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With the Green Deal the EU aims to achieve a circular economy, restore biodiversity and reduce environmental
pollution. As a part of the Green Deal a ‘one-substance one-assessment’ (OS-OA) approach for chemicals has been
proposed. The registration and risk assessment of chemicals on the European market is currently fragmented
across different legal frameworks, dependent on the chemical’s use. In this review, we analysed the five main
European chemical registration frameworks and their risk assessment procedures for the freshwater environ-
ment, covering 1) medicines for human use, 2) veterinary medicines, 3) pesticides, 4) biocides and 5) industrial
chemicals. Overall, the function of the current frameworks is similar, but important differences exist between the
frameworks’ environmental protection goals and risk assessment strategies. These differences result in incon-
sistent assessment outcomes for similar chemicals. Chemicals are also registered under multiple frameworks due
to their multiple uses, and chemicals which are not approved under one framework are in some instances allowed
on the market under other frameworks. In contrast, an OS-OA will require a uniform hazard assessment between
all different frameworks. In addition, we show that across frameworks the industrial chemicals are the least
hazardous for the freshwater environment (median PNEC of 2.60E-2 mg/L), whilst biocides are the most toxic
following current regulatory assessment schemes (median PNEC of 1.82E-4 mg/L). Finally, in order to facilitate a
successful move towards a OS-OA approach we recommend a) harmonisation of environmental protection goals
and risk assessment strategies, b) that emission, use and production data should be made publicly available and
that data sharing becomes a priority, and c) an alignment of the criteria used to classify problematic substances.

be observed (OECD, 2014).
Before placement on the European market, chemicals need to be

1. Introduction

Chemical substances form a core part of our everyday lives as they
provide vital services for our health, food security and industrial pro-
duction. Over 350,000 chemicals for production and use have been
registered world-wide and over 174,000 of those are registered at the
European Chemicals Agency (ECHA) (ECHA, n.d.; Wang et al., 2020).
Over the last decades, the worldwide consumption of chemicals has
increased both in volume and in diversity and these trends are expected
to continue, both due to increasing living standards and due to tech-
nological developments resulting in new chemicals entering the market
(Bernhardt et al.,, 2017; United Nations Environment Programme,
2019). In Europe, the total consumption of chemicals has been around
300 million tonnes since 2005 (EUROSTAT, 2018), but for some specific
groups of chemicals, for instance, medicines increasing consumption can
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registered. The first EU chemicals policy was developed in the 1960s
with the directive on classification, packaging and labelling of
dangerous substances (Council Directive 67/548/EEC). Since then, EU
chemicals legislation evolved with the development of new directives
and regulations separated by market type. For instance, biocides, in-
dustrial chemicals, pesticides, medicines for human use and veterinary
medicines are regulated independently by Reg (EC) No 528/2012, Reg
(EC) No 1907/2006a, Reg (EC) No 1107/2009, Directive 2001a/83/EC
and Directive 2001b/82/EC, respectively. European chemical regula-
tions aim to safeguard human and environmental health, to ensure free
movement of substances and products in the EU, to maintain the func-
tioning of the internal market as well as to promote competitiveness and
innovation. When compared to chemical legislations from countries
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such as the USA, Japan and Canada EU legislation is considered the most
conservative (Botos et al., 2019; ECSIP Consortium, 2016; Handford
et al., 2015). An important principle underlying all EU chemical legis-
lation is the precautionary principle (Article 191, 2016,/C 202/01). This
principle relates to an approach where decision-makers should adopt
precautionary measures when there is a risk of harm to human or
environmental health, but scientific evidence on the risk is uncertain.

Despite this, several studies indicate that chemical pollution affects
biodiversity in EU water bodies (Johnson et al., 2020; Malaj et al.,
2014). Currently, more than 50% of EU water bodies are in poor
ecological condition (European Environment Agency, 2018; Posthuma
etal., 2019) and chemicals are increasingly being detected in EU surface
and drinking waters (Baken et al., 2018; Escher et al., 2020). Future
societal developments are also expected to result in higher concentra-
tions of (new) chemicals in the environment (Bunke et al., 2019). From
these observations it is clear that the current chemical legislation is not
sufficiently protective of the environment. Also on a global scale further
increase in the amount and diversity of chemicals being used is of high
concern for both human and environmental health and chemical
pollution is currently listed as one of the five main drivers for loss of
global biodiversity (IPBES, 2019). Public awareness on harmful effects
that chemicals can have is increasing and was, for example, highlighted
by debates on the carcinogenicity of glyphosate (Van Straalen and
Legler, 2018) and acrylamide (Rudén, 2004) or the endocrine disrupting
properties of chemicals such as bisphenol A (Vandenberg et al., 2009).
At present 90% of EU citizens worry about the impact of chemicals on
the environment (European Union, 2020) increasing the pressure on
policy makers to make EU chemicals regulation more stringent.

The current regulation of chemicals is fragmented and there are
many signs that current regulation of chemicals in the EU can be further
improved in order to safeguard both human and environmental health
(Topping et al., 2020). The EU already committed to multiple (global)
policy initiatives for safe management of chemicals. As agreed during
the 2002 World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD), a safe
management of chemicals throughout their lifecycle should be achieved
by the year 2020. In addition, the 7th Environment Action Programme
(7 EAP) explicitly stated that to meet the WSSD 2020 chemicals goal,
adverse effects on human health and the environment need to be
minimised and the ability to deal with emerging issues and challenges in
an effective, efficient, coherent and coordinated manner needs to be
improved. In the 7 EAP it was noted that to protect the health of citizens,
a strategy for a non-toxic environment needs to be developed (European
Parliament, 2013). Subsequently the EC evaluated its legislations for
pesticides and industrial chemicals (European Commission, 2018a,
2018b; SAPEA, 2018) and conducted a study to identify shortcomings in
current chemicals policies and legislative frameworks to reach a
non-toxic environment (European Commission, 2017). Furthermore, a
number of EU funded research projects provided input on how to protect
the environment from chemical contamination (Bopp et al., 2018; Brack
et al., 2019; Comero et al.,, 2020). An EU strategy for reaching a
non-toxic environment was never published, but in December 2019 the
European Commission (EC) presented the EU Green Deal: a package of
measures intended to make Europe the first climate neutral continent by
2050 and to protect, conserve and enhance the environment. The Green
Deal builds on the ambitions of the 7 EAP and includes a zero-pollution
ambition for a toxic-free environment in order to protect citizens and the
environment. For the aquatic environment the EU Green Deal states that
natural functions of ground and surface water must be restored and
chemical pollution of water will be addressed (European Commission,
2019).

The EC outlined several actions needed to reach the zero-pollution
ambition, among them the development of a chemicals strategy for
sustainability by summer 2020. The strategy will include changes to
legislation and includes a shift towards a ‘one substance — one assess-
ment’ (0S-OA) approach (European Commission, 2019). The EC has yet
to specify the criteria for OS-OA, but the approach seems based on the
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‘one substance-one registration’ principle currently in place under
REACH. This was implemented within REACH to increase the efficiency
of the registration system, to reduce costs and to reduce unnecessary
testing on vertebrate animals (EU, 2006a). Implementation of OS-OA
should result in better protection, more harmonisation and increased
consistency across the different EU registration frameworks (Hansen,
2020), implying that chemical risk assessment approaches will be more
aligned.

The aim of this review is to provide an understanding of the differ-
ences between the various EU chemical legislations and analyse how a
shift towards an OS-OA approach can be realised. Five frameworks
which are currently in place and together cover a large part of chemicals
on the EU market are analysed in this paper: (i) Biocides (Reg (EC) No
528/2012); (ii) Industrial chemicals (REACH, (Reg (EC) No 1907/
2006); (iii) Pesticides (Reg (EC) No 1107/2009); (iv) Medicines for
human use (Directive, 2001/83/EC); (v) Veterinary medicines (Direc-
tive, 2001/82/EC). Under all of these frameworks, risks of chemicals to
the freshwater environment can be assessed. We first compare the
different EU chemical legislations by analysing registration re-
quirements and processes. Secondly, we analyse the risk assessment
frameworks for hazard and exposure assessments for the freshwater
environment and analyse the different classification schemes of chemi-
cal substances. Finally, we propose possible solutions and consequences
to implement an OS-OA in practise. The data collection from the present
review can be found online at Mendeley Data (van Dijk et al., 2020).

2. Registration of chemicals in relation to an OS-OA

Current European chemicals legislation covering chemicals for spe-
cific uses include regulations on pesticides, biocides and medicines for
human or veterinary use (Table 1). At EU level, the registration of so-
called active substances -i.e. the functional chemicals that are biologi-
cally active-is coordinated. In contrast to active substances, individual
member states (MS) are responsible for the assessment and approval of
pesticidal and biocidal products on a national or regional level while for
medicines an assessment of the whole product can be accomplished at
EU level.

The registration of chemicals at EU level is coordinated by various
agencies. The registrant -a manufacturer, importer or user-of a chemical
submits a dossier which among other things contains information on
physicochemical and (eco)toxicological properties, environmental fate
as well as estimates of emissions during a chemical’s intended use. This
information forms the basis for the hazard, exposure and risk assessment
(RA) which is carried out by either an EU committee or a MS. For
chemicals regulated under REACH the compound is simply registered
with ECHA and the chemical will only be evaluated, and potentially be
restricted, by the MSs if risks are shown not to be manageable. In
contrast, for pesticides, biocides and medicines, the dossier and RA are
reviewed by both MSs and EU agencies, after which the EU agencies
write an opinion on the chemical’s safety. This opinion is used by the EC
and forms the basis for the approval, restriction or ban of a chemical.

Despite the fact that the general principles of the registration of
chemicals is the same, relevant differences between the frameworks and
thereby shortcomings to realise the OS-OA approach can be identified.

2.1. Exemptions from EU registration

All active substances of biocides and pesticides are registered at EU
level, but under other frameworks some exemptions for EU-wide regis-
tration exist (Table 1). Medicines can for example be placed on the
market via a national or central authorised procedure. Only the cen-
tralised procedure results in the marketing on the basis of an EU-wide
registration (European Medicines Agency, 2016). Under REACH, many
chemicals are exempted from registration as well, including polymers
and chemicals manufactured or imported below 1 tonne per year. As a
consequence, the safety of many substances is not assessed. Polymer
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Table 1
Overview of registration criteria and ERAs within different frameworks.
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Pharmaceuticals

Veterinary pharmaceuticals

Pesticides Biocides Industrial chemicals

Legislation Directive 2001/83/EC Directive 2001/82/EC

Reg no 1107/2009 Reg no 528/2012 Reg no 1907/2006

Number of registered and/ 1149 2127 477 148 22286
or approved substances
in October 2019
Agency responsible for the ~ EMA EMA EFSA ECHA ECHA
substance coordination
Exemption from EU National authorised National authorised Products Products Polymers;
registration medicines medicines Articles;
Products;
Substances used and/
or produced in <1
tonne/year
Amount of registration 100% 100% 100% 100% 20 %"
dossiers checked
Environmental protection No No Ensure a high level of Ensure a high level of Ensure a high level of
goal protection of the protection of the protection of the
environment; environment; environment;
Prevent any Prevent harmful effects on Prevent adverse effects
unacceptable effects animal health or on the environment;
on the environment. unacceptable effects on the Minimise significant
environment. adverse effects (by
2020, WSSD goal)
Exemption from an ERA Yes® Yes No No Yes®
possible
Classification of hazardous Directive 2001/83/EC Directive 2001/82/EC Reg (EC) No 1272/ Reg (EC) No 1272/2008 Reg (EC) No 1272/
substances 2008 (CLP) (CLP) 2008 (CLP)
Renewal of registration 5 years 5 years Every 10 years Every 10 years No renewal

dossier Once renewed, authorisation
is valid unlimited unless

decided otherwise

is valid unlimited period
unless decided otherwise

Once renewed, authorisation

Every 7 years for
‘Candidates for
Substitution’

Every 5 years for ‘Candidates
for Substitution’

# Amount of products registered on the EU market.

b The target of 20% should be achieved by December 31, 2023 for registrations in tonnage bands of 100 tonnes or more per year and by December 31, 2027 for

registrations in tonnage bands of less than 100 tonnes per year.

¢ Products containing: vitamins, electrolytes, amino acids, peptides, proteins, carbohydrates, lipids as active pharmaceutical ingredient; Vaccines and herbal
medicines; All substances for which the initial PEC is < 0,1 pg/L; Chemicals that were on the market before 2006.

d Electrolytes, peptides, proteins, vitamins and other compounds that occur naturally in the environment; When the substance is extensively metabolised in the
animal, is only used in non-food animals, is used to treat a small number of animals in a flock or herd; When entry into the environment is prevented by disposal of the
waste matrix; For aquatic species when they are reared in a confined facility; When the environmental introduction concentration is < 1 ug/L water or <100 pg/kg soil;

Chemicals that were on the market before 2006.

¢ Substances that do not fulfil the criteria of Article 14(4) of 1907,/2006/EC; Substances for which no hazards are identified in the hazard assessment.

assessment is for example only based on the individual monomers they
are produced from. However, polymers exhibit different properties and
are generally more persistent than individual monomers (Cousins et al.,
2019; Steensgaard et al., 2017). Meanwhile, synthetic polymers have
increasingly been detected in the aquatic environment and they are
currently seen as major environmental pollutants (Arp and Knutsen,
2019; Klein et al., 2018; Mintenig et al., 2020).

Chemical products (mixtures such as paints and detergents) or arti-
cles (such as clothing, furniture and electrical appliances) are not
considered as substances and are also not registered under REACH.
Chemical products and articles are assessed based on their individual
ingredients in accordance with Regulation (EC) No 1272/2008, but the
safety of the whole mixture often remains unknown. Whole pesticidal
and biocidal products are assessed and authorised on MS basis only.
Under the biocide regulation there are mechanisms in place to settle
possible disagreements on a product’s safety, while for the pesticide
regulation such a mechanism is lacking (European Commission, 2018a).
Outcomes of product authorisation may therefore vary across MSs as
details of their assessments differ.

2.2. Review of dossiers

Reviewing chemical dossiers and the included RAs, as performed by
both MSs and EU agencies, is an inherent part of the registration process.
However, not all substance dossiers are reviewed at EU level (Table 1).
Although improvements have been made and the minimum percentage

of dossiers to be checked under REACH was recently increased from 5 to
20% (Commission Regulation (EU) 2020/57), few chemicals are re-
evaluated once they are registered or authorised. Renewed assess-
ments are only required for biocides and pesticides. As a result, the vast
majority of EU registration dossiers do not reflect the latest scientific
evidence on a chemical’s risk (ECHA, 2016; European Commission,
2018a). Furthermore, the review of chemical dossiers is influenced by
expert judgement. Expert judgement plays an integral part during the
chemical safety assessment, but can also be a driver for diverging RA
outcomes due to experts’ different expertise and experience (Maxim,
2019; Rudén et al., 2017).

We analysed the overlap of registered chemicals under each frame-
work based on their CAS-number. At the time of the analysis (i.e. winter
2019/2020) 73 biocides were also registered within another framework,
with the largest overlap between the REACH and pesticide frameworks
(Table 2). In addition, 53 of the pesticides, 42 medicines for human use,
29 veterinary medicines and 97 of the registered industrial chemicals
are listed within another framework as well. Table 2 shows that chem-
icals can be registered under multiple frameworks, meaning they were
subjected to multiple assessments. At time of the analysis 49% (17 out of
35) and 15% (114 out of 743) of the banned biocides and pesticides,
respectively, were still on the market under a different framework, most
often under REACH. 1 of the banned biocide and 7 of the banned pes-
ticides were approved under more than one additional framework.
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Table 2
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The total number of chemicals under each framework that were registered at time of the analysis (i.e. autumn/winter 2019) and for which CAS-numbers were
identified. The total amount of substances that were also registered under one or more other registration frameworks are shown.

Total number of chemicals also
registered under other frameworks

Total number of Registered
Chemicals with CAS

Overlapping chemicals per framework

Biocides Industrial Pesticides ~ Medicines for Veterinary
Chemicals Human Use Medicines
Biocides 148 73 - 49 (33%) 28 (19%) 1 (0.7%) 5 (3.4%)
Industrial 9518 97 49 - 28 (0.3%) 23 (0.2%) 5 (0.1%)
Chemicals (0.5%)
Pesticides 393 53 28 (7%) 28 (7%) - 6 (2%) 2 (0.5%)
Medicines for 752 42 1 (0.1%) 23 (3%) 6 (0.8%) - 16 (2%)
Human Use
Veterinary 130 29 5 (4%) 5 (4%) 2 (2%) 16 (12%) -
Medicines
Non-approved 35 17 - 15 (43%) 3 (9%) 0 0
Biocides
Non-approved 743 114 19 (3%) 94 (13%) - 5 (0.7%) 3 (0.4%)
Pesticides

3. Risk assessment for the freshwater environment

RA for the freshwater environment forms an essential part of the
registration process and helps to identify and address risks. However,
not every chemical is assessed for its environmental risks (Table 1). The
principles for conducting the RAs are laid down in independent guid-
ance documents for each legislative framework. Environmental risk as-
sessments (ERAs) are based on the ratio between the predicted
environmental concentration (PEC) and the predicted no-effect con-
centration (PNEC). If the PEC/PNEC ratio is higher than 1, a risk is
identified. For pesticides some effects to the environment can be
accepted as long as recovery of populations takes place. For these types
of assessments ‘regulatory acceptable concentrations’ are used instead of
PNECs.

Environmental risks are assessed according to a tiered system,
starting with a low tier which requires little data but is assumed to be
conservative. If a risk is identified in these low-tier ERA, higher tier
assessments are performed that are more data-intensive, more ecologi-
cally relevant and less conservative. In this analysis we focus on schemes
for lower-tier testing only.

3.1. Environmental protection goals

The different registration frameworks seek to anticipate effects of
chemicals in order to protect the environment. Their environmental
protection goals are however only vaguely defined, aiming to prevent
‘unacceptable effects’ and ensure that the ‘environment is not adversely
affected’ (Table 1). Alternatively, ERAs for pesticides may be based on
the “ecological recovery option”, in which some population-level effects
are accepted if ecological recovery takes place within an acceptable time
period (EFSA, 2013). Under both medicine directives environmental
impacts only have to be assessed, and no explicit protection goal is
defined.

For some locations where no sensitive species are present, current
ERAs for individual chemicals may be overprotective, which could result
in unnecessary restrictions on chemical use. Defining safe concentra-
tions for chemicals for different locations or ecological scenarios could
overcome this (Brown et al., 2017). Scientific committees have also
recognised that specific protection goals will take better account of
environmental complexity and improve ERAs (SCHER, SCENIHR, SCCS,
2013).

3.2. Hazard assessment

Within the registration processes a PNEC is derived by applying an
assessment factor (AF) on the most sensitive endpoint from a battery of
ecotoxicity tests. The minimal number of studies that are required and
the applied AFs differ between the frameworks and there is little

empirical evidence to support the regulatory AFs (Syberg and Foss
Hansen, 2016; Topping et al., 2020). Together this results in additional
uncertainties in setting the environmentally safe concentration. It is for
example still under debate whether AFs are sufficiently covering ex-
trapolations from acute to chronic exposures and from controlled lab-
oratory conditions to the environment (Ahlers et al., 2006; Barmentlo
et al., 2018; Malkiewicz et al., 2009). Moreover, current AFs do not
account for mixture effects and some have therefore proposed to in-
crease the AF for single substance risk assessments (Rudén, 2019;
Schafer et al., 2019).

By comparing all PNECs for industrial chemicals, biocides and pes-
ticides, and PNECs derived for human medicines (for method see S.I.) it
can be seen that biocides on average are the most hazardous group of
chemicals, followed by pesticides, medicines for human use and indus-
trial chemicals (Fig. 1, Table 3). Veterinary medicines were excluded
from the analysis as no freshwater PNECs could be obtained from the
open literature. Furthermore, out of the close to 23000 chemicals
registered under REACH only 5850 had derived a PNEC for freshwater.
For biocides a PNEC could obtained for 76 out of 148 substances and for
pesticides for 298 out of 393 substances (Gustavsson et al., 2017). In
addition, it was only possible to derive PNECs for 130 of the medicines
registered for human use (see S.I. for method, data collected from
Gunnarsson et al., 2019). It should also be noted that regulatory re-
quirements typically exclude the assessment of effects which are
non-lethal and involve effects on specific organs, behaviour or early
development. This has shown to particularly be of concern for higher
organisms such as fish when exposed to medicines (Brodin et al., 2013).

For registration of medicines and industrial chemicals relatively few

Framework

Biocides

Industrial Chemicals

Medicines for Human Use
© Pesticides

Percentage

’
/
- J >’
0%+ o w8 'L"‘. n_—/
1e-06 1e-02 e+
PNEC (mg/L)

Fig. 1. Cumulative distribution of PNECs for biocides, industrial chemicals and
pesticides as reported in registration dossiers. PNECs from biocides and pesti-
cides dossiers were obtained from Gustavsson et al. (2017), PNECs for medi-
cines for human use were derived from data collected by Gunnarsson et al.
(2019). PNECs for industrial chemicals are available online (van Dijk
et al., 2020).
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Table 3
Summary statistics for the four different regulatory frameworks for which
freshwater PNECs were obtained. Further details are provided in the S.1.2.

Number of Maximum Minimum Median
Chemicals PNEC (mg/L) PNEC (mg/L) PNEC (mg/
L)
Biocides 76 2.82 5.8E-8 1.82E-4
Industrial 5850 50000.00 0.00 2.60E-2
Chemicals
Pesticides 298 10.20 4.46E-9 1.5E-3
Medicines for 130 1.37 1.0E-8 1.15E-2
Human Use

studies are required to derive a PNEC, whilst the PNECs for biocides and
pesticides are based on a more extensive ecotoxicity dataset. Despite
this, on average higher AFs are applied to biocides than to pesticides
(Fig. 2). For industrial chemicals, generally higher AFs are applied to
substances in low tonnage-bands that require less data. More data is
required in higher tonnage-bands, and consequently, lower AFs can be
used. Industrial chemicals are on average the least hazardous group, but
several of these substances do have a PNEC in the same order of
magnitude as biocides. Furthermore, different RA strategies under the
registration frameworks are one of the reasons for incoherent assess-
ments of similar chemicals. PNEC values for 65 substances registered
under multiple frameworks can differ with a factor of 1-5625, with a
median difference of 3.6 (Fig. 3). The highest difference of 5625 was
found for aluminium sulphate, which has a PNEC of 0.0008 mg/L when
assessed as a pesticide and 4.5 mg/L as an industrial chemical.

3.3. Emission and exposure estimation

In exposure assessments used in regulatory assessments, it is assumed
that chemicals are only emitted by one user into a pristine environment.
Therefore, actual environmental concentrations from multiple sources
might exceed predicted concentrations from individual ERAs (Topping
et al., 2020). Due to their multiple uses chemicals can also be registered
under multiple frameworks. But all registration frameworks fall short in
providing this information. The overlap of registered chemicals under
each framework based on their CAS-number are shown in Table 2.

In 1998 it was agreed in the Aarhus Convention that chemical
emission data is essential to protect the environment and that it should
therefore be made publicly available (Aarhus Convention, 1998). The
Aarhus convention was adopted by the EU in 2001, and resulted in the
European Pollutant Release and Transfer Register (E-PRTR, Reg (EC) No
166/2006b). However, large data gaps remain as the E-PRTR only
documents emission of 91 chemicals from point sources -such as dis-
charges from industry and wastewater treatment plants-which exceed
predefined thresholds. In addition to the point source emission of

100% -

-

AF
o
= 1-5
=R
o 50% - 10-50
3 B 00-500
. 1000 or higher
Biocides Industrial Medicines Pesticides
Chemicals for Human
Use
Framework

Fig. 2. AFs used for freshwater PNEC derivations in current regulatory risk
assessments.
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chemicals not registered in the E-PRTR many chemicals are also emitted
from diffuse sources (van Wezel et al., 2018). Diffuse emissions can for
example be the result of agriculture or the use of everyday products that
contain chemicals. To estimate diffuse emissions, it is necessary to
quantify the release of chemicals from products, for which both the
composition of the product and the specific type of use need to be
known. The composition of products is relatively well known for
biocidal, pesticidal and medicinal products. This is however not the case
for products such as clothing, electrical appliances and plastic. The
complex supply chain of these products that involve many actors (such
as suppliers and producers) makes such information even more chal-
lenging to obtain. In addition, for chemicals registered under REACH
only limited information is provided regarding specific uses of a chem-
ical. More specifically, no information is publicly available on the
amounts of chemicals used when more than one use is reported. This
clearly hampers realistic emission and exposure assessments and more
extensive registration of use types and product contents have therefore
been suggested (Bolinius et al., 2018; van Gils et al., 2020).

4. Classification of problematic substances

If concerns are identified regarding a chemical’s safety, the chemical
can be classified as a substance of very high concern (SVHC) under
REACH or as a candidate for substitution (CfS) under the pesticide and
biocide frameworks. SVHCs and CfSs can in some cases still be author-
ised if the socio-economic benefits from their use outweigh their risks
and if no suitable (non-)chemical alternatives are available. For
instance, this means that banned pesticides can be used under special
circumstances. Thus, classification as a SVHC or CfS does not necessarily
result in complete removal from the market.

4.1. Current classification criteria

Currently, SVHCs and CfSs are identified according to the CLP clas-
sification (Reg (EC) No 1272/2008) when they have endocrine dis-
rupting properties or are carcinogenic, mutagenic or reprotoxic to
humans. With exception from endocrine disrupting effects, environ-
mental hazards do not merit a compound to be classified unless the
chemical is also both persistent and bioaccumulative. Harmonized CLP
classification is however only available for around 4600 substances in
total (ECHA, n.d.). Furthermore, the CLP regulation does not apply to
medicines which have their own classification system. That system does
not include any systematic classification of environmental hazards, and
medicines are often exempted from environmental risks assessments
(Table 1). Hence appropriate mitigation efforts to prevent medicines
from being release to the environment are often not considered.

4.2. Persistent chemicals and degradation products

Chemicals are screened and evaluated for their persistency, bio-
accumulation and toxicity, which can result in classification of persis-
tent, bioaccumulative and toxic (PBT) or very persistent and very
bioaccumulative (vPvB). Even though the PBT/vPvB classification is
shared between all frameworks, the classification frameworks and their
risk management follow up can differ (Moermond et al., 2012). Con-
cerns have also been raised that current classification schemes do not
cover all relevant chemicals, including substances that are persistent,
mobile in the aquatic environment and toxic (PMT). PMTs are prob-
lematic substances as they are highly polar, and are therefore not readily
removed by sorption processes during waste water treatment
(Reemtsma et al., 2016). More than 3500 PMT suspects that are
currently registered under REACH have been identified (Arp and Hale,
2019), and some of these substances have also been detected in drinking,
surface and/or groundwater samples (Schulze et al., 2019). 15 com-
pounds which were already classified as SVHC under REACH were also
identified as PMT compounds, but many other substances are so far not
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assessed (Arp and Hale, 2019). Cousins et al. (2019) stated that persis-
tency of chemicals alone is already a cause of concern. However, current
OECD biodegradation test guidelines that are used for the ERA processes
do not always reflect realistic environmental conditions and many
knowledge gaps exists regarding test outcomes (Kowalczyk et al., 2015).
In addition, there are many examples of degradation products detected
in the environment that are persistent (Muir et al., 2019), emphasizing
that an improved screening of degradation products should be per-
formed during the registration process.

4.3. Alternative assessments

Chemicals placed on the classification lists for hazardous substances

should ideally be phased-out and substituted by safer alternatives.
REACH supports chemical substitution of SVHCs by making it manda-
tory to provide an analysis of alternative chemicals to be used (Article 62
(4), Reg (EC) No 1907/2006). A comparative assessment also needs to
be performed for substances classified as CfS under the biocide and
pesticide registration frameworks. This comparative assessment in-
cludes an analysis of alternative non-chemical methods as well (Article
23 Reg (EC) No 528/2012 and Article 50 Reg (EC) No 1107/2009).
However, there is no universal protocol for identifying safer alternatives
under the different frameworks and chemicals are often replaced by less-
studied chemicals, with a similar structure and similar risks (Fantke
et al., 2015; Sackmann et al., 2018). This results in so called regrettable
substitutions: when a hazardous substance is replaced by a substance



J. van Dijk et al.

that is equally or more hazardous. Examples of regrettable substitution
include the substitution of the plasticizer bisphenol-A by bisphenol-S
(Trasande, 2017), substitution of polybrominated diphenyl ethers as
flame retardants by organophosphate esters (Blum et al., 2019) and
substitution of PFOA (perfluorooctanoic acid) by GenX (a perfluorinated
propanoic acid) in the production of fluoropolymers (Brandsma et al.,
2019; Gomis et al., 2018).

5. Discussion

With the Green Deal the EU has an ambition to reduce chemical
emissions and achieve a toxic-free environment. The strategy for
achieving this will include recommendations for an OS-OA approach,
which aims to increase efficiency and harmonisation across EU regis-
tration frameworks. Currently the registration of chemicals on the EU
market is fragmented based on use and chemicals are sometimes regis-
tered under multiple frameworks.

In this review we found that the function of the different chemical
frameworks is similar, but that their environmental protection goals and
ERA strategies differ. Consequently, chemicals are currently assessed in
an incoherent way. As predictability is a crucial factor in decisions
regarding investments into (green) innovation (Bernauer et al., 2007)
consistent assessment of chemicals could improve predictability of their
RA outcomes, which in turn can be beneficial to achieve EU Green Deal
ambitions. In addition, EU registration frameworks are based on the
same general principles and should therefore provide the same level of
protection and a high level of environmental protection is a fundamental
right of EU citizens (Article 37, 2000/C 364/01). Further streamlining of
RAs is not only key to achieve coherent and more transparent outcomes
but is also essential for functioning of the EU single market. In this re-
view we saw that the difference in the assumed safe concentrations
differed between frameworks up to a factor 5625, with a median factor
of 3.6. Of the 70 compounds registered under more than one framework,
33 had AFs which differed between the frameworks. This indicates that
for some compounds the difference in perceived hazardousness is
directly related to the used assessment factors, and for some compounds
the difference is most likely in the underlying data. This furthermore
illustrates that both data requirements and AFs could be aligned to allow
for consistent assessment and subsequent risk management of chem-
icals. It is therefore recommended to harmonize protection goals along
all chemical registration frameworks so that appropriate risk manage-
ment decisions can be taken. Furthermore, current generic protection
goals should be updated and better specify what species and endpoints
need to be protected in order to reach the EU Green Deal ambitions, also
in view of the ambitions with regard to preserving and restoring biodi-
versity (Brown et al., 2017).

Concerns have been raised regarding the biological relevance of the
required standard testing and on the ability of ERAs to address issues
such as toxicity of low dose exposure and chemical mixtures (Bopp et al.,
2018; Schafer et al., 2019; Wilks et al., 2015). In addition, whole
products are seldom tested and chemicals which are a part of solid
consumer products such as textiles and plastics are also not assessed. For
such products information on the chemical content is challenging to
obtain and no central database collects such information. However,
inspiration for such a database could be drawn, for example, from the
automotive sector, where all suppliers are required to report on the
chemical composition of products (Bolinius et al., 2018; Kogg and Thi-
dell, 2010).

0S-OA requires aligned dossier renewals for all chemicals. Consid-
ering the vast number of chemicals on the EU market, use of ‘in silico’
screening strategies on chemical inventories will be key in order to
screen and prioritise chemicals for RAs (Muir et al., 2019). One of the EU
Green Deal goals is to rapidly reflect scientific evidence and studies re-
ported in peer-review literature are essential in identifying (non-stan-
dard) effects of chemicals. However scientific evidence published in the
peer-reviewed literature is often overlooked in the authorisation
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process. The reluctance towards using such studies for regulatory pur-
poses can in part be overcome if the reporting of these studies is
improved, and information such as the hypotheses and test conditions
are better communicated (Agerstrand et al., 2018; Moermond et al.,
20165 Rudén et al., 2017). Moreover, a database could be set-up which
enables sharing of data on chemical properties, hazards, uses, environ-
mental fate and emissions between EU agencies as well as the research
community. With better information on different chemical uses and
emissions, more realistic ERAs can be performed and more relevant risk
management decisions can thereby be made. The need for such a data-
base is highlighted by the chemicals being registered within multiple
frameworks. Such a database could also be linked to The European
Union Chemical Legislation Finder (EUCLEF, accessible via https://echa
.europa.eu/legislation-finder) which provides an overview of which EU
legislations that apply to a specific substance. Assuming that only one
assessment will be performed that considers all chemical uses, once the
critical ratio of 1 between the PEC and PNEC is exceeded, the most
essential uses or sectors might for example be prioritized, as is currently
done for CO; emissions (https://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/ets_en). In
addition, the protection goals, ERA criteria and classification procedures
of hazardous substances should be aligned across frameworks. Classifi-
cation of substances is used to trigger risk management and substitution,
and therefore key for the functioning of an OS-OA approach and
achieving the EU Green Deal ambitions.

To achieve the Green Deal ambitions, there is a need for an alter-
native assessment protocol that takes a chemical’s hazard, performance
and economic viability into account (Jacobs et al., 2016). In-silico tools
and group-based approach (i.e. read-across) can furthermore help to
facilitate these alternative assessments (Benfenati et al., 2019). Tickner
et al. (2015) proposed a framework for ‘functional substitution’, which
aims to prevent replacement of one chemical with a structurally similar
chemical and to find less hazardous alternatives to meet product per-
formance instead. And hence would also provide information which can
stimulate the use of new chemical and non-chemical alternatives
(Tickner et al., 2015). Furthermore, the development of safer chemicals
could be aligned with the concepts of green and sustainable chemistry in
order to design chemicals that are not only less hazardous for human,
but also for environmental health (Tickner et al., 2019) and could
include comparative exposure estimates for informed considerations of
the advantages and disadvantages of the substitute chemical (Greggs
et al., 2019).

The ambition of a toxic-free environment cannot be reached by OS-
OA alone. To sufficiently reduce environmental concentrations of
chemicals and to achieve the EU Green Deal zero pollution ambition for
a toxic-free environment it is essential that chemicals are managed
during their whole life-cycle (Kiimmerer et al., 2019; Van Wezel et al.,
2017). The EU Green deal is a good opportunity to control chemical
pollution and the source and drive innovation for the development of
safer chemicals.

6. Conclusions

Despite the fact that the general principles of the registration of
chemicals under the different frameworks is comparable, notable dif-
ferences between the frameworks can be identified. We have identified
the following key recommendations in order to improve and harmonize
the RA process into an OS-OA approach.

e Exemptions for environmental risk assessments could be abolished.
As an example, the environmental risk of many industrial chemicals
and medicines are currently not assessed;

o Registration dossiers could be updated on a more regular basis in
order to mitigate chemical risks. Currently only a subset of the
registration dossiers for chemicals on the EU market require repeated
re-evaluation, this results in dossiers which do not reflect the latest
scientific findings;
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e Environmental protection goals could be harmonized, with a com-
mon ambition of a toxic-free environment;

Data requirements and AFs to derive PNECs should be harmonized
between the registration frameworks. Currently AFs can differ up to a
factor of 100 for the same organism and endpoint. We have shown
that PNECs from the same chemical assessed under different frame-
works have a median difference of a factor 3.6 with a range of
1-5625;

Chemical use and emission data could be made publicly available,
both to increase transparency and to allow for more realistic esti-
mations of chemical concentrations in the environment;

Once the critical ratio between the PEC and PNEC is exceeded when
all uses are considered and no options exist to prevent pollution, the
most essential uses or sectors could be prioritized;

The classification of hazardous substances could both be harmonized
and updated to better include environmentally hazardous chemicals
and to trigger risk management.

Declaration of competing interest

The authors declare that they have no known competing financial
interests or personal relationships that could have appeared to influence
the work reported in this paper.

Acknowledgements

This work is part of the Innovative Training Network ECORISK2050
and was supported by the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and
innovation programme under the Marie Sktodowska-Curie grant
agreement No [813124].

Appendix A. Supplementary data

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2020.111692.

References

;\gerstrand, M., Christiansen, S., Hanberg, A., Rudén, C., Andersson, L., Andersen, S.,
Appelgren, H., Bjgrge, C., Clausen, L.H., Eide, D.M., Hartmann, N.B., Husgy, T.,
Halldérsson, H.P., van der Hagen, M., Ingre-Khans, E., Lillicrap, A.D., Beltoft, V.M.,
Mork, A.-K., Murtomaa-Hautala, M., Nielsen, E., Olafsdéttir, K., Palomaki, J.,
Papponen, H., Reiler, E.M., Stockmann-Juvala, H., Suutari, T., Tyle, H., Beronius, A.,
2018. A call for action: improve reporting of research studies to increase the
scientific basis for regulatory decision-making. J. Appl. Toxicol. 38, 783-785.
https://doi.org/10.1002/jat.3578.

Ahlers, J., Riedhammer, C., Vogliano, M., Ebert, R.-U., Kiihne, R., Schiiiirmann, G., 2006.
Acute to chronic ratios IN aquatic toxicity—variation across trophic levels and
relationship with chemical structure. Environ. Toxicol. Chem. 25, 2937. https://doi.
org/10.1897/05-701R.1.

Arp, H.P.H., Hale, S.E., 2019. REACH: improvement of guidance and methods for the
identification and assessment of PMT/vPvM substances Final Report. Dessau-RoBlau.

Arp, H.P.H,, Knutsen, H., 2019. Could we spare a moment of the spotlight for persistent,
water-soluble polymers? Environ. Sci. Technol. https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.
est.9b07089.

Baken, K.A., Sjerps, R.M.A., Schriks, M., van Wezel, A.P., 2018. Toxicological risk
assessment and prioritization of drinking water relevant contaminants of emerging
concern. Environ. Int. 118, 293-303. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2018.05.006.

Barmentlo, S.H., Parmentier, E.M., de Snoo, G.R., Vijver, M.G., 2018. Thiacloprid-
induced toxicity influenced by nutrients: evidence from in situ bioassays in
experimental ditches. Environ. Toxicol. Chem. 37, 1907-1915. https://doi.org/
10.1002/etc.4142.

Benfenati, E., Chaudhry, Q., Gini, G., Dorne, J. Lou, 2019. Integrating in Silico Models
and Read-Across Methods for Predicting Toxicity of Chemicals: A Step-wise Strategy.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2019.105060.

Bernauer, T., Engel, S., Kammerer, D., Sejas Nogareda, J., 2007. Explaining green
innovation: ten years after Porter’s win-win proposition: how to study the effects of
regulation on corporate environmental innovation? Polit. Vierteljahresschr 39,
323-341.

Bernhardt, E.S., Rosi, E.J., Gessner, M.O., 2017. Synthetic chemicals as agents of global
change. Front. Ecol. Environ. 15, 84-90. https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.1450.

Blum, A., Behl, M., Birnbaum, L.S., Diamond, M.L., Phillips, A., Singla, V., Sipes, N.S.,
Stapleton, H.M., Venier, M., 2019. Organophosphate ester flame retardants: are they

Journal of Envirol

1 Manag XXX (XXXX) XXX

a regrettable substitution for polybrominated diphenyl ethers? Environ. Sci. Technol.
Lett. acs.estlett.9b00582. https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.estlett.9b00582.

Bolinius, D.J., Sobek, A., Lof, M.F., Undeman, E., 2018. Evaluating the consumption of
chemical products and articles as proxies for diffuse emissions to the environment.
Environ. Sci. Process. Impacts 20, 1427-1440. https://doi.org/10.1039/
c8em00270c.

Bopp, S.K., Barouki, R., Brack, W., Dalla Costa, S., Dorne, J.L.C.M., Drakvik, P.E.,
Faust, M., Karjalainen, T.K., Kephalopoulos, S., van Klaveren, J., Kolossa-

Gehring, M., Kortenkamp, A., Lebret, E., Lettieri, T., Ngrager, S., Riiegg, J.,
Tarazona, J.V., Trier, X., van de Water, B., van Gils, J., Bergman, 10\., 2018. Current
EU research activities on combined exposure to multiple chemicals. Environ. Int.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2018.07.037.

Botos, A., Graham, J.D., Illés, Z., 2019. Industrial chemical regulation in the European
Union and the United States: a comparison of REACH and the amended TSCA. J. Risk
Res. 22, 1187-1204. https://doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2018.1454495.

Brack, W., Aissa, S.A., Backhaus, T., Dulio, V., Escher, B.L., Faust, M., Hilscherova, K.,
Hollender, J., Hollert, H., Miiller, C., Munthe, J., Posthuma, L., Seiler, T.-B.,
Slobodnik, J., Teodorovic, I., Tindall, A.J., de Aragao Umbuzeiro, G., Zhang, X.,
Altenburger, R., 2019. Effect-based methods are key. The European Collaborative
Project SOLUTIONS recommends integrating effect-based methods for diagnosis and
monitoring of water quality. Environ. Sci. Eur. 31, 10. https://doi.org/10.1186/
512302-019-0192-2.

Brandsma, S.H., Koekkoek, J.C., van Velzen, M.J.M., de Boer, J., 2019. The PFOA
substitute GenX detected in the environment near a fluoropolymer manufacturing
plant in The Netherlands. Chemosphere 220, 493-500. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
chemosphere.2018.12.135.

Brodin, T., Fick, J., Jonsson, M., Klaminder, J., 2013. Dilute concentrations of a
psychiatric drug alter behavior of fish from natural populations. Science (80-. ) 339,
814-815. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1226850.

Brown, A.R., Whale, G., Jackson, M., Marshall, S., Hamer, M., Solga, A., Kabouw, P.,
Galay-Burgos, M., Woods, R., Nadzialek, S., Maltby, L., 2017. Toward the definition
of specific protection goals for the environmental risk assessment of chemicals: a
perspective on environmental regulation in Europe. Integrated Environ. Assess.
Manag. 13, 17-37. https://doi.org/10.1002/ieam.1797.

Bunke, D., Moritz, S., Brack, W., Herrdez, D.L., Posthuma, L., Nuss, M., 2019.
Developments in society and implications for emerging pollutants in the aquatic
environment. Environ. Sci. Eur. 31, 32. https://doi.org/10.1186/512302-019-0213-
1.

Comero, S., Dalla Costa, S., Cusinato, A., Korytar, P., Kephalopoulos, S., Bopp, S.,
Gawlik, B.M., 2020. A conceptual data quality framework for IPCHEM - the
European Commission Information Platform for chemical monitoring. TrAC Trends
Anal. Chem. (Reference Ed.). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trac.2020.115879.

Convention, Aarhus, 1998. CONVENTION on ACCESS to INFORMATION , PUBLIC
PARTICIPATION IN DECISION-MAKING and ACCESS to JUSTICE IN
ENVIRONMENTAL MATTERS Done at Aarhus. Denmark , on 25 June 1998.

Cousins, L.T., Ng, C.A., Wang, Z., Scheringer, M., 2019. Why is high persistence alone a
major cause of concern? Environ. Sci. Process. Impacts. https://doi.org/10.1039/
c8em00515j.

ECHA. C&L inventory. n.d(accessed 6.24.20). https://www.echa.europa.eu/web/gue
st/information-on-chemicals/cl-inventory-database?p_p_id=dissclinventory WAR_
dissclinventoryportlet&p_p_lifecycle=0&p_p_state=normal&p_p_mode=view&p_p_c
ol_id=column-1&p_p_col_pos=1&p_p_col_count=2.

ECHA, 2016. Report on the Operation of REACH and CLP 2016 5. https://doi.org/
10.2823/760148.

ECSIP Consortium, 2016. Impacts of REACH and Corresponding Legislation Governing
the Conditions for Marketing and Use of Chemicals in Different Countries/regions on
International Competitiveness of EU Industry. https://doi.org/10.2826/981362.
Final Report.

EFSA, 2013. Guidance on tiered risk assessment for plant protection products for aquatic
organisms in edge-of-field surface waters. EFSA J 11. https://doi.org/10.2903/j.
efsa.2013.3290.

Escher, B.I., Stapleton, H.M., Schymanski, E.L., 2020. Tracking complex mixtures of
chemicals in our changing environment. Science 80—, 388-392. https://doi.org/
10.1126/SCIENCE.AAY6636, 367.

EU, 2000. CHARTER OF FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS OF THE EUROPEAN UNION (2000/C
364/01) (OJ C 364, 18.12.2000).

EU, 2001a. Directive 2001/83/EC OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE
COUNCIL of 6 November 2001 on the Community code relating to medicinal
products for human use, pp. 1-188. OJ L 311, 28.11.2001https://doi.org/
2004R0726 - v.7 of 05.06.2013.

EU, 2001b. Directive 2001/82/EC OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE
COUNCIL of 6 November 2001 on the Community code relating to veterinary
medicinal products, pp. 1-110. OJ L 311, 28.11.2001.

EU, 2006a. Regulation (EC) No 1907/2006 OF the EUROPEAN parliament and OF the
council of 18 december 2006 concerning the registration, evaluation, authorisation
and restriction of chemicals (reach) (oj L 396, 30.12. https://doi.org/10.1039/
9781782622222-00468, 2006, 520, 1.

EU, 2006b. Regulation (EC) No 166/2006 OF the EUROPEAN parliament and OF the
council of 18 january 2006 concerning the establishment of a European pollutant
release and transfer register and amending council directives 91/689/EEC and 96/
61/EC (text with EEA relevanc.

EU, 2008. Regulation (EC) No 1272/2008 of the EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT and of the
COUNCIL of 16 December 2008 on Classification, Labelling and Packaging of
Substances and Mixtures, Amending and Repealing Directives 67/548/EEC and
1999/45/EC, and Amending Regulation (EC). https://doi.org/2004R0726 - v.7 of
05.06.2013.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2020.111692
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2020.111692
https://doi.org/10.1002/jat.3578
https://doi.org/10.1897/05-701R.1
https://doi.org/10.1897/05-701R.1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref3
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.9b07089
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.9b07089
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2018.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1002/etc.4142
https://doi.org/10.1002/etc.4142
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2019.105060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref8
https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.1450
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.estlett.9b00582
https://doi.org/10.1039/c8em00270c
https://doi.org/10.1039/c8em00270c
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2018.07.037
https://doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2018.1454495
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12302-019-0192-2
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12302-019-0192-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2018.12.135
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2018.12.135
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1226850
https://doi.org/10.1002/ieam.1797
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12302-019-0213-1
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12302-019-0213-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trac.2020.115879
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref20
https://doi.org/10.1039/c8em00515j
https://doi.org/10.1039/c8em00515j
https://www.echa.europa.eu/web/guest/information-on-chemicals/cl-inventory-database?p_p_id=dissclinventory_WAR_dissclinventoryportlet&amp;p_p_lifecycle=0&amp;p_p_state=normal&amp;p_p_mode=view&amp;p_p_col_id=column-1&amp;p_p_col_pos=1&amp;p_p_col_count=2
https://www.echa.europa.eu/web/guest/information-on-chemicals/cl-inventory-database?p_p_id=dissclinventory_WAR_dissclinventoryportlet&amp;p_p_lifecycle=0&amp;p_p_state=normal&amp;p_p_mode=view&amp;p_p_col_id=column-1&amp;p_p_col_pos=1&amp;p_p_col_count=2
https://www.echa.europa.eu/web/guest/information-on-chemicals/cl-inventory-database?p_p_id=dissclinventory_WAR_dissclinventoryportlet&amp;p_p_lifecycle=0&amp;p_p_state=normal&amp;p_p_mode=view&amp;p_p_col_id=column-1&amp;p_p_col_pos=1&amp;p_p_col_count=2
https://www.echa.europa.eu/web/guest/information-on-chemicals/cl-inventory-database?p_p_id=dissclinventory_WAR_dissclinventoryportlet&amp;p_p_lifecycle=0&amp;p_p_state=normal&amp;p_p_mode=view&amp;p_p_col_id=column-1&amp;p_p_col_pos=1&amp;p_p_col_count=2
https://doi.org/10.2823/760148
https://doi.org/10.2823/760148
https://doi.org/10.2826/981362
https://doi.org/10.2903/j.efsa.2013.3290
https://doi.org/10.2903/j.efsa.2013.3290
https://doi.org/10.1126/SCIENCE.AAY6636
https://doi.org/10.1126/SCIENCE.AAY6636
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref29
https://doi.org/10.1039/9781782622222-00468
https://doi.org/10.1039/9781782622222-00468
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref32

J. van Dijk et al.

EU, 2009. Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009 of the EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT and of the
COUNCIL of 21 October 2009 Concerning the Placing of Plant Protection Products
on the Market and Repealing Council Directives 79/117/EEC and 91/414/EEC (OJ
L1309, 24.11, pp. 1-50, 2009.

EU, 2012. Regulation (EU) No 528/2012 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF
THE COUNCIL of 22 May 2012 concerning the making available on the market and
use of biocidal products (Text with EEA relevance) (OJ L 167, 27.6.2012, pp. 1-123).

EU, 2020. COMMISSION REGULATION (EU) 2020/507 of 7 April 2020 amending
Regulation (EC) No 1907/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council as
regards the percentage of registration dossiers to be selected for compliance
checking (Text with EEA relevance).

European Commission, 2017. Study for the Strategy for a Non-toxic Environment of the
7th Environment Action Programme Final Report 1-132. https://doi.org/10.2779/
025.

European Commission, 2018a. Study Supporting the REFIT Evaluation of the EU
Legislation on Plant Protection Products and Pesticides Residues. https://doi.org/
10.2875/863905. Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009 and Regulation (EC) No 396/
2005.

European Commission, 2018b. Commission General Report on the Operation of REACH
and Review of Certain Elements Conclusions and Actions. COM/2018/0116 final.

European Commission, 2019. COMMUNICATION FROM THE COMMISSION TO THE
EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT, THE EUROPEAN COUNCIL, THE COUNCIL, THE
EUROPEAN ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COMMITTEE AND THE COMMITTEE OF THE
REGIONS. The European Green Deal, Brussels.

European Environment Agency, 2018. European Waters - Assessment of Status and
Pressures 2018. https://doi.org/10.2800/303664.

European Medicines Agency, 2016. The European Regulatory System for Medicines: A
Consistent Approach to Medicines Regulation across the European Union. EMA/
716925/2016.

European Parliament, 2013. DECISION No 1386,/2013/EU of the EUROPEAN
PARLIAMENT and of the COUNCIL of 20 November 2013 on a General Union
Environment Action Programme to 2020 ‘Living Well, within the Limits of Our
Planet.

EUROSTAT, 2018. Chemicals Production and Consumption Statistics [WWW Document].
URL (accessed 10.1.19). https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.
php?title=Chemicals_production_and_consumption_statistics.

Fantke, P., Weber, R., Scheringer, M., 2015. From incremental to fundamental
substitution in chemical alternatives assessment. Sustain. Chem. Pharm. 1, 1-8.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scp.2015.08.001.

Gomis, M.L, Vestergren, R., Borg, D., Cousins, I.T., 2018. Comparing the toxic potency in
vivo of long-chain perfluoroalkyl acids and fluorinated alternatives. Environ. Int.
113, 1-9. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2018.01.011.

Greggs, W., Burns, T., Egeghy, P., Embry, M.R., Fantke, P., Gaborek, B., Heine, L.,
Jolliet, O., Lee, C., Muir, D., Plotzke, K., Rinkevich, J., Sunger, N., Tanir, J.Y.,
Whittaker, M., 2019. Qualitative approach to comparative exposure in alternatives
assessment. Integr. Environ. Assess. Manag. 15, 880-894. https://doi.org/10.1002/
ieam.4070.

Gunnarsson, L., Snape, J.R., Verbruggen, B., Owen, S.F., Kristiansson, E., Margiotta-
Casaluci, L., Osterlund, T., Hutchinson, K., Leverett, D., Marks, B., Tyler, C.R., 2019.
Pharmacology beyond the patient — the environmental risks of human drugs.
Environ. Int. 129, 320-332. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2019.04.075.

Gustavsson, M.B., Hellohf, A., Backhaus, T., 2017. Evaluating the environmental hazard
of industrial chemicals from data collected during the REACH registration process.
Sci. Total Environ. 586, 658-665. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.
SCITOTENV.2017.02.039.

Handford, C.E., Elliott, C.T., Campbell, K., 2015. A review of the global pesticide
legislation and the scale of challenge in reaching the global harmonization of food
safety standards. Integrated Environ. Assess. Manag. 11, 525-536. https://doi.org/
10.1002/ieam.1635.

Hansen, B.G.. Guest column: bjorn hansen outlines echa’s work priorities for 2020 — and
beyond | chemical watch [WWW document]. n.d(accessed 4.22.20). https://ch
emicalwatch.com/87645/guest-column-bjorn-hansen-outlines-echas-work-prior
ities-for-2020-and-beyond#overlay-strip.

IPBES, 2019. Summary for Policymakers of the Global Assessment Report on Biodiversity
and Ecosystem Services of the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on
Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services.

Jacobs, M.M., Malloy, T.F., Tickner, J.A., Edwards, S., 2016. Alternatives assessment
frameworks: research needs for the informed substitution of hazardous chemicals.
Environ. Health Perspect. https://doi.org/10.1289/ehp.1409581.

Johnson, A.C., Jin, X., Nakada, N., Sumpter, J.P., 2020. Learning from the past and
considering the future of chemicals in the environment. Science. https://doi.org/
10.1126/science.aay6637.

Klein, S., Dimzon, LK., Eubeler, J., Knepper, T.P., 2018. Analysis, occurrence, and
degradation of microplastics in the aqueous environment. Freshwater Microplastics.
Springer, Cham, pp. 51-67.

Kogg, B., Thidell, A., 2010. Chemicals in Products - an Overview of Systems for Providing
Information Regarding Chemicals in Products and of Stakeholders’ Needs for Such
Information.

Kowalczyk, A., Martin, T.J., Price, O.R., Snape, J.R., van Egmond, R.A., Finnegan, C.J.,
Schifer, H., Davenport, R.J., Bending, G.D., 2015. Refinement of biodegradation
tests methodologies and the proposed utility of new microbial ecology techniques.
Ecotoxicol. Environ. Saf. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoenv.2014.09.021.

Kiimmerer, K., Dionysiou, D.D., Olsson, O., Fatta-Kassinos, D., 2019. Reducing aquatic
micropollutants — increasing the focus on input prevention and integrated emission
management. Sci. Total Environ. 652, 836-850. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
scitotenv.2018.10.219.

1 M

Journal of Envirol 18

XXX (XXXX) XXX

Malaj, E., Ohe, P.C., Grote, M., Kiihne, R., Mondy, C.P., Usseglio-Polatera, P., Brack, W.,
Schéfer, R.B., 2014. Organic chemicals jeopardize the health of freshwater
ecosystems on the continental scale. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. Unit. States Am. 111,
9549-9554. https://doi.org/10.1073/PNAS.1321082111.

Malkiewicz, K., Hansson, S.O., Rudén, C., 2009. Assessment factors for extrapolation
from short-time to chronic exposure—are the REACH guidelines adequate? Toxicol.
Lett. 190, 16-22. https://doi.org/10.1016/J. TOXLET.2009.06.858.

Maxim, L., 2019. Procedural influences on scientific advisory work: the case of chemical
hazard characterization. J. Environ. Plann. Manag. 62, 229-247. https://doi.org/
10.1080/09640568.2017.1407299.

Mintenig, S.M., Kooi, M., Erich, M.W., Primpke, S., Redondo- Hasselerharm, P.E.,
Dekker, S.C., Koelmans, A.A., van Wezel, A.P., 2020. A systems approach to
understand microplastic occurrence and variability in Dutch riverine surface waters.
Water Res. 176, 115723. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2020.115723.

Moermond, C.T.A., Janssen, M.P.M., de Knecht, J.A., Montforts, M.H.M.M.,
Peijnenburg, W.J.G.M., Zweers, P.G.P.C., Sijm, D.T.H.M., 2012. PBT assessment
using the revised annex XIII of REACH: a comparison with other regulatory
frameworks. Integrated Environ. Assess. Manag. 8, 359-371. https://doi.org/
10.1002/ieam.1248.

Moermond, C.T.A., Kase, R., Korkaric, M., Agerstrand, M., 2016. CRED: criteria for
reporting and evaluating ecotoxicity data. Environ. Toxicol. Chem. 35, 1297-1309.
https://doi.org/10.1002/etc.3259.

Muir, D., Zhang, X., de Wit, C.A., Vorkamp, K., Wilson, S., 2019. Identifying further
chemicals of emerging arctic concern based on ‘in silico’ screening of chemical
inventories. Emerg. Contam. 5, 201-210. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
emcon.2019.05.005.

OECD, 2014. Health at a Glance: Europe 2014. https://doi.org/10.1787/health_glance_
eur-2014-en.

Posthuma, L., van Gils, J., Zijp, M.C., van de Meent, D., de Zwart, D., 2019. Species
sensitivity distributions for use in environmental protection, assessment, and
management of aquatic ecosystems for 12 386 chemicals. Environ. Toxicol. Chem.
38, 905-917. https://doi.org/10.1002/etc.4373.

Reemtsma, T., Berger, U., Arp, H.P.H., Gallard, H., Knepper, T.P., Neumann, M.,
Quintana, J.B., Voogt, P. De, 2016. Mind the gap: persistent and mobile organic
compounds - water contaminants that slip through. Environ. Sci. Technol. 50,
10308-10315. https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.6b03338.

Rudén, C., 2004. Acrylamide and cancer risk - expert risk assessments and the public
debate. Food Chem. Toxicol. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fct.2003.10.017.

Rudén, C., Committe of Combination of effects and assessing chemicals in groups, 2019.
SOU 2019:45 Future Chemicl Risk Management - Accounting for Combination
Effects and Assessing Chemicals in Groups (Stockholm).

Rudén, C., Adams, J., Agerstrand, M., Brock, T.C., Poulsen, V., Schlekat, C.E., Wheeler, J.
R., Henry, T.R., 2017. Assessing the relevance of ecotoxicological studies for
regulatory decision making. Integrated Environ. Assess. Manag. 13, 652-663.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ieam.1846.

Sackmann, K., Reemtsma, T., Rahmberg, M., Bunke, D., 2018. Impact of European
chemicals regulation on the industrial use of plasticizers and patterns of substitution
in Scandinavia. Environ. Int. 119, 346-352. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.
ENVINT.2018.06.037.

SAPEA, 2018. Improving Authoristtion Processes for Plant Protection Products in
Europe. https://doi.org/10.26356/plantprotectionproducts.

Schéfer, R.B., Liess, M., Altenburger, R., Filser, J., Hollert, H., RoB-Nickoll, M.,
Schaéffer, A., Scheringer, M., 2019. Future pesticide risk assessment: narrowing the
gap between intention and reality. Environ. Sci. Eur. 31, 21. https://doi.org/
10.1186/512302-019-0203-3.

SCHER, 2013. Scientific Committee on Health and Environmental Risks), SCENIHR
(Scientific Committee on Emerging and Newly Identified Health Risks). SCCS
(Scientific Committee on Consumer Safety). https://doi.org/10.2772,/37863.
Addressing the New Challenges for Risk Assessment.

Schulze, S., Zahn, D., Montes, R., Rodil, R., Quintana, J.B., Knepper, T.P., Reemtsma, T.,
Berger, U., 2019. Occurrence of emerging persistent and mobile organic
contaminants in European water samples. Water Res. 80-90. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.watres.2019.01.008.

Steensgaard, 1., Syberg, K., Rist, S., Hartmann, N., Boldrin, A., Hansen, S.F., 2017. From
macro- to microplastics - analysis of EU regulation along the life cycle of plastic bags.
Environ. Pollut. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2017.02.007.

Syberg, K., Foss Hansen, S., 2016. Environmental risk assessment of chemicals and
nanomaterials-The best foundation for regulatory decision-making? Sci. Total
Environ. 541, 784-794. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.09.112.

Tickner, J.A., Schifano, J.N., Blake, A., Rudisill, C., Mulvihill, M.J., 2015. Advancing
safer alternatives through functional substitution. Environ. Sci. Technol. 49,
742-749. https://doi.org/10.1021/es503328m.

Tickner, J., Jacobs, M., Malloy, T., Buck, T., Stone, A., Blake, A., Edwards, S., 2019.
Advancing alternatives assessment for safer chemical substitution: a research and
practice agenda. Integrated Environ. Assess. Manag. 15, 855-866. https://doi.org/
10.1002/ieam.4094.

Topping, C.J., Aldrich, A., Berny, P., 2020. Overhaul environmental risk assessment for
pesticides. Science 84 367, 360-363. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aay1144.

Trasande, L., 2017. Exploring regrettable substitution: replacements for bisphenol A.
Lancet Planet. Heal. https://doi.org/10.1016/52542-5196(17)30046-3.

Union, European, 2020. Special Eurobarometer 501: Attitudes of European Citizens
towards the Environment. https://doi.org/10.2779/902489.

United Nations Environment Programme, 2019. Global Chemicals OutlooK II. From
Legacies to Innovative Solutions: Implementing the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development — Synthesis Report.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref35
https://doi.org/10.2779/025
https://doi.org/10.2779/025
https://doi.org/10.2875/863905
https://doi.org/10.2875/863905
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref39
https://doi.org/10.2800/303664
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref42
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Chemicals_production_and_consumption_statistics
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Chemicals_production_and_consumption_statistics
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scp.2015.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2018.01.011
https://doi.org/10.1002/ieam.4070
https://doi.org/10.1002/ieam.4070
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2019.04.075
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.SCITOTENV.2017.02.039
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.SCITOTENV.2017.02.039
https://doi.org/10.1002/ieam.1635
https://doi.org/10.1002/ieam.1635
https://chemicalwatch.com/87645/guest-column-bjorn-hansen-outlines-echas-work-priorities-for-2020-and-beyond#overlay-strip
https://chemicalwatch.com/87645/guest-column-bjorn-hansen-outlines-echas-work-priorities-for-2020-and-beyond#overlay-strip
https://chemicalwatch.com/87645/guest-column-bjorn-hansen-outlines-echas-work-priorities-for-2020-and-beyond#overlay-strip
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref51
https://doi.org/10.1289/ehp.1409581
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aay6637
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aay6637
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref55
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoenv.2014.09.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.10.219
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.10.219
https://doi.org/10.1073/PNAS.1321082111
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.TOXLET.2009.06.858
https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2017.1407299
https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2017.1407299
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2020.115723
https://doi.org/10.1002/ieam.1248
https://doi.org/10.1002/ieam.1248
https://doi.org/10.1002/etc.3259
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emcon.2019.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emcon.2019.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1787/health_glance_eur-2014-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/health_glance_eur-2014-en
https://doi.org/10.1002/etc.4373
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.6b03338
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fct.2003.10.017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref69
https://doi.org/10.1002/ieam.1846
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ENVINT.2018.06.037
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ENVINT.2018.06.037
https://doi.org/10.26356/plantprotectionproducts
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12302-019-0203-3
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12302-019-0203-3
https://doi.org/10.2772/37863
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2019.01.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2019.01.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2017.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.09.112
https://doi.org/10.1021/es503328m
https://doi.org/10.1002/ieam.4094
https://doi.org/10.1002/ieam.4094
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aay1144
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(17)30046-3
https://doi.org/10.2779/902489
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref83
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref83
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31617-0/sref83

J. van Dijk et al.

van Dijk, J., Gustavsson, M., Dekker, S., van Wezel, A., 2020. Data for: “Towards ‘One
Substance — One Assessment’: an Analysis of EU Chemical Registration and Aquatic
Risk Assessment Frameworks” https://doi.org/10.17632/9VMWSVSZ94.4. Version
4.

van Gils, J., Posthuma, L., Cousins, I.T., Brack, W., Altenburger, R., Baveco, H., Focks, A.,
Greskowiak, J., Kiihne, R., Kutsarova, S., Lindim, C., Markus, A., van de Meent, D.,
Munthe, J., Schueder, R., Schiilirmann, G., Slobodnik, J., de Zwart, D., van Wezel, A.,
2020. Computational material flow analysis for thousands of chemicals of emerging
concern in European waters. J. Hazard Mater. 122655 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jhazmat.2020.122655.

Van Straalen, N.M., Legler, J., 2018. Decision-making in a storm of discontent Regulation
of pesticides such as glyphosate needs to include societal assessment. Science 80—.
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aat0567.

Van Wezel, A.P., Ter Laak, T.L., Fischer, A., Bauerlein, P.S., Munthe, J., Posthuma, L.,
Wezel, A.P. Van Laak T.L. Ter, Fischer, A., Bauerlein, P.S., Munthe, J., Posthuma, L.,
2017. Mitigation options for chemicals of emerging concern in surface waters.
operationalising solutions-focused risk assessment 3, 403-414. https://doi.org/
10.1039/c7ew00077d.

10

1 M

Journal of Envirol

18 XXX (XXXX) XXX

van Wezel, A.P., van den Hurk, F., Sjerps, R.M.A., Meijers, E.M., Roex, EW.M., ter
Laak, T.L., 2018. Impact of industrial waste water treatment plants on Dutch surface
waters and drinking water sources. Sci. Total Environ. 640-641, 1489-1499.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.05.325.

Vandenberg, L.N., Maffini, M.V., Sonnenschein, C., Rubin, B.S., Soto, A.M., 2009.
Bisphenol-a and the great divide: a review of controversies in the field of endocrine
disruption. Endocr. Rev. https://doi.org/10.1210/er.2008-0021.

Wang, Z., Walker, G.W., Muir, D.C.G., Nagatani-Yoshida, K., 2020. Toward a global
understanding of chemical pollution: a first comprehensive analysis of national and
regional chemical inventories. Environ. Sci. Technol. https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.
est.9b06379.

Wilks, M.F., Roth, N., Aicher, L., Faust, M., Papadaki, P., Marchis, A., Calliera, M.,
Ginebreda, A., Andres, S., Kiihne, R., Schiilirmann, G., 2015. White paper on the
promotion of an integrated risk assessment concept in European regulatory
frameworks for chemicals. Sci. Total Environ. 521-522, 211-218. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.03.065.


https://doi.org/10.17632/9VMWSVSZ94.4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2020.122655
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2020.122655
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aat0567
https://doi.org/10.1039/c7ew00077d
https://doi.org/10.1039/c7ew00077d
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.05.325
https://doi.org/10.1210/er.2008-0021
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.9b06379
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.9b06379
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.03.065
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.03.065

	Towards ‘one substance – one assessment’: An analysis of EU chemical registration and aquatic risk assessment frameworks
	1 Introduction
	2 Registration of chemicals in relation to an OS-OA
	2.1 Exemptions from EU registration
	2.2 Review of dossiers

	3 Risk assessment for the freshwater environment
	3.1 Environmental protection goals
	3.2 Hazard assessment
	3.3 Emission and exposure estimation

	4 Classification of problematic substances
	4.1 Current classification criteria
	4.2 Persistent chemicals and degradation products
	4.3 Alternative assessments

	5 Discussion
	6 Conclusions
	Declaration of competing interest
	Acknowledgements
	Appendix A Supplementary data
	References


