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Meeting GROW/ENV with Cosmetics Europe; 1 March 2021

Participants:
Cosmetics Europe:

COM
GROW); (ENV)

After a short introduction of the cosmetic sector, Cosmetics Europe (CE) presented the results of a recent survey 
on make-up, lip and nail products, which was completed too late for submission to SEAC. The survey indicates 
that 177 different synthetic polymers, and up to 6 polymers per leave-on product, will need to be replaced in 
products by CE members. This would affect around 23000 different formulations, more than any other sector 
concerned. In addition, CE estimated the microplastics (MP) releases for this sector to be around 330 t/year, i.e. 
40 % less than what was estimated by ECHA.
CE considers there are no suitable alternatives immediately available forthose products, as what is available (e.g. 
Ecolabel) does not ensure the same performance, is often protected by IPR and is much more expensive.

CE claimed that what is currently recommended for leave on cosmetics (a ban after a 6 years transitional period 
(TP)) is completely unfeasible and would significantly damage the sector. In particular, CE asked for a derogation 
for leave-on makeup, lip and nail products because they are wiped off by cotton and disposed by solid waste, not 
rinsed off, so they do not go into the aquatic environment. In addition, their reformulation would be very difficult 
due to their complexity and the lack of available alternatives. CE noted that SEAC considers that possible 
derogation proportionate. They understand this would come with reporting and instruction for use (IFU) 
obligations and are committed to communicate the necessary information to their customers.
Concerning other leave on products, CE considered reformulation is possible but would require longer TPs. In 
particular, CE requested a TP of 8 yrs for sunscreens; 12 yrs for skincare products (CE could accept a review of the 
TP in the middle); 10 years for other leave-on products (which are not sunscreen or skin care, eg deodorants). CE 
considered acceptable having a reassessment of the TP after a given time; even if this may create regulatory 
uncertainty, they preferred it in comparison to the currently proposed TP, which are for CE not doable. CE 
mentioned the case of the phasing out of the (relatively simple) formulations containing microbeads, which took 
more than 4 years and still resulted in more than 50% of formulations discontinued (rather than reformulated). 
CE also mentioned opacifiers, which could not be replaced in time and were therefore removed from the 
formulations.
Concerning rinse-off cosmetic products, CE accepts ECHA recommendations, including the proposed 4 years TP.

COM asked CE several questions. On what industry is doing to prepare itself to stop using MP in products, CE 
mentioned problems in developing alternatives, because the microplastics definition and the biodegradation 
criteria were not set till late. CE also reiterated the impossibility of reformulating more than 20000 products 
within 6 years. In addition, CE mentioned that SMEs have difficulties to see whether the definition applies to their 
products.
On the possible impact on the international side, CE mentioned the sectors currently exports for €21 billion, 
mostly luxury skin care products sent to China. CE expects exports of a lot of those products to be discontinued in 
the absence of a derogation or longer TPs.
On possible problem with illegal imports, CE mentioned that cosmetics with synthetic polymers are functionally 
superior and may be sought after by the public even if banned. This could foster an illegal grey market for those 
products.
On how heavy is the impact on individual stakeholders/manufacturers for this sector, compared to other sectors, 
CE replied that large multinationals will be less impacted, because they are used to constantly reformulate, have 
the necessary R&D capacity, so if it is possible to develop alternatives, they will. SMEs and companies without 
R&D capacity, on the other hand, will be significantly impacted as they depend on suppliers finding alternatives 
that are not IPR protected and available at the same price.
When asked about reporting obligations, CE confirmed that those posed less of a problem compared to the short 
transitional periods.

Ref. Ares(2025)1145502 - 13/02/2025


