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Abstract

The Commission performed an assessment to verify the current suitability and relevance of EU
Ecolabel criteria for printed paper, stationery paper, and paper carrier bag products in Commission
Decision 2020/1803. The assessment concludes that the criteria for this product group are still up to
date. However, the User Manual needs to be updated to clarify some unclear points according to the
questionnaire feedback received from respondents. The analysis suggests that the established EU
Ecolabel criteria should be revised in synergy with the development of ecodesign criteria in the
framework of the Ecodesign for Sustainable Products Regulation (ESPR). Although JRC
recommendations for the first ESPR Working Plan excluded the ‘Books and printed paper’ product
group, the main environmental impacts for paper were covered by the shortlisted intermediate
product group Pulp, paper and board. Ecodesign criteria for the Commodity chemicals
intermediate product group, which ranked second in the JRC recommendations, should also be
considered. However, the first ESPR and Energy Labelling Working plan adopted and published in April
2025 has excluded both ‘pulp, paper and board’, and ‘chemicals’ for the period 2025-2030.

In this context, criteria for printed paper, stationery paper and paper carrier bag products should be
revised based on the knowledge generated by the Industrial Emissions Directive BREF for pulp,
paper and board and by the BREF for surface treatment using organic solvents.

Since it is not known yet when future BREFs and potential ecodesign criteria may be developed either
for pulp, paper and board or for chemicals related to the assessed product group, it is suggested to
maintain the validity of the Commission Decision 2020/1803 as currently formulated until
the expiry date on 31 December 2028.



Foreword

This document is an assessment of Commission Decision (EU) 2020/1803 establishing the EU
Ecolabel criteria for printed paper, stationery paper, and paper carrier bag products. The assessment
is performed within the framework of the EU Ecolabel Regulation (EU) 66/2010 and it aims to verify
the continued suitability and relevance of the abovementioned EU Ecolabel criteria (Commission
Decision (EU) 2020/1803) or their need to be revised. The project is led by the Joint Research Centre
(JRC) of the European Commission, addressing the request from the Directorate-General for
Environment. The main conclusions of this document were presented at the EU Ecolabelling Board
meeting in March 2025.
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Executive summary

Policy context

The Commission Decision (EU) 2020/1803 establishes EU Ecolabel criteria for printed paper,
stationery paper, and paper carrier bag products, within the framework of the Regulation (EC)
66/2010. The EU Ecolabel criteria for these product groups entered into force on 27 November 2020.
The expiry date of these criteria is 31 December 2028.

Due to the long validity period, the Commission agreed, when voting on the final draft of the current
EU Ecolabel criteria, to have a mid-term assessment of the criteria. Several factors may have affected
the suitability and relevance of the EU Ecolabel criteria over the years, as a result of technological
development, changes in regulatory context and new market scenarios. In particular, the entry into
force of the Ecodesign for Sustainable Product Regulation (2024/1781) (ESPR) and the revision of the
Industrial Emission Directive (IED 2.0) (Directive 2010/75/EU) directly influence the Commission
Decision (EU) 2020/1803. Thus, the JRC was tasked to perform an assessment to verify their
continued suitability and relevance to decide future actions to undertake, including the possibility to
prolong their validity.

Key conclusions

The assessment concludes that the EU Ecolabel criteria for this product group are still up to date.
Several aspects should be considered in the next revision, related to both the introductory provisions
(e.g. articles on scope and definitions) and the different sections of the annex (e.g. general assessment
and verification, criterion on substrate, criteria on restricted substances, etc). In addition, the User
Manual needs to be updated to clarify some unclear points according to the questionnaire
respondents. The main clarifications proposed by respondents concern the sub-criteria on i)
alkylphenol ethoxylates, halogenated solvents, and phthalates, ii) deinkability, iii) emissions from
installations covered by Directive 2010/75/EU and iv) Volatile Organic Compounds’ emissions from
printing processes not covered by Directive 2010/75/EU.

The analysis suggests that any revision of the EU Ecolabel criteria set by the Commission Decision
2020/1803, when needed, should happen in synergy with the development of ecodesign criteria
within the framework of the ESPR and the Best Available Techniques Reference Documents (BREF).
The first ESPR and Energy Labelling Working plan adopted and published in April 2025 excluded both
‘pulp, paper and board’, and ‘chemicals’ for the period 2025-2030. In this context, the EU Ecolabel
criteria could be revised based on the knowledge generated by the revised BREF for the production
of pulp, paper and board and/or the revised BREF for surface treatment using organic solvents
established under the IED 2.0.

Since the timeline of development of possible ecodesign criteria and the future revision of the Best
Available Techniques Reference Documents (BREF) is still unknown both for pulp, paper and board
and for chemicals related to the assessed product group, the authors suggest maintaining the validity
of the Commission Decision 2020/1803 as currently formulated, until the expiry date on 31 December
2028.

Main findings

— The product group of printed paper, stationery paper and paper carrier bag products occupies the
12" position out of 25 product groups addressed by the EU Ecolabel, both in terms of number of
licences and number of products.



— Itis recommended to revise the EU Ecolabel criteria in synergy with the potential future Delegated
Acts on pulp, paper and board and/or commodity chemicals under the ESPR and after the
revision of the BREFs for pulp, paper and board and/or for surface treatment using organic
solvents, mainly to boost the uptake of the EU Ecolabel due to the complementarity of the IED,
ESPR and the EU Ecolabel Regulation.

— The change in the legislative context does not affect the suitability and relevance of the
Commission Decision 2020/1803.

— Based on feedback from stakeholders, meeting the criteria appears to be challenging for some
companies and accessible for others, which confirms their current validity.

Related and future JRC work

Since Commission Decision 2020/1803 is still up to date, the JRC will develop a practical guide for
the use of the EU Ecolabel criteria in the green public procurement of printed paper, stationery paper
and paper carrier bag products. Such document will support public authorities in the purchase of these
products.

Quick guide
ESPR: Ecodesign for Sustainable Product Regulation (2024/1781)
IED 2.0: Industrial Emissions and Livestock Rearing Directive ((EU) 2024/1785), as revised

BREF: Best Available Techniques Reference Document



1 Introduction

1.1 Context and aim

Launched in 1992, the EU Ecolabel is a voluntary policy whose aim is to promote products with a
reduced environmental impact during their entire life cycle. The EU Ecolabel Regulation (EC) No
66/2010 (') sets the framework, general procedures and comitology for how EU Ecolabel criteria
should be developed and revised.

Within the framework of the Regulation (EC) 66/2010, the Commission Decision (EU) 2020/1803 (?)
establishes the EU Ecolabel criteria for printed paper, stationery paper, and paper carrier bag products.
The EU Ecolabel criteria for these product groups entered into force on 27 November 2020. The expiry
date of these criteria is 31 December 2028.

Due to the long validity period, the Commission agreed, when voting on the final draft of the current
EU Ecolabel criteria, to have a mid-term assessment of the criteria to address the issue that several
factors may have affected their suitability and relevance over the years. The changes may be a result
of technological development, regulatory context and new market scenarios. In particular, the entry
into force of the Ecodesign for Sustainable Product Requlation (2024/1781) (ESPR) and the revision
of the Industrial Emission Directive (IED 2.0) (Directive (EU) 2024/1785) directly influence the
Commission Decision (EU) 2020/1803. Thus, the Commission has performed an assessment to verify
their continued suitability and relevance to decide future actions to undertake, including the possibility
to prolong their validity.

1.2 Methodology and involvement of stakeholders

The assessment was carried out via desk research, interviews with policy makers and a publicly
available questionnaire (*), which aimed to collect additional evidence on the investigated topics. The
questionnaire did not aim to investigate the positions of stakeholders about technical and political
discussions already faced during the last revision process.

Stakeholders from the following groups were involved:
(a) competent bodies responsible for awarding the EU Ecolabel,
(b) members of the EU Ecolabelling Board (EUEB),

(c) observers of the EUEB,

1 Regulation (EC) No 66/2010 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 25 November 2009 on the EU Ecolabel.
Available at this link.

2 Commission Decision (EU) 2020/1803 of 27 November 2020 establishing the EU Ecolabel criteria for printed paper,
stationery paper and paper carrier bag products. Available at this link.

3 Questionnaire via EU Survey. Assessment of the EU Ecolabel criteria for printed paper, stationery paper, and paper
carrier bag products Commission Decision (EU) 2020/1803. Available at this link, which was last accessed on 29
January 2025.



https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2010/66/2017-11-14
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/dec/2020/1803/oj
https://susproc.jrc.ec.europa.eu/product-bureau/product-groups/410/documents

(d) members of the Technical Working Group involved in the development of EU
Ecolabel criteria for printed paper, stationery paper, and paper carrier bag products
(Commission Decision (EU) 2020/1803),

(e) members of the Technical Working Group involved in the development of EU
Ecolabel criteria for graphic paper and the EU Ecolabel criteria for tissue paper and
tissue products (Commission Decision (EU) 2019/70) (%),

(f) organisations not belonging to the previous groups and related to these product
groups whose email address was available on their website.

Stakeholders were involved in 2024-2025 as follows:

On 31 October 2024, stakeholders received a link to the online questionnaire,
From 31 October to 1 December 2024, stakeholders contributed to the questionnaire,
On 31 January 2025, the assessment was shared with EUEB members,

From 31 January to 28 February 2025, EUEB members had the possibility to provide feedback to
the assessment.

On 11 March 2025, the European Commission presented the main conclusion of the assessment
at the EUEB meeting.

1.3 Structure of the report

This report is divided into nine main sections, briefly introduced as follows:

Section 1 introduces the report describing the context and aim of the study, the methodology
used and the involvement of the stakeholders along its development and the structure of the
report.

Section 2 provides background information related to the historical description of the EU Ecolabel
criteria under assessment, the structure of the Commission Decision (EU) 2020/1803, and key
facts and figures about the product group in the scope.

Section 3 analyses the regulatory context distinguishing mandatory and voluntary frameworks.
The section is completed with some relevant EU strategies that potentially affect the assessed
criteria.

Section 4 investigates synergies among the ISO Type | environmental labels used in EU that ad-
dress printed paper, stationery paper and paper carrier bag products. This is in line with article
6(3.f) of the EU Ecolabel Regulation 66/2010.

Section 5 reports the contributions received via the online questionnaire. The section follows the
structure of the questionnaire and it reports: (1) the description of the respondents, (2) the posi-
tion of the respondents about general topics, (3) the contributions received regarding all EU Eco-
label criteria for printed paper, stationery paper and paper carrier bag products. Contributions are
simply reported. Their discussion is addressed in section 7 together with information gathered
from section 2 to section 6.

Commission Decision (EU) 2019/70 of 11 January 2019 establishing the EU Ecolabel criteria for graphic paper and the
EU Ecolabel criteria for tissue paper and tissue products. Available at this link.


https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/dec/2019/70/oj

Section 6 analyses the market of products belonging to the scope of the Commission Decision
(EU) 2020/1803.

Section 7 discusses the information collected from section 2 to section 6 and provides reasoning
about the status of the EU Ecolabel criteria.

Section 8 reports the main conclusions and recommendations about the status of the EU Ecolabel
criteria addressed by the Commission Decision (EU) 2020/1803.

The Annexes report supplementary materials regarding: (1) facts and figures of the assessed
products, (2) a detailed analysis of the ISO Type | environmental labels, (3) all contributions re-
ceived via the questionnaire and (4) supplementary information about market analysis.
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2 Background

2.1 Evolution of the EU Ecolabel criteria under assessment

Printed paper products and converted paper products have been addressed by EU Ecolabel criteria for
more than 10 years. EU Ecolabel criteria for these product groups were first established in the
following legal acts:

— Decision 2012/481/EU establishing the ecological criteria for the award of the EU Ecolabel for
printed paper (°)

— Decision 2014/256/EU establishing the ecological criteria for the award of the EU Ecolabel for
converted paper products (°)

Commission Decision 2020/1803 repealed Decisions 2012/481/EU and 2014/256/EU and merged
revised criteria for the new, combined product group ‘Printed paper, stationery paper and paper carrier
bag products’. The historical evolution of these legal instruments is presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Evolution of Commission Decisions addressing products included in the scope of the Commission
Decision 2020/1803

Product Group First Adoption \ Validity prolongations Legal framework
brinted baber ;gleﬁ‘éslt/ég%f)' Decision | 21 pec 2018, Decision (EU) 2015/877 (%) Regulaton  (EC)  No
Pap 31 Dec 2020, Decision (EU) 2018/1590 (°) 66/2010 (19)

Validity: 3 years

2 May 2014, Decision
Converted paper 2014/256/EU (1)
Validity: 3 years

31 Dec 2020, Commission Decision (EU) 2017/1525 | Regulation (EC) No
(*2) 66/2010 (*3)

Source: Own elaboration after consultation of existing legal acts related to Commission Decision 2020/1803

5 Commission Decision of 16 August 2012 establishing the ecological criteria for the award of the EU Ecolabel for printed
paper. Available at this link.

&  Commission Decision of 2 May 2014 establishing the EU Ecolabel criteria for the award of the EU Ecolabel for converted
paper products. Available at this link.

7 Commission Decision of 16 August 2012 establishing the ecological criteria for the award of the EU ecolabel for printed
paper (notified under document C(2012) 5364). Available at this link.

8  Commission Decision (EU) 2015/877 of 4 June 2015 amending Decisions 2009/568/EC, 2011/333/EU, 2011/381/EU,
2012/448/EU and 2012/481/EU in order to prolong the validity of the ecological criteria for the award of the EU Ecolabel
to certain products (notified under document C(2015) 3641). Available at this link.

°  Commission Decision (EU) 2018/1590 of 19 October 2018 amending Decisions 2012/481/EU, 2014/391/EU,
2014/763/EU and 2014/893/EU as regards the period of validity of the ecological criteria for the award of the EU
Ecolabel for certain products, and of the related assessment and verification requirements (notified under document
C(2018) 6805). Available at this link.

10 Regulation (EC) No 66/2010 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 25 November 2009 on the EU Ecolabel.
Available at this link.

1 Commission Decision of 2 May 2014 establishing the ecological criteria for the award of the EU ecolabel for converted
paper products (notified under document C(2014) 2774). Available at this link.

2 Commission Decision of 4 September 2017 amending Decision 2014/256/EU in order to prolong the validity of the
ecological criteria for the award of the EU Ecolabel to converted paper products (notified under document C(2017)
5948). Available at this link.

13 Regulation (EC) No 66/2010 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 25 November 2009 on the EU Ecolabel.
Available at this link.
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http://data.europa.eu/eli/dec/2012/481/2018-10-23
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/dec/2014/256/oj
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/dec/2012/481/2018-10-23
http://data.europa.eu/eli/dec/2015/877/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/dec/2018/1590/oj
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2010/66/2017-11-14
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/dec/2014/256/oj
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/dec/2017/1525/oj
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2010/66/2017-11-14

2.2 Structure of the Commission Decision (EU) 2020/1803

The legal act consists of 16 recitals, eight articles and one annex. The recitals outline the reasons for
establishing a new Commission Decision in line with regulatory and technological developments, while
the articles address the following aspects:

Article 1 sets the scope of the product group ‘printed paper, stationery paper, and paper carrier
bag products’;

Article 2 provides definitions applicable to the whole legal act;

Article 3 specifies that the product group must comply with the criteria set out in the Annex;
Article 4 sets the timeline of criteria validity;

Article 5 assigns a code number to the product group;

Article 6 reports the Decisions repealed by this legal act;

Article 7 regulates applications for the EU Ecolabel and awards of the EU Ecolabel;

Article 8 specifies that the legal act is addressed to the Member States.

Finally, the Annex reports the EU Ecolabel criteria for the product group ‘printed paper, stationery
paper, and paper carrier bag products’. Table 2 presents the structure of the legal act and lists the
titles of the criteria for the assessed product group.

12



Table 2. Structure of the EU Ecolabel criteria for ‘printed paper, stationery paper, and paper carrier bag
products’

Printed paper, stationery paper and carrier bag paper products
Framework addressing:
= Aim of the criteria
»= General assessment and verification
= Definitions specific to this product group

Criterion 1 — Substrate
Criterion 2 — Restricted substances:
= Sub-criterion 2.1 Restrictions on Substances of Very High Concern (SVHC)
= Sub-criterion 2.2 Restrictions on substances classified under Regulation (EC) No 1272/2008 of
the European Parliament and of the Council (*4)
= Sub-criterion 2.3 Biocidal products and biocidal active substances
= Sub-criterion 2.4 Cleaning agents
= Sub-criterion 2.5 Alkyl phenol ethoxylates, halogenated solvents and phthalates
= Sub-criterion 2.6 Further restrictions applying to printing inks, toners and varnishes
= Sub-criterion 2.7 Toluene recovery from rotogravure printing
Criterion 3 — Recyclability
= Sub-criterion 3.1 Removability of non-paper parts
= Sub-criterion 3.2 Repulpability
= Sub-criterion 3.3 Adhesives removability
= Sub-criterion 3.4 Deinkability
Criterion 4 — Emissions
= Sub-criterion 4.1 Emissions to water from rotogravure printing
= Sub-criterion 4.2 Emission from installations covered by Directive 2010/75/EU of the European
Parliament and of the Council (*°) or equivalent installations
o  Sub-criterion 4.2(a) Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) and chromium (VI) emissions
from publication rotogravure printing
o Sub-criterion 4.2(b) Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) emission from heatset web
offset printing
o Sub-criterion 4.2(c) Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) emission from flexography
and non-publication rotogravure printing
= Sub-criterion 4.3 VOCs emission from printing processes not covered by Directive 2010/75/EU
of the European Parliament and of the Council
Criterion 5 — Waste
= Sub-criterion 5.1 Waste management system
= Sub-criterion 5.2 Paper for recycling from printing facilities
= Sub-criterion 5.3 Paper for recycling from stationery paper product and carrier bags production
sites
Criterion 6 — Energy use
Criterion 7 — Training
Criterion 8 — Fitness for use
Criterion 9 — Information on the product
Criterion 10 — Information appearing on the EU Ecolabel

Source: Own elaboration based on the list of criteria provided in the annex of Commission Decision 2020/1803

14 Regulation (EC) No 1272/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 16 December 2008 on classification,
labelling and packaging of substances and mixtures, amending and repealing Directives 67/548/EEC and 1999/45/EC,
and amending Regulation (EC) No 1907/2006. Available at this link.

15 Directive 2010/75/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 24 November 2010 on industrial emissions
(integrated pollution prevention and control). . Available at this link.
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https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2008/1272/2023-12-01
http://data.europa.eu/eli/dir/2010/75/oj

2.3 Facts and figures about the product group

According to the latest figures published in September 2024, the product group ‘printed paper,
stationery paper, and paper carrier bag products’ addressed by the Commission Decision 2020/1803

is the 12" product group, both in terms of number of licences and number of products, among all EU
Ecolabels awarded (Table 8 in Annex 1).

Figure 1 shows the evolution of licences and products awarded with EU Ecolabel for 'printed paper,
stationery paper, and paper carrier bag products'. Figures for this product group consistently grew
from September 2014 to September 2017. A remarkable increase occurred between September 2017
and March 2018, linked to the granting of 2 licenses covering 1858 new products for converted paper
in Poland. In March 2021, there was a decrease in the number of licences and products, which became
more pronounced in 2022. This decrease can be explained by the 18-month transition period from
the old to the new set of criteria and the merge of the converted paper and printed paper product
groups. Since then, and according to figures last updated in September 2024, the printed paper,
stationery paper, and paper carrier bag products product group has progressively increased, but has
neither reached a similar number of licences nor of awarded products compared to those of
September 2020, and stays below these maximum values.

Figure 1. Evolution of licences and products awarded with EU Ecolabel for 'printed paper, stationery paper
and paper carrier bag products'

< NN N W W NN 0 0 O OO O O = < N N M M S <

- = = = e~ o~ = A A A ~ N N N N N N N N N N

L O L O LY R [N R [N R FY JA I R |

8 LB LB L8 LR LR LR VR LE Y LR

o M o © oo ®© @ ® oo @M @ © @ M @ M @© ©C @ © @
Products Licences

Source: own elaboration based on EU Ecolabel facts and figures (*°)

The countries awarding most of the licences for ‘printed paper, stationery paper, and paper carrier
bag products’ are Austria and Germany, followed by Poland, Czechia, Italy and France. In terms of
products, the countries with the largest number are Poland, Austria and France (Table 9 in Annex 1).

6 EU Ecolabel facts and figures. Available at this link. Last accessed on 28 October 2024.

14


https://environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/circular-economy/eu-ecolabel-home/business/ecolabel-facts-and-figures_en

2.4 Potential areas for future improvement identified during the
concluding stages of revising the current criteria

When voting on the final draft of the current EU Ecolabel criteria in July 2020, the Commission and
the Member States identified some aspects to be potentially assessed during the subsequent revision
process of the EU Ecolabel criteria. Due to the long validity period, the Commission agreed to have a
mid-term assessment of the criteria.

The proposal suggested investigating the possibility to:

— Investigate alternatives to nickel plated binder materials potentially available in Europe;
— Increase the ambition level of the criterion on deinkability;

— Limit the use of printing inks containing mineral oils.

15



3 Regulatory context

This section analyses the current and future pertinent regulatory context to investigate if new EU
legislation and strategies could affect the suitability and relevance of the EU Ecolabel criteria set by
Commission Decision (EU) 2020/1803, which was established within the framework of the EU
Ecolabel Regulation (EC) 66/2010.

3.1 Mandatory and voluntary legislative framework

Some key aspects of the main recent EU legal acts that may affect the validity of current EU Ecolabel
criteria for printed paper, stationery paper, and paper carrier bag products are described below.

Ecodesign for Sustainable Products Regulation

The Regulation on Ecodesian for Sustainable Products (ESPR) (*’) entered into force on 18 July 2024
with the aim to improve the circularity, energy performance and other environmental sustainability
aspects of products placed on the EU market. The ESPR delivers on the commitments made in both
the European Green Deal (*®) and the Circular Economy Action Plan (*°) to make the European Union
(EU) regulatory framework fit for a sustainable future.

To reduce the environmental impacts of products across their life cycle and to improve the functioning
of the EU’s internal market, ESPR proposes to build on the successful approach pioneered under the
previous Ecodesign Directive 2009/125/EC (*°), which applied to energy-related products only. The
ESPR proposes to extend the Ecodesign Directive to cover a very broad range of physical products
and to strengthen its provisions. This will enable the ESPR to set a range of far-reaching ecodesign
requirements for specific product groups. Ecodesign requirements can be related to the performance
of the product or information that must accompany the product. A Digital Product Passport (DPP) is
foreseen to hold and convey the information in question, with traceability features.

The ESPR provides a general framework for these rules, with specific product mandatory requirements
to be set at a later stage via delegated acts, dedicated to a particular product or to groups of similar
products. These delegated acts will also serve as the reference for the adoption of implementing acts,
which should establish minimum mandatory Green Public Procurement (GPP) requirements for public
contracts.

Article 41(4) of the ESPR establishes synergies between the mandatory ecodesign legislative
framework and the EU Ecolabel, which is the EU’s official voluntary label for environmental excellence
awarded to best-in-class products. The ESPR and EU Ecolabel requirements must be coherent and

17 Regulation (EU) 2024/1781 of the European Parliament and of The Council of 13 June 2024 establishing a framework
for the setting of ecodesign requirements for sustainable products, amending Directive (EU) 2020/1828 and Regulation
(EU) 2023/1542 and repealing Directive 2009/125/EC. Available at this link.

8 The Green Deal. Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the European Council, the Council,
the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions . The European Green Deal.
COM(2019) 640 final. Available at this link.

1% The Circular Economy Action Plan. Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the
European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions. A new Circular Economy Action Plan For
a cleaner and more competitive Europe. COM(2020) 98 final. Available at this link.

20 Ecodesign Directive. Directive 2009/125/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing a framework
for the setting of ecodesign requirements for energy-related products. Available at this link.
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synergistic, to guarantee that products awarded the EU Ecolabel comply with the ESPR requirements
set in the relevant delegated act. The EU Ecolabel remains regulated by the EU Ecolabel
Regulation ().

Recital (49) reports final and intermediate products to be prioritised when establishing ecodesign
requirements. This list does not include pulp, paper and board. Preparatory work carried out by the
JRC led to the identification of the first ESPR product priorities in the report entitled ‘Ecodesign for
Sustainable Products Regulation - study on new product priorities’ (European Commission: Joint
Research Centre, Faraca, Ranea Palma et al., 2024), hereinafter referred to as the ‘Product Priorities
Study’. The report suggested a number of product groups and horizontal measures that may be
suitable candidates for prioritisation under the ESPR. The JRC ‘Product Priorities Study’ included Pulp,
paper and board, as well as Commodity Chemicals (??), among the intermediate products to be
addressed by the ESPR Working Plan. Nevertheless, the first ESPR and Energy Labelling Working plan
adopted and published in April 2025 excluded both ‘pulp, paper and board’, and ‘chemicals’ for the
period 2025-2030 (#).

Industrial and Livestock Rearing Emission Directive

The Industrial and Livestock Rearing Emissions Directive (IED 2.0) (**) is the main EU instrument
regulating pollutant emissions from industrial installations and intensive livestock farms (pig and
poultry). Industrial activities listed in Annex | of the Directive are required to operate in accordance
with a permit based on principles and provisions of the Directive. The |IED 2.0 is based on several
pillars, in particular an integrated approach, the use of Best Available Techniques (BAT) and public
participation.

The integrated approach means that permits must take the environmental performance of the whole
plant into account. This covers emissions to air, water and land, generation of waste, use of raw
materials, energy efficiency, noise, prevention of accidents, and restoration of the site upon closure.

The permit conditions, including emission limit values, must be based on the BAT. In order to define
the BAT and the BAT-associated environmental performance at EU level, the Commission organises
an exchange of information with experts from Member States, industry and environmental
organisations. This process results in BAT Reference Documents (BREFs) (%°); the BAT conclusions
contained are adopted by the Commission as Implementing Decisions. The IED 2.0 requires that these
BAT conclusions are the reference for setting permit conditions.

21 EU Ecolabel Regulation. Regulation (EC) No 66/2010 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 25 November
2009 on the EU Ecolabel. Available at this link.

22 Commodity Chemicals product group comprises a wide range of large volume organic and inorganic chemicals. Among
large volume inorganic chemicals are included the sub-group of ammonia, acids and fertilizers, and that of solids and
other industries. Among organic chemicals are olefins (e.g. ethylene, aromatics (e.g. benzene/toluene/xylene),
oxygenated compounds such as ethylene oxide, ethylene glycols and formaldehyde, nitrogenated compounds such as
acrylonitrile and toluene diisocyanate, halogenated compounds such as ethylene dichloride and vinyl chloride monomer,
sulphur and phosphorus compounds and organo-metallic compounds.

25 Implementing the Ecodesign for Sustainable Products Regulation. Available at this link. Last accessed on 28 April 2025.

24 Industrial Emission Directive 2.0. Directive 2010/75/EU on industrial and livestock rearing emissions (integrated
pollution prevention and control). Available at this link.

25 Best Available Techniques Reference Documents (BREFs), available at this link. Last visited on 16 October 2024.
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The IED 2.0 ensures that the public has a right to participate in the decision-making process, and be
informed of its consequences, by having access to permit applications, permits and the results of the
monitoring of releases. Through the European Industrial Emissions Portal (EIEP), established by the
Regulation (EU) 2024/1244 (%%), environmental data reported by Member States, and some other
countries (¥), are made accessible in a public register (8).

The IED 2.0 and the EIEP Regulation focus on emissions into air, water and land, prevention of waste
generation, energy, water and material efficiency and reuse, in addition to promoting the use of safer,
less toxic or non-toxic chemicals in industrial processes. Their aim is to:

— Ensure full and consistent implementation of the IED 2.0 across Member States, with tighter
permit controls on air and water emissions;

— Increase investment in new, cleaner technologies taking into account energy use, resource effi-
ciency and water reuse whilst avoiding lock-in to obsolete technologies;

— Support more sustainable growth of sectors that are key to building a clean, low carbon and
circular economy;

— Cover intensive farming and industrial activities, ensuring that sectors with significant potential
for high resource use or pollution also curb environmental damage at source by applying Best
Available Techniques;

— Establish an Innovation Centre for Industrial Transformation and Emissions (INCITE) (*);

— Integrate the previously separate requirements for depollution and de-carbonisation so that fu-
ture pollution control investments take better account of greenhouse gas emissions, resource
efficiency and water reuse.

— Enhance data transparency and public access to environmental information by making permit
summaries available online and providing more opportunities for public participation in the setting
and review of permits.

The last IED Article 13 Forum held the last meeting on 29-30 April 2024 and agreed on the work
programme for the next BREFs to be developed and reviewed for the years 2024-2026.

The currently valid BREF for the production of pulp, paper and board dates back to 2015 (European
Commission: Joint Research Centre. Institute for Prospective Technological Studies, Suhr, Klein et al,,
2015). The associated BAT conclusions were adopted as Commission Implementing Decision
2014/687/EU (*°). This is the same BREF used for the development of the Commission Decision (EU)
2019/70. This decision is linked to Commission Decision (EU) 2020/1803, given the requirement for
the substrate of final products within the scope to bear the EU Ecolabel for ‘Graphic paper’. The

26 EIEP Regulation (EC) No 2024/1244 on reporting of environmental data from industrial installations, establishing an
Industrial Emissions Portal. Available at this link.

27 Iceland, Liechtenstein, Norway, Serbia, Switzerland and the United Kingdom.
28 European Industrial Emissions Portal. Available at this link. Last visited on 28 October 2024

29 The European Innovation Centre for Industrial Transformation and Emissions (INCITE). Available at this link. Last visited
on 16 October 2024.

30 BREF for the production of pulp, paper and board. Commission Implementing Decision 2014/687/EU of 26 September
2014 establishing the best available techniques (BAT) conclusions, under Directive 2010/75/EU of the European
Parliament and of the Council, for the production of pulp, paper and board. Available at this link.
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revision of the BREF for the production of pulp, paper and board is not included in the BREF Work
programme 2024-2026.

The BREF on surface treatment using organic solvents (STS) dates back to 2020 and is also relevant
for printed paper, stationery paper and paper carrier bag products (European Commission: Joint
Research Centre, Chronopoulos, Cakmak et al., 2020). This document provides information on solvents
and volatile organic compounds (VOCs) emissions from printing processes. It also indicates the
possibility to replace halogenated solvents, considered obsolete in countries such as Germany, by less
hazardous solvents, e.g. where powerful solvent action is required for cleaning. Powerful solvents
such as ethanolamine can be used. The associated best available techniques (BAT) conclusions were
adopted as Commission Implementing Decision 2020/2009 (*!). The revision of this BREF is not
included in the BREF Work programme 2024-2026.

REACH Regulation

The Requlation (EC) No 1907/2006 on Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and Restriction of
Chemicals (REACH) (*?) has the main purpose of ensuring the safe use of chemicals in the EU. More
specifically, REACH aims to ensure a high level of protection of human health and the environment
from risks resulting from the intrinsic properties of chemical substances, as well as the free circulation
of substances on the internal market, while enhancing competitiveness and innovation. REACH
regulates, amongst many other aspects, the restriction of the placing on the market and use of certain
substances listed in its Annex XVII, including in some cases, the incorporation of substances into
articles. Consequently, restrictions also cover recycled substances and the presence of restricted
substances in recovered materials. The authorisation title of REACH applies to the placing on the
market and use of substances of very high concern (SVHC), aiming at their progressive substitution
by less hazardous substances or technologies and by subjecting their use to specific conditions.

In addition, Article 33 of REACH sets up a supply chain communication duty requiring suppliers of
articles containing SVHC above 0.1% to communicate certain information to the recipients of those
articles.

Since the publication of Commission Decision (EU) 2020/1803, REACH and its Annex XVII have been
implemented several times. The Commission is currently revising the REACH Regulation (**), in line
with the Commission’s Better Regulation (3*) provisions. The revision will include a thorough
assessment of possible impacts of potential changes to REACH on: (a) the protection of human health
and the environment, (b) the use of animal testing, (c) the functioning of the internal market, and (d)
the competitiveness and innovation of European industry and businesses.

31 Commission Implementing Decision (EU) 2020/2009 of 22 June 2020 establishing the best available techniques (BAT)
conclusions, under Directive 2010/75/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council on industrial emissions, for
surface treatment using organic solvents including preservation of wood and wood products with chemicals (notified
under document C(2020) 4050). Available at this link.

32 REACH Regulation. Regulation (EC) No 1907/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 18 December 2006
concerning the Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and Restriction of Chemicals (REACH), establishing a European
Chemicals Agency, amending Directive 1999/45/EC and repealing Council Regulation (EEC) No 793/93 and Commission
Regulation (EC) No 1488/94 as well as Council Directive 76/769/EEC and Commission Directives 91/155/EEC,
93/67/EEC, 93/105/EC and 2000/21/EC. Available at this link.

33 REACH Regulation. Available at this link. Last accessed on 16 October 2024.
34 Better Regulation: why and how. Available at this link. Last accessed on 16 October 2024.
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Regulation on the classification, labelling and packaging of substances and mixtures (CLP)

Regulation (EC) No. 1272/2008 (CLP) (**) focuses on the identification and classification of the
intrinsic hazards of chemicals, i.e. the hazardous effects of chemicals on human health or the
environment, and on the communication of those effects to users of chemicals and decision makers
(consumers, industry and authorities). Identifying the intrinsic hazardous properties of substances to
derive a hazard classification is the first step in assessing chemical risks.

CLP requires manufacturers, importers and downstream users to classify hazardous substances and
mixtures and provides rules on how to classify them, applicable throughout the EU. For a substance
that has a harmonised classification (an entry in Annex VI to CLP), that classification is legally binding
for the hazard classes and differentiations covered in the entry. The substances not covered in the
entry, as well as mixtures, must be evaluated and self-classified. The hazard classification determines
the appropriate labelling and packaging of the chemicals in the supply chain, in particular to protect
workers, consumers and the environment.

In 2023, new hazard classes and criteria for the classification, labelling and packaging of substances
and mixtures were implemented in CLP Regulation through the Delegated Commission Regulation
(EU) 2023/707 (*®). The new hazard classes are:

1. Endocrine disruption for human health (ED HH) in Category 1 and Category 2,

2. Endocrine disruption for the environment (ED ENV) in Category 1 and Category 2,
3. Persistent, bioaccumulative, toxic (PBT),

4. \Very persistent, very bioaccumulative (vPvB),

5. Persistent, mobile, toxic (PMT), and

6. Very persistent, very mobile (vPvM).

The Council has recently adopted a revision of the CLP regulation (*’) to clarify the rules on labelling
chemical substances, including these new hazard classes, and to adapt them to all forms of trade
(e.g. online trade, bulk purchasing).

The revision of the CLP facilitates the reporting on new hazards (e.qg., presence of endocrine disruptors
or substances with long-lasting effects) and enhances the classification and identification of harmful
substances. It also promotes clearer and easier to read labelling, and sets the requirements for a
voluntary digital labelling scheme.

Hazard classifications under CLP, including the new hazard classes defined in the Delegated
Commission Regulation (EU) 2023/707, are very relevant in determining obligations imposed by many

35 CLP Regulation. Regulation (EC) No 1272/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 16 December 2008
on classification, labelling and packaging of substances and mixtures, amending and repealing Directives 67/548/EEC
and 1999/45/EC, and amending Regulation (EC) No 1907/2006. Available at this link.

3% Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2023/707 of 19 December 2022 amending Regulation (EC) No 1272/2008 as
regards hazard classes and criteria for the classification, labelling and packaging of substances and mixtures. Available
at this link.

37 Chemicals: Council adopts regulation on classification, labelling and packaging. Available at this link. Last accessed on
16 October 2024.
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relevant EU acts, including on products. Article 2(27) of ESPR refers to specific hazard classes under
Annex VI of CLP to define “substances of concern”, whereas under Regulation (EC) No. 66/2010 on
the EU Ecolabel, its Article 6(6) specifies that an EU Ecolabel cannot be awarded to goods containing
substances or mixtures meeting the criteria for certain hazard classifications in accordance with CLP.

Regulation on the supply and use of biocidal products

Requlation (EU) 528/2012 (*®) concerning the making available on the market and the use of biocidal
products aims to improve the functioning of the single market while ensuring a high level of
protection for human health, animal health and the environment. The Regulation sets rules to ensure
that biocidal products cannot be placed on the market or used unless they contain approved active
substances, and have been authorised. It also includes provisions to reduced animal testing by
promoting data sharing and a more flexible and intelligent approach to testing.

These biocidal products are authorised according to defined categories or types. The most relevant
product types (PT) of biocidal products potentially used in the production processes of printed paper,
stationery paper and paper carrier bag products are:

— PT6 Preservatives for products during storage,

— PT7 Film preservatives,

— PT9 Fibre, leather, rubber and polymerised materials preservatives, and
— PT11 Preservatives for liquid-cooling and processing systems

In particular, the only preservatives permitted by the criteria set by Commission Decision 2020/1803
are in-can preservatives, that is, preservatives that are added to formulations contained in cans to
prevent microbial growth and degradation of the formulation during storage (i.e. biocidal PT6) and
formulations of PT11 that have been approved or are under examination pending a decision on ap-
proval by Regulation (EU) No 528/2012.

According to Article 65(4), the European Commission is required to prepare every five years a report
to the European Parliament and to the Council on the implementation of the Requlation, based on
reports provided by Member States. The first report was published in June 2021, and hence the next
report is not expected before 2026.

Regulation on Deforestation-free products (EUDR)

The new Regulation on Deforestation-free Products (**) (EUDR) is expected to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions and biodiversity loss globally. In June 2023, the Regulation on deforestation-free products
entered into force. The main driver of these processes is the expansion of agricultural land that is
linked to the production of commodities like cattle, cocoa, coffee, oil palm, rubber, soya and wood,
and some of their derived products, such as leather, chocolate, tyres, furniture, as well as pulp and
paper, and printed books, newspapers, pictures and other products of the printing industry.

38 Regulation (EU) No 528/2012 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 22 May 2012 concerning the making
available on the market and use of biocidal products. Available at this link.

39 EUDR. Requlation (EU) 2023/1115 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 31 May 2023 on the making
available on the Union market and the export from the Union of certain commodities and products associated with
deforestation and forest degradation and repealing Regulation (EU) No 995/2010. Available at this link.
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Under the Regulation, any operator or trader who places these commaodities on the EU market, or
exports from it, must be able to prove that the products do not originate from recently deforested
land or have contributed to forest degradation.

The EUDR aims to:

— Avoid that the listed products placed on the EU market contribute to deforestation and forest
degradation in the EU and globally;

— Reduce carbon emissions caused by EU consumption and production of the relevant commodities
by at least 32 million metric tonnes a year;

— Address all deforestation driven by agricultural expansion to produce the commodities in the
scope of the regulation, as well as forest degradation.

The Regulation on deforestation-free products repeals the EU Timber Regulation. As of 29 June 2023,
operators and traders were expected to have 18 months (i.e. until 31 December 2024) to implement
the new rules. Micro and small enterprises would enjoy a longer adaptation period, as well as other
specific provisions.

On 3 December 2024, the European Parliament and the Council reached a provisional political
agreement on the Commission's proposal to grant a 12-month additional phasing-in period (“°). Once
adopted, this proposal would make the law applicable on 30 December 2025 for large and medium
companies and 30 June 2026 for micro and small enterprises. On 15 April 2025, the Commission
announced simplifications to the EUDR to help reduce administrative burdens and facilitate the
implementation of the Regulation (*}).

Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD)

Directive (EU) 2022/2464 (CSRD) (**) updates and strengthens the rules concerning the social and
environmental information that companies have to report. A broader set of large companies, as well
as listed SMEs, will now be required to report on sustainability. Some non-EU companies will also
have to report if they generate over EUR 150 million on the EU market. Investors and other
stakeholders will have access to the information.

The first companies will have to apply the new rules for the first time in 2025, for the financial year
2024. Companies will have to follow European Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS) in the
reporting exercise (*).

While designing the ESRS, the Commission worked with international standards setters to ensure
interoperability between European and international sustainability reporting standards. As a result,
the European Financial Reporting Advisory Group (EFRAG) (i.e. the body advising on ESRS), and the

40 Proposal for a REGULATION OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL amending Regulation (EU)
2023/1115 as regards provisions relating to the date of application. COM/2024/452 final. Available at this link.

41 https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_ 25 1063
42 The Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive. Directive (EU) 2022/2464 of the European Parliament and of the

Council of 14 December 2022 amending Regulation (EU) No 537/2014, Directive 2004/109/EC, Directive 2006/43/EC
and Directive 2013/34/EU, as regards corporate sustainability reporting. Available at this link.
43 The European Sustainability Reporting Standards. Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2023/2772 of 31 July 2023

supplementing Directive 2013/34/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council as regards sustainability reporting
standards. Available at this link.
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International Sustainability Standards Board (ISSB) published an Interoperability Guidance in May
2024 (*4).

On 26 February 2025, the Commission adopted a package of proposals to simplify EU rules and boost
competitiveness. The package proposes to apply the CSRD only to the largest companies (those with
more than 1000 employees), focusing the sustainability reporting obligations on the companies which
are more likely to have the biggest impacts on people and the environment. Moreover, it seeks to
ensure that reporting requirements on large companies do not burden smaller companies in their
value chains (*°).

Proposal for a Directive on substantiation and communication of explicit environmental
claims (Green Claims Directive)

The Commission’s proposal for a Directive on Green Claims (*) had the aim of addressing
greenwashing by tackling false environmental claims made to consumers, and stopping the
proliferation of public and private environmental labels. Together with the new Directive (EU)
2024/825(*) on empowering consumers for the green transition, the Green Claims Directive proposal
established a clear regime for environmental claims and labels. The ultimate purpose of the two
directives was to ensure that consumers received trustworthy information about the environmental
credentials of the products they buy.

The proposal targets ‘green claims’ made by businesses that state or imply a positive environmental
impact, lesser negative impact, no impact, or improvement over time for their products, services, or
organisation. It requires that green claims are substantiated and this substantiation be verified ex-
ante. This only concerns claims that are not covered by other EU rules, e.g. the ESPR. The proposal
also addresses environmental labelling schemes, stopping the proliferation of public and private
labels and ensuring the transparency and robustness of labelling schemes. The Green Claim Directive
exempts from its scope the EU Ecolabel because it recognises that the EU Ecolabel is already a reliable
certification which is already subject to the EU Ecolabel Regulation.

At the moment of the writing of this report (July 2025), the legislative process has been paused.
EU Taxonomy Regulation

The EU taxonomy is the foundation of the EU’s sustainable finance framework and a crucial market
transparency tool. The taxonomy is a classification system that defines criteria for economic activities
that are aligned with a net zero trajectory by 2050 and the broader environmental goals other than
climate.

44 Corporate sustainability reporting: Commission welcomes guidance on interoperability of European and global
sustainability reporting standards. Available at this link. Last accessed on 16 October 2024.

45 Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Directives (EU) 2022/2464 and (EU)
2024/1760 as regards the dates from which Member States are to apply certain corporate sustainability reporting and
due diligence requirements. COM/2025/80 final. Available at this link.

46 Green Claim Directive. Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on substantiation and
communication of explicit environmental claims (Green Claims Directive). COM/2023/166 final. Available at this link.

47 Directive (EU) 2024/825 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 28 February 2024 amending
Directives 2005/29/EC and 2011/83/EU as regards empowering consumers for the green transition through better
protection against unfair practices and through better information. Available at this link.
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The EU taxonomy permits financial and non-financial companies to share a common definition of
economic activities that can be considered environmentally sustainable. This creates security for
investors, protects private investors from greenwashing, helps companies become more climate-
friendly and mitigates market fragmentation.

Regulation 2020/852 (*) establishes the basis for the EU taxonomy by setting out the overarching
conditions that an economic activity has to meet in order to qualify as environmentally sustainable.

Under the EU Taxonomy Regulation, the Commission needed to produce the actual list of
environmentally sustainable activities; this was done by defining technical screening criteria for each
environmental objective through delegated and implementing acts. The EU Taxonomy’s Climate
Delegated Act (*°) establishes technical screening criteria for determining the conditions under which
an economic activity qualifies as contributing substantially to climate change mitigation (Annex |) and
adaptation (Annex Il), and for determining whether that economic activity does not cause significant
harm to any of the other environmental objectives established by the EU Taxonomy Regulation. The
pulp and paper industry is not addressed by the EU Taxonomy’s Climate Delegated Act, but among
other activities there are some related to forestry, which are:

— Afforestation,

— Rehabilitation and restoration of forests, including reforestation and natural forest regeneration
after an extreme event;

— Forest management;

— Conservation forestry.

Product Environmental Footprint Category Rules (PEFCR) for intermediate paper products

In 2013, the Commission introduced for the first time the Product Environmental Footprint (PEF) and
Organisation Environmental Footprint (OEF) methods to measure and communicate the life cycle
environmental performance of products and organisations (°°). Commission Recommendation
2013/179/EU stated the need to develop product category-specific methodological requirements to
complement the general guidance provided by the PEF Guide and to increase methodological
harmonisation, specificity, relevance and reproducibility for a given product type. These requirements
constitute the so-called Product Environmental Footprint Category Rules (PEFCRs).

Commission Recommendation 2013/179/EU was replaced in 2021 by Commission Recommendation
(EU) 2021/2279 (°). The PEFCR for intermediate paper products expired on 31 December 2021. This

48 EU Taxonomy. Regulation (EU) 2020/852 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 18 June 2020 on the
establishment of a framework to facilitate sustainable investment, and amending Regulation (EU) 2019/2088.
Available at this link.

4% The EU Taxonomy's Climate Delegated Act. Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2021/2139 of 4 June 2021
supplementing Regulation (EU) 2020/852 of the European Parliament and of the Council by establishing the technical
screening criteria for determining the conditions under which an economic activity qualifies as contributing substantially
to climate change mitigation or climate change adaptation and for determining whether that economic activity causes
no significant harm to any of the other environmental objectives. Available at this link.

50 Commission Recommendation 2013/179/EU of 9 April 2013 on the use of common methods to measure and
communicate the life cycle environmental performance of products and organisations. Available at this link.

51 Commission Recommendation (EU) 2021/2279 of 15 December 2021 on the use of the Environmental Footprint
methods to measure and communicate the life cycle environmental performance of products and organisations.
Available at this link.
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PEFCR included three product categories: (a) graphic papers (including newsprint), (b) packaging
papers, and (c) tissue. Intermediate paper products are not within the product groups for which a new
PEFCR is under development or planned (°*2). Communication with policy makers revealed that its
update is not foreseen in the near future.

3.2 EU strategies

Since the entry into force of the Commission Decision 2020/1803 on the EU Ecolabel criteria for
printed paper, stationery paper and paper carrier bag products , the Commission has published several
strategies, which in turn have also produced some of the legislation reported in this section. Strategies
are political directions, which set the bases for future pieces of legislation.

The new EU forest strategy for 2030 (**) aims to support the socio-economic functions of forests
for thriving rural areas and boosting a forest-based sustainable bioeconomy. Additionally, it aims to
protect, restore and enlarge the EU’s forests to combat climate change, reverse biodiversity loss and
ensure resilient and multifunctional forest ecosystems by:

— Promoting the sustainable forest bioeconomy for long-lived wood products;

— Ensuring sustainable use of wood-based resources for bioenergy;

— Promoting non-wood forest-based bioeconomy, including ecotourism,;

— Developing skills and empowering people for sustainable forest-based bioeconomy;
— Protecting EU’s last remaining primary and old-growth forests;

— Ensuring forest restoration and reinforced sustainable forest management for climate adaptation
and forest resilience;

— Re- and afforestation of biodiverse forests, including by planting 3 billion additional trees by
2030;

— Providing financial incentives for forest owners and managers for improving the quantity and
quality of EU forests.

The strategy also focuses on:

— Strategic forest monitoring, reporting and data collection;

— Developing a strong research and innovation agenda;

— Implementing an inclusive and coherent EU forest governance framework;

— Stepping up implementation and enforcement of existing EU acquis.

The EU’s biodiversity strategy for 2030 (*) is a long-term plan to protect nature and reverse

the degradation of ecosystems. The strategy aims to put Europe's biodiversity on a path to recovery
by 2030, and encompasses specific activities and commitments to be delivered by 2030:

52 Product Environmental Footprint method. Available at this link. Last accessed on 16 October 2024.
53 The new EU forest strategy for 2030. COM(2021) 572 final. Available at this link.

54 The EU’s biodiversity strategy for 2030. Bringing nature back into our lives. COM(2020) 380 final. Available at this
link.
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— Establishing a larger EU-wide network of protected areas on land and at seg;
— Launching an EU nature restoration plan;
— Unlocking funding for biodiversity;

— Working towards the successful adoption of an ambitious global biodiversity framework.

These strategies focussing on forest and biodiversity trigged the development of the guidelines on
closer-to-nature forest management (European Commission: Directorate General for
Environment, 2023). These guidelines aim to promote adaptive forest management as part of a
common framework for closer-to-nature forest management, which stimulates biodiversity. The
guidelines will help public authorities, forest managers and forest owners to better consider
biodiversity and climate change in their activities. These guidelines are for forests that have a
commercial use for timber and non-timber forest products, and for forests that are not explicitly
designated as protected areas. Discussions with policy makers revealed that the development of the
voluntary closer-to-nature forest management certification scheme announced in the forest
strategy will be developed under the new Commission.

The EU bioeconomy strategy (European Commission: Directorate General for Research and
Innovation, 2018) aims to accelerate the deployment of a sustainable European bioeconomy, and it
has five goals:

1. ensure food and nutrition security;

2. manage natural resources sustainably;

3. reduce dependence on non-renewable, unsustainable resources;
4. limit and adapt to climate change;

5. strengthen European competitiveness and create jobs.

The Commission will review the EU bioeconomy strategy between 2025 and 2026. The upcoming EU
bioeconomy strategy aims to position the EU in the rapidly expanding bioeconomy market, with a
significant growth potential in bio-based materials, biomanufacturing, biochemical, and agri-biotech
sectors, as well as to reduce reliance on fossil fuels and improve economic perspectives in rural areas.
In addition, a new European Biotech Act will provide a framework conducive to innovation in areas
like health technology assessment and clinical trials and more generally to leverage the potential that
biotechnologies can bring to our economy (*>).

The EU chemicals strategy for sustainability (*°) aims to improve the protection of citizens and
the environment, and promote innovation for safe and sustainable chemicals. It includes several
actions:

— banning the most harmful chemicals in consumer products - allowing their use only where es-
sential;

— account for the cocktail effect of chemicals when assessing risks from chemicals;

5> The Competitiveness Compass. COM(2025) 30 final. Available at this link.
%6 Chemicals Strategy for Sustainability. Towards a Toxic-Free Environment. COM(2020) 667 final. Available at this link.
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phasing out the use of per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) in the EU, unless their use is
essential;

boosting the investment and innovative capacity for production and use of chemicals that are
safe and sustainable by design, and throughout their life cycle;

promoting the EU’s resilience of supply and sustainability of critical chemicals;

establishing a simpler “one substance one assessment” process for the risk and hazard assess-
ment of chemicals;

playing a leading role globally by championing and promoting high standards and not exporting
chemicals banned in the EU.

The Competitiveness Compass (°’), presented on 29 January 2025, is the most recent EU strategy
and aims to boost competitiveness of the EU based on three pillars or transformational imperatives
and five horizontal enablers to complement these pillars.

The three transformational imperatives are:

Closing the innovation gap
A joint roadmap for decarbonisation and competitiveness

Reducing excessive dependencies and increasing security

The horizontal enablers, considered necessary to underpin competitiveness across all sectors are:

Simplifying the reqgulatory environment, reducing burden and favouring speed and flexibility
Fully exploiting benefits of sale offered by the single market by removing barriers
Financing through a Savings and Investments Union and a refocused EU budget

Promoting skills and quality jobs while ensuring social fairness

Better coordinating policies at EU and national levels

A number of actions are planned to address each of the three pillars and the five enablers during the
period 2025-2026. These actions involve topics related to previous strategies, such as agriculture,
bioeconomy and biotechnology, chemicals industry, clean industry and circular economy, among
others.

57

The Competitiveness Compass. COM(2025) 30 final. Available at this link.
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4 Synergies with existing ecolabels

Besides the EU Ecolabel, other ISO Type | (ISO 14024, 2018) voluntary environmental label schemes
exist that cover environmental criteria for different types of paper products. ISO 14024 Type |
environmental labels are also known as type 1 ecolabels.

This section investigates synergies among the Type | environmental labels used in EU that address
printed paper, stationery paper, and paper carrier bag products. This analysis is in line with article
6(3.f) of the EU Ecolabel Regulation 66/2010. In this assessment, the comparison includes the criteria
from the Blue Angel (*8) and the Nordic Swan (*°) ecolabels, which are the two Type | ecolabels in the
EU that cover similar product groups.

Table 3 reports all the ISO Type | environmental labels used for the analysis. Additional detailed
information about the analysis of the three ecolabel schemes compared is provided in Annex 2 to this
report.

The product scopes of the Blue Angel and Nordic Swan Ecolabel schemes do not fully align with that
of the EU Ecolabel on printed products, stationery paper and paper carrier bag products. While printed
paper is covered by similar product groups in the three ecolabels, stationery paper and paper carrier
bag products are not equally addressed.

Nordic Swan Ecolabel for product group 041 ‘Printing companies and printed matter’ has a wider
scope than the EU Ecolabel and the Blue Angel, and includes products in substrates other than paper
that are not covered by the other two schemes. Among them are substrates containing small
percentages of Polyvinyl chloride — PVC -, textiles for advertising, and wood-based panels. Stationery
paper is included within the ‘Printing companies and printed matter’ product group in Nordic Swan
Ecolabel, while it is partly included in two different product groups of Blue Angel ecolabel, namely
‘Printed matter’ (DE-UZ 195) and ‘Finished products made from recycled paper and cardboard’ (DE-
UZ 14b).

Paper bags constitute a specific product group in the Blue Angel scheme separated from the general
‘Printed matter’ product group (DE-UZ 217b). In the case of the Nordic Swan Ecolabel, paper bags are
not included within the paper-related categories. The only mention to carrier bags for the Nordic Swan
Ecolabel was found in the criteria document on ‘Disposables for food'. This document excludes carrier
bags from the scope of the reported criteria. Anyhow, such product group is not relevant for the EU
Ecolabel, since Commission Decision 2020/1803 excludes “food contact materials and articles
intended to come into contact with food that constitutes the subject matter of article 1 of Regulation
(EC) No 1935/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council” (%°).

Regarding requirements for substrates, all ecolabels refer to the need for the paper or paperboard
used in the final product to bear the corresponding unprinted paper ecolabel. Thus, the EU Ecolabel

58 Blue Angel - The German Ecolabel. Available at this link. Last accessed on 18 October 2024.
% Nordic Swan Ecolabel. Available at this link. Last accessed on 18 October 2024.

80 Regulation (EC) No 1935/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 27 October 2004 on materials and
articles intended to come into contact with food and repealing Directives 80/590/EEC and 89/109/EEC. Available at
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for printed paper, stationery paper and paper carrier bag products requires that the substrate bears
the EU Ecolabel for ‘Graphic paper regulated by Commission Decision (EU) 2019/70. Blue Angel
requires ‘printed matter’ products, paper or cardboard used for ‘finished products’, or ‘paper bags and
boxes made out of recycled paper’ to comply with the criteria for one of the paper-related product
groups, namely DE-UZ 14a, DE-UZ 56, DE-UZ 72 and DE-UZ 217a. For the Nordic Swan Ecolabel
scheme, at least 60% of the printing company’s total consumption of paper must be inspected or
ecolabelled by the Nordic Swan or the EU Ecolabel.

All ecolabels establish similar restrictions on chemicals. These restrictions limit the use of substances
and mixtures based on both CLP Regulation and REACH Regulation. In addition, Blue Angel also refers
to the Technical Rules for Hazardous Substances (TRGS) framework (5!). Specific restrictions are
indicated for the following substances:

— Aromatic and halogenated hydrocarbons potentially present in cleaning agents;

— Alkyl phenol ethoxylates, halogenated solvents and phthalates present in inks, dyes, toners,
adhesives or cleaning agents;

— Carcinogenic, mutagenic or reprotoxic substances;

— Substances with assigned acute toxicity or organ toxicity;

— Heavy metals contained in pigments and additives;

— Azo dyes;

— Certain solvents, plasticisers and other hydrocarbon derivatives.

Blue Angel DE-UZ 195 and DE-UZ 217b establish stricter limitations than the other schemes on
polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) and the use of hydrocarbons in printing inks and varnishes in the
offset printing process.

Recyclability aspects are present in the three ecolabels, with some differences between the
schemes. Removability of adhesives and deinkability are addressed by all the ecolabels. All of the
ecolabels referred to use the European Paper Recycling Council (EPRC) Deinkability Scorecard (®?) as
a reference to set the requirements on deinkability. The EU Ecolabel, the Blue Angel DE-UZ 195 and
the Nordic Swan Ecolabel use EPRC’s Adhesives Removability Scorecard (%*) for adhesives
removability, whereas Blue Angel DE-UZ 14b (for finished products made from recycled paper and
cardboard) and 217b (for paper bags) use PTS-RH 021/97 (edition October 2012) method (5%). The
threshold values of EU Ecolabel and Blue Angel DE-UZ 195 are the same, and are more ambitious
than those of the Nordic Swan Ecolabel. On the contrary, recyclability of the printed paper itself is
currently not addressed by the Nordic Swan Ecolabel, but is proposed as a potential new criterion for
a future evaluation. Repulpability is required for all products covered by the EU Ecolabel and for

61 Technical Rules for Hazardous Substances (TRGS). Baua: Federal Institute for Occupational Safety and Health.
Available at this link. Last accessed on 8 November 2024.

62 Deinkability Score for the Assessment of printed product recyclability of the European Paper Recycling Council (EPRC),
2017. Available at this link. Last accessed on 22 October 2024.

63 Scorecard for the removability of adhesive applications for the Assessment of printed product recyclability of the
European Paper Recycling Council (EPRC), 2018. Available at this link. Last accessed on 22 October 2024.

64 Recyclability testing acc. PTS-RH 021 - Cat 2. Available at this link. Last accessed on 8 November 2024.
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products included within the scope of Blue Angel DE-UZ 14b and DE-UZ 217b. Requirements on the
easy removability of non-paper parts only apply to stationery paper in the case of the EU Ecolabel,
but both to finished products (DE-UZ 14b) and paper bags (DE-UZ 217b) for the Blue Angel ecolabel.

There are some differences between the compared ecolabels’ criteria insofar they address
emissions. The EU Ecolabel uses only criteria based on the quantification of the emission themselves,
whereas the Nordic Swan Ecolabel sets the requirements at the level of the consumed chemicals
linked to the emissions and Blue Angel DE-UZ 195 includes both types of criteria. The EU Ecolabel
sets requirements for two types of emissions, namely emissions of chromium and copper to water
on the one hand, and emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) on the other hand. For VOCs,
requirements are different depending on whether the printing processes are covered by Annex | and
Annex VIl to IED 2.0 Directive or not. The Nordic Swan Ecolabel sets requirements for aggregated
amounts of VOCs, depending on the printing process. Blue Angel DE-UZ also sets limitations for the
emissions of chromium VI to water, and for VOCs of different printing processes (including both
limitations on content of VOCs in consumed substances and on amounts of emissions). This ecolabel
does not include requirements on copper emissions, but does include emissions of particulate matter
that are not covered in the other ecolabels. Blue Angel DE-UZ 2017b does not mention any criterion
onh emissions.

Regarding waste generation, the EU Ecolabel and the Nordic Swan Ecolabel establish explicitly the
need for a waste management system, whereas Blue Angel DE-UZ 195 product group only sets the
need to record key figures on the annual amount of waste paper and Blue Angel DE-UZ 2017b does
not address the issue. The EU Ecolabel and the Blue Angel DE-UZ 195 define, for the percentage of
waste paper produced, maximum thresholds dependent on the printing process. Instead, the Nordic
Swan Ecolabel establishes a scoring system that is calculated based on the actual percentage of
waste paper generated by the printing company and a threshold dependent on the printing method
used. A lower score means a lower amount of produced waste paper.

When addressing energy consumption, the analysed ecolabels show evident differences. The EU
Ecolabel, Blue Angel DE-UZ 195 and Nordic Swan Ecolabel for product group 041 require the collection
of data on key energy figures and the definition of improvement targets relating to the reduction of
energy consumption. Blue Angel DE-UZ 217b does not address the topic. The EU Ecolabel stresses
the need to have an energy management system. The Blue Angel DE-UZ 195 mainly focuses on
reporting and has specific criteria for two components, namely the heatset web offset dryer and the
compressed air system for the machine used to produce printed paper. The Nordic Swan Ecolabel
includes requirements in the form of thresholds. Two threshold levels are defined. If a company fulfils
the most restrictive threshold, it has no additional requirements. If the company does not fulfil the
most restrictive threshold but does fulfil the less restrictive one, it can still apply for the ecolabel but
has an additional requirement which consists in the implementation of an energy action plan to
reduce the energy consumption within three years after the award of the licence, by 25% for
companies located in a rented building, and by 50% for companies located in a building of their own.

The EU Ecolabel and the Nordic Swan Ecolabel have analogous criteria on the need for training of
all members of staff involved in daily operations to ensure fulfilment of the ecolabel requirements.
The Blue Angel ecolabel does not address this aspect through a specific criterion. Blue Angel DE-UZ
195 only mentions training briefly in criterion 3.11 on requirements for waste paper, as a measure
for reducing the amount of waste.

The EU Ecolabel and the Blue Angel DE-UZ 14b and DE-UZ 217b Ecolabel include a criterion on
fitness for use. The EU Ecolabel establishes a requirement to demonstrate the suitability of the
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product for its use by providing at least one document among a list of four possible ones (see
additional details in Annex 2). Blue Angel DE-UZ 14b and DE-UZ 217b refer to the need to comply
with relevant German DIN standards whenever they exist. Blue Angel DE-UZ 14b includes an
additional criterion on products for children that need to comply with DIN EN 71-3(2019).
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Table 3. ISO Type | environmental labels analysed for the product group in the scope of the Commission Decision (EU) 2020/1803

Ecolabel scheme

' Covered region

Reference document / version

Product group

Date of validity

Ecolabel &

cycled paper and cardboard

EU Ecolabel EU Printed paper, stationery paper, paper carrier Commission Decision (EU) 2020/1803 27 November 2020 - 31
bag products December 2028
Blue Angel — The German | Germany DE-UZ 14b - Finished products made from re- Edition January 2020, version 4 January 2022 - 31 Decem-

ber 2026

DE-UZ-195 - Printed matter

Edition January 2021, version 4

November 2023 - 31 De-
cember 2025

DE-UZ 217b - Paper bags and boxes made out
of recycled paper

Edition January 2021, version 3

January 2024 - 31 Decem-
ber 2025

Nordic Swan Ecolabel ¢

Denmark, Finland, Iceland,
Norway, Sweden

Printing companies and printed matter 041

Paper Products — Basic Module, version 3.1

05 October 2020 - 31 De-

cember 2026
Chemical Module, version 3.4 05 October 2020 - 31 De-
cember 2026
Criteria document for product group 041 , 17 March 2021 - 31 De-
version 6.12, May 2024 cember 2027

Source: Own elaboration after consultation of Blue Angel and Nordic Swan Ecolabels

65 Blue Angel - The German Ecolabel. Available at this link. Last accessed on 18 October 2024.
6 Nordic Swan Ecolabel. Available at this link. Last accessed on 18 October 2024.
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5 Results of the questionnaire

This section reports the contributions collected via the questionnaire for the collection of evidence
about the suitability and relevance of the EU Ecolabel criteria for the assessed product group. The
questionnaire was divided into three sections: i) respondent details, ii) general topics, and iii) criteria
for printed paper, stationery paper, and paper carrier bag products product group. The entire
questionnaire with anonymised contributions from the respondents is reported in Annex 3.

5.1 Respondent details

The questionnaire received 30 contributions by several types of respondents described in Figure 2.
Most of the respondents belonged to industry (enterprises) with 34% of the responses, followed by
industry associations with 30%, and competent bodies with 27%. Out of 10 contributions from
industry, 7 declared to be licence holders of an environmental label for products included in the scope
of the Commission Decision (EU) 2020/1803. A single contribution was provided by a regional
government, another one from a non-governmental organisation and a third contribution came from
a consulting company.

Among the companies stating to be part of the industry, out of 10 respondents, 7 companies were
large enterprises (250 or more employees), while 2 were medium-sized enterprises (50 to 249
employees) and one was a small enterprise (10 to 49 employees). Seven of these companies declared
to hold a licence of an environmental label: 2 were EU Ecolabel for graphic paper, 2 were EU Ecolabel
for printed paper, stationery paper and paper carrier bag products, 2 were EU Ecolabel without product
group specification by the respondent and 1 was an Ecolabel from a different scheme. More details
about the types of respondent are available in Annex 3. Out of these 7 companies, 3 report to hold
both an EU Ecolabel licence and one or more licences of other ecolabels, i.e. Nordic Swan Ecolabel
and Blue Angel — The German Ecolabel.

Figure 2. Types of respondents contributing to the questionnaire

Consulting company
(1 respondent)
3%

Competent body
(8 responents)
Industry 27%
association
(9 respondents)
30%

Government (local,
regional, or national)
(1 respondent)
3%

Source: own elaboration based on responses to EU survey shared with stakeholders between 31 October and 1
December 2024
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5.2 General topics of the Commission Decision (EU) 2020/1803

Table 4 reports the contributions related to general topics of the Commission Decision (EU)
2020/1803.

— Licence holders declared to apply for environmental labels due to market demand and their own
willingness to show environmental consciousness. Often the same licence holder is certified by
more than one I1SO Type | environmental label because the market demands specific environmen-
tal labels in different parts of the EU.

— The EU Ecolabel application process is perceived differently by respondents: some considered it
unclear and complex, whereas others considered it clear and well-structured. In general, the ap-
plication process is considered time demanding.

— Respondents suggested few actions to boost the number of the EU Ecolabel licensed products:

e Predictability of the EU Ecolabel revision right after the update of the pulp, paper and
board BREF;

e Improvement of criteria related to packaging, including the integration of paper packaging
to the scope of the EU Ecolabel;

e Promotion of the EU Ecolabel in public tenders by considering it a positive element in the
final scoring;

e Increasing awareness of consumers of added value of the EU Ecolabel.

— Among possible improvements, respondents mainly reported: (a) the alignment of the revision of
EU Ecolabel criteria with the pulp, paper and board BREF revision, (b) the reduction of administra-
tive burdens, and (c) clarifications on specific aspects of the criteria in the User Manual concerning
the sub-criteria on i) alkylphenol ethoxylates, halogenated solvents, and phthalates, ii) deinkabil-
ity, iii) emissions from installations covered by Directive 2010/75/EU and iv) Volatile Organic
Compounds’ emissions from printing processes not covered by Directive 2010/75/EU.

Table 4. General topics - Main points highlighted by respondents when questioned about general topics of
the Commission Decision (EU) 2020/1803

Topic ' Main points

Choice of the environmental label | Contributions from licence holders:

scheme: =  Ecolabel chosen to demonstrate sustainable, environmentally conscious production and
Reasons to apply for a specific to be competitive. Environmental aspects play a role for customers.
environmental label. =  Opportunity to show the company itself and its clients that environmental protection is

the most important thing for them.

Customer requests.

Sustainability efforts.

Demonstration and verification of environmental performance.

Europe-wide acceptance of the label.

Most respondents highlight the length of the application process.

Data collection related to the supply chain is very time consuming.

Administrative procedures and preparation of documents are time demanding.

Some tests are challenging and expensive, especially when tests are required for each

product. A more general approach is suggested by one respondent.

= The process requires investments in terms of human resources for the revision of docu-
ments and their training.

= In some countries, finding the competent bodies to submit the application is difficult,
whereas in others the cooperation between companies and local competent bodies is
fluent.

= Customers of companies request a certificate or compliance with ecolabel schemes that
are well recognized in Europe. Applicable ecolabel scheme depends on the geographical
scope of the sales.

= Application process is perceived differently by respondents, which have contradicting
opinions: unclear and complex vs clear structure and criteria.

EU Ecolabel application process.
General comments and identifica-
tion of highest investment of re-
sources.
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Topic ~ Main points

Difficulties addressed by the EU Contribution from competent bodies:

Ecolabel applicant when inter- =  Providing elements for the assessment and verification of certain criteria (e.g. Criterion
preting the criteria and going 1) is complex.

through the whole application = Sample analysis is challenging for some competent bodies due to lack of economically-
process. profitable laboratories to perform analyses required by the EU Ecolabel standards.

Some analyses are carried out in other member states, which increases the length of
the process.

= Collection and reporting of VOC emissions data is challenging. An overall threshold ra-
ther than separate collection for different printing processes is proposed to simplify the
process for applicants.

= Some criteria are not fully clear and require additional explanations for correct under-
standing (e.g. criterion on deinkability, applicable scenario for criteria on emissions).

= Supplier declarations and safety data sheets are not always updated, which makes it
difficult to demonstrate compliance with criteria related to substances.

= As a competent body, it is often difficult to assess equivalencies of different methods.

Boosting the number of the EU = Simplifying and speeding-up the application process would contribute to boosting the

Ecolabel licenced products. number of licences/products.

= In the context of public tenders, EU Ecolabel should be considered as a positive element
in the final scoring, or even a technical specification.

= Criteria for paper based packaging should be added to the scope of this specific criteria
set for converted products or alternatively create totally new criteria for them.

= Paper/board intermediates used as a constituent for paper packaging should be added
to the scope of EU Ecolabel criteria for paper products.

= Increasing awareness among consumers on the importance and added value of the EU
Ecolabel is needed to increase the number of licences and products. For example, by ad-
vertising and addressing key product users with high visibility.

= Predictability and stability in terms of the revision of the EU Ecolabel criteria. A revision
should occur after the revision of the pulp, paper and board BREF, which provides the
data for most of the parameters used by the EU Ecolabel criteria. This process will cre-
ate a predictable framework for technological investments and provide an incentive to
apply for more licences.

= The processing time /certification time of the competent bodies should be limited.

= In paper, promoting 100% kraft paper from sustainable fibres.

= Active consultation has been suggested by competent bodies.

=  Financial incentives (e.g. lower EPR fees).

=  Simplifying process for additional products in case of companies that have already been
awarded a licence.

=  Providing tools for applicants, for example, building an online platform for applications
in several languages, containing a database of approved production chemicals (as hap-
pens for the Nordic Swan Ecolabel).

= Better differentiation of EU Ecolabel compared to other ecolabel schemes or alternative
indicators.

= Less ambitious thresholds, though this would also reduce the value of the label.

= Considering difficulties for local companies to access this scheme due to lack of re-
sources.
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Room for improvement. Overall, respondents consider that current criteria are still relevant and should not be revised un-
til the revision of the pulp, paper and board BREF takes place. Some additional comments were:

= Adding criteria for packaging paper after the BREF revision.

= Avoiding redundancy of requirements on fitness for use and obligatory sentences and
shortening the label that need to be written on the product.

= Providing more support to applicants.

= Providing a list of potential alkylphenol ethoxylates, halogenated solvents, and
phthalates that may be present in the applicable raw materials in the User Manual.

= Presenting practical case studies for criteria on deinkability and emissions in the User
Manual.

= Reducing the administrative burden.

=  Providing a single point of submission.

= Requirement on VOC emissions in heatset printing machines. Based on current technolo-
gies, emissions higher than the thresholds are very unlikely, no need for continuous
measuring.

= (Criteria for paper should be changed to exclusive use of recycled paper to achieve
higher credibility of the EU Ecolabel.

=  Criterion 8 on the minimum threshold of 80% of recycled material for grouped packag-
ing makes sense for plastic but not for paper. Kraft paper from sustainable forests is
100% renewable and recyclable and this is what EU Ecolabel should promote as sus-
tainable product.

= Include PTS - Institut fir Fasern & Papier ggmbH test for repulpability in addition to
Ingede method 11.

= Maintain a high level of ambition for thresholds to keep the value of the ecolabel.

= Increase the ambition of PFAS targets.

= Listing up other environmental or Environmental Social and Governance (ESG) criteria or
alignment with Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) from the United Nations.

= Discuss with other Ecolabel schemes on experiences when implementing new criteria for
printed matter.

Source: own elaboration based on responses to EU survey sent to stakeholders on 31 October 2024

5.3 Criteria for printed paper, stationery paper and paper carrier bag
products

Table 5 reports the justifications provided by respondents when interrogated about the need to
change the current criteria for printed paper, stationery paper and paper carrier bag products. Table
5 distinguishes the justifications provided by respondents who support the change of a current
criterion (answering “Yes” to the question ‘should the item be changed?’), the justifications provided
by respondents who support the status quo (answering “No”) and the justifications provided by those
respondents who declare to have no opinion (answering “No opinion”) but include a justification
anyway.
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Table 5. Printed paper, stationery paper, paper carrier bag products - should any change occur? Justifications provided by respondents of the questionnaire

Topic Justification provided by respondents answering Justification provided by respondents answering Justification provided by respondents an-
“Yes — change should occur” “No — change should not occur” swering “No opinion”
Scope = “Normal” paper bags (also for food) and packaging in gen- | The scope is clear and should be maintained. NA
eral should be included in the product group.
= (riteria for paper-based packaging should be added in the
EU Ecolabel for printed paper, stationery paper, and carrier
bag products, or as a new set of criteria for paper-based
packaging, to encourage for a superior environmental per-
formance.
= The scope itself should remain unchanged, but the text
could be simplified.
= The scope should include “stationery and communication
paper”
Definitions = "Labels" and "sticky notes" should be added. The definitions are clear and appropriate. NA
applicable = Binders can be made of plastics, too. But in this case recy-
to the pur- clability is not given.
pose of
Commis-
sion Deci-
sion
2020/1803
Aims of the = | wouldn't promote recycled paper because some applica- The set of criteria is meaningful and comprehensive, these cri- = This question should be answered by experts in
criteria tions require virgin fibre - technicity for production of en- teria already cover all potentially critical product properties and the field.
velopes. Also recycled fibres generate more dust which all steps of product’s life cycle. = A stakeholder declared that for now the criteria
can generate problems in some applications. cover the entire life cycle.
= The requirement that only paper is EU Ecolabelled could
be extended to also include paper that has been inspected
for the Nordic Swan Ecolabel.
= Higher restrictions could be applied to substances included
within criteria 2.
General as- = Some generic testing () for different paper qualities and = The requirement makes sense. NA
sessment deinking should be allowed, following the example of = The verification process should not be further compli-
and verifi- other Type | ecolabelling schemes such as Nordic Swan. cated.
cation = Acceptance of equivalence of test methods others than = The assessment is well structured and easy to under-
those indicated for each criterion should respond to mini- stand.
mum criteria.

87 The original term written in the response to the questionnaire was ‘genetic testing’. This term has been assumed to contain a spelling mistake and has been replaced by ‘generic testing’

in the analysis of the responses to the questionnaire presented in this section.
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Justification provided by respondents answering
“Yes — change should occur”

Justification provided by respondents answering
“No — change should not occur”

Justification provided by respondents an-
swering “No opinion”

Definitions
applicable
to the prod-
uct group

A definition on ‘chemically modified’ should be added.

The definition of ‘10. Paper for recycling’ should follow the
EN 643 standard:

Paper and board for recycling: natural fibre based paper
and board suitable for recycling and consisting of

- paper and board in any shape

- products made predominantly from paper and board,
which may include other constituents that cannot be re-
moved by dry sorting, such as coatings and laminates, spi-
ral bindings, etc.

A definition of ‘ingoing chemicals’ should be added in a
future revision.

The definition of ‘converted paper product’ should be
maodified by changing the formulation ‘for which the con-
verting process is an essential part of the production pro-
cess’ to ‘for which the converting process is THE essential
part of the production process’.

It could be useful to add a proper definition of ‘paper-
board'.

All definitions are clear and still valid.

This question should be answered by experts in the field.

Criterion 1 -
Substrate

There should be a greater focus on recycled fibres, for
example, including a mandatory recycled content for
certain products.

Some of the paper substrates used in products of the
product group (e.g. paper bags) are not in the scope of
EU Ecolabel for graphic paper. Paper packaging should
be added to the scope of EU Ecolabel criteria for paper
products as a third paper category (i.e. graphic, tissue
and packaging paper)

Only paper from recycled fibre should be allowed.

The requirement that only paper is EU Ecolabelled could
be extended to also include paper that has been in-
spected for the Nordic Swan Ecolabel.

The lack of a definition for ‘paperboard’ leads to uncer-
tainty for compentent bodies to consider compliance
with criterion 1. Does ‘paperboard’ include all kinds of
boards, despite most board products not being used for
graphic applications? If this criterion does not include a
separate procedure for paperboard, a confirmation is
needed that the term includes all kinds of board “fit to
be used for writing, printing or conversion purposes”, as
required in EU Commission Decision 2019/70.

The requirement makes sense and is easy to implement.

This question should be answered by experts in the field.

Criterion 2 -
Restricted
substances

A total ban of PFAS should be considered.
Possible detection limits for impurities should be taken
into account.

=  The requirement makes sense and is easy to imple-
ment.

= Only intentionally used substances should be
screened.

= This question should be answered by experts in
the field.

= |t should be in the hands of the applicant to se-
lect chemicals.
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Justification provided by respondents answering

“Yes — change should occur”

Justification provided by respondents answering
“No — change should not occur”

Justification provided by respondents an-
swering “No opinion”

The ban of mineral oils is already implemented in some
countries (e.g. France). Such a ban should be considered in
the context of the EU Ecolabel.

New hazard classifications should be included, in particu-
lar ED HH 1 EUH380 and ED HH 2 EUH381.

Greater limitation in the percentage ().

Based on feedback from customers, criterion 2 works
well and should be maintained as it is.

Sub-crite-
rion 2.1.
Restrictions
on Sub-
stances of
Very High
Concern
(SVHC)

It is not appropriate to refer to concentrations in the final
product when addressing printed paper.

No usage of SVHC substances should be permitted. Ex-
plicit exceptions in special cases should be described.

The first sentence describing this sub-criterion should be
reformulated and the last part should be removed, so that
it states that “The final product formulation shall not con-
tain any ingoing substances or mixtures that meet the cri-
teria referred to in Article 57 of Regulation (EC) No
1907/2006."

The candidate list today lists 242 substances, and in com-
parison the SIN list whose aim is to identify substances
according to Article 57 lists 1404 substances.

The requirement makes sense and is easy to imple-
ment.

The assessment introduced in the last revision proved
this sub-criterion to be strict but clear, which helps in-
dustry to provide the required information to custom-
ers.

This question should be answered by experts in the field.

Sub-crite-
rion 2.2.
Restrictions
on sub-
stances
classified
under Reg-
ulation (EC)
No
1272/2008
of the Euro-
pean Par-
liament and
of the
Council

It is not appropriate to refer to concentrations in the final
product when addressing printed paper.

The statement on the use of substances or mixtures that
are chemically modified should be clarified. The term
‘chemically modified’ should be defined in the definition
part.

Substances of very high concern should not be allowed.
New hazard classifications should be taken up, in particu-
lar ED HH1 EUH380 and ED HH 2 EUH381.

Acceptable percentage should be reduced (%°).

The requirement makes sense.

Lowering the threshold may cause conflicts with bio-
cides in water-based printing inks.

The criterion is a strict tool that covers all relevant
hazards. It should be highlighted that this criterion re-
fers to the finished printed product for which the ap-
plicant has to compile the relevant data, for example
by using the Safety Data Sheets (SDS) of the used
materials to avoid misunderstandings.

This question should be answered by experts in the field.

Sub-crite-
rion 2.3. Bi-

NA

The requirements make sense.
The criterion is well defined and applicable

This question should be answered by experts in the field.

68

69

This feedback was provided in a language not included among the 24 official EU languages. The feedback has been translated.
This feedback was provided in a language not included among the 24 official EU languages. The feedback has been translated.
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Justification provided by respondents answering Justification provided by respondents answering Justification provided by respondents an-

“Yes — change should occur” “No — change should not occur” swering “No opinion”

ocidal prod-
ucts and bi-
ocidal ac-
tive sub-
stances
Sub-crite- = The term ‘occasionally used’ is too vague. It is not possible | NA This question should be answered by experts in the field.
rion 2.4. to check if a cleaning agent is used occasionally or regu-
Cleaning larly, and it is often unclear to applicants.
agents = The criterion does not contain any ingredients based on hal-

ogenated hydrocarbons, terpenes, n-hexane, nonylphenols,

N-methyl- 2-pyrrolidone or 2-butoxyethanol in concentra-

tions > 0,10 % (weight by weight).

An exclusion similar to that of the Blue Angel in “3.9.1 Off-

set printing processes and further processing in all printing

processes” could be added.

= The criterion could possibly be made stricter.

Sub-crite- The requirements could possibly be stricter. =  Proposal to include in the User Manual a list of poten- | This question should be answered by experts in the field.
rion 2.5. Al- tial alkylphenol ethoxylates, halogenated solvents, and
kyl phenol phthalates that may be present in the applicable raw
ethoxylates, materials.
halogen- = This criterion efficiently excludes potentially hazardous
ated sol- substances and should therefore be kept.
vents and
phthalates
Sub-crite- = PFAS in printing inks and varnishes should be excluded. This is a well-balanced set of criteria and restrictions that effi- | This question should be answered by experts in the field.
rion 2.6. Fu- Section 3.8.6 of Blue Angel Ecolabel criteria could be con- ciently excludes hazardous substances. It is suggested to keep
ther re- sidered. the current criterion to encourage further users to apply for the
strictions = The criterion could possibly be stricter. EU Ecolabel.
applying to = The products should only contain aliphatic hydrocarbons
printing with chain length C10 to C20 of the following C > 35 (with
inks, toners max. share of C20 to C35 of 5 %): micro-cristalline waxes,
and var- vaseline, polyolefin, paraffin or Fischer-Tropsch waxes. For
nishes printing inks, less than 0.1 wt-% of aromatic hydrocarbons

originating from mineral oil should be used. For heatset

printing inks, max. 1 % may be used because aromatic hy-

drocarbons are evaporated and destroyed in the dryer.The

following PAH should not exceed 0.2 mg/kg in the printing

ink: benzo[a]pyrene, benzo[elpyrene, benzo[a]anthracene,

benzo[b]fluoranthene, benzol[jlfluoranthene, benzo[k]fluo-

ranthene, chrysene, dibenzo[a,h] anthracene,

benzolg,h,ilperylene, indeno[1,2,3-cd]pyrene. In addition

the sum of these PAH must not exceed 1 mg/kg.

The listed substances are harmful to human health and

should be avoided.
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Justification provided by respondents answering

“Yes — change should occur”

Justification provided by respondents answering
“No — change should not occur”

Justification provided by respondents an-
swering “No opinion”

Sub-crite-
rion 2.7.
Toluene re-
covery from
rotogravure
printing

= |t should not be allowed.

The declaration of compliance should be verified by an
external expert (7).

= This question should be answered by experts in
the field.

= A stakeholder declared to have no knowledge
about this sub-criterion.

Sub-crite-
rion 3.1.
Removabil-
ity on non-
paper parts
(in criterion
3 on recy-
clability)

NA

The requirements for the assessment are considered
sufficient.

The recognised standard ATICELCA 502-2022 could be
proposed instead of the self-declaration to measure
how easy it is to separate a component.

= This question should be answered by experts in
the field.

= Not applicable for upstream chemicals used for
paper and cellulose based articles.

Sub-crite-
rion 3.2.
Repulpabil-
ity

= |tis suggested to avoid using plastic sleeves for un-
addressed printed products because it inhibits repulping
and recycling.

= The addition of the Cepi Recyclability Test Method V2 to
the assessment methods proposed by Commission Deci-
sion 2020/1803 is recommended for companies to easily
test repulpability. Currently, only PTS and ATICELCA meth-
ods are explicitly indicated.

It is suggested to avoid using plastic sleeves for un-
addressed printed products because it inhibits repulp-
ing and recycling.

The addition of the Cepi Recyclability Test Method V2
to the assessment methods proposed by Commission
Decision 2020/1803 is recommended for companies
to easily test repulpability. Currently, only PTS and
ATICELCA methods are explicitly indicated.

This question should be answered by experts in the field.

Sub-crite-
rion 3.3,
Adhesives
removabil-
ity

= The addition of the Cepi Recyclability Test Method V2 to
the assessment methods proposed by Commission Deci-
sion 2020/1803 is recommended for companies to easily
test removability of adhesive applications.

The addition of the Cepi Recyclability Test Method V2
to the assessment methods proposed by Commission
Decision 2020/1803 is recommended for companies
to easily test removability of adhesive applications.

This question should be answered by experts in the field.

Sub-crite-
rion 3.4.
Deinkability

= A simplification could be appropriate.

= A more general approach such as that of the Austrian
Ecolabel or the Blue Angel would be needed.

= Given the progress in printing and finishing technologies,
more ambition on deinkability test results is necessary. A
suggestion is given to replace the term “shall” by “must”.

Proposal to include a practical case study on this crite-
rion in the User Manual.

The addition of the Cepi Recyclability Test Method V2
to the assessment methods proposed by Commission
Decision 2020/1803 is recommended for companies
to easily test removability of adhesive applications.
Including PTS as an accepted method is recom-
mended.

= Making available "a common database" or
simply an excel sheet has been suggested, to
allow the collection of results of all the tests
conducted with different ink-paper-combina-
tions.

= This question should be answered by experts in
the field.

70 This feedback was provided in a language not included among the 24 official EU languages. The feedback has been translated.
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Justification provided by respondents answering Justification provided by respondents answering Justification provided by respondents an-

“Yes — change should occur” “No — change should not occur” swering “No opinion”
= Some generic testing (’*) for different paper qualities and = Envelopes are not recycled in a special loop in the ma-
deinking should be allowed, following the example of jority of cases. The criteria of de-inking is only applica-
other Type | ecolabelling schemes such as Nordic Swan. ble for isolated recycling where no other types or

products are mixed during the process.

= A clarification should be included, regarding the fact
that INGEDE method is not valid for water-based
printing ink.

= The good alignment of deinking criteria with other
Ecolabels is appreciated to avoid further complication.
Current criteria are already challenging form many
printing processes.

= |t is necessary to maintain the special conditions for
the assessment of envelopes.

Sub-crite- = |tis not clear why Chromium VI emissions are restricted in | No comments. This question should be answered by experts in the field.
rion 4.1. criterion 4.2 instead of including it in this criterion, as is

Emissions the case of other Ecolabels such as Blue Angel.

to water = They should not be allowed.

from roto- = A maximum concentration in wastewater would be easier

gravure to measure and prove.

printing (in

criterion 4

on emis-

sions)

Sub-crite- = A simplification is suggested by some stakeholders. Proposal to include a practical case study on this criterion in = This question should be answered by experts in
rion 4.2. = The requirements should be related to the amount of the User Manual. the field.

Emissions printed matter. = More ambitious thresholds for some VOC emis-
from instal- =  More ambitious thresholds for certain technologies (e.g. sions are recommended following other Eco-
lations cov- 1.0 kg VOC/tonne of paper for heatset web offset print- label schemes, such as Blue Angel.

ered by Di- ing), following the example of other Ecolabels.

rective = More instructions needed to determine destruction effi-

2010/75/EU ciency when raw gas measurement is impossible. For ex-

ample, this measurement is difficult in integrated heatset
web offset machines.

Sub-crite- = A simplification is suggested by some stakeholders. =  Proposal to include a practical case study on this crite- | This question should be answered by experts in the field.
rion 4.3. rion in the User Manual

VOCs emis-

sions from

7L The original term written in the response to the questionnaire was ‘genetic testing’. This term has been assumed to contain a spelling mistake and has been replaced by ‘generic testing’
in the analysis of the responses to the questionnaire presented in this section.
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Topic Justification provided by respondents answering Justification provided by respondents answering Justification provided by respondents an-

“Yes — change should occur” “No — change should not occur” swering “No opinion”

printing = Difficulties in the collection and reporting of VOC emission =  The requested declaration should be verified by a con-
processes data are highlighted. Proposal of an overall threshold in- trol laboratory (72).
not covered stead of the collection of data separately for different =  Feasibility and accuracy of the spreadsheets provided
by Directive printing processes to simplify the process. for calculation in the User Manual to be checked.
2010/75/EU =  Problem to account for the presence of the afterburner in

the case of heatset printing machines. According to the

stakeholder, the presence of an afterburner system en-

sures that VOC emissions are kept below 1 kg, and in this

case, they could be monitored once a year according to EN

12619 instead of measuring them continuously.

= More ambitious thresholds are proposed, (e.g. 3.0 kg

VOC/tonne instead of 4.5 kg VOC/tonne for sheet fed off-

set printing and 1.0 kg/tonne instead of 2.0 kg.tonne for

heatset web offset printing), following the example of

Blue Angel.
Sub-crite- NA One stakeholder highlights the importance of waste manage- This question should be answered by experts in the field.
rion 5.1. ment systems
Waste
manage-
ment sys-
tem (in cri-
terion 5 on
waste)
Sub-crite- = Difficulties reported for SMEs to comply with the offset It is necessary to decrease the percentage of waste paper (7). =  This question should be answered by experts in
rion 5.2. threshold of 230%. the field.
Paper for = A maximum threshold of 20% for sheet offset is recom- = More ambitious requirements for some values
recycling mended, and 11% for flexo printing. are recommended following other Ecolabel
from print- = Due to continuous falling of printed editions, waste paper schemes, such as Blue Angel.
ing facili- percentage when setting up machines is increasing. This
ties applies especially to sheet-fed offset and partly also to

digital printing.

=  Figures for maximum waste paper percentages should be

rechecked according to current best practices.
Sub-crite- Figures for maximum waste paper percentages should be re- Current requirements are considered realistic and easy to im- This question should be answered by experts in the field.
rion 5.3. checked and potentially reduced according to current best prac- plement by several stakeholders.
Paper for tices.
recycling

72 This feedback was provided in a language not included among the 24 official EU languages. The feedback has been translated.
73 This feedback was provided in a language not included among the 24 official EU languages. The feedback has been translated.

43



Topic

Justification provided by respondents answering

“Yes — change should occur”

Justification provided by respondents answering
“No — change should not occur”

Justification provided by respondents an-
swering “No opinion”

from sta-
tionery pa-
per product
and carrier
bags pro-
duction
sites
Criterion 6 - =  Proposal to increase the ambition of requirements. = Several stakeholders highlighted that they considered This question should be answered by experts in the field.
Energy use =  Proposal to set minimum requirements for greenhouse the requirements sufficient and coherent.
emissions per category of printed matter. A suggestion is = One stakeholder considers the assessment and verifi-
made to include a climate calculator. cation strict but necessary.
=  Proposal to add the use of green energy within this crite- =  One stakeholder proposes more ambitious measures,
rion. following the example of Blue Angel 3.12.
Criterion 7 - | One stakeholder recommends to ask applicants to provide the The requirements are considered to make sense. NA
Training competent body a sample of training material that should be up-
dated every 2 years.
Criterion 8 - | One stakeholder considers that the requirement should be re- The criterion may be irrelevant for envelopes. One stakeholder declares to have no experience in the
Fitness for moved. assessment of this criterion.
use
Criterion 9 - = Printing this information on the product may be problem- = Several stakeholders highlighted that they found the NA
Information atic, the requirement should be removed. requirements appropriate and easy to implement.
on the = Information on the product must be compliant with the = A clarification is needed to make it clear that ‘paper
product Green Claims Directive. bag’ in this criterion refers to ‘paper carrier bag’ as de-
= There should be no printing on envelopes, only on packag- fined by Commission Decision 2020/1803.
ing. =  Two suggestions of modification of the sentence
= Information needed on recycling should appear on the pa- ‘Please collect used paper for recycling’ are given,
per bag product, additional information on other aspects namely ‘Please recycle’ or ‘Please recycle in the paper
(e.g. energy saving solutions) could be added. bin’.
Criterion 10 = Information on the product must be compliant with the The requirements are found to be appropriate and easy to im- NA
- Infor- Green Claims Directive. plement.
mation ap- =  There should be no printing on envelopes, only on packag-
pearing on ing.
the EU Eco- = The logo and text should not take up too much space to
label avoid its omission in printed matter. Inspiration could be
drawn from other Ecolabels, such as the Nordic Swan Eco-
label.

NA: Not Available

Source: own elaboration based on responses to EU survey sent to stakeholders on 31 October 2024
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6 Market analysis

According to the report The Future of Global Printing to 2028 (Smithers, 2023), the global value of
all printing and printed packaging was about $890 billion in 2023, including the end-use products’
market, as well as the markets for printing processes, machinery and printing ink. It is expected to
reach $1.16 trillion by 2028. The decrease in certain segments, such as press and related equipment
markets, is expected to be compensated by the growth in others, namely packaging and digital
printing (Digital Labels & Packaging, 2024; Smithers, 2023).

In the case of Europe, an idea concerning the market characteristics of the products included in the
scope of Commission Decision 2020/1803 can be obtained investigating the PRODCOM dataset ("4).
Due to the lack of data on imports and exports for some of the PRODCOM products under study, the
analysis was focused on the production indicator PRODVAL () of the EU-27 ("®) from 2006 to 2023.
Details on the PRODCOM classification frame and a list of PRODCOM products for the market analysis
of printed paper, stationery paper and paper carrier bag products are available in Annex 4 to this
report. The data provided by the PRODCOM database allow an analysis of larger-scale trends over
time, rather than interpretation of small changes, or differences, in a specific year.

The figures for the market analysis are presented separately for three types of products within the
product group covered by Commission Decision 2020/1803:

i) printed paper products,
ii) stationery paper products,
iii) sacks and paper bags.

The full list of PRODCOM codes and product descriptions included in each type of product can be
found in Table 6 and in Annex 4.

The analysis led to the following observations:

— printed paper products represent more than 80% of the total production sold in the EU27 of the
products included in the scope of Commission Decision 2020/1803;

— the Great Recession of 2008 impacted the European printed paper sector in 2009, causing a
production decrease of more than 10% in sold production value for printed paper products and
product bags, and 8% for stationery products compared to the previous year;

— production of printed paper products and stationery products steadily decreased between 2008
and 2020 by almost 40% and 35%, respectively;

74 PRODCOM database (Sold production, exports and imports - DS-056120). Available at this link, last accessed on 11
November 2024.

7> The apparent consumption is defined as the sum of production and import, minus the export. Production, import and
export refer to the entire EU. Therefore, the economic indicators used from the PRODCOM database were: PRODQNT
and PRODVAL, which describe production with mass-related units and in euro, respectively; IMPQNT and IMPVAL,
which describe import with mass-related units and in euro, respectively; EXPQNT and EXPVAL, which describe export
with mass-related units and in euro, respectively.

76 The 27 Member States are: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czechia, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France,
Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal,
Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain and Sweden.
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— and slightly recovered in 2022 and 2023 to reach a level that is still about 30% lower than that
of 2008;

— production of paper carrier bag products remained stable until 2020, with an average change
below 1% per year;

— in 2020, the pandemic of COVID 19 impacted the European paper sector causing a production
decrease of 12% for printed paper products compared to the previous year. Stationery paper and
paper carrier bags were less affected, with a decrease of 6% each;

— since the minimum sold production values were reached in 2020, a slight recovery has been
observed for printed paper products and stationery paper, though their production value is still
about 30% lower than that of 2008, probably due to digitalisation of many services;

— in the same period, the sold production value of paper carrier bags notably increased (+30% in
2023 compared to 2020) due to several factors that include new regulations but also behavioural
changes in consumers;

— apparent consumption follows a similar trend to that observed for sold production for stationery
paper products and paper carrier bag products in the whole period analysed;

— imports and exports for stationery paper and paper bag products are closed to each other and
significantly lower than sold production values;

— import, export and apparent consumption indicators were not analysed for printed paper products
due to the lack of data on import and export values for these products in PRODCOM,;

— imports and exports were at a similar level both for stationery paper products and for paper
carrier bag products, while apparent consumption was close to sold production;

— production expressed in monetary terms follows a similar trend to that of the production ex-
pressed as mass.

Figure 3 shows that printed paper products accounted for 37 141 million EUR of sold production
value. This volume represents more than 80% of the total combined sold production value of relevant
product categories within the group of printed paper, stationery paper and paper carrier bag products
identified in the PRODCOM database in 2023. This value excludes products that are mainly used as
packaging materials and specialised services associated with printed publications that are not directly
covered by the EU Ecolabel.
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Figure 3. Snapshot of total sold production value (PRODVAL, in millions EUR) for aggregated printed paper,
stationery paper and paper carrier bag products in EU27020 countries in the year 2023

Stationery paper (box files, envelopes,
letter cards, wallets, registers, account
books, diaries, binders, etg)

Paper carrier bag products
(sacks and bags of paper)

Printed paper (printed newspapers, journals,
books, brochures, leaflets, dictionaries, maps,
cards, calendars, etc.)

Source: own production based on Eurostat PRODCOM database (Sold production, exports and imports — DS-056120)

Trends in sold production of the EU27,0,0 since 2009 are provided below, in Figure 4, for the three
types of products included within the scope of Commission Decision 2020/1803. Different trends are
observed depending on the type of product. For printed paper products such as printed newspapers,
books or journals, among others, a peak was reached in 2008, followed by a steady decrease to a
minimum sold production value in 2020 (-12% from 2008 to 2009 and almost -40% for the whole
period). The sold production has slightly recovered since 2022 but is still well below the maximum
value of 2008 (-30% compared to 2008 value). A similar trend is observed for stationery paper, which
decreased until 2020 (-8% from 2008 to 2009 and -34% during the whole period) and is currently
at a level of -26% compared to 2008 sold production value.

These decreases are probably mainly due to the digitalisation of many functions that were
traditionally delivered via paper format. Examples of the replacement of printed paper products by
digital counterparts are the use of online calendars instead of paper-based calendars and agendas;
the use of eLearning material instead of textbooks; reading eBooks via electronic readers or similar
devices instead of hardback or softback books, the use of targeted advertising online instead of via
catalogues and directories, the use of online dictionaries and translators instead of paper-based
dictionaries and so on. Effects of digitalisation become clearer when considering the notable drop
from 2019 to 2020, probably caused by the lockdowns enforced across Europe during the COVID
outbreak. Based on the recovery trend in 2022 and 2023, the effect seems to be temporary, though
this is still to be confirmed in coming years.

Paper carrier bag products show a different trend. In this case, the sold production value remained
stable during most of the period and experienced a notable increase between 2020 and 2023 (almost
+30% since 2008). This increase is partly explained by an increasing demand from consumers to
replace plastic bags by alternatives with lower environmental impacts, but also to the development
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of new regulations. In particular, Directive (EU) 2015/720 (’’) established objectives of plastic carrier
bag reductions by 2019 and 2025 which led EU countries to restrict or ban different types of plastic
bags. The implementation of this Directive has resulted in significant substitution of plastic bags with
paper packaging (FAO and United Nations, 2024). Other drivers for the rise in the demand of paper
bags are the development of eCommerce and the growth of options such as on-the-go meals and
online food delivery services in the foodservice sector (Future Market Insights Inc, 2024), though
paper bags for the latter fall out of the scope of Commission Decision 2020/1803 and are rather
covered by the Regulation (EC) No 1935/2004 (7®).

Figure 4. Trends in sold production value (PRODVAL, in millions EUR) for aggregated printed paper, stationery
paper and paper carrier bag products in EU27 3020 countries in the year 2023

EU27,0,, PRODVAL (million EUR)

10,000 e Printed paper products (left y-axis)
Stationery paper products (right y-axis)
Paper carrier bag products (right y-axis)

Source: own production based on Eurostat PRODCOM database (Sold production, exports and imports — DS-056120)

Due to the relatively large range of products included in the product group covered by Commission
Decision 2020/1803, a breakdown of EU production values is provided in Table 6 below.

77 Directive (EU) 2015/720 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 29 April 2015 amending Directive 94/62/EC
as regards reducing the consumption of lightweight plastic carrier bags (Text with EEA relevance). Available at this link.

78 Regulation (EC) No 1935/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 27 October 2004 on materials and
articles intended to come into contact with food and repealing Directives 80/590/EEC and 89/109/EEC. Available at
this link.
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Table 6. Sold production value (PRODVAL) for products covered by Commission Decision 2020/1803 in EU272020 in 2023, grouped in the categories of a) printed paper

products, b) stationery paper products and c) paper carrier bag products (*).

Printed paper products
PRODCOM description

PRODCOM

PRODVAL (mil-

Stationery paper

PRODCOM

PRODCOM description

PRODVAL

code lion EUR) code (million EUR)
Printed newspapers, journals and periodicals, appearing at Box files, letter trays, storage boxes and similar articles of paper
18111000 least four times a week 1,500 4.0% 17211550 or paperboard of a kind used in offices, shops or the like 378 9.5%
Printed new stamps, stamp-impressed paper, cheque forms,
18121100 banknotes, etc. 2,500 6.7% 17231230 Envelopes of paper or paperboard 881 22.1%
Letter cards, plain postcards and correspondence cards of paper
18121230 Printed commercial catalogues 2,380 6.4% 17231250 or paperboard 80 2.0%
Printed trade advertising material (excluding commercial Boxes, pouches, wallets and writing compendiums of paper or
18121250 catalogues) 8,229 22.2% 17231270 paperboard, containing an assortment of paper stationery 214 5.4%
Printed newspapers, journals and periodicals, appearing less Registers, account books, order books and receipt books, of paper
18121300 than four times a week 2,895 7.8% 17231313 or paperboard 71 1.8%
Printed books, brochures, leaflets and similar printed matter, Notebooks, letter pads, memorandum pads, of paper or paper-
18121407 in single sheets 2,468 6.6% 17231315 board 321 8.1%
Printed books, brochures, leaflets and similar printed matter
18121414 (excluding in single sheets) 3,470 9.3% 17231317 Diaries, of paper or paperboard 140 3.5%
Engagement books, address books, telephone number books and
18121421 Printed children’s picture, drawing or colouring books 79 0.2% 17231319 copy books, of paper or paperboard (excluding diaries) 120 3.0%
Printed dictionaries and encyclopaedias, and serial instal-
18121428 ments thereof 14 0.0% 17231330 Exercise books, of paper or paperboard 400 10.0%
Binders, folders and file covers, of paper or paperboard (exclud-
18121435 Printed maps, hydrographic or similar charts, in book-form 11 0.0% 17231350 ing book covers) 313 7.9%
Printed maps, hydrographic or similar charts (excluding in Albums for samples, collections, stamps or photographs, of paper
18121442 book-form) 105 0.3% 17231380 or paperboard 68 1.7%
Other paper and paperboard, of a kind used for writing or print-
18121449 Printed postcards, whether or not illustrated 66 0.2% 17231400 ing or other graphic purposes, printed, embossed or perforated 1,000 25.1%
Printed cards bearing personal greetings, messages or an-
nouncements, whether or not illustrated, with or without en-
18121456 velopes or trimmings 148 0.4%
18121463 Printed pictures, designs and photographs 365 1.0% Paper carrier bag products
PRODCOM | PRODCOM description PRODVAL
18121910 Printed calendars of any kind, including calendar blocks 341 0.9% code (million EUR)
Sacks and bags, with a base width >= 40 cm, of paper, paper-
18121920 Printed music (including braille music) 16 0.0% 17211230 board, cellulose wadding or webs of cellulose fibres 1,280 32.4%
Sacks and bags of paper, paperboard, cellulose wadding or webs
18121930 Printed transfers (decalcomanias) 180 0.5% 17211250 of cellulose fibres (excluding those with a base width >= 40 cm) 2,670 67.6%
18121990 Other printed matter, n.e.c. 12,374 33.3%

* Cells highlighted in green represent products that should be able to obtain the EU Ecolabel, subject to respecting any minimum requirements on minimum paper or paperboard content. Cells highlighted in yellow would need to
be investigated further before knowing if they could obtain the EU Ecolabel (e.g. is the paper substrate suitable? are there locked-in recyclability problems due to lamination? etc.)

Source: own production based on Eurostat PRODCOM database (Sold production, exports and imports — DS-056120)
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According to production values shown in Table 6, printed trade advertising material (18121250 and
18121990) and other unspecified printed matter are the main contributors to the entire production
of printed paper products, representing together 55% of the total. They also dominate the total sold
production of all products within the Commission Decision 2020/1803 scope, with a 46% contribution.
While trade advertising products are fully covered by the EU Ecolabel, eligibility of products included
within other printed matter should be further investigated depending on the applicability of the
Decision’s criteria. Among stationery products, envelopes (17231230) and other paper and
paperboard used for writing or printing or other graphic purposes (17231400) are the most relevant
products, whereas sacks and bags with low base width (17211250) represent two-thirds of total
paper bag products.

It is also worth analysing the apparent consumption of the products within the scope of Commission
Decision 2020/1803. As explained in Annex 4, the apparent consumption is obtained from the sum of
the production and the import values followed by the subtraction of the export value. The trends of
this indicator shall be carefully interpreted due to the limitations reported in Annex 4. It should be
noted that the import and export data for printed paper products (including printed newspapers,
journals, books, brochures, leaflets, etc.) were not available in PRODCOM, and hence the results can
only be shown for stationery paper products and paper carrier bag products.

According to the results shown in Figure 5 and Figure 6, apparent consumption is quite close to sold
production value both for stationery paper products and for paper carrier bag products. This is related
to a similar level of imports and exports, which compensate each other in the calculation. Moreover,
import and export values are significantly low compared to the sold production value for the two
types of products analysed. The trend is maintained through the whole period, both for stationery
paper and paper bags. Apparent consumption for stationary paper product presents a steady decrease
until a minimum value reached in 2020, followed by a slight recovery in 2022. Paper bags’ apparent
consumption, on the other hand, remained stable for the whole period until 2020 and has remarkably
increased in recent years. Similar trends are observed both for production expressed in monetary
terms and production expressed as mass.
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Figure 5. Evolution of a) market indicators in million EUR and b) total amount in Mt, for stationery paper
products in EU273020 countries between 2006 and 2023
A) Market indicators (in million EUR) for stationery paper
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Source: own production based on Eurostat PRODCOM database (Sold production, exports and imports - DS-056120) (7°)

79

Time series data for the annual sold production in mass presented an outlier with no clear justification in the year
2017. To ease interpretation, this data point was excluded from the graph. Full data can be accessed at Eurostat

PRODCOM database (Sold production, exports and imports — DS-056120). Available at this link, last accessed on 11
November 2024.
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Figure 6. Evolution of a) market indicators in million EUR and b) total amount in Mt, for paper carrier bag
products in EU273020 countries between 2006 and 2023

A) Market indicators (in million EUR) for paper carrier bags
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7 Discussion

This section gathers and discusses the information collected from section 2 to section 6 and provides
reasoning about the status of the EU Ecolabel criteria under analysis.

The analysis of EU Ecolabel’s facts and figures (section 2) showed that the product group of printed
paper, stationery paper and paper carrier bag products occupies an intermediate position (12™ out of
26) in the rank of product groups for which an EU Ecolabel exists.

Their figures in terms of number of licences and number of products awarded are progressively
recovering from the drop occurred in March 2022 when the change from the old to the new set of
criteria occurred, though still well below the level of the previous set of criteria.

The EU Ecolabel criteria should be revised after the revision of the BREFs for pulp, paper and
board and/or for surface treatment using organic solvents because:

1. The BREF is a mandatory scheme that analyses the best available techniques associated
emission levels (BAT-AELs) and sets mandatory thresholds for the entire industry, pointing
out measurement standards to follow.

2. The revision of the BREF involves all types of actors in the industry sector directly associated
to the products assessed, and will result in thegeneration of information and data related to
the entire industry.

3. Due to its voluntary nature, the revision of the EU Ecolabel criteria involves only a relative
small part of the overall industry, which is typically associated to facilities with high environ-
mental performances compared to the rest. The revision of the EU Ecolabel criteria should
use the complete information generated by the revision of the BREF to set ambitious criteria
based on the performances of the whole industry, rather than based on the performances of
its more environmental ambitious actors.

4. From the industry perspective, the investments for decreasing environmental emissions
should be made simultaneously for both mandatory and voluntary schemes. If the policy
development separates these processes, there is a high risk that the industry will focus solely
on investments to comply with mandatory schemes. The pulp and paper industry mostly com-
prises large enterprises (see Table 12 in Annex 3). Their investments cycles require a projec-
tion of many years.

Pulp, paper and board, as well as Commodity Chemicals, were initially included among the product
groups that showed potential for prioritisation in the first ESPR Working Plan, according to the
‘Product Priorities Study’. A revision of the EU Ecolabel criteria should be harmonised with
the development of Ecodesign criteria, if the latter were to be developed. This suggestion is in
line with Article 34(3) of the ESPR, which establishes synergies between the EU Ecolabel and the
mandatory ecodesign legislative framework. The EU Ecolabel could be used as proof of compliance
to ecodesign requirements when ESPR and EU Ecolabel cover the same product groups. The ESPR and
EU Ecolabel requirements must be coherent and synergistic to guarantee that EU Ecolabel products
comply with the ESPR requirements set in the relevant delegated act. However, the two above-
referenced product groups have been excluded from the recently adopted ESPR Working plan,
covering the period 2025-2030 (%°).

8 Implementing the Ecodesign for Sustainable Products Regulation. Available at this link. Last accessed on 28 April 2025.
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The latest implementations of the REACH Regulation do not change the applicability and
relevance of the Commission Decision 2020/1803, because sub-criterion 2.1 refers to the
Candidate List that is continuously updated, and not to specific substances. Nevertheless, the legal
text of sub-criterion 2.1 should be updated with respect to the link to the European Chemicals Agency
(ECHA) website.

Similarly, the latest implementations of Regulation (EU) 528/2012 do not affect the validity
of the Commission Decision 2020/1803, because sub-criterion 2.3 refers to ‘any biocidal products,
including those of type 7 (film preservatives) and type 9 (fibre, leather, rubber and polymerised
materials preservatives)’ without listing any specific substance. Exceptions permitted belonging to
product type 6 and product type 11 are also cited in a generic manner. Since the definition of these
product types have been maintained, EU Ecolabel criteria do not need to be updated.

Regarding the new hazard classes introduced in the CLP framework, the need to update sub-criteria
2.2, 2.5 and 2.6 has been identified in this assessment. The new hazard classes are (1) Endocrine
disruption for human health (ED HH) in Category 1 and Category 2, (2) Endocrine disruption for the
environment (ED ENV) in Category 1 and Category 2, (3) persistent, bioaccumulative, toxic (PBT), (4)
very persistent, very bioaccumulative (vPvB), (5) persistent, mobile, toxic (PMT), and (6) very
persistent, very mobile (vPvM). All these classes are already addressed by the EU Ecolabel criteria for
absorbent hygiene products and for reusable menstrual cups (Commission Decision (EU) 2023/1809),
which is the latest set of EU Ecolabel criteria that have been released. The next revision of the EU
Ecolabel criteria for printed paper, stationery paper and paper carrier bag products should take into
account the new CLP hazard classes.

The next revision should also assess possible changes in the EU legislation related to per- and
polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS), which are part of the EC Chemical Strategy (5).

The entry into force of the EU Deforestation-free Regulation (EUDR) on 31 December 2025 does
not change the applicability and relevance of Commission Decision 2020/1807. Compliance
with the EUDR is assured by criterion 1, which establishes the requirement of using paper substrate
bearing the EU Ecolabel for ‘Graphic paper’, in accordance with Commission Decision (EU)
2019/70. The latter assures the compliance with the EUDR. In addition, Commission Decision
2020/1807 has a paragraph that ensures the compliance with specific country requirements. In the
Anne, it is reported that: ‘As a prerequisite the printed paper, stationery paper and paper carrier bag
product(s) shall meet all applicable legal requirements of the country or countries in which the product
is placed on the market. The applicant shall declare the product’s compliance with this requirement’.

The entry into force of the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive does not change the
applicability and relevance of the Commission Decision 2020/1803. The information provided
by this new legislative framework could be considered in the next revision of the EU Ecolabel criteria.

The entry into force of the EU Taxonomy’s Climate Delegated Act does not change the
applicability and relevance of the Commission Decision 2020/1803. In fact, this legal act does
not address the printed paper, stationery paper and paper carrier bag industries, but refers to
sustainable practices for forest management. Requirements on these sustainable practices are

81 Implementation of the Chemicals Strategy. Available at this link. Last accessed on 22 May 2025.
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addressed by criterion 1, which establishes the need for the use of paper substrates bearing the EU
Ecolabel for ‘Graphic paper'.

The differences found between the EU Ecolabel criteria and other ISO Type | environmental labels do
not justify a change of the current EU Ecolabel criteria. These differences could be discussed without
any urgency during the next revision process.

The market analysis did not show any relevant new trend, e.q. the introduction or removal of a specific
technology, to justify changes in the EU Ecolabel criteria.

From a general perspective, the EU Ecolabel criteria are still up to date. Most respondents to the
questionnaire agree that the criteria included in Commission Decision 2020/1803 are still valid, and
believe that they should remain unchanged until the end of the validity period (Table 4). Maintaining
the criteria may contribute to creating a predictable framework, providing an incentive for companies
to apply for more licences. One competent body reports that only one application for the assessed
product group is currently under consideration in its country, while an industrial association that was
approached reported that it was unaware of any difficulty for applications to meet the criteria, so far.
This indicates that the criteria are still challenging for some companies and accessible for others,
which confirms their current validity.

The respondents to the questionnaire underlined some aspects for improvement that can be divided
into two groups:

(1) Aspects that could be clarified in the updated version of the user manual, such as the potential
alkylphenol ethoxylates, halogenated solvents and phthalates that may be concerned by
criterion 2.5; the accuracy of spreadsheets provided for the calculation of emissions of VOCs
; and the possibility to present practical case studies for criteria on deinkability and emissions.

(2) Aspects that do not affect the current status of the criteria and that can be addressed in the
next revision, such as the expansion of the scope to packaging, the addition of some useful
definitions, the ambition level of specific parameters, etc.

Table 7 reports all the suggestions received via the questionnaire and distinguishes these types of
suggestions, giving relevant reasoning and clarifications about the status of the criteria.
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Table 7. Analysis of the approach and timeline to address the suggestions for EU Ecolabel criteria for printed paper, stationery paper and paper carrier bag products

received via the questionnaire

Respondent suggestion

Approach and timeline to ad-

Scope

“Normal” paper bags (also for food) and packaging in general should be included in the product group.
Criteria for paper-based packaging should be added in the EU Ecolabel for printed paper, stationery
paper, and carrier bag products, or as a new set of criteria for paper-based packaging, to encourage
for a superior environmental performance.

The scope itself should remain unchanged, but the text could be simplified.

The scope should include “stationery and communication paper”

dress the suggestions
These aspects can be assessed in
the next criteria revision

Definitions applicable to the pur-
pose of the Commission Decision

"Labels" and "sticky notes" should be added.
Binders can be made of plastics, too. But in this case recyclability is not addressed by the criteria of
the EU Ecolabel.

These aspects can be assessed in
the next criteria revision

Aims of the criteria

| wouldn't promote recycled paper because some applications require virgin fibre - technicity for pro-
duction of envelopes. Also recycled fibres generate more dust which can generate problems in some
applications.

The requirement that only paper is EU Ecolabelled could be extended to also include paper that has
been inspected for the Nordic Swan Ecolabel.

Higher restrictions could be applied to substances included within criteria 2.

These aspects can be assessed in
the next criteria revision

General assessment and verifi-
cation

Some generic testing (82) for different paper qualities and deinking should be allowed, following the
example of other Type | ecolabelling schemes such as Nordic Swan.

Acceptance of equivalence of test methods others than those indicated for each criterion should re-
spond to minimum criteria.

The verification process should not be further complicated.

These aspects can be assessed in
the next criteria revision

Definitions applicable to the
product group

A definition on ‘chemically modified’ should be added.

The definition of ‘10. Paper for recycling’ should follow the EN 643 standard:

Paper and board for recycling: natural fibre based paper and board suitable for recycling and consist-
ing of

- paper and board in any shape

- products made predominantly from paper and board, which may include other constituents that can-
not be removed by dry sorting, such as coatings and laminates, spiral bindings, etc.

These aspects can be assessed in
the next criteria revision

82 The original term written in the response to the questionnaire was ‘genetic testing’. This term has been assumed to contain a spelling mistake and has been replaced by ‘generic testing’

in the analysis of the responses to the questionnaire presented in this section.
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Respondent suggestion Approach and timeline to ad-

dress the suggestions

= A definition of ‘ingoing chemicals’ should be added in a future revision.

= The definition of ‘converted paper product’ should be modified by changing the formulation ‘for which
the converting process is an essential part of the production process’ to ‘for which the converting pro-
cess is THE essential part of the production process’.

= |t could be useful to add a proper definition of ‘paperboard’.

Criterion 1 - Substrate = There should be a greater focus on recycled fibres, for example, including a mandatory recycled con- These aspects can be assessed in
tent for certain products. the next criteria revision

= Some of the paper substrates used in products of the product group (e.g. paper bags) are not in the
scope of EU Ecolabel for graphic paper. Paper packaging should be added to the scope of EU Ecolabel
criteria for paper products as a third paper category (i.e. graphic, tissue and packaging paper)

= Only paper from recycled fibre should be allowed.

= The requirement that only paper is EU Ecolabelled could be extended to also include paper that has
been inspected for the Nordic Swan Ecolabel.

= The lack of a definition for ‘paperboard’ leads to uncertainty for competent bodies to consider compli-
ance with criterion 1. Does ‘paperboard’ include all kinds of boards, despite most board products not
being used for graphic applications? If this criterion does not include a separate procedure for paper-
board, a confirmation is needed that the term includes all kinds of board “fit to be used for writing,
printing or conversion purposes’, as required in EU Commission Decision 2019/70.

Criterion 2 - Restricted sub- = A total ban of PFAS should be considered. These aspects can be assessed in

stances = Possible detection limits for impurities should be taken into account. the next criteria revision

= The ban of mineral oils is already implemented in some countries (e.g. France). Such a ban should be
considered in the context of the EU Ecolabel.

= New hazard classifications should be included, in particular ED HH 1 EUH380 and ED HH 2 EUH381.

= Greater limitation in the percentage (8%).

= Only intentionally used substances should be screened.

= |t should be in the hands of the applicant to select chemicals.

Sub-criterion 2.1. Restriction of = |t is not appropriate to refer to concentrations in the final product when addressing printed paper. These aspects can be assessed in
SVHC = No usage of SVHC substances should be permitted. Explicit exceptions in special cases should be de- the next criteria revision
scribed.

= The first sentence describing this sub-criterion should be reformulated and the last part should be re-
moved, so that it states that “The final product formulation shall not contain any ingoing substances
or mixtures that meet the criteria referred to in Article 57 of Regulation (EC) No 1907/2006."
The candidate list today lists 242 substances, and in comparison the SIN list whose aim is to identify
substances according to Article 57 lists 1404 substances.

85 This feedback was provided in a language not included among the 24 official EU languages. The feedback has been translated.
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Respondent suggestion

Approach and timeline to ad-

Sub-criterion 2.2. Restriction on
substances classified under Reg-
ulation (EC) No 1272/2008

It is not appropriate to refer to concentrations in the final product when addressing printed paper.
The statement on the use of substances or mixtures that are chemically modified should be clarified.
The term ‘chemically modified’ should be defined in the definition part.

Substances of very high concern should not be allowed.

New hazard classifications should be taken up, in particular ED HH1 EUH380 and ED HH 2 EUH381.
Acceptable percentage should be reduced (84).

Lowering the threshold may cause conflicts with biocides in water-based printing inks.

It should be highlighted that this criterion refers to the finished printed product for which the appli-
cant has to compile the relevant data, for example by using the Safety Data Sheets (SDS) of the used
materials to avoid misunderstandings.

dress the suggestions
These aspects can be assessed in
the next criteria revision

Sub-criterion 2.3. Biocidal prod-
ucts and biocidal active sub-
stances

No respondent found it necessary to change this criterion

No change requested.

Sub-criterion 2.4. Cleaning
agents

The term ‘occasionally used’ is too vague. It is not possible to check if a cleaning agent is used occa-
sionally or regularly, and it is often unclear to applicants.

The criterion does not contain any ingredients based on halogenated hydrocarbons, terpenes, n-hexane,
nonylphenols, N-methyl- 2-pyrrolidone or 2-butoxyethanol in concentrations > 0,10 % (weight by
weight).

An exclusion similar to that of the Blue Angel in “3.9.1 Offset printing processes and further processing
in all printing processes” could be added.

The criterion could possibly be stricter.

These aspects can be assessed in
the next criteria revision

Sub-criterion 2.5. Alkyl phenol
ethoxylates, halogenated sol-
vents and phthalates

The requirements could possibly be stricter

These aspects can be assessed in
the next criteria revision

Proposal to include in the User Manual a list of potential alkylphenol ethoxylates, halogenated sol-
vents, and phthalates that may be present in the applicable raw materials.

Clarification could be added to
the updated User Manual

Sub-criterion 2.6. Further re-
strictions to printing inks, toners
and varnishes

PFAS in printing inks and varnishes should be excluded. Section 3.8.6 of Blue Angel Ecolabel criteria
could be considered.

The criterion could possibly be stricter.

The products should only contain aliphatic hydrocarbons with chain length C10 to C20 of the follow-
ing C > 35 (with max. share of C20 to C35 of 5 %): micro-cristalline waxes, vaseline, polyolefin, paraf-
fin or Fischer-Tropsch waxes. For printing inks, less than 0.1 wt-% of aromatic hydrocarbons originat-

These aspects can be assessed in
the next criteria revision

8 This feedback was provided in a language not included among the 24 official EU languages. The feedback has been translated.
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Topic Respondent suggestion Approach and timeline to ad-
dress the suggestions

ing from mineral oil should be used. For heatset printing inks, max. 1 % may be used because aro-

matic hydrocarbons are evaporated and destroyed in the dryer. The following PAH should not exceed

0.2 mg/kg in the printing ink: benzo[a]pyrene, benzo[elpyrene, benzo[alanthracene, benzo[blfluoran-

thene, benzoljlfluoranthene, benzolkifluoranthene, chrysene, dibenzo[a,h] anthracene,

benzol[g,h,ilperylene, indeno[1,2,3-cd]pyrene. In addition, the sum of these PAH must not exceed 1

ma/ka.
The listed substances are harmful to human health and should be avoided.
Sub-criterion 2.7. Toluene recov- = |t should not be allowed. These aspects can be assessed in
ery from rotogravure printing = The declaration of compliance should be verified by an external expert (8°). the next criteria revision with no ur-
gency.
Sub-criterion 3.1. Removability = |t was suggested to propose the recognised standard ATICELCA 502-2022 instead of a self-declara- These aspects can be assessed in
of non-paper parts tion to measure how easy it is to separate a component. the next criteria revision
= Not applicable for upstream chemicals used for paper and cellulose based articles.
Sub-criterio 3.2. Repulpability = |t was suggested to avoid using plastic sleeves for unaddressed printed products because it inhibits These aspects can be assessed in
repulping and recycling. the next criteria revision
= The addition of the Cepi Recyclability Test Method V2 to the assessment methods proposed by Com-
mission Decision 2020/1803 was recommended for companies to easily test repulpability. Currently,
only PTS and ATICELCA methods are explicitly indicated.
Sub-criterion 3.3. Adhesives re- = The addition of the Cepi Recyclability Test Method V2 to the assessment methods proposed by Com- These aspects can be assessed in
movability mission Decision 2020/1803 is recommended for companies to easily test removability of adhesive the next criteria revision
applications.
Sub-criterion 3.4. Deinkability = A simplification could be appropriate. These aspects can be assessed in
= A more general approach such as that of the Austrian Ecolabel or the Blue Angel would be needed. the next criteria revision

= Given the progress in printing and finishing technologies, more ambition on deinkability test results is
necessary. A suggestion is given to replace the term “shall” by “must”.

= Some generic testing (8¢) for different paper qualities and deinking should be allowed, following the
example of other Type | ecolabelling schemes such as Nordic Swan.

= The addition of the Cepi Recyclability Test Method V2 to the assessment methods proposed by Com-
mission Decision 2020/1803 was recommended for companies to easily test removability of adhesive
applications.

= Including PTS as an accepted method was recommended.

8 This feedback was provided in a language not included among the 24 official EU languages. The feedback has been translated.

8  The original term written in the response to the questionnaire was ‘genetic testing’. This term has been assumed to contain a spelling mistake and has been replaced by ‘generic testing’
in the analysis of the responses to the questionnaire presented in this section.
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Respondent suggestion

Approach and timeline to ad-

Envelopes are not recycled in a special loop in the majority of cases. The criteria of deinking in only
applicable for isolated recycling where no other types of products are mixed during the process.

A clarification should be included, regarding the fact that INGEDE method is not valid for water-based
printing ink.

It is necessary to maintain the special conditions for the assessment of envelopes.

Making available "a common database" or simply an excel sheet has been suggested, to allow the col-
lection of results of all the tests conducted with different ink-paper-combinations.

dress the suggestions

Proposal to include a practical case study on this criterion in the User Manual.

Clarification could be added to
the updated User Manual

Sub-criterion 4.1. Emissions to
water from rotogravure printing

It is not clear why Chromium VI emissions are restricted in criterion 4.2 instead of including it in this
criterion, as is the case of other Ecolabels such as Blue Angel.

They should not be allowed.

A maximum concentration in wastewater would be easier to measure and prove.

These aspects can be assessed in
the next criteria revision

Sub-criterion 4.2. Emissions from
installations covered by Directive
2010/75/EU

A simplification is suggested by some stakeholders.

The requirements should be related to the amount of printed matter.

More ambitious thresholds for certain technologies (e.g. 1.0 kg VOC/tonne of paper for heatset web
offset printing), following the example of other Ecolabels.

More instructions needed to determine destruction efficiency when raw gas measurement is impossi-
ble. For example, this measurement is difficult in integrated heatset web offset machines.

These aspects can be assessed in
the next criteria revision

Proposal to include a practical case study on this criterion in the User Manual.

Clarification could be added to
the updated User Manual

Sub-criterion 4.3. VOCs emis-
sions from printing processes
not covered by Directive
2010/75/EU

A simplification is suggested by some stakeholders.

Difficulties in the collection and reporting of VOC emission data are highlighted. Proposal of an overall
threshold instead of the collection of data separately for different printing processes to simplify the
process.

Problem to account for the presence of the afterburner in the case of heatset printing machines. Ac-
cording to the stakeholder, the presence of an afterburner system ensures that VOC emissions are
kept below 1 kg, and in this case, they could be monitored once a year according to EN 12619 instead
of measuring them continuously.

More ambitious thresholds are proposed, (e.g. 3.0 kg VOC/tonne instead of 4.5 kg VOC/tonne for sheet
fed offset printing and 1.0 kg/tonne instead of 2.0 kg/tonne for heatset web offset printing), following
the example of Blue Angel.

These aspects can be assessed in
the next criteria revision
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Respondent suggestion

Approach and timeline to ad-

The requested declaration should be verified by a control laboratory (¥7).

dress the suggestions

Proposal to include a practical case study on this criterion in the User Manual.
Feasibility and accuracy of the spreadsheets provided for calculation in the User Manual to be
checked.

Clarification could be added to
the updated User Manual

Sub-criterion 5.1. Waste man-
agement system

No respondent found it necessary to change this criterion

No change requested.

Sub-criterion 5.2. Paper for recy-
cling from printing facilities

Difficulties reported for SMEs to comply with the offset threshold of 239%.

A maximum threshold of 20% for sheet offset is recommended, and 11% for flexo printing.

Due to continuous falling of printed editions, waste paper percentage when setting up machines is
increasing. This applies especially to sheet-fed offset and partly also to digital printing.

Figures for maximum waste paper percentages should be rechecked according to current best prac-
tices.

It is necessary to decrease the percentage of waste paper (28).

These aspects can be assessed in
the next criteria revision

Sub-criterion 5.3. Paper for recy-
cling from stationery paper prod-
uct and carrier bags production
sites

Figures for maximum waste paper percentages should be rechecked and potentially reduced accord-
ing to current best practices.

These aspects can be assessed in
the next criteria revision

Criterion 6 - Energy use

Proposal to increase the ambition of requirements. One stakeholder mentioned Blue Angel 3.12 as an
example that could be followed.

Proposal to set minimum requirements for greenhouse emissions per category of printed matter. A
suggestion is made to include a climate calculator.

Proposal to add the use of green energy within this criterion.

These aspects can be assessed in
the next criteria revision

Criterion 7 - Training

One stakeholder recommends to ask applicants to provide the competent body a sample of training
material that should be updated every 2 years.

These aspects can be assessed in
the next criteria revision

Criterion 8 - Fitness for use

One stakeholder considers that the requirement should be removed.
The criterion may be irrelevant for envelopes.

These aspects can be assessed in
the next criteria revision

Criterion 9 - Information on the
product

Printing this information on the product may be problematic, the requirement should be removed.
Information on the product must be compliant with the Green Claims Directive.

There should be no printing on envelopes, only on packaging.

Information needed on recycling should appear on the paper bag product, additional information on
other aspects (e.g. energy saving solutions) could be added.

These aspects can be assessed in
the next criteria revision

87 This feedback was provided in a language not included among the 24 official EU languages. The feedback has been translated.

88 This feedback was provided in a language not included among the 24 official EU languages. The feedback has been translated.
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Respondent suggestion Approach and timeline to ad-

dress the suggestions
= A clarification is needed to make it clear that ‘paper bag’ in this criterion refers to ‘paper carrier bag’
as defined by Commission Decision 2020/1803.
= Two suggestions of modification of the sentence ‘Please collect used paper for recycling’ were pro-
vided, namely ‘Please recycle’ or ‘Please recycle in the paper bin’.
Criterion 10 - Information ap- = |nformation on the product must be compliant with the Green Claims Directive. These aspects can be assessed in
pearing on the EU Ecolabel = There should be no printing on envelopes, only on packaging. the next criteria revision
= The logo and text should not take up too much space to avoid its omission in printed matter. Inspira-
tion could be drawn from other Ecolabels, such as the Nordic Swan Ecolabel.
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8 Conclusions and recommendations

Commission Decision 2020/1803 establishes the EU Ecolabel criteria for printed paper, stationery
paper, and paper carrier bag products. The expiry date of these criteria is 31 December 2028.
However, due to the long validity period, the Commission agreed, when voting on the final draft of
the EU Ecolabel criteria currently in force, to have a mid-term assessment of the criteria, which is the
aim of this Report.

The assessment was carried out via desk research, interviews with policy-makers and a publicly
available questionnaire.

The result of the assessment reports that the Commission Decision 2020/1803 should be
maintained until the end of the validity period, in December 2028. However, the User Manual
needs to be updated to clarify some unclear points, according to the questionnaire respondents (see
points indicated in table above).

The analysis suggests that any revision of the EU Ecolabel criteria set by Commission Decision
2020/1803, when needed, should occur in synergy with the development of ecodesign criteria
within the framework of the ESPR. Although JRC recommendations for the first ESPR Working Plan
excluded ‘Books and printed paper product group, main environmental impacts for paper were
covered by the shortlisted intermediate product group Pulp, paper and board. Ecodesign criteria for
the Commodity chemicals intermediate product group, when forthcoming, should also be
considered, since this product group ranked second in the JRC recommendations.. However, the first
ESPR and Energy Labelling Working plan adopted and published in April 2025 has excluded both ‘pulp,
paper and board’, and ‘chemicals’ for the period 2025-2030.

In this context, criteria for printed paper, stationery paper and paper carrier bag products should be
revised based on the knowledge generated by the BREF for pulp, paper and board and by the
BREF for surface treatment using organic solvents.

Aligning the revision of the EU Ecolabel criteria with the ESPR and BREF studies would greatly
improve the quality of the criteria and boost the uptake of the EU Ecolabel, because of the
synergistic use of the provisions of, and specific implementation of the IED, ESPR and the EU Ecolabel
Regulation. Ecodesign and EU Ecolabel criteria would rely on an updated and comprehensive set of
information about the whole EU industry. Additionally, the industry would be more likely to invest in
more contemporary, less polluting technologies, because their investments would be able to follow
the same cycle for the three policy tools (IED, ESPR and EU Ecolabel).

Since it is not known yet when both BREFs and ecodesign criteria might be developed, either for pulp,
paper and board or for chemicals related to the assessed product group, it is suggested to maintain
the validity of the Commission Decision 2020/1803, i.e., as currently formulated, until its
present expiry date of 31 December 2028. This suggestion is based on the fact that the revision
of a future BREF for the above-mentioned product groups should take three years, and that the
revision of these BREFs is not included in the BREF Work programme 2024-2026.

Since neither pulp, paper and board nor commodity chemicals are included in the adopted ESPR
Working Plan, the EU Ecolabel criteria could be revised based on the revised BREFs.
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BAT
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CLP

CSRD

DIBP

DPP

EC

ECHA

ED HH

ED ENV

EPR

EFRAG

EIEP

EPRC

ESG

ESPR

ESRS

EU

EUDR

Associazione tecnica italiana cellulose e carta
Best Available Techniques
Best Available Techniques Reference Document

Regulation on the classification, labelling and packaging of
substances and mixtures

Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive
Diisobutyl phthalate

Digital Product Passport

European Commission

European Chemicals Agency

Endocrine disruption for human health
Endocrine disruption for the environment
Extended Producer Responsibility

European Financial Reporting Advisory Group
European Industrial Emission Portal
European Paper Recycling Council
Environmental, Social and Governance
Regulation on Ecodesign for Sustainable Products
European Sustainability Reporting Standards
European Union

Regulation on Deforestation-free products
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INCITE

ISO

ISSB

JRC

NA

n.e.c.

OEF

PAH

PBT
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PEFCR
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PMT
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PRODVAL
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EU Ecolabelling Board
Green Public Procurement
Industrial Emissions Directive

Innovation Centre for Industrial Transformation and
Emissions

International Organization for Standardisation
International Sustainability Standards Board
Joint Research Centre of the European Commission
Not Available

Not elsewhere classified

Organisational Environmental Footprint
Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons

Persistent, bioaccumulative, toxic

Product Environmental Footprint

Product Environmental Footprint Category Rules
Per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances

Persistent, mobile, toxic

French Production Communautaire (database)
Value of sold production

Product type (for preservatives)

Institut fur Fasern & Papier gGmbH

Polyvinyl chloride
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Abbreviations

Definitions

REACH

SDG

SDS

STS

SVHC

TRGS

vVoC

vPvB

vPVM

Regulation on Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and
Restriction of Chemicals

Sustainable Development Goals

Safety Data Sheets

Surface Treatment Using Organic Solvents
Substances of Very High Concern
Technical Rules for Hazardous Substances
Volatile Organic Compound

Very persistent, very bioaccumulative

Very persistent, very mobile
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Annexes

Annex 1. Additional facts and figures of the assessed product group

Statistics on EU Ecolabel licences and products were last updated and published in September 2024.
The following tables provide key figures on the current status of this voluntary scheme.

Table 8. Share of licences and type of products compared to the total awarded by the EU Ecolabel framework

updated to September 2024

Licences
Share of the total

Name of the product
group

EU Ecolabel
awarded (%)

Products

Share of the total
EU Ecolabel
awarded (%)

Name of the product
group

1 26.1 Tgurlst accommodation ser- 370 Indoor ar)d Outdoor paints
vices and varnishes
> 131 Hard surface cleaning prod- 177 Tissue paper and tissue prod-
ucts ucts
3 7.7 Indoor cleaning services 10.3 Textiles
4 74 Tissue paper and tissue prod- 80 Hard surface cleaning prod-
ucts ucts
5 6.6 Hand dishwashing detergents | 5.0 Hard covering products
6 6.4 Indoor aqd Outdoor paints 42 GrapEPaner
and varnishes
7 42 Lubricants 4.0 Furniture
8 40 Industrial and institutional 23 Wood-,cork- and Bamboo-
) dishwasher detergents ) based Floor Coverings
Industrial and institutional
9 39 Laundry detergents 1.8 dishwasher detergents
10 35 Cosmetic products 15 Hand dishwashing detergents
11 33 Textiles 14 Laundry detergents
Printed paper, stationery pa- Printed paper, stationery pa-
12 31 per and paper carrier bag 14 per and paper carrier bag
products products
13 2.8 Furniture 13 Cosmetic products
. Industrial and Institutional
14 24 Dishwasher detergents 0.9
laundry detergents
15 24 Graphic Paper 08 Tpurlst accommodation ser-
vices
16 16 Industrial and Institutional 07 Lubricants
laundry detergents
17 06 Absorbent hygiene products 06 Absorbent hygiene products
) (2014 criteria) ) (2014 criteria)
18 03 Eirnyilre) el e1re) el - 0.6 Dishwasher detergents
provers
19 0.2 Hard covering products 0.2 Indoor cleaning services
20 02 Wood-,cork- and Bamboo— 01 Footwear
based Floor Coverings
21 01 Footwear 01 Growing media and soil im-
provers
Absorbent hygiene products
22 0.1 Bed mattresses 0.0 (new 2023 criteria)
Absorbent hygiene products
23 0.0 (new 2023 criteria) 0.0 Bed mattresses
24 0.0 Electronic displays 0.0 Electronic displays
25 0.0 Animal care products 0.0 Animal care products
26 0.0 Reusable menstrual cups 0.0 Reusable menstrual cups

Source: Own elaboration after consultation with EU Ecolabel Helpdesk
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Table 9. Figures for EU Ecolabel for ‘printed paper, stationery paper, and paper carrier bag products’ in
September 2024

Licences Products

Percentage Percentage
bC::;lpetent Number compared to the total num- :::;petent Number compared to the total num-

ber (%) ber (%)
Austria 41 441 Poland 799 58.8
Germany 28 30.1 Austria 310 228
Poland 6 6.5 France 117 86
Czechia 5 54 Belgium 49 36
Italy 3 32 Germany 39 29
France 2 2.2 Czechia 16 12
Belgium 1 1.1 Italy 6 0.4
Denmark 1 1.1 Portugal 6 04
Hungary 1 11 Sweden 6 04
Lithuania 1 1.1 Slovakia 5 0.4
Portugal 1 11 Lithuania 3 0.2
Romania 1 1.1 Denmark 1 0.1
Sweden 1 11 Hungary 1 0.1
Slovakia 1 1.1 Romania 1 0.1
Bulgaria 0 0.0 Bulgaria 0 0.0
Cyprus 0 0.0 Cyprus 0 0.0
Estonia 0 0.0 Estonia 0 0.0
Greece 0 0.0 Greece 0 0.0
Spain 0 0.0 Spain 0 0.0
Finland 0 0.0 Finland 0 0.0
Croatia 0 0.0 Croatia 0 0.0
Ireland 0 0.0 Ireland 0 0.0
Iceland 0 0.0 Iceland 0 0.0
Luxemburg | O 0.0 Luxemburg | O 0.0
Latvia 0 0.0 Latvia 0 0.0
Malta 0 0.0 Malta 0 0.0
Netherlands | O 0.0 Netherlands | O 0.0
Norway 0 0.0 Norway 0 0.0
Slovenia 0 0.0 Slovenia 0 0.0

The licence is awarded to a company by a competent body. A licence can include the award of the EU Ecolabel to one or more products.
The expression ‘number of products’ does not refer to the number of items related to a specific product.

Source: Own elaboration after consultation with EU Ecolabel Helpdesk

Annex 2. Analysis of the comparison with 2 ISO 14024 Type | environmental
labels

This section provides details on the comparison of EU Ecolabel with Blue Angel Ecolabel and Nordic
Swan Ecolabel, shown in Table 10.
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Table 10. Comparison among ISO Type | environmental labels addressing printed paper, stationery paper, and paper carrier bag products

Topic

EU Ecolabel (°°)

Blue Angel (DE-UZ 14b) (*°)

Blue Angel (DE-UZ 195) (°?)

Blue Angel (DE-UZ
217b) (°?)

Nordic Swan Ecolabel (product
group 041) (°3)

Scope

The product group comprises:

The scope of the Basic Award Crite-
ria includes:

a) Finished products made primarily
from recycled paper

« Exercise books

- Book covers

- Writing pads, flip-chart pads, paint-
ing and drawing pads

« Ring binder dividers

- Labels

- Sticky memo notes, sticky notes

- Tinted drawing paper, tinted draw-
ing card and handicraft paper

- Presentation cards, index cards

These Basic Award Criteria are valid for
graphical printed matter that consists
primarily of paper and cardboard and is
not designed for packaging purposes,
The scope of the Basic Award Criteria
thus includes:

- Newspapers

- Magazines, brochures, journals

- Books

- Catalogues

- Prospectuses, advertising inserts,
news- paper supplements

- Flyers, leaflets

These Basic Award Criteria ap-
ply to paper bags and boxes
(finished products) made out
of recycled paper (certified ac-
cording to DE-UZ 217a (**) or
DE-UZ 14a (%) that are pri-
marily used in supermarkets
and the retail trade for takea-
way items or transporting pur-
chased goods.

The scope of these Basic
Award Criteria thus includes
paper bags and boxes that are

The Nordic Swan Ecolabel applies to a
printing company’s* production of
printed matter which also includes
conversion of printed matter. Printing
material used by the printing com-
pany must comprise paper/paper-
based substrates or substrates other
than paper in accordance with re-
quirement O1 of the Criteria docu-
ment for product group 041. That
means that at least 50% of the com-
pany’s turnover must originate from
paper printed matter, printed Nordic

89 Commission Decision (EU) 2020/1803 of 27 November 2020 establishing the EU Ecolabel criteria for printed paper, stationery paper and paper carrier bag products. Available at this

link.

S0 Blue Angel - The Environmental Label. Finished products made from recycled paper and cardboard. DE-UZ 14b. Basic Award Criteria, Edition January 2020, Version 4 published in
January 2022. Expiring on 31 December 2026. Available at this link. Last accessed on 6 November 2024.

91 Blue Angel - The Environmental Label. Printed matter. DE-UZ 195. Basic Award Criteria, Edition January 2021, Version 4 published in November 2023. Expiring on 31 December 2025.
Available at this link. Last accessed on 21 October 2024.

92 Blue Angel - The German Ecolabel. Paper bags and boxes made out of recycled paper. DE-UZ 217b. Basic Award Criteria, Edition January 2021, Version 3 published in January 2024.
Expiring on 31 December 2025. Available at this link. Last accessed on 21 October 2024.

95 Nordic Ecolabelling for Printing Companies and Printed Matter — Criteria document for product group 041. Version 6.12, 28 May 2024. Valid from 17 March 2021 to 31 December

2027.

Nordic Ecolabelling for Paper Products — Basic Module. Version 3.1, 12 December 2023. Valid from 5 October 2020 to 31 December 2026.
Nordic Ecolabelling for Paper Products — Chemical Module. Version 3.4, 12 December 2023. Valid from 5 October 2020 to 31 December 2026.
Criteria available at this link. Last accessed on 21 October 2024.

54 Blue Angel - The Environmental Label. Paper made from 100% recovered paper for paper bags and boxes. DE-UZ 217a. Basic Award Criteria, Edition January 2021, Version 3 published
in January 2024. Expiring on 31 December 2025. Available at this linkhttps://produktinfo.blauer-engel.de/uploads/criteriafile/en/DE-UZ 014a-202001-en-criteria-V6.pdf. Last accessed
on 21 October 2024.

S5 Blue Angel - The Environmental Label. Graphic paper and cardboard made from 100% recovered paper (recycled paper and cardboard). DE-UZ 14a. Basic Award Criteria, Edition
January 2020, Version 6 published in January 2024. Expiring on 31 December 2025. Available at this link. Last accessed on 21 October 2024.
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https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/dec/2020/1803/oj
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/dec/2020/1803/oj
https://www.blauer-engel.de/en/certification/basic-award-criteria
https://www.blauer-engel.de/en/certification/basic-award-criteria
https://www.blauer-engel.de/en/certification/basic-award-criteria
https://www.nordic-swan-ecolabel.org/criteria/
https://www.blauer-engel.de/en/certification/basic-award-criteria
https://produktinfo.blauer-engel.de/uploads/criteriafile/en/DE-UZ%20014a-202001-en-criteria-V6.pdf
https://www.blauer-engel.de/en/certification/basic-award-criteria

EU Ecolabel (2°)

(a) printed paper products that consist
of at least 90 % by weight of paper,
paperboard or paper-based
substrates, except for books,
catalogues, booklets or forms that
shall consist of at least 80 % by
weight of paper or paperboard or
paper-based substrates. Inserts,
covers and any printed paper parts of
the final product shall be considered
to form part of the product except for
non-fixed inserts (such as flyers,
removable stickers) that are sold or
provided with printed paper products;
(b) envelopes that consist of at least
90% by weight of paper, paperboard
or paper-based substrates;

(c) paper carrier bags, including
wrapping paper, that consist of 100%
by weight of paper, paperboard or
paper-based substrates;

(d) stationery paper products,
including filing products, that consist
of at least 70% by weight of paper,
paperboard or paper based substrates,
except for suspension files and folders
with metal fastener to which the
threshold does not apply.

For products referred to in point (a) of
paragraph 1 that shall consist of at
least 80 % by weight of paper or
paperboard or paper-based substrates
and for products referred to in point
(d) of paragraph 1, the plastic
component cannot exceed 10 % by
weight, except for ring binders,
exercise books, notebooks, diaries, and
lever arch files where the plastic
weight cannot exceed 13 %.

Blue Angel (DE-UZ 14b) (*°)

- Notebooks

+ Memo cubes

- Unprinted postcards

- Unprinted envelopes, padded enve-
lopes made from DE-UZ 14a paper
- Invoice sheets, form books

- Paper dividers

- Tokens

- Desk pads

- Colouring books, text books and
puzzle books

- Office calendars

- Gift paper

b) Finished products made primarily
from recycled cardboard

- Folders (such as e.g. archive fold-
ers)

+ Ring binders

- Binders (such as e.g. loose-leaf
binders)

« Organiser files

- Magazine files

- Dividers and dividing strips

- Circulation folders

- Document folders (such as e.g. le-
gal folders and flap folders with
elastic bands)

- File folders

- Conference folders

- File covers

- Desk organisers

- Signature folders

- Application folders

- File indexing systems (hook files,
suspension files, eyelet files, hang-
ing files)

- Cardboard index dividers

« Clipboards

« Collection boxes

- Presentation cards

Blue Angel (DE-UZ 195) (°?)

- Operating instructions, assembly in-
structions

- Posters, billboards, displays made of
cardboard

- Annual reports, telephone books, di-
rectories

- Loose leaf publications

- Photo work envelopes

- Printed postcards

- Printed envelopes and padded enve-
lopes

- Printed book covers

- Decorative calendars

The printed matter within the scope of
these Basic Award Criteria must be pro-
duced using one or more of the follow-
ing printing processes:

« Sheet-fed offset printing

- Coldset web offset printing

- Heatset web offset printing

- Rotogravure printing

- Flexographic printing

- Digital printing

Printed packaging is excluded from the
award of the environmental label.

According to criterion 3.2.1

The proportion of paper and cardboard,
as well as printing inks and varnish,
must be greater than 90 percent by
mass. The remaining components that
can comprise up to 10% by mass of
the product can include e.g. film,
threads, staples and textile compo-
nents.

Blue Angel (DE-UZ

217b) (*?)

designed as end consumer
products such as:

- Carrier bags for customers in
the retail trade, open carrier

- Open carrier boxes for cus-
tomers in the retail trade

- Gift bags

- Bags for organic waste

- Paper rubbish bags

- Bags used to transport un-
packed fresh food such as
baked goods, vegetables, fruit,
etc.

Nordic Swan Ecolabel (product
group 041) (°3)

Swan or EU Ecolabelled textile or Nor-
dic Swan Ecolabelled construction and
facade panels manufactured using
printing methods encompassed by the
criteria.

Other businesses that are not printing
companies but want to obtain the
Nordic Swan Ecolabel for their printed
matter, may apply for a licence for
specific types of printed matter. This
may be a newspaper, book, magazine,
catalogue, envelope series or pads
and booklets with a specific trade-
mark.

The printing methods must be one or
several of the following: Conventional
offset (sheet fed offset, heatset, cold-
set) water less offset, flexography
and digital printing (incl. digital wide
format printing).
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EU Ecolabel (°9)

Blue Angel (DE-UZ 14b) (*°)

Blue Angel (DE-UZ 195) (°?)

Blue Angel (DE-UZ
217b) (°?)

Nordic Swan Ecolabel (product
group 041) (°3)

The metal weight cannot exceed 30 g
per product, except for suspension
files, folders with metal fasteners, ring
binders and lever arch files having a
filing capacity of up to 225 sheets
where it can be up to 75 g and except
for lever arch files having a filing
capacity of more than 225 sheets,
where it can be up to 170 g.

Sub-
strate

Criterion 1.

The paper substrate, including paper-
board used in a final product shall
bear the EU Ecolabel for ‘Graphic pa-
per’ in accordance with Annex | to
Commission Decision (EU) 2019/70
(96).

Criterion 3.1 states that any paper
or cardboard used must be certified
by DE-UZ 14a or DE-UZ 56.

This means that all paper fibres in
the products must have been
sourced 100% from recovered pa-
per.

An exception to this rule is indicated
in footnote 5 for printed gift paper.
Thus, “paper certified in accordance
with DE-UZ 217a may be used for
the production of printed gift paper.
For finished products listed in 2b of
the scope, a tolerance limit of 5% of
other types of paper is permitted.

Criterion 3.3.

The paper or cardboard used in the
manufacture of the printed matter
must comply with the requirements of
DE-UZ 14a (graphic paper and card-
board made from 100% recovered pa-
per) or DE-UZ 72 (*7) (printing and pub-
lication papers primarily made of re-
covered paper) or DE-UZ 56 (°®) (recy-
cled cardboard).

Labels must comply with the require-
ments of DE-UZ 14b (*°) (finished prod-
ucts made from recycled paper and
cardboard). A valid contract on the use

Criterion 3.1.

The paper used for the fin-
ished products must be certi-
fied in accordance with DE-UZ
217a or DE-UZ 14a (3%°). Ac-
cordingly, all of the paper fi-
bres in the paper bags and
boxes must have been sourced
100% from recovered paper.

In the case of [white] gift bags
with handles, it is also permit-
ted to use virgin fibre paper
for the handles as long as
these fibres account for <5%

Criterions 04 to 08 of the Criteria
document for product group 041.
These criteria apply to all printing
substrates purchased annually by the
printing company. The requirements
for substrates are divided into re-
quirements for substrates of paper
(04 and 05) and requirements for
substrates other than paper (06, 07
and 08) (1°1).

Criterion 04 specific of product group
041.

%6 Commission Decision (EU) 2019/70 of 11 January 2019 establishing the EU Ecolabel criteria for graphic paper and the EU Ecolabel criteria for tissue paper and tissue products. Available
at this link.

97 Blue Angel - The Environmental Label. Printing and publication paper made primarily from recovered paper. DE-UZ 72. Basic Award Criteria, Edition January 2020, Version 3 published
in January 2024. Expiring on 31 December 2025. Available at this link. Last accessed on 21 October 2024.

98 Currently unavailable, expired on 31 December 2022.

%% Blue Angel - The Environmental Label. Finished products made from recycled paper and cardboard. DE-UZ 14b. Basic Award Criteria, Edition January 2020, Version 4 published in
January 2022. Expiring on 31 December 2026. Available at this link. Last accessed on 21 October 2024.
100 |n order to take into account the time delay in certifying the used waste papers with the Blue Angel, papers certified under DE-UZ 14a, 2018 edition may still be used until December
31, 2022.

101 (Criteria 06, 07 and 08 for substrates other than paper are not reported in because they are not within the scope of addressed EU Ecolabel criteria.
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Topic

EU Ecolabel (°9)

Blue Angel (DE-UZ 14b) (*°)

Blue Angel (DE-UZ 195) (°?)

Nordic Swan Ecolabel (product

of the environmental label in accord-

ance with one of these Basic Award
Criteria must have been concluded with
RAL gGmbH for the paper or cardboard.
Exemptions apply up to 30/06/2023 for
the covers of journals, magazines, bro-
chures and books, as well as for refer-
ence cards in books, if there are no
suitable materials with a grammage of
130 g/m2 available on the market. In
this case, material made out of 100%
recycled materials should be used
where possible. If a material containing
virgin fibres is used, the virgin fibres
may not account for more than 10% by
mass of the total paper in the product.
As soon as a material certified with the
Blue Angel is available again, this must
be used.

In the case of digital printing using
electrophotographic processes, in which
the paper is subjected to a thermal
load, the paper must comply with the
requirement in DE-UZ 14a Paragraph
3.13,

Blue Angel (DE-UZ
217b) (°?)

by mass. In the case of small
gift bags with a size of <190
mm X 80 mm x 210 mm, it is
also permitted to use virgin fi-
bre paper for the handles as
long as these fibres account
for < 10% by mass.

In the case of products that
come into contact with food
(food packaging, etc.), these
finished products must comply
with the requirements in Reg-
ulation (EC) No 1935/2004. In
addition, the rules stated in
Recommendation XXXVI from
the BfR must also be observed
depending on the type of ap-
plication.

group 041) (°3)

The printing company must state all
printing substrates purchased annu-
ally including trade name, supplier,
quantities and grades, both for paper
substrates and for substrates other
than paper.

Criterion 05 specific of product group
041.

At least 60% of the printing com-
pany’s total consumption of paper
must be inspected or ecolabelled. In
this calculation, Nordic Swan Eco-
labelled paper has a weight of 1, in-
spected paper 0.9 and EU Ecolabelled
paper 0.8.

If only a single type of paper is used,
60% Nordic Swan Ecolabelled paper
or 67% inspected paper or about
75% EU Ecolabelled paper will be re-
quired for the requirement to be ful-
filled.

Re-
stricted
chemi-
cals

Criterion 2.

It restricts:

- Criterion 2.1. Substances of very
high concern (SVHC), as defined in Ar-
ticle 59(1) of Regulation (EC) No
1907/2006 (REACH) (*°%);

Criterion 3.3.

It restricts the use of dyes, toners,
printing inks, surface finishing
agents, coating materials and adhe-
sives to the minimum quantities re-
quired to fulfil certain functions. It
prohibits the use of those agents if
they are assigned one of the H
Phrases within a list of specific clas-
sifications according to CLP regula-

Criterion 3.5.

It prohibits the use, for pre-press pro-
cess, printing process and further pro-
cessing stages including cleaning, of
chemicals under specific classifications
in accordance with CLP regulation listed
in the DE-UZ 195 document, sub-
stances classified as carcinogenic, mu-
tagenic or reprotoxic in the current
valid version of the TRGS 905, and
SVHCs as defined in REACH regulation.

Criterion 3.4.

It sets the requirements for
dyes, toners, printing inks, sur-
face finishing agents, coating
materials and adhesives, in-
cluding restrictions of sub-
stances under REACH and CLP
regulations and substances
listed in TRGS 905.

Criterion 3.5.

Criterion 04 of the Criteria document
for product group 041.

It establishes the requirements for all
production chemicals used in the pro-
duction of printed matter.

These chemicals include:

- Chemicals for form production;

- Printing inks, toners, inks;

- Varnishes;

- Adhesives;

102 Regulation (EC) No 1907/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 18 December 2006 concerning the Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and Restriction of Chemicals
(REACH), establishing a European Chemicals Agency, amending Directive 1999/45/EC and repealing Council Regulation (EEC) No 793/93 and Commission Regulation (EC) No 1488/94 as
well as Council Directive 76/769/EEC and Commission Directives 91/155/EEC, 93/67/EEC, 93/105/EC and 2000/21/EC. Available at this link.
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EU Ecolabel (°9)

- Criterion 2.2. Chemicals classified
under Regulation (EC) No 1272/2008
(CLP) (*%3);

- Criterion 2.3. Biocidal products and
active substances, except for biocidal
products of type 6 and 11 that have
been approved or are under examina-
tion pending a decision on approval by
Regulation (EU) No 528/2012 (14);

- Criterion 2.4. Cleaning agents, includ-
ing limits on the content of solvents
with a flashpoint <60°, benzene, tolu-
ene, xylene, aromatic hydrocarbons,
and ingredients based on halogenated
hydrocarbons, terpenes, n-hexane,
nonylphenols, N-methyl-2-pyrrolidone
or 2-butoxyethanol;

- Criterion 2.5. Alkyl phenol ethox-
ylates, halogenated solvents and
phthalates

- Criterion 2.6. Other substances po-
tentially present in printing inks, toners
and varnishes, such as substances or
mixtures with assigned carcinogenic,
mutagenic and/or reproductive toxicity,
with assigned acute toxicity or target
organ toxicity, pigments or additives
based on heavy metals, azo dyes that
can lead to the release of aromatic
amines listed in REACH regulation, as
well as certain solvents, plasticisers

Blue Angel (DE-UZ 14b) (*°)

tion provided in DE-UZ 14b docu-
ment, or are classified under as car-
cinogenic, mutagenic or reprotoxic in
the current valid version of the
Technical Rules for Hazardous Sub-
stances (TRGS) 905 (1%°). They may
not content SVHCs under REACH
regulation.

Criterion 3.4. Azo dyes and pigments
in colourants

It prohibits the use of any azo dye
or pigment in colourants that can
cleave to one of the amines stated
in Annex XVIII, Appendix 8 and 9 of

REACH regulation or in TRGS 614
(106).

Criterion 3.5. Heavy metals

It prohibits the addition of the fol-
lowing heavy metals as constituent
components of dyes, toners, printing
inks and varnishes: lead, cadmium,
chromium VI, cobalt, mercury, nickel,
and copper compounds with the ex-
ception of copper phthalocyanine.

Criterion 3.6. Hydrocarbons in print-
ing inks

It limits the aliphatic and aromatic
hydrocarbons that can be used in
printing inks. In the case of aliphatic
hydrocarbons, only those substances

Blue Angel (DE-UZ 195) (°?)

The following substances are ex-
cluded from this requirement:

- Toluene in rotogravure printing ma-
chines with toluene recovery system
- Chromium VI and copper sulphate if
used in rotogravure printing
Hardening additives used in electroplat-
ing with codes H351, H361d, H411 and
H412 that contain a maximum of 5%
of thiourea.

- Cleaning agents and rubber blanked
regeneration agents with code H304.
- Burn-in gums and end gums with
codes H411, H412 and H413.

- Developers with codes H371 and
H373.

- Anti-skin spays/agents with code
H304.

- Dampening solution additives with
code H317.

- Inkjet printing inks and associated
cleaning agent with codes H317 and
H412.

Criterion 3.6.
It restricts biocidal products and bio-
cidal substances.

Criterion 3.8.

It restricts the presence of substances
for dyes, toners, printing inks and var-
nishes, including:

Blue Angel (DE-UZ

217b) (%?)

It restricts azo dyes and pig-
ments in colourants.

Criterion 3.6.
It restricts the presence of
heavy metals.

Criterion 3.7.
It restricts the content of hy-
drocarbons in printing inks.

Criterion 3.8.

It prohibits the addition of per-
and polyfluoroalkyl substances
in printing inks.

Criterion 3.9.
It restricts the presence of
phthalates in adhesives.

Nordic Swan Ecolabel (product
group 041) (°3)

- Washing agents, including washing

agents for ordinary cleaning of print-
ing machines;

- Dampening solution additives;

- Algicides;

- Foils for foil printing and laminates
applicable to printed paper;

- Adhesives used in manufacturing of
paper board/corrugated board;

- Chemicals used for coating in the
manufacturing of paper board/corru-
gated board.

Production chemicals used by the
printing company must comply with
the requirements listed in Annex 1 of
the document, which restrict:

- Substances under CLP Regulation
(EC) No 1272/2008

- Substances under REACH Regulation
- Chemicals containing volatile or-
ganic compounds (VOC)

- Dyes or pigments based on heavy
metals

- Azo dyes which may lead to the re-
lease one or more of the aromatic
amines listed in REACH Regulation

All the restrictions included in the Cri-
teria document for product group 041
are consistent with the restrictions re-
ported in the more general Chemical

105 CLP Regulation. Regulation (EC) No 1272/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 16 December 2008 on classification, labelling and packaging of substances and
mixtures, amending and repealing Directives 67/548/EEC and 1999/45/EC, and amending Regulation (EC) No 1907/2006. Available at this link.

104 Regulation (EU) No 528/2012 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 22 May 2012 concerning the making available on the market and use of biocidal products. Available at
this link.

105 Technical Rules for Hazardous Substances (TRGS). Baua: Federal Institute for Occupational Safety and Health. Available at this link. Last accessed on 8 November 2024.
106 Technical Rules for Hazardous Substances (TRGS). Baua: Federal Institute for Occupational Safety and Health. Available at this link. Last accessed on 8 November 2024.
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EU Ecolabel (2°)

Blue Angel (DE-UZ 14b) (*°)

Blue Angel (DE-UZ 195) (°?)

Blue Angel (DE-UZ

Nordic Swan Ecolabel (product

and daminostilbene and its deriva-
tives;

- Criterion 2.7. The amount of toluene
losses from rotogravure printing pro-
cesses.

with a chain length of C10 to C20
may be used. In addition, microcrys-
talline waxes, vaselines, polyolefin
waxes, paraffin waxes or Fischer-
Tropsch waxes may be used if they
have a carbon number greater than
C30 and the proportion of those
with a carbon number of C20 to C30
does not exceed a maximum of
1.5%.

Only printing inks with less than 1%
by mass of aromatic hydrocarbons
source from mineral oil may be
used. In addition, polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAH) are limited ac-
cording to REACH regulation.

Criterion 3.7. Diisobutyl phthalate
(DIBP)

It prohibits the use of adhesives
containing DIBP.

- Additives at later stages;

- Heavy metals;

- Manganese compounds;

- Azo dyes;

- Hydrocarbons in printing inks and var-
nishes;

- Per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances in
printing inks and varnishes.

Criterion 3.9.1.

It sets requirements on the proportion
of organic substances present in adhe-
sives cleaning agents, rubber blanket
regeneration agents and other auxiliary
printing substances for all offset print-
ing processes. This includes require-
ments on toluene, xylene, benzene and
other hydrocarbons.

Criterion 3.9.2.

It sets requirements for cleaning
agents used to clean machines and
machine parts.

Criterion 3.9.3.

It establishes requirements on damp-
ening solution additives such as isopro-
panol, ethanol and other VOCs.

217b) (°?)

group 041) (°3)
Module, applicable to all paper prod-
ucts.

Recy-
clability

Criterion 3.1.

It states the need for easy removabil-
ity of non-paper parts of stationery
paper products.

Criterion 3.2.

It establishes a requirement of repul-
pability of paper products and tech-
nical limitations for the repulping pro-
cess.

Criterion 3.9.

It sets the requirements for deinka-
bility, separability of adhesive appli-
cations and repulpability.

Criterion 3.9.1.

It states that finished products
made primarily from recycled paper
must be deinkable in accordance

Criterion 3.4.

The finished products must be deinka-
ble and any adhesive applications on
the products must be removable (}1?).
The product must comply with the recy-
clability requirements of the EPRC for
deinkability (1°) and removability of
adhesive applications (1%°).

Criterion 3.10.

No verification is required for
bags for organic waste be-
cause their intended use
means that they are not fed
back into the paper recycling
loop.

All other paper bags and
boxes must display a suffi-
cient level of recyclability,

Recyclability of the printed paper is
currently not addressed per se, but
proposed as a potential new criterion
for a future evaluation of the criteria.

Criterion 010 of the Criteria document
for product group 041.

Printing inks, toners, inks and adhe-
sives are concerned by the require-

112 This does not apply to paper and kraft paper that has been made out of unbleached recovered paper from the kraft process for classification groups 4 and 5 according to DIN EN 643.

79




EU Ecolabel (°9)

Blue Angel (DE-UZ 14b) (*°)

Blue Angel (DE-UZ 195) (°?)

Nordic Swan Ecolabel (product

Criterion 3.3.

It sets requirements on adhesives re-
movability, applicable to printed paper,
stationery paper, and paper carrier
bag products.

A minimum score of 71 is required,
calculated according to the Adhesive
Removal Scorecard of the European
Paper Recycling Council (EPRC) (:%7).
There are two exceptions: pressure
sensitive adhesive coatings and wa-
ter-based adhesives. Pressure sensi-
tive adhesives shall only be used if
they present a positive removability
score according to EPRC scoring ap-
proach. Water-based adhesives are
exempted from the requirement.

Criterion 3.4.

It establishes the need for proving
deinkability of printed paper products
and envelopes based on white paper.
Requirements for deinkability are
based on the EPRC Deinkability Score-
card (%) approach.

with INGEDE Method 11 (1%). Recy-

clability is evaluated in accordance
with the EPRC using deinking score-
cards for deinkability (*°).

Criterion 3.9.2.

It states that any adhesive applica-
tions of finished products must be
removable according to INGEDE
method 12 (}1°) or PTS-Method PTS-
RH 021:2012 (*'!) depending on the
type of finished product.

The finished product must comply
with PTS-method requirements on
repulpability and easy removal of
non-paper components.

Criterion 3.9.3.

It states that finished products
made primarily from recycled card-
board (2b) must be repulpable and
comply with the recyclability re-
quirements in PTS-Method PTS-RH
021:2012

Blue Angel (DE-UZ
217b) (°?)

based on repulpability, remov-
ability of adhesive applications
and deinkability.

Criterion 3.10.1.1.

It addresses the repulpability
based on requirements of the
German method PTS-RH
021/97 (Edition October
2012).

Criterion 3.10.1.2.

It sets the test needed to
check the removability of ad-
hesive applications according
to PTS-RH 021/97 method
(Edition October 2012).

Criterion 3.10.2.

It addresses the requirements
for deinkability, tested in ac-
cordance with INGEDE Method
11 and the EPRC deinkability
scorecard.

group 041) (°3)

ments on chemicals. Criterion 010 es-

tablishes the need for all chemicals to
fulfil requirements in Appendix 1. Re-
cyclability and deinkability require-
ments for printing inks, toners, inks
and adhesives are listed in section 2.4
of this Appendix.

INGEDE Method 11 is set as the test
method for deinkability and the
threshold is established according to
EPRC’s points system. INGEDE Method
12 is defined as the test method for
adhesives removability and the
threshold is set according to EPRC’s
point system.

Emis-
sions of
Crand
Cu

Criterion 4.1.

It sets requirements regarding emis-
sions to water from rotogravure print-
ing, with specific limits for Cr and Cu

Not addressed.

Criterion 3.9.8.

It sets requirements on chromium VI
emissions in wastewater from rotogra-
vure printing.

Not addressed.

Not addressed.

107 Scorecard for the removability of adhesive applications for the Assessment of printed product recyclability of the European Paper Recycling Council (EPRC), 2018. Available at this link.
Last accessed on 22 October 2024.

108 Deinkability Score for the Assessment of printed product recyclability of the European Paper Recycling Council (EPRC), 2017. Available at this link. Last accessed on 22 October 2024.
103 INGEDE Method 11, Assessment of print product recyclability — Deinkability test, 2018. Available at this link. Last accessed on 8 November 2024.

110 INGEDE Method 12, Assessment the recyclability of printed products — Testing of fragmentation behaviour of adhesive applications, 2013. Available at this link. Last accessed on 8
November 2024.

111 Recyclability testing acc. PTS-RH 021 - Cat 2. Available at this link. Last accessed on 8 November 2024.
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EU Ecolabel (°9)

Blue Angel (DE-UZ 14b) (*°)

Blue Angel (DE-UZ 195) (°?)

Nordic Swan Ecolabel (product

of 20 mg and 200 mg per m?, respec-

Blue Angel (DE-UZ
217b) (°?)

group 041) (°3)

tively.
Emis- Criterion 4.2. Not addressed. Criterion 3.9.4. Not addressed. Criterion 011 of the Criteria document
sions of | It establishes requirements for VOCs It sets requirements on VOCs emissions for product group 041.
VOCs emissions from installations covered from sheet-fed offset printing and VOCs emissions requirements are
by Directive 2010/75/EU (IED coldset web offset printing. based on the consumptions of chemi-
2.0) (*13),including emissions from cals related to washing agents, print-
publication rotogravure printing, Criterion 3.9.5. ing inks, alcohol and other dampening
heatset web offset printing, flexog- It sets requirements on VOCs emissions solution additives.
raphy and non-publication rotogravure from heatset web offset printing.
printing. Threshold values for the total amount
Criterion 3.9.6. of VOC emissions depending on the
Criterion 4.3. It sets requirements on VOCs emissions printing method.
It establishes requirements on VOCs from rotogravure printing.
emissions from printing processes not
covered by Annex | or Annex VII Part 2 Criterion 3.9.7.
of IED 2.0 or from equivalent printing It sets requirements on VOCs emissions
processes outside the EU that do not from flexographic printing.
meet specifications of IED 2.0. The re-
quirements include thresholds for
sheet fed offset printing, digital print-
ing, heat set web offset printing, cold
set web offset printing and other roto-
gravure, flexography, rotary screen
printing, laminating or varnishing
units.
Other Not addressed. Not addressed. Criterion 3.9.9. Not addressed. Not addressed.
emis- It states the need to extract dust cre-
sions ated during cutting and milling work, as
well as the removal of dust deposits on
machines and in working areas.
Waste Criterion 5.1. Not addressed. Criterion 3.11. Not addressed. Criterion 014 of the Criteria docu-

It states that the facility where the

product is manufactured shall have a
waste management system in place.
The waste management system shall
be documented including information

The production site must record key
figures to show the amount of waste
paper and cardboard, as well as the
amounts of paper and cardboard pur-
chased and provided.

ment for product group 041.

It states the need for a waste man-
agement system set in place to re-
duce the amount of solid and liquid
waste, including wastepaper, waste

113 Industrial Emission Directive 2.0. Directive 2010/75/EU on industrial and livestock rearing emissions (integrated pollution prevention and control). Available at this link.
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EU Ecolabel (2°)

Blue Angel (DE-UZ 14b) (*°)

Blue Angel (DE-UZ 195) (°?)

Blue Angel (DE-UZ

Nordic Swan Ecolabel (product

on handling procedures and evolving
objectives and targets of waste reduc-
tion and recycling rate increase.

Criterion 5.2.

It sets a maximum threshold for the
percentage of waste paper produced
during the printing (including finishing
processes) for printed paper products.

Criterion 5.3.
It sets a maximum threshold for the
percentage of waste paper produced
during the manufacturing of station-
ery paper products and paper carrier
bag products.

Maximum thresholds are defined for
different printing processes.

217b) (%)

group 041) (°3)

from substrates other than paper, ink
waste, cleaning agent solution and
dampening solution waste.

A score is awarded to printing compa-
nies depending on the quantity of
wastepaper. The score is calculated
based on maximum threshold values
for different printing methods.

Energy
use

Criterion 6.

It establishes the need for the site
where the EU Ecolabel product is man-
ufactured to have an energy manage-
ment system addressing all energy
consuming devices.

The energy management system shall
include measures for the improvement
of energy efficiency and information
on several procedures.

Several certifications can be used (i.e.
I1SO 50001 (*'4), EN 16247 (}*°), EMAS
(%) and 1SO 14001 (*¥) to prove ful-
filment of this requirement.

Not addressed.

Criterion 3.12.1

All energy consuming machines, de-
vices, heating/air conditioning and
lighting must be listed, including infor-
mation on maximum and average out-
put (in kW), annual operating time (in
hours), actual and calculated energy
consumption values (in kWh) and the
identified largest energy consumers to-
gether with improvement measures.

Criterion 3.12.2.

Specific requirements apply to the en-
ergy used by and waste heat from the
heatset web offset dryer.

Criterion 3.12.3.

Not addressed.

Criterion 012 of the Criteria document
for product group 041.

The printing company shall report the
annual total energy consumption per
tonne of purchased substrate.

The document sets specific thresholds
that vary depending on the printing
method and the use of a basic or an
advanced threshold value.

If @ company complies with the ad-
vanced threshold value (lower), no
additional requirements are needed. If
a company does not comply with the
advanced threshold value but com-
plies with the basic one (higher), the
printing company must comply with

114 ]SO 50001:2018. Energy management systems — Requirements with guidance for use. Available at this link. Last accessed on 23 October 2024.

15 EN 16247-1:2022. Energy audits — Part 1: General requirements.
116 EMAS: Eco-Management and Audit Scheme. Available at this link. Last accessed on 23 October 2024.
117150 14001:2015. Environmental management systems — Requirements with guidance for use. Available at this link. Last accessed on 23 October 2024.
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Topic

EU Ecolabel (2°)

Blue Angel (DE-UZ 14b) (*°)

Blue Angel (DE-UZ 195) (°?)

Blue Angel (DE-UZ

Nordic Swan Ecolabel (product

Specific requirements apply to the
compressed air system for the machine
used to produce the printed paper.

217b) (°?)

group 041) (°3)

an additional requirement. This addi-
tional requirements consists in:

- For companies that own their build-
ing, they must have an energy action
plan to reduce the energy consump-
tion by at least 50% in the 3 years
after the award of the Nordic Eco-
label

- For companies who are located in
rented buildings, they must have an
energy action plan to reduce their en-
ergy consumption by at least 25% in
the 3 years after the award of the li-
cence.

Training | Criterion 7. Not addressed. Not directly addressed by a specific cri- | Not addressed. Criterion 018 of the Criteria document
All relevant members of staff partici- terion. for product group 041.
pating in the day-to-day operation of Only mentioned as part of the All employees and contractors that
the production site shall be given the measures for reducing the amount of are part of daily operations must
knowledge necessary to ensure that waste paper (criterion 3.11.) have the know-how to ensure fulfil-
the Ecolabel requirements are fulfilled ment of the Nordic Ecolabelling re-
and continuously improved. quirements.
Employees must receive regular train-
ing in general environmental matters
and
environmental issues specific to their
field of work that have a bearing on
the
fulfilling of Nordic Ecolabelling re-
quirements.
Participation in training shall be docu-
mented.
Fitness Criterion 8. Criterion 3.10. Not addressed. Criterion 3.12. Not addressed.
for use It requires demonstrating the prod- It states that the finished products It states that the fitness for

uct’s suitability for its purpose by
providing one of the following docu-
ments:

- A letter, document or statement is-
sued by clients for a specific product
assuring that the product meet their
specifications and performs well

- A detailed description of procedure
of handling consumer complaints,

must be fit for use. If relevant DIN
standards include technical require-
ments for individual products, these
must be observed in the versions
valid at the time of application.

In addition, Criterion 3.8 indicates
that products that are primarily pro-
duce for children must also comply
with the requirements in DIN EN 71~
3 “safety of toys”.

use of the recycled paper bags
and boxes covered by this eco-
label must be guaranteed. It
refers to the need to comply
with German standards (DIN)
in case there are relevant ones
for individual products.
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EU Ecolabel (*9) Blue Angel (DE-UZ 14b) (*°) Blue Angel (DE-UZ 195) (°%) Blue Angel (DE-UZ Nordic Swan Ecolabel (product

217b) (°?) group 041) (°3)

- documentation demonstrating the
quality certification in accordance with
1SO 9001 (118),

- documentation demonstrating the
paper quality in accordance with EN
ISO/IEC 17050-1 (**9).

118 1S0 9001:2015: Quality management systems - Requirements. Available at this link. Last accessed on 28 October 2024.
119 |SQ/IEC 17050-1:2004: Conformity assessment — Supplier's declaration of conformity. Part 1: General requirements. Available at this link. Last accessed on 24 October 2024.
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Annex 3. Contributions from respondents to the questionnaire
Aim of the survey

The Joint Research Centre of the European Commission is collecting evidence about the suitability
and relevance of the existing EU Ecolabel criteria for the product group ‘printed paper, stationery
paper, and paper carrier bag products’, established in Commission Decision (EU) 2020/1803.

Structure of the survey
The survey is made up of the following sections:

1. Respondent details
2. General topics
3. ‘Printed paper, stationery paper, and paper carrier bag products product group

Confidentiality of data and information provided

Data and information provided via this questionnaire will be treated confidentially and in compliance
with the General Data Protection Regulation (Requlation 2016/679). Therefore, data will be treated
only within the development of the project described above and for the exclusive use of the European
Commission.

The European Commission will process data and information in compliance with Regulation
2018/1725. For more information, please visit this link.

Note

All questions are numbered, but not all of them will be available to all the participants to the
questionnaire. Specific questions are available only to participants providing specific answers.

Annex 3.1. Respondent details

3.1.1. Details

Details of the respondents will not be shared for data protection reasons.

3.1.2. Type of respondent

Which of the following options best represents your type of organisation/institution/interests?

Table 11. Responses to question 1.2. Type of respondent. Which of the following options best represents your
type of organisation/institution/interests?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers Share
University or research institute 0 0%
Certified laboratory 0 0%
Competent body [ ] 8 26.67%
Government (local, regional, or national), different from a compe- | 1 3.33%
tent body

Non-governmental organisation - Environment | 1 3.33%
Non-governmental organisation - Consumers 0 0%
Industry [ ] 10 33.33%
Industry association ] 9 30%
Other | 1 3.33%
No Answer 0 0%

The respondent answering “Other” was a consulting company.
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3.1.2.1. Size of the company
(only if the option “Industry” is selected in 1.2)

In 1.2., you have selected “Industry”. What is the size of your company?

Table 12. Responses to question 1.2.1. Size of the company. In 1.2., you have selected “Industry”. What is the
size of your company?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers Share
micro enterprise: self-employed 0 0%
micro enterprise: fewer than 10 persons employed 0 0%
small enterprise: 10 to 49 persons employed | 1 3.33%
medium-size enterprise: 50 to 249 persons employed | 2 6.67%
large enterprise: 250 or more persons employed [ ] 7 23.33%
No Answer I 20 66.67%

3.1.2.2. Holder of a licence for environmental labels
(only if the option “Industry” is selected in 1.2)

In 1.2, you have selected “Industry”. Does your company hold the licence for environmental labels,
such as EU Ecolabel, Blue Angel — The German Ecolabel, Nordic Swan Ecolabel, etc.?

If “Yes”, please specify the environmental label and the type of products awarded by the
environmental label, e.g. EU Ecolabel for printed paper, stationery paper, and paper carrier bag
products.

Table 13. Responses to question 1.2.2. Holder of a licence for environmental labels In 1.2., you have selected
“Industry”. Does your company hold the licence for environmental labels, such as EU Ecolabel, Blue Angel — The
German Ecolabel, Nordic Swan Ecolabel, etc.?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers Share
Yes e 7 23.33%
No ] 3 10%
No Answer | N 20 66.67%

Respondents answering “Yes™:

e EU Ecolabel for printed paper, stationary paper and paper carrier bag products & Blauer
Engel for printed paper

e EU Ecolabel (graphic papers), Blue Angel (graphic papers), Nordic Swan Ecolabel (In-
spected status for paper)

e EU Ecolabel

e OK Compost (TUV Austria) for printing inks; ECOVadis
e EU Ecolabel, Nordic Swan

e EU Ecolabel for graphic paper

e EU Ecolabel for envelopes (stationery)
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Annex 3.2. General topics

3.2.1. Choice of the environmental label
(only if “Yes” is selected in 1.2.2.)

In 1.2.2., you declared that your company holds a licence for environmental labels. Why did your
company apply for it? And why for that specific environmental label?

e We have chosen this in order to demonstrate our sustainable, environmentally conscious
production and to be competitive, because the environmental aspect often plays a role
for customers when placing orders.

e |t is a great opportunity to show to ourselves and to our client that the environmental
protection is the most important thing in our life.

e (Customer requests; sustainability efforts.

e Demonstration and verfication of environmental performance; Customer requirements;
graphic papers (copy and printing paper) are the main paper products of Steinbeis Papier.

e In 2016 - European wide accepted label.
3.2.2. EU Ecolabel process
Have you ever addressed/analysed/experienced the application process of the EU Ecolabel?

If “Yes”, what do you think in general about it? Additionally, where is the highest investment of
resources, e.g. time of the personnel, testing requirements, contact supply chain, other resources?

Table 14. Responses to question 2.2. EU Ecolabel process Have you ever addressed/analysed/experienced the
application process of the EU Ecolabel?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers Share
Yes [ ] 25 83.33%
No [ ] 5 16.67%
No Answer 0 0%

Justification of the respondents answering “Yes”:

e 1) If we speak about printed paper products, | think the most resource requiring step is to
show the product's recyclability - specially deinkability.

2) The requirement on chemicals, which restricts the amount of hazardous chemicals in
the printed paper product is "ridiculous”. How do you show that some hazardous chemical
in a toner doesn't exist in the final product in amounts higher than 0,10 %?

e Time of the personnel.

e The greatest time expenditure is in the application process. It takes a lot of time to process
the documents that have to be submitted.

e Deinking tests are expensive, especially when a test is needed for every product. There is
a strong need for a more general approach like in the Austrian Ecolabel or the Blue Angel.

e The application process is time consuming. In some Member States it is difficult to find
the body to submit the application.
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[...1 (**°) use EU Ecolabel for graphic and tissue paper. Their customers also use EU Eco-
label for printed and stationery paper and paper carrier bag products. Customers and end
users ask certificates. Generally, the cooperation with local Competent Body in [...](*%) in
really fluent. Most of the time is used for collecting the data, also from the supply chain
(chemical suppliers).

e [..1(**) use EU Ecolabel for graphic and tissue paper. Their customers also use EU Eco-
label for printed and stationery paper and paper bag products. Certificates asked by the
customers and end users. Generally very fluent cooperation with local Competent Body
in Finland. Most time used for collecting the data, also from the supply chain (chemical
suppliers).

e As a Competent Body, my experience is essentially related to the analysis of EU Ecolabel
applications. | consider that it is a meticulous task that requires research and study. The
highest investment of resources is made at the personnel level in terms of time.

e The application process can be time consuming. In some Member States it is difficult to
find the body to submit the application.

e The application process can be time consuming. In some Member States it is difficult to
find the body to submit the application.

e Contact supply chain.

e Generally it is very difficult process. It took longer than 1.5 year to understand, learn the
request.

e [..](**°) use EU Ecolabel for graphic paper, EU Ecolabel for stationery paper, and paper
carrier bag products, Nordic Swan Ecolabel and Blue Angel for selected paper grades. This
is because customers of the companies request a certificate or compliance with these
ecolabel schemes are well recognized in Europe. Applicable ecolabel scheme depends on
the geographical scope of the sales. In some Member States it is difficult to find the body
to submit the application.

e In general, we believe that the process is good and constructive, especially as regards
cooperation with the local Competent Body in Finland. However, as also stated in the
question, the process is time consuming. Hence the highest investment resource is the
time needed from the person(s) collecting all the required information and documenta-
tion. The most resource and time consuming single task is to contact supply chain (i.e.,
chemical suppliers) to get all the needed upstream documentation.

e We have begun our analysis to use paper for packaging in absorbent hygiene products
and we noted that in criteria 8 of the actual Ecolabel reqgulation in section of "Packaging"
state: "Grouped packaging made of cardboard and/or paper shall contain a minimum 80%
of recycled material’; this makes sense for plastic but not for paper. Kraft paper from
sustainable forest are 100% renewable and recyclable, and we think that this is what
ECOLABEL should promote as sustainable product.

120

121

122

123

This part of the sentence was removed because it allowed the identification of the respondent.
This part of the sentence was removed because it allowed the identification of the respondent.
This part of the sentence was removed because it allowed the identification of the respondent.
This part of the sentence was removed because it allowed the identification of the respondent.
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On certified, or under certification process, customers demand, completing input. User
friendly form. Today reasonable input required ref. printing inks.

Collecting of data, especially where chemical suppliers must fill the data sheets.

The label has realistic criteria and hopefully this will remain. Time of personnel is the
highest investment.

Collection of data and declarations from suppliers and manufacturers.

Initially, the collection of the required data/information was very challenging; now the
Ecolabel is well perceived among our customers. We as a supplier prefer the EU Ecolabel
over other Ecolabel due to the clear structure and criteria.

The implementation requires changes in internal procedures that involve an investment
in training, document review, and a general involvement of those involved. Therefore,
investment in personnel is rated more important than investment in testing. However, it
depends on the product/service being processed (**%).

Application process of the EU Ecolabel is quite complex at the moment. It requires a lot
of knowledge in terms of a specific product groups.

3.2.3. Difficulties addressed by the EU Ecolabel applicant

(only if the option “Competent body” is selected in 1.2)

In 1.2., you declared yourself to be a “Competent body”.

Report the difficulties encountered by applicants when interpreting the criteria and going through the
entire certification process.

Criterionl, Assessment and verification part says that the applicant shall provide a copy
of a valid EU Ecolabel certificate according to Annex | to Commission Decision (EU)
2019/70 for each paper substrate used in EU Ecolabel printed paper product(s). This
doesn't sound very reasonable. It should be enough that the license holder uses only
papers it is allowed to use and reports e.g. yearly which papers have been used including
the trade names, amounts and suppliers of paper used.

As CB, we have a well-defined application process. Problems arise with sample analysis
because we do not have laboratories that are economically profitable to perform the
analyzes required by the EU Ecolabel standards. For this reason, e.g. chemical analyzes
are carried out in other member states, which prolongs the process of meeting the criteria
for the EU Ecolabel.

The collection and reporting of VOC emission data is very tricky. Maybe an overall thresh-
old would simplify the process for applicants if the collection of emission data seperately
for different printing processes is not common or possible.

The criteria with which our applicants had the most difficulty demonstrating compliance
were Criteria 2, 3.4 and 4. Criterion 2, posed challenges because the supplier declarations
and safety data sheets were not always up to date. Criterion 3.4, was problematic due to
the interpretation of the conditions that should be tested (print system, paper type, and

124 This feedback was provided in a language not included among the 24 official EU languages. The feedback has been
translated using an online translating tool.
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ink type) to cover the worst-case scenarios of the application. Criterion 4, to identify the
aplicable cenario on the calculation sheet.

Equivalence of test methods - Understand requirements (example: emissions).

Criteria seems "hard to read" for applicants and additional explaining on supporting evi-
dence dokucuments is necessary before submitting an application.

3.2.4. Boosting the number of EU Ecolabel licences/products

What do you think could increase the number of licences/products within the product group addressed
in Commission Decision (EU) 2020/1803?

Please specify any action you would recommend.

Keep the criteria reasonable.

Prescribed obligations of member states on the implementation of green public procure-
ment for printed paper, stationery paper, and paper carrier bag products with the EU Eco-
label.

A simplified and faster application process.

In the context of a public tender, EU Ecolabel should be considered as a positive element
in the final scoring.

New ecolabel criteria are needed for packaging. Criteria for paper based packaging should
be added to the scope of this specific criteria set for converted products or alternatively
create totally new criteria for them. Additionally, paper/board intermediates used as a
constituent for paper packaging should be added to the scope of EU ecolabel criteria for
paper products as a third paper category (graphic paper, tissue paper, packaging paper).
This would increase the number of licences/products.

New ecolabel criteria are needed for packaging. Criteria for paper based packaging should
be added to the scope of this specific criteria set for converted products or alternatively
create totally new criteria for them. Additionally, paper/board intermediates used as a
constituent for paper packaging should be added to the scope of EU ecolabel criteria for
paper products as a third paper category (graphic paper, tissue paper, packaging paper).
This would increase the number of licences/products.

| believe that the key to increasing the number of these licenses and products lies with
consumers. It is essential to raise awareness among consumers that simply having an
FSC or PEFC certification on a bag, newspaper, or similar product is not enough to ensure
they are purchasing a sustainable printed paper product. For this type of product, con-
sumers often fail to understand the added value of the EU Ecolabel, making it crucial to
clearly communicate its benefits.

In the context of a public tender, EU Ecolable should be considered as a positie element
in the final scoring.

In the context of a public tender, EU Ecolabel should be consider as a positive element in
the final scoring.

Active consultation.

Predictability and stability regarding the revision of criteria. The current criteria are work-
ing well and should not be revised until the revision of the pulp, paper and board BREF
takes place as this is where the data collection for most parameters will take place. This
creates a predictable framework for technological investments and provides incentives
to apply for more licences.
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The processing time /certification time of the competent bodies should be limited.
Citizens are not aware enough.

Advertising and addressing key product users with high visibility (e.g. printed matter of-
fered in train restaurants).

Financial incentives (lower EPR fees?).

New EU Ecolabel criteria should be added for fiber/paper based packaging. Criteria for
fibre based packaging should be added to the scope of the criteria set for converted paper
products (printed paper, stationery paper, paper carrier bags). Alternatively, a new criteria
should be created for packaging. Additionally, paper/board intermediates used as a con-
stituent for paper packaging should be added to the scope of EU Ecolabel criteria for
paper products as a third paper paper category.

In paper to promote also the 100% Kraft paper from sustainable fibres.
Promote the Ecolabel, communicate with printers.
NA for ink producers.

A lower threshold could increase the number of licenses but would reduce the value of
the label.

Simplified procedure to apply for additional products once the company is recognized.

Easier application process. For example, building an online platform for applications in
several languages. The portal must also contain a database of approved production
chemistry as manufacturers enter it, just as there is for Nordic Ecolabelling (the Swan).

The increasing number of different (local) ecolabel is getting confusing for our customers
and for consumers. A certain harmonization would be desirable.

Include it as a technical specification in administrative contracts.

Ecolabel should become more attractive and differentiated in relation to the other labels
or environmental quality indicators of these products, such as PEFC, 100% recyclable,
PVC-free, FSC® certifiable and regional labels of environmental quality, etc.

| believe that we need to reach out to local companies, which precisely find it expensive
to start an Ecolabel process, due to limited resources.

We do not have licences in this product group at the moment therefore additional ex-
plaining of the criteria is necessary and communication campaigns.

3.2.5. Room for improvement

Overall, what would you improve about the current EU Ecolabel criteria for the product group
addressed in Commission Decision (EU) 2020/1803? For example, do you think new requirements
should be added or that any current requirement is redundant? Please report the reasons for your

proposal.

1) Requirements on fitness for use and obligatory sentences, which should be written on
the printed product, are redundant. 2) It should be allowed to use a sentence "EU Eco-
labelled printed paper xx/yyy/zz" if the printed paper product is so small that the label
can't be printed on it.

Currently nothing until the end of the vadility of the current criteria
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e | am of the opinion that the current requirements are sufficient. The application process
takes a lot of time which would be extended by new requirements. This could deter com-
panies.

e Reducing the admin burden, provide a single point of submission. Generally, [...] (**°) is of
the opinion that the current criteria are working well and should not be revised until the
revision of the Pulp and Paper BREF takes place as this is where the data collection for
most parameters will take place.

The core Ecolabel criteria are based on the 2014 BAT conclusions and the data collection
of the BREF which takes into account the majority of installations.

e The current criteria are working well and should not be revised until the revision of the
Pulp and Paper BREF takes place including the relevant data collection also for the EU
Ecolabel. This will create a predictable framework for technological investments and pro-
vide an incentive to apply more licences. However, criteria for packaging paper should be
added after the BREF revision.

e The current criteria are working well and should not be revised until the revision of the
Pulp and Paper BREF takes place including the data relevant data collection also for the
EU Ecolabel. This will create a predictable framework for technological investments and
provide an incentive to apply more licences. However, criteria for packaging paper should
be added after the BREF revision.

e | believe that the current set of criteria should not be changed. Instead, more support
should be provided to applicants. For example, regarding Criterion 2.5, the User Manual
should include a list of potential alkylphenol ethoxylates, halogenated solvents, and
phthalates that may be present in the applicable raw materials. For Criterion 3.4, 'Deinka-
bility," and Criterion 4, 'Emissions,’ the User Manual should present practical case studies.

e Generally speaking, the current criteria work well. They should not be revised until the
revision of the pulp, paper and board BREF has taken place, as this is where the data
collection for most parameters will take place. Reducing the administrative burden would
be beneficial.

e Reducing the admin burden, provide a single point of submission. [...] (1*) is of the opinion
that the current criteria are working well and should not be revised until the revision of
the pulp, paper and board BREF takes place as this is where the data collection for most
parameters will take place.

The core Ecolabel criteria are based on the 2014 BAT conclusions and the data collection
of the BREF which takes into account the majority of installations.

e | would like to suggest to check the operation of heatset printing machines. It has a dryer
(cca 180 celsius) combined with the afterburner (750 celsius). The used VTOC cannot
emit 10kg/h VTOC, this value is less than 1 kg. The printing machine does not operate
without the afterburner. Indirect approval: if there is an afterburner system connected to
the dryer, then the VTOC emission is certainly less than 1 kg - no need to measure non-
stop.

e Current criteria are working well and do not require improvements.The core Ecolabel cri-
terial are based on the 2014 BAT conclusions and the data collection of the BREF which
takes into account the majority of installations. The European Commission is currently

125 This part of the sentence was removed because it allowed the identification of the respondent.
126 This part of the sentence was removed because it allowed the identification of the respondent.
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reviewing the BREF preparation process in the light of the revised IED directive. Due the
dependence on the PP BREF data collection and the need for predictability, the revision
should take place after the PP BREF revision.

e The criteria for paper should be changed to exclusive use of recycled paper to achieve
higher credibility of the EU Ecolabel and to support the transition to a circular economy
more effectively.

e We have begun our analysis to use paper for packagaing in absorbent hygiene products
and we noted that in criteria 8 of the actual Ecolabel regulation in section of "Packaging"
state: "Grouped packaging made of cardboard and/or paper shall contain a minimum 80%
of recycled material"; this makes sense for plastic but not for paper. Kraft paper from
suistaiable forest are 100% renewable and recyclable, and we think that this is what
ECOLABEI should promote as sustainble product.

e Include re-pulp (PTS) and not only Ingede method 11.

e |t is important that the threshold is high enough to keep the value of the ecolabel. Actual
topics f.e. PFAS should be included with ambitious targets.

e Listing up the other environmental or ESG criteria or allignment with SDG's from the UN.

e Here | would suggest that you talk to Nordic Ecolabel about their experiences with the
new criterion for Swan-labelled printed matter.

e The EU Ecolabel has estabished itself well, there is no need for modification; instead, the
users should be given a chance to use the Ecolabel now that all initial questions have
been clarified.

e | think that situations like the one where the Ecolabel label can be awarded to a product
subject to the decision that is decided, and then the intermediate packaging, is 100%
plastic, should be avoided (*%).

e No comment at the moment.

Annex 3.3. Printed paper, stationery paper, and paper carrier bag products

3.3.1. Scope of the product group ‘printed paper, stationery paper, and paper carrier bag products’

Do you think that the scope of the product group ‘printed paper, stationery paper, and paper carrier
bag products’ should be changed?

Please provide justification for your answer.

127 This feedback was provided in a language not included among the 24 official EU languages. The feedback has been
translated using an online translating tool.
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Table 15. Responses to question 3.1. Scope of the product group ‘printed paper, stationery paper, and paper
carrier bag products’. Do you think that the scope of the product group ‘printed paper, stationery paper, and
paper carrier bag products’ should be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers Share
Yes [ 6 20%
No I 19 63.33%
No opinion |l 4 13.33%
No Answer | 1 3.33%

Justification of the respondents answering “Yes”:

"Normal" paper bags (also for food) and packaging in general should be included in the
product group.

Criteria for paper-based packaging should be added in the EU Ecolabel for printer paper,
stationery paper and carrier bag products or as a new set of criteria for paper-based
packaging to encourage for a superior environmental performance. For example, ecolabel
criteria for packaging (liquid packaging) exists in Nordic Swan Ecolabel.

Criteria for paper-based packaging should be added in the EU Ecolabel for printer paper,
stationery paper and carrier bag products or as a new set of criteria for paper-based
packaging to encourage for a superior environmental performance. For example, ecolabel
criteria for packaging (liquid packaging) exists in Nordic Swan Ecolabel.

| believe that the scope itself should remain unchanged, but the text could be simplified.

Criteria for paper based packaging should be added to the scope of this specific criteria
set for converted paper products (printed paper, stationery paper and paper carrier bags).
Alternatively, we recommend to create a new full criteria set for paper based packaging
to encourage for superior environmental performance. Examples of such criteria already
exist: e.q., ecolabel criteria for packaging (liquid packaging) under the Nordic Swan Eco-
label.

Stationary and communication papers

Justification of the respondents answering “No”.

There is currently only one application pending for the subject group, so | assume the
criteria are set high enough for now.

The scope is still valid.

The scope is clear and comprehensive and does not require any changes.
It is good to have a product criterion for printed matter.

Scope gives a good and comprehensive overview as is.

It's clear enough (*8).

The scope includes a large variaty of the prouducts.

128

This feedback was provided in a language not included among the 24 official EU languages. The feedback has been

translated using an online translating tool.
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3.3.2. Definitions applicable to the purpose of Commission Decision (EU) 2020/1803
Do you think that any of the definitions should be changed?

Please provide justification for your answer.

Table 16. Responses to question 3.2. Definitions applicable to the purpose of Commission Decision (EU)
2020/1803. Do you think that any of the definitions should be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers Share
Yes I 1 3.33%
No [ ] 23 76.67%
No opinion | Il 4 13.33%
No Answer | 2 6.67%

Justification of the respondents answering “Yes”:

e Binders can be made of plastics, too. But in this case recyclability is not given.

Justification of the respondents answering “No”:

e ‘"Labels" and "sticky notes" should be added.

e We have no feedback on the need for a change from the operator.
e | think the requirement makes sense.

e The definitions are valid and appropriate.

e In the applications | have been in touch with, the products applied for have met the crite-
ria.

e All explanations are quite clear, no need for a change.

e Definitions are explanatory.

3.3.3. Aims of the criteria for ‘printed paper, stationery paper, and paper carrier bag products’

Do you think that the aims of the criteria for the product group ‘printed paper, stationery paper, and
paper carrier bag products’ should be changed?

Please provide justification for your answer.

Table 17. Responses to question 3.3. Aims of the criteria for ‘printed paper, stationery paper, and paper carrier
bag products’. Do you think that the aims of the criteria for the product group ‘printed paper, stationery paper,
and paper carrier bag products’ should be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers Share
Yes ] 2 6.67%
No I 21 70%
No opinion | 1l 5 16.67%
No Answer | 2 6.67%

Justification of the respondents answering “Yes”:

e The requirement that only paper is EU Ecolabelled could be extended to also include paper
that has been inspected for the Nordic Ecolabel (The Swan).
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e A greater restriction should be applied to the substances of criterion 2 (1%9).
Justification of the respondents answering “No™:
e | think the requirement makes sense.

e | wouldn't favorize recyc led paper because some applications require virgin fiber - tech-
nicity for production of envelopes. Also recycled fibers generate more dust which can
generate problems in some applications. As a result, overall ecological result can be neg-
atively influenced.

e A meaningful and comprehensive set of criteria has been developed; these criteria already
cover all potentially critical product properties.

e Aims of criteria are diverse and include assessment of all steps of product life cycle.
Justification of the respondents answering “No opinion”:

e We believe that for now it covers the entire life cycle.

3.3.4. General assessment and verification for ‘printed paper, stationery paper, and paper carrier
bag products’

Do you think that the general assessment and verification for the product group ‘printed paper,
stationery paper, and paper carrier bag products’ should be changed?

Please provide justification for your answer.

Table 18. Responses to question 3.4. General assessment and verification for ‘printed paper, stationery paper,
and paper carrier bag products’. Do you think that the general assessment and verification for the product group
‘printed paper, stationery paper, and paper carrier bag products’ should be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers Share
Yes [ | 4 13.33%
No [ 20 66.67%
No opinion |l 4 13.33%
No Answer i 2 6.67%

Justification of the respondents answering “Yes”.

e Some genetic testing (**°) for different paper qualities and deinking should be allowed.
Here you can find inspiration in the way Nordic Ecolabel has set up their standard for
printed matter.

e Acceptance of equivalence should meet minimum criteria.
Justification of the respondents answering “No”.

e There is currently only one application pending for the product group, so for now we don't
have much experience with this product group.

e | think the requirement makes sense.

125 This feedback was provided in a language not included among the 24 official EU languages. The feedback has been
translated using an online translating tool.

130 This term has been assumed to contain a spelling mistake and replaced by ‘generic testing’ in the analysis of the
responses to the questionnaire presented in section 5.
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e The verification process should be not be further complicated.

e The assessment is well structured and easy to understand.

3.3.5. Definitions applicable to the product group ‘printed paper, stationery paper, and paper car-
rier bag products’

Do you think that the definitions applicable to the product group ‘printed paper, stationery paper and
paper carrier bag products’ should be changed?

Please provide justification for your answer.

Table 19. Responses to question 3.5. Definitions applicable to the product group ‘printed paper, stationery
paper and paper carrier bag products’. Do you think that the definitions applicable to the product group ‘printed
paper, stationery paper and paper carrier bag products’ should be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers Share
Yes | 3 10%
No I 21 70%
No opinion | Il 4 13.33%
No Answer i 2 6.67%

Justification of the respondents answering “Yes”:

e 10. Paper for recycling - definition should follow the EN 643 standard.
e Please define "ingoing chemicals" (as intentionally added substance?) in a future revision.
e *(4) for which the converting process is THE essential part of the production process.

Justification: The converted product does not exist without the converting process, which
produces it. Converted product is inherently produced by a converting process.

* Could be usefull to add a proper definition to "paperboard" (see comment to Criterion
1).

Justification of the respondents answering “No”:

e Please include ‘chemically modified’ (see point 3.9).
e For 'paper for recycling’, the definition stated in EN643 should be used:

Paper and board for recycling: natural fibre based paper and board suitable for recycling
and consisting of

- paper and board in any shape

- products made predominantly from paper and board, which may include other constit-
uents that cannot be removed by dry sorting, such as coatings and laminates, spiral bind-
ings, etc.

e No comments.
e All definitions are clear and still valid.

Justification of the respondents answering “No opinion”:

e We believe that this question should be answered by experts in the this field.

97



3.3.6. Criterion 1 - Substrate

Do you think that ‘criterion 1 — Substrate’ should be changed?

Please, provide justification for your answer.

Table 20. Responses to question 3.6. Criterion 1 — Substrate. Do you think that ‘criterion 1 - Substrate’ should

be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers Share
Yes . 8 26.67%
No [ 14 46.67%
No opinion | 7 23.33%
No Answer | 1 3.33%

Justification of the respondents answering “Yes”:

The assessment and verification part is not reasonable.

There should be a greater focus on recycled fibres, e.g. a mandatory recycling content for
certain products.

Some of the paper substrates that are used in e.g.paper carrier bags are not in the scope
of EU Ecolabel for graphic paper criteria (e.g.kraft paper). Therefore, paper packaging
should be added to the scope of EU Ecolabel criteria for paper products as a third paper
category (graphic, tissue and packaging paper).

Some of the paper substrates that are used in e.g.paper carrier bags are not in the scope
of Eu Ecolabel for graphic paper criteria (e.g.kraft paper). Therefore paper packaging
should be added to the scope of EU Ecolabel criteria for paper products as a third paper
category (graphic, tissue and packaging paper).

Only paper originating from recycled fibre should be allowed as it is associated with less
environmental impact (see the UBA 2022 LCA study for paper products: https://www.um-
weltbundesamt.de/publikationen/aktualisierte-oekobilanz-von-grafik-hyaienepapier).

Some of the paper substrates that are used in e.g. paper carrier bags are not in the scope
of EU Ecolabel for graphic paper criteria (e.g. kraft paper). Therefore paper packaging
should be added to the scope of EU Ecolabel criteria for paper products as a third paper
category (graphic paper, tissue paper, packaging paper).

See my answer in point 3.3 (*32).

"including paperboard ": the terminology is leaving some CB in uncertainty. Does "paper-
board" include all kinds of board ? knowing that generally/most board products are not
used for graphic applications. If this criterion does not include a separate assessment
procedure for paperboard, it should be necessary to reaffirm/confirm/assess that the
term "paperboard" does include all kinds of board "fit to be used for writing, printing or
conversion purposes” as required in (EU) 2019/70.

Justification of the respondents answering “No”:

The requirement makes sense and is easy to implement.

131

The answer to point 3.3 was: "The requirement that only paper is EU Ecolabelled could be extended to also include

paper that has been inspected for the Nordic Ecolabel (The Swan).”

98


https://www.umweltbundesamt.de/publikationen/aktualisierte-oekobilanz-von-grafik-hygienepapier
https://www.umweltbundesamt.de/publikationen/aktualisierte-oekobilanz-von-grafik-hygienepapier

Justification of the respondents answering “No opinion”:

We believe that this question should be answered by experts in the this field.

3.3.7. Criterion 2 - Restricted substances

Do you think that ‘criterion 2 — Restricted substances’ should be changed?

Please, provide justification for your answer.

Table 21. Responses to question 3.7. Criterion 2 - Restricted substances. Do you think that ‘criterion 2 -
Restricted substances’ should be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers Share
Yes [ | 4 13.33%
No [ 15 50%
No opinion | N 8 26.67%
No Answer ||l 3 10%

Justification of the respondents answering “Yes”:

Total ban of PFAS.
Taking into account possible detection limits for impurities.

Mineral oil-free printing inks are to be included (please see Blue Angel 3.8.5 Hydrocarbons
in printing inks and varnishes in the offset printing process). In France mineral-oils are
forbidden. The ban of these mineral oils should be taken into account in the context of
the EU Ecolabel.

There are new hazard classifications which should be taken-up, in particular:
ED HH 1 EUH380
ED HH 2 EUH381

Greater limitation in the percentage (**?).

Justification of the respondents answering “No”:

The requirement makes sense and is easy to implement.
Only intentionally used substances should be screened.
Only intentionally used substances should be screened.
Only intentionally used substances should be screened.
No comments.

Based on the feedback from our customers, criterion 2 works well and should be contin-
ued as it is.

Justification of the respondents answering “No opinion”:

We believe that this question should be answered by experts in the this field.

It in the hands of the applicant to select chemicals.

132

This feedback was provided in a language not included among the 24 official EU languages. The feedback has been

translated.

99



3.3.8. Sub-criterion 2.1. Restrictions on Substances of Very High Concern (SVHC)
Do you think that sub-criterion 2.1 should be changed?

Please, provide justification for your answer.

Table 22. Responses to question 3.8. Sub-criterion 2.1. Restrictions on Substances of Very High Concern (SVHC).
Do you think that sub-criterion 2.1 should be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers Share
Yes [ ] 5 16.67%
No . 19 63.33%
No opinion ||l 3 10%
No Answer ||l 3 10%

Justification of the respondents answering “Yes”:

e |t is ridiculous to speak about concentrations in the final product, when we speak about
printed paper.

e The SVHC substances should not be allowed (actively added).

e We suggest deleting the second part of that sentence, so that it remains: The final product
formulation shall not contain any ingoing substances or mixtures that meet the criteria
referred to in Article 57 of Regulation (EC) No 1907/2006.

The candidate list today lists 242 substances, and in comparison the SIN list whose aim
is to identify substances according to Article 57 lists 1404 substances.

e The statement should be that the usage of all substances of very high concern is not
permitted. Explicit exceptions in special cases should be described.

e Decrease the acceptable percentage (**°).

Justification of the respondents answering “No”:
e The requirement makes sense and is easy to implement.
e No comments.

e The assessment introduced in the last revision has proven to be a strict but clear defined
criterion which helps us to provide the required information to our customers.

Justification of the respondents answering “No opinion”:
e We believe that this question should be answered by experts in the this field.

3.3.9. Sub-criterion 2.2. Restrictions on substances classified under Regulation (EC) No 1272/2008
of the European Parliament and of the Council

Do you think that sub-criterion 2.2 should be changed?

Please, provide justification for your answer.

133 This feedback was provided in a language not included among the 24 official EU languages. The feedback has been

translated.
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Table 23. Responses to question 3.9. Sub-criterion 2.2. Restrictions on substances classified under Regulation
(EC) No 1272/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council. Do you think that sub-criterion 2.2 should
be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers Share
Yes [ 6 20%
No I 18 60%
No opinion ||l 3 10%
No Answer i 3 10%

Justification of the respondents answering “Yes”:

It is ridiculous to speak about concentrations in the final product, when we speak about
printed paper.

The use of substances or mixtures that are chemically modified during the production
process so that a relevant hazard (for which the substance or mixture has been classified
in accordance with Regulation (EC) No 1272/2008= no longer exists is exempt from the
above requirement. We suggest to clarify the sentence what ‘chemically modified’ means.
Please include the term in the definition part.

These substances should not be allowed (actively added).

There are new hazard classifications which should be taken-up, in particular:
ED HH 1 EUH380
ED HH 2 EUH381

The statement should be that the usage of all substances of very high concern is not
permitted. Explicit exceptions in special cases should be described. (See answer 2.1)

Decrease the acceptable percentage (**4).

Justification of the respondents answering “No”:

| think the requirements make sense.

Please do not lower the threshold as this might cause conflicts with biocides in water-
based printing inks.

No comments.

The criterion as such works well and is a strict tool that covers all relevant Hazards. We
suggest to clearly highlight that criterion 2.2 refers to the finished printed product for
which the applicant has to compile the relevant data for example by using the SDS of the
used materials. There were many initial misunderstandings.

Justification of the respondents answering “No opinion”:

We believe that this question should be answered by experts in the this field.

134 This feedback was provided in a language not included among the 24 official EU languages. The feedback has been
translated.

101



3.3.10. Sub-criterion 2.3. Biocidal products and biocidal active substances

Do you think that sub-criterion 2.3 should be changed?

Please, provide justification for your answer.

Table 24. Responses to question 3.10. Sub-criterion 2.3. Biocidal products and biocidal active substances. Do
you think that sub-criterion 2.3 should be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers Share
Yes 0 0%

No [ 21 70%
No opinion | 7 23.33%
No Answer | 2 6.67%

Justification of the respondents answering “No”:

e | think the requirements make sense.
e No comments
e The criterion is well defined and applicable.

Justification of the respondents answering “No opinion”:
e We believe that this question should be answered by experts in the this field.

3.3.11. Sub-criterion 2.4. Cleaning agents
Do you think that sub-criterion 2.4 should be changed?

Please, provide justification for your answer.

Table 25. Responses to question 3.10. Sub-criterion 2.4. Cleaning agents. Do you think that sub-criterion 2.4
should be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers | Share
Yes [ | 3 10%
No [ ] 12 40%
No opinion | N 13 43.33%
No Answer i 2 6.67%

Justification of the respondents answering “Yes”:

e The following phrase is too vague regarding "occasionally used": These restrictions do not
apply to cleaning agents used in special formulations that are only occasionally used,
such as dried ink removers and blanket revivers.

It's not possible to check if a cleaning agent is used occasionally or maybe even regularly
and very often it's also unclear to applicants what occasionally really means.

e The criterion does not contain any ingredients based on halogenated hydrocarbons, ter-
penes, n-hexane, nonylphenols, N-methyl- 2-pyrrolidone or 2-butoxyethanol in concen-
trations > 0,10 % (weight by weight)

Please include an exclusion similar to the exlusion in the Blue Angel in "3.9.1 Offset print-
ing processes and further processing in all printing processes".

e Should be evaluated, could possibly be strictened.

Justification of the respondents answering “No”:
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e No comments.
Justification of the respondents answering “No opinion”:

e We believe that this question should be answered by experts in the this field.
3.3.12. Sub-criterion 2.5. Alkyl phenol ethoxylates, halogenated solvents and phthalates
Do you think that sub-criterion 2.5 should be changed?

Please, provide justification for your answer.

Table 26. Responses to question 3.12. Sub-criterion 2.5. Alkyl phenol ethoxylates, halogenated solvents and
phthalates. Do you think that sub-criterion 2.5 should be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers | Share
Yes | 1 3.33%
No . 17 56.67%
No opinion | | 10 33.33%
No Answer i 2 6.67%

Justification of the respondents answering “Yes”:
e Should be evaluated, could possibly be strictened.

Justification of the respondents answering “No”:

e Please take into account the above proposal regarding this criterion for inclusion in the
User Manual (**°).

e No comments.

e This criterion efficiently excludes potentially hazardous substances and should therefore
be kept.

Justification of the respondents answering “No opinion”:
e We believe that this question should be answered by experts in the this field.

3.3.13. Sub-criterion 2.6. Further restrictions applying to printing inks, toners and varnishes
Do you think that sub-criterion 2.6 should be changed?

Please, provide justification for your answer.

Table 27. Responses to question 3.13. Sub-criterion 2.6. Do you think that sub-criterion 2.6 should be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers | Share
Yes [ | 3 10%
No I 18 60%
No opinion N 6 20%
No Answer 3 10%

135 This proposal refers to the comment listed in section 3.2.5 of Annex 3:

| believe that the current set of criteria should not be changed. Instead, more support should be provided to
applicants. For example, regarding Criterion 2.5, the User Manual should include a list of potential alkylphenol
ethoxylates, halogenated solvents, and phthalates that may be present in the applicable raw materials. For
Criterion 3.4, 'Deinkability,’ and Criterion 4, ‘'Emissions,’ the User Manual should present practical case studies.
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Justification of the respondents answering “Yes”:

Please exlude PFAS in printing inks and varnishes. Please also see the Blue Angel: "3.8.6
Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) in printing inks and varnishes".

Should be evaluated, could possibly be strictened.

The products should only contain aliphatic hydrocarbons with chain length C10 to C20 of
the following C > 35 (with max. share of C20 to C35 of 5 %): micro-cristalline waxes,
vaseline, polyolefin, paraffin or Fischer-Tropsch waxes.

For printing inks, less than 0.1 wt-% of aromatic hydrocarbons originating from mineral
oil should be used. For heatset printing inks, max. 1 % may be used because aromatic
hydrocarbons are evaporated and destroyed in the dryer.

Full answer will be sent by e-mail (**®).

Justification of the respondents answering “No”:

No comments.

This is a well-balanced set of criteria and restrictions that efficiently excludes hazardous
substances. We suggest to keep this strict criterion as it is to encourage - now that suit-
able consumables are avialable - further users to apply for the EU Ecolabel.

Justification of the respondents answering “No opinion”:

We believe that this question should be answered by experts in the this field.

3.3.14. Sub-criterion 2.7. Toluene recovery from rotogravure printing

Do you think that sub-criterion 2.7 should be changed?

Please, provide justification for your answer.

Table 28. Responses to question 3.14. Sub-criterion 2.7. Toluene recovery from rotogravure printing. Do you
think that sub-criterion 2.7 should be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers Share
Yes | 1 3.33%
No [ 15 50%
No opinion N 11 36.67%
No Answer i 3 10%

Justification of the respondents answering “Yes”:

136 Full contribution received via email:

The products should only contain aliphatic hydrocarbons with chain length C10 to C20 of the following C > 35 (with
max. share of C20 to (35 of 5 %): micro-cristalline waxes, vaseline, polyolefin, paraffin or Fischer-Tropsch waxes.

For printing inks, less than 0.1 wt-% of aromatic hydrocarbons originating from mineral oil should be used. For
heatset printing inks, max. 1 % may be used because aromatic hydrocarbons are evaporated and destroyed in the

dryer.

The following PAH should not exceed 0.2 mg/kg in the printing ink: benzo[a]pyrene, benzo[e]pyrene,
benzo[alanthracene, benzo[b]fluoranthene, benzolj]fluoranthene, benzolk]fluoranthene, chrysene, dibenzo[a,h]
anthracene, benzo[g,h,ilperylene, indeno[1,2,3-cdlpyrene. In addition the sum of these PAH must not exceed 1 mg/kg.

Reason: The listed substances are harmful to human health and should be avoided.
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e Should not be allowed.
Justification of the respondents answering “No”:
e No comments.
e The declaration of compliance should be verified by an external expert (**).

Justification of the respondents answering “No opinion”:

e We believe that this question should be answered by experts in the this field.

e | have no knowledge about this.

3.3.15. Sub-criterion 3.1. Removability of non-paper parts (in criterion 3 on recyclability)
Do you think that sub-criterion 3.1 should be changed?

Please, provide justification for your answer.

Table 29. Responses to question 3.15. Sub-criterion 3.1. Removability of non-paper parts (in criterion 3 on
recyclability). Do you think that sub-criterion 3.1 should be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers | Share
Yes 0 0%

No . 20 66.67%
No opinion | Il ‘7 ‘23.33%
No Answer i 3 10%

Justification of the respondents answering “No”:

e | find the requirement sensible and easy to document.

e The recognised standard Aticelca 502-2022 allows to measure how easy it is to separate
a component. This standard should be considered in place of the self-declaration.

e No comments.
e Even if the phrasing of the criterion is minimal, the rules for assessment are sufficient.

Justification of the respondents answering “No opinion”:

e We believe that this question should be answered by experts in the this field.

e Not applicable for upstream chemicals used for paper and cellulose based articles.
3.3.16. Sub-criterion 3.2. Repulpability
Do you think that sub-criterion 3.2 should be changed?

Please, provide justification for your answer.

137 This feedback was provided in a language not included among the 24 official EU languages. The feedback has been

translated.
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Table 30. Responses to question 3.16. Sub-criterion 3.2. Repulpability. Do you think that sub-criterion 3.2 should
be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers Share
Yes | 1 3.33%
No [ 17 56.67%
No opinion | N 9 30%
No Answer i 3 10%

Justification of the respondents answering “Yes”:

e Avoid using plastic sleeves for unadressed printed products, because it inhibits repulping
and recyling, therefore it is better to do it with paper envelopes.
By using the Cepi Recyclability Test Method V2, companies can easily test for repulpabil-
ity. This test method should be considered to be added to the PTS and Aticelca methods.

Justification of the respondents answering “No”:

e Avoid plastic sleeves for unadressed printed products, because they inhibit repulping and
recycling. The use of paper envelopes would be better.

e Using the Cepi Recyclability Test Method V2, companies can easily test for repulpability.
This test method should be considered to be added to the PTS and Aticelca methods.

e No comments.

Justification of the respondents answering “No opinion”:
e We believe that this question should be answered by experts in the this field.

3.3.17. Sub-criterion 3.3. Adhesives removability
Do you think that sub-criterion 3.3 should be changed?

Please, provide justification for your answer.

Table 31. Responses to question 3.17. Sub-criterion 3.3. Adhesives removability. Do you think that sub-criterion
3.3 should be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers | Share
Yes I 1 3.33%
No [ 16 53.33%
No opinion | N 10 33.33%
No Answer 3 10%

Justification of the respondents answering “Yes”:

e By using the Cepi Recyclability Test Method V2, companies can easily test for the remov-
ability of adhesive applications. This test method should be considered to be added.

Justification of the respondents answering “No”:

e Using the Cepi Recyclability Test Method V2, companies can easily test for the remova-
bility of adhesive applications. This test method should be considered to be added.

e No comments.

Justification of the respondents answering “No opinion”:

e We believe that this question should be answered by experts in the this field.
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3.3.18. Sub-criterion 3.4. Deinkability

Do you think that sub-criterion 3.4 should be changed?

Please, provide justification for your answer.

Table 32. Responses to question 3.18. Sub-criterion 3.4. Deinkability. Do you think that sub-criterion 3.4 should
be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers Share
Yes [ | 4 13.33%
No . 19 63.33%
No opinion | Il 4 13.33%
No Answer ||l 3 10%

Justification of the respondents answering “Yes”:

| think a simplification is appropriate here.

There is a strong need for a more general approach like in the Austrian Ecolabel or the
Blue Angel.

Within the last years printing and finishing technologies have been expanded significantly.
Taking this into account, good deinkability by conventional deinking technolgy (INGEDE
method) is abolutely necessary to preserve the well established recycling loop and meet
the EU goals of sustainablity.

Therefore, as a minimum intensification in criterion 3.18 the term "shall" should be re-
placed by "'must".

See my answer in point 3.4 (1%8).

Justification of the respondents answering “No”:

Please take into account the above proposal regarding this criterion for inclusion in the
User Manual (**°).

Using the Cepi Recyclability Test Method V2, companies can easily test for deinkability.
This test method should be considered to be added.

Include PTS as accepted method.

Envelopes are not recycled in a special loop in the majority of cases. The criteria of de-
inking is only applicable for isolated recycling where no other types or products are mixed
during the process.

Please note that the INGEDE Method is not valid for waterbased printing ink - maybe this
should be pointed out.

138 Answer to point 3.4 by this respondent was: Some genetic testing for different paper qualities and deinking should be
allowed. Here you can find inspiration in the way Nordic Ecolabel has set up their standard for printed matter.

139 This proposal refers to the comment listed in section 3.2.5 of Annex 3:

| believe that the current set of criteria should not be changed. Instead, more support should be provided to
applicants. For example, regarding Criterion 2.5, the User Manual should include a list of potential alkylphenol
ethoxylates, halogenated solvents, and phthalates that may be present in the applicable raw materials. For Criterion
3.4, 'Deinkability," and Criterion 4, 'Emissions,' the User Manual should present practical case studies.
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e We appreciate that deinking criteria are aligned for many Ecolabels and suggest to keep
the criterion to avoid further complication. Passing the test is already a challenge for
many printing processes or ink/substrate combinations, even with the existing criteria.

e Absolute necessity to maintain the special conditions of assessment for envelopes.

Justification of the respondents answering “No opinion”:

e We should have "a common database" or simply an excel sheet where we collect results
of all the tests conducted with different ink-paper-combinations.

e We believe that this question should be answered by experts in the this field.

3.3.19. Sub-criterion 4.1. Emissions to water from rotogravure printing (in criterion 4 on emis-
sions)

Do you think that sub-criterion 4.1 should be changed?

Please, provide justification for your answer.

Table 33. Responses to question 3.19. Sub-criterion 4.1. Emissions to water from rotogravure printing (in
criterion 4 on emissions). Do you think that sub-criterion 4.1 should be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers Share
Yes [ | 4 13.33%
No I 9 30%
No opinion | N 13 43.33%
No Answer |l 4 13.33%

Justification of the respondents answering “Yes”:

e In the Blue Angel we have a requirement for Chromium VI.Please see "3.9.8 Emissions of
chromium VI in wastewater in rotogravure printing". For us it is not clear why here (3.19)
is no specific Cr VI-requirement, but in 3.20.

e See above, should not be allowed.

e A maximum of the concentration in the wastewater would be easier to measure and
easier to prove.

Justification of the respondents answering “No”:

e No comments.

Justification of the respondents answering “No opinion”:
e We believe that this question should be answered by experts in the this field.

3.3.20. Sub-criterion 4.2. Emissions from installations covered by Directive 2010/75/EU of the Eu-
ropean Parliament and of the Council or equivalent installations

Do you think that sub-criterion 4.2 should be changed?

Please, provide justification for your answer.
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Table 34. Responses to question 3.20. Sub-criterion 4.2. Emission from installations covered by Directive
2010/75/EU of the European parliament and of the Council or equivalent installations. Do you think that sub-
criterion 4.2 should be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers Share
Yes [ | 4 13.33%
No [ 13 43.33%
No opinion | N 9 30%
No Answer |l 4 13.33%

Justification of the respondents answering “Yes”:

e | think a simplification is appropriate here.

e Should be evaluated and the requirement should be related to the amount of the printed
matter.

e Introduce 1,0 kg VOC/tonne of paper for heat set web offset printing. Blue Angel appli-
cants have shown that it is possible to achieve values below 1,0 kg VOC per tonne of
paper by applying zero isopropanol in dampening solution.

Measurements of raw gas in integrated heatset web offset machines is difficult; more
instruction should be provided how to determine destruction efficiency in case raw gas
measurement is impossible.

Justification of the respondents answering “No”:

e Please take into account the above proposal regarding this criterion for inclusion in the
User Manual(**).

e No comments.
Justification of the respondents answering “No opinion”:

e We believe that this question should be answered by experts in the this field.

e Please have a look into the VOC-emissions of the Blue Angel. If the values in the Blue
Angel are more ambitious then consider these values in the review.

3.3.21. Sub-criterion 4.3. VOCs emission from printing processes not covered by Directive
2010/75/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council

Do you think that sub-criterion 4.3 should be changed?

Please, provide justification for your answer.

140 This proposal refers to the comment listed in section 3.2.5 of Annex 3:

| believe that the current set of criteria should not be changed. Instead, more support should be provided to applicants.
For example, regarding Criterion 2.5, the User Manual should include a list of potential alkylphenol ethoxylates,
halogenated solvents, and phthalates that may be present in the applicable raw materials. For Criterion 3.4,
'Deinkability,” and Criterion 4, 'Emissions,' the User Manual should present practical case studies.
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Table 35. Responses to question 3.21. Sub-criterion 4.3. VOCs emission from printing processes not covered
by Directive 2010/75/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council. Do you think that sub-criterion 4.3
should be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers Share
Yes [ | 4 13.33%
No [ ] 14 46.67%
No opinion | N 9 30%
No Answer i 3 10%

Justification of the respondents answering “Yes”:

| think a simplification is appropriate here.

The collection and reporting of VOC emission data is very tricky. Applicants need lots of
assistance on this topic. Maybe an overall threshold would simplify the process for appli-
cants if the collection of emission data seperately for different printing processes is not
common or possible.

Our problem, that the calculator didn't count with the afterburner. The TVOC input to the
dryer is more than 10 kg, BUT after the afterburner system it is lower than 1 kg C/h, so it
should be monitored at least once a year according to EN 12619. INK, chemicals go to
dryer than go to afterburner than go to chimney.

Reduce 4,5 -> 3,0 kg VOC/tonne of paper for sheet fed offset printing.

Reduce 2,0 -> 1,0 kg VOC/tonne of paper for heat set web offset printing.

It is possible to reduce isopropanol content in dampening solution in offset machinery to
zero and achieve low VOC values by using efficient VOC cleaning equipment as only VOC
containing material (see many Blue Angel applications).

Justification of the respondents answering “No”:

Please take into account the above proposal regarding this criterion for inclusion in the
User Manual (**).

No comments.
The requested declaration should be verified by a control laboratory (*42).

BUT: check the feasibility/accuracy of the Spreadsheets provided for calculation (User
Manual) !

Justification of the respondents answering “No opinion”:

We believe that this question should be answered by experts in the this field.

141 This proposal refers to the comment listed in section 3.2.5 of Annex 3:

| believe that the current set of criteria should not be changed. Instead, more support should be provided to
applicants. For example, regarding Criterion 2.5, the User Manual should include a list of potential alkylphenol
ethoxylates, halogenated solvents, and phthalates that may be present in the applicable raw materials. For Criterion
3.4, 'Deinkability," and Criterion 4, 'Emissions,' the User Manual should present practical case studies.

142 This feedback was provided in a language not included among the 24 official EU languages. The feedback has been
translated.
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3.3.22. Sub-criterion 5.1. Waste management system (in criterion 5 on waste)
Do you think that sub-criterion 5.1 should be changed?

Please, provide justification for your answer.

Table 36. Responses to question 3.22. Sub-criterion 5.1. Waste management system (in criterion 5 on waste).
Do you think that sub-criterion 5.1 should be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers Share
Yes 0 0%

No . 19 63.33%
No opinion | N 8 26.67%
No Answer ||l 3 10%

Justification of the respondents answering “No”:

e In my opinion, waste management is an important part.
e No comments.

Justification of the respondents answering “No opinion”:
e We believe that this question should be answered by experts in the this field.

3.3.23. Sub-criterion 5.2. Paper for recycling from printing facilities
Do you think that sub-criterion 5.2 should be changed?

Please, provide justification for your answer.

Table 37. Responses to question 3.23. Sub-criterion 5.2. Do you think that sub-criterion 5.2 should be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers Share
Yes [ | 4 13.33%
No [ ] 12 40%
No opinion N 11 36.67%
No Answer ||l 3 10%

Justification of the respondents answering “Yes”:

e SMEs can hardly comply with the offset threshold of 23%.
e The maximum of sheet offset should be 20%, flexo printing should be at 11%.

e The graphic industry is under pressure, among other things, because the printed editions
are continuously falling. The natural waste percentage of paper when setting up machines
etc. is therefore increasing. This applies especially to sheet-fed offset and partly also to
digital printing.

e The figures for Maximum waste paper % could be rechecked, in relation with current best
practices.

Justification of the respondents answering “No”:
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e |tis necessary to decrease the percentage of waste paper (**).
Justification of the respondents answering “No opinion”:

e We believe that this question should be answered by experts in the this field.

e Please have a look into the Blue Angel criterion. Some values are (maybe) more ambitious
and could be adapted.

3.3.24. Sub-criterion 5.3. Paper for recycling from stationery paper product and carrier bags pro-
duction sites

Do you think that sub-criterion 5.3 should be changed?

Please, provide justification for your answer.

Table 38. Responses to question 3.23. Sub-criterion 5.3. Paper for recycling from stationery paper product and
carrier bags production sites. Do you think that sub-criterion 5.3 should be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers Share
Yes | 2 6.67%
No [ 15 50%
No opinion N 10 33.33%
No Answer i 3 10%

Justification of the respondents answering “Yes”:

e |tis necessary to decrease the percentage of waste paper (**4).

e The figures (amount fo waste paper %) could be rechecked in relation with current best
practices.

Justification of the respondents answering “No”:

e The requirements are easy to implement.

e 199% for envelopes looks realistic for several production methode (sheet and reel produc-
tion).

e No comments.

Justification of the respondents answering “No opinion”:
e We believe that this question should be answered by experts in the this field.

3.3.25. Criterion 6 - Energy use
Do you think that ‘criterion 6 - Energy use’ should be changed?

Please, provide justification for your answer.

145 This feedback was provided in a language not included among the 24 official EU languages. The feedback has been

translated.

144 This feedback was provided in a language not included among the 24 official EU languages. The feedback has been

translated.
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Table 39. Responses to question 3.25. Criterion 6 - Energy use. Do you think that ‘criterion 6 - Energy use’
should be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers Share
Yes [ 4 13.33%
No [ ] 16 53.33%
No opinion | Il 7 23.33%
No Answer i 3 10%

Justification of the respondents answering “Yes”:

e Should be evaluated and strictened (absolute requirements).

e Data should be collected to define benchmarks and set minimum requirements regarding
greenhouse gas emissions per printed matter for each of the categories with clear scope
definitions.

e (riterion should add use of green energy

e Reference could be made to a climate calculator, e.g. ClimateCalc.eu, which is widely used
in the graphic industry in Europe. Based on this, goals can also be set. The result of the
company's climate accounting must be uploaded in the application.

Justification of the respondents answering “No”:

e The requirement makes sense.

e Please have a look into the Blue Angel 3.12 Requirements for energy consumption, There
are some clearer and more ambitious measures to save energy.

e Assessment and verification requirement are strict but necessary to ensure continuous
improvement of energy efficiency.

e Sufficient and coherent.

Justification of the respondents answering “No opinion”:
e We believe that this question should be answered by experts in the this field.

3.3.26. Criterion 7 - Training
Do you think that ‘criterion 7 - Training’ should be changed?

Please, provide justification for your answer.

Table 40. Responses to question 3.26. Criterion 7 - Training. Do you think that ‘criterion 7 - Training’ should be

changed?
Option Bar indicator Number of answers | Share
Yes | 1 3.33%
No I 19 63.33%
No opinion N 7 23.33%
No Answer 3 10%

Justification of the respondents answering “Yes”:

e The applicant shall provide to the Competent Body also a sample of training material
which needs to be updated every 2 years

Justification of the respondents answering “No”:

e The requirement makes sense.
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e No comments.

3.3.27. Criterion 8 - Fitness for use
Do you think that ‘criterion 8 - Fitness for use’ should be changed?

Please, provide justification for your answer.

Table 41. Responses to question 3.27. Criterion 8 - Fitness for use. Do you think that ‘criterion 8 - Fitness for
use’ should be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers Share
Yes I 1 3.33%
No I 18 60%
No opinion | N 8 26.67%
No Answer |l 3 10%

Justification of the respondents answering “Yes”:
e The requirement should be removed.
Justification of the respondents answering “No”:

e Looks irrelevant for envelopes.
e No comments.

Justification of the respondents answering “No opinion”:
e No experience in assessment of this criteria.

3.3.28. Criterion 9 - Information on the product
Do you think that ‘criterion 9 - Information on the product’ should be changed?

Please, provide justification for your answer.

Table 42. Responses to question 3.28. Criterion 9 - Information on the product. Do you think that ‘criterion 3.9
- Information on the product’ should be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers | Share
Yes [ | 4 13.33%
No I 17 56.67%
No opinion 6 20%
No Answer i 3 10%

Justification of the respondents answering “Yes”:

e This requirement should be removed. It can be problematic to be able to print this infor-
mation on the printed paper product and it probably has no effect.

e Information on the product must be compliant with the Green claims Directive.
e no printing on envelopes - only on packaging.

e Information that shall appear on the paper bag product contains necessary information
of recycling. Additional information - this product has been produced using energy saving
solutions - could be added.

Justification of the respondents answering “No”:

e | find the current requirements good and easy to implement.
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Can you please clarify what is meant by paper bag in this question. We understand that
for the purposes of this survey paper bag here means paper carrier bag as defined by
commission decision 2020/1803.

We understand "paper bag" as "paper carrier bag" as defined by commission decision
2020/1803. Please clarify if this is what is meant.

can you please clarify what is meant by paper bag in this question.
We understand that for the purposes of this surbey paper bag here means paper carrier
bag as defined by commission decision 2020/1803.

The statement ‘Please collect used paper for recycling’ is very confusing for consumers.
Instead, a simple message should be used, e.g.: 'Please recycle' or 'Please recycle in the
paper bin'.

No comments.

3.3.29. Criterion 10 - Information appearing on the EU Ecolabel

Do you think that ‘criterion 10 - Information appearing on the EU Ecolabel’ should be changed?

Please, provide justification for your answer.

Table 43. Responses to question 3.29. Criterion 10 - Information appearing on the EU Ecolabel. Do you think
that ‘criterion 10 - Information appearing on the EU Ecolabel’ should be changed?

Option Bar indicator Number of answers | Share
Yes | 4 13.33%
No ] 17 56.67%
No opinion N 7 23.33%
No Answer i 2 6.67%

Justification of the respondents answering “Yes”:

Justification

Information on the product must be compliant with the Green claims Directive.
No printing on envelopes - only on packaging.

It is important that the logo and text do not take up too much space, as it is otherwise
often omitted in a printed matter. Here, inspiration can perhaps be drawn from the new
Nordic Ecolabel (The Swan).

of the respondents answering “No”:

| find the current requirements good and easy to implement.
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Annex 4. Supplementary information about market analysis
PRODCOM and market analysis

PRODCOM is the classification of goods used for statistics in value and quantity on industrial
production in the EU. It is abbreviated from the French Production Communautaire and it is regulated
by the Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2020/1197 (**°). Figure 7 shows the classification
of activities, products and goods at level of world, EU and Member States. Figure 7 describes how
PRODCOM classification relates to the other classifications.

PRODCOM was developed in a close relationship with Combined (tariff and statistical) Nomenclature
(CN) for external trades, which is strictly related to Harmonised System used in the World Custom
Organization. The basic building blocks of PRODCOM are the European Classification of Economic
Activities (NACE) (**¢) and the European Classification of Products by Activity (CPA) (*#’). Products are
identified in PRODCOM via their eight-digit code, the PRODCOM List (**®). The first four digits of a
PRODCOM code refer to the NACE classification, the first six digits refer to the CPA classification, and
the last two digits are created specifically for PRODCOM.

145 European business statistics. COMMISSION IMPLEMENTING REGULATION (EU) 2020/1197 of 30 July 2020 laying
down technical specifications and arrangements pursuant to Regulation (EU) 2019/2152 of the European Parliament
and of the Council on European business statistics repealing 10 legal acts in the field of business statistics. Available
at this link.

146 The statistical classification of economic activities NACE Revision 2. Regulation (EC) No 1893/2006. Available at this
link.

147 Statistical Classification of Products by Activity. COMMISSION REGULATION (EU) No 1209/2014 of 29 October 2014
amending Regulation (EC) No 451/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing a new statistical
classification of products by activity (CPA) and repealing Council Regulation (EEC) No 3696/93. Available at this link.

148 PRODCOM list 2024. Available at this link. Last accessed on 31 October 2024.

116


https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A02020R1197-20220101&qid=1701451377454
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A02006R1893-20190726
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A02006R1893-20190726
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX%3A32006R1893
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32014R1209&qid=1701454467738
https://showvoc.op.europa.eu/#/datasets/ESTAT_PRODCOM_List_2024/data

Figure 7. Statistical classifications of activities, products and goods at the level of the world, EU and Member
States

ACTIVITIES PRODUCTS GOODS GOODS GOODS

. Economic activities &% Goods and services Industrial production Externaltrade e Analytical purposes

X .
European '!

Statistical
System (ESS)

World Customs | European Statistical | United Nations
Organization System Statistics Division

O

National level

Source: (European Commission: Statistical Office of the European Union, 2024)

NACE is based on the International Standard Industrial Classification of All Economic Activities
(ISIC), which is a standard classification of economic activities used by the United Nations (*°). Both
NACE and ISIC are four-digit codes, which define four levels of description from the first to the last
digit: sections, divisions, groups and classes. At the level of division (the first two digits), NACE and
ISIC are identical and refer to the same activity. At level of group and classes (the third and the
fourth digits), NACE and ISIC refer to different products/activities (**°).

The NACE codes were established in 1970. Along with the evolution of the industrial scenery, the
NACE codes were subjected to several revisions resulting in changes over time. From 1995 to 2007,
the PRODCOM data were based on NACE Rev. 1.1, whereas from 2008 onwards the PRODCOM data
were based on NACE Rev. 2. The NACE Rev. 1.1 classification has 17 sections and 62 divisions,
whereas the NACE Rev. 2 counts with 21 sections and 88 divisions. The newest version NACE Rev.
2.1. will be applied from 2025 onwards and will include 22 sections and 87 divisions. The changes
between different versions of NACE are supported by conversion tables, which can show sometimes
(1) lack of direct correspondence between the old and new codes, and (2) merging of two or more
codes into one (*3%).

149 The UNSTATS webpage is available at this link. Last accessed on 31 October 2024.
150 The introductory guidelines to NACE Rev. 2. Available at this link. Last accessed on 29 July 2025.
151 Eurostat website. Available at this link. Last accessed on 29 July 2025.
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https://unstats.un.org/unsd/classifications/Econ/isic
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-manuals-and-guidelines/-/ks-ra-07-015
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/nace/correspondence-tables

Approximately every 2 or 3 years, the PRODCOM Working Group updates the PRODCOM list to reflect
changes in the production of goods in the European Union. These changes occur with a frequency set
by the technological developments in the industries and as driven by the related
nomenclatures(European Commission: Statistical Office of the European Union, 2024).

Features of PRODCOM data influencing market analysis

PRODCOM dataset DS-056120 includes several indicators. In this analysis, the following indicators
were used:

— PRODVAL: value of sold production

— PRODQNT: quantity of sold production
— EXPVAL: value of export

— EXPQNT: quantity of export

— IMPVAL: value of import

— IMPQNT: quantity of import

— QNTUNIT: unit used to report quantities

The PRODCOM user’'s manual reports the following features (European Commission: Statistical Office
of the European Union, 2024).

PRODQNT

When a PRODCOM code does not report the unit in QNTUNIT, the figure of PRODQNT is not required
to be reported. Additionally, figures could be missing due to confidentiality.

EXPQNT and IMPQNT

Comext (*°?) is the dataset disseminating the international trades in goods statistics. PRODCOM
extracts information from Comext. Most of PRODCOM codes have a complete reference to CN,
meaning that there is full comparability between data from PRODCOM and data from CN. However,
data could be missing from PRODCOM when:

e the corresponding trade data on quantity cannot be provided for PRODCOM codes for
which unit of measure is not consistent with unit of measure given in CN, even if a
PRODCOM code has a complete CN reference and/or;

e [f there is no clear link between PRODCOM and CN.

Apparent consumption

The apparent consumption is obtained summing the production to the import and then subtracting
the export. The use of this economic indicator should consider the following aspects:

(3) The integration of production and trade data is challenged by the possible heterogeneity be-
tween the PRODCOM codes and the trade data reported by Comext.

152 Comext dataset. Available at this link. Last accessed on 31 October 2024.

118


https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/comext/newxtweb/

(4) The thresholds above which businesses are represented in PRODCOM and Comext could differ.

(5) Data reported in PRODCOM refer to a specific year, but there are temporal delays in produc-
tion, import and exports. However, the delays are reduced when data are considered over
several years.

(6) The value of exports cannot always be compared directly with that of sold production.

(@) Sold production is based on the ex-work selling price (***), whereas exports are eval-
uated at the time the goods cross the border.

(b) Imported goods can be exported again with a different value, either without being
modified or after industrial processing.

(7) Some figures of quantity of sold production could be missing because of confidentiality or
because Member States are exempted to report them when quantity units are not specified
for the specific PRODCOM code.

Supplementary information about the EU market

Table 44 reports all the PRODCOM codes that include products belonging to the scope of Commission
Decision 2020/1803.

153 Ex-work selling price does not include any transportation cost, which is addressed by the buyer.
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Table 44. PRODCOM codes reporting products belonging to the scope of Commission Decision 2020/1803

Product group PRODCOM ‘ PRODCOM description

code
Printed paper 18111000 Printed newspapers, journals and periodicals, appearing at least four times a week
18121100 Printed new stamps, stamp-impressed paper, cheque forms, banknotes, etc.
18121230 Printed commercial catalogues
18121250 Printed trade advertising material (excluding commercial catalogues)
18121300 Printed newspapers, journals and periodicals, appearing less than four times a week
18121407 Printed books, brochures, leaflets and similar printed matter, in single sheets
18121414 Printed books, brochures, leaflets and similar printed matter (excluding in single
sheets)
18121421 Printed children’s picture, drawing or colouring books
18121428 Printed dictionaries and encyclopaedias, and serial instalments thereof
18121435 Printed maps, hydrographic or similar charts, in book-form
18121442 Printed maps, hydrographic or similar charts (excluding in book-form)
18121449 Printed postcards, whether or not illustrated
Printed cards bearing personal greetings, messages or announcements, whether or not
18121456 . . - . .
illustrated, with or without envelopes or trimmings
18121463 Printed pictures, designs and photographs
18121910 Printed calendars of any kind, including calendar blocks
18121920 Printed music (including braille music)
18121930 Printed transfers (decalcomanias)
18121990 Other printed matter, n.e.c.

Stationery paper Box files, letter trays, storage boxes and similar articles of paper or paperboard of a

LOBLISEY kind used in offices, shops or the like
17231230 Envelopes of paper or paperboard
17231250 Letter cards, plain postcards and correspondence cards of paper or paperboard
Boxes, pouches, wallets and writing compendiums of paper or paperboard, containing
17231270 g
an assortment of paper stationery
17231313 Registers, account books, order books and receipt books, of paper or paperboard
17231315 Notebooks, letter pads, memorandum pads, of paper or paperboard
17231317 Diaries, of paper or paperboard
Engagement books, address books, telephone number books and copy books, of paper
17231319 - o
or paperboard (excluding diaries)
17231330 Exercise books, of paper or paperboard
17231350 Binders, folders and file covers, of paper or paperboard (excluding book covers)
17231380 Albums for samples, collections, stamps or photographs, of paper or paperboard
Other paper and paperboard, of a kind used for writing or printing or other graphic pur-
17231400 -
poses, printed, embossed or perforated
Paper carrier bag 17211230 Sacks and bags, with a base width > 40 cm, of paper, paperboard, cellulose wadding or
products webs of cellulose fibres
17211250 Sacks and bags of paper, paperboard, cellulose wadding or webs of cellulose fibres

(excluding those with a base width > 40 cm)
Source: PRODCOM database (Sold production, exports and imports - DS-056120)
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Getting in touch with the EU
In person

All over the European Union there are hundreds of Europe Direct centres. You can find the
address of the centre nearest you online (european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/meet-us en).

On the phone or in writing

Europe Direct is a service that answers your questions about the European Union. You can
contact this service:

— by freephone: 00 8006 7 8 9 10 11 (certain operators may charge for these calls),
— at the following standard number: +32 22999696,

— via the following form: european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/write-us en.

Finding information about the EU
Online

Information about the European Union in all the official languages of the EU is available on the
Europa website (european-union.europa.eu).

EU publications

You can view or order EU publications at op.europa.eu/en/publications. Multiple copies of free
publications can be obtained by contacting Europe Direct or your local documentation centre
(european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/meet-us en).

EU law and related documents

For access to legal information from the EU, including all EU law since 1951 in all the official
language versions, go to EUR-Lex (eur-lex.europa.eu).

EU open data

The portal data.europa.eu provides access to open datasets from the EU institutions, bodies
and agencies. These can be downloaded and reused for free, for both commercial and non-
commercial purposes. The portal also provides access to a wealth of datasets from European
countries.


https://european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/meet-us_en
https://european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/write-us_en
https://european-union.europa.eu/index_en
https://op.europa.eu/en/publications
https://european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/meet-us_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/
https://data.europa.eu/en

Science for policy

Publications Office
of the European Union

The Joint Research Centre (JRC) provides
independent, evidence-based knowledge and
science, supporting EU policies to positively
impact society
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