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CHEMICAL MANUFACTURERS

The Chemical Manufacturers Committee is grateful for 

the continued excellent inter-agency cooperation by the 

Environmental Protection Administration (EPA) and Ministry 

of Labor (MOL) to develop a harmonized and transparent 

approach to the Chemical Substances Nomination and 

Notification (CSNN) process. We also highly appreciate 

EPA’s establishment last December of the new Toxic and 

Chemical Substances Bureau (TCSB) to streamline chemical 

management in Taiwan.  

We continue to be concerned, however, regarding 

Confidential Business Information (CBI) issues regarding 

chemical substance disclosure and the ambiguity of the joint 

registration mechanism in the Phase II Existing Chemical 

Registration process. These issues could significantly impact 

Taiwan’s leading position as a chemical innovation and R&D 

hub that serves the needs of the electronics and chemical 

industries in Taiwan and in the global marketplace.

Suggestion 1: Improve the protection of Confidential 
Business Information (CBI) with regard to chemical 
substance disclosure.

Taiwan started to implement Phase 4 of the Globally 

Harmonized System of Classification and Labeling of 

Chemicals (GHS) on January 1, 2017. Taiwan will also 

require chemical companies to make full disclosure of health 

hazards on a Safety Data Sheet (SDS). However, the level of 

disclosure planned for the Taiwan SDS will far exceed what is 

required in any other country, with potential serious negative 

consequences for innovation and R&D activity serving the 

chemical and electronic business needs in Taiwan.  

The purpose of the SDS is not chemical substance 

disclosure but to protect labor safety, and the health and 

safety statements on the SDS are sufficient to indicate the 

degree of hazard posed by a given product. Disclosing the 

amount of hazard for each individual chemical substance 

contained in the product would misrepresent the danger 

posed by the product as a whole, causing misunderstandings 
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and possibly even anxiety among business customers and 

consumers. 

Although it is questionable whether the disclosure of 

low-hazard ingredients would bring any benefit to the 

public, such disclosure could easily damage the rights and 

interests of manufacturers. Over-disclosure would undermine 

companies’ ability to protect their CBI – a serious issue 

because the process in Taiwan for applying to the authorities 

for CBI protection is extremely difficult and burdensome. 

This difficulty may deter many companies from applying, 

and may negatively impact innovation in Taiwan and the 

willingness of manufacturers to offer products in this market. 

If industry is unable to adequately protect its trade secrets, 

the introduction of new technology will be discouraged, to 

the detriment of the long-term competitiveness of Taiwan 

industry. Moreover, such lack of protection could also be 

seen by other countries as a trade barrier, possibly leading 

to trade disputes. Due to CBI concerns, manufacturers have 

recently been taking a more conservative approach and 

strategy regarding development of the chemical business 

and engagement in R&D in Taiwan. Further investigation is 

underway to gain a broader understanding of the potential 

negative and tangible impacts.

Though the EPA’s Toxic and Chemical Substances 

Bureau (TCSB) has established a simpler R&D reporting 

process under the registration rules, that process provides 

CBI protection only for new chemical substances under the 

R&D CBI application. No protection is provided for R&D 

work involving the confidential recipes of existing chemical 

substances. We recommend revising the CBI application 

process by referring to the practices in such other countries as 

the United States, Japan, Korea, and China, as well as issuing 

a positive list of chemical substances disclosed with generic 

names. These changes could be adopted in ways that bring no 

added risk to the public. 

Suggestion 2: Provide a platform to facilitate Phase II 
joint registration for existing chemical registration.

If every company must individually register all the 

chemicals they manufacture or import, the amount of 

duplication in the application process for chemical substances 

will cause an unfortunate waste of time, effort, and money – 

representing a burden for the regulators as well as industry. 

In some other markets, the authorities have addressed 

this problem by permitting multiple companies to jointly 

register a single substance. Since only the government has 

data identifying the manufacturers and importers, however, 

it is necessary for the government to first set up a platform 

enabling companies to identify other makers/importers of the 

same chemical. In the European Union, the platform is the 

Substance Information Exchange Forum (SIEF). 

A similar infrastructure has been established in South 

Korea. An opt-out mechanism is available for companies that 

do not want their business for a given substance to be made 

public, eliminating concerns about confidentiality. 

For use in the upcoming Phase II registration stage, 

the Committee urges the TCSB to establish a platform 

modeled on what the EU and South Korea have done. 

We suggest working with Taiwan industry and consulting 

EU-experienced subject-matter experts to design a joint 

registration program that includes a workable mechanism for 

matching potential participants.

Suggestion 3: Redraft the proposed amendment to the 
Toxic Chemical Substances Control Act for greater 
clarity. 

In the draft amendment of the Toxic Chemical Substances 

Control Act (TCSCA) released on April 17, the definition 

and tiered-approach management of the applicable chemical 

substances are not clearly defined. Industry stakeholders also 

find Articles 30 and 38 on chemical substance registration 

and reporting to be too vague as to how chemical substances 

will be designated and how the periodic reporting of 

designated chemical substances should be carried out. 

We strongly suggest that clarifications on these points be 

included in the next version of the draft amendment.

Other regulations in the amended TCSCA draft deal with 

SDS and labeling generation for the applicable chemical 

substances, including the classification, pictograms, content, 

and format of labeling used for containers, packaging, 

handling sites, and facilities, as well as other matters 

determined by the competent authority. To reduce the burden 

and confusion of labeling management, we recommend 

harmonization with the GHS labeling system which is already 

in place.

In addition, problems may arise as the collection of 

Chemical Substance Operation Fees may overlap with 

Air Pollution Control Fees and the Soil and Groundwater 

Pollution Remediation Fees. To avoid a duplication in 

payment obligations, we recommend that the Chemical 

Substance Operation Fee be defined more clearly in the draft 

amendment. 

Another area needing clarification in the draft amendment 

is the responsibility for chemical notification. Currently this 

responsibility applies mainly to domestic industries, but 

if foreign vendors are unable to provide the full chemical 

identity or other required information for reasons of CBI 

protection, or even if incorrect information is provided, it 

could be difficult to determine the liability. We suggest that 

the Only Representative (OR) concept in the EU’s REACH 

system be incorporated in the TCSCA amendment. Under 

REACH, a natural or legal person established outside the 

EU, who manufactures a substance, formulates a mixture 

or produces an article can appoint an OR to carry out the 

required registration of the imported substance. 
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