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A. ABBREVIATIONS

Acquis Acquis Communautaire

CEFIC Conseil Européen de [l'Industr Chimiqgue (European Chemical
Industry Council)

CEFTA Central Europe free trade agment (Bulgaria, Czech Republic,
Hungary, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia)

CMR - Carcinogenic, Mutagenic and Reprotoxic

CSR - Chemical Safety Report

Cz CzechRepublic

CzK CzechKoruna

DU downstreanuser

EE Estonia

EEC European Economic Community

EMAS eco-management and audit scheme

EU European Union including the 10 New Member Sates

EU-15 European Union with the 15 member states before 1 May 2004

EU-15 European Union with the member states before 1 Mai 2004

ECB EuropearChemicalsBureau

EU Europearunion

EINECS European Inventory of Esting Commercial Substances

F formulator of preparations

GDP gross domestic product

GZS Chemical Industries Association of the Chamber of Commerce and

Industry of Slovenia

GLP- Good Laboratory Practice
HPV highproductionvolume

HSE health, safety and environment
1A ImpactAssessment

IA impactanalysis

I[HCP Institute for Health and Consumer Protection of DG JRC




IPPC
JRC
LPV
M/I
Mio.
ME
NaOH

NACE

NGO
NPV
NMS
OHSAS
OSOR
PL

PLN
PTB
QSAR
R&D
RowW
RPA
REACH —
RIS
SDS
SIEF
SME
SCHP
SuU

UNICE

integrated pollution prevention and control

Joint Research Centre of the European Commission
low production volume

manufacturer and importer of substances

million

Ministry of the Environment

sodium hydroxide (caustic soda)

Nomenclature statistique esl activitéts économiques dans
Communauté européenne

nongovernmentabrganisation
net present value
New Member States (of the European Union)
occupational health and safety assessment series
One Substance One Registration
Poland
PolishZloty
Persistent, Toxic and Bioaccumulative
Quantitative Structure-Activity Relationship
Research and development
rest of the world
Risk & Policy Analysts Ltd., London
Registration, Evaluation, and Authorisation of Chemicals
REACH impactstudies
SafetyDataSheet
Substance Information Exchange Forum
Small and Medium Enterprise
Association of Chemical Industry of the Czech Republic
SovietUnion

Union des Industries de la Communauté européenne




VCI Verband der chemischen Industrie
VPVB Very Persistent and Very Bioaccumulative

VOC volatile organic compounds







B. BACKGROUND, OBJECTIV ES AND APPROACH

Background

This study was carried out under the Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between the
European Commission and industry (UNICE/CEFIC) concerning the complementary work for
the Impact Assessment of REACH.

According to the Memorandum of Understanding, three areas for further analysis were
identified:

e Analysis of the potential impacts of REACH on business throughout the supply chain
e Analysis of the potential impacts of REACH on innovation.
e Analysis of the potential impacts of REACH on New Member States

Under the framework of the MoU, a Workingdsp, chaired by the Commission was created to
monitor the progress of the studies. The Workargup consists of repsentatives of industry,
trade unions, as well as environmental and consumer NGOs.

The DG JRCI/IPTS has contributed to the analgé the potential impacts of REACH in the
New Member States with two studies: 1) Overview of the chemical and specialty chemical
sector in the New Member States, which is preskim Part one of this report; II) Business case
studies in selected New Member states, of Wwhiw findings are presented in this document,
part two of the report.

Objectives

The objective of the business case studies wasotdder illustrative examples of the ability of

the individual companies in the NMS in dealing with the new chemicals regulation. This ability
was examined from different angles: From theneenic aspect, the impact on costs and prices
was analysed, substance withdrawal, administrative impact, capacity needs and the
competitiveness on European and international markets. From the technological point of view
the impact of REACH on innovation, replacemeiitsubstances and process adaptation was
examined. The strategic analysis looked atmédtiives to cope with REACH (such as the import

of components, relocation to non-EU countries)ethe potential of companies to adapt to the
changing legal framework (including the implementation of the environmental acquis) and the
relative importance of REACH amongst differenivers for change. All the findings of this
second part of the IPTS study are exclusivedgea on the information provided in a limited
number of interviews with chemical compasim selected new member countries. In some
cases the results address the issue comeeriow volume substances or specific market
conditions under which REACH kato be implemented, therefore all the results should be
interpreted in the right context and should not be used for generalisations of any kind for the
chemical sector of individual country or for the entire economy.

Approach

For the illustrative case studies, which are sungedrin this document, the specialty chemicals
sector was chosen in agreement with the CE&hd UNICE in the context of the Working
Group, which is set up under the framework tbé MoU and consists of all the major
stakeholders. Companies in this sector usuadlgdle large numbers of substances, often in
lower volume than basic chemicals, which a@®eveloped in close co-operation with their
customers, and are by naturéhex innovative. As the objectiva this report was to identify
potential impacts of REACH on the chemical sector in the New Member States, it seemed most
appropriate to concentrate the analysighe specialty chemicals sub-sector.




In discussion with CEFIC and representatives from all CEFIC member associations in the New
Member States, Poland, the Czech Republic agegdrticipate in the case study part of this
exercise, as the share of the chemicals sattoverall manufacturing as well as the size of the
specialty chemicals sub-sector in these counttiese identified as being appropriate for the
envisaged analysis. At a later stage an exgent with Estonian public authorities and the
chemical industry association was achieved talghelthis country in the analysis, following the
same methodology as previously agreed with the other two countries.

The methodology comprised the horizontal analyd# the specialty chemical sector in the
selected countries through desk researckeniiews with the respective national CEFIC
member associations and with a number of formulators of specialty chemical preparations. This
analysis should be complemented by one ventighie chain analysis per country, to be defined

in co-operation with the compies and industry associations.

The selection and contact of companiesPioland and the Czech Republic was done by
chemical industry associations at European rzatttbnal level. Two companies were mediated

by Eurocommerce and DUCC, both being members of the Working Group. The companies in
Estonia were chosen by the Estonian ministry of economic affairs and communication, in co-
ordination with the national chemical industgsociation. The resulting sample of companies
included manufacturers and importers of sulsta as well as formulators. No downstream
users were identified, as none of the particigagnterprises agreed to establish contacts to their
customers in the frame of this exercise. Tégpective national chemical industry associations
encountered serious difficulties in identifyirag representative sample of companies in the
specialty chemical sector. The main reasomsthe low number of companies, in particular
SMEs, represented by the association are litmited willingness of companies to provide
sensitive business information forighexercise. As a consequence, the sample did not allow
establishing a consistent value chain in anythef participating countries. Subsequently, the
methodology had to be adapted in the way tavailable data at ¢hlevel of substance
producers, which were necessary to calculatectist pass through along the value chain, were
bridged through information and expert judgements from formulators.

All companies were interviewed on the bask a standardised questionnaire. Questions
addressed the issues of competitiveness, innovation, HSE management, product portfolio
development, and impacts from accession to the EU.

The preparations and substansetected for further analysis under the methodology agreed in
the Working Group were exclusively chosenthg participating companies, according to the
criteria provided to them to identify the appriape specialty chemicals preparations and/or
substances. Although no value chain for ingdiidl substances could be constructed from
supplier to downstream user level, vulnéliigb of substances and subsequent impacts for
formulators could be analysed in all countries.

The finings from the case studies have been s@gdota process of verification and validation.
The verification report drafted by an independexypert concluded that the findings are based
on sufficiently transparent evadce from the companies interviewed. The validation confirmed
that the information provided to the DG JRC/IP@ysthe companies was accurately reflected in
the assessment. The comments and suggestionsa@deithese processes have been taken into
accounted in this final report.




C. SUMMARY

C.1 Specialty Chemicals

In general, NMS, in comparison to the EU-Igve less specialisggtoduction of fine and
specialty chemicals and account for a relativelalsishare in the value added of the chemical
industry. In this respect, the impact of REACHeigected to be relatively less important in the
NMS. However, since many producers of the basic chemicals in NMS do not have the scale
of production and a relatively secure marketitpms as being the case for their counterparts in
EU15, they could face more difficulties and be more sensitive to REACH.

A detailed examination of the specialty cheat$ sector has been carried out in the three
selected countries for the case study, i.e. theclE Republic, Poland and Estonia. The evolution
of the sub-sector appears to be similar im @zech Republic and Poland. In terms of turnover
the specialty chemicals production has grown mfasker than the chemical sector as a whole
and such growth has been even more pronouittddrms of value added. In comparison,
specialty chemicals contribute 38% and 24% w® tthtal turnover of the chemical industry in
Poland and the Czech Republic respectively.

In both countries, export and import of specialtyemicals increased with export increase much
faster than import. Despite thtgsowth there is still a trade deficit in specialties in both countries
that amounts to 27% of total chemicals tratidicit in the Czech Republic and to 23% in
Poland.

Data show that the chemical sector and spcighemicals in particular in Estonia have
stagnated and there has been very sloweldement in production and productivity. The
specialty chemicals sub sector takes a pronipesition within the chemical industry (50% of
sector's value added). Trade with eastern Bth-countries plays a dominant role in this
country, especially for specialty chemicals (74% export to non EU countries).

Trade with non-EU countries may be particulaaffected by REACH. Regarding imports, the
need for registration of imported raw matedald the potential lack of necessary information
from the supplier might force the importers toitstv to EU suppliers. Regarding exports, the
price increases of chemicals after registratmight lower their competitiveness on markets
outside the EU. Thus, due to its much largerrstof exports to non-EU countries and stronger
reliance on raw material imports from outside the EU, Estonia may be more affected by the
implementation of REACH.

C.2 Business case study in selected New Member States

While valuable information has been generatethéncourse of this work, considerable care has
to be taken in evaluating the findings in ordeatwid any broad-basedmclusions in relation

to the capacity or otherwise of the general bofignterprises in the new Member States to cope
with REACH. In particular, the limitations oféhexercise linked to the time constraints and the
difficulty of identifying suitable firms willing an@apable of early participation, the difficulties

in pursuing a full supply chain analysis due to issues of confidentiality and which precluded
the involvement of downstream users, and theiquéar characteristics of the participating
firms which mainly produced high volume subs&sado not allow these results to be regarded
as representative of the experience in the new Member States.

c.21 Impact on competitiveness

The case studies carried out in this study included 15 companies. Amongst these were 7
manufacturers of substances, 2 importers, 5 fatard and 1 downstream user. As the data of




the downstream user entered the analysis atnalage stage, no thorough analysis could be
carried out for this company.

Chemical companies interviewed and industry assiocis of the new member states fear that
the implementation of REACH might increase the competitive pressure on them. The main
concerns expressed by them are:

e Companies expect increasing cost through testing and registraitiooytbeing able to
pass the costs on through of the supply chain.

e Some companies expressed the worry th@ential withdrawal of substances under
REACH would result in a reduced numbersnippliers. This might lead to increased
dominance of the remaining suppliers andsequently, price increases may exceed the
actual REACH cost.

e According to the industry associations maBWIE, use large numbers of chemicals,
often in low volumes, and serve profitable niche markets. These companies are
considered to be vulnerable to REACHchuse they can not anticipate or avoid
decisions from suppliers regamg substance withdrawal.

e One of the key concerns of the comparieshe administrative efforts required by
REACH. Companies, may have difficulties to find additional resources to implement
REACH. According to industry associationgstimight be particularly a problem for
SME: As their markets are small and coniten is generally high, the formation of
consortia, which is one of the importanstoeduction measures envisaged in REACH,
may nhot be easily achieved. On the othand, branches of multinational companies,
although classified as SMEs, are thought to be able to manage REACH.

e Itis expressed that REACH might resultcimmpetitive advantages for EU15 companies
and may eventually drive local companies ofibbusiness. This reflects the currently
experienced competitive pressure from their EU15 counterparts.

In the frame of this study, for the 7 manufacturers, whose product portfolio comprises 419
substances, a vulnerability analysis was edrmout, calculating NPV for 29 substances and
price increase after REACH for 8 imported raw materials. The volume bands for these
substances are as follows: 0-10 tons: 1 sube&rl0-100 tons: 10 substas, 100-1000 tons: 5
substances, more than 1000 tons: 21 substaB@eesof these substances, with a negative NPV,
resulted to be vulnerable. This one, a polymeysed in one of the selected preparations. A
further five' non-polymer substances were non-profitahléhe data reporting year and hence
regarded as vulnerable to REACH. For one camypthe one-off cost of registration represented
9.6% of the profits.

With regards to the 5 formulators, for 12 pregiems, which were composed of 137 substances,
vulnerability analysis based on NPV and piiicerease estimation was carried out. Substantial
increases in raw material costs could be fified in a few cases. These cases lead to price
increases between 0.03% and 2% for the 12 analyzed formulations in a full pass-through
scenario. Additionally, sufficient suppliers forettanalysed input substances are available,
accordingly no raw material shortages can besetgul. For some preparations a refreshment or
reformulation of the product may become neapssA preparation supplier was found to have
significant impact on its profit margin, a decreas$ 58% due to substance price increases.

Two importers were analysed in this study, whose import portfolio comprises 148 substances,
out of which 102 are imported from eastern non-EU countries. Due to scarce data availability,
an analysis of the product portfolio could only be carried out for the Estonian importer.
Compared with the substance manufacturers and formulators, the company appears to be more

! Three in Estonia and two in Poland




affected by REACH. Analysed data show tiREACH registration total one-off registration
cost represents up to 80% of the company’'s & year turnover. The extent of the effect
could not be analysed in detail, however, a feportant findings are worth to discuss. It was
shown from the analysed sample that the raw madfgrice level in eastern non EU countries is
on average 35 % below the cost of material of EU origin. Under REACH, the importer would
need to invest in registration in order to maimtiés non-EU imports. The analysis showed that
after registration under REACH less than 50%4he imported substances assessed from non-
EU countries are still cheaper than those of EUirithus continuous trade of those substances
can be maintained by the importer. The rest efgbstance would have a higher price than that
on the EU market, thus the importer may neeswitch its supply to EU origin (price increase
between 40% - 70%). In both cases the pricexjgected to increase with impacts on profit
margins and, as whole, changes of the supply network may be expected.

No interviews with downstreansar clients of the selected formulators were carried out in the
context of this study.

C.2.2 Impacts on the product portfolio

In the quantitative analysis of the casedsts only a small number of the 29 analyzed
substances have been identified as vulnerableéng a negative NPV. Whether production of
these substances will be phased out under REAE the individual manufacturing company
will depend on the NPV criteria and other factsugh as cost pass on and alternatives for cost
reduction, e.g. entering consortta registration and sharing a4t results, which have not been
analysed.

As mentioned, importers are expected to fieceed more than manufacturers due to the fact
they tend to have a broader range of prodirctthe lower tonnage band. Their situation is
aggravated by the fact that the suppliers of these substances might not be able to provide them
with all information which is required for resgration under REACH. This implies that REACH

may result in importers modifying its product profile to limit the cost of registration, e.g.
mainstreaming product portfolio. Consequenthis may reduce the number of suppliers per
substance on the market.

c.23 Impacts on innovation

In the interviewed companies in Polanddathe Czech Republic, the R&D budget stays far
below 1 % of turnover. In the Estonian average companies spend around 2.7 %. Average in EU-
15 is a share of 5 to 8 %, according to CEFIC.

The analysis of the case studies revealed thaimited number of cases, prices for substances
would substantially increase through REACH, in particular in the case of imported raw
materials. However, raw material availalyilivas in none of the cases endangered, though
would be subject to substantial price increases of 40-60%.

However, it turns out that the capacity for R&nd innovation in the chemical sector as a
whole is limited in the NMS when compared te tBU-15. In the single market, this is a strong
competitive disadvantage in itself, and might also hamper the implementation of REACH.

C.24 Impacts on HSE management

The standard of the HSE management seems close to that of the EU-15. This was primarily a
consequence of the implementation and enforcemiethe Chemicals Acquis, which is fairly
complete. All companies stated that neithey &fforts nor excessive costs were necessary for
compliance. IT aided management systemdbfmkkeeping and tracing of chemicals are quite
common, although not 100% available. Compsrunits for the classification and labelling
scheme of substances and preparations, as well as the management of SDS are well staffed.




Responsible staffs have to handle far loveimbers of SDS per person than in EU-15
companies.

Considering the cooperation along the supply chaitheficals, the situath is similar to that

of EU-15 companies. Support of downstream siggrchemicals by the manufacturers of that
preparation is business as usual. But reguatacts of substance suppliers with downstream
users in the manufacturing sectors are rare. The establishment and maintenance of such
cooperation, which is not driven by the opinaal business, is one of the new challenges
coming up with REACH.

The number of testing laboratories is regardsdappropriate for the implementation of the
current chemicals legislation. Nevertheless it can be foreseen that the need for testing of the
phase-in substances under REACH cannot bewithtthe current number of GLP certified
laboratories.

C.25 Ability of companies to cope with REACH

The analysis confirmed that the knowledd®muat REACH in the companies of the NMS is
fragmentary. The priority for preparatory actiggifor REACH in the interviewed companies is
low. The reason is not the lack of strategice&ight, but the lack of time and resources due to
other more urgent challenges which they face, for example, the ongoing privatisation, the
restructuring and modernisation of productitimee efforts to comply with the Environmental
Acquis, and the dramatically increasing competition with EU-15 companies after accession,
which absorb much of the companies’ managdamapacity. The question of relocation to other
countries or withdrawal of processes and produ@s not an issue fany of the interviewed
companies. Companies have not yet assessed impacts of REACH on their own company, nor
have they developed strategies to cope with fireseeable changes of the future chemical
regulation regime. None of the intervieweegre able to draw even a rough picture of
company's approach to identify substance as@sto perform exposure assessments and risk
characterisations at downstream users.

After implementation of the Chemicals Acquis, principle the starting point for REACH
implementation seems to be at a common level between EU-15 and NMS companies. But, the
lack of experience, low innovation capacity, agml competitive disadvantage, combined with
increasing competitive pressure from the EU-1%] e ongoing effort for implementing the
heavy investment directives under the Environmental Acquis might be drawbacks for the
implementation of REACH in the New Member States.

C.2.6 Business benefits of implementation of REACH

The designed benefits of REACH in terntd environment and health are generally
acknowledged by the interviewed companies. Bess benefits were thought to be possible by
many but not considered important to the company and the accompanied administrative burden
of REACH implementation is thought to outwhithe potential benefit. Out of the 13 visited
manufacturers, ten companies recognise the meéthprove information exchange along the
value chain and half of them consider theplementation of REACH could benefit in this
respect. Four companies, including all the interviewed manufacturers in Poland, do not see any
benefit of REACH. The business benefitsREACH implementation are mostly thought to be
better credibility and image of companies, adl &g risk prevention though the availability of

more detailed information on substances used in the production.
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D. CASE STUDY — ILLUSTRATION OF REACH IMPACT IN THE
SPECIALTY CHEMICAL SECT OR IN SELECTED NMS

D.1 Introduction

This study aims to illustrate the capacity oésiplty chemical companies in the selected NMS

to cope with REACH at the company level.ld&a@ and the Czech Republic were chosen in
agreement with Industry Associations, becausteif chemicals sector’s absolute and relative
size and industrial structure. Estonia joined the project later as a third country for the case study.
However, it should be taken into account thatNIMS consist of a groupf very heterogeneous
countries, which have a different historic kgound, different size, tlerent economic systems

etc. These differences make it rather difficuliatoive at conclusions which are representative

for all of these countries.

Apart from the agreed selection of countries dsvalso deemed necessary to limit the scope of
the industrial sectors to be analyzed in ordertaatverstretch available time resources. With
regards to this constraint it was decided to focus the analysis mainly on the specialty chemicals
sector, as this might be, according to CEEIRICE, one of the sub-sectors potentially most
affected by REACH. Furthermore, an agreetveas reached that the case study should take on
the value chain approach, i.e. the impattRAECH should be assessed through the entire
supply chain of the chemical product rather ttsmtated analysis for suppliers, formulators and
downstream users. This should make it possiblunderstand not only the vulnerability of an
individual substance to REACH, but also the pass-on of the effects of REACH through the
supply chains.

In this chapter, first, the definition of spdtyachemicals is discussed to establish a common
understanding of the scope and limits of #tedy. Second, in order to compare and cross
examine the case studies in selected countries éar ¢hmilarities and differences, the step by

step approach of the study and methodologygiesi to analysis the empirical information and

data are explained in detail. At last, the case studies are presented country by country. For the
purpose of putting the case study and selected companies into perspective, the current situation
of the specialty chemicals ithe selected three countries svatudied. Then, against this
background, company analysis is discussedstMaf the empirical data and information
provided by the companies are highly confiddntiaerefore, the evidences and, upon which,

the conclusions drawn are summarised and aggretmiealsure that it is not possible to trace

back the results to individual companies.

D.2 Specialty chemicals

It is considered rational to assume that substances of low price, or low volume or, all the more, a
combination of the two expose both the substance and its preparation to a stronger risk that the
investment in its registration as imposed by REACH will not pay within a reasonable pay-back
period. One of the possible consequences isstiat vulnerable substances or preparations may
phase out and therefore have negative effecta@inmanufacturers as well as users. According

to the chemical industry, such negative effectsrapst likely to be discovered in the group of
specialty chemicals. However, as the defamtiof “specialty chemicals” is not universally
established, it is necessary to discuss and gldréd meaning of these terms for the purpose of

this study based on the definition of CEFIC and NACE category.

The term of specialty chemicals (substances gpgmations) is commonly defined in distinction
of basic chemicals in both volume and functigwecording to CEFIC, the European Chemical
Industry Council, ‘specialty chemicals’ are mudactured in lower volumes than basic chemicals
and are used for specific purpose such as fomatiingredient or as processing aids in the
manufacture if a diverse range of products. Batws that specialty emicals represent nearly
one forth of the value of the totalJ-15 chemical industry production (séable DJ.
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Table D.1: Production of the European chemical industry (EU-15) in 2002
(CEFIC 2004)

Production (billion EUR) Share (%)
Commodities 255 71
Fine chemicals 23 6
Specialties 82 23
Total 360 100

Specialty chemicals are in védpread use in the entire manufacturing, construction and oil
industry, in utilities, all kinds of crafts and theyay be contained in end products. As shown in
Table D 2, pigments, dyes, fillers, imagingeaticals, water and paper chemicals, surface
specialty chemicals as well as surfactants arengnthe most important specialty chemicals.
Although low volume in production is consigéer as a common featurof the speciality
chemicals, this list indicates that some @frthcan be in fact large volume chemicals.

Table D.2 Production of specialty chemicals in the EU-15 in 2002(CEFIC 2004)

Production Share (%)
(billion EUR)

Pigments, dyes, fillers 11.0 13.4
Imaging chemicals 10.0 12.2
Water and paper chemicals 8.0 9.8
Surface specialty chemicals 7.0 8.5
Oleochemicals and surfactants 6.0 7.3
Flavour and fragrances 4.2 5.1
Adhesives and sealants 4.0 4.9
Nutrition chemicals 4.0 4.9
Catalysts 3.5 4.3
Plastics and rubber additives 3.5 4.3
Cosmetic chemicals 3.0 3.7
Electronic chemicals 2.5 3.0
Textile chemicals 2.0 2.4
Others 13.3 16.2
Total 82.0 100.0

As their purpose being specific, specialties ématustomers to reduce overall system costs,
enhance product performance and optimise matwrfag processing through custom solutions.
That is to say they are soldrfavhat they do, rather thanrfevhat they contain. Basically,
specialty chemical companies sell solutionsptoblems. A feature distinguishing specialties
from basic chemicals is theiarge customer servicing or technical servicing component
Therefore, it is argued that specialty chemicaqw tend to be set by value-in-use, not by cost,
and historically their earnings have not beepaoted as much by demand pressures. In general,
specialty chemicals represent a small portioracfustomer's total cost but are essential to
enhancing productivity or performance. ... Thigises switching costs and offsets the
bargaining power of customers. ... Traditionalbpecialties have higher profit margins (and
returns on equity) than basic industrial cheslé and a much lower degree of cyclicality.
Earnings have been less volatile. (CEFIC 2004).

These characteristics of specialty chemicals have important implications for the relevance of
registration costs imposed by REACH. On the one hand, the relatively high profit margin may
allow the manufacturers or importers to bear at Ipastof the registration cost without a direct
need to increase prices. On thtber hand, the value-in-use caeter of these chemicals would
make it easier to increase price.
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Another fact relevant in the context of REACH is the large number of speciality chemicals and,
correspondingly, their respectively low production volumes. RPA has collected information on
the structure of the production volumesthe specialty chemicals sector (Seble D.3. This
estimate indicates that registration cost per tonne of specialty chemical substances could be
much higher than that of basic chemical substances.

Table D.3 Number and production volume range of selected chemical specialities
(Source: RPA)

Specialty Number of substances Volume range (t/a)
Adhesives and sealants > 5.000 1-100
Specialties coating > 10.000 1-100

Dyes and pigments 2.500 unknown
Electronic chemicals 2.000 low

Leather 100 - 1.000 predominantly 1 — 100
Photographic 1.750 ¥0

Biocides 900 1-100

Flavour and fragrances > 3.000 <50

Paper chemicals 2.300 1-1.000

In order to illustrate when production of smbstance is in danger of being economically
unattractive to the manufacturer due to the registration costs of REFétie D.4summarizes
an estimation of the lower price limit of a sulsgta in relation to different production volumes,
in other words, below the limit price, the natesent value (NPV) calculated by Equ. 1, is
negative, i.e. the production of a substance didal no longer profitable. The NPV calculation
is based on the average scenario of JRC/IH&SENg costs, and the assumption of a profit
margin of 8%, a discount rate of 10% and a payback time of 5 years.

Table D.4 Minimum substance price for aofitable investment in registration under
REACH

Production volume (t/a) Lower price limit (EUR/kQ)

1 43.70

10 27.00

100 7.20

1,000 0.90

10,000 0.09

Note: Production volumes are examples of actual tjtias and do not relate REACH-related
tonnage bands.

According to CEFIC, the EU-15 specialty chieats sector is made up of more than 10,000
companies, of which the large majority employ less than 250 persons and are thus by definition
SMEs. This could be considered as an additionatern and reason for having a closer look at
the specialty chemical sector insofar as thplémentation of REACH is assumed to be more
difficult for smaller companies.

However it should be kept in mind that the splgisub-sector is extremely heterogeneous. The
range of manufacturers includes very small companies with 5 employees as well as corporate
groups with 10.000 employees and more. Insincases, companies have a mixed product
portfolio, which also covers other than specialyemicals. Even mixed functions of substance
supplier and preparation maker within a singtenpany were told to be quite common (GZS
2004).

In this study, overviews of the specialtyechicals are presented for three NMS, the Czech
Republic, Estonia and Poland. However, little miation and data collected can be analysed
directly using the categorisation of CEFIC ascdssed above. The official national and/or EU
statistics available are usually based on the NACE classification system as shown in Table D.5
i.e. chemical industry covering NACE 24 and 25. In this study, as a solution to the lack of data
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and information, the sub-sector of the specialtgmicals is analysed using the NACE system
meanwhile keeping as close as possibka¢oCEFIC definition as discussed below.

Table D.5: NACE classification of activities in the chemical industry

24 Manufacture of chemicals and chemical products

24.1 Manufacture of basic chemicals

24.11  Manufacture of industrial gases

24.12  Manufacture of dyes and pigments

24.13  Manufacture of other inorganic basic chemicals

24.14  Manufacture of other organic basic chemicals

24.15  Manufacture of fertilizers and nitrogen compounds

24.16  Manufacture of plastics in primary forms

24.17  Manufacture of synthetic rubber in primary forms

24.2 Manufacture of pesticides and other agro-chemical products
Manufacture of paints, varnishes and similar coatings, printing ink and

24.3 .
mastics
244 Manufacture of pharmaceuticals, melicinal chemicals and botanical
' products

24.41  Manufacture of basic pharmaceutical products

24.42  Manufacture of pharmaceutical preparations

245 Manufacture of soap and detergents, cleaning and polishing preparations,
' perfumes and toilet preparations

24.51  Manufacture of soap and detetgealeaning and polishing preparations

24.52  Manufacture of perfumes and toilet preparations

24.6 Manufacture of other chemical products

24.61  Manufacture of explosives

24.62  Manufacture of glues and gelatines

24.63  Manufacture of essential oils

24.64  Manufacture of photographic chemical material

24.65  Manufacture of prepared unrecorded media

24.66  Manufacture of other chemical products n.e.c.

24.7 Manufacture of man-made fibres

25 Manufacture of rubber and plastic products

25.1 Manufacture of rubber products

25.2 Manufacture of plastic products

Comparing NACE and CEFIC categorisation, it would basically be desirable to specifically
select figures from 4-digit NACE categories such as 24.12 (dyes and pigments), 24.52
(perfumes and toilet preparations), 24.G#hdtographic chemicals) and so on. However,
statistical data of this kind were not avhlla At 3-digit level, NACE figures are also not
always available; but they provided a sufficietatistical basis for the comparative analysis
undertaken for the three countries. Howewerch compromise may not provide an accurate
picture of the specialty chemicals. Accordingbying to their general nature, NACE categories
24.1 (basic chemicals) and 24.7 (man-made fibres) were assumed not to contain specialty
chemicals. Pharmaceuticals, medicinal chemieald botanical products (NACE 24.4) and, to
some extent, pesticides and agro-chemi¢dlACE 24.2) could be assigned to specialty
chemicals in principle, but will not be considdras such here, because they do not fall under
the REACH regulation. Eventually, this leaves NACE categories 24.3, 24.5 and 24.6 being
summarised as the basis of the analysth@&pecialty chemicals in this study.

D.3 The approach and methodology of the case study

Given the defined objective of the case studyfdlewing “endpoints” are considered to be the
focus of each company analysidllnstrating the impacts of REACH on
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costs, profitability and aopetitiveness of companies,
company's product portfolio,

innovation activities and time to market of products,
the HSE management and

strategies to cope with REACH.

SAESR S

As mentioned, since REACH is designed to control chemical substances on their entire way
along the production chain from the manufacturetingporter to the applier, the interviews
included suppliers of substances, formulators of chemical preparations and downstream users in
the manufacturing sector. In order to collect treded data and information, questionnaires
were developed and since not all actors along the supply chain are affected by REACH in the
same way, three questionnaires are differeadidor suppliers, formulators and downstream
users.

D.3.1 Step by step approach

Formulators play the main role in the supphaichof the specialty chemicals, and they are,
therefore, the starting point of the entire miew activities. Accordingly, for the empirical
fieldwork five major steps were initially planned as the following:

1) Interviews with formulators

As starting point of this investgion interviews were made witbrmulators of preparations in
each of the participating countries. One of thain aims is to identify with each of the
formulators’ the potentially vulnerable preparations. This set of vulnerable preparations form
the basis for the value alm analysis to follow.

2) Selection of case studies

With the data gathered on a number of potegtiallinerable preparations, three preparations,
one in each country, were selected for the vertical case study analysis. Preliminary selection
criteria were:

e High degree of complementarity between the cases.

e Prospect of a limited number of relevastibstance suppliers such to ensure the
feasibility of the analysis within the time horizon of the project.

¢ Inclusion of downstream manufacturing sectors which are of importance for the
respective national economy.

3) Preparation of interviews with substance suppliers and downstream users

Communications and discussion on selected prepasashould be carried out with the relevant
companies, so they could identify the substasuppliers and downsém users and organise
the interviews to follow.

4) Interviews with substance suppliers

The second interview stage is focused on substumgiers. In these interviews, cost and price
effects due to substance registration and ltkelihood of substance withdrawal are key
information necessary to calculate cost impacttherevel of preparations for each of the three
case studies. This in turn provides the basis for the interviews with downstream users on the
selected preparations.
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5)Interviews with downstream users

The third round of interview are at the levelddwnstream users. The cost share of chemical
preparations on their total production, and the cost impacts of substance registration or

withdrawal on the end product are the key outcomes of this step.

The complete plan of the empirical fieldwork is shown in Figure 1 schematically. Eventually,
due to various reasons stated later in the case presentation, and the time constraints, this
approach was adapted pragmatically. Intervievith suppliers and domstream users of the
selected preparation were not possible tactweducted and a total of 14 specialty chemicals

manufacturers were interviewed.

Figure 1 Planned operational procedure of empirical fieldwork with companies
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As discussed in the Introduction, due to varidifficulties encountered in the exercise, it was

not possible to establish consistent value chamsnvisaged in the above presented structure.
Nevertheless one direct supply chain from sase manufacturer to formulator could be
analysed. In order to be able to calculate thet pass through as describiacchapter D.3.3, the
methodology had to be adapted in the way that unavailable data from suppliers on their
production volume of substances, which are used in preparations at formulator level, had to be
substituted through market information and/or estimates from formulators. In the Czech cases,
this was done through direct formulators contadth his suppliers and in the case of Estonia,
expert judgements were made partially based on the production data in the IUCLID database.
The resulting information in both cases could Im@tdouble checked with the suppliers.

D.3.2 The concept of vulnerable preparation and substance
The study is focused on the specialty cloain sector, and within that, on vulnerable

preparations which are at the same timek@f economic importance for the company. Key
preparation means that it

(@) contributes considerably to the turnover (cash cow),
(b) constitutes a significant part of the competitive advantage of the company (star) and/or
(© is of considerable strategic importance for the company.

These selection criteria exclude niche products of minor significance for the economic
performance of the company. Moreover, a prapion is considered as vulnerable under
REACH, if functional input substances areeidwiened by withdrawal as a consequence of
REACH. In fact, such a substance itself has tioeme considered as vulnerable. Especially low
volume and low price chemicals bear the characteristics of vulnerability.

In this context, vulnerability of a substance means that the substance supplier may decide or not
to invest to register and produce substance. Accordingly, the decision of a company to phase out
production because the investment into registratiast is not profitable is considered as an
investment problem, for which the net present value (NPV) is the decisive criteria.

Equ. 1 K, =WPA_
fi
N
Equ_ 2 N =(l+p—)Np
+p" -1
KN oo net present value
Wi profit margin for the substance (@ <1)
P, price of substance [EUR/kg]
A, yearly production of the substance [kg/a]
TN annuity factor [1/a]
[ J discount rate ((p<x 1) [1/a]
N payback time [years]
[0 e, cost of registration for the substance [EUR]

With the profitability requirements of the coanpy, given by discount rate and payback time,
the investment into registration is commerciadiftractive if the NPV is not negative. For
registration by a single company the cost figureSaisle D.6were applied, which were taken
from the source documents of the Europeamm@gssion’s extended impact assessment studies,
and were adapted to late changes on testing ¢osthe 1-10 t/a band. The costs refer to the
average cost scenario of JR&nce in the published extendidpact assessment no substance
specific cost assumptions are available, tgarés from the source documents were used, which
are based on a rate of 1,000 EUR per persordapdand differentiatbetween dangerous and
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non-dangerous substances. The assumptiora ohte at 875 EUR/person-day as in the
Commissions extended impact assessment reduces registration cost slightly, but the differences

turned out to be irrelevant for the results.

Table D.6 Applied costs of single registration in EUR per substance

Costs elements 1-10 t/a 10-100t/a] 100-1000/t/a > 1000 tfa
Hazard AssessmentArt. 13, 3 a-d 1,500 8,700 8,700
Robust Study Summary Art. 9 a vii; Annex 500 1,000

1.1.4, 3.1.5 (Summary of full study reportsri

application of Annexes V to 1X)

Exposure Assessmentrt. 13, 4 a 2,700 7,200 19,500

for dangerous substances

Liaison with downstream users Art. 13, 4. a 3,500 12,000 15,000

for exposure assessment of dangerous suky

Risk characterization: Art 13, 4 b 800 3,500 3,500

for dangerous substances

CSR: Art. 13,1 1,000 2,000 2,000
Administration 5,000 5,000 10,000 10,000

for the preparation of the technical dossier

Agency fees 400 400 8,000 8,000
Testing (IHCP "average test needs") 7,700 73,100 163,000 |208,000

to fulfil provisions of Annex V to VI

Registration costs non-dangerous substange 13,100 81,000 191,700 236,700
Registration costs dangerous substance |13,100 88,000 214,900 275,700

Referring to dangerous substances listed in Directive 67/548/EEC

Registration costs can be lowered, and registration of an endangered substance can become
commercially attractive, if the company enters a registration consortium that does a single
registration for all its member companies. A recent report for the European Commission deals
extensively with potential registration costsluetion due to consortitormation (RPA 2004).

In this study, when more than three producafrshe same substances are registered in the
UCLID database, it is likely that consortia would be formed.

D.3.3 Cost pass-on

The other crucial issue with regard to vulndibis the possibility to pass-on registration costs

to customers. As all manufacturers and imporierthe European Unioare affected by the
REACH regulation, the pass-on of costs along the value chain should in principle be possible.
To which extent cost pass-on will be possible for a specific company, however, depends on a
variety of specific conditions. If, for instanceregistration consortium cannot be established, a
small manufacturer has to bear the same magiish cost as a company with a large production
volume of the same substance. This causesrtfal company to face higher rise in sales price

to absorb registrations costs, but on a competitive market he can not exceed the price of his
larger competitor. So, evidently, the market stuoe, that is, the quantity and size distribution

of firms and the likelihood of stegic behaviour play an impontarole. Equ.3 is used for the
calculation of a full pass-on of registration costs doeprNote that after this increase in price,

the margin in EUR/kg remains unchanged after investment into registration.

Equ.3 AR, =P, - P, o Ty

A

.................. price of substance prior to REACH [EUR/Kkg]

18



Peoooeooiee price of substance under REACH [EUR/kg]

Lok eeeeeeeeeeeeenaaaan cost of registration of the substance [EUR]

A yearly production of the substance by the supplier(s) [kg/a]
N annuity factor [1/a]

O<p<l..... discount rate [1/a]

N payback time [years]

The relative cost increase of the preparatdue to the price increase of the contained
substances is given in Equ.4.

Equ.4 —= —
o G R
Co v preparation cost prior to REACH [EUR/kg]
C o preparation cost under REACH [EUR/kg]
Pokeeeeeenmnnnmnnnnnnns price of substance k prior to REACH [EUR/kg]
Preeeieieieees price of substance k under REACH [EUR/kg]
o T concentration of substance k in the preparation
(0<c<1)

K, number of substances in the preparation

All interviews have been perfoed in a three step approach:

1. Prior to the face to face interviewthe companies were asked to complete those parts of the
guestionnaire containing the requested teatruromical data, most of all confidential
business information, and send it back to the interviewer.

2. In the subsequenface to face interview these data were checked for consistency and
discussed with the interviewees. In the sameting the more qualitative information of the
guestionnaire has been gathered.

3. Finally, the outcome of both previous steps has been documented in an interview protocol.
There it has been highlighted what inforroatiwas supplied by the company and what was
interpretation of the interviewer. This documentation was sent to each interviewed company
for authorisation. The authorised doamtations were the base for this report

This design of information gathering gavee tinterviewees the chee to collect reliable
business data from company's databases amagtdiol misunderstanding and misinterpretation
between them and the interviewers. The camypguestionnaires are part of the Annex.

The interviews revealed a lot of confidential imess information, not suitable for publication.
This restriction makes it difficult for the readir trace and verify the reported results in the
chapters "Company analysis".

D.4 Czech Republic

D4.1 The specialty chemical sector

D411 The Czech chemical industry — an overview

In the Czech Republic, the manufacturing sector contributed a value added of EUR 18,100
million, or 23%, to the country’s GDP &UR 78,400 million genetad in 2002 (EUROSTAT).

According to the definition of the Czech Cheali¢ndustry Association, chemical industry in
the broader sense includes chemicals and pharmaceuticals (NACE 24), rubber and plastics

2 In the case of Poland, two companies sent the filled in mbtuith the discussion resultster the face to face interviewne
company provided the questionnaire in beforehand withrrimiGon which was considered sufficient complete. As a
consequence, in the case of Poland it was not deemed necessarg the protocols back to the companies for authorisation.
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processing (NACE 25) and coke manufacture andeil refinery (NACE 23). In 2002, these

three categories made up 6, 6 and less than half percent, respectively, to the value added of the
manufacturing sector. In total, they contrigditto 12%, or EUR 2,100 million (CZK 63,000
million)®. At the same time, the contributions ifose three sectors to the turnover of the
manufacturing sector were around 5, 6 and 2 % respectively, and equalled to a total of EUR
8,900 million or CZK 272,000 million. Accoigly, the chemical products (NACE 24)
contributed 2% (EUR3,800 million) to the turnovand a same 2% (EUR 1,000 million) to the

GDP of the whole Czech economy (CMIT 2004).

Over time, the turnover of the chemical industry (in constant 1995 prices) increased from less
than EUR 2,000 million in 199® about EUR 3,200 million in 2000, which corresponds to an
average annual increase by 6 %. Since 20@0tdmover of chemical products (NACE 24)
rubber and plastics (NACE 25) has been increasing very slowly, while that of rubber of plastic
products continued its trendRelative to the development of the entire manufacturing sector,
these figures are less pronounced, as turnover of metouhg has increased at a similar rate
until 2000, however at a faster pace in theetiperiod thereafter. Accordingly, the chemical
industry maintained a more or less constant sfureirnover) of slightly more than 6% of total
manufacturing until 2000, but lost ground since théelding a share of slightly less than 5% in
20037 Conversely, the number of employees in the chemical industry decreased from about
49,000 in 1997 to less than 44,00@B00 and remained constant thereaftEhis divergence in

the development of turnover and employmenthie Czech chemical industry is best explained

in terms of a substitution of capital-interesgtomatic production devices for human workforce
with a concomitant increase in labour productivity.

Slightly more than 800 companies constittlite sub-sector chemicals products (NACE 24) — a
figure that increased sharply in the period of ongoing privatisation and came to a halt in 2000.
The gross profit margin is given with 4.4 %tbe turnover. No figures are available for R&D
expenditures.

D.4.1.2 Overview of the Czech specialty chemicals

The number of useful sources for this exerciskm#ted. Most of the information was drawn
from two sources: annual reports of the Assoomatf Chemical Industry of the Czech Republic
(SCHP) and of the Czech Ministry of Industry and Trade (CMIT 2004; Z0Rhe of these
sources, however, explicitly specifies the specialigmical sector. Therefore, as discussed in
the previous section, specification of data is made according to the NACE sysigm.D.7

gives a first hint how the total turnover of EUR 7,900 million of the chemical industry,
including NACE 23, and its 94,000 employees are distributed among the different NACE
categories.

Table D.7 Share of the sub-sectors of the et@nmdustry's turnover and employment in
2003

NACE Turnover Employees

category Subsector (%) 2) " )y

23 Crude oil processing 194 3.0

24 Chemicals and pharmaceuticals 37.3 37.5

24.1 Basiachemicals 22.2 17.1

24.2 Pesticides and other agro-chemical products 0.4 0.7

3 During the last decade, the exchange af the Czech currency fluctuated arowmdaverage CZK 30 per EUR. In order to

facilitate the comparability between the CzeBblish and Estonian parts of the rep@ZK figures are generally recalculated
into EUR according to ik exchange rate.

4 Czech Republic Statistical Office
5 This corresponds to 0.8 percefithe Czech worlorce (CMIT 2003).
Additional information could be gathered in an intevwwwith the Czech Chemical Industry Association (SCHP 2004)
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24.3 Paints, varnishes, printing ink and mastics 1.9 2.2

24.4 Pharmaceuticals, chemicals and botanical
5.9 6.5
products
24.5 Soap & detergents, cleaning and polishing
: ) 2.5 3.8
preparations, cosmetic products
24.6 Other chemical products
24.7 Man-maddibres 4.2 7.3
25 Rubber and plastics processing (NACE 25) 43.3 59.5
25.1 Rubber products (NACE 251) 19.1 17.9
25.2 Plastic products (NACE 252) 24.2 41.6
Total 100 100

Source: SCHP (2003) and CMIT (2004)
! Figures for NACE 24.6 and 24.7 are not distinguished

None of our information sources provides specific information about both NACE categories
24.6 and 24.7. In order to nevertheless made of the provided data, we made the following
assumptions:

e After privatisation and restructuring ofettCzech chemical industry, the production of
man-made fibres does not play a significaré anymore in the Czech Republic (SCHP
2004). EUROSTAT data show that turnowserd value added of NACE 24.7 are one
forth and less than one fifth, respectiyedf the combined NACE 24.6 and 24.7 data.
Accordingly, we can use the aggregate of NACE 24.6 and 24.7 as a good approximation
for NACE 24.6.

o Disaggregated data on production of dged pigments, 24.12 are not available.

e According toTable D.7 pesticides and agro-chemicals (NACE 24.2) play a role in the
chemical sector, but its contribution in teyf turnover and employment are shown to
be below 1 and 2 %, respectively. As @nsequence, even the aggregate of NACE
categories 24.2, 24.3, 24.6 and 24.7 employed in SCHP (2003) can be used in
combination with NACE 24.5 as an approximation for specialty chemicals.

D.4.1.3 Economic performance of the specialty chemical sector
In the following, a set of indicators is used to describe the performance and recent development
of the specialty chemical sector as conepato the performance and development of the

chemical industry as a whole.

Table D.8: Turnover (sales) of chemicabgucts in constant prices in 2000 to 2003

(Million EUR)? 2000 2001 2002 2063
NACE 24.1 2633.0 2538.4 2316.9 2496.8
NACE 24.2 30.9 31.6 37.1 42.5
NACE 24.3 140.8 148.6 162.2 191.8
NACE 24.4 482.8 529.8 657.8 651.1
NACE 24.5 381.8 405.8 483.2 265.3
NACE 24.6 + 24.7 327.7 348.5 387.4 462.9
NACE 24 3997.1 4002.8 4044.6 4110.6
Cumulative index 100.0 100.1 101.2 102.8
Specialty chemical$ 850.4 902.9 1032.9 920.1
Cumulativeindex 100.0 106.2 121.5 108.2

Source: CMIT (2004) and personal calculation
! recalculation from CZK with a rate of 30 CZK/EURpreliminary;
*NACE 24.3 + 24.5 + 24.6 (+ 24.7)
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Table D.8shows that, in terms of turnover, theesjalty chemical sector grew significantly
faster than the chemical sector in genevehile, in the period from 2000 to 2003, the latter
grew in average by less thdan% annually, the average raié increase for the former was
almost 3 %. Taking into account that the turnover in NACE 24.5 was distorted by the fact that
the main part of one of the biggest manufactigdrcleaning agents could not be included, the
actual growth rate of the specialty chemical sector may in fact be even considerably higher. In
accordance with this difference in growth betwepecialty and total chemicals, the relative
share of specialty chemicals grew from 21 Q0@ nearly 26% in 2002 and then down to 22%

in 2003.

Table D.9: Value added of the chemigalustry in constant prices, 2000 to 2003

(Million EUR)? 2000 2001 2002 2083
NACE 24.1 655.0 606.7 583.2 646.8
NACE 24.2 9.1 9.6 14.0 15.0
NACE 24.3 35.1 38.7 43.7 53.2
NACE 24.4 199.2 222.4 266.3 270.2
NACE 24.5 72.5 69.9 97.1 86.5
NACE 24.6 + 24.7 108.4 103.9 117.9 150.7
NACE 24 1079.3 1051.2 1122.1 1222.3
Cumulative index 100.0 97.4 104.0 113.2
Specialty chemical3 215.9 212.5 258.8 290,4
Cumulative index 100.0 98.4 119.8 134.5

Source: CMIT (2004) and personal calculation
! recalculation from CZK with a rate of 30 CZK/EURyreliminary;
® NACE 24.3 + 24.5 + 24.6 (+ 24.7)

The development in the specialtiiemicals sector looks evemore favourable when the value
added is considered. Similar to the turnover,ciatribution of the specialty chemical sector to

the added value of the total chemical sector grew between 2000 and 2003 from 20 to 24 %.
However, during this time period, the averagewgh rates of the specialty chemicals (more
than 10%) were more pronounced than thiathemicals industry (4%), as shown Table

D.9)..

The share of employment in the specialty chemseadtor of that in the total chemical sector

was 30 % in 2000 and grew to more than 35 % in 2003T@kle D.1(. These shares are much
higher as compared to turnover or added value and can be reasonably explained by the
averagely lower production volumes of specific substances and preparations and by the lower
degree of automation.

Table D.10: Number of employeedtire period 2000 to 2003

(Employees) 2000 2001 2002 2603
NACE 24.1 24,300 23,370 21,431 20,058
NACE 24.2 772 668 682 713
NACE 24.3 2,306 2,419 2,462 2,618
NACE 24.4 6,567 6,982 8,100 7,751
NACE 24.5 4,069 4,098 4,453 4,569
NACE 24.6 + 24.7 6,974 6,893 7,458 8,432
NACE 24 44,988 44,430 44,586 44 141
Cumulative index 100.0 98.8 99.1 98.1
Specialty chemical$ 13,349 13,410 14,373 15,614
Cumulative index 100.0 100.4 107.7 117.0
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Source: CMIT (2004) and personal calculation
! preliminary;? NACE 24.3 + 24.5 + 24.6 (+ 24.7)

Another interesting fact is the less dynamiovgth in employment (as compared to value
added), showing an average annual increas&%yin the specialty chemical sector and a
contrary decrease by 0.6% in the total chemical sector. The generally lower rate of increase in
employment as compared to value added in both chemical products (NACE 24) and specialty
chemicals indicates that the productivity of labour have been increasing. And indeed, this
rationalisation is confirmed ifable D.11

Table D.11: Labour productivity from vaduadded in constant prices, 2000 to 2003

(1000 EUR/employeé) 2000 2001 2002 2003
NACE 24.1 27.0 26.0 27.2 32.2
NACE 24.2 11.8 14.4 20.5 21.0
NACE 24.3 15.2 16.0 17.8 20.3
NACE 24.4 30.3 31.8 32.9 34.9
NACE 24.5 17.8 17.1 21.8 18.9
NACE 24.6 + 24.7 15.5 15.1 15.8 17.9
NACE 24 24.0 23.7 25.2 27.7
Cumulative index 100.0 98.6 104.9 115.4
Specialty chemicald 16.2 15.9 18.0 18.6
Cumulative index 100.0 98.0 111.3 115.0

Source: CMIT (2004) and personal calculation
! recalculation from CZK with a rate of 30 CZK/EURpreliminary;
¥ NACE 24.3 + 24.5 + 24.6 (+ 24.7)

Concluding the above results, the specialty dbal® sector was found to show an increase in
turnover whereas the chemical industry in genisrdacing a standstillThe increase in value
added for specialty chemicals is even strongstifying an increase in employment which is
again not the case for the chemical industry ashale. This implies that at least on the
domestic market, the competitiveness of the specalgmicals is considerably stronger than
that of the chemical industry as whole.

D.4.1.4 Foreign trade

It was shown in the overview over the economic situation of the 10 new member states that the
Czech Republic, like all new member states, shawarge deficit in foreign trade and that the
major part of this deficit is due to theeashical industry and its products. As shownTable

D.12, 65% of the chemical industry’s sales go into export, whereas chemical products worth
135% of these sales are imported.

Table D.12: Development in foreign trade in chemical products (in current prices), 2000-
2003
Total exports (Million EUR)
CPA? 2000 2001 2002 2003
CPA 24.1 1479.3 1419.6 1166.5 1306.6
CPA 24.2 18.9 18.4 17.3 23.5
CPA 24.3 87.3 77.2 66.6 68.3
CPA 244 322.9 373.3 328.0 364.6
CPA 245 325.6 348.9 435.1 426.4
CPA 24.6 133.1 189.4 156.4 174.1
CPA 24.7 100.6 106.0 86.4 91.9
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CPA 24 2467.6 2532.7 2256.3 2455.4
Cumulative index 100.0 102.6 91.4 99.5
Included EU 1178.8 1176.8 992.6 1148.2
Cumulative index 100.0 99.8 84.1 97.3
Specialty chemical3 545.9 615.5 658.1 668.8
Cumulated index 100.0 112.7 120.6 122.5
Total imports (Million EUR}
CPA? 2000 2001 2002 2003
CPA 24.1 1709.8 1854 .4 1736.8 1906.8
CPA 24.2 116.3 146.4 146.0 138.3
CPA 24.3 344.9 353.6 342.2 361.7
CPA24.4 1002.0 1167.0 1199.5 1407.3
CPA 245 349.1 359.0 362.7 399.0
CPA 24.6 551.0 569.6 567.7 609.5
CPA24.7 304.6 296.8 260.8 269.0
CPA 24 4377.7 4746.7 4615.8 5091.5
Cumulative index 100.0 108.4 105.4 116.2
IncludedEU 2909.2 3156.6 3131.4 3471.3
Cumulative index 100.0 108.5 107.6 119.4
Specialty chemical3 1245.0 1282.2 1272.6 1370.2
Cumulativeindex 100.0 103.0 102.2 110.1
Net balance (Million EUR)
CPA? 2000 2001 2002 2003
CPA 24.1 -230.5 -434.7 -570.3 -600.2
CPA 24.2 -97.3 -128.1 -128.7 -114.9
CPA24.3 -257.6 -276.4 -275.6 -293.4
CPA24.4 -679.2 -793.7 -871.6 -1042.7
CPA 245 -23.5 -10.1 5.8 27.4
CPA 24.6 -418.0 -380.2 -411.4 -435.3
CPA24.7 -204.0 -190.8 -174.4 -177.1
CPA 24 -1910.1 -2214.0 -2359.4 -2636.1
included EU -1730.4 -1979.7 -2138.8 -2323.1
Speciality chemicals -699.1 -666.7 -681.2 -701.3

Source: CMIT (2004) and personal calculation

! recalculation from CZK with a rate of 30 CZK/EUR;
2 CPA is the consumer counterpart of NACIEPA 24.3 + 24.5 + 24.6

The deficit grew by more than 10% annually idgrthe past four years. Specialty chemicals
contribute proportionally to the export and import of the products of chemical industry in
general. In 2003, for instance, specialty chexsienade up 27% of both export and import of all
chemical products. This percentage is only slightly higher than the contribution of specialty
chemicals to turnover (22%) and value added (24%is implies that the growth of the deficit

is, to a large extend, due to the import of bulk chemicals and pharmaceuticals.

While the trade deficit for specialty chemicalsmained almost constant since 2000, it is
worthwhile to have a closer, sapte, look at the export and impdigures. It is evident that
both increased over time; but in order to keepdisfecit constant, the export had to grow faster
as it started from a lower basis. In fact, it can be derived ffable D.12that exports of
specialty chemicals grew by more than 7 % alinua average, whereas imports increased by
only little more than 3 %. This is again @mdication of the competitiveness of the Czech
specialty chemical sector.
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It is then worth to exam that why the Czech chemical industry is competitive in producing
specialty chemicals but not bulk chemicals ahdrmaceuticals? One explanation could be the
availability of production factors. Specialghemicals production is more labour intensive,
relying more on skilled labour. By contrast, balkemicals production is capital intensive and
pharmaceuticals rely on extensive RaD effortboth requiring large amounts of financial
capital. This seems to be reasonable consid¢hiagin the Czech Republic, the availability of
skilled labour is generally higlhile capital can be limited.

Regarding foreign trade, almost half of the total chemical exports go to EU-15, one third to
CEFTA (Poland, Hungary, Slovakia, Slovenia, RamaBulgaria) and one fifth to the Rest of

the world (RoW). With a share of more thamo thirds, imports are more EU-oriented than
export, whereas the share of the CEFTA states is rather smallgbkeD.13. For specialty
chemicals, the imports appear to be similarly EU oriented and even more for paints and
varnishes. By contrast, the exports of specialtgmicals, especially soaps and detergents but
also paints and varnishes, are more CEFTAdsed. This implies that, with regard to the
potential impact of REACH, exports of these sub-sectors to countries outside the EU-25 would
most likely be more negatively affected. On timport side, sectors are affected insofar only as
they rely on inputs from outside the EU-25 that may or may not be registered by their suppliers
or importers. Due to the higher degree of vetftiategration in the Czech chemical industry
(DG Enterprise 2000), this does not seem tarbessue for the specialty chemical sector.

Table D.13: Exports and imports of chemidajsmain territories and groups of products in
2003

Shares of territories (%) in
Products of aggregation/sector exports imports
EU |CEFTA|RoW| EU |CEFTA |RoW
Chemicals and pharmaceuticals 46.7 32.8)] 205 68)2 130 18.8
Basic chemicals 58.5 25.8 15.6 657 15(2 19.1
Paints and varnisee 34.0 55,5 | 10.5 90.G 4.8 5.p
Pharmaceuticals 34.3 341 316 65.1 121 22.8
Cosmetics, soap & detergents  15.5 558 28.7 67.0 25.9 7.1
Chemical fibres  78.3 17.0 4.y 50)9 200 2B.2
Othen 49.8 26.5| 23.7y 765 3.9 19.6
Source: SCHP (2003) and personal calculation

D.4.15 Conclusions from statistical data analysis

Taking all the arguments together, the specigiggmical sector of the Czech Republic seems to

be in a relative good position. While the Czeadtemical industry stagnated in the last few
years, the specialty chemicsédctor was able to expand. Also productivity increased steadily.
More importantly, however, the specialty chieah sector could maintain its competitive
position also on the international level. Cotipee disadvantages arising from exports in non-

EU countries (without the need to comply with REACH) exist and are similar to those of the
entire chemical industry. They will affect only some products and some companies, but more
detailed information on this issue can only be provided in the case studies.

D.4.2 Company analysis

In this section, REACH impacts assessed on the companies' level are reported. Impacts on
selected vulnerable chemicals are assessed and repdietl$h
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D.4.2.1 Characterisation of interviewed companies

Three companies were selected ifterviews by the Association of Chemical Industry of the
Czech Republic (SCHP). Another company wasuidetl on suggestion of CEFIC. So a total of
four companies received the questiaremand were visited for interviews.

Part of the Czech company sample are tulastance suppliers, of which one produces mainly
intermediates for the synthesis of substanaesounting to 95% of its turnover, and two
formulators of preparations. One of the formulators produce only paints and varnishes, the other
has a mixed portfolio, covering washing andacling agents for households, hospitals and
industry, as well as accumulator masses. Three of the companies are of mixed M/I
(Manufacture/Importer) and F (Formulator) type, because both M/l also sell preparations,
whereas one F also produces some substances. But in all three cases the core business
dominates by far the turnover revenues.

Privatisation of the companies was completethéearly 90ies. All companies have more than
50 years experience in producing chemicals.

D.4.2.2 Economic situation and product portfolio

Total turnover of the Czech chemical indysts 3,800 million. EUR. The four companies
represent 6 % of this figure. One formulator is mainly oriented to the domestic market. Exports
to EU countries contributes considerably to turnover of the three other companies. Export to
non-EU is not important for any of the companikestotal, the four companies export 3 % of
their turnover to non-EU countries.

Wages vary between 2.65 and 4.50 EUR per hothiarinterviewed companies, which implies
a considerable competitive advantage over 15U-The four companies show high annual
growth rates, between 5.5 and 7.7 %/a. @\Verrofit margin varies between 4 and 14 % of
turnover.

All companies claim to have limited power tdlience raw material prices of their suppliers.
On the product side, competition is primarily ldadglobal players in the EU; companies from
outside EU play a minor role on the product nedsk Due to low workerwages, raw material
and chemical substance input are the dominagiesicost factor. In the weighted average 44 %
of total cost are spent to purchase raw malefior production. Labour costs represent 6% for
M/l and 18% for formulators.

For registration decisions under REACH the profitability requirements of the companies for
investments are of high importance, especially for low-volume substances. Restrictive
requirements may eliminate such substances from the company's product portfolio. In the
average, pay-back times were specified todkkyears, with a span from 3 to 6 years. The
average required discount rate is 6.6 %/a, &ittspan between 4 and 10 %/a. Of course, the
actual specification of these figures also depends on the respective type of substance.

Raw material origin is by far dominated by EU. Of the total of 726 raw materials and chemical
substances used for production in the four camgs only 50 (7 %) originate from outside EU.
This holds for direct purchases. As far as raviemials are supplied by chemical retailers based
in the EU, materials origin in the majority cases is not revealed to the customer.

The number of produced substances, whichiesawidely between the interviewed M/I,
determines the direct cost burden of the canypunder REACH, because the manufacturers of

the substances are responsible for registration. Dangerous substances bear a somewhat higher
cost burden. According to the report of théemiewed companies, three companies consider

that all the products are classified as speciigmicals (substances or preparations), while one
company did not report. For the two substangepsers, a list was given with more detailed
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information on a total of 16 substances, ofickh6 are considered specialties based on the
CEFIC definition.

Indirect costs under REACH are, among others, calseteformulation of preparations once
substances are withdrawn from the market bseaaf commercially unbearable registration
costs. These indirect costs are determined by the number of preparations pending for
reformulation in case of withdrawal of one certain substance. The figures given by the
companies vary between 1 and 20 preparationsaining one and the same substance.

D.4.2.3 Accession impact and HSE management

For all companies, to comply with the Cheatié\cquis was neither a great technical problem
nor of considerable cost relevance. The heafieghcial burden of the Acquis, according to the
companies, is related to the implementation of the IPPC directive. In all interviewed companies
the provisions of the Chemical Acquis were meanwhile in force.

All companies stated that the Acquis has inadafe administrative burden. This is however

not evident from the figures provided. Of the total 2396 employees of the interviewed four
companies, a total of 8 full-time-equivalepersons (=0.3%) have been involved in the
implementation of the Acquis. Admitted béite are higher risk prevention and safety
standards, as well as the improvement of the company's image towards the broader public,
which proved to be a problem in the past.

Together with the changed classification and labelling scheme, the key element of the
enforcement of the new chemical regulatiotrdduced by the Acquis is the compilation,
maintenance and distribution of SDS. Indicatartfas effort is the nuimer of SDS managed by

one employee. Averaged over all interviewed companies, 72 SDS are managed and maintained
by one employee. This figure is significantly lower than in EU-15 (Fraunhofer 2004).

In all companies the number of SDS correspotmlgshe number of marketed dangerous
substances and preparations. This underlittet the SDS-related directives are fully
implemented and enforced in the interviewed companies.

All companies run an ISO 9000 quality managetr&ystem, three companies in addition an
ISO 14000 environment management system. Ndtieem holds an EMAS certification nor do
they have plans to apply for EMAS. All coamies run a sophisticated chemicals inventory
database that allows tracing iripinternal use and output ohemicals. All companies expect
additional workload for HSE under REACH, bnbne had so far performed a quantitative
assessment.

D.4.2.4 Innovation performance

The budget for research and development (R&DOhefinterviewed companies is far below EU-

15 figures. In total the four companies spent Df turnover for R&D. According to CEFIC,
EU-15 companies spend 5 to 8 % of turnover for R&D, and R&D staff on total employees is in
the range of 4 to 8 %. 98 persons of a total of 2396 employees are concerned with R&D in the
four companies. These are 4 % of total employees, achieving the lower limit of the CEFIC
figures of EU-15.

The low investment in R&D in the companies is a strategic disadvantage in future
competitiveness with EU-15 companies, and it may also be a handicap for the implementation
of REACH. REACH will to a certain exterdreate the need for adagion of the product
portfolio and the development of substituted)ich are typical tasks of the R&D units, in
particular for the specialty chemical whichR&D intensive. In the interviewed companies,
innovation is mainly concentrated orstoeduction in production processes.
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However, with the exception of one companytatdanvestment rate (4.8 % of turnover), is,
according to CEFIC statistics comparable to EU-15 chemical companies.

In one company notification of a new substaiscender way, but not yet completed. Therefore
no figures were available about persorarad testing expenditures for that case.

Both substance suppliers stated that phasinggbsubstances due to economic or technical
reasons have occurred in the past. The typiairife for specialty chemicals was estimated by
companies at 4 to 5 years, i.e., a phasing-out rate of 20 to 25 % per year. However, the number
of substances actually phased-out of productionyeyear by both substance suppliers is close

to 10 %. This discrepancy seems to indi¢chge product lifetime has been underestimated.

The reformulation of chemical preparationgl e inevitable if substances are withdrawn from
the market because of registration costs undek@E Although this possibility is considered
plausible by the interviewed companies there is in generalififbtemation available about the
corresponding indirect costs of REACH. Hoxee both preparation formulators submitted
precise figures about the costs and time spent formellation. The figures provided by each of
their companies were in the same range and seem therefore quite reliable.

Table D.14 Cost and time to market for a reformulation of preparations

Unit Span of company's guess
Cost of a refreshment 2.. kEUR 15-20
... time-to-market month 6—12
Cost of a redesign ".. KEUR 25— 50
... time —to-market month 6—-24
Cost of a new development ... kKEUR 50 - 150
... time-to-market month 20 - 48

substitution of a none functional component (modification), needing primarily stability testing
b substitution of a function@lomponent (reformulation)
Cooperation with downstream users of cheisicis a key factor under REACH. Both
preparation formulators stated that they redulaooperate with their substance supplier and
downstream users. Except for certain specialigeg. resins, there is no cooperation between
substance suppliers and industrial downstream users in the manufacturing sector.

D.4.25 Strategies to cope with REACH

All companies collected information on tRREACH proposal. Nevertheless the knowledge of
REACH seems to be excursive. None of therviewees knew the EC figures for registration
costs. In this context, language turned out to be a crucial barrier. Staff below the top
management, which are responsible for comgamplementation of REACH, were not, except

in one company, fluent in English. The reaserthat commercial activities in the past were
mainly oriented to Russia and Eastern countries. Till today no official translation of the REACH
proposal into Czech language is availablec8imid 2004 a non-official, privately sponsored
Czech translation is available. It was issuaddhth after publication of the English version on

29 October 2003. Companies rely on information offered by national bodies.

So far, none of the interviewed companies madeassessment of the REACH impacts or its
effect on substances’ phase-out. The price stravéglye M/l is clearly to pass on registration
costs to customers. No one expected cetion of production sites outside EU as a
consequence of REACH. Main incentive for relogatiif any, is the advantage of being present
in important customers markets. All interviees see the need to improve information exchange
along the supply chain. Two companies statet ¥mow-how drain due to this information
exchange is a problem, especially for specialiidisothers do not seem to be affected by this.
Both M/I are willing to join consortia for regfration, one expects 2 to 3 members in each
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consortia, the other guess that for inorgarasid chemicals all EU competitors will become
part of a consortia, moderated by CEFIC.

None of the companies have so far developedew of how to organise the procedure of
cooperation along the supply chain, e. g. gerform exposure assessments and risk
characterisation for the chemical safetypaw, requested under REACH for dangerous
substances as part of the registration dossier.

The appreciation of REACH of the interviewedhgmanies is overall adverse. The benefits, like
better supply chain information, are in theiew eroded by drawbacks, like bureaucracy,
manpower and costs. Three companies madessdor the additional staff needed for REACH
implementation. With over 1300 employees in the three companies their first estimation is that
they will need a total 3 additional employees (~0.23%).

The estimation of costs for the registrationsabstances from own prodion exhibits a quite
moderate cost burden, not endangeringhpetitiveness nor causing business harms. Total
registration costs are related to turnover arafitpcumulated within 11 years, because this is
the time horizon foreseen for registration undetARH. For both M/I, part of the substance
portfolio are transported intermediates witthnsiderably reduced testing requirements, which
was not taken into account in the assessmerthisncase, for one M/I, the registration would
cost 9.6 % of company's profit margin, for the other 4 %. This erosion of the profit margin only
occurs under the assumption that registration costs can not be passed on to customers. Data
provided by the companies allowed NPV calcolatior 11 substances, of which one substance,

a polymer, has a negative NPV. Should polymersbijected to registration, this substance
would be vulnerable to REACH.

For the preparation formulators the calculation of substance registration costs passed on by M/I
is more complicated. One Formulator ghaises over 140 substances and in addition 240
preparations for the production of paints andnishes. To calculate costs for registration one
has to know the production volume of the supplyMd for each individual substance. This
information is not available for the complete input chemicals portfolio. Therefore only a rough
estimate of the direct cost impact of registatcan be performed for formulators. It is assumed
that substance price increase on the markegoigerned by the supplier with the highest
production volume. He has the lowest specific tmstien per unit of production and is able to
supply the substance with the lowest rise icqriThe smaller competitors will not be able to
achieve a higher price on the market. Therefdre, calculation of substance price increases
uses the upper limit of the REACH substanctegary tonnage band. For substances in the
highest tonnage band > 1,000 t/a cost impacaisulated with a reasonable production volume
guess, where in the case of the above roead formulator, data was supplied by the
formulator itself. On such basis the additionadtsdor the formulator due to registration under
REACH are calculated under the assumption that total REACH triggered increase of substance
price is passed-on to customers.

This assessment points out a problem for the fatoulof paints and varnishes, caused by the
large number of purchased substances. If registration costs are passed on by the M/I, the anyway
small profit margin of that company will be further eroded by 58 %, if the company is not able

to pass-on this cost increase to its customers. Additionaboodén arises with cost increases

of purchased preparations, which could be in the same magnitude. Pass on of these costs to
customers is easier for private use products, where 50 % of company's production is launched.
But on the markets for industrial use the camp is competing with large EU players.
Altogether, this indicates REACH could caugecommercial problem for this formulator.
However, further and more detailed business data and analyses are necessary to
comprehensively assess the capability of tompany to cope with REACH.

No problem with REACH is in sight for the othirmulator. Its limited raw material portfolio
reduces the cost impacts of substance registration under REACH. Pass on of substance
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registration costs will degrade its overall profitrgia by 4.3 %. Again, this degradation will
only occur if the company is not able tags on REACH cost impacts to his customers.

D.4.2.6 Future trends

Privatisation has been an issue in the pasthasitbeen completed in all interviewed companies

in the meantime. In one company, governmdiitieolds a considerable share (66%), but does

not influence operational business management anehidy to transfer its share to a reliable
shareholder. One company is fully committe renew its product portfolio with more
environmental friendly products. Safety at warlis and still is an issue in the companies. Two
companies are in the implementation process of the OHSAS 18001 standard, which is
compatible with ISO 9001 and ISO 14001, aimamg integration of quality and environment
management systems. Innovation is considered as important issue by all companies, but this is
not backed by plans to increase the R&D buddd interviewed companies are busy with
streamlining present product portfolio to anticipate future market demands.

D.4.3 REACH impacts on selected chemicals

In this chapter three examples for céted REACH impacts on individual chemical
preparations are reported. These chemicedse selected by the companies as key and
vulnerable preparations. "Key" means the prodsicf commercial or sategic importance for
the company. "Vulnerable" means that sevenpacts of REACH are expected. All three
preparations reported are specialty chemicalslevdbout half of the components used in the
preparations are specialties by CEFIC definition.

Preparation A

This chemical is an agent for surface treatmestexdl. It is more expensive than its substitutes,
but extracts less steel material off the processethce. Therefore, the agent is predominantly
applied for the treatment of (expensive) stgslsteel. Selling price of the preparation is around
1.50 EUR/Kg.

The preparation consists of three high woéu chemicals. The formulator checked the
production volumes of the input suhisces with the respective suppliefBhis information has
been used for calculation ofetfcost impacts. Full pass-on of registration costs to substance
price is assumed. Cost pass-on is based on a dis@iaraf 6.6 % and a pay back time of 4.4
years. These are the average profitability requirements of the interviewed Czech companies.

Under this assumption the price increase duedistration of the substances leads to a rise in
the preparation's production cost of 0.0125R&#g), corresponding to 0.8 % of present sales
price.

As said above, application of the preparationthie downstream user industries is for surface
treatment of stainless steel. Shaped flat stainless steel is sold for a price of 2.20 EUR/Kkg.
Applying 7 kg of the de-scaling agent per twinsteel gives a steel cost increase of 0.00009
EUR/kg. This results in a semi-finished stgmoduct sales price rise due to substance
registration under REACH of 0.004 %.

" This information has not beenoss checked at supplier level by the authors of this study.
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Preparation B

This preparation is used as an electrode massetihargeable nickel-cadmium batteries. It is
predominately used for portable appliances, pk&ver tools, camcorders, flash lights etc. The
sales price of the preparation is about 7.90RE{d. The given information on the composition
is with 94 % fairly complete. Information on three components is retained by the formulator.

The preparation formulator checked the production volumes of input substances with the
respective suppliefsSubstance production volumes are lestv60 and 30,000 t/a. Again full

cost pass-on is assumed using the above giveragw values for discount rate and pay back
time.

Substance registration under REACH causes ferahode accumulator mass a cost increase of
0.1597 €/kg. This amounts to 2 % of present sales price of this preparation.

A widespread product using this electrode mass is AA type (mignon) accumulators. Its weight
amounts to 23 gram, of which 30 % are takernth®y mass of the electrode. This gives a cost
increase of 0.0011 EUR per piece. At a sales priceicii an accumulator of at least 2 EUR the
relative price increase is below 0.06 %.

Preparation C

This preparation is a varnish used as top-coating for metal surfaces. The sales price amounts to
about 4.10 EUR/kg. The varnish contains 43 suizeta of which individuadata were supplied

by the formulator for 10, of which one is a polymer. These 10 substances amount to 96 % of
total substance content.

The manufacturer (supplier) of the alkyd resupplied its production volume. For the other
components the formulator supplied inforrmation the substance production volumes of its
suppliers. The formulator has a total of 50 suppliers for preparation C. Because of this large
number, it is assumed that information about suppliers production volumes are partly based on
inquiries at suppliers, and partly on formul&oestimates. The calculation of registration
triggered substance price increase is agasedl on the assumption of full cost pass on with a
discount rate of 6.6 % and a pay back time of 4.4 years, which is the average profitability
requirement of the interviewed Czech companies.

In spite of the large number of contained sulxstarthe cost increase of the varnish remains at
0.0451 €/kg, which correspondstd % of present product price.

An industrial application on coated 0.5 mm flstieel has been selected to calculate the
hypothetical impact on the end product price. With a steel price of 1.50 €/kg the coated semi-
finished flat steel product costs around 6.50%/@pating with 0.20 kg varnish perrateel
causes a cost increase of 0.009%/on 0.14 % of the steel product price before REACH. This
seems to be insignificant asmapared with other influeneg factors. Between December 2004
and December 2005 prices for bar and flat giesdlucts increased by 46.8 %. Another example

for external impacts on product prices is the Hotlar exchange rate, which changed in the
past years up to 50%.

One substance which is used as binder of theistahas a negative NPV, and therefore has to
be considered as vulnerable. This substaneepslymer with full registration obligation of its
intermediates. The need for a reformulatiorited varnish would arise inase of withdrawal.

The binder in the varnish is an essential fumal component. Substitution of it requires a basic
reformulation of the preparation, causing additional cost of 40,000 to 50,000 EUR and a time-
to-market of up to 7 month. Reformulation waduhcrease the price of the paint by another

8 This information has not beemoss checked at supplier level by the authors of this study.
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0.02 EUR/kg, calculating with company's profitayilcriteria of 4.5 % discount rate and 3 years
pay back time. This sums up to a total price rise of the paint of 0.0651 €/kg.

D.4.4 Conclusions from country case Czech Republic

For the interviewed companies in the Czeclpudic, a dominant orientation of their trade
relations to markets of the former Soviet Unamd its alliances outside EU is not evident. Of a
total of 726 raw materials purchased for productnerely 2 originated from non-EU Eastern
Europé. This is also true for company's product markets. Only a total of 3 % of turnover is
exported to non EU countries, including RassCompeting products of non EU origin on
company's domestic and EU markets don't play a role at all.

A serious problem for Czech companies is theglege barrier. The staff directly responsible

for the implementation of REACH in the companieg@neral is not fluent in English, since in

the past international commercial and techn@aihanges took place with Russia and Eastern
countries. This fact does not facilitate tdtieipate new initiatives like REACH, leaving less
time for company's streamlining and adoption. This is a country specific disadvantage in the
competition compared to EU-15 companies.

R&D budgets are very low. Overall, intervieslveompanies spend 1 % of turnover for R&D,
while companies in EU-15 have a R&D budget db3®B %. This low level of investment is a
serious drawback for the futlcompetitiveness of these comiggnon the European markets.

This holds especially for specialty chemicals. Companies are aware of the huge importance of
innovation for their business, but this awareness has so far not been translated into operational
management decisions.

HSE standards seem to be quite close to EUFiB.chemical and workers protection Acquis is
more or less fully implemented and in forCEhe heaviest financial burden of the Acquis,
according to the companies, is related to thglémentation of the IPPC. The major step of the
chemical Acquis was the introduction of safety dgtiaets, which were not available ten years
ago. The number of SDS managed by one person is with 40 to 70 lower than in EU-15
companies. As in the EU-15, quality managat and environmental management systems
grow together, in particular 1ISO standard, but not the European eco-management and audit
scheme EMAS.

Cooperation along the supply chain has a tradition to the extent that it is necessary for the
operational business. Supporting of the application technique of downstream users in the
manufacturing sector by the formulator of preparations is business as usual. This leads to better
customer loyalty and helps safeguarding the amgls revenues. Regular contacts of substance
suppliers with downstream users in the manufd@eg sector are the exception. This behaviour
does not differ from that of EU-15 companies.

The vulnerability analysis brought up one substance where doubts arise about maintenance of
production under REACH. At the end of the required pay back time only 75 % of registration
costs are recovered. The implementation REACH increases the cost of the analysed
preparations between 0.8% and 2%.

For three of the interviewed companies tlesufts of this study do not indicate serious
difficulties with the adoption of REACH. In ¢hcase of the fourth company the adoption of
REACH could conflict with the ongoing efforts implement the European VOC directive.

Registration cost would substantially reduce the already small profit margin.

D.5 Poland

°  This holds fordirect purchases. As far as raw materials are supplied by chemical retailers in the EU, materials origin is in the

majority of cases not known to the customer.
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D.5.1 The specialty chemical sector
D511 The Polish chemical industry — an overview

In Poland, the manufacturing sector contributaecalue added of EUR 380 million, or 19%,

to the country’s GDP of EUR 202.500 million rggated in 2002. This is similar to the
corresponding figure (23%) in the Czech RdjmubAccording to the understanding of the
Polish Chamber of Chemical Industry (PIPC)emtical industry in a broader sense includes
chemicals and pharmaceuticals (NACE 24) and rubber and plastics processing (NACE 25). In
2002, these two categories made up 7 and 5%ectsply, yielding a total contribution of
11%, or EUR 4.400 milliofii.e. PLN 19.000 milliorf, to the value added of the manufacturing
sector. At the same time, the contributions of those two sectors to the turnover of the
manufacturing sector were 7 and 5% yietfia total of EUR 1400 million (PLN 65.000
million).In 2003 is the gross profitability of the chemical industry and the rubber and plastics
sector with 6 and 7% significantly higher ththiwse 4% of industry as a whole (PIPC 2004a).

Over time, the turnover of the chemical industry increased from EUR 2.000 million in 1992 to
almost EUR 8.000 million in 2001 (NACE 24EEIC 2005), which corresponds to an average
annual increase of 25% before 1995, of 10% fi®@85 to 2001 and only slight increase (of 1%
p.a.) since then. Looking into the development of the entire manufacturing sector, the increase
appears to be at a similar rate, that is, athé@ annually from 1995 to 2001 and between 1 and
2% thereafter. Accordingly, the chemical indugtNACE?24) only slightly lost its ground with

its share declining from 8% in 1995 to less than 7% in 2002 (EUROSTAT 2005). It is also
noted that such share has become significdonther than the average of EU25, which was
relatively stable at 10% since the end of 90s. Among the three countries of this study,
EUROSTAT data shows that in Czech Republic Batbnia, the share of chemical industry has
declined to even lower, around 5%, than in Poland.

Conversely, the number of employees in the chemical industry decreased from about 140.000 in
1995 to less than 100.000 in 2002 and thereafter. The trend of clearly declining in employment
at more than 5 % annually and strong incregsh turnover indicates that the substitution of
human workforce, mostly likely accompadieby increased -capital-intense automatic
production, has been in progress resulting endtidently improved labour productivity. Since
2002, however, this development seembave slowed down remarkably.

D.5.1.2 Identification of the specialty chemical sector in Poland

With less information available than the Czé&apublic, the overview of the specialty chemical
sector in Poland is based on a very limited bemof sources. Most of our information was
drawn from the website and the annual reportshef Association of the Polish Chamber of
Chemical Industry (PIPC) and from theliBb government as presented by EUROSTAT.
None of these sources explicitly specifies the gpgcchemical sector. Therefore as discussed,,
specification and analysis of data are done according to the NACE system.

Table D.15gives a first hint how the total valwalded of EUR2.040 million of the chemical
industry (NACE 24), its 2241 companies ampp@ximately 120.000 employees are distributed
among the different NACE categories. ValuesN&CE category 25 are given for comparison.
The last year explicitly specifying at least the majority of relevant NACE categories is 1999.

Table D.15 Share of the sub-sectors of ¢themical industry's turnover, companies and
employment in Poland in 1999
NACE Value Number Employees

category Subsector added of firms (1000}

0 In the 1990s, the exchange ratewmen the Polish Sloty (PLN) and EUR wabkaracterized by a constant significant
devaluation of the former. In 1999, thldsvelopment was interrupted; since themr, BLN fluctuated around its current rate of
about 4.4 PLN per EUR.

1 Additional information could be gathered in an intevwwith the Polish Chamber @hemical Industry (PIPC 2004b)
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(Mio.

EUR)
24 Chemicals and pharmaceuticals 2041.3 2241 125.1
24.1 Basiachemicals 707.7 530 45.5
24.2 Pesticides and other agro—chemical(~40)2 n/a n/a
products
24.3 Paints, varnishes, printing ink and mastics 134.6 352 7.9
24.4 Pharmaceuticals, chemicals and botanical440 3 208 26.0
products ' '
24.5 Soap & detergents, cleaning and polishing439 9 743 246
preparations, cosmetic products ' '
24.6 Other chemical products (~200¥ n/a n/a
24.7 Man-made fibres (~80Y n/a n/a
25 Rubber and plastics processing
(NACE 25) 1370.3 9723 107.8

Source: PIPC (2003) and EUROSTAT (2005)
! Figures for employees are from 198&stimates

Evidently, data are rather fragmentary. Withamed to the specialty chemical sector, only NACE
categories 24.3 and 24.5 are specified. Thenlined shares of the total chemical sector
(NACE 24) are 28 (value added), 49 (number of firms)12 and 26 % (employees). For
comparison, the corresponding values for the CZepublic in 2002 were 15 (value added)
and 16 % (employees). If rough estimates for tuendan NACE categories 24.2, 24.6 and 24.7

are included in the calculation, the specialty chemical sector specified as the combination of
NACE categories 24.3, 24.5 and 24.6 contributes 38 % to the total turnover of the chemical
industry, compared with 24 % in the CzeRbpublic. Another sourcef data shown irrable

D.16, provided in an interview with the PIPC (2004b), show that the share of the three
categories is 30%. In any case, it appears tlatdlative importance of the specialty chemical
sector as specified here is significantly higimePoland than in the Czech Republic.

Table D.16 Structure of the Polish chemical industry

NACE Sector Share of pro-
duction value
(%0)
24.1  Basianaterials 49.2
24.2  Pesticides and other agro-chemical products 1.2
24.3  Paints, varnishes and similar coatings, printing ink and mastics 7.1
24.4  Pharmaceutical, medicinal chemicals and botanical products 17.1

24,5 Soaps and detergents, cleaning and polishing preparations, 16.6
Perfumes and toilet preparations

24.6  Other chemical products (predominantly specialties) 6.3
24.7  Man-madéibres 2.4
24 Total 100

Source: PIPC (2004b)

On the other hand, the preponderance in the number of employees (26 % as compared to 16 %
the Czech Republic) is similar tbat of turnover or value added (24.6 as compared to 14.5 %),

the productivity of labour in the specialty chemisattor in Poland seem to resemble that in the
Czech Republic.

D.5.1.3 Economic performance of the specialty chemical sector

2. The large relative number of firms indicates that firms & dpeciality sector are in aveeagmaller than those in the ieat
chemical industry. Due to the large diversity and lower tgardd specialty chemical, this effect is not surprising.
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Like in the previous case study, a set of ¢adlbrs is used to describe the performance and
recent development of the specialty chemicatmein Poland as compared to the performance
and development of the chemical industry as a whole.

Table D.17:  Turnover (sales) of chemipabducts in Poland, 1998 to 2002

(Million EUR) 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 |
NACE 24.1 2561.1 2400.1L 30932 3223.1 3025.8
NACE 24.2 n/a n/a n/a nfa nfa
NACE 24.3 503.9 530.0 (530 (530} 528.6
NACE 24.4 1068.1 1092.p 1303(3 1653.0 1889.9
NACE 24.5 1831.3 2050.p 2246.2 2723.1 3002.4
NACE 24.6 + 24.7 n/a n/a n/a n/a| n/a
NACE 24 6738.0 6816.3 8131.5 n/a 842411
Cumulative index 100.0 1012 120.7 n/a 125.0
Specialty chemical$ 2335.2 2580.9 2776.2 32531 3531.0
Cumulative index 100.0 1105 118.9 139.3 15(1.2

Source: EUROSTAT (2005), PIPC (2003) and personal calculation
! Estimates® NACE 24.3 + 24.5

Table D.17shows that in the period from 1998 to 2002, the relative share of specialty chemicals
in terms of turnover grew from 35 to 42%. Tievelopment in the specialty chemicals sector
looks also favourable when the value added is considérable D.18 shows that the
contribution of the specialty chemical sector to the value added of the total chemical sector grew
from 29% in 1998 to about 37% in 2002.The diffexe in growth rate between specialty and
total chemicals is reported to be significantbimth turnover and value added. Over the same
time period, the turnover of specialty chemicgisw at an average of 11%, nearly twice as
much as the Polish chemical industry, and the same trend can be observed by looking at the
growth rate of the value added. Therefore, theeigity chemical sector grew significantly faster
than the chemical sector. It can also be naled a more significant position of the specialty
chemical sector in Poland as compared toGhech Republic is confirmed not only in static,

but also dynamic terms.

Table D.18:  Value added of the Polish chemical industry, 1998 to 2002

(Million EUR) 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
NACE 24.1 705.7 707.7 900.8 1130.0 7709
NACE 24.2 n/a n/g n/a n/p n
NACE 24.3 114.4 134.6 161)5 nfa (200)
NACE 24.4 440.3 481.1 566 )9 1034.0 840.7
NACE 24.5 439.9 513.4 6252 1399.6 765.1
NACE 24.6 + 24.7 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
NACE 24 1936.5 2041.3 2491.4 n/a (2600
Cumulative index 100.0 10544 128.6 n/a (134]2)
Specialty chemical$ 554.3 648.0 786.7 n/g (9651
Cumulative index 100.0 116)9 14119 n/a (1741)

Source: EUROSTAT (2005), PIPCO@4b) and personal calculation
! Estimate? NACE 24.3 + 24.5

In some contrast to the latter figures, employnierhe specialty chemical sector shows only a
marginal increase, while the number of empley in the entire chemical industry decreased by
an average of more than 6 % (Jexble D.19. This corresponds to an increase in the specialty
chemicals sector's employment share from 269%998 to 34% in 2002. These percentages are
in agreement with the share of value added &® increase, which implies that the relative
changes in the productivity of labour in both spéigichemical sector and chemical industry are
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approximately the same. Moreover, the faet taverage annual increases in value added (15
and 8% for specialty chemicals and chemicalustry respectively) were significantly higher
than those of employment (0.4 and -6.2 % respectively) indicating that the productivity of
labour must have undergone a substaim@ease. This is indeed shown in

Table D.20.Remarkably, with an average of more than 14% annually, not only the increase in
productivity in Poland is much higher than iret&@zech Republic (with hardly 5 %); also the
absolute productivity achieved in 2002 in Polan@0ds)% higher in the specialty chemical sector
and 6 % higher in the entire chemical industry (compatde D.11landTable D.20.

Table D.19: Number of employees in the Polish chemical industry, 1998 to 2002

(1000 Employees) 1998 1999 200d 2001 200p
NACE 24.1 455 n/a n/a n/a 31.6
NACE 24.2 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
NACE 24.3 7.9 n/a n/a n/a (8)
NACE 24.4 25.9 n/a n/a n/a 25.8
NACE 24.5 24.6 n/a n/a n/a 25.1
NACE 24.6 + 24.7 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
NACE 24 125.1 120 109 103 97,0
Cumulative index 100.0 95.9 87.1 82.3 77.5
Specialty chemical$ 325 n/a n/a n/a 33.1
Cumulative index 100.0 n/a n/a n/a 101.8

Source: EUROSTAT (2005), CEFIC (2005) and personal calculation
! Estimate? NACE 24.3 + 24.5

Table D.20: Productivity of the labour (value added per number of employees) in the Polish
chemical industry, 1998 to 2002

(1000 EUR/employee) 1998 1999 200( 2001 200p
NACE 24 155 17.0 22.9 n/a 26.8
Cumulative index 100.0 109.7 147.7 n/a 172.9
Specialty chemical$ 17.1 n/a n/a n/a 29.2
Cumulative index 100.0 n/a n/a n/a 170.8

Source: personal calculation frofable D.18andTable D.19

However, it should be noted that, unlike ire t8zech Republic, the stronger increase of both
specialty chemical and chemical industry ifaPd cannot be interpreted as an indication for a
catch-up reaction from a lower level. Instead2002, the productivity in the Polish specialty
chemical sector (29.2 KEUR/employee) had exeddtie productivity in the chemical industry

in Poland (26.8 KEUR/employee) as well as in the Czech Republic (ca. 25.2 KEUR/employee).
This increase in productivity as well as the expansion of the specialty chemicals sector in
general implies that at least on the domestiarket, the competitiveness of the specialty
chemicals sector should be quite strong. It remtrbe seen whether this finding is confirmed

by, and can be extended to, foreign markets.

D.5.14 Foreign trade

Like the Czech Republic, Poland also shows aelakeficit in foreign trade of which the major
part is due to the chemical indysand its products. As shown in
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Table D.21 40 % of the chemical industry’s sales go into export, whereas chemical products
worth 88 % of these sales are imported. This yields a foreign trade performance of -0.37 for
Poland, which is quite similar to the Czech figure of -G35.

Table D.21: Foreign trade in products fromerhical industry in Polad (in current prices)
in 2003
- Trade Expor_t Impor_t
(Million EUR) Export Import balance dynamics | dynamics
2003/2002] 2003/2002
Inorganic chemicals 247.5 304.2 -56.7 127.1 121.4
Organic chemicals 496.1 973.2 -477.1 130.6 1294
Fertilizers 273.8 160.2 113.6 178.6 105.2
Pharmaceuticals 189.2 2077.1 -1887.9 112.6 1155
Pigments and dyes* 188.6 778.8 -590.2 131.0 126.1
Glues, enzymes* 69.6 241.2 -171.6 113.9 114.2
Soap detergents* 311.2 363.7 -52.5 138.0 118.3
Cosmetics* 508.6 504.5 4.1 143.1 121.5
Photo chemicals* 6.2 127.8 -121.6 131.9 118.0
Synthetic rubber 947.7 880.8 66.9 139.8 134.1
Other chemicals 160.0 965.1 -805.1 132.5 119.8
All chemicals 3398.5 7376.6 -3978.1 133.9 119.9
Specialty chemicals* 1084.2 2016.0 -931.8 137.6 121.6

Source: PIPC (2005), modified and personal calculation
* Specialty chemicals
including paints and varnishes (supposed)

The deficit grew strongly by more than ¥bannually from 1995 to 2001 and more slowly only

in recent years (CEFIC 2005). In 2003, the export and import of specialty chemicals contributed
to 32 and 27% of that of all chemical produespectively, and the shawéspecialty chemicals

in the total trade deficit of chemical produetas 23%, which is significantly less than their
contribution to turnover (42%) or value addé37%). From 2002 to 2003, both export and
import of specialty chemicals showed a mamamic increase than export and import of
chemical products in general. However, theak grew much stronger than the import of
specialty chemicals. This hassulted in the share of specialty chemicals in total trade deficit
reduced to less than 10 % inG202003. This can be seen as &eotindication for a relatively
better competitiveness of the Polish specialty chemical sector.

However, again the question arises: why isRiodish chemical industry rather competitive in
producing specialty chemicals but not bulk cieais and pharmaceuticals? Specialty chemicals
are qualitatively more heterogeneous allowing favide variation of input factors. Since the
manufacturing of specialty chemicals is mdabour-intense, the less costly workforce in
Poland allows for cheaper production than in ecaically more advancedountries, even with
slight decreases in quality as less expensive alternatives for the market. By contrast, bulk
chemicals are produced in highly automatioduction devices which would be economically
viable only when applied in sufficiently large scales. Moreover, due to a lower degree of
vertical integration, Polish manufacturers of ballemicals often rely on input material supply

by other firms — often from abroad. This rendemsduction more costly than in countries with a
higher degree of vertical integration (DG Enterprise 2600).

¥ Trade performance = (export — import)/(export + import)

1 In the Czech chemical industry, by contrast, the companyciSgmie is given as an example for a high degree of vertical

integration in the production of resins and sufficiently lgpgeduction facilities that allow for production at low costs (DG
Enterprise 2000).
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Another important aspect is the partners involireforeign trade. In the time period 1998 to
2002, more than half of the exports of tbieemical industry go to EU-15 with increasing
tendency, exports to CEFTA countries (CzeBepublic, Hungary, Slovakia, Slovenia,
Romania, Bulgaria) and the former Soviet dmdeclined from 40 to 20% and exports to other
(developed) countries were in the order of 10%. With a share of almost three quarters, imports
are even more EU-15-biased, evbas the shares of the CEFTtAuntries, the former Soviet
Union, developing countries and the remain{dgveloped) countries are all in the range of
between 5 and 10 % (s@able D.22.'*> Although specific data on foreign trade for specialty
chemicals are lacking in the Polish case, it can be expected that, like in the Czech Republic, the
exports of specialty chemicals are signifidgmore CEFTA-focussed, whereas on the import
side, no major changes are expected becauseahnlfavour of the EU is already quite strong.
Table D.22: Exports and imports of chemicals by main territories in the period 1998 to 2002

(in %)
| 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002
Export structure
EU 50.3 54.3 55.3 52.6 69.0
CEFTA 11.6 13.6 13.9 14.2 8.7
Former SU 28.3 21.6 19.9 22.5 10.3
Developing countries 5.2 7.7 7.3 6.4 6.0
Other 4.6 2.9 3.6 4.3 6.0
Import structure
EU 72.8 74.2 73.7 73.2 62.0
CEFTA 8.7 8.5 8.5 8.7 7.3
Former SU 2.8 3.0 3.4 4.0 10.9
Developing countries 6.0 4.7 5.2 4.9 12.8
Other 9.7 9.5 9.2 9.3 8.4

Source: PIPC (2004)

With regard to the potential impact of REACH, two effects may be foreseen. On the one hand,
exports to countries outside the EU-25 (including part of the CEFTA countries), that is between
one quarter and one third of the export volumédl, most likely be negatively affected. For
Poland, this share is significantly higher thantfee Czech Republic (about 20 %). On the other
hand, it is expected by several interview pars that REACH will render it more difficult to
maintain imports of raw materials, on whiftoland depends more heavily than the Czech
Republic. It is not possible to be investigatehis study whether or not these substances would
be registered by their importers, however, if tlaag to be registered,, it is believed that for
reasons of administration and enforcementywatuld be difficult for the importers to form
consortia with other EU manufacturers/importarsd as well difficult to obtain information

from suppliers outside the EU for self registration. Due to the rlodegree of vertical
integration in the Polish chemical industry, thr®blem also applies to the specialty chemical
sector.

D.5.15 Conclusions from statistical data analysis

At first glance, the future perspectives oé tRolish chemical industry (NACE 24) in general

and the specialty chemical sector in particsieaem to develop respectable, even though it has
been slight slower than the manufacturing industry as whole. With regard to the less pronounced
period of stagnation in the near past and tighdri growth rates togeth®ith an equally high
productivity, the situation looks even slightlyttee than in the Czech Republic. However, there

are also some drawbacks especially with regattie implementation of REACH. The stronger
reliance of the Polish (specialty) chemical sector on raw material imports from outside the EU
increases the risk of non-availability of thesdstances after the implementation of REACH.

5 For exports as well as imports it is unclear whether the aighifts in the year 2002 represent real changes in tendencies

merely one-time outliers.
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Moreover, the lower degree of vertical intggpn and the organisational structures between
chemical companies in Poland do not fadiéitéghe implementation of REACH. Certain
measures of restructuring in terms of foreign trade as well as information flow could well lead
to an improvement.

D.5.2 Company analysis

Four companies have been interviewed fer Bolish case study. One interview was performed
with the holding in Germany, but all given infoation are for the affiliate firm in Poland. The
companies in Poland have been selected amtacted by the Polish chamber of chemical
industry association (PIPC). One company was conveyed by the European association
Eurocommerce. Not all the selection criterisabished by methodology were followed due the
problems of acquisition of companies for papation in the study. However, all four
companies are involved in the business of specaimicals, and their products represent a
high share of their respective market in Poland.

D.5.2.1 Characterisation of interviewed companies

Two of the companies are manufacturers of substances, one is a formulator with a few
substances produced, and one is an importer ofichlEmin total the four companies represent

4.5 % of the turnover of the Polish chemigadustry with together 3514 employees. All three
manufacturing companies are large companit) a number of employees far above the
criteria of 250, which holds for SME. The Poligffiliate of the importer is a small store with

less than 10 employees.

The privatisation of two companies has beempgieted; the other two are still treasury owned.
Main business of the producing companies is feeil, plasticizers, explosives, engine coolants
and fuel additives.

D.5.2.2 Economic situation and product portfolio

Export of their products is of considerable importance fothhee manufacturers. Almost 45%
of turnover is exported. Two companies havatreely high share of export to non-EU market,
with export accounting for over 20% and 13% ditlrespectively turnover, while in the other
two companies export to non-EU does not pdayole. Overall export to non-EU markets
amounted to 18% of turnover of the intervieweompanies. All compaes stated that the
accession to the European Union has affectedkeh@onditions, product portfolio and process
technology. The competitive pressure from Wastcompanies on the domestic Polish market
has increased dramatically. For one companyr#sslted in shrinking EU trade and increasing
trade with Eastern non-EU neighbours.

The growth rates of all companies are at 8 to 46%e year 2003. In the average, turnover of
the four companies has expanded in the lastlyg@6%. Wages of workers in production stays
below 4 EUR per hour, a considerable advamtagthe competition with EU-15 countries.
Overall, profit margin is at 2% of turnovevith two companies having only 1% of profit
margin.

For all companies raw material is by far the most important cost factor in production. Over all
companies, purchase of raw materials occup&% of total production costs. Apart from the
feedstock, e.g. natural gas, some raw mae@are reported to originate from non-EU Eastern
Europe, however, from the information gathergith the interviewed companies, it is not
possible to estimate the dependency of companies on these raw material sources. By contrast,
three companies reported that the costs of personnel have been below 6% of the total cost, one
manufacturer reported a personnel costs share of 25%.

In total, the companies reported productioh 112 preparations and 34 substances and
intermediates. It should be noted that thiggeres do not represent the entire product portfolio
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of the interviewed companies, since the canips have selected the substances for the case
study and in many cases only provided thermization relating to these substances. The share
of specialty chemicals in the total turnoveréported in the range of 16% to over 70% in the
three interviewed manufacturers. Informatiorthgaed from the formulator indicates that the
use of substance is at an average of 20 padipas per substance. If only substances below a
production volume of 100 tons per year are aered, the formulator has to reformulate 4
preparations in case of withdrawal of a substarLike in the other case studies, the average
figure highly depends on the tymé substances, thus the effaaft substance withdrawal on
number of preparations should be analysed on a case by case basis.
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D.5.2.3 Accession impact and HSE management

In all companies the implementation and ecéonent of the Acquis communautaire is almost
complete. The implementation of the chemidalquis did neither cause major efforts nor

excessive costs. In contrast, the heavy investchaatto IPPC directives absorbed considerable
financial and managerial resources. lis field implementation is still ongoing.

The EU provisions on SDS are fully implemented in all companies. No useful information was
given by the companies to assess the number of SDS managed and maintained by one person.
Chemicals inventory databases are in use, butmaryy able to link the substances in question

to suppliers and individual workplaces. One company even does not have such a system. 1ISO
9000 and I1SO 14000 are usually implemented. None of the companies hold an EMAS
certification.

The frequency of controls through responsilitespectorates is rather high. Therefore,
compliance with environmental legislationnks high on the company's agendas. Although
some of the companies have own laboratories to monitor compliance with environmental
standards, some testing had to be outsourced. This need to use external testing facilities was of
concern for all companies.

Two companies reported the need for chemicals substitutions because of external requirements.
This was at least partly driven by impscbf the chemicals on human health and the
environment.

D.5.24 Innovation performance

Information on the R&D budget was only given ttyo companies, one with 0.01% and the
second with 0.8% of turnover. Excluding theporter, who has no R&D department in his
Polish affiliate, 25 persons in three companies are concerned with R&D, this is 0.7% of their
total employees. Whereas in the Czech Reputlieast the share of the R&D staff from total
employees come close to EU-15 standards, énitlkerviewed companies both indicators, i.e.
budget and staff, are well below EU-15 standards.

For two companies, research contracts with universities are quite common, but this probably is
not always be the case for the majority of Polish SME in the specialty chemical sector. The
interviewees stressed the netedshift the product portfolido higher value-added products.
However, this goal is yet to be implementatb business plannind2roduct innovations don't

play a role, the rare R&D resources are currently directed to product improvements. Only two
new products have been developed in the regasii one in each of two companies, triggered

by environmental considerations. None of thenpanies has registered a patent in the last
years.

Overall market reactions on price increase areé gabe negative, and the companies see little
opportunities to pass on costs to their custom@rs.the domestic market, if a company’s
product dominate the respective market, cost pasgs not impossible, especially when the
product price is competitive comparing to the imported price, however for other producer of the
same product, they would have to follow the market.

The impacts of REACH on innovation performance are expected to be negative in all
interviewed companies. Shift of R&D resources to substance testing, and time consuming
engagement of staff for registration of substmand their uses, impeding flexible reactions on
market needs, were mentioned as reasons for that.

Cooperation with downstream users in the dgwalent of preparations is important for two
companies. The formulator states to reguladgperate with his substance supplier in R&D.
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D.5.2.5 Strategies to cope with REACH

Information on REACH has mainly been received from industry associations. All companies
feel to be informed insufficiently. The knowlge of the REACH proposal is weak in all
interviewed companies. Two are relatively wieflormed, whilst the others have very limited
understanding. None of the companies know reliably the costs for registration, nor how
intellectual property rights are tackled in tluisntext and what information will have to be
collected under REACH along the supply charhe companies did not know the REACH
information sources of the Commission in the internet.

One company assessed its product portfolio REACH impacts, one company did it for
selected products; the others made no such assessment. The importer stated that he doesn’t see a
problem in joining consortia for substance registration.

Concerns over REACH are that EU-15 companwill use it to gain competitive advantages,

that animal tests required under REACH are atdwed under Polish legislation, high cost
impacts of registration, and increasing bureaucracy. For none of the companies a relocation of
production outside EU is a strategy to avREHACH burdens. Strategies to deal with REACH
have not been developed by any of the companies.

All companies have been and some still are djpgran a difficult environment, with challenges
ranging from privatization, over increasing corigen from EU-15, to insufficient profits and
financial flexibility. In this context REACH iperceived by the companies as one additional
burden, although it is not, for the time being, considered as high priority.

D.5.3 REACH impacts on selected chemicals

A full value chain analysis including down stream users could not be carried out, because the
interviewed companies expressed concernsdouds REACH with their customers, who have
very little information on chemicals policy.The companies feared in particular
misunderstandings when discussing potential price increases with their clients.

The choice of substances for the study refleasctincerns of the companies on the possibility

of stopping production. No analysis was carried out for the portfolio and specific substances of
the importing company, as not sufficient data was available with regards to production volumes
at the level of substance suppliers.

Data given by the companies allow NPV adhtion for seven substances, including two
intermediaries. However, three substances, rall fproducts, are selected by the companies for
detailed assessment. All three substances, i.e. substance A, B, and C described below, were
selected by the companies as key products fowvthinerability analysis, and for the chemical
synthesis of these three substances, informates provided on additional nine substances as

the key raw material. All three substances large volume organic specialty chemicals with
production volumes from 7.000 to more than 60.@@thes. The raw material substances are
petrochemicals, either produced on-site orchased, with large volume on the market. Cost
impacts due to REACH registration were assesseloth product substances as well as the raw
material substances assuming a 100% costs pass down.

Data and information from the interviews was imgete which made it necessary to work with
scenarios when assessing a number of substances produced bynpfenies as well as
substances used in the synthesis production.

Companies provided thprices for all three substances, which lies between 0.5Euro/kg and
1Euro/kg. None of the interviewed companies provide datpayback time and discount

rates. They all accepted as a reasonable hypothesis the values of 4 years and 8%, as proposed in
the methodology.
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Two substances, reported as $abses with high potential and/or dominant market position,
had negativesubstance profit marginsin the data reporting year, but in both cases the
situation, according to the compes, was expected to be resed in the near future. For the
third substance the substance profit margin was not available.

For the three companies the average company profit margins were available. However, in all
cases the figure did not seem to be represeatdtiv the substance assessed, due to their
specific nature within company portfolio (e.mx a company with more than 80% fertiliser
production and less than 20% specialtiese #wverage company profit margin is not
representative for the specialty products, as these normally have a several times higher profit
margin than fertilisers). In some occasions averm®@fit margin were considered higher, and in
others lower.

Taken into account all this information it wascttled to use for the purpose of the report 8% as
representative profit margin for all the substances. This figure is consistent with the information
available for substance with positive profit mardirhad also been considered reasonable in the
methodology discussions of the Working Group. Another important reason was to avoid
disclosing confidential informaih, in particular regarding those companies that today are
loosing money with two substances that they margarticularly important, and for which they
expect profits in the near future. In the rdpboth things appear, but the link is not made
evident.

In the following, the NPV is therefore calculdtevith 8% profit margin. However, calculation
of NPV using substance or company average profit margin was also made. The general results
do not change.

Substance A

Substance A is a high volume substance witidpction of more than one million tonnes per
year in EU. According to the Council Regulation (EEC) 793/93, it is included in the priority list
as dangerous substance. Assuming that a four-year payback time of four, discount rate at 8%
and profit margin of an average of 8%, tesult of the NPV calculation is positive and the
price is estimated to increase by 1.4% due the direct cost of REACH registration as well as the
indirect cost of REACH registration of the raw materials. NPV calculation with the company
average profit margin also led to a positive NE¥Mrrently many producers of the substance are
registered in EU, therefore it is possible tktta¢ cost of registration will be shared through
consortia. Cost pass down will be highly depending on the price strategy of other producers.
However, in the reporting year the substanceshasgative profit margin, and is considered to

be vulnerable to REACH if the situation persigtarthermore, the substance may be subjected

to authorisation under REACH.

Substance B

Substance B is a high volume substance witdgpction of more than one million tonnes per
year in EU. According to the Council Regulation (EEC) 793/93, it is included in the priority list
as dangerous substance. With the 8% substamaéie margin assumption, which is close to the
company’s investment criteria, the resulttbé NPV calculation is positive and the price is
estimated to increase by 0.6% due the direct cost of REACH registration as well as the indirect
cost of REACH registration of the raw matdsi. NPV calculation with the company average
profit margin also led to a positive NPV. Currently many producers of the substance are
registered in EU, therefore it is possible thia@ cost of registration will be shared though
consortia. Cost pass down is higiplossible though it is not necessary since the price increase is
negligible. However, in the reporting year the substance has a negative profit margin, and is
considered to be vulnerable to REACH if titeiation persists. Furtheore, the substance may

be subjected to authorisation under REACH.
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Substance C

Substance C is a high volume substance witldyetion of more than one million tonnes per
year in EU. With the 8% substance profit miargssumption, the result of the NPV calculation

is positive and the price is estimated to @&se by 1% due the direct cost of REACH
registration as well as the indirect cost of REACH registration of the raw materials. NPV
calculation with the company average profit niarglso led to a positive NPV. Currently six
producers of the substance are registered in tBErefore it is possible that the cost of
registration will be shared though consortiasQuass down will depend on the other producers
on the EU market, though it is not necessary siheeorice increase is negligible and company

is relative competitive.

D.5.4 Conclusions from country case Poland

The results of the interviews show that, foe assessed companies, significant impacts on the
competitiveness of the selected companies WuU&®EACH are not likely. Two substances
analysed in this study have negative profiargin which makes NPV calculation meaningless.
The third substance is not endangered bjdvawal due to costs triggered by REACH.

As expected, the larger the production capacitthefanalysed specialthemicals, the easier

the absorption of registration cost. Conseqyerat supplier of the same product with lower
production capacity may lose more of its profit, if large producers decided not to increase price
above its cost burdens.

The impact of REACH on innovation budget égpected to be negative according to the
companies, since it is thought that REACH implementation will divert the resources. This
statement has to be seen in the context that the interviewed companies have already very
reduced innovation budgets due to a numbeditierent reasons which are not related to
chemicals legislation. Against this backgrduand taking into account that no major cost
caused by REACH will be imposed on the comearaccording to calculations made, it seems
that, indeed, there are and will be negative ingaatinnovation in the interviewed companies,

but that these are related only to a minor extent to REACH.

Companies in general do not foresee problems of REACH implementation in terms of HSE
management and requirement due the extendioe enade before the accession, which puts
them into a better position than a lot of EU-1Bnpanies. However, they are worried about the
administrative aspects of the regulation whiakytfear would lead to excessive bureaucracy.

Concerning strategic responses to REACH, the companies had not developed plans how to
address the issue. The main reason is that REASC& regulation which will enter into force in

2007 at the earliest is not considered as the current priority of the company, even though its
importance is acknowledged. This is not only becafighe lack of strategic foresight, but also

due to the fact that the inteewed companies are confrontedhnchallenges which they see to

be more urgent. Amongst the ongoing privat@matnd restructuring takes a prominent position

of two company’s agenda, the compliance witlviemmental legislation, and the increasing
competition from EU-15 companies felt by the companies. However, the question of relocation
to non-EU countries or withdrawal of processes and products was no issue for any of the
interviewed companies.

All the interviewed companies had knowledge of REACH to a certain extent, not the least
because they had been contacted by the P@lismber of chemical industry PIPC for the
participation in this project. It is difficult toonclude from the sample of four companies to the
general state of knowledge in the Polish chemimdlistry. However, from discussion with the
companies’ staff and with PIPC it is likely that the companies in genstatart to get familiar

with REACH. Obviously it was difficult for the copanies to get access to information sources,
as in the interviews variousisunderstandings concerning the details of REACH had to be
clarified.
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D.6 Estonia

D.6.1 The specialty chemical sector
D.6.1.1 The Estonian chemical industry — an overview

With 1.4 million inhabitants, Estonia has got littteore than one thirtieth of the population of
Poland. Accordingly, its economic power is reflected in a GDP of just EUR 7,500 million in
2002, to which the manufacturing sector contielolua value added of EUR 1,140 million or
15%. This share is lower than in Poland (396d much lower than in the Czech Republic
(23%), indicating a significantly lower degree of the significance of industry in Estonian
economy. In the same period, the manufaotuof chemicals and pharmaceuticals (NACE 24)
and the processing of rubber and plastics (RAZ5) contributed 4 and 3% respectively,
yielding a total of EUR 82 million, to the value added of the manufacturing sector. At the same
time, the contributions of these two sectors to the turnover of the total manufacturing sector
were 5 and 3.5% respectively, yielding a t&@bIR 368 million. Accordingly, the chemicals and
pharmaceuticals products gave rise to a tuma@ieabout EUR 212 million and contributed
0.6% or EUR44 million to the GDP of the whole Estonian economy (EUROSTAT 2005) —
significantly less than that in the case ofdPd (1.3%) and the Czech Republic (2.1%).

Unlike the rubber and plastics processing seetbich grew significantly by an average 22%

per annum between 1996 and 2002, the manufagtof chemicals and pharmaceuticals (with

the exception of a slump in 1999/2000) experierstagnation in the same period. Compared to

the development of the entire manufacturing seetach grew by an annual average of 13% in

this time period, the development of the cheahindustry , as NACE 24, was characterised by

a decline at the same rate (-13%). Even though the value added grew slowly during the same
period (a yearly average of less than 2.5%), employment underwent a slight decrease of 4%
annually (EUROSTAT 2005).

D.6.1.2 Identification of the specialty chemical sector in Estonia

As in the preceding country studies, neither the Statistical Office of Estonia nor EUROSTAT
explicitly mention the specialty chemical sectrstead, specification of data is again made
according to the NACE system (EUROSTAT) or the NACE-equivalent CPA and the SITC
classification (Statistical Office of Estonidable D.23gives a first hint as to how the total
value added of EUR44 million of the chemliandustry (NACE 24), its 78 companies and
roughly 3000 employees are distributed among the different NACE categories. Values for
NACE category 25 are given for comparison.

Table D.23 Share of the sub-sectors of themical industry's turnover, companies and
employment in Estonia in 2002

Value added
NACE Subsector (EUR Nur_nber Employees
category - of firms
million)
24 Chemicals and pharmaceuticals 44.1 78 2942
24.1 Basichemicals 5.9 15 976
24.2 Pesticides and other agro-chemical
n/a 2 n/a
products
24.3 Paln'ts, varnishes, printing ink and 19.7 13 529
mastics
24.4 Pharmaceuticals, chemicals  and
. n/a 14 n/a
botanical products
24.5 Soap & detergents, cleaning and
polishing  preparations, cosmetic 2.4 23 286
products

24.6 Other chemical products 10.3 11 858
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24.7 Man-madébres 0.0 0 0
25 Rubber and plastics processing
(NACE 25) 37.9 131 3384
Source: EUROSTAT (2005)

With regard to the specialty chemical sectdlrelevant NACE categories (i.e. 24.3, 24.5 and
24.6) are specified. In comparison with tbleemical products (NACE 24), their combined
shares are 73% (value added), 60% (number of firms) and 57% (employees). For comparison,
with 22, 24 and 35 %, the respective figurestfte Czech Republic were much lower. This
discrepancy is even larger duethe lack of appropriately spe@fi data in the Czech statistics,

and the latter percentages additibneomprise NACE category 24.7.

Unlike the Czech Republic, a comparison withaRd can only be made on the basis of the
combined shares of NACE categories 24.3 and Bub.also in this case, the share in value
added of the specialty chemical sector in Estonia (50%) is much larger than in Poland (28%).
By contrast, the specialty chemical sector's shares in the number of firm (49 vs. 46%) and
employment (26 vs. 28%) were quite simil&o, it appears that, although the degree of
industrialisation in Estonia as measured bydbstribution of the manufacturing sector to the
country’s GDP is relatively low, the relative impamce of the specialty chemical sector within

the Estonian chemical industry is higher thanPoland and much higher than in the Czech
Republic.

D.6.1.3 Economic performance of the specialty chemical sector

Turnover, value added and employment aomsiered as indicators for describing the
performance and recent development of the speaihiynical sector compared to the chemical
industry as a whole. Unfortunately, howevertadabout the temporalevelopment of these
performance indicators are very incomplete beeatirst, data on the 3-digit NACE sub-sector
level were not collected at all prior toethyear 2000 and, secondly, many data were kept
confidential. As a consequence, tieta set of the year 2002 (shownTiable D.23 is the first
and, so far, only one allowing for a compresiee specification of the specialty chemical
sector. Nevertheless, some conclusions can &e drawn from the poor existing data.

For instance, 3-digit NACE-specified firm numbexrgilable for the complete period 2000 to
2003 (seeTable D.23 indicate that, at least in terms of firm numbers, the share of (mainly)
specialty chemical firms remained comgta on the high level described above.

Table D.24:  The number of firms of chemical industry in Estonia, 2000 - 2003

(Million EUR) 2000 2001 2002 2003
NACE 24.1 15 15 15 22
NACE 24.2 1 1 2 15
NACE 24.3 16 15 13 17
NACE 24 .4 15 15 14 13
NACE 24.5 16 14 23 22
NACE 24.6 15 9 11 31
NACE 24.7 0 0 0 q
NACE 24 78 69 78 12(
Specialty chemicals 47 38 47 70
Specialty chemicals/NACE 24 0.60 0.55 0460 0(58

Source: EUROSTAT (2005), EKTL (2005)
INACE 24.3+245 +24.6

A more indirect indication for the persistent significance of the specialty chemical sector
consists of the fact that the manufacturing of basic chemicals (NACE 24.1), the only sub-sector
for which complete data from 2000 to 2002 areilabte, shows a slight decrease rather than
increase in terms of turnover, value added anpl@yment and, while representing one third of
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the employees and one fourth of the turnover of the chemical industry, does not go at the
expense of the specialty chemical sector.

In order to assess the competitiveness of the Estonian specialty chemical sector in the
international context, the @ductivity expressed as value addeer full-time equivalent
employee is again used as an indicator. As it is clearly evident Trabte D.25 the
productivity in the Estonian specialty chemical sector (EUR 11,900 per employee) is not only
considerably lower than in Poland (EUR 29P@nd the Czech Republic (EUR 18,000); it is
also significantly lower than in the entire chemical industry (EUR 15,900). Unfortunately, on
the basis of the data available, it is impossiblassess whether and how the specialty chemical
sector may possibly develop from this rather low basis. In this rather negative productivity
assessment, also one positive exception neetle ®mphasized: the manufacturing of paints
and varnishes (NACE 24.3) shows a productivfy EUR 37,700 per employee, which is
significantly higher than the corresponding figures for Poland (EUR 25,000) and the Czech
Republic (EUR 17,800).

Table D.25: Productivity of labour (value éed per employee) in the Estonian chemical
industry, 2000 to 2002

(1000 EUR / Employee) 2000 2001 2002
NACE 24.1 5.4 8.0 6.1
NACE 24.2 n/a n/a n/a
NACE 24.3 n/a n/a 37.7
NACE 24.4 n/a n/a n/a
NACE 24.5 n/a 6.9 8.8
NACE 24.6 n/a n/a 12.1
NACE 24.7 0 0 0
NACE 24 11.5 15.2 15.2
Specialty chemicals n/a n/a 11.9

Source: EUROSTAT (2005) and personal calculations
' NACE 24.3 + 24.5 + 24.6

Summarising the above results, the specialtgnubals sector in Estonia assumes a high,
constant share of the production and employneérthe chemical industry which, in turn, is
unable to participate in the steady growth of the manufacturing sector in general. With one
exception, the productivity of labour is low. Hoves, the lack of dynamics of the chemical
sector is evident. Low value-added or productivity is not always necessarily a problem as long
as a sufficiently strong trend is able to imprdlke position. Although the data presented do not
allow to draw a definitive conclusion, a positivertd can hardly be perceived for the (specialty)
chemical sector of Estonia.

D.6.1.4 Foreign trade

In Estonia, the relative contribution of theechical industry (EUR 308 million in 2003) to the
total Estonian trade deficit (EUR 2,066 million)about 15% smaller thahat in Poland. This
is in part due to the lower contribution of the chemical industry to the country’s GDP.

Export of chemical products from EstoniaZ@02 represented 121% of the corresponding sales
of chemical industry. This fact can be expkd by large quantities of chemical products being
exported immediately after import by Estonian tngdcompanies. In particular, this applies to
basic chemicals, of which the equivalentEl#R 138 million is expded while only EUR 50
million is produced. On the other hand, chemical products worth 267% of the sale of domestic
products are imported (s@able D 2§. This yields a foreign trade performance of -0.37, which

is similar to both the Polish (-0.37) and Czech estimation (-6635).

% Trade performance = (export — import)/(export + import)
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Table D.26:
prices), 2000-2003

Development of foreign trade in chemical products in Estonia (in current

Total exports (EUR million)
CPA! 2000 2001 2002 2003
CPA24.1 160.44 148.31 137.87 172.34
CPA 24.2 0.79 1.14 1.10 0.67
CPA 24.3 33.31 60.39 72.30 86.80
CPA 244 25.04 24.42 22.83 22.06
CPA 24.5 5.24 8.68 9.54 13.26
CPA 24.6 11.46 11.66 13.93 16.78
CPA24.7 0.62 0.62 0.27 0.35
CPA 24 236.89 255.22 257.85 312.26
Cumulative index 100.0 107.7 108.9 131.8
Specialty chemical$ 50.01 80.73 95.77 116.84
Cumulated index 100.0 161.5 191.5 233.7

Total imports (EUR million)
CPA! 2000 2001 2002 2003
CPA 24.1 199.22 188.92 186.47 226.17
CPA 24.2 5.69 7.70 10.34 10.16
CPA 24.3 54.84 55.14 65.04 73.46
CPA 24.4 88.43 101.17 110.83 112.55
CPA 24.5 60.49 89.99 98.77 97.30
CPA 24.6 53.64 71.65 74.65 79.03
CPA24.7 14.46 16.73 20.71 21.39
CPA 24 476.78 531.31 566.80 620.07
Cumulative index 100.0 111.4 118.9 130.0
Specialty chemical$ 168.97 216.78 238.45 249.79
Cumulativeindex 100.0 128.3 141.1 148.2

Net balance (EUR million)
CcPA! 2000 2001 2002 2003
CPA 24.1 -38.78 -40.61 -48.60 -53.83
CPA 24.2 -4.91 -6.56 -9.24 -9.48
CPA 24.3 -21.53 5.25 7.26 13.33
CPA 24.4 -63.39 -76.75 -87.99 -90.49
CPA 24.5 -55.25 -81.30 -89.23 -84.03
CPA 24.6 -42.18 -59.99 -60.72 -62.26
CPA24.7 -13.84 -16.11 -20.44 -21.04
CPA 24 -239.89 -276.09 -308.95 -307.81
Speciality chemical$ -118.96 -136.05 -142.68 -132.96

Source: Statistical Office of Estonia (2005) and personal calculations
1 CPA is the consumer counterpart of NAGIEPA 24.3 + 24.5 + 24.6

Between 2000 and 2003, both expaisl imports of chemical pducts (NACE 24) grew by an
average of 10% annually; due to the large exoé$sports, however, the deficit followed the
same trend. In 2000, specialty chemicals cboted to, 21 and 35%, respectively, the export
and import of chemical products, making up tlentribution to the total deficit being almost
50%, however, less than their contribution to turnover (68%) or value added (73%). From 2000
to 2003, both the export and import of speciahemicals showed a medynamic increase

than the export and import of chemical productgeneral. In particular, the export grew much
stronger (33% per year) than the import of spiécichemicals (14% per year), resulting that
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specialty chemicals contributed only 34% te tkeficit increase during 2000 and 2002. This has
contributed to the stabilisation of the deficit2003. However, since alscussed, the turnover

was not showing healthy dynamics; the competitiveness of the specialty chemical sector in
Estonia is ambiguous.

A look at the partner countries in foreign tradépheo resolve this ambiguity. In 2003, 45% of
all chemical products and more than 70% dafcspity chemicals were exported to the former
Soviet Union. The second most important expegion was EU15 with 31% of all chemicals
and 14% of specialty chemicals. Other coastrare on the third position with %ages of 22 and
10, respectively, while exports to CEFTéountries (Czech Republic, Hungary, Slovakia,
Slovenia, Romania, Bulgaria) play almost no role (< 5%). With regard to imports, the EU15
assumes the most important position: 56% Ibfchemicals and 75% of specialty chemicals
come from this region. 27% of all chemicale anported from the former Soviet Union and all
other shares are in the order of 10% or below Tsd#e D.27. Being itself a member of the
former Soviet Union, Estonia has evidentlyimtained its historical bonds to the successor
countries. In particular, it receives from theensiderable quantities of mass chemicals and
exports lower quality specialty chemicals in retunnthis way, maintaining an almost balanced
trade relation. By contrast, the trade relatioith the EU15 is very unbalanced with imports
from that region alone being significantly hegtthan exports in all regions together.

Table D.27: Exports and imports ofarhicals by main territories in 2003

Chemical products Specialty chemicals
EUR million | % EUR million | %
Export structure
EU-15 89.4 30.7 16.2 13.6
CEFTA 5.9 2.0 4.8 4.0
Former SU 131.3 45.1 86.5 72.3
Other 64.6 22.2 12.1 10.1
Import structure
EU-15 298.0 56.3 145.3 74.7
CEFTA 36.5 6.9 26.6 10.2
Former SU 140.8 26.6 9.6 4.9
Other 53.8 10.2 24.4 12.5

Source: Statistical Office of Estonia (2005) and personal calculations.
1CPA24.3+245+24.6

This difference in foreign trade relations wilifferent regions may also explain why in this
specific case, the stronger growth of exportspcialty chemicals does not necessarily indicate

a strong competitive position in general. To s@axtent, the chemical industry and the specialty
chemical sector in particular are competitive, but this position mainly relates to the former
Soviet Union where many consumers or userssicler domestic products as inferior and EU
imports as too expensive. With regard to the EU15, however, the competitiveness of the
chemical industry is rather low. From thisrgeective, the trade balance with the EU15 would
certainly look even worse, if Estonia was mditle to re-export chemical products that were
bought for a favourable price from its eastern neighbours.

With regard to the potential impact of REACH, two effects may be foreseen. On the one hand,
exports to countries outside the EU-25 (esplgcRRussia and other members of the former
Soviet Union), that is more than two thirds of its current export volume, will most likely be
negatively affected, because registration codtsdecrease the competitiveness of the Estonian
chemical industry. With regard to specialtyeaticals, this argument will even apply to four
fifths of the exports. Evidently, these sharesrateh higher than those for the Czech Republic
(about 20 %) or Poland (between 25 and 35 %) tl@nother hand, it is expected by several
interview partners that REACH will render ihore difficult to maintain imports of raw
materials from outside the EU, on which Estodépends even more heavily than the Poland,
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not to mention the Czech Republic. It is wal whether or not these substances would be
registered by their importers. In particular, itslieved that for reasons of administration and
enforcement, it would be impossible tdorm registration consortia between
manufacturers/importers from inside and outside the EU.

D.6.1.5 Conclusions from statistical data analysis

Of the three countries more thoroughly investigated in this report, the specialty chemical sector
of Estonia shows the lowest degree of competitess. The prominent position of the specialty
chemical sector within the chemical industwhich appears to be due to its competitiveness
with the chemical industry of its eastern trade pastmather than with the industry in other EU
member states is contrasted by its stagnadind its low and hardly increasing productivity. In

this situation, Estonia and its chemical indystre affected by REACH more strongly than the
other countries. First, due to the very largarshof Estonian exports to non-EU countries,
competitive disadvantages arising from those expgaith the need to comply with REACH)

are stronger than in Poland or the Czech RipuBecond, the strong reliance of the Estonian
chemical industry on raw material imports fromsdé the EU and the lower degree of vertical
integration (due to the size of the countigfreases the risk of non-availability of these
substances after the implementation of REACH. Summarizing these facts, the only seemingly
favourable situation of the specialty chemical geat Estonia appears even less favourable in
the face of REACH. Due to the existing structuratden (as an important supplier of chemicals

to the former Soviet Union) and the low tectogital standards, the shderm (cost-related)
effects of REACH will come to bear momainediately and intensely, whereas the innovation-
supporting effect of REACH will become effective much later.

D.6.2 Company analysis

Six companies have been interviewed forHséonian case study. The companies were selected
with the help of the Estonian Ministry of SocHsifairs and the Estonian Ministry of Economy,
which are actually conducting a national REACH impact assessment. In addition, twelve
downstream user companies in the manufagjuisectors of textile processing, furniture
production, metal processing, plastics processitfdre production were contacted. None of
these companies was willing to participate inrgerview. The given reasons were no time, no
resources, no awareness about REACH, no befuefithe company, too early to talk about
REACH, low costs for chemicals use, and éfiere REACH was seen as of little relevance. As

a consequence no interviews at the l@felownstream users have been performed.

D.6.2.1 Characterisation of interviewed companies

Two substance manufacturers and one importehemicals were interviewed, as well as three
formulators of preparations. The product portfafoone manufacturer consists of organic base
chemicals and speciality substances (however, avittbad range of applications). The portfolio
of the other manufacturer consists of inorgd@se chemicals. Both companies have eventually
to register marketed by-products. No interiates are used as raw materials. The importer
trades mainly with HPV chemicals. The portfotibthe formulators primarily covers products
for consumer and professional use. Among these@mmetics, household cleaners, paints and
varnishes.

In total the interviewed companies gaitttwl190 employees a turnover of 106 million EUR.
Thus they contribute together close to 50 % to the Estonian chemical industry turnover, which
was in 2002 around 215 million EUR. With less than 250 employees four of the companies can
be characterised as SME. Thi&x companies have an average number of 200 employees,
ranging from around 30 to over 500. All are private Ltd. companies. The substance
manufacturers, as well as one formulator are part of holding companies. Four companies are
Estonian-owned, in two EU-15 companies hold shares of 90% and 25%, respectively.
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D.6.2.2 Economic situation and product portfolio

Most of the interviewed companies glisten wiittpressive growth rates. In average, turnover
rose by 11.6 in 2003. The variation is between 3 and 19%/a. Excluding one company, which
supplied no reasonable figure, the gross profit margins stay between 5 and 25 %/a and is in
company's average just below 15%.

The companies are strongly export-oriented. Atre0 % of turnover is sold abroad, 40 % of
turnover in non EU countries. This high export rate to non EU is ofic@ma@ortance, because
on these markets the Estonian companies are etimgpwith others having not to bear the
impacts of REACH.

Four companies gave information on the costcsting of production. Raw material is by far the
most important cost factor. Excluding the importer of chemicals, because its cost structure is not
comparable to manufacturers, average of ramterial costs account for 42% of production
costs. The wages of workers in production ait weported values of 1.9 to 2.3 EUR per hour
lower than for the other case studies. Wi#hch wages not surprisingly, personal cost
contributes with 18% only moderate to total production costs.

The payback time of company's profitabilitygterements for investments has been reported
with 4 and 5 years. One manufacturer uses 10 years, but only for a certain product of his
portfolio. Discount rates requirements were oglyen by two companies, one with 6, the
second with 9%/a. The other compEmnstated that discount ratese not used in investment
calculations.

The manufacturers of substances directly import raw materials from non-EU. The formulators
do use substances and preparations produced outside the EU but purchase them from a local
supplier. A total of 626 raw materials are ubgdhe interviewed companies. Of these 120 have

their origin in non-EU Eastern Europe (19%d 15 in other non-EU countries (2.4%). A total

of 148 substances are produced or importedylo€h 83 or 56 % are classified as dangerous.
Because no substances are produced by the fibmaelators, they know that direct REACH

costs will arise as a consequerof substance registration.

Those chemicals selected for the vulnerabilitysessments contribute most to the overall
turnover of the companies. These were six ogaabstances and one complex substance in the
case of one manufacturer and four inorganibsgances and one by-product in the case of
another. Of the 11 substances, four are reghrdgistered under REACH. The NPV assessment
show that three substances widdlve negative NPVs, where, in two cases this is related to the
fact that production just recently started anel thargin is still negative. The company expects

to increase production and that the margin will become positive in the future. For the third
substance (by-product) the company expects lesses if the substance would not have to be
registered under REACH. The remaining four substances are not regarded vulnerable at all
(positive NPVs). The direct one-off cost burderREEACH in relation to one annual turnover is
below 2% in one case and about 13% in the athse. For the latter case, this may change in
cases of consortium registration and data sharing with other companies.

In contrast to that, the cost burden calculation for the importer came out as very heavy. The
expenditures for registration of his entire substaportfolio would take 80% of the turnover of

one year. This may be possible to reduce sesaf consortium registration and data sharing
with other companies. Of a total of 77 products assessed, 9 are exempted from REACH, 13 are
either mixtures and/or no imports from Non-EU countries. Of the remaining 55 substances, 49
are HPV (90%), 2 are LPV (3.6%) and 4 are neither HPV nor LPV (6.4%). Bulk chemicals
which are imported in small amounts pose a spepifoblem for importers in general, as here
prices and profit margins are very low and a stgtion at the level of a single company is
commercially not attractive.
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A comparison of EU and non-EU markets shows that the purchasing prices of substances on the
Russian and Byelorussian market are in theagee85% lower than in the EU. For this, even

after investment into registration of impaitsubstances from there and cost pass on over the
pay back period, the price for some gahses stays below those of EU origin.

D.6.2.3 Accession impact and HSE management

Summed up over all interviewed companies 1$legees of a total of 1190 were involved in

the implementation and enforcement of theg¥is communautaire. The implementation of the
chemical Acquis is fully completed, with the exception of one company. Main efforts have been
the compilation of SDS and the update of classification and labelling. One company stated a
high workload for risk assessment on workpla@sg. none of the companies have reported of
exceeding cost burdens. As advantages are gadnin company's image and the overall
environmental performance. As drawbackseigorted the increase of personnel resources. One
company stated that the new legislation causes restrictions to the free market. No influences on
the product portfolio did occur, but one company stated that phasing out of certain dangerous
products was enhanced.

A total of 457 SDS is managed by 9 persons. ghiss an average of 50 responsible persons
per SDS. This is rather low compared to theatitn in the EU-15 but in a range similar to the
Czech Republic.

D.6.24 Innovation performance

In the average the interviewedmpanies spent 2.7 % of turnover on R&D, ranging from 0.2 to
6.4 %. 2.1 % of total staff is involved in R&Where one formulator is the front-runner with
12.9 %. The innovation performance visible froradbs indicators is somewhat better than in
the other case studies, but is below the avecdighre EU-15 countries. In general, it became
quite obvious that formulators invest more R&D than substance manufacturer. The latter
invest primarily in process technology.

As prominent R&D task has been reporteddbgelopment and improvement of new products,
improvement of process technologies, and, surprisindyyrscale of production facilities,
when production volumes during Soviet times was higher than today.

The typical lifetime of the products of the forratdrs is between 5 and $8ar, which is quite a

lot. An explanation may be that they gm®ducing consumer productshich don't reach the
innovation rates of products for industrial apgicas. The formulators stated that phasing out

of substances is with 1 to 3 per year rather rare. The given figures for refreshment and
reformulation of preparations fits quite well between the companies, but are considerably lower
than in the Czech case study. The lower wame Estonia do not explain the differences
however it may relate to the fact that mostiué preparations are consumer products and not
products for special applications in industrial manufacturing.

Table D.28 Cost and time to market for a reformulation of preparations

Unit Span of company's guess
Cost of a refreshment 2.. KEUR 05-1.5
... time-to-market month 0.25-2
Cost of a redesign ".. KEUR 1-2
... time —to-market month 05-2
Cost of a new development ... kEUR 7-23
... time-to-market month 25-24

substitution of a none functional component (modification), needing primarily stability testing

b substitution of a function@omponent (reformulation)
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D.6.2.5 Strategies to cope with REACH

All companies have some basic informatiomabthe provisions of the REACH proposal, but

many details remain unknown. None of thempanies have so far made a quantitative
assessment of Reach impacts. One formulator as a first step made a screening of his substances
uses. A view how to organise cooperatiomglthe supply chain for exposure assessment and

risk characterisation is not present. The sulggtananufacturers are interested to join consortia

for registration, one made the reservation not to be forced to disclose process knowledge. A fear
is that companies of EU-15 will gain a betterifos on the domestic market due to REACH. It

was also said that improving the information on chemicals and its use as a consequence of
REACH will enhance demand and production of green products.

Some of the companies doubt whether it will begilole to pass on cost impacts to customers in
full. One company states the hope that redistmacosts will be recovered by governmental
funds. Relocation of production outside EU dwoid REACH burdens is for none of the
interviewed companies an option.

Three of the six interviewed companies seertbed to improve information exchange about
used chemicals along the supply chain, two don't see this need, and one didn't state his position
on that.

Overall, the attitude of the companies to REAS critical, some see the need for improvement
of chemicals regulation, but the present propssams for the compas to complicated and
the foreseen procedures to bureaucratic.

D.6.3 REACH impacts on selected chemicals

The preparations produced by the formulaiognpanies are mainly consumer products. Most

of them do not contain specialty substances. Main selection criteria for the assessment were
either the contribution of the preparation t@ tbompany turnover, or any type of strategic
advantages connected to the product, or a substance origin from outside EU.

Due to the late inclusion of Estonia as one of the case studies and the lack of participating
downstream users, it was not possible to tracdcpéar substances through the supply chain.
The impact analysis on certain chemical$oisused on potential effects as a consequence of
phasing out of product components, and on pricesases of raw matergafor the formulation

of products.

For the assessment of raw materials used foratiadysis of preparations the following steps
were taken:

1) the interviewed companies provided information on the identity and concentration of
components of the preparations as well as the prices per raw material in €/kg

2) specific registration costs for each component was assumed

3) the resulting price increase per raw matewals added to the cost of the preparation
according to the concentration okteubstance in the preparation.

ad 2) Derivation of a specific registration cost per component:
a. a likely tonnage band was assumed based on information of’ESIS
b. an average registration cost was assigndtie substance assessed according to
the likely tonnage band of the producer
ad 3) price increase:

7 For substances listed in IUCLID with EU production volume®0,000 t/a a production volume of 10,000 t/a was used. For EU
volumes > 1,000,000 t/a a production volume per manufacturg®@D00 t/a was assumed. If it was a listed HPV but no
volume information was available, 1,000 t/a was used (worst.dat®) substance was an LPV, 3, 30 or 300 t/a production per
manufacturer were assumed, based on owerise or discussion with other experts.
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1) a price increase was calculated, takihg average profitability criteria of 8%
interest rate and 5 years payback time into account.

2) the price increases of all components were summed up to calculate the price of
the preparation

In the assessed first three preparations 33 diffesabstances are contained. The identity of
four substances could not be determined. @frdmaining 29 substances, 10% are exempted
from registration under REACH, 40% are HPVs and 43% are LPVs according to ESIS. Two
substances are neither reported as HPV noLRé and thus are regarded as substances
produced in amounts < 10t/a. Some componesetsised as biocide active substances and hence
will create no further registration costs under REACH.

Chemical 1

Selection criteria were to have an impottarepresentative” of one product group and that
quality is regarded unique. The consumer prodoatains 2 components, both not dangerous,
one component is a very common chemical from EU origin.

The absolute price increase of the preparatidn(83 EUR/kg if registration costs are passed

on in the pay back time assumed. This is 0.3df%e current price. This price could easily be
absorbed or forwarded to clients. It is unlikely that one of the components will be deselected
from the market. It is unlikely that the preparation will be significantly affected by REACH.

Chemical 2

This preparation represents a larger product sefieesmetics in the low price segment. It is
regarded as unique due to one of its functiand was selected because it is an important
"representative" of one product group, and beeaane of its functions is regarded as unique.
The product contains of 3 preparations angudlistances, mostly not dangerous, purchased by
chemical traders.

The absolute price increase of the preparatimuld amount to 0.04 Euro or 1.18% of the
current price over the pay back time if regiBtna costs are fully passed on. The influence of

the registration costs on the price of the prafian is thus not significant. Phasing-out of
components is not obvious. The LPVs contained in the preparation either are marketed at high
prices or are believed to be rather common andubed in various applications. It is not likely

that the preparation is significantly affected by REACH.

Chemical 3

This chemical was selected because it contsulistances, which are manufactured in non EU
countries, but are purchased from local trade. It is a cosmetic products in the higher price
segment. The product contains of 13 substanods3apreparations. 3 of them are exempted
from registration. No dangerous components @resent. 7 components are produced by US
companies.

The total cost increase of the preparatiomswp to 13 cent per kg, causing an increase of
0.5 % of the current price of the product. Tdadculated costs increase can be absorbed by the
margin of the preparation, but as welstpass on to clients seems not a problem.

There is obviously no phasing-out endangernaenthe contained LPV chemicals are sold at
rather high prices. It is not likely that theeparation is significantly affected by REACH.

In the assessed following three examples 23 diftesabstances are contained. All components

are HPV chemicals, except for two LPV and esnbstance which is produced in amounts < 10

t/a. The biocide active substances are not covered by REACH; any increases in market prices
for those substances result from the implementation of the biocide product directive. The price
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effects from biocides are thus not further assesSethe input materials originate in the USA
and other non EU countries but are purchased at an importing company. All biocide active
substances have been notified for inclusion.

Chemical 4

The consumer product was selected because bigksturnover. It contains 5 components, of
which 4 are dangerous according to Annex dlioéctive 67/548/EEC, one of the components is

a biocide.

The calculated total price increase for the preparas 0.0006 Euro/kg. This is a rise of 0.03%

of current price. The cost impacts due to tegistration under the biocides directive was not
considered in this calculation. All components are HPV. A phase-out of components from the
market is unlikely. It is not likely that threparation is significantly affected by REACH.

Chemical 5

This chemical was selected because the produptiis of the competitive advantage of the
company, as it is a unique high quality product. It originates from an own synthesis, is a
polymer solution and used in industrial applioat. It contains 8 chemicals, of which 4 are
classified as dangerous. 1 substance is examipbm registration. All components are HPV
chemicals, except the last mentioned.

The total price increase for the preparatiorcadculated with 0.005 Euro per kg, which is
0.053% of current price. The costs can most Yilather be absorbed lilie margin or passed

on to the clients. A phase-out from the marketather unlikely. It is not likely that the

preparation is significantly affected by REACH.

Chemical 6

This consumer product is of the strategic importance for the company and is part of its core
business. It contains 13 components, exceptasaeall HPV chemicals. Two components are
biocide active substances.

The absolute price increase for the preparagsdh0015 Euro/kg, which is equal to 0.056% of

the current price. Only for one component in the preparation a relevant increase in substance
price is likely. It remains unclear whether thésa LPV or HPV chemical. The substance is
produced in one non EU countries too, thus theeepsssibility of it not being registered at all

and thus phased out from the market. It is likibigt substitutes are available. Nevertheless, a
refreshment or reformulation of the product may become necessary.

As result one can say that for the majoritypodduct's components neither a price increase nor
disappearancdrom the market is likely. One component is potentially vulnerable under
REACH. The preparation as such seems not endangered.

Almost all components of the preparationgtad following three sames are HPV chemicals,
polymers, or biocides. LPV chemicals were identified only as components in preparations used
as raw material. A few substances were either not specified or could not be clearly identified.
Most components are supplied by a high numdfeproducers and importers. Thus, neither
significant price effects nor phasing out are regarded as likely.

Chemical 7

The consumer product is a cash cow for turnobeit contains environmentally dangerous
substancég It contains of a total of 13 components: 4 no specifiable additives, 1 biocide, 2

8 This was stated by the company itself. The respective sulestds regulated under differeBtJ-legislation as dangerous
substance.
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polymers, 1 preparation made up of HPV sabses, 4 HPV substances and 1 further not
unidentifiable substance.

The absolute price increase the preparation is 0.00024 EUR/kg. As the sales prices were not
given, information on the relative price is rantailable. An endangerment through phasing out
is unlikely. Over all it is not likely that the preparation is significantly affected by REACH.

Chemical 8

Again this is a product serving as cash cow tiarnover. But in addition the preparation
contains a functional additive which is supglienly by few producers. Of the total of 9
components 1 is a preparation, 1 a biocide, 6 are HPV chemicals, and 1 component is not
identifiable.

The absolute price increase for the prepanaimounts to 0.0003 EUR/kg. A phasing out of
substances is very unlikely and it can be edet that the preparation will be significantly
affected by REACH.

Chemical 9

This product is a so called star of the productfpbo, because of its strategic importance. It
contains one substance whishsupplied only by one produc¢eand in addition a dangerous
substance produced outside EU. The latesupplied by a local trader. The total of 7
components is made up of 3 preparations and 4 HPV chemicals.

The total price increase for the preparatiof.342 EUR/kg. Two functional components LPV
chemical are presently produced only bywfenanufacturers. These substances may be
endangered by phasing out if their registrattmmes out as not profitable. It is likely that
substitutes are available in the market, bus thas not been proved. A refreshment or
reformulation of the product may become res@ey, resulting in additional costs for the
formulator. The entire preparation is not seererdangered. Over all it is not likely that the
preparation is significantly affected by REACH.

D.6.4 Conclusions from country case Estonia

Few substance manufacturers exist in Eston@ofding to the Estonian industry association,
those companies which are listed in statisissproducing specialty chemicals are actually
formulators. Substance producers are working eithére field of fertilisers, the refinement of
mineral oils, the extraction of ores or the manufacture of other basic chemicals. As there are so
few substance producers in Estonia, the case studiede regarded as representative for this
sector.

Both substance manufacturers are part of a holding and contribute to the infrastructure in the
regions where they are located. They producenicgand inorganic substances which are base
chemicals or specialties. All products of onenofacturer are dangerous, but none of the other

is classified. The interviewed importer cée regarded as typical importing and trading
company. The main purchase markets are irfdiraer Soviet Countries, the sales markets are
mainly in Estonia and EU neighbours. More tf&#%6 of the imported substances are classified

as dangerous. The three formulators included in the study produce mainly products for
consumers and professionals. Only a very smallesbfathe preparations is classified dangerous
according to the European Dangerous Preparations Directive.

According to the association of the chemical industry of Estonia the majority of formulators
produce chemicals for consumer use, such astgpand varnishes, cleaners and toiletries.
Specialty preparations for industrial use are to their knowledge rather seldom. Companies
manufacturing products for industrial use are not represented in the Estonian case study.
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In Estonia, base chemicals are normally pased from local suppliers who usually import
from Eastern markets. But specific preparatiars purchased rather from European producers,
either via a local supplier or directly. In a survey on the occurrence of hazardous substances on
the Baltic markets, including Lithuania, Estarand Latvia, it was found that in the metal
processing industry all paints and varnishesweaB as lubricants used by the two assessed
Estonian companies are produdsdcompanies of the EU-15. All dyes and finishing chemicals
used by the interviewed Estonian texiileocessing companies are purchased from producers
located in the EU-15. The same holds for miand varnishes applied in the interviewed
enterprises active in the wood and furniture production. The results of this survey confirm the
impression that only few Estonian formulators produce for industrial uses, and shows that the
Estonian downstream users of chemicals erttanufacturing industries depend on formulators

in the EU-15.

The results of the interviews show thagrsficant impacts on the competitiveness of the
manufacturing companies due to REACH are not likely. The total registration costs will be
limited because

e imported input materials for production are either not affected by REACH or are bulk
chemicals,

e it is not expected that any of the inpmaterials will be deselected, because a high
number of suppliers is present,

e the own product portfolios are not so nfald, and either substances are regarded
registered under REACH, or are produced in very high tonnages, or have high prices
and sufficient margins to absorb registration costs.

It is expected that the manufacturers will be d@blenaintain their fairly good positions on the
market. As innovation does not play such an impntale with regard to the development and
improvement of new products, no significant effects are expected.

The substance manufacturers have well developed management systems and data keeping
structures and did not report any serious problems in the implementation of the acquis. They are
equipped with sufficient personnel to manage lehges. To gain expertise on the assessment

of exposures in the frame of a chemical safefyort will be in our view one of the main
challenges for these enterprises.

For the chemicals importer significant impactsREACH are likely. As the substances are
mainly HPV chemicals, there is a high probaypifior consortia formation, but the chances for
smaller importers to profit from these dependstaimplementation of the provisions for data
sharing under REACH. Even if data will be sdirit can be assumed that in the average up to
20% of the registration costs for non-damger substances > 1000 t/a, and up to 8% for
dangerous substances > 1000 t/a, htavee born by the importer himself (administrative costs
for preparing the registration and communicating iconsortium; costs to liaise with customers
in order to assess the exposure). As the impddes not maintain an own production site, the
HSE capacity is lower than in producing comipanThe SDS compilation is done by literature
research. A management system and a chemicals data base are not maintained. This will
increase the difficulties in preparing for REACH and carrying out own registrations.

Currently the competitive advantage resutsm the import of cheap raw materials from
Eastern non EU markets, which are sold with reasonable margins on the Estonian market. The
prices of the assessed substances originating fastern markets are in the average 35 %
below that of EU origin. This means, even when pass on registration costs to substance prices,
some substances from non EU Eastern markets may remain still competitive. Depending on the
access to data sharing, the importer may on the other hand switch part of his sourcing for bulk
chemicals to EU manufacturers. For these substindustrial customers may be confronted
with a price increase of 40% to 70% iipply from Russian sources is cut due to REACH
registration requirements. This may have a §icgnt impact on the production costs of these
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companies. The likelihood of such impacts will pakie driven by the design of data sharing
mechanisms under REACH. In this respect, it will be of utmost importance that REACH
promotes data sharing among registrants gtary comparable qualities of substances (e.g.
with respect to dangerous impurities) andevents “free rides” of companies importing
substances with a high degree of impurities.

The interviewed formulators can be regardetypigal formulators otonsumer products. Their
direct clients are wholesale and retailers, indiygarivate consumers. The majority of products
are not classified dangerous. From the intevviesults it cannot be deduced that significant
impacts on the companies' competitiveness areylilkéither are any relevant increases in raw
material costs obvious. Therefore it is not likely that the product portfolio will change due to
price increases under REACH.

The influence of REACH on the innovation and time-to-market is also not regarded as high for
the consumer products market. The likelihood twahponents of the formulators' preparations
are deselected seems rather low. In the assassegreparations, only one substance among 83
raw materials is suspected to be vulneralrider REACH since it is imported from a non-EU
country and REACH registration might force thdstance to phase out. But even in this case
substitutes are available.

The formulator companies have in-house capamity management instruments to support their

work on chemicals, useful under REACH. Witkewito the input materials, it seems likely that

the substance suppliers will include the formulsitases in their chemical safety assessments. It

can be assumed that the formulators will not have to do an own safety assessment due to a use
that has not been identified by the substance producers.

Overall, the problems and challenges of th&erviewed companies do not appear to be
significantly different from the situation in EWUB. Neither the degree of information gathering
on REACH, nor the lack of expertise on its psion is specific for the Estonian companies.
What remains different is the higher depermeon raw materials import from Eastern non EU
countries.
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