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Joint Research Centre in the context of the European 
Commission:  
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Activities in support of Product Policy 

IPTS supports the development and implementation of 
environmental product policies, amongst them the EU Ecolabel 
Regulation and the Green Public Procurement Communication. 

 

Analysis of each product group with focus on techno economic and 
environmental aspects 

 

Alignment with Ecolabel Regulation EC 66/2010 

 

Develop criteria and implementing measures until the stage of 
voting in committee 
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Criteria development process 

Stakeholder 
consultation  
document/ 
questionnaire 

Preliminary Report 

Product Definition 
Market Analysis 
Technical Analysis 
Improvement Potential 
LCC 

1st Working Document 

Criteria + background 

1st AHWG 

2nd Working Document 

Ecolabel + GPP criteria 

2nd AHWG 

Final proposals for  
Ecolabel and GPP 
criteria 

Today! 
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Ecolabel and GPP Criteria Development  
for computers 

1. Stakeholders can provide comments on working document up to 
20 days after the meeting (not later than Oct 24th) 

 

2. Comments need to be transmitted in BATIS 
 

3. Separate draft criteria proposals for EU Ecolabel and Green Public 
Procurement criteria will be prepared and published 4 weeks 
ahead of next AHWG 

 

4. Second AHWG to take place in May 2014 in Brussels 
 

5. Again ~3 weeks to comment after 2nd AHWG 
 

6. November 2014 final draft criteria available 
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Using the BATIS system 
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Overview: 
 
Technical background to the criteria development 
 
Discussion on new and revised criteria 

Today’s 1st AHWG 
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Thank you 
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10th October 2013 

 
Revision of the EU Ecolabel and 
GPP criteria for the ‘Personal’ and 

‘Notebook’ computer product group  
 
Scope and definition 



What are the challenges for this product group?  



What are the challenges for this product group?  

http://inhabitat.com/hps-new-z1-workstation-pops-open-for-easy-diy-upgrades-and-repairs/hp-z1-workstation-4/


Article 1  

The product group ‘personal computers’ shall comprise: desktop 

computers, integrated desktop computers, thin clients, displays and 

keyboards (as a stand alone item) as defined in Article 2. 

 

Notebook computers, small-scale servers, workstations, gaming 

consoles and digital picture frames shall not be considered personal 

computers for the purpose of this Decision. 

 

Taken from the Commission Decision of 9th June 2011, C(2011) 3737 

Current scope definition (1) 
Personal computers  



Article 1  

1. The product group ‘notebook computers’ shall comprise devices which 

have the following characteristics:  

(a) they perform logical operations and process data and are designed 

specifically for portability and to be operated for extended periods of 

time either with or without a direct connection to an AC power source;  

(b) they utilise an integrated computer display and are capable of 

operation off an integrated battery or other portable power source. If a 

notebook computer is delivered with an external power supply this power 

supply is considered part of the notebook computer. 

2. For the purpose of this Decision, tablet personal computers, which may 

use touch-sensitive screens along with or instead of other input devices 

shall be considered notebook computers.  

 

Current scope definition (2) 
Notebook computers  



Different definitions of ‘computers’ 

Analysis of EU Ecolabel, Energy Star (draft v6.0), TCO, Blue Angel, 

Nordic Swan, (draft) EU Ecodesign Regulation 

 

• Most eco-labels use the Energy Star criteria for energy related 

benchmarks 

• The definitions of Energy Star, the Blue Angel and Nordic Swan are 

broadly identical  

 

Key differences: 

Blue Angel - separate definition for Netbooks 

EU Ecolabel - doesn’t include Workstations + Small-Scale servers  

‘Tablets’ are out of scope in the criteria documents of Energy Star 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Definitions of ‘displays’ 

A growing number of devices can be used  

as both, television and computer displays.  

 

• existing EU definitions draw a boundary between computer 

monitors and televisions - televisions to be ‘designed primarily for 

the display and reception of audio-visual signals’ 

• It is becoming more and more difficult to distinguish between the 

two product categories 

• Recent definitions use interface specifications, such as HDMI and 

VGA to create a distinction 

• This can create problems around the consistent application of the 

Regulations to a subset of covered products 



Recommendations on scope definition 

1. Maintain most established definitions. 

2. Widen the scope to all Energy Star sub-groups 

3. Clearly differentiate tablet computers within the scope. 

4. Omit keyboard definition as a separate product. 

5. Improved definition for computer monitors 

6. Unified scope options for TV/display criteria 

 

6a. Create a unified criteria set for dual-function computer and    

      television monitors.  

6b: Consider the potential for a unified scope for all forms of displays  

      (computer displays and television displays) 

 



Proposed scope definitions (1) 

‘Computer’ means a device which performs logical operations and 

processes data.  

 

‘Desktop Computer’ means a computer whose main unit is designed 

to be located in a permanent location, often on a desk or the floor.  

 

‘Integrated Desktop Computer’ means a Desktop Computer in 

which the computing hardware and display are integrated into a single 

housing, connected to AC mains power through a single cable 

 

‘Notebook Computer’ means a computer designed specifically for 

portability and to be operated for extended periods of time both with 

and without a direct connection to an AC mains power source 

 



Proposed new scope definitions (2) 

‘Tablet Computer’ (often referred to as ‘slate computer’) means a 

wireless, portable computer that is primarily for battery mode usage 

and has a touch screen interface. 

 

‘Small-scale Server’ means a computer that typically uses desktop 

components in a desktop form factor, but is designed primarily to be a 

storage host for other computers. 

 

‘Mobile Thin Client’ means a computer meeting the definition of a 

Thin Client, designed specifically for portability, and also meeting the 

definition of a Notebook Computer. 

 



Stakeholder questionnaire 1 
Product scope 

Sent out 22nd March 2013 

 

1.  Comments on the existing scope 

2.  Experience with the current criteria set 

3.  Comments on specific recommendations 

4.  Market and technical focus for the revision 

 

Response: 10 in total (18% response rate) consisting of 4 

Member States, 5 manufacturers (2 international and 3 EU) and 

1 component manufacturer. 



Q1. Comments on the existing scope 

Scope should be broad to encourage applicants and maintain 

relevances...  

 

Sub-product related comments: 

 

• Tablets: Slates and docking stations (eg. MS Surface) have 

different characteristics 

• Thin clients: Definition based on CPU being present? 

• Small-scale servers: Definition should take account of multi 

and uni-processors 

 

Is CENELEC working on common definitions? 



Q3. Comments on specific recommendations 

• General support for harmonisation with Energy Star and 

Ecodesign 

• Some general improvements to definitions e.g. tablets, thin 

clients 

• For workstations function and performance are paramount 

• Clarity needed on keyboards, which must have a criteria set 

 

 



Questions 

• Do you agree with workstations and small servers being 

included? 

• Do bundled desktops and monitors require any special 

treatment? 
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Revision of the EU Ecolabel and   
GPP criteria for the ‘Personal’ and 

‘Notebook’ computer product group  
 
Preliminary findings 



Overview 

Part 1 

• Legislation and standards 

• Market analysis 

• Review of ecolabelling schemes 

 

Part 2 

• LCA screening 

• Environmental impact 'hot spots' 

• Framework and focus for the revision 



• EU Ecodesign Regulation No. 617/2013,  
ecodesign requirements for computers and computer servers  

• Excluded: external computer displays 

• Included: specific ecodesign requirements for standby and off mode electric power 
consumption (Regulation 1275/2008 not applicable to computers) 

• Included: specific ecodesign requirements for networked standby 

• EU Ecodesign Regulation No. 278/2009,  
ecodesign requirements for external power supplies 

• EU Energy label: No COM Regulation with regard to computers 

• EU Energy Star: Regulation No. 174/2013 on a Community energy 
efficiency labelling programme for office equipment.  
Computer specifications, v6.0 shall take effect from April 28, 2014 

Legislative framework  
Energy consumption 



• EU REACH Regulation No. 1907/2006, regulating SVHC (Candidate 
List => Authorisation List; notification and information requirements) 

• EU CLP Regulation No. 1272/2008 on the classification and packaging 
of substances and mixtures; identification of hazardous chemicals and 
information of users about particular threats with the help of standard 
symbols and phrases (globally harmonized system, GHS).  

• EU RoHS Directive 2011/65/EU restricting the use of lead, mercury, 
cadmium, hexavalent chromium, PBB and PBDE in EEE.  

- Exemptions for mercury in fluorescent lamps (relevant for CFL-backlight systems) 

- On-going study for reviewing of the List of Restricted Substances under RoHS:  
Priority substances HBCDD, DEHP, BBP, and DBP.  

• EU F-gas Regulation No. 842/2006 on certain fluorinated GHG; 
relevant for SF6 and NF3 emissions during LCD screen manufacturing 

Legislative framework  
Hazardous substances 



• EU WEEE Directive 2012/19/EU regulating the separate 
collection, treatment and recycling of end-of-life electrical and 
electronic equipment.  

- Computers classified under category 3 “IT and telecommunications equipment” 

- Annex V: Minimum targets for recovery (75%; from 2015: 80%) and recycling 
(65%; from 2015: 70%) 

- Annex VII: Substances, mixtures and components that have to be removed from 
collected WEEE for selective treatment:  

• Mercury containing components (switches, backlight lamps); 

• Batteries;  

• Printed circuit boards > 10 cm²;  

• Plastic containing brominated flame retardants;  

• LCD displays > 100 cm² and those backlighted with gas discharge lamps;  

• External electric cables.  

Legislative framework  
Waste 



• The PC market is 
expected to further rise, 
mostly driven by the 
increasing market 
share of tablet PCs.  

• Notebook PCs are 
expected to be 
overtaken by tablet PCs 
from 2014. 

• Businesses accounted  
for >13% of total sales 
of media tablets 
(Western Europe).  

Market analysis 
Overall market trends 



• All-in-one PCs: 2-5% of  
total desktop PC market 

• Ultra-thin notebooks:  
Growing consumer interest,  
but still at low volumes  
(e.g. France: 9% of total  
mobile PC shipments). 

• Thin clients: shipments 
expected to rise by 6.2% in  
2013, but still at low volumes 
(EMEA: 1.7 million units in 2012).  

• Workstations: Global shipments 
approximately 3.5 million units in 
2012.  

Market analysis   
Niche products 



• Solid state disks (SSD) 
increasingly used in 
notebooks and netbooks 
due to enhanced capacity, 
shorter loading times, 
silent operating mode, 
slimmer form factor and 
better shock tolerance.  

• SSD: 6% of total 
notebook shipments  
in 2012 

Market analysis  
Drive technology 



Consumer trends  
Short replacement cycles 



• Global and EU PC market 
(without tablet PCs) 
dominated by five major 
players: HP, Acer, Asus, 
Dell, and Lenovo 

• 70% of EU notebook 
sales: HP, Acer, Asus, 
Dell, Lenovo and Apple 

• 80% global tablet sales: 
Apple, Samsung and Asus  

Market analysis 
Leading manufacturers 



• Blue Angel  

- “Personal Computers” (RAL-UZ 78a, 03/2012) 

- “Notebook Computers” (RAL-UZ 78d, 01/2011) 

• Nordic Swan (Nordic Ecolabel for Computers, 06/2009) 

• TCO 

- Certified Desktops 4.0 (03/2012) 

- Certified All-in-One PCs 2.0 (03/2012) / Certified Edge All-in-One PCs 1.0 
(05/2010) 

- Certified Notebooks 4.0 (03/2012) / Certified Edge Notebooks (02/2011) 

- Certified Tablets (11/2012) 

• EPEAT Computer and Display Criteria (undated) 

• Energy Star specification for computers (current v5.2, 07/2009) 

 

Market analysis 
Current energy and ecolabelling schemes 



Current energy and ecolabelling schemes   
Market significance 

Ecolabel Effective 
Date  

Number of models 
awarded 

Licence holders 

Blue Angel  2011/2012 15 Fujitsu 

Nordic Swan  2009 54 Fujitsu 

TCO 2012 29 Asus, Lenovo, 
Samsung, AOC, HP 

EPEAT Not dated 2,337 29 companies 

Energy Star  2009 9,972  65 companies 



• Reference to Energy Star, either exceeding version 5.0 or “most 
current” specification; all 

• Requirements for external power supplies; Nordic Swan / Blue 
Angel / TCO / Energy Star 

• Requirements for Slate / Tablet Computers (external power 
supply); Nordic Swan / TCO 

• Visible on-/off switch; Nordic Swan 

• Renewable energy accessory; EPEAT optional 

 

 

Current energy and ecolabelling schemes   
Energy criteria 



• Material recovery: 65- 90% of plastics / metals of chassis  

• Post-consumer recyclate material: may be used in case parts and 
chassis (Blue Angel); declaration of content (EPEAT, required); 
minimum / higher content of recyclate material (TCO; EPEAT 
optional) 

• Renewable / bio-based plastic material: declaration / minimum 
content (EPEAT required / optional) 

• Rechargeable batteries easy to remove without use of any tools 
(Blue Angel) 

• Disassembly instructions for end-of-life recyclers or treatment 
facilities (Blue Angel) 

 

Current energy ecolabelling schemes 
Design for recycling 



• Availability of spare parts: 3 or 5 years 

• Additional warranty (1 or 3 years) or service agreement 

• Special information regarding disposal of batteries (Blue Angel) 

• Provision of product take-back service / rechargeable battery take-
back service (EPEAT required);  

• Auditing of recycling vendors (EPEAT optional) 

 

 

Current energy ecolabelling schemes  
Lifetime extension / end of life 



• CSR (corporate environmental/social responsibility):  
Nordic Swan, TCO, EPEAT (required or optional) 

- For example: code of conduct; corporate environmental policy; environmental 
management certification for manufacturing plants (self certified / third party certified); 
corporate report based on GRI 

• Packaging: only TCO / EPEAT 

- For example: Reduction or restriction of hazardous substances in packaging; separable 
packaging materials; declaration of recycled content in packaging; provision of take-back 
programme for packaging; 90% of packaging recyclable 

• Noise: Nordic Swan, Blue Angel, TCO  

• Ergonomics: TCO; Nordic Swan (displays, notebooks, tablets) and 
Blue Angel (netbook displays) refer to TCO 

 

Current energy ecolabelling schemes   
Other criteria areas 



Questions 

• Have we presented an accurate overview of market?  
• Are there other trends/factors to consider?  
• What experience is arising from recent/current ecolabel 

revisions?  
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Revision of the EU Ecolabel and   
GPP criteria for the ‘Personal’ and 

‘Notebook’ computer product group  
 
Preliminary findings (2) 



LCA analysis 
Literature basis 

Product  Authors Title 

Desktop PC 

Song et al. 2013 Life cycle assessment of desktop PCs in Macau 

Stutz 2011 
Product Carbon Footprint (PCF) Assessment of a Dell OptiPlex 780 Desktop – 
Results and Recommendations 

Duan et al. 2009 Life cycle assessment study of a Chinese desktop personal computer 
IVF 2007 EuP Lot 3 - Personal Computers (desktops and laptops) and Computer Monitors 

Notebook PC 

St-Laurent et al. 2012 Green Electronics? – An LCA based study of Eco-labeling of laptop computers 

Prakash et al. 2011 
Timely replacement of a notebook under consideration of environmental 
aspects 

Ciroth & Franze 2011 
LCA of an Ecolabelled Notebook - Consideration of Social and Environmental 
Impacts Along the Entire Life Cycle 

IVF 2007 EuP Lot 3 - Personal Computers (desktops and laptops) and Computer Monitors 

Connell & Stutz 2009 
Product Carbon Footprint (PCF) Assessment of a Dell OptiPlex 780 Desktop – 
Results and Recommendations 

Thin client Maga et al. 2012 Comparison of two ICT solutions: desktop PC versus thin client computing 

Tablet  
Apple 2012a iPad Environmental Report 
Shuttle 2012 Environmental Product Declaration (EPD): Slate-Tablet PC V08CN01 

Small-scale server Stutz et al. 2012 Carbon Footprint of a Dell Rack Server 
Workstation Apple 2012b Mac Pro Environmental Report 



• Subject of the studies: Representative product groups, sub-
categories, technologies or specifications 

• Time related coverage: Data less than 4 years old 

• Comprehensiveness: Broad environmental impact categories; 
cradle to grave; ideally Product Environmental Footprint (PEF) 
methodology 

• Robustness: Scientifically robust considered against the 
evaluation provided in ILCD handbook 

• Reliability: Data quality ideally subject to external critical review 

 

 

LCA analysis 
Quality assessment of LCA studies 



LCA analysis 
Identification of comprehensive LCA studies 

Product  Authors Title 

Desktop PC 

Song et al. 2013 Life cycle assessment of desktop PCs in Macau 

Stutz 2011 
Product Carbon Footprint (PCF) Assessment of a Dell OptiPlex 780 Desktop – 
Results and Recommendations 

Duan et al. 2009 Life cycle assessment study of a Chinese desktop personal computer 
IVF 2007 EuP Lot 3 - Personal Computers (desktops and laptops) and Computer Monitors 

Notebook PC 

St-Laurent et al. 2012 Green Electronics? – An LCA based study of Eco-labeling of laptop computers 

Prakash et al. 2011 
Timely replacement of a notebook under consideration of environmental 
aspects 

Ciroth & Franze 2011 
LCA of an Ecolabelled Notebook - Consideration of Social and Environmental 
Impacts Along the Entire Life Cycle 

IVF 2007 EuP Lot 3 - Personal Computers (desktops and laptops) and Computer Monitors 

Connell & Stutz 2009 
Product Carbon Footprint (PCF) Assessment of a Dell OptiPlex 780 Desktop – 
Results and Recommendations 

Thin client Maga et al. 2012 Comparison of two ICT solutions: desktop PC versus thin client computing 

Tablet  
Apple 2012a iPad Environmental Report 
Shuttle 2012 Environmental Product Declaration (EPD): Slate-Tablet PC V08CN01 

Small-scale server Stutz et al. 2012 Carbon Footprint of a Dell Rack Server 
Workstation Apple 2012b Mac Pro Environmental Report 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Source: xxxx 

Manufacturing and use phase dominate the environmental impacts 

 

LCA analysis 
Broad findings from comprehensive LCA studies 



• The share of manufacturing and use can vary due to  

- Product life span  

- Electricity grid mixes 

- Power consumption in the use phase 

• For products with a shorter lifetime, such as notebook PCs, the 
production phase has a larger environmental impact  

• For servers and workstations, the use phase dominates the 
total results with regard to GHG emissions 

• Environmental impacts of manufacturing phase can be reduced by 
sound EoL management as secondary resources from recycling 
can avoid primary production.  

• Ecolabel criteria do not directly improve the manufacturing 
phase 

LCA analysis 
Broad findings from LCA studies 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Environmental hot spots during manufacturing phase:  
PWB, power supply unit, CD-ROM and HDD 
Source: xxxx  

 

 

LCA analysis 
Main contributors at component level: Desktop PC 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Environmental hot spots during manufacturing phase:  
PWB, LCD panel and final assembly process  
Source: xxxx  

 

 

 

LCA analysis 
Main contributors at component level: LCD screen 



• Manufacturing of a notebook PC clearly dominates environmental 
impacts compared to use phase 

• Environmental hot spots during manufacturing phase:  
LCD display, motherboard and battery production 

• Impacts can be reduced  

- directly by improving design and production techniques, or  

- indirectly by extending notebooks’ use life or by reusing parts 

 

LCA analysis 
Main results – Notebook computers 



LCA analysis 
Main results – Tablet computers 

Components 

iPad  

(9.7") 

MacBook Pro 

(13") 

Gram % gram % 

Battery 205 31% 355 17% 

Aluminium 135 20% 520 25% 

Display 132 20% 290 14% 

Glass 112 17% 103 5% 

Circuit boards 40 6% 195 9% 

Other metals 28 4% 121 6% 

Plastics 10 2% - - 

Hard drive and 

optical drive 
- - 240 11% 

Keyboard and 

trackpad 
- - 154 7% 

Others - - 121 6% 

Total 662 100% 2099 100% 



LCA analysis 
Main results – Tablet computers 



• Notebook PCs comprise 
hard drive, optical drive, 
keyboard and track pad  

• Tablet PCs: Battery, 
aluminium, display and 
glass account for the 
main parts 

• 67% of GWP emissions 
during manufacturing, 
25% during use phase 

• Main contributing 
components to GWP and 
primary energy:  
Display and mainboard 

 

LCA analysis 
Main results – Tablet computers 
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- The 10g weight limit for hazardous substances 

- Extended commercial warranty 

- Noise limits for further modes (e.g. accessing optical drives) 

- Criteria on packaging 

- Increasing recycled content 

- Sustainable materials management and resource efficiency 

- End of life phase regarding halogenated compounds 

- Social accountability 

- Consider merging portable computers product group with 
personal computers product group 

Commission Statement, 21st October 2010  
Personal and Notebook computers  



Proposed areas of focus for the revision 



Restructuring proposal  
Current criteria 



Restructuring proposal 
Proposed clusters and sub-criteria 



Questions 

 

• Are we addressing the right issues?  
• Is there additional evidence available?  
• To what extent can some of these hot spots be directly 

addressed – is there work in this area? 
• Are there other areas of focus for industry, Member 

States and Ecolabels that we should consider?  
• Do you agree with the proposed restructuring? 
 



59 

1st Ad Hoc Working Group (AHWG) Meeting 

 
Revision of the EU Ecolabel and 
GPP criteria for the ‘Personal’ and 

‘Notebook’ computer product group  
 
Energy consumption criteria area 



Criterion 1.1: Energy savings 
Current criteria, Desktops and thin clients  



Criterion 1.1: Energy savings 
Present criteria, Notebook computers 



Criterion 1.1: Energy savings 
New Energy Star programme (Draft v.6.0) 
  
Energy Star was used to define the implementing measure under the 
Ecodesign Directive: 
  
- Tier 1 requirements will enter into force on 1 July 2014 
- Tier 2 entering into force on 1 January 2016  
  
Draft Version 6.0 is currently under development, taking effect     
April 28, 2014: 
 
- Targets top 25% of models currently on the market  
- Tablets are not covered, minimal energy use (around 4 kWh/year) 
  



Criterion 1.1: Energy savings 
Energy Star programme, Past market 
penetration trends 

Source: xxxx 



Criterion 1.1: Energy savings 
Energy Star v.5.2 TEC requirements 

Source: xxxx 



Criterion 1.1: Energy savings 
Major proposed changes 
  
o Alignment with the new Energy Star program requirements for 

computers, version 6.0 effective from 28 April 2014 
o Removal of the differences with Energy Star (exclusion of 

additional allowances for discrete graphics processing units 
(GPUs)) 

o Tablet PCs (slate computers) to be exempted as this product 
sub-group does not consume much electricity (estimated at 
around 4 kWh/year)  

  
Separate focus on specific components, such as the internal power 
supply for desktops, in order to make additional efficiency gains  
  



Criterion 1.1: Energy savings 
Proposed revised criteria 
  



Criterion 1.1: Energy savings 
Questions 
  
Should the criterion on energy savings include a dynamic approach     
in order to better react to market developments? 
  
Possible options: 
 
1. Compliance with the most recently published Energy Star     

standard for computers on the date of application. 
2. No later than 2 years after the criteria for EU Ecolabel for  

Computers have entered into force, the Commission shall evaluate 
the market penetration of Computers. 

3. Performance shall meet and exceed Energy Star v6.0 as follows: 
    - One year from the date of adoption of the Decision: +x% 
    - Two years from the date of adoption of the Decision: +y% 



Criterion 1.2: Power management 
Present criteria, Desktop and 
notebook computers (1) 



Criterion 1.2: Power management 
Background to the sub-criteria 
  
Generally, all analysed energy and ecolabels for computers have 
criteria on power management  
 
o The draft Commission Regulation on ecodesign requirements for 

computers and servers has power management criteria 
o Overlap between criteria on power management: System Sleep 

Mode, Display Sleep Mode, WOL and Wake Management  
o Energy Star Version 6.0 has a reference to System Sleep Mode, 

where “the speed of any active 1 Gb/s Ethernet network links shall 
be reduced when transitioning to Sleep Mode or Off Mode” 

  



Criterion 1.2: Power management 
Major proposed changes 
  
o Alignment of criteria to the forthcoming Energy Star version 6.0 

program requirements for computers, effective from 28 April 
2014  

o Tablet PCs (slate computers) are not covered by Energy Star 
v6.0  
- Propose to exempt this product sub-group as it does not 

consume much electricity (estimated at around 4 kWh/year)  
  



Criterion 1.2: Power management 
Improved guidance on optimisation? 



Criterion 1.2: Power management 
Proposed revised criteria 
  



Criterion 1.2: Power management 
Questions 
  
• Should the current, stricter power management settings for 

display sleep (after 10 minutes instead of 15 minutes as in 
Energy Star) be kept in the revised criteria? 

 
• Are there any additional software solutions that can be pre-

installed/promoted that provide more advanced guidance for 
users, particularly for notebook users?   



Efficiency of power supplies 
External power supplies (EPS) 
  
o Covered by the horizontal Ecodesign Regulation (EC) 278/2009.  
o Current TCO Criteria for Desktops, All-in-One PCs, Notebooks and 

Tablets (each from 2012) require Level V 
o The Ecodesign Regulation (EC) 278/2009 on External Power 

Supplies is currently under revision 
o This will follow the voluntary EU Code of Conduct (CoC) on the 

energy efficiency of external power supplies: 
  

- 52% of models require redesign to meet tier 1                       
(from January 2014)  
- 93% of models require redesign to meet tier 2                     
(from January 2016)  



Criterion 1.3: Internal power supplies 
Current criteria, Desktop and notebook 
computers 



Criterion 1.3: Internal power supplies 
Reference points for the sub-criteria 
  
o Draft Commission Regulation has requirements for computers 

and computer servers (EU Ecodesign, Draft 2013)  
o 80plus voluntary global label certifies internal power supplies, of:  
  

- 115 V (power supplies for desktop, workstations and non-
redundant server applications)  
- 230 V (power supplies for redundant data centre applications).  

  
o Available in five classes (bronze, silver, gold, platinum, titanium) 

with different efficiency requirements.  



Criterion 1.3: Internal power supplies 
Comparison of efficiency requirements 
  



Criterion 1.3: Internal power supplies 
Models certified to 80Plus by benchmark 
  



Criterion 1.3: Internal power supplies 
Major proposed changes 
  
o Exceed draft Energy Star version 6.0 program (effective from 28 

April 2014)  
o This would correspond mostly to the 80plus-label, class bronze.  
o Align with 80plus-label, class silver, or possibly gold  

- Data suggests sufficient certified power supplies  
- Improvement potential of 5-7% in efficiency  



Criterion 1.3: Internal power supplies 
Proposed revised criteria   
  



Charging tablet computers 
Using notebooks to charge tablets 

 
o Tablet computers are designed to be operated in non-stationary, 

battery powered mode  
o Energy consumption determined by the charger and the way 

consumers charge… 
o Tablets can also be charged via the USB-interface of another 

computer, potentially in idle-mode for the sole reason of 
charging the tablet  

o Idle-mode power consumption of notebooks 10 W – 50 W (7.5 
W with an external supply)  

  



Charging tablet computers 
Proposed approach 
  
Idle-mode charging of a tablet is very inefficient.  
  
It is recommended to add inefficient charging via USB-port of 
notebook computers to the criterion “user instructions”.  
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Revision of the EU Ecolabel criteria  
for the ‘Personal and Notebook 

Computers’ product group  
 
Lifetime extension criteria area 



Lifetime extension 
Current criteria ‘Lifetime extension’ 



• According to results of the Technical Analysis / Improvement Potential, a 

strong focus should be paid on lifetime extension of computers to reduce 

the overall environmental impacts 

• In the current criteria documents, requirements influencing the lifetime 

of computers are spread across different criteria  

• For the revision it is proposed to cluster the associated criteria, 

complementing them with some new proposals 

• The focus should be on components identified as hotspots (enhancing 

reliability, repairability or requirements for minimum quality, consumer 

information)  

Lifetime extension 
New evidence and proposed areas of focus 



• Quality of components: Obligation for notebook manufacturers to 

provide batteries with longer capacity  

• Upgradeability: many of the “new” products, e.g. tablets, are very 

hard to upgrade (memory, disk space, battery).  

• Warranty/guarantee:  

- Guarantee to specific parts (e.g. non-exchangeable batteries in a 3-year period).  

- A consumer guarantee (of 1-2 year) besides the general warranty period of two years.  

• Spare parts:  

- Obligation for notebook manufacturers to release spare parts at lower prices, 

possibly using remanufactured parts to facilitate recycling companies).  

- Oblige manufacturers to maintain spare parts for up to 3 years. 

• Avoiding software-induced replacement  

Lifetime extension 
Initial stakeholder feedback 



1. Capability enhancement / upgradeability 

2. Lifetime of batteries 

3. HDD reliability  

4. Repairability 

5. Data deletion enabling second-hand usage 

(). Consumer information on lifetime extension possibilities 

Proposed approach  
Cluster 'Lifetime extension' 



Components shall be defined more clearly to take into account  

major technical developments (currently, certain components are not  

separately exchangeable any more).  

 

New: Inclusion of specific requirements for tablet computers.  

 

New: Notebooks shall provide a modular bay for an extra battery  

as this provides potential advantages in terms of lifetime extension  

and material efficiency (additional battery capacity, availability of  

battery spare parts, modular bay also usable for other applications,  

e.g. optical drives).  

3.1 Capability enhancement/upgradeability 
Major proposed changes 



3.1 Capability enhancement/upgradeability 
Draft proposed criteria text 



Questions 

 
• Are there any other technical solutions (USB host, hub, 

thunderbolt etc.) instead of a certain number of standard 
USB interfaces fulfilling the same requirement and 
therefore justifying a different formulation of the criterion? 

 
• Is there any possibility for upgrading graphic cards, CPUs or 

other significant components? Are there differences 
between Desktop and Notebook PCs?  

 



Lifetime of the rechargeable battery is a potential limiting factor to 

the overall lifetime of the whole product  

 

New: obligatory user instructions on factors influencing the lifetime 

of batteries 

 

To be discussed: Application of a test method to ensure a minimum 

battery capacity for ecolabelled computer products.  

3.2 Lifetime of batteries 
Major proposed changes 



3.2 Lifetime of batteries 
How are claims to be verified? 



Minimum battery capacity 
Proposed test method (I) 
 



Minimum battery capacity 
Proposed test method (II) 
 



3.2 Lifetime of batteries 
Draft proposed criteria text 



Questions 

• Could the test specifications outlined also be applied to  
the EU Ecolabel for notebook / tablet PCs? 

 
• How many test cycles would be applicable for mobile computers? 



• Hard disk drives (HDD): One of the computer components  
where the most common faults are reported by several studies 
and product surveys  

• This is particularly significant to notebooks where the HDD would 
benefit from being more reliable and resilient 

• It is also understood that there can be significant variations  
in the reliability of HDD products.  

• Several HDD products reviewed, as well as examples of OEM 
procurement procedures for HDD, specify the reliability of HDD 
using metrics such as ‘Mean Time Between Failures’ and 
‘Operating Shock’. 

3.3 Hard Disk Drive (HDD) reliability 
Proposed new sub-criteria 



Questions 

 
• What is the feasibility of an Ecolabel criterion requiring a 

standardised test method for HDD reliability? 
 
• Which indicator(s) should be used?  

e.g. 'Mean time between failures (MTBF)' or simulated 
environmental stresses such as ‘operating shock’.  

 



3.4 Repairability 
Current criteria 



• The link to the end-user has been removed; today’s products 

become increasingly complex and often the right to claim under 

guarantee becomes invalid when repairs are executed by persons 

who are not authorised 

• Design for repair: Focus on those components with high failure 

rates. The term 'easily accessible and exchangeable' has been 

illustrated with clear examples 

• A new criterion on reasonable repair costs has been proposed in 

order to avoid costs of single spare parts being more expensive 

than the purchase of a whole new computer product 

3.4 Repairability  
Major proposed changes 



3.4 Repairability  
Draft proposed criteria text (1) 



3.4 Repairability  
Draft proposed criteria text (2) 



Questions 

With regards to commercial guarantees: 
 
• In general: does a commercial guarantee in case of 

products’ defects result in a repair, i.e. lifetime 
prolongation, or are they simply exchanged for new 
products? 

• Should an additional commercial guarantee by the brand 
owner be required (e.g. TCO: 1 year, EPEAT: 3 years)? 



Criteria 3.5 Data deletion 
Draft proposed criteria text  

Rationale: end-users’ concern on possible misuse of private data  
still stored in devices is a barrier for second hand usage of IT devices  



Current criteria 'User information' 

(…) 

(…) 



User information 
Draft proposed criteria text  

(…) 

(…) 



• Inclusion of information requirements including detailed 

instructions for the extension of the computer’s lifetime 

• Inclusion of information requirements regarding the proper 

disposal of rechargeable batteries 

User information 
Major proposed changes 
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Hazardous substance criteria area 



Hazardous substances and mixtures 
Minimum producer requirements under REACH  
 
REACH regulation (EC) No 1907/2006.   
o Notification by of products or components containing a 'Candidate 

List' SVHC in a concentration above 0.1 % (w/w) or above 1 
tonne/year  

o Verification of SVHC’s is a major focus for manufacturers, reflected 
by component suppliers compliance initiatives. 

  
RoHS 2 Directive 2011/65/ EG  
o EEE placed on the market, including cables and spare parts for its 

repair, its reuse, updating of its functionalities or upgrading of its 
capacity: 

o Lead (Pb), mercury (Hg), Cadmium (Cd), hexavalent chromium (Cr 
VI), polybrominated biphenyls (PBB) and polybrominated diphenyl 
ethers (PBDE).  



Hazardous substances and mixtures 
Possible future EU substance restrictions (1) 
 
Intentions to submit Annex XV dossiers 
o Notification to ECHA who lists all activities in a public registry  
o Current SVHC intentions: 13 different substances (August 2013).  
  
EU Strategy for Endocrine disrupters 
o A priority list established within the EU-Strategy for Endocrine 

Disruptors.  
o From a total of 564 chemicals reduced to 66 Category 1 and 52 

Category 2 
o either persistent in the environment or produced at high volumes 
  



Hazardous substances and mixtures 
Possible future EU substance restrictions (2) 
 
Category 1: Humans likely to be exposed to 60 substances 
In-depth evaluation of 12 Category 1 substances: 
 
o 2,2-bis(4-(2,3-epoxypropyl)phenyl)propane (BADGE),  
o carbon disulphide,  
o 4-chloro-3-methylphenol,  
o 2,4-dichlorophenol,  
o 4-nitrotoluene,  
o o-phenylphenol,  
o resorcinol,  
o 4-tert octylphenol,  
o tetra BDE.  



Case study 
Joint Industry Guide (JIG) 
  
o An initiative of the Consumer Electronics Association. 
o A material composition declaration guide: Intentionally used substance 

or thresholds for impurities 
 
   Criteria 1 – R (Regulated) 54 different substances/substances groups 
   Criteria 2 – A (Assessment) C.I. Basic Violet 3 
   Criteria 3 – I (Information) 4 different substances/substance groups: 

 
- Beryllium oxide (BeO)  
- Brominated flame retardants (other than PBBs, PBDEs or HBCDD) 
both in plastic materials and printed wiring board laminates 
- Chlorinated flame retardants both in plastic materials and printed 
wiring board laminates 
- PVC (in plastic materials except printed wiring board laminates) 



Case study 
Pro-active substitution timeline, Hewlett Packard  
  

Source: Hewlett Packard (2011) 



Hazardous substances and mixtures 
Supply chain compliance?   
 
Only generally available if collected for:  
o RoHS and REACH compliance  
o Company or sectoral substance restrictions or declaration 

initiatives (e.g. JIG) 
 
Material questionnaires require suppliers to disclose information 
about their products: 
o The supplier must certify are not present in the product or sub-

part.  
o For commodity articles producers low/no influence on design or 

chemical composition e.g. wires, screws and printed circuit boards  
  



Hazardous substances and mixtures 
Sectoral eco-innovation and green chemistry 
  
Evidenced by the leading products on the market Product design,  
This shall be used to define the ambition level and framework for the 
criteria 
 
o Product design and material selection 
o Hazard substitution potential 
o Supply chain management systems  
o Balanced approach to evidence collation: Government, Industry, 

Ecolabel and NGO initiatives.  
  
Further examples of initiatives relevant to computer and television 
products are requested from stakeholders.   



Case study 
Market leading computer manufacturers (1) 
  
Review of HP, Asus, Acer, Dell, Lenovo, Apple Samsung and Toshiba 
 
o Voluntary activities on the phase-out of hazardous substances 

beyond RoHS and REACH 
o Products certified with ecolabels may have had to screen their 

products for hazard classifications 



Case study 
Market leading computer manufacturers (2) 
  



Case study 
Market leading computer manufacturers (3) 
  



Case study 
Hazardous substances ecolabel criteria (1) 
  
Most ecolabels contain substances or hazard related restrictions 
Brands and the number of licenses as an indication of ambition level? 
  
• Nordic Swan: Fujitsu 
• TCO: ASUS, Lenovo, Samsung, AOC, and HP Compaq 
• EPEAT: 29 brands 



Case study 
Hazardous substances ecolabel criteria (2) 
  



Case study 
Hazardous substances ecolabel criteria (3) 
  



Case study 
Flame retardants in PCB's, USA EPA (1) 
  
o Environmental and human health impacts of new and current 

materials  
o Evaluated eight commercially available flame retardants for FR-4 

laminate materials:  
o TBBPA, DOPO, Fyrol PMP, aluminum hydroxide, Exolit OP 930, 

Melapur 200, silicon dioxide, and magnesium hydroxide.  
o Evaluation of reaction products of epoxy resin with TBBPA, DOPO, 

and Fyrol PMP.  
  
Findings: No single best flame retardant or ranking. Chemical 
profiles of environmental and human health impacts.  
 
Other factors: Effectiveness, electrical and mechanical performance, 
reliability, combinations and impacts on end-of-life emissions.  



Case study 
Flame retardants in PCB's, USA EPA (2) 
  



Case study 
Supplier Declaration of Conformity 
  
Dell requires suppliers to sign a Supplier Declaration of Conformity 
(SDoC)  
 
o Component meets the Dell Materials Restricted for Use 

specification  
o Parts are selected at random and submitted for third-party 

analytical testing, a quarterly basis 
o Screening of samples in-house using X-Ray Fluorescence (XRF) 

equipment 
  
Process not indifferent from that used by the EPEAT ecolabel? 



Questions 
  
o Are there other screening studies and/or examples of 

(implemented) substitution projects?  
 

o What can be learnt from the experience of applicants/competent 
bodies for other ecolabels which have similar criteria? e.g. EPEAT, 
TCO, Nordic Swan, Blue Angel 
 

 



Hazardous substances and mixtures 
Current main criteria text (1) 



Hazardous substances and mixtures 
Current main criteria text (2) 



Hazardous substances and mixtures 
Substances listed in accordance with  
Article 59 (Candidate List SVHC's) 



Hazardous substances and mixtures 
Hazard classifications and risk phrases 
H300 Fatal if swallowed R28 

H301 Toxic if swallowed  R25 

H304 May be fatal if swallowed and enters airways  R65 

H310 Fatal in contact with skin  R27 

H311 Toxic in contact with skin  R24 

H330 Fatal if inhaled  R23/26 

H331 Toxic if inhaled  R23 

H340 May cause genetic defects  R46 

H341 Suspected of causing genetic defects  R68 

H350 May cause cancer  R45 

H350i May cause cancer by inhalation R49 

H351 Suspected of causing cancer R40 

H360F May damage fertility R60 

H360D May damage the unborn child R61 

H360FD May damage fertility. May damage the unborn child 

R60/61/60-61 

H360Fd May damage fertility. Suspected of damaging the unborn 

child R60/63 

H360Df May damage the unborn child. Suspected of damaging 

fertility R61/62 

H361f Suspected of damaging fertility R62 

H361d Suspected of damaging the unborn child R63 

 

 

 

H361fd Suspected of damaging fertility. Suspected of damaging the 

unborn child.  R62-63 

H362 May cause harm to breast fed children  R64 

H370 Causes damage to organs  R39/23/24/25/26/27/28 

H371 May cause damage to organs  R68/20/21/22 

H372 Causes damage to organs R48/25/24/23 

H373 May cause damage to organs  R48/20/21/22 

H400 Very toxic to aquatic life  R50 

H410 Very toxic to aquatic life with long-lasting effects  R50-53 

H411 Toxic to aquatic life with long-lasting effects  R51-53 

H412 Harmful to aquatic life with long-lasting effects R52-53 

H413 May cause long-lasting effects to aquatic life  R53 

EUH059 Hazardous to the ozone layer R59 

EUH029 Contact with water liberates toxic gas R29 

EUH031 Contact with acids liberates toxic gas R31 

EUH032 Contact with acids liberates very toxic gas R32 

EUH070 Toxic by eye contact R39-41 

 

 

 



Hazardous substances and mixtures 
Typical composition of parts, components 
and materials in a desktop computer (1) 

Source: Jepsen et al 2009  



Hazardous substances and mixtures 
Typical composition of parts, components 
and materials in a desktop computer (2) 

Source: Jepsen et al 2009  



Hazardous substances and mixtures 
The structure of the electronics supply chain (1) 

Source: Ciroth and Franze (2011) 



Hazardous substances and mixtures 
The structure of the electronics supply chain (2) 

Tier 1 

Tier 2 

Tier 3 



Hazardous substances and mixtures 
How to address such a complex product? (1) 
  
o A computer comprises different types of components 

- Primary components made of homogenous materials e.g. 
plastic casing 

- System components that are themselves complex devices e.g. 
HDD 

- Functional components that contain chemical mixtures e.g. 
batteries 

o Component devices or homogenous materials may also be 
treated with or incorporate chemical mixtures or additives that 
impart specific functions 



Hazardous substances and mixtures 
How to address such a complex product? (2) 
  
Initial screening and identification of substance groups by their 
function: 
 
o Circuit boards and plastic housings may be required to have 

flame retardant properties; 
o Plastic housings may contain colorants such as pigments; 
o Power cables may contain plasticizers such as phthalates; 
o Solder may contain metals such antimony and beryllium; 
o Lithium ion batteries contain hazardous electrolyte  



Hazardous substances and mixtures 
Draft substance group matrix 



1. Identification of: 
a. The principal homogenous materials within the bill of materials 

i.e. metals, alloys, polymers, glass, ceramics 
b. The principal system components i.e. LCD unit, motherboard, 

HDD, capacitors, cooling unit, power unit 
c. Components containing chemical mixtures i.e. batteries 
 
 

2. Identification of functional additives, coatings and treatments that 
are related to a) or b) to be screened for hazards and/or risk of 
potential release 
 
 

3. The identification of relevant Candidate List/Article 57 substances 
and precautionary references to industry declaration lists, European 
Commission initiatives (e.g. Endocrine disruptors) and registered 
Member State intentions 

Hazardous substances and mixtures 
Proposed approach to screening the products (1) 



Hazardous substances and mixtures 
Proposed approach to screening the products (2) 

3. Alloys and polymers may be exempted, with reference to Article 
23 of CLP Regulation (EC) No 1272/2008 and Annex I point 1.3.4 

 
 
4. Check that the alloys and/or polymers to which hazardous 

additives or treatments have been applied pass design for 
recycling/dismantling requirements (with reference to EU end-of-
waste criteria) 

 
 
5. Separate screening of hazards associated with the chemistry of 

batteries; 



Hazardous substances and mixtures 
Call for evidence: Substitutions and derogations  
  
Case studies and substance declaration listings have been collated  
 
o Identification of the state-of-the-art in hazard substitution by 

substance groups 
o Additional input will also be required from stakeholders in order to 

identify substitutions  
o Identification/requests for derogations that may also be required:  
  

''in the event that it is not technically feasible to substitute them as 
such, or via the use of alternative materials or designs, or in the case 
of products which have a significantly higher overall environment 
performance compared with other goods of the same category,'' 



Hazardous substances and mixtures 
Proposed structure for the revised criteria (1) 
  
The following structure is proposed for the criteria: 
  
a) Restricted substances in computers: A list to be compiled based 
on best practice by manufacturers and, as far as possible:  
 

- Article 57 substances that have already been/are in the 
process of being substituted by leading manufacturers.   

- The listing would be appended as an appendix of the Ecolabel 
Decision. 

- The listing would include the Article 6(6)/6(7) requirement to 
exclude Candidate List SVHC’s and Article 57 substances. 



Hazardous substances and mixtures 
Proposed structure for the revised criteria (2) 
  

b) Derogation framework: If the need for derogations is identified 
then these will, as far as possible, be structured by function 
and/or the relationship of the substance to a specific sub-
component.   
 
- Derogations will only be permitted for specific hazards if, after a 

screening of substance group substitutions, are required.    
- The hazards derogated would be defined by the hazard profile 

and market status of substitution options.   



Hazardous substances and mixtures 
Proposed structure for the revised criteria (3) 
  

c) Assessment and verification: This would be specified for the 
restricted substance listing and for the derogation framework (if 
required).  It is to be discussed: 
 
- if a restriction list could be verified by random analytical testing 

and if so the frequency of this testing.  
- the tiers in the supply chain at which verification of the 

classification/non-classification of substance groups within 
products could be workable.   

- One possibility is for declarations to be obtained from tier 1 
component suppliers.  



Questions 
  
o What level of flexibility should be used in interpreting the 

requirement for this product group? 
 
o Based on the experience of industry and existing ecolabels could 

the overall approach be workable?  
 

o How might it be improved or amended? 
 

o How can criteria development best be taken forward between now 
and the next AHWG? 

 



Hazardous substances and mixtures 
Possible next steps? 
  
1. Further substitution evidence  
2. Draft overview of substitution framework and restrictions 
3. First meeting of sub-group 
4. Circulation of proposed substance framework and restrictions 
5. Request for derogations 
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Design & material selection,  
end-of-life (EoL) criteria area 



Current criteria ‘Design & material selection’ (1) 

(…) 



Current criteria ‘Design & material selection’ (2) 

(…) 



Current criteria ‘Design & material selection’ (3) 



• According to results of the Technical Analysis / Improvement Potential, 
strong focus should be paid on end-of-life (EoL) management of 
computers to reduce the overall environmental impacts 

• In the current criteria documents, requirements regarding material 
selection and end-of-life management are spread across different 
criteria (recycled content, design for disassembly, packaging) 

• For the revision it is proposed to cluster and rearrange the associated 
criteria, complementing them by some new proposals 

• Focus should be laid on components identified as hotspots 

• Design for disassembly: Clear difference should be made between 
disassembly for repair/lifetime prolongation and disassembly for 
recycling purposes.  

End-of-life management 
New evidence and areas of focus 



• Re-used parts:  

- Use of secondary material should be encouraged (if relevant), but, in 
general, must meet the same requirements as other material.  

- Surface coating can be positive when increasing the volume of recycled 
plastic.  

- Create a separate category with lesser performance requirements for 
computers using re-used parts and components, in recognition of their 
lesser environmental impact over the life-cycle of the product.  

• Design for disassembly:  

- Focus on requirements regulating the time needed to dismantle the 
PCBs.  

- Tests and verification of easy and effective disassembly by independent 
dismantling and E-waste companies.  

• Packaging:  

- The economic benefit of packaging bag’s recycling is lower, thus a 
revision of the criterion on packaging is needed. 

Stakeholder feedback to date 



1. Material selection and information 

2. Design for disassembly and recycling 

3. Packaging 

(). Consumer information on product’s end-of-life 

Proposed approach  
Cluster 'End-of-life management:  
Design and material selection' 



• Different sub-requirements under current criteria ‘recycled content’ 
and ‘design for disassembly’ have been rearranged and renamed 
‘material selection and information’ and ‘design for recycling’. 

• ‘Variety of plastics’: detailed, taking the current Blue Angel criteria 
for desktop and notebook PCs as basis. 

• ‘Surface coating’: derogation for notebook PCs when legal 
requirements technically necessitate surface coating (e.g. EMC).  

• ‘Content of recyclates’: current separate criterion included 

• ‘Material information facilitating recycling’: sub-criteria 
restructured, addition of reference to ISO 1043 series  

 

4.1 Material selection and information 
Major proposed changes 



4.1 Material selection and information 
Draft proposed criteria text (1) 



4.1 Material selection and information 
Draft proposed criteria text (2) 

(…) 



• Criterion renamed, clear focus on design for recycling purposes:  

- Removing introduction “…for the purpose of undertaking repairs and 
replacements of worn out parts, upgrading older or obsolete parts…”. 

- Requirements for the access and exchange of components for repair 
and/or upgrade are specified under ‘repairability’. 

• Criterion restructured, sub-criteria moved to “material selection 
and information” 

• Components specified and focused according to relevance (i.e. LCA 

hotspots, material recovery) 

• Disassembly process  

- Specified (specialised firm, one person alone, use of universal tools). 

- Assessment and verification: provision of a “test disassembly report” 
required with options for third-party verification. JRC-IES study on 
“Integration of resource efficiency and waste management criteria in 
European product policies” as basis.  

4.2 Design for disassembly and recycling 
Major proposed changes 



4.2 Design for disassembly and recycling 
Draft proposed criteria text (1) 



4.2 Design for disassembly and recycling 
Draft proposed criteria text (2) 

(…) 



Questions 

• Have similar testing procedures based on timed dismantling or 
verification by dismantlers been developed in other countries or 
regions? 

 
• Could the proposal for verification by specialised dismantlers be 

workable and if so, would any supporting requirements or 
procedures be needed? 

 
• Are there alternative verification procedures for this type of 

criteria that may be relevant? 



4.3 Packaging 
Current criteria 



 
Questions 

 
The technical analysis and literature review of LCA studies clearly 
shows that the packaging of computers is of negligible relevance 
with regard to environmental impacts.  
 
Against this background it shall be discussed if this criterion 
should be retained? 
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Further criteria areas  
Fluorinated GHG, CSR, conflict-free minerals  
Noise, Ergonomics 



• Fluorinated greenhouse gases (GHG) are among the most potent 
and persistent GHG contributing to global climate change; relevant 
in the manufacture of semiconductors, LED/LCD flat panel displays. 

• Difficult to set product-related criteria addressing F-gases (lack of 
consistency in estimating emissions, estimating emissions 
reductions, and in monitoring the efficacy of installed abatement 
systems) 

 

Proposal: A process oriented approach, based on a proposal  
in the current revision of the Nordic Ecolabelling criteria for TV 
displays 

5.2 Fluorinated GHG's in LCD production 
Rationale behind this new criterion 



5.2 Fluorinated GHG's 
Draft proposed criteria text  



Questions 

 
• Should the EU ecolabel for computers include process-

oriented criteria for fluorinated greenhouse gases? 
 
• What could be the approach to verification? 

 



• Computer products are associated with both, environmental and 
social impacts in their life-cycle.  

• The EU Ecolabel’s Social Task Force initiated a discussion whether 
social requirements shall be introduced into the criteria documents.  

• However, implementation and verification are challenging:  

- Compliance with social standards is generally process-based and has to 
be formulated at company level 

- Verification mechanisms (and their real impact on the social criteria) 
vary – depending on the type of hotspot, level of supply chain and 
existence of approaches and initiatives: Self-declaration, industry code of 
conduct (CoC), international CoC, membership in industry initiatives, 
self-audits, third-party verifications 

5.1 Labour conditions during manufacturing 
Rationale behind this new criterion (1) 



• A guarantee of compliance with social criteria throughout the supply 
chain seems very difficult.  

• Possible breaches of social requirements (e.g. discovery of poor 
health/safety conditions at specific manufacturing sites)  
might have strong impacts on the overall reputation of the Ecolabel. 

 

Option 1: Social criteria as option only for licensees that are able to 
guarantee site compliance by third-party verification.  

 

Option 2: Social criteria as process-oriented approach:  
awarding companies working with their suppliers on continuous 
improvement  

 

5.1 Labour conditions during manufacturing 
Rationale behind this new criterion (2) 



5.1 Labour conditions during manufacturing 
Draft proposed criteria text (1) 

(…) 



5.1 Labour conditions during manufacturing 
Draft proposed criteria text (2) 

(…) 



Questions 
 

• Should a criterion addressing labour conditions be included? 
 
• Which further social aspects might be required beyond the  

ILO Core Labour Standards (e.g. wages, working time, 
occupational health & safety)?  

 
• Are there specific hot spots in the supply chain that might provide 

for a more focused criterion (e.g. conflict-minerals)?  
 
• Which verification mechanisms shall apply in order to best ensure 

compliance with the required criteria?  
  

 



• Computers contain a wide range of scarce resources  

• They are largely mined in the Democratic Republic of Congo,  
a conflict region, and according to sources under dangerous 
conditions, without sufficient maintenance of health and safety 
standards and in some cases by children.  

• A criterion to exclude the use of conflict minerals would imply a de 
facto embargo of minerals from a whole region that is economically 
and socially dependent on the mining industry.  

• For the EU ecolabel revision, a process oriented approach has been 
proposed to stimulate sustainable sourcing. 

5.3 Use of 'conflict-free minerals' 
Rationale behind this new criterion 



5.3 Use of 'conflict-free minerals' 
Draft proposed criteria text  



Questions 

• Should the EU ecolabel for computers include process-oriented 
criteria to support sustainable mining? 

 
• What form of verification could apply? 

 



6.2 Noise 
Current criteria 



• Desktop PCs: slightly stricter limit values have been proposed 
(based on most current Blue Angel criteria)  

• Desktop and notebook PCs: limit values for optical drive enabled. 

• Exemptions for measurements in cases where fans, mechanical 
hard disk drives or optical drives are not installed. 

• Assessment and verification: In case of different configurations of 
identically constructed units the measurements shall be allowed to 
be performed on the loudest individual components to avoid 
measurements for each individual configuration (“family 
certification”; proposal based on stakeholder feedback). 

 

6.1 Noise 
Major proposed changes 



6.1 Noise 
Draft proposed criteria text (1)  

(…) 



6.1 Noise 
Draft proposed criteria text (2)  

(…) 



6.2 Ergonomics  
Should this issue be addressed? 
 
Should the EU ecolabel for computers include criteria for 
visuable and/or workload ergonomics, e.g. aligning them to the 
TCO criteria? 
 
• Visual ergonomics: image detail, luminance, luminance 

contrast, reflection, screen colour, display resolution 
• Workload ergonomics:  

- Accessible connections (USB) 
- Notebooks: separate display, keyboard and input device; 

keyboard requirement 
- AiO-PCs: vertical tilt, vertical height adjustment 
 



Thank you for your attention 

Contact:  Nicholas Dodd 
   Tel. +34  954 48 84 86   
   e-mail nicholas.dodd@ec.europa.eu  


