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5 NOVEMBER 2014 

1. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA OF 5 NOVEMBER – PRESIDENT  

Agenda was adopted 

2. ADOPTION OF THE MINUTES – PRESIDENT 

Minutes were adopted 

3. UPDATE ON THE CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCESS FOR 'SOIL IMPROVERS AND 

GROWING MEDIA' PRODUCT GROUP; JOINT RESEARCH CENTRE 

Czech Republic requested an explanation for the inclusion of the definition of "organic 

matter" because "carbonaceous" material could be anything. Proposed to define what is 

not carbonaceous. 

EEB questioned the testing of the different criteria on the end product and not on the 

components. Comments from compost experts referred that testing components could be 

less costly than testing the end product and that this is relevant for small business. EEB 

will send a paper with more explanations and asked if there was any assessment to 

understand the implications for the small companies. Mentioned that the EU Ecolabel is 

very much aligned with the development of the fertiliser's regulation and the end of waste 

criteria and that it is difficult to see the added value of the EU Ecolabel. 

JRC referred that the definition of organic matters is aligned with the definition in the 

last version available of the ongoing revision of the fertilisers' regulation. Agrees that the 

reference to carbonaceous may be a little open but it is also true that we have criteria on 

organic constituency that says very clearly which materials are allowed as organic 

constituents. So, all these definitions plus these two criteria are enough to clarify what 

organic matters shouldn't be. But anyway we are in contact with our colleagues on the 

ongoing revision of the fertilisers' regulation and if there is any modification on this 

definition we will also apply it in this document. Regarding test frequency and the test 

products, we've tried to get a compromise for not only the products that are mono 

constituents, but also for a growing media made of 25 constituents. We also tried to 

distinguish in the test frequency requirements between big plants and small plants and we 

also have the definition of family product requested by a small plant who agreed on the 

test frequency. It was difficult but an agreement was reached. If there are some data that 

shows the opposite please send and a solution can be found because it's not our intention 

to have small plants out of the EU Ecolabel. Regarding the end of waste timeline we did 

not receive any comments on that. The only thing that we can do is trying to align as 

much as possible to the results of this project because it was very good, the research was 

very good, and there were several meetings and the same in respect of the work for the 

fertilizers' regulation. We don’t know when the approval of those two documents will 

happen and we have to go on in respect of the EU Ecolabel revision. Even if it is true that 

some criteria that we have proposed will become mandatory under the fertilisers' 

regulation revision, we have other criteria giving added value to the EU Ecolabel, as 

some environmental criteria are not in the mandatory requirements. 
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France requested an explanation on the reason why the maximum nitrogen content for 

soil improver has been withdraw and suggested to merge criteria 6 and 5. 

JRC explained that there was a general agreement that this nitrogen content was not 

needed at all as it is more related to the definition of the product than to be set as a limit 

or as a criterion. For example, in many standards, there will be a clear distinction 

between fertilisers and soil improvers. So, if we want to set nitrogen content is more to 

be set as a definition of the product than as a criterion. If there is something with a lot of 

nitrogen is not soil improver, is a fertiliser. 

JRC highlighted that comments on this proposal are welcome. The deadline is the 21
st
 of 

November. 

EC referred that the intention is to have these criteria voted in April 2015, so as soon as 

possible the inter-service consultation will begin. Any comments should be sent until the 

21
st
 of November.  

4. UPDATE ON THE CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCESS FOR THE ''FURNITURE" 

PRODUCT GROUP; JOINT RESEARCH CENTRE 

Norway referred that there are many chemical requirements in this document and that’s 

confusing. We are setting EU Ecolabel requirements for furniture here and not for paints, 

chlorine, etc. According to the regulation the requirement on chemical substances is 

applicable to EU Ecolabel articles. There is an interpretation a cut of 0.1% in the EU 

Ecolabel article. So, article 6(6) is about chemicals use in the amounts more than 0.1% of 

the final furniture. And that means that even if you have a lot of biocides in the paints, in 

a painted chair, biocides will be ending up in the amount of more than 0.10% of final 

furniture? And is it necessary to have all of these derogations? This is very much link to 

the general comment that the criterion 2 should be only to accommodate what we are 

saying in restriction in the regulation and if we want to have a restriction of biocides in 

the paints, that must be a separate requirement and a restriction and not a derogation from 

article 6.6 because we have it in both places. About flame retardants in the furniture, a lot 

of flame retardants have to be used in order to exceed the 0.10% limit in the final 

furniture and it looks very bad if you are derogating all kinds of chemicals. It must be 

better to delete many of this if they are not present in a higher amount in the final 

furniture. So, we can make so much easier for ourselves if we are putting in the cut of 

limit 0.10% which we all have agreed in 2.1 and then we can delete the derogations. An 

example is in respect of formaldehyde, as we want to have a ban of formaldehyde and not 

derogation on formaldehyde. We should have a ban of all the fluorinated compounds and 

not only the long chain compounds. For textiles, we also would like to have a ban for 

metal complex dyes as we have in the textile documents for all the textiles. The situation 

is that furniture producer will state that the furniture doesn't have that that amount of 

chemicals, which means that it's much better to delete all the derogations and put the 

actual requirements on the textile. 

Sweden commented on the requirements of sustainable wood. It is written that all solid 

wood shall be covered by valid chain of custody certificates and it could be better to rigor 

in it, so that it would be the furniture manufacturer who has the custody certificate. 

Because when it's written like this, then the Chinese program would supplier and it 

would be very difficult for the furniture manufacture to build up kind of evidence. It 

could be easier if was the furniture manufacturer to have the certificate. Concerning how 
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to verify that there is 70% of certified wood in the furniture, we should ask for the 

sustainable certificate of the furniture manufacturer and then also verification for the 

70% that is asked for the balance of the custody system of the furniture manufacturer. In 

that balance there should be indicated that there is a balance in the certified volumes that 

are purchased by the factory and what is sold. That balance should be also the amount of 

wood, the 70%, that is used for the manufacturer of the EU Ecolabel furniture. This 

should be written clearly in this requirement because otherwise it is a bit weak and it 

could be difficult to verify this. 

EFIC commented on the certification chain of custody, which normally are certified 

FSC, PEFC then it is certified by third party. About marking of plastics, are convinced 

that it is not really necessary. About VOCs and hazardous substances, the opinion is that 

there are a lot of criteria which are very sever, for instance E1 and the panels used to 

produce furniture they must be E1 and go much lower than E1. Don’t see the benefits of 

it because E1 is already safe. About isocyanates, as the glue is polymerised in the wood, 

the panels are not hazardous any more. Referred that certain glues are using 

formaldehyde but that’s necessary for the bounding of wood and the amount is less than 

0.1% also in the final product. Also, the concentration of formaldehyde in the working 

place is regulated by other European laws. So, why not just refer to these laws 0.2ppm is 

very low and it is very expensive for furniture producers to be in compliance It will be 

the boards' producers who had it and not the furniture producers. In respect of the 

methods to measure formaldehyde and VOC, it was mentioned that wood already emits 

VOC and formaldehyde naturally (like humans too). If you measure in a finish product 

then you should take into account the normal emissions coming from wood because they 

are not harmful. So you have to take into account and which method you use it will be 

very difficult because, what will you measure? You will measure 1 chair? If it’s a sofa 

for 1 person, 2 persons or 3 persons, it will influence the concentration in the room. So 

normally results are expressed as that amount of substances emitted by square meter of 

board produced in one cubic meter of air in the testing room. In the criteria there is a mix 

up because for panel boards, E1 is the normal concentration to respect in Europe, and if 

you measure E1 in Europe you measure it in accordance with 717-1. If you measure 

according to ISO1600 there is another measure conditions. You have a higher content in 

the room and a higher temperature that means that you will have higher values of 

formaldehyde. So, you cannot put one limit when is measured according 717-1 or when 

is measured according to 16000, as they are not comparable.  

Denmark proposed that on VOCs to have an approach as the one taking by the Nordic 

Ecolabel where there are different limits related to the quality and the quality needs of the 

product. This means that a little more VOC can be used in high quality products like for 

public institutions and lower limits when it's for private houses.  Concerning packaging, 

are in favour of keeping the requirements related to durability. It's very weak in this 

criteria document as it is now, and even if additional information is proposed to be 

included in the user manual, the criteria document is the legal document. We would very 

much support that the demands for textiles should be like in the textiles criteria, to allow 

that EU Ecolabel textiles to be used in furniture. Agree with the comments from NO 

concerning the complexity of the criteria which will impact on how to communicate 

these criteria. The most used certificates that we are using are FSC and PEFC in line with 

the timber regulation and don't understand why criteria is so complex. Regarding the 

removal of the packaging criteria, it should be relatively easy to set out criteria which are 

more or less used in the industry, as they are using cardboards with recycled content. 

There are some contradictions when you want to explain to consumers, NGO, politicians, 

why we are excluding something in the product but not in the packaging. This very 
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complex set of criteria is a signal for the Commission that criteria are not being 

simplified. So, we have to be more focus on what we want to communicate with the 

criteria and not just minimize or reduce environmental impact because they cannot be 

communicated.  

Czech Republic on VOC emissions is concerned about the standards and the size of the 

chamber. There are some other standards that could be regarded equivalent because 

unfortunately there are no laboratories accredited for the proposed standards to measure 

VOC. Currently, it could be difficult for CZ companies to apply because they are mostly 

small and medium enterprises and would not be possible for them to use foreign 

laboratories and this is a very limiting factor. Reference to testing could be limited only 

to certain furniture components that can reasonably be assumed to be the dominant 

source(s) of VOC emissions. The question is what furniture size will be regarded as 

representative. From my point of view the small is the better but of course we understand 

that it should be representative. On recycled content, it is useful but we would accept the 

criteria without it. On packaging, agree with the opinion on Denmark that the 

environmental impact of packaging is relatively low in comparison with other factors and 

could agree with the exclusion of packaging. 

PEFC Representative pointed that the legality of wood is included in the certification in 

both FSC, PEFC, which comply with the EUTR and sometimes even go further. But FSC 

and PEFC don't value as a compliance with EUTR, it will help to demonstrate 

compliance, but the regulation clearly doesn’t refer to private certification scheme as a 

proof of compliance with EUTR.  For the sustainability it is the same. I don’t think it is 

the role of the public authority to give the proof of sustainability so it's normal that the 

criteria of sustainability it's done by FSC, PEFC (or another equivalent). So, we found 

the criteria logical.  

Lithuania strongly support the furniture criteria, but referred that VCM shouldn't be 

allowed in furniture and also suggest that the same criteria should be in TV, computers 

and footwear. Support Czech Republic on packaging not being the main problem.  

Austria requested the simplification of the chemicals. We ask that any product tested for 

VOCs in the final product because VOCs don’t only come from paints and varnishes but 

also from the panels. Regarding the timber conditions, the Blue Angel and the Austrian 

Ecolabel have had a lot of discussion with testing institutes and there we found some 

solutions to test the timber in a comparable way. About the exchange of air will provide 

some information in the Blue Angel. Also stressed that the EU Ecolabel is looking to the 

whole life cycle, which is a good argument to exclude vinyl chlorite monomer.   

FR Fabrics Aassociation, on coated fabrics, referred that in France there are regulations 

that obliges to add flame retardants. Ask not only in the fire safety standards, but also 

when there are regulations. About ATO derogation, it should be added in "coated fabrics" 

because this type of flame retardants is also used. The percentage of flame retardants also 

in coverings and not only in coated fabrics. Referring to the use of varnishes and 

stabilizers, they are only for products in the liquid form. So we ask for derogation for 

stabilizers and varnishes. On the restriction of substances of very high concern, a general 

remark, there is no publication there that has been given in the document so note that if 

there are no date publication of this document have to be precise. It was highlighted that 

there are application for indoor and outdoor. For outdoor applications, there are the 

climatic constraints which oblige to have biocides in our formula. So we would need to 

have the possibility to use biocides for outdoor applications. When it comes to indoor 
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coated fabrics in very specific market, costumers required biocides in the formula, to 

protect the user of microorganism development. Request the use of biocidal active 

substances. Different treatment of VCM and formaldehyde was referred. Propose the 

possibility of use only "top quality PVC" which have low monomer content and is 

allowed for food contact. On incineration, if you want to deal with toxins emissions 

please do it globally. Products wasted every day in our waste have enough chlorine inside 

the residual waste to lead to small formation of dioxins from the waste energy plants and 

that the amount of PVC will not outer this balance and the most important thing is that at 

the end is that the efficient flu gas system ensuring that this is not a problem. So, in terms 

of PVC and incineration if there is a waste that is no recyclable and needs to be treated it 

is better to incinerated and to capture the polluters than to put it in a landfill.  

EEB/BEUC asked if the derogation given to ATO had considered the results of the 

"Enfiro" study. Support the criteria for VOC, but there are a number of exemptions that 

they don’t agree and will send written comments. Support the level of 50% of E1 or the 

60% for MDS. Requested the exclusion of halogenated flame retardants. Clarification on 

why perfluorinated compounds are allowed for interior furniture and a total exclusion 

was requested. Support a criterion on packaging, that life cycle assessment has to be used 

to identify which are the hotspots, and that packaging is the first think that a consumer of 

such product will see. Support the ban of VCM, we should look at the lifecycle of whole 

product. Expressed concerns for emissions of dioxins and referred that VCM is a 

carcinogenic category 1A. If there are some exemptions for formaldehydes it is because 

that there are no alternative to them. And it is clear that for furniture there are alternative. 

Have problems with recycling of PVC in the furniture. Also concerning the argument on 

the chlorine content our experts tell us that this is something that is controlled under VIT 

incinerations. There are small incinerations, hospital incinerations that maybe don’t have 

the VIT. There is the possibility that furniture ends up to this kind of incinerations and 

then it the risk. We also sent a paper where we provide scientific argument why PVC is 

not a sustainable choice for the EU Ecolabel and they are related to the background 

document use on the green book on PVC. LCA from 2004 don't include wooden 

furniture as an scenario so it is misleading to use it as a support for the PVC. Also we 

have obligations under the POP convention at eliminating dioxins on the source of 

formation. In this document there are many elements that justify the exclusion of PVC in 

furniture but also in other products where there are alternatives. 

France requested an explanation about the removal of criterion on organic cotton. For 

fitness for use, supports DK proposal and suggest a list of standards that could be used.  

Regarding the VOC emission, air quality in France is the major concern for consumers 

and public purchasers, as studies have shown that VOC coming from furniture contribute 

to the deterioration of indoor air quality. Support the criteria on VOCs emissions and for 

our expert the 16000 could be used for formaldehyde. Will provide written comments on 

this issue.  On packaging, according to some manufacturers it seems that packaging are 

mostly use for transport and not in the product, so the criteria is kept, ensure that this 

packaging present all mechanical resistance.  

PlasticsEurope referred that the document puts too much emphasis on chemicals and is 

too much complicated on the point of view of a furniture producer. The document 

contains unscientific and wrong requirements. Phthalates would be excluded for 

example. Phthalates has no impact on environment, so it shouldn't be criteria on that. 

Questions around the 50% of chlorine content in PVC. In the background document I 

don’t see any statement. PVC is not biodegradable. So that statement of the 50% chlorine 

is no scientific at all. Generally excluding substances based in a percentage of an element 
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is a very unscientific generalisation. Excluding PCV having more than 50% chlorine 

from being used in furniture is not based on science and PVC not have to be classified as 

a harmful substance. Marking of plastics doesn’t serve any purpose when a piece of 

furniture goes in to incineration at the end of life. In reality, we have always less than 

1ppm so that criteria will not exclude material or select among materials. On incineration 

of furniture, is quite sure that the whole incinerated releases more dioxins that few 

percentages of PVC in that furniture. Packaging is not a main environmental impact in 

furniture, then it shouldn't be a criteria. It should only address main environmental 

impacts. Another very unscientific generalisation is the criterion on organotin. Stated that 

this document will not have an uptake in the next five years. 

5. SHORT OVERVIEW ON THE ON-GOING WORK ON 'CLEANING SERVICES' PRODUCT 

GROUP AND THE 6 PRODUCT GROUPS OF THE 'DETERGENTS FAMILY', JOINT 

RESEARCH CENTRE 

'DETERGENTS FAMILY' 

Belgium was worried about the need to do all the renewals at the same time. A longer 

transition period would be needed for the detergents family. 

President supports this. This should be kept in mind when criteria are finalised. 

AISE welcomed the proposal for harmonisation and asked if this is going to be done also 

for consumer information. It would seem strange as two of the products are professional 

ones.  

JRC the harmonisation will occur as much as possible among the consumers' products 

themselves and the professional products. It will not be just a copy and paste exercise. 

'CLEANING SERVICES' 

Denmark: expressed some worries about the term "sanitised" because it could mean 

almost everything from something that cleans to something that disinfects. And even if 

disinfecting could be out of the scope of the product group, it should be used with care in 

the name of the product group. 

JRC: we are aligning with the definitions existing for all purpose cleaners and 

disinfection is a different word than sanitising. The meaning of sanitising will be further 

explained in the definition list of the preliminary report. Products used for disinfection 

are out of our scope as they are out of the scope of all-purpose cleaners. 

Lithuania: we would like to know if as Cleaning service includes outside window 

cleaning.  

JRC: we are looking in indoor cleaning. I am very much sure that there are lot of 

cleaning services companies that perform the windows cleaning in the indoor part so we 

don’t want to exclude them. But the outside cleaning is another issue that we are not 

looking at. 

President: it may be difficult to clearly distinguish between the two kinds of services. It 

is something that needs a further reflection. 
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Denmark: I think it depends on the building. If you have a skyscraper indoor and 

outdoor window cleaning are two totally different tasks. But if you have small buildings 

or private houses it will be the same company that do the cleaning inside and outside and 

it seems a little bit awkward that we will have cleaning services labelled and they can 

only provide the indoor cleaning of the window and not the outdoor window because it is 

done by opening the window and cleaning it from inside. 

Lithuania: Moreover, it seems that they use the same products inside and outside for 

cleaning windows. 

President: This is an item for the AHWG meeting.  

AISE: I would like to have some clarification on the product concentration at purchase as 

the area for improvement. 

JRC: This concerns professional cleaning products that can be sold diluted or 

concentrated. If they are sold as concentrated their environmental can be reduced.  

AISE: Indeed more concentrated means less environmental impacts but also it becomes 

more difficult for the classification issues. Further discussion can be done separately. 

6. TOXICITY TO AQUATIC ORGANISMS: HOW TO APPLY USETOX TO DETERGENTS, 

JEROME PAYET, CYCLECO 

Denmark: The purpose of the presentation is not obvious in relation to the discussion we 

had on the detergents' criteria. It may be interesting to look at USETox in the coming 

years but for the moment it is not realistic to include its use USETox in the revision of 

the detergents. It seems a little bit too premature before we have a better comparison 

between the two methods.  

EUROCOMMERCE asked the JRC about the comparison that they have carried out 

and sent before the meeting where the conclusions driven were not similar to the 

presentation had at the meeting. In that paper USEtox appeared as an academic model 

and CDV more a practical one. It is very interesting to try to combine this work with the 

work that the industry has done so far.  It is not premature to start to try to get a model 

which is better than the one which we have had before; it would be interesting to see a 

combination of these things. 

Norway highlighted that there was a misunderstanding about the CDV and the waste 

water treatment plants, the degradation factors and the TOX values, which for the CDV 

is a parameter on which it is built upon. We are talking about biodegradation before it 

ends up in any waste water treatment plan. If the degradation factor is one, it means that 

all the substances are ending up in the recipient and if you are going to the waste water 

treatment plant hopefully the water will be cleaner after that. It was asked what is the 

meaning of "compatible with ECHA" is, if it means that you are using all the same tests, 

methods and that you are taking data from ECHA. USETox is perceived as very useful 

for LCA or EPD or in that kind of instruments because in EPDs no producer really wants 

to tell you that the product is very toxic for instance, or have any specific negative 

features. And it is very much easier to pack all these information together into one 

parameter or one number. Then, it is very difficult to say why the number is as it is, 

because it is very toxic, or it is not biodegradable or bioaccumulable. And that also 

means that for the Ecolabel, the CDV is nothing more that a simple ranking of the 
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chemicals, it is not really LCA based, and it is based on the intrinsic properties of the 

substances, namely toxicity and biodegradation in aerobic conditions. And in addition to 

that, we have all the other parameters or other criteria, other properties for the substances 

which mean that is very much easier to understand. It is very much easier for detergents 

producers to say that they are using a substance or a surfactant which is very toxic and 

what is the problem, e.g. it is biodegradable and it is not bioaccumulable. And he knows 

immediately what must to be done in order to get a better performance for his product. 

And it is also very much easier for everybody to understand. Instead of taking all our 

chemical criteria and put them into one number. So for the moment Norway agrees very 

much with Denmark, USETox is not an instrument which is very attractive for the 

Ecolabel criteria, but very much suited for EPDs, and LCA and that kind of instruments.  

AISE shared the experience had in testing USETox in the context of the "Grenelles", 

when they welcomed very much the work which has done by ADEME Cycleco 

improving the database. They are now using it in the context of the PEF (Product 

Environmental Footprint) initiative. She expressed the opinion that it is a quite advanced 

tool with a lot of data needed, but it would be premature to use it for the EU Ecolabel as 

it is much at academic level for the time being and reservation has been expressed on the 

possibility to compare products of quite similar formulations. This is the also the 

outcome of one industry initiative under the "Grenelles". Interest has been expressed in 

the opinion of JRC as their paper was found very interesting. 

EEB/BEUC thanked for the very interesting and complex work done. Questions were 

raised on the following aspects: 

As manufacturers will need some kind of capacity building to be able to apply the 

method, is it already the right moment to introduce USEtox in the EU Ecolabel taking 

into account that detergents is a very successful product in the EU Ecolabel, and that 

manufacturers are applying also to other ecolabels using the CDV method? In addition to 

assess the pros and cons between the 2 methods, has the Commission assessed the pros 

and cons and implications that the introduction of the USETox methods at this moment 

we will have on the success of the label? Would we lose applicants?   How are you going 

to be able to benchmark the products? How we are going to get the data to set the right 

value for USETox for the current revision of the detergents product groups? Now we 

have some references with CDV. How do you see that this work can be done with 

USETox for the moment?  

Denmark asked when we are going to discuss in detail the two methods and take the 

final decision.   

EC explained that indeed this session was not meant to be a discussion session because 

from the Commission point of view we are not ready to take and informed decision or to 

have an informed discussion on whether to prefer the CDV or the USETox approach or 

combine the two in a possible revision of detergents family. The aim of this presentation 

was for everybody to understand what USETox is. Then, the Commission will wait for 

the results of PEF pilot and detergents at the end of the year and will organise an expert 

meeting for the Commission, JRC and some experts of USETox before the first AHWG 

working group meeting on detergents to further discuss the issue. The discussion will 

then be opened at the first AHWG meeting. It was suggested not to prolong this question 

session at that moment because the Commission doesn't have the elements to answer. All 

the observations and possible inputs are noted down but will be tackled in a different 

moment. 
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France reminded the audience that CDV is not perfect. The French Water Agency has 

done a lot of comparison on a waste water bush and they have shown that the products 

with the EU Ecolabel are not always the best products on the market in terms of 

ecotoxicity and this is because CDV in some cases doesn’t reflect the real ecotoxicity of 

the product. France is therefore asking to have an alternative methodology and it is open 

to the possibility of it being USEtox. It was asked to the presenter what kind of work can 

be done to implement USEtox in the EU Ecolabel and if according to him, it will be 

possible to do this work within in the time of the revision of the detergent family (1 and a 

half year). Moreover the following questions were asked: As we will need to do a 

benchmark, would it be possible to define thresholds? Would it be possible to foresee a 

flexible approach, where we encourage applicants to use this methodology - if we 

consider that is a right methodology- , to get used to it and to be ready for the next 

revision in five years? France feared that if nothing is done, in five years we will have the 

same discussion and said that we are not ready to use USEtox or another better 

methodology that eventually came up.  

EC replied to Eurocommerce explaining that the document produced was meant to 

contribute to the discussion from JRC point of view, but that no conclusions were driven. 

It was also felt that from the reflections and feedback got a discussion will be needed.  

Norway clarified that the worried expressed were not about abandoning CDV but to be 

able to get a tool that is practical to use, understandable, easy to communicate and 

possible for small and big companies to use. Agreement with France was expressed. EU 

Ecolabel criteria for detergents do not take into account the cocktail effect, the toxicity 

given by all chemicals together. But the USETox method seems not to solve this issue. 

Should a toxicity test of the whole products be required?   

Jerome Payet, Cycleco answered to the questions above.  

Compatibility with ECHA means that the input parameters for USETox are available 

among the REACH data collected. 

On the issue of simplicity Jerome explained that using free values is simpler, but that 

indeed USEtox is more complex (than CDV). What they are trying to do with ADEME is 

no to leave the complexity to the user, but to integrate it in the software. It is a balance 

between the willingness to make things as simple as possible but as complex as necessary 

to reflect what we are asking to the software. And this is a little bit more complex for this 

comparative purpose.  

On the issue of capacity building, it is true that USETox is new for nearly everybody so, 

SMEs will need a few weeks or a few months or at least one first testing to know how it 

functions, as any new model, or anything they have to implement in the company. And 

they will need someone who can assist them.  

On the issue of what can or can't be done in the coming months, there are two 

developments that are needed, that are not at the same level. The first is the impact 

assessment of mixtures (which is about the cocktail effect just raised by Norway) and this 

will be done in the coming 30 years, meaning that nobody knows anything about cocktail 

effect today and this is the situation since 30 years. The question most important is the 

waste water treatment plant and this is more crucial because this has to address what will 

be actually released in the fresh water bodies. This can be done in a few months as we 

have some models to address this degradation in the water treatment plant.  

The question of simplicity and complexity was a crucial point that was pushing 

development of the USETox model. So, it was what do we have to handle and what do 

we have to avoid? Initially, we were focusing in 2002 for more simple approaches and 
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the problem is that with these simple approaches we have 2 fundamental requirements 

that were necessary for comparative purpose. The requirement of USETox is to avoid 

any bias and ensure stability of the results. It should be avoided to make reference to the 

most sensitive species because they will change every year. That’s why there is this 

trade-off between simplicity and complexity. 

Norway highlighted that there is still an issue of uncertainty.   

Jerome Payet, Cycleco confirmed that there is uncertainty with the test but it is 

indicated, everybody van see it.  

 

– Closed session – EUEB Members only 

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

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

EPDLA asked which data should be provided for the two requests for derogations for the 

Paints and Varnishes criteria for them to be put forward.  

EC: Numbers and strong arguments are needed in order to explain why an amendment is 

necessary after such a small period after adoption. Data on many EU Ecolabel paints 

currently on the market contain these substances are needed. 

EPDLA: The background for the derogation is the following: ADH was re-classified this 

year and when the criteria were voted at the end of last year, its classification was not 

known and couldn’t be foreseen. It is an important polymer especially in Nordic 

countries, where it is used in tiny amounts to provide adhesion to humid substrate. The 

customers of the paint industry already get nervous on that. 

The case of Methanol is slightly different, numbers can be provided too. Methanol is 

present in polymers dispersions as a by-product. The EU Ecolabel criteria only allow 100 

ppm of it and this is impossible.  

EC added that when proposing an amendment information on the existing of alternatives 

on the market should be provided too. The established derogation form should be filled 

to provide all the information requested. 

Another Stakeholder highlighted that there is another problem related to the paint criteria 

that was probably discussed at the CB Forum the day before and not included in the 

presentation. It concerns the new request to refer to the Semi-volatile organic compounds 

(SVOCs) content as the testing method which has been indicated for SVOC measurement 

is actually a testing method for volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and it is not 

applicable to SVOCs. Even if in France and in Germany teams of raw material 

manufacturers, paints manufacturers and labs are trying to figure out how to modify the 

standards so that it incorporates the SVOCs, the problem is that by the time we find how 

to do that, it is already time to submit new licences dossiers complying with the new 

criteria. It is felt that the timing is too short because by the time the method is ready, a 

new dossier should be submitted without the time for the testing in the meantime. The 

option to do some calculation of SVOCs is not feasible because raw material 

manufactures are not sure about the amount of SVOCs in their products. Therefore it is 

asked to postpone of 6 months the implementation date of the new criteria. Another issue 

that was pointed out is that the Nordic Swan used to have the same criteria as the EU 

Ecolabel for Paints and Varnishes and from this revision only it is not be the case 
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anymore. Probably the Nordic Swan is finding criteria too difficult to implement which is 

a bad sign because it is appreciated when multiple ecolabels have the same criteria. 

President confirmed that the possibility of a prolongation of the old criteria was 

discussed at Competent Body Forum the day before and now it is in the hand of 

Commission. There was common understanding among competent bodies to go for this 6 

month prolongation.  

EC explained the two options figured out the day before: the first one is to provide in the 

User Manual slightly modified amendments to the current references to the standard, but 

firstly it has to be understood if the standard with these changes will then be usable to 

measure the SVOCs. If this is not possible an amendment will be launched prolonging 

the transitional period from 12 months to 18 months or to what will be decided. 

Denmark highlighted the need to amend the forestry requirements of copying and 

graphic paper and tissue paper, as the new criteria will be only adopted in 2018 and a 

more ambition level has been agreed in the two more recently adopted criteria for paper. 

In particular he explained that the EU Ecolabel criteria in Denmark for copying and 

graphic paper and tissue paper cannot be used in Public Procurement because this low 

ambition level of the forestry requirement.  

UK supported Denmark on the need to amend the two Decisions for tissue paper and 

copying and graphic paper along the common line already adopted for the two last paper 

criteria groups adopted and under discussion for wooden furniture. It would be 

embarrassing to extend those two existing criteria documents as they are when they are 

so out of date in respect of the sustainable forestry requirement. 

Denmark clarified that if criteria are prolonged, the intention would be to put this 

amendment in force from the date the current sets of criteria where supposed to expire. 

This would be in line with the Commission intention of making future criteria much 

simpler, and the discussion is on something that more or less everyone is already 

agreeing upon. Having the current criteria running to 2018 with this very low level is 

simply not good for the scheme and its credibility.  

Belgium asked if the derogations for subtilisin and another derogation for enzymes 

where really needed for all detergents as they are successful product groups and the 

revision has already started. It is not felt that these are essential ingredients in all-purpose 

cleaners and dishwashing detergents.  

EC explained that this request, which the Commission will assess in the near future, is 

based on the fact that the subtilisin became classified in May 2013 as H 411 so the Safety 

Data Sheets of subtilisin will be updated and it will not be possible to use it anymore in 

EU Ecolabel Products. It seems that is really a relevant enzyme at least for the four 

detergents that already include a derogation allowing for subtilisin.   

EEB/BEUC supported Denmark and the UK said on the paper issue and made another 

point on heat pumps that were extended to the end of 2016 having some doubts as regard 

the level of ambition of the criteria on energy efficiency and now an extension of another 

year is foreseen without looking into this issue. It was requested to the COMMISSION to 

specifically assess the energy efficiency criterion for heat pumps and consider the 

possibility for an amendment on this requirement to raise its ambition level (not a full 

revision). Otherwise it will be a prolongation to 2018 of something that was approved in 

2007.   
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8. AOB 

EC gave a brief update on the Omnibus III Proposal. The Lisbon Treaty has entered into 

force and in October of 2013 the Commission presented the proposal for a Regulation of 

the European Parliament and of the Council adapting Article 290 and 291 of the Treaty 

on the functioning of the European Union a number of legal acts providing for the use of 

the regulatory procedure with scrutiny (referred to as "Omnibus III"). 

In the case of the EU Ecolabel, Art. 15 of the EU Ecolabel Regulation (possibility for the 

Commission to Amend the Annexes of the Regulation) are proposed to be adapted to the 

regime of delegated acts. 

Art. 6(7)(measures to grant derogations from Art. 6.6)  and 8(2) (Commission decisions 

establishing the EU Ecolabel criteria for PGs)  are proposed to be adapted to the regime 

of implementing acts. 

At the moment the Omnibus III proposal is still blocked in the Council because there is 

an on-going discussion on the possibility of making more formal the consultation process 

with experts for the adoption of delegated acts (therefore not concerning the Commission 

Decisions establishing EU Ecolabel criteria). This proposal will be discussed in the 

General Affair Council, and we hope that with the new Commission the situation is de-

blocked. For the moment there is nothing new and it is not known what it is going to 

happen. 

 

– Closed session – EUEB Members only 

9. NEW VOTING RULES IN COMMITTEES FROM 1 NOVEMBER 2014; SILVIA 

FERRATINI, DG ENVIRONMENT (EC)  

Denmark asked if any MS can request an application of the current weighting system for 

each Committee. 

Czech Republic asked if this is automatic or if other MS can eventually disagree. 

EC clarified that it should be requested for each proposal to be voted and that it is 

necessary only a request from one MS. 

President requested the slides to be circulated and an additional session to take place in 

April 2015 before the RC. 

Czech Republic asked clarification on "participating" MSs. 

EC referred that "participating" MSs mean only the MSs who are voting. 

UK asked if the "blocking minority" is 35% of all population or only the ones present. 

President requested these questions to be raised to the EC in writing and that answers 

will be sent. 

Denmark requested clarification on if "qualified majority" mean that both conditions 

need to be met or not. 

EC clarified that both conditions will need to be met and that the slides will be circulated 

and also the reference on where the public information is available on the Council 

website will be sent. 
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10. NEW PRODUCT GROUP PROPOSALS; Silvia Ferratini, DG ENVIRONMENT (EC)

  

Denmark referred that all proposals related to products with patents should not be 

considered. The Nordic Swan criteria for pellets will soon be revised and the inclusion of 

briquettes in the scope will be considered. The scope of the proposal concerning 

"Barbecue briquettes" is very narrow. 

EUROCOMMERCE referred that it will be wise to widen the scope and not consider 

only "Barbecue briquettes". FSC labelling is a competing label against the EU Ecolabel. 

EC referred that this product group will not be added in the list of the product groups to 

be developed. 

Denmark requested that EC should send out the proposals to MSs with the conclusions 

and if no MSs reacts, the message will be sent to the proposer. 

EC referred that agrees with this proposal in a procedural point of view and that the 

Commission will do the best to only discuss the proposals considered suitable. 

Austria referred that the Austrian Ecolabel has criteria developed for "Windshields", not 

only cleaners, but also with anti-freezing components and the market share in Austria of 

anti-freeze products is much higher than cleaners and that the argument that is 

concentrated is too less for the EU Ecolabel and that VOC emissions could be a problem. 

Norway referred that the proposal on "Windshields cleaners" cannot be considered only 

as an extension of the product group APC as it seems more a car cleaning product. 

EC referred that this product group will then be added to the list and informed that even 

when external stakeholders are proposing to lead the criteria development, this is not 

totally cost-free to the Commission and that currently no budget is available to invest in 

new product development. 

Denmark informed that also has costs to MSs. 

President referred that the Blue Angel has developed criteria for "Plastic products - 

plastic garbage bags" and that criteria needs to be very precise. 

EUROCOMMERCE referred that the scope is too narrow. In case it has potential it 

should be widen to plastic products and that recycled materials should be promoted to 

speed up the circular economy. 

EC referred that assessment and verification of recycled content is currently very 

difficult. 

Netherlands referred that the LCA basis is not suitable to develop criteria for materials' 

product group. When analysing the scope, biodegradable plastics from renewable 

materials should be considered. 

France mentioned that in France there is ecolabel criteria for plastic bags for garbage 

made recycled materials, bio based plastics that are compostable and paper bags and a 

comparative LCA was performed in 2008 with the functional unit being "garbage bag". 

The LCA tool developed had a mix approach with some LCA impact indicators and also 
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technical criteria was added concerning hazardous substances and both LCA and the tool 

are available to be shared.  

 

6 NOVEMBER 2014 

11. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA OF 6 NOVEMBER – PRESIDENT 

Agenda was adopted. 

12. UPDATE ON THE CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCESS FOR 'TOURIST 

ACCOMMODATIONS + CAMPSITES' PRODUCT GROUPS; JOINT RESEARCH CENTRE 

(EC) 

Denmark reminded that one thing that was discussed was the need for control visits at 

least once in the licence time. Clarification was asked about the requirements concerning 

vinegar and the composting. 

Bulgaria explained the difficulties faced by Bulgarian applicants to comply with the 

Criterion 1 on renewable energies and asked if other Member States have the same 

problem.   

Norway expressed its disappointment on having so little criteria on energy use. Hotels 

that have a licence now they had to register their energy use. It should therefore be 

possible to collect this data and establish a limit of energy use per hotel guest. Minimum 

requirements should be that they have a proper audit on energy use and that they have a 

plan on how to reduce the energy use with a certain goal and they implement the 

measures of the plan. It was suggested that instead of having a criterion on vinegar, a 

point should be given to hotels not using detergents. 

EC: control visit is proposed in the assessment and verification of the social criteria and 

can be extended to other criteria that are difficult to verify. The issue was not discussed 

in depth at the meeting, but feedback from CBs is needed. Vinegar was discussed as 

many stakeholders claimed to use it instead of EU Ecolabel detergents, saying that it was 

cheaper and more efficient. The colleagues revising the detergents family are considering 

its inclusion in the scope of the criteria for All Purpose Cleaners. There is already a 

criterion on chemical-free cleaning. 

Regarding the renewable energy criterion it was proposed to include self-generation of 

energy if renewable energy is not available. 

There is anyway the willingness to increase stringency especially in the energy section of 

the criteria as it is the most important. 

Monitoring and auditing: having a plan to reduce water, energy use and waste production 

is considered very important.  Energy audit can be mandatory and the rest optional. 

EEB/BEUC confirmed that even if it was not discussed at the meeting, the issue of site-

visit is considered very important and to be further investigated, in order for applicants to 

keep compliance with the criteria. It should consider whether it should be extend the site-

visit beyond the social criteria. 
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EC highlighted that the possibility of site visits is foreseen in the Regulation and 

therefore the discussion should be not only on tourism accommodations. There is no 

reason to be tougher with this product group than with other products. During the 

development of the criteria it will be evaluated if the visit has to be put in the criteria 

because in any case there is a possibility of an on-site visit given by the Regulation. 

EEB/BEUC:  The difference between the product groups and services has to be 

considered because in the criteria for tourist accommodations there are requirements on 

management practices as well on the implementation of objectives and measures to 

achieve certain targets and it is not the same approach than in other products. 

Norway highlighted that many of the criteria for hotels can only be verified on a site 

visit, and therefore it is highly recommendable.   

France agreed with what said and highlighted that tourist accommodation is the only 

case together with copying and graphic paper when an inspection is mandatory in the 

criteria. In France audits are organised at the admission and every two years for hotels 

and campings (it is the case also for other product categories).  

13. UPDATE ON THE CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCESS FOR 'WOODEN FLOOR 

COVERINGS' PRODUCT GROUP; JOINT RESEARCH CENTRE (EC) 

President asked JRC if there is a chance to have a better situation in the future, in respect 

of having producers participating in the AHWG.  

IPTS answered that they were in contact with 2 producers and referred that CBs can be 

in touch with producers to arise their interest for this project and provide IPTS contacts to 

them.  

UK referred that very much appreciates IPTS work, who is working like in a vacuum in 

terms of industry participation. They have attended the AHWG meeting in October, and 

there were no industry participation and the meeting was short and participants were not 

representing the wider market and community. There is only one licence holder, recently 

from IT and in the UK there was never an expression of interest. It is too late to propose 

to scrap work on this product. It requires a lot of cost and effort from CB, stakeholders 

and IPTS. I formally propose no 2
nd

 AHWG for this product group. 

President asked if this means preparing the documents and go directly to the final vote, 

because of the lack of interest. 

EC referred that the EU Ecolabel Regulation obliges two open AHWG meetings to take 

place.  

President asked if from a legal perspective, we could consider this meeting as the 2
nd

 

AHWG. In the future, maybe the regulation could be changed and we propose that there 

is no 2
nd

 AHWG where there is no interest. 

Netherlands referred that there was recently an application based on the current criteria 

and that the company was planning to be involved in the revision as they thought they 

could meet the current criteria. Even if the verification were well advanced, suddenly 

there was an issue with a glue (first classified as R42), and the next time there was 

MSDS without R42. When looked carefully. Classification rules were not skipped. Even 



18 
 

from a glue association, there was an advice on this substance from the glue to be 

regarded as R42. We get back that certification was not possible without R42 

classification. The producer said it was not possible to work with bamboo and wooden 

floor coverings with glue without R42 classification. We informed that he could get in 

touch with you, and proved him the links. In the technical report, there are remarks on 

classification of glue, but not addressing R42. He came back saying he will never get the 

EU Ecolabel, because the glue producer is not R42. I can give his contact details, but I 

have to ask first. I already forwarded yours. 

Sweden asked if there was any reason for low participation in the European work and 

that they will contact producers. 

Denmark mentioned that the end of life criteria is not clear. Now that we introduce 

laminate, it is my fear that we can have potential a lot of different wood floor coverings 

that will not be able to apply because for instance flame retardants. Asked what was the 

understanding of environmentally friendly product and if the product could be reused. 

Asked if there is a need to add flame retardants or design the floor in a way that it cannot 

burn. If there is no requirement on adding flame retardants, we should not have it in that 

product group. 

Norway referred that missed DG ENV in the AHWG, but that we should try to wrap up 

the project somehow and deliver criteria, as there is an interest from manufacturers. 

National labels have applicants. We could improve the requirements and better 

communicate on the added value of the requirements. Indoor air quality is very important 

for the consumer, it can be a good communication tool if make the requirement more 

stringent. This project should not be abandoned. As regarding the scope, the fact of 

lowering to 80% give chance to use other materials making it difficult for the recycling 

and the managing end of life. Then, which should be the substances to avoid. For indoor 

air quality, we support measurement on finished products, but it is necessary to keep 

stringency for the components on the level of formaldehydes that can be used. I have the 

impression that formaldehyde is now deleted in several chapters (it is not in the left 

column). I would keep the requirements on the quality of the components, at least for 

formaldehyde. Other comments we can do in writing. 

PEFC referred that share the remark from Norway, as the approach is now different. It is 

not easy because of the definition of sustainable wood. The question is what the public 

definition of sustainable wood in forest management is. A public definition does not 

exist. There were other discussions on this topic (DG AGRI, stakeholder etc.). In the 

absence of this, it is hard for you to include reference to sustainable wood criterion 

without a definition (PFC, FSC, …). In public procurement standards/equivalent, it could 

be asked a definition of legality, which is limited to wood imported in the EU. Both 

chains of custody standard would have a document even if not imported from outside the 

EU. But for sustainability, there is no reference. The 2 set of requirements are trying to 

have the same achievements with different wording. You said there was a possibility to 

use the document in/out as part of the chain of custody. A discussion is taking place 

linked to change of certification on CoC. It is not a closed debate, as some 

countries/regions/companies would argue that this level of risk assessment is not 

necessary to the same extent in every region/transaction. I share your concern regarding 

the very different wording of the 2 definitions. 

IPTS mentioned that the existence of other labels is not a handicap for the producers to 

participate in the revision. These labels are well recognized in the countries. It is a burden 
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for the producer to go for a European one that maybe is not as popular as the national 

one, when they have a market in this country. As for the flame retardants, we are not for 

inclusion but for restriction or limitation. IPTS requested NL to send the information of 

the applicants who can be interested in the criteria. 

14. UPDATE ON THE CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCESS FOR ' FOOTWEAR' PRODUCT 

GROUP; JOINT RESEARCH CENTRE (EC) 

IPTS presented the changes and discussion points. 

Norway comments on criterion on hazardous substances and refers to article 6.6 of 

Regulation 66.2010. The term homogenous part is entering in the requirement when 

referring to derogations (this is art. 6.7 and not art. 6.6.). The situation is different in the 

criteria from footwear as we have articles and not substances used in mixtures like 

detergents. It appears as everything used on footwear is a homogeneous part but this is 

not correct. Art 6.6. is about Ecolabel products and not on process chemicals. Is 

derogation Sb2O3 meaningful as the catalyst is not present (or lower than the threshold). 

The same goes for dyestuff, the derogation does not have a meaning –the criterion on 

dyestuff is in another part of the criteria (there is no need to derogate due to the low % 

anyway). Derogations for the use of FR is pointless as it is lower than the 0.010% of the 

shoe. We agree to ban flame retardants but there is no need to have a derogation in this 

criterion (hazardous substances reflecting art6.6.). The criterion is complex for us to 

assess the application 

Austria: We consider the VOC requirement (for adhesives) is too ambitions. We propose 

30gr of VOC as a stakeholder informed us that this is more appropriate. We suggest to 

partly ban Cr III  tanning e.g. children footwear. 

Denmark comments on Norway. We cannot exclude from the beginning materials that 

are problematic to use in this product group or are not used. What we do now is allowing 

them and then introducing derogations etc. It appears more practical for example for 

PVC (shoes made by PVC are considered of low quality – PVC is not used for shoes) 

therefore it is more practical to have a fitness for use criterion instead of a ban or 

derogations on the PVC material itself (it is hard to understand, we do not have 

derogation for PVC, we introduced restriction on the vinyl monomer content, and we 

have fitness for use criteria for the final product). Moreover, on table 3, it is written that 

"ATO shall be used as a catalyst",: we consider that the term "shall" is wrong here. 

Energy criteria is considered by manufacturers not relevant to address and problematic 

therefore we may leave it out in this round of the criteria revision. Regarding packaging 

the current wording does not seem that we de-complicate the criteria set (now are 

different thresholds asked). 

Plastics Europe comments that packaging criterion is not relevant (reference to TBR 

outcomes of main hotspots). The criterion on certain phthalates is also not suitable as not 

all phthalates have been classified by ECHA, it is not scientific to ban them. Another 

example is that requirements shall be on chemicals that are used on industrial scale 

otherwise ecolabel does not address main environmental impacts on a broader scale. 

Flame retards are not used (e.g. astronaut boots do not contain FR why shall be a 

requirement in Ecolabel). There is a lot of room for simplification in the chemicals 

criterion. 
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Industry stakeholder asks clarification if the recycling content refers to pre- or post-

consumer recycled content. 

EEB/BEUC: Thanks JRC for the good work. It may be the case as Norway raised there 

is improvement potential in the chemicals but the work done and the research done by 

JRC is comprehensive and we consider it an important outcome. We are not so critical on 

this. Regarding the phthalates this criterion is feasible therefore we shall keep this 

requirement. 

France: Regarding VOC emission we received the input that this criterion is ambitious. 

Regarding the energy criterion we support keeping it as according to the Ecolabel 

Regulation we need to have criteria addressing the main environmental impacts and in 

the LCA this is a hotspot. 

IPTS: On VOC the threshold is based on stakeholders input. In line with the IED 

Directive 2010/75/EU total emission limit value (expressed in grams of solvent emitted 

per pair of complete footwear produced) should be lower than 25 g VOC per pair. On the 

hazardous criterion the structure is the same as other product groups and we try to build 

on previous experiences on other PGs. Biocides are not derogated. MCCP is supposed to 

have comparable hazard effects like SCCPs. Regarding the packaging the 80% limit 

seems to be feasible for plastic and textile. Setting requirements in the end of life phase 

of an Ecolabelled shoe may make sense but it is not practical to implement. Regarding 

flame retardants the requirement is there in order to prevent the possible use of hazardous 

substances taking a precautionary (prevention) approach. The criterion on energy 

management may be relevant but based on stakeholders input we find that this may be 

difficult as currently energy measuring within production sites seems not to be widely 

used in current business practise. Regarding ATO we will review the wording. 

EC: We acknowledge the comment received by Norway in which is suggested a review 

of the hazardous criterion overall however this comment comes late in the process (only 

in the last EUEB before the criteria vote). The criterion follows the outcomes of the 

horizontal task force paper. Moreover, in the product group of footwear there have been 

intensive discussions and information exchange with stakeholders and experts (sub-group 

on substances) and IPTS have already put many efforts not only to determine 

requirements but also to work on an appropriate legal wording. Having said this we will 

discuss with IPTS to explore what is feasible in order to accommodate your comments 

but we will need also to consider all the efforts and work that has been invested so as to 

ensure the current work plan.  

15.  UPDATE ON THE CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCESS FOR 'LIGHT SOURCES' 

PRODUCT GROUP; ATTILA MOROTZ, LIGHTINGEUROPE 

IPTS referred that already have discussed and agreed with the Commission to support 

the consortium and on how to develop the requirements implementing articles 6(6) and 

6(7) of the EU Ecolabel Regulation for light sources, but that would need to look at their 

capacity resources and work plan to understand when this work can start. 

EEB/BEUC mentioned that already in the 1
st
 AHWG meeting it was referred that a 

threshold of 5g could not be accepted, because everything is below 5g and that EEB sent 

a proposal on how to reformulate the requirement on hazardous substances by defining a 

list of components and subassembly parts, which is aligned with the approach already 

followed for televisions and computers. A feedback from the consortium was not 
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received. Being the consortium composed by manufacturers, the consortium is in good 

position to have access to this information, even information on substances of very high 

concern in the products, because there is a legal requirement under REACH on that. It 

was requested an overview on performance and quality requirements. 

EC referred that the consortium will still work on the remaining proposed requirements 

for light sources and that a 3
rd

 AHWG meeting will take place but a date is not yet fixed. 

LightingEurope referred that they have access to information on SVHC, but not 

information on the concentration in each part and that the EU Ecolabel Regulation refers 

than in homogeneous part we cannot have more than 0.1% of SVHC and only below this 

threshold we can ask for derogations and that if we don't know where the SVHC is, we 

cannot know to which homogeneous part we should ask for a derogation. This means that 

there is information, but we don't know the concentration of SVHC for each 

homogeneous part. Work on performance criterion will be carrying out together with the 

work on materials. 

16. UPDATE ON THE CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCESS FOR 'PERSONAL AND 

NOTEBOOK COMPUTERS' PRODUCT GROUP; JOINT RESEARCH CENTRE (EC) 

UK emphasised that there are no current license holders and so they would support 

deleting the noise criteria as this does not relate directly to an environmental impact.  

Denmark queried whether with the shift to Energy Star v6.1 there had been changes in 

the underlying criteria. It was also queried whether the energy criteria were ambitious 

and it was felt that they could be stricter, perhaps expressed as a % improvement on 

Energy Star requirements. 

IPTS confirmed that the underlying criteria had not changed, but that the main change 

was to bring tablet computers into the scope. The energy criteria include restrictions on 

energy intensive graphics use and power supplies. The improvement potential of these 

measures can be calculated. 

EEB/BEUC: The minimum recycled content requirement should be increased from 10% 

to 25% to be more ambitious. A cap should be placed on GPU allowances. With regards 

to product guarantees the relationship between the proposal and the legal rights of 

consumers in each MS, which vary with some providing guarantees >2 years), requires 

clarification. A clause should be added stating that the proposed guarantee should be 

provided without prejudice to the consumer's legal rights. It was queried why batteries 

can only be guaranteed for 1 year.  

IPTS would welcome the opportunity to follow-up with EEB/BEUC on the issue of 

guarantees. Battery guarantees reflect the natural chemical deterioration of the product 

and the significant potential for variations in how consumers use them, but they will 

further cross check this issue.   

Norway commented that the proposal for hazardous substance criteria is ambitious. The 

same point as in the case of footwear was addressed. The Horizontal Task Force paper on 

chemicals should be taken into account e.g. if a substance is present at below 0.1% in the 

product why does it fall under the criteria scope. Only Article 6(7) brings in reference to 

parts.  



22 
 

EEB/BEUC: with regards requirement on hazardous substances (response to Norway) 

the proposal was supported, emphasising that it had been accepted as a compromise 

following discussions in the AHWG sub group and reflecting what is feasible. 

Denmark: It was understood that the proposal as it stands is implementable. Now that 

we have all the information JRC should propose options for the criteria ambition level.  

17. UPDATE ON THE CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCESS FOR 'TELEVISIONS AND 

DISPLAYS' PRODUCT GROUP; JOINT RESEARCH CENTRE (EC) 

Belgium: There is a contradiction in the scope between Article 1.2 and 2c with regards to 

photo-frames. The dismantling criteria have not been established bearing in mind larger 

TV/display screens. These may require two people to dismantle them. 

EEB/BEUC: It was noted that the proposed Energy Classes that the performance 

requirements refer to are from 2013. Feedback from Top-Ten suggest these require 

reviewing for their ambition level. A 34% compliance rate was quoted for 2013. 

Manufacturers should be required to make available a repair manual and a diagnostic 

tool.  It was queried whether quick start functionality was still being considered. 

18.  AOB – PRESIDENT 

 

7 NOVEMBER 2014 

19. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA OF 7 NOVEMBER – PRESIDENT 

Agenda was adopted 

President welcomed the participants and to Mr Hugo-Maria Schally, Head of Unit A1, 

DG  

20. THE EU ECOLABEL IN THE REFIT EXERCISE; HUGO-MARIA SCHALLY, DG 

ENVIRONMENT (EC) 

EC: I am since June of this year Head of Unit in DG ENV on EcoInnovation and 

Circular economy and within that responsible for the operation of the Ecolabel. I 

discovered immediately that two of the instruments that we were operating in that unit 

would be subject to the REFIT exercise. As you might know the REFIT exercise is a 

program that aims to cut red tape, remove regulatory burdens and to simplify and 

improve the design and quality of legislation.  

You may want to say that the Ecolabel is not something that puts economic actors or 

citizens through any compliance stress, but nevertheless in DG ENV we thought that 

since the Ecolabel was going to be evaluated anyway according to the terms of the 

regulation we might do a REFIT at the same time. It is from our point of view an exercise 

to see whether what we are doing here is actually still up to our standards of fit for 

purpose.  
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We are trying to assess the efficiency and effectiveness of the regulation and to prepare 

for what we might want to propose in the future in terms of increased efficiency, possible 

simplification and reduction of any unnecessary requirement and burden.  

From the procedural point of view, after the fitness check was decided for the Ecolabel 

regulation, within the Commission we need to first decide on an exact mandate for the 

Refit exercise. That mandate has been elaborated in the context of an internal Steering 

Group which comprises members of all interested DGs – that includes DGs that have a 

stake in what we are doing such as DG ENER, DG ENTR, DG SANCO and others. The 

mandate is now publicly available on the website Ecolabel.eu. We are now starting the 

evaluation exercise based on a study, and the interim report of that and the outcome of 

the workshop that was organized recently will be presented soon after my introduction.  

The evaluation study will look at the contribution that the regulation has made to 

sustainable consumption and production, at possible conflicts and synergies with other 

labels and other instruments, at the perception and the role of the Ecolabel by outside 

partners, will analyse the drivers and barriers to more efficiency. These parts of the study 

will be used to address some of the main issues that we will have to look at in the fitness 

check – I mean effectiveness, efficiency, coherence, relevance and most of all what is the 

added value from action at the EU level. It will also contain a forward looking analysis 

but I think that it is very clear that the purpose of the evaluation study will actually be to 

have ideas and proposals from the consultant which are not ideas or options that will bind 

the Commission in any way in the conclusions that it may draw for the evaluation or 

REFIT exercise. 

Coming back to the process, when you look at the regulation; it looks as if we would 

have to deliver everything to Council and Parliament by the 19
th

 February 2015, so we 

are time wise a little behind, but it should not be a big problem for the Council and the 

Parliament. 

From our point of view we cannot commit that we will do that in February but we will 

certainly do that in spring, so by the end of June the latest. 

At the same time we are running the follow-up process to the communication on the 

single market for green products; and the pilots for the Product Environmental Footprint 

are ongoing and are to come to a result in 2016. It is clear that whatever comes out of the 

pilot will have relevance for the Ecolabel Scheme. We will have to draw conclusions 

from the PEF pilots for the way this works, for the methods that are being used and for 

the criteria that has been developed and is being developed. What that effect will be we 

really cannot know now. We always emphasises that the pilot on the PEF is an open 

ended pilot. We are trying to see if what we proposed in 2013 on the single market for 

green products is workable and liveable. If that is the case, and that we will only know in 

the course of 2016 that will then lead to an impact on the Ecolabel regulation and its 

operation. But it is too early to say what that would be or what form that impact would 

take.   

President: It is interesting what will happen in the future and surely we are very 

interested in developing the EU Ecolabel and continue with this work. We know that 

sometimes we do have problems – so it is very helpful that you involve us in this process 

and we can talk with you and with the Commission to make progress together.  
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I would immediately go to the next colleague who will present the results of the interim 

report, so that we have more time at the end to discuss. Or are there any questions to 

what Hugo-Maria Schally just presented? 

UK: Just one question: Is it a possibility, or is it on the table that as a result of the 

evaluation and refit exercise there will be or there could be amendments to the 

regulation? 

EC: The nature of the process is that we are looking on whether the instrument as it is 

now still is fit for purpose. Now, the question is whether the changes that might be 

necessary would necessitate a change to the regulation. This is definitely not our 

preferred option, because we know that would require co-legislation procedure and that 

would probably take at least two years to three years to operate basically from the 

formulation of the legislative proposal to the running through the co-legislation 

procedure in Council and Parliament, so to the extent possible it would be our priority to 

find ways to improve the operation through the actions and the mechanics that we have 

now.  

Now, if the evaluation and the REFIT shows that we have to do it, then we will comply, 

but I think that is something we would have to look at very carefully and obviously what 

we are interested in – in the whole process – is also to know to what extent you would 

see, from your implementation experience, needs for changes in the instrument, when 

you identify difficulties your selves, and I hope that many of you who have been 

contacted and interviewed by the consultants already. When you see things can be 

changed or can things be improved by improving the practise; can things be improved by 

improving the way you here for instance operate, or does a need for changes to the legal 

text really arise. That should be from my perspective ultima ratio.  

21. PRESENTATION OF THE INTERIM REPORT AND THE OUTCOMES OF THE WORKSHOP 

ORGANISED IN THE FRAMEWORK OF THE PROJECT 'SUPPORTING THE EVALUATION 

OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE EU ECOLABEL REGULATION'  – PRESENTATION 

BY MICHELE BARBERIO, IEFE FOLLOWED BY A DISCUSSION 

Presentation Scenario1 

Denmark: I was a astonished to see that stakeholders at the workshop thought that it 

would diminish competition with national labels if competent bodies where only allowed 

to work with the EU Ecolabel, because that would mean setting up an entirely different 

entity to cover the national label and I would suppose that this would give much more 

competition rather than trying to work with this together, so I wondered if you have some 

more elaboration on what the thinking was? 

IEFE: Those that propose that the Competent Bodies should only devote their resources 

and their time to the EU Ecolabel is also the once that are proposing that national labels 

should be abolished. They see the existence of national labels as the main problem for the 

EU Ecolabel and for the lower awareness and lower uptake of the EU Ecolabel as 

compared to national labels.  

EUEB/BEUC: I am talking on behalf of the European Environmental Bureau and the 

Consumer Organization that participated in the survey and we are also aware of 

responses that were provided by members or national NGOs. When we have read the 

interim results we find that NGOs, Trade Organisations and Consumer Organisations are 
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put in the same category to derive conclusions on the support to the Ecolabel Scheme and 

different aspects that come up as completely contrary to what we said in our responses. I 

think that it is important to take that in mind because environmental NGOs and consumer 

NGOs are also mentioned in the Ecolabel regulation as stakeholders who are involved in 

the process and I really would not like to send the message to the European Parliament 

and the European Council that we are among the stakeholders that see less added value of 

the EU Ecolabel to the promotion of green products in the European market because this 

is completely the opposite of what we communicated in the responses we provided. For 

us it was one of the strongest points as it was also the issue of marketing. So there are 

statements like that NGOs and Trade Organisations were among the responses that 

supported to have fewer criteria and then also to focus on the most significant areas and 

to fasten the process and this is not what we said in the responses. So this is completely 

contrary. Also e.g. there are statements in relation to the comparison between the EU 

Ecolabel and national labels. It is said that we were also among the stakeholders that 

most disagree with some of the statements – but then e.g. for the EU Ecolabel had easier 

application procedures or had lower cost that other labels or the EU Ecolabel has a  more 

robust methodological for the same product. We didn’t disagree or agree with that we 

just send a neutral response and that we didn’t know for some of these things. But it 

comes out as if we were saying that the EU Ecolabel is not a robust instrument, it is not a 

good tool. I want to make it clear that it should be read really in the comments that we 

send and make clear in the report that this is not the case. This is leading also to some 

strange analysis that Trade Organisations would be involved in the implementation of the 

EU Ecolabel through commenting EEB/BEUC input to the product groups because Trade 

Organisations are not involved in the comments that we are sending for the criteria 

development – it is only our members. So it is probably that our responded that but then 

it comes out as if Trade Organisations are also part of the input that we provide to the 

Scheme. And, then also another question in terms of analysis of the data that we have 

been shown so far. I noticed that we focus mainly on the fact that 54 % recommended 

change and then we analyse this table as if it was absolute percentage, when it is in fact 

relative percentage. So I would not really stress the statement that 68 % of the 

respondents wanted to have life cycle indicators to be given in the label because that 

would be 68% out of 54 % which is 37 % of the participants that have this view of giving 

the information in the label. This conclusion is also applicable to the graded label and the 

point system, pass fail where instead of 47% and 45 % I would see it more like 25% or 

24 % of the participants in the survey have this radical change in mind. Because we also 

have to keep in mind that 41% of the participants recommended to keep it as it is and 

some of the responses that was send for change the label where send for a streamlining 

and the process and improving the implementation of what we have today, but they don’t 

suggest that there is a wish for a radical change.  

I would like that we keep in mind that this workshop was also very much biased, because 

participants of the Ecolabelling Board who I think are experts in the implementation of 

the EU Ecolabel have a say and a knowledge. You took one entire day to come up with 

the conclusions that we see here today but today we only have four hours and we have to 

go quickly through the comments and we may not be able to raise every point and this 

will not be captured in the same way as it was. And many of the conclusions that are in 

this come from the fact that most participants in this meeting where industry, federations, 

associations or there were license holders as well but there are also many participants that 

are not interested in applying directly for the Ecolabel and promoting it as other members 

of the Ecolabel Board community. And also to say that we are really concerned that the 

participation of European Environmental and Consumers NGOs was not possible at this 

meeting, but it was possible to have a representation of European Industry Association 
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who are anyway also present at the meetings of the EU Ecolabel Board. So I would like 

to ask how these results will be used in feeding the report and if this will be 

communicated as an absolute output of the workshop which is not really complete – it 

doesn’t have a balanced representation and decisions are taken with an unbalanced 

composition of the group. 

Norway: It is very interesting that it is the lack of promotion that is the number one issue 

coming out of the workshop and that is exactly the same that came out of the evaluation 

of the previous regulation in 2005 and sadly we haven’t been able to do anything about it. 

My question is was this said in the context of the organisation of the Scheme, the CBs in 

the ministries and the secretariats in the meeting. None of these organisations are really 

marketing organisations. Was this considered in the context at all? 

IEFE: We put it in the context of the responsibilities for managing the Scheme. So what 

are the responsibilities? Is there a responsibility and a role of Competent bodies in 

communicating and marketing the label or is this the responsibility of the Commission. 

So in another scenario which is that of the increasing which I would present later, 

improving the management of the Scheme we also put it in the context of assign 

responsibility of managing the Scheme correctly if there is need for improvement. 

The results of this analysis are not very different and to an extent the same as the results 

of 2005. The issue of the relation of the EU Ecolabel with the national label is one of the 

main issues raised back in 2005. So there are things that are coming again and again and 

the stakeholders see as main problems.  

Just shortly to the previous question. We thought that it would be interesting to think out 

of the box and make an analysis involving experts that don’t deal everyday directly with 

the Scheme and don’t manage everyday directly the Scheme. Involving only Competent 

Bodies we would have missed important information, suggestions and considerations that 

come from outside the box. So this is the main reason. You have also been given the 

opportunity to complete the survey so quite an effort was made to take into account the 

wide range of stakeholders and competent bodies are of course one of the most important 

but not the only one. On the percentage: 68% is – just to take one – is the sum of the 

responses for agree and strongly agree on the total of responses for that question.  

Plastic Europe: I have one question on the approach regarding NGOs and Trade 

Organisations throughout your analysis NGOs and Trade Organisations are put in the 

same and considered together, however in most of the cases the point of view are very 

different between the two. So I would like to hear what is the reason behind putting them 

together? 

IEFE: This question was also raised at the workshop and we are making changes of this, 

but the reason was that in to some extent Trade Organisations are NGOs so for statistical 

reasons we wanted to make simplifications. We are now separating the two to see if this 

brings differences.  

 

 

Presentation Scenario 2-3 

 



27 
 

EC: Two questions, one for the slide with scenario 3.1. How did respondents characterise 

deliver more fair criteria – because fair is a kind of judgement, so the question is what 

does that mean? Then on 3.4. - how did people actually go about saying aligning criteria 

with national labels because if national labels have different criteria – what do you align 

it with.  

IEFE: When they say more fair criteria, they consider that for some product groups 

criteria are not really covering the most important aspects and for certain products they 

are very stringent. So I think that fair relates more to the stringency. In some cases they 

consider it very difficult to meet these criteria. I remember a license holder in the tissue 

paper product group talking about applying the criteria for the supply chain. So this is an 

important aspect for the tissue paper industry. So fair in the sense of stringency.  On 

alignment with national criteria; this as I anticipated was quite the hot topic discussed at 

the workshop. Experts had very different opinions on this. One was to align the criteria in 

order to make the EU Ecolabel and the national labels interchangeable; so in a certain 

sense it was also proposed that if the criteria where the same, for product groups that are 

covered by both Schemes, those license holders that had the EU Ecolabel should also be 

granted the other national label. So there was a discussion about integrating or 

harmonizing the labels. Some were for stronger harmonization so making the criteria 

similar, aligning the criteria and it was also proposed e.g. for product groups that are not 

covered by one national label for instance but by the EU Ecolabel then it should be 

granted and awarded directly to the license holders.  

PEFC: I have seen that what was working well in the Scheme you have quoted alongside 

the role of the EUEB the discussion on horizontal issue and you pointed out one specific 

example for sustainable forestry. I was wondering why was it something that came up as 

an example of things that could be discussed and said that for the EU Ecolabel in general 

the discussion on what is sustainable forestry; because I would just point out that the 

discussion of this kind takes also place in other parts of the Commission and at MS level 

and it is a very political discussion. So I was wondering to which extent the EUEB is able 

to grab those issues that are also present in other arenas; and also point out that in 

sustainable forest management in general the more accepted definitions all include strong 

social elements. So I also wonder to some extent if this focus that is seen in the survey 

that the EU Ecolabel should also focus on environmental criteria is a little bit artificial 

because it will be more and more linked with the responsible sourcing which in many 

cases for cotton and for a lot of materials would also include a lot of social elements. So I 

wonder if this was pointed out. 

IEFE: Yes, this was pointed out. The issue is the relation not only to national labels but 

also with other type 1 label schemes. Of course the issue behind that was raised at the 

workshop was that when there is a criteria already fulfilled e.g. along the supply chain 

and you have actors or firms that have a certain certification why not use this criteria also 

and why not integrate this criteria for the EU Ecolabel; so making the integration, 

harmonizing the EU Ecolabel with all existing schemes and labels on the market in order 

to make the EU Ecolabel the reference for environmental labelling. Of course I should 

say labels such as FSC they also have social aspects that are very important. But the idea 

at the workshop was that of making the EU Ecolabel the reference for environmentally 

well performing products on the market. 

 

Presentation scenario 4 -  then break 
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Denmark: There has been this July questionnaire that we responded to. We have been 

given the results and there has been this workshop that is also contributing to this 

process; and we have been given very detailed introduction to the results here today. 

Thank you for that. I must say it is a little bit difficult to keep on track on the very 

different issues here. So instead I would just like to go into the helicopter and look at the 

perspective of Ecolabelling here. Which direction should it go here, that is at least one of 

many questions that has been asked, and I think that you could go in circles and then 

come back to where you started. I would also say as a Member States being member of a 

regional label – the Nordic Swan – and with the success of that. It actually had 25 year 

birthday yesterday and we are celebrating in the Nordic countries. I would like to go into 

the purpose of an Ecolabel and what is the perspective of an EU Ecolabel. It was started 

in 1992 as maybe a respond to some of national labels that occurred. But moreover the 

importance of the EU Ecolabel is the relation to the EU internal market. So it should be 

something that can be used across the EU. But I also think that we have to look into the 

Ecolabels that already exist in the EU and we can see on responses that national labels 

are also on the mind and we actually have very successful ecolabels in the Nordic Swan, 

the Blue Angel, the Austrian national label; we have in France. And all these countries 

they are also actually to some degree integrated into the EU Ecolabel. Then we have one 

country – Italy – that does not have a national Ecolabel but are still very interested in 

ecolabelling and other countries without ecolabels are also interested here. But I think it 

could be interesting to look into how the national labels actually work and learn from 

them. Because otherwise the Commission can go in two directions; in the same direction 

as the national labels and be supporting to them or supported by them, or it can go in a 

totally different direction without the relation with the national labels. Then I am not sure 

it will be a success. And here it comes then – in what direction should it go? There are a 

lot saying that we should align to EU legislation and of course we should; I mean it is a 

funny idea to believe that an Ecolabelled product from Denmark with the Nordic Swan 

should not be aligned with EU legislation; but we should also be ahead of legislation. 

Then there is the question should be hazard based – and then we come to the fact that; 

yes of course the risk based substances in the EU are according to the EU legislation – 

yes, but we would like to go beyond that, in a way that we make a higher level of 

environmental and health safety. And this is was the national labels actually are built on. 

I am not saying that the EU Ecolabel should be totally in the same way as the Nordic 

Swan or the Blue Angel, but I think it would be a dramatic change to go in the total 

different direction. And then I think of another label on the EU level that are you can say 

quite successful and that is the EU organic label that has been so to say the harmonized 

basis for all national organic labels in the EU. I think it is worthwhile to look into, how 

has that been done and what was the difficulties in that; and as far as I know the EU 

Organic label or organic labelled food products are in line with legislation but are also on 

another level than according to food legislation, and also have a completely different 

approach, so there is no discrepancy between having an Ecolabel that is of course in line 

with legislation but also having another approach, and I think that is where we should see 

on the national labels how they are doing, because they are actively a kind of measure of 

successful ecolabels. My fear is if you go in a totally different direction you will not have 

a successful label and it will be abolished – and I am not sure that is what the 

manufacturer of products would like; I am not sure that is what the Commission wants. 

Because the result of that could be an even higher proliferation of national labels or other 

labels that all the manufacturer of products would have to deal with; and I am not sure 

that is what they want.  That should be our focus here.  

UK: I'll draw attention to what we see as one of the main points that was highlighted 

during the presentation and that is around the collection of data on the scheme. I think it 
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is very positive that the issue is being highlighted in the findings and in today's 

presentation and we would certainly support the need for a having a system in place to 

collect data, particularly around market penetration of the scheme. I would also refer to 

the conversation and the minutes of the June meeting which discussed this issue at some 

length and some salient points were made. However, I don’t think that gets around the 

issue that there is still an absence of this data available at present and I think in terms of 

the decisions going forward that the Commission might be taking around the regulation 

and also on the REFIT exercise without this data being present I think an informed 

decision by the Commission will be quite difficult. So we would very much support 

some sort of distinct piece of work being carried out around data collection. We 

acknowledge the difficulties with this, particularly around e.g. commercial sensitivities 

and the license holders on the scheme but nevertheless some sort of distinct piece of 

work to explore the possibilities around data collection we think is very much necessary. 

Plastic Europe:  I fully agree on that and I think the results that we have heard now from 

AEA are very theoretical and we have indeed no data. If you have to evaluate the 

implementation of something, you should start with the implementation; and I have never 

seen something like this before. For example what is the implementation of the EU 

Ecolabel in Denmark against the implementation of the Nordic Swan label.  

So at least we should expect something like this pr. country in which you put the 

evaluation or the implementation of the EU Ecolabel against other factors like the Nordic 

Swan or another regional issue, so that is what I am lacking here. And I fully agree that 

those data may be difficult to get but I think we should start – if you want evaluate the 

implementation you should at least have an idea of the implementation to start with. 

CEPE: I would like to highlight that in our case we are involved in a few different 

things, so first around the different types of labels: Up to now the Nordic Swan and the 

EU Ecolabel had the same criteria and we think from an industry perspective that it 

would be easier for us of the criteria would be more harmonized and we don’t mean that 

the logo itself should disappear because we know for sure that for example that in the 

Nordic countries people care about the Nordic Swan but they don’t necessarily know the 

EU Flower; same for Germany where the Blue Angel that is the only on the market 

really.  So we would not support the disappearance of these different logos, because these 

are understood by consumers and this is actually what is important that consumers know 

where to look. We are also involved in the product environmental footprint pilot. We are  

one of the two ecolabelled products running a PEF study together with laundry 

detergents, well there is also t-shirts, so three. I think it is going to be interesting to see 

what can come out of PEF, because for us, as you were just highlighting life cycle 

assessment was also mentioned to be more at the basis of some of the criteria and of 

course for us science based criteria are always welcome because they are easier to 

understand and to justify, so I think it is good to look at the theory behind everything but 

maybe also to look at the practice and what will come out of the PEF pilots for example 

will be interesting, and we are of course open to present also some of the work that we 

are doing also on PEF if that could be of interest also to the people in the room to 

understand better what we are doing there. But generally my point would be that all types 

of harmonization is welcome from an industry perspective because that means less work 

for us and probably a better understanding for consumers as well.  

EC:  The different scenarios to a large extent relates to different possibilities of follow-

up; meaning changing the regulation, changing the way it is implemented which could 

relate to changes to the secondary legislation or simply changing the way we are doing 
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business without changing any of the legal frameworks. I think it would be helpful in 

term of the overall discussion with the Board if you would reflect on how do you relate 

the different questions and scenarios that have been presented to those different 

possibilities and way them against the risk and opportunities of doing such changes. It 

would give us an indication of what the line of thinking are for Board members, 

observers, stakeholders and others. So that would be a contribution on how you would 

want to reason or reflect on some of the questions. 

EEB/BEUC: What we recommend globally was to postpone any revision of the 

regulation until the PEF pilots are done and that we have a better overview of the 

efficiency and stand of this process, but that there are things that we agree that we need 

to streamline and improve the process. We think that we can do it with the current 

regulation. Our main message is that we would like to keep the EU Ecolabel as it is now. 

A tool of environmental excellence within SCP and strengthen synergies with other tools. 

We can already do that within the current framework. But we need to work a lot on 

increasing marketing and promotion of the label. In this respect I think that the REFIT 

mandate should be a bit more ambitious in the way that the Commission will assess its 

own role of marketing and promotion of label. Because at the moment the main focus of 

the mandate is on brochures or facebook pages; tools that are good but I think that Article 

12 gives a higher role the European Commission as well as to MS and there should be 

more thinking on what can we do better. Much more vision than just this small actions 

that we can undertake for marketing because we are aware that there is few resources for 

that but we should still consider whether resources can be increased and also how we can 

make use in the best possible manner of what we have today for coordinating a message 

for promoting a brand and do this work together with the MS. So Article 12 is not perfect 

because it doesn’t define very clearly budget and things like that, but it already has a 

structure for things that can be improved. We would say that we would really preserve 

the key elements that the EU Ecolabel has today. So refer to the top class of products, the 

ambition level, use its current communication forum. It is not only a logo that we have 

but also some messages that are given to the consumer on what are the main 

characteristics of this product; keep the multi criteria approach. We very often talk about 

reducing the indicators to a maximum of five. I don’t know who thought about the 

number five – perhaps it is just an example, but it seems that we cannot give the same 

number for all the different categories of product groups. We should put that into the 

perspective of what we need. Some documents are very long but they are also referring to 

different kind of products within the same category and some of the criteria are to be met 

by different types of material. Like in textiles – a very long document – but there are 

things that refer to wool, others that refer to cotton and so on. So there is still room for 

improvement, but still I would not put the main message that we have to put fewer 

requirements to make the Ecolabel a successful tool and because there are other labels 

that are successful – like the Nordic Swan or the Blue Angel – and they haven’t set a 

limit in the number of criteria. I think that in this respect of improving the – to streamline 

the procedures, there is room for avoiding the repeated discussions or better defining the 

role of the EUEB and the role of the Ad Hoc working groups and the work of the 

Competent Body Forum. These are very good instruments within the scheme that need to 

be cared. So we would support keeping Ad Hoc working groups, but we have to better 

define the role  of the different groups. We could faster in developing criteria which is 

one aim that seems to be one of the conclusions of the study if we have some kind of 

more political role of the EU Ecolabel and if we could organise the discussions at a more 

horizontal level. So if we want to have a discussion on packaging we should try to avoid 

having it once again and again in each working group or if we look at forestry or if look 

at the use of the energy label and how make use of it within the EU Ecolabel, we could 
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have these discussions within the framework of the EUEB, get some conclusions – even 

if we some of the members would not like them we would know that these are the 

conclusions that the EUEB has reached and we would implement it for a number of. Yes 

we can always improve, and the work that was done in this respect for example for the 

chemicals horizontal task force was quite interesting. I am sure that there are things that 

can be improved there but it already an exercise that is giving some good results for 

improving the implementation at the level of the product group. So I think that this 

something really needed to streamline. Then I would really highlight from our side the 

concern or the influence that we keep the focus of the EU Ecolabel as a tool to substitute 

hazardous chemicals that we keep the focus on the hazardous based approach instead of 

the risk based approach. And as I would like to ask the consultants in charge of 

developing the study and even the Commission what is the idea of the risk-based 

approach that was put forward to the stakeholders in the workshop. Because risk based 

approach can have different interpretations as well. It would be a good to see how you 

think that this can easier the implementation of the requirements for chemicals because 

having an risk assessment approach as we have for REACH for example is not making it 

easier to develop criteria. I would like to remind the EUEB about very painful 

discussions that we had in 2007, 2008, 2009 over certain chemicals that we could not 

exclude in the EU Ecolabel even though there was a general wish from MS in the EU 

Ecolabel to exclude them because industry said that the risk assessment didn’t conclude 

that it was a substance was unsafe, and then this substance came into substances of very 

high concern candidate list. So this example just to show that it wasn’t easier to develop 

criteria taking into account just results from the risk assessment. But also the risk based 

approach can be something somewhere in between what already the horizontal task force 

on chemicals has kind of concluded. We follow fundamentally a hazard based approach 

but for complex products where it can be more difficult to excluding all hazards, like we 

can do for mixtures, then we can be more pragmatic and more flexible and address those 

that may be of higher risk e.g. a computer there are some parts that we have decided not 

to prioritise or we have focused on certain substance groups and not on others because 

we want to make just a start. I think that in article 6 in our interpretation offers flexibility 

to adopt this more pragmatic approach as long as the members of the EUEB or the Ad 

Hoc working Group agree on the components and the substance group that is going to be 

targeted. I would like to stress that the risk assessment based approach is a framework for 

the general legislation like in REACH and it would defeat the purpose of any voluntary 

label to align with the general legislation. We would lose credibility and trust from other 

stakeholders and consumers. So we have to formulate the question what is the vision we 

have for the EU Ecolabel – do we want it to be applied to all products or do we want it to 

be applied to those products for which the manufacturer know or care about what kind of 

substances they are using and try to substitute those that are hazardous. I think that the 

idea of hazard based approach is really important in the framework of the circular 

economy and also resource efficiency because it will work better also for recycling than 

allowing substances that have been risk assessed but there has been no result of unsafe 

but then we know that for recycling we have difficulties with them and it is also in line 

with a promotion of a non-toxic environment which is also in the 7
th

 Environmental 

Action Programme. Since hazard based approach is a better framework to work against 

the chemical exposure and the chemical cocktails that we are facing today and for which 

we don’t have good methodologies in place. So I would not say that we have to achieve 

an easier implementation because that can play with lowering the ambition level but we 

have to follow a pragmatic approach and flexible when it is needed and in this respect we 

should take into account what has been already done in the horizontal task force and try 

to improve anything that needs still improvement there. I would also like to comment on 

the harmonisation with national ecolabels. We said that ok we think that harmonization is 
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needed for the purpose of having the same kind of approach or requiremental 

methodologies or prove of verification this can help producers that are applying to both 

schemes. But we would not like to abolish national ecolabels because having a different 

label can also be a mean of ensuring some sort of competition and improvement of the 

green products and it can also give prove of feasibility for other labels who want to 

implement the criteria. But what can be done by the EU Ecolabel is to make use of 

criteria that are already available by other labels. We don’t have to start everything from 

scratch each time and this can also be a way of making the process faster and 

streamlining and not to reinvent the wheel each time. Certainly there are many many 

things that I haven’t said but already these are some suggestions.  

UK: Can we actually make changes without amending the regulation – is that a 

possibility. First we must try and change the way we manage and operate the scheme 

now and then if that doesn’t work then we can go back to the regulation. And the 

Number 1 issue is we need to re-establish the role of this board – is our view. We need to 

clear about what its priorities are and what its order of business should be. Experience 

this week shows very much that that is needed. I agree with Blanca's previous point – a 

suitable item on our agenda should be horizontal issues so we don’t go over and over the 

same things – that will lead to a more efficient process. That’s our main issue I think if 

we were going to look at pragmatic changes to the scheme now. That could also lead to a 

review of the criteria development process incorporating how we can harmonize better 

with national labels, how we can organise the process to be speedier e.g. do we need 

always to have two ad hoc working group meetings – is there a way to have the second in 

a more virtual environment according to the relevance of the particular product group 

that would be our key point there. Then the second item that the EUEB needs to look at is 

a reinterpretation of the regulation – in particular article 6. We often talk about article 6 

as being a main obstacle to both delaying the process of criteria development and as a 

barrier to license holders but we have heard already this week very good points being 

made by Norway that perhaps we are not interpreting article 6 in the right way or perhaps 

we could interpreted in a better way that would lead to a more efficient process of criteria 

development and that is the sort of issue that we ought to discuss in much greater detail. 

Of course if we fail in these two tasks of reviewing the criteria development process and 

re-interpreting the regulation then it is at that point we need to look at whether to amend 

or revise the regulation. That would be our suggestion. 

Norway: Thank you to Paul for supporting me in this discussion about article 6.6. There 

are many issues that I could have taken up when we are looking on the wish list of the 

stakeholders – we could talk about resources and fees and all these things and I think you 

know what I mean about those things anyway. So I think I would like to talk about 

science vs. art. In the present regulation we have a very high emphasis on the scientific 

base and we are lucky to have the research centre in Seville making very thorough 

studies on a very scientific basis and I must admit I cannot always manage to read all the 

papers on all the product groups when we are having five –six product groups on the 

EUEB agenda and that is a petty but I know that my colleagues working with the Nordic 

Swan is very happy with these documents. Unfortunately this has led to something that 

stakeholders are also pointing at - very complicated criteria documents – because now we 

know so much more about all the product that we cannot slip any off it, so we have to 

have a criteria on everything and it has also become more difficult to communicate the 

criteria document. And the article 6.6. which was introduced by very idealistic reasons 

we want to get rid of all the hazardous chemical, yes this has made it also very 

complicated and transferred actually the responsibility to identify all these hazardous 

chemical appearing in all the products from the producers and to us. And after all 
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ecolabelling is not only about science it is also about art because it is an art to create and 

develop criteria that are workable and possible for both the environmental organisations 

to accept and for industry to comply with. And the possibility of using precautionary 

principle for instance in a sensible way before the authority consensus with everybody 

has seen that it is environmental problem with the polymers before they have decided we 

cannot use the precautionary principle anymore because it is all science. And we have to 

come back to the art of creating these criteria documents which are really useful. And I 

think both of us, both the industry and the scientist  they have to give a little on the 

science side and the environmental institutions they have to give a little on the idealistic 

background behind article 6.6 in order to come to something that is easier to understand. 

I won't go for the five criteria that somebody are talking about because that is impossible. 

We have never found any product or service which is so simple and so easy that it is only 

five environmental problems with it. At least to make something which is workable to all 

parties and possible to assess for the competent bodies. I said it yesterday I would like to 

dump some applications on the IPTS to make them understand what is our problem. So I 

think we would take care of the fee structures and those resources at a later stage.  

NL:  Thank you for the interesting presentation; we welcome the results of the survey 

and the workshop. On the sheet on our desks we see one of the things that I would like to 

highlight. It is said that it is possible to strengthen the integration between integration 

with public procurement. And I just want to remark that within the Netherlands the 

integration with GPP will not be supported because the feeling is that working for 

procurement with detailed criteria like EU Ecolabel contains is not the right format for 

what they call professionalism in procurement. There are all kinds of new developments, 

performance based procurement, circular procurement, public procurement on innovation 

that work on a different basis. So that is just something that I would ask the researchers 

to take into account. Furthermore there are a lot of things to say of course regarding the 

findings but we do not have an official reaction or position yet. One of the things that pop 

up at the moment rather popular is to write articles or ask questions in politics about the 

jungle of logos. On that sense I can imagine that some people from industry for instance 

would say well let's get rid of all national labels but then I would support what has been 

said before that those national labels especially the blue angel and the Nordic swan and 

the Austrian label and so on they are very important in the whole movement of 

sustainable production and consumption and there is a lot to be learned from that – so 

don’t throw the child with the bathwater away I would say. Then finally, many things 

come down to budget questions and of course would be happy with more marketing 

efforts or tv spots or whatever. So this is something that needs to be addressed carefully. 

As not only in our country, but also in the Commission and in many other countries, 

budgets are under pressure a lot and well I think many things come down to that and 

some people say that for instance the efficiency of the schemes can be increased by 

obliging the competent bodies to come to ad hoc working groups for all product groups 

in order to diminish the amount of discussion on product groups within the EUEB. I 

think that is a very easy remark and the calculations redone, because that would 

definitely need a large increase in budget.  

Plastics Europe: We are very much in favour of reducing the number of criteria. Less 

criteria would definitely increase the take up and that is also something the Commission 

wants. And the criteria should also be more applicant oriented. I have the impression 

sometimes that they are only oriented for conformity assessment organisations but not for 

the applicant it self. So criteria should also be simplified and easy to understand. In 

general terms and in all product groups we have too much emphasis on chemicals. 

Suppose you are a carpenter and you are producing wooden floor coverings and you take 
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the background document – in the case of wooden floor coverings a document of 82 

pages, and you find 142 times formaldehyde mentioned in that document – what would 

you do? I would back off and say there are much better things to do than that. So the 

focus on chemicals is much too heavy on all Ecolabel criteria. Harmonization is a nice 

target and 30-40 years ago the Commission had the brilliant idea e.g. to harmonize the 

technical regulations and they soon found that technical regulations where much faster 

developed than they could ever harmonize afterwards. Once they found that they 

established a notification system which is still in place now and works perfectly. So 

harmonization, yes, but you need first a notification system, like the notification system 

for technical regulations that is now worldwide established and works very good. 

Aligning with national labels – fine with me – but with the good criteria in the national 

labels and taking into account that we in Europe has different rules than the Nordic Swan 

and the Blue Angel we have several rules in the regulations some of them are very good 

others are not that good but we have at least several rules I don’t think that the other 

labels has that much rules as we have, so you cant just copy and paste from Nordic Swan 

or whatever national label into European Ecolabel criteria. We should not align with 

national ecolabels – it should be the other way around. National labels should align with 

the EU Ecolabel rules. I have also my doubts on mutual recognition. Unless this is 

imposed by law of course, but the business and the commercial interest of the different 

stakeholders in this context are so huge – we are talking about billion dollars in 

businesses and mutual recognition is at this moment an illusion. Thank you. 

Belgium: The most important conclusion is not a surprise to us. Promotion is not 

sufficient and both Member states and the European Commission can play a bigger role 

here. But to make the communication feasible we should keep things simple and clear. 

The EU Ecolabel is for us in the first place an environmental label and adding social 

criteria, we are not opposed to this but these are things that complicate the situation more. 

We don’t see any advantages in a graded label or a point system that would also make 

things more complicated to communicate this to consumers. The multi-criteria approach 

of the EU Ecolabel is a very strong point and is one of the things that we really put in the 

frontlight when we promote the EU Ecolabel, so this should be maintained and it should 

stay a complete label. Then two points that where raised that we would like to emphasise 

is that we want to improve the harmonisation between the CBs. We have already started 

last year with a project and we have very important role that is being that is being played 

by the CB Forum. But the role of the CB forum could be strengthened to increase the 

capacity of all the CBs to analyse applications and come to a more harmonized 

interpretation of the criteria.  The second thing that we would like to emphasis is that we 

should be able to react faster if problems occur. Last year we had a problem with the 

classification which made certain detergents non-compliant. For our license holders it 

was a major [problem the time it took set things straight and make detergents compliant 

was way too long. We can not have these things again and if this implies important 

changes to the regulation so be it. 

CEFIC: I want to say that in a world unicorns and rainbows the hazard based approach is 

totally fine but we have to face the reality and I am talking not about simple mixtures I 

am talking about complex articles and for example the paints there are seventy  

derogations – so who would go all through them. Also we heard that yesterday for  that 

they simply couldn’t comply with the chemical requirements so they now head back to 

the JRC and try to find a solution. And yesterday Norway and some others mentioned 

that maybe we should look back to the regulation and see if we read it correctly but I 

think that unfortunately that is not enough so I think we need the regulation itself to be 

changed. 



35 
 

Sweden: We fully agree with the Belgium comment about the role of the CB forum that 

the role of the CB forum should be strengthened and moreover what we would like to see 

is to get a more efficient assessment process that we need common databases, web-based 

application tools and so on, that can be used by all competent bodies so that we are not 

assessing the same chemicals in 28 different countries. So before we start discussing new 

product groups and criteria development we need to take care of the old ones. And have a 

very good assessment process and have this done in the same in all the different 

countries.  

UK: I just wanted to make a point around marketing activities and in reference to 

suggestions around the budget and any sort of creation about a budget for marketing 

activities, media campaigns and the like. I think the UK would be quite sceptical about 

the value of spending already limited budgets in this way. It would be quite expensive 

and the impact negligible. Instead we would support a rebalancing of any existing budget 

in parts toward more specific promotion of product groups, particularly to the business 

community and industry groups to encourage take up, Obviously a lot of resources and 

time spend on developing criteria and revising criteria and it would be a petty I think to 

continue the way things are and move on to new criteria without trying to promote to 

industry criteria that has been developed over a whole period of time. I think we have to 

utilize and make the most of existing product groups and try and promote as much as we 

can to industry in the first instance.  

Just one additional point regarding the unfair commercial practices directive in references 

to that. And flagging really the presence of a piece of work that DG Sanco is leading 

around its multi-stakeholder dialogue on environmental claims which is involving a 

whole range of member states, industry groups, NGOs etc. who are looking at various 

issues about environmental claims and one of the outcomes from that group which is 

being looked at currently is the development of some compliance criteria for companies 

that are making green claims which would be present within the guidance that currently 

exist accompanying the UCPD around green claims. That compliance criteria document 

is currently under development and is going to be presented by DG Sanco to DG justice I 

believe over the next few month, so it is just worth acknowledging and looking out for 

that. 

EC:  Thanks to all those who have contributed to the discussion this morning in 

reflecting on what has been presented on the evaluation and the REFIT. We have heard a 

lot of familiar themes and checking with my colleagues here. They made me aware that 

those are issues that do not come up for the first time. They have actually been out there 

for quite some while. Some of the comments that you have made and probably some of 

the comments you haven’t made, may actually benefit from elaborating further, if you are 

ready to do so, in written form. So we certainly would be interested in receiving some of 

the comments in writing at your ease and convenience and that would be a useful 

contribution our further work. Certainly also reflecting on the questions that I out to you 

and to which some of you have responded; on saying whether what you perceive as 

inefficiencies in the way this is run would require a change to the regulation as such, a 

change to the secondary regulation or simply a change to how we do it. Addressing 

different issues that you have raised in that spirit might actually be an interesting exercise 

that forces yourself to actually put those concerns into the regulatory context that we 

have. I am sure reflections on the link to other instruments that have been presented by 

the consultants and where one or the other has made some comments has been made 

about whether they find these links useful or not useful would also be helpful to be done 

by you. I am sure that I can speak in agreement with the Chair, that that would not be 
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limited to colleagues who have taken the floor, but also who actually for whatever reason 

did not take the floor, who was not even here. I don’t know how that would be 

communicated but I think such contributions are welcome and they will certainly be an 

interesting compliment to the discussions this morning of which we have taken careful 

note. 

President: Any contribution afterwards in writing would be good. Is anybody who wants 

to add something at the moment? 

EEB/BEUC: I would like to ask if the list of participants in the public consultation and 

also that was provided to the consultation can be made public as it is done for other 

public consultations? Also the minutes of the stakeholders workshop and the participants 

in the workshop? 

EC: Yes, the participants list and the minutes of the stakeholder workshop we would be 

able to make public. For the online survey we would need to check also with the 

consultants what can actually be done.  While I have the word I would quickly respond to 

one of the other things that have been done. Parallel to this, as you know from what has 

been presented to you previously we looking at four product groups, paints and 

varnishes, tissue paper, tourist accommodation and TVs. This is just to say that the other 

issue about take up and the environmental effect of the EU Ecolabel is being looked at in 

that sense. So it is not something that is being neglected, but it is something that is being 

looked at under these specific products.  

EEB/BEUC: There is a parallel study that is going on the effectiveness on the 

sustainable production and consumption tools, and I think that understood that this was 

mainly based on literature research, but this may also inform the REFIT Exercise. Could 

you give us some information on that and when it would be made available and if we can 

also provide comments for that? 

EC: As you said there is an ongoing study on the broader product policy framework. 

What we are trying to do there is looking more closely at coherence issues. At the 

moment we have tried to identify a few cases on food sustainability on household 

equipment and clothing. That study is aiming at looking at possible coherence and 

efficiency between existing instruments. It is a study that is also unfortunately running a 

bit late, but we expect that this will also be done in spring. We are working on it together 

with the consultants who are in contact also with the consultant working with the 

Ecolabel study and also the EMAS study, so definitely there will be change of 

information and that study will inform also what is done on Ecolabel and EMAS. 

Denmark: In the beginning Mr Schally said something about the timeframe with the 

REFIT study and the timing of the PEF and now we have Rasmus talking about 

evaluation of some of the product groups. Could we perhaps here have repeated the 

timeframe or when the deliverables will be – or could you put it in writing. Not in the 

minutes but kind of as a frame outcome of this meeting. So we know something about 

the timing of the different things here that has been mentioned that is a little bit outside 

the evaluation of the Scheme? 

EC: If you wish as a follow-up to this meeting before waiting for the minutes to be 

adopted we can send an email to you with this framework timing and we can also put it 

on the website if useful. 


