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Note to readers: The meeting was run virtually using the WEBEX platform. For each
agenda point, a presentation was given by the JRC, which was followed by a dedicated
Q&A session. Questions were submitted in writing via the chat function and the JRC-
VM team would then respond verbally. In some cases, the participants were granted the
floor to further elaborate on their comments and/or to share new questions/remarks, to
which the JRC also replied orally.

Point 1. Agenda

08:45 - 09:00 | Opening of virtual room and login of participants

09:00 — 09:05 | Welcome of participants and meeting etiquette

09:05 —09:15 | Introduction, objectives of the EU Ecolabel and process description

Preliminary background report (PR) findings (e.g. market analysis, LCA

09:15 - 09:35 studies)

09:35 —09:55 | Scope and definitions

09:55 - 10:05 | Restructuring of the criteria

10:05 —10:35 | Open discussion

10:35—10:50 | Break (15 min)

10:50 — 11:00 | Annex preamble — General assessment and verification

Theme 1: General management criteria

11:00 - 11:55 Presentation + Open discussion

Theme 3: Energy and climate

VISS=12:30 | 5 oiation + Open discussion

12:30—13:30 | Lunch break (1 h)

Theme 2: Procurement of consumables criteria

13:30 - 14:20 Presentation + Open discussion

Theme 4: Social aspects

14201450 | 5 e iation + Open discussion

14:50— 15:00 | Conclusions, next steps and closing of the session

Points 2. & 3. Introduction, objectives of the EU
Ecolabel and process description & Preliminary
background report findings

The first working group meeting on revising the EU Ecolabel criteria for indoor
cleaning services introduced the objectives, process and timeline for the revision. The



Joint Research Centre (JRC) outlined its science-for-policy role and explained that the
work is based on legislative review, market analysis and life-cycle assessment (LCA).
The EU Ecolabel was presented as a voluntary, life-cycle-based ISO 14024 Type I label
for top-performing products and services, aiming to reduce environmental impacts
while improving market visibility and access to green public procurement.

The current framework (Commission Decision (EU) 2018/680) consists of seven
mandatory and twelve optional criteria, with applicants required to reach at least 14
points from the optional ones. The revision steps include the 2025 stakeholder survey,
publication of a preliminary background and first technical report (April 2026), the
ongoing consultation (EU Survey open until 18 May 2026), a second draft and report
(October 2026), a second ad how working group meeting (November 2026) and a vote
on final criteria planned for mid-2027.

Key analytical findings show that indoor cleaning is a large, fragmented sector strongly
driven by public procurement and a gradual shift from lowest-price to best-value
tenders incorporating environmental and social criteria. LCA results identify the use
phase, particularly cleaning chemicals, as the main environmental hotspot, with
additional contributions from energy use, consumables and waste. Social aspects (low
wages, high turnover, undeclared work, SME constraints) and circular opportunities
(more durable and recyclable textiles, repairable machines, reduced and recyclable
packaging, and balancing microplastics risks against chemical reductions) will inform
the forthcoming detailed criteria proposals.

An industry stakeholder asked how the survey participants were selected and whether
they were already EU Ecolabel holders. The JRC explained that all registered
stakeholders received an invitation and any who chose to respond were included. There
was no active selection, and the relatively high share of licence holders reflects who
follows EU Ecolabel work more closely, not a deliberate bias.

A specialised consultant asked whether the LCA consumption data shown in the
presentation would be available and, if so, where. The JRC pointed to the preliminary
background report, specifically section 4.3 and Table 40 (around p. 156), which
contains the detailed inventory per m*-year and references to datasets and literature.
Additional clarifications are in the annexes. A link to the document was posted in the
chat. Further questions can be addressed directly to JRC.

Point 4. Scope and definitions

On scope, the proposal responds to stakeholder concerns about lack of clarity by
defining what is included and excluded using NACE 2.1 codes. All activities under code
81.21 would be included, while explicitly listed other codes would be excluded.
References to cleaning frequency are removed, since frequency depends on context
(type of cleaning, location, season, use patterns) and was seen as creating arbitrary
distinctions. Stakeholders are asked to comment on the use of NACE codes and to
confirm, based on their own activities, whether the selected codes correctly reflect the
services to be covered.



On definitions, two existing definitions (professional cleaning services and irregular
cleaning tasks) are removed, several others are updated for clarity and alignment with
related product groups, and a number of new definitions are added on
included/excluded activities and key terms such as impurities and substances.
Definitions are reordered alphabetically. These changes are intended to make the
criteria framework clearer, more transparent and easier to apply consistently with the
revised scope, and stakeholders are invited to say whether the definitions are clear or
need further additions or refinement.

1. Scope of criteria (provider, contract or site level)

An industry representative stated that there are only about 280 certified companies,
most in Italy, and very few elsewhere. The stakeholder further added that the main
barrier is the way the “scope” is framed, and that simply using NACE codes will not
solve this. The stakeholder put forward two proposals:

1. The EU Ecolabel should clearly be allowed at the client-site level. Some
countries (e.g. Italy) apply this, others do not.

2. The EU Ecolabel should be granted where at least 60 - 70% of services in a
contract fall within the EU Ecolabel scope, reflecting the reality of contracts
that mix routine cleaning and other activities (such as legally required
disinfection), without requiring complex separate accounting systems,
especially for SMEs.

A consultant supporting the JRC added that a contract-orientated approach to the scope
might resolve many of the issues for potential applicants and licence holders. However,
it would require the optional EU Ecolabel criteria to be written more in the style of
contractual performance clauses or award criteria. He suggested that this needs further
discussion if the Commission considers it a viable option.

The JRC agreed this is a central and difficult topic: the need for practicality for
companies to deal with the complexity of different client demands and the difficulty of
separate accounting for different activity types. Further clarification was requested
from the industry representative about the 60% threshold of services (is it site level,
client-level or company-level?). The industry representative replied to the JRC that
further clarifications and details would be provided later in writing.

Considerable further discussion took place regarding a potential contract-focused
approach to the EU Ecolabel criteria. An SME representative reported that following a
webinar with SMEs, a contract-driven approach should be taken because:

e For products, the EU Ecolabel is also “contract-driven” in the sense that it
applies to specific product sales, not the entire companies.

e A contract-driven model could make the ICS EU Ecolabel more attractive to
SMESs and comparable to product labels.

e It could also allow clients under contract to display the EU Ecolabel.



A specialised consultant supported the proposal by referring to a similar approach being
applied in the Blue Angel ecolabel for “Events”, where specific events, not the event
organiser, are certified.

A Member State representative expressed some concerns about making the scheme
contract driven. One particular point was about communication by providers about
being “EU Ecolabel certified”. In particular he noted that:

e The current scope appears to work in Italy, where there is high uptake, largely
driven by green public procurement.

e The Nordic Swan Ecolabel has a similar scope for cleaning services and also
shows high uptake.

The same stakeholder concluded that these two points imply that the barriers to uptake
are not related to how the scope is defined. This prompted a reply from the SME
representative to ask for more explanation about the disadvantages of a contract-driven
approach, and welcoming further discussion with SMEs in order to find the best
solution. A consultant supporting the JRC added that one disadvantage of the contract-
driven approach would be the need for competent bodies to approve and potentially
track individual contracts — as part of statistical reporting for the EU Ecolabel. 7/e JRC
acknowledged the tension between flexibility for industry and manageability for
competent bodies and Member States. Agreed this topic requires further internal and
stakeholder discussion and cannot be resolved in this meeting.

Further exchanges about the scope of licensing took place between an industry
representative, an Italian licence holder and a Member State representative about the
approach to licencing in Italy. It was clarified that data from all sites counts, but that
compliance with the minimum percentages does not need to be met at each individual
site if it is met for all sites combined, as decided in the Competent Body Forum in
March 2019.

2. Other points related to scope (disinfection and vehicle
cleaning)

A cleaning chemical representative reported that current criteria are very restrictive on
disinfection, which has prevented many cleaning companies from obtaining
certification. They recommended more flexibility and -clarification on which
disinfection practices are permitted. 7he JRC confirmed that disinfection is indeed a
hot and difficult topic in the revision, constrained by Regulation (EC) No 66/2010. It
has been debated internally for a long time. No final conclusion was offered at this
stage; stakeholders were invited to provide detailed written feedback.

An industry stakeholder asked in the chat whether the new scope point: “routine
cleaning of trains, buses, planes, etc. under NACE Rev. 2.1 code 81.23" refers solely
to interior cleaning of trains, buses and planes. Another stakeholder inquired about how
criteria would account for real operational constraints in transport cleaning, as short
time “windows” for cleaning. 7he JRC took note but did not actively respond to this
point during the session.



3. Other points raised: microplastics

An SME representative remarked that high-retention filters for microplastics in
washing machines do exist generally, but are hardly used in practice. The JRC
confirmed these filters are a potentially interesting solution but noted that the team
lacks robust information on how widely they are used. More data from stakeholders
would be useful and will be considered in the next revision round.

The same stakeholder then asked how JRC can reach a balanced conclusion when
microplastics impacts are poorly quantified but assumed highly negative, compared to
better-understood impacts of chemicals and water use. 7/e JRC acknowledged this is a
difficult trade-off. JRC will base its position on the best available evidence, including
recent and ongoing studies, but there will remain uncertainties and no perfectly
satisfactory answer.

4. Ways to smoothen the application process

An industry stakeholder stated that many markets in central and eastern Europe are not
prepared for the EU Ecolabel criteria and suggested a more gradual, step-based entry
model to scale the EU Ecolabel beyond a few advanced markets in Europe. 7he JRC
recognised the issue but noted that a step-based / staged approach is not something
that has ever been conducted in other product groups/services.

An SME representative asked whether it could be considered to integrate an Al assistant
into the EU Ecolabel application process, to facilitate applications and increase SME
uptake. The JRC noted the comment but provided no affirmative answer, stating that it
would be beyond the scope of the current project on the revision of the EU Ecolabel
criteria for indoor cleaning services.

Point 5. Restructuring of criteria.

On restructuring of the criteria, the current list of seven mandatory and twelve optional
criteria (previously presented in a single linear list) is reorganised into four thematic
groups: general management, procurement of consumables, energy and climate, and
social. Each theme contains both mandatory and optional criteria linked to that theme.
Most criteria are carried over or reformulated from 2018, but one new criterion on
renewable electricity and four new social criteria are proposed to be added, while some
existing criteria are removed. The aim is to make the criteria easier to understand and
navigate, and stakeholders are asked whether this thematic structure and the
distribution between mandatory and optional criteria are helpful.

A specialised consultant welcomed the clustering of criteria into four themes (general
management, procurement of consumables, energy and climate, social) as it improves
understanding and guidance. However, he stressed that more guidance is needed for
SMEs and organisations with limited capacity. Asked whether there will be a tool or
guidebook to guide applicants through the requirements. 7/e JRC confirmed that the
main guidance tool is the User Manual, which is prepared once the criteria are



adopted. It is designed to guide applicants through the criteria and support
understanding and implementation. This manual will be the key instrument to assist all
applicants, including SMEs.

Point 6. Coffee break.

Point 7: Annex preamble — General assessment and
verification

The JRC presented a draft proposal to revise the Annex preamble on general
assessment and verification for the EU Ecolabel Indoor Cleaning Services decision.
The preamble has a general part, common to all product groups, and a specific part
for this product group, wording in the general part has been updated to align with
latest EU Ecolabel criteria, such as those for paints and varnishes (Commission
Decision 2025/2607) and tourist accommodation (currently in revision). Two main
assessment and verification changes were highlighted: first, clarifying that competent
authorities must be notified not only of new contracts but also of existing contracts
extended to new sites, and second, modifying the requirement for on-site visits so that
they take place within six months after the EU Ecolabel is awarded rather than
beforehand, to avoid the practical difficulty of demonstrating an EU Ecolabel service
before the label is obtained. Stakeholders are invited, via Technical Report 1 and an
EU survey, to provide comments and suggestions on these proposed changes and on
assessment and verification more generally.

A Member State representative asked why the list of sites is needed, given that
procurement of products is done centrally. /7 was responded by a consultant supporting
the JRC that the intention is mainly statistical monitoring, though the administrative
burden of such monitoring expressed by competent bodies is acknowledged.

Point 8. Theme 1: General Management (GM)
criteria

The JRC presented the revised General Management (GM) theme, which consolidates
all management-related criteria from the previous decision under codes GMI1—-GMG,
with GM1-GM4 mandatory (environmental management system, staff training, access
to equipment and instructions, information on the EU Ecolabel) and GM5-GMG6
optional (EMAS/ISO 14001 and quality of service).



o  GMI has been strengthened by requiring the environmental management system to
explicitly cover the EU Ecolabel service, mandating top management approval of
the environmental policy, introducing a more flexible action programme with at
least three objectives/targets/indicators, focusing annual evaluation on progress
and corrective actions, integrating client feedback into the policy, and requiring the
policy to be publicly available online; four templates are provided to help
demonstrate compliance.

o  GM? on staff training is reorganised into a matrix by topic and staff category, adds
new topics (vehicle maintenance, first aid, hygiene, machinery safety and efficiency,
wastewater/wet wipes disposal), allows both in-house and external training within
three months, requires supervision of untrained staff, and maintains yearly refresher
training, with flexibility for subcontracted staff.

o GM3,0on access to products, equipment and dosing instructions, is largely
unchanged but now allows relevant training modules as verification evidence, and
its standalone added value is questioned due to trade-offs between concentrated
products and the need for proper training.

o  GMA4 clarifies where the logo and optional text can be used for services (e.g. email
signatures, letterhead, business cards) and reorders/adjusts optional text to
emphasise an implemented environmental management system and efficient
reusable accessories.

o  GMS5 and GMG6 retain their role as optional criteria that reward EMAS/ISO 14001
and quality management systems (in-house or certified via 1SO 9001/INSTA 800),
with only minor wording updates, and stakeholders are asked whether these should
remain optional, especially given SME challenges.

o Finally, two waste-related criteria (solid waste management at cleaning sites and
sorting at applicant premises) are proposed for removal because they are vague,
highly conditional on clients and local systems, often already legally required, and
therefore weakly verifiable, and overall the GM theme is said to be restructured for
clearer linkage to the Ecolabel service and easier compliance via templates.

In the discussion session, the following comments/questions and responses/answers
were provided:

Optional points threshold: An NGO representative noted that the proposed threshold
of 14 out of 43 optional points is rather low, recalling the same criticism by her
organisation about this level eight years ago. While the same stakeholder acknowledged
that it is reasonable to fix exact point values only once the criteria set is final, the share
of optional points to be obtained should be increased. In contrast to this position, and
industry representative added that in practice some optional criteria cannot be applied
in certain situations, so it is not always easy to achieve 14 points when only a subset is
relevant to a given company. /n response, the JRC explained that the threshold of 14
out of 43 optional points reflects the same ambition level as in the current Decision
(2018/680) and is intended as a first proposal. JRC emphasised that both the set of
optional criteria and the points allocated to each may change based on feedback from
this consultation and a second proposal later in the year, and that once these are
stabilised, the threshold itself can also be reconsidered. JRC underlined that the
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optional criteria are designed to allow flexibility, especially for SMEs, rather than
forcing all applicants to reach the highest ambition in every area.

GML1: a specialised consultant asked how companies should demonstrate that their
environmental policy is available online: via website link, screenshots, PDF on the
website, social media posts, etc.? The JRC clarified that “online” is intentionally left
broad to allow multiple forms of compliance, especially for SMEs without a dedicated
website. Acceptable evidence can include a website URL, screenshots, online PDF’s or
social media posts. The aim is simply to ensure that the policy is publicly accessible
without prescribing a single technical solution.

GM2: an NGO representative pointed out that GM2 is formulated for “staff allocated
to the EU Ecolabel certified service” and questioned whether training, especially on
environmental aspects and on the EU Ecolabel, should not be relevant for all staff
working for the licence holder. She argued that it is reasonable for all staff from the EU
Ecolabel certified company to have basic awareness of environmental aspects of
cleaning services and of the EU Ecolabel. She later clarifies that her concern is not
about the distinction between staff categories as such, but about the wording “all
managerial, administrative, supervisory and cleaning staff allocated to the service”,
which she understands as allowing also staff not allocated to the EU Ecolabel service
to skip the training. She therefore asks whether it would not be more appropriate for all
staff in a company offering the EU Ecolabel certified services to receive standard EU
Ecolabel training so they can work on such contracts if needed and for general
awareness. /n response, the JRC explained that GM?2 distinguishes between different
staff categories and that some topics, notably awareness of the EU Ecolabel, are indeed
proposed to apply to all types of staff (managerial, supervisory and cleaning staff),
while other topics are limited to relevant categories. JRC acknowledged that the
current wording could be misinterpreted and agreed that this is an important point,
considering re-examining and refining the text so that it better reflects the intended
scope of who must be trained and, in particular, how basic EU Ecolabel-related
training should apply across the company.

GM2: an industry representative stressed that training is a key driver of progress, but
that the sector has specific characteristics, including part-time work, fragmented and
irregular schedules, assignments at client sites, and a low-skilled workforce with
illiteracy in some cases. These realities make formal training programmes difficult to
implement. She argues that on-the-job training by supervisors, pragmatic and tailored
to actual tasks, remains the most effective approach. 7he JRC responded that the
revised GM?2 is intended to offer more flexibility by allowing both in-house training
(including supervisor-led, task-specific training) and external training, so that service
providers can adapt to their circumstances. JRC reiterated that training is fundamental
because environmental and safety impacts depend heavily on day-to-day practices;
therefore the criterion should be kept, but implemented flexibly. JRC also welcomes
further feedback on burdensome elements (such as deadlines for refresher training), on
SME-specific challenges, and on where GM?2 may overlap with existing EU or national
legal obligations.

GM4: about where to place the EU Ecolabel logo, a Member State representative
suggested that detailed instructions or guidance on how the EU Ecolabel logo can be
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used should be placed only in guidelines, not in the legal text, since guidelines can be
updated and improved over time while the decision text is fixed for several years; in his
view, the decision should simply refer to the logo guidelines. /n response, the JRC noted
the comment for internal discussion and explained that the intention of including more
detail in the criterion was to prevent misuse of the EU Ecolabel logo on non-EU
Ecolabel products, given the specifics of the ICS product group. The JRC added that it
will consider whether such detailed instructions are better placed in guidance
documents, with the legal text providing only a reference to them.

GM6: about service quality, and NGO representative asked whether the 2-point version
of GM6, which requires an in-house quality management system, should be mandatory
rather than optional, stressing that the quality of EU Ecolabel certified services is
crucial and noting that EU Ecolabel criteria always include a fitness-for-use
requirement. Another industry stakeholder raised a similar question, likewise
underlining the importance of quality. /n response, the JRC explained that preliminary
survey results on GM6 were mixed, with some stakeholders strongly supporting a
mandatory requirement and others worried about its feasibility, particularly for SMEs.
JRC is therefore actively seeking feedback on whether GM6 should remain optional,
become mandatory, or have its scoring adjusted so that it reflects its importance while
remaining proportionate.

Removal of solid waste criteria: an industry stakeholder supported the removal, noting
that waste is usually generated by clients on their premises and only managed by
cleaning companies, who have little influence on clients’ waste production and sorting;
contractors can advise, but should not be penalised in certification if a client refuses to
sort waste properly. /n response, the JRC acknowledged these remarks and thanks
stakeholders for their insights, reiterating that the main reasons for proposing removal
are that the criteria are vague and non-specific, highly dependent on client
infrastructure and local waste systems, and therefore weakly verifiable. He also
indicated that the JRC remains open to further feedback on whether waste aspects
should be kept, removed or reformulated in a more specific and practical way.

Point 9. Theme 3: Energy and Climate (EC) criteria

The JRC presented revisions to the Energy and Climate (EC) criteria, comprising three
optional criteria and the removal of one existing criterion. ECI on energy-efficient
laundry has been fully rewritten to focus solely on energy efficiency (not water), now
covering both household and “qualifying” professional washing machines and
extending to outsourced professional laundry services, with an extra point where these
services have EMAS, ISO 14001, ISO 50001 or a Type I Ecolabel. EC2 on vehicle fleets
removes the obsolete Euro 6 requirement, raises ambition for zero-emission vehicles
through tiered point levels from 20% up to 80% zero-emission share (including electric
cargo bikes), and adds a more detailed fleet transition and transport management plan
with fleet inventories and phased targets. EC3 is a new criterion addressing renewable
electricity, awarding points according to the share of renewable electricity used (50%,
80%, 100%) and encouraging on-site renewables by looking at the proportion of usable
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roof and parking areas covered by PV; JRC also flags procurement models such as
PPAs and asks whether ISO 50001 should be recognised. Finally, the existing criterion
on vacuum cleaner energy efficiency is proposed for removal because it covers only
household appliances, lacks supporting data after the energy label’s repeal, and no
longer reflects current technologies such as professional machines and robots;, JRC
invites data and proposals for possible future requirements on relevant professional
equipment.

In the discussion session, the following comments/questions and responses/answers
were provided:

EC1/EC3: An industry expert asked whether professional mop/laundry washing
machines are equipped with microplastic filters to prevent microfibres from cloths and
mops being released into the environment during washing. Another industry expert
responded by sharing this link to the PlanetCare website. A third industry expert
reported that professional machines are not usually equipped with such filters. He notes
the existence of small external filters, mostly for domestic machines, and mentions that
Electrolux Professional has partnered with Mimbly, a Swedish cleantech start-up
developing larger filtering systems for professional laundry machines, and shared links.
On behalf of the JRC, a consultant supporting them responded that microplastic filters
are a promising development. Potential further research, with stakeholder support and
input, could be incorporated into Technical Report 2 (TR2).

EC2: an industry representative stated that commutes by cleaning staff are often the
main source of greenhouse gas emissions for cleaning companies. The representative
argued that references to mobility policies should be retained in EC2, not just company
fleets. On behalf of the JRC a consultant supporting them replied that there is already
some requirement on mobility under EC2 (transport management plan). He agreed that
commuting is an important aspect and implies that staff mobility will continue to be
considered within EC2’s broader transport planning requirements.

EC3: an industry stakeholder asked the JRC to clarify the scope, noting that the
introduction refers to “premises owned or leased by the applicant and used in the
provision of the EU Ecolabel indoor cleaning service”, while the sub-points alternately
use “applicant premises” and “buildings owned or leased by the applicant and used in
the provision of the EU Ecolabel indoor cleaning service”. He asked whether EC3
applies to all applicant premises or only to premises that are both owned/leased and
used for the EU Ecolabel service. /n response, a consultant supporting the JRC
explained that “applicant premises " is intended to mean the places where the applicant
carries out its core business activities: in particular, where chemicals are delivered,
logistics take place, staff wash their work clothes and washing machines are installed
and used. For larger companies there may also be an administrative headquarters, and
JRC recognised that it must clarify whether such sites are included, but in practice
“buildings owned or leased” and “applicant premises” should be understood as the
same. JRC acknowledged that the wording of EC3 needs to be made clearer in the next
drafft.

The JRC later urged stakeholders to consider carefully how renewable electricity is
procured under the EC3 proposals, especially via guarantees of origin (GoOs). They
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recall earlier EU Ecolabelling Board debates about the reliability and accounting of
GOs, particularly when certificates and electricity cross borders, and notes that these
issues could strongly influence the design of EC3, which rewards renewable electricity
use. The JRC invited further stakeholder input on how to handle renewable electricity
procurement in a robust way.

ECX: Some detailed exchanges took place regarding the proposal to remove energy
efficiency criteria for vacuum cleaners (the so-called ECX criterion). On the removal
of the vacuum-cleaner criterion and the wider question of machines, an industry
representative stated that European manufacturers of floor cleaning machines and
high-pressure cleaners are disappointed that the revised proposal contains no criteria
for cleaning machines and that the existing energy criterion for vacuum cleaners is to
be removed. The same stakeholder argued that high-quality floor machines used daily
can significantly improve energy and water efficiency and cleaning performance, and
notes that the draft report itself recognises that “vacuum cleaners can have a substantial
power consumption during use”. While they understand the difficulty of revising
criteria while the regulatory framework for vacuum cleaners is under review, it
considered complete removal to be the wrong approach and prefers retaining some form
of criterion to having none at all. He also pointed to the international standard IEC
62885-9 and an associated sustainability test for scrubber-driers, which combines water
and energy efficiency with cleaning performance, offers cooperation and
demonstrations, and suggested that adding criteria for scrubber-driers would add value
to the Ecolabel. On behalf of the JRC a consultant supporting them remained
open-minded, and if stakeholders bring forward a concrete, data-based proposal
focused clearly on energy performance, there could be room to include it, and it is
ready for further discussion when more information is available. An SME
representative added that, as with waste management, if clients may display the EU
Ecolabel, using inefficient vacuum cleaners under that label would undermine its
credibility. The JRC clarified that, since the energy label was repealed, it is difficult to
know whether a vacuum cleaner is inefficient without robust data, which makes it hard
to design sound energy requirements. The issue was acknowledged and the JRC
understood stakeholders’ frustration, but stressed that the main obstacle is the lack of
sufficient, reliable data to set meaningful and verifiable requirements, not a lack of
interest. The JRC is open to additional information and discussion and, if better data
become available, is open to reconsidering relevant requirements for vacuum cleaners
or other machines in future drafts, inviting stakeholders to contact the JRC with data
and proposals.

Third-party certification: an industry representative added a more general, cross
cutting point that requirements for certifications such as ISO 14001 or other quality
management systems are often met by large companies, but rarely by small ones.
Although not specific to a single EC criterion, this remark relates to optional criteria
linked to management and energy systems (e.g. ISO 50001 under EC3) and reinforces
earlier concerns about SME feasibility and proportionality.
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Point 11. Theme 2: Procurement and consumables
(PC) criteria

The JRC introduced a revised set of criteria on procuring consumables for indoor
cleaning services, consisting of three mandatory criteria (PCI-PC3) and five optional
ones (PC4-PCS8).

PC1 sets a minimum share of ISO 14024 Type I Ecolabel hard surface liquid cleaning
products, narrowing and clarifying the scope compared with the former MI(a) and
raising the required share of Ecolabelled products from 50% to 75% to drive
environmental gains, stakeholders are asked for input on product taxonomy (question
33) and practical verification (question 34).

PC2, derived from M1(b), still controls the chemical profile of non-Ecolabel products
but shifts from detailed Ecolabel-based lists to a simpler system aligned with mandatory
legislation (REACH/CLP), focusing on particularly hazardous substances (e.g. SVHCs,
CMRs) and SDS information to make compliance and verification easier, especially for
SMEs.

PC3 also refines requirements on microfiber cloths and mop heads, which must be
reusable and washable, with clear inventory and recording rules and an explicit request
for input on microfibre/microplastic emissions.

Optional criteria (PC4-PC8) are aligned with mandatory criteria in sharing similar
scope (e.g. PC3(m) and PC5(0)), which streamlines the assessment and verification; in
having higher ambition level under similar or equal concepts (e.g. PC3(m) and
PC4(0)); and in having a clearer product list and a points system.

PC4(0) links PC3 with higher uses of microfibre cloths and mopheads than the
mandatory minimum requirements in PC3.

PC5(0) also links to PC3 by recognising any microfibre cloths and mopheads that are
also ecolabelled. It is also proposed to extend the scope to other cleaning accessories,
with a first suggestion in TR1 being for ecolabel bin liners.

PC6(0) focuses on recognising ecolabelled products used at the applicant’s premises
(e.g. toilet paper, kitchen roll, laundry detergents).

PC7 targets ecolabelled consumables supplied to clients, now with electric hand dryers
removed, and decoupled from specific legal citations for flexibility.

PC8 addresses the use of concentrated, non-Ecolabel hard surface liquid cleaners,
proposing a ready-to-use volume basis that factors in dilution rates to reflect real use
and recognise lower transport impacts of concentrates, with stakeholders invited to
refine the product “taxonomy” (question 54).

Overall, the criteria have been restructured and clarified, maintain support for
microfiber-based cleaning while acknowledging concerns, and are deliberately
simplified to be more implementable and verifiable.

In the discussion session, the following comments/questions and responses/answers
were provided:
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PC1 (Minimum share of EU Ecolabel detergents): a Member State representative
argued that the proposed requirement is not ambitious enough. They recalled that the
original percentage was constrained by market availability, but noted that there are now
around 560 licences for all-purpose cleaners listed in ECAT, so certified products are
widely available in the EU. They pointed out that the Nordic Swan Ecolabel has already
raised its level from 80% to 90%, and therefore considered it reasonable to set a higher
threshold than the 75% proposed in TR 1. In contrast, an industry representative stressed
that, given the small number of cleaning companies currently certified under the
scheme, requirements based on minimum shares (such as PC1) should not be tightened
too much. From their perspective, the priority is not to push already-certified companies
to improve further, but to attract new companies into the EU Ecolabel system. Raising
the threshold from 50% to the 75% in TR1 could, in her view, make entry more difficult.
Another Member State representative added that, in Italy, about 90% of licence holders
implementing the existing Criterion O1 already use at least 95% EU Ecolabel certified
detergents. Based on that experience, he considered it reasonable to raise the minimum
share for EU Ecolabel detergents in the new criteria. He also suggested re-introducing
a graded criterion for “high use of ISO Type I detergents,” for example awarding points
where the share of EU Ecolabel certified detergents exceeds 75%, since this has proved
very helpful in assessing applications, in applicants’ own documentation, and during
on-site visits. The JRC acknowledged these contrasting views, noting the evidence from
Member State experience that higher thresholds are feasible in some markets, while
also recognising the industry association’s concern that thresholds that are too
ambitious could discourage newcomers. All these inputs on ambition levels and the
design of point-awarding thresholds would be taken into account in the next revision.

PC2 (Requirements for non-EU Ecolabel detergents): a Member State
representative also commented on PC2, suggesting to keep the present requirement
(which is mandatory today), arguing that the proposed new wording represents a much
lower ambition level. In his experience, verification of the current PC2-type obligations
is not problematic for competent bodies. The use of supplier declarations and
documentation on chemical products works well across many product groups, and if
verification was perceived as too complex, applicants can always choose to use certified
products instead. He also linked this to PC1, warning that allowing 25% of products to
be used under very low requirements is too much in an area identified in the LCA as an
environmental hot spot. The JRC summarised this as a call to maintain a relatively
stringent chemical-related criterion for non-EU Ecolabel products, even while the
drafting team has been trying to simplify PC2 by aligning it more closely with
mandatory legislation (such as REACH and CLP) and focusing on the most hazardous
substance categories.

PC3/PCS (Cloths, microfibres and the “non-woven disposable wipes”): an industry
stakeholder pointed out that in the table for criterion PCS5, the scope is listed as “Cloths
(including microfibre cloths, cotton terry cloths, woven synthetic wipers, non-woven
disposable wipes, and glass/polishing cloths)” and asked whether the reference to
“non-woven disposable wipes” was a typo. The JRC confirmed that this was an artefact
from an earlier version during the drafting process. Separately, the general discussion
on microfiber-based cloths and mop heads continued. 7/e JRC recalled that the criteria
now specify non-disposable, reusable and washable products for manual cleaning, with
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clearer inventory and record-keeping rules. They highlighted the ongoing concern
about microfibre and microplastic emissions and asked stakeholders for input on the
trade-off between cleaning performance and potential emissions, and on technologies
that might capture microplastics during washing.

PC4/PCS5 (EU Ecolabel certified textiles and coordination with PC4/PC5): In
addition to his comments on detergents, a Member State representative proposed that
the scheme should include a mandatory criterion on eco-labelled textiles. They
suggested setting a minimum percentage of textiles with an ecolabel, in a way
analogous to the existing criteria for detergents and for microfibres (including those
without an Ecolabel). This could be coordinated with the optional criteria PC4(0) and
PC5(0). The JRC welcomed this proposal and indicated that such suggestions would be
examined, possibly in bilateral exchanges, to see how they could be integrated into the
structure of the optional criteria.

Specific topic of pre-moistened cleaning textiles and cleaning methods: a cleaning
expert raised the topic of pre-moistened cleaning textiles, explaining that, in their long
experience as a cleaning trainer and consultant, cleaning with pre-moistened mops and
cloths, without carrying a bucket of water, is a key factor for both efficiency and for
reducing water and chemical consumption. It was stressed that, where cleaning is done
with a bucket, their measurements show that significantly more chemicals and water
tend to be used and cleaning quality is poorer. Therefore the question was whether there
is any clear requirement or recommendation in the EU Ecolabel criteria that encourages
the use of such pre-moistened methods. 7/e JRC replied that, as far as they were aware,
there is currently no specific requirement or recommendation targeting pre-moistened
cleaning textiles. They asked the cleaning expert to provide examples of particular
products or documentation explaining how the pre-moistened systems work in practice,
including what happens after use (how they are “reset” and re-moistened) and any
comparative data versus traditional bucket-based cleaning. They invited her to share
this information via the survey, where the expert could upload documents or links, so
that the team can assess whether and how such methods could be reflected in the
criteria. The industry expert agreed to do so, emphasising again that it is considered
as an important topic.

Environmental innovation — suggestion for a new optional criterion: building on
the pre-moistened cleaning discussion, an industry representative argued that each
individual criterion in the scheme is quite restrictive, while in practice many cleaning
companies innovate along multiple dimensions: methods and techniques (such as
chemical-free cleaning), management approaches, resource sobriety, circular practices
and so on. She proposed adding an optional criterion that would allow companies to
present their own environmental innovations, provided they can demonstrate clear and
measurable environmental benefits. Pre-moistened cleaning, for example, could be one
of the innovations that a company might bring forward under such a criterion. 7/se JRC
responded positively in principle, saying that the intention of the EU Ecolabel is indeed
to embrace innovation where it delivers environmental gains or reduced impacts.
However, they underlined the practical difficulty of setting a requirement around
something as broad and undefined as “innovation.” From his experience, innovative
elements are usually identified in the course of a revision, and then the criteria are
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adjusted to capture those specific directions. They compared “‘innovation” to the
horizon — it can go in many directions — and stressed that, to be workable, the scheme
would need more precise definitions: innovation in what, where and how, and how it
would be verified. They invited stakeholders to provide concrete examples and
directions that are likely to remain relevant over the next 5—10 years, these could then
be considered for inclusion in a more targeted way.

PCS5 (Ecolabelled bin liners): an industry expert raised a specific question about PCS5.
He noted that one point is foreseen for the use of ecolabelled bin liners, but that he
could not find a bin liner category in either the EU Ecolabel product catalogue or the
ISPRA (Italian) catalogue, and asked whether an applicant could meet this criterion
with recycled bin liner products instead. No verbal response was provided, but a
response in the chat confirmed that such products could be marketed under Blue Angel
DE UZ 30a for recycled plastic products.

Point 12. Theme 4: Social (SC) criteria

The JRC introduced four new social criteria for the EU Ecolabel for indoor cleaning
services, reflecting the growing importance of social aspects in sustainability. These
proposed criteria cover: predictable, worker-adapted scheduling; paid training and
skills development beyond mandatory requirements (including low-impact cleaning,
language, literacy and digital skills, and career development); structured mechanisms
for worker participation and social dialogue (especially in large companies) so staff
can raise issues and receive follow-up,; and inclusive recruitment, retention and
progression measures to improve access to and quality of jobs, particularly for groups
facing labour-market barriers. Because these are entirely new and potentially
challenging requirements, they carry relatively low maximum points, and stakeholders
are being consulted on their relevance, practicality, and potential burdens before final
decisions are made.

In the discussion session, the following comments/questions and responses/answers
were provided:

Social criterion on scheduling and working hours: an industry representative
expressed strong support for predictable, worker-adapted scheduling and the possibility
of daytime cleaning, noting that this is one of the sector’s major difficulties (working
very early in the morning or late at night). She argued that if services are to be truly
responsible, clients must accept cleaning during the day, and she thanked the drafters
for including this aspect in the new EU Ecolabel decision. The JRC welcomed the
comment and explained that the team had debated this social criterion extensively. They
stressed that it is highly relevant given the sector’s characteristics, the challenges faced
by workers and their vulnerability, but also acknowledged two reasons for caution:
first, that explicitly social criteria are quite new for the EU Ecolabel, which has
traditionally focused on environmental impacts; and second, that there is a need to
protect workers without imposing excessive burdens on companies, and it is not yet
clear how demanding such requirements will be in practice. The JRC underlined the
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value of sector feedback and invited further written and oral contributions as the
consultation progresses.

The Q&A then shifted to a question from a stakeholder about the “consumer voice—
related criterion”, specifically whether the proposal limits acceptable products to those
bearing the EU Ecolabel (ISO type I, 14024) or also includes other type I ecolabels,
with bin liners and recycled products as examples. 7/he JRC responded that the intention
is not to restrict eligibility to EU Ecolabel products alone, but to allow any product
awarded an ecolabel that complies with ISO 14024 type I. They indicated that products
such as bin liners certified under the Blue Angel ecolabel could therefore be eligible if
they meet that standard. Regarding business criteria linked to recycled products, they
clarified that eligibility would similarly depend on the product holding an award under
an 1SO type I ecolabel.

Point 13. Concluding remarks

The chair thanked participants for their patience and feedback and encouraging more
detailed written comments.

They reminded attendees that all project documents are available on the project
website! and that feedback could be provided via two specific channels:

e For the Preliminary report- the Excel template (circulated by email)
o For the technical report 1(TR1) the EU Survey (link already sent).

Given the strict project timeline, participants were asked to respect the deadline for
contributions, set for 18 May 2026, and to use the official project mailbox (JRC-B5-
CLEANING-SERVICES@ec.europa.eu) for any further questions or clarifications.

The slides and minutes from the meeting will be uploaded to the project website in the
coming weeks.

The chair explained that written feedback will be compiled into a table of comments
and circulated with the documents ahead of a second draft of the criteria, planned for
mid-October, and that a second ad hoc working group meeting is tentatively scheduled
for mid-November.

The chair and the presenters thanked the presence of stakeholders in this 1** AHWG
and then concluded the meeting.

Available at: https://susproc.jrc.ec.europa.eu/product-bureau/product-groups/409/documents
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