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e Stavajici schéma omezovani- povolovani
e Uvahy EK o reformé povolovani a omezovani podle nafizeni REACH



Faze |
CS, ECHA - navrh dle poZadavkd v pfilohy XV nafizeni REACH -
k identifikaci latky jako latky vzbuzujici mimoradné obavy
pridani latek na seznam latek pro pfipadné zahrnuti do pfilohy XIV/XVII — pfi
pripominkach uloha vyboru CS, pri neshodach uloha EK
Faze Il - trva priblizné jeden az jeden a pul roku

Na zakladé stanoveni priorit je fada latek navrzena k zarazeni na seznam. V
navrhu doporuceni uvadi: datum zaniku, od kterého je uvadeni latky na trh a jeji
pouziti zakazano, dokud neni udéleno povoleni, nebo dokud neni pouziti
osvol?ozgeno od pozadavku povoleni. Po ,datu zaniku“ nelze latku pouzit bez
povoleni

FAZE I1l: 24dost o povoleni

zadost o povoleni, konzultace, stanovisko vybort RAC a SEAC, rozhodnuti Komise,
provadeéni, zprava o prezkumu (lhuta)



Omezeni vyroby, uvadéni na trh nebo pouzivani urcitych latek zahrnuje tyto faze:
Faze I: priprava a predlozeni navrhu na omezeni

Zahaje | Fizeni o omezeni, oznameni zaméru predlozit navrh na omezeni, registr
zamérq, priprava dokumentace pro omezeni, predlozeni a kontrola shody

Faze Il-a: konzultace
Konzultace ke zprave o omezeni, konzultace k navrhu stanoviska vyboru SEAC
Faze ll-b: pfriprava stanoviska
Poradenstvi ze strany fora, stanovisko vyboru RAC, stanovisko vyboru SEAC
Faze lll: rozhodnuti a nasledna opatreni

Rozhodnuti Komise o omezeni, soulad s omezenim, prosazovani omezeni



Stavajici schéma omezovani- povolovani

(zdroj: schéma CEFIC)
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Benefits/costs outweigh risks
Exemption «—— 4 and - —— Authorisation
No suitable alternatives

Risks outweigh benefits/costs

Restriction «—— 4 or - —— Ban
Suitable alternatives available




Uvahy EK o reformé povolovani a omezovani podle
narizeni REACH

‘

Optiona

Keep authorisations
with clarifications
and simplifications




* Moznost 1: Zachovat schvalovaci proces s upresnénimi
a zjednodusenimi

Zamérem neni projit identifikované prvky jeden po druhém, ale spise se podivat na celkovou otdzku,
co by se dalo udélat pro zlepseni stdvajicich systémui povolovdni a omezeni

* Moznost 2: Sloucit procesy autorizace a omezeni

Poskytnout primyslu moznost spolecné Zddat o vyjimky z omezeni s dikaznim bfemenem na
prumyslu. Mély by mit spole¢nosti moZnost Zddat o individudlni odchylky? Mélo by to potencidl ucinit
stdvajici povoleni a omezeni ucinnéjsimi, efektivnéjsimi a relevantnéjsimi?

* Moznost 3: Zcela nebo castecné odstranit nazev povoleni z narizeni
REACH

Pohled na moznost uplného odstranéni autorizacniho systému?



Pro a proti

(zdroj: EK -Report from world café tables on level of ambition

11/21)
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
PRO Well known Burden of proof on industry to Avoid the burden
demonstrate that they need a derogation of authorisation
Easier to adapt to changes
Could be a good alternative for
downstream users who do not have
knowledge or resources to prepare
appéications for autorisation the way they
are today
CON Don't believe that we will be able to reach Uncertain Uncertain
agreements on simpification - we have been
trying this for years. We need a breakthrough Transposing current issues with From jess
authorisations to restrictions preferred cption’
Does not take sufficiently in account multiple, to ‘nogo’
smaller applications Risk of the process becoming more
compilex instead of simpler than the
Does not take sufficiently into account the current one
dependency on applicants’data (lack on use,
alternatives, OCs) Needs to be realistic in Scope. &.g. type of

use, specific matenal
Does not address weaknesses of restriction,

i.e. burden on authorities = burden of proof Industry would need to know what the
could be put on industry already in RMOA level of preof needs to be provided (e.g
stage, to prove absence ofrisk. Ifno proof, eguivalent level of protection) for
authornisation needed. derogation
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