
Draft minutes of GPP expert meeting, 7 June 2010 (9:30-17:30) 
 
I. Present: 
List of participants with e-mails is attached. 
 
II. Assessment and comparison of national GPP criteria and underlying schemes 
Presentation by Louise Evans and Phil Doley, AEA 
-Main conclusions from the presentation and answers to the questions posed: 

• Some countries have product categories others have just guidelines. Sometimes the criteria 
are similar, but have different names, for example technical criteria in one country are called 
core criteria in another. Where criteria are given for a particular country, the trend is for the 
criteria to become more similar to other countries.   

• The process of developing and adopting criteria is similar in most member states. Initial 
draft is usually developed by a consultancy, and then there is a consultation process which 
finally leads to publication of the criteria. 

• Local governments are missing from the debate/study, as well as geographical aspects. 
Considering these factors is especially important when developing criteria for buildings. A 
suggestion was made (from the audience) that once finalised criteria need to be piloted as 
until releasethe criteria used have not really been tested. 

• There is no specific answer on how national services decide which product groups to target 
– it is a combination of national spend levels, national priorities, opportunities to impact the 
product and the market. Different countries assess the priorities in different ways, for 
example, in Sweden products are chosen based on their CO2 impact. 

• Developing a shared evidence base that could be used by Ecolabel, GPP, ErP for example 
and other instruments is crucial and this is now the direction the Commission is moving. 

• In developing criteria it would probably be necessary to take into account cultural 
differences between the North and the South of Europe – for this reason having an advisory 
group would be very helpful. 

• Life time of the criteria – the length should depend on the product groups, although the 
overall recommendation was to review all product groups at least every three years, and 
more often if significant updates (to the evidence base, to legislation, or to levels of 
technology) have occured. For some product groups 3 years might be too long, e.g. for 
computers, but for others 4 years may be appropriate.  

• The key question for GPP is where the Commission and the Member States want it to be in 
3 years. How many product groups should be developed? Is 24 product groups enough, or 
should we be aiming at a bigger numbers such as 100? What level of detail and specification 
shoudl be given? How can duplication of effort best be minimised? 

• There is no consensus between member states as to whether the Toolkit criteria should 
become mandatory in a few years, for some the requirements are not ambitious enough.  

• The Commission is trying to accommodate the cooperation between the member states. 
Launching the study was a step in this direction.  

 
 
III. Priority products for working plans 2010 and 2011 (Video-conference) 
-Presentation (enclosed) by Oliver Wolf, JRC Sevilla 
-In Q&A session the following was exposed: 

• Out of 280 products groups 11 are responsible for 50% of the environmental impact in the 
EU. 

• Environmental impacts that are not covered by LCA (e.g. biodiversity) were not yet taken 
into account of the product prioritisation.  



• Health impacts are partly covered. 
• There is lots of room for improvement. Example: imaging equipment and some water-using 

products. 
• General evidence base will be made. 
• Prioritization of product is not focusing only on Ecolabel. Pavel Misiga explained that on 

the basis of the environmental impact selection of priority product groups will be made. 
Afterwards it will be decided upon the suitable instruments to tackle certain product group. 
GPP AG will be consulted already on the level of the prioritisation and preliminary report. 

• Regarding inclusion of social aspects, Pavel Misiga explained that DG ENV welcomes their 
integration and has already asked DG MARKT to assume the role of integration process. 

• Oliver Wolf called for cooperation with GPP experts in the future. It was agreed that the 
experts would send 1-2 pages long document stating what according to them should not be 
omitted in the preliminary report. This should be done as soon as possible. The Netherlands’ 
representatives in the meeting proposed to share their fact-sheets that could serve as a basis 
to other MS. 

• Oliver Wolf said all the studies of JRC Seville are publicly available (link can be found on 
the second slide of their PPT presentation). 

 
 
IV. New procedures for GPP criteria development, Pavel Misiga 
-Pavel Misiga said the new procedures for GPP criteria development are being proposed because 
DG ENV would like to enhance greater synergy and harmonisation among different instruments 
(GPPP, Ecodesign, Ecolabel). The new criteria development and process will be done by IPTS/JRC. 
-He warned in the chart presented a correction is needed as there will be one Preliminary report for 
Ecolabel and GPP. New chart will be sent to GPP experts. 
-Ecodesign is not making part of the chart. 
-He presented each step of the GPP criteria setting procedure and underlined the following: 
1. Standard procedure:  

• GPP AG will be consulted on GPP work plan. This meeting is a start of discussion on the 
work plan for 2011 (the document is attached). 

• Preliminary report will contain the information based on scientific evidence that need to be 
considered when developing GPP (and Ecolabel) criteria. It will be published on the EC 
website throughout the whole process during the development of the criteria. 

• The proposal for the Technical report and draft criteria shall be made available at least one 
month before the first working group meeting. 

• A working group will be organised and open to any interested party. It will be held in 
Brussels. 

• Comments on the final draft will be collected, taken on board and sent to GPP AG that will 
be the final consultation body. Result, nevertheless, has to be acceptable for the EC and 
compatible with PP legislation and EU legislation. EC will have to negotiate internally – 
interservice consultation will take place before the AG. In case proposal will be very 
modified by AG, it will have to return to different services of the EC. 

• Ecolabel and GPP at first will work in parallel, afterwards it will become clearer whether the 
criteria setting process shall be more integrated or more separated. This is a pilot phase. 

• The scope is a compromise, not unanimity. All comments will be taken into account. 
 
2. Shortened procedure of GPP criteria setting process: 

• Applied when a non-substantial revision of criteria is necessary. 
• The shortened procedure could be used for GPP or Ecolabel criteria development, 

depending on the product group.  



• A draft criteria will be available for public consultation for two months on the EC website. 
After this process the GPP AG will be consulted. 

 
3. Development of criteria led by another competent body 

• If a work plan does not include certain products that GPP AG considers important, GPP AG 
and EC can offer to an interested party to develop these criteria. The interested party can be 
a Member state, group of Member States or an industry. Example: medical equipment. 

• He explained at the moment he cannot promise any funds available for an interested party 
that would take on the GPP criteria development. 

• The process undertaken shall follow the same process as the standard procedure. 
 
-DG ENV will adopt the GPP criteria and Final Report as a Commission staff working document. 
 
 
V. Informal GPP Advisory group, Pavel Misiga and Alenka Burja 
-There will be no voting procedure as GPP AG is not a formal body. Every member will be asked to 
express an opinion and support or reject a proposal. If majority of MS will support the EC proposal, 
this will be considered as a “vote” in favour of it. 
 
-Alenka Burja reiterated that there should be one representative per MS who will speak in GPP AG 
on behalf of his/her MS. The e-mail asking MS for a nomination of a GPP AG representative has 
been sent to GPP experts in April, no formal letter from the EC is required. What the EC could do 
additionally is to send to GPP experts a "formal" nomination letter by the Head of Unit, Pavel 
Misiga. 
 
-Regarding the timing, GPP end Ecolabel working group meetings will probably be organised one 
after another, so that the experts can participate in both meetings. 
 
-Present GPP expert group will be involved with practical issues as well as with policy issues and 
monitoring and will be open to more participants. DG ENV has not decided upon its name yet, 
could be something like “GPP AG open session”. In contrary, in AG - applied for criteria setting 
process - only the nominated MS representative can speak. Consequently, information on policy 
issues will be sent via e-mail to all GPP AG members, while criteria-related information will be 
sent to the nominated experts only. Cost of participation will be reimbursed to one person only (i.e. 
AG expert). 
 
-In GPP AG also three representatives of stakeholders can participate: NGOs (EEB), SMEs 
(UEAPME) and industry (Business Europe). 
-DG ENV supported the proposal that deputies would be nominated for each MS in case a 
nominated member cannot participate in certain AG meeting. 
 
-Pavel Misiga underlined that in reports not environmental performance, but also availability of 
products on the market shall be taken into account. Public procurement aspect will be taken into 
account as well as cost-benefit analysis. Legality will be checked.  
 
VI. Information and updates 
Alenka Burja mentioned: 
-Endorsement letter: EC is waiting for the second set of GPP criteria to be published on the website 
(end of June, beginning of July) before the endorsement letter will be sent out. 
-Establishment of GPP Helpdesk, new publication News-alert and Heldesk's task of dealing with 
enquiries  



-Reorganisation of GPP website that is very likely to be done in July. Alenka Burja underlined the 
GPP team would like to make the website more pro-active and called the participants to send some 
interesting case studies etc. She asked the participants to send to the EC some useful links related to 
GPP/SPP. 
-The experts were asked to think about the possible proposals concerning Euro-lab. 
-Buying Green! update 
-NAPs updates. Tables with updated data were distributed among the participants and will be sent 
also via e-mail. GPP experts were requested to check the updated NAP table and – if necessary – 
correct the data for their MS or add the missing information in a short and clear way.  
-Monitoring will start in January 2011. In the meeting of GPP experts in autumn 2010 monitoring 
methodology of GPP will be discussed. 
-GPP/SPP training is MS' discretion. 
-MS were asked to share with the EC some cost-benefit analysis for products in case they have 
them. 
-Revision/adaptation of the first set of criteria will be done according to the existing procedure. 
 
VII. Conclusion: 
-It was understood by the EC that there was a common agreement on the new procedures for GPP 
criteria and process development. 
-First meeting under a new procedure will take place in the autumn.  
 
 
 


