R orica

CONSULTATION QUESTIONNAIRE
EXEMPTION ENTRY NO 45, ANNEX Ill OF ROHS
DIRECTIVE 2011/65/EU

Do you agree with the arguments put forward by the applicants? Are there any additional
reasons that support the requested extension of the exemption?

Orica does not agree with the arguments presented by the applicants requesting an extension of
exemption entry no 45 in Annex lll of the RoHS Directive. Orica has utilised the 14 year period since
the initial RoHS Directive to research, develop and deploy fully lead and hexavalent chromium free
detonators utilising NPED (Non-Primary Explosive Detonator) technology and does not support or
agree with any further extension of the exemptions.

With regards to specifics in the application from Austin, we note:

e The complexity in finding substitutes and manufacturing process changes highlighted are
recognised, yet Orica has managed to utilise the substantial period available to research,
develop, test and manufacture alternatives. This same period has been available to the
industry.

With regards to specifics in the application from Titanobel and Dyno Nobel, we note:

e The joint application is requesting to add a new group of lead compounds (CAS 7439-92-1)
to the scope of the current exemption for use in solder in electronic detonators. Lead-free
solder has been available for a long time and the industry should be moving away from
hazardous substance utilisation, not expanding exemptions.

e The application provides limited information on what progress they have made in the last 14
years. The estimated timeframe provided for finding suitable alternatives suggests these
changes could have already been completed during the current active 5-year exemption
period.

e The application is stating that it will take time to develop lead-free fuseheads, but in Orica’s
experience there are already lead-free fuseheads available on the market from different
suppliers.

With regards to specifics in the applications from Nitroerg and the French explosives and
pyrotechnics manufacturers association (SFEPA), we note:

e The Nitroerg application requests that Electric- and Electronic Initiators (EEI) should be
removed from the scope of the RoHS directive. Orica does not agree with the request or
with the justification provided, noting it utilises a biased interpretation of article 2(4)c and j of
the RoHS directive. Products and components falling under the definition of an ‘electrical
and electronic equipment’ or ‘EEE’ as defined in the RoHS directive should be in scope if
not specifically exempted.

e Both Nitroerg and SFEPA request an extension of another 5 years for the exemption but
does not provide any evidence or justification. Orica is not clear what activities have been
undertaken during the 14 year period available to the industry to act.

Extending the exemption would undermine the progress made in innovation and delay broader
adoption of safer alternatives that are available today.

In your opinion, what reasons oppose the requested extension of the exemption?

Confidential



ORICA CONSULTATION QUESTIONNAIRE 2

Orica opposes extending the exemptions, noting that manufacturers have had over 14 years to find
alternatives since electric and electronic detonators were included in the RoHS Il directive in 2011
(see Orica Supporting Document, p. 4-5). We note the following reasons in support:

e QOrica has proactively developed and invested in fully lead- and hexavalent chromium-free
detonators based on NPED (Non-Primary Explosive Detonator) technology (p. 8-11). This
demonstrates feasibility and the appropriateness of the RoHS timeline.

e Effective and safe substitutes are already commercially available and have been extensively
validated. Lead-free primary explosives such as diazodinitrophenol (DDNP) and nickel
hydrazine nitrate (NHN) are in use globally, and Orica’s NPED-based products have been
successfully used in over 700 million detonators (p. 9—10) across Europe.

e QOrica’s lead-free electronic detonators (i-kon™ Ill Neo, eDev™ |l Neo, and uni tronic™ 600
Neo) and Exeldet Neo components are CE-certified, demonstrating compliance and
functional equivalence with traditional lead-based products (p. 11-13, Annex I-II).

e Continued use of lead and hexavalent chromium compounds presents ongoing health,
environmental, and occupational hazards. Many of the substances in the exemption are
classified as substances of very high concern (SVHCs) under REACH regulations and have
been listed on the Candidate List since 2011-2012, signalling the need for substitution (p.
14).

¢ Extending the exemption disadvantages companies that have invested in safer technologies
and delays broader environmental and health benefits associated with the removal of lead
and chromates (p. 15-16).

While Orica acknowledges that transitioning to new technologies requires time and investment, Orica
has successfully demonstrated that such a transition is technically and commercially feasible (p. 17).

Do you have any experience of how the test procedures required for the safe use of
alternatives in mass production could be accelerated? What conditions would need to be in
place for this?

Orica has extensive experience in testing and certifying detonators and components for mass
production. Testing is performed according to agreed EN standards for pyrotechnics and explosives
for civil use. There are multiple external laboratories in the EU that can be used for testing. With the
right priorities and planning, the testing procedures can be completed in a matter of months to be
able to achieve a CE certification for the product. Additional internal testing and field trials at sites of
the end-users is often required but in Orica's experience this can often be organised in a matter of
months as well. The successful CE certification of Orica’s lead-free products illustrates that with
dedicated resources and a clear transition roadmap; safe alternatives can be brought to market
efficiently (Annex I-II).

How do you assess the potential negative effects of substitution on occupational health and
consumer safety, in particular with regard to possible accidents due to insufficient reliability
of substitutes? How do you assess the overall benefits of substitutes for the environment,
health and consumer safety?

The substitutes developed and used by Orica are not only functionally equivalent but also
significantly safer. NPED technology eliminates highly sensitive primary explosives like lead azide,
reducing accidental initiation risks during manufacturing (p. 9-10). These lead-free systems have
undergone rigorous testing and certification, including more than 700 million NPED detonators
manufactured and deployed globally (p. 10). Therefore, the substitution, when done responsibly and
using proven alternatives, enhances occupational health and without creating risk to consumer
safety.

The environmental, health, and safety benefits of substitution are substantial. Eliminating lead
reduces occupational exposure risks, minimises hazardous waste, and prevents contamination of
air, soil, and water (p. 15—16). Substitutes enable safer workplaces and cleaner ecosystems, aligning
with broader sustainability and public health goals.
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Are there any other aspects that you believe should be taken into account when assessing
this application? Please provide relevant documents and evidence.

The socio-economic impacts and regulatory context must be considered. Orica’s transition to lead-
free technologies has driven investment in innovation, created jobs in sustainable manufacturing,
and improved community engagement (p. 17). Furthermore, REACH regulations have long signalled
that these substances would be phased out, giving manufacturers over a decade of advance notice.
The case for further exemption is weakened by the availability of compliant products and the
demonstrated feasibility of transition, in Europe and other markets around the world (p. 14). Relevant
evidence includes Orica’s CE certification documents for the
i-kon™ [l Neo and Exeldet Neo ranges, which are appended in the annexes of Orica’s supporting
document (Annex I-II).
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