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Subject: Accommodating foreign trade concerns regarding the new criteria for identifying 
endocrine disruptors 

Recently, several media outlets have published excerpts from the minutes of a meeting between 
Commission officials and ambassadors from the USA, Canada, Argentina and Brazil on the subject of 
the Commission’s draft proposal to define new criteria for identifying endocrine disruptors. 

The minutes show that the Commission addressed the concerns expressed by the ambassadors 
regarding the new criteria, specifically by reassuring them that the draft proposal foresees the 
possibility of establishing Maximum Residue Levels (MRLs), arguing that these should be accepted as 
an ambitious proposal with a view to addressing the concerns of the ambassadors. 

The possibility of establishing MRLs for endocrine disruptors has widely been criticised by Parliament, 
including by several ENVI Members. The reason is that identifying such levels would be risk-based (as 
opposed to hazard-based) and, thus, no longer in line with the precautionary principle. Furthermore, it 
would be in breach of Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009, which lays down that an active substance, 
safener or synergist shall only be approved if ‘it is not considered to have endocrine disrupting 
properties that may cause adverse effect in humans, unless the exposure of humans to that active 
substance, safener or synergist in a plant protection product, under realistic proposed conditions of 
use, is negligible’. 

The Commission has always stated that Union legislation is drafted independently. In this regard, it 
has also expressed that trade agreements would not have an effect on this independence, nor on the 
application of the precautionary principle that serves to protect public health, animal health and the 
environment.  

Does the Commission acknowledge that by accommodating the ambassadors’ concerns, its claim to 
independence is no longer sustainable? 

Does the Commission acknowledge that, as a consequence, the draft proposal is biased by foreign 
trade concerns and is not serving its purpose, that is, to protect human health, animal health and the 
environment? 
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