch a communication campaign outside PMC to reduce uncertainties and 
identify potential new uses upfront

• Include a contingency in PMC workplan to cover uses which could be 
declared by non‐PMC members

• Develop a procedure to declare new uses

34

FOR APPROVAL: include uses from non‐PMC members and implement
Secretariat proposal in 2015
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SDS template
Background:

• December 2011: proposal to draft SDS template for PMC substances BUT no 
formal agreement from Assembly

• 2012: SDS templates drafted for Ag

• December 2013: formal approval for draft SDS templates for Re

Issue:
• No clear rules

• No dedicated budget

• No formal approval of the inclusion of SDS into PMC workplan
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SDS template
Pros and Cons: including SDS into PMC workplan

36

Pros Cons

Guarantee consistency
amongst SDS

SDS must be company specific

Liability issue for the
Secretariat (content, 
updates…)

Additional workload and 
financial resources for PMC

FOR APPROVAL: the Secretariat recommends to not include SDS drafting
into the PMC workplan
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PGMs: pilot case DU exposure
assessment
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Background
PMC exposure programme:

• Focus on manufacturing process

• Only few DUs monitoring data are gathered to develop exposure scenarios

• Modelling is very often used at DUs level

Issue:
• For hazardous substances, monitoring data are critical for 

• Registration and the development of realistic GES

• Evaluation: to avoid that substance is prioritized based on potential Regional Risk or on potential
occupational risk

• Authorisation: during the RMO process, the prioritization and in case if an Authorisation is
required

Develop and implement an exposure programme at DUs level is time and 
resource consuming but critical
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Proposal
Short term:
• Focus in 2015 on a pilot case for DU exposure assessment: to be selected on 
PGMs based on the following criteria:
• Most hazardous substances

• Mapping of uses finalized

• DUs sectors where associations exist and are active

• Other?

N.B.: the pilot case must be conducted under the current budget! 

• In 2015, develop in 2016‐2018 PMC workplan an exposure programme based on 
priorities (classification, tonnage, critical uses…)

• In 2015, develop a strong DUs communication programme to implement the PMC 
exposure programme

Mid‐term:
• 2016 – 2018: implement the exposure programme in a tiered approach

•Long‐term: full integration of the exposure programme in the dossiers 
updates
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Pilot case DU exposure
assessment

40

FOR APPROVAL: 
• In 2015, launch a pilot case DU exposure assessment with PGM
• 2016‐2018: develop an exposure programme in PMC workplan
• Beyond 2018: fully integrate exposure programme in the dossiers updates
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Silver dossier
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Silver Evaluation
Outcome of the RIVM conference call: content of the draft decision

• Wide dispersive use in Environment: more clarity on the uses (including end uses) and 
the environmental exposure to nano silver.

• The use of the Ag ion as a worst case for the environmental Risk Assessment: 
additional (fate) testing will be required to demonstrate that the ion is more toxic than 
the particles in the environment compartment (aquatic and soil).

• Characterisation of the nanoform registered: each company (not only the LR!) will be 
invited to provide additional phys‐chem data (PSD, surface areas…) to ensure a proper 
characterisation of the substances as placed on the market.

42

Overall, no changes in the position of the NL which remains consistent with 
previous discussions and need for clarifications
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Silver Evaluation
Outcome of the RIVM conference call: timeline

43

• Review by ECHA of the 
Draft decision (DD)

• Amendment of the DD 
by RIVM if needed

February 2015

• Official DD submitted
to ECHA

• ECHA process DD

Mid‐March 
2015 • DD available to 

registrants for 
comments

Early‐ to mid‐
April 2015
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Silver Evaluation
Outcome of the RIVM conference call: timeline
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• Submission of 
PMC cmts to 
ECHA

Early‐ to mid‐May 
2015 (30 days after DD 

receipt)

•Updated DD 

End of 2015? (usually
about 6 months after
receipt comments) •Discussion of 

DD at MSC

June 2016

• Implementation 
of the Decision

2nd 1/2 2016
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Silver Evaluation
Next steps: 
• By March 2015: PMC will review the previous exchanges with RIVM to 
prepare the comments to the DD on the ion theory and potential additional 
related testing requirements

• April 2015: comments drafting (with the support of WCA)

• April 2015: based on the DD and agreed comments, development of an 
advocacy strategy with MSCAs.

• May 2015: submission of comments to ECHA

• 2nd ½ 2015: start implementation of the decision which is not challenged 
(e.g.: additional data gathering on uses and characterisation work at 
company level)

• 2016: finalisation of the Decision and participation to the MSC hearing (June 
2016)

• 2016 and beyond: implementation of the Final Decision
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Nano‐silver Literature review
Options 
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Options Pros Cons

Status quo  Good quality service 

delivered so far by the 

consultants

 Ensure compliance with 

REACH regulation for a 

dossier which is already 

under scrutiny

High costs

Streamline current searches

‐ Reduce frequency of lit. 

searches to 1/a

‐ Reduced reporting (table 

format)

‐ Combine searches and 

IUCLID input

 Same quality as status 

quo, but at lower cost

 Straightforward to 

implement

 Could save ca. 2000 GBP = 

2700 Euros by reducing 

searches

 Combined searches/ input 

could reduce time per 

paper from 3,5h to 2,5h =  

ca 3000 Euros saved

Rel.  modest savings (ca. 6000 

Euros =  15% of WCA costs)
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Nano‐silver Literature review
Options 
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Options Pros Cons

Request new/revised offers Could increase competition 

between consultants and 

decrease costs

Adding another layer of 

complexity in an already quite 

complicated system. Could be 

inefficient for the staff managing 

the project if another 

consultancy were involved.

Mutualisation of efforts with 

Silver Institute

Could halve the costs No legal obligations for the Silver 

Institute to conduct such a type 

of review on a regular basis –

risk of incompliance regarding 

REACH.

Mutualisation of efforts with 

Silver Task Force (in charge of 

silver biocides registration)

 Could halve the costs. 

 The Silver Task Force 

replied positively to the 

offer. 

Legal obligations are different 

under biocides therefore timing 

and frequency could be different 

and inconsistent – risk of 

incompliance regarding REACH.

Internalization of a part of the 

tasks (conduct actual search, 

produce master list of studies)

Could save ca 6300 Euros (15% 

of WCA budget for the literature 

review)

Will increase the workload of 

existing staff without a 

significant financial additional 

value.
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Options Pros Cons

Internalization of the work 

(above scope + reviewing 

papers + IUCLID input)

 PMC team is under 

reorganisation due to 

recent changes in the staff 

– good opportunity to 

reshuffle the tasks

 Only a part of the existing 

budget   (78 536 Euros) 

needs to be kept for the 

outsourcing of the 

literature review on HH 

(25 000 Euros).

 Gives some flexibility in 

the future regarding 

literature review work in 

general

Not possible with the current 

staff (KR, KA)

Collaboration with University  Very efficient on a costs 

basis

 Good quality expected

 Timing issue – University 

timeline not always 

consistent with industry 

timeline – risk of 

incompliance

 Possibly different focus 

(research vs Reach)
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Nano‐silver Literature review
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FOR APPROVAL: Secretariat recommendation to perform environmental 
literature review in‐house (if RN replacement is approved) in 2016 and 
include Ag literature review in the work to be done by the consultant 
fulfilling the gaps left by RN and share the costs with the Silver Task Force.
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Authorisation
(ACKNOWLEDGEMENT  – SLIDES  OF  EUROMETAUX
AUTORISATION/RESTRICTION  PLATFORM)
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Latest news – 6th priority list
As a reminder:
•Substances of relevance for the sector: 

• Borates, Pb compounds and CTP

•MSC organised a Public Consultation “on full list” as proposed by ECHA

•Succesful PC:
• ECHA and MSC reviewing comments and developing draft opinion

•MSC will draft opinion by April 9

•Issues at stake: 
• Intermediates interpretation for several uses (batteries, ceramics, glass, 
crystal, anodes, ..)

• Interpretation of art 58 § 2
• Acceptance of volume / use data for priority scoring
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Latest news – 6th priority list
Debatting points ‐ Requests from the metal sector:

Pb
◦ A more differentiating grouping approach, based on interchangeability
◦ Prioritization scoring factors and corrections needed
◦ Exemptions proposed

Borates:
◦ A review of the grouping categories given the present was seen as probably ineffective due 
to other substances not yet included as SVHC’s

◦ A view on the proposed transitional arrangement
◦ Exemptions and in particular the use in catalyst and as micronutrients
◦ Use in nuclear applications

CTP:
◦ Very limited consumer use (volume) should not dominate prioritization
◦ Anode as an intermediate?
◦ Grouping with Anthraceen not relevant due to lack of intersubstitutability
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Latest news – 6th priority list
Debatting points – ECHA reaction:

•Appreciated coordinated sectorial comments very much

•ECHA is still assessing the exemption requests

•58 (2) exemptions: WILL NOT BE TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT FOR PRIORITISATION BUT 
FOR THE PROPOSED SELECTION FOR THE ANNEX XIV LIST BY COM

•Grouping
• direct proof of interchangeability is somewhat relevant
• needs to be balanced with info from: PC, the substance properties and robustness of the 
evidence

•Registration updates will be checked for volumes reported (Borates, Pb comp.) 

•Non‐existing uses: 
• uses reported in the registration files have precedent over what some stated in PC

•Intermediates: ECHA’s guidance will be used and all information of the PC
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Latest news – 7th priority list
Indicative time plan for ECHA opinion on 7th priority list adopted

Process starts early 2015 
◦ Feb 2015 scoring of all new substances (incl. new Borates and Cd 
compounds)

◦ Allowing all to update Registration file until March 
◦ In MAY the release of “the first integrated scoring list”
◦ MSC Discussion on draft prioritisation results in June
◦ Discussion on draft 7th recommendation in MSC‐43, Sept 2015
◦ Public Consultation Oct‐Dec 2015
◦ SVHC’s included in Dec.’14 and June ’15 will be assessed in the 8th round
◦ Adoption 7th list June 2016. 

Conclusion: process takes 1,5 y so overlapping 6 months with previous 
list. Aim is to maintain the one release/year.
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REGULATORS’ RESPONIBILITY

INDUSTRY’s RESPONSIBILITY

Latest news – EM RMM strategy
Risk Management part of REACH requires:

IMPROVEMENT to be less impacting on the sector

More EFFECTIVE/SELECTIVE in case “risks need resolution”

More ATTENTION and RECOGNITION by Industry

PREVENTION & ANTICIPATION by industry, instead of waiting for being 

selected/prioritised
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Latest news – EM RMM strategy
Preventing is better than cure! 
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Latest news – EM RMM strategy
Main aim:

Contribute to maximizing the relevancy/selectiveness of REACH‐RMMs and its efficiency through:
◦ Identification of potentials for improvement 

◦ Prepare industry for the anticipation of RMM

Thought starter documents “assessment and proposals for measures “

Means and steps:

A mapping of experiences & learning lessons on metals RMMs under REACH 

Objectives for improving the Risk Management selection system

Potential areas for improvement of the existing system

Next steps
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Latest news – EM RMM strategy
Promote a Risk Management System along the following 
principles:

• Transparency: a clear and transparent system to identify Risk Management 
needs and identification of the most effective risk management options

• Efficiency: a Risk based RMM system whereby a cradle to grave approach 
(manufacturing, use, product life and recovery) is used to assess the risks

• Efficacy: RMMs to focus on areas of potential for risks thereby minimizing 
“collateral damage” 

• Balance: Balance RMMs under REACH with other EHS objectives to prevent an 
REACH‐RMM would cause a negative impact on other EU policy areas 

• Pragmatic: A realistic implementation scheme recognizing time and resources 
needed to develop relevant RMMs (restrictions, OELs, Authorisation LAD, …) 

• Equality: A non‐discriminatory system treating all similar hazards/risks equally 
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Latest news – EM RMM strategy
The RMO phase:

◦ Anticipate RMO data gathering and reporting (AAA)

Substitution planning:

◦ Anticipate substitution planning (AA)

Improving the priority scoring:

◦ Anticipate data gathering on factors influencing the PS (BB)

SEA and SIA data gathering:

◦ Gather SIA‐SEA information for all steps (from “AA” to “BB”)

Communication and engagement of the supply chain

◦ Engage DU’s in the RMM strategy (from “A” to “B”)
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Latest news – EM RMM strategy
Vision statement
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On REACH and CLP

Implement a risk‐based Risk Management Policy, along 
clear principles: 

‐Striving for early identification and recognition of potential risks of metals’ 
manufacturing and 

‐Promote taking anticipative Risk Management responsibility 

‐Promote better and more efficient regulatory action where necessary 
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RMO on Chloroplatinates
Background:

• Chloroplatinates – respiratory sensitizer

• Respiratory sensitizer is considered as an « equivalent concern » under
REACH to be identified as relevant SVHC and included into the Candidate List

• In 2014: RMO project on chloroplatinates has been approved

Proposal: conduct the RMO exercise on chloroplatinates in 2015
• Eurometaux RMO mock up is available

• Case studies are needed on other substances than CMR

• ECHA proposed to discuss and review the proposed methodology at the 
RiME – excellent opportunity to streamline and harmonize the RMO 
methodology used by authorities! 
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FOR APPROVAL: conduct the RMO on chloroplatinates in 2015 and use it 
(when anonymized) as a case study for the discussion with authorities on 
RMO methodology
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Impact of Authorisation on 
recycling – EM project

Aim: Assess potential vulnerability of the metal recycling sector regarding Authorisation and determine 
mitigating measures

Steps:

1.Define and clarify legal scope of Authorisation vs. recycling

2.Identify types of materials use in recycling potentially vulnerable to Authorisation

3.Identify areas of concern for the metal recycling sector in general

4.Perform initial assessment of potential vulnerabilities of the major metal commodity recycling flows 

5.Get a first estimate of secondary streams potentially affected as well as their scale

6.Develop arguments pro limiting/preventing additional impact of Authorisation on recycling of 
secondary streams

7.Identify possible mitigation factors to prevent/limit the impact of Authorisation on recycling of 
secondary streams

8.Suggest way forward for industry to further clarify impact and scale
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Impact of Authorisation on 
recycling – EM project

Legal scope and type of materials used

1. Define and clarify legal scope of Authorisation vs. recycling

◦ = Clarify boundaries waste regime vs. REACH Authorisation

2. Identify “types of materials use” in recycling potentially vulnerable to 
Authorisation

a) Recycling of metal compounds (oxides, chloridic, sulphidic
materials etc.) or complex UVCB substances (such as flue 
dusts, slags, etc.)

b) Recycling of metallic scrap

c) Waste recovery direct into an article
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Impact of Authorisation on 
recycling – EM project

Areas of concerns and vulnerabilities

64

Recycling process  Output Input 

SVHC as impurity BUT 
downstream use 

No use in the process 

SVHC 

Metallurgical use in the process 

Removal from the flow 

SVHC as impurity 

Waste 

Valorisa on 

Material contains 

SVHC as substance 

SVHC as alloying 
element 

Alloying 
element 

Substance 

Input
Effects

Output
Effects

Vulnerabilities
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Impact of Authorisation on 
recycling – EM project

Secondary streams potentially affected
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Recycling chain Issue Implications regarding Authorisation? (*) EU tonnage 
Lead alloy production, use and recycling value chain 
Lead scrap Recycling of lead 

scrap (bearings 
etc.) 

For arsenic, If arsenic is used as a functional 
alloying element 
For Lead metal  

Thousands of tons 
>>Thousands of 
tons 

…    
Copper alloys production, use and recycling value chain 
Copper alloys 
(brass, 
bronze,cupro‐
nickel, die castings) 

Recycling of 
radiators e.g. 

For lead, arsenic and beryllium if separated for 
use as metal or present in alloy as functional 
alloying element 

Thousands of tons 

…    
Tin production, use and recycling value chain 
Tin scrap Recycling of lead‐

tin alloys 
For lead and possibly cadmium if separated for 
use 

Thousands of tons 

…    
Nickel and cobalt‐containing chemicals production, use and recycling value chain 
Rechargeable 
battery recycling 

Recycling of Cd and 
Ni or Co‐containing 
chemicals 

For cadmium if separated for use 
For other CMR metal salts if recovered and 
manufactured  

Thousands of tons 

…    
Aluminium alloys production, use and recycling value chain 
Aluminium scrap Recycling of Pb‐

containing scraps 
(Pb contained 
above 0,03%) 

For lead If is used as alloying element. 5,9 Mt 

…    
Precious metals production, use and recycling value chain (under review) 
    
…    
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Impact of Authorisation on 
recycling – EM project

Arguments to limit the impact

• Contribution to Circular Economy

• Reduced energy consumption and climate impact

• International competition to access resources including recyclables, is 
exclusively financially‐driven

• Composition of input materials of primary and secondary materials can’t be 
changed => SVHC impurities “must be eliminated” through: 

• disposal or 
• receiving valuable use

• Authorisation scheme on recycling could result in “country shopping” 
depending on “differences in implementation of Waste regulation”

• Reduction in number of recycling companies and loss of competitive knowledge
in innovative recycling technology
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Impact of Authorisation on 
recycling – EM project

Mitigation of the effects of Authorisation

•Identify possible mitigation factors to prevent/limit impact of Authorisation 
on recycling of secondary streams
◦ Assess impact of Authorisation on recycling from the start of the RMM process: 

• When: during RMO phase in advance of screening for new potential 
SVHC’s

• How: a more holistic approach including qualitative assessment for 
specific concerns 

• Aim: define most appropriate RMM tool that considers all these aspects

•Consider simplified Authorisation regime for metal scraps recycling if use for 
recycling were to fall under Authorisation

•A scheme for “Fast Track Authorisation” in case of valuation of by‐products 
in safe uses, to prevent their export and import of the articles/products
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Impact of Authorisation on 
recycling – EM project

Next steps

1. Complete inventory of generic and commodity stream impacts (March‐April)

2. Perform Socio‐Economic Impact Assessment for specific cases estimating 
quantitatively impact of CL and/or Annex XIV Listing (March‐May)

3. Further activity to identify relevant mitigation measures (May‐June)

4. Communicate Study outcome and suggested mitigation measures: 
◦ to COM‐ECHA (workshop) (September?)

◦ to NeRSAP (concept) (June)

◦ International study Groups (for pressure min of IND) (Nov?)
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Impact of Authorisation on 
recycling – PMC contribution

Proposal

•Contribute to the inventory of generic and commodity stream impacts
◦ Select a company

◦ EM offers to allocate one day to review the main stream impacts on precious 
metals (as done for tin and other metals)

•Engage in the effort led by EM to advocate on the mitigation of impact 
of Authorisation on recycling

•Timing: March 2015

•Budget: no budget required BUT a volunteer amongst the companies! 
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FOR APPROVAL: PMC to be involved in the EM project on Authorisation and 
Recycling
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Conclusions
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Conclusions
• A.O.B. 

• Actions summary

• Conclusions

• Next meeting/conf call: 
• End of April ‐ Aim:  review 2016‐2019 draft workplan and prepare Assembly
meeting in June 2015.
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