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1. Welcome and introduction
The Chairman welcomed the participants and provided an update on the status of the consumer survey on the layout of the energy label, and on the adoption process of the amendment of Commission Regulation 244/2009 as regards the ultraviolet radiation of lamps.

2. Adoption of the agenda
 The agenda was adopted without change.
3. Working Documents on a possible Commission Regulation amending Commission Regulation (EC) No 245/2009 of 18 March 2009 with regard to ecodesign requirements for fluorescent lamps without integrated ballast, for high intensity discharge lamps, and for ballasts and luminaires able to operate such lamps (for views)
The Chairman noted that no comments on the working documents were received ahead of the meeting, apart from a request from the European Lamp Companies' Federation (ELC) to adjust the wording of the amendment concerning the third stage efficiency requirements for fluorescent lamps without integrated ballast (see discussion below).
The Chairman presented a brief overview of the proposed amendments (power point presentation annexed to the minutes). He presented the next steps after the Forum meeting, with the hope of having the amendment in place by 13 April 2010.
Note:

In the following part of the minutes, only those amendments are mentioned that were subject to discussion in the meeting. The other amendments presented in the working documents are deemed to have been accepted by all participants. The references to particular points in Regulation 245/2009 are using the numbering resulting from the proposed amendments. The original rationale for each exemption is explained in the respective working document, only the discussion in the meeting is reported here.
Working document 2: Amendments proposed in the regulation
Annex I on exemptions – general approach
A.Toth presented the approach to exemptions that was developed in Regulation 244/2009 and that is proposed to be applied also through the current amendment of Regulation 245/2009 (see last slide of the power point presentation). The participants endorsed the approach. BE raised the idea that product information requirements should also apply to products exempted based purely on technical parameters, in order to facilitate market surveillance by Member States, who would otherwise have no indication of the reason why the manufacturer considers his product as exempted. The idea was well received by the participants, including ELC. A.Toth mentioned this would mean introducing a requirement for those lamps which were until now completely exempted from the Regulation, potentially representing a substantial administrative burden for lamps that currently do not need CE marking (if any). This also differs from the approach currently applied in Regulation 244/2009, where certain products are completely exempted based on technical parameters.
On BE's request, A.Toth explained that the reason for not requiring product information on the packaging (as opposed to Regulation 244/2009) is that the usual distribution channels of tertiary sector lighting products would make such requirement useless in practice, as products are chosen by customers at an earlier stage, based on catalogues.
Annex I.1.c and d (unintended exemption of halophosphate lamps)

On request of BE, A.Toth clarified that the use of the word "and" in paragraph c) means that only the lamps that fulfil all parameters simultaneously are exempted. FR suggested to refer to a percentage of the total radiation and not to peak radiation in paragraph d).
Annex I.2.b and d (explosion proof lamps and ballasts)
DE: The exemption on emergency ballasts should only be applicable to their standby mode, not to their on-mode efficiency.
CELMA (Federation of National Manufacturers Associations for Luminaires and Electrotechnical Components for Luminaires): Some emergency ballasts have battery charging function, which makes also their on-mode less efficient.
FR: Even the on-mode efficiency of emergency ballasts can be improved. 

A.Toth: A solution could be to restrict the on-mode efficiency exemption to ballasts that have a battery charging function. FR is asked to prove that the savings achievable through improving the on-mode of these ballasts would be worthwhile in terms of administrative burden, considering that they would concern only a rarely used mode of a special group of products, whose main aim is to operate safely in the first place (we would have to check also that there would be no clash with EC security legislation).

Annex III.1.1.A Tables 2 and 3 (first stage efficacy requirements on single-capped fluorescent lamps without integrated ballast)
Environmental NGOs and FR: is there not sufficient spread allowed in market surveillance verification procedures for the efficacy deviations requested by ELC, without having to change the values in the table?
ELC: the measurement margins take into account real-life production spreads. If the requirements are on different values than the average of this production spread, more products will inevitably fall outside the allowance with a higher risk of finding the particular product non-compliant. It is also not the aim to deceive consumers by claims on the packaging which would display values conform to the requirements, whereas in reality consumers would most of the time obtain products that use more energy or produce less light.
FR: recommend to make the original values in the tables to become targets for the future.

A.Toth: notes that the Table 3 heading may have to be amended, as comments from ELC and CELMA show that lamps that are able to operate also on electromagnetic ballast are present in the table.
Annex III.1.1.C (third stage requirement on fluorescent lamps without integrated ballast)

A.Toth: the assumption of the Commission services mentioned in the working document was based on the understanding that there are two sorts of T8 lamp, the ones operating on electromagnetic ballasts and the ones on electronic ballasts. After the circulation of the working documents, ELC informed that actually all T8 lamps (and even some T5 lamps) are able to operate on both electromagnetic and electronic ballasts. Therefore the consequence of the amendment as proposed in the working document would be that all T8 lamps (and also some T5) would be banned, and users would be forced to change their luminaires to accept only those T5 lamps that work on electronic ballast exclusively. The majority of the installed base of fluorescent luminaires in Europe would have to be changed. Before deciding on the fate of the amendment, we need to hear what the Member States' interpretation was of the original text when they voted it.

ELC: it is impossible to design a lamp that would under all foreseeable circumstances only work on electronic ballasts.

DK and IT: their intention was not to phase out fluorescent lamps that operate also on electromagnetic ballast, thereby triggering luminaire change as a side effect.
FR recommend to go on referring to ballast efficiency classes as in the original version, rather than say "high-frequency ballast".

NL consider the current wording of the Regulation is sufficiently clear as it does not exclude lamps that operate on both electromagnetic and electronic ballasts. 
A.Toth: It is best to be fully clear and unambiguous if we are amending the Regulation anyway. 

In the end, the following proposed amendment of the relevant provision in Regulation 245/2009 was not opposed by the participants:
"Fluorescent lamps without integrated ballast shall be designed able to operate at least with ballasts of energy efficiency class at least A2 or more efficient ballasts according to Annex III.2.2."

Annex III.1.2.B Tables 11, 11bis and 12 (Second stage lifetime and lumen maintenance requirements on  fluorescent lamps)
A.Toth : Rather than having separate tables for lamps with special colour rendering or colour temperature as in the ELC amendment proposal, it is suggested to use correction factors (Table 11a) for lamps having these parameters. This way the amendment can be kept relatively simple so as to avoid giving the impression that we are rewriting the whole regulation by creating a whole set of new tables.
On request of the Chairman, ELC clarified that "n.a." in the tables means that it is not usual practice to indicate the performance of the given lamp category after the given number of operating hours, whereas "-" means that after the given number of operating hours the lamp is already dead.

DE do not think that values need to be lowered so much and lamps fragmented into so many categories. They promise to send a brochure with values received from the German industry.
FR consider that too low lamp lumen maintenance factor (LLMF) values are allowed, lamps should be considered dead when having lost more than 20% of their light. The tables should be rescaled according to this criterion. Lighting designers are regularly upscaling the initial light output of their lighting installations (by putting more lamps or higher power lamps) in order to take into account the official LLMF values, so that the required illuminance levels are always respected as long as the lamps are not considered dead. It is therefore an issue of energy efficiency at what decrease of lumen output the lamps should be considered to have reached their end of life. Through these provisions on lamp life, lighting designers could be encouraged to design their installations to use as little power as possible, even if lamps need to be changed more often.

ELC: The tables are not meant as designer/user information, they are requirements for manufacturers and market surveillance authorities on the physical characteristics of lamps. Ultimately, deciding when a lamp is dead is a matter for the user or the designer of the installation. Cutting lamp life at higher LLMF would indeed shorten lamp lifetime.
IT supports the position that such issues should be left to the lighting designers.
Environmental NGOs: allowing lamps to live only 4-5000 hours means also high mercury use, as more lamps are needed over the same time period.

ELC: The circular T9 lamps that have such a short lifetime are widely used in households in southern Member States. If they are banned, there will be no replacement lamps, and the consumers will have to change their luminaires.
 

Annex III.1.2.B Table 13  (Second stage lifetime and lumen maintenance requirements on  high-pressure sodium lamps) 
A.Toth: ELC was asked to contribute alternative lower values that could be applied to the problematic lamps for both amendments of this table, rather than giving them a full exemption.
 

 Annex III.2.2.A Table 17  (Energy efficiency index for ballasts for fluorescent lamps)
CELMA: in addition to the proposed amendments, further lamp references (ILCOS codes) need to be corrected in the table.
The Chairman asked industry to make sure they spot all the necessary corrections to be made as we cannot keep changing regulations continuously.
Annex IV (Verification procedure)
On request of BE, A.Toth clarified that as far measurement methods were concerned, the Commission services intend to publish in the Official Journal a list of references to documents that could be used for verification purposes during market surveillance. In parallel to this, the Commission services also intend to mandate CENELEC to adopt harmonised standards which transpose the provisions of the documents referred to in that list. The entries of the list will be gradually replaced by the harmonised standards containing the measurement methods, once such standards are adopted by CENELEC and their references published in the Official Journal. The Commission services intend to launch both of these processes during the autumn. 
Working document 3: Further amendments proposed by ELC/CELMA
 

Use at Standard Room Temperatures
 

A.Toth asked ELC to confirm that the exemption is needed, ie that those lamps that are claimed to be problematic (as they provide their maximum luminous flux at the higher temperatures prevailing in their luminaires, but are nevertheless destined for use in room illumination) indeed do not achieve 90% of their maximum luminous flux at 25°C, and would therefore have to display on the packaging that they are "not suitable for indoor use at standard room temperatures" according to Annex I.1.3.i of Regulation 245/2009. ELC confirmed this fact and proposed to have this product information requirement only for lamps which have their optimum at colder temperatures than room temperature, not higher. A.Toth announced that a suitable wording for this amendment will be developed.
 

Efficacy requirements for Long Life Lamps

A.Toth: According to VITO, the external consultant who worked on the Office Lighting preparatory study, the efficacy of longlife fluorescent lamps is as low as that of the halophosphate lamps that we aim to ban with Regulation 245/2009. The consequence of banning longlife lamps through the current efficacy requirements in the Regulation would be that maintenance costs would be higher due to more frequent change of the lamps, but that increase would be most likely counterbalanced by electricity cost savings achieved through higher efficacy. As most long-life lamps are constantly on or have a high number of operating hours, the energy savings would be quite substantial in the concerned applications. The mercury balance is also likely to be positive, even if lamps need to be changed more often, due to mercury emissions prevented in electricity generation. Also, in such a professional use the rate of recycling of lamps at the end of life is much higher than in households, so most of the mercury content would be recovered and reused. Ultimately, the question is whether we are ready to force users (including local authorities) to change their lamps for example every 2 years instead of every 5, in exchange for overall life cycle cost savings.
Environmental NGOs: What are the typical lamp types involved? What is the technological price to pay for longer life (e.g. mercury)? Maybe they could be improved soon, so that they would not be banned forever? In tunnels and other similar locations luminaire cleaning is probably needed more frequently than changing the lamps, so the maintenance costs may not be substantially affected if the lamps need to changed when the luminaires are cleaned? Are lamps changed in one group (whether they work or not) or one by one as they die? In any case, the promotion of LEDS for such applications would be preferable. 
ELC: 5-10% allowance on energy efficiency for long life lamps would be enough, they are not as bad as halophosphate lamps. The >25000h definition of long life is quite low, as for longlife lamps, customers are looking for double or triple the normal lifetime (20000h). 8700h is the operating time in many industrial applications (24h a day), and customers want life time of 5 years. The lamp types involved are mostly T8 lamps and also some compact fluorescent lamps and T5 lamps. The technology differs in the slightly different gas filling and pressure, and in the higher mercury content (e.g. 4mg instead of 3). There is no way to improve their energy efficiency. Cleaning is cheaper and simpler than changing the lamp, group replacement is the practice. Economically speaking, long life lamps must be worthwhile using for tunnel operators, otherwise they would be buying already now more efficient normal life lamps.
FR: To tolerate lamps with lower efficacy if they live longer is contrary to our policy aims.

DK propose to increase the definition of longlife lamps to minimum 40000 h.
UK agrees with DK and consider that 5% allowance on energy efficiency should be enough.

NL: Industry is working on LED applications. In the revision we should look at the case of longer lifetime lamps. 5% should be enough, but already now we should point out in the recitals that we should aim at longer life with better efficiency.

ELC supportive of changing longlife definition to >40000h and giving 5% allowance for energy efficiency.
Other issues related to the Regulation 245/2009

IT: the correction factors in Table 6 of the regulation are cumulative, we should limit the effect of the table by saying "or", so that we do not go too low.

A.Toth: Indeed the table can give up to 50% reduction on the lamp efficacy in certain cases, which is maybe too much. This is a new issue and apparently no answer can be given at this stage. Attention should be paid to this during the amendment.

 

The Chairman: asks industry to cooperate to help the Commission in determining what would be the economic consequences of not amending the regulation, at least some order of magnitude.
 

IT: asks that it is mentioned in the minutes that they consider kitchen hood lamps to be covered by the regulation, as they are not special lamps.

4. Any other business
Next Consultation Forum meetings: 9th and 10th October on imaging equipment and complex  settop boxes, with possible presentation of voluntary agreements put forward by industry.
 

On the topic of this Forum, participants are asked to provide any comments at the latest by 5 October 2009.
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