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EuP Study: Lot 3 Sound and Imaging Equipment

ECOS comments (on behalf of European environmental NGOs)

	Date
	Task 7 (draft of 04/10/10)
	Comment
	Stakeholder

	
	
	VIDEO PLAYERS
	

	18/10/10
	Page 163
	The remark about “video players/recorders with integrated audio amplifiers which are designed to be connected directly to unpowered speakers…” is unclear. It could suggest a loophole for hi-fi systems with integrated DVD players. There is no reason why these products should not be compliant with Ecodesign rules. We suggest deleting the bullet point.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 165
	The whole paragraph 7.2.2 (energy efficiency requirements) is expressed in an insufficiently rigorous and proof-checked language, leading to ambiguous or unclear expressions. The English needs to be proof-checked and clarified, and the requirements described in more precise descriptive terms.

It would even be better and appropriate to express these requirements in the format of the language of Ecodesign regulations (inspiration may be found in adopted measures). This would better support policy development and facilitate stakeholder discussions.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 167
	The justifications of the proposed precise power limits are too brief. Each proposed power limit should be accompanied by an indication of the LLCC and BAT levels, as well as a more exhaustive summary of the technical findings from the previous chapters.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 167
	The base-case video player is considered to use 8 W in on-mode, and voluntary Energy Star 2.0 specifications are expanding quickly. This leads us to thinking that the proposed power limit of 10 W in 2012 now appears insufficiently stringent. It would have nearly no impact on the market (as base case products already achieve 20% better today) and is probably not at the least-life cycle cost level of today’s products.

Thus, we call for the minimum requirement for standard definition to be limited to 8 W (base case level of 2008).
A 2nd tier in 2014 (for instance at 6 W) should be included, to ensure dynamism and clear targets.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 167
	It is mentioned that the best available Blu-ray players of today need 13 W in on-mode. As this technology is new and still not mature, a further decrease in energy consumption is foreseeable in the coming years. This means that the proposed 20 W limit for HD playback now also seems insufficient. It would have very limited added-value compared to business-as-usual.

We request the minimum requirement for high definition to be set at 15 W in 2012, and then a further decrease proposed in a 2nd tier in 2014.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 168
	The paragraph on ‘live pause’ is unclear. To which particular devices are the 30 W and then 20 W limits supposed to apply? We are of the opinion that the consumption of live pause modes could be more aggressively decreased.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 168
	Description of the fast-start mode requirements is missing!

These requirements should include the obligation to ship the products with fast start mode disabled by default. The selection menu should include a warning message that fast start considerably increases electricity consumption as compared to normal standby.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 169
	The APD function should be shipped on and function with any disc and library media. There is no problem for demonstrations and information displays, as the user may simply disable the APD function for these applications.

In order to avoid the risk of users disabling the APD, we suggest the following rules:

· For players and recorders which do not provide a fast start mode:

- The APD is activated after 30 min for players unless in play mode

- The APD is activated after 4 hours for players in play mode and recorders not in record mode 

· For players and recorders which provide a fast start mode:
- The APD is activated after 30 min for players unless in play mode or fast start mode

- The APD is activated after 2 hours for players in fast start mode

- The APD is activated after 4 hours for players in play mode and recorders not in record mode
· Activation of APD is preceded by a warning message enabling the user to select a temporary postponement of the APD

· The APD user menu shall allow the user to change the default activation timings to a preferred option (with a maximum ceiling of doubling the previous values).
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 170
	We doubt that the proposed solutions for high-end products will be workable, for several legal reasons.

Option a (limitation of number of products put on the market) could be easily challenged by manufacturers as a barrier to trade. It would apply to all manufacturers irrespective of the environmental impact of these devices, thus being inconsistent with the objective of the Ecodesign directive to improve the ecological performance of products put on the market.

Option b (sticker delivered by a European foundation) proposes to exempt products from Ecodesign limits based on ad-hoc case-by-case rules and criteria. This is contrary to the political process of setting Ecodesign implementing regulations, where the definition of the scope (and therefore exemptions) has to be decided by EU decision-makers assisted by the Consultation Forum (unless the whole measure takes the form of a voluntary initiative, which is not recommended here). It would not be practical for EU decision-makers and the Forum to review every request for exemption from particular manufacturers.

Besides, this system is equivalent to paying a tax to avoid regulatory constraints, whereas the objective of the directive is to create a level-playing field for products providing similar functionalities.

Our opinion is that high-end products, as they are more expensive and based on more quality components, are excellent candidates for smarter and more energy efficient innovative design. Therefore, it would be contradictory to give them a free ride.

We suggest leaving high-end products in the scope, with an eventual additional allowance for 2 or 3 very specific higher performance criteria (e.g. high noise reduction, specific video formats, very high quality decoding performance…). These allowances would be reviewed at each revision of the measure (some of them removed if the technology becomes too mainstream, and some new potentially added to allow R&D developments).
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 172
	The power assumptions for the “Policy IM Tier 1” and “Policy IM Tier 2” cases show that the proposed requirements on the play modes will have nearly no impact on the market:

- The base case 8 W consumption of DVD players is assumed not to decrease from 2008 to 2020

- The base case 20 W consumption of DVD recorders is assumed not to decrease till 2020

- The base case consumption of Blu-ray players is supposed to decrease by 16% from 2008 to 2020, which is very similar to a business-as-usual trend.

- The base case consumption of Blu-ray recorders is supposed to decrease by 20% from 2008 to 2020, which is very similar to a business-as-usual trend.

- The fast start mode consumption of Blu-rays is not decreasing till 2020

This clearly demonstrates that most of the proposed energy efficiency requirements are not aggressive enough. The requirements for the on-mode and fast start modes need to be more stringent and include several tiers, if they are to have a significant impact on market trends.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 173
	The proposed policy Tier 2 is nearly identical to the Tier 1 except for one single value (on-play mode of blu-ray recorders).

It is strange to propose a 2nd tier limited to changing a single limit value among 30. The 2nd Tier needs to be deeply revised and improved, with more ambitious values (closer to LLCC levels) in all possible areas where potential for improvement is feasible.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 174
	The short paragraph about other environmental impacts is very insufficient and disappointing. We had already complained about this in previous stakeholder meetings, and no improvement has been made. This is a major failure in the study and a reason for us not to support its conclusions.

As we had already stated, the comments in this paragraph contradicts chapter 7 of the study, where several improvement potentials have been highlighted and where the conclusion is that the LLCC option occurs for a combination of APD figure, product lightweighting and reusable components. 

This means that the study chapter 7 is expected to provide policy options and scenarios to improve product lightweighting and reusable components (at the very least). Requirements on recyclability, dismantability, use of recycled materials, resource efficiency, etc. could be proposed and elaborated.

The argument that it would “seem unsuitable to suggest these types of requirements for video players in isolation” is to us an inappropriate remark. Whether to cover video players in isolation or in a more horizontal instrument is a legal/procedural issue which does not clear the consultants from elaborating technical proposals and discussing how to develop such requirements for video players ( which is the very purpose of the study).

On top of that, the remark on the bottom of page 174 that “the design and material choices are considered a product function” is not credible and unsubstantiated. We request the deletion of this sentence (which is notably inconsistent with the product definition and functionalities in chapter 1).
	ECOS

	18/10/74
	Page 174
	One example among others of how the section on other environmental impacts could be improved relates to product recyclability. Chapter 6 of the study considers in the business-as-usual trends the full achievement of legal obligations under the WEEE directive. However, the study fails to mention that the WEEE targets only apply to electronic products collected separately and so far the separated collection target is only 4 kg/inhab./year. Therefore, the impact of improved recyclability of the products on collection rates is not appropriately highlighted. If appliances are easier to recycle, their end of life value increases and so do the incentives to collect more.

Moreover, recyclability is not just related to plastic parts. Increased collection and recycling of scarce metals is much more effective on decreasing the overall embedded energy (see for example The UNEP study on e-waste recycling from July 2009). A few components (such as motherboard, circuitry, etc) represent a large share of the total environmental impacts in the manufacturing phase, and include metals whose primary extraction is very impacting. In order to grasp this potential and achieve the goal of the Ecodesign directive, particular attention needs to be devoted to improving the design for dismantling for all products covered by the study (e.g. ensuring that scarce metals can be manually recovered and redirected to recycling cycles, instead of mechanical shredding). Dismantability will both help reusing components and increasing recycling of scarce metals and is enforceable and verifiable. 
	

	18/10/10
	Page 175
	We recommend deletion of the first sentence of the page: “The minimum requirements set are already very ambitious…” As mentioned previously, limit values that are set so close to the current base case level and less stringent than the LLCC level can not be qualified as “very ambitious”. Besides, the APD/auto-power down requirement (which is the proposition providing the largest saving potential) is a simple and inexpensive design option, certainly not to be qualified as “very ambitious”.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 175
	The concept of an energy labelling with a scale based on absolute energy consumption is very interesting and in line with how we would like the EU energy labelling to evolve. We do not agree with the comment that “this label is unlikely to produce short to medium term improvements”.

However, in order to make this label proposal appealing, the consultants need to provide more than two brief paragraphs. We invite them to beef-up this part by describing how the label could look like, which parameters would be displayed on it and how current products on the market would be distributed among classes.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 175
	The remark “product procurement of consumer electronics is relatively low” is questionable. Besides, it is not limited to healthcare and education sectors as mentioned.

The remark “eco-labelling for the consumer market is generally not considered to be effective for small, relatively low powered consumer electronics” is also not substantiated (and the meaning of “effective” is not clear).

We generally invite the consultants to substantiate each statement they make (with sources, references to studies, etc.).
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 175
	The sentence “However, it could be more useful and effective if it was integrated into a voluntary agreement and marketed by manufacturers to help expose free riders” is unclear. What “voluntary agreement” is this referring to? In what way would a voluntary label marketed by manufacturers help expose free riders? It is exactly the opposite: a voluntary eco-label defined, controlled and marketed by the industry provides the highest risk of greenwashing and free riding.

So, we suggest deleting this sentence.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 175
	The last paragraph on EPEAT specifications should be much more developed. We expect the consultants to describe in more details which EPEAT specifications could be applied to video players/recorders, how they could progressively be included in an Ecodesign measure, what barriers would need to be overcome, what potential would this deliver, etc.

We are disappointed to see that (again) some interesting policy options are just very briefly mentioned, while the objective of study should be precisely to develop these ideas in details and provide the necessary guidance to implement them.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 176
	The discussion on potential self-regulation is very brief, and does not address all the criteria from Annex VII of the Ecodesign directive. We encourage the consultants to include a discussion on each of these criteria, and indicate the challenges and pros and cons in each case (i.e. market coverage, added value, reporting, etc.) This would giver better guidance to decision-makers if they need to assess a proposal for self-regulation.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 177
	The bullet point “- Use of BFRs etc” is very laconic. Please develop this point and indicate in details the way of reporting on all significant environmental aspects (measurement method, unit, etc.)

This has been done for other adopted Ecodesign measures (example: lead and mercury for televisions).
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 177
	The first two rows of the tables are misleading.

The APD requirement is not well described.

The study should more clearly indicate a proposed revision date for the Ecodesign measure and explain which critical points should be explored and discussed during the revision.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 178
	The impact analysis on consumers should discuss whether disabling the fast start mode and enabling APD creates a risk of some consumers being annoyed and changing the settings. Based on this discussion, a sensibility analysis should be developed on the savings potential, and practical solutions should be proposed to reduce this risk.
	ECOS

	
	
	PROJECTORS
	

	18/10/10
	Page 181
	We recommend further refinement of the criteria for ‘professional projectors’, as it seems the current draft could create potential loopholes. Manufacturers could sell quasi-professional products on the mass market (with an SDI interface or a misleading instruction manual) and be exempted of Ecodesign requirements. This would be an incentive to create more high-end powerful products instead of reducing the energy consumption. 
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 182
	The whole paragraph 7.3.2 (energy efficiency requirements) is expressed in an insufficiently rigorous and proof-checked language, leading to ambiguous or unclear expressions. The English needs to be proof-checked and clarified, and the requirements described in more precise descriptive terms.

It would even be better and appropriate to express these requirements in the format of the language of Ecodesign regulations (inspiration may be found in adopted measures). This would better support policy development and facilitate stakeholder discussions.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 185
	Minimum requirements are proposed with insufficient details on the rationale leading to these limit values. We would like to see more explanations on how these proposal compares to the LLCC values for example.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 186
	The 2015 saving potential could be deleted, as the calculation is not robust enough (as mentioned it is based on a stock assumption which is hardly credible).
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 186
	The description of the assumptions for the saving potential scenario calculations is not detailed enough. Only the baseline power consumptions are provided.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 187
	Same remark as for video players: we find the paragraph on other environmental impacts very disappointing and insufficient to guide policy development (see third page). The study has not provided the expected progress on how to adequately cover these aspects under the Ecodesign policy. Easier dismantling is an example of where concrete proposals should be made, as well as using the ECMA basis to set a generic requirement in Tier 1 and then a mandatory specific requirement in a Tier 2 in 2014.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 187
	We are surprised and very disappointed that the consultants have not spent any further effort on developing a comprehensive energy labelling proposal for projectors, as we had requested in our previous comments (from June 2010). The study has missed an important potential here.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 190
	The proposed requirement “All projectors should have a reduced power operating mode (Eco-mode) to conserve energy and extend projector lamp life” is unclear.  More details are required to define this mode and its characteristics. The consultants are invited to accompany each of their proposal with a sufficient amount of technical description. Otherwise it cannot be included in a regulation.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 190
	We reiterate a comment already made in June and which has not be properly considered:

· Minimum requirements on the mercury content and lifetime of the projector lamp. We would welcome more information on how (far) projector lamps are currently covered by RoHS and how the level of ambition there compares to benchmarks. Ecodesign can complement the RoHS policies if needed, for instance by setting tougher requirements and/or imposing the indication of the mercury content on the packaging of the lamp and projector. We also suggest exploring minimum requirements on the lamp lifetime (to avoid early replacement of the projector due to very high costs of retrofit lamps).
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 191
	The text stipulates that “light sources based on solid state diodes will foster cooler running and more compact products with a commensurate reduction in the weight of materials”. However, the study has not proposed clear policy options to promote and accelerate the deployment of such light sources. In that, it did not meet the objective of proposing policies to reduce all significant environmental aspects of the products.
	ECOS

	
	
	GAME CONSOLES
	

	18/10/10
	Page 198
	The text discusses a comment we had provided in our last position paper (from June 2010). It seems there was a misleading wording in our comments, so we suggest simplifying the reference by rewriting the paragraph as such:

Some stakeholders have commented that by not addressing active mode power demand ecodesign measures would fail to address the primary function of games consoles. It was suggested that all other adopted ecodesign measures have addressed the active modes of products. However, it is important to point out that the draft ecodesign measure on computers does not address the active mode of any computing products. It is suggested that active mode requirements were not proposed for computers due to the potential impacts on the functionality of the products.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 199
	We request inclusion of the following paragraph (top of the page, before the ‘idle mode’ heading):

It should be noted that not setting power requirements on the game play mode can have important drawbacks. It does not push console and game manufacturers to improve the energy efficiency of future gaming developments. It also does not encourage console manufacturers to integrate energy efficiency as a horizontal priority in the development of their next generation of products. Therefore, it would fail to grasp a part of the potential energy savings at stake and would has less impact on changing technological trends.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 207
	The table of TEC calculations clearly shows that by only expecting (even aggressive) improvements on the idle modes, the overall saving on the console consumption would only be in the order of 10-15%. This saving potential would even be reduced by application of APD requirements. This demonstrates that addressing the idle mode is not sufficient and active modes also need to be addressed by Ecodesign requirements.

Setting a power cap on the gaming mode does not necessary stifle innovation or gaming development, if the measurement protocol is based on a clearly defined and fixed gaming cycle (using a harmonised test template). This means that some games in the future could use more peak electricity for some new gaming developments, but at least the requirement would address a part of the basic gaming functionalities. 
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 208
	Some of the text basically suggests to wait for manufacturers to develop their next generation of consoles without any constraint, and only then start looking at how much power they use. This passive approach is exactly the opposite of what we consider the Ecodesign policy should do.

It is well known that in the electronics sector, when a new generation of products is out, the energy efficiency is then progressively improved together with product optimisation. This is business-as-usual, and this is not necessarily where the Ecodesign policy can have the best impact.

However, where the Ecodesign policy can achieve a significant and meaningful result is in ensuring that energy efficiency is a priority in the design of new generations of products and these next generations do not require much more power than the previous ones. This can only be achieved by setting some sort of long-term caps based on assumptions of the next generation’s characteristics. Such long-term caps are not the end of the world: they may eventually be re-discussed and revised if there is very strong evidence that they cannot be met by new technological developments. At least, they send a clear message to the industry about what is expected from them, and they give motivation to front runners. 
WE WOULD STRONGLY APPRECIATE THAT THIS COMMENT IS QUOTED IN THE STUDY. THANKS IN ADVANCE.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 209
	As the proposition of a ‘W per gigaflop’ metrics is a brand new proposal in the study, we were not able to gather enough technical expertise to provide comments.

We suggest exploring the concept with the industry and decision-makers in the context of the Consultation Forum.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 213
	Finalisation of the legal wording of the APD requirements still requires some  work. It will be left to stakeholders within the Consultation Forum. These specifications will require a very precise and comprehensive wording to make sure it encompasses all modes and possible user issues.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 213
	As mentioned by us and several other stakeholders, it is not acceptable that game consoles can continue using 75 W to play a Blu-ray or DVD when stand-alone players use a fourth of that. Even if it raises technological and cost issues, there is a clear momentum to improve the situation on this aspect as quickly as possible.

Therefore, the study is expected to provide requirements for the media playback mode, both for current generation and to influence the development of the next.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 215
	As the game console market is global, it is unlikely that manufacturers would start developing differentiated products for the EU market and the rest of the world. Therefore, we can assume that Ecodesign requirements adopted at EU level will have a worldwide impact of much greater size. We advise the consultants to also make a calculation of the TWh savings taking into account not only the EU stock but the worldwide stock of consoles. This would show the genuine effect of the measures in terms of global energy and CO2 savings.
	ECOS

	18/10/10
	Page 216
	Previous remarks for video players and projectors regarding other environmental aspects apply here as well (see third page). Increasing dismantability of game consoles should be a priority.

As some initiatives have been taken by manufacturers, a generic requirement for providing technical data according to standard IEC 62075 or sustainability consortium schemes should be included in Tier 1 (2012), with the view to setting additional specific requirements by 2013 or 2014.
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