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1 Executive summary

This report considers product labelling to improve end-of-life (EoL) management
of corporate clothing, taking into account the process of development, provision,
retrieval and disposal. It is based on a study which was mainly desk research
but, in order to gain accurate perspectives of each stage, face to face interviews
were conducted to gain opinions from best practice stakeholders across the
lifecycle. These included suppliers (companies that offer / create corporate
clothing garments), providers (organisations that require staff members to wear
clothing/uniform that presents a corporate image) and clothing recycler /
re-processors. A review of policy documents, information on labelling, reports
and web based material has revealed issues that are likely to influence the
position and future practice of suppliers and providers of corporate clothing.

We present, first, an overview of the role of eco-labelling within the contexts of
government policy, financial revenue and market opportunities. This is followed
by a brief explanation of the categorisation of the eco-labelling systems as they
occur in the textiles industry. Tables in the Appendix present all the textiles eco-
labels that were found through the research and those eco-labels that stipulate
EoL management as part of their criteria for award are further examined. A major
issue regarding eco-labelling is the cost, and this is considered with regard to
manufacturers and buyers of corporatewear. The report ends by considering the
issues for all the stakeholders and conducts a stakeholder analysis.

The report concludes with following recommendations:

To corporate clothing providers: to capture a market opportunity and
use eco-labels to promote their eco-credentials and to devise more
efficient methods of recovering corporatewear to put into the
reuse/recycle/ remanufacture routes.

To raw material and corporatewear clothing manufacturers: source
and use materials that are eco-labelled.

To government (as providers of uniforms / work wear): to lead by
example and encourage local authorities to use products with
recognisable reuse/recyclable properties such as janitorial products
(e.g. wipers)

To government (in their role as policy makers): to recommend and
stipulate a preference for eco-labelled corporatewear/fabrics wherever
possible, in green public procurement policies and consider abolishing
the tax tab, replacing with eco-label and stipulate that a proportion of
any uniforms/clothing provided have the capacity to be re-worn
(standard items that are not heavily branded), or reused (encourage the
use of preferred pure blend fabrics).

To corporatewear wearers: to be encouraged to return corporatewear
to firms when they no longer use to ensure that it is placed into the
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companies’ EoL management systems for corporatewear — companies
or government may consider some form of tax or levy until the uniform
is returned.

To textile recyclers: to encourage developing relationships with
companies that provide corporatewear, and with corporatewear
manufacturers to ensure that EoL management issues are considered
throughout the product development and use phases of the lifecycle of
the corporatewear.

Page 3
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Introduction -
stakeholder
identification

Consideration of the corporate clothing sector has revealed that there are multiple
stakeholders involved, directly related to the provision of garments, but also those
that have influence at an earlier stage of the product lifecycle and also on the
periphery of this industry. The eight main stakeholders have been identified as

follows:

Stakeholder Function
Stipulate national policy of industry practice, main
Government ; X
1 (national) impact on corporatewear clothing relates to assessment
of tax tabs /branding on uniforms / clothing
2 European Generate policy at a European level that can influence
Government industry practice
3 | Providers Orga_nlsatlons that provide employees with uniforms /
clothing
Companies that provide clothing / uniforms / PPE to
4 | Supplier organisations (Providers) that require garments that
present a corporate image
5 | Raw material supplier | National and international fibre/fabric suppliers that offer
6 Garment Produce garments for / to the Suppliers
manufacturer
7 | Wearers Employees of the Providers
Companies that process clothing and textile waste, they
8 | Recyclers S o RSN :
prioritise final destination: reuse, recycle, landfill
For Defra Page 4
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3 End of life
management

End-of-life (EoL) management involves consideration of “activities required for
retiring a product after the user discards it after its useful life” and raise the
following issues™:

Legislative drivers
National and EU regulations

Financial motives
There is money to be made in efficient EoL management
Multiple revenue streams from a single product

New marketing opportunities

“green” image.

3.1 Legislative drivers - National and EU
legislations

3.1.1 Waste management

The new EU Waste Framework Directive was published in the Official Journal of
the European Union in November 2008. The Directive 2008/98/EC now needs to
be transposed into UK Law? by 12 December 2010. While the Directive does not
single out textiles, a number of issues are pertinent to textiles and corporatewear
in particular.

Encouragement to apply the ‘waste hierarchy’ — the aim is to eliminate
waste at source and then, if this is not possible or practicable, to
reduce, reuse or recycle waste. Only when none of these options is
available should there be any disposal, and then in a responsible
manner.

The EU Parliament voted for minimum recycling rate of 70% industrial
waste (50% municipal) by 2020 by all EU Member States.

1 parlikad and Macfarlane, 2004
2 Defra 2008
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The major principle that the Directive rests on is the ‘polluter pays’
principle, where the costs of waste are borne by the holder of waste,
the previous holders or by the producers of the product from which the
waste arose.

Certain waste ceases to be waste — certain waste materials could
become the raw materials for further development to bring economic or
environmental benefits and thus end of waste specifications and criteria
have to be developed.

Separate collection is encouraged to maximise any value that can be
gained from recycling and recovery.

Article 29 of the Directive discusses ‘Waste Prevention Programmes’
which it directs Member States to have established by no later than 12
December 2013. Moreover, this should work with Article 28 (waste
management programmes) to analyse current waste management
programmes situations in Member States. It recommends that
measures should be devised to improve reuse, recycling, recovery and
disposal of waste. For the Waste Prevention Programme, Member
States should develop and describe measures and indicators for the
waste prevention. The aim is to “break the link between economic
growth and environmental impacts associated with the generation of
waste”. Annex IV of the Article lists a number of examples of these
measures and promotion of creditable eco-labels is one such measure
(that can affect the consumption and use phase).

For corporatewear buyers and companies issuing corporatewear the Directive
raises issues that may have significant impact on their ability to achieve their
CSR targets (which reflect government regulations) and also on sources of
revenue generation. The drive is for increased recovery rates of corporatewear,
for more efficient collection systems and for clearer measurement of these
activities. The incentives for companies issuing uniforms to be proactive in
achieving this are:

Discarded uniforms can be a source of income: once collected and
taken to textile recycling firms, the corporatewear may go through a
number of different routes which lead to a stream of revenue.

Increased efficiency in collection of uniforms would reduce payment for
the ‘polluter pays’ principle (for example landfill charges).

3.1.2 Public procurement policies

Although not stipulated as yet, the 2005 EU Public Procurement of Textiles and
Clothing policy document recommends seeking value for money rather than lost
cost. It also indicates that eco-labelled purchasing may be used as a criterion for
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awarding a tender, as it indicates a certain appropriate level of technical
specification®.

3.2 End-of-life management of textiles and

corporatewear: financial motives.

As identified in the EU Directive, textile waste may become a source of revenue.
Clothing can be resold through the second-hand markets, turned into wipers,
shredded and turned into shoddy, pulled and re-knitted or ‘upcycled’ into new
designs. Through interviews with textile recycler LMB in 2008, it was identified
that textiles could undergo three routes in the process of recycling and reuse,
illustrated in Table 1.

Table 1: EoL routes for textiles

3 landfill

1 reuse (redesign/resell) 2 recycle/remanufacture
condition of textile  Ino tears or damage to the fabric ~ [absorbency fibre content knitted
processes involved  Jtransportation to market cutting flocking pulling
knowledge required |market understanding absorbency minimum of 40% wool quality of knitted fibres
result resell wipers shoddy yarn for knitting

soiled/difficult to
remanufacture

Reselling

Clothing for reselling is transported to overseas markets (the African continent,
also Eastern Europe and Asia).

Recycle/remanufacture

Clothing can occasionally be reused and
redesigned into new items of clothing.

Wipers: generally sold in markets or to industrial cleaning businesses.

Shoddy: can be used in a range of other industries for their fire
retardant properties, e.g. automotive, aircraft or bedding upholstery.

Yarns: for knitting are used for reprocessing as knitted garments.

The main issues when considering the EoL management of corporatewear are:

3 PROMPTEX, EURATEX and ETUFTCL, 2005

For Defra
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Fabric properties: mix of polyester/wool or pure polyester may
increase the wear properties of the fabric but affect ability to recycle.

Logos: subject to government taxation rules, company logos must be
placed on the uniforms / clothing to ensure that the companies are not
liable for any unnecessary taxation for giving their employees
corporatewear®. Logos are a problem for EoL management as:

they present potential security risks,

heavily branded items are unpalatable to a potential destination
market place that recognizes it for reselling, and

garments have little or no resale value if the logo is removed simply
by cutting out, leaving a hole in the garment.

Low rate of return: a problem associated with corporatewear is the
minimal returns received by the employer for disposal if an employee
leaves the company or needs to replace his/her garments.

According to Oakdene Hollins, currently only about 2% of corporatewear is
escaping landfill annually®. This becomes a significant issue when considering
the size of the corporatewear market. For a quarter of the developed world's
population, the choice of what to wear to work is made by their employer either
for necessity, personal protection (legal or moral obligations) and/or corporate
image®. The worldwide wholesale value of this market has been estimated’ to be
US$9,513m for 2007 and is forecast to rise to US$9,918m by 2014.

The recent UK Corporate Clothing Market Report 2007-2012® estimates that the
UK alone has 249 companies involved in the corporatewear market, and that this
market is valued at £450 million, representing about 4% of all the clothing bought
in the UK (men, women, children and infants). The report goes on to estimate
that the number of corporatewear wearers in the UK is 11 million, and the unit
volume of the UK corporatewear market is estimated to be 33.4 million garments
(not including either footwear or safety products such as goggles or hard hats).
The report divides the market into four areas with estimates of their values.
Table 2 illustrates this and Figure 1 shows the market shares of each.

4 cc09

5 Severs 09

6 Research and Markets, 2009
7 ibid

8 Company Clothing, 2007
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Table 2: UK Corporatewear Markets and their Value by £

workwear 140
protective wear 70
uniforms 45
careerwear 120
casual wear 71

Figure 1: Corporatewear Markets by % share

casual wear
16%

workwear
31%

careerwear
2%

protective wear

uniforms 16%

10%

If the figure of 2% discarded corporatewear capture is correct, this suggests that
there are an estimated 32.7 million garments that unnecessarily go to landfill
annually. This is in stark contrast with the reuse and recovery rates that are
possible for textiles in general. Textile recyclers LMB estimated that
approximately 60% of the content of a collected bin could be re-used, 40% can
be recycled and just under 1% is waste to landfill. The Royal Mail Group also
estimates that they send just under 1% corporatewear to landfill (0.86%) and they
are working towards lowering this further. This will be discussed further in
Section 6.1.

3.3 End-of-life management of textiles and
corporatewear. new marketing
opportunities - “green” image.

The EU’s Waste Prevention Programme refers to the promotion of respected eco-
labels as an example of the measures that may be used to prevent waste. The
eco-label has a role in the Integrated Product Policy (IPP) and can be regarded
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as a “communication tool with the aim of providing professional and private

consumers with information on the environmental characteristics of products and
H ”9

services...

The IPP aims to minimise the environmental degradation caused by any of the
phases of a product’s life cycle (tangible or intangible, such as service), e.g.
manufacture, development, use or disposal®®. The IPP, therefore, examines all
phases of a products' life-cycle with the objective of motivating each individual
phase to improve environmental performance. This approach requires all
participants in this process to be engaged, such as designers, industry,
marketers, retailers and consumers. The US EPA in 1994 defined five factors for
measuring effectiveness of an eco-label, the first four of which serve to support
the last:

Consumer awareness of labels

Consumer acceptance of labels (credibility and understanding)
Changes in consumer behaviour

Changes in manufacturer behaviour

Net environmental gains.

This approach can be seen to have been accepted elsewhere. Figure 2
illustrates the four levels of actors in the process for any eco-labelling programme
to function throughout an industry as proposed by de Man et al, 1997*":

Primary (direct) economic actors ~ decision-makers in the production /
consumption context (producers, importers, consumers).

Secondary (indirect) economic actors ~ influence the decision making
of primary actors through their decisions.

Governmental and administrative actors ~ set the framework within
which the actors operate.

Other actors ~ try to influence the behaviour of all actors to improve the
status quo.

9 Rubik and Frankl, 2005, p.9
10 European Commission, 2008
11 in Rubik and Frankl, 2005
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Figure 2: Actors within the Integrated Product Policy
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4 Product labels and
eco-labels

4.1 Objectives of product labelling

Due to its comprehensive nature, an IPP has a variety of policies (tools) to
achieve its objectives. These policies may be mandatory or voluntary, and
include measures such as economic instruments, substance bans, voluntary
agreements, environmental labelling and product design guidelines®®. The
specific tools in the EU’s IPP are:

State Aid

Voluntary Agreements (for example on CO, emissions)
Standardisation

Environmental Management System

Eco-design

Labelling and Product Declarations

Greening Public Procurement

Green Technology and Legislation.

4.1.1 Benefits of using eco-labels

Establish linkage between government policies and procurement
policies.

Encourage innovation in technology and production processes to
minimise impact on the environment.

Raise consumer (company as well as individual) awareness of
environmentally benign products.

Encourage preference for environmentally benign products in public
and private procurement leading to:

A greening of the market

Competitive advantage for participants in eco-labelling schemes

12 European Commission, 2008
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More eco-efficient use of products not labelled as such.

4.1.2 Problems of eco-labelling

Benefits gained from the use of eco-labels are counterbalanced by the problems
of costs and time taken for award of the eco-label. These fall particularly hard on
SMEs as the use of eco-labels incurs charges for accreditation for the award, use
of the logo/label and an annual contribution to maintain the use of the label/logo,
often through a percentage share of the sales of the product'®. This will be
examined in Section 6.

Eco-labelling systems

Product labels may be mandatory or voluntary. Mandatory labelling is always
third party labelling (i.e. an independent body is required to attest that required
standards have been achieved) whereas voluntary programmes may be
established by firms or business associations as well as by third parties™.

4.2.1 Mandatory labels for the textiles, clothing and footwear
sectors

Also referred to as ‘negative’ or ‘positive/neutral’ information disclosure programs,
these labels are legal requirements and prescribed by the governing legal
framework. The emphasis is on the consumer’s right to know in order to make
better informed purchasing and disposal choices. Most compulsory product
information refers to the health and safety aspects of products, giving details of
chemical composition or proper usage and disposal of the product™. Examples
of these are food labels which declare the nutritional content of processed™® food,
or batteries sold with the phrase "BATTERY MUST BE RECYCLED OR
DISPOSED OF PROPERLY".

Within the textiles industry, mandatory labelling extends to declaring fibre content
on a label that is easy to read and visible at the time of sale and the CE mark (for
personal protective equipment) to indicate that it meets health and safety
standards set by the EU.

13 Rubik and Frankl, 2005
14 ibid
15 Citizen’s Information,2008

16 unprocessed food labelling is voluntary
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Fibre content:

The European Union (1996) Directive 96/74/EC sets out the rules of naming
(using codes rather than language) and definitions of the textile fibres. It is
prescriptive, as uncertainty regarding the fibres may affect trade. The legal
requirements of this are set down in S.I. 245 European Communities (Names and
Labelling of Textile Products) Regulations, 1998. These apply to products made
up either entirely of textile fibres (e.g. in clothes, curtains or bed linen) and also
where at least 80% is textile components (e.g. furniture, umbrella / sunshade
coverings, floor coverings, mattresses and camping goods, the warm linings of
footwear, gloves, mittens and mitts). S.I. 63 European Communities (Labelling of
Footwear) Regulations, 1996, sets out rules regarding footwear labelling. These
often appear as stickers on the base of the footwear, on the shoebox or inside the
shoes. Labelling information must convey - through text, symbols or pictures -
the materials making up the composition of the various areas of the footwear.

There is no legal obligation to show care labels: however, it is advised as the
manufacturer may be held liable under the EU’s Product Liability Directive if a
problem occurs. Where care labels are shown, there are prescribed directions for
their use, and they are not required for products that do not require care (e.qg.
those which cannot be washed or are disposable)*’.

Health, safety and the environment:

Award of the CE (Conformité Européene) label means that the product conforms
to all health, safety and environmental protection standards of the European
Union laid down in the relevant sectoral or vertical Directives. Example products
covered by this range from electrical equipment, refrigerators and gas water
heaters to helmets, toys and heart pacemakers. In the textiles and clothing
sector, the CE label relates to products that are personal protective equipment
(such as motor cycling clothes) and toys, low voltage and electromagnetic
compatibility®, i.e. household items such as lampshades. There is currently a
discussion about bringing the CE mark and the Ecolabel (‘the Flower’) together
for certain products to aid credibility of the logo™.

4.3 Voluntary labels for the textiles, clothing
and footwear sectors

Textile eco-labelling systems are voluntary labels with environmental information,
with the decision to use them currently left to the market operators. Currently, a

17 fashion.informat., 2008
18 Citizen’s Information, 2008
19 European Parliament 2008
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website hosted by Vancouver-based Big Room Inc. has identified® at least 309
eco-labels on a world wide basis, of which 41 cover textiles. The website does
not claim to display an exhaustive list, and (like the Wikipedia website)
encourages visitors to upload information about eco-labels that they may have
missed; the Appendix illustrates the textiles eco-labels and their main criteria.

A comprehensive account of the nature and proliferation of eco-labels may be
found in reports by the US Environmental Protection Agency®* and Environmental
Resource Management?. The primary issues in eco-labelling are whether the
programme relies on third-party or first party verification and the criteria by which
the eco-label is awarded.

First-party verification tends to promote positive environmental
attributes of products and testing is performed by marketers from within
the organisation.

Third-party verification is carried out by an independent source that
awards labels to products based on certain environmental criteria or
standards. These can be either mandatory (e.g. hazard or warning
labels, and information disclosure labels) or voluntary (typically positive
or neutral report cards, seal-of-approval, or single-attribute certification
programs).

Within textiles, third party verification tends to be a mix of seal-of-approval, or
single-attribute certification programs.

4.3.1 Seal of approval programs

A logo is awarded or licensed to products judged to be less environmentally
harmful than comparable products. Companies need to make an application to
be awarded the label, the candidate products are examined and, if they meet the
required standards, the award is granted. This is based on a specific set of
award criteria which can be suggested by either manufacturers or program
officials. There is often some form of life cycle analysis (LCA) but not necessarily
a full LCA with a public review of the program.

Criteria for award (also known as technical reports) are set through consultation
with the government, standards-setting organizations, consultants, expert panels,
and/or ad hoc task forces established to work on specific product categories.
They are administered through a central decision-making board - typically
composed of academics and scientists, business and trade representatives,
consumer groups, environmental groups, and government representatives such

20 Ecolabelling, 2008
21 EPA, 1998
22 ERM, 2000
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as environment agencies. The criteria set take into account various factors such
as environmental policy goals, consumer awareness of environmental issues,
trade positioning, effects on imports and exports, and economic effects on
domestic industry.

In general, criteria are reviewed about every three years, and contracts have to
be renewed. The review process is designed to provide for continuous tightening
of award criteria, such that only a small percentage of products will qualify for the
label, thus providing an incentive for all other product manufacturers to improve
the environmental attributes of their products.

Well-known seal-of-approval programs include Germany’s Blue Angel, Canada’s
Eco-logo, and the US’s Green Seal.

4.3.2 Single-attribute certification programs

Single-attribute certification programs certify that claims made for a single-
attribute of a product meet a specified definition. Such programs define specific
terms such as ‘“recycled” or “biodegradable” and accept applications from
marketers for verification that their product attributes meet the program definition.
The primary single certification program in the US is the Scientific Certification
System’s (SCS) Single Claim Attribute Certification. Alternatively, programs can
set definitions of claims and manufacturers must meet these requirements. This
is the case with the US Energy Star program, which sets stringent energy-
efficient standards that products must meet before being awarded the “Energy
Star.”

4.3.3 Report Cards

The report card label, one type of information disclosure label, uses a
standardized format to categorize and quantify various impacts / burdens that a
product has on the environment. Specific and consistent information (e.g.
pounds of air emissions) is presented on the label, allowing a comparison across
categories. By providing the consumer with standardized detailed information
and little interpretation, the report card allows consumers to make judgments
based on their particular environmental concerns.

In the US, SCS has prepared an eco-profile that can be applied to any product
category. These eco-profiles are based on a LCA which is the first step in the
more comprehensive Life Cycle Stressor Effects Assessment (LCSEA). The
SCS eco-profile evaluation is a multi-step process involving the identification and
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guantification of inputs and outputs for every stage of a product’s life cycle
including raw materials extraction, material processing, manufacturing,
distribution, use, and disposal. Based on the assessment, three claims of
achievement may be certified environmental state-of-the-art, improvements, or
advantages. The UK'’s Carbon Footprint programme is a similar approach of LCA
and estimating the carbon footprint of a product and its supply chain, with a
commitment by the applicant firm to reduce the impact over a given period of
time.

4.4 Standards and criteria used by eco-labels

The above programs are categorised into a system organised by the International
Standards Organisation (ISO). The ISO, with origins in the union of International
Federation of the National Standardizing Associations (ISA - established 1926)
and the United Nations Standards Coordinating Committee (UNSCC -
established 1944) came into being as a body in 1947. The aim at the outset was
to “create a new international organization, of which the object would be to
facilitate the international coordination and unification of industrial standards".
Membership of the ISO is fee based, with varying levels of fees depending on
whether the country is a developed, developing or small economy; there are
currently 147 countries at all stages of economic development. As international
trading has developed, they are now regarded as “International Standards”, with
the intention of “facilitating the elimination of unnecessary barriers to trade, as a
suitable basis for technical regulations and ensure that these International
Standards are fully compliant with the requirements set by the Agreement on
Technical Barriers to Trade of the WTO", Each standard is discussed at
workshops involving member representatives and published when agreed. The
ISO standards are then interpreted for use within various labelling programmes.
Within textiles, the most common in standards used are 1SO, SA and Fair Trade.

4.4.1 The International Organisation for Standardisation (ISO)

The technical committee (ISO/TC 207) is responsible for developing
environmental standards placed in the 1ISO 14000 series. Published documents
and ongoing work address the following areas: environmental management
systems (EMSs), environmental auditing and other related environmental
investigations, environmental performance evaluation, environmental labelling,
life-cycle assessment (LCA), environmental aspects in product standards and
terms and definitions.

ISO 14001 series - requirements for Environmental Management
Systems

ISO 9001 series - requirements for quality management systems

23 1SO 2009
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ISO 65 (EN 45011) — requirements for certification bodies operating a
product certification system and is an indicator that a certification body
is competent.

ISO has developed standards for three types of environmental product claims,
termed 1SO Type |, Il and III**. The main elements of each claim type are
described in Figure 3.

Figure 3: The main elements of 1SO types I, 1l and III.

Type |l
(ISO 14024)

=W

First edition 01/04/1999

based on criteria set by a third party and are multi issue,
being based on the product’s life cycle impacts

the awarding body may be either a governmental organisation
or a private non-commercial entity

examples include the EC Ecolabel, Nordic Swan and German
Blue Angel.
Type | labels are further classified as:

‘Classical’ ISO type | approaches: Third-party labels referring
— explicitly or implicitly - to the standard, or

Other third-party, 1SO type | like labelling: Third-party labels
containing not most, but major elements of the ISO type |
standard (e.g. third party verification, multi criteria based).

Type ll
(ISO 14021)

First edition 1999

based on self-declarations by manufacturers or retailers

there are numerous examples of such claims e.g. ‘made from
X% recycled material’.

Type lll
(ISO/Technical
Report 14025)

First edition
15/03/2000

consist of quantified product information based on life cycle
impacts

impacts are presented in a form that facilitates comparison
between products e.g. a set of parameters

there is no comparing or weighting against other products
inherent within the claim.

Single issue
(partially covered
by 1SO 14020)

n

FSC

labelling schemes such as the private Forest Stewardship
Council (FSC) and organic food labels do not fall within any of
these categories but are partially covered by 1SO 14020 -
General Guidelines for Environmental Claims and
Declarations.

24 ERM 2000
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4.4.2 The Social Accountability 8000 (SA 8000)

First released in October 1997, this was the first global ethical standard
developed to ensure ethical sourcing and production of goods and services. The
SA 8000 is developed by Social Accountability International (SAl), an affiliate of
the Council on Economic Priorities (CEP). CEP is a public service research
organization in New York with a mission to provide accurate and impartial
analysis of companies’ social performance. Like the ISO, it has a body of experts
drafted into its Advisory Board which is responsible for drafting the SA 8000
standard, as well as providing direction and recommendation regarding the
function, operation and policy of SAl. The Advisory Board includes
representatives from unions, organizations for human rights and children’s rights,
academia, retailers, manufacturers, contractors, non-governmental organizations,
consultants, accounting firms, as well as certification bodies. The SA 8000 is
managed and awarded by the Social Accountability Accreditation Services
(SAAS). An SAAS-accredited auditing firm, known as a Certification Body, is
assigned the job of auditing a corporatewear company for certification for the SA
8000. Based on the conventions of the International Labour Organization, the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights, as well as the United Nations Convention
on the Rights of a Child, the standard is applicable to all companies regardless of
scale, industry and location. As with the ISO standards, the SA emerged through
and is driven by market forces. It has a comprehensive system of auditing and a
well defined set of procedures that must be followed to attain valid certification®.

4.5 Fair trade

The Fairtrade label is a seal of approval that appears on products that meet
internationally agreed Fairtrade standards, and is a guarantee to consumers that
their purchases will benefit the producers, their families and the surrounding
communities from the developing countries that they originate from. There is a
national satellite system of administering the Fairtrade Certification and Labelling
system and each national not-for-profit organisation is a full member of Fairtrade
Labelling Organizations (FLO eV) internationally. This is done by a certification
and trade audit system that applies to all companies in the supply chain, from
origination to final packaging: from producers (who comply with Fairtrade
standards), through to importers (who pay a Fairtrade premium, in addition to
minimum prices, that supports social, economic and environmental development)
and Fairtrade licensees, who are licensed to apply the Fairtrade label to
packaged products and sell them in to the market?®.

The Fair Trade Labelling Organisation International is a Fairtrade Labelling
Organizations International (FLO), which is a member of the ISEAL Alliance along
with other members including Social Accountability International with its SA 8000
standard. The ISEAL (International Social and Environmental Accreditation and

25 SAl 2008
26 fair-trade, 2008a
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Labelling) Alliance is a formal collaboration of leading international standard-
setting and conformity assessment organisations focused on social and
environmental issues?’. The standards that they refer to and interpret for their
own purposes are:

ISO/IEC Guide 2:2004. Standardisation and related activities - General
vocabulary.

ISO/IEC Guide 59:1994. Code of good practice for standardisation.

ISO/IEC Guide 14024:1999. Environmental labels and declarations -
Type 1 environmental labelling - Principles and procedures.

OECD GD(97)137. Processes and Production Methods (PPMs):
Conceptual Framework and Considerations on Use of PPM-based
Trade Measures.

WTO Agreement on the Application of Sanitary and Phytosanitary
Measures (SPS).

WTO Agreement on Technical Barriers to Trade (TBT) Annex 3: Code
of good practice for the preparation, adoption and application of
standards.

WTO Agreement on Technical Barriers to Trade (TBT) Second
Triennial Review Annex 4.

Principles for the Development of International Standards, Guides and
Recommendations with relation to Articles 2, 5 and Annex 3 of the
Agreement.

27 fair-trade, 2008b
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5 Product labels
indicating EoL
management

The tables in the Appendix display the general eco-labels used for textiles and
textiles related products (the website contains a more detailed comparison
between the eco-labels). Of the 42 eco-labels, six labels have been identified
that indicate end-of-life management in the criteria for award. These are
illustrated in Table 3 below. The standards referred to by each label were noted
to be a mix of environmental, life cycle analysis and social welfare standards as
described in Section 4. These standards are:

ISO 9000

ISO 14024

ISO 14021

SA 8000

Greenhouse Gas Verification and Forestry Certification Services
Fair Labour Organisation

WRAP.

The eco-labels were further examined to identify textile / clothing companies and
their products which had been awarded certification or licence; this is displayed in
Table 4, from which it can be seen that three eco-labels have been awarded to
companies involved in the manufacture of apparel or footwear: Cradle to Cradle
(C2C), EcoMark (India) and Green Mark (Taiwan). Based on the criteria
discussed in Section 2.3, EcoMark India has not yet achieved business
confidence or consumer awareness while Green Mark is a type Il (voluntary self
declared) label. Due to its acceptance and credibility to date, the C2C label will
be further examined with regards to its criteria. This will be compared with the
Japanese eco-label EcoMate and the current EU Ecolabel (the Flower), an eco-
label that is currently being proliferated across many product categories and
appears to have had a good uptake by the textiles industry.
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Table 3: Eco-labels referring to EoL management within their criteria
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Table 4: Textile companies and products having been awarded the criteria with EoL management.
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5.1 Cradle to cradle (C2C)

CM

CERTIFIED

cradletocradle

Figure 4 is the summary chart of the criteria as published by MBDC, the company
which awards the C2C label. Products are developed for closed-loop systems in
which every ingredient is safe and beneficial — either to biodegrade naturally and
restore the soil, or to be fully recycled into high-quality materials for subsequent
product generations, again and again®. Criteria fall into the following five
categories:

Product / material transparency and human / environmental health
characteristics of materials

Product / material reutilization
Production energy
Water use at manufacturing facility

Social fairness / corporate ethics.

Within the certification process, MBDC evaluates a material or product’s
ingredients and the complete formulation for human and environmental health
impacts throughout their lifecycles, as well as the capacity for the product to be
fully recycled or composted. Certification of a finished product also requires the
evaluation of energy use quantity and quality (i.e. relative proportion of renewable
energy), water use quantity, water effluent quality, and workplace ethics
associated with manufacturing.

28 MBDC 2007
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If a candidate material or product is found to achieve the necessary criteria, it will
be certified as a Silver, Gold or Platinum product or as a Technical / Biological
Nutrient (available for homogeneous materials or less complex products). MBDC
is developing a system and guidelines by which companies who have certified
products can license the use of the Cradle to Cradle brand for marketing.

A ‘Platinum’ product requires the most stringent of tests and verification
procedures and for EoL management is of most interest to this study. The Gold
and Platinum levels describe the recovery plan that the applicant has in place for
the product in terms of logistics and recovery, including:

Scope: how extensive the recovery effort will be
Timeline: when the actual recovery will begin

Budget: commitment of resources (e.g. dollars, labour, equipment, etc).

The plan can include partners outside the traditional supply chain (e.g. recycling
partners, recovery / transportation partners, etc). This does not necessarily mean
a product take-back program. That is one potential strategy for closing the loop
on the materials / product, but there are also several other legitimate strategies.
For example, utilizing design for disassembly (DfD) strategies along with third
party regional recyclers may be more effective in recovering and reutilizing
materials than a product take-back program that requires potentially highly
dispersed products to be sent back to the manufacturer.

For award of Platinum level, the applicant needs to demonstrate that the plan
developed for Gold award has been implemented. As each manufacturing
system varies, the certifying body will judge the validity and efficacy of each
applicant’s program on a case-by-case basis.
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Figure 4: Certification criteria for C2C

9 Certification Criteria Summary Matrix

CRADLE TO CRADLE CERTIFICATION™ CRITERIA

Basic Silver Gold Platinum

1.0 Materials

All material ingredients identified (down to the 100 ppm level) ° ° ° ®

Defined as biological or technical nutrient . ° ° ®

All materials assessed based on their intended use and impact on Human/Environmental Health
according to the following criteria:

Human Health: Environmental Heaith:
Carcinogenicity Fish Toxicity

Endocrine Disruption Algae Toxicity

Mutagenicity Daphnia Toxicity

Reproductive Toxicity Persistence/Biodegradation
Teratogenicity Bioaccumulation

Acute Toxicity Ozone Depletion/Climatic Relevance
Chronic Toxicity Material Class Criteria:

Irritation Content of Organchalogens
Sensitization Content of Heavy Metals

Strategy developed to optimize all remaining problematic ingredients/materials . °

Product formulation optimized (i.e., all problematic inputs replaced/phased out) ®

No wood sourced from endangered forests ™

Meets Cradle to Cradle emission standards L

Allwood is FSC certified

Contains at least 25% GREEN assessed components

2.0 Material Reutilization/Design for Environment

Defined the appropriate cycle (i.e., Technical or Biological) for the product and developing a plan
for product recovery and reutilization

Well defined plan (including scope and budget) for developing the logistics and recovery systems
for this class of product . .

Recovering, remanufacturing or recycling the product into new product of equal or higher value ®

Product has been designed/manufactured for the technical or biological cycle and has a
nutrient (re)utilization score >= 50

Product has been designed/manufactured for the technical or biclogical cycle and has a
nutrient (re)utilization score >= 65

Product has been designed/manufactured for the technical or biclogical cycle and has a
nutrient (re)utilization score >= 80

3.0 Energy

Characterized energy use and source(s) for product manufacture/assembly ° ® e

Developed strategy for using current solar income for product manufacture/assembly [ ®

Using 50% current solar income for product final manufacture/assembly °

Using 50% current solar income for entire product

4.0 Water

Created or adopted water stewardship principles/guidelines ° °

Characterized water flows associated with product manufacture ®

Implemented water conservation measures

Implemented innovative measures to improve quality of water discharges

5.0 Social Responsibility

Publicly available corporate ethics and fair labor statement(s), adopted across entire company ® °

Identified third party assessment system and begun to collect data for that system ™

Acceptable third party social responsibility assessment, accreditation, or certification .
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5.2 EcoMate

7

ECOMATI

This logo from Japan is attached to a product certified by the Japan Apparel
Industry Council as “a commodity adopting design conducive to recycling”, i.e. it
identifies clothing that can be recycled. There are two elements to this logo: the
fabric properties and the take-back system in place.

The fabric:

Networks of companies, which are part of a chain of firms, make use of a specific
type of polyester fibres that can be broken down and remade back into polyester
fibres. This is done by the Japanese fibre and apparel manufacturer Teijin;
companies such as AEON and Uniglo in Japan and Patagonia in the USA are
making use of this technology. Only clothing that incorporates the specified
appropriate fibres may be recycled in this way through Teijin. Teijin calls their
network and the system using this process their ‘EcoCircle’ system. They can
develop a number of types of polyesters suitable for a range of different uses and
garments, illustrated in Figure 5 taken from the Teijin website.

Figure 5: EcoCircle garment products

ECO CIRCLE recycling meterials

UnHorme Apparel items Interior itema Personal [teme

OMfice supplies  Household ilems  Generel resources Building materials

29 AEON, 2004, p 12
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Take back:

The EcoMate logo is used by Japanese clothing retailer AEON who have also set
up a take-back system for clothing that bears the EcoMate label. The clothing
collected is taken back to Teijin. The US group Patagonia also takes back some
clothing and transports back to Japan and Teijin as part of their Common Threads
Garment Recycling programme®’. Patagonia has a range of products in this
recycling loop, though not every product that they sell is included. The AEON
group has taken this a step further and have developed a stand-alone retail
concept (Self+Service) that is based on an EoL management system for the
clothes that they sell. The store partners up with Nakano Inc., the leading used
clothing recycler in Japan, to collect and sort the clothing (Figure 6). Their initial
idea has been to take back only clothes with the EcoMate logo but they are now
developing a system to collect clothing not bearing the EcoMate logo.

Figure 6: The self+service retail signage and the recycle system for clothing take-back

SELF@SERVICE Recyding System
i cioe e s g o rom s

v
SELFQSERVICE
CONTREFTIN 0 THl CORMTTERS TN BF :1
T —
LI i e oy s i o e
S

& mollection box is placed 2t the storekont to reoovaer
wsad dothing producs bearing the Eooemate mark.

30 patagonia, 2009
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5.3 The EU ‘Flower’ Ecolabel

According to the European Ecolabel catalogue®, 75 companies have been
awarded the EU Flower for textiles products, across 22 different countries within
Europe as well as Australia, New Zealand, India, Egypt, Thailand and Hong
Kong. Among the companies awarded the EU Flower are two corporatewear
companies: Jyden Workwear and Kentaur A/S, both companies in Denmark.
Figure 7 illustrates the various areas of examination, and it can be seen that it is
a LCA approach to certification. The scope of the EU Flower criteria for award
appears to be comprehensive: however, criteria for EOL management are not as
well defined as in C2C (Figure 8). Given its apparent success, this may present
an opportunity to expand the existing criteria.

5.3.1 Eco-labels with EoL management criteria: procedures
for award

The method of application for an eco-label varies according to the certifying body,
the criteria being assessed and the period for which the award is conferred.

Figure 9 illustrates the stages required for obtaining an EU Flower (the EU
Ecolabel)®’. As can be seen the process is 14 stages long, starting with the
decision to apply. Once the company has applied for the eco-label, the
chemicals that do not meet the criteria are identified and replaced by those that
do. This takes place at each stage of production. A regular and honest quality
control system is vital to ensure that products being tested meet the criteria at any
time, as the awarding body is authorised to conduct random tests. The emphasis
is on environmental, health and safety and product performance. Although the
overview (Figure 7) indicates EoL management, there do not appear to be any
criteria specifically for EoL (Figure 8).

31 Ecolabel catalogue 2009
32 Atilgan 2007
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Figure 7: The scope of the EU ‘Flower’ for textiles and textiles related products

Life cycle analysis

s

Production, use and end of life

Clothes, accessaries
Interior textile, fibres

Water pollution

Natural fibres = :
(cotton, woals...) / L /Yam & fabrics
Dangerous e P .
P o] : 'ackaging
Man-made fibres: substances Spinning We{:t\tjn Printing M::kag > &
polyester, acrylc...) > MG Einishing B Distribution
Y

Packaging Water pollution - Landfill

Dangerous Incineration

| substances Air pollution
ECOLOGICAL CRITERIA

Limitation of toxic residues in fibres
= Acrylic: Acrylonitrile < 1.5 mg/kg.
= Cotton: residues of certain pesticides < 0.05 ppm.

= Elastane and polyurethane: no organotin compounds.

= Greasy wool and other keratin fibres: limitations of
certain pesticides.

» Man-made cellulose: AOX < 250 ppm.

= Polyester: Antinomy < 260 ppm.

= Polypropylene: no lead based pigments.

Reduction of air pollution during fibre process

= Acrylic: acrylonitrile < 1g/kg.

= Elastane and polyurethane: aromatic diisocyanates
< 5 mg/kg.

= Man-made cellulose: S < 120g/kg (filament)
and 30g/kg (staple).

= Polyamide: N,O < 10g/kg polyamide 6 and < 50g/kg
polyamide 6.6.

= Polyester: VOCs < 1.2g/kg.

Reduction of water pollution during fibre process

» Flax and other bast fibres: COD/TOC from water
retting reduced by at least 75% (hemp) and 95%
(flax, other).

u Viscose: Zn < 0.3g/kg.

= Cupro: Cu < 0.1 ppm.

= Greasy wool and other keratin fibres: COD < 60g/kg,
75% reduction of COD, off-site treatment. If on-site
treatment, COD < 5g/kg, 6 < ph < 9 and temperature
<40°C.

AQOX: chlorinated compounds.
COD: Chemical Oxygen Demand.
VOC: Volatile Organic Compounds.

Limitation of the use of substances harmful for the environment

in particular aquatic environment and health

= 90% of carding and spinning oil, lubricants and finishes for primary spinning
and 95% of sizeing preparations, detergents, fabrics softeners and weight
complexing agents shall be sufficiently biodegradable or eliminable.

» Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PaH) in mineral oils <1%.

= No cerium compounds, halogenated carriers.

= No heavy metals and formaldehyde in stripping and depigmentation.

= No APEOs, DTDMAC, DSDMAC, DHTDMAC, EDTA, LAS, DTPA, chrome
mordant dyeing.

» AOX emissions from bleaching agents < 40 mg Cl/kg (100 mg in certain
cases).

= Level of impurities in dyes (in ppm):
Ag <100. Ba<100. Co<500. Se<20. Fe <2500.
As <50. Cd<20. Cr<100. Cu<250. Hg<4.
Pb <100. 8b<50. Sn<250. Zn < 1500. Mn < 1000.

u Level of impurities in pigments (in ppm):
As<50. Cd<50. Cr<100. Hg<25. Pb<100. Sb <250. Zn < 1000.
Ba < 100. Se < 100.

= No chlorophenols, PCB and organotin compounds during transportation or
storage.

= No biocidal or biostatic products active during use phase.

n Discharge to the water of metal complex dyes based on Cu, Cr or Ni:
max. 20% (cellulose dyeing), 7% (other dyeing process). After treatment:
Cu < 75 mg/Kg (fibre, yarn, fabric), Cr < 50 mg/kg, Ni < 75 mg/kg.

= No azo dyes that cleave to a list of aromatic amines.

= No dyes classified as carcinogenic, mutagenic, toxic for reproduction
according to Dir. 67/548/EEC.

= No potentially sensitising dyes if fastness to perspiration > 4.

= Printing pastes < 5% VOCs. No plastisol based printing.

» Formaldehyde < 30 ppm for products in direct contact with the skin,
300 ppm for others.

= COD from wet-processing < 25g/kg. If on-site freatment, 6 < pH < 9 and
temperature < 40°C.

= No flame retardants or finishing substances containing > 0.1% of sub-
stances classified as carcinogenic, mutagenic, toxic for reproduction and
dangerous for the environment according to Directive 67/548/EEC.

= Shrink resistant finishes only allowed for wool slivers.

= Coatings, laminates and membranes: no plasticizers or solvents assigned a
list of R-phases according to Directive 67/548/EEC.

Ni < 200.

PERFORMANCE AND DURABILITY CRITERIA

The following tests shall be carried out either on dyed yarn, final fabrics or final product:
» Dimensional changes during washing and drying: 8% for knitted products, 8% for terry towelling, 6% for other woven products,

2% removable and washable curtain and furniture fabric.

u Colour fastness to perspiration (acid, alkaline), washing, wet rubbing, dry rubbing, light (see criteria).
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Figure 8: Summary of the criteria for the EU ‘Flower’.

For Defra

e Criterium Expectations
Step
Manufacturing Type of fibres e All types of fibres can be used, with the exception of mineral fibres, glass fibres, metal fibres,
(fibres) carbon fibres and other inorganic fibres.
» The criteria for a given-fibre type need not be met if that fibre contributes to less than 5% of
the total weight of the textile fibres in the product, or if the fibres are of recycled origin.
Manufacturing Limitation of toxic e Acrylic: Acrylonitrile < 1.5mg/kg
(fibres) residues in fibres e Cotton: residues of certain pesticides < 0.05ppm
e Elastane and polyurethane: no organotin compounds
e Greasy wool and other keratin fibres: limitations of certain pesticides
¢ Man-made cellulose: AOX < 250ppm
e Polyester: Antinomy < 260ppm
e Polypropylene: no lead based pigments
Manufacturing Reduction of air e Acrylic: acrylonitrile < 1g/kg
(fibres) pollution during e Elastane and polyurethane: aromatic diisocyanates < 5mg/kg
fibre process ¢ Man-made cellulose: S < 120g/kg (filament) and 30g/kg (staple)
e Polyamide: N,0 < 10g/kg polyamide 6 and < 50g/kg polyamide 6.6
e Polyester: VOCs < 1.2g/kg
Manufacturing Reduction of water e Flax and other bast fibres: COD/TOC from water retting reduced by at least 75% (hemp) and
(fibres) pollution during 95% (flax, other)
fibre process e Viscose: Zn < 0.3g/kg
e Cupro: Cu <0.1ppm
e Greasy wool and other keratin fibres: COD < 60 g/kg, 75% reduction of COD, off-site
treatment. If on-site treatment, COD <5 g/kg, 6 <pH <9and T <40 °C
Manufacturing Limitation of the e 90% of carding and spinning oil, lubricants and finishes for primary spinning and 95% of
(processes and | use of substances sizeing preparations, detergents, fabrics softeners and weight complexing agents shall be
chemicals) harmful for the sufficiently biodegradable or eliminable.
environment (in e Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PaH) in mineral oils < 1%
particular aquatic « No cerium compounds, halogenated carriers
environment) and e No heavy metals and formaldehyde in stripping and depigmentation
health process ¢ No APEOs, DTDMAC, DSDMAC, DHTDMAC, EDTA, LAS, DTPA, chrome mordant dyeing
¢ AOX emissions from bleaching agents < 40 mg Cl/kg (100mg in certain cases)
e Level of impurities in dyes (in ppm):
Ag<100 Ba<100 Co<500 Se<20 Fe<2500 As<50 Cd <20 Cr<100 Cu<250
Hg<4 Ni<200 Pb<100 Sb<50 Sn<250 Zn<1500Mn < 1000
e Level of impurities in pigments (in ppm):
As<50 Cd<50 Cr<100 Hg<25 Pb<100 Sb<250 Zn<1000Ba <100 Se <100
« No chlorophenols, PCB and organotin compounds during transportation or storage
e No biocidal or biostatic products active during use phase
* Discharge to the water of metal complex dyes based on Cu, Cr or Ni: max 20% (cellulose
dyeing), 7% (other dyeing process). After treatment: Cu < 75 mg/kg (fibre, yamn, fabric), Cr < 50
mg/kg, Ni < 75 mg/kg
e No azo dyes that cleave to a list of aromatic amines
+ No dyes classified as carcinogenic, mutagenic, toxic for reproduction according to Directive
67/548/EEC.
* No potentially sensitising dyes if fastness to perspiration > 4
e Printing pastes < 5% VOCs. No plastisol based printing
e Formaldehyde < 30ppm for products in direct contact with the skin. 300ppm for others
¢ COD from wet-processing < 25g/kg. If on-site treatment, 6 < pH <9 and T <40°C
+ No flame retardants or finishing substances containing > 0.1% of substances classified as
carcinogenic, mutagenic, toxic for reproduction and dangerous for the environment according to
Directive 67/548/EEC
e Shrink resistant finishes only allowed for wool slivers
e Coatings, laminates and membranes: no plasticizers or solvents assigned a list of R-phases
according to Directive 67/548/EEC
Use Performance and The following tests shall be carried out either on dyed yarn, final fabrics or final product:
durability e Dimensional changes during washing and drying: 8% for knitted products, 8% for terry
towelling, 6% for other woven products, 2% removable and washable curtain and furniture
fabric
e Colour fastness to perspiration (acid, alkaline), washing, wet rubbing, dry rubbing, light (see
criteria)
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Figure 9: Application and verification procedure for award of the EU ‘Flower’
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5.4 Cradle to Cradle

The EoL management criteria for the C2C label are comprehensive, as the use of
materials that will have a useful after-life either in recycling or ‘upcycling™® is the
founding principle for the Cradle to Cradle methodology. Figure 10 outlines the
process for certification and Figure 11 outlines the documentation required for all
levels from basic (Silver) to Gold and then Platinum awards. The process also
comprises 14 stages and, like the EU Flower, it examines process as well as
materials. It differs in that the label is awarded at levels which denote how close
the product is to closed-loop system and makes use of renewable powered
energy (Platinum award indicating use of 100% renewable energy to manufacture
the product). The standard process as illustrated in Figure 10 may become more
complex depending on the complexities of the product or supply chain.

33 EPEA, 2008a
34 EPEA, 2008b
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Figure 10: Cradle to Cradle process for certification
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Figure 11: Cradle to Cradle application documentation required

Cradle to Cradle™ Certiication

BOMBDC

3 Documentation

3.1  Requirements for Certification Consideration

A complete Bill of Materials (BoM) is required before a proposal for certification can be generated.
Once the proposal has been accepted the following information is required for consideration as a
Cradle to Cradle® Basic or Silver certified product:

Complete ingredient formulations for all materials used in the product.

Recycled content and weight of all materials used in the product

Annual energy required for manufacture of preduct and source(s) of that energy

Water stewardship guidelines document

Fair labor/corporate ethics guideline document

.
L]
.
.
.

The following additional information is required for consideration as a Cradle to Cradie™ Gold
certified product:

+ |AQ emissions data
Data demonstrating that final assembly/manufacture is at least 50% renewably powered
A complete water audit
Documentation that a 3" party social accreditation exercise is underway, or
documentation that an internal social audit has been done

.
-
.

The following additional information is required for consideration as a Cradle to Cradie®™ Platinum
certified product:

« Data demonstrating that final assembly/manufacture is 100% renewably powered and
that the entire embodied energy of the product is at least 50% renewably powerad
Documentation describing innovative strategies employed to greatly improve water
discharge quality or greatly reduce water use
Documentation that a 3" party social accreditation has been completed
3.2 Requirements for Annual Recertification
The following is required for annual recertification:

Current BoM highlighting any changes to materials or suppliers

.

= Progress on phase out of problematic substances (if required)

= Current energy numbers (if different from initial submission)

+  All additional documents required if applicant is seeking a higher certification level
For Defra
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5.5 Costs of eco-labelling

As noted in Section 2.4, benefits of eco-labelling have to be balanced against the
costs. 1SO type | eco-labelling programmes (such as the EU Flower and the C2C
label) require all or some of the following sets of costs to be paid for:

Annual fee to the awarding body for using the eco-label of between
0.001-0.2% of annual product turnover®®

Verification costs (money and time) of testing to be conducted by a third
party (a laboratory)

Audit by the awarding company

Issuing of the certificate.

5.5.1 Cradle to Cradle

Costs involved with C2C certification are per product component. The prices
quoted in the program are®:

Material Assessment:
€500 for 1-10 product component per product component
€400 for 11-25 product component per product component
€300 for 25+ product component per product component

Process Evaluation: €4,000 for one process

Audit by MBDC: €1,500

Cradle to Cradle Certificate by MBDC: €500.

5.5.2 The EU Flower

The cost for using the EU Ecolabel is set at 0.15% of the annual turnover of the
Ecolabelled product®’, and can cost up to €1,300 for registration (i.e. to apply for
the label), €25,000 per year for the use of the label, with a reduction of 25% for
SMEs*,

35 Rubik and Frankl, 2005
36 EPEA 2008b

37 Rubik and Frankl, 2005
38 puyusa.gov 2009
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Atilgan (2007) indicated that the costs of using eco-labelled production made the
finished product between 12-15% more expensive to make (illustrated in Tables 5
and 6), therefore manufacturers and retailers were not very interested at that
time. However, he suggested that these costs may be mitigated through the use
of smaller amounts of high quality products, optimising the production techniques
e.g. by controlling all recipes and procedures, and identifying problem areas.

Table 5: The comparison of costs of men’s underwear produced with classical and environment-
friendly methods (SF).

Process Cost (Classic) Extra Eg:isrionment Extragg:tirr%ment Total cost
Braiding 1.48 0.09 6.1 1.57
Dyeing 0.28 0.02 71 0.30
Bleaching 0.20 0.00 0.0 0.20
Production 1.80 033 183 213
Packaging 0.50 0.20 60.0 0.70
Total 4.26 0.64 15.8 4.90

Table 6: The cost comparison of environmental and classical production (DM).

Production
Classic | Environmentalist

Product

Bed-Sheet 15-100 50-160
e 20-80 40-150
Woman’s jean 25-160 90-200
Woman’s cloth 35-180 90-290
Man’s underwear | 2-22 12-58
Man’s pyjamas 20-70 50-100
Child's T-shirt 4-50 20-70

Regardless of the analysis of costs / benefits, Atilgan urged the Turkish
government and industry to become engaged with eco-labelling as, after the
WTO agreements on quotas have ceased, the next area of purchase and trading
selection looks set to be based on the criteria set by the eco-labelling bodies.

5.5.3 Outline costs for ‘standard’ vs ‘eco’ corporate clothing

As can be inferred from the above costs, it would be extremely difficult to arrive at
a cost analysis for every scenario. We therefore asked a UK corporatewear
supplier, Incorporatewear, to estimate the costs to them of using eco-labelled
fabrics. Incorporatewear suggested the use of Teijin fabrics, for its EcoCircle and
closed loop system of fibre processing. Table 7 illustrates the cost differences
between current fabric and that from Teijin. We then considered the cost in terms
of a suit (Table 8), and the typical costs to a firm buying the eco-labelled items, to
estimate the impact on the firm (Table 9).
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Table 7: Comparison between corporate clothing made using regular or EcoCircle fabric

Premium Extra cost
Cost per Cost to Margin for mfr of | Price per for eco
meter Supplier added |eco product item product
Combat/Chino Trouser £4.20
Poly/Cotton £5.00 £2.00 £7.00
Recycled Poly/Eco cotton £8.00 £3.20 £11.20
Polo shirt (mid range)  £2.52
Basic Poly/Cotton £1.70 £0.68 £2.38
Mid range Poly/Cotton £3.20 £1.28 £4.48
Premium Poly/Cotton £4.00 £1.60 £5.60
Recycled Poly/Eco cotton £5.00 £2.00 £7.00
Suit (priced at fabric used) 3 meters per suit £9.20
Teijin - 55% poly/45% new wool £4.80 £14.40 £5.76 £5.00 £25.16
Standard Poly/Wool £3.80 £11.40 £4.56 £15.96
Suit Jacket (priced at fabric used) 1.8 meters per suit £5.52
Teijin - 55% poly/45% new wool £4.80 £8.64 £3.46 £3.00 £15.10
Standard Poly/Wool £3.80 £6.84 £2.74 £9.58
Suit Jacket (priced at fabric used) 1.2 meters per suit £3.68
Teijin - 55% poly/45% new wool £4.80 £5.76 £2.30 £2.00 £10.06
Standard Poly/W ool £3.80 £4.56 £1.82 £6.38
Table 8: Comparison for a suit made of regular fabric vs EcoCircle
ECO
Approximate cost per outfit Standard Eco Premium
Casual - 2xTrouser 4xPolo shirt £31.92 £50.40 £18.48
Smart - 1xJkt 2xTrs £22.34 £35.22 £12.88
Table 9: Effect of the price differences on the company size
Casual Smart
Eco Eco
No of emp.| Standard Eco Premium | Standard Eco Premium
Micro 10 £319 £504 £185 £223 £352 £129
Small 50 £1,596 £2,520 £924 £1,117 £1,761 £644
Medium 100 £3,192 £5,040 £1,848 £2,234 £3,522 £1,288
Large 500 £15,960 | £25,200 £9,240 £11,172 | £17,612 £6,440
Corporation| 3000 £95,760 | £151,200 | £55,440 | £67,032 | £105,672 | £38,640
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6 Potential developments
for eco-labels with EoL
management criteria

We spoke to Royal Mail Group (RMG) to discover their approach to EoL
management for their uniforms. Royal Mail are linked in with a textile recycler
and are considering clear labelling to encourage employees to properly dispose
of the uniform. This is an alternative approach to eco-labelling and is a similar
approach to that of AEON and EcoMate, but is not driven by fabric property,
rather de-logoing issues.

6.1 Royal Mail Group

The entire RMG spend on all products is about £2billion, the amount on uniforms
for Royal Mail*® is £11.4-12.4 million a year: i.e., between 150,000 and 255,000
uniform wearers with an additional 55,000 if sub-postmasters / mistresses buy
uniforms to wear. RMG are subject to Public Procurement Law when organising
contractors to supply them with products, as the orders are so large and could
potentially cause too much reliance on the Group for the supplier’s business.
Contract approval takes a period of about two or three years and a contract will
last for between three and five years with an option to extend by another five
(thus making contracts last about 10 years).

Royal Mail had worked with recycler Field Textiles who also recycle materials for
the Ministry of Defence. Field Textiles were working in close association with
managing agent DSA, but they had not been able to track the destinations of their
discarded uniforms and so could not assess performance against CSR
goals/objectives. All corporatewear had been collected in one container for
disposal; no sorting took place and so there was no understanding of where
products were destined for (see Figure 12).

39 that Graham West and his colleague are responsible for
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Figure 12: The flow of materials is between Field Textiles, Dimensions and RM.
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Royal Mail estimates that they currently have less than 1% corporatewear going
to landfill (0.86%) and they are working towards lowering this further. They intend
to designate each route (currently labelled A, B, C) with a colour code and
incorporate their corporate products with these labels to enable appropriate
disposal by each employee at their worksite. The labels will be colour coded to
be the same as the bags into which the employees will place the items for
disposal; there is also discussion about potential research into touch sensitive
fabrics for employees that are vision impaired. The logos as envisioned by the

Royal Mail spokesperson (Graham West) are illustrated in Figure 13.

Figure 13: Visuals used by Royal Mail to help their staff sort returned uniforms
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6.2 Stakeholder analysis ~ risks/benefits

Reflection on current practice within the corporate clothing/uniform sector led to
the creation of a stakeholder analysis diagram to illustrate where stakeholders are
positioned in terms of ‘influence on practice’ and ‘importance of sustainability’.

The Recycler (8) in each scenario has been positioned in the top left hand
quadrant of the diagram; i.e.:

high level of influence on industry practice (they can opt to either
accept, or refuse corporate clothing — due to the EoL implications of
fibre composition of a garment) and,

as their business links directly to sustainability, we assume that
sustainable practice is their priority.

We considered the attitudes of the Wearer (7) to EoL management of clothes as
they are the final link in the chain before EoL management considerations. We
asked a sample of 404 shoppers in Manchester in January 2009 to answer the
following questions:

Do you look for environmental information on clothing items when
buying them?

11% of the sample of 404 people replied yes

If there were environmental information put into or on clothing, would
this affect your purchase?

41% of the sample of 404 people replied yes.

This raises the issue about the amount of information or knowledge that the
wearer has about eco-labelling for clothing, and suggests that a campaign to
raise awareness may increase enthusiasm to dispose of clothing through more
appropriate routes.

We considered three scenarios for each of the eight stakeholders within the
contexts of their priorities and positioned them within the matrix relative to their
impact on industry practice combined with their current stance on sustainability.
The matrix in Figure 14 illustrates where each of the eight stakeholders are:

currently,

following the introduction of policy to support more stringent EoL
policies, and

following the introduction of a uniform policy on tax tabs.
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Figure 14: Stakeholder analysis to show current and potential positions against influence on
practice and importance of sustainability

Degree of Influence on industry practice
High = Lo
High e
[
» B @ 5]
000 0 ®
Degree of i 2 3.4
Importance
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Low . 7.
KEY
1. Current situation III Potential: Levy . Potential: Tax tabbing
1. Government (national) 4. Corporatewear Supplier 7. Wearers
2.European Government 5.Raw Material Supplier 8. Recyclers
3. Providers (employers) 6. Garment Manufacturer

Scenario 1: Current situation (numbers with no shading)

Most stakeholders are in the centre of the matrix, with the exception of the
wearer. In line with the lack of definitive policies, we felt that each stakeholder
has equal influence on industry practice and regards sustainability issues with
equal measure of importance, resulting in a lack of real direction:

Providers (3) and Suppliers (4) currently have a relatively low level of
influence on practice, in relation to a higher importance of sustainability.

National and European Government (1,2) are fairly central within the
matrix but have a slight lead on the providers and suppliers on
influencing practice through current taxation rules on branding, and
sustainability through policies encouraging ecological practice, but
there is no enforcement currently in place.
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The Wearer (7) has little influence on industry practice (there are some
exceptions, for instance the Royal Mail provide appropriate garments
for vegan wearers) and in terms of their status they are in a position
where they have low levels of influence both on industry practice or of
their regard for sustainability.

Scenario 2: Introduction of levies (numbers in the lightly
shaded squares)

The introduction of levies has the potential to empower a number of the
stakeholders, notably the corporatewear Wearer (7):

The Wearer (7): although their influence on industry practice is still low,
it is increased from current situation and the importance with which
sustainability is regarded is raised to a much higher level.

The Provider (3) would be required to pay disposal fees of garments at
the purchasing stage. Therefore, the purchasers are likely to forcibly
enforce clothing/uniform returns, making the Wearer a more significant
partner in the EoL process.

The Recycler (8) and corporatewear Supplier (4) become much more
influential regarding industry practice as they will be involved in
sourcing raw materials and ensuring the appropriate EoL management
treatments.

Scenario 3: Introduction of more formalised strategy on tax
tab/branding guidelines (numbers in the circles with darker
shading)

Tax tabs are the means by which the government monitors and approves /
disapproves the corporate branding applied to garments and accessories worn to
present the required corporate image. The process of applying a tax tab is
complex and they are not uniformly applied. Were the tax tab applied uniformly,
all stakeholders (except the wearer) will have a higher level of influence both on
practice and their impact on sustainability. The largest issue that corporatewear
providers face is the risk associated with retrospective assessments that have
been known to result in tax demands being made after garments have been worn
for a period of months. Increased clarity would aid decisions made at the
conception and production stages.

We considered the impacts on each of the stakeholders upon introduction of eco-
labelling of corporatewear; this is presented in Table 10.
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Table 10: Impact on Stakeholders
Benefits Problems

Wearer

clear instructions for disposal

yet another label to become
familiar with?

Government

increased efficiencies in setting
and achieving waste management
policies and targets

how to ensure transparency and
avoid unfair trading negotiations
(e.g. with small, developing
economies)

Corporatewear
providers

potential to increase source of
revenue from increasing
reuse/recycle and decrease landfill

bear the extra costs of buying an
eco-labelled product

Manufacturers
(of

corporatewear
and/or textiles)

extra source of competitive
advantage

manufacturing costs increased due
to licensing system of eco-label

Recyclers

increased input in the conception
and design of raw materials with a
view towards EoL management

the eco-label itself does not help
the specific job of collection and
sorting

For Defra
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/ Conclusions

This report illustrates the complex nature of the corporate clothing sector, and the
issues that would affect the adoption of a labelling system to improve EoL
management. As corporate clothing is used by organisations to present a visible
message of their branding, there is the potential for this vehicle to be used to
promote their ecological ethos toward, as the Danish corporatewear company
Jyden does on their website*® for their award of the EU Flower.

Given that the benefits of eco-labelling are hampered by the costs, we felt an
initial measure that corporatewear suppliers could take to encourage take-back of
the clothing and or appropriate disposal of clothing may be the use of the ‘recycle’
logo as either a label or part of the packaging. This could be followed up by
application for the award of an eco-label.

We conclude this report by offering the recommendations as set out in Section 8.

40 www.jyden-workwear.com
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7.1 Considered options — use of existing

labelling
Eco-label Pros: Cons:
EU Flower Internationally recognised Criterion for EoL
and growing acceptance management does not
(75 companies have been currently exist
4 awarded the logo in 22 (opportunity?)
Pl i countries including India
* E and Hong Kong) Regarded as an extra
el expense by corporatewear
w * If pursued, the criteria providers due to the

could be expanded to
accommodate EoL
management

The criteria could include
that the provider would
return items

licensing fees and
verification costs.

Recycle now (UK)

Free to use so offers an
inexpensive way for
suppliers and providers of
corporate clothing to
encourage sustainable
use / disposal of items by
the wearers

Promotional
documentation is
available to support
recycling

Use of the logo on label or
garment would provide a
consistent message to the
wearers and would serve
to encourage responsible
disposal of corporate
clothing in a similar way to
paper waste.

Supplementary
documentation could be
included with items at the
dispatch stage

It does not define the
routes of disposal and is
not necessarily indicative
of EoL management.
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8 Recommendations

Having considered aspects of current corporate clothing provision, a number of
recommendations have been formulated. These suggestions have been grouped
dependent on the relevant stakeholder:

Corporate clothing suppliers:

Source and make use of eco-labelled products.

Encourage relationships with the textile recyclers.

Corporate clothing providers:

Be mindful that corporate clothing / uniforms can be a vehicle to
promote their eco-credentials: capture a market opportunity

Devise more efficient methods of recovering corporatewear to put into
reuse / recycle / remanufacture routes.

Consider ways to increase the visibility of their eco-credentials.

Encourage relationships with the textile recyclers.

Government (providers of uniforms / workwear, also utilising reused textile
products):

Opportunity to ‘lead by example’ and use models of best practice which
require GA / Local Authorities to use products with recognisable reuse /
recyclable properties.

Encourage use of reused textile products for janitorial supply use,
stipulating a minimum proportion of GA / authority order quantities.

Government (to inform policy development):

For Defra

Consider how policies could be applied that will encourage best
practice: Green Public Procurement...

Create a nationally recognised standard for requirements of tax tab /
corporate embellishment for corporate clothing.

Consider the viability of levies:

to the suppliers...
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to the providers where they are required to pay a charge for the
future disposal of the products they provide to their workforce, to
encourage an increased level of take-back.

Encourage best practice by acknowledging the value of ecological
product selection, stipulating a list of preferred fabric options.

Consider enforcement of the use of eco-labels.

Stipulate that a proportion of any uniforms / clothing provided have the
capacity to be re-worn (standard items that are not heavily branded), or
reused (encourage the use of preferred pure blend fabrics).

Consider ways that models for the tendering process can be amended
to require reuse / recycling as a component of the product.

Corporatewear wearers:

Employees to be encouraged to return corporatewear to firms when no
longer used, to ensure that it is placed into the companies’ EoL
management systems for corporatewear — companies or government
may consider some form of tax or levy until the uniform is returned.

Textile recyclers:

For Defra

Encourage developing relationships with companies that provide
corporatewear, and with corporatewear manufacturers to ensure that
EoL management issues are considered throughout the product
development and use phases of the lifecycle of the corporatewear.
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Table A: Eco-labels awarded to textile related products

6 |Cerified Wikdlife Friendiy™

CERTIFIED

WILDLIFE
FRIENDLY

Muttiple environmental attribases for ane portion of hie products [Be cycle.

sco label whnat goss ths certfication cover year
eatablished
tessuto
2
. - i Lt il i v s Ie Gycle: envi FOET avoi > [
1 | a8 Bio Fiee s Mt.rhnl_e envionmental atiributes for ane portion of e product's [#e cycle: environmental large avaid NIZAJOUS SUDSIANCES i 1003
L] fiores and textie progucts
E-
S ANALTEE
= "
= ]
= £
= =
a H
- = o - . . Ciency Anas ; i i ; . :
2 |BASF Eco-Efficiency S tt'; International label for general products evakiated oy an Eco-Efficiency Analysis. Mulipie emironmental atifibutes sor the whoie of 2004
! the product's life cyoe: dysing techniques or fire content
focus not on finished produc testing but rather on all input streams — from raw materials, o chemical components, b FRSOURGES —
3 |Bluesgrstandand analyzed with a sophisticated “Input Stream Management process. Priof 10 production, every component is assessed, receves a 2000
raiing based on its ecotoxicological impact aiming to efminale potentally harmful subsiances before production begins.
The Carbon Reduction Label communicates the lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions oM goods & sevices.  Companies dsplaying
4 |Carbon Reduction Label the labed sign up %o a 'reduce it or lose it clause wherehy # ey fail i reduce the carbon footprint of the peoduct ower @ two year 2007
pericd they will have the label withdrawn by the Carbon Trust
5 |Cesified Humane Raised and Handled HUMANE Single envirenmental atirbutes for one portion of e products Ife cycle. 003
007
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N gar
sco Label y
what doss the certification cover pataniisned
‘ |
; Naturaiing: 5 —_— "'-{'Ii.“g | :I;.dn:nle envirznmantal attribates for e whale of the products e cycle: bio and organic: ie the texdle is onganically grown and fai 153
_natu’ S
bio cott?]
N ) CERTIFIED . . . L . . .

B |Cradie to Cradie Cerication demonsiate efforts in eco-inteligent design: a third-party sustainabifty label that requires achievement in mutiple areas: 2005

crodietocrodie

. . ) . N - L
3 |ecomsTTUT-Lane INSTITUT Muttiple Eﬂ'.ll...l'i'l'&"ll.ill :|1Frt utes for one p-:-m of.'.'m pmud. life Gycle: matiresses, bedding goods, furmiture and muiding -
products, which mest s¥iciest polutant and emission requirements
TESTED PRODUCT
1D @907 - 4711 - 123
=x 1 P

& .
10 |Ecalogo | Emirenmental Choice E i L =Y Muttiple envirsnmental atifibutes for e whole of the products e cycle. 1955

cologo.

——— Multiple envisznmantal attribates for fie whale of the products e cycle: oradie-to-grave approach, Le. from raw material exdraction,

11 |Ecomaric india o — 1891
12 |Ecoproof Multiple envirznmantal attribates for fe whale of the products e cycle. 1954
13 |Environmental Chaice New Zealand Multiple environmential aiifbates for he whole of the products ife cycle. 1990
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S year
eco labal what doea the certification cower N
satablizhed
14 Ez':_lm“m”crem"""':r“'f Froduct Caech Multigle environmantal attribaies for e whole of the products e oy, 1994
« € aim is 1o promote Te reduction of water pollution related 1o the key processes throughout the 1extile manufacturing chain, induding 1099 (2002 for
15 |EL Flower \\ - fiore production, spinning, weaving, knitting, bieaching, dy=ing and finisning. Tne critenia are set a1 levels thal promole the Labeling TE.Ix-1J|e-=
- of textile products which have a lower emdronmental impact !
the mark audits for the emironmental atinibutes far one portion of the products life cytle. The Fartrade Mark i an independent
% Fairrade Laballing Ausiralia & New consumer Label which appears on products as an independent guaranies that disatvaniaged producers in the developing wond are P
Zealand (FLANZ) getting a oetter deal. For a product 1o display the Faiirade Mark it must meet imemational Fainrade standards. These standands ane -
FAIRTRADE 521 by the intemational certification body Fairvade Labeling Crganisations Inkematonal (FLO).
17 |FairiWenung Single envieznmental atributes for one podion of Tie product's B8 cycle: fair collection and marketing of second-nand clathes. 1984
18 |Gkooal Ceganic Texdle Sandard Is developing an international texdle standard for organically grown lexile matenials: erganic kexile processing standard 2008
18 [Gresn Mark promohe T CONCEpt of recycling, poilution reduiction and Resource consenation. 1992
T A LT R TR
CE =
B3 H
£ B
5 i
[ EQ - i pang) a i [Raarerie oF morpes 8 =i i =% =
e B E E Enn.:r-;es ervironmental fendliness through the entire lle-cyde of carpet from production 1o instaliafon and from usage o -
E - E‘jl B E recycing.
=t |gens| %
[y L ] Tg
E S | &
R S S I
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eco Labal what dosa the cerfification cover aalz!:rm
@%g"!ﬁ"m Multiglz envisonmental atiribates for ane portion of Se products [ crcle: Recommends products and senvices Soussd on chilien
) ; Y HILD ultiple envie es for ang e products life cycle: Recomm uc SENices on chi
21 |Heaitry Chisg Healiy Workd R o and amily environmentsl heaith and non-tooic Eestyle sokuions. ==
healthy
Hungarian Ecolabel ! Kamyszetbarat ) . )
22 T . 'l.-'év:ljag,' Multiple environmental atiributes for hie whole of the product's e oyole. 1993
Fair trade) emvironmental atiributes sor one portion of the product's ife cycle: The STEP label is awanded 10 handmade carpets that
23 |Lab=l STEP are produced according 1o fair Fade standands, including enswring fair condifions of production; paying fair prices o ensure fair 1985
'wages; fighting abusive child labouwr; promeding ecolgically viable production methods; and authosising independent verification.
Fair trade) emvironmental atiributes sor one portion of the product's ife cycle: The STEP label is awanded 10 handmade carpets that
24 Max Havelaar Belgium are produced according o fair rade standards, including enswring fair condiions of production; paying fair prices o ensure fair 15389
'wages; fighting abusive child labouwr; peomeding ecologically viable production methods; and authosising independent varification.
FAIRTRADE
MAAX HAWVELAAR
Multiple environmental atirbutes for fie whale of the product?s e cyole: Guaramiess that no substance likely to cause allengies or
25 |Migras ECO imitagion, or 1o be harmful i e envinnment has been wsed Mrcughout e manufactunng chain. Also afiests 1o environmental 1955
ENG G_E_ ENT preseevation and worksonce healh and safety.
migros.ch
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oco label it year
what doea the certification cover satabiished
26 [NATURTEXTIL Multiple environmental atiribates for one portion of hie product's lie cycle 005
™ Gl AT st
Multiple envirgnmantal attribates for e whole of the products e cycle. This standard for carpet indudes a RANg syslem Wit
a7 NSF-140-2007 Sustainable Canpet established performance requirements and quantifiasle metrics threughout the supply chain for; puliic health and envircnment; 005
" | Assessment Standara energy and enengy =Siciency; bio-based, recycled content materials; environmentally preserabie malenals; manufacturing; and
reclamation and end-cs-ife management.
28 |oE1m0 Multiple envirpnmantal atiribates £ one portion of Mg products e cycle. Canifies products made wim 100% organic fioer Mathave| 2008 jfirst
been yacked heough the peoduction chain 3nd segragated 10 prevent commingling with omer Spers. VErSian 2004)
29 |Oeko-Tex Standard 100 INTE & that T product has been lesied sor harmesul substances 1952
Tagted fior harmiful
GOierdreg o Oete-lex Sencord 100
Tesh M. CO0O0000  instibule
CONFIDEMNCE " N . ; ; ” -
30 |oeinT el b To compiement e produci-relaled Dedn-Tex Standard 100, the Deko-Tex Sandard 1000 is a testing, audiing and certifcation -
B Stangara 1000 IN TEXTILE system for environmentaly-#endly production sites theoughout the textiie peocessing chain 195
Eco-friandly factory ¥ F = e IEHIIE pracessing chain.
et bt Oy Tea Slaniad S
P DO [LETIE
LAY
:',c_:-mrl-:wﬁ'-ﬁ'
pd : 2 - . . i N . . _—
31 |oeko-Tex Sangzrd 100pis I TERTILES ‘g Deko-Tax SEngar 100phs i 3 proguct el m-.rurgtexﬂgmg ciathing manufacturess with T opportunity to highiight e 1855
Tested for harmiul subsorcss human-ecological aptimisation of their products as well a5 helr efiorts in production ecology 1o ConsUmers.
st thing 10 Caka Saa Slasllaicl 100
= Chmien=Ta Sfondond 1000
B AOOON0N Bt e
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&c0 Label what does the certification cover year
eatabiizhed
32 |CkoConwol A emissions, sustainabie biciogical raw materials) environmental attoules for one portion of the peoduct's life cyde 1594
ﬁ The purpase of organic certfication i %0 ensure that the agreed upan conventions of organic agncultural systems are bsing
33 |Oregan Tilth praciced nat only by growers, bt also by all the peopie who handie and process organic food, feed and fber on its joumey 1o the 1974
COMSUMES.
QRCGANIC
FARNIERS . . - _
34 |Organic Farmers & Growess Certication GROMERS Crgaric Fnr?wers & Growers 2ozl ingicates product mests UK Depanment sor Environment, Food and Rural Afars (Defr) —_—
regulations for arganic production and processing in the LK.
ey
g5 | RN kaupan edistamisyhaistys ry: Fair rade enwironmental attriouies: fair conditons of production; paying fair prices io ensure fair wages; fighling abusive child labour; -
Finlang promoting ecolagicaly viable produciion methads; and aumaenising independent verication.
FAIRTRADE
Hu
A
Warking %2 end ilegal child labour in the carpet industry and offer educational opportunities o childeen in Scum Asia. Rughark
36 |Rugmarnk rEn3omly inspects e oms of COmpanies Mat agree to mplay acuits only. Through independent cenication and ngorous 1994
m=pacions rugs are labelisd as child-labor-fres.
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#0012l what doea the carfification cover year
aatabiizhed
SMaRT Consensus Sustainable Product . .
ar N . M Muttiple envirenmental atifibates for fe whole of the products e cycle. i
Standars:
. . . . . . " 1973 (rexties
38 |Soil Association Omganic SEndard Multiple envirsnmental atiribates for one portion of Te products lie cyce. 2[:&3]
o e . — e ) ? o -
a5 |Trai creen Lagel Mt.ma.le envranmEntal attribies for Me whole of the ProducTs e cycle reduce envimnmental mpacts which may ocur duing —
manaciuring, utiization, consumplion and disposal of products
Made wit
) Fair Trade L ) )
40 (TransFair Canada . Other (Far Trade) environmental afiributes for one porion of the products e oycle. 1997
Certified
Cotton
CERTIFIE EQUITABLE
£ (Zque Multiple envirznmental attributes for one portion of Mg products lise cycle. 1005
42 |EHabel: Manway Multiple envirznmental atfributes for one portion of Me products liss cycle. 1955
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Table B: Eco-labels awarded to textile related products in detail
criteria
. . " . duration of . _— indicatzs
a0 labal verified by audit by Fwardaistandards compliant with cover | | review of critsria Type |, War il ant of
reycling
The certification body is ICEA (st H;T;E;T;'::mi:l;ﬁpg;mjr
—_— : a - halia
. ef 13 Centicazione Elica @ Ambiemak -
RIAE Bio Fibre E PR — A=sociation for Biclogic Agrcatturs) and 5 no
Enui_nrn'e-m:ll Certificason (Cenfrecot [Cenfro Tessile Colonisro &
b fon) Abbigiamenio — Canire for Cotion)
. . Presidential Green Chemisiry Challenge Award
thind party: Gesman Assocition for . .
BASF Eco-Efficiency Tem_l.m'lrs . o (T nang USA , BF, Wuppertal Instiute, Federation of 501 14040 - 14043 3 1 no
pection [TV} German Industries (BOI) Enviranmental Award
Blugsign systems deveioped by
Bluesign Technalogies, partnered oy . .
S al 10 principles of the UN
) 535 Group [Sociele Gendrale de . . .
Biluesign-siandan ! . Bluesign Technologies ag GLOSAL COMPACT in 2 no

Surveillance - certification, inspection,
DUiSOUPTING, fisk managemen, iesing
technical consuitancy, training)

wisin

Bth Fioor, 3 Clements Inn, London

PRS 2050, e Code of

Oither [Unger revision

— Uniied Kinggom, Tel: <24 &ood Pracice and the n 2008. Future
- 2I’|E -2 - . -
Carbon Reduction Labsl BOC 085 2005 email gaam. Tek The Caroon Trust and third party verifiers [t certify product caroon feosprint (Carton Label Company's 2 revizion Smetable not na
- o (Comparakility Rules and =21 Potentially every
cusiomercentreficarontnust co.uk ) .
secondary data. 2 years.)
e only animal weifare cerfifcation ceganization o A necessary
Caftified Humane Raisad | Other [HFAC staff or independant HFAC staff or independant inspeciors ;a " J:'.lhie 'e; - ‘?:ce . 150 Guide 65 ; PEMin Consistent .
N N R i L I & i N R 0
and Handled inspeciorns hired and wrained by HFAC) |hired and trined by HFAC - ™ accreditation. Wit research in the
! accreditation.
fiekd
Catified Wikdiife A WFEN evaluani=d cerified products i
= Widlife Frindly Enterpriss Network | NSF 140 certifcation 2 Ad Hoc na
Friendiy™ annually
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intemiational standard ISVEC 17025
2005,

e inlemational standard ISOAEC 17025-2005.

criteria
sc |absal varifiad by audit by awardaistandards compliant with :l':‘::"ﬁ::‘tl rewiew of criteria Type L llar i ﬂiﬁf
recycling
Analtysis of applicants questionnaires by
SGS5 or IMO and nisk assessment of the
emienrise Exi=mal condol. bie.inspecta
checks the farms, Extemial laboratonies . - .
and Coop's own Quality Assurance prize faf SSEINARIE pIOGUCIE - Lagacy faf e . 3 years.
. . ) h Future” Foundation of the InsStute for Applied |5 B00O, EU Reguiation -
Coop Naturaline: SAl - Socal Accountanility depanment 350 conduct contaminant Ecoior in Feibusg (Gemmany! in 2001, 2002 UN | 208791 for amanic surveilence -
Switzanand Intemations 19515 10 CHECK Compiiance wit the =Coiogy In FrEbu | Y] in 2001, 2 & audit evary 6
specified limits_Aim: SA 8000 cerfficate :I:": EITZIEI;:MME?'FL —— aman maonties
{the rst giooal thical SERAaN - 1o sngure| e e <o
enical sourdng and production of goods
and services). Use of boRe yam:
sustainabie organic cotion
S0 14001, IS0 9000,
Greenhouse Gas
wesification and Foresiry
Dr. Braungarts Intslligent Product Sysiem (IPS)  |certification services.
won Gemmany's prestigious Océ van der Grimien | Tiered system of awans:
. L award for sCiEnce in the senice of environmental | basic, silver, goid and
Cradle t» Crade se'-iff"::::::;m F'infr'm p— 8 Desian Cramisay |PTOESEEN ANd ST Hannover Principles” platinum. Also use ; — . ’
canication :p:l;é.:ﬂs :fsumimtﬂrf B cugn Braungan Design Chemistry adopted by the Wions Congress of e SABD00 5:m evary I years yes
riematonal Union of Architects [ULA) in 1993, and|Accountabilty
are frequently cited as 3 seminal expression of niemational), Fair Labor
sustainakility. Azsociation and WRAP
{Woridwide Responsitie
Apparel Production] for
social responisibility.
eco-insiiut testing laboratory is
officially regisiersd with e State . e
Accreditation Office Hannover iﬁ';";;f;i;g:rgﬁ;f;:ﬁfw“ SOAEC 17025-2005and | 2 years
o [Siaatiche Axkrediferungssiels . P . , =mission measurements | renswable,
eco-INSTITUT-Label |~ . eco-Institul |Staatiche AkiTeditienangssizlie Hannower). The . . every year na
Hamngver]. The testing lanoeatory kesting Iboratory RUFES the peiied crteria 35 pe n me test cnamoer autined every
fulfills the specifisd oritena a= per the accoeding o 540 16000 year
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criteria
. . . . duration of § _ indicatas
8c0 |abal verified by audit by awardalstandards compliant with review of criteria Type I, or il
COVEr |years) slement of
recycling
. sounding member of the Giobal
JEcoLogo f Environmental . "onaing | o 50 14024 standands sor
Choice Independent third party Ecolabelling Netwonk (GEN) as meeting eco-abeliing 1 year 3years Type | eco-label na
IS0 14024 stEndants for ecodabeting.
Consentisminonmental clearance
certiicate fom Me concemed Stake
Pailution Control Board.
Smial-scale indusines registration S| [Indian Standards
independent laboratory to verify certificate if the application i from a smal- nsiitie] mark of quality: 1 vear
standards of production comply with  |scale unit who desies o aval the S0 12000 sefies of reneni:ble o
Ecomark: India icence by Bureau of Indias Standans |concessional rate of marking fee for the standards: Emdronment | rrsar[er ]
under Product Certification Maks wrilt or e smalk-scale sector. This Management System ' i";'; i
Scheme certificate may be issusd either by the (EMS) Certification {151
cofice of the Development Commissoner, 50 14001).
Smal-scale Industies, of Industries
Departmend of the concemed State
BOWEMMENL
omer
[Cerification
sl stangams appy: | s & 90
Econoot TUV Rheiniand Sicherheit and TUV Rheintand Sicherheit and m -w-'r-neuw GPE;:'" as hokder "
i Umwettschutz GmibH Umweitschulz GmeH Cm'p:t;" h complies with .
- wilera, sutject
o requiar
reiew.)
Certification
lasts as lon;
. . 50 14024 standard for 9
Emvironmental Choice Emiranmental ChaiGe New Zeland, "Enviranmental labeis a5 nolager
= s Zealand applicant company's CEQ managed by Mew Zealand Ecolabeling  [member of Global Ecolabeliing Mebwori | GEN) -nd daciarations complies with 5 years na
Trust {he Tus]) Gaiding principles.” wilenia 'El.._:r;EGt
o requiar
TEViEW.
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[FLANZ)

Onganisations (FLO) Intemationa

ongaing review of Fairtrade standands for
production and rade. FLANZ reviews its
icenss agreements accordingly.)

standands and verfication systems 2 attsin a high
ievel of quality and 1o gain public credibility,
poltical recogrition and market success (ISEAL
2002). Code of Good Practics for Setfing Secial
and Envirenmentsl Standards

‘Socal and Emarcnmental
Slandards
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critaria
sC0 [abal verified by audit by awardsistandards compliant with durafion of review of criteria Typel, Wor mdicatsa
cover (years) slemant of
recycling
C5M IS0 14024 and the
Reguiaton (EC) No.
1880¢2000 o e
Emvironmentally Friendly | Independent thisd party: member of - " i Eurcpaan Parfament and -
b h Ewery 5 years by cwn organisation . Mo limit Type | no
Product Czech Repubic | Ghial Exoiaseling Netvork [GEN) Y S YA by cum org fthe Council on 3 P
Community 2co-label
award scheme, TThe
Flower®.
take info account Te
The award nomally lasts until e criteria mplementation of
e [Detween mrree and *ue-' Bars afier i
1ests can be in-house (s assessment f i1lar' are agreed]. Wnen fri1;r e management schemes
) T ilena are agreed). When crleria
ELl Fiower - rRqQUIres Vidence of Compiance win | e o e od - such as EMAS or 150 35 years 35 yEars no
S . revised, companies can renew the licence :
writenia) or through thind party . 1400, when assessing
by demansirating that he product snolicasons and
complies with T new critena. ppikasons
monitoring compliance
wilh the criteria
The Fairvade Labeling Crganizations Internatonal
(FLO] is 2 memiber of the ISEAL Aliance
Working owarnds a 5 year cycle, with (Internafonal Social and Environmental
. . surveilance augits in betkeen oy o pccrediciion and Lapeling Aliancey smedin | o
Faifade Laeling | - Foirirade Labeslin ndependent third party. Faitrade 1995 by leading intemational social and oo Pracice for Sef
Australia & New Zealand - g Labelling Crganisation [FLO) maintains  [emvinonmenial systems to suppon membsrs - - " Mo limit na

For Defra

Page 60



© Centre for Remanufacturing & Reuse March2009
criteria
- . . . duration of § _— indicatas
Bcl [abal verified by audit by awardaistandands compdiant with review of eriteria Type I, War M
COVET |years) slament of
recycling
(Compiiance to rules and established criteria that
are binding for all member organisations and is
manitsred by FarWenung and independent
chartered accountants. commertcial opemions are
nwoived in a non-peofit organisation’s activides, a
minimum set of ethical standands have fo be mel.  (govemment palicies: -
ARYONE WO B3MS Maney by collecing (and Recyding and Wasie ':}nsi.nr-t
o Network ceganisation that verifiesme | _— selling) used Coines - even if the proceeds are [Management Act (Kl |/ S0 | acconding fo the '
aineng compliance AInEALNg and third party accoumiants wsad for chanty — is responsible for what happens [ADFG) and Wasie fg%r'z;nni; goWErNMEnTs policies bpe yes
2% to Tiese goods. Compliance with fax Shipment Regulation B scsvities
reguiations and environmental legisiation, customs |[[VVA). A
prowisions and import restrictions, and — very
mipartantty — Fansparent and truthful pulsiic
relations work are the essential standards to which
e signalories of Fairienung have piedged
Temselves..
Intematiznal Working Group |
miemanonal Asscciation Kalral 2 numBer of 150 standards depending on the part || e S0 55, and any .
Texdle Industry VN, Gemarty, Tie Sail - . . . one of: ANSI 24001 Mo limit
. |Association, Uk, Drganic Trade )  |Pfprocess examining bl i gensral: CeRACIBAN | oo 1101441 constant
Ghobal gk Tente | e e Crganic annually by 3 number of certéfying bodies oy Cenication Bodes, acredied acconaing . (Lo S S rrcTni-.on'n o n
Standard ; : pan Srganic based around USA, UK and Eurape S0 55 including texdtie certidcation and, in o e g
Cofion Assodation) gaod in unily fie L - . 2001/S8/EEC or GHS TE Memoers
. A . addition, appeoval by the Imemational Working [ N .
anganic cofion labets, initial meeing in 2eoup 2 canc of 2 contract with it {Global Harmenised scivities
2002, published agreed labelling SFOUP 3nd CONCRSIon of 3 conract iih i Sy=tem)
system in 2008.
EDF: Green Mark Specication -
- Standard is developed and analyzed  [ewery 2 years by Green Mark Auditing based on IS0 9000 service quality contral and 150 50 3000 zenice l:J;]It‘_.'
Green Mark . - A comtrod and 150 14024 2 years
by the insfiute of Environment and  (Baoand 14024 specification )
spedfication
Resource
naspendent festing houses: TF
GUT GUT Germany, 371, Ausiiia and Cemlexbel,  [oased on tesing houses specications Every year VER
Beigium
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critaria
. . . . auration of ) Lo indicatas
aco label verified by audit by awardaiztandards compliant with review of criteria Type I, Waor 1l
COVE |years) slement of
recycling
Final appeowal is based on products hoiding USDA
(Oganic, Scientific Certification Systems (SCS5),
Geeen Seal, GeeenGuand Ervironmental, Forest
Healhy Child Healtry | Both Healthy Child Heafiny World and |reviewed every year using fird-panty Siewardship Coundl [F3C), Cradle o Cradle — -
W thind party, d=pending on the malenal |certfcation seals of logas Leadership in Enengy and Envircnmental Design yEE -
(LEED), or JPMA cerifications. O, by
manufacturer providing afidavit guaramizeing
emironmental atnbuies.
Hungarian Ecolabel / | Minisaer of Emironmental Protection Random pefiods by Gur CWn orqanisatan crienia set by the assessment bodies and oy
Kirnyezetbardl Temmés |and Trade with vasous specialists and - mr:: 'Eu;t ! 3 ' |comapring with cther international standards set 3years o
Vadjegy Humgarian Ece-iabelling Ceganisation & ¥ sar e products.
Max Havelaar Foundation, memier of
the Fair Trade Labeling Organisation  |Cerfication Lasts as long as holder
Lakel STER Internaticnal, comgiies with ha complies with criteria, subjectis regular  |member of Fairrade Labeling Oeganisation Mo limit o
standards set by them for woning and |review.
environment
Max Havelaar Foundation, memier of
the Fair Trade Labeling Organisaion  |Cerification lasts as long as holder . .
T L . ng e " lena member of Fairrade Labeling Organisation: FLO- -
Max Havelaar: Belgium |Intemational, compiies with he complies with criteria, subject o regular . - Ma limit ]
. (CERT Gmbh and IS0 &5 (small scale farming)
standards set by them for woning and |review. ’
environment
Migros audit with cerification lasting as
long as holder complies with crienia, critenia set by the assessment bodies and oy
Migros ECO Migros Laboratones. subject to reguiar review. Uses sk comapring with other international standards set Mo limit I o
orientated Business Social Compliance  [for Me products.
ritiative [B5C1)
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criteria
#co label verified by zudit by awardsistandards compdiant with durdtion of | ofcritsria | Typslmorm | Mdicatsa
COver (years) slement of
recycling
Independent third party: wa leveis: VN
Certified BEST if products have
maximum stEandand curmenty Mo limit:
MATURTENTL :;f;:ﬁ:";:r:_:;ﬂ;ﬁxm j.-_\l quality aoels is regulated in the IV jl:l.l-.l'.' a:,credned or.i'cmt'mnl',- TeCognized rrcl::;cm;tu-' "
technicaly superice natural testiles of a [~ 1100 o8- (according 1o 150 65 certifer T mEmbers
high ecological texdile standand with acthities
minimum 70% cestified arganic and
0% nabural fibres.
NSF: accredited by ANSI [American
National Standards Instiule), IAS
[memational Accreditation Service | Sustainable Carpet Assessment Standand
ang OSHA [Ocoupational Safety and NSFIANSI 140 was designed by indusiry group to Mo limit
MSF-140-2007 Heaith Administration ) inthe US and  |MSF: early researcher in enviconment estabish a sysiem with varying levels of constant
Sustainatie Carpet  |the Standands Council of Canada management sysiems [EMS) and nelped  |cedtification 1o define sustinabie carpet maniarning of na
Assessment Siandard  ([SCC) in Canada. These accreditaions |io wibe the 150 14000 series. Developed fo meed critenia set by 150 14001, 150 TE Memoers
attest to the compstency of sendces 9000 and Greenhouse Gas verfication and acthities
provided by MSF and compliance with Forestry cerification services.
established national and imemational
standards far hire-party cefification.
use he following accreditation standards: IFCAM,
MOP, US Department of Agriculture, EL) 208291 1 year plus
. L - unannounced
E-1m Inaependent I party 2rganic Exmange nip:ivewropa L. intieurieRien/conslegimaini1991/en visits by "
_1091R2052_jndex html auditors
1.4 Accepted Crganic SEndards
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ac0 label

verified by

audit by

awarda/slandands

compliant with

duration of
COVE |years)

review of critenia

Typa |, Wor il

critaria
indicates
slemeant of
recycling

Deko-Tex Standard 100

Independent third party

PEnEwed arnually with random pendods of
review by an independent thind party.

A tested textile product is allocated 1o one of the
four Creln-Tex product classes based on its
niended use. The mone imensiely a product
Comes ino contact with Te skin, Me sincier the
numan ecological requiremants it must fulfil. Oeko
Tex Standard 100 is found on milizns of products
arund the wand in (aimast) all reail segments
(based on moee than 65,000 ceificates issued o
dale]).

1 year

Oigioo-Tex Standand 1000

Independent third party

EWEry year for first 3 years, followed by 1.5
'wears by an independent Tied party.

(Cross-sechoral envirnmentsl management
sysEms such as 150 14000 or the European
Unign's EMAS system are recogrised when
awarding cerification under the Ceko-Tax®
Standard 1000 and form an ideal basis for this.
The same appiies to quality assurance systems
akeady in place using in-house memods o 150
2000, Companies wit several production sies
must have their various sites checied individually.

3 years

Oede-Tex Standard
100phus

Independent thind party

Every year for first 3 years, followed by 1.5
'years by an independent hied party.

as above

1yzar

GkoCantr

Indegendent third party

1yzar

Oregon Tilh

IngEgEndent thirg party

tind pany and Oregan Tith

Az an acoredited cesifier, Oregon Tith certifies 1o
e USDA National Organic Program {NOF)
standands. The MOP provioss 3 sysiem hat
combines s¥ict producion sandards, on-sie
nspections, and legally binding condracts 1o peotec
e producers and buyers of organic products. The
(OTCO fiber program cerifies 1o the Global Onganic)
Textile Standard (S0TS), which is gedicasa
specifically for Fiber & Texdle Handiing and
production.

1y2ar
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criteria
aca label verifiad by audit by awardatstandards compliant with duration of review of criteria Typa I, 1or i1l mdicates
COvEr |years) elemant of
recycling
The Reguiation 2092191 regures that all approved
cedtification bodies inspecing and cerdfying
rgamic products must operats to ENAS011 orits
niemational equivaient 15065, This Ewropsan
Morm or International Standand has established 1 year and atso
Az 3 Defra-approved certification body Criteria for Bodies Operating Product Camification’ annusal
Ovganic Farmers & | thind party (De#a and United Kingddom|OF&G has established its own Onganic  |and speciies e procedures by which they must inspeciion and -
Growers Certifcation | Accreditation Services) Assurance Scheme and is able to inspect |operate. spotar .
and cernify unannounced
(OF& is fully acoredited with the Unied Kingdom inspections
Accreditation Senvice (UKAS) 0 EN43011 and is
@udited annually by bof UKAS and Deda 1o
condirm equivalence with the standand and the
arganic regulations.
3 years and
reviewad
Reiun k@upan o . II"‘..-l.-g‘lbﬂl'.Sk
edistmisyhdistys ry: | Indepandent third party ndepandent third party ?mw of Fairace Labeling Deganisatins malrx, audi no
Finkand (FLO) Infemational every 13
s by an
indep=ndent
ird party.
No limit
carpet looms are monioned reguiarty by constant
Rugmark Independent thind party nSpectors trained and supenised oy L0 working practices manianing of na
Rughiark. e member's
acthites
. . . " 150 compiiant Lise Cycle Assessment |LCA) o Nolmi:
SMaRT Consensus - |Accredited oy The American Mational | Audiing is condusted by Emstaoung | L canstant
Sustainable Product | Standards Institute (ANST) Global Sustinability Auditing Group And |7 . I lioria it manaoring of VES
Standands: Redsione Gicbal Auditing ;e"?_s (Criteria covesed | the Califormia Platmum e member's
eniication) o
! sCivities
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criteria
. . . . duration of § . indicatas
&cD [abel verified by Fudit by awards/zlandards compliant with review of criteria Type L Wor il
COVET |years) slement of
recycling
Soil Associion Organic | _ L e Every year Soil Association Soil Assodaton ceffificate: UKS. GOTS and ILO 115 years -
Standan compliance
3 years for ceification re-assessment and
Thai Green Label Traiiand Emvironmental Instiute review OF criteria by Thaiand membsr of Global Ecolabeling Network (GEN) 2-3 years 2 na
Ervironmental Instifute
. . 1 year
Fairrade Labeling Orgarizations Inbematona -;:rsee=
(FLO), estabiished in 1997, is an umarelia '}Lct;le'
. § . amganization hat unites 20 Labeling Inidatves in B
TransFair Canada | TransFai Canada TransFair Canada 3 . g infes quarterty and Every year ]
21 couniries, and Producer Metwons representing -
Fair Trade Cetified Producer Ceganizations in N o
Central and South Amenica, Afica and Asia. r JSE
g
o by AsureQiuality, an intemationally accredited with the Joint Acoreditation System of (150 Guide 65 and 150 I R
Zque Indep2ndent third party recOgised assurance organisation Australia and Mew Zealand (JAS-AME). 2001 constant monfioning 2
The inspeciion services are based on .
: PAwarding of the standards ensure that farms and
an agreement with the Nonwegian < farms, peocessing and marketing enterprizes. 5 years [or
2rlanet: Noraay Food Safety Aumority, and the Deioo i . . . o until revaked na
regquistion is based on the EU counil mparters and others fllow the regulations for by Desic)

requiation 209291

onganic production.

For Defra

Page 66



