Multiple independent studies consistently show that cosmetics’ contribution is minor,
likely around 1-2% or less. The frequently cited 26% figure is based on flawed data: banned
substances, substances not used in cosmetics (e.g., the insecticide permethrin), and
ubiquitous substances (e.g., common dietary fats) wrongly attributed to one sector.

What multiple studies consistently find
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+ Re-examines the key substances and introduces a conservative 1223/2009).
scoring model for multi-use substances (assigning cosmetics 50%
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: or exclusive use of a substance in cosmetics, the total contribution
- Even under such cautious assumption, reduces the originally of cosmetics to wastewater pollution is around 1.5% not, 26%
estimated 26% contribution to app. 4.29%, demonstrating a :
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@ Different methods, same conclusion:
When correctly allocated based on actual use, cosmetics make only

a marginal contribution to urban wastewater micropollution

Where the 26% figure comes from & why it does not hold up to scrutiny

Feasibility of an EPR system for micro-pollutants, Bio Innovation Stud
Part of the European Commission’s Impact Assessment '@

+ Assesses the contribution of cosmetics to urban wastewater micro pollution at 26%

- Overestimates the contribution of cosmetics by misallocating substances (banned or non-cosmetic) and assigning 100% of
multi-use substances to a single sector.

“Our industry acknowledges the importance of urban wastewater
management and is ready to contribute its fair share, but we cannot
be incentivised to reduce emissions of substances we do not emit.”
John Chave, Director General, Cosmetics Europe .
Cosmetics Europe

the personal care association

For more details go to Unpacking Flawed Data behind UWWTD



https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/14249cbc-5f1c-11ed-92ed-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
https://cosmeticseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/ECT-Evaluation-EPR-UWWTD.pdf
https://cosmeticseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/ECT-Evaluation-EPR-UWWTD.pdf
https://cosmeticseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/ECT-Evaluation-EPR-UWWTD.pdf
https://cosmeticseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/ECT-Evaluation-EPR-UWWTD.pdf
https://cosmeticseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/ECT-Evaluation-EPR-UWWTD.pdf
https://cosmeticseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/DHI-report-EPR-of-Cosmetic-substance-in-wastewater.pdf
https://cosmeticseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/DHI-report-EPR-of-Cosmetic-substance-in-wastewater.pdf
https://cosmeticseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/DHI-report-EPR-of-Cosmetic-substance-in-wastewater.pdf
https://cosmeticseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/DHI-report-EPR-of-Cosmetic-substance-in-wastewater.pdf
https://cosmeticseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/DHI-report-EPR-of-Cosmetic-substance-in-wastewater.pdf
https://cosmeticseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/UWWTD-CE-Analysis-List-of-substances-used-in-the-EPR-feasibility-report-April-2025.pdf
https://cosmeticseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/UWWTD-CE-Analysis-List-of-substances-used-in-the-EPR-feasibility-report-April-2025.pdf
https://cosmeticseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/UWWTD-CE-Analysis-List-of-substances-used-in-the-EPR-feasibility-report-April-2025.pdf
https://cosmeticseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/UWWTD-CE-Analysis-List-of-substances-used-in-the-EPR-feasibility-report-April-2025.pdf
https://cosmeticseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/Ricardo_Review-of-the-European-Commission-approach-to-allocating-Toxic-Load-to-Cosmetic-sector.pdf
https://cosmeticseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/Ricardo_Review-of-the-European-Commission-approach-to-allocating-Toxic-Load-to-Cosmetic-sector.pdf
https://cosmeticseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/Ricardo_Review-of-the-European-Commission-approach-to-allocating-Toxic-Load-to-Cosmetic-sector.pdf
https://cosmeticseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/Ricardo_Review-of-the-European-Commission-approach-to-allocating-Toxic-Load-to-Cosmetic-sector.pdf
https://cosmeticseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/Ricardo_Review-of-the-European-Commission-approach-to-allocating-Toxic-Load-to-Cosmetic-sector.pdf
https://cosmeticseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/Ricardo_Review-of-the-European-Commission-approach-to-allocating-Toxic-Load-to-Cosmetic-sector.pdf
https://cosmeticseurope.eu/cosmetic-products/unpacking-flawed-data-behind-uwwtd/

