
Report from the conference,  
in Ringsted, Denmark, 24 November 2016



2   

Towards a non-toxic future .............................................................................................................................................................................page 3

Conference speeches and presentations .....................................................................................................................................page 4

Four themes for the workshops ..............................................................................................................................................................page 6

Summary .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................page 6

• General messages .........................................................................................................................................................................................page 7

• Key messages on endocrine disrupters .............................................................................................................................page 10

• Key messages on chemical mixtures ....................................................................................................................................page 11

• Key messages on substances in articles and imported products .......................................................page  12

• Key messages on processing contaminants in the food industry ......................................................page 13

Abbreviations ……………………………. ...........................................................................................................................................................................page 14

Table of  
contents

130 experts and  
stakeholders participated  
in the conference in  
Ringsted, Denmark  
24 November 2016.



   3

Towards a  
non-toxic future
On 24 November 2016, the Danish Minister for Environment and Food hosted  
a conference in Ringsted, Denmark, to discuss chemical risks and how to handle  
them across consumer products, the environment and food. 

The goal was to gather feedback from a wide range of stakeholders to help develop Denmark’s 

input to a new “non-toxic environment strategy” that is currently being prepared by the European 

Commission in Brussels.

The new strategy is scheduled to be released in 2017. It will effectively set the post-2020 chemicals 

agenda as part of the EU’s 7th Environment Action Programme. 

Some of Europe’s leading researchers in the field of chemicals and representatives of European 

key stakeholders  participated as key speakers at the conference. 

The conference gathered  130 experts and stakeholders representing the European Commission, 

EU institutions, national research institutions, national competent authorities, European industries 

and NGO’s dealing with consumer and environmental questions. 

Esben Lunde Larsen,
Minister for Environment 
and Food
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Conference speeches and presentations

The conference was opened by the Danish Minister for Environment and Food, Mr Esben Lunde Larsen. He emphasised that  

consumers should not have to worry about chemicals in everyday products, that many chemicals are actually indispensable  

to those products, and that Denmark is a frontrunner in regulating those that do pose risks to human health and/or the environment.  

He added that being a frontrunner also means convincing others; hence Denmark’s planned input to the new EU strategy. 

Speech by Minister for Environment and Food, Mr. Esben Lunde Larsen (http://mfvm.dk/ministeriet/ministeren/taler/)  
 

Mr Lunde Larsen was followed by a series of speakers. 

The presentations and accompanying Q&A’s were followed by a series of afternoon workshops dedicated to four specific themes:

Dette billede kan ikke vises i øjeblikket.

Pathways	  towards	  a	  strategy	  for	  a	  non-‐toxic	  environment
Dr	  Hans	  Bruyninckx	  I	  24	  November	  2016	  I	  Towards	  a	  non-‐toxic	  future,	  Ministry	  of	  Environment	  and	  Food	  of	  Denmark

Future European Consumers  
By 
Anne Dencker Bædkel 
CIFS 

Conference speeches  
and presentations

How to build a non-toxic 
environment strategy for the EU

Cristina de Avila
European Commission
DG Environment, Sustainable Chemicals (B.2)

REACH 2.0
Why „Free from XY“ and
resource efficiency
are the next big things
THOMAS JAKL

European Environment Agency:  

Environmental outlook by Executive Director Dr. Hans Bruyninckx:  

(Link: Presentation) & (Link: Video)

Copenhagen Institute for Future Studies:  

Future trends in European production and  consumption  

patterns by Anne Dencker Bædkel, futurist and sociologist:  

(Link: Presentation) & (Link: Video)

European Commission:  

How do we build the strategy for a non-toxic environment?  

By Deputy Head of Unit, DG Environment, Cristina de Avila:  

(Link: Presentation) & (Link: Video)

Austrian Federal Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, Environment  

and Water Management:  

Horizontal measures to address toxic chemicals in the environment, 

food and consumer products by Deputy Director General Thomas Jakl:  

(Link: Presentation) & (Link: Video)
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International  Research  and  Research  Training  Centre

Sensitive	  and	  vulnerable	  risks	  groups
in	  relation	  to	  chemical	  risk	  
assessment	  and	  management

Niels  E.  Skakkebaek
Department  of  Growth  and  Reproduction  
International  Center  for  Research  and  Research  Training
in  Endocrine  Disruption  of  Male  Reproduction  and  Child  Health,  
EDMaRC,    Rigshospitalet,
University  of  Copenhagen,  Denmark

1

Prof. Jacob van 
Klaveren
Risk-benefit assessment and 
models of aggregated exposure

Towards a non-toxic 
environment
24-11-2016

Jacob.van.klaveren@rivm.nl

Jacob van Klaveren 24-11-2016

Combination	  effects	  of	  
chemicals

Professor	  Andreas	  Kortenkamp
Brunel	  University	  London

Institute	  of	  Environment,	  Health	  and	  Societies

Handling the risk of chemicals 
in food and feed 

Guilhem	  de	  Seze
24	  November	  2016
Danish	  Minister	  for	  Environment	  and	  Food

TOWARDS A NON-
TOXIC FUTURE

Managing the risk of 
industrial chemicals and 
biocides

Jack de Bruijn
European Chemicals Agency

TOWARDS A NON-TOXIC 
FUTURE
Handling chemical risks across 
consumer products, environment 
and food

24 November 2016
Sørup Herregård, Ringsted

Department of Growth and Reproduction at The Juliane Marie 

Centre, Rigshospitalet:  

Sensitive and vulnerable risks groups in chemical risk assessment  

and management by Professor Niels Erik Skakkebæk:  

(Link: Presentation) & (Link: Video)

National Institute of Public Health and the Environment (RIVM), 

the Netherlands:  

Risk benefit assessments: models of aggregate exposure from food 

and environment by Professor Jacob van Klaveren:  

(Link: Presentation) & (Link: Video)

Brunel University, London:  

Combination effects of chemicals, including endocrine disruptors.  

by Dr. Andreas Kortenkamp:  

(Link: Presentation) & (Link: Video)

European Food Safety Authority:  

Managing the risk of chemicals in food and feed by  

Dr. Guilhem de Seze:  

(Link: Presentation) & (Link: Video)

European Chemicals Agency:  

Managing the risk of industrial chemicals and biocides by  

Dr. Jack de Bruijn:  

(Link: Presentation) & (Link: Video)
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The presentations and accompanying Q&A’s were followed by a series  
of afternoon workshops dedicated to four specific themes:

1) Endocrine disruptors

2) Chemical mixtures

3) Substances in articles and imported products

4) Processing contaminants in the food industry  

Speakers and participants could choose to participate in more than one. The workshops further  

fleshed out some of the ideas introduced in the morning and finally fed back key messages and  

recommendations to a closing panel with representatives from the European Commission,  

Confederation of Danish Industry, European Environmental Bureau (EEB), ECHA and EFSA.

The summary of the day’s main messages from the 130 experts and stakeholders that took part  

in the conference is divided into a list of general messages and key messages from the four themes.

Four themes  
for the workshops

Group discussions  
resulted in a number  
of key messages regarding 
the four main topics.
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Summary

The summary does not in any way represent Denmark’s position on the forthcoming non-toxic  

environment strategy, but will be used as a valuable input to it.

General messages 

There needs to be better communication with consumers, and up and down the supply 
chain. Consumers should not have to worry about chemicals in everyday products.
It must be possible to tell consumers that a product is safe. This requires information from the whole 

value chain, so tracking chemicals in the supply chain is vital. It also needs a narrative that is not in  

micrograms or parts per million (ppm). Perceived risk is often not the same as actual risk and  

stakeholders need to work together to close this communication gap.

One positive signal for consumer engagement is that consumers are starting to use article 33 in  

EU chemicals policy REACH to request information on Substances of Very High Concern (SVHCs)  

and retailers are demanding SVHC-free products. The EU could consider an initiative to engage the 

public on chemicals issues, especially those in food.

Existing EU chemicals legislation, notably the REACH and CLP (Classification and Labelling) 
regulations, provide baseline protection. Their implementation and enforcement must be a 
priority. 
In this context there are three European Commission initiatives to keep an eye on: a REACH “fitness 

check” (this is an evaluation of the regulation’s effectiveness, due in June 2017), a fitness check of all 

other EU chemicals legislation (due end 2017), and circular economy proposals (currently making their 

way through the European Parliament and Council of Ministers). The latter include developing the 

chemicals-products-waste legislative interface.

In May 2016, ECHA concluded that REACH is working well. Among other things, it found that the  

authorisation procedure for SVHCs is an incentive to substitute/innovate. It also found however, that 

enforcement in relation to substances in articles is weak: importers are not providing adequate data on 

this. EU market surveillance legislation could provide a template for improved chemicals inspections. 

”The new non-toxic environment  
strategy is an opportunity to set  
the post-2020 chemicals agenda.”  
Cristina de Avila, European Commission

The new non-toxic environment strategy has to deliver on human health, but it also  
has to help chemicals reduce their CO2 footprint and enable materials to circulate in  
the economy for longer. 
The EU’s 7th Environment Action Programme (7EAP) and its vision that “in 2050 we will live well, within 

the planet’s ecological limits” is the starting point for the new strategy. It will have to contribute to 1) a 

circular economy 2) decarbonisation and 3) protecting natural capital and biodiversity (chemicals play a 
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role in ecosystem resilience). Production and consumption cycles need to be rethought and  

substitutions of toxic substances with alternatives (including non-chemical solutions) incentivised.

Chemicals need to be as non-toxic as possible but policymakers also need to think about how they 

affect the economy, trade, food security, sustainability, food safety and health.

A shift in risk paradigm is needed A) from single to combined exposure and B) to an  
expanded notion of “harm”. 
For example, “harm” needs to include behavioural disorders such as dementia and obesity.  

The governance of chemicals needs to change, as does how the economic/social dimension is taken 

into account (exposure is complex and there is an environmental justice dimension to it). This shift  

needs to be reflected in all legislation (e.g. REACH and the water framework directive) and institutions 

(e.g. the European Commission, ECHA, EFSA and EEA).

The magnitude of the risk to human health and the environment must be recognised. 
Almost two-thirds (63%) of the chemicals produced in the EU in 2014 met the CLP criteria for classification 

as hazardous to health, reported the EEA. Pollution outweighs the impact of many diseases – including 

HIV, malaria and even cancer – and is a priority for the World Health Organisation (WHO).

There is evidence of the environment doing damage to male reproductive health in the Nordic  

countries: research reveals “national chemical signatures”. Evidence for the impact of endocrine 

disruptors on male reproductive health includes: the pesticide 1,2-dibromo-3-chloropropane (DBCP)  

making men sterile, animal studies, human association studies and direct effects on sperm.  

Health and environment risks need to be understood in a more integrated way.

There is no one consumer but a diverse, fragmented, elusive community of consumers 
that is becoming more sensitive to toxic chemicals. 
Five mega-trends that are particularly relevant to chemicals are: sustainability, dematerialisation, health, 

polarisation and demographics. There are more people living alone (especially women, who are more 

sensitive buyers) in smaller spaces. Indoor environment quality will therefore become more important.  

There is an anti-science trend even among educated consumers. Vulnerable groups such as children 

need to be prioritised.

The circular economy agenda provides an opportunity for chemicals: “toxic-free” labels 
and selling services rather than products. 
The future may lie in advertising products without, rather than with, certain ingredients. Selling services 

gives manufacturers a business case for resource efficiency. The circular economy is an opportunity to 

redesign products and processes to improve chemicals management.

Policymakers should consider taxes on toxics. Standards may need to be revisited (e.g. there are flame 

retardants in furniture because of certain standards in the UK and Ireland). Businesses should think 

about harnessing wider trends in society for their business models.

Testing protocols / risk assessments need to be updated to cater for chemical mixtures, 
sub-lethal effects and local environmental conditions. They need to become more granular. 
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With co-exposure, a safe dose of bisphenol A (BPA) may be safe no longer. The EuroMix project is creating 

a framework for mixture testing (as is EFSA, though only for food). Stakeholders need to consider how to  

use more uncertain (in vitro or hazard-based) testing in future risk assessments and which mixtures to 

prioritise. 

There is a need for cross-sector risk analysis because substances controlled by one piece of legislation 

may not be covered by another (e.g. chlorides were originally controlled by pesticides legislation but have 

since spread to water so there is a need to control them through water legislation now too). 

The challenge of dealing with combination effects is also that market actors cannot be held responsible 

for the actions of others. Multiple agencies need to come together to analyse exposure to multiple 

chemicals from multiple sources. Future contaminants (e.g. “nano”) need to be anticipated. Post-market 

monitoring as well as pre-market authorisation should be systematically applied.

“We are getting more sophisticated in  
risk assessment at the micro and macro  
level, but [as a result] communication  
is getting more complex.” 
Guilhem de Seze, EFSA

“Since it is impossible to do a risk  
assessment for all combinations,  
we have to reduce the probability that  
combined effects occur by reducing  
the overall toxic pressure.” 
Jack de Bruijn, ECHA

There is still a major data gap to fill, especially for long-term, not immediately observable 
adverse effects on human health. Companies need incentives to develop this data. 
ECHA does not often agree with companies’ justification for why this data is not available. REACH has 

delivered a lot of information on chemicals, but nearly two-thirds (64%) of the dossiers submitted since 

its start in 2008 have never been updated. Policymakers need to think about how these dossiers can 

be seen as an asset, not a burden, by companies.

Small- and Medium-sized Enterprises (SMEs) need special support. 
They need help getting information on chemicals from the supply chain. Participants suggested that 

they would benefit from a cross-sectoral institute that can provide guidance on non-toxic solutions.  

The European Commission said it is considering such an institute to support substitution, especially  

by SMEs. EHCA could play a role in this.



10   

Key messages on endocrine  
disruptors (EDCs):
Substitute, but be wary of substituting one problematic substance with another. 
Focus on groups of EDCs (and stimulate labelling of such groups). Promote partnerships between  

scientists, regulators and industry to prioritise and facilitate safe substitutions (such as through the  

establishment of a special institute to help SMEs, as mentioned above). Communicate more clearly  

and proactively on substitutions. Retailers should help educate suppliers. Policymakers should think 

about how to encourage voluntary/proactive substitutions.

Finalise scientifically reliable EDC criteria now. Make them horizontal. 
The current draft criteria are oriented towards biocides and pesticides; ideally the EU would develop  

horizontal criteria that can be integrated into all legislation. Suspected EDCs should be covered as a 

precaution. 

Prioritise data collection on EDCs, to which the new criteria can be applied. 
Draw up lists of EDCs and potentially problematic substitutes to communicate to retailers and  

importers.

“We have criteria coming up but  
I think that’s not the biggest issue. 
The biggest issue is having the  
data to conclude on them.” 
Jack de Bruijn, ECHA

Set a long-term target on EDC exposure to work towards (to speed up action on EDCs).

Prepare clear guidelines for business on how to implement the precautionary principle 

with respect to EDCs.

Consider reviewing the endocrine disruptor strategy, including improved test guidelines 
for EDCs. 
The current strategy does not reflect the latest science (e.g. on low-dose effects). More and improved 

testing could help close the data gap on EDCs. Independent science and testing should be promoted to 

identify chemicals of concern (REACH registrations currently lack information on endocrine disrupting 

effects). Health authorities should be involved. Some suggest that tests are updated with endocrine 

sensitive parameters such as relevant endocrine endpoints. 

Others warn that a fresh review could delay action on EDCs. Instead, it may be preferable to see how 

current data requirements can help identify EDCs (i.e. use the data already available) and only then  

see whether and how test guidelines need to be changed. Additional guidelines may be needed in 

 that case however, to govern how data is used.
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More data and guidance on using it to identify and assess EDCs is essential. 
More human association studies (combined with in vitro studies) are needed. Applying default values  

in the absence of real data could incentivise the delivery of that data. Horizontal guidance on what  

constitutes evidence of EDCs would be welcome.

The RCR (risk characterisation ratio), to assess whether a substance is “safe”, should be 
lowered from 1 to 0.1 or 0.01 until more scientific data is available on EDCs. 

   

Key messages on chemical  
mixtures:
Prioritise the most problematic mixtures 
i.e. those with more than one (potential) adverse effect. Endeavour to compile a list of problematic  

chemicals and where they are used, to target legislative action. Penalise the use of hazardous  

substances. Take care that substances of lower concern are not coupled with high exposure.

Be pragmatic: reduce exposure and increase safety margins 
e.g. RCR < 1 for general purpose and consumer chemicals (some participants:  add industrial chemicals). 

Lower the Occupational Exposure Limit (OEL) and lay down the principles for these adjustments in 

horizontal legislation. Reduce Acceptable/Tolerable Daily Intake (ADI/TDI) and redesign these to include 

uncertainties from exposure to mixtures. 

Improve exposure assessments
They need to be more transparent and better communicated. Consider reviewing the calculation rules 

for CLP/GHS for long-term effects (they currently only account for acute effects) to account for intended 

mixtures. Include safety factors in risk assessments. Design methods to test chemicals for indicators 

linked to the most relevant non-communicable diseases they might cause. Some suggest aiming for  

one test to be the indicator of combination effects; others say this is impossible. 

Harmonise hazard assessment and threshold setting across all legislation (also waste) to aid compliance 

and enforcement. Lower the limit for impurities or actively added chemicals. Do more on the mixture 

effects of inorganics.

Consider using “common adverse outcome” in risk assessments. 
Some argue that this approach, which can help assess big groups of chemicals, is essential because  

individual testing of thousands of chemicals is unrealistic. Others warn that it could delay action  

“by decades” since it requires so much scientific knowledge and understanding. The latter say that  

there is already a lot of information available via in vitro screening and molecular science, which can  

be used without a full understanding of the pathways.

Develop better tools for in vitro studies; animal experiments must be reduced in future. Involve 

health institutions more. 
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Create and assess groups of chemicals with similar chemical structures (e.g. QSAR-based; this  

is a classification model). Require companies to provide information on new chemicals so that  

laboratories can develop appropriate testing methods.

Introduce a tracking system for better communication of chemicals up and down the  
supply chain. 

Focus on minimising health and environment risks, not compliance with risk management 
thresholds. 
This includes, for example, analysing the impact of – not just the presence of – pesticide residues.  

Going below legal limits can lower exposure.

Key messages on substances in  
articles and imported products:
REACH can do more and must be better enforced, especially for imports. 
Imported articles should face the same requirements as EU-produced articles, for example on SVHCs. 

REACH information requirements should be better enforced, especially for imports. Restrictions should 

be applied more than authorisations to help create a level playing field (since only they apply to imports; 

alternatively, authorisations could be extended to imports). Substances in products need to be tracked 

throughout the value chain.

Enforcement should be harmonised across member states. Ultimately, a “global” REACH would be ideal; 

this might be possible through the World Trade Organisation (WTO) or UN Environment Programme 

(UNEP) (e.g. SAICM 2.0). 

Harmonise border controls and introduce more cooperation between chemicals controls 
and regular customs.

Consider testing finished products rather than individual substances. This may be difficult  

for SMEs but would be good for consumers.

Consider product-specific legislation to protect vulnerable groups, such as children.
Policymakers could draw inspiration from legislation like the EU toys directive or RoHS directive  

(restricting the use of hazardous substances in electrical and electronic equipment). The former  

requires a risk assessment by the importer.  

Use standards to protect consumers and reduce risk. Harmonising EU standards could 

minimise hazardous substances in products. They could also be part of trade agreements.

Consumers and retailers will drive the development of “clean” products. Retailers are  

already asking for more information and for more products that do not contain certain substances.
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A product passport can be a way to meet the demand for more information on chemical 
content. Information requirements could be different for different product groups. The product  

passport is important for the circular economy because it improves communication along the whole 

supply chain and could put pressure on the riskiest chemicals. It could be supported by an easy-to-use 

electronic system/App. There could be a “made in the EU” quality stamp.

The European Commission recognises that demands for information on chemicals in products must  

be strengthened and consolidated. Recycling requires more information than is currently available and 

that information needs to be passed right down the supply chain to the waste management sector.  

The only information request today is for the presence of SVHCs. Policymakers should 1) consider an 

“SVHC-free” label and 2) supporting the development of Apps like the one that exists in Denmark to 

facilitate consumer access to SVHC info. 

Key messages on processing  
contaminants in the food industry:
Chemicals in food need to be regulated at EU level based on EU data. Cross-stakeholder  

working groups should be created and coordinated by the EU.

The precautionary principle should be applied to food contact materials with a stepwise 

reduction in maximum limits and potentially ultimately EU bans.
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Abbreviations

7EAP: EU’s 7th Environment Action Programme

ADI/TDI: Acceptable/Tolerable Daily Intake

BPA: Bisphenol A

CLP/GHS: Classification and Labelling of hazardous chemicals

DBCP: 1,2-dibromo-3-chloropropane

ECHA: European Chemicals Agency

EDCs: Endocrine disruptors

EFSA: European Food Safety Authority 

OEL: Occupational Exposure Limit

QSAR: Quantitative structure-activity relationship models

RCR: Risk characterisation ratio, or the comparison of exposure estimates  

 to DNEL (human exposure patterns) or PNECs (environmental exposure)

REACH: EU Regulation on Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and  

 Restriction of Chemicals

RoHS: EU Directive on the Restriction of Hazardous Substances in electrical  

 and electronic equipment

SMEs: Small- and Medium-sized Enterprises

SVHCs: Substances of Very High Concern

UNEP: UN Environment Programme

WHO: World Health Organisation

WTO: World Trade Organisation
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