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"ECHA

EUROPEAN CHEMICALS AGENCY

General survey

{ Fields marked with * are mandatory.

1 Respondent background information

Before responding to the survey, please read the following documents (see links in the sidebar):

1. Guidance Document
2. Use Mapping

3. Privacy Statement

| have read and understood the information in the Guidance Document and Use Mapping.
| agree to the privacy policy as set out in the Privacy Statement.

*1.1 [@2.0] Select the EU language in which you will respond to the questions (the questions themselves will be
in English only).

English

*1.2 [@2.1] Which of the following best describes you or your affiliation?
Select Citizen/individual if you are responding in a personal capacity.
Select Organisation if you represent an organisation (e.g. company) or other official role.
© Citizen/Individual

@ Organisation

*1.3 [Q2.2] What type of organisation are you responding for?



) Government organisation

' Non-governmental organisation
@ Academic institution

@ Industry association

& Company

*1.4 [@2.3] What is the name of the organisation you are reporting for?

Text of 1 to 300 characters will be accepted

Conference of Fluoro-Chemical Product Japan

*1.5 [Q2.4] Please name a point of contact ECHA can contact if needed.
Text of 1 to 100 characters will be accepted
A point of contact is needed for seeking clarification or justification for the consultation responses if considered
necessary by SEAC.
For individual respondents, the contact’s name is always kept confidential.

*1.6 [@2.5] What is the email address for that contact point?

1.7 [Q2.6] If you submitted comments in the previous consultation on the Annex XV restriction proposal (Mar-
Sep 2023), please list the comment numbers (e.g. #1234, #5678).

300 character(s) maximum

#4149, #6567, #7483, #8456

*1.8 [@2.7] Is your organisation national or international?
Organisations having activities in several countries (in EEA or globally) should choose “international”.
@ National

) International

*1.9 [Q2.8] What country are you (or your organisation) based in?
Individuals should choose the country where they permanently reside.
Respondents representing organisations, such as companies, should select the country where the largest share of
their PFAS related activities occur.

Respondents representing other organisations may choose the country where the organisation is based in.

Japan (JP)

1.10 [@2.9] How many members does your association have?
Provide the number of member organisations (e.g. for industry associations), or individuals (e.g. for trade unions).
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2 General survey questions

Instructions

Please do not include links to particular websites or source literature in the response fields. For security
reasons, links to external sources will not be opened.
If you wish to cite a third-party source (e.g. research paper), you can reference it in the response field. This

allows SEAC to note the source and request it from you if necessary.

For more information, please see the Guidance document.

* 2.1 [@2.17] Choose all sectors that are relevant or covered by your responses in this general survey.
Minimum 1 selection(s)
Select the sector(s) for which you will provide information. You can choose PFAS manufacturing and 22 sectors (14
sectors covered by SEAC sector-specific evaluation and additional eight sectors identified in the Background
Document).
You can select as many sectors as you see fit. Information provided will apply to all selected sectors unless you
specify otherwise in your answers. If you prefer to do it so, you can submit one survey for each specific sector of use

your answers apply to.

If your use is not covered by any of the identified sectors, choose “other” and specify it in the next question.
[01] PFAS manufacturing

[02] Textiles, upholstery, leather, apparel and carpets (TULAC)
[03] Food contact materials (FCM) and packaging

[04] Metal plating and manufacture of metal products

[05] Consumer mixtures and miscellaneous consumer articles
[06] Cosmetics

[C] [07] Ski wax

[08] Applications of fluorinated gases



[09] Medical devices

[10] Transport

[11] Electronics and semiconductors
[12] Energy

[13] Construction products
[14] Lubricants

[15] Petroleum and mining
[16] Printing applications

[17] Sealing applications

[18] Machinery applications
[19] Other medical applications
[20] Military applications

[21] Explosives

[22] Technical Textiles

[23] Broader industrial uses

[24] Other sector

* 2.2 [Q2.18] Please provide a general description of the use(s) of PFAS (or alternatives) you are providing
comments on
Text of 1 to 2000 characters will be accepted
Briefly describe the use(s) of PFAS (or alternatives) in this sector(s).



PFAS (substances containing carbon-fluorine bonds, including fluoropolymers, perfluoropolyethers (PFPES)
and fluorinated gases) are used across many industries in Europe, in equipment, process media, mixtures and
articles. This comment addresses PFAS uses across sectors, with a particular focus on the eight additional
sectors as a central part of the discussion: printing, sealing, machinery, other medical, military, explosives,
technical textiles and broader industrial uses.

The need for PFAS in many applications is not simply about convenience; it reflects technical requirements
derived from fluorine’s distinctive physicochemical properties. Key functions include:

(1) exceptional chemical and thermal stability, supporting chemical resistance, low extractables and high purity;
(2) very low surface energy and interfacial control, enabling water/oil repellency, anti-soiling, low friction and
controlled wetting/cleaning and coating; and

(3) selective chemistry under high-energy conditions together with high dielectric strength and non-flammability,
supporting plasma processing, insulation and demanding thermal management.

These functions underpin safety, quality and reliability (e.g., sealing and pressure retention, contamination
control, filtration/separation, durability and long service life). Even where alternatives exist, substitution typically
requires redesign, qualification/certification and supply scaling.

Because SEAC’s detailed evaluation is limited for these eight additional sectors, proportionality should be
concluded only after completing an appropriate assessment that reflects socio-economic impacts, including
competitiveness. Where time-limited derogations are considered, a clear review clause is needed so that
transition periods and conditions can be revisited based on updated evidence on alternatives, supply,
qualification status and socio-economic impacts.

2.3 [@2.19] Please provide your comments on section 1.2. SEAC opinion
Text of 1 to 5000 characters will be accepted
Consult the SEAC draft opinion and provide your comments relevant to this specific section of the opinion.

2.4 [Q2.20] Please provide your comments on section 2.2. Summary of the opinion and 2.2.2. SEAC opinion
summary
Text of 1 to 5000 characters will be accepted
Consult the SEAC draft opinion and provide your comments relevant to this specific section of the opinion.

2.5 [@2.21] Please provide your comments on section 3.2. Justification that action is required on a Union-wide
level
Text of 1 to 5000 characters will be accepted
Consult the SEAC draft opinion and provide your comments relevant to this specific section of the opinion.



2.6 [@2.22] Please provide your comments on section 3.3.1 Availability and technical and economic feasibility
of alternatives
Text of 1 to 5000 characters will be accepted
Consult the SEAC draft opinion and provide your comments relevant to this specific section of the opinion.

SEAC'’s uniform transition timelines (e.g., 5 or 12 years under RO2) do not align with real-world lead times
typically required to develop, industrialise, and qualify new chemical materials as PFAS alternatives. Broadly
categorising “hard-to-substitute” uses risks underestimating the specific technical barriers of individual material
development and provides a limited basis for feasibility conclusions.

As a general industry-wide matter, commercialisation commonly requires:

(i) establishing new synthetic routes (3-5 years),

(i) developing purification and impurity-control methods (3-5 years),

(iii) designing/constructing/commissioning scale-up plants with heat-control and safety measures (4-5 years),
and

(iv) downstream validation, product qualification/reliability testing, and cost competitiveness verification (several
years).

Even with parallelisation, a safe and stable mass-production system generally requires at least 15 years, and
this assumes a best-case scenario where a suitable candidate already exists and a scale-up pathway is clear.
In many cases, discovery must start from zero. Because PFAS performance often derives from fluorine-specific
properties, fully reproducing equivalent stability and interfacial performance without fluorine can be extremely
difficult, and in some cases may not be achievable in principle. Therefore, substitution within a maximum 12-
year transition period is not realistically achievable in many cases given typical chemical-industry development
and qualification timelines.

2.7 [@2.23] Please provide your comments on section 3.4.1. Regulatory risk management options other than
restriction
Text of 1 to 5000 characters will be accepted
Consult the SEAC draft opinion and provide your comments relevant to this specific section of the opinion.

2.8 [@2.24] Please provide your comments on section 3.4.2.2.1. Socio-economic analysis: Approach
Text of 1 to 5000 characters will be accepted
Consult the SEAC draft opinion and provide your comments relevant to this specific section of the opinion.

2.9 [@2.25] Please provide your comments on section 3.4.2.2.2. Socio-economic analysis: Costs
Text of 1 to 5000 characters will be accepted

Consult the SEAC draft opinion and provide your comments relevant to this specific section of the opinion.

2.10 [Q2.26] Please provide your comments on section 3.4.2.2.3. Socio-economic analysis: Benefits



Text of 1 to 5000 characters will be accepted
Consult the SEAC draft opinion and provide your comments relevant to this specific section of the opinion.

2.11 [Q2.27] Please provide your comments on section 3.4.2.2.4. Socio-economic analysis: Other relevant
impacts
Text of 1 to 5000 characters will be accepted
Consult the SEAC draft opinion and provide your comments relevant to this specific section of the opinion.



This comment highlights other relevant socio-economic impacts of PFAS restriction and substitution, with cross-
cutting implications for occupational safety and health, environmental protection, supply chains, circular
economy outcomes, and industrial competitiveness.

1) New hazards and additional costs arising from substitution (risk of regrettable substitution)

Substituting PFAS with non-PFAS substances does not automatically reduce risks. Depending on material
properties and process conditions, alternative chemistries (e.g., more reactive molecular structures or other
halogenated substances) may introduce hazards that were not present or were less prominent when handling
PFAS, such as flammability, acute toxicity, self-decomposition, or equipment corrosion. This can create
significant additional burdens, including extensive new toxicity and environmental testing, as well as enhanced
safety measures across manufacturing, purification, filling, transport, storage and logistics (e.g., explosion-proof
equipment and emission/exhaust controls), resulting in added time and cost. A transition intended to reduce
environmental releases should not inadvertently increase direct risks to workers or the environment; such
outcomes would constitute regrettable substitution. SEAC should therefore explicitly assess hazard shifts of
alternatives and the associated incremental costs and operational burdens under “other impacts”.

2) Supply-chain disruption and cascading economic losses

Many advanced industries rely on highly optimized and interdependent global supply chains built around PFAS-
enabled performance (e.g., ultra-high purity, chemical resistance, and advanced interfacial control). If
restrictions or short transition timelines are applied before alternatives are sufficiently established, and before
redesign, qualification/certification, facility modifications, and stable supply are in place, existing supply chains
may become dysfunctional. This could lead to supply interruptions of critical inputs and components, production
stoppages, revised investment decisions, and delays in research and development, with broad downstream
and upstream losses. SEAC should treat supply-chain resilience and the risk of operational disruption as “other
relevant impacts” and ensure that derogation structures and transition periods reflect these realities.

3) Impacts on recycling and circular economy objectives

For some current PFAS uses, recycling and voluntary stewardship approaches are being explored. In contrast,
many alternatives are still under development. While embedding circular-economy principles (ease of collection,
separation, and recycling) into alternative design would be desirable, it may be difficult in applications where
PFAS deliver multiple high-level functions simultaneously. In practice, substitution could lead to more complex
formulations or composite materials, increasing the difficulty of collection, sorting and recycling. To align with
circular economy policy goals, it is necessary to assess which pathway is more realistic and effective:
strengthening management and circularity for current PFAS-containing systems, or pursuing substitution-led
redesign for circularity.

4) Competitiveness, investment, jobs, innovation and strategic industrial capacity (reflecting the ITRE report)
The European Parliament ITRE report “PFAS and their role as enablers in the competitiveness of European
industry” should be reflected in SEAC’s assessment of other relevant socio-economic impacts as evidence on
trade, competitiveness, investment, employment, innovation, supply-chain resilience and strategic industrial
capability. The report highlights key fluoropolymers and fluorinated gases used in strategic sectors such as
aerospace, defence, green energy and semiconductors, noting that substitution is often technically or
economically challenging, and that restriction scenarios could entail substantial economic losses, employment
impacts, and risks to Europe’s global competitiveness. These considerations are not external policy arguments;
they are within the scope of socio-economic analysis under REACH. SEAC should therefore explicitly evaluate
how the proposed restriction, its derogation structure and transition periods may affect the EEA’s industrial
base and strategic manufacturing capacity, supply-chain resilience, investment decisions, R&D and innovation,
and competitive conditions vis-a-vis third-country companies not subject to equivalent restrictions. SEAC
should also explain in its final opinion how these impacts were considered in the assessment of the proposed
restriction.



2.12 [Q2.28] Please provide your comments on section 3.4.2.2.5 Socio-economic analysis: Proportionality
Text of 1 to 5000 characters will be accepted
Consult the SEAC draft opinion and provide your comments relevant to this specific section of the opinion.

SEAC’s proportionality assessment should explicitly address two interrelated issues: (i) detailed SEAC
evaluation is not yet complete for the eight additional sectors added in the Background Document, and (ii)
PFAS can act as enabling materials that support the competitiveness of European industry.

The eight additional sectors are printing, sealing, machinery, other medical, military, explosives, technical
textiles, and broader industrial uses. In particular, sealing, machinery, technical textiles and broader industrial
uses are cross-cutting foundational uses embedded in complex products and industrial systems, supporting
functions such as leak prevention, pressure retention, contamination control, chemical/thermal resistance, low
friction, filtration and process integrity.

In such uses, socio-economic importance is not proportional to PFAS tonnage. Proportionality cannot be shown
merely by whether alternatives could exist in principle; it depends on whether alternatives are technically
feasible and economically viable, can be qualified/certified or approved where needed, are available at
sufficient scale, fit existing equipment and supply chains, and maintain safety and performance over the
relevant service life.

The ITRE report provides relevant socio-economic evidence: in strategic sectors (e.g., aerospace, defence,
green energy, semiconductors) substitution is often technically or economically challenging and restriction
scenarios may cause significant impacts on investment, jobs and competitiveness—elements within REACH
socio-economic analysis.

Until detailed assessment of alternatives and socio-economic impacts is completed, SEAC should not conclude
that broad bans or only short time-limited derogations are proportionate for these foundational uses. SEAC
should clarify who will complete the additional-sector evaluations, through which process and by when, and how
competitiveness, investment and supply-chain resilience will be considered.

In the interim, a more proportionate approach is to maintain or recommend conditional transitional measures
(including time-limited or conditional derogations, as appropriate) combining, as needed, reporting, use
identification, supply-chain documentation, emission controls and site-specific PFAS management plans.
Where time-limited derogations are adopted, a review clause/review mechanism should be included as a
safeguard to reassess in light of progress on alternatives and socio-economic impacts; this does not imply
acceptance of any specific 5- or 12-year derogation periods, nor a trade-off for accepting time limits.

Regarding RO3 (continued use under controlled conditions), the currently discussed condition of “at least five-
yearly assessments of alternatives (and reporting of progress)” risks misalignment with chemical-material
commercialization cycles. For high-purity materials, moving from basic research to safe scaled manufacturing
can take 15+ years; repeated proof and reporting every five years is unlikely to provide meaningful, high-
confidence judgments and can consume scarce expert and test resources. It can also amplify chilling effects on
R&D and plant investment by increasing legal uncertainty if a five-yearly review could trigger an immediate ban.

If RO3 includes substitution-progress requirements, they should be redesigned into a longer-term, stable and
risk-based scheme aligned with realistic development milestones, with additional information requests triggered
where appropriate. This can maintain the objective of minimizing emissions while reducing regulatory
uncertainty and excessive administrative burden, and preserving critical industrial functions during the transition.



2.13 [Q2.29] Please provide your comments on section 3.4.2.3. Practicality, including enforceability
Text of 1 to 5000 characters will be accepted
Consult the SEAC draft opinion and provide your comments relevant to this specific section of the opinion.
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To ensure practicability and enforceability—especially under RO3 (continued use under controlled conditions)—
we have concerns about (i) the proposed requirement for ‘at least every 5 years’ alternative assessment and
progress reporting, and (ii) the design and cost of analysis/monitoring obligations. Misalignment with industrial
development cycles and measurement practice may reduce compliance and hinder an orderly transition.

1) ‘At least five-yearly’ alternative assessment/progress reporting

For many high-purity and high-performance materials, developing and commercialising a new substance often
requires long lead times, commonly ~15+ years from early research to a safe, stable and quality-assured
mass-production system. Within such a long R&D cycle, a uniform five-year reassessment interval is unlikely to
provide high-confidence evidence of feasibility or progress, because progress is often non-linear and
milestone-driven.

Demonstrating feasibility (or continued infeasibility) is resource-intensive and typically requires updates of: (a)
performance testing on actual equipment across the supply chain; (b) toxicological, environmental and worker
safety evaluations; and (c) process safety studies and basic engineering work for scale-up. Requiring these
packages to be refreshed and substantiated at least every five years forces repeated testing and
documentation, consuming scarce specialist time and limited test capacity that would otherwise be used for
innovation.

Frequent reviews also reduce investment predictability. Industrialisation needs major CAPEX and long
payback, and customers often require multi-year qualification data. If PFAS use could be curtailed once
substitution is deemed possible at a five-year checkpoint, uncertainty increases and may chill both R&D and
scale-up investment. A longer and more stable framework—differentiated by use and technology maturity—
would be more realistic (e.g., milestone-based reporting and/or risk-proportionate update triggers), rather than a
uniform five-year cycle.

2) Analysis/monitoring obligations: costs and feasibility cannot be assessed without standardised methods
Without standardised methods, required equipment, laboratory capacity, QA/QC systems, training, sampling,
data management and running costs cannot be estimated. If advanced techniques such as LC-MS/MS are
mandatory as a minimum, both capital and running costs will be high and may be disproportionate for SMEs.

Meaningful input on implementability is also difficult unless core parameters are defined: what is monitored (the
substances used vs. degradation/transformation products), monitoring frequency and sampling protocol,
analytical performance requirements (e.g., detection limits), and scope/matrices (e.g., air, soil, groundwater,
wastewater). Because compounds, sites and emission pathways vary widely, it is uncertain whether
one-size-fits-all guidance will work in practice. If standards are not harmonised, results may not be comparable
across sites or Member States, undermining enforceability.

3) Practical improvements

Uses should be subdivided to a level where the relevant compound(s) and monitoring targets can be identified;
where necessary, the proposal could be split into more targeted parts with tailored requirements. Monitoring
/reporting obligations should specify targets, frequency, method, matrices and performance criteria up front and
be designed to be proportionate and workable (e.g., phased implementation, prioritisation, appropriate
transition periods and SME-appropriate simplifications). Reporting should focus on decision-relevant changes
and avoid repeated re-submission of largely unchanged evidence.

For these reasons, both the five-yearly assessment/reporting requirement under RO3 and the analysis
/monitoring obligations should be further specified and reconsidered to ensure they are practicable,
enforceable, and aligned with real-world development and measurement practices.

11



2.14 [Q2.30] Please provide your comments on section 3.4.2.4. Monitorability
Text of 1 to 5000 characters will be accepted

Consult the SEAC draft opinion and provide your comments relevant to this specific section of the opinion.

2.15 [Q2.31] Please provide your comments on section 3.4.3.2.1. Conclusion whether the suggested
restriction is the most appropriate EU-wide measure: (i) PFAS definition

Text of 1 to 1000 characters will be accepted
Consult the SEAC draft opinion and provide your comments relevant to this specific section of the opinion.

2.16 [Q2.32] Please provide your comments on section 3.4.3.2.1 Conclusion whether the suggested
restriction is the most appropriate EU-wide measure: (ii) Exclusion of PFAS from the scope

Text of 1 to 1000 characters will be accepted
Consult the SEAC draft opinion and provide your comments relevant to this specific section of the opinion.

2.17 [Q2.33] Please provide your comments on section 3.4.3.2.2 Conclusion whether the suggested
restriction is the most appropriate EU-wide measure: Scope of the proposed restriction

Text of 1 to 1000 characters will be accepted
Consult the SEAC draft opinion and provide your comments relevant to this specific section of the opinion.

2.18 [Q2.34] Please provide your comments on section 3.4.3.2.3. Conclusion whether the suggested
restriction is the most appropriate EU-wide measure: Concentration limits

Text of 1 to 1000 characters will be accepted
Consult the SEAC draft opinion and provide your comments relevant to this specific section of the opinion.

2.19 [Q2.35] Please provide your comments on section 3.4.3.2.4. Conclusion whether the suggested
restriction is the most appropriate EU-wide measure: General 18-month transition period

Text of 1 to 1000 characters will be accepted
Consult the SEAC draft opinion and provide your comments relevant to this specific section of the opinion.

12



We express serious concerns about the uniform 18-month transition period, which does not reflect the realities
of the chemical and materials industry. Transition periods work only where technically and economically
feasible alternatives are already available in sufficient quantities and downstream users can switch processes
smoothly. Many PFAS uses underpinning advanced industries are extremely difficult to substitute due to
physicochemical limits. Even if a candidate exists, moving from research to commercialisation (safe mass
production and downstream qualification) typically requires 15+ years. Starting a uniform countdown and
applying RO1/RO2 to uses with no foreseeable substitute risks supply interruptions of critical components and
wider economic disruption in Europe. For such uses, RO3—continued use without a fixed end date, conditional
on robust containment and emission-minimisation measures—is the most realistic and effective approach.

2.20 [Q2.36] Please provide your comments on section 3.4.3.2.5. Conclusion whether the suggested
restriction is the most appropriate EU-wide measure: Derogations

Text of 1 to 5000 characters will be accepted
Consult the SEAC draft opinion and provide your comments relevant to this specific section of the opinion.

13



In this restriction proposal, SEAC suggests applying time-limited, sector/use-specific derogations (RO2),
typically 5 or 12 years, when it considers that establishing alternatives will take time, with the expectation of
moving to a full restriction after the derogation period. However, if this framework is implemented as currently
conceived, there are material concerns regarding proportionality and practicality in light of real-world innovation
cycles, supply-chain interdependencies, and investment dynamics.

First, the rationale for allocating 5 versus 12 years is not sufficiently transparent at the level of specific technical
barriers and commercialization realities (R&D, scale-up, qualification, customer approval, certification
/regulatory approval, capital investment, and securing reliable supply). For complex products, many
components and processes are tightly integrated; if different derogation periods apply to different inputs for the
same end product, the supply chain is constrained by the shortest deadline. A single component facing an
earlier phase-out can prevent assembly of the final product, rendering longer derogations for other components
ineffective and triggering cascading disruption. Moreover, even where candidate alternatives already exist, end-
to-end development and implementation can require long lead times, and where alternatives must be identified
from scratch, equivalent performance may not be achievable. Imposing a phase-out deadline where feasibility is
not assured risks predictable supply discontinuities and irreversible economic damage to essential industries.

Second, time-limited derogations can create a chilling effect on investment. Developing and scaling next-
generation materials often requires major R&D and plant investment with long payback horizons. If companies
face high legal uncertainty that a product will be forced out of the market at the end of a fixed derogation period,
they may be unable to justify the necessary investments, which can slow or freeze the very innovation needed
for substitution. This risk is particularly acute for strategic industrial uses, complex products, and the additional
eight sectors for which SEAC’s detailed sector evaluations are not yet complete.

Against this background, SEAC should state more clearly in its final opinion whether time-limited derogations
require a review clause or review mechanism, and should advise decision makers on appropriate triggers and
criteria. General statements that the Commission can review the restriction at any time based on new scientific
information do not provide sufficient predictability for sectors where substitution depends on long development,
qualification, approvals, investment, and supply-chain preparation. A review clause does not weaken the
restriction; it is a safeguard to maintain pressure to substitute while avoiding disproportionate impacts if, despite
good-faith efforts, technically and economically feasible, safer and sufficiently available alternatives are not in
place by the derogation end date.

At a minimum, the review should occur sufficiently ahead of the relevant derogation expiry and consider: (1)
availability and technical/economic feasibility of alternatives; (2) safety and overall risk profile of alternatives; (3)
time needed for qualification, certification and regulatory approvals; (4) supply-chain readiness and market
supply volumes; (5) socio-economic impacts of cessation; (6) impacts on investment and strategic industrial
capacity; and (7) effectiveness of emission-minimisation measures during continued use.

In addition, for uses where substitution prospects remain uncertain, SEAC should not rely solely on RO2 time
limits but should explicitly consider an RO3-type approach: continued use under enforceable conditions that
minimise emissions (e.g., abatement equipment such as scrubbers, closed systems, monitoring and
management measures). A structured review mechanism together with well-defined, controlled-use options can
preserve the objective of reducing PFAS emissions while lowering regulatory uncertainty and supporting
industrial continuity, investment and innovation.

2.21 [Q2.37] Please provide your comments on section 3.4.3.2.6.1. Conclusion whether the suggested
restriction is the most appropriate EU-wide measure: Reporting requirements
Text of 1 to 1000 characters will be accepted



Consult the SEAC draft opinion and provide your comments relevant to this specific section of the opinion.

The reporting requirement should be refined to ensure practicality, data quality, CBI protection and consistency
with EU competition-law principles. Importers and upstream suppliers often lack reliable knowledge of the
precise downstream use, final article, customer-specific process, certification status or applicable derogation.
Such information may reveal customers' product design, know-how, strategic markets, quantities, supply ties,
or defence, medical or semiconductor applications. Requiring upstream actors to determine and report exact
downstream derogation categories could create administrative burden, CBI conflicts, inaccurate reporting and
unnecessary circulation of sensitive commercial information. SEAC should therefore consider a proportionate
reporting design that avoids excess burdens at every supply-chain stage, while ensuring that information
needed to monitor derogated uses is accurate, practical to collect, protective of CBI and limited to what is
necessary.

2.22 [Q2.38] Please give an indication of the costs related to the reporting requirements.
Consult the SEAC draft opinion section 3.4.3.2.6.1. Conclusion whether the suggested restriction is the most
appropriate EU-wide measure: Reporting requirements.

Provide an estimate of the magnitude of the costs for the implementation of the reporting requirements, from very low
when the impacts are estimated to be insignificant to very high when they may result in a decision to discontinue your
business activities.

© Very low or none
O Low

) Moderate

© High

) Very high

' 1 do not know

2.23 [Q2.39] Please provide your comments on section 3.4.3.2.6.2. Conclusion whether the suggested
restriction is the most appropriate EU-wide measure: Site-specific PFAS management plan
Text of 1 to 1000 characters will be accepted

Consult the SEAC draft opinion and provide your comments relevant to this specific section of the opinion.

2.24 [Q2.40] Please give an indication of the costs related to the implementation of a site-specific PFAS
management plan
Consult the SEAC draft opinion, section 3.4.3.2.6.2. Conclusion whether the suggested restriction is the most
appropriate EU-wide measure: Site-specific PFAS management plan.

Provide an estimate of the costs for monitoring of emissions at industrial sites. Use the scale from very low (minimal
impact) to very high (may result in a decision to discontinue business activities).

© Very low or none

O Low

) Moderate
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© High
© Very high

) 1 do not know

2.25 [Q2.41] Please give an indication of the costs related to monitoring of PFAS emissions at industrial sites
Consult the SEAC draft opinion, section 3.4.3.2.6.2. Conclusion whether the suggested restriction is the most
appropriate EU-wide measure: Site-specific PFAS management plan.

Provide an estimate of the costs for monitoring of emissions at industrial sites. Use the scale from very low (minimal
impact) to very high (may result in a decision to discontinue business activities).
© Very low or none

) Low

) Moderate
© High
) Very high

' 1 do not know

2.26 [Q2.42] Please provide your comments on section 3.4.3.2.6.3. Conclusion whether the suggested
restriction is the most appropriate EU-wide measure: Additional conditions considered by RAC

Text of 1 to 1000 characters will be accepted
Consult the SEAC draft opinion and provide your comments relevant to this specific section of the opinion.

2.27 [Q2.43] Please give an indication of the costs related to the additional conditions considered by RAC
Consult the SEAC draft opinion, section 3.4.3.2.6.3. Conclusion whether the suggested restriction is the most
appropriate EU-wide measure: Additional conditions considered by RAC.

Provide an estimate of the costs for implementing these conditions. Use the scale from very low (minimal impact) to
very high (may result in a decision to discontinue business activities).

© Very low or none

2.28 [Q2.44] Please provide your comments on section 3.4.3.2.7. Conclusion whether the suggested

restriction is the most appropriate EU-wide measure: Interaction with other relevant legislation
Text of 1 to 1000 characters will be accepted

Consult the SEAC draft opinion and provide your comments relevant to this specific section of the opinion.
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We understand the intention to address risks that may not be fully covered under other legislation and to seek
overall coherence. In practice, however, the proposed measures appear to operate as an additional “overlay”
on top of existing regulatory frameworks.

SEAC also notes that restrictions can be revisited if new scientific evidence emerges. In that light, it would be
more consistent to exclude aspects already regulated under other legislation from the scope here, and—where
adjustments are needed—pursue them through revisions of the relevant existing frameworks. This would avoid
duplicative requirements, enable a faster and clearer regulatory debate than attempting to reconcile overlapping
regimes case by case, and could ultimately increase the net benefits by enabling timely and focused risk
management.

2.29 [Q2.45] Please provide your comments on section 3.5.2. Uncertainties evaluated by SEAC
Text of 1 to 5000 characters will be accepted
Consult the SEAC draft opinion and provide your comments relevant to this specific section of the opinion.

1) SEAC’s current premise

SEAC notes that uncertainties remain regarding the technical and economic feasibility of substituting PFAS
with non-PFAS substances for certain uses, and therefore promotes a staged transition through time-limited
measures such as RO2.

2) Why many “uncertainties” are in fact objective constraints

From the viewpoint of advanced chemical materials development, many factors labelled as “uncertainties”
should be treated as objective physicochemical and industrial constraints, not merely information gaps.

First, PFAS provide unique combinations of performance (e.g., exceptional stability and extreme interfacial
properties) that are extremely difficult to reproduce with other elements.

Second, even if a candidate alternative were identified, moving from basic research to a safe, stable,
quality-assured mass-production system typically requires long lead times (often at least ~15 years) and
substantial plant investment. This already assumes a best-case scenario where a viable candidate exists. In
many cases, development must start from zero, and it cannot be excluded that an equivalent alternative will not
be found—or may not exist in principle for certain performance envelopes.

Third, forced substitution can increase occupational safety and health risks. Replacing relatively stable PFAS
with more reactive alternatives can introduce or amplify hazards (e.g., flammability, acute toxicity, instability),
requiring extensive new testing and additional safety-engineering measures; the associated time and cost
burdens are inherent to introducing new chemistries.

If these constraints are treated as “uncertainty” and restrictions proceed under uniform deadlines (RO2) without
a scientifically foreseeable substitution timeline, European industry risks compounding disadvantages.
Deadlines misaligned with real lead times and safety-assurance needs can chill private investment in
next-generation materials and scale-up. Supply interruptions at the derogation end-date may fragment supply
chains and trigger shutdowns in critical downstream industries, causing major socio-economic losses.

3) Structural uncertainty from mixing substance-based restriction with use-based exemptions

Combining a substance-group restriction (PFAS) with use-based exemptions/derogations can create
misaligned assessment axes. If use-mapping is incomplete, impacts may spill over to uses where PFAS
presence is not fully recognised, generating unexpected costs; complex supply chains make the full impact hard
to predict.

Where the same compound is used across both exempted and restricted uses, viability for producing or
importing that compound may be undermined by restrictions in the non-exempt segment. If supply becomes
uneconomic, raw-material availability for exempted uses may also collapse. Exemptions could then fail in
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practice, producing a de facto RO1 for certain value chains. In strategically important sectors, weakened EU
supply capacity could raise import dependence and economic-security vulnerabilities.

4) Proposals to reduce uncertainty and avoid unintended harms

To minimise emissions while avoiding major contradictions and disproportionate costs, we propose:

(1) For uses with no foreseeable substitution pathway, apply RO3 (continued use without a fixed end date)
conditional on stringent emission control and containment (e.g., closed systems, abatement such as scrubbers,
and ongoing monitoring), rather than time-limited bans under RO2.

(2) If decisions are made on a use basis, subdivide uses to a granularity that allows the relevant compound(s)
and supply relationships to be identified, and where necessary split the regulatory proposal accordingly. Greater
granularity can also facilitate consistency with other regulatory frameworks and enable prioritisation of uses that
are hard to manage or offer the largest emission-reduction potential.

(3) Where exemptions are contemplated, test their real-world effectiveness by validating continuity of supply
(including commercial viability of feedstock supply for exempt uses) across the full supply chain.

In conclusion, many items labelled as “uncertainties” should be treated as established constraints. A realistic
and sustainable approach requires ROS for non-substitutable uses, greater use granularity, and verification that
exemptions can function in practice.

3 Confidentiality and submission

3.1 [Q2.46] Indicate each section for which your response contains confidential information.
Select all the questions for which you consider your responses confidential. The options below include all questions in

the survey.

] Respondent background information

[Tl General survey questions

Useful links

Guidance Document (https://echa.europa.eu/documents/10162/17091/upfas-seac-do_consultation guidance-for-
respondents_en.pdf/68d5b13b-d7d6-f14b-2c3e-9b3c07¢98113?t=1765956675386 )

Use Mapping (https://echa.europa.eu/documents/10162/17091/pfas_use-
mapping_annex_to_guidance for respondents en.pdf/e242dcf0-0aab-2619-234e-09445bb181¢57?
t=1765893415372)

Background Documents

Privacy Statement

Contact
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