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General Comments and answers to specific information requests
Specific information requests:
Paragraph 3(b) of the proposed restriction sets out that ‘polymers that are (bio)degradable’ are not considered to be microplastic for the purposes of the restriction. A tiered approach for establishing if a polymer-containing particle can be considered as (bio)degradable are detailed in Section 2.2.1.6 of the Annex XV report (Table 21 – Appendix X).
Please provide feedback on the approach, test methods and pass/fail criteria that have been proposed, particularly in relation to their clarity, appropriateness, practicality and predictability for assessing the (bio)degradation of microplastics, including any practical experience of applying the proposed criteria to microplastics. Please tell us if further modifications or adaptations, or alternative test methods, pass/fail criteria or guidance should be considered, providing supporting justification.
The Dossier Submitter has identified that granular infill material used in synthetic turf (i.e. the granules produced from end-of-life tyres or other synthetic elastomeric materials) is consistent with the definition of an intentionally-added microplastic. Further information is needed in order to assess the implications of the restriction on these materials and to assess the possible need for a derogation. The specific information needed is:
The quantity of microplastics used as synthetic turf infill material in individual Member States or the EU/EEA (Tonnes/yr).
The quantity of microplastics released to the environment (Tonnes/yr, all relevant compartments), and an assessment of the different pathways by which microplastics can be released into the environment and an evaluation of their relative importance.
Examples of ‘best practice’ operational conditions (OCs) and risk management measures (RMMs) to prevent or minimise the release of infill material to the environment, including an estimate of their effectiveness.
Information on the costs of implementing ‘best practice’ OCs and RMMs
Information on the impacts to society of restricting the use of microplastics as synthetic turf infill material, i.e. consequences for the availability of sports fields, impacts on producers, installers and users as well as possible broader impacts of emissions associated with the management of rubber granulate waste (e.g. incineration), other externalities such as greenhouse gas emissions, etc.
The proposed concentration limit of 0.01% weight by weight (w/w) is intended to prevent the intentional use of microplastics and was based on the information available to the Dossier Submitter on the minimum concentration of microplastics added to products to achieve their technical function. For the concentration limit to be considered further, please tell us:
What is the minimum concentration of microplastics (expressed as the w/w concentration of polymer-containing particles) in end products required to fulfil their intended technical function?
In addition, please tell us what proportion of products in each of the categories below contain microplastics to achieve their intended function in concentrations: a) less than 0.001% w/w; b) between 0.001% w/w and 0.01% w/w; c) between 0.01% w/w and 0.1% w/w; d) between 0.1% w/w and 1% w/w; and e) greater than 1.0% w/w. When answering this question, please consider that, as defined in Paragraph 2d of the proposal, a ‘polymer-containing particle’ means either (i) a particle of any composition with a continuous polymer surface coating of any thickness or (ii) a particle of any composition with a polymer content of ≥ 1% w/w. We are interested in information differentiated between the following product categories/functions:
Agriculture and horticulture
Rinse-off cosmetic products
Leave-on cosmetic product
Detergents containing fragrance encapsulates
Other detergents
Waxes and polishes
Medical devices, in vitro diagnostic medical devices and medicinal products for human and veterinary use
Food supplements and medical food
Paints and coatings
3D printing
Printing inks
Construction products
Products used in the oil & gas sector

You may specify additional functions or uses, if necessary

Please tell us about the availability of analytical methods that could be used to detect and quantify microplastics in the products above.
Are you aware of microplastics corresponding to the definition proposed in the restriction being present in a substance or a mixture as an impurity? If so, at what concentrations (% w/w) do these occur?

According to Paragraph 5b of the proposed restriction (See Table 3, Annex XV report), a derogation is proposed for substances or mixtures containing microplastic where the microplastics is both (i) contained by technical means throughout their whole lifecycle and (ii) any microplastic containing wastes arising are incinerated or disposed of as though they were hazardous waste.
This derogation is primarily intended to be applicable to professional uses of microplastics in medical devices and in vitro diagnostic medical devices (e.g. in hospitals and healthcare facilities), although could also be applicable to other laboratory equipment/consumables. Please provide information on the feasibility and practicalities of implementing the containment of microplastics by technical means and disposal of any microplastic containing wastes by incineration or as though they were hazardous waste for these uses, and any similar uses that would also be permitted on the basis of this proposed derogation.

The Dossier Submitter has assessed the socio-economic impacts of the proposed restriction based on its understanding of the uses of microplastics. Please provide (i) information on other sectors or uses, beyond those analysed by the Dossier Submitter, that may be affected by the proposed restriction or (ii) additional information to refine the assessment of sectors/uses already presented by the Dossier Submitter. Please bear in mind that the definition of microplastics used in the proposed restriction is substantially broader than the more commonly known “microbeads”. Evidence of these impacts and supporting justifications can be provided on the following topics among others. Where relevant, please distinguish between the impacts of the different elements of the proposed restriction e.g. ban on placing on the market, labelling or instructions for use, reporting.
tonnages of microplastics used, technical function, releases to the environment, including pathways for such releases;
costs and benefits to producers (including of alternatives), professionals, consumers, etc.; Please indicate the actors affected (e.g. producers, formulators, professional users, consumers), including key economic parameters such as profits, number of people employed, etc.
technical and economic feasibility of potential alternatives, including information on product performance, the price differences between microplastics and their alternatives, the number of products that could require reformulation, expected costs and timelines for reformulation and transitioning to a full-scale production using the alternatives, other potential impacts stemming from the transition to alternatives, e.g., discontinuation of certain products, etc; Please indicate critical uses, for which no alternative currently exists and how long it would take to identify such alternatives.
hazard and risk of the alternatives.
The Dossier Submitter has received information that the 19 polymers in Table 1 below are used in cosmetic products. Table 88 in the annexes to the report includes a non-exhaustive list of further polymers that may or may not be impacted by the proposed restriction. This information was used by the Dossier Submitter to estimate the impacts of the restriction on cosmetic products in ‘low’ and ‘high’ scenarios. These estimates can be refined should additional data be provided in the consultation. If the response to this question is submitted as a confidential attachment, the data will be anonymised and reported in aggregate form only.
Using the template provided (https://echa.europa.eu/documents/10162/0bab188e-cf32-4f21-e13d-689721908c2f), please tell us which polymers (specify the INCI name) used in cosmetic products would be impacted by the proposed restriction (those included below and any other relevant polymers). When answering this question, please consider: i) if the physical form of the polymer is consistent with the proposed definition of a microplastic in the cosmetic mixture at point of release or use by end-users, ii) that (bio)degradable polymers are not considered to be microplastics (see Paragraph 3b of the restriction proposal in Table 3 of the report), iii) that certain uses of microplastics in cosmetic products are proposed to be derogated (e.g., polymer-containing particles that form films are not considered to be microplastics at the point of use, see Paragraph 5b of the restriction proposal in Table 3 of the report).
Please provide information on the formulations containing each INCI that fulfil the microplastic definition or not, i.e., the polymers (specify the INCI name) listed in the table below and any additional polymers identified in a). Please answer in the template provided for each INCI name and differentiate between rinse-off and categories of leave-on cosmetic products. Please provide information on the kilogrammes used in the template.
	Polymer 
(as identified by Industry)
	Associated INCI name

	Polyethylene
	POLYETHYLENE

	Polypropylene
	POLYPROPYLENE

	Polymethylmethacrylate
	POLYMETHYL METHACRYLATE

	Polytetrafluoroethylene
	POLYTETRAFLUOROETHYLENE ACETOXYPROPYL BETAINE

	Polyurethane crosspolymer – 1
	POLYURETHANE CROSSPOLYMER-1

	Polyurethane crosspolymer – 2
	POLYURETHANE CROSSPOLYMER-2

	Polyamide (nylon) 5
	POLYAMIDE-5

	Polyamide (nylon) 6
	NYLON-6
NYLON 6/12

	Polyamide (nylon) 12
	NYLON-12
NYLON-12 FLUORESCENT BRIGHTENER 230 SALT
NYLON 12 (not INCI, but encountered on the labels)
NYLON 6/12

	Styrene acrylate copolymer
	STYRENE/ACRYLATES COPOLYMER

	Polyethylene terephthalate
	POLYETHYLENE TEREPHTHALATE

	Polyethylene isoterephthalate
	POLYETHYLENE ISOTEREPHTHALATE

	Polybutylene terephthalate
	POLYBUTYLENE TEREPHTHALATE

	Polyacrylates, acrylates copolymer
	ACRYLATES COPOLYMER
ACRYLATES CROSSPOLYMER

	Ethylene/Acrylate copolymer
	ETHYLENE/ACRYLIC ACID COPOLYMER

	Polystyrene
	POLYSTYRENE

	Methyl methacrylate crosspolymer
	METHYL METHACRYLATE CROSSPOLYMER

	Polymethylsilsesquioxane
	POLYMETHYLSILSESQUIOXANE

	Poly lactic acid
	POLYLACTIC ACID




	Ref.
	Date/type/Org.
	Comments

	2003
	Date: 2019/03/21 10:29

Type: Individual

Country:
Belgium

	Comment:
Just do it.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment.



	2004
	Date: 2019/03/21 18:33

Content:
Scope or restriction option analysis

Type: Individual

Country:
United Kingdom
 
	Comment:
I would support a ban on microplastics.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment.



	2008
	Date: 2019/03/28 11:30

Content:
Environmental emissions;
Information on alternatives;
Information on benefits;
Transitional period

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: Company

Org. name: Stamicarbon

Org. country: Netherlands
 
	Comment:
the currently used polymer for polymer coating of fertilizers is left in the field after application in very small amounts, and will degrade in a timespan which is much faster that polyolefin materials which is the main concern by authorities. furthermore being used on the field, they remain on the field and will not pollute waterways, oceans, etc. given their slow degradation they will build up only to moderate levels. they will degrade within a timespan of approx. 10 years, though not as fast as the current proposed 4 years. furthermore they provide a solution to the current problem of increasing greenhouse gas emissions and surface water pollution due to the increasing use of conventional fertilizers, have a rather low nutrient use efficiency. the polymer coated fertilizers offer an opportunity to significantly increase the efficiency and reduce to losses to the environment. there is no biodegradable polymer alternative available and hence the environmental pressure will continue to exist, will only further increase due to the forecasted increase of fertilizer use. accumulation of the current conventional polymer system is only moderate, due to the low amounts used per year/hectare and the slow degradation of the current polymer system.


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 1:
there is no consensus on how to determine the biodegradability of a polymer. this is still open for discussion and thus it is unclear how to handle this


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 3:
agriculture and horticulture >1%

	
	
	Answer to specific info request 5:
we believe that due to the ban on polymer coatings on fertilizers, a major target to increase the efficiency of fertilizers and the reduction of the losses to the environment will be seriously hampered. the use of polymer coated, controlled-release fertilizers is one of the few means to substantially increase the nutrient use efficiency, and to decrease the loss of nutrients to the environment, hence to reduce the current pressure of nutrients on the environment, whether it be as water pollution or as green house gas emission. the ban will seriously hamper the attempts to reduce such environmental pressures.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2010
	Date: 2019/04/08 10:48

Content:
Scope or restriction option analysis;
Information on costs;
Information on benefits

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: Company

Org. name: <redacted>

Org. country: Finland

Company name confidential: Yes 
 
	Comment:
Microplastic particles are defined to have cut off level from 1 nm. That is very Small, non practical level and should be micrometer level instead.


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 6:
Acrylates co- and crosspolymers may be water soluble, not particles.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2013
	Date: 2019/04/13 13:17

Content:
Scope or restriction option analysis;
Hazard or exposure;
Environmental emissions;
Information on costs;
Other socio economic analysis (SEA) issues;
Transitional period

Type: Individual

Country:
Italy

Attachment:



 
	Comment:
The I.R.C.A. SERVICE Company works in the biocide and crop protection field, using several production technologies to make all kind of liquid formulations. We know both the pros and cons of each, so we can propose the best solutions to our customers. We perform several kind of microencapsulated products, from biocide to Crop Protection Products, even fragrances and perfumes. We know that the restriction of micro plastics could bring generally benefits, but we are worried about Biocide and Crop Protection Products, whose cons are much higher than pros.
We believe that with the restriction of micro plastics one of this kind of formulation , Microencapsulation, will be ruled out, causing a lost in the rate cost /benefit and we try to explain it considering environmental pros and cons.  In the meantime we are also explaining why this technology will clearly disappear and why the transitional period is too short and doesn’t consider some critical aspects such as stability and authorization time.
MICROENCAPSULATION WILL GET LOST 
Of course this are sensational words, but not far from the reality in our opinion, if referred to biocide or crop protection products at least.
Microencapsulated products (in biocide and CPP) are made with interfacial polymerisation, active ingredients inside in an a-polar means and water outside.
The active ingredients are mainly solid or viscous liquids , thus they need to be dissolved in solvents. The capsules must not be dissolved neither by heavy solvent (for ex Solvesso 200) nor by water (external part), so it is hard to find a general solution allowing a fast degradation. Furthermore, we need to consider that, according to the proposed restrictions, the degradation required is to CO2 and water (complete degradation). For sure, we can suppose that for some active ingredients, “it could be possible to find a Biodegradable polymer but we need to remember that “biodegradable “ polymer has contained pesticide, fungicide, insecticide or herbicide. It will really perform the same degradation of the study that one company will produce encapsulating soybean oil? “. Take into consideration that his kind of products need to be registered following international standards and thus the quality and the stability of the product but even of the formulation are very strict. That is why a wild range microencapsulation technology wouldn’t be possible. It will take out the confidence with this technology and step by step could disappear.
Take for instance the what could happen with a biocide product:  a biocide product dossier is 150 000-200 000€. In case of a biodegradable microencapsulation technology, the cost of biodegradability test for the capsule is over 40000 € in soil and about 20000€ in water .  So we are pushed for other kind of formulations.
WHAT KIND OF PROS WILL BE LOST
In the last few years it has become more and more important to reduce the quantity of active ingredients dispersed in the environment. Both for biocide products and Crop Protection Products the environmental risk assessment is then the most critical point of the registration.
Microencapsulation allows to release the active ingredients over time and thus the reduction of the dosage.
Even more important, in the last few months we have been contacted by several companies that tried to find eco-friendly solution with the replacement of the Traditional Active ingredients with more “natural“ ones leading to a much lower environmental impact. The problem of these actives (natural pirethrum, geraniol …) is the stability over time. The natural pirethrum has a problem of activity, It has an efficacy of hours, microencapsules surely improve the efficacy over time. Geraniol is a repellent  also included in the biocide list , but it is affected by hydrolysis. Microencapsulation will give this active ingredients a reasonable shelf life. The restriction will allow not to disperd micro plastic (mainly inert and “potentially” dangerous) in the environment but we will disperd more pesticide (not inert and surely heavily dangerous). We need to consider that on the microencapsulation the rate of micro plastic vs active ingredient is 1:10 – 1:20.
WHY THE RESTRICTION OF MICROPLASTICS FROM MICROENCAPSULATION IN BIOCIDAL AND CROP PROTECTION PRODUCTS WILL WORSEN  THE ENVIROMENTAL CONDITION
Both fields (biocide products and CPP product) are strongly regulated and both kind of products need an environmental risk assessment that defines the dosage.
On these defined dosage it is possible to make an analysis and mostly none insecticide registered as BIOCIDE is allowed for external use.
The formulation of microencapsulation in these fields is more expensive than other kind of productions and its use can be justified if having concrete pros. The pros required is long term release. This means a longer activity of the product and then the reduction of the dosage.
Basically, microencapsulation is chosen if providing the reduction of the dosage of an active ingredient. We will compare the pros of the restriction of micro plastics with the cons.
BIODEGRADABLE PLASTIC IN EVERY CONDITION?
The first point  that this restriction has to consider  is that Biocides and Crop Protection Products are not simple products, but pesticides. Their nature could affect (or block) the biodegradation. Will a pesticide (contained in the microcapsule) affect the biodegradation performance of the plastic? Shall the biodegradability of the plastic be tested with the active ingredient or not?
According to the proposed draft, the biodegradation of a polymer has to be tested measuring the CO2 produced by a biological effect. It makes no sense to use a biodegradable polymer  when the Active ingredient won’t permit a biodegradation. Let us explain it by an example:
For the biodegradability in soil 100g of polymer are required 
•	You could require to test the polymer in REAL conditions , then -together with 100g  of microcapsules- there would be 1 kg of pesticide.  Result: None Biodegradation would be possible, none polymer will pass the test, none company will start any kind of research.
•	You could require to test the polymer in IDEAL conditions (ignoring that for these two categories it encapsulates a pesticide), Result: Someone could spend money for the research of biodegradable film/capsules and for biodegradation test. The results wouldn’t represent the real condition and it could be a way to keep up appearances.
But Is the biodegradability the real goal? Isn’t it the accumulation in the environment?
PROS
The graphic  shows the number of rainy days in Lombardy ITALY ATT1
The graphic shows the concentration of PM10 in the air ATT2
Th3 graphic shows the number of days when the limit of PM10 is exceeded ATT3
 
From the definition of micro plastics, PM10 should be partially considered micro plastics themselves, and the parts that cannot be considered “micro plastic” have the same physical properties but  more dangerous chemical properties ( no degradation and more dangerous classification).
If we consider 100m of column of air for each square meter of soil; 35 μg/m^3 as mean and we consider hust 60 days of rains, this means : 35 μg/m^3 x 100m x 60 day/year= 0,21g/m^2/year
A typical dosage of a pesticide in field is 1 l/ha, the typical concentration is 100g/l of active, the typical rate Polimer: Active ingredient is 1:10- 1:20 =10g/l of polimer
It means: 10g (of polimer)  /   10 000m^2/y =0,001 g/m^2/year	
The microparticles coming from direct rain on EACH square meter (of ground) is 200-400 times higher than the contribution of the single square meter TREATED by a pesticide. 
 The reduction of micro plastics / micro particles  in the environment is not substantial.
ACCUMULATION IN THE ENVIRONMENT
Almost all the microencapsulated products for CPP and Biocides are made of polyurethane walls. The degradation of the polymer is given by oxidation and photo-degradation; only when the polymer is small, it can be degraded by bacteria or fungi. The microbial  degradation will take time in particular if the wall is “protected” by the action of the active it has contained. But as recognised in literature,if  the oxidation and photo degradation –being  superficial phenomenos - are not significant in a “macro” scale they are relevant in the “micro” scale. 
In microencapsulated products, the degradation of the wall is required: the active has to be released in 0-6 weeks. The wall in this period needs to crack otherwise the product doesn’t come out.
If we suppose a crack (not a biodegradation) every 2 months and we suppose it is linear ( while it’s likely to be exponential) the dimension of the wall could change as follows:
 TAB 1
During this time no biodegradation should happen, but just a degradation.
Furthermore if we should consider that a total biodegradation could happen in 10 years, 
the accumulation in the environment should be:
0,001g/m^2 /years  *  10 years  / 2 ( factor of linear reduction) = 0,005 g/m^2
This is the equivalent to 1 day of rain with 50 PM10 ( 50μg/m^3*100m=0,005g/m^2)
If ever we consider 20 years, the accumulation should be comparable to two rainy days.
In conclusion,  even in the worst condition,  the contribution of Biocidal and CPP on accumulation of micro plastics in the environment isn’t relevant
CONS
If no significant pros are coming with this restriction, the concrete con is the following: more pesticides will be used.
First we need to remember the ratio between a.i. and polymer wall  :    10 AI /1 Wall
If  microencapsulation  allows to have a longer time release of  around 10 % ,compared to not microencapsulated product, we could save the same quantity of active ingredient as the polymer used.The difference is that the Active ingredients are usually much more dangerous than the micro plastics.
The real aim of microencapsulation is to increase the efficacy time of 20%, 50% , or even 100%.
This means that for every 1g of capsule wall, we could save from 2g to 10g of pesticide.
TRANSITIONAL PERIOD TIME
The transitional period time of 5 years for the restriction can’t  be considered sufficient for the following dead lines:
2 years of research and development
+
2 - 3 years of stability (especially if the polymer is biodegradable, it is not reasonable any kind of accelerated stability test)
+
2 years test of biodegradation in soil 
+
2/3 years of authorization
____________________________________________________________
8-10 years are required to complete the process of authorization
CONCLUSIONS
The pros coming from the restrictions on biocide and Crop Protection Products are not significant:
•	The accumulation of micro plastics in the soil should be comparable to 1-2 rainy days, even in the worst conditions
•	The improvement of microencapsulation technology would be just academic, because no test would be performed with the real concentration of the active ingredient.
•	The dosage and the directions for use are indicated and even limited in the dossier of the products; a complete risk assessment is made for more dangerous substances and it could be integrated.  It could be required even the evidence of the effective pros of microencapsulation. 
•	The transitional period wouldn’t be enough to complete the authorization process.
The environmental dispross are heavy:
•	Increase of consume of active ingredient (at the same efficacy)


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 5:
FOR CROP PROTECTION PRODUCT AND BIOCIDES
PROS
The graphic  shows the number of rainy days in Lombardy ITALY ATT1
The graphic shows the concentration of PM10 in the air ATT2
Th3 graphic shows the number of days when the limit of PM10 is exceeded ATT3
 
From the definition of micro plastics, PM10 should be partially considered micro plastics themselves, and the parts that cannot be considered “micro plastic” have the same physical properties but  more dangerous chemical properties ( no degradation and more dangerous classification).
If we consider 100m of column of air for each square meter of soil; 35 μg/m^3 as mean and we consider hust 60 days of rains, this means : 35 μg/m^3 x 100m x 60 day/year= 0,21g/m^2/year
A typical dosage of a pesticide in field is 1 l/ha, the typical concentration is 100g/l of active, the typical rate Polimer: Active ingredient is 1:10- 1:20 =10g/l of polimer
It means: 10g (of polimer)  /   10 000m^2/y =0,001 g/m^2/year	
The microparticles coming from direct rain on EACH square meter (of ground) is 200-400 times higher than the contribution of the single square meter TREATED by a pesticide. 
 The reduction of micro plastics / micro particles  in the environment is not substantial.
ACCUMULATION IN THE ENVIRONMENT
Almost all the microencapsulated products for CPP and Biocides are made of polyurethane walls. The degradation of the polymer is given by oxidation and photo-degradation; only when the polymer is small, it can be degraded by bacteria or fungi. The microbial  degradation will take time in particular if the wall is “protected” by the action of the active it has contained. But as recognised in literature,if  the oxidation and photo degradation –being  superficial phenomenos - are not significant in a “macro” scale they are relevant in the “micro” scale. 
In microencapsulated products, the degradation of the wall is required: the active has to be released in 0-6 weeks. The wall in this period needs to crack otherwise the product doesn’t come out.
If we suppose a crack (not a biodegradation) every 2 months and we suppose it is linear ( while it’s likely to be exponential) the dimension of the wall could change as follows:
 TAB 1
During this time no biodegradation should happen, but just a degradation.
Furthermore if we should consider that a total biodegradation could happen in 10 years, 
the accumulation in the environment should be:
0,001g/m^2 /years  *  10 years  / 2 ( factor of linear reduction) = 0,005 g/m^2
This is the equivalent to 1 day of rain with 50 PM10 ( 50μg/m^3*100m=0,005g/m^2)
If ever we consider 20 years, the accumulation should be comparable to two rainy days.
In conclusion,  even in the worst condition,  the contribution of Biocidal and CPP on accumulation of micro plastics in the environment isn’t relevant
CONS
If no significant pros are coming with this restriction, the concrete con is the following: more pesticides will be used.
First we need to remember the ratio between a.i. and polymer wall  :    10 AI /1 Wall
If  microencapsulation  allows to have a longer time release of  around 10 % ,compared to not microencapsulated product, we could save the same quantity of active ingredient as the polymer used.The difference is that the Active ingredients are usually much more dangerous than the micro plastics.
The real aim of microencapsulation is to increase the efficacy time of 20%, 50% , or even 100%.
This means that for every 1g of capsule wall, we could save from 2g to 10g of pesticide.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2014
	Date: 2019/04/23 12:50

Content:
Environmental emissions

Type: Individual

Country:
Germany

Attachment:



 
	Comment:
The chapter "Down-the-drain pathway" reviews the literature about the retention of micropartciles not very critically.  but comes to emissions into the  environment which are above those extrapolated from examinations of treated sewage and sewage sludge, see the more detailed comment in the attached document.


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 1:
non-soluble polymers needs other methods for their evaluation  than non-polymeric substances - the mechanism with extracellular enzymes needs proably some adaptations
and reference materials from "nature" similar in size ...   
(but I am not an expert)   


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 3:
The oncentration limit is not appropriate as surrogate for  "intentionally added" .
 


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2015
	Date: 2019/04/23 14:58

Content:
Scope or restriction option analysis

Type: Individual

Country:
Germany

 
	Comment:
The proposal intends to restrict  manufactured persistent polymeric particles (including coatings of) and goes much above the requested restriction of intentionally added microplastics. 
The definition of microplastic in this proposal is not appropriate and needs to be changed. 
EU regulations should not create their own definition which would be different to those on international level without any need. An ISO working group (ISO/TC 61/SC 14) - chaired by Claus-Gerhard Banneck from the German Umweltbundesamt and with M. Stölzel, DIN as secretary - has worked in the last years on a definition for and about “microplastic”. The regarding Technical Report (TR 21 960) which was prepared with broad international participation should be available soon to become cited.
•	ECHA’s proposal uses a very broad scope for the definition and restriction of particles: from nanosized, sub-micro particles, actual “microplastics” (1-1000 µm; the dimension in the ISO report) and larger microplastics (1 – 5 mm)– which spans a huge range of nearly seven order of magnitude (or from a foot step up to the elongation of whole Europe). This broad range - despite its use in some regulations and by some scientists – is unduly from an analytical and from the toxicological aspect. Very different analytical methods would be required for their examinations and very different effects might be expected: uptake in the cells (nanosized particles); translocation in the organism (sub-microparticles); egestion with faeces (actual microplastics), and less likely ingestion by smaller fauna and egestion by mammals (larger microplastics). 
But also – in my understanding – only microplastics in sizes of 10 – 1 mm are in use as intentionally added to any cosmetic or detergent products. 
•	The argumentation for the inclusion of nano-sized particles under this restriction proposal is dubious:  The main concern for the use of plastic and microplastic is their persistence. But nano sized particles should be included under the restriction because they would be generated in the environment from microparticle sized polymeric substances. If nano-sized polymeric particles are used as than this would need a special mentioning under this restriction (as microplastics and nanoplastics"). 
•	What is the reason for the different sizes for fibrous particles (all dimensions: 3 nm – 15 mm)? As comparison in masses:  a granule of 5 mm would have the same mass as a fibre with the thickness of cotton in a length of ½ km.
The given dimensions of fibrous particles in paints (p. 254 of the Annex) make no sense. The WHO definition cited (L/D: >3:1) regards to fibres of “critical dimensions” and the question of “respirable fibre shaped particulates” (with D< 3 µm).  
•	Solubility should be also a criterion (the analytical method is less demanding than the examination of the particle distributions) – otherwise non-ionic surfactants or polymeric complexbuilder in powder detergents would also to be covered – some might be derogated by biological degradation.   


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 3:
The limit values are not approrpiate for

	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2016
	Date: 2019/04/23 15:53

Content:
Scope or restriction option analysis

Type: Individual

Country:
Germany
 
	Comment:
The proposal intends to restrict  manufactured persistent polymeric particles (including coatings of) and goes much above the requested restriction of intentionally added microplastics. 
The definition of microplastic in this proposal is not appropriate and needs to be changed. 
EU regulations should not create their own definition which would be different to those on international level without any need. An ISO working group (ISO/TC 61/SC 14) - chaired by Claus-Gerhard Banneck from the German Umweltbundesamt and with M. Stölzel, DIN as secretary - has worked in the last years on a definition for and about “microplastic”. The regarding Technical Report (TR 21 960) which was prepared with broad international participation should be available soon to become cited.
•	ECHA’s proposal uses a very broad scope for the definition and restriction of particles: from nanosized, sub-micro particles, actual “microplastics” (1-1000 µm; the dimension in the ISO report) and larger microplastics (1 – 5 mm)– which spans a huge range of nearly seven order of magnitude (or from a foot step up to the elongation of whole Europe). This broad range - despite its use in some regulations and by some scientists – is unduly from an analytical and from the toxicological aspect. Very different analytical methods would be required for their examinations and very different effects might be expected: uptake in the cells (nanosized particles); translocation in the organism (sub-microparticles); egestion with faeces (actual microplastics), and less likely ingestion by smaller fauna and egestion by mammals (larger microplastics). 
But also – in my understanding – only microplastics in sizes of 10 – 1 mm are in use as intentionally added to any cosmetic or detergent products. 
•	The argumentation for the inclusion of nano-sized particles under this restriction proposal is dubious:  The main concern for the use of plastic and microplastic is their persistence. But nano sized particles should be included under the restriction because they would be generated in the environment from microparticle sized polymeric substances. If nano-sized polymeric particles are used as than this would need a special mentioning under this restriction (as microplastics and nanoplastics"). 
•	What is the reason for the different sizes for fibrous particles (all dimensions: 3 nm – 15 mm)? As comparison in masses:  a granule of 5 mm would have the same mass as a fibre with the thickness of cotton in a length of ½ km.
The given dimensions of fibrous particles in paints (p. 254 of the Annex) make no sense. The WHO definition cited (L/D: >3:1) regards to fibres of “critical dimensions” and the question of “respirable fibre shaped particulates” (with D< 3 µm).  
•	Solubility should be also a criterion (the analytical method is less demanding than the examination of the particle distributions) – otherwise non-ionic surfactants or polymeric complexbuilder in powder detergents would also to be covered – some might be derogated by biological degradation.   


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 3:
The limit values are not approrpiate for

	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2021
	Date: 2019/05/03 14:46

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: National NGO

Org. name: <redacted>

Org. country: Germany

Company name confidential: Yes 

Attachment:



 
	Comment:
-

	
	
	Answer to specific info request 2:
a.	The quantity of microplastics used as synthetic turf infill material in individual Member States or the EU/EEA (Tonnes/yr).
Hann, S.; Sherrington, C.; Jamieson, O.; Hickman, M.; Kershaw, P.; Bapasola, A.; Cole, G. Investigating options for reducing releases in the aquatic environment of microplastics emitted by (but not intentionally added in) products. Final Report, eunomia & ICF, Bristol & London 2018.
„It is estimated that a total of 51,616 pitches exist in 
Europa with an installed area of 112 million square meters. Using the infill density of 16.1 kg/m2 the total infill estimated to be installed in Europa is 1.8 million tonnes.”
“Table 59 – Artificial Turf Football Pitch Installations in Europe 
Country 	Large Football (2012) 	Small Football (2012) 	Total Installed Area (m2) 
Austria 	 186 	                  648 	                1,788,666 
Belgium 	 280 	                  976 	                2,692,615 
Bulgaria 	  10 	                   35 	                   96,165 
Croatia 	  19 	                   66 	                  182,713 
Cyprus 	           5 	                   17 	                   48,082 
Czech Republic 	 187 	                  652 	                1,798,282 
Denmark 	 146 	                  509 	                1,404,007 
Estonia 	   9 	                   31 	                   86,548 
Finland 	 207 	                  721 	                1,990,612 
France 	        2,157 	                7,515 	               20,742,754 
Germany 	3,053 	               10,637 	               29,359,123 
Greece 	           40 	                  139 	                  384,659 
Hungary 	   18 	                   63 	                  173,097 
Ireland 	   48 	                  167 	                  461,591 
Italy 	          394 	                1,373 	                3,788,894 
Latvia 	           15 	                   52 	                  144,247 
Lithuania 	    6 	                   21 	                   57,699 
Luxembourg 	   10 	                   35 	                   96,165 
Malta 	            8 	                   28 	                   76,932 
Netherlands 	1,450 	                5,052 	               13,943,901 
Poland 	          100 	                  348 	                  961,648 
Portugal 	  400 	                1,394 	                3,846,593 
Romania 	   20 	                   70 	                  192,330 
Slovakia 	   49 	                  171 	                  471,208 
Slovenia 	   10 	                   35 	                   96,165 
Spain 	          350 	                1,219 	                3,365,769 
Sweden 	          475 	                1,655 	                4,567,829 
UK 	          797 	                2,777 	                7,664,337 
Norway 	          897 	                  648 	                8,625,985 
Switzerland 	  113 	                  976 	                1,086,663 
Total Pitches  11,459 	               39,925 	              110,195,280“ 
 
(p. 172)
https://de.uefa.com/MultimediaFiles/Download/Regulations/uefaorg/Stadium&Security/01/48/48/87/1484887_DOWNLOAD.pdf
Standard-size of a soccer-pit is 7,140 m2. 
Information provided by Hans-Jürgen Moser (Sports Department Cologne) during an interview by German Radio Station “Deuschlandfunk Nova” (https://www.deutschlandfunknova.de/beitrag/plastikmuell-vom-kunstrasenfeld-ins-meer):
6 kg of infill material per m2
→ 6 kg * 7,140 = 42.84 metric tonnes of infill material per artificial sport pitch.
b.	The quantity of microplastics released to the environment (Tonnes/yr, all relevant compartments), and an assessment of the different pathways by which microplastics can be released into the environment and an evaluation of their relative importance.
Hann, S.; Sherrington, C.; Jamieson, O.; Hickman, M.; Kershaw, P.; Bapasola, A.; Cole, G. Investigating options for reducing releases in the aquatic environment of microplastics emitted by (but not intentionally added in) products. Final Report, eunomia & ICF, Bristol & London 2018
“Total microplastics generated from artificial sports turf pitches: Infill loss rate rate applied to the total installed infill shows that between 18,000 to 72,000 tonnes could be lost per year“ 	
Bertling, J.; Bertling, R.; Hamann, L. Kunststoffe in der Umwelt: Mikro- und Makroplastik. Ursachen, Mengen, Umweltschicksale, Wirkungen, Lösungsansätze, Empfehlungen. Kurzfassung der Konsortionalstudie. Fraunhofer-Institut für Umwelt-, Sicherheits- und Energietechnik UMSICHT (Hg.), Oberhausen 2018.
Data for Germany:
Release from artificial football pitches: 96,6 g/ cap a
Release from artificial hockey pitches: 4,9 g/ cap a
http://www.kimointernational.org/de/feature/microplastic-pollution-from-artificial-grass-a-field-guide/
Pathways: 
Snow removal from artificial turf pits (especially in Scandinavian countries).
Washout and runoff by rainevents.
Removal from pit via shoes/clothes of players.
c.	Examples of ‘best practice’ operational conditions (OCs) and risk management measures (RMMs) to prevent or minimise the release of infill material to the environment, including an estimate of their effectiveness.
http://www.kimointernational.org/de/feature/microplastic-pollution-from-artificial-grass-a-field-guide/
Non-infill technology for artificial surfaces
Alternative infill materials such as cork or coconut husk.
Turf with higher density of grass fibres, or one that includes a proportion of textured pile → reduces the amount of infill needed
Incorporating a shock pad → can reduce the amount of infill needed by 60-70%
Adding a solid surface around the pitch allows maintenance staff to pick up scattered infill material and put it back on the pitch.
Boundary an elevated edge around pitch.
Adapting the slope of the sport pitch.
Avoiding of storm drains and gutters near the pitches.
Including silt traps in drainage plants → appr. 35% of infill material lost can be trapped.
Installing a brush-off zone or stramp off tray at the exits for players.
Provide best-practice information for players.
d.	Information on the costs of implementing ‘best practice’ OCs and RMMs
No information.
e.	Information on the impacts to society of restricting the use of microplastics as synthetic turf infill material, i.e. consequences for the availability of sports fields, impacts on producers, installers and users as well as possible broader impacts of emissions associated with the management of rubber granulate waste (e.g. incineration), other externalities such as greenhouse gas emissions, etc.
No information.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2024
	Date: 2019/05/07 12:46

Content:
Information on alternatives

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: Company

Org. name: <redacted>

Org. country: United Kingdom

Company name confidential: Yes 
 
	Comment:
We are supportive of a ban on intentionally added microplastics, for any purpose or product category, in the cosmetics industry.


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 5:
We manufacture cosmetics, within both rinse-off and leave-on categories set in the consultation.
We have never used intentionally added microplastics, such as microbeads, of any kind, and have found no critical uses where we cannot produce a product we wish to without using them.
As natural alternatives we buy salt and organic ground rice for the order of £1/kg each, pumice powder for around £5/kg. We also use ready-processed peach seed powder and argan pit shells, byproduct ingredients, providing positive impacts on supplier due to alternative revenue sources from their crop. Such ingredients help mitigates the potential risk of overharvesting or switching to food crops.
We do not consider cost of reformulation to remove microbeads to be an appropriate barrier to a ban being suitable, as companies must be responsible for their environmental impacts and the likely negative environmental impacts of these ingredients is not difficult to recognise. By having always used natural alternatives to microplastics we may have incurred increased ingredient costs that other companies avoided through choosing an environmentally damaging option.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2026
	Date: 2019/05/08 12:15

Content:
Scope or restriction option analysis

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: National NGO

Org. name: Legambiente

Org. country: Italy
 
	Comment:
We understand that matting/opacizing microplastics and thickening microplastics are excluded from the scope of this proposal. These are in large part acrylic/metacrylic/styrenic co-polymers.
According to a study from AISE, liquid laudry detergents in Europe in 2017 had a market of 1.600.000 ton this report, pg. 22)
https://www.aise.eu/documents/document/20160229142408-16-02-01_prep-l2_project_description_final_(3).pdf 
We consider that 0.4% can be a realistic gross estimation of the average presence of matting/opacizing materials in liquid soap;
We also estimate that of that share, on average 40% is composed of microplastics.
Given these figures the total amount of matting/opacizing microplastics going down the pipe every year in Europe can sum up to 2560 Ton. (=1.600.000 * 0.4% * 40%).
As a benchmark, we mention here that UNEP in 2017 has estimated that the total amount of MP released into the environment from cosmetics is 42.000T/y worldwide. 
On top of this we must consider that these figures only refer to a relevant amount of home detergents, but do not cover them all: we should add to the figures other detergents that also contain or may contain the same matting/opacizing microplastics, such as furniture detergents. Besides, syntetic thickeners and matting/opacizing microplastics are present in personal care products too.
We would like to stress here that canadian regulation on microplastics clearly defines matting/opacizing microplastics as such 
("Microbeads - A Science summary" July 2015) http://www.ec.gc.ca/ese-ees/adda4c5f-f397-48d5-ad17-63f989ebd0e5/microbeads_science%20summary_en.pdf   
on the base of a Dutch study ("Review of microplastics in cosmetics", H.A. Leslie, July 2014)
https://science.vu.nl/en/Images/Plastic_ingredients_in_Cosmetics_07-2014_FINAL_tcm296-409859.pdf 
and bans them (Ban on the manufacturing, import, and placing on the market of any toiletries for cleansing or hygiene that contain microbeads. Entry into Force: 1 July 2018).
There are, on the other hand, several existing alternatives, already widely available and used, to thickeners and matting/opacizing plastics. 
For thickeners: 
Common salt is used to increase viscosity in formulas containing surfactants such as SLES.
It is worth mentioning here that other natural thickeners used for such purpose are 
    • clays such as bentonite
    • cullulose and modified cellulose (CMC, HMC, HPMC)
    • Gums such as Xantham Gum, guar, locust bean)
    • Carbohydrates (carragenine, pectine, alginic acid)
    • proteines (caseine)
    • 
Several studies are available on natural thickeners, such as: 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/292447286_Thickener_choice_-_A_way_to_improve_cosmetics_sensory_properties 
https://patents.google.com/patent/US20030158324 (paragraph 0018)
For Matting/opacizing microplastics:
Natural alternatives to matting/opacizing microplastics are also present in the market and produced and used by important international companies such as BASF (euperlan)
Other products that are used for this purpose are non-organic pigments such as TiO2, waxes (including emusions of natural bee wax), kaolinite, talcs, fatty alchools and esthers and stearates of fatty alchools (https://www.berg-schmidt.de/en/Cosmetic/c25_opacifier.php).
Other patents and pubblications on this topic can be found here:
https://patents.google.com/patent/US7176171B2/en 
https://patents.google.com/patent/US5851541A/en 
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/full/10.1021/bk-2013-1148.ch001?src=recsys  


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2027
	Date: 2019/05/08 12:57

Content:
Information on costs;Information on benefits

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: Industry or trade association

Org. name: I&P Europe - Imaging and Printing Association e.V.

Org. country: Germany
 
	Comment:
no comments


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 1:
no comments

	
	
	Answer to specific info request 2:
no comments

	
	
	Answer to specific info request 3:
Toners consist for 100% of microplastics. Some printing inks contain microplastics. 
In general the microplastic concentration in printing inks is above 1% to be effective. We are not aware of any microplastic impurities, but we have also not tested specifically for this. In general the concentration limit of 0.01% is very hard to check as the concentration limit is very low. 


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 4:
no comments

	
	
	Answer to specific info request 5:
Labelling requirement
• Preparation of label changes (e.g. adding additional text to existing labels) will cause efforts & costs for industry because not only the artwork of each label needs to be adjusted it could even mean that there might not be even enough space on the label available to add any additional information. In that case we have to use more expensive multi-page labels or make different versions of the products for different countries. Both options will lead to significant costs. Even a short text will require a lot of space if it has to be present in over 20 languages. Having in mind that products are sold in many countries in the EU with all the different languages coming into play it means that any additional text will also require corresponding proper translation. Additional translations are not available free of charge. 
• Keeping in mind the typically products in their current design are sitting in many warehouses, not only across the EU but even outside EU, from which customer demands are served and any supply chain typically consists of many steps before reaching the final customer. Hence changing a label means for industry to pay a lot of attention and even more so creates huge efforts related to inventory management in order to ensure that only regulatory compliant products are shipped to customers.
• Adding more and more information to labels overall raises the question about the meaningfulness of labels and whether the customer could understand and digest the information or whether too much information creates information overflow and makes the label valueless.
Some suggestions
- Preferably: the information can be given in the SDS. As an alternative the relevant information can also be given in our industry in the safety instructions of the printer/printing machine instead of the label
- Any mandatory information on the label should be kept to a minimum (max one short sentence)
- No requirement to apply the information to all packaging layers (like it is in CLP)
Reporting obligation
• The proposed reporting requirement requires disclosing the identity of the polymer. The identity of substances is often confidential business information. Therefore the identity of the polymers is not always known. 
• It is not entirely clear who has reporting obligations. Downstream users are mentioned. Are these only the downstream users placing microplastics on the market (as mentioned in the Annex XV report) or also end-users of microplastics (as suggested in the online information session on 3 April, for uses derogated under 4a)?
Why are only downstream users required to report and not importers?
If a microplastic is imported, then sold to another company who makes a mixture out of it and then to another one that uses the mixture to make an industrial printing ink and then the printing is used by an industrial user to print, which parties in this chain have a reporting obligation? How do you prevent double reporting of the same data?
Clarrification of the term “printing inks” 
The term “printing inks” is used in the headline of Table 32 (Table 32: Summary of the socio-economic impacts of the proposed restriction on printing inks). However, according to our analysis and understanding the description and items in the table relate only to the product group toners. Therefore we suggest to replace the term “printing inks” with “toners” in order to avoid any possible misunderstanding. 


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 6:
no comments


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2028
	Date: 2019/05/09 18:13

Content:
Scope or restriction option analysis;
Hazard or exposure;
Environmental emissions;
Description of analytical methods;
Other socio economic analysis (SEA) issues;
Request for exemption

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: Industry or trade association

Org. name: EDANA

Org. country: Belgium

Attachment:



 
	Comment:
please see EDANA statements in attachment


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2035
	Date: 2019/05/13 12:51

Content:
Hazard or exposure;
Environmental emissions;
Information on alternatives

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: Company

Org. name: <redacted>

Org. country: Netherlands

Company name confidential: Yes 
 
	Comment:
We see that microplastics are a major hazard for the environment and health of human. For this there should be a complete ban on microplastics in products. It is possible to give a 100% assortment of alternatives which is already provided in organic shops.


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 1:
microplastics that are biodegradable, but NOT in water should also be banned for products that are used for hygiëne where it will polute via our water system (showergel etc.). Only if it biodegradates in water it should be not considered a microplastic.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2039
	Date: 2019/05/14 10:22

Content:
Scope or restriction option analysis;
Hazard or exposure;
Environmental emissions;
Baseline;
Description of analytical methods;
Information on alternatives;
Information on costs;
Information on benefits;
Other socio economic analysis (SEA) issues;
Transit

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: Industry or trade association

Org. name: FFI Fachverband Faltschachtel-Industrie e.V.

Org. country: Germany
 
	Comment:
The German Folding Carton Companies as industrial users of paints, coatings and printing inks do neither have any information – e.g. on the identity of the polymers used in printing inks or varnishes – nor would obtain such details from their upstream suppliers (printing ink manufacturers. The reason is that otherwise confidential business information would need to be disclosed. However, without such particulars the folding carton industries cannot report any information, for instance, about the identity of polymers. Ideally, the upstream business operator from the chemical industries should provide the necessary information to the authorities.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2040
	Date: 2019/05/14 11:59

Content:
Scope or restriction option analysis;
Environmental emissions;
Information on costs;
Other socio economic analysis (SEA) issues;
Request for exemption

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: Industry or trade association

Org. name: Verband der deutschen Lack- und Druckfarbenindustrie e.V.

Org. country: Germany

Attachment:



 
	Comment:
ECHA’s restriction proposal contradicts the provisions of the REACH Regulation (Annex XV and Section 2 of Annex VI) by assessing and acting on a “group of substances identified generically”. The proposal includes a definition of microplastics, which is extremely wide as well as unclear, and subjective underlying criteria for labelling and reporting requirements.
ECHA has exceeded its authority under Title VIII of REACH by proposing a restriction in the absence of the first defining both the element of risk and an identified hazard. The scientific evidence alleged to substantiate the proposed restrictions does not meet the standard of evidence required by the preponderance of case law on the application of the precautionary principle.
The proposed labelling and, in particular, the comprehensive reporting requirements for manufacturers of paints, coatings and printing inks and also for industrial users of these products involve a large amount of bureaucracy – while they come nowhere near the given objective of tracking uses and potential releases to the environment. The reasons are, firstly, that consumers and craftspeople, who use large shares of building paints, are exempted from the reporting requirements. Secondly, a total volume of 1.2 million tonnes of paints, coatings and printing inks is annually exported to other EU Member States.
The obligation of industrial users (e.g. in the automotive and printing industries) to estimate the release of microplastics to the environment overlooks that comprehensive water protection rules are already in place for industrial sites. These rules regulate how to treat waste waters prior to their direct release into waters or their indirect release. Thus, the above proposal stands in contradiction the principle of subsidiarity.
The comprehensive labelling and reporting requirements for the paints and printing inks industry, which only accounts for a fraction of microplastics used, are ineffective and disproportionate. Either the whole supply chain would need to be covered (with a further increase of the workload and costs for the industry), or it would be sufficient to exclusively cover those industries that manufacture microplastics or place them on the market for the first time.
Most microplastics stem from decomposing plastic wastes, tire abrasion, or laundering of synthetic clothing. Only a very minor share originates from intentionally added microplastics. The disposal of plastic wastes in the environment is a global problem, and more effective solutions for waste avoidance and recovery need to be found. The proposed regulation is disproportionate, scientifically inadequate and of no benefit to the environment.
Therefore, we suggest (1) a clearer and more focused definition of the scope of the proposed restriction (Table 3, No. 2); (2) a deletion of reporting requirements for industrial uses (Table 3, No. 8); and (3) industrial producers should be free in providing “instructions for use” according to the specifications of the products (Table 3, No. 7).
Additional information is provided in our position paper in the attachment.


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 1:
A degradation of the polymers used in coatings is not desirable, because in the sense of sustainability, durability and maintainability are very important in the building und industrial sector. Coating materials make a considerable contribution to resource preservation. Paints, coatings, plasters and other coatings protect surfaces against external influences and thus extend the service life of buildings, vehicles, installations, mechanical equipment and other items of daily use.


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 3:
ECHA’s restriction proposal contains a definition of microplastics, which is too broad and leaving much room for interpretation. According to our interpretation of microplastic definition, corresponding polymers are used in many paints, coatings and printing inks - primarily as film-formers and non-film forming additives:
Film-forming function: Polymers according to the definition in table 3 of the proposal are used as binders in many applications, including paints, coatings and printing inks. Binders can be liquid (e.g. oils), semi-solid (e.g. waxes) or solid polymers (e.g. resins). In waterborne products the polymers are dispersed in water while in solvent based products the polymers are dissolved in organic solvents. Binders encase the solid components of paints and varnishes, i.e. pigments and fillers, and form solid polymer-containing particles. 
The function of binders is to serve film formation by binding the components of paints and coatings with each other and with the substrate. Only binders enable film formation in coatings through polymerisation, polycondensation or polyaddition. Film formation, e.g. drying and hardening, brings about a hard and mechanically resistant layer that adheres to the substrate. Through the physico-chemical process of film formation, binders lose the particle property of microplastics according to the definition under 2 and, consequently, fall under the mentioned rule 5.b. Furthermore, these are firmly incorporated in a polymer structure (binder matrix) by curing, so that they are subject to rule 5.c of the restriction proposal. The share of binders in the composition varies from 2% (printing inks) over 25% (building paints) to up to 80% (powder coatings, printing inks).
Non-film forming function: Small quantities of polymer-based additives (e.g. waxes or spheres) are added to coating materials, in order to improve or modify their properties. Additives for paints and coatings are bound in a polymer structure in curing and fall under rule 5.c of the proposal. Additives are used in paints, coatings and printing inks in quantities from 2 % to 10%.
The paint manufacturers do not obtain details – e.g. on identity and concentration of the polymers used in pre-products (for example, binders and additives) – from their upstream suppliers. Without such particulars neither the paint manufacturers nor the industrial users can report any information on type of polymers and release to environment.
For self-control and for monitoring within the supply chain, identification of the corresponding polymers in various media is necessary. Suitable analytical methods are not available, especially not for the size range 
(1 nm) and concentration range (0.01%). The development of new methods is hardly possible for these large number of different polymers covered by the microplastic definition of the ECHA restriction proposal.


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 5:
The ECHA proposal includes labelling and, in particular, comprehensive reporting requirements for the manufacturers and industrial users of many paints, coatings and printing inks. In Germany alone, more than 60,000 companies should be impacted, including roughly 8,000 print shops.
The labelling requirement would impact in Germany 250 manufactures of paints and printing inks; most of them are small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs).
The reporting requirement concerns (1) Manufacturers of binders; (2) ca. 250 companies in Germany who – as “downstream users” – use binders for the manufacture of paints, coatings and printing inks; (3) many industrial users of paints, coatings and printing inks who – also as “downstream users” – would be subject to reporting, for example automotive industry, metal industry, print shops, furniture industry, electrical industry, mechanical engineering companies, corrosion protection businesses, industrial window coating businesses; and (4) many thousands of users and retailers who mix paints/coatings according to their customers’ wishes in mixing stations – where individual, tailor-made paints/coatings are placed on the market at the point of sale.
The proposed annual reporting requirement would constitute an excessive strain. Without an impact assessment, it remains unclear what effort and costs the reporting requirement precisely involves. Based on the current proposal, the manufacturers of paints, coatings and printing inks (depending on size and product portfolio) estimate at least 50% of one full-time position for a suitably qualified person. For our sector, this would mean additional costs of at least 6 million euros per annum.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.
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Attachment:

<redacted>

Privacy comment: The document contains information like produced volumes, turnover, Investments etc that are considered as BCI and that cannot be disclosed.
	Comment:
MICROINCAPSULATION OF PLANT PROTECTION PRODUCTS IN A DEDICATED EU PLANT THAT CONTRIBUTES TO NATIONAL ECONOMY AVOIDING EXTRA EU DELOCALIZATION 
Our company is specialized in the manufacture of active substance for the use in agriculture and the formulation of plant protection products for global market. The company headquarter is set in EU as well as the active substances manufacturing and formulating plants [more details in separate paper]. In none of our outside EU formulating plants, we have CS technology in place.
We are one of the few European companies that invested in building their own plant fully dedicated to microencapsulation; this dedicated line is set in Italy. 
We foresee a high increase of the current formulation of CS Plant Protection Products due to the ongoing registration at both EU and extra EU level of new CS formulations (volumes included in a separate confidential document). 
The impact of the restriction to our current overall production, the involved volumes and turnover loss are better detailed in the separate confidential document.
It is not foreseen to find alternatives as valid as microencapsulation in agriculture is. Due to the slow release of the active substances, CS formulations have a series of positive effects that will hardly be confirmed by alternatives:
-	improvement of efficacy, 
-	selectivity improvement,
-	human health protection (operator and end-user)
-	environmental protection,
-	tainting effect reduction,
-	reduction of phytotoxicity effects (e.g. bleaching)
We are therefore convinced that the Eif of the restriction would bring to the lost of market for all CS formulations of our portfolio; even in case any acceptable alternative would be found, the current EiF of the restriction would not give to our company the possibility to replace the formulations since the R&D time and the regulatory timelines for the registration according to Reg. 1007/2009 at EU level would require at least 10-12 years.
Moreover from a production point of view, the eventual alternatives would hardly give the possibility to have, as it is now, only one production line for all CS formulations, since a differentiation will be necessary. This would necessarily bring costs, efforts etc.
The microplastic restriction will have a particular impact on our company, since we particularly invested in the microencapsulation technique, not only for the development and registration of CS Plant Protection Products (details on registration and R&D investments in separate confidential document), but, as said, for building, and maintaining the CS dedicated formulating plant  (details on investments in separate confidential document). At our EU plant we formulate both CS PPPs of our portfolio and CS PPPs for third parties. 
The decision to build inside the EU territory such a dedicated plant contributed and contributes to national economy avoiding delocalization out of EU.


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 1:
for the moment. We plan to reply within september 20th

	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.
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	Comment:
Earthwatch Europe have published a report with the support of Eunomia, which looks at the risks to businesses of microplastic pollution across a number of sectors. Artificial sports turf, equestrian facilities and playgrounds is one of the sectors covered (4.3, page 17). Other sectors we cover in the report that are of relevance to the consultation on intentionally added microplastics include on plastic pellets (nurdles) (4.1, page 14); other undiscovered microplastic sources (4.6, page 23). Please see attached report for details.


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 2:
Earthwatch's report, attcached, provides information on tonnage of infill released into the environment in the UK (1-5 tonnes of infill per pitch per year) and examples of best practice operational measures that can be taken to reduce or eliminate this, which could be implemented voluntarily or be made a requirement through regulatory action. These include:
1) use of natural (organic) infill
2) appropriate inside storage for infill used for top-ups
3) handling procedures to reduce loss when moving infill around
4) changing room cleaning procedures such as the correct disposal of infill when cleaned up
5) filters in drains in changing rooms and in local rain water drains, including regular emptying
6) player education and designated ‘shake-off’ zones where infill is removed from clothing
Further information is available in the attached report.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.
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Org. name: Württembergischer Fußballverband

Org. country: Germany

Attachment:



 
	Comment:


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 1:

	
	
	Answer to specific info request 2:
a.: Nach neueren Erkenntnissen werden zwischen 0,25 t/a und 5 t/a in Deutschland an Befüllungsgranulat pro Kunststoffrasenfläche verwendet (Fraunhofer 2018, S. 11). Das entspricht einer Gesamtmenge von ca. 7.500 bis 9.900 t/a. 
b.: Nach dem aktuellen Forschungsstand besteht nach Kenntnis des DFB ein hohes Maß an Unsicherheit darüber, wie und in welchen Mengen das als Mikroplastik definierte Granulat auf Sportplätzen in die Umwelt freigesetzt wird. Nach den uns zur Verfügung stehen-den Informationen gibt es große Unterschiede bei der Einschätzung der Menge an Mikroplastiken, die in den einzelnen Mitgliedstaaten oder in der EU/EWR als Füllmaterial für Kunstrasen verwendet wird. Insbesondere Umfang und Methodologie der Forschung in diesem Bereich sind bisher noch wenig standardisiert und nachvollziehbar. Der DFB geht davon aus, dass der Anteil des Eintrags von Mikroplastik über Kunststoffrasenplätze je nach Mitgliedstaat ca. 1 bis 3 Prozent im Verhältnis zum Gesamteintrag beträgt. Demnach ist der Umwelteintrag verglichen mit anderen Hauptquellen relativ gering (Europäische Kommission 2018, ii)).
c.: Gezielte Risikomanagementmaßnahmen können die Freisetzung von Füllstoffen in die Umwelt bereits signifikant vermindern. Technische Maßnahmen zur Zurückhaltung eines Materialaustrags vor Ort (z.B. Rinnenfilter mit Sedimentationsstrecken an Abläufen, Schmutzfangmatten, Schuhbürsten am Ausgang) und organisatorische Maßnahmen beim Betrieb der Sportplätze (z.B. regelmäßige Reinigung der Spielfeldränder, Auffangsiebe) können zu einer starken Verringerung des Austrags von Mikroplastik beitragen. 
Neben dem häufig genutzten Kunststoffgranulat existieren für Kunststoffrasensysteme alternative Füllstoffe, die in Teilen auch bereits beim Betrieb von Sportanlagen genutzt werden. So werden in Deutschland aktuell Kunststoffrasenplätze teilweise mit Sand und/oder Kork verfüllt. Zudem gibt es auch Kunststoffrasensysteme, die ohne elastischen Füllstoff betrieben werden können. 
Es existieren bisher allerdings nur wenige belastbare Studien darüber, wie sich diese Alternativen qualitäts- und kostenmäßig (z.B. hinsichtlich der Bespielbarkeit und Lebensdauer) vergleichen lassen. Zudem müsste untersucht werden, ob und wie sich die Bespielbar-keit oder das Verletzungsrisiko der alternativ befüllten Kunststoffrasenflächen bei den verschiedenen Alternativfüllungen verändert (Plan Miljø Studie 2017). Es bedarf daher dringend weiterer wissenschaftlicher Expertise zur Praxistauglichkeit alternativer organischer Füllstoffe und zur sportartspezifischen Eignung von Kunststoffrasenplätzen, die ohne Füllstoffe auskommen. Sowohl eine wissenschaftliche Folgenabschätzung als auch die dringend erforderliche Entwicklung alternativer Füllstoffe durch die Industrie sind eine zentrale Forderung der von der Thematik betroffenen Sportverbände in Deutschland. Sie vertreten die Meinung, dass die Maßnahmen, die ein Verbot des Kunststoffgranulats verursachen würden, nicht kurzfristig umsetzbar sind und Alternativen nur mittel- bis langfristig erarbeitet und bereitgestellt werden können.
d.: In Deutschland gibt es ca. 5.000 für den Fußballspielbetrieb gemeldete Kunststoffrasenplätze (DFBnet), sowie ca. 1.000 DFB-Minispielfelder. Jährlich werden in Deutschland ca. 300 Kunststoffrasenplätze neu gebaut, sowie 150 Kunststoffrasenplätze von Grund auf erneuert. Hinsichtlich der bestehenden Plätze dürfte eine Umstellung auf alternative Füllstoffe notwendig sein. Hierfür halten die Sportanlagenbetreiber (Kommunen oder Vereine) Mittel für Sportstättenbau und -sanierung vor, die bei einem vollständigen Ver-bot und einer Verwendung alternativer Füllstoffe deutlich höher ausfallen würden. Laut eigener Berechnungen belaufen sich die jährlichen Mehrkosten deutschlandweit auf einen hohen einstelligen Millionenbetrag. Die insgesamt zu erwartenden Kosten eines Verbotes können aufgrund fehlender Kenntnisse über geeignete alternative Füllstoffe (Geeignetheit, Verfügbarkeit) derzeit nicht seriös beziffert werden. Auf Grundlage aktueller Daten zum Bau von Kunststoffrasenplätzen dürfte der Gesamtbetrag für den Austausch des Füllstoffes der Kunststoffrasensysteme im hohen zweistelligen Millionenbereich (bis zu 90 Mio. EUR) liegen, wobei zur Präzisierung dieses Schätzwertes vertiefte Analysen erforderlich sind. Die Kosten für eine Umsetzung gezielter Risikomanagementmaßnahmen zur Zurückhaltung des Materialaustrags dürften nach Schätzungen und je nach Umfang der Maßnahmen pro Kunststoffrasensystem bei 3.000 bis 10.000 EUR liegen.
e.: Der gemeinwohlorientierte Sport ist die größte zivilgesellschaftliche Bewegung in Deutschland und Europa. In Deutschland engagieren sich knapp acht Millionen Bürger freiwillig und ehrenamtlich im Sport. Das entspricht einer jährlichen Wertschöpfung und einem Wohlfahrtsgewinn allein in Deutschland von ca. 6,7 Milliarden Euro. Vergleichbare Zahlen lassen sich auch für die gesamte EU feststellen. In den EU-Mitgliedstaaten engagieren sich im Jahre 2010 zwischen 92 und 94 Millionen Menschen freiwillig für Ziele des Gemeinwohls, davon die meisten im Sport (ca. 35 bis 40 Prozent aller freiwillig Tätigen in der EU) (Europäische Kommission 2010). 
Der Sport schafft ein strukturiertes, an die gesamte Bevölkerung gerichtetes und für alle offenes Bewegungs- und Sportangebot, durch das wichtige soziale und gesundheitsfördernde Funktionen in der Gesellschaft erfüllt werden. Sportvereine in Deutschland zählen zehn Millionen Mitgliedschaften im Kinder- und Jugendalter (DOSB-Bestandserhebung 2018), allein im DFB liegt diese Zahl bei 2,1 Millionen (DFB-Mitgliederstatistik 2018). Damit sind Sportvereine die wichtigste Anlaufstelle für Kinder und Jugendliche außerhalb der Schule und übernehmen unverzichtbare Aufgaben für die ganzheitliche Persönlichkeitsbildung junger Menschen. Dem Sport kommt eine wichtige Vorbild- und Lehrfunktion im Bereich der Integration und demokratischen Grundbildung zu. Für das herausragende gesellschaftliche Engagement des Sports spricht nicht zuletzt, dass die Sportvereine eng mit Schulen, Kindergärten, Unternehmen, Krankenkassen oder anderen öffentlichen Institutionen zusammenarbeiten. Um allen Bürgern den Zugang zum Sport zu ermöglichen, sind adäquate Sportstätten in ausreichender Anzahl Grundvoraussetzung. Ein für alle zugängliches und umfangreiches Sportangebot ist – vor allen Dingen in Großstädten und Ballungsgebieten – nur durch die Verfügbarkeit von ganzjährig nutzbaren Sportanlagen zu gewährleisten. Kunststoffrasenplätze spielen hierbei, insbesondere für den Fußball, eine wichtige Rolle, da sie eine intensivere Nutzung als Naturrasen- oder Tennenplätze erlauben. Allein mit Naturrasen- und Tennenplätzen lässt sich der derzeitige Trainings- und Spielbetrieb, insbesondere bei den Kinder- und Jugendmannschaften, nicht aufrechterhalten. Ein Kunststoffrasenplatz ersetzt etwa 2,5 Naturrasenplätze (DFBnet). Auf weniger als 10 Prozent der Naturrasenplätze finden an Wochenenden mehr als 2 Spiele statt. Bei Kunststoffrasenplätzen finden hingegen bei über 40 Prozent der Plätze mehr als 2 Spiele statt. Weniger als 10 Prozent der Naturrasenplätze wird an einem Wochenende mehr als 150 Minuten genutzt. Bei Kunstrasenplätzen werden hingegen etwa 35 Prozent an einem Wochenende mehr als 150 Minuten genutzt. 27.773 Spielstätten in Deutschland (ca. 70 Prozent) werden von Sportvereinen genutzt. Ein Drittel der Kunstrasenplätze werden von 2 oder mehr Vereinen mit alle ihren Jugend- und Seniorenmannschaften benutzt. Etwas über ein Drittel aller Naturrasenplätze wird von mehr als 5 Mannschaften bespielt. Bei Kunstrasenplätzen werden fast drei Viertel (72 Prozent) von mehr als 5 Mannschaften genutzt. Etwa 10 Prozent aller Naturrasenplätze wird von mehr als 10 Mannschaften bespielt. Bei Kunststoffrasenplätzen sind es ca. 41 Prozent der Plätze, die von mehr als 10 Mannschaften genutzt. Nur 1 Prozent aller Naturrasenplätze wird von mehr als 15 Mannschaften bespielt. Bei Kunstrasenplätzen beträgt der Anteil immerhin noch knapp 18 Prozent. Etwa 6 Prozent werden sogar von über 20 Mannschaften bespielt. Je größer die Vereinsgröße (insbesondere Anzahl der Mannschaften), desto höher ist der Anteil der Vereine, die auch eine Spielstätte vom Typ Kunstrasen haben. Zur Aufrechterhaltung des Spielbetriebs für unsere ca. 13.000 Mannschaften in rund 1.600 Vereine sind Kunstrasenplätze von elementarer Bedeutung.
Ein Verbot des Inverkehrbringens von Kunststoffgranulaten als Füllstoff in Kunststoffrasensystemen direkt bei Inkrafttreten der Beschränkung wäre daher unverhältnismäßig. Es würde zu hohen, unerwarteten Umstellungskosten und Mehrkosten für Vereine und Kommunen führen, wodurch dem gemeinwohlorientierten Sport Mittel entzogen würden. Bei fehlender Finanzierbarkeit dieser Mehrkosten ist zudem von einer Schließung vieler Sportplätzen auszugehen, wodurch das Sportangebot in Schulen und Vereinen stark leiden würde. Gerade auf Vereinsebene stellt ein solch außerordentlicher Kosten-punkt ein großes finanzielles Risiko dar, dass das sportliche und gesellschaftliche Gesamtangebot des Vereins gefährden kann. Eine Beschränkung ohne Übergangsfristen, die eine mittelfristige Umstellung und Kostenstreckung erlauben, würde das Breitensportangebot in Deutschland sehr negativ beeinflussen.
Im Hinblick auf den Beschränkungsvorschlag der ECHA gemäß Anhang XV der REACH-Verordnung spricht sich der DFB daher für eine angemessene Übergangsfrist von mindestens sechs Jahren bis zu einem vollständigen Inverkehrbringungsverbot des Kunststoffgranulats zur Verwendung in neuen Kunststoffrasensystemen sowie für die Umstellung bestehender Flächen aus.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.
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	Comment:
Der Beschränkungsvorschlag der ECHA widerspricht den Bestimmungen der REACH-Verordnung (Anhang XV und Anhang VI Abschnitt 2), indem eine „Gruppe von Stoffen, die generisch identifiziert wurden“ bewertet wird. Der Vorschlag enthält eine Definition von Mikroplastik, die äußerst weit gefasst und unklar ist, sowie subjektive Kriterien für die Kennzeichnung und Berichterstattung. Die ECHA überschreitet ihre Befugnisse nach Titel VIII REACH, indem sie eine Beschränkung vorgeschlagen hat, die  sowohl das Risikoelement als auch eine festgestellte Gefahr definiert. Die zur Begründung der vorgeschlagenen Beschränkungen vorgebrachten wissenschaftlichen Beweise entsprechen nicht dem Beweisstandard, der durch die Rechtsprechung in Bezug auf die Anwendung des Vorsorgeprinzips gefordert wird. Die vorgeschlagene Kennzeichnung und insbesondere die umfassenden Meldepflichten für Hersteller von Farben, Lacken und Druckfarben sowie für industrielle Anwender dieser Produkte sind mit einem hohen bürokratischen Aufwand verbunden - wobei das vorgegebene Ziel der Verfolgung von Verwendungen und möglichen Freisetzungen in die Umwelt bei weitem nicht erreicht wird für. Dies liegt zum einen daran, dass Verbraucher und Handwerker, die einen hohen Anteil an Beschichtungsstoffen verwenden, von den Meldepflichten ausgenommen sind. Zum Anderen werden jährlich 1,2 Millionen Tonnen Farben, Lacke und Druckfarben in andere nicht EU-Mitgliedstaaten exportiert. Die Verpflichtung der industriellen Anwender (z. B. in der Automobil- und Druckindustrie), die Freisetzung von Mikroplastik in die Umwelt abzuschätzen, übersieht, dass für Industriestandorte bereits umfassende Wasserschutzvorschriften bestehen. Diese Vorschriften regeln die Behandlung von Abwässern vor ihrer direkten Abgabe in Gewässer oder ihrer indirekten Abgabe. Der vorstehende Vorschlag steht somit im Widerspruch zum Subsidiaritätsprinzip. Die umfassenden Kennzeichnungs- und Berichtspflichten für die Farben- und Druckfarbenindustrie, auf die nur ein Bruchteil des verwendeten Mikroplastik entfällt, sind unwirksam und unverhältnismäßig. Entweder müsste die gesamte Lieferkette abgedeckt werden (mit einer weiteren Erhöhung des Arbeitsaufwands und der Kosten für die Branche), oder es würde ausreichen, nur die Branchen zu verpflichten, die Mikroplastik herstellen oder zum ersten Mal in Verkehr bringen. Die meisten Mikroplastikpartikel stammen aus der Zersetzung von Kunststoffabfällen, dem Abrieb von Reifen oder dem Waschen von synthetischer Kleidung. Nur ein sehr geringer Anteil stammt aus absichtlich zugesetztem Mikroplastik. Die Entsorgung von Kunststoffabfällen in der Umwelt ist ein globales Problem, und es müssen wirksamere Lösungen zur Vermeidung und Verwertung von Abfällen gefunden werden. Die vorgeschlagene Verordnung ist unverhältnismäßig, wissenschaftlich unzureichend und bringt keinen Vorteil für die Umwelt. Deshalb schlagen wir vor
● eine klarere und präzisere Definition des Umfangs der vorgeschlagenen Beschränkung (Tabelle 3, Nr. 2);
● Streichung der Meldepflichten für industrielle Zwecke (Tabelle 3, Nr. 8);
● Industrieproduzenten sollten davon freigestellt werden, „Gebrauchshinweise“ gemäß den Produktspezifikationen (Tabelle 3, Nr. 7) bereitzustellen.


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 1:
Ein Abbau der in Beschichtungen verwendeten Polymere ist nicht gewünscht, da im Sinne der Nachhaltigkeit im Bau- und Industriebereich Langlebigkeit von großer Bedeutung ist. Beschichtungsstoffe leisten einen wesentlichen Beitrag zur Ressourcenschonung. Farben, Beschichtungen, Putze und andere Beschichtungen schützen Oberflächen vor äußeren Einflüssen und verlängern so die Lebensdauer von Gebäuden, Fahrzeugen, Anlagen, mechanischen Geräten und sonstigen Gebrauchsgegenständen.


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 3:
Der Beschränkungsvorschlag der ECHA enthält eine Definition von Mikroplastik, die zu weit gefasst ist und viel Interpretationsspielraum lässt. Nach unserer Interpretation der Mikroplastik-Definition werden entsprechende Polymere in vielen Farben, Lacken und Druckfarben eingesetzt - vor allem als Filmbildner und nichtfilmbildende Additive: Filmbildende Funktion: Polymere gemäß der Definition in Tabelle 3 des Vorschlags werden in vielen Anwendungen, einschließlich Farben, Beschichtungen und Druckfarben, als Bindemittel verwendet. Bindemittel können flüssige (z. B. Öle), halbfeste (z. B. Wachse) oder feste Polymere (z. B. Harze) sein. In Produkten auf Wasserbasis sind die Polymere in Wasser dispergiert, während in Produkten auf Lösungsmittelbasis die Polymere in organischen Lösungsmitteln gelöst sind. Bindemittel umhüllen die festen Bestandteile von Farben und Lacken, d. h. Pigmente und Füllstoffe, und bilden feste polymerhaltige Teilchen. Bindemittel haben die Funktion, der Filmbildung zu dienen, indem sie die Bestandteile von Farben und Beschichtungen miteinander und mit dem Untergrund verbinden. Nur Bindemittel ermöglichen die Filmbildung in Beschichtungen durch Polymerisation, Polykondensation oder Polyaddition. Filmbildung, z.B. Trocknen und Aushärten bewirkt eine harte und mechanisch widerstandsfähige Schicht, die auf dem Untergrund haftet. Bindemittel verlieren durch den physikalisch-chemischen Prozess der Filmbildung die Partikeleigenschaft von Mikroplastik gemäß der Definition unter 2 und fallen somit unter die genannte Regel 5.b. Weiterhin werden diese durch Aushärten fest in eine Polymerstruktur (Bindemittelmatrix) eingearbeitet, so dass sie der Regel 5.c des Beschränkungsvorschlags unterliegen. Der Bindemittelanteil in der Zusammensetzung variiert von 2% (Druckfarben) über 25% (Bautenfarben) bis zu 80% (Pulverlacke, Druckfarben). Nicht filmbildende Funktion: Beschichtungsmaterialien werden geringe Mengen von Additiven auf Polymerbasis (z. B. Wachse oder Kugeln) zugesetzt, um ihre Eigenschaften zu verbessern oder zu modifizieren. Zusatzstoffe für Farben und Beschichtungen werden beim Aushärten in einer Polymerstruktur gebunden und fallen unter Regel 5.c des Vorschlags. Zusatzstoffe werden in Farben, Lacken und Druckfarben in Mengen von 2% bis 10% eingesetzt. Die Farbenhersteller erhalten keine Details - z. über Identität und Konzentration der in Vorprodukten verwendeten Polymere (z. B. Bindemittel und Zusatzstoffe) - von deren Vorlieferanten. Ohne diese Angaben können weder die Farbenhersteller noch die industriellen Anwender Informationen über die Art der Polymere und deren Freisetzung in die Umwelt melden. Zur Selbstkontrolle und zur Überwachung innerhalb der Lieferkette ist die Identifizierung der entsprechenden Polymere in verschiedenen Medien erforderlich. Geeignete Analysemethoden, insbesondere für den Größenbereich (1 nm) und den Konzentrationsbereich (0,01%), stehen nicht zur Verfügung. Die Entwicklung neuer Methoden ist für diese Vielzahl unterschiedlicher Polymere, die unter die Mikroplastikdefinition des ECHA-Beschränkungsvorschlags fallen, kaum möglich.


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 4:

	
	
	Answer to specific info request 5:
Der ECHA-Vorschlag beinhaltet Kennzeichnungs- und insbesondere umfassende Meldepflichten für Hersteller und gewerbliche Anwender von Farben, Beschichtungen und Druckfarben. Allein in Deutschland sind nach ersten Schätzugnen mehr als 60.000 Unternehmen betroffen, darunter rund 8.000 Druckereien. Die Kennzeichnungspflicht würde in Deutschland 250 Hersteller von Farben und Druckfarben treffen; Die meisten von ihnen sind kleine und mittlere Unternehmen (KMU).
Die Meldepflicht betrifft:
- Hersteller von Bindemitteln;
- 250 Unternehmen in Deutschland, die als „nachgeschaltete Anwender“ Bindemittel zur Herstellung von Farben, Lacken und Druckfarben verwenden;
- viele industrielle Anwender von Farben, Lacken und Druckfarben, die - auch als „nachgeschaltete Anwender“ - meldepflichtig wären, z. B. Automobilindustrie, Metallindustrie, Druckereien, Möbelindustrie, Elektroindustrie, Maschinenbauunternehmen, Korrosionsschutzunternehmen , industrielle Fensterbeschichter; - viele tausend Anwender und Händler, die in Mischstationen Farben / Lacke nach Kundenwunsch mischen - wo individuelle, maßgeschneiderte Farben / Lacke am "Point of Sale" in Verkehr gebracht werden. Die vorgeschlagene jährliche Berichtspflicht würde eine übermäßige Belastung darstellen. Ohne eine Folgenabschätzung bleibt unklar, mit welchem Aufwand und welchen Kosten die Berichtspflicht genau verbunden ist. Basierend auf dem aktuellen Vorschlag schätzen die Hersteller von Farben, Beschichtungen und Druckfarben (abhängig von Größe und Produktportfolio) mindestens 50% einer Vollzeitstelle für eine entsprechend qualifizierte Person. Dies würde für unsere Branche einen Mehraufwand von mindestens 6 Millionen Euro pro Jahr bedeuten. Zudem führt diese Praxis zur mehrfachen Erfassung von Mikrokunststoffen, da diese sowohl vom Hersteller als auch vom daraus Gemische herstellenden Verwender gemeldet werden müssen.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.
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	Answer to specific info request 2:
a.: Nach neueren Erkenntnissen werden zwischen 0,25 t/a und 5 t/a in Deutschland an Befüllungsgranulat pro Kunststoffrasenfläche verwendet (Fraunhofer 2018, S. 11). Das entspricht einer Gesamtmenge von ca. 7.500 bis 9.900 t/a. 
b.: Nach dem aktuellen Forschungsstand besteht nach Kenntnis des DFB ein hohes Maß an Unsicherheit darüber, wie und in welchen Mengen das als Mikroplastik definierte Granulat auf Sportplätzen in die Umwelt freigesetzt wird. Nach den uns zur Verfügung stehen-den Informationen gibt es große Unterschiede bei der Einschätzung der Menge an Mikroplastiken, die in den einzelnen Mitgliedstaaten oder in der EU/EWR als Füllmaterial für Kunstrasen verwendet wird. Insbesondere Umfang und Methodologie der Forschung in diesem Bereich sind bisher noch wenig standardisiert und nachvollziehbar. Der DFB geht davon aus, dass der Anteil des Eintrags von Mikroplastik über Kunststoffrasenplätze je nach Mitgliedstaat ca. 1 bis 3 Prozent im Verhältnis zum Gesamteintrag beträgt. Demnach ist der Umwelteintrag verglichen mit anderen Hauptquellen relativ gering (Europäische Kommission 2018, ii)).
c.: Gezielte Risikomanagementmaßnahmen können die Freisetzung von Füllstoffen in die Umwelt bereits signifikant vermindern. Technische Maßnahmen zur Zurückhaltung eines Materialaustrags vor Ort (z.B. Rinnenfilter mit Sedimentationsstrecken an Abläufen, Schmutzfangmatten, Schuhbürsten am Ausgang) und organisatorische Maßnahmen beim Betrieb der Sportplätze (z.B. regelmäßige Reinigung der Spielfeldränder, Auffangsiebe) können zu einer starken Verringerung des Austrags von Mikroplastik beitragen. 
Neben dem häufig genutzten Kunststoffgranulat existieren für Kunststoffrasensysteme alternative Füllstoffe, die in Teilen auch bereits beim Betrieb von Sportanlagen genutzt werden. So werden in Deutschland aktuell Kunststoffrasenplätze teilweise mit Sand und/oder Kork verfüllt. Zudem gibt es auch Kunststoffrasensysteme, die ohne elastischen Füllstoff betrieben werden können. 
Es existieren bisher allerdings nur wenige belastbare Studien darüber, wie sich diese Alternativen qualitäts- und kostenmäßig (z.B. hinsichtlich der Bespielbarkeit und Lebensdauer) vergleichen lassen. Zudem müsste untersucht werden, ob und wie sich die Bespielbar-keit oder das Verletzungsrisiko der alternativ befüllten Kunststoffrasenflächen bei den verschiedenen Alternativfüllungen verändert (Plan Miljø Studie 2017). Es bedarf daher dringend weiterer wissenschaftlicher Expertise zur Praxistauglichkeit alternativer organischer Füllstoffe und zur sportartspezifischen Eignung von Kunststoffrasenplätzen, die ohne Füllstoffe auskommen. Sowohl eine wissenschaftliche Folgenabschätzung als auch die dringend erforderliche Entwicklung alternativer Füllstoffe durch die Industrie sind eine zentrale Forderung der von der Thematik betroffenen Sportverbände in Deutschland. Sie vertreten die Meinung, dass die Maßnahmen, die ein Verbot des Kunststoffgranulats verursachen würden, nicht kurzfristig umsetzbar sind und Alternativen nur mittel- bis langfristig erarbeitet und bereitgestellt werden können.
d.: In Deutschland gibt es ca. 5.000 für den Fußballspielbetrieb gemeldete Kunststoffrasenplätze (DFBnet), sowie ca. 1.000 DFB-Minispielfelder. Jährlich werden in Deutschland ca. 300 Kunststoffrasenplätze neu gebaut, sowie 150 Kunststoffrasenplätze von Grund auf erneuert. Hinsichtlich der bestehenden Plätze dürfte eine Umstellung auf alternative Füllstoffe notwendig sein. Hierfür halten die Sportanlagenbetreiber (Kommunen oder Vereine) Mittel für Sportstättenbau und -sanierung vor, die bei einem vollständigen Ver-bot und einer Verwendung alternativer Füllstoffe deutlich höher ausfallen würden. Laut eigener Berechnungen belaufen sich die jährlichen Mehrkosten deutschlandweit auf einen hohen einstelligen Millionenbetrag. Die insgesamt zu erwartenden Kosten eines Verbotes können aufgrund fehlender Kenntnisse über geeignete alternative Füllstoffe (Geeignetheit, Verfügbarkeit) derzeit nicht seriös beziffert werden. Auf Grundlage aktueller Daten zum Bau von Kunststoffrasenplätzen dürfte der Gesamtbetrag für den Austausch des Füllstoffes der Kunststoffrasensysteme im hohen zweistelligen Millionenbereich (bis zu 90 Mio. EUR) liegen, wobei zur Präzisierung dieses Schätzwertes vertiefte Analysen erforderlich sind. Die Kosten für eine Umsetzung gezielter Risikomanagementmaßnahmen zur Zurückhaltung des Materialaustrags dürften nach Schätzungen und je nach Umfang der Maßnahmen pro Kunststoffrasensystem bei 3.000 bis 10.000 EUR liegen.
e.: Der gemeinwohlorientierte Sport ist die größte zivilgesellschaftliche Bewegung in Deutschland und Europa. In Deutschland engagieren sich knapp acht Millionen Bürger freiwillig und ehrenamtlich im Sport. Das entspricht einer jährlichen Wertschöpfung und einem Wohlfahrtsgewinn allein in Deutschland von ca. 6,7 Milliarden Euro. Vergleichbare Zahlen lassen sich auch für die gesamte EU feststellen. In den EU-Mitgliedstaaten engagieren sich im Jahre 2010 zwischen 92 und 94 Millionen Menschen freiwillig für Ziele des Gemeinwohls, davon die meisten im Sport (ca. 35 bis 40 Prozent aller freiwillig Tätigen in der EU) (Europäische Kommission 2010). 
Der Sport schafft ein strukturiertes, an die gesamte Bevölkerung gerichtetes und für alle offenes Bewegungs- und Sportangebot, durch das wichtige soziale und gesundheitsfördernde Funktionen in der Gesellschaft erfüllt werden. Sportvereine in Deutschland zählen zehn Millionen Mitgliedschaften im Kinder- und Jugendalter (DOSB-Bestandserhebung 2018), allein im DFB liegt diese Zahl bei 2,1 Millionen (DFB-Mitgliederstatistik 2018). Damit sind Sportvereine die wichtigste Anlaufstelle für Kinder und Jugendliche außerhalb der Schule und übernehmen unverzichtbare Aufgaben für die ganzheitliche Persönlichkeitsbildung junger Menschen. Dem Sport kommt eine wichtige Vorbild- und Lehrfunktion im Bereich der Integration und demokratischen Grundbildung zu. Für das herausragende gesellschaftliche Engagement des Sports spricht nicht zuletzt, dass die Sportvereine eng mit Schulen, Kindergärten, Unternehmen, Krankenkassen oder anderen öffentlichen Institutionen zusammenarbeiten. Um allen Bürgern den Zugang zum Sport zu ermöglichen, sind adäquate Sportstätten in ausreichender Anzahl Grundvoraussetzung. Ein für alle zugängliches und umfangreiches Sportangebot ist – vor allen Dingen in Großstädten und Ballungsgebieten – nur durch die Verfügbarkeit von ganzjährig nutzbaren Sportanlagen zu gewährleisten. Kunststoffrasenplätze spielen hierbei, insbesondere für den Fußball, eine wichtige Rolle, da sie eine intensivere Nutzung als Naturrasen- oder Tennenplätze erlauben. Allein mit Naturrasen- und Tennenplätzen lässt sich der derzeitige Trainings- und Spielbetrieb, insbesondere bei den Kinder- und Jugendmannschaften, nicht aufrechterhalten. Ein Kunststoffrasenplatz ersetzt etwa 2,5 Naturrasenplätze (DFBnet). Auf weniger als 10 Prozent der Naturrasenplätze finden an Wochenenden mehr als 2 Spiele statt. Bei Kunststoffrasenplätzen finden hingegen bei über 40 Prozent der Plätze mehr als 2 Spiele statt. Weniger als 10 Prozent der Naturrasenplätze wird an einem Wochenende mehr als 150 Minuten genutzt. Bei Kunstrasenplätzen werden hingegen etwa 35 Prozent an einem Wochenende mehr als 150 Minuten genutzt. 27.773 Spielstätten in Deutschland (ca. 70 Prozent) werden von Sportvereinen genutzt. Ein Drittel der Kunstrasenplätze werden von 2 oder mehr Vereinen mit alle ihren Jugend- und Seniorenmannschaften benutzt. Etwas über ein Drittel aller Naturrasenplätze wird von mehr als 5 Mannschaften bespielt. Bei Kunstrasenplätzen werden fast drei Viertel (72 Prozent) von mehr als 5 Mannschaften genutzt. Etwa 10 Prozent aller Naturrasenplätze wird von mehr als 10 Mannschaften bespielt. Bei Kunststoffrasenplätzen sind es ca. 41 Prozent der Plätze, die von mehr als 10 Mannschaften genutzt. Nur 1 Prozent aller Naturrasenplätze wird von mehr als 15 Mannschaften bespielt. Bei Kunstrasenplätzen beträgt der Anteil immerhin noch knapp 18 Prozent. Etwa 6 Prozent werden sogar von über 20 Mannschaften bespielt. Je größer die Vereinsgröße (insbesondere Anzahl der Mannschaften), desto höher ist der Anteil der Vereine, die auch eine Spielstätte vom Typ Kunstrasen haben.
Ein Verbot des Inverkehrbringens von Kunststoffgranulaten als Füllstoff in Kunststoffrasensystemen direkt bei Inkrafttreten der Beschränkung wäre daher unverhältnismäßig. Es würde zu hohen, unerwarteten Umstellungskosten und Mehrkosten für Vereine und Kommunen führen, wodurch dem gemeinwohlorientierten Sport Mittel entzogen würden. Bei fehlender Finanzierbarkeit dieser Mehrkosten ist zudem von einer Schließung vieler Sportplätzen auszugehen, wodurch das Sportangebot in Schulen und Vereinen stark leiden würde. Gerade auf Vereinsebene stellt ein solch außerordentlicher Kosten-punkt ein großes finanzielles Risiko dar, dass das sportliche und gesellschaftliche Gesamtangebot des Vereins gefährden kann. Eine Beschränkung ohne Übergangsfristen, die eine mittelfristige Umstellung und Kostenstreckung erlauben, würde das Breitensportangebot in Deutschland sehr negativ beeinflussen.
Im Hinblick auf den Beschränkungsvorschlag der ECHA gemäß Anhang XV der REACH-Verordnung spricht sich der DFB daher für eine angemessene Übergangsfrist von mindestens sechs Jahren bis zu einem vollständigen Inverkehrbringungsverbot des Kunststoffgranulats zur Verwendung in neuen Kunststoffrasensystemen sowie für die Umstellung bestehender Flächen aus.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.
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	Answer to specific info request 2:
a.: Nach neueren Erkenntnissen werden zwischen 0,25 t/a und 5 t/a in Deutschland an Befüllungsgranulat pro Kunststoffrasenfläche verwendet (Fraunhofer 2018, S. 11). Das entspricht einer Gesamtmenge von ca. 7.500 bis 9.900 t/a. 
b.: Nach dem aktuellen Forschungsstand besteht nach Kenntnis des DFB ein hohes Maß an Unsicherheit darüber, wie und in welchen Mengen das als Mikroplastik definierte Granulat auf Sportplätzen in die Umwelt freigesetzt wird. Nach den uns zur Verfügung stehen-den Informationen gibt es große Unterschiede bei der Einschätzung der Menge an Mikroplastiken, die in den einzelnen Mitgliedstaaten oder in der EU/EWR als Füllmaterial für Kunstrasen verwendet wird. Insbesondere Umfang und Methodologie der Forschung in diesem Bereich sind bisher noch wenig standardisiert und nachvollziehbar. Der DFB geht davon aus, dass der Anteil des Eintrags von Mikroplastik über Kunststoffrasenplätze je nach Mitgliedstaat ca. 1 bis 3 Prozent im Verhältnis zum Gesamteintrag beträgt. Demnach ist der Umwelteintrag verglichen mit anderen Hauptquellen relativ gering (Europäische Kommission 2018, ii)).
c.: Gezielte Risikomanagementmaßnahmen können die Freisetzung von Füllstoffen in die Umwelt bereits signifikant vermindern. Technische Maßnahmen zur Zurückhaltung eines Materialaustrags vor Ort (z.B. Rinnenfilter mit Sedimentationsstrecken an Abläufen, Schmutzfangmatten, Schuhbürsten am Ausgang) und organisatorische Maßnahmen beim Betrieb der Sportplätze (z.B. regelmäßige Reinigung der Spielfeldränder, Auffangsiebe) können zu einer starken Verringerung des Austrags von Mikroplastik beitragen. 
Neben dem häufig genutzten Kunststoffgranulat existieren für Kunststoffrasensysteme alternative Füllstoffe, die in Teilen auch bereits beim Betrieb von Sportanlagen genutzt werden. So werden in Deutschland aktuell Kunststoffrasenplätze teilweise mit Sand und/oder Kork verfüllt. Zudem gibt es auch Kunststoffrasensysteme, die ohne elastischen Füllstoff betrieben werden können. 
Es existieren bisher allerdings nur wenige belastbare Studien darüber, wie sich diese Alternativen qualitäts- und kostenmäßig (z.B. hinsichtlich der Bespielbarkeit und Lebensdauer) vergleichen lassen. Zudem müsste untersucht werden, ob und wie sich die Bespielbar-keit oder das Verletzungsrisiko der alternativ befüllten Kunststoffrasenflächen bei den verschiedenen Alternativfüllungen verändert (Plan Miljø Studie 2017). Es bedarf daher dringend weiterer wissenschaftlicher Expertise zur Praxistauglichkeit alternativer organischer Füllstoffe und zur sportartspezifischen Eignung von Kunststoffrasenplätzen, die ohne Füllstoffe auskommen. Sowohl eine wissenschaftliche Folgenabschätzung als auch die dringend erforderliche Entwicklung alternativer Füllstoffe durch die Industrie sind eine zentrale Forderung der von der Thematik betroffenen Sportverbände in Deutschland. Sie vertreten die Meinung, dass die Maßnahmen, die ein Verbot des Kunststoffgranulats verursachen würden, nicht kurzfristig umsetzbar sind und Alternativen nur mittel- bis langfristig erarbeitet und bereitgestellt werden können.
d.: In Deutschland gibt es ca. 5.000 für den Fußballspielbetrieb gemeldete Kunststoffrasenplätze (DFBnet), sowie ca. 1.000 DFB-Minispielfelder. Jährlich werden in Deutschland ca. 300 Kunststoffrasenplätze neu gebaut, sowie 150 Kunststoffrasenplätze von Grund auf erneuert. Hinsichtlich der bestehenden Plätze dürfte eine Umstellung auf alternative Füllstoffe notwendig sein. Hierfür halten die Sportanlagenbetreiber (Kommunen oder Vereine) Mittel für Sportstättenbau und -sanierung vor, die bei einem vollständigen Ver-bot und einer Verwendung alternativer Füllstoffe deutlich höher ausfallen würden. Laut eigener Berechnungen belaufen sich die jährlichen Mehrkosten deutschlandweit auf einen hohen einstelligen Millionenbetrag. Die insgesamt zu erwartenden Kosten eines Verbotes können aufgrund fehlender Kenntnisse über geeignete alternative Füllstoffe (Geeignetheit, Verfügbarkeit) derzeit nicht seriös beziffert werden. Auf Grundlage aktueller Daten zum Bau von Kunststoffrasenplätzen dürfte der Gesamtbetrag für den Austausch des Füllstoffes der Kunststoffrasensysteme im hohen zweistelligen Millionenbereich (bis zu 90 Mio. EUR) liegen, wobei zur Präzisierung dieses Schätzwertes vertiefte Analysen erforderlich sind. Die Kosten für eine Umsetzung gezielter Risikomanagementmaßnahmen zur Zurückhaltung des Materialaustrags dürften nach Schätzungen und je nach Umfang der Maßnahmen pro Kunststoffrasensystem bei 3.000 bis 10.000 EUR liegen.
e.: Der gemeinwohlorientierte Sport ist die größte zivilgesellschaftliche Bewegung in Deutschland und Europa. In Deutschland engagieren sich knapp acht Millionen Bürger freiwillig und ehrenamtlich im Sport. Das entspricht einer jährlichen Wertschöpfung und einem Wohlfahrtsgewinn allein in Deutschland von ca. 6,7 Milliarden Euro. Vergleichbare Zahlen lassen sich auch für die gesamte EU feststellen. In den EU-Mitgliedstaaten engagieren sich im Jahre 2010 zwischen 92 und 94 Millionen Menschen freiwillig für Ziele des Gemeinwohls, davon die meisten im Sport (ca. 35 bis 40 Prozent aller freiwillig Tätigen in der EU) (Europäische Kommission 2010). 
Der Sport schafft ein strukturiertes, an die gesamte Bevölkerung gerichtetes und für alle offenes Bewegungs- und Sportangebot, durch das wichtige soziale und gesundheitsfördernde Funktionen in der Gesellschaft erfüllt werden. Sportvereine in Deutschland zählen zehn Millionen Mitgliedschaften im Kinder- und Jugendalter (DOSB-Bestandserhebung 2018), allein im DFB liegt diese Zahl bei 2,1 Millionen (DFB-Mitgliederstatistik 2018). Damit sind Sportvereine die wichtigste Anlaufstelle für Kinder und Jugendliche außerhalb der Schule und übernehmen unverzichtbare Aufgaben für die ganzheitliche Persönlichkeitsbildung junger Menschen. Dem Sport kommt eine wichtige Vorbild- und Lehrfunktion im Bereich der Integration und demokratischen Grundbildung zu. Für das herausragende gesellschaftliche Engagement des Sports spricht nicht zuletzt, dass die Sportvereine eng mit Schulen, Kindergärten, Unternehmen, Krankenkassen oder anderen öffentlichen Institutionen zusammenarbeiten. Um allen Bürgern den Zugang zum Sport zu ermöglichen, sind adäquate Sportstätten in ausreichender Anzahl Grundvoraussetzung. Ein für alle zugängliches und umfangreiches Sportangebot ist – vor allen Dingen in Großstädten und Ballungsgebieten – nur durch die Verfügbarkeit von ganzjährig nutzbaren Sportanlagen zu gewährleisten. Kunststoffrasenplätze spielen hierbei, insbesondere für den Fußball, eine wichtige Rolle, da sie eine intensivere Nutzung als Naturrasen- oder Tennenplätze erlauben. Allein mit Naturrasen- und Tennenplätzen lässt sich der derzeitige Trainings- und Spielbetrieb, insbesondere bei den Kinder- und Jugendmannschaften, nicht aufrechterhalten. Ein Kunststoffrasenplatz ersetzt etwa 2,5 Naturrasenplätze (DFBnet). Auf weniger als 10 Prozent der Naturrasenplätze finden an Wochenenden mehr als 2 Spiele statt. Bei Kunststoffrasenplätzen finden hingegen bei über 40 Prozent der Plätze mehr als 2 Spiele statt. Weniger als 10 Prozent der Naturrasenplätze wird an einem Wochenende mehr als 150 Minuten genutzt. Bei Kunstrasenplätzen werden hingegen etwa 35 Prozent an einem Wochenende mehr als 150 Minuten genutzt. 27.773 Spielstätten in Deutschland (ca. 70 Prozent) werden von Sportvereinen genutzt. Im Verbandsgebiet des FVM werden 360 Kunstrasenplätze genutzt. Ein Drittel der Kunstrasenplätze werden von 2 oder mehr Vereinen mit alle ihren Jugend- und Seniorenmannschaften benutzt. Etwas über ein Drittel aller Naturrasenplätze wird von mehr als 5 Mannschaften bespielt. Bei Kunstrasenplätzen werden fast drei Viertel (72 Prozent) von mehr als 5 Mannschaften genutzt. Etwa 10 Prozent aller Naturrasenplätze wird von mehr als 10 Mannschaften bespielt. Bei Kunststoffrasenplätzen sind es ca. 41 Prozent der Plätze, die von mehr als 10 Mannschaften genutzt. Nur 1 Prozent aller Naturrasenplätze wird von mehr als 15 Mannschaften bespielt. Bei Kunstrasenplätzen beträgt der Anteil immerhin noch knapp 18 Prozent. Etwa 6 Prozent werden sogar von über 20 Mannschaften bespielt. Je größer die Vereinsgröße (insbesondere Anzahl der Mannschaften), desto höher ist der Anteil der Vereine, die auch eine Spielstätte vom Typ Kunstrasen haben.
Ein Verbot des Inverkehrbringens von Kunststoffgranulaten als Füllstoff in Kunststoffrasensystemen direkt bei Inkrafttreten der Beschränkung wäre daher unverhältnismäßig. Es würde zu hohen, unerwarteten Umstellungskosten und Mehrkosten für Vereine und Kommunen führen, wodurch dem gemeinwohlorientierten Sport Mittel entzogen würden. Bei fehlender Finanzierbarkeit dieser Mehrkosten ist zudem von einer Schließung vieler Sportplätzen auszugehen, wodurch das Sportangebot in Schulen und Vereinen stark leiden würde. Gerade auf Vereinsebene stellt ein solch außerordentlicher Kosten-punkt ein großes finanzielles Risiko dar, dass das sportliche und gesellschaftliche Gesamtangebot des Vereins gefährden kann. Eine Beschränkung ohne Übergangsfristen, die eine mittelfristige Umstellung und Kostenstreckung erlauben, würde das Breitensportangebot in Deutschland sehr negativ beeinflussen.
Im Hinblick auf den Beschränkungsvorschlag der ECHA gemäß Anhang XV der REACH-Verordnung spricht sich der DFB daher für eine angemessene Übergangsfrist von mindestens sechs Jahren bis zu einem vollständigen Inverkehrbringungsverbot des Kunststoffgranulats zur Verwendung in neuen Kunststoffrasensystemen sowie für die Umstellung bestehender Flächen aus.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.
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	Date: 2019/05/15 14:19

Content:
Environmental emissions;
Information on alternatives;
Information on benefits;
Other socio economic analysis (SEA) issues;
Transitional period

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: Industry or trade association

Org. name: Fertilizers Europe

Org. country: Belgium

Attachment:




<redacted>

Privacy comment: Protection of commercial interests among Fertilizers Europe members and outside
	Comment:
Fertilizers Europe welcomes the alignment of the current restriction proposal with the Fertilising Product Regulation regarding the biodegradability of polymers used, however would like to provide more and, in some cases, new information on:
-tonnage
-specific biodegradability criteria for polymers used in our industry
-transitional period for non-CE marked fertilizers to be aligned with CE-marked fertilizers
Furthermore, new available information on the quantities emitted have been provided in Part I and Part II of the attached document


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 1:
Fertilizers Europe industry and 2 expert partners are developing an accelerated biodegradation test in soil, results will be available in Q3 2019. ECHA and European Commission will be informed about the results of the test.


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 3:
a. more detailed information are given in the 2 Questionnaires attached as confidential
b. this question aims to set even a lower boundaries. Also unintentional releases from packaging materials to products cannot be excluded, consequently we believe that the restriction proposal will not be enforceable in practice
c. no accepted methods to test for polymers in fertilizers are available 
d. no comments can be provided


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 5:
a. specific information on tonnages for microplastics used in anti-caking/anti-dusting agents and control release fertilizers (CRF), their technical function and releases to the environment have been provided in the Table 1 on page 8 of the document attached as non-confidential
b. Fertilizers Europe members are downstream users and not polymers producers. CRF and anti-caking/anti-dusting improve the physical behaviour of fertilizers with advantages along the supply chain.
c. no biodegradable alternatives currently exist for anti-caking/anti-dusting agents and they have to be developed by industry. For CRF criteria have been already requested by the Fertilising Product Regulation in CMC 9 and art.42 and first test results will be available by industry in Q3 2019
d. The alternative suggested by ECHA in the Restriction report could have an effect only in combination with few specific type of fertilizers


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.
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	Date: 2019/05/17 11:41

Content:
Environmental emissions;
Information on alternatives;
Information on costs;
Information on benefits;
Transitional period

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: National NGO

Org. name: Deutscher Fussball-Bund e.V.

Org. country: Germany

Attachment:



 
	Comment:
-


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 2:
a.: Nach neueren Erkenntnissen werden zwischen 0,25 t/a und 5 t/a in Deutschland an Befüllungsgranulat pro Kunststoffrasenfläche verwendet (Fraunhofer 2018, S. 11). Das entspricht einer Gesamtmenge von ca. 7.500 bis 9.900 t/a. 
b.: Nach dem aktuellen Forschungsstand besteht nach Kenntnis des DFB ein hohes Maß an Unsicherheit darüber, wie und in welchen Mengen das als Mikroplastik definierte Granulat auf Sportplätzen in die Umwelt freigesetzt wird. Nach den uns zur Verfügung stehen-den Informationen gibt es große Unterschiede bei der Einschätzung der Menge an Mikroplastik, die in den einzelnen Mitgliedstaaten oder in der EU/EWR als Füllmaterial für Kunstrasen verwendet wird. Insbesondere Umfang und Methodologie der Forschung in diesem Bereich sind bisher noch wenig standardisiert und nachvollziehbar. Der DFB geht davon aus, dass der Anteil des Eintrags von Mikroplastik über Kunststoffrasenplätze je nach Mitgliedstaat ca. 1 bis 3 Prozent im Verhältnis zum Gesamteintrag beträgt. Demnach ist der Umwelteintrag verglichen mit anderen Hauptquellen relativ gering (Europäische Kommission 2018, ii)).
c.: Gezielte Risikomanagementmaßnahmen können die Freisetzung von Füllstoffen in die Umwelt bereits signifikant vermindern. Technische Maßnahmen zur Zurückhaltung eines Materialaustrags vor Ort (z.B. Rinnenfilter mit Sedimentationsstrecken an Abläufen, Schmutzfangmatten, Schuhbürsten am Ausgang) und organisatorische Maßnahmen beim Betrieb der Sportplätze (z.B. regelmäßige Reinigung der Spielfeldränder, Auffangsiebe) können zu einer starken Verringerung des Austrags von Mikroplastik beitragen. 
Neben dem häufig genutzten Kunststoffgranulat existieren für Kunststoffrasensysteme alternative Füllstoffe, die in Teilen auch bereits beim Betrieb von Sportanlagen genutzt werden. So werden in Deutschland aktuell Kunststoffrasenplätze teilweise mit Sand und/oder Kork verfüllt. Zudem gibt es auch Kunststoffrasensysteme, die ohne elastischen Füllstoff betrieben werden können. 
Es existieren bisher allerdings nur wenige belastbare Studien darüber, wie sich diese Alternativen qualitäts- und kostenmäßig (z.B. hinsichtlich der Bespielbarkeit und Lebensdauer) vergleichen lassen. Zudem müsste untersucht werden, ob und wie sich die Bespielbarkeit oder das Verletzungsrisiko der alternativ befüllten Kunststoffrasenflächen bei den verschiedenen Alternativfüllungen verändert (Plan Miljø Studie 2017). Es bedarf daher dringend weiterer wissenschaftlicher Expertise zur Praxistauglichkeit alternativer organischer Füllstoffe und zur sportartspezifischen Eignung von Kunststoffrasenplätzen, die ohne Füllstoffe auskommen. Sowohl eine wissenschaftliche Folgenabschätzung als auch die dringend erforderliche Entwicklung alternativer Füllstoffe durch die Industrie sind eine zentrale Forderung der von der Thematik betroffenen Sportverbände in Deutschland. Sie vertreten die Meinung, dass die Maßnahmen, die ein Verbot des Kunststoffgranulats verursachen würden, nicht kurzfristig umsetzbar sind und Alternativen nur mittel- bis langfristig erarbeitet und bereitgestellt werden können.
d.: In Deutschland gibt es ca. 5.000 für den Fußballspielbetrieb gemeldete Kunststoffrasenplätze (DFBnet), sowie ca. 1.000 DFB-Minispielfelder. Jährlich werden in Deutschland ca. 300 Kunststoffrasenplätze neu gebaut, sowie 150 Kunststoffrasenplätze von Grund auf erneuert. Hinsichtlich der bestehenden Plätze dürfte eine Umstellung auf alternative Füllstoffe notwendig sein. Hierfür halten die Sportanlagenbetreiber (Kommunen oder Vereine) Mittel für Sportstättenbau und -sanierung vor, die bei einem vollständigen Ver-bot und einer Verwendung alternativer Füllstoffe deutlich höher ausfallen würden. Laut eigener Berechnungen belaufen sich die jährlichen Mehrkosten deutschlandweit auf einen hohen einstelligen Millionenbetrag. Die insgesamt zu erwartenden Kosten eines Verbotes können aufgrund fehlender Kenntnisse über geeignete alternative Füllstoffe (Geeignetheit, Verfügbarkeit) derzeit nicht seriös beziffert werden. Auf Grundlage aktueller Daten zum Bau von Kunststoffrasenplätzen dürfte der Gesamtbetrag für den Austausch des Füllstoffes der Kunststoffrasensysteme im hohen zweistelligen Millionenbereich (bis zu 90 Mio. EUR) liegen, wobei zur Präzisierung dieses Schätzwertes vertiefte Analysen erforderlich sind. Die Kosten für eine Umsetzung gezielter Risikomanagementmaßnahmen zur Zurückhaltung des Materialaustrags dürften nach Schätzungen und je nach Umfang der Maßnahmen pro Kunststoffrasensystem bei 3.000 bis 10.000 EUR liegen.
e.: Der gemeinwohlorientierte Sport ist die größte zivilgesellschaftliche Bewegung in Deutschland und Europa. In Deutschland engagieren sich knapp acht Millionen Bürger freiwillig und ehrenamtlich im Sport. Das entspricht einer jährlichen Wertschöpfung und einem Wohlfahrtsgewinn allein in Deutschland von ca. 6,7 Milliarden Euro. Vergleichbare Zahlen lassen sich auch für die gesamte EU feststellen. In den EU-Mitgliedstaaten engagieren sich im Jahre 2010 zwischen 92 und 94 Millionen Menschen freiwillig für Ziele des Gemeinwohls, davon die meisten im Sport (ca. 35 bis 40 Prozent aller freiwillig Tätigen in der EU) (Europäische Kommission 2010). 
Der Sport schafft ein strukturiertes, an die gesamte Bevölkerung gerichtetes und für alle offenes Bewegungs- und Sportangebot, durch das wichtige soziale und gesundheitsfördernde Funktionen in der Gesellschaft erfüllt werden. Sportvereine in Deutschland zählen zehn Millionen Mitgliedschaften im Kinder- und Jugendalter (DOSB-Bestandserhebung 2018), allein im DFB liegt diese Zahl bei 2,1 Millionen (DFB-Mitgliederstatistik 2018). Damit sind Sportvereine die wichtigste Anlaufstelle für Kinder und Jugendliche außerhalb der Schule und übernehmen unverzichtbare Aufgaben für die ganzheitliche Persönlichkeitsbildung junger Menschen. Dem Sport kommt eine wichtige Vorbild- und Lehrfunktion im Bereich der Integration und demokratischen Grundbildung zu. Für das herausragende gesellschaftliche Engagement des Sports spricht nicht zuletzt, dass die Sportvereine eng mit Schulen, Kindergärten, Unternehmen, Krankenkassen oder anderen öffentlichen Institutionen zusammenarbeiten. Um allen Bürgern den Zugang zum Sport zu ermöglichen, sind adäquate Sportstätten in ausreichender Anzahl Grundvoraussetzung. Ein für alle zugängliches und umfangreiches Sportangebot ist – vor allen Dingen in Großstädten und Ballungsgebieten – nur durch die Verfügbarkeit von ganzjährig nutzbaren Sportanlagen zu gewährleisten. Kunststoffrasenplätze spielen hierbei, insbesondere für den Fußball, eine wichtige Rolle, da sie eine intensivere Nutzung als Naturrasen- oder Tennenplätze erlauben. Allein mit Naturrasen- und Tennenplätzen lässt sich der derzeitige Trainings- und Spielbetrieb, insbesondere bei den Kinder- und Jugendmannschaften, nicht aufrechterhalten. Ein Kunststoffrasenplatz ersetzt etwa 2,5 Naturrasenplätze (DFBnet). Auf weniger als 10 Prozent der Naturrasenplätze finden an Wochenenden mehr als 2 Spiele statt. Bei Kunststoffrasenplätzen finden hingegen bei über 40 Prozent der Plätze mehr als 2 Spiele statt. Weniger als 10 Prozent der Naturrasenplätze wird an einem Wochenende mehr als 150 Minuten genutzt. Bei Kunstrasenplätzen werden hingegen etwa 35 Prozent an einem Wochenende mehr als 150 Minuten genutzt. 27.773 Spielstätten in Deutschland (ca. 70 Prozent) werden von Sportvereinen genutzt. Ein Drittel der Kunstrasenplätze werden von 2 oder mehr Vereinen mit alle ihren Jugend- und Seniorenmannschaften benutzt. Etwas über ein Drittel aller Naturrasenplätze wird von mehr als 5 Mannschaften bespielt. Bei Kunstrasenplätzen werden fast drei Viertel (72 Prozent) von mehr als 5 Mannschaften genutzt. Etwa 10 Prozent aller Naturrasenplätze wird von mehr als 10 Mannschaften bespielt. Bei Kunststoffrasenplätzen sind es ca. 41 Prozent der Plätze, die von mehr als 10 Mannschaften genutzt. Nur 1 Prozent aller Naturrasenplätze wird von mehr als 15 Mannschaften bespielt. Bei Kunstrasenplätzen beträgt der Anteil immerhin noch knapp 18 Prozent. Etwa 6 Prozent werden sogar von über 20 Mannschaften bespielt. Je größer die Vereinsgröße (insbesondere Anzahl der Mannschaften), desto höher ist der Anteil der Vereine, die auch eine Spielstätte vom Typ Kunstrasen haben.
Ein Verbot des Inverkehrbringens von Kunststoffgranulaten als Füllstoff in Kunststoffrasensystemen direkt bei Inkrafttreten der Beschränkung wäre daher unverhältnismäßig. Es würde zu hohen, unerwarteten Umstellungskosten und Mehrkosten für Vereine und Kommunen führen, wodurch dem gemeinwohlorientierten Sport Mittel entzogen würden. Bei fehlender Finanzierbarkeit dieser Mehrkosten ist zudem von einer Schließung vieler Sportplätzen auszugehen, wodurch das Sportangebot in Schulen und Vereinen stark leiden würde. Gerade auf Vereinsebene stellt ein solch außerordentlicher Kosten-punkt ein großes finanzielles Risiko dar, dass das sportliche und gesellschaftliche Gesamtangebot des Vereins gefährden kann. Eine Beschränkung ohne Übergangsfristen, die eine mittelfristige Umstellung und Kostenstreckung erlauben, würde das Breitensportangebot in Deutschland sehr negativ beeinflussen.
Im Hinblick auf den Beschränkungsvorschlag der ECHA gemäß Anhang XV der REACH-Verordnung spricht sich der DFB daher für eine angemessene Übergangsfrist von mindestens sechs Jahren bis zu einem vollständigen Inverkehrbringungsverbot des Kunststoffgranulats zur Verwendung in neuen Kunststoffrasensystemen sowie für die Umstellung bestehender Flächen aus.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.
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	Date: 2019/05/17 12:16

Content:
Environmental emissions;
Information on costs;
Information on benefits;
Other socio economic analysis (SEA) issues;
Request for exemption

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: Industry or trade association

Org. name: BIR Tyre & Rubber Committee

Org. country: Belgium

Attachment:



 
	Comment:
The BIR Tyre & Rubber Committee members have prepared a document to answer the specific questions on infill on synthetic turfs (see Enclosed document: BIR document microplastic restriction 20190517 Final version). Below a conclusion:
In order to be able to meet the objectives of the circular economy, it is indispensable that products have the possibility of a second product cycle. In the case of infill material from ELT, scientific data to date has shown this application in sports fields to be safe and suitable. 
The use of primary rubber or other materials is often limited by the high costs involved.  The total cost of a sports field can be a huge barrier for many local communities wishing to offer people (in particular children), the possibility of important sports interaction. A ban on the use of infill for synthetic turfs would have significant negative effects on football in Europe. The consequence to the society, if the construction and use of sports fields with infill material of any kind should be banned, is huge and is not justified, if a few simple rules in construction and maintenance of such fields are applied.
	The amount that is spread to the environment is very limited and has been strongly exaggerated in the press. Furthermore, by using the "best practice" operational conditions, it can be limited to almost nothing.
	It is documented that artificial turf pitches have a very positive impact on public health and the availability of contact sports all year around.
	The only realistic alternative, from a performance point of view, to ELT-rubber as infill, is virgin TPE and EPDM rubber. Switching to virgin rubbers will be very expensive and will have negative impacts on the climate. 
	In case of a ban of ELT-rubber in artificial turf, this important market will disappear, and more end-of-life tyres will have to be incinerated e.g. in cement kilns. For each ton of ELT's that is shifted from recycling to incineration the environment will be exposed to a minimum of 1.1 tons extra emissions of CO2-equivalents. 
The CEN TC217 WG 6 TG1 Task Group has propsed to draft a technical report to promote and advocate best practice (see question 3) in support of EN 15330-1.
Banning infill rubber granules will have a major impact on the business operations of all tire processing companies and the waste stream of ELT. The way forward is to define clear EU harmonized End of waste criteria for materials derived from ELT and "best practice" operational conditions.
Yours sincerely 
BIR Tyre & Rubber Committee members 
ESTATO Umweltservice GmbH
Genan Holding A/S 
Granuband BV 
Kargro Recycling bv 
Murfitt Industries Ltd. 
Ragn-Sells Tyre Recycling AB


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 2:
See enclosed document named "BIR document microplastic restriction 20190517 Final version"

	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.
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Content:
Scope or restriction option analysis;
Environmental emissions;
Information on costs;
Other socio economic analysis (SEA) issues;
Transitional period

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: National NGO

Org. name: Saarländischer Fußballverband e.V.

Org. country: Germany

Attachment:



 
	Comment:
-


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 2:
a.: Nach neueren Erkenntnissen werden zwischen 0,25 t/a und 5 t/a in Deutschland an Befüllungsgranulat pro Kunststoffrasenfläche verwendet (Fraunhofer 2018, S. 11). Das entspricht einer Gesamtmenge von ca. 7.500 bis 9.900 t/a. 
b.: Nach dem aktuellen Forschungsstand besteht nach Kenntnis des DFB ein hohes Maß an Unsicherheit darüber, wie und in welchen Mengen das als Mikroplastik definierte Granulat auf Sportplätzen in die Umwelt freigesetzt wird. Nach den uns zur Verfügung stehen-den Informationen gibt es große Unterschiede bei der Einschätzung der Menge an Mikroplastiken, die in den einzelnen Mitgliedstaaten oder in der EU/EWR als Füllmaterial für Kunstrasen verwendet wird. Insbesondere Umfang und Methodologie der Forschung in diesem Bereich sind bisher noch wenig standardisiert und nachvollziehbar. Der DFB geht davon aus, dass der Anteil des Eintrags von Mikroplastik über Kunststoffrasenplätze je nach Mitgliedstaat ca. 1 bis 3 Prozent im Verhältnis zum Gesamteintrag beträgt. Demnach ist der Umwelteintrag verglichen mit anderen Hauptquellen relativ gering (Europäische Kommission 2018, ii)).
c.: Gezielte Risikomanagementmaßnahmen können die Freisetzung von Füllstoffen in die Umwelt bereits signifikant vermindern. Technische Maßnahmen zur Zurückhaltung eines Materialaustrags vor Ort (z.B. Rinnenfilter mit Sedimentationsstrecken an Abläufen, Schmutzfangmatten, Schuhbürsten am Ausgang) und organisatorische Maßnahmen beim Betrieb der Sportplätze (z.B. regelmäßige Reinigung der Spielfeldränder, Auffangsiebe) können zu einer starken Verringerung des Austrags von Mikroplastik beitragen. 
Neben dem häufig genutzten Kunststoffgranulat existieren für Kunststoffrasensysteme alternative Füllstoffe, die in Teilen auch bereits beim Betrieb von Sportanlagen genutzt werden. So werden in Deutschland aktuell Kunststoffrasenplätze teilweise mit Sand und/oder Kork verfüllt. Zudem gibt es auch Kunststoffrasensysteme, die ohne elastischen Füllstoff betrieben werden können. 
Es existieren bisher allerdings nur wenige belastbare Studien darüber, wie sich diese Alternativen qualitäts- und kostenmäßig (z.B. hinsichtlich der Bespielbarkeit und Lebensdauer) vergleichen lassen. Zudem müsste untersucht werden, ob und wie sich die Bespielbar-keit oder das Verletzungsrisiko der alternativ befüllten Kunststoffrasenflächen bei den verschiedenen Alternativfüllungen verändert (Plan Miljø Studie 2017). Es bedarf daher dringend weiterer wissenschaftlicher Expertise zur Praxistauglichkeit alternativer organischer Füllstoffe und zur sportartspezifischen Eignung von Kunststoffrasenplätzen, die ohne Füllstoffe auskommen. Sowohl eine wissenschaftliche Folgenabschätzung als auch die dringend erforderliche Entwicklung alternativer Füllstoffe durch die Industrie sind eine zentrale Forderung der von der Thematik betroffenen Sportverbände in Deutschland. Sie vertreten die Meinung, dass die Maßnahmen, die ein Verbot des Kunststoffgranulats verursachen würden, nicht kurzfristig umsetzbar sind und Alternativen nur mittel- bis langfristig erarbeitet und bereitgestellt werden können.
d.: In Deutschland gibt es ca. 5.000 für den Fußballspielbetrieb gemeldete Kunststoffrasenplätze (DFBnet), sowie ca. 1.000 DFB-Minispielfelder. Jährlich werden in Deutschland ca. 300 Kunststoffrasenplätze neu gebaut, sowie 150 Kunststoffrasenplätze von Grund auf erneuert. Hinsichtlich der bestehenden Plätze dürfte eine Umstellung auf alternative Füllstoffe notwendig sein. Hierfür halten die Sportanlagenbetreiber (Kommunen oder Vereine) Mittel für Sportstättenbau und -sanierung vor, die bei einem vollständigen Ver-bot und einer Verwendung alternativer Füllstoffe deutlich höher ausfallen würden. Laut eigener Berechnungen belaufen sich die jährlichen Mehrkosten deutschlandweit auf einen hohen einstelligen Millionenbetrag. Die insgesamt zu erwartenden Kosten eines Verbotes können aufgrund fehlender Kenntnisse über geeignete alternative Füllstoffe (Geeignetheit, Verfügbarkeit) derzeit nicht seriös beziffert werden. Auf Grundlage aktueller Daten zum Bau von Kunststoffrasenplätzen dürfte der Gesamtbetrag für den Austausch des Füllstoffes der Kunststoffrasensysteme im hohen zweistelligen Millionenbereich (bis zu 90 Mio. EUR) liegen, wobei zur Präzisierung dieses Schätzwertes vertiefte Analysen erforderlich sind. Die Kosten für eine Umsetzung gezielter Risikomanagementmaßnahmen zur Zurückhaltung des Materialaustrags dürften nach Schätzungen und je nach Umfang der Maßnahmen pro Kunststoffrasensystem bei 3.000 bis 10.000 EUR liegen.
e.: Der gemeinwohlorientierte Sport ist die größte zivilgesellschaftliche Bewegung in Deutschland und Europa. In Deutschland engagieren sich knapp acht Millionen Bürger freiwillig und ehrenamtlich im Sport. Das entspricht einer jährlichen Wertschöpfung und einem Wohlfahrtsgewinn allein in Deutschland von ca. 6,7 Milliarden Euro. Vergleichbare Zahlen lassen sich auch für die gesamte EU feststellen. In den EU-Mitgliedstaaten engagieren sich im Jahre 2010 zwischen 92 und 94 Millionen Menschen freiwillig für Ziele des Gemeinwohls, davon die meisten im Sport (ca. 35 bis 40 Prozent aller freiwillig Tätigen in der EU) (Europäische Kommission 2010). 
Der Sport schafft ein strukturiertes, an die gesamte Bevölkerung gerichtetes und für alle offenes Bewegungs- und Sportangebot, durch das wichtige soziale und gesundheitsfördernde Funktionen in der Gesellschaft erfüllt werden. Sportvereine in Deutschland zählen zehn Millionen Mitgliedschaften im Kinder- und Jugendalter (DOSB-Bestandserhebung 2018), allein im DFB liegt diese Zahl bei 2,1 Millionen (DFB-Mitgliederstatistik 2018). Damit sind Sportvereine die wichtigste Anlaufstelle für Kinder und Jugendliche außerhalb der Schule und übernehmen unverzichtbare Aufgaben für die ganzheitliche Persönlichkeitsbildung junger Menschen. Dem Sport kommt eine wichtige Vorbild- und Lehrfunktion im Bereich der Integration und demokratischen Grundbildung zu. Für das herausragende gesellschaftliche Engagement des Sports spricht nicht zuletzt, dass die Sportvereine eng mit Schulen, Kindergärten, Unternehmen, Krankenkassen oder anderen öffentlichen Institutionen zusammenarbeiten. Um allen Bürgern den Zugang zum Sport zu ermöglichen, sind adäquate Sportstätten in ausreichender Anzahl Grundvoraussetzung. Ein für alle zugängliches und umfangreiches Sportangebot ist – vor allen Dingen in Großstädten und Ballungsgebieten – nur durch die Verfügbarkeit von ganzjährig nutzbaren Sportanlagen zu gewährleisten. Kunststoffrasenplätze spielen hierbei, insbesondere für den Fußball, eine wichtige Rolle, da sie eine intensivere Nutzung als Naturrasen- oder Tennenplätze erlauben. Allein mit Naturrasen- und Tennenplätzen lässt sich der derzeitige Trainings- und Spielbetrieb, insbesondere bei den Kinder- und Jugendmannschaften, nicht aufrechterhalten. Ein Kunststoffrasenplatz ersetzt etwa 2,5 Naturrasenplätze (DFBnet). Auf weniger als 10 Prozent der Naturrasenplätze finden an Wochenenden mehr als 2 Spiele statt. Bei Kunststoffrasenplätzen finden hingegen bei über 40 Prozent der Plätze mehr als 2 Spiele statt. Weniger als 10 Prozent der Naturrasenplätze wird an einem Wochenende mehr als 150 Minuten genutzt. Bei Kunstrasenplätzen werden hingegen etwa 35 Prozent an einem Wochenende mehr als 150 Minuten genutzt. 27.773 Spielstätten in Deutschland (ca. 70 Prozent) werden von Sportvereinen genutzt. Ein Drittel der Kunstrasenplätze werden von 2 oder mehr Vereinen mit alle ihren Jugend- und Seniorenmannschaften benutzt. Etwas über ein Drittel aller Naturrasenplätze wird von mehr als 5 Mannschaften bespielt. Bei Kunstrasenplätzen werden fast drei Viertel (72 Prozent) von mehr als 5 Mannschaften genutzt. Etwa 10 Prozent aller Naturrasenplätze wird von mehr als 10 Mannschaften bespielt. Bei Kunststoffrasenplätzen sind es ca. 41 Prozent der Plätze, die von mehr als 10 Mannschaften genutzt. Nur 1 Prozent aller Naturrasenplätze wird von mehr als 15 Mannschaften bespielt. Bei Kunstrasenplätzen beträgt der Anteil immerhin noch knapp 18 Prozent. Etwa 6 Prozent werden sogar von über 20 Mannschaften bespielt. Je größer die Vereinsgröße (insbesondere Anzahl der Mannschaften), desto höher ist der Anteil der Vereine, die auch eine Spielstätte vom Typ Kunstrasen haben.
Ein Verbot des Inverkehrbringens von Kunststoffgranulaten als Füllstoff in Kunststoffrasensystemen direkt bei Inkrafttreten der Beschränkung wäre daher unverhältnismäßig. Es würde zu hohen, unerwarteten Umstellungskosten und Mehrkosten für Vereine und Kommunen führen, wodurch dem gemeinwohlorientierten Sport Mittel entzogen würden. Bei fehlender Finanzierbarkeit dieser Mehrkosten ist zudem von einer Schließung vieler Sportplätzen auszugehen, wodurch das Sportangebot in Schulen und Vereinen stark leiden würde. Gerade auf Vereinsebene stellt ein solch außerordentlicher Kosten-punkt ein großes finanzielles Risiko dar, dass das sportliche und gesellschaftliche Gesamtangebot des Vereins gefährden kann. Eine Beschränkung ohne Übergangsfristen, die eine mittelfristige Umstellung und Kostenstreckung erlauben, würde das Breitensportangebot in Deutschland sehr negativ beeinflussen.
Im Hinblick auf den Beschränkungsvorschlag der ECHA gemäß Anhang XV der REACH-Verordnung spricht sich der DFB daher für eine angemessene Übergangsfrist von mindestens sechs Jahren bis zu einem vollständigen Inverkehrbringungsverbot des Kunststoffgranulats zur Verwendung in neuen Kunststoffrasensystemen sowie für die Umstellung bestehender Flächen aus.
Im Saarland wird auf 141 Kunstrasenplätzen gespielt. Ca. 44% aller Vereine mit Spielbetrieb verfügen über einen Kunstrasenplatz, der Rest verteilt sich auf Rasenplatz und Hartplatz (Tenne). 


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.
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Attachment:



 
	Comment:
-


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 2:
a.: Nach neueren Erkenntnissen werden zwischen 0,25 t/a und 5 t/a in Deutschland an Befüllungsgranulat pro Kunststoffrasenfläche verwendet (Fraunhofer 2018, S. 11). Das entspricht einer Gesamtmenge von ca. 7.500 bis 9.900 t/a. 
b.: Nach dem aktuellen Forschungsstand besteht nach Kenntnis des DFB ein hohes Maß an Unsicherheit darüber, wie und in welchen Mengen das als Mikroplastik definierte Granulat auf Sportplätzen in die Umwelt freigesetzt wird. Nach den uns zur Verfügung stehen-den Informationen gibt es große Unterschiede bei der Einschätzung der Menge an Mikroplastiken, die in den einzelnen Mitgliedstaaten oder in der EU/EWR als Füllmaterial für Kunstrasen verwendet wird. Insbesondere Umfang und Methodologie der Forschung in diesem Bereich sind bisher noch wenig standardisiert und nachvollziehbar. Der DFB geht davon aus, dass der Anteil des Eintrags von Mikroplastik über Kunststoffrasenplätze je nach Mitgliedstaat ca. 1 bis 3 Prozent im Verhältnis zum Gesamteintrag beträgt. Demnach ist der Umwelteintrag verglichen mit anderen Hauptquellen relativ gering (Europäische Kommission 2018, ii)).
c.: Gezielte Risikomanagementmaßnahmen können die Freisetzung von Füllstoffen in die Umwelt bereits signifikant vermindern. Technische Maßnahmen zur Zurückhaltung eines Materialaustrags vor Ort (z.B. Rinnenfilter mit Sedimentationsstrecken an Abläufen, Schmutzfangmatten, Schuhbürsten am Ausgang) und organisatorische Maßnahmen beim Betrieb der Sportplätze (z.B. regelmäßige Reinigung der Spielfeldränder, Auffangsiebe) können zu einer starken Verringerung des Austrags von Mikroplastik beitragen. 
Neben dem häufig genutzten Kunststoffgranulat existieren für Kunststoffrasensysteme alternative Füllstoffe, die in Teilen auch bereits beim Betrieb von Sportanlagen genutzt werden. So werden in Deutschland aktuell Kunststoffrasenplätze teilweise mit Sand und/oder Kork verfüllt. Zudem gibt es auch Kunststoffrasensysteme, die ohne elastischen Füllstoff betrieben werden können. 
Es existieren bisher allerdings nur wenige belastbare Studien darüber, wie sich diese Alternativen qualitäts- und kostenmäßig (z.B. hinsichtlich der Bespielbarkeit und Lebensdauer) vergleichen lassen. Zudem müsste untersucht werden, ob und wie sich die Bespielbar-keit oder das Verletzungsrisiko der alternativ befüllten Kunststoffrasenflächen bei den verschiedenen Alternativfüllungen verändert (Plan Miljø Studie 2017). Es bedarf daher dringend weiterer wissenschaftlicher Expertise zur Praxistauglichkeit alternativer organischer Füllstoffe und zur sportartspezifischen Eignung von Kunststoffrasenplätzen, die ohne Füllstoffe auskommen. Sowohl eine wissenschaftliche Folgenabschätzung als auch die dringend erforderliche Entwicklung alternativer Füllstoffe durch die Industrie sind eine zentrale Forderung der von der Thematik betroffenen Sportverbände in Deutschland. Sie vertreten die Meinung, dass die Maßnahmen, die ein Verbot des Kunststoffgranulats verursachen würden, nicht kurzfristig umsetzbar sind und Alternativen nur mittel- bis langfristig erarbeitet und bereitgestellt werden können.
d.: In Deutschland gibt es ca. 5.000 für den Fußballspielbetrieb gemeldete Kunststoffrasenplätze (DFBnet), sowie ca. 1.000 DFB-Minispielfelder. Jährlich werden in Deutschland ca. 300 Kunststoffrasenplätze neu gebaut, sowie 150 Kunststoffrasenplätze von Grund auf erneuert. Hinsichtlich der bestehenden Plätze dürfte eine Umstellung auf alternative Füllstoffe notwendig sein. Hierfür halten die Sportanlagenbetreiber (Kommunen oder Vereine) Mittel für Sportstättenbau und -sanierung vor, die bei einem vollständigen Ver-bot und einer Verwendung alternativer Füllstoffe deutlich höher ausfallen würden. Laut eigener Berechnungen belaufen sich die jährlichen Mehrkosten deutschlandweit auf einen hohen einstelligen Millionenbetrag. Die insgesamt zu erwartenden Kosten eines Verbotes können aufgrund fehlender Kenntnisse über geeignete alternative Füllstoffe (Geeignetheit, Verfügbarkeit) derzeit nicht seriös beziffert werden. Auf Grundlage aktueller Daten zum Bau von Kunststoffrasenplätzen dürfte der Gesamtbetrag für den Austausch des Füllstoffes der Kunststoffrasensysteme im hohen zweistelligen Millionenbereich (bis zu 90 Mio. EUR) liegen, wobei zur Präzisierung dieses Schätzwertes vertiefte Analysen erforderlich sind. Die Kosten für eine Umsetzung gezielter Risikomanagementmaßnahmen zur Zurückhaltung des Materialaustrags dürften nach Schätzungen und je nach Umfang der Maßnahmen pro Kunststoffrasensystem bei 3.000 bis 10.000 EUR liegen.
e.: Der gemeinwohlorientierte Sport ist die größte zivilgesellschaftliche Bewegung in Deutschland und Europa. In Deutschland engagieren sich knapp acht Millionen Bürger freiwillig und ehrenamtlich im Sport. Das entspricht einer jährlichen Wertschöpfung und einem Wohlfahrtsgewinn allein in Deutschland von ca. 6,7 Milliarden Euro. Vergleichbare Zahlen lassen sich auch für die gesamte EU feststellen. In den EU-Mitgliedstaaten engagieren sich im Jahre 2010 zwischen 92 und 94 Millionen Menschen freiwillig für Ziele des Gemeinwohls, davon die meisten im Sport (ca. 35 bis 40 Prozent aller freiwillig Tätigen in der EU) (Europäische Kommission 2010). 
Der Sport schafft ein strukturiertes, an die gesamte Bevölkerung gerichtetes und für alle offenes Bewegungs- und Sportangebot, durch das wichtige soziale und gesundheitsfördernde Funktionen in der Gesellschaft erfüllt werden. Sportvereine in Deutschland zählen zehn Millionen Mitgliedschaften im Kinder- und Jugendalter (DOSB-Bestandserhebung 2018), allein im DFB liegt diese Zahl bei 2,1 Millionen (DFB-Mitgliederstatistik 2018). Damit sind Sportvereine die wichtigste Anlaufstelle für Kinder und Jugendliche außerhalb der Schule und übernehmen unverzichtbare Aufgaben für die ganzheitliche Persönlichkeitsbildung junger Menschen. Dem Sport kommt eine wichtige Vorbild- und Lehrfunktion im Bereich der Integration und demokratischen Grundbildung zu. Für das herausragende gesellschaftliche Engagement des Sports spricht nicht zuletzt, dass die Sportvereine eng mit Schulen, Kindergärten, Unternehmen, Krankenkassen oder anderen öffentlichen Institutionen zusammenarbeiten. Um allen Bürgern den Zugang zum Sport zu ermöglichen, sind adäquate Sportstätten in ausreichender Anzahl Grundvoraussetzung. Ein für alle zugängliches und umfangreiches Sportangebot ist – vor allen Dingen in Großstädten und Ballungsgebieten – nur durch die Verfügbarkeit von ganzjährig nutzbaren Sportanlagen zu gewährleisten. Kunststoffrasenplätze spielen hierbei, insbesondere für den Fußball, eine wichtige Rolle, da sie eine intensivere Nutzung als Naturrasen- oder Tennenplätze erlauben. Allein mit Naturrasen- und Tennenplätzen lässt sich der derzeitige Trainings- und Spielbetrieb, insbesondere bei den Kinder- und Jugendmannschaften, nicht aufrechterhalten. Ein Kunststoffrasenplatz ersetzt etwa 2,5 Naturrasenplätze (DFBnet). Auf weniger als 10 Prozent der Naturrasenplätze finden an Wochenenden mehr als 2 Spiele statt. Bei Kunststoffrasenplätzen finden hingegen bei über 40 Prozent der Plätze mehr als 2 Spiele statt. Weniger als 10 Prozent der Naturrasenplätze wird an einem Wochenende mehr als 150 Minuten genutzt. Bei Kunstrasenplätzen werden hingegen etwa 35 Prozent an einem Wochenende mehr als 150 Minuten genutzt. 27.773 Spielstätten in Deutschland (ca. 70 Prozent) werden von Sportvereinen genutzt. Ein Drittel der Kunstrasenplätze werden von 2 oder mehr Vereinen mit alle ihren Jugend- und Seniorenmannschaften benutzt. Etwas über ein Drittel aller Naturrasenplätze wird von mehr als 5 Mannschaften bespielt. Bei Kunstrasenplätzen werden fast drei Viertel (72 Prozent) von mehr als 5 Mannschaften genutzt. Etwa 10 Prozent aller Naturrasenplätze wird von mehr als 10 Mannschaften bespielt. Bei Kunststoffrasenplätzen sind es ca. 41 Prozent der Plätze, die von mehr als 10 Mannschaften genutzt. Nur 1 Prozent aller Naturrasenplätze wird von mehr als 15 Mannschaften bespielt. Bei Kunstrasenplätzen beträgt der Anteil immerhin noch knapp 18 Prozent. Etwa 6 Prozent werden sogar von über 20 Mannschaften bespielt. Je größer die Vereinsgröße (insbesondere Anzahl der Mannschaften), desto höher ist der Anteil der Vereine, die auch eine Spielstätte vom Typ Kunstrasen haben.
Ein Verbot des Inverkehrbringens von Kunststoffgranulaten als Füllstoff in Kunststoffrasensystemen direkt bei Inkrafttreten der Beschränkung wäre daher unverhältnismäßig. Es würde zu hohen, unerwarteten Umstellungskosten und Mehrkosten für Vereine und Kommunen führen, wodurch dem gemeinwohlorientierten Sport Mittel entzogen würden. Bei fehlender Finanzierbarkeit dieser Mehrkosten ist zudem von einer Schließung vieler Sportplätzen auszugehen, wodurch das Sportangebot in Schulen und Vereinen stark leiden würde. Gerade auf Vereinsebene stellt ein solch außerordentlicher Kosten-punkt ein großes finanzielles Risiko dar, dass das sportliche und gesellschaftliche Gesamtangebot des Vereins gefährden kann. Eine Beschränkung ohne Übergangsfristen, die eine mittelfristige Umstellung und Kostenstreckung erlauben, würde das Breitensportangebot in Deutschland sehr negativ beeinflussen.
Im Hinblick auf den Beschränkungsvorschlag der ECHA gemäß Anhang XV der REACH-Verordnung spricht sich der DFB daher für eine angemessene Übergangsfrist von mindestens sechs Jahren bis zu einem vollständigen Inverkehrbringungsverbot des Kunststoffgranulats zur Verwendung in neuen Kunststoffrasensystemen sowie für die Umstellung bestehender Flächen aus.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.
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Attachment:




	Comment:
Our company would like to provide comments on socio-economic impacts of the restriction proposal as well as comments/suggestions regarding Paragraphs 4, 5, 7 and 8 of the restriction proposal.
See attached non-confidential attachement.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.
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Org. type: Industry or trade association

Org. name: EWIMA

Org. country: Germany
 
	Comment:
EWIMA comments on the ECHA proposal for a restriction of microplastics 
Definition of the size of microplastic particles
‘Microplastic’ is defined as a material consisting of solid polymer-containing particles, where ≥ 1% w/w of particles have (i) all dimensions 1 nm ≤ x ≤ 5 mm, or (ii), for fibres, a length of 3 nm ≤ x ≤ 15 mm and length to diameter ratio of > 3. The lower limit of the particle size is very low. This is not suitable for small and medium sized companies in EU as it is technically highly demanding to evaluate particle sizes around 1 nm – 50 μm. Nearly every polymer would be affected and currently manufacturers of inks in EU would have no ways for substitution in their formulations. This would result in disadvantages for companies in EU with regard to their non-EU competitors as custom controls would not be able to control the imports and it´s conformities to these particle sizes (1 nm – 50 μm).
In addition, ‘nanomaterial’ is defined as particles in the size range of 1 – 100 nm. In order to distinguish ‘nanomaterial’ particles and ‘microplastic’ particles, the lower size definition of ‘microplastic’ particles should be > 100 nm, and the corresponding minimum length of microplastic fibres 300 nm.
Impact of a restriction of microplastics 
Microplastics greater than 0.01% w/w are part of some inks manufactured for writing instruments industry. 
The proposed restriction of microplastics will require from manufacturers of stationary products labelling of mixtures containing microplastics (e.g. paints, inks, glue) and reporting of the use of microplastics and mixtures containing microplastics at the industrial site. Labelling and reporting requirements can be seen critical as it will create costs for manufacturers without significant benefit.
Inks of writing instruments and related components/products include for technical means dispersions of fillers, binders and thickeners which are polymer-based. They are essential for the function of the product as they support technical properties e.g. film forming. As they disappear when they form a film, those functional polymers are derogated based on paragraph 5(b). 
Some inks and for instance paints, glues, correction fluids can also be considered as derogated based on paragraph 5(c): Substances or mixtures containing microplastic where the microplastic is permanently incorporated into a solid matrix when used. 
For inks and for instance paints, glues and correction fluids labelling requirements apply, as it cannot be excluded that unconsumed material will be released via down the drain to the environment. 
The labelling of inks, paints and glues can be a useful instrument to provide the end consumer with product related information. It is intended to inform the consumer how to dispose the product properly to minimize the release to the environment by labelling.
More detailed labelling of products will not increase the consumers’ attention. Moreover, it makes more sense to inform the end consumer by national or regional disposal organizations with regard to proper disposal.
Reporting obligations
Despite of derogation 5(b) or 5(c), some inks and for instance paints, glues and correction fluids are submitted to declaration requirement. 
Despite of derogation 4(a), Polymers, or mixtures containing microplastics that are used at the industrial site, are submitted to declaration requirement.
Any downstream user using a microplastic derogated from paragraph 1 on the basis of paragraph 4(a), 5(b) or 5(c) must report to ECHA the identity, the description, the use and the quantity of the microplastic used. ECHA will use the data sets for further assessments of risks for human and environment and observance of the chemicals market.
A definition of ‘industrial site’ is missing. Providing that each non-private user (= commercial user) of ‘microplastic’ is an industrial user, this reporting obligation will result in high additional bureaucratic efforts and costs – without any benefit for the environment.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.
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Content:
Environmental emissions;
Information on costs

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: Company

Org. name: <redacted>


Org. country: Germany

Company name confidential: Yes 
 
	Comment:
The proposed definition of microplastics is very broad which is leaving much room for interpretation. Therefore, the implementation of this restriction is very challenging. Additional to the labelling and reporting requirements this will result in a large amount of bureaucracy and costs, and this for the whole supply chain of a product. And as comprehensive water protection rules are already in place for industrial sites, the proposal stands in contradiction to the principle of subsidiarity.
Most microplastics stem from decomposing plastic wastes, tire abrasion, or laundering of synthetic clothing. Only a very minor share originates from intentionally added microplastics.


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 3:
In Paints and printing inks, polymers according to the proposed definition, are used as binders to serve film formation or in small quantities as polymer-based additives (e.g. waxes or spheres) are to improve or modify the properties of the ink or paint.
Through the physico-chemical process of film formation, binders lose the particle property of microplastics according to the definition under 2 and, consequently, fall under the mentioned rule 5.b. Furthermore, these are firmly incorporated in a polymer structure (binder matrix) by curing, so that they are subject to rule 5.c of the restriction proposal. The share of binders in the composition varies from 2% (printing inks) over 25% (building paints) to up to 80% (powder coatings, printing inks).
Additives for paints and coatings are bound in a polymer structure in curing and fall under rule 5.c of the proposal. Additives are used in paints, coatings and printing inks in quantities from 2 % to 10%.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.
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	Comment:
-


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 2:
a.: Nach neueren Erkenntnissen werden zwischen 0,25 t/a und 5 t/a in Deutschland an Befüllungsgranulat pro Kunststoffrasenfläche verwendet (Fraunhofer 2018, S. 11). Das entspricht einer Gesamtmenge von ca. 7.500 bis 9.900 t/a. 
b.: Nach dem aktuellen Forschungsstand besteht nach Kenntnis des DFB ein hohes Maß an Unsicherheit darüber, wie und in welchen Mengen das als Mikroplastik definierte Granulat auf Sportplätzen in die Umwelt freigesetzt wird. Nach den uns zur Verfügung stehenden Informationen gibt es große Unterschiede bei der Einschätzung der Menge an Mikroplastiken, die in den einzelnen Mitgliedstaaten oder in der EU/EWR als Füllmaterial für Kunstrasen verwendet wird. Insbesondere Umfang und Methodologie der Forschung in diesem Bereich sind bisher noch wenig standardisiert und nachvollziehbar. Der DFB geht davon aus, dass der Anteil des Eintrags von Mikroplastik über Kunststoffrasenplätze je nach Mitgliedstaat ca. 1 bis 3 Prozent im Verhältnis zum Gesamteintrag beträgt. Demnach ist der Umwelteintrag verglichen mit anderen Hauptquellen relativ gering (Europäische Kommission 2018, ii)).
c.: Gezielte Risikomanagementmaßnahmen können die Freisetzung von Füllstoffen in die Umwelt bereits signifikant vermindern. Technische Maßnahmen zur Zurückhaltung eines Materialaustrags vor Ort (z.B. Rinnenfilter mit Sedimentationsstrecken an Abläufen, Schmutzfangmatten, Schuhbürsten am Ausgang) und organisatorische Maßnahmen beim Betrieb der Sportplätze (z.B. regelmäßige Reinigung der Spielfeldränder, Auffangsiebe) können zu einer starken Verringerung des Austrags von Mikroplastik beitragen. 
Neben dem häufig genutzten Kunststoffgranulat existieren für Kunststoffrasensysteme alternative Füllstoffe, die in Teilen auch bereits beim Betrieb von Sportanlagen genutzt werden. So werden in Deutschland aktuell Kunststoffrasenplätze teilweise mit Sand und/oder Kork verfüllt. Zudem gibt es auch Kunststoffrasensysteme, die ohne elastischen Füllstoff betrieben werden können. 
Es existieren bisher allerdings nur wenige belastbare Studien darüber, wie sich diese Alternativen qualitäts- und kostenmäßig (z.B. hinsichtlich der Bespielbarkeit und Lebensdauer) vergleichen lassen. Zudem müsste untersucht werden, ob und wie sich die Bespielbarkeit oder das Verletzungsrisiko der alternativ befüllten Kunststoffrasenflächen bei den verschiedenen Alternativfüllungen verändert (Plan Miljö Studie 2017). Es bedarf daher dringend weiterer wissenschaftlicher Expertise zur Praxistauglichkeit alternativer organischer Füllstoffe und zur sportartspezifischen Eignung von Kunststoffrasenplätzen, die ohne Füllstoffe auskommen. Sowohl eine wissenschaftliche Folgenabschätzung als auch die dringend erforderliche Entwicklung alternativer Füllstoffe durch die Industrie sind eine zentrale Forderung der von der Thematik betroffenen Sportverbände in Deutschland. Sie vertreten die Meinung, dass die Maßnahmen, die ein Verbot des Kunststoffgranulats verursachen würden, nicht kurzfristig umsetzbar sind und Alternativen nur mittel- bis langfristig erarbeitet und bereitgestellt werden können.
d.: In Deutschland gibt es ca. 5.000 für den Fußballspielbetrieb gemeldete Kunststoffrasenplätze (DFBnet), sowie ca. 1.000 DFB-Minispielfelder. Jährlich werden in Deutschland ca. 300 Kunststoffrasenplätze neu gebaut, sowie 150 Kunststoffrasenplätze von Grund auf erneuert. Hinsichtlich der bestehenden Plätze dürfte eine Umstellung auf alternative Füllstoffe notwendig sein. Hierfür halten die Sportanlagenbetreiber (Kommunen oder Vereine) Mittel für Sportstättenbau und -sanierung vor, die bei einem vollständigen Verbot und einer Verwendung alternativer Füllstoffe deutlich höher ausfallen würden. Laut eigener Berechnungen belaufen sich die jährlichen Mehrkosten deutschlandweit auf einen hohen einstelligen Millionenbetrag. Die insgesamt zu erwartenden Kosten eines Verbotes können aufgrund fehlender Kenntnisse über geeignete alternative Füllstoffe (Geeignetheit, Verfügbarkeit) derzeit nicht seriös beziffert werden. Auf Grundlage aktueller Daten zum Bau von Kunststoffrasenplätzen dürfte der Gesamtbetrag für den Austausch des Füllstoffes der Kunststoffrasensysteme im hohen zweistelligen Millionenbereich (bis zu 90 Mio. EUR) liegen, wobei zur Präzisierung dieses Schätzwertes vertiefte Analysen erforderlich sind. Die Kosten für eine Umsetzung gezielter Risikomanagementmaßnahmen zur Zurückhaltung des Materialaustrags dürften nach Schätzungen und je nach Umfang der Maßnahmen pro Kunststoffrasensystem bei 3.000 bis 10.000 EUR liegen.
e.: Der gemeinwohlorientierte Sport ist die größte zivilgesellschaftliche Bewegung in Deutschland und Europa. In Deutschland engagieren sich knapp acht Millionen Bürger freiwillig und ehrenamtlich im Sport. Das entspricht einer jährlichen Wertschöpfung und einem Wohlfahrtsgewinn allein in Deutschland von ca. 6,7 Milliarden Euro. Vergleichbare Zahlen lassen sich auch für die gesamte EU feststellen. In den EU-Mitgliedstaaten engagieren sich im Jahre 2010 zwischen 92 und 94 Millionen Menschen freiwillig für Ziele des Gemeinwohls, davon die meisten im Sport (ca. 35 bis 40 Prozent aller freiwillig Tätigen in der EU) (Europäische Kommission 2010). 
Der Sport schafft ein strukturiertes, an die gesamte Bevölkerung gerichtetes und für alle offenes Bewegungs- und Sportangebot, durch das wichtige soziale und gesundheitsfördernde Funktionen in der Gesellschaft erfüllt werden. Sportvereine in Deutschland zählen zehn Millionen Mitgliedschaften im Kinder- und Jugendalter (DOSB-Bestandserhebung 2018), allein im DFB liegt diese Zahl bei 2,1 Millionen (DFB-Mitgliederstatistik 2018). Damit sind Sportvereine die wichtigste Anlaufstelle für Kinder und Jugendliche außerhalb der Schule und übernehmen unverzichtbare Aufgaben für die ganzheitliche Persönlichkeitsbildung junger Menschen. Dem Sport kommt eine wichtige Vorbild- und Lehrfunktion im Bereich der Integration und demokratischen Grundbildung zu. Für das herausragende gesellschaftliche Engagement des Sports spricht nicht zuletzt, dass die Sportvereine eng mit Schulen, Kindergärten, Unternehmen, Krankenkassen oder anderen öffentlichen Institutionen zusammenarbeiten. Um allen Bürgern den Zugang zum Sport zu ermöglichen, sind adäquate Sportstätten in ausreichender Anzahl Grundvoraussetzung. Ein für alle zugängliches und umfangreiches Sportangebot ist – vor allen Dingen in Großstädten und Ballungsgebieten – nur durch die Verfügbarkeit von ganzjährig nutzbaren Sportanlagen zu gewährleisten. Kunststoffrasenplätze spielen hierbei, insbesondere für den Fußball, eine wichtige Rolle, da sie eine intensivere Nutzung als Naturrasen- oder Tennenplätze erlauben. Allein mit Naturrasen- und Tennenplätzen lässt sich der derzeitige Trainings- und Spielbetrieb, insbesondere bei den Kinder- und Jugendmannschaften, nicht aufrechterhalten. Ein Kunststoffrasenplatz ersetzt etwa 2,5 Naturrasenplätze (DFBnet). Auf weniger als 10 Prozent der Naturrasenplätze finden an Wochenenden mehr als 2 Spiele statt. Bei Kunststoffrasenplätzen finden hingegen bei über 40 Prozent der Plätze mehr als 2 Spiele statt. Weniger als 10 Prozent der Naturrasenplätze wird an einem Wochenende mehr als 150 Minuten genutzt. Bei Kunstrasenplätzen werden hingegen etwa 35 Prozent an einem Wochenende mehr als 150 Minuten genutzt. 27.773 Spielstätten in Deutschland (ca. 70 Prozent) werden von Sportvereinen genutzt. Ein Drittel der Kunstrasenplätze werden von 2 oder mehr Vereinen mit alle ihren Jugend- und Seniorenmannschaften benutzt. Etwas über ein Drittel aller Naturrasenplätze wird von mehr als 5 Mannschaften bespielt. Bei Kunstrasenplätzen werden fast drei Viertel (72 Prozent) von mehr als 5 Mannschaften genutzt. Etwa 10 Prozent aller Naturrasenplätze wird von mehr als 10 Mannschaften bespielt. Bei Kunststoffrasenplätzen sind es ca. 41 Prozent der Plätze, die von mehr als 10 Mannschaften genutzt. Nur 1 Prozent aller Naturrasenplätze wird von mehr als 15 Mannschaften bespielt. Bei Kunstrasenplätzen beträgt der Anteil immerhin noch knapp 18 Prozent. Etwa 6 Prozent werden sogar von über 20 Mannschaften bespielt. Je größer die Vereinsgröße (insbesondere Anzahl der Mannschaften), desto höher ist der Anteil der Vereine, die auch eine Spielstätte vom Typ Kunstrasen haben.
Ein Verbot des Inverkehrbringens von Kunststoffgranulaten als Füllstoff in Kunststoffrasensystemen direkt bei Inkrafttreten der Beschränkung wäre daher unverhältnismäßig. Es würde zu hohen, unerwarteten Umstellungskosten und Mehrkosten für Vereine und Kommunen führen, wodurch dem gemeinwohlorientierten Sport Mittel entzogen würden. Bei fehlender Finanzierbarkeit dieser Mehrkosten ist zudem von einer Schließung vieler Sportplätzen auszugehen, wodurch das Sportangebot in Schulen und Vereinen stark leiden würde. Gerade auf Vereinsebene stellt ein solch außerordentlicher Kosten-punkt ein großes finanzielles Risiko dar, dass das sportliche und gesellschaftliche Gesamtangebot des Vereins gefährden kann. Eine Beschränkung ohne Übergangsfristen, die eine mittelfristige Umstellung und Kostenstreckung erlauben, würde das Breitensportangebot in Deutschland sehr negativ beeinflussen.
Im Hinblick auf den Beschränkungsvorschlag der ECHA gemäß Anhang XV der REACH-Verordnung spricht sich der DFB daher für eine angemessene Übergangsfrist von mindestens sechs Jahren bis zu einem vollständigen Inverkehrbringungsverbot des Kunststoffgranulats zur Verwendung in neuen Kunststoffrasensystemen sowie für die Umstellung bestehender Flächen aus.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2061
	Date: 2019/05/17 13:07

Content:
Description of analytical methods;
Request for exemption

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: Industry or trade association

Org. name: Flock Association of Europe e.V.

Org. country: Germany

Attachment:

<redacted> 
	Comment:
For these reasons, we think that flock fibres up to 15 mm long, should not be declared as microplastic in relation to your study and recommendations.


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 1:
Please see it in our attachment

	
	
	Answer to specific info request 2:
Please see it in our attachment


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 3:
Please see it in our attachment

	
	
	Answer to specific info request 4:
Please check our attachments

	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2062
	Date: 2019/05/17 13:12

Content:
Scope or restriction option analysis;
Request for exemption

Type: Individual

Country:
Belgium
 
	Comment:
Clause 8 of the Restriction Proposal addresses the use of micro-plastics at industrial sites, including those applications and processes where micro-plastics do not remain present in the finished products. An example is the use of plastic beads or pellets in extrusion processes to make films and sheets. A typical extrusion plant will use several thousand tonnes of microplastics, with essentially zero emissions to the environment (measures to prevent spills are a part of Good Manufacturing Practices). Given that the microplastics used cover a range of polymer types across a large number of individual raw material grades, the reporting obligations proposed in Clause 8 of the Restriction Proposal represent a significant administrative burden, which is disproportionate in view of the fact that emissions are essentially zero except in case of accidents. It would be more appropriate to limit the reporting obligations to the quantity of microplastics actually released to the environment, and to exempt the uses at industrial sites that do not lead to a release to the environment.
I notice that this use scenario has not been considered in the Annex to the Restriction Report, nor in the impact assessments therein, therefore I suggest to thoroughly consider this matter before finalising the Restriction Proposal.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2065
	Date: 2019/05/17 13:31

Content:
Information on costs;
Other socio economic analysis (SEA) issues

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: Company

Org. name: <redacted>

Org. country: Germany

Company name confidential: Yes
 
	Comment:
As a paint manufacturer we estimate approx. 15-20% of our products do contain micoplastics according to the current used definition. Because the proposed notification and labelling requirements seem neither practical nor operating well towards gathering the desired use data, and they will create a big burden on us and especially our industrial customers, we have some concerns with the curret proposal.
1) Because Industrial users are already well regulated by water protection rules, an extra reporting would result in additional, possibly rather pointless, workload for those companies.
2) Also, the exact substance identities of the used materials to be reported are usually not known to us as a paint manufacturer and therefore also not known to our customers. That is because the exact substance identity of a raw material is highy sensitive Information for our suppliers and isn't disclosed. That makes the proposed reporting quite difficult to carry out.
3) Additional labelling would require further effort whereas there seems to be little benefit because the use as well as the disposal of paints already well-ordered.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2066
	Date: 2019/05/17 14:25

Content:
Scope or restriction option analysis;
Other socio economic analysis (SEA) issues

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: Industry or trade association

Org. name: Bundesverband Korrosionsschutz e.V.

Org. country: Germany
 
	Comment:
The proposed reporting requirements for manufacturers of paints, coatings and printing inks and also for industrial users of these products involve a large amount of bureaucracy – while they come nowhere near the given objective of tracking uses and potential releases to the environment. The obligation of industrial users to estimate the release of microplastics to the environment overlooks that comprehensive water protection rules are already in place for industrial sites. These rules regulate how to treat waste waters prior to their direct release into waters or their indirect release. Overall, the reporting requirements constitute one-sided and unjustified burdens on industrial users. We doubt that ECHA is aware of the manifold uses of paints and coatings in the industrial corrosion protection sector.


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 5:
The users of paints and coatings for corrosion protection are dependent on the supply of the manufacturers of these coatings. As many of the coating materials are also restricted by German guidelines, alternatives (if there are any) cannot be chosen by the user. The formulation of paints and varnishes for corrosion protection is task of the paint industry. The companies working in the field of corrosion protection are predominantly small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). These companies don´t have the personnel to prepare the proposed annual reports – which are to be sent electronically to ECHA – include the following points: 
a. the identity of the polymer(s) used in the previous year; 
b. a description of the use of the microplastic, 
c. the quantity of microplastics used in the previous year, and 
d. the quantity of microplastics released to the environment, either estimated or measured in the previous year.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2068
	Date: 2019/05/17 14:58

Content:
Information on costs;
Information on benefits;
Transitional period

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: Company

Org. name: <redacted>

Org. country: Sweden

Company name confidential: Yes 
 
	Comment:
Comments on ECHA’s proposal on restriction on the intentional use of `microplastics´
We are highly concerned about the environmental impact of plastic litter (including microplastics) and are working on different levels to contribute to a global solution. We welcome and efficient and appropriate microplastic restriction that can result in a major improvement.  
We will take the opportunity to give our comments on the proposal in order to give you a manufacturer view. 
Ingredient restriction
The restriction of microplastic ingredients shall, according to the proposal, be valid for cosmetic products 4 years (rinse-off) and 6 years (leave-on) after the restriction is in force. 
This restriction will result in an extended work on reformulation for cosmetic manufacturers. To evaluate new alternative ingredients will take time. For some functions it will also be very difficult to find an available alternative with similar properties and a development of new substances will be needed. In addition to this, a normal development time for a new cosmetic product is about 2-5 years. To force the reformulation/development according to the proposed implementation time is unrealistic since it will affect many products for each manufacturer. The implementation time for cosmetic product need to be extended to at least 10 years. 
As described in the proposal report, the Cosmetic sector is a minor contributor to the issue of microplastic litter. In addition to precautionary principal, the proportionality principal must be kept in mind. 
Scope of derogation
Please specify further if articles are included in the definition set forth in derogation 5.c “Substances or mixtures where microplastics are permanently incorporated into a solid matrix at the point of use.”
Examples of articles this could include: synthetic polymeric microfibers, glitter sold separately, filaments in cosmetic applicators and other small microplastic sized articles. And in that case, please specify what requirements apply to them.
Reporting
To report use and volumes every year for the sole purpose of making the information available to ECHA is an unproportional workload compared to benefit. The reporting could instead be performed using a more specific approach, i.e. only include specific product types. One example of such a more proportional reporting has been required by California Air Resources Board (CARB). CARB have required product reporting for VOC containing products. CARB has required reporting of different products in different years in order to compile information regarding VOC containing products. Based on analysis of the received information, CARB has then modified the reporting requirements in order to receive relevant information and exempt product categories with low contribution to the VOC emissions. This approach is less workload for the reporting companies and still provides the authority with relevant information.  Another option is to require reporting less frequently than annually, since fluctuations in use and volumes might not require annual reporting.
Labeling
The labeling requirement for products exempted from the concentration limit shall, according to the proposal, be required 18 months after the regulation is in force. In the socio-economic impact in the report, it implies that costs for the change of labels are likely to be minimal since labels often are updated anyway. This is not true, it is very seldom that labeling is changed, and 18 months is not enough time for implementation of this requirement. To minimize the cost for companies, this implementation time needs to be extended to at least 5 years. 
Another important aspect is the place needed for the labeling text. According to the proposal it shall be clearly visible, legible and indelible. Further, it shall be written in local language. For many small products, it is already difficult to fit in all required text and therefore we propose that a symbol is created for this purpose that can replace the text. Such a symbol must of course be the same for any manufacturer and well known by the user. We therefore propose that ECHA create such symbol and also take responsibility to raise public awareness of the symbol. 
Interim (bio) degradability criteria 
Derogation 3.b lays forth the exclusion of (bio)degradable particles from the scope of the proposed restriction.
“To clarify that (bio)degradable polymers are exempt from the restriction on the basis that they do not contribute to the ‘microplastic concern’, even though they could remain in the environment for some time after use/release. The criteria are set out in an Appendix to the entry and are described below in Section 2.2.1.6.”
Please provide further clarification in regard to the degree of relevance for each of the acceptable screening criteria listed in Annex B in relation to the degradation in open environment. Specifically, a division in regard to applicability of acceptable screening criteria based on mediums, aqueous and in soil, would be desirable. 
Please also clarify, preferably with examples of substances, in which cases ‘higher tier testing’ would be preferred.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2069
	Date: 2019/05/17 15:22

Content:
Hazard or exposure;
Information on costs

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: Industry or trade association

Org. name: Cosmetics New Zealand

Org. country: New Zealand

Attachment:



 
	Comment:
-


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 1:
In our attached information

	
	
	Answer to specific info request 3:
In our attached information

	
	
	Answer to specific info request 5:
In our attached information

	
	
	Answer to specific info request 6:
In our attached information


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2070
	Date: 2019/05/17 15:33

Content:
Scope or restriction option analysis;
Hazard or exposure

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: Industry or trade association

Org. name: Chemical Industries Association

Org. country: United Kingdom
 
	Comment:
The UK Chemical Industries Association (CIA) welcomes the opportunity to provide comment on the proposed restriction on intentionally added microplastics. Whilst we support the REACH Regulation as the legislative vehicle for addressing the management of chemicals and associated risks where applicable, we are concerned about the way in which the regulation is being proposed to be used for restricting the use of intentionally added microplastics to products. CIA thereby offer the following points for consideration and highlight that we support the input provided by the European Chemistry Council, Cefic.
CIA is the organisation that represents chemical and pharmaceutical companies located throughout the UK. The UK chemical and pharmaceutical industries have a strong record as manufacturing’s number one export earner and a provider of essential inputs to UK value chains. This includes products and technologies which are key enablers of sustainable solutions including for climate change, food production and healthcare.
CIA supports regulatory action where this is justified but, in this case, we do not believe this to be so and consider the proposal to be a misuse of the REACH framework and the precautionary principle. Our primary concern is that the required scientific evidence to justify this proposal from ECHA has not been met. It also differs to previous REACH restrictions by focussing on a group of substances (i.e. polymers, when in fact these are a class of substances) rather than individual substances. In our view, restrictions put forward for consideration should fully meet the REACH legislative criteria and not be of a generic approach. Recognition also does not appear to be given to the fact that polymers can have very different properties and behaviours (i.e. low or high density, nanosize, low molecular weight or oligomers, cationic, anionic, amphoteric, non-ionic, hydrophobicity, those containing reactive functional groups) that would impact their water dispersability, bioaccumulation and biodegradability.
In terms of the proposed definitions, we believe these need more consideration. In the evidence we submitted in 2018 we stressed the point that the term “plastic” is often misused as this is often applied generally to refer to all polymers; this is scientifically incorrect. It may therefore be appropriate to include a definition of “plastic” in the proposal rather than “polymer” to ensure clarity. As presently defined in the proposal, a broad range of polymers would be covered by the definition; in our view, a narrower scope that focussed on uses that are identified to be of high risk would be more appropriate.  This could then be periodically reviewed as scientific evidence becomes available. 
Looking at reporting requirements we question whether these need to be so extensive since as currently proposed we expect there to be increased administrative burdens on companies with associated costs since these would apply to a large number of derogated uses. We also ask for clarification on the legal basis of these reporting obligations, especially considering the complex supply chains within the chemical sector.  


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2072
	Date: 2019/05/17 16:05

Content:
Scope or restriction option analysis;
Information on alternatives;
Information on costs;
Other socio economic analysis (SEA) issues;
Request for exemption

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: Company

Org. name: RUDOLF GmbH

Org. country: Germany

Attachment:

<redacted>

Privacy comment: Protection of our economic stategy

	Comment:
-


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2073
	Date: 2019/05/17 16:29

Content:
Scope or restriction option analysis;
Environmental emissions;
Baseline;
Information on costs

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: Industry or trade association

Org. name: CEPE

Org. country: Belgium

Attachment:



 
	Comment:
-	Scope is too broad and unworkable
-	Use inside an industrial installation should be derogated and not be subject to labeling and reporting
-	Reporting makes no sense and has no benefits and should be omitted from the restriction   
See under section IV the uploaded CEPE comments.


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 1:
not applicable

	
	
	Answer to specific info request 2:
not applicable


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 3:
3 a) For Waterborne paints a minimum of 5% of solid polymer dispersion is needed to achieve properties of adhesion etc.
3 b) 	1%; 100% of Waterborne paints.
	1%: 10-20% of Solventborne paints
3 c)To our expert knowledge, no analytical methods exist that would detect and quantify microplastics in the presence of all the other components in a complex paint mixture (which will include inorganic particulates, non-particulate polymers, organic compounds, etc., as well as any microplastics meeting the regulatory definition).
3 d) No


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 5:
5 a) see under Section IV the CEPE comments
5 b) The waterborne dispersions of solid polymer particles acting as ‘film-formers’ have enabled the paint and printing industry to comply with new societal demands on human health aspects and protecting the environment. The use of organic solvents (VOC’s) has been greatly reduced in the sector. Today the majority of paints for buildings are water borne (over 80 %).
5 c) When losing the film-forming capability of the polymer dispersion the paint would no longer protect the substrate in a reliable fashion. A negative influence on the overall sustainability of the paint and the underlying substrate will be the result.
Concerning alternatives. The only technical alternatives with equal properties would be paints based on polymers in solutions of VOCs. But a return to the massive use of such paints would cause other problems than the residual release of microplastics from the waterborne paints of today.
Using bio-degradable polymers in waterborne dispersion would significantly reduce the functionality of the paint and the longevity of the surface protection. It would increase the release of particles to the environment from the partially degraded film and underlying substrate. 
5 d) not applicable


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 6:
Not applicable


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2074
	Date: 2019/05/17 17:11

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: Company

Org. name: <redacted>

Org. country: Belgium

Company name confidential: Yes 
 
	Comment:
We would like to communicate our initial concerns related to several points mentioned on the Microplastics Restriction proposal. We may provide additional comments after the first commenting deadline:
1.	The scope of the restriction is too broad, not feasible to implement by all actors in the supply chain. The scope of the restriction should be limited to wide-spread use applications with recognized obvious potential release to the environment, with no option for further confinement before release all along the entire life cycle including waste generation. Proportionality is not achieved with the current restriction proposition, as built apparently without having taken into account the SAPEA   (https://www.sapea.info/topics/microplastics/) report recommendation on how to address at best the risk posed by microplastics (“a multi-pronged approach is needed. This should include measures which are substance- and context-specific in terms of parameters such as composition, shape, origin, location, pathways, impacted medium and endpoints. Scientific evidence and science advice should help determine the best measure for each given problem, substance and context. Furthermore, high-volume, high-emission and/or high intrinsically hazardous sources of microplastics which pose the highest potential risks should be targeted.”)
2.	While REACH is a substance-specific regulation, grouping might be used to make it more practical. However, grouping in a general manner as it is here stipulated is not acceptable, as it is considering all polymers the same when it comes to assessing the risk associated with microplastics. Polymers can’t be grouped as such just because in some of their applications they are within the microplastic definition.
3.	Microplastic definition. As a global company that operates in every jurisdiction, we emphasize the importance of standardizing definitions and standards to address the microplastics concerns (i.e. including microplastics, plastics and polymer definitions). The lower dimension limit set as 1 nm is not feasible, as reliable techniques to adequately measure are not available to all supply chain actors and require highly educated imaging experts, as well as very expensive equipment (Dynamic Light Scattering). The recently published SAM report on Environmental and Health Risks of Microplastic Pollution stipulated: “International scientific standards and methodologies. Initiate the development of consensual international definitions and standards for the measurement and monitoring of microplastic pollution and its impact on ecosystems and human health, enabling: i) a globally-coherent picture of the nature and threats of microplastic pollution and, ii) clear, unambiguous technical prescriptions and criteria for regulatory measures, when these are needed.” (https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/environmental-and-health-risks-microplastic-pollution_en)4.	The restriction proposal is making the hypothesis that all polymers present the same risk as microplastics which is not the case. 
4.	The document does not clearly distinguish polymers from plastics. Polymers definition as per REACH regulation should be highlighted as well as a commonly agreed definition of plastics (to be included in Table 3 section 2). Not all polymers can be considered as plastics, and this should be stipulated all along (or clarified in) the restriction proposal text. 
5.	The restriction dossier states that microplastics have to be considered as non-threshold ‘substances’. However, the restriction report with its related annex is to some extent contradictory on if thresholds are appropriate, e.g., it indicates thresholds are not appropriate but then indicates thresholds are reached or may already be exceeded. This should be clarified and corrected as needed.
6.	The derogations as described might cause doubts over their interpretations, especially in the case when microplastics as produced are solubilized and therefore are no longer within the microplastics definition. Detailed wording of the derogations would be helpful.
7.	We would also like to highlight that timing allocated to put in place alternatives, if any, is too short for several sectors (i.e. ion exchange resin for water treatment for which 18 months period would be too short to implement further confinement techniques). Moreover, the transitional period for providing information in SDS/labels needs to take into consideration what additional information needs to be communicated, development of standard phrases and translation to different languages, updating hazards communication templates/IT tools.
8.	Finally, including yearly reporting obligations on the use of polymers pellets (per definition set in Table 3 §8 considered as microplastics) in industrial settings by down-stream users for further conversion is not in scope with normal ECHA restriction procedure and should therefore be withdrawn from the current proposal.
9.	Biodegradation. Before considering biodegradation as such, and validate referred tests, solubility parameters must be discussed. 
As a microplastic based in a water-soluble polymer matrix might not be considered as microplastic (as defined in Table 3) in the entire life cycle anymore, a distinction between soluble and insoluble ‘plastics’ (or “microplastics”) should be made (as per OECD 105 /A6). 
Solubility / Hydrolysis potential are important parameters to be considered for (bio)degradation assessment. 
Concepts related to “plastics” and “polymers” must be separated to the greatest extent possible.  Given the way that existing biodegradation tests are set up, it is unlikely that there are many polymers that would pass ready biodegradation, or even inherent biodegradation criteria.  This statement is also including polymers that are natural or based on naturally-occurring substances.
In addition, the use of the polymer should be a major part of any assessment of “biodegradation” and that the concept of “biodegradation” should, perhaps, not be applied to polymers at all or perhaps applied only to polymers intentionally released to the environment, e.g., agricultural mulches.  There are innumerable uses of polymers where the concept of biodegradation is incompatible with the use/application of the polymer, e.g., do we want our polymer-based water and sewer pipes or medical tubing to be readily or inherently biodegradable?
The issue of what uses/applications are appropriate for “plastics” (e.g., the bans that are popping up on single use plastics items like straws, bags, etc.) and controlling the release of plastics and “microplastics” to the environment are related but separate issues in my opinion.  The beneficial uses of polymers/plastics seem to far outweigh the negative impacts (at least at the moment) and the unintended consequences of replacing polymers/plastics in many uses have not been evaluated nor have the socioeconomic impacts, e.g., there are a number of examples of comparative life cycle analyses of two products where the outcome surprised everyone.
A full evaluation of the environmental impact of polymers/plastics would include:
-	Evaluation of potential releases
-	Evaluation of environmental fate and transport including all relevant degradation mechanisms, e.g., physical weathering, solubility, hydrolysis, photodegradation, oxidative degradation, aerobic and anaerobic biodegradation – current test methods (with one or two exceptions in the ISO methods) were never designed for use with polymers/plastics
-	Consideration of relevant (or new) degradation metrics; ready and inherent biodegradation metrics likely have limited utility, perhaps there need to be new metrics related to the “deconstruction/recycling” of polymers/plastics – I read with interest a recent article about the development of a new polymer that may address a number of current issues involved in “plastics” recycling (e.g. contamination with stabilizers, dyes, etc.) to better facilitate recycling
-	Hazard/risk assessments related to relevant environmental/human exposure pathways
-	End of life disposal considerations
-	A full life cycle analysis of the material as used versus potential alternatives


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 3:
The concentration limit of 0.01% is not stipulated in REACH and well below the ones linked to PBT or CMRs (0.1%). Justification, based on science- and risk- based approaches, for such limits are missing. We are therefore asking ECHA to update this proposal to a threshold that can be justified, is measurable and implementable.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.
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Request for exemption

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: International NGO

Org. name: Plastic Soup Foundation

Org. country: Netherlands

Attachment:



 
	Comment:
The scope of the restriction option should cover the current hiatus that exists for polymers within REACH. We don't see any reason why polymers, and in particularly plastics, should be treated different than any other chemical substance. Plastics are very persistent (P), bioaccumulate (B) in the environment and are related with toxic (T) effects. The PBT-criteria should be applied as the baseline. The risk of intentionally added microplastics leaking into the environment is severe, copious amount of plastic leak into the environment. For example, in only 1 anti-wrinkle crème of 50ml (Olaz) we found 1.5 million microplastics with a diameter range of 1.6 to 103 micrometre (see attachment OLAZ). These particles are so small they can actually enter organs once they enter an organism (see attachment Barboza et al. 2018). Furthermore, these particles are so small, they cannot even be detected yet in the environment (see attachment Microplastics in fisheries and aquaculture, FAO 2017). 
page V: “Microplastic contamination of aquatic environments will continue to increase in the foreseeable future and at present there are significant knowledge gaps on the occurrence in aquatic environments and organisms of the smaller sized microplastics (less than 150 μm), and their possible effects on seafood safety. Currently there are no methods available for the observation and quantification of nanoplastics in aquatic environments and organisms”. 
Alternatives are widely available. Our 'Zero Plastic Inside’ Brands (currently 65 brands) that promised to be 100% plastic free and showed us all their ingredients make clear it is possible, see also https://www.beatthemicrobead.org/look-for-the-zero/.
One of the major socio-economic impacts we expect are the additional costs for the European society to clean-up microplastics that leak into the environment. Especially the gigantic costs of cleaning up (water)soils polluted with microplastics is concerning. Intentionally added microplastics are likely to accumulate in terrestrial and aquatic environments. They can be extremely persistent, last for thousands of years and are practically impossible to remove. Concentrations in hotspots like some coastal areas already exceed tentative effect thresholds. Microplastics should therefore be restricted to minimize release as the current situation is not adequately controlled.
The transition period of 4-years and 6-years for rinse-off and leave-on cosmetics respectively, is much too long. Alternatives to microplastic ingredients are widely available on the market. More than 60 brands under our ‘Zero Plastic Inside’ certification prove that it is possible to make quality products without adding microplastic ingredients.  
We regret the exclusion of semi-solid and liquid polymers and a lower size limit in the definition of microplastics of 1 nanometer. Especially, because the physical and chemical properties of these substances are increasingly considered as a risk to marine and terrestrial life, including humans. 


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 1:
In the Beat the Microbead database (https://www.beatthemicrobead.org/product-lists/) over 11,000 products are collected and the ingredients are checked on the presence of microplastics. For many polymers(ingredients) it is was not clear if they should be considered as (micro)plastic. The best available references were at that time from UNEP and TAUW commissioned by the Environmental ministry of Belgium. Many polymer substances were not on these lists, therefore we asked companies to send us the Product Data Safety Sheets. Remarkably many substances lack any information concerning persistency, bioaccumulating and toxicity properties.  
We added available product safety sheets we received from several companies and suppliers as an attachment. 


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 2:
See attachment ECHA Tyre Wear Tear


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 3:
Sludge from sewer treatment plants is used in many EU countries on agricultural land. This contains copious amounts of microplastics. This should be considered as an intentionally added microplastics. The same is true for compost from food waste from households and companies (organic waste) that can be bought on the market and is used by consumers and farmers. A recent study in the Netherlands revealed this problem is much bigger than previously assumed. In the Dutch Parliament questions were asked to the Minister of Environment. 
In Dutch, but the images give a good perspective of the problem of microplastics in compost: https://www.nhnieuws.nl/nieuws/245470/gemeenten-geven-vervuilde-compost-gratis-weg-aan-inwoners  
See also the attachment Olaz wrinkle cream which contains 1,48 million polyethylene microplastics in a 50ml jar.

	
	
	Answer to specific info request 5:
Copious amounts of microplastics are intentionally added to sewer treatment plants. In recent events these so called “bio-beads” washed on the Dutch coastline in huge amounts. See also: 
https://www.wur.nl/en/Research-Results/Research-Institutes/marine-research/show-marine/Again-biobeads-on-the-Dutch-coast.htm 
And see the attachment of Turner at al. 2019. 


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.
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Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: Company
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Org. country: Netherlands

Attachment:

<redacted>
 
	Comment:
-


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.
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Org. country: Belgium

Attachment:

<redacted>
 
	Comment:
See attached document


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 3:
DIGITALEUROPE believes strongly that ECHA’s definition of plastics should be revised to take into account the specificities of plastics and their solid forms, along with their final application. Plastics used as part of a production process which are due to lose their microplastic properties should not be part of the scope of the restriction report, as their final form will not be microplastic. As microplastics are fused in the printing process, printing inks and ink toners should not be considered in the scope of this proposal. 
Before printing, all toner is microplastics by the definition provided in the Annex XV report. The particle size is in the microparticles area for every cartridge in the market (1 nm to 5 mm). All particle above 5 mm cannot be used in the toner. If a liquid printing ink contains microplastics, the concentration must usually be above 1% to have effect.
We are not aware of microplastics corresponding to the definition proposed in the restriction being present in a substance or a mixture as an impurity.


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 5:
See attached document.

	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.
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Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: National Authority

Org. name: Vereniging Sport en Gemeenten

Org. country: Netherlands

Attachment:



 
	Comment:
-


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 2:
see attached


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.
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	Comment:
In essence, ECOS welcomes ECHA`s proposal to restrict intentionally added microplastics in products. We are glad to see a general acknowledgement of the adverse effects of microplastics and a commitment to prevent their use in various sectors. At the same time, however, we believe the proposal can be strengthened in several aspects, most importantly the concentration limit of 0.01% w/w. This would still allow a high amount of microplastics in products, representing millions of particles with the potential to end up in the environment. To really end microplastics pollution and give a clear signal to the market, we propose a complete ban on microplastics being intentionally added to any type of product (with an exception for medical and research purposes under strict conditions). This would push industries to search for natural solutions, that have actually already existed before the introduction of microplastics.
In our position paper (see Annex) we provide more elaborate feedback on the following aspects:
1.	Definition
2.	Biodegradability
3.	Hazards by and exposure to microplastics
4.	Transitional period
5.	Exemptions


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 1:
ECOS encourages that in Chapter 1.2.1 “General considerations” it is clearly specified that “The terms plastic or plastics do not have a precise meaning because they reflect rather complex formulated systems whose exact composition is generally unknown”. However, this aspect is not considered in Chapter 2.2.1.6 “(Bio)degradability criteria”. The criteria in order to demonstrate the (bio)degradability of microplastics do not consider the fact that a biodegradable microplastic can be a mixture of different biodegradable polymers and additives (for example: 65% “Polymer A”, 15% “Polymer B”, 18% “Polymer C”, 1% “Additive A” and 1% “Additive B”). 
The criteria to evaluate (1) ready biodegradation (i.e. 60% mineralization after 28 days), (2) enhanced/modified ready biodegradation (i.e. 60% mineralization after 60 days) and (3) inherent biodegradation (70% mineralization) are identical to criteria used for pure chemicals. A microplastic containing 85% “biodegradable polymer” and 15% “conventional not-biodegradable polymer” might easily reach the 60% or 70% pass level. Consequently, with the current proposed pass levels, it cannot be guaranteed that not-biodegradable polymers will not be released in the environment. 
In order to make the criteria to evaluate ready biodegradation, enhanced/modified ready biodegradation and inherent biodegradation more stringent, it would be good to look to the historical evolution of the biodegradation criteria in the field of (industrial and home) compostable plastics and packaging. The first version of the American standard specification for compostable plastics (ASTM D6400 (1999)) required that for products consisting of a single polymer (homopolymers) at least 60% of the organic carbon must be converted to carbon dioxide when compared to the positive control after 180 days under controlled composting conditions, while for products consisting of more than one polymer, a higher pass level of 90% was applied. Due to the fact that practice showed that it was difficult to determine if a polymer is a homopolymer or not, this lower pass level for homopolymers was removed when the standard specification was revised. In ASTM D6400 (2012) only the 90% pass level is mentioned. Moreover, the standard specification has become even more stringent by requiring that all constituents which are present in the product in a concentration between 1% and 10% need to be evaluated separately on biodegradation. This rule was implemented in order to avoid that products containing 95% “biodegradable polymer” and 5% “not-biodegradable polymer” are still able to claim that they are compostable (as they can theoretically reach the 90% pass level). Both (1) the 90% biodegradation pass level and (2) the rule that constituents which are present in a concentration between 1% and 10% need to be evaluated separately on biodegradation are now applied in the international standard specifications for industrial compostable products (ISO 17088 Specifications for compostable plastics (2012) and ISO 18606 Packaging and the environment - Organic recycling (2013)). In a draft version of a European standard specification for home compostable carrier bags, the rule that constituents between 1% and 10% need to be evaluated separately on biodegradation is even made more stringent by requiring that constituents between 1% and 15% need to be evaluated separately on biodegradation. 
Considering this information, ECOS suggests to make the biodegradation criteria to evaluate ready biodegradation, enhanced/modified ready biodegradation and inherent biodegradation more stringent by referring to higher pass levels (90% relative biodegradation when compared to a suitable reference material) for these tests and by also requiring also that constituents present in a concentration between 1% and 15% in the final microplastic are evaluated separately on biodegradation. 
Furthermore, (4) the biodegradation requirement relative to a reference material could be made more stringent by requiring that constituents present in a concentration between 1% and 15% in the final microplastic are evaluated separately on biodegradation. 
Moreover, in this requirement (4), it is only allowed to reach at least 90% biodegradation relative to a suitable positive reference material. Alternatively, it could also be allowed to reach at least 90% absolute biodegradation. This is currently also allowed by following standard specifications:
Specifications for compostable products:
- EN 13432 Requirements for packaging recoverable through composting and biodegradation - Test scheme and evaluation criteria for the final acceptance of packaging (2000)
- NF T51-800 Plastics - Specifications for plastics suitable for home composting (2015)
- AS 4736 Biodegradable plastics – Biodegradable plastics suitable for composting and other microbial treatment (2006)
- ASTM D6400 Standard Specification for Labeling of Plastics Designed to be Aerobically Composted in Municipal or Industrial Facilities (2012)
- ASTM D6868 Standard Specification for Labeling of End Items that Incorporate Plastics and Polymers as Coatings or Additives with Paper and Other Substrates Designed to be Aerobically Composted in Municipal or Industrial Facilities (2017)
- ISO 17088 Specifications for compostable plastics (2012) 
- ISO 18606 Packaging and the environment - Organic recycling (2013)
Specification for products biodegradable in soil:
- EN 17033 Plastics - Biodegradable mulch films for use in agriculture and horticulture - Requirements and test methods (2018)
Specification for products suitable for waste water treatment plants:
	EN 14987 Plastics - Evaluation of disposability in waste water treatment plants - Test scheme for final acceptance and specifications (2006)
Four test methods are mentioned in requirement (4): EN ISO 14851 and EN ISO 14852 (freshwater inoculum), EN ISO 18830 (seawater/sediment inoculum) and ISO 17556 (soil inoculum). Additionally, it would be useful to refer to a biodegradation test method in a pelagic seawater environment. At this moment no EN ISO test methods are developed, but the following American test method could be used as reference: ASTM D6691 Standard Test Method for Determining Aerobic Biodegradation of Plastic Materials in the Marine Environment by a Defined Microbial Consortium or Natural Sea Water Inoculum (2009). 
In order to demonstrate (bio)degradability using higher tier assessment, the degradation half-life (= the time taken for 50% transformation of a test substance when the transformation can be described by first-order kinetics) needs to be less than 60 days (marine, fresh or estuarine water) or 180 days (marine, fresh or estuarine sediment or soil). The test methods in order to determine the degradation half-life (OECD TG 307, OECD TG 308 and OECD TG 309) are designed for pure chemicals, but not for microplastics, which might be a mixture of several polymers and additives. If 50% transformation is reached for a microplastic containing different polymers, this could imply that only 1 of the polymers is degraded. In order to avoid that not-biodegradable constituents are present in a microplastic, the half-life of each constituent of the microplastic should be determined as part of higher tier biodegradability assessments.
Input on ANNEX TO THE ANNEX XV RESTRICTION REPORT – MICROPLASTICS
Following items could be improved in this annex:
- Page 25: Pass or fail criteria for biodegradability are also established for plastics suitable for a waste water treatment plant (EN 14987 Plastics - Evaluation of disposability in waste water treatment plants - Test scheme for final acceptance and specifications (2006))
- Page 25 (bullet point 1): Besides a 90% pass level relative to the positive reference material, also an absolute 90% pass level is allowed by the standard specifications for compostable materials.
- Page 26 (fourth paragraph): Information is given about the Biodegradable WATER certification scheme. It is the OK biodegradable WATER certification scheme. It could be added that this certification scheme is based on a European standard specification (EN 14987 Plastics - Evaluation of disposability in waste water treatment plants - Test scheme for final acceptance and specifications (2006))
- Page 26 (Table 3): When referring to inherent biodegradation it is mentioned that the log phase should be no longer than 3 days. Log phase is a term which is not used in biodegradation test methods. Is it possible that this is a typo and that this should be replaced by lag phase? A lag phase is defined as the period from inoculation in a die-away test until the degradation percentage has increased to about 10%.


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 2:
There are some studies who have been focusing on the quantity of microplastics released to the environment and on their different pathways of release to the environment. Regarding the pathways, they might result from agriculture, washing machines, consumer products, medical applications, urban and transport infrastructures, intentional shredding and fragmentation, fragmentation by physical and chemical weathering; handling during manufacturing or maintenance, etc. as described in the figure (http://www.grida.no/resources/6929) who is based in GESAMP reports and several reliable scientific publications. Considering that plastic production is following an exponential projection (http://www.grida.no/resources/6923) and that there is a cumulative effect in the environment the real scale of the problem is not well understood. Regarding still pathways, it is important to understand how plastic move form the economy to the environment (http://www.grida.no/resources/6908). 
A study by Napper and Thompson (2016) focused on the release of synthetic microplastic plastic fibers from domestic washing machines, identified that an average wash load of 6kg, could potentially release between 138,000 and over 700,000 fibers per wash https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpolbul.2016.09.025). The study focused in 3 types of fibers (polyester-cotton blend, polyester and acrylic).  Since fibers are the most common microplastic found worldwide, this is of relevance, and about 35% of microplastics released into the world’s oceans are from synthetic textiles (https://phys.org/news/2018-09-microplastics-world-oceans-synthetic-textiles.html and also downloadable report with this article). 
Another relevant study was conducted by Jambeck et al., 2015 (https://science.sciencemag.org/content/347/6223/768/tab-pdf  DOI: 10.1126/science.1260352), whose title is plastic waste inputs from land into the ocean. This study published in Science is the scientific background to the common sentence “by 2050, there will be more plastic than fish in the ocean” that the report from Ellen McArthur Foundation popularized. The study calculated that 275 million metric tons (MT) of plastic waste was generated in 192 coastal countries in 2010, with 4.8 to 12.7 million MT entering the ocean. Although the study refers to plastic of different sizes, eventually even the larger pieces will fragment into smaller pieces of microscopic or potentially nanoscopic size.
Regarding quantities of microplastics being released to the environment, there are 2 studies from Lebreton et al., that are particularly relevant. One shows evidence that the Great Pacific Garbage Patch is rapidly accumulating plastic, and the second one identifies the river plastic emissions to the world’s oceans (https://www.nature.com/articles/ncomms15611). The first study predicted at least 79 (45–129) thousand tonnes of ocean plastic are floating inside an area of 1.6 million km2; a figure four to sixteen times higher than previously reported for this region. Microplastics accounted for 8% of the total mass but 94% of the estimated 1.8 (1.1–3.6) trillion pieces floating in the area.
The second study estimated that between 1.15 and 2.41 million tonnes of plastic waste currently enters the ocean every year from rivers, with over 74% of emissions occurring between May and October. The top 20 polluting rivers, mostly located in Asia, account for 67% of the global total. The following infographic shows the plastic input into the oceans based on these studies (http://www.grida.no/resources/6906). 
In order to evaluate the importance of different pathways, and input release contribution to the environment, it is important to estimate and report similar units to allow comparison among studies. The JPI-Oceans BASEMAN project, cited in the ECHA restriction proposal and the Annex to the Annex supporting documents, has prepared the 3 reports (sediment – DOI 10.13140/RG.2.2.36256.89601/1; seawater – DOI: 10.13140/RG.2.2.14181.45282 and biota – DOI 10.13140/RG.2.2.28588.72321/1; who propose as reporting units:
1.	no. MPs per area (# particles km-2 | # particles m-2)
2.	no. MPs per volume (# particles m-3)
3.	mass of MP per area (g MP km-2 | g MP m-2)
4.	mass of MP per volume (g MP L-1 | g MP m-3) 
The BASEMAN protocol whose title is “Harmonized protocol for monitoring microplastics in biota” includes even more detailed information about how to report units in section 3. Because plastic is a lightweight material, it is important to have a quantification of microplastics released to the environment in tonnes/yr but also include an estimation of the amount in number and volume of particles released into the environment. 


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 3:
a)
ECOS urges for a complete ban instead of a concentration limit of 0.01% w/w. This concentration is too high, allowing millions of particles being added to products with the potential to end up in the environment. To really end microplastics pollution and give a clear signal to the market, we therefore propose a complete ban. This would push industries to search for natural solutions, that have already existed before the introduction of microplastics.
b)
The 2017 Report on Intentionally added microplastics in products (http://ec.europa.eu/environment/chemicals/reach/pdf/39168%20Intentionally%20added%20microplastics%20-%20Final%20report%2020171020.pdf) produced by the Environmental Agency of Austria, Amec Foster Wheeler and Peter Fisk Associates, describes that “According to the Danish Environmental Protection Agency (2015)102, expanded polystyrene (EPS) is used in construction (wall insulation), packaging, furniture (beanbags), pillows and a few other unspecified applications. GESAMP (2015)103, furthermore mentions the use of EPS in cool boxes, floats and cups, as well as buoys for mariculture/aquaculture.”
The PlasticsEurope Facts report 2018, page 23, also illustrates that among the total converter demand main market sector, “plastic furniture and furniture equipment” are included in other important market sectors which represent 16% of the total in Europe (https://www.plasticseurope.org/en/resources/publications/619-plastics-facts-2018).
c)
There are several different analytical methods to detect and quantify microplastics in the products mentioned, such as micro-RAMAN, micro-FTIR, FTIR-ATR, Py-GC/MS, Hyperspectral Imaging, optical microscopy, Scanning electron microscopy (SEM). Most of these techniques and methodologies are cutting-edge and require trained experts to operate them. Some of the techniques are destructive and therefore their use should also include non destructive techniques to quantify microplastics. 
Micro-RAMAN can identify particles as small as 1 µm (micrometer), while modern micro-FTIR devices can reach 10 µm. To date, environmental monitoring results are usually reported to ≥100 µm, (BASEMAN reports above), and by recommendation of the Marine Strategy Framework Directive on descriptor 10 – Marine Litter, the recommendations ≥300 µm (Frias and Nash, 2019). FTIR-ATR is used for particles which are on average 1 mm in size, although for some devices, it can go to a lower size limit.
Attempts to identify the polymer type using physical characteristics such as particle colour, type and shape, by visual inspection using optical microscopy provide about 40% of false positive results. Py GC/MS is a destructive technique and it would need to be coupled to a FTIR system to have a full characterisation and quantification in number. Py-GC/MS will quantify microplastics in mass and therefore should not be used as a quantifying technique. 
Staining techniques can also be used for microplastic identification, such as rose Bengal or Nile red. Nile red pigments the polymeric material while rose Bengal works by coating or colouring it. In both cases, open source software (Galaxy count or ImageJ) can be used for counting particles. It is important to address the fact that some pigments and dyes need to be in solution form, and in the case of Nile red, usually acetone, (CH3)2CO, CAS no. 67-64-1, is used. This solvent is known to contribute to the degradation of certain polymers (e.g. polystyrene), therefore causing identification artefacts. 
SEM can be used for the purpose of surface characterization. SEM-EDS can provide information on the surface of the plastic and on elemental composition. SEC-HPLC can also be used for size exclusion separation, but information on the polymer composition is only possible when using the MS detector. All these methods are similar to Py-GC/MS which should be not be used by itself and therefore not recommended. 
Sampling microplastics in all product categories, would require using specific protocols depending on the environmental matrix (water, sediment, biota) where the samples are found in the environment. 
Collection and processing of environmental samples might require filtration and/or digestion of organic/biologic tissues, before optical inspection. Processing should not have any step with temperatures higher than 40ºC and it should use the minimum amount of chemical substances as possible, as these might interfere with the polymers itself (BASEMAN reports). All methods require testing, optimization, inter-calibration and standardizing. More work is still needed to develop analytical procedures and protocols that can widely be used while sample collecting, processing and identification before analysis. 


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 4:
In our view, exemptions from ban are only justified for naturally occurring polymers (e.g. cotton, rubber, wool, etc.,) and for microplastics that are essential and irreplaceable for vital medicinal products or research purposes (e.g. stem-cell research, material science and biomedical applications to micro- and nanoresearch, coulter counter validation methods, environmental monitoring of micro and nanoplastics, recovery rates of micro- and nanoplastics in laboratory experiments, etc). 
Other applications that consider the use of microplastics (e.g. personal care products, film-forming paints and coatings) should be banned, as there is not enough evidence that leakage into the environment can be prevented. 
Medical waste is a specific type of waste which should follow specific health and safety regulations, which at the moment, not all EU countries have such regulations by the fact that there is no classification for medical waste. Some countries impose mandatory incineration of infectious waste, as well as and security regulations. According to the Polish Zero Waste Association (PZWA) (https://noharm-europe.org/sites/default/files/documents-files/4793/13-Gluszynski.pdf) there is a lack of dedicated regulation and overriding policies concerning this type of waste. According to PZWA “there are different regulations in members states, including waste classification and requirements for disposal, as not all countries have developed guidelines for this sector”. “Some countries impose mandatory incineration of infectious waste, as well as non-risk waste if it is sent to recycling”. 
Based in the PZWA document and the EU HCWM (http://www.hcwm.eu/) website, it is still needed to define an EU standardised approach to Healthcare Waste Management. 
Our position is that medical waste should be considered hazardous waste and should follow health and safety regulations and guidelines for proper disposal. 


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 5:
The PlasticsEurope Facts report 2018, page 23, also illustrates that among the Total converter demand main market sector, “plastic furniture and furniture equipment” are included in other important market sectors which represent 16% of the total in Europe (https://www.plasticseurope.org/en/resources/publications/619-plastics-facts-2018). The study on the EU furniture market situation and a possible furniture products initiative (http://ec.europa.eu/DocsRoom/documents/7572/attachments/1/translations), identifies in page 71, that plastics represent 9% of the share of materials used in furniture production. Table 83 of the same document states under materials used that “plastics and metal shall be allowed in a percentage up to 2% of the total weight of the piece of furniture” as a current requirement to have an EU Ecolabel. 
A study from Shiri, Krafft and Thurm, (https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5092935), describes the process on how plastic waste is washed and shredded to be then “intentionally added” to furniture. The paper shows all stages of plastic lumber product development using commingled waste plastics. 
A 2014 report exploring the EU furniture market situation and a possible furniture products initiative (https://www.ceps.eu/publications/eu-furniture-market-situation-and-possible-furniture-products-initiative) shows that “plastics, bamboo, rattan cane, glass and other materials accounted for 11% of main materials used in 2010 in EU28”.  Plastics alone represent 9% of the share of materials used in furniture production (by value). The report mentions “In terms of materials used, there is a trend away from the use of wood in EU office furniture production towards plastic and metal, although wood still accounts for important shares of production (80% in office desks, 30% in worktops, 50% in cabinets, storage and filing system and wall to wall units)”. 
Although none of the reports clearly specifies the size range of the plastic polymers used, since they are using shredding machines to incorporate plastics into furniture, it seems to us that microplastics are being intentionally added to those products. 
Therefore, this sector should be included, as microplastics are intentionally added as a technical function on furniture, and they might potentially release microplastics into the environment. The  (http://eippcb.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reference/BREF/stm_bref_0806.pdf)
To date and to our current knowledge there are no studies that have quantified the potential amount of microplastics that might be released into the environment. Nonetheless, this sector should be included in this ECHA proposal, as it has been highlighted by Plastics Europe in the Facts report 2018 as an important demand sector. 


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 6:
Table 88 include an extensive list of polymers intentionally added to products as described in the text above, therefore it is not clear to ECOS the reason why only 19 polymers are mentioned here. Also, in terms of consistency of definition in the ECHA proposal, the definition of microplastics here, should be the same as the one stressed in point 1. It is unclear the reason why only 19 polymers are mentioned, when PVC and other relevant polymers are mentioned in the list in table 88.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.
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<redacted>

Privacy comment: The submitted documents contain information where disclosure would undermine the commercial and intellectual property interests of European Crop Protection Association, and its member companies, in accordance with Article 4(2) of Regulation (EC) No 1049/2001. This includes but is not limited to financial data, information on the volume and composition of products, analysis of alternatives, and insight into project development timelines and costs. Therefore, the submitted information shall be treated as confidential and must not be disclosed to persons requesting access to these documents.
	Comment:
Transitional period
•	The crop protection industry recognises the importance of the microplastic issue. ECPA member companies are committed to minimising the use of substances clearly categorizable as microplastics and developing safe and effective alternatives. 
•	Until suitable alternatives become available we will continue to support technologies involving polymers where these enable compliance with requirements in EU legislation on safety, health, efficacy and environment. These benefits should not be lost without an appropriate transition period allowing companies that supply such products for crop protection to search for and develop and register alternative technologies. Once alternatives are available, the crop protection sector will additionally need time to register new formulations and seek approval from national and EU regulators.
•	For such a broad impact, an overall transition period of 15 years is estimated as being the minimum period required to develop suitable replacement technologies, and implement these changes into new registered formulations. The proposed 5 years is only sufficient to meet the stringent registration requirements for a single plant protection product in isolation, but leaves no time for the preceding development of new replacement technologies, reformulation activities (due to capacity these cannot all be done in parallel), and further downstream user’s own replacement efforts. A review of replacement technology progress at 10 years is recommended.
Information on benefits 
•	The beneficial uses of polymers in plant protection products include minimizing the amount of active substance used, reducing potential operator exposure to pesticides, help prevent undesirable environmental impact, and permit the products to meet the required technical specifications. These benefits risk being lost before suitable replacements are available.
Scope or restriction option analysis
•	The current microplastic definition is extremely broad and not defined in a way that would allow industry to comply or regulators to enforce. There are no reliable and commonly available testing methods that would allow this definition to be applied in practice. The would result in significant uncertainty and unpredictable impact, while losing the original focus to address the problem of clear particulate plastics, for example potentially bringing into scope colloids and macromolecules that are not commonly understood to be microplastics.
•	In our view the lower size limit should be 1µm. Polymers <1µm are macromolecules best regulated as substances following a risk based approach. With the European Commission now signalling a REACH polymer registration concept on a similar timeline to the proposed microplastic restriction, this offers an established regulatory mechanism to proportionately control risks.
•	Repurposing the CLP definition of a solid to aid in the microplastic definition makes some regulatory sense. However, a melting point is a bulk property, which is contradictory when it should define the state of individual particles, which may be macromolecules. Furthermore, particles which are heterogeneous (e.g. composite or structured materials) may contain polymeric and non-polymeric components with multiple differing melting points. The CLP definition can only be unambiguously applied if the lower size limit is >1µm, and the melting point references the polymeric components.
•	1nm size scale cannot easily be measured, especially in complex and concentrated mixtures. The size measured can depend on the environment / matrix in which it is measured e.g. pH, temperature, ionic strength, etc. This would make compliance and any enforcement nearly impossible, highly variable (different results for the same polymer in different products) and highly contestable. The vast majority of companies, especially SMEs, do not have the required equipment to measure according to the proposed definition, and it is not clear that enforcement authorities and official control laboratories also have access to the required equipment. If the size limit cannot be easily, accurately, and reproducibly measured, it cannot be enforced. As a result, the lower size should be at least 1µm, where reliable particle sizing methods can be employed.
•	The "polymer containing particle" definition applies to particles with polymer content as low as 1%, as well as coated particles of up to 5mm. Because the reporting provisions are for "microplastic" quantity rather than the polymer quantity used / released to the environment. This will result in massive exaggeration of the real emissions for treated seeds (it will include the mass of the seed), microencapsulated formulations (it will include the mass of the active substance and solvent), and low polymer content particles (it will include all the non-polymer mass). Only the polymer quantity should be reported.
Information on costs
•	The impacts on the crop protection and downstream industries have been severely underestimated. The uncertainty caused by the proposed definition, and in particular the change to a 1nm lower size limit, means that a potentially large number of macromolecular or colloidal co-formulants are possibly in scope and have not been accounted for in the ECHA impact assessment.
•	The reformulation cost for a plant protection product has been severely underestimated in the ECHA impact assessment.


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 1:
In higher tier tests used to assess degradation in soil and aquatic environments, such as OCED 307 and OECD 308, the degradation rate (DT50) and subsequent persistence criteria are usually based on the disappearance of the applied test substance over time and therefore only consider primary/initial degradation steps rather than complete mineralisation. Suitable extraction and analytical methods would need to be developed to enable direct measurement of the applied test substance in test systems over time.  This will be technically challenging for insoluble polymeric microplastics since analytical methods generally require compounds to be present in solution to be measurable.  If direct analysis of the test substance is not feasible, the use of radiolabelled material may be helpful in assessing the ultimate degradation (mineralisation) of polymers in soil and aquatic laboratory studies by following the amount of 14CO2 generated over time. However, the extent of mineralisation observed using 14C-material will vary depending on the nature of the chemical structure and the position of radiolabelling.  OECD 307 and 308 test guidelines specify that the radiolabel should be positioned in the most stable part(s) of the molecule in order to assess the route of degradation, which may or may not be mineralised during the course of metabolism. Note that radiolabelling of chemically modified natural polymers may not be possible. A compound and/or its metabolites may also become assimilated into the test system biomass, which is generally reflected in an increase in unextracted residues in addition to CO2 formation in such studies, and therefore complete mineralisation may not be observed. Hence, the extent of mineralisation may not reflect the extent of primary degradation and any persistence criteria set on the basis of mineralisation alone in these test systems should be used with caution.

	
	
	Answer to specific info request 3:
A)	The minimum concentration of microplastics intentionally added in end products, and required to fulfil their intended technical function, depends strongly on the intended function and chemistry of the polymer/microplastic involved. Representative data is not available at this time.
B)	Representative data are not available at this time.
C)	Analytical methods
Table 4.11 in the JRC report “Requirements on measurements for the implementation of the European Commission definition of the term 'nanomaterial'” (available here: http://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/bitstream/JRC73260/irmm_nanomaterials%20%28online%29.pdf) provides a convenient overview of analytical methods available for the measurement of particles at the nanoscale.
Standard light scattering equipment is widely available in most companies, which measures adequately the micrometer range, but does not extend to the nanometer scale. Dynamic light scattering (DLS) has more limited availability, but does extend into the nanometer range, and is often proffered as a readily implementable method. The following comments relate to DLS, in particular in the nanometer range, where it has a theoretical advantage over other light scattering methods.
•	DLS is based on interference patterns due to motion of small particles undergoing Brownian motion in dilute solution in a low-viscosity Newtonian medium. The scattering interference patterns are fitted to models which yield particle size distribution curves. Interference patterns can arise from molecules, droplets, particles or any ‘entity’ which is mobile in the medium and scatters light. Therefore, the presence of an interference pattern and an ‘apparent’ particle size distribution does not demonstrate a particulate dispersion. Considerable knowledge of the system and expert analysis is required to yield scientifically valid interpretations of the results. Plant protection products are usually mixtures of between 5-10 co-formulants, any of which in turn may be in itself a mixture. Determining whether the scattering from such a system results from the presence of microplastics would be extremely difficult, particularly in the submicron range.
•	DLS has to be performed at very low concentrations in order that ‘true’ Brownian motion takes place. The viscosity of the medium must be low. Plant protection products as placed on the market are usually concentrated as possible to reduce transport costs. In addition, products with organic solvents often contain thickeners to remove aspiration hazards. Dilution of such a sample obviously changes the concentration, and thus the potential conformation of large polymers, and hence their size – mostly of relevance in the submicron range. The results of any determination are thus measurement dependent, and do not necessarily reflect the polymers in the product as they are placed on the market.
•	Considerable sample purification (e.g. filtration, centrifugation) is required to remove impurities, especially from commercial products. This may dramatically limit the ability to accurately characterise the sample (e.g. polymer concentration) and interpret the results.
•	Both active substances, and non-polymeric particles (e.g. silica, kaolin etc) may be present in a formulation and scatter, masking the presence of potential microplastics.
•	Although resolution for DLS down to 1nm is claimed, this is for well characterised ‘ideal’ systems (e.g. highly pure, low polydispersity, high dilution, know scattering profile). A more realistic lower limit for commercial samples would probably be around 20nm. If there is more than one source of scattering the interpretation becomes much more complex and resolution / accuracy will be lost.
•	The apparent particle size distributions can depend on temperature as well as concentration, viscosity, anisotropy of the ‘scattering entity’ and assumptions in the interpretative algorithm.  
•	Based on the above considerations, the application of DLS to characterise aqueous solutions/dispersions of commercial plant protection products, or polymer co-formulants as raw material, is likely to be a complex task which is unlikely to yield reliable information suitable for either quality control or enforcement purposes. The presence or absence of an apparent particle size curve would not be conclusive and would not give information about the nature of the ‘scattering’ entity (molecule, ‘liquid’ droplet, ‘solid’ particle etc.).
•	The key conclusions from the JRC nanomaterial measurement report relevant to nanoscale particle size measurements are summarised as:
o	Different size measurement methods may provide significantly different size values.
o	No method can distinguish if a large particle is an aggregate/single particle and large numbers of individual particles at the same time.
o	No single method alone can cover in a single measurement the complete size range from 1nm to above 100nm. 
o	None of the currently available methods can determine for all kinds of nanomaterial whether they fulfil the definition or not… there are significant difficulties with the nanomaterial definition for polydisperse materials.
D)	We are not aware of microplastics present in substances or mixtures as an impurity, but this is clearly a theoretical possibility.


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 4:
As a general comment, such a derogation is likely to be very important for professional laboratory use.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.
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	Comment:
-


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 5:
Please see attached

	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2086
	Date: 2019/05/18 10:25

Content:
Scope or restriction option analysis;
Hazard or exposure;
Environmental emissions

Type: Individual

Country:
Germany

	Comment:
I support the attempt to reduce cumulation of plastic particles in the environment. However, the main source for plastic particles comes from plastic waste or plastic articles of daily use, that disintegrate ,when exposed to environmental conditions, to fragments of a wide range of particle size and shape. It is not yet clear which particle dimension is the worst and most problematic one for which species. I disagree with the objectors, claiming that first there needs to be a proven hazard before action can be taken. It is rather easy to replace plastic ARTICLES by other materials, such as glass, metal, wood, paper, or by biodegradable plastics that are readily available. Or, to reduce the release of plastic to the environment simply by avoiding unnecessary packaging or at least reducing the packaging to a minimum. All in all I support the restriction also of intentionally added micro plastics for applications for which there is no vital need. I would suggest to also look into synthetic fabrics for sport and outdoor activities which are known to release thousands of microfibers during use and washing directly into the air and waste water. Is there evidence that they have no adverse effects when inhaled or ingested via the food chain? For the approval of food additives an environmental assessment should be mandatory. I would appreciate that not only within the EU the use of plastic materials is stronger regulated and banned for a wide range of applications that only satisfy convenience of the consumer for the benefit of all.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment.
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	Comment:
Please see the attached document.


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 4:
Please see the attached document.

	
	
	Answer to specific info request 5:
Please see the attached document.

	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.
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	Comment:
-


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 2:
a.: Nach neueren Erkenntnissen werden zwischen 0,25 t/a und 5 t/a in Deutschland an Befüllungsgranulat pro Kunststoffrasenfläche verwendet (Fraunhofer 2018, S. 11). Das entspricht einer Gesamtmenge von ca. 7.500 bis 9.900 t/a. 
b.: Nach dem aktuellen Forschungsstand besteht nach Kenntnis des DFB ein hohes Maß an Unsicherheit darüber, wie und in welchen Mengen das als Mikroplastik definierte Granulat auf Sportplätzen in die Umwelt freigesetzt wird. Nach den uns zur Verfügung stehen-den Informationen gibt es große Unterschiede bei der Einschätzung der Menge an Mikroplastiken, die in den einzelnen Mitgliedstaaten oder in der EU/EWR als Füllmaterial für Kunstrasen verwendet wird. Insbesondere Umfang und Methodologie der Forschung in diesem Bereich sind bisher noch wenig standardisiert und nachvollziehbar. Der DFB geht davon aus, dass der Anteil des Eintrags von Mikroplastik über Kunststoffrasenplätze je nach Mitgliedstaat ca. 1 bis 3 Prozent im Verhältnis zum Gesamteintrag beträgt. Demnach ist der Umwelteintrag verglichen mit anderen Hauptquellen relativ gering (Europäische Kommission 2018, ii)).
c.: Gezielte Risikomanagementmaßnahmen können die Freisetzung von Füllstoffen in die Umwelt bereits signifikant vermindern. Technische Maßnahmen zur Zurückhaltung eines Materialaustrags vor Ort (z.B. Rinnenfilter mit Sedimentationsstrecken an Abläufen, Schmutzfangmatten, Schuhbürsten am Ausgang) und organisatorische Maßnahmen beim Betrieb der Sportplätze (z.B. regelmäßige Reinigung der Spielfeldränder, Auffangsiebe) können zu einer starken Verringerung des Austrags von Mikroplastik beitragen. 
Neben dem häufig genutzten Kunststoffgranulat existieren für Kunststoffrasensysteme alternative Füllstoffe, die in Teilen auch bereits beim Betrieb von Sportanlagen genutzt werden. So werden in Deutschland aktuell Kunststoffrasenplätze teilweise mit Sand und/oder Kork verfüllt. Zudem gibt es auch Kunststoffrasensysteme, die ohne elastischen Füllstoff betrieben werden können. 
Es existieren bisher allerdings nur wenige belastbare Studien darüber, wie sich diese Alternativen qualitäts- und kostenmäßig (z.B. hinsichtlich der Bespielbarkeit und Lebensdauer) vergleichen lassen. Zudem müsste untersucht werden, ob und wie sich die Bespielbar-keit oder das Verletzungsrisiko der alternativ befüllten Kunststoffrasenflächen bei den verschiedenen Alternativfüllungen verändert (Plan Miljø Studie 2017). Es bedarf daher dringend weiterer wissenschaftlicher Expertise zur Praxistauglichkeit alternativer organischer Füllstoffe und zur sportartspezifischen Eignung von Kunststoffrasenplätzen, die ohne Füllstoffe auskommen. Sowohl eine wissenschaftliche Folgenabschätzung als auch die dringend erforderliche Entwicklung alternativer Füllstoffe durch die Industrie sind eine zentrale Forderung der von der Thematik betroffenen Sportverbände in Deutschland. Sie vertreten die Meinung, dass die Maßnahmen, die ein Verbot des Kunststoffgranulats verursachen würden, nicht kurzfristig umsetzbar sind und Alternativen nur mittel- bis langfristig erarbeitet und bereitgestellt werden können.
d.: In Deutschland gibt es ca. 5.000 für den Fußballspielbetrieb gemeldete Kunststoffrasenplätze (DFBnet), sowie ca. 1.000 DFB-Minispielfelder. Jährlich werden in Deutschland ca. 300 Kunststoffrasenplätze neu gebaut, sowie 150 Kunststoffrasenplätze von Grund auf erneuert. Hinsichtlich der bestehenden Plätze dürfte eine Umstellung auf alternative Füllstoffe notwendig sein. Hierfür halten die Sportanlagenbetreiber (Kommunen oder Vereine) Mittel für Sportstättenbau und -sanierung vor, die bei einem vollständigen Ver-bot und einer Verwendung alternativer Füllstoffe deutlich höher ausfallen würden. Laut eigener Berechnungen belaufen sich die jährlichen Mehrkosten deutschlandweit auf einen hohen einstelligen Millionenbetrag. Die insgesamt zu erwartenden Kosten eines Verbotes können aufgrund fehlender Kenntnisse über geeignete alternative Füllstoffe (Geeignetheit, Verfügbarkeit) derzeit nicht seriös beziffert werden. Auf Grundlage aktueller Daten zum Bau von Kunststoffrasenplätzen dürfte der Gesamtbetrag für den Austausch des Füllstoffes der Kunststoffrasensysteme im hohen zweistelligen Millionenbereich (bis zu 90 Mio. EUR) liegen, wobei zur Präzisierung dieses Schätzwertes vertiefte Analysen erforderlich sind. Die Kosten für eine Umsetzung gezielter Risikomanagementmaßnahmen zur Zurückhaltung des Materialaustrags dürften nach Schätzungen und je nach Umfang der Maßnahmen pro Kunststoffrasensystem bei 3.000 bis 10.000 EUR liegen.
e.: Der gemeinwohlorientierte Sport ist die größte zivilgesellschaftliche Bewegung in Deutschland und Europa. In Deutschland engagieren sich knapp acht Millionen Bürger freiwillig und ehrenamtlich im Sport. Das entspricht einer jährlichen Wertschöpfung und einem Wohlfahrtsgewinn allein in Deutschland von ca. 6,7 Milliarden Euro. Vergleichbare Zahlen lassen sich auch für die gesamte EU feststellen. In den EU-Mitgliedstaaten engagieren sich im Jahre 2010 zwischen 92 und 94 Millionen Menschen freiwillig für Ziele des Gemeinwohls, davon die meisten im Sport (ca. 35 bis 40 Prozent aller freiwillig Tätigen in der EU) (Europäische Kommission 2010). 
Der Sport schafft ein strukturiertes, an die gesamte Bevölkerung gerichtetes und für alle offenes Bewegungs- und Sportangebot, durch das wichtige soziale und gesundheitsfördernde Funktionen in der Gesellschaft erfüllt werden. Sportvereine in Deutschland zählen zehn Millionen Mitgliedschaften im Kinder- und Jugendalter (DOSB-Bestandserhebung 2018), allein im DFB liegt diese Zahl bei 2,1 Millionen (DFB-Mitgliederstatistik 2018). Damit sind Sportvereine die wichtigste Anlaufstelle für Kinder und Jugendliche außerhalb der Schule und übernehmen unverzichtbare Aufgaben für die ganzheitliche Persönlichkeitsbildung junger Menschen. Dem Sport kommt eine wichtige Vorbild- und Lehrfunktion im Bereich der Integration und demokratischen Grundbildung zu. Für das herausragende gesellschaftliche Engagement des Sports spricht nicht zuletzt, dass die Sportvereine eng mit Schulen, Kindergärten, Unternehmen, Krankenkassen oder anderen öffentlichen Institutionen zusammenarbeiten. Um allen Bürgern den Zugang zum Sport zu ermöglichen, sind adäquate Sportstätten in ausreichender Anzahl Grundvoraussetzung. Ein für alle zugängliches und umfangreiches Sportangebot ist – vor allen Dingen in Großstädten und Ballungsgebieten – nur durch die Verfügbarkeit von ganzjährig nutzbaren Sportanlagen zu gewährleisten. Kunststoffrasenplätze spielen hierbei, insbesondere für den Fußball, eine wichtige Rolle, da sie eine intensivere Nutzung als Naturrasen- oder Tennenplätze erlauben. Allein mit Naturrasen- und Tennenplätzen lässt sich der derzeitige Trainings- und Spielbetrieb, insbesondere bei den Kinder- und Jugendmannschaften, nicht aufrechterhalten. Ein Kunststoffrasenplatz ersetzt etwa 2,5 Naturrasenplätze (DFBnet). Auf weniger als 10 Prozent der Naturrasenplätze finden an Wochenenden mehr als 2 Spiele statt. Bei Kunststoffrasenplätzen finden hingegen bei über 40 Prozent der Plätze mehr als 2 Spiele statt. Weniger als 10 Prozent der Naturrasenplätze wird an einem Wochenende mehr als 150 Minuten genutzt. Bei Kunstrasenplätzen werden hingegen etwa 35 Prozent an einem Wochenende mehr als 150 Minuten genutzt. 27.773 Spielstätten in Deutschland (ca. 70 Prozent) werden von Sportvereinen genutzt. Ein Drittel der Kunstrasenplätze werden von 2 oder mehr Vereinen mit alle ihren Jugend- und Seniorenmannschaften benutzt. Etwas über ein Drittel aller Naturrasenplätze wird von mehr als 5 Mannschaften bespielt. Bei Kunstrasenplätzen werden fast drei Viertel (72 Prozent) von mehr als 5 Mannschaften genutzt. Etwa 10 Prozent aller Naturrasenplätze wird von mehr als 10 Mannschaften bespielt. Bei Kunststoffrasenplätzen sind es ca. 41 Prozent der Plätze, die von mehr als 10 Mannschaften genutzt. Nur 1 Prozent aller Naturrasenplätze wird von mehr als 15 Mannschaften bespielt. Bei Kunstrasenplätzen beträgt der Anteil immerhin noch knapp 18 Prozent. Etwa 6 Prozent werden sogar von über 20 Mannschaften bespielt. Je größer die Vereinsgröße (insbesondere Anzahl der Mannschaften), desto höher ist der Anteil der Vereine, die auch eine Spielstätte vom Typ Kunstrasen haben.
Ein Verbot des Inverkehrbringens von Kunststoffgranulaten als Füllstoff in Kunststoffrasensystemen direkt bei Inkrafttreten der Beschränkung wäre daher unverhältnismäßig. Es würde zu hohen, unerwarteten Umstellungskosten und Mehrkosten für Vereine und Kommunen führen, wodurch dem gemeinwohlorientierten Sport Mittel entzogen würden. Bei fehlender Finanzierbarkeit dieser Mehrkosten ist zudem von einer Schließung vieler Sportplätzen auszugehen, wodurch das Sportangebot in Schulen und Vereinen stark leiden würde. Gerade auf Vereinsebene stellt ein solch außerordentlicher Kosten-punkt ein großes finanzielles Risiko dar, dass das sportliche und gesellschaftliche Gesamtangebot des Vereins gefährden kann. Eine Beschränkung ohne Übergangsfristen, die eine mittelfristige Umstellung und Kostenstreckung erlauben, würde das Breitensportangebot in Deutschland sehr negativ beeinflussen.
Im Hinblick auf den Beschränkungsvorschlag der ECHA gemäß Anhang XV der REACH-Verordnung spricht sich der DFB daher für eine angemessene Übergangsfrist von mindestens sechs Jahren bis zu einem vollständigen Inverkehrbringungsverbot des Kunststoffgranulats zur Verwendung in neuen Kunststoffrasensystemen sowie für die Umstellung bestehender Flächen aus.
Im Badischen Fußballverband sind 609 Vereine mit über 200.000 Mitgliedern organisiert. Ein besonderer Schwerpunkt der verbandlichen Arbeit liegt im Bereich der Kooperation zwischen Schule und Verein sowie der Installierung von Maßnahmen und Projekten im Bereich des Freiwilligendienstes (FSJ). Knapp 60 FSJ-Projekte betreuen knapp 400 Kooperationsmaßnahmen Schule und Verein, die bei einer negativen Entscheidung hinsichtlich der Kunstrasenplätze in Gefahr geraten und damit das gesellschaftliche Engagement der Vereine in den Schulen gefährden würden. Besonders die Möglichkeit einer ganzjährigen Jugendarbeit mit Hilfe der Kunstrasenplätze als Existenzgrundlage für die Vereine würde damit verloren gehen, weshalb sich der Badische Fußballverband der Darstellung des DFB anschließt.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2091
	Date: 2019/05/19 22:55

Content:
Hazard or exposure;
Environmental emissions

Type: Individual

Country:
Netherlands

Attachment:





	Comment:
The comment is on the wear and tear of vehicle tyres. During their life tyres wear, contributing to particulate matter, contributing to the dead toll by particulate matter. 
The contribution of tyre wear to the global dead toll has been estimated on 130.000 - 300.000 deaths annually
You can find the information on this subject in the 3 attached files:
ECHA Tyre Wear and Tear.pdf
Wear and tear of tyres- a stealthy source of microplastics in the environment.pdf
Wear and Tear of Tyres in the Global Environment- Size Distribution Emission Pathways and Health Effects.pdf


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 2:
Part of the information asked for can be found in the (attached) article:
Wear and tear of tyres: a stealthy source of microplastics in the environment
PJ Kole, AJ Löhr, F Van Belleghem, A Ragas
International journal of environmental research and public health 14 (10), 1265


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 5:
Please find in the attached files the amount of tyre wear and tear released into the environment. On a global scale 0.8 kg per capita, from which about 5% will be released as particulate matter.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2092
	Date: 2019/05/20 00:37

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: Industry or trade association

Org. name: <redacted>

Org. country: Germany

Company name confidential: Yes 

Attachment:

<redacted> 

	Comment:
-


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 5:
ECHA's draft is rejected in its present form and content, as in particular the objective of traceability of the use and a possible environmental impact of micro-plastics with the required comprehensive reporting obligation in relation to the associated high bureaucratic and thus cost-related expenditure is not achieved to some extent.
Reason for rejection:
1.	Product manufacturing and product life cycle:
The binders and additives contained in paints/ varnishes lose the particle properties of microplastics through the physico-chemical process of film formation and are bound by curing/ drying in a polymer structure (binder matrix) and thus fall under Table 3, paragraphs 5b and 5c. An entry of micro-plastics into the environment can thus be excluded during the life cycle of the products (e.g. furniture). At the end of the product life cycle, wood products in particular are suitable for a recycling process in the sense of recycling management (e.g. reuse in particleboard) or are subjected to thermal, CO2-neutral recycling accompanied by existing legal regulations (in Germany: Federal Immission Control Act).
2.	Industrial processing
For the processing of paints and varnishes, industrial users are already subject to extensive regulations on environmental protection and, in particular, water pollution control. One example of this is the "Ordinance on Requirements for the Discharge of Waste Water into Water Bodies (AbwV)", which regulates the treatment of waste water in a wide variety of industrial sectors prior to direct or indirect discharge into water bodies. Furthermore, all industrial users must comply with local laws and regulations on water protection. An environmental hazard that could give rise to a reporting obligation that goes beyond the existing obligations under the Waste Water Ordinance is therefore not discernible. 
Residual quantities or waste of industrially used paints, varnishes and printing inks can be returned to the supplier in special large containers so that organic solvents and water used can be recovered. The recovered organic solvent or water is fed into a closed process and reused for new products. Recycled material residues can partly be reused for new products or are disposed of as hazardous waste (e.g. incineration). Containers are usually cleaned by washing and the organic solvent or wash water is treated before reuse according to the applicable legal regulations and industry standards (BREF/BATC). Direct release into the sewer system is generally prohibited.
In addition, the personnel of industrial users are regularly trained in the use of substances and mixtures, taking into account existing European and national legislation on occupational safety and health and environmental protection. Information on the proper handling, storage and disposal of products can also be found in the safety data sheets.
3.	Criticism of the contents of the reporting obligation
The ECHA proposal does not take into account that industrial users are not informed in detail about the precursors used in the paints/varnishes (e.g. binders and additives) and the polymers used therein, as these formulations are usually trade secrets of the paint manufacturers and are therefore not disclosed. However, without this information, industrial users will not be able to provide information on the individual polymers. In this respect, the usefulness of such a reporting obligation may be negated or at least called into question. In the opinion of the <redacted>, therefore, a reporting obligation at the level of industrial users - also taking into account the arguments mentioned under points 1.) and 2.) - does not bring any additional benefit, but causes considerable additional effort and costs in the millions for the approx. 930 companies in the wood industry.
4.	Summary -- Recommendation
The reporting obligation under Table 3, paragraph 8 should not apply to industrial users and in particular to the approximately 930 companies in the wood industry, because:
1.	The microplastics in the products are incorporated in a polymer structure and do not end up in the environment either during the production process or over the product life cycle, including the "end of live" examination.
2.	Sufficient national regulations exist for the production, which exclude the entry of micro-plastics into the environment (in particular water bodies).
3.	the content of the reporting obligation is not practical in relation to the monitoring objective and would therefore generate no benefits and would also be disproportionate in terms of cost-benefit.
A correspondingly designed reporting obligation at the beginning of the supply chain for the industries producing the microplastics would cover all uses - including those not yet covered by the proposed regulation - and thus achieve the objective in an efficient manner.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2093
	Date: 2019/05/20 04:02

Content:
Scope or restriction option analysis;
Hazard or exposure;
Description of analytical methods;
Request for exemption

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: Industry or trade association

Org. name: Japan Cosmetic Industry Association

Org. country: Japan

Attachment:



 
	Comment:
-


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 1:
According to proposed restriction 3b, polymers that are (bio)degradable, as set out in the [interim] criteria are not considered as microplastics. Table 21. ‘Criteria for demonstrating the (bio)degradation of microplastics according to Paragraph 3b’ shows a proposal for criteria of (bio)degradation to consider whether the substance can be derogated from the restriction or not. To be more precise, if a test material meets one or more of either screening-tier criteria described as elements 1-4 or higher-tier criteria described as element 5, then it can be considered to be (bio)degradable. And some testing guidelines such as OECD TG and ISO international standards are described as permitted test methods for (bio)degradability. 
However, no in silico testing methods using Quantitative Structure-Activity Relationship (QSAR) are shown in the table. We believe QSAR methods should not be excluded from the permitted testing methods for biodegradability by the following reasons;
Firstly, QSAR research is fairly effective, which has become a very important method in many fields such as environmental chemistry. Actually, some QSAR models for prediction of biodegradability, whose scientific validity has been established, are commercially available. And they are usually used all over the world for getting (bio)degradability information as an initial screening tool or a regulatory application tool, such as CERI Model developed by Japan Chemical Evaluation and Research Institution, BIOWIN developed by US EPA, and CATABOL developed by Bourgas Assen Zlatarov University.
Secondly, according to REACH Annex XI, Section 1.3, regarding general rules for adaptation of the standard testing regime under REACH, QSAR data can be used for REACH submission described as follows: “Results obtained from valid qualitative or quantitative structure-activity relationship models ((Q)SARs) may indicate the presence or absence of a certain dangerous property. Results of (Q)SARs may be used instead of testing when the following conditions are met:
— results are derived from a (Q)SAR model whose scientific validity has been established,
— the substance falls within the applicability domain of the (Q)SAR model,
— results are adequate for the purpose of classification and labelling and/or risk assessment, and
— adequate and reliable documentation of the applied method is provided.”
Thirdly, it is likely that most polymers are predicted as persistent by existing (bio)degradable QSAR models. This is because predictability of a QSAR model mainly depends on the chemical structures of substances which are used for creating the model as learning data and most of polymers which are currently in the market so far are persistent. However, after entry into force of this restriction, thousands of (bio)degradability tests for polymers will be conducted all over the world and it will generate huge amounts of (bio)degradability data for polymers. Furthermore, it is expected that readily (bio)degradable polymers will be developed rapidly and that can make it possible that QSAR models considering other factors than chemical structure which affect (bio)degradability of polymers are investigated.
Based on the above considerations, even now QSAR method which can be a useful method in future should not be excluded from the permitted testing methods for (bio)degradability of microplastics from now, although the criteria proposed is interim and will be reviewed within around 5 years.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2095
	Date: 2019/05/20 04:44

Content:
Transitional period;
Request for exemption

Type: Individual

Country:
Japan
 
	Comment:
[1] Re: Setting exemption on water-soluble resins such as polyvinyl alcohol (PVA)
There are types of plastics that can dissolve in water/seawater at ordinary temperature such as PVA. Although such types of plastics exist at the size of micro-plastics in many products, they easily dissolve in water/seawater when they are released to the environment. This means that all the micro-plastics will lose their form due to dissolution and will not exist as “micro-plastics” any more after discharged to the environment. Therefore, with some regulation standards, such water-soluble micro-plastics should be exempt from the restrictions. 
[2] Re:  Setting grace period for resins for 3D printing (especially support resins) 
3D printers that run on FDM use support resins (support filaments) to enable printing complex structured figures. The support resins are removed from figures through washing after printing processes. For such support resins, water-soluble resins are now widely used due to their practical characteristics i.e. can be removed with tap water and no need of using hazardous substances for removal. Currently, it is assumed that the sales of such water- soluble resins are $22.6 million/year ($6.4 million/year in EU) in the world. 1) 
The solution of water-soluble resins are usually disposed as wastewater and then are discharged to the environment. 
Although such water-soluble resins are widely used, they are commonly mixed with micro-plastics. It is because water-soluble resins by itself cannot meet the high quality required for 3D printing, and they cannot provide sufficient adhesionability to diversified modelling resins without micro-plastics. 
Currently, alternative resins that do not contain any micro-plastics are being developed. However, the support resin showing enough adhesionability to modelling resins are not yet discovered. It is anticipated that at least another five years of development will be required. 
Thus, to avoid sudden negative impacts on the industry, restriction of micro-plastics that are used in support resins should be given a grace period for industry to find a suitable substitute.
_________________
1) It is assumed that the sales of FDM modelling resins are $225.7 million/year ($63.6 million/year in EU) in the world. 2) Approx. 10% of the modelling resins is estimated to be used as support resin. 
2) “Wohlers Report 2018  3D Printing and Additive Manufacturing State of the Industry Annual Worldwide Progress Report”, Wohlers Associates, Inc., March 27, 2018, p.31 p.157


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2096
	Date: 2019/05/20 06:22

Content:
Scope or restriction option analysis;
Hazard or exposure;
Information on benefits;
Request for exemption

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: Company

Org. name: <redacted>

Org. country: Japan

Company name confidential: Yes 

Attachment:




	Comment:
-


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2097
	Date: 2019/05/20 08:32

Content:
Scope or restriction option analysis;
Hazard or exposure;
Environmental emissions;
Description of analytical methods;
Request for exemption

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: Industry or trade association

Org. name: Japan Chemical Industry Association

Org. country: Japan
 
	Comment:
1) REACH Restriction is intended to regulate the manufacture, launch and use of substances at unacceptable risks to human health and environment throughout the EU when the measures are considered insufficient. However, this restriction proposal regulates only for the reason of form and persistency, and deviates from the REACH framework.
In addition, under the current situation with numerous uncertainties about the hazardousness, restricting its use by placing excessive weight on precautionary principles will inhibit the sound development of chemical industry and those industries using microplastics.
2) Microplastic is defined in Table 17 2 of the Restriction Report, but the grounds for upper and lower limits of the size are unclear. The definition should be based on internationally agreed concept, and setting non-measurable values in the definition would only be ineffective.
3) According to the guidelines of ECHA for “Identification and naming of substances under REACH and CLP" (April 2017) and "How to identify a substance on the borderline of a mono- and multi-constituent" (May 2017), if the main constituent is not less than 80% (w/w) and a total of the remaining constituent substances (impurities, and intentionally added additives to maintain stability of the substance) is less than 20% (w/w), this substance shall be deemed as "mono-constituent", and the evaluation on physicochemical properties, hazard to human health, and environmental impact will be conducted on that single substance. Therefore, if a polymer is added for stabilization of a particle (e.g. inorganic oxides) consisting of a single substance and its concentration is less than 20% (w/w), this particle is judged as "mono-constituent", and thereby the evaluation on environment should be conducted on that single substance, excluded from the polymer-containing particle.
4) In Table 17 3.a., “polymers that occur in natural that have not been chemically modified” do not apply to microplastics. The reason is that these components are essentially biodegradable in the natural world. Therefore, even if chemically modified, when it is confirmed to be degraded at the level equivalent to or higher than that of natural polymers before modification, it is considered that such polymers can be excluded from the scope. Therefore, if degradability test results of chemically modified natural polymers are equivalent to those for unmodified natural polymers, chemically modified natural polymers should be considered as outside the scope.
5) Although the reporting of the amount of use and release of microplastics are specified in Table 17 8, a threshold should be set for the amount reported based on rationality and workability.
6) Table 17 8 specifies the reporting of the names of polymers used in microplastics. However, considering CBI, the report should allow the use of generic names for polymers or polymer structures.
7) Table 21 describes the test methods for determining biodegradability. REACH Annex XI, Section 1.3 specifies that, as long as certain credibility is met, QSAR results may be used in lieu of testing. In accordance with the regulation, a possibility of evaluation by QSAR should not be excluded.
8) With many unclear points in the proposed regulations, the guidance should be issued. In particular, the following points require detailed explanation.
• Specific examples of microplastics subject to restriction
• Quantitative analysis method of size and shape on microplastics, Analysis method and estimation method for amount of microplastics released to the environment, and accuracy of  quantitative values
• CBI Protection Guidelines
• Description on label and SDS


	
	
	Answer to specific info request 1:
If test data such as ISO 14851, 14855-1 and 17556 are available, they should be considered in determining biodegradability.


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	2098
	Date: 2019/05/20 08:44

Content:
Information on costs;
Other socio economic analysis (SEA) issues;
Transitional period;
Request for exemption

Type: BehalfOfAnOrganisation

Org. type: Industry or trade association

Org. name: Bundesverband der Pharmazeutischen Industrie

Org. country: Germany

Attachment:



 
	Comment:
see attachment


	
	
	Dossier submitter response: Thank you for your comment. The Dossier Submitter notes that many of the comments received were similar in nature and concerned a limited number of common themes. Given the large number of comments received, and to improve the clarity of the Dossier Submitter’s responses to them, the Dossier Submitter has prepared a set of general responses to common themes. The response to your comment is addressed in these common themes’ responses.  



	
	
	RAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The RAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.



	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs comments: Thank you for your comment. The SEAC rapporteurs response to your comment can also be found in the general responses to common themes.
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Dr. Michael Stark     March 19th, 2019 
Kronenstrasse 16  / D 79100 Freiburg / Germany  
michael.stark.eu@t-online.de 


  
European Chemicals Agency (ECHA) 
Peter Sinpson  
Annankatu 18  
FI-00121 Helsinki 
Finland   


Only by e-mail:  restriction-microplastics@echa.europa.eu     
  please, distribute to the authors of the chapter about sewage treatment  


           in copy: DG ENV B1    michail.papadoyannakis@ec.europa.eu    


  
Annex XV Report – Intentionally added microplastics    


Comment to the Chapter “Down-the-drain pathway”, p. 32 ff  


Dear authors of this chapter,  


It is highly acknowledged that the report disputes the often raised assertion that waste water 


treatment plants (WWTP) would neither be developed nor able to retain particulate matter as 


microplastic (MP) and that a higher retention capacity for plants with secondary treatment 


and a nearly complete for those with tertiary filtration treatment is assumed. Thus I 


appreciate the critique to the regarding evaluation by Eunomia which concluded low removal 


rates based on poor and uncritical re-viewing of regarding publications.  


And I share your view that particulate matter in the urban sewage represents more a 


contamination of the terrestrial and less of the aquatic environment, due to the use of 


sewage sludge for agriculture. The emissions from the sewage could be regarded as non-


relevant source for the microplastics and textile fibres for the marine environment which is at 


least valid for regions with well-developed infrastructure and conventional WWTP 


installations.  


The emphasis of this chapter is the removal efficiency of the different treatment steps in 


WWTPs and studies reporting concentrations before and behind different treatment steps 


were analysed for this purpose.   


But unfortunately these examinations are from very different quality: concentration in the 


effluent from zero (0.000 MP/l by Carr at al.) up to about 50 MP per liter (Simon et al., 2017; 


publication of the study for the Danish EPA ) are reported, some find nearly only (textile) 


fibres (Dris et al.), others only non-fibrous MP (Simon et al.), the minimum size of counted 


MP might vary considerably and any bias from contamination – particularly relevant for the 


trace analyses of the effluents - is partly not recognized.   


These huge variations are obviously more the result of different analytical performances and 


methods and less of the MP load in the sewage or of the different sewage treatment 


technologies (the primary treatment varies more severe between different plants which 


should have a major effect on the retention but more on the level of MP in the sewage 


sludge).   


The regarding studies needs to be critically evaluated – also for the use of retention 


efficiencies – including their samplings (for example the influent might comprise raw sewage 


or behind the screens).  


This chapter of the report about the behaviour of MP in sewage treatment plants comprises 


critical evaluations of few studies but also cursory depiction of results and wrong 
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reproduction of reported data. In the Annex below I comment in more detail statements and 


conclusions of the report which are partly dissenting to my understanding of the behaviour of 


MP and particular of textile fibres in WWTP based on an in-depth reviewing of the regarding 


literature in the last years.  


The emissions of MP with the effluents of conventional WWTPs (i.e. secondary treatment 


with activated sludge) into the receiving waters are meanwhile well examined:  These plants 


- even without tertiary filtration treatment – should emit less than 1 synthetic fibre per liter (or 


<0.5 µg/l) and similar concentrations of the other – less easily detectable – MP. This should 


be at least valid for “larger” (>~50 µm) particles, i.e. sizes used as microbeads or other 


primary MP and expected in the sewage water (the fate of smaller particles and their 


possible source needs still to be explored, as two studies indicate comparable higher 


emissions in numbers, less in mass).  


Thus I doubt that as much as 7 % of particles in the raw sewage water will enter the aquatic 


environment. This emission should be in well-developed regions be less than 1% even in 


numbers (including storm water),  


A very different situation exists for the evidence of the MP level in sewage sludge. The 


reported concentrations differ with two order of magnitude, even in studies which used - at 


least for the analyses of textile fibres - reliable analytical methods. The results of regarding 


examinations are compiled in the Annex below. Much of these differences are most likely 


due to different efficiencies of techniques used in the primary treatment. 


Due to these uncertainties the estimation of the release of MP into the terrestrial environment 


is currently still more fortune telling and doubtful.   


The emissions into the aquatic environment might be extrapolated more easily, at least for 


textile fibres which are more homogeneous.  


My conclusion in short: 


- The performance of conventional WWTPs for retaining MP is much better than the quality 
of many examinations.  


- The emissions of MP in the marine environment from well operating conventional WWTPs 
are marginal and sewage waters are a negligible source in regions with well-developed 
infrastructure. This needs to be confirmed for smaller particles.  


- Studies should be initiated which examine in a broader manner the level of MP in sewage 
sludge. Sludge should be analysed from plants with different technologies in the primary 
treatment, from different seasons and particular those which is used for agriculture.  
 


I hope my contribution will help for a better understanding of the behaviour of MPs in sewage 


treatments and for a more critical review of regarding studies. But I hope also that it might 


help to initiate necessary studies.    


I am available for any regarding questions.  


Best regards  


 
Michael Stark  


Retired chemist - with time to follow microplastic topics  
former position:  Product Steward and water adviser for Rhodia Acetow, Freiburg   
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Annex:    Comments to the Chapter “Down-the-drain pathway”   


of ECHA’s Annex XV Report – Intentionally added microplastics    


 


With reference to reports by AMEC, Eunomia and McCormick it is stated that “wastewater 
effluents” would be significant point sources for microplastics (MP) to the environment.  


The sewage – particularly the rain water from urban paved surfaces – is very probably a 
significant pathway for anthropogenic particles into the aquatic environment.  
But the effluents of well operating conventional WWTPs – even without a final filtration 
treatment - should contribute only marginally to these emissions even of smaller MP, see 
also the commentary by SA Carr (2017).1  
The references cited in the report for proofing that above mentioned statement are of 
lower scientific evidence for a conclusion of these emissions into the aquatic environment:  


 The AMEC report for DG ENV about intentionally added MP did not reviewed the 
emissions from WWTPs but referred in Annex C to Eunomia’s estimation only and to 
the EUSES model. However, this EUSES WWTP model “simple treat” does not 
respond to the density or size of particles and is not able to predict the behaviour of 
particles ín WWTPs.  


 Eunomia’s report for DG ENV about “secondary” MP reveals a poor understanding of 
WWTP technologies and performances, see the critique below. 


 The experimental study by Mc Cormick et al. (2016) examined particularly the bacterial 
assemblages on particles sampled in smaller creeks and found different relative ratios 
of colonies upstream and downstream of sewage treatment plants.  
The mean concentration of particles found and classified as MP was quite low and 
increased only to an about twofold level compared to that from the upstream sampling, 
i.e. 0.006 particles per liter (from 10 creeks for volumes of the effluents representing 
15% up to 55% of the downstream water flow). These levels were based only on 
samplings with 0.33 mm neuston nets and missed a description of the counted 
particles regarding size or composition (about half of MP were classified as fibre 
shaped).  


The use of sewage sludge for agriculture is a more relevant pathway for spreading 
synthetic, resilient particles into the terrestrial environment. But the amount needs still to 
be explored, see below. 
 


 “Secondary treatment would appear to result in at least 95 % retention of MP particles (by 
number) in solid phases.“  


The retention in the biological treatment with activated sludge should be much higher than 
95% (97.5 % are mentioned in  table 9 of the report) and well operating WWTPs which 
retain effectively the sludge flocks should achieve a nearly complete retention - at least for 
larger particles (however, the retention of smaller, i.e. below 20/50 µm particles – with 
negligible contribution to the mass - needs to be explored again).   
 


“… grit and grease removal treatment stages … are reported .. to be particularly effective at 
removing microplastics from the aqueous phase of wastewater” – but this stage is poorly 
described. 


Indeed, the poor description of techniques used for the mechanical treatment impedes the 
comprehension of regarding results as these techniques might differ between various 
plants with effects to the retention of particles. The disposal of the debris collected in the 
primary treatment needs to be mentioned too as this waste should be mostly not 
combined with the sewage sludge from the biological stage.  


                                                 
1
    SA Carr: “Sources and dispersive mode of micro-fibers in the environment“, Integr Environ Assess 


Management 13, 466 – 469 (2017) 
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The relevance even of the initial mechanical treatment for the removal of MP was 
demonstrated in the study by Carr et al. (2016): PE microbeads are adsorbed to the fibres 
of hygienic papers and could be removed already with the screen. The limited meaningful 
examination by Michielssen et al. (2016) reported also a removal of MPs already with the 
screen.  
  


 “In contrast, tertiary treatment technologies, such as membrane bioreactors or sand filters, 
are typically only reported to be marginally more effective than secondary treatment alone”   
(with references  to publications which are discussed below)  


The tertiary treatment is not well defined and means often any additional treatment as 
enhanced improved N or P-removal and not necessarily a filtration treatment. 


But any “real” filtration as final treatment  - installed in conventional plants with activated 
sludge mainly for retaining the sludge flocks overflowing the clarifier (for example due to 
bulking sludge)  - should be even more effective for retaining particles which act probably 
by aggregating the biocenosis. 


This effective retention was reported also in two of the cited studies, both used also 
convincing analytical methods:  


 Mintenig et al. (2017): examined 10 conventional WWTPs, one of these contained a 
pile-cloth filtration for cutting COD – peaks by retaining particularly sewage sludge 
flocks before the release into the receiving waters. This filtration treatment has an 
additionally retention of about 90 %2 compared to the inflow of this installation (the 
97 % reported in the publication by Mintenig refers only to this filtration unit and not to 
the whole treatment). Surprisingly this pile cloth filter is even similar effective for MP 
down to 10 µm.3  


 Talvitie et al. (2017a)4:  compared various filtration techniques used in 4 WWTPs in 
Finland: more than 90 % additional retention by the finbal filtration step (sand filter, disc 
filter and floatation) compared to the overflow from the clarifiers. The membrane 
bioreactor achieved even - an expected high - value of >99.9 % compared to the 
influent behind the primary mechanical treatment.  


The other studies cited seem to be less reliable – used partly only visual inspection even 
without any pre-treatment, missed to find MP at all, …. .  


 Carr et al. (2016): reported zero respectively negligible MP concentrations (0.000 and 
0.001 MP/l) in the effluents from seven WWTPs with sand filters and one WTTP 
without final filtration. However, the analytical method with sampling of huge volumes 
by filtration through 45 µm filters might be useful for the examination of the (mostly 
microbiological) sludge volume but not for the analyses of MP. The influent was also 
not sampled, but a concentration of MP in the influent estimated only.  


 Michielssen et al. (2016):  reported for a pilot membrane bioreactor an overall removal 
efficiency of 99.4 % of “suspected anthropogenic litter” (by visual inspection of particles 
filtered down to 20 µm sieves from low sampling volumes) and of 97 % for the sand 


                                                 
2
    The higher retention level of 97% disclosed in the publication is probably caused by the subtraction 


of particles found in blank samples, see the detailed discussion in M. Stark: “Microplastic and 
textile fibers: a critical review - Behaviour of fibrous Particles in WWTPs”, Melliand International. 
23, 135-139 (2017), Suppl. B      


3
    Re-examination with an improved analytical method:  Uni Bayreuth & AWI, Helgoland (by 


HK Imhof und S Primpke): „Mikroplastik in den Kläranlagen Holdorf und Oldenburg – 
Bericht der Probennahme und Ergebnisse, Juli 2016“;  
http://www.oowv.de/fileadmin/user_upload/2011/downloads/abwasser/OOWV_Beprobung
_2015.pdf 


4
    The report cites also Talvitie et al. (2017b) for tertiary filtration treatments; but :the WWTP 


examined in that study did not use a final filtration step (the “biofilter” with immobilised 
microorganism  for the de-nitrification has not filtration effect). 



http://www.oowv.de/fileadmin/user_upload/2011/downloads/abwasser/OOWV_Beprobung_2015.pdf

http://www.oowv.de/fileadmin/user_upload/2011/downloads/abwasser/OOWV_Beprobung_2015.pdf
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filter in the WWTP Northfield. But this study is less reliable, inspected the particles only 
visually, missed the description of dimensions or colour of the particles counted and 
reported similar levels before and behind the secondary treatment or even the sand 
filter.  


 Lares et al. (2018):  examined samples from different treatment stages of the 
conventional WWTP Kenäveronniemi and from the pilot MBR reactor (0.4 µm 
membrane) with 7 samplings within three months. The residues were inspected visually 
with stereomicroscope after a treatment with Fenton’s oxidation reagent, particles 
counted and categorized according to their appearance, few items were analysed 
spectroscopically.  But the results are curious:  Already 99% removal with the primary 
treatment (behind a primary clarifier), the level of the further treatments biological or 
membrane bioreactor remain however on a similar level (0.4 – 1 MP/l), which raises 
doubts about the contamination control for this trace analysis.  
The emissions from MBR reactor are reported with 0.2 – 0.8 MP/l on a similar level, 
whereas Talvitie et al. (2017a)  found only 0.005 MP/l for this effluent.  
 


“Many studies report the presence of microplastics in sewage sludge, typically at high 
concentrations. For example the Danish Environmental Protection Agency (2017) report a 
median concentration of microplastics in dewatered sludge sampled from five WWTWs of 
4.5 mg/g, which corresponds with microplastics comprising 0.7% of the dewatered sludge.” 


The opposite is true – most studies report even (un-reliable) low concentrations of MP in 
sewage sludge. The table below lists the results of examinations which I found:  
very scattered concentrations also for textile fibres - particles which are more easily 
detectable in the sludge compared to fragments (despite that the findings might include 
natural textile fibres):  ~5 up to 200 fibres per gram sewage sludge (i.e. <3 µg/g up to 
<100 µg/g; calculated with <0.5 µg per fibre for <2 mm long and <2.5 dtex fibres).  


The Danish examination which was cited in the report for proving this statement of high 
concentrations of MP in sewage sludge examined the sewage sludge from five WWTPs. 
But these examinations are mentioned only in the initial report - with very huge and 
incredible concentrations of 169,000 MP per gram wet sludge (or “2 % of the total dry 
matter”) - but not more in the regarding publication5. The re-analysis of the whole 
examination for the publication resulted also in different concentrations of the effluents 
(and omitted the finding of polyamide).6 
 


Table 8 contains retention rates for different treatment steps from Eunomia’s report. The 
values from publications by Leslie et al., Ziajahromi et al. and for the Danish EPA are 
criticized because of some shortcoming noticed.   


Indeed, the review of the publication about the behaviour of MP in WWTP by Eunomia 
contains many misunderstanding and shows their limited knowledge of WWTP 
technologies. The results from few elder studies by Leslie et al. with poor analytical 
performance should not be used at all. My regarding comment addressed to DG ENV 
about this part of Eunomia’s report is attached.7   


                                                 
5
    M Simon, N van Alst and J Vollertsen: “Quantification of microplastic mass and removal rates at 


wastewater treatment plants applying Focal Plane Array (FPA)-based Fourier Transforrn Infrared 
(FT-IR) imaging”, Water Research 142, 1-9 (2018) 


6
   The initial report for the Danish EPA was according to the responsible author written in a hurry  J 


Vollertsen, personal communication,  February 7
th
, 2018 


7
       M. Stark: letter to DG ENV and DG GROW:     


BR_DG 
ENV-GROW_Eunomia_WWTP-comments.docx


 







6 


 


However, the publication of the Danish study by J. Vollertsen and co-workers should be 
considered - despite the shortcomings – not at least because this examination could 
decrease the scope to particle sizes of down to 10 µm.  
The inspected 10 Danish WWTPs use conventional technology with activated sludge and 
clarifier and except one plant miss any final filtration treatment. This study uses enzymatic 
and oxidative pre-treatment with state-of-the-art spectroscopic method (FPA based FT IR) 
for the detection and quantification of even small (down to 10µm) MP particles. However, 
only smaller aliquots of the sample were analysed and contamination could not be 
excluded (mentioned in the publication – assessed to be honourable!).  
The mean concentration in the effluents of 50 MP/l (converted to 4 µg/l) with sizes mostly 
below 50 µm is up to two order of magnitude above those from other and more recent 
examinations (which often captured only MP >0.1 mm) and might be affected by the 
contamination. Therefore the behaviour of smaller MPs in WWTPs needs to be explored 
again.  
A removal capacity of 99.3 % by number for the secondary biological treatment is 
reported. Important is also the observation that the size distribution of the MP is not 
changed much in the samples from influents and effluents, or that also the smaller 
particles (10 – 50 µm) are similar effectively retained in conventional WWTPs.  
 


Table 9  cites results of WWTP retention factors for different treatment steps  from 8 studies 


The studies by Dris et al. and Carr et al. should be generally excluded, (unusual 
technology; respectively missing examination of influent, besides doubtful analyses). 
Those by Michiellssen et al. and Lares et al. are effected by contaminations and the trace 
analyses. But the table 9 omits retention rates from some studies.  


-  Dris et al. (2015)  
This study should not be considered as the inspected plant does not represent a 
conventional WWTP with an activated sludge process. The Seine-Center plant of Paris 
uses biofilters with immobilized biocenosis only for the secondary biological treatment 
and a chemical precipitation step with flocculants in the mechanical step for retaining 
solids.  
The examination misses also the identification of suspected fibres (35 MP per liter in 
24h samples from the effluent, mostly fibres from natural and synthetic origin including 
contaminations).   


-  Mintenig et al. (2017):  97 % for the tertiary treatment as total retention 
Very reliable examination at least for fibres and larger particles (>~50 µm) with reported 
concentrations of about 1 MP per liter from the clarifier.  
But this 97 % retention in table 9 of the report is a wrong citation; as this value 
represents only the additional retention due to the pile cloth filter compared to the 
samples from the overflow of the clarifier – as influent for the installed filter from the 
WWTP Oldenburg, see also above. A removal rate of 90 % was confirmed in a re-
examination with improved analytic which allowed to analyse also smaller particles 
down to 10 µm. This examination is also described in more detail and the results 
interpreted in a critical review about sources and behaviour of textile fibres in sewage 
water.8 


- Talvitie et al. (2017b):  99.6 % retention with the secondary including primary treatment.  
This value of 99.6 % removal of “microlitter” was achieved with spot and 24h samples 
in triplicate in the WWTP of Helsinki which includes also a 97 % retention for the 
primary mechanical treatment. These more recent examinations by Talvitie and co-
workers used improved methods for sampling and analyses and are more reliable 
compared to former studies of these researchers.  


                                                 
8
     M. Stark: “Microplastic and textile fibers: a critical review - Behaviour of fibrous Particles in 


WWTPs”, Melliand International. 23, 135-139 (2017), Suppl. B  
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The table 9 in ECHA’s report omits 
 -the reported retention of 97% for the primary treatment only (2017b).  
- and quasi more than 99.9 % for the different tertiary treatments  as additional 
removals (2017a)  


- Murphy et al. (2016): 78 % retention in primary only and 98.4 % including secondary 
treatment   
Spot samples from the effluent and behind different treatment steps were filtered, 
residues inspected under microscope without pre-treatment, particles assumed as 
synthetic handled manually and examined with FT-IR microscope in remission, Items 
were counted which were definitely identified as synthetic. The concentrations in the 
effluent are reported to overall 0.25 synthetic particles per litre including 18.7% 
described as fibres.  
This study has limitations, but seems to be reliable for larger MP (>0.2 mm?).   


- Lares et al. (2018):  98.3 % retention from secondary and 99.4 % from tertiary treatment   
Study affected presumably by contamination, particularly of the trace analyses for the 
effluents, see the discussion of this study above.  
The table 9 misses the removal efficiency of 99 % for the primary treatment.  


- Michielssen et al. (2016): 96 % retention from secondary and 99.7 % from tertiary 
treatment  
This study could be regarded as less reliable, see discussion above (concentrations in 
the effluents from 0.5 (membrane reactor) up to 5.9 MP per liter (conventional plant 
from clarifier).   
The values in table 9 differ from those reported in this publication (secondary 
treatment: 89.8 % and 93.8 % for both plants examined). The report omits also the 
retention factor of 85 % for the primary treatment.  


- Carr et al: (2016):  retention of 99.9  % for tertiary treatment 
Value plausible, but the whole examination is less reliable due to an insufficient 
analytical method which resulted in zero concentration of MP in the effluents. 
 


The emissions of MP with the discharge of storm water without treatment to receiving waters 
are estimated in table 10: ratio of 5% for storm water and of 50 % for combined sewers in 
Europe (with reference to Eunomia). 


This ratio is much too high, at least for regions with well-developed infrastructure in 
Europe. The extrapolation of debris in urban sewage from households which is directly 
emitted with storm water without treatment into the receiving waters should use the 
duration of the event and not the volume. And this is much lower than the 5 % mentioned 
in the report.  


Otherwise the storm water contains debris and particles from urban surfaces (probably 
even with larger amounts of MP compared to that in untreated domestic sewage water).  
 


Table 10: “22.5% of MP assumed to be retained in the grit fraction after Murphy et al. (2016)”  
For 50% of sites grit is assumed to be disposed to landfill and for 50% with sewage sludge.   


Murphy et al. (2016) is wrongly cited: a concentration of 15.7 MP/l before and 8.7 MP/l 
behind the fine screen and grit/grease tank is reported which represents a removal of 
45 %.  


I doubt that half of the debris from screens and grit removal would be combined with 
sewage sludge and used for agriculture. Values for Germany: these debris represents  
15 % of the amount of sewage sludge; most from the screen is incinerated and from grit 
chamber goes in landfill. 9 


  


                                                 
9
    DWA: “Abwasser und Klärschlamm in Deutschland – statistische Betrachtungen”, Korrespondenz Abwasser, 


Abfall, 62, 46 – 53 (2015) 
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Table:   Concentrations of fibres (f) and microplastic particles (ptc) in sewage sludge samples – [values in brackets: less reliable analytical methods]   


Reports Treatment plants Sludge samples Analyses Fibres [f/g] Non-fibrous  


location  installation  pre-treatment  analytical method  non-synth. synthetic [ptc/g](range)  


Echelpoel, 
            2014 


Destelbergen, BE  convent. without 
prim. sedimentation  


1 x thickened  n=3 - 15% H2O2 (24h, RT), 0.015 mm 
sieve; extraction with 1.6 g/l  


stereomicroscopy  
“certainly” and “potent.” 


105 ± 65  195 ± 50 a) 


Lares, 2018  Kenkäveronniem, 
FIN  


with prim. and sec.  
sedimentation 


7x digested from prim. 
sedim.(before dewatering) 


n=1  Dispersed in water, suspected 
items picked with tweezers 


stereom.: sorting of ptc 
=> µFTIR and µRaman  


 162 ± 25 10 b) 


Lusher, 2017  8 WWTPs in NOR  2x primary   10 subsamples in 4 & 14d n=3 - H2O2 - Fenton (RT) 
- extraction with 1.0 & 1.8 g/ml  


stereomicroscopy (>50 µm) 
+ hot needle;  
+fibres: 4%; ptc: 10% µFTIR 


3 & 7 5 & 1 c) 


4x convent. 


2x convent. 


10 subsamples in 3 - 10d  
     “             - twice 


n=3 2 4 


Magnusson & 
Noren, 2014  


Lysekil, SWE  poorly described 1x ? (“slightly dewatered”, ) n=4 sieve – 0.3 mm stereomicr.& hot needle (f) 
or  ATR-FTIR (ptc) 


12.1 ± 1.2 4.5 d) 


Mahon, 2017  7 WWTPs in IRL without description 
of installations  


6 x digested/thermal treated n=3  dispersed in H2O, 0.25 mm sieve; 
 elutration with H2O/air; residue of 
 overflow extracted (1.11 g/ml) 


Stereomicr. Withp polarizer 
(10% larger ptc:  ATR FT-IR) 


2 - 13 1 – 2  
 


e) 


2 x lime stabilised   n=3  filtered only on 1.2 µm filter   5 & 10 5 & 3 


Mintenig, 2014 6 WWTPs in NW-
Germany 


convent. with 
clarifier 


1 x dewatered (24%) & 
thickened (5%) 


n=1 30% alkaline 60°C 
(1.14 g/ml) supernatant filtr. 


FPA FTIR (for ptc)  not reported  
(contamination) 


4 (1 – 24) f)i 


Murphy, 2016  Glasgow, UK convent. with prim. 
sedim.& clarifier 


5 x dewatered   n=3 stereomicroscope for selection µFTIR of suspected ptc  [5-15] g) 


Sujathan, 2017 Hannover, DE ? 1x activated return  n=1? - 6 % H2O2 (70°C),  
- 1.35 g/ml extraction 


µRaman (>0.5 µm) 
of in H2O dispersed ptc  


228 134 h) 


Talvitie, 2017a Viikinmäki, Helsinki, 
FIN 


with prim. and sec.  
sedimentation  


1x digested “dry s.”(29%dw) 
from prim. sedimentation. 


n=3 - dispersion in water 
- filter (0.3 – 0.02 mm) 


stereomicroscope 640 ± 90 ? “microlitter”/g i) 


Zubris, 2005   Syracuse (NY), USA   3x digested  
     (different treatments) 


n=2  - dispersion in water(1.0 g/ml) 
- pick(tweezers) of floating f  


polarizing microscope   4  j) 


 


a)  Counted fibres (length of 1 mm) were assigned as certainly synthetic, but the criteria for non-synthetic fibres (rough and ramified) does not include cellulosic fibres;  


b)  Sampling in autumn over 3 months, suspected particles were grouped in classes; few particles of each class were analysed with µFTIR and µRaman.  


c)  Most fibres suspected to be synthetic were too small for the FT IR analyses.   


d)  Treatment technologies not mentioned, the use of 0.3mm might loose smaller and straight fibre represent at least in the influent of this WWTP the same concentration (results 
of a former examination at this WWTP; Magnusson and Wahlberg, 2014)  


e)  Procedure with many mechanical steps for purification, but without degradation treatment.   


f)  Alkaline pre-treatment at elevated temp. (less suitable for PES fibres); The FPA FT IR analytical technique should encompass also smaller particles (<50 µm). ?  
Fibres were found but not reported due to probable, not-controlled contaminations.    
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g)  Sludge samples taken from centrifugation  (assumed solid content:  20 %);  only positive identified ptc are counted; without reporting their shape  (“polyester and PA identified 
in ¼ of all particles).  


h)  Most fibres were assessed as non-synthetic (destroying the fibre by attempt to photobleach the fluorescent dyes of the coloured fibres); size of microplastic particles: mainly 
0.02 – 0.1 mm (identified as PP and CA beads). 


i)  Suspected particles and fibres were denominated as “microlitter” and assumed to be of anthropogenic origin but are not further described (shape, size or 
composition).  
The basis for the reported value of 187 microlitter per gram sludge is most likely based on sludge with a solid content of 29 % and not on water free sludge. The 
analyses of the influents estimate a share of about 20 % as synthetic fibres.  


 j)  Type of fibre polymer not reported; presumably lower findings due to missing pre-treatment, extraction with water only, manual picking of visually found fibres with tweezers.  
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Pitch In to reduce microplastic loss 
from artificial pitches:


Guidelines for  
Pitch Users







Have you ever noticed the little black granules in your shoes and kit after a game of football on an artificial 
pitch? These black granules can get everywhere and are a regular sighting after using a 3G artificial 
pitch, but did you know that these little specks are usually made of rubber, and are classed as a type of 
microplastic? If they escape the pitch, these granules can find their way into the surrounding environment; 
into soil and water ways via drains in changing rooms, the home, the pitch surroundings. Once loose in the 
environment, microplastic can cause harm by being mistaken for food by wildlife and could even end up 
back on our dinner plates.


By following these simple steps, you can help to keep infill on the pitch, and reduce the environmental 
impact of your local field.


On the pitch
•	 Before leaving the pitch, check clothing, kit, including shoes, for rubber granules and leave what you can 


on the pitch by brushing yourself off before leaving. 


•	 If brushes are available, make sure you use them to dislodge the granules from your shoes and clothes


•	 If the official exit includes a stamp-off tray, please make sure you use it to shake off any excess rubber 
crumb. 


Off the pitch
•	 In the changing room, make sure to shake out your kit over the bin, rather than outdoors or over drains. 


•	 If washing you’re in charge of washing your kit, make sure to shake out kit over a bin before putting in 
the washing machine. 


•	 Don’t wash granules down the sink or shower. Don’t throw granules away outside.  
Instead, you could


	 •	 Collect granules and throw them in the waste bin


	 •	 Collect granules and return them to the football field.


Pitch In
•	 Do you think your pitch can do more to reduce microplastic loss? We have loads of ideas for how to do 


this in our GUIDE FOR PITCH OWNERS. Sign up to our Pitch In project to help us spread the word and 
encourage your pitch to do its bit for the environment.


•	 SIGN UP to our Pitch In community , let us know how you’re getting on and link up with other 
community groups who are helping to keep infill on the pitch.


Pitch In to reduce microplastic loss from artificial pitches:


Guidelines for Pitch Users
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