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Consultation Questionnaire Exemption 
Annex III n. 45 

Exemption for 
“Lead diazide, lead styphnate, lead dipicramate, orange lead (lead 

tetroxide), lead dioxide in electric and electronic initiators of explosives 
for civil (professional) use and barium chromate in long time 

pyrotechnic delay charges of electric initiators of explosives for civil 
(professional) use” 

Abbreviations and Definitions 

RoHS Directive 2011/65/EU on the Restriction of Hazardous Substances in Electrical and 
Electronic Equipment 

EEE Electrical and Electronic Equipment 

Pb  Lead 

Cr6+  Hexavalent Chromium 

Background 

The Oeko-Institut has been appointed by the European Commission, within a framework contract1, 
for the evaluation of applications for exemption from Directive 2011/65/EU (RoHS), to be listed in 
Annexes III and IV of the Directive. 

Austin Detonator s.r.o, Dyno Nobel, Nitroerg S.A. and Etienne-Lacroix submitted a request for the 
renewal of the above-mentioned exemption, which has been subject to an initial evaluation. A 
summary of the main argumentation for justifying the request is provided below. Additional 
information supporting this request can be found on the request webpage of the stakeholder 
consultation (https://rohs.exemptions.oeko.info/exemption-consultations/2025-consultation-1). 

For further details, please check the exemption request and additional information submitted by the 
applicant on the request webpage of the stakeholder consultation. 

The objective of this consultation and the review process is to collect and to evaluate information 
and evidence according to the criteria listed in Art. 5 (1) (a) of Directive 2011/65/EU (RoHS 2), 
which can be found under:  

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32011L0065:EN:NOT  

If you would like to contribute to the stakeholder consultation, please review the summary of the 
argumentation provided and answer the questions that follow. 

 
1  The contract is implemented through Framework Contract No. ENV.B.3/FRA/2019/0017, led by Ramboll 

Deutschland GmbH. 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32011L0065:EN:NOT
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1 Summary of argumentation of applicant on the justification of the exemption 

This exemption relates to electric and electronic initiators in which Pb and CrVI compounds have the 
function of explosives and oxidisers. In order to ensure the reliability of detonators, these substances 
have to be chemically and thermally stable for extended periods of time, while at the same time they 
have to provide optimal sensitivity to external stimuli. 

Austin Powder, Dyno Nobel, Nitroerg S.A. and Etienne-Lacroix ask for renewal of the exemption. 
The arguments put forward by the three applicants differ in detail, but the main reasons given for 
extending the existing exemption are as follows (example Austin): 

• Possible substitutes of lead compounds used as a primary explosive in the electric and electronic 
detonators have already been developed. However, laboratory tests are still ongoing, and detailed 
research and development activities related to the smooth replacement, mass production of 
detonators, and implementation in professional use require more time. It is also necessary to 
consider the hazardous properties of the tested alternatives, the hazardous procedure of detonator 
manufacture, and the safety of workers and professional users. The activities are beyond the 
timeframe of the current exemption no 45, and the prolongation of this exemption would ensure 
the development of the safe and technically suitable replacement of lead compounds used as a 
primary explosive. 

• In the case of barium chromate, a technically and economically suitable alternative has already 
been developed, especially for mid- and long-term delay detonators. However, the timeframe for 
replacement barium chromate is beyond the timeframe of the current exemption no 45. The 
prolongation of this exemption would ensure mass production and the implementation of the new 
alternative in the professional use. 

2 Questions 

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

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

• 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? 

• 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? 

• Are there any other aspects that you believe should be taken into account when assessing this 
application? Please provide relevant documents and evidence. 

 

Responses submitted electronically will be posted on the RoHS Exemption Website site as 
they are received unless respondents specifically request that their contribution should not 
be published. In the latter case, responses should be clearly and visibly marked with the 
words "Not for publication”. 
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