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Calculation and assessment of chemical footprint of textiles and apparel
TIAN Zejun WANG Laili LI Yi
(‘a. School of Fashion Design & Engineering; b. Engineering Research Center of Clothing of Zhejiang Province; c. Silk and Fashion

Culture Research Center of Zhejiang Province Zhejiang Sci-Tech University Hangzhou 310018  China)
Abstract: It is difficult to quantify and evaluate environmental load caused by the excessive consumption of chemicals
in the life cycle of textile and apparel and to compare environmental load in the life cycle of different products. To
solve the problems this paper reviewed the definition and research progress of chemical footprint firstly. On the basis
of that some key issues such as calculation boundary calculation method and assessment of chemical footprint of
textile and apparel products were discussed in detail. It is concluded that the calculation and assessment of chemical
footprint can realize the quantitative comparison of environmental load of different products and processes. The
accuracy of chemical footprint calculation can be increased by the uncertainty analysis of characterization factors and
the USEtox model optimization. At last the comprehensive assessment of ecotoxicity and human toxicity can improve
the chemicals management scientificity in the life cycle of textile and apparel products.
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Fig.1 Calculation boundary of chemical footprint of textiles and apparel
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