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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.
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Block 1: Background, timeline and objectives

The JRC opened the meeting by welcoming all participants and informing them that the
session would be recorded solely for internal use by the JRC and the project team. It
was clarified that the minutes of the meeting would be published at a later stage. The
agenda for the day was then presented, together with practical instructions on how to
make comments and participate in the discussion sessions. Participants were requested
to submit their questions via the chat, following the theme of each presentation. The
members of the project team were briefly introduced.

An introduction to the JRC was provided, followed by an overview of how the EU
Ecolabel for Tourist Accommodation operates in relation to accommodation services,
including the information that the current criteria are valid until 31 December 2027.
The timeline of the revision process was presented, with the clarification that it is
indicative and that the dates are flexible and may be adjusted as the work progresses.

It was explained that a preliminary questionnaire had been launched in May 2025 and
that data had been collected in June 2025. Stakeholder input gathered through this
process has supported the proposal for the revision of the new criteria. Stakeholder
feedback was supportive of the development of the background work, which includes
scope analyses, market analysis and technical assessment, while the first criteria
proposals are presented in the technical report.

One stakeholder requested clarification on the voting process of the EU Ecolabel
criteria, while other stakeholders raised questions regarding stakeholder participation
during the revision process. A comment on the sharing of the written stakeholder
consultation was also made by another stakeholder. It was explained that Member State
representatives on the EU Ecolabelling Board are responsible for voting on the criteria,
and that a minimum of 65% [population weighted] of positive votes is required for the
criteria to be adopted as a Commission Decision. With regard to stakeholder
participation, it was clarified that it is up to stakeholders to decide how they wish to
engage with the process, and that there is no obligation to participate actively in
meetings or discussions. However, it was emphasised that stakeholder input is highly
valued, as it supports the development of realistic criteria. It was further explained that
the next steps following the workshop would be presented at the end of the meeting,
and that a link to a questionnaire would be sent to registered stakeholders after the
meeting.



Block 2: Scope and definitions

The team introduced the block on scope and definitions, explaining that this constitutes
the first major step of the project. The objective is to assess whether the scope and
definitions in the current 2017 Commission Decision remain fit for purpose or require
updating, based on stakeholder feedback collected through the initial questionnaire.
The feedback revealed a divided view on whether the scope should be modified, but
highlighted two key points: the need to better define “short-term rentals” and clarify
whether they fall within the scope, and the suggestion that different types of tourist
accommodation may require more tailored criteria.

In response to the feedback, the team examined statistical tourism categories, in
particular NACE codes 5510, 5520 and 5530. Code 5530 (camping grounds and
caravan parks) was identified as a clearly distinct category due to its different
operational characteristics, while differentiation between hotels and short-term
accommodation proved more challenging. The main distinction identified was that
cleaning services are mandatory only for hotels (code 5510), to differentiate
accommodation type, another metric was used based on the number of rooms. Building
on this, three annexes are proposed, allowing criteria to be tailored to. large hotels (at
least 100 guest rooms), small and medium establishments (25-99 guest rooms), and
camping grounds and similar facilities.

Further, the team explained that the number of definitions has been expanded from five
to fourteen, not to add complexity but to ensure alignment with the revised scope and
the terminology used in the common articles of the Commission Decision. The scope is
proposed to cover NACE codes 5510, 5520 and 5530, while excluding, among others,
codes 5540 and 5590, where the criteria are considered impracticable to implement.
Size-based definitions have been introduced to determine clearly which establishments
fall under each annex, and there is a possibility to indicate room thresholds directly in
the articles for greater clarity.

Short-term rentals were identified as particularly challenging due to their diversity. In
the technical report, they are tentatively proposed under NACE code 5520, although it
was noted that they might also be linked to 5510 or 5530, as such accommodation can
be booked by the day or week. A key principle set out from the outset is the exclusion of
rentals managed by private citizens, on the grounds that applying and verifying the
criteria would not be feasible in such cases. The team invited stakeholders to provide
views during the discussion and through written consultation, in order to refine a clear
and practical definition of short-term rentals and to confirm what should be included
within the scope. The presentation on scope and definitions was then concluded, and
the floor was returned to the moderator for the Q&A section.

Comments on scope and definition were received from stakeholders. Regarding hotel
size categories, it was noted by a stakeholder that, in the EU, approximately 10 % of all
hotels have more than 100 rooms but represent around 40 % of total rooms, while
medium-sized hotels account for around 35 % and more than 50 % are small hotels.
Several stakeholders supported grouping small and medium hotels together, arguing
that most medium-sized hotels should be able to comply with criteria, and that this
approach would better reflect market structure and the specific challenges faced by
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small establishments, while one stakeholder argued to group medium together with
large hotels. Regarding the grouping of hotels by size, the team confirmed that it fully
shares stakeholders’ concerns about not overwhelming small and medium-sized
enterprises with excessive requirements. This consideration was presented as one of
the main reasons for the decision to group small and medium establishments together,
rather than medium with large hotels. The team explained that, in terms of number of
rooms and available resources, medium hotels are generally closer to small hotels, and
that large establishments are usually better equipped to comply with more stringent or
ambitious criteria. However, the team stressed that this is a first proposal and that it
remains open to revisiting the size groupings, including the question of whether medium
and large hotels should be combined, in the light of further written stakeholder input
and the results of the public consultation.

Concerns were raised about hotels with fewer than 25 rooms, clarification was
requested on how such establishments would be treated within the proposed framework.
In response to questions concerning the treatment of very small establishments, the
team clarified that micro-sized hotels, including those with fewer than 25 rooms are
already covered within the proposed annex structure.

On short-term rentals (STR), stakeholders emphasised the need to ensure a level playing
field and fair competition between hotels and STRs. Several participants argued that,
where STRs provide services such as cleaning, the relevant ecolabel criteria should also
apply to those services. Some stakeholders considered that STRs may require a separate
annex, given their different structure and set-up compared to hotels and stressed that
definitions and the scope should explicitly include STRs and accommodation with
fewer than 25 rooms. Others, however, expressed reservations about including STRs,
especially privately owned accommodation, within the EU Ecolabel scope. It was
explained that Annex I would apply to large establishments, while Annex Il would cover
small, medium and potentially micro hotels under NACE codes 5510 and 5520. The
team acknowledged that it is still considering whether to introduce a minimum
threshold, for example at least ten guest rooms, both to bring greater clarity to the
scope and to help distinguish professional accommodation providers from short-term
rentals managed by private hosts. This issue will be further explored through the
forthcoming stakeholder questionnaire.

Other questions were raised regarding the availability of European statistics on STR
ownership; it was noted by another stakeholder that no comprehensive EU data
currently exist and that the first reliable figures are expected following the
implementation of Regulation (EU) 2024/1028 on STR data. It was further highlighted
that in some cities, such as Lisbon, Porto and Barcelona, commercial operators already
dominate the STR market, with over 70 % of listings managed by multi-property hosts.

Several stakeholders underlined that the revision must not overburden SMEs and
private providers with excessive bureaucracy, warning that criteria which are
impossible to comply with would exclude operators and undermine the purpose of the
ecolabel. It was stressed that no one benefits from criteria that addressees cannot meet,
and that to ensure fair competition and effective implementation, criteria must be
realistic, achievable and adapted to the services provided. The team agreed with



stakeholders on the need not to overburden SMEs and private providers with
bureaucracy and highlight that criteria simplifications are proposed for this category.

Finally, one stakeholder requested clarification on whether the scope would recognise
preventive pest-management systems that avoid infestations and reduce the need for
chemical and biocidal products, suggesting that such approaches should be reflected in
the scope and in relation to the chemicals and indoor health aspects already described
in the technical report. The team indicated that it is still considering where best to
address pest management requirements, which could potentially fall under different
themes.

A question was also raised about the coverage of youth hostels under the relevant
NACE codes. On questions about scope, definitions and the use of NACE codes, the
team noted that more detailed background analysis is available in the preliminary
report, including an assessment of the NACE categories considered and explanations
of where the full NACE scope was not deemed suitable for the EU Ecolabel (for example
due to specific facilities). The team indicated that the ultimate aim is to arrive at clear
EU Ecolabel definitions that are fit for purpose, and encouraged stakeholders to
consult the background report for a fuller understanding of the reasoning behind the
proposed scope.



Block 3: Restructuring of the criteria

The team introduced the next block on the restructuring of the criteria explaining that
the new proposal entails a restructuring both in terms of scope and in the organisation
of annexes. It was presented that the new proposal is structured across 3 annexes,
where annex 1 is for large accommodation, annex Il for medium/small accommodation
and annex IlI for campsites and caravan parks. The specific criteria under each theme
are adapted to reflect the characteristics of each annex.

The team outlined the main thematic changes. The previous combined theme of water,
waste and wastewater has been separated into distinct themes. water and wastewater,
and solid waste. A new theme on procurement and consumables has been introduced,
covering items such as paper, detergents and toiletries, with the intention of reflecting
how, for example, larger establishments can use their purchasing power to reduce
environmental impacts. In addition, a dedicated social theme has been created, with
the aim of making existing social requirements more visible and providing a basis for
the inclusion of additional social criteria in future. This proposal is partly in response
to feedback received through the questionnaire, where stakeholders indicated that they
found the social criteria insufficiently addressed in the 2017 criteria.

The team further noted that other areas, such as biodiversity, food and mobility, are
highly context-specific but are nonetheless intended to be incorporated into the revised
criteria. The technical report now provides a clearer place for topics such as mobility
and outdoor activities, although in some cases these are currently included as
placeholders, pending further stakeholder input. It was underlined that these elements
are at a very early, draft stage and will be further developed based on comments
received. The team concluded the presentation of this block and invited questions and
comments from participants on the proposed restructuring of the criteria.

Several stakeholders considered that mobility should be given greater prominence. It
was suggested that combining mobility with outdoor activities is not fully logical, and
that mobility, given its significant impact, making it a separate theme would improve
the criterion. It was noted that applying mobility-related criteria can be challenging
where there is no or very limited public transport, particularly in remote or self-drive
destinations. Stakeholders underlined that mobility criteria should focus on measures
that are realistically within the control of the accommodation provider, rather than guest
travel choices or external transport availability. In response to comments on the mobility
and outdoor activities theme, the team acknowledged the concern and confirmed that
mobility is recognised as an important impact area. It clarified that grouping mobility
together with other aspects as a single theme does not limit the number or ambition of
mobility-related criteria that can be included. The current structure is an initial
proposal, and the team remains open to considering mobility as a standalone theme in
future iterations.

There was broad support for ensuring that the criteria are realistic, achievable and
proportionate, particularly for small and medium-sized hotels. Stakeholders underlined
the need to avoid excessive bureaucracy and an overload of mandatory criteria that
might discourage participation or be too burdensome for SMEs. One stakeholder
stressed that the scope should be strictly limited to aspects that enterprises can control
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directly. Regarding the request that criteria be realistic, achievable and aligned with
services provided, the team agreed that this is a central objective of the revision. It
explained that differences between accommodation types, and the services they offer,
will be dealt with in the subsequent block on criteria, where it will be shown how certain
criteria apply only to specific types of establishments.

It was also requested that the rationale for differentiating between small and medium
hotels in the annexes and how this affects scoring and application of criteria be clarified,
especially if the same criteria apply to all categories. In response to follow-up questions,
the team confirmed that the differentiation between small, medium and large
establishments is reflected not in different themes, but in differing criteria within those
themes. It referred participants to the technical report and background report for a
fuller explanation.

On the environmental themes, there was support for the proposed cross-cutting
treatment of chemical use across management, procurement and indoor health,
accompanied by a call that prevention-based approaches which avoid biocide use be
clearly recognised within this structure. In relation to chemical use, the team agreed
that there should be at least one criterion in this area, but noted that further
consideration is needed to determine both the precise content and the most appropriate
thematic placement. Pest-management requirements could fall under procurement
(where chemicals or pest-control services are purchased), under outdoor criteria (for
example, management of green spaces), or potentially other relevant themes.

Multiple stakeholders proposed that biodiversity should either be included as a distinct
theme or explicitly addressed within the criteria. On biodiversity, the team clarified that
biodiversity-related elements are intended to be addressed under the “outdoors” theme
and that some placeholders for such requirements already exist in the drafft,
particularly for sites where biodiversity is a crucial concern. It stressed that this area
offers significant room for improvement and that stakeholder feedback will be essential
to further develop these criteria.

Another stakeholder queried whether aspects related to heritage and care for the local
place could also be reflected, in line with GSTC criteria. Concerning the proposal to
include heritage and care for the local place, the team recognised this as a valid point
and indicated that such aspects, if addressed, would most likely be linked to the
biodiversity-related requirements within the criteria. It noted that other ecolabel
schemes already cover similar issues and undertook to examine this further in the next
stages of criteria development.

Stakeholders welcomed the inclusion of a social theme, considering this a positive step
forward compared to the 2017 criteria.
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Block 4: Annex preamble — General assessment
and verification

The team introduced the theme on general assessment and verification, with a
particular focus on how compliance with the criteria will be verified.

It was explained that all Commission Decisions establishing ecolabel criteria contain
a section on general assessment and verification. For the revised EU Ecolabel for
tourist accommodation, this general text is aligned with the latest decision structure
adopted (for “Paints and Varnishes ”) and is currently envisaged as an annex preamble,
although its final placement in the Commission Decision (preamble, annex, or both)
will be decided at a later stage.

The team highlighted in particular the proposed requirement for a description of the
establishment. Applicants would be required to describe their tourist accommodation
in order to: determine which optional criteria are applicable; calculate minimum and
maximum points thresholds; and identify key establishment characteristics relevant to
the criteria. This description would support both applicants and competent bodies in
applying the criteria in a proportionate and targeted way, especially given the different
types and sizes of accommodation covered by the annexes.

It was further clarified that many elements in the establishment description (for
example, number of parking spaces, presence of leisure facilities such as swimming
pools) are directly linked to specific criteria. Where an establishment, for instance, has
no car park or does not own parking spaces, mobility-related criteria such as those on
electric vehicle charging or parking management would clearly not apply, and the
maximum number of optional points would be adjusted accordingly. Similarly, if there
is no swimming pool, any pool-related criteria would be considered not applicable. The
intention is that this descriptive step provides a structured basis for determining which
criteria apply and for adapting the scoring to the actual characteristics of each
establishment. The team concluded the block by indicating that the proposal would be
further refined as the criteria development progresses and then moved to the questions
and answers session.

With regard to facility boundaries and mixed operations, stakeholders stressed the need
for clarity on what falls within the scope of the ecolabel when accommodation providers
share buildings or sites with other activities. Examples included hotels renting space to
third parties (such as hairdressers, spas or shops), hotels located within larger mixed-
use buildings (such as office towers or shopping centres), or situations where multiple
hotel brands operate within a single building. Stakeholders requested that the general
assessment explicitly address such exceptions, including how to treat hotels and
campsites operated under a single licence and financial accounting system at the same
location. In response to comments on exceptions and mixed-use establishments, the
team acknowledged that many accommodation providers operate in buildings or sites
shared with other services. It was explained that these situations, as well as seasonal
accommodation and combinations of hotels with other services, are already briefly
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addressed in the background material (for example on page 22 of the report) and will
need to be more fully reflected in the general verification text. The team clarified that
the working assumption is “one licence per establishment”, but recognised that further
clarification is required for cases involving multiple hotel brands and other complex
configurations, and committed to consider this in the next drafting steps.

On luxury levels and environmental impact, the team acknowledged the general point
that higher-end or more luxurious accommodation often has higher impacts per guest
night, due to additional services and larger spaces requiring heating and cooling.
However, it underlined the difficulty of translating this into quantitative benchmarks
within the criteria, given the high heterogeneity of accommodation services, climate
differences and limitations in available data. Reference was made to existing studies
and tools such as HCMI and the Cornell hotel sustainability benchmarks, noting that
these still offer only a partial picture. The team indicated that it accepts the concern in
principle, but that robust data would be needed before setting explicit benchmarks.

Regarding establishments combining hotels and campsites under one licence, the team
acknowledged this as a “grey area”. It noted that, statistically, such configurations
would typically fall under Annex Il (campsites and similar), where a single plot of land
with associated buildings is treated as one activity. The team stressed that a clearer
understanding is needed of how such cases are classified statistically and managed in
practice, and invited competent bodies to provide contacts so that these cases can be
discussed directly. It suggested that key questions include whether the same enterprise
runs both the hotel and campsite, and whether they maintain separate financial
accounts, which would help determine whether one or two licences are appropriate.

On roles and responsibilities, there was a discussion on how much detail regarding
assessment and description should be defined at EU level within the criteria, and how
much should instead be left to national competent bodies as part of their organisational
support to licence holders. Some stakeholders considered that certain aspects are better
handled at national level as a service to operators. Another stakeholder also noted that
methodologies such as Hotel caron measurement Initiatives (HCMI) and Hotel water
measurement initiatives (HWMI) are currently under review and will be updated to
include more scope 3 elements, which may be relevant for future assessment
approaches. On the role of EU criteria versus national competent bodies, the team
responded to questions about how far the description and assessment provisions should
be defined at EU level. It explained that the proposed description of the establishment
is intended as a guiding set of aspects to improve understanding of the type of
accommodation, the services provided and the applicability of criteria, particularly
optional ones. The team did not consider it necessary at this stage to draw a strict line
between what should be set out in the EU Decision and what should be left entirely to
national competent bodies, but noted that this point will be further examined in
cooperation with competent bodies, including through bilateral discussions. The team
emphasised that input from competent bodies is important to ensure that the criteria
and associated assessment guidance are workable in practice.
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Block 5: Criteria proposals and rationale Annex I.
Tourist accommodation in LARGE hotels, holiday
and other short-term rentals

Theme 1: General Management

The team introduced the proposed structure for Theme 1: General management for
large hotels (Annex 1), explaining that this theme had been significantly revised in
response to stakeholder feedback. Results from the preliminary stakeholder
questionnaire indicated that mandatory general management criteria were among the
three areas considered most in need of revision. Consequently, the number of
mandatory criteria has been reduced from five to three, and the number of optional
criteria from five to two. Certain criterion of the former general management criteria
have been transferred to the energy and procurement themes in order to improve clarity
and operational relevance.

A key change is the merging of the former criteria on environmental management
systems and consumption monitoring into a single mandatory criterion. The team
explained that consumption monitoring provides the key performance indicators that
must be reported within the environmental management system, and that combining
them therefore improves coherence. Under the new proposal, management and
governance criteria, each establishment must appoint a staff member responsible for
the environmental management system, reflecting common practice in comparable
schemes. The written environmental policy must explicitly address chemical use and
cover all key environmental aspects of the accommodation. The internal evaluation
process must now include regular collection of operational data on energy, water,
waste and chemical use, with a clear link to corrective actions and verification of
performance at least annually. These changes are intended to enhance both the
measurability and verifiability of the requirements.

For criterion 2 on staff training, the team reported that examples of energy, water and
chemical saving measures have been added, and that provisions concerning
communication with guests have been strengthened. Requirements on training records
have also been clarified to support consistent implementation. No major changes have
been proposed under the criterion on information and feedback, which remains largely
as in the previous scheme.

With regard to optional criteria, the criterion on environmental management
registration and 1SO certification is maintained essentially unchanged, as it aligns with
other ecolabel schemes (such as the EU Ecolabel for other product groups) and has
been confirmed by competent bodies as visible and workable in practice. The optional
criterion on advanced consumption monitoring: energy and water sub-metering retains
the core of the original requirement but has been further tailored to the context of large
hotels under Annex 1. This criterion provides for a points-based approach: six options
are proposed, each worth one point, with a maximum of two points that can be awarded.

14



The team explained that this cap is intended to avoid penalising establishments that are
unable to implement certain options due to facility-related constraints, while still
rewarding more advanced monitoring practices. The detailed designation of points
across optional criteria will be further developed at a later stage of the project.

One stakeholder asked whether ISO 50001 remains recognised within the revised
criteria, in particular whether it is still taken into account, whether it continues to
generate points, and whether it is still considered valid for the purposes of the scheme.
In response to the question on ISO 50001, the team confirmed that it continues to be
recognised and remains valid within the revised criteria. It was previously covered
under criterion 23 in the 2017 Decision and is now proposed under the general
management criterion. However, I1SO 50001 will receive fewer points than ISO 14001,
as 1SO 50001 focuses solely on energy management, whereas 1SO 14001 covers a
broader range of environmental aspects.

Another stakeholder expressed concern about the removal of the former criterion on
environmental and social communication and education (Criterion 26). They disagreed
with the rationale that this criterion was “vague” and requested that, rather than omitting
it, the team should develop a clearer and more precise formulation, emphasising that
providing information to guests is an important aspect of the ecolabel. On the former
criterion on environmental and social communication and education (Criterion 26), the
team acknowledged stakeholders’ concerns regarding its removal. The rationale for
dropping it in the draft was that the wording had been considered too vague and open
to interpretation. The team stressed that it is open to reinstating a dedicated criterion
on environmental education and guest information, provided a clearer and more
precise definition of ‘environmental education’ can be developed. Some related
elements are currently scattered across other general management criteria, but
stakeholders were explicitly invited to submit written suggestions during the
consultation to help frame a robust and operational definition.

Theme 2: Energy and Climate performance

The team presented the new criteria proposals, comparing the headings side by side
with the equivalent criteria from Decision (EU) 2017/175. Overall, the 22 energy
criteria plus parts from 2 general management criteria have been converted into 15
proposed criteria.

A total of 4 criteria had been removed (2 on the procurement of renewable grid
electricity, 1 on district heating, and I on electric hand driers). In the proposals, there
are 6 new criteria, which were on Building Automated Control Systems (BACS), hot
water tank/piping insulation, carbon footprinting, low GWP refrigerants, mini-bars,
and water softening.

Regarding ECI, a new mandatory criterion on energy consumption monitoring has
been introduced, derived from the former general consumption monitoring
requirement. This now sets out detailed, standardised expectations for how energy use
should be monitored and reported, with the aim of ensuring more consistent data across
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establishments and competent bodies and embedding these expectations in the legal
text rather than only in guidance.

The criterion on fuel combustion restrictions (EC2) replaces earlier
performance-based checks (such as emissions testing or sulphur content thresholds)
with a clearer “allowed/not allowed” fuel approach. The criterion encourages the use
of biomass under strict conditions, acknowledging higher particulate emissions
compared with gas or oil, and requires appropriate abatement technology (for example
electrostatic precipitators) where biomass is used.

The criterion on maintenance of energy-using equipment/installations (EC3) has been
expanded from a general obligation to a more detailed, prescriptive set of points to be
included in maintenance programmes, drawing inspiration from Green Key
requirements. The aim is to clarify expectations for demonstrating compliance.

A new criterion on Building Automation and Control Systems (BACS) (EC4) is
introduced for Annex I. It brings together requirements on temperature, ventilation and
lighting control under a system-level approach, and is aligned with forthcoming
obligations under the Energy Performance of Buildings Directive. This requirement is
proposed for large hotels only and is not foreseen for Annex II.

For outdoor heating restrictions (ECS5), the revised criterion moves away from a
blanket prohibition, recognising that some limited outdoor heating may be part of the
guest experience. However, it introduces strict conditions on outdoor space heating
and tightens conditions for outdoor pool heating, excluding biomass for this purpose
and allowing only specified renewable options (such as solar, geothermal or waste heat
recovery). The intention is not to encourage outdoor water heating, which is viewed as
highly energy-intensive, but to confine it to very restricted circumstances.

The criterion on procurement policy for energy-efficient equipment (EC6) consolidates
multiple previous criteria into a single requirement. Rather than requiring that
high-efficiency equipment already be in place at the time of application — which created
a barrier to entry — the new approach focuses on future procurement: whatever
equipment is installed from now on must meet defined efficiency standards. To avoid
locking the scheme to static energy label classes, the criterion uses a dynamic “top 20
%" approach, referring to the highest-performing products available at the time of
purchase. This is intended to remain robust as markets and labelling schemes evolve.

The criterion on insulation of hot water tanks and piping (EC7) shifts emphasis from
the nominal efficiency of heaters to the insulation and system design of storage tanks
and pipework, moving to a system-level view. The requirements are framed so that
compliance can be assessed by installers and can be achieved through retrofitting
insulation, without encouraging premature replacement of otherwise serviceable
equipment.

A completely new mandatory criterion on carbon footprint of energy consumption
(ECS) is proposed for large hotels, requiring calculation and reporting of greenhouse
gas emissions, in line with recognised hotel carbon benchmarks and growing corporate
reporting on Scope 1 and 2 emissions. This is intended to support the Ecolabel’s
ambition on environmental excellence, by driving both energy efficiency and the
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decarbonisation of energy sources (with on-site renewables as the most beneficial
option).

Several optional criteria have also been revised or introduced.:

Thermal performance of external windows (EC9) now uses a specific U-value
requirement, replacing the previous “double glazing or equivalent” wording, and
introduces provisions on solar shading to address overheating and unwanted heat
gains, especially in warmer climates.

The heat recovery (EC10) criterion is clarified, specifying key types of heat recovery
systems and linking awarded points to the coverage of these systems (i.e. the proportion
of services served), rather than simply their presence.

The criterion ECI1 on refrigerants is reformulated as a standalone requirement
focused on the global warming potential (GWP) of refrigerants used, informed by the
updated F-gas Regulation. Points are based on a calculation of refrigerant types and
quantities.

The criterion on on-site renewable electricity generation (EC12) is reworded to make
the allocation of points more proportional to the share of on-site renewables, while
acknowledging practical challenges in calculating this share due to variable
generation and demand.

For onsite renewable heat production (ECI3), the scheme moves from a
difficult-to-verify percentage of renewable heat towards a calculation based on the
installed capacity of renewable versus non-renewable heating systems.

A new criterion on mini bar, coffee machines and kettles (EC14) in guest rooms seeks
to discourage their installation, given associated standby consumption and additional
appliance numbers.

A new criterion on water softening (EC15) addresses the often overlooked issue of
scaling in hot-water systems, rewarding proactive measures to manage hardness and
thus maintain system efficiency over time.

The team emphasised that some of these proposals, particularly those involving
dynamic thresholds and carbon footprinting, will benefit from further technical
discussion with stakeholders and competent bodies as part of the ongoing revision
process.

Stakeholder comments emphasised the potential to simplify the scheme by
distinguishing more clearly between performance targets and the means of achieving
them. It was suggested that, where CO. emissions and energy use per guest-night are
demonstrably below agreed benchmarks, less emphasis should be placed on
prescriptive requirements for specific technologies (for example types of heating or
lighting). The use of quantitative targets for energy, CO., water and waste was
proposed, along with the idea that some detailed criteria could become less relevant
once good performance is proven. It was also noted that higher-star hotels typically
emit more CO: per guest-night, and that this relationship should be reflected so that
luxury “extras” do not outweigh basic resource efficiency, even where such extras are
marketed as sustainable. The team acknowledged the conceptual appeal of a
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target-based approach, but highlighted the heterogeneity of accommodation services
and the current lack of sufficiently robust, comparable data. Any target in
kilowatt-hours per guest-night or similar would need to be calibrated against numerous
factors, such as additional services provided, occupancy patterns and climate. The
team considered it risky to set uniform numerical targets under these conditions, given
that performance can vary year to year due to occupancy alone. For the time being, the
scheme will therefore continue to focus on monitoring and management requirements,
rather than binding quantitative performance thresholds, while further data and
experience are gathered.

Several stakeholders queried why the criterion on purchasing electricity from
renewable sources appears to have been removed, stressing that while on-site
generation is not always feasible, choosing a 100 % green electricity supplier is possible
in all Member States. Some argued that this criterion should not only be retained but
made mandatory, as it is considered fundamental to the Ecolabel’s environmental
credibility. It was noted that this requirement had not posed major problems for many
licence holders in the past, and that various procurement instruments exist (PPA, vPPA,
utility green tariffs, EACs)! to reach 100 % renewable electricity. Other stakeholders,
however, supported making 100 % renewable electricity optional, stating that the
current mandatory requirement creates practical difficulties and may discourage
applications, while agreeing it should still be promoted as an optional criterion. There
was a strong view that omitting the issue of renewable energy procurement would sit
uneasily with the Ecolabel’s role in promoting environmental excellence. The team
explained that the proposal to remove the explicit recognition of renewable electricity
procurement stems mainly from assessment and verification concerns, particularly
around the use of Guarantees of Origin (GOs) and questions about additionality and
real environmental benefit. Past debates raised doubts as to whether purchasing GOs
genuinely drives new renewable capacity or primarily affects price signals. The team
stressed that it is open to reintroducing a renewable electricity procurement criterion,
but only if a robust, watertight verification approach can be agreed for GOs and related
instruments. With regard to making the criterion mandatory, the team referred to
feedback from some Member States (for example Malta) and potentially remote
locations, where options for 100 % renewable supply may be limited. For this reason,
the team currently does not support a mandatory requirement for 100 % renewable
electricity and would retain any such provision as optional. The team invited further
stakeholder input on practical verification solutions that could support re-inclusion of
this criterion in a credible way.

Stakeholder input welcomed the proposed restrictions on fuel combustion and called
for additional limitations on natural gas, suggesting that no new gas boilers should be
installed during the licence period and that a phase-out objective (for example
replacement within seven years) be introduced to incentivise a shift to heat pumps, solar
and other low-carbon technologies. The team did not support a blanket ban on natural
gas. It explained that in many large hotels, and also in remote smaller establishments,
peak hot-water demand (for example morning showers at high occupancy) is very

' As a follow-up after the meeting, these terms were found to stand for: Power Purchase Agreement
(PPA), Virtual Power Purchase Agreement (VPPA), Energy Attribute Certificates (EACs)
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sharp. Natural gas offers a highly scalable and responsive solution for meeting such
peaks and, among combustible fuels, is relatively clean in terms of pollutant emissions.
The team also expressed concern that a rapid shift away from gas without adequate
storage or grid reinforcement could place undue pressure on electricity systems. While
recognising the need to decarbonise heating, the team therefore favours maintaining
natural gas as an option under the current revision and invited further input from
operators with hands-on experience of hot-water systems.

It was suggested that where an establishment genuinely uses 100 % renewable energy,
restrictions on heating, such as those for swimming pools, might reasonably be relaxed.
The team reiterated that outdoor heating, including outdoor pool heating, is generally
viewed as a wasteful use of energy, regardless of the source. The current proposal is to
place strong conditions on outdoor heating and to restrict permissible renewable
sources for pool heating, with a view to limiting such uses. The team acknowledged that
it may need to reflect further on whether different rules should apply where 100 %
renewable supply can be clearly demonstrated, while maintaining the principle that
outdoor heating should remain tightly constrained.

Stakeholders welcomed the introduction of carbon footprint calculation, but noted that
the current approach appears focused on in-house emissions and does not fully cover
Scope 3, for example excluding outsourced laundry while including in-house laundry.
This was seen as potentially distorting. It was suggested that the scheme should move
towards a more complete Scope 3 coverage. At the same time, there was concern that
carbon accounting should not replace the Ecolabel’s practical, criteria-based structure
or be fully outsourced to external schemes that may be hard to compare in practice. It
was also noted that the Hotel Carbon Measurement Initiative (HCMI) and Hotel Water
Measurement Initiative (HWMI) are being updated to incorporate more Scope 3
elements and that the Ecolabel should align with these developments, particularly
regarding refrigerants. The team confirmed that it does not wish to “reinvent the wheel”
or impose duplicative carbon reporting. The intention is to integrate existing
methodologies, such as HCMI, into the Ecolabel framework where they are practical
and widely used. The team expressed openness to extending coverage to specific Scope
3 categories, provided these are clearly defined and manageable in practice. It also
emphasised that carbon footprinting is intended as a complement to, not a replacement
for, the Ecolabel’s concrete criteria. The team noted the ongoing HCMI revision and
indicated it will monitor the update closely, aiming to align where feasible while
ensuring that the approach remains practical. The concern about retaining the
hands-on, practical character of the Ecolabel was acknowledged, and the team stated
that it will seek to avoid duplicative or overly complex carbon requirements.

Comments on in-room equipment suggested that coffee machines and kettles should
not necessarily be discouraged, as concerns about potential misuse were not seen as
relevant for ecolabel purposes. By contrast, mini-fridges/mini-bars were identified as
extremely high electricity users that are rarely unplugged, with a suggestion that “no
mini-bars” could become a mandatory criterion. It was also noted that some guests
require refrigeration for medication or other essential items and should be able to
request a mini-fridge if not provided by default. The team’s draft criterion aims to
discourage the routine installation of certain appliances in guest rooms, particularly
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to reduce standby consumption and the volume of electrical goods. The comments
received will be considered in refining the balance between discouraging systematic
provision (especially of mini-bars) and ensuring that reasonable accommodation is
available where cold storage is medically or practically necessary.

A question was raised as to whether the Ecolabel might be “reinventing the wheel” in
the energy area, given that many buildings already hold Energy Performance
Certificates (EPCs) and similar labels which address energy efficiency and, in some
cases, the share of locally generated renewable energy. It was suggested that the
Ecolabel should, where possible, build upon such existing instruments rather than
creating parallel checks, while recognising that implementation of EPCs for
non-residential buildings varies across Member States. The team agreed in principle
that leveraging existing certification tools is desirable, provided they are sufficiently
harmonised and robust. The challenge lies in the diversity of national implementation
and the need for consistent criteria across the EU. The Ecolabel revision will continue
to explore ways of recognising or interfacing with EPCs and similar schemes, without
compromising comparability or adding unnecessary complexity.

Concerns were raised about short-term rentals (STRs) located in mixed-use residential
buildings, where individual flat owners cannot legally modify central heating systems
or building insulation. It was asked whether this might create a “compliance trap”,
where only standalone holiday homes can qualify for the Ecolabel while city apartments
are effectively excluded. The team recognised this issue as a genuine concern that
needs to be addressed in the detailed design of the criteria. It acknowledged that
operators in multi-owner or mixed-use buildings have limited control over
building-level systems, and that this must be reflected to avoid unintended exclusion of
such STRs. The topic will be considered further in the next drafting phase, with a view
to distinguishing clearly between aspects within the operator’s control and those that
are not.

Theme 3: Water and wastewater criteria

Under Water and wastewater, the team presented the new criteria proposals,
comparing the headings with those in the 2017 Decision.

The former criterion on native plants has been proposed to be removed for now due to
a lack of robust data, though this remains open for future discussion. The previous
criterion on water hardness information has been moved to staff training under Theme
1. Detailed requirements on fittings and appliances have been merged into a single
criterion, and the former combined rainwater/greywater criterion has been split into
two separate, more targeted optional criteria.

A new mandatory criterion on water consumption monitoring (WW1) combines former
general management and optional sub-metering requirements. Reporting is now
required monthly and annually, supported by a template, and must cover all
accommodation areas. Water use from additional services (such as restaurants) must
be reported separately, in order to obtain a clear picture of accommodation-related
consumption. Regular leak inspections are no longer prescribed explicitly, as the focus
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is on structured monitoring that allows benchmarking and early detection of unusual
trends.

The criterion on water-efficient fittings (WW2) consolidates several previous criteria
into a single, simplified requirement addressing taps, showers, toilets and urinals.
Unified performance limits are now set as mandatory requirements for new equipment,
and, in water-stressed river basins, also for existing devices. These limits are aligned
with the ambition level in the EU Taxonomy for buildings. The scope for taps and
showers has been clarified to include guest rooms and staff facilities, while toilets and
urinals already had a broad scope. In water-stressed areas, immediate compliance is
required rather than waiting for normal replacement cycles, in order to deliver faster
water savings.

The criterion on reducing laundry demand (WW?3) is largely based on the previous
requirement on towel and linen reuse. The frequency of linen change is now set at
weekly, while towels follow an opt-in system where guests signal whether towels should
be changed. This is intended to reduce water, energy and detergent use while
maintaining guest comfort.

The former optional criterion on covering heated pools (WW4) is now mandatory. All
heated pools must be covered when not in use, and pool heating is restricted to solar,
geothermal or waste heat sources. These measures aim to reduce water loss, energy
consumption and humidity without affecting guest experience.

The former optional criterion on wastewater treatment (WW5) has also become
mandatory. Any hotel not connected to a municipal sewer must have appropriate
wastewater treatment in place. This reflects the significant volumes of wastewater
generated by large hotels and aligns with the updated Urban Wastewater Treatment
Directive, which now applies mandatory treatment from agglomerations of 1 000
population equivalents (previously 2 000).

Three optional criteria are proposed under this theme. Greywater reuse systems
(WW6), requiring reuse of greywater from showers and sinks for non-potable uses,
which can save up to around 40 % of potable water and help manage demand in peak
periods.

Rainwater harvesting systems (WW7), encouraging the use of harvested rainwater for
toilet flushing and irrigation, thereby reducing potable water use and associated
energy, while maintaining hygiene.

Water-saving irrigation measures (WWS), applying to large vegetated areas and
restricting irrigation to night-time, with measures such as sub-metering, drip irrigation
and soil moisture sensors. These are intended to minimise water loss and support
efficient, monitored landscape irrigation.

On the removal of previous criterion 50 on native plants, a stakeholder noted that there
is an EU list of native and invasive species, which can be supplemented at national
level, and opposed the removal of criterion 50. It was argued that any minor
inaccuracies arising from national interpretation would be disproportionate compared
with the biodiversity problems that could result. It was also suggested that this criterion
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should belong under an “outdoors” theme rather than under water. The team
acknowledged that the EU list referred to had not yet been fully considered and
indicated that it will be reviewed in detail, including regional differences in species
behaviour and the definition of “native” in different contexts. The team confirmed that,
if the criterion is reinstated, it would be more appropriately placed under an
outdoors/biodiversity theme rather than under water.

Another stakeholder requested clarification on the basis for deciding whether individual
requirements are mandatory or optional. A further comment suggested that, in light of
increasing drought in many European regions, greywater management and water
recycling should be treated as mandatory, whereas there could be greater flexibility
regarding automatic energy control systems such as BACS. The team explained that, at
this stage, the distinction between mandatory and optional requirements broadly
follows the 2017 Decision: criteria that were mandatory in 2017 generally remain
mandatory, and optional elements remain optional, subject to adjustments by theme.
This is, however, not definitive. The team confirmed that the status of individual criteria
can be revisited in light of feasibility and stakeholder input. As an illustration, the new
mandatory requirement on covering heated pools may need to be reconsidered if it
proves too demanding for many licence holders, including potentially being reclassified
as optional. The prioritisation proposed by stakeholders (for example, mandatory
status for certain water reuse measures with more flexibility on complex energy
controls) will be examined in the next drafting phase

Regarding definition and application of “water-stressed areas” stakeholders highlighted
concerns about references to “river basins subject to seasonal water stress”. It was
observed that water stress is not limited to specific river basins and that the term
“regions with seasonal water stress” might be more appropriate. Clarification was
requested on who determines when an area is considered water-stressed and whether
there is an official classification. It was also noted that the current documentation does
not clearly indicate where and how it is assessed whether a Tourist Accommodation
Service is located in a water-stressed basin. The team acknowledged that the current
text does not provide sufficient guidance on identifying water-stressed areas. It clarified
that around 120 river basins are defined in the EU and that the European Environment
Agency publishes a Water Exploitation Index (WEI) for each basin, including
time-series data. Within the LEVEL(s) framework, an approach has been developed
using average summer WEI values over 10—15 years: values above 20 indicate seasonal
water stress, and values above 40 indicate severe or extreme water stress. An Excel
tool already exists that allows users to select their country and river basin and obtain
the WEI value. If the value exceeds 20, the basin is considered water-stressed for the
purposes of the criteria. The team indicated that this method is straightforward for most
of Europe, while special solutions may be required for islands. The team committed to
clarifying the wording in the criteria and to explicitly linking to the EEA data and the
LEVEL(s) tool in the next draft, so that all parties can reliably determine whether a
TAS is located in a water-stressed basin.

A stakeholder pointed out that, in at least one Member State, the frequency of bedlinen
change is prescribed by national law for certain star categories and is more frequent
than the weekly change proposed in the draft criteria. Clarification was sought on
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whether such national legal requirements will be taken into account. The team
recognised that the 2017 criteria included a disclaimer indicating that national
legislation on linen and towel change frequency takes precedence. This disclaimer is
not present in the current draft. The team agreed that reinstating this type of wording
should be considered in order to ensure clear compatibility with national hygiene rules.
The team also acknowledged that the current description of linen change frequency is
not fully clear and confirmed that it will refine the formulation in the next version.

Concern was raised that the proposed requirement for covering heated pools and
restricting the types of heating sources is very ambitious. It was noted that many
existing ecolabelled hotels currently use electric heat pumps to heat their pools and
would not meet the new criterion, raising the risk of losing a significant number of
current licence holders. The team acknowledged that this requirement is substantially
more stringent than the previous optional measure. It reiterated that the revision
process must balance environmental ambition with practical feasibility for licence
holders. The team confirmed that it will assess in more detail the practical impact of
this criterion on existing and prospective licence holders and, if necessary, will
consider whether the requirement should be adjusted or reclassified as optional. This
was cited as an example of a criterion that may need to change status if stakeholder
evidence indicates that the current proposal is disproportionate.

Theme 4: Solid Waste criteria

The team presented the new criteria proposals, comparing the headings side by side
with the equivalent criteria from Decision (EU) 2017/175. Criteria from previous
“waste and wastewater” theme were rearranged to create the solid waste theme.
Overall, the 7 previous waste criteria were converted into 6 proposed criteria, and 1
new criterion on solid waste monitoring was proposed.

It was explained that the main reasons for splitting the waste and wastewater theme
and create a dedicated theme for waste was to focus on waste generation, with a strong
focus on reducing single-use items, improving circularity and enabling better
measurement of waste streams.

For food and packaging waste prevention (SW1), the revised criterion shifts from a
general focus on waste generation to specifically targeting single-use food and
packaging items. The proposal aims to avoid single-use plastic for food and packaging,
minimise packaged food provision across all seasons, and address the use of coffee
capsules made of recycled content. Coffee machines in guest rooms are to be
discouraged, and where coffee capsules are used, they should be made from recycled
materials, designed for reuse as far as possible, and kept intact prior to recycling.

The criterion on disposable items (SW2) has been broadened beyond toiletries to cover
a wider range of single-use products. The use of refillable dispensers is promoted for
soaps, shampoos and other hygiene products, which should no longer be provided in
single-use plastic formats in guest rooms. The revised text also proposes phasing out
disposable items such as cutlery, plastic cups, non-biodegradable straws and stirrers,
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as well as disposable towels and bed sheets, particularly in large hotels, in order to
reduce unnecessary waste and support product circularity.

The new waste-sorting criterion (SW3) combines and updates previous requirements.
1t specifies the types of waste bins that should be provided in guest rooms and common
areas, to enable separate collection of key waste fractions. This is intended to support
accurate measurement of waste quantities in line with other criteria, prevent cross-
contamination between waste streams, and improve recyclability and actual recycling
rates for waste generated by tourist accommodation.

The first optional criterion is on beverage provision (SW4) and remains unchanged
from the previous draft, but the project team invited stakeholders to comment on how
“returnable” and refillable products are currently used and counted in practice. The
second optional criterion on material-efficient cleaning practices (SW3) introduces a
minimum of 25 % recycled plastic content for relevant products and promotes the use
of concentrated, highly dilutable cleaning products supplied in larger containers. The
focus is on increasing refillability, reducing packaging waste from chemicals, and
encouraging the use of microfibre and other resource-efficient materials beyond those
previously covered.

A further criterion on the end of life of textiles, furniture and other durable goods (SW6)
consolidates and expands earlier provisions. It moves beyond donation alone to include
sale and other forms of reuse, in order to extend product lifetimes. This applies not only
to textiles such as staff uniforms and linens, but also to furniture and other durable
items, which may be given or sold to employees, donated to social organisations, or
sold via auctions.

Finally, the criterion on solid waste monitoring (SW7) reinforces the link between
separate collection and quantitative monitoring. Accommodation providers are
required to measure waste quantities, either on-site or via waste collectors, with data
collected at least monthly and aggregated annually. This is intended to provide a
clearer understanding of the amounts and types of waste produced, thereby supporting
targeted waste-reduction actions over time.

Regarding SW1, a comment was received concerning the provision of milk capsules
with coffee or tea bags in guest rooms. The team clarified that tea bags are already
exempted in the draft text and that milk capsules, as perishable food items, may be
provided under controlled conditions, for example by limiting the quantities available
and managing them carefully to minimise waste.

Regarding SW2, several comments were received on the topic of refillable dispensers.
One stakeholder highlighted that the compatibility of refilling practices should be
assessed against the traceability requirements of European Regulation 1223/2009 on
cosmetic products. Another stakeholder raised concerns that refillable dispensers may
conflict with Health and Safety regulations, as these systems can increase the risk of
microbial contamination, tampering, and product adulteration, as well as heighten
liability in the event of outbreaks. Regarding refillable dispensers and health and
safety, the team noted concerns that refilling systems may pose risks of microbial
contamination, tampering and increased liability. At the same time, it recalled that
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discouraging single-use plastics in guest rooms is already a long-standing element of
the EU Ecolabel, and that refillable dispensers are widely used in practice. The team
committed to reviewing relevant health and safety regulations and Regulation
1223/2009 to ensure that any refillability requirements are compatible with traceability
and safety obligations. It emphasised the need to understand why refillable systems are
widely used if they were truly incompatible with health and safety rules.

Still on the SW2 criterion, a stakeholder suggested that the criterion should be aligned
with the Nordic Swan Hotels’ wording (024), which prohibits disposable items such as
small portion bottles in guest rooms. This approach would also be consistent with Green
Key criterion 6.11, which requires toiletries to be provided in dispensers. However, it
was also cautioned that the suggested text may inadvertently exclude products that are
ecolabelled with either the EU Ecolabel or Nordic Swan. The team also took note of
suggestions to align wording on disposable toiletries more closely with schemes such
as Nordic Swan and Green Key. The team will review the relevant provisions with that
in mind.

Regarding SW5, a stakeholder emphasised the importance of using concentrated
ecolabelled Type I products, rather than specifying a particular concentration. It was
noted that setting a limit of 1% solutions or a specific dilution rate before use would
exclude many concentrated products that are EU Ecolabelled. On the comment that
fixed dilution thresholds (for example a 1 % solution) might exclude many highly
concentrated EU Ecolabel/type I products, the team agreed in principle and confirmed
that the criterion will be amended to emphasise the use of concentrated Type [
ecolabelled products. It also acknowledged that an explicit requirement for products to
be EU Ecolabel or other Type I-labelled had been omitted in the draft and confirmed
that this will be reinstated.

Theme 5: Procurement and Consumables criteria

The team presented the proposed theme explaining that it has been created as a
standalone theme by regrouping elements previously found under waste and
wastewater, other criteria, and general management. The unifying rationale is that all
these aspects relate to products and services acquired through contracts or tenders,
and are therefore governed by procurement decisions. All criteria under this theme are
optional.

For paper products (PCI), it was presented that the proposal maintains the main
product types (such as toilet paper, tissue paper, office paper) but replaces vague
references to “printed” and “converted” paper with more concrete items that can be
easily verified, including tourist guides and maps, envelopes, notepads and paper
carrier bags. Legal references to EU Ecolabel decisions have been updated and
supplemented with “or a newer version” wording, so that future revisions of product-
group decisions do not automatically trigger amendments to the tourist accommodation
criteria.

For durable goods (PC2), legal references have likewise been updated and future-
proofed. The scope of products has been adjusted: computers, televisions and imaging
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equipment have been removed, as there are no suitable or widely adopted ecolabel
criteria for these products in the current scheme. The team invited stakeholders to
signal any other labels with good market uptake that might justify reintroducing such
items. Floor coverings have been subdivided into wood, cork and bamboo-based
coverings and hard floor coverings, reflecting the existing EU Ecolabel product
groups, while textile floor coverings are excluded due to the absence of relevant
criteria.

The criterion on detergents and toiletries (PC3) broadly continues the 2017 approach,
with updated references and a more detailed breakdown of product categories. For
example, hand soap and other products are now treated separately, recognising that
they may involve different suppliers. There is also a clearer split of hard-surface
cleaners into subcategories.

The team informed no changes to the criterion on de-icing (PC4), noting that there is
currently no EU Ecolabel decision for such products. The team questioned whether this
criterion properly belongs under procurement and consumables or would be better
placed under the “outdoors” theme, and raised concerns about regional relevance (for
example, hotels in southern Europe that never require de-icing potentially gaining
points by default). Stakeholder views on this and on the existence of any relevant
ecolabels or standards were invited.

On local and organic products (PCS5), the team has not yet proposed changes. It
highlighted several open issues: the sensitivity of referring to “local” within the context
of the EU single market; the practical verification of local sourcing, particularly when
purchasing via intermediaries, and the complexity of defining “local” for goods whose
components originate from multiple regions. Seasonality was also identified as a
challenge, as the availability of seasonal produce varies across regions. The team
asked stakeholders how they have been interpreting and applying these concepts in
practice under the existing criteria.

For laundry services (PC6), the team underlined that outsourced laundry can be an
environmental hotspot and is therefore an important area for procurement
requirements. The revised text moves towards a more technology-specific approach,
for example by referencing continuous batch washers and other efficiency-enhancing
technologies typically used by professional laundries. The aim is to recognise and
encourage high-efficiency processes in terms of energy, water and detergent use, while
also avoiding excessive transport impacts (for example through an indicative 100 km
radius, which the team acknowledged may not always be appropriate). Stakeholders
were invited to contribute technical input and contacts from professional laundry
operators or associations to refine this criterion.

The criterion on indoor cleaning services (PC7) is retained in simplified form,
essentially requiring that contracted cleaning services be EU Ecolabel-certified.
However, the team noted an outstanding question on how to address disinfection
activities within this context, and indicated that further consideration is needed. The
presentation of Theme 5 concluded with a handover to the next agenda item on social
criteria.
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Stakeholders provided comments on paper products, it was proposed that napkins be
explicitly added to the list of covered paper items in the draft criterion PC1 on the
procurement of paper products in TR1, in order to reflect actual purchasing practice in
accommodation services. The team agreed with the suggestion to explicitly include
napkins among the covered products and indicated that this will be incorporated in the
next drafft.

Regarding detergents and toiletries (PC3), one stakeholder recommended maintaining
a high ambition level for ecolabelled product purchasing. They proposed reverting the
requirement to at least 80 % ecolabelled products, warning that lowering it would
represent a step backwards compared with other schemes such as Nordic Swan (which
requires 100 %) and Green Key (typically 80—-100 %), and would make the EU Ecolabel
less ambitious in comparison. Regarding detergents and toiletries, the team considered
the request to return to an 80 % ecolabelled purchasing requirement to be reasonable
in light of existing benchmarks (Nordic Swan and Green Key). It signalled openness to
reinstating this higher ambition level, subject to further analysis.

The same stakeholder requested clearer definitions and category boundaries within the
criterion, including clarification of whether laundry detergent covers fabric softeners,
whether washroom cleaners are considered all-purpose cleaners, how non-gel toilet
cleaners are treated relative to “WC gels”, and whether dishwasher detergents include
rinse aids. They suggested distinguishing between daily-use cleaning products, which
should fall within scope, and special-use products for periodic or specialist cleaning,
which could be treated separately or excluded. The team also recognised the need for
clearer definitions of product categories (for example daily-use versus special-use
products, distinctions between different types of cleaners and whether certain auxiliary
products, such as fabric softeners or rinse aids, are included). The team proposed to
include explicit definitions of each product category in the legal text so that operators
and verifiers clearly understand which products are in scope and what constitutes 100
% for each category. It noted that many highly specialised or periodic-use products are
not covered by existing ecolabels and may therefore be legitimately treated differently.

On procurement linked to local character, it was stressed that criteria should not lead to
uniformity across hotels. Instead, establishments should be allowed and encouraged to
purchase and use local products and handicrafts, supporting local identity and diversity.
The team acknowledged broad stakeholder support for encouraging local procurement.
However, it stressed that references to “local” must be carefully assessed within the
context of the EU single market and internal Commission guidance. Since the existing
criteria already contain a requirement in this area, this will remain a matter for internal
political and legal discussion rather than purely technical drafting. The team reiterated
its interest in promoting local identity and products but underlined that any such
provision must be consistent with EU law and policy.

In relation to solid waste and cleaning technologies, a stakeholder asked where the use
of ozonated water systems (used as an alternative cleaning technology) would be
recognised or rewarded within the criteria structure. The team indicated that, while this
is more likely to relate to water treatment or disinfection than to solid waste, it will

examine the comment further in order to decide whether and where such technologies
should be addressed.
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Theme 6: Social criteria

The team presented the new theme proposal, explaining that it consolidates three
former social-related elements and adds three entirely new criteria. Within this theme,
one criterion is mandatory and the others are optional. The new criteria are on
Accessibility, Diversity, Equity and Inclusion (DEI) and Local community engagement.
A total of 5 criteria are proposed for the social theme.

It was explained that the criteria were a first proposal and that stakeholders input was
welcome to better develop the criteria.

The mandatory criterion concerns a smoke-free environment (SC1). Under the previous
scheme, up to 20 % of guest rooms could be designated for smoking. The new proposal
requires that 100 % of guest rooms and all common areas are non-smoking, and
explicitly includes e-cigarettes. A designated outdoor smoking area should be provided,
but it must be located at least 7.5 metres from any openings, in order to avoid smoke
entering rooms or ventilation systems. The rationale for moving to fully non-smoking
rooms includes preventing cross-contamination of laundry between smoking and
non-smoking rooms.

The second, strengthened social policy (SC2) criterion requires establishments to
implement at least two social measures from a defined list, rather than only one as
previously Decision 2017/175.

A new criterion on accessibility (SC3) requires that accommodation, rooms and
bathrooms are accessible, and that staff are trained to support guests with accessibility
needs, in line with relevant standards. The objective is to guarantee non-discriminatory
access for all guests and to position social accessibility as an integral part of
sustainability.

A further new criterion on diversity, equity and inclusion (DEI) (SC4) focuses on staff.
Establishments must implement at least two actions from a set of proposed strategies,
reflecting concerns about underpaid or precarious work in the accommodation sector.
This criterion aims to ensure fair and inclusive working conditions for all employees,
distinguishing it from the accessibility criterion, which is guest-oriented.

The final new criterion addresses local community engagement (SC5). Establishments
are encouraged to adopt at least one measure to engage with and support the local
community, such as employing local residents, establishing partnerships with local
businesses, cultural groups and guides, or other locally relevant initiatives. This is
intended both to enhance guest experience and to strengthen the social sustainability
and local integration of tourist accommodation. Stakeholders were invited to suggest
additional strategies that are already being applied in practice.

Some general comments were raised regarding the social criterion. A stakeholder
expressed criticism of the current approach, highlighting that the only mandatory social
category is smoke-free areas.

Other stakeholders advocated for the retention of optional points, specifically
referencing the previous criterion 67, to ensure that initiatives not explicitly covered by
the criteria can still be identified and promoted. Responding to the possibility of keeping
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optional points for initiatives not explicitly covered by the criteria, the team agreed that
it can be useful to retain a flexible criterion allowing recognition of innovative or
exemplary practices that fall outside the detailed criteria list. It undertook to consider
how such an “open’ optional criterion might be structured and scored in the revised
scheme.

Regarding SCI, a stakeholder sought clarification on whether banning smoking in
common areas and rooms for large hotels is intended as a minimum requirement rather
than a voluntary measure. The team clarified that it is proposed to ban smoking in both
common areas and rooms, and to designate a smoking area located further away from
any accommodation entrances. It was explained that cross contamination on textiles
and ventilation can occur. Therefore, a designated area further from any
accommodation open is proposed.

Regarding SC2, stakeholders commented on the inclusion of “Decent Work” to ensure
a safe and fair environment for all employees. The team welcomed the idea of covering
“decent work”, including safe and secure working conditions for all staff, but expressed
concern that the term itself may be too broad if used without further clarification. It
therefore suggested working instead with more concrete formulations (for example
explicit references to occupational health and safety, job security, and fair working
conditions) and invited stakeholders to provide more detailed written proposals on how
best to capture these aspects within the criteria.

Another stakeholder highlighted the importance of quality jobs, including direct and
long-term employment, collective agreements, and work-life balance. In contrast, it was
argued that such social concepts are better addressed at the national level through
legislation or collective bargaining. This argument was supported by another
stakeholder, who suggested focusing on European and national social standards and
viewing tourism enterprises as partners in their implementation, to be formulated as a
criterion. In relation to job quality and employment conditions, the team recognised the
importance of issues such as direct and long-term employment, application of collective
agreements and work—life balance. However, it noted that these concepts may vary
significantly between countries and regions. The team therefore asked stakeholders to
provide more specific suggestions and examples to help define criteria in a way that is
both meaningful and applicable across different national contexts. The provision of
accommodation for seasonal workers was also recognised as a relevant social element,
which could potentially be integrated under job quality or work-life balance
considerations.

Regarding SC3, several stakeholders commented on the criterion. While the criterion
was welcomed, it was noted that additional topics could be included, such as fire alarms
with blinking lights and ensuring step-free access to all facilities, not just buildings and
rooms. It was suggested that some points should be mandatory and others optional. For
the accessibility criterion, the team agreed that accessibility should not be limited to
the building entrance and rooms, but should also cover restaurants, spas and other
facilities within the accommodation. It also took note of the suggestion to distinguish
between mandatory and optional elements within the accessibility criterion, and will
consider making certain accessibility measures mandatory, particularly for large
hotels.
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Another stakeholder emphasised that accessibility should be considered more broadly,
including for the visually and hearing impaired and those with neurodiverse conditions,
recommending inspiration from universal design principles. On accessibility beyond
physical mobility, the team agreed that accessibility encompasses more than
wheelchair access and must also address visual, hearing and other impairments. It
invited stakeholders to share concrete examples of existing practices and standards in
this area and encouraged submission of written input and contacts with relevant experts
to support further refinement of the accessibility criterion. In contrast, another
stakeholder suggested that accessibility is too complex to be addressed as a simple add-
on and should be managed within a separate certification system.

Regarding SC4, it was proposed that diversity should be made a mandatory criterion,
particularly for large hotels. Another stakeholder suggested that the provision of
accommodation for seasonal workers should also be considered. On the DEI criterion,
the team acknowledged the proposal to make this criterion mandatory at least for large
hotels, given the importance of fair and inclusive employment in the sector. It confirmed
that this will be examined in the further development of the criteria.

Theme 7: Outdoors and Mobility criteria

The team introduced Theme 7: QOutdoors and mobility, noting that this is primarily a
structural innovation at this stage rather than a set of fully revised criteria. The main
objective so far has been to establish the theme and regroup existing requirements
under it.

It was explained that the current text largely reflects existing criteria, with no new
substantive proposals yet for this theme. The criteria on environmentally preferable
means of transport and outdoor maintenance are carried over unchanged. The team
emphasised that, for this first proposal, the intention is to present the current content
and invite stakeholder input on whether the theme should be strengthened in particular
areas, reduced in others, or expanded to cover additional aspects not addressed in the
previous criteria.

For issues such as unsealed surfaces and land use, the team underlined the link to the
general assessment and verification section. Establishments will be asked to describe
the entire plot area, including built structures and parking, so that the proportion of
unsealed area can be assessed consistently across sites.

Regarding pesticide use, the team clarified that Theme 7 is focused on outdoor
treatments, and that indoor pest control is recognised as a separate issue that should
be addressed elsewhere in the criteria set.

The team also acknowledged the rapidly evolving context in the area of mobility ,
including electric vehicles and new forms of transport, and noted that there is
significant potential to update and expand the requirements in future (for example on
charging infrastructure). However, such changes have not yet been developed for this
draft. The theme was therefore presented as a starting point, with the team handing
over to the subsequent Q&A session and inviting stakeholders to provide feedback on
priorities and gaps within the outdoors and mobility area.
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Several stakeholders underlined that mobility is a critical driver of tourism-related
greenhouse gas emissions, with more than 75 % of tourism emissions attributed to guest
travel. They argued that responsibility for influencing mobility patterns is shared across
all actors, including accommodation providers, and that the breadth of possible
measures justifies treating mobility as a stand-alone theme rather than grouping it with
outdoors. Suggested measures include prioritising public transport information on
websites and in promotional materials, providing easy access to timetables and relevant
information on site, offering pick-up services from the nearest railway station, installing
charging stations for electric vehicles, and creating incentives for guests to arrive by
public transport, among other options. In the same vein, it was explicitly proposed to
split “Mobility” and “Outdoors” into separate themes, as they concern distinct issues
and there is no inherent conceptual link that requires them to be combined. The team
acknowledged stakeholders’ emphasis on the central role of mobility in tourism
emissions and the variety of measures accommodation providers can take to influence
guest travel choices. It was recognised that there is a strong case for a more detailed
and structured treatment of mobility within the criteria. It was also explained that the
theme “outdoor and mobility” is not a single criterion encompassing both aspects, but
rather a theme that can include multiple criteria focused on mobility.

With respect to outdoor-related criteria, a stakeholder suggested adding a specific
criterion for accommodation providers that cater to cycle tourists, for example by
offering secure and adapted bicycle parking, special tariffs for cyclists, and basic repair
tools and facilities on site. The team encouraged stakeholders to submit detailed written
suggestions on potential mobility and outdoor criteria (for example public transport
information, pick-up services, EV charging, measures for cycle tourists, etc.) to inform
the next round of proposals.

Overall, the team emphasised that Theme 7 is still in an early, largely structural phase.
No substantial new requirements have yet been proposed beyond the regrouping of
existing elements, and the team’s main objective has been to establish the theme as a
framework. The team indicated that it is open to further exploring whether mobility
should become a standalone theme separate from outdoors, and how to balance
mandatory, “mandatory when relevant”, and optional elements so that requirements
remain realistic for a broad range of accommodation types.

31



Block 6: Criteria proposals and rationale. Annex Il:
Tourist accommodation in SMALL and MEDIUM-
sized hotels, holiday and other short-term rentals

In the final part of the meeting, the team opened Block 6, focusing on Annex II, which
covers small and medium-sized hotels, holiday accommodation and other short-term
rentals.

Participants were advised to consult the technical report during the discussion, in
particular to compare the criteria proposed for Annex I (large hotels) and Annex 11
(small and medium establishments).

The team explained that, for small and medium-sized hotels, the objective has been to
identify where criteria can be removed or simplified in order to make the scheme more
operational, proportionate and achievable for smaller operators.

Theme 1: General Management

In presenting the adaptation of the criteria for Annex Il (small and medium-sized
hotels), the team explained that only the mandatory general management criteria from
Annex I have been carried over and simplified. Optional general management criteria
applicable to large hotels are not included for Annex II, in order to focus on essential
requirements that are practical and proportionate for smaller establishments.

For management and governance (GM1), the environmental management system is
retained but with reduced complexity. Key performance indicators are limited to
energy, water, waste and chemicals, and references to on-site renewables have been
removed. Requirements related to chemicals and food have been simplified, including
limiting food waste obligations to cases where food services are actually provided.
Maintenance and corrective action procedures have also been streamlined, with more
flexible expectations regarding documentation.

For staff engagement and training (GM2), the approach has been made less formal.
Comprehensive training sessions and detailed manuals are replaced by written
instructions or simpler procedures. Fixed deadlines for training have been removed,
instead, staff are to be trained within a reasonable period, with periodic refreshers as
needed. The intention is to avoid unnecessary complexity while maintaining
effectiveness.

Regarding guest information and feedback (GM3), the criteria for small and medium
establishments have likewise been simplified. Detailed, location-specific operational
instructions (for example on when to open windows or when to change bed linen and
towels) have been removed. Information for guests is now provided in a more general
form, and feedback mechanisms are described in broader terms with lighter
documentation requirements, again to enhance practicality for smaller operators.
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Stakeholders shared several comments on the overall approach to Annex II (small and
medium-sized accommodation), particularly regarding ambition level and
differentiation between small and medium hotels.

Several stakeholders expressed concern that the current Annex II design, which
removes a number of optional criteria, may unintentionally penalise high-performing
small and medium hotels. They argued that some smaller establishments already
implement advanced practices and should retain the possibility to earn additional points
for these efforts. It was suggested that all optional criteria from Annex I be kept
available for Annex II, and that simplification for SMEs should instead be achieved by
reducing the minimum number of optional points required, rather than narrowing the
menu of criteria. In response to questions on the overall approach for Annex II, the
team explained that there are two main levers for simplifying requirements for smaller
establishments:

o simplifying or removing mandatory criteria, and
e adjusting the points threshold for optional criteria.

The team acknowledged that this is a plausible approach. It was noted that, if
mandatory criteria also remained identical across all types of accommodation and only
the number of optional points differed, there would be little justification for maintaining
separate annexes; a single annex with differentiated points thresholds by size could
suffice. The team underlined that the key burden for small operators is determined by
mandatory criteria, and that simplification efforts therefore need to focus primarily on
those.

Another concern was expressed as to whether the proposed changes truly constitute a
simplification. It was noted that “simple enterprises” (for example those without pools
or wellness facilities) are already effectively differentiated through the existing
structure, where non-relevant criteria do not apply. The number of beds alone does not
determine complexity, as seen with small but high-end apartment providers. The
stakeholder questioned whether systematically not requiring certain environmental
criteria to be fulfilled for some operators might represent a broader structural issue for
the Ecolabel scheme, rather than a genuine simplification. Stakeholders questioned
whether it is appropriate to group small and medium hotels together in a single annex.
It was noted that medium-sized hotels with, for example, up to 90 rooms are often
capable of meeting many of the Annex I criteria, and that the argument that SMEs do
not have procurement strategies does not hold for such establishments. In practice,
some hotels with as few as 20 rooms already operate with structured sustainability and
procurement processes, which facilitate rather than hinder day-to-day ecolabel
implementation. For these operators, formal strategies are part of “business as usual”
rather than an additional burden, suggesting that a more nuanced differentiation
between small and medium hotels may be warranted. The team clarified that the aim of
“simplification” is especially to reduce bureaucratic and assessment/verification
workload for small and micro enterprises, which often have very few staff and limited
administrative capacity. The existing “nuancing” of criteria (for example, a pool
criterion only applying if there is a pool) is helpful but not sufficient in itself to address
the overall administrative burden.
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Building on the discussion on indoor biocide use and prevention-based pest
management under Annex I, it was proposed that the same logic should apply to SMEs,
but with lighter evidence requirements. For example, verification in Annex II could rely
on a brief description of the preventive approach, basic monitoring records and a simple
treatment log or declaration of no indoor biocide use. This would preserve a consistent
level of ambition across Annex I and II, while keeping the burden manageable for
smaller operators. The team reiterated that it first needs a clearer understanding of how
a potential criterion and verification framework would be structured in general (for
Annex 1), before deciding how it might be simplified or adapted for Annex II. In
principle, the team is open to considering simplifications.

Theme 2: Energy and Climate performance

For the energy and climate performance theme, the structure for Annex Il remains
almost identical to Annex I, with two key differences.

First, the mandatory carbon footprinting requirement (ECS8), proposed for large hotels
in Annex I, is not applied to small and medium-sized establishments in Annex II.

Second, the criterion on building energy controls (EC4) is simplified: while Annex 1
foresees a Building Automation and Control System (BACS) for large hotels, Annex II
removes the explicit BACS requirement. Smaller establishments are instead asked to
demonstrate how they regulate temperatures in communal areas (for example,
thermostat settings for normal heating systems) and to ensure that guest rooms have
effective, “smart” temperature controls within a defined range. A requirement for
automatic switch off of lighting in certain areas is retained as a direct, system-level
obligation, without the need for a full BACS.

No direct comments were made for Theme 2: Energy and climate performance for
Annex II.

Theme 3: Water and wastewater criteria

For the water theme, most criteria for Annex Il remain the same as in Annex I. However,
criterion 5 on wastewater and criterion 8 on irrigation have been removed in Annex I1
for simplification.

This leaves criterion 1 on water consumption monitoring as the principal area of
difference. The team explained that this criterion has been simplified for small and
medium-sized hotels because many of these establishments do not operate separate
additional services such as restaurants or leisure facilities, making detailed
sub-metering less practical. In Annex II, mandatory reporting is therefore limited to
monthly main meter readings for the core accommodation areas, while more detailed
breakdowns by service or sub-meter remain optional. This approach is intended to
retain meaningful monitoring while keeping the administrative burden proportionate
to the scale and service profile of smaller establishments.

No direct comments were made for Theme 3: Water and wastewater for Annex I1.
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Theme 4: Solid Waste criteria

The team explained that the solid waste theme has been simplified compared to Annex
1, and that the specific criterion on solid waste monitoring has been removed for smaller
establishments.

The revised waste prevention criterion for food and packaging (SW1) retains the focus
on avoiding single-use packaging but reduces complexity. Requirements related to
coffee machines and capsules have been simplified: detailed material specifications
have been removed, and the use of capsules is permitted where they are made from
recycled or renewable materials, with clearer exceptions and definitions. Verification
is based more on supplier declarations, reflecting the reality that small establishments
often have limited supplier and logistical options, while still maintaining the objective
of packaging waste prevention.

For the waste sorting criterion (SW3) covering textiles and other solid waste, detailed
requirements have been removed on waste collection and donation pathways that are
more relevant to large hotels, recognising that the volume of textiles and similar items
is significantly lower in small and medium-sized establishments. Waste collection
obligations are now limited to public areas, with the requirement for separate
collection infrastructure in guest rooms removed. The overall aim is to reduce
operational and documentation burdens while preserving the core intent of waste
prevention and appropriate waste management.

Theme 5: Procurement and Consumables criteria

The team presented the adaptations to the procurement and consumables theme, noting
that there are more substantial differences here than in other themes.

First, the criteria on professional laundry services and indoor cleaning services have
been removed for Annex I, as they were considered less significant or less practical
for smaller establishments. The team indicated it remains open to stakeholder views on
this decision.

For the remaining procurement criteria (paper products (PC1), durable goods (PC2),

detergents and toiletries (PC3)), the overall approach has been simplified and made
more proportional. Recognising that large hotels may have dedicated procurement staff
and significant leverage over suppliers, whereas small hotels tend simply to purchase

from what is available on the market, the team has lowered the ambition of the minimum

purchasing thresholds for ecolabelled products. Instead of requiring, for example, 90%
ecolabelled purchases as in Annex I, Annex II introduces graduated thresholds,

allowing small and medium-sized establishments to earn points from lower initial levels

with scope to improve over time. The intention is to encourage continuous improvement
rather than an “all-or-nothing” threshold, and to avoid imposing complex procurement
strategies on operators who are unlikely to have the capacity to develop them.
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This graduated, proportional approach is applied consistently across the relevant
procurement criteria, including those for paper products, durable goods, and
detergents and toiletries. For Annex II, the emphasis is placed on what smaller
operators can realistically achieve and document (for example through invoices),
rather than on formalised procurement policies.

For local and organic food products (PC5), the team has taken a different
simplification approach. For small and medium-sized establishments, the requirement
relating to local and seasonal products has been removed, primarily due to the
complexity and administrative burden of verifying “local” and “seasonal’ sourcing
for relatively small quantities. The criterion instead focuses on whether products are
organic, which can be verified straightforwardly via recognised labels on packaging.
This is intended to reduce the assessment and verification burden on small operators,
while preserving a meaningful environmental signal through organic certification.

On local and seasonal purchasing, stakeholders stressed that it remains important to
recommend local and seasonal food procurement for Annex II establishments. It was
pointed out that seasonal calendars exist and can provide clear guidance on which fruits
and vegetables are in season, which could facilitate implementation and verification.
The team recognised that there is strong stakeholder support for retaining or
reinforcing this aspect. However, it underlined the practical difficulties of defining and
verifying seasonality consistently across Europe. The team invited stakeholders to
share any existing lists, tools or references that define seasonal products (particularly
fresh fruit and vegetables) by region or country, in order to avoid each operator having
to interpret seasonality individually. Clear reference points would be needed so that

accommodation providers can reliably determine when a given product counts as “in
season”.

From a rural tourism perspective, concerns were raised about both reporting frequency
and supplier availability. For very small operations such as B&Bs or single short-term
rentals, monthly reporting or control was described as unrealistic, since invoices for
some supplies are only issued for example quarterly. In addition, in rural areas there is
often a very limited choice of providers, meaning that operators may simply have to
accept what is available locally, with little possibility to select ecolabelled or otherwise
preferred products. It was suggested that criteria and verification requirements should
be made more flexible for such cases. In relation to small rural establishments and
procurement of ecolabelled products, the team acknowledged these constraints, but
noted that the most demanding procurement requirements are in the realm of optional
criteria. In cases where procurement of certified products is genuinely constrained,
small rural operators might focus on other optional criteria to reach the required
points. At the same time, the team recognised that geographical and market-access
limitations (for example island locations or very remote areas) may warrant some
flexibility, particularly for mandatory elements. Stakeholders were invited to propose
specific, well-defined exceptions for mandatory criteria where such constraints arise.

Finally, a clarification was requested on whether the criteria distinguish between hotels
that serve only breakfast and those offering full restaurant services. The question relates
in particular to how food-related criteria (including local/seasonal requirements) apply
in practice to different types of catering provision. The team clarified that the existing
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logic from the 2017 criteria has been maintained. For example, where a criterion
requires “at least two locally sourced and not out-of-season fresh fruit and vegetables
at each meal”, a hotel that only serves breakfast must comply for breakfast only,
whereas a hotel that also serves lunch and dinner must comply for all meals offered.

Theme 6: Social criteria & Theme 7: Outdoors and Mobility criteria

The team addressed that no changes from Annex I were proposed for Annex IL
However, stakeholders’ comments were welcomed to further develop the criterion.

Block 7: Criteria proposals and rationale.

It was explained that, at this stage, the criteria under Annex III have not yet been fully
reworked or reconsidered, even for Annex I. The team stated that it is too early to define
how, or whether, they should be adapted or simplified for Annex II. The intention is
first to finalise and validate the proposals for Annex I, and only then to decide what
modifications may be appropriate for smaller establishments.

Annex lll: Tourist accommodation in CAMPSITES

The team introduced the draft criteria for Annex IllI, emphasising that this work is still
exploratory and based on limited data and working hypotheses. The technical report
contains initial draft proposals and some placeholders where criteria or justifications
are not yet fully developed. The team stressed that these proposals are a starting point
for discussion, not a fixed position, and that stakeholder input, both during the meeting
and through the written consultation, is essential to validate assumptions, identify
missing issues, and indicate where criteria should be simplified, strengthened or
redesigned.

For General Management, the intention is to adapt the environmental management
system to the operational reality of campsites and caravan parks. The focus is on the
most relevant impacts, namely water, energy and waste, with simplified monitoring,
internal evaluation and documentation requirements. A key proposal is to use both
guest-night and pitch-night indicators, reflecting the view that many resource flows are
driven by occupied pitches rather than individual guests. Shared facilities such as
sanitary blocks and service buildings are explicitly included, as they are usually the
main sources of consumption. Staff training and guest information requirements are
designed to be practical and proportionate, taking account of small teams and seasonal

staff.

Regarding Energy and Climate performance, the criteria are being adapted to how
guests typically use these spaces. Guest-owned stoves, grills and outdoor heating are
not restricted, whereas establishment-owned equipment must comply with emission
standards to reduce air pollution. Proposed changes include focusing temperature and
lighting controls on communal buildings, and introducing requirements for exterior
lighting to reduce energy use and limit light pollution, which is particularly relevant
given the often natural settings of such sites.
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For Water and Wastewater, the current proposal mirrors the criteria in Annex I, with
consumption measured per overnight stay, but with simpler procedures, optional
reporting for day visitors, and more flexibility for small teams, while retaining sufficient
tracking to allow benchmarking. The team acknowledged that further adaptation will
be needed to reflect limited staff and varying infrastructures at campsites.

In relation to Solid Waste, the preliminary criteria focus on issues considered most
relevant at campsites, notably reducing single-use packaging, managing chemical
toilet waste, and exploring options for on-site composting. These ideas are at an early
stage and will be refined in light of stakeholder feedback.

The team noted that Theme 5 (Procurement and Consumables) and Theme 6 (Social
Criteria) for campsites are currently placeholders, simplified but not yet fully
developed, and will require additional research to reflect the specific characteristics of
this accommodation type.

Finally, the team highlighted the potential for significantly different criteria under the
Outdoors and Mobility theme for campsites. It invited stakeholders to provide
information and examples on nature-based solutions for water and wastewater
management, on-site farming, tree planting and biodiversity programmes on campsite
land. Stakeholders were encouraged to share this input either during the discussion or
through the written consultation, as it will be crucial for filling current gaps and
shaping the next iteration of the Annex Il criteria.

Several comments concerned the applicability of campsite-type criteria to other rural
accommodation. A stakeholder suggested that some proposed outdoor criteria for
campsites (for example nature-oriented measures) are also very suitable for rural hotels,
B&Bs and short-term rentals. It was proposed that such measures could be added as
optional criteria for these accommodation types, potentially helping them to earn points
where procurement-related criteria are harder to meet in rural areas. Regarding
exceptions in exceptional circumstances, the team suggested that any formal
exemptions should be considered, where justified, for mandatory criteria (for example
for very remote establishments with particular constraints). For optional criteria, the
team’s view is that if one option is not feasible, operators should earn points via other
criteria. Stakeholders were invited to propose specific, clearly defined exceptions for
particular mandatory requirements where warranted.

Another stakeholder similarly highlighted potential for campsites, and possibly Annex
I and II establishments depending on their size and setting, to contribute to the
forthcoming Nature Restoration Law, for example through removal of invasive species
or landscaping that favours local biodiversity. On the potential role of the Nature
Restoration Law within the criteria, the team stated that any related requirements
should be limited to land owned or directly controlled by the tourist accommodation
establishment. The applicability of such measures would depend on the size and type of
green space available: they may be suitable for some establishments with significant
grounds, but not for others with very limited outdoor areas. Stakeholders were invited
to submit specific proposals in writing on how nature restoration or biodiversity
measures could be appropriately incorporated into the criteria.
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On verification frequency and costs, stakeholders stressed that the cost of certification
and audits is a major barrier to uptake, particularly for campsites and small enterprises.
They proposed extending the verification audit interval from two to three years to
reduce costs. In relation to the verification/audit interval, the team indicated that a
move from two-year to three-year verification cycles is acceptable “in principle” from
its side, but stressed that this is ultimately a competent body decision, as it concerns
how national bodies organise and resource their certification work.

On the promotion and visibility of ecolabelled accommodation, a stakeholder asked
whether there are plans to promote EU Ecolabel accommodations and whether
customers can access a central listing of ecolabelled establishments. Another
stakeholder responded that all EU Ecolabel-certified Tourist Accommodation Services
are already listed in an online EU Ecolabel catalogue on the Commission’s website,
and provided here.

Several comments addressed future development and process. It was sought
confirmation that stakeholders will have further opportunities to submit proposals on
campsite criteria, which was affirmed during the meeting. It was asked whether an
updated and cleaned-up draft of the criteria will be circulated following analysis of
comments. On the consultation process and next steps, the team confirmed that
stakeholders should base their comments on the first version of the technical report and
the preliminary report circulated on 16 December. These documents are the reference
for the current consultation round. After analysing all feedback, the team will prepare
a second version of the technical report with revised draft criteria, expected before the
summer break, around end of June / early July. Stakeholders were reassured that there
is still time to submit detailed proposals in the upcoming written consultation.
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Closing session

To conclude the meeting, the team confirmed that this session marked the end of the
first stakeholder meeting on the revision of the EU Ecolabel criteria for tourist
accommodation.

The team informed participants that following the meeting, all registered stakeholders
will receive a link to an EU Survey questionnaire on Technical Report 1. The
questionnaire will include both general questions and annex-specific sections.
Participants will be able to respond only to the parts relevant to them (for example,
large hotels, small and medium-sized accommodation, or campsites and caravan
parks), thereby keeping the response workload manageable. While completion of the
questionnaire is the preferred channel to ensure that input is captured systematically,
stakeholders may also submit supplementary material as attachments, which will be
taken into account alongside survey responses.

The team explained that all relevant comments and proposals will be reflected, where
appropriate, in future versions of the draft technical report. For transparency, a
consolidated table of comments and replies will be prepared, providing explanations
on how each comment has been addressed. This table will be published separately.

The presentation slides from the meeting will be made available on the project website
in PDF format on the same day. The draft minutes of the meeting are expected to be
circulated within approximately two weeks.

Next steps for the team include reviewing all stakeholder input, revising the criteria
and preparing a second draft of the technical report, currently expected by end of June
or early July. A second stakeholder (AHWG) meeting is tentatively planned for around
middle September. Stakeholders were reminded that they can contact the project team
via the functional mailbox for any further questions on content or process.

In closing, the team thanked participants for their active engagement, contributions
and time throughout the meeting. No further questions were raised, and the meeting
was formally closed.

40



