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Executive summary  

Context and objectives 

 The development of EU methodÏÌÏÇÉÅÓ ÆÏÒ 0%& ÁÎÄ /%& ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ %5 ȰSingle Market for Green 

Products Initiativeȱ 

Since 2011, the European Commission has worked towards the development of a harmonised 

methodology for the calculation of the environmental footprint of products (PEF) and organisations 

(OEF). Building on a number of existing standards and guidance documents, technical guidelines 

have been developed. These guidelines provide requirements on how to calculate a PEF or an OEF, 

as well as on how to create product or sector-specific methodological rules called Product 

Environmental Footprint Category Rules (PEFCRs) or Organisation Environmental Footprint Sector 

Rules (OEFSRs) to be used for comparisons between products or between organisations. 

In April 2013, the #ÏÍÍÉÓÓÉÏÎ ÁÄÏÐÔÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ Ȱ"ÕÉÌÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 3Éngle Market for Green 

0ÒÏÄÕÃÔÓȱȢ 4ÈÅ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÇÕÉÄÅÓ %#ȭÓ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÅÌÄ ÏÆ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÉÍÐÁÃÔ ÏÆ 

products and organisations for the coming years and confirmed that the work on PEF and OEF 

methodologies would be pursued with a three-year testing period aiming at developing product- 

and sector-specific rules. The communication also recommends the use of PEF and OEF to measure 

and communicate the life cycle environmental performance of products and organisations for 

Member States, companies, private organisations and the financial community. 

 Importance and challenges of compliance systems for PEF and OEF declarations 

Economic actors tend to distrust environmental claims. There is a general perception among 

consumers that companies are competing on their claims rather than on making true efforts on 

environment issues. This might result in consumers or public administrations not buying green 

products or not considering environmental risks adequately. 

In order to ensure that information on the environmental performance of products and 

organisations is reliable, there is a need to verify such information. However, a key specificity of 

PEF/OEF declarations is that they are partly based on impacts that cannot be directly measured on 

the product (e.g. the energy consumed during manufacturing of a product) or on the organisation 

sites (e.g. indirect GHG emissions). Consequently, the validity of a declaration cannot be entirely 

guaranteed with tests on the products or on-site inspections. 

 Identifying appropriate compliance systems applicable to PEF/OEF declarations 

In this context, this study aims at identifying and describing the most appropriate options for 

compliance systems applicable to PEF/OEF declarations. The specific objectives are the following: 

 Review and describe existing compliance systems applied to mandatory or 

voluntary schemes for products or organisations; 

 Analyse the international trade rules and their relevance for PEF/OEF compliance 

systems; 
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 Define and characterise various options for operational verification activities as 

well as broader policy orientations to be applied in the context of future PEF/OEF 

compliance system; 

 Identify and describe the key factors that could influence the reliability and the 

cost of the future PEF/OEF compliance system; 

 Provide recommendations on the most suitable option(s) for PEF/OEF 

declarations. 

Findings of the review of existing schemes 

 A diversity in existing schemes, which in turn favours a diversity of compliance systems 

In a first step, 27 schemes were reviewed, including schemes that primarily address the 

environmental performance of products or organisations (and from that perspective, share common 

objectives with PEF/OEF) as well as schemes that address issues such as economic/social 

sustainability criteria or quality/safety aspects (i.e. not directly related to PEF/OEF). These latter 

schemes were considered relevant since they are mostly well-established, long-running compliance 

systems that cover a wide range of product categories. Among the initial list of 27 schemes a wide 

diversity was observed in terms of: 

 Scope ɀ Product-or organisation-oriented scheme 

 Topics ɀ Environment, social, quality, safety, etc.; 

 Regulatory framework ɀ Voluntary initiative, mandatory policy; 

 Scheme owners ɀ Private or public schemes; 

 Geographical coverage ɀ National, EU, international. 

In a second step, the specific features of the compliance systems for 14 selected schemes were 

studied focusing on: 1/ the design and rules governing their compliance systems, and 2/ the concrete 

implementation of the compliance system. The cross-analysis shown a wide variety of technical 

features, as described in the following table. 
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How are the rules of the scheme structured? 

Requirements for 
operators: 
Set of rules that 
may be applied to 
product and 
organisations 

Standalone 
document 
GOTS: single standard 
document 
Label LUCIE: single 
evaluation framework  

General Principles 
and national versions 
FSC and RSPO 
Ȱ0ÒÉÎÃÉÐÌÅÓ ÁÎÄ 
#ÒÉÔÅÒÉÁȱ Ãompleted 
with national 
standards 

Generic standards 
and product 
standards 
FLO International 
generic standards an d 
additional standards 
applying to particular 
producer types 

No generic standard, 
product-specific 
requirements only 
Blue Angel or Green 
Seal: no generic 
overarching 
requirements. 
Requirements 
classified by product 
categories 

Requirements written 
in law 
For mandatory 
schemes, such as the 
EUTR 

Guidance for 
operators 
Non-normative 
documents in 
addition to 
requirements 

Additional guidance provided by the scheme owner 
In voluntary schemes such as FSC, MSC, RSPO or 
Fairtrade 
In mandatory contexts ɀ see for instance EC guidance 
document for EUTR 

Certifiers explain to operators how they work and how 
they will assess compliance with the standards. 
FLO-CERT for instance, makes publicly available its 
Ȱ#ÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÃÅ #ÒÉÔÅÒÉÁȱ ɉwhich are established to translate 
requirements into verifiable control points) 

Guidance and 
requirements for 
verifiers 

Requirements and/or guidance can be developed for third-party verifiers. 
Requirements for certifications bodies available in e.g. MSC, FSC and GOTS schemes 
In some cases, such procedures are intentionally not made publicly available (e.g. NF and GS mark) 

Stakeholders 
involved in the 
development of 
the requirements 

Any actor interested in entering the 
scheme can propose requirements  
In Blue Angel and NF schemes, any 
actor can propose a new set of 
requirements for a product category 
that does not exist yet. 

Procedures for standards 
development and revision 
In a number of international schemes 
(e.g. FSC, MSC, RSPO, GOTS) 
procedures are based on identification 
and consultation of affected 
stakeholders as well as possible public 
consultations 

Voluntary schemes recognized by 
institutions  
Case of the RED: This scheme 
establishes EU sustainability criteria 
for biofuels. To prove compliance with 
the criteria, stakeholders of the biofuel 
sector can develop voluntary 
ȰÓÕÓÔÁÉÎÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÓÃÈÅÍÅÓȱ ÔÈÁÔ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ 
recognised by the EC. 

How are verification activities carried out? 

Parties involved 
in verification 

First-party verification Third-party verification 

First-party verification 
possible, under certain 
conditions 
e.g. Japan Ecoleaf, CE 
marking system, GHG 
Protocol Standard for 
products) 

The owner of the scheme is 
the certifier 
e.g. Green Seal Type I 
Ecolabel, European Social 
Label 

The owner of the scheme 
created a separate entity 
for certification   
e.g. Carbon Trust with 
Carbon Trust Certification 
Limited, Fairtrade scheme 
with FLO and FLO-CERT 

Verification activities 
carried out by an 
independent registered 
certification body  
In FSC, MSC and RSPO 
schemes, only independent 
certification bodies 
accredited by the ASI  

Scope of the 
assessment 

Focus on the product itself and its measurable technical 
characteristics 
Schemes tackling issues related to quality or safety (e.g. CE 
marking, NF, GS mark) tend to focus on these aspects. In such 
schemes, production processes can also be verified as well as 
quality management systems within the organisation. 

Verification of characteristics that are mostly 
invisible in the final product 
In schemes related to sustainability issues, verification 
activities have to cover the entire value chain 
including the producers and the traders. 

Balance between 
ex-ante and ex-
post verification 
activities 
 
Verification before 
or after placing the 
product on the 
market 

Thorough initial conformity check 
but no follow-up 
e.g. Japanese ISO Type III 
environmental label Ecoleaf 

No prior third-party verification 
required before declaration of 
compliance but checks in case of 
suspicion 
e.g. Australian NGER scheme 
post-reporting audits maybe initiated 
for any reason (but in particular, when 
the authorities have a suspicion of 
non-compliance). 

Certification cycles 
e.g. FSC, MSC, RSPO, Fairtrade, Label 
LUCIE, NF. The cycle begins with 
initial verification activities then 
surveillance activities are performed 
on a regular basis (common 
frequencies are every year or every 
two years) and finally, a renewal 
procedure is launched. 

What is the governance of the compliance system? 

Governance 
 
Who has authority 
and decision-
making power? 

In EU policies such as EU organic farming label or EUTR, a competent authority implements its own compliance 
system in each Member State. The final decision on the compliance or non-compliance of an operator is made at the 
national level. 

In international voluntary schemes such as FSC and MSC, an important emphasis is made on the governance structure. 
It is essential for the credibility and transparency of such schemes that the power remains balanced between sectors, 
regions, and private and public interests. Only certifications bodies can assess compliance and decide whether a 
certificate can be awarded. The certification activity market is open to any certification body as long as it is accredited. 
Other schemes, such as the Blue Angel or Fairtrade schemes, also have a multi-stakeholder approach in their 
governance but only with one body performing certification activities (RAL and FLO-CERT, respectively). 
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 Several factors play a role on a compliance sysÔÅÍȭÓ ÒÅÌÉÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ 

FÁÃÔÏÒÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÐÌÁÙ Á ÒÏÌÅ ÏÎ Á ÃÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÃÅ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȭÓ ÒÅÌÉÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÁÒÅ ÄÅÓÃÒÉÂÅÄ ÂÅÌÏ×Ȣ )Ô ÍÕÓÔ ÂÅ 

underlined that a single factor on its own cannot make a scheme reliable or unreliable. Instead, a 

given factor plays a role in the overall reliability, while interacting, influencing and being influenced 

by other factors. 

Name Higher reliability Lower reliability 

Initial conformity 
assessment 

The initial assessment includes documentary check, 
testing when relevant, audit, interviews, etc. The initial 
assessment also applies to the supply chain. 

The initial assessment is only based on documentation /  
There is no initial assessment. 

Surveillance 
Surveillance is undertaken every year with a complete 
analysis (similar to initial assessment). 

There are surveillance activities only in case of suspicion 
/ There is no surveillance activity. 

Intervention of a 
verifier 

External and accredited verifier required. 
Internal verifier required / 
No requirement for a systematic intervention of a 
verifier. 

Validity of the proof 
of compliance 

The proof of compliance is valid for a limited and short 
time (e.g. one year). 

The proof of compliance is valid until a case of non-
compliance is identified. 

Flexibility  

The standards are adapted to the type of products, the 
type of operators using the scheme (small producers, 
traders, etc.), the operators have a period to remedy 
instances of non-compliance. The verification procedure 
and its costs are adapted to the type of operators and 
their means (in terms of human or economic resources).  

The standards, the cost, the verification procedure, the 
consequences in case of non-compliance are similar for 
every operator.  

Transparency 
The standards, the verification guide and requirements, 
information on complaints and their resolution, the costs, 
the cases of misuse are available and highly transparent. 

The documentation is not publicly available. 

Traceability 

There is a considerable effort regarding traceability, 
records are kept for a defined time (more than 5 years), a 
control system for the verification of compliance and 
traceability is implemented along the supply chain. 

The management of traceability is insufficient with for 
instance little or no record-keeping requirements. 

Management of 
invisible 
characteristics 

There is an in-depth verification of embedded/invisible 
impacts: the verification includes on-site inspection of 
supplier sites and interviews of stakeholders. 

The operator only has to provide an attestation. 

Consequences of 
non-compliance 
and misuse 

Misuse can lead to sanctions such as fines or 
prosecutions. The operator has to correct the non-
compliance in a determined time frame. 

There is no consequence. 

Governance 
The scheme is developed and implemented by a multi-
stakeholder organisation with various interests 
represented (e.g. NGOs, companies, associations, etc.). 

The scheme is overseen by an organisation close to 
private interests, with no public consultation; or by a 
group of two companies; or each MS establishes its own 
verification process; or a company can create the 
standards for its sector.  
The scheme is developed and managed by a private 
company with only corporate stakeholders. 

Recognition 
The label is internationally known and recognised to be 
reliable and credible.  

The label is not known. 
The label is known but its credibility is highly questioned. 

 High certification success rates are commonly observed 

This can be explained by the attitude adopted by the scheme owners and verifiers towards 

operators: verification controls can be performed in the spirit of learning and continuous 

improvement, aiming at improving operator practices and giving time to take into account 

observations made by verifiers. 

Although observed success rates are high, most of the operators undergoing a certification process 

have to provide corrective measures. The share between minor and major corrective measures 

varies according the schemes. 

 De-certification due to a complaint remains rare. 

Complaints procedures initiated by third-parties appear to have relatively limited overall impact on 

de-ÃÅÒÔÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÂÕÔ ÔÈÅÙ ÁÒÅ ÅÓÓÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÈÅÍÅȭÓ ÃÒÅÄÉÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ ÔÒÁÎÓÐÁÒÅÎÃÙȢ 
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Findings of the WTO rules analysis 

 WTO contains a number of disciplines that may be of relevance for an EU PEF/OEF scheme; 

which ones will, however, depend on the binding/non-binding nature of such schemes 

The most important rules are contained in the TBT Agreement and the GATT. In light of recent WTO 

case law, regulatory measures that do not force economic operators to disclose and communicate a 

PEF-profile (i.e. the results of a PEF study) of their products, but only allow them to make certain 

ÃÌÁÉÍÓ ÒÅÌÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓȭ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÆÏÏÔÐÒÉÎÔ ÉÆ ÔÈÅÙ ÕÓÅ ÔÈÅ %5 0%& ÓÃÈÅÍÅ ɉÉÎÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ 

its compliance system), would have to be considered a technical regulation under the TBT 

Agreement. 

 WTO law is not addressed at private actors 

Any private scheme laying down requirements for products or organisation, but not linked to 

mandatory legal rules is not subject to any specific WTO obligations 

This applies by extension to compliance systems that are part of such schemes. 

 For EU measures on OEF, WTO law will only become relevant to the extent that these schemes 

have a trade component 

Options for the operational verification of the PEF/OEF studies 

 Three levers for providing reassurance 

The examination of the control points related to PEF/OEF requirements as well as the analysis of the 

illustrative verification activities based on existing PCRs revealed that there are three major levers to 

provide reassurance in the results of a PEF/OEF study, namely verification of the methodology, of 

the input data, and of the LCA calculations. However, none of these levers is sufficient in itself to 

give confidence in the results of a PEF or OEF study. 

Therefore, the key principle that drove the development of the options is that the best approach 

shall be a balanced mix of activities related to each lever: 1/ LCA rules and underlying assumptions 2/ 

the data reliability and traceability, and 3/ how these two aspects are transcribed in terms of 

calculations in the LCA tool. 

 Three options referring ÔÏ ÔÈÒÅÅ ȰÌÅÖÅÌ ÏÆ ÖÅÒÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎȱ 

Proposed options ×ÅÒÅ ÄÅÒÉÖÅÄ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÏÆ ȰÌÉÍÉÔÅÄ ÁÓÓÕÒÁÎÃÅȱ ÁÎÄ ȰÒÅÁÓÏÎÁÂÌÅ ÁÓÓÕÒÁÎÃÅȱȢ 

The concept is also increasingly used for non-financial verification, as for instance in CSR report 

auditing. Through each level of verification, a certain level of confidence in the results is sought. The 

more intense the verification, the higher the level of confidence should be at the end of the 

verification process. 

Level of 
verification 

Lever Description 

Level 1 
(very) limited 
assurance 

Methodology 
Á Verification of the PEF report compliance with major (i.e. basic* ) PEF 

guidance/PEFCR methodological requirements. 

Input data 
Á Verification of the reliability and traceability of 20-30% of the specific activity 

data (based only on documentary checks of activity data). 

LCA calculations Á Verification of tool settings. 
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Level of 
verification 

Lever Description 

Level 2 
Limited assurance  
 
Level 1 verification 
and: 

Methodology 
Á Review of the PEF report compliance with additional (i.e. intermediate* ) PEF 

guidance/PEFCR methodological requirements. 

Input data 

Á Verification of the reliability and traceability of 20-30% of the specific activity 
data (based on advanced documentary checks, and if necessary other types of 
verification activities). 

Á Verification of the reliability and traceability of 20-30% of the generic data (based 
on documentary checks). 

LCA calculations 

Á Verification of tool modelling for the basic PEF/PEFCR methodological 
requirements in the LCA tool. 

Á Verification of proper implementation of 20-30% of the specific activity data and 
corresponding calculations in the LCA tool. 

Level 3 
Reasonable 
assurance 
 
Level 2 verification 
and: 

Methodology 
Á Review of the PEF report compliance with additional (i.e. advanced* ) PEF 

guidance/PEFCR methodological requirements. 

Input data 

Á Verification of the reliability and traceability of 60-80% of the specific activity 
data (based on advanced documentary checks; and if necessary audits, review of 
data collection procedures, etc.). 

Á Verification of the reliability and traceability of 60-80% of the generic data (based 
on documentary checks). 

LCA calculations 

Á Verification of proper implementation of the intermediate PEF/PEFCR 
methodological requirements in the LCA tool. 

Á Verification of proper implementation of the 60-80% specific activity data and 
corresponding calculations in the LCA tool. 

Recommendations 

 Best practices 

Terminology 

 Use and refer to ISO standards and CE regulations definitions. 

Design and structure of the requirements of the scheme 

 Develop generic standards and product/sector standards. 

 Develop additional guidance for operators. 

 Develop guidance and requirements for verifiers (e.g. documents clarifying 

control points). 

 Involve all interested parties in the development of requirements. 

Verifications activities 

 !ÄÊÕÓÔ ÔÈÅ ȰÉÎÔÅÎÓÉÔÙȱ ÏÆ ÖÅÒÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÅÄ ÄÅÐÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÏÎ: 

 the level of risk associated with non-compliance, (similar approach as, 

for instance, in quality/safety schemes); 

 the level of reassurance being sought to ensure the overall credibility of 

the scheme, for instance in sustainability-related voluntary schemes; 

 the existing constraints in terms of costs, resources, available 

techniques, etc. 
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 Prefer third-party verification whenever required (i.e. linked with the required 

intensity of verification). 

Governance of the compliance system 

 Governance of the scheme must favour multi-party involvement (important for 

scheme acceptability, credibility and recognition). 

 Recommendation for operational verification activity in the context of testing verification 

processes (pilots) 

The best option would be ȰÌÅÖÅÌ Ψ ,ÉÍÉÔÅÄ ÁÓÓÕÒÁÎÃÅȱ. It can be seen as an achievable first step with 

a proper balance between cost/simplicity/stakes/reliability. 

 Recommendation for the global design of the future PEF/OEF compliance system 

Given the diversity of products and sectors to be covered by PEF/OEF compliance system, it is 

recommended to ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐ Á ȰÍÅÔÁ ÃÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÃÅ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȱ ÔÈÁÔ ÃÁÎ ÁÃÃÏÍÍÏÄÁÔÅ ÖÁÒÉÏÕÓ ÓÙÓÔÅÍÓ ÁÎÄ 

in particular the three following possible directions: 

 Strengthening existing system for PEF/OEF 

This position can be seen as a business as usual scenario with a number of top-

priority improvements actions, most notably systematic third-party verification 

and EU-defined operational verification procedures/rules. 

 Limited involvement of public authorities 

This proposition is partly inspired by the Australian NGER scheme as regards to 

the strong balance towards surveillance activities, and by the EU Renewable 

Energy Directive as regards the rules developed by industry. In this proposition, 

the involvement of public authorities remains limited with the view of limiting 

costs borne by public authorities. Public authorities focus on surveillance and 

operators themselves define the operational rules. 

 Certification cycles 

This proposition is inspired from schemes using a certification cycle (Fairtrade, 

FSC, etc.). The compliance system is based on certification cycles with initial 

certification and surveillance through monitoring and renewal activities. 

A possible option for companies performing PEF (respectively OEF) studies on a 

regular basis and consequently producing numerous PEF profiles the compliance 

system could include the possibility for the company carrying out the PEF study 

to perform the verification procedure itself, with the intervention of an internal 

verifier. 

The directions/systems to be selected should depend on the product categories/sectors and be 

based on a risk analysis. According to the level of risk associated with non-compliance for a given 

product/sector, the compliance system used within the PEF/OEF scheme could differ in order to put 

more emphasis on the verification of products/sectors where a false declaration would have bigger 

(environmental) consequences. 
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Chapter 1.  Introduction  

This report contains six chapters: 

 Chapter 1 is an introduction listing the key aspects of the context of the project as 

well as its objectives and the methodology employed; 

 Chapter 2 provides definitions of relevant terminology and concepts used in this 

study; 

 Chapter 3 presents the main outcomes of the initial review of existing schemes 

that were considered relevant for this study; and further focuses on the specific 

features of the compliance systems for a number of selected schemes. 

 Chapter 4 addresses the issue of the applicable WTO rules for compliance 

systems; 

 Chapter 5 suggests three options for operational verification activities as well as 

three possible directions for the future compliance system that could be applied 

to PEF and OEF declarations. This chapter also includes a discussion on key 

factors that could influence the cost of future PEF/OEF verification activities; and 

 Chapter 6 provides key learnings and recommendations. 

1.1 The general context for product and organisation 

environmental information  

1.1.1 Development of EU methodologies for PEF and OEF 

Policy Background 

In December 2008, the European Council invited the European Commission to develop 

methodologies facilitating the establishment of carbon audits for organisations and carbon 

footprints for products1. 

In response to the Council conclusions, the European Commission performed studies on Product 

Carbon Footprint2 and corporate GHG reporting3 that involved analysing existing leading 

methodologies and initiatives, and how they might relate to future policies. It appeared that for 

some products and sectors, GHG emissions are not the most significant environmental aspect. In 

these areas, other environmental impacts of products and organisations should be taken into 

                                                                    

1
 Council of the European Union, 2008. Sustainable Consumption and Production and Sustainable Industrial Policy Action 

Plan ɀ Council conclusions, Brussels, 5 December 2008. 

2
 European Commission ɀ DG Environment, 2010. Product Carbon Footprinting ɀ a study on methodologies and initiatives 

ɀ Final report ɀ July 2010. 

3
 European Commission ɀ DG Environment, 2010. Company GHG Emissions Reporting ɀ a Study on Methods and 

Initiatives ɀ Revised final report ɀ October 2010. 
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consideration in order to reflect their environmental performance. Consequently, the Commission 

decided to extend the work towards other environmental aspects and initiated, via DG JRC-IES, the 

development of two harmonised European methodologies based on a life cycle assessment 

approach, namely the Product Environmental Footprint (PEF) and the Organisation Environmental 

Footprint (OEF). 

)Î ΨΦΧΧȟ ÔÈÅ ÐÕÂÌÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ Ȱ2ÏÁÄÍÁÐ ÔÏ Á 2ÅÓÏÕÒÃÅ %ÆÆÉÃÉÅÎÔ %ÕÒÏÐÅȱ4 has further strengthened 

and clarified the role of these environmental footprint methodologies ɀ i.e. to provide a common 

methodological approach to enable Member States and the private sector to assess, display and 

benchmark the environmental performance of products, services, and companies. 

In addition, in the context of the 2012 review of the Sustainable Consumption and Production 

Industrial Policy (SCP/SIP) Action Plan, the Commission conducted a study on different options for 

communicating environmental information for products5. This project investigated different design 

options for product-related environmental information displayed to consumers. Its overall objective 

was to examine different mechanisms and vehicles for communicating product-level environmental 

information to consumers in order to determine what mecÈÁÎÉÓÍÓ ×ÉÌÌ ÍÁØÉÍÉÓÅ ÃÏÎÓÕÍÅÒÓȭ usage, 

understanding, and ability to compare between different substitutes. 

First pilot on the methodology 

In 2011, the EC via its JRC-IES produced two sets of draft guidelines as a basis for the future 

European methodology for PEF and OEF. Following the publication of these guidelines, the EC 

organised in 2011/2012 a testing phase of the product and corporate footprint methodologies 

involving in pilot studies a limited number of volunteering industries from various sectors6 aiming to 

provide lessons and feedback about the implementability of the draft methodology (added value, 

implementation barriers, costs, accessibility to SMEs, data confidentiality issues, etc.). 

After the testing phase, JRC-IES carried out an in-depth analysis of the findings of the pilot studies, 

which led to revised versions of the technical guidelines. These technical guidelines provide 

requirements on how to calculate a PEF or an OEF, as well as on how to create product or sector-

specific methodological rules called Product Environmental Footprint Category Rules (PEFCRs) or 

Organisation Environmental Footprint Sector Rules (OEFSRs) to be used for comparisons between 

products or between organisations. 

Single Market for Green Products Initiative 

In 2012, the Commission carried out an impact assessment investigating various policy options for 

assessing the life-cycle environmental performance of products and organisations. 

                                                                    

4
 European Commission, 2011. Communication from the commission to the European parliament, the council, the 

European economic and social committee and the committee of the regions ɀ Roadmap to a Resource Efficient Europe ɀ 

Brussels, 20.9.2011 ɀ COM(2011) 571 final. 
5
 The study was performed by BIO in 2011 for DG ENV - BIO Intelligence Service (2012), Study on different options for 

communicating environmental information for products, Final report prepared for the European Commission ɀ DG 

Environment. Available at: 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/eussd/pdf/footprint/ProductsCommunication_Final%20Report.pdf 
6
 Food, feed and drinks, Retailers, Public Administrations, ICT, Water services, Energy production, Paper, Mining, 

Chemicals, Footwear, Televisions were the products/sectors for which the draft PEF/OEF methods have been tested. 
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Based on the conclusions of this impact assessment7, in April 2013, the Commission adopted the 

ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ Ȱ"ÕÉÌÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 3ÉÎÇÌÅ -ÁÒËÅÔ ÆÏÒ 'ÒÅÅÎ 0ÒÏÄÕÃÔÓȱ8. This communication will guide 

%#ȭÓ activities in the field of environmental impact of products and organisations for the coming 

years. In particular, this communication confirmed that the work on PEF and OEF methodologies 

would be pursued with a three-year testing period aiming at developing product- and sector-specific 

rules. 

This new pilot goes further into the practical deployment of the methods. Indeed, its main 

objectives are to:  

 Set up and validate the process of the development of PEFCRs and OEFSRs, 

including the development of environmental benchmarks9 for each of them; 

 Building on the outcomes of the present study, identify appropriate compliance 

systems for PEF and OEF, including ex-ante verification (i.e. before public release 

of the declaration) and ex-post verification (i.e. after public release of the 

declaration); and, 

 Test, in collaboration with stakeholders, different approaches and channels for 

business-to-consumer and business-to-business communication. 

The communication comes along with a recommendation10 on the use of PEF and OEF as the 

common methods to measure and communicate the life cycle environmental performance of 

products and organisations for Member States, companies, private organisations and the financial 

community. Final guides of both methods are annexed to the Commission recommendation11,12. 

                                                                    

7
 Impact Assessment Accompanying the document Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament and 

the Council ɀ Building the single market for green products: facilitating better information on the environmental 

performance of products and organisations. COM(2013) 196 final ɀ SWD(2013) 112 final 
8
 European Commission, 2013. Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council: 

Building the Single Market for Green Products ɀ Facilitating better information on the environmental performance of 

products and organisations. Brussels, 9.4.2013 ɀ COM(2013) 196 final. BIO and partners carried out an the assessment of 

this communication. 

9
 Setting a benchmark involves the identification of the average model available in the market, and the definition classes 

of environmental performance based on this analysis. 

10
 European Commission, 2013. Commission Recommendation of April 9 2013 on the use of common methods to measure 

and communicate the life cycle environmental performance of products and organisations ɀ Text with EEA relevance) ɀ 

2013/179/EU 

11
 European Commission, 2013. Annex II: Product Environmental Footprint (PEF) guide to the Commission 

Recommendation on the use of common methods to measure and communicate the life cycle environmental performance 

of products and organisations 

12
 European Commission, 2013. Annex III: Organisation Environmental Footprint (OEF) guide to the Commission 

Recommendation on the use of common methods to measure and communicate the life cycle environmental performance 

of products and organisations 
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1.1.2 Compliance systems for PEF and OEF declarations 

Importance of compliance systems 

Economic actors tend to distrust environmental claims, both those attached to products and those 

ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÄ ÉÎ ÃÏÍÐÁÎÉÅÓȭ Corporate Social Responsibility or environmental reports. This situation 

could discourage organisations that are truly committed to improving their environmental 

performance. For instance, almost half of the European consumers do not trust the environmental 

performance information communicated on products13. Perception of green claims is deteriorating 

in the society, with a general feeling that companies are competing on their claims rather than on 

making true efforts on environment issues. 

This might result in consumers or public administrations not buying green products and investors 

not freeing funds for environmental investments or not considering environmental risks adequately. 

Therefore, in order to ensure that information on the environmental performance of products and 

organisaÔÉÏÎÓ ÉÓ ÒÅÌÉÁÂÌÅ ɉÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔ ÆÏÒ ÂÏÔÈ ÃÏÎÓÕÍÅÒÓȭ ÃÏÎÆÉÄÅÎÃÅ ÁÎÄ for an ȰÅÖÅÎ ÐÌÁÙÉÎÇ ÆÉÅÌÄȱ 

for companies), there is a clear need to verify such information with appropriate tools. Two key 

aspects can be distinguished:  

 Verification of the correctness of the methodology and data used (e.g. 

appropriate methodological choices for allocations, appropriate modelling, right 

use of specific and generic data); and, 

 6ÅÒÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ȰÔÒÁÃÅÁÂÉÌÉÔÙȱ ÔÏ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔȾÏÒÇÁÎÉÓÁÔÉÏÎ ɉÅȢÇ. the product put on the 

EU market corresponds with the one described in the attached PEF declaration).  

Main challenges 

A key specificity of PEF/OEF declarations is that they are based on impacts that cannot be directly 

measured on the product (e.g. the energy consumed during manufacturing of a mobile phone) or on 

the organisation sites (e.g. Scope 3 emissions in the carbon footprint of organisations). 

Consequently, the validity of the declaration cannot be entirely guaranteed with tests on the 

products or on-site inspections. 

In addition, other challenges are foreseen as regards verification activities and they should be taken 

into account when defining potential compliance systems/mechanisms, including:  

 Costs to ensure compliance (for all interested parties: manufacturers, companies, 

public authorities, etc.); 

 Data availability and complexity of the supply chain; 

 Possibility of fraud and associated risks; and, 

 Competencies of verifiers. 

                                                                    

13
 European Commission, 2009. Flash Eurobarometer 256 on Europeans' attitude towards the issue of sustainable 

consumption and consumption ɀ Analytical report 
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1.2 Objectives of the study  

This study aims at identifying and describing the most appropriate options for compliance systems 

applicable to PEF/OEF declarations. The specific objectives are the following: 

 Review and describe existing compliance systems applied to mandatory or 

voluntary schemes for products or organisations with a particular emphasis on 

systems which address the issue of embedded/indirect characteristics; 

 Analyse the international trade rules and their relevance for PEF/OEF compliance 

systems; 

 Define and characterise various options for operational verification activities as 

well as broader policy orientations to be applied in the context of future PEF/OEF 

compliance system; 

 Building on the examples of existing schemes, identify and describe the key 

factors that could influence the reliability and the cost of the future PEF/OEF 

compliance system; and, 

 Provide recommendations on the most suitable option(s) for PEF/OEF 

declarations. 

1.3 Data collection  

Based on a literature review, information for a selection of existing compliance 

systems/mechanisms at product and organisation levels, for voluntary or mandatory instruments 

covering embedded (for products) or indirect (for organisations) impacts was gathered. The review 

was summarized in two sets of factsheets ɀ ȰÄÅÓÃÒÉÐÔÉÖÅ ÆÁÃÔÓÈÅÅÔÓȱ ÁÎÄ ȰÃÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÃÅ ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÆÁÃÔ 

ÓÈÅÅÔÓȱ ɀ that are provided in Annexe 2 and Annexe 3 respectively. The first set of factsheets 

presents the research findings of the initial review of schemes. The second set of factsheets 

concentrates on the compliance systems of selected schemes. 

As a complement to the literature review, interviews were conducted in order to receive feedback 

on existing compliance systems as well as views on what type of verification activities would be 

suitable in the future for PEF and OEF declarations. The list of stakeholders involved in the study is 

presented in Annex 1. Fifteen different organisations and more than 20 individuals have been 

involved. Stakeholders from the following categories were targeted: 

 Owners of schemes (e.g. FSC, Carbon Trust) 

 Stakeholders involved in the definition, development or running of compliance 

systems (AFNOR Certification, Quebec ministry of Finance and Economy); 

 Operators are businesses, individuals or other entities that could use a scheme 

(on a voluntary or mandatory basis) and are subjected to the compliance systems 

(e.g. Danone, InVivo); 

 Companies or organisations carrying out verification activities (e.g. Deloitte, 

RAL gGmbH ) 

 Entities involved market surveillance (e.g. DGCCRF). 
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Chapter 2.  Terminology  and standards  

Although they may seem relatively common, certain terms used in this report have a specific 

meaning within the context of environmental footprinting, PEF/OEF methodologies, or conformity 

ÁÓÓÅÓÓÍÅÎÔȢ )Î ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎȟ ÓÏÍÅ ËÅÙ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔÓȟ ÓÕÃÈ ÁÓ ȰÓÃÈÅÍÅȱ ÏÒ ȰÃÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÃÅ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȱ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅ ÔÏ ÂÅ 

defined accurately in order to clarify the scope of the study. 

2.1 Basic terms  

It must be noted that for the purposes of this study, it is necessary to clarify the meaning of the 

following terms. 

PEF- or OEF-Profile 

The following definitions are taken from the guidance documents on the pilot phase14,15. 

! Ȱ0%&-0ÒÏÆÉÌÅȱ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÓÕÌÔ of a PEF study carried out in compliance with the PEF Guide or, where 

existing, with a specific PEFCR. 

An Ȱ/%&-0ÒÏÆÉÌÅȱ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÓÕÌÔ of an OEF study carried out in compliance with the OEF Guide or, 

where existing, with a specific OEFSR. 

PEF or OEF application 

As mentioned in the guides11,12, PEF or OEF studies may be used for a variety of purposes either in-

house or targeted at external parties: 

 In-house applications for both PEF and OEF may include support to 

environmental management; identification of environmental hotspots; and 

environmental performance improvement and tracking; and may implicitly 

include cost-saving opportunities. 

 External applications for PEF relate to Business-to-Business (B2B) or Business-to-

Consumer (B2C) communication. It may include responding to customer and 

consumer demands, marketing, benchmarking16, environmental labelling, 

supporting eco-design throughout supply chains, green procurement and 

responding to the requirements of environmental policies at European or 

Member State levels. 

                                                                    

14
 European Commission, 2013. Guidance for the implementation of the EU Product Environmental Footprint (PEF) during 

the Environmental Footprint (EF) pilot phase 

15
 European Commission, 2013. Guidance for the implementation of the EU Organisation Environmental Footprint (OEF) 

during the Environmental Footprint (EF) Pilot Phase 

16
 For PEF, benchmarking could for example include defining an average performing product (based on data provided by 

stakeholders or on generic data or approximations) followed by a grading of other products according to their 

performance versus the benchmark. 
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 External applications for OEF relate to stakeholders or Business-to-Business 

(B2B) communication as well as relationships with public authorities or investors. 

)Ô ÍÁÙ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÏÒÓȭ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÒÅÑÕÅÓÔÓȟ ÍÁÒËÅÔÉÎÇȟ 

benchmarking, and responding to requirements posed in environmental policies 

at European level or at the level of the individual Member States. 

Disclosure and communication of a PEF or OEF study 

The results of PEF study can be communicated in different forms that will depend on the intended 

application. As mentioned in the guidance documents for the implementation of the upcoming pilot 

phase17,18, to date the possible communication vehicles envisaged are: 

 For PEF: 

 PEF external communication report; 

 PEF performance tracking report; 

 PEF declaration; 

 PEF label. 

 For OEF: 

 OEF external communication report; 

 OEF performance tracking report. 

In ÔÈÅ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔ ÓÔÕÄÙȟ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÄÉÎÇ ȰÄÅÃÌÁÒÁÔÉÏÎȱ ÉÓ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÏÏÄ ÉÎ Á ÂÒÏÁÄ ÓÅÎÓÅ ɀ i.e. 

encompassing all of the above-mentioned forms ɀ as a claim on the environmental performance of a 

product or organisation made in the context of any of external applications. This claim may include a 

comparative assertion19. Note that in the case of PEF, Type III environmental declarations as defined 

in ISO 1402520 may be a potential external application of a PEF study. 

Scheme 

In the present study, a scheme refers to a policy, initiative, or methodology laying down a set of 

rules that may be applied to products or organisations to address any issue considered relevant (e.g. 

sustainability or quality/safety issues). A scheme can be voluntary or mandatory, adopted by private 

                                                                    

17
 European Commission ɀ DG Environment, 2013. Guidance for the implementation of the EU Product Environmental 

Footprint (PEF) during the Environmental Footprint (EF) pilot phase ɀ Version 3.0. Available at: 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/eussd/smgp/pdf/Guidance_products_3.0.pdf 

18
 European Commission ɀ DG Environment, 2013. Guidance for the implementation of the EU Organisation 

Environmental Footprint (OEF) during the Environmental Footprint (EF) Pilot Phase ɀ Version 2.0. Available at: 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/eussd/smgp/pdf/Guidance_organisations_2.0.pdf 

19
 A comparative assertion is an environmental claims regarding the superiority or equivalence of one product ɀ resp. 

organisation ɀ versus a competing product that performs the same function ɀ resp. versus a competing organisation 

providing the same product (definition adapted from ISO 14040:2006 ɀ Environmental management ɀ Life cycle 

assessment ɀ Principles and framework). 

20
 ȰType III environmental declÁÒÁÔÉÏÎÓȱ are quantitative, LCA-based claims of the environmental aspects of a certain good 

or service. See ISO 14025:2006 ɀ Environmental labels and declarations ɀ Type III environmental declarations ɀ Principles 

and procedures 
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or public entities, and can include elements such as rules on substantive standards to be fulfilled, 

specific methodologies, conformity assessments, eligibility criteria to enter the scheme, governance 

of the scheme, etc. 

More specifically in the field of quantification of environmental performance, a methodology is a 

means of calculating environmental indicators (e.g. GHG emissions for carbon footprinting). It 

provides guidance on calculation rules such as the boundaries of the system and the data to be used. 

For instance, the GHG Protocol standards21,22 can be classified as a methodology. An initiative tends 

to relate more to the report format and contents and public disclosure. It can refer to a specific 

method. For instance, the work of the Carbon Trust in the field of product and organisation carbon 

footprinting can be seen as an initiative23. There can be overlap between these two notions. 

Note that policies, initiatives and methods, may partially cover aspects related to quality-assurance 

and verification requirements. Examples of this are the GHG Protocol Standards or the PEF and OEF 

methodologies (see chapter 9 of PEF and OEF guides). 

Product-oriented or organisation-oriented schemes 

In product-oriented schemes, the final declaration relates to the product and maybe visible on it 

through a mark or a label. Rules of product-oriented schemes may focus on products characteristics 

or on various aspects of the value chain (e.g. production, processing, trade) and related traceability 

requirements or a combination of both aspects. Examples of product-oriented schemes are The Blue 

Angel, CE marking, GS mark, etc. 

In organisation-oriented schemes, the declaration (if any) is borne by the organisation or a part of it. 

Rules of organisation-oriented schemes may focus on organisation characteristics or on various 

aspects of the value chain (e.g. the relationships with suppliers and customers) and related 

traceability requirements or a combination of both aspects. Examples of organisation-oriented 

schemes are the French and UK mandatory corporate carbon reporting, Label LUCIE and the Green 

Seal sustainability standard for product manufacturers. 

Compliance system 

A compliance system can be seen as a set of mechanisms aiming at providing confidence in a given 

scheme to users or other target individuals or organisations. 

! ÃÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÃÅ ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÉÓ ÄÅÓÉÇÎÅÄ ÔÏ ÖÅÒÉÆÙ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÎ ȰÏÂÊÅÃÔȱ ɉÉȢÅȢ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔȟ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅȟ ÏÒ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÓÁÔÉÏÎɊ 

conforms to a specified set of rules or criteria, laid down in a standard or in a law. The compliance 

system helps to ensure that the object delivers on its promises. This involves carrying out 

verification activities based on specific methods, procedures, and tools in order to provide 

reassurance that the requirements are met. 

                                                                    

21
 World Resources Institute & World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WRI & WBCSD), 2004. GHG Protocol 

ɀ A Corporate Accounting and Reporting Standard ɀ Revised edition 

22
 World Resources Institute & World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WRI & WBCSD),2011. GHG Protocol ɀ 

Product Life Cycle Accounting and Reporting Standard 

23
 DG Environment, 2010. Company GHG Emissions Reporting ɀ a Study on Methods and Initiatives ɀ Revised final report ɀ 

October 2010. 
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Reliability of a compliance system 

In the present study, the reliability of the compliance system is the level of confidence provided by 

the verification process, that is to say the confidence that the statement (conformity or non-

conformity) made on the product/organisation is valid: 

 Issue of a statement of conformity when fulfilment of requirements is 

demonstrated; 

 Issue of a statement of non-conformity when non-fulfilment of requirements is 

demonstrated; 

The reliability of the compliance system can be seen as the opposite of the concept of ȰÖerification 

riskȱ which is used for instance by the European Commission for the verification of emissions reports 

required under the Directive 2003/87/EC ÁÎÄ ÄÅÆÉÎÅÄ ÁÓ ȰÔÈÅ ÏÖÅÒÁÌÌ ÒÉÓË ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÖÅÒÉÆÉÅÒ ÉÓÓÕÅÓ ÁÎ 

inappropriate verification opinionȱ24. 

Invisible or embedded/indirect characteristics 

4ÈÅ ÅØÐÒÅÓÓÉÏÎ ȰÉÎÖÉÓÉÂÌÅ characteristicsȱ ÉÓ ÕÓÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ÔÏ ÅÎÃÏÍÐÁÓÓ ÂÏÔÈ ÅÍÂÅÄÄÅÄ ÁÎÄ 

indirect characteristics. 

Embedded characteristics relate to particular features of a product that needs to be verified against 

a specified rule (in the context of the applicable compliance system) but cannot be measured or 

tested on the product itself either because it is technically impossible or cannot be done at a 

reasonable cost. Here are several examples in various contexts: 

 Environmental footprint of a product ɀ Amount of GHG emissions related to the 

energy consumption of the production phase in the declared carbon footprint 

over the life cycle of the product. 

 Fairtrade ɀ A requirement for fair-trade products is that a fair price is guaranteed 

to producers. 

 Ecolabel ɀ Ecolabel standards may require that a specific share of the product 

composition come from post-consumer recovered material. 

In the WTO terminology, such embedded characteristics ÁÒÅ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ȰÎÏn-product-related processes 

ÁÎÄ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÉÏÎ ÍÅÔÈÏÄÓȱ ɉ.02-PPMs ɀ see section 4.2.4). 

Embedded characteristics having a connection with environmental issues can be called embedded 

impacts. 

Indirect characteristics relate to particular aspects deriving from the activities of an organisation 

that needs to be verified against a specified rule but cannot be physically seen or measured during 

visits in the organisation and can only be verified through documentation. 

Here are several examples in various contexts: 

 Environmental footprint of an organisation ɀ Quantification of indirect GHG 

emissions related to the purchase of energy; 

                                                                    

24
 European Commission, 2012. Guidance Document ɀ The Accreditation and Verification Regulation ɀ 6ÅÒÉÆÉÅÒȭÓ ÒÉÓË 

analysis ɀ AVR Key guidance note no. II.2, Version of 12 July 2012 
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 Corporate Social Responsibility ɀ Insurance that suppliers of the organisation do 

not employ children; and 

 Indirect characteristics having a connection with environmental issues can be 

called indirect impacts. 

Traceability and Traceability to the product 

ISO 900025 defines traceability as ÔÈÅ ȰÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÔÏ ÔÒÁÃÅ ÔÈÅ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÙȟ ÁÐÐÌÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÒ ÌÏÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÁÔ 

which is under consideration [...] when considering a product, traceability can relate to: 

 The origin of materials and parts; 

 The processing history; 

 The distribution and location of the product after delivery. 

In the context of the present study Ȱtraceability to  the productȱ ÒÅÌÁÔÅÓ ÔÏ monitoring measures 

that aims at following a product (or its constituent elements) as it moves through successive stages 

of a supply chain in view of ensuring that the product was produced in compliance with the scheme 

requirements. This can be essential to maintaining consumer confidence, and therefore necessary to 

the success of a scheme. 

For instance in the case of the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) label, the compliance system 

should provide assurance to buyers that MSC-certified fish really comes from a MSC-certified 

fishery. In the case of PEF, it is essential that the product put on EU market really corresponds to the 

one described in the attached PEF declaration. 

2.2 Key terminology used in the field of conformity 

assessment 

Compliance of a product or organisation to specified requirements (described in e.g. international 

standards, technical regulations, and commercial specifications) can only be demonstrated with 

specific means. These means are provided through a conformity assessment. The concept of 

conformity assessment builds on specific terminology. Definitions presented in this section are 

based on ISO 17000 standard26 and EU regulations Regulation EC 765/200827. 

2.2.1 Conformity assessment 

ISO 17000 specifically defines a conformÉÔÙ ÁÓÓÅÓÓÍÅÎÔ ÁÓ ȰÁ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÅÄ 

ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÍÅÎÔÓ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÎÇ ÔÏ Á ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔȟ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓȟ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȟ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÏÒ ÂÏÄÙ ÁÒÅ ÆÕÌÆÉÌÌÅÄȱȢ 2ÅÇÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ %# 

765/2008 has a similar definition. 

                                                                    

25
 ISO 9000:2005 ɀ Quality management systems ɀ Fundamentals and vocabulary 

26
 ISO/IEC 17000:2004 ɀ Conformity assessment ɀ Vocabulary and general principles 

27
 Regulation (EC) No 765/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 9 July 2008 setting out the requirements 

for accreditation and market surveillance relating to the marketing of products and repealing Regulation (EEC) No 339/93 
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A notable characteristic of conformity assessments is that they can take on different forms, using 

different techniques undertaken by various entities according to the purposes for which they are 

being used. 

As regards the ISO definition, it must be noted that a service is regarded as a particular form of 

product. In addition, ȰÓpecified requirementsȱ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÃÏÎÔÁÉÎÅÄ ÉÎ ÓÕÐÐÌÉÅÒÓȭ ÏÒ ÐÕÒÃÈÁÓÅÒÓȭ 

specifications, national, regional or international standards or governmental regulations. 

Verification activities 

There are various manners of demonstrating the conformity. Different verification activities can be 

undertaken to gather information regarding the fulfilment of the specified requirements by the 

object being subjected to the conformity assessment. Major types of verification activities include: 

 Testing ɀ i.e. determination of one or more characteristics of an object of 

conformity assessment, according to a procedure. This typically applies to 

materials, products or processes. 

 Inspection ɀ Examination of a product design, product, process or installation and 

determination of its conformity with specific requirements or, on the basis of 

professional judgement, with general requirements. Inspection of a process may 

include inspection of persons, facilities, technology and methodology. 

 Audit ɀ Systematic, independent, documented process for obtaining records, 

statements of fact or other relevant information and assessing them objectively 

to determine the extent to which specified requirements are fulfilled. 

Parties 

Conformity assessments can be undertaken by many different individuals or organisations ɀ i.e. 

ȰÐÁÒÔÉÅÓȱȢ 0ÁÒÔÉÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÉÓed as follows: 

 First party ɀ the person or organisation that provides the object which is being 

assessed (e.g. supplier of a product or service). 

 Second party ɀ a person or organisation that has a user interest in the object (in 

general its purchaser, but also insurance companies or regulatory authorities). 

 Third party ɀ a person or body that is independent of the person or organisation 

that provides the object and of user interests in the object. 

In the case of commercial transactions such as the supply of a product or service, the supplier is the 

first party, the purchaser is the second party and any other organisation which has no commercial 

interest in the transaction is a third party. Using the example of a product, roles and activities could 

be shared as follows (based on )3/ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ Ȱ"ÕÉÌÄÉÎÇ ÔÒÕÓÔȱ28) 

 The first party provides the product and is responsible for its conformity with the 

specified requirements. These requirements could be the first partyȭs own 

specification, a specification provided by the purchaser or legal requirements 

relating to the product or any combination of the three. In any of these cases, 

                                                                    

28
 ISO & UNIDO, 2010. Building trust ɀ The Conformity Assessment Toolbox. 
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reference could be made to one or more national, regional or international 

standards; 

 The second party specifies its requirements and is responsible for assuring itself 

that the product conforms to them; and, 

 A third party could be requested by the first or second party to assess conformity 

of the product with the specified requirements and would be responsible for 

providing a statement of conformity (or non-conformity). 

Attestation, certification, accreditation  

An attestation  is an issue of a statement, based on a decision following review, that the fulfilment 

of specified requirements has been demonstrated. 

A certification  is an attestation made by a third party  such as a conformity assessment body. 

An accreditation is a third-party attestation related to a conformity assessment body conveying 

formal demonstration of its competence to carry out specific conformity assessment tasks. 

Independence 

ISO 17000 does not provide a ȰÏÎÅ-size-fits-ÁÌÌȱ definition of independence. Instead, this standard 

explains that the criteria for the independence of a body (e.g. inspection, certification or 

accreditation body) are provided in the standards applicable to their activities. 

For instance, in the case of ISO 17020 (see section 2.3), three types of inspection bodies (Types A, B 

and C) are described depending on their different degree of independence: 

 Type A bodies are third-parties independent of the parties involved in the design, 

manufacture, supply, installation, use or maintenance of inspected items 

 Type B bodies are in-house inspection bodies forming a separate independent 

part of an organisation involved in the mentioned activities. 

 Type C bodies must not be a separate part within the organisation but there must 

be a clear separation between inspection activities and other activities meaning 

that a person cannot inspect items designed, manufactured, maintained etc. by 

him. 

Specific independence criteria to be met by each type of inspection body are described in Annex A 

of ISO 17020 and include, among others, the following: 

 Type A ɀ The inspection body shall be independent of the other parties involved. 

 Type B ɀ A clear separation of the responsibilities of the inspection personnel 

from those of the personnel employed in the other functions shall be established 

by organizational identification and the reporting methods of the inspection 

body within the parent organization. 

 Type C ɀ The inspection body shall provide safeguards within the organization to 

ensure adequate segregation of responsibilities and accountabilities in the 

provision of inspection services by organization and/or documented procedures. 
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2.2.2 Surveillance & Market surveillance 

Conformity assessments can end when fulfilment of specified requirements has been demonstrated 

through attestation. When there is a need to provide continuing assurance of conformity, 

surveillance can be used. 

ISO 17000 defines surveillance as a systematic iteration of conformity assessment activities to 

maintain the validity of the statement of conformity. 

Market surveillance is a particular form of post attestation activity carried out by public authorities. 

In many countries, the regulatory authorities have a responsibility for protecting consumers and 

enforcing health and safety regulations by carrying out market surveillance. Economic constraints 

usually lead to a targeted surveillance, either concentrating on the highest areas of risk or 

responding to reports of non-conforming products. 

Regulation EC 765/2008 defines the concept of market surveillance ÁÓ ȰÔÈÅ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ ÃÁÒÒÉÅÄ ÏÕÔ ÁÎÄ 

measures taken by public authorities to ensure that products comply with the requirements set out 

in the relevant Community harmonisation legislation and do not endanger health, safety or any 

ÏÔÈÅÒ ÁÓÐÅÃÔ ÏÆ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔ ÐÒÏÔÅÃÔÉÏÎȱȢ 

In the framework of Regulation EC 765/2008, Member States must guarantee effective surveillance 

of their market. They are required to organise and carry out close monitoring so concerned products 

meet the requirements for protection of public interests such as health or safety. This is done 

through competent market surveillance authorities in each Member State. 

2.2.3 Ex-ante and ex-post verification activities 

As regards product-oriented schemes, ex-ante and ex-post verification activities refer to activities 

carried before or after placing the product on the market, respectively. In Regulation EC 765/2008, 

ȰÐÌÁÃÉÎÇ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÍÁÒËÅÔȱ ÓÈÁÌÌ ÍÅÁÎ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÒÓÔ ÍÁËÉÎÇ ÁÖÁÉÌÁÂÌÅ ÏÆ Á ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ #ÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙ 

market. 

Typically, market surveillance is ex-post verification. On the in other hand, initial conformity 

assessments are carried out before placing the product on the market. 

 

As regards the organisation-oriented schemes, the concept of ex-ante and ex-post verification 

activities could be applied to activities carried out before or after disclosure and communication of a 

statement related to a given scheme (reporting, organisation-level label, etc.). 

2.3 Standards used in the field of conformity assessment  

The general requirements for conformity assessment are laid down in the standards of the ISO/IEC 

17000 series. Among these standards, this section presents for informative purposes the ones that 

could be of interest when developing a compliance system for PEF/OEF declarations. 

ISO/IEC 17000:2004 ɀ Conformity assessment ɀ Vocabulary and general principles 

This standard specifies general terms and definitions relating to conformity assessment, including 

the accreditation of conformity assessment bodies. 
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ISO/IEC 17011:2004 ɀ Conformity assessment ɀ General requirements for accreditation bodies 

accrediting conformity assessment bodies 

This standard specifies general requirements for accreditation bodies assessing and accrediting 

conformity assessment bodies. 

ISO/IEC 17020:2012 ɀ Conformity assessment ɀ Requirements for the operation of various types of 

bodies performing inspection 

This standard specifies requirements for the competence of bodies performing inspection and for 

the impartiality and consistency of their inspection activities. It applies to inspection bodies of type 

A, B or C, as defined in ISO/IEC 17020:2012, and it applies to any stage of inspection. 

ISO/IEC 17021:2011 ɀ Conformity assessment ɀ Requirements for bodies providing audit and 

certification of management systems 

This standard is intended to certification bodies and is usually applicable in the context of 

organisation-oriented schemes. It contains principles and requirements for the competence, 

consistency and impartiality of the audit and certification of management systems of all types (e.g. 

quality management systems or environmental management systems) and for bodies providing 

these activities. 

ISO/IEC 17065:2012 ɀ Conformity assessment ɀ Requirements for bodies certifying products, 

processes and services 

This standard is intended to certification bodies and is usually applicable in the context of product-

oriented schemes. It contains principles and requirements for a body certifying products, processes 

and services against specific requirements. 
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Chapter 3.  Identification and review  of relevant  

schemes  

3.1 Initial identification of relevant schemes  

In order to gather information on various types of compliance systems applicable in existing 

schemes, an initial list of 27 schemes was established. This list was built with the intention to cover a 

wide variety of schemes so as to the favour a similar diversity in terms of compliance systems (e.g. 

the level of development, the stakeholders involved, the nature of the verification activities, etc.). 

The following criteria were used to draw up this list of schemes: 

 Scope ɀ Product-or organisation-oriented scheme 

 Topics ɀ Environment, social, quality, safety, etc.; 

 Regulatory framework ɀ Voluntary initiative, mandatory policy; 

 Scheme owners ɀ Private or public schemes; 

 Geographical coverage ɀ national, EU, international. 

The review included schemes that primarily address the environmental performance of products or 

organisations ɀ and from that perspective, share common objectives with the PEF and OEF 

methodologies ɀ as well as schemes that address issues that are not directly related to PEF/OEF, 

such as economic/social sustainability criteria or quality/safety aspects. These latter schemes were 

considered relevant for review because some components of their compliance systems could be 

ÕÓÅÆÕÌ ÆÏÒ 0%&Ⱦ/%& ÏÐÔÉÏÎÓȢ )Î ÐÁÒÔÉÃÕÌÁÒȟ ÓÕÓÔÁÉÎÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÁÓÐÅÃÔÓ ÏÆÔÅÎ ÒÅÌÁÔÅ ÔÏ ȰÉÎÖÉÓÉÂÌÅȱ 

characteristics of products and thus traceability to the product is essential (e.g. Fairtrade or FSC); 

furthermore, quality and safety schemes have well-established, long-running compliance systems 

that cover a wide range of product categories (e.g. NF, GS mark). 

Table 1 presents the schemes considered the most relevant. These schemes were examined in order 

to determine their potential for further analysis that would focus specifically on their compliance 

systems. 
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Table 1: Initial l ist of the 27 schemes reviewed 

Name 
Scope ( product 
or organisation) 

Topic 
Regulatory 
framework 

Owners (public/private) Geographical coverage 

Australian National Greenhouse and Energy 
Reporting (NGER) 

Organisation Environment (GHG emissions) Mandatory Public (Clean Energy Regulator) Australia 

Blue Angel (Blauer Engel) Product 
Environment (climate, water, 
resources, environment and health) 

Voluntary 
Public (German Federal Ministry for the 
Environment ɀ BMU)  

International (originally designed for the 
German market) 

Carbon Trust ɀ Organisational carbon footprint 
and Value chain carbon footprint 

Organisation Environment (GHG emissions) Voluntary Private (Carbon Trust) International (initiated in the UK) 

Carbon Trust ɀ Product carbon footprint Product Environment (GHG emissions) Voluntary Private (Carbon Trust) International (initiated in the UK) 

CE marking Product Quality and Safety Mandatory Public (EU) 
Products sold in EEA and produced in 
EAA or in third countries 

EU Organic farming label Product  Environment (Organic farming) Voluntary Public (EU) 
Products sold in EU and produced in EU 
or in third countries 

EU Timber Regulation (EUTR) ɀ EU Regulation 
No 995/2010 

Product Sustainable resource use (Wood) Mandatory Public (EU) 
Timber and timber products sold in EU, 
wherever they are produced 

European Social Label Organisation  Social (Social climate) Voluntary Private (European Social Label Institute) EU 

Forest Stewardship Council (FSC)  Product Sustainable resource use (Wood) Voluntary Private (FSC International) International 

French mandatory framework for corporate 
GHG reporting (Grenelle II law ɀ Art. 75) 

Organisation Environment (GHG emissions) Mandatory Public (French authorities) France  

GHG Protocol ɀ Ȱ#ÏÒÐÏÒÁÔÅȱ ÁÎÄ Ȱ#ÏÒÐÏÒÁÔÅ 
6ÁÌÕÅ #ÈÁÉÎ ɉ3ÃÏÐÅ ΩɊȱ !ÃÃÏÕÎÔÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ 
Reporting Standards 

Organisation Environment (GHG emissions) Voluntary Private (WRI and WBCSD) International 

GHG Protocol ɀ Product Life Cycle Accounting 
and Reporting Standard 

Product Environment (GHG emissions) Voluntary Private (WRI and WBCSD)  International 

Global Organic Textile Standard (GOTS) Product 
Environment and social (Organic 
textile) 

Voluntary 
Private (Global Standard gemeinnützige 
GmbH) 

International 

Green Seal ɀ GS-C1 Pilot Sustainability 
Standard for Product Manufacturers 

Organisation Environmental and social Voluntary Private (Green Seal) 
International but primarily for US 
market 

Green Seal ɀ Products and services Product Environmental and social Voluntary Private (Green Seal) 
International but primarily for US 
market 

GS Mark Product Quality and safety Voluntary 
Public (German Federal Ministry of 
Labour and Social Affairs ɀ BMAS) 

International (originally designed for the 
German market) 

International Fairtrade Certification Mark Product Sustainable development (Fair trade) Voluntary Private (FLO International) International 

Japan Environmental Management 
Association for Industry ɀ EcoLeaf 
Environmental label 

Product Environment Voluntary Public (JEMAI) Japan 
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Name 
Scope ( product 
or organisation) 

Topic 
Regulatory 
framework 

Owners (public/private) Geographical coverage 

Japan Tokyo Metropolitan Government 
Emission Trading Scheme 

Organisation Environment (GHG emissions) Mandatory 
Public (Tokyo Metropolitan 
Government) 

Tokyo metropolitan area 

Korean Carbon footprinting labelling 
programme 

Product Environment (GHG Emissions) Voluntary 
Public (Korea Environmental Industry 
and Technology Institute) 

Korea 

Korean Environmental Declaration of Products 
(EDP) 

Product Environment Voluntary 
Public (Korea Environmental Industry 
and Technology Institute) 

Korea 

Label LUCIE Organisation 
Social (Corporate Social 
Responsibility) 

Voluntary Private (LUCIE Agency) France 

Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) Product 
Sustainable resource use (Wild fish & 
seafood) 

Voluntary Private (Marine Stewardship Council) International 

NF Mark/NF service Product Quality and safety Voluntary Private (AFNOR) 
International (originally designed for the 
French market) 

Renewable Energy Directive (RED) ɀ 
Sustainability criteria for biofuels in Directive 
2009/28/EC 

Product Sustainable resource use (biofuels) Mandatory Public (EU) 
Biofuels sold in the EU, wherever they 
are produced 

Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO) Product Environmental and social Voluntary Private (RSPO) International 

UK Mandatory Carbon Reporting ɀ Quoted 
Companies Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
ɉ$ÉÒÅÃÔÏÒÓȭ 2ÅÐÏÒÔÓɊ  
Regulations 2013 

Organisation Environment (GHG emissions) Mandatory Public (UK Government) UK 
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Given the large number of schemes under review, it is useful to start with a brief overview of the 

scheme categories. More than half of the schemes reviewed were product-oriented voluntary 

systems. In addition, all the privately-owned schemes reviewed were naturally voluntary schemes 

whereas public schemes studied here were balanced between voluntary approaches (6) and 

mandatory policies (7). 

 

  

  

Overview of the 27 schemes reviewed 

3.2 General description  of the schemes  reviewed  

3.2.1 Global overview 

The first step of the analysis was to gather background information on the most notable 

characteristics of each of the 27 schemes. This was a prerequisite for deeper analysis of a sub-group 

of the 27, to fully grasp how the ÓÃÈÅÍÅȭÓ compliance system operates and to identify the most 

interesting schemes for further compliance system-oriented analysis. 

A first set of ȰÄÅÓÃÒÉÐÔÉÖÅȱ factsheets presenting the main characteristics of each scheme was 

developed. These factsheets are presented in Annex 2. Each factsheet addresses the following 

aspects: 

 Key features ɀ Nature of the scheme (e.g. reporting, conformity mark, 

accounting methodology, etc.); Topic (i.e. thematic area such as environment, 

sustainability, quality/safety, etc.); Scope (product or organisation-oriented 

scheme); Regulatory framework (voluntary or mandatory); Scheme owner (public 

or private); Compliance system (does it exists? does it deals with invisible 

characteristics?); 

 Context and scheme status ɀ History and future developments; Stakeholders; 

9

18

Scope of schemes reviewed

Organisation

Product

13

4

3

2

5

Thematic area of schemes reviewed

Environment

Environment and 
Social

Quality and Safety

Social

Sustainability

7

20

Regulatory framework of schemes reviewed

Mandatory

Voluntary 14
13

Owner of schemes reviewed

Private

Public
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 Scope of the scheme ɀ Targeted products/sectors; Scope of the assessment; 

geographical scope; 

 Companies using the scheme; 

 Link with other schemes or standards; 

 Public information; 

 General features of the compliance system. 

 

Table 2 is a synthesis of the 27 factsheets, presenting the nature and intended use of the schemes 

and the most striking findings on their compliance systems. This table also indicates the schemes 

selected for further analysis of their compliance system (i.e. rows highlighted in blue) along with 

justifications for the choices made (in the last column of the table). 
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Table 2: Summarised description of the 27 schemes reviewed 

Name 
Nature of the 
scheme 

Intended use 
Starting 
year 

Compliance system 
Relevance for further analysis of the 
compliance system 

Australian National 
Greenhouse and Energy 
Reporting (NGER) 

Carbon reporting 
National and international GHG reporting, 
reduction of GHG emissions, Australian 
emissions trading scheme. 

2007 

Reporting companies are not required to perform third-
party audits before submitting emissions data to the 
authorities. However, such audits can be initiated by the 
authorities for any reason. 

Compared to the recent French and UK 
mandatory GHG reporting, this regulation 
has been in place for a longer time, is better 
documented and has a more developed 
compliance system. 

Blue Angel (Blauer 
Engel) 

Seal of approval 
(Type I Ecolabel) 

This label is designed to help distinguish the 
products that have better 
environmental/health performance. 

1978 
Each product group has a number of Basic Award 
Criteria. These criteria are verified by a single 
certification body: RAL gGmbH. 

The Blue Angel is the first and oldest 
environment-related label for products. It is 
an internationally recognised and respected 
ecolabel. 

Carbon Trust ɀ 
Organisational carbon 
footprint and Value 
chain carbon footprint 

Carbon reporting 
with certification & 
Accounting tool 

The Carbon Trust Standard is a mark of 
achievement and recognition for 
organisations measuring and reducing GHG 
emissions. 

2008 
Certification activities are carried out by the Carbon Trust 
Certification Limited, which is a wholly-owned subsidiary 
of Carbon Trust and is accredited by UKAS. 

This scheme could be of relevance for a 
factsheet but was not selected to avoid a too 
strong balance towards carbon-related 
schemes. 

Carbon Trust ɀ Product 
carbon footprint  

Quantitative 
environmental 
labelling (carbon) & 
Accounting tool 

It can be used to obtain labels like the 
Carbon Reduction Label and Carbon Label. 2007 

Certification activities are carried out by the Carbon Trust 
Certification Limited, which is a wholly-owned subsidiary 
of Carbon Trust and is accredited by UKAS. 

This scheme could be of relevance for a 
factsheet but was not selected to avoid a too 
strong balance towards carbon-related 
schemes. 

CE marking Conformity mark 

This Conformity mark enables free 
movement of products within European 
market. It is the manufacturer's visible 
confirmation that its product complies with 
European legislation. 

1993 

The compliance system varies according to the products 
categories. For some products, only tests are performed, 
for others the quality system is audited. 
$ÅÐÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓȭ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÙȟ Án authorised third 
party (notified bodies) can be required to verify the 
conformity. 

Within the list, this is the only product-
oriented mandatory scheme that covers a 
wide range of products categories and that 
includes different compliance instruments. 

EU Organic farming 
label 

Seal of approval Supply chain information 2002 

Each EU MS must implement a compliance system and 
designate one or more competent authorities that can 
delegate the inspection to control bodies. Appropriate 
bodies accredit the control bodies. 

An EU initiative with MS-specific compliance 
systems. 

EU Timber Regulation ɀ
Regulation (EU) No 
995/2010 (EUTR) 

Due diligence 

The regulation requires traders of timber or 
products made with timber to verify the 
origin of the timber they trade and make 
sure it is harvested legally. 

2013 

In each member state, a competent authority 
coordinates the application of the Regulation, carries out 
checks on timber and timber-product traders as well as 
on monitoring organisations, and establishes penalties. 

This regulation entered into force recently. 

European Social Label Seal of approval 

This scheme supports the recognition and 
promotion of the best performing 
companies as regards to corporate social 
climate. 

2011 

Although some provisions regarding how the label is 
awarded are mentioned on the ESL website, it can be 
considered that there is no fully developed compliance 
system. 

This scheme is a relatively modest private 
initiative based on a survey of employees. 
There is no compliance system per se. 
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Name 
Nature of the 
scheme 

Intended use 
Starting 
year 

Compliance system 
Relevance for further analysis of the 
compliance system 

Forest Stewardship 
Council (FSC)  

Seal of approval 

The FSC label gives a guarantee to 
consumers that products come from well-
managed forests. The label relies on 
standards and on a certification system to 
ensure sustainable forestry management 
and traceability of FSC-certified wood and 
products along the supply-chain. 

199429 
FSC certificates are awarded by independent certification 
bodies, which are accredited by ASI. 

FSC is a well-developed initiative with 
balanced governance. The compliance 
system addresses the issue of traceability to 
the product through the chain of custody 
approach. 

French mandatory 
framework for 
corporate GHG 
reporting (Grenelle II 
law ɀ Art. 75) 

Carbon reporting 

This reporting was created to raise 
compaÎÉÅÓȭ awareness and implement 
reduction actions at company level. The 
reporting is done to the authorities of the 
French region where the company is 
headquartered. 

2010 

Follow-up activities of the reporting made by companies 
should be performed by regional authorities. This is 
supposed to include the verification of the compliance of 
the reports with the law. However, no overall compliance 
system has been developed either at national or regional 
level. 

This policy is relatively recent. Although 
some provisions regarding the follow-up of 
the carbon emissions declared to public 
authorities are mentioned in the law, it can 
be considered that there is no fully developed 
compliance system. 

GHG Protocol ɀ 
Ȱ#ÏÒÐÏÒÁÔÅȱ ÁÎÄ 
Ȱ#ÏÒÐÏÒÁÔÅ 6ÁÌÕÅ #ÈÁÉÎ 
ɉ3ÃÏÐÅ ΩɊȱ !ÃÃÏÕÎÔÉng 
and Reporting 
Standards 

Accounting 
methodology 

Internal accounting, and possible external 
reporting for the Corporate Standard. The 
Scope 3 Standard is for value chain 
information (beyond an individual 
corporation, but linked to one), similarly for 
internal accounting and external reporting. 

2001 

There is no built-in compliance system in this scheme. 
However, guidance and requirements on verification 
activities are presented in a manner relatively similar to 
OEF guide. The standards specify the need for 
verification and suggest that this is best awarded by a 
third-party. 

This widely used scheme provides 
guidance/requirements on the nature of 
verifications that should be performed to 
provide assurance. 

GHG Protocol ɀ Product 
Life Cycle Accounting 
and Reporting Standard 

Accounting 
methodology 

The Product Standard is intended to support 
ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ ÔÒÁÃËÉÎÇ ÏÆ Á ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔȭÓ '(' 
inventory and emissions reductions over 
time. 

2011 

There is no built-in compliance system. However, 
guidance and requirements on verification activities are 
provided in a manner relatively similar to PEF in the 
sense thaÔ ÖÅÒÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ɉÒÅÆÅÒÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÁÓ ȰÁÓÓÕÒÁÎÃÅȱ) is 
required and third-party verification is preferred (over 
first-party verification). 

This widely used scheme provides 
guidance/requirements on the nature of 
verifications that should be performed to 
provide assurance. 

Global Organic Textile 
Standard (GOTS) 

Seal of approval 

The aim of the standard is to define globally 
recognised requirements that ensure 
organic status of textiles, addressing both 
environmental and social impacts. 

2006 

Approved certification bodies certify entities of the 
textile supply chain and their products according to the 
GOTS. The accreditation process for certification bodies 
has been specifically developed for GOTS. The main 
partner for accreditation is the International Organic 
Accreditation Services (IOAS) but the applying 
certification body may assign another accreditation body 
under certain conditions. 

This scheme has developed a compliance 
system with requirements related to invisible 
characteristics. 

                                                                    

29
 1994 for forest management certification and 2004 for chain of custody certification 
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Name 
Nature of the 
scheme 

Intended use 
Starting 
year 

Compliance system 
Relevance for further analysis of the 
compliance system 

Green Seal ɀ GS-C1 Pilot 
Sustainability Standard 
for Product 
Manufacturers 

Seal of approval 
The GS-C1 Pilot Sustainability Standard for 
Product Manufacturers certifies socially and 
environmentally responsible businesses. 

2009 
Third-party certification activities are required. The 
certification division of Green Seal is in charge of this 
task. 

The market uptake of this standard currently 
seems rather limited since no companies are 
referenced under it. 

Green Seal ɀ Products 
and services 

Seal of approval 
(Type I Ecolabel) 

Green Seal is an independent label that 
allows companies to make improvements to 
the environmental and social impacts of 
their product and to communicate this 
performance to the public. 

1989 
Third-party certification activities are required. The 
certification division of Green Seal is in charge of this 
task. 

This scheme could be of relevance for a 
factsheet but was not selected since another 
type I ecolabel (blue Angel) has already been 
retained. 

GS Mark Conformity mark External communication  1977 
The GS Mark and certificate are obtained from 
accredited certification bodies and test laboratories. 

This is a well-established conformity mark. 

International Fairtrade 
Certification Mark 

Seal of approval 

The objective of the Fairtrade Mark is to 
prove that the conditions of production and 
trade of products are socially and 
economically fair as well as environmentally 
responsible. 

2002 

FLO-CERT verifies compliance with Fairtrade standards. 
FLO-CERT is an independent certification company, 
owned by FLO.  

Many requirements relate to production and 
trade conditions that cannot be verified or 
measured directly on the product, such as a 
fair price for small producers, no child work, 
etc. 
The Fairtrade standards contain 
requirements on the entire value chain, 
including producers and trade parties. 

Japan Environmental 
Management 
Association for Industry 
ɀ EcoLeaf 
Environmental label 

Type III Ecolabel 

The EcoLeaf programme encourages 
companies to provide quantitative 
information on the environmental impact of 
the products they sell. 

2002 

An independent verification of the label and data 
according to ISO 14025 is required. Verification can be 
carried out either internally or externally. 

Very little information on the compliance 
system available in English. 

Japan Tokyo 
Metropolitan 
Government Emission 
Trading Scheme 

Reporting process 
and reduction policy 

The objective of this scheme is to reduce 
GHG emissions through reporting 
obligations, reduction obligations and 
emissions trading. 

2002 
Annual verification by a registered verification agency is 
required. Checks concern both emission levels and 
reduction measures. 

Very little information on the compliance 
system available in English. 

Korean Carbon 
footprin ting labelling 
programme 

Quantitative 
environmental 
labelling (carbon) 

Supply chain information 2009 
There is an initial audit as well as annual checks to make 
sure the labelled goods and services respect the PCRs. 

Very little information on the compliance 
system available in English. 

Korean Environmental 
Declaration of Products 
(EDP) 

Type III Ecolabel External communication  2001 
There is a compliance system that includes examinations. 
Compliance should be verified at least once a year. 

Very little information on the compliance 
system available in English. 

Label LUCIE Seal of approval 
The purpose of the label is to assess, 
develop, and promote the CSR actions and 
commitments of organisations. 

2008 
Vigeo and Afnor Certification conduct third-party 
evaluations. 

An example of an organisation-oriented 
scheme. 
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Name 
Nature of the 
scheme 

Intended use 
Starting 
year 

Compliance system 
Relevance for further analysis of the 
compliance system 

Marine Stewardship 
Council (MSC) 

Seal of approval external communication (label) 1997 
MSC certificates are awarded by independent 
certification bodies, which are accredited by the ASI 
(Accreditation Services International). 

This scheme could be of relevance for a 
factsheet but was not selected because its 
general philosophy is close to FSC. 

NF Mark/NF service Conformity mark 
External communication (label) to 
guarantee the quality and safety of the 
product. 

1947 

AFNOR Certification awards the mark. AFNOR 
Certification relies on other organisations which 
participate in the certifications processes and form part 
ÏÆ ÔÈÅ Ȱ.& ÎÅÔ×ÏÒËȱ ɀ i.e. authorised bodies accredited 
by the COFRAC, technical secretariats, and testing and 
analysis laboratories. 

This is a well-established conformity mark. 

Renewable Energy 
Directive (RED) ɀ
Sustainability criteria 
for biofuels in Directive 
2009/28/EC 

Sustainability criteria 
The EU Renewable Energy Directive (RED) 
establishes sustainability criteria for 
biofuels. 

2009 

The compliance system as such is set out in the RED and 
accompanying legislation/guidance. Implementation of 
the compliance system is not complete in all member 
states and voluntary certification systems as a means of 
implementing the scheme are still being developed and 
recognised by the Commission. 

An EU initiative with implementation of 
several certification systems. 

Roundtable on 
Sustainable Palm Oil 
(RSPO) 

Seal of approval 

This labelling initiative is used for external 
communication. It has been set up to allow 
consumers to make well-informed choices. 
The RSPO-trademark signals that the palm 
oil used in a product bearing this trademark 
has been produced in accordance with the 
RSPO requirements. 

2002 

No public claims relating to compliance with the RSPO 
principles and criteria can be made without third-party 
verification and certification. The third party is a RSPO-
approved independent certification body. 

An example of initiative focusing on a specific 
supply-chain. 

UK Mandatory Carbon 
Reporting ɀ Quoted 
Companies Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions 
ɉ$ÉÒÅÃÔÏÒÓȭ 2ÅÐÏÒÔÓɊ  
Regulations 2013 

Carbon reporting 
Reporting, to raise company awareness and 
to help meet political objectives on CO2 
reduction 

2013 
There is no verification requirement for GHG emissions 
reported by companies. 

A recent scheme that entered into force in 
2013. No compliance system has been 
developed. 
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3.2.2 Focus on the specific features of the compliance systems of 

selected schemes 

The second step of the analysis concentrated on the specific features of the compliance systems for the 

14 selected schemes (highlighted in blue in Table 2). These schemes were analysed in further depth, 

focusing on: 1/ the design and rules governing their compliance systems, and 2/ the concrete 

implementation of the compliance system. A second set of factsheets30 was developed for that 

purpose. These factsheets are provided in Annex 3. A generic ȰÃÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÃÅ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȱ factsheet is 

presented in Table 3 to describe the various aspects that were examined. 

Table 3: Presentation of the template used ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ȰÃÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÃÅ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȱ ÆÁÃÔÓÈÅÅÔs 

Name of the scheme 

Key messages 

Nature of the 

scheme  

This section includes a brief presentation of the scheme. It aims at presenting the purpose of the 
scheme, its scope (product or organisation) and its regulatory framework (voluntary or 
mandatory). 

Advantages Drawbacks 

This part aims at underlying the most interesting aspects and perceived ÐÒÏÓ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÈÅÍÅȭÓ ÃÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÃÅ 
system in view of developing options for PEF/OEF declarations. This may include aspects such as the intensity of the 
verification activities, the period of validity of the proof of compliance, the flexibility of the scheme, the consequences in 
case of non-compliance, the governance, the recognition and reputation of the scheme, etc. 

Compliance system set-up 

Initial process 

This section describes the initial process for an operator to enter the scheme (i.e. application or 
registration). This process can include an initial conformity assessment that proves the 
compliance of an organisation or a product to ÔÈÅ ÓÃÈÅÍÅȭÓ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÍÅÎÔÓ. The main topics 
presented here are (when applicable): 

Á The steps of the initial process to enter the scheme (e.g. when certification is involved, how to 
be certified), including the parties involved, their role and responsibilities. If relevant, this 
section also presents the various types of verification procedures that exist under the scheme 
(e.g. depending on product categories); as well as the possible adjustments of the generic 
procedure that can be made under certain conditions (e.g. for small organisations). 

Á The handling of non-compliances detected during the initial assessment. 

Á The type of proof of compliance awarded and its period of validity (i.e. number of years). 

Surveillance  

This section describes the surveillance activities occurring after the initial assessment. The 
purpose of surveillance is to maintain assurance of compliance. It includes for instance follow-up 
audits, monitoring visits, etc. 

Aspects covered in this section are the same as for the initial application process. In addition, the 
frequency of surveillance is mentioned as well as particular factors that may trigger surveillance 
activities. 

Renewal 

This section describes the renewal procedures that are launched when the period of validity of the 
proof of compliance ends. Renewal procedures may be similar to the initial application process. In 
other cases, it can be a simplified procedure or a procedure focusing on particular criteria where 
the risks of non-compliance have been identified as potentially higher. 

                                                                    

30
 Note that this second set of factsheet is not fully self-standing. Although basic information on the nature of the schemes is 

briefly recalled, it is preferable to read first the corresponding descriptive factsheets. 
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Name of the scheme 

Transparency ɀ Availability of information  

Requirements and 

other information 

for operators 

!Î ȰÏÐÅÒÁÔÏÒȱ ÒÅÆÅÒÓ ÔÏ ÁÎ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÓÁÔÉÏÎ or an individual applying (voluntarily or mandatorily) to 
the scheme. 

This section assesses the availability of public information for such operators. In particular, it 
indicates if the following essential materials are freely accessible: 

Á Standards/requirements/criteria of the scheme (against which compliance is verified); 

Á Guidance documents to help in understanding and interpreting the requirements (in case 
principles and criteria of a scheme are only provided in general terms); 

Á When applicable, other important information such as the steps to enter the scheme, the list of 
registered certifications bodies, etc.  

Requirements and 

other information 

for verifiers 

A ȰÖÅÒÉÆÉÅÒȱ ÒÅÆÅÒÓ to an organisation or an individual that undertakes conformity assessment or 
surveillance activities. 

This section assesses the availability of public information for such verifiers. In particular, it 
indicates if the following essential materials are freely accessible: 

Á Certification rules, including the rules for issuing the compliance certificate; 

Á Requirements/criteria for the accreditation process. 

Registry of 

compliant products 

or organisations 

This part specifies whether a public list or database of certified/approved companies and/or 
products is available. In some cases, other information such as the attestations/certificates 
awarded or the evaluation or audit reports can also be accessible. 

Complaint and 

fraud reporting 

This part indicates whether public information is available on complaints and dispute resolution, 
and on potential cases of frauds (e.g. misuse of labels), etc. In addition, the possible existence of a 
complaint/fraud management system is mentioned here. Such system may include detailed 
procedures for filing a complaint, for its examination, etc. as well as reports on established cases 
of fraud, a list of infringers, a database of complaints (including elements such as the name of the 
complainant, the company/product concerned, the nature of the complaints, the complaint 
status, etc.). 

Traceability 

Record-keeping 
requirements 

This part details the requirements regarding traceability management for operators. It addresses 
questions such as: Are there specific requirements regarding the traceability/record keeping? Is 
there a checklist of documents and records to keep? How long do operators have to keep them? 
Are there traceability requirements for the entire chain of custody or only particular operators? 

When appropriate, the traceability can necessitate information on the product development, the 
production conditions and related data, the chain of custody, the trade conditions, the tools and 
methods used to make a certain claim (e.g. for the calculation of the environmental impact of a 
product), or any other product characteristics. 

When relevant, a specific focus on embedded/invisible aspects is made in this section. 

Furthermore, potential requirements regarding the traceability management related to the 
verification process are also mentioned in this section (e.g. documents and records that the 
certifiers must keep and other documentation management aspects within the certification 
body). 

Management of 
invisible 
characteristics 

This part gives examples of techniques employed to verify the compliance in the specific case of 
embedded/indirect characteristics. Without being exhaustive, it presents few representative 
illustrations of specific issues induced by the necessity to check invisible characteristics, and how 
these issues are dealt with.  

Governance 

Process for 

developing the 

compliance system 

This section depicts the procedures followed to develop the compliance system. When available, 
the general features of the compliance system development are presented. Information can 
include:  

Á the existence of such procedures; 

Á the development and validation process; 

Á the parties involved and their responsibilities; 

Á the integration of a risk analysis approach. 
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Name of the scheme 

Process for 

updating the 

compliance system 

This section depicts the procedures for revising and updating the compliance system. 

Further precisions regarding the factors triggering a revision process and the linkage with the 
standard update can be mentioned.  

Control of verifiers 

This section gives information on the system of control of the verification bodies (skill 
assessment, control of the verification process, control of a sample of verifiers, etc.). The 
procedure that must be followed to become verifier is described. This may involve accreditation. 
In this case, the accreditation body and the related accreditation standards are mentioned.  

Cost of the compliance 

This section describes the cost structures and pricing systems of the scheme. When possible, the costs are differentiated 
between: 

Á Direct vs. indirect costs; 

Á Fixed vs. variable costs; 

Á Costs arising at different stages in a certification process 

When information is available, the factors influencing the costs such as the number of site, the number of employees, 
the turnover and other criteria are mentioned. 

References 

Á Key sources of information and data 

Á References of the documents mentioned in the factsheet 

3.3 Cross analysis of the compliance systems  

The compliance systems of the schemes can be analysed through the following technical features: 

 Design and structure of the requirements of the scheme; 

 Verification activities; 

 Governance of the compliance system. 

The following paragraphs present the various alternatives identified from the review. 

3.3.1 How are the rules of the scheme structured? 

3.3.1.1 Requirements for operators 

As defined in section 2.1, the purpose of any scheme is to address an issue considered relevant because 

of its associated risk(s). A scheme may tackle issues such as quality or safety of products, sustainable 

use of resources or social rights. In order to do so, the developers of the scheme formalise a set of rules 

that may be applied to product and organisations. Put simply, the scheme needs to state clearly its 

requirements. 

Although this basic principle is always valid, there is a true diversity of options in practice, as presented 

in the various cases hereafter. The general organisation of the rules depends on several factors such as 

the schemeȭÓ geographical coverage, the type of issue addressed, the regulatory framework (voluntary 

or mandatory), etc. 
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Case 1 ɀ Standalone document 

In the GOTS there is a single standard document to be applied for any type of textile, in any area of the 

world31. Similarly, in the organisation oriented-scheme Label LUCIE, there is a single evaluation 

framework32 on seven commitments and 28 principles for actions that can be applied to any company. 

Case 2 ɀ General Principles and national versions 

FSC and RSPO are international voluntary schemes oriented toward the specific issues of sustainable 

wood and sustainable palm oil production, respectivelyȢ )Î ÂÏÔÈ ÃÁÓÅÓȟ ÉÎÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ Ȱ0ÒÉÎÃÉÐÌÅÓ ÁÎÄ 

#ÒÉÔÅÒÉÁȱ33,34 have been developed and are completed with national standards. Indeed, it is necessary to 

adapt the general principles to the regional or national level in order to reflect the diverse conditions of 

timber or oil production encountered in different parts of the world.  

Case 3 ɀ Generic standards and product standards 

FLO International has developed generic standards for production according to the type of producer 

(small producer organizations, hired labour, contract production) and for trade (trade standard). 

Additional standards apply to particular producer types supplying particular products (cocoa, coffee, 

cane sugar, etc.)35. 

Case 4 ɀ No generic standard, product-specific requirements only 

In the case of Type I ecolabels, such as the Blue Angel of Green Seal, there are no generic overarching 

requirements presented in a single document. All requirements are classified by product categories and 

ÁÒÅ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ Ȱ"ÁÓÉÃ !×ÁÒÄ #ÒÉÔÅÒÉÁ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÌÁÂÅÌ ÆÏÒ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔ 8ȱ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÁÓÅ ÏÆ "ÌÕÅ !ÎÇÅÌ ÁÎÄ 

Ȱ'ÒÅÅÎ 3ÅÁÌ 3ÔÁÎÄÁÒÄ ÆÏÒ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔ 8ȱ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÁÓÅ ÏÆ 'ÒÅÅÎ 3ÅÁÌȢ 

Case 5 ɀ Requirements written in law 

For mandatory schemes, the requirements are written in law. An example of this is the EU Timber 

Regulation No 995/201036. 

3.3.1.2 Guidance for operators 

Requirements can be completed with non-normative guidance documents. In general, such documents 

provide clarification on specific criteria/requirements of the scheme. The objective is to prevent any 

inconsistent or incorrect interpretation of the requirements. 

                                                                    

31
 International Working Group on Global Organic Textile Standard, 2011. Global Organic Textile Standard (GOTS) ɀ Version 

3.0 

32
 ,ÁÂÅÌ ,5#)%ȟ ΨΦΧΨȢ 2ïÆïÒÅÎÔÉÅÌ ÄȭïÖÁÌÕÁÔÉÏÎ 23% ÄÕ ÌÁÂÅÌ ,5#)% ɀ έ ÅÎÇÁÇÅÍÅÎÔÓ ÅÔ Ψή ÐÒÉÎÃÉÐÅÓ ÄȭÁÃÔÉÏÎÓ ɀ Version 1 - 

28/03/2012 

33
 Forest Stewardship Council A.C., 1996. FSC International Standard ɀ FSC principles and criteria for forest stewardship ɀ FSC-

STD-01-001 (version 4-0) 

34
 RSPO, 2007. RSPO Principles and Criteria for Sustainable Palm Oil Production 

35
 Faitrade International, 2011. List of Fairtrade International Standards, November 2011 

36
 (EU) No 995/2010 ɀ Regulation the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 October 2010 laying down the obligations 

of operators who place timber and timber products on the market 
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Additional guidance can be provided by the scheme owner in voluntary schemes such as FSC, MSC, 

RSPO or Fairtrade as well as in mandatory contexts ɀ see for instance EC guidance document for 

EUTR37. 

In addition, certifiers can further explain to operators how they work and how they will assess 

compliance with the standards. FLO-#%24 ÆÏÒ ÉÎÓÔÁÎÃÅȟ ÍÁËÅÓ ÐÕÂÌÉÃÌÙ ÁÖÁÉÌÁÂÌÅ ÉÔÓ Ȱ#ÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÃÅ 

#ÒÉÔÅÒÉÁȱ38 which are established to translate requirements of the Fairtrade standards and FLO-CERT 

certification policies into verifiable control points that are evaluated during the certification process to 

determine compliance with the Fairtrade standards. Non-conformity with a compliance criterion is 

considered as non-conformity with the respective standards requirement. 

3.3.1.3 Guidance and requirements for verifiers 

When third-party verifiers are required in Á ÓÃÈÅÍÅȭÓ ÃÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÃÅȟ requirements and/or guidance can be 

developed for them. Requirements for certifications bodies have been developed for instance in the 

MSC, FSC and GOTS schemes. 

The manual for the implementation of the GOTS39 contains requirements and detailed specifications 

for the application of the GOTS and implementation of the related quality assurance system for 

certifiers. MSC40 and FSC41 requirements for certification bodies are based on the ISO Guide 6542. The 

objective is to ensure that certification bodies operate in a consistent, reliable, and credible manner. 

In some cases, certification bodies can develop procedures for verifying compliance but these 

procedures are intentionally not made publicly available. This is the case for NF and GS labels. 

3.3.1.4 Who is involved in the development of the requirements? 

Blue Angel and NF are product-oriented schemes, with particular requirements for distinct product 

categories. In these two schemes, any actor interested in entering the scheme can propose a new set of 

requirements for a product category that does not exist yet. 

In a number of international schemes, such as FSC, MSC, RSPO, GOTS, there are procedures for 

standards development and revision that are based on identification and consultation of affected 

stakeholders as well as possible public consultations. 

An alternative system that is noteworthy of mention is that of the EU Renewable Energy Directive 

(RED). The RED establishes sustainability criteria for biofuels. To prove compliance with the criteria, 

stakeholders ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÂÉÏÆÕÅÌ ÓÅÃÔÏÒ ÃÁÎ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐ ÖÏÌÕÎÔÁÒÙ ȰÓÕÓÔÁÉÎÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÓÃÈÅÍÅÓȱ ÔÈÁÔ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ 

recognised by the EC. 

                                                                    

37
 European Commission (n.d.). Guidance document for the EU timber regulation 

38
 See for instance FLO-CERT GmbH, 2013. Public Compliance Criteria List ɀ Small Producers' Organisations 

39
 International Working Group on Global Organic Textile Standard, 2011. Manual for the implementation of the Global 

Organic Textile Standard ɀ Issue of 01 March 2011 

40
 Forest Stewardship Council A.C., 2009.General requirements for FSC accredited certification bodies: application of ISO/IEC 

Guide 65:1996 (E) 

41
 Marine Stewardship Council, 2013. MSC Certification Requirements ɀ Version 1.3, 14 January 2013 

42
 ISO/IEC Guide 65: 1996 (E) General requirements for bodies operating product certification systems 
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3.3.2 How are verification activities carried out? 

4ÈÅ ȰÉÎÔÅÎÓÉÔÙȱ ÏÆ ÖÅÒÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ performed depends on: 

 The level of risk associated with non-compliance, for instance in quality/safety 

schemes; 

 The level of reassurance being sought to ensure the overall credibility of the scheme, 

for instance in sustainability-related voluntary schemes; 

 The existing constraints in terms of costs, resources, available techniques, etc. 

The type of verification performed is the outcome of a balance between these various aspects. In some 

cases, mandatory schemes can be implemented without any clearly defined verification system. This is 

the case for the French and UK corporate carbon reporting. Furthermore, in some cases ɀ in particular 

for schemes with a continuous improvement approach ɀ the intensity of verification can increase over 

time along with more challenging requirements. 

3.3.2.1 Parties involved 

As mentioned in section 2.2.1ȟ ÖÅÒÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÕÎÄÅÒÔÁËÅÎ ÂÙ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ȰÐÁÒÔÉÅÓȱ ɉÉȢÅȢ 

individuals or organisations). 

First-party verification 

First-party verification is possible in some schemes, usually under certain conditions. 

For instance, in the Japan Ecoleaf (Type 3 Environmental declaration), if a company demonstrates a 

certain level of performance of its internal management system (procedures for data 

collection/processing, verification, and publication), then the company can be certified to verify its own 

data. 

In the CE marking system, the manufacturer is responsible for the CE marking attribution. The 

manufacturer performs an initial verification to ensure the conformity of its product, tests the products 

and/or the quality system, and draws up a technical document and declaration of conformity. 

Depending on the product category and its risks, the compliance system differs and a Notified Body 

(third party) could be required. 

In the GHG Protocol Standard ÆÏÒ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓȟ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ Á ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÍÅÎÔ ÆÏÒ ȰÁÓÓÕÒÁÎÃÅȱ ÂÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ of 

whether to choose first- or third-party assurers is left to the reporting company. 

Third-party verification 

Most of the reviewed schemes rely on third-party verification. However, the situations behind this 

concept are varied. 

 The owner of the scheme is the certifier ɀ This is the case with the Green Seal Type 

I ecolabel in which the certification division of Green Seal is in charge of the 

verification activities, or with the European Social Label (ESL) in which the ESL 

Institute awards the label. 

 The owner of the scheme has created a separate entity for certification ɀ The 

Carbon Trust has a wholly-owned subsidiary called Carbon Trust Certification 

Limited that carries out the certification activities. Another example can be seen in 
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the Fairtrade scheme: in 2004, Fairtrade International split into two independent 

organisations: FLO, which sets Fairtrade standards and provides producer support, 

and FLO-CERT, which inspects and certifies producer organisations and audits 

traders. 

 Verification activities are carried out by an independent registered certification 

body ɀ In this case, the scheme includes requirements for the certification bodies to 

be eligible for certification activities under a given scheme. In general, a list of 

authorised certification bodies is available for operators. Here are some examples: 

 In the EU Organic farming scheme, the competent authorities in each 

Member State can delegate verification activities to control bodies. These 

control bodies must be accredited by a member of the European 

cooperation for Accreditation (EA). Members of EA include national 

accreditation bodies such as COFRAC in France or DAkks in Germany. 

 In the FSC, MSC and RSPO schemes, only independent certification 

bodies accredited by the ASI (Accreditation Services International) can 

award compliance certificates. 

3.3.2.2 Scope of the assessment 

Schemes tackling issues related to quality or safety (e.g. CE marking, NF, GS mark) tend to focus on the 

product itself and its measurable technical characteristics. In such schemes, production processes can 

also be verified as well as quality management systems within the organisation. 

On the other hand, schemes related to sustainability issues (e.g. use of natural resources, conditions of 

production and trade) deal with characteristics that are mostly invisible in the final product. 

Consequently, verification activities have to cover the entire value chain including the producers and 

the traders. For that reason, sustainability schemes often include traceability requirements, so that 

product manufacturers and retailers can make claims to consumers about the social or environmental 

impacts associated with production. 

3.3.2.3 Ex-ante and ex-post verification activities 

Ex-ante and ex-post verification activities are two distinct approaches that share the same objective of 

ensuring the compliance of the product/organisation with the requirements of a given scheme. In 

general, an appropriate level of assurance in the scheme is reached when these two approaches are 

used in combination. However, there is a wide variety of situations across the schemes. Indeed, each 

scheme has developed its own balance between ex-ante and ex-post verifications with dedicated 

verification procedures and instruments. 

The Japanese ISO Type III environmental label Ecoleaf has a thorough initial conformity check system 

but once the label has been awarded, there is apparently no follow-up compliance check. Conversely, in 

the Australian NGER scheme (mandatory GHG reporting for corporations) GHG emissions data can be 

communicated to the authorities without prior third-party verification. In this case, the external 

verification only relies on post-reporting audits that maybe initiated for any reason (but in particular, 

when the authorities have a suspicion of non-compliance). 
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Between these two extreme cases, a number of schemes (e.g. FSC, MSC, RSPO, Fairtrade, Label 

LUCIE, NF) ÁÒÅ ÏÐÅÒÁÔÅÄ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ Á ȰÃÅÒÔÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÃÙÃÌÅȱ ÁÓ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ &ÁÉÒÔÒÁÄÅ ÓÃÈÅÍÅȢ 4ÈÅ ÃÙÃÌÅ 

begins with initial verification activities, and if the requirements are met, a proof of compliance such as 

a certificate with a period of validity (usually limited to a few years) is awarded. After receiving this 

proof of compliance, surveillance activities are performed on a regular basis (common frequencies are 

every year or every two years). In general, such monitoring tends to focus on specific areas of the 

requirements where risks of non-compliances or minor non-compliances were identified during the 

initial verification. Finally, a renewal procedure is launched. This occurs typically a few months before 

the end of the period of validity of the label (for the specific product or organisation). Depending on the 

scheme, renewal can involve full verification similar to the first application, or a simplified procedure. In 

another approach the certificate awarded can remain valid indefinitely as is the case for the GOTS and 

EU organic farming schemes. In these cases, there is no need for renewal activities. However, if relevant 

non-conformities are observed during surveillance activities, the certificate can be withdrawn. 

Note that there is in general a stepwise approach to certificate withdrawal. Time is given to the 

organisation to implement corrective actions when non-conformities are observed. The certificate can 

first be suspended before being eventually withdrawn, such as in the RSPO scheme. 

3.3.3 What is the governance of the compliance system? 

The issue of who has authority and decision-making power has an effect on the overall management of 

the scheme. Again, a variety of situations can be noted, with two key factors having an influence on 

governance: the type of owner and the regulatory framework of the scheme. 

In EU policies such as the EU organic farming label or the EUTR, the EU is the owner of the scheme and 

in each Member State, a competent authority coordinates the application of the Regulation and 

implements its own compliance system at the national level. The final decision on the compliance or 

non-compliance of an operator is made at the national level. 

In international voluntary schemes such as FSC and MSC, an important emphasis is made on the 

governance structure. It is essential for the credibility and transparency of such schemes that the power 

remains balanced between sectors, regions, and private and public interests. In line with this idea, FSC 

does not award compliance certificates. Only certifications bodies can assess compliance and decide 

whether a certificate can be awarded. The certification activity market is open to any certification body 

as long as it is accredited. The organisation that wants to be certified is free to contact several 

certification bodies to ask for quotes. Other schemes, such as the Blue Angel or Fairtrade schemes, also 

have a multi-stakeholder approach in their governance but only with one body performing certification 

activities (RAL and FLO-CERT, respectively). In Label LUCIE and RSPO the number of possible 

certification bodies is relatively limited (two and twelve, respectively). 
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3.4 Synthesis of the key features  of the compliance 

systems 

3.4.1 About the reliability of compliance systems 

The concept of reliability (as defined in section 2.1) of a compliance system is difficult to evaluate 

quantitatively. A possible ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÔÏ ÄÅÆÉÎÅ ÔÈÅ ȰÒÅÌÉÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÒÁÔÅȱ ɉÅØÐÒÅÓÓÅÄ ÁÓ Á ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔÁÇÅɊ 

of a compliance system as the ratio between 1/ the number of products or organisations which are truly 

compliant and 2/ the total number of products or organisations claiming to be compliant. However, such 

information is not accessible in the vast majority of schemes since it would require verification of all 

products placed on the market or on all sites (in the case of an organisation). 

In the vast majority of cases, only sample checks are carried out. The number of proven non-

compliances can be recorded by verifiers in order to produce reliability-related indicators such as the 

Ȱnon-conformity rateȱ. Such rates are always based on a partial view of products (e.g. samples) or 

organisations and might be considered as a ÐÒÏØÙ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÏÖÅÒÁÌÌ ȰÒÅÌÉÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÒÁÔÅȱ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ ÉÎ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÌ 

impossible to assess. Nevertheless, several reasons suggest that the non-conformity indicator is not 

sufficient to address the broader issue of reliability: 

 There can be various degrees of non-conformity (e.g. minor or major) not necessarily 

leading to full non-compliance and exclusion of the operator from the scheme. 

 The number of observed non-conformities is influenced by other criteria such as the 

type and frequency of controls, the number of control points, the complexity and 

stringency of the requirements, the competencies of the verifier, the level of 

transparency regarding the public communication of non-compliances, etc. For 

example, a scheme with no recorded cases of non-compliance (i.e. 0% of non-

conformity) may have requirements that are too permissive and/or verification 

activities that are too superficial. According to certification bodies, it is somewhat 

natural to observe some non-conformities since the operators tend to get as close as 

possible to the required limit in order to optimize their production systems and limit 

their production costs43. 

 Full (100%) conformity offers no room for improvement, no possibility to see what 

ÔÈÅ Ȱ×ÅÁË ÐÏÉÎÔÓȱ ÏÆ ÏÐÅÒÁÔÏÒÓ ÁÒÅȢ 4ÈÕÓȟ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÄÅÓÉÇÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÈÅÍÅ ÉÎ Á 

balanced way. 

For the scheme owners, operators, consumers, etc., what is at stake is the overall credibility and 

reputation of the scheme. Reliability is one of the components of credibility. Ultimately, the scheme 

ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÅÄ ÁÓ ȰÓÕÃÃÅÓÓÆÕÌȱ when it has a proven effect on the market, that is to say that the 

scheme has shown its efficiency as a market-changing factor leading, for instance, to an increase in the 

number of safer or greener products on the market. In that perspective, reliability and credibility are 

prerequisites to reach this final objective. 

                                                                    

43
 The requirements on the mechanical resistance of plastic bags can illustrate this aspect. Bag resistance increase when more 

plastic is used, thus increasing production costs. Consequently, producers try to get as close as possible to the resistance limit 

and non-conformities are sometimes observed. 



Chapter 3 ð Identification and review of relevant schemes  

 48 |  Investigating options for different compliance systems for PEF and OEF declarations 
 

3.4.2 Factors having an effect on reliability 

Based on the study of the various schemes and the interviews with stakeholders, factors that play a role 

ÏÎ Á ÃÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÃÅ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȭÓ ÒÅÌÉÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ have been identified. These factors are described below. It must be 

underlined that a single factor on its own cannot make a scheme reliable or unreliable. Instead, a given 

factor plays a role in the overall reliability, while interacting, influencing and being influenced by other 

factors. Thus, these factors must be studied together in order to get a view on the reliability of a 

scheme. 

Reference / compliance with international verification standards 

The fact that a given scheme explicitly refers to one or several standards of the ISO 17000 series (see 

section 2.3 for details on these standards) can be seen as an indication of its reliability. For instance, for 

a number of schemes, certifications bodies such as Carbon Trust Certification Limited or FLO-CERT 

indicate that their compliance with ISO 17065 (formerly ISO 65) has been verified by an accreditation 

body. 

Initial conformity assessment 

Initial conformity assessments are carried out before placing the product on the market. The intensity 

of the verification activities contributes to the reliability of the initial assessment, but at the same time, 

the design of such activities depends on the purpose of the scheme. For instance, a scheme whose main 

ÏÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÉÓ ÔÏ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÔÅ Á ÃÏÎÔÉÎÕÏÕÓ ÉÍÐÒÏÖÅÍÅÎÔ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍ ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÁÖÏÉÄ ȰÏÖÅÒÓÉÚÅÄȱ initial verification. 

The verification activities generally rely on well-defined procedures that can include tests, inspections 

(visual verification of processes and systems, interviews), documentary audits (e.g. on-site or off-site 

verification of records), etc. For example, the verification procedures to check whether a company 

respects child labour requirements can be the provision of documentation (certificates, contracts, etc.), 

on-site inspection, or employee interviews. The combined use of several means contributes to the 

effectiveness of the verification by providing a deeper and more precise insight into the compliance of 

ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔ ÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÓÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÈÅÍÅȭÓ ÐÒÉÎÃÉÐÌÅÓȢ -ÏÒÅÏÖÅÒȟ ÔÈÅ ÖÅÒÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÏÔÈÅÒ players in 

the supply chain may be necessary to bring sufficient reassurance. For example, in the case of fair trade 

certification, all stakeholders are subjected to initial conformity assessment in order to check that they 

all comply with and benefit from fair trade conditions. 

Finally, in some schemes, a company progress plan must be developed and launched in the context of 

the initial conformity assessment process. Hence, the company set its own objectives (in line with the 

scheme requirements) against which it will be evaluated during surveillance. This approach is very 

positive and contributes to better reliability since it helps the companies to be proactive and more 

involved in the scheme, by taking into account their specific progress curve. 

Surveillance 

The existence of surveillance44 tends to make the compliance system more reliable as it provides 

continued assurance of the compliance. The frequency and the depth of surveillance activities 

compared to the initial conformity assessment further influence the reliability of the scheme. Indeed, 

schemes in which surveillance activities are renewed every year may be more reliable ɀ all other things 

                                                                    

44
 In this section, surveillance primarily refers to procedures that are part of the scheme rather than market surveillance. 
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being equal ɀ than those in which a new assessment is carried out every five years. Furthermore, 

schemes in which the renewal procedure is a full verification, similar to or more demanding than the 

initial assessment may be more reliable than schemes where the renewal procedure is lighter with for 

instance some documentary checks on a limited number of control points. 

Nonetheless, the surveillance means needs to be reasonable and justifiable in light of the level of 

assurance being sought. Indeed, beyond a certain point, any efforts to increase reliability can be 

counterproductive. In other words, the right balance between surveillance and assurance should be 

found. Frequent and demanding surveillance assessment can be very inconvenient for companies, in 

terms of time and cost in particular, while there is, above a certain threshold, no evidence that more 

intensive surveillance leads to a corresponding improvement in the reliability of the scheme. 

Intervention of a verifier 

Although different types of actors can undertake verification activities, they must in all cases be 

independent to avoid being the judge and the one being judged at the same time. 

An independent verifier can be an internal or an external verifier. The external verifier can be the owner 

of the scheme, a second party or a third party45. In the latter case, the third party can be accredited by 

the owner of the scheme or an independent accreditation body. The intervention of an independent 

external verifier guarantees the objectivity and impartiality of the verification. It avoids verification 

process bias, for example in the case of employee interviews. Hence, it reinforces the credibility of the 

verification procedure. The accreditation of the verifier proves that the verifier is competent to perform 

the verification. The use of an accredited body also contributes to the reliability of the verification 

process. 

Validity of the proof of compliance 

The proof of compliance ɀ e.g. a label or a certificate ɀ can be valid either for a predetermined period 

(usually a few years) or for an unlimited period until proof of non-compliance is observed. The fact that 

the label/certificate has a defined time of validity implies that at least verification activities for the 

renewal occur on a regular basis. Therefore, it is as stronger guarantee of continued compliance over 

time than an unlimited validity. 

Flexibility of the compliance system 

The flexibility of the compliance system implies that standards and verification procedures can include 

possible adaptions to take into account the capacity of the operator in terms of human, time, 

economical and technical resources. Criteria such as the type of structure, the type of activity, the size 

of the company or its corporate structure as a group or as a stand-alone company can be taken into 

account. For operators having limited resources, flexibility can be exemplified by a simplification of the 

certification procedure and/standards, a longer period to implement measures to be compliant with the 

standards or lower verification costs.  

The advantage of flexibility is that it makes the initiatives/certification scheme more adapted and 

accessible to operators, in particular small companies or producers with limited resources. 

Requirements that are well suited to the specific constraints of some operators will tend to have a 

                                                                    

45
 See section 2.2.1 for the definition of these terms. 
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positive influence on the over reliability of the scheme. The drawback being that it induces 

heterogeneity and possible abuses, the requirements not being the same for all the operators, even for 

the same type of product. 

Transparency of the scheme 

Transparency is crucial to ensure the credibility and trustworthiness of the scheme. It allows 

stakeholders (companies involved, public authorities, consumers, etc.) to form their own opinion about 

its validity and legitimacy. In particular, transparency can play an important role when companies are 

considering whether to join a scheme. Indeed, if a scheme is highly transparent, the interested 

companies can evaluate by themselves the principles of the standards, their capacity to comply with 

the standards, the costs they will have to bear as well as the potential benefits in joining. Nevertheless, 

a low degree of transparency on some aspects can be a deliberate choice of the scheme owner, such as 

for instance, not disclosing the detailed control points checked during inspections or audits (in order to 

use the certification as an element of differentiation). 

Traceability 

Traceability is essential to track compliance along the supply chain. For instance in the case of products 

such as food or wood, traceability management procedures will ensure that there are no more 

compliant products being sold than the amount actually produced. 

Management of embedded/indirect characteristics 

Since invisible characteristics are in general more challenging to verify, the way this aspect is dealt with 

in a scheme is an important factor in its final reliability. For invisible characteristics, verification 

activities should be defined on a case-by-case basis depending on the specific aspect under 

consideration. The nature and intensity of the verification affects the reliability of the assessment. For 

instance, regarding child labour, the provision of a sworn statement that no children work in a factory 

will be less reliable than documentation on the identity of all employees, on-site visits, and anonymous 

interviews with workers. 

Consequences of non-compliance and misuse 

The consequences in case of non-compliance and misuse depend on the purpose of the scheme, its 

ÏÖÅÒÁÌÌ ȰÁÔÔÉÔÕÄÅȱ ÔÏ×ÁÒÄÓ ÏÐÅÒÁÔÏÒÓ46, and when the non-compliance is identified. 

During initial assessment, non-compliance generally leads to the implementation of corrective 

measures. For some schemes, the proof of compliance can still be awarded provided that the non-

compliance is considered ȰÍÉÎÏÒȱȢ 4ÈÅ ÖÅÒÉÆÉÅÒ ÃÁÎ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅ Á ÄÅÔÅÒÍÉÎÅÄ ÐÅÒÉÏÄ Ôo correct the non-

compliance. Minor non-compliances can become ȰÍÁÊÏÒȱ if they are not corrected after a certain 

period. 

After the initial assessment, the measures taken in case of non-compliance or misuse can be the 

implementation of corrective measures within a limited timeframe, the strengthening of verification, 

the suspension or withdrawal of the label (if any), exclusion from the scheme, or sanctions such as fines 

                                                                    

46
 Attitudes can range from verifications performed in an approach of support and learning with the operator to regulatory 

controls performed with an aim to remove from the market the worst performing products aÎÄ ÔÈÅ ȰÆÒÅÅÒÉÄÅÒÓȱȢ 
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and prosecutions. Measures having strong implications in terms of costs and image for the operator can 

be considered as having a positive effect on the reliability because of their stronger dissuasive power. 

Governance of the scheme 

Governance must be impartial, taking into account all the relevant stakeholders during the elaboration 

of the standards and the verification procedure and avoiding conflict of interest. Cases of conflict of 

interest to be avoided can be specifically listed in the standard. In addition, management rules can be 

established for such cases. These aspects are important to ensure the reliability, reputation and overall 

credibility of the scheme. Balanced governance can further be strengthened by setting up a governance 

committee composed of stakeholders representing different interests and by carrying public 

consultations on certain topics of relevance to citizens. 

Proper governance mechanisms also contribute to the durability of the scheme. The standards have to 

be and stay in line with the overall goal of the initiative, by performing evaluation reports and updating 

the standards and procedure when necessary. A well-defined, well-established, and well-balanced 

governance will have a positive effect on the reliability of the scheme. 

Recognition of the scheme 

Aspects such as the number of members, the numbers of years of existence of the scheme, the 

composition of the governance committee, and the transparency of the scheme are criteria that 

influence the schemeȭÓ ÉÍÁÇÅȢ #ÏÎÓÅÑÕÅÎÔÌÙȟ they can influence the level of participation in the scheme 

and its recognition and perceived reliability. Criticism from NGOs or other stakeholders as regards 

scheme operations have the potential to undermine its credibility and perceived reliability. 

3.4.3 3ÙÎÔÈÅÓÉÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÃÅ ÓÙÓÔÅÍÓȭ ËÅÙ ÆÅÁÔÕÒÅÓ 

The features of the schemes have been analysed based on the criteria presented in the previous 

section. Considering the wide diversity of schemes, a qualitative analysis was performed. The results of 

this analysis are presented in Table 4. The evaluation depicts our perception of the performance of each 

scheme, on each criterion, keeping in mind its global characteristics. In order to give some indications 

on how the scores were attributed, Table 5 presents examples of justifications for low and high scores. 
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Table 4: Synthesis of the compliancÅ ÓÙÓÔÅÍÓȭ ËÅÙ ÆÅÁÔÕÒÅÓ 
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Australian National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting 
(NGER) -- - - ++ +/- + + + ++ + + 

Blue Angel (Blauer Engel) - -- +++ + ++ -- - + n/a ++ ++ 

CE marking + - - -- ++ + + - ++ + + 

EU Organic farming label ++ ++ ++ -- +/- ++ + ++ ++ - ++ 

Forest Stewardship Council (FSC)  ++ ++ + ++ + ++ ++ ++ + ++ ++ 

GHG Protocol ɀ Ȱ#ÏÒÐÏÒÁÔÅȱ ÁÎÄ Ȱ#ÏÒÐÏÒÁÔÅ 6ÁÌÕÅ #ÈÁÉÎ 
ɉ3ÃÏÐÅ ΩɊȱ !ÃÃÏÕÎÔÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ 2ÅÐÏÒÔÉÎÇ 3ÔÁÎÄÁÒÄÓ + n/a + n/a n/a + n/a + n/a ++ + 

GHG Protocol ɀ Product Life Cycle Accounting and 
Reporting Standard + n/a + n/a n/a + n/a + n/a ++ + 

Global Organic Textile Standard (GOTS) ++ ++ ++ -- +/- ++ + ++ ++ ++ + 

GS Mark + + + + -- +/- ++ + + + ++ 

International Faitrade Certification Mark ++ + ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ + ++ ++ 

Label LUCIE + + + ++ + - + - + - -- 

NF Mark/NF service ++ + ++ + + - + + + - + 

Renewable Energy Directive (RED) ɀSustainability criteria 
for biofuels in Directive 2009/28/EC + + + -- ++ + + -- ++ ++ + 

Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO) ++ ++ ++ + + + + ++ + -- - 
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Table 5: Scores justifications 

Name ++ (higher reliability) + - -- (lower reliability)  

International 
verification standards 

Certified compliance with one or several standards of the ISO 17000 series No mention of any international verification standard  

Initial conformity 
assessment 

The initial assessment includes documentary check, testing 
when relevant, audit, interviews, etc. The initial assessment 
also applies to the supply chain. 

The initial assessment includes 
documentary checks. It can require an 
audit but the audit is not mandatory. 

The initial assessment is only based on 
documentation. 

There is no initial assessment. 

Surveillance 
Surveillance is undertaken every year with a complete 
analysis (similar to initial assessment). 

Surveillance is undertaken every year with 
a simplified procedure. 

There are surveillance activities only in 
case of suspicion. 

There is no surveillance activity. 

Intervention of a 
verifier 

External and accredited verifier required. 
External verifier required but not 
necessarily accredited. 

Internal verifier required. 
No requirement for a systematic 
intervention of a verifier. 

Validity of the proof of 
compliance 

The proof of compliance is valid for a limited and short time 
(e.g. one year). 

The proof of compliance is valid for a 
limited, but longer time (e.g. 3 to 5 years). 

The proof of compliance is valid until a case of non-compliance is identified. 

Flexibility  

The standards are adapted to the type of products, the type 
of operators using the scheme (small producers, traders, 
etc.), the operators have a period to remedy instances of 
non-compliance. The verification procedure and its costs 
are adapted to the type of operators and their means (in 
terms of human or economic resources).  

Several elements are flexible.  
The standards, the cost, the verification procedure, the consequences in case of 
non-compliance are similar for every operator.  

Transparency 
The standards, the verification guide and requirements, 
information on complaints and their resolution, the costs, 
the cases of misuse are available and highly transparent. 

This information is partly available.  This information is not easily available. 
The documentation is not publicly 
available. 

Traceability 

There is a considerable effort regarding traceability, records 
are kept for a defined time (more than 5 years), a control 
system for the verification of compliance and traceability is 
implemented along the supply chain. 

Fewer efforts are required. The operator 
has to keep records but no other specific 
effort is made. 

The management of traceability is insufficient with for instance little or no record-
keeping requirements. 

Management of 
invisible characteristics 

There is an in-depth verification of embedded/invisible 
impacts: the verification includes on-site inspection of 
supplier sites and interviews of stakeholders. 

The operator has to provide 
documentation (contracts, invoices). 

The operator only has to provide an attestation. 

Consequences of non-
compliance and misuse 

Misuse can lead to sanctions such as fines or prosecutions. 
The operator has to correct the non-compliance in a 
determined time frame. 

Similar approach but in which fines or 
sanctions are less dissuasive. 

There is no consequence. 

Governance 
The scheme is developed and implemented by a multi-
stakeholder organisation with various interests represented 
(e.g. NGOs, companies, associations, etc.). 

The scheme is handled by public 
authorities or international institutions. 
Public consultation is carried out when 
updating requirements. The scheme is 
handled by a private institution verified by 
a third organisation. 

The scheme is overseen by an 
organisation close to private interests, 
with no public consultation; or by a group 
of two companies; or each MS 
establishes its own verification process; 
or a company can create the standards 
for its sector.  

The scheme is developed and managed 
by a private company with only corporate 
stakeholders. 

Recognition 
The label is internationally known and recognised to be 
reliable and credible.  

The label is known at least at national 
level and known to be consistent.  

The label is not known. 
The label is known but its credibility is 
highly questioned. 
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3.4.4 Quantitative information related to  the reliability of the 

compliance systems 

This section aims to provide quantitative information related to the reliability of the existing 

compliance systems. Multiple factors have an effect on reliability (see section 3.4.2) and it is not 

possible in practice to evaluate reliability based on a single ȰÒÅÌÉÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÒÁÔÅȱ indicator since the 

information necessary to build this indicator is not accessible (see section 3.4.1). 

In order to overcome this methodological limitation, alternative pieces of information were sought. 

Scheme owners and certification bodies were contacted for that purpose. It appeared that a topic of 

interest for them is to understand the difficulties operators encounter to incorporate scheme 

requirements in their business. Available statistics on this aspect fall into two main categories: 

 Statistics related to certification success rate; 

 Statistics related to the nature and number of complaints. 

It was considered that such statistics can provide an indirect view on reliability aspects. The entities that 

provided the information presented in this section are presented in Table 6. 

Table 6 Metadata on information provided 

Scheme 
Source of 

information  
Type of data 

Geographical 
scope 

Period 

Fair Trade 
Flo-Cert 

(certification 
body) 

Conformity rates: percentage of audited companies 
Claims: occurrences 

Global 2012 

NF AFNOR 

Information for four types of certification: products, 
services, systems and persons 
Conformity rates and claims: number of 
occurrences for tens of thousands of audited 
companies 

France 
Average data 

per year 

RSPO RSPO 
Conformity rates: occurrences f non-conformity per 
ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄȭÓ ÐÒÉÎÃÉÐÌÅ 
Claims: occurrences 

Indonesia, Malaysia 
and other country 

from Southern Asia 

2008-2012 and 
2012 

MSC MSC 
Conformity rates: percentage of audited companies 
Claims: occurrences 

Global 2008-2012 

Organic 
farming 
label 

A certification 
body 

Conformity rates: occurrences of non-conformity 
Claims: occurrences 

One EU country 2012 

GOTS 
A certification 

body 
Conformity rates: percentage of audited companies 
Claims: occurrences 

One EU country 2012 

 

It should be noted that while in general verifiers have quantitative records regarding the outcomes of 

verifications they have performed (e.g. number and types of non-conformities, certification success 

rate, etc.) such information is not necessarily consolidated across the verifiers and made available to 

the scheme owner. For instance, FSC France indicated that this information is held by auditors. This 

explains why the number of entities that provided information is relatively limited and why some 

entities are verification bodies and not scheme owners. 

Although the data provided do not give a definitive answer to the question Ȱ(Ï× ÒÅÌÉÁÂÌÅ ÉÓ Á ÓÃÈÅÍÅȩȱ, 

they provide statistics on observed or alleged non-conformities in well-known and well-established 
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schemes whose reliability is perceived to be relatively satisfactory. Therefore, such statistics can give 

some indications of what can be expected for the development of a compliance system for PEF/OEF 

aiming at having a similar perceived reliability as FSC, Organic farming, etc. 

 

The information gathered for the present study is reported in the following paragraphs. There are some 

data gaps in Table 7 and Table 8 since the type of information available differs across schemes. 

Certification success rate 

It appears that, among the schemes that provided statistics on this aspect, initial assessment and 

surveillance procedures mostly result in the awarding or renewal of the certificate. Indeed, very few 

companies fail to get or keep their certification: from less than 1% for the four NF certifications, 

Organic farming, GOTS, MSC and RSPO to 1.9% for Fair-trade. Failures occur mostly during 

surveillance. The reasons for de-certification include deadlines missed, no corrective measures 

provided, corrective measure not (correctly) implemented and objective evidence that corrective 

measures correctly implemented were not sufficient. 

Although observed success rates are high, most of the operators undergoing a certification process 

have to provide corrective measures. This is the case for more than 80% of the verified companies. The 

share between minor and major corrective measures varies according the schemes. It seems that the 

share of major non-conformities is high for MSC and organic farming while the opposite is the case for 

other schemes. This observation is most likely due to strong differences between the schemes on 

aspects such as the nature of the requirements, the type of verification activities, how minor and major 

non-conformities are defined, etc. 

For NF certifications, the rate of certification success without or with demand for the provision of minor 

or major corrective measures is not measured. The auditors believe that they do not need this 

information since all demands finally result in the awarding of the attestation.  
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Table 7: Certification success rate 

Source: see Table 6 

Indicator Fairtrade
47

 NF
48

 MSC
49

 
Organic 
farming 

GOTS 

Certification success rate without demand 
for the provision of corrective measures 
(certificate awarded immediately) 

16% n/a 10%
50

 n.a. 5% 

Certification success rate with demand for 
the provision of corrective measures  

39% n/a 90%
51

 n/a
52

 20% 

Rate of demand for the provision of major 
corrective measures  

45% n/a 1% 37%
53

 75% 

Rate of non-awarding of certificate or 
withdrawal of certificate due to the lack of 
provision of corrective measures 

1.9% <1 °/00 ~0
54

 0,5%
55

 1% 

 

Available information for RSPO does not match the format of Table 7 but it is worth presenting. A 2013 

study56 looked at all of the non-conformities ÁÎÄ ȰÏÂÓÅÒÖÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÆÏÒ ÉÍÐÒÏÖÅÍÅÎÔȱ for 114 audits 

performed between 2008 and 2012. The audits were analysed across the 8 RSPO principles from the 

global RSPO standard57 and not by companies. Across all of the audits there were 1 819 non-

conformities and observations of which 394 were major non-conformities, 674 were minor non-

conformities and 751 were observations. 

A certificate of compliance with the RSPO Criteria cannot be issued while any major non-conformities 

are outstanding. Major non-conformities raised during surveillance assessments must be addressed 

within 60 days or the certificate will be suspended. Major non-conformities not addressed within a 

further 60 days result in the certificate being withdrawn. Minor non-conformities are raised to major if 

they are not addressed by the following surveillance assessment. 

                                                                    

47
 Data from 2012 

48
 Average data per year for several tens of thousands 

49
 ~50 fisheries certified in 2012-2013 (source: Marine Stewardship Council Annual Report 2012/13) 

50
 Average data from 2008 to 2012 (15% in 2012) 

51
 Average data from 2008 to 2012 (85% in 2012) 

52
 Other information available about 20 000 minor non-conformities observed in 2012 for a total number of operators ~ 20 000 

which are submitted to annual audits. Several non-conformities can be observed for the same operator. 

53
 Approximate value. Information available: about 8 500 non-conformities observed in 2012 leading to pending certification 

54
 Two occurrences in 2012 

55
 Approximate value based on the number certificates withdrawn or suspended in 2012 (~100) and the number of operators 

(~20 000) which are submitted to annual audits 

56
 Global Sustainability Associates, 2013. Analysis of RSPO certification and surveillance audit reports across Indonesia, 

Malaysia and the Rest of the World. 

Available at: http://www.nbpol.com.pg/wp-content/uploads/downloads/2013/08/RSPO-Audit-Report_all-v7B.pdf. 

57
 RSPO, 2007. RSPO Principles and Criteria for Sustainable Palm Oil Production 
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Complaints 

Various types of complaints (in the broadest sense of the word) can be encountered. Terms employed 

vary across schemes and situations. For instance, there can be: 

 Reclamations from the certified company relating to the manner in which the 

certification body provides its services; 

 Appeals or objections which refers to a disagreement with the certification process 

decision (from the company being verified or any other actor); 

 Allegations, which relates to complaints made by any party (e.g. NGOs, workers, 

consumers, etc.) against a certified operator which is considered to be violating the 

rules of the schemes. 

All available statistics on complaints are presented in the table below. 

Table 8: Number of complaints 

Indicator 
Fairtrad

e
58

 
NF

59
 RSPO

60
 MSC

61
 

Organic 
Farming 

GOTS 

Number of received complaints 61 2 to 25 48 39 119
62

 3
63

 

Number of accepted complaints 29 2 to 25 40 26 n.a. n.a 

Number of complaints that led to a demand 
for the provision of corrective measures 

n.a. 
Up to 25 
(100%)

64
 

40 15 (57%) n.a. ~0 

Number of complaints that led to the 
withdrawal of the certificate  

~0 n.a. 0
65

 1 n.a. ~0 

In a number of schemes, once a complaint procedure is initiated, its admissibility is investigated. For 

Fairtrade, RSPO and MSC, more than two thirds of the complaints are deemed acceptable. Eventually, 

certification withdrawal after a complaint seems to be rare but is possible in theory for all certification 

                                                                    

58
 Data from 2012 for complaints (in the sense of Fairtrade) + appeals + allegations. 

59
 Average Data. 

60
 Data complaint cases from 2009 to 2013. The RSPO complaints system can be used by all stakeholders, both RSPO 

members as well as non-members including affected communities, workers, other interested parties etc. For instance, the 

complaint system is used by NGOs to report on alleged violations of RSPO principles by RSPO members. 

61
 Data presented here are for objections since the creation of the scheme (4 objections in 2013). The objections process is 

open to the client for the fishery or any parties that were previously involved in the fishery assessment process. The process is 

also available to any parties who feel that they were prevented from participating in the assessment process. In general, 

objections procedures are used by stakeholders, such as NGOs, that disagree with certification decisions (i.e. certificate given 

to an unsustainable fishery). See for instance: Christian, C. et al. (2013). A review of formal objections to Marine Stewardship 

Council fisheries certifications. Biological Conservation, 161, 10-17. 

62
 Data for 2012. Reclamations received from operators (for ~20 000 operators) 

63
 Data for 2012. Complaints received from operators (for ~100 operators). Complaints not linked to certification decision. 

64
 Not measured for products, services and persons certification but systematic demand for the provision of corrective 

measures for systems certification 

65
 From 2009 to 2013, two members were terminated due to complaints and one member left RSPO due to complaint. 

However, there was no case of certification withdrawal. 
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systems presented in Table 8. The possibility of reconsidering a decision is an important key to preserve 

the credibility of the systems.  

Focus on Fairtrade 

Regarding feedback received on the Fairtrade compliance system, FLO-CERT has a specific 

classification that distinguishes: 

 Complaints ɀ Complaints relate to the manner in which FLO-CERT provides services, 

including (but not limited to) failure to respond to certification relevant 

correspondence within a reasonable amount of time, or unprofessional behaviour by 

a FLO-CERT staff person or auditor.  

 Allegation ɀ An allegation is a statement by a third party against an operator holding 

a Fairtrade certificate claiming that the operator is non-compliant with applicable 

Fairtrade Standards. An allegation can be filed by any party, including a Fairtrade 

operator, an NGO, a labour union, a worker or a member of the public.  

 Appeals ɀ These are appeals against decisions taken by FLO-CERT to deny an 

application, not to certify an applicant, suspend a certificate or to decertify an 

operator. Appeals against certification decisions are decided by the Appeals 

Committee. 

In 2012, 12 complaints, 12 appeals and 37 allegations were submitted to FLO-CERT. Four out of 12 

appeals were granted in 2012 leading to a change in the certification decision, 29 out of 37 allegations 

were acknowledged by FLO-CERT and investigated. All complaints were investigated and led to a 

number of corrective measures internally, on the training of auditors or other measures. No cases 

directly led to the withdrawal of a certificate. 

 

Conclusions 

As regards certification success rate, it appears that a high success rate is commonly observed. This can 

be explained by the attitude adopted by the scheme owners and verifiers towards operators: 

verification controls can be performed in the spirit of learning and continuous improvement, aiming at 

improving operator practices and giving time to take into account observations made by verifiers. 

As regards complaints, it appears that de-certification due to a complaint remains rare. Complaints 

procedures initiated by third parties appear to have relatively limited overall impact on de-certification 

ÂÕÔ ÔÈÅÙ ÁÒÅ ÅÓÓÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÈÅÍÅȭÓ ÃÒÅÄÉÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ ÔÒÁÎÓÐÁÒÅÎÃÙȢ 
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Chapter 4.  Relevant WTO rules for compliance 

systems 

In this section an analysis of the international trade rules and their relevance for PEF/OEF 

compliance systems is performed. This analysis includes a presentation of the main WTO legal rules 

of relevance for the schemes listed in Table 1 and their related compliance systems, as well as a 

discussion on the applicability of such WTO rules to these schemes and to future possible EU policies 

relating to PEF/OEF methodologies and declarations. 

In this context, it is worth recalling the definition of a compliance system presented in section 2.1: 

Ȱ! ÃÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÃÅ ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÓÅÅÎ ÁÓ Á ÓÅÔ ÏÆ ÍÅÃÈÁÎÉÓÍÓ ÁÉÍÉÎÇ ÁÔ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÉÎÇ ÃÏÎÆÉÄÅÎÃÅ ÉÎ Á ÇÉÖÅÎ 

scheme to users or other target individuals or organisations. 

! ÃÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÃÅ ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÉÓ ÄÅÓÉÇÎÅÄ ÔÏ ÖÅÒÉÆÙ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÎ ȰÏÂÊÅÃÔȱ ɉÉȢÅȢ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔȟ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅȟ ÏÒ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÓÁÔÉÏÎɊ ÉÓ 

conforming to a specified rule, such as a standard or a law. It helps to ensure that the object delivers 

on its promises. This involves carrying out verifications activities based on methods, procedures, and 

ÔÏÏÌÓ ÉÎ ÏÒÄÅÒ ÔÏ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÒÅÁÓÓÕÒÁÎÃÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÍÅÎÔÓ ÁÒÅ ÍÅÔȢȱ 

As also described in section 2.1, a compliance system relies on particular means to demonstrate that 

requirements are fulfilled. These means are (initial) conformity assessment and surveillance 

(including market surveillance). 

WTO rules obviously apply to the PEF/OEF schemes in their entirety, in principle. However, what is 

investigated here is not the WTO compatibility of the underlying PEF/OEF methodological 

requirements as such. The focus is on WTO rules of relevance specifically for compliance systems, 

even though both aspects cannot always be completely separated from each other for purposes of a 

legal analysis.  

Before starting the legal analysis, it should be clarified to which characteristics of a product or an 

organisation the rules for which compliance is assessed through the compliance system relate. 

 As mentioned in section 2.1, a PEF does not solely relate to physical 

characteristics of the final product assessed (e.g. bill of materials, electricity 

ÃÏÎÓÕÍÐÔÉÏÎ ÄÕÒÉÎÇ ÕÓÅ ÐÈÁÓÅɊȟ ÂÕÔ ÁÌÓÏ ÔÏ ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎ ȰÅÍÂÅÄÄÅÄȱ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔÁÌ 

impacts related for instance to the production processes (e.g. CO2 emissions 

coming from fossil energy use during manufacturing, land-use in the production 

of agricultural products) or the end-of-life (e.g. emissions to the air or the soil in 

landfills). 

 Similarly, an OEF is a multi-criteria measure of the environmental performance 

associated with the activities (product/service provision) of an organisation, from 

a life cycle perspective. This includes direct activities and impacts (impacts from 

sources that are owned and/or operated by the Organisation, i.e. from site-level 

activities) and indirectly attributable upstream/downstream activities. The 

indirect impacts of upstream/downstream activities include the use of materials, 

energy and emissions associated with goods/services sourced from 

upstream/occurring downstream of the organisational boundary (e.g. production 
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of purchased electricity, production of purchased materials, end-of-life treatment 

of goods/services provided). 

This section is structured as follows: In the first part (section 4.1), relevant definitions contained in 

WTO law and the applicability of WTO law to PEF/OEF schemes will be described. This is followed 

by presentation of the most relevant rules of the two important agreements, the Agreement on 

Technical Barriers to Trade (TBT Agreement) (section 4.2) and the General Agreement on Tariffs 

and Trade (GATT) (section 4.3). In an additional section, the different policy options that the EU 

could pursue in the area of PEF/OEF as identified in the Impact Assessment carried out by the 

European Commission and their relevance under WTO law are discussed in broad terms (section 

4.4). Finally, conclusions are presented. 

4.1 WTO definitions and applicable law  

4.1.1 Compliance systems and conformity assessments ɀ a note 

on WTO terminology and the terminology used in this 

study 

Before starting the actual legal analysis, it is useful to clarify how the terminology used in the 

present study is related to the terminology of WTO law. WTO law does not contain the term 

ȰÃÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÃÅ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȱȢ (Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÔÈÅ !ÇÒÅÅÍÅÎÔ ÏÎ 4ÅÃÈÎÉÃÁÌ "ÁÒÒÉÅÒÓ ÔÏ 4ÒÁÄÅ ɉ4"4Ɋ ÃÏÎÔÁÉÎÓ 

ÖÁÒÉÏÕÓ ÁÒÔÉÃÌÅÓ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÃÏÎÆÏÒÍÉÔÙ ÁÓÓÅÓÓÍÅÎÔÓȢ Ȱ#ÏÎÆÏÒÍÉÔÙ ÁÓÓÅÓÓÍÅÎÔ ÐÒÏÃÅÄÕÒÅÓȱ ÁÒÅ 

defined in Annex 1.3 TBT Agreement as  

ȰAny procedure used, directly or indirectly, to determine that relevant requirements in technical 

ÒÅÇÕÌÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÒ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄÓ ÁÒÅ ÆÕÌÆÉÌÌÅÄȢȱ 

Ȱ#ÏÎÆÏÒÍÉÔÙ ÁÓÓÅÓÓÍÅÎÔ ÐÒÏÃÅÄÕÒÅÓ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅȟ ÉÎÔÅÒ ÁÌÉÁȟ ÐÒÏÃÅÄÕÒÅÓ ÆÏÒ ÓÁÍÐÌÉÎÇȟ ÔÅÓÔÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ 

inspection; evaluation, verification and assurance of conformity; registration, accreditation and 

ÁÐÐÒÏÖÁÌ ÁÓ ×ÅÌÌ ÁÓ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÏÍÂÉÎÁÔÉÏÎÓȢȱ 

This definition does not explicitly say whether a conformity assessment would take place before the 

placing of a product on the market or after, and whether it would include continued market 

surveillance activities. 

4.1.2 Scope of WTO law 

WTO law, like all international law, is primarily directed at states. Conversely, WTO law is not 

addressed at private actors, either individuals or legal persons, and does not contain any direct 

obligations for them. Thus, any private scheme laying down requirements for products or 

organisation, but not linked to mandatory legal rules is not subject to any specific WTO 

obligations;66 this applies by extension to compliance systems that are part of such schemes. WTO 

                                                                    

66
 *ÉÌÌ %Ȣ (ÏÂÂÓȟ Ȱ0ÕÂÌÉÃ ÁÎÄ 0ÒÉÖÁÔÅ 3ÔÁÎÄÁÒÄÓ ÆÏÒ &ÏÏÄ 3ÁÆÅÔÙ ÁÎÄ 1ÕÁÌÉÔÙȡ )ÎÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ 4ÒÁÄÅ )ÍÐÌÉÃÁÔÉÏÎÓȟȱ eJADE: 

Electronic Journal of Agricultural and Development Economics 11, no. 1 (2010): 148, 

http://ideas.repec.org/a/ags/ejadef/90586.html; l Robert Wolfe, Shane Baddeley, and Peter Cheng, Trade Policy 
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Members only have some obligations to take certain reasonable measures with the aim of ensuring 

that (non-mandatory) standards by non-government bodies fulfil certain of the requirements of the 

TBT Agreement.  

Examples of purely private, non-mandatory product-related schemes reviewed in Chapter 3 and 

Annex 2 and outside of the scope of WTO law are, among other, the Product carbon footprint of the 

Carbon Trust, the Product Life Cycle Accounting and Reporting Standard of the GHG Protocol, the 

Fair Trade Label, the NF and GS marks, the Blue Angel, the FSC and MSC labels, the Green Seal. 

Examples of organisation-oriented, private, non-mandatory schemes are the Corporate carbon 

footprint of the Carbon Trust, the Corporate Accounting and Reporting Standard of the GHG 

Protocol, the LUCIE label. Such schemes are not covered by WTO law. 

Concerning organisation-oriented schemes, it should further be noted that WTO law is trade law, i.e. 

it only governs ɀ broadly conceived ɀ trade related matters. Thus, legal rules on the existence or way 

of measuring and verifying a declaration related to an organisation-oriented scheme (e.g. OEF, or 

corporate GHG reporting scheme, or RSE label such as LUCIE), in the framework of measures 

adopted by the EU only have any legal implications under WTO law if the measures also cover trade-

related aspects. This would be the case, for example, if only organisations disclosing their OEF-

profile (i.e. the results of an OEF study) were allowed to make investments in the EU or import 

certain products into the EU. However, so far no such rules exist in EU law for OEF. The focus in the 

following section 4.1.3 as well as in sections 4.2 and 4.3 will consequently be on PEF.  

4.1.3 Relevant WTO agreements 

The WTO legal order consists of a considerable number individual agreements that are all under the 

WTO roof. The most relevant for the disclosure and communication of PEF-profiles (and hence for 

the present context) are the following67: 

 The Agreement on Technical Barriers to Trade (TBT) regulates the preparation, 

adoption, and application of (mandatory) technical regulations and (voluntary) 

standards. 

 The Agreement on Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures (SPS) is in many 

ÒÅÓÐÅÃÔÓ ÓÉÍÉÌÁÒ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ 4"4Ƞ ÉÔ ÒÅÌÁÔÅÓȟ ÁÃÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÉÔÓ !ÒÔȢ ΧȢΧ ÔÏ ȰÁÌÌ ÓÁÎÉÔÁÒÙ ÁÎÄ 

phytosanitary measures which may, directly or indirectly, affect international 

ÔÒÁÄÅȱȢ 3ÁÎÉÔÁÒÙ ÁÎÄ ÐÈÙÔÏÓÁÎÉÔÁÒÙ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÓ ÁÒÅȟ ÁÓ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÉÎÆÅÒÒÅÄ ÆÒÏÍ !ÒÔȢ ΨȢΧ 

SPS, measures aimed at the protection of human, animal or plant life or health. 

 The General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) deals with measures 

having an impact on the transboundary trade in goods. 

Generally, more than one of these agreements may be of relevance to a specific measure; in fact, 

their scope of application is not mutually exclusive. The Note to Annex 1A to the WTO Agreement 

stipulates that the TBT Agreement and the SPS Agreements shall prevail over GATT in the case of a 

conflict between either of them and the GATT. However, it is difficult to identify an explicit conflict 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                   
Implications of Carbon Labels on Food, SSRN Scholarly Paper (Rochester, NY: Social Science Research Network, February 

28, 2012), 76, http://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=2014789. 

67
 See for example Wolfe, Baddeley, and Cheng, Trade Policy Implications of Carbon Labels on Food, 71ff. 
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between these agreements; rather they could be seen as complementary. In the absence of such 

conflict, the WTO case law so far indicates that both the TBT and GATT are applicable to a given 

measure, and the same would apply to SPS and GATT. However, as shown below, the TBT 

Agreement is the more specific agreement when it comes to compliance systems. A WTO dispute 

settlement body would therefore probably assess related measures first under the TBT and only 

after this under the GATT68. However, this does not mean that only the TBT is applicable. 

By contrast, the TBT and the SPS Agreement do not apply to the same measure; the SPS is the 

more specific agreement in that whatever standard or regulation is adopted with a view to sanitary 

or phytosanitary purposes will be assessed under the SPS Agreement and not the TBT Agreement. 

As the present study is concerned with conformity assessments of statements on the environmental 

performance of products (and organisations) and not measures taken for health objectives, we will, 

in the following, discuss the TBT Agreement and the GATT.  

4.2 Agreement on Technical Barriers to Trade (TBT)  

4.2.1 Basic structure 

The TBT applies to technical regulations and standards. Both terms are defined in the agreement. 

According to Annex 1.1 TBT, a technical regulation is a 

ȵɍÄɎÏÃÕÍÅÎÔ ×ÈÉÃÈ Ìays down product characteristics or their related processes and production 

methods, including the applicable administrative provisions, with which compliance is mandatory. It 

may also include or deal exclusively with terminology, symbols, packaging, marking or labelling 

ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÍÅÎÔÓ ÁÓ ÔÈÅÙ ÁÐÐÌÙ ÔÏ Á ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔȟ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓ ÏÒ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÉÏÎ ÍÅÔÈÏÄȱȢ 

According to Annex 1.2 TBT, a standard is a 

ȰɍÄɎÏÃÕÍÅÎÔ ÁÐÐÒÏÖÅÄ ÂÙ Á ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÓÅÄ ÂÏÄÙȟ ÔÈÁÔ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÓȟ ÆÏÒ ÃÏÍÍÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÐÅÁÔÅÄ ÕÓÅȟ ÒÕÌÅÓȟ 

guidelines or characteristics for products or related processes and production methods, with which 

compliance is not mandatory. It may also include or deal exclusively with terminology, symbols, 

packaging, marking or labelling requirements as they apply to a product, process or production 

ÍÅÔÈÏÄȱȢ 

The difference between both definitions is the mandatory character of the respective document. 

Technical regulations are mandatory, standards are not. 

The different categories of schemes and their basic categorisation under WTO law are evident from 

the following table: 

                                                                    

68 See Koebele, in Wolfrum, Rüdiger/Peter-Tobias Stoll/Anja Seibert Fohr, WTO: technical barriers and SPS measures, 

Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 2007, p. 183.  
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Table 9: Status of PEF/OEF rules under WTO law 

 Voluntary Mandatory 

Public
69

 
#ÏÖÅÒÅÄ ÂÙ 74/ ÌÁ×ȟ Ȱstandardȱ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÎÓÅ 

of the TBT Agreement 

#ÏÖÅÒÅÄ ÂÙ 74/ ÌÁ×ȟ Ȱtechnical regulationȱ 

in the sense of the TBT Agreement 

Private Not covered by WTO law 
Not applicable as private actors cannot set any 

mandatory rules 

Hence, a document adopted by the competent bodies of the EU, setting forth e.g. which 

requirements a certain product needs to fulfil to bear a certain label on its environmental footprint 

or what methodology would have to be used for this end would ɀ depending on its voluntary or 

mandatory nature ɀ be either a technical regulation or a standard. 

However, it has been observed that the distinction between voluntary and mandatory in the TBT 

Agreement is rather unclear70. With regard to the voluntary/mandatory distinction, the following 

different types of schemes can be distinguished: 

 Type 1: A (public) scheme that business actors can use, but whose use is not 

mandatory, which merely assists them and which confers no legally regulated 

benefits whatsoever. 

 Type 2: A (public) scheme that introduces no binding requirements for everyone, 

but requires business to comply with specific requirements if they want to obtain 

a certain benefit, e.g. being able to use a certain label or display certain 

environmental information. 

 Type 3: Binding legislation that obliges business actors to comply with certain 

mandatory requirements, for example that every product has to display certain 

information related to its environmental performance in order to be marketed 

within the EU. 

4ÙÐÅ Χ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÃÌÅÁÒÌÙ ÖÏÌÕÎÔÁÒÙ ÉÎ ÎÁÔÕÒÅȟ ÁÎÄ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÔÈÕÓ ÂÅ Á ȰÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄȱ ÁÃÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ 

TBT, provided that the other requirements for a standard in Annex 1, para. 2 TBT are also fulfilled. 

4ÙÐÅ Ω ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÓ ÁÒÅȟ ÉÎ ÔÕÒÎȟ ÃÌÅÁÒÌÙ ÍÁÎÄÁÔÏÒÙ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅ Á ȰÔÅÃÈÎÉÃÁÌ ÒÅÇÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȱ ÉÎ 4"4 

terminology. The categorisation of Type 2 measures is more difficult. 

In the relatively recent United States ɀ Measures Concerning the Importation, Marketing and Sale of 

Tuna and Tuna Products case, the Appellate Body71 ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 74/ ÈÁÄ ÔÏ ÄÅÃÉÄÅ ÏÎ Á ȰÄÏÌÐÈÉÎ-ÓÁÆÅȱ 53 

labelling scheme72Ȣ 4ÕÎÁ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÅÒÓ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÕÓÅ ÔÈÅ ÌÁÂÅÌ ȰÄÏÌÐÈÉÎ ÓÁÆÅȱ ÕÎÄÅÒ ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎ ÃÏÎÄÉÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÈÁÔ 

were set out in a US regulatory, legislative act, but were not required to do so as a precondition for 

                                                                    

69
 Ȱ0ÕÂÌÉÃȱ ÈÅÒÅ ÍÅÁÎÓ ÁÄÏÐÔÅÄ ÂÙ Á ÓÔÁÔÅ ÅÎÔÉÔÙȟ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ ÃÅÎÔÒÁÌ ÇÏÖernments, local authorities, central standardising 

bodies. 

70
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exporting their tuna to the US. However, they were forbidden from making any claims related to the 

well-being of dolphins on their tuna products other than using the label. Hence, as the Appellate 

"ÏÄÙ ÃÏÎÃÌÕÄÅÄȟ ÔÈÅ 53 ÒÅÇÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ȰÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÅÓ Á ÓÉÎÇÌÅ ÁÎÄ ÌÅÇÁÌÌÙ ÍÁÎÄÁÔÅÄ ÓÅÔ ÏÆ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÍÅÎÔÓ 

ÆÏÒ ÍÁËÉÎÇ ÁÎÙ ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÒÅÓÐÅÃÔ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÂÒÏÁÄ ÓÕÂÊÅÃÔ ÏÆ ȰÄÏÌÐÈÉÎ-ÓÁÆÅÔÙȱ ÏÆ ÔÕÎÁ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔs in 

ÔÈÅ 5ÎÉÔÅÄ 3ÔÁÔÅÓȱ73
. Moreover, the measure at issue also contained surveillance mechanisms to 

ensure compliance with its norms. These features led the Appellate Body to conclude that the 

ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅ ÁÔ ÉÓÓÕÅ ×ÁÓ ÉÎÄÅÅÄ ÍÁÎÄÁÔÏÒÙȟ ÁÎÄ ÈÅÎÃÅ Á ȰÔÅÃÈÎÉÃÁÌ ÒÅÇÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȱ ÕÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ 4"4 

Agreement74. Concerning PEF, this implies that at least such regulatory measures that do not force 

economic operators to disclose and communicate a PEF-profile (i.e. the results of a PEF study) of 

their products in a certain way, but only allow them to make ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎ ÃÌÁÉÍÓ ÒÅÌÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓȭ 

environmental footprint if they use the EU PEF scheme (including its compliance system), would 

have to be considered a technical regulation under the TBT Agreement. 

In the following, the rules applying to (mandatory) technical regulations and (non-mandatory) 

standards are described in turn. 

4.2.2 Rules applicable to technical regulations 

The following rules of the TBT Agreement apply specifically to technical regulations. 

Art. 2 TBT contains obligations directed at WTO Members concerning the adoption of technical 

regulations. 

4.2.2.1 Technical Barriers to Trade ɀ !ÒÔȢ ΨȢΧ ÏÎ ȰÌÉËÅȱ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓ 

The first one is that imported like products be treated no less favourably than domestic products 

(Art. 2.1 TBT). Speaking less technically, the article stipulates that there must be no discrimination 

ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÄÏÍÅÓÔÉÃ ÁÎÄ ÆÏÒÅÉÇÎ ÓÕÐÐÌÉÅÒÓȢ 7ÈÅÔÈÅÒ Ô×Ï ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓ ÁÒÅ ȰÌÉËÅȱ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÎÓÅ ÏÆ 74/ ÌÁ× ÉÓ 

routinely determined by four criteria in WTO dispute settlement75:  

 Physical properties of the products; 

 Extent to which the products are capable of serving the same or similar end-uses; 

 Extent to which consumers perceive and treat the products as alternative means 

of performing particular functions in order to satisfy a particular want or demand; 

and 

 International classification of the products for tariff purposes.  

In addition to these concrete criteria, the competitive relationship between the domestic and 

imported product is another criterion to determine whether two products are alike or not. The WTO 
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 United States ɂ Measures Concerning the Importation, Marketing and Sale of Tuna and Tuna Products, WT/DS381/AB/R 

(Appellate Body 2012), para. 199. 

75
 The first case in which this was recognised was Japan ɀ Taxes on Alcoholic Beverages, WT/DS8/AB/R, WT/DS9/AB/R, 

WT/DS10/AB/R; for a later case see for example Appellate Body Report, EC ɀ Asbestos, para. 102. 



Chapter 4 ð Relevant WTO rules for compliance systems  

 

 
Investigating options for different compliance systems for PEF and OEF declarations | 65 

dispute settlement bodies stress that whether two products are like can only be assessed on a case-

by-case basis76. 

When two products are subject to a life cycle-assessment, they will often not be different with 

regard to their physical characteristics, their end-uses or international tariff classification. For 

example, how much CO2 emissions were generated or how much water was used in the production 

of, e.g. a certain technical device, will routinely not impact the physical properties, the end-use or 

thÅ ÉÎÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÔÁÒÉÆÆ ÃÌÁÓÓÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÆÏÒ Á ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔ ×ÉÔÈ Á ȰÌÉÇÈÔÅÒȱ ÁÎÄ Á ȰÈÅÁÖÉÅÒȱ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔÁÌ 

ÆÏÏÔÐÒÉÎÔȢ 4ÈÕÓȟ ÔÈÅ ÏÎÌÙ ÃÒÉÔÅÒÉÏÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÎÏÒÍÁÌÌÙ ÍÁËÅ Ô×Ï ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓ ȰÕÎÌÉËÅȱ ÉÓ ÃÏÎÓÕÍÅÒ 

perception77; indeed, PEF information on a product is precisely aimed at creating a consumer 

preference for the more environmentally-friendly product. 

Whether or not a difference concerning a single of the above criteria suffices to make an otherwise 

ÉÄÅÎÔÉÃÁÌ ÏÒ ÎÅÁÒÌÙ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÃÁÌ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔ ×ÉÔÈ Á ȰÌÉÇÈÔÅÒȱ ÁÎÄ Á ȰÈÅÁÖÉÅÒȱ ÆÏÏÔÐÒÉÎÔ ȰÕÎÌÉËÅȱ ÉÓ Á ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎ 

that the WTO dispute settlement bodies have not had to decide so far. In the United States ɀ 

Measures Concerning the Importation, Marketing and Sale of Tuna and Tuna Products, the Panel 

decided that Mexican tuna products ɉ×ÈÉÃÈ ×ÅÒÅ ÏÆÔÅÎ ÎÏÔ ȰÄÏÌÐÈÉÎ-ÓÁÆÅȱɊ ÁÎÄ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÔÕÎÁ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓ 

ɉÏÆÔÅÎ ȰÄÏÌÐÈÉÎ-ÓÁÆÅȱɊ ×ÅÒÅ ȰÌÉËÅȱȟ ÅÖÅÎ ÔÈÏÕÇÈ ÃÏÎÓÕÍÅÒÓ ÍÉÇÈÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÐÒÅÆÅÒÅÎÃÅÓ 

concerning the two sets of products. The Panel argued that the relevant groups of products to be 

compaÒÅÄ ×ÅÒÅ ÕÌÔÉÍÁÔÅÌÙ ÎÏÔ ȰÄÏÌÐÈÉÎ-ÓÁÆÅȱ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÏÎÅ ÈÁÎÄ ÁÎÄ ȰÄÏÌÐÈÉÎ-un-ÓÁÆÅȱ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓ ÏÎ 

ÔÈÅ ÏÔÈÅÒȟ ÂÕÔ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓ ÏÆ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÏÒÉÇÉÎÓȢ (Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÎÏÔ ÁÌÌ -ÅØÉÃÁÎ ÔÕÎÁ ÄÏÌÐÈÉÎ ×ÁÓ ȰÄÏÌÐÈÉÎ ÕÎ-

ÓÁÆÅȱ ÁÎÄ ÁÌÌ 53 ÔÕÎÁ ÄÏÌÐÈÉÎ ÓÁÆÅȢ 4ÈÕÓȟ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÃÅÓ ÉÎ ÃÏÎÓÕÍer perception were not related to 

the origin of the product78. The Appellate Body did not have to decide on this matter. However, it 

appears, against the background of this Panel decision, more likely that two products that are 

identical with the exception ÏÆ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÆÏÏÔÐÒÉÎÔ ×ÉÌÌ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÅÄ ȰÌÉËÅ 

ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓȱ ÉÎ 74/ ÌÁ× ÔÈÁÎ ÔÈÅ ÏÐÐÏÓÉÔÅȢ 

4.2.2.2 Technical Barriers to Trade ɀ !ÒÔȢ ΨȢΨ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ȰÎÅÃÅÓÓÉÔÙȱ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 

technical regulation 

A second requirement of the TBT Agreement is that technical regulations not be more trade-

restrictive than necessary to attain certain regulatory objectives such as protecting the environment 

(Art. 2.2 TBT). 4ÈÅ ȰÎÅÃÅÓÓÉÔÙȱ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÍÅÎÔ ÉÓ ÁÌÓÏ ÃÏÎÔÁÉÎÅÄ ÉÎ ÖÁÒÉÏÕÓ ÏÔÈÅÒ 74/ ÎÏÒÍÓȟ ÅȢÇȢ ÉÎ 

Art. XX GATT, and there is a cÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÁÂÌÅ ÁÍÏÕÎÔ ÏÆ ÊÕÒÉÓÐÒÕÄÅÎÃÅ ÏÎ ÉÔȢ 7ÈÁÔ ÉÓ ȰÎÅÃÅÓÓÁÒÙȱ ÃÁÎ 

only be judged on a case-by-case basis. However, it has been established in WTO case law, that a 

ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅ ÉÓ ÏÎÌÙ ȰÎÅÃÅÓÓÁÒÙȱ ÉÆ ÎÏ ÌÅÓÓ ÔÒÁÄÅ-restrictive, but equally effective alternative measure is 

ÁÖÁÉÌÁÂÌÅȢ #ÏÎÃÅÒÎÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÔÅÒÍÓ ȰÎÅÃÅÓÓÁÒÙȱ ÁÎÄ ȰÕÎÎÅÃÅÓÓÁÒÙȱ ÉÎ !ÒÔȢ 2.2 TBT the Appellate Body in 

United States ɀ Measures Concerning the Importation, Marketing and Sale of Tuna and Tuna Products 

quoted the finding in China ɀ Publications and Audiovisual Products (on Art. XX GATT) that there was 
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a range of degrees of necessity79. It concluded that in the context of Art. 2.2 TBT the factors that 

ÍÕÓÔ ÂÅ ȰÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÅÄȱ ÁÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÔÒÁÄÅ-restrictiveness of the technical regulation, the degree of 

contribution a measure makes to the achievement of a legitimate objective and the nature of risks 

and gravity of consequences that non-fulfilment of the objectives pursued would create80. The 

Appellate Body then went on to clarify that the necessity analysis would  

ȰɍÉÎɎ ÍÏÓÔ ÃÁÓÅÓ ȣ ÉÎÖÏÌÖÅ Á ÃÏÍÐÁÒÉÓÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÔÒÁÄÅ-restrictiveness and the degree of achievement 

of the objective by the measure at issue with that of possible alternative measures that may be 

reasonably available and less trade restrictive than the challenged measure, taking account of the 

risks non-ÆÕÌÆÉÌÍÅÎÔ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÃÒÅÁÔÅȢȱ
81

 [footnote omitted] 

The above findings were quoted and re-iterated by the Appellate Body in United States ɀ COOL 

Requirements82. In this case, the Appellate Body also reversed the PanÅÌȭÓ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ Á ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎ 

measure was not consistent with Art. ΨȢΨ 4"4 !ÇÒÅÅÍÅÎÔȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÉÔ ȰÆÅÌÌ ÓÈÏÒÔȱ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÇÉÔÉÍÁÔÅ 

ÏÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅȠ ÔÈÅ !ÐÐÅÌÌÁÔÅ "ÏÄÙ ÒÅÊÅÃÔÅÄ ÔÈÉÓ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇȟ ÓÔÁÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÒÅ ×ÁÓ ÎÏ ȰÔÈÒÅÓÈÏÌÄȱ ÔÈÁÔ Á 

measure needed to fulfil under Art. ΨȢΨ 4"4Ȣ 2ÁÔÈÅÒȟ Á 0ÁÎÅÌ ÎÅÅÄÅÄ ÔÏ ÁÓÃÅÒÔÁÉÎ ȰÔÈÅ ÄÅÇÒÅÅ ÏÆ 

ÃÏÎÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎ ÁÃÈÉÅÖÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅȢȱ83 The Appellate Body in this case found that the measure at 

issue  

ȰÍÁËÅÓ ÓÏÍÅ ÃÏÎÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÏÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÏÆ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÉÎÇ ÃÏÎÓÕÍÅÒÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÎ ÏÒigin; that it 

has a considerable degree of trade-restrictiveness; and that the consequences that may arise from 

non-ÆÕÌÆÉÌÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÏÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÎÏÔ ÂÅ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÕÌÁÒÌÙ ÇÒÁÖÅȢȱ
84

 

It then proceeded to compare this situation to four alternative measures proposed by one of the 

complainants, but concluded that it was ultimately not in a position to conclude this analysis, as the 

Panel had not clarified the factual basis for such a finding85. All in all, if there are two options for PEF, 

the above factors would have to be compared, and the WTO dispute settlement would then arrive at 

a finding on whether an alternative measure than the one in place should have been chosen. 

4.2.2.3 Technical Barriers to Trade ɀ Other relevant articles 

There is an obligation to use existing international standards as a basis for national technical 

regulations (Art. 2.4 TBT).  

With regard to technical regulations that are not adopted by central governments, but at the local 

level or by non-state actors, Art. 3.1 mandates that WTO Members shall ÔÁËÅ ȰÒÅÁÓÏÎÁÂÌÅ 

ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÓȱ ÔÏ ÅÎÓÕÒÅ ÃÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÃÅ ÂÙ ÓÕÃÈ ÅÎÔÉÔÉÅÓ ×ÉÔÈ !ÒÔȢ Ψ 4"4Ȣ 4ÈÕÓȟ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÎÏ ÄÉÒÅÃÔ ÏÂÌÉÇÁÔÉÏÎ 

for private actors to comply with the rules of Art. 2 TBT. Moreover, the fact that WTO Member 

3ÔÁÔÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÏÎÌÙ ÏÂÌÉÇÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÁËÅ ȰÒÅÁÓÏÎÁÂÌÅ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÓȱ ÍÅÁÎÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÙ ÈÁÖÅ ÎÏÔ ÏÂÌÉÇÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ 
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ensure that all actors other than entities of the central state act at all times in complete compliance 

with the obligations contained in Art. 2 TBT. 

The TBT Agreement contains various articles relating to conformity assessment procedures, none 

of which seems to have played a role in WTO dispute settlement so far86. The following are the most 

important ones:  

Article 5.1 TBT sets forth rules on the assessment of conformity with both technical regulations and 

standards by central government bodies. In the EU, such central government bodies could either be 

located at EU level or at Member State level. Accordingly, Members must ensure that: 

ȰÃÏÎÆÏÒÍÉÔÙ ÁÓÓÅÓÓÍÅÎÔ ÐÒÏÃÅÄÕÒÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÐÒÅÐÁÒÅÄȟ ÁÄÏÐÔÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÁÐÐÌÉÅÄ ÓÏ ÁÓ to grant access for 

suppliers of like products originating in the territories of other Members under conditions no less 

favourable than those accorded to suppliers of like products of national origin or originating in any 

other country, in a comparable siÔÕÁÔÉÏÎȢȢȢ ȱ ɉ!ÒÔȢ ΫȢΧȢΧ 4"4ɊȢ 

ȰÃÏÎÆÏÒÍÉÔÙ ÁÓÓÅÓÓÍÅÎÔ ÐÒÏÃÅÄÕÒÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÐÒÅÐÁÒÅÄȟ ÁÄÏÐÔÅÄ ÏÒ ÁÐÐÌÉÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ Á ÖÉÅ× ÔÏ ÏÒ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ 

effect of creating unnecessary obstacles to international trade. This means, inter alia, that 

conformity assessment procedures shall not be more strict or be applied more strictly than is 

necessary to give the importing Member adequate confidence that products conform with the 

applicable technical regulations or standards, taking account of the risks non-conformity would 

create...ȱ ɉ!ÒÔȢ ΫȢΧȢΨ 4"4ɊȢ 

These two provisions mirror Art 2.1 and 2.2 TBT with regard to conformity assessments. While none 

of them has been discussed in WTO dispute settlement so far, it is likely that some of the above 

interpretations would be used by WTO dispute settlement bodies when interpreting them.  

Art. 5.2 TBT contains certain procedural requirements for conformity assessment procedures of 

central government bodies, relating to non-discrimination, transparency and efficiency in 

communication with the applicant, confidentiality of information submitted, equity of fees charged, 

existence of a complaint procedure and avoidance of unnecessary burdens for the applicant.  

Art. 5.4 TBT sets forth that existing or imminent international standards (e.g. those set by the 

International Standardising Organisation ISO) are used as a basis for conformity assessments, 

ÅØÃÅÐÔ ×ÈÅÒÅ ȰȢȢȢȢ ÓÕÃÈ ÇÕÉÄÅÓ ÏÒ ÒÅÃÏÍÍÅÎÄÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÒ ÒÅÌÅÖÁÎÔ ÐÁÒÔÓ ÁÒÅ ÉÎÁÐÐÒÏÐÒÉÁÔÅ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ 

Members concerned, for, inter alia, such reasons as: national security requirements; the prevention 

of deceptive practices; protection of human health or safety, animal or plant life or health, or the 

environment; fundamental climatic or other geographical factors; fundamental technological or 

infrastructural problÅÍÓȱȢ  

Art. 5.6 ɀ 5.9 TBT contain publication and notification requirements concerning conformity 

assessment procedures.  

Art. 6 TBT regulates the mutual recognition of conformity assessments procedures conducted by 

WTO members.  

The basic rule is contained in Art. 6.1 TBT, according to which Members shall  

ȰÅÎÓÕÒÅȟ ×ÈÅÎÅÖÅÒ ÐÏÓÓÉÂÌÅȟ ÔÈÁÔ ÒÅÓÕÌÔÓ ÏÆ ÃÏÎÆÏÒÍÉÔÙ ÁÓÓÅÓÓÍÅÎÔ ÐÒÏÃÅÄÕÒÅÓ ÉÎ ÏÔÈÅÒ -ÅÍÂÅÒÓ ÁÒÅ 

accepted, even when those procedures differ from their own, provided they are satisfied that those 
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procedures offer an assurance of conformity with applicable technical regulations or standards 

ÅÑÕÉÖÁÌÅÎÔ ÔÏ ÔÈÅÉÒ Ï×Î ÐÒÏÃÅÄÕÒÅÓȢȱ  

4ÈÅ ÃÌÁÕÓÅ Ȱ×ÈÅÎÅÖÅÒ ÐÏÓÓÉÂÌÅȱ ÉÎÄÉÃÁÔÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÉÓ ÉÓ ÎÏÔ ÁÎ ÕÎÃÏÎÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÏÂÌÉÇÁÔÉÏÎ ÆÏÒ 74/ 

Members; there can be situations where a Member may argue that such mutual recognition is not 

possible. The remaining paragraphs in Art. 6 encourage WTO Members to engage in various forms 

of cooperation with the aim of achieving mutual recognition of conformity assessment procedures.  

Art. 7 TBT and 8 TBT define obligations of WTO Members in relation to conformity assessments 

conducted by local government bodies and non-governmental bodies respectively. Basically, 

WTO Members must take reasonable, available measures to ensure that those entities comply with 

the obligations defined in Art. 5 and 6 TBT. Art. 8.2 TBT stipulates, in addition, that WTO Members 

shall only rely on conformity assessments by non-governmental actors, if the non-governmental 

actors fulfil these obligations.  

Article 10 stipulates that WTO Members must have an inquiry point  that can provide all kinds of 

information about TBT-related matters, including conformity assessment procedures. Within the 

EU, the TBT Inquiry Point is TBT Enquiry DG Enterprise and Industry87. 

While these rules are quite detailed, conformity assessments have been the subject of intensive 

debate among WTO Members in the competent TBT Committee88. This indicates that conformity 

assessments in practice create significant problems for economic actors. 

Box 1 ɀ The WTO case on Tuna Labelling ɀ an example 

The WTO dispute settlement has so far not had to decide many cases on the kind of schemes discussed in this 
study. One exception is the aforementioned case United States ɀ Measures Concerning the Importation, 
Marketing and Sale of Tuna and Tuna Products

89
. The case is presented in this box to illustrate how the WTO 

dispute settlement bodies might deal with binding PEF-related legislation. 

The case was about binding federal US legislation establishing tÈÅ ÃÏÎÄÉÔÉÏÎÓ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ Á ȰÄÏÌÐÈÉÎ-ÓÁÆÅȱ 
label on tuna products within the US, which Mexico challenged

90
. The relevant legal act, the Dolphin 

Protection Consumer Information Act, implementing regulations, and a related court case set out the 
requirements for when tuna products sold in the UnitÅÄ 3ÔÁÔÅÓ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÌÁÂÅÌÌÅÄ ÁÓ ȰÄÏÌÐÈÉÎ-ÓÁÆÅȱ. The 
legislation did not make the importation of tuna into the US dependent on whether tuna carried the dolphin-
safe label. At the same time, the legislation prohibited any reference to dolphins, porpoises, or marine 
mammals on the label of a tuna product, if the tuna contained in the product did not comply with the 
conditions set out in the legislation.  

The conditions that needed to be fulfilled for the use of the label varied according to where the tuna was 
caught, the type of vessel and the fishing method. Basically, however, they revolved around the necessity for 
the captain and/or an observer to provide a certificate that certain methods of catching the tuna were not 
used and/or that no dolphins were killed or seriously injured when the tuna was caught. The latter was only 
required when certain methods of catching tuna were used. In sum, the use of the label was contingent of a 
ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎ ȰÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÉÏÎȱ ÍÅÔÈÏÄ. The US measures also provided for specific enforcement mechanisms by state 
authorities. 

The case was initially decided by a WTO Panel. However, the parties appealed and subsequently the 
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Appellate Body of the WTO decided, in a report extending over more than 170 pages, the following:  

Á The measure at issued constituted a technical regulation in the sense of the TBT Agreement (rather 
than a non-ÍÁÎÄÁÔÏÒÙ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄɊȢ %ÖÅÎ ÔÈÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȰÄÏÌÐÈÉÎ-ÓÁÆÅȱ ÌÁÂÅÌ ÁÓ ÓÕÃÈ ×ÁÓ ÎÏÔ Á 
pre-condition for importing or marketing tuna products in the US, the legislation set forth that if the 
ÃÏÎÄÉÔÉÏÎÓ ÆÏÒ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÁÔ ÌÁÂÅÌ ×ÅÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÆÕÌÆÉÌÌÅÄȟ ÎÏ ÃÌÁÉÍ ×ÈÁÔÓÏÅÖÅÒ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ȰÄÏÌÐÈÉÎ-
ÓÁÆÅÔÙȱ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÍÁÄÅȢ 4ÈÕÓ ÔÈÅ 53 ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅ ÃÏvered the entire field ÏÆ ×ÈÁÔ ȰÄÏÌÐÈÉÎ-
ÓÁÆÅȱ meant in relation to tuna products. 

Á The legislation violated Art. 2.1 TBT Agreement, which forbids treating imported products less 
favourable than domestic like products. The Panel in the case had determined that imported and 
domestÉÃ ÔÕÎÁ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓ ×ÅÒÅ ȰÌÉËÅȱȟ Á ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇ ÎÏÔ ÁÐÐÅÁÌÅÄ ÂÙ ÁÎÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÁÒÔÉÅÓȢ 4ÈÅ !ÐÐÅÌÌÁÔÅ "ÏÄÙ 
hence only had to decide on whether the imported products were being discriminated against. The 
!ÐÐÅÌÌÁÔÅ "ÏÄÙ ÎÏÔÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÉÓ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ÆÏÒ ÁÎ ÁÎÁÌÙÓÉÓ ÏÆ Ȱ×ÈÅÔÈÅÒ the contested measure modifies 
ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÄÉÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÃÏÍÐÅÔÉÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÔÒÉÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÅÄ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓȱȢ )Î ÔÈÉÓ ÒÅÇÁÒÄȟ ÔÈÅ 0ÁÎÅÌ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ 
case had established that while most tuna caught in a certain area by US vessels complied with the 
conditions set out in the US regulations, most tuna caught by Mexican vessels did not. The Appellate 
Body observed that under these conditions, even though the ultimate purchasing decision was made 
by consumers, access to the label constituted an advantage accorded unequally to US and Mexican 
tuna through a state measure; this measure thus modified the competitive conditions between both. 
The Appellate Body further observed that the measure treated different methods of catching tuna 
differently; for the methods used predominantly by Mexican vessels the US measure fully addressed 
the adverse effects on dolphins, whereas it did not address mortality arising from other fishing 
methods to the same extent. Thus, the requirements that needed to be mostly fulfilled by Mexican 
tuna before being able to use the label were more difficult to fulfill than the ones most US tuna had 
to comply with. The Appellate Body could not find a scientific or factual justification for this 
distinction; accordingly it observed that these differences were not based on a legitimate regulatory 
distinction, and hence discriminatory. Thus, Art. 2.1 TBT was violated.  

Á 4ÈÅ !ÐÐÅÌÌÁÔÅ "ÏÄÙ ÒÅÖÅÒÓÅÄ ÔÈÅ 0ÁÎÅÌȭÓ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÖÉÏÌÁÔÅÄ !ÒÔȢΨȢΨ 4"4 ×ÈÉÃÈ 
requires technical regulations not to be more trade-restrictive than necessary for the fulfillment of 
certain policy objectives. The Panel had identified dolphin protection as well consumer protection 
against misinformation as objectives of the measure. The Appellate Body had to decide on whether 
the Panel had erred in finding that the measures were not necessary to these ends. In line with 
established case law, the Appellate Body looked at the degree of contribution made by the measure 
to the legitimate objectives at issue, the trade-restrictiveness of the measure, and the nature of the 
risks at issue and the gravity of consequences that would arise from non-fulfillment of the 
objective(s) pursued by the Member through the measure, undertaking a comparison between the 
challenged measure and possible alternative measures. The Appellate Body noted in this regard that 
the Panel incorrectly assumed that an alternative measure suggested by Mexico would have 
ÃÏÎÔÒÉÂÕÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÆÕÌÆÉÌÌÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 53ȭÓ ÏÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÄÅÇÒÅÅ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅ ÉÎ ÐÌÁÃÅȢ )Ô 
therefoÒÅ ÒÅÖÅÒÓÅÄ ÔÈÅ 0ÁÎÅÌȭÓ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓ ÔÈÁÔ !ÒÔȢ ΨȢΨ 4"4 ÈÁÓ ÂÅÅÎ ÂÒÅÁÃÈÅÄȢ 

Á Finally, the Appellate Body also had to deal with Art. 2.4 TBT, which obliges WTO Members to base 
ÔÅÃÈÎÉÃÁÌ ÒÅÇÕÌÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÎ ÒÅÌÅÖÁÎÔ ÉÎÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄÓȟ ÁÄÏÐÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÁÎ ȰÉÎÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ standardizing 
ÂÏÄÙȱȢ The Appellate Body had to decide, in this context, whether the Agreement on the 
International Dolphin Conservation Program (AIDCP), a multilateral agreement had to be considered 
a relevant international standard in the sense of the TBT Agreement. The AIDCP contained rules 
differing from the US measure, and had been ratified by the US. The Appellate Body found that the 
!)$#0 ÄÉÄ ÎÏÔ ÑÕÁÌÉÆÙ ÁÓ ȰÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄÉÚÉÎÇ ÂÏÄÙȱ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÎÓÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 4"4Ƞ ÉÔ ×ÁÓ ÎÏÔ ÏÐÅÎ ÔÏ ÁÌÌ 74/ 
Members, as required by the TBT Agreement. Thus, no violation of Art. 2.4 TBT was found. 

Thus, ultimately only a violation of Art. 2.1 TBT was found and the US was asked to bring its measure into 
conformity with WTO law. 

4.2.3 Rules applicable to standards 

For (non-mandatory) standards, Art. 4 TBT contains an obligation for WTO Members to  

ȰÅÎÓÕÒÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÅÎÔÒÁÌ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄÉÚÉÎÇ ÂÏÄÉÅÓ ÁÃÃÅÐÔ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÍÐÌÙ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ #ÏÄÅ ÏÆ 

Good Practice for the Preparation, Adoption and Application of Standards in Annex 3 to this 
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Agreement (ÒÅÆÅÒÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ !ÇÒÅÅÍÅÎÔ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ Ȱ#ÏÄÅ ÏÆ 'ÏÏÄ 0ÒÁÃÔÉÃÅȱɊȢ 4ÈÅÙ ÓÈÁÌÌ ÔÁËÅ ÓÕÃÈ 

reasonable measures as may be available to them to ensure that local government and non-

governmental standardizing bodies within their territories, as well as regional standardizing bodies 

of which they or one or more bodies within their territories are members, accept and comply with 

ÔÈÉÓ #ÏÄÅ ÏÆ 'ÏÏÄ 0ÒÁÃÔÉÃÅȢȱ 

Within the EU, the European Committee for Standardization (CEN), the European Committee for 

Electrotechnical Standardization (CENELEC) and the European Telecommunications Standards 

Institute (ETSI) are standardizing bodies in the sense above; they have been assigned this function 

by Art. 2(8) in conjunction with Annex 1 of Regulation No. 1025/2012 of 25 October 2012 on 

European standardization91. These organisations have all accepted the WTO Code of Good Practice. 

In addition, all member States have notified the acceptance of the Code by one or more of their 

national standardizing organisation to the WTO92. 

The Code of Good Practice in Annex 3 TBT contains obligations that are almost identical to the 

obligations concerning technical regulations in Art. 2 TBT. 

The most important rules contained in the Code are the following:  

Art. D Code of Good Practice is identical to Art. 2.1 TBT, i.e. it contains a non-discrimination rule in 

the form of the requirement that imported like products are treated no less favourably than 

domestic products. 

Art. E Code of Good Practice repeats the first part of Art. 2.2 TBT, i.e. contains a requirement that 

standards do not create unnecessary obstacles to international trade. 

Art. F Code of Good Practice is similar to Art. 2.4 TBT, i.e. contains a requirement to use existing 

international standards as basis for technical standards, except where such international standards 

or relevant parts would be ineffective or inappropriate. 

Moreover, the rules in Art. 5 TBT on conformity assessments also apply to standards when the 

ÃÏÎÆÏÒÍÉÔÙ ÁÓÓÅÓÓÍÅÎÔ ÉÓ ÃÏÎÄÕÃÔÅÄ ÂÙ ȰÃÅÎÔÒÁÌ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔ ÂÏÄÉÅÓȱȢ 

Thus, the WTO rules technical regulations and standards are very similar in wording, and it is thus 

most likely that the WTO dispute settlement bodies would interpret them in a similar way, even 

though so far the rules on standards have hardly played a role in WTO dispute settlement. 

4.2.4 Scope of application of the TBT Agreement 

Finally, it should mentioned that there has been a controversy about whether the TBT only applies 

to product-related measures, i.e. measures that relate to the immediate characteristics of a certain 

product only (e.g. its energy efficiency or genetic modification) or also to non-product related 

process and production method (PPM) measures. Non-product related PPM measures relate to 

events during the production of a product (e.g. carbon emissions caused during its production) 

                                                                    

91
 Official Journal of the European Union, L 316 of 14 November 2012, p. 12-33 

92
 Trade policy review - Report by the WTO Secretariat - European Union, WT/TPR/S/248, para. 97. 

http://www.cenorm.be/cenorm/index.htm
http://www.cenelec.org/Cenelec/Homepage.htm
http://www.cenelec.org/Cenelec/Homepage.htm
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2012:316:0012:0033:EN:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2012:316:0012:0033:EN:PDF
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which do not influence the characteristics of the final product as such. Some have argued that the 

TBT should be narrowly interpreted to only cover product -related environmental measures93.  

However, in the recent United States - Measures Concerning the Importation, Marketing and Sale of 

Tuna and Tuna Products ÃÁÓÅȟ ÔÈÅ 74/ȭÓ !ÐÐÅÌÌÁÔÅ "ÏÄÙ ÄÅÃÉÄÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÒÕÌÅÓ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 

ÌÁÂÅÌ ȰÄÏÌÐÈÉÎ-ÓÁÆÅȱ ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÅÄ Á ÔÅÃÈÎÉÃÁÌ ÒÅÇÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ ÌÉÎÅ ×ÉÔÈ !ÎÎÅØ ΧȢΧ 4"4 ɉÓÅÅ ÁÂÏÖÅȟ 

section 4.2.1ɊȢ !Ó ÔÈÅ ÌÁÂÅÌ ȰÄÏlphin-ÓÁÆÅȱ ÒÅÌÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ×ÁÙ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÕÎÁ ×ÁÓ ÃÁÕÇÈÔ ɉÁÎÄ ÎÏÔ ÔÏ ÉÔÓ 

physical properties), this implies a rejection of the above, narrow reading of the TBT as only covering 

product-related measures that relate to the physical characteristics and the performance of a 

product. 

4.3 General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT)  

The other relevant agreement concerning environmental labelling rules is GATT, in particular its Art. 

III:4 which states: 

Ȱ4ÈÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÔÅÒÒÉÔÏÒÙ ÏÆ ÁÎÙ ÃÏÎÔÒÁÃÔÉÎÇ ÐÁÒÔÙ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÅÄ ÉÎÔÏ the territory of any other 

contracting party shall be accorded treatment no less favourable than that accorded to like 

products of national origin in respect of all laws, regulations and requirements affecting their 

internal sale, offering for sale, purchÁÓÅȟ ÔÒÁÎÓÐÏÒÔÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎ ÏÒ ÕÓÅȢȱ 

4ÈÉÓ ÁÒÔÉÃÌÅ ÉÓ ÓÉÍÉÌÁÒ ÔÏ !ÒÔȢ ΨȢΧ 4"4 ÁÓ ÉÔ ÐÒÏÈÉÂÉÔÓ ÔÈÅ ÕÎÅÑÕÁÌ ÔÒÅÁÔÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ȰÌÉËÅȱ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓȢ 

4ÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅȟ ÔÈÅ ÁÂÏÖÅ ÄÉÓÃÕÓÓÉÏÎ ÏÎ ȰÌÉËÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓȱ ÉÓ ÏÆ ÒÅÌÅÖÁÎÃÅ ÆÏÒ !ÒÔȢ )))ȡΪ '!44 ÁÓ ×ÅÌÌȢ 

Different from the TBT Agreement, Art. III:4 GATT does not relate specifically to a certain type of 

ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅȟ ÅÉÔÈÅÒ ÍÁÎÄÁÔÏÒÙ ÏÒ ÖÏÌÕÎÔÁÒÙ ÉÎ ÃÈÁÒÁÃÔÅÒȢ Ȱ,ÅÓÓ ÆÁÖÏÕÒÁÂÌÅ ÔÒÅÁÔÍÅÎÔȱ ÏÆ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÅÄ 

versus domestic products could, in principle, also consist in a factual behaviour. For example, in the 

case on EC ɂ Approval and Marketing of Biotech Products, the Panel implied that a non-

consideration of applications by GMO importers for the approval of their products could be 

ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÅÄ ÁÓ ȰÔÒÅÁÔÍÅÎÔȱ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÎÓÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÓ ÃÌÁÕÓÅ94. Thus, for conformity assessment this means 

that Art. III:4 GATT could also forbid a certain manner of how conformity assessments are applied, 

rather than the rules governing them. 

One difference between the GATT and the TBT is, however, that even if a measure violates Art. III:4 

GATT, it may still be justified. The relevant norm is Art. XX GATT. It allows WTO members to take, 

ÉÎÔÅÒ ÁÌÉÁȟ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÒÅ ȰÎÅÃÅÓÓÁÒÙ ÔÏ ÐÒÏÔÅÃÔ ÈÕÍÁÎȟ ÁÎÉÍÁÌ ÏÒ ÐÌÁÎÔ ÌÉÆÅ ÏÒ ÈÅÁÌÔÈȱ ɉ!ÒÔȢ 88 ÂɊ 

ÏÒ ȰÒÅÌÁÔÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÓÅÒÖÁÔÉÏÎ of exhaustible natural resources if such measures are made effective 

ÉÎ ÃÏÎÊÕÎÃÔÉÏÎ ×ÉÔÈ ÒÅÓÔÒÉÃÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÎ ÄÏÍÅÓÔÉÃ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÉÏÎ ÏÒ ÃÏÎÓÕÍÐÔÉÏÎȱ ɉ!ÒÔȢ 88 ÇɊȢ )Î ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎȟ 

these measures must be non-discriminatory and must not constitute a disguised restriction on 

international trade. With regard to environmental consumer information like the information on a 

ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔȭÓ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅȟ ÔÈÅ ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎ ÉÓ ÈÅÎÃÅ ×ÈÅÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ Á ÓÕÆÆÉÃÉÅÎÔ ÌÉÎË 

                                                                    

93
 For an overview of the debate see Vranes, Erich, 2010, Climate Labelling and the WTO - The 2010 EU Ecolabelling 

Programme as a Test Case under WTO Law, http://ssrn.com/abstract=1567432; Joshi, Manoj, 2004, Are Eco-Labels 
Consistent with World Trade Organization Agreements?, Journal of World Trade Vol. 38:1, p. 69-92 

94
 Panel Report, EC ɂ Approval and Marketing of Biotech Products, paras. 7.2513ɀ7.2516 

http://ssrn.com/abstract=1567432
http://docsonline.wto.org/imrd/directdoc.asp?DDFDocuments/t/WT/DS/293R-00.doc
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between the information and the protection of exhaustible natural resources95 or whether the 

information is necessary for the protection of human, animal or plant life or health (e.g., because 

biodiversity-related information is provided).  

4.4 Link with possible PEF/OEF policies  

In a Commission impact assessment accompÁÎÙÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ #ÏÍÍÕÎÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ Ȱ"ÕÉÌÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 3ÉÎÇÌÅ -ÁÒËÅÔ 

for Green Products: Facilitating better information on the environmental performance of products 

ÁÎÄ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÓÁÔÉÏÎÓȱ96, five policy options for the EU in the area of green products were presented. In 

the following, we will briefly discuss which of the above WTO rules they would have to comply with 

respectively.  

Option 1: Baseline scenario ɀ continuation of status quo 

The first of the policy option discuss is a continuation of the status quo, which is described in the 

study as ongoing implementation of the existing policy instruments introduced or strengthened by 

the SCP/SIP Action Plan. In the area of products the Ecodesign directive, the Energy label, the EU 

Ecolabel, Energy Star, and green public procurement would be implemented. As this scenario does 

not involve any legislative changes that could require a new assessment under WTO law, it is not 

further discussed here.  

Option 2: New mandatory product policy framework 

The second policy option would be the introduction of a new mandatory product policy framework. 

The new legal framework would introduce requirements concerning product environmental 

performance, including setting minimum market access requirements. As described above, such 

binding legislation relating to products would have to be considered a technical regulation under the 

TBT Agreement. Hence, the rules discussed in Section 4.2.2 and Art. III:4 GATT would have to guide 

such legislation.  

Option 3: A mandatory OEF reporting framework 

Under this option, the use of a certain OEF methodology would become obligatory for large 

organisations in priority sectors for reporting/information provision purposes. The policy would 

provide incentives at EU and/or Member State level to improve performance or to reward good 

performance, based on reliable, quantified information provided through the OEF and OEFSRs. A 

dialogue on incentive frameworks will be established with Member States to improve approaches to 

incentives and avoid environmentally harmful subsidies. In such a framework, the assessment under 

WTO law would depend a lot on the details of the rules. The described rules do not seem to, prima 

                                                                    

95
 For example, clean air was recognised as an exhaustible natural resource by the WTO dispute settlement in the case 

United States ɂ Standards for Reformulated and Conventional Gasoline, (WT/DS2/AB/R), available at: 
http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/envir_e/gas1_e.htm 

96
 Commission staff working document ɀ Impact assessment accompanying the document: Communication from the 

Commission to the European Parliament and the Council - Building the Single Market for Green Products: Facilitating 

better information on the environmental performance of products and organisations (COM(2013) 196 final), 9 April 2013, 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=SWD:2013:0111:FIN:EN:PDF 
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facie, be relevant under the TBT Agreement or GATT as they do not relate to the transboundary 

trade in goods. 

Such measures may become relevant under the Agreement on Trade-Related Investment Measures 

ɉ42)-ÓɊ ÉÆ ÔÈÅÙ ÈÁÖÅ Á ÌÉÎË ×ÉÔÈ ÔÒÁÄÅȢ !ÒÔȢ Χ 42)-3 ÓÔÁÔÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÁÇÒÅÅÍÅÎÔ ÁÐÐÌÉÅÓ ÔÏ ȰÉÎÖÅÓÔÍÅÎÔ 

measures related to trade in goods ÏÎÌÙȱȢ ! ÔÙÐÉÃÁÌ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅ ÇÉÖÅÎ ÉÎ ÁÎ !ÎÎÅØ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ 42)-3-

Agreement would be, for example, a requirement for a company to purchase or use products of 

domestic origin. However, a mere requirement to report on OEF is not product-related. Thus, TRIMS 

would not apply either. This might change if, for example, only companies holding an OEF could 

import certain products to the EU. 

If subsidies provided e.g. for good performance of OEF were to be contained in the OEF reporting 

framework, it may also have to be assessed under the Agreement on Subsidies and Countervailing 

Measures (SCM) of the WTO. 

Option 4: Integration of PEF and OEF into relevant policy instruments 

A fourth policy option presented is the integration of PEF and OEF into existing relevant policy 

instruments. The envisaged measures are described as follows in the impact assessment:  

Ȱ0ÒÏÄÕÃÔ %ÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔÁÌ &ÏÏÔÐÒÉÎÔ ɉ0%&Ɋ ÁÎÄ /ÒÇÁÎÉÓÁÔÉÏÎ %ÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔÁÌ &ÏÏÔÐÒÉÎÔ ɉ/%&Ɋ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ 

immediately used in instruments such as Ecolabel, GPP and EMAS for informing the criteria-

development process and the creation of Sectoral Reference Documents for determining relevant 

environmental impacts and life cycle-based key performance indicators.  

Sectoral rules would be developed to apply OEF/OEFSRs to relevant sectors falling under the 

Industrial Emissions Directive to widen requirements and reporting on additional environmental 

aspects.  

The European Pollutant Release and Transfer Register (Regulation 166/2006) would be modified to 

integrate information based on OEF and its elements on a voluntary or obligatory basis. Under this 

option it would also be necessary to establish a set of incentives, both by the public and private 

sector, that would reward companies and reinforce the positive effect on environmental 

performance iÍÐÒÏÖÅÍÅÎÔÓȢȱ 

This option is similar to policy option 2 in that it would involve changes to a number of binding, 

legislative instruments97. Hence, for each of these instruments it would have to be considered 

whether it fulfils the definition of a technical regulation in the sense of the TBT Agreement in 

addition to being mandatory. Rules on ecolabels, for example, are certainly a technical regulation in 

the sense of the TBT Agreement, and thus the rules for technical regulations described above and 

Art. III:4 GATT would have to be considered. 

Concerning OEF-related rules, it is, however, again questionable to which such rules would be trade-

related and hence be covered by WTO rules. To the extent that rules on subsidies are to be included 

into existing legislation in the future, again the SCM Agreement of the WTO may have to be 

considered. 

                                                                    

97
 An overview of relevant legislation can be found at http://ec.europa.eu/environment/gpp/eu_related_en.htm 
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Option 5: Recommending the application of PEF and OEF on a voluntary basis (preferred option) 

The fifth option named in the impact assessment is a Commission Recommendation addressed at 

Member States and business, recommending them to use the PEF and OEF methodologies 

whenever they intend to introduce a voluntary scheme or requirements related to the 

measurement, verification, reporting, benchmarking, and communication of the environmental 

performance of products and or organisations. A draft Recommendation has in the mean time been 

adopted98. 

Commission Recommendations in the sense of Art. 292 TFEU are non-binding99. Thus, the 

ÒÅÃÏÍÍÅÎÄÁÔÉÏÎ ×ÏÕÌÄȟ ÁÔ ÍÏÓÔȟ ÂÅ Á ȰÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄȱ ÉÎ Ôhe sense of the TBT Agreement. The above 

ÄÅÆÉÎÉÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ȰÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄȱ ÄÏÅÓ ÎÏÔ ÒÅÌÁÔÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎ ÍÅÔÈÏÄÏÌÏÇÉÅÓ ÆÏÒ ÁÓÃÅÒÔÁÉÎÉÎÇ Á 

ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔȭÓ ÃÈÁÒÁÃÔÅÒÉÓÔÉÃÓ ÅØÐÌÉÃÉÔÌÙȢ (Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÌÌÙ ÒÁÔÈÅÒ ÂÒÏÁÄȢ )Ô ÃÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÁÒÇÕÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ 

recommendation contains some (non-ÂÉÎÄÉÎÇɊ ȰÒÕÌÅÓȱ ÆÏÒ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓȢ !ÌÓÏȟ ÔÈÅ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÓÕÃÈ ÔÅÒÍÓ ÁÓ 

symbols or labelling requirements in the above definition would not make much sense if the 

underlying rules on when a certain label can be used would not be covered. Hence, the 

recommendation can be considered a standard in the sense of the TBT Agreement. Consequently, 

the norms mentioned in 4.2.3 would apply.  

4.5 Conclusion  

In sum, WTO contains a number of disciplines that may be of relevance for an EU PEF/OEF scheme; 

which ones will, however, depend on the binding/non-binding nature of such schemes. The most 

important rules are contained in the TBT Agreement and the GATT. In light of recent WTO case law, 

regulatory measures that do not force economic operators to disclose and communicate a PEF-

profile (i.e. the results of a PEF study) of their products, but only allow them to make certain claims 

ÒÅÌÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓȭ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÆÏÏÔÐÒÉÎÔ ÉÆ ÔÈÅÙ ÕÓÅ ÔÈÅ %5 0%& ÓÃÈÅÍÅ ɉÉÎÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ its 

compliance system), would have to be considered a technical regulation under the TBT Agreement. 

By contrast, WTO law is not addressed at private actors. Thus, any private scheme laying down 

requirements for products or organisation, but not linked to mandatory legal rules is not subject to 

any specific WTO obligations; this applies by extension to compliance systems that are part of such 

schemes. With regard to EU measures on OEF, WTO law will only become relevant to the extent 

that these schemes have a trade component. 

 

                                                                    

98
 Draft Commission Recommendation on the use of common methods to measure and communicate the life cycle 

environmental performance of products and organizations, 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/eussd/smgp/pdf/recommendation.pdf 

99
 Calliess, Christian, and Matthias Ruffert, (eds). EUV/AEUV: Das Verfassungsrecht Der Europäischen Union Mit Europäischer 

Grundrechtechartaל; Kommentar. 4. Aufl. München, 2011, Art. 292 AEUV, para. 1. 
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Chapter 5.  Building options for PEF/OEF compliance 

system 

This chapter is divided in three sections. Section 5.1 builds on case studies to suggest three options 

for operational verification activities. Section 5.2 addresses the issue of the costs of verification 

activities. This section includes an analysis of existing cost structures and pricing systems and a 

discussion on the key factors that could influence the cost of future PEF/OEF verification activities. 

Finally, section 5.1.3 proposes three possible directions for the future compliance system that could 

be applied to PEF and OEF declarations. 

5.1 Verification in practice: operationalizing PEF/OEF 

requirements  in view of compliance checks  

5.1.1 Control points for PEF and OEF requirements 

)Î ÏÒÄÅÒ ÔÏ ÄÅÓÃÒÉÂÅ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÔÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÖÅÒÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ ÆÏÒ 0%&Ⱦ/%& ÄÅÃÌÁÒÁÔÉÏÎÓȟ ȰÃÏÎÔÒÏÌ ÐÏÉÎÔÓȱ 

were developed. The purpose of control points is to translate general requirements into more 

operational criteria that can be evaluated during verification activities. In that respect, PEF and OEF 

guidance documents were reviewed and each requirement contained therein was analysed in order 

to explain how verification activities could be performed with details on: 

 The key control points related to the requirement; 

 The type of verification activities and in particular the type of documents that 

could be checked; and 

 The competencies needed to carry out verifications. 

The outcome of the analysis is presented in Annex 4. Note that most of the PEF requirements are 

also applicable to the OEF. For that reason, the analysis provided in Table 21 was done for the PEF 

guidance only. 

5.1.2 Illustrati ve verification activities based on case studies 

5.1.2.1 Approach for the case studies 

Purpose of the verification case studies 

The analysis of the control points revealed that although some verification activities remain the 

same regardless of the product or sector considered100, most of the verification activities are 

                                                                    

100
 This concerns all verifications that simply consist in checking that required information is provided in the PEF main 

report such as, for instance, the requirement that A PEF study shall include several items (e.g. Ȱ)ÎÔÅÎÄÅÄ ÁÐÐÌÉÃÁÔÉÏÎȱȟ 

Ȱ4ÁÒÇÅÔ ÁÕÄÉÅÎÃÅȱȟ ÅÔÃȢ) ÔÈÁÔ ÍÕÓÔ ÂÅ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ȰÇÏÁÌ ÄÅÆÉÎÉÔÉÏÎ΅ ÓÅÃÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙȢ 
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strongly dependent on the product category or sector considered. For that reason, it was necessary 

to develop ȰÖÅÒÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ case studiesȱ in order to shed more light on what could be possible 

verification activities in the future. These case studies are based on two illustrative product 

categories for PEF and one illustrative sector for OEF. 

Assumptions on the context of the verification in the case studies 

The context considered in the product case studies is the following:  

 The PEF study is to be used in external communication (B2B or B2C) with 

comparisons or comparative assertions101. Consequently, the use of the existing 

PEFCR for the product category is a mandatory requirement of the PEF guidance. 

 A PEF report has been prepared by the company carrying out the PEF study since 

it is a mandatory requirement according to the PEF guidance. However, this PEF 

report is not necessarily the communication vehicle used to disclose the PEF 

profile (see next point). 

 The form of disclosure or communication of the PEF profile (communication 

vehicle) is not specified. It could be a PEF external communication report, a PEF 

performance tracking report, a PEF declaration or a PEF label. However, no 

specific requirements related to these communication forms have been 

developed in the PEF guidance. Therefore, specific verification activities related 

to these documents are not included in the present analysis. 

 The overall goal of the verification is to provide confidence in the PEF profile to 

users or other target audiences (individuals or organisations). 

The context considered in the organisation case study is the following:  

 An OEF report has been prepared by the company carrying out the OEF study 

since compiling such a report is a mandatory requirement contained in the OEF 

guidance. 

 The OEF study is to be used for external application (for communication to 

stakeholders, B2B, public authorities, etc.) with comparisons or comparative 

assertions. As a consequence, the use of the OEFSR applicable to the 

organisation is mandatory. 

 The form of disclosure or communication of the OEF profile is not specified (it 

could be an OEF external communication report or an OEF performance tracking 

report). Therefore, specific verification activities related to these documents are 

not included in the present analysis. 

 The overall goal of the verification is to provide confidence in the OEF profile to 

users or other target individuals or organisations. 

                                                                    

101
 See footnote 19 in page 16 for a definition of ȰÃÏÍÐÁÒÁÔÉÖÅ ÁÓÓÅÒÔÉÏÎȱȢ 
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Framework for the analysis of case studies 

Based on PEF and OEF guidance documents as well as the ȰGuidance for PCR ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔȱ 

recently released by the PCR Guidance Development Initiative102, key items of the future PEFCRs 

and OEFSRs were identified. For each of these items, illustrative requirements coming from existing 

PCRs103 or sectoral guidance for organisations were used as a proxy for possible future PEFCRs and 

OEFSRs, respectively. 

It should be clarified that it is not to intended to use the case studies to present recommendations 

on what should be the requirements of the future PEFCRs/OEFSRs, nor to develop operational rules 

(as this is one of the core objectives of the upcoming pilot studies). The idea is rather to compile 

illustrative requirements to clarify the nature of the verification activities. The illustrative 

requirements do not cover all the possible requirements that can be included in the future 

PEFCRs/OEFSRs, instead they focus on the following key aspects: the unit of analysis, the scope of 

the assessment, specific/generic data requirements, and examples of other modelling parameters. 

5.1.2.2 Presentation of the case studies 

The case studies are presented in the paragraphs below. The product cases studies are for 

detergents and textiles. The organisation case study relates to the chemistry sector. 

Product case study 1 ɀ Detergents 

The following existing PCRs were used to collect illustrative requirements: 

 From the French environmental labelling initiative ɀ BP X30-323-2: General 

principles for an environmental communication on mass market products - Part 

2: Methodology for the environmental impacts assessment of household heavy 

duty laundry detergents (2012-12-06); 

 From the International EPD® System ɀ UN CPC 35322 Detergents and washing 

preparations ɀ Updated 2013-07-18. 

The analysis of the detergents case study is presented in Table 10. 

Table 10: Product case study 1 ɀ Detergents 

Illustrative requirement Possible verification activities 

Functional unit  

BPX ɀ The reference flow is Ȱa washȱ with a recommended dosage 
for: 
 - An average load, 
 - A medium soiled cloth, 
 - A medium water hardness. 
In accordance with Regulation (EC) No 648/2004. 

EPD ɀ The environmental impact shall be given per declared unit. 
The declared unit is ȰΧ ËÇ ÏÆ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔ ÐÁÃËÅÄȱȢ 

In the case of BPX, the reference flow is not a fixed amount such as 
ȰήΦ Ç ÏÆ ÄÅÔÅÒÇÅÎÔ ÐÏ×ÄÅÒ ÆÏÒ Á ×ÁÓÈȱȢ 4ÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅ, verifications of 
data regarding the dosage of the product for one wash are 
necessary and could be based on: 
 - Documentary checks ɀ i.e. request for documents justifying the 
dosage or proving the efficiency of the product with this dosage 
(e.g. internal R&D tests). 

 - Cross-check comparison of documents ɀ e.g. to check if the 
dosage is realistic given the formulation of the product. 

 - Tests ɀ Test of the efficiency of the product with the dosage used 

                                                                    

102
 PCR Guidance Development Initiative, 2013. Guidance for Product Category Rule Development ɀ Version 1.0 ɀ August 

28, 2013 

103
 Such PCRs can be developed in current environmental declaration programs such as the International EPD® System or 

the French environmental labelling intitiative. 
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Illustrative requirement Possible verification activities 

in the PEF. 

For the EPD, the reference flow is a fixed amount and above-
mentioned verifications are not applicable. The verification 
necessary would be a check that 1 kg has been used in the PEF 
study, as specified in the PEFCR. 

System boundaries  

BPX 

Included: 
 - Extraction and manufacturing of ingredients and packaging; 
 - Transportation of components to detergent manufacturing; 
 - Detergent manufacturing (mixing ingredients); 
 - Packing of detergent; 
 - Transport from manufacturing site to point of sale; 
 - Use at the consumer place; 
 - End of life treatment. 

Excluded: 
 - Transportation of packaging to detergent manufacturing; 
 - Transportation for consumer. 

Check if the system boundaries, mentioned under the section 
Ȱ3ÃÏÐÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙȱ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 0%& ÍÁÉÎ ÒÅÐÏÒÔȟ ÁÒÅ ÃÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÔ ×ÉÔÈ 
PEFCR requirements. 

 

Check if all the processes mentioned in the PEFCR are at least 
mentioned in the PEF report in the sub-section describing all the 
unit process data collected (which should be under the section 
Ȱ#ÏÍÐÉÌÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 2ÅÓÏÕÒÃÅ 5ÓÅ ÁÎÄ %ÍÉÓÓÉÏÎÓ 0ÒÏÆÉÌÅȱ 
of the PEF main report). 

 

A large scope in terms of life-cycle phases, with some vagueness in 
the formulation will lead to more complex and time-consuming 
verification activities with a need for expert judgment to determine 
if the PEF study is compliant with the PEFCR. 

EPD 

Included: 

 - Upstream module (from cradle-to-gate) = Raw materials and semi-
manufactured goods; 
 - Core module (from gate-to-gate) = Manufacturing processes; 
 - Downstream module (from gate-to-grave) = Use phase and end-
of-life. Downstream module is optional. 

Requirements regarding primary data collection  

BPX ɀ Composition of the product 

 - Ingredient types (CAS number) and quantity (mass); 
 - Quantity of water (volume) in the detergent formulation. 

Verification of data regarding the composition of the products could 
be based on: 
 - Documentary checks ɀ i.e. request for company's internal 
documents describing the detergent formulation; 
 - Cross-check comparison of documents ɀ e.g. to check if the 
amount of a given ingredient in the product is realistic: information 
on amounts delivered, loss rates and number of units produced can 
be combined. If required, suppliers could also be audited to get 
information on the ingredients supplied. In particular, if the 
production of the detergent is subcontracted, then it may be 
necessary to get information from in the subcontractor to perform 
the verification; 
 - On-site inspection of a manufacturing plant to evaluate the 
amounts of ingredients used during the detergent manufacturing 
process; 
 - Tests ɀ A chemical analysis of a sample of the product could be 
performed by an independent laboratory. 

BPX ɀ Composition of the primary packaging 
 - Primary packaging materials (bottle and cap) types and quantity 
(mass); 
 - % of the material made of recycled materials (recycled content). 

Verification of data regarding the composition of the primary 
packaging could be based on: 
 - Documentary checks ɀ i.e. requests for documents describing the 
packaging; request for confirmation from supplier regarding the % 
of material made of recycled materials; 
 - Visits ɀ On site visit in the supplier's facilities to check the 
information on recycled content; 
- Tests ɀ Direct measurements and possibly material analysis to 
verify the bill of materials of the primary packaging. 

BPX ɀ Manufacturing sites 
 - Location of detergent manufacturing sites (countries); 
 - number of units produced at each site. 

Verification of the location of the production sites for the French 
market: review of calculations made to obtain a weighted average, 
review of underlying evidence, extracts from ERP software, etc. If 
the production is subcontracted, this information may not be 
directly available from the company. The verification may require 
contact with several levels of suppliers in the supply chain until 
auditable information is found. 

BPX ɀ Energy use in manufacturing sites (semi specific data) 
 - Quantity and type of energy (electricity, fuel oil ,natural gas). 

Verification of data regarding the energy consumption of the 
manufacturing plant(s) could be based on: 

 - Documentary checks ɀ i.e. request for documents such as invoices 
indicating the annual energy consumption of the plant and 
documents with the annual number of units produced per type of 
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Illustrative requirement Possible verification activities 

product. 

 - On-site measurements in the manufacturing plant, if technically 
feasible. 

If the production is subcontracted, the necessary information may 
only be available through contact with the actual manufacturer of 
the detergent. 

BPX ɀ Washing temperature (semi-specific data) 
The electricity consumption for a washing temperature of 30°C can 
be used if the manufacturer can prove the effectiveness of the 
detergent at 30 °C. Otherwise, the electricity consumption for a 
washing temperature of 43.1°C must be used. The electricity 
consumption is 0.42 kWh/wash at 30°C. The electricity consumption 
is 0.60 kWh/wash at 43.1°C. 

If the electricity consumption associated with a washing 
temperature of 30°C has been used: Verification activities could 
include: 
 - Documentary checks ɀ i.e. request for documents describing 
internal R&D tests and proving the detergent efficiency; 
- Test of the 30°C efficiency. Such a test could be performed by the 
manufacturer or by an external body.  

BPX ɀ Composition of the secondary packaging 
 - Secondary packaging material types and quantity (mass); 
 - % of the material from recycled materials (recycled content). 

Verification of data regarding the composition of the secondary 
packaging could be based on: 
 - Documentary checks ɀ i.e. request for documents describing the 
packaging; request for delivery bills from the supplier; request for a 
confirmation from supplier regarding the % of material made from 
recycled materials; 
- Visits ɀ On-site visit of the supplier's plant to check information on 
recycled content; 
- Tests ɀ Direct measurements and material analysis. 

EPD ɀ Specific data shall be used for the Core module. Specific data 
are data gathered from the site where specific processes are carried 
out. The requirements for specific data also include actual product 
weights, main material weights of product, main material 
processing of product, amounts of raw materials used and amounts 
of waste produced, etc. 

See above. 

Requirements regarding secondary data  

BPX ɀ Transportation from the suppliers the manufacturing plant 
Road transportation 
 - distance: 1200 km 
 - maximum weight: 24 tonnes 
Sea transportation 
 - distance: 8000 km 

Check whether the generic data are listed under the item 
Ȱ$ÅÓÃÒÉÐÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÄÏÃÕÍÅÎÔÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÁÌÌ ÕÎÉÔ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓ ÄÁÔÁ ÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÅÄȱ 
ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÃÔÉÏÎ Ȱ#ÏÍÐÉÌÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 2ÅÓÏÕÒÃÅ 5ÓÅ ÁÎÄ 
%ÍÉÓÓÉÏÎÓ 0ÒÏÆÉÌÅȱȢ 

Check whether the generic data used are strictly similar to PEFCR 
requirements ɀ i.e. same values cited in the PEF main report. 

Check if the generic data reported in the PEF report are strictly 
similar to the generic data implemented in the LCA tool. 

 

 

Existing PEFCRs for detergents have requirements regarding 
generic data but to date, different approaches remain in practice.  

In the BPX clear values are provided for generic activity data e.g. 60L 
of water for one wash, or 600 km for transportation between 
manufacturing and point of sale. When generic activity data is 
specified, no primary data can be used, even if the information is 
available from the company. In addition, as regards LCIs to be used, 
it is stated that LCIs from the ADEME public LCI database shall be 
used but this database is not yet available, thus the choice of LCI-
type secondary data is left to the LCA practitioner. 

 

In the EPD, no values are provided for generic activity data. In 
addition, if primary data is available, this data can be used instead of 
generic data. Moreover, as regards LCI-type secondary data, some 
LCI databases are suggested but no specific LCI are required. 

 

The approach taken in practice in the future PEFCRs can have a 
noticeable effect, in terms of workload and competencies required, 
on how the verification of generic data will be handled: i.e. 
straightforward check of clear requirements for activity data and 
LCI-type data through audit; or analysis based on expert judgments 
requiring LCA experience. 

BPX ɀ Composition of the tertiary packaging 
 - Tertiary packaging material types and quantity (mass); 
 - Number of uses of reusable tertiary packaging (e.g. palette). 

BPX ɀ Use phase scenario 
 - Electricity consumption (0.42 or 0.6 kWh/wash depending on wash 
temperature); 
 - Water consumption (60L). 

BPX ɀ Transportation between manufacturing plant and point of 
sale: 
 - Road transportation; 
 - Distance: 600 km; 
 - Maximum weight: 24 tonnes. 

BPX ɀ End-of-life treatments 
For packaging: 
 - Recycling rate of packaging materials; 
 - Respective share for each end-of-life routes (incineration, landfill). 

For detergent: 
 - 100% sewage treatment plant; 
 - Treatment process; 
 - End-of-life of sewage sludge; 
 - Percentage of reduction of compounds during waste water 
treatment. 

BPX ɀ Generic data from future ADEME public LCI database 
- Production processes for each ingredient; 
- Production processes for each packaging material; 
- Energy production in France; 
- Transportation (road, sea); 
- End-of-life treatments. 
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Illustrative requirement Possible verification activities 

EPD ɀ &ÏÒ ÔÈÅ 5ÐÓÔÒÅÁÍ ÁÎÄ $Ï×ÎÓÔÒÅÁÍ ÍÏÄÕÌÅ ÁÌÓÏ ȰÓÅÌÅÃÔÅÄ 
ÇÅÎÅÒÉÃ ÄÁÔÁȱ ÍÁÙ ÂÅ ÕÓÅÄ ÉÆ ȰÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÃ ÄÁÔÁȱ ÉÓ ÌÁÃËÉÎÇȢ 

Modelling parameters and assumptions  

Use phase scenario 

BPX 

 - Water consumption for one wash: 60L 
 - Electricity consumption for one wash: 
    > 0.42kWh/wash (30°C washing temperature) 
    > 0.60kWh/wash (43.1°C washing temperature) 

EPD 

EPD ɀ Integration of downstream module (including use phase) on a 
voluntary basis. Use scenario not specified. Water and energy 
consumption shall be included and values shall be representative of 
the region of use of the product. 

If applicable, check whether the use scenario (mentioned under the 
ÓÅÃÔÉÏÎ ȰCompiling and recording the Resource Use and Emissions 
0ÒÏÆÉÌÅȱ of the PEF main report) is similar to the PEFCR 
requirements. 

If applicable, check whether the explanations and sources from the 
PEFCR are presented in the PEF report. 

If applicable, check whether the PERCR-specific use scenario is 
properly implemented in the global LCA tool and is used for the 
calculation of the PEF profile. 

 

For EPD verification is less straightforward since requirements are 
not as stringent as in the BPX. 

Capital goods 

BPX ɀ Capital goods not included 

EPD - The manufacturing of production equipment with an 
expected lifetime over three years, buildings, infrastructure, 
machines and other capital goods shall not be included. 

Check whether inclusion/exclusion of capital goods is specified 
under the item "system boundaries" in the section "Scope of the 
study" of the PEF Main report.  

Check if the system boundaries are compliant with PEFCR 
requirements under the section "Scope of the study" of the PEF 
main report. (cf. requirement on System boundaries) 

End-of-life 

BPX ɀ End-of-life scenarios representative of French context 

EPD ɀ Data for the end of life shall be based on information being 
technically and economically feasible and compliant with current 
regulations. 

Check whether the end-of-life scenarios (mentioned under the 
section "Compiling and recording the Resource Use and Emissions 
Profile" of the PEF main report) are in line with PEFCR requirements. 

Check whether the explanations and sources of the PEFCR are 
presented in the PEF report 

Check whether the end-of-life scenario are properly implemented in 
the LCA tool and are used in the calculations of the PEF profile. 

Impact indicators  

Category ɀ Model ɀ Indicator 

BPX 

 - Climate Change ɀ IPCC 2007 ɀ g CO2 eq. 
 - Ecotoxicity for aquatic fresh water ɀ USETox ɀ CTUe 
 - Resource Depletion (mineral, fossil) ɀ CML ɀ g Sb eq. 

EPD 

 - GWP, 100 years ɀ CO2 eq. 
 - Emission of ozone-depleting gases ɀCFC 11 eq., 20 years). 
 - Emission of acidifying gases ɀ kg SO2-eq. 
 - Ground-level ozone ɀ Ethene-eq. 
- Eutrophication potential ɀ kg PO43- eq. 

Check whether the Environmental Footprint impact categories, 
models and indicators presented under the section "Scope of the 
study" of the PEF Main Report are in line with PEFCR requirements. 

Check whether the PEFCR-required Impact Assessment Models are 
available in the LCA tool and are used for the calculation of the PEF 
profile. 

Additional information   

EPD ɀ Other indicators  

- Material subjected to recycling (if any) [kg]. 
 - Waste generation classified into hazardous [kg] and other waste 
[kg]. 
 - Electricity consumption during manufacturing phase [MJ]. 

Check whether these points are mentioned under the section 
ȰCalculating PEF ÉÍÐÁÃÔ ÁÓÓÅÓÓÍÅÎÔ ÒÅÓÕÌÔÓȱ of the PEF main report 
and are in line with PEFCR requirement. 
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Product case study 2 ɀ Textiles 

The following existing PCRs were used to collect illustrative requirements: 

 From the French environmental labelling initiative ɀ Methodology for the 

environmental impacts assessment of clothing products ɀ Advanced draft PCR ɀ 

July 2013; 

 From the Taiwanese EPD ɀ Environment and Development Foundation (EDF) ɀ 

Product Category Rules (PCR) for Preparing an Environmental Product 

Declaration (EPD) for Artificial Fibre Textiles ɀ PCR 2011:1.0 ɀ Super Textile Corp. 

Version 1.0. 2011-12-31. 

The analysis of the textiles case study is presented in Table 11. 

Table 11: Product case study 2 ɀ Textile 

Illustrative requirement Possible verifications activities 

Functional unit  

BPX ɀ 4ÈÅ ÆÕÎÃÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÕÎÉÔ ÉÓȡ Ȱ/ÎÅ ÐÉÅÃÅ ÏÆ ÃÌÏÔÈÉÎÇ ×ÏÒÎ ÁÎÄ 
ÍÁÉÎÔÁÉÎÅÄȱȢ For instance for a T-shirt for men: size L and 50 
maintenance cycles. 

Taiwan EPD ɀ The declared unit is one piece of artificial fibre textile 
with the material and product weight declared. 

In both cases, the reference flow are not fixed amounts such as ȰΧάΦ 
Ç ÏÆ ÐÏÌÙÅÓÔÅÒ ÆÏÒ Á 4 ÓÈÉÒÔȱ Therefore, verifications of the validity of 
the data for the reference flow are necessary. 

Requirements regarding primary data collection  

BPX ɀ Composition of the product 

 - Types and quantities for each material of the product, including 
accessories; 
- if applicable, % of the material from recycled materials (recycled 
content). 

Verification of data regarding the composition of the product could 
be based on: 
 - Documentary checks within the company ɀ i.e. requests for 
company's internal documents describing the bill of materials; 
 - Cross-check comparison of documents within the companyɀ e.g. 
to check if the amount of a given material in the product is realistic: 
information on amounts delivered, loss rates and number of units 
produced can be combined; 
- Cross-check comparison of documents between different stages of 
the supply chain; 
 - On-site inspection in a manufacturing plant to evaluate the 
quantity of material used during the manufacturing process of the 
textile and/or accessories; 
 - Tests ɀ If technically feasible, an analysis on a few product could 
be performed by an independent laboratory. 

In all cases, when the information required cannot be found at a 
given stage of the supply chain (e.g. the company performing the 
PEF study), the verification activities should be escalated to a 
previous stage (e.g. tier 1 supplier). 

BPX ɀ Composition of the primary, secondary and tertiary 
packaging 
- Types and quantities for each material of each packaging level. 

Verification of data regarding the composition of the packaging 
could be based on: 
 - Documentary checks - i.e. requests for documents describing the 
packaging; request for a confirmation from supplier regarding the % 
of material from recycled materials; 
 - On-site visit of the supplier's facilities to check the information on 
recycled content; 
- Tests: direct measurements and possibly material analysis to verify 
the bill of materials of the primary packaging. 

BPX ɀ Textile manufacturing sites 
 - Location of textile manufacturing sites (countries); 
 - Loss rate (semi-specific data). 

 

When collecting primary data, the determination of the location 
sites for manufacturing, weaving, knitting and textile finishing must 
be conducted as follows: 
 - either from the sales/production forecasts (when the first order is 
placed) including stock replenishment (stock replenishment must be 
consistent with previous years); 
 - or considering the main supplier of the piece of clothing when it 

Verification of choices made regarding electricity (and other energy) 
country mixes would necessitate a review of either sales/production 
forecasts or respective shares of suppliers for a given type of 
product. Such verification could be based on basic documentary 
checks (documents provided by the company) or more thorough 
verification implying a review of data collection procedures and 
calculations made by the company to identify the main supplier(s), 
review of underlying evidence, extracts from ERP software, etc. 
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Illustrative requirement Possible verifications activities 

represents more than 70% of the total production of this piece of 
clothing 

Taiwan EPD ɀ Site-specific data (for example, specific data for 
manufacturing plant or transportation) shall be used for the 
manufacturing of major constituents of the artificial fibre textile 
products. If other types of information are used, description of the 
information and rationale for using the information shall be 
provided. For site-specific data of main materials manufacturing 
plants, specific data from a plant representative of such a site may 
be used. 

Identification of the major constituents (verification of the 
information contained in the technical documents describing the 
constituents used). Possible cross-checks with other documents 
such as invoices or delivery bills; 

If water or electricity is used, verification activities could include a 
verification of the water or electricity meter or a review of the 
process technical documentation, or verification based on invoices. 

Taiwan EPD ɀ For the transportation of product to the distribution 
sites or retailer sites, the actual mode of transportation and distance 
travelled shall be considered. 

Cross-check of the distance used to model transportation with a 
software that permit calculations between two locations. 

If the company performing the PEF study has subcontracted the 
transportation activities, it may be necessary to contact the 
subcontractor to collect auditable information on: 

 - the type of vehicle used for transportation (such as the technical 
documents on the fleet of vehicles, extracts of the ERP software for 
fleet management ) 

 - the transportation distances for deliveries 

Requirements regarding secondary data  

BPX ɀ Transportation from the suppliers to the storage location 
in France: 

Possibility to choose between various generic transportation 
scenarios with different transportation distances and transportation 
modes: "Euromed"; "Turkey"; "World"; "Europe"; "France". 

Request evidence justifying the choice of a given scenario. 

Verification activities could be based on: 
 - Documentary checks - i.e. requests for documents describing the 
suppliers, their location, the type of shipments 

 - Review of supply chain management softwares/databases. 

- Request for confirmation from the supplier (could be based on 
interviews or written statements, or verification of purchase orders) 

BPX ɀ Transportation between storage in France and point of sale: 
 - Road transportation; 
 - Distance: 500 km. 

Check whether the generic data are listed under the item 
Ȱ$ÅÓÃÒÉÐÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÄÏÃÕÍÅÎÔÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÁÌÌ ÕÎÉÔ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓ ÄÁÔÁ ÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÅÄȱ 
ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÃÔÉÏÎ Ȱ#ÏÍÐÉÌÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 2ÅÓÏÕÒÃÅ 5ÓÅ ÁÎÄ 
%ÍÉÓÓÉÏÎÓ 0ÒÏÆÉÌÅȱȢ 

Check whether the generic data used are strictly similar to PEFCR 
requirements ɀ i.e. same values cited in the PEF main report. 

Check if the generic data reported in the PEF report are strictly 
similar to the generic data implemented in the LCA tool. 

 

BPX ɀ Electricity use at manufacturing sites 

BPX ɀ Generic data from future ADEME public LCI database 
 - Production processes for each material; 
 - Production of chemicals used during textile finishing; 
 - Production processes for each packaging material; 
- Electricity production in various countries; 
- Transportation (road, sea); 
- End-of-life treatments. 

etc. 
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Illustrative requirement Possible verifications activities 

Modelling parameters and assumptions  

BPX 

The usage scenario that shall be considered depends on the textile 
care symbols displayed on the product. For example, if machine 
wash is permitted, the usage scenario shall be Ȱmachine wash with 
regular cycleȱ 

If tumble drying is permitted, tumble drying must be considered for 
32.2%, and natural drying for the remainder. 

If ironing is permitted, generic ironing durations (for shirts, trousers, 
etc.) shall be used. 

 

Electricity consumption for one wash: 
 - 30°C: 0.39 kWh/cycle; 
 - 40 °C: 0.554 kWh/cycle; 
 - 60°C: 0.86 kWh/cycle. 

3Kg of laundry per wash 
29,1 L of water per wash 
etc. 

 

EPD 

The product can be reused after each cleaning/washing for a total of 

two years. Washing is done by washing machine with cold water and 

tumble dry or hang dry (without heat). The usage scenario is 

assumed as follows:  

(1) Power rating of washing machine: Assume the washing machine 

is a top-load machine with a power rating of 420 W.  

(2) Washing machine and water consumption: Assume washing 5 kg 

of clothing each time. Each washing cycle takes 40 minutes (0.67 

hour) and requires 16 L of cold water for washing and 64 L of cold 

water for rinsing. That is, 80 L of cold (non-heated) water is used for 

each cleaning cycle.  

(3) Total number of washing: Assume one cleaning per week for two 

years for a total of 104 cleaning cycles.  

If applicable, check whether the use scenario (mentioned under the 
ÓÅÃÔÉÏÎ Ȱ#ÏÍÐÉÌÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 2ÅÓÏÕÒÃÅ 5ÓÅ ÁÎÄ %ÍÉÓÓÉÏÎÓ 
0ÒÏÆÉÌÅȱ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 0%& ÍÁÉÎ ÒÅÐÏÒÔɊ ÉÓ ÓÉÍÉÌÁÒ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ 0%&#2 
requirements. 

If applicable, check whether the explanations and sources from the 
PEFCR are presented in the PEF report. 

If applicable, check whether the PEFCR specific use scenario is 
properly implemented in the global LCA tool and is used for the 
calculation of the PEF profile. 

Impact indicators  

Category ɀ Model ɀ Indicator 

BPX 
 - Climate Change ɀ IPCC 2007 ɀ g CO2 eq.; 
 - Freshwater eutrophication ɀ ReCiPe 2008 ɀ kg of P eq. 

Taiwan EPD 
 - Global warming kg CO2 equivalent; 
 - Acidification kg SO2 equivalent; 
 - Photochemical oxidant formation kg C2H4 equivalent; 
 - Eutrophication kg PO43- equivalent; 
 - Ozone depletion kg CFC-11 equivalent. 

Check whether the EF impact categories, models, and indicators 
presented under the section "Scope of the study" of the PEF Main 
Report are in line with PEFCR requirements. 

Check whether the PEFCR-required Impact Assessment Models are 
available in the LCA tool and are used for the calculation of the PEF 
profile. 

Additional information   

BPX 

Net water consumption in m3. 

Taiwan EPD 

The energy consumption during each product life cycle phase shall 
be declared. If the product is intended for end-users, the power 
consumption during the use phase shall also be declared.  

The information on resource input during the product life cycle 
phase shall be declared. 

Check whether these points are mentioned under the section 
Ȱ#ÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÎÇ 0%& ÉÍÐÁÃÔ ÁÓÓÅÓÓÍÅÎÔ ÒÅÓÕÌÔÓȱ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 0%& ÍÁÉÎ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ 
and are in line with PEFCR requirement. 
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Sector case study ɀ Chemical sector 

The following existing sectoral guidance was used to collect illustrative requirements for primary 

and secondary data: WBSCD chemicals, 2013. Guidance for Accounting & Reporting Corporate GHG 

Emissions in the Chemical Sector Value Chain. This guidance was used as a rough proxy (only 

covering GHG emissions) of potential requirements for primary/secondary data in an OEFSR of the 

chemical sector. 

The analysis of the chemical sector case study is presented in Table 12. 

Table 12: Organisation case study ɀ Chemistry sector 

Illustrative requirement Possible verification activities 

Requirements regarding primary data collection : OEF requirement ɀ Specific data shall be obtained for all processes/activities within the 
defined Organisational boundary and for background processes/activities where appropriate. 

Production of purchased materials 

Includes impacts generated during extraction, production, and 
transportation (cradle to tier-1 supplier gate) of goods/services 
purchased or acquired by the OEF reporting company in the 
reporting year. 

Examples of primary data requirements: 

 - Product-level cradle-to-gate PEF profiles from suppliers; 
 - OEF data from suppliers broken down to the product level. 

Verification related to this upstream activity could include: 

 - Documentary verification of PEF and OEF profiles provided by 
suppliers, cross-check of the values with the values implemented in 
the OEF calculation tool and values presented in the OEF report. 

 -Review of calculations made by the reporting company if OEF data 
from a supplier was adapted to a given product purchased by the 
reporting company. 

Transportation of purchased materials 

Includes impacts generated during transportation and distribution 
ÏÆ ÐÕÒÃÈÁÓÅÄ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓ ÁÎÄ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ Á ÃÏÍÐÁÎÙȭÓ ÔÉÅÒ Χ 
suppliers and its own operations (in vehicles and facilities not owned 
or controlled by the reporting company). 

Examples of primary data requirements: 

 - Activity-specific Resource use and emission profile from third-
party transportation and distribution suppliers; 
 - Actual distance travelled; 
 - Carrier-specific impact factors. 

Verification related to this upstream activity could include: 

 - Documentary verification of data provided by suppliers, cross-
check of the values with the values implemented in the OEF 
calculation tool and values presented in the OEF report. 

 - If more thorough verifications is required, a review of the quality of 
the data calculated by the suppliers may be necessary (i.e. the data 
provided by the supplier has not undergone external verification). 

- If actual distance travelled figures are used, verification based on 
extracts of ERP software of Excel files showing deliveries with 
departure points and arrival points, stops etc. could be performed: 
such information may only be available from the third-party 
transportation company. 

Disposal and treatment of waste generated by upstream 
activities 

Includes impacts of disposal and treatment of waste generated in 
ÔÈÅ ÒÅÐÏÒÔÉÎÇ ÃÏÍÐÁÎÙȭÓ ÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÐÏÒÔÉÎÇ ÙÅÁÒ ɉÆÒÏÍ 
facilities not owned or controlled by the reporting company). 

Examples of primary data requirements: 

 - Site-specific impact data from waste management companies; 
 - Company-specific metric tonnes of waste generated; 
 - Waste company-specific impact factor. 

Verification related to this upstream activity could include: 

 - Documentary verification of data provided by suppliers, cross-
check of the values with the values implemented in the OEF 
calculation tool and values presented in the OEF report. 

 - If more thorough verification is required, a review of the quality of 
the data calculated by the suppliers may be required (i.e. the data 
provided by the supplier has not undergone external verification). 

- If company metric tonnes of waste generated are used, a review of 
the data collection process to arrive at this value may be necessary. 
Cross-checks with information from the waste collection service 
provider could be also envisaged. 

Employees commuting using vehicles not owned or operated by 
the organisation 

Includes impacts generated during transportation of employees 
between their homes and their worksites in the reporting year.  

Examples of primary data requirements: 

 - Specific distance travelled and mode of transport, collected from 
employees. 

Verification related to this upstream activity could include: 

 - Review of the data collection process and related calculations such 
as extracts from Human Resources software. If the company has set 
up an online questionnaire to acquire information from its 
employees, a review of the questionnaire and of the employees 
answers could be performed. It could include coherence checks 
aiming at identifying incorrect values resulting from data input 
errors. 

Requirements regarding secondary data 

Transportation and distribution of goods/services provided to the 
client, where means of transport are not owned and/or operated 
by the organisation. 

 For chemical companies producing primarily intermediate products, 
it only includes impacts generated during transportation and 
distribution of products sold by the reporting company in the 
reporting year between the point of sale of the reporting company 

Verification related to these downstream activities could be to: 

 - Check whether the generic data are listed in the OEF report in the 
appropriate section 

 - Check whether the generic data used are strictly similar to OEFSR 
requirements (if applicable - i.e. if the OEFSR mentions particular 
values to be used a s generic data). 
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Illustrative requirement Possible verification activities 

and their direct business customers. 

Examples of generic data requirements: 

 - Estimated distance travelled based on industry-average data; 
 - National/regional average emission factors. 

- Check whether the generic data used are in line with OEFSR 
requirements (if applicable - i.e. if the OEFSR does not mention 
particular values to be used as generic data but rather guidance on 
type of acceptable generic data sources for instance). 

 - Check if the generic data reported in the OEF report are strictly 
similar to the generic data implemented in the LCA tool. 

 

Use of goods/services provided 

Includes direct impacts during the use phase of goods and services 
sold by the reporting company in the reporting year. 

Examples of generic data requirements: 

 - Estimated energy used based on national average statistics on 
product use; 
 - Average N2O field emissions as a function of fertilizer type from 
scientific literature (for climate change impact). 

EOL treatment of goods/services provided 

Includes impacts from waste disposal and treatment of products 
sold by the reporting company (in the reporting year) at the end of 
their life. 

Examples of generic data requirements: 

 - Estimated disposal rates based on national average statistics; 
 - Estimated emissions or energy use based on national average 
statistics. 

5.1.3 Options for the operational verification of the PEF/OEF 

studies 

5.1.3.1 Presentation of the levers for reassurance and deriving options 

Levers for reassurance 

The examination of the control points related to PEF/OEF requirements as well as the analysis of the 

illustrative verification activities based on existing PCRs revealed that there are three major levers to 

provide reassurance in the results of a PEF or OEF study: 

 Verification of the methodology  ɀ This refers to the compliance with the purely 

methodological requirements of the PEF guidance and the PEFCR. These 

requirements address general issues related to LCA and environmental 

performance accounting such as how to present the objective and scope of the 

studies, to describe the unit of analysis, to deal with allocations, biogenic carbon, 

etc. 

 Verification of the input data ɀ This refers to the checks assessing the 

traceability (review of the data collection and data consolidation processes) and 

reliability (data appropriateness and validity) of the input data used for footprint 

calculations. Note that the input data can be categorized as: 

 Specific or generic data; or 

 Activity data  (e.g. mass of material, transportation distance, water or 

energy consumption) and LCI data (unitary module from LCI databases 

ɀ e.g. EF of 1 kWh of electricity in Germany; EF of 1kg of PEF produced 

in Europe). 
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 Verification of the LCA calculations ɀ This relates to the checks performed 

within the LCA tool to ensure that the output data (i.e. the results of the PEF 

study, including the resource use and emissions profile, and impact assessment) 

is reliable. Two main types of tool verification can be distinguished: 

 Verification of tool settings (not related to a specific PEF study) ɀ i.e. 

appropriate configuration of the tool. This concerns for instance EF 

Indicators and Impact Assessment models (e.g. classification of flows, 

characterisation factors), the format of the resource use and emission 

profile, the nomenclature of flows, etc. 

 Verification of LCA modelling (for a given PEF study) ɀ i.e. 

appropriate implementation of methodological requirements and 

input data in the LCA tool. 

Presentation of the options for PEF/OEF compliance systems 

The key principle driving the development of the options is that the best approach for verifying 

environmental profiles shall be a balanced mix of activities on 1/ LCA rules and underlying 

assumptions 2/ the data reliability and traceability, and 3/ how these two aspects are transcribed in 

terms of LCA calculations in the LCA tool. Indeed, none of these levers is sufficient in itself to give 

confidence in the results of a PEF or OEF study. Thus, the three options presented in Table 14 derive 

from specific combinations of these three levers. 

The three options actually refer to three ȰÌÅÖÅÌ ÏÆ ÖÅÒÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎȱ which were derived from the concept 

ÏÆ ȰÌÉÍÉÔÅÄ ÁÓÓÕÒÁÎÃÅȱ ÁÎÄ ȰÒÅÁÓÏÎÁÂÌÅ ÁÓÓÕÒÁÎÃÅȱ ÕÓÅÄ ÐÒÉÍÁÒÉÌÙ in the field of financial audit (see 

Table 13). The concept is also increasingly used for non-financial verification, as for instance in CSR 

report auditing. Through each level of verification, a certain level of confidence in the results is 

sought. The more intense the verification, the higher the level of confidence should be at the end of 

the verification process. A more intense verification (higher verification level) involves a more 

thorough verification process with more evidence required. 

Table 13: Illustration of the main differences between reasonable and limited assurance 

Level of 
assurance 

Main application scope Example of wording of the conclusion 

Reasonable 
assurance 

Á Audit of financial information 

Á Verification of GHG emissions under EU-ETS 

Á Strategic KPIs in the CSR reports (mainly on a voluntary 
basis) 

Ȱ)Î ÏÕÒ ÏÐÉÎÉÏÎȟ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÐÏÒÔÉÎÇ ÃÏÍÐÁÎÙȭÓ ÁÓÓÅÒÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ 
PEF profile is in conformity with the requirements of the 
reference PEFCR and PEF guidance is fairly stated, in all 
material respects.  

Limited 
assurance 

Á Common practice for the verification of CSR indicators 

Á Level of assurance generally used to verify the 
adherence to voluntary programs (ICMM104, AERES105, 
etc.) 

Ȱ"ÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÏÕÒ ÒÅÖÉÅ×ȟ ×Å ÁÒÅ ÎÏÔ aware of any material 
modifications that ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÍÁÄÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÍÐÁÎÙȭÓ 
assertion that the PEF profile is in conformity with the 
requirements of the reference PEFCR and of the PEF 
guidanceȱ 

 

                                                                    

104 International Council on Mining and Metals. http://www.icmm.com/our-work/sustainable-development-framework/assurance 

105 French Association of Companies for the Reduction of Greenhouse gases http://www.epe-asso.org/aeres/presentationa.php 
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Table 14: Presentation of the options for PEF (respectively OEF) compliance systems 

Level of 
verification 

Lever Description 

Level 1 
(very) limited 
assurance 

Methodology 
Á Verification of the PEF report compliance with major (i.e. basic* ) PEF 

guidance/PEFCR methodological requirements. 

Input data 
Á Verification of the reliability and traceability of 20-30% of the specific activity 

data (based only on documentary checks of activity data). 

LCA calculations Á Verification of tool settings. 

Level 2 
Limited assurance  
 
Level 1 verification 
and: 

Methodology 
Á Review of the PEF report compliance with additional (i.e. intermediate* ) PEF 

guidance/PEFCR methodological requirements. 

Input data 

Á Verification of the reliability and traceability of 20-30% of the specific activity 
data (based on advanced documentary checks, and if necessary other types of 
verification activities). 

Á Verification of the reliability and traceability of 20-30% of the generic data (based 
on documentary checks). 

LCA calculations 

Á Verification of tool modelling for the basic PEF/PEFCR methodological 
requirements in the LCA tool. 

Á Verification of proper implementation of 20-30% of the specific activity data and 
corresponding calculations in the LCA tool. 

Level 3 
Reasonable 
assurance 
 
Level 2 verification 
and: 

Methodology 
Á Review of the PEF report compliance with additional (i.e. advanced* ) PEF 

guidance/PEFCR methodological requirements. 

Input data 

Á Verification of the reliability and traceability of 60-80% of the specific activity 
data (based on advanced documentary checks; and if necessary audits, review of 
data collection procedures, etc.). 

Á Verification of the reliability and traceability of 60-80% of the generic data (based 
on documentary checks). 

LCA calculations 

Á Verification of proper implementation of the intermediate PEF/PEFCR 
methodological requirements in the LCA tool. 

Á Verification of proper implementation of the 60-80% specific activity data and 
corresponding calculations in the LCA tool. 

Level 3 bis
106

 
(Improved) 
reasonable 
assurance 
 
Level 3 verification 
and: 

Methodology Á Same as level 3. 

Input data 

Á Verification of the reliability and traceability of 80-90% of the specific activity 
data (based on advanced documentary checks; and if necessary audits, review of 
data collection procedures, etc.). 

Á Verification of the reliability and traceability of 80-90% of the generic data (based 
on documentary checks; and if necessary audits, review of data collection 
procedures, etc.). 

LCA calculations Á Review of the LCA tool as complete as possible. 

*  See section 5.1.3.2 for a definition. 

 

                                                                    

106
 "Ideal" verification that could be performed by a critical review panel for a highly sensitive product. This option should 

not be considered for the upcoming pilots. 
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5.1.3.2 Intensity of verification activities for each lever 

Verification of the methodology 

The methodological requirements of the PEF guidance and the PEFCR were classified into three 

categories: basic, intermediate and advanced. Here are some examples: 

 Basic ɀ Goal definition; Scope definition; Unit of analysis; etc.  

 Intermediate  ɀ Offsets; Resource use and emissions profile; Additional 

environmental information; End-of-life; etc. 

 Advanced ɀ Land use change; Biogenic carbon emissions and removals; etc. 

A more detailed proposition of categorisation is presented in Annex 5. 

Verification of input data 

As regards the verification of input data, two aspects need to be considered: the scope and depth of 

data verification for each level. 

Scope of input data 

In the options, the percentage of data coverage increases from one level to another. The data to be 

included as a priority in the scope of verification could be selected based on two key criteria: 

 The contribution of the data to the overall EF results; 

 The likelihood of incorrect data, which depends on factors such as the degree of 

complexity of the data, the degree of complexity of the supply-chains, etc. 

Depth of verification 

The depth of verification refers to the amount and quality of evidence required. To increase depth of 

verification, a number of different verification activities could be combined when possible: 

 Documentary checks (on-site or sent documents) with possible cross-check 

comparison of documents; 

 Audit of data collection and calculation processes; 

 Cross-calculations; 

 Tests and measurements. 

Within this perspective, proof that may be judged satisfactory for level 1 verification may not be 

sufficient for higher levels; therefore additional information may be required. A typical example in a 

complex supply chain or when subcontracting is involved is the necessity to look for first-hand 

information from tier 1 (or higher tiers) suppliers or from subcontractors. 
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5.2 Discussion on the cost of PEF/OEF verific ation  

5.2.1 About cost structures and pricing of compliance systems 

This section provides a summary of the relevant information found during the review of existing 

schemes on cost structures and pricing of compliance systems. It builds ÍÏÓÔÌÙ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÃÔÉÏÎ ȰÃÏÓt 

of compliÁÎÃÅȱ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ Ȱ#ÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÃÅ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȱ ÆÁÃÔÓÈÅÅÔÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ΧΪ ÓÅÌÅÃÔÅÄ ÓÃÈÅÍÅÓ ɉsee Annex 3). 

Table 16 summarises the information available on the 14 schemes. This section focuses on the 

identification of sources of costs and the description of pricing systems found within schemes. For 

the latter aspect, prevailing price structures are described, when this information is available. 

References to individual schemes are made to illustrate noteworthy points. 

Data availability 

As regards cost data availability, it can be noted that for most schemes, there was at least some 

information available on price structures, sometimes supplemented with concrete price examples. 

The three GHG reporting standards reviewed107 are an exception to this as no specific data on costs 

could be sourced within the scope of this project. 4ÈÅÓÅ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄÓȟ ÉÎ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÕÌÁÒ ÔÈÅ Ô×Ï Ȱ'(' 

0ÒÏÔÏÃÏÌȱ ÖÏÌÕÎÔÁÒÙ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄÓȟ ÌÁÃË ÆÏÒÍÁÌÉÓÅÄ ÁÐÐÌÉÃÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÃÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÃÅ ÁÎÄ ÖÅÒÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓÅÓ 

which explains the lack of data on costs; instead, only the reference that costs are associated with 

the standard cost of operational emissions verification was found for these standards.  

Sources of costs for operators/applicants 

There are different ways of categorising sources of costs. These include most importantly: 

 Direct versus indirect costs108:  

 Direct costs are those associated with certification services such as 

issuance of the relevant certificate or label, membership fees and the 

audits and tests needed to obtain certification. Under this category, 

costs can be distinguished further into fixed and variable costs as well 

as costs arising at different stages of the process, all of which are 

explained below.  

 Indirect costs arise when the applicant has to adapt internal processes 

and management systems to enable the meeting of ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄȭÓ 

requirements. These costs mostly relate to internal resources involved. 

These include both administrative costs, e.g. sufficient documentation 

to facilitate audits as well as costs related to improving production or 

ÏÔÈÅÒ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓÅÓ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÉÎ ÌÉÎÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÕÌÁÒ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄȭÓ 

requirements. Often indirect costs are high in the initial application 

                                                                    

107
 Australian National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting; GHG Protocol ɀ Ȱ#ÏÒÐÏÒÁÔÅȱ ÁÎÄ Ȱ#ÏÒÐÏÒÁÔÅ 6ÁÌÕÅ #ÈÁÉÎ ɉ3ÃÏÐÅ 

ΩɊȱȠ '(' 0ÒÏÔÏÃÏÌ ɀ Product Life Cycle 

108
 The distinction between direct and indirect costs follows SQ Consult (2012) Selecting a biomass certification system ɀ a 

benchmark on level of assurance, costs and benefits, report for NL Agency. 
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period or early years of certification but decrease once new or 

improved systems are in place. 

 Fixed versus variable costs109: A good example here are membership fees 

compared to quantity dependent fees.  

 An example of fixed costs are membership fees. While these may differ 

across applicants based on e.g. different categories of company size 

defined as staff size or turnover, they are fixed from the point of view 

of an applicant.  

 Variable costs include quantity-dependent fees, in other words fees 

that change with the amount of output for which certification is 

sought. In the case of the biofuel certification schemes reviewed by SQ 

Consult (2012), this may be tonnes of biomass processed. Other 

variable cost drivers linked to output would be the number of 

production units (and their distance from each other), making site visits 

more time-intensive and hence costly.  

 Costs arising at different stages in a certification process, such as application, 

evaluation and usage costs110. 

 Application costs include administrative and other costs associated 

with compiling the information necessary for demonstrating 

compliance (these are often indirect costs, see above). This may also 

include costs for training required to join certain schemes (as 

ÍÅÎÔÉÏÎÅÄ ÕÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ Ȱ,ÁÂÅÌ ,5#)%ȱɊ ÁÓ ×ÅÌÌ ÁÓ ÁÄÍÉÓÓÉÏÎ ÃÏÓÔÓ ɉ'3 

mark); 

 Evaluation costs can include costs for pre-evaluation (mentioned in 

the case of FSC); costs associated with (third party) certification, tests, 

audits and visits to check compliance, both for initial and for on-going 

assessments, in many cases yearly, compliance monitoring (these are 

also called direct costs in the RED factsheet). All these are examples of 

direct costs; 

 Usage costs may include fixed costs such as membership fees, costs 

for label management and license fees for use of the label. Again, all 

these examples are direct costs of certification. 

                                                                    

109
 The distinction between fixed and variable costs follows SQ Consult (2012).  

110
 The distinction is taken from the Blue Angel, The Blue Angel, 2011. Company Information The Blue Angel ɀ Stay Ahead 

of the Competition with The Blue Angel! 
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Pricing systems and categories of fees 

Pricing systems are analysed according to two dimensions: 1/ the types of fees, which partly mirror 

the different sources of costs as identified above, and 2/ how the level of fees is determined across 

different operators using a scheme (and thus subjected to the compliance system). 

 Types of fees ɀ Both fixed and variable costs occur when complying with the 

requirements of a given scheme, as explained above. Many schemes require a 

one-time, sometimes fixed application or admission fee (or in the case of Label 

Ȱ,5#)%ȱ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ Á ÏÎÅ-off fixed cost for training) and ongoing annual fees which 

can cover both evaluation (e.g. certification, audits fees) and usage costs (such as 

license fees), following the different sources of costs set out above. 

 Level of fees ɀ In order to determine the level of fees for different operators 

within the scheme, different criteria were found, such as: 

 Total annual turnover of the operator ɀ e.g. Blue Angel, certification 

schemes under the RED;  

 Number of employees and/or number of sites determining costs of 

evaluation ɀ ÅȢÇȢ ,ÁÂÅÌ Ȱ,5#)%ȱ;  

 Output ɀ i.e. quantity of a product produced that should be certified ɀ 

e.g. biomass processed into biofuels in the case of the certification 

schemes under the RED. 

 Type of operator (position in the supply chain) ɀ e.g. distinction 

between producer and trader certificate fees under the Fairtrade 

scheme, which are set according to the number of members in a 

producer group (more members, larger fee) and the size of trade 

operators (lower fees for smaller operators);  

 Number of years in the scheme ɀ e.g. in the Fairtrade scheme, level of 

fees are variable over time: the basic annual fee is higher in the first 

year;  

 Membership types ɀ e.g. under RSPO and FSC schemes distinctions are 

made between individual members, non-profit and for-profit 

organisations; within those groups, costs vary based on geographic 

location (e.g. developed and developing countries) and size (e.g. 

turnover and/or number of employees). 

For other schemes, no systematic information may be available when costs are specific to the 

product or manufacturer. For instance, this is the case with: 

 CE marking: the manufacturer is solely responsible for product assessment and 

compliance and therefore costs are individual to the manufacturer; 

 NF mark: costs are likewise product-specific 

 EU Organic Farming Label: can lead to very different costs per hectare depending 

on the country and product.  
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A further interesting example is the Australian NGER in that there are different scenarios as to who 

pays the auditing costs; in cases of suspected breach of legislation, audits may be mandated by the 

regulator and hence would have to be paid for by the audited organisation. Audits undertaken as 

part of the general compliance strategy are paid for by the regulator. 

Examples of prices 

The full range of price examples available can be found in Table 16 on page 93. Table 15 below 

presents some selected examples to provide a quick overview of price and fee examples according 

to the different categories identified.  

Table 15: Examples of prices and fees ɀ Source: Own compilation based on Annex 3 

Type of fee/cost Amount Source 

One-time application fee   

Examples 

ΏΨΫΦ 

ΏΫΨΫ 

ΏΨΧΦ ÔÏ ΏάΨΦ 

Blue Angel  

Fairtrade (trader certificate) 

Fairtrade (producer certificate) 

Annual fee   

- graduated fee ΏΨέΦ ÔÏ ΏάȟΦΦΦ 
Blue Angel (seems to be a member ship fee not 

including certification) 

- fixed/membership fee 

$75 to $5,000  

$100 to $10,000 

ΏΨȟΦΦΦ 

ΏΫΦΦ 

ΏΨΫΦ 

ΏΧΦΦ 

FSC (non-profit organisations) 

FSC (for-profit organisations)  

RSPO (ordinary member) 

RSPO (small, <500 ha ordinary member) 

RSPO (affiliate member) 

RSPO (supply chain associate) 

- certification fee 

ΏΧȟΨΦΦ ÔÏ ΏΩȟΦΦΦ 

ΏΧȟΪΩΦ ÔÏ ΏΩȟΪέΦ 

ΏΧȟΧέΦ ÔÏ ΏΨȟέέΦ 

 

ΏΪȟΨΦΦ ɉÉÎÉÔÉÁÌ ÁÕÄÉÔɊ - ΏΧȟίΫΦ 

(second audit) 

Global Organic Textile Standard 

Fairtrade (producer certificate, year 1) 

Fairtrade (producer certificate, after year 1) 

,ÁÂÅÌ Ȱ,5#)%ȱ ɉevaluation cost for a 20-person 

company) 

 - annual license fee 
Χ ΦΦΦΏ ÔÏ ΏΧΨȟΦΦΦ 

ΏΧΨΦ 

,ÁÂÅÌ Ȱ,5#)%ȱ ɉÄÅÐÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÏÎ ÃÏÍÐÁÎÙ ÔÕÒÎÏÖÅÒɊ 

Global Organic Textile Standard (for the right to 

use the GOTS logo on certified textile products) 

Table 15 illustrates the challenge in presenting information in a synthesised way as the way as the 

different standards use terminology related to categories of costs and fees. Caution should 

therefore be taken when interpreting the prices quoted for annual fees, in particular. These may in 

fact convey rather different types of cost information as spelled out in the table; for example, they 

may or may not include costs associated with certification.  

It would be interesting to have a better understanding of how these costs relate to overall 

production and/or marketing costs. Little information has been found on this, however. In the case 

of the GS mark, it is indicated that the average cost for a test is insignificant compared to overall 

production costs. For the EU organic farming label, the share of certification costs is estimated to be 

around Ωϻ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÆÁÒÍȭÓ ÔÏÔÁÌ ÔÕÒÎÏÖÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÇÌÏÂÁÌÌÙ Χϻ ÏÒ ÌÅÓÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÔÁÉÌ ÓÁÌÅÓ ÐÒÉÃÅ ɉranging from 

0.1% to 2.1%, depending on the product and the country) in 2008. 
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Table 16: Summary of cost-related information from 14 selected schemes 

Source: Own compilation based on Annex 3 

Scheme Sources of costs for operators/applicants Drivers of costs Scheme pricing system Examples of prices 

Australian 
National 
Greenhouse and 
Energy Reporting 
(NGER) 

Standard cost of operational emissions 
verification, but no systematic ex-ante third-party 
verification. 

Its cost would vary depending on the complexity 
of the verification scope, the number of sources 
to be verified, and the availability of data. The 
cost of verification can increase in cases where 
internal management systems are poor, often 
resulting in substandard data archiving, and 
where an entity fails to demonstrate that 
emissions data has been sufficiently monitored. 

No detailed information.  
But to note that in cases of suspected breach of 
legislation, audits may be required, paid for by the 
audited organisation. Audits realised as part of 
the compliance strategy are paid for by the Clean 
Energy Regulator. 

N/A 

Blue Angel 
(Blauer Engel) 

Costs can be divided into 3 parts: application, 
evaluation and usage costs. 

The more complex and multi-layered a product or 
service is, the more extensive the evaluation 
requirements and their ensuing costs become. 

One-time application fee and a graduated annual 
fee. The fee amount is based on the total annual 
turnover of all products or services within the 
Basic Award Criteria for each eco-label according 
to the schedule of fees. 
Costs for running a compliance system would 
come in addition.  

One-time application fÅÅȡ ΏΨΫΦ 
 
Annual graduated fee varies according to the 
annual turnover. There are 7 different categories, 
ÓÔÁÒÔÉÎÇ ÁÔ ÔÕÒÎÏÖÅÒ ÕÐ ÔÏ ΏΦȢΨΫ Íȟ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÅ ×ÁÙ ÕÐ 
ÔÏ ΏΨΫȢΦȠ ÄÅÐÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÔÕÒÎÏÖÅÒȟ ÁÎÎÕÁÌ ÆÅÅÓ 
ÒÁÎÇÅ ÆÒÏÍ ΏΨέΦ ÔÏ ΏάȟΦΦΦȢ 

CE marking Costs are associated with conformity checks and 
drawing up technical documentation. Certain 
products require an authorised third party 
(Notified Body) to carry out the conformity 
assessment procedure. These Bodies are 
authorised by national authorities and officially 
ȬÎÏÔÉÆÉÅÄȭ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ #ÏÍÍÉÓÓÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÌÉÓÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ 
NANDO (New Approach Notified and Designated 
Organisations) database. 

Costs vary according to the manufacturer and the 
type of product. Costs are minimal where the 
assessment can be carried out internally. Where 
third party assessment is needed, the cost will 
likely be greater. 

No joining fee and no annual fee. 
Manufacturer is responsible for product 
assessment and compliance ɀ pricing system is 
not available. 

Not publicly available. All costs are individual to 
the manufacturer.  

EU Organic 
farming label 

Cost is composed of certification fees, efforts for 
documentation, preparation for the control visit, 
the control visit and the possible follow-up visits. 

Cost seems to depend on the products concerned, 
the size of the organisation, and the turnover. 

 Costs vary by Member State. The share of 
certification costs is estimated to be in a range of 
Ωϻ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÆÁÒÍȭÓ ÔÏÔÁÌ ÔÕÒÎÏÖÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÇÌÏÂÁÌÌÙ Χϻ ÏÒ 
less of the retail sales price (from 0.1% to 2.1%, 
depending on the product and the country) in 
2008. Example of cost: in France in 2011 for 
example, a vegetable producer who owns two 
ÈÅÃÔÁÒÅÓ ÐÁÙÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ ΪΦΦΏ ÐÅÒ ÙÅÁÒȟ Á ÂÒÅÅÄÅÒ ÁÎÄ 
grain producer who owns 50 ha pays between 
ΏΫΫΦ ÁÎÄ ΏέΦΦ ÐÅÒ ÙÅÁÒ. 
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Scheme Sources of costs for operators/applicants Drivers of costs Scheme pricing system Examples of prices 

Forest 
Stewardship 
Council (FSC) 

Cost is associated with pre-evaluation, evaluation 
and annual surveillance audits. 

Varies according to the size of the organisation, 
the number of individual sites, the geographic 
location, the FSC accredited certification body 
chosen, the complexity of the business, whether 
other management systems such as ISO14001 or 
ISO 9001 are already in place. 

Ȱ&ÉØÅÄȱ ÃÏÓÔÓ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅ ÔÈÅ &3# ÍÅÍÂÅÒÓÈÉÐ ÆÅÅÓȢ 
Additional costs for the operator relates to the 
certification services provided by the certification 
body. 
 
 

Examples of annual fixed costs: 

¶ Individual members vary by geographic 
location, $100 pa in the north and $38 pa in 
the south.  

¶ Non-profit organisations vary by geographic 
location and size (small, medium, large, and 
very large ɀ as determined by the number of 
employees and annual turnover), fee varies 
from $75 to $5,000. 

¶ For-profit organisations vary by geographic 
location and size (small, medium, large, and 
very large ɀ as determined by the number of 
employees and annual turnover), fee varies 
from $100 to $10,000. 

GHG Protocol ɀ 
Ȱ#ÏÒÐÏÒÁÔÅȱ ÁÎÄ 
Ȱ#ÏÒÐÏÒÁÔÅ 6ÁÌÕÅ 
Chain (ScÏÐÅ ΩɊȱ 
Accounting and 
Reporting 
Standards 

Cost of compliance is associated with the 
standard cost of operational emissions 
verification. However, no compliance cost 
formally linked to the initiative. 

Cost of verification can increase in cases where 
internal management systems are poor, often 
resulting in substandard data archiving. 
Additional verification of data may be required in 
instances where an entity fails to demonstrate 
that emissions data has been sufficiently 
monitored. 

N/A ɀ No compliance cost formally linked to the 
initiative 

N/A ɀ No compliance cost formally linked to the 
initiative 

GHG Protocol ɀ 
Product Life 
Cycle Accounting 
and Reporting 
Standard 

No compliance system built into the initiative, 
ÁÐÁÒÔ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÐÏÓÅÄ ȰÁÓÓÕÒÁÎÃÅȱ ɉÉÎÔÅÒÎÁÌ Ïr 
external verification) provided through guidance 
in the Standard. Hence costs are associated with 
the standard cost of operational emissions 
verification. 

Cost depends on the complexity of the 
verification scope (i.e. complexity of the product 
whose carbon footprint is being evaluated), the 
number of data sources being verified and the 
overall availability of data. Cost of verification can 
increase in cases where internal management 
systems are poor, often resulting in substandard 
data archiving. 

N/A ɀ No compliance cost formally linked to the 
initiative 

N/A ɀ No compliance cost formally linked to the 
initiative 

Global Organic 
Textile Standard 
(GOTS) 

Cost is linked to initial assessment and 
compliance monitoring. 

Cost depends on the location, size and type of 
entity, and the type of product. 

Annual certification cost and annual licence fee 
(for the right to use the GOTS logo on certified 
textile products). 

!ÎÎÕÁÌ ÃÅÒÔÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÆÅÅ ÒÁÎÇÅÓ ÆÒÏÍ ΏΧȟΨΦΦ ÔÏ 
ΏΩȟΦΦΦȢ !ÎÎÕÁÌ ÌÉÃÅÎÃÅ ÆÅÅ ÉÓ ΏΧΨΦȢ 
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Scheme Sources of costs for operators/applicants Drivers of costs Scheme pricing system Examples of prices 

GS Mark Source of costs: tests and audits (including for 
surveillance), the translation review of the 
installation and use manuals in German language 
can also be included; admissions fees; 
management of the certification: issue of the 
certificate and follow-up of the file; label 
management, including promotion in and outside 
Europe.  

Each tariff depends on the certification body and 
on the product type. 

No specific information apart from what is 
mentioned under sources of costs.  

No comprehensive information publicly available. 
 
Indicative information from 2007 mentions 
ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅ ÃÏÓÔÓ ÆÏÒ Á '3 ÔÅÓÔ ÏÆ ΏΩΦΦΦ-5000 (type of 
costs covered not specified); deemed insignificant 
compared to overall production costs. 

International 
FAIRTRADE 
Certification 
Mark 

Cost is composed of the demand for certification, 
the initial inspection, and the annual audits 

The variable part depends on the number of 
working days required to inspect the producer 
group. A full Fairtrade audit can last from four 
days for a small producer organisation and up to 
six or seven weeks for the largest cooperatives. 
The time the auditor spends on the ground 
depends on the size of the producer organisation, 
its complexity, and the number of certified 
products it is seeking to sell. 

Pricing is separated between producer and trader 
certificate fees. 
 
Basic annual fee which charges more in the first 
year and with the option for additional charges. 
 
Fees differentiate between small and large 
operators; and according to number of members 
in producer groups (more members, larger fee) 

Prices for producer certificate fees vary according 
to 3 grades. The basic certification fee for Grade 1 
organisations for the first 12 months varies from 
ΏΧȟΪΩΦ ÔÏ ΏΩȟΪέΦ ÁÃÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÎÕÍÂÅÒ ÏÆ 
members. Following the first year, the annual fees 
ÒÁÎÇÅ ÆÒÏÍ ΏΧȟΧέΦ ÔÏ ΏΨȟέέΦȢ !ÄÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÆÅÅÓ ÁÒÅ 
ÃÈÁÒÇÅÄ ÆÏÒ ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓ ΏΧήΦ ÁÎÄ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ 
initial processing installation feÅ ɉÆÒÏÍ ΏΨΧΦ ÔÏ 
ΏάΨΦɊȢ 
For 2nd and 3rd grade organisations there is an 
ÉÎÉÔÉÁÌ ÃÅÎÔÒÁÌ ÓÔÒÕÃÔÕÒÅ ÆÅÅ ÏÆ ΏΧȟΫΩΦȢ )Î ÔÈÅ ÆÉÒÓÔ 
year, a basic fee applies which varies according to 
ÔÈÅ ÎÕÍÂÅÒ ÏÆ ÍÅÍÂÅÒÓ ɉÆÒÏÍ ΏίΨΦ ÔÏ ΏΧȟέΪΦɊȢ 
After the first year, this basic fÅÅ ÖÁÒÉÅÓ ÆÒÏÍ ΏέΨΦ 
ÔÏ ΏΧȟΨΫΦȢ !ÄÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÆÅÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÃÈÁÒÇÅÄ ÆÏÒ 
ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓ ΏΧήΦ ÁÎÄ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÌ 
ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓÉÎÇ ÉÎÓÔÁÌÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÆÅÅ ɉÆÒÏÍ ΏΨΧΦ ÔÏ ΏάΨΦɊȢ 
 
For trader certificates, there is an application fee 
ÏÎ ΏΫΨΫ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÃÈÁÒÇÅÓ ÆÏÒ ÃÏÔÔÏÎ ÓÏcial 
ÃÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÃÅ ɉÉÎÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ ÄÏÃÕÍÅÎÔ ÃÈÅÃË ÁÔ ΏΫΨȢΫΦ 
ÁÎÄ 3ÏÃÉÁÌ !ÕÄÉÔ ΏήΦΦ ÁÍÏÎÇ ÔÈÒÅÅ ÏÔÈÅÒÓɊȢ 
Annual certificate fees vary between large 
ÏÐÅÒÁÔÏÒÓ ɉΏΧȟήίΦɊ ÁÎÄ ÓÍÁÌÌ ÏÐÅÒÁÔÏÒÓ ɉΏΪΨΦɊȢ 
Additional charges exist where there is a large 
ÖÏÌÕÍÅ ÏÆ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔ ɉΏΧȟΦ50) and additional 
ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÉÅÓ ɉΏΧΦΫɊȢ  

Label LUCIE The cost includes the initial training on ISO 26000 
ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ Ȱ,ÁÂÅÌ ,5#)%ȱ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄÓȟ Ô×Ï ÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÉÏÎÓ 
and their reports (the initial audit and the 18-
month evaluation), the license fee for the use of 
the label and the services from the LUCIE 

Cost varies according to the size of the company Annual fee and one-off fixed costs for training; 
variable cost for evaluation depending on the 
number of employees, the number of sites and 
the turnover of the company. 

)ÎÉÔÉÁÌ ÔÒÁÉÎÉÎÇȡ ΏήΦΦ ɉÆÉØÅÄɊ 
Evaluation: variable cost for example, for a 20-
ÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÃÏÍÐÁÎÙȡ ΏΪȟΨΦΦ ÆÏÒ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÌ ÁÕÄÉÔ ÁÎÄ 
ΏΧȟίΫΦ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÃÏÎÄ ÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÉÏÎȢ 
The license fee is a variable cost that amounts to 
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Scheme Sources of costs for operators/applicants Drivers of costs Scheme pricing system Examples of prices 

community 0.01% of the annual turnover with a lower limit of 
Χ ΦΦΦΏ ÁÎÄ ÁÎ ÕÐÐÅÒ ÌÉÍÉÔ ÏÆ ΏΧΨȟΦΦΦ ÐÅÒ ÙÅÁÒ ɉÆÏÒ 
example, for a 20-ÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÃÏÍÐÁÎÙȡ ΏΩȟΦΦΦ ÆÏÒ 
three years) 

NF Mark / NF 
Service 

Costs cover the review of applications, 
evaluations and compliance controls. 

The cost associated with this compliance system 
depends on the product category.  

Fixed joining fee and ongoing charges for audits 
and compliance controls. 
 
 

Costs are set out in certification guidelines for 
specific product (groups). As an example, the 
ÃÏÓÔÓ ÆÏÒ .& #ÈÉÌÄÈÏÏÄ ɉȰÐÅÔÉÔÅ ÅÎÆÁÎÃÅȱɊ ÁÒÅ as 
follows:  

¶ Cost of the examination of the application 
ÆÏÒ ÃÅÒÔÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎȡ ΏΧΫέΫ ɉÅØÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ ÔÁØÅÓɊ Ͻ 
ΏΨάΩ ɉÅØÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ ÔÁØÅÓɊ ÐÅÒ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÙ 

¶ #ÏÓÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÁÕÄÉÔȡ ÁÐÐÒÏØÉÍÁÔÅÌÙ ΏΧΪέΧ 
(excluding taxes) per day (usually one to 
three days are needed of the audit)  

¶ Cost oÆ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÓÕÒÖÅÉÌÌÁÎÃÅȡ ΏΧΦΩΦ 
ɉÅØÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ ÔÁØÅÓɊ Ͻ ΏΧΩΨ ɉÅØÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ ÔÁØÅÓɊ 
ÐÅÒ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÙ Ͻ Á ΏΧΪή ɉÅØÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ 
taxes) fee for using the mark. 

Renewable 
Energy Directive 
(RED) ɀ 
Sustainability 
criteria for 
biofuels in 
Directive 
2009/28/EC 

Costs can be split into two categories, namely 
direct costs and indirect costs. Direct costs 
include certification fees and auditing costs. 
Indirect costs (admin and costs related to 
sustainability compliance) can vary greatly from 
one company to another and can lead to an 
increase in the product cost of up to 30%. 

Membership fees are generally based on property 
size, amount of feedstock processed or yearly 
financial turnovers - dependent on the company 
profile and cannot be estimated with certainty 

Annual membership fee with additional charges 
for certification and output. 

!ÎÎÕÁÌ ÍÅÍÂÅÒÓÈÉÐ ÆÅÅȡ ΏΧΫΦ-250 depending on 
ÔÈÅ ÃÏÍÐÁÎÙȭÓ ÁÎÎÕÁÌ ÔÕÒÎÏÖÅÒȢ 
#ÅÒÔÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÆÅÅȡ ΏΫΦȾÓÉÔÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÒÅÄÕÃÅÄ ÒÁÔÅ 
available for fourth site. 
Fee per metric ton of biomass: Ethanol, 0.027; 
FAME, 0.035; and Biomethane, 0.5. 

Roundtable on 
Sustainable Palm 
Oil (RSPO) 

The cost of the certification scheme is composed 
of the cost of the initial audit, the surveillance 
audits (once a year), RSPO membership fees, 
palm oil trading fees and trademark license 
compensations. 

The cost of the audit depends on a variety of 
factors such as the size of the organisation or the 
certification body chosen for example. 

See sources of costs for the different types. The 
annual membership fee varies according to 
membership type as set out in the examples.  

Annual membership fee varies according to 
membership type: 

¶ /ÒÄÉÎÁÒÙ ÍÅÍÂÅÒȡ ΏΨȟΦΦΦ 

¶ /ÒÄÉÎÁÒÙ ÍÅÍÂÅÒ ɉÓÍÁÌÌȟ ЅΫΦΦ ÈÁɊȡ ΏΫΦΦ 

¶ !ÆÆÉÌÉÁÔÅ ÍÅÍÂÅÒȡ ΏΨΫΦ 

¶ 3ÕÐÐÌÙ ÃÈÁÉÎ ÁÓÓÏÃÉÁÔÅȡ ΏΧΦΦ 
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5.2.2 Key factors having an influence on the cost of PEF/OEF 

verification 

Based on the work presented in Chapter 5, major factors having an influence on costs were 

identified. A discussion on these factors is presented in this chapter. 

1/ Level of assurance being sought 

The primary factor having an effect on costs is the level of assurance expected from the verification 

activities. Reasonable assurance requires more thorough verification than limited assurance and as a 

consequence, the workload and associated costs also increase. This is mostly due to the for more 

evidences to verify a particular point and to related verification activities being more time-

consuming (on-site audits, interviews, review of procedures etc. instead of basic documentary 

checks). 

2/ Maturity of the internal procedures of the PEF/OEF reporting company 

A company having well-established procedures in particular for data-collection, traceability and 

calculation, will be much simpler to audit than a company in which information is not collected and 

presented in a standardized way and disseminated in various departments. 

For instance, a recommendation of the PEF guidance is to implement a data management plan. 

Although recommended, this is not a mandatory requirement. All other things being equal, there 

could be important discrepancies in the verification workload and related costs between a company 

having a data management plan and a company not having one. 

3/ Requirements of the PEFCR 

The level of stringency of the PEFCR regarding the mandatory use of particular generic data, the 

number of primary data, the complexity of requirements on e.g. additional environmental 

information ɀ all these aspects will clearly have an impact on the cost of carrying out a PEF study as 

well as performing verification. 

A PEFCR which has deliberately reduced the number of primary activity data to focus only on the 

most impacting aspects will have a positive influence on verification costs. Conversely, a PEFCR 

leaving room for interpretation on crucial aspects such as the reference flow, the scope of the study 

or the specific/generic data to be used can significantly complicate the verification and thus increase 

the verification costs.  

A typical example of this latter point can be found in PCRs for TVs. In the French PCR, the surface of 

the screen is the key specific data to differentiate products. Companies can then use a generic life 

cycle inventory for screen manufacturing (expressed in cm2 of screen). Thus, the two verifications 

are 1/ to check that the surface is correct, and 2/ the right LCI was used for screen impacts. 

)Î ÔÈÅ %0$ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȟ ÔÈÅ 0#2 ÓÉÍÐÌÙ ÓÔÁÔÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ȰTFT-LCD panel manufacturing and LCD module 

assemblyȱ ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÔÁËÅÎ ÉÎÔÏ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÂÏÕÎÄÁÒÉÅÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÁÓÓÅÓÓÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 

environmental impacts of the manufacturing phase. This means that the number of verifications to 

be made in order to ensure that environmental data used for the screen are correct is potentially 

much higher than in the French system. 
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In most advanced fields with good LCA knowledge, the PEFCR requirements may be designed in 

such a way that room for uncertainty is very limited (this also point 5 below). 

4/ One-shot verification or process "certification" 

Given the rapid renewal of product ranges in some sectors, it is likely that certain companies will 

perform PEF studies repeatedly. In that context, a key factor to reduce the cost of verification would 

be to shift from a "one-shot" verification approach (where verifications are carried for each PEF-

study) to a "built-in" compliance where the idea is to develop tools and procedures that ensure 

compliance with some of the PEF requirements that are not related to a specific PEF study. This 

possibility currently exists in the International EPD system through ȰÐÒÏÃÅÓÓ ÃÅÒÔÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎȱ111 (see 

section 5.3.2). Similarly, if the tool ÕÓÅÄ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ 0%& ÓÔÕÄÙ ÉÓ ÁÎ ȰÏÆÆÉÃÉÁÌȱ EU tool (such has the SME 

tool to be developed by the EC for the PEF pilot) or could be a tool endorsed by the EU, most of the 

tool settings verification could be done once (i.e. when developing and testing the tool) and not for 

each PEF study. 

5/ Maturity of PEF/OEF practice in a given field 

The effect of the learning curve should also be considered. The more PEF profiles for a given product 

category will be publicly available, the easier the verification will become, and the costs will be 

reduced. Indeed, with numerous benchmark values available, it will be easier for verifiers to identify 

anomalous results (i.e. outliers) and pinpoint possible mistakes in input data or calculations. In 

addition, with an increasing number of PEF reports publicly available, overall knowledge on the key 

environmental issues of a given product category will increase which will help to focus verification 

activities on the crucial points. 

5.2.3 Potential costs of PEF/OEF verification 

The objective of this section is to provide a rough estimate of the costs (borne by operators) for the 

PEF/OEF compliance system. This estimation is made in the context of the detergents case study 

and is based on the following aspects: 

 Price data collected for existing schemes (see Table 15); 

 Assumptions on the general context in which the company operates; 

 Additional information collected from AFNOR on the costs borne by operators 

under the European Ecolabel scheme in France as well as general rules of this 

scheme at European level. 

Key assumptions and related costs estimations are presented in Table 17. 

                                                                    

111
 The International EPD® System, 2013. General Programme Instructions for the International EPD® System 2.01 
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Table 17: Tentative costs for operators/applicants 

Type of cost Cost Estimate Comments 

Assumptions on context   

> A medium-sized company operating in Europe. 

> The company designs and manufactures the product in a unique industrial facility 

> The product is a detergent and a PEFCR has been developed for this product category. 

> Third-ÐÁÒÔÙ ÖÅÒÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÓ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÄȢ 4ÈÅ ÌÅÖÅÌ ÏÆ ÖÅÒÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÍÐÌÅÍÅÎÔÅÄ ÉÓ ȰLevel 2 ɀ Limited assuranceȱȟ as defined in 

section 5.1.3; 

> Appropriate internal procedures for data management within the company (see section 5.2.2); 

> ȰOne-shot verificationȱ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ ɉÓÅÅ ÓÅÃÔÉÏÎ 5.2.2). 

Assumption on cost structure   

One-time application fee ~Ώ500 

Reasonable assumption based on Table 15. Possible 

range depending on company sizeΏ 300 ɀ Ώ1500 

(inspired by Ecolabel in France) 

Annual fee (not including 

certification costs) 
~Ώ2,000 

Reasonable assumption based on Table 15. Possible 

range depending on company sizeΏ200 ɀ Ώ10,000 

(inspired by Ecolabel in France for lower limit and 

from EU rules for upper limit: in theory up to 

Ώ25,000 for Ecolabel) 

Certification costs (one-shot, i.e. 

one product) 

>Verification activities based on 

documentary checks ~Ώ5000 

 

> One-day audit in operator 

premises ~Ώ2,000 

> Based on BIO experience in the field of 

environmental labelling and critical review: 3 to 5 

days. 

> Based on information from AFNOR and auditors. 

This cost includes the audit preparation, the one-

day visit, and post-visit tasks. 

 

Note that a major unknown is the number of 

additional visits to other actors in the supply chain 

(such as suppliers) that may be required. This 

depends on the supply chain structure (e.g. does 

the company produce itself the detergent or is 

produced by a supplier?) 
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5.3 Possible directions for the future  PEF/OEF compliance 

system 

Complementary to the operational options presented in section 5.1.3, the present section proposes 

three possible directions for the future compliance system that could be applied to PEF and OEF 

declarations. 

5.3.1 Four dimensions to differentiate compliance systems 

Firstly, four main dimensions characterising the design of a compliance system were identified from 

the review of existing schemes. These dimensions were retained as they are considered as the most 

effective to differentiate schemes.  

 Approach for verification activities 

 Balance between ex-ante and ex-post verification; 

 Level of involvement of third-parties: no third party, third party under 

certain conditions, systematic third-party verification; 

 Definition of control points: risk-based approach (i.e. focus on 

requirements where the probability/gravity of non-compliance is 

higher) or other approach (e.g. exhaustive controls). 

 VÅÒÉÆÉÅÒÓ ȰÅÃÏÓÙÓÔÅÍȱ 

 Level of interaction between verifiers and scheme owners, ranging 

from: 1/verifiers are part of the staff of the scheme owner (e.g. in the 

case of Green Seal) to 2/coordination of verifiers delegated by the 

scheme owner to other competent authorities (e.g. in the case of EU 

policies); 

 Functioning of the certification market for a given scheme, ranging 

from 1/ open to any certification body but regulated through 

accreditation to 2/ monopole of one certification body. 

 Functioning of the accreditation market for a given scheme ɀ i.e. 

several possible accreditation bodies or a single accreditation body for 

all authorised certifiers. 

 Product/sectoral structuring 

 Product/sector coverage of the scheme and related adaptations of the 

compliance system to a product or a sector, ranging from: 1/ a single 

type of compliance system for all the products/organisation to 2/ the 

possibility to have various modules (i.e. sub-systems of compliance) 

within an overarching compliance system (e.g. CE marking). 

 Value chain coverage and type of operators submitted to verification: 

producers only, producers and traders, marketer (i.e. entity putting the 

product on the market). 
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 Governance and stakeholder involvement 

 Level of involvement of players/stakeholders in the development of the 

scheme requirements and in their translation into verifiable control 

points. 

 Possibility for private parties to propose new products (e.g. Blue Angel, 

NF Environnement) or verification procedures (e.g. RED) under a 

scheme. 

In addition, a cross-dimensional aspect relates to the general Ȱattitudeȱ adopted by the scheme 

owners and verifiers towards operators. Verification controls can be performed as part of a learning 

and continuous improvement process, aiming at improving the compliance of an entire sector and at 

convincing all the players of the benefit of being compliant. On the other hand, verifications can be 

performed in a more regulatory mind set, with an aim to remove from the market the worst 

performing products and the Ȱfreeridersȱ. 

 

Box 2 ɀ About the risk-based approach for verification activities 

The overall objective of a risk-based verification approach is to prioritize verification efforts by assessed risks. 
It is based on a risk assessment aiming at identifying and rating risk factors. Risk-assessment can play a role 
at different levels in compliance systems. 

1/ Risk-based approach can be used to select the overall design of the compliance system ɀ i.e. in case of 
PEF/OEF, the choice ÏÆ ȰÄÉÒÅÃÔÉÏÎÓȱ ÁÓ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÓÅÃÔÉÏÎ 5.3.2 

Based on the level of risk associated with non-compliance for a given product/sector, the nature and intensity 
of verification activities will be adapted. The key idea here is to put more emphasis on the verification of 
products/sectors where a false declaration would have bigger consequences. 

For instance, in quality/safety schemes, the consequences of non-compliance are more serious for products 
such as motorcycle helmets or ladders than for office products. In the case of PEF/OEF, a false 
(underestimated) environmental footprint declaration would not lead to safety issues but consequences in 
terms of environmental impacts may be higher in the case of a vehicle or a household appliance (energy 
consumption during use phase, bigger environmental impacts) than in the case of an office product such as a 
pencil. 

Therefore, depending on the product category and its risks, the compliance system used within a given 
scheme can differ: for products with minimal risk, an option would be self-certification whereas for products 
with greater risks, possible options would be tests, audits or third-party certification. 

2/ Risk-based approach can also play a role in the definition of operational verification activities ɀ i.e. 
definition of  control points and/or procedures for verifiers as presented in section 5.1.3 

Even once the overall design of the scheme has been defined and requirements clarified, risk-based approach 
can drive the operational checks performed by the verifier. 

Typically, an auditor may start its audit with a risk-assessment step, considering numerous factors including 
current and prior audit experience of the verified company, sufficient or poor internal controls on processes 
and tools used for data sourcing, collection, management and reporting. This step is key to determine the 
verification approach. The objective is to focus on control points related to requirements where the 
probability of non-compliance is higher in order to optimize the balance between the level of assurance/ 
reliability of the verification process on the one hand and time/costs on the other hand. 

In addition, the auditor must take into consideration the risks that the verification activities are not properly 
done. A risk assessments can be done in order to identify, in the verification procedure, the elements that 
could potentially affect the quality of the outcome of the verification processes (see table below for 
illustration). Based on this analysis of Ȱverification riskȱ, aspect such as the minimum competence standards 
needed by verification activities can be defined. 
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Activities Associated risks Impact on the project 
Minimum competence standards 

needed 

Review of LCA 
methodology 

Allocation rules not 
properly checked 

Wrong conclusion 
Methodological review done by an 
experienced LCA verifier  

Verification of data 
traceability and reliability 
ï review of data 
monitoring and tracking 
systems 

Insufficient audit sample  
No possible conclusion 
on the reliability of the 
profile 

Validation of the audit sample before 
the verification work by an expert in 
environmental verification (more than 5 
year of verification practice) 

 

5.3.2 Proposed directions for PEF/OEF compliance system 

Note that the order of presentation below does not reflect prioritisation. 

1 ɀ Strengthening existing system for PEF/OEF 

Proposition 1 is based on existing PEF/OEF guides ɀ section on critical review ɀ, the GHG protocol 

approach, and the feedback from the Quebec112 pilot on product carbon footprint. This proposition 

is applicable to any type of scheme. 

Approach for verification activities 

 Verification activities are performed ex-ante possibly during or at the end of the 

PEF/OEF study; 

 Systematic third-party verification; 

 The general verification procedures/rules are defined at EU level113. 

6ÅÒÉÆÉÅÒÓ ȰÅÃÏÓÙÓÔÅÍȱ 

 For all public declarations (either with or without comparative claim) a review 

team is built up and includes: 

 a critical reviewer who is in charge of checking the compliance with the 

methodology ɀ i.e. PEF/OEF guides and relevant PEFCRs/OEFSRs; 

 an auditor is in charge of checking the proofs related to the specific 

data (i.e. generic data) used in LCA calculations. If required the auditor 

has the right to audit other operators in the value chain (e.g. suppliers); 

 an LCA practitioner (which can be the critical reviewer) that will carry 

out verification of the LCA tool used by the reporting company for the 

calculations. 

 For studies with a comparative assertion to be disclosed to the public, an expert 

of the sector/product under consideration must be integrated into the review 

team. In particular for cross-checks of data (i.e. ensure the plausibility of certain 

technical data such as the energy consumption of a production process) based on 

his/her knowledge of the sector. 

                                                                    

112
 This pilot included specific work on verification activities (critical review and audits). 

113
 The development of verifications rules can involve stakeholders through a public consultation. Rules can be developed 

by the Commission or by another entity to which the Commission has delegated this responsibility. 
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Value chain coverage and type of operators submitted to verification 

 Operators required to undergo the verification are in priority the entity putting 

the product on the market). When first-hand information is a requirement of the 

PEFCR/OEFSR, the verification may require contacting tier-1 (or higher tiers) 

suppliers/subcontractors in the supply chain, until auditable information is found. 

Governance and stakeholder involvement 

 Companies and other stakeholders can be involved in the development of 

PEFCRs/OEFSRs, and possibly in the development of associated verification 

procedures (definition of specific control points for each product/sector 

category). 

2 ɀ Limited involvement of public authorities 

Proposition 2 is partly inspired by the Australian NGER scheme as regards to the strong balance 

towards surveillance activities, and by the EU Renewable Energy Directive as regards the rules 

developed by industry. In this proposition, the involvement of public authorities remains limited 

with the view of limiting costs borne by public authorities. Public authorities focus on surveillance 

and operators themselves define the operational rules. 

Approach for verification activities 

 No systematic ex-ante verification before declaration. 

 Strong balance towards surveillance activities of PEF/OEF declarations. 

Verification is initiated by: 

 Suspicions public authorities may have regarding a PEF or OEF 

declaration; 

 Complaints or concerns expressed by stakeholders (citizens, NGOs, 

companies) through a dedicated procedure; 

 Product/sector-dependent risk approach (inspired by CE marking): 

Á The nature and intensity of verification activities will depend on the 

product category/sector, based on the risk associated with non-

compliance. The idea here is to put more emphasis on the 

verification of PEF/OEF declarations where a false declaration can 

have bigger consequences for EU consumers and society as a 

whole114. 

Á The seriousness of a false declaration could be assessed based on 

the size of the market, the average environmental impacts of the 

product category, and the existing EUP/MEErP studies. 

                                                                    

114
 An illustration of this is that the gravity of a false PEF-profile may be lower in the case of a pencil than in the case of a 

vehicle or a household appliance (energy consumption during use phase, bigger environmental impacts). The approach 

here is similar to product safety schemes where the consequences of non-compliance are more serious for products such 

as motorcycle helmets or ladders than for office products for instance. 
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Á It is specified in PEFCRs/OEFSRs which verification instruments are 

employed for each particular product category or sector. 

 Operators could be required to publish a self-declaration of conformity. 

6ÅÒÉÆÉÅÒÓ ȰÅÃÏÓÙÓÔÅÍȱ 

 Surveillance verifications are performed by experts accredited by national 

accreditation bodies and registered by public authorities. Experts must prove 

their skills and experience to be accredited. 

 Ex-ante verification activities (conformity assessments) are performed internally 

by the operators115. Control points are sufficiently clear so that there is no need 

for verifiers to have strong qualifications in the field of LCA methodology. 

Governance and stakeholder involvement 

 General requirements for PEF/OEF declarations are provided in PEFCRs and 

OEFSRs. 

 To demonstrate compliance with these criteria, operators of the corresponding 

sectors ÃÁÎ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐ ÖÏÌÕÎÔÁÒÙ Ȱcompliance proceduresȱ ÔÈÁÔ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÓÅÄ 

by the EC. These procedures provide more detailed rules and clarify control 

points to prove compliance during conformity assessments. When relevant, the 

procedures include specific rules to ensure the traceability along the value chain. 

Proposition 3 ɀ Certification cycles 

This proposition is inspired from schemes using a certification cycle (Fairtrade, FSC, etc.) as 

presented in section 3.3.2. 

Approach for verification activities 

 The compliance system is based on certification cycles with initial certification 

and surveillance through monitoring and renewal activities. 

 The period of validity of the certification and the types of operators in the value 

chain that need certificates depend on each product category/sector. 

6ÅÒÉÆÉÅÒÓ ȰÅÃÏÓÙÓÔÅÍȱ 

 Certifiers are accredited independent third parties. 

Governance and stakeholder involvement 

 Certificates are not awarded for a specific PEF declaration related to a given 

model but rather as a proof that the company is authorised to make PEF 

declarations on any models it may produce in a given product category. 

 The general verification procedures/rules are defined at EU level. 

                                                                    

115
 by individuals that are independent from the team which performed the PEF/OEF study. 



Chapter 5 ð Building options for PEF/OEF compliance systems  

 

 
Investigating options for different compliance systems for PEF and OEF declarations | 105 

Complementary option for Proposition 3 ɀ "Process certification" instead of "one-shot verification" 

(inspired by the international EPD system) 

For companies performing PEF (respectively OEF.) studies on a regular basis and consequently 

producing numerous PEF profiles (for instance, when the same base product exists in various 

colours, sizes, materials, with additional improvements, etc.) there is a need to simplify and shorten 

the verification process for a given PEF study. 

In order to meet these needs, the compliance system could include the possibility for the company 

carrying out the PEF study to perform the verification procedure itself, with the intervention of an 

internal verifier (being independent from the team performing the PEF study). Therefore, PEF 

declarations could be issued without a third-party critical review being performed each time. 

The underlying idea is that if PEF studies are performed repeatedly, the company will naturally 

implement internal procedures for data collection, calculations and development of PEF 

declarations. In this context, the purpose of the "Process certification" is to have these procedures 

verified by an independent third party. The process certification assessment takes the form of a 

quality assurance check of the internal competence and skills in an organisation to:  

 Conduct the calculations according to the reference PEFCR and PEF guidance; 

 Issue PEF declarations according to the reference PEFCR , and PEF guidance; 

 Have procedures and workflows that ensure sufficient reassurance on the 

reliability of the PEF profile. 

This process certification could be performed annually by an accredited verifier, regardless of the 

number of PEF studies carried out during the year by the company.  
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Chapter 6.  Conclusion  

6.1 Key learnings  

6.1.1 Findings of the review of existing schemes 

 A diversity in existing schemes, which in turn favours a diversity of compliance systems 

Among the initial list of 27 schemes a wide diversity was observed in terms of: 

 Scope ɀ Product-or organisation-oriented scheme 

 Topics ɀ Environment, social, quality, safety, etc.; 

 Regulatory framework ɀ Voluntary initiative, mandatory policy; 

 Scheme owners ɀ Private or public schemes; 

 Geographical coverage ɀ national, EU, international. 

The cross-analysis focusing on the design of the compliance systems also showed a wide variety of 

features, as summarized in the table below. 

Table 18: Summary of possible features observed in compliance systems 

How are the rules of the scheme structured? 

Requirements for 
operators: 

Standalone 
document 

General Principles 
and national 
versions 

Generic standards 
and product 
standards 

No generic 
standard, 
product-specific 
requirements only 

Requirements 
written in law 

Guidance for operators Additional guidance provided by the scheme 
owner 

Certifiers explain to operators how they work 
and how they will assess compliance with the 
standards. 

Guidance and 
requirements for 
verifiers 

Requirements and/or guidance can be developed for third-party verifiers. 
Requirements for certifications bodies available 
In some cases, such procedures are intentionally not made publicly available 

Stakeholders involved in 
the development of the 
requirements 

Any actor interested in 
entering the scheme can 
propose requirements  

Procedures for standards 
development and revision based 
on identification and consultation 
of affected stakeholders as well as 
possible public consultations 

Voluntary schemes recognized by 
institutions 
(Case of the RED) 

How are verification activities carried out? 

Parties involved in 
verification 

First-party verification Third-party verification 

First-party verification 
possible, under certain 
conditions 

The owner of the 
scheme is the 
certifier 
 

The owner of the 
scheme created a 
separate entity for 
certification  

Verification activities 
carried out by an 
independent 
registered certification 
body 

Scope of the assessment Focus on the product itself and its measurable 
technical characteristics 
Schemes tackling issues related to quality or 
safety 

Verification of characteristics that are mostly 
invisible in the final product 
In schemes related to sustainability issues, 
verification activities have to cover the entire 
value chain including the producers and the 
traders. 
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Balance between ex-
ante and ex-post 
verification activities 

Thorough initial conformity 
check but no follow-up 
 

No prior third-party verification 
required before declaration but 
checks in case of suspicion 

Certification cycles 
 

What is the governance of the compliance system? 

Governance: 
who has authority and 
decision-making power? 

In certain EU policies schemes, a competent authority implements its own compliance system in 
each Member State. The final decision on the compliance or non-compliance of an operator is 
made at the national level. 

In international voluntary schemes such, an important emphasis is made on the governance 
structure. It is essential for the credibility and transparency of such schemes that the power 
remains balanced between sectors, regions, and private and public interests. 

 Several factors play a role on a compliance systemȭÓ ÒÅÌÉÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ 

Factors increasing the reliability of a compliance system are listed below. It must be underlined that 

a single factor on its own cannot make a scheme reliable or unreliable. Instead, a given factor plays a 

role in the overall reliability, while interacting, influencing and being influenced by other factors. 

Table 19: Factors increasing the reliability of a compliance system 

Name Higher reliability 

Reference / compliance with 
international verification standards 

The scheme explicitly refers to one or several standards of the ISO 17000 series 

Initial conformity assessment 
The initial assessment includes documentary check, testing when relevant, audit, 
interviews, etc. The initial assessment also applies to the supply chain. 

Surveillance 
Surveillance is undertaken every year with a complete analysis (similar to initial 
assessment). 

Intervention of a verifier External and accredited verifier required. 

Validity of the proof of compliance The proof of compliance is valid for a limited and short time (e.g. one year). 

Flexibility  

The standards are adapted to the type of products, the type of operators using 
the scheme (small producers, traders, etc.), the operators have a period to 
remedy instances of non-compliance. The verification procedure and its costs are 
adapted to the type of operators and their means (in terms of human or economic 
resources).  

Transparency 
The standards, the verification guide and requirements, information on 
complaints and their resolution, the costs, the cases of misuse are available and 
highly transparent. 

Traceability 
There is a considerable effort regarding traceability, records are kept for a defined 
time (more than 5 years), a control system for the verification of compliance and 
traceability is implemented along the supply chain. 

Management of invisible 
characteristics 

There is an in-depth verification of embedded/invisible impacts: the verification 
includes on-site inspection of supplier sites and interviews of stakeholders. 

Consequences of non-compliance and 
misuse 

Misuse can lead to sanctions such as fines or prosecutions. The operator has to 
correct the non-compliance in a determined time frame. 

Governance 
The scheme is developed and implemented by a multi-stakeholder organisation 
with various interests represented (e.g. NGOs, companies, associations, etc.). 

Recognition The label is internationally known and recognised to be reliable and credible.  

 High certification success rates are commonly observed 

This can be explained by the attitude adopted by the scheme owners and verifiers towards 

operators: verification controls can be performed in the spirit of learning and continuous 

improvement, aiming at improving operator practices and giving time to take into account 

observations made by verifiers. 

Although observed success rates are high, most of the operators undergoing a certification process 

have to provide corrective measures. The share between minor and major corrective measures 

varies according the schemes. 
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 De-certification due to a complaint remains rare. 

Complaints procedures initiated by third-parties appear to have relatively limited overall impact on 

de-ÃÅÒÔÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÂÕÔ ÔÈÅÙ ÁÒÅ ÅÓÓÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÈÅÍÅȭÓ ÃÒÅÄÉÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ ÔÒÁÎÓÐÁÒÅÎÃÙȢ 

6.1.2 Findings of the WTO rules analysis 

 WTO contains a number of disciplines that may be of relevance for an EU PEF/OEF scheme; 

which ones will, however, depend on the binding/non-binding nature of such schemes 

The most important rules are contained in the TBT Agreement and the GATT. 

In light of recent WTO case law, regulatory measures that do not force economic operators to 

disclose and communicate a PEF-profile (i.e. the results of a PEF study) of their products, but only 

ÁÌÌÏ× ÔÈÅÍ ÔÏ ÍÁËÅ ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎ ÃÌÁÉÍÓ ÒÅÌÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓȭ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÆÏÏtprint if they use the 

EU PEF scheme (including its compliance system), would have to be considered a technical 

regulation under the TBT Agreement. 

 WTO law is not addressed at private actors 

Any private scheme laying down requirements for products or organisation, but not linked to 

mandatory legal rules is not subject to any specific WTO obligations 

This applies by extension to compliance systems that are part of such schemes. 

 For EU measures on OEF, WTO law will only become relevant to the extent that these schemes 

have a trade component 

6.2 Recommendations  

 Implement the following best practices: 

Terminology 

 Use and refer to applicable ISO standards and CE regulations definitions. 

Design and structure of the requirements of the scheme 

 Develop generic standards and product/sector standards. 

 Develop additional guidance for operators. 

 Develop guidance and requirements for verifiers (e.g. clarifying control points). 

 Involve all interested parties in the development of requirements. 

Verifications activities 

 !ÄÊÕÓÔ ÔÈÅ ȰÉÎÔÅÎÓÉÔÙȱ Ïf verification performed depending on: 

 the level of risk associated with non-compliance, (similar approach as, 

for instance, in quality/safety schemes); 

 the level of reassurance being sought to ensure the overall credibility of 

the scheme, for instance in sustainability-related voluntary schemes; 
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 the existing constraints in terms of costs, resources, available 

techniques, etc. 

 Prefer third-party verification whenever required (i.e. linked with the required 

intensity of verification). 

Governance of the compliance system 

 Governance of the scheme must favour multi-party involvement (important for 

scheme acceptability, credibility and recognition). 

 Use jointly three levers for providing reassurance on PEF/OEF declarations 

The examination of the control points related to PEF/OEF requirements as well as the analysis of the 

illustrative verification activities based on existing PCRs revealed that there are three major levers to 

provide reassurance in the results of a PEF or OEF study. However, none of these levers is sufficient 

in itself to give confidence in the results of a PEF or OEF study. 

Therefore, the key principle driving the development of the options is that the best approach for 

shall be a balanced mix of activities related to each lever: 1/ LCA rules and underlying assumptions 2/ 

the data reliability and traceability, and 3/ how these two aspects are transcribed in the LCA tool. 

 Use jointly three levers for providing a reassurance on PEF/OEF declarations with a proper 

balance between cost/simplicity/stakes/reliability  

Proposed options ×ÅÒÅ ÄÅÒÉÖÅÄ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÏÆ ȰÌÉÍÉÔÅÄ ÁÓÓÕÒÁÎÃÅȱ ÁÎÄ ȰÒÅÁÓÏÎÁÂÌÅ ÁÓÓÕÒÁÎÃÅȱȢ 

The concept is also increasingly used for non-financial verification, as for instance in CSR report 

auditing. Through each level of verification, a certain level of confidence in the results is sought. The 

more intense the verification, the higher the level of confidence should be at the end of the 

verification process.  

In the context of testing verification processes (pilots), the best option would ÂÅ ȰÌÅÖÅÌ Ψ ,ÉÍÉÔÅÄ 

ÁÓÓÕÒÁÎÃÅȱ (cf. Table 14). It can be seen as achievable first step with a proper balance between 

cost/simplicity/stakes/reliability 

 Recommendation for the global design of the future PEF/OEF compliance system 

Given the diversity of products and sectors to be covered by PEF/OEF compliance system, it is 

ÒÅÃÏÍÍÅÎÄÅÄ ÔÏ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐ Á ȰÍÅÔÁ ÃÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÃÅ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȱ ÔÈÁÔ ÃÁÎ ÁÃÃÏÍÍÏÄÁÔÅ ÖÁÒÉÏÕÓ ÓÙÓÔÅÍÓ ÁÎÄ 

in particular the three following possible directions: 

 Strengthening existing system for PEF/OEF 

 Limited involvement of public authorities 

 Certification cycles 

The directions/systems to be selected depending on product categories/sectors and based on a risk 

analysis. 
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Annex 1.  Involved stakeholders  

Table 20: List of involved stakeholders 

Organisation Presentation Interviewee 
Interview 
date 

DGCCRF
116

 

DGCCRF is the French authority in charge 
of the market surveillance. DGCCRF has 
been involved in the French Pilot project 
on environmental labelling to identify 
possibilities of controlling future 
communications to consumers on product 
environmental footprint. 

Sophie Jaffrezo 
(sophie.jaffrezo@dgccrf.finances.gouv.fr) 
Investigation on environmental claims 
 
Emilie Maire 
(emilie.maire@dgccrf.finances.gouv.fr) 
Investigator ɀ National Investigation Service 
 
Jean-Claude Thomas (Jean-
claude.THOMAS@dgccrf.finances.gouv.fr) 
Investigator ɀ National Investigation Service 

19/04/13 

Danone 

Danone is a French food-products 
multinational corporation and a world 
leader in fresh dairy products and bottled 
water. 
Danone France performs environment 
footprints of some of its products but does 
not communicate publicly the results for 
specific products. 

Jean-Christophe Bligny (jean-
christophe.bligny@danone.com) 
Environment Scientific Affairs Director 
 
Laura Palmeiro 
(laura.palmeiro@danone.com) 
Nature Financial Director 

22/04/13 

AFNOR 
Certification AFNOR certification is a branch of AFNOR 

group. AFNOR is involved since 2008 in 
the implementation of the French 
ecolabelling scheme. 
AFNOR Certification is a leading 
assessment body for services, products 
and competencies in France and 
worldwide. The AFNO2 ÇÒÏÕÐȭs 
Certification branch handles the two well-
known quality marks: AFAQ and NF. 

Eric Laurençon (eric.laurencon@afnor.org) 
Business area manager in charge of the 
development of the NF mark and official 
labels ɀ Innovation and Development 
Department 

26/04/13 

AFNOR 
Certification 

Franck Pinguet (franck.pinguet@afnor.org) 

Business area manager in charge of 

certification, assessment and qualification ɀ 

Innovation and Development Department 

franck.pinguet@afnor.org 

 

Benoît Phuez (benoit.phuez@afnor.org) 

Product manager ɀ Innovation and 

Development Department 

24/04/13 

LNE 

LNE is the French national laboratory for 

metrology and testing. LNE also offers 

certification services. 

Virginie Desbordes 

(virginie.desbordes@lne.fr) 

Program Manager ɀ Department of 

certification and training 

 

Pascal Prudhon (pascal.prudhon@lne.fr) 

Business area manager in charge of multi-

sectoral certification ɀ Direction of 

certification and training 

24/04/13 
and 
26/04/13 

JEMAI 

Japan Environmental Management 
Association for Industry (JEMAI) is a public 
corporation in charge of the Ecoleaf 
scheme. 

Hanako Negishi Priestnall 
(negishi@jemai.or.jp) 
Operator of Ecoleaf 

04/13 

                                                                    

116
 French general directorate for fair trading, consumer affairs and fraud control 



Annex  

 

 
Investigating options for different compliance systems for PEF and OEF declarations | 111 

Organisation Presentation Interviewee 
Interview 
date 

InVivo 

InVivo is the number-one French 

cooperative group. It brings together 241 

farming cooperatives member. InVivo 

performs environmental footprint 

calculations of food products and is 

involved in the French labelling scheme as 

an active stakeholder of the sectoral 

working group on food products. 

Antoine Poupart (APoupart@invivo-

group.com) 

Deputy Chief of Service 

Sustainable agriculture and development 

Florence Foucher-Chevrollier 

(FFOUCHER@invivo-group.com) 

Sustainable Development Management 

System ɀ QHSE department 

16/05/13 

Quebec 
ministry of 
Finance and 
Economy 

The Quebec ministry of finance was 
mandated to put in place in 2012 a pilot 
project on product carbon footprint. The 
pilot includes 12 companies that quantify 
the carbon footprint of one or more of 
their products. The pilot includes specific 
work on verification activities (critical 
review and audits). 

Maxime Alexandre 
(maxime.alexandre@economie.gouv.qc.ca) 
Advisor for Industrial development ɀ Climate 
change 
Department of green technologies and service 
companies 

22/05/13 

Deloitte  

Deloitte, is one of the Big Four 
professional services firms. Deloitte 
provides external verification services for 
CSR reporting. 

Eric Dugelay (edugelay@deloitte.fr) 
Corporate Responsibility & Sustainability 
Services Leader, Europe, Middle East & Africa 
Julien Rivals (jrivals@deloitte.fr) 
Director - Sustainability Services 

27/05/13 

FSC France 
FSC France is the representative body of 
FSC in France. 

Marie Vallée (marie.vallee@fsc-france.fr) 
Director FSC France 

29/05/13 

RAL gGmbH 

RAL is a certification body. In particular, 
RAL gGmbH is responsible for awarding 
the Blue Angel ecolabel. RAL gGmbH 
checks the product compliance with the 
Basic Award Criteria of the label. 

Henning Scholtz 
(henning.scholtz@ral-ggmbh.de) 

June/13 

Intertek  
Intertek is a multinational inspection, 
product testing and certification company 

Laurent Lebarq 
(laurent.lebarq@intertek.com) 
Supplier Management & Environmental 
services 
Intertek Business Assurance 

July/13 

Bureau 
Veritas 

Bureau Veritas is a multinational 
inspection, product testing and 
certification company 

Etienne Casal 
(etienne.casal@bureauveritas.com) 
Vice President Certification Business Line 

July/13 

Ernst & 
Young 

Ernst & Young, is one of the Big Four 
professional services firms. E&Y provides 
external verification services for CSR 
reporting. 

Eric Mugnier (eric.mugnier@fr.ey.com) 
Partner Cleantech & Sustainability Services 

July/13 

Orange & 
Pricewaterh
ouseCoopers 

Range performs environmental footprint 
calculations of mobile phones and is 
involved in the French labelling scheme. 
PWC supported Orange in the verification 
of the provided by phone manufacturers 
used for the environmental labelling. 

Olivier Laurent 
(olivier.laurent@orange.com) 
Sustainable development manager 
Orange - Devices 

July/13 
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Annex 2.  òDescriptiveó factsheets (27 schemes ) 

Australian National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting (NGER)  

Australian National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting (NGER) 

Brief presentation 

This is a legally enforced reporting used to support !ÕÓÔÒÁÌÉÁȭÓ '(' ÉÎÖÅÎÔÏÒÙ ÁÎÄ ÉÎternational reporting requirements. 
Audits are not systematically conducted but can be initiated by the authorities for any reason. There is a clearly stated and 
legally supported right of the Regulator to decide how severe to be with non-compliers. 

Official website: 
http://www.cleanenergyregulator.gov.au/National-Greenhouse-and-Energy-Reporting/Pages/default.aspx 

Key features  

Nature of the 

scheme  
Á Carbon reporting 

Corporations that meet a threshold are required to report their GHG 
emissions on an annual basis. This data is used to document government 
progress on GHG reductions in the frame of national and international 
reporting (relating to Kyoto targets and subsequent national strategies, 
policies and legislation). The data gathered underpins the Australian 
emissions trading scheme. 

Thematic area 
Á Environment (GHG 

emissions) 

Scope of the 

scheme  

 Product 

 Organisation 

The reporting concerns emissions within one company, if it emits more than 
a certain threshold. There are two types of thresholds to determine which 
corporations are required to report on a mandatory basis: facility thresholds 
and corporate group thresholds. Both the facility and corporate group 
thresholds have three components: 

Á a greenhouse gas emissions threshold; 

Á an energy production threshold; and 

Á an energy consumption threshold. 

Corporations must look at each threshold to determine their obligations 
under the NGER Act. If a corporation meets or exceeds one or more of the 
thresholds for a reporting year, it must register and report for the first year a 
threshold is reached. It must then report for each year the corporation 
remains registered. 

Facility thresholds are 25 kilotonnes (kt) or more of greenhouse gases (CO2 
eq.); production of 100 terajoules (TJ) or more of energy; or consumption of 
100 TJ or more of energy. 

Corporate group thresholds decreased each year for the first three reporting 
years of the NGER scheme. In 2010ɀ11 and onwards: 50 kt or more of 
greenhouse gases (CO2 eq.), production of 200 TJ or more of energy, or 
consumption of 200 TJ or more of energy. 

Regulatory 

framework 

 Voluntary 

 Mandatory 

Scheme owner 
 Public 

 Private 

Public authorities own this scheme. The Greenhouse and Energy Data 
Officer on behalf of the Department of Climate Change and Energy 
Efficiency administered this scheme until the 1

st
 of April 2012, when the 

Clean Energy Regulator took on that role. 

The Clean Energy Regulator is the Government body responsible for 
administering legislation that will reduce carbon emissions and increase the 
use of clean energy. As a statutory authority, it operates in accordance with 
the legislation. The Clean Energy Regulator is accountable to the Minister of 
Climate Change and Energy Efficiency and to the Parliament. 

Compliance 

system 

Existence of a 
compliance system 

Yes  No  

There is no requirement for a systematic third-party verification of the GHG 
emissions disclosed by companies. However, public authorities can demand 
that audits be conducted. 

Invisible characteristics 

Yes  No  

Reporting is required for some indirect impacts (e.g. indirect emissions from 
purchased energy).  

http://www.cleanenergyregulator.gov.au/National-Greenhouse-and-Energy-Reporting/Pages/default.aspx
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Context and scheme status 

History and future 
developments 

This scheme is currently in use. The National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Act (NGER Act) was 
introduced in 2007 as a single national framework for reporting and disseminating company 
information about greenhouse gas emissions, energy production, energy consumption and other 
information specified under NGER legislation. It continues to be enforced by the Clean Energy 
Regulator. 

Since 2007, certain aspects of the reporting requirements have been modified to comply with other 
climate policies that require up-to-date information related to GHG emissions levels. 

Stakeholders 

The Department of Resources, Energy and Tourism administers another reporting programme (the 
Government Greenhouse Energy Reporting ɀ GGER). Therefore, this department is working with the 
Clean Energy Regulator to streamline reporting of common data items with the NGER system 
through the Online System for Comprehensive Reporting (OSCAR), which is a web based data tool for 
business to record energy and emissions data for Government program reporting. 

The Clean Energy Regulator has established a register of auditors. The Register is available to 
corporations that want to self-audit using registered greenhouse and energy auditors. The Clean 
Energy Regulator also uses the services of registered auditors. Registered auditors must continue to 
meet the eligibility requirements detailed in the National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting 
Regulations 2008 (the NGER Regulations) to maintain their registration. Registered auditors are 
individuals (not companies) working in companies such as Ernst & Young, Deloitte, PWC, etc. 

Scope 

Targeted 
products/sectors 

4ÈÅ ÓÃÈÅÍÅȭs mandatory elements are aimed at corporations in any sector that meet or exceed the 
threshold. 

Scope of the 
assessment 

The reporting concerns emissions within one company, if it emits more than a certain threshold. The 
scope of the mandatory reporting is equivalent to scopes 1 and 2 of the GHG Protocol Corporate 
Standard. 

Geographical 
scope 

Australia 

Companies using the scheme 

Currently, there are more than 800 corporations registered and expected to report under the NGER Act for the 2011-12 
reporting year. Examples of companies using this scheme include: BP Australia investments, Goodyear Australia, General 
Motors Australia, Hewlett-Packard South Pacific Pty Ltd, Rio Tinto Limited, etc. 

Link with other schemes, link to ISO standards or other standards 

The NGER (2008) Guidelines refer to ISO14064-1 and the GHG Protocol Corporate Standard. 

The Department of Climate Change and Energy Efficiency also developed a framework for Greenhouse and Energy audits. 
This framework sets out specific requirements for registered greenhouse and energy auditors to follow under the NGER 
Act. It draws from existing standards; including the standard ASAE 3000, the auditing standard AUS 904, and ISO 14064-3. 

Public information 

The regulations that sit under the NGER Act can be accessed at:  

http://www.cleanenergyregulator.gov.au/National-Greenhouse-and-Energy-Reporting/Legislation-and-
regulations/Pages/default.aspx 

Published information on this website includes: 

Á The Register of Greenhouse and Energy Auditors 

Á Corporations registered and expected to report under the NGER Act for the current reporting year 

Á Reported greenhouse and energy information by year 

Á Several guidelines documents: 

Á > National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Guidelines 

Á > National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Technical Guidelines 

Á > National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Audit Determination Handbook  
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General features of the compliance system  

Records of activities must provide the Clean Energy Regulator with adequate evidence of a ÒÅÇÉÓÔÅÒÅÄ ÃÏÒÐÏÒÁÔÉÏÎȭs 
compliance with the legislation. This includes information that can be used to verify the relevance, completeness, 
consistency, transparency and accuracy of reported data during an external audit. Corporations are encouraged to record 
both the decision making process and the details of the calculation and data analysis methods used for greenhouse gas 
emissions and energy production and consumption. This process is described in the National Greenhouse and Energy 
Reporting Guidelines. 

The Regulator monitors compliance with the climate change laws to determine levels of compliance and identify trends in 
behaviour; detect possible contraventions; identify whether, and what type of, education and/or enforcement action may 
be required; assess the effectiveness of its operations and programs; and identify opportunities for improvement. 
Compliance monitoring may occur through: checking of information provided in applications under the various legislative 
schemes and to the Registries; analysis of information reported by persons and organisations; analysis of information from 
other sources, such as the general public, peak bodies and industry groups, non-government organisations, other 
government agencies and international organisations; analysÉÓ ÏÆ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÂÔÁÉÎÅÄ ÕÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ 2ÅÇÕÌÁÔÏÒȭÓ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ 
gathering powers, inspections, and audits. 

Entities must apply to the NGER to become registered auditors. They must meet a certain number of eligibility criteria 
before they can complete audits. The NGER Act provides a number of circumstances in which the Clean Energy Regulator 
might initiate a greenhouse and energy audit: 

Á When there is a suspected breach of the legislation 

The Regulator can require a corporation to be audited if it has reasonable grounds to suspect that a registered corporation 
has not met, is not meeting, or proposes not to meet its obligations under the legislation. After receiving a written notice 
from the Regulator, a corporation may appoint a greenhouse and energy auditor of its own choice (unless the Regulator 
specifies in the notice that a particular auditor is to carry out the audit). The corporation pays for these audits. As these 
audits occur in cases where the Clean Energy Regulator suspects non-compliance, an audit may be undertaken as a 
precursor to the application of enforcement measures, including investigations by authorised officers, civil penalties and 
criminal proceedings. 

Á General compliance strategy 

The Clean Energy Regulator may initiate audits for any reason (i.e. without necessarily suspecting non-compliance). For 
example, the Clean Energy Regulator may initiate audits on a risk management basis. It may also initiate an audit to gather 
ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÇÕÌÁÔÅÄ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙȭÓ ÃÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÃÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÕÌÁÒ ÁÓÐÅÃÔÓ of the NGER Act. The Clean Energy 
Regulator will notify the audited body prior to commencement of the audit engagement [sections 74 and 74A of the NGER 
Act]. The Regulator pays for these audits. 

Á Voluntary audit 

Corporations may also want to initiate an audit on a voluntary basis in order to obtain a level of assurance that it complies 
with its obligations or to inform potential investors or customers. 

References 

Á Clean Energy Regulator website 
http://www.cleanenergyregulator.gov.au/National-Greenhouse-and-Energy-Reporting/Pages/default.aspx 

Á Australian Government ɀ Department of Climate Change, 2008. National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Guidelines 

Á Australian Government ɀ Department of Climate Change and Energy Efficiency, 2012. National Greenhouse and Energy 
Reporting System Measurement ɀ Technical Guidelines for the estimation of greenhouse gas emissions by facilities in 
Australia (applies to the estimations of emissions in the 2012-2013 reporting year). 

Á Australian Government ɀ Clean Energy Regulator, 2012. National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting ɀ Audit 
Determination Handbook 

Á ISO 14064-3:2006 ɀ Greenhouse gases ɀ Part 3: Specification with guidance for the validation and verification of 
greenhouse gas assertions 

Á Auditing and Assurance Standards Board, 2007. Standard on Assurance Engagements ASAE 3000 ɀ Assurance 
Engagements Other than Audits or Reviews of Historical Financial Information 

Á Auditing & Assurance Standards Board of the Australian Accounting Research Foundation, 2002. Auditing Standard 
AUS 904 (July 2002) ɀ Engagements to Perform Agreed-upon Procedures 

  

http://www.cleanenergyregulator.gov.au/National-Greenhouse-and-Energy-Reporting/Pages/default.aspx
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Blue Angel (Blaue r Engel)  

Blue Angel (Blauer Engel) 

Brief presentation 

Blue Angel is a Type I Ecolabel in line with the ISO 14024 requirements. It covers a wide range of environmental issues. 
Supported by German institutions, it has international respect and recognition. The label is awarded to products once 
compliance against product category-specific requirements has been verified by RAL gGmbH. 

Official website: http://www.blauer-engel.de/en/index.php  

Key features  

Nature of the 

scheme  
Á Type I Ecolabel 

The Blue Angel considers itself as a market conformity instrument of 
environmental policy designed to distinguish the positive environmental 
features of products and services on a voluntary basis. 

Blue Angel has four protection goals: climate, water, resources, and 
environment and health. The logo includes a specific inscription for each of 
ÔÈÅ ËÅÙ ÐÒÏÔÅÃÔÉÏÎ ÇÏÁÌÓ ɉÉȢÅȢ ȰÐÒÏÔÅÃÔÓ ÔÈÅ ÃÌÉÍÁÔÅȱȟ ȰÐÒÏÔÅÃÔÓ ÔÈÅ ×ÁÔÅÒȱȟ 
ȰÐÒÏÔÅÃÔÓ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅÓȱȟ Ȱprotects ÔÈÅ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÈÅÁÌÔÈȱ). 

The Blue Angel label shows that a product has better environmental/health 
performance. It aims to encourage better purchasing decisions (whether as 
an individual or as a procurer in private or public organisation). 

Thematic area 

Á Environment 
(climate, water, 
resources, 
environment and 
health) 

Scope of the 

scheme  

 Product 

 Organisation 

The reporting concerns emissions within one company, if it emits more than 
a certain threshold for 120 product categories 

Regulatory 

framework 

 Voluntary 

 Mandatory 

Although voluntary, the Blue Angel has a strong international reputation 
due to its credibility and competence, its objective criteria, its 
institutionalised award process and its German government base. 

Scheme owner 
 Public 

 Private 

The German Federal Ministry for the Environment Nature Conservation and 
Nuclear Safety (BMU) is the owner of the Blue Angel ecolabel and has the 
responsibility for the use of the label as a reliable product information 

Compliance 

system 

Existence of a 
compliance system 

Yes  No  

RAL gGmbH is responsible for awarding the Blue Angel ecolabel. RAL 
gGmbH checks the product compliance with the Basic Award Criteria of the 
label. 

Invisible characteristics 

Yes  No  

According to the product category, some requirements can relate to 
invisible impacts, in particular when addressing production or end-of-life 
management aspects. For instance, a requirement for products made from 
recycled plastics is that the percentage of recycled plastics (post-consumer 
material) in the finished products be at least 80 percent. To prove 
compliance, the applicant shall provide verification of the origin and 
composition of the recycled plastics used by means of a certificate 
(including report) according to the EuCertPlast certification scheme

117
. 

Context and scheme status 

History and future 
developments 

Created in 1978, the Blue Angel is the first and oldest environment-related label for products and 
services in the world. The Blue Angel was implemented on the initiative of the German Federal 
Minister of the Interior as a supplementary market-based (conformity) tool to regulation, providing 
incentive to go beyond regulation. 

The Blue Angel objectives are now split into four main areas of environmental protection: climate, 
ÈÅÁÌÔÈȟ ×ÁÔÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÎÁÔÕÒÁÌ ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅÓȢ $ÅÐÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔȭÓ ÍÁÉn protection goal, the Blue Angel 
logo displays four different attributes. As an example, a climate-friendly product can be identified 
thanks to the inscription ȰÐÒÏÔÅÃÔÓ ÔÈÅ ÃÌÉÍÁÔÅȱ.  

                                                                    

117
 http://www.eucertplast.eu 














































































































































































































































































