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DRAFT

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE ECODESIGN CONSULTATION FORUM

HELD ON 5 JULY 2011
Subject:
Possible Ecodesign implementing measure on directional lamps, LED lamps and halogen lighting converters under the Ecodesign Directive (2009/125/EC) and possible Energy Labelling measure on lamps under the Energy Labelling Directive (2010/30/EU)
Place:
Centre Albert Borschette (CCAB), rue Froissart 36, 1049, Brussels.

Chairman:
P. Hodson (ENER.C.3)
EC participants:
E. Cabau, A. Toth (ENER.C.3), D. Minotti (ENV.C.1),

EC experts:
P. Van Tichelen, L. Vanhooydonck (VITO) and R. Kemna, VHK.

List of participating organisations at the end.

Documents:
The Commission services (COM) presented Commission Staff Working Documents (2 draft regulations and 1 explanatory note) on ecodesign requirements for directional lamps and labelling requirements for lamps. The working documents were sent out one month before the meeting to the members of the Consultation Forum, and to the "Meetings of Commission / National Experts" functional mailbox of the European Parliament for information. The working documents were published on DG ENER’s ecodesign website, and were included in the Commission’s CIRCA system alongside the stakeholder comments received in writing before and after the Consultation Forum meeting.

Meeting notes:
The meeting started with a presentation of the key issues in the Working Documents. It was also announced that the Commission had the intention to hold in early autumn a meeting of a technical subgroup (TSG) of the Ecodesign Consultation Forum, in order to discuss details of the draft regulations that are too technical for discussion with the entire Forum. All interested Forum members could join the subgroup.

The following comments were raised during the ensuing discussions.
Questions common to the two working documents

Scope

ELC/CELMA (European Lamp Companies Federation / Federation of National Manufacturers Associations for Luminaires and Electrotechnical Components for Luminaires) want to limit the scope to ‘household’ directional lamps (DLS) only, as there may not be enough evidence about the impact on professional products in the preparatory study. The Professional Lighting Designers' Association (PLDA) agree, professional lamps have characteristics that are much needed, they should not be regulated together with household lamps.
DE, NL, UK support the broader scope (incl. professional). ELC/CELMA, AT and the European Environmental Citizens' Organisation for Standardisation (ECOS): professional lamps could also be addressed in another regulation if needed.

The Commission services (COM) refer to a follow-up study by the European Council for an Energy Efficient Economy (ECEEE), the Swedish Energy Agency (SEA) and the UK Department for the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA), which says professional lamps were well covered in the preparatory study. COM want to go ahead with single measure, but the issue can be further discussed in the technical subgroup (TSG) meeting to see if there is any concrete problem with that.

Definitions
COM ask for views on the principles underlying the draft definitions. COM would like to keep the definitions as simple as needed for the EU legislation.

The European Committee for Standardisation (CEN), PLDA, ELC/CELMA stress the need to follow ongoing international and European standardization work (CEN TC 169, EN 12665, Mandate M 485) in definitions, for consistency and for avoiding confusion.
Working document on the Labelling regulation

Calculation of label classes and setting class limits
COM ask for views on the principles underlying the establishment of class limits, e.g. whether they should be drawn to reward the same technologies in the DLS label as in the existing non-directional lamps (NDLS) label.
PLDA stress that the DLS label and the minimum energy efficiency requirements should be technology-neutral (no separate requirement on halogens). COM: in Regulation 244/2009 there were already technology specific functionality requirements. The proposed efficiency requirement would be tougher on LEDs than on halogens, in order to keep the latter available, which should be in line with the PLDA position.

AT: not sure if it makes sense to distinguish filament lamps in separate classes, as they are only a few lm/W away from each other.

DE: does the consumer really not make choices between DLS and non-directional lamps in the shop? According to their data, there is no clear border between technologies, it is not possible to set limits based on them, and anyway, what benefit would it have? 

The European Consumers’ Organisation's (BEUC) priority is to foster development in the compact fluorescent lamp (CFL) market, not in the filament lamp market, which is the past. We should make distinctions - for the NDLS label - between 45 and 70 lm/W CFLs (range found in tests). 

DK fear negative consequences in moving away from existing scheme. We should stay with existing classification with ‘A’ and below and use the new calculation method for the new classes (A+, A++ etc.).

NL: we should have technology neutral objectives, not class limits protecting particular technologies. But we should also watch out that classes are populated and make sense from a consumer perspective.

ECEEE: the label should differ from one cap type (e.g. E27, G9) to the other, as that is the basis of choice for consumers. Otherwise, it should be technology neutral.

ECOS, International Network for Sustainable Energy (INFORSE) would like to rescale A-G in order to avoid “plusses” (A+, A++) and to have more space to expand. Energy labelling of lamps has not been very successful so far in driving the products towards A class.

COM: reluctant to go into rescaling before review of the Energy Labelling Directive (2010/30/EU) in 2014.

IT, FR: "A" class lamps were not purchased by consumers, because CFLs did not perform well in the beginning. It is not the label that was a failure, but the product.

ELC/CELMA: market surveillance did not work very well, that is why some products were bad.

FR: energy efficiency should be the only criterion in establishing label classes, even if we discriminate against technologies with that.

DE support sticking to existing calculation method, as option proposed by COM would unduly favour LED lamps compared to others.

COM: it would be useful to stick to the practice of defining the label classes according to light generating technologies, with additionally taking into account optical efficiency inside the lamp (cutting off the technologically defined classes so that the worst performers in that technology come one class below).

NL: the 1998 lamp label may not have been very helpful in moving the market, as there were only two choices, and people knew without a label that CFLs were the efficient ones. The new label will have to guide consumers among the many new lamps and more nuances.

COM defend current label and proposed A+ and A++ classes as accurately reflecting the character of the market: halogens are still around but are not so energy efficient (from B class to A class, there is a doubling of energy efficiency), energy saving lamps (which should be promoted) all get A class or better.

BEUC disagree and would like to see research underpinning this. The consumer's priority may not be to distinguish between halogens, but to see which is a good CFL and which is a bad CFL. 
Label design, additional parameters
DE: energy demand indication needed, three versions are not needed.

BEUC promote more product information included in the label, if anyway already required elsewhere. They do not support simple version, as multiple versions decrease the comparability of labels. Also, label should give the efficacy in lm/W.

NL support BEUC on the matter of more info in a standardised way and place in the label, on the product (not having to search the packaging for further info). They do not support the use of a simple label.

ECOS: kWh/year should be on the label, we should get rid of wattage indication.

ELC/CELMA agree with COM proposal. The main thing consumers want to know from the label is whether the lamp is efficient, so it should be readable at first sight, not overloaded with other parameters.

FR: want to show lumen clearly on the label, not watts.

DK: A simple label may be too simple, energy consumption should be included.

COM defend the proposed three versions of the label (independent, full and short) as necessary and conform to established practice since 98/11/EC because of small packagings. Wattage should remain on the packaging (but not in the label itself) at least for safety reasons (luminaires set max. W of operated lamps, so W should be known).
Luminaire labelling
ELC/CELMA: Where to put the luminaire label in the shop, where it is detrimental to aesthetics? Placing in the manual should be enough. The dealer should have options where to put the information. Delete product-fiche etc.; info already provided elsewhere and would add to the administrative burden especially for many SME luminaire makers. COM: to be discussed further in TSG in light of the specific needs of the sector.

DE, IT: Is there an added value in the label? There is a tendency to have many small lamps in a luminaire instead of a big one, whereas the latter solution is more efficient. This would not be reflected in the luminaire label. 

IT: What is a ‘household luminaire’ and how to distinguish from a ‘non-household’ luminaire? COM: What is ‘household’ may depend on where it is sold, but definition should be discussed in TSG.

ECOS ask for genuine energy labelling of luminaires including their optical efficiency. Luminaires with negative lock-in should be addressed, ultimately by a phase-out of such luminaires.

BEUC agree with ECOS that phase-out of luminaires with lock-in effect is the solution. Are ecodesign requirements on luminaires impossible for aesthetic reasons? COM: Indeed, and administrative burden on small SMEs producing decorative lamps by imposing measurement requirements for every individual model they produce.

AT: labelling of household luminaires does not make sense, perhaps for professional ones in the future. A simple warning sign that the luminaire is not compatible with efficient lamps could be used instead. INFORSE agree to the proposal.

DE: Luminaire label should only look at ‘negative lock-in effect’. If a lamp is sold with the luminaire, the lamp label could be displayed alongside the luminaire. COM worry that in such a case, some luminaires would have labels and others would not in the shop, which may be confusing unless it is made very clear that the label applies to the lamp.

BEUC: consumers will be frustrated in a few years for being locked-in by their luminaires for which they will not be able to buy lamps. This could be prevented by some basic ecodesign requirements for luminaires.

IT: the label may claim that luminaire is compatible with efficient lamps, but in practice they might not work. Also, how to do market surveillance of lamp compatibility with the luminaire?

NL: we should leave it to the retailer to give advice on which lamp is compatible with which luminaire, we cannot foresee all combinations.

ECOS: we need to tackle the lock-in effect. We should require sufficient space in the luminaire to allow efficient alternatives.

PLDA: such luminaire labelling would not be helpful on the domestic side, as E27 socket is compatible with lamps A to E class. In response, ECOS refer to lock-in effect with G9, where the problem is clear.

DK: not in favour of proposed labelling. Optical performance labelling could be done easily, but can accept the COM position.

FR: labelling optical efficiency overall is difficult; propose to apply only to ‘functional’ and not to ‘decorative’ luminaires. ELC/CELMA think it is impossible to make the distinction. Difficult to ensure that hand-made products always respect the optical efficiency limit values.
INFORSE: in Switzerland, labelling for domestic luminaires exists.

ECOS: it could be required that luminaires are either sold without lamps, or with efficient lamps. That would drive consumers towards luminaires compatible with efficient lamps.

COM: Would a warning sign be acceptable for certain caps, e.g. G9 and R7s? ELC/CELMA could agree to a warning sticker for G9 and R7s (although they also support the COM proposal). 
Working document on the Labelling regulation
Useful beam angle measurement

COM: clarification on additional cost of measuring in 90°/120° compared to 180°. Since Regulation 244/2009, authorities have been already supposed to measure in 120° to determine if a lamp is NDLS or DLS. DK disagree: it is not necessary to measure beam angle in such situations, as the tested light bulbs are NDLS in a manner visible to the naked eye.
LED modules in integral luminaires

COM: ELC/CELMA commented that only removable LED modules should be covered. That would leave LED modules in integral luminaires out of scope. Is that the intention?

NL: LED module in integral luminaires should be included, otherwise loophole. If it cannot be dismantled it should be measured as whole. ELC/CELMA: Integral LEDs are often in chandeliers, they cannot be measured because of their dimension.

INFORSE agree. LED should be removable also for recycling purposes.

PLDA: integral luminaires should not be included because they are not a lamp. Lamps in luminaires cannot be compared to lamps. Do we deal with luminaires in this regulation?

ECOS: LEDs can be integrated into other products too, e.g. furniture. LED module should be required to be removable. For surveillance purposes it should always be possible to test the individual module.

COM: the real question is whether LED modules can be always removed, at least for testing. If yes, no need to cover the luminaire level to prevent loophole. ELC/CELMA: luminaire makers always start from module level when building a luminaire. It is useful to be able to replace the module only (in case there are better ones in the future, and also for recycling). Modules can be measured on their own, luminaire makers do it themselves. You can always go back to the level of the module.

PLDA: How to deal with Chinese luminaires which are often completely integrated, with no possibility to remove the LED modules? You have to require that modules should be removable. This might be a challenge for market surveillance, as the market is not operating that way now. ELC/CELMA support PLDA. We need workable legislation, not overly complicated.
COM: a number of other pieces of legislation exist on the dismantleability of equipment for recycling, so it would not be a premiere.

NL: Dismantleability criteria would be a clear message to everyone, in third countries alike.

IT: For surveillance, we need to define what removability is. It is a requirement on the luminaire, not on the lamp.

COM: more examination in TSG is needed.
Ambition and timing of efficiency requirements
ELC/CELMA do not want to fix stage 3 already now. Technology is evolving fast. LEDs fall under WEEE, they have to be recycled. We should see where the technology evolves, and set stage 3 criteria at 2015 revision.

FR: Why does industry not agree to fix a target in the third stage, which can be reviewed just before? It’s good to have a target.

ECOS why not set stage 3 earlier for non-filament lamps? Stage 1 and 2 bring only small improvement for filament, we need at least a signal for the market for later stages. The usual explanatory note to the working document is missing, we need to understand what is the objective, which level LEDs should achieve ultimately. We also need a comparison of different scenarios, in terms of savings, in order to be able to decide. COM: it is not the A++ class that we are defining here, it is minimum requirements in 2012. Dynamic progression is ensured by making what is top class in 2012 minimum requirement in 4 years.

AT: in filament lamps, division between low voltage (LV) and mains voltage (MV) lamps could help, so that we are more ambitious with low voltage lamps, and more cautious with MV. Cost and availability issues for the latter could be rediscussed in 2015, before a tougher target comes into force.

COM: ambitious early requirements for the low voltage halogen are an interesting idea, to be further discussed in the TSG, as there are also patent issues.

ELC/CELMA: intellectual property rights are not the only obstacle. Infrared coating (IRC) brings huge price increase, maybe it does not even pay off over the lifetime.

ECEEE: agree with AT. 3 euro price increase, 4.5 euro in savings over the lifetime. Australia already adopted such requirements, they also set a cap on light output to ensure that 50W conventional halogens are replaced by 35W IRC halogens, not 50W IRC halogens.

PLDA: the best available technology (BAT) in halogens is not being mass-produced, because if they are phased out in 2016 anyway, there is no incentive to invest in mass production. Maybe we should push for BAT now, but then allow their sales for a longer time into the future.
Additional packaging information
ECOS: as indication on mercury content, nobody understands “2 mg Hg”. The requirements for format and content should standardise a better indication.

SE: on amalgam lamps, the promotional statement “no liquid mercury” can lead to consumers believing there is not mercury at all.

BEUC and DE: more information should be on the package to inform consumer what to do when mercury (from CFL, HID) is emitted in a room when the lamp breaks. DE made studies of breaking lamps and will publish the results. COM warn against bad reporting of scientifically accurate results, in light of recent negative press.

BEUC: there should be more standard information on the label for functionalities, ideally in the energy label. ELC/CELMA are against standardised pictograms, because it would interfere with the corporate identity due to the small packaging. BEUC: this proves that standardised icons are a marketing issue only. Shall we favour marketing over clarity and comparability?

INFORSE: Info on free access websites: designated authorities or central NGO website should get a copy of the information so that consumers can access it in one place.

ELC/CELMA: E-lumen.eu website could be used for that, but ELC/CELMA need to check how it would work in practice. COM: We have to check if legally it is possible to establish via an Ecodesign Regulation an EU-wide database or national databases requiring manufacturers and importers to register all lamps placed on the market and their product information.
Health and safety

BE express concerns over health aspects of ultraviolet (UV) emissions. Allegedly blue LED light would be dangerous for children. SE: In terms of LED safety - should we regulate glare and blue light, should it be linked to IEC standards, or should we have our own standards? UK agree that the forthcoming opinion of the Scientific Committee on Emerging and Newly Identified Health Risks (SCENIHR) on UV should be taken into account when deciding on labelling.

COM: there is other EU legislation apart from Ecodesign where we could regulate safety issues, we should be careful not to duplicate.
Retrofit LEDs 
COM: requirements on LEDs that are retrofits to fluorescent lamps were introduced on request of industry, but because of lack of independent evidence, the working document proposes an approach applying a principle (retrofits should offer the same service as the lamps they replace), rather than concrete limit values.

CEN: remind the meeting of ADCO work on safety of LED retrofits.

PLDA: this regulation is not the place to tackle retrofits to fluorescents, it is about DLS. COM: We target NDLS LEDs anyway in this regulation, it is not only about DLS. PLDA: would like to see one legislation applying to one set of products, not to complicate things.

FR: agree that retrofits should have the same light quality, but it is difficult to achieve for halogen retrofits. They also need to be more efficient, which is in the end the main objective of a retrofit.

ECOS: how is a ‘retrofit’ lamp defined? Does it mean that when it is not declared as retrofit, the performance is not regulated? COM: DLS lamps are standardised in size and shape, it is obvious if they try to replace a particular model, even without the manufacturer claiming it. 

ELC/CELMA: the proposed approach may not work, as it could bring competition issues if luminaires and lamps from other manufacturers need to be mentioned for the purposes of comparing the retrofit to them. COM: this could be perhaps solved by restricting to the technical documentation (available only to market surveillance authorities) the obligation to provide references to other products.
Halogen transformers
ELC/CELMA: operating the lamp close to the transformer is possible for electronic ones, which can be efficient. But magnetic ones should be kept, as only they can operate lamps at more than 2 metres  distance (e.g. museums, restaurants etc). TSG should refine the proposal. 
COM: What about the 91% efficiency requirement set in Australia in 2010, which did not abolish all converters? What about toroid magnetic transformers that can have efficiencies even higher than electronic ones?

ELC/CELMA: COM draft requires an average efficiency over 4 active modes; Australia just for full load. It is true that toroid transformers are very efficient, but they are so expensive it does not make sense to use them.
Verification procedure
DK: there were many problems in verifying compliance with Regulation 244/2009 because of the single tolerance, we should avoid them under the new regulation.

COM: precise tolerance limits should be developed in TSG.

NL: if retrofit LED lamps are considered retrofits even without explicit claim by the manufacturer, that is a challenge for market surveillance, who would have to keep comparing lamps with each other to see if they happen to comply with the retrofit definition in the Regulation.
Functional requirements (life, lumen maintenance, etc.)
COM: BEUC say consumers expect the same functionality from every lamp, so why do we need separate requirements? The question is really: should functionality requirements be common to all lamps, meaning they would have to be set at level of the lowest common denominator, or should we be more ambitious per technology? A related question: do we want all LEDs to work reasonably, or should we have a class of excellence rewarded by some sort of label?

IT: the proposed requirement on colour temperature (CCT) for retrofit LEDs should have in all logic also applied to retrofit CFLs in 244/2009. COM: a CCT requirement could make sense for retrofit DLS CFLs, but most of the time they cannot be claimed as retrofits because of their wide beam angle.

PLDA: professional lighting would require a separate set of functionality requirements. We have to set the bar high, so that they are OK for professional use. COM: yes, we need to make sure that the combination of efficiency and functionality requirements are such that they do not remove from the market professional lamps. 

AT: the number of switching cycles for LEDs is rather low. 

DK: we should not repeat mistake that was made by allowing low-quality CFLs in the beginning. The functionality requirements for LEDs should be strict, prices will go down with volume.

ECOS wonder about differences compared to LED Quality Charter. A minimum colour rendering of 80 should be enough, there is no need to have a higher requirement for retrofits. It is not needed either to have a higher power factor than in the Quality Charter. In the US, there is a warranty system required with Energy Star. Could that be done in the EU under Ecodesign? COM explain that working document is a starting point, not a final proposal, it should be refined. 

BEUC: Why set lamp survival factor (LSF) and lumen maintenance requirement differently for CFLs and LEDs? COM: in order to avoid locking in CFLs by imposing too high lifetimes, we rather require more lamps to survive after a certain time. For LEDs, there are no such considerations in mind for the moment. BEUC and AT: The consequences of setting LSF at 50% are not understood by consumers.

ELC: overview matrix in relation to the table would be useful, to compare positions. We should remember that these are mandatory requirements, and the CE marking’s credibility needs to be re-established. The power factor discussion is to be continued in TSG on the basis of another ELC table. Postulate ‘the more efficient the LED, the worse the other performance characteristics’.

ECEEE disagree: there are now LED solutions that are both efficient and performing. 

FR: an Annex under the International Energy Agency (IEA-4E) is currently investigating the functionalities of LEDs. For example, the CCT of LEDs is not measurable the same way as for CFLs. New standards will be adopted soon, we should leave space for them with the Regulation. COM: there seems to be a general wish to move ahead with functionality requirements, even if they will not be fully compatible internationally. 

On request of NL, COM confirm that the functionality requirements are meant to apply both to self ballasted and non ballasted lamps.
Time schedule of further steps:

Additional comments before 12.7.2011, COM will circulate questions to the TSG on 19.7.2011. Preliminary answers will be expected one week before the TSG meeting on 23.9.2011. Forum members will be give some time afterwards to refine their position papers in light of the TSG meeting.

General remark from Member States that they want to stay involved and not delegate all to technical consultation. DE, IT and UK would like to have the regulatory committee vote on the Ecodesign measure before the labelling measure is adopted by the COM.
COM provided a brief overview of the status of the ongoing work on ecodesign requirements for other product groups than lighting.
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