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1. Scope of the regulations
1.1. Professional/household

Do you have information as regards the market share of the following technologies and the impact of the proposed regulations on them?

a) directional halogen lamps designed for use exclusively in professional lighting
Comment:
This is probably a very small group of products (if existing at all apart from special purpose products). The large majority of products we know is certainly applied in both the domestic and commercial sector. There should not be different treatment (except for special purpose professional purposes lamps)
b) directional household high-intensity discharge lamps
Comment:
This product group is probably not really existing respectively has no real market relevance.

2. Definitions

2.1. LED products

Could you provide your views on the definitions covering LED lamps in the working documents, taking into account the following aspects?

a) definitions are needed only for those products that are targeted by the provisions of the regulations
Comment: We agree provided that exemptions are defined clear enough and do not require further definitions for clarification
b) if a product group targeted by the provisions of the regulations is too generic compared to the categorisation used outside the context of eco-design/energy labelling, for clarity it is possible to list in its definition the subgroups that compose the product group (e.g. " 'LED lamp' includes LED modules and self-ballasted LED lamps")
Comment: The definition shall be as clear as possible not causing any doubts regarding the interpretation of the regulation. All terminology used should be defined as clear as possible (e.g. for LED retrofit lamps versus LED modules etc.). LED-Module has to be defined separately. Three types of definitions may be required for LED for example (see below).
c) the objective is to define what makes a product group unique compared to other product groups in the context of the regulations, not to provide a complete technical description of the product group.
General Comments to LED definitions:

Definitions should cover at least three types of products respectively product modules:

· LED retrofit lamps: typical form factor and functionality  for replacement of GLS, CLF and halogen lamps

· LED integrated lamp/luminaire systems (LED lamps are completely integrated in special LED luminaries

· Replacement modules for integrated LED systems
It does not seem appropriate to regulate single LED-modules that are neither sold as a lamp nor as a replacement-module for integrated LED lamp-luminaire systems to end users. Such modules actually would only be technical components not bought and used by the end-user. Thus the definition of replacement modules (last point above) also may be critical.

4.2. "Annual" electricity consumption

Do you agree that taking into account the diversity of applications in household lighting and especially in professional lighting, it would be more accurate to indicate the energy consumption over 1000 hours (kWh / 1000 hours), rather than over a year (which always assumes a given amount of operating hours / year, and can be very misleading)?
Comments:

We recommend to use energy consumption per defined number of hours (e.g. 1000 hours as proposed). Justification: usage patterns are quite different and: regarding households energy consumption per year is only a useful indicator for appliances that consume a significant quantity of the electricity consumption in the household. For a single lamp the energy consumption may be less than 0,5% of the total household electricity consumption thus energy consumption/annum does no seem to be very helpful in terms of comparison and motivation of buyers. 
4.4. Measuring the useful beam angle

On the issue of verifying whether a lamp is a DLS or NDLS (80% of flux in 120 degree cone), and measuring the useful beam angle in 90°/120°: in order to reduce test costs and administrative burden for market surveillance authorities, some alternatives to expensive goniophotometer testing are considered, i.e.

a) defining the useful beam angle as 180° in the Regulation, and using an integrating sphere for testing in a 180 degree cone (‘forward flux’),

b) report of visual inspection and manufacturer’s declaration of beam angle; testing with a goniophotometer only if visual inspection raises doubts. (‘visual inspection’ would mean that the authority would have to take a photo of the light distribution against an appropriate background. A small softwareprogram that would translates the pixel intensity of the photo into an approximate (2 D) flux distribution that would help determine whether a more thorough inspection is to be conducted.)

Which one of these alternatives, if any, would you find acceptable? Do you have a better alternative?

Can you estimate the difference in cost and in availability to market surveillance of the two main measurement instrument (integrating sphere and goniophotometer)?

Comment:
It seems to be quite common to test the lamps in a 180 degree sphere. According to feedback from experts it is also possible to simplify the testing with the Goniophotometer as it is not necessary to do the testing for all possible angles (thus number of measurements can be reduced significantly). We therefore rather support a simplified Goniophotometer-Testing.

5. Label layout

Do you agree that three versions of the lamp label are needed?

a) Independent full label (brand name and model number have to be shown for identification)

b) Full label on the packaging (no need to repeat the brand name and model number, to save space)

c) Simple label on the packaging (label class scale alone, it is a version allowed by Directive 98/11/EC that provides flexibility in packaging design since 1998)

If you do not agree, where do you see an opportunity for simplifying the scheme, and for what reason do you want to simplify it? Are there any adverse effects to the simplification (e.g. less flexibility in the design of small packagings), and if yes, how do you propose to tackle them? 
Comments: 

We do not see a need for the third version (simple label) as the difference is rather minor (energy consumption only). Thus the first two options should be plenty.

7. Requirements for retrofit LED lamps replacing fluorescent or high-intensity

discharge lamps

Do you agree with the principle that such retrofit LED lamps should be required to provide the same service as the lamps they intend to replace? Concretely, when the retrofit lamp is installed in the same luminaire as the replaced lamp, the luminaire should have similar photometry, at least equivalent and luminous flux, and smaller not use more power than the lamps they intend to replace? If yes, could you suggest a formulation for this requirement and a verification procedure to check conformity with the requirement? If not, what method (if anything) should we use in setting requirements on fluorescent and HID retrofit lamps?
Comments: We do not see an option for such a requirement based on the current concept which is not dealing with luminaries. The approach would require combined lamp luminaire testing. We believe that based on the current concept the comparison can only be at the level of the lamps excluding the luminaire (LED versus fluorescent etc.). There would also need to be a specific reference to concrete luminaries.
9. Lamp functionality requirements

9.1. Measurement of lifetime

Can you propose a solution for checking compliance with lifetime requirements of lamps that have a long life? Is it for example a feasible option to set a requirement on lamp survival factor and lumen maintenance after a shorter time (e.g. 6 months of testing), rather than to make market surveillance wait until the end of the lamp’s claimed life?

Do you consider that current method of determining lamp lifetime (50% lamp survival at the claimed lifetime) raises issues of consumer confidence in lamps?
Comment: 

From our point of view the current lifetime indication with a 50% value is inappropriate for consumer information. Consumers would rather expect a 80 or 90% value thus a value that typically is met by the large majority of lamps he buys. For consumer information we would thus propose a more practical level.
9.2. Power factor

Is the definition of power factor appropriate for the purposes of lighting products? Do you consider the power factor as a necessary functionality requirement, or could the Regulation do without it?

What levels of power factor would you find acceptable for CFLs and LEDs?
Comment: In contrast to industry’s position we support a level of 0,9 for the power factor. According to expert information the capacitive power factor in households and offices is already predominating. Therefore additional products with low capacitive power factor would cause a higher undesired reactive power demand.   
9.3. Level of ambition

Please assess the level of ambition of the proposed functionality requirements for the different lamp types in Tables 5 to 7.
Comments: We believe that the switching cycles for LEDs have to be much higher (was also supported by industry): thus at least the equivalent to the number of hours for rated life time.

The indication of lifetime should be unified for all types of lamps. 

9.4. Retrofit lamps

Should retrofit lamps (e.g. LEDs or CFLs replacing reflector incandescent bulbs) comply with additional functionality requirements as compared to non-retrofit lamps? If yes which should be these additional requirements?
Product information requirements

10.1. Do you agree that at least an indication of the luminous flux of the lamp should be required on the lamp itself (to help consumers replace the lamp at the end of life)?
Comment: yes we agree

10.2. Requirements on minimum luminous flux for lamps claimed to be retrofits to conventional halogen reflector lamps. Would you agree if instead of listing the luminous flux requirement for each lamp technology in three columns as proposed in Table 8 of the Ecodesign working document (obtained through average lumen maintenances applicable to the entire technology), the Regulation provided for a dynamic calculation of the minimum luminous flux by using a multiplication factor obtained from the claimed lumen maintenance of the particular retrofit lamp model?

10.3. Do you agree that the warning about a luminaire’s non-compatibility with energy saving lamps should be introduced as a product information requirement? Such ‘luminaires with negative lock-in effect’ would be defined as a general lighting luminaire that is not compatible with lamps classified as ‘B’. The compatibility would be established in harmonised standards, taking into account socket type, dimension of the space available for lamps, dimmability etc. Awaiting the harmonised standards, a transitional method to establish compatibility could be published as a Commission communication in the OJ (just as for measurement methods for some products).
Comments: yes we would agree.

We furthermore observed that a concept for holistic consideration of lamp/luminaire systems for professional luminaries is not further considered. We believe that this may become more and more important also due to the increasing availability of integrated lamp/luminaire systems (LEDs).

