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Dear André,
(Copies of this letter also addressed to other Member States.)
The UK welcomes the revised working document and is pleased to see the revisions the Commission has made, which go some way towards acknowledging the significant changes in efficiency of televisions since the label was proposed last year. The UK does, however, feel that the current proposal is not sufficiently ambitious for the following reasons. Please see below our comments on the revised Working Document for the TV Labelling proposal.

The current proposal
Initial discussions on the energy label were based on market data from 2007 and since then, there has been considerable technical development for the energy efficiency of televisions. According to research carried out by the Market Transformation Programme earlier this year, a large step change in efficiency has occurred since the label was initially proposed in March 2009 so that new efficient technologies are now rapidly penetrating the market. This can be seen by comparing the EICTA data gathered in 2007/20088 with the latest Intertek data from 2009/2010 (See Figure 1 compared to Figure 2 in Annex 1).
The Commission’s revised proposal is a step in the right direction, but more can be done to ensure the label is future-proof. In addition, the proposal does not currently acknowledge the fact that there are already televisions on the market that qualify for the proposed A+ class and that improvements in technology will mean that televisions will be falling under the A++ and A+++ sooner than provided for in the current proposal. Furthermore, the 2012 MEP will ban all televisions falling under the E, F and G classes, thereby rendering these classes obsolete after only 1 year of mandatory use of the label. For these reasons, the revised classes proposed in the Commission’s working document may now already be outdated. 

The UK Proposal

In order to strengthen the system for energy labelling of televisions and to future proof the label, the UK proposes that: 
1. The rejected March 2009 television labelling proposal is raised by two classes, instead of one as proposed in the latest working document. This should set sufficient ambition in the product category and will successfully differentiate the market. In addition, this will be reasonably aligned with ENERGY STAR; 
2. The A+ class is introduced mandatorily immediately, rather than in 2013 as proposed in the working document and that the A++ and A+++ classes should enter into force a year earlier than currently proposed. 
1. Revising existing levels by 2 classes
	EEI
	0.1
	0.2
	0.3
	0.4
	0.5
	0.64
	0.8
	1.0
	1.2
	1.44

	March 09
	A-80/A-60
	A-60/A-40
	A-40/A-20
	A-20/A
	A/B
	B/C
	C/D
	D/E
	E/F
	F/G

	Revise by two classes
	A++/A+
	A+/A
	A/B
	B/C
	C/D
	D/E
	E/F
	F/G
	
	


This will make the previous E/D threshold the new G/F and the previous A-20/A-40 will be A/B. 
Table 1 Revision of efficiency thresholds by two classes against EEI

When the EU MEP takes effect in 2012, it will make the old classes D, E, F and G completely redundant. If the Commission were to raise the scale by 2 classes, only classes F and G would become obsolete. 

Figure 1 and Figure 2 show the population of the March 2009 energy labelling classes, using in the first graph the EICTA data collected in 2007 and in the second graph, the data collected by Intertek in 2009 and 2010. According to the 2007 data, the A class was populated by only 2% of television models. However, the 2009 data shows that 14% of models are now available in the A class and 16% are available under the A-20% class. Therefore, under the current proposal, the A class (formerly A-20%) is now populated by 16% of models, compared to 2% when the label was initially proposed. This shows a great inconsistency with the level principle decision that was made in 2009 (i.e. the A class should be populated by under 5% when the label is introduced.)   
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Figure 1 Population of March 2009 energy classes using EICTA 2007/8 data
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Figure 2 Population of March 2009 energy classes using Intertek 2009/10 data

If the classes were to be raised by 2 levels, as proposed by the UK, the A class (formerly A-40%) would be populated by 3% of models which is in line with the principle of the March 2009 proposal. (see Figure 5 in Annex 2 for the 2009 data plotted against the classes raised by 2 levels).
2. Earlier introduction of the A+ and A++, A+++ classes
Data shows that televisions with an energy class A+ are already on the market. For this reason, the UK recommends that the energy label should show from the beginning the A+ class. This would mean deleting article 2, 3 (b).

In addition, in order to reflect the rapidly developing market, the stages indicated in article 2, 3 under (c) and (d) to introduce A++ and A+++ should enter into force a year earlier i.e. 1 January 2015 and 1 January 2018 respectively instead of 1 January 2016 and 1 January 2019 respectively. 

Other issues:

Annex V – Point 5 (a) 

The UK has received several comments from stakeholders regarding the minimum label size for televisions. The 60mm x 120mm dimensions are too large for some smaller-screen and hand-held televisions, which may discourage the manufacturer from fitting the label during the production phase. We suggest that this issue be discussed at the Consultation Forum. 
Yours Sincerely, 
Nicole Kearney
Sustainable Energy-using Products team

Defra

Annex 1
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Figure 3 Original EICTA data (2007/8) versus the March 2009 labelling proposal
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Figure 4 Plot of the latest Intertek data (Q4 2009-Q1 2010) versus the March 2009 labelling proposal
Annex 2
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 Figure 5 Current Intertek data plotted against March 2009 classes shifted by two

1

