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REGULATION as regards re-attribution of scientific and technical tasks and improving cooperation among Union agencies in the area of chemicals (Text with EEA relevance) -

File
2023/0455(COD)
Member State BELGIUM
Row in
table Reference in the text MS position MS comment
Annex i
BE agrees with the COM that assessment methodologies are described in the different (specific) legislations. If the divergency comes from the used methodology it is covered via the sentence:"
21 |Recital8 The report shall clearly outline the contentious scientific issues “. Vulnerable groups are always taken into account within a risk assessment. And should therefore not be highlighted/duplicated.
The Parl. amendment and more specific the wording “duly justified” is blocking for BE.
22 |Recital9 BE prefers the COREPER mandate, but could show flexibility on Parliament’s amendments for several lines
25 |Recital 12a BE prefers the COREPER mandate as regards the expertise in medical devices for update of guidelines.
s7a |recital 140 Regarding a possible revision of this regulation taking into account the burden on ECHA's scientific committees (lines 27 a-b), BE shows a preference for a review clause; but why does Parliament
want a regular assessment (“shall regularly monitor”)? What is preferable from a legal point of view?
b |Recitor 140 Regarding a possible revision of this regulation taking into account the burden on ECHA's scientific committees (lines 27 a-b), BE shows a preference for a review clause; but why does Parliament
want a regular assessment (“shall regularly monitor”)? What is preferable from a legal point of view?
30 [Recital 17 BE prefers the COREPER mandate, but could show flexibility on Parliament’s amendments
BE agrees with the COM that assessment methodologies are described in the different (specific) legislations. If the divergency comes from the used methodology it is covered via the sentence:"
Article 1, first paragraph, point (2), first h
a | The report shall clearly outline the contentious scientific issues “. Vulnerable groups are always taken into account within a risk assessment. And should therefore not be highlighted/duplicated.
CEIEC The Parl. amendment and more specific the wording “duly justified” is blocking for BE.
42 |Aticle 1, first paragraph, point (2, second BE agrees with the COM that it is difficult to give the priority to the opinion that affords the highest level of protection. Other end points, pathways and uses are used in the different assessments.
subparagraph Vulnerable groups are always considered within these as-sessments. The Parl. amendment is blocking for BE
Article 1, first h, t(2), d
442 EBT I R CEE) e BE supports the COREPER mandate.
provision, numbered paragraph (3a)
Article 1, first h, t(2), d
aab fcle 1, first paragraph, point (2), amending BE supports the COREPER mandate.
provision, numbered paragraph (3b)
Article 3, first h, it (1), d " 3 " i a o
54 fcle 3, first paragraph, point (1), amending As regards line 54, BE notes a reservation of positive examination — provided that COM confirms that there will be no problem during the automatic transfer of the candidate list to CLP
provision, numbered paragraph (b)
Article 4, first paragraph, point (2), amending
71 |provision, numbered paragraph (1a), first
subparagraph, point (a)
Article 4, first paragraph, point (2), amending
75 |provision, numbered paragraph (1a), second
subparagraph
Article 4, first paragraph, point (2), amending
76 |provision, numbered paragraph (1a), third
subparagraph
Article 4, first h, it (4), d " ,
82 icle 4, first paragraph, point (4), amending BE prefers the COREPER mandate, but could show flexibility on Parliament’s amendments
provision, numbered paragraph (2)
82a  |Article 4, first paragraph, point (4a) BE prefers the COREPER mandate, but could show flexibility on Parliament’s amendments
Article 4, first h, it (4a), d " ,
82b I I, ) ey BE prefers the COREPER mandate, but could show flexibility on Parliament’s amendments
provision, numbered paragraph (2a)
g9 |Article 4, first paragraph, point (5)(c), amending
provision, numbered paragraph (6)
89a  |Article 4, first paragraph, point (5)(ca) - (ce)
89 |Article 4, first paragraph, point (7)
89f  |Article 4, first paragraph, point (8)
89g  |Article 4, first paragraph, point (9)
89h  [Article 4, first paragraph, point (10)
89 [Article 4, first paragraph, point (11)
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