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 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1INTER-ORGANIZATION PROGRAMME FOR THE                                            ILO/HC7/01.7


SOUND MANAGEMENT OF CHEMICALS (IOMC)                                                    21.06.2001
Global Harmonization of Chemical Classification and Labelling Systems
7th Meeting of the ILO Working Group for the

Harmonization of Chemical Hazard Communication

Geneva, 21-24 May 2001
DRAFT RECORD

Opening, adoption of agenda and record of the seventh meeting

1.
Dr Pratt began by welcoming participants to the seventh and final meeting of the Working Group.  She emphasized the progress that had been made in previous meetings and stressed the need to work constructively towards a final agreement.  A list of participants is at Annex I.  Dr Takala, Director of ILO’s SafeWork Programme welcomed the participants on behalf of Dr. Somavia, Director General of the ILO. 

2.
 Dr Takala recalled the long and distinguished history of the GHS’s development and ILO’s involvement.  He impressed upon participants the high expectations of countries, particularly developing countries and stressed that a positive resolution from the meeting would have a dramatic effect on international chemical safety standards.  He believed this was truly a historic opportunity for the ILO and the IOMC. 

3.
Dr Pratt thanked Dr Takala for his words of inspiration and encouragement to the meeting and read participants a letter from Dr Cavalcanti, President of the IFCS.  He wished to encourage participants reach a conclusion that would enhance the safe use of chemicals on a global scale, and was honoured that Brazil was represented at the meeting and would play a part in that process.  Dr Pratt asked participants to bear his words in mind throughout the meeting and recognise the importance of the agreement that lay ahead.

4.
Dr Pratt recorded apologies from Michele Sullivan and noted that Peter Robson would be representing IOE in her absence.  She reminded participants of the positive contribution that Ms Sullivan had made to the development of the hazard communication work over the years and asked the meeting to record its thanks to her. She then introduced the agenda (IOMC/ILO/HC7/01.1) and outlined the meeting documents.  A number of room documents had been received in the week prior to the meeting which had not been posted to the web-site.  These were ( sorry haven’t got a note of what these are!  )

5.
The record of the sixth meeting was agreed with two minor amendments:

paragraph 49, final setence – change ‘would’ to ‘could’.

paragraph 51, final sentence  – ‘redundancey’ to ‘repetition’.

Presentation of the Step 3 Document ‘Proposed harmonisation of hazard communication in the globally harmonised system’

5.
Ms Wyeth presented the Step 3 document (IOMC/ILO/HC7/1.2/3/4).  She began by thanking all members of the Drafting Group who had met in January 2001 in Washington to develop a basis for the Step 3 proposal and who had met extensively via teleconferences to reach consensus on a number of difficult issues. The Drafting Group had been expanded to include Roque Puiatti and Hiroshi Jonai to ensure the consensus was sufficiently wide.  Ms Wyeth explained that the Drafting Group had managed to reach agreements on a number of difficult areas, particularly CBI, working definitions, precautionary statements, use of  symbols and special labelling requirements.  The text had been circulated to the Working Group in March and subsequent amendments made based on the feedback.  

6.
The secretariat had proposed a compromise Annex I concerning the allocation of label elements.  This was because the Drafting Group had made considerable progress in developing the annex at its meeting in Washington, but many options had remained for certain classes.  The secretariat had attempted to clarify matters as a basis for further discussion and believed the compromise was a fragile balance of interests.  It hoped that further compromises would be made to strengthen this.   Finally she gave examples of the areas where further refinements to the text were necessary to help reach a consensus.  But she exphasised that no problems were insurmountable and an agreement was possible.

7.
Dr Pratt thanked Ms Wyeth for the presentation and preparation of the documents.  She drew participants’ attention to the key issues that confronted the Working Group and reminded them of the progress that had been made thus far, particularly concerning labelling.  She believed the major challenges were the assignment of label elements, product identification and the content of data sheets.  The meeting would ensure sufficient time was given to resolving these issues through meeting breaks where necessary to allow for informal discussion.  
Part A (IOMC/ILO/HC7.01.2)

Objectives and scope

8.
Mr Wright on behalf of Labour asked that the summary of principles include a reference to the right to know principle.  It was agreed that this point should be included as the second point in paragraph 8.

Life-cycle

9.
Mr Haas on behalf of the IOE asked for clarification on the position regarding cosmetics.  Dr Pratt confirmed that the GHS would apply to cosmetics in the same way that it applied to pharmaceuticals.  

Application of the harmonised hazard communication system

10.
Mr Haas drew participants’ attention to the room document prepared by CEFIC (sorry forgotten this!) concerning the need for greater harmonisation.  Whilst he appreciated the reasons which prevented further harmonisation, CEFIC wished to express its support for greater harmonisation in the future.  

Working Definitions

11.
There were two issues raised.  First on the use of terminology to describe the classification criteria.  Some participants were concerned that the use of hazard class to describe the nature of the hazard, rather than the division of the criteria for the hazard, was at odds with the terminology used in the OECD and UN RTDG.  Ms Wyeth clarified that the terms were not used consistently by this organisations where danger level would roughly equate to the OECD use of hazard class.  The use of the term hazard level had caused some confusion because within the UN RTDG it designated severity of hazard and this was used to compare severity across different hazards. Mr Jonai was concerned that the terms category and class could not easily be translated to maintain the distinction.  Following discussion it was agreed to continue using the terms hazard category and class for the purposes of the Step 3 document, but the IOMC Co-ordinating Group would be asked to consider the point further.

12.
The second issue concerned the terms used for product identification.   On technical names it was agreed that the definition should also include those names widely used in codes and regulations, as well as those used in commerce.    

Standardisation

13.
A number of participants wished to clarify the text of paragraph 27 in relation to precautionary statements and it was agreed to add the following text:

“ Whilst precautionary information was considered for standardisation, there was insufficient time to develop detailed proposals.  However, there are examples of precautionary statements in Annex II of Part B, and examples of precautionary pictograms in Annex III.  It remains a goal to develop them into fully standardised label elements.”

14.
Mr Robson on behalf of IOE raised an issue relating to labeller discretion to add supplemental information to the hazard statement, rather than elsewhere on the label where this was more appropriate.  It was agreed to add the following text:

“The labeller should have the option of providing supplementary information related to the hazard, such as physical state or route of exposure, with the hazard statement rather than in the supplementary information section on the label.”

Updating Information

15.
Mr Robson on behalf of the IOE asked for clarification on how the reference to responding to information should be interpreted in relation to timescales.  Following discussion it was not considered appropriate to specify a timescale, rather to allow some flexibility.  It was therefore agreed to add text to clarify that information should be updated in an appropriate and timely manner.

Confidential Business Information

16.
Ms Wyeth explained the background to developments since the Rome meeting.  A small working party had continued to consider the principles outlined in the ILO Code of Conduct for the Use of Chemicals at Work and their application to other use-settings, particularly consumers.  The working party had met in January 2001 in Washington and agreed the changes to the framework which were reflected in paragraphs 30 – 32.  This had been circulated to the Working Group during the consultation exercise in March and efforts had then concentrated on getting the text finalised to accommodate the different regulatory approaches to trade secrets.  

17.
During the discussion the main area of difficulty was point f detailing arrangements for challenges to CBI.  The difficulty here was finding a way of expressing how the different mechanisms that existed for considering their validity could be accommodated.  After discussion the following text was agreed:

“Where non disclosure of CBI is challenged, the competent authority should address such challenges or rpovide for an alternative process for challenges.  The supplier or employer should be responsible for supporting the assertion that the withheld information qualifies for CBI protection.”

Conclusion

18.
Dr Pratt thanked participants for their positive contributions to the discussion of Part A.  She explained that the secretariat would amend the document and provide a final version for presentation at the last session of the meeting.

Part B – Labelling (IOMC/ILO/HC6/00.3)   

Annex I – allocation of label elements

19.
Dr Pratt reminded participants that Annex I was a compromise proposal which had been prepared by the secretariat following the Drafting Group meeting in Washington, and subsequent telephone conferences. She hoped that progress could be made in refining it further to strengthen the consensus.   She intended to take an initial exchange of views to test reactions and see where amendments and modifications would be possible.

Presentation of the classification criteria

20.
A number of participants believed that the final document should not include the classification criteria and it was agreed to remove them from the tables in annex I.
Health symbols

21.
Ms Sundquist referred to the proposals which had been made for a symbol to convey severe health effects.  She believed that the inclusion of an exclamation mark, which was also being used for less severe health effects may lead to an underestimation of the severity of certain chronic hazards.  A number of participants expressed support for a new symbol although opinion was divided on whether a suitable symbol could be developed.  The US Government expressed  concern about the use of more than one general warning symbol but indicated that they would consider a further symbol if it facilitated a compromise on the hazard communication system.    

Acute toxicity

22.
Ms Headrick referred to the room document prepared by Canada which outlining the reasons why Canada believed the skull and crossbones should be the symbol used to convey the label warning for category 4, as well as categories 1 – 3.  The Labour Group shared the opinion of the Candian Government.  Ms Silk on behalf of the US Government stated that the use of the skull and crossbones in category 3 was a compromise because it was currently used for categories 1 and 2 in consumer labelling there.  Other participants expressed sympathy for the Canadian position but believed that harmonisation with the use of the skull and crossbones for transport was a major consideration.  Mr Roelfzema on behalf of the Netherlands Government expressed his preference for using the term ‘very toxic’ to describe the nature of the hazard in the hazard statement.

Skin corrosion/irritation

23.
Ms Sundquist referred to a paper presented by the Governments of Finland, Sweden, Netherlands and Germany (again don’t have the room document number)  which advocated the use of the exclamation mark as the symbol to be included on warnings for skin irritation category 2.  This was agreed. Mr Robson on behalf of the IOE believed that the hazard statement for skin irritation category 3 did not adequately describe the hazard statement.  Exposure would lead to irritation, although the effects would be mild.  It was agreed to amend the hazard statement to read ‘Causes mild skin irritation’.

Eye corrosion/irritation

24.
A number of participants wished to include the corrosive symbol on label warnings in preference to the exclamation mark.  Whilst it was recognised that the effect was not corrosion, it was an appropriate message to convey to consumers to aid comprehensibility.  It was also agreed that the exclamation mark should be included on labels conveying the hazard of eye irritation category 2A for consistency with skin irritation.

Respiratory sensitisation

25.
Ms Kahler-Jenett expressed concern about the hazard statement.  She strongly supported a reference to asthma in the statement to ensure the severity of the hazard was understood.  There was some discussion about the scientific basis for this afterwhich it was agreed to amend the hazard statement to ‘May cause allergy or asthma symptoms or breathing difficulties if inhaled.’  A number of participants believed the severe health hazard symbol should be used on labels in preference to the exclamation mark to convey the severity of the hazard.  

Dermal sensitisation

26.
Mr Fasey believed the hazard statement read better if amended to ‘May cause an allergic skin reaction’.   
Ms Silk asked for the footnote included for respiratory sensitisation to be referenced to dermal sensitisation.  This would ensure the cut-offs in the classification criteria for both hazards would be reviewed at the earliest possible opportunity.

Germ cell mutagenicity

27.
Mr Robson on behalf of the IOE was concerned that the hazard statements did not accurately distinguish the severity of hazard in the classification criteria.  Following discussion of a range of proposals it was agreed that use of the term ‘may possibly cause’ in the hazard statement for category 2 was not clear and that the phrase would be replaced with ‘suspected of causing’.  However, the majority of participants favoured retaining the same hazard statement for categories 1A and 1B.  It was also agreed to remove the word ‘inherited’ from the hazard statement.  Ms Sundquist proposed that the new severe health hazard symbol be used for category 1A and 1B.  Mr Wright spoke on behalf of Labour in favour of using the same symbol for all categories because of the nature of the hazard.  Following discussion a consensus was reached in favour of using the new severe health hazard symbol for all categories.

Carcinogenicity

28.
Similar concerns to those raised for germ cell mutagenicity were expressed  by Mr Robson, Ms Sundquist and Mr Wright.  It was agreed that the phrase ‘may possibly cause’ in the hazard statement for category 2 would be amended to read ‘ suspected of causing’, and that the new severe health hazard symbol would be used on label warnings for all categories.

Toxic to Reproduction

29.
In addition to concerns about the appropriate symbol for this hazard, and about the hazard statement for category 2, there was concern that the hazard statements should specify whether the hazard was a fertility problem or one associated with foetal development.  It was agreed that the symbol should be the new severe health hazard symbol.  For hazard statements, it was agreed that the specific effect could be stated only where it was known that other hazards covered by the criteria did not apply.  Also the phrase ‘Suspected of damaging’ would replace ‘May possibly damage’ in the hazard statement for category 2.

Target Organ Systemic Toxicity (Single and repeated exposure)

30.
 There was a wide range of opinions expressed about the appropriateness of including the skull and crossbones on label warnings for this hazard, because of the potential conflicts with the UN RTDG system.  Some participants were concerned that the use of an exclamation mark for both categories 1 and 2 of these hazards did not sufficiently reflect its severity.  It was agreed that the new severe health hazard symbol should be used for all categories of these hazards.

Aquatic Toxicity (Acute and chronic)

31.
Ms Sundquist believed that signal words should be considered as appropriate label elements for conveying the severity of environmental hazards.  Mr Robson on behalf of the IOE, explained industry concerns that the terminology used for the hazard statements did not adequately convey the nature of the hazard.  Following discussion it was agreed that the signal word ‘warning’ should be included in label warnings for both acute and chronic toxicity, category 1.  The hazard statements would be amended to read as follows:

Acute toxicity: category 1 – ‘Very toxic to aquatic life’, category 2 – ‘ Toxic to aquatic life’, category 3 – ‘Harmful to aquatic life’.

Chronic toxicity: category 1 – ‘Very toxic to aquatic life with long lasting effects’, category 2 – ‘Toxic to aquatic life with long lasting effects’, category 3 – ‘Harmful to aquatic life with long lasting effects’, category 4 – ‘May be harmful to aquatic life with long lasting effects’.

Physical Hazards

32.
A special working group was convened of experts in the classification criteria for physical hazards to consider proposals for the assignment of label elements in annex I.  The chairperson of the working group was Mr Oberreuter, representative of the German Government.  He reported the findings of the working group to participants.  Dr Pratt thanked Mr Oberreuter for his work, recognising his specialist contribution in this are of the classification criteria.  Following discussion the following amendments to annex I were agreed:

Flammable solid:  The hazard statement for category 1 should read ‘Flammable solid’.

Pyrophoric liquid:  The hazard statement for category 1 should read ‘Catches fire spontaneously if exposed to air’.

Pyrophoric and self-heating substances:  The annex should contain separate tables so that one table detailed label elements for pyrophoric solids, and the other label elements for self-heating substances.

Pyrophoric solids: The hazard statement for category 1 should read ‘Catches fire spontaneously if exposed to air’.

Self-heating substances: The hazard statement for category 2 should read ‘Self-heating in large quantities; may catch fire’.

Substances which in contact with water emit flammable gases: The hazard statements should read as follows, category 1 – ‘In contact with water releases flammable gases which may ignite spontaneously’, category 2 – ‘In contact with water releases flammable gases’, category 3 – ‘In contact with water releases flammable gases’.

Explosives: Label elements should be included for divisions 1.4, 1.5 and 1.6 as follows and a footnote included to indicate that these applied to substances and mixtures subject to UN CETDG requirements.  

· Division 1.4 – the letters 1.4 should appear in a pictogram with an orange background, signal word ‘warning’ and hazard statement ‘fire or projection hazard’, 

· Division 1.5  – the letters 1.5 should appear in a pictogram with an orange background signal word warning , signal word ‘warning’ and hazard statement ‘may explode in fire’, 

· Division 1.6  – the letters 1.5 should appear in a pictogram with an orange background

Corrosive to metal:  The hazard statement should read ‘May be corrosive to metal’

Precautionary statements and pictograms

33.
Ms Headrick was of the opinion that the text of paragraph 37 implied that precautionary pictograms could be used without the agreement of the competent authority.  It was agreed to clarify the role of the competent authority and amend the text accordingly.

Reproduction of the symbol

34.
Mr Oberreuter drew participant’s attention to the symbol for corrosion and explained that this was not an accurate reproduction of the symbol used in the UN RTDG.  It was agreed to replace the symbol in the table at paragraph 38 with the correct symbol.  It was also agreed to include a reference to the new symbol which would be used for certain health hazards, noting that this would be agreed by the IOMC Co-ordinating group no later than September 7, 2001. 

Reproduction of the hazard pictogram

35.
Dr Benassai recalled discussions in previous meetings on the shape of the pictograms and believed that further discussion was needed in the UN CETDG on the implications of using various shapes for the frame of the pictogram. Mr Wybenga speaking on behalf of the US Government referred to discussions at the ICAO Dangerous Goods Panel the previous week.  He reported that a number of representatives had expressed concerns about the potential impediment to identification of transport hazards and the associated training implications if the diamond shape was used outside of the UNRTDG.     Mr Oberreuter believed that harmonisation of the shape of the pictogram would facilitate identification of chemical hazards and bring significant benefits for global standards of chemical safety, and that issues concerning the identification of undeclared goods could be resolved.  

36.
Mr Fasey was concerned about the consequences of using separate pictograms for transport and the supply of chemical products to workers and consumers.  He believed all systems would have to bear investment in training. Other Government representatives and Mr Wright on behalf of the Labour Group spoke in favour of harmonising the shape of the pictogram.  Ms Silk noting the extent of support voiced at the meeting in favour of the diamond shape for all pictograms, wished to emphasise that the US Government could accept endorsement of the diamond shape for pictograms from the Working Group.  However, she believed that further discussion and endorsement of this within UN CETDG was critical to the success of the harmonised system.

37.
Dr Pratt thanked all participants for the positive conduct of the discussion and noted that the overwhelming sentiment of the Working Group was in favour of harmonising the shape of the pictogram and using a diamond border.  However, she was sympathetic to the concern expressed by Dr Benassai and Ms Silk that those involved in the UN CETDG should discuss this issue further.  The secretariat would prepare a short paper for the UN CETDG explaining that the ILO Working Group had endorsed the use of the diamond shape for all pictograms but wished to ensure issues of concern to the UN CETDG were explored further and resolved satisfactorily. In the meantime, she believed there were some textual amendments which could be made to paragraphs 41, 42 and 43 which could improve its presentation and clarity.  It was agreed to:

· refer to non UN RTDG pictograms as GHS pictograms

· use the example of a skin irritant for the GHS pictogram

· make it clear the UN RTDG pictograms could be used in other use settings where the package was not covered by the UN RTDG

· refer to packages in preference to containers

Product and supplier identification

38.
Mr Stoffman on behalf of the Labour Group expressed concern at the lack of harmonisation in the interpretation of paragraph 46 which seemed to offer infinite variations for the competent authority.  Ms Headrick believed the text did not accurately describe how the competent authority should take account of different cut-off limits for the classification of certain hazards of substances present in mixtures.  Mr Robson on behlaf of the Labour Group wished the text of paragraph 47 to be amended and clarify that CBI rules took priorty over ingredient disclosure rules. It was agreed to resolve these concerns in a revised text which would be prepared by the secretariat.

Multiple hazards and precedence of hazard information

39.
Mr Oberreuter explained that the working group on hazard statements for physical hazards had identified that the text did not take account of the use of the compressed gas symbol in the UN RTDG.  Following discussion of the use of this symbol in other systems, it was agreed that it should be clarified that the provisions for the UN RTDG should apply to transport.  Ms Sundquist proposed that the text be amended so that the exclamation mark need not be used for dermal sensitisation where the new symbol for health hazards was used to convey respiratory sensitisation.  On a related issue, it was agreed that the exclamation mark need not appear when it applied to skin and eye irritation, if the corrosive symbol was also used.

Arrangements for presenting the label elements on the label

40.
Dr Pratt clarified that the reference in paragraph 54 should be to Part A, paragraph 28 and not 29.  Mr Fasey believed that the paragraph should also refer to precautionary information.

Special Arrangements

41.  The following points were raised during the discussion:


General:  Mr Hilton on behalf of the Employers Group was concerned that the special nature of alloys had not been taken into account.  He believed that where alloys were supplied in the massive, non dispersible form, labelling was impracticable and this should be made clear.  Ms Silk stressed that if such arrangements were to be accepted, the hazard information must be included on the data sheet.

Workplace labelling:  Mr Wright on behalf of the Labour Group expressed concern that paragraph 57 did not accurately reflect the circumstances in which employers could be given the discretion to provide hazard information in an alternative format to the label.  He emphasised the need for such information to be written or displayed in the workplace and for the alternative format to be as effective as a label.  

Consumer Product Labelling Based on Hazard and Likelihood of Injury: Dr Pratt indicated that this had been a very difficult area of discussion at all the previous meetings and that a compromise was required by the different parties.  Mr Roelfzema recognised the sensitivity of the discussion and said his Government had deep reservations about the text and this was shared by a number of other European Governments.  Ms Silk believed that there were some amendments to the text that could be made to reassure those with these views by further clarifying the role of risk-based labelling.   

Step 3, Part C – (Material) Safety Data Sheets

42.
Ms Wyeth explained that the secretariat had made a number of changes to the presentation of arrangements in Part C.  These intention had been to improve comprehension and not to make substantive changes to the areas where the Working Group had previously agreed text.  The detail of what information should be included in the data sheet was the single biggest area for discussion.  The Drafting Group had continued to work on the text and paper (Room Document 2? ) contained a suggested template for inclusion in Part C.  There were however other points of detail which required some refinements to the text in order that a consensus could be reached.

43.
Mr Wright on behalf of the Labour Group expressed support for harmonisation of terminology.  There had yet to be a discussion of whther to refer to Material Safety Data Sheets, or whether to refer to ‘Safety Data Sheets’.  Following discussion it was agreed to refer to ‘Safety Data Sheets for consistency with ILO instruments and amend the text accordingly. 

When the (M)SDS is required

44.
Ms Sundquist wished to extend the scope of paragraph 64 to take account of situations where the competent authority may require data sheets to be produced for mixtures which did not meet the criteria for classification as hazardous.  This would cover instances where a hazardous substance was present at concentrations where the competent authority believed hazard information should be passed down the supply chain.  It was agreed to amend the text accordingly.

Product Identification

45.
 Ms Headrick was concerned that the text did not explain the relationship between confidential business information and ingredient disclosure.  It was agreed to introduce similar text to that in Part B which described the relationship between confidential business information and disclosure of ingredients on labels.

(MS)DS content:

46.
Mr Robson on behalf of the IOE reported that discussions in industry indicated that they saw little benefit in developing what could be presented as a rival standard to ISO 11014.  He believed that the listed information in Room Document 2 was a step towards this.  A number of participants were concerned about this interpretation, emphasising that Room Document 2 essentially harmonised the information required by different Competent Authorities.  Dr Pratt recalled that in previous meetings of the Working Group, there had been a clear consensus that no one single standard should be adopted and that any standards could be used which satsified competent authority requirements for information. She asked the IOE to consider whether there were items of information in the Room Document 2 which were inconsistent with the use of ISO 11014.

47.
During the discussion, it emerged that ISO 11014 provided guidance on the applicability of certain information.  Mr Robson indicated IOE’s willingness to work towards a compromise between the approach underpinning ISO 11014 and the development of a harmonised arrangements on the information to be included in data sheets.  During the detailed discussion the secretariat was asked to consider a number of points in preparation of a redraft paying particular attention to the following:

The order in which information should be included under the headings should be amended so that hazard identification preceded composition/information on ingredients.  

It would not be necessary to specify that label information should be reproduced at the head of the data sheet.

The section on transport should be complete and allow for use within transport fora.

The sction on regulatory information should include a general statement advising that safety, health and environmental regulations specific to the product be included. 

Where information was not appropriate or not available, the data sheet could indicate this in more than one way.

48.
Dr Pratt concluded the session by thanking participants for their constructive input to the discussion.  She indicated that the secretariat had a clear view of what the working group wished to see in terms of a final draft and would present this the following morning along with the amended Parts A and B.

Comprehensibility testing methodology

49.
Ms Wyeth gave an update on the current state of progress by the University of Cape Town.  She reminded participants of the issues which had been raised at the previous meeting, in particular the strong indications that the interview process should be reviewed to streamline the process.  Professor London’s team had piloted the tests and were in the process of preparing the final version of the interview guidelines.  She indicated that some streamlining had proved possible in the light of the pilots.  The final documentation would be ready shortly and suggested that it be referred to the Co-ordinating Group.  This was agreed 

Presentation of the final Step 3 Document

50.
Dr Pratt explained that the final document had been prepared and the drafting changes arising from the discussion had all been incorporated.  The final versions of the documents attached to this meeting record were agreed by the Working Group to be the harmonised system of hazard communication in the globally harmonised system. 

Closure of the meeting

51.
Dr Pratt warmly congratulated participants for the historic agreement which had emerged from the meeting.  She thanked the members of the Drafting Group who had worked tirelessly to bring the detailed points of issue to a resolution, and to Ms Wyeth and Mr Obadia for the efficient and timely preparation of the meeting documents.  She confirmed that the final documents would be transmitted to the Co-ordinating Group and ILO Governing Body for endorsement and asked participants to show their appreciation to the ILO for its major contribution as a focal point.  She noted that this agreement marked the end of one process and the beginning of a new chapter for the GHS in the new UN Sub Committee.  She hoped participants would continue to be involved in this work and wished it every success.

52.
Mr Wright moved a vote of thanks to Dr Pratt and the secretariat on behalf of the Working Group.  He paid tribute to Dr Pratt’s commitment to the hazard communication work and her efficient, friendly and professional conduct as the Group’s chairperson which he believed had been critical in ensuring the project’s success.  He wished her every success for the future.
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