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The Swedish Cosmetic and Detergent Association and The Swedish Association of Professional Hygiene 

& Cleaning would like to give the following comments to the consultation of the ECHA proposal on 

restriction of microplastics. The answer covers detergents and maintenance products only. 

 

Detergents and maintenance products 
Legal certainty and precautionary principle 
According to REACH, Annex XV, a restriction dossier “shall include the identity of the substance and the 

restriction proposed”, it also states that “ the restriction must be targeted to the effects or exposures that 

cause the risks identified, capable of reducing these risks to an acceptable level within a reasonable period of 

time and proportional to the risk”. 

The proposal does not include a clear identity of the substance(s) that is to be restricted. The proposal 

does not include evidence for the risks of the substances included in the scope, but targets products 

that are clearly not prioritized. The current draft restriction proposal lacks any consideration related to 

the solid polymers of highest concern and their related prioritization. This could result in a restriction 

affecting all polymers irrespective of their effects into the environment. 

We question the legal certainty of this proposal for these reasons. 

 

Definition 
The proposed draft restriction considers that all solid polymers particles below 5 mm are microplastics 

due to their supposed persistency. The Annex XV of the restriction report states that «The intent of the 

proposed restriction is not to regulate the use of polymers generally, but only where they meet the 

specific conditions that identify them as being microplastics».  

The international definition for plastic (ISO 472) and the coming definition on microplastics by ISO/TC 

61/SC 14/WG 4 “Solid plastic particles insoluble in water with any dimension between 1 μm and 1 000 

μm (= 1 mm)” have not been considered in the proposed definition. As a result of this, the proposed 

restriction has the potential to target hundreds of polymers and substances that are not linked with 

‘plastic’. For instance, a modified cellulose particle is also considered a microplastic according to the 

proposed definition. Even waxes used to protect food or goods would be considered a microplastics. 

Microplastics should be defined in terms of “plastic”, or otherwise more narrowly defined in terms of 

the properties which potentially cause the concern.   

We support the A.I.S.E. definition of microplastic particles: 

Microplastic particles: water-insoluble solid plastic particles with a size less than 5mm that can be 

found as aquatic litter. 
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Reporting obligation 
This requirement will result in a significant burden for companies that will have to report and potentially 

label large number of products that include polymers derogated by Point 4 (a) and 5 (b). A very large 

number of companies are covered by the reporting obligation as it also includes users at industrial sites. 

The reporting obligation includes giving a lot of detailed information on the polymer identity, which will 

not be available to the downstream user companies.  

We believe that the reporting obligation could be considered as a “blacklist” by customers. It is likely 

that it will be used to ban substances indirectly. This could lead to negative consequences that have not 

been evaluated in the proposal. 

We believe the complexity of the database is underestimated in the proposal and thus the cost for ECHA 

and the industry is underestimated. We believe the cost is not proportional to the expected outcome. 

We believe it would increase the effectiveness and proportionality of the proposal if the reporting 

obligation would be entirely left out of the proposal.  

Derogation for biodegradable polymers 
We support the derogation for biodegradable microplastics in the proposal. We support the comments 

made by A.I.S.E. regarding the tiered approach and biodegradation criteria. We would like to stress that 

it will take significant time to develop potential alternatives and to provide evidence that the 

alternatives meet the biodegradation derogation criteria and other product requirements. It could take 

several years to evaluate one potential alternative ingredient, and longer time for complex changes and 

multiple products.  We urge ECHA to consider longer transition periods as more time is needed to find 

suitable alternatives. A 10-year transition period would be more reasonable to be able to fully 

reformulate many products. 

Derogation for film forming polymers 
The derogation for substances or mixtures containing microplastic where the physical properties of the 

microplastic are permanently modified is very important for products containing waxes and for polishes. 

We support that these microplastics are derogated. It is not proportional to regulate these polymers and 

there are no known alternatives to these polymers in the detergent and maintenance industry. 
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