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ENTR Lot 1: Refrigeration and freezing equipment -
Comments from ECOS (on behalf of environmental NGOs)  - 20/10/2010
Contact: Edouard Toulouse (Ecodesign Officer) - edouard.toulouse@ecostandard.org 
General remarks:
· We generally welcome the study conclusions that minimum energy performance requirements could be rapidly set at the level of the least-life cycle cost options for the products covered. The saving potential is very significant.
· The proposed timing for these requirements is not very clearly indicated. We guess it is 2015 (page 48). We suggest advancing the date by a year (2014), in order to increase the impact of the policy by 2020.

· Setting longer-term minimum requirements at the level of best non available technologies is in principle a good policy. However, controversies about whether these levels are achievable or not might hamper the discussions and advancement of the measure. Thus, we recommend that these levels are mentioned as ‘indicative targets’ for 2020 and a revision date set in 2016 to re-assess the next stage of requirements; in particular, the costs of BNAT should be reconsidered using updated cost figures (2008 is not a valid reference for BNAT to be deployed in the future and for which a regular cost decrease is anticipated).
· The scenario section only compares two scenarios (a very simplistic BAU and the LLCC+BNAT). We recommend refining the BAU so that it includes foreseeable ‘natural’ improvements. We also recommend comparing this BAU to two improvement scenarios: LLCC only and LLCC+BNAT (1st + 2nd tier). This would provide a clearer assessment of the potential of the various tiers, and the additional potential that the 2nd tier would bring up by 2025.
· The study fails to provide proposals for generic requirements (i.e. good practice design requirements not based on limit values). Some are briefly mentioned for walk-in cold rooms (page 29) but are not consolidated.
· The study is generally neglecting the issue of promoting greener refrigerants. The technical analysis suggests that the “refrigerant does not have a significant impact over the lifetime carbon emissions of the product”, which is not our opinion.

Sensitivity analysis in task 4 are based on current average EU electricity production using much coal, however for some Member States with low-carbon electricity the share of the refrigerant in the carbon footprint becomes very high. And this is to become a general trend.
Besides, task 4 provides estimation of leakage rates during use but not during repair/refurbishment phases. The 5% estimation for end-of-life emissions also seems very low (recent expert study estimates should be included).
For all these reasons, we consider the refrigerant as a significant aspect (in line also with recent stakeholder discussions during the 1st Ecodesign Consultation Forum meeting on Lot 12 / 1st part of commercial cold appliances). Therefore, Task 7 must propose requirements for the refrigerants: it is fully relevant for the Ecodesign policy to accelerate the transition towards natural refrigerants.
· In tasks 4 to 7, there are several statements starting by “stakeholders said…”. For sake of transparency, it should be indicated who these stakeholders are and whether the information has been cross-checked by the study consultants. There are also statements substantiated by fragmented data or references to only one example of figure (cost, etc). In these cases, consultants should indicate whether no other data is available at all or they could not/had no time to collect them.
Other detailed feed-back:
	Stakeholder name and organisation
	Document comment relates to
	Section in document
	Page number
	Topic
	Comment

	ECOS
	Task 1
	
	138
	
	Exclusion of ice-makers and water dispensers from the study scope is not well explained and substantiated.

	ECOS
	Task 2
	2.3.2.2
	10
	
	The remark “refrigeration equipment based on synthetic refrigerants is significantly cheaper than natural refrigerants” is much too vague, general and simplistic. We invite the consultants to re-assess the current state of the market in a whole life-cycle cost view. Also, the situation varies from product to product based on system design.

	ECOS
	Task 4
	4.3.3
	12
	
	The remark at the bottom of the page needs to be substantiated. “Particular conditions” is an unclear and too vague expression. We expect consultants to provide a proper description of where natural refrigerants can fit today and in the future (according to technological progress).

	ECOS
	Task 4
	4.3.3
	13
	
	Use of standard ANSI/ASHRAE 34 is not as consensual as indicated in the text. This standard is not appropriate for natural refrigerants.

	ECOS
	Task 4
	4.7.3
	65
	
	There seems to be at least one company using R290.

	ECOS
	Task 4
	4.7.4
	69
	
	CO2 is used as refrigerant in process chillers from at least three manufacturers in Europe and also in Australia.

	ECOS
	Task 5
	5.2.12
	60
	
	It seems that table 5-48 needs to be updated (according to our information, CO2 can be used in service and blast cabinets).

	ECOS
	Task 5
	5.2.12
	63
	
	Could the consultants clarify where they have found this supposed 150 g limit per application for R290 (reference)?

	ECOS
	Task 5
	5.2.12.5
	68
	
	Please explain where your price figures for machines using HFOs come from. Do they include the cost of the refrigerant itself over life-time?

	ECOS
	Task 5
	5.3
	72
	
	Why are B.A.T limited to certain or no replacement of the refrigerant fluids? Natural refrigerant alternatives should be considered in all cases (table 5-58, 5-59, etc.).

	ECOS
	Task 5
	5.4
	79
	
	Same remark as before.

	ECOS
	Task 7
	7.2.1.1
	7
	
	The consultants should explain why they suggest to exclude open-top and glass-door or drawer fitted cabinets from the scope. This could create a loophole in the regulation.

	ECOS
	Task 7
	7.2.3.1
	14
	
	It seems that some manufacturer catalogues report electricity consumption far below what is considered in the various cases of the study. We invite the consultants to check this with the Topten institute (eva.geilinger@topten.ch)

	ECOS
	Task 7
	7.2.3.1
	20
	
	The remark about the lack of product data is unclear and seems inconsistent with page 48. What exactly is missing to develop scenarios?

	ECOS
	Task 7
	7.2.3.2
	23
	
	The remark about the conversion factors is unclear. An assumption is provided, but not substantiated. Consultants are invited to explain how they intend to solve the inconsistencies in the data.

	ECOS
	Task 7
	7.2.3.2
	26
	
	The lack of testing standard is a problem both for setting MEPS or labelling. We do not understand the remark that labelling could be proposed instead of MEPS. What is the rationale and the added-value of this remark? How much would labelling deliver as compared to MEPS?

	ECOS
	Task 7
	7.2.3.5
	38
	
	The section on remote condensing units is often unclear. We invite the consultants to proof-checked the language, restructure this section and use more precise descriptive terms.

	ECOS
	Task 7
	7.2.4
	42
	
	The section on GPP and labels is insufficiently developed. Detailed levels need to be proposed for GPP rules and for potential energy labels (class thresholds), as well as estimates of the saving potentials for this instruments.

	ECOS
	Task 7
	7.3.1
	45
	
	The proposed BAU based on a simple linear trend is not credible. Some ‘natural’ improvements will occur and the BAU scenario should consider them. Inspiration may be found in other Ecodesign studies (such as on domestic fridges). Such a refined BAU would give a more credible picture of the market and need for aggressive requirements.
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