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Comments on the SEAC draft opinion and specific information requests
Specific information requests
1. RAC’s evaluation of the Dossier Submitter’s proposal (see draft Background Document for details) resulted in several recommendations for revised conditions. Please tell us about the impacts of these recommendations (as detailed in the RAC opinion and briefly summarised below):
a. RAC’s recommendation for appropriate test methods and pass criteria used to identify biodegradable polymers (derogated under paragraph 3b), including any impacts on the availability of alternatives within the transitional periods proposed in paragraph 6. Please provide supporting evidence.
b. RAC’s preference for a ban on the placing on the market of infill material (meeting the definition of a microplastic) for synthetic turf sports pitches after a transitional period of six years. Specifically, will alternative synthetic turf systems that meet relevant performance standards be available in sufficient quantities for all types of pitches by the end of the six-year transitional period proposed? How many pitches would need to be replaced before the end of their expected lifetime and what would the impacts of such a replacement? Furthermore, is there evidence to suggest that indoor artificial pitches should be treated differently from outdoor pitches? Please provide supporting evidence.
c. The RAC opinion refers to a “hybrid restriction option” that would allow existing pitches using artificial turf with infill material meeting the definition of a microplastic to continue to be used beyond the introduction of the ban until the end of their useful life (as long as risk management measures were introduced). What would be the impacts of such a ‘hybrid’ restriction option? Please provide supporting evidence.
d. RAC’s recommendation that a lower size limit for a microplastic is not strictly necessary as part of the conditions of a restriction as compliance/enforcement can be achieved by non-analytical means (such as via supply chain certification). Please tell us about the practical implications of this recommendation, including the costs and compliance as well as current analytical barriers for microplastics <100 nm. Please tell us whether setting a lower size limit would be justified for compliance/enforcement reasons. Please provide supporting evidence.
e. RAC agreed with several other revisions to the conditions of the restriction proposed by the Dossier Submitter (as reflected in the Background Document); including a clarification of the conditions to define natural polymers, a derogation for soluble polymers,…. What are the impacts of such changes? Please provide supporting evidence.
2. Any uses of microplastics that are not specifically identified in paragraph 6 of the proposal would be subject to the conditions of the restriction without any transitional period. Please tell us about the impacts of the proposed restriction on any uses not specifically identified and assessed by the Dossier Submitter, including appropriate transitional periods (please refer to the background document). For example, the consultation highlighted that the supply of (bulk) ion exchange resins to consumers/professionals could be affected, as could various uses in fashion, arts, crafts or as toys (e.g. play sand). Information on any relevant uses of inorganic polymers should also be provided.
3. The Dossier Submitter has proposed a transitional period of six years for substance-based medical devices on the basis that the potential and timeline for substitution in these products is comparable to cosmetic products. Substance-based medical devices includes certain toothpastes, denture adhesives and products used for sun protection regulated under the Medical Devices Regulation (EU) 2017/745 rather than the Cosmetics Products Regulation (EU) 1223/2009. Please tell us about the impacts of the proposed ban, as well as of the six-year transitional period. Please indicate whether there are significant differences (function of microplastics, level of performance required for the product,…) between such substance-based medical devices and cosmetic products. Please tell us if you believe that a different transitional period would be justified, with supporting evidence.
4. The Dossier Submitter has proposed transitional periods of either five or eight years for the encapsulation of fragrances in detergents, cosmetic products or other mixtures. We welcome additional information (i.e. which has not already been provided in the previous consultation or call for evidence) on the suitability of these proposed transitional periods, including the timeline for developing alternatives, reformulating products and any other relevant issues affecting the time needed to comply with the proposed restriction.
5. Paragraph 7 of the proposal describes a requirement (24 months after entry into force of the restriction) to provide relevant ‘instructions for use and disposal’ for certain uses derogated from the ban on placing on the market. The proposal was revised by the Dossier Submitter during opinion-making in response to information submitted in the consultation (see background document). Please tell us about the practical implications of this revised requirement as well as the resources (including costs if possible) needed to comply with it? For example, please provide information about the supply chains, processes and number of actors that could be affected by this requirement as well as expected costs and other relevant impacts.
6. Paragraph 8 of the proposal describes a requirement (36 months after entry into force of the restriction) to report information on uses and releases of microplastics for certain uses derogated from the ban on placing on the market. The proposal was revised by the Dossier Submitter during opinion-making in response to information submitted in the consultation (see background document). Please tell us about the practical implications of the revised requirement as well as the resources needed (including the costs) to comply with it, including the potential for joint sectorial submissions? Please provide information about the supply chains, processes and number of actors that could be affected by this requirement as well as expected costs and other relevant impacts.
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	Date/Time: 2020/07/17 13:02
Type:
BehalfOfAnOrganisation
Org. type:
Industry or trade association
Org. name:
The Football Association of the Czech Republic, The Association Builders of Football Pitches with artificial grass, JUTA a.s.
Org. country:
Czech Republic
Attachment:


	Comments on the SEAC draft opinion:
This document reflects the general attitude of the below-mentioned associations and companies towards the microplastics issue and the consecutive possible ban on polymer infill used for artificial turf football fields.
The Football Association of the Czech Republic
The Association Builders of Football Pitches with artificial grass
JUTA a.s.

	
	
	SEAC Rapporteurs response:
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	Date/Time: 2020/07/20 10:59
Type:
BehalfOfAnOrganisation
Org. type:
Company
Org. name:
Pro Farm Technologies Oy and Marrone Bio Innovations, Inc.
Org. country:
Finland

	Comments on the SEAC draft opinion:
Agricultural and horticultural products are known to contribute to the deliberate direct release of microplastics to the environment. Some of these solid, persistent or synthetic polymeric microparticles are associated with potential environmental and human health risks posed by merely the physical state and size of the particles independently on their chemical composition. While a regulation regarding restriction or substitution of all these micro-products would represent a considerable decrease on hazards in general, other important aspects of the agronomical context would be adversely affected in case of unnecessary over-regulation. 
The agronomical inputs market includes products utilized as seed coating. Lower environmental release of total inputs (which have their own hazards) due to lower and more precise applications rates compared to soil or foliar applications provides strong support for encouraging and supporting industry to use seed treatments as a preferable application method of inputs such as pesticides and fertilizers. However, small amounts of polymers are often included in seed coatings to facilitate even coating, and polymer applied coating in this context would be considered as a microplastic and therefore listed to be restricted. This type of restriction on polymers will setback seed treatment technology and potentially lead to unnecessarily higher use rates of hazardous substances. 
The proposed restrictions on use of polymers, including bio-based polymers, in agriculture will be detrimental to development and implementation of innovative technologies, and may also lead to the withdrawal of well-established agricultural products from the market and weakening of food, feed and fiber production. 
Additionally, scientific and technological developments indicate the definition of a hazardous micro-polymer is currently too wide and needs to be reviewed to ensure that suitable exceptions have been considered.  Derogations should be allowed for products that are beneficial to environmental sustainability. For instance, natural polymers, which after extraction (other than hydrolysis) or chemical processing no longer qualify to be natural polymers, and are not biodegradable in standard testing are likely to be biodegradable when planted on a seed where soil microbes and plants metabolise them. This is particularly likely when the polymers are water soluble.
Following the example of polymers applied in seed treatments, under current guidance, polymers might be interpreted as having created a continuous layer around the seed, leading to a solid polymer coated microparticle, which is also a restricted substance. These type of polymeric microparticles should not be considered as a source of environmental and human hazards when the polymers are water-soluble; as the “solid” state and ”micro”-size properties lose significance when the seeds are planted and ambient soil moisture dissolves the polymer.
For these instances where biologically-based polymers which will not meet the current legal definition of a natural polymer, but which are likely biodegradable in practical use, and in which the overall use pattern of the polymer leads to environmentally sustainable use patterns by reducing the overall total amount of inputs used, we support the inclusion of a derogation for soluble polymers used in agriculture for seed coating, independent of the function and nature of the polymer.
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	512
	Date/Time: 2020/07/20 15:21
Type:
Individual
Country:
France
Attachment:
<redacted>
	Comments on the SEAC draft opinion:
The Group has a recycling program in France since 1997 and has breached levels of recycling that amongst the best.
Recycling is in the DNA of the Group on an international level: refurbished parts since 1955, elimination of asbestos since 1986, identification of new plastic parts for more than 30 years, ...

	
	
	Specific information 2:
Tires cannot only be incinerated; they are a valuable alternative for too many usages (hydrofuge asphalt, soundproofing, astroturf….)
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	Date/Time: 2020/07/22 14:57
Type:
BehalfOfAnOrganisation
Org. type:
Company
Org. name:
DELTA-GOM
Org. country:
France
Attachment:


	Comments on the SEAC draft opinion:
DELTA-GOM is a stakeholder in the French tyre recycling sector.
This sector is the EPR sector that obtains the best results in France, as well as in many other European countries.
These excellent results are based on a small, but all virtuous number of recycling methods, they have undeniable environmental advantages, while also providing significant social and economic benefits. 
At the forefront of these methods is the use of rubber granulate as a infill for synthetic pitches. This is a perfect example of the circular economy that benefits a considerable number of key players: tyre producers, the businesses in the recycling sector, businesses in the sports and leisure surfaces sector, local authorities, and both professional and amateur football and rugby clubs.
This eco-system allows hundreds of thousands of people, if not millions, to play sport in safety, in any weather conditions, reusing a waste product that is less expensive for society. 
This exemplary success is seriously threatened by one of the proposition of the Risk Assessment committee of the ECHA consisting of a ban after a transition period of six years.
This proposition is based on a major misunderstanding: the granulate added to existing synthetic pitches every year is not the result of dispersion into the environment, but for the vast majority that of the logical compacting of the surface under the effect of the repeated footfall of the players. Actual dispersion amounts to only a few dozen kilos per year at most.
The key players in the manufacture and installation of these surfaces are unanimous in their statements that simple, so-called “confinement” technical measures are available to limit this dispersion, and that these measures can be adapted retroactively to existing pitches for very little expense.
The ban would create a catastrophic situation, depriving at least 400,000 tonnes of tyres of any kind of recycling solution in Europe every year. In the short and mid-term, these tyres would have to be incinerated or buried as landfill, thus forming a dramatic step backwards.
To prevent this counter-productive solution, we strongly support the solution that consists in drawing up a standard for the installation of synthetic pitches that includes effective confinement measures, coupled with an obligation to make existing pitches conform to that standard within a period of five years.

	
	
	Specific information 1:
There are around 17,000 large-sized artificial turf playing fields in Europe, of which between 75 and 80% are made from tyre rubber granulate.
More than 70% of the synthetic turf installed in France are made in France. 
Large synthetic playing fields already correspond to the requirements of several French and European standards, as well as to the regulations of various sports federations: 
-	NF 90 112: Sports grounds – Unbound mineral surfaces for outdoor sports areas (2016) 
-	EN 15330-1: Surfaces for sports areas – Synthetic turf and needle-punched surfaces primarily designed for outdoor use - Part 1 (2013)
-	EN 15330-2: Surfaces for sports areas – Synthetic turf and needle-punched surfaces primarily designed for outdoor use - Part 2 (2017)
The social and economic advantages of these sports surfaces:
The lifespan of synthetic turf surfaces is estimated at between 10 and 15 years. Their advantages are of an economic, social, and environmental nature.
A synthetic surface is economical: it requires 2 to 3 times less maintenance than natural turf; it does not require mowing, fertilising or plant protection products; every year, it makes it possible to save 3,200 m3 of water from watering (this is the equivalent of an Olympic-size swimming pool).
Tyre granulate is a infill material that is 2 to 5 times cheaper than alternative infill (in reality, this mostly means cork), the specific characteristics of which (friability and buoyancy in particular) require specific, increased maintenance operations that many French municipalities are not able to provide. 
Synthetic turf protects the health of the players: the infill can absorb the impacts felt by the players on the field. This shock absorption capacity helps prevent injury and provides trauma safety, all while imitating the sensations of natural turf. On the other hand, replacing granulate by other materials – including organic ones – cannot, at present, guarantee the same game quality and the same physical safety for the players. 
Synthetic turf is available for more citizens: it is an excellent alternative to natural turf. A sports surface made from tyre granulate can support intense use, 7 days a week, year-round, regardless of the weather conditions. It can be used for 50 hours a week, versus 6 to 10 hours for natural turf.
This surface does not freeze in winter, and does not dry out in summer, allowing users to play on a surface that guarantees permanent playing comfort.
The availability of synthetic sports surfaces thus makes it possible to offer game-playing slots extended to a wide range of the public every week. Municipalities can thus multiply the sports they offer – an important factor for social insertion and cohesion – and the fulfilment of sports personnel. 
In terms of playing time, one synthetic turf pitch is the equivalent of 4 to 6 natural turf pitches. 
The truth about the dispersion of granulate: 
Contrary to several totally exaggerated statements, annual average granulate loss for a pitch is no more than a few dozen kilos. The figure of 1,000 kg mentioned per year is the result of a misunderstanding. While it is true that on average 1,000 kilos are added to a pitch every year, this is essentially because of the progressive, natural compacting of the granulate by the players. 
It should also be noted that if granulate is taken off the pitch by the players on their shoes or socks, it ends up mixed in with household waste and not in the water system. It is thus harmless for the environment. 
No truly valid alternative possible:
Replacing synthetic turf with natural turf is not a profitable, feasible or sustainable alternative.  
Today there is no truly efficient alternative for rubber infill. Banning this infill would mean banning synthetic turf pitches, resulting in the simultaneous disappearance of the considerable social and economic advantages. 
Organic infill such as cork is not a viable alternative because of its incompatibility with the climate and a lack of availability of the product. The cork used as infill is effectively the production waste from high end production applications such as corks for bottles. The quantity available is thus very low. Europe would need 221,000 tonnes/year, or more than 6 times current annual production.  
Using cork would mean completely re-doing pitches with specific systems. Furthermore, it would be necessary to replace all the infill every 4 years.  
An LCA has shown that the impact on the environment of cork production is high given the need for transport (production is in Portugal), the use of fertilisers, and water consumption.  
In addition, 80 hectares of cork oak trees are needed to produce the 40 tonnes of cork used to fill the turf, so the environmental impact of this operation should maybe also be examined. At least, cork collected on cork oak tree is nothing else that its own natural protection in case of forest fire. What would cork oak tree become if forest fire multiply ? 
Systems that use sand or no infill at all do not provide the appropriate sports characteristics and can increase the risk of injury from burning. The footholds for the players are not stabilised, which also increases the risk of injury. No solution has been judged to be satisfactory for either sporting performances or the well-being of the players by FIFA. 
The social and economic impact of a ban:
France has 4,000 synthetic pitches. The functional and social need for the availability of sports facilities has even accelerated their adoption by local authorities. 
On the contrary, banning this type of surface, or reducing the number of hours of use of these pitches, would highlight an already fragile imbalance in certain regions, given the low number of pitches per 10,000 inhabitants. This is notably the case in the Ile-de-France region.
Contractors and consultants, laboratories, specialist constructors, general construction firms, specialist subcontractors (maintenance etc.): in France, more than 5,000 jobs are linked to the synthetic turf industry. Growth in this sector of activity is estimated at 5% a year. 
Finally, a ban would create an unsolvable problem for the European end-of-life tyre recycling sector. There would effectively be 400,000 tonnes of tyres that would find themselves with no alternative recycling solution.  
The organisations responsible for recycling throughout Europe would have no idea how to process these 50 million tyres other than by incinerating them or burying them in landfill. This would be a dramatic step backwards for one of the rare recycling sectors that works perfectly well all over Europe, with collection and processing rates that are almost 100% of the new tyres sold each year.
In France, the 900 employees of the more than 30 very small businesses in the sector would necessarily feel the impact of this decision.
Bibliography :
•	Fleming PR, Forrester SE, McLaren NJ. Understanding the effects of decompaction maintenance on the infill state and play performance of third-generation artificial grass pitches. Proc Inst Mech Eng P J Sport Eng Technol. 2015;229(3):169-182. doi:10.1177/1754337114566480
•	https://www.sdab.se/media/1366/teknologisk-institut_massebalancer-af-gummigranulat-fra-kunstgraesbaner_marts-2019.pdf
•	https://www.ragnsellstyrerecycling.com/globalassets/tyre-company/dokument/lca-konstgrasplaner-gummiasfalt-version-1.4_2018_rs.pdf
•	https://www.apcor.pt/wp-content/uploads/2019/12/boletim_estatistico_apcor_2019.pdf
•	https://labosport.fr/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/Pr%C3%A9sentation-Labosport-Infills.pdf
•	https://www.ragnsellstyrerecycling.com/globalassets/tyre-company/dokument/lca-konstgrasplaner-gummiasfalt-version-1.4_2018_rs.pdf
•	https://www.apcor.pt/wp-content/uploads/2019/12/boletim_estatistico_apcor_2019.pdf
•	https://labosport.fr/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/Pr%C3%A9sentation-Labosport-Infills.pdf
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	Date/Time: 2020/07/27 15:25
Type:
MemberState
Country:
Belgium
Attachment:



	Comments on the SEAC draft opinion:
Find comment in the attached file below

	
	
	Specific information 1:
Find comment in the attached file below

	
	
	Specific information 2:
Find comment in the attached file below

	
	
	Specific information 3:
Find comment in the attached file below

	
	
	Specific information 4:
Find comment in the attached file below

	
	
	Specific information 5:
Find comment in the attached file below

	
	
	Specific information 6:
Find comment in the attached file below
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	Date/Time: 2020/07/29 16:57
Type:
BehalfOfAnOrganisation
Org. type:
Company
Org. name:
Syndicat des Professionnels du Pneu
Org. country:
France
Attachment:



	Comments on the SEAC draft opinion:
The Syndicat des professionnels du pneu is the representative organisation of companies providing the distribution and marketing of tyres in France. It currently brings together more than 1,000 companies from independent tyre manufacturers or affiliated to 8 major networks or national brands as well as the major tyre manufacturers, wholesalers and importers and tyre companies specialized online sales. Our association is a platform for exchange and consultation for all the players in the  tyre industry in France. The French Association of Tyres Retailers (Syndicat des Professionnels du pneu) is a stakeholder in the French tyre recycling sector.
This sector is the EPR sector that obtains the best results in France, as well as in many other European countries.
These excellent results are based on a small, but all virtuous number of recycling methods, they have undeniable environmental advantages, while also providing significant social and economic benefits.
At the forefront of these methods is the use of rubber granulate as a infill for synthetic pitches. This is a perfect example of the circular economy that benefits a considerable number of key players: tyre producers, the businesses in the recycling sector, businesses in the sports and leisure surfaces sector, local authorities, and both professional and amateur football and rugby clubs.
This eco-system allows hundreds of thousands of people, if not millions, to play sport in safety, in any weather conditions, reusing a waste product that is less expensive for society. 
This exemplary success is seriously threatened by one of the proposition of the Risk Assessment committee of the ECHA consisting of a ban after a transition period of six years.
This proposition is based on a major misunderstanding: the granulate added to existing synthetic pitches every year is not the result of dispersion into the environment, but for the vast majority that of the logical compacting of the surface under the effect of the repeated footfall of the players. Actual dispersion amounts to only a few dozen kilos per year at most.
The key players in the manufacture and installation of these surfaces are unanimous in their statements that simple, so-called “confinement” technical measures are available to limit this dispersion, and that these measures can be adapted retroactively to existing pitches for very little expense.
The ban would create a catastrophic situation, depriving at least 400,000 tonnes of tyres of any kind of recycling solution in Europe every year. In the short and mid-term, these tyres would have to be incinerated or buried as landfill, thus forming a dramatic step backwards.
To prevent this counter-productive solution, we strongly support the solution that consists in drawing up a standard for the installation of synthetic pitches that includes effective confinement measures, coupled with an obligation to make existing pitches conform to that standard within a period of five years.
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SPOLECNE STANOVISKO K PRIPRAVOVANEMU ZAKAZU
POLYMERNICH ZASYPU DO UMELYCH TRAVNIKU PRO FOTBAL

Toto stanovisko odrazi spoleény postoj niZe uvedenych organizaci k problematice mikro
plastl a z ni plynouciho moZného zdkazu pouzivani polymemich zasypd pro fotbalova hfisté
s umélym travnikem. (doplnit identifikace) -

Fotbalové asociace Ceské republiky
Asociace staviteli fotbalovych hfidt’ s umélymi travniky pii STC, z.s.
JUTA a.s.

Vyde uvedené subjekty projevuji nasledujici spoleéné stanovisko:

1) Umélé travniky se staly nezbytnou soudasti vyvoje fotbalové hry od mladeze po
profesiondlni rage. Bez umé&lych travnikd by nebyla dosaZena urovei hry, bezpe¢nost hraci a
tréninkové moznosti odpovidajici sou¢asnym potiebam.

2) Polymerni zasypy na bézi gumy jsou stile idedlnim feSenim pro dosaZeni nejlepSich
hernich vlastnosti fotbalového hfisté. Absence ,,gumového ,,zasypu®, by zvySovala moznost
zranéni hraét, zejména diky tfeni pokoZky o povrch travniku nebo pisku. (Skin friction)

3) Podporujeme navrh ESTC, ktery fe§i konstrukci staveb hfist se zajiSténim okoli pro
zamezeni vynadeni granulatu mimo hraci prostor a kontaminaci okoli hfi5té mikro plasty.
Jsme presvédéeni, ze vhodnou konstrukci umélého travniku v kombinaci s podloZkou a
komplexnim stavebnim fe$enim Ize vytvofit dostateénou troven zabezpe€eni a vyznamné
sniZeni pfipadnych vlivii na Zivotni prostfedi v okoli hfi3té.

Uvé&domujeme si nutnost ochrany #ivotniho prostiedi, vodnich zdrojd i zdravi populace
s ohledem na soudasnou Grovefi pouZivani plasti, a to nejen v oblasti sportu, resp. Zasypl pro
umélé travniky.

Jsme piesvéd&eni, Ze jsou daleko vyznamn&jsi zdroje mikro plastd, neZ jsou fotbalova
hii§té. Zdroje jako od&vy, jednocestné hygienické prostfedky, pneumatiky dopravnich
prostfedki jsou daleko vét§imi zdroji nanoCastic, které pronikaji do zivych organismi a
ukladaji se vnich. Mikro plasty kategorie polymernich zasypl hfist jsou sice opticky
viditelngjii, ale ve svém disledku mén& nebezpe¢né. 1 pii poZiti takovych &astic (0.5 -5 mm)
nehrozi organismu nebezpe&i a &astice jsou z téla vyloueny.

Netoxicita pouZitych materialG je prokdzana. Z vyse uvedenych divoda se stavime za
spole¢né stanovisko organt ESTC.

V Praze dne 02. 07. 2020

Podpisy v3ech t¥i stran budou na anglickém original 1/%
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TECHNIGOM

by ALIAPUR

Rubber granulates for fields sport
Infill rubber - 0,5 - 2,5 mm

Product origins :
Our rubber granulates Technigom are produced from End of Life Tyres collected on the french market among
automotive professionals for Aliapur branch.

Norm :

Technigom comply with standard P90112, standard EN 71-3 of Toys safety , REACH rules (CE) N)1907 / 2006,
Annex XVII, section 50 regarding values limit for PAH (Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons), warranted and
certified <8mg/kg for 8 PAH.

Produit features : Packaging : BIG-BAG / 20 kg bag

SBR : Styrene Butadiene Rubber copolymer
Density : 460 kg/m’>
Color: Black

Industrial manufacturing process : Recycling by mechanical processing of rubber extracted from tires. Our
process
neither requires nor rejects any solid additive, liquid or gas of any kind whatsoever.

Particle size- sieve analysis
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TECHNIGOM

by ALIAPUR

Rubber granulates for fields sport
Infill rubber - 0,5 - 2,5 mm

Toxicology :
Analysis of heavy metals / NF P90-112 (2016) requirements
NF P90-112 (2016)
3 - Ak Sl ans Result Requirements
L Ml mendiioad]  Résuliat Exigences
| Resultado Exigencias
L‘Eﬁ&ﬁ'ﬁm mg/) <0.001 <0.025
g;?n';:mm < mg/l <0.001 <0.005
g R s e mot N abes_ | <0001 <0.050
;LT:;QM mg/l < 0.001 <0.040
42‘!::1’:::6 mg/l 0.124 s0.5
T . o o DRI mg  NFEN1484 | 176 <50
kol ol e’ SN MO o sosnos | <0008 <0008
:::f:?na:guno mgh ”;,ﬁ“, ;g“sge 0.0001 <0.0010
Contacts : Delta-Gom
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65 boulevard Carnot
60400 Noyon - France

:33.3.44932521— = :33.3.4493 2530

www.delta-gom.com

LABUSPUD 2 Direction : Alain Gurdebeke 33 3 44 93 25 27 - alain@delta-gom.com
V%[HT SGS Assistant : Clémence Gurdebeke 33 3 44 93 25 21 - clemence@gurdebeke.com

Sales dpt : Laurence Guelbone 33 3 44 93 25 23 - laurence@delta-gom.com
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TECHNIGOM

by ALIAPUR

Rubber granulates for fields sport
Infill rubber - 0,5 - 2,5 mm

Toxicology :
PAH analysis / REACH (CE) N1907 requirements / 2006, annexe XVII, section 50

Requirements /
Code PAH / Method / Unit/ | Results/ Exigences
PAHS / 1APS Code HAP Méthode Unité | Résultats Reach
Mixture / Mélange

Benzo(a) Pyrene (BaP) PAH1 US EPA 8270 (1) mg/kg 0.72 100
Benzo(e) Pyrene (BeP) PAH2 US EPA 8270 (1) mag/kg 0.93 1000
f’gg;f’(a) Anhmccie PAH3 USEPA 8270 (1) | mg/kg 1.53 1000
Chrysene (CHR) PAH4 US EPA 8270 (1) mg/kg 0.87 1000
fgg;f\’fb) Fiiloranthene PAHS USEPA 8270 (1) | mg/kg 1000

= 1.30
Benzo(j) Fluoranthene
(BIFA) PAH6 US EPA 8270 (1) mg/kg 1000
(Bgfgg)(“ Fluoranthene PAH7 USEPAB270 (1) | ma/kg 0.32 1000
Dibenzo(a, h) Anthracene
(DBAhA) PAHS8 US EPA 8270 (1) mg/kg 0.23 100
Sum of 8 / somme des 8 ma/kg 5.90

“SHCD Contacts : Delta-Gom
f) 65 boulevard Carnot
FED AIF%SPOF%T 60400 Noyon - France

:33.3.44932521— = :33.3.4493 2530

“\(W nf:"’f«,w www.delta-gom.com
LAB@ 0 Direction : Alain Gurdebeke 33 3 44 93 25 27 - alain@delta-gom.com

“or SGS Assistant : Clémence Gurdebeke 33 3 44 93 25 21 - clemence@gurdebeke.com
Sales dpt : Laurence Guelbone 33 3 44 93 25 23 - laurence@delta-gom.com
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: TECHNIGOM

by ALIAPUR

Rubber granulates for fields sport
Infill rubber - 0,5 - 2,5 mm

Toxicology :
Analysis of heavy metals / NF EN 71-3 requirements
Result
Résultat NF EN 71-3
pistad, Resuitado
Aluminium mglkg MS 2 < 70000
Antimony mg/kg MS ICP <0.5 < 560
Arsenic mg/kg MS ICP <0.5 <47
Barlum mg/kg MS ICP 1.8 <18 750
Boron mg/kg MS ICP <0.5 < 15000
Cadmium mg/kg MS ICP <0.05 =17
Cobalt maglkg MS ICP <0.5 <130
Copper mg/kg MS ICP 12 <7700
Lead mg/kg MS ICP 1.8 <160
Maganese mg/kg MS ICP 1.5 < 15000
Mercury mg/kg MS NF EN iSO 17852 <0.005 <94
Nickel mg/kg MS ICP 0.6 <930
Selenium mg/kg MS ICP <0.5 < 460
Strontium mg/kg MS ICP <0.5 < 56 000
Tin mg/kg MS ICP <0.5 < 180 000
Zinc mg/kg MS ICP 146 < 46 000
Chromium total mg/kg MS ICP <0.5 -
Chromium |l mg/kg MS Calcul <0.5 < 460
Chromium VI mg/kg MS NF T 90-043 <0.2 < 0.2

Technigom comply with standard P90112, standard EN 71-3 of Toys safety , REACH rules (CE) N)1907 / 2006,
Annex XVII, section 50 regarding values limit for PAH (Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons), warranted and
certified <8mg/kg for 8 PAH.

“SDC 0 Contacts : Delta-Gom
’fs 65 boulevard Carnot

60400 Noyon - France
133.3.44932521— :33.3.4493 2530
g\ www.delta-gom.com

Direction : Alain Gurdebeke 33 3 44 93 25 27 - alain@delta-gom.com
Assistant : Clémence Gurdebeke 33 3 44 93 25 21 - clemence@gurdebeke.com
Sales dpt : Laurence Guelbone 33 3 44 93 25 23 - laurence@delta-gom.com
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COMMENTS by the Belgian REACH Competent Authority on the 
SEAC draft OPINION on 
‘intentionally added microplastics’ ANNEX XV RESTRICTION 



The Belgian REACH Competent Authority (BECA REACH) thanks the SEAC committee, as well as the ECHA colleagues, for their work on this important environmental concern that requires regulatory action at EU level. 

In complement to the Belgian comment submitted (20/9/2019) during the initial commenting round, the Belgian REACH Competent Authority presents below comments on a number of elements of the dossier with identified responsibility for the SEAC in assessing Annex XV Restriction dossiers.



1. General considerations on the Restriction provisions 

BECA REACH supports the tiered approach proposed for the Restriction:

· Effective reduction of the emissions/release based on a ban

· Delay for the entry into force for some sectorial products

· Obligations for labelling/Instruction and reporting of emissions/releases data to ECHA for the exempted products.

We also consider that the obligation of communication of the Microplastic data through the supply chain is a key asset for the effectiveness of the Restriction. 

Access by the EU and MS REACH authorities to above mentioned data will be required for monitoring the effectiveness of the future restriction and in order to ensure enforcement by the MSs. Please note a complementary point on this issue is discussed below under section 3.

[image: ]



We nevertheless wish to express the need for clear and unambiguous provisions to achieve ‘Practicality, incl. enforceability’. In particular, relative to the obligations  for labelling/Instruction and reporting of emissions/releases [DS proposed restriction para 7.], we consider that the currently discussed text needs to be clarified. Indeed, some elements such as the wording “where applicable” brings confusion to the provision text: ‘where applicable, either the label and/or SDS and/or ‘instructions for use’ (IFU) and/or ‘package leaflet’ provides, in addition to that required by other relevant legislation, any relevant instructions for use to avoid releases of microplastics to the environment, including at the waste life-cycle stage.’ 

2





Besides it is not clear to us what is exactly intended based on the ‘instruction for use/disposal’ and with ‘labelling’ provisions. Specifications for labelling features related to the Microplastic contents of the product and for instructions related to necessary adequate (customer) action for use and disposal need to be clearly defined. We also wonder whether these obligations would also apply to products containing Microplastic that are (bio)degradable (Please see also discussion under section 3. below)? 

The phrasing ‘either the label and/or SDS and/or ‘instructions for use’ (IFU) and/or ‘package leaflet (…) ’ is obscure as to whether one or all of the listed elements are mandatory and whether the respective obligations will be defined on a sectorial product basis or not… We clearly see the need for guidelines to be discussed in coordination with the EU and MSs authorities involved with the specific product ranges as well as based on exchanges with the sectorial organizations. 

Likewise, explicit guidelines will certainly be required to illustrate the exact scope in relation to the definition of the microplastic (as defined in the Restriction text). We also recommend preparation of these guidelines by ECHA in coordination with the existing EU regulatory actors for the various concerned sectorial products. For reference to the SEAC opinion elements on this last and previous paragraphs, we refer to the quote the following SEAC recommendation:

[B.3.5. Monitorability – pg75]
SEAC concludes that the proposed restriction option for intentionally added microplastics is monitorable with following caveats: 

- appropriate flow of information between the different public services responsible for REACH and sector specific legislation (e.g. cosmetics, detergents, agro-industry) is achieved; 

- appropriate guidance is available for all private and public stakeholders.



2. Considerations relative to the inferior size limit for the targeted intentionality added Microplastic

BECA REACH supports the point of attention raised in the RAC opinion on the present Restriction dossier and the RAC recommendation for no inferior limit for the Microplastic definition:

RAC agreed that a definition of microplastics without a lower limit was more appropriate, as follows: 

‘microplastic’ means particles containing solid polymer, to which additives or other substances may have been added, and where ≥ 1% w/w of particles have: 

(i) all dimensions ≤ 5mm, or 

(ii) a length ≤ 15mm and length to diameter ratio of > 3. 



Nonetheless, we note in the SEAC draft opinion:

The conditions of the restriction proposed by SEAC are: 

Taking into account RAC’s conclusion on risk, SEAC considers that the definition of microplastics should not set a lower size limit. However, in order to ensure that the proposed restriction is implementable, enforceable and monitorable SEAC acknowledges the necessity to set a lower size limit for the conditions of the restriction as 0.1 μm.

On basis of the above justifications, an inferior size limit can be accepted if required for practical implementation needs and in particular relative to the availability of adequate testing methods. But the specifications for the inferior size limit should not appear under the Microplastic definition paragraph in the Restriction wording. In addition, this scope limitation should be assorted with regular regulatory reviews to take step of the technological developments in that field – we therefore recommend the option of integrating the specifications in an annex to the restriction. 



3. Access to test result data by the Authorities in case of exemption based on the (bio)degradability of the Microplastic



As mentioned under point 1. above, BECA REACH is in favor of the Reporting data obligation for the (temporary) sectorial products exempted from the ban provision. However, we identified a missing provision relative to the Microplastic considered as (bio)degradable relative to data reporting obligations.

           

With reference to  the following quotes: 

[SEAC/Table4-3b ]



		3.b 

		Polymers that are (bio)degradable, as set out in the criteria in Appendix X. 

		To clarify that (bio)degradable polymers are exempt from the restriction on the basis that they do not contribute to the microplastic concern, even though they could remain in the environment for some time after use/release. The criteria are set out in an Appendix to the entry (currently referred to as Appendix X) and are described below in Section 2.2.1.6. The derogation is required to ensure that the restriction is targeted to the substances contributing to the identified risk. 







[SEAC/Scope of the proposed restriction_CCL-pg16]

· Specific derogations were proposed to avoid regulating substances or mixtures that are not associated with a microplastic concern, such as natural polymers, (bio)degradable polymers and soluble polymers (solubility >2 g/L). (…) 

(…)

· SEAC acknowledges the necessity for these derogations and finds the Dossier Submitter’s reasoning to be sound.



BECA REACH considers it is essential that the exemption based on (bio)degradability for the marketing of substances and products containing or consisting of Microplastic  (which successfully passed tests as defined by the RAC opinion) is truthfully implemented in the practice.

While SEAC states that ‘It is outside the remit of SEAC to assess the appropriateness of the proposed criteria.’ as found in the below paragraph:

[SEAC/Scope of the proposed restriction_CCL-pg26]

Polymers that are (bio)degradable 

Microplastics raise concern due to their persistent and accumulative characteristics. SEAC therefore finds it justified to include an exemption for polymers that (bio)degrade since these polymers would in principle not exhibit the aforementioned concerns. It is outside the remit of SEAC to assess the appropriateness of the proposed criteria.

	

Belgian REACH CA considers that scrutinizing this exemption path is essential. To ensure correct implementation of this regulatory provision, we consider that it is necessary that the Regulatory and Enforcement REACH Authorities get access to the (bio)degradability test data performed by the economic actors benefiting from the exemption. 

We believe the following SEAC assessment aspects are at stake for the appraisal of such a correlated regulatory provision: Scope including derogations ; Effectiveness in reducing the identified risks ; Practicality, incl. enforceability as explained below:

· ‘Scope including derogations’: Ensure a level playing field between the different economic actors

· ‘Effectiveness in reducing the identified risks’: Diminish the level of uncertainty in the risk characterization by preventing ‘loophole’ to the regulation

· ‘Practicality, incl. enforceability’: Allow swift and effective control of operators benefiting of the exemption for their products

In conclusion, we consider therefore as a proportionate measure to adjoin to the Restriction provisions an explicit obligation for the economic operators that benefits of the exemption clause to submit their (bio)degradability test results data to ECHA. 

As a complementary justification for the above request, we wish to indicate that given the fact there is no (REACH) Registration dossier existing for the polymer Substances, there is no dedicated data space where the economic actors can be encode (the (bio)degradability test results) data. We therefore believe that a specific provision is required in the Restriction text to that aim.

To complement on the available tools for the swift  implementation of the above (complementary) obligation, we believe that REACH Guidance/Guidelines, that have been developed previously, on how to ascertain the confidentiality level of economic operators data (among others: the “practical guidance: Dissemination and Confidentiality under the REACH Regulation”) could be readily at use.



4. Comments on the assessment of the obligations recommended for the Medical devices:



We firstly indicate here considerations of the regulatory references to the Medical Devices in the Dossier Submitter proposal:

The definition of a ‘medical device’ according to directive 93/42/EEC will be repealed at the application of the Regulation 2017/745. What will be the consequences of this repeal on the proposal? 

The definition of a ‘medical device’ in the Regulation 2017/745 now clearly includes the in vitro  diagnostic medical devices, so what point of the proposal will apply on in vitro diagnostic medical devices? 

Rule 21 of annex VIII has been written to classify substance based Medical Devices presented with a classical form of a medicinal product such as a tab, a cream, a solution, a suspension… The only difference with a medicinal product is that the principal intended purpose of the substance based medical device is neither achieved nor supported pharmacological, immunological or metabolic means.  Otherwise Directive 2001/83/EC or Regulation (EC) No 726/2004 or rule 14 has to be applied to the product, respectively.

Besides, these equivocal regulatory references in the Restriction Annex XV dossier generate confusion to the assessment on these twofold product types. And also to SEAC conclusions [SEAC/SEAC CCL Pg69-70] corresponding sub-sections (divided into these 2 ‘Medical Device’ and ‘IVD’ categories).



We identify a number of shortcomings in the SEAC assessment (and in the Dossier Submitter) relative to Medical Devices, as discussed below:

a. With reference to the following quote: 

[SEAC/SEAC CCL Pg69-70]

SEAC points out that (…) (iii) IVD products are important for the functioning of healthcare and thus can be considered as an ‘essential use’ of microplastics as there are currently no alternatives available. 

We see a stringent discrepancy between perspectives for above ‘IVD’ products compared to the appraisal for the Medical Devices:

[SEAC/B.3.3.4. Overall proportionality/ Key elements underpinning the SEAC conclusion(s): /MedDec pg 69] 

Similarities to cosmetics suggest that the proposal could be proportionate. However, further information would be needed to underpin this conclusion. 



We refute the similarity drawn for the Medical Devices to the Cosmetics. We consider there is correlation of the Medical Devices product categories identified in the assessment with the Medicine product field [referred to as Medicinal products for human or veterinary use] and therefore oppose to the following analysis:

[SEAC/Table 5] medical devices (where microplastics cannot be contained during end use) (…) : 

Many of the medical devices affected are so-called substance-based and have similarities to cosmetics (e.g. creams applied on skin, medical toothpaste etc.).) 



b. We here express the need for regulatory provisions ensuring the (so-called) ‘practicality’ for the implementation of the regulatory measures… We identified (possible) legal basis incoherence with implementing the monitoring obligations through the “PSUR” [DS document] (i.e. Periodic Safety Update Report (PSUR): extension of a Post Market Surveillance Report (PMSR). Besides, from a general perspective relating to the labelling/instruction and monitoring obligations, we clearly see the need for guidelines to be discussed with the EU and MSs authorities involved with the specific products as well as the input from sectorial associations (Refer to related discussion under Point 1. above).



c. We consider that the Medical Device product category covers a large variety of products and we recommend the SEA assessment being made by product subcategories, as it was performed for some other product sectors:

Where information permitted and when impacts within a sector were likely to vary substantially, further subdivisions into product groups were made. For example, cosmetic products were subdivided into three product groups: rinse-off with microbeads, other rinse-off (i.e. without microbeads) and leave-on.

This analysis is required both for correctly appraising both the impact of any ban of these products and the corresponding emissions and thereby identify the adequate options to prevent those.

Besides, the above exercise would also be required to bring the necessary clarity as we are still unsure of the delineation of the currently discussed scope for some MedDev category. Indeed, referring to the “Fibers”, as quoted into restriction scope in relation to the Microplastic definition, were are questioning the possible obligations for MedDevice such as single use protective and medical mask. Indeed, as quoted under [SEAC/TABLE4-5a] :



		5.a 

		Substances, mixtures or articles containing microplastic where the microplastic is contained by technical means to prevent releases to the environment. 

		Generic derogation from the restriction for uses where OC and RMM are implemented that are appropriate to adequately control the risk from the use of microplastics. 

Includes a requirement that appropriate OCs and RMMs are identified on product labelling, leaflet or instructions for use (IFU). 

This derogation is generic but is primarily intended to cover uses of microplastics in non-industrial professional or consumer settings, including in vitro medical diagnostic uses at clinical laboratories (e.g. at healthcare centres or hospitals), or water purification applications. 

Therefore, uses benefiting from this derogation shall be required to communicate appropriate use instructions to minimise releases to the environment (paragraph 7) and report the quantities used and released to the Agency (paragraph 8). 





We question why the above provided justification excludes the Medical Devices from the quoted (healthcare) product list… Meanwhile, referring to the provided explanatory text ‘where the microplastic is contained by technical means to prevent releases to the environment.’, brings up the question of the Medical Device range of products identified in the assessment. Indeed we wonder whether nonwoven fabric made of polymer fibers would comply to the above specifications… Without full clarification of the scope, impact assessment (including relative to (medical) essential uses) will be inaccurate and generates a significant bias in the analysis. 



d. With reference to the following quote in the SEAC conclusions: 



[SEAC/B.3.3.4. Overall proportionality/ Key elements underpinning the SEAC conclusion(s): /MedDec pg 69] : 

Medical devices 
As pointed out in the section on costs, there is not sufficient information on the impacts of the ban of the proposed restriction on medical devices to draw a final conclusion on proportionality. As data is scarce, neither costs nor releases were estimated by the Dossier Submitter. Also, the volumes of microplastics used in substance-based medical devices that would be affected by the ban is unknown. 

On the basis of the above stated elements and giving the necessary consideration to the above discussions on ‘essential (medical) uses’ we consider SEAC cannot make a recommendation for a ban -  at least at this current stage.



Furthermore, we oppose to the correlation of the Medical Device products to the Cosmetic product range as previously justified: ‘Similarities to cosmetics suggest that the proposal could be proportionate. However, further information would be needed to underpin this conclusion.’



BECA REACH firmly recommend that full consideration is given to the above elements for finalizing the SEAC opinion.
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Specific information request - question 1 

 

 

There are around 17,000 large-sized artificial turf playing fields in Europe, of which between 75 and 80% are made from tyre rubber granulate.



More than 70% of the synthetic turf installed in France are made in France. 



Large synthetic playing fields already correspond to the requirements of several French and European standards, as well as to the regulations of various sports federations: 



· NF 90 112: Sports grounds – Unbound mineral surfaces for outdoor sports areas (2016) 

· EN 15330-1: Surfaces for sports areas – Synthetic turf and needle-punched surfaces primarily designed for outdoor use - Part 1 (2013)

· EN 15330-2: Surfaces for sports areas – Synthetic turf and needle-punched surfaces primarily designed for outdoor use - Part 2 (2017)





The social and economic advantages of these sports surfaces:



The lifespan of synthetic turf surfaces is estimated at between 10 and 15 years. Their advantages are of an economic, social, and environmental nature.

 

A synthetic surface is economical: it requires 2 to 3 times less maintenance than natural turf; it does not require mowing, fertilising or plant protection products; every year, it makes it possible to save 3,200 m3 of water from watering (this is the equivalent of an Olympic-size swimming pool).

 

Tyre granulate is a infill material that is 2 to 5 times cheaper than alternative infill (in reality, this mostly means cork), the specific characteristics of which (friability and buoyancy in particular) require specific, increased maintenance operations that many French municipalities are not able to provide. 

 

Synthetic turf protects the health of the players: the infill can absorb the impacts felt by the players on the field. This shock absorption capacity helps prevent injury and provides trauma safety, all while imitating the sensations of natural turf. On the other hand, replacing granulate by other materials – including organic ones – cannot, at present, guarantee the same game quality and the same physical safety for the players.

 

Synthetic turf is available for more citizens: it is an excellent alternative to natural turf. A sports surface made from tyre granulate can support intense use, 7 days a week, year-round, regardless of the weather conditions. It can be used for 50 hours a week, versus 6 to 10 hours for natural turf.

This surface does not freeze in winter, and does not dry out in summer, allowing users to play on a surface that guarantees permanent playing comfort.

The availability of synthetic sports surfaces thus makes it possible to offer game-playing slots extended to a wide range of the public every week. Municipalities can thus multiply the sports they offer – an important factor for social insertion and cohesion – and the fulfilment of sports personnel. 



In terms of playing time, one synthetic turf pitch is the equivalent of 4 to 6 natural turf pitches.

 

 

 







 

The truth about the dispersion of granulate:

 

Contrary to several totally exaggerated statements, annual average granulate loss for a pitch is no more than a few dozen kilos. The figure of 1,000 kg mentioned per year is the result of a misunderstanding. While it is true that on average 1,000 kilos are added to a pitch every year, this is essentially because of the progressive, natural compacting of the granulate by the players.

 

It should also be noted that if granulate is taken off the pitch by the players on their shoes or socks, it ends up mixed in with household waste and not in the water system. It is thus harmless for the environment.

 

 

No truly valid alternative possible:



Replacing synthetic turf with natural turf is not a profitable, feasible or sustainable alternative. 

 



 

Today there is no truly efficient alternative for rubber infill. Banning this infill would mean banning synthetic turf pitches, resulting in the simultaneous disappearance of the considerable social and economic advantages.

 

Organic infill such as cork is not a viable alternative because of its incompatibility with the climate and a lack of availability of the product. The cork used as infill is effectively the production waste from high end production applications such as corks for bottles. The quantity available is thus very low. Europe would need 221,000 tonnes/year, or more than 6 times current annual production. 

 

Using cork would mean completely re-doing pitches with specific systems. Furthermore, it would be necessary to replace all the infill every 4 years.  

An LCA has shown that the impact on the environment of cork production is high given the need for transport (production is in Portugal), the use of fertilisers, and water consumption.  



 In addition, 80 hectares of cork oak trees are needed to produce the 40 tonnes of cork used to fill the turf, so the environmental impact of this operation should maybe also be examined.



Systems that use sand or no infill at all do not provide the appropriate sports characteristics and can increase the risk of injury from burning. The footholds for the players are not stabilised, which also increases the risk of injury. No solution has been judged to be satisfactory for either sporting performances or the well-being of the players by FIFA.  

 

 

The social and economic impact of a ban:



France has 4,000 synthetic pitches. The functional and social need for the availability of sports facilities has even accelerated their adoption by local authorities.

 

On the contrary, banning this type of surface, or reducing the number of hours of use of these pitches, would highlight an already fragile imbalance in certain regions, given the low number of pitches per 10,000 inhabitants. This is notably the case in the Ile-de-France region.



Contractors and consultants, laboratories, specialist constructors, general construction firms, specialist subcontractors (maintenance etc.): in France, more than 5,000 jobs are linked to the synthetic turf industry. Growth in this sector of activity is estimated at 5% a year. 



Finally, a ban would create an unsolvable problem for the European end-of-life tyre recycling sector. There would effectively be 400,000 tonnes of tyres that would find themselves with no alternative recycling solution. 

 

The organisations responsible for recycling throughout Europe would have no idea how to process these 50 million tyres other than by incinerating them or burying them in landfill. This would be a dramatic step backwards for one of the rare recycling sectors that works perfectly well all over Europe, with collection and processing rates that are almost 100% of the new tyres sold each year.



In France, the 900 employees of the more than 30 very small businesses in the sector would necessarily feel the impact of this decision.
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