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Belgian welcomes the draft working plan and the working documents, but has the following concerns.

Belgian comments on draft Working Plan of the Ecodesign Directive (2009-2011)

General remarks

Partly because of preliminary assumptions regarding significant environmental impact and potential for improvement, the working plan sets an indicative list of product groups. Belgium understands that a fully quantitative assessment will be carried out in a preparatory study. 

However the heterogeneity of the product groups in the indicative list of the working plan is too large. For the moment is impossible to have a good idea on how many preparatory studies should be launched, and even more important, which products the studies should cover. Complex product categories, as we saw already for lot 10 and 11, should be avoided. To assure a coherent approach, delimitation and overlap regarding the products in the indicative list for the future but also in the existing EuP process are important aspects to be looked at.

The working plan doesn’t take enough into account the work already done and especially the work not yet done in the transitional period. Gaps and possible loopholes in the existing situation (e.g. exclusion of waste water pumps) should be integrated in the future plan. Therefore it’s important to make clear lists of the products covered by the studies and eventually of the products covered by the IM’s.

Difficulties experienced in the past should be taken into account when determining the next list of product groups to be covered by possible implementing measures (IM’s). 

The preparatory studies, which form the basis for the development of IM’s, should address products with the same functionality. 

When is technical feasible similar technologies can be bundled, but risks for the stimulation of innovation should be avoided. 

The EuP Directive sets requirements for product design and not for products use, so clusters for different use patterns (domestic, professional) makes no sense. Especially when products with similar functions and technologies can be used for different applications (see the lighting sector).

Until now prioritisation is given to the energy in the use phase. Other environmental aspects (e.g. water use) could be useful for ecodesign. Therefore is maybe necessary to adapt the current MEEUP and to use a more suitable LCA approach for following studies.

The current situation, problems and coherence with existing legislation (RoHS, WEEE, EPB, …) is not enough taken into account. 

Clarification is necessary about the product or system approach, especially for products which are already subjected to both approaches (e.g. circulators). Different requirements for standalone products and products in an application should be avoided. In the frame of EuP explanation regarding placing on the market and/or putting into service is crucial for the identification of responsible persons regarding the ecodesign requirements and for market surveillance.

Finally, the feasibility of market surveillance on big customized “business to business” products is questioned (machine tools, data storage centres, industrial furnaces, etc.).

Belgian comments on the working document on possible ecodesign requirements for ventilation fans

For a consistent approach it’s important that coherence in the requirements for products with similar functionalities (see lot 10) is respected.

The creation of product categories (see table 1) should not avoid innovation.

There is a contradiction in the review of 5 years and the MEP requirements until 2020. With the review the possible integration of global efficiency versus statistic efficiency should be looked at.

Clarification is necessary regarding the link with other EU legislation (EuP horizontal standby, RoHS, EPB).

It should be clear if horizontal or vertical standby and/or off mode values are applicable.

It’s not clear why these products, in contrast with circulators, don’t have to comply with the RoHS Directive.

If there should not exist requirements regarding hazardous substances for these products, then this environmental impact should be looked at in the EuP process in a proper way. Possible improvement for the design towards recycling should be addressed.

Clarification is necessary regarding placing on the market and/or putting into service of a product and/or installation in order to identify the proper obligations of a manufacturer, importer and/or authorised representative. This is also to be checked in connection with market surveillance.

Belgian comments on the working document on possible ecodesign requirements for electric motors

Annex I c):

Is it as for ventilation fans not useful to indicate the noise level of the product?

Despite the OEM market it seems useful to integrate motors in the scope of the revised Energy Labelling Directive 92/75/EEC.

Since installation and maintenance are of major importance for the efficiency of the motor system, is there not an impact on EPB?

Clarification is necessary regarding the link with other EU legislation (EuP horizontal standby, RoHS, EPB).

It should be clear if horizontal or vertical standby and/or off mode values are applicable.

It’s not clear why these products, in contrast with circulators, don’t have to comply with the RoHS Directive. In the draft report of 28.04.2008 of the Öko-Institut ‘Study on Hazardous Substances in EEE, not regulated by the RoHS Directive’ it’s clear on p.25 that electric motors are products belonging to WEEE category 1.

If there should not exist requirements regarding hazardous substances for these products, then this environmental impact should be looked at in the EuP process in a proper way. Possible improvement for the design towards recycling should be addressed.

Clarification is necessary regarding placing on the market and/or putting into service of a product and/or installation in order to identify the proper obligations of a manufacturer, importer and/or authorised representative. This is also to be checked in connection with market surveillance.

Belgian comments on the working document on possible ecodesign requirements for pumps

Annex I c):

Is it as for ventilation fans not useful to indicate the noise level of the product?

Without safety and technical difficulties excluded pumps should be integrated in the draft working plan.

Also, the CE-marking does not allow to discriminate between pumps complying with the requirements and pumps non-complying (CE-marking may result from compliance with another directive, machinery directive, …). 

This is a difficulty for market surveillance.

The labelling of top 20% efficiency pumps seems contradictory to the fact that the actual efficiency depends on several other parameters not included in the current approach.

An indication of the efficiency of all pumps seems a more proper approach.

The possibilities of an extended product approach should be considered.

Clarification is necessary regarding the link with other EU legislation (EuP horizontal standby, RoHS, EPB).

It should be clear if horizontal or vertical standby and/or off mode values are applicable.

It’s not clear why these products, in contrast with circulators, don’t have to comply with the RoHS Directive.

If there should not exist requirements regarding hazardous substances for these products, then this environmental impact should be looked at in the EuP process in a proper way. Possible improvement for the design towards recycling should be addressed.

Clarification is necessary regarding placing on the market and/or putting into service of a product and/or installation in order to identify the proper obligations of a manufacturer, importer and/or authorised representative. This is also to be checked in connection with market surveillance.

Belgian comments on the working document on possible ecodesign requirements for circulators

Has the different approach for the boiler integrated circulators and the standalone glandless circulators a consequence for the ecodesign requirements? Will the same products have different requirements depending on the application?

Periods and requirements for minimum energy efficiency are quite ambitious. It seems better to propose a certain period after the IM comes into force.

It’s not clear why an indication of the efficiency is not required as product information. This is important because energy labelling seems not be possible because of difficulties with tolerances. However energy labelling is not a problem in the voluntary agreement.

Circulators seem not to be included in the scope of the draft horizontal implementing measure on standby. A general clarification is necessary, especially for products for which no vertical standby measures exist. And what if in a certain application products with different energy sources are included?

Clarification is necessary regarding the link with other EU legislation (EuP horizontal standby, RoHS, EPB).

Possible improvement for the design towards recycling should be addressed.

Clarification is necessary regarding placing on the market and/or putting into service of a product and/or installation in order to identify the proper obligations of a manufacturer, importer and/or authorised representative. This is also to be checked in connection with market surveillance.


