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INDA 13 13 Ge

The IWSFG implies that these documents may  be 
used f or standards dev elopment.  While they  may  
most certainly  be considered in a standards 
process, using them in and of  themselv es f or 
dev elopment of  a standard is presumptuous in light 
of  lack of  multi-stakeholder agreement.  INDA, 
EDANA, and other industry  representativ es would 
be willing to be part of  any  standards process to 
discuss mov ing f orward with a globally  accepted 
set of  test methods and pass/f ail criteria (by  

Suggest rewriting sentence to say :

 “Such purposes include use in a 
multi-stakeholder dev elopment of  
guidelines or standards.”

The IWSFG is well within their 
rights to dev elop guidelines as they  
see f it.

IWSFG Template for reviewer comments and 
IWSFG secretariat observation

1 Te=Technical,  Ge=General,  Ed=Editorial
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The statement made in this paragraph is 
misleading.  The IWSFG takes unacceptable 
liberties in describing who actually  has dev eloped 
the criteria in this draf t specif ication.

First and f oremost, the criteria discussed in this 
draf t hav e been collected by  a relativ ely  small 
group of  global wastewater “experts”, including only  
six v oting members none of  whom are f rom the UK 
and only  one f rom Europe.  With no line of  sight to 
indiv idual members participating f rom each country  
along with background and credentials, there is no 
v alidation of  “expertise”.  Use of  terms like 
“worldwide coalition” and “global consensus” should 
be struck.

In addition, three of  the f iv e “critical 
characteristics” described in section 6.2 are pulled 
v erbatim (with one minor alteration) f rom INDA and 
EDANA’s 3rd ed. Guidelines f or Assessing 
Flushability  of  Disposable Nonwov en Products (as 
ref erenced within this draf t). In addition, the test 
method used in PAS 3 is sourced f rom GD3 (with 
parameter and pass/f ail changes).  In essence, 
adoption of  this methodology  points to the f act that 
INDA and EDANA members (along with wastewater 
representativ es who hav e been inv olv ed ov er the 
y ears with these guidelines) are the true “experts” in 
dev eloping guidelines such as these.

The proposed change is to rewrite 
the f oreward using the f ollowing 
messaging:

1) The current makeup of  the 
IWSFG members who worked on 
this document, including the 
background credentials of  each and 
the process used to gain a “global 
consensus”.

2) Acknowledgement that the 
majority  of  this document is due to 
the long-standing work of  industry  
experts working with wastewater 
representativ es ov er the y ears,
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As discussed in the Main Document f rom Draf t 1, 
this language is unacceptable.  Although the 
comment was “Not accepted” in the f irst draf t, 
there was no reasoning behind the decision.  In light 
of  lack of  an explanation, it needs to be brought up 
again.

This statement is presumptuous. The IWSFG 
implies that not adhering to this standard precludes 
the possibility  of  being socially  responsible or 
env ironmentally  sustainable. The IWSFG has 
neither the expertise nor the authority  to def ine 
what is meant by  “socially  responsible” and 
“env ironmentally sustainable” At best this can be

Remov e statement or reword to 
ref lect this is an opinion of  the 
IWSFG.

INDA Section 1 Ge

There are numerous discussions within the 
introduction that are broad or nebulous.  The 
authors hav e written the introduction as if  the 
reader understands all aspects of  a wastewater 
sy stem.

We suggest including some general 
ref erences f or the reader on the 
basics of  the wastewater sy stem.  
The EPA has some nice documents 
that could be ref erenced.
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To the best of  our knowledge, the IWSFG hav e 
done no studies to look directly  at causes of  
clogging and plugging in wastewater inf rastructure.  
In f act, the only  sy stematic study  that we are 
aware of  to look at clogs (Water UK study  2017) 
points to a wide v ariety  of  issues.  Many  of  the 
issues identif ied in the UK study  are not mentioned 
in y our draf t.  In addition, ev en when clogs were 
discov ered it appeared dif f icult in all cases to 
assign a cause.  Here is an excerpt (f rom the 
Conclusions section in the Executiv e Summary  of  
the report): 

5) The analysis of features associated with 
blockage locations, for which sufficient data 
was provided, showed a wide variability in the 
reason for the blockage having formed:
� 11 were the result of features which are 
integral to drain and sewer system design in 
the UK, such as interceptor traps, backdrops, 
90◦ bends etc.
� 4 were the result of other unavoidable debris 
entering the pipe (gravel/deposits) and a sewer 
defect that was in need of repair.
� 6 were due to inappropriate disposal 
practice; the flushing of a dishcloth, a curtain 
and at 4 sites, excessive volumes of wipes.
� 3 were at locations where, despite adequate 
information being returned from site, there was 
no obvious cause.
� 3 of the 7 pump clogs recovered were caused

In describing issues in the 
sy stems, it behoov es the IWSFG 
to describe a holistic assessment 
of  what, in f act, is actually  
happening.

If  the IWSFG wants to portray  
themselv es as experts in 
wastewater, it is critical to do more 
than express opinions and 
conjecture as f acts in these 
documents.
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In the context of  these lines, mention of  
“chemicals” is outside of  the scope of  the IWSFG.  
In addition, “harmf ul to the env ironment” is a broad 
statement that stray s into areas bey ond the 
purv iew of  the IWSFG.  The language in this 
section simply  needs to state that the IWSFG 
specif ication is aimed at phy sical compatibility  with 
wastewater inf rastructure.

For example, various flushed 
products may comprise 
materials and chemicals that can 
be harmful to the environment; 
hence, such products should 
not be identified as “flushable” . 
The goal of the IWSFG is not to 
ban the production and/or use 
of these products, but  to 
encourage manufacturers to 
clearly and prominently identify 
those products that do not meet 
the established IWSFG 
specifications as not being 
“flushable” and to encourage 
users to dispose of such 
products after use in a more 

INDA 89 99

As in a prev ious comment, citation of  the 2017 
Water UK study  is warranted here.  Any  other 
inf ormation that can be cited that details the size or 
nature of  the problem would be benef icial.

The IWSFG goes out of  its way  to cite literature 
rev iews discussing plastics in the marine 
env ironment (an area well out of  the expertise of  its 
members), but f ails to cite any  ref erences that 
support statements in areas more germaine to this 

Cite inf ormation that is pertinent to 
these statements.
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To the best of  our knowledge there hav e been no 
studies which point to “disintegrates or breaks into 
small f ragments” as a criteria f or compatibility .  
Again, this is conjecture on the part of  the IWSFG.  
There are a continuum of  material properties in 
items that are f lushed.  Materials may  disintegrate 
or not and still be weak, while other materials 
remain strong throughout sy stem trav el.  In many  
instances of  root intrusion or other imperf ections in 
sy stems, ev en toilet paper causes clogs.

For material disposed through a 
toilet,  the IWSFG believes the 
key criterion is that it 
disintegrates or breaks into 
small fragments that therefore 
don’t ‘snag’, ‘rope’ or block up 
screens or grills.

INDA 104 106 Te
Fats oils and grease hav e no bearing on discussion 
in this document.  These materials, as y ou hav e 
stated, are managed elsewhere.

Remov e these lines.

INDA 107 113 Te

The discussion in this paragraph is f ocused mainly  
on chemical biodegradation – which may  be 
misinterpreted by  the ill-inf ormed reader.  The key  
concept in the entire paragraph related to this draf t 
is the last sentence regarding settling.

See proposed change f or next 
comment.

INDA 107 131 Ge

The content of  these sections is, f or the most part, 
out of  context f or the document in general.  Since 
the only  “critical characteristics” described in 6.2 
that deals with biologic activ ity  is anaerobic 
biodisintegration, it would be adv antageous and less 
conf using to f ocus on that in this discussion.  Use 
of  the term “biodegradability ” is dangerous since it 
has so many  def initions and is part of  the FTC 
Green Claim language.

Rewrite 107 – 131.
Focus on the biological processes 
that the specif ication f ocuses on.  
Leav e out those areas, such as 
processing chemicals in the liquid 
stream, that are not cov ered in the 
scope of  this document.
Again, as stated prev iously , a 
f ootnote to a general ref erence is 
warranted.
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The continued use of  terms like “negativ e 
env ironmental impact” is unacceptable in this 
document.  These specif ications are not aimed at 
env ironmental impacts but are aimed at 
compatibility  with wastewater inf rastructure. The 
EPA through the CWA (Clean Water Act) continues 
to be responsible f or determining impacts to the 
env ironment and mechanisms to av oid them.  
There are MANY more “env ironmental” ev ents in 
wastewater sy stems f rom weather related issues 
than f rom clogs.  (You can ref erence the state of  
NY’s summary  of  SSO’s and CSO’s to see the 
truth in that statement - 
https://www.dec.ny .gov /chemical/90321.html.)  The 
continued sensationalistic positioning of  the IWSFG 
narrativ e is diluting the real ef f ort that is necessary

Remov e statements in these 
documents that ref erence concepts 
linking “env ironmental impacts” to 
these specif ications.

INDA 143 143 Te

To the best of  our knowledge, distributors of  retail 
products do not make the determination of  whether 
or not a product is considered f lushable.  Retailers, 
brand owners, priv ate label owners – these are 
groups responsible f or requesting f rom a brand 
manuf acturer or priv ate label manuf acturer a 
product that is acceptable f or being marketed as 

A manufacturer or distributor 
may wish to identify as being 
flushable.
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Remov ing toilet paper f rom the scope of  these 
specif ications is acceptable.  Howev er, ref erring to 
the f act that ISO is working on a “standard” and 
until it is done toilet paper is within scope is 
unacceptable.  If  the ISO working group f elt that 
this specif ication was acceptable f or toilet paper, 
they  wouldn’t be dev eloping a new one.  In addition, 
it is my  understanding that the ISO WG is only  
dev eloping a test method – dev elopment of  
pass/f ail criteria is not in their purv iew.

Toilet paper is out of scope in 
of this document. because it is 
intended to be covered by a 
separate paper manufacturing 
standard being developed by 
the International Standards 
Organization working group 
ISO TC6 SC2 WG27. However, in 
the absence of an international 
standard on toilet paper 
disintegration, the IWSFG 
suggests that toilet paper could 
be assessed against the IWSFG 
PAS documents.

INDA 172 177 Te

Although the IWSFG has positioned this 
specif ication as protectiv e of  inf rastructure, there 
are two v ery  important pathway s missing f rom the 
list of  critical criteria.  The f irst is pump 
perf ormance – both household and municipal.  
Since pump clogs are considered a primary  cause 
of  problems, hav ing a pump test is necessary .  In 
addition, a household pump is a smaller pump and 
is located v ery  close to the toilet.  The second 
missing pathway  is related to biodisintegration.  The 
method described in this draf t is only  f or anaerobic 
biodisintegration.  For some reason that is not 
clear, mov ing f rom draf t 1 to draf t 2, the IWSFG 
remov ed aerobic biodisintegration f rom the 
methodology Aerobic perf ormance is just as

Adopt FG503, FG505 
(biodisintegration) and FG507 f rom 
the INDA/EDANA guidance 
document (3rd ed.).



Document reviewed: PAS 1
Due date:20

Initial

Starting 
Line

Number
(e.g. 17)

Ending 
Line 

Number
(e.g. 23)

Clause/
Subclause
(e.g. 3.1)

Type of 
comment¹ Comments Proposed change

Observation of 
the secretariat

IWSFG Template for reviewer comments and 
IWSFG secretariat observation

1 Te=Technical,  Ge=General,  Ed=Editorial

INDA 178 179 Te

The language within this specif ication related to 
meeting critical criteria is nebulous.  If  the purpose 
of  this document is to def ine what can and what 
can’t be f lushed – then stating that a product 
“should” meet the criteria implies that it’s OK if  it 
doesn’t.

The language within the INDA/EDANA 3rd edition 
guidance document is v ery  clear – if  y ou don’t 
meet the sev en test methods, y ou cannot make a 
claim of  f lushability .

The language in this document must be clarif ied to 
indicate a product MUST meet the critical 
characteristics to carry  a f lushable label.  If  a 
requirement is mandatory  in the ey es of  the 
IWSFG it MUST pass if a requirement is

Change “should” to “must.

INDA 183 183 Te See line 178. Change “should” to “must.

INDA 184 Table Te

Essentially that no plunger should be required 
to address blockages.

First the word “essentially ” is not v ery  clear.  
Second, since the INDA/EDANA FG501 method 
inv olv es the use of  simulated f ecal material, care 
should be taken to insure the pluggage requiring a 
plunger is actually  due to the product and not to the 
other materials used in the test.  Language to that 
ef f ect is in place in section 7.2.

Toilet and Drainline Clearance 
Test with a modification to the 
acceptance criteria as noted  in 
Section 7.2. Essentially that no 
plunger should be required to 
address blockages.
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It is unclear based on the discussion in this 
document how the IWSFG v iews the TAPPI 401 
f iber analy sis method.  Why  is the TAPPI method 
under Env ironmental and Health Protection, and 
how is it to be used ?

Clarif y  position in 7.1.  What is the 
requirement, how is the method to 
be used, what are the criteria ?

INDA 185 188 Te

A testing laboratory  can test to a “standard”, a 
“guideline”, or a “test method” prov ided by  a 
customer.  A testing laboratory  can be certif ied, or 
accredited, as described in lines 187 and 188.  
Howev er, f or a testing laboratory  to supply  a 
“conf ormity  assessment and certif ication” requires 
a f ormalized program to be initiated.  The job of  a 
testing lab outside of  a f ormalized certif ication 
program is to prov ide data.  It is up to the data 
requester to make the assessment.

It is acceptable to recommend to a user of  these 
specif ications that they  hav e 3rd party  test data as 
opposed to internal test data to af f irm they  meet 
the specif ication.

Conformity assessment and 
certification of flushable 
products is  Testing in reference 
to these specifications is 
recommended to be undertaken 
by third party laboratories 
processes, by organizations 
accredited to ISO/IEC 17025:2005 
General requirements for the 
competence of testing and 
calibration laboratories.

INDA 192 194 Te

The 2nd edition Code of  Practice f or labeling does 
not address how a “f lushable” product should be 
labeled.  The COP only  makes ref erence to labeling 
of  products that are determined to require a DNF 
(do not f lush) sy mbol.

Remov e 6.4.1
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This is an acceptable and necessary  position to be 
taken by  the IWSFG.  The language here is v ery  
similar to the language within the INDA/EDANA 3rd 

ed GD:  

GD3:
Before undertaking a Flushability Assessment, 
manufacturers are expected to have verified the
human and environmental safety of all 
components of their finished products and 
complied with all relevant legislation and 
regulations in bringing a product to market. In 
this way, not only wastewater infrastructure is 
protected, but also public health and the 
broader Environment.
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There are sev eral questions and issues that arise 
with the section on “plastic” f ibers.  Although the 
IWSFG has done a better job def ining what is 
meant by  plastic, it continues to cite the use of  the 
TAPPI method.  There were numerous issues 
brought up in the f irst draf t in ref erence to hav ing 
NO plastic f ibers and using this test method.  There 
are no discussions or ref erences in this text 
regarding the use of  the method – it simply  say s 
there “should” be no plastic f ibers present and 
ref erences the TAPPI method which is geared more 
toward the identif ication of  a v ariety  of  naturally  
occurring f ibers.

Sev eral of  the ref erences cited by  the IWSFG in 
support of  this position are f ocused on f ibers in the 
marine env ironment.  The science on the ef f ect 
and source of  these f ibers is still under 
inv estigation.  Numerous credible and ref erenced 
comments were made on this subject in the f irst 
draf t document – these were ignored by  the IWSFG 
as being irrelev ant.

Clearly , the f ocus of  the IWSFG should be to 
insure the f ibers present in “f lushable” products can 
biodegrade in the waste water treatment sy stem.  
FG506 and if adopted FG505 f rom the 3rd ed GD

Remov e 7.1.2

Adopt FG505 and rely  on 
perf ormance tests to identif y  
products that will not biodegrade in 
treatment sy stems.
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Remov ing the language f rom the f irst draf t that 
would ultimately  “ban” regenerated cellulose f rom 
wipes is correct based on the science and nature of  
regenerated cellulose.  There were numerous 
comments that ultimately  the IWSFG took to heart 
f orming the basis f or the second draf t.

This being the case, the language used in 7.1.3 is 
unnecessary  and conv ey s a sense that the IWSFG 
are the experts in this area.  Instead of  using 
language like this, wait to see if  the science paints 
a dif f erent picture than is known today , then make 
statements.

Remov e 7.1.3

The language in this paragraph is 
misleading and implies the IWSFG 
knows more about this subject than 
they  really  do.

INDA 234 242 Te

The language in y our 2nd draf t is dif f erent f rom the 
language used in FG504 f rom the INDA/EDANA 3rd 

ed GD.  FG504 states:

The average settling velocity for the articles 
that settle must exceed 0.1 cm/sec and at 
least 95% of the total articles tested must 
settle.  

At least 95% of the articles tested must not 
become sufficiently buoyant to rise more than 
30 cm from the bottom of the column within 24 
hours.

Change the language in 7.4 to 
ref lect the test method y ou are 
citing.


