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Abstract

This draft Science for Policy Report is intended to provide the background information for the revision of the
existing EU Ecolabel criteria for detergent products (Commission Decisions 2017/1216/EU; 2017/1215/EU;
2017/1218/EU; 2017/1219/EU; 2017/1217/EU and 2017/1214/EV). The study has been carried out by the by
the Joint Research Centre (JRC) Unit B.5 Circular Economy and Sustainable Industry with the technical support
of Viegand Maagge A/S. The work is being developed for the European Commission’s Directorate General for
the Environment.

The EU Ecolabel criteria for detergent products currently in force were adopted on 23 June 2017 and are valid
until the 31st December 2026.

The main purpose of this second version of the Technical Report (TR2) is to summarise the outcomes of
the analysis of the current criteria following the 1st Ad-Hoc Working Group (AHWG) meeting and subsequent
Working Sub-Groups meetings. Three Working Sub-Groups (sub-AHWG) were established after the 1%
AHWG meeting focusing on the efficiency of detergent and cleaning products, related to the criterion Fitness
for use (FfU); packaging-related aspects, particularly addressing the sub-criteria recycled content and design
for recycling; and products containing microorganisms (MCP). These meetings were held with stakeholders
that provided their Expression of Interest to participate and exchanges happened after each of the two
meetings that took place per sub-AHWG, resulting in the development of working papers on the selected
subjects. The background information and minutes of these meetings are also available in the Product Policy
Analysis (former Product Bureau) website?.

The present Technical Report addresses the requirements of Annex | to the EU Ecolabel Regulation (EC)
66/2010 (?) for technical evidence to inform about criteria revision and sets the scene for the second ad-hoc
working group (2" AHWG) meeting planned on the 12 and 13" of March 2025. This technical report is
supported and complemented by the draft preliminary report 2 (updated after the comments received
following the 1%t AHWG) which is published in parallel to this draft technical report.

In this second version of the Technical Report, which should be considered as a working document that will
evolve into later versions during the project, the first proposal for the revised EU Ecolabel criteria have been
revised based on stakeholder inputs received to date and known issues with the existing criteria that were
flagged during the 1st AHWG meeting and working sub-group meetings. A rationale is provided within each
criterion in this report, to explain why the changes (if any) were proposed and what the potential implications
of the new proposal are. These rationales build on different types of evidences (e.g. data, scientific/technical
literature, comparison to equivalent criteria in other ecolabels; environmental impacts over the life cycle),
which are included if considered relevant.

This second version of the Technical Report includes several proposals, starting with the expansion on the
scope of the EU Ecolabel criteria in particular product groups (e.g. products containing microorganisms).
Following adjustments on the scope and also considering other criteria proposals, the content and structure of
the criteria is revised and presented for stakeholder’s consideration. The aim is to replace the current 6 EU
Commission Decisions, each specific of one product group, by a single EU Commission Decision composed of
6 Annexes corresponding to each of the 6 product groups. However, since many aspects still remain horizontal
for several product groups and would be best discussed together, the structure in this TR2 does not reflect
such aim and remains similar to that in TR1, where discussions were arranged by (sub-)criterion under
discussion rather than by Annex.

t Check in “2023 Revision documents tab” for all documents developed as part of the current revision process:
https://susproc.jrc.ec.europa.eu/product-bureau/product-groups/411/documents

2 Regulation (EC) No 66/2010 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 25 November 2009 on the EU Ecolabel (OJ L 27,
30.1.2010, p. 1-19). https:/eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32010R0066



https://susproc.jrc.ec.europa.eu/product-bureau/product-groups/411/documents
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1. Introduction

The EU Ecolabel (hereafter, EUEL) is the official voluntary labelling scheme of the EU that promotes the
production and consumption of products (goods and services) with a reduced environmental
impact over their life cycle, and is aimed at products with excellent environmental performance. The EU
Ecolabel Regulation (EC) 66/2010 (%) provides a framework to establish voluntary ecological criteria aiming at
reducing the negative impact on the environment, health, climate and natural resources of production and
consumption of the defined product group. The setting of EUEL criteria aims to target the environmentally top
10 to 20% of products on the market within a defined product group or service. Accordingly, the EUEL enables
suppliers to market their products with a simple label that can be used as an accurate, non-deceptive and
science-based proof of the excellent environmental performance of their products.

Established in 1992, the EUEL has become a key policy instrument within the European Commission’s
Sustainable Consumption and Production and Sustainable Industrial Policy (SCP/SIP) Action Plan (see
COM(2008) 397) and the Roadmap for a Resource-Efficient Europe (see COM/2011/0571). It has also links
with other policy instruments, such as Green Public Procurement (GPP, see COM(2008) 400), the Eco-
Management and Audit Scheme (EMAS) (see Regulation (EC) No 1221/2009 and Regulation (EU) No
2018/2026) and the, now repealed, Ecodesign Directive (see Directive 2009/125/EC). In addition, the EUEL
was mentioned as having an important role in the new Circular Economy Action Plan (CEAP) from March 2020,
being regarded as an important tool whose criteria will be developed in synergy with future Ecodesign
measures. As a part of the circular economy package, the European Commission has adopted the Directive on
Empowering consumers for the green transition* This Directive, along with the EUEL, shares the goal of
promoting sustainability and empowering consumers to make environmentally conscious choices. The
empowering consumers for the green transition Directive is closely linked to the proposed Directive on Green
Claims (COM 2023/0085), which promotes reliable claims on the environmental performance of products
reducing the risk of greenwashing, and with the now adopted Ecodesign for Sustainable Products
Regulation (ESPR)®. These initiatives in line with the principles of the EU Ecolabel seek to establish a
coherent policy framework to help the EU produce sustainable goods, transform consumption patterns in a
more sustainable direction, and significantly reduce the environmental footprint of products to contribute to
the EU's policy objective of climate neutrality by 2050.

This Draft Technical Report 2 (hereafter, TR2) addresses the requirements of the EU Ecolabel Regulation
(EC) 66/2010 (°) and its main purpose is to summarise the results from the 1t AHWG meeting and working
sub-group (sub-AHWG) discussions about aspects related to the revision of the EU Ecolabel criteria for
detergent (e.g. extension and/or addition of new criteria; revise/set new limits) according to the best evidences
available (e.g. stakeholders comments; data; technical/scientific literature).

The revision process takes the existing legal documents (EU Commission Decisions) as the starting point and
seeks to analyse its validity, taking into account feedback from Competent Bodies and EU Ecolabel license
holders, technological and economic changes in the European market, relevant legislative changes and
improved scientific knowledge. The EUEL criteria for detergent products comprise the following product
groups:

— Dishwasher detergents, hereinafter DD (Commission Decision 2017/1216/EU) (7);

8 Regulation (EC) No 66/2010 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 25 November 2009 on the EU Ecolabel (0J L 27,
30.1.2010, p. 1-19). https:/eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32010R0066

4 0J L, 2024/825, 6.3.2024. Directive (EU) 2024/825 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 28 February 2024 amending
Directives 2005/29/EC and 2011/83/EU as regards empowering consumers for the green transition through better protection
against unfair  practices and through better information (Text with EEA relevance). Available at
http://data.europa.eu/eli/dir/2024/825/0j

5 0J L, 2024/1781, 28.6.2024. Regulation (EU) 2024/1781 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 13 June 2024
establishing a framework for the setting of ecodesign requirements for sustainable products, amending Directive (EU) 2020/1828
and Regulation (EU) 2023/1542 and repealing Directive 2009/125/EC. Available at: http://data.europa.eu/eli/req/2024/1781/0j

6 Regulation (EC) No 66/2010 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 25 November 2009 on the EU Ecolabel (0OJ L 27,
30.1.2010, p. 1-19). https:/eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32010R0066

7 Commission Decision (EU) 2017/1216 of 23 June 2017 establishing the EU Ecolabel criteria for dishwasher detergents (OJ L 180,
12.7.2017, p. 31-44) https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?toc=0J%3AL%3A2017%3A180%3ATOC&uri=uriserv%3A0J.L_.2017.180.01.0031.01 ENG



https://eur-lex.europa.eu/procedure/EN/197277
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52011DC0571
https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/documents-register/detail?ref=COM(2008)400&lang=en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/ALL/?uri=CELEX%3A32009R1221
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32018R2026
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32018R2026
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX%3A32009L0125
https://environment.ec.europa.eu/strategy/circular-economy-action-plan_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM%3A2023%3A0166%3AFIN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32010R0066
http://data.europa.eu/eli/dir/2024/825/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2024/1781/oj
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32010R0066
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— Industrial and institutional dishwasher detergents, hereinafter IIDD (Commission Decision
2017/1215/EV) (®);

— Laundry detergents, hereinafter LD (Commission Decision 2017/1218/EU) (°);

— Industrial and institutional laundry detergents, hereinafter I1ILD (Commission Decision
2017/1219/EV) (*°);

— Hard surface cleaning products, hereinafter HSC (Commission Decision 2017/1217/EU) (1Y)
— Hand dishwashing detergents, hereinafter HDD (Commission Decision 2017/1214/EU) (*2).

This draft TR2 is supported and complemented by the Draft Preliminary Report 2 (hereafter, PR2)
published in parallel in February 2025, ahead of the 2" Ad-Hoc Working Group (AHWG) meeting scheduled on
the 12 and 13" of March 2025. This PR2 is an updated version of the 1%t draft preliminary report (PR1)
which accounts for the latest evidences received since the 1t AHWG meeting held on the 12" and 13" of
March 2024. Consequently, it keeps PR1 structure, thus including analyses of the scope and definitions,
market analysis, and technical analysis. The main updates in this PR2 happened in the technical analysis
chapter, implying further granularity and content on the non-LCA impacts section (e.g. the mapping of CLP
hazards in the DID List, and the review of hazards associated with fragrances and surfactants) as well as
further refinement of the results of the Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) made for different products under the
scope of the EUEL criteria for the identification of the environmental hotspots in the light of new evidences
(i.e. data) received.

Bringing together the information in the associated PR2 as well as initial inputs from stakeholders, a second
proposal for a set of revised EUEL criteria is presented in this TR2. The entire life cycle of the product is
considered (Raw material acquisition->Manufacturing->Use->End-of-life). The EUEL may define criteria that
target environmental impacts from any of these life cycle phases, with the aim of encompassing the areas of
greatest impact (life cycle hotspots).

Similarly to PR1 and TR1, this TR2 analyses the six product group horizontally, while if deemed necessary,
focusing on the areas that are specific to each product group. Consequently, the simultaneous revision of the
six product groups is looked at holistically, thus enhancing harmonisation of the criteria sets while focusing on
the most relevant environmental aspects

An important part of the process for developing or revising EUEL criteria is the involvement of stakeholders
through their consultation on draft criteria proposal and technical reports. This is carried out via AHWG and
sub-AHWG meetings, conference calls, email exchanges, forum discussions and written comments submitted
via the online platform BATIS'S. The criteria development process involves engagement with stakeholders,
namely technical experts, non-governmental organisations (NGOs), Member State representatives and
industry stakeholders, among others. Indeed, to facilitate stakeholders’ involvement, this TR2 has been
uploaded to the BATIS platform to streamline their comments. In addition, each report (PR2 & TR2) plus any
associated document (e.g. draft Fitness for Use protocols/frameworks), inclusive from any sub-AHWG carried
out (i.e. background paper; minutes, presentation), can also be found on the BATIS platform and on the
Product Policy Analysis (formerly Product Bureau) project's website dedicated to the revision of EUEL criteria
for detergents

8 Commission Decision (EU) 2017/1215 of 23 June 2017 establishing the EU Ecolabel criteria for industrial and institutional
dishwasher detergents (oM L 180, 12.7.2017, p. 16-30) https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?toc=0J%3AL%3A2017%3A180%3ATOC&uri=uriserv%3A0J.L_.2017.180.01.0016.01.ENG

° Commission Decision (EU) 2017/1218 of 23 June 2017 establishing the EU Ecolabel criteria for laundry detergents (OJ L 180,
12.7.2017, p. 63-78) https:.//eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32017D1218&qid=1678703370910

10 Commission Decision (EU) 2017/1219 of 23 June 2017 establishing the EU Ecolabel criteria for industrial and institutional laundry
detergents (oX L 180, 12.7.2017, p. 79-96). https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?2uri=CELEX%3A32017D1219&0qid=1678704095676

1 Commission Decision (EU) 2017/1217 of 23 June 2017, establishing the EU Ecolabel criteria for hard surface cleaning products (0J
L 180, 12.7.2017, p. 45-62) https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32017D1217&qid=1678704194237

12 Commission Decision (EU) 2017/1214 of 23 June 2017 establishing the EU Ecolabel criteria for hand dishwashing detergents (OJ L
180, 12.7.2017, p. 1-15) https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32017D1214&qid=1678704405604

13 https:/eippcb.jrc.ec.europa.eu/batis/

14 https//susproc.jrc.ec.europa.eu/product-bureau/product-groups/411/documents.
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— Introduction (Chapter 1): this section describes the goal of the project and the structure of the
document.

— Summary of the draft Preliminary Report 2 (Chapter 2): this section summarises the main findings
from the draft Preliminary Report 2, especially with respect to market analysis and technical analysis,
including an overview of the results of the LCA screening studies.

— Scope, definitions and criteria structure (Chapter 3): this section reports proposals for potential
changes to the product group names, scope and definitions, thus impacting criteria structure.

— Assessment and verification (Chapter 4): this section includes general information on the type of
proof required to show compliance with the EUEL criteria, as well as some further general and specific
requirements applicable to one or more product groups.

— Reference dosage (Chapter 5): this chapter states the dosage that should be taken as reference for the
purposes of compliance with the EUEL criteria.

— Criteria proposals (Chapter 6): this chapter presents the EUEL criteria for each product group (each
corresponding to an Annex), in a “horizontal way” (aspects common to one or more EUEL product groups)
and discusses the technical rationale for the structure and content of individual criteria. Relevant
discussions and inputs that support the revised criteria proposals or changes to those proposals will be
mostly reflected here (TR2) and in future versions of the draft Technical Report.

Note that for the sake of transparency and efficiency, a series of documents have been published separately
to this draft Technical report (TR2), namely:

— Table of Comments (ToC1) - all comments received during the public consultation periods after the 1%
AHWG meeting, alongside responses and explanations on how they have been addressed in the next
rounds of criteria proposals, in this case in this 2" draft criteria version.

— Fitness for Use criterion performance frameworks - the protocols/frameworks to show satisfactory
performance are published separately in existing EUEL Detergents criteria. The JRC has compiled all of
them into a single document and have edited them using the same notation for changes (e.g. blue font)
to highlight proposals/changes to existing (in force) version. Given the extension of this document and for
ease of consultation alongside TR2, it is published as a standalone document.

— Legal act Annexes - each with the technical requirements (legal text) for a particular product group.

The study has been carried out by the by the Joint Research Centre (JRC) Unit B.5 Circular Economy and
Sustainable Industry with the technical support of Viegand Maagge A/S. The work is being developed for the
European Commission’s Directorate General for the Environment.

For better reading and interpretation of this TR2, the legal text is presented in boxes which display the
latest draft criteria proposal in grey font (in this case, TR1 legal text), together with the new proposals (those
made in TR2) which are highlighted in blue colour font. In TR2 text, any text deletion is also marked in blue
font and with strikethrough style. To avoid redundancy, if the same legal text is applicable to several product
groups, then it is cited only once and it is indicated which products groups share this particular text.

The rationale accompanying each criterion/section presents and discusses the evidences leading to preserving
or changing the latest draft criteria proposal (in this case, TR1). Rationales are structured according to
relevant aspects addressed (if any) within a particular (sub-)criterion Generally, rationales start with their aim,
disclose LCA related considerations and present a summary of changes made in the latest version (in this
case TR1) and also on stakeholders comments received (in this case after 1t AHWG). Then, if applicable, they
disclose JRC's further research, discussions and conclusions of the latest proposals (those in TR2). In some
cases, when stakeholders feedback is sought, the rationale ends with a box containing numbered questions,
whose responses aim to contribute improving (sub-)criteria proposals (e.g. setting a particular quantitative
threshold).
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2. Summary of Preliminary Report

The summary here reflects the updated content of draft Preliminary Report 2 (PR2) for the revision of EU
Ecolabel (EUEL) criteria for detergents. Any significant changes to the content of the PR, thus resulting in new
draft PR versions, should also be reflected in this summary section of future versions of the draft Technical
Reports, as relevant.

This section provides a summary of the findings of the Preliminary Report (PR), thus outlining main
background information supporting new criteria proposals (i.e. scope & definitions; legal & policy context,
market analysis and technical analysis).

2.1.Background information

Prior to the start and during the EUEL criteria revision process, different stakeholders participate by providing
relevant feedback which help shaping and improving the final technical criteria (e.g. data/information
provision; comments on criteria proposals).

The previous revision took place between 2014—2017, resulting in the existing criteria structure:

Table 1 - Structure of the current EU Ecolabel criteria for the detergent product groups

Criterion

Toxicity to Toxicity to Toxicity to Toxicity to
Dosage . Dosage . . .
. aquatic . aquatic aquatic aquatic
requirement 5 requirement . . -
organisms organisms organisms organisms
Toxicity to Toxicity to
aquatic Biodegradability aquatic Biodegradability Biodegradability Biodegradability
organisms organisms
Sustainable Sustainable Sustainable Sustainable
Biodegradability sourcing of palm Biodegradability sourcing of palm sourcing of palm sourcing of palm
oil, etc. oil, etc. oil, etc. oil, etc.
Sugtalnable Restricted Su§ta|nable Restricted Restricted Restricted
sourcing of palm sourcing of palm
) substances - substances substances substances
oil, etc. oil, etc.
Restricted . Restricted . . ’
S — Packaging T — Packaging Packaging Packaging
Packaging Fitness for use Packaging Fitness for use Fitness for use Fitness for use

Fitness for use

Automatic dosing
systems

Fitness for use

Automatic dosing
systems

User information

User information

User information

User information

User information

User information

Information on
EU Ecolabel

Information on
EU Ecolabel

Information on
EU Ecolabel

Information on
EU Ecolabel

Information on
EU Ecolabel

Information on
EU Ecolabel

na.

na

Source: Boyano et al, 2016 (*°).

15 European Commission, Joint Research Centre, Boyano, A; Kaps, R.; Medyna, G.; Wolf, O, 2016. Revision of six EU Ecolabel criteria for
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The current EUEL criteria revision has considered the directions provided by stakeholders from the adoption of
the existing criteria until now (See PR2, Chapters 2 & 3). These included:

— Consider expanding the scope (e.g. in-wash removers) and modifying definitions (e.g. impurities).

— Consider reducing (e.g. preservatives), eliminating (e.g. fragrances in professional HSC) or substituting
(E.g. Endocrine disruptors) “problematic” substances.

— Consider improving requirements associated to packaging (e.g. design for recycling).

Overall, stakeholders considered adequate the scope and definitions of existing EUEL criteria and, if revision
was suggested, this focused mostly on LD and HSC product groups. Some of the key definitions suggested for

»

improvement were: “nanomaterials”, “microplastics

» a;

" “impurities” and “in-going substances”.

Detergents and cleaners products, including their ingredients, are subject to sector-specific as well as
horizontal (non-specific) EU legislation. Many of these legislation are under revision or has been revised since
the last revision of the EUEL criteria for detergents concluded (See Figure 1). The most relevant one is the
revision of the Detergent Regulation (*®), currently in proposal stage (7).

Figure 1. lllustration of EU relevant legislative context to the EU Ecolabel criteria for detergent products

Dotcrgcnts' EU Ecolabel (EUEL) criteria
Regulation Commission Decisions EU Ecolabel

(BA&/2004/EC)
(48{2004/EC} Regulation
‘%;ZU:::?:[} Q0070 20EN  QLZAZIGEY 20071121860 [":_,':J?:;:‘LLL)

proposal
COMI2023)217 mll;lz]ubfl 1“1'}1-212&“ \Q]rlzlaan
LOMILOZ)cl s

Regulation 2012/528/EC on making available on the market and use of biocidal products (BPR)

)8/1272/EC on classification, labelling and packaging of substances and mixtures (CLP)
& its revision (2024/2865/EC)

Regulation 1907/2006/EC on the Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and Restriction of Chemicals (REACH)

Regulation 20X

Regulation 2024/1781/EC stablishing a framework for the setting of Ecodesign requirements for Sustainable Products (ESPR)

. 7 Corporate Sustainability Reporting
Chemicals Strategy for
f;ﬁ?:.’:&ﬁ%” / Regulation on Packaging and\ / Snmlnabdllt“ Directe (CTR0) Gnaiexcs)
Directive (Z024B25EC) Packaging Waste Directve leg package “one substonce, one
T (PPWR) (202540/EC) assessmRat’ "Safe aor wtxe by
= = cesin” Other ISO Type | Ecolabels
Urban Waste {e.g. Blue Angel Noode Swand
Water Treatment ) . -
| Duedwe‘ juo"omv Environment N Renewable [Vnugy Drnrzuwt ) ) )
Ul Dedegatad Reguiation Deforestation Reguiation {REDIE) (£CR01672000) Other EUEL criteria
SENACAS _{2023/2488) : (L5030 (e.9. Cosmmtics - 202 111B7060)
Water Framework Directive Proposal for Green Clalms Directive
{2000(EVEC) {COM 202 30053)

Relevant sustainability standards and ecolabelling schemes were consulted to understand better the
categorization and relevant sustainability standards applicable to detergent and cleaning products. Special
focus was placed on other consolidated, trusted and widely adopted European ISO Type | labels, as Blue Angel
and Nordic Swan, since the comparison with EUEL criteria can highlight also areas for consideration during the
revision.

The thematic scope areas identified as relevant given the previous streams of information focused on LD and
HSC product groups dealt around the inclusion of fabric softeners, in-wash stain removers, products

16 Regulation (EC) No 648/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 31 March 2004 on detergents. (OJ L 104, 8.4.2004,
p. 1-35).

COM(2023)217 - Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on detergents and surfactants, amending
Regulation (EU) 2019/1020 and repealing Regulation (EC) No 648/2004. https://single-market-
economy.ec.europa.eu/publications/com2023217-proposal-regulation-detergents-and-surfactants_en
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containing microorganisms, products effective at low (20C) temperature and the exclusion of Ready-to-Use
(RTU) products.

2.2.Market analysis

The product groups considered for the purposes of the market analysis (See PR2 chapter 4) were:

— LD Laundry Detergents (including Industrial and Institutional Laundry Detergents).

— DD Dishwasher Detergents (including Industrial and Institutional Dishwasher Detergents).
— HDD Hand Dishwashing Detergents.

— HSC Hard surface Cleaning Products.

The assumption made was that the scope (and market segmentation) of product groups in existing criteria
would largely remain valid, even considering the few potential scope changes in LD and HSC highlighted in the
preliminary scope analysis.

The market analysis aimed to characterise the potential market share attributable to all detergent and
cleaning products and to products falling under EUEL scope (thus only EUEL ecolabelled detergent and
cleaning products), inclusive of some relevant market segmentations.

PRODCOM data was used as a proxy and for the purposes of understanding the potential market of all
detergent and cleaning products (whether falling under EUEL scope or not). Since PRODCOM mostly stands on
products composition and/or form but not on other aspects such as functionality or end-user, it does not allow
its processing into meaningful categories (categorisation) with regards to the EU ecolabel products scope.
Consequently, to understand the potential market of EUEL ecolabelled products, data from Euromonitor
International, Home Care, 2022 was used and processed (where necessary) to allow meaningful
categorisation according to EUEL scope. The periods considered for the market data analysis are the last 5
years (historic; 2018-2022) and the next 5 years (forecasting; 2023 -2027).

The use (thus market shares) of detergent and cleaning products have been and is expected to
continue growing worldwide. In the European market in the last 5 years, an increasing trend was observed,
probably owing to an activation of the market due to COVID pandemic effects. The foresight (modelled data)
shown that this increase is expected, to highest or lowest extend, to keep increasing. However, whilst the
product group potential market share can increase, particular segments could be phasing out (e.g. In LD,
decrease/substitution of powder LD format for liquid and tablets).

The most relevant product group resulting from the market analysis were LD and HSC
(particularly All-purpose cleaners). In 2021 and in terms of the potential market for EU Ecolabel products
by value (billion euros; See Figure ), LD is the most successful product (56%), followed by HDD (18%) and HSC
(16%). Similarly, in terms of the potential market for EU Ecolabel products by volume (tonnes), LD is also the
most successful (49%) followed by HSC (32%).
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Figure 2 - Estimation of the potential EU Ecolabel market size for detergent product groups in EU28

All detergents products (EUEL scope; 2021)

M Hand dishwashing detergents

Hard surface cleaning products

M Dishwasher detergents

2.52 M Laundry detergents

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Retail sales value (billion euros)

Source: Euromonitor

In addition to market analysis (figures and segmentation), relevant trends on innovative products, consumer
behaviour and EU Ecolabel uptake were assessed and presented.

Descriptors of the main identified sustainability product innovations are: Ingredients substitution;
Efficient manufacturing; Concentrated products; Biobased products; Refill systems; Enzymes, Microbial
containing products; “cold” wash. Some trends are relevant to all product groups (e.g. ingredients substitution;
concentrated products) while others are more important for particular product groups (e.g. “cold” wash for LD).

The main driver for consumers’ behaviour is functionality, understanding as such primarily cleaning but
also contribution to hygiene. Then, under similar price per product (cost as modulator), there is a clear push
for more environmentally friendly products ("eco"-products).

The uptake of EU Ecolabel for detergent products has increased steadily for all product groups, especially
HSC (+25 licences, +233 products) in the period March 23 - September 23. All EU Ecolabel detergent product
groups pooled together represent 34.1% of the total number of licenses (of which 14.6% correspond to the
top product group - HSC) and 13.5% of the total number of ecolabelled products. The Member States with
the highest share of awarded licences and ecolabelled products for detergents product groups are Spain, Italy,
Germany, Belgium and France (See Figure 3).

Figure 3 - Share of EU Ecolabel detergents licenses (A) and products (B) arranged by EU Member State as on September
23 (Total number of licenses = 2584; Total number of ecolabelled products = 88921).

All EU ecolabel detergents licenses All EU ecolabel detergents products
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= Germany
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2.3.Technical analysis

The ingredients of detergent and cleaning products need to meet multiple selection criteria such as cost,
sustainability, human health, environmental safety and performance. Most of these ingredients are common
to all EU Ecolabel product groups, differing each in the type and proportions that are used in their formulation
and being: surfactants, preservatives, enzymes, builders, dyes, bleaching agents, fragrances and solvents.
Other ingredients are specific to particular product groups (e.g. opacifiers in HDD). Surfactants play a very
significant role due to their key role in washing/cleaning mechanisms (thus they are almost ubiquitously
present detergent and cleaning product formulations). Consequently, the environmental impacts associated
with surfactants is a commonly discussed topic, especially regarding their nature (e.g. degradability) and
feedstock source (petrochemical versus oleochemical origin and, more recently, microbial origin).

The manufacturing process for detergent and cleaning products is quite different depending on whether
the final product is in a powder or a liquid format. Liquid products manufacturing consists, generally, insimply
mixing the ingredients in the correct sequence under controlled conditions and in a reproducible manner.
Powder products require the formation of a slurry by mixing dry or wet ingredients with water before rapid
drying to form granules in a spray drying tower. If there are any temperature sensitive ingredients (e.g.
enzymes), then these are added to the already dried powder afterwards. The manufacturing of laundry
detergent sheets is also a fundamentally different process.

The environmental impacts associated with detergent products from an LCA perspective were firstly
evaluated via a comprehensive screening of LCA literature available in the public domain. In total, 44
different papers and reports were screened and scored and a summary of findings were split into: (i) laundry
detergents; (ii) dishwasher detergents; (iii) hand dishwashing detergents; (iv) hard surface cleaners; (v)
packaging, and (vi) detergent ingredients (especially palm oil and microbial-based biosurfactants). The most
relevant literature, both in terms of context and in terms of being able to compare results, were the four
reports published by Arendorf et al.,, (2014a, 2014b, 2014c and 20144d).

The assessment of LCA-based environmental impacts was continued in the preliminary research by carrying
out a number of screening studies using PEF methodology and EF datasets. Details of the PEF
methodology are set out in Commission Recommendation (EU) 2021/2279 and this involves some of the
following factors, amongst others:

o Default life cycle stages of: raw materials and pre-processing; manufacturing; distribution; use and
End of life.

e Reporting characterised results for climate change fossil, climate change biogenic, climate change
land use and land use change and for the other 15 impact categories in the associated units.

e Reporting normalised results, which are generated by multiplying characterised results by preset
normalisation factors.

e Reporting normalised and weighted results as a single PEF score, generated by multiplying
normalised results by preset weighting factors and adding them together.

e Using a circular footprint formula for dealing with the use of recycled content and end of life
recycling or reuse.

Due to the limited amount of detergent formulation data being provided early in the project, the screening
studies presented in PR1 were largely based on formulations already present in the literature. However, more
information on formulations was obtained later in the project under NDAs and this allowed the screening
studies to be updated, albeit without being able to reveal the full details of the formulations. Following the
PEF method, the results of screening studies for 6 different detergent products are compared below in a
simplified manner, based on weighted and normalised impacts (See Figure 4).
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Figure 4. Comparison of relative life cycle stage contributions to overall PEF scores for six different detergent products
(PLD means Powder Laundry Detergent and LLD means Liquid Laundry Detergent)
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The varying importance of the use stage: From the spread of data above, the relative importance of the
use stage can be seen to vary a huge amount between the different product groups. Use stage impacts were
expected to be high for DD products, due to the typically higher washing cycle temperatures used (e.g. 60°C),
and for LD products, due to wash cycle temperatures typically being 40°C. An even larger share of use stage
impacts can be expected for industrial LD and DD products since cycle temperatures tend to be higher due to
the need for faster washing and the added importance of sanitation and hygiene in these contexts. However,
use stage impacts may be offset in the industrial setting if dosing is optimised and appliances are also fully
loaded for economic reasons.

It was surprising to see the relatively large impacts of the use stage for the HDD product’s life cycle. This was
because warm water was assumed to be used for manual dishwashing (40°C) and because the detergent
formulation has a generally low impact (ca. 94% water).

At the other extreme, use stage impacts were virtually zero with the two HSC products because no energy was
needed to heat water and negligible water consumption was also assumed. Any consumption or degradation
of auxiliary cleaning materials (cloths, scourers, mop heads etc.) were excluded from the scope.

The varying importance of the raw material stage: this stage consisted of both ingredients and
packaging material production. It is interesting to note the relatively higher raw material impacts associated
with LLD compared to PLD products, since for these products, the wash cycle energy consumption
assumptions were the same. A closer look at the breakdown of detergent ingredients between LLD and PLD
products would be necessary in order to be more certain of any improvement potentials.

While some real formulation data was made available for PLD products for this study, the LLD data
essentially comes from the PEFCR study, published in 2019 (and formulation data will have been provided
several years before 2019). The more formulations that can be provided for a given detergent product type
and sub-category, the more accurate and useful will be any improvement potential analysis in the next draft
of this PR.

As the use stage influence decreases, other stages come to the fore: A clear pattern emerges of the
distribution and end-of-life stages becoming more significant as the use stage becomes less significant.
Transport assumptions in the distribution stage can be reduced by minimising the transport of the product,
which is mainly water. Distribution impacts can be reduced either by selling in more local and regional
markets, or only shipping concentrated formulations.

12



332
333
334
335
336
337

338
339
340

341
342
343

344
345
346
347
348

349
350
351
352
353

354
355
356
357

358
359
360
361
362
363
364

365
366
367

368
369
370
371

Oleochemical vs petrochemical origin of surfactants: There has been big effort to shift towards bio-
based or plant-based ingredients for detergent products and this is a common green claim made by
manufacturers. However, the expected benefits of reduced fossil resource depletion need to be compared
against the expected increased impacts that will be associated with land use to product the plant-based oils.
The same reports by Arendorf et al, (2014a, 2014b, 2014c, 2014d) showed the following effects of such a
change.

Table 2 - Effect of changing from petrochemical to oleochemical sources (CO-Coconut Oil or PKO-Palm Kernel Qil) on
cradle-to-grave LCA results of selected impact categories for different detergent products. Sources: Arendorf et al.,, 2014a,
2014b, 2014c and 2014d.

Impact Laundry Detergent D;Zt:agi:ﬁr Hantlj)‘le)ti::\;?‘ihing Hard Surface Cleaner
category™ Petro- Oleo- Petro- Oleo- Petro- Oleo- Petro- Oleo-CO Oleo-PKO
POF 100% 100.0% 100% 100.0% 100% 101.3% 100% 110.3% 96.6%

PMF 100% 100.9% 100% 100.0% 100% 100.0% 100% 115.4% 100.0%
TEcoT 100% 157.0% 100% 149.8% 100% 1850.6% 100% 8750.0% 10000.0%
ALO 100% 111.7% 100% 102.8% 100% 284.7% 100% 456.3% 1437.5%
NLT 100% 99.9% 100% 100.0% 100% 665.8% 100% 110.0% 3100.0%
MD 100% 100.0% 100% 100.0% 100% 103.6% 100% 121.7% 117.4%
FD 100% 98.0% 100% 100.0% 100% 95.9% 100% 94.7% 94.7%

* The impact category abbreviations stand for: Photochemical Oxidant Formation (POF); particulate Matter Formation (PMF); Terrestrial
Ecotoxicity (TEcoT); Agricultural Land Occupation (ALO); Natural Land Transformation (NLT); Mineral resource Depletion (MD); and Fossil
resource Depletion (FD)

All other impact categories not mentioned above had only minor changes between petro- and oleo-chemically
sourced surfactants. In general, the changes in impacts caused by moving to oleochemical sources were
largest with the Terrestrial EcoToxicity impacts, followed by Natural Land Transformation and the Agricultural
Land Occupation. These impacts are clearly linked to potential deforestation impacts caused by palm oil and
palm kernel oil production in Indonesia and Malaysia in particular.

Another pattern can be observed when comparing particular impact categories across the different detergent
products. Impacts were greatest with HSC products, then HDD products and then, at much less extreme levels,
with LD and DD products. This trend follows the pattern of a progressively less energy intensive use phase. As
the use phase becomes less significant, the ingredients stage becomes relatively more important, a thus so
does the effect of changing the surfactant precursor origin.

However, in terms of benefits of shifting from petrochemical to oleochemical precursors, only a marginal (ca.
5%) benefit was found in reducing fossil resource depletion. These findings should be carefully examined in
the in-house LCA studies to be conducted and will also need to be considered when dealing with rationale for
any criteria relating to palm oil or requirements for bio-based or plant-based ingredients.

The promise of microbial-based biosurfactants: There is a wealth of literature about the production,
properties and potential applications of microbial-based biosurfactants that are generally produced via
fermentation processes. One of the main potential applications is use in detergent products. However, very
little information is publicly available about the environmental impacts from an LCA perspective and primary
data is of low quality and representativeness since the few studies available are focused at laboratory or pilot
scale. Despite the lack of data, there is a great potential for environmental improvements, especially if
biosurfactants can be co-produced together with other products like enzymes or fatty acids.

The preliminary research also looked at non-LCA environmental impacts, which generally meant an
assessment of the human health and environmental hazards associated with detergent ingredients. This
involved:

e Areview of the CDV values for substances listed on the updated 2023 DID List.

e A screening of the CLP hazards for substances listed on the updated 2023 DID List.

e A closer look at CLP classification status of preservatives (because they have necessarily inherent
toxicity hazards and CLP hazards for these substances are often changing).

13
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o Areview of CLP hazards appearing in 45 Safety Data Sheets (SDSs) provided for different categories
of detergent product covered by the scope of the EU Ecolabel criteria. The review included an
average weighting of the CLP hazards that are restricted by EU Ecolabel criteria.

e A closer look at fragrances and the CLP hazards associated with them (because they are not well
covered by the DID list).

e A closer look at each of the main categories of surfactant as per the CESIO CLP recommendations
and the associated CLP hazards, also calculating the % occurrence of the CLP hazard within each
surfactant category.

Finally, the preliminary research concluded with an outline assessment of the improvement potential, at
least from an LCA perspective, if certain factors are changed (e.g. wash cycle temperature, recycled content of
packaging).
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385 3. Scope and definitions

386 3.1.Product group names

TR1 Proposed product group names

DD Dishwasher detergents

HDD | Hand dishwashing detergents

HSC Hard surface cleaning products

[IDD Professional dishwasher detergents

[ILD Professional laundry detergents

LD Laundry detergents

TR2 Proposed product group names

DD Dishwasher detergents

HDD Hand dishwashing detergents

HSC Hard surface cleaning products
IIDD Professional dishwasher detergents
IILD Professional laundry detergents

LD Laundry detergents

387 Rationale for the proposed scope text

388  The EU Ecolabel product group names should be both as easily comprehensible and as concise as possible,
389 and in line with the terms used in the relevant mandatory legislation, namely the Detergents Regulation
390  (648/2004/EC) (*#), including its revised proposal(*®), where possible.

391 In the first technical report (TR1), the main changes within Product group names was proposing the
392 substitution of the term “Industrial and institutional” by the term “Professional” seeking alignment with the
393 revised proposal for a Detergent Regulation (2°). Full details on the rationale can be found in TR1 (See Section
394 3, pages 13-14).

395 Outcomes from and after the 15t AHWG meeting

396 In total 20 comments were received on this section, which are found in full in the Table of Comments (ToC1).
397  All comments addressed the following question posed to stakeholder in TR1:

18 Regulation (EC) No 648/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 31 March 2004 on detergents. (OJ L 104, 8.4.2004,
p. 1-35). https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32004R0648https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32004R0648

1% COM(2023)217 - Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on detergents and surfactants, amending
Regulation (EV) 2019/1020 and repealing Regulation (EC) No 648/2004. https://single-market-
economy.ec.europa.eu/publications/com2023217-proposal-regulation-detergents-and-surfactants_en

2 COM(2023)217 - Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on detergents and surfactants, amending
Regulation (EV) 2019/1020 and repealing Regulation (EC) No 648/2004. https://single-market-
economy.ec.europa.eu/publications/com2023217-proposal-regulation-detergents-and-surfactants_en
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Question 1 (Q1) - Would you support the substitution of the term “Industrial and Institutional” by
“Professional”? If not, why?

All the comments received except for one were in favour of the proposal made in TR1, inclusive of the
rationale supporting it (e.g. term more widely acknowledged within the wider public and industry). The
stakeholder against it argued that in the latest agreed version of the legislative procedure the term “Industrial
and Institutional” was used instead of “professional”, thus reverting back to the original use of this term (as
per in existing Detergent Regulation).

What does JRC’s research say on this topic?

The legislative procedure for the revision of the Detergent Regulation started in April 2023, with the
publication of the proposal of the European Commission, and it is still underway at the time of writing this
TR22%, As part of this process, the European Parliament and the Council of the European Union check the
proposal, to then propose changes to it (amendments) in their adopted resolutions, thus engaging in
“trilogues” with the European Commission. Consequently, the initial proposal does not necessarily end up
having exactly the same legal text as initially formulated. Precisely, this seems to be the issue mentioned by
the stakeholder with the definitions included in this file, which have changed along the legislative process.

In particular, the stakeholder seems to be referring to the European Parliament adopted resolution?® that
introduced some amendments to the initial European Commission proposal. The main changes proposed
affecting Article 2 — Definitions are:

— “(3a) ‘hard surface cleaning product’ means any all-purpose cleaner, kitchen cleaner, window cleaner or
sanitary; [Am. 31]

— (3b) ‘consumer hand dishwashing detergent’ means a detergent used for the cleaning of dishes, cutlery
and other kitchen utensils by hand, which is placed on the market for use by non-professionals; [Am.32]

— (3c¢) ‘industrial and institutional laundry detergent’ means a detergent for laundry placed on the market
for use by specialised personnel outside the domestic sphere; [Am. 33]

— (3d) ‘industrial and institutional dishwasher detergent’ means a detergent placed on the market for use by
specialised personnel in automatic dishwashers outside of the domestic sphere; [Am. 34]”

Note that the definition for “professional detergent” is still maintained as per original proposal (“...means a
detergent for cleaning outside the domestic sphere, carried out by specialised personnel using specific
products;...”) but the aforementioned new definitions are added.

The JRC acknowledges the benefit of s legislative terminology for same concepts across different pieces of
legislation, thus seeks alignment with EU legislation, especially that directly applicable as is the revised
Detergent Regulation. However, it also acknowledges that there are risks that the proposal content could vary
(as per definitions used) and also that shifting to terms more widely adopted by end users (irrespective if
professionals or non-professionals) could be beneficial (as already discussed in TR1). Hence, the intention
of JRC is to keep the existing proposal (the one in TR1) unless the finally adopted revised
Detergent Regulation is in conflict with it. Since the file is still open butis expected to conclude within the
lifetime of the revision of the EUEL criteria for detergents, the JRC is holding until the revised Detergent
Regulation is adopted to exert all the necessary changes along the lines of the proposal made
(changing the terminology from “Industrial and institutional” to “Professional”) unless it finally end up entering
in conflict (misalignment) with it. A practical implication is that the terminology used in this TR2 (and any
subsequent until final adoption of the revised Detergent Regulation) would still remain as per in existing
criteria in respective EU Commission Decisions, thus using the term “Industrial and Institutional”.

21 https.//oeil.secure.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/en/procedure-file?reference=2023/0124(COD)#gateway
22 P9 TA(2024)0091  European  Parliament legislative  resolution of 27  February 2024. Available at
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-9-2024-0091_EN.html
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442 3.2.Scopes

TR1 proposed scopes

The product group ‘dishwasher detergents’ shall comprise any detergent for dishwashers or rinse
aid falling under the scope of Regulation (EC) No 648/2004 of the European Parliament and of the
DD Council?® which is marketed and designed to be used exclusively in household dishwashers and in
automatic dishwashers for professional use of the same size and usage as that of household
dishwashers.

The product group ‘hand dishwashing detergents’ shall comprise any detergent falling under the
scope of Regulation (EC) No 648/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council?* on
detergents which is marketed and designed to be used to wash by hand items such as glassware,
crockery and kitchen utensils including cutlery, pots, pans and ovenware.

T
W)

The product group shall comprise products for both private and professional use. The products shall
be a mixture of chemical substances and shall not contain micro-organisms that have been
deliberately added by the manufacturer

The product group ‘hard surface cleaning products’ shall comprise any all-purpose cleaner, kitchen
cleaner, window cleaner or sanitary cleaner falling under the scope of Regulation (EC) No 648/2004
of the European Parliament and of the Council?® which is marketed and designed to be used as one
of the following:

— all-purpose cleaners, which shall include detergent products intended for the routine indoor
cleaning of hard surfaces such as walls, floors and other fixed surfaces,

— kitchen cleaners, which shall include detergent products intended for the routine cleaning and
degreasing of kitchen surfaces such as countertops, stovetops, kitchen sinks and kitchen
appliance surfaces,

T
[¥2)
(@]

— window cleaners, which shall include detergent products intended for the routine cleaning of
windows, glass and other highly polished surfaces,

— sanitary cleaners, which shall include detergent products intended for the routine removal,
including by scouring, of dirt-or deposits in sanitary facilities, such as laundry rooms, toilets,
bathrooms and showers.

The product group shall cover products for both private and professional use and sold either in
ready-to-use or undiluted form. Products shall be mixtures of chemical substances. Products for
private use shall not contain micro-organisms that have been deliberately added by the
manufacturer.

The product group ‘industrial and institutional dishwasher detergents’ shall comprise any
dishwasher detergent, rinse or pre-soak agent falling under the scope of Regulation (EC) No
648/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council?® which is marketed and designed to be
used by specialised personnel in professional dishwashers.

o

This product group includes multi-component systems comprised of more than one component used
to build up a complete detergent. Multi-component systems may incorporate a number of products
such as pre-soak and rinsing agents, and they shall be tested as a whole.

2 Regulation (EC) No 648/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 31 March 2004 on detergents. (OJ L 104, 8.4.2004,
p. 1-35). https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32004R0648

24 Regulation (EC) No 648/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 31 March 2004 on detergents. (OJ L 104, 8.4.2004,
p. 1-35). https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?2uri=CELEX%3A32004R0648

2 Regulation (EC) No 648/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 31 March 2004 on detergents. (OJ L 104, 8.4.2004,
p. 1-35). https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32004R0648

2 Regulation (EC) No 648/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 31 March 2004 on detergents. (OJ L 104, 8.4.2004,

p. 1-35). https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?2uri=CELEX%3A32004R0648

17


https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A02017D1216-20230329#E0001
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A02017D1214-20230329
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A02017D1217-20230329
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A02017D1215-20230329
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32004R0648
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32004R0648
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32004R0648
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32004R0648

This product group shall not comprise dishwasher detergents designed for household dishwashers,
detergents intended to be used in washers of medical devices or in special machines for the food
industry.

Sprays not dosed via automatic pumps are excluded from this product group.

The product group ‘industrial and institutional laundry detergents’ shall comprise any laundry
detergent falling under the scope of Regulation (EC) No 648/2004 of the European Parliament and
of the Council?” which is marketed and designed to be used by specialised personnel in industrial
and institutional facilities.

This product group includes multi-component systems comprised of more than one component used
to build up a complete detergent or a laundering programme for an automatic dosing system. Multi-
component systems may incorporate a number of products such as fabric softeners, stain removers
and rinsing agents, and they shall be tested as a whole

=
)

This product group shall not comprise products which induce textile attributes such as water
repellency, waterproofness or fire retardancy. Furthermore, the product group shall not comprise
products that are dosed by carriers such as sheets, cloths or other materials, or washing auxiliaries
used without subsequent washing such as stain removers for carpets and furniture upholstery.

Laundry detergents to be used in household washing machines are excluded from the scope of this
product group.

The product group ‘laundry detergents’ shall comprise any laundry detergent or pretreatment stain
remover falling under the scope of Regulation (EC) No 648/2004 of the European Parliament and of
the Council?® which is effective at 36 20 °C or below and is marketed and designed to be used for
the washing of textiles principally in household machines, but not excluding its use in public
laundrettes and common laundries.

LD Pre-treatment stain removers include stain removers used for direct spot treatment of textiles
before washing in the washing machine but do not include stain removers dosed in the washing
machine and stain removers dedicated to other uses besides pre-treatment.

This product group shall not comprise fabric softeners, products that are dosed by carriers such as
sheets, cloths or other materials or washing auxiliaries used without subsequent washing such as
stain removers for carpets and furniture upholstery.

TR2 proposed scopes

The product group ‘dishwasher detergents’ shall comprise any detergent for dishwashers or rinse
aid falling under the scope of Regulatlon (EU) XXXXIXXX(®) Regutation{EC)No-648/2004-of-the

2% which is marketed and designed to be used exclusively in
household dishwashers and in automatic dishwashers for professional use of the same size and
DD usage as that of household dishwashers.

The products shall not contain micro-organisms that have been deliberately added by the
manufacturer.

The products claiming a biocidal effect are excluded from this product group.

27 Regulation (EC) No 648/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 31 March 2004 on detergents. (0J L 104, 8.4.2004,
) 1-35). https:/eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/2uri=CELEX%3A32004R0648https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?2uri=CELEX%3A32004R0648
2 Regulation (EC) No 648/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 31 March 2004 on detergents. (OJ L 104, 8.4.2004,
p. 1-35). https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/2uri=CELEX%3A32004R0648https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?2uri=CELEX%3A32004R0648
2 Regulation (EU) XXXX/ XXX refers to the final adopted version of the revised Detergent Regulation
80 Regulation (EC) No 648/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 31 March 2004 on detergents. (OJ L 104, 8.4.2004,
1-35). https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32004R0648https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/T XT/2uri=CELEX%3A32004R0648
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The product group ‘hand dishwashing detergents shall comprlse any detergent falllng under the
scope of Regulation (EU) XXXX/XXX(31) ,
ef-the-Councit® on detergents which is marketed and desrgned to be used to wash by hand |tems
such as glassware, crockery and kitchen utensils including cutlery, pots, pans and ovenware.

The product group shall comprise products for both private and professional use. The products shall

be a mixture of chemical substances and-shall-net—contain—micro-erganisms that have been

deliberately added by the manufacturer.

The products claiming a biocidal effect are excluded from this product group.

T
wn
(@]

The product group ‘hard surface cleaning products’ shall comprise any all-purpose cleaner, kitchen
cleaner window cleaner or sanrtary cleaner falling under the scope of Regulatron (EU) XXXXIXXX(%)
24 which is marketed

and designed to be used as one of the following:

— all-purpose cleaners, which shall include detergent products intended for the routine indoor
cleaning of hard surfaces such as walls, floors and other fixed surfaces,

— kitchen cleaners, which shall include detergent products intended for the routine cleaning and
degreasing of kitchen surfaces such as countertops, stovetops, kitchen sinks and kitchen
appliance surfaces,

— window cleaners, which shall include detergent products intended for the routine cleaning of
windows, glass and other highly polished surfaces,

— sanitary cleaners, which shall include detergent products intended for the routine removal,
including by scouring, of dirt or deposits in sanitary facilities, such as laundry rooms, toilets,
bathrooms and showers.

The product group shall cover products for both private and professional use and sold either in
ready-to-use or undiluted form. Products shall be mixtures of chemical substances—Preducts—for

private—use—shal—hot—centain—miere-organisms—that have been deliberately added by the

manufacturer.

The products claiming a biocidal effect are excluded from this product group.

o

The product group ‘industrial and institutional dishwasher detergents’ shall comprise any
dishwasher detergent rinse or pre-soak agent falling under the scope of Regulatron (EU)
XXXXIXXX (%) .
marketed and designed to be used by specialised personnel in professronal dishwashers.

This product group includes multi-component systems comprised of more than one component used
to build up a complete detergent. Multi-component systems may incorporate a number of products
such as pre-soak and rinsing agents, and they shall be tested as a whole.

This product group shall not comprise dishwasher detergents designed for household dishwashers,
detergents intended to be used in washers of medical devices or in special machines for the food
industry.

Sprays not dosed via automatic pumps are excluded from this product group.

The products shall not contain micro-organisms that have been deliberately added by the

33
34

35
36

Regulation (EU) XXXX/ XXX refers to the final adopted version of the revised Detergent Regulation

Regulation (EC) No 648/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 31 March 2004 on detergents. (OJ L 104, 8.4.2004,
p. 1-35). https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32004R0648

Regulation (EU) XXXX/ XXX refers to the final adopted version of the revised Detergent Regulation

Regulation (EC) No 648/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 31 March 2004 on detergents. (OJ L 104, 8.4.2004,
p. 1-35). https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32004R0648

Regulation (EU) XXXX/ XXX refers to the final adopted version of the revised Detergent Regulation

Regulation (EC) No 648/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 31 March 2004 on detergents. (OJ L 104, 8.4.2004,
p. 1-35). https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32004R0648
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manufacturer.

The products claiming a biocidal effect are excluded from this product group.

=
|

The product group ‘industrial and institutional laundry detergents’ shall comprise any laundry

detergent falling under the scope of Regulation (EU) XXXX/XXX(*") RegtHation{EC)Neo-648/2004-of
the—European—Parliament—and—of-the—Councit® which is marketed and designed to be used by

specialised personnel in industrial and institutional facilities.

This product group includes multi-component systems comprised of more than one component used
to build up a complete detergent or a laundering programme for an automatic dosing system. Multi-
component systems may incorporate a number of products such as fabric softeners, stain removers
and rinsing agents, and they shall be tested as a whole

This product group shall not comprise products which induce textile attributes such as water
repellency, waterproofness or fire retardancy. Furthermore, the product group shall not comprise
products that are dosed by carriers such as sheets, cloths or other materials, or washing auxiliaries
used without subsequent washing such as stain removers for carpets and furniture upholstery.

Laundry detergents to be used in household washing machines are excluded from the scope of this
product group.

The products claiming a biocidal effect are excluded from this product group.

The product group ‘laundry detergents’ shall comprise any laundry detergent or pretreatment stain
remover falling under the scope of Regulatlon (EU) XXXX/IXXX(*) Regutation{EC)-No-648/2004—-of

4 which is effective at 30 26-°C or below and is
marketed and designed to be used for the washing of textiles principally in household machines, but
not excluding its use in public laundrettes and common laundries.

Pre-treatment stain removers include stain removers used for direct spot treatment of textiles
before washing in the washing machine but do not include stain removers dosed in the washing
machine and stain removers dedicated to other uses besides pre-treatment.

This product group shall not comprise fabric softeners, products that are dosed by carriers such as
sheets, cloths or other materials or washing auxiliaries used without subsequent washing such as
stain removers for carpets and furniture upholstery.

The products claiming a biocidal effect are excluded from this product group.

Rationale for the proposed scope text

The scope aims to clearly delimit which products are included within the EUEL criteria and which are not,
mostly on the grounds of product commonalities but especially on the basis of sharing a common function. In
the case of the EUEL criteria for detergent products this function is washing/cleaning.

The main streams of information that have informed about potential directions for scope revision are product
innovation (new products/formats that have entered in the market since the last revision); legislative changes
(affecting the scope of products eligible for EUEL award; example - Detergents Regulation (648/2004/EC) (*})

37
38

39
40

41

Regulation (EU) XXXX/ XXX refers to the final adopted version of the revised Detergent Regulation

Regulation (EC) No 648/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 31 March 2004 on detergents. (OJ L 104, 8.4.2004,
p. 1-35). https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32004R0648

Regulation (EU) XXXX/ XXX refers to the final adopted version of the revised Detergent Regulation

Regulation (EC) No 648/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 31 March 2004 on detergents. (OJ L 104, 8.4.2004,
p. 1-35). https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32004R0648

Regulation (EC) No 648/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 31 March 2004 on detergents. (OJ L 104, 8.4.2004,
p. 1-35). https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32004R0648
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and its revision (*?)
feasibility/suitability).

and stakeholders’ feedback (providing directions on aspect to consider and

In TR1 a wide outlook with regards to “Scope and definitions” was carried, with some aspects further
investigated (as proposed in TR1) but with others not further considered as they were considered incompatible
with the EUEL award, namely biocidal products (as ecolabelled product can’t have biocidal effects), mono-
ingredient products (that can’t be differentiated based on product characteristics) and outdoors/special
cleaning products (that are out of routine-cleaning purpose or context). The aspects considered and a brief
outline of the proposals made is shown in Table 3, with full details on Scope rationales found in TR1 (pages

18 -28)*3

Table 3 - Outline of aspects related to EU Ecolabel Scope further investigated, inclusive of main proposal in TR1.

Aspects related to
Scope

EU Ecolabel
Product groups
potentially affected

TR1 proposal

Remarks/reasoning

Fabric enhancers

Arguments that led to softeners exclusion in
the previous revision still remain valid/actual
(e.g. they do not fulfii an essential
functionality) and new evidences that could

(softeners) Laundry detergents | No iggegen had supported its inclusion were not made
available to the JRC (i.e. formulations), thus not
being possible to assess the appropriateness
of this case.

. . In-wash stain removers is potentially add
OGRSIon unnecessary chemical load compared to their
In-was stain (conditional y . P .
Laundry detergent pre-wash format. Inclusion can be considered
removers to new :
X under analogous reasoning to pre-wash but
evidences) . .
further evidences are required.
If a detergent/cleaning product is effective with
“‘cold” (30C <) water, there are potential
. environmental savings associated with reduced
Reducing . : .
energy consumption in the heating of the
from 30C to ; .
Laundry detergents >0C washing water. However, this depends on
Temperature of (yet potentially - consumer behaviour, which unlock such
. . (conditional : o
laundry efficiency applicable to to fitness for benefits under proper use. In addition, there
others) might be trade-offs which should be accounted
use o X
[efficiency]) for as additional chemical load and,
particularly, the impact on  washing
performance. Hence, keeping this proposal is
conditioned to further investigations.
Regulatory changes (revision of Detergent
Products Regulation) and technological/product
containing Laundry detergents Inclusion innovation suggest included microorganisms as

microorganisms

ingredient, thus substituting chemical by
biological agents whilst maintaining cleaning
performance (thus potentially achieving

42 COM(2023)217 - Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on detergents and surfactants, amending

Regulation (EU)

2019/1020 and

repealing

Regulation (EC) No

648/2004. https://single-market-

economy.ec.europa.eu/publications/com2023217-proposal-regulation-detergents-and-surfactants_en

4 https://susproc.jrc.ec.europa.eu/product-bureau/sites/default/files/2024-02/Detergents_Draft_Technical%20Report%201_1.pdf
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environmental gains as per EUEL goals).

The exclusion of RTU products from EUEL will
likely reduce eligible products and net
aggregated environmental benefits achieved at
EU market level. However, despite their user-

Exclusion of friendliness, RTU products have associated

Hard surface

Ready-to-use No exclusion | higher environmental footprint (e.g. transport

(RTU) products

cleaning products CO, emissions), thus advisable to consider

alternative solutions as selling undiluted (more
concentrated) products and/or refills. Hence,
JRC to explore further options to “favour” more
concentrated product forms.

Source: JRC

Outcomes from and after the 15t AHWG meeting

In total 74 comments were received on the Scope section, which are found in full in the Table of Comments
(ToC1). The following sub-sections convey summarily the most relevant topics that are.

— Inclusion of microorganisms (27 comments; feedback to TR1 questions Q2-Q3).

— Change of wash temperature (30C to 20C) at which detergents are efficient (19 comments; feedback to
TR1 question Q4).

— Exclusion of HSC RTU products (17 comments; feedback to TR1 question Q5).

— Other topics not related to the previous (11 comments) — containing feedback on general comments (3
comments) and inclusion of additional types of detergent products (8 comments).

Inclusion of microorganisms.

What was the feedback received from stakeholders on this topic?

The guestions made in TR1 was:

Question 2 (Q2) - Would you support the inclusion of microorganisms in the scope of LD? If not, why?
Question 3 (Q3) — Should the text of LD scope be modified to reflect that microorganism are included in the

scope?

With regards to Q2, the feedback is distributed amongst the following groups:

— Supporting the proposal (10 comments) -> mostly belonging to industry and on the basis of achievable
environmental benefits (cleaning during and after wash by removing organic loads from fibres and
washing water), latest legislative changes and the safety guarantees offered by the producers as part of
risk assessment procedures (See other comments below).

— Raising concerns/supporting the proposal under certain conditions (4 comments)

While microbial-based cleaning products and detergents can offer several potential benefits, there
are also risks associated with their use, which in the existing HSC criteria seem to be reasonably
controlled (such as allergic reactions, pathogen transmission, resistance development). However,
according to literature, more research is needed on human exposures to microbes and the effects on
the environment (e.g. disrupting local ecosystems, including plants and natural microbial
communities).

Need for further data/experience, importantly ensuring performance is as good as ordinary
detergents. Also, add a requirement that microorganisms shall not be used in spray format, as per
other ecolabels (i.e. Nordic Ecolabelling).

Need for concrete environmental benefits and possibly consideration of further requirements, as a
positive list (“safe organisms for use”). Also consideration for trade-offs (impossibility to use refill in
product containing microorganisms according to the proposal for revised Detergent Regulation)
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— Neutral & other comments (4 comments)

e Several stakeholders had no opinion but highlighted: that existing HSC criteria is too restrictive and
could disincentive inclusion of microorganisms despite interest in the matter.

e Suggestion to extend the inclusion to other EUEL product groups additionally to LD and HSC, inclusive
those for consumer use. The main argument were latest legislative changes (proposal for revised
Detergent Regulation including microorganisms in all PGs under it scope) and safety guarantees
provided by manufacturers based on the experience in the cleaning products industry showing that
potential risk of adverse effects can be successfully managed by identifying the hazards to be
managed, carefully assessing exposure, characterizing the risk and then applying appropriate risk
management.

With regards to Q3, the feedback, there were again split views on whether to explicitly mention the inclusion
of microorganisms or whether the existing scope legal text was already compatible with the use of such
ingredient for detergent and cleaning products. In addition, a highlight was made on the stringency of the
application/verification procedures for products containing microorganisms, which in many instances impaired
such product being awarded the EU Ecolabel. It was also suggested to allow the use of microorganisms in
other EUEL product groups (i.e. HDD, DD).

What does JRC'’s research says on this topic?

The topic on the inclusion of microorganisms as part of the EUEL scope (related to Q2) has been approached
by the JRC via different angles (ie. relevance for EUEL product groups; safety; trade-offs,
compatibility/compliance with EU Ecolabel criteria [e.g. Fitness for Use criterion]) and evidences gathered from
many sources (i.e. scientific literature, stakeholders exchanges, EU commission internal consultations),
inclusive of a dedicated working sub-group (sub-AHWG) focused on microbial containing products
(MCP). It is precisely in the background/working document of this sub-AHWG on MCP that further
evidences and discussions can be found on the most important EUEL criteria aspects related to
microorganism used as ingredients: Existing criteria (how to improve it, inclusive of draft proposal); Scope
expansion (to which PGs and why): Performance (how to ensure efficacy) inclusive of a discussion on a
tentative formulation of the draft criteria legal text of the sub-criterion Micro-organisms within the criterion
Excluded and restricted substances. All the documentation (i.e. background/working document, presentations,
supplementary materials and minutes) associated to this (and other) sub-AHWG can be found in the Product
Policy Analysis (formerly Product Bureau) website**.

In particular, the sub-AHWG background/working document discloses the technical discussions from the point
left at the 1%t AHWG, drafting from TR1 stakeholders feedback a mapping of aspects and a list of potential
actions to consider. From there, the JRC carried out further research and experts’ engagement via specific
questions (as in TR1) in two dedicated meetings. In the 1% meeting questions aimed at complementing JRC’s
further research are shared with participants, with the feedback received afterwards serving to prepare for
the discussions on how to address identified aspects, thus leading to further questions to be shared in the 2™
meeting. After this last meeting, more feedback is received by the JRC, with the goal to consider it for the
discussions to be held during the 2™ AHWG. For context and completeness, the JRC encourages readers to
consult such background/working document as only relevant (thus not all the information)
contained within it is reproduced in this TR2 for the sake of efficiency and conciseness.

Focusing on the topic Scope expansion, the evidences gathered echoed the feedback received during the 1%
AHWG (See previous sub-section) being:

— Against -> Safety guarantees are essential and must be tailored to the characteristics the product in
combination with the likely scenario for use. The verification (if preserved as existing) is complex and
takes long to conclude, thus impairing novel products development.

4 Check within this Documents website the box corresponding to the ongoing revision (2023 as start date).
https://susproc.jrc.ec.europa.eu/product-bureau/product-groups/411/documents
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— In favour -> MCP are already present in the market (checked for LD & HSC) and growing in their use,
especially in the industrial and institutional sector but also in the consumer/private use one. Legislative
changes (revised Detergent Regulation) unlocks the use of microorganisms as ingredients with no
restriction by product group or end-user under its scope (thus at least HDD and DD are also included).
Other ecolabels already have included such ingredients (“°). Longer cleaning effect (removal of organic
load in fibres and water) can be achieved whilst requiring lower chemical load.

The following JRC’'s comments focus purely on Scope and assumes safety measures are in place for MCP (e.g.
at the very least having an “appropriate” microbial risk-assessment in place) leaving the in-depth
discussion/justification about what means “appropriate” and what are the necessary safety guarantees for
later in this TR2 (See criterion X Microorganisms):

— Considering exclusively the legislative context, there is no reason to exclude microorganisms from any of
the EUEL product groups since its scope is directly aligned with mandatory legislation (former and
forthcoming Detergents Regulation) which would neither discriminate by type of end-user.

— In terms of other factors commonly considered as part of EUEL criteria revision, there are other ecolabels
which do include within their scope the use of microorganisms, so by aligning with them inclusion of
microorganisms could be justified. This would be at least for LD product group, where JRC has sourced
evidences on products (or their patents).

— There is no clear information about how efficient are MCP comparatively with their purely chemical
counterparts, which is further aggravated by the lack of standardised methods for cleaning efficiency.
Furthermore, it is neither part of existing EUEL Fitness for Use protocols/frameworks, an ongoing work
stream of the current EUEL criteria revision. Hence, it is not possible to affirm that at the time of writing
this TR2 there are comparative meaningful evidences that MCP are as efficient as their chemical
counterparts, nor in the contrary sense (that are more efficient). Indeed, the mechanisms of biochemical
basis for the cleaning effects has also been highlighted as a noticeable information gap“®. However, this
should not necessarily impede the inclusion of this ingredient as part of the EUEL Scope, since the
criterion on Fitness for Use is the one that would account for this and would impede the certification of
such product if not able to comply with the minimum performance standards required for any EU
Ecolabel products.

— About environmental impacts (either “positive” or “negative”), there is little information especially
quantitatively (that JRC accessed so far) while for environmental risks appraisal, the lack of information
regarding species/strain as well as their traits (e.g. persistence in environment) prevents from proper
assessment#’. In this last regard, the provision of unequivocal information for microorganisms at
strain/species levels (as per ambition within the EUEL TR2 proposal) would enable the assessment of
immediate potential risks, then building up evidences to assess long-term effects. Likely/claimed
foreseeable environmental benefits refers to the use of less resources (e.g. energy, materials for
chemicals production) with the benefit of additional cleaning effects, inclusive of organic load removals
(or biodegradation) in washing water.

The aforementioned statements suggest that there are some reasons by which MCP should be included within
the scope, with other aspects under reasonable doubts but that would/could be controlled/verified via other
EUEL criteria requirements (i.e. efficacy). However, this is not the case for environmental benefits (indeed,
neither for detrimental environmental effects) confirmed via evidences accessed by JRC at this stage of the
revision process.

To “complete the picture”, EUEL TR2 proposals aims to enable safety at certain level but it does not address
the already highlighted issue on structural lack of information at system/sector level, possibly related to the

4 https://cdn.naturskyddsforeningen.se/uploads/2021/06/22173951/Criteria_Bra_Miljoval_Chemical_Products_2018-1_20181125_0-
Lpdf

4 VKM, Elisabeth Henie Madslien, Nana Asare, @ivind Bergh, Erik Joner, Pal Trosvik, Siamak Yazdankhah, Ole Martin Eklo, Kaare Magne
Nielsen, Bjgrnar Ytrehus, Yngvild Wasteson (2019). Current knowledge of the health and environmental risks of microbial-based
cleaning products. Scientific opinion of the Panel on Microbial Ecology of the Norwegian Scientific Committee for Food and
Environment. VKM report 2019:09, ISBN: 978-82-8259-325-0, ISSN: 2535-4019. Norwegian Scientific Committee for Food and
Environment (VKM), Oslo, Norway.

4 La Maestra, S, F. D'Agostini, M. Geretto, and R.T. Micale, ‘Microbial-Based Cleaning Products as a Potential Risk to Human Health: A
Review’, Toxicology Letters, Vol. 353, December 2021, pp. 60-70. DOI 10.1016/j.toxlet.2021.09.013
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absence of a pre-existing regulatory mechanisms specific to detergent and cleaning products*, as is the case
for other product sectors/niches (e.g. Food & Feed; European Food Safety Agency). Safety is an aspect of
capital importance and in this 2™ draft EUEL criteria the JRC has proposed several new/updated requirements
to ensure a minimum level of certainty regarding safety of MCP (i.e. requiring a microbiological risks
assessment; unlocking unequivocal microorganisms identification; reinforcing controls to avoid cross-
contamination with undesired microorganisms) thus enabling better appraisal of associated risks and
potentially preventing impacts to the human health and the environment. In this sense, any ecolabelled
detergent/cleaner containing microorganisms would be offering the highest safety standards currently
available plus the benefits and guarantees offered by horizontal EUEL criteria (applicable to all ecolabelled
products, not only to MCP). However, it is out of the capabilities of the revision of the EUEL criteria for
detergents to assess all evidences leading to define/suggest which should be the harmonised procedures and
mechanisms to account and control for all the potential scenarios under which detergent and cleaning product
could be used. In addition, the evidences accessed by the JRC at this stage of the revision are scarce yet they
suggest that MCP may have neutral or positive effects in particular set ups. For example, that the use of
certain MCP in health-care setting do not contribute to hospital-acquired infections*®*° or that may have long-
term effects on surfaces, preventing the recontamination, persistence and spread of pathogenic
microorganisms and opportunists®.. In addition, evidence was sourced on comparatively milder effects of MCP
all-purpose versus their purely chemical counter-parts in an in vitro inhalation toxicity study, this not being
related with microorganisms added as ingredients.

In conclusion, the JRC did not had access to robust evidences fully supporting the inclusion of MCP, meaning
conclusive evidence backing-up this proposal in every single aspects considered for EUEL criteria scope
expansion. However, note that neither in the contrary sense - to fully backing-up maintaining existing
exclusion of MCP. Nevertheless and as discussed earlier, for particular aspects there are some arguments to
maintain TR1 proposal on expanding the scope to other EUEL product groups (i.e. LD, HDD), potentially to
other end-users (HSC - private use; 1ILD) where existence and information about MCP was reported/found.
MCP belonging to the HSC product group, the proposals made in TR2 aim to maximise safety also for private
use settings, which would minimise quality issues associated with MCP and would ensure unequivocal
microorganisms identification. HDD is consider for inclusion for analogous reasons to HSC. The product groups
DD and IIDD are not considered as no data/information was accessed related to MCP and these particular
products groups and also because the conditions of washing the dishes, mainly maximum temperature
reached and exposure period, would not be favourable (in general terms) for growth/survival and cleaning
action of mesophilic microorganisms contained within MCP On what concerns

About modifying EUEL scope to reflect inclusion of microorganisms (related to Q3), the revised
Detergent Regulation in its proposal and other official versions of this legislative procedure (e.g. European
Parliament Resolution) include microorganisms as part of their scope. Given the direct relationship/influence
of the mandatory regulation for detergents over a voluntary one as EU Ecolabel, depicted by direct alignment
in existing EUEL criteria scope to existing Detergent Regulation, the JRC proposes alignment with the
upcoming revised Regulation. Assuming its scope would still include microorganisms, by referring to this
upcoming Regulation the inclusion of microorganism within EUEL criteria scope is implicit, thus not being
necessary to explicitly mention it. Conversely, if microorganisms are excluded within the scope of a particular
EUEL product group, then an explicit quotation is required. To align with existing criteria, the following wording
has been used to indicate that microorganisms are not within the scope of a particular product groups:

“The products shall not contain micro-organisms that have been deliberately added by the manufacturer.”

% La Maestra, S, F. D'Agostini, M. Geretto, and R.T. Micale, ‘Microbial-Based Cleaning Products as a Potential Risk to Human Health: A

Review’, Toxicology Letters, Vol. 353, December 2021, pp. 60-70. DOI 10.1016/j.toxlet.2021.09.013

Caselli, E., M. D’Accolti, A. Vandini, L. Lanzoni, M.T. Camerada, M. Coccagna, A. Branchini, et al, ‘impact of a Probiotic-Based Cleaning

Intervention on the Microbiota Ecosystem of the Hospital Surfaces: Focus on the Resistome Remodulation’, Edited by Y.-F. Chang,

PLOS ONE, Vol. 11, No. 2, February 17, 2016, p. e€0148857. DOI: https:/dx.plos.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0148857

Caselli, E., P. Antonioli, and S. Mazzacane, ‘Safety of Probiotics Used for Hospital Environmental Sanitation’, Journal of Hospital

Infection, Vol. 94, No. 2, October 2016, pp. 193-194. DOi 10.1016/}.jhin.2016.06.021

51 VKM, Elisabeth Henie Madslien, Nana Asare, @ivind Bergh, Erik Joner, Pal Trosvik, Siamak Yazdankhah, Ole Martin Eklo, Kaare Magne
Nielsen, Bjgrnar Ytrehus, Yngvild Wasteson (2019). Current knowledge of the health and environmental risks of microbial-based
cleaning products. Scientific opinion of the Panel on Microbial Ecology of the Norwegian Scientific Committee for Food and
Environment. VKM report 2019:09, ISBN: 978-82-8259-325-0, ISSN: 2535-4019. Norwegian Scientific Committee for Food and
Environment (VKM), Oslo, Norway.
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So, unless explicitly excluded, microorganisms would be part of EUEL scope. If the revised Detergent
Regulation is amended and no longer includes microorganisms as part of its scope, then the EUEL criteria
legal text will be updated accordingly.

Given the former, potentially all the product groups within EUEL criteria could consider microorganisms as an
ingredient within their scope. The JRC received feedback on existence of products already in the market for
HSC, LD and IILD product groups, thus proposing their inclusion within EUEL criteria scope for this reason and
in alignment with the aforementioned rationale about the revised Detergent Regulation. For the remaining
products groups (HDD, DD and IIDD) the scope could be potentially expanded and not doing so would not be
coherent with the regulatory alignment unless justified by further arguments. In the case of DD and IIDD, the
wash conditions and typical wash cycle duration in automatic dishwashers, either for private or professional
use, would likely impair microorganism biochemical action (even its viability). For this reason the JRC is not
considering at this stage to extend the scope to DD and IIDD. However, for the case of HDD products the
cleaning action of microorganisms, understanding it as organic matter break-down and mobilisation of
soil/dirt, could be potentially foreseen under conventional use (e.g. addition of product to a full sink of
warm/cold water where dishes are left soaking for periods of time allowing microorganisms biochemical
action). Additionally, the formulation of HDD could be considered analogous to certain HSC, which include as
part of its scope microorganisms (at least professional HSC in existing EUEL criteria). Consequently, despite
JRC did not find any product HDD product in the market with microorganisms, excluding this ingredient its
scope HDD would preclude any future innovation in this field to achieve the EUEL award.

In view of the aforementioned statements, the JRC has decided to extend the scope by proposing not
excluding microorganisms as ingredients from the LD, IILD, HSC and HDD product groups.

Laundry wash temperature (30°C to 20°C)

What was the feedback received from stakeholders on this topic?
The guestions made in TR1 was:

Question 4 (Q4) — Current scope states that laundry detergents gave to be effective at 30 °C or below. Would
you support lowering this temperature (e.g. 20 °C). If not, why? If yes, down to which temperature?

The feedback received can be split into a majority of stakeholders not supporting the proposal (13 comments)
and some opened to support it but with reservations and suggestions for further analysis (5). The arguments
quoted for each position are:

— In favour

e Reducing the washing temperature to 20°C could lead to overall environmental savings, but it is
essential to ensure that high performance is still guaranteed and that environmental trade-offs with
other dimensions (i.e. need for more chemicals) are accounted for, ideally via gathering more data to
support this decision and assessing the global environmental impact.

e Respondents were open to revising the fitness for use criterion to be more relevant for testing
temperatures of 20°C, despite 30C is considered as standard concerning consumer behaviour. Also,
indicated that lowering dosage level jointly with this decrease in washing temperature efficiency
were “in the good direction”.

— Against ->

e Technical solutions are not available to maintain good performance at 20°C. At this temperature the
bleaching action is impaired (less or no efficiency of bleaching agents/activators). Also, dissolution
rates are lowered, thus posing particular problems for product forms (i.e. powder) or ingredients (e.g.
water-soluble films) with comparatively lower solubility. For some types of dirt, washing at 20°C is
insufficient for stain removal. For example, oil and greases; laundry sector as these are removed
more efficiently at higher temperatures, being very difficult at 20C due to predominance of (semi-
)solid forms. In these cases, more active ingredients and/or longer washing time (contact time) may
be needed to achieve the same performance. Consequently, if focusing on energy gains, this would
be lost due to this reduction in product efficiency.
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e “Cold washing” (meaning 20C<) is generally not representative of reality, implying existence of
products with such claims (inclusive of performance testing); access to a source of water at constant
temperature (since it would be dependent on tap water plus washing machines conditions [if
applicable]) and/or users may not respect the 20°C recommendation or the recommended dosages,
leading to higher energy use or chemical impact.

e Focusing on implications for the EUEL criteria for detergent products, the majority of currently
certified products have not been tested at 20°C and still at 30C some products have been criticized
for their insufficient efficiency. Also, the current fitness-for-use criterion may not be suitable for
testing laundry effectiveness at 20°C and below.

What does JRC's research says about it?
In the updated preliminary report (PR2) new sensitivity analysis were included:

— Decreasing the temperature of laundry wash from 30C to 20C in a liquid laundry detergent (LLD; See PR2
section 5.4.3.3.2). Under such scenario, the reduction in the overall LCA impact is 19%. However, as
indicated in stakeholders’ feedback, decreased wash temperature generally results in decreased
efficiency, which is compensated in some instances by adding higher dosage (more detergent). Precisely
this aspect was interrogated, by checking which would be the additional mass of detergent that would be
required (expressed as percentage of the dosage used at 20C) to cancel out the benefits of lowering the
wash temperature. The results indicated that this point was achieved by adding 80% additional mass of
detergent, thus close to double of the recommended dosage.

— Wash cycle temperature effect on addition of “extra enzyme” to powder laundry detergent (PLD; See PR2
section 5.4.3.4.3). The main conclusions indicated that: a) the use of enzymes allowed for a substantial
reduction of the quantity of surfactant required for a given cleaning performance; b) They also allowed to
achieve the same washing performance even when wash cycle temperature is the different; c) (following
from the last point) the use of enzymes permits the use of smaller doses for PLD. A practical implication
of these findings is that the use of enzymes unlocked the possibility of lowering wash temperature whilst
still maintaining the measured cleaning performance (in this case, as indicated by reflectance of white
swatches after washing according to EUEL protocol in 2007).

Both of the previous cases were dependent on consumer behaviour. In other words, under improper usage
(e.g. higher dosage, re-wash/es) the potential benefits would be cancelled out.

Despite some evidences suggest that it could be feasible to achieve optimal washing performance at 20C
under certain conditions, it seems this is not applicable to all cases (e.g. not optimal for oil/greases).
Furthermore, necessary aspects to realise the potential environmental benefits (i.e. wash water at constant
desired temperature) might not be easily attainable by users, thus not offering certainty on the benefits
achievable. The former assuming “proper” consumer behaviour, but otherwise potential benefits could be
easily offset.

In view of the aforementioned statements, the JRC has decided to withdraw the proposal made in TR1
to lower LD wash temperature (20C<) and has reverted back to the original formulation in
existing criteria (30C<).

Exclusion of RTU products from HSC scope

What was the feedback received from stakeholders on this topic?
The questions made in TR1 was:

Question 5 (Q5) - Do you support maintaining RTU products as part of HSC scope? If not, why?”

The feedback received resulted in a generalised consensus in favour of maintaining RTU products as part of
HSC scope (14 comments). The main arguments provided were:

— Significant market share-> RTU products represent a significant portion of the HSC detergent category,
and removing them would result in many products losing their certification.
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— Practicality and consumer behaviour -> the convenience of the associated formats (e.g. sprays) and
means of use (not requiring dilution) implies widespread use, with likely reticence from consumer to
change such behaviours.

— Essential for consumers-> RTU products are widely used and essential for consumers, particularly for
certain product categories such as glass cleaners, toilet gels, and sanitary sprays.

— Relevant for the professional sector-> similarly to RTU products are widely used by cleaning companies in
the professional sector.

— Safety concerns-> Concentrated products can be dangerous for users if dilutions are not done correctly,
and RTU products can mitigate this risk.

Some stakeholders suggested that certain subcategories, such as all-purpose cleaners, could be excluded
from the RTU scope, as there are many alternatives available that can be diluted by consumers. However, this
is not a unanimous opinion, and many stakeholders believe that no type of product should be excluded from
the EU Ecolabel.

Overall, the stakeholders supported maintaining RTU products in the HSC scope.

What does JRC’s research says about it?

The market analysis carried by the JRC concurs with importance of HSC with regards to market volume and
market value. It also show the importance of this product group within the EUEL criteria for detergents, even
compared to other criteria, in terms of ecolabelled products and/or licenses.

The information/data sourced/received by the JRC on EUEL products used for the quantitative analysis leading
to TR2 threshold proposals also shown the importance of this product group, as it was by far the EUEL
product group where higher data entries were received. Interestingly, it also confirmed as indicated by
stakeholders that APC are predominantly found in undiluted form (assuming the sample received by the JRC
is representative from whole EUEL landscape) whilst the rest of HSC product sub-groups are eminently RTU
form.

In view of the aforementioned statements and in line with TR1 proposal, the JRC does not propose the
exclusion of RTU from the scope of HSC products. However, there seem to be alternatives for the case
of APC, thus the JRC has included a question on this matter.

Inclusion of in wash stain removers

What was the feedback received from stakeholders on this topic?

No question was shared with stakeholders in TR1 and the final conclusion was not to include in-wash stain
removers as part of EUEL criteria scope. However, the JRC left the possibility for revision of this proposal shall
new evidences would made available, which was precisely the case. Consequently, the inclusion of in-wash
stain removers has been re-assessed in the light of a confidential in-house LCA study provided by an industry
stakeholder.

What does JRC’s research says about it?

Based on a review of the LCA shared by industry, which compared a conventional laundry detergent to a
laundry detergent with an in-wash stain remover, it was decided to continue with the exclusion of in-wash
stain removers from the EUEL scope. The study relied on some assumptions about the increased longevity of
clothes and decreased wash cycle temperatures due to the use of the laundry detergent with the in-wash
stain remover. When discarding the assumptions about the longevity of clothes, the results showed that any
reduction in life cycle impacts was fully dependent on assumptions made with the wash cycle temperature
chosen for each detergent product. If the same wash cycle temperature is chosen, the detergent with the in-
wash stain remover would have shown higher impacts.
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There is no guarantee that consumers will consistently use lower wash cycle temperatures just because a
laundry detergent has an in-wash stain remover. However, there is a significant risk that consumers will
“overuse” the in-wash stain removers in the sense that it is used equally with every dose, regardless of the
dirtiness of the laundry load. In-wash stain removers also have a disadvantage of not specifically targeting
stained areas more than any other areas of the laundry. Neither of these disadvantages occur when using a
dedicated stain remover product which can be manually applied to stained areas immediately prior to placing
the laundry load in the washing machine.

Other topics not related to the previous

Feedback on general comments (3 comments) and inclusion of additional types of detergent products (8
comments) were received.

On the general comments, the most relevant suggestion was to explicitly mention in the scope that products
claiming a “biocidal effect” are excluded, aimed at enhancing at Competent Bodies level (interpretation and
implementation). The JRC already exposed in TR1 that product claiming a biocidal effect were out of the EUEL
scope and perceives this is the general understanding but for the sake of clarity and unambiguous
interpretation, the following text have been added to the existing in all EUEL product groups:

“The products claiming a biocidal effect are excluded from this product group.”

On the inclusion of additional types of detergent product, some comments called for a differentiation
between HSC for private and professional use, since the existing “joint” scope could leave some industrial
cleaning products out and would not be appealing for industrial users. In addition, the following product
types/forms were suggested for inclusion:

— Ultra-concentrated products -> which can’t be ecolabelled since its concentration could trigger different
hazard-classes classifications (e.g. toxic, hazardous to the aquatic environment, respiratory or skin
sensitisers, carcinogenic, mutagenic or toxic for reproduction) and by being present in the final product at
concentrations above 0.01% are not allowed according the criterion Excluded and Restricted
susbhtances>b) Hazardous substances®. Given the environmental benefits associated with this compact
format (e.g. lower CO, emissions) it is proposed to consider a way to include them (e.g. apply a dilution
factor for thresholds triggering classification).

— Fabric enhancers (softeners) -> several stakeholders were in favour of including this product group so as
to offer a more sustainable alternative to conventional products in the market. Other arguments and/or
options for considering including this product type were:

e Impose a restriction on fragrances used - as this is the main ingredient that would allow
differentiation across softeners (not possible based on cationic surfactants). Proposal: minimum TF
(acute or chronic) value: 0,02maximum DF value: 0,15Maximum percentage used: 0,2%

e Washing function - since they exert removal action on alkaline and detergent residues on clothes by
decreasing the pH level of the rinsing liquor.

— Oven/Grill Descalers — that are requested by hotels and restaurants and that share similarities with
Descaler products, which is currently allowed within EU Ecolabel criteria.

— Bulk (“Loose”) detergent products — as there is interested from applicants/LHs on having this format
within the scope.

— Other products - as Car wash detergents, washing powder in wash stain removers, toilet blocks.

Points for discussion 1 — Scope

Stakeholders are invited to reply the following consultation question:

52 See Table 2 in EU Ecolabel criteria Commission Decision https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A02017D1217-20230329

29



https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A02017D1217-20230329
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A02017D1217-20230329

826
827
828
829

830
831
832

833
834
835

836
837

— Question 1 (Q1 — Microorganisms) — Do you support the proposed inclusion of microorganisms
within the scope of EUEL criteria (except DD and 1IDD)? If not, would you support other configurations
(e.g. only for professional use; only particular product groups)? Please provide a reasoned response
supporting your answer.

— Question 2 (Q2 — Exclusion of APC RTU) — Do you support excluding APC in RTU form? If so, would
you support full ban irrespective of end-use (both private use and professional) or would you limit it
to professional use only? Please provide a reasoned response supporting your answer.

— Question 3 (Q3 — Exclusion of “biocidal products”) — Do you support excluding products claiming
a biocidal effect? If so, do you support the proposed wording? Please provide a reasoned response
supporting your answer.
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838 3.3. Definitions

Existing definitions

Product Definitions Legal text
group(s)
ALL Not applicable For the purpose of this Decision, the following definitions shall

apply:

‘ingoing substances’ means all substances in the detergent/cleaner
product, including additives (e.g. preservatives and stabilisers) in the
raw materials. Substances known to be released from ingoing
substances (e.g. formaldehyde from preservatives and arylamine
from azodyes and azopigments) shall also be regarded as ingoing
) substances. Unintended constituents (residuals, pollutants,
ALL | Ingoing substances contaminants, by-products, etc.) from production, incl. production of
raw materials, that remain in the raw materials > 1 000 ppm (>
0,1000 %w/w > 1 000 mg/kg) are always regarded as ingoing
substances, regardless of the concentration in the final product;

Foil that is not removed before use of the product and that is water
soluble is considered as part of the formulation/recipe.

‘impurities” means unintended constituents (residuals, pollutants,
contaminants, by-products, etc.) from production, incl. production of
ALL Impurities raw materials, that remain in the raw material/ingredient and/or in
the in the final product in concentrations less than 100 ppm
(0,0100 % wiw, 100 mg/kg) and that were not intentionally added.

‘packaging’ means ‘items of any materials that are intended to be
used for the containment, protection, handling, delivery or
presentation of products and that can be differentiated into
packaging formats based on their function, material and design,
including:

(@ items that are necessary to contain, support or preserve
the product throughout its lifetime without being an
integral part of the product which is intended to be used,
consumed or disposed of together with the product;

(b) components of, and ancillary elements to, an item referred
to in point (a) that are integrated into the item;

) (c) ancillary elements to an item referred to in point (a) that
ALL Packaging are hung directly on, or attached to, the product and that
performs a packaging function without being an integral
part of the product which is intended to be used, consumed
or disposed of together with the product;

(d) items designed and intended to be filled at the point of
sale, provided that they perform a packaging function;

(e) disposable items sold, filled or designed and intended to be
filled at the point of sale, provided that they perform a
packaging function;

In the context and for compliance with this EU Ecolabel criteria,
items potentially falling under clause (a) definition that are part of a
single dose unit (product and wrappers/films (or equivalent)), that
are water-soluble and that are not removed prior to the product use

31



for washing/cleaning purposes, shall not be regarded as packaging
but rather as part of the product formulation. Conversely, items
potentially falling under clause (a) definition that are part of a
single dose unit (product and wrappers/films (or equivalent)), that
are water-insoluble and that are removed prior to the product use
for washing/cleaning purposes, shall be regarded as packaging but
not as part of the product formulation

ALL

Sales packaging

“sales packaging’, also known as ‘primary packaging’, means
packaging conceived so as to constitute the smallest sales unit of
products and packaging to the final user or consumer at the point of
sale;

ALL

Grouped packaging

‘grouped packaging’, also known as ‘secondary packaging’, is
packaging conceived so asto constitute a grouping of a certain
number of sales unit at the point of sale purehase whether the
latter is sold as such-to the end user or it serves only as a means to
replenish the shelves at the point of sale or create a stock-keeping
or distribution unit; and which-# can be removed from the product
without affecting its characteristics.

ALL

Transport packaging

‘transport packaging’, also known as ‘tertiary packaging” means is

packaging conceived so as to facilitate handling and transport of a
number of sales units or.grouped packages, including e-commerce
packaging but excluding road, rail, ship and air containers, in order
to prevent physical handling and transport damage.

ALL

Composite packaging

‘composite packaging’ means a unit of packaging made of two or
more different materials, excluding materials used for labels,
closures and sealing, which.cannot be separated manually and
therefore forma single integral unit;

ALL

Polymer

‘Polymer” means a substance consisting of molecules characterised
by the sequence of one or more types of monomer units. Such
molecules must be distributed over a range of molecular weights
wherein differences in the molecular weight are primarily
attributable to differences in the number of monomer units. A
polymer comprises the following: (a) a simple weight majority of
molecules containing at least three monomer units which are
covalently bound to at least one other monomer unit or other
reactant; (b) less than a simple weight majority of molecules of the
same molecular weight. In the context of this definition, a ‘monomer
unit’ means the reacted form of a monomer substance in a
polymer, as defined in Regulation (EC) No 1907/2006

ALL

Synthetic polymers

‘synthetic polymers’ means macromolecular substances
intentionally obtained either by:

(@ a polymerisation process such as polyaddition or
polycondensation or a similar process using monomers or
other starting substances;

(b) chemical modification of natural or synthetic
macromolecules;

(c) microbial fermentation

ALL

Microplastic (Synthetic
polymer microparticles)

‘microplastic’ means polymers that are solid and which fulfil both of
the following conditions:

a) are contained in particles and constitute at least 1 % by weight
of those particles; or build a continuous surface coating on
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particles;

b) at least 1 % by weight of the particles referred to in point (a)
fulfil either of the following conditions*;

i) all dimensions of the particles are equal to or less than 5
mm;

iy the length of the particles is equal to or less than 15 mm
and their length to diameter ratio is greater than 3.

*Where the concentration of synthetic polymer microparticles
covered by this entry cannot be determined by available
analytical methods or accompanying documentation, in order to
verify the compliance with the concentration limit referred to in
paragraph 1, only the particles of at least the following size
shall be taken into account:

(a) 0,1 pm for any dimension, for particles where all
dimensions are equal to or smaller than 5 mm;

(b) 0,3 um in length, for particles that have a length that
is equal to or smaller than 15 mm and a length to
diameter ratio greater than 3.

The following polymers are excluded from this designation:

a) polymers that are the result of a polymerisation process
that has taken place in nature, independently of the
process through which they have been extracted, which are
not chemically modified substances;

b) polymers that are degradable as proved in accordance with
Appendix 15;

c) polymers that have a solubility greater than 2 g/L as
proved in accordance with Appendix 16;

polymers that do not contain carbon atoms in their chemical
structure.”

ALL

Nanomaterial

‘nanomaterial’ means a natural, incidental or manufactured
material consisting of solid particles that are present, either on their
own or as identifiable constituent particles in aggregates or-as an
agglomerates, and where-50 % or more of these particles in the
number-based size distribution fulfil at least one of the following
conditions:

(@) one or more external dimensions of the particle are in the
size range 1 nm to 100 nm;

(b) the particle has an elongated shape, such as a rod, fibre or
tube, where two external dimensions are smaller than 1
nm and the other dimension is larger than 100 nm;

()  the particle has a plate-like shape, where one external
dimension is smaller than 1 nm and the other dimensions
are larger than 100 nm.

In the determination of the particle number-based size distribution,
particles with at least two orthogonal external dimensions larger
than 100 um need not be considered.

However, a material with a specific surface area by volume of < 6
m2/cm?® shall not be considered a nanomaterial.
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ALL

Substances identified to
have endocrine disrupting
properties (endocrine
disruptors)

‘substances identified to have endocrine disrupting properties’, also
referred to as endocrine disruptors, means substances which have
been identified to have endocrine disrupting properties (human
health and/or environment) according to Article 57(f) of Regulation
(EC) No 1907/2006 (candidate list of substances of very high
concern for authorisation), or Regulation (EU) No 528/2012 of the
European Parliament and of the Council or Regulation (EC) No
1107/2009 of the European Parliament and of the Council , or
Regulation (EC) No 1272/2008 of the European Parliament and of
the Council.

HSC

Undiluted product

‘undiluted product’ means a product that should be diluted in water
prior to use;

HSC

Ready-to-use (RTU) product

‘ready-to-use (RTU) product’ means a product not to be diluted in
water before use;

LD

Heavy-duty detergents

(2) ‘heavy-duty detergents’ means detergents used for ordinary
washing of white textiles at any temperature;

LD

Colour-safe detergents

(3) ‘colour-safe detergents’ means detergents used for ordinary
washing of coloured textiles at any temperature;

LD

Light-duty detergents

(4) ‘light-duty detergents’ means detergents intended for delicate
fabrics;

LD

Not applicable

2. For the purposes of paragraph 1(2) and (3), a detergent shall be
considered either a heavy-duty detergent or a colour-safe detergent
except where the detergent packaging explicitly states that the
productis intended for use on delicate fabrics (i.e. light-duty
detergent).

Proposed definitions

Product
group(s)

Definitions

Legal text

ALL

Not applicable

For the purpose of this Decision, the following definitions shall
apply:

ALL

Ingoing substances

‘ingoing substances’ means all substances-ir-the-detergenticleaner
et includi ditives-{e.g- . Hisers) in-t
raw—materials;, and regardless of amount, that are intentionally
added to achieve or influence certain properties of the final product
or its ingredients. Substances known to be released from ingoing
substances (e.g. formaldehyde, frem—preservatives—and arylamine
from azodyes and azopigments and in-situ generated preservatives)
shall also be regarded as ingoing substances. Ynintended

: Impurities present in the final
product in concentrations greater than or equal to 100 ppm
(0,0100% w/w, 100mg/kg) or in supplied ingredients in
concentrations greater than or equal to 1000 ppm (0,100 %,
1 000 mg/kg), shall also be considered as ingoing substances.
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Foil that is not removed before use of the product and that is water
soluble is considered as part of the formulation/recipe and therefore
as an ingoing substance or substances.

ALL

Impurities

‘impurities” means unintended constituents (residuals, pollutants,

contaminants, by-products, etc.) frompreduction—inrclk—production-of
raw-materials; that remain in the raw-material/ingredient-andforin
the-inthe-final-preductEU Ecolabelled product in concentrations less
than 100 ppm (0,0100 % w/w, 100 mg/kg)—and—that—-were—not
intentionalhyadded: or that remain in the supplied ingredient or raw
material in concentrations less than 1000 ppm (0,100 % wi/w,
1000 mg/kg). Any unintended constituents present above these
respective limits for the EU Ecolabelled product or the supplied
ingredient or raw material shall instead be considered as ingoing
substances.

ALL

Packaging

(TO BE ADDED TO THE
USER MANUAL)

‘packaging’ means ‘items of any materials that are intended to be
used for the containment, protection, handling, delivery or
presentation of products and that can be differentiated into
packaging formats based on their function, material and design,
including:

(@) items that are necessary to contain, support or preserve
the product throughout its lifetime without being an
integral part of the product which is intended to be used,
consumed or disposed of together with the product;

(b) components of, and ancillary elements to, an item referred
to in point (a) that are integrated into the item;

()  ancillary elements to an item referred to in point (a) that
are hung directly on, or attached to, the product and that
performs a packaging function without being an integral
part of the product which is intended to be used, consumed
or disposed of together with the product;

(d) items designed and intended to be filled at the point of
sale, provided that they perform a packaging function;

(e) disposable items sold, filled or designed and intended to be
filled at the point of sale, provided that they perform a
packaging function;

In the context and for compliance with this EU Ecolabel criteria,
items potentially falling under clause (a) definition that are part of a
single dose unit (product and wrappers/films (or equivalent)), that
are water-soluble and that are not removed prior to the product use
for washing/cleaning purposes, shall not be regarded as packaging
but rather as part of the product formulation. Conversely, items
potentially falling under clause (a) definition that are part of a
single dose unit (product and wrappers/films (or equivalent)), that
are water-insoluble and that are removed prior to the product use
for washing/cleaning purposes, shall be regarded as packaging but
not as part of the product formulation

ALL

Sales packaging

sales packaging’, also known as ‘primary packaging’, means:
packaging conceived so as to constitute the smallest sales unit of
products and packaging to the final user or consumer at the point of
sale;

ALL

Grouped packaging

‘grouped packaging’, also known as ‘secondary packaging’, means is
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packaging conceived so as to constitute a grouping of a certain
number of sales unit at the point of sale whether the latter is sold
as such to the end user or it serves only as a means to replenish
the shelves at the point of sale or create a stock-keeping or
distribution unit; and which can be removed from the product
without affecting its characteristics.

ALL

Transport packaging

‘transport packaging’, also known as ‘tertiary packaging’ means is

packaging conceived so as to facilitate handling and transport of a
number of sales units or grouped packages, including e-commerce
packaging but excluding road, rail, ship and air containers, in order
to prevent physical handling and transport damage.

ALL

Composite packaging

composite packaging’ means a unit of packaging made of two or

more different materials;excluding-materials-used-for-labels;
clesures-and-sealing; which are part of the weight of the main

packaging material and cannot be separated manually and
therefore form a single integral unit, unless one of the materials
constitutes an insignificant part of the packaging unit and in any
event no more than 5 % of the total mass of the packaging unit and
excluding labels, varnishes, paints, inks, adhesives and lacquers; this
is without prejudice to Directive (EU) 2019/904;

ALL

Polymer

‘Polymer’ means a substance consisting of molecules characterised
by the sequence of one or more types of monomer units. Such
molecules must be distributed over a range of molecular weights
wherein differences in the molecular weight are primarily
attributable to differences in the number of monomer units. A
polymer comprises the following: (a) a simple weight majority of
molecules containing at least three monomer units which are
covalently bound to at least one other monomer unit or other
reactant; (b) less than a simple weight majority of molecules of the
same molecular weight. In the context of this definition, a ‘monomer
unit’ means the reacted form of a monomer substance in a
polymer, as defined in Regulation (EC) No 1907/2006

ALL

Synthetic polymers

‘synthetic polymers’ means macromolecular substances
intentionally obtained either by:

(@)  apolymerisation process such as polyaddition or
polycondensation or a similar process using monomers or
other starting substances;

(b) chemical modification of natural or synthetic
macromolecules;

(c) microbial fermentation

ALL

Microplastic (Synthetic
polymer microparticles)

‘microplastic’ means polymers that are solid and which fulfil both of
the following conditions:

a) are contained in particles and constitute at least 1 % by weight
of those particles; or build a continuous surface coating on
particles;

b) at least 1 % by weight of the particles referred to in point (a)
fulfil either of the following conditions*:

i) all dimensions of the particles are equal to or less than 5
mm;

i) the length of the particles is equal to or less than 15 mm
and their length to diameter ratio is greater than 3.
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*Where the concentration of synthetic polymer microparticles
covered by this entry cannot be determined by available
analytical methods or accompanying documentation, in order to
verify the compliance with the concentration limit referred to in
paragraph 1, only the particles of at least the following size
shall be taken into account:

(@) 0,1 um for any dimension, for particles where all
dimensions are equal to or smaller than 5 mm;

(b) 0,3 um in length, for particles that have a length that
is equal to or smaller than 15 mm and a length to
diameter ratio greater than 3.

The following polymers are excluded from this designation:

a) polymers that are the result of a polymerisation process
that has taken place in nature, independently of the
process through which they have been extracted, which are
not chemically modified substances;

b) polymers that are degradable as proved in accordance with
Appendix 15;

c) polymers that have a solubility greater than 2 g/L as
proved in accordance with Appendix 16;

d) polymers that do not contain carbon atoms in their
chemical structure.”

ALL

Nanomaterial

‘nanomaterial’ means a natural, incidental or manufactured
material consisting of solid particles that are present, either on their
own or as identifiable constituent particles in aggregates or-as an
agglomerates, and where 50 % or more of these particles in the
number-based size distribution fulfil at least one of the following
conditions:

(@) one or more external dimensions of the particle are in the
size range 1 nm to 100 nm;

(b)  the particle has an elongated shape, such as a rod, fibre or
tube, where two external dimensions are smaller than 1
nm and the other dimension is larger than 100 nm;

() the particle has a plate-like shape, where one external
dimension is smaller than 1 nm and the other dimensions
are larger than 100 nm.

In the determination of the particle number-based size distribution,
particles with at least two orthogonal external dimensions larger
than 100 pum need not be considered.

However, a material with a specific surface area by volume of < 6
m2/cm? shall not be considered a nanomaterial.

ALL

Substances identified to
have endocrine disrupting
properties (endocrine
disruptors)

‘substances identified to have endocrine disrupting properties’, also
referred to as endocrine disruptors, means substances which have
been identified to have endocrine disrupting properties (human
health and/or environment) according to Article 57(f) of Regulation
(EC) No 1907/2006 (candidate list of substances of very high
concern for authorisation), or Regulation (EU) No 528/2012 of the
European Parliament and of the Council or Regulation (EC) No
1107/2009 of the European Parliament and of the Council , or
Regulation (EC) No 1272/2008 of the European Parliament and of
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the Council.

HSC

Undiluted product

‘undiluted product’ means a product that should be diluted in water
prior to use;

HSC

Ready-to-use (RTU) product

‘ready-to-use (RTU) product’ means a product not to be diluted in
water before use;

LD

Heavy-duty detergents

(21) ‘heavy-duty detergents’ means detergents used for ordinary
washing of white textiles at any temperature;

LD

Colour-safe detergents

(32) ‘colour-safe detergents’ means detergents used for ordinary
washing of coloured textiles at any temperature;

LD

Light-duty detergents

(43) ‘light-duty detergents’ means detergents intended for delicate
fabrics;

LD

Not applicable

2. For the purposes of paragraph 1(21) and (32), a detergent shall
be considered either a heavy-duty detergent or a colour-safe
detergent except where the detergent packaging explicitly states
that the product is intended for use on delicate fabrics (i.e. light-
duty detergent).

ALL

Abrasives

‘Abrasives’ means substances added to detergent and cleaning
products to polish, buff, or scour away soils (e.g. dirt, dust, grime)
and which effect their intended function primarily via physical
means.

ALL

Opaque

‘Opaque’ means a property of a PET plastic container that prevents
the passage of light to such an extent that text placed directly
against the container cannot be read. In this context, a container is
classified as opaque if, when its walls are pressed together and
placed against a white sheet with 5 mm black capital letters, the
text is not visible using reflected light. This classification adheres to
the UNI 1103801-2010 standard, distinguishing opaque containers
from those that allow text readability, which are considered non-
opaque.

ALL

Recycled Material,
Recycled Content

Post-consumer material

“The recycled content is the proportion, by mass, of recycled
material in a packaging. ‘Recycled material’ refers to material that
has been reprocessed from recovered material by means of
manufacturing process and made into a final product or into a
component for incorporation into a product.

Only post-consumer materials shall be considered as recycled
content, consistent with the following definition:

‘Post-consumer material’ (PCR) means material generated by
households or by commercial, industrial and institutional facilities in
their role as end-users of the product, which can no longer be used
for its intended purpose. This includes returns of material from the
distribution chain.”

ALL

Renewable material

‘Renewable material’” is a material that is composed of biomass and
that can be continually replenished’.

ALL

Sustainable sourcing

‘Sustainable sourcing’ means managing all aspects of the supply
chain to source the materials, products and services an organization
needs from its suppliers in a sustainable manner, that is, by
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ensuring that all management and operations are legal,
economically viable, environmentally appropriate and socially
beneficial.

Rationale for the proposed definitions

The aim of the definitions is to provide clarity and certainty on how to interpret and implement the terms
used within the EU Ecolabel legal text. In other words, they define and complement those aspects that the
requirements refer to (thus are subject to compliance with EUEL criteria) and which are not

In the 1%t draft criteria proposal, contained within TR1, several definitions were updated and/or added in
order enhance their clarity, to align with the latest ISO type | ecolabels, standardisation and legislative
developments:

— Updated: Microplastic, Ingoing substances, Primary packaging, Secondary packaging, Tertiary packaging,
Nanomaterials [All product groups].

— Added: Impurities; Polymer, Synthetic polymer, Packaging, Composite packaging, Substances identified to
have endocrine disrupting properties [All product groups]..

— Unchanged: “Undiluted product”. “Ready-to-use (RTU) product” [HSC]. "Heavy-duty detergents”, “Colour-
safe detergents”, “Light-duty detergents” [LD]

Outcomes from and after the 15t AHWG meeting

In total 73 comments were received on the Definitions section, which are found in full in the Table of
Comments (ToC1). The following sub-sections convey summarily the most relevant topics that are.

— About Ingoing substances and impurities (28 comments; feedback to TR1 questions Q6-Q7).
— About packaging-related definitions (14 comments; feedback to TR1 question Q8).

— About nanomaterials (10 comments; feedback to TR1 question Q9).

— About microplastics (15 comments; feedback to TR1 question Q10).

— About Endocrine disruptors (6 comments)

In this 2" draft criteria proposal, contained within TR2, several definitions were updated and/or added in
order enhance their clarity, to align with the latest ISO type | ecolabels, standardisation and legislative
developments:

— Updated: Ingoing substances, Impurities, Composite packaging [All product groups].

— Added: Abrasives, Opaque, Recycled Material, Recycled Content, Post-consumer material, Renewable
material, Sustainable sourcing [All product groups].

— Unchanged: Polymer, Synthetic polymer, Packaging, Substances identified to have endocrine disrupting
properties [All product groups]. In addition, “Undiluted product”. “Ready-to-use (RTU) product” [HSC].
"Heavy-duty detergents”. and “Colour-safe detergents”, “Light-duty detergents” [LD]

Ingoing substances and impurities

What was the feedback received from stakeholders on this topic?
The questions made in TR1 were:

Question 6 (Q6 — Ingoing substances) - Do you support the proposed definition? In particular, a) do you
support the thresholds mentioned and; b) is the wording used clear?

Question 7 (Q7 — Impurities) — This definition is complementary to “Ingoing substances and aims to provide
clarity in its interpretation. Do you support its addition (fit for purpose)? In particular, a) do you support the
thresholds mentioned.
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These questions were embedded in TR1 to gather opinions on the proposed definitions for “ingoing
substances” and “impurities”. An analysis of the written responses submitted to BATIS regarding the proposed
definitions of “ingoing substances” and “impurities” revealed the following points:

— A total of 4 comments agreed with the definitions as proposed in TR1.
— Atotal of 23 comments expressed concerns with the definitions as proposed in TR1.

The most commonly cited problem was the uncertainty about the status of an unintended constituent present
at a concentration of between 100 and 1 000 ppm in the final product. A number of suggestions were made
about how to reword the definitions, with each comment suggesting different ways to adapt the wording.
Some comments claimed that the 100 ppm limit for unintended constituents in ingredients was too stringent
and requested the same approach as used in the Nordic Swan criteria to be used (which sets a limit of 10
000 ppm instead). Other comments requested that impurities in ingredients should never be considered as
ingoing substances because the ingredients, when tested for aquatic toxicity and biodegradability and other
hazards, already have these impurities present. Consequently, counted some of the hazards of impurities
could be argued as a sort of double counting, especially in the case of the CDV criterion.

About other ecolabels

A review of how ingoing substances and impurities are defined in criteria documents for the different types of

detergent products covered by the Nordic Swan and the Blue Angel is presented in Table 4.

Table 4 - Comparison of the definitions “ingoing substances” and “impurities” in other European 1SO Type | ecolabels

Criteria Ingoing substances definition Impurities definition
reference
Nordic Swan: “all substances in the Nordic Swan “residuals, pollutants, contaminants etc.
Laundry Ecolabelled product, including additives | from production, incl. production of raw

detergents and
stain removers
v.8.10;

Dishwasher
detergents and
rinse aids v7.7

Hand dishwashing
detergents v6.10

Cleaning products
v6.14

(e.g. preservatives and stabilisers) in
the raw materials. Substances known to
be released from ingoing substances
(e.g. formaldehyde, arylamine, in situ-
generated preservatives) are also
regarded as ingoing substances.”

materials that remain in the in the Nordic
Swan Ecolabelled product in
concentrations less than 100,0 ppm
(0,01000 w-%, 100,0 mg/kg) in the Nordic
Swan Ecolabelled product.

Impurities in the raw materials exceeding
concentrations of > 10 000 ppm (= 1,000
w-9%, > 10 000 mg/kg) are always
regarded as ingoing substances, regardless
of the concentration in the Nordic Swan
Ecolabelled product”

Blue Angel:

Hand dishwashing
detergents and
hard surface
cleaners DE-UZ
194 v1.2.

Dishwasher
detergents DE-UZ
201 v3.

Laundry detergent
DE UZ 202 v1.

No definition of “ingoing substance”,
just the term “substance” which says:

“a chemical element and its compounds
in the natural state or obtained by any
manufacturing process, including any
additive necessary to preserve its
stability and any impurity deriving from
the process used, but excluding any
solvent which may be separated
without affecting the stability of the
substance or changing its composition.”

“An unintended constituent present in a
substance as manufactured. It may
originate from the starting materials or be
the result of secondary or incomplete
reactions during the manufacturing
process. While it is present in the final
substance it was not intentionally added.”

Source: Own elaboration.

The definitions for “ingoing substances” and “impurities” used in Nordic Swan criteria are very similar to those
of the EU Ecolabel, while the Blue Angel definitions are very different, and the latter does not delimit any
concentration thresholds between the two terms (“impurities” and “substances”).
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An important difference between the EU Ecolabel criteria and the Nordic Swan criteria is the limit set for
impurities in supplied ingredients or raw materials. The threshold at which an impurity in an ingredient/raw
material should be considered as an ingoing substance is 10 times higher in the Nordic Swan than in the
proposed EU Ecolabel definition in TR2 (i.e. 1,0% versus 0,10%).

One stakeholder comment explained that the justification for the higher limit of impurities in ingredients/raw
materials in the Nordic Swan is linked to the consideration that is given to impurities in ECHA guidance for
REACH and CLP on the naming of substances®®. In the ECHA guidance, the following terms are used to
describe substances:

— Main constituent: A constituent, not being an additive or impurity, in a substance that makes a
significant part of that substance and is therefore used in substance naming and detailed substance
identification.

— Constituent: Any single species present in a substance that can be characterised by its unique chemical
identity.

— Additive: A substance that has been intentionally added to stabilise the substance®.

— Substance: A chemical element and its compounds in the natural state or obtained by any
manufacturing process, including any additive necessary to preserve its stability and any impurity
deriving from the process used, but excluding any solvent which may be separated without affecting the
stability of the substance or changing its composition.

— Substance that occurs in nature: A naturally occurring substance as such, unprocessed or processed
only by manual, mechanical gravitational means; by dissolution in water, by flotation, by extraction with
water, by steam distillation or by heating solely to remove water, or which is extracted from air by any
means.

— Impurity: An unintended constituent present in a substance as manufactured. It may originate from the
starting materials or be the result of secondary or incomplete reactions during the manufacturing
process. While it is present in the final substance it was not intentionally added.

The most relevant part of the ECHA guidance document is where it says: “Normally, impurities present in a
concentration > 1% should be specified. However, impurities that are relevant for the classification and/or for
PBT assessment shall always be specified, irrespective of the concentration. As a general rule, the
compositional information should be completed up to 100%.”

This text can be considered as the reason why the Nordic criteria justify the threshold of 1 % for impurities in
ingredients and raw materials. However, it must be remembered that this guidance document was focused on
normal situations and in the context of haming substances. It also leaves room for much lower thresholds for
impurities in cases where they could affect the CLP classification of the substance (e.g. H410 classifications
classifying the mixture as H412, H411 or H410 at levels less than 1.0%, depending on the M-factor).
Consequently, we do not believe that the threshold for impurities should be set as high as 1 % for impurities
in supplied ingredients or raw materials used in EU Ecolabel products.

What does JRC says about it?

General rationale and considerations

A clear boundary with no gaps or grey areas has been set in the revised wording for the definitions of “ingoing
substances” and “impurities” in TR2. The proposed definitions in TR1 stated that impurities are unintended
constituents present in raw materials or ingredients at concentrations <100 ppm and that if they are present
in raw materials or ingredients in concentrations 21 000 ppm, they should instead be treated as ingoing
substances. However, as pointed out by multiple comments from stakeholders, these conditions left it unclear

53 see “Guidance for identification and naming of substances under REACH and CLP”, published by ECHA in December 2023 (version

3.0) and available online here: https://echa.europa.eu/documents/10162/2324906/substance_id_en.pdf/ee696bad-49f6-4fec-b8b7-
2c3706113c7d

54 The ECHA guidance also states the following here: In other areas an additive can also have other functions, e.g. pH-regulator or
colouring agent. However, in the REACH regulation and in this TGD an additive is a stabilising agent.
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as to what would be the status of an “unintended constituent” present at levels between 100 and 1 000 ppm
in the raw materials or ingredients.

The new proposal clarifies that any unintended constituents in this grey area should continue to be considered
as impurities, so long as the raw material or ingredient is not used to such a high extent that the impurity
would end up accounting for more than 100 ppm of the EU Ecolabelled product. Whenever an ingredient or
raw material accounts for more than 10 % of the EU Ecolabelled product, there is a possibility that an
unintended constituent that is considered as an impurity in a particular raw material or ingredient becomes an
ingoing substance in the final detergent product. This possibility increases as the share of the particular
ingredient or raw material increases beyond 10 %.

Although not explicitly stated, it is recommended that each impurity be treated individually. For example, if
the same impurity (X) is present in two different ingredients (A and B) at the following levels, the calculation
could be done in one of two ways:

Table 5 - Example of a final product containing an impurity X in two different ingredients, A and B

Ingredient | Level of impurity | Quantity of ingredient in final | Quantity of impurity X in final
(X) product product

A 500 ppm 8 % wiw 40 ppm

B 800 ppm 9 % wiw 72 ppm

1. The impurity is treated on an individual case basis: In this case, for the example considered above,
impurity X is not considered an ingoing substance in the final product because 40 < 100 ppm and 72
<100 ppm.

2. The impurity is treated considering the total sum of the quantities contained in each of the
ingredients: In this case, for the example considered above, impurity X becomes an ingoing substance
in the final product because it is treated as 40+72=112 ppm.

We recommend that the impurities be checked for compliance on an individual case basis (i.e. thefirst
calculation approach) The main reason for this is that doing it otherwise would mean a much greater
uncertainty of knowing if you comply with the horizontal hazardous substance restrictions until you have
cross-checked all the potential combinations of ingredients for their impurities with each other. It would be
much easier to be able to screen ingredients and raw materials on a pass/fail basis if the contributions of
impurities to the final product are only considered on an ingredient-by-ingredient basis.

Specific reasoning for proposed changes

Any water-soluble foil that is used in detergent products and is not removed prior to use (i.e. some laundry
and dishwasher detergent product formats) were stated to be considered as part of the formulation recipe in
TR1 and that is still the case in the TR2 proposal. However, due to the fact that these foils may not be pure
polymers, but could also contain additives such as plasticisers or stabilisers, some extra words have been
added at the end of the definition of ingoing substances to emphasise this probability.

Other changes to the wording of the definitions for “ingoing substances” and “impurities” have been made for
a variety of reasons. For example, with “ingoing substances”:

— The deletion of the text “in the detergent/cleaner product, including additives (e.g. preservatives and
stabilisers) in the raw materials” was made so that the definition is more general and can potentially be
harmonised more fully with other EU Ecolabel product groups in the future.

— The insertion of the text “and regardless of amount, that are intentionally added to achieve or influence
certain properties of the final product or its ingredients” is to make it clear that ingoing substances should
be known and have been added for a particular reason and that there is no lower limit defined for ingoing
substances. Complex mixtures that are added for a general effect (e.g. fragrance formulations) can
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contain many individual ingoing substances (sometimes dozens), each deliberately added to give the
fragrance formulation its particular properties. This fact, coupled with the low share of a fragrance
formulation within a detergent formulation, can mean individual fragrance substances being at the parts
per billion level, but they should still be considered as ingoing substances because they were intentionally
added.

— The change to the examples of substances known to be released from ingoing substances was made
based on specific suggestions from stakeholder comments.

— The replacement of the text “Unintended constituents (residuals, pollutants, contaminants, by-products,
etc.) from production, incl. production of raw materials, that remain in the raw materials > 1 000 ppm (>
0,1000 %w/w > 1 000 mgtkg) are always regarded as ingoing substances, regardless of the
concentration in the final product” with “Impurities present in the final product in concentrations
exceeding 100 ppm (0,0100 % wi/w, 100 mg/kg) or in supplied ingredients in concentrations exceeding 1
000 ppm (0,100 %, 1 000 mg/kg), shall instead be considered as ingoing substances.” was done for
various reasons.

e  First of all, the term “impurities” is used instead of “unintended constituents” so that readers will not
possibly think that these are two different things (the term “unintended constituents” is used in the
definition of “impurities” already but if readers only read the definition of ingoing substances alone,
they might fail to see the connection to the concept of impurities).

e Secondly, by referring directly to the term “impurities’, it is not necessary to repeat a chunk of the
definition of impurities in the text that defines ingoing substances (i.e. the part on “.. residuals,

pollutants, contaminants, by-products...”).

e Finally, and most importantly, the new text in this part includes a specific limit of 100 ppm in the
final product as a point where impurities would be considered as ingoing substances. So any
individual “impurity” just needs to comply with either one of the two conditions (being >1 000 ppm in
a supplied ingredient or raw material, or being >100 ppm in the final product, for it to be treated as
an ingoing substance as far as EU Ecolabel criteria are concerned.

With the definition of “impurities”:

— The text has been reworded to try and make the requirements as clear as possible. So the focus is on the
need for impurities to “remain” in the final product and it is not considered necessary to state that they
have to come from the production process.

— The term “final product” is replaced with “EU ecolabelled product”, just for extra clarity.

— The text “that were not intentionally added” has been removed because it is already mentioned that
impurities are considered as “unintended constituents” earlier in the definition. The second non-intention
could also be problematic in cases where a detergent producer uses an ingredient with declared
impurities, if they use it without noticing this detail, are they “intentionally” adding that impurity now?

— Most importantly, a new text is inserted that marks the threshold at which impurities in supplied raw
materials or ingredients should be considered as ingoing substances (1 000 ppm).

Packaging-related definitions

What was the feedback received from stakeholders on this topic?
The questions made in TR1 were:

Question 8 (Q8 — Packaging) - “Do you support its addition (fit for purpose)? In particular, a) would you reduce
the level of detail of the definitions?, b) do you consider useful the clarification made on what is
packaging/product formulation?”

Packaging-related definition were generally supported by stakeholders, which agreed on the convenience and
usefulness of the definitions added, particularly “composite packaging” and the clarification made about what
is considered packaging and what is considered as part of the product formulation.

However, several comments pointed that the level of detail was too high, especially for the “packaging”
definition. Proposals in this regard were simplifying and/or moving some of them to the user manual. The JRC
welcomes these suggestions and proposes to add the “packaging” definition to the user manual.
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Another aspects raised by the comments is the differentiation between grouped packaging and transport
packaging, as in some instances the same packaging used for transport could be used for storage and to
replenish shelves at the points of sale. This could generate different interpretations, thus verification dis-
alignment, about whether EU Ecolabel criteria are of application (if grouped packaging) or not (if transport
packaging). Stakeholders suggested to follow a dedicated discussion within the Competent Body Forum on
this matter to ensure alignment between the resolution and the ongoing revision on EUEL criteria for
detergents, with what the JRC is in agreement.

The JRC draws the attention of stakeholders to the recent adoption of the revised Packaging and Packaging
Waste Directive, now as Regulation 2025/40%, as this could have implications on the definitions proposed if
full alignment with mandatory legislation is the objective. The definitions contained in this TR2 are presented
alongside the adopted text of Regulation 2025/40 in Table 6.

Table 6 - Packaging-related definitions in TR2 of the revision of EUEL criteria for detergents versus the equivalents in the
recently adopted Regulation on Packaging and Packaging Waste. Any difference in wording is marked in red.

Term o Regulation 2025/40% definitions
. TR2 EUEL definitions
defined (Revised PPWD)
‘packaging’ means ‘items of any materials | ‘packaging’ means an item, irrespective of the
that are intended to be used for the | materials from which it is made, that is intended
containment, protection, handling, delivery or | to be used by an economic operator for the
presentation of products and that can be | containment, protection, handling, delivery or
differentiated into packaging formats based | presentation of products to another economic
on their function, material and design, | operator or to an end user, and that can be
including: differentiated by packaging format based on its
(@) items that are necessary to contain, function, material and design, including:
support or preserve the product (@) an item that is necessary to contain,
throughout its lifetime without being support or preserve a product throughout
an integral part of the product which its lifetime, without being an integral part
is intended to be used, consumed or of the product, and which is intended to
disposed of together with the be used, consumed or disposed of
product; together with the product;
Packaging (b)  components of, and ancillary (b) a component of, and ancillary element

elements to, an item referred to in
point (a) that are integrated into the
item;

(c) ancillary elements to an item
referred to in point (a) that are hung
directly on, or attached to, the
product and that performs a
packaging function without being an
integral part of the product which is
intended to be used, consumed or
disposed of together with the
product;

(d) items designed and intended to be
filled at the point of sale, provided

to, an item referred to in point (a) that is
integrated into the item;

(c) an ancillary element to an item referred
to in point (a) that is hung directly on, or
attached to, the product and that
performs a packaging function, without
being an integral part of the product, and
which is intended to be used, consumed
or disposed of together with the product;

(d) an item that is designed and intended to
be filled at the point of sale in order to
dispense the product, which is also
referred to as ‘service packaging’;

5% 0J L, 2025/40, 22.1.2025. Regulation (EU) 2025/40 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 19 December 2024 on
packaging and packaging waste, amending Regulation (EU) 2019/1020 and Directive (EU) 2019/904, and repealing Directive
94/62/EC. Available at: http:/data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2025/40/0j

5% 0J L, 2025/40, 22.1.2025. Regulation (EU) 2025/40 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 19 December 2024 on
packaging and packaging waste, amending Regulation (EU) 2019/1020 and Directive (EU) 2019/904, and repealing Directive
94/62/EC. Available at: http:/data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2025/40/0j
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that they perform a packaging
function;

(e) disposable items sold, filled or
designed and intended to be filled at
the point of sale, provided that they
perform a packaging function;

In the context and for compliance with this
EU Ecolabel criteria, items potentially falling
under clause (a) definition that are part of a
single dose unit (product and wrappers/films
(or equivalent)), that are water-soluble and
that are not removed prior to the product use
for washing/cleaning purposes, shall not be
regarded as packaging but rather as part of
the product formulation. Conversely, items
potentially falling under clause (a) definition
that are part of a single dose unit (product
and wrappers/films (or equivalent)), that are
water-insoluble and that are removed prior to
the product wuse for washing/cleaning
purposes, shall be regarded as packaging but
not as part of the product formulation

(e) a disposable item that is sold and filled
or designed and intended to be filled at
the point of sale and which performs a
packaging function;

sales packaging’, also known as ‘primary
packaging’, means: packaging conceived so

‘sales packaging’ means packaging conceived so
as to constitute a sales unit consisting of

Sales . as to constitute the smallest sales unit of products and packaging to the end user at the
packaging : g : .

products and packaging to the final user or point of sale;

consumer at the point of sale;

‘grouped packaging’, also known as ‘grouped packaging’ means packaging conceived

‘secondary packaging’, means packaging S0 as to constitute a grouping of a certain

conceived so as to constitute a grouping of a | number of sales units at the point of sale,

certain number of sales unit at the point of irrespective of whether that grouping of sales
Grouped sale whether the latter is sold as such to the [ units is sold as such to the end user or whether
packaging [ end user or it serves only as a means to it serves as a means to facilitate the restocking

replenish the shelves at the point of sale or of shelves at the point of sale or to create a

create a stock-keeping or distribution unit; stock-keeping or distribution unit, and which can

and which can be removed from the product | be removed from the product without affecting

without affecting its characteristics. its characteristics;

‘transport packaging’, also known as ‘tertiary | ‘transport packaging’ means packaging

packaging’ means packaging conceived so as | conceived so as to facilitate the handling and

to facilitate handling and transport of a transport of one or more sales units or a
Transport | number of sales units or grouped packages, grouping of sales units, in order to prevent
packaging | including e-commerce packaging but damage to the product from handling and

excluding road, rail, ship and air containers, in | transport, but which excludes road, rail, ship and

order to prevent physical handling and air containers;

transport damage.

‘composite packaging’ means a unit of
‘composite packaging’ means a unit of packaging made of two or more different
| packaging made of two or more different materials which are part of the weight of the

Composite | materials, excluding materials used for main packaging material and cannot be
packaging | labels, closures and sealing, which cannot be separated manually and therefore form a single

separated manually and therefore form a
single integral unit;

integral unit, unless one of the materials
constitutes an insignificant part of the
packaging unit and in any event no more than 5
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% of the total mass of the packaging unit and
excluding labels, varnishes, paints, inks,
adhesives and lacquers; this is without prejudice
to Directive (EU) 2019/904;

The JRC appreciates wording changes (as highlighted) but no significant deviation from the content of the
definition (“what is meant”), except for the exclusion of e-commerce from Transport packaging definition and
the addition of further details to “composite packaging” definition. Hence, from the perspective of the
intended meaning and its adequacy for the purposes of the EUEL criteria for detergents, it does not perceive
the need change TR2 proposed definitions, with the exception of ‘composite packaging”. Consequently, a
question is included to understand the views and preferences of stakeholders on whether to keep TR2
definitions or rather fully align with this recent Regulation.

Further to the previous, new definitions related to packaging have been added: opaque, recycled material,
recycled content y post-consumer material.

Nanomaterials
What was the feedback received from stakeholders on this topic?
The guestions made in TR1 was:

Question 9 (Q9 — Nanomaterials) — Do you support the current proposal (alignment with latest EU Commission
recommendation)? If not, please could you indicate: a) reasons against this alignment; b) whether you would
you consider best to align with the definition in the EUEL criteria for Cosmetics

In total, 10 comments were received with the majority (7) agreeing on the improvement and suitability of the
updated definition as it provides further level of detail and because it delimits more clearly how to verify
(thus more useful to Competent Bodies).

Indeed, the comments highlighted that it was a better option that the definition of nanomaterials in the EUEL
criteria for Cosmetics®’, which is directly aligned with the existing EU Regulation on Cosmetics®®;

— ‘nanomaterial’ means an insoluble or biopersistant and intentionally manufactured material with one or
more external dimensions, or an internal structure, on the scale from 1 to 100 nm, in accordance with
Regulation (EC) No 1223/2009%°

However, some comments suggested aligning with the nanomaterial definition with that found in the ongoing
revision of the EU Cosmetic Regulation®, since it would also be aligned with the latest EU Commission
recommendation on the definition of nanomaterial- 2022/C229/01 (5%). The JRC will consider this as potential
source for alignment consideration.

Other comments suggested the possibility of requesting a complete ban on nanomaterials and improving the
definition via revision of the quantitative threshold present in the definition. On the former aspect, the EUEL
criteria already excludes nanomaterials, being even more explicitly with the TR1 proposal where
nanomaterials were specifically quoted in the Specified excluded substance list (See sub-criterion (a) specified
excluded and restricted substances). About improving the nanomaterials definition, the JRC understand that
the part of the definition to focus on is the following:

57 0J L 379, 26.10.2021, p. 8-48. Commission Decision (EU) 2021/1870 of 22 October 2021 establishing the EU Ecolabel criteria for
cosmetic products and animal care products (notified under document C(2021) 7500). http://data.europa.eu/eli/dec/2021/1870/0j

5% 0J L 309, 24.11.2009, p. 1. Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 21 October 2009
concerning the placing of plant protection products on the market and repealing Council Directives 79/117/EEC and 91/414/EEC.
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/AUTO/?uri=0J:L:2009:342.TOC

5% 0J L 309, 24.11.2009, p. 1. Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 21 October 2009
concerning the placing of plant protection products on the market and repealing Council Directives 79/117/EEC and 91/414/EEC.
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/AUTO/?uri=0J:L:2009:342.TOC

8 https://www.europarl.europa.eu/legislative-train/theme-a-european-green-deal/file-revision-of-the-cosmetic-products-regulation

61 Commission Recommendation of 10 June 2022 on the definition of nanomaterial (Text with EEA relevance) 2022/C 229/01. OJ C
229,14.6.2022, p. 1-5 1-5
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— “..and where 50 % or more of these particles in the number-based size distribution fulfil at least one
of the following conditions:...”.

The feedback received highlighted that some EU member states (e.g. France) are applying more restrictive
guantitative limits (i.e. 10%) than the 50% included in the EU Commission recommendation on the definition
of nanomaterial- 2022/C229/01 (%2). In practical terms, this implies widening the scope of what is considered
a nanomaterial, since it would be “easier” for more materials to meet the particle-size qualification. In other
words, it would be“easier” to trigger classification as nanomaterial by surpassing a 10% limit than a 50%
one). This is line with some of the recommendations and conclusions shared by ANSES®? in its Opinion (See
section 3.3.2 Discussion on the main technical criteria for a definition of nanomaterials), which about
Dimensional limits and number size distribution threshold reads:

“The new Recommendation on the definition endorses the previously adopted values for the dimensional
limits and the number size distribution threshold. In the public consultation, the European Commission
only reopened the debate on the size distribution threshold.

For the reasons mentioned above, the choice of dimensional limits and number size distribution threshold
cannot be based on sound scientific arguments. A certain degree of arbitrariness will be needed to
establish these parameters.

In order to have the most inclusive definition possible, the CES recommends extending the dimensional
limits and advocates a lower value for the size distribution threshold than the one currently used. The CES
notes that this may lead to a significant increase in the number of materials considered as nanomaterials.
However, this approach is more protective and also less complex than one that automatically excludes
too many substances from the scope of the definition.”

Note that further relevant aspects are mentioned in ANSES’s opinion (e.g. dimensional criteria; key concepts
pending validation/definition; suitability and use of derogations), to the JRC's understanding, aimed at
reaching a broader and flexible definition for what is considered as a nanomaterial definition and maximising
safety guarantees.

The JRC released a guidance on how to implement the nanomaterial definition recommended by the European
Commission®, namely how it should be understood and which are established technologies and measurement
practices. In this report, it acknowledges that the definition is horizontal (not-sector specific), based on the
only feature common to all nanomaterials (nanoscale external dimensions) and it suggests the possibility of
adapting such definition to sector-specific legislation as long as this does not compromise the fundamental
concepts underpinning it (See Conclusions section).

Considering the former statements, the JRC has included a specific question to stakeholders in order to gather
relevant feedback about whether to modify the particle-size percentage, understanding this would not
compromise the fundamental concepts in the EC definition but rather would potentially offer a wider scope
for what is considered as nanomaterials.

Microplastics
What was the feedback received from stakeholders on this topic?
The guestions made in TR1 was:

Question 10 (Q10 — Microplastics) — This definition follows regulatory updates but also implied the addition of
complementary terms as “Polymers” and “Synthethic polymers” All together, these definitions clarify very
accurately what is considered as “microplastics” but also might imply further complexity in the interpretation.
In this sense, do you support the proposed “microplastics” (and associated) definitions? If you do - which

62 Commission Recommendation of 10 June 2022 on the definition of nanomaterial (Text with EEA relevance) 2022/C 229/01. OJ C
229, 146.2022, p. 1-5 1-5

63 Opinion of the French Agency for Food, Environmental and Occupational Health & Safety relating to the formal request on
"Definition of nanomaterials: analysis, challenges and controversies". Anses opinion Collective expert appraisal report. April 2023,
https://www.anses.fr/en/system/files/AP2018SA0168RaEN.pdf

64 European Commission. Joint Research Centre, Guidance on the Implementation of the Commission Recommendation 2022/C
229/01 on the Definition of Nanomaterial., Publications Office, LU, 2023. Available at: https:/data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/143118
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details should be in the legal text and which in the User manual (if any)? If you don’t, - which would the
definition you advocate for?

In total, 15 comments were received and the majority welcomed the definitions introduced (microplastics,
polymers, synthetic polymers) due to their usefulness, yet some pointed on the convenience on removing
polymers and/or synthetic polymers definitions

Despite the proposed definitions were generally welcomed, a share of the comments raised concerns and/or
suggestions for improvements on the following aspects:

— Including soluble and biodegradable microplastics-> implying that even if they are deemed as soluble
and/or can be (bio-)degraded, they should still be part of the definition, thus excluded from EUEL criteria
(given the specific exclusion of microplastics in the sub-criterion Excluded and restricted substances). In
terms of solubility, it was proposed to set it at 30 g/L rather than as per proposed definition at 2g/L which
is considered as “slightly soluble” (according to the scale defined by the European Pharmacopeia). In a
study testing detergent products in the market, concerns have been raised by the use of “water-soluble
polymer” (also mentioned as “liquid microplastics”), their presence in detergent products and their
potential eco-toxicological effects, advocating for the use of “microplastic-free” alternative already in the
market®®. In particular, several soluble polymers (including PAMs, polycarboxylates) as well as their
breakdown products could be persistent and/or toxic; and they can also act like flocculants and detergents
in recipient waters and as conditioners of soils and sediments with long lasting ecological effects®®.

— Decreasing or removing lower limits (particle size; weight)->some comments called for reducing the
mass-based threshold triggering application of the definition from 1% to a lower limit (i.e. 0.01%). In
terms of particle size when adequate analytical method are not available, it is suggested not having a
lower limit. This would include within the microplastic definition those plastics within the “nano” scale
range, which are considered of concern, thus also excluding them. There are several countries in their
legislation to restrict microbeads in cosmetics, personal care products and/or detergents have defined
microplastics according to an upper size limit but without a lower size limit mentioned®’.

— Not differentiating by source ->several comments called for not differentiating between polymers derived
from petrochemical sources from those from renewable/"natural” origin.

To the former arguments, the JRC's reactions/comments are:

— On Including soluble and biodegradable microplastics-> the currently proposed (TR2) EUEL criteria
structure aims at holistically approach microplastics by:

(a) ban them according to definition made+ explicit exclusion via sub-criterion Excluded and
Restricted substances. The former mostly affects “solid” forms.

(b) Impose requirement as per EUEL criteria + new specific requirements for water-soluble
polymers on biodegradability (See Biodegradability criterion; sub-criterion water-soluble
polymers). The former mostly affects “liquid” (water-soluble) forms.

Given the former, it is considered that if microplastic are to be used within detergent and cleaning
products, then the EUEL criteria would ensure that the most critical aspects are considered. The JRC
agrees on the fact that it would be more environmentally relevant to avoid the use of microplastics if
possible but is unsure about whether it would be viable to request at this stage a full ban on the use of
any microplastic (according to the most restrictive terms of a potential definition as discussed earlier).
Consequently, it maintains TR1 proposal with regards to solubility threshold (2 g/L) yet it remains open
for discussion on this matter.

— Decreasing or removing lower limits (particle size; weight)-> In terms of particle size, the nanomaterial
definition (as in this revision exercise) + the explicit exclusion via sub-criterion Excluded and Restricted

6 PLASTIK IN WASCHMITTELN, TEST 2021 — GLOBAL 2000. Available at: https://www.global2000.at/publikationen/waschmitteltest

% Phasing out the use of microplastics The road to an effective EU restriction of intentionally-added microplastics. Position paper
VERSION 2* - MARCH 2021. Rethink Plastic. Available at: https://eeb.org/wp-
content/uploads/2020/11/the_road_to_an_effective_EU_restriction_of_intentionally-added_microplastics.pdf

57 Phasing out the use of microplastics The road to an effective EU restriction of intentionally-added microplastics. Position paper
VERSION 2* - MARCH 2021. Rethink Plastic. Available at: https://eeb.org/wp-
content/uploads/2020/11/the_road_to_an_effective_EU_restriction_of _intentionally-added_microplastics.pdf
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substances should ensure than nanoplastics are covered within the EUEL criteria. In any case, the JRC has
included as question to gather feedback on this specific aspects. Likewise, in the same question the
possibility of reducing the mass-based threshold triggering microplastic classification will be addressed.

— Not differentiating by source -> A way to fulfil such request is to remove the Synthetic polymers
definition and then make reference in the microplastics definition to polymer microparticles rather than
synthetic polymer microparticles and removing the following clause from exemptions mentioned in the
definition.” a) polymers that are the result of a polymerisation process that has taken place in
nature, independently of the process through which they have been extracted, which are not chemically
modified substances;”. Despite several stakeholders expressed their agreement with the usefulness of the
proposed definitions, a question is included to determine whether to propose such change.

Note that a new definition for “abrasives” is proposed for inclusion as part of the TR2 following-up on the
feedback received on the criterion Toxicity to aquatic organisms. In TR1 version of that criterion, abrasives
were proposed for exclusion as part the CDV values calculations. The feedback suggested that as beneficial to
provide certainty and clarity about what is considered as an “abrasive”, namely which the scope is (what
substances are in and which out).

The JRC supported this action and performed searched for definitions that could be suitable for the purposes
of the EUEL criteria for detergents. A screening on standards (e.g. ISO) resulted unsuccessful for the desired
product niche (as part of detergents and cleaners). Most of the standards found refer to other
applications/end-uses (e.g. ISO 8486-1.1996°%), with no clear definition applicable. When looked at scientific
literature, the type of publications were similarly out of the scope of detergent and cleaning products, with
definitions found along the lines of:

"Abrasive materials can be considered as cutting tools with geometrically unspecified cutting edges
that are characterized by high hardness, sharp edges, and good cutting ability”®®

When screening for sector-specific resources, the main American industry association for detergent and
cleaning products (American Cleaning Institute) indicated in its glossary™:

"Abrasive ingredients are materials that are used to polish, buff, or scour away soils such as dirt and
dust. Abrasives can be found in many cleaning products including, but not limited to, pot and pan
cleaners, hand wash dish detergents, machine dish detergents, and powder laundry detergents.”

As per previous definition, the main functions that can be attributed to abrasives used in detergent and
cleaning products are (tough) stains removal and grime and/or cleaning/polishing surfaces. Typical materials
used for this purpose are of inorganic nature and with low or no-water solubility (e.g. silica; calcium
carbonate). These are often used in combination with a cleaning agent or a solvent to complement
and/maximise the cleaning/washing function desired.

No specific definition was found within other ecolabelling schemes (NS, BA) in their criteria related to
detergent and cleaning products defining “abrasives” or having a similar exemption.

Given the former, the JRC proposes the following definition for discussion during the 2™ AHWG, with the idea
to refine it further after stakeholders’ feedback:

“Abrasives means substances added to detergent and cleaning products to polish, buff, or scour away
soils (e.g. dirt, dust, grime) and which effect their intended function primarily via physical means.”

The first part of the definition is aligned with the aforementioned one from the relevant American industry
association. The second part (: ... which effect their intended function primarily via physical means.”) aims to
differentiate those substances whose “abrasive” function is performed via chemical rather than physical
means, also under the understanding that exerting a physical abrasive action implies low or no chemical
reactivity with the matrix, thus the effect is not primarily based on chemistry.

% https://www.iso.org/standard/15695.html

% Joan D. Marinescu, W. Brian Rowe, Boris Dimitrov, Ichiro Inasaki; 11 - Abrasives and Abrasive Tools, Editor(s): loan D. Marinescu, W.
Brian Rowe, Boris Dimitrov, Ichiro Inasaki, Tribology of Abrasive Machining Processes, William Andrew Publishing, 2004, Pages 369-
455, ISBN 9780815514909, DOI https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-081551490-9.50012-8.

0 https://www.cleaninginstitute.org/industry-priorities/science/cpisi/glossary-functional-classes
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The JRC considers that abrasives, as per other relatively inert particles, could have impacts on the
environment, especially aquatic ones, related to sedimentation and turbidity of such particles and the direct
and indirect impact that this could cause on aquatic organisms. However, due to resources constraints, the
JRC did not carried out research at this stage on the significance of such impact, meaning considering aspects
such as how extensive is the use of abrasives in detergent and cleaning products, at which concentration and
with what likely impacts.

New definitions are also proposed for “renewable material” and “sustainable sourcing” to addressed
the feedback received on the criterion of sustainable sourcing, asking for clarifications on these key concepts.
The JRC supported these comments and consulted the literature to propose definitions that could be suitable
for the purposes of the EUEL criteria for detergents.

Regarding the concept of “renewable material”, the definition provided by the standard on bio-based products
EN 16575:2014 (") was considered as relevant for detergents and cleaning products. Based on this standard,
the JRC proposes the following definition for “renewable material”:

“‘Renewable material is a material that is composed of biomass and that can be continually
replenished”.

In the case of “sustainable sourcing”, no clear definition related to detergents and cleaning products was
found in available standards. Some standards do include related terms such as “sustainability” or “sustainable
development”. For example, EN 16575:2014 ("?) uses a widespread definition of “sustainable development”
stating that it is the “development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of
future generations to meet their own needs”. 1SO 13065:2015 (™) on sustainability criteria for bioenergy
defines “sustainability” as the ‘goal of sustainable development which encompasses environment, social and
economic aspects, in which the needs of the present are met without compromising the ability of future
generations to meet their needs’ (74),

Other sources in the literature include specific definitions for “sustainable sourcing”, such as:
— The definition provided by Lambrechts (7).

“Sustainable sourcing: Sourcing the materials, products, and services an organization needs from its
suppliers in a sustainable manner, thereby taking into account the environmental and social impact
of its supply chain strategies and activities. Sustainable sourcing applies a holistic approach which is
critical to business-as-usual (triple) bottom-line thinking and takes into account the environmental
and social boundary conditions of sourcing strategies. Sustainable sourcing thereby exceeds formal
accountability regarding sustainability as imposed by governments and goes beyond perspectives
regarding the Triple Bottom Line as a balancing act.”

— The definition provided by Pagell et al (7).

“Sustainable sourcing: Managing all aspects of the upstream component of the supply chain to
maximize triple bottom line performance.”

— The definition provided by the Roundtable (7).

“Sustainable palm oil production comprises legal, economically viable, environmentally appropriate
and socially beneficial management and operations”

7t EN 16575 (2014), ‘Bio-based products’, European Committee for Standardisation, Technical Committee 411 (CEN TC/411). Mandate
M/492.

72 EN 16575 (2014), ‘Bio-based products’, European Committee for Standardisation, Technical Committee 411 (CEN TC/411). Mandate
M/492.

7 IS0 13065, (2015), Sustainability criteria for bioenergy. International Organisation for Standardisation.

7 1S0 13065, (2015), Sustainability criteria for bioenergy. International Organisation for Standardisation.

7S Sustainable Supply Chain Management. In: Leal Filho, W., Azul, A, Brandli, L., Ozuyar, P., Wall, T. (eds) Decent Work and Economic
Growth. Encyclopedia of the UN Sustainable Development Goals. Springer, Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-71058-7_11-1

76 Sustainable Supply Chain Management. In: Leal Filho, W., Azul, A, Brandli, L., Ozuyar, P., Wall, T. (eds) Decent Work and Economic
Growth. Encyclopedia of the UN Sustainable Development Goals. Springer, Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-71058-7_11-1

7 Pagell, M., Wu, Z. and Wasserman, M.E. (2010), Thinking differently about purchasing portfolios: An assessment of sustainable
sourcing. Journal of Supply Chain Management, 46: 57-73. https:/doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-493X.2009.03186.x
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Considering the above-mentioned definitions, the JRC proposes the following definition:

“Sustainable sourcing means managing all aspects of the supply chain to source the materials,
products and services an organization needs from its suppliers in a sustainable manner, that is, by
ensuring that all management and operations are legal, economically viable, environmentally
appropriate and socially beneficial.”

Points for discussion 2 — Definitions

Stakeholders are invited to reply the following consultation question:

— Question 4 (Q4 - Ingoing substances & Impurities) — Do you support the update made on the
proposed definitions? Please provide a reasoned response

— Question 5 (Q5 — Packaging) — Do you support including the packaging definition into the User
Manual instead than in the legal text? If not, would you prefer to modify it to make it shorter? If so,
do you have a proposal?

— Question 6 (Q6 — Packaging) — Do you support full or partial alignment (i.e. certain definitions;
composite packaging) with Regulation 2025/40 (Revised PPWD) definitions, meaning using literal text
in such Regulation 8? Please, provide a reason response.

— Question 7 (Q7 — Nanomaterials) — Do you support lowering the number-based particle-size
distribution below the 50% stated in the EU Commission recommendation on the definition of
nanomaterial- 2022/C229/01 (°)? Is so, which target (%) would you support). Please, provide a
reasoned response.

— Question 8 (Q8 — Microplastics [particle/weight limits]) — Would you support widening the scope of
microplastics definition by decreasing the mass-based limit from 1% to a lower limit (i.e. 0.01%)? In
addition, would you support decreasing or even not having lower limit based on the particle size?
Please see arguments shared in the main body of the text and provide a reasoned response.

— Question 9 (Q9 - Microplastics [not differentiating by source]) — Would you support changing the
microplastic-related definitions to ensure all polymers irrespective of their origin (synthetic; natural)
are included in the scope of it? If so, could you provide a reasoned response/suggestion on how to do
so (beyond what proposed in the main body of the text)? Please, provide a reasoned response.

— Question 10 (Q10 — Abrasives (new) — Do you support the proposed definition for “abrasives’?
Please, provide a reasoned response and if supporting it, ideally providing suggestions for
improvement (if any).

— Question 11 (Q11 - Other - Provide comments that you deem relevant to any aspect of the
Definitions section.

78

79

0J L, 2025/40, 22.1.2025. Regulation (EU) 2025/40 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 19 December 2024 on
packaging and packaging waste, amending Regulation (EU) 2019/1020 and Directive (EU) 2019/904, and repealing Directive

94/62/EC. Available at: http:/data.europa.eu/eli/req/2025/40/0j
Commission Recommendation of 10 June 2022 on the definition of nanomaterial (Text with EEA relevance) 2022/C 229/01. 0J C

229, 14.6.2022, p. 1-5 https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv%3A0J.C_.2022.229.01.0001.01.ENG&toc=0J%3AC%3A2022%3A229%3ATOC1-5 https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv%3A0J.C_.2022.229.01.0001.01 ENG&toc=0J%3AC%3A2022%3A229%3ATOC
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1291 4. Assessment and verification

1292
TR1 proposed Assessment and verification

The EU Ecolabel criteria target the best detergent and cleaning products on the market, in terms of
environmental performance. The criteria focus on the main environmental impacts associated with
the life cycle of these products and promote circular economy aspects.”

(a) Requirements

For the EU Ecolabel to be awarded to a specific product, the product shall comply with each
requirement. The applicant shall provide a written confirmation stating that all the criteria are
fulfilled.

Specific assessment and verification requirements are indicated within each criterion.

Where the applicant is required to provide declarations, documentation, analyses, test reports, or
other evidence to show compliance with the criteria, these may originate from the applicant,
his/her supplier(s) and/or their supplier(s), as appropriate.

Competent bodies shall preferentially recognise attestations which are issued by bodies accredited
in accordance with the relevant harmonised standard for testing and calibration laboratories and
verifications by bodies that are accredited in accordance with the relevant harmonised standard
for bodies certifying products, processes and services.

Where appropriate, test methods other than those indicated for each criterion may be used if the
competent body assessing the application accepts their equivalence.

Where appropriate, competent bodies may require supporting documentation and may carry out

ALL independent verifications or site inspections to check compliance with these criteria.

Changes in suppliers and production sites pertaining to products to which the EU Ecolabel has been
granted shall be notified to competent bodies, together with supporting information to enable
verification of continued compliance with the criteria.

As a prerequisite, the product shall meet all applicable legal requirements of the country or
countries in which the product is intended to be placed on the market. The applicant shall declare
the product's compliance with this requirement.

The ‘Detergent ingredient database’ list (DID list), available on the EU Ecolabel website, contains
the most widely used ingoing substances in detergents and cosmetics formulations. It shall be
used for deriving the data for the calculations of the critical dilution volume (CDV) and for the
assessment of the biodegradability of the ingoing substances. For substances not present on the
DID list, guidance is given on how to calculate or extrapolate the relevant data. The latest version
of the DID list is available from the EU Ecolabel website (1) or via the websites of the individual
competent bodies.

The list of all ingoing substances shall be provided to the competent body, indicating the trade
name (if existing), the chemical name, the CAS No, the DID No (2) (if existing), its function, form
and concentration in mass percentage regardless of concentration in the final product formulation.

All ingoing substances present in the form of nanomaterials shall be clearly indicated on the list
with the word ‘nano’ written in brackets.

For each ingoing substance listed, the safety data sheets (SDSs) in accordance with Regulation
(EC) No 1907/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council®® shall be provided. Where an

8 Regulation (EC) No 1907/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 18 December 2006 concerning the Registration,
Evaluation, Authorisation and Restriction of Chemicals (REACH), establishing a European Chemicals Agency, amending Directive
1999/45/EC and repealing Council Regulation (EEC) No 793/93 and Commission Regulation (EC) No 1488/94 as well as Council
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SDS is not available for a single substance because it is part of a mixture, the applicant shall
provide the SDS of the mixture.

Notes:

[1] https://circabc.europa.eu/rest/download/933af4c0-1eda-4467-8b4d-22c9e0236hbc1?ticket= [2]
DID No is the number of the ingoing substance on the DID list.

(b) Measurement thresholds

Compliance with the ecological criteria is required for all ingoing substances as specified in Table
1

Table 1. Threshold levels applicable to ingoing substances by criterion (% weight by weight)

Criterion name Surfactants | Preservatives | Colouring | Fragrances | Other (e.g.
agents enzymes)
Toxicity to aquatic organisms > 0,010 no limit (*) no limit (**) | no limit (*) | = 0,010
Biodegradability Surfactants 20,010 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Organics > 0,010 no limit (*) no limit (**) | no limit (*}) | = 0,010
Sustainable sourcing of palm oil | = 0,010 N/A N/A N/A > 0,010
Excluded or Specified no limit (*) no limit () no limit (**) | no limit (**) | no limit (**)
ALL limited excluded and
substances limited subst.
Hazardous > 0,010 > 0,010 > 0,010 > 0,010 > 0,010
subst.
SVHCs no limit (*%) no limit (*) no limit (**) | no limit (**) | no limit (**)
Fragrances N/A N/A N/A no limit (*Y) | N/A
Preservatives | N/A no limit (**) N/A N/A N/A
Colouring N/A N/A no limit (*1) | N/A N/A
agents
Enzymes N/A N/A N/A N/A no limit (*%)
(*1) ‘no limit" means: regardless of the concentration (analytical limit of detection) for all substances with the
exception of impurities, which can be present up to a concentration of 0,010 % by weight in the final formulation
N/A not applicable
(c) Product group specificities
If a product can be found both in RTU and undiluted form and both forms are sold as part of a
ALL single lot (e.g. one bottle of RTU product and a refill bottle of undiluted product), both types of

products shall meet the requirements set out in all the criteria for their respective types.

Undiluted products in packaging designed for the sole purpose of refilling trigger sprays shall meet
the packaging requirements for RTU products.

Directive 76/769/EEC and Commission Directives 91/155/EEC, 93/67/EEC, 93/105/EC and 2000/21/EC (OJ L 396, 30.12.2006, p. 1).
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/ALL/?uri=CELEX%3A32006R1907
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Proposed assessment and verification

The EU Ecolabel criteria target the best detergent and cleaning products on the market, in terms of
environmental performance. The criteria focus on the main environmental impacts associated with
the life cycle of these products and promote circular economy aspects.”

(a) Requirements

For the EU Ecolabel to be awarded to a specific product, the product shall comply with each
requirement. The applicant shall provide a written confirmation stating that all the criteria are
fulfilled.

Specific assessment and verification requirements are indicated within each criterion.

Where the applicant is required to provide declarations, documentation, analyses, test reports, or
other evidence to show compliance with the criteria, these may originate from the applicant,
his/her supplier(s) and/or their supplier(s), as appropriate.

Competent bodies shall preferentially recognise attestations which are issued by bodies accredited
in accordance with the relevant harmonised standard for testing and calibration laboratories and
verifications by bodies that are accredited in accordance with the relevant harmonised standard
for bodies certifying products, processes and services.

Where appropriate, test methods other than those indicated for each criterion may be used if the
competent body assessing the application accepts their equivalence.

Where appropriate, competent bodies may require supporting documentation and may carry out
independent verifications or site inspections to check compliance with these criteria.

ALL Changes in suppliers and production sites pertaining to products to which the EU Ecolabel has been
granted shall be notified to competent bodies, together with supporting information to enable
verification of continued compliance with the criteria.

As a prerequisite, the product shall meet all applicable legal requirements of the country or
countries in which the product is intended to be placed on the market. The applicant shall declare
the product's compliance with this requirement.

The ‘Detergent ingredient database’ list (DID list), available on the EU Ecolabel website, contains
the most widely used ingoing substances in detergents and cosmetics formulations. It shall be
used for deriving the data for the calculations of the critical dilution volume (CDV) and for the
assessment of the biodegradability of the ingoing substances. For substances not present on the
DID list, guidance is given on how to calculate or extrapolate the relevant data. The latest version
of the DID list is available from the EU Ecolabel website (1) or via the websites of the individual
competent bodies.

The list of all ingoing substances shall be provided to the competent body, indicating the trade
name (if existing), the chemical name, the CAS No and/or the EC No, the DID No (2) (if existing), its
function, form and concentration in mass percentage regardless of concentration in the final
product formulation.

All ingoing substances present in the form of nanomaterials shall be clearly indicated on the list
with the word ‘nano’ written in brackets.

For each ingoing substance listed, the safety data sheets (SDSs) in accordance with Regulation
(EC) No 1907/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council®! shall be provided. Where an
SDS is not available for a single substance because it is part of a mixture, the applicant shall

81 Regulation (EC) No 1907/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 18 December 2006 concerning the Registration,
Evaluation, Authorisation and Restriction of Chemicals (REACH), establishing a European Chemicals Agency, amending Directive
1999/45/EC and repealing Council Regulation (EEC) No 793/93 and Commission Regulation (EC) No 1488/94 as well as Council
Directive 76/769/EEC and Commission Directives 91/155/EEC, 93/67/EEC, 93/105/EC and 2000/21/EC (OJ L 396, 30.12.2006, p. 1).
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/ALL/?uri=CELEX%3A32006R1907
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provide the SDS of the mixture.
Notes:

[1] https://circabc.europa.eu/rest/download/933af4c0-1eda-4467-8b4d-22¢9e0236bc1?ticket= [2]
DID No is the number of the ingoing substance on the DID list.

(b) Measurement thresholds

Compliance with the ecological criteria is required for all ingoing substances as specified in Table
1

Table 1. Threshold levels applicable to ingoing substances by criterion (% weight by weight)

Criterion name Surfactants | Preservatives | Colouring | Fragrances | Other (e.g.
agents enzymes)
Toxicity to aquatic organisms > 0,010 no limit (*) no limit (**) | no limit (*}) | = 0,010
Biodegradability | Surfactants > 0,010 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Organics > 0,010 no limit (*) no limit (**) | no limit (*) | = 0,010
Sustainable sourcing of palm oil | 20,010 N/A N/A N/A > 0,010
Excluded or Specified no limit (*) no limit (*) no limit (**) | no limit (**) | no limit (**)
limited excluded and
ALL substances limited subst.
Hazardous 20,010 > 0,010 > 0,010 > 0,010 > 0,010
subst.
SVHCs no limit (*) no limit (*) no limit (**) | no limit (**) | no limit (**)
Fragrances N/A N/A N/A no limit () | N/A
Preservatives | N/A no limit (*%) N/A N/A N/A
Colouring N/A N/A no limit (**) | N/A N/A
agents
Enzymes N/A N/A N/A N/A no limit (*%)
(*1) ‘no limit" means: regardless of the concentration (analytical limit of detection) for all substances with the
exception of impurities, which can be present up to a concentration of 0,010 % by weight in the final
formulation.
N/A not applicable
(c) Product group specificities
If a product can be found both in RTU and undiluted form and both forms are sold as part of a
HSC single lot (e.g. one bottle of RTU product and a refill bottle of undiluted product), both types of

products shall meet the requirements set out in all the criteria for their respective types.

Undiluted products in packaging designed for the sole purpose of refilling trigger sprays shall meet
the packaging requirements for RTU products.

Rationale for the proposed assessment and verification

The assessment and verification text appearing at the beginning of the legal Annex generally refers to the
different types of evidence (e.g. declarations, test reports) that the competent body shall recognise as
relevant proof of compliance for criteria. This text is necessary in order to establish the framework and
general rules for verification procedures so that they do not need to be repeated in every individual
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assessment and verification text. Such text is included at the beginning of the legal Annex for all EU Ecolabel
new or revised criteria and can apply to one or more product groups (as displayed in the Annex).

The main changes/additions made in TR1 affected part a) requirements and were:

— Addition of introductory text prior to a) Requirements, introducing EUEL criteria target.

— Explicitly requiring compliance with all requirements, being this supported by an applicant’s declaration.
— Explicitly requiring notification upon suppliers change to ensure the feasibility of continuous verification.

— All substances regardless of concentration in the final product should be listed.

Outcomes from and after the 15t AHWG meeting
What was the feedback received from stakeholders on this topic?

In total 16 comments were received on the Assessment and Verification section, which are found in full in the
Table of Comments (ToC1). The following convey summarily the most relevant topics:

— Notification of supplier changes - There was concern about high administrative burden if every supplier
change needs to be notified to the authority as happening but instead agreed/suggested regular time
intervals for CBs to receive such instead.

— Inclusion of EC hnumber - for those substances that have not CAS number (No) but that may have been
granted and EC No under REACH.

— Definition of "no limit" Clearly - this was the most cited and important topic according to comments
received, arising from the ambiguity in the interpretation of what “no limit” meant and the potential
implications with regard to criteria compliance. In particular, how or if appropriate to mention Limit of
Detection (LOD), if impurities should be excluded in all cases (e.g. SVHCs) and difference in definition
between REACH/CLP and EU Ecolabel.

— Ingoing substances and impurities - related to the former topic, it was requested to indicate the threshold
from which ingoing substances should be considered (>20.010%) and the difficulty on identifying all,
especially from complex ingredients (e.g. fragrance).

— Call for harmonization — referred to criteria interpretation and verification procedures at EU level (e.g. DID
list; definition)

— Other topics — as anaerobic biodegradability, DID list (e.g. acceptance of alternative testing methods and
inclusion of further ingredients [surfactants] ; inclusion of EC number; and Call for harmonization (

Further research and main changes in the proposal for the 2" AHWG meeting

The JRC considers that adding the EC number could aid in the verification process, thus has incorporated it
into the legal text: “The list of all ingoing substances shall be provided to the competent body, indicating the
trade name (if existing), the chemical name, the CAS No and/or the EC No,...".

In terms of notifying suppliers change, the JRC understands that current legal text formulation does not
necessary requires such notification to happen as the changes occur. Indeed, it understands that under such
formulation CBs can organised the verification procedure in a practical way for all parties. Nevertheless and
also acknowledging the importance of precise text for efficient verification, the JRC has included a dedicated
question to consult stakeholders on this matter.

Regarding Ingoing substances and impurities, the definitions have been revised (See Definitions section)
and identified concerns have been addressed, specially the quantitative threshold gap derived from TR1
proposal. The rationale for not aligning with REACH/CLP with regards to quantitative threshold (0.1% versus
0.01% in EUEL) is shown in that section.

Moreover, the JRC understands that the changes made in these definitions could also address some of the
concerns associated with the definition/footnote on “no limit”. One of such is what is understood as limit of
detection (LOD) and its suitability in the context/wording used versus the intended aim. There are several
approaches to defining LOD and the following is an example to illustrate the intended meaning: “The LOD is
defined as the lowest quantity or concentration of a component that can be reliably distinguished from the
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Limit of the blank (LOB). It therefore reflects the analyte level at which the likelihood of a low-level sample
giving a false-negative result equals the specified Type Il error risk’? In other words, the lowest quantity that
can be reliably measured. Some stakeholders suggested to quote “LOD” instead of “no limit” while other
proposed alternative wording to the whole footnote (as shown in dedicated question to this topic). Other
aspect to consider is the mismatch on the threshold triggering reporting obligations (e.g. Safety datasheets;
SDSs) for REACH/CLP versus ecolabel, being the EUEL lower by one order of magnitude (0.100% versus
0.010%), with the implication that information is not readily available as part of the CLP/REACH database of
files, yet this was discussed and proposed to be kept as part of the Definitions section. Another concern is
related to the inclusion or exclusion of impurities with regards to the “no limit” EUEL concept, meaning that if
excluded those substances considered as impurities there could be the case of Substances of Very High
Concern (SVHCs) potentially being present in an EU ecolabelled product close to 0.010%. If these are included,
then there is no concentration limit of application (not the 0.010%) and (if quantifiable) concentrations below
0.01% would not be admissible unless a EUEL derogation has been granted beforehand. Given the importance
for criteria interpretation and also given the changes made in definitions that have cascading effects on the
interpretation of the “no limit” footnote, the JRC would like to have further feedback. To do, so a dedicated
question is included aimed at getting clarity on which could be an acceptable wording, inclusive if better
quoted as “LOD” or (kept) as “no limit”.

Points for discussion 3 — Definitions

Stakeholders are invited to reply the following consultation question:

— Question 12 (Q12) — Regarding the text: Changes in suppliers and production sites pertaining to
products to which the EU Ecolabel has been granted shall be notified to competent bodies, together
with supporting information to enable verification of continued compliance with the criteria. Do you
consider necessary to explicitly mention in it a defined timeline for suppliers change notifications? If
so, which should be?

— Question 13 (Q13) — Regarding the text: ‘no limit” means: regardless of the concentration (analytical
limit of detection) for all substances with the exception of impurities, which can be present up to a
concentration of 0,010 % by weight in the final formulation. What changes/wording would you
suggest? Would you remove the term “no limit” and use “LOD™ Would support including impurities in
the aforementioned text, thus only allowing quantifiable substances below 0.01% to be present if a
derogation supports them? If you support keeping the footnote, would you agree with the following
wording? “no presence of ingoing substances (under detection limits) with the exception/inclusive of
impurities, which can be present up to a concentration of 0,010 % by weight in the final formulation”
Please, provide a reasoned response.

— Question 14 (Q14) - Please, provide any other comments that you deem relevant to any aspect of
this section.

8 pum, J, ‘A Practical Guide to Validation and Verification of Analytical Methods in the Clinical Laboratory’, Advances in Clinical

Chemistry, Vol. 90, Elsevier, 2019, pp. 215-281. DOI: 10.1016/bs.acc.2019.01.006
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5. Reference dosage

TR1 proposed reference dosage

DD,
HDD,
HSC,
[IDD

The following dosage shall be taken as the reference dosage for the calculations aiming at
documenting compliance with the EU Ecolabel criteria and for testing of cleaning ability.

[ILD,
LD

The following dosage shall be taken as the reference dosage for the calculations aiming at
documenting compliance with the EU Ecolabel criteria and for testing of washing ability:

DD

Dishwasher | Highest dosage recommended by the manufacturer to wash 12 normally soiled
detergent place settings under standard conditions (‘wash’), as laid down in EN 60436:2020
(indicated in g/wash or ml/wash).

Rinse aid 3 ml/wash

HDD

The highest dosage recommended by the manufacturer for 1 litre of washing water for cleaning
normally soiled dishes (indicated in g/l of washing water or ml/I of washing water).

HSC

Ready-to-use (RTU) products | 1 litre of RTU product

Undiluted products Highest dosage recommended by the manufacturer for preparing
1 litre of cleaning solution for cleaning normally soiled surfaces
(indicated in g/l of cleaning solution or ml/I of cleaning solution)

[IDD

The highest dosage-recommended by the manufacturer to produce 1 litre of washing solution
(indicated in g/l of washing solution or ml/l of washing solution) for three degrees of water hardness
(soft, medium, hard).

[ILD

The highest dosage recommended by the manufacturer to wash one kilogram of dry laundry
(indicated in g/kg of laundry or ml/kg of laundry) for three degrees of soiling (light, medium and
heavy) and water hardness (soft, medium, hard).

All products in-a multi-component system shall be included with the worst case dosage when
assessments of the criteria are made.

Examples of degree of soiling

Soling | Degree of soiling

Light Hotels: bed linen, bedclothes and towels, etc. (towels may be considered heavily soiled)

Cloth hand towel rolls

Medium | Work clothes: institutions/retail/service, etc.
Restaurants: tablecloths, napkins, etc.

Mops and mats

Heavy Work clothes: industry/kitchen/butchering, etc.
Kitchen textiles: clothes, dish towels, etc.

Institutions such as hospitals: bed linen, bedclothes, contour sheets, patient clothing,
doctor's coat or scrubs/overall, etc.

LD

Heavy-duty Dosage recommended by the manufacturer for one kilogram of normally
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detergent, colour- | soiled dry laundry (indicated in g/kg of laundry or ml/kg of laundry)
safe detergent calculated on the basis of the dosage recommended for a load of 4,5 kg
at a water hardness of 2,5 mmol CaCO3/I.

Light-duty detergent | Dosage recommended by the manufacturer for one kilogram of normally
soiled delicate laundry (indicated in g/kg of laundry or ml/kg of laundry)
calculated on the basis of the dosage recommended for a load of 2,5 kg
at a water hardness of 2,5 mmol CaCO3JI.

Stain remover (pre- | Dosage recommended by the manufacturer for one kilogram of dry
treatment only) laundry (indicated in g/kg of laundry or ml/kg of laundry) calculated on
the basis of 6 applications for a load of 4,5 kg.

Assessment and verification: the applicant shall provide the product label or user instruction sheet
that includes the dosing instructions.

TR2 proposed reference dosage

ALL

DD,
HDD, The following dosage shall be taken as the reference dosage for the calculations aiming at
HSC, documenting compliance with the EU Ecolabel criteria and for testing of cleaning ability.
IIDD
IILD, The following dosage shall be taken as the reference dosage for the calculations aiming at
LD documenting compliance with the EU Ecolabel criteria and for testing of washing ability:
Dishwasher | Highest dosage recommended by the manufacturer to wash 12 normally soiled
detergent place settings under standard conditions (‘wash’), as laid down in EN 60436:2020
DD EN-50242 (indicated in g/wash or ml/wash).
Rinse aid 3 ml/wash
The highest dosage recommended by the manufacturer for 1 litre of washing water for cleaning
HDD . . - ; X .
normally soiled dishes (indicated in g/l of washing water or ml/l of washing water).
Ready-to-use (RTU) products | 1 litre of RTU product
HSC Undiluted products Highest dosage recommended by the manufacturer for preparing

1 litre of cleaning solution for cleaning normally soiled surfaces
(indicated in g/l of cleaning solution or ml/l of cleaning solution)

The highest dosage recommended by the manufacturer to produce 1 litre of washing solution
IIDD (indicated in g/l of washing solution or ml/l of washing solution) for three degrees of water hardness
(soft, medium, hard).

£The highest dosage recommended by the manufacturer to wash one kilogram of dry laundry
(indicated in g/kg of laundry or ml/kg of laundry) for three degrees of soiling (light, medium and
heavy) and water hardness (soft, medium, hard).

All products in a multi-component system shall be included with the werst-ease-highest dosage for

. normally soiled textiles and hard water when assessments of the criteria are made.

Examples of degree of soiling

Soling | Degree of soiling

Light Hotels: bed linen, bedclothes and towels, etc. (towels may be considered heavily soiled)
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Cloth hand towel rolls

Medium | Work clothes: institutions/retail/service, etc.
Restaurants: tablecloths, napkins, etc.

Mops and mats

Heavy | Work clothes: industry/kitchen/butchering, etc.
Kitchen textiles: clothes, dish towels, etc.

Institutions such as hospitals: bed linen, bedclothes, contour sheets, patient clothing,
doctor's coat or scrubs/overall, etc.

Heavy-duty Dosage recommended by the manufacturer for one kilogram of normally
detergent, colour- | soiled dry laundry (indicated in g/kg of laundry or ml/kg of laundry)
safe detergent calculated on the basis of the dosage recommended for a load of 4,5 kg

at a water hardness of 2,5 mmol CaCO3/I.

Light-duty detergent | Dosage recommended by the manufacturer for one kilogram of normally
LD soiled delicate laundry (indicated in g/kg of laundry or mi/kg of laundry)
calculated on the basis of the dosage recommended for a load of 2,5 kg
at a water hardness of 2,5 mmol CaCO3/I.

Stain remover (pre- | Dosage recommended by the manufacturer for one kilogram of dry
treatment only) laundry (indicated in g/kg of laundry or ml/kg of laundry) calculated on
the basis of 6 applications for a load of 4,5 kg.

Assessment and verification: the applicant shall provide the product label or user instruction sheet

ALL that includes the dosing instructions.

Rationale for the proposed reference dosage

The reference dosage refers to the quantity that manufacturers recommended for a specific application, as
described in the Ecolabel text, of their product. It is used to perform calculations that show compliance with
its criteria. In the previous revision this criterion was added to ensure there was uniformity in the way in which
units and reference dosages should be used for the purpose of assessing criteria compliance (See Table 7).

Table 7 - Outline of texts related to functional unit and reference dosage discussed during the previous EUEL criteria for
detergents revision in the final technical report.

Product Functional unit Reference dosage
group
DD Quantity of product required to wash 12 | Quantity necessary for normally soiled dishes and 12
place settings with a standard soil. place settings.
HDD (Not specific) Quantity necessary for 1| of washing water for normally
soiled dishes.
HSC (Not specific) Quantity necessary for 1l of washing water (undiluted
products) or 100g (ready-to-use products).
IIDD grams per litre washing solution (Not specific)
(g/l washing solution)
IILD grams per kilogram laundry (Not specific)
(g/kg laundry)
LD grams per kilogram wash Quantity recommended by the manufacturer necessary
(g9/kg wash) for;
— 4,5kg load (heavy duty detergent)
2,5kg load (low duty detergent)

60




1391

1392
1393

1394
1395
1396

1397
1398

1399

1400
1401

1402
1403
1404

1405

1406
1407

Source: Boyano et al. 2016 (%%)

In TR1 only a minor change was made in this criterion, consisting in updating for the DD product group to the
standard EN 60436:2020 which superseded all EN 50242 standard series.

Outcomes from and after the 15t AHWG meeting

What was the feedback received from stakeholders on this topic?

In total 3 comments were received on the Dosage requirement section, which are found in full in the Table of
Comments (ToC1).

The comments suggested to:

align dosage requirements (in general) with Nordic ecolabelling due to similarities (e.g. used of DID list)
and for efficiency (e.g. producers able to apply for EUEL and NS under same administrative burden;

consider changing the reference dosage for products that need dilution prior use to 1L of in-use-solution
(“ready-to-use” after dilution), inclusive of a description on how to handle such products (exclusive of
concentrated products used without prior dilution).

revise an potential inconsistency between reference dosage legal text and the performance framework.

The JRC acknowledges the comments and with regards to the last one, it has proposed a minor wording
modification.

83

European Commission, Joint Research Centre, Boyano, A,; Kaps, R, Medyna, G.; Wolf, O, 2016. Revision of six EU Ecolabel criteria for
detergents and cleaning products. Final Technical Report. Available at https:/susproc.jrc.ec.europa.eu/product-
bureaul/sites/default/files/contentype/product_group_documents/1581681262/Technical%20background%20report.pdf  (Accessed
10/07/23)
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6. Criteria proposals

This chapter describes current and proposed changes on the structure of the different existing EU Ecolabel
criteria for detergents and cleaners product groups.

The proposals for criteria revision are presented by criterion, with dedicated sub-chapters for each of them.
Each criterion can also be split into sub-criteria outlining requirements for relevant specific aspects. For each
(sub-)criterion thelegal text proposed in TR1, the newly proposed one (TR2) and the accompanying rationale
are presented. The legal text and the rationale have dedicated sections for each detergent product group for
which a particular (sub-criterion) is of application. To visualise the changes introduced (i.e. deletions,
additions), these are marked in blue across the document.

Note that the draft TR2 criteria for each of the EUEL product groups is presented within each of the draft
annexes accompanying the draft legal act. Here, the legal text concerning technical requirements is disclosed
for a particular product group unlike this TR2 that for the ease of discussion keeps the “horizontal” approach
within TR2

6.1.Existing EU Ecolabel criteria structure and proposed changes on it

The aims of this sub-chapter are to add clarity to the applicability of the criteria, to align with proposed
changes and to simplify the structure of the criteria.

The structure of the EU Ecolabel criteria for detergents as proposed in TR1 is presented in Table 8. Within
these criteria, Excluded and restricted substances and Packaging criteria present the legal text and
accompanying rationales by sub-criterion, addressing there relevant aspects (See Table 9).

Table 8 - EU Ecolabel criteria structure in TR1 in each EUEL criteria detergent product group (84).

Criterion number Criterion
DD, LD | HDD, HSC | IIDD, IILD
1 NA NA Dosage requirements
2 1 1 Toxicity to aquatic organisms
3 2 2 Biodegradability
4 3 3 Sustainable sourcing of palm oil, palm kernel oil and their derivatives
5 4 4 Excluded and restricted substances
6 5 5 Packaging
7 6 6 Fitness for use
NA NA 7 Automatic dosage system
8 7 8 User information
9 8 9 Information appearing on the EU Ecolabel

NA - Not applicable (this criterion is not part of the criteria of the product groups indicated)

Table 9 - EU Ecolabel sub - criteria structure in TR1 in each EUEL criteria detergents product group (55).

Criterion Sub-criterion

Excluded and restricted substances Specified excluded and restricted substances

Hazardous substances

Substances of very high concern (SVHCs)

Fragrances

Preservatives

Colouring agents

Enzymes

84 DD - Dishwasher detergents; LD — Laundry detergents; HDD — Hand-dishwashing detergents; HSC — Hard surface cleaning products;
1IDD - Industrial and institutional dishwasher detergents; IILD - Industrial and institutional laundry detergents;

8 DD - Dishwasher detergents; LD — Laundry detergents; HDD — Hand-dishwashing detergents; HSC — Hard surface cleaning products;
1IDD - Industrial and institutional dishwasher detergents; IILD - Industrial and institutional laundry detergents;
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Corrosive properties (Only for HDD)

Micro-organisms (Only for LD, IILD, HDD, HSC)
Packaging Weight/Utility ration (WUR)

Design for recycling

Products sold in spray bottles (Only for HSC)
Packaging take-back systems (Only for HSC, 1IDD, IILD)

1430

1431  lIrrespective of the newly proposed changes and for the sake of clarity, this TR2 follows TR1 product
1432 group names (DD, HDD, HSC, IIDD, IILD, LD) and criteria structure, just highlighting the proposals
1433 made. The full criteria text solely of a particular EUEL product group can be found within each of the annexes
1434  accompanying the legal act. .

1435

1436 6.2. Dosage requirements

TR1 proposed criterion (x) dosage requirements

DD, LD | The reference dosage shall not exceed the following amounts:

Product type Dosage (g/wash)
Single-function dishwasher detergent 16.0
DD Multi-function dishwasher detergent 18.0

Rinse aids are exempted from this requirement.

Product type Dosage (g/kg of
laundry)
LD Heavy-duty detergent, colour-safe detergent 12.2
Light-duty detergent 122
Stain remover (pre-treatment only) 2,7

Assessment and verification: the applicant shall provide the product label that includes the dosing

DD, LD instructions and documentation showing the density (g/ml) of liquid and gel products.

TR2 proposed criterion (x) dosage requirements

DD, LD | The reference dosage shall not exceed the following amounts:

Product type Dosage (g/wash)
Single-function dishwasher detergent 16.0
DD Multi-function dishwasher detergent 18.0

Rinse aids are exempted from this requirement.

Product type Dosage (g/kg of
laundry)
LD Heavy-duty detergent, colour-safe detergent 12.2
Light-duty detergent 12.2
Stain remover (pre-treatment only) 2,7

Assessment and verification: the applicant shall provide the product label that includes the dosing

DD, LD instructions and documentation showing the density (g/ml) of liquid and gel products.

1437 Rationale for the proposed dosage requirements

1438  The importance of dosing correctly, from the perspective of how this criterion was designed, lies in using the
1439 right amount of detergent and cleaning products so as to achieve desired function with minimal resources
1440  consumed and impacts to the environment. In this sense, overdosing uses more raw materials and enhances
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ecotoxicity impacts while under dosing could lead to similar outcome but consuming higher due an extra re-
wash step being required.

To ease proper dosage, the EU Ecolabel ensure that relevant information for the realisation of the
environmental benefits reaches end-user (criterion User information), including via products’ label. Then, is up
to the users to dose according to manufacturer’s recommendations. Precisely this aspect is the one targeted
in this criterion dosage requirements, aiming to set a maximum dosage than can be recommended end-users.
It limits to LD and DD product groups because the disparity of applications, thus dosages (e.g. professional
products) and/or user habits (e.g. HDD). Also, the recommended dosages are set for medium water hardness
(2.5 mmol of CaCO3/l,).

In TR1 the ambition level of the criterion was raised via reduction of the existing thresholds, as follows:
— [DD-SF] Single-function dishwasher detergent; 19.0g/wash versus 16.0 g/wash in TR1 proposal;
— [DD-MF] Multi-function dishwasher detergent: 21.0g/wash versus 18.0 g/wash in TR1 proposal;

— [LD-HD] Heavy duty laundry detergent / colour safe detergent: 16.0 versus 12.2 g/kg laundry in TR1
proposal;

— [LD-LD] Light duty laundry detergent: 16.0 g/kg laundry versus 12.2 g/kg laundry in TR1 proposal;

— [SR] Stain remover (pre-treatment only): 2.7 g/kg laundry versus no change proposed

Outcomes from and after the 15t AHWG meeting
What was the feedback received from stakeholders on this topic?

In total 23 comments were received on the Dosage requirement section, which are found in full in the Table
of Comments (ToC1).

The comments split into the following two questions shared in TR1:

Question 11 (Q11) - “Do you support the proposed thresholds? If not, why?

Question 12 (Q12) - “Should any additional product group/format be considered for addition? If so, why?”

Regarding Q11 (16 comments), the majority of comments were supportive of lowering thresholds as
proposed, especially for DD products where indication that market reality (i.e. compaction trends) allowed for
compliance with such ambition. However, for LD products some comments called for revising the thresholds
on the basis that:

— it could imply decreased performance;

— that it could be too ambitious based on current license holder data (significant share not able to make
such threshold);

— it could imply additional resources (e.g. testing for EUEL compliance; packaging re-design), thus being an
impact of higher magnitude to SMEs.

No relevance/applicability was observed by stakeholders on stain removers, since pre-wash stain removers
would be dosed differently.

Stakeholders’ specific (quantitative) suggestions for threshold revisions were:

— DD-SF -> Lower to 15 g/wash (based on LHs data)

— DD- MF ->Raise it to 18.5 g/wash (0.5g/wash more to account for water-soluble foil)
— LD-HD -> Raise it to 15 g/kg laundry (based on LHs data)

Other comments received under Q11 were related to:

— water-soluble foil - and its inclusion as part of the formulation (thus dosage mass), advocating for its
consideration (should threshold be less strict to account for this? Should explicit text clarify that is of
application within each criterion?).

64



1486
1487

1488

1489
1490
1491
1492
1493
1494

1495
1496

1497
1498
1499
1500
1501
1502
1503
1504
1505
1506

1507
1508
1509
1510
1511
1512
1513
1514
1515

1516
1517
1518

1519
1520
1521
1522
1523
1524
1525
1526
1527

1528
1529

— performance implications - concerns around how the potential reduction of wash temperature efficiency
(30C to 20C) and reduction in dosage could impact on the performance of LD products.

Regarding Q12 (7 comments), comments either not supported setting maximum dosages for other EUEL
product groups or commented on aspect more related to scope expansion, as inclusion of further product
formats/forms/types. Also, there were suggestion for improvements with regards to information to user in
specific product groups (HSC, undiluted; e.g. do not use more than X caps) or to aspects enabling proper use of
ecolabelled products (e.g. having a dosage cap able to dose according to dosage recommendations by the
manufacturer).

Further research and main changes in the proposal for the 2" AHWG meeting

In terms of water-soluble foils, with the previous (TR1) and current (TR2) wording proposal the JRC
understand it is fully clear that it should be considered as an ingoing substance and, as such, it requires full
compliance with EUEL criteria requirements. This includes this criterion on Dosage requirements. Hence, the
JRC do not consider there is need for explicitly indicate in this (or any other criteria) that is of application to
water-soluble foil. In terms of the implications of including water-soluble foil as ingoing substance, the JRC
acknowledges that it counts towards the total mass of the ecolabelled product but without contributing
directly to cleaning/washing performance. In this sense, it could be considered as a factor to consider with
regards to threshold settings but still further data would be required to accurately account for this (e.g. which
is the mass of water soluble foil used? For which products? etc). The JRC lacks such data to enable a thorough
analysis on how to account for this in terms of threshold proposals (yet acknowledges its relevance).

On performance concerns, the decrease on LD wash temperature efficiency is no longer maintained in this
TR2, so it should not be counted as a factor contributing negatively to product performance. In terms of
dosage in mass basis, if the formulation is kept as is, a decrease in the dosage allowed would imply a direct
decrease in the performance (understanding it as the potential to wash/clean). However, as discussed in TR1,
compaction trends suggest change in the formulation profile towards more concentrated products (thus less
water, less packaging, etc). In addition, consumer behaviour (e.g. washing frequency, degree and type of soil,
etc) show a shift towards more frequent wash of clothers that have lower degree of soiling, as indicated by
some stakeholders. In this sense, this could imply that lower dosage is required to achieve the desired
washing efficiency.

Based on the comments received the JRC understands that the thresholds for LD-LD, DD-MF, RA and SR are
viable and do not require further investigation. Consequently, it focused on assessing LD-HD and DD-MF for
viability of revising TR1 proposed thresholds.

According to a quantitative data analysis carried out with additional data received from stakeholders after the
1t AHWG (See outline in Table 10), the proposals made in TR1 (12.2 g/kg) are aligned with current ecolabelled
products specifications (average of 12.6 g/kg laundry for HD and 11.212.6 g/kg laundry for LD) The variation
observed to the averaged data (standard deviation) indicated that most product should fall below 15 g/kg
laundry (12.6 + 2.4), which is aligned with the suggestion made by stakeholders. However, conversely it is
also possible to have dosages below the 12.2 g/kg proposed. While considering also the concerns raised on
the potential impact on performance that TR1 proposal could imply, the JRC is open for discussion on revising
this threshold and has included a question on this matter. However, based on the former evidences, the JRC
proposes to maintain 12.2g/kg laundry as LD-HD threshold.

Table 10 - Descriptive statistics on reference dosage of Laundry detergent (LD) ecolabelled products Note stain removers
is purposely not included

Product (sub-)type Number (n) Reference dosage Standard deviation (g/kg
(9/kg laundry) laundry)
Heavy duty/Colour safe (HD) 29 12.6 24
Low duty 16 11.2 29
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Grand Total 45 121 26

Source: Own elaboration based on data received by the JRC.

In terms of DD, there was wide agreement that TR1 proposal was feasible, being the doubt whether it could
be decreased for DD-SF to 15g/wash. According to a quantitative data analysis carried out with additional
data received from stakeholders after the 15t AHWG (See outline in Table 11), the proposals made in TR1 for
DD-MF (18g/wash) is aligned with the data that JRC had accessed but for DD-SF (16.0 g/wash) it is not
possible to conclude due to low number of data points. Given this, the JRC proposes to maintain 16.0 g/wash
as DD-MF threshold yet including a question to further assess viability of setting it to 15 g/wash.

Table 11 - Descriptive statistics on reference dosage of dishwasher detergent (DD) ecolabelled products Note rinse aid is
purposely not included

Product (sub-)type Number (n) Reference dosage Standard deviation (g/wash)
(g9/wash)
Multi-function (MF) 12 182 23
Multi-function (SF) 2 18.0 05
Grand Total 14 181 21

Source: Own elaboration based on data received by the JRC.

Points for discussion 4- Dosage requirements

Stakeholders are invited to reply the following consultation question:

— Question 15 (Q15) — Would you support revising the threshold for LD - Heavy duty/Colour safe from
12.2 to 15.0 g/kg laundry (or a lower value)? Please, provide a reasoned response.

— Question 16 (Q16) — Would you support revising the threshold for DD - Multi-function from 16.0 to
15.0 g/wash? Please, provide a reasoned response.

— Question 17 (Q17) — Please, provide any other comments that you deem relevant to any aspect of
this section.
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6.3. Toxicity to aquatic organisms

TR1 Proposed criterion (x) toxicity to aquatic organisms

ALL The critical dilution volume (CDVenonic) Of the product shall not exceed the following limits for the
reference dosage.
Product type Limit CDV (I/wash)
DD Single-function dishwasher detergents 20000
Multi-function dishwasher detergents 24000
Rinse aid 5000
Product type Limit CDV (I/1 of
HDD washing water)
Hand dishwashing detergents 1500
Product type Limit CDV (I/l of
cleaning solution)
All-purpose cleaners, RTU 350 000
All-purpose cleaners, undiluted 18 000
HSC Kitchen cleaners, RTU 600 000
Kitchen cleaners, undiluted 45 000
Window cleaners, RTU 48 000
Window cleaners, undiluted 18 000
Sanitary cleaners, RTU 600 000
Sanitary cleaners, undiluted 45 000
Water Soft Medium Hard
hardness (< 1,5 mmol CaCos/l) | (1,5-2,5 mmol CaCOs/l) | (> 2,5 mmol CaCOs/l)
Product an of washing | (I/1 of washing solution) | (I/I of washing
type solution) solution
Pre-soaks 2 000 2000 2000
[IDD Dishwasher | 1800 3000 4200
detergents
Multi- 1800 2400 3000
component
systems
Rinse aids 3000 3000 3000
Soft water (< 1,5 mmol CaCOs/l)
(I/kg of laundry)
Degree of soiling Light Medium Heavy
Product type
Powder 22500 30000 37500
Liquid 37500 45000 52500
Multi-component system 37500 52500 90 000
IILD Medium water (< 1,5-2,5 mmol CaCOs/l)
(I/kg of laundry)
Degree of soiling Light Medium Heavy
Product type
Powder 30000 45000 60000
Liquid 45000 56250 67500
Multi-component system 45000 60000 75000
Hard water (> 2,5 mmol CaCOx3/l)
(I/kg of laundry)
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Degree of soiling Light Medium Heavy
Product type
Powder 37500 56250 67500
Liquid 56250 67500 90000
Multi-component system 56250 75000 90000
Product type Limit CDV (I/kg of laundry)
LD Heavy-duty detergent, colour-safe detergent 23625
Light-duty detergent 15000
Stain remover (pre-treatment only) 3500
ALL Assessment and verification: the applicant shall provide the calculation of the CDVenonic OF the
product. A spreadsheet for calculating the CDVenronic Value is available on the EU Ecolabel website.
DD,
HDD, | The CDVuonic is calculated for all ingoing substances (i) in the product, except abrasive substances,
[IDD, | using the following equation:
IILD,
LD, The CDVenronic is calculated for all ingoing substances (i) in the product, except abrasive substances
HSC and micro-organisms, using the following equation:
CDVchronic = ZCDV i) =1000 Zd [ DE()
chronic = ) = . osage(i) “TFchronic(d)
Where:
ALL ) . .
dosage(i): weight (g) of the substance (i) in the reference dose;
DF (i) : degradation factor for the substance (i);
TFehronic(?) : chronic toxicity factor for the substance (i);
HDDDb The values DE(i) and TFeronic(i)shall be as given in the most updated Part A of the DID list. If an
HSC] ingoing substance is not included in Part A, the applicant shall estimate the values following the
LD’ approach described in Part B of that list and attaching the associated documentation.
IIDD The values DF(i)and TFcnronic(i)shall be as given in the most updated Part A of the DID list. If an
IILD, ingoing substance is not included in Part A, the applicant shall estimate the values following the
approach described in the Part B of that list and attaching the associated documentation.
Because of the degradation of certain substances in the wash process, separate rules apply to the
following:
— hydrogen peroxide (H20,) — not to be included in calculation of CDV,
— peracetic acid — to be included in the calculation as ‘acetic acid’,
— e-phthalimido-peroxy-hexanoic acid (PAP) — to be included in the calculation as e-phthalimido
LD hexanoic acid (PAC).

The values to be used to calculate the CDV][ cronic ] for PAC shall be as follows:
DF(i)= 0,05

TFchronic(i)= 0,256 mg/l

Aerobic =R

Anaerobic = O

TR2 Proposed criterion (x) toxicity to aquatic organisms
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The critical dilution volume (CDVenonic) OF the product shall not exceed the following limits for the

ALL reference dosage.
Product type Limit CDV (I/wash)
DD Single-function dishwasher detergents 17500-20000
Multi-function dishwasher detergents 22000 24000
Rinse aid 2500 5666
Product type Limit CDV (I/1 of
HDD washing water)
Hand dishwashing detergents 1500
Product type Limit CDV (/1 of
cleaning solution)
All-purpose cleaners, RTU 250000-356-606
All-purpose cleaners, undiluted 13000 48666
HSC Kitchen cleaners, RTU 400000 666606
Kitchen cleaners, undiluted 37000 45-060
Window cleaners, RTU 41000 486606
Window cleaners, undiluted 15000 48066
Sanitary cleaners, RTU 350000 666-6606
Sanitary cleaners, undiluted 25000 45006
Water hardness Soft Medium Hard
Product type (< 15 mmol | (1,5-2,5 mmol | (> 2,5 mmol CaCOs/l)
CaCog3/l) CaCoas/l) zn of washing
(111 of washing | (/.  of washing | solution
solution) solution)
Pre-soaks 1800 2066 1800 2-666 1800 2-666
Dishwasher 1000 1250 1500
DD detergents / Multi-
component systems
Bishwasher 1800 2000 4200
detergenis
Mult-eempenent 1860 2400 3000
systems
Rinse aids 2000 3006 2500 3066 2750 3666
Soft water (< 1,5 mmol CaCOs/l)
(I/kg of laundry)
Degree of soiling Light Medium Heavy
Product type
Powder 22500 30000 37500
Liquid XXXX-37560 XXXX 45006 XXXX 52500
Multi-component system 37500 52500 68250 96-000
ILD Medium water (< 1,5-2,5 mmol CaCOs/l)
(I/kg of laundry)
Degree of soiling Light Medium Heavy
Product type
Powder 30000 45000 60000
Liquid 45000 56250 67500
Multi-component system 45000 60000 75000
Hard water (> 2,5 mmol CaCOg3/l)
(I/kg of laundry)
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Degree of soiling Light Medium Heavy
Product type
Powder 37500 56250 67500
Liquid 56250 67500 90000
Multi-component system 56250 75000 90000
Product type Limit CDV (I/kg of laundry)
LD Heavy-duty detergent, colour-safe detergent 2000023625
Light-duty detergent 15000
Stain remover (pre-treatment only) 2500 35060
ALL Assessment and verification: the applicant shall provide the calculation of the CDVenonic Of the
product. A spreadsheet for calculating the CDVenronic Value is available on the EU Ecolabel website.
Bb;
HpE: using-thefollowingequation:
HEB;
HSC The CDVeronic is calculated for all ingoing substances (i) in the product, except abrasive substances
ALL and micro-organisms (if applicable), using the following equation:
CDVchronic = ZCDV i) =1000 Zd [ DF()
chronic = (i) = . osage(i) ‘TFehronic(d)
Where:
ALL . . N
dosage(i): weight (g) of the substance (i) in the reference dose;
DF(i) : degradation factor for the substance (i);
TFenronic(?) : chronic toxicity factor for the substance (i);
The values DF(i)and TFeronic(i)shall be as given in the most updated Part A of the DID list. If an
ALL ingoing substance is not included in Part A, the applicant shall estimate the values following the
approach described in the Part B of that list and attaching the associated documentation.
Because of the degradation of certain substances in the wash process, separate rules apply to the
following:
— hydrogen peroxide (H.02) — not to be included in calculation of CDV,
— peracetic acid — to be included in the calculation as ‘acetic acid’,
— ¢-phthalimido-peroxy-hexanoic acid (PAP) — to be included in the calculation as e-phthalimido
hexanoic acid (PAC).
[ILD
The values to be used to calculate the CDV] chronic ] for PAC shall be as follows:
DF(i)= 0,05
TFchronic(i): 0,256 mg/l
Aerobic =R
Anaerobic =0

1552
1553

1554 Rationale for the proposed toxicity to aguatic organisms

70




1555
1556
1557

1558
1559
1560
1561
1562
1563

1564
1565
1566
1567
1568
1569
1570
1571

1572

1573
1574
1575

1576
1577
1578

1579
1580
1581
1582
1583
1584
1585

1586
1587

1588
1589
1590
1591
1592
1593
1594

1595
1596

1597
1598

1599
1600

The Critical dilution volume (CDV) is used in the EU Ecolabel as an indicator to assess the toxicity of products
with respect to the aquatic environment. This criterion is especially relevant for those products which are
released to water during the use phase or after use, as is the case for detergent and cleaning products.

The CDV represents a risk-based parameter that combines the amount used, the (aerobic) biodegradability
and the aquatic toxicity of all substances present in the formulation of detergent and cleaning products. The
CDV expresses the amount of water needed for the hypothetical dilution of a product down to a harmless
concentration for the aquatic environment. The unit is expressed in litres per functional unit. It is calculated
based on the chronic toxicity and chronic safety factors. If no chronic test results are available, the acute
toxicity and safety factor must be used.

The CDV values are dominated by two properties of the ingredients in detergent products: their
biodegradability and their aquatic toxicity. These two properties are highly relevant to detergent products
given that they all end up going directly or indirectly (via sewerage network and wastewater treatment plant)
into natural watercourses. These properties dictate whether an adverse environmental impact is likely to occur
in natural watercourses. For example, if a substance has poor biodegradation but simultaneously has low
toxicity, it won't likely create toxic effects for aquatic life while reaching natural watercourses. Conversely, if a
substance has high toxicity but biodegrades quickly, especially if having to pass through a wastewater
treatment plant, it is unlikely that it will impact natural watercourse.

In terms of LCA related findings (See PR; Chapter Technical analysis) and regarding the PEF methodology, the
impact category that relates to aquatic toxicity (and thus to CDV criteria) is “Ecotoxicity”, which refers to
toxicity in freshwater ecosystems and is based on the USETox model, with some adaptations.

According to the initial draft PEF screening studies, ecotoxicity was consistently one of the top 3 normalised
environmental impact categories for all of the detergent product groups studied (LLD, PLD, DD, HDD, HSC-
kitchen cleaner and HSC-acid toilet cleaner).

The importance of the CDV value in LCA results is reflected by the size of ecotoxicity impacts associateded
with the disposal stage (specifically in the sub-process relating to wastewater). Although absolute LCALCA
impacts between different product groups cannot be compared due to the different functional units involved,
in relative terms and with characterised results, the most significant contributions to ecotoxicity from
wastewater disposal were; HDD (ca. 56%), LLD56L (ca. 56%), PLD6P (ca. 5151%) and DD (ca. 244%).
However, it should be noted that these shares are highly sensitive to the ingredients and their concentrations
in individual detergent formulations.

In the first technical report (TR1), the main changes within the Toxicity to aquatic organisms criterion were:

— Revising and proposing more stringent CDV thresholds for all product groups in line with market reality,
with the exception of HSC where further evidences were required. This initial analysis was based on CDV
data from EU Ecolabelled products using DID list 2016 that was received by the JRC from interested
stakeholders (i.e. Competent Bodies, industry). Further details can be found in the corresponding rationale
for this criterion within TR1%, This analysis has been further refined in the light of new evidences
received (i.e. CDV data; stakeholders feedback), being the basis for the proposals made in this TR2 (as
subsequently shown and discussed below)

— Exempting abrasives from CDV calculation, given their water insolubility and potentially low toxicity
profile.

Outcomes from and after the 15t AHWG meeting

In total 78 comments were received on this criterion, which are found in full in the Table of Comments (ToC1).
The following sub-sections convey summarily the most relevant topics that are.

8 Accessible at: https://susproc.jrc.ec.europa.eu/product-bureau/sites/default/files/2024-
02/Detergents_Draft_Technical%20Report%201_1.pdf
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— Exemption of abrasives from CDV calculations (8 comments; feedback to TR1 Q13).

— Provision of additional CDV data (9 comments; feedback to TR1 question Q14) and support to TR1
proposed CDV threshold (10 + 8 + 9 + 12 + 8 comments; feedback to TR1 Q15 to Q19).

— Other topics not related to the previous (14 comments) - containing feedback on topics as harmonization
of verification procedures across CBs; suggestion for improvements of the DID list and comparative
disadvantage of undiluted versus RTU products

About the exclusion of abrasives from CDV calculations.

What was the feedback received from stakeholders on this topic?
The question made in TR1 was:

Question 13 (Q13) — Do you support the exclusion of abrasives from CDV calculation, as expressed in criterion
legal text? If not but still supporting this exclusion, should it be aligned with EUEL criteria for Cosmetic
products (use Active Content —AC)?

All the comments received supported the exclusion proposed and there were few remarks asking:
— To include a definition - to clearly differentiate substance that can be used from those that can't.

— To consider environmental effects — especially detrimental of those abrasives allowed within the EU
Ecolabel (as per definition).

— To allow only “inorganic” abrasives — that the JRC understands refers to relatively chemically inert
substances with no-/low water solubility.

What does JRC’s research say on this topic?

The JRC agrees that having a definition would provide certainty and aid in the verification of this exemption to
the CDV calculation. Furthermore, to be consistent with other EU Ecolabel criteria areas, the best place to
include such definition is within the Definitions section rather than within the rationale of the criterion Toxicity
to aquatic organisms, thus the definition is included there alongside a short rationale.

About request for further CDV data and support to TR1 proposed thresholds.

What was the feedback received from stakeholders on this topic?
The guestions shared in TR1 were:

— Question 14 (Q14) - Can you provide CDV value data to help support the criteria revision process and
make sure that new CDV values have an appropriate level of ambition?

— Question 15 (Q15) - Would you support reducing the CDV threshold for DD single-function to 18000
g/wash?

— Question 16 (Q16) — Would you support reducing the CDV threshold for DD rinse aid products to 1650 I/]
washing solution?

— Question 17 (Q17) - Would you support proposed IILD limits? In addition, would you support a
simplification of the criterion? If so, why/how (e.g. not differentiating by water hardness)?

— Question 18 (Q18) - Would you support aligning with Blue Angel with regards to HSC CDV toxicity limits?
In addition, do you have any specific proposal for revision of each of the HSC products sub-groups?

— Question 19 (Q19) - Do you think the EUEL limits for CDV should continue to be nuanced for dosages for
soft, medium and hard water? And does this answer vary depending on whether referring to household or
industrial and institutional products?

Most of the responses to Q14 mentioned that CDV data was or will be provided directly (some upon request)
and others indirectly (via corresponding Competent Body). Others directly provided data points (CDV values
supposedly belonging unique ecolabelled products) as part of their response.

About support to DD CDV thresholds proposals (Q15 & Q16), the majority of stakeholders backed-up the
proposed limits for DD single-function (n=7), some even suggesting further lowering them, with two with no
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opinion and one opposing to it. About rinse aids (Q16), the majority of stakeholders backed-up the proposed
limits (n=5), some even suggesting further lowering them (to 2000 l/wash), few with no opinion and one
opposing to it.

In terms of IILD, most of the respondents (n=5) supported the proposed limits, with several suggesting even
lower CDV limits. About simplifying IILD thresholds, this was generally supported by respondents with
differences found on how to do so (irrespective of water hardness and/or degree of soiling). Other remarks
were how to extrapolate in terms of fitness for use testing from one level of water hardness /degree of
soiling to another if criteria are simplified and the need to still maintaining the requirement that producers
need to report dosage by these traits. One stakeholder highlighted potential difficulties of pre-soaks to meet
CDV limits, being this potentially the cause for low license numbers.

There was no general support to aligning HSC CDV threshold to those in Blue Angel (Q18) because they were
deemed as too strict by stakeholders. Related to this, some also highlighted potential difficulties in
compliance in products containing fragrances, also mentioning comparative difficulty in meeting RTU limits
for HSC / KC versus their undiluted counterparts. In few cases there was support on the basis of that they
were reachable in other ecolabel schemes.

There were split views on the feedback received to Q19. Those against a simplification irrespective of water
hardness indicated that thresholds, especially for industrial and institutional products, should account for its
different levels (soft/medium/hard), as well as considering the degree of soiling. Within these responses,
differences arose on whether all levels should be considered or whether some could be disregarded (i.e. soft).
Those in favour of such simplification do not provided detailed explanations beyond indicating that one limit
would suffice. Another remark was to ensure that the information requirement about dosage by water
hardness (and degree of soiling) should still be in place, irrespective if a simplification in threshold is
proposed.

The feedback suggesting specific thresholds, if different from those proposed by JRC in TR1, is shown in Table
12 for reference.

Table 12 - Outline of feedback received on the suitability of TR1 proposed thresholds for CDV presented by product group
and split by relevant product categorisation. Data points are presented in italic font while suggestion for threshold values
are not. For comments mentioning a range of values, the most stringent value was added to this table. NA = Not
applicable

Productsub- _roduct - Product © o ey cov
Product Group rou categorisa  categorisa threshold (suggested threshold;
group tion 1 tion 2 ecolabelled product value)
Laundry detergent Heavy-duty NA NA 23625 20000
(LD) Light-duty NA NA 15000
Stain remover NA NA 3500 2800
Dishwasher Single-function NA NA 20000 16000 16000
detergent (DD) Multi-function NA NA 24000 25000 22000 22000
Rinse aid NA NA 5000 2000
Hand-diswashing
detergent (HDD) NA NA NA 1500 1250 520
RTU NA 350 000 250000 250000
All-purpose . 380
Undiluted NA 18 000 720 13000 13000
Hard Surface 3100
Cleaning (HSC)
products ) RTU NA 600 000 165000 250000 250000
Kitchen cleaners )
Undiluted NA 45 000 270
) RTU NA 48 000 17000 35000 35000
Window cleaners )
Undiluted NA 18 000
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Productsup- _roduet - Product oy pyg cov
Product Group rou categorisa categorisa threshold (suggested threshold;
group tion 1 tion 2 ecolabelled product value)
200000
) RTU NA 600 000 580000 290000 290000
Sanitary cleaners 560000 /2000 375000
Undiluted NA 45 000 5000 20000 20000
Soft NA 2000
Pre-soaks Medium NA 2000
Hard NA 2000
Soft NA 1800 1000
Industrial and Dishwasher 1160
Institutional detergent Medium NA 3000 1250 1000
dishwasher Hard NA 4200 1500
detergent (IIDD) Soft NA 1800 1000
Multi-component o 4 NA 2400 1250
systems
Hard NA 3000 1500
Soft NA 3000 2000
Rinse aids Medium NA 3000 2500 gig
Hard NA 3000 2750
Light 22500
Powder Soft Medium 30000
Heavy 37500
Light 37500 20000 20000
Liquid Soft Medium 45000 30000 30000 30000
Heavy 52500 50000 50000 50000
_ Light 37500
Multi- curggigent Soft Medium 52500
systems
Heavy 90000 72500 72500 72500
Light 30000
Powder Medium Medium 45000
Heavy 60000
Industrial and .
Institutional Light 45000 30000 30000 30000
laundry detergent Liquid Medium Medium 56250 50000 50000 50000
(IILD) Heavy 67500 60000 60000 60000
_ Light 45000
Multi- component 1o i Medium 60000
systems
Heavy 75000 77500 77500 77500
Light 37500
Powder Hard Medium 56250
Heavy 67500
Light 56250 50000 50000
Liquid Hard Medium 67500 60000 60000 60000
Heavy 90000 80000 85000 85000
_ Light 56250 52500 52500 52500
Multi- component Hard Medium 75000 70000 70000 70000
systems
Heavy 90000
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Source: JRC's elaboration with TR1 feedback provided by stakeholders.

What does JRC’s research say on this topic?

The JRC carried an analysis on the critical dilution volume (CDV) data received from stakeholders and used its
results as another stream of evidences leading to new EUEL quantitative thresholds proposals. Details on the
type of data received and how it was processed prior to its use for results acquisition can be found in Annex
1

On what follows, tables containing the descriptive statistic descriptive results and plots displaying the data
points received (factored by the corresponding EUEL threshold) are presented by EUEL product group. In
addition, remarks might be made about how other ecolabel schemes (Nordic Swan and Blue Angel) approach
this aspect. Each sub-section, corresponding to each of EUEL PGs, closes with a conclusion, indicating whether
there are new EUEL criteria thresholds proposals and, if so, which are these.

Laundry detergent (LD)

Table 13 - Laundry detergent descriptive statistics on critical dilution volume (CDV) values [I/kg laundry].

Product type  Data  Minimum 1st quartile Median Mean  3rd quartile Maximum Existing
POINtS g (I/kg) (kg)  (kg)  (Ikg) (I/kg) Tl
(n) (I’kg)
Light-duty 17 2200 8800 10000 9718 10600 16800 20000
Heavy-duty 33 2835 8505 13545 13803 17955 27720 31500
Stain remover 3 385 770 1155 1120 1488 1820 3500

Source: JRC’s elaboration with data provided by stakeholders.
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1699
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1702

Figure 5 - Laundry detergent critical dilution volume (CDV). Each data point has been factored by its corresponding EUEL
threshold, thus being unit less and ranging from “0” to “1”, which corresponds to the existing EUEL threshold (depicted by
the dashed line). Red dots -> HD = Heavy duty detergent; Green dots ->LD = Light duty detergent; Blue dots ->SR = Stain

remover.

Product Type

Source: JRC's elaboration with data provided by stakeholders.

About other ecolabels:

Table 14 - Limits for critical dilution volume (CDV) in Nordic Ecolabelling Laundry Detergents and Stain Removers

Water Hardness Cbv
Product Type
(dH) (g/kg wash)
Heavy-duty laundry detergent 5.5°dH 31500
Light-duty laundry detergent 5.5°dH 15000
Stain-removers (in-wash) Not applicable 7500
Stain-removers (pre-treatment) Not applicable 3500

Source: Criterion 013, 006, v8.10%"

87 Criterion 013; 006 Laundry detergents and Stain Removers; version 8.10; Nordic Ecolabelling. Available at: https:/www.nordic-swan-

ecolabel.org/criteria/laundry-detergents-and-stain-removers-006/
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Table 15 - Limits for critical dilution volume (CDV) in Blue Angel criteria Laundry Detergents and Stain Removers

Cbv
Product Type
(g/kg laundry)
Heavy-duty laundry detergent, colour-safe laundry detergent 25000
Low-duty laundry detergent 18000
Stain remover 3500
Laundry detergent booster 7500

Source: Section 3.5, DE-UZ 202, v1.10%8

The discussions and conclusions about CDV threshold proposals, structured by product type and derived from
the former evidences, are:

— Heavy duty detergent

The majority (75%) of the data points fell below 17955 I/kg laundry (thereafter quoted as I/kg),
almost half of the existing threshold (31500 I/kg). BA threshold is also set at 31500 I/kg while NS one is
set at 25000 I/kg. Stakeholder comments received suggest feasibility for 20000 I/kg. Since TR1 proposal
was 23625 l/kg, data suggest there is room for making the existing limit more stringent. Hence, the JRC
proposes 20000 I/kg based on data analysis and stakeholders feedback.

Light duty detergent

The majority (75%) of the data points fell below 10600 I/kg, almost half of the existing threshold (20000
I’kg). BA threshold is set at 15000 I/kg while NS one is set at 18000 I/kg. No stakeholder comments were
received on this threshold. Since TR1 proposal was 15000 I/kg, data suggest there is slight room for
making the existing limit more stringent but considering also the limit proposed for heavy-duty, the JRC
proposes to maintain TR1 proposal (15000 I/kg). This is aligned with BA and, based on the descriptive
statistical analysis, would potentially exclude a marginal share of ecolabelled products (those with
highest CDV).

Stain removers (in-wash)

There were few data points (n=3) for this product type, all below 1820 I/kg. BA and NS threshold are
equal to EUEL one, being 3500 I/kg®®. Stakeholders’ comments suggested feasibility for 2800 I/kg. Given
data uncertainty and feedback received, the JRC proposes 2500 I/kg as new threshold.

Dishwasher detergent (DD)

In the analysis made for DD, not all the data entries received for CDV data indicated whether the DD product
corresponded to single-function (SF) or multi-function (MF). In these cases a pragmatic approach was taken,
by assigning the class with the most stringent limit, which in this case is SF, under the logic that if it can pass
the most stringent limit (for SF) then it should be possible for such product to pass for the less stringent (for
MF). From a total of 35 data entries, 14 of them were classed in this was as SF. Consequently, bear this in
mind in terms of interpreting the results presented below.

88

89

Criterion Biodegradability of organic substances; DE-UZ 202 Laundry detergents; version 1.1; January 2022; Blue Angel. Available at:
https://www.blauer-engel.de/en/productworld/laundry-detergent

Note that categories “stain removers in-wash” and “stain removers pre-treatment” are quoted in Nordic Swan while “stain remover”
and “laundry detergent booster” are quoted in Blue Angel. In this occasion, the JRC assumed that NS “stain removers in-wash” and
BA “stain remover” were equivalent to EUEL “stain remover (pre-treatment only)”
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Table 16 - Dishwasher detergent (DD) descriptive statistics on critical dilution volume (CDV) values.

Product type Data  Minimum 1st Median Mean 3rd Maximum  Existing
points (Iwash) quartile (lwash) (liwash) quartile (Iwash) Threshold
(n) (I/wash) (Ilwash) (Iiwash)
DD single-function 16 675 6975 8775 10332 15300 17550 22500
DD multi-function 12 0 8910 10530 10260 11003 25650 27000
Rinse aid 7 75 413 750 696 825 1575 7500

Source: JRC's elaboration with data provided by stakeholders.

Figure 6 - Dishwasher detergent (DD) critical dilution volume (CDV). Each data point has been factored by its
corresponding EUEL threshold, thus being unit less and ranging from “0” to “1”, which corresponds to the existing EUEL
threshold (depicted by the dashed line). Red dots -> MF = DD multi-function; Green dots -> SF = DD single-function; Blue

dots ->RA = Rinse aid.

cDV

Product Type

Source: JRC’s elaboration with data provided by stakeholders.

About other ecolabels:

Table 17 - Limits for critical dilution volume (CDV) in Nordic Ecolabelling Dishwasher detergents and Rinse aids

CbV
Product Type
(g/wash)
Dishwasher detergents (multi-function) 25500
Dishwasher detergents (single-function) 22500
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Stain-removers (pre-treatment) 5000

Source: Criterion 012, 017, v7.7%°

Table 18 - Limits for critical dilution volume (CDV) in Blue Angel criteria Dishwasher detergents

Ccbv
Product Type )
(g/cleaning cycle)
Monofunctional diswasher detergent 20000
Multifunctional diswasher detergent 24000
Rinse aid 5000

Source: Section 3.5, DE-UZ 201, v3.1%,

The discussions and conclusions about CDV threshold proposals, structured by product type and derived from
the former evidences, are:

— Dishwasher detergents (single-function)

The majority (75%) of the data points fell below 15300 l/wash, with all of them being under 17550
I/lwash. The existing threshold (22500 l/wash) is found between BA (20000 I/wash) and NS (25500
l/wash) ones. Stakeholders’ comments received suggested feasibility for 16000 I/wash. Since TR1
proposal was 20000 l/wash and evidences (data analysis + stakeholders feedback) suggested room for
making the existing limit more stringent, the JRC proposes 17500 l/wash.

Dishwasher detergents (multi-function)

The majority (75%) of the data points fell below 11003 l/wash, with all of them being under 25650
I/wash. The existing threshold (27000 l/wash) is less stringent than BA (24000 l/wash) and NS (22500
l/wash) ones. Stakeholders’ comments received suggested feasibility for 22000 I/wash, but others also
called for increasing it to 25000 l/wash. Since TR1 proposal was 24000 l/wash and evidences (data
analysis + stakeholders feedback) suggested room for making the existing limit more stringent, the JRC
proposes 22000 l/wash.

Rinse aid

The majority (75%) of the data points fell below 825 l/wash, with all of them being under 1575 l/wash.
The existing threshold (7500 l/wash) is less stringent than BA and NS, which are set at 5000 l/wash.
Stakeholders’ comments received suggested feasibility for 2000 l/wash. Since TR1 proposal was 5000
I/wash and evidences (low data entries + stakeholders feedback) suggested there was room for further
increasing the ambition level, the JRC proposes 2500 l/wash. Given considerable change in the threshold
and the limited data available, the JRC welcomes comments on its suitability to ensure feasibility.

Hand-dishwashing detergent (HDD)

90

91

Criterion 012 Critical Dilution Volume; 017 Dishwasher detergent and rinse aids. V7.7. Nordic Ecolabelling. August 2024. Available
at: https://www.nordic-swan-ecolabel.org/4a98a7/contentassets/4c39b5c28ch344a6ad02643a27094f28/criteria-
document_017_dishwasher-detergents-and-rinse-aids-017_english.pdf

Criterion Biodegradability of organic substances; DE-UZ 201 Dishwasher detergents; version 3.1; September 2023 Blue Angel.
Available at: https://produktinfo.blauer-engel.de/uploads/criteriafile/en/DE-UZ%20201-202201-en%20criteria-V3.1.pdf
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Table 19 - Hand-dishwashing detergent (HDD) descriptive statistics on critical dilution volume (CDV) values [l/l washing
water].

Product type Data  Minimum 1st quartilie Median Mean 3rd quartile Maximum  Existing
points (I (I am an (I bl
(n) (i)

HDD 59 175 500 950 1060 1463 2475 2500

Source: JRC’s elaboration with data provided by stakeholders.

Figure 7- Hand - dishwashing detergent (HDD) critical dilution volume (CDV). Each data point has been factored by its
corresponding EUEL threshold, thus being unit less and ranging from “0” to “1”, which corresponds to the existing EUEL
threshold (depicted by the dashed line).

cDvV

Product Group

Source: JRC’s elaboration with data provided by stakeholders.

About other ecolabels:
— Nordic Swan (NS) - sets threshold limit at <1500 litres®2
— Blue Angel (BA) - sets threshold limit at 2000 l/dishwashing water .,

The discussions and conclusions about CDV threshold proposal derived from the former evidences is:

92 011 Hand-dishwashing detergent. V6.10. Nordic Ecolabelling. August 2024. Available at:

https://www.nordic-swan-

ecolabel.org/4a6¢85/contentassets/10f50d7e13a34cfbaf8fcOb66a4fc521/criteria-document-for-product-group-025_025_hand-

dishwashing-detergents-025_english2.pdf

93

January 2022 Blue Angel. Available at:

Criterion 3.5 Toxicity to aquatic organisms; DE-UZ 194 Hand Dishwashing Detergents and Hard Surface Cleaners; version 3.1;
https://produktinfo.blauer-engel.de/uploads/criteriafile/en/DE-UZ7%20194-202201-

en%20criteria-V1.2.pdf
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1784  — The majority (75%) of the data points fell below 1463 I/l washing solution, with all of them being under

1785 2475 1/I. The existing threshold (2500 I/l) is higher than BA (2000 1/) and NS (1500 I/l) ones.
1786 Stakeholders’ comments received suggested feasibility for 1250 /L. Since TR1 proposal was 1500 |/l and
1787 this threshold, according to its data analysis, would already imply potentially excluding a share of
1788 ecolabelled products (up to 25%; those having higher CDV), the JRC proposes keeping existing thresholds
1789 (1500 I/1), as it is considered sufficiently ambitious while feasible.

1790

81



1791 Hard surface cleaning (HSC) products
1792 Table 20 - Hard surface cleaning (HSC) product descriptive statistics on critical dilution volume (CDV) values. APC - all
1793 purpose cleaners; KC - kitchen cleaners; WC - window cleaners; SC - sanitary cleaners
Product  Product Data Minimu  1st Median Mean 3rd Maximum  Existing
type ;:]oncentratlo points m quartile (wash) (wash) quartile (wash) Threshold
(n) (Ilwash)  (I/wash) (Ilwash) (I/wash)
APC RTU 50 3500 91875 227500 197260 308000 343000 350000
APC Undiluted 163 0 2340 5400 6581 10260 18000 18000
KC RTU 49 6000 126000 210000 258000 402000 594000 600000
KC Undiluted 8 1350 4275 18000 20363 37013 42300 45000
WC RTU 58 2400 10560 28320 26779 41280 48000 48000
wC Undiluted 7 900 900 6300 8255 15480 17820 18000
SC RTU 104 6000 213000 333000 357120 529500 594000 600000
SC Undiluted 18 0 3150 8550 15899 25650 44550 45000
1794 Source: JRC’s elaboration with data provided by stakeholders.
1795 Figure 8- Hard surface cleaning (HSC) cleaning products critical dilution volume (CDV). Each data point has been factored
1796 by its corresponding EUEL threshold, thus being unit less and ranging from “0” to “1”, which corresponds to the existing
1797 EUEL threshold (depicted by the dashed line). Red dots represent products in RTU format while blue dots represent
1798 undiluted ones. APC = All purpose cleaners; KC = Kitchen cleaners; WC = Window cleaners; SC = Sanitary cleaners.
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1799 Source: JRC's elaboration with data provided by stakeholders.
1800

82




1801

1802
1803
1804
1805
1806
1807
1808
1809

1810

1811

1812
1813
1814
1815
1816
1817
1818

1819

About other ecolabels:

— Nordic Swan (NS) -threshold values are displayed in Table 21. It splits threshold values between

consumer and professional product categories, differently from EUEL which only reports one value that is
applicable to both private and professional use. It also has “horizontal” limits for concentrated, which is
equivalent to undiluted in EUEL criteria (e.g. Concentrated, consumer), meaning that are applicable to
several PGs. Note NS concentrated products have to be diluted, at least, ten times to classify as
concentrated. This also includes some RTU types but there are specific threshold for RTU WC (roughly
equivalent to SC in EUEL criteria) and RTU windows (WC in EUEL criteria). In addition, NS limits the total
amount of H410, H411 and H412 classified substances®.

Table 21 - Limits for critical dilution volume (CDV) in Nordic Ecolabelling Cleaning products

Product Type cov
(g/wash)
Concentrated, consumer 10500
RTU, WC, consumer 600000
RTU, other, consumer 600000
Concentrated, professional 9500
Foam, professional 100000
RTU, other (incl. WC), professional 3500000
RTU windows, professional, consumer 48000
Facgaces and terrace cleaners 20000

Source: Criterion 012, 026, v6.14°%

— Blue Angel (BA) - threshold values are displayed in Table 22. It does not include RTU products for APC

within its scope, thus comparison can only be made with APC undiluted. For the rest of product types (KC,
WC, SC) the threshold is the same for RTU and undiluted (concentrated) only differing in how the
reference dosage is quoted (RTU = 1000 g of end-use product / cleaning solution; Undiluted = dosage of
end product required to prepare 1L of cleaning water for normally soiled surface). While EU Ecolabel sets
threshold values for undiluted sanitary cleaners, Blue Angel splits this category into toilet cleaner and
bathroom cleaner®®.

Table 22 - Limits for critical dilution volume (CDV) in Blue Angel criteria hard surface cleaners

Product Type Ccbv Units

94

95

96

026 Cleaning products. V6.14. Nordic Ecolabelling. August 2024. Available at:  https://www.nordic-swan-
ecolabel.org/4a6c7c/contentassets/988cf5d0a3fedc3fa2f85775d7df4be9/criteria-document-for-product-group-026_026_cleaning-
products-026_english.pdf
026 Cleaning products. V6.14. Nordic Ecolabelling. August 2024. Available at:  https://www.nordic-swan-
ecolabel.org/4a6c7c/contentassets/988cf5d0a3fe4c3fa2f85775d7df4be9/criteria-document-for-product-group-026_026_cleaning-
products-026_english.pdf
Criterion Biodegradability of organic substances; DE-UZ 194 Hand Dishwashing Detergents and Hard Surface Cleaners; version 3.1;
January 2022 Blue Angel. Available at: https:/produktinfo.blauer-engel.de/uploads/criteriafile/en/DE-U7%20194-202201-
en%20criteria-V1.2.pdf
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All-purpose cleaner 10000 I/l cleaning water

Kitchen cleaner 300000 I/ 1000g cleaning solution
Toilet cleaner 300000 I / 1000g cleaning solution
Bathroom cleaner 150000 I/ 1000g cleaning solution
Glass cleaner 48000 g/ 1000g cleaning solution
Descaler 10000 | /| ready-to-use cleaning solution

Source:; Section 3.5 ; BA DE-UZ 194, v3.1%

The discussions and conclusions about CDV threshold proposals, structured by product type and derived from
the former evidences, are:

All purpose cleaners (RTU)

The majority of the data points (75%) fell below 308000 I/l cleaning solution (thereafter quoted as
I/1). The existing EUEL threshold (350000 g/l) is not comparable with BA (only has concentrated) and is
more stringent than NS related ones for consumers (600000 I/I; RTU, other, consumer) and professional
products (3500000 I/I; RTU, other, professional). Stakeholders’ comments received suggested feasibility
for 250000 I/l. Hence, the JRC proposes 250000 I/l based on data analysis and stakeholders feedback.

All purpose cleaners (Undiluted)

The majority of the data points (75%) fell below 10260 I/I. The existing EUEL threshold (18000 I/1) is less
stringent than BA (10000 I/I) and NS related ones for consumers (10500 I/l; Concentrated, consumer) and
professional products (9500 I/l; concentrated professional). Stakeholders’ comments received suggested
feasibility for 13000 I/l. considering the former and feedback received to Q18, the JRC proposes 13000 I/l
as a compromise between ambition level and feasibility of implementation.

Kitchen cleaners (RTU)

The majority of the data points (75%) fell below 402000 I/l. The existing EUEL threshold (600000 I/} is
less stringent than BA (300000 I/I) and is equal to NS related ones for consumers (600000 I/l; RTU, other,
consumer) and more stringent than that for professional products (3500000 I/I; RTU, other, professional).
Stakeholders’ comments received suggested feasibility for 250000 l/l. The number of data points is fair,
but does not allow to differentiate the split between professional and consumer products. Hence, the JRC
proposes 400000 I/l as a compromise between feasibility, data analysis results and other ecolabels.

Kitchen cleaners (Undiluted)

The majority of the data points (75%) fell below 37013 I/l. The existing EUEL threshold (45000 I/) is not
directly comparable to BA (300000 I/l) and is less stringent than NS related ones for consumers (10500
I/l Concentrated, consumer) and professional products (9500 I/I; concentrated professional). The JRC
proposes 37000 I/l as a compromise between feasibility, data analysis results and other ecolabels. Due to
the relatively low number of data points comparatively with other combinations, the JRC encourages
stakeholders to comment on the feasibility to raise further the ambition level, thus reducing the
threshold.

Window cleaners (RTU)

The majority of the data points (75%) fell below 41208 I/l. The existing EUEL threshold (48000 /1) is
equal to its BA (48000 I/I; glass cleaner) and NS counterparts (48000 I/l; RTU, professional, consumer).

97

Criterion Toxicity to aquatic organisms; DE-UZ 194 Hand Dishwashing Detergents and Hard Surface Cleaners; version 3.1; January
2022 Blue Angel. Available at: https:/produktinfo.blauer-engel.de/uploads/criteriafile/en/DE-U7%20194-202201-en%20criteria-
V1.2.pdf

84



https://produktinfo.blauer-engel.de/uploads/criteriafile/en/DE-UZ%20194-202201-en%20criteria-V1.2.pdf
https://produktinfo.blauer-engel.de/uploads/criteriafile/en/DE-UZ%20194-202201-en%20criteria-V1.2.pdf

1854
1855
1856

1857

1858
1859
1860
1861
1862

1863

1864
1865
1866
1867
1868
1869
1870
1871

1872

1873
1874
1875
1876
1877
1878

1879
1880

1881
1882
1883

1884

Stakeholders’ comments received suggested feasibility for 35000 I/l. The number of data points is fair,
but does not allow to differentiate the split between professional and consumer products. Hence, the JRC
proposes 41000 I/l based on data analysis and stakeholders feedback.

Window cleaners (Undiluted)

The majority of the data points (75%) fell below 15048 I/l. The existing EUEL threshold (18000 I/I) is not
directly comparable to BA (48000 I/) and is less stringent than NS related ones for consumers (10500 /1;
Concentrated, consumer) and professional products (9500 I/l; concentrated professional). The JRC
proposes 15000 I/l based on the data analysis, with the intention to discuss further its feasibility
especially in the light of the number of data points available.

Sanitary cleaners (RTU)

The majority of the data points (75%) fell below 529500 I/l. The existing EUEL threshold (600000 I/) is
not directly comparable to BA given its split into toilet (300000 I/l) and bathroom (150000 I/l) cleaners.
When compared to NS, is equal for that for consumers (600000 I/I; RTU, other, consumer) and more
stringent than that for professional products (3500000 I/I; RTU, other, professional). Stakeholders’
comments received suggested feasibility for setting the threshold proposal within the range 375000 -
290000 I/I. The number of data points is fair, but does not allow to differentiate the split between
professional and consumer products. Hence, the JRC proposes 350000 I/l based on data analysis,
stakeholders’ feedback and considering other ecolabels.

Sanitary cleaners (Undiluted)

The majority of the data points (75%) fell below 25650 I/l. The existing EUEL threshold (45000 I/I) is not
directly comparable to BA given its split into toilet (300000 I/I) and bathroom (150000 I/I) cleaners. When
compared to NS, is less stringent than NS related ones for consumers (10500 I/I; Concentrated,
consumer) and professional products (9500 I/I; concentrated professional). Stakeholders’ comments
received suggested feasibility for 20000 I/l. The JRC proposes 25000 I/l based on data analysis,
comments received and considering other ecolabels.

Industrial and Institutional dishwasher detergent (I11IDD) products

Table 23 - Industrial and institutional dishwasher detergents descriptive statistics critical dilution volume (CDV) values [l/l
washing solution]. “Pre-soaks” is not included as no data was received. IIDD = dishwasher detergents; MCS = multi-
component systems; RA = Rinse aids.

Product  Water Data Minimum  1st Median Mean 3rd Maximum  Existing
type Hardness  points () quartile (i) () quartile (i Threshold
(n) (D) (1n (i

[IDD Soft 38 7 58 121 185 237 742 3000
[IDD Medium 37 14 95 201 293 460 997 4000
[IDD Hard 35 18 144 275 423 643 1495 5000
MCS Soft 12 2 15 78 110 179 285 3000
MCS Medium 12 5 22 114 236 462 571 4000
MCS Hard 10 9 66 556 479 874 880 5000
RA Soft 29 3 86 140 335 419 1668 3000
RA Medium 28 5 152 295 563 717 2503 3000
RA Hard 26 7 209 497 824 1275 2999 3000

Source: JRC's elaboration with data provided by stakeholders.
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Figure 9 - Industrial and Institutional dishwasher detergent critical dilution volume (CDV) by water hardness level (Soft,
Medium, Hard). Each data point has been factored by its corresponding EUEL threshold, thus being unit less and ranging
from “0” to “1”, which corresponds to the existing EUEL threshold (depicted by the dashed line). Red dots represent
dishwasher detergents; Green dots represent multicomponent systems (MCS); Blue dots represent Rinse aids (RA). “Pre-
soaks” is not included as no data was received.

cov

- ¢ -
. .

Product Type

Source: JRC’s elaboration with data provided by stakeholders.

About other ecolabels:
— Blue Angel (BA) —does not have criteria for professional products.

— Nordic Swan (NS) - sets stricter limit values for both aNBO and anNBO and for all product categories
compared to the EU Ecolabel (See Table 24). Unlike EU Ecolabel, it sets the threshold values regardless of
water hardness and degree of soiling.

Table 24 - Limits for critical dilution volume (CDV) in Nordic Ecolabelling (NS) dishwasher detergent for professional use.

Cbv
Product Type ] ]
(litres/litre water)
Dishwasher detergent 1800
Soaking agents 1800
Products used to clean instruments in healthcare 3000
Rinse aids 3000
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Dishwasher detergents for aluminium goods 3000

Source: Criterion 012; 0.80, v3.8%

The discussions and conclusions about CDV threshold proposals, structured by product type and derived from
the former evidences, are:

— Industrial and institutional dishwasher detergent (all water hardness)

The majority of the data points (75%) for soft/medium/hard water fell below 237/460/643 I/litre of
washing solution (thereafter quoted as /1), respectively. The existing EUEL thresholds are
3000/4000/5000 /1, respectively. The limit set by NS is 1800 l/litre water, roughly half of existing EUEL
limit for medium water hardness. The proposals made in TR1 were 1800/3000/4200, thus being the
lowest limit (soft water one) aligned with NS threshold. Stakeholders’ comments suggested feasibility for
1000/1250/1500 /I, respectively for each water hardness level. Considering the former evidences, the
JRC proposes 1000/1250/1500 1/l for soft/medium/hard water hardness. This proposal could potentially
“only” exclude slightly less than 25% of ecolabelled products (those with highest CDV) and would be
aligned with stakeholders’ comments on feasibility.

— Multicomponent systems (all water hardness)

The majority of the data points (75%) for soft/medium/hard water fell below 179/462/874 I/|
respectively. The existing EUEL thresholds are 3000/4000/5000 /I, respectively. The limit set by NS is
1800 l/litre water, roughly half of existing EUEL limit for medium water hardness. The proposals made in
TR1 were 1800/2400/3000, thus being the lowest limit (soft water one) aligned with NS threshold.
Stakeholders’ comments (as per IIDD case) suggested feasibility for 1000/1250/1500 /1, respectively for
each water hardness level. Considering the former evidences, the JRC proposes 1000/1250/1500 I/l for
soft/medium/hard water hardness. This proposal could potentially “only” exclude slightly less than 25% of
ecolabelled products (those with highest CDV) and would be aligned with stakeholders’ comments on
feasibility.

— Rinse aid (all water hardness)

The majority of the data points (75%) for soft/medium/hard water fell below 419/717/1275 /I
respectively. The existing EUEL thresholds are 3000 I/l for all water hardness levels, which is the same as
per NS (3000 llitre water). No proposals were made for rinse aids in TR1. Stakeholders’ comments
suggested feasibility for 2000/2500/275 I/, respectively for each water hardness level. Considering the
former evidences, the JRC proposes 2000/2500/2750 I/l for soft/medium/hard water hardness.

— Pre soaks (all water hardness)

There is no pre-soaks data so it is not possible to have similar orientations as per previous cases based
on a statistical descriptive analysis of the data received. Nevertheless, NS limit for Pre-soaks is 1800
I/litre water, which is lower than EUEL existing limit (2000 I/I). The JRC proposes 1800 I/l irrespective of
water hardness level (namely, same threshold for soft/medium/hard water hardness) in alignment with
NS limit. Due to the lack of data points comparatively with other combinations, the JRC encourages
stakeholders to comment on the feasibility to raise further the ambition level, thus reducing the
threshold.

Considering stakeholders” comments on the possibility of simplifying the criteria stricter and NS setting a
unique threshold irrespective of water hardness; the JRC is considering the possibility to frame the
aforementioned proposals for CDV limits also as limits set regardless of water hardness (See Q21), being
based on the highest recommended dose by the manufacturer, as claimed in the product (i.e. label;

% 080 Dishwasher detergents for professional use. V3.8. Nordic Ecolabelling. April 2024. Available at: https://www.nordic-swan-
ecolabel.org/498b38/contentassets/4fbf7d89969d452097042cd798bfd3d7/background-document-for-product-group-
080_080_dishwasher-detergents-for-professional-use-080_english.pdf

87



https://www.nordic-swan-ecolabel.org/498b38/contentassets/4fbf7d89969d452097042cd798bfd3d7/background-document-for-product-group-080_080_dishwasher-detergents-for-professional-use-080_english.pdf
https://www.nordic-swan-ecolabel.org/498b38/contentassets/4fbf7d89969d452097042cd798bfd3d7/background-document-for-product-group-080_080_dishwasher-detergents-for-professional-use-080_english.pdf
https://www.nordic-swan-ecolabel.org/498b38/contentassets/4fbf7d89969d452097042cd798bfd3d7/background-document-for-product-group-080_080_dishwasher-detergents-for-professional-use-080_english.pdf

1943
1944
1945
1946
1947

1948
1949
1950
1951
1952

1953
1954

1955
1956
1957

accompanying product sheet). In addition, a unique threshold has been set for IILD and MCS as a way to
simplify criteria structure on the basis that, numerically, threshold are the same (1000/1250/1500 I/l) and
that no differentiation is made in NS related criteria between these two product types. Furthermore, this
would also be aligned with existing EUEL criteria structure (i.e. Biodegradability criterion) where no
differentiation is made.

Industrial and Institutional dishwasher detergent (IILD) products

Table 25 - Industrial and institutional laundry detergents descriptive statistics on critical dilution volume (CDV) values [l/kg
laundry]. Data did not allowed for discrimination between products in liquid or solid form. For the purposes of this data
analysis, these data points were attributed to the type with most stringent limit, thus "solid", under the logic that data
points passing this limit would also pass the less stringent associated with liquid products. IILD (solid) = laundry
detergents in powder (solid) form; MCS = multi-component systems.

Product Water Degree Data  Minimum 1st Median Mean 3rd Maximum  Existing
type Hardness  of points (a/kg) quartile (gkg) (akg) quartile (gkg) Threshold
soiling  (n) (g/kg) (g/kg) (g/kg)

IILD (solid) Soft Light 1 8214 8214 8214 8214 8214 8214 30000
IILD (solid) Soft Medium 8 4572 8548 11080 14868 17172 33876 40000

IILD (solid) Soft Heavy 1 21905 21905 21905 21905 21905 21905 50000

MCS Soft Light 5 255 635 5375 6870 9595 18490 50000
MCS Soft Medium 16 385 8022 18704 17451 24780 42049 70000
MCS Soft Heavy 5 513 1908 5373 13653 28782 31698 90000

IILD (solid) ~ Medium Light 1 13688 13688 13688 13688 13688 13688 40000
IILD (solid)  Medium  Medium 8 6858 11490 14214 19380 24312 43362 60000

IILD (solid)  Medium  Heavy 1 27376 27376 27376 27376 27376 27376 80000

MCS Medium Light 5 384 1272 5376 8082 9594 23778 60000
MCS Medium  Medium 16 512 12360 21720 22544 32056 57704 80000
MCS Medium  Heavy 5 640 2540 5380 15390 28780 39630 100000

ILD (solid) Hard Light 1 21905 21905 21905 21905 21905 21905 50000
lILD (solid) Hard Medium 8 9143 16335 18323 25118 31185 54203 75000

IILD (solid) Hard Heavy 1 41067 41067 41067 41067 41067 41067 90000

MCS Hard Light 5 510 1905 5378 9818 9593 31703 75000
MCS Hard Medium 16 640 15180 24490 27170 39410 67310 100000
MCS Hard Heavy 5 828 3180 5376 17148 28776 47556 120000

Source: JRC’s elaboration with data provided by stakeholders.
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1958 Figure 10 - Industrial and Institutional laundry detergent critical dilution volume (CDV) by water hardness level (Soft,
1959 Medium, Hard) and degree of soiling (Light, Medium, Heavy). Data did not allowed for discrimination between products in
1960 liquid or solid form. For the purposes of this data analysis, these data points were attributed to the type with most
1961 stringent limit, thus "solid", under the logic that data points passing this limit would also pass the less stringent associated
1962 with liquid products. Each data point has been factored by its corresponding EUEL threshold, thus being unit less and
1963 ranging from “0” to “1”, which corresponds to the existing EUEL threshold (depicted by the dashed line). Blue dots
1964 represent multicomponent systems while red dots represent IILD attributed to solid form.

Product Type
1965 Source: JRC’s elaboration with data provided by stakeholders.
1966
1967  About other ecolabels:
1968 — Blue Angel (BA) —does not have criteria for professional products.
1969 — Nordic Swan (NS) - set limits to IILD based on the degree of soiling (See Table 26). The EU Ecolabel
1970 considers degree of soiling too but also others as product type/form (powder, liquid and multi-component
1971 system), as well as water hardness. This difficult making a direct comparison between EU Ecolabel and
1972 Nordic Swan threshold and advices focusing only on the degree of soiling. Unlike EU Ecolabel, it sets the
1973 threshold values regardless of water hardness.
1974 Table 26 - Limits for critical dilution volume (CDV) in Nordic Ecolabelling (NS) laundry detergent for professional use.
- CVvD
Degree of soiling
(I/kg laundry)
Light 10000
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1975
1976

1977
1978

1979

1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993

1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008

2009

2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018

Medium 18000

Hard 28000

Source: Criterion 09; 0.93, v4.1%°

The discussions and conclusions about CDV threshold proposals, structured by product type and derived from
the former evidences, are:

— Industrial and institutional laundry detergent (liquid + solid; )

Due to limitations of this analysis, it was not possible to allocate data available to one product form
(liquid) or another (solid), thus all data points with no clear form attribution were labelled as “solid” since
it had the most stringent limits. Consequently, any conclusion drawn on these data should be understood
to be both applicable to solid and liquid formats, yet threshold mentions focused on solid as are the most
stringent limit. The number of data points available mostly related to medium degree of soiling (n=8)
with very few data points for other degree of soiling. This implied a certain degree of certainty available
only for medium degree of soiling. Focusing at this level and for soft water, all the data points fell below
33876 I/kg laundry (thereafter quoted as I/kg), below the existing EUEL threshold (40000 I/kg).
Whilst not directly comparable, the limit set by NS at this degree of soiling (medium; 18000 I/kg) is more
stringent that any existing EUEL limit set for soft/medium/hard water hardness (40000/60000/75000
I/kg, respectively) at the same degree of soiling. Stakeholders’ comments suggested feasibility for
compliance with limits set at 30000/50000/60000 I/kg for soft/medium/hard water at medium degree of
soiling. These thresholds were similar to those proposed in TR1 at each of these water hardness level for
medium degree of soiling, namely 30000/45000/56250 I/kg, respectively.

In addition, stakeholders’ feedback suggested to consider a simplification of this sub-criterion, by
considering whether limits could be set irrespective of water hardness. While checking data available and
existing EUEL limits, it was observed that taking as reference the value for medium water hardness, the
corresponding value for the other water hardness levels (soft, hard) within the same degree of soiling
ranged from 0.7 to 1.2. In other words and expressed as a percentage, the values for soft water were
approximately 70% and the values for hard water were 120% of the values for medium water. In all
cases, the data that JRC had access for soft and hard water hardness within the same degree of soiling
were far below this range (70% - 120%) suggesting feasibility for compliance with a unique value set
using the conclusions drawn for medium water hardness. In principle, the proposal made in TR1 for
medium water hardness and degree of soiling (45000 I/kg) would be pretty much aligned with what the
results of the data analysis and stakeholder’s comment indicated as feasible, thus this values could be
used as reference. Since the number of data entries available is low but it appears as feasible to adopt a
simplification via disregarding water hardness level former, the JRC has included a specific question to
gather feedback on this matter (See Q24) and it proposes to keep existing limits as per TR1 proposal until
further evidences are gathered.

Industrial and institutional laundry detergent (Multi-component systems - MCS)

The number of data points available mostly related to medium degree of soiling (n=16) with few data
points for other degree of soiling. This implied a certain degree of certainty available only for medium
degree of soiling. Focusing at this level and for soft water, all the data points fell below 42049 I/kg,
below the existing EUEL threshold (70000 I/kg). Whilst not directly comparable, the limit set by NS at this
degree of soiling (medium; 18000 I/kg) is more stringent that any existing EUEL limit set for
soft/medium/hard water hardness (70000/80000/100000 I/kg, respectively) at the same degree of
soiling. Stakeholders’ comments suggested feasibility for 70000 I/kg for medium degree of soiling at
hard water hardness. The thresholds proposed in TR1 at each of these water hardness level for medium
degree of soiling were 52500/60000/75000 I/kg, respectively.

99

093 Laundry detergents for professional use. V4.1, Nordic Ecolabelling. April 2024. Available at: https://www.nordic-swan-
ecolabel.org/498c09/contentassets/090178265¢62418dbb02c80d0c72d351/criteria-document-for-product-group-
093_093_laundry-detergents-for-professional-use-093_english2.pdf
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In addition, stakeholders’ feedback suggested to consider a simplification of this sub-criterion, by
considering whether limits could be set irrespective of water hardness. While checking data available and
existing EUEL limits, it was observed that taking as reference the value for medium water hardness, the
corresponding value for the other water hardness levels (soft, hard) within the same degree of soiling
ranged from 0.7 to 1.2. In other words and expressed as a percentage, the values for soft water were
approximately 70% and the values for hard water were 120% of the values for medium water. In all
cases, the data that JRC had access for soft and hard water hardness within the same degree of soiling
were far below this range (70% - 120%) suggesting feasibility for compliance with a unique value set
using the conclusions drawn for medium water hardness. In principle, the proposal made in TR1 for
medium water hardness and degree of soiling (60000 I/kg) would be pretty much aligned with what the
results of the data analysis and stakeholder's comment indicated as feasible, thus this values could be
used as reference. Since the number of data entries available is low but it appears as feasible to adopt a
simplification via disregarding water hardness level former, the JRC has included a specific question to
gather feedback on this matter (See Q24). Finally, the JRC proposes to keep existing limits as per TR1
proposal until further evidences are gathered, with the exception of MCS (soft water; heavy degree of
soiling) where a new threshold of 68250 I/kg has been proposed.

Considering the former statements, the JRC has proposed to keep the criterion Toxicity to aquatic organisms
thresholds structure as in TR1. However, the JRC still intends to simplify it and has formulated proposals in
this sense: set only limit for IILD irrespective of product form (if powder/liquid; as shown and discussed in
Q23); and/or setting limits regardless of water hardness (as shown and discussed in Q24). Note the former is
also related to the lack of ability to discriminate between powder/liquid forms and considering alignment with
Nordic ecolabelling.

About other comments received

There were other 14 comments received not strictly related to T1 Q13 to Q19 that are comprised within the
following topics:

Inconsistencies between RTU & Undiluted products — by which RTU calculation for CDV considers the “in-
use solution” as is but the undiluted (concentrated) counterpart is assessed in its concentrated form
rather in its ‘in-use solution” (after dilution as recommended). This is considered to impair the
development of concentrated and “ultra-concentrated” products which could play an important role in
refills.

Issues associated with harmonization at CB level — some stakeholders reported that there is lack of
harmonization at CB level at the time of determining relevant Toxicity Factors (TF) that are required for
CDV calculation, ultimately resulting in accepting some applications in certain EU member states but not
in others. Also, that the use of different instrument/tools at verification stage could result in lack of
harmonisation leading to distortions of competitions.

Issues associated with DID list — some stakeholders highlighted the need to:
e increase the inventory of substances in the DID list;

e clearly identify them via INCI/CAS/EC numbers (ideally according ECHA’s guidance®®) compulsory for
industry) and;

e harmonise toxicity, biodegradability and classification values with those published on the ECHA
website and those used in the EU Product Environmental Footprint (PEF)).

Call for “holistic assessment” while setting of CDV thresholds — meaning that such limits should not be set
in isolation to other criteria and other factors conditioning products use by end users. In particular,
reducing further CDV values could result in lower product performance, implying trade-offs to obtain

100

European Chemicals Agency., Guidance for Identification and Naming of Substances under REACH and CLP: Version 3.0, December
2023, Publications Office, LU, 2023. https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2823/87416
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similar performances (e.g. higher wash temperature with enhance CO2 / electricity consumption), and/or
in re-washes

Summary of changes

The main change made in this 2" draft criteria, compared to the previous version is revising and updating
most CDV thresholds in EUEL product groups, in the light of new evidences (mostly data) made available
to the JRC after the 1% draft criteria proposal (TR1).

Points for discussion 5 - Criterion Toxicity to aquatic organisms.

Stakeholders are invited to reply the following consultation questions;

Question 18 (Q18) —~Would you support excluding APC RTU from the scope of EUEL HSC? Please,
provide a reasoned response. There are environmental benefits associated with more concentrated
products, as potentially lower environmental footprint (e.g. CO2) or lower material consumption due
to packaging reduction. In this sense, the JRC intends to approach options to achieve such
environmental gains, being one of them restricting to the category “undiluted” within the EUEL
detergents criteria. This was already discussed in the 1%t draft version, concluding that RTU should
still be eligible. However, it was mentioned that it could be possible to consider for APC, as is
currently the case in Blue Angel'®t, The data analysis carried out by the JRC indicated that APC were
reported to be predominantly in undiluted form (x3 higher than RTU). Given the former, the JRC would
like to confirm/cross-check the feasibility of such change in the existing criteria.

Question 19 (Q19) ~Would you support setting the same CDV thresholds for HSC undiluted and RTU,
meaning newly proposed limits for RTU would be used as reference for both? Please, provide a
reasoned response. If you support it, ideally indicating if any further change within the EUEL
detergent criteria would be necessary to effect such change, inclusive of criteria text proposal. If you
don’t, then highlighting main reasons against. Several stakeholder indicated a comparative
disadvantage within HSC undiluted products versus their diluted counterparts (RTU), by which
compliance was more stringent thus impairing wide uptake of recent market trends towards more
concentrated products. As mentioned earlier, this has environmental advantages which JRC
acknowledged and would like to enable. Also, other ecolabels, as Blue Angel*®?, do not differentiate
between RTU & Undiluted in terms of CDV thresholds compliance. In case of wide reasoned support
to this change, the JRC understand the threshold to be set should the RTU one, thus having a single
threshold for RTU & Undiluted set at the in this TR2 proposal for RTU products.

Question 20 (Q20) —Please, provide reasoned comments on the feasibility of the proposed CDV
threshold for the different product groups. Due to comparatively low data entries and/or need for
further evidences, the JRC especially welcomes comments on the following EUEL (sub-) groups: HSC
(KC - undiluted; WC - undiluted); LD (Stain remover); DD (Rinse aid); [IDD (Pre-soaks);

Question 21 (Q21) -Do you support the proposed simplification of the IIDD CDV thresholds (merging
dishwasher detergent with multi-component systems? In addition, do you support a simplification by
setting thresholds regardless of water hardness (See below)? Please, provide a reasoned response.
The feedback provided by stakeholders generally agreed on the convenience of simplifying the
Toxicity to aquatic organisms criteria structure. However, it differed on how to do so, being a
possibility not set threshold for all water hardness level or even to set a unique limit for all of them

101 Criterion Toxicity to aquatic organisms; DE-UZ 194 Hand Dishwashing Detergents and Hard Surface Cleaners; version 3.1; January
2022 Blue Angel. Available at: https:/produktinfo.blauer-engel.de/uploads/criteriafile/en/DE-U7%20194-202201-en%20criteria-

V1.2.pdf
102 Criterion Toxicity to aquatic organisms; DE-UZ 194 Hand Dishwashing Detergents and Hard Surface Cleaners; version 3.1; January

2022 Blue Angel. Available at: https:/produktinfo.blauer-engel.de/uploads/criteriafile/en/DE-U7%20194-202201-en%20criteria-
V1.2.pdf
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(as is the case in NS%), The JRC already proposed revised limits under the existing criterion
structure, inclusive of a simplification, but would like to consult stakeholders on their view about
proposing threshold irrespective of water hardness, in particular as follows [units are “l/l washing
solution”]: Pre-soaks = 1250; Dishwasher detergents / Multi-component systems = 1500; Rinse aids =
2750.

Question 22 (Q22) -Would you support a simplification of the IIDD CDV thresholds by having a
unique threshold for dishwasher detergents (DD) and multi-component systems (MCS)? Please,
provide a reasoned response. The EUEL CDV thresholds for DD and MCS in existing criteria are the
same and in the feedback received from stakeholders the proposals for DD and for MCS are alike
concerning their quantitative range. In addition, Nordic Ecolabelling does not set differentiated limits
for MCS (yet it does for other product categories for healthcare instrument and aluminium goods).
Considering the former, the JRC would like to have stakeholders’ views on the convenience of this
proposal made in TR2,

Question 23 (Q23) -Would you support a simplification of the IILD CDV thresholds by setting
threshold irrespective of product form (by merging “powder” and “liquid”)? Please, provide a reasoned
response. The EUEL CDV thresholds for powder and liquid in existing criteria are very similar and
Nordic Ecolabelling does not set different limits for products based on these forms (solid/liquid) but
on the degree of soiling. Note that, conditioned to its feasibility, the threshold would be set based on
the most stringent set of limits, thus in the IILD case, based on “powder” ones contained in this TR2
(which explains why threshold for liquid are marked as “XXXX") Considering the former, the JRC would
like to have stakeholders’ views on the convenience of this potential proposal.

Question 24 (Q24) —Further to Q23, would you support a simplification of the IILD CDV thresholds by
setting them regardless of water hardness, thus solely based on degree of soiling? Please, provide a
reasoned response. As discussed, stakeholders agreed on the convenience of simplifying the criterion
structure but differed in how to do so. In addition, the number of data entries only allowed to draw
relatively robust conclusions for the category Medium within degree of soiling (as discussed in the
rationale) with further data required, especially for IILD (solid and/or liquid). Given this, the JRC has
kept TR1 threshold as proposal for TR2, which were 45000/56250/75000 I/kg for soft/medium/hard
water respectively. Based on JRC data analysis, the average of the maximum values of IILD (solid)
recorded for all water hardness (33876/43362/54203 I/kg) resulted in 43814 |/lg. Based on
stakeholders feedback on the same product type and form, feasible limits are 3000/50000/60000
I/kg that results in an average of 46667 I/kg. These suggest 45000 I/kg as likely feasible option for
medium degree of soiling. Then, for the other degrees of soiling, the low number of data points
available did not allow for a robust/clear proposal but generally values for light and heavy degree of
soiling accounted for 0.7 to 1.3 of the value for medium degree of soiling. Given this, the lower (that
for light soiling) and upper (that for heavy soiling) would be 31500 I/kg and 58500 I/kg. For the sake
of brevity, the same logic is applied to MCS products, with the results suggesting 52500 I/kg as
feasible threshold for medium degree of soiling. Consequently, the proposal once simplified
regardless water hardness, irrespective of 1ILD product form (solid/liquid) and presented by degree of
soiling (in the order light/medium/heavy) would be [units are “l/kg laundry’]: IILD =
31500/45000/58500; Multi-component systems = 36750/52500/68250.

Question 25 (Q25) -Please, share any other comments/suggestions you deem relevant about this
criterion providing reasons supporting them.

103

080 Dishwasher detergents for professional use. V3.8. Nordic Ecolabelling. April 2024. Available at: https://www.nordic-swan-
ecolabel.org/498b38/contentassets/4fbf7d89969d452097042cd798bfd3d7/background-document-for-product-group-

080_080_dishwasher-detergents-for-professional-use-080_english.pdf
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6.4.Biodegradability

TR1 Proposed criterion (x) biodegradability

(a) Biodegradability of surfactants
All surfactants shall be readily degradable (aerobically).

ALL All surfactants classified as hazardous to the aquatic environment: Acute Category 1 (H400) or
Chronic Category 3 (H412), in accordance with Regulation (EC) No 1272/2008 of the European
Parliament and of the Council( ***) shall be in addition anaerobically biodegradable.

(b) Biodegradability of organic compounds
DD, HDD,
1IDD, IILD, | The content of organic substances in the product that are aerobically non-biodegradable (not

LD readily biodegradable, aNBO) or anaerobically non-biodegradable (anNBO) shall not exceed the
following limits for the reference dosage:

(b) Biodegradability of organic compounds

HSC The content of organic substances in‘the product, except micro-organisms, that are aerobically
non-biodegradable (not readily biodegradable, aNBO) or anaerobically non-biodegradable
(anNBO) shall not exceed the following limits for the reference dosage.

Product type aNBO (g/wash) anNBO (g/wash)

DD Dishwasher detergents 1,00 3,00

Rinse aids 0,15 0,50

Product type aNBO (g/l  of washing | anNBO (g/l of washing
HDD water) water)

Hand dishwashing detergents | 0,03 0,08

Product type aNBO (g/l of cleaning | anNBO (g/l of cleaning

solution) solution)

All-purpose cleaners, RTU 3,00 55,00

All=purpose cleaners, undiluted 0,20 0,50
HSC Kitchen cleaners, RTU 5,00 35,00

Kitchen cleaners, undiluted 0,20 0,50

Window cleaners, RTU 2,00 20,00

Window cleaners, undiluted 0,20 0,50

Sanitary cleaners, RTU 5,00 35,00

Sanitary cleaners, undiluted 0,20 0,50

aNBO (g/l of washing solution)
Water hardness | Soft Medium Hard
Product type < 1,5 mmol CaCO4/l | 1,5-2,5 mmol | > 2,5 mmol CaCOa/I
CaCO4/I

DD Pre-soaks 040 040 040

Dishwasher 040 040 0,40

detergents/

Multi-

component

104 Regulation (EC) No 1272/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 16 December 2008 on classification, labelling and
packaging of substances and mixtures, amending and repealing Directives 67/548/EEC and 1999/45/EC, and amending Regulation
(EC) No 1907/2006 (0OJ L 353, 31.12.2008, p. 1). https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2008/1272/0j
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systems

Rinse aids 0,04 0,04 0,04
anNBO (g/l of washing solution)
Water hardness | Soft Medium Hard
Product type < 1,5 mmol CaCOs/l | 1,5-2,5 mmol | > 2,5 mmol CaCO4/I
CaCogsl/l
Pre-soaks 0,40 040 0,40
Dishwasher 0,60 1,00 1,00
detergents/
Multi-
component
systems
Rinse aids 0,04 0,04 0,04
aNBO (g/kg of laundry)
Soft water (< 1,5 mmol CaCOgs/l)
Degree of soiling Light Medium Heavy
Product type
Powder 0,70 1,10 1,40
Liquid 0,50 0,60 0,70
Multi-component system 125 1,75 2,50
Medium water (< 1,5-2,5 mmol CaCO3/l)
Degree of soiling Light Medium Heavy
Product type
Powder 110 1,40 1,75
Liquid 0,60 0,70 0,90
Multi-component system 1,75 2,50 3,75
ILD Soft water (> 2,5 mmol CaCOgs/l)
Degree of soiling Light Medium Heavy
Product type
Powder 1,40 1,75 2,20
Liquid 0,70 0,90 1,20
Multi-component system 2,50 3,75 4,80
anNBO (g/kg of laundry)
Soft water (< 1,5 mmol CaCOgs/l)
Degree of soiling Light Medium Heavy
Product type
Powder 0,70 1,10 1,40
Liquid 0,50 0,60 0,70
Multi-component system 125 1,75 2,50

| Medium water (< 1,5-2,5 mmol CaCOs/1)
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Degree of soiling Light Medium Heavy
Product type
Powder 1,10 1,40 1,75
Liquid 0,60 0,70 0,90
Multi-component system 1,75 2,50 3,75
Soft water (> 2,5 mmol CaCOg/l)
Degree of soiling Light Medium Heavy
Product type
Powder 1,40 175 2,20
Liquid 0,70 0,90 1,20
Multi-component system 2,50 3,75 4,80
aNBO
Product type aNBO aNBO
(9/kg-of laundry) (9/kg of laundry)
powder/tablets liquid, capsules, gel
Heavy-duty detergent, colour-safe |-1,00 045
detergent
Light-duty detergent 0,55 0,30
D Stain remover (pre-treatment only) | 0,10 0,10
anNBO
Product type aNBO aNBO
(g/kg of laundry) (g/kg of laundry)
powder/tablets liquid, capsules, gel
Heavy-duty detergent, colour-safe | 1,00 045
detergent
Light-duty detergent 0,55 0,30
Stain remover (pre-treatment only) | 0,10 0,10
Assessment and verification: the applicant shall provide documentation for the degradability of
surfactants, as well as the calculation of aNBO and anNBO for the product. A spreadsheet for
calculating aNBO and anNBO values is available on the EU Ecolabel website.
For both the degradability of surfactants and the aNBO and anNBO values for organic
compounds, reference shall be made to the most updated DID list.
For ingoing substances that are not included in Part A of the DID list, the relevant information
ALL from literature or other sources, or appropriate test results, showing that they are aerobically

and anaerobically biodegradable shall be provided, as described in Part B of that list.

Water-soluble foil/films (e.g., Polyvinyl Alcohol (PVA) films) shall be readily biodegradable
according to test method OECD 301 A-F or 310, as reported in Part B of the DID list.

In the absence of documentation for degradability described above, an ingoing substance other
than a surfactant may be exempted from the requirement for anaerobic degradability if one of
the following three alternatives is fulfilled:

(1) itis readily degradable and has low adsorption (A<25%);
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TR2

ALL

(2) itis readily degradable and has high adsorption (D>75%);
(3) itis readily degradable and non-bio-accumulating ( 1)

Testing for adsorption/desorption shall be conducted in accordance with OECD Guideline 106.

- Proposed criterion (x) biodegradability

(a) Biodegradability of surfactants

All surfactants shall be biodegradable under aerobic conditions (readily biodegradable) and
biodegradable under anaerobic conditions.

ALL

(b) Biodegradability of water-soluble film/foil

Every water-soluble films/foil (e.g. Polyvinyl Alcohol (PVA) films) and/or each synthetic polymer
within each water-soluble film/foil, must be biodegradable under aerobic conditions according to:

— test methods OECD 301 A-F or 310, inclusive of enhanced biodegradation screening test
performed as a modification of OECD 301B or OECD 301F with longer incubation and
continued biodegradation measurements up to 60 days, with pass target
>60% biodegradation;

— or test methods ISO 14851:2019%%7 or ISO 14852:2021'%, inclusive of a carbon balance
and reporting the total degree of biodegradation, with pass target >60%.biodegradation;

— equivalent methods to any of the previous and/or equivalent wealth of evidence, as
indicated in the latest DID list Part B and if approved by the relevant Competent Body.

ALL

(ck) Biodegradability of organic compounds

The content of organic substances in the product, except micro-organisms, that are aerobically
non-biodegradable (not readily biodegradable, aNBO) or anaerobically non-biodegradable
(anNBO) shall not exceed the following limits for the reference dosage.

LD,

DD, | The calculation must be based on the highest recommended dose by the manufacturer as

HDD, HSC, | claimed in the product (i.e. label, accompanying product sheet), irrespective of water hardness

[IDD

and degree of soiling.

[ILD

The calculation must be based on the highest recommended dose by the manufacturer as

105

106

107

108

A substance is considered to be not bio-accumulating if the BCF is < 100 or log Kow is < 3,0. If both the BCF and log Kow values are
available, the highest measured BCF value shall be used.

Regulation (EC) No 1272/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 16 December 2008 on classification, labelling and
packaging of substances and mixtures, amending and repealing Directives 67/548/EEC and 1999/45/EC, and amending Regulation
(EC) No 1907/2006 (OJ L 353, 31.12.2008, p. 1). https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/req/2008/1272/0j

International Standard 1SO 14851:2019 Determination of the ultimate aerobic biodegradability of plastic materials in an aqueous
medium — Method by measuring the oxygen demand in a closed respirometer Edition 2 2019-03.
https://www.iso.org/standard/70026.html.

International Standard ISO 14852:2021 Determination of the ultimate aerobic biodegradability of plastic materials in an aqueous
medium — Method by analysis of evolved carbon dioxide Edition 3 2021-06 https://www.iso.org/standard/80303.html.
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claimed in the product (i.e. label; accompanying product sheet), irrespective of water hardness.

Product type aNBO (g/wash) anNBO (g/wash)
DD Dishwasher detergents 0.90 466 120 3,60
Rinse aids 0,15 0.30 856
Product type aNBO (g/l of washing | anNBO (g/l of washing
HDD water) water)
Hand dishwashing detergents | 0.01 683 0.02 6,08
Product type aNBO (g/l of cleaning | anNBO (g/l of cleaning
solution) solution)
All-purpose cleaners, RTU 1.00 360 5.00 5580
All-purpose cleaners, undiluted 0.05 620 0.25 850
HSC Kitchen cleaners, RTU 1.00 506 5.00 -35,60
Kitchen cleaners, undiluted 0.10 620 0,50
Window cleaners, RTU 0.70 260 2.00 206,60
Window cleaners, undiluted 0.10 6;26 0,50
Sanitary cleaners, RTU 150 5060 500 3560
Sanitary cleaners, undiluted 0.10 6,26 0,50
S (gh-of . hation:
Water-hardness | Seft Mediam Hare
Cacos#H
detergertst
Bhers-
component
systems
Hpp
ohof . et
Water-hardness | Sett Meedham Hare
Caco:f
detergentst
Merhe-
cemBenent
systems
Product type aNBO anNBO
(g/1 of washing solution) | (g/l of washing solution)
IIDD Pre-soaks 0.20 0.25
Dishwasher detergents/ | 0.20 0.25
Multi-component systems
Rinse aids 0,04 0,04
aNBO{e/igalaundnys
Heb Seftwater{<15-mmoelCaco:h
Begree-of soiting [ Hight | Medivm | Heavy
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Produettype
dediurimweie 52 E mmel-Catt,
Predus=hmpe
Herd Seftwater > 25 mmel Cato/b
F oot Cight i
Produettype
anNBO-{gikgotatndry)
Sefrowater =L E mmelCato. /b
Producttype
ool Cight ;
Preguetnyme
Hard-Seftwater{>25-mmel-catos/)
F oot ight i
Produettype
aNBO (g/kg of laundry)
Degree of soiling Light Medium Heavy
[ILD Product type
Powder XXX XXX XXX
Liquid 0,50 0,70 0.85
Multi-component system 0.60 1.00 140
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anNBO (g/kg of laundry)

Degree of soiling Light Medium Heavy
Product type
Powder XXX XXX XXX
Liquid 0,50 0,70 0.85
Multi-component system 0.60 1.00 140
aNBO
Product type aNBO aNBO
(g/kg of laundry) (g/kg of laundry)
powder/tablets liquid, capsules, gel
Heavy-duty detergent, colour-safe | 0,50 460 0,35 845
detergent
Light-duty detergent 040 6;55 0.20-6:30
LD Stain remover (pre-treatment only) | 0,10 0,10
anNBO
Product type anNBO anNBO
(9/kg of laundry) (g/kg of laundry)
powder/tablets liquid, capsules, gel
Heavy-duty detergent, colour-safe | 1.00 4,40 0,55
detergent
Light-duty detergent 0.40 6,55 0.20 6;36
Stain remover (pre-treatment only) | 0,10 0,10
Assessment and verification: the applicant shall provide documentation for the biodegradability
of surfactants and the water soluble films/foils or each synthetic polymer contained within, as
well as the calculation of aNBO and anNBO for the product. A spreadsheet for calculating aNBO
and anNBO values is available on the EU Ecolabel website.
For beth the biodegradability of surfactants, the water soluble films/foils or each synthetic
polymer contained within and the aNBO and anNBO values for organic compounds, reference
shall be made to the most updated DID list.
For ingoing substances that are not included in Part A of the DID list, the relevant information
from literature or other sources, or appropriate test results, showing that they are aerobically
ALL and anaerobically biodegradable shall be provided, as described in Part B of that list. For the

case of ingoing substances tested following ISO 14851:2019% or ISO 14852:2021*'° methods,
the testing documentation must also include the carbon balance calculations and the total
degree of biodegradation results.

In the absence of documentation for biodegradability described above, an ingoing substance
other than a surfactant may be exempted from the requirement for anaerobic biodegradability if
not toxic to aquatic organisms (NOEC/ECx > 0.1 mg/l or LC50/EC50/IC50>10 mg/l) and if one of
the following three alternatives is fulfilled:

109
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International Standard 1SO 14851:2019 Determination of the ultimate aerobic biodegradability of plastic materials in an aqueous
medium — Method by measuring the oxygen demand in a closed respirometer Edition 2 2019-03.
https://www.iso.org/standard/70026.html.

International Standard ISO 14852:2021 Determination of the ultimate aerobic biodegradability of plastic materials in an aqueous
medium — Method by analysis of evolved carbon dioxide Edition 3 2021-06 https://www.iso.org/standard/80303.html.
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(1) itis readily degradable and has low adsorption (A<25%);
(2) itis readily degradable and has high addesorption (D>75%);
(3) itis readily degradable and non-bio-accumulating %

Testing for adsorption/desorption shall be conducted in accordance with of the Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) Guideline 106.

A substance is considered to be not bio-accumulating if the BCF is < 100 (according to OECD
305) or log Kow is < 3,0.(according to OECD 107 or 117) If both the BCF and log «.w values are
available, the highest measured BCF value shall be used.

Rationale for the proposed biodegradability

The nature of the ingredients use in detergent products not only conditions its performance but also the
environmental impacts attributed to these products. As mentioned in rationale of the criterion Toxicity to
aquatic organisms, detergent and cleaning products are discharged to the aquatic ecosystems, normally after
undergoing treatment to decrease pollutant load at a wastewater treatment plant, and have an inherent load
that can potentially contribute to the pollution of these ecosystems. The other aspects of importance with
regards to environmental detrimental impacts is how long these potential pollution load would remain - the
sooner is degraded, the less likely that negative impact will be amplified. Consequently, this criterion aims to
ensure that main ingredients (surfactants) are biodegradable under aerobic conditions and also under
anaerobic. In addition, all the other potentially polluting load is considered via requesting aerobic
biodegradability of especially impacting substances (i.e. water-soluble films/ synthetic polymers) and via
restricting the amount of organic substances that are non-biodegradable (NBO) under aerobic (aNOB) or
anaerobic (anNBO) conditions.

Prior to the 1* technical (AHWG) meeting, stakeholder called for the consideration of the following aspects:

— Full ban to surfactants that are anaerobically non-biodegradable - aiming at decreasing the likelihood of
recalcitrant substances by-passing wastewater treatment plants and reaching the (aquatic) environment.

— (linked with previous) The necessity to maintain a derogation for hazard codes H400 and H412.

— Assess and, if applicable, propose for inclusion, alternative biodegradability testing methods for particular
substances (e.g. water-soluble films/foil; QSAR).

— Consider stricter limits for aNBO and anNBO.

In the first technical report (TR1), the main change within the Biodegradability criterion was requesting water-
soluble foil/films (e.g. Polyvinyl Alcohol (PVA) films) to be readily biodegradable according to test method
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) 301 A-F or 310 (as in DID list, Part B). In
addition, a clarification was made in the Definitions criterion by which water soluble “foil/films” are explicitly
considered ingoing substances. In addition, the JRC primed the discussion about requiring all surfactants to be
biodegradable under aerobic and anaerobic conditions by presenting the following findings derived from a
preliminary analysis:

— The main advantage of surfactants being biodegradable under anaerobic conditions is that they would be
broken down in anaerobic sewage sludge digesters, anaerobic zones of advanced activated sludge
processes and, in the wider environment, in sediments or landfill if ending up there via wastewater
effluents or improper disposal of packaging.

— No significant change from previous version of the relevant OECD methods to test biodegradability.

— The comparison with other Ecolabel schemes (i.e. Nordic Swan and Blue Angel) and/or other EUEL criteria
(i.e. Cosmetics) shown that:

e Dboth ecolabels require all surfactants, regardless of hazard classification, to be both aerobically and
anaerobically biodegradable.
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2190
2191
2192

2193

2194
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2197
2198

2199
2200

2201
2202

2203
2204
2205
2206
2207
2208
2209
2210

2211
2212
2213
2214
2215
2216

2217
2218

o differences arise on which exceptions are allowed under each label, whether by hazard classification
(e.g. Nordic Swan; H410/ H411/ H412 and H410) or by exempted substance (e.g. Blue Angel;

carboxymethylcellulose).

e the requirement is already in place for the EUEL criteria for Cosmetics and Animal Products!?,

— From an LCA perspective, impacts that are directly related to biodegradability are not well captured. Poor
biodegradability has to be linked to some sort of toxic effect in order to be reflected in the ecotoxicity
impacts (as is the case with the CDV criteria).

— In the DID List (Part A) the number of surfactants meeting ready aerobic AND anaerobic degradation
criteria was 50%c< (as follows):

Table 27 - Comparison of the total number of surfactants vs the number of surfactants that are both aerobically and

anaerobically biodegradable

Type of | Total Total number both aerobically and | Potentially compliant  with
surfactant number (n) | anaerobically biodegradable (n) proposal versus total (n/n)
Anionic 32 10 031

Non-ionic 54 26 048

Amphoteric 7 4 057

Cationic 4 1 0.25

GRAND TOTAL 97 41 0.42

Outcomes from and after the 15t AHWG meeting

In total 42 comments were received on this sub-criterion, which are found in full in the Table of Comments
(ToC1). The following sections convey summarily the most relevant comments, arranged by aspect to which
they are related to. The majority of comments clustered around requiring surfactants to be aerobically and
anaerobically biodegradable (currently, only H400 & H412 classified surfactants have to be anaerobically
biodegradable). The second topic with highest number of comments was about analytical methods, with
special focus on how “water soluble foil/films” (namely, polymeric compounds) biodegradability could/should
be assessed. The rest of comments touch upon the following topics: derogations/exemptions; organic
substances non-biodegradable thresholds (aerobic - aNBO; anaerobic — anNBO).

Further research and main changes in the proposal for the 2" AHWG meeting

About requiring all surfactants to be biodegradable under aerobic and anaerobic conditions.

What was the feedback received from stakeholders on this topic?

Most of the feedback received on this topic directly address the question included in TR1 on this topic:

Question 20 (Q20) - Would you support aligning existing EUEL criteria with EUEL Cosmetics? It would imply

the following addition to the text in existing criterion Biodegradability (changes marked in blue font). “All

12 Commission Decision (EU) 2021/1870 of 22 October 2021 establishing the EU Ecolabel criteria for cosmetic products and animal
care products (notified under document C(2021) 7500) (Text with EEA relevance). OJ L 379, 26.10.2021, p. 8-48; Accessible at:
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32021D1870
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surfactants shall be readily degradable—{aerobically} biodegradable under aerobic conditions and
biodegradable under anaerobic conditions.”

Several stakeholders opposed to the ban of anaerobically non-biodegradable surfactants because:
1. Aerobic biodegradation is the dominant process of interest for surfactants

2. Chemical regulatory framework (REACH) does not require data on anaerobic biodegradability, thus
such data is not readily available and it will be difficult for industry to source it to confirm whether
used surfactants fall under the scope of this proposed ban.

3. Degradation could occur with and without microorganisms (e.g. UV light), thus all mechanisms should
be recognized in the EU Ecolabel text.

4, They help to reduce temperature in the washing process and the amount of detergent used.

The new DID-List (published in March 2024) does not provide much new data for surfactants
biodegradability under anaerobic conditions (from 97 surfactants, 8 are identified as “N” [non-
biodegradable] and more than 40 as “0” [not tested]) so it should be difficult to comply the proposed
change.

Amongst the former, stakeholders disagreed with this proposal and indicated that stringent requirements
regarding anaerobic biodegradability without proving accompanying environmental benefits could be
challenging. They further suggested, based on SCHEER (2008)%3, that the risk to freshwater ecosystem is
related to aerobic biodegradability rather than due to poor anaerobic biodegradation in wastewater treatment
plants (WWTPs). They affirmed that surfactants in cosmetics and detergents can’t be fully compared, as the
latter need higher efficacy. However, one suggested that if such criteria must be considered, then other
relevant testing methods must also be included in the DID list part B, as the AnBUSDIC test.

Contrastingly, several other stakeholders supported aligning with EUEL Cosmetics criteria in requiring all
surfactants to be biodegradable under anaerobic conditions. Summarily, the rationale for supporting this
change is that substances that are not anaerobically biodegradable may accumulate in environmental anoxic
zones and cause toxic effects there, with these being not well characterized. In this regard, a relevant vector is
sewage sludge, where surfactants with such potential may accumulate. Further comments related to this
topic were:

— One stakeholder called for maintaining surfactants with low anaerobic biodegradability, given its
relevance for the IILD sector, in particular for fat removal and foam attenuation.

— One stakeholder mentioned that for some product (sub-)groups might be easier to replace (e.g.
HSC>windows cleaner) while for other it might be more complex due to the combination of several
surfactants.

— One stakeholder called for aligning any forthcoming change with surfactants manufacturers to confirm
feasibility and inquired about if the potential alignment with EUEL Cosmetic criteria could result in
surfactants needing to be biodegradable under anaerobic conditions too, regardless of the assigned
hazard classification.

— One stakeholder flagged that Ecolabel forms should mention that suppliers must provide the required
data.

What does JRC’s research say on this topic?

In terms of scientific literature, Khuntia et al. (2021)'* acknowledged that the degradation assessment of
surfactants and other xenobiotics is primarily done under aerobic conditions, being this the most commonly

13 Scientific Committee on Health and Environmental Risks (SCHER), "Opinion on Anaerobic Degradation of Surfactants and
Biodegradation of Non Surfactant Organic Ingredients”, November 2008. Accessible at:
https://ec.europa.eu/health/ph_risk/committees/04_scher/docs/scher_o_109.pdf

14 Khuntia, HK.,, N. Janardhana, and H.N. Chanakya, ‘Household Discharge of Chemical Products and Its Classification Based on
Anaerobic Biodegradability’, Environmental Monitoring and Assessment, Vol. 193, No. 1, January 2021, p. 39. DOI 10.1007/s10661-
020-08835-9
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regulated and enforced case. Conversely, authors highlighted that it is uncommon or absent requiring
mandatory degradation test to be performed under anaerobic conditions, despite such requirement could be
deemed as reasonable regarding its human and environmental impacts!!®. They further stressed the
importance of considering inhibitory effects in the biological methane potential (BMP) assays in its various
modifications used to measure the anaerobic degradability of compounds (i.e. methods as DIN 38414-8:
1985, OECD 311 and the ECETOC TR-028), since they differently “shape” the initial lag period until when
cumulative CH4 gas yield is appreciable.

As mentioned, surfactants discharged via wastewater would normally be treated in a wastewater treatment
plant, being primarily degraded by heterotrophic catalysis under oxygen rich conditions. However, either due to
their intrinsic properties and/or via by-passing this aerobic degradative step, surfactants and/or their by-
products might ultimately reach and be dispersed in the environment via waste water effluents and/or
sewage sludge application to land'®, Furthermore, surfactants have relatively high sorption on sludge,
sediment and soail (thus being key environmental compartments to assess their fate) and their sorption is in
the order of: cationic > nonionic > anionic!'’. Waste water treatment plants generate significant quantities of
biosolids (sewage sludge) and its disposal/utilisation (i.e. incineration, application to land, composting and
landfill) depends upon nationally policy requirements which might differ from one country to another. Upon
application to land and subsequent degradation, the sewage sludge can release poorly degradable
substances, which are considered a significant exposure route for terrestrial to groundwater leaching
potential'®® In this sense, a screening risk assessment of organic pollutants (inclusive of surfactants) from
sewage sludge management (e.g. application to land) the JRC found that a relatively small set may cause
significant risks to both humans and soil organism when present in typical sewage sludge concentration?®,
Amongst these, the main organic pollutant group related to detergents and/or cleaners products life cycle are
Alkylphenols (APs) and their ethoxylates (APEQs), particularly Nonylphenol (NP) and octylphenol (OP) and its
derivatives'?, However, these substances are not allowed in EU Ecolabel criteria for detergents (e.g. LD 12%), as
indicated in the Excluded and Restricted substances>Excluded substances sub-criterion, being quoted as “Alkyl
phenol ethoxylates (APEOs) and other alkyl phenol derivatives”.

In terms of biodegradability requirements in EU legislation, the most direct reference is the Detergent
Regulation, being the latest development the proposal for its revision. The EU Commission proposal, in its
article 4 requires surfactants and surfactants in detergents to comply with biodegradability criteria set in
Annex |, which refers to ultimate biodegradation, thus biodegradation under aerobic conditions. Other relevant
legislation refer to those Commission decisions of relevant EU Ecolabel criteria. The EU Ecolabel criteria for
Cosmetics'?? also has a Biodegradability criterion, largely mirroring that found in the EUEL detergents but that
differs in requiring: “All surfactants shall be readily biodegradable under aerobic conditions and biodegradable
under anaerobic conditions...”. The scientific rationale for such requirements is based on the arguments
presented during 2013 revision'?®, which were similar to those presented in the last revision of the EU

15 Khuntia, HK., N. Janardhana, and HN. Chanakya, ‘Household Discharge of Chemical Products and Its Classification Based on

Anaerobic Biodegradability’, Environmental Monitoring and Assessment, Vol. 193, No. 1, January 2021, p. 39. DOI 10.1007/s10661-

020-08835-9

Ying, G.-G.,, ‘Fate, Behavior and Effects of Surfactants and Their Degradation Products in the Environment’, Environment

International, Vol. 32, No. 3, April 2006, pp. 417-431. DOl 10.1016/j.envint.2005.07.004

Ying, G.-G, ‘Fate, Behavior and Effects of Surfactants and Their Degradation Products in the Environment’, Environment

International, Vol. 32, No. 3, April 2006, pp. 417-431. DOI 10.1016/j.envint.2005.07.004

118 ECETOC Technical Report No. 139 Persistent chemicals and water resources protection. European Centre for Ecotoxicology and
Toxicology of Chemicals (ECETOC). Brussels, May 2021. ISSN-2079-1526-139. Accessible at: https://www.ecetoc.org/wp-
content/uploads/2021/10/ECETOC-TR-139-Persistent-chemicals-and-water-resources-protection-2.pdf

118 European Commission. Joint Research Centre., Screening Risk Assessment of Organic Pollutants and Environmental Impacts from
Sewage Sludge Management: Study to Support Policy Development on the Sewage Sludge Directive (86/278/EEC)., Publications
Office, LU, 2022. https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/541579

120 European Commission. Joint Research Centre., Screening Risk Assessment of Organic Pollutants and Environmental Impacts from
Sewage Sludge Management: Study to Support Policy Development on the Sewage Sludge Directive (86/278/EEC)., Publications
Office, LU, 2022. https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/541579

121 Commission Decision (EU) 2017/1218 of 23 June 2017 establishing the EU Ecolabel criteria for laundry detergents. OJ L 180,
12.7.2017, p. 63-78. Available at: http://data.europa.eu/eli/dec/2017/1218/0oj

122 Eyuropean Commission. Joint Research Centre.,, Revision of EU Ecolabel Criteria for Cosmetic Products and Animal Care Products
(Previously Rinse-off Cosmetic Products): Final Technical Report: Final Criteria, Publications Office, LU, 2021. Accessible at:
https:/data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/014175

123 European Commission. Joint Research Centre. Institute for Prospective technological studies (IPTS). Revision of EU Ecolabel Criteria
for Soaps, Shampoos and Hair Conditioners. 2013. Accessible at:  https:/susproc.jrc.ec.europa.eu/product-
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Ecolabel criteria for Detergent!?4 The main points discussed in these criteria in favour and against of requiring
surfactants to be anaerobically biodegradable were;

In Favour

— Environmental relevance: Anaerobic biodegradability is crucial, as surfactants may not undergo
aerobic biodegradation in all environmental situations, such as in sewage sludge or sediment.

— Precautionary principle: The precautionary principle suggests that, in the absence of conclusive
evidence, it is better to err on the side of caution and require anaerobic biodegradability to prevent
potential negative effects on the environment.

— Protection of aquatic life: Some stakeholders believe that anaerobic biodegradability is necessary to
protect aquatic life in situations where sewage treatment plants are not effective or are
overwhelmed.

— Existence of anaerobically biodegradable surfactants: The DID-list shows that there are surfactants
that are anaerobically biodegradable, making it feasible to require this property.

— Inhibitory effects: certain surfactants, such as cationic surfactants, have been shown to have
inhibitory effects on other compounds and processes, highlighting the importance of anaerobic
biodegradability.

— Consistency with other schemes: Some ecolabel schemes require anaerobic biodegradability of
surfactants, suggesting that it is a desirable property for environmental protection.

Against

— Aerobic biodegradability suffices: Many studies suggest that aerobic biodegradability is sufficient to
prevent adverse environmental impact, as most surfactants will be degraded in aerobic
environments.

— Limited environmental risk: The Scientific Committee on Health and Environmental Risks (SCHER) and
other studies have found that the lack of anaerobic biodegradability is not correlated with any
apparent risk for environmental compartments.

— Rapid degradation in soil: Even if surfactants are not anaerobically biodegradable, they will likely be
rapidly degraded in soil, reducing the risk of environmental harm.

— Limited impact on sediments: Research has shown that aerobically biodegradable surfactants, such
as LAS, do not accumulate in sediments over time, suggesting that anaerobic biodegradability is not
necessary to prevent environmental harm.

— Industry constraints: The industry argues that requiring anaerobic biodegradability would be too
restrictive, as some widely used surfactants, such as LAS, are not anaerobically biodegradable.

As final outcome, the evidences gathered and presented by the JRC suggested no conclusive evidence of
significant detrimental effects associated with the lack of surfactants’ anaerobic biodegradability and the
criterion legal text ultimately remained unchanged, thus requiring surfactants to be both aerobically and
anaerobically biodegradable.

Other ecolabel schemes with biodegradability requirements shared this approach on requiring surfactants
being anaerobically biodegradable:

— Nordic Swan (NS) -> Within the requirement Surfactants NS requires all surfactants to be readily

biodegradable and anaerobically biodegradable, according to OECD 301 A-F or 310 and ISO 11734,
ECETOC n28, OECD 311 or equivalent testing method. This is applicable to LD (006, v8.10), IILD (093,
v4.1), IIDD (080; v3.8), HDD (025; v6.1) and HSC (026, v6.14). However, for DD (017; v7.7) this

124

bureau/sites/default/files/contentype/product_group_documents/1581684261/Rinse-off%20cosmetics-
TECHNICAL%20REPORT_after%201SC%20consultation_20.05.2013.pdf

European Commission, Joint Research Centre, Boyano, A,; Kaps, R,; Medyna, G.; Wolf, O, 2017. Revision of six EU Ecolabel criteria for
detergents and cleaning products. Final Technical Report. Available at  https:/susproc.jrc.ec.europa.eu/product-
bureaul/sites/default/files/contentype/product_group_documents/1581681262/Technical%20background%20report.pdf
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requirement restricts to surfactants classified as hazardous to the aquatic environment, chronic (namely
H410, H411, H412, H413)

— Blue Angel (BA) -> Within the requirement Biodegradability > Biodegradability of surfactants BA requires
all surfactants to be readily biodegradable and anaerobically biodegradable following pretty much the
same methods quoted for NS above. This is applicable to LD (DE-UZ 202, Jan22, v1), HDD and HSC (DE-
UZ 194, Jan22, v1.2) and DD (DE-UZ 201, Jan22, v3).

The JRC had accessed to a limited set of different formulations (n=30) across different products groups
(DD=2; HDD = 2, LD=6, HSC=20; IILD =0, IIDD = 0) which were shared by stakeholders as part of this revision
process. In all cases all the surfactants used were aerobically biodegradable and anaerobically biodegradable.
Despite this limited set of data does not allow for reliable extrapolations extensive to all EU Ecolabelled
products cases, especially concerning industrial and institutional products, it certainly shows that there are
already EU ecolabelled products in the market able to comply with requiring surfactant to be anaerobically
biodegradable. Likewise, the fact that other ecolabel schemes (i.e. NS, BA) have the same requirement with
regards to surfactants biodegradability with their license holders being able to comply with it, also supports
the feasibility stating such requirement.

Based on the former evidences and associated discussions, especially the application of precautionary
principle; the alignment with other ISO Type | labels; and the technical feasibility/availability of surfactants
aerobically and anaerobically biodegradable, the JRC proposes requiring anaerobic biodegradability of
all surfactants used in EU Ecolabelled products complying with the detergent and cleaners criteria.

About testing methods - “water soluble foil/films” biodegradability.

What was the feedback received from stakeholders on this topic?
The main clause introduced in the draft criteria text in TR1 was:

Water-soluble foil/films (e.g., Polyvinyl Alcohol (PVA) films) shall be readily biodegradable according to test
method OECD 301 A-F or 310, as reported in Part B of the DID list.

Several stakeholders proposed alternative methods to demonstrate the biodegradability of water soluble foils
(i.e. EN 1SO 14851125 EN ISO 14852%%) for inclusion in the list of methods allowed. They also indicated that
OECD guidelines are developed for rather simple chemicals, thus not being appropriate for polymers.
Furthermore, some highlighted that “water soluble foil/films” are typically mixtures while the EU ecolabel
criteria focus on evaluating only ingoing substances. Given the former, they concluded that the methods
indicated in the EU Ecolabel criteria (OECD 301 A-F / 310) are not appropriate since their test target are
substances and not mixtures biodegradation. The specific suggestions for improvement proposed by
stakeholders were:

— If using just one polymer, using ISO 14852 with target biodegradability of 90%.

— Amending the wording according to the option best matching the intention of the criteria: “All
Ingredients” OR “All synthetic polymers” of water-soluble foil/films (e.g., Polyvinyl Alcohol (PVA) films)
shall be “readily” or “inherently” biodegradable according to test method OECD 301 A-F or 310, as
reported in Part B of the DID list.

What does JRC’s research say on this topic?

125 International Standard 1SO 14851:2019 Determination of the ultimate aerobic biodegradability of plastic materials in an aqueous
medium — Method by measuring the oxygen demand in a closed respirometer Edition 2 2019-03.
https://www.iso.org/standard/70026.html.

126 International Standard ISO 14852:2021 Determination of the ultimate aerobic biodegradability of plastic materials in an aqueous
medium — Method by analysis of evolved carbon dioxide Edition 3 2021-06 https://www.iso.org/standard/80303.html.
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The existing EU Ecolabel criterion on biodegradability refers to the latest DID list part A?” to source relevant
data to prove compliance with it. In the absence of a DID list entry suitable for a particular substance, the DID
list part B28 outlines the methods that can be used to prove its biodegradability, namely:

— Aerobic biodegradability: OECD 301 A-F or 310 (readily biodegradable) or 302 A-C (inherently
biodegradable) or equivalent test methods

— Anaerobic biodegradability: OECD 311, I1SO 11734, or ECOTEC nr. 28 (June 1988) or equivalent test
methods.

It is worth noting that primary biodegradation is a measure of the initial breakdown of the compound,
whereas ultimate biodegradation is a measure of the complete mineralization of the compound, thus
measurement of indirect parameters such as CO, production, decrease of dissolved organic carbon (DOC)
and/or oxygen consumption (e.g. BOD). Also, that in terms of biodegradability testing there is “transference”
(acceptance) of methods developed by OECD to ISO and vice versa'?®, as is the case with ISO 11734 being the
base for the guidance provided by OECD 311. In addition, note the ECETOC work about Evaluation of
Anaerobic biodegradation (ECETOC Report n28)°, as method development/validation exercise, contributed to
the development of the former methods.

The previously quoted methods correspond to screening tests, which are conservative testing approaches
utilising indirect quantification of the extent of mineralisation, commonly via O, consumption and CO-
evolution as endpoints. These endpoints are generally applicable to the evaluation of polymers®3. In these
biodegradation test it is important to have accurate theoretical O, demand (ThO) or CO, evolution (ThCOy),
being ThO, the stoichiometric amount of O, required to oxidise a compound to end products and ThCO;
calculated amount of CO, that can evolve during ultimate biodegradation.

The anaerobic biodegradability methods 1ISO 11734-1995%2 and OECD 311-2006 test model the “ultimate”
biodegradation in digesters of municipal WWTPs. These methods are useful for compounds that are not
biodegradable under aerobic conditions but adsorb onto activated sludge flocs, which are finally digested in
an anaerobic reactor. The tests can also be used for biological waste treated in anaerobic treatment plants,
and for highly contaminated wastewaters with a high load of organic substances. The principle of these tests
are based on the measurement of biogas production (CH4/CO2) during up to 60 days at 35C in a static
anaerobic test system, with an inoculum from an anaerobic digester, a mineral salt solution, the test
compound, and a reference compound (e.g. sodium benzoate, phenol, or polyethylene 400). As highlighted by
stakeholders feedback, these tests requires specialized equipment and expertise, and may be more time-
consuming and costly compared to other biodegradation tests.

There are different methods for the assessment of the biodegradability of polymers, some being specifically
develop for the combination of certain environmental compartments (e.g. soil, water), presence or absence of
oxygen, polymer properties, etc'®3.The methods suggested by stakeholders, 1ISO 148514 and I1SO 14852135,

127 DID list Part A 2023. Available at: https:/circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/0e3024d9-38be-415b-b141-c05d5d31dd92/library/057790be-
097a-4f45-b0e3-21b81580ec60/details

128 DID list Part B 2023. Available at: https:/circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/0e3024d9-38be-415b-b141-c05d5d31dd92/library/9560fcf6-
07e3-44c8-b63c-614e0f0704b8/details

129 Strotmann, U., G. Thouand, U. Pagga, S. Gartiser, and H.J. Heipieper, ‘Toward the Future of OECD/ISO Biodegradability Testing-New
Approaches and Developments’, Applied Microbiology and Biotechnology, Vol. 107, No. 7-8, April 2023, pp. 2073-2095. DOI:
10.1007/s00253-023-12406-6

130 Birch, R. R, Biver, C,, Campagna, R., Gledhill, W.E., Pagga,U., Steber, J.,, Reust, H. and Bontinck, (1989) W.J. Screening of chemicals for
anaerobic biodegradation. Chemosphere 19, 1527-1550. (Also published as ECETOC Technical Report No. 28, June 1988). Available
at: https://www.ecetoc.org/publication/tr-028-evaluation-of-anaerobic-biodegradation/

181 Strotmann, U, G. Thouand, U. Pagga, S. Gartiser, and H.J. Heipieper, ‘Toward the Future of OECD/ISO Biodegradability Testing-New
Approaches and Developments’, Applied Microbiology and Biotechnology, Vol. 107, No. 7-8, April 2023, pp. 2073-2095. DOI:
10.1007/s00253-023-12406-6

182 1SO 11734:1995 Water quality — Evaluation of the "ultimate" anaerobic biodegradability of organic compounds in digested sludge
— Method by measurement of the biogas production. International standard organisation (ISO) Ed 1. Accessible at:
https://www.iso.org/standard/19656.html

133 Strotmann, U, G. Thouand, U. Pagga, S. Gartiser, and H.J. Heipieper, ‘Toward the Future of OECD/ISO Biodegradability Testing-New
Approaches and Developments’, Applied Microbiology and Biotechnology, Vol. 107, No. 7-8, April 2023, pp. 2073-2095. DOI:
10.1007/s00253-023-12406-6

134 International Standard 1SO 14851:2019 Determination of the ultimate aerobic biodegradability of plastic materials in an aqueous
medium — Method by measuring the oxygen demand in a closed respirometer Edition 2 2019-03.
https://www.iso.org/standard/70026.html.
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were specifically developed to assess the ultimate aerobic biodegradation of plastic materials in the aquatic
compartment, being based on the OECD 301F and OECD 301B, thus focusing on measuring O, consumption
and CO, evolution, respectively'®®, One comparative advantage of these 1SO methods versus their OECD
counterparts (i.e. 301 and 310 series) is that the reference material used are well-defined biodegradable
polymers in addition to or instead of rapidly degradable substances (e.g. aniline, sodium acetate and/or
sodium benzoate). These reference compounds are used to ensure validity of the testing procedure
(performed “correctly”) and the quality of the inoculum used, via characterization of the extent of
mineralisation and degradation kinetics, recently being proposed for the estimation of the biodegradation
adaptation potential of an inoculum?®”, A summary of relevant biodegradation methods, with a focus on those
currently used within the EU Ecolabel and Nordic Swan as part of the DID list, is shown in Table 28.

Table 28 - Biodegradability testing - list of methods (with focus on OECD and ISO), their principles and additional

remarks.

[bgte 2 Test Method Test principle Remarks

Biodegradability

Ready DOC-die-away- | OECD 301 A (1992), ISO rSnt:gsCu?jr;Oebrﬁ tesotfsy“;gg Non-volatile water-

biodegradability test 7827 (2010) soluble compounds
removal

Ready Cco2 evolution | OECD 301 B (1992), I1SO ﬁqtzgscuf;:]oebrﬁ tesotfsystceg; Non-volatile water-

biodegradability test 9439 (1999) soluble compounds

production

Ready
biodegradability

Continuous CO2
evolution test

OECD 301 B (1992), ISO
9439 (1999)

Static aerobic test system,
online measurement of
Cco2 production by
conductivity measurement

Volatile/non-
volatile
soluble
compounds,
applied both as
open and closed
system

water-

Static aerobic test, BOD

Non-volatile,

Ready Modified MITI (1) - | water-soluble
biodegradability test OECD 301 € (1992) determlnatloq, specific compounds; Closed
analysis possible
bottle test
Static aerobic  test, | Non-volatile water-
Ready Modified OECD | OECD 301 E (1992), I1SO meaSl’Jrement of Doé soluble compounds
biodegradability screening test 7827 (2010) at Low inoculum
removal .
concentration
Static, aerobic test, | Poorly water-
Ready Manometric OECD 301 F (1992), ISO | measurement of BOD, and | soluble, non-
biodegradability respirometry test | 9408 (1999) comparison to COD and | volatile, and

ThOD of the test substance

volatile compounds

Ready
biodegradability

Co2
test

headspace

OECD 310
14593 (1999)

(2014), 1SO

Static aerobic test,
measurement of CO2
evolution

Volatile
compounds,
comparable to the
CO2 evolution test

Ready
biodegradability

Biodegradability
in seawater

OECD 306 H (1992), 1SO
16221 (2001)

Static aerobic test system,
measurement of DOC
removal

Non-volatile water-
soluble
compounds,

135 International Standard 1SO 14852:2021 Determination of the ultimate aerobic biodegradability of plastic materials in an aqueous
medium — Method by analysis of evolved carbon dioxide Edition 3 2021-06 https://www.iso.org/standard/80303.html.
1% ECETOC Technical Report No. 133-2 Applicability of Analytical Tools, Test Methods and Models for Polymer Risk Assessment.

European Centre for

Ecotoxicology and Toxicology of Chemicals

(ECETOC). Brussels,

https://www.ecetoc.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/ECETOC-TR133-2 Polymers-Risk-Asessment.pdf

May 2020. Accessible at:

187 Strotmann, U,, G. Thouand, U. Pagga, S. Gartiser, and H.J. Heipieper, ‘Toward the Future of OECD/ISO Biodegradability Testing-New
Approaches and Developments’, Applied Microbiology and Biotechnology, Vol. 107, No. 7-8, April 2023, pp. 2073-2095. DOI:
10.1007/s00253-023-12406-6
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Type of

Biodegradability Test Method Test principle Remarks
Non-volatile,
. . . water-soluble
Modified = SCAS iesr?é-ritatlgi,”_ae;(r)]zlc d:g\sls compounds,  pre-
Inherent Test (Semi- | OECD 302 A (1981), ISO niletho d measurement of adaptation and
biodegradability continuous 9887 (1992) ' specific analysis to

activated sludge)

DOC removal, test period
up to 26 weeks

determine primary
biodegradation

possible
Static, aerobic test system,
Zahn- high test compound, and | Non-volatile,
:)r;ggge?;dabilit Wellens/EMPA gg(g:g (fggg)B (1992), 150 inoculum concentration, | water-soluble
9 y Test measurement  of DOC | compounds
removal
Static, aerobic test system,
- comparable to OECD 302 B | Non-volatile,
”!“ere”t . Modified MITI (I OECD 302 C (1981) (1992) but a specially | water-soluble
biodegradability Test . .
prepared  inoculum is | compounds
required
Static, aerobic test, Closgd system;
Inherent ”!here”t . addition of 14C labeled voIat!Ie/non-
. o biodegradability OECD 304 A (1981) volatile and
biodegradability in soil test compound, soluble/non-soluble
determination of 14C02
compounds
. Static, aerobic test system ppn-volatile,
. . Aerobic  sewage | OECD 303 A (2001), OECD ' ' | water-soluble, or
Simulation test measurement of DOC or | . .
treatment 303 B (2001) dispersible
COD decrease
compounds
Aerobic and Static  aerobic/anaerobic | Volatile water-
anaerobic test, use of 14C labeled | soluble and poorly

Simulation test

transformation in

OECD 307 (2002)

compounds, measurement

water-soluble

soil of 14C02 formation compounds
. Static aerobic/anaerobic
Aerobic and
. test, use of .
anaerobic labeled/unlabeled Non-volatile  and
Simulation test transformation in | OECD 308 (2002) . slightly volatile
. . compounds, analysis of
aquatic sediment - compounds
original  compound, and
systems i
transformation products
Non-

Simulation test

Aerobic
mineralisation in
surface water

OECD 309 (2004)

Static/semi-continuous
aerobic test system, use of

labeled (14C)/unlabeled
compounds, determination
of primary/ultimate

biodegradation

volatile/slightly
volatile
compounds. water-
soluble/poorly
water-soluble
compounds

Simulation test

Simulation tests
to assess the
biodegradability
of chemicals
discharged in
waste water

OECD 314 (2008)
A- Biodegradation in Sewer
system

B-  Biodegradation in
activated sludge  test
C - Biodegradation in
anaerobic digester sludge
test

D-  Biodegradation in
treated  effluent-surface
water mixing zone test
E - Biodegradation in
untreated wastewater-
surface water mixing zone
test

Open/closed gas flow-
through static systems,
determination of
primary/ultimate

biodegradability,

determination of
transformation  products,
use of radiolabeled

compounds recommended,
but non labeled compounds

permitted when an
analytical  procedure s
given

All  stages of
wastewater
treatment
volatile/non-
volatile
compounds,
assessment of a
mass balance

plant,
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2427
2428
2429
2430
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Type of

Biodegradability Test el Test principle Remarks
Static, anaerobic  test
Other Anaerobic system, measurement .of Compound§ in
biodegradability biodegradation OECD 311 (2006), ISO | hiogas production | concentrations of
11734 (1995) (CH4/C02), test durationup | 20 - 100 mg L-1

test

test

to 60 days,
inoculum:anaerobic sludge

organic carbon

Other
biodegradability
test

Aerobic
composting test

ISO 14855-1 (2012)

Static aerobic test system,
use of an adsorhing
material (Vermiculite)
possible, measurement of
CO2 production or oxygen
depletion, extended test
duration, higher test
temperature

Solid polymeric
compounds

Other
biodegradability
test

Biodegradation of
polymers in
aquatic
environment

ISO 14851 (2019) -
Oxygen depletion
ISO 14852 (2021) - CO2
evolution

Static aerobic test system,
measurement of CO2
production  or  oxygen
depletion, medium with a
higher  buffer capacity,
extended test duration

Miscible and water
soluble  polymeric
compounds

Other Low Guideline  to  perform
biodegradability concentration ISO 14592 (2002) biodegradation tests at
test tests in water very low concentrations
Guidance for Guideline to  perform
Other oorl water- biodegradation tests with
biodegradability | P°°"Y ISO 10634 (2018) 9
test soluble poorly water-soluble
compounds compounds
Guidance for
Other selection of Tests in the aquatic
biodegradability . : ISO 15462 (2006) . g
test biodegradation environment
tests

Source: Strotman et al. (2023) 18

About other ecolabel schemes:

Nordic Swan (NS) - includes and specific criterion (Water soluble films) within their equivalent product
groups to EUEL DD**and 1IDD*#°, This requirement guarantees that water-soluble films (e.g. PVA films)
are readily biodegradable according to OECD 301A-F and OECD 310 or other equivalent test methods
evaluated by an independent body and controlled by Nordic Ecolabelling. It also allows methods
adaptations (i.e. enhanced biodegradation screening tests performed as OECD 301B and OECD 301F
modifications, with longer incubation times and continuous measurements up to 60 days), inclusive of the
type of data and cases accepted (i.e. substance-based approached or water-soluble film approach).

Blue Angel (BA) - requires all of the synthetic polymers in the end product to be at least inherently
biodegradable under aerobic conditions in all product groups’ (LD'#!, HDD/HSC!? and DD*) criteria,

138

139

140

141

142

143

Strotmann, U., G. Thouand, U. Pagga, S. Gartiser, and H.J. Heipieper, ‘Toward the Future of OECD/ISO Biodegradability Testing-New
Approaches and Developments’, Applied Microbiology and Biotechnology, Vol. 107, No. 7-8, April 2023, pp. 2073-2095. DOI:
10.1007/s00253-023-12406-6

017 Dishwasher detergents and rinse aids, version 7.7, 13 August 202. Nordic Ecolabelling. Available at: https://www.nordic-swan-
ecolabel.org/4a98a7/contentassets/4c39b5c¢28ch344a6ad02643a27094f28/background-document_017_dishwasher-detergents-
and-rinse-aids-017_english.pdf

080 Dishwasher detergents for professional use, version 3.8, 16 April 2024. Available at: https://www.nordic-swan-
ecolabel.org/498b38/contentassets/4fbf7d89969d452097042cd798bfd3d7/background-document-for-product-group-
080_080_dishwasher-detergents-for-professional-use-080_english.pdf

DE-UZ 202 Laundry Detergent. Edition January 2022. Blue Angel
engel.de/uploads/criteriafile/en/DE-UZ%20202-202201-en%20criteria-V1.1.pdf
DE-UZ 194 Edition January 2022 BLUE ANGEL Hand Dishwashing Detergents and Hard Surface Cleaners. Available at:
https://produktinfo.blauer-engel.de/uploads/criteriafile/en/DE-UZ 194-202201-en criteria-V1.2 pdf
DE-UZ 201 Edition January 2022 Dishwasher Detergents. Blue Angel. Available at:
engel.de/uploads/criteriafile/en/DE-UZ7%20201-202201-en%20criteria-V3.1.pdf

Available at:  https:./produktinfo.blauer-

https://produktinfo.blauer-

110



https://www.nordic-swan-ecolabel.org/4a98a7/contentassets/4c39b5c28cb344a6ad02643a27094f28/background-document_017_dishwasher-detergents-and-rinse-aids-017_english.pdf
https://www.nordic-swan-ecolabel.org/4a98a7/contentassets/4c39b5c28cb344a6ad02643a27094f28/background-document_017_dishwasher-detergents-and-rinse-aids-017_english.pdf
https://www.nordic-swan-ecolabel.org/4a98a7/contentassets/4c39b5c28cb344a6ad02643a27094f28/background-document_017_dishwasher-detergents-and-rinse-aids-017_english.pdf
https://www.nordic-swan-ecolabel.org/498b38/contentassets/4fbf7d89969d452097042cd798bfd3d7/background-document-for-product-group-080_080_dishwasher-detergents-for-professional-use-080_english.pdf
https://www.nordic-swan-ecolabel.org/498b38/contentassets/4fbf7d89969d452097042cd798bfd3d7/background-document-for-product-group-080_080_dishwasher-detergents-for-professional-use-080_english.pdf
https://www.nordic-swan-ecolabel.org/498b38/contentassets/4fbf7d89969d452097042cd798bfd3d7/background-document-for-product-group-080_080_dishwasher-detergents-for-professional-use-080_english.pdf
https://produktinfo.blauer-engel.de/uploads/criteriafile/en/DE-UZ%20202-202201-en%20criteria-V1.1.pdf
https://produktinfo.blauer-engel.de/uploads/criteriafile/en/DE-UZ%20202-202201-en%20criteria-V1.1.pdf
https://produktinfo.blauer-engel.de/uploads/criteriafile/en/DE-UZ%20194-202201-en%20criteria-V1.2.pdf
https://produktinfo.blauer-engel.de/uploads/criteriafile/en/DE-UZ%20201-202201-en%20criteria-V3.1.pdf
https://produktinfo.blauer-engel.de/uploads/criteriafile/en/DE-UZ%20201-202201-en%20criteria-V3.1.pdf

2435
2436
2437
2438
2439
2440
2441

2442
2443
2444
2445
2446

2447
2448
2449

2450
2451

2452
2453

2454
2455
2456

2457
2458

2459

2460
2461
2462

2463
2464
2465

2466
2467

2468
2469
2470
2471
2472
2473
2474

except for carboxymethyl cellulose (LD & DD) and dye transfer inhibitors made of PVP, PVOH, PVP/VI,
PVNO or PVNO/PVP (only LD). The reference test for inherent degradability under aerobic conditions is
OECD 302C (MITI Il test) or an equivalent test method with pass criteria 260% expressed as ThCO,
production within 28 days. In addition, the Zahn-Wellens test according to OECD 302 B is recognized as
comparable if it is modified and supplemented by respirometric measurements and the OECD 301 B, C, D
or F test or CO, headspace test with duration up to 60 days are recognized as comparable if achieving
>60% within this period.

Both NS and BA coincide in allowing readily biodegradation screening test adapted to the nature of the test
substances (i.e. testing period extended up to 60 days) with pass level as per the original OECD methods
(=60%). They differ in the target (NS - water soluble film; BA — all polymers in end product) and in allowed
testing methods (BA- allows inherent biodegradability tests - OECD 302C; NS - restrict only to readily
biodegradable tests).

Based on the former evidences and discussion, the JRC has modified substantially the draft criteria text,
starting by creating a new dedicated sub-section setting biodegradability requirements to water soluble
films/foils, the current proposal is characterized by:

— Enabling biodegradability assessment at water soluble film/foil level (as test subject) or via individual test
of the synthetic polymers contained within a water soluble film/foil.

— Alignment with other ecolabels schemes in accepting modifications of OECD 301 test series leading to
improved conditions for water-soluble films testing (i.e. continuous biodegradation; up to 60 days).

— Inclusion of 1SO 14851.:2019%* or ISO 14852:2021%° as test methods accepted alongside those in DID
list (OECD 301 series) already explicitly accepted, given its suitability for synthetic polymers
biodegradability testing.

— In addition to the former, enhancing test validity by requesting a carbon balance and the results
expressed as total biodegradation.
— Explicit quotation to the target pass level (biodegradation >60%).

— Addition of explicit wording opening the door for using equivalent scientifically proven test methods
and/or alternative wealth of evidences as per DID list and if approved by CBs as relevant verification
institutions.

Based on the former, the JRC proposes to adopt the ISO 14851 and 14852 methods as an additional
way to assess water-soluble polymers biodegradability, further to existing biodegradability methods
quoted in the DID list.

About testing methods - Quantitative structure-activity relationships (QSAR)

Non-testing approaches based on the similarity principle (i.e. hypothesis that similar compounds should have
similar biological activities), as (quantitative) structure-activity relationships ((Q)SARs), can contribute to the
evaluation of intrinsic properties of chemicals, inclusive of REACH information requirements4®, SARs and
QSARs, collectively referred to as (Q)SARs, are theoretical models that can be used to predict in a qualitative
or guantitative manner the physico-chemical, biological (e.g. toxicological) and environmental fate properties
of compounds from a knowledge of their chemical structure*’. (Q)SARs can be used to fill data gaps, thus not
generating the required evidence from direct testing, or to provide supplementary data to experimental data.

144 International Standard 1SO 14851:2019 Determination of the ultimate aerobic biodegradability of plastic materials in an aqueous
medium — Method by measuring the oxygen demand in a closed respirometer Edition 2 2019-03.
https://www.iso.org/standard/70026.html.

145 International Standard ISO 14852:2021 Determination of the ultimate aerobic biodegradability of plastic materials in an aqueous
medium — Method by analysis of evolved carbon dioxide Edition 3 2021-06 https://www.iso.org/standard/80303.html.

146 ECHA 2008. Guidance on information requirements and chemical safety assessment. Chapter R.6: QSARs and grouping of chemicals.
May 2008. European Chemicals Agency (ECHA). Available at:
https://echa.europa.eu/documents/10162/17224/information_requirements_r6_en.pdf/77f49f81-b76d-40ab-8513-4f3a533b6ac9

147 ECHA 2008. Guidance on information requirements and chemical safety assessment. Chapter R.6: QSARs and grouping of chemicals.
May 2008. European Chemicals Agency (ECHA). Available at:
https://echa.europa.eu/documents/10162/17224/information_requirements_r6_en.pdf/77f49f81-b76d-40ab-8513-4f3a533b6ac9
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These are one of the options considered to gather all existing information while preventing unnecessary
animal (i.e. vertebrate) testing, as required by REACH. (Q)SARs also have a role when framed and interpreted
within a particular endpoint-specific of the Integrated Testing Strategies (ITS), as for example the assessment
of PBT (Persistence Bioaccumulation and Toxicity). Generally, but especially for such tailored applications, the
validity of the (Q)SAR results rely on the evaluation of the model (i.e. relevance, reliability, applicability to
target chemical, context-specific adequacy of information). In this sense, the OECD has developed principles
for the validation of (Q)SARs for regulatory purposes, inclusive of an accompanying guidance document?4®,
Likewise, the context of application and interpretation of such (Q)SAR results, especially for regulatory
purposes is very relevant. The OECD indicated that “.not all predictions produced by a valid model are
acceptable for all regulatory purposes. When a (Q)SAR prediction or a result generated from multiple
predictions is used for a given regulatory purpose, it needs to be verified in the context of the specific
application...”*®, To generalise and harmonise the principles for assessing (Q)SAR models and predictions,
making them applicable irrespective of the modelling technique, predicted endpoint and regulatory purposes,
the OECD recently published an Assessment Framework for (Q)SARs, in a “Checklist” format type, which also
provides information about the reporting format for the models and derived predictions®°,

The field of computational toxicology has and is rapidly evolving, with impact on the development,
improvement and validation of (Q)SAR models. Several studies have applied machine learning algorithms (e.g.
partial least squares discriminant analysis, multiple linear regression, logistic regression, naive Bayes, k-
nearest neighbours, support vectors machines) with new techniques (e.g. graph neural networks) emerging as
artificial intelligence tools and methods become available!®'*%2, Similarly, as the field defining the target
endpoint (e.g. persistence>biodegradation) evolves, further (quality) data becomes available as input to the
(Q)SAR models. Several resources (e.g. models, databases) are available for consultation and use within a
(Q)SAR context (e.g. toolboxes?®3; alternative to animal testing®®*), inclusive of specific applications defined by
desired endpoint (e.g. biodegradation?®®1%¢, with models as MITI (I), VEGA, TOPCAT, BIOWIN and START). A
testing strategy using (Q)SAR models for biodegradability testing suggested by Strotman et al. (2023)*7 was
to distinguish test compounds that are likely to be readily biodegradable from those that are not, meaning
that compounds with high likelihood should preferably be submitted to readily biodegradability testing and
others to more resource intensive testing (e.g. inherent or simulation tests). In principle, this testing strategy
would have little added value within the EU Ecolabel, since requirements already request testing for readily
biodegradability.

148 QECD, Guidance Document on the Validation of (Quantitative) Structure-Activity Relationship [(Q)SAR] Models, OECD Series on
Testing and Assessment, OECD, 2014. Available at: https:/www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/guidance-document-on-the-
validation-of-quantitative-structure-activity-relationship-g-sar-models_9789264085442-en

OECD, (Q)SAR Assessment Framework: Guidance for the Regulatory Assessment of (Quantitative) Structure Activity Relationship

Models and Predictions, OECD Series on Testing and Assessment, OECD, 2023. Available at. https:/www.oecd-

ilibrary.org/environment/q-sar-assessment-framework-guidance-for-the-regulatory-assessment-of-quantitative-structure-activity-

relationship-models-and-predictions_d96118f6-en

OECD, (Q)SAR Assessment Framework: Guidance for the Regulatory Assessment of (Quantitative) Structure Activity Relationship

Models and Predictions, OECD Series on Testing and Assessment, OECD, 2023. Available at: https:/www.oecd-

ilibrary.org/environment/qg-sar-assessment-framework-guidance-for-the-regulatory-assessment-of-quantitative-structure-activity-

relationship-models-and-predictions_d96118f6-en

Lee, M, and K. Min, ‘A Comparative Study of the Performance for Predicting Biodegradability Classification: The Quantitative
Structure-Activity Relationship Model vs the Graph Convolutional Network’, ACS Omega, Vol. 7, No. 4, February 1, 2022, pp. 3649-
3655. DOI: 10.1021/acsomega.1c06274

152 Zubrod, JP., N. Galic, M. Vaugeois, and D.A. Dreier, ‘Bio-QSARs 2.0: Unlocking a New Level of Predictive Power for Machine Learning-
Based Ecotoxicity Predictions by Exploiting Chemical and Biological Information’, Environment International, Vol. 186, April 2024, p.
108607. DOI: 10.1016/j.envint.2024.108607

158 httpJ//www.gsartoolbox.org/

154 European Commission. Joint Research Centre,, JRC QSAR Model Database: EURL ECVAM Database Service on Alternative Methods to
Animal  Experimentation: Guideline for Authors and Editors, Publications Office, LU, 2017. Available at
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/419511

1% Worth, AP. and Pavan, M. 2006. Review of QSAR models for ready biodegradation. Institute. For Health and Consumer Protection

(Joint  Research Centre). Available at: https:/op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/9b58daec-9ec8-4e53-8e91-

cea3ae555ce9/language-en

European Chemicals Agency., Guidance on Information Requirements and Chemical Safety Assessment: Chapter R.7b: Endpoint

Specific Guidance : Version 5.0., Publications Office, LU, 2023. DOI 10.2823/161062

Strotmann, U.,, G. Thouand, U. Pagga, S. Gartiser, and H.J. Heipieper, ‘Toward the Future of OECD/ISO Biodegradability Testing-New

Approaches and Developments’, Applied Microbiology and Biotechnology, Vol. 107, No. 7-8, April 2023, pp. 2073-2095. DOI:

10.1007/s00253-023-12406-6
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(Q)SAR (data) models are explicitly accepted by Nordic Swan it its Appendix Test methods and analysis
laboratories'®®, It quotes as example BioWin, also indicating that in the instances that model resulted are
close to NS limits or if NS holds contradictory data, higher degree of information certainty would be required.

In terms of assessment and verification, it could be useful to include a mention to (Q)SARs, particularly to the
OECD framework for (Q)SAR assessment®®°. as a way to harmonise principles considered, completeness of the
information provided and the format (template) for it. Such a mention/clause should enhance the use of valid
and reliable (Q)SAR models but still remains the matter of whether results are fit-for-purpose. In the EUEL
case, this would still be dependent on regulatory requirements (which criteria aspects) and how the
verification using this framework occurs (e.g. competent bodies directly and/or via third-party experts
declarations).

Given the aforementioned statements and as conclusion, (Q)SAR models are regarded as useful supporting
tools which could aid in the supporting EUEL criteria verification but its acceptance should ideally be
considered case-by-case. Consequently, the draft criteria text has been not been modified but a discussion
has been included as part of the supporting rationale.

About non-biodegradable organic substances thresholds (aNBO, anNBO)

What was the feedback received from stakeholders on this topic?

About anNBO / aNBO thresholds, some stakeholders supported them in its current form while others called for
aligning anNBO thresholds to match other ecolabelling schemes with more ambitious thresholds (e.g. Nordic
Swan; DD related criteria).

What does JRC’s research say on this topic?

The JRC carried an analysis on the aNBO and anNBO data received from stakeholders and used its results as
another stream of evidences leading to new EUEL quantitative thresholds proposals. Details on the type of
data received and how it was processed prior to its use for results acquisition can be found in Annex 1.

On what follows, tables containing the descriptive statistic descriptive results and plots displaying the data
points received (factored by the corresponding EUEL threshold) are presented by EUEL product group. In
addition, remarks are made about how other ecolabel schemes (Nordic Swan and Blue Angel) approach aNBO
and anNBO. Each sub-section, corresponding to each of EUEL PGs, closes with a conclusion, indicating whether
there are new EUEL criteria thresholds proposals and, if so, which are these.

1% 080 Dishwasher detergents for professional use. V3.8. Nordic Ecolabelling. April 2024. Available at: https://www.nordic-swan-
ecolabel.org/498b38/contentassets/4fbf7d89969d452097042cd798bfd3d7/background-document-for-product-group-
080_080_dishwasher-detergents-for-professional-use-080_english.pdf

159 QECD, (Q)SAR Assessment Framework: Guidance for the Regulatory Assessment of (Quantitative) Structure Activity Relationship

Models and Predictions, OECD Series on Testing and Assessment, OECD, 2023. Available at. https://www.oecd-

ilibrary.org/environment/q-sar-assessment-framework-guidance-for-the-regulatory-assessment-of-quantitative-structure-activity-

relationship-models-and-predictions_d96118f6-en
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2537 Laundry detergent (LD)

2538 Table 29 - Laundry detergent descriptive statistics on the content of non-biodegradable organic substances under aerobic
2539 (aNBO) and anaerobically (anNBO) conditions. Grey empty fields indicates that it is not applicable or absence of data.

Product type Product form / Data  Minim  1st Medi Me 3rd Maxim  Existing
format points um quart an an quart um Threshold
Solid = ile ile
( : (n) (9/kg) (kg (g/k (g/kg)  (g/kg)
powderftabs; Gk ) 9 (gko)
liquid =
liquid/gel/capsules)
aNBO
Heavy duty Solid 12 0.00 017 020 036 052 1.00 1.00
detergent
Heavy duty Liquid 21 000 004 006 011 012 045 0.45
detergent
Light duty Solid 3 0.00 0.17 033 023 035 0.37 0.55
detergent
Light duty Liquid 14 0.00 0.05 006 006 008 0.18 0.30
detergent
Stain removers 3 0.00 0.01 002 003 004 0.06 0.10
anNBO
Heavy duty ot 12 000 018 021 042 071 100 110
detergent
sea"y duty Lo pL 000 008 012 021 032 055 0.55
etergent
Light duty golid 3 000 017 033 023 035 037 0.55
detergent
Light = duty Liquid % 005 005 006 008 008 018 0.30
detergent
Stain removers 3 0.00 0.03 006 004 0.06 0.06 0.10

2540

Source: JRC’s elaboration with data provided by stakeholders.
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2541
2542
2543
2544
2545

2546

2547

Figure 11 - Laundry detergent content of non-biodegradable organic substances under aerobic (aNBO) and anaerobic
(anNBO) conditions. Each data point has been factored by its corresponding EUEL threshold, thus being unit less and
ranging from “0” to “1”, which corresponds to the existing EUEL threshold (depicted by the dashed line).Red dots represent
products in liquid format while blue dots represent solid ones. HD = Heavy duty detergent; LD = Light duty detergent; SR =

Stain remover.
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2548 About other ecolabels:
2549 Table 30 - Limits for the content of non-biodegradable organic substances under aerobic (aNBO) and anaerobic (anNBO)
2550 conditions in Nordic Ecolabelling (NS) Laundry Detergents and Stain Removers
Water Hardness aNBO anNBO
Product Type
(dH) (g/kg wash) (g/kg wash)
Heavy-duty laundry detergent 5.5°dH 0.50 1.00
Light-duty laundry detergent 5.5°dH 0.30 0.30
Stain-removers (in-wash) Not applicable 0.10 0.10
Stain-removers (pre-treatment) Not applicable 0.10 0.10
2551 Source: Criterion 013, 006, v8.10%%
2552
2553 Table 31 - Limits for the content of non-biodegradable organic substances under aerobic (aNBO) and anaerobic (anNBO)
2554 conditions in Blue Angel (BA) criteria Laundry Detergents and Stain Removers
aNBO anNBO
Product Type
(9/kg wash) (9/kg wash)
Heavy-duty laundry detergent, colour-safe laundry detergent (solid) 0.75 1.00
Heavy-duty laundry detergent, colour-safe laundry detergent (liquid) 040 0.55
Low-duty laundry detergent (solid) 040 0.40
Low-duty laundry detergent (liquid) 0.25 0.25
Stain remover (solid, liquid) 0.10 0.10
Laundry detergent booster (solid, liquid) 0.10 0.10
2555 Source: Section 3.4.3 biodegradability of organic substances, DE-UZ 202, v1.10%*
2556
2557  The discussions and conclusions about aNBO threshold proposals, structured by product type and derived
2558 from the former evidences, are:
2559 — Heavy duty detergent (Solid)
2560 The majority (75%) of the data points fell below 0.52 g/kg, almost half of the existing threshold (1 g/kg).
2561 BA threshold is set at 0.75 g/kg while NS one is set at 0.5 g/kg (note — same threshold for solid/liquid).
2562 Hence, there is room for making the existing limit more stringent, in particular within the range 0.75 -

160 Criterion 013; 006 Laundry detergents and Stain Removers; version 8.10; Nordic Ecolabelling. Available at: https://www.nordic-swan-
ecolabel.org/criteria/laundry-detergents-and-stain-removers-006/

161 Criterion Biodegradability of organic substances; DE-UZ 202 Laundry detergents; version 1.1; January 2022; Blue Angel. Available at:
https://www.blauer-engel.de/en/productworld/laundry-detergent
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0.50 g/kg. JRC proposes 0.5 g/kg, which is in alignment with NS and, based on the descriptive statistical
analysis, would “only” potentially exclude 25% of ecolabelled products (those with highest aNBO).

Heavy duty detergent (Liquid)

The majority (75%) of the data points fell below 0.12 g/kg, one third of the existing threshold (0.45 g/kg).
BA threshold is set at 0.40 g/kg while NS one is set at 0.5 g/kg (note — same threshold for solid/liquid).
Hence, there is room for making the existing limit more stringent, in particular within the range 0.12 -
0.40 g/kg. The JRC proposes 0.35 ag/kg, which enhances the ambition level (is lower than BA by 0.05 g/kg)
and with which most of the ecolabelled products that JRC had data access should be already possible to
comply with, thus should not represent additional significant burden.

Light duty detergent (Solid)

There were few data points (n=3) for this product sub-category, being all of them below 0.37 g/kg, which
is 0.18 g/kg lower that the existing threshold (0.55 g/kg). BA threshold is set at 0.40 g/kg while NS one is
set at 0.3 g/kg (note — same threshold for solid/liquid). There could be room for making the existing limit
more stringent. Given data uncertainty, a conservative approach is taken and the JRC proposes to align
with BA, thus setting the limit at_0.40 g/kg.

Light duty detergent (Liquid)

The majority (75%) of the data points fell below 0.08 g/kg, roughly one quarter of the existing threshold
(0.30 g/kg). BA threshold is set at 0.25 g/kg while NS one is set at 0.3 g/kg (note - same threshold for
solid/liquid). Hence, there is room for making the existing limit more stringent, in particular within the
range 0.08 - 0.25 g/kg. The JRC proposes 0.20 g/kg, which enhances the ambition level (is lower than BA
by 0.05 g/kg) and with which most of the ecolabelled products that JRC had data access should be
already possible to comply with, thus should not represent additional significant burden.

Stain removers

There were few data points (n=3) for this product type, all below 0.06 g/kg. BA and NS threshold are
equal to EUEL one, being 0.10 g/kg. Given data uncertainty and proximity to existing ecolabel limits, the
JRC does not proposes any change to the existing threshold.

The discussions and conclusions about anNBO threshold proposals, structured by product type and derived
from placing the former evidences, are:

Heavy duty detergent (Solid)

The majority (75%) of the data points fell below 0.71 g/kg. Therefore, data does not suggest potential for
setting stricter limits without potentially excluding a share (25%) of existing ecolabelled products. BA and
NS threshold are equal at 1.00 g/kg while EUEL one is 1.10 g/kg. Hence, JRC proposes 1.0 g/kg in
alignment with other ecolabels.

Heavy duty detergent (Liquid)

The majority (75%) of the data points fell below 0.32 g/kg, 0.13 g/kg below the existing threshold (0.55
g/kg). Therefore, data does not suggest potential for setting stricter limits without potentially excluding a
share (25%) of existing ecolabelled products. BA threshold is equal to EUEL one, while NS is 1.00 g/kg
(note - same threshold for solid/liquid). The JRC proposes to keep existing threshold (0.55 g/kg).

Light duty detergent (Solid)

There were few data points (n=3) for this product sub-category, being all of them below 0.37 g/kg, which
is 0.18 g/kg lower that the existing threshold (0.55 g/kg). BA threshold is set at 0.40 g/kg while NS one is
set at 0.3 g/kg (note — same threshold for solid/liquid). There could be room for making the existing limit
more stringent. Given data uncertainty, a conservative approach is taken and the JRC proposes to align
with BA, thus setting the limit at_0.40 g/kg.

Light duty detergent (Liquid)

The majority (75%) of the data points fell below 0.08 g/kg, roughly one quarter of the existing threshold
(0.30 g/kg). BA threshold is set at 0.25 g/kg while NS one is set at 0.3 g/kg (note — same threshold for
solid/liquid). Hence, there is room for making the existing limit more stringent, in particular within the
range 0.08 - 0.25 g/kg. The JRC proposes 0.20 g/kg, which enhances the ambition level (is lower than BA
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2613 by 0.05 g/kg) and with which most of the ecolabelled products that JRC had data access should be

2614 already possible to comply with, thus should not represent additional significant burden.

2615  — Stain removers

2616 There were few data points (n=3) for this product type, all below 0.06 g/kg. BA and NS threshold are
2617 equal to EUEL one, being 0.10 g/kg. Given data uncertainty and proximity to existing ecolabel limits, the
2618 JRC proposes to keep existing threshold_(0.10 g/kg) to the existing threshold.

2619

2620 Dishwasher detergent (DD)

2621 Table 32 - Dishwasher detergent descriptive statistics on the content of non-biodegradable organic substances under
2622 aerobic (aNBO) and anaerobically (anNBO) conditions.

Product type Data Minimu 1st Median  Mean 3rd Maximu Existing
Eomt m quartile (o/wash <(giwash quartile  m Threshol
(g/lwash)  (g/wash ) ) (g/lwash  (g/wash)
(n) ) ) (g/wash)
aNBO
Dishwasher 28 0.00 0.35 0.68 0.56 0.89 1.00 1.00
detergent
Rinse aid 4 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.15
anNBO
Dishwasher 28 0.02 042 0.90 0.83 118 172 3.00
detergent
Rinse aid 4 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.50
2623 Source: JRC's elaboration with data provided by stakeholders.

2624
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2625 Figure 12- Dishwasher detergent content of non-biodegradable organic substances under aerobic (aNBO) and anaerobic
2626 (anNBO) conditions. Each data point has been factored by its corresponding EUEL threshold, thus being unit less and
2627 ranging from “0” to “1”, which corresponds to the existing EUEL threshold (depicted by the dashed line).Red dots represent
2628 dishwasher detergent (DD) while blue dots represent rinse aid (RA).
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2629 Source: JRC’s elaboration with data provided by stakeholders.
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About other ecolabels:

— Nordic Swan (NS) - unlike EU ecolabel, sets threshold limits only for anaerobic biodegradability of organic

substances (anNB0)%2, These values are more stringent compared with EU Ecolabel for both dishwasher
detergent (< 1.2 g/wash in Nordic Swan, 3.00 g/wash in EU Ecolabel) and rinse aid (< 0.30 g/wash in
Nordic Swan, 0.5 g/wash in EU Ecolabel).

— Blue Angel (BA) - has the same limit values as per EUEL criteria for detergents?®3,

The discussions and conclusions about aNBO threshold proposals, structured by product type and derived
from the former evidences, are:

— Dishwasher detergents (Multi-and single-function)

Data received did not allow to draw conclusions on differences between multi- and single-function
dishwasher detergents, thus data was pooled and analyzed together, with conclusions referring DD as
product type. The majority (75%) of the data points fell below 0.89 g/wash, close to existing threshold (1
g/wash). BA threshold is equal to EUEL one while NS one does not set a limit to aNBO. JRC proposes 0.90
g/wash, which would “only” potentially exclude 25% of ecolabelled products (those with highest aNBO).

Rinse aid

There were few data points (n=4) for this product type. All data points fell below 0.01 g/wash, less than
one-tenth of the existing threshold (0.15 g/wash). BA threshold is equal to EUEL one while NS one does
not set a limit to aNBO. The JRC proposes to keep existing threshold.

The discussions and conclusions about anNBO threshold proposals, structured by product type and derived
from placing the former evidences, are:

— Dishwasher detergents (Multi-and single-function)

Data received did not allow to draw conclusions on differences between multi- and single-function
dishwasher detergents, thus data was pooled and analyzed together, with conclusions referring DD as
product type. The majority (75%) of the data points fell below 1.18 g/wash, less than half of the existing
threshold (3.00 g/wash). BA threshold is equal to EUEL one while NS sets aNBO limit at 1.20 g/wash. JRC
proposes 1.20 g/wash, which would be in alignment with NS and also would “only” potentially exclude
25% of ecolabelled products (those with highest aNBO).

Rinse aid

There were few data points (n=4) for this product type. All data points fell below 0.05 g/wash, less than
one-tenth of the existing threshold (0.50 g/wash). BA threshold is equal to EUEL one while NS one sets
aNBO limit at 0.30 g/wash. The JRC proposes to 0.30 g/wash), in alignment with NS.

162

163

Criterion 015 Anaerobic biodegradability; 017 Dishwasher detergent and rinse aids. V7.7. Nordic Ecolabelling. August 2024.
Available at: https://www.nordic-swan-ecolabel.org/4a98a7/contentassets/4c39b5c28ch344a6ad02643a27094f28/criteria-
document_017_dishwasher-detergents-and-rinse-aids-017_english.pdf

Criterion Biodegradability of organic substances; DE-UZ 201 Dishwasher detergents; version 3.1; September 2023 Blue Angel.
Available at: https://produktinfo.blauer-engel.de/uploads/criteriafile/en/DE-UZ7%20201-202201-en%20criteria-V3.1.pdf
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Hand - dishwashing detergent (HDD)

Table 33 - Hand-dishwashing detergent descriptive statistics on the content of non-biodegradable organic substances
under aerobic (aNBO) and anaerobically (anNBO) conditions.

Product Data points  Minimum 1st Median Mean 3rd Maximum  Existing
type ) (o quartile (o (o quartile (@ Threshold
(/) (9 (al)
aNBO 59 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.000 0.030 0.030
anNBO 59 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.012 0.010 0.080 0.080

Source: JRC's elaboration with data provided by stakeholders.
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2671 Figure 13- Hand-dishwashing detergent content of non-biodegradable organic substances under aerobic (aNBO) and
2672 anaerobic (anNBO) conditions. Each data point has been factored by its corresponding EUEL threshold, thus being unit less
2673 and ranging from “0” to “1”, which corresponds to the existing EUEL threshold (depicted by the dashed line).

2674 Source: JRC's elaboration with data provided by stakeholders.
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2676 About other ecolabels:
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— Nordic Swan (NS) - unlike EU ecolabel, NS does not set threshold limits only for aNBO or anNBO vyet it
limits the total amount of H410, H411 and H412 classified substances®*,

— Blue Angel (BA) - has lower limits that EUEL criteria, being 0.02 g/l of dishwashing solution for both aNBO
and anNBO 163,

The discussions and conclusions about aNBO threshold proposals, structured by product type and derived
from the former evidences, are:

— The majority of the data points suggest no or negligible content of aNBO substances, far below existing
EUEL threshold (0.03 g/l dishwashing solution). BA threshold is lower than EUEL one (0.02 g/l dishwashing
solution) while NS one does not set a specific limit to aNBO. JRC proposes 0.010 g/l dishwashing solution,
which would potentially “only” exclude a marginal share (approx 5-10%) of existing ecolabelled products
(those with highest aNBO) and would set slightly more stringent limit than BA.

The discussions and conclusions about anNBO threshold proposals, structured by product type and derived
from placing the former evidences, are;

— The majority (75%) of the data points fell below 0.010 g/l dishwashing solution, one eighth of the
existing threshold (0.080 g/dishwashing solution). BA threshold is lower than EUEL one (0.02 g/l
dishwashing. In alignment with BA, the JRC proposes 0.020 g/l dishwashing solution which would “only”
potentially exclude less than 25% of ecolabelled products (those with highest aNBO).

164025 Hand-diswashing detergent. V6.10. Nordic Ecolabelling. August 2024. Available at: https//www.nordic-swan-
ecolabel.org/4a6c85/contentassets/10f50d7e13a34cfbaf8fcOb66a4fc521/criteria-document-for-product-group-025_025_hand-
dishwashing-detergents-025_english2.pdf

165 Criterion Biodegradability of organic substances; DE-UZ 194 Hand Dishwashing Detergents and Hard Surface Cleaners; version 3.1;
January 2022 Blue Angel. Available at: https:/produktinfo.blauer-engel.de/uploads/criteriafile/en/DE-U7%20194-202201-
en%20criteria-V1.2.pdf
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Hard Surface Cleaning (HSC) products

Table 34 - Hard-surface cleaning products descriptive statistics on the content of non-biodegradable organic substances
under aerobic (aNBO) and anaerobically (anNBO) conditions. APC = All purpose cleaners; KC = Kitchen cleaners; WC =
Window cleaners; SC = Sanitary cleaners.

Product  Product Data Minimum  1st Median Mean 3rd Maximum  Existing
type concentration points (o quartile (@ (o quartile (o Threshold
(n) (9/l) (9/l) (9/l)
aNBO
APC RTU 49 0.00 0.09 0.69 0.76 1.05 3.00 3.00
APC Undiluted 163 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.20 0.20
KC RTU 49 0.00 0.00 0.35 0.75 1.00 405 5.00
KC Undiluted 8 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.05 011 013 0.20
wC RTU 105 0.00 0.20 044 053 0.80 2.00 2.00
wC Undiluted 18 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.18 0.20
SC RTU 77 0.00 0.05 0.25 0.89 145 5.05 5.00
SC Undiluted 7 0.00 0.00 001 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.20
anNBO
APC RTU 49 0.00 0.55 110 641 495 54.45 55.00
APC Undiluted 163 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.12 0.15 0.60 0.50
KC RTU 49 0.00 0.70 8.40 9.85 17.15 31.85 35.00
KC Undiluted 8 0.00 0.01 0.10 0.15 0.18 0.48 0.50
wC RTU 105 0.00 0.60 1.80 3.60 5.20 20.00 20.00
wC Undiluted 18 0.00 0.02 0.06 0.10 0.16 049 0.50
SC RTU 77 0.00 0.35 1.05 5.39 9.10 35.00 35.00
SC Undiluted 7 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.05 0.06 0.50

Source: JRC’s elaboration with data provided by stakeholders.
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2707
2708

2709

Figure 14- Hard surface cleaning products content of non-biodegradable organic substances under aerobic (aNBO) and
anaerobic (anNBO) conditions. Each data point has been factored by its corresponding EUEL threshold, thus being unit less
and ranging from “0” to “1”, which corresponds to the existing EUEL threshold (depicted by the dashed line). Red dots
represent products in RTU format while blue dots represent undiluted ones. APC = All-purpose cleaners; KC = Kitchen
cleaners; WC = Window cleaners; SC = Sanitary cleaners.
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About other ecolabels:

— Nordic Swan (NS) — generally sets more stringent threshold values, especially for anNBO, compared with

EU Ecolabel (See Table 35). It splits threshold values between consumer and professional product
categories, differently from EUEL which only reports one value that is applicable to both private and
professional use. It also has “horizontal” limits for concentrated, which is equivalent to undiluted in EUEL
criteria (e.g. Concentrated, consumer), meaning that are applicable to several PGs. Note NS concentrated
products have to be diluted, at least, ten times to classify as concentrated. This also includes some RTU
types but there are specific threshold for RTU WC (roughly equivalent to SC in EUEL criteria) and RTU
windows (WC in EUEL criteria). In addition, NS limits the total amount of H410, H411 and H412 classified
substances?e.

Table 35 - Limits for the content of non-biodegradable organic substances under aerobic (aNBO) and anaerobic (anNBO)

conditions in Nordic Ecolabelling (NS) cleaning products.

Product Type "R anNBo
(gflitre in-use solution) | (g/litre in-use solution)
Concentrated, consumer 0.10 0.10
RTU, WC, consumer 200 5.00
RTU, other, consumer 2.00 2.00
Concentrated, professional 0.05 0.25
Foam, professional 0.70 0.70
RTU, other (incl. WC), professional 2.00 5.00
RTU windows, professional, consumer 0.70 0.70
Facaces and terrace cleaners 0.10 0.10

Source: Criterion 012; 0.26, v6.147

— Blue Angel (BA) —does not include RTU products for APC within its scope, thus comparison can only be

made with APC undiluted. For the rest of product types (KC, WC, SC) the threshold is the same for RTU
and undiluted (concentrated) only differing in how the reference dosage is quoted (RTU = 1000 g of end-
use product / cleaning solution; Undiluted = dosage of end product required to prepare 1L of cleaning
water for normally soiled surface). Blue Angel sets more stringent values in the case of all-purpose
cleaner for both aNBO and anNBO limit values (See Table 36). While EU Ecolabel sets threshold values
for undiluted sanitary cleaners, Blue Angel splits this category into toilet cleaner and bathroom cleaner®,

166

167

168

026 Cleaning products. V6.14. Nordic Ecolabelling. August 2024. Available at:  https://www.nordic-swan-
ecolabel.org/4a6c7c/contentassets/988cf5d0a3fe4c3fa2f85775d7df4be9/criteria-document-for-product-group-026_026_cleaning-
products-026_english.pdf
026 Cleaning products. V6.14. Nordic Ecolabelling. August 2024. Available at:  https://www.nordic-swan-
ecolabel.org/4a6c7c/contentassets/988cf5d0a3fe4c3fa2f85775d7df4be9/criteria-document-for-product-group-026_026_cleaning-
products-026_english.pdf
Criterion Biodegradability of organic substances; DE-UZ 194 Hand Dishwashing Detergents and Hard Surface Cleaners; version 3.1;
January 2022 Blue Angel. Available at: https:/produktinfo.blauer-engel.de/uploads/criteriafile/en/DE-U7%20194-202201-
en%20criteria-V1.2.pdf
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Table 36 - Limits for the content of non-biodegradable organic substances under aerobic (aNBO) and anaerobic (anNBO)

conditions in Blue Angel criteria Laundry Detergents and Stain Removers.

Product Type aNBO anNBO Units
All-purpose cleaners 0.02 0.02 o/l dishwashing water
Kitchen cleaner 0.02 01 g/l cleaning water
Toilet cleaner 5.00 15.00 g/ g cleaning solution
Bathroom cleaner 0.50 0.75 g/ g cleaning solution
Glass cleaner 0.20 0.50 g/ g cleaning solution
Descaler 0.01 0.01 g/ g cleaning solution

Source: Criterion Biodegradability of organic substances; BA DE-UZ 194, v3.11%°

The discussions and conclusions about aNBO threshold proposals, structured by product type and derived
from the former evidences, are:

All purpose cleaners (RTU)

The majority of the data points (75%) fell below 1.05 g/1000g cleaning solution (thereafter quoted
as g/kg), roughly one third of the existing EUEL threshold (3.00 g/kg). There is no BA threshold as APC,
RTU is out of its scope. The limit set by NS is 2.00 g/litre in-use solution, below existing EUEL limit.. not
set a specific limit to aNBO. JRC proposes 1.00 g/k which would potentially “only” exclude slightly over
25% of ecolabelled products (those with highest aNBO) and would set a more stringent limit than NS.

All purpose cleaners (Undiluted)

The majority of the data points (75%) fell below 0.04 g/kg, roughly one fifth of the existing EUEL
threshold (0.20 g/kg). The BA threshold is ten times lower (0.02 g/1000 g cleaning solution). NS sets limit
at half (0.10 g/litre in-use solution) for consumer products and roughly a quarter (0.045 g/litre in-use
solution) for professional compared to EUEL ones. The JRC proposes 0.05 g/kg which would potentially
“only” exclude slightly less than 25% of existing ecolabelled products and it will be aligned with the most
stringent NS limit for this product type and product concentration combination.

Kitchen cleaners (RTU)

The majority of the data points (75%) fell below 1.00 g/kg, roughly one fifth of the existing EUEL
threshold (5.00 g/kg). The BA threshold is set at 0.20 g/1000 g cleaning solution, while NS sets this limit
at 2.00 g/litre in-use solution for consumer and professional products. The JRC proposes 1.00 g/kg which
would potentially “only” exclude 25% of existing ecolabelled products.

Kitchen cleaners (Undiluted)

All data points were below 0.13 g/kg, roughly 2/3 of the existing EUEL threshold (0.20 g/kg). The BA
threshold is set at 0.20 g/1000 g cleaning solution, while NS sets this limit at 0.100 and 0.045 g/litre in-
use solution for consumer and professional products, respectively. The JRC proposes 0.10 g/kg which
would potentially “only” exclude slightly over 25% of existing ecolabelled products and would be in
alignment with NS KC consumer limit. .

169

Criterion Biodegradability of organic substances; DE-UZ 194 Hand Dishwashing Detergents and Hard Surface Cleaners; version 3.1;
January 2022 Blue Angel. Available at: https:/produktinfo.blauer-engel.de/uploads/criteriafile/en/DE-U7%20194-202201-
en%20criteria-V1.2.pdf
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Window cleaners (RTU)

The majority of the data points (75%) fell below 0.800 g/kg, two fifth of the existing EUEL threshold
(2.00 g/kg). The BA threshold is set at 0.20 g/1000 g cleaning solution, while NS sets is equal as EUEL
one for consumer products but is 0.70 g/litre in-use solution for professional ones. The JRC proposes 0.70
a/kg which would potentially “only” exclude slightly over 25% of existing ecolabelled products and it
would also be in alignment with NS limits.

Window cleaners (Undiluted)

The majority of the data points (75%) fell below 0.06 g/kg, roughly 1/3 of the existing EUEL threshold
(0.20 g/kg). The BA threshold is set at 0.20 g/1000 g cleaning solution, while NS is half of EUEL one for
consumer and professional products (0.100 g/litre in-use solution). The JRC proposes 0.100 g/kg in
alignment with NS and because it should be potentially compatible with over 75% of existing ecolabelled
products.

Sanitary cleaners (RTU)

The majority of the data points (75%) fell below 1.45 g/kg, roughly 1/3 of the existing EUEL threshold
(5.00 g/kg). The BA threshold is set at 0.50 and 5.0 g/1000 g cleaning solution for Bathroom and Toilet
cleaners, respectively. NS limit is set at 2.00 g/litre in-use solution for consumer and professional ones.
The JRC proposes 1.50 g/kg which would potentially “only” exclude slightly over 25% of existing
ecolabelled products. Since this could pose challenges to toilet cleaners (according to BA and EUEL
threshold) a question is included on the feasibility of this particular threshold with regards to RTU Toilet
cleaners.

Sanitary cleaners (Undiluted)

The majority of the data points (75%) fell below 0.05 g/kg, roughly 1/4 of the existing EUEL threshold
(0.20 g/kg). The BA threshold is set at 0.50 and 5.0 g/1000 g cleaning solution for Bathroom and Toilet
cleaners, respectively. NS limit is set at 0.100 and 0.045 g/litre in-use solution for consumer and
professional products, respectively. The JRC proposes 0.100 g/kg in alignment with NS and because it
would be potentially compatible with all existing ecolabelled products.

The discussions and conclusions about anNBO threshold proposals, structured by product type and derived
from the former evidences, are:

All purpose cleaners (RTU)

The majority of the data points (75%) fell below 4.95 g/1000g cleaning solution (thereafter quoted
as g/kg), roughly one tenth of the existing EUEL threshold (55.00 g/kg). There is no BA threshold as APC,
RTU is out of its scope. The limit set by NS is 2,00 and 5.00 g/litre in-use solution for consumer and
professional products, respectively. The JRC proposes 5.00 g/kg which would potentially “only” exclude
25% of ecolabelled products (those with highest aNBO) and it would be in alignment with NS limit for
professional products.

All purpose cleaners (Undiluted)

The majority of the data points (75%) fell below 0.15 g/kg, roughly 1/3 of the existing EUEL threshold
(0.50 g/kg). The BA threshold is lower (0.02 g/1000 g cleaning solution), so are. NS limits with 0.100 and
0.250 g/litre in-use solution for consumer and professional products, respectively. The JRC proposes 0.25
a/kg which would potentially “only” exclude less than 25% of existing ecolabelled products and it will be
aligned with NS limit for professional products.

Kitchen cleaners (RTU)

The majority of the data points (75%) fell below 17.15 g/kg, roughly half of the existing EUEL threshold
(35.00 g/kg). The BA threshold is set at 0.5 g/1000 g cleaning solution. The limits set by NS are 2.00 and
5.00 g/litre in-use solution for consumer and professional products, respectively. The JRC proposes 5.00
a/kg in alignment with NS limit for professional products. However, since the proposed threshold ambition
would potentially exclude more than 50% of ecolabelled products (those with highest aNBO), the JRC
raised a question to assess the feasibility the proposed limit.

Kitchen cleaners (Undiluted)
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All data points received (n=7) fell below 0.48 g/kg, roughly the existing EUEL threshold (0.50 g/kg). The BA
threshold is the same as EUEL one, while. NS limits are 0.100 and 0.250 g/litre in-use solution for
consumer and professional products, respectively. Given the limited number of data points, the JRC
proposes to keep existing limit as a conservative threshold, which is an alignment with BA and that it
would potentially not exclude any of the existing ecolabelled products.

Window cleaners (RTU)

The majority of the data points (75%) fell below 5.20 g/kg, roughly one quarter of the existing EUEL
threshold (20.00 g/kg). The BA threshold is set at 0.5 g/1000 g cleaning solution. The limit set by NS is
0.70 gllitre in-use solution for consumer and professional products, respectively. The JRC proposes 2.00
a/kg. However, the JRC acknowledges that the proposed threshold ambition would potentially exclude
slightly less than 50% of ecolabelled products (those with highest aNBO) and simultaneously having
lower ambition than threshold set in NS and BA. Hence, it raised a question to assess the feasibility the
proposed limit and also to define the possibility to be more stringent in line other ecolabel schemes. .

Window cleaners (Undiluted)

All data points received (n=7) fell below 0.48 g/kg, roughly the existing EUEL threshold (0.50 g/kg). The BA
threshold is the same as EUEL one, while. NS limits are 0.100 and 0.250 g/litre in-use solution for
consumer and professional products, respectively. Given the number of data points, the JRC proposes to
keep existing limit as a conservative threshold, which is an alignment with BA and that it would
potentially not exclude any of the existing ecolabelled products.

Sanitary cleaners (RTU)

The majority of the data points (75%) fell below 9.10 g/kg, roughly one quarter of the existing EUEL
threshold (35.00 g/kg). The BA threshold is set at 0.75 and 15.0 g/1000 g cleaning solution for Bathroom
cleaners and Toilet cleaners, respectively. The limit set by NS is 5.00 g/litre in-use solution for consumer
and professional products, respectively. The JRC proposes 5.00 g/kg, aligned with NS and over the BA
threshold for bathroom cleaners. However, the JRC acknowledges that the proposed threshold ambition
could potentially exclude a significant share (30-40%) of ecolabelled products (those with highest aNBO)
and potentially be restrictive for toilet cleaners (based on BA threshold). Hence, it raised a question to
assess the feasibility the proposed limit.

Sanitary cleaners (Undiluted)

All data points received (n=7) fell below the existing EUEL threshold (0.50 g/kg). The BA threshold is set at
0.75 and 15.0 g/1000 g cleaning solution for Bathroom cleaners and Toilet cleaners, respectively. The
limit set by NS is 0.100 and 0.250 g/litre in-use solution for consumer and professional products,
respectively. Given the limited number of data points (n=7), the JRC proposes to keep existing limit as a
conservative threshold, which is a compromise between BA for bathroom cleaners and NS limit for
professional products, which would potentially not exclude any of the existing ecolabelled products.
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2851

2852
2853
2854

2855
2856

Industrial and Institutional dishwasher detergent (1IDD) products

Table 37 - Hard-surface cleaning products descriptive statistics on the content of non-biodegradable organic substances
under aerobic (aNBO) and anaerobically (anNBO) conditions. APC = All purpose cleaners; KC = Kitchen cleaners; WC =
Window cleaners; SC = Sanitary cleaners.

Product  Water Data Minimum  1st Median Mean 3rd Maximum  Existing
type Hardness  points (@ quartile (@ (o quartile (@ Threshold
(n) (9/l) (9/l) (/)
aNBO
[IDDMCS  Soft 49 0.00 0.01 003 005 0.07 0.20 040
[IDDMCS  Medium 48 0.00 0.02 0.05 0.08 014 027 040
[IDDMCS Hard 44 0.00 0.03 0.08 013 021 0.36 040
RA Soft 29 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.04
RA Medium 28 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.04
RA Hard 26 0.00 0.00 000 000 0.00 0.04 0.04
anNBO
IIDDMCS  Soft 49 0.00 0.01 003 007 0.07 0.80 0.60
[IDDMCS  Medium 48 0.00 0.02 006 009 017 0.27 1.00
[IDDMCS  Hard 44 0.00 0.04 008 013 0.24 0.36 1.00
RA Soft 29 0.000 0.000 0000 0.007 0.010 0.02 0.04
RA Medium 28 0.000 0.000 0015 0.013 0020 0.03 0.04
RA Hard 26 0.000 0.000 0.015 0.018 0.030 0.05 0.04

Source: JRC's elaboration with data provided by stakeholders.
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2857 Figure 15- Industrial and Institutional dishwasher detergent content of non-biodegradable organic substances under
2858 aerobic (aNBO) and anaerobic (anNBO) conditions by water hardness level (Soft, Medium, Hard). Each data point has been
2859 factored by its corresponding EUEL threshold, thus being unit less and ranging from “0” to “1”, which corresponds to the
2860 existing EUEL threshold (depicted by the dashed line). Red dots represent dishwasher detergents and multicomponent
2861 systems (IIDDMCS) while blue dots represent Rinse aids (RA). “Pre-soaks” is not included as no data was received.
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2862 Source: JRC's elaboration with data provided by stakeholders.
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About other ecolabels:

Blue Angel (BA) —does not have criteria for professional products.

Nordic Swan (NS) - sets stricter limit values for both aNBO and anNBO and for all product categories
compared to the EU Ecolabel (See Table 38). Unlike EU Ecolabel, it sets the threshold values regardless of
water hardness and degree of soiling. In addition, iminodisuccinate (DID No. 2555) and cumene
sulfonates (DID No. 2540) are excluded from the calculation of anNBO and polycarboxylates (DID No.
2507 and 2508) are excluded from the calculation of aNBO and anNBO*™,

Table 38 - Limits for the content of non-biodegradable organic substances under aerobic (aNBO) and anaerobic (anNBO)

conditions in Nordic Ecolabelling (NS) dishwasher detergent for professional use.

aNBO anNBO
Product Type ; )
(g/litre water) (g/litre water)
Dishwasher detergent 0.15 0.20
Soaking agents 0.15 0.20
Products used to clean instruments in healthcare 0.15 0.20
Rinse aids 0.04 0.04
Dishwasher detergents for aluminium goods 0.15 0.20

Source: Criterion 012; 0.80, v3.81"%

The discussions and conclusions about aNBO threshold proposals, structured by product type and derived
from the former evidences, are:

Industrial and institutional dishwasher detergent and multicomponent systems (all water hardness)

The majority of the data points (75%) for soft/medium/hard water fell below 0.07/0.14/0.21 g/litre of
washing solution (thereafter quoted as g/l), respectively. The highest value (0.21 g/l) was roughly
half of the existing EUEL threshold (0.40 g/l), which is common to all water hardness levels. The limit set
by NS is 0.150 g/litre water, roughly one third of existing EUEL limit. The JRC proposes 0.20 g/I, which
would potentially “only” exclude slightly over 25% of ecolabelled products (those with highest aNBQ) on
the most stringent case (hard water) and would be more closely aligned with NS limit. In addition, this
limit is proposed to be set irrespective of water hardness level.

Rinse aid (all water hardness)

The majority of the data points did not have appreciable aNBO concentrations, with very few points
reaching maximums of 0.02/0.03/0.04 g/l for soft/medium/hard water hardness. The EUEL limit is 0.04
g/l, which is equivalent to NS (0.040 g/litre water). The JRC proposes keeping existing threshold and
additionally setting this limit irrespective of water hardness level.

Pre soaks (all water hardness)

170

171

080 Dishwasher detergents for professional use. V3.8. Nordic Ecolabelling. April 2024. Available at: https://www.nordic-swan-
ecolabel.org/498b38/contentassets/4fbf7d89969d452097042cd798bfd3d7/background-document-for-product-group-
080_080_dishwasher-detergents-for-professional-use-080_english.pdf

080 Dishwasher detergents for professional use. V3.8. Nordic Ecolabelling. April 2024. Available at: https://www.nordic-swan-
ecolabel.org/498b38/contentassets/4fbf7d89969d452097042cd798bfd3d7/background-document-for-product-group-
080_080_dishwasher-detergents-for-professional-use-080_english.pdf
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There is no pre-soaks data so it is not possible to have similar orientations as per previous cases based
on a statistical descriptive analysis of the data received. Nevertheless, NS limit for Pre-soaks is 0.15
g/litre water, the same as per Dishwasher detergent and lower the EUEL one (0.40 g/l). Despite the lack of
data received, the JRC proposes 0.20 g/l , irrespective of water hardness level, based on the proposal
made for 1IDD dishwasher detergents and in close alignment with NS limit.

The discussions and conclusions about anNBO threshold proposals, structured by product type and derived
from the former evidences, are:

— Industrial and institutional dishwasher detergent and multicomponent systems (all water hardness)

The majority of the data points (75%) for soft/medium/hard water fell below 0.07/0.17/0.24 g/l
respectively. The highest value (0.24 g/l) was roughly one quarter of the existing EUEL threshold for
medium and hard water (1.00 g/l). The limit set by NS is 0.20 g/litre water, roughly one fifth of the cited
existing EUEL limit. The JRC proposes 0.25 g/l, which would potentially “only” exclude slightly over 25% of
ecolabelled products (those with highest aNBO) on the most stringent case (hard water) and would be

— Rinse aids (all water hardness)

The majority of the data points did not have appreciable aNBO concentrations, with very few points
reaching maximums of 0.02/0.03/0.04 g/l for soft/medium/hard water hardness. The EUEL limit is 0.04
g/l, which is equivalent to NS (0.040 g/litre water). The JRC proposes keeping existing threshold and
additionally setting this limit irrespective of water hardness level.

— Pre-soaks (all water hardness)

There is no pre-soaks data so it is not possible to have similar orientations as per previous cases based
on a statistical descriptive analysis of the data received. Nevertheless, NS limit for Pre-soaks is 0.20
o/litre water, the same as per Dishwasher detergent and lower the EUEL one (0.40 g/l). Despite the lack of
data received, the JRC proposes 0.25 g/l, irrespective of water hardness level, based on the proposal
made for IIDD dishwasher detergents and in close alignment with NS limit.

Considering the former statements and in alignment with NS, the JRC proposes that the calculation of aNBO
and anNBO should be based on the highest recommended dose by the manufacturer, as claimed in the
product (i.e. label; accompanying product sheet), regardless of water hardness and/or degree of soiling. Under
this proposal, a single threshold is set by product type, which aims to simplify criteria structure/verification
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2922

2923
2924
2925
2926
2927

Industrial and Institutional dishwasher detergent (IILD) products

Table 39 - Industrial and institutional laundry detergents descriptive statistics on the content of non-biodegradable
organic substances under aerobic (aNBO) and anaerobically (anNBO) conditions. Data did not allowed for discrimination
between products in liquid or solid form. For the purposes of this data analysis, these data points were attributed to the
type with most stringent limit, thus "liquid”, under the logic that data points passing this limit would also pass the less
stringent associated with solid products.

Product Water Degree  Data Minimum  1st Median Mean  3rd Maximum  Existing
type Hardness  of points (gkg) quartile (gkg) (akg) quartile (akg) Threshold
soiling  (n) (g/kg) (9/kg) (9/kg)
aNBO
IILD (liquid) Soft Light 1 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.50
IILD (liquid) Soft Medium 7 0.02 0.06 0.10 0.10 0.14 0.16 0.60
IILD (liquid) Soft Heavy 1 0.10 0.10 0.10 010 0.10 0.10 0.70
MCS Soft Light 5 0.000 0.000 0100 0080 0.100 0.20 125
MCS Soft Medium 16 0.000 0228 0290 0289 0.362 0.55 175
MCS Soft Heavy 5 0.000 0.000 0300 0180 0.300 0.30 250
IILD (liquid)  Medium Light 1 0.100 0100 0100 0100 0.100 0.10 0.60
IILD (liquid)  Medium  Medium 7 0.030 0090 0140 0129 0.170 0.21 0.70
IILD (liquid) Medium  Heavy 1 0.200 0200 0200 0200 0.200 0.20 0.90
MCS Medium Light 5 0.000 0.000 0100 0100 0.200 0.20 175
MCS Medium  Medium 16 0.000 0285 0390 0383 0.503 0.77 250
MCS Medium Heavy 5 0.000 0.000 0300 0220 0400 0.40 375
IILD (liquid) Hard Light 1 0.100 0.100 0100 0100 0.100 0.10 0.70
IILD (liquid) Hard Medium 7 0.040 0115 0190 0170 0.235 0.26 0.90
IILD (liquid) Hard Heavy 1 0.300 0300 0300 0300 0.300 0.30 1.20
MCS Hard Light 5 0.000 0.000 0100 0140 0.300 0.30 250
MCS Hard Medium 16 0.000 0.375 0500 0476 0.640 0.98 3.75
MCS Hard Heavy 5 0.000 0.000 0300 0260 0.500 0.50 4.80
anNBO
IILD (liquid) Soft Light 1 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.50
IILD (liquid) Soft Medium 7 0.02 0.06 012 0.14 0.22 0.27 0.60
IILD (liquid) Soft Heavy 1 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.70
MCS Soft Light 5 0.000 0100 0100 0180 0.300 0.40 125

134




Product Water Degree  Data Minimum  1st Median Mean 3rd Maximum  Existing
type Hardness  of points (a/ka) quartile (a/kg) (aka) quartile (aka) Threshold
soiling () (9/kg) (g/kg) (g/kg)

MCS Soft Medium 16 0.000 0.358 0515 0482 0580 112 175
MCS Soft Heavy 5 0.000 0.300 0.300 0300 0.400 0.50 2.50
IILD (liquid)  Medium Light 1 0.100 0.100 0100 0100 0.100 0.10 0.60
IILD (liquid)  Medium  Medium 7 0.030 0.090 0160 0187 0.265 041 0.70
IILD (liquid)  Medium Heavy 1 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.20 0.90
MCS Medium Light 5 0.000 0.100 0.200 0.220 0.400 0.40 175
MCS Medium  Medium 16 0.000 0.388 0685 0658 0.793 171 250
MCS Medium Heavy 5 0.000 0.300 0400 0340 0.400 0.60 375
IILD (liquid) Hard Light 1 0.100 0.100 0100 0100 0.100 0.10 0.70
IILD (liquid) Hard Medium 7 0.040 0.115 0230 0247 0345 054 0.90
IILD (liquid) Hard Heavy 1 0.300 0.300 0300 0300 0.300 0.30 120
MCS Hard Light 5 0.000 0.100 0300 0260 0.400 050 250
MCS Hard Medium 16 0.000 0.470 0955 0822 1.000 220 375
MCS Hard Heavy 5 0.000 0.300 0400 0400 0500 0.80 4.80

2928 Source: JRC's elaboration with data provided by stakeholders.
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2930
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2931 Figure 16— Industrial and Institutional laundry detergent content of non-biodegradable organic substances under aerobic
2932 (aNBO) and anaerobic (anNBO) conditions by water hardness level (Soft, Medium, Hard) and degree of soiling (Light,
2933 Medium, Heavy). Data did not allowed for discrimination between products in liquid or solid form. For the purposes of this
2934 data analysis, these data points were attributed to the type with most stringent limit, thus "liquid", under the logic that
2935 data points passing this limit would also pass the less stringent associated with solid products. Each data point has been
2936 factored by its corresponding EUEL threshold, thus being unit less and ranging from “0” to “1”, which corresponds to the
2937 existing EUEL threshold (depicted by the dashed line). Blue dots represent multicomponent systems while red dots
2938 represent IILD attributed to liquid form.
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2939 Source: JRC’s elaboration with data provided by stakeholders.
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About other ecolabels:

— Blue Angel (BA) —does not have criteria for professional products.

— Nordic Swan (NS) - set limits to IILD based on the degree of soiling (See Table 40). The EU Ecolabel

considers degree of soiling too but also others as product type/form (powder, liquid an multi-component
system) and water hardness. This difficult making a direct comparison between EU Ecolabel and Nordic
Swan threshold and advices focusing only on the degree of soiling. Unlike EU Ecolabel, it sets the
threshold values regardless of water hardness and degree of soiling. In addition, iminodisuccinate (DID
No. 2555) and cumene sulfonates (DID No. 2540) are excluded from the calculation of anNBO and
polycarboxylates (DID No. 2507 and 2508) are excluded from the calculation of aNBO and anNBO"2,

Table 40 - Limits for the content of non-biodegradable organic substances under aerobic (aNBO) and anaerobic (anNBO)

conditions in Nordic Ecolabelling (NS) laundry detergent for professional use.

aNBO anNBO
Degree of soiling
(g/kg laundry) (a/kg laundry)
Light 040 0.40
Medium 0.70 0.70
Hard 1.00 1.00

Source: Criterion 012; 0.80, v3.817%

The discussions and conclusions about aNBO threshold proposals, structured by product type and derived
from the former evidences, are:

— Industrial and institutional laundry detergent (liquid + solid; )

The number of data points available mostly related to medium water hardness at medium degree of
soiling (n=7) with very few points for other combination of water hardness and degree of soiling. This
implied a certain degree of certainty available only for medium water hardness. Focusing at this level, all
the data points fell below 0.21 g/kg laundry (thereafter quoted as g/kg), which was far below the
existing EUEL threshold (0.70 g/kg). Whilst not directly comparable, the limit set by NS at this water
hardness level (medium; 0.70 g.kg) is the same as EUEL one. Due to limitations of this analysis, it was not
possible to allocate data available to one product form (liquid) or another (solid), thus all data points with
no clear form attribution were labelled as “liquid” since it had the most stringent limits. Consequently, any
conclusion drawn on these data should be understood to be both applicable to solid and liquid formats.

In addition, stakeholders’ feedback suggested to consider a simplification of this sub-criterion, by
considering whether limits could be set irrespective of water hardness. While checking data available and
existing EUEL limits, it was observed that taking as reference the value for medium water hardness, the
corresponding value for the other water hardness levels (soft, hard) within the same degree of soiling
ranged from 0.8 to 1.2. In other words and expressed as a percentage, the values for soft water were
approximately 80% and the values for hard water were 120% of the values for medium. In all cases, the
data that JRC had access for soft and hard water hardness within the same degree of soiling were far
below this range (80% - 120%) suggesting feasibility for compliance with a unique value set using the
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080 Dishwasher detergents for professional use. V3.8. Nordic Ecolabelling. April 2024. Available at: https://www.nordic-swan-
ecolabel.org/498b38/contentassets/4fbf7d89969d452097042cd798bfd3d7/background-document-for-product-group-
080_080_dishwasher-detergents-for-professional-use-080_english.pdf

080 Dishwasher detergents for professional use. V3.8. Nordic Ecolabelling. April 2024. Available at: https://www.nordic-swan-
ecolabel.org/498b38/contentassets/4fbf7d89969d452097042cd798bfd3d7/background-document-for-product-group-
080_080_dishwasher-detergents-for-professional-use-080_english.pdf

137



https://www.nordic-swan-ecolabel.org/498b38/contentassets/4fbf7d89969d452097042cd798bfd3d7/background-document-for-product-group-080_080_dishwasher-detergents-for-professional-use-080_english.pdf
https://www.nordic-swan-ecolabel.org/498b38/contentassets/4fbf7d89969d452097042cd798bfd3d7/background-document-for-product-group-080_080_dishwasher-detergents-for-professional-use-080_english.pdf
https://www.nordic-swan-ecolabel.org/498b38/contentassets/4fbf7d89969d452097042cd798bfd3d7/background-document-for-product-group-080_080_dishwasher-detergents-for-professional-use-080_english.pdf
https://www.nordic-swan-ecolabel.org/498b38/contentassets/4fbf7d89969d452097042cd798bfd3d7/background-document-for-product-group-080_080_dishwasher-detergents-for-professional-use-080_english.pdf
https://www.nordic-swan-ecolabel.org/498b38/contentassets/4fbf7d89969d452097042cd798bfd3d7/background-document-for-product-group-080_080_dishwasher-detergents-for-professional-use-080_english.pdf
https://www.nordic-swan-ecolabel.org/498b38/contentassets/4fbf7d89969d452097042cd798bfd3d7/background-document-for-product-group-080_080_dishwasher-detergents-for-professional-use-080_english.pdf

2974
2975
2976

2977
2978
2979
2980
2981
2982

2983

2984
2985
2986
2987
2988
2989
2990
2991
2992

2993
2994
2995
2996
2997
2998
2999
3000
3001
3002
3003

3004
3005
3006
3007
3008
3009

3010
3011
3012
3013

3014
3015
3016
3017
3018
3019
3020

3021
3022
3023
3024

conclusions drawn for medium water hardness. Hence, it appears as feasible to adopt a simplification via
disregarding water hardness level. Given the former, the JRC proposes a threshold of 0.70 g/l for medium
degree of soiling which would be applicable irrespective of water hardness level.

Then, for the other degrees of soiling, the low number of data points available did not allow for a
robust/clear proposal but generally values for light and heavy degree of soiling accounted for 0.7 to 1.5
of the value for medium degree of soiling. Hence, based on the evidences available, the JRC proposes
0.50 g/kg and 0.85 g/kg for light and heavy degree of soiling, respectively. These thresholds proposal
would require/widely benefit from stakeholders on feasibility and/or on how to raise the ambition level to
a technically feasible extent.

— Industrial and institutional laundry detergent (Multi-component systems - MCS)

The number of data points available mostly related to medium water hardness at medium degree of
soiling (n=16) with few points for other combination of water hardness and degree of soiling. This implied
a certain degree of certainty available only for medium water hardness. Focusing at this level, all the
data points fell below 0.77 g/kg laundry (thereafter quoted as g/kg), which was far below the
existing EUEL threshold (2.50 g/kg). Whilst not directly comparable, the limit set by NS at this water
hardness level (medium; 0.70 g/kg) is lower than EUEL one. Due to limitations of this analysis, it was not
possible to allocate data available to one product form (liquid) or another (solid), thus all data points with
no clear form attribution were labelled as “liquid” since it had the most stringent limits. Consequently, any
conclusion drawn on these data should be understood to be both applicable to solid and liquid formats.

Likewise for IILD, stakeholders’ feedback suggested to consider a simplification of this sub-criterion for
MCS by considering whether limits could be set irrespective of water hardness. While checking data
available and existing EUEL limits, it was observed that taking as reference the value for medium water
hardness, the corresponding value for the other water hardness levels (soft, hard) within the same degree
of soiling ranged from 0.8 to 1.2. In other words and expressed as a percentage, the values for soft water
were approximately 80% and the values for hard water were 120% of the values for medium. In all
cases, the data that JRC had access for soft and hard water hardness within the same degree of soiling
were far below this range (80% - 120%) suggesting feasibility for compliance with a unique value set
using the conclusions drawn for medium water hardness. Hence, it appears as feasible to adopt a
simplification via disregarding water hardness level. Given the former, the JRC proposes a threshold of
1.00 g/l for medium degree of soiling which would be applicable irrespective of water hardness level.

Then, for the other degrees of soiling, the number of data points available did not allow for a robust/clear
proposal but generally values for light and heavy degree of soiling accounted for 0.7 to 1.5 of the value
for medium degree of soiling. Hence, based on the evidences available, the JRC proposes 0.60 g/kg and
140 g/kg for light and heavy degree of soiling, respectively. These thresholds proposal would
require/widely benefit from stakeholders on feasibility and/or on how to raise the ambition level to a
technically feasible extent.

The discussions and conclusions about anNBO threshold proposals mirror those presented for aNBO. Indeed,
the existing EUEL thresholds are the same within the same degree of soiling and water hardness, Similarly,
NS has the same limits for aNBO and anNBO. Consequently, the same thresholds as per aNBO are proposed
for anNBO, in other words, the JRC proposes:

— Industrial and institutional laundry detergent (liquid + solid; )
e The thresholds for soft /medium /heavy degree of soiling are 0.50 /0.70 /0.85 g/kg, respectively.
e Threshold proposed are set/applicable irrespective of water hardness level.

— Industrial and institutional laundry detergent (Multi-component systems - MCS)
e The thresholds for soft /medium /heavy degree of soiling are 0.60 /1.00 /1.40 g/kg, respectively.

e Threshold are set/applicable irrespective of water hardness level.

Considering the former statements and in alignment with NS, the JRC proposes that the calculation of aNBO
and anNBO should be based on the highest recommended dose by the manufacturer, as claimed in the
product (i.e. label, accompanying product sheet), regardless of water hardness. Under this proposal, a single
threshold is set by product type and degree of soiling, which aims to simplify criteria structure/verification.
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About other related topics

About derogations for H-classified substances (surfactants; H400, H412).

The JRC received feedback within the Biodegradability criterion from stakeholders indicating that it could
be technically feasible to remove the derogation for H400 classified substances (mainly related to
surfactants) adducing that effective alternatives are available. Indeed, this was the conclusion that the
JRC reached after performing further research on the topic, as shown in the preliminary report (See
Chapter 5.2.6. A closer look at surfactants) and the criterion Excluded and Restricted substances rationale
(See sub-criterion Hazardous substances).

(Bioaccumulation)

With regards to the following text found in the assessment and verification of the biodegradability
criterion, one stakeholder supported keeping these alternatives while another inquired about which
methods are accepted for “log Ko and “BCF” determination (OECD 107 and OECD 305, respectively):

“In the absence of documentation for degradability described above, an ingoing substance other than
a surfactant may be exempted from the requirement for anaerobic degradability if one of the
following three alternatives is fulfilled:

(1) itis readily degradable and has low adsorption (A<25%);
(2) itis readily degradable and has high adsorption (D>75%);
(3) itis readily degradable and non-bio-bioaccumulating ( /4 )”

Testing for adsorption/desorption shall be conducted in accordance with OECD Guideline 106.

Summary of changes

The main changes made in this 2™ draft criteria, compared to the previous version, are:

Requesting all surfactants to be also anaerobically biodegradable, irrespective of its hazardous
classification.

Adding an explicit requirement on the biodegradability of water-soluble films, inclusive of the
polymers contained within, requiring them to be biodegradable under aerobic conditions. This should be
proven using the methods described in the most updated DID list, ISO 14851:2019'"° or 1SO
14852:2021%8, or equivalent scientific method. If using the I1SO methods, then carbon balance
calculations and total degree of biodegradation results must be provided.

Introducing a general exemption excluding microorganisms from the aNBO and anNBO calculation that is
applicable to all product groups.

Specifying via explicit text (“highest recommended dose”) how the aNBO and anNBO calculation must be
done.

Significantly tightening the ambition level of aNBO and anNBO thresholds, according to best
available evidences that JRC accessed.

174

175

176

A substance is considered to be not bio-accumulating if the BCF is < 100 or log Kow is < 3,0. If both the BCF and log Kow values are
available, the highest measured BCF value shall be used.

International Standard 1SO 14851:2019 Determination of the ultimate aerobic biodegradability of plastic materials in an aqueous
medium — Method by measuring the oxygen demand in a closed respirometer Edition 2 2019-03.
https://www.iso.org/standard/70026.html.

International Standard ISO 14852:2021 Determination of the ultimate aerobic biodegradability of plastic materials in an aqueous
medium — Method by analysis of evolved carbon dioxide Edition 3 2021-06 https://www.iso.org/standard/80303.html.
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— Adding another condition for an ingoing substance other than a surfactant to be exempted from the
anaerobic biodegradability requirement (not toxic to aquatic organisms (NOEC/ECx > 0.1 mg/l or
LC50/EC50/IC50>10 mg/l)

Points for discussion 6 — Biodegradability

Stakeholders are invited to reply the following consultation questions;

Question 26 (Q26) — Do you support test methods ISO 14851:2019 or ISO 14852:2021, inclusive of
the requirement on performing a carbon balance and reporting the total degree of biodegradation?

Question 27 (Q27) - For IILD, would you support disregarding the existing categorisation by product
form (“solid”, “liquid”) and instead set a unique limit applicable to both? Note this limit would be set
according to the strictest limit, thus corresponding to existing “liquid” category.

Question 28 (Q28) — Would you support having exemptions to the requirements on all surfactants to
be aerobic and anaerobic biodegradable? If so, which could these be and, especially, under the scope
of which product groups? The feedback received stresses that replacing some surfactants for
equivalently efficient counterparts would be challenging, especially in particular product groups (IILD)

Question 29 (Q29) - Please, could you share feedback on the feasibility of the aNBO and anNBO
thresholds proposed, particularly for HSC and IILD product groups? The data available did not allow in
particular cases to draw robust conclusions, thus it is critical to receive further feedback/data to
ensure feasibility and proportionality.

Question 30 (Q30) - Do you support the additional condition for an ingoing substance other than a

surfactant to be exempted from the anaerobic biodegradability requirement (“not toxic to aquatic
organisms (NOEC/ECx > 0.1 mg/l or LC50/EC50/IC50>10 mg/I”)

Question 31 (Q31) - Please, share any other comments/suggestions you deem relevant about this
criterion providing reasons supporting them.
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3088 6.5. Sustainable sourcing of palm oil, palm kernel oil and their derivatives.

TR1 Proposed criterion (X) - Sustainable sourcing of raw materials.

The requirements does not include raw materials < 1% (w/w) in the final product
a) Palm oil, palm kernel oil and their derivatives

In the specific case of renewable ingredients from palm oil or palm kernel oil, or derived from
palm oil or palm kernel oil, 100 % w/w of the renewable ingredients used shall meet the
requirements of a certification scheme for sustainable production that is based on multi-
stakeholder organizations that has a broad membership, including NGOs, industry and
government and that addresses environmental impacts including on soil, biodiversity, organic
carbon stocks and conservation of natural resources.

ALL

b) Other biobased raw materials than palm oil, palm kernel oil and their derivatives.

Biobased raw materials used to produce ingredients included in the final product, shall be covered
by chain of custody certificates issued by an independent third-party certification scheme officially
recognised by the European Commission [1]

Assessment and verification: To demonstrate compliance, evidence through third-party chain of
custody certificating that the raw materials used in the product or in its manufacturing originate
from sustainably managed plantations shall be provided.

The chain of custody certificates shall be valid for the whole duration of the EU Ecolabel license.
Competent bodies shall check the certificates again twelve months after the awarding of the EU
Ecolabel license. [2].

To demonstrate compliance with a):

— For palm oil and palm kernel oil, Roundtable for Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO) or certificates of
any equivalent or stricter sustainable production scheme demonstrating compliance to any of
the following models shall be accepted: identity preserved or segregated.

— For palm oil and palm kernel oil derivatives, RSPO certificates or certificates of any equivalent
or stricter sustainable production scheme demonstrating compliance to any of the following
models shall be accepted: identity preserved, segregated, and mass balance.

— For palm oil, palm kernel oil and their derivatives, a mass balance calculation and/or
invoices/delivery notes from the raw material producer shall be provided, showing that the
proportion of certified raw material corresponds to the amount of certified palm oil, palm

ALL kernel oil and/or their derivatives. Alternatively, a declaration from the producer of raw

materials shall be provided, showing that all purchased palm oil, palm kernel oil and/or their

derivatives are certified.

To demonstrate compliance with b):

— For other biobased raw materials than palm oil, palm kernel oil and their derivatives, the
applicant shall provide a declaration of compliance supported by a valid, independently certified
chain of custody certificate for the suppliers of all biobased raw materials used to produce
ingredients included in the final product.

— In case the certification scheme does not specifically require that all virgin material is sourced
from non-GMO species, additional evidence shall be provided to demonstrate this.

Notes:

[1] In line with the sustainability requirements related to the sourcing of biobased raw material as
per the review of the Renewable Energy Directive (RED lll). The certification schemes officially
recognised by the European Commission are available at:
https://energy.ec.europa.eu/topics/renewable-energy/bioenergy/voluntary-schemes_en

[2] - The verification can be done via RSPO website, where the status of the certificate is showed in
real time: https://www.rspo.org/certification/search-for-supply-chain-certificate-holders
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Proposed criterion (x) — ustainable sourcing of raw materials.

ALL

The use of renewable raw materials shall be reported. The sustainable sourcing of relevant raw
materials shall be certified. The requirements dees-netinelude only apply to raw materials—< = 1%
(w/w) in the final product

a) Renewable raw materials

The applicant shall report the proportion of raw material, constituent part of raw material or
ingredient that originates from renewable sources. The proportion of the raw
material/constituent part of the raw material/ingredient that comprises renewable raw material
or originates from renewable raw material shall be calculated on an annual basis. Quantitative,
time-based targets to increase the use of renewable materials shall be set.

b) a}Palm oil, palm kernel oil and their derivatives

In the specific case of renewable ingredients from palm oil or palm kernel oil, or derived from
palm oil or palm kernel oil, 100 % w/w of the renewable ingredients used shall meet the
requirements of a certification scheme for sustainable production that is based on multi-
stakeholder organizations that has a broad membership, including NGOs, industry and
government and that addresses environmental impacts including impacts on soil organic carbon
stocks, biodiversity;-erganic-carben-stoeks and conservation of natural resources.

ALL

Assessment and verification:
To demonstrate compliance with a):

— The calculation of the proportion of the renewable material may be done using the following
formula:

Used amount renewable material / (used amount renewable material + used amount non-
renewable material) x 100%

Amounts in kg, molar weight or carbon atoms can be used in the calculation. Average carbon
chain lengths can be used.

— The increase targets relating to the use of renewable raw material shall be enforced on a
yearly basis. A written evaluation shall be done by a responsible staff member. Upon request,
the evaluation shall be provided to the competent body.

To demonstrate compliance; with b):

— Eevidence through third-party chain of custody certificates ensuring that the raw—raterials
palm oil and palm kernel oil used in the product or in its manufacturing originate from
sustainably managed plantations shall be provided. The applicant shall provide a valid
certificate for each relevant ingredient during the first application, including the number of the
certificate or the number of membership of the certification organisation. The chain of custody
certificates shall be valid for the whole duration of the EU Ecolabel license. Competent bodies
shall check the validity of the certificates on an annual basis, agair starting twelve months
after the date of awarding of the EU Ecolabel license. {2}

— For palm oil-and-patmkerneleil, certificates of sustainable sourcing such as the Roundtable for
Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO) certificate [1], or certificates of any equivalent or stricter

sustainable production scheme demonstrating compliance te-any-efthefollowing with identity
preserved or segregated chain of custody models shall be accepted.—identity—preserved—or
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segregated. Mass balance and book and claim models shall not be accepted.

— For palm kernel oil, and palm oil and palm kernel oil derivatives, certificates of sustainable
sourcing such as RSPO certificates or certificates of any equivalent or stricter sustainable
production scheme demonstrating compliance to any of the following models shall be accepted:
identity preserved, segregated, and mass balance. Certificates using book and claim model shall
not be accepted.

— For palm oil, palm kernel oil and their derivatives, a mass balance calculation and/or
invoices/delivery notes from the raw material producer shall be provided, showing that the
proportion of certified raw material corresponds to the amount of certified palm oil, palm
kernel oil and/or their derivatives. Alternatively, a declaration from the producer of raw
materials shall be provided, showing that all purchased palm oil, palm kernel oil and/or their
derivatives are certified.

[2}- The verification can be done via RSPO website, where the status of the certificate is showed in
real time: https:.//www.rspo.org/certification/search-for-supply-chain-certificate-holders

Rationale for the proposed sustainable sourcing of raw materials

This criterion aims to ensure that the renewable ingredients derived from biogenic raw material used in the
production of EU Ecolabelled detergent products meet specific sustainability standards certifications from
responsible and traceable sources.

A common environmental claim in detergent products is that of plant-based or bio-based ingredients. Such
claims are possible due to the use of oleochemical-derived versions of organic ingredients instead of
petrochemical-derived ones. The final chemicals may have the same properties, but they were just sourced
from different raw materials.

An in-depth analysis of the current situation of the global market for oleochemical raw materials and their
potential environmental effects compared to petrochemical counterparts was presented in TR1. The main
conclusions were:

— Global vegetable oil production has exponentially increased in the last 40 years and is projected to
further expand in the next decade (7, 178, 179),

177 Ritchie, H. (2021) “Palm Qil” Published online at QurWorldinData.org. Retrieved from: 'https://ourworldindata.org/palm-oil' [Online
Resource] https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/vegetable-oil-production?time=earliest.2020. (Accessed 22/12/23).

178 QECD and Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, OECD-FAQO Agricultural Outlook 2023-2032, OECD-FAO
Agricultural Outlook, OECD, 2023. DOI: 10.1787/08801ab7-en

179 Krautgartner R. et al. 02/05/23.. European Union: Oilseeds and Products Annual. Report E42023-0015. USDA; Office of Agricultural
Affairs; Vienna. https://www.fas.usda.gov/data/european-union-oilseeds-and-products-annual-3
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Palm oil (PO), palm kernel oil (PKO) and coconut oil (CO) are the most common vegetable oils used for
surfactants production with equivalent technical characteristics, lower costs and higher productivities
than other alternatives (177, 19, 181),

Shifting from petrochemical to oleochemical sources may result in modest reductions of fossil resource
depletion while considerably increasing other environmental impacts such as land use and ecotoxicity.

Despite concerns of deforestation and other environmental impacts related to palm oil, no alternative
vegetable oil from both economic and environmental perspectives seems currently viable. Hence, the
focus should be on strengthening sustainability of the palm oil sector.

Several pieces of EU legislation exist that deal with some of the above-mentioned concerns and
sustainability principles in general and could be understood as tools to enhance sustainability sourcing
but do not replace more specific and mature voluntary sustainability certification schemes, such as the
Roundtable for Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO) Standards, specific to palm oil (82). A list of sustainability
certifications related to palm oil, the main vegetable oil used for detergents and cleaners production, is
shown in Table 41.

Voluntary schemes have been criticised, mostly on the grounds of clarity and enforceability, but also they
have been recognised as responsible of positive environmental effects. Among them, the RSPO scheme
was identified as the most relevant one (1%2).

RSPO covers about 20% of palm oil mills and global palm oil production. Palm oil or palm oil derivatives
certified by the RSPO can be sourced through four different supply chain models, namely identity
preserved, segregated, mass balance and RSPO credits (i.e. book and claim) (#3).

Additional revenue (“premium”) paid for certified sustainable palm oil ranged, in 2019, between USD
2.50-3.50 per tonne for book and claim, USD 6-17 per tonne for mass balance and 25-30 per tonne for
segregated or identity preserved RSPO- compliant palm oil.

The relevance of RSPO scheme was also confirmed by responses of industrial stakeholders and competent
bodies to the focused questionnaire carried out by the JRC, as explained in TR1. Respondents highlighted the
need for increased availability and affordability of identity preserved and segregated certified palm oil.

A comparison with other ISO Type | ecolabels (i.e. Nordic Swan and Blue Angel) served to identify new
requirements related to the sustainability of raw materials and the enhancement of renewable material share
in detergents and cleaning products (See Annex I). Those requirements include:

Renewable and/or sustainable requirements consisting in either documenting work of applicants and their
suppliers to increase the purchase of sustainable and renewable raw materials (184, 185 186) or stating the
carbon content from renewable origin (187, 18),

Specific requirements for Certified raw materials from oil palms, similar to the criterion Sustainable
sourcing of palm oil, palm kernel oil and their derivatives in EU Ecolabel Cosmetics or Detergents criteria.

180

181

182

183
184

185

186

187

188

Parsons, S, S. Raikova, and C.J. Chuck, ‘The Viability and Desirability of Replacing Palm Qil’, Nature Sustainability, Vol. 3, No. 6, March
9, 2020, pp. 412-418. DOI 10.1038/s41893-020-0487-8

Voora, V.; Bermudez, S;; Farrell, JJ; Larrea, C. and Luna, E.; Global Market Report: Palm oil prices and sustainability. June 2023.
Available at: https://www.iisd.org/publications/report/2023-global-market-report-palm-oil (Accessed on 26/12/23)

https://rspo.org/ (Accessed 28/12/23)

https://rspo.org/as-an-organisation/certification/supply-chains/ (Accessed 28/12/23)

006 Laundry Detergents and Stain Removers, version 8.7, 24 October 2023. Nordic Swan, https://www.nordic-swan-
ecolabel.org/48d85f/contentassets/70445¢77678f46db9a850528ch7398d5/criteria-document_006_laundry-detergents-and-stain-
removers-006_english2.pdf (Accessed 23/01/25).

025 Hand dishwashing detergents, version 6.8, 07 November 2023. Nordic Swan, https://www.nordic-swan-
ecolabel.org/4aefdd/contentassets/10f50d7e13a34cfbaf8fcOb66a4fc521/criteria-document 025_hand-dishwashing-detergents-
025_english.pdf (Accessed 23/01/25).

026 Cleaning products, version 6.13, 24 October 2023 Nordic Swan, https://www.nordic-swan-
ecolabel.org/4acea6/contentassets/988cf5d0a3fe4c3fa2f85775d7df4be9/criteria-document 026_cleaning-products-
026_english2.pdf. (Accessed 23/01/25)

DE-UZ 202, Laundry detergent. V1.1. January 2022. BLUE ANGEL The German Ecolabel. https:/produktinfo.blauer-
engel.de/uploads/criteriafile/en/DE-UZ7%20202-202201-en%20criteria-V1.1 pdf

DE-UZ 194, Hand Dishwashing Detergents and Hard Surface Cleaners. V1.2. January 2022. BLUE ANGEL The German Ecolabel.
https://produktinfo.blauer-engel.de/uploads/criteriafile/en/DE-UZ%20194-202201-en%20criteria-V1.2.pdf
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— More detailed compliance verification steps than in existing EU Ecolabel criteria for detergents. For
example, Blue Angel sets different steps depending on RSPO status (Ordinary member or user of RSPO
certified raw materials) and amount of RSPO oil sourced (whether above or below 500 tonnes of palm oil
products).

Other renewable materials are not explicitly included as they are either considered less relevant or there is
not yet a sustainability standard available (e.g. coconut oil) (*%°). However, sustainability certification is
required for sugarcane when it is used as renewable raw materials, not as secondary raw materials (**°).

These requirements show that there is an interest in:

(@) increasing the amounts of renewable materials used in the product, either generally in the
product via self-commitment or specifically (e.g. in surfactants systems);

(b) promoting sourcing of raw materials with sustainability certifications, yet still at this stage
primarily focused on palm oil (and its derivatives) via RSPO mandatory requirements.

Table 41 - Overview of palm oil sustainability certification schemes

Principal Supply chain Palm | Consumer Uptake
Standard Foundation Certification focustel coverage 4 label on n pqlm
standard only packaging oil
sector!
Bio Suisse 1981 Yes, requires Food From Processors & No No Low
Organic companies to refiners to
be RSPO Manufacturers and
certified Retailers & Food
service
High Carbon 2014 No Covers all From Millers to No No Low
Stock palm oil Processors & refiners
Approach produced and Manufacturers
(HCSA)
Indonesian 2011 Yes Covers all From Millers to Yes No High
Sustainable palm oil Processors & refiners
Palm Qil produced
(ISPO)
Malaysian 2013 Yes Covers all From Millers to Yes No High
Sustainable palm oil Processors & refiners
Palm Oil produced
(MSPO)
Roundtable on 2004 Yes Food, feed, From Millers to Yes Yes High
Sustainable home & Processors & refiners,
Palm Qil personal Manufacturers and
(RSPO) Retailers & Food
service

18006 Laundry Detergents and Stain Removers, version 87, 24 October 2023 Background to Ecolabelling. Nordic Swan
https://www.nordic-swan-ecolabel.org/4ac25f/contentassets/70445c¢77678f46db9a850528cb7398d5/background-
document_006_laundry-detergents-and-stain-removers-006_english.pdf

1% 006 Laundry Detergents and Stain Removers, version 8.7, 24 October 2023. Nordic Swan https.//www.nordic-swan-
ecolabel.org/4ac25f/contentassets/70445c¢77678f46db9a850528cb7398d5/criteria-document 006 _laundry-detergents-and-stain-
removers-006_english.pdf
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! Uptake in palm oil sector is based on indicators such as MT of palm oil traded under this certification or hectares of plantation certified

Source: Own elaboration based on EPOA, IDH, RSPO (2022) (%)

Considering the analysis of the information presented in TR1, several changes and additions were proposed
within the Sustainable sourcing criterion of the EU ecolabel for detergents and cleaning products, including the
following:

— Expansion of the scope of the criterion, by requiring that all renewable raw materials are
sustainably sourced, similarly to currently required for palm oil, palm kernel oil and/or their derivatives.

— Given this new provision, change of the name of the criterion to Sustainable sourcing of raw
materials. Also, the requirements were split in two parts: a) when referring to palm oil, palm kernel
oil and their derivatives (mostly as per existing criterion text); b) when referring to other renewable raw
materials than palm oil, palm kernel oil and their derivatives (new provisions).

— However, the previous provision would only apply to the most relevant raw materials, thus reducing
administrative. This in practice implied the inclusion of a cut-off limit (“The requirement does not
include raw materials < 1% in the final product”).

— Alignment with EUEL criteria for Cosmetic products (*?), both in terms of the wording used in the
legal texts and some provisions, especially with regards to the Assessment and Verification of palm oil
and palm kernel oil and their derivatives sustainability certificates.

— Also, alignment with the EUEL criteria for Absorbent Hygiene products (‘%) with regard to
biobased raw materials (wording and A&V), mostly on requirements to biobased raw materials other than
palm oil, palm kernel oil and their derivatives, but also some horizontal ones (applicable to any raw
material) related to validity of the certificates and when Competent Bodies should check it.

— Related to the chain of custody model, proposal of designation of identify preserved and
segregated models for palm oil and palm kernel oil as the only valid models for compliance with
EUEL criteria. This proposal was aligned with EUEL criteria for cosmetics products and stakeholders
feedback received by the JRC.

Outcomes from and after the 15t AHWG meeting

In total 47 comments were received on this sub-criterion, which are found in full in the Table of Comments
(ToC1). The general comments received (16 comments) were mainly related to the practical barriers for the
verification of the sub-criterion of sustainable sourcing of bio-based raw materials other than palm oil, palm
kernel oil and their derivatives. Some stakeholders commented on the need for clarifications on the
assessment and verification of sustainable sourcing of palm oil and palm kernel oil derivatives and related
chain of custody models, while others asked for the addition of definitions for relevant terms such as
sustainable raw material, bio-based raw material and sustainable sourcing.

A significant number of comments were received on the specific aspects addressed by Q21 (17 comments)
and Q22 (14 comments), namely chain of custody models and carbon accounting.

The main aspects addressed by the comments are explained in the following sections.

191 EPQOA, IDH, RSPO (2022), Sustainable Palm OQil Europe’s Business. Facts, analysis, and actions to leverage impact.
https://www.idhsustainabletrade.com/publication/report-sustainable-palm-oil-europes-business/

192 Commission Decision (EU) 2021/1870 of 22 October 2021 establishing the EU Ecolabel criteria for cosmetic products and animal
care products (notified under document C(2021) 7500). 0J L 379, 26.10.2021, p. 8-48.

193 Commission Decision (EU) 2023/1809 of 14 September 2023 establishing the EU Ecolabel criteria for absorbent hygiene products
and for reusable menstrual cups (notified under document C(2023) 6024). OJ L 234, 22.9.2023, p. 142-189.
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Further research and main changes in the proposal for the 2" AHWG meeting

About sub-criterion a) Palm oil, palm kernel oil and their derivatives, on the sustainable sourcing of these raw
materials, the assessment and verification of the sub-criterion and the validity of chain of custody models.

What was the feedback received from stakeholders on this topic?

Several stakeholders addressed aspects related to chain of custody models in the general comments.
Additional feedback on this topic was received through the specific question included in TR1:

Question 21 (Q21) - Would you support limiting the chain of custody models to identity preserved and
segregated? JRC acknowledges that evidence gathered suggested potential difficulties with compliance, thus
it encourages stakeholders commenting on the feasibility of this provision.

Based on the gathered feedback, the main concerns raised by stakeholders were:

1. Low availability of identity preserved and segregated grades in the market, which makes the
compliance challenging if mass balance model is excluded.

2. Potentially unclear description of accepted chain of custody models, and more explicit indication of
whether transfer claims via MB Claim Transfer Cross referencing is or is not possible.

3. Confidentiality of the information requested in the assessment and verification proposed in TR1, to
demonstrate compliance with the sub-criterion on palm oil, palm kernel oil and derivatives, related to
the proportion of certified raw materials. This confidential information is part of the audit performed
under the RSPO certification.

4. Additional clarification on the control to be conducted by competent bodies the year after the
awarding of the ecolabel

What does JRC’s research say on this topic?

As discussed in detail in TR1, vegetable oil production has experienced an exponential increase in the last 40
years (%), and is projected to expand further in the coming years (1%, 1%). Palm oil is the vegetable oil with
the largest production volume. World production of vegetable oil was 215 million t in 2022, with the sum of
palm oil and palm kernel oil representing up to 40% (87 million t). About 20% of this palm oil and palm kernel
oil (16 million t) is certified sustainable palm oil (°7%), that is, palm oil produced by individuals or
organisations that are committed and comply with sustainability requirements. Sustainable palm oil
production involves ‘legal, economically viable, environmentally appropriate and socially beneficial
management and operations’ (*%°, 2°), Certified palm oil and palm kernel oil represent, hence, 8% of total
vegetable oil production in the world. In 2023, the supply of certified palm oil increased by 4.2% (2°1).

194 Ritchie, H. (2021) “Palm Qil’ Published online at OurWorldinData.org. Retrieved from: https:/ourworldindata.org/palm-oil (Accessed
24/01/25)

19 QECD and Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, OECD-FAQO Agricultural Outlook 2023-2032, OECD-FAO
Agricultural Outlook, OECD, 2023. DOI: 10.1787/08801ab7-en

1% Krautgartner R. et al. 02/05/23.. European Union: Oilseeds and Products Annual. Report E42023-0015. USDA; Office of Agricultural
Affairs; Vienna. https://www.fas.usda.gov/data/european-union-oilseeds-and-products-annual-3

197 Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, (FAO), (2025), ‘FAOSTAT - Crops and livestock products’,
https://www.fao.org/faostat/en/#data/QCL (Accessed 24/01/25)

198 Roundtable on Sustainable Palm oil (RSPO), (2024), ‘Impact Report 2024, https://rspo.org/wp-
content/uploads/RSPO_ImpactReport_2024.pdf (Accessed 24/01/25)

1% Roundtable on Sustainable Palm oil (RSPO), https:/rspo.org/as-an-organisation/certification/ (Accessed 24/01/25)

200 Roundtable on Sustainable Palm oil (RSPQ), (2018), RSPO Principles and Criteria for the production of sustainable palm oil’,
https://rspo.org/wp-content/uploads/rspo-principles-criteria-for-production-of-sustainable-palm-o0il-2018revised-01-february-2020-
with-updated-supply-chain-requirements-for-mills.pdf

201 Roundtable on Sustainable Palm oil (RSPO), (2024), ‘Impact Report 2024, https://rspo.org/wp-
content/uploads/RSPO_ImpactReport_2024.pdf (Accessed 24/01/25)
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Figure 17. Evolution of world vegetable oil production, 1962-2022
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Palm oil and palm kernel oil have a wide range of applications in industry, including for food, personal care
and energy applications. Estimated market shares for the different types of products using palm oil and palm
kernel oil vary considerably depending on the consulted source, though all studies agree on identifying the
food sector as the main consumer, using about two thirds of the total palm oil produced (2%, 204, 205 206),
Industrial applications and consumer products including detergents and cleaning products together with
personal care products (e.g. soaps, cosmetics), paints, varnishes, pharmaceuticals, etc, are responsible for
about 10-30% of the consumption, while the share for bioenergy is estimated in 5-15%. In the case of palm
kernel ail, the consumption of the oleochemical industry represents about 70% of the total production (7).

Regarding the availability of certified palm oil and palm kernel oil for the different chain of custody models, it
should be noted that, indeed, mass balance certification is currently the most common one. In December
2024, from the 2270 known pall oil mills, 535 were RSPO certified and, within these, the supply chain models
predominantly used were mass balance (337 mills) followed by identity preserved (141 mills), with further 57
certified under both mass balance and identity preserved models (?%). This results in non-negligible
differences of price between RSPO-compliant palm oil using mass balance, segregated and identity preserved
models, presented in TR1.

202 Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, (FAO), (2025), ‘FAOSTAT - Crops and livestock products’,
https://www.fao.org/faostat/en/#data/QCL (Accessed 24/01/25)

203 Grand View Research, (2024), ‘Palm 0Qil Market Size, Share & Growth Analysis Report, 2030’

https://www.grandviewresearch.com/industry-analysis/palm-oil-market (Accessed 23/01/25).

Economics, climate, environment (efeca), (2018), ‘Palm oil in the oleochemical sector, https://efeca.com/wp-

content/uploads/2019/12/Briefing-note-Oleochemicals_Efeca_09.08.18.pdf (Accessed 24/01/25)

Rijk, G, Wiggs, C. and Piotrowski, M. (2021), ‘FMCGs, retail earn 66% of gross profits in palm oil value chain Chain Reaction

Research’, https://chainreactionresearch.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/FMCGs-Retail-Earn-66-of-Gross-Profits-in-Palm-Oil-

Value-Chain.pdf (Accessed 24/01/25).

Ritchie, H. (2021) ‘Palm Qil’, Published online at OurWorldinData.org. Retrieved from: https://ourworldindata.org/palm-oil (Accessed

24/01/25).

Economics, climate, environment (efeca), (2018), ‘Palm oil in the oleochemical sector, https.//efeca.com/wp-

content/uploads/2019/12/Briefing-note-Oleochemicals_Efeca_09.08.18.pdf (Accessed 24/01/25).

Rainforest Alliance, (2025), ‘The Universal Mill List’ https://www.rainforest-alliance.org/business/certification/the-universal-mill-list/

(Accessed 24/01/25).
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Nearly 50% of certified sustainable palm oil produced in 2023 was sold by mills certified under RSPO
according to one of the three physical chain of custody models (?%). In particular, mass balance represented
18.9% of total certified palm oil sales, segregated represented 13.5% and identity preserved represented
18.5%, as shown in Figure 18 (?%°). Another 16% was sold as RSPO credits by mills or certified independent
smallholder (ISH) groups, with the remaining 34% coming from ISCC-certified volumes or as conventional
palm oil.

Figure 18. Breakdown of certified sustainable palm oil sales by supply chain model in 2023
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Source: RSPO (21%),

Potential limitations due to the scarcity of certificates using segregated and identity preserved models have
been confirmed by involved stakeholders. According to discussions between the JRC and stakeholders involved
in the palm oil and palm kernel oil supply chain certification, palm oil market in Europe is a mature market,
while palm kernel oil market is less well established. The European Union consumes about 4.5 million t of
palm oil and 0.6 million t of palm kernel oil (%2, 223). Close to 90% of European palm oil imports are certified,
with segregated certification being the predominant. This estimate is in line with the level reported in the
literature (24, 215), For palm kernel oil, the supply chain is more complex because the kernel is not process by
the companies owning the mills but by other companies to which it is transported. Overall, RSPO certifies
approximately 60% of the palm kernel oil that enters Europe, and the mass balance model dominates in this
case.

209 Roundtable  on  Sustainable  Palm  oil  (RSPO),  (2024), ‘Impact  Report = 2024',  httpsJ//rspo.org/wp-

content/uploads/RSPO_ImpactReport_2024.pdf (Accessed 24/01/25).

Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Qil (RSPQ), (2025), ‘Annual Communication of Progress (ACOP), https:/rspo.org/as-an-

organisation/membership/acop/ (Accessed 24/01/25).

Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Qil (RSPQ), (2025), ‘Annual Communication of Progress (ACOP), https:/rspo.org/as-an-

organisation/membership/acop/ (Accessed 24/01/25).

212 statista, (2025), ‘Palm  oil  consumption in  the  European  Union  from  2011/12 to  2023/24,
https://www.statista.com/statistics/489370/palm-oil-consumption-european-union/ (Accessed 24/01/25).

213 ctatista, (2025), ‘Palm kernel oil consumption in  European Union-27 countries from 2000 to 2023,

https://www.statista.com/statistics/489404/palm-kernel-oil-consumption-european-union/ (Accessed 24/01/25).

European Palm Oil Alliance, IDH - the sustainable trade initiative, (2021), ‘State of play: Role of Europe in driving ustainable palm

oil, 2020 palm oil report’, https://www.idhsustainabletrade.com/uploaded/2021/11/2021-Palm-Qil-Report-21.6-Small.pdf (Accessed

24/01/25).

215 Roundtable on Sustainable Palm oil (RSPO), (2024), ‘Impact Report 2024, https://rspo.org/wp-
content/uploads/RSPO_lmpactReport_2024.pdf (Accessed 24/01/25).
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About other ecolabels:

— Nordic Swan (NS) has a similar requirement on palm oil, palm kernel oil and their derivatives. Licence
holders for all NS detergent and cleaning products’ product groups, including LD (29), IILD (?*7), DD (?8),
[IDD (%), HSC (?2°) and HDD (?2%), must be certified according to RSPO. Mass balance, segregated and
identity preserved models are accepted as traceability systems.

— Blue Angel (BA) requires that raw materials produced from palm oil and palm kernel oil are certified at
least in accordance with the mass balance model. Detailed compliance verification steps are provided for
palm oil and palm kernel oil criterion, and set differently according to RSPO status (Ordinary member or
user of RSPO certified raw materials) and amount of RSPO oil sourced (whether above or below 500
tonnes of palm oil products).

The research conducted and the discussion presented by the JRC about palm oil, palm kernel oil and their
derivatives leads to the following conclusions;

— Palm oil market in Europe is mature 90% of imports correspond to palm oil certified under the
segregated model.

— Palm kernel oil supply chain is more complex and the European market is less mature. Only 60% of the
palm kernel oil that enters the European market is certified, and most of it under the mass balance
scheme.

— NS and BA ecolabels have a similar requirement on the certification of palm oil, palm kernel oil and their
derivatives. Both refer to RSPO certification, and accept mass balance, segregated and identity preserved
models.

Based on the evidences gathered and presented by the JRC, some modification in the assessment and
verification text are proposed, to ensure the feasibility of the compliance. The modifications consist in:

— Clarifying the process to check the validity of certificates by competent bodies, by requesting a certificate
for each relevant ingredient and an annual verification of the validity of the certificates by the competent
body.

— Allowing the mass balance model to be accepted for the certification of palm kernel oil, together with the
identity preserved and segregated models.

About _sub-criterion b) Other biobased raw materials than palm oil, palm kernel oil and their derivatives,
related to sustainable sourcing of these raw materials.

216 006 Laundry Detergents and Stain Removers, version 8.11, 10 December 2024. Nordic Ecolabelling. Available at: https://www.nordic-
swan-ecolabel.org/48d85f/contentassets/70445c77678f46db9a850528ch7398d5/criteria-document_006_laundry-detergents-and-
stain-removers-006_english2.pdf (Accessed 23/01/25).

217 093 Laundry detergents for professional use, version 4.1, 16 April 2024. Nordic Ecolabelling. Available at: https:/www.nordic-swan-
ecolabel.org/498c09/contentassets/090178265c62418dbb02c80d0c72d351/criteria-document-for-product-group-
093_093_laundry-detergents-for-professional-use-093_english2.pdf (Accessed 23/01/25).

218 017 Dishwasher detergent and rinse aids, V7.7, 13 August 2024. Nordic Ecolabelling. Available at. https:./www.nordic-swan-
ecolabel.org/4a98a7/contentassets/4c39b5¢28ch344a6ad02643a27094f28/criteria-document_017_dishwasher-detergents-and-
rinse-aids-017_english.pdf (Accessed 23/01/25).

219 080 Dishwasher detergents for professional use, version 3.9, 10 December 2024. Nordic Ecolabelling. Available at:
https://www.nordic-swan-ecolabel.org/4aefda/contentassets/4fbf7d89969d452097042cd798bfd3d7/criteria-
document_080_dishwasher-detergents-for-professional-use-080_english.pdf (Accessed 23/01/25).

220 026 Cleaning products, version 6.15, 20 December 2024. Nordic Ecolabelling. Available at. https://www.nordic-swan-
ecolabel.org/4acea6/contentassets/988cf5d0a3fe4c3fa2f85775d7df4be9/criteria-document_026_cleaning-products-
026_english2.pdf (Accessed 23/01/25).

221 025 Hand dishwashing detergents, version 6.12, 12 November 2024. Nordic Ecolabelling. Available at; https://www.nordic-swan-
ecolabel.org/490396/contentassets/10f50d7e13a34cfbaf8fcOb66a4fc521/criteria-document 025_hand-dishwashing-detergents-
025_english2.pdf (Accessed 23/01/25).
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What was the feedback received from stakeholders on this topic?

Many stakeholders shared concerns in the general comments about the scarcity of valid certification schemes
for biobased raw materials other than palm oil, palm kernel oil and their derivatives, as well as other possible
consequences of the implementation of this sub-criterion. The barriers for the inclusion of this sub-criterion
are:

1. Lack of valid chain of custody certificates for the assessment and verification of the sub-criterion.

2. Lack of clarity and precise definition of the requirement, including lack of clear definition of the term
“biobased”.

3. Uncertainties on how to deal with evolving certification schemes and their recognition by the
European Commission.

4, Issues with certification schemes that have no requirements related to genetically modified origin
(GMO).

5. Potential negative effects on prices and availability of these raw materials.

6. Risk of shift towards fuel-based surfactants.

Some stakeholders suggested that current agricultural production rules may already align with sustainability
criteria for products manufactured in the European Union (EU). In this case, the sub-criterion could make more
sense for raw materials from outside Europe and compliance for raw materials originated in EU could be
based on a certificate of origin.

What does JRC’s research say on this topic?

According to EN 16575:2014 (???), the term bio-based means “derived from biomass”. Thus, bio-based
products “are products which are wholly or partly derived from biomass”. The term “product” may refer to “an
intermediate, material, semifinished or final product”. Bio-based materials may either occur naturally or be
synthesized by undergoing physical, chemical or biological treatments (323, 224), The term may also refer to
products made by processes that use biomass (?2%). The biomass leading to these bio-based materials may
originate from plants, animals and their waste, including forest and mill residues, agricultural crops and
wastes, wood and wood wastes, animal wastes, livestock operation residues, aquatic plants and some
municipal and industrial wastes. Biomass also includes other organisms and microorganisms that transform
these plants, animals and their organic wastes into bio-based products.

Bio-based materials are considered to be an alterna