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1 Introduction

ISPRA, the ltalian Agency for Environmental Protection and Technical Services, the technical
support for the Italian C.B., has been entrusted by the European Commission for the development
of the project entitled “EU Ecolabel Criteria Revision for Copying and Graphic Paper”.

ISPRA appointed Life Cycle Engineering (LCE) to act as technical support during the project
development.

The overall aim of the project was to assess the need for updating/developing new criteria for the
Copying and Graphic paper product group (PG) and, subsequently, to proceed with the revision of
the current criteria.

The project is composed by 2 Work Packages (WPs).

WP1 focused on the development of a Preliminary Report for the revision of the existing Copying
and Graphic paper criteria.

The Work Package 1 Preliminary Report constituted an informative platform for the whole
project. This Preliminary Report aimed at:

1. Updating some basic market data, to highlight the share of the products belonging to this
PG in the European market and the feasibility of Ecolabelled papers.

2. Defining the available technologies and production methods, to assess if the existing criteria
have been overcome by technological improvements, and if some new requirements need
to be tightened.

3. Analysing the existing EU and some specific national legislations as well as BAT
documents influencing the Copying and Graphic paper sector, to assess if new mandatory
requirements have been introduced, and if the criteria are, at least, as strict as the current
legislation is.

WP2: based on WP1 results, the Work Package 2 consists in the revision of the existing criteria for
the award of the Ecolabel flower for the copying and graphic paper product group.

Work Package 2 is composed by 2 tasks
Taski

The aim of this activity is the revision of the Commission Decision 2002/741/CE criteria for the
Copying and Graphic Paper product group. All the comments and proposals emerged from the
WP1 Final Report have been included in the 1* Background Document, which was used as
technical support to the 1! Draft Criteria Proposal that was illustrated during the 2™ AHWG (27"
March 2009). The 2™ Background Document and the 2" Draft Criteria Proposal contain the issues
that were raised during the 2" AHWG meeting together with the comments received after.
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These documents, appropriately updated with comments received meanwhile, will be presented
during the EUEB of September 2009 and will constitute the base of discussion for the 3 AHWG
(5™ November 2009,Bruxelles).

Task 2
The Final Criteria Proposal with the relative 3 background document will contain the decisions
which will be taken during the 3 AHWG meeting . The Final Report, containing the information
and the conclusions of the whole WP2, and the Final Criteria Proposal, including the revision of the
criteria for the Copying and Graphic Paper product group, will be the main outcome of this task.
The Final Draft Criteria Proposal will be then presented to the EUEB of December 2009. After the
approval of the criteria proposal by the EUEB the Eco-label User's manual for the applicant will be

prepared.
Table 1.1 - Work Package 2 actions and timetable
TASK ACTION WHO DEADLINE Deliverables Status
1st Background document delivery 1st Background document
1st Draft Criteria Proposal delivery Rl Ilierien At 1st Draft Criteria Proposal o
1st Background document
2nd AHWG meeting ISPRA/LCE 27 March 2009 1st Draft Criteria Proposal | OK
PPT presentation
Minutes of the 2nd AHWG ISPRA/LCE within 2 weeks Minutes OK
Management of AHWG comments ISPRA/LCE April -June 2009 OK
2nd Background document delivery ISPRA/LCE 2 Background document | gk
4 |2 Draft Criteria Proposal delivery Ayl 2nd Draft Criteria Proposal
Management of comments ISPRAILCE |  July-September 2009 OK
Presentation of the draft Criteria Proposal | |spra/LCE 2nd Background document | \exT
at the EUEB meeting 9 BepplEml ey 20 2nd - Draft Criteria Proposal
Management of comments ISPRA/LCE Septemgg(;éOctober NEXT
2 Background document “EUEB revised” | |spra/L cE 2n Background document | \ ey
2nd Draft Criteria Proposal “EUEB revised” BT 200 2nd Draft Criteria Proposal
2nd Background document
. revised with comments
34 AHWG meeting ISPRAILCE | 5 November 2009 2 Draft Criteria Proposal NEXT
revised with comments
Minutes of the 3 AHWG ISPRALCE within 2 weeks Minutes NEXT
2 | Management of AHWG comments ISPRALCE November 2009 NEXT
31 Background document delivery ISPRA/LCE . 3 Background document
Final Draft Criteria delivery AN T AU Final Draft Criteria A28
Presentation of the final draft Criteria at 3rd Background document
ISPRA/LCE
the EUEB meeting e Al Final Criteria Proposal NEXT
User Manual for applicants and CBs ISPRA/LCE January 2009 User Manual NEXT
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1.1 CoOPYING AND GRAPHIC PAPER - CLASSES DEFINITIONS

For the aim of the study, the CEPI - Confederation of European Paper Industries — proposal for
graphic paper definition is adopted, as the following scheme shows (Table 1.2).

GRAPHIC
PAPER
UNCOATED UNCOATED COATED
NEWSPRINT MECHANICAL WOODFREE PAPERS

Table 1.2- “Graphic Paper “classes definitions by CEPI (Source: CEPI)

Paper mainly used for printing newspapers.

It is made largely from mechanical pulp and/or recovered paper, with or without a small
NEWSPRINT amount of filler. Weights usually range from 40 to 52g/m2 but can be as high as 65g/m=.
Newsprint is machine finished or slightly calendered, white or slightly coloured and is
used in reels for letterpress, offset or flexo-printing.

Paper suitable for printing or other graphic purposes where less than 90% of the fibre

UNCOATED furnish consists of chemical pulp fibres. This grade is also known as groundwood or
MECHANICAL wood-containing paper and magazine paper, such as heavily filled super-calendered
paper for consumer magazines printed by the rotogravure and offset methods.

Paper suitable for printing or other graphic purposes, where at least 90% of the fibre
furnish consists of chemical pulp fibres. Uncoated woodfree paper can be made from a
UNCOATED variety of furnishes, with variable levels of mineral filler and a range of finishing processes
such as sizing, calendering, machine-glazing and watermarking. This grade includes

WOODFREE most office papers, such as business forms, copier, computer, stationery and book
papers. Pigmented and size press “coated ” papers (coating less than 5g per side) are
covered by this heading.

All paper suitable for printing or other graphic purposes and coated on one or both sides
with minerals such as china clay (kaolin), calcium carbonate, etc. Coating may be by a
COATED PAPERS y (kaolin) g may e By

variety of methods, both on-machine and off-machine, and may be supplemented by
super-calendering.

Current criteria for “copying and graphic paper” (Commission Decision 2002/741/EC) exclude
“newsprint paper” explicitly from the product group. The inclusion of the newsprint paper in the EU
Ecolabel criteria for “printed paper products” (criteria currently in interservice consultation within the
European Commission) has been evaluated and excluded also from the scope of this new product
group (see below). Therefore, at the moment, newsprint and magazine paper couldn’t be awarded
with the EU Ecolabel.
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2 Technical analysis of existing criteria

This Chapter focuses on Pulp and Paper production processes to highlight how the existing criteria
have been developed and to open the discussion about their revision. In particular, this section
summarizes the analysis of the existing technical references for the management of the
environmental aspects within the European pulp and paper industries (BREF, 2001).

By the way, a revision of this BREF document has just re-started in 2009 but, unfortunately,
at the moment, no draft documents are still available for consultation; the revision process it is
expected not to finish before December 2010 (at least) and a first draft document should probably
be sent not earlier than by the end of 2009".

2.1 MAIN ENVIRONMENTAL ASPECTS LINKED TO THE PAPER PRODUCTION

The paper industry requires natural and chemical raw materials: cellulose, water and additives (e.g.
for the graphic paper, the production process needs adhesive agents as resins, fillers, etc...).
Production processes need energy for paper dehydration, paper drying and fibres processing. The
different processes cause emissions to air and water, mainly SOx, NOx, AOX and organic
compounds. The residual de-inking, the sludge depuration and the residuals chemical agents are
probably the most important production waste to manage.

No significant technical changes occurred in the production process since the last criteria
revision, as also CEPI" and ASSOCARTA? consulted documentation has demonstrated.

2.2 CURRENT ECOLABEL CRITERIA

The current scheme of the criteria for copying and graphic paper is structured in 8 main criteria
dealing with the following life cycle phases: raw materials, production process and use phase
(Figure 2.1).

" Infos received from Mr Michael Suhr (European IPPC Bureau) new coordinator of the 2009 Bref Revision
' CEPI, 2006 and website www.cepi.org
2 ASSOCARTA, 2007 and website www.assocarta.it
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3. Fibres —
RAW > > Sustainable Forest Management

MATERIALS
> > 1. Emissions to water and air
> > 1. Emissions to water and air
> > 2. Energy use

PRODUCTION

> > 4. Hazardous chemical substances
> > 5. Waste management
> > 6. Fitness for use

USE PHASE

(TO CONSUMER) | > > 7. Packaging information

> > |8. Information appearing on the eco-label

Figure 2.1 — Structure of the current Ecolabel criteria.

2.3 THE IPPC DIRECTIVE

The purpose of the IPPC (Directive 96/61/CE) is to achieve integrated prevention and control of
pollution arising from the activities listed in its Annex I. The IPPC establishes a common set of rules
for the release of the permits to industrial installations in Europe with the aim to promote the
integrated pollution prevention and control.
Industrial plants for the production of:

(a) pulp from timber or other fibrous materials;

(b) paper and board with a production capacity exceeding 20 tonnes per day,
are included, as specified at the point 6.1 of the Annex | of the Directive.

Therefore, the European paper and pulp producers are subject to the IPPC directive rules and, in
particular, they have to refer to the BREF, the Reference Document on Best Available Techniques
(BAT), in order to reduce the environmental impacts associated to their productive processes.

2.4 BEST AVAILABLE TECHNIQUES (BAT) ANALYSIS

The term “best available techniques” is defined in Article 2(11) of the Directive as “the most
effective and advanced stage in the development of activities and their methods of operation which
indicate the practical suitability of particular techniques for providing in principle the basis for
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emission limit values designed to prevent and, where that is not practicable, generally to reduce
emissions and the impact on the environment as a whole.”

The BREF document sets which range of emissions levels is expected from the use of best
available techniques, and shall not be considered as limits.

The latest Reference Document on Best Available Techniques in the Pulp and Paper Industry
dates back to 2001 and it is the same used in the development of the former criteria for this product
group®.

The analysis highlights a close relationship between the resources/energy consumption and
emission values reported in the BAT document and the Ecolabel criteria, as shown in the following
chapter.

It has to be highlighted that mechanical pulping and also recycled fibre pulping is in most cases
integrated to the paper mill. Therefore, BAT is given for integrated “pulp and paper mills” (except
for CTMP). That means that there is no BAT for recycled fibers only, but for integrated pulp and
paper production.

The Ecolabel reference values are provided, instead, also for the recycled pulp production as it is a
separate process. The direct comparison of BAT values and EU ecolabel criteria is often not
possible.

Emissions to air and water

The following tables (Table 2.2 and 2.3) refer to the emissions levels associated to the pulp and
paper production process.

Table 2.2 shows the range of values for air and water emissions established by the BAT compared
with the reference values imposed by the current Ecolabel criteria, expressed in Kg/tonne of
product (pulp or paper, depending on the process considered).

When a correspondence between the BAT and the Ecolabel values exists, the Ecolabel always
respects the range established by the Best Available Techniques.

The table takes into consideration also the BAT limits for the Phosphorus (Total P) emission to
water, also if in the current Ecolabel criteria it is not still considered.

The phosphorus is an indicator of the potential eutrophication for the water ecosystems. The
environmental relevance of the phosphorus could be considered for the criteria revision, as already
done for the new “Tissue paper” Ecolabel Criteria Revision (2009/568/EC). In accordance with the
limits imposed for the other above-mentioned parameters, the reference values for the phosphorus
should be included in the BAT ranges shown in the table below.

Since the reference document has not changed from the last revision of the Ecolabel Criteria for
Copying and Graphic paper, the process and the existing limits still respect the BAT ranges. About
this issue, it could be taken into account also the technical analysis results (treated in previous
paragraph) about the technological developments occurred to assess the possibility of either a
further lowering of the reference values or leaving them unchanged.

% Note: the BREF and BAT document revision has just been undertaken in early 2009 and it will surely not come to an
end before the end of 2010 or the beginning of 2011.
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Table 2.1 - Air and water emissions levels related to pulp and paper production (Source: BREF, 2001)

Water
WE
EMISSIONS Proposal)
(kg/ADT) CcOD S NOy Total P
Current Current Current
BAT Criteria BAT Criteria BAT Criteria BAT
Bleached 8,0 -23 0,01-0,03
(k%q-Esl\SIICr%e) 18,0 0,2-0,4 0,6 1,0-1,5 1,6
p Unbleached | 5,0 - 10 0,01-0,02
o C(';'Sg’ui?g" Blﬁ%fgaeghzgd 20-30 | 250 | 05-1,0 0,6 1,0-2,0 1,6 0,02-0,05
D
o
ME?CHTAI\L\'F',?AL n.a. 10,0-20 | 15,0 n.d. 0,2 n.d. 0,3 0,005-0,01
RE%L%LSEP n.a. n.d. 2,0 n.d. 0,2 n.d. 0,3 n.d.
Uncoated fine
NON paper 0.5-2
oc | INTEGRATED 1,0 n.d. 0,3 n.d. 0,8 0,003- 0,01
Ll PAPER MILLS Coated fine
o 05-1,5
< paper
a OTHER PAPER MILLS n.d. 1,0 n.d. 0,3 n.d. 0,7 n.d.
RCF PAPER MILL* (with deinking)| 2,0 - 4,0 - n.d. - n.d. - 0,005-0,01

Table 2.3 shows the AOX emission levels: in the current criteria, the hurdle values for AOX just
refer to pulp production while, in the BREF document, the AOX emissions levels refer also to the

paper production.

In the current criteria the hurdle is 0,25 Kg/ADT for each pulp used, while in the BAT the value
depends on the kind of pulp (sulphate bleached or recycled).

* Most of the recycled pulping are integrated: therefore the emission levels associated to recycled paper are given for
integrated pulp and paper mills. (RCF= recycled fibre)
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Table 2.2- AOX emission levels related to pulp production (Source: BREF, 2001)

AOX Kg/ADT

EMISSIONS (kg/ADT
SSIONS (kg ) Current
BAT Criteria
o
3 | CHEMICAL (sulphate bleached) <0,25 0,25
o
oc |NON INTEGRATED PAPER MILLS < 0,005
o
< | INTEGRATED from mechanical pulp < 0,01
o
PAPER MILLS RCE < 0,005

Energy Use

About the energy consumption, the BAT document sets the range reference values for fuel and
electricity use. Table 2.3 refers to the pulp production and Table 2.4 to the paper production.

As Table 2.3 shows, the Ecolabel criteria reference values always comply with the ranges imposed
by the BAT. Furthermore, the recycled fibres reference value for the electricity use is lower than the

BAT minimum hurdle.

Referring to the fuel limits for the chemical pulp, in the BAT there are different ranges for sulphate
and sulphite grades, while in the current criteria there is just a medium value for both of them

(4.000 KWh/ADT).

Table 2.3- Energy consumption levels for pulp production (Source: BREF, 2001)

FUEL
(kWh/ADT) ELECTRICITY (kWh/ADT)
ENERGY USE
Current Current
BAT Criteria BAT Criteria
sulphate | 2.770 | 3.878 600 800
CHEMICAL 4.000 800
o sulphite 4.432 | 4.986 600 800
=
=
o MECHANICAL n.a. 277 | 1.662 900 1.900 | 2.600 2.500
RECYCLED FIBERS n.a. n.d. 1.800 n.d. 800

Considering paper production, the BAT limits concern both the integrated and non integrated paper
mills, while the current Ecolabel criteria impose reference values to non integrated paper mills only,

as the Table 2.4 highlights.
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Therefore, for the calculation of their energy consumption, the integrated paper mills have to refer
to both “pulp” and “non integrated paper mills” BAT values, like if they were 2 separate processes
(Table 2.3 and Table 2.4).

The current Ecolabel reference values are in accordance with the BAT ranges and for the non
integrated paper mills the fuel use values are even lower than the BAT minimum hurdles, as the
Table 2.4 shows.

Table 2.4 — Energy consumption levels for paper production (Source: BREF, 2001)

FUEL
(KWh/ADT) ELECTRICITY (kWh/ADT)
ENERGY USE e
Current Current
BAT Criteria BAT Criteria
" CHEMICAL bleached 3.878 5.540 - 1.200 1.500 -
- Iph
= suphate |\ bleached| 3.878 | 4.848 - 1.000 | 1.300 -
[rsl
i CHEMICAL
o sulphite bleached 4.986 6.648 - 1.200 1.500 -
o
[a] _ _
e | 9 | MECHANICAL | °catd 831 3.324 1700 | 2.600
L < pulp .
& g printing 277 1.662 - 1.700 2.600 -
e | B
= Rllzzfggé'glj - n.d. 1.800 n.d. 800
NON INTEGRATED | uncoated 1.939 2.078 | 1.800 600 700 600
PAPER MILL
S coated 1.939 2216 | 1.800 700 900 800
RCF PAPER MILL deinked 1.108 1.801 - 1.000 | 1.500 -

Notes on the technical analysis

The argumentation made in the previous paragraph demonstrates that, at the moment, it seems
necessary to consider also the technical analysis results on the current technological developments
in order to evaluate the necessity of changing the reference values for the “emission to air and
water” and for the “energy use” in the new Criteria for Copying and Graphic Paper. The reference
document on which the current criteria are based on, in fact, has not been changed since the last
criteria revision process.

On the other hand, as said before, it has to be considered that an updated version of the BREF for
the Pulp and Paper Industry might be soon available (the BREF revision started in January 2009),
so if this new document is published before the end of the current criteria review, a new update of
the abovementioned values will be necessary.

Moreover, it has to be highlighted that, as shown in the analysis, the Ecolabel reference values
represent a “simplification” of those reported in the BAT: for this, in some cases, some modification
could be made to the existing criteria, and the introduction of a limit to the Phosphorus emissions

to water (not considered until now) could also be included.
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2.5 SUSTAINABLE FOREST MANAGEMENT

In the wake of the UN Conference on Sustainable Development in 1992 (Rio Summit), concerned
business representatives, social groups and environmental organizations moved on with the
purpose to improve forest management worldwide. This is why different Organizations were born
with the intent of providing internationally recognized principles, rules and standards to assure a
socially and environmentally correct forestry management.

Subsequently these schemes have extended their aims also to the wooden products certification,
in order to give the producers the possibility to demonstrate that their product are “environmentally
and socially friendly” and to provide the consumers with easily intelligible tools to evaluate the
consequence of their purchases.

Forest Management and Chain of Custody certification

The Forest Management certification aim is to put rules on how the forests have to be managed, to
meet the social, economic, ecological, cultural needs to join the principles of sustainability. They
always include managerial aspects as well as environmental and social requirements.

On these bases the major certification schemes have developed rules, policies and standards that
further define certain specific requirements.

Some of the points required by the principal forestry certification schemes are listed below: they
could appear almost basic, but it has to be considered that in many places even these basic
requirements are not fulfilled, and that here is where the Forest Management can have the biggest
positive impact:

e Prohibit conversion of forests or any other natural habitat;

e Respect of international workers rights;

e Prohibition of use of hazardous chemicals;

¢ Respect of Human Rights with particular attention to indigenous peoples;
¢ No corruption — follow all applicable laws;

e Identification and appropriate management of areas that need special protection (e.g.
cultural or sacred sites, habitat of endangered animals or plants)
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Types of certification
a) Forest Management Certification (FM)

This is a certification scheme reserved to forest managers or owners who want to prove that their
forest operation is socially beneficial and managed in an environmentally appropriate and
economically viable manner, according to specific principles and criteria set by a recognized third
party organization. This is commonly a Business to Business certification.

b) Chain of Custody certification (CoC)

Chain of Custody certificates trace certified timber through the production chain: this scheme is for
companies that manufacture, process or trade in timber or non-timber forest products and want
to demonstrate to their customers that they use responsibly produced raw materials. Chain of
Custody certificate helps companies to strengthen their sourcing policies and comply with public or
private procurement policies.

c) Controlled Wood

Some Organizations (i.e.: FSC) give, as well, the possibility of certifying wood products also if the
timber or the raw material used comes from “not certified” forest. The so called “controlled wood”
can be used for CoC certification scopes.

Obviously the companies who want to sell their wood as “controlled” have to respect some
requirements (standards) provided by the certifying organization, in order to comply with some
basic principles of sustainability.

Controlled Wood supports also the production of Mixed Sources by providing certified companies
with tools to control the non certified wood in their product groups, to avoid the wood produced in
socially and environmentally most damaging ways.

The non-certified portion has to comply with the Controlled Wood standards which enable
manufacturers and traders to avoid unacceptable timber and timber products.

FSC Controlled Wood, in particular, specifies the following five unacceptable origins:

¢ lllegally harvested wood;

e Wood harvested in violation of traditional and civil rights;

e Wood harvested in forests in which High Conservation Values (areas particularly worth of
protection) are threatened through management activities;

e Wood harvested from conversion of natural forests;

e Wood harvested from areas where genetically modified trees are planted.

The Controlled Wood must be independently verified before it is mixed with certified material to
become part of a product that can be sold carrying a label.
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The statistical analysis concerning “Certified forest products markets 2007-2008” and the
“Green Public Procurement for Copying and Graphic paper” section have not been here
reported: for more information about data, please, refer to the 1% Background Report
version 13™ March 2009 (Chapter 2.5, page 21 and chapter 2.6).

EU ECO-LABEL CRITERIA REVISION FOR COPYING AND GRAPHIC PAPER

2.6 VIRGIN VS. RECYCLED PAPER: CONSIDERATIONS

The following considerations are based on the results of a comparative analysis from different
sources on the main environmental impacts, involving different pulp grades, summarised in our
“Study for the Copying and graphic paper criteria revision” WP1 Final Report (19" Dec 2008)°

In many analysed cases the product with less environmental impacts was the recycled unbleached
paper. The paper production involving bleaching treatments, although recycled paper is used as
raw material, has higher impacts, often in line with the virgin paper production.

The comparison gives a clear picture that recycling is only one aspect of paper's life cycle and can
result higher emissions in some emission parameters compared to papers made of virgin fibres.

Also the LCA made by UBA “Life Cycle Assessments for Graphic Papers Environmental
comparison of recycling disposal processes for used graphic paper and of paper products for
newspaper and magazine publishing and for photocopying”® and the EU GPP Training toolkit
background document for Copying and Graphic Paper (2008) have been considered.

For more detailed info please refer to the 1** Background Report, version 13 March 2009 (chapter
2.7, page 29-30)

From these studies, as the EU GPP Training Toolkit Background product report for Copying and
Graphic Paper developed by ICLEI for the European Commission (2008) concluded, basing on the
UBA 2000 study above mentioned, on the IFEU 2006’, and on and on the last BREF document
(2001) : “production processes for paper based (totally or mainly) on post-consumer recovered
paper fibres (recycled paper) use much less energy and water than those for paper based (totally
or mainly) on virgin fibre”... "however the production process of paper based (totally or mainly) on
virgin fibre is still characterised [...] in many cases by a lower fossil CO, emission.”

“Both types of paper need to be purchased, as the amount of recycled paper cannot cover
the total paper demand in Europe, and as there would be not recycled paper without having
paper made from virgin fibres [...]. The key issue is recyclability, not the recycled origin of
fibres™.

® cap. 4.7 - LCA comparative analysis on virgin - recycled paper production (pag. 61)
® UBA, 2000

" IFEU 2008, “Okologischer Vergleich von Biiropapieren in Abhangigkeit vom Faserrohstoff”
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3 Comments and proposals on existing criteria overview

coming from the stakeholders

The following modification proposals of the current criteria for copying and graphic paper product
group are the feedbacks coming from questionnaires, meetings and other contacts that have
occurred since the project started.

Meanwhile reporting these proposals, a reference to the Appendix 4.1° was also provided at the
end of the 1% Background document, version 13" March 2009; in that point, some ISPRA
elaborations based on real figures collected from EU and extra-EU pulp and paper producers
have been discussed.

This appendix has not been reported here again because no further information and updates
have been received by industries since the last AHWG (27" March 2009 ), and because some
stakeholders affirmed that those data could not be representative of the whole market and thus it
could not be taken as a reference.

Regarding the “not representativeness” of the results, it has to be underlined that very few
producers/CBs have provided data to carry out a more complete study on the current European
situation of the pulp and paper industry.

Marked in blue you will find the most important topics that were discussed during the 2™ AHWG
held in Rome (27" March 2009) and the different positions that emerged during the meeting and
in written comments received by ISPRA after the AHWG.

Definition of the product group (Commission decision, Article 2)

The product group is currently defined as follows:

“Sheets or reels of unprinted paper which are used for printing or copying or writing or drawing.
Newsprint, thermally sensitive paper and carbonless paper are not included in the product group”.

The necessity to better specify the “scope” of this product group emerged during the 1° AHWG
meeting: the clarification if certain grades of paper can access or not to the labelling (i.e. special
coated paper, paper used for sacks and bags, newsprint - not printed - paper, etc) was asked and
some comments suggested widening these criteria to newsprint and to all paper grades.

About newsprint, it seems more appropriate to include it in the scope of “printed paper products
criteria” (at the moment still in interservice consultation) and paper used to produce newsprint at
the moment could not be awarded.

The extension to monoglazed paper grade had also been requested by some producers.

® Analysis of emission and energetic consumption data of 38 paper mills and 158 pulp producers
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Some stakeholders proposed a new definition for the product group, based on the manufacturing
process used to produce the paper, and not on the final use of the product itself, as it currently
happens.

They suggested a wider scope, e.g. "Graphic paper including all end-uses", for example: fine paper
for various printing, packaging and office applications like copying and Magazine & Newsprint
Paper with its various transition grades used for printing and other end uses for graphic paper.

The possible inclusion of a limit on grammage, as defined in the European GPP on copying and
graphic paper, did not receive the agreement of most of the stakeholders. Anyway the EU GPP
definition should be taken into account.

15T AHWG PROPOSALS

Some stakeholders propose the following definition: "Graphic paper including all end-uses (e.g.:
fine paper for various printing, packaging and office applications like copying and Magazine
& Newsprint Paper with its various transition grades used for printing and other end uses
for graphic paper).

Simplifying, it could be "Graphic paper” or "Paper suitable for printing or other graphic
purposes”.

The reason for introducing a similar proposal is to give the possibility to manufacturers producing
also newsprint paper to use EU Eco-label also on that, because, apart from the end use of the
product, the production processes and the materials used are the same of those for graphic paper.
Furthermore, other environmental labels already give the possibility to award newsprint and
magazine paper (i.e. the German Blauer Angel). Some manufacturers producing newsprint paper
in several European countries, showed interest, during the consultations for the current revision
project, in using the Ecolabel on their products: thus showing the need to get a wider system for
this grade that, at present, cannot be labelled at European level.

Mono Glazed (MG) papers instead are rather seldom used for printing, i.e. those grades are sold to
papers used for candies, food wrappings, table cloths etc...The best long term solution in regards
of MG and bag papers as well, would probably be to develop own criteria for packaging papers and
converted paper products, because their production process can differ pretty much from that of
copying and graphic paper.

An enlargement of the product group definition to the newsprint and magazine paper (still not
printed), with the chance for the applicant to put the Ecolabel logo on the product near such a
phrase, e.g.: “Printed on Ecolabel paper”, was considered by some stakeholders be a powerful tool
to amplify the diffusion of the EU flower between the Member States and to widespread a better
environmental consciousness among the consumers.

Moreover it would be an occasion to realign the PG scope with the CEPI definition of “Graphic

paper” (see Table 1.2, page 7).
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1) If an enlargement of the criteria scope should not be considered as a possible solution, in
order to make the definition clearer the generic GPP definition® could be used:

"Unprinted paper for writing, printing and copying purposes sold in sheets or reels -
Finished paper products, such as writing pads, drawing books, calendars, manuals, etc. are
not included.”

In any case, in order to include or exclude any paper grade from this product group it seems
fundamental to know which will be the exact and final definition of “Printed Paper Products” in the
draft which is currently in the inter-service consultation.

2" AHWG HIGLIGHTS

During the 2"* AHWG most of the stakeholders agreed with the exclusion of packaging, wrappings,
monoglazed and photographic papers from the scope of this product group. About the definition of
the scope, it has to be highlighted that the definition “a)” proposed during that meeting (inclusion of
fine paper for various printing, packaging and office applications and magazine & newsprint paper)
would create some problems because it would leave the possibility to use the EU Ecolabel logo on
the finished product (that is, in fact, a “printed product”).Some stakeholders suggested to give the
producers the possibility to put on the final printed product the phrase “printed on EU Ecolabel
Copying and Graphic paper License n xx/yy/zZ": in this case a further “assessment and verification”
would be required, in order to grant the correct traceability of the product and the correspondence
between the license numbers printed on the final product and those of the paper products used for
the printing, and in order to avoid possible misuse of the Logo.

In conclusion, most of the participants and the Commission supported the exclusion of newsprint
and final finished product from this product group: the new definition will be therefore consistent
with the one reported on the EU GPP background document for Copying and Graphic Paper and
will include only white, not printed paper ( i.e.: “unprinted paper for writing, printing and copying
purposes sold in sheets or reels. Finished paper products such as writing pads, drawing books,
calendars, manuals, etc. have not been included”) .

These finished products will be instead included in the Printed Paper Products Draft on which the
Commission is currently actively working.

® EC green public procurement, 2008: page 26.
' EU GPP, 2008
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Criterion 1. — Emission to air and water

Criteria for copying and graphic paper: comparison among the main EU ecological labels.
EUROPEAN NATIONAL LABELS

Eco-label Nordic Swan Blauer Engel DGQA
£ Wl SR
= . /// @
v’,,I, *”Mwml‘\@
a) COD : Pcod <1.5 | a) COD: Pcod < 1.5 a) COD: No more than
S:Ps <15 S:Ps< 1.5

95% of legislation

NOx: Pnox <1.5 NOx: Pnox< 1.5 o
limits for water
Ptot< 3 P:Pp <15 n.a. )
b) AOX< 0.25 kg/t Ptot< 4 residuals.
¢) CO, < 1100-1000 b) AOX< 0.4 kg/t b) AOX: bleaching with
kg/t(CO; from fuel and | ¢) CO, < 300-1000 kg/t chlorant compounds
electricity) (CO: just from fuel) are banned.

The current criterion can be divided into three sections concerning the parameters that have to be
managed for the paper and pulp production. The producers have to assess their emissions
expressed in term of points (P;) by a specific calculation method and they have to refer to a specific
table containing the reference values for the emissions.

Section (a): COD, S, NO,

For each of these parameters, the emissions to air and water from the pulp and the paper
production are expressed in terms of points (Pcop, Ps, Pnox) as detailed in the section.

Some comments highlighted that the current calculation method is quite complicated and they
asked for a simplified method.

Some paper producers have highlighted a problem about the NO, and S calculation. In the
assessment and verification of the criterion in fact they pointed out that “the calculation of the
points for COD, S and NO [...] shall include all emissions of S and NO, which occur during the
production of pulp and paper, including steam generated outside the production site, except those
emissions related to the production of electricity’.

The manufacturers, however, are rarely able to distinguish the emission values for S and NOy
when they apply the cogeneration system. The result could be an overestimation of the values that
often can exclude them from the range of acceptable values for the Ecolabel accreditation.
In these cases, the opportunity of using a calculation formula that provides a simplified allocation
for the split of the contribution due to the generation of steam and to the production of electricity
should be given to the applicant.

PAGE 20 OF 65



@Enginccring ——
Life Cycle Enginesting

EU ECO-LABEL CRITERIA REVISION FOR COPYING AND GRAPHIC PAPER

For some stakeholders it seems necessary to include also the phosphorus (P) to the list of the
current parameters for the water emissions, with different values for P total and P inorganic
(phosphorus comes both from the production process and the water biologic treatment).

From comments received during and after the 1 AHWG meeting it emerged that some matters
should be considered about P:

a. P can be measured in several ways which should be noted, so that additional
measurements from the applicant aren't required just due to criteria. Most commonly used
are Total P, inorganic P and PQO.,.

b. P can originate from different sources: it depends on the used wood and/or it can be added
to mill's biological waste water treatment plant as nutrient to keep biological sludge active,
thus probably we should differentiate these two different origins.

On the other side, industry is concerned by the fact that, if a limit for P is added, there will be the
possibility that mills having biological treatment plants must diminish their dosage too much,
leading to a general weaker purification of waste water. P is an expensive nutrient and mills try to
optimize the dosage anyhow. In general, P discharged by the paper industry is minimal if compared
to the discharge by communal waste water treatment plants or agricultural activities.

Moreover the producers state that they have no control on this parameter, because it is often
strictly dependent on the wood species (e.g. Eucalyptus spp. have a high natural concentration of
P). The problems with phosphorus are confined to the pulp production, because it is not
intentionally added to the following paper production process. So, in their opinion this criterion
would add a complication without any added value.

For instance the adoption of this parameter could imply the exclusion of most of the Iberian
producers and other producers using Eucalyptus pulps.

It is technically known that Eucalyptus based pulps present by nature higher concentrations of
phosphorus, a fact reflecting the chemical characteristics of this type of wood, not of the production
process. It is also known that the Eucalyptus pulp has been produced in Iberia for more than 50
years, with no record of environmental impact directly related with the phosphorus concentration
levels.

Eucalyptus pulps are worldwide recognized as some of the best, if not the best raw material, to
produce high quality office and graphical papers.

Adopting a strategy that sets phosphorus concentration levels below the ones that are by nature
from pulps produced typically by Eucalyptus, a downgrade of the quality of the papers may result,
making European producers less competitive in comparison with overseas producers based on
other high quality short fibers (like the Indonesian producers with acacia based paper), and to
leave out of the Ecolabel the Iberian and other producers that normally use Eucalyptus pulp in their
papers [according to third party information, it is estimated that a large proportion (>50%) of
uncoated woodfree papers (UWF) produced in Europe, incorporate Eucalyptus pulp].
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This issue emerges also in the BREF document (BREF, page 102: Table 2.39, note 4), where it is
underlined that “due to the higher content of phosphorus in the pulp wood, Eucalyptus pulp mills
cannot achieve the values of “total P emission” mentioned in the table (i.e.: 0.04 - 0.06 kg P/ADt),
for the production of bleached kraft pulp. Current mill data for P emissions to water range from
0.037 - 0.23 kg P/ADt. The average of the reported data is 0.11 kg P/ADt”

Anyway the Consumers and Environmental associations would agree with the introduction of this
new parameter.

Calculation Formula

A deep analysis was made on the calculation formula reported on the criteria text, and it has been
noticed that it differs from the one cited in the User's manual for Copying and Graphic Paper,
especially when it has to be applied to a mix of different kind of pulps.

NOTE: for simplicity, the following discussion is made for the COD points calculation only but it
applies to all the other emission parameters.

a) Criteria’s formula:

Pcop = PCOD, pulp x CODweighted reference, pulp/(CODweighted reference, pulp +
CODreference, paper) +PCOD, paper x CODreference, paper/(CODweighted
reference, pulp + CODreference, paper)

b) User manual’s formula:

Pcoo = [CODweighted ref pulp/ (CODweighted ref pulp+CODrefpaper)]x
CODpulps/CODweighted ref pulp + [CODrefpaper/ (CODweighted ref
pulp+CODrefpaper)]xCODpaper/CODrefpaper

= (CODpulps +CODpaper)/ (CODweighted ref pulp+CODrefpaper)

By making some mathematical simplifications, the first formula should correspond to the second
one that, moreover, matches up with the formula used in the tissue paper criteria new criteria
(2009/568/EC), in the draft for Printed Paper Products (requirements for the substrate) and with the
calculation method used by the Nordic Swan.

But, this does not happen, because an error seems to occur when using the following conversion,
as indicated in the criteria text:

Pcop, pup= Z (pix CODpulp, i/CODreference, pulp)
That, in order to perform the simplification, should be:

Pcop, pup = Z (pix CODpulp, i) / CODweighted reference pulp

where CODweighted reference, pulp = Z (pix CODreference, pulp)

as confirmed also by the Printed Paper and new Tissue Paper criteria and by the Nordic Swan
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Criteria'’
By using the “criteria formula

as it is” the emissions for pulps are generally underestimated.
Checking the user manual for copying paper this sentence can be read:

“The equation in the criteria document for the calculation of the number of points for the pulp
production is the principle of the calculation and is used directly in the cases where only one type of
pulp is used ¥. When various types of pulps with different reference values are mixed, the real
emission values of COD as well as the reference value for the pulp mixture in the denominator in
the equation shall be the weighted share of each pulp type in the moist paper. For calculation
details see examples 1-4 in Annex 2.” ... that would confirm the error above explained.

Unfortunately this specification is not present on the current criteria, thus possibly leading to
miscalculation of the load points P..

Thus, the correct calculation formula should be, in general, as the examples of the manual show:

P _ coD total E?:j_[‘rmigpii X {CGD 'pu!'p,i}] +COoD papermachineg
o0~ cop . I [puip,i x (COD yop puin: )] + COD :
ref.total i=1 B ref pulp.i ref papermaochine

This formula should apply for the calculation of each parameter, also Ps, Pnox, Pe and Ps.

In_the revision of these criteria we think that this last calculation method has to be used,
and the former criteria corrected.

An example of the difference resulting by using the two different approaches is now proposed.

EXAMPLE
In order to better understand the problem, let’s consider the following theoretical example:

An uncoated paper is produced at a non integrated paper mill and the pulp and paper emissions
and input data used are the following ones:

PULPS PAPER
Kraft CTMP DIP (recycled) MILL
% 40 30 30 =
COD [kg/t ADT] 23 20 2 2
CODref value [kg/t ADT] 18 15 2

" Nordic Ecolabelling Paper products — Basic Module, 1.0 9 October 2003; page 17

(*) Actually it should be added that the equation in the criteria document applies when only one type of pulp is present in the quantity
of 100% of the pulp mix as the following example will show.
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For simplicity sake let’'s not consider at the moment the moisture content of the pulps, and let's
pretend that it is possible to have separate emission values of COD for CTMP and DIP pulps (while
generally the production of these pulps is integrated).

Then the weighted reference values are the following ones:
COD weigh ref pulp [kg/t ADT]= (18*0.4+15*0.3+2*0.3)= 12,30
COD weigh ref paper [kg/t ADT]= 1

If we now apply the “Criteria Formula” then we have:

PCOD criteria= [(0.4*23/18+0.3"20/15+0.3%2/2)*12.3  +(2/1*1) ] /(12.30+1)=(14.883+2)/13.30=1.27

By using the “User Manual Formula” instead we get:

PCOD user _manual= [(0.4*23+0.3*20+0.3"2) +(2) | /(12.30+1)=(15.8+2)/13.30=1.34

So with the User Manual Formula we get an higher value due to a calculated higher emission of
COD by the pulps (as you can see by comparing the numerators of the two results).

This discrepancy becomes higher if we consider that the pulp mix is not generally =100% because
it also includes fillers and coatings.

So if we consider that the 3 above mentioned pulps have a different share (%), for instance:

Kraft CTMP DIP (recycled)
45 20 20

So that the total is 85% (and the remaining 15% is fillers and coatings) then the differences are
higher since we get:

PCOD criteria= (11.96+2)/12.50 =1.12
PCOD user _manual= (14.75 +2)/12.50= 1.34

Therefore the 2 formulas can give the same result only in the simplest case where just one pulp
type is used and only if the % of this pulp is 100%.

In our example, in fact, if we consider using only 100% of the Kraft pulp then we have:

PCOD criteria= PCOD user _manual= 1.34
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But if the % of the single Kraft pulp used is lowered at 85% then we have:
PCOD criteria= 1.09
PCOD user manual=1.27

If we now apply these two calculations to a real example that we evaluated:

"Uncoated paper produced using "chemical pulp (Kraft), mechanical pulp and recycled fibre
(deinked pulp) in an integrated paper mill”

Then we have:

Calculation made using the “criteria formula”
COD pulps= 0.49 kg/ADT

COD weigh ref pulp =3,91 kg/ADT

COD paper= 3,56 kg/ADT

COD ref paper=1 kg/ADT

PCOD = (0,49+3.56)/ (3.91+1) = 0.82

Calculation made using the “User manual formula”

COD pulps=2,4 kg/ADT

COD weighted ref pulp= 4,142 kg/ADT (including humidity, multiplying by 95/90)
COD paper= 3,56 kg/ADT

COD ref paper= 1 kg/ADT

PCOD = (2,4+3,56) / (4,142+1)=1,16

It can be noticed that the final results are quite different, and considering that the denominators of
the formulas are almost the same, the main difference is in the COD emission of the Pulps at
numerator:

COD pulps (criteria formula) = 0,49

COD pulps (user manual formula) = 2,4

15T AHWG PROPOSALS

Calculation Formula: amending the calculation formula (adopting the user’'s manual one) .

It has however to be considered that by doing that, the modification proposal will produce

higher values compared to those obtained using the current formula.
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2" AHWG HIGLIGHTS

It has commonly been accepted to adopt the calculation formula used into the user’s manual for
Copying and Graphic paper: the current formula must be corrected as indicated in the 1% Draft
criteria proposal, taking into consideration that the sentence “pulp ; with respect to air dried tonne
copying and graphic paper” in the criterion text have to be substituted by “pulp ; with respect to
air dried tonne of pulp”

As properly underlined during the meeting, the results from the new calculation formula are higher,
in terms of emission values, compared to the old method: considering this fact, particular care
should be used in this sense when proposing of furthering lowering current reference values or
current emission limits.

About the reference values for emissions from pulps production, some stakeholders proposed to
abolish the difference between kraft pulp and sulphite pulp to a unique pulp grade under the
denomination of “Chemical pulp” (including both the kraft and the sulphite pulp). The new proposed
value is the one currently used for the kraft pulp. At the moment, for the COD calculation, in fact, a
higher reference value is used for sulphite pulp than for kraft pulp. Being the sulphite pulp
replaceable by other pulp grades, this exception could be seen as an unjustified permission to
pollute and is, therefore, unacceptable.

About the problem of the consumption allocation, in case of integrated production of pulp and
paper the following sentence could be reported at the bottom of the criterion 1 (a):

“In case of integrated mills, due to the difficulties in getting separate emission figures for pulp and
paper, if only a combined figure for pulp and paper production is available, the emission values for
pulp(s) shall be set to zero and the figure for the paper mill shall include both respective pulp and
paper production.”.

Phosphorus

1) Basing on the references given in the BAT document (see par.2.4 of this document) and
from the monitoring of a number of figures provided by some producers (see Appendix 4.1/1%
Background doc), it is possible to suggest the introduction of the phosphorus parameter (P), in
addition to those already included in criterion 1 (COD, SOx and NOx) see table.
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P reference
Values from EU Ecolabel P reference

Pulp grade/paper BAT range industries (kg/ADT)

Tissue Paper
(kg/ADT) (ke/ADT) PROPOSAL

Chemical pulp (kraft and all others i 0,01-0,07

except sulphite) 0,01-0,03 (avg value 0,045) 0,045 0,045
Chemical pulp (sulphite) 0,02-0,05 - 0,045 0,045

CTMP 0,005-0,01 s 0,01 0,01

Unbleached chemical pulp® 0,01-0,02 - 0,02 -
TMP/groundwood pulp 0,004-0,01 - - 0,01
Recycled fibre pulp™ 0,005-0,01 0,005 0,01 0,01
Paper (not-integrated mills where all
) 0,003 (uncoated) —
pulps used are purchased 0,003- 0,01 0,009 (coated) 0,01
marketpulps)
Paper (other mills) - 0,002- 0,008 0,01 0,01

In case of introduction of this new parameter, some stakeholders claimed that an exception could
be made for the pulps made using Eucalyptus spp. as fibre. Basing on the consideration on the
BREF/BAT made on page 37, for the Eucalyptus chemical pulp an average reference value of 0,11
kg/ADT could be introduced (values from 0,037 to 0,23 kg P/ADT).

More detailed technical information about these values has been provided by the grupo Portucel
Soporcel and the Portuguese CB, which confirm that the main source of phosphate in the final
effluent discharged by the pulp mill is due to the natural high concentration of P in the Eucalyptus
wood.

Obviously, the introduction of the fourth parameter will imply a new limit for the total load point:
(Ptotal = Pcop + Ps + Pnox + Pp)” = 4,0 that shall not to be exceeded.

2) Not introducing any parameter to limit the phosphorus emission to water could be a second
option.

2" AHWG HIGHLIGHTS

Most of the AHWG participants agreed in adding the Phosphorous parameter into the 1% criterion,
but the issue concerning the Eucalyptus pulp production reference values has still to be solved.
Two solutions have been proposed:

Solution 1: setting different values for the Eucalyptus pulp production, on the base of what the
BREF document says and on some real figures (see above, proposal 1).

Solution 2: no exceptions in phosphorous reference values foreseen for Eucalyptus pulp.

2 Only in the Tissue paper criteria
'3 Value obtained from calculation on the basis of the total
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The industry representatives confirm their concern about the introduction of the criterion for the
reasons explained above (see 1° AHWG Proposal).

EU ECO-LABEL CRITERIA REVISION FOR COPYING AND GRAPHIC PAPER

Although some participants expressed their concern about much stringent reference values to P
discharge for Eucalyptus pulp, most of the stakeholders believe that this is a very important
parameter to be addressed and no_exceptions should be applied in setting limitation to it: the
objective of the criterion would be to limit emissions to water, regardless of the origin of the
phosphorous, weather it is naturally present in the wood or added at the waste water treatment
plant.

For the second draft criteria it has been decided to propose the same reference values already
used in the tissue paper criteria: the pulps used in papermaking for the two kind of paper are, in
fact, very similar. The proposal is also justified by the will of harmonizing , when possible, Ecolabel
criteria for similar product group.

Emissions to air

In order to solve the allocation problem for S and NO, emissions related to the production of
electricity (that have to be excluded from the Ps and Pyox calculation), the same solution adopted in
the Tissue paper criteria (2009/568/EC) can be proposed.

“In case of a co-generation of heat and electricity at the same plant the allocation of the emissions
of NO, and S the electricity (the net electricity) and the heat generation (the net heat) according to
following equation:

The share of the emissions from the electricity generation:
2 x (MWh(electricity)) / [2 x MWh(electricity) + MWh(heat)]

The electricity in this calculation is the net electricity, where the part of the working electricity that is
used at the power plant to generate the energy is excluded i.e. the net electricity is the part that is
delivered from the power plant to the pulp/paper production.

The heat in this calculation is the net heat, where the part of the working heat that is used at the
power plant to generate the energy, is excluded i.e. the net heat is the part that is delivered from
the power plant to the pulp/paper production.”

Furthermore, only in case of integrated mills, pulp mills or paper mills using only natural gas for the
production of paper the Ps value can be set to 0.

Section (b): AOX

The AOX current limit is 0,25 Kg/ADT for each pulp only (not further limits on the pulp mix).
The applicant provides test reports using the following test method: AOX ISO 9562.
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15T AHWG PROPOSALS

A revision and update of the reference norms to facilitate the applicant for the assessment and
verification was required.

Some stakeholders suggested to lower limits for AOX emissions and in order to narrow the gap
with the other Ecolabel paper products criteria, for the AOX limits the same values chosen for the
new Tissue Paper criteria (2009/568/EC) could be considered:

“The weighted average value of AOX released from the productions of the pulps used in the eco-
labelled tissue product must not exceed 0.12 kg/ADT paper. AOX emissions from each individual
pulp used in the paper must not exceed 0.25 kg/ADT pulp’.

Many participants to the 1t AHWG expressed concern with the proposal of a setting lower limits on
AOX and with the introduction of a AOX control also at the paper mill.

They highlighted that the latest scientific literature shows that there's no environmental difference
between modern ECF (Elementally Chlorine Free) and TCF (Totally Chlorine Free) bleached
chemical pulps when biological waste water systems are used and that no environmental impacts
are found when pulp's AOX is less than 0.5 kg/ADt, thus it cannot be shown unambiguously that
TCF is substantially better for the environment than ECF.

TCF bleaching causes very low AOX emissions, but uses more energy, chemicals and wood for
tonne of pulp than ECF.

AOX per tonne of final paper would be only relevant for wood free papers as quality requirement
sets the use of chemical pulp only. It was already shown that the availability of suitable recovered
fibre is very limited for wood free papers. All other grades have only a certain amount of chemical
pulp and their AOX value would therefore be far below 0.12 kg/ADt. By taking the proposed 0.12
kg/ADt paper limit from Tissue papers into use would mean that 100 % BAT based chemical pulp
won't be good enough as a raw material for wood free graphic paper grades.

Criteria supporting only TCF bleached pulps would be against Life Cycle approach as it would
impact negatively to wood use and energy efficiency.

For this reason the proposal from some stakeholders was to maintain the requirement as it is now.
BEUC and EEB instead are strongly in favour of using only TCF pulps since no studies are
available on long term effluent effects of chlorine dioxide; if the ECF pulps are banned, then the
AOX limit for pulp mix could be lowered since TCF pulps can achieve even 0,05 kg/ADT.

It has to be highlighted, however, that other Ecolabel criteria (i.e. EU Ecolabel Tissue paper new
criteria) impose limit both on each single pulp (0,25 kg/ADT) and on the pulp mix (0,12 kg/ADT),
and that also the Nordic Swan imposes the double check both on the pulps (but the limit here is
quite higher: 0,4 kg/ADT) and on the pulp mix (0,25 kg/ADT).

Moreover the introduction of an additional control on the emission values also at the output of the
paper mills could be an upgrade for the current criteria.
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For these reasons the following 2 possibilities for the next criteria were foreseen:

a) To leave the current requirement unchanged;

b) To extend the control both to the single pulps and to the pulp mixes, keeping the current
limit value (i.e.: 0,25 kg/ADT) for the pulps and for the mix to put the limit to 0,15 kg
AOX/ADT, which seems to represent an achievable limits, as suggested also by Appendix
4.1/1* Back doc) .

It has to be underlined that (Appendix 4.1-1* Background doc— Pulps) most of the pulps exceeding
the current limit value for the AOX (0,25 kg/ADT) originate from North America.

2" AHWG HIGLIGHTS

The proposal “b)” (see above) was not accepted by many of the industry representatives. Some
participants have underlined that lowering the limit value for AOX too much could exclude a
significant portion of the current pulp available on market and it has also been highlighted that
most integrated mills use only one pulp grade, so that different reference values for single pulp and
pulp mixes could create confusion. In addition it was sustained that, in this case, comparing
graphic and tissue paper would be not significant because of the different production processes.

At the end of the discussion it seems that the best solution is to_leave the criterion as it is, but
lowering the current limit to 0,2 Kg/ADt pulp.

As shown in Appendix 4.1/1%' Background document, such a modification should not exclude too
many pulp mixes and would represent an improvement for the criteria (of course keeping in mind
that those graphics represent the best paper mills on the market).

EEB and BEUC underlined the environmental relevance of AOX and that data from BREF should
be considered to restrict it as much as possible.

Section (c): CO»

The current values for CO, emissions are:

- 1000 Kg/t for integrated paper mills
- 1100 Kg/t for non integrated paper mills.

Some stakeholders suggested to lower the current CO, hurdles, because they seem too easy to
reach.

15T AHWG PROPOSALS

It has to be pointed out that the above mentioned “easiness” to reach the current values is relative
and depends on the mill's location and local energy supply. Integrated mills with chemical pulp
production at the site are able to reach the limits "easily" as chemical pulp mills burn all lignin (CO,
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neutral biomass). Non-integrated mills which rely on local energy supply, be it natural gas or coal
can have challenges with existing limit already (Central and Southern Europe)'.

EU ECO-LABEL CRITERIA REVISION FOR COPYING AND GRAPHIC PAPER

Taking into consideration that the new limits for tissue paper criteria (2009/568/EC) are much
higher (1500 kg/ADT) than the current for graphic and printing paper, it seems not necessary to
tighten the existing values further.

The graphics presented in the Appendix 4.1/1% back doc — “Limit values: CO, emissions”, showed
that the current limits are already stringent for the most environmental-friendly European paper
industries.

A producer has informed us that its Chinese paper mill would fulfil all the other criteria, but can't apply as the only

available energy is based on coal.
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2" AHWG HIGLIGHTS

During the discussion of this criterion most of the stakeholders have agreed to leave the limits as
they are.

Furthermore it has been reminded that this criterion very much depends on the local reality of the
electric energy source: countries using great amounts of biomass or nuclear power to produce
electricity can easily comply with the limits imposed by the criterion, while countries using fossil
fuels have great difficulties to respect the hurdles, especially in non integrated mills (see the
proposal above).

Some CBs suggested to link this criterion to other policies, e.g. the GHG protocol, to approach the
calculation of the CO, value: such a proposal would imply the use of “national mix conversion
values” for the GHG calculation from electricity production and use rather than the average value
currently used. Such a methodology would need an official, recognised and commonly agreed
source that could furnish reliable characterisation factors to convert the electricity consumption
value into CO, emissions, in agreement with the different single national fuel mixes.

GHG protocol makes reference to the “CO2 Emissions from Fuel Combustion (2008 Edition)”'
published by IEA': below a table summarising the Emission Factors for the Electricity production
based on the different European national mixes'’ is proposed.

"> Available to http://data.iea.org/ieastore/product.asp?dept_id=101&pf_id=305
'® International Energy Agency
' EU 27 plus Norway considered
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Table 3.1 — EU Countries Fuel-based Electricity Emission Factors for CO, (Source: IEA 2008)

Electricity

emission factors
(g CO/kWh)

Average Europe (OECD Countries)

Austria 214
Belgium 260
Bulgaria 448
Cyprus 758
Czech Republic 527
Denmark 341
Estonia 640
Finland 242
France 85
Germany 404
Greece 725
Hungary 344
Ireland 535
Italy 404
Latvia 167
Lithuania 139
Luxembourg 326
Malta 834
Netherlands 394
Norway 7
Poland 659
Portugal 416
Romania 429
Slovak Republic 223
Slovenia 332
Spain 350
Sweden 48
United Kingdom 505

A valid further reference in this sense could be the European Reference Life Cycle Database
(ELCD) currently under development by the JRC' of the European Commission: this database is,
unfortunately, still not usable for scientific purposes, as specified in the “data access and use”
section published on the web site'®: “.. All process data sets [...] are not to be considered as

'8 Further info on http://Ica.jrc.ec.europa.eu/lcainfohub/index.vm
'¥ See: http://lca.jrc.ec.europa.eu/lcainfohub/datasetArea.vm
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official reference data sets. The data sets are provided "as they are". A further methodological
harmonisation and independent external review are foreseen as soon as the recommended
methods and the review process will have been agreed as part of the International Reference Life
Cycle Data System ILCD (foreseen to be available in late 2009).”

EU ECO-LABEL CRITERIA REVISION FOR COPYING AND GRAPHIC PAPER

Other official data sources available on the public domain for the Ecolabel purposes are, at the
moment, unknown.

Otherwise some CBs propose to lower the limit of 20%, although the difficulties that most of the
producers declare in fulfilling the limit.

Concerning the CO, calculation the necessity to clarify the meaning of “non renewable resources”
emerged, in order not to miss other environmental impacts due to the use of other “non renewable”
(also if “non fossil”) resources: this topic has, however, to be managed in the User's manual.

It has to be discussed how to consider the case of “green energy" in the calculation of the CO,
emission rate: maybe the amount of green energy purchased and used for the production
processes should not be considered.

Table 3.2 - Review table for criterion 1

L Existin . A
Criterion Theme . 9 New requirements proposal Motivation
requirements
PCOD <1 ,5
Ps<1,5 To simplify the calculation method To facilitate the applicant
COoD, S, P 15
NOx Nox <1,
To include the parameter phosphorus (P) To supervise water pollution
Pror<3
o 0,25 kg/ADT for More general test methods; To improve the current
Emission to AOX h oul iteri
each pulp 0,20 kg/ADT') criterion

air and water

Current limits are easy to
To lower the hurdles y

reach
1000 kg/t for

integrated paper To be in line with other

i olicies on Carbon foot-

CcO, mills and 1100 To use National Electricity Conversion Factors to p .
kg/t for non . L " , | printing that favour low CO2
calculate the CO, emissions from “grid electricity use L .
integrated paper emissions technologies for the
mills electricity production.

To promote the use of
electricity coming from
renewable sources

To exclude the amount of green energy purchased
from the calculation of CO, emission
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Criterion 2. — Energy use

Criteria for copying and graphic paper: comparison among the main EU ecological labels.
EUROPEAN NATIONAL LABELS

Eco-label Nordic Swan Blauer Engel DGQA

K 7\/»/0}2 o

= /4 /// BT

",I, Qs
- a) electricity: Pe <1.75
a) electricity: Pe < 1.5
b) fuel : Pf< 1.5 c) Ptot= n.a. n.a.
: <1
(Pel+Pfuel)/2<1.5

The current criterion can be divided in two sections concerning the electricity and the fuel
consumption related to the pulp and paper production.

The producers have to assess their energy use expressed in term of points (P) by a specific
calculation method and they have to refer to the table with a list of reference values.

Section (a): Electricity

Some comments highlight that the current calculation method is quite complicated and asked for a
simplified method.

Section (b): Fuel

As for the electricity, some stakeholders commented that no changes in the fuel consumption
reference values seem necessary.

The calculation method is seen by most of the stakeholders as quite complicated. A simplification
has to be considered.

Some others suggested instead to lower the hurdles for both the electricity and fuel use, because
the cu