

From: Emilien Gasc [mailto:EGa@beuc.eu] 
Sent: Friday, July 08, 2011 2:07 PM
To: TOTH Andras (ENER)
Subject: Position ANEC/BEUC lot 19-2
Bonjour Andras,

Notre position reste inchangée, donc le document envoyé la semaine dernière est toujours valable. Il y aurait bien quelques parties à réécrir/clarifier au vu des réponses que nous avons reçues lors du CF, mais je préfère les préciser directement dans cet email. Elles concernent uniquement le labelling, car pour Ecodesign soit nous n’avons pas d’avis définitif, soit (le plus souvent) les options et valeurs proposées sont toutes dans le domaine de l’acceptable pour nous.

1-  Only one version of the Energy Label should exist. The coexistence of “Full” VS “Simple” labels for lamps will not ensure comparability across products and would set a dangerous precedent for other product groups.

2-  Lamp classification should be based on the straightforward lumen/watt approach to ensure that inefficient CFLs do not rank in the same class as efficient CFLs. We consider that this issue should be a much bigger priority than the need to foster development of better incandescent lightbulbs which motivates the European Commission’s support of Option C. Our members’ tests have shown that the efficacy of CFLs put on the market can very from 45 lm/W to 70 lm/W. “Option C” put forward by the European Commission will not foster research and development in the CFLs’ market. As a result, it is likely that other parameters crucial in the eyes of consumers will not improve either (e.g. time to reach full light, lifetime).

3-  Pictograms used to inform consumers on functionality requirements should be standardized to ensure clarity and comparability of the information (e.g. lifetime, switching cycles, “fast start” ability). The situation today is not satisfactory, with several manufacturers’ own pictograms lacking clarity and with comparisons made difficult. Marketing and fears of “monotony in shops” should not prevail over clarity and comparability. Considering that these pictograms are on packages already, space is not an obstacle to standardization.

4-  Lamp efficacy should be mentioned on the Energy Label, especially if the methodology to classify lamps is not based on a lumen/watt approach.

5-  The information should be provided to consumers in clear terms. E.g., “mercury” should replace “Hg”.

6-  A reclassification of the Energy Label is preferable to the immediate addition of classes on top of A. Lower classes are today largely empty. Adding an A+ and A++ class at this stage already would not be future-proof and would mislead consumers in that A-rated lamps would be average at best. The “Buy A” message would again lose its once forceful impact.

7-  Luminaires: before a labelling scheme, the priority should be the phase-out of the least efficient models (indirect efficiency in the case of luminaires only able to accommodate inefficient lamps), to ensure consistency with the phase-out of incandescent lamps and to avoid extra costs and frustration for “locked-in” consumers in a few years’ time when they realize that no lamps can be found for their fairly recently-purchased luminaire.

Bon week-end,

Emilien

Emilien Gasc 
ANEC/BEUC Ecodesign Project Coordinator 
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