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This report examines the problem of potentially
hazardous chemicals used in the manufacture of
textiles. The potential risks posed by chemicals
used in the textile industry are well known, and it's
certainly the case that the more responsible and
enlightened apparel brands have long-since h
chemicals management policies, including
restricted substances lists (RSLs), in place ingrder
to manage these risks. Many brands are a
signed up to voluntary standards which 8
and restrictions on the use of certaj

far enough? Is the apparel
doing enough, and is i

etox Campaign’ which

aims t potentially toxic chemicals
in the global textil dustry by 2020. The
campaign h red on a series of in-depth

research reports from textile manufacturing hubs
around the world, including China and Indonesia.

In these places, Greenpeace has tested for the
presence of chemicals such as nonylphenol
ethoxylates (NPEs), phthalates, per- and polyfluo-
rinated chemicals (PFCs) and antimony. As well as
suggesting that the suppliers of leading clothing

D

brand g ing these chemicals to be

released ¥ the environment at harmful levels in
turing countries, the reports have
e chemicals are being found in
ing items purchased by Western consumers
tially hazardous levels. Consequently,
eace has argued that the apparel industry
s to completely eliminate the presence of 11
specific, potentially hazardous chemicals.

these man

Is this possible? This central question underpins
Detox Deconstructed. After looking at the work of
Greenpeace and the ZDHC Group — which was set
up by brands in response to Greenpeace — we
have contacted, individually, 20 Greenpeace Detox
‘signatories’ to look at the challenges they are
facing as they attempt to adhere to Greenpeace's
ambitious demands. We are far from convinced
that the current demands laid out by Greenpeace
are realistic within the framework of a 2020
deadline. This is certainly true for some of the
brands that have signed up to meet them — brands
which, hitherto, had not been particularly proactive
on chemicals management. Indeed, based on
experience and knowledge of the hugely complex
global textile industry, our own feeling has always
been that the achievement of ‘zero’ discharge is
unattainable — although that is not to disparage
Greenpeace’s campaign which has done a great
deal to focus industry minds on this critical issue.
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Chemicals of concern

Elementary problems

In this chapter, we briefly outline the 942 ‘chemicals of concern’
highlighted by Greenpeace in its original ‘Dirty Laundry’ report
and look at how and why they are a problem, what they are
being used for, and what — if any — alternatives are available.

It's clear that responsible brands and retailers chapter in chemical management 4 where
should be already meeting their legal obligations existing environmental legislation

on these chemicals, but is questionable whether
some of them can be removed completely.

The use of alkylphenol ethoxylates (APEQOs) has
been badly managed by the textile sector over the
years, and with APEO-free products now
becoming increasingly available it should in theory
be possible to eliminate these from supply chains.
However, the same cannot be said of perfluo-

rinated chemicals used for water, stain and oil coverag®@@l environmental issues on various
repellence. There is currently no effective direct platforms, Wil serve to create pressure on some
replacement for ‘C8'-based PFCs that have the vernments via greater consumer awareness.

same level of performance.

ilers, brands and the global textile industry
de b erefore need to take a hard look at the following
types of chemistry (table below) to heavily restrict

As we went to press, moves were being m
the Swedish government that could he

atural Artificial Plastic, Natural Fusing,
leather Natural rubber, materials Metal padding,

nthetic  with fibre  leather paintand  (e.g., paper, feather
ends backing coatings wood) and down
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their use or adopt new alternatives. The one other — probably bigger — environmental

caveat here is that not all environmental R&D problems faced by the global textile sector and
budgets (if there is one) should be directed the assessment of risk should also be an
against these substances alone, as there are also important consideration.
Cotton/ "
Wool  Wool Pigment Metal -
Cotton, Viscose, PES atural Reactive Plastisol Mock
RSL Test Linen  Tencel Vscose f?b?:;r {°ES Sk Polyester | Polyamide leather Acryiic  Acetate stt/ Print Print Leather Etc

Disperse dyes

Mercury Cotton

Moothproofing agents

PFOS/PFOA

Dye carriers

Black Black
Chrome VI Navy

Organic Solvents
Biocidal finishes locidal filish applied
Dimethyl fumurate

Flame detardants Where FR finihs applied

Phthalates
pH Childrenswear and intimates
Cadium
_aghty  right Bright | Bright | Bright
Nickel Green/| een/ | Green/ Green/ | Green/ | Green/
Turg iurq Turg Turg Turg Turq
Bright | Bright | Bright Bright Bright | Bright | Bright
Copper Green/ | Green/ | Green/ Green/ Green/ | Green/ | Green/
Turg Turg Turq Turg Turg Turg Turq
Chromium -

sceps [ ]

_ = Area of high risk
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Chemical testing

Testing times

Testing for potentially hazardous chemicals is a far from black and
white issue, with similar tests for the same product often throwing up
contradictory results. Ultimately, forming deep, long-term
relationships with reputable chemical suppliers which have shown a
consistent ability to comply with stringent testing standards is
probably the only sure-fire way to reduce testing frequency and b
damage and, of course, lessen the environmental impact.

Most notably, co

The standard testing procedures for the eleven
chemical groups of concern flagged up in this
report are fairly straightforward when it comes to
fabric or garment testing at currently accepted
limits. A variety of standardised test methods are
used widely in the industry, yet the quest for zero
discharge also requires internationally agreed test
protocols for effluent discharge and emissions to At the time®lhe North Face, one of the brands
air from textile production. This is a much more gged up by Greenpeace, said the test results
challenging area. dif@hot agree with its own findings and were not

reflective of the chemistry used in the
anufacture of the tested jacket.

As we mention in our opening chapter, the

The US brand said: “The UBA test results are not
in line with the (latest) testing that either the
independent laboratory, or the chemical supplier
carried out on the same product.

“We have reviewed the UBA findings in great
detail, together with our chemistry supplier.
Findings of extremely low concentrations of
PFPeA, PFNA and PFUNA are not in line with the
chemistry used to make this product. Detecting
here is no universally accepted extremely low levels of PFCs is very complicated

tely testing the trace amounts due to the high possibility of external influences
of the el etox’ chemicals of concern in on the laboratory and equipment process.”
developing countries — which is where most
textiles are produced. Perhaps highlighting the difficulties of a risk-based

testing approach, the US brand said the trace

To a lesser extent, it's also the same in terms of amount of the three chemicals found in the UBA
fabric testing where during the course of the study were down to residual contamination within
Greenpeace Detox campaign there have been the laboratory from prior product analyses, and
claims and counter-claims about the exact nature should be ‘excluded from any conclusions’.
of these procedures. The North Face also claimed: “No trace of these
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Supply chain transparency

A price worth paying

Textile dyes are not manufactured using cost-prohibitive fine chemicals,
which means contaminents are much more likely. But with price
volatility in the dyestuff sector, it is time for brands to pay a fair price to
suppliers to minimise risks to consumers and the environment.

Supply chain transparency in the textile chemical
sector is a huge challenge when it comes to the
intermediate chemicals and raw materials that
make up these specialist products.

These chemicals are obviously designed for use
in industrial processes and not in high-grade
applications such as pharmaceuticals, for
example, where ‘fine chemicals’ are used.
Therefore the required level of refinement to rid
textile dyes and chemicals of impurities during
production is much lower than in products applied
direct to the skin or in chemicals that are ingested
—such as drugs and skin creams.

Costs
This is reflected in the cost of these prod
Pharmaceutical raw materials and inte
known as ‘fine chemicals’ are expen
commodity and specialty chemj
industry are relatively cheap a

commodities can fluct
market supply and d

From here, in the more commoditised markets,
the supply chain often gets less transparent with
inevitable consequences for the environment.
This has been illustrated in 2013/2014 with the
closure of Chinese intermediate chemicals
suppliers due to environmental transgressions
resulting in higher textile dye prices as raw
materials and intermediates become scarce.

In summer 2013, Disperse blue
UK end users at around £4 — 5 p¢

is non-compliance can add much more in
tefihs of financial cost than the dollar savings
by using sub-standard low costs dyes, and
S obviously a ludicrous situation. Yet despite
some in the industry bemoaning the current high
costs of dyestuffs, today’s prices are in fact still
very low compared to 20 years ago.

In the medium-term, the textile supply chain will
likely get used to this new upward price
adjustment and dye prices will likely stabilise at
or around the current level in some cases.

Yet wide fluctuations do still occur and as we
go to press, European buyers tell us they are
seeing a 5 — 10 per cent increases on certain
textile dyes every week.

To improve the transparency of the textile
chemicals supply chain, retailers should
accept that paying higher prices for dyes from
reputable suppliers is one way to improve the
green credentials of their sourcing strategies.

Yet retailers are often still a long way from the
intermediate suppliers and dye price rises can
take 12 — 18 months to have an effect due to
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binding price contracts in the case of very large
brands that consume vast quantities of dyestuffs
via their supply chains.

In addition, because textile dyes are not
manufactured with cost-prohibitive fine
chemicals, then impurities and contaminants are
pretty much inevitable due to the way textile dyes

Can zero mean zero?

of TEGEWA and Dr Pierfrancesco Fois of ET,

Can ETAD/TEGEWA suggest alternative
chemistries that can replace each of

the Detox 11 chemicals of concern
identified by Greenpeace?

Textile chemicals are in nearly all cases textile
auxiliary and colorant formulations. Most of the

groups that Greenpeace intend to ban |
function in textile processing and
need to be “replaced”. In fact, it i

chemicals formulations an
concentrations in the

Most of th SSlwere phased out
from in i pfoducts of our

Vears ago. Therefore, in
textile auxiliary and
colorant formulati can already be provided by
chemical co es if the specific use of the

product, the application conditions and the
technical requirements are known.

As regards to azo-dyes which can potentially
cleave to carcinogenic aromatic amines,
ETAD/TEGEWA member companies have long
since been providing alternative products in the
framework of many existing voluntary standards.

are traded — which is something that NGOs such
as Greenpeace really do not want to hear.

Neither do we. But this is how the textile sector
operates today. So the task is now to lobby
brands to procure responsibly and also pay a fair
price to minimise this inevitable risk to both
consumers and the environment. ©

are only present as impurities.
embers of the two associations have in-
ystems to monitor the level of such

ies and guarantee that they are not present
oncentrations of concern. Accordingly, each
dye-manufacturing ETAD member has a
constantly updated company-specific list of
products compliant with certain standards. Similar
lists are provided by TEGEWA members for
general textile auxiliaries. These lists are available
on request at the single companies.

However, in the case of fluorinated polymers
TEGEWA members fundamentally disagree with
the Greenpeace approach. While it goes without
saying that impurities such as PFOA and PFOS
have to be avoided, it should be clear as well that
fluorinated polymers for durable water and stain
repellency from our member companies are safe
in view of workers’ and consumers’ health and
the environment.

Are ETAD/TEGEWA members working

with brands to develop drop-in

replacement chemistry?

At the moment there are no specific collaboration
projects. There are, on the other hand, companies

| 96 | Detox Deconstructed 2014



	Detox-Deconstructed-2014-Unlocked-File 1
	summary
	Elementary problems
	Testing times
	price worth paying



