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1. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA 

Agenda has been adopted. 

2. ADOPTION OF THE MINUTES 

Minutes of the March EUEB meeting have been adopted. 

3. UPDATE ON THE CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCESS FOR THE FOLLOWING 

PRODUCT GROUPS: 'FOOTWEAR', 'FURNITURE' AND 'SOIL IMPROVERS AND 

GROWING MEDIA'- JOINT RESEARCH CENTRE (EC) 

FURNITURE 

Presentation (slides) given by Shane Donatello: 

– Criteria proposal made in the 2nd AHWG and feedback received 

– Scope and definition- the remarks are about the wording and the exceptions. Proposal 

is to upload the new version of the scope on Batis system, and set another period of 

comments 

– Criteria- general remark. Too many criteria and unclear for producers, the specific 

criteria for substances are complicated, need of criteria for laminates and paper wood  

– Proposal for criteria: restructuring the criteria, substances criteria to be included into 

the group of material, e.g. hazardous substances for wood into wood criteria, set 

common criteria for some materials that can leave out if the materials are not included 

in the piece 

– Sustainable wood: lot of discussions, keeping the original wording but including 

definitions for terms such as controlled wood, mixed wood, COC, etc. Stakeholders 

feedback is welcome 

– Formaldehyde and wood panels: there are two stages; in the industries and in the use 

stage. Main issue is E1 vs 50% E1 because the e1 is already mandatory in 6MS but the 

half of this value can be too ambitious. Also this limit is easier to achieve depending 

on the kind of panel. There are previous experiences done by Ikea and Nordic swan, 

Japan and California 

– Recyclability and recycled content. Recyclability is considered to be under the 

responsibility of local authorities, recycling of metals is removed because there is a 

well established network that makes that economically achievable, plastic is the only 

one to be maintained because its rate of recycling is not so high as for other materials 

– Plastics. Confusion with this criteria, clear wording is needed for classification, 

specific criteria for laminates 

– Leather. Faux leather can not appear as a subcriteria in leather because it is rather a 

plastic material 
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– VOC are already addressed in other criteria, final product testing is expensive and it is 

proposed to leave away given flexibility to the producer to test single materials of the 

products. There is a lack of chamber testing in eu that are getting busy and expensive 

Discussion 

UK: Batis and comments how are you going to upload the amendments 

Amendments like the new scope and some new version of the criteria are expected to be 

uploaded. But open to suggestions for the management of the criteria. EC what is the 

timing of other project to upload the things 

Plastic EU: why do you keep the recyclability of plastic in? Main material is wood, 

metals and plastics. Wood criteria are fine; metals and the high embodied energy make 

the recycling ratio high. Plastics can be improved keeping the criteria and the high 

embodied energy 

Spain: How are you going to deal with pvc, we are in favour in keeping the criteria on 

recycling metals in order not to favour / discriminate this type of materials 

JRC responds: 

o  Rates of recycled metal are so high already that the criteria impact is zero, it will 

not further increase the ratio or decrease the environmental impact. Benchmarks would 

create a barrier in the market or distortion 

o Plastic criteria and recycling is easier. They are used in a batch scale or small and 

they can have higher control in the recycled materials. Encouraging producers to use 

recycled plastics will favour the environment 

o PVC is something we are looking at 

- If producers refuse to recycle materials what is the purpose and the use of 

consumers collecting separately these materials 

o Looking to limit recycled plastic, we will look specially to those in contact with 

the skin, feedback required for the type of extrusion of the plastic and the relationship to 

the recyclability 

- What sometimes happens is that the finished product due to formaldehyde release 

it can create problems e.g. headaches 

Denmark: 3% exception is strange. Moreover the ratio with the hazardous substances 

should be applied to the 100% of the materials 

A certain minimum content of recycled plastic is necessary. Important is also that the 

materials in contact with skin should have extra criteria, especially plastics. Indoor or 

outdoor furniture should include the biocides substances requirement 

EuroCommerce: refers to the waste directives and its relevance. In this context ecolabel 

can boost the resell of furniture in the second hand market (if these products could be 

ecolabelled. Where is this taken into account and with which criteria? We request to 

work towards this direction. 
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o As long as no hazardous substances are added or any other issue, the second hand 

ecolabelled furniture should remain with the label 

France: do you want to have a criterion to limit the use of some materials in the 

furniture, because now it is possible to get an ecolabelled furniture made entirely of steel. 

Which is the proposal for emissions from the furniture, total tests or just pieces? 

o  Recycling content of the batch is difficult to verified in percentage... it is better in 

global way 

o En 717 for formaldehyde are for timber?, there is no standards suitable neither for 

furniture nor for pieces, but some standards are coming, also identifying the 

concentration values to be observed. Feedback is welcome especially from Germany and 

French, if they are too ambitious or not... also on what type of treatment or production 

process should require the testing and which other not...  

 

SOIL IMPROVERS  

Presentation given by JRS- Rocio Rodriguez Quintero 

Presentation and remarks on the 2nd AHWG meeting. Project that is testing the Batis in 

the html version. Comments, by 14th July should be posted in Batis . 

Discussion 

EuroCommerce: excellent presentation and minutes. Welcome the discussions on 

quality, professional products want to have the same quality all the times that is difficult 

to achieve with different sources of materials. Wording landing remarks this aspect to 

determine the quality having different sources. 

Germany: mineral wool, are you trying to implement criteria in after use? Testing and 

sampling. Sample should be required by a third independent body, would the CB be able 

to recognize that?? What happens if one testing along the year is above the limits?? Peat 

from agricultural land how affects the climate, marketing, etc. of these products 

EEB/BEUC: not inclusion of the mineral wool in the scope, it should be covered by 

other schemes of EU ecolabel. Peat free requirement, peat producer will regret the peat 

land, but concerning exploiting the peat land already you will get co2 emissions and will 

be against the 2020 goals, peat should restore, the largest retailers have already to peat 

free products, they are already on the market 

UK: maintains the peat content position, support the EUEB position, have retailers and 

governments department purchasing peat free materials 

Austria: support peat free. CBs can comment online and be seen from the other 

participants on batis? 

Denmark: clarification criteria 3.3. 100% mineral wool what does it mean??  

o AFTER USE CRITERION it is for mineral wool, it can not be mixed with other 

materials such as organic constituents making not feasible to the recycled.  
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o Current criterion is difficult to implement and verify. The proposals are to remain 

the current criteria as it, i.e. demonstration at 50% is collected and recycled, or as an 

alternative that they have contracted a company being in charge of that doing the 

collection and recycling of 70%. We agree it is difficult to implement and check.  

o External habilitation for sampling and testing. Proposal is that the lab and sampler 

shall be accredited for these purposes, standards contain the information. Habilitation is 

not available in all MS and it brings costs, so it is being considering to introduce an 

alternative way 

o It is been considering to decrease the frequency of the testing if the product 

complies with the requirements along a certain period of time eg one year. The values are 

an average of the year 

o EU Ecolabel should not be a tool for responsible peat production, but on the 

contrary. This initiative is just starting, we are following this trend but we should wait for 

the development and results of this initiative. 

o PEAT FREE AND MINARAL WOOL. Co2 balance is not clear if it is benefit 

from the peat production. No technical arguments were found for excluding the mineral 

wool from the scope. If mineral wool is excluded other ingredients should be excluded 

also. 

o How many mineral wools have licences? Not sure but it must be one 

o HTML VERSION each CBs see only its own comment but all of them will be 

released after the consultation period 

President: We consider that it is important to know in the early stages what is 

commented and by whom because we will have probably to find a compromise at the end 

of the process.   

FOOTWEAR 

Presentation (slides) Malgorzata Kowalska 

France: disagree on cotton (ask for higher organic content), even if this is due to 

harmonization with textile ecolabel. It seems energy is difficult to address but we support 

if it is possible. How was defined the requirement of 3% 

Denmark: what means with the BAT levels, EU manufacture has extra requirements? Is 

it ok that they set requirements only for non EU footwear manufacture 

Belgium: disagreement in the cotton criteria and disagreement to the threshold of the 

textile criteria –but we agree to harmonise now. In favour of more practical criteria, PVC 

not possible to recover from the footwear therefore in favour of PVC free shoes, social 

criteria should be included . 

Spain: supporting FR on the organic cotton, important to seek harmonization from recent 

work. 100% organic cotton for children under 3 years, PVC free  is important because 

they go to incineration in EU and in Africa, if there is no solution that should be said in 

the information for the consumer because then it becomes a not sustainable materials 
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o Pit values, applies for the huge tanneries and not the SME: These are challenging 

for SME companies 

o Social criteria. Criteria could be harmonized at across the product groups, but 

there are products that are more complicated that others, eg footwear includes textile 

too...  

o Final assembly stage, needs to be defined 

o Organic cotton threshold for children products will be checked., good idea 

o PVC, are addressed from the restricted substances and we consider is it the 

correct approach. It has (e.g. phthalates used in PVC) been restricted with this criterion. 

The amount of pvc in footwear is not significant. PVC is a soft substance in shoes. 

Several approaches are under study: e.g. recycling.  

o Threshold 3%, current criteria proposed that, consultation support the position 

that the criteria should be verified. Other schemes also set thresholds by weight eg 

Nordic 5%, AU 5%, Blue Angel also. We applied the stricter threshold of the German 

scheme. Japan sets 17percent of the surface area 

Denmark: arguments for harmonized the social criteria and verifying are not true. They 

are easy to verify even in India. PVC is not a good criterion 

4. UPDATE ON THE CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCESS FOR THE FOLLOWING 

PRODUCT GROUPS: 'PERSONAL AND NOTEBOOK COMPUTERS' AND 'TELEVISIONS 

AND DISPLAYS' - JOINT RESEARCH CENTRE (EC) 

NOTEBOOK AND COMPUTERS 

Presentation JRC-Nick Dodd 

Denmark: derogation for substances included into the candidate list will be difficult to 

do from the legislation point of view. What is going on in practise regarding 

disassembling, waste stream. Are these dealt that away or simply deposited and 

incinerated? EU is encouraging recycling but what is happening at the moment? Is it 

manual or automatic? 

Spain: why in GPP can we refer to the last version of energy label but it is not the case 

for ecolabel. Hazardous substance criteria is going in the right direction, practical, lets 

see how it is accepted by the producers. However, brominates-substances have clauses 

that can be barriers although they are being substituted by the producers. Dismantling 

manual will facilitate the recyclability 

o SVHC, we have just indications that it can happen, but we still are waiting for 

information.  

o Strong justification should be submitted and being under the threshold 

o Computers are not going to the waste stream, a computer with a label in 2015 will 

be waste in 2018 when the recycling will be reinforced... valuable metals can be justified 

to be manually recovered 
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o Reactive FR we have a number of comments that we should look at this issue in 

detail. Best practice in this issue will be reflected.  

o GPP and ecolabel difference. Ecolabel is subject to vote by the MS on the 

reference that we have and we can not refer to the future version of energy label, because 

we don’t know what is going to be. GPP is recommendations that MS can leave out 

criteria whereas in ecolabel all the criteria should be accomplished 

Denmark: has concerns with the current format of the ecolabel. Progressive energy 

requirements along the years would be welcome because the industry is progressing in 

reducing the energy requirements little by little. Additional, in this way the criterion on 

energy is not phased out, an old-fashion criteria becoming a criterion that more than 50% 

of the market can comply with 

o No legal tool to remove a product from the market once it has been awarded with 

the label. If we introduced a progressive requirement, there will be not complying 

products on the selves.  

TELEVISIONS 

France synergies EU and extended producer responsibility, asks to include the criterion. 

Useful to have a technical document for reparation, bonus for products that content post-

consumer recycled materials 

- Energy is a dynamic approach but is not in line with the computer approach. We 

are in favour of this approach. Better aligned with the energy label with the highest class. 

Energy label will be revised, but there can be an amendment to the ecolabel to be again 

in line with the revised energy label 

o Ecodesign differs from ecolabel is that the amendments will come with delay 

o Tv had data to establish a different approach, not in the case of computers 

Denmark: considers that a criterion in energy is that it is proposed that energy 

requirement can be energy star 200a + energy star 200b +- 20%, being ahead or in line 

with the market situation 

5. UPDATES ON OTHER ISSUES RELATED TO THE EU ECOLABEL (AMENDMENTS, 

CORRIGENDA, ETC.) - CARLA PINTO, DG ENVIRONMENT (EC) 

Denmark: Recommendation to contact DG SANCO regarding MIT and to think of the 

potential impact on the criteria for AHP. 

EC (Carla Pinto): Regarding the publication of the criteria extensions,   no problems are 

expected concerning EU Ecolabel criteria established for "Notebook computers", as the 

Decision prolonging its validity was adopted before the 6
th

 of June. 

Chairman: Please provide the colleagues with the presentation. 

EC (Carla Pinto): The presentation will be uploaded in CIRCA by this week. 

6. SHORT OVERVIEW ON THE ON-GOING WORK: 'WOODEN FLOOR COVERINGS' AND 

'TOURIST ACCOMMODATIONS + CAMPSITES' - JOINT RESEARCH CENTRE (EC) 
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WOODEN FLOOR COVERINGS 

Presentation by JRC -Alicia Boyano  

o PV – Don’t understand the reasons for increasing strictness of the criteria. There 

is little uptake. There is a slide presented with 3-4 environmental hot spots. We should 

focus on these. The promotion of the criteria should be increased. We should not increase 

the strictness of the criteria for the sake of it. We should focus on the dissemination and 

higher uptake. 

EC: there was an amendment last year as there was a problem so the criteria have been in 

use since the last year only 

SM: laminated products included – what is the main end-of-life phase. (JRC replies: 

incineration). Then we need to take into account what happens at the end of the life 

cycle, and then the PVC may be an issue – regarding forestry – should all material be 

covered by third party certification schemes, today we have certain share of certified 

material – in other criteria, but all the materials should be covered by a certification 

scheme. We should follow it also in these criteria. Regarding biocides – could you 

clarify? 

JRC: current criteria bans the use of biocidal purpose added substances, we are 

investigating the possibility of bringing on board the new legislation banning all biocides 

except for those active substances at are allowed in several groups of the new regulation 

and that applied to this kind of products 

SM: Denmark is not for of using biocides for furniture  

EC: regarding PVC – if there is an issue on end-of-life – what will happen with this 

product, in which country, what kind of technology is used in this country, if there is 

BAT, then there is no problem, a proof that there is really an issue must be provided 

EEB/BEUC: regarding PVC – it is a personal opinion that there is no scientific evidence 

on negative impacts of PVC 

JRC:  how should we deal with different quality of incinerators 

EC: we would need to evaluate it for various MS. If the incinerator is run properly, there 

is no problem. 

TOURTIST ACCOMODATION AND CAMPSITES 

Presentation by JRC -Candela Vidal Abarca Garrido 

- Short procedure or long procedure, what means, what is expected, etc 

EC: regulation is clear, shorted procedures is only possible if you are targeting the 

existing criteria, if you want to introduce a new one, there shall be a normal one. In the 

shortened procedure, we can keep just one AHWG, but just one 

Italy: we want to have an AHWG. 

EUEB  clarification, regarding the presentation do you consider that we have already  

gone further?? Proposing new criteria and accepting them, that we agreed with them 

Sweden: where is that?? Annex one.... regulation: rationale why there is no need for 

another criteria,  

UK: the restriction of additional criteria is regarding the social, but one in the 

environmental area is insignificant considering the large number of criteria 

Norway: criteria of 5 years old are still valid is strange, 
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- EUBE one working meeting on the focus on the point criteria and keep stick to 

the shorten procedure 

Austria: shorten in favour, what about integrating the proposed new criteria included 

into the existing ones in order not to have a new one...  

EC: lawyers will decide if merging criteria is legal 

Belgium: art 6.6  and 6.7 included in the existing criteria or in the new ones?? 

JRC: there is a covering of those articles in the criteria that consider the purchase of 

ecolabel products; therefore they fall into the revision of the criteria 

President: maybe it id better to digest the criteria and send the comments ont what do we 

want to do? 

Denmark: Maybe ten years ago was good to go for a quick revision,  but considering the 

extension of the criteria, a quick revision will imply that these criteria will be more than 

12 years old by the time of the next revision. They will be older than most of the 

renovation of the tourism accommodation, they are going to carry out the renovations 

regarding very old criteria, this is especially important regarding the energy consumption 

UK: on the last point, we are in favour of the short procedures, as there is a desesperative 

need of increasing the reliability on this scheme in . EMAS and the current criteria cover 

already the main environmental aspects 

Portugal: changing of scope, do we do change it? Is merging the criteria a change of the 

scope 

EC: – then we could keep the separate criteria, regarding shortened procedure – it cannot 

be used as there are new criteria 

- IV what is the time difference between the normal and the shorten procedure?   

EC:  if we go for shortened procedure it could be 3-4 months before we take the criteria 

to the regulatory committee, but Soren was right, if we don’t do it now – some criteria 

are to be revised in 2020.  

Norway: regarding the credibility of the scheme – in Nordic Ecolabel we published new 

criteria, we are considerably stricter, I think the EU Ecolabel criteria should be also 

stricter, e.g. on energy,  

EuroCommerce: it is a perfect question for tomorrow 

EC: we need a clarification what we want in the future, there are 42 updated criteria,  - 

unchanged, 7 withdrawn, 3 additional, the time difference would be 6 months earlier or 

later,  

EC: timeline on the shortened procedure – if we merge 2 into 1, it is a scope change and 

then we need a normal procedure and at least 2 AHWG meetings, we need a clarification 

on this 

- AD – if we change mandatory ....(did not get the point), a platform for comments 

can be very helpful in thee revision-development process 

- CV – regarding timeline we would need to have a quick response. If we want to 

keep to the shortened procedure – we cannot any criteria to the set.  

EC: ask IPTS to send the deadlines for meetings, etc. When we have a shortened or a 

normal procedure 

UK: is it a formal vote procedure? DG ENV 
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7. SHORT OVERVIEW ON THE ON-GOING WORK: 'CLEANING SERVICES' AND THE 

DETERGENTS FAMILY (6) - JOINT RESEARCH CENTRE (EC) 

CLEANING SERVICES 

Presentation by JRC (Belmira Neto) 

Denmark: Is outdoor windows washing not included? 

JRC: Indoor cleaning of windows and glasses are being further consider in the criteria 

development.  

Outdoor windows cleaning are being often offered as a separate contract. Thus not being 

further considered within the scope of our project.   

AISE: In our industry we use the term facade cleaning. It needs clarification regarding 

the use of window cleaning (either indoor or outdoor) 

Austria. Sanitary services should not be included. We disagree to promote disinfection 

services. 

Denmark: regarding Public Procurement to exclude the use of fragrances in this product 

group. Cleaning service at least shall offer fragrance free cleaning service 

Eurocommenrce: In services it is very important to check the “subcontractors” of the 

service. In this case it is important to have some  

Portugal. Why is the parking area excluded? It is inside the building after all the contract 

is on cleaning services.  

JRC: the list of cleaning services is large. We want to focus on the big market share and 

to cover the building common areas. Office cleaning is an important share. Parking lots 

may be covered but it is to be explored the relevance based on checking the “function” of 

the cleaning service. 

EC: deadline for comments is 4rth July. Regarding the fragrance free...depends on the 

determination of the scope of the cleaning services and how this will be developed. 

President: In the next EUEB we need 30min per product group as 10  min is too short 

and the agenda cannot be kept. 

DETERGENTS 

Presentation by JRC  

Denmark: regarding the email – it was not entirely clear it was about the substitution of 

CDV usetox 

Norway: Usetox is a more risk-based approach, while CDV more linked to the inherent 

properties, it would be important to provide us information on UseTox – then we can 

evaluate it, 

France: French Water Agency still does tests on Ecolabel laundry detergents obtaining 

results on toxicity, high results, UseTox is a method developed by UNEP-SETAC, we 

will provide more information 

EC: the issue of characterisation factors is a vital for using UseTox. Would it be possible 

to provide also comparison of CDV vs. UseTox, this would be very important, maybe the 

strictness of the CDV criterion is not sufficient,  

Norway: CDV was developed in 1992, maybe there are better and more accurate 

methods, but maybe using another method would give us a more accurate calculation, but 
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it is not necessary to switch to another parameter if it does not give us a better result. very 

happy that you revise the criteria at once, should not merge all of them 

France: the problem of CDV is that it does not reflect the real toxicity of the wash water 

and the effluent  

Eurocommerce: Since 1995 – there is a new approach – risk-base approach, have not 

seen it in the presentation, there are two players – xxx  - how to treat the wash water in 

the waste water treatment plant, what is the final fate, 2
nd

 – detergent industry – they 

have worked on HERA project, you should have a dialogue  with both these players 

8. UPDATE ON THE CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCESS FOR 'LIGHT SOURCES'; 

CHIARA BRIATORE, LIGHTINGEUROPE 

LightingEurope: The consortium worked further on the hazardous substances criterion. 

The 2
nd

 AHWG meeting on electronic products (TVs and computers) was followed and 

their proposal appears to work for "Light Sources", as they decided to work on 

components and specific parts.  

It is planned to have a similar approach and to align with their work. It was identified that 

the workload for revising this set of criteria is higher than initially estimated. There will  

also be a meeting with our members so as to manage easier the data collections among 

our members. We are not in the position to give you the date of the next AHWG meeting. 

We will see how we can learn and share experience with JRC and discuss internally if 

there is a need on further work possible by externalising some parts to a consultant if 

needed. 

EEB: We understand that there was no change on the performance criteria In respect of 

the durability test a lamp will pass. 

We prefer to go for listing the components that should be considered and approved in the 

decision. We disagree with the setting a threshold of 5g exclusion. 

LightingEurope: We do not insist on keeping the 5g threshold. We are open and will 

look and learn from the experience of JRC in relevant (televisions and computers) 

product groups. We intend to follow this methodology, but today we are not able to 

provide you a clear picture on a solution on this aspect. 

We expect to be able and present a good compromise in the next AHWG meeting. 

In the next AHWG meeting also other criteria will be revised. 

We do not though intend to change the scope of the PG. 

9. AOB – PRESIDENT 

10. EU ECOLABEL WORK PLAN 2011-2015 – GENERAL CHANGES TO WORK PLAN - 

CARLA PINTO, DG ENVIRONMENT (EC) 

Denmark: The marketing guide: has that been developed in secrecy? As I understand 

from my colleague it has not been discussed at the CB Forum and I have not heard about 

it before, cannot find it on the website.  

EC (Carla Pinto): I checked yesterday, the information is on the website. We had a 

workshop together with the CB Forum in November 2013. We had presentation of the 

team developing this project and the guide was released this year. During the course of 

the project we had several presentations at the CB Forum level; you can look at the 

minutes. It is a marketing guide for printed paper products. It was developed under this 

project, but of course it can be replicated for almost all product groups. 
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EEB/BEUC: Is the EC considering investing resources for marketing in the future? I am 

talking about rolling out marketing campaign across the European Union because we 

think this is a key success factor for any ecolabel. We don’t see enough resources put into 

EU Ecolabel for marketing. At the time we are facing criticism on the lack of uptake on 

the EU Ecolabel. This is an important point for the work plan. What do we do with the 

mechanisms that we have to develop to track the performance indicators of the EU 

Ecolabel because we are assessing the EU Ecolabel Regulation implementation? We 

don’t have proper figures in terms of sales and data on consumer awareness since 2009 

(Eurobarometer). There were positive trends from 2006-2009; we went from 11% to 

39%. Since 2009, the same data has not been replicated by the Eurobarometer and it is a 

problem to face an evaluation without having this information. Regarding the number of 

licences and products on the market, we see an exponential growth, but we don’t have 

comparable data since 2012; we cannot take decisions based on unknown. Is there 

anything planned to correct that within the framework of the evaluation? 

EC (Carla Pinto): We are working hard to have accurate figures in respect of indicators 

of the implementation and success of the scheme. All CBs are aware, as this was 

discussed and agreed at the CB forum level. I have presented specific guidance on a 

methodology on how to count EU Ecolabel licences and products, because everyone has 

to count products the same way in order to have accurate statistics. EU Ecolabel has a 

new Regulation since 2010, where information on the turnover of EU Ecolabel products 

was not requested anymore and it’s very difficult to have access to this kind of 

information. We don't have access to turnover data and we can't go back, but we can 

work on the level of licences and products. We will start the reporting based on the new 

guidance in September 2014, but it's for the future, as we cannot do anything in respect 

of the past. 

EC (Michele Galatola): We cannot decide what goes into Eurobarometer. The 

communication unit will decide, based on the budget available, the topics going to 

Eurobarometer. We have been asking every year and that was never accepted. We will 

keep asking. There are other sources of information that we can rely upon on. There are 

other studies where consumers have been asked, to some extent, about the recognition of 

the EU Ecolabel. One of them being done in the context of SMGP communication and 

the survey done at that time, there was an Eurobarometer on that. Other studies have been 

done by DG SANCO, where we can get some information, which is not so optimistic in 

terms of awareness of consumers about the EU Ecolabel. Is there marketing strategy 

coming? Unfortunately not! The position of the EC has always been that marketing is not 

our role; it’s the role of MSs. I don’t know if with the new Commission there will be 

changes. This is something we should discuss in the future revision of the EU Ecolabel 

Regulation, if something can be done there to push the EC to do more in terms of 

marketing. For sure the budget will not increase; we fight for it not to be decreased. We 

can only discuss what we do to distribute the current budget? DG ENV doing less 

technical support work or policy preparation work and doing more communication? The 

discussion cannot be can you get more resources. The discussion should be can you 

optimise your existing resources so that you can do more? We don’t have growing 

budget for any activities. I am not sure which study from DG SANCO you refer to. I 

know a study where they compare all labels from Europe and EU Ecolabel was the 

second least recognized. The problem is that if you do studies with different methods, the 

results are not comparable.  

Denmark:  We support comment from EEB/BEUC on marketing strategy and 

communication campaigns throughout the EU. It is a statement from the EC that you rely 
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on MSs marketing of the EU Ecolabel. I'm not sure I have heard it before. Probably you 

can find an article on the Regulation to hold that on. It is crucial if we want to have a 

common EU Ecolabel in the EU that we do some common effort to spread the knowledge 

of the label around. That cannot be responsibility of a single MS. Many manufacturers 

and licence holders are having a shared market. They might see that some effort goes on 

in some countries, but nothing on others. There must be a common platform for that, so 

we are talking about the same, when we are communicating the EU Ecolabel. I think it is 

a natural that the EC is responsible, maybe not for the budget, but at least be responsible 

for doing it. We have had one major campaign in 2004 and in DK it was quite successful 

in raising the awareness of the EU Ecolabel. Unfortunately when the logo was changed in 

2009 and with the new Regulation, the awareness in DK dropped dramatically. We 

cannot find another explanation why the awareness dropped from 60% in 2009 to 30% in 

2010. We need professional marketing people ahead of such campaign. It should be the 

EC responsible for making the frames of such campaigns but of course the MSs and 

those that would like to participate with their own budget can then join such a campaign. 

Indicators: it is very important, the indicator of the turnover of EU Ecolabel products was 

missing after 2010. I’m not sure we will have it in the future; we have new fee system but 

it is voluntary for each MS on how to bring it. We will maybe have 1/3 or half of the 

MSs having turnover indicators. I wonder if that could be part of the contract that the 

licence holders provide that information. It should of course be confidential. I'm sure 

licence holders have the numbers. It should only be a rough number but still summed up 

on the total EU plan it would give an idea on where we are. We would need to know 

what is the current EU Ecolabel budget to come up with some ideas. I’m happy with the 

work done by JRC, but sometimes these reports are too heavy and much of the work is 

not relevant for the EU Ecolabel. Some of the money from criteria development could go 

to something where we can work on indicators, measuring awareness, etc. It's correct that 

we need the same way to measure the awareness every year. Methodology must be the 

same, otherwise it will be criticized. Regarding indicators: it has been done before. It is 

how to measure the impact on the EU Ecolabel and that can be done on overall 

perspective but can also be done maybe through the criteria development. What is the 

impact of these criteria or this product group? To have examples of the impact of the EU 

Ecolabel criteria; that is something we need. 

SABIC Innovative Plastics: We produce thermal plastics used in laptops and TVs. I 

want to emphasize what was said before about the metrics, in particular turnover. One of 

the challenges we have with the EU Ecolabel is that we cannot make an investment case 

based on the currently available data. Having the number of licences issued or even the 

number of products does not give us the dataset we require to see what the opportunity 

for our business is. Until we can answer that, it is extremely difficult for us to engage in 

this agenda more than we currently are. What I plead with you today, is that as part of 

your methodology for data collection, you collect data meaningful for people trying to 

establish marketing opportunity and putting investment cases together. Turnover data by 

product group would be a very useful start. I would be happy to help to put that 

information together.  

France: I support the comments on the importance of collecting data on turnover and 

consumer awareness. We've tried evaluating the market share of EU Ecolabel products in 

2010; it was difficult as we did not get any data from other MSs. We have some data for 

France. That kind of data is very important to communicate to public purchasers, because 

they know about the awareness of the EU Ecolabel. Please do something, the suggestion 

from Denmark is very good, and perhaps we can do an amendment to the contract to see 

if it’s possible to collect the turnover again. The promotion of the EU Ecolabel: I’m 
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surprised! I think Article 12 says that MSs together with the EC should agree on the 

promotion plan. The burden should be shared. At least if the MS are responsible for the 

communication, to do good communication we need good data. In the Work Plan on 

point 3.1. b) (Implementation of the new Regulation): the implementation of article 11.1 

there is an action regarding ecolabelling schemes in MSs, a letter by the EC will be sent 

out to the MS by December 2014. Could you give more information on this action? The 

implementation of Article 5.1 “EUEB will issue recommendation on minimum 

performance requirements” by December 2014, would like to have more information on 

that. The action under 3.3.d) it says that EC Product Team shall explore ways how a 

dynamic system where EU Ecolabel criteria become Ecodesign standard after "x" years 

can be established. Could you clarify that and on 3.3.f) prevention of false green claims. 

If we don’t have any revision of the EU Ecolabel Regulation, does that mean that we will 

work under new work plan for the next period 2016-2020? If yes, it would work. 

UK: Marketing: I support comments by DK.  We just heard that we got 5 new product 

groups agreed in the last 12 months, we got 2 more product groups to be agreed in the 

next 6-12 months. The marketing of new product criteria is of the utmost importance, 

otherwise we waste enormous amount of resources of IPTS and MSs in investment in 

developing those criteria. I was surprised to hear that this is no longer the EC 

responsibility to undertake promotion. The promotion of the printed matter criteria, 

setting up the workshops and the development of the guide, that has just been referenced, 

is an indication of how successful some central coordination and direction can be in 

promoting a product group. We recognise the lack of resources available. There has to be 

rebalancing between developing new criteria/ revision and promotional activities. At the 

very least there has to be some coordination of MSs. If each MS is responsible for the 

marketing of the EU Ecolabel separately, we will not be delivering an EU Ecolabel. We 

had a meeting with a licence holder and their number one concern was the proliferation 

of labels across Europe. What is the benefit of having EU Ecolabel? What is the benefit 

for them holding a licence that is supposed to be of use across Europe, when the 

individual MSs either have their own labels or there are other private labels reporting to 

be ecolabels? The very least, we must have some central direction, coordination, which 

coordinates the marketing of EU Ecolabel across each MS. I'm hoping that we can look 

at the budget as Denmark has said and understand and have some role or influence on 

how that budget can be rebalanced, so that we can get maximum value for money out of 

available limited resources. Data: we talk about the lack of data, particularly on market 

penetration, for many years. At the Belgian Presidency meeting in December 2010, there 

was a long discussion on how we could obtain more data on turnover; there were 

discussion with Nielsen, who has access to a lot of this information. This has gone 

nowhere. We need to see better information, licences and products are fine and we 

appreciate effort done by the EC to ensure that we have common understanding and 

counting methodology, but that is insufficient. We cannot just congratulate ourselves on 

having hundreds of products for one product group, when the proportion of the total 

market is miniscule. We must have better data, and then we can actually convince 

businesses that it makes sense to apply for the EU Ecolabel. 

Germany: I strongly support what others have said. We have collected some data on 

green products on the German market for 2012 looking back to 2008. The market share 

of EU Ecolabel was really low. The consumer awareness was also very low; in 2011 it 

was about 10%. It looks better on European scale. We need to collect more information 

on the benefits and to raise awareness. I agree, Article 12 suggests that it’s also the task 

for the EC to do so. The activities of EC on false green claims: could you elaborate? 
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EuroCommerce: Statistics: we have been working with that within the Organic 

Regulation for quite a while and still there is no official reporting on sales statistics. But 

every single retailer is reporting about the sales, they have the immediate access to sales 

statistics via the EAN code, the GS1 system. The recommendation made in 1998 to the 

organic CBs was to register the products under the EAN code. This is the connection to 

the business society. If you don’t use this, it is impossible for anyone to get access to the 

overall statistics. Traceability is key for business society. The Organic Regulation is also 

under revision and it is proposed that an action plan should be established. There was an 

action plan from 2002 or 2004, and of course there is a big difference. This is DG AGRI 

competence and they have a lot of money to spend. The turnover of organic products in 

the EU has not exceeded 2% of all food sales yet. 

UPM: We are a licence holder in Finland; we have production units in 5 MS. No one has 

really asked our turnover, we produce more than several billion euros of EU Ecolabel 

products, we use the Nordic Swan in Nordic countries, Blue Angel in Germany, Austrian 

Ecolabel in Austria, but utmost we promote EU Ecolabel because it’s a single European 

label. We really expect some marketing from the EC side. 

EC (Michele Galatola): I also support everything what has been said. Article 12: it says 

that the MSs and the EC have to agree on a plan for doing marketing activities. It doesn’t 

say that the EC has to implement marketing activities. Since I have been in the EU 

Ecolabel, the idea has always been that MSs are better players to implement the plan that 

has been agreed. Because you know your realities, consumers and you better know how 

to target different activities. True that in the past we have done some specific actions on 

soaps and shampoos, on printed paper: I have different feedback on how good those 

actions have been in terms of how they were carried out and the impact they had. Was 

the money worth spending? I have not a clear picture on that. Based on the feedback after 

the last campaign we thought that there are better ways to invest the money. Article 11.2 

reminded by France, that letter has not been drafted yet, because what is written in the 

Regulation, we are not sure that will deliver anything. It says: “In order to harmonise the 

criteria of  European ecolabelling schemes (EN ISO 14024 type I), EU Ecolabel criteria 

shall also take into account existing criteria developed in officially recognised 

ecolabelling schemes in the Member States.” The feedback I got off- record from MSs is 

that, in some cases it would put them to difficult situation because they would have to 

evaluate every single scheme existing in their countries. They would probably bounce 

back to us asking what we mean by equivalent, we would not have the answer. That’s the 

reason why we have been hesitant in writing that letter until now. That could open 

another Pandora box and not really solving the situation. We are not yet sure if we will 

send that letter by December 2014 as it is written there or postpone it until December 

2015. EU Ecolabel and Ecodesign: that link we try to establish more and more. 

Especially energy using products, we are more consistently referring to Ecodesign 

measures. We are not having a consistent link yet for a number of reasons. Some reasons 

lay in the fact that the way the criteria are developed, background, typology of impacts, 

scope of the Ecodesign directive and EU Ecolabel Regulation are different. All these 

differences might represent an obstacle towards the synchronization of different tools. 

That is not only valid for the link of EU Ecolabel and Ecodesign. It’s in general valid for 

all product policy relates tools we have in the EC. With the help of Rasmus we are doing 

a study, which is looking at this: if the current product policy framework is the best one 

or if there is a room for designing it differently, it’s one of the objectives from the 7 EAP. 

We are aware of the limitations of our existing working procedure. We try to make the 

link as close as possible when possible but we are not there to have it consistent for all 

our product groups. Green claims: work ongoing by DG SANCO, JUSTICE, ENV. We 
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are working at the revision of the document, which is supporting the implementation of 

misleading claims UCPD (Unfair Commercial Practice Directive). We are not planning a 

revision. That might happen in the coming years, there is lot of work in the EC that might 

feed into a possible revision of the UCPD. DG SANCO has on-going studies on 

misleading claims for non-food related product groups. Work that the EC does on 

environmental footprint and how this might support the verification of green claims. We 

will work on the revised document to support the implementation of UCPD, but revision 

is not foreseen. Do we need a new work plan for 2016-2020: the decision has not been 

taken if we will table a proposal for a new regulation next year or not? There are studies 

and REFIT exercise ongoing that might have an impact on any decision. It's not wise to 

start working on 5-year work plan when we don’t know what will happen next year. In 

any case, a review of the Regulation will take 2-3 years before new regulation is 

published in official journal. Probably a new Work Plan is needed to cover for that 

period. That would probably be the main discussion for June 2015 EUEB. I cannot 

commit which period this new Work Plan will cover. Market penetration, consumer 

awareness: I'm happy that everyone mentioned market proliferation; it is on my first slide 

for the afternoon session. Is the EU Ecolabel not known because we don’t do sufficient 

market campaign or it is not known because there are no EU Ecolabel products on the 

shelves? If that’s the case, why is it the case? Maybe the way we develop the criteria is 

not exactly what industry needs? I'm not sure more marketing is the answer; it is part of 

the answer. GS1: we have been getting closer with them in context of footprint exercise, 

where EAN code will be the way to communicate and to distribute information. We are 

considering with them on how to extend the background document where you have all 

the information that comes through the code also to the EU Ecolabel. James Bracken is 

willing to do so but are the retailers willing to release that information? Their answer was 

no. The blocking point is the retailers, they don’t want to release to us the information 

that we would need in order to have more and better data. I don’t know how to solve this 

issue if they are not willing to contribute. It's different with organic as this regulation is 

mandatory, it has more leverage than EU Ecolabel. 

11. EU ECOLABEL WORK PLAN 2011-2015; MICHELE GALATOLA, DG ENVIRONMENT 

(EC) 

EC (Michele Galatola): For 8 EU Ecolabel product groups (for copying and graphic 

paper, also GPP criteria will be developed) for revision under current cost would require 

roughly EUR 700 000-800 000 for the development process only. Some budget is needed 

for standard costs: fees to GEN, the Helpdesk and support to NGOs to the work of EU 

Ecolabel. There is nothing for marketing. Budget will not increase, but fortunately staff 

for 2014 will not be cut. There is a horizontal cut on all dossiers, there is no specific 

attack against the EU Ecolabel. We need to cut 40-50%, therefore we need to prioritize. 

Based on the budget we get, we have to find out our top priorities. This is business as 

usual, but we can also find an alternative solution. One alternative would be to invest less 

money in criteria development through JRC and use more resources of MSs. We could 

also minimise the revision to the product groups which are essential, prolong all the rest, 

under the assumption that the money saved would be invested in marketing and 

communication. You would have to assess the impact that would have on your day-to-

day work and the image of the label. We have to see the historical context: we are under 

attack with the REFIT exercise. We will see the results of REFIT exercise, how the new 

Commission will look like, which is another element of uncertainty. We also have a new 

head of unit we will soon also have a new director and a new deputy director general, 

who was following our dossiers. Rumours are that we might also get a new cabinet and 



18 
 

new Commissioner. There is so much uncertainty which has to be reflected also in the 

budget discussion to some extent. It is not an easy job in front of us.  Please consider that 

when making your priorities and asking your questions. 

Netherlands: Last week we had a talk with a textile floor covering producer in the NL, 

who is operating worldwide with a huge share and is interested in applying for the EU 

Ecolabel. I told him about the validity of the criteria in the new work plan. I told him that 

in the future there could be expected alignments with the new textile criteria, which are 

more complicated. He was seriously interested and he works on a basis of recycled fibres 

and that could be important to know. I would hate when the criteria would be dropped at 

this point. Regarding the hard floor coverings, we have an applicant, who is already in E-

Cat. We are working on a dossier there. Regarding the printed paper, I would suggest not 

to re-open all the discussions but for the time, work on more experience and see from 

there if adoption is necessary in the future.  

UK: Firstly, you missed out any reference to a shortened procedure. Obviously, as we 

discussed all these product groups and potential revisions, we are all very conscious that 

we are talking about 2 year process and as Denmark has said, a very large quantities of 

paper to way through. Is there a possibility that we could use the shortened procedure and 

look at that as being much more efficient and less resource intensive? This could be taken 

into account in any decision we may take. Secondly, we haven’t mentioned the market 

and technological change which is also a factor for these product groups. We should 

consider how long ago the criteria were originally agreed or whether they were revised or 

produced under the new Regulation. There are other factors, some sort of preliminary 

screening, taking into account the market change since the last revision or development 

would also be an important factor to take into account. 

Denmark: I support UK on the use of the shortened procedure for some product groups, 

especially those already revised under new legislation. Copying and graphic paper has a 

huge need for an update on the forestry criterion. I would say, just an increase would be 

enough.  

EC (Michele Galatola): The shortened procedure can only be envisaged for product 

groups which have been adopted under the new Regulation. Whatever was adopted under 

the old regulation would imply that you have not addressed the articles 6.6 and 6.7 in a 

consistent way and it would automatically fall outside of the shortened procedure. 

Especially for those product groups where 6.6 is a relevant one (I am talking about 

product groups presented now). The shortened procedure can always be an option. I am 

not sure if in copying and graphic paper it is just about the forestry, other 

MSs/stakeholders may have different requests for changes, but it is something we can 

consider. We cannot go this way if we do the merging as there would be a change in 

scope. If we need to keep copying and graphic paper and newsprint paper criteria 

separated to save time, we do not insist to merge them. Keep in mind that we have to 

prepare the budget and work plan always under the worst case scenario condition. If we 

are too optimistic and say that we can go for shortened procedure, that means that we 

have more resources and we can do one product group more. I can put that then to the 

administrative arrangement. The problem is that when we don’t have these shortened 

procedures happening, then we have an issue as we won't have enough resources to do 

the rest of the job. We can hope for the shortened procedure, but not do budget planning 

under that assumption. 
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Austria: We would cancel textile floor coverings. In Austria we have merged hard floor 

and textile floor coverings, maybe this could be a solution. We would like to see a 

revision of printed paper. We already have 20 licence holders, but they are not in E-Cat. 

We have informed the printing companies about it, but the system is not convenient to 

use. We did not use the Excel import template; we have heard that if we use that, then the 

licence holder cannot change the data. That would create more work for us.  

EC (Michele Galatola): Merging two product groups would not change the workload. 

12. BRAINSTORMING I – WHAT TO LEARN FROM OTHERS: BLUE ANGEL, NORDIC 

ECOLABEL, AUSTRIAN ECOLABEL 

Austria: The knowledge of Austrian ecolabel rose from 30% in 2007 to 56% in 2013. It 

is a supported knowledge study: a label is shown and a person is asked whether he/she 

recognizes it.  This goes together with marketing action and having more licences. In the 

same time the EU Ecolabel knowledge in Austria raised from 10 to 33%. We promote it 

together with Austrian ecolabel, especially for tourism, cleaners, printed paper. We 

recommend taking them together. EU Ecolabel licence holders grew from 5 in 2007 to 

current 60. Our assets are VKI (Austrian Consumer Association) commitment and 

awareness of the consumers. VKI is one stop shop, we do have external experts, but an 

applicant would get all the information from the VKI. It is also beneficial for criteria 

development as we know the needs of the applicant. We can make quick revisions if 

necessary. We have external expertise; applicant has to go to a testing house, which is 

accredited by VKI. It is more expensive but quicker. We have in some cases very 

committed auditors, controllers, assessors, who bring us applicants. The success of 

printed paper in Austria (100 for Austrian ecolabel and 20 for EU Ecolabel) is that we 

have 2- 3 people who bring us the applicants and make the expertise. For complex 

criteria we have an extra system which helps the applicant. The aid is financed by 9 

federal states of Austria. The help in all federal states is different but you can see that if 

you have more financial aid, you have more applicants. We have a good link for public 

procurement criteria and we also have financial aid for pilot procurements. There is a 

network between tourism and some other product groups (e.g. cleaners). For paints we 

have special agreement with industry, we have product A and B. Product A is the basic 

product and B is very similar to this, just slightly different chemistry, pigments. We 

make full test only on product A and for product B we make reduced testing at the testing 

house. The applicant has to pay extra for market surveillance and sample testing of 

product B, C, D which are not tested but 20% of these products will be tested fully 

afterwards in 4 years period. This helped applicants to save money for testing and the 

number of licences rose from 2 to over 25. We had 2 products and now over 100. It was a 

success. For the EC: We would like to have clear questions, maybe with an impact 

of option A and option B, three weeks before the EUEB meeting. We would like to get 

all the presentations quicker, maybe one week after the meeting. 

JRC (Oliver Wolf): The form of delivering information from JRC and EC to the EUEB 

results in many different voluminous reports, it is difficult to digest them. The regulation 

says that we have to provide a preliminary report which describes the product and is 

available on the web during the entire criteria development process. There should be 

working documents for each stakeholder meeting which need to be sent out 4 weeks 

ahead of a stakeholder meeting. We have to comply with these previsions but they can be 

interpreted in several ways. The way we did it is that we do a background research and 

try to find answers to all relevant questions around the product group, it is a preliminary 
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report. Can that be reduced? It is difficult as it is a basic frame, in order to have a 

minimum of information for the criteria development. Then each stakeholder comes to us 

and asks for specific questions, have disagreements. Normally the solution is that the 

JRC needs to look more into the topic (only talking about preliminary report). We have 

25 page summaries in front of each preliminary report which is working document for a 

meeting. Preliminary report is not a document which needs to be read from start to an 

end: it is when you need to clarify something, when you have a question stemming from 

technical report, you can go back and see the answer. It is there as a knowledge resource. 

Regarding questions and discussion points to EUEB: we try to make distinction between 

the technical AHWG and EUEB meetings. Here more political discussions are held. We 

have worked very much in that direction, for each product group under develop to submit 

3-4 bullet points of discussion to you in time. The idea is to focus on three main points 

and not on each detail. That was for information how reports are generated, why they are 

of that size and how they should be used.  

EC (Carla Pinto): Regarding the Tourist accommodation and Campsites- in January 2014 

we had the outcomes of the questionnaire; in March the outcomes were presented and it 

was requested to have feedback on how to proceed. We had procedure adopted for the 

EUEB meetings on sending the questions which we want to be answered by the EUEB 

members, this was discussed at the CB Forum meeting. You still have the deadline until 

the 4
th

 of July. In respect on having an opinion on the EUEB in respect of a short or 

normal procedure, we have discussed it before: we would try to have a short procedure 

on Tourist accommodation and Campsites. If we see during the preliminary work that 

this will not fit, we would go for a normal procedure. Anna Rylewicz (EC) uploads all 

the presentations 2 days after the meeting to CIRCA, where you all have access to them. 

EuroCommerce: The start of German delegate presentation puzzled me as it focused on 

the export of the Blue Angel and I don’t understand how committed EU MS could 

support the export of their national scheme when there is a regulation on the EU 

Ecolabel. If you hadn’t presented the last slide, I would’ve been very disappointed. On 

the slide you presented several proposal or questions that the EU Ecolabel has to deal 

with. It was the same from the Nordic presentation that was focusing on the experiences 

that the Nordic system has made and how to put that forward in the EU. What do learn 

from others? My conclusion from the presentation is that EU Ecolabel has nothing to 

learn from the Blue Angel, we rather stick to the Blue Angel instead. 

Chair: It is brainstorming; we should give out the ideas, experiences we have from our 

countries. Whether we take or need something is not decided yet but it is good to start a 

discussion. I want to support and protect my colleagues who have done the work 

requested by the EC and brought some ideas.  

Germany: We are not exporting the Blue Angel. We had a certain question, as I put on 

the slide, put forward by the companies asking whether they can use Blue Angel for 

international marketing. This campaign was just focusing on what kind of needs are there 

from the company's perspective to use it and to make it more clear how to use it. It's not 

about exporting national label. There are many question due to the 4
th

 of July, it is 

difficult to focus on the more pressing ones. We have been talking about it for the last 6 

months; why did we not come up with a solution yesterday. Why are we postponing this 

decision again? It's nothing to be answered now, maybe we do have possibilities to create 

good environment for making decisions here and now when we meet, and not having to 

go back to a written request later after the meeting because there are many deadlines for 

the 4
th

 of July put forward by the JRC.  
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EC (Michele Galatola): In the past when we were trying to get opinions on the spot, 

often we heard that you don’t have the mandate as you have learned new information and 

you have to check back with the ministry.  

Denmark: I, as a governmental representative, was also a bit surprised by the claim from 

the Blue Angel. One could read it as an export of the Blue Angel to the rest of the world 

and of course there is nothing right now to stop that. The EU organic label had the same 

dispute with many labels throughout the MS and set up requirements that it is now the 

time for use of one organic criteria system with a label, constrains, restrictions on that. 

Now it has a general rule that if you want to market an organic label, organic foods, you 

will have to put the EU organic label on the product. One of the questions to be raised 

from the MS not having their own national label: do we want an ecolabel recognized and 

used throughout the EU? That’s of course ongoing discussion and the evaluation for the 

EU Ecolabel. From the Danish perspective, we can say if we don’t have an EU Ecolabel, 

then we have Nordic Swan, EC will provide the PEF, the consumers will not use it. 

Many manufacturers, also in DK, want an EU Ecolabel, as they want to market their 

products across the border and that’s difficult with Nordic Swan, as its recognition is 

limited.  What else to learn from the presentations, was focus on private companies 

purchasing of EU Ecolabel and public procurement. We have the link in the new EU 

Ecolabel regulation with the GPP and that’s very important. It is too early to see the 

result of having GPP criteria. The result from the cooperation will not come in 2014, it is 

something which will grow. With the link of  EU Ecolabel and GPP criteria I think we 

can come very far. Finally, what's maybe missing here, in both Nordic Swan, and in 

especially in Blue Angel as it is one country, they have central body, one or more persons 

that are responsible for having marketing activities. We are missing that here. EC is 

having a contract with Bio by Deloitte, I don’t know if they can make such work but it is 

to have people with knowledge about how to market EU Ecolabel products. Perhaps we 

need shared communication activities across the MS. Someone have to be responsible for 

that and that can be EC. EC can provide a central body. I can't see that one MS would be 

able to do it. If that needs change in the regulation, then we should revise it.  

EEB/BEUC: I understood the presentations that were given as showing some ideas of 

what the EU Ecolabel could do, how to inspire our work. I think that we have to 

seriously consider all the effort that has been put behind marketing, even with small 

resources as it was announced in one slide from DE.I tried to find studies on success of 

key factors of other ecolabels. There was one good study carried out in 2002 for the Blue 

Angel by Edda Muller, president of the Federation of German Consumer Organisations. 

She pointed out how difficult it was for Blue Angel to start the process, how it was 

heavily criticized by all parties, manufacturers, environmental NGOs, consumer 

organisations but it went on and started to become successful and to be well known 

among consumers and procurers. In the reflections they point out to the fact that the 

impact of Blue Angel improved significantly when they started to accompany and to 

support it with additional tools, measures mainly based on GPP, marketing, reaching the 

consumer interest in what is the ecolabel criteria they wanted to communicate and they 

clearly laid out how to promote this ecolabel, what are the resources to be involved to 

promote this ecolabel, having a fund with established resources to finance these 

activities, they also involved frontrunner companies in the development process and they 

try to look what is the interest of the companies, how can we help them to differentiate 

their products. In EU Ecolabel we see mainly the involvement of the industry 

associations and big federations but we see little involvement of companies themselves, 

we should try to solve this problem. The retailers support was also very important for the 

Blue Angel, they developed activities like giving out awards and turning it into a PR 
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event, it did not require many resources but was a successful. They started to include the 

Blue Angel criteria in public procurement since the 80s, this was key development. We 

have the opportunity with the EU Ecolabel. We started in 2010 to do it more 

systematically but we still have room for improvement: put more effort in the call criteria 

or at least into our criteria of the call set, so we promote more companies with EU 

Ecolabel. In terms of the consumer interest the Blue Angel started to become more 

interesting for consumer once the criteria started to be more focused in their interest, in 

the use phase (what the consumer can have), what is the key communication sent to them 

in terms of the impact. The production phase is far for them. They started to assess the 

use phase. These are not things which did come as important in LCA but are relevant for 

the consumer use. This was the key success factor. Also for the Nordic Swan, it is clear 

that marketing is the key. We have to look into what they’ve done and try to do 

something even if we have few resources. We hope that the EC can change that, send a 

message to the higher level that we need more, or if we have little, let's try to do 

something which is more coordinated and can be used by everyone across the EU.  

UK: The export of the Blue Angel issue, the UK was one of the venues for these 

workshops. We were aware that these workshops are going to be undertaken and we fully 

supported it in sense that we want to encourage the take-up of more type I ecolabels in 

the market. We strongly support the EU Ecolabel, we do not have a national ecolabel. 

We don’t see any objection, what is a very small area, for other type I ecolabels being 

promoted to industry and to the market. There are 2 key areas: really worthy further 

investigation of B2B potential by EC and us. That came over strongly in the Blue Angel 

presentation; this is where the opportunity to expand licences really is. We saw also with 

the Nordic Swan presentation, working within intermediates, a network of private 

procurement, encouraging other larger actors in the market to create demand for 

’ecolabel products. Working with bigger players, also these licence holders with 

economic self-interest in promoting their ecolabel products, they have the resources that 

perhaps we don’t have. We have had meetings with licence holders who are prepared to 

write anonymised articles for us to use in trade journals and trade press with our name to 

promote the EU Ecolabel. This also has implication or lesson for us in the development 

of the criteria and the product groups we choose. It's quite noteworthy that Nordic Swan 

has developed laundry services ecolabel products group which has been taken up by 

ecolabel hotels. They are creating a supply chain and internal demand within it. We have 

done it in respect of printed matter, where we created demand for copying and graphic 

paper because the criterion we set in sourcing the substrate. We should do more of that, it 

is very profitable to go down there. We should create internal demand drivers which can 

get us more success in getting the whole chain reaction we want. Mutual recognition: 

with the type I ecolabels there should be an opportunity for us to really scrutinize some 

of the product groups they have already developed criteria for and see how we can 

shortcut the criteria development process, in order to get those out as EU wide ecolabel 

products groups. There is an enormous demand from licence holders, multi-nationals, 

particularly companies operating across borders, to have an ecolabel they can use 

anywhere in the EEA and we must respond to that. 

UPM: You should be asking opinions on the future of EU Ecolabel from licence holders' 

as well: they are your customers and using the label. Without them you don’t have 

anything. Mutual recognition from our product point of view: EU Ecolabel and  Austrian 

ecolabel- good cooperation, not too much additional work to get both licences; Nordic 

Swan and EU Ecolabel- there used to be good  mutual recognition, Nordic Swan changed 

the criteria slightly (a pricetag came involved), but something is still common; EU 
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Ecolabel and Blue Angel: nothing common at this moment from criteria point of view, 

double work for us. It would be good to get this. 

EC (Michele Galatola): We are searching for the feedback from the licence holders 

through the survey that is currently ongoing. We cannot invite many people to this small 

room but we seek feedback through other means.  

Industry representative: You could consider schemes outside of Europe; in particular I 

would suggest that EPEAT and LEED might be worth having a look at. EPEAT has a 

couple of interesting principles: 1) you have compliance options, it makes compliance 

more accessible to different companies 2) it has a tiered structure: companies can choose 

to engage at different levels. For the ecolabels here it seems to be set up at 15% is the 

maximum of products that can comply, as a company do I want to invest in 15% to the 

market share? It does not make sense to address and pay for such as small share of 

market. Tiered approach enables us to grow and allows the evolution of products and 

their status to improve. I enjoyed the Blue Angel presentation; it had some good practise 

there how ecolabels ought to be and how to market products in very cost effective way.  

France: From French perspective, we are making a lot of effort to do communication 

about the EU Ecolabel for consumers, public and private purchasers. We recently made a 

study at ADEME to analyse 200 labels which are well recognized on the French market 

to the consumers, if they are compliant with ISO 14024. Some among the 200 labels 

were very serious. Now when we are doing communication for consumer, we don’t only 

focus on the EU Ecolabel but recognise other serious national schemes. One good 

example of export of EU national scheme was in cooperation with retailers, the case of 

Carrefour, who came to ADEME to ask for their own brand. They were looking for 

criteria document for diapers, we didn’t have it. We gave them the advice to have a look 

at the Nordic Swan. Comment made by DK: I don’t see any competition between the 

French scheme and EU Ecolabel. EU Ecolabel is a tool for benchmarking; it identifies 

the best products on the market. The French environmental labelling system will provide 

information and raise consumer awareness about the environmental impact of the 

products. The idea is to provide them tools to allow them to compare products on the 

market. If they want to get the best product on the market, they go for EU Ecolabel. A 

good way to simplify the way we develop the criteria: when we develop the PCR, we 

identify the hotspots and main parameters where the manufacturers have to work to 

improve the environmental performance of the products. I see the European 

experimentation on PEF as a very good opportunity to have a good document of 

environmental impact of products. In future we could use PCR as a basis for the 

development of the criteria document. I am not saying that we need to change the EU 

Ecolabel for a label that is based on environmental life cycle indicators; from my 

perspective both tools are complimentary. 

Norway: The main point from those presentations is that ecolabelling type I schemes are 

actually very good environmental policy tools that can be used in improvement of 

environmental benchmark or environmental footprint of products and it is also good 

marketing tool for the producers. We can choose to use Nordic Swan or Blue Angel and 

skip everything in the rest of Europe, but our challenge is to provide such a good tool for 

functioning in the whole of Europe. The challenge is to provide the rest of Europe with 

such good environmental policy tools as DE and DK have. We have to realize that this 

challenge is slightly bigger for the EU Ecolabel than it has been for DE and the Nordic 

countries. DE and AT labels are owned by devoted authorities, they are providing you 

with necessary financing and resources. The Nordic Swan is a private organization but 
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we have been able to have a structure that makes us able to build an organization which 

is both environmentally good and also can take care of the marketing. We are 5 countries, 

DE is 1 country, and it's easier with 1 country. The EU Ecolabel you have 28 MS plus 

NO plus the DGs, which is not a devoted owner of the EU Ecolabel. The single DG can 

block the work. We have seen one DG being active lobbying against all the MS in one 

product group. They do that when they feel for it, without any scientific background for 

all this obstruction. It is obvious that perhaps with the EU Ecolabel it is the EC which is 

not fit for use in this respect. I would like to challenge you for the future discussions and 

in order to create an ecolabel that can function in Europe and where we can have the 

benefit of environment policy tool and also give the consumers a good tool when they are 

buying the products. How should this scheme be organized, that is the big challenge. 

EuroCommerce: I have to apologise to DE, I just focused on the critical issue but not on 

the good ones as I wanted to save time. Points regarding the revision of the EU Ecolabel. 

First, the simplification, it is also on the agenda for the revision of organic regulation, 

talking about groups certification as some specific tool. Secondly, use tools already 

developed in the society (Risk when it comes to chemicals, GS1 standard when it comes 

to economy).Third, I think it's time for the EU Ecolabel to once again reflect on whether 

the proposal should be a compulsory ecolabel in line with its mutual recognition for the 

national products, it hasn’t made that problem when it comes to organic, the organic label 

was made compulsory 2 years ago, or started with the revision of the regulation 2007. 

Fourth, I think the EU Ecolabel action plan should take marketing issues on board. 

Italy: We support widespread EU Ecolabel. We have to focus on the main criteria, main 

points, also through the experience of others. Usually it is a positive approach, let's look 

at the best things that were done by other organisations and use it in order to facilitate the 

process for the future.  

Netherlands: I was also inspired by the presentations. I did not only learn new things 

now but also in the past and still learn especially from the criteria development. I was 

surprised by the export comments, I think we should realise that there are many products 

within both schemes that do not fall under the EU Ecolabel scheme. When I think of 

complicated things like data centres, I learned a lot from others and I think we should see 

this as an opportunity from schemes that paved the way and give examples. We should 

also realize that those schemes are in place for a long time and it took a long time and a 

lot of effort to become successful. That’s inspiring for us going way forward. NL has 

very small national label, not so successful, but we are thankful for every criteria 

translation that comes up from DE or the Nordic countries because it helps. We usually 

do not develop criteria for any product group that is already in place within other 

European ecolabels. We try to avoid double work. It is important to realize, that it is 

finally the market that decides. If the companies ask for English information to export the 

Blue Angel, you have to serve them because that is the way forward. 

Denmark: I would like to apologize to Michele if my comment on PEF was too rough. 

Of course DK is also following PEF work. 

EC (Michele Galatola): Rinse-off cosmetics as you know about one year ago we had a 

regulatory committee ready to vote criteria for it. At the very last moment the EC decided 

to withdraw the criteria because there was a need for some fine tuning. One year after we 

are still trying to find the tune. There were some basic disagreements on several issues 

with some other services which are partially specific on the specific content of the 

criteria but mostly on the boundaries where the EU Ecolabel should stop and where other 
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policies should start. That was basically the discussion which happened at the top level, 

among commissioners. We have considered several options. It seems that the blockage 

that was there 1 year ago cannot be solved in the coming weeks. For that reason we have 

the mandate from our commission with the proposal that I will present now. The main 

discussion was about fragrances. In the criterion that we wanted to put forward 1 year 

ago, we had 20 fragrances which basically were not allowed and then we had some 

derogation in certain cases. For 3 fragrances we had an agreement and for 17 

disagreement. We have been trying to compromise and explain the reasons why those 20 

fragrances should be on the list, as I said; we didn't manage to convince our counterparts. 

What we will put forward as for written vote procedure is the criterion 3 where only the 3 

uncontested fragrances will be not allowed in the EU Ecolabel products. We still think 

that the implementation of article 6.6. as it is in the criteria by de facto will not allow the 

other 17 fragrances to be used. We will try in the user manual to explain how to 

implement the article 6.6. in a way that it is going to this direction. Of course through the 

manual we cannot introduce something we have deleted in the criteria. Based on our 

assessment, some information we have, based on the feedback from the JRC, simply the 

H and R phrase as they are in the article 3 implementing article  6.6 of the regulation 

should represent sufficient  requirements to prevent the use of fragrances. We are not 

giving up on this issue in the sense that we know that there is further information coming 

from the committee dealing with that and certain decision are going to be taken in the 

coming weeks or months. The idea is that as soon as we have the criteria adopted, we 

will start the proposal for amendment. In the mean time we will negotiate. It might look 

strange but the point is that this criteria is quite old, we are not going to prolong it. There 

will be no prolongation request from our side which means there will be gap between the 

applicants having licence and those that will have licence under the new criteria. There 

will be no possibility to extend it and ensure the continuity, there will be a gap. I know it 

causes trouble to you as CB but the same time we need to put pressure on our decision 

makers. I hope that you will use that as a way to put some pressure on people. There will 

be no prolongation. We will have the criteria because we know that there are people who 

want to have criteria on rinse-off, that’s why we have to go as fast as we can now. At the 

same time in order to complete and to address the missing part, we still think the original 

proposal from us was much better than what is put to a vote. As soon we have more 

backing on this issue and new commissioner on both sides, we will try to put this 

amendment forward and complete the picture. This is the way as it is now. As agreed we 

will go through written vote proposal in order to be as fast as we can. Usually the written 

vote requires 28 working days. I don’t think I will get any authorisation from you to get it 

shorter. As this doesn’t require new inter-service consultation, we will be able to start 

this procedure in the coming weeks, no further delay on that. You can expect the official 

request in the matter of days, which means that by the end of July we will get your vote. 

That means we can start the scrutiny period as soon as the parliament re-opens (mid-

August). By the December we might be able to get the new criteria adopted and 

published.  

Denmark: Those 3 on the table, they would be banned anyway.  

EC: They are not yet banned; we have to work under assumption what is exciting now. 

Denmark: I have mentioned it many times before: Methylisothiazolinone (MI). There 

will be a meeting next week where it will be decided if MI will be excluded or restricted 

somehow. There will be a implementation period where we will have EU Ecolabel 

products that might contain this substance.  Situation like that really shows the lack of 

understanding between different DG-s and the lack of understanding how to 
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communicate this. We cannot communicate a label where we ban or exclude 3 fragrances 

but we do not exclude the others or preservatives that soon would be excluded or 

restricted in these product groups. I am not sure I will have a mandate; it is vacation 

period in DK. It will be a "no" in your procedure. It takes time to convince people in the 

sense of this proposal.  

EC (Michele Galatola): We cannot do anything on the July deadline; we are not closed in 

July. You have to understand that procedure wise if we introduce something different 

then that would require opening a new inter-service consultation, which would give to 

any DG who is not happy with the overall text a chance to block it. The only way to 

solve this situation short term is to continue with something which was already in the 

previous text, we can delete but we cannot add requirements. If we want to have 

something in December/ January, if we want to have criteria valid, so that people can 

continue having products with  EU Ecolabel, this is what we have to swallow. We are not 

happy with this proposal but it is the only way to go forward. We can continue 

negotiating, but as I said last year, this is not something we can solve in few months. We 

have spent 12 months and nothing is solved. I don’t think that waiting more 1-2 months 

and try negotiating we will get anywhere. But if EUEB tells me today that it's useless to 

go for a written vote because they will vote against, then I might reconsider my position. 

For sure won't prolong the existing criteria. 

EEB/BEUC: I think that this option has an implication in general for DG ENV to 

undermine the EU Ecolabel regulation as regards to the possibility to cover health aspects 

is concerned. We have to take it very seriously as it goes beyond soaps and shampoos for 

which we want to keep the EU Ecolabel. There are many arguments and we provided the 

cabinet with all the legal arguments and DG ENV based on the analysis of the ecolabel 

regulation, we cannot see what we can write in the EU Ecolabel regulation if we revise it, 

to allow addressing these issues. It's already giving room for that. It's not a battle that 

should be abandoned by DG ENV because it's undermining its own regulation. We 

should extend the validity of the criteria even if I recognise your concern but we need to 

go on   with the negotiations and gather support from MS to raise some pressure to help 

you in this process. I am not sure that the solution that you have offered will really cover 

these substances that we wanted to address. I don’t have the table here but I checked the 

20 substances to see which classification they have, a few of them have harmonized 

classification, some of them have self-classification, but there are many who do not have 

H317 or H334, they have H412 or H413. For some we do not have anything, they will 

just not be covered. We are also undermining the criterion on fragrances for the 

detergents, because we have similar criterion for detergents to limit those that are to be 

labelled by the detergent regulation to a 100 ppm, which is the same what we wanted to 

do here.  The detergents regulation is linked to cosmetics regulation through the SCCS 

opinion. Does it mean we will face the same problem for detergents? We have to be very 

careful with the option that we choose here and in our opinion it's not the best way. 

EC (Michele Galatola): Technical part: based on our analysis at least 14-15 out of the 17 

substances, they seem to have classification H317. In any case as you know we have 

requirement introduced during the nano discussion even if they are not classified they 

need to provide information equivalent to the classification, Annex 7 of REACH. In User 

Manual we will try to help CB when that is the case to assess that information and gather 

evidence. We haven’t seen pressure from MS in the last 12 months; I don’t see why this 

pressure should pop up now. It has been discussed at the very top level: commissioners 

and cabinet. Under this commissioner and cabinet there is clear disagreement but there is 

an agreement that there is not sufficient legal basis to step into discussion through the EU 
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Ecolabel regulation. Let's see with the new commissioner and cabinet. We will try to 

reopen this discussion but for the time being I do not have a mandate to continue in that 

direction.  

EC (Jiannis Kougoulis): We will not stop the discussion; we will launch the amendment 

so we will keep on solving this issue. Technical part, the clear point that was said is that 

there are sensitizers, the H phrase about sensitizers properties, the all 20 are self-

classified on this. They are not on high volume, they do not have classification CLP, it is 

an issue how CB will implement the requirement on meeting the criterion on 

classification. If they are of special concern allergens, it is easier to have the result but I 

acknowledge the concern. Practically speaking, in mid-term we don’t see this problem 

solved, and it will create more problems if we prolong the criteria and we will start again 

at zero.  

13. PRESENTATION OF THE PRELIMINARY FINDINGS OF THE PROJECT 'SUPPORTING 

THE EVALUATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE EU ECOLABEL 

REGULATION'; RICARDO AEA 

EuroCommerce: Participation in the workshop-is it with invitations or is it open for all 

within the EUEB contact net? Have you already thought about how to translate the 

response of the survey?  In the organic revision there were 46.000 responses; 50 % of 

these came from France and 70 % of these came from people who already knew the 

organic issue. And this response of the survey had a tremendous impact on the proposal 

that the Commission put forward in March this year. 

Ricardo AEA: In terms of how we will translate the responses of the survey; what we 

will make sure, in terms of taking on board what has been said, is to look at the mix of 

responders; representation across different countries different stakeholder groups, and we 

will take that into account as we analyse our results and ultimately build it into our 

recommendations. I appreciate that you say that depending on who responds could give a 

certain bias towards what we get back and that is part of the reason that we have been 

looking to cast the net quite wide as far as possible with stakeholder groups and also with 

the online survey, trying to capture breadth of knowledge and insight from as wide a 

group as possible. In terms of the workshop itself, maybe Rasmus can comment? 

EC (Rasmus Boldsen): I can't say much. Of course, we try to have as much 

representation there as possible. There will be important people who will be invited. 

Otherwise, it is really depending on how much room we will have and who will actually 

be participating, because I wonder, it is going to be in Brussels, whether people are 

actually willing as a private consumer to go from Denmark to Brussels?  

EC (Michele Galatola): The meeting room will be for 150 people. The plan is to have all 

the people who can actively contribute to the discussion. Of course the EUEB members 

are the first that come to my mind, but the license holders will be extremely important. 

We will try also to strike a balance between people who have already had many chances 

to contribute to the discussion and people who never had the spotlight. Maybe trying to 

favour the second one in case we have to make choices. 

UK: I have a question about how the output from the evaluation is going to be fed into 

the ongoing REFIT exercise.  Could you also provide a little bit more information on 

how colleagues from DG ENV are engaging with the REFIT exercise and whether MS 

will be required to or given the opportunity to contribute to that?  
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EC (Rasmus Boldsen): The actual work on the REFIT is not yet finalized so we still have 

to decide how it is actually going to feed in. I can say that, the reason that we are not 

finished now is that we are discussing whether or not we should take a broader approach, 

we are discussing this with the other DG whether to take a broader approach and to look 

at EU Ecolabel as part of the SCP system or to look at EU Ecolabel as EU Ecolabel. 

These discussions are currently on-going on but we are finalizing that. In terms of 

feeding into the REFIT, this project will be the foundation for the REFIT exercise so all 

the information that we get from this evaluation will feed into the REFIT exercise. Then, 

how are you going to use the REFIT exercise after that is also a question that we are 

discussing. Currently we are having a REFIT for both EU Ecolabel and for EMAS. One 

option might be to say that we have a reporting obligation to Parliament and Council on 

both of those and one option that we are discussing is simply to make the REFIT that 

particular reporting obligation. So that you have the two evaluations going on sideways 

and then you sort of make a summary or conclusion or a paper based on those two and 

reporting back to Council and Parliament on both the EMAS and the EU Ecolabel. That 

might be one option, but we haven’t finalized the conclusion on how to do it. But this is 

the option that we might have at least. 

Italy: We noticed that you have two contributions from Italian CB. The new CB started 

working at the beginning of May. We were wondering who contributed to this survey? I 

guess this was not a telephone interview? If somebody fills in the survey; then the name 

is registered there or it is just a declaration that I am a CB member? 

Ricardo AEA: We do collect details of who completes the survey. Our colleagues from 

Bocconi were the ones who liaised with your CB. I can find out and let you know. 

14. THE EU ECOLABEL – IS THE CURRENT BUSINESS MODEL “FIT FOR USE”?; MICHELE 

GALATOLA, DG ENVIRONMENT (EC) 

Chair: I am happy to see that the discussion has started and that it involves the EUEB 

members, sometimes in the past EUEB members were not so involved. It would be very 

helpful if you go on with this the way you started it, that way we might find solutions 

which help us all.  

Denmark: You said that EU Ecolabel is cheaper than other type I labels. It could be 

relevant to learn more about other labels costs at the evaluation of the EU Ecolabel. I can 

tell approximately how much Nordic Swan costs, Germany about Blue Angel, but there 

are other labels. Many of them are not relevant to compare with but there are some which 

could be, I could count at least 25 in EU wide base. It could be interesting to have an idea 

where are we in this.  

Germany: I did not quite understand if next year you have to propose whether or not 

there should be revision of the regulation or are you eventually next year, the year after, 

already proposing a changed regulation? 

EC (Michele Galatola):  The way we will make use of the conversation we are having 

today and in the coming months is that all this will feed the implementation report to the 

Parliament and the Council. All the ideas will be gathered and feed into that report. In 

that report we will mention which are the elements for the revision that we see and we 

will take decision in the coming months if together with the report we will also table the 

proposal, the legal text of the proposal for the revision or if we simply say a revision will 

be necessary. These are the elements we will now start on working to prepare for the 
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revision. We might say there is no need for a revision. All the options are on the table. 

There is another option which hasn’t been discussed extensively until now which is the 

possibility to propose amendments to this existing regulation. That is not to compose a 

complete review but only propose amendments to try to address the main issues. That 

would probably make the process a bit faster because if you propose an amendment I 

don’t think you need to go through the full impact assessment study, on our side the time 

will be a bit shorter. Having an amendment to the body of the regulation would still mean 

a co-decision process, Parliament and Council, which takes 2 years on average. The 

decision is that if we think that existing regulation with few improvements can still work 

for the next 10 years and then we go for amendment approach or do we think that the 

changes needed are so important that we would rather need a new regulation. The 

decision then is if we are ready to propose a new regulation in 2015 or do we want to 

have more time to prepare it. This is the range of options we have in front of us.  

EEB/BEUC:  Thank you for opening a constructive dialogue.  Perhaps as part of the 

study for the EU Ecolabel or SCP you should consider a comparison with other 

successful ecolabels on some of the questions that were asked here as a point for making 

the deep change to the regulation, not a cosmetic one. If you are reducing a number of 

criteria or focusing only on the most relevant aspects- are brought in as the main 

questions to address.   

EC (Michele Galatola):  Originally when we were preparing the terms of reference for 

this study we had quite wide approach so it was an ex post assessment but also an ante 

assessment. Then we realized that it was exceeding our budget threefold. The decision at 

that time was to rather focus on the status of the implementation of the EU Ecolabel 

because that is what the Parliament and the Council expect from us. There are still 

elements in the study which will give us information on the future perspective; there will 

not be a detailed analysis of comparison with other labels as that will be part of the 

impact assessment. Whenever we are proposing a new regulation we would have to look 

into that in much more detail. In the study that Ricardo AEA is carrying out they will 

touch these issues slightly, but you cannot expect final wording. It will be more food for 

thoughts that will feed into the next stage that will be the impact assessment whenever 

we will have to propose a regulation.  

15.  BRAINSTORMING II – WHAT TO CHANGE IN THE EU ECOLABEL SCHEME TO MAKE 

IT A REAL SUCCESS- MICHELE GALATOLA, DG ENVIRONMENT (EC) 

Norway: You had many good questions but not so many answers. Many of these 

questions are exactly what we need to find out to improve the scheme. I do think that you 

are mixing up some of the issues; for instance, do have the point system in a criteria 

document is not necessarily related to a graded label. A point system in the detergents for 

instance means that some of the producers are freer how to comply to total criteria set 

and in the end they are getting the same ecolabel. It is not necessarily a graded label. It 

seems to me that this is also a common misunderstanding. I would also like to point out 

one thing I think industry is missing out on: the fact that the EU Ecolabel is targeting 10-

20% of the market. When we adopt our criteria document it doesn’t mean that we are not 

targeting 100% of the market. It means that products that are awarded the EU Ecolabel 

shall be among the best 10-20% of those 100%. Of course we want all the products to 

have ecolabel at the end of the validity period. It seems to be difficult for many 

stakeholders to understand. Usually we don’t talk about this 10-20%; it should be enough 

that we tell the stakeholders that we are developing stringent criteria. I agree that the 
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evidence based preliminary reports and the technical reports developed by IPTS are too 

much, we are not able to read it. IPTS has given the EU Ecolabel in the recent years a 

very solid scientific technical background for the criteria documents and a tremendous 

improvement on the scientific side. It is just a pity that the different DGs are not keeping 

up the very good work performed by the IPTS. IPTS is actually proposing the same thing 

we tried to propose when we did criteria development ourselves, for example fragrances, 

we struggled very hard to get stricter criteria in the soap and shampoos in 2007. When 

IPTS is now proposing it, we are getting credit for everything we said then. It is a pity 

that the other DGs are not keeping up and keeping their part of the agreement about the 

EU Ecolabel. I think that the industry, EC and different DG-s: they asked for more 

stricter scientific criteria and now when we are getting strict, they are objecting. We have 

to work with many of these questions; it is difficult to answer them. About the costs: at 

least the industry is very much prepared to pay for the services they are getting done also 

in the ecolabel world. We know that for many of the licence holders we are working 

continuously, each week they are coming with a new chemical, every second week with a 

new name of product that falls into the licence, then it is new product production site. I 

know there are people here who are working here full time for 1 or 2 licence holders and 

they get paid for application. It is very difficult to take 1000 application fee for each 

chemical that are changed or what is the change in the licence? So they end up working 

more or less for free and their licence fee is ~ 20000 EUR even when there are 10 

factories in 10 countries and billions of turnovers. The CB has to cover their cost 

somewhere. As long as we rely on the MS financing we will always end up in a 

minimum solution. Like the EC is now ending up in a minimum solution.  It is 

understandable because the authorities have lot to finance and the EU Ecolabel scheme is 

not the biggest thing in the world.  The only way is to make the industry and the licence 

holders pay to a much greater extent than they are doing today.  

UK: We think that one of the most valuable resources we have is the experience and the 

tools that have been developed by the CBs and from doing the harmonisation project. 

Looking forward there are much greater opportunities to share some good practises, 

tools, templates, tools for assessing applications, templates for marketing, promotional 

literature, etc. that would have the effect of making the processes more efficient at CB 

level but also promoting the EU Ecolabel in a more effective and efficient way. We see 

that the EC should invest its time or rebalance time much more in a coordination role.  

Michele mentioned strengthening the CB forum, we would see strengthening the virtual 

CB forum as well, greater participation for example, we don’t have all the MS attending, 

and we could use technology to enable greater participation. Using bulletin boards or 

ways of sharing information in a more efficient manner: with that we could gain great 

value from little resource being injected into that area. Much of the discussion we have at 

EUEB is dealing with details which I think is already being referenced, details of 

particular PG revision development, rather than with strategic issues (as today). One of 

the keys there is enabling greater participation in the part of CB and stakeholders, maybe 

using webinar or new technologies as ways to allow more CB or other stakeholders who 

got valid contributions to make them at AHWG rather than at EUEB. The emphasis is on 

coordination role rather than spending money on particular projects.  

Denmark: These questions are something to build on. I had some comments to some of 

them that can be taken into consideration for the later process. Enlarging the label to 

sustainability label would raise the complicity very much. There might be good reasons 

for it but that has to be discussed. Trying to make short reference to ILO guidelines and 

so on, is small but important step. That is more to ensure that we have a minimum level 

of responsibility in the manufacturing of these products and not turning this label into 
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sustainability label which I don’t think exists anywhere in the global ecolabel world. Is 

food out of the scope? That would not make life easier to take up food once again. I can 

only reflect on this situation in DK, there was more or less citizen war when it was 

discussed in EU Ecolabel and Nordic Swan. The stakeholders in DK were very much 

against having the EU Ecolabel covering food but that is of course not a Danish decision 

to make. On the point system – I agree with NO that a graded label and a point system 

isn’t necessarily the same. We could say that we already have a graded label, not in 

practise but we have it with the GPP criteria. That could be a starting point if we want to 

go in that direction, we have GPP criteria and that is one level, EU Ecolabel is another 

level if we decide to go for a graded label system. There is always a risk with graded 

label system that you mislead the consumers or the business that you sell products to 

because you communicate the label system and then you bring forward whatever label 

basic product you have and that is a risk of misleading business and consumers. Telling 

about the whole label and how good it is and then you as a licence holder only have the 

basic label.  On 10-20% level as I remember or at least how we put it in Nordic Swan, is 

that on the time of criteria setting a certain % of the markets shall be able to fulfil the 

criteria and then, as time goes on, a larger part of the market will be able to fulfil the 

criteria and then it's time for revision. It is not only 10-20 % of the market that shall have 

the label, that can rise to 100%. Referring to discussion on rinse-off cosmetics and 

product groups like that, maybe in the start we should be able to say what is what we 

want to communicate with this criteria, what do we want to tell the consumers if you buy 

this product, what do you actually get, what's in it for you. Many times at least from 

Danish or even Nordic consumer perspective it's very hard to tell the consumers what are 

they getting with the ecolabel. You can tell about the environmental label and reduced 

environmental impacts but that is hard to communicate, no one will listen. They want to 

know what's in it for them, which chemicals they avoid by taking up this product and 

then it doesn’t help them even if you have a risk based methodology that you say that we 

ensure that this is best product on the market. That is also important to include in the 

criteria setting and that perspective could be relevant to look at how other labels 

communicate their label to the consumers. Many of them I think are not telling the whole 

truth but at least it’s a hint on what is working when you communicate a market label. A 

little focus on article 6.6 and 6.7, I think a lot of complexity of these articles is also how 

they originally have been implemented and how they have been dealt by the EC and MS 

and so on. There is some room for improvement. 6.6 and 6.7 we have a very fine and 

good relationship to other EU Commission instruments, REACH for example. There is a 

lot of debate about substances of very high concern and the candidate list and so on and 

there is actually a very fine connection between the EU Ecolabel and REACH here that I 

think we have missed to communicate. That could be interesting to go into because at 

least how it can be read in the regulation. An EU Ecolabel product cannot and must not 

contain any substance of very high concern that has entered the candidate list. That is the 

secret. But we don’t communicate that. This is very fine relationship between one EU 

policy that would like us to substitute these substances of very high concern and the EU 

Ecolabel. I urge MS to remember this and one of the purposes in the regulation is the 

substation with this very fine relation to REACH. It's very important to keep on. Maybe 

we should implement it in another way. We should keep on this focus to substitution and 

keep on to REACH on substances of very high concern.  

Germany: It seems to me that the question is on how to deal with less resources, but 

some of the questions you phrased, indicate that you have to put in more resources. 

Broadening environment related issues to sustainability issues which is probably a lot of 

more work. Also food/feed/drink and intermediate, they might cost us more effort at the 

beginning but make life easier in the long run. Might be little contradiction in your very 
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interesting questions, but maybe that was on purpose to spark off the discussion. 

Regarding the point system and graded label, it could be two different things but could 

also be combined. I think that would make it even more difficult to communicate the 

actual benefit of the EU Ecolabel. What we have learned in our marketing activities is: 

you have to send very clear and simple messages and you have to do it for a long time, 

especially when you don’t have much money for marketing. Eventually consumers will 

realize what the EU Ecolabel is all about. It is complicated to communicate it in a very 

short and clear message as it is now, if you do this, it would be even more complicated to 

communicate it to the consumers. Everything I just said is my personal opinion, I can't 

talk on behalf of the ministry or agency. Documentation: I like the idea to look at the 

criteria in regard of is it just documentation effort they have to make or is it really 

environmentally beneficial. I think it would be more interesting to have fewer criterions 

which actually give a clear environmental orientation and maybe get rid of some of the 

additional documentation of criteria. There seems to be competition between labels, 

which has got the most criteria. That is not the way forward. Site visits: interesting 

subject. I add another point: checking compliance within the validity period, we have 

never really tackled this issue, when we discuss ecolabelling with outsiders, it's very 

difficult to explain to them that if you have validity period, there are almost no checks 

during that time. It's bigger issue when prolonging the criteria. It is not proper market 

surveillance; it's just to make sure criteria are fulfilled throughout the contract. I was a 

little disappointed that marketing and promotional management was only mentioned one 

time on the slides. At least it was one time.  

Poland: I am in favour of simplification of the criteria. I consider that adding additional 

criteria, like ethical or safety issues would rather make these criteria even more 

complicated. There are other instruments (e.g. CSR, ISO 26000) which regulate these 

issues. I would like to refer to the possibility to implement the point system; I think that it 

would be an advantage to have certain levels of excellence, minimum scoring for first 

step of EU Ecolabel. It would give applicants a space for improvement. I inspected a 

hotel, they have 23 required points. They asked if they should improve next year. There 

is no such requirement, but it would be good to have certain levels and say that hotels for 

example have to improve. It would benefit SMEs for which quite frequently it is difficult 

to reach excellence level of EU Ecolabel but they could do it step by step. I would be in 

favour of longer validity of criteria. We have had situations that due to the very short 

validity period potential applicants refrain to apply because they ask what would be in 

3,4,6 months. Maybe if they have longer perspectives they would decide make an effort 

to apply.  

Austria: There is much criticism on articles 6.6 and 6.7 but they are very important, as 

they communicate connection to REACH and the benefits to the consumers, but it's also 

the benefit for us that we have now more knowledge about chemicals in products that we 

didn’t have before these articles. It's clear that they don’t fit to every product group but 

it's an important article, we shouldn’t change it too much. Improvement of the EU 

Ecolabel is also about communication and processes. The decision making could be more 

stringent. I take the example of tourism enterprises and the decision if we go for fast 

track or if we go for the new criteria. We have discussed it for 6-8 months, why didn’t we 

take a decision yesterday with a preparation in the agenda that we will take a decision? 

We could improve the process. I come to the meeting, I see the agenda, but I don’t see 

what is behind it. Maybe you could spread some documents at least 1 week before so that 

we could have a feeling about what we will talk about. My colleague was unhappy about 

the decision of EUEB which seems to have not been democratic about the amendment of 

the detergents, there seems to be no discussion about this. JRC could help us in our work 
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if we have from the beginning an extra criteria document, where we also can see the track 

changes and where we can have a look at the criteria document and if we want to have 

some more details we look at some of the reports in parallel.  

Portugal: Marketing and communication is important. We all understand that sometimes 

we cannot get to the people and to the consumers and its necessary. I also ask, if we are 

too focused on marketing and communication, are we forgetting some things, for 

example market surveillance? We might need to think about it because it can be a way to 

get credit to the EU Ecolabel as people need to see that we are doing the right things, that 

we make this surveillance. Circular economy: this is an issue we may need to think if EU 

Ecolabel is not a very good instrument to circular economy and if we have this we need 

to promote it, we need to give more advertise to EU Ecolabel. The sustainable 

development: criteria with social responsibility, its a good question, it's important that 

such instruments contain criteria like that. Our vision about internal markets and external 

markets: aren’t we just looking to ourselves, to our internal market, shouldn’t we look 

forward, to external markets? I think so because if Europe has done something good, I 

think this is one of them.  

Austria: CB Forum- it's important but  boring. Sometimes we discuss some issues for the 

second time and that happens often. I wish there to be stringent decision making. 

EC (Carla Pinto):  A comment on lack of transparency on amendment of surfactants. 

Usually the requests for amendments and corrigendum's are being presented by CBs at 

the CB Forum meeting. This amendment on surfactants was discussed twice in 2 

different CB Forum meetings. There was a written vote procedure started after an 

agreement at the CB forum level. Minutes and presentations are there and available. I 

cannot agree on the lack of transparency on amendments. 

France: Regarding the fact that we should have an European ecolabel with more focus 

on more significant impact areas, I would say that we can support this, but we think that 

the simplification of the criteria document shall not be made at the expense of the 

credibility and selectivity of the scheme. We should continue to have an ecolabel which 

is a driver allowing to distinguish the best 10-20% best products on the market. Point 

system: we agree that it could lead to more flexibility for  manufacturers to have eco-

design possibility, however point system should only be included if this is associated to 

common sets of requirements which are mandatory as it is the case of Tourist 

accommodation or Detergents. Graded label: we are not sure about this approach as we 

already have too many labels on the market. We would add confusion to the general 

confusion of the consumer; we are not sure how to communicate to the consumer on this 

approach. Proposal to have requirements based on life cycle indicators: for us the current 

EU Ecolabel could be seen as a tool for manufacturers to implement eco-design, 

recommendation or requirements, to improve environmental profile of the products. 

Having an ecolabel only based on life cycle indicators, we could lose this opportunity. 

For example if we have criteria document only based on climate change, eutrophication 

and so on, the manufactures would have no clue on the way to reduce the impact of the 

product on climate change, eutrophication. Perhaps it could be a way to have combined 

approach. Some years ago when ADEME was responsible for the development of the 

criteria document for NF Environment in France, we did an exercise for the waste bag. 

We did an LCA and developed criteria document based on two set of criteria. Some 

technical criteria are there now in the EU Ecolabel but also life cycle based indicators. 

We also developed tools for manufactures, which made them happy, it left them 

flexibility to make change in the product that they want to. I'm not convinced by only 
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using LC indicators. We could work on this issue again. Criteria document development: 

we appreciate the report produced by JRC, they are comprehensive and useful, even if 

they are quite long. There is a lot of information; we are also using background 

documents to produce documents for consumers and public purchase. It's not only for the 

EU Ecolabel. Can the EC not take the opportunity of the PEF pilot phase to see if we 

cannot choose documents produced by TS as part of background document to produce 

criteria documents? I have in mind pilot on detergents. We had interesting discussion 

about USEtox for example.  

EC (Michele Galatola): I said at least twice that I'm not proposing only LCA based 

criteria, we need to combine LCA based indicators with other things not captured by 

LCA. On the last comment, it is indeed something we are expecting from this pilot. 

Intermediate paper products are linked to copying and graphic paper. We have number of 

products where we are also developing EU Ecolabel criteria (stationery, shoes).  I was 

not there during USEtox discussion, but there is probably a lot of misunderstanding. We 

will learn a lot from these pilots.  

UPM: We are not a perfect example because we are a rather big company; we have 

money and resources with about 6 people in my team. We have to fulfil all criteria, make 

calculations, but still we are using something like 10 ecolabels and EU Ecolabel is not 

the cheapest nor the most expensive, its somewhere in between. Ecolabels could be too 

expensive; there are some which we don’t have, because it doesn’t support the business. 

One of the reasons we are using EU Ecolabel is the wide criteria, we want to show we are 

tackling the issues from emissions to waste management, chemical use and so on. There 

are criteria on almost all important topics. I do not want to start a political discussion if 

biodiversity loss or climate change is more important, there should be something for all 

of those. There are ecolabels without all the criteria, I don’t like those, they are forgetting 

things. Something we could think about from ecolabel regulation point of view are that 

there shouldn’t be one size fit all approach. You may have hotels, you may change 

something overnight. In our case we have investment ongoing in Finland:  it is 160 

Million euros, it takes 2 years, if you change the criteria all the time, we cannot cope, it 

takes time. It might be good idea to think about different criteria and different scopes for 

different product groups, that’s one possibility. Reason I came here are those good 

questions by Michele. We have invested a lot in EU Ecolabel and we have to follow it. 

EEB/BEUC: I would like start with the first question of whether we should drop the EU 

Ecolabel. Consumer organisations and environmental NGOs would say no, we support it 

and we want to keep it. We want to keep it in its current communication form towards 

the consumers which transmits very complex information in an easy and reliable way and 

then the consumer doesn’t have to question himself too much when making purchasing 

decisions in the shops because he trusts the label and doesn't need to know a lot of 

information on the indicators behind the product. The provisions on chemicals that the 

EU Ecolabel regulation has at the moment, we are very supportive of the focus the EU 

Ecolabel regulation has on promoting substitution of hazardous substances. Articles 6.6 

and 6.7 have a lot of benefits in that respect. Because they link the EU Ecolabel to 

broader strategies of the EC like on resource efficiency and circular economy. Its 

promoting substitution whenever it's technically feasible and we shouldn’t lose this key 

achievement of the scheme. Should we have fewer criteria, focus on the most significant 

areas: we can answer to this question in different ways, whether the EC also clarifies how 

they want to do it. We would not like to have strict requirements on the regulation saying 

that we have to limit the criteria to 4 or 5 or that it has to be based on LCA conclusions. 

Of course we want to have criteria relevant for the environment and consumer, but its 
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more case by case decision making. Also of the EUEB. Keeping the holistic approach is 

the key of the EU Ecolabel that we very much support. The 10-20%: we want to keep 

strict requirements, there have been studies like the one carried out by OECD, they found 

that if we open above 30% we will not be able to identify what are the best 

environmental products on the market and we want to keep the EU Ecolabel as a 

benchmarking tool, as tool identifying the best products for the consumer in terms of 

environmental impacts. We don’t think that this can be the basis for the lack of success of 

EU Ecolabel because other labels have similar approach targeting strict criteria. It's an 

objective to target those that are the best. In one of the reports carried out for Nordic 

Swan when comparing the EU Ecolabel and the Nordic Swan, the licence holders said 

that they did not see a significant difference between the criteria or the ambition level but 

they would prefer the Nordic Swan, because it had more market recognition and demand. 

It would not be a problem for them to go for the EU Ecolabel, it is more how the label is 

positioned in terms of awareness in the market. Regards of streamlining, making the 

process faster: yes, we support many of these suggestions that were brought in the 

questions and we think we need to have more horizontal guidelines. There used to be a 

policy management group at earlier times in EUEB, where we would have more strategic 

discussions on specific issues. It would be good to dedicate EUEB to reach opinions on 

specific topics and then we would not reopen them a number of times and try to apply the 

wording that comes out of it to the different criteria, so that we can avoid having repeated 

questions. We can improve the process but in the end we also have the problem of EC 

blocking the decision making. I like having the good documents from IPTS because it 

gives credibility to the decision we are taking. I would like to keep that, I don’t think that 

this is the reason for having very long decision making processes, blocking is often at 

level of inter-service consultation. Perhaps the EC or other DGs should be involved 

earlier in the process or there should be an agreement within the EC to respect decisions 

that the EUEB reaches, instead of lobbying indirectly the members of the EUEB to 

change their opinion later on in the process. Pass/fail system vs. point based system: we 

like the current pass/fail system because it keeps clarity on what are the improvements 

that are requested for the producer to achieve and also for the consumer if the consumer 

would like to go more in detail what is behind the label and the criteria. If we want to 

change that we should be sure that there would always be kind of no-go area for the 

requirements, something that has to be mandatory. We have to keep in mind that we need 

to strengthen synergy between EU Ecolabel and GPP. With a point based system, how 

will the public procurers be able to use the EU Ecolabel as a proof of compliance with 

some of the criteria? Perhaps there are possibilities of doing it but we have to think how 

that would be transparent for the GPP process. On the life cycle indicators: we can use 

them if they are relevant for specific criteria, if we are setting cut off limits for these 

indicators but then we have to complement the criteria with other aspects that cannot be 

covered by LC indicators. To a certain extent I think we already use, we talk about 

energy, the targets of these indicators. We really are a bit cautious about that because not 

relevant criteria can be covered by LC indicators. We don’t want to shift the focus to this 

methodology. LCA helps more in identifying hotspots what we can address and it would 

make the process more complicated to find life cycle indicators. It will relate more to the 

production stage and wouldn't be so relevant for consumer use phase. It's not very 

straight forward. Graded label: we are also reluctant to the approach because it may 

create confusion to the consumer. If such approach is going to be taken, then it should be 

based on studies on how consumer would interpret ecolabel based on graded approach. 

We see it working for the energy label, its mandatory, and it covers mainly one area, it's 

clearer for the consumer. When it comes to EU Ecolabel which is covering more aspects, 

it won't be clear. We would lose the focus of EU Ecolabel- it's mainly to be the 

benchmark for the best products. This is the idea that the consumer will have, that he is 
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buying the best products in the market. Nordic Swan and Blue Angel are not graded 

labels and they are successful. We don’t think that this approach will make EU Ecolabel 

successful but we are open to continue the discussion. Fees: we should consider 

increasing the fees. It would be good to have dedicated part of fees for marketing and to 

define clearly how that shall be done. There has to be some responsibility behind the 

marketing. If we write it only on very open ways then it gets diluted and then the EC or 

MS do not feel they have the responsibility. Having said all that we think that there is 

much room for improvement within the current framework of the current EU Ecolabel 

regulation. We are not sure that all those changes will make it more successful. There are 

things we need to address before considering these changes.  

Cefic: I give some points from chemical industry perspective. We are happy to see that 

JRC reports are extensive and go into details about different hotspots. It is for the 

moment very good that they base their first analysis on LCA. LCA should be the basis 

for the decision. Unfortunately what we see in the criteria development is that these 

points that have most environmental impact, are not only discussed again but also 

additional criteria are mentioned which makes the product criteria rather complicated. 

We see in some products that requirements are so long for industry to comply with, it is 

making it too difficult for the industry and they will lose interest. We would like that the 

highest impact criteria would be kept only and mainly not be discussed, for example the 

packaging has sometimes no real value in environmental impacts but people want to keep 

it, it's probably unnecessary. We are in favour of simplification and be focused on the 

bigger environmental aspects. Another important point for us is article 6.6 and 6.7: we 

find that those articles for the time being are not applicable in a sense that there are too 

much derogation that are needed for some criteria, it makes process rather complex. We 

would favour slight revision of those articles to focus on the ones more critical as 

VOCsSVHCs (substances of very high concern), but not to cover all chemicals that have 

labelling requirements. As you know that since the GHS has been put in place in all the 

countries, more and more chemicals have been classified and the current system of EU 

Ecolabel is becoming a big burden. We need to differentiate more dangerous chemicals 

from the ones that are less dangerous. The chemical industry will make some suggestions 

to improve these 2 articles in that sense. Simplification is certainly one point. Why are 

some criteria not really taken up by industry? Perhaps this needs to be looked at in more 

details. Aspect of cost can vary between countries and also on how much criteria has to 

be compliant. 10-20%; I think it's good to differentiate from the eco-design, which is for 

minimum requirements, EU Ecolabel for 10-20% best. Harmonisation is important to 

consider: how criteria are used in different countries? We are happy to hear that there are 

suggestions to use more webinars instead of meetings, there are more travel restrictions 

for industry members. Attending physical meetings is coming more difficult. More 

webinars for AHWG could be useful. 

Industry: We first need to try and go back and establish a very clear indiscipline set of 

objectives that we are trying to achieve here. Listening to the conversations here today 

sounds like we would have objectives around the %, recognition, policy testing, number 

of licences issued, traded volumes environmental outcomes. It would be good to get 

straight what is the primary, number one objective of the EU Ecolabel system, that then 

enables to test the proposed criteria on do they achieve this objective or not. If they 

achieve the objective they are in, if they don't, they are out. It allows using discipline set 

of thought process to go through that. It would not necessarily reduce the number of 

criteria but retain the ones that are important. By doing that we would have faster 

process, but also clearer and cheaper to help with the budget process. When dealing with 

marketing, I like to hear the voice of the customer and the voice of the customer seems to 
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be quite absent from the discussion so far. Who is the customer here? A lot of discussion 

has centred on people on the street: that’s a very difficult and inefficient market to crack, 

particularly with the limited resources available. The importance of GPP: it would be 

useful to understand why the various public bodies are not using the EU Ecolabel in their 

procurement in a way that they could and should be. If they were, I suspect we would not 

be having this conversation, we could be having very different situation. What is it about 

the current set-up that they find incompatible with their current procurement practises?  

France: comment on how to answer the question regarding self-declaration versus 

testing and the conformity of the product during all the life time of a decision. We 

practise visiting production site on regular basis in order to check the declaration and 

checking their quality system to be sure that during the life time of a product all the 

systems are developed to maintain the conformity of the criteria of the products. This is 

one way to deal with self-declaration 

ISPRA: We would like to keep the EU Ecolabel as a label for only the best products on 

the market. We would not like to move to point system which would complicate it more 

and create more confusion with all the green labels that we already have. We would 

prefer to have pass/fail label to address to the best environmentally performing products 

on the market. Regarding social criteria and accountability: it's very nice to have this 

kind of criteria but as we are experiencing in the development of different product 

groups, the problem is always about how to show compliance with this criteria, this also 

goes with the question of too many self-declarations and too few test methods. The most 

important word is the credibility of the EU Ecolabel. When we see too many self-

declarations and too few test reports, it's not something I personally like. On the other 

hand, all the test reports we are going to produce, if in the Commission decision, we 

write that " preferentially " to use ISO 17025 accredited laboratories, not all the CB are 

doing this, not all the states are using accredited laboratory. It is very important to speak 

of which test. We have to keep balance with the cost because it's important burden on 

budget for some companies and SMEs. We could think of helping those companies. It is 

important that all the CB would act in the same way. I think CB Forum works well as we 

do many things for transparency. The work which Carla is managing about the 

laboratories is to understand who is using accredited laboratories. This would give 

credibility to our scheme. Like the work we are doing on fees, to understand how every 

MS is implementing fees so that an applicant can choose where to go or not. Of course 

there are still a lot of points to clarify like article 9, originates, because we will have to 

discuss it more as this is subject reopened 20 times. We of course don’t like to open same 

questions again and again, but there are still some controversial points which need to be 

discussed. Of course in the end if we cannot make a decision, someone should make it 

for us. Maybe the EC? I think CB Forum is very important and as a chairman of this 

forum I see that very few CBs are answering to these questions. In CB Forum we face the 

actual problems, here at EUEB we speak about criteria and when we get to the point we 

assess applications, we find a lot of mistakes and not applicable problems. CB Forum is 

very important, some CB-s are older than other ones, but you have to give a new ones 

chance to learn and open some questions.  To reply to AT, who re-opened a question 

from 2011 on PC block. The time to award should be lower but that depends on every 

CB. We cannot do much as here. We need more flexibility and some procedures could be 

cut internally. For the revision, I appreciate work done by IPTS so far. The work they do 

is maybe most comprehensive that we received so far. Sometimes they are too long to 

read; sometimes we need to go to the point. It would be nice to have summary after each 

chapter to know what the main topic of this chapter was. Having to draft the criteria 

together mixed with the background, it’s a bit difficult to find. It's only on the first 
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document that you provided but it would be nice always to have different products and 

not to mix comments, it's difficult to give comment on a draft that probably is not the last 

one. We should decide which the document to comment is, sometimes there is some 

confusion. This would probably help in speeding up the process. "Surveillance of the 

market" (article 10) is very important. Some companies feel abandoned, some need to be 

followed. We need to show that the compliance of the criteria is always respected after 

they have been awarded with the EU Ecolabel. We need to check on them, surveillance 

and harmonize. We need to make sure that all the CBs have the same approach when 

assessing and also when checking on these companies. The work we are doing so far is a 

good selection. Hope we can go on this way. 

President: I can only align with the importance of the CB Forum. 

EC (Stefania Minestrini): About GPP- thank you for addressing its importance. We  are 

aware about the enforcement and the link between EU Ecolabel and GPP. EC is trying to 

strengthen this link according to some new green elements that are foreseen in the new 

public procurement directive already published. You quote monitoring: according to the 

Commission communication from 2008, one of the target of that communication was to 

reach the 50% of the GPP of MS. EC has made some monitoring exercise in the past, 

some countries reached that targets, others not. We don’t know exactly if EU GPP 

criteria are used within GPP, but we know for sure they can use that as an inspiration to 

build up national criteria. EU GPP criteria are used as a basis for developing GPP criteria 

at national level. We are strengthening the link with the EU Ecolabel.  

EC (Michele Galatola): Thank you all for your contribution. We will keep on discussing 

that in the coming weeks and months, you are welcome to provide written contribution to 

my questions. It seemed from your discussion that the reason for some problems in the 

EU Ecolabel is that the EC is managing the process in a too democratic way. 

16. AOB – PRESIDENT 

France: I would like to give a brief update on the ISO meeting, which took place in 

Panama in May. The subcommittee SC3, responsible for standardisation in the field of 

communication on environmental aspect of products, decided to make an amendment on 

ISO 14024.  This is a standard which provides principles and guidelines for the 

development of Type I environmental labelling schemes such as EU Ecolabel, Nordic 

Swan, Blue Angel. ISO 14024 was the first standard in the ISO 14020 series to be 

completed in 1997. Since the initial publication it has been reaffirmed, and never revised. 

Since the publication of this standard several other documents have been published that 

relate to the provision of consumer information and especially we have the ISO 14025, 

but also the standard on carbon footprint. These documents include more rigorous 

requirement for the verification of data and for data quality. SC 3 decided to make an 

amendment to address this issue without creating additional requirements. You should 

understand that we will avoid complete revision of the standard because then we will 

have to face to a big problem because CASCO, which is the member of ISO body, would 

ask us to delete any restraint to stop third party certification. We would absolutely avoid 

any complete revision of the standard. The amendment: the main change will be to 

reinforce the requirements on program operator to ensure that the verifiers have some 

skills and knowledge: for example knowledge of the sector, programme, verification 

procedure etc. The programme operator will also be asked to put in place a training 

programme for people doing the verification. Paragraph on quality of data will be added, 
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which shall be collected by the applicant. Next step: these documents will be sent out by 

SC3 as committee draft for vote at the end of August. I would like to invite you to be in 

touch with your standardization body to have a look at the proposal to the amendment to 

ensure that there are absolutely no problems with the proposed changes. You will have 

the opportunity to comment the amendment, we will look at all the comments at Berlin 

meeting in February and the intention is to solve all the comments and then to adopt the 

amendment. You have to be aware that there is an amendment to ISO 14021, the standard 

for self-declaration; you could have a look at this document too. SC3 is also currently 

working on the new standard; ISO 14026, the idea is to develop a new standard on the 

communication of environmental footprint. 


