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3. Third plea in law, alleging that the contested decision infringes the principles of legal certainty and protection of
legitimate expectations by failing to take into consideration expected studies which were acknowledged as relevant for
the assessment of BPA’s alleged ED properties, and in particular the CLARITY-BPA study, and by not considering the
derivation of a safe level as a factor relevant for the establishment of the equivalent level of concern.

4. Fourth plea in law, alleging that the contested decision breaches Articles 59 and 57(f) of the REACH Regulation by
identifying BPA as a Substance of Very High Concern on the basis of the criteria referred to in Article 57(f), since
Article 57(f) only covers substances which have not yet been identified under Article 57(a) to (e).

5. Fifth plea in law, alleging that the contested decision breaches Article 2(8)(b) of the REACH Regulation since
intermediates are exempt from the entire Title VII, and are thus outside the scope of Articles 57 and 59 and outside the
scope of authorisation.

6. Sixth plea in law, alleging that the contested decision breaches the principle of proportionality, since the inclusion of BPA
in the Candidate List when it is a non-intermediate exceeds the limits of what is appropriate and necessary to attain the
objective pursued and is not the least onerous measure to which the Agency could have had recourse.
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Pleas in law and main arguments

The pleas in law and main arguments are similar to those put forward in Cases T-478/17, Mutualidad de la Abogacia and
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accordance with Article 277 TFEU;

— Order SRB and the Commission to pay the costs.
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483[17, Garcia Sudrez and Others v Commission and Single Resolution Board, T-484/17, Fidesban and Others v Single Resolution
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