Chemical Dialogue Steering Group(CDSG) 결과보고

CDSG는 2004년 9월 26일 칠레의 산티아고에서 Barbara Norton(CDSG 의장, 미국)의 주재로 회의를 가졌다. 이 날 모임에는 호주, 캐나다, 칠레, 중국, 홍콩, 인도네시아, 일본, 한국, 말레이시아, 멕시코, 싱가포르, 대만, 태국, 미국 등 14국 대표들이 참여하였다.

1. GHS

○ 2004년 9월 7~8일에 말레이시아 쿠알라룸푸르에서 개최되었던 GHS 관련 제2회 APEC 세미나에 대한 말레이사아측의 보고가 있었다. 11개국에서 153명이 참가하였으며, APEC으로 하여금 GHS에 대한 각국 정부 및 민간부문의 주의를 환기시킬 수 있는 기술적 훈련 프로그램을 마련하도록 하는 등의 많은 결론점에 도달했다.

○ 일본에서는 UNITAR(United Nations Institute for Training and Research)에서 작성한 아시아 태평양 지역의 GHS에 대한 설문조사 결과를 발표했다. 이 결과는 GHS 관련 UN 실무위원회에도 보고될 예정이다. 몇몇 국가들은 Chemical Dialogue와 UNITAR간의 긴밀한 협조가 중요하다고 평했다.

○ 호주, 캐나다, 칠레, 중국, 일본, 한국, 멕시코, 싱가포르, 태국, 미국 등은 GHS 이행상황에 대한 보고를 했다. 공통 지적사항으로는 각국 정부 부처들간의 업무 조율의 필요성, GHS 담당자들에 대한 교육의 필요성, 모든 이해관계자들 참여의 필요성등이 있었다.

○ 태국은 말레이시아 세미나의 후속조치 마련을 위한 APEC 차원의 워크샵 관련 기금 마련에 대한 제안을 했다. 싱가포르는 UNITAR와 함께 GHS 관련 세미나를 개최할 수도 있음을 말했다.

○ GHS관련 자문단은 APEC Chemical Dialogue 웹사이트에 게재할 FAQ 내용을 작성했다. 또한 자문단은 다음과 같은 자문을 했다. (1) Chemical Dialogue 웹사이트를 통한 GHS 실행관련 우수사례 공유, (2) GHS 주요내용에 대해 APEC 각 회원국 언어로 된 자료집 편찬, (3) APEC 내의 GHS 담당자들에 대한 교육, (4) GHS 실행에 대한 우수사례집 발간, (5) UN 실무위원회에 옵서버를 보낼지에 대한 결정. 이미 GHS관련 UN 실무위원회에 많은 옵서버들이 참가하여 논의를 하고 있음이 밝혀졌다. 캐나다가 조사를 맡기로 했다.

2. EU REACH

○ 멕시코는 자국에서 개최된 6월 30일의 WTO 기술장벽 위원회(WTO TBT) 회의에서 WTO 대표자들에게 REACH의 무역에 대한 악영향에 대해 알렸다. 본 회의에는 58개국 대표들이 참여했다.

○ EU가 WTO TBT 위원회에 REACH의 내용을 통지한 것에 대해 호주, 캐나다, 칠레, 일본, 멕시코, 싱가포르, 태국, 미국 정부 등이 의견서를 제출했다. 이에 대한 EU 측의 답변은 아직 없으며, REACH에 대해 멕시코는 콜럼비아와 베네수엘라를 설득하여 공동입장을 취하기로 했다. 멕시코는 다른 CDSG 국가들도 APEC 이외의 교역국들을 설득하여 REACH에 대한 반대 입장을 취하도록 해야한다고 주장했다. 멕시코는 또한 REACH에 대한 우려의 내용을 EU/멕시코 FTA 협상에서도 언급할 것임을 나타냈다. 미국은 UNCTAD(United Nations Conference for Trade and Development)가 10월초에 개발도상국들을 대상으로 하여 REACH 등에 대한 교육을 계획하고 있다고 보고했다. 

○ 몇몇 국가들은 EU의 전기전자제품 유해물질 제한지침(RoHS)가 화학시장에 악영향을 줄 또 다른 규제라고 우려했다.

○ REACH에 대하여 Chemical Dialogue가 취해야 할 입장에 대한 제안은 다음과 같다. (1) 멕시코는 11월 1일~5일의 WTO TBT 회의 때 REACH에 대한 우려를 전달, (2) 각국은 REACH에 대한 우려를 10월 25일~27일에 개최되는 WTO 무역정책 검토위원회(TPR)에 전달, (3) 광업 업계는 브뤼셀에서 REACH에 대한 우려를 표시하는 행사를 개최, (4) 새로 EU에 가입한 10개국에 대한 APEC의 지지, (5) WTO TBT 위원회에서 APEC 회원국들이 개별적 혹은 집단적으로 REACH에 대한 우려를 표시하는 것이 필요, (6) 새로이 11월 1일부터 일하게 되는 EU 집행위 위원들과 APEC의 대화채널 구축, (7) REACH를 APEC 제네바 회의 의제의 하나로 채택. WTO 무역정책 검토위원회에 각국의 우려를 전달하는 것과 관련하여 호주, 캐나다, 칠레, 멕시코, 미국은 SOM III 이후 따로이 모임을 갖기로 했다.

3. 투명성

○ APEC 사무국은 APEC 역내의 화학물질 관련규제들을 웹사이트에 게재하는 것과 그것의 업데이트에 대해 논의했다.

4. 비관세 장벽(NTMS)

○ “관세 평가”와 관련해서 CDSG는 이 주제를 논의 대상에서 제외하기로 결정했다.

○ “밀수” 문제와 관련해서 CDSG는 SCCP(Single Coordinated Care Plan)과 협조하기로 결정했다. 

○ “원산지 표시” 문제와 관련해서는 FTA의 확산에 따라 화학제품들의 원산지 표시에 대한 원칙 확립의 필요성이 제기되었다. 미국은 NAFTA 대상 3국이 다른 APEC 국가들이 본받을 수 있는 단순화되고 새로운 원산지 표시 방법을 논의하고 있다고 했다. 

○ “제품 등록 절차” 문제와 관련해서 CDSG 의장은 REACH에 대한 APEC의 노력이 이에 잘 부합되며, 투명성의 부족이 주요 문제점이라고 지적했다. 이에 따라 CDSG 의장은 WTO와 APEC의 투명성 관련 규정들의 목록을 만들어 제품등록 안내자료를 만들 것을 제안했다.

○ “화학제품 정보보호” 문제와 관련해서 CDSG 의장은 이미 WTO와 APEC에 적절한 관련 규정들이 잘 정비되어 있다고 했다. 그러므로 CDSG 의장은 WTO와 APEC의 화학제품 정보보호 관련 규정들의 목록을 만들고, 우수사례를 발굴하여 화학제품 정보보호 안내자료를 만들 것을 제안했다.

5. 관 세

○ 한 화학업계 대표자는 APEC 관세 및 무역에 관한 회의 때 Responsible Care의 보안코드에 대해 발표하였다. 이는 화학제품에 대한 무역상의 보안을 증진하기 위한 것으로, CDSG는 이를 지지하고 APEC 대테러 대책팀(CTTF)에 이를 송부하기로 결정했다.

REPORT OF THE CHEMICAL DIALOGUE STEERING GROUP

1. The Chemical Dialogue Steering Group (CDGS) met on September 26, 2004 in Santiago, Chile, chaired by Barbara Norton of the United States.  Attending the meeting were Government officials and/or industry representatives from 14 economies:  Australia; Canada; Chile; China; Hong Kong, China; Indonesia, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Mexico, Singapore, Chinese Taipei, Thailand, and the United States.

GLOBALLY HARMONIZED SYSTEM (GHS)

2. Malaysia reported on the second APEC seminar on GHS implementation, which was hosted by Malaysia in Kuala Lumpur on September 7-8, 2004.  A total of 153 participants representing 11 APEC economies attended.  The Seminar reached a number of conclusions, including the need for APEC to conduct more technical training programs to raise awareness on the importance of GHS among the government and private sectors.  It was noted that the small group evaluation of the seminar is still outstanding.

3. Japan reported on the GHS survey of the Asia-Pacific region being conducted by UNITAR, which is to be completed by the end of September and reported to the UN Subcommittee on the GHS.  In response to several requests about whether this deadline could be extended, Japan undertook to contact the appropriate people to see if the deadline could be extended until the end of October.  Several economies noted the importance of close coordination between the Chemical Dialogue and UNITAR to ensure no duplication of effort.

4. Australia, Canada, Chile, China, Japan, Korea, Mexico, Singapore, Thailand, and the United States reported on the status of GHS implementation within their economy.  Some common points that were noted include:  the need for coordination among multiple ministries – including environmental agencies, the need for more educational activities particularly “train the trainer” activities, and the need to ensure that all stakeholders are involved in the process.  

5. Thailand noted that it was considering the possibility of seeking APEC funding to host a workshop on GHS to follow-up on the Malaysian seminar.  Singapore mentioned that it may organize a GHS seminar in conjunction with UNITAR.

6. The GHS “Friends of the Chair” is developing a list of “Frequently Asked Questions” or FAQs for posting on the APEC Chemical Dialogue website.  Other suggestions for future Chemical Dialogue work on GHS included:  (1) using the Chemical Dialogue website to share experiences and best practices related to GHS implementation; (2) the creation of a dictionary of GHS key phrases in all APEC languages; (3) the need for more APEC trainers to train the trainers; (4) a compilation of best practices on GHS implementation; and (5) whether the Chemical Dialogue should seek to send an observer to the UN Subcommittee of Experts on GHS.  It was noted that there are already a number of observers to the UN Subcommittee on GHS, who cannot vote, but can provide papers and participate in the discussion.  Canada undertook to investigate.

7. The APEC Secretariat briefed the CDSG on how to better use the APEC Chemical Dialogue website for GHS updates.  It was noted that the APEC website is aimed more at the public outside APEC, than as an internal information sharing mechanism.

EU REACH

8. Mexico reported on a June 30 meeting it had hosted on the margins of a meeting of the WTO Committee on Technical Barrier to Trade to inform WTO delegates of the negative consequences of REACH on trade.  It was noted that representatives from 58 WTO Members had attended the meeting.

9. With respect to advocacy efforts by individual economies, Australia, Canada, Chile, Japan, Mexico, Singapore, Thailand, and the United States reported that their governments had submitted comments in response to the EU’s notification of the REACH proposal to the TBT Committee.  None has yet received a response from the EU.  Mexico further reported that it had alerted Colombia and Venezuela of the possible implications of REACH, and the three had agreed to take a common position.  Mexico suggested that other CDSG members should consider similar education efforts with trading partners outside APEC.  Mexico also reported that it intended to pursue its concerns on REACH through talks under the Mexico/EU FTA.  The United States reported that UNCTAD has scheduled a seminar in early October aimed at helping developing countries more involved and educated on proposed regulations such as REACH.

10. Several economies mentioned the EU’s “Restrictions on Hazardous Substances” of RoHS initiative as another example of EU regulations that potentially affect trade in chemicals.

11.  An industry representative reported on her presentation on REACH to the September 23-24 5th Conference on Standards and Conformance, noting there was a lot of concern among participants on the effects of REACH on their industries.

12. Suggestions for next steps that the Chemical Dialogue could take on REACH included:  (1) Mexico to explore the possibility of organizing another meeting among WTO Members concerned about REACH on the margins of the November 1-5 TBT meeting; (2) individual economies to consider including concerns about REACH in questions submitted to the EU for the WTO Trade Policy Review (TPR) on October 25-27; (3) the possibility of the mining industry organizing an event in Brussels to discuss its concerns on REACH; (4) the need for APEC advocacy with EU Member States, particularly the 10 new EU Members; (5) how APEC can individually and collectively continue to express its concerns on REACH in the WTO TBT Committee; (6) the need to establish an APEC dialogue with the new EU Commissioners who will begin their terms on November 1 (in that regard, it was noted that the EU had yet to formally respond to concerns raised in the TBT and that should be the basis for further interventions at the November meeting); and (7) putting REACH on the agenda of the APEC Geneva Caucus.  With respect to including questions on REACH in individual economies’ submissions for the TPR, Australia, Canada, Chile, Mexico, and the United States agreed to meet informally later in the SOM III period to compile a list of possible questions of clarification economies might want to consider asking the EU.

TRANSPARENCY

13. The APEC Secretariat discussed a plan for putting the Chemical Dialogue’s list of websites for chemical regulations on the APEC website and how to update the list.  A proposed introductory paragraph for the list was circulated for comment.

NON-TARIFF MEASURES (NTMS)

14. The CDSG discussed how it should proceed on the NTMs that had been identified by the chemical industry and subsequently tasked by the Chemical Dialogue to explore further.  It was noted that APEC Ministers Responsible for Trade had taken note of the relevance to APEC’s WTO priorities of the Chemical Dialogue’s work to address non-tariff measures.

15. With respect to “Customs Valuation,” the CDSG agreed to drop this issue, noting that concerns were more properly addressed by individual economies through established WTO enforcement channels.

16. On the issue of “Smuggling/Counterfeit,” the CDSG agreed that the CDSG Chair should again invite the SCCP Chair to brief the CDSG on SCCP activities in this area.  In addition, the chemical industry was tasked to compile a list of initiatives it wishes Customs Services would undertake to combat smuggling and counterfeit.  

17. With respect to “Rules of Origin,” it was noted that the proliferation of FTAs and FTAs under consideration increased the potential need for common rules of origin for chemicals.  The United States reported that the three NAFTA partners were considering a new, simplified rule of origin that might be a model for other APEC economies.  Industry representatives from Mexico, Chile, and the United States agreed to form a group to compile a list of Rules of Origin practices that cause problems for chemicals.  It was noted that the CDSG should coordinate with other sub-fora in APEC interested in Rules of Origin to avoid duplication of effort.  

18. On the issue of “Product Registration Procedures,” the CDSG chair noted that APEC’s work on REACH was particularly relevant to this issue, and that a major element of the concern seemed to be the lack of transparency.  Accordingly, the chair proposed that the CDSG should compile a list of WTO and APEC provisions addressing transparency, which could be then augmented by appropriate and relevant best practices of individual economies with a view of drawing up a document of guidelines for product registration procedures.  It was further noted that this particular initiative is particularly relevant to trading partners outside APEC and might therefore be an NTM initiative that could be eventually pursued in the WTO.

19. Finally, on the NTM relating to “Data Protection for Chemicals,” the CDSG Chair noted that this related to the treatment of confidential business data, and that, as in the case of product registration procedures, there are already relevant provisions in both the WTO and APEC.  The chair therefore proposed drawing up a list of WTO and APEC provisions relating to confidential business data, which the CDSG could then study and augment, as necessary, with best practices of individual economies with a view to drawing up guidelines for the treatment of confidential business data.  Again, it was noted that this initiative had relevance beyond APEC and could be considered as a possible NTM initiative that could be eventually pursued in the WTO.

CUSTOMS

20. A representative of the chemical industry reported on a presentation made the previous day to the APEC Customs-Business Dialogue on the Responsible Care Security Code, an industry initiative to promote the security of trade in chemical products.  The CDSG welcomed the initiative and suggested that the presentation should be forwarded to the APEC Counter-Terrorism Task Force (CTTF).  The CDSG Chair undertook to follow up.

COLLECTIVE ACTION PLANS (CAPs)

21. In response to the Chemical Dialogue instruction that the CDSG explore the possibility of drafting CAPs for the Chemical Dialogue, the CDSG Chair noted that as of 2004 the Chemical Dialogue had been tasked (like other APEC sub-fora) to prepare a work program for CTI at the beginning of each APEC year and a report to CTI III of the Chemical Dialogue’s work.  The CDSG Chair suggested that the work program and report to CTI might obviate the need for CAPs.  The CDSG agreed.

OTHER BUSINESS

22. The CDSG agreed to consider ways to publicize the good work being undertaken by the Chemical Dialogue, for example, efforts undertaken by economies to implement the GHS.

23. Korea confirmed that the next CDSG meeting would be held in conjunction with SOM I 2005, and the Fourth Chemical Dialogue in conjunction with SOM II 2005.

