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Following the adoption of the Green Paper on Integrated Product Policy (IPP) in
February 2001 the European Commission embarked upon a stakeholder consultation
exercise, which will finish on 30th June 2001. In addition to welcoming written
comments on the Green Paper the Commission has organised a series of meetings,
the first of which was the Conference to launch the stakeholder debate on the 8th and
9th of March 2001.

The Commission has also organised seven small expert workshops on particular
aspects of IPP. The aim of these workshops was to inform the Commission about
particular aspects of IPP to help the Commission in framing its ideas for the
forthcoming follow-up Communication on IPP. Participants were invited to apply
and around ten were selected on the basis of their expertise and experience. The
Commission is aware that with such a small number of participants it will not be
able to canvass all experiences and opinions represented. For this reason the input
from such meetings is seen as being just a part of the stakeholder consultation
process.

This document represents a summary of the discussions at the workshop. There was
no attempt to reach conclusions or consensus and the fact that a particular viewpoint
was expressed at the meeting without being contested does not necessarily mean that
the Commission or the workshop participants agrees with it.

��� %$&.*5281'�72�7+,6�:25.6+23

A product panel, as defined by the IPP Green Paper, is a group of key stakeholders
working together to find solutions for environmental problems arising from
products.  As part of the development of Integrated Product Policy, the Commission
intends to pilot two product panels later this year.

Relevant discussions at the IPP Conference on the 8th and 9th of March clearly
highlighted the need for further development of the product panel proposal.  There
was strong agreement that the Commission should build on the experiences of
existing forums.  Decisions regarding the organisation such as membership,
timetables, products chosen, etc. are crucial to the success of the panel. The
Commission felt it would be beneficial to organise this workshop to gather
experiences from existing product panels and similar types of forums.

��� 3$57,&,3$176

Chris Baker, UK Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA)

Ivan Baxter, NESTLE

Jane Bickerstaffe, INCPEN – Industry Council for Packaging & the Environment

Willem Bruring, Ministry of the Environment, Netherlands

Kristina Elvebakken, Danish Plastics Federation
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Uwe Furnier, Ministry for Regional Development and Environmental Affairs,
Germany

Tuija Suur-Hamari, Stora Enso Oyj

Paula Higgins, DG Environment, European Commission

Marit Kjeldby, Norwegian Pollution Control Authority

Otto Linher, DG Environment, European Commission

Siv Näslund, Swedish Environmental Advisory Council (SEAC)

Ylva Reinhard, Swedish Environmental Protection Agency (observer)

Arne Remmen, Aalborg Universitet, Denmark

Frieder Rubik, Institute for Ecological Economy Research (IÖW), Germany

William Seddon-Brown, Policy Options and Development Strategy (PODS)

��� (;,67,1*�352'8&7�3$1(/6�$1'�27+(5�67$.(+2/'(5�)25806

The Commission explained that no decisions has yet been made on the format or
organisation of product panels or what products they could tackle. It was felt that the
term ‘product panels’ should cover any type of stakeholder group and it would likely
be managed by stakeholders to encourage ownership. The organisation of the panels
would need to be carefully considered in order to ensure success.  Clear targets, a
timetable and an action plan are essential. Regarding subjects to cover, the
Commission is very open to ideas, as long as the approach is appropriate and that
the starting point is from a scientific analysis of the issues.

Initially participants with direct experience of product panels or similar stakeholder
groups were asked to give a brief description to the group, including what was
achieved, the difficulties faced and what could have been done better.  These are
summarised below.

����� $UQH�5HPPHQ�EULHIO\�GHVFULEHG�FXUUHQW�DFWLYLW\�LQ�'HQPDUN�

There are presently four product panels in Denmark (textiles, electronics,
goods transportation and building and construction).1 They have been
successful for different reasons.  The committed Chairman of a front-runner
textile firm was key to the success of the textile panel.  The electronics panel
did not have the same strategic focus as the textile panel and have focussed on
developing practical tools, such as environmental product declarations, waste
management systems, etc. for their sector.

                                                

1 See the IPP conference report for a more detailed description -  www.
europa.eu.int/comm/environment/ipp.



4

These panels will be evaluated shortly and the results should be ready in the
autumn. It is likely that the evaluation exercise will be conducted by
interviewing stakeholders rather than analysing the panel’s specific
contribution to reducing its overall impact on the environment.

In addition there is a very successful ‘green network’ involving a wide range
of stakeholders. In Denmark, industry associations have also made a positive
contribution, by tailoring general standards for specific sectors. There has
been a high take up of these standards by companies due to the direct
involvement of the industry associations.

����� :LOOHP� %UXULQJ� VSRNH� DERXW� WKH� 'XWFK� H[SHULHQFH� ZLWK� VWDNHKROGHU
GLDORJXH�

The Netherlands has had a long history of co-operation with stakeholders.
The Government started developing instruments in line with the
Commission’s Green Paper on Integrated Product Policy in the early 1990’s.

An Environment Centre was set up so consumers could find out about
products in order to make informed purchasing choices.  A validation
committee was established to ensure that proper information and advice was
given. Membership of this committee included research institutes, universities
and industry. The committee established criteria to be met for ‘sustainable
products’. An evaluation of the process found that there was enthusiasm from
both industry and NGOs, even though the latter were not represented on the
committee.  Willem Bruring suggested that a similar group could be
established at the European level.

As part of their sustainable consumption policy, between 1992 and 1998, the
Dutch Government targeted consumers to encourage them to change their
behaviour. This was considered not to be a success because only a small
percentage of all consumers would be inclined to consider environmental
criteria when making purchasing decisions.  At this time, the policy shifted to
address the entire product chain.  Consumer domains were established – food,
recreation, clothing, personal care, personal development and building and
living. Surveys were undertaken in each domain to isolate the consumption
hot-spots. These studies will lead to policy agendas and implementation
programmes with measures and policy instruments focussing on those hot-
spots.  The programmes will be developed by ‘panels’ consisting of all
stakeholders within a specific domain, including NGO’s.  Measures will be
taken along the entire production-consumption chain and an ‘orchestrated
approach’ will guarantee coherence and strength between the policy
instruments.

����� .ULVWLQD�(OYHEDNNHQ�GHVFULEHG�WKH�'DQLVK�3ODVWLFV�)HGHUDWLRQ¶V�LQLWLDWLYH
WR�SURGXFH�DQ�DFWLRQ�SODQ�WR�LPSURYH�WKH�HQYLURQPHQWDO�SHUIRUPDQFH�RI
SURGXFWV�PDGH�RI�SODVWLF�

Six products were chosen and screening LCAs were undertaken to gain an
overview of where the main environmental interactions occurred. Workshops
were organised to discuss the results and to generate ideas for improving the
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environmental performance of the plastic products.  An action was developed
for the Danish Plastics Federation based on these ideas.2  Since the timeframe
for this project was very tight, only one workshop for each of the six plastic
products was held. Kristina Elvebakken felt strongly that there needed to be
other events because it takes time to build trust amongst the various
stakeholders.  It was also difficult to convince some stakeholders to be
involved, in particular the retailers, the (industrial) consumers and SMEs
because they did not feel that they would get any benefits out of participating
in the workshops.

Regarding companies, it was important to have the involvement of people
from the core of the business and not only representatives from the
environment or technical departments. Although front-runners were
considered to be important, the main producers should also participate in
order to gain a balanced picture of the sector and to understand which
environmental interactions companies consider to be important for their
business.

Regarding the plastics sector in Denmark, it was difficult to produce and
implement an action plan for some environmental aspects because there are no
manufacturers of plastic raw materials in Denmark.  There were a number of
ideas but no means to follow them through. And since the Danish Plastics
Federation was working on behalf of its members, it was also important to
produce something of added value to its members in the short-term. Hence,
the final action plan focused mostly on waste and recycling.

����� 8ZH� )XUQLHU�� EULHIO\� GHVFULEHG� ZKDW� WKH� %DYDULDQ� 0LQLVWU\� RI� WKH
(QYLURQPHQW�KDV�EHHQ�GRLQJ�WR�SURPRWH�,QWHJUDWHG�3URGXFW�3ROLF\�DQG�WR
HQFRXUDJH�GLDORJXH�ZLWK�ORFDO�EXVLQHVVHV�

Since 1995, a voluntary agreement has been in place between Government
and the Bavarian Industry which established a good framework for co-
operation. IPP has been a central part of this agreement.

Uwe Furnier spoke in detail about the Automobile product panel.  This sector
was chosen since it faces big challenges both economically and
environmentally.  Both big and small companies have been involved. A LCA
was undertaken for this sector and an industry guide was produced to explain
the tools and measures available.3

Uwe Furnier believed that the panel was successful because it was set up for a
defined time and that the project was clearly defined. The main difficulties
faced were managing of the different expectations of the stakeholders and
encouraging participants to work to the aim of the project and not to their own
agenda.

                                                

2 See www.plast.dk for the summary of the action plan in English.

3 Details of this project can be found on www.ipp-bayern.de in both German and English.
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����� :LOOLDP�6HGGRQ�%URZQ�IURP�$VVXUH��$VVRFLDWLRQ�IRU�6XVWDLQDEOH�XVH�DQG
5HFRYHU\� LQ� (XURSH�� VDLG� WKDW� WKH� VXFFHVV� RI� D� VWDNHKROGHU� JURXS� LV
GHSHQGHQW�RQ�KDYLQJ�DJUHHPHQW�RI�WKH�FRQFUHWH�IDFWV�DQG�LQIRUPDWLRQ�

Assure is a multi-stakeholder grassroots organisation whose membership
includes Local Authorities, academia and trade associations.  Assure’s success
has been due to its credibility amongst the industry and its focus on
implementing practical measures.

����� 6LY� 1lVOXQG� KDV� EHHQ� LQYROYHG� ZLWK� GHYHORSLQJ� PDQ\� RI� WKH� LGHDV
FRYHUHG�LQ�WKH�,33�*UHHQ�3DSHU�LQ�6ZHGHQ�VLQFH������

The Swedish Environmental Advisory Council have set up ‘Building and
living’ and ‘Future Grocery Market’ - two dialogues with the key companies
in these sectors.4 She described how backcasting – ie. what is our vision for
2025 and what needs to be done today in order to achieve that vision – was a
very useful exercise for stakeholder groups.  In this case, NGOs helped
establish the vision but were not involved in the panel itself.  The groups
could not be more than 20-25 people in order for them to be manageable. Siv
Näslund described the building and living dialogue in more detail.

Building and Living.  Buildings, in Sweden, including commercial buildings,
are responsible for almost half the total environmental impact. Therefore,
there is considerable potential for a major improvement in this sector. The
group decided on some ambitious targets regarding fuels, hazardous waste and
waste.  They are now concentrating on developing solutions to help them
achieve these targets. Working groups have been established and more
companies and other stakeholders have been brought into the process. The
original group included front runners and businesses but not industry
associations.

One very innovative element of this approach was that although all parts of
the product chain were participating in the dialogue, sometimes they worked
together (i.e retailers, construction companies, consumers, etc.) while at other
times they were separated.

Although the group decided on some ambitious goals, it became apparent that
a number of measures should be taken by the Government to facilitate the
realisation of these objectives. The group was in favour of tax differentiation
to create incentives for improving the environmental performance of
buildings, lower insurance premiums for highly rated energy efficient
buildings, the greening of public procurement and a dialogue with government
to discuss possible future regulation.

In order for companies to participate in the group, they had to secure top-level
commitment from their Managing Director or Chief Executive.  High level
meetings were held between them and Government Ministers at the beginning

                                                

4 See www.mvb.gov.se
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and end of the dialogue process.  This helped raise the profile of this initiative
within the companies.

����� -DQH� %LFNHUVWDIIH� EULHIO\� GHVFULEHG� VRPH� RI� WKH� VWDNHKROGHU� JURXSV
LQLWLDWHG�E\�,1&3(1�

The Packaging Standards Council was established as a forum for consumers
to raise their social and environmental concerns about packaging.
Membership of the Council included a managing director from industry, as
well as environmental scientists and representatives from municipalities.

The Council received 500 complaints over four years from consumers.  About
half of them were not justified.  Of the other complaints, almost all of them
resulted in the producer changing its packaging on the advice of the Council.
Five reports were produced by the Council and these were reported on by
consumer magazines.  In 1996, the Council was disbanded because of funding
difficulties.

Jane Bickerstaffe gave a brief description of another forum which examined
the impacts of packaging.  Membership of this forum included campaigning
environmental groups, industry and consumer organisations.  Participants
agreed that discussions should be kept confidential.  At the third meeting, a
draft action plan was circulated but one of the participants who was
disappointed in the outcome, broke the confidence rule and went to the media.
This damaged the other participants trust in the group.  Despite this setback,
an action plan was finally endorsed by all the members,

The action plan was agreed after four months and four meetings.
Unfortunately, the plan did not contain much new thinking.  The ambitious
timetable proved to be a hindrance.  One positive output from the group was
the development of a responsible packaging code of practice which was
endorsed by 32 trade associations (including retailers). The environmental
groups also produced a guide for consumers.

At this time, it was decided that packaging should not be treated in isolation,
but rather as a function (ie. packaging and goods  together in the context of the
supply chain and consumers’ needs).  Initially, INCPEN commissioned a
study on ‘Towards Greener Households’ to look at the relative environmental
impact of all households, in order to identify those with the largest impact and
the greatest potential for improvement.  This was very much in line with the
approach used by the Dutch Government.  The following functions were
established: food and drink; clothing and personal care; home and interior;
and education, leisure and transport.

The study looked at the number and weight of goods and energy consumed
throughout the supply chain.  A workshop will be held in September to
disseminate the findings and to decide the way forward.5

                                                

5 Details of this workshop will be posted on the internet sometime in July. (www.incpen.org/news)
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����� ,YDQ�%D[WHU�IURP�1HVWOH�GHVFULEHG�D�ORFDO�H[DPSOH�RI�VWDNHKROGHU�SDQHOV�

In response to the concerns from communities living nearby Nestle’s factories,
community panels were set up.  They discovered quickly that what works in
one region may not be suitable in another and that although smaller groups
were easier to manage, it was difficult not to make people feel excluded. It
was also important to manage expectations carefully in order to avoid
disappointment by those with unrealistic expectations.  A transparent and
achievable timetable to chart progress helped to manage these expectations.

����� 7XLMD�6XXU�+DPDUL�H[SODLQHG�WKDW�6WRUD�(QVR�2\M�DUH�SDSHU�SURGXFHUV
DQG�KDYH�JRRG�FRQWURO�RYHU�WKH�HQWLUH�FKDLQ��IURP�SXUFKDVLQJ�WKH�ZRRG�WR
SURGXFLQJ�WKH�SDSHU�LQ�WKH�PLOOV�WR�UXQQLQJ�UHF\FOLQJ�SODQWV�

They have close contacts with the customers and are in a position to do a great
deal to influence the supply chain.

In Finland, there is a programme to get environmentally friendly products onto
the market.  She used the example of the Nordic eco-labelling committee as
an example of a product panel  where industry is not always having enough
input into the criteria being developed for the eco-label.  This experience has
showed that a balanced group of stakeholders is a vital ingredient for a
successful product panel.

������ )ULHGHU�5XELN��IURP�WKH�,QVWLWXWH�IRU�(FRORJLFDO�(FRQRP\�5HVHDUFK��KDV
EHHQ� ZRUNLQJ� RQ� WZR� SUH�SLORW� SURMHFWV� IRU� ZRRGHQ� IXUQLWXUH� DQG
UHIULJHUDWRUV�VXSSRUWHG�E\�WKH�*HUPDQ�)HGHUDO�(QYLURQPHQW�0LQLVWU\�

The wooden furniture business has not been very pro-active in working to
reduce their environmental impacts since this sector consists of mostly SMEs.

In addition, he tried to find companies for a planned IPP-pilot project; he
spoke with 20-30 companies to involve them in this project.  It was very
difficult to get companies to commit to a product panel approach and to make
contact with the right people in the companies – those involved in the core
business and not just the environment.  Although all participants were
encouraged to help establish a product panel, not one company committed
themselves to the process. Large companies said that they wanted a more
holistic global or EU level approach and SMEs did not have the time or
manpower to invest.

Frieder Rubik believed that product panels could only work if there are
enthusiastic and committed people involved (‘change agents’).  The success of
the Danish model has been because of this enthusiasm and this enthusiasm
could not be guaranteed at the European level. The objectives of the panels –
i.e whether they are a forum for negotiations or just to exchange experiences –
must be made clear from the beginning.
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������0DULW� .MHOGE\� GHVFULEHG� WKH� SDQHO� VHW� XS� E\� WKH� 0LQLVWU\� RI
(QYLURQPHQW�LQ�1RUZD\�WR�ORRN�DW�WKH�HQYLURQPHQWDO�SUREOHPV�UHODWHG�WR
SDLQW�

The Norwegian EPA produced a report identifying the different environmental
problems in paints using the life cycle approach.  Industry, retailers, NGOs,
professional and private users, organisations dealing with waste treatment and
others  were invited to discuss  the report.  As a result, a product panel was
established.  Today, the Norwegian Paintmakers Association leads this
product panel, but all those groups mentioned above and the authorities are
active participants. She felt that it was important to gain agreement from the
participants on the facts, then to identify the problems in order to work out
possible solutions.  No headway would be made if the stakeholders did not
agree to the initial facts.

So far this product panel has focused on information, waste treatment, training
and education and the identification of harmful chemicals and possible
substitution with less harmful substances. Although the evaluation of this
process will not be until next year, the general impression is that the
organisation works well. Government supports the process through funding
but does not lead the group.

Results have also been favourable for a similar building and construction
sector group.  The textile sector has been in contact with the Norwegian EPA
about setting up a similar group.

������ &KULV� %DNHU� IURP� WKH� 8.� *RYHUQPHQW� GHVFULEHG� WKH� PDUNHW
WUDQVIRUPDWLRQ�SURFHVV�LQ�WKH�8.��

The market transformation process could be used as a model to help improve
the energy efficiency and environmental performance of products at the
European level.

The UK has established different energy policy scenarios based on facts for 10
sectors. These scenarios helped to focus action on the most important issues
and to determine which policies could realise big gains in energy efficiency.
Once the scenario has been decided, i.e. where do we want to be in x years, a
balanced set of policy measures have been developed to deliver that vision.

The success of this process has been due to a number of reasons:

• The time invested in building consensus amongst the stakeholders,
especially with regards to the data used.

• Transparency helped industry to better understand the long-term policy
agenda and to plan ahead.  It also gave them the confidence that policies
have been based on science and real problems, rather than on the whim of

                                                

6 See www.environment.dtlr.gov.uk/mtp/index.htm
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policy makers.  An open and inclusive approach also solved the argument
about who should be included and who should be excluded in the process.

• Targets, such as those for climate change, helped to focus minds and to
concentrate on action.

• Actions plans improved the quality and quantity of the information used to
build these policy scenarios.

��� *(1(5$/�&200(176��$1'�$)7(51221�',6&866,21

Throughout the day, the group made a number of comments and gave advice to the
Commission.  The afternoon session looked at some of the more difficult issues
using the questions in the background paper provided for this workshop as a guide.
The viewpoints of the participants, which were contradictory at times, are
summarised below.

6WDNHKROGHUV�DQG�PRWLYDWLRQ

• Participants must be motivated to participate.  They must be convinced that the
product panels are more than just a talking shop. Participants need to be
motivated to invest their time, energy and money into a European product panel
and to have confidence that their efforts will result in a worthwhile output.

• The threat of regulation could be a good motivator to get business on board.

• To ensure success, it is important that all main stakeholders are involved,
especially for some product groups.  For instance, for clothing, manufacturers
need to have agreement from the retailers that they will stock the greener goods.
On the other hand, too many participants may slow the process so that nothing or
very little will come out of it. But a very open and transparent process would help
avoid the difficult question of who should be invited to participate.

• Potential participants may have different expectations, some of them unrealistic,
which needs to be understood and dealt with in order to avoid disappointment
and criticism.

• In some cases, front-runners may not want to be involved in a product panel
because it is in their interest to keep their niche market.

• Research organisations should be involved to encourage product panels to look
forward so as to encourage new thinking and strategic innovations.

• There could be problems in identifying suitable stakeholders.  Must always
remember that they will be working to their own aims and not the goals of the
panel or the Commission.

• There is added value in involving Local Authorities because they are responsible
for the disposal of the final waste from a product and they also have direct
contact with the household/consumer.
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• There were different opinions as to whether trade or industry associations should
be involved because they could be negotiating on behalf of their weakest
member. On the other hand trade or industry associations often have a very good
overview of the market and sector which individual companies or other
stakeholders rarely have and could provide valuable information to the product
panels. They could also help secure commitment from their members.

• The Swedish EPA commissioned a study as to why participants invested their
time and energy in stakeholder forums.  The main reasons were to acquire
information, that their competitors were participating and to influence
government policy. Specific to Sweden, there was also support because of the
direct involvement of the managing directors of companies. If the MD or senior
level employee of one company was committed to the process, their equivalent
from the other companies would feel that they should also participate.

• The quality, type and seniority of the panel participants are important.  Some of
them should be from the core of the business rather than from the technical or
environmental departments.

• The Commission will need to challenge those who are sceptical of the approach
so business can see the benefit of participating (i.e saving money, close
relationship between Government and industry, opportunity to negotiate, etc.)

• A minimum set of criteria could be established for companies that conform with
IPP. They would need to meet a minimum score in order to participate but this
may hamper innovation.

• Product panels should help to raise awareness and knowledge.  Strategic alliances
with the media, effective marketing and senior level support, as in the case of
Sweden, would be needed.

2EMHFWLYHV��VWUXFWXUH�DQG�WLPLQJ

• Discussions must be open and transparent.  Actions to be taken should be made
explicit through an implementation plan.

• The time frame needs to be reasonable – a year could be very ambitious,
especially if ‘hot’ topics are chosen. It will take time for participants to work
together and to build trust.  A code of conduct would help to establish
expectations, but ground rules also need to be set to deal with unacceptable
behaviour.

• Product panels should not replace the need for minimum regulation and
standards.

• The starting point for discussion must be based on agreed facts and information.
If participants do not agree on the facts, then the aim should be to reach
consensus on the facts and information.  Only then can the group discuss the
problems and possible solutions.
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• Objectives need to be made clear (i.e learning, sharing experiences or negotiating
legislation). Should the panel’s ultimate goal be to protect the environment or to
encourage business to innovate?

• Although the Commission does not need to lead the product panel approach, their
expectations must be made clear.  It would be up to the Commission to endorse
the plan or to state that the proposed actions are not enough.

([SHULHQFHV�RI�RWKHU�IRUXPV

• The goals and experiences of the stakeholder panels discussed have been very
different.  Even though some were considered a success, those structures may not
be suitable at the European level.   For instance, the success of the forums in
Denmark, Sweden and other Northern Countries may not be replicated at the
European level because there are potentially too many stakeholders to have an
effective dialogue.  The Danish product panels approach also seems to rely on
enthusiastic and innovative people which could be hard to identify at the
European level.

• The Commission should not restrict itself only to setting up product panels.  They
should also look at how they can support stakeholder participation in Member
States through national and local forums.

*HQHUDO�FRPPHQWV

• Best practice should be collated in order to encourage similar activities and to
demonstrate the validity of the concept.

• The consumer does not exist, there are hundreds of types of them. Even if the
green message reaches the consumer, according to Dutch research, only 10%
would change their behaviour as a result.

• One of the most important tasks for product panels would be to get greener
products on the market.  Not only to develop a ‘green kitchen’ but to have a
strategy in place to make it a reality.

• One of the most important tasks for product panels is to disseminate information
on new technology and tools.  Although some tools are available, the challenge
will be getting industry to use them.

• Industry would appreciate a transparent and open process. Consumers would like
to see how the panels change the final product.

• Product panels could give stakeholders the chance to shape products that they
use.

3URGXFWV�JURXSV

• EU panels could be very effective for certain product groups, such as those with
an international product chain.
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• The transportation of goods sector in Denmark have shown an interest in
developing tools at the EU level.

• Product panels should not determine bad and good products but rather encourage
continuous improvement.

• Products may not be considered the right term, since many of them would not end
up on the market directly, but are purchased as a part of a product (i.e
components of a computer).

• There should not be one model - what works for one product group or group of
stakeholders may not be suitable for another. The Commission should experiment
with a variety of models and approaches.

• There was some disagreement as to whether ‘hot’ issues should be picked up.  It
would help raise the profile of the product panels but there would be no guarantee
of success because of the complexity of the issues.

• Furniture, sporting and the leisure industry could be possible topics for product
panels at the European level.  The textile sector should already be familiar with
this approach.

• One suggestion was to look at product groups that have undergone a similar
process in encouraging energy efficiency, for instance washing machines. They
would already have the networks in place and understand the process. This would
also help the integration of the environment into other policies.

• The electronics sector could be a possibility - the time horizon for new and
upgraded products is very short and since there are only a few manufacturers they
have the power to demand their own specification from their suppliers.

• The products chosen should not be produced outside Europe because of
competition and trade rules.

• Instead of a product focus, the panels could focus on the function, ie. meeting
needs with less. Suggestions included food, housing (but there would be too
much variation at the EU level), clothes and recreation.

• Choose products in those areas where there is the most gain in terms of resource
efficiency.


