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I. INTRODUCTION 

This document provides the ECOS’ comments on the preliminary draft of the annual Union work 
programme (AUWP) for European standardisation for 2016. The programme has been circulated for 
consultation to the members and observers of the 1025/2012 Committee (Committee on standards), 
including the European standardisation organisations and the European stakeholder organisations 
receiving Union financing in accordance with Regulation 1025/2012. While we appreciate the format 
used to present the UWP may be practical for collecting the views from many different stakeholders, 
it would have been useful to have more detailed information regarding the context of the various 
proposed planned activities and the goals that these are meant to achieve. 

Generally, we believe the UWP adequately reflect the EU priorities in the major environmental 
areas. With this paper, we would like to express our support for planned and on-going activities in 
key environmental areas, such as climate change, and energy and resource efficiency, and make 
recommendations to ensure that standards will effectively contribute to addressing key 
environmental challenges. 

We also believe that the AWP should include actions that would help achieve the objectives of 
Regulation 1025/2012, especially regarding balanced representation and effective participation of all 
stakeholders. Such actions should be subject to a specific section with the same prominence as 
specific priority areas. A section on international cooperation is also missing.  

II. NEW ACTIONS  

ECOS welcomes the introduction of new work items in key environmental areas, in particular:  

 

1. Green infrastructure (Ref. number 12) 

ECOS supports the initiative to assess how technical standards can support the establishment of 

Green Infrastructure, and would further support a mandate that would bridge any gaps that the 

European Standardisation System had as yet not addressed, particularly those standards with an 

environmental approach.  

2. Transport systems including clean power/alternative fuels (Ref. numbers 2 and 17) 

ECOS is pleased to hear about planned additional standardisation activities on alternative fuels 

infrastructure for eMobility, which we think would improve consumer confidence in the decision to 

purchase an Electric Vehicle (EV), as a result of greater clarity on charging interoperability. ECOS 

would however argue that this does not solve the root cause of lacking interoperability in European 

infrastructure, or the technically flawed standards that support such infrastructure. In this regard, 

ECOS would encourage to further support standardisation initiatives addressing issues such as on-

board metering for EVs and, resolving interoperability gaps between the EV and related back-end 

infrastructure gaps within standards (such as incompatible communication layers, data definitions, 

data models etc).  

3. Eco-design and energy labelling (Ref. numbers 13, 14 and 15) 

ECOS welcomes the requests for the development of standards to support implementing measures 

under Ecodesign and Energy Labelling. ECOS believes that it is important to investigate and cover 

gaps identified in standards with regards to all energy-related products, whenever existing or 
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upcoming regulations are examined, and also issue requests to ensure that existing standards are 

updated to reflect current technological innovation and market developments. Furthermore, 

requests to develop standards on specific products should incorporate product-specific material 

efficiency aspects, within the context of the general consideration of such aspects in Ecodesign 

regulations. 

 

4. Home compostable plastic and food contact material – Release of hazardous 

substances (Ref. numbers 18 and 27) 

ECOS supports the intention to improve clarity around the requirements for home compostable 

plastic and food contact material. We assume that the standardisation request will include the 

development of definitions of biodegradability and compostability.  

 

ECOS also proposes to include the definition of bioaccumulation which is needed to determine the 

potential negative impacts of plastic release into the environment, such as the increase 

bioaccumulation of persistent organic pollutants (POPs). The effects of polystyrene (PS) micro-plastic 

and of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) are increasingly observed in marine living organisms. 

 

Both oxo-biodegradable plastics, made from polymers such as PE (polyethylene), PP (polypropylene) 

and PS (Polystyrene) containing extra ingredients (excluding heavy metals1), and Vegetable based 

plastics2 should also be covered.  

 

Finally, ECOS also calls for the technical parameter and testing conditions to reflect the real 

conditions to degrade and biodegrade in the open environment. 

 

In the area of Food Contact Materials (FCMs), ECOS welcomes the proposed development of 

standardised methods to determine the transfer of substances of concern, including nanomaterials. 

FCMs are regulated under Framework Regulation (EC) No 1935/2004 and other measures addressing 

specific groups of materials, including Regulation (EU) No 10/2011 on Plastic materials, Directive 

(EEC) No 500/84 on ceramic articles and Regulation (EC) 450/2009 on Active and Intelligent 

Materials. Regulation 1935/2004 does not specifically address nanomaterials, however, its general 

principles call for a high level of protection of human health and protection of consumer interests for 

all FCMs, including packaging containing nanomaterials. Yet only a very limited number of 

standardised methods are available and none of them covered nanoform of relevant substances.  

 

ECOS supports the prioritisation of work addressing the release of lead and cadmium but would like 

to encourage the EC to further expand the scope to consider the development of specific methods 

for the release of nano size particles of nano titanium nitride, carbon black and amorphous silica. So 

far only one substance, namely nano titanium nitride, has been specifically authorised in its 

nanoform, and is on the Union’s list of approved additives that are subject to certain specifications 

for FCMs. Importantly, however, two other commonly used additives, including carbon black and 

amorphous silica, are also on the Union’s list with nanoscale specifications, but re not yet 

authorised. 

                                                           
1 Restricted by Art 11 of the Directive (EC) 62/94 on Packaging and Packaging Waste  
2 also known as bio-plastics, bio-based plastics or compostable plastics 
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5. Air quality modelling and source classification (Ref. numbers 19 and 20) 

ECOS welcomes the decision to task the ESOs to develop standards on Air Quality including for 

definition and use of model quality objectives for air quality model applications and methodologies 

for the assessment of the performance of source apportionment model applications. 

 

ECOS considers that this strategy can effectively contribute to enhancing the comparability of 

emissions and to the setting of appropriate emission reduction targets both at local and EU level. In 

particular, the work on model quality objectives is expected to develop further parameters to reduce 

the uncertainty of measurements at different concentrations of particulate matters and other 

emissions covered by the requirements of the Air Quality Directive (2008/50/EC). 

 

This New Work Item Proposal (NWIP) will build upon the work previously carried out by The Forum 

on Air Quality Modelling in Europe (FAIRMODE) on the use of receptor models to determine source 

apportionment. Receptor models are mathematical or statistical procedures for identifying and 

quantifying the sources of air pollutants at a receptor location. JRC published in 2014 European 

Guide on with Receptor Models Air Pollution Source Apportionment. However it should be noticed 

that other methods including emission inventories and chemical transport or air dispersion models 

are also available and appropriate for application of the requirements of the Air Quality Directive. 

ECOS therefore asks to call upon CEN/TC 264 to look beyond the receptor models only. 

 

6. Construction products – Classes of performances (Ref. number 28) 

ECOS welcomes the proposal to develop harmonised standards and the introduction of 

thresholds/classes of performance in new and revised harmonised standards on construction 

products. ECOS is in favour of adding environmental criteria to performance classes such as energy 

and material efficiency, recyclability, durability, emission releases thresholds and would support VOC 

classes to be introduced at European level in construction product standards. ECOS would also 

encourage the development of a label to inform consumers on potential emissions releases during 

the life span of the products and in the post-use phase.   

 

7. Refrigerants 

ECOS calls for the European commission to issue a new standardisation request on lower Global 

Warming Potential alternatives to HFCs in support of Regulation (EC) No 517/2014 on F-Gas which 

has come into effect on 1st January 2015. There is a need to develop technical requirements 

specifically for lower global warming potential alternatives to HFCs to facilitate their use in 

stationary refrigeration (both domestic and commercial), air conditioning and heat pump 

equipments. 

III. STATE OF PLAY OF OLD ACTIONS 

A close monitoring of on-going or pending standardisation work ought to be ensured in the following 

areas: 

 

1. Resource efficiency (Ref. number 2.3) 

Following the recent rejection of M/529 requesting standards on material efficiency aspects on 

Ecodesign by ESOs, ECOS believes that it is necessary to proceed with a new proposal as soon as 

possible. Generic European standards would be crucial to facilitate regulatory discussions on 

material efficiency aspects in the various Ecodesign products. Aspects to be considered should 
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include definitions and methods for assessing durability, upgradability, ability to repair and re-

manufacture of products, ability to access or remove certain components or assemblies from 

products to facilitate repair, remanufacture, reuse, ease of treatment and recycling, and others.  

 

These generic standards should be developed in a timely, transparent and inclusive manner, and 

without stalling nor compromising the development of product-specific standards on material 

efficiency.  

 

2. Smart Grids and Smart Metering (Ref. number 3.1.5) 

Following the conclusion of M/490 and M/441, ECOS believes that there still remains work to be 

undertaken in supporting the establishment of European Smart Grids and Smart Meters. Namely, 

interoperability of the main logical aspects of the Smart Home (Smart Meter system, Energy 

Management Gateway, H-Interfaces, Customer Energy Manager and, Smart Devices) has not as yet 

been fully addressed. ECOS urges the European commission to issue a Standardisation Request that 

seeks to resolve such gaps in the data definitions and data models of the relevant standards. 

 

3. Measuring Instruments (Ref. number 3.2.26) 

We urge the European commission to ensure that the draft Standardisation Request on Certain 

Measuring Instruments contains provisions for On-board Metering, as we believe it would hasten 

the market uptake of EVs, through enabling innovative charging technologies (conductive, wireless), 

taxation of CO2 and, providing transparency to consumers of energy consumption.  

 

4. Intelligent Transport Systems (Ref. number 3.3.8) 

ECOS supports the draft Standardisation Request for Intelligent Transport Systems however we 

would encourage the development of standards related to a non-proprietary ‘vehicle gateway’, 

through which many of the back-end services would operate. A European standard in this regard 

would prove to be an important step to avoid the fragmentation of the digital vehicles services 

market.  

 

5. Fluorinated Greenhouse Gases (Ref. number 3.4.1) 

ECOS fully welcomes a Standardisation Request that would address obstacles in standardisation to 

the safe use of natural refrigerants, given the numerous, and unjustified, restrictions on their use 

that currently exist within European standards. In this regard, ECOS will aim to support the process 

to ensure that all existing obstacles are considered, and addressed. 

IV. HORIZONTAL STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES  

We believe that the UWP should include a specific section about horizontal aspects of the European 

standardisation system, detailing the objectives and on-going and planned actions. The following 

aspects ought to be addressed: 

1. Improving and strengthening the European Standardisation System  

Societal stakeholders representing the environment, the consumers and the workers, are able to 
bring invaluable expertise and the user perspective which are otherwise underrepresented – if at all 
– in the European standardisation system. A balanced representation of interests and effective 
participation of societal stakeholders in the standards’ development process thus contribute to 
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increase the quality, credibility and legitimacy of the European standardisation system and its 
deliverables.  
 
The UWP for standardisation 2016 should clearly acknowledge the need for an effective 
participation of Annex III organisations3 in the European standardisation system and recommends 
concrete, specific actions. An effective participation would require specific rights to be granted to 
Annex III organisations to allow them to effectively input the system and exert an influence, while 
complementing the national delegation principle prevailing in CEN and CENELEC. These include: 

- Unrestricted and easy access to the system and technical work,  

- A ‘voting’ right during the adoption phase of a final draft standards, by which a negative 

opinion from an Annex III organisation during the final vote phase would create awareness 

about the its position and trigger some actions within the ESOs (e.g. the consultation of an 

independent expert on the issue raised by the Annex III organisation) 

- A right of appeal against the ratification of standards which do not take the societal interests 

into account, such as standards that would pose a risk to human health or the environment 

 

The European standardisation organisations should be required to identify concrete actions, 

together with the Annex III organisations, and regularly report on progress. It would for instance be 

relevant and further facilitate cooperation if the ESOs created a specific category of partnership for 

Annex III organisations. The UWP 2016 should also give to the national standards bodies a clear, 

active role in facilitating the participation of societal stakeholders through the ESOs at European 

level, as well as directly at national level.  

 

Finally, the UWP 2016 should set objectives and propose actions to foster the involvement of 

research and academia in the standards’ development system.  

 

3. Timeliness rather than speed  

Many efforts have already been made including by standards bodies to accelerate the standards 
development time for different reasons, including to cope with the high speed of innovation and 
technological developments, to align to the increased pace of international standardisation or to 
respond to political demand. ECOS has expressed concerns about making the speed of the 
standards’ development process as an objective. Reducing the standards’ development 
systematically would not only risk reducing the quality of standards, but also jeopardise the effective 
participation of societal (and other weaker) stakeholders in the process. A consensus building 
process requires time and resources and Annex III organisations would have difficulties in defending 
the interests of the stakeholders they represent. 

ECOS would like the UWP to promote the timeliness of the standards’ development process rather 
than speed. We believe that reducing the development time is needed and should be aimed for in 
specific cases only, for instance to ensure that supporting standards are ready to allow the proper 
implementation of a new law from the date of application. Moreover, when pursued, the reduction 
of the development time should not be done through skipping or shortening phases that are key to 
ensure the inclusiveness of the process. For instance, CEN and CENELEC recently adapted their 
procedures to increase the speed of the process by merging the public commenting phase 
(“enquiry” phase) with the final voting phase. This means that comments submitted during the 
enquiry phase will not be considered in the case of a positive vote by the CEN and CENELEC 
members. As the enquiry is the only phase where Annex III organisations could effectively contribute 

                                                           
3 Including the European societal stakeholders’ organisations representing the consumers, the workers  and 
the environment in standardisation (respectively ANEC, ETUC and ECOS) as well as the European organisation 
representing the interests of small and medium sized enterprises (SBS) 
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by submitting comments, those would simply be ignored if the NSBs vote in favour of the final text. 
The AWP should therefore insists on the need to ensure that (mandated) standards are developed in 
the best suitable or opportune time to ensure that they provide valuable support to EU policy 
objectives.  

3. A well-reasoned international cooperation  

ECOS does not support the priority that has been given to international standardisation over 

European standardisation in the last years. Standardisation work is increasingly been undertaken by 

the international standards organisations, including for standards that have been mandated by the 

European commission in view of implementing European laws and policies. The trend towards 

globalisation of standardisation work will certainly increase further with the European institutions 

making international cooperation a priority and the on-going Transatlantic Trade and Investment 

negotiations (TTIP). 

 

In this context, the UWP for standardisation 2016 should certainly not promote the generalisation of 

the use of international standardisation. In particular, it should give priority to the European 

standardisation system for the development of standards that are meant to support of laws and 

policies. 

 

Furthermore, the UWP 2016 should make proposals for actions, to be undertaken in close 

collaboration with all actors, which would contribute to promote the principles of transparency and 

inclusiveness outside Europe and in the international standardisation system in particular. 

 


