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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

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

[C] [04] Metal plating and manufacture of metal products

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

[C] [07] Ski wax

["] [08] Applications of fluorinated gases



[C] [09] Medical devices

[C] [10] Transport

[”] [11] Electronics and semiconductors
[T [12] Energy

[C] [13] Construction products

[C] [14] Lubricants

[C] [15] Petroleum and mining

[C] [16] Printing applications

[C] [17] Sealing applications

[”] [18] Machinery applications

[C] [19] Other medical applications
[C] [20] Military applications

[C] [21] Explosives

[C1' [22] Technical Textiles

[T [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).

As an industry association of Japanese fluorinated product manufacturers, we supply key materials to strategic
sectors essential to Europe’s green and digital transition, including semiconductors, automotive, medical
devices, and renewable energy (hydrogen and lithium-ion batteries). In these applications, PFAS possess a
unigue combination of properties such as chemical resistance, heat resistance, and low friction, and there are
currently no practical alternatives available.



2.3 [Q2.19] 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.

1. General Comment: Incompleteness of the Socio-Economic Assessment in the SEAC Opinion Summary

The summary concludes that the proposed restriction is socio-economically proportional. However, the
underlying analysis relies heavily on limited indicators such as direct substitution costs and known market data.
It insufficiently accounts for cascading impacts across global supply chains and the long-term damage to
Europe’s declared goal of “strategic autonomy.” Under these circumstances, the summary cannot be
considered a fully balanced or fair assessment.

2. Reassessment of “Invisible Losses” at the End of the Supply Chain

The current SEAC evaluation primarily focuses on the direct market value of PFAS and substitution costs for
major downstream users. In reality, the situation involves far more complex interdependencies.

First, there is an underestimation of ripple effects. Advanced fluorinated materials, including those supplied by
the Japanese chemical industry pass through multi-layered supply chains and ultimately become critical, highly
specialized components in European semiconductor manufacturing equipment, medical devices, and energy
infrastructure. The absence of such components can lead to system-wide malfunctions or downtime, generating
secondary economic impacts that extend far beyond the scope of current socio-economic assessments.

Second, there is a risk to strategic autonomy. As highlighted in the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) 2025
report, PFAS provide irreplaceable properties across a wide range of applications. The SEAC summary does
not adequately reflect the risks of supply chain vulnerability in these strategically important sectors. This
omission could lead to decisions that ultimately undermine the resilience of the European economy.

3. Effective Emission Control and Soil Protection from a Manufacturer’s Perspective

The primary pathways through which PFAS are released into the environment and ultimately reach the soil are
emissions to water and air during manufacturing and processing. Responsible manufacturers properly treat
waste generated from production processes as industrial waste in accordance with relevant EU and national
regulations, thereby preventing direct contamination of soil.

Therefore, strict control and monitoring of emissions to water and air represent the most effective approach to
managing overall environmental risk. Even without imposing blanket usage restrictions, environmental impacts
can be minimized by ensuring rigorous emission management at the manufacturing stage, in line with the
“Responsible Manufacturing” principles advocated by the European industry group FPG. However, it should be
noted that this is a voluntary emission management measure limited to EEA.

4. Insufficient Consideration of Circular Economy and Alternative Regulatory Options

The SEAC summary does not sufficiently consider regulatory management options (RMOs) other than
restriction.

Recycling and recovery schemes are already being established for substances such as F-gases and certain
fluoropolymers, enabling circular use. Applying uniform restrictions to materials that can be effectively managed
within closed-loop systems runs counter to the EU’s circular economy objectives.

Furthermore, there is a lack of proportionality. Before adopting a ban—an option with significant socio-
economic consequences—SEAC should reflect the potential of less disruptive yet effective measures, such as



emission limits and certification systems, in reducing risks.
5. Conclusion
The SEAC conclusion in Section 2.2 should be reconsidered in three key respects:

Expanding the scope of assessment to include not only direct costs but also the loss of added value across
European industries resulting from supply chain disruptions.

Evaluating practical risk mitigation measures based on responsible manufacturing practices and emission
control via water and air.

Redefining strategic autonomy by incorporating perspectives on security and industrial base resilience, as
highlighted in the 2025 DoD report, into the core of socio-economic analysis.

We strongly urge SEAC to develop a balanced final opinion that reflects the realities of global industry and long-
term strategic considerations, rather than relying on conclusions based on limited data.

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.

1. General Comment: Questioning the Justification of a Blanket Regulation

PFAS comprise a broad group of thousands of substances with diverse chemical structures and
physicochemical properties. Their environmental risks, impacts on human health, and societal benefits vary
significantly. The current proposal appears to prioritize the blanket elimination of an entire group of substances
rather than adopting a risk-based management approach. From the perspectives outlined below, its justification
cannot be considered sufficient.

2. Voluntary Emission Management by Industry

The chemical industry operating in Europe has already implemented advanced voluntary initiatives to minimize
emissions from manufacturing processes and has accelerated investment in emission management
technologies. In addition, with regard to emission management, industry-led voluntary initiatives have already
been publicly announced in Europe, and a certain track record has been established.

However, in assessing the socio-economic costs of a blanket restriction, SEAC appears to underestimate the
extent to which these existing management measures are effectively functioning in practice. As a result, the
necessity of the proposed regulation may be overstated. Therefore, regulatory design should be based on a
realistic framework that fully takes into account the achievements of these industry-led voluntary initiatives.

3. Excessive Scope and Challenges in Understanding Actual Conditions



The definition of PFAS covered by the proposed restriction is extremely broad. This not only creates practical
confusion but also highlights the current lack of sufficient understanding needed to justify such regulation.

Within global supply chains, including those involving the Japanese chemical industry, identifying all PFAS that
may be present even in trace amounts and accurately quantifying emissions would require enormous time and
resources.

Among the thousands of substances concerned, standardized analytical methods have been established for
only a limited number. Concluding that “action across Europe is necessary” while including substances for
which monitoring is not even feasible lacks scientific objectivity.

Introducing regulation without an adequate understanding of actual conditions risks unintended disruptions to
supply chains and may undermine the strategic autonomy of key European industries such as semiconductors,
energy, healthcare, and mobility.

4. Transition from Blanket Regulation to Risk-Based Management

Treating all PFAS as a single category may lead to the unjustified exclusion of substances such as polymers of
low concern (PLC), which are highly stable and exhibit extremely low mobility and bioaccumulation potential.

Justification based on substance characteristics: While measures addressing specific PFAS with high mobility
and persistence may be warranted, applying the same regulatory logic to high-molecular-weight substances
such as fluoropolymers lacks scientific justification.

Under the principle of proportionality in EU law, the least restrictive means should be chosen to achieve
regulatory objectives such as emission reduction. The current broad restriction proposal does not sufficiently
consider less restrictive yet effective alternatives, such as voluntary management or use-specific controls, and
can therefore be regarded as disproportionate.

5. Conclusion

The claim that “action across Europe is necessary” cannot be considered adequately justified under the current
broad scope of the proposal.

It is essential to reassess the effectiveness of industry-led initiatives and state-of-the-art emission control
technologies and incorporate them as a regulatory baseline. The definition of target substances should be
refined to focus on those with clearly identified environmental risks. Sufficient time should be allowed for
practical monitoring and the evaluation of alternatives, and instead of imposing a uniform ban, a phased and
realistic management framework should be developed.

While the Japanese chemical industry supports the objective of environmental protection, it has serious
concerns that the current restriction proposal—lacking sufficient scientific basis and practical feasibility—could
have significant adverse impacts on both the European and global economy, as well as on technological
innovation. We strongly urge SEAC to make a more balanced and realistic judgment based on concrete data
from industry.

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.

1. General Comment: Questioning the “True Substitutability” in Strategic Sectors

The assumed “availability of alternatives” in the proposed restriction does not reflect the extremely demanding
performance requirements and practical realities of strategic sectors such as semiconductors, energy,
healthcare, and mobility.

The latest report published by the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) in July 2025, “Update on PFAS Critical
Uses,” reaffirms—based on updated assessments—that no existing materials can replicate the unique
combination of physicochemical properties provided by PFAS (e.g., chemical stability, heat resistance, low
friction, and advanced insulation). The Japanese chemical industry supports this view and concerns that forcing
substitution in Europe could severely compromise product safety and performance, ultimately undermining
Europe’s environmental objectives.

2. Technical Basis for Non-Substitutability Based on the 2025 DoD Report

The 2025 DoD report identifies specific applications where PFAS are deemed critical and explains, from a
chemical standpoint, why they are irreplaceable.

(1) Absence of “Drop-in Alternatives”

According to the DoD’s latest evaluation, no materials have been identified that can directly replace PFAS in
applications such as missiles, aerospace, combat vehicles, communication systems, and the semiconductor
manufacturing processes that support them.

Even if certain materials can replicate individual properties (e.g., water repellency or lubricity), none can match
PFAS’ ability to maintain multiple extreme properties simultaneously. Substitution would significantly reduce
system reliability and increase the risk of critical failure.

(2) Negative Impact on Energy Efficiency and Green Transition Goals
As indicated in the DoD report, substitution often leads to reduced performance, increased weight, and
decreased durability. Applied to Europe’s clean energy strategy, this implies:

Hydrogen energy: Eliminating fluoropolymers from electrolysis membranes and fuel cells would significantly
reduce energy conversion efficiency, making the hydrogen economy physically unviable.

Electric vehicles (EVs): Loss of critical properties in battery binders and sealing materials would reduce driving
range, lower charging efficiency, and compromise fire safety.

Forcing substitution with inferior performance would act as a counterproductive measure, hindering Europe’s
decarbonization (GX) goals.

(3) Supply Chain Vulnerability and “Single Points of Failure”

The DoD highlights that restricting certain PFAS could create “single points of failure” in supply chains.

If regulations are implemented without viable alternatives, key material suppliers may withdraw from the market
or halt production, making it impossible to procure essential components for semiconductors and energy
infrastructure. This would fundamentally undermine Europe’s strategic autonomy.

3. Lack of Economic Validity in the Socio-Economic Assessment (SEA)

The proposal underestimates the economic costs associated with substitution.

Extensive redesign and validation costs: As noted by the DoD, material substitution is not a simple replacement.



It requires system redesign, long-term durability testing, and re-certification, taking years or even decades and
incurring enormous costs.

Economic losses due to reduced product lifespan: Using less durable alternatives increases maintenance costs
and waste generation, contradicting the principles of a circular economy.

4. Conclusion: Need for Adequate Time for Scientific and Practical Validation
The “availability of alternatives” asserted in Section 3.3.1 remains a theoretical assumption and is not
supported by empirical evidence from industry or defense-level assessments such as the 2025 DoD report.

Therefore, it is considered important to note:

Incorporate the DoD definition of “Critical Uses”: Recognize strategically important applications identified in the
2025 DoD report as non-substitutable and exempt them from restrictions (derogations).

Reassess negative impacts on GX goals: Accurately evaluate how reduced energy efficiency due to lack of
alternatives would affect Europe’s emission reduction targets.

Provide long-term or indefinite transition periods: Instead of imposing blanket restrictions based on uncertain
assumptions, allow continued use of PFAS in strategic sectors until viable alternatives are fully established and
validated.

The Japanese chemical industry supports the balance between environmental protection and economic
development but opposes excessive regulation that contradicts scientific evidence and compromises security
and decarbonization goals.

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.



1. General Comment: Proposal for a Multi-Layered, Risk-Based Management Approach

With regard to risk management options (RMOs), it should be noted that if their design is not grounded in actual
conditions and fails to adequately reflect the effectiveness of emission controls and the technical feasibility at
the operational level, they may in practice result in outcomes equivalent to a de facto blanket ban.

Therefore, in designing the regulatory framework, it is essential to take into account the accumulated
achievements and technical expertise of industry in emission management, as well as the practical progress
made in initiatives such as the recovery and recycling of F-gases and fluoropolymers, and to establish a
framework that ensures both effectiveness and feasibility.

2. Proper Evaluation and Use of Existing Emission Management Achievements

The fluorochemical industry in Europe and globally has already continued for many years to improve
technologies aimed at minimizing emissions into the environment.

Implementation of emission reduction technologies: At many manufacturing sites, wastewater treatment and
exhaust gas filtration systems have already been introduced, and unintended releases into the environment
have been reduced to extremely low levels. Standardizing such effective existing management schemes would
be a rational alternative to a blanket ban, achieving comparable environmental protection benefits while
imposing lower social costs.

3. Promotion of Circular Economy Through Recovery and Recycling of F-gases and Fluoropolymers

In light of Europe’s commitment to the circular economy, priority should be given not to banning the use of
substances, but to lifecycle management.

Establishment of recovery and recycling systems: For F-gases, such as refrigerants, and certain
fluoropolymers, technologies and networks for the collection, purification, and reuse of used materials are
already being established. Regulatory design that promotes such closed-loop systems is the key to reducing
environmental burdens while maintaining industrial competitiveness.

2.8 [Q2.24] 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.



Applying emission controls to all PFAS would increase the required environmental investment and undermine
socio-economic viability. The fundamental assumption that all PFAS pose the same level of risk is flawed.
Excessive investment based on the incorrect premise of addressing substances for which risk assessment has
not been properly established would erode companies’ market competitiveness and ultimately impair the socio-
economic role of manufacturers.

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.

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.

It is inconsistent with the principle of proportionality and lacks a solid legal basis to keep the additional eight
sectors within the scope of a blanket restriction by merely granting transitional periods, despite the absence of
individual assessments.

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.

As noted in Section 2.21 on enforceability in the EU, the definition of PFAS covered by the proposed restriction
is extremely broad. It not only creates practical confusion but also indicates that the necessary understanding of
actual conditions to justify such regulation has not been sufficiently established. Within global supply chains,
including the Japanese chemical industry, identifying all PFAS that may be present even in trace amounts and
accurately quantifying their emissions would require enormous time and resources. Among the thousands of
substances concerned, only a limited number have established standard analytical methods.

From a technical enforcement perspective, there are significant limitations in the recovery and recycling of F-
gases. From the standpoint of Europe’s circular economy and economic security, F-gas recovery and recycling
are critically important. However, the strict threshold requirements in the proposed restriction disregard current
physicochemical limitations and give rise to the following enforcement challenges.

Technical difficulty of 100% separation:

Recovered F-gases are often composed of mixtures of multiple components. Completely separating “PFAS
components” from “non-PFAS components” is technically extremely difficult. In particular, removing impurities
at the ppb (parts per billion) level requires substantial energy consumption and advanced precision distillation
or adsorption processes.

Physicochemical constraints (e.g., azeotropes):

In some cases, PFAS and non-PFAS components have very similar boiling points or form azeotropic mixtures,
making complete separation thermodynamically impossible. Ignoring these limitations and imposing a blanket
ban or extremely low thresholds would effectively halt F-gas recovery and recycling activities in Europe and



render enforcement impractical.

Furthermore, there is an issue of inconsistency with the international quality standard “AHRI 700.” In the F-gas
supply chain, quality and purity are managed based on the internationally recognized standard AHRI 700-2019.

Existing industry practices:

The AHRI 700 standard allows impurity concentrations of up to 0.5% (5,000 ppm) for reclaimed fluorinated
substances. This threshold reflects decades of industrial experience, balancing system performance, safety,
and economically feasible purification processes.

Regulatory inconsistency and disruption:

If the proposed restriction imposes thresholds significantly below AHRI 700, it would disrupt the global supply
chain and quality assurance systems currently functioning under this standard. Moreover, requiring control at
levels beyond the detection capabilities of standard analytical methods would make effective monitoring and
enforcement impossible for authorities.

Identification of unintentional trace presence and enforcement costs:

Under such a broad definition, it is impossible to fully eliminate or identify trace PFAS that may be
unintentionally introduced (TNI: Technically Non-avoidable Impurities) through raw materials, manufacturing
equipment, or packaging.

Lack of analytical methods:

Among the thousands of substances concerned, only a limited number have reliable analytical methods at trace
levels. Introducing regulation without standardized analytical methods increases legal uncertainty and may lead
to arbitrary enforcement or unjustified trade barriers.

Escalation of enforcement costs:

Verifying and certifying ppb-level presence across the entire supply chain would impose enormous costs on
industry and excessive burdens on customs and market surveillance authorities, potentially undermining the
effectiveness of the regulation itself.

In light of the above, before concluding in Section 3.4.2.3 that enforcement is feasible, SEAC should carefully
consider the following practical issues as part of establishing a realistic and phased approach:

Setting realistic thresholds for recovered materials: Respect international standards such as AHRI 700-2019
and establish impurity limits that do not hinder circular economy practices.

Recognizing technical limitations (difficulty of ppb-level separation): Acknowledge unavoidable trace
contamination and clearly distinguish between intentional use and unintentional presence.

Prioritizing standardization of analytical methods: Establish consistent detection and quantification methods
prior to enforcement to ensure transparency and fairness.

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.

1. General Comment: Maximizing Existing Monitoring Frameworks and Ensuring Efficiency

Regarding the approach to monitoring discussed in Section 3.4.2.4, the Japanese chemical industry expresses
strong concerns about the effectiveness and efficiency of imposing entirely new or excessively broad reporting
obligations in a uniform manner.

An effective monitoring system is not one that simply collects vast amounts of data, but one that accurately

12



captures indicators directly linked to risk. We believe that the most effective approach is to respect the existing
management frameworks at manufacturing sites and the long-established track record of emission monitoring,
and to build an efficient and practical reporting and surveillance system based on these foundations.

2. Validity of Monitoring Centered on Emission Management
As stated in Section 2.2, the core of PFAS risk management from a manufacturer’s perspective lies in
controlling emissions to water and air, which serve as the primary pathways into the environment.

Utilization of established measurement methods:

At major fluorochemical manufacturing sites, high-precision and regular analyses of specific PFAS in
wastewater and exhaust gases are already conducted. These data function as objective indicators for verifying
process stability and the effectiveness of emission reduction technologies (BAT). Strengthening and
standardizing the monitoring of environmental emissions, rather than imposing new and complex requirements
for monitoring product content, would be far more efficient in directly assessing environmental protection
outcomes.

Emission management as a proxy for soil protection:

Waste is properly treated (e.g., incineration and destruction), thereby avoiding direct soil contamination through
landfill disposal. Accordingly, monitoring emissions to water and air allows indirect impacts on soil to be
sufficiently predicted and managed. A monitoring system designed around clearly identified risk pathways can
therefore be considered genuinely “monitorable” for both authorities and industry.

3. The FPG “Responsible Manufacturing” Program
The “Responsible Manufacturing” commitment advocated by the European fluorochemical industry group FPG
(F-Gas & Fluoropolymers Group) represents a highly effective precedent for practical monitoring approaches.

Ensuring transparency through industry initiatives:

Rather than requiring authorities to build monitoring systems from scratch, leveraging industry-led initiatives
such as those of FPG as evidence of compliance would significantly reduce monitoring costs while ensuring
access to highly specialized and reliable data.

Avoiding excessive burden across the value chain:

Requiring content monitoring for thousands of PFAS across tens of thousands of final products would impose
an unmanageable administrative burden, particularly on downstream actors such as SMEs. Monitoring should
instead focus on upstream stages—manufacturing and processing—where risk is most concentrated, thereby
ensuring that regulatory oversight remains realistic and enforceable.

4. Monitoring Design Considering Analytical Limitations
As noted, while the definition of PFAS is extremely broad, only a limited number of substances have established
and reliable analytical methods at trace levels (e.g., CEN/ISO standards).

Avoidance of unverifiable requirements:

Mandating reporting for substances without established analytical methods would undermine transparency in
enforcement and compromise the reliability of monitoring data. Monitoring requirements should always be
aligned with the availability of verifiable analytical methods.

Need for a phased approach:
Monitoring should initially focus on specific substances of concern for which analytical methods are available,

with gradual expansion as technologies advance.

5. Conclusion



The conclusions on “monitorability” in Section 3.4.2.4 should be improved by incorporating the following
perspectives:

Prioritization of emission monitoring: Rather than aiming for the unrealistic objective of comprehensively
tracking product content, emissions to water and air should serve as the primary monitoring indicators.

Use of existing infrastructure: Monitoring frameworks should build upon existing systems, such as FPG’s
“Responsible Manufacturing” initiatives.

Ensuring scientific consistency: Monitoring scope should be defined in line with the availability of technically
feasible analytical methods.

The Japanese chemical industry stands ready to share its advanced analytical capabilities and extensive
experience in emission management, and to collaborate with European authorities in establishing a sustainable
and effective monitoring framework.

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.

A broad definition based solely on the presence of -CF3 or -CF2- groups lack scientific justification, given the
diversity of properties and risk profiles among PFAS. Such an approach deviates from the principle of risk-
based chemical management.

Therefore, a reassessment based on SDA theory is noteworthy. SDA theory, proposed by Professor Hasegawa
of Kyoto University, suggests that toxicity and bioaccumulation do not simply increase in proportion to
fluorinated chain length.

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.

For the scope of the restriction proposal, please refer to Section 2.21.

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

For concentration limits, please refer to Section 2.29, particularly the description on F-gases.

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.

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.

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.

As mentioned in Sections 2.21 and 2.33, the lack of sufficient understanding of actual conditions makes
comprehensive reporting on PFAS extremely challenging in practice. Under the current circumstances, the only
reporting framework that can be considered realistically implementable is industry-led emission management.
However, it should be noted that such frameworks are currently limited to the EEA and are not universally
applicable. Furthermore, the scope of emissions subject to monitoring under these frameworks does not cover
all PFAS, given the practical limitations in identifying and quantifying the full range of substances involved.

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
@ Low

) Moderate

© High

@ Very high
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© 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.

1. Recognition of Existing Management Systems
The Japanese chemical industry notes that many major sites already operate advanced PFAS management
plans. New requirements should support and build on these systems, not replace them.

2. Emission Control and Risk-Based Approach

Manufacturers already implement layered emission controls for water and air, apply BAT and regular
monitoring, avoid landfill through incineration, destruction, or recycling, and follow initiatives such as FPG’s
Responsible Manufacturing.

3. Concerns on Uniform Requirements

Rigid, one-size-fits-all requirements may overlook site-specific risks and create excessive administrative
burden, reducing effectiveness. Flexibility is needed, including recognition of ISO 14001-based systems and
proportional requirements.

4. Conclusion
Site-specific plans can improve effectiveness but should rely on existing practices. A flexible framework using
industry systems is strongly recommended.

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

@ Low

© Moderate

© 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
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O Low
) Moderate
@ High
@ Very high

' 1do 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.

1. Lack of Preconditions for Additional Measures

The Japanese chemical industry stresses that standardized measurement methods must come before
obligations proposed by RAC. Imposing conditions without a reliable basis for monitoring and reporting would
create enforcement confusion and reduce predictability.

2. Opposition to Requirements without Established Methods
Many PFAS still lack standardized analytical methods (e.g., CEN/ISO). Adding requirements under such
conditions would impose obligations impossible to meet and create legal uncertainty.

3. Need for Efficient and Consistent Design

Existing frameworks already ensure effective emission control. Overlapping or conflicting requirements would
increase burdens without environmental benefit. A phased approach starting with method standardization is
essential.

4. Conclusion
The proposed measures lack feasibility. A cautious approach based on standardized methods and existing
practices is recommended.

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

O Low

@ Moderate

@ High

@ Very high

© 1 do not know

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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Consistency with existing environmental regulations, such as the F-gas Regulation and the Waste Electrical and
Electronic Equipment (WEEE) Directive, should be ensured in order to avoid unnecessary industrial burdens
arising from regulatory overlap.

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.

For uncertainties, please refer to the information provided in Sections 2.21 and 2.33.

3 Confidentiality and submission

3.1 [@2.46] 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.

[l 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

https://comments.echa.europa.eu/comments_cms/Contact REACH.aspx
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