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COMMISSION STAFF WORKING DOCUMENT
IMPACT ASSESSMENT

Accompanying the document

Commission Regulation implementing Directive 2009/125/EC of the European
Parliament and of the Council __

with regard to Ecodesign requirements for domestic cooking appliances (hobs, ovens
and

Lead DG: DG ENER
Associated DG:DG ENTR

Other involved services SG, LS, DG ENV,DG CLIMA, DG COMP, DG ECFIN, DG
CNECT, DG MARKT, DG EMPL,DG SANCO, DG TRADE, DG RTDJRC.

1. Procedural Issues and Consultation

11 Organisation and Timing

Thesemplementing measuremd o mest i ¢ cooking appliances (h
hobs and range hoodsire priorities of théction Planfor Energy Efficiencyand theEnergy
Efficiency Plan 201%.

The kegalbasisfor these implementing measurigsArticle 114 TFEU (internal marketfor
ecodesigrrequirementandArticle 194 TFEU(energy policy for Labellingmeasures.

Ecodesign and energy labelling requirements for prodwgistitute an important instrument
for meeting the poRdsaugeffcibnt BumpeiFlagstbp Initiatided r  t h e
t hienergy2020st r at egy paper &medy Hffibiency@an@éiils si on’ s

At an operational levethed 22D-2 Otérget is relevant, which aims amongst others at a 20%
reductiondsof energy consumption and carbon emissions in 2020 with respect of the reference
year 1990

These measures alomestic cooking appliancese part of the holistic energy accounting in
the Ehergy Efficiency Directivé (EED), in the Energy Performance of Building Direcfive
(EPBD) and in the EU Emission Trading Scheme Dire2{({&&S).

The implementing measigare based on the Directive 2009/125/®f the European
Parliament and of the Couhestablishing a framework for the Commission, assisted by a

1 COM(2006)545inal. Action Plan for Energy Efficiency: Realising the Potentlissels 19.10.2006.

2 COM(2011)109 finalEnergy Efficiency Plan 201Brussels8.3.2011

% Treaty on the European Communities (TEC) was replaced by the Treaty on the functionsgwiogpean Union (TFEU)
which entered into force on 1st December 2009 (content of Article 95 TEC was moved to Article 114 TFEU).

4 COM (2011)21final. A resourceefficient Europei Flagship initiative under the Europe 2020 strate@russels,
26.1.2011

5 COM(2010)639 finalEnergy 2020 A strategy for competitive, sustainable and secure enBmpgsels]10.11.2010

¢ European Council, Presidency Conclusions, March 2007

7 0JL31514.11.2012, p. B6.

8 0J L 15318.6.2010, p. 135.

°® 0J L 27525.10.2003, p32-46.
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regulatory committee to set ecodesign requirements for emel@ed productsin
combination with energy labelling under Directive 2010/30fEThe EcodesigrDirective
2009/125/EQeferencestte objectives of thEAP62 andECCP>.

Article 16 of the Ecodesign Directivprovides the legal basis for the Commission to adopt
implementing measures on this product category.

According to the Ecodesign Directiven anergyrelated product or a group ehergyrelated
products shall be covered by ecodesign implementing measures, or -oggsétion (cf.
criteria in Articlel7), if the products represent significant sales volumes, while having a
significant environmental impact and significant improvetmpatential (Article 15). The
structure and content of an ecodesign implementing measure shall follow the provisions of
Annex VIl of the Directive.

Consultation of stakeholders is based on the Ecodesign Consultation Forum as foreseen in
Article 18 of theEcodesigrDirective (see nexthapterfor details), including the consultation

of stakeholders durinthe preparation gbreparatory technical stigs from 2006to 2011 in

order to assist the Commission in analysing the likely impacts of the planned @seasur

Article 19 of the Directive 2009/125/EC foresees a regulatory procedure with scrutiny for the
adoption of implementing measures. Subject to qualified majority support in the regulatory
committee and after scrutiny of the European Parliament, the adaytthe measusdy the
Commission is planned by the end of 2013.

For labelling measures, the consultation of stakeholders and the adoption procedure are
carried out in a delegated act procedure according to Articles 10 to 13 of the Labelling
Directive 2010/30/EU, to the extent possible in parallel and linked to the ecodesign
implementing measure$he preparation ofabellingmeasures arbased orthe consultation

of expertsand are followed by proposal for Delegated Regulatitm be adopted byhe
Commissionbeforegoing for approval by the Council and the EP

From theproduct groups under considerationtlis impact assessment, only electric ovens
have been subject to mandatory energy labelling, introduced under the previous Energy
Labelling Directive 92/785/EC.

1.2 Impact Assessment Board

TheCommi ssion’s | mpact isssesl arsapimanron thé@fblapact (1 AB)
Assessment (IA)n its meeting of 8.12.2012indicatingthat certain parts of the report were
to be extended and clarifiéd

Following the IAB instructionsthe main text of theunderlying final IA reporthas been
extended and made more understandable on the points indicated by tAgé&A&:ope of the
measurs has been described more extensively and it was explained why cgyéiances
were excluded.The market structure and industrial players have been described in a

0 Directive 2009/125/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 21 October 2009 establishing a framework for
the setting of ecodesign requirements for eneedpted products (recast), OJ L 285, 31.10.2009

" Directive 20D/30/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 19 May 2010 on the indication by labelling and
standard product information of the consumption of energy and other resources byrelageglyproducts (recast), OJ L
153, 18.6.2010

12 Decision No $00/2002/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 22 July laying down the Sixth Community
Environment Action Programme 0J242, 10.9.2002p. 1.

13 European Climate Change Programme. http://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/eccp/index_en.htm

14 Europan Impact Assessment Board, Opinion regarding the draft version (21.11.2012) of DG-HMNp&ct Assessment
on a proposal for a Commission Regulation implementing Directive 2009/125/EC of the European Parliament and the
Council with regard to Ecodesign tdcements for domestic cooking appliances (hobs, ovens and range hoods).
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comprehensive new Anndéx which includes-as much as is possible within the limited data
availability—a more detailed estimata industrial employment and the i@ of SMEs.A
summary of that annex is included in the mlguy text. Graphshave been added showing

the breakdown of energy performance per device .casigrs of energy labels illustrata

now more detailedndclear discussion dhe content of themions.The calculation methods
underlying the options have bedascriled fully, showing that they are coherent with what
has been done in similacodesign and energy labelling measures. The impact assessment has
been improved on the points mentionedly IAB and the summary section of the 1A report
was revisedA full reference list andist of abbreviations has been included in Annexes F and

G. The executive summary has been adapted@sested by the IAB.

Before thelAB meeting, he draft IA reportwassubject to the consultation tie Ecodesign
Inter-Service Impact Assessment GrangNovember 2012. Thdraft IA report was amended
according to theomments received from the SG.

1.3 Transparency of the consultation process

This Impact Assessment mupported by preparatory studiem eccedesign requirements
(hereaftercalled pr epar atory studies’) carried out b

Commi ssion’s Directorateas@Gower al for Energy
T ° Pr epar g foolcodesigrnRagdirements of EuPs, ENER Lot 22, Domestic and
commercial ovens (electric, gas, mi%trowave

1 ° Pr epar gtoo Ecygdesigrequitements of EuPs, ENER Lot 23, Domestic and
commercial hobs and grills, includedevim i ncor por &t ed in cookers

1 ° Pr e p aStudyt far rEgodesigrequirements of EURPSENER Lot 1Q Room air
conditioners, domestic vaftion including range hood.

The preparatory studies followed the structure of ‘tdethodology for the Ecodesign of

Energy Using ProductMEEuP’'**d evel oped for the Commission’
Enterprise and Industry (DG ENTR). MEEUP has been endorsed by stakeholders and is used
by all ecodesign preparatory studies.

The purpose of thereparatorystudies was a perform a technical, environmental and
economic analysis for cooking appliances in order to improve their environmental
performance, within the framework tife EcodesigDirective.

The preparatory studies were developed in an open process, takiragéotmt input from
relevant stakeholders including manufacturers and their associations, environmental NGOs,
consumer organisations, and EU Member State experts. The final stakeholder meeting on the
studies of ovens and hobs & grills took place onvch 2011 in Brussels to discuss and

S BIO Intelligence Service, imssociatiorwith ERA technologyPreparatory Study for Ecodesign Requirements of EuPs,
Lot 22: Domestic and commercial oveRnal version August 201[Contract No TREN/D3/9P007Lot 22-S12.521661],
available aproject welsite www.ecocooking.org

% BlO Intelligence Service, in eoperation with ERA technologyPreparatory Study for Ecodesign Requirements of EuPs,
Lot 23: Domestic and commercial hobsidagrills, included when incorporated in cookerSinal version August
2011.[Contract No TREN/D3/92007Lot 23-S12.521679], from project welie www.ecocooking.org

7 ARMINES et al.,Preparatory study on the environmental performance of residential roaditmning appliances (airco
and ventilation), Study on residential ventilati®inal report, February 2009. [Contract TREN/D1/40
2005/LOT10/S07.56606]. Available http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/sustainbbiness/ecodesign/product
groups/aico-vent/files/residential_ventilation_en.pdf
18 VHK, Methodology for the Ecodesign of Enetgging Products (MEEuRFinal Report 28 Now2005for EC DG
ENTR, availableat http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/sustainbbness/ecodesign/methodoldggex_en.htm
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validate the preliminary results of the studies. Minutes of the final stakeholder meetings are
attached irAnnex C.

Further to Article 18 of the 2009/125/EC Directive, formal consultation of stakeholders was
carriedoutttrugh t he Ecodesign Consultation Forum
of Member States’ representatives and all i n
i n question’

The meetings of the Ecodesign Consultation Forum took place on 182842 andon 11

July 2012. Building on the results of th@eparatorystudes the Commission services
presented a Working Document suggesting ecodesign requirements based on scenarios
developed under the preparatory studies. The working documentsivcetated duly before

the meetingdo the members of thEcodesignConsultation Forum and to the secretariats of

the ENVI (Environment, Public Health and Food Safety) and ITRE (Industry, Research and
Energy) Committees of the European Parliament for indtion. The working documents

wer e publ i shed on DG ENER’ s ecodesign we b
Commi ssion’s CIRCA system alongside the stak
and after the Consultation Forum meeting. Minutes of the Qtatism Forum meetings can

be found inAnnexesA & B.

1.4 Results of stakeholder consultation

The Member Statessupport in general the revision of the energy label for domestic ovens
They also support in general the setting upaddesign minimum req@ments measures and
labelling in a single packagen domestic and commerciaboking appliances to reduce
energy consumption. HoweverariousMemberStatesindicatedtheir preference to splthe
measuredetween domestic and commercagpliances The carection factor for domestic

gas ovens, introduced to take the energy consumption for heating due to extra required
ventilation compared with electric heated ovens, suasstionedMost of theMember States

could supports combined labellingheasurdor electric and gas ovens.

Environment al NGOG s a n dndicatedntisau necpiiremeats may e at i o
more ambitious. The compensation factor for ventilation for using gas ovens was not
accepted. Consumer associations indicated that the compensationr famakes the
information on the label less clear to consumdt$s O 'sigpporta joint label for gas and

electric ovens whiclallows for direct comparisorbetween the energy consumption of both

typesof ovens Forreasons of clarity to the consumars energyabelling scheme with steps

from A to G is preferred over a scheme frofi’Ao D.

Industry *® associations largely supportethe approach to set mandatory minimum
requirements for domestic appliances in the framework of ecodesign and energy labelling for
ovens and range hoods. However, grills and microwave ovens should be excluded from the
scope, since energy savings are hardly possible. Industry emphasized that the new standard
for measuring hobs should be usekthe lack of data on somproduct groups (i.e.
commercial applianceshouldnot delay measures fdahe other The opinions about the use

of acorrectionfactor for ventilation for gas ovensere split. However, electric ovens with an
A-label in the current system shouldt be downgradeds far aspossible A part of the
ventilation industry suggesdl setting ambitious minimum requirements on energy
performance of range hoods, in line with energy performance of the fans.

19 see e.g. position papers of CECHBuropean Committee obomestic Appliance Manufacturersavailable on their
website.
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2. POLICY CONTEXT , PROBLEM DEFINITION , AND SUBSIDIARITY
2.1 Policy context

Article 15(2) of the Ecodesign Directive formulates the main criteria that makes a product
group eligible for ecodesign measures, i.esignificant sales volumea significant
environmental impacand asignificant improvement potential without excessivescddte

latter is to take into account the absence of other relevant Community legislafidnrer of
market forcesto address the issue properly andwéde disparity of environmental
performance for functionally comparable products.

The followingchaptes will subsequently address the three main eligibility criteria and supply

t he ba®8A&J i, ne' Bfasdlisnuad s ) dat a i n t he process
preparatory study signals poor data availability there has been a considerable effort by the
DCAi ndustry, represented by manufacturer’s a:
bases.

2.1.1 Product scope

The scope of the product categories addressabdfutureimplementingmeasursis in line
with the scope of the preparatory studies tedresult of thestakeholder consultationse.
domestic cooking appliancesvens hobsand range hoodsA more detailedverview of the
productscope is givetablel.

Table 1. Products in scope

Products within scope Proposed definition

Domestic appliace Appliances for household use.

Electric and gas oven Appliance or part of an appliance which incorporates one or more ca
using gas and/or electricity to operate, including ovens when incorpora
cookers.

Electric hob Appliance or part of amppliance which incorporates one or more cook
zones and/or cooking areas including a control unit and heated by elect

Gas hob Appliance or part of an appliance which incorporates one or more co

zones, heated by gas burners, which have anarpower of 1,16 kW o
higher and maximum 4,2 kW.

Mixed hob Appliance or part of an appliance which incorporates one or more el
cooking zones or areas and one or more cooking zones, heated
burners which have a nominal power of 1,16 kW ghbir and maximum o
4,2 KW.

Range hood A motor operated appliance intended to collect contaminated air from 4
a hob or includes a downdraft system intended for installation adjacg
domestic cooking ranges, hobs and similar cooking appliancesirénas
vapour down into an internal exhaust duct. The blower of the domestic
hood may be internal or external, provided that is controlled by the don|
range hood and has an electric power below 280W. The air may be (¢
away or discharged badhto the room after filtration.

Fully automatic range hood A domestic range hood in which the air flow and/or other functions
automatically controlled through sensor(s) during the 24h hours inclu
the cooking period with an electric power below 280

Products excluded from scope Proposed definition

Appliances that use ener¢ Selfexplanatory. This excludes appliances using liquid or solid fuels ag
sources other than electricity ( as appliances directly using heat from renewable sources.

gas

Commerciakooking Appliances not for household use

appliances

Microwave ovens Appliances which offer the func
food.

Small cavity ovens Electric or gas ovens with a cavity with a width and depth smaller thar




mmor height smaller than 120 mm

Portable ovens Appliances other than fixed appliances, with a product mass lower th
kilograms, provided they are not designed for builinstallations.

Small burners of gas hobs Gas burners of hobs which have a polegver than 1.16 kW.

Large burners of gas hobs Gas burners of hobs which have a power higher than 4.2 kW.

Gas hobs with covered burner| Appliance or part of an appliance which incorporates one or more
cooking zones, heated from the back side bybgasers.

Range hoods without motor | Appliance intended to collect contaminated air from above a hob conn
to a ventilation appliance not controlled by the range hood.

The exclusions mark the boundaries of the scope of the measures discusseadertyeng

Il A report. They do not ©preclude that the *‘pr
in separate future measures under the Ecodd3igattive 2009/125/EC and/or the Energy
Labelling directive 20103EU or that they will be included in ¢hfuture scope of the
measures at the review. For instance, commercial cooking appliances are not included in the
scope, because remedying the deficiencies in test standards and manexjudedeto design

effective and responsible measures would priybtetke severalyeas. After consultation of
stakeholderst the Ecodesign Consultation Forum held ofi Aril 2012 (seeAnnex A), it

was decided that inclusion of commercial cooking appliances at this stage would unduly delay
the introduction ® measure for domestic cooking appliancesrills are excluded sincthis

category consists of a wide variety of different appliances with different purposes and there is

no consistentdata available currentlyAppliances that use energy sources other than
electricity or gas appliances which offer the functionmi cr owav emalhevens i ng’ ,
portable ovensrange hoods without mot@ndgas hobs with covered burnexge excluded,
becauseeither these appliances hardly occur anymore on the markbeiorenvirommental
impactzgsrelativelysmall compared to the impact thfe ovens, hobs and range hoods under
scope

2.1.2 Sales volume and market structure
Sales DCAs

The preparatory studies reports EU unit sales of over 10 mil@anesticelectric hobs, 6
million domesticgas hobs10 million domesticelectric ovens, 2 milliomlomesticgas ovens
and 7 milliondomesticrange hoods per year in Bl) which results in & annuatotal salesof

about36 million appliancesfar aboveof the minimum sales criterion of Acte 15 of the

Ecodesign Directivé.

As with most domestic applianceabe sales otooking applianceshowa moderate growth

trend up tahe crisis in200B-2009 Sales growth may pick ugs old pacan theNew Member

States, but industry does not expaahoriterm recovery oiVestern European salds.2020

the market is expected be around39-40 million units, i.e. similar to thegrowth in the

number of EU27households over the 20BD20 period(projected to bdess thanl% per

year, see Annex D)Figures land2 show actual sales and stock 1290 1 0 and-as busi n
Usual’ pfor theperiod 20162030

Figure 1. Sales of domestic cooking appliances in the EU (Business as Usual).

D gee Explanatory Notes in the draft Commission Working Document on DCAs, June 2012.
2L Art. 15 of the Ecodesign Diréige: minimumsales of over 200.000 pieces/a.
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Figure 2. Stock of domestic cooking appliances in the EU gess as Usual).

800 1 EU STOGK mIn units r 800
200 . Domestic Cooking Appliances BAU L 200
602 638
- 565 N
- 600 510 TOTAL 600
o
= 215
S 500 - 203 - 500
o 193
o Elec. Ovens
< 400 {17 361 400
[2]
= Gas Ovens
g 300
E Gas Hobs
200
Elec. Hob
100
Range Hoods 96 106
0 T T T T T T T T T o
1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

Year
The analysis of the EU sales and stocks for DCAs shows thah#énket fordomesticovens

and hobs is saturated, with market penetrafiomer 100% while range hoods are installed in
44% of the households in the ESeeFigures 1 and 2

Production and trade of DCAs

22 Market penetration is the ratio of appliances in use and number of households. At a matkatigemnf
more than 100% means that a fraction of households has more than one appliance per device class.

EN 9 EN



The preparatory studies show that nido&§tAs on the Etmarketwere produced in the ER7

in 2008. The apparent consumption of cooking appliances is 80% -@r&duction in the
EU, i.e. 20% is filled in by a negative extd) trade balancenainly with Turkey and South
Korea

The preparatorystudies on ovens and hobs report that major EU producers of domestic
cooking appliances arBoland Italy, Germany, the UK and France. Nearly 50% of the
production inside the EU of domesgas cooking appliances was in 2008 represented by the
UK and Italy. The main players in production of domestic electric cookers Raend
Germany, Italy, the UkandFrance who accounted for 80% of the unslales. Main producers

of range hoods are ItaBnd Germanysee also section on employment)

Business revenue

Sales revenue for market actors can be derived from the total acquisition costs as shown in the
graph below. In 2010 the total EU purchase costs of DCAs amountedititid euros This

is revenue for the utilitiesOf this, onethird, around 4.7illion eurosis industry revenue.
Wholesale fraction is estimated at-20% ofthe manufacturing selling pricee. 1.4billion
euros(10% of the total purchase coststailers take about 5tllion euros(40% of the total
purchase costglnd the remainder of 2llion eurosgoes to VAT (520% of consumer
price).At sales of 36 million units this comes down to an average pfige of 390 euros per

unit. See also section on consumer expenditereafter.

Figure 3 shows actual acquisition costs 2290 1 0 an d-asUBwsilne sps 0-j ect i o
2030.

Figure 3. Acquisition costs of domestic cooking appliances in the EU (Business as Usual).

18 4 EU ACQUISITION COS8ilgne/a r 18
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1 12,4 TOTAL 1
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Gl 2, Gas Hobs )
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Elec. Hob

16 Range Hoods 2,0 2,2 2,5
0 . 0

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Year

Employment

Employment can be estimatédt -0 p w fiom the average revenue per employee. For the
final manufacturersthis is estimated at88000 eurosannualrevenueper employee. At a
overall revenue of 4.7billion euros for appliances manufacturingthis results in
approximately 25000 jobs. The averageeraye figure also contains, at a much lower rate, the
costs and thus jobs of Original Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs). Based on anecdottil data
is estimated that the OEMaction is around 50%, i.e. for evetwo employees in the final

10 EN
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manufacturing thereis one employee in the OENhdustry supplying materials and
components. Total industry employment thus amounts to around 38000 jobs.

The industry empl oymetiomupan &8l so dmplaymente 58 ma e
at the various production sitex the manufacturers. This is elaborated in Annex E and
confirms the size of 25000 jolgef which onethird in rangehoods and twahirds in ovens

and hob¥ at DCA manufacturers and 166000 DCArelated jobs at component suppliers

(OEMSs) Poland is belieed tohostthe largest EL27 prodution of DCAS, followed by Italy,

Germany UK & Ireland, France and the rest of the-2W

Industry enploymentdatain Figure 4are rough estimatemd exclude OEM shares (s&so
section on industrial market acthr$his figure isa 2012 snapshot; there is a trend for most
EU-based manufacturers to move Western European production 4abdowr cost countries
(Poland, Turkey and for smaller ovens Asi@utside the EtR7, Turkey is an important
supplier to the EU marketoth through Turkish subsidiaries of EU companies (Bosch,
Candy) and independent Turkish brands (Arcelik, Vestel). The role of Asian imports, from
subsidiaries of Eitompanies and Soutkorean brands like Samsung and LG, is relatively
strongest in smaltesize ovens.

Figure 4. Employment in the EU DCANdustry (excl. OEM)

EU DCA industry employmei# jobs)
(total 25 000 jobs, excl. OEMS)

Other EU PL
28%
24%
FR
6%
UK
6% IT
DE 20%

16%

In the wholesale sectors, average revenue/employee is typically in the ré8@@000euros
peremployee and thus employment in wholesale is estimated at around 4000 jobs.

In the DCA retail sectora ratio of 100000 eurosrevenueper employee is assumed to be
typical. A considerable fraction of the DCAs sold as builins through kitchen retaileand
furniture companies (e.g. IKEA)r as freestanding appliances through spetialppliance
shops (e.g. Metro, Media Market, BBC etc.), DIY chains (e.g-dost range hoods and
hobs), department stores and the-fmyd section of large supermarkets (e.g. Carrefdar)
total there are about 300000 D®@Atlets in the EE?. Thus arounds0-60000 jobs in retailing

2 Esimate by the technical consultant VHiBased on a proprietary analysis of national and EU NACE statistics.
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can be partitioned to selling DCAsepresentind).2% of the totakemployment in the EU
trade sectof*

In total, the number oEU jobs depending on producing, distributing and selling DCAs is
estimated at around 100000.

Industial market actorsand stakeholder associations

All large domestic appliance manufacturers market a line of cooking appliances: Electrolux,
Whirlpool, BSH,Indesit Company, Candy, Fag@tagorbrandt and FagorMastercodiele,
Gorenje, Teka, SMEGFrankeand Turkish manufacturers with no EHasedmanufacturing

like Arcelik, Vestel Manufacturersmore specialized in ovens, cookers and hates AGA
Rangemasteand Amica. Tabletop ovens are specialtyof De Longhi, SEB LG and
SamsungFor range hoods, markkeaders are BSH-aber(Franke Group)Elica, Tecnowind

DCA component suppliers include G.O. (amongst others electdand gaseating elements),

EBM Papst (fans for ovens and hoo®&ABAF (gas burners), Schott (glass cooktops)

Independent SMEmMployers i.e. companies with less th@&%0 employeesarerarein the
DCA industry Medium-argeenterprisesi.e. with 250to 500 employeesare e.gthe Italian
BertazzoniLa Germania companyNardi, Glem Gasand Fratelli Onofri — Terim. SME
enterprisesvith less than 250 employease e.gJose Das Neves @uos (PT), Trepol (DK,
50 jobs) and Bertel (DE, 60 jobsidustrial micreenterprises could not be identified.

It is estimated that industrial SMEs, including OBMppliers, represent no more than 10
15% of employment in EU manufacturing of DCAsome 5000 jobs).e. significantly lower
than the EUJaverageOver the past decades many SMEs have been takemuarged and/or
abandoned production activities and moved their focus to marketing, logisdi &84

In the distributive trade, the share of SMEs is believed to be closer to the EU average, i.e.
around 709>

Annex E presents an indicative list of industrial companies with production facilities in the
EU and gives an estimate of their D&€&latedemployment.

The industry association for manufacturers of DCAs is CECHi& DCA trade sector is
represented at EU level by Eurocommearel, for online sellers, byEMOTA. Consumer
associations are represented at EU level by ANEC/ BEGI€en NGOscollalorate in the
consultation process.g.throughECOS Eurelectric and MarcogaepresenEU electric and
gasutilities respectivelyAEGPL represents the LPG suppliers.

Consumer expenditure

Consumer expenditure consists of acquisition costs and running @ergy, filters for
hoods, repairs, etc.). Within the latter, the graph below only takes into account the main
component, i.e. energy costs which currently amount to ovéuilligh eurosfor the DCAs
installed in the EU 2010.

Figure5 showsactualenegy cost 19962010 and 2012 0 3 0 * Bagldd mneels’'s pr oj e ct
of the expected energy costs for consumeé&he graph is based on real constant 2007 prices,

i.e. inflation corrected. Until about 2007, the average EU electricity rate increase in the EU
hadly rose above inflation, but on average over the past 5 years the real (iné@tieated)

electricity rate rose with 4% per year. Gas prices, following oil prices, have been rising at a

real (inflationcorrected) rate of-3% over the whole period, batso there the real growth

24 Total employmenin the retail sectoraccording taEurocommercgis around 31 million jobsThe total added value of the
trade sector in the EQ7 is 11% ofEU GDP, i.e. around 1308llion€ ( sour ce: WWW. eur ocommer ce. Ol
% http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Structural_business_statistics_overview
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rate has increase@from 2007 onwards, the energy escalation rate of 4% has beerraosed.
the period 2002020 this means an increase of 50% of the energy costs related to DCAs. In
2030, the energy bill will have doubled for BE with respect of today.

Figure 5. Energy costs of domestic cooking appliances in the EU (Business as Usual).
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The total consumer expenditure, the sum of acquisition and running costs, amounted to 28
billion eurosin 2010(see Figure 6)Per household ihrepresentd40euroga.
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Figure 6. Consumer expenditure on domestic cooking appliances in the EU (Business as Usual).
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Currently, expenditure is split hadindhalf between acquisition costs and energy running
costs. Il n 2 0-&%u,s uscenar®, the energyi coses svél make up 70% of the
total. Neither ‘statistical time series on DCA product service’ lifgor ‘projections of DCA
market penetratiorare available.

2.1.3 Environmental impact

The environmental imp&étincludedin the prepaatory studies shoswthat for DCAs the use

phase is by far the most impacting stage of the life cycle of the life cycle in terms of energy
consumption and greenhouse gases emissions. The production phase has a significant impact
on some aspects as genematiof northazardous waste, heavy metals emissions and
eutrophication.

SeeFigure? below.

26 Calculated with EcoReport version 5, Egesign of energyising products, VHK for European Commission, Nov 2005
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Figure 7. Distribution of environmental impacts of domestic electric ovens.
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Energy in the use phase (energy and related carbon emissions)

The figures below shovhe historical data 199@010 and the 203R2030°BusinessasUs u a | ’
of primary energy consumption and Grétouse Gass(GHG) emissions.

The total primary energy consumption in 2010 is around 7588 Mtoe)and the related
final energyconsumptioris araund 109 TWh?’. The GHG emissions of DCAs amount to 35.4
Mt CO, equivalent ir2010.

The total primary energy consumptioharound 755 P roughlycomparable tahe current
primary energyonsumption ofreland

The greenhouse gas emissions of 35.4 Mt €@ is e.g. half of the current greenhouse gas
emissions of Finland. Based on this environmental aspect alone, the environmental impact is
significant enough to be elected for policy measures.

Both the total energy consumption and the carbon emissiensekatively stable over the
19902030 period.

2" Final energy consumption by appliances as follows: hobs (58%), ovens (30%) and range hoods (12%).
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Figure 8. Primary energy consumption by domestic cooking appliances in the EU (BaU).
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Figure 9. Greenhouse gas emissions due to domestic cooking appliances in the EU (BaU).
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Production energy

The averageveight of the basease electric and gas hobs described in the preparatory study

is 9.7 kg and 7.8 kg. The weight of the average electric oven is 30.9 kg and of an average gas
oven 50.1 kg. With the sales of A8llion units of ovens and hobs, there iset materials
consumption of 578000 tonnes per year. Giverettezgyrequirement between 472 MJ (gas
hobs) and 2354 MJgés ovens) per product, the total energy required in the2EUor
production, distribution and eraf-life of cooking appliances amownto around 39 PJ per

year. This amount of energy is not significant compared with the energy consumption in the
use phase (<6% of energy in use phase).
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Waste

The waste output from discarded cooking appliances lags some 15 to 19 years (product life+
time‘ on st ock’ in the house) behind the devel
and hobs is decreasing and of electric ovens and hobs is growing, it relates to a larger stock

for gas appliances and a smaller stock for electric appliances. Thegioepatudy estimates

that of collected discarded cooking appliances, 67% of the material of electric hobs, 96% of

the material of electric ovens and 98% of the material of the gas ovens and hobs is being
recycled, which means that 83 000 tonnes of naterdf discarded hobs and ovens is

di sposed. An estimate of the amount di scard
dumped, was not given. Other waste in the distribution and use phase is neligible.

Noise

Noise is identified as an environmentmhpact of range hoods, influencing the user
satisfaction énd indirectly health)andis therefore taken into account as a relevant product
characteristic.

2.1.4 Saving potential

Given the total absolat energy impact of this produgtoup the preparatorystudies (see
section 1.3) concluded thahe saving potential is significant enough to be eligible for
measures.

The technical design options that would bring about these saving were identified in the
preparatory studies as follows:

U For hobs

Optimized buner and pan support design (gas hpBspwitch to more efficient heating
technology (electric from solid plate to radiantitmluction) 3. Reduction of mass
(solid plate) 4. Optimization of electronic controls (gas, radiant and indugtnlse
of pot sensors (automatic switch off when no pot present) (all typeshutomatic
cooking (all types)

0 For ovens
Improvement of thermal insulatip2. Reduction of thermal mas8. Optimized door
design

U For range hoods
Change of AC motor to &° motor; 2. Improvement of fan desig8. Improvement of
interior air flow design4. Improvement of motor and fan control.

The preparatory studies stated that the technical design options did not impose the use of
proprietary technology.

The saving potential is linke to thedisparity in energy efficiency ahe domestic cooking
appliances.

The breakdown of energy efficiency of 2012 models is giveRigares 10 (hobs) and 11
(ovens). This breakdown is based on the CECED database of models by EU manufacturers,
which is used and accepted as a basis for decision making by all stakeholders including

28 The preparatory study mentions kilometres for maintenance and repair for hobs and ovens, estimated to 15 kilometre per
appliance over the life time
2 Electronically Commutating
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Member States and NGOshe CECED databas#goes not capture 105% of the models,
predominantly in the loweost and lowefficiency segment, imported e.g. from Asighus
espe@lly when assessing the elimination of 2@h2dels in section 4Qptions 4 and 5), the
actual savingmay be higher than suggested by the elimindgwoals.

U Hobs

The disparity in energy efficiency of hobs depends on the energy source, gas and
electricity. Within both groupselectric and gaghere are considerable differences in
efficiencies due to heating techniques and design differeRoeglectric hobs three
different heating technologies are used with different performance characteristics
(inducion hobs, radiant hobs and solid plates). See Fitfure

Note that, with or withoutecodesign or labelling measuresge toffer of hobs in
manufacturers catalogues chasmgeer timefor commercial reasong\t anestimated
design cycle of 8 years, (almost) availablemodelscurrently on the marketill be
replacedoy new versionsy 2020.

Figure 10. Spread in efficiency performancé®of electric hobs and gas ho€ECED 2012)
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The disparity in energy efficiency of ovens is at first depenaf the energy source

(gas and electric). Due to the influence of teeze dependehtmandatory energy

label, introduced in 2008y Commission Directive 2002/40/Eton energy labelling

for electric ovensthe energy performance of electric ovens hpeak around EEf =

100%, but the performances differ from an EEI over 200%n EEI just over 70% for

the best performing appliances. For gas ovens, the spread between the best and worst
performing appliances is small&ee Figurell.

As with hobs, at @ assumed design cycle of 8 years, (almost) all models will be
replacedoy 202Q with or withoutecodesign or labelling measures

% Databases with performance data of electric and gas hobs available in thark&tin 2012. Communication CECED
(industry association) to the Commission services, d.d. Octéb2e22.

31 0J L 128, 15.5.2002, p45

%2 calculated agndicated in chapter 4
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Figure 11. Spread in efficiency performanc&of electric and ga®vers (CECED 2012)
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U Range hoods

The industry dafd shows that there are considerable differences in energy
performance at equal functionalifgr range hoodsi.e. taking into account electricity

use for fansand lamps. Thepolicy discussion focussed rather on what type of
functionality should be considered,tlrar than doubting that there is a significant
saving potential. Most stakeholders agree with a measure including energy
consumptionagainstpower for the air flow and for lighting. Somestakeholders
proposed to includeneasures againsiverventilation sandby andow-mode power

use.

The energy efficiency afange hoods shows a fairly equal distribution of the number

of models over an EEI range from 51 to 116. This indicates a wide disparity and the
distribution, without the peaks of ovens and hobs, maké#sg of targets much less
critical than with hobs and ovens. Note that the database for range hoods is relatively
small, with only 191 models.

Figure 12. Spread in efficiency performance o&dnge hoods (CECED 2012)
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¥ According to @tabase with performance data of electric and gas ovens available in the EU icog0tdnicaed by
CECED (industry association) to the Commission seniit€xtober 2012.
34 Communication CECED (industry associadiem the Commission services, September 2012.
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2.1.5 Legal basis

The Ecodesign Déctive and, more specifically, its Article 16 provides the legal basis for the
adopton of implementing measuseTh e Ecodesi gn Directive uses
brought on the market by manufacturers as the legal $ntisidiarity in this contexs not
applicable because the problem is tramstional and actions by Member States alone would
restrict free circulation of goods. Furthermore at the scale of Community level any action
would be far more effective than at Member State level.

2.2 Problem definition

The main market and regulatory barriers hampering a larger market penetration of energy
efficient cooking appliances were identified in the prepayattudesas follows

2.2.1 Market failures
Lack of consumer information

For most DCAs, consumgare not provided with information that would guide them towards
purchasing energy efficient appliances. Onlgctic ovens are provided with information
about energy efficiency due to the energy label introduced in 2002 hdmutonised
information abotigas ovens imissing in the market

For hobs, several governmental agencies and organisations provide information on smart use
of hobs or providing information on the benefit of gas or electric ov@umisreither for gas,

nor for electric hobsielevantenergy efficiencynformationis availableat the pointof sales

that would guideeonsumers on differences in performance emergy consumption.

The preparatory study on ventilation, including range hoods, indicates that information on air
flow rate, filters and acoustic performance must be provided, but that such information on
packaging or in instruction doesthelp end user® make their choice

Externalities

As with other consumer goods, it is clear that even agiturate environmentaiformation
available, a significant portion ofpurchaserswill either not understandhe long term
implications, or will not cardecause they are not the ones paying the enmergyng costs
(e.g. in rental situationsPneof thejustifications for ecodesign requeaments ighe redudion

of the environmental impact of the cooking applianeaeneveipeople buy for themselves
for others.Some of the impastwill be on theendusers (energy cost, indoor air quality);
other impacts will be external (impactlated ¢ the energy production)with no direct
economic consequence for the consumer

Cultureand habits

Cooking appliances are at the heart of the kitchen and many consumers tend to be very
attached to certain features or certain real or preconceived notiontthbse appliances.
Some consumers would not want to miss out on theupeapeed of gas, whereas others are
very attached to the safe and etsyglean electric cooking appliances.

Induction hobs often outperform the usability, safety and energyesfligiof radiant hobs,
since induction hobs deot need time to heat up and react faster on switching off, since they
store less heat. Howevanany people preferadianthobs not only because of thiewer
purchase priceut also he suitabilityof the radant hobs for all sorts of pots and pans.

Electric ovens usually have a more even heatiistribution and are perceived to be safer
than gas ovens. Gas ovens usually heat up quicker and help consumers to avoid the peak
electricity tariffs whichutilities in some Member States apply.
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Range hoods are not only functional products with specific features regarding grease filtering
and lighting, but also an important part of the aesthetics of the kitchen environment.
Furthermore, personal preferences asegar t he hood’ s | ighting arr
of grease filtering and odour reduction may play a more important role than energy efficiency
considerations, especially when information on the latter is lacking.

2.2.2 Regulatory failures
Lack of speciic policy measures

The Ecodesign preparatory studies made clear that there has been very little policy action
either in the EU or in third countries to reduce the energy consumption of cooking appliances.

Apart from the mandatory energy label on domegéctdc ovens, introduced in 2082other
cooking appliances have so far escaped the attention of policy makers. Mandatory measures
and financial incentives have also never been introduced, neither inside nor outside the EU.

At a component levelhe exising Ecodesign regulations on fans and motors will have no
effect on range hood$he Ecodesign Commission Regulation 327/2011 on Fans >125 W will
have no impact onange hood€nergy efficiency, because fafts range hoodsvith atotal
maximum electricainput powerup to 280 Ware excluded from this regulation.

So far there has been no significant action by Member States to distort the internal market, but
in the absence of EU action, the problems described may lead Member States to act on their
own (as &eady has happened in the case of other products, such as circrdaty, or

electric ovens in the 1980s. In both cases national action was taken by Denmark

General leqislation applicable to (certain types of) cooking appliances not addressing the
currently dominant environmental impact

At a more general level, the possible use of brominated or chlorinated-riégandants is
tackled in the RoHS Directiv@(11/65/EU recas}, but from literature it is clear that these are
not a ‘hot’'isseenvironment al

The WEEE Directive Z012/19EU recast was set up to handle recovery/recycling of
electronic and electrical waste, amongst which cooking appliances. At present, this seems
fairly successfulNo particular design measures were fouagart from theusuaf®, which

would be particularly helpful in recovering and recycling of cooking appliances.

The packaging of cooking appliances has long been regulated through the Packaging directive
(94/62/EC and amendment§ and after the switch to simple monmteial solutions
(cardboard/paper inside and outside) it can actually no longer be considered a priority
environmental issue.

The Low Voltage Directive LVD (2006/95/EC) regulates electrical safety of domestic
cooking appliances, but in terms of environmdptaélated issues the most relevant are
references to harmonised standards on emissions of toxic materials under fault (on fire)
conditions.

Other applicable legislation with little bearing on the environmental impact of cooking
appliances is the direcewon Electromagnetic Compatibility EMC (2004/108/EC).

35 Commission Directive 2002/40/EC on energy labelling of household electric, @&hs128, 15.5.2002, 45.

3 E.g. design for disassembly, easy recovery of metals parts, avoid using a mix of plastics thataketthe product more
difficult to handle in shredddsased recycling, etc.

37 Amendments to Directive 94/62/EC by Directives 2004/12/EC, 2005/20/EC and Regulation (EC) 219/2009
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Lack of appropriate measurement standards

The applicable standard for measuring the energy efficiengasiiobs describes a test for
energy efficiency performance of heating a load. However, the @©Eical committee 49,
working group 2 on energy consumption of domestic gas cooking appliances is dpaussi
revision of this standard. Although the valid standard describes a relevant method for
measuring the energy efficiency of gas hobs, a new atdrghould be more in line with the
average behaviour of consumers during cooking.

For measuringhe energy consumption of domestic electric htttesCenelec working group

on surface cooking appliances of the technical committee 59 (TC 59X/WG d€fagming

a similar revision as isnderwayfor gas hobs. This nemre-standards in the stage of voting

and will be valid in the beginning of 2013. The method describes the measurement of the
energy consumption of heating of a load pan with water and sitsequently a period of
simmering at a steady temperature. Tieer method is closer to average daily use and shall
therefore be the basis for a transitional method.

Suitable test and calculation methods have only recently become available and the lack of
these standards has, thus féeen a barrier to providing adequate energy efficiency
information and adequate policy measures.

2.23 Discrepancy between fundamental EU goals and the existing situation

As mentioned in sections 1 and 3, the EU pursuesypgbels in terms of energy efficiency

and carbon emission reduction as well as a single internal market. The existing situation with
cooking appliances where the potential in contributing to these goals is not explored poses a
discrepancy. Furthermore, thegal tools to change this situation exist (Ecodesign, energy
labelling) and the boundary conditions set by the legislator for using these tools are fulfilled,
as explained in the underlying report.

2.3 Sensitivity analysis of baseline

The actual energgonsumption depends to a large extent on cooking behaviour, which can be
widely different e.g. between EU Member Stateswas shown in the 1997 SAVE study on
electric ovens. Statistical data availability on this subject is poor. Time studies suggest that
per household around 1 h/day is spent on ‘¢
lighting in hoods may be used for 2 h/day, but the accuracy of this assumption is probably not
higher thant:30%. Furthermore, the analysis is based on cookingegyehich are linked to

the test standards and then tuned to what was found to be average EU energy consumption in
anecdotal studies. In reality, the way that people use DCAs varies widely depending on the
region (e.g. potato versus pasta culture), famzdg and income (e.g. frequency of eating out).

The previously mentioned SAVE study found that the British (cake) and the Fins (bread) are
intensive overusers, whereas in Italy consumers hardly use ovens.

As regards the assessment of statistical markataaenergy, it must be taken into account
that thus far only for electric ovens there has been an energy label that would allow a third
party (nonindustry) assessment of the energy efficiency of the products on sale. For all other
appliances, only theam-salesweighted CECED database is available for analysis.

For the future projections of DCA energy use, the accuracy will certainly not be higher
Economic Crisis

In several consumer product sectors the 2B0@9 crisis has led to drops in sales upQmP
25% (airconditioners, boilers, etc.), after a considerable growth in the-2008 period. The
overall effect that is assumed, in line with scenarios given by EC DG ECFIN, is that the 2010
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sales equal those of 2005. This scenario has been compatedtiver standard crisis
scenarios proposed by the Commission and appears fairly robust (deviations <10%).

Energy prices

As regards the influence of the electricity rathe scenarios have been adapted to the latest
findings in the MEErP stud$, which sgnals that the electricity raté¢sreviously in line with
inflation) were subject to an escalation rate (real growth, i.e. above inflatior}%f. 2\t the

time of previous mpactAssessment (IAstudies of other domestic appliances (refrigerators,
washingmachines, etc,. )t was still believed that the sharp rise in domestic energy rates was a
temporary phenomenon and thus electricity rates would return to their usual pace of being
slightly higher than inflation. Now, aftdive years, it can be assumedtlihe 34% real price
increase of energy rates is a structural phenomerioaefore the energy escalatioate is
assumed to bd% from 2007 onThe result is that the real running costs of DCAs over the
20102030 period will more than double. The questis, although it is generally acceptable

to extrapolate longer term historic trends to the future, if this is really going to happen. A
second question for the DCAs i§:DCA running costs are going to double over the next 20
years, will it change theonsumers purchase behaviderg. with energy efficiency becoming
more important and thus an autonomous shift in products being Qffemedtheir cooking
behaviour?

Functionality

The development of the cooking appliances in the scope has been evolutaiharythan
revolutionary. Under the influence of energy cost increases this may change, but also the new
technologies (not in the scope) like misaves and stearmvens might have an influence on

the appliances in the scope. Cooking behaviour and imnovan i n ‘food desi
volatile, subject to consumer considerations of health, fashion and environmental impact (e.qg.
less red meat).

Rebound effect

The *rebound effect’ i's a phenomeno-savingher eb)
technoloy has not only triggered replacement of inefficient products, dmeésumably
because consumer s—atsocreatedrcgmpletelyfnew applicatgns in Iplacgs’

where no energy was consumed before.

With cooking appliances the chances of theb®uad effects are very slim, simply because
so far the energy use of DCAs was not considered problematic. In the future, with larger
awareness of energy costs and environmental impact this may change.

Conclusion

It is believed that the underlyinbp represents the currently best possible assessment of
energy use related to DCAs, but as a result of the factors abdvemited data availability in
general the accuracy of the current energy consumptidimised, asit is the case with most
products thahavenotbeen subject to measures previously

2.4 Risk Management

For a sector like cooking appliances there are no issues that meet the conditions for a risk
assessment as a part of the impact analysis as addressed in the EU IA Gdidelines

% Methodology for the Ecodesign of Enefmglated Products (MEErP), VHK foEuropean Commission, 2011.(see
www.meerp.eu)
39 European Commission, Impact Assessment Guidelines, SEC(2009)92
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3.

OBJECTIVES

As laid out inChapter2, the preparatory study has confirmed that a largeeftesttive
potential for reducing electricity consumption of cooking appliances exists. This potential is
not captured, as outlined above. The general objective is to geagdolicy which corrects

the market failures, and which:

1)
1)

Promote energy efficiencyand contributes to security of supply in the framework of
the EU objective of saving 20% of energy consumption by 2020.

Reducs energy consumption and related £&hd pollutant emissions due to cooking
appliances followingeU environmental prioritiessuch as those set out the Sixth
Community Environment Action Programe (EAP6)or in the Commissions European
Climate Change Programme (ECCP);

The Ecodesign Direate, Article 15, requires that ecodesign implementing measures meet all
the following criteria:

a)

b)
c)

d)
e)

f)

there shall be no significant negative impacts on the functionality of the product, from
the perspective of the user;

health, safety and the environmehgll not be adversely affected,;

there shall be no significant negative impact on consumers in particular as regards
affordability and life cycle cost of the product;

there shall be no significant negative i

in principle, the setting of an ecodesign requirement shall not have the consequence of
imposing proprietary technology on manufacturers;

no excessive administrative burden shall be imposed on manufacturers.

As regards the operational objectivdee 2020 time horizon, invhich the overall Etfoal is
to reach a 20%nergy andcarbon savingwith respectof 1990 (see Chapter 1)s very
important.However,the expectedcontributionfrom DCA-relatedmeasuress restricted for
the following reasons:

DCAs, with the exception of electric ovens, have not been subject to energy efficiency
measures before. Thus, as shawFigure 8, their primary energy consumption between
1990 (671 PJ) and 2010 (755 Bak grown by 12.5 %. In a businessusual scenariat

is expected to be 16 % higher in 2020 with respect of 1990. This means that in order to
reach a 20% savinig 2020with respect 0fL99Q not only 20% will have to be saved but
also the extra 16% energy consumption of the 1B¥D period will have to bebated.

The entry into force of newecodesign and/or labelling measures for DCAs will
realisticallynot take placebefore the year 2014. Given the average product life of DCAs
of at least 15 years, this means tfa@so taking into account growth of themioer of
households in 2020 only onehird of the currently installed DCAs will have been
replaced by more efficient modelshe full saving of the measures starting in 2014 will
only be realizedy 2030.

As mentioned in Chapter 2, DCA® particular ovas and hobsare more thansimple
technical devices, very much enshrined in the cultural heritage of most Eurdpethias.
sense, the restriction mentioned above t
on functional i ty’ ghtlyAna untegbreted ont far mere thaa just a |
technical process. In other wordseasures that would ba seriously restrict current
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cooking technologies, even if technically superior alternatives were avagabkmply
not possibleThis is a serios, but unavoidable restriction on the saving potential.

What is possible, however, is to implement design measures, as mentioned in the preparatory
studies (see section 2.1.4) t hat are | argel
improved contols, etc.) or that would cautiously speed up alreadgang processes, such

as the replacement tégacysolid plate electric hobs by ceramic plate hdbsien the fact

that DCAs represent a significasthurce ofenergy consumption and carbon emissjtinese
measurescan be worthwhile and @propriate within the scope otedesign and labelling
measureswhich will be investigated hereafter

4, PoLicy OPTIONS

4.1 Option 1: No EU action
This option would have the following implications:

— The market failuresvould persist, and only very slowly the consumers would become
aware of the advantages and disadvantages of the differenbfyggsliances

— It is to be expected that Member States may want to take individuddararonised action
on cooking appliancefficiency. This would hamper the functioning of the internal market
and lead to high administrative burdens and costs for manufacturers, in contradiction to the
goals of the Ecodesign Directive.

— The specific mandate of the Legislator would not be respecte
Therefore this option is discarded from further analysis.

4.2 Option 2: Self-regulation
The optionof selfregulation was explored, withe followingoutcome

— No initiative for selfregulation on cooking appliancesas brought forward by any
industrialsectorduring consultation

— Il ndustry has <called for a <clear | egal fre
competition, while voluntary agreements could lead to competitive advantages for free
ridersand/ornogp ar t i ci p a nconsmitment .t he ‘ sel f

The relevant industry associati@ECED*°) made a number of 'voluntary agreements' in the
1990sin respect of some white goo@sashing machines, dishwashers and refrigerators and
freezers) However in the mie2000s they decided they would prefer staty limits as this

gave a level playing field, and so ruled out agreeing taersglilation. This remains their
position. Moreover, as explained in par. 2.1.1, the market structure (low concentration and
low market power) would probably rule out an efieet selfregulation meeting the
conditions in the Ecodesiddirective 2009/125/EC

Therefore this option is discarded from further analysis.

4.3 Option 3: Energy labelling targeting cooking appliances

This option would include the labelling of cooking a@ppte efficiency in seven efficiency
classes as und#re Energy Labelling Directive.

This option would imply the followingssues

40 European Committee @fomestic Appliance Manufacturers.
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— In general,the two main objectives of labelling schemes are to increase the market
penetration ofenergy efficient produst by providing incentives for innovation and
technology development, and to help consumers to make cost effective purchasing decision
by addressing running costs.

— Furthermore, the energy label would be an ideal vehicle to inform the consumers on the
perfamance characteristics of the new(er) technologies.

For ovens and range hoodgtion 3 would result in savingslowever, it would miss out on

the substantial initial reduction in energy consumption from minimum requirements which
will eliminate a significant proportion of current models from the market (though design
changes will be relatively smallBased on the experience from white goods energy
labelling®, it seems |likely that a ‘labelling on
existing low effciency modelsand the EU could miss out on around ofthird of the
identified technicallyeconomicalsaving potentiafor ovens and range hoodshe European
Commission is planning an evaluation of the energy labelling directive 2010/30/EC, which
might suply more accurate information, but at the moméms is the bestavailable
guantitative estimatéd quantitative scenario can thus be simply derived from the calculation
of the scenario foOption 5 (combination of labelling anetodesign requirementsiaking

33% of all outcomes

Especially where cooking appliancase purchased blguyersthat arenot the users of the
equipmentor the ones paying the energy l§élg. in rental situationsocial housing, student
flats, etc), * | a b e |l | i notgefledivelanyd’s thusdiscarded as an optidor ovens and

range hoods

For hobs,on top of the reason mentioned above for ovens and range hbedsption of
energy labelling is not possible for practical reasorse disparity in energy efficiencyf

hobs is limited and makes it technically/legally almastpossible to implement Energy
Labelling measures witeevenenergy efficiency classes as intended under the 2010/30/EU
Directive. More specifically, the spread between the worst and best hob is GOhL2%
around a median value (see figureshapter2). Thus, if the measurement tolerances are also
in the same order of magnitude (perhaps at b&$b) it is highly problematic to implement
and exercise effective market surveillance for a labelling schathesevendistinct classes.

Hence, also for hobs energy labelling as an option is discarded.

4.4 Option 4: Ecodesign implementing regulation on cooking appliances

This option aims at improving the environmental impact of cooking applidmge®tting
Minimum Energy Performance StandafBik=PS) br their power consumption. Details of the
rationale for the elements of the corresponding regulation, as listed in Annex VII of the
ecodesign framework directive, would apply.

In itself this is an effective measy because it is largely independent on consumer and
market behaviour and would take the worst performing products from the niukétthere

is a possibility of stimulating alsthe best performingroducts through energy labelling, the

‘* MEP S otion ig/léss effgrtive than the combination of MEPS and energy labédieeg
Option 5)

“1n the 1990sthe labelling measures ftvouseholdrefrigeration appliances in Conigsion Directive 94/2/ECunder the
92/75/EC framework directivavere accompanied by Directive 96/57/B{the European Parliament and the Couwitih
minimum energy efficiency requirements to address thedffisiency modelsEvaluation by manufactures showed that
for refrigerators/freezersoughly two thirds of the savings werecansequence of energy labelling and rebate/promotion
measures by Member States and dimed was due to theninimum energy efficiency requiremen{&€ECED, prof.
Stamminger2001, cited in European Commission, Second ECCP Report, 2003)
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This is the caseaotably for electridgas ovens and range hoodhie* MEP S aptioh y '’
would not address the considerable saving potential from newer technologiesakl not
provide the necessary guidance andnanhalogyr k et
with the consideration#n the previous sectiont is plausible thatvitha * MEPS onl y’
the EU wouldmiss out on twehirds of theidentified technicaleconomicalsaving potential

for ovensandrange hoodsA quantitative scenario can be simply derived from the calculation

of the scenario foOption 5 (combination of labellingnd ecodesign requirementsjaking

66% of all outcomes

For electrc/gas ovens and range hootliss option is discarded, i.e. the M&Rire to be
complemented by mandatory Energy Label meaq@pton 5)

For electric and gas hopsnergy labelling is not possible, as explainmedection 4.3 (option
3), and thug h e P'SMB n | Yestremaningoptien after having discarded options 1 to
3. Option 4 is included in the further analysis of electric and gas hobs.

Within that Option there are still sever&ub-options related to especially the target levels,
which will be elaborated in Chapter 5.

The graphsin Figure 13 show that setting minimum requirements for hobs requires
considerable finguning of target levels and timing between the tiers. The grsipbw the
effect of energy use targets (in Wh/kg) for hobs mmte of annuaknergy consumption, in
kWh/a based on the current CECED data base of hobs onooffiae market

For electric hobs, the grashows that up to a target efficiency level of around 195 Wh/kg
there is hardly any effect dhe averagannual eergy consumptionf the models on offein
other words, this will eliminate very few (less than 10%) of current maatetsfer according

to the CECED database, mostly sefithte electrical resistance hobs and a few-édficiency
ceramic hobs.

Figure 13. Energy use of hobs at target levels of minimum requirements.

electric hobs avg. energy use (kWh/a) gas hobs avg. energy use (kWh/a)
at energy use target levels (Wh/kg) at efficiency target levels (%)
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Going beyond this mark of 195 Wh/kg would bring extra energy saving in terms of the
CECED database, but beyond around 185 Wh/kg there is a risk that almost all ceramic plate
hobs would belaninated and only induction hobs survive. Apart from the fact that this may
be sensitive, i.e. banning a currently popular technology, it wouldbalsostly. The current

mix of solid-plate hobs (132urogunit), ceramic hobs (408uros/unit) and induagbn hobs
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(880eurogunit) results in an average electric hob price to the consumer of close ¢oia30

But if induction hobs become the only option, a 70% price increase may have a serious
negative impact on affordability, especially because inductiooking requires special
(expensive) cooking gear. The reward in terms of energy saving would be ngodegfrom

195 Wh/ kg to a*b)enlcehvmalr kof(* BAO@ Wh/ kg brings
and(although with higher energy prices in 2030 this rhaydifferen} would not be the most
economical in terms of Least Life Cycle CodtkCC).

With gas hobs, the situation is less critical and energy saving potential is higher. There is a
relatively linear decrease of annual energy consumption (in kWinzamy energy) from
target | evel 54% to the benchmark (*BAT’) |
efficiency and price is much less pronounced; prices of typical gas hobs vary betwae 268
390euros Also the price is much more influenceg dither product features such as aesthetics
than the quality of e.g. the burner assemBly. the long run, respecting an industry design
cycle of 8 years, it could be feasible to achieve target levels of 60% or more.

4.4.1 Test and calculation methods destic hobs

For gas hobsthe energyefficiency (EE) of the burner (in %3% calculated by dividinghe
theoretical energy needed for heatangot with amfamount ofwaterby the measured energy
consumption otthe gas burnefor heating the same pot withelsame amount of watdfach
gas burner of a gas hob or combination hob shall comply with a set minimum efficiency.

For the testwateris heatedby 75 degrees in a standardised environment and with standard
pots, see Table 4.

Table 4. Pot sizes and watamount for measuring efficiency of domestic gas burners

Minimum and maximum powel Internal diameter pot Quantity of water
of the gas burner (kW) (mm) (kg)
>1.16 AND<1.64 220 3.7
>1.65 AND< 1.98 240 4.8
>1.99 AND< 2.36 260 6.1
> 2.37 AND< 4.20 260 6.1
> 4.20 300 9.4

For electric hobsa new test standardas been issuegcently®, which also measures the
energy required to keep the heated wateéhafinal temperature for 20 minutes after heating
up. The size and amount of water is dependenh®fsize of the cooking zone or area in a
similar way as with the size of gas holbbe measurement shall be done for all cooking zones
and cooking areas of a hob. For egut in a cooking areathe energy consumption is
calculatedin Wh electricity consmption per kg water. The average energy consumption of
the hob(in Wh/kg) is the straight average of thenexgy consumption of all pots/cooking
areas.

A gas hob standarthat is equivalent tothe new test standard for electric habsunder
development, buwill be lagging behind by some years. For the time being, the current gas
hob standard can be uééd

2 Best Available Technology

43 prEN 603502:2012. Household electric cooking applianeéart 2: Hobs- Methods for measuring performance,
developed by CENELEC/TC59X/WG

44 EN 30-2-1:1998 Domest cooking appliances burning gaPart 21: Rational use of energyGeneral. With amendments
A1:2003 and A2:2005. Standards for gas hobs are being developed by CEN/TC49/WG2 (gas hobs).
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The outcomes of the gas and electric hob standards are incomparable because of the
differences in load, but because tleguirementsio not include angomparativealignment
this does not pose any problems.

Lateral measures

As mentioned,hobs arenot suitable for mandatory energy labelling under Directive
2010/30/EU but the fact that a mandatory test standard is introduced under Ecodesign
Directive doesnable the introduction of voluntary endorsement (yes/no) labelling such as the
EU Ecolabel or any of the other ecolabels (Blue Angel, Nordic Swan, etc.). It cannot be
predicted that these voluntary label schemes will take off or be successful, thathewhye

not taken into account in the scenarioschapter5, but it should be mentioned that the
Ecodesign measure enables such lateral measures to take off.

Timing of 3tier approach

The table below gives thiareescenarios oSub-options, in increasg level of ambition, for

the electric and gas hobs. In each scenaridiar Zipproach, whereby typically thé' fier is

mainly intended to make market actors and surveillance authorities familiar with the nature of
the measure andives time to the ingstry (with low efficiency appliances) to invest and
adapt The 29 tier setshigh requirements to boost savingehe 3° tier will establishthe
conditions for stabilised high energy efficiency standards over time

The mechanicsf thetiered implementadn follows the principles on which wide consensus
has been reached with stakeholders, including Member States and environmental NGOs, in
the Ecodesign Consultation Forum and Regulatory Committee.

The scenarios are all based on the tiers being introdoc@il4, 2016 and 2018.

Table 5. Suboptions ecodesign measures for hobs

ELECTRIC HOBS tier 1 tier 2 tier 3

Sub-option | Target year 2014 2016 2018
A Max. energy, in Wh/kg 210.0 200.0 195.0

B Max. energy, in Wh/kg 210.0 200.0 190.0

C Max. energy, in Wikg 205.0 195.0 175.0
GAS HOBS tier 1 tier 2 tier 3

Sub-option | Target year 2014 2016 2018
A Min. Efficiency, in % 52.0 53.0 54.0

B Min. Efficiency, in % 53.0 54.0 55.0

C Min. Efficiency, in % 53.0 54.5 56.0

Elimination of 2012models

The lreakdown of energy efficiency of 2012 hob models is givefignre 10 andcan also be
derived fromFigure 13.

For electric hobs, the fraction of 20b#dels that will be eliminated from the 20RU
manufacturecatalogusis in the order of 4% in 2014 dr6-11% in 2016. Only in 2018, the
three Sub-options show more marked differenc&gith Sub-option A 11%, with Sub-option
B 46% and witiSub-option C 73% of the 201&hodels would no longer be allowed in 2018.

29 EN



EN

For gas hobs, the fraction of 20k#dels thatvould be eliminated from the catalogue is in
the order of 218% in 2014 and 183% in 2016. In 2018, the thr&eib-options show the
following results: WithSub-option A 46%, withSub-option B 59% and wittSub-option C
73% of the 201anodels would no longdre allowed in 2018.

As mentioned before, the elimination of 2012 over time is not in itself a cause for concern for
any of the stakeholders. With or without Ecodesign or labelling meashieestfeér of hobs in
manufacturer catalogues chasgever timefor commercial reasondt is the pace of the
elimination that mattersAt an estimateddesign cycle of 8 year# 2018 the manufacturers

will normally have replaced some 75% of the 2@0d@dels. This exceeds the elimination
share of even the most string&htb-option C and thus none of the measures would disrupt
the normal pace of product replacement. -8ption C would, however, have a negative
impact on functionality, as it would for electric hodléow only inductive cooking. This will

be discussed laten, following the impact analysis.

Monitoring and market surveillance

As is the practicevith other Ecodesign measures for large domestic appliances (refrigerators,
washing machines, dishwashers, laundry dri¢ng) responsibility for market surveillantes
with the Member States and their surveillance authorities.

As regards the monitoring of progress, this is an issue that the Commission, in consultation
with the Member States, have tackled through external consultants, which usually employ
severakourcesfor monitoring progresdor instance:

Reports from surveillance authorities on compliance rates found from their
investigations;

Industry databasdhatareupdated continuously or dwbc. Theyare usuallynot sales
weighted, but progress is meast from the number of models in bagnergy class in
the database;

Commercial market research institutes such as GfK that could monitor unit sales at
points of sale Data from commercial market research institutes are-sadeghted and
provide a more acgate picture, but are available only at a very substantial cost
(depending if the latest figures are required or less recent figures from one or two
years)

4.5 Option 5: Labelling and Ecodesign combined

As mentioned in the previous sectiome tmost adquate solution for electric and gas ovens as
well as range hoods is a combination of options 3 and 4, i.e. labellinge@utksign
requirementslt combines the advantages of thetwo optionsi . e. t he * mar ket
andt h e ‘ ma rokeedesign vequirement8/EPS asdiscussed earlier.

The labelling of ovens raisedowever some questions during stakeholder consultations
regardingthe following issues:

1 The possibility to developamnbined label or separate labels for gas and electric ovens
In a combined label for gas and electricity ovehs,label classes should be equivalent
for both types of applianceéss terms of their primary energy impadtis scheme could
be challenging for electric ovens as their primary energy efficiency depends
considerably on the energy mix in general and the local electricity production process in
particular, which are not under the control of the ovens manufacturers/suppliers.
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Additionally, in most countries the building regulations and standards require/gas o

to have an extra permanent ventilation provision (e.g. a hole), which indicectg

cost space heatifgpoling energy to heatool the incoming air also when the oven is

not operatingAdding this extra energselated effect of the gas oven in tlabelling

metric would help to even the score between gas and electric ovens for a single labelling
schemeHowever,the effectof these measuresn vary considerably with seasons and
depends very much on geographical locatiansl climatic areas.And thee is no
tangible methot to determine this impact on the overall energy efficiency of gas
ovens.

This combinedlabelling schemdor electric and gas ovens appearedbéochallenging

for the industryand for some Member Statef this context, themajority of
stakeholders did not accept to consider this proposalthus this option was discarded.
Instead, using separate labels for electric and gas ovens, each with their own metrics,
was the preferred option.

1 Inclusion in the measure of standbgnd offmode electricity consumption or not
Standby and off mode losses form a significant part of the annual energy consumption
of domestic electric ovens. However, ovens are addressed in the commission regulation
1275/2008 on standby and off mode power conswmfStiwhich will limit the standby
and off mode power to maximum 1 W from January 2012 onwards. The energy
consumption during the cool down phase is likely to be very similar across different
ovens. The energy use of cleaning features of ovens is stroagbndent on user
behaviour. Therefore the preparatory study proposes to base measures on the energy
consumption per cycle, excluding standlayd offmode use, since it would result in
the same ranking as with the inclusion of those items.

1 Categorisationdr different cavity volumes of ovens or n@he electric oven, the only
one for whichcurrenty energy label existsinder the Energy Labelling Directive
92/75/EC, distinguishethreediscrete categories of oven cavity volume ranges. This has
proven to beless effective and create some concentration of models just beyond
category limits. It was thus decided &iminate this type of categorisatiaand to
redesign this metribasing the energy classes on a linear relation between volume and
energy efficiencyf the oven cavity

1 The previous issue raised the question of downgrading of the energy classification for
existing models of electric ovens. While in general there was understanding that in
gener al downgrading of e X i s pbuldrbg avodedias| s (e
much as possible, it wagreedthat downgrading of some models was unavoidable in
the design of an effective electric oven lak®so compensated by upgrading of other

models

| As regards the general ambition level labelling requirenents a consensus was
reached thatallove® ul d reach a | evel that 1 s compa
electric ovensand leavet he™ | A" Aan'd * |IAefor éhke snost efficient

appliancess foreseen in theabelling Directive.

5 Note that theestimated aroun@5% energyaddition resulting frm this effect is not universal, i.e. the effect is only
significant for those gas appliances that consume little gas annually (like gas ovens, only @fuf 8@s/a) but still
requirepermanen4/7 ventilation provisions. For all other gas appliarszesh as water heaters and boilers this ventilation
effect of the room where the appliance is mounted is negligible.

46 Commission Regulation (EC) No 1275/2008 of 17 December 2008 on ecodesign requirements for standby and off mode
electric power consumptiaof electrical and electronic household and office equipment, OJ L 339, 18.12.200&2. 45
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The labéling of range hoods raised similar question but also the necessity of the high air flow
capacity of the latest domestic range hood models (up to 1000 m3/h in extreme cases) was put
into question. Specifically the following issues were raised:

1 Standby and f6-mode use ofnot fully automaticrange hoods was not taken into
account for the same reasons as for electric ovens.

1 However, the energy use of the lighting incorporated in range hoods would be part of
the integrated energy consumption calculation, sehalay for 365 days.
4.5.1 Test and calculation methods ovens

The basis for energy labelling amdodesign measuresf ovens is the Energy Efficiency
Index EEloven

The EEI compares the energy consumption of an &@(for electric and gas oven) witheh
Standard Energy Consumpti®@ECof an average 2012 oven with the same cavity volume,
expressing the former as a percentage of the latter.

The basic formula i€EI= EC/SEC For easier understandable representation on the label,
wit hout de cheouwdme is multipliedby a factor 100.

For instance, an EEI of 50 means that the oven consumes 50% of the average 2012 oven with
the same cavity volume.

This approach is coherent with the calculation methods used for other large domestic
appliances fowhich ecodesign and labelling measures were introduced.

The measurement of thedectricity consumption for each cavity volurive(in litres) of an
electric oven shall be based standardised methdd The measuremesntor gas ovens shall
be done witha similar method®,

The specific energy consumptiofSEQ for electric and for gas ovens aderived froma
recentmarket appliancedatabas® through a regression analysis.

The SECfor electric ovenss given bySE Gectric (in kWh/cycle) = 0.0042% + 0.525
The SECfor gas is giverby SECGas(in MJ/cycle) = 0.044% + 3.53

For theassessment of tHabelling class the best performing cavity shall meet the minimum
level for the EEI as given in table 6. The best of forced air convection or conventional mode
may beusedfor the assessment of the EEI

Table 6.Class limitsEEI for labelling of ovens

Energy label Requirements for the EEI
A" (most efficient) EEI < 62
A" 62<EEI <75
A" 75<EEI<91
A 91<EEI< 109
B 109<EEI <132
C 132< EEIl < 159
D (least efficient) > 159

4T EN-IEC 60350:2009/A11:2010. Electric cooking ranges, hobs, ovens and grills for householMatkeds for measuring
performance.

“8EN 15181:2008. Measuring nmetd of the energy consumption of gas fired ovens.

“Irepresentative data of appliances sold in the mamk2212.
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The figure below gives the draft of Energy Labels for electric oven and gas ovens

Figure 14. Draft designs of Energy Labsfor ovens
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The mplementation of the energy labeill be mandatoryin 2014 but may be implemented
sooneron a voluntary basis.able 7gives thethreescenarios ofSub-optionsat increasing
levels of ambition, for the additional minimum requirements for electric and gas ovens. In
each scenario a-tBer approach is chosen in line with the latest regulatorgtioe The
scenarios are all based on the tiers being introduced in 2014, 2016 and 2018.

Table 7. Suboptions ecodesign measures for ovens

Electric and gas ovens tier 1 tier 2 tier 3
Sub-option | Target year 2014 2016 2018
A Max. EEI 155 132 109

B Max. EEI 151 125 99

C Max. EEI 144 118 92

Elimination of 2012models

The breakdown of energy efficiency of 2012 oven models is givEigure 11.

For electricovens the fraction of 201-22nodels that will be eliminated from the 2014 EU
manufacturer catagues is in the order df% in 2014 andl-5% in 2016. Only in 2018, the
threeSub-options show more marked differences: W#hb-option A 14%, with Sub-option

B 71% and withSub-option C95% of the 2012models would no longer be allowed in 2018.
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For gasovens thefirst two tiers and also the third tief Sub-option A would hardly result in
the elimination of 2012nodels of EU manufacturers (although import models may be
affected). But tier 3 oBub-option B would eliminate 22% of the 20h2odels in 201&nd

tier 3 of Sub-option C would eliminate as much as 88% of the 20ib2lels.

As mentionedn the previous section (option,4he elimination of 2012nodelsover time is

not in itself a cause for concefor any of the stakeholders, because in 2018 sp53é of
models would be replaced for commercial reasons anyiv#s/the pace of the elimination
from ecodesign measurdbat mattersBoth for electric and gas ovens, the replacement rate
provoked bySub-options A and B is well within the normal pace of & year full catalogue
change. Onlysub-option C is beyond that.

4.5.2 Test and calculation methods range hoods

As with ovensEnergy Efficiency IndeXEEl, o determines the energy class of the range hood
and is the basis for Ecodesign measures for thgeraood.

The EEI of range hoods compares the annual energy consumption of the labelled model with
the annual energy consumption of a comparabl
expressing the former as a percentage of the latter.

For instancean EEI of 50 means that the labelled model consumes 50% of the energy of the
comparable standard model.

The annual energy consumptiiEC (in kWh) is calculated on the basis of 1 h extraction
operation daily at best efficiency poiBEP®, and 2 h lightingoperation daily, during 365
days per year. The electric power consumption (in W) of the extractio,fgrand the
lighting systenP, are measured accordingtest standart.

Figure 15. Draft design of Energy Label for domestic range hoods
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*0BEP is the hood operating point with maximum fluid dynamic efficiency FDE. See also footnote 45
*LEN 61591:1997. Household range hoedsethods for measuring performance. Including the latest amendments
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The powe consumption of the extraction fan is corrected with & sol | ed * t i me
f a c f, whichrelatesto the fluid dynamic efficiency of the fah Where appropriate, i.e. in

the case of a fully automatic hood, the power consumjatiaff-modeP, and $sandby mode

Psis taken into accourit

The standard energy annual energy consum@WEC(in kWh) is derived from the average
of the 2011 database through a regression andly3ise numericalformula for EEI thus
become£El= AEC/ SAEC

The Fluid Dynanic Efficiency FDE is the ratio betweean one hand the aerodynamic power
outputand the electric powénputat the best efficiency poimif the range hood

The Lighting EfficiencyLE is the ratio between the average illuminatievel (lux) and the
nominal electricpower consumption of the a n g e lighting slystesn(W).

The GreaseFiltering Efficiency GFE is determined by calculating the ratiotlween the

weight of greaseapturedin the grease filter(s) and the weight of grease in the rest of the
appliance.The grease filteringest involvesheating a pan with oil oa referencénob andthe

range hood for half an hour under standardized circumstances. The range hood is working at
maximum setting.

For representation on the energy label, in order ¢adagecimals smaller than 1 or percentage
points that might confuse laymen, the outcome&ef, FDE, LE and GFE are multiplied
with a factor 100 and should be given with 1 decimal precision.

The noise value of a range ho@d dB) is measureas the airbme acoustical Aveighted
sound power emissiorfgieighted average valuelwa) at thehighest setting for normal use,
intensive or boost excluded.

Implementation of the energy label is mandaior014 but may be implemented sooner on
a voluntary basisExtra labelling classes are to be introduced (and lowest labelling classes
eliminated)in 2015( ad & ,)h 2817(@add A" ) im20®( ad " ) A

This is illustrated in Table,8vhich gives the available energy classes and their upper class
limits in EEL

®2 For a noraubmatic hood incorporating the constants (e.g. hours per,yaarversion W to kW) as numbetle formula
can besummarized as
AECionaute=0.3651 f - Rgep+ 2P), with
f=2-3.6 FDE, where f FDE>55.5% then FDE=55.5%0 avoid negative outcomes).
Example At FDE of the hoodof 27 8%, f=1.

%3 For fully automatic hoods, the formula is summarisedB€,,,= 0.365 - f - Pgep + 2P +(12-0.50)-P, + (12-0.5f) R }
with the smeboundary conditions and incorporation of constants as witkantomatic hoods.

“SAEG 0. Bh+P)+(5.3.

SSFDE=p /R, wheregps the static pressure difference (in)Rpis flow rate (in n¥s) andP is the electric power input
(in W) at BEP.
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Table 8.Energyefficiencyclassedor labelling of rangehoods

Table 2: Energy efficiency classes of range hoods

Energy EfficiencyClass

Energy Efficiency Index(EEl 04

A+++ (most efficient)

EElooda< 39

A++

3 9 ERoq< 46

A+

4 6 ERhou <54

5 4 ENp04< 64

6 4 ERlyooq< 76

7 6 EEo0q< 90

9 0 ERdyyoq< 100

1 0 OEEkog< 110

MM O|O|m@| >

1 1 OEEkyug< 120

G (least efficient)

EEloog= 120

The fluid dynamic efficiency class (FDE class$ighting efficiency class (LE cla3, grease
filtering efficiency class (GFE clasa)estatedon the energy label. The efficiency classfor

these performance parametarsl their lower class limits agiven in table 9.

Table 9.Lower class limits for FDE, LE and GFElasses of range taus

FDE class FDE LE GFE
Lower clasdimits | Lower clasdimits | Lower clasdimits
A (most efficient) >28 >28 >95
B >23 >24 >85
C >18 >20 >75
D >13 >16 >65
E >8 >12 >55
= >4 >8 >45
G (least efficient) FDE<4 LE<S8 GFE< 45

Table 10 gives the scenarios for th&codesigrrequirements for the Energy Efficiency Index

EEI and Fluid Dynamic EfficiencyrDE of the range hoods as applied in the thGeds

optiors. Similarto the electric and gas ovens,aach scenario atir approach is chosen in

line with the latest regulatory practice.

Table10. SubOptions ecodesigmeasures for range hoods

EEI Range hoods tier 1 tier 2 tier 3

Sub-option | Target year 2014 2016 2018
A Max. EE}ood 125 115 105

B Max. EE}ood 120 110 100

C MaxX. EEhgod 120 110 100
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FDE Range hoods tier 1 tier 2 tier 3

Sub-option | Target year 2014 2016 2018
A Min. FDE 2 4 6
B Min. FDE 3 5 8
C Min. FDE 3 5 8

Monitoring and market surveillance
Monitoring and surveillance mechanisms are as for o\@esection on ovens.
Elimination of 2012models

The breakdown of energy efficiency of 2012 range hood models is givegure 12. Sub
option A will ultimately eliminate 28% of 2012 models in 2018 (2% in 2016)-Ghilon B
andC will eliminate 43% of 201:2nodels in 2018 (12% 2016).

4.5.3 Date for evaluation and possible revision

The main issues for a possible revision of the Regulation are

— appropriateness of the product scope;

— appropriateness of the levels for the ecodesign requirements

The third stage of the ecodesiguirements becomes effective2018 With a view to the

level of requirements proposed and the still immature market for new technologies, a review
can be presented to the Consultation Formu019Q For this revision, it is important that the
necessaryneasurement standararefully developed and tested

4.5.4 Interrelation with other ecodesign implementing measumegplications on scope

As mentioned in Chapter 2, there is currently only EU Energy Label legislation under
Directive 92/75/EC for electriovens, which will be repealed when the new Label measures
enter into force. Clear agreements with the industry on the treatment transition method (e.qg.
regarding models on stock) will have to be made, but this is not a new territory for either
industry asociation CECED or the Commission. For the ofber appliances (gas ovens, gas
hobs, electric hobs and range hooti®re is no energy efficiency related legislation.

At a component levelkhe existingEcodesign regulations on fans and motors willehao
effect on range hood$he Ecodesign Commission Regulation 327/2011 on Fans >125 W will
have no impact onange hood€nergy efficiency, because fafts range hoodsvith atotal
maximum electrical input poweip to 280 Ware excluded from this regtian.

The requirements for the range hoads interface with the directional and nalirectional
light source measures under the Ecodesign Directive, but the conyspeeific measures
are consistent with thementionedmeasures here and only help thegemood industry to
reach its targets, there is no consequence of this interface.

5. IMPACT ANALYSIS
51 Introduction

Given thatOptiors 1 to 3 have been discarded Giapter4, this Chapterlooks into the
impacts ofOption 4, for hobs, andption 5 for ovens and range hoods. To this end an
assessment of possiteiboptiors as regards t he |, the oomienmaton t vy’
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of the levels of requirements for the levels pursuant to Article 15(4f) of the Ecodesign
Directive,is carried out, in termsf economic, environmental and social impacts. The savings
calculated in this chapter relate to measures for cooking appliances as discohsgdeid.

The assessment is done with a view to the criteria set out in Article 15(5) of the Ecodesign
Directive, and the impacts on manufacturers including SMEs. The aim is to find a balance
between quick realisation for achieving the appropriate level of ambition and the associated
benefits for the environment and the user (due to reduction afyide costsi.e. Least Life

Cycle Costy on the one hand, and potential burdens related e.g.-péanned redesign of
equipment for achieving compliance with ecodesign requirements on the other hand, while
avoiding negative impacts for the user, in particular asteeldo affordability and
functionality. The methodology of the analysis is explainefinnex D.

The Sub-options A, B and C consist of ecodesign implementing regulations on electric and
gas hobs @ption 4) and a combination of ecodesign implementing reguia and energy
labelling on range hoods and electric and gas ovemidgn 5), which are explained in
paragraph 4.

5.2 Impacts

5.2.1 Energy

The graph below gives the results for the baselinetlaadhreeSub-option scenarios for the
ovens, hobs and rga hoodgogether.

Figure 16. Primary energy consumption scenarios 199@030
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The graph shows that in the next decadeptitearyenergy use of DCAs is expected to grow
by over 3%, from 755 Pdin 2010 to 779 Fain 2020. SukOption A, which measuresm at
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the ‘1l ow hanging fruit’ Subomiorstatdean $losva®svhthiga mbi t i

growth. With Sub-option B, closeto the least lifecycle costs (LLCCannual savings can
reach 27 PJ4in 2020:the trend can be reversed and the tetatrgy use could maintain the
2020 level in 203@hrough a saving of 60 FJ’. With Sub-Option C, aiming at the level of

the best available technology (BAT), an extra 2@Baving could be achieved in 203ear
differences in savings show up only aftgeveral yearsEven with the most ambitious
scenario, the energy savings are relatively modest in 2020 and for all options more than twice
as big in 2030.This is also explainedby the large stock and the long life time of the
products®,

5.2.2. EmissionsCarbon

The situationfor greenhouse gas emissions is similar to that of the electricity consumption,
which is the main contributor to the carbon emissions with cooking appliances. In 2020 the
measures save up to 1.3 Mt £eyuivalent. In 2025 this numbgrows to 1.2.7 Mt CO,
equivalentand in 2030 up to 3.5 MEO, equivalentcould be saved.

Figure 17. Greenhouse gas emissions scenarios 102030
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5.2.3 Consumer impact

The graph below shows the total annual consumer expenditure on domestic cooking
appliances (purchakequisitionandenergyrunning costs

The level of the acquisition co3tper unit DCA will slightly decrease between 2010 (390
euros per unit) and 2030 (330 to 390 euros per unit), though the annual energy running costs

* j.e. 0.6 Mtoe/a (primary energy consumption), equivalentatseduction of3.2 TWh of final energy

consumption by appliances as follows: range hoo@%j8ovens (18%) and hobs (2%).

i.e. 1.4 Mtoe/a (primary energy consumption), equivalemtatreduction of7.6 TWh of final energy
consumption by appliances as follows: range hoods (66%), ovens (30%) and hobs (4%).

8 For ovens19 years; for hobs: 15 years; for range hoods: 10 years

¥ See figures in Annex D

57
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of DCAs will more than double (from 24 euros up to 52 euros). This might have an impact on
the cooking behaviour of consumers and on their purchase behaviour towards more energy
efficient appliances.

The graph shows that scenarfos DCAs consumer expendituagerelatively close together.
Suboption A shows a slight advantage to BaU on consumer expenditure by 203fpteub

C causs a rise pealof consumer expenditui@ 2020due tothe stock buikup with more
expensive top energy efficient appliandagt thisis compensated by the lower running costs

of these appliances in such a way that in 2030 the total consumer expenditure are lower than
those for BaU. Suoption B does not show significant disadvantage in 2020 compared to
BaU and provides the highest adiage for consumers by 2030.

Figure 18. Consumer expenditure scenarios 1992030
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The following tableprovidessome dat® concerning theaverageDCA purchase prices and
the related energy running costs per appliaatehe basease,Suboption A (impioved
technology), Sutoption B LLCC - LeastLife Cycle Cost) andSuboption C BAT - Best
Available Technology) level of energy efficiencit shows that Subption B offers the
highest return on investment for consumers. The additional 20 euros per iGdmpared

to BaU are largely offset by the lower energy running costs of more energy efficient
appliancef Suboption B and results irtost saving$or consumeiat the level of39 euros
over theappliancdifetime (15 years) much highethan Sukoptions A and C

Table 11.DCAs purchase prices and related energy running costs

Euros BaU 2030| SuboptionA | SuboptionB | SuboptionC

DCAs unitprice 330 347 350 389
Annual energy running costs 52 49 48 46
Price differencecomparedo BaU 17 20 59
Annual energyrunningcostsdifference 23 3.9 5.3
comparedo BaU

Annual energyrunning costs difference 35 59 .80
over lifetime (15 years) comparedBaU

60 Calculated from figures in AnmeD
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Costsdifference over lifetimel5 years)
compared to BaU

5.2.4 Business eamomics

The graph below gives the projected sales value in biiwos per year of the baseline and
threeSub-options. It is estimated th&ub-option C, aiming at the best available technology,
causes the highest production costs and thus the highestvsdile at equal unit sales. At
ultimately a price level of aroun890 eurosper DCA in 2030 (sales 41 ilion units, see
Annex D), the sales value ialmost20% higher than at the baselir83Q eurosper baseline
unit). Suboption A requires considerablewer investments in new components and the sales
value is estimated to be initially lower th&ab-option B, which aims at the least lifecycle
costs.In 2030 a unit price of around 350 euros per DCA is forek@e®Bub-options A and B

Figure 19. Acquistion costs scenarios 199030
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An estimate on how the revenues from the sales are divided ovaa@®Jand industrys
given in Figure0.
Figure 20. Revenues scenarios 2020
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DCAs REVENUE Scenarios 2020
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5.2.5 Impacts on ompetitiveness

Comé)etitiveness Proofing is describeddommission Staff Working document SEC (2012)
009* as a complementary instrument to reinforce the overall assessment of economic
impacts of a new proposal with a better account of impacts on enterprise competitiveness at
sector and aggregate level by idgmtg, and— where proportionate- by quantifying the

likely impacts of the new proposal in three dimensions of enterprise competitiveness, i.e.
costs, capacity to innovate and international competitiveness [of the European industries].
Unfortunately forthe DCA sector not enough data are available for quantification and thus the
following describes the theedimensions only qualitatively.

The mentionedmeasures will remove aignificant percentage o2012models from the

marketin 2018 (see section Aut the paceof removal/replacement by more efficient is not

faster tharthatof t he nor mal replacement of model s ir
commercial reasons. Hence, also given the fact that meeting the target levels does not require
exotic or highly advanced technologyie costsof R&D and tooling are not expectéd rise

above thenormal level. The same goes for testing costs, wiashwith other large domestic
applianceys will constitute less than 0% of the product price. The excegtito the above

may beSub-option C for ovens, where the pace of required product replacement is slightly
higher than the design cycle

EU-industry is firmly convinced that strong measures both on the energy and the performance
side will have a positive ipact on theircompetitiveness and their innovation capacity

will ban inefficient lowcost imports which have negative impact on profitability.
Manufacturers have indicated that they will gladly carry the (modest) costs of printing costs
and handling, écause in fact the label and the proposed minimum requirements are seen as
having a positive impact on competitiveness. The price of labelling,casts of less than

€0. 10 per | ab edurosiontlde sectoruisa pdce thid induisirydindseptable.

1 Commission Staff Working Document SEC(2012)91 fir@perational Guidance for Assessing Impacts on Sectoral
Competitiveness within the Commission Impact Assessment System, A "Competitiveness Proofing" Toolkit for use in
Impact AssessmenBrussels27.1.2012Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/governance/impact/key_docs/docs/sec_2012_0091_en.pdf
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5.2.6 Impactson SME (manufacturingand distributior)

Not as much as with smaller domestic appliances (vacuum cleaners, small kitchen
appliances), but also with DCAs there is a threat of-¢ost imports of components and
whole products to EU anufacturing and EU industry jobs especially with small and
mediumsized companies (SMEs). Given thaality-levels and energy efficiency of these
products, e.g. solid plate hobs, also the advantages of theseosbwappliances for
consumers, if any, aig best limited.

If the measures reverse the decline in EU manufacturing of cooking appliances, this will no
doubt also help (SME) producers of components, with no negative impact on consumers as
regards the total Life Cycle monetary costs .

Micro-enterpises could not be identified.

In the distributive trade, the share of SMEs is believed to be closer to the EU average, i.e.
around 70%They did not express antagonistic views during the stakeholders consultations.
In general, lhey do not feesignificantly affected by the measure®n the contrarythey will

benefit from stronger demand for new technologies and higher turreneryvith no extra costs

on them as manufacturers will provide the laba&ldditionally no increased installation costs

are expecte (installation cost does not depend on the efficiency of the product).

5.2.7 Impactson distribution channels

Between 1990 and 2010 the total consumer expenditure for DCAs, both acquisition and
running costs, has raised with more than 20% from 21.6 fol®2ifion euros

It is expected that this trend will continue up to 20BGs not expected that this trend will
cease (with or without measures). The figure shows total consumer expenditure to be more or
less equal for the baseline and all policy scesar

The measures should ensure that the consumers will spend less money on energy, but instead
use some of the savings on buying ldasting high quality appliances. It is possible that the
higher acquisition costs will also halt the growth of the patien rate but because this is by

no means proven, a continuation of the trend is projected to continue. Taken together, these
factors will probably mean that the measures will increase the value of sales, so benefiting
distribution channels. As there asrelatively large proportion of SMEs in these channels it
should also benefit them.

5.2.8 Impactsin third countries

The process for establishing ecodesign requirements has been fully transparent, and after
endorsement of the regulation by the Regulat@oynmittee a notification under WFOBT
will be issued.

There are very few regulations on cooking appliances in third counNsompetitive
disadvantages for EU manufacturers exporting affected products to third countries are
expected.

The EU has oftebeen leading in standardisation and energy labelling and it is thus likely that
many countries like China would follow the EU example. This will strengthen the global
effort of fighting low-efficiency appliances. In the short term this will constituteegative
impact for manufacturers of these lafficiency appliances around the globe. On the long
run, the production of highuality appliances, once they have made the transition, will also
allow them to be more profitable.
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5.2.9 Social impacts: Employme
The analysis shows positive employment impacts for the consiSabeaptions See Fig21.
For more impact on the structure of current Defated employment see Annex E.
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Figure 21. Employment scenarios 2020
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5.2.10 Territorial impact

Territorial impact assessment (TIA) is one of the possible elements of the impact assessments.
As stated in a recent presentation of the Commission sefyid@a. is only required when

the policy explicitly targets a (type) of a region and/or the policy targets sonoaseawi areas

more than others. In the case of the ecodesign polidp@#s, these conditions do not apply

and thus the TIA is natquired

5.2.11 Administrativeburden

The form of the legislation is a regulation which is directly applicable in all MelStaes.
This ensures no costs for national administrations for transposition of the implementing
legislation into national legislation.

The Impact Assessment on the recast of the Energy Labelling Directive SEC(2008) 2862
calculates the administrative loi@n of introducing a new implementing Directive, similar to

the proposed to the ecodesign implementing measure, in accordance with the EU Standard
Cost Model.

It estimates the administrative cost of implementing measures in the form of a Directive at 4.7
million eurosof which 720000 eurosfor administrative work on the amendment/development

of the new Directive and 4 millioaurosfor transposition by Member States. It follows that
the administrative cost of an implementing Regulatamcurrentlymentioned would save 4
million eurosin avoiding the transposition cost.

Administrative costs of enforcing thecodesignand labellingRegulatios are difficult to
estimate. Enforcement could involve random spwcks by the authorities, but from
experience wh other regulations of this type most spestingchecks are not random but
follow indications of competitors or third parties (e.g. industry or consumer associations). In
those cases, the probability of not only recuperating testing costs and ledgababslso of

62 European Commission, Impact Assessment Guidelines, SEC(20@8)32els, 15.1.2009
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collecting fines is high. Therefore, no extra enforcement costs for Member States are
anticipated from the measustencluding the introduction of labelling

For business, extra administrative costs, if any, will be mo#estelectric ovas,there are no

extra costs with respect to the current situation, where market surveillance has already to be
performed to check compliance with the Commission Directive 2002/40/EC. And for the other
DCAs, the energy efficiency will be tested according éxisting standard, based on current
practice of a system of sedeclaration in combination with spohecks by the authorities. In
currentpractice, theyare alreadysubject to efficacy and performance tests for a number of
reasons (CHnarking, client pecification, etc.). The proposed Regulatisn including
labelling, will not change this situatioand no significant extra costs are expeciBaere is no
difference in this respect between vari@ug-options.

5.3 Summary economic, social and environmeat impacts

The impact analysis was performed threesets ofSub-options in terms of ambition level,
pertaining totwo sets of policy options, i.e. setting only Ecodesign minimum requirements
(Option 4, for electric and gas hobs) and setting Ecodesignmum requirements in
combination with energy labelling (Option 5, for electric and gas ovens as well as range
hoods)

The below table summaads theeffectiveness, efficiency and cohereméehe Sub-optionsin
relationto thar impact oneconomics, sociasituation, environment and industry. The table
assesses thearious scenariosn a relative scaf& -, 0, +, ++, +++. '0' means BAU level or
no change against isvel.

Table 2. Evaluationof policy options

EN

Base line | Sub-option | Sub-option | Sub-option
BaU A B C
Effectiveness of the option 0 o+ +/++ ++/+++
Promote energy efficiency hence contribute
- 0 0 + ++
security of supply
Reduce energy consumption and relate¢ CC 0 + i .t
and pollutant emissions
Efficiency of the option 0 + + o/+
Impactonindustry's competitiveness 0 + + -
Setting of an ecodesign requirement shall no
have the consequence of imposing proprietg 0 + + +
technology on manufacturers
Impose no excessive administrative burden 0 + + +
manufacturers
Impacts on thavailabiity andfunctionality of
. 0 + + -
the productfrom the perspective of the user
Impact on consumers in particular as regard
- . 0 + ++ +
affordability and lifecycle costs
Coherenceof the option 0 0/+ + 0
Economics, social situation and environmen! 0 0 + i
shall rot be adversely affected

%3 Based on Atrticle 15 of 2009/125/EC, there should be no 'negative' impacts.
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Health safety and the environment shall not
adversely affected

The three Sub-options differ in the energy saving potential and greenhouse gas emissions.
Since the increase of energy efficiencySuf-option A is relatively low, it is assumed to
promote energy efficiency less th&ub-options B and CSuboption C givesthe higher
energysavingsand carbon abatemehtit has a negativenpact on consumers in terms of
significantly higher acquisition costsiegatve impact on functionality (e.g. only electric
inductive cooking)and a possible negative impact on industry competitiveness through a
fasterthannormal pace of product replacement.

The low ambition value oBub-option A and thenegative impactsf Sub-option C,resultin
thechoice for Sub-option B.

Suboption B will eventuallyrestrict the placing on the market of soelectric solid plate

hobs in favar of alternatives like a ceramic plate, which are functionally superior isethge

of shorter heatp/cooldown timeand feature a better safetegk risks of burnsAs regards

the other technical improvementt)e changes for other products will not be immediately
apparento the consumer, but better insulati@ispless risk of burns), more efficieburners

(and probably also more advanced in safety), more efficient (lower power, more safety) fans,
filters, internal aerodynamics and lighting as well as more effective control technology (more
safety and comfort) are not issues with negative impactsirctionality, health, afety and
environment If anything, they will have a positive impamt these pointsThe design options

do not impose the use of proprietary technology.

Suboption B leads to an increase of business revenues and emplowtsefdr SMEs,and

for consumers the extra purchase costs will be compensated by the lower runninjaosts.
negative impactsn industry competitiveness, affordability and life cycle costs for consumers
could be identified.

The total administrative burden fall operators amousto 4 million euros(< 0.1% of annual
revenue)which is not excessive in view of the savings achieved.

The territorial impacts are not applicable as the measures are poosunted and do not
differentiate, nor in content nor infe€t, between regions

The tables below give an overview of the most important impacts fahtae Sub-options
versus the baseline.

The Sub-options A, B, C relate to th®ption 4 (minimum ecodesign requirements only, for
hobg and Option 5 (combination & ecodesign requirements and energy labelling, for ovens
and range hoo{ls

To calculate the results when usi@ption 3, energy labelling only, for ovens and range
hoods instead o®ption 5, subtract 15% of the outcomes (33% of ¥5%or all threeSub-
options in Tables 3and 4.

To calculate the results when usif@gption 4, minimum Ecodesign requirements onlfor
ovens and range hoods insteadOgition 5, subtract 30% of the outcomes (66% of 45%) for
all threeSub-options in Tables3and 4.

® Ovens and range hoods represent around 45% of the total energy and economic impasss bbbs and
range hoodsNot using the minimunecodesign requiremés for ovens and range hoods means atbind
reduction in savings (see chapterGption 4). Not using energy labelling means a -tWind reduction in
savings (see chapter@ption 5).
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The consmer expenditure in 2030.ei after complete stock change, roughly represents the

monetary lifecycle costs.

Table 13. Annual impactsSub-options versus BaU (2020 and 2030)

ANNUAL IMPACTS 2020 vs BaU 2020

BauU Sub-opt A Sub-opt B Sub-opt C

absolute impact impact impact
Energy primary PJ/a 778.9 -15.8 -26.9 -31.4
GWP MtCO ,/a 35.5 -0.7 -1.2 -1.4
Acqui sbntai on U 13.9 0.4 14 3.2
Revenue ibndustry 4.6 0.1 0.5 1.1
Revenue bitfar ade 0 7.1 0.2 0.7 1.6
Employment industry '000 jobs 37.1 11 36 8.5
Employment trade '000 jobs 61.4 1.8 6.0 14.0
Energy bofl@msts 211 -0.4 -0.8 -0.9
Consumer exlmandit 35.0 0.0 0.6 2.3
ANNUAL IMPACTS 20 30 vs BaU 2030

BaU SuboptA  SuboptB Sub-opt C

absolute impact impact impact
Energy primary PJ/a 816.0 -37.7 -60.0 -80.3
GWP MtCO ,/a 36.1 -1.6 -2.6 -3.5
Acqui sbnfai on 0 13.5 0.7 0.8 2.4
Revenue ibndustry 4.5 0.2 0.3 0.8
Revenuesbhnar ade 0 6.8 0.3 0.4 1.2
Employment industry '000 jobs 35.9 1.8 2.1 6.5
Employment trade '000 jabs 59.5 2.9 3.4 10.7
Energy bo/l@asts 33.0 -15 -2.5 -3.3
Consumer expendituré® G bn/a 46.5 -0.8 -1.7 -0.9

% Note that the consumer expenditure in 2030, i.e. afiemplete stock change, roughly represents the monetary

lifecycle costs.
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Table 4. Accumulative savingSub-options versus BaU (2020 and 2030)

ACCUMULATIVE SAVINGS 2020 vs BU 2020

Bau Sub-opt A Sub-opt B Sub-opt C

absolute saving saving saving
Energy primary PJ 8541 91 95 117
of which electric TWh 780.1 9.8 9.9 12.3
GWP MtCO, 384.8 4.0 4.2 5.1
Acqui sbnti o 164.1 -1.9 -2.6 -115
Energy bonos 199.0 2.2 2.3 3.0
Expendibbhur 329.4 0.2 -0.5 -9.2

ACCUMULATIVE SAVINGS 2030 vs BU 2030

BaU Sub-opt A Sub-opt B Sub-opt C

absolute saving saving saving
Energy primary PJ 15611 558 579 719
of which electric TWh | 1450.6 58.6 59.8 74.6
GWP MtCO, 701.9 245 25.6 31.6
Acqui sbnt i o| 280.1 -6.6 -9.0 -31.8
Ener gy boos| 4408 16.7 17.3 22.5
Expenditure U bn 674.0 9.9 7.9 -9.9

5.4 Sensitivity analysisSub-options

At the electricity prices used in the scenaribe extra total expenditure of measures results
in No extra costs faBub-option A and extra costs of 0.@ukoptionB) and 2.3 billioneuros
(SuboptionC) in 2020.

In the model the annual price increases of gas and electricity are set, @mdé&sthe price
increase of energy is higher than the inflation rate. Halving the pricease at 2%would
decrease the energy costsSafloptionsA and B with 3.3billion eurosand ofSub-optionC

with 3.2billion euros Setting the price increase to 6% would increase the energy costs with 4
billion euros but the changes in price increageuld not change the priorities.

On the long tern{2030, halving the price increase of energy would lead to an energy price
decrease of 28%; doubling the price increase to 6% would lead to a price increase wit42%
again the order wouldot change.

The introduction of EU energy labelling is supported by all EU stakeholders: industry
consumer associations and Member States. Prescriptions for internet publication are not new
but merely a requirement in line with what is customary in mandatory energiinigbe
Member States have not indicated their desire to introduce their own stringent requirements
for cooking appliances.

As regards the external societal cositey are mostly linked to electricity consumption. They
would add in the order of magnitudd @0% of electricity costsbut would hardly
differentiate between the scenarios.

There is not enough information to assess whether the promoeddsign and labelling
measures pose a significant threat to the flexibility of Member States in meetiggailseof
the national energy efficiency plans, nor whether there will be any detectable interaction
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between the measures and the functioning of the emissions trading scheme, but both seem
unlikely. All in all, it is considered that the scenarios are rabust

6. CONCLUSIONS

Ovens, hobs and range hoads eligible for measures under the Ecodesign 2009/125/EC and
possibly the energy labelling directive 2010/30/EC, representing significant sales, a
significant environmental impact and saving potential, notadirebeing addressed by
existing EU policy measures.

The most important environmental impacts are energy consumption and carbon emissions
during the use phase and it is in those areas that-i2@fed measures can make its largest
contributions to energyqgbicy objectives on energy efficiency, energy security of supply and
abatenent of greenhouse gas emissions.

In operational terms this means that the D@Aasures contribute to achieving 20% energy
saving and greenhouse gas emission reduction in 2020 resftect of 1990. However,
respecting the fact that cooking is not only a technical but also a cultural process, the ambition
level will be restricted.

With respect of the alternative policy options, the following conclusions were reached:

1 Option I No acton. As DCAs were found eligible for measures, this would not
respect the mandate of the legislator.

1 Option 2 Selfregulation. As the DCAndustry explicitly rules out this option and
demands mandatory measures this option was discarded.

1 Option 3 Energylabelling only. For ovens and range hoods this option misses out on
roughly onethird of the saving and abatement potentigth respect ofOption 5
because an important market segmeng. where the buyer is not the usavould
not be reached. For holsis Optionis not possible for technical reasotise energy
efficiency of hobsvaries over avery restrictedrangeand, also given measurement
tolerances, does not allcavsubdivision in seven distinct energy classes.

1 Option 4 Minimum ecodesign requireents only.For hobs, where energy labelling is
not possible as mentioned und@ption 3, this is the best possible optionFor ovens
and range hoods thi®ption misses out on around twhirds of the saving and
abatement potential i@ption 5, which is theestimated effect of energy labelling in
the large domestic appliance market.

1 Option 5 Combination of Energy labelling and minimuesodesign requirements.
For ovens and range hoods this constitutes in all likelihood the best option

Option 4 for hobs andption 5 for ovens and range hoods were selected for further
guantitative impact assessment. Within th@gdions,threesets of possibl&ub-options (A,
B and C) with different ambition levels were formulated and elaborated in this IA report.

The impactassessment showed ttaib-option A had resulted in the lowest energy saving
and abatement of greenhouse gas emissionsSaimdption C in the highest. Howeve3ub

option C has inadmissible negative impacts in terms of affordability, functionality and
passibly industry competitiveness. Th@uboption B was selected, showing no negative
impacts on the issues mentioned in Directive 2009/125/EC and reaching a sufficient ambition
level in energy saving and greenhouse gas emission abatement.

Furthermore, theimpact assessment showed thae toption would enhance industry
competitivenesand employment. It would have a very smiapact on administrate burden
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for legislators and industry. The measures do not have any specific territorial impact and have
thefull support of all stakeholders.

Industrial SMEsrepresent only a small portioarpund10-15%) of industry, as the market is
dominated by large multinationals. SMEs represent around 70% of employment in the
wholesale and retail sectdrhe policy optims will have no negative impact on themd they

are more likely tdenefit from a stronger demand for new technologies and a higher turnover.

Subsidiarity in this context is not applicaplecause the problem is tramational and actions

by Member Stas alone apart from being less effective than actions atdgkle,would
restrict free circulation of good$he appropriate policy option for realizing the improvement
potential of cooking appliances is a Commission Regulation seftiondesign requirenms

for all products in questigrcombined with an Energy Labelling delegated Regulation on
range hoods and oven® guide customers towards the most efficient appliances. The
ecodesign requirements would be sethreetiers with entry into forcen 2014, 2016 and
2018 The labelling requirements on ovens and range hoods would ime2t4 New label
classes would be introduced for range haod®15, 2017 and 2019

This choice ensures that:

U The least energy efficient cooking appliances will be reeddvom the marketncreasing
competition on energy efficiency instead of price and additional features;

U ongoing energy improvements are fostered by setting a transparent legislative framework
that will provide the industry with the lorigrm security neded to invest in innovative
technology;

U information on product differentiation provides consumers with an effective and reliable
tool to compare energy consumption of products in an economic setting demand for
energy efficient appliances;

U costeffective potentials to reduce the electricity consumption of cooking appliances are
quickly realized leading to significant increase in average efficiency;

0 by 2020 the annual energy consumption of cooking appliances will be reduced by 27 PJ in
2020 (60 PJ in 203@nd CQ emissions will be reduced by 2.6 Mt in 2030;

0 the accumulative energy and €€avings amount to 579 PJ and 26 Mt Gfuivalent
respectivelyover the 2012030 period;

0 this can be achieved at no extra consumer expense over product life and agathen
impact on other aspects (heakhfety,competitivenessetc.) is anticipated;

U there isa clear legal framework for product design which leaves flexibility for
manufacturers to achieve the efficiency levels; and gives theewvel playing field
ensuring fair competitionral free circulation of products;

U requirements for cooking appliances are harmonized in the Community leading to a
minimization of administrative burdens and costs for the economic operators;

U  market failuresre correcand the iternal markets functioning properly
U the specific mandate of the Legislator is respected,;

U costs for redesign and rassessment upon introduction of the regulatiwhich are
limited in absolute terms. and not significant in relative terms (per product)
disproportionate burdens for manufacturers are avoided due to transitional periods which
duly take into account redesign cycles;
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U there are no significant impacts on the competitiveness of indysand in particular
SMEs;

U there is gositive impact on eployment in particular for SMEs.

7. MONITORING AND EVALUATION

The appropriateness of scogefinitions and limits will be reviewed after maximuhyears

from the adoption of the measure (as required by Annex VII1.9 of the Ecodesign Directive and
laid down in the implementing measure). Account will be taken alsathef speed of
technological development arlge input from stakeholders and Member States. Compliance
with the | egal provisions wil/ foll ow the
expressed by the CE marking.

Compliance checks are mainly done by market surveillance carried out by Member State
authorities ensuring that the requirements are, mbereas the appropriateness of s¢ope
definitions and concepts will be monitored by thegming dialogue with stakeholders and
Member States Further information from the field as e.g. complaints by consumer
organisation or competitors could alert on possible deviations from the provisions and/or of
the need to take action.
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ANNEX A
MINUTES OF CONSULTATION FORUM MEETING 2012

Meeting of the Consultation Forum under Article 18 of Directive 2009/125/EC on
energy-related products

Domestic and commercial kitchen appliances and online labelling
Brussels, 18 April 2012 (09.6Q17.30)

Participants: See* Att endance List” in AnnexX

EC Participants: Paul HODSON (Chairman), John DOYLE (INFSO), Ismo GRONROOS
SAIKKALA (ENER/C3), Vill6 LELKES (ENER/C3), Juan MORENO ACEDO (ENER/C3)

1. Welcome and adoption of the agenda

The Chair welcomed the participants andcalled that the purpose of this meeting was to
consult stakeholders, including Member States, on the various implementing measures to
address domestic and commercial kitchen appliances and on the development of online
labelling.

The UK noted that the docnents had been sent out too late to be able to study them properly.
According to the Rules of Procedure of this Forum, these papers should have been sent one
month before the meeting. Due to the need for documents to undergo the internal democratic
processn the UK, it is not acceptable for them to be received late.UKeointed out that

this issue had already been raised at previous meetings. The UK contribution would therefore
be confined to general policy and highly technical issues.

DE andIT suppored the position of UK, and added that all of the current proposals are
different from the suggestions in the Preparatory Study. They asked the Commission to
provide further explanations.

CECED acknowledged the timing problem, but made a case for not pistpthe necessary
measures. Industry wanted to take advantage of the investments that had already been made in
energy efficient appliances, which should be rewarded.

Commissionservicesexplained that the meeting date had been maintained in order to avoid
losing time in the overall process. Delegates would have an opportunity to give their initial
opinion during the meeting, and extra time would be allowed for written comments after this
meeting.

The agenda was adopted without amendment.

2. Standby Guidelnes on coffee machines

The standby guidelines were presented, including informatiortaffee machines The
Commission services referred to the discussion concerning coffee machines during the
Ecodesign Consultation Forum meeting on 16 December 201dhich it had been agreed

that clarification would be providedn the application of thestandbyregulation to coffee
machinegexpected annual savings: 2 TWh). The Commission services pointed out that the
other two options (suggested at that meeting) hadeen not well received in general by the
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Forum. This was either because only marginal energy savings (almost 0 TWh annual savings)
could be expected for quite a significant effort, or because numerous methodological, legal
and practical objections woulae raised against the option (despite potential annual savings
of 9.5 TWh). Therefore, the measure proposed for coffee machines consists of guidelines on
how the standby regulation should apply to this product group.

ANEC/BEUC opposed the preparation dafigelines, since- unlike legislation-they are not
binding. Additionally, the suggested guidelines do not address the labelling issue; they
mentioned the existence of a scheme for labelling coffee machines in Switzerland for
information.

The Commissionservices replied that the existing case law of the European Court of Justice
makes it possible to use guidelines. Guidelines are helpful for the national market surveillance
authorities (ADCO).

NL, supported by UK, had an issue of principle with the conceptguidelines used as a

form of regul ation. This may create a prece.
procedure in order to adopt mandatory legislation, such as the-kstamegulation.
Furthermore, the guidelines are indicative and carmpbse specific provisions for placing

cof fee machines on the market, such as the a
after 40 minutes of the completiaf the brewing cycle as suggested in the draft guidelines.

They queried the technical bags imposing this time period of 40 minutes. This provision is

unclear and needs further explanation.

ECOS had deep concerns about the suggested option on guidelines. This will create a
precedent for not taking regulatory action. It will involve the riglkbeing unable to make
energy and cost savings because the rules are not legally binding and, consequently, are not
followed. ECOS called for legally binding measures.

DE preferred a mandatory regulation instead of using guidelines: either specificatians i
amended standby regulation or a new regulation for coffee machines.

BE was in favour of developing guidelines for coffee machines. It would provide a useful
interpretative tool for market surveillance authorities (ADCO) and also provide information t
manufacturers. The document could be uploaded on the Commission website for market
surveillance purposes.

CECED, like ECOS, preferred regulation. Guidelines may be used incorrectly by
manufacturers, and it is difficult for market surveillance to inteérginem. Regulation is
clearer for everyone.

IT, FR and SE had not had enough time to study the documents, and therefore did not have
any specific comments at that stage. FR suggested that further explanations should be
provided. On the issuef coffee machnes FR would prefer mandatory regulation. SE
preferred a single regulation @offee machinespr at least thatoffee machinesshould be
incorporated in the standby regulation.

The following possible alternatives were discussed as ways of tacklingpigfic product
group: (1) a single regulation faoffee machines (2) integration in an amended standby
regulation and (3) guidelines. Option (1) is not in line with the results of the Consultation
Forum of 16 December 2011. Option (2) does not seebe ta realistic option, due to the
specific definition of the stanbdy mode ofcoffee machinesand the extra work, bureaucracy

and costs required to develop this optibarthermoreijt does not seem to be the purpose of a
horizontal regulation to deal witthis specific issue. Option (3) may seem more realistic. It
could enable adequate support to the industry and to the national market surveillance
authorities within a short time
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NL, supported by BE, suggested letting the national market surveillance aitigted0(ADCO)
discuss this issue and give their opinion usability, instead of discussing details at the
meeting.

UKt ook the view instead that this iIissue went

ANEC/BEUC, supported by CECED, asked that the legal opinion of the Quission
concerning the exclusion obffee machinesrom the staney regulation be circulated.

TheCommissions er vi ces pointed out the “one month”
on 18 May. The Commission services summarised the main message sttissidin session

on coffee machinesa) not to reopen the debate held on this matter in December 2011 and b)

to discuss the “guidelines” issue with natio

3. Working documents on the possibility of introducing Ecodesigmequirements and
labelling requirements for domestic and commercial kitchen applianced general
content

The Commission services, together with technical expert VHK, presented the proposals for
kitchen appliances:

U For ovens revised labelling for domestiavens and ecodesign measures for domestic
and commercial ovens (expected annual savings by 2030: 13.3 TWh)

U Forhobs ecodesign measures
U Forhoods labelling for domestic range hoods

It is suggested that these appliances should be covered by one or mtataregyin order to
speed up the adoption process.

By 2030, the overall expected annual savings for these appliances are 13.3 TWh (42% for
hoods, 29% for domestic ovens, 17% for domestic hobs, 12% for commercial ovens and
hobs).

CECED commented thamicrowave ovensand ovenswith an extra microwave function
should be excluded from the scope of the new regulations.

DE felt that the regulations should be split into domestic products and commercial products.
As far as the inclusion of commerciaensis corcerned, more time is required in order to
obtain full information about these appliances. This runs the risk of delaying the process for
domesticovens DE felt that the testing method for commercial appliances was not clear
enough. It would be good to hawa regulation now, in order to have better data in the next 8
years. One problem might be that new standards, with different methods, will be developed in
the meantime. DE pointed out that therking documentshowa potentialreclassification of

the curent labels for domestiovens DE also added that the suggested ecodesign
requirements foovensare toomodest

BE preferred separate labels for domestic gas and elesteiss Electric ovensshould be
downgraded in order to provide consumers with adgmeerview. Concerning randeods

BE pointed out t hat the method of judging t
dynamics efficiency” was not <clear. BE al so
address motorless appliances and theaelketion mode. BE felt that comparable information

should be available on smells, air flow and filtering efficiency.

IT would not give a positive vote on the proposal for combined regulation for all products.
The compensation factdior gasovens(to takeinto account the need for extra ventilation of
exhaust gases and moisture) is unclear. It appears to be a pgclinsttuctrather than a
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technically based result. IT felt that it was preferable to have separate labels for gas and
electric ovens The eodesign regulation should be completed for all product groups,
including grills.

NL was in favour of the combination label for gas and eleaiens For commercial
appliances, it would be useful to include combined energy labels for gas and elestricdy,

this would make the differences clearer for buyers (specifically in relation to Green Public
Procurement issues) and would favour the design of minimum requirements. NL supported
the position of DE to split the measures for commercial and domegtiarages, but to apply

the same methodology for both types of appliances. There is no need to improve the methods
of measurement for commerciavens,since the suggested EEI index is now related to the
EEI index for domestimvens The proposals for commaal appliances have not been
developed to the same extent as those for domestic appliances.

ANEC/BEUC mentioned that theompensation factaseems to have been introduced mainly

to penalise gasvens,without any technical justification. This is unne@ysand actually
makes the information for consumers less understandable. Instead of apmygmpensation

factor for gas ovensthey suggested providing warning information in the booklets supplied
with the appliances to indicate how to cook more effidy. For hoods more attention
should be paid to the overall use of ventilation, the smells emitted by electric ovens and the
recirculation function of certain appliances.

DK indicated that they were not in favour of putting products using differengjyeseurces

on same scale or ecodesign requirements and referred to space heaters and water heaters
where the discussion stillisa@no i n g . DK is against “same scal
energy labelling should give consumers information aboutctdmsumption of energy(and

thereby the expenses). That is one of the reasons to be against the complex compensation
factors for gas ovens in the draft working proposal.

AEGPL took the view that it is unacceptable to penalise more energy efficieavgaswith

a compensation factoof 25% as suggested by CECED. This had not been discussed
previously. The basis for this factor is extra ventilation, but general building ventilation will
beoperatingn any case. Building ventilation is already mandatory iressd Member States.

ECOS did not accept theompensation factofor gasovens. These appliances have been
efficient and should not be penalis&@r consumers it is important to recognise the grading
of the label in perspective with the best appliandedustry should not have too much
influence on the number of rescal@eens

UK stated that theompensation factds based not on a technical principle, but on a solution
to a political probl em. The tngdd tsbe vakemtw i st
account.

SE had not had enough time to conduct axépth analysis advens SE supported the single

label for gas and electrmvenswith the same function. However, SE stressed that consumers
should be provided with clear information about energgsamption, which is one of the

main purposes of the labelling scheme. The steps between the higher label ranges are smaller
and seem to make it easier to reach the higher classes. The calculation appears to provide an
incentive to use appliances with agber cavity size. The fact that label categories are
unevenly divided does not help. The conversion factor of 2.5 is accepted, but needs to be
looked at further, and revised if appropriate. SE indicated that ventilation is not higher for gas
appliances thafor other appliances. Rang@ods are very important for Nordic countries.

SE suggested that CENELEC should be given a mandate to upgrade the current standard. SE
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suggested setting in train a revision of the ecodesign regulation after 5 years insfead of
years.

ORGALIME pointed out that there is an overlap in the definitions of the vaoevess
(commercial bakery ovens, commercial corstdamer ovens and commercial mudkick
ovens). For instance, sormgenscan use steam for better baking results thetrequirements
should probably be different. It would have been better to focus on the main purpose of the
oven when choosing the method of measuring performance.

INFORSE was in favour of a joint label fasvensto give consumers a choice between gas
and electric appliances. The labelling of commerocmdens would help purchasers and
planners when it came to choosing a more energy friendly product. INFORSE suggested
introducing labelling for domestic and commerdialbs, as that would increase the energy
saving.

CECED stated that they do not want to penalise gas ovens, since the members of CECED
produce both gas and electric ovens. Tompensation factas used in order to provide an
improved incentive for both gas and electric ovens. Consumers wilserether a gas or an
electric oven in any event. Downscaling of labels should be avoided. There is no realistic
possibility that electric ovens will be improved to A++ or A+++ label. The steps between the
label classes should not be smaller than the aotms. Including a value for yearly
consumption on the label is not necessary. CECED accepted both a single or separate labels
for electric/gaovens CECED did not see the need for a regulatiomirowave ovens

CECED referred to the work of CENELEC aorew EN standards fonobs, with a new
approach to better represent the cooking process.

CECED indicated thagrills are a niche market. They are widespread, but produced in many
different varieties and not widely used. It suggested no ecodesign mineguimements and
no labelling scheme farills.

CECED indicated that, for randeods there is a great deal of scope for improving energy
consumption. CECED supported the proposal for the labellihg@dsand agreed to take the
least efficient modelsfbthe market. CECED noted that the standard for ramgmds (EN

61591) takes into account the ease of accessibility to parts bbtusin order to evaluate

the grease filtering efficiencydoods with electronic controls for regulating the capacity of

the air extraction fall within the scope of the standard. They should also be within the scope of
the regulationHoods without a motor or controls for motor power do not fall within the
scope of the standards, as it is impossible to measure the reqalsigs.vlhe standards do

not take account of the extraction of heated air, since the inside and outside temperatures are
different everywhere and would result in unrealistic comparisons. Thees#s which have
neither a motor nor controls for motor powemghl be excluded from the scope of the
Regulation.

The Commission services pointed out that it is not necessary to develop technology
dependent labels for appliances with the same function, such as gas and @leasid he
compensation factdior gasovensis a technical issue. Gas appliances are the only household
appliances that are allowed with open gas burners, which reduce air quality by using oxygen
and venting exhaust gases and moisture. In a closed central heating boiler, the built
ventilation system also makes for greater efficiency. Ventilation should therefore also be
taken into account for open systems. The currently proposetpensation factors an
estimate which can be the subject of further discussion antuiireg, without forgettig that
ventilation has to be provided either through a window or by elaeéchanical means. The
proposed energy label is the result of a complex set of issues. The purpose of the label is to
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inform consumers, on the one hand, and to give manufactur@nseariive to improve their
appliances, on the other. The oven label is independent of the energy source aodisiae
preventan incentive to build bigger ovens to reach the next size threshold. In fact, it is a new
energy label for all ovens, whictods away with the need for the reclassification of ovens.
Around 50% ofovens will be in the same label class in this proposal as they are now.
Although the steps between two thresholds become smaller in the higher labels, it is not easy
to achieve the lad classes A++ and A+++, since many of the possible improvements to
electric ovens have already been made thanks to the labelling scheme. Nevertheless, there is
still scope for these appliances to be further improved. In the case of gas ovens, there is sti
considerablepotential for improvement, since this product group has not previously been
regulated. In the next 10 years, gas ovens are also likely to see similar improvements to those
made for electric ovens. The method of testing for commercial asdsased on the German

DIN standards. It may be thabme definitions have been omitted, which might be the reason
for an overlap in the product definitions in the proposal; this has to be looked at carefully.
Consideration could be given to suggestiongntude the main function of commercial
ovensin the product fiche and to use the appropriate test method. For commgeriglthe

energy consumption would be high enough to apply labelling provisions, although the number
of sold appliances is relatiwelery small.

The Commission services indicated that, in the case of domestic and commercial electric
hobs the level of energy consumption would show only the differences between the three
existing technologies: solid plates, radiant and induction. Wiach type of technology, the
energy performances are quite close. The Commission services pointed out that, if domestic
and commercial appliances are split, it will be necessary to provide further justification for the
setting up of requirements in retuior only small potential savings in the case of commercial
appliances.

3.1 Working documents on the possibility of introducing Ecodesign requirements for
domestic and commercial kitchen appliances textual

The Commissionservices presented the detailghe text of the proposal.

CECED presented the following main points on domestic appliances:

1 on ovens downscaling should be avoidethie best appliances should be given the
possibility to popul ate new cl| agasoeess, “ di
is a good option, but the emggrconsumption of theven should be calculated on the
better of the two functions, namely hot air or conventional heating; to agree on the
proposal as soon as possible; not to waste time;

1 onhobs the measurementethod ofhobsshould be described in greater detail.

NL wondered about the opinion on the present industry of commex@akand agreed with
the industry not to regulatgills. NL inserted some comments into the text:

T The definitioncef itBemwesdngappl i an

1 For hobs, the definition of the Energy Efficiency Index is used, but according to the
calculation formula it is a performance indicator, not an index.

1 Some of the information requested is not suited for the purpose and should not be in the
requirements. The energy efficiency indices should be part of the required information
for all regulated appliances.

UK stated that it would send written comments within one month. They asked why small
ovensbelow 18 kg are excluded from the proposal.
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The Commission services replied that, in the existing EN standards, freestarmiegs
below 18 kg are defined as portablens,and therefore excluded from the current standard
EN 60350 (Electric cooking rangdsobs ovensand grills for household usehn bBny event,
safety regulations on surface temperatures will make it mandatory to impvewns with
insulation.

CECED confirmed that small ovens are covered by standard EN 61817 (Household portable
appliances for cooking, grilling and similar use) andleded from the standard EN 60350, as
the smallesbvensdo not comply with the wet brick test.

IT asked whether it is possible mentionthe unitsnearby the formulaThe calculation
formula for ECB on page 21 of the working document in question isamcle

ECt

. . b — (1.5 xn)
The Commissionpointed out that the formula should be as folldifsh = ECB
= ECt/(1.5xn)

ECOSwas disappointed in gener al by the | ow
proposals. ECOS took the view thaicrowave ovensshould no be excluded from the

proposal. They also pointed out that the annual energy consumptidroliershould be

included in the ecodesign requirements. The performancdowfestic hobs could give

enough space for the setting of a labelling scheme on thesdecsd he offmode and stand

by energy consumption requirements of rahgedsin the proposal under discussion are not

in line with those of the standby regulation.

SE pointed out that the description of the method of measuremehbhxin the working
document is not complete. For these appliances, SE indicated its preference for using "energy
consumption per year" in the calculation formula instead of "energy consumption per cycle".

NL would be in favour of the wording "energy consumption per cycle".

ORGALIME mentioned that the requirements for conventiomatns and multiple deck
ovensare fairly similar, and that there was a considerable risk of overlapping.

NL suggested that the definitions should be clarified and simplified.

The Commission services gave an assurance that that the definitions would be thoroughly
scrutinised.

DE suggested that the measurement of energy consumptioven§could be based on the

average between conventional heating and fan forced heating. DE indicated their preferenc
for the wording “energy consumption per yea
consumption per cycle”.

Commission The wording energy consumption per
consumption” as an i ndsumptioni givan thatf the anetieodsaofj e a n
using ovens/hobs vary considerably in the EU.

3.2 Working documents on the possibility of introducing labelling requirements for
domestic ovens and range hoodstextual

The Commissionservices presented the detailsioé proposal.

ECOS suggested that commercial hobs should also be included in the labelling scheme.

DK pointed out that rabelling and the introduction of new requirements will create a
serious practical problem, involving the parallel existence of seladrels at the same time.
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The same appliance would be have to comply with different existing labelling schemes. This
is impractical and unclear for consumers.

UK mentioned that t he symboloveg urirsennadty spuiotpaok
resemlesa high voltage warning sign. It should be similar to the pictogram used for domestic
appliances such as tumble driers.

ANEC/BEUC expressed their general position onlaeelling: they do not like the new
labelling indications A+, A++ and A+++, as thgakes the labelling unclear for consumers.

DE mentioned that the description of the information required in Annexes IV and V of the
dr aft proposal I's uncl ear. It refersfort o ” al
example- would be mandatoryyhereas only conventional and florced modes are meant.

IT expressed its opinion that a new meeting should be held to consult on this subject.

NL suggested splitting domestic and commercial appliances in order to take account of delay
caused by the l&oof information on commercial appliances.

The Commission services will consider the option of coveridgmestic and commercial
appliancesseparately, by acknowledgirthe impacts on expected savings and the related
burden of work.

4. Working document on the possibility of introducing horizontal requirements for
online labelling

The Commission services presented the proposal for a horizontal measure regulating the
online publishing of energy label§he presentation of the main parts of the working
documentwas well received. The innovation of inviting participants to log onto a
demonstration site andxplorethe proposal in a real online environment was considered
stimulating

UK had no objections to the proposal, but preferred guidance to regulation. Khe U
concerned that implementation would be taken away from Member States. They were given
assurances that monitoring and compliance of online implementation would remain in the
hands of the Member States.

DE supported ADCO guidance and asked whether d@zdmal delegated act is legally
possible.

Commissionservices: Articles 7 and 10 (4)(e) clearly state that a horizontal delegated act on
this issue is possible. Provision has been made for implementing various aspects of the
Labelling Directive (onlinericluded)

IT was the only country that expressed reservations dabeutlea. IT found it premature and

not possible under the current Directive, and preferred to discuss it during the review of
Directive 2010/30/EU. The Commission pointed out that therwention was in fact late, as

the original Directive required implementation online (Article 4(d) of the Directive
2010/30/EU)-which had been very largely lacking.

NL supported the proposal for legislation, as guidance is not the same as enforceable
legslation, and it stressed the importance of consistent online labelling across the EU as a
way to facilitate cross border eCommerce.

SE supported the proposal and wondered whathsrapplicable to online advertising; it also
enquired whether the possity of using auction sites had been thoroughly examined as a
likely sales channel for new appliandesbe includedn the draft delegated act. (i.e. a legal
analysis has to be conducted).
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Commission services: the advertising requirements of Directi@d®30/EU cover online
advertisement and promotional material, as the word 'any' is used in the text (A(t}).(c)
However, in this case it is only the energy efficiency class that has to be shown.

SEaccepted the Commi ssi aites should Bepkcladedforithe tmet h at
being.

CECED supported the proposal for a delegated act,staid that manufacturers should be
able to provide the label and the fiche electronically. However, it should be ensured that there
is a single fiche and single label and that the issue of the transition period from the old label

to the new label when an old piece of legislation is revised should be properly addressed.

INFORSE believes that this i® good initiative. The best web shops already have the
information, but too many of them do not. Some countries and NGOs have sites which
compare the energy efficiency of products, and this should be taken into consideration going
forward. In particular, INFORSE would like to mention that a number of NGOs have
ogani seden”t opebsites, where t htesudhsitedcoudh® duct
considered.

EMOTA (eCommerce association) saw no technical difficulties in the proposal, but asked
that there should be a transition period for its implementation.

ANEC/BEUC strongly supported the proposal and looked forward to the approach being
applied more widely.

The Commission services indicated that, in general, the Forum took a positive view of the
proposal to draft a Delegated Act for implementing the omdno@isions of the EUP labelling
directive. The Commission distributed a sheet of FAQ’s to the participants and invited them
to submit their questions and send further comments on the working document to the
Commission within one month.

5.Next steps

The Commissionservices outlined the following next steps:

U written comments from participants should be sent by 18 May;

U0 anew meeting of the Forum on this subject could be held before the summer break;

U inter-service consultation of Commission DGs could tpleee in the autumn;
1]

WTO-TBT natification could be tackled before the end of the year.
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ANNEX B
MINUTES OF CONSULTATION FORUM MEETING 2012

DRAFT MINUTES

Meeting of the Consultation Forum under Article 18 of Directive 2009/125/EC on
energy-related products

Domestic kitchen appliances
Brussels, 1 July 2012

Participants: See “ Attendance List” in Annex

EC Participants: Ismo GRONROOSSAIKKALA (Chairman), Juan MORENO ACEDO
(ENER/C3)

1. Welcome and adoption of the agenda

The Chair welcomed the participants.h& minutes of the previous meeting on kitchen
appliances on 18 April 2012 were adopted with a comment from DK. The agenda was
adopted with the inclusion of a discussion point on coffee machines as suggested by CECED

The Commission services introduced theurrent state of play concerning the possible
measures on ecodesign and labelling for the kitchen appliances (range hoods, hobs, ovens and
coffee machines).

DE suggested to adopt ecodesign measures first and to introduce labelling in a second stage.
DE wdcomed the split of domestic and commercial appliances. DE suggested also to split the
regulation for the various product groups. three single regulation for range hoods, for
domestic hobs and for domestic ovens, but with one single Impact Assesemaihtttiree
regulations to save resources.

IT supported the separate legal measures and was fine with the combination in one Impact
Assessment. Italy indicated they will not accept the adoption of the labelling measures before
the ecodesign measures.

Inforse expressed their concern on the yomverage of commercial appliances by regulation
despite their high impact (e.g. corrgieamers). Information requirements should be required
as a first step for commercial appliances.

NL supported the position of IThd DE concerning the adoption of ecodesign measures first
and later on labelling measures. NL suggested going for separate legal measures for range
hoods.

Orgalime noticed that the commercial appliances are excluded for the time being and asked
the Commision for the planning for that product group.

The Chair indicated that splitting the current product groups to measures with insignificant
savings would take too much resources and too much time in relation to the savings potential
of the individual produicgroups. The commercial ovens are taken out of the proposals due to
the lack of data and available standards and measuring methods.

62 EN



2. Domestic ovens

The Commission services made a technical presentation on ovens. Around 2/3 of the
domestic ovens havena@-label. The share of electric ovens is increasing while the share of
gas ovens decreasing. The compensation factor for gas ovens is taken out and downgrading of
current models is minimised. The new formula to calculate the Standard Energy Consumption
(SEC) is based on the combination of data from some 2300 different models of gas and
electric ovens, representative of the current market situation. The estimatexfficesit

annual final energy savings are betweer-007 TWh by 2030.

DE welcomed the pnciples of the approach: the linear scale and the inclusion of both gas
and electric appliances. DE expressed criticism on the slope of the regression line: big (more
energy consuming ovens) would get a benefit and small ovens would be penalizedrbit the d
proposal.

CY supported DE’'s point of view on the pena
consumers could understand downgrading of ovens which were earlier in the highest level.

IT did not like the conversion factor of 2.5 to tackle primary ené@w electricity use. IT
agreed to take out the compensation factor of 1.25 for gas ovens. IT did not support the
downgrading of too many electric ovens.

NL asked if also notlinear regression lines have been examined, since this linear line favours
the bg ovens. A less steep slope would help. NL also indicated that these product groups and
the discussion emphasize the need to have actual data as basis. NL asked the Commission to
hurry with an execution plan to generate market data. For NL therugowngading of

existing ovens is not the main issue with this draft proposal. The Impact Assessment can be
prepared for a combination of appliance groups, but legislation should be separate for legal
clarity.

ANEC/BEUC was in favour of the single label, sincegives the opportunity to be used for
choosing between gas and electric ovens. The slope of the regression line in the proposal is
not fine, due to the penalization of small ovens (more energy friendly). Just as in other cases,
ANEC/BEUC is in favour of e redistribution of the A5 labelling scheme, since this is
better understandable for consumers.

BE indicated that the proposal is not ambitious enough. BE did not agree with the slope of the
regression line, since it penalizes small ovens.

The Chair indicated that the data would be complemented in the Impact Assessment. The
Chair invited stakeholders to provide newer data. The effect of the steep slope should not
phase out small ovens. The design of the new label must facilitate the product group not yet
labelled and those having already a label (electric ovens).

The Commissionservices gave further explanation on the regression function, of which the
starting point was to have a linear function. The Commission will investigate possibilities to
use a nofinear formula or modify the slope of the formula to avoid penalisation of specific
groups of appliances. Updated data for 2012 would be welcomed. The Commission services
further explained that it is impossible not having downgrading at all, and inditzaéed
"downgrading or upgrading” is not the only right way to look at the energy label, since it is a
different label with new calculation formulae combining gas and electric ovens.

SE welcomed the measures, but was afraid of penalisation of small ovenSEFd is not
acceptable to leave out the compensation factor for gas ovens, since it is important to take into
account the required extra ventilation for gas ovens.
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FR was fine with the combination of gas and electric ovens and is not afraid of mredabkli
electric ovens. FR supported the view that "penalizing small ovens should be avoided".

ECOS supported the combination of gas and electric ovens, since consumers can compare
appliances with different energy sources. ECOS also welcomed the thirdhieh, sets high

goals and shows the direction to improvement. For consumer understanding, ECOS was
strongly in favour of using the-& scale instead of the A+++ scale and suggested to indicate
the annual energy saving on the label as well.

CECED indicated that they can accept the compensation factor for gas ovens. But the
proposal was not supported for the following reasons: 42% of the existiabeR ovens

would be downgraded, 86% of all gas ovens would get an A or A+ label directly, electric
ovens will rever reach the A++ label, small ovens would be penalized, gas & electric ovens
would not be equally distributed over the label categories and much improvement potential
would be left unused for gas ovens. Moreover, almost all double cavity ovens woutd phas
out. Therefore CECED proposed a separate energy label for a better comparison of electric
and gas ovens on a relative equal scale and without penalisation of small ovens. CECED wiill
provide updated data on ovens.

DK indicated that a linear slope is finat the impact on small ovens should be improved.
DK did not expect problems with rescaling the labels, but was in favour of-Gnséale
instead of the proposed. A+++ to D scale. DK indicated that split labels for gas and for
electric appliances would Hzetter. For electric ovens both kait and conventional heating
should be part of the assessment.

The UK welcomed that the compensation factor for gas appliances is taken out. The slope of
the regression function must be reviewed to reduce the impasmati ovens. The UK
supported the introduction of a third tier for ecodesign requirements to get wider view on the
future.

ANEC/BEUC indicated that some downscaling to B or C should not be a problem.

ECOS mentioned that relabeling is not a big issue. ptablem is that the label scheme will
not work anymore when class A is the minimum class.

DE would accept a compensation factor for gas appliances as a compromise.

IT indicated the current draft working proposals would induce a major relabeling and a
mass$ve phasing out with the™tier. IT mentioned that the use of & Ber in the ecodesign
proposals should be the exception.

Technical expert VHK indicated in relation to the compensation factor for gas appliances
that safety and building requirementsutd be a legal base for taking measures and that
required ventilation needs to be taken into account e.g. for open combustion flueless heaters.

AT referred to the relabeling and indicated that the consumers in general would accept
downgrading of appliance

The Chair recalled the need to keep one single frame for the gas and electric ovens with a
specific differentiated pictogram for gas and electricity but with the same scale. This scale
could be derived from two different regression functions withoualsation of small ovens.

3. Domestic hobs

The Commissionservices presented the draft working proposals on domestic electric and gas
hobs. The estimated annual final energy savings by 2030 are between 1.4 and 2.2 TWh.
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NL asked for detailed specific data the performance of these appliances.

DE mentioned that the current working draft proposal is not acceptable: all ceramic hobs
would be banned in thé"3ier as well as all current gas hobs.

CENELEC (TC59) explained that a new standard on electricshiglbeing developed, which
takes into account heating and simmering phase of a cooking appliance. This standard is in
the voting phase and the prognosis is that it will be valid by the end of the year.

CECED added that the new draft standard is much rmeedul for ecodesign and that the old
one should no longer be used.

Technical expert VHK indicated that the new draft standard gives a better different relation
between the types of hobs (solid and ceramic compared with induction), since the stored heat
in the hob is better applied.

ECOSwas in favour of using the new standard.
CEN TC49 added that the gas hobs will have a similar standard for gas appliances.

SE supported the use of the new standard including the simmering phase. SE also asked for an
energylabel scheme for hobs, since the outcomes of the new standard show much more
differentiation on energy performance between the different appliances than with the existing
standard.

The Commissionservices indicated that the objective was not to phasalloceéramic hobs
and current gas hobs but to foster the development of more energy efficient appliances. The
Commission services asked for the drafts of the new standards on electric and gas hobs.

CECED will provide data about energy consumption of hobsoeting to the new standard
within two months.

The Chair concluded that the results of this discussion, the updated data provided by
participants and written comments of participants after this meeting will be taken into
account.

4. Domestic range hoods

The Commission servicespresented the draft working proposal and explained the changed
formula, which is based on the regression line of the available data received from CECED.
Other data about energy efficiency and other proposals are welcome. The aral@aldrgy
savings by 2030 are estimated on 4.0 TWh

CECED indicated that they preferred the previous working proposal for the labelling of range
hoods, since it allowed more differentiation between appliances. The third tier would phase
out all builtin & built-under hoods, which represent 50% of the market. CECED will provide
the newest data to the Commission.

DK appreciated the & scale, but a more ambitious label would be better as incentive to
improve for manufacturers. In the labelling scheme, theuca of odour should get more
attention, since that is the most important function.

ECOS also welcomed the proposal especially the tiers of the regulation. The label classes
should be wider, e.g. by filling the-abel.

IT Asked to go back to the April pposal and not to phase out all buntand —under
appliances in the last tier.
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DE indicated that in their opinion three steps of measures are fine, but they do not understand
why the equation has been changed since the April draft working proposdsdiBdicated

that lamps could be an issue, if insufficient lighting is provided to minimise the overall
electricity consumption and to reach upper classes.

SE supported the April proposal, but the odour removal should be the base of efficiency
requiremerd.

BE supported in general the basic principles of this proposal.

The Commissionservices indicated that the current scheme was based on the available data.
The Commission services will consider the new CECED data.

5. Coffee machines

The Commission services presented a proposal which had been prepared by CECED. It
consists of requirements for power management for three different types of coffee machines:
filter machines with insulated jug, filter coffee machines with-msulated jug and other
coffee machmes. These requirements can be hosted in the ecodesign regulation on domestic
kitchen appliances or in the Networked Standby regulation.

NL suggested including the coffee machines into the standby and off mode regulation. The
proposal states two years,hatigh some coffee machines are already covered by the standby
regulation which requires one year. This needs to be made consistent.

DE supported the proposal, but would like that the manual change of switch off time is
' i mited. The t elpliespossibdity forchange.s et t i ng'’ [

ECOS welcomed the proposal. The work on the preparatory studies etc. is well used. ECOS
proposes to set ‘“maxi mum’ instead of defaul't
extending time. ECOS also proposed a rewisifier 3 or 5 years.

NL opposed the maximum time, since for no other product maximum time settings are
defined. NL is in favour of leaving the definition as it is and leave some space to consumers,
of which hardly any would change the setting.

BE suppored the proposal, but is in favour of including it in the stBpdegulation.

The Commissionservices indicated that the timing will be made consistent with the standby
and off mode regulation. In general the text seems mature.

6. Conclusions

The Chair concluded that proposals on the domestic kitchen appliances will be prepared
based on updated data, on the results of the discussions in April meeting and in this meeting
and on the written comments of the participants to be sent within two months after the
meeting.

7. Next steps

U written comments from participants should be sent by 11 September;

U inter-service consultation of Commission DGs could take place during the first quarter
2013;

U WTO-TBT natification should be launched during the first quarter 08201
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ANNEX C
MINUTES FINAL STAKEHO LDER MEETING PREPARA TORY STUDIES DOMESTIC
APPLIANCES

March 24" 2011

DG ENER Lot 23: Domestic and Commercial hobs and grills

Welcome to new attendees

E. Hoa (BIO): Tasks 1 to 3 : Main findings on domestic hobs and gtd
No comments from stakeholders on Taskl and Task 2

C. Robertson (ERAoints out an inconsistency in the price for hot plates. The average price is lower
than the minimum price presented.

E. Hoa (BIO)explains that this is due to an update of the ayermrices after buying data to GfK
Retail & Technology. This will be corrected.

B. Tinetti (BIO)specifies that EcoReport does not model any increase in the energy costs that may not
be representative of the reality. Results related to life cycle cosldshe considered with caution.

E. Gasc (BEUC)uggests to list in the Task 3 report the elements that influence energy efficiency
from a user behaviour perspective. such as placing the pot in the middle of the cooking zone or using
of a lid (only 50% ofGerman consumers use a lid).

C. Egenter (EGOromments that the lifetime for induction hobs should be reduced-i15 i@ars
instead of 19 years. Spare parts are not easily available for induction hobs: replacement is often
preferred to repair.

A. SmrkgMSX)challenges the energy efficiency of induction hobs. Results are different when taking
in consideration an actual cooking cycle and not only heating water. Induction is more efficient than
solid plates for heating water. but not for cooking. Conolughat induction is more efficient is not
supported by enough evidence. Complementary documents will be sent to support this position.

E. Gasc (BEUC)What is the source of the barriers to ecodesign described in the Task 3 report?
Common sense or studied-ear from electromagnetic field should be presented as one factor
explaining the reluctance to use microwave ovens.

E. Hoa (BlIO)answers that this section is based on an Australian study. as well as common sense and
stakehol der ' s fdacetedtrantagnetic fieksl willbe mentiored.a t e

P. Goodman (ERA)Main findings of Task 4.

E. Gasc (BEUCExplains that simmering must be taken into account after heating up. Induction is the
most efficient technology for heating up. but is less efficientsimmering during 20 minutes. All
technologies have a similar efficiency for longer simmering time. Documents will be sent to support
this.

A. Smrke (MSX@xplains that technology to simmer on gas does exist. He underlines that the standard
should meaure the energy consumption for real simmering. above 90°C. Data was sent to consultants
in November 2010 and is not mentioned in the Task 4 report.

C. Egenter (EGOgsks if the study highlighted difference in cooking food with different technologies.
Stendards are different for gas and electricity. but is there a difference in actual cooking?

A. Smrke (MSX3tates that he proposed a measurement method modelling a cooking process. which
was rejected by CENELEC. quoting the Lot 23 study.
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N. Bekkus (NHO)As witnessed by for instance the ecodesign process on boilers. several Member
States insist on having different energy | abell
shared by other EU countries.

E. Hoa (BIO): Main findings on Task 5
B. Tiretti (BIO)underlines that the absence of Baase for domestic grills does not imply that there
will be no policy recommendation. There could be some generic requirements.

C. Egenter (EGO3¥uggeststhatBaseas e 1 ( “ Domesti ¢ enlaemetdr i“cDohels™)i
radi ant hob” . 70% of the BOM is different bet w
controls are similar. It should be clearer in the report.

M. Rambaldi (CECEDasks for the value of the factor used in Task 5 to convert finatrad energy

into primary energy and suggest to specify it in the report.

E. Hoa (BIO): The database in the EcoReport tool use a conversion factor of 2.91 (1 kWh of
electricity is equal to 10.5 MJ of primary energy).

N. Bekkus (NHOpoints out that thempossibility of direct comparison between appliances using
different energy sources is underlined several times in the report. but figures are nevertheless
presented in the same tables. Also. if the intention is not to compare different energy soemces. th
what is the purpose of the conversion factor?

S. Mudgal (BlO):Data are presented in tables to highlight the order of magnitude of impacts. The
process is not about favouring different energy sources but improving products in the same category.
E. Todouse (ECOS):The objective of the Ecodesign Directive is not to improve all appliances
separately. Example with light bulbs. which banned incandescent bulbs.

S. Mudgal (BIO)The Ecodesign implementing measures should not favour any technology. For light
bulbs. performance levels have been set. which in practice ban most incandescent bulbs. However. if
incandescent light bulbs are efficient enough. they can be sold.

E. Toulouse (ECOS)Nothing in the Ecodesign Directive keep the European Commission from
banning electric appliances if they are less primary energy efficient. Minimum efficiency could be set.
which would ban the electric appliances.

V. Lelkes (EC)This is a matter for decisions on policy options post this study

E. Toulouse (ECOSuggest gplaining better in the report the reason why Beages are separated.

N. Bekkus (NHOhighlights that the value of the conversion factor is controversial not only for
converting electricity to primary energy. but also for GHG emissions and other impaitisg into
guestion the compatibility with broad climate change and energy goals of the EU.

S. Mudgal (BIO)kxplains that this is a macro level discussion. which needs to be discussed directly
with the European Commission.

N. Bekkus (NHOg@sks for tle source of the conversion factor. which he did not find in the text of
Directive 2009/125/EC.

S. Mudgal (BIOYeplies that the Directive imposes the MEEuP methodology. The conversion factor is
contained in the EcoReport tool. part of the MEEuP methogloldgveloped by the European
Commission.

P. Goodman (ERA)Main findings of Task 6.

M. Bulgheroni (Electrolux)Multi-ring burners are common in the rest of the EU.even if not in UK.
Confirmation by C. Egenter (EGO).

A. Roux (Fagoi CECED): A metal refector below the heating element cannot be used in heaters of
radiant hobs owing to electrical insulation probldindggenter (EGO) agreesith the two comments
above. Additionally. he thinks that there is no significant difference between electromelchadica
touch control.

E. Hoa (BIO): main finding of Task 7

A. Smrke (MSXasks for precision about cooking sensors.
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A. Roux (CECEDanswers that it is an infrared sensor.
A. Smrke (MSX9bserves that pot sensors work only with a certain type of pots.

C. Zimmerman (CECEDgxplains it is not true anymore.

S. Edwards (ECOSisks for clarification of the new CECED figures in slide 86.

E. Hoa (BIO)explains that the first version published in reports was based on a questionnaire sent to
CECED and on datavailable in literature and presented in Task 6. After publication. comments were
received from CECED on the data published. asking for some changes. with detailed information.
Modifications were made taking into account this new information. leading tseitend version
presented during the stakeholder meeting. These versions will be published soon after the meeting.
E. Johnson (Atlantic consultingloints out that Task 7 is only about hobs and suggests adding some
information about grills.

E. Hoa (BIO)reminds that Task 7 is about assessing the improvement potential for theaBase
defined in Task 5. As there is no Bassse for grills. their improvement potential is not assessed in
details in this Task. However. some information is presented in @.a8kreminder mentioning why

grills are not analyzed in Task 7 will be included.

E. Toulouse (ECOSisks for clarifications about how sensors will be considered in Task 8.

E. Hoa (BlO)explains that the use of sensors could be considered as a critbi@dnolaracterizes

the energy performance of an appliance with respect to potential labeling or MEPS. .

M. Bulgheroni (Electroluxsuggests that a 4th optienZone flexibility — should be added to the
domestic radiant Baszase.

Precision after the meeg: After discussion with A. Roux (Fagor/CECED). the majority of radiant
hobs already include some zone flexibility. Therefore the-Base is already taking into account that
option.

S. Edwards (ECOS)nderlines that inputs for improvement options haggnificant impact on Task

7 conclusions

E. Hoa (BlO)agrees and explains that a sensitivity analysis will be conducted in Task 8. Stakeholders
are asked to provide comments on this data.

No comments from stakeholders.

B. Tinetti (BIO)explains thatie LLCC product is usually suggested as the target for minimum
performance. but this is not mandatory.

E. Hoa (BIO): Next steps

Stakeholders ask for Task 8 publication date.

B. Tinetti (BIO)points out that Task 8 being based on the previous taslsubitEation date highly
depends on their finalization. and therefore on the time stakeholders will take to comment.
Stakeholders would be given at least one week to comment.

DG ENER Lot 23: Domestic and Commercial hobs and grills

Welcome to new attends

E. Hoa (BIO): Tasks 1 to 3 : Main findings on domestic hobs and grills
No comments from stakeholders on Taskl and Task 2

C. Robertson (ERAoints out an inconsistency in the price for hot plates. The average price is lower
than the minimum price psented.

E. Hoa (BIO)explains that this is due to an update of the average prices after buying data to GfK
Retail & Technology. This will be corrected.

B. Tinetti (BIO)specifies that EcoReport does not model any increase in the energy costs that may not
be representative of the reality. Results related to life cycle cost should be considered with caution.
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E. Gasc (BEUC)kuggests to list in the Task 3 report the elements that influence energy efficiency
from a user behaviour perspective. such as platiagot in the middle of the cooking zone or using
of a lid (only 50% of German consumers use a lid).

C. Egenter (EGOromments that the lifetime for induction hobs should be reduced-15 i@ars
instead of 19 years. Spare parts are not easily availablinduction hobs: replacement is often
preferred to repair.

A. Smrke (MSXghallenges the energy efficiency of induction hobs. Results are different when taking
in consideration an actual cooking cycle and not only heating water. Induction is moenethan

solid plates for heating water. but not for cooking. Conclusion that induction is more efficient is not
supported by enough evidence. Complementary documents will be sent to support this position.

E. Gasc (BEUC):What is the source of the bars to ecodesign described in the Task 3 report?
Common sense or studies? Fear from electromagnetic field should be presented as one factor
explaining the reluctance to use microwave ovens.

E. Hoa (BlIO)answers that this section is based on an Austratizty. as well as common sense and
stakeholder’'s feedback. | ssues related to electr

P. Goodman (ERA)Main findings of Task 4.

E. Gasc (BEUCExplains that simmering must be taken into account after heating up. Imdigctie

most efficient technology for heating up. but is less efficient for simmering during 20 minutes. All
technologies have a similar efficiency for longer simmering time. Documents will be sent to support
this.

A. Smrke (MSXgxplains that technology simmer on gas does exist. He underlines that the standard
should measure the energy consumption for real simmering. above 90°C. Data was sent to consultants
in November 2010 and is not mentioned in the Task 4 report.

C. Egenter (EGOgsks if the studhighlighted difference in cooking food with different technologies.
Standards are different for gas and electricity. but is there a difference in actual cooking?

A. Smrke (MSX3tates that he proposed a measurement method modelling a cooking proagss. whi

was rejected by CENELEC. quoting the Lot 23 study.

N. Bekkus (NHO)As witnessed by for instance the ecodesign process on boilers. several Member
States insist on having different energy | abell
sharel by other EU countries.

E. Hoa (BIO): Main findings on Task 5
B. Tinetti (BIO)underlines that the absence of Baase for domestic grills does not imply that there
will be no policy recommendation. There could be some generic requirements.

C. Egente (EGO)suggests thatBasease 1 ( “Domestic electric hob"”)
radi ant hob” . 70% of the BOM is different bet w
controls are similar. It should be clearer in the report.

M. Rambaldi (CEED) asks for the value of the factor used in Task 5 to convert final electric energy
into primary energy and suggest to specify it in the report.

E. Hoa (BIO): The database in the EcoReport tool use a conversion factor of 2.91 (1 kWh of
electricity is egal to 10.5 MJ of primary energy).

N. Bekkus (NHOpoints out that the impossibility of direct comparison between appliances using
different energy sources is underlined several times in the report. but figures are nevertheless
presented in the same tahléilso. if the intention is not to compare different energy sources. then
what is the purpose of the conversion factor?

S. Mudgal (BIO):Data are presented in tables to highlight the order of magnitude of impacts. The
process is not about favouring diéat energy sources but improving products in the same category.

E. Toulouse (ECOS)The objective of the Ecodesign Directive is not to improve all appliances
separately. Example with light bulbs. which banned incandescent bulbs.
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S. Mudgal (BIO):The Ecalesign implementing measures should not favour any technology. For light
bulbs. performance levels have been set. which in practice ban most incandescent bulbs. However. if
incandescent light bulbs are efficient enough. they can be sold.

E. Toulouse (ECOS Nothing in the Ecodesign Directive keep the European Commission from
banning electric appliances if they are less primary energy efficient. Minimum efficiency could be set.
which would ban the electric appliances.

V. Lelkes (EC)This is a matter forektisions on policy options post this study

E. Toulouse (ECOSuggest explaining better in the report the reason why-&eses are separated.

N. Bekkus (NHOhighlights that the value of the conversion factor is controversial not only for
converting eletricity to primary energy. but also for GHG emissions and other impacts. putting into
guestion the compatibility with broad climate change and energy goals of the EU.

S. Mudgal (BIO)explains that this is a macro level discussion. which needs to bessiscdirectly

with the European Commission.

N. Bekkus (NHOg@sks for the source of the conversion factor. which he did not find in the text of
Directive 2009/125/EC.

S. Mudgal (BlOYeplies that the Directive imposes the MEEUP methodology. The convéastonis
contained in the EcoReport tool. part of the MEEUP methodology. developed by the European
Commission.

P. Goodman (ERA)Main findings of Task 6.

M. Bulgheroni (Electrolux)Multi-ring burners are common in the rest of the EU.even if not in UK.
Confirmation by C. Egenter (EGO).

A. Roux (Fagoii CECED): A metal reflector below the heating element cannot be used in heaters of
radiant hobs owing to electrical insulation probldtd€genter (EGO) agreesith the two comients
above. Additionally. heahinks that there is no significant difference between electromechanical and
touch control.

. Hoa (BIO): main finding of Task 7

. Smrke (MSXasks for precision about cooking sensors.

. Roux (CECEDanswers that it is an infrared sensor.

. Smrke MSX)observes that pot sensors work only with a certain type of pots.

. Zimmerman (CECEDgxplains it is not true anymore.
. Edwards (ECOSjsks for clarification of the new CECED figures in slide 86.

. Hoa (BlO)explains that the first version pusiied in reports was based on a questionnaire sent to
CECED and on data available in literature and presented in Task 6. After publication. comments were
received from CECED on the data published. asking for some changes. with detailed information.
Modifications were made taking into account this new information. leading to the second version
presented during the stakeholder meeting. These versions will be published soon after the meeting.
E. Johnson (Atlantic consultingloints out that Task 7 is only aliduwobs and suggests adding some
information about grills.

E. Hoa (BIO)reminds that Task 7 is about assessing the improvement potential for theaBase
defined in Task 5. As there is no Basase for grills. their improvement potential is not assessed
details in this Task. However. some information is presented in Task 6. A reminder mentioning why
grills are not analyzed in Task 7 will be included.

E. Toulouse (ECOSsks for clarifications about how sensors will be considered in Task 8.

E. Hoa (BD) explains that the use of sensors could be considered as a criterion which characterizes
the energy performance of an appliance with respect to potential labeling or MEPS. .

M. Bulgheroni (Electrolux)suggests that a 4th optienZone flexibility — shodd be added to the
domestic radiant Basease.

Precision after the meeting: After discussion with A. Roux (Fagor/CECED). the majority of radiant
hobs already include some zone flexibility. Therefore the-Base is already taking into account that
option

mmno » > m
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S. Edwards (ECOS)nderlines that inputs for improvement options have a significant impact on Task
7 conclusions.

E. Hoa (BlO)agrees and explains that a sensitivity analysis will be conducted in Task 8. Stakeholders
are asked to provide comments ois tihata.

No comments from stakeholders.

B. Tinetti (BIO)explains that the LLCC product is usually suggested as the target for minimum
performance. but this is not mandatory.

E. Hoa (BIO): Next steps

Stakeholders ask for Task 8 publication date.

B. Tinetti (BIO) points out that Task 8 being based on the previous tasks. its publication date highly
depends on their finalization. and therefore on the time stakeholders will take to comment.
Stakeholders would be given at least one week to comment.
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ANNEX D

STOCK MODEL METHODOLO GY & DETAILED RESULTS

The impact analysis uses the variaiblguts as defined in the following paragraphs and used
in Chapter 5.

The calculation method for the analysis is a scalled Stock Model, which means that it is
derived fran accumulated annual sales@EAs over the period 1992020 (with a startip
period 19861990).

The stockmodel sets the pace for tiseb-options. The direction is determined by trends in
dwelling size number of households and characteristics (operdtmgs. W). From these
stock data the fitting sales data were calculated

Outputs for each &b-option are:
1 Electricity consumption in TWh/a;
1 Primary energy consumption in PJ/a (conversion 1 TWh electric = 2.5 *3.6 PJ primary);

9 Carbon emission in Mt CQequialent/a. using a multiplier based on electricity and gas
shares (see below) and the values from the EcoReport in the preparatory study;

1 Customeirelated economical parameters: purchase penergy expenditureepair cost
and total expenditure in billiloeuros per yea2005 Eurginflation-corrected at 2%/a);

1 Businesgelated economical parameters: turnover per sector (indtrsitg etc.);

1 Employment: calculating job creation/loss using the sespiecific turnover per employee
and trade margins.

Final outcomes are presented at a high aggregation level (tdiats)n the intermediate
stages a distinction is made by the typology and by size.

For the economic calculatonan average energy price in €]/
from:

1 Electricity rates per kWh primary energy at domestic ra&e38500 kWh electricity /a total
energy bill.

1 Differentiated energy price rate increases before and after 2007.

Data from Chapter 2nd 5 are used for the definition of the base case and calculated on the
basis of the relative market shares of the categories considered. The table below gives the
characteristics of the basase cooking appliances and their substitutes.
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The Figure Blow shows EU27 Electricity rates 2007 with and without taxes.
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The following tables are in addition to the baseline data from Table 16 and give the detailed results
from chapterb for theSub-optiors in tabular format:

BaU (Business as Usual) 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

Sales Range Hoods 5.8 6.1 6.4 6.7 7.0 7.4 7.8 8.2 8.6
million units  Elec. Hobs 6.5 7.4 8.3 93 103 113 122 129 136
Gas Hobs 7.4 7.0 6.7 6.4 6.2 5.9 5.6 53 5.1
Gas Ovens 2.7 25 24 2.2 21 2.0 1.9 1.8 1.7
Elec. Ovens 9.6 99 101 103 105 109 112 116 119
Total 32 33 34 35 36 37 39 40 41
Stock Range Hoods 79 83 87 91 96 101 106 112 117
million units  Elec. Hobs 84 94 105 119 134 149 164 176 189
Gas Hobs 117 112 107 102 97 94 90 86 82
Gas Grens 57 54 50 48 45 42 40 38 36
Elec. Ovens 175 179 184 188 193 197 203 208 215
Total 510 522 533 549 565 583 602 620 638
Energy Range Hoods 94 99 104 109 115 121 127 133 140
PJ/a Elec. Hobs 182 203 225 253 281 310 338 363 386
Gas Hobs 139 133 128 121 115 110 106 101 96
Gas Ovens 45 42 39 36 33 30 27 24 22
Elec. Ovens 210 215 220 215 211 196 182 173 172
Total 671 693 715 735 755 767 779 794 816
GWP Range Hoods 5.2 5.1 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.2 5.4 5.6 5.8
MT CO,/a Elec. Hobs 10.1 104 107 115 123 134 144 153 16.0
Gas Hobs 8.4 8.0 7.7 7.3 6.9 6.6 6.3 6.0 5.7
Gas Ovens 2.7 25 2.3 2.2 2.0 1.8 1.6 15 1.3
Elec. Ovens 11.7 111 105 9.9 9.2 8.5 7.8 7.3 7.2
Total 38 37 36 36 35 36 36 36 36
Acquisition  Range Hoods 1.6 1.7 1.8 1.9 2.0 2.1 2.2 2.3 25
€ /an Elec. Hobs 2.8 3.2 35 4.0 4.4 4.5 4.6 4.5 4.5
Gas Hobs 2.7 24 2.0 1.8 1.6 14 1.2 1.0 0.9
Gas Ovens 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.4
Elec. Ovens 45 4.4 4.3 4.9 5.4 5.6 55 5.4 5.3
Total 124 124 124 132 140 141 140 137 135
Energy cost Range Hoods 1.1 1.4 1.6 2.0 2.3 2.9 3.8 4.8 6.1
€ /an Elec. Hobs 2.7 3.2 3.7 4.6 55 7.4 9.8 128 16.6
Gas Hobs 1.6 1.6 1.6 17 1.8 2.0 24 2.8 3.2
Gas Ovens 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.7
Elec. Ovens 3.0 3.2 3.4 35 35 4.0 45 5.2 6.3
Total 9 10 11 12 14 17 21 26 33
Expenditure Range Hoods 2.8 3.1 34 3.9 4.3 5.0 6.0 7.1 8.6
€ /an Elec. Hobs 5.4 6.3 7.2 8.6 99 119 144 173 210
Gas Hobs 4.3 4.0 3.6 35 3.3 34 3.6 3.8 4.1
Gas Ovens 1.3 1.2 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 11 1.1
Elec. Ovens 7.5 7.6 7.8 8.3 8.9 96 100 106 11.6
Total 21 22 23 25 28 31 35 40 46
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SCENARIOS TOTAL

Energy 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
PJ/a BaU 670.5 6926 7148 7347 7547 7674 7789 7940 816.0
Suboption A 670.5 692.6 7148 7347 7547 7651 7631 7641 7784
SuboptionB 670.5 692.6 714.8 7347 7547 763.3 7520 7443 756.1
Suboption C 670.5 692.6 7148 7347 7547 7633 7476 7321 7357
GWP 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2090
MtCO, Bau 38.1 37.1 36.2 35.8 35.4 355 355 35.7 36.1
Suboption A 38.1 371 36.2 35.8 354 354 34.8 34.4 34.4
SuboptionB  38.1 37.1 36.2 35.8 35.4 35.3 34.4 33.5 33.5
SuboptionC  38.1 371 36.2 35.8 354 353 34.2 33.0 32.6
Acquisition 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
€
billion BauU 12.4 12.4 12.4 13.2 14.0 141 14.0 13.7 135
Suboption A 12.4 124 124 13.2 14.0 141 14.4 14.8 14.2
SuboptionB  12.4 12.4 12.4 13.2 14.0 14.4 15.3 14.8 14.3
SuboptionC  12.4 124 124 13.2 14.0 144 17.1 16.5 15.9
Energy costs 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
€
billion BauU 8.7 9.7 10.7 12.2 13.6 16.9 211 26.3 33.0
Suboption A 8.7 9.7 10.7 12.2 13.6 16.9 20.6 253 315
Suboption B 8.7 9.7 10.7 12.2 13.6 16.8 20.3 24.6 30.5
SuboptionC 8.7 9.7 10.7 12.2 13.6 16.8 20.2 241 29.6
Expenditure 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
€
billion BaU 211 221 231 25.3 27.6 311 35.0 40.0 46.5
Suboption A 21.1 221 231 25.3 27.6 31.0 35.0 40.1 45.6
SuboptionB  21.1 221 231 25.3 27.6 313 35.6 39.3 44.8
SuboptionC 21.1 22.1 23.1 25.3 27.6 31.3 37.3 40.7 45.6
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Electric ovens

Energy 1990 2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Twh/a BaU 234 244 235 21.8 20.2 19.2 19.2
Suboption A 234 244 235 218 19.8 183 17.6
Suboption B 234 244 235 218 19.8 18.3 17.6
Suboption C 234 244 235 218 19.8 18.3 17.6
GWP 1990 2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
MtCO,/a BaU 11.7 105 9.2 8.5 7.8 7.3 7.2
Suboption A 11.7 10.5 9.2 8.5 7.6 6.9 6.6
Suboption B 11.7 105 9.2 8.5 7.6 6.9 6.6
Suboption C 11.7 105 9.2 8.5 7.6 6.9 6.6
Acquisition 1990 2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
€bilion BaU 45 4.3 5.4 5.6 5.5 5.4 5.3
Suboption A 45 4.3 5.4 5.7 5.8 5.7 5.6
SuboptionB 45 4.3 5.4 5.7 5.8 5.7 5.6
SuboptionC 45 4.3 5.4 5.7 5.8 5.7 5.6
Energy costs 1990 2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
€bilion BaU 3.0 34 35 4.0 45 5.2 6.3
Suboption A 3.0 3.4 35 4.0 4.4 5.0 5.8
SuboptionB 3.0 3.4 35 4.0 4.4 5.0 5.8
SuboptionC 3.0 34 35 4.0 4.4 5.0 5.8
Expenditure 1990 2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
€billion BaU 7.5 7.8 8.9 9.6 10.0 10.6 11.6
SuboptionA 75 7.8 8.9 9.7 102 107 115
SuboptionB 75 7.8 8.9 9.7 102 107 115
SuboptionC 75 7.8 8.9 9.7 102 107 115
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Gas Ovens

Energy 1990 2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
PJ/a BaU 453 390 328 297 268 244 224
Suboption A 453 390 328 296 257 220 188
Suboption B 453 390 328 296 257 220 188
Suboption C 453 390 328 296 257 220 188
GWP 1990 2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
MtCO,/a BaU 2.7 2.3 2.0 1.8 1.6 15 1.3
Suboption A 2.7 2.3 2.0 1.8 1.5 1.3 1.1
Suboption B 2.7 2.3 2.0 1.8 1.5 1.3 1.1
Suboption C 2.7 2.3 2.0 1.8 1.5 1.3 1.1
Acquisition 1990 2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
€bilion BaU 0.8 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.4
Suboption A 0.8 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.6 0.5
Suboption B 0.8 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.6 0.5
Suboption C 0.8 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.6 0.5
Energy costs 1990 2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
€bilion BaU 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.7
Suboption A 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.6
Suboption B 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.6
Suboption C 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.6
Expenditure 1990 2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
€bilion BaU 1.2 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1
Suboption A 1.2 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.1
Suboption B 1.2 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.1
Suboption C 1.2 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.1
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Electric hobs

Energy 1990 2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
TWh/a BauU 202 250 312 345 375 403 428
Suboption A 202 250 312 345 375 403 428
Suboption B 202 250 312 345 375 402 427
Suboption C 202 250 312 345 370 389 405
GWP 1990 2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
MtCO2/a  BaU 101 107 123 134 144 153 16.0
Suboption A 101 107 123 134 144 153 16.0
Suboption B 101 107 123 134 144 152 16.0
Suboption C 101 107 123 134 142 147 151
Acquisition 1990 2000 2010 2015 2020 205 2030
€ billion BaU 2.8 3.5 4.4 4.5 4.6 45 45
Suboption A 2.8 35 4.4 45 4.6 45 45
Suboption B 2.8 35 4.4 4.5 4.7 47 46
Suboption C 2.8 35 4.4 45 6.5 64 6.2
Energy costs 1990 2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
€ billion BaU 27 3.7 5.5 7.4 98 128 166
Suboption A 2.7 3.7 5.5 7.4 9.8 128 166
Suboption B 2.7 3.7 5.5 7.4 98 128 165
Suboption C 2.7 3.7 5.5 7.4 9.7 124 157
Expenditure 1990 2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
€ billion BaU 5.4 7.2 9.9 119 144 173 210
Suboption A 5.4 7.2 99 119 144 173 210
Suboption B 5.4 7.2 99 119 145 174 211
Suboption C 5.4 7.2 99 119 162 187 219
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Gas hobs

Energy 1990 2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
PJa BaU 139.3 127.6 1153 1104 1056 100.8 95.6
Suboption A 139.3 127.6 1153 1104 105.5 100.5 95.2
Suboption B 139.3 127.6 1153 1104 105.1 99.6 93.8
Suboption C 139.3 127.6 1153 1104 1049 99.1 93.0
GWP 1990 2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
MtCO,/a BaU 8.4 7.7 6.9 6.6 63 6.0 57
Suboption A 8.4 7.7 6.9 6.6 63 6.0 57
Suboption B 8.4 7.7 6.9 6.6 63 60 56
Suboption C 8.4 7.7 6.9 6.6 63 59 56
Acquisition 1990 2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
€ billion BaU 2.7 2.0 1.6 1.4 1.2 10 09
Suboption A 2.7 2.0 1.6 1.4 1.2 10 09
Suboption B 2.7 2.0 1.6 1.4 1.2 11 09
Suboption C 2.7 2.0 1.6 1.4 1.3 11 1.0
Energy costs 1990 2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
€ billion BaU 1.5 1.6 1.8 2.0 24 28 32
Suboption A 1.5 1.6 1.8 2.0 24 27 32
Suboption B 1.5 1.6 1.8 2.0 24 27 31
Suboption C 1.5 1.6 1.8 2.0 24 27 31
Expenditure 1990 2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
€ billion BaU 4.2 3.6 33 34 36 38 41
Suboption A 4.2 3.6 33 3.4 36 38 41
Suboption B 4.2 3.6 3.3 3.4 36 38 41
Suboption C 4.2 3.6 33 3.4 36 38 41
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Range hoods

Energy 1990 2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
TWh/a BaU 104 115 127 134 141 148 156
Suboption A 104 115 127 132 129 127 133
Suboption B 104 115 127 130 11.7 107 112
Suboption C 104 115 127 130 117 107 112
GWP 1990 2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
MtCO ,/a BaU 5.2 5.0 50 52 54 56 58
Suboption A 5.2 5.0 50 5.1 49 48 50
Suboption B 5.2 5.0 50 5.0 45 41 42
Sub-option C 5.2 5.0 50 5.0 45 41 42
Acquisition 1990 2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
€ billion BaU 1.6 1.8 20 21 22 23 25
Suboption A 1.6 1.8 20 20 21 29 27
Suboption B 1.6 1.8 20 23 29 27 26
Suboption C 1.6 1.8 20 23 29 27 26
Energy costs 1990 2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
€ billion BaU 1.1 1.6 23 29 38 48 6.1
Suboption A 1.1 1.6 23 29 34 41 53
Suboption B 1.1 1.6 23 28 31 35 44
Suboption C 1.1 1.6 23 28 31 35 44
Expenditure 1990 2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
€ billion BaU 2.8 3.4 43 50 60 7.1 86
Suboption A 2.8 3.4 43 49 55 71 7.9
Suboption B 2.8 3.4 43 52 60 6.2 7.0
Suboption C 2.8 3.4 43 5.2 60 62 70
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EUDOMESTIC COOKING APPLIANCES INDUSTRY

DCA Manufacturers with EU-manufacturing, general characteristics (global, all

ANNEX E

products)®®
Company HQ Turnover Jobs
(global figures) million nr.
AGA Rangemaster UK 340 2532
Amica PL 350 2088
Berbel DE 13 58
Bertazzoni IT 50 250
Bosch SiemengBSH) DE 9650 44820
Candy IT 937 6300
De Longhi IT 1780 7368
E.G.O. DE 532 5832
Electrolux SE 11200 57860
Elica IT 378 2966
Fagor ES 1396 8260
Franke CH 2100 10000
Fratelli Onofri - Terim IT 100 375
Gorenje SL 1422 10930
Indesit Company IT 2825 16112
Jose Das Neves Queirés PT na 70
Miele DE 2830 16600
Nardi IT 75 300
Nortec (subs. Best, IT) us 1650 9500
GlemGas IT 100 350
Groupe SEB FR 3963 23988
SMEG IT 425 1800
SABAF IT 149 714
Tecnowind IT 84 500
Teka EU 1400 6000
Trepol Norden DK 10 42
Whirlpool us 18700 68230
V-Zug CH 400 1290
Turkey (candidate country, no sites in currentZ{)
Arcgelik TR 3630 19100
Vestel TR 955 4860
Silverline TR 51 587

% Turnover and jobs according to most recent figures found; could range from 2009 to 2011 as source year.
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DCA industrial employment in the EU, by company

Electrolux produes cookers in 2 EU sites, i.e. in Rothemp(DE, 1000 jobs) and wi dni c a
(PL, 700 jobs). Also there is a small site in Schwanden (CH, 150 jobs)). Over the past 6 years,
Electrolux closed cooker production in Spennymoor (UK), Fredericia (DK) and M&uha

Whirl pool’'s EU cooker manu tta(d,t100601600 gpbs). s conce

Bosch Siemens Hausgerate (BSH) produces ovens, hobs and hoods in Bretten (DE, 1000 jobs,
including NEFF brand) as well as Gaggenau (DE, 550 jabaggenaubrand) and procures
large part of its cooking equipnt from its Turkish gbsidiary.

The Candy GroupRosieres, Susldirands) produces cooking appliances in France (300 jobs)
and Turkey (650 jobs).

Indesit Company (previously Merloni Elettrodomestici, IT) has moved most of its cooker
production to Lodz, Poland where it emplay®und 3000 people in the production of cold
and wet appliances, as well as brown goods (ovens, Holployment in Indesit Company
oven and hob production is not published bgitven usual partitioning in industry between
the three large product groupsan be estimated in the range of &D employees.

AGA Rangemaster PlichasHiJased production in the UK, Il r e
in Paris, 60 jobs) and Italy. An estimated 50% of AGA workforce, i.e. 1500 jobs (1000
production & 500 other), istibuted to EU overmnd cookeproduction.

FagorBrandt (previously Groupe Brandt) is producing ovens, stoves and hobs tde3aint
dela-Ruelle, Orléans (F, 650 jobs), ceramic hobs and steam ovens in Vendéme (F, 350),
cookers in Aizenay (F, 120 jobs)asll as hoods in Mondragon, Garagaza (ES) and Wroclaw
(PL).

Around half of the workforce at FagorMastercook (formerly Wrozamet S.A.) in Wroclaw
(PL), i.e. around 800 jobs, is estimated to depend on cooker production. Both FagorBrandt
and FagorMastercookre subsidiaries of Spanish appliance producer Fagor, which in turn is
part of Mondragon (MCC).

Around 60% of Polish manufacturer Amica SA in Wroakd Poznan is believed to depend
on cooker production, i.e. around 1200 jobs.

Itis notclearifandwher t he Swiss Franke Artemis Group
Systems ca. 7000 jobs) i's producing ovens a
Faber SpA (1350 jobs, includiiRoblin, F) is a major EU producer of range hoddgewise

for the Téa group, Gorenje and SMEG no data are available to allow an estimate of jobs in
DCA-production.

Elica SpA (1500 jobs, mainly in IT) is, besides BSH and Faber, one of the leaders in the range
hoods marketOther hoods producers, besides the ones mentiabede, are Italian firms
Tecnowind, (mainly Fabriano, IT, 500 jobs) and Bestbgidiaryof US firm Norte), also
located in Italy.

Manufacturers of smaller (tabletop) ovens are De Longhi (IT) and SEB (FR), with probably
large part of their production cong from Asia.

Independent SMEEmMployers in DCA production are few. In ovens and hobs production, the
Italian Bertazzonia Germania company employs around 250 people in Guastalla, Italy and
Nardi, also mainly in Italy, employs an internal workforce of 3Glem Gas, producing
amongst others ovens in ltaly, employs 350 people in total (share of ovens not known but
believed to be significantPthers SMEs ar€ratelli Onofri— Terim (IT) andJose Das Neves
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Queirés (PT). Small companies producingoodsare e.g Trepol (DK, 50 jobs) and Bertel
(DE, 60 jobs).

Larger OEMsuppliers aree.g. E.G.O (DE, e.qg. el. heating elemenjsand SABAF (IT, gas
burners & overhinges), but also in the production of large generic suppliers such as Schott
(ceramic plates, glass foven doors) and EBNPapst (fans for hoods and ovens) the DCA
share is not insignificant The DCA share of employment with EU compcupmliers,
including large companies, specialist SMEs and gdtibers’, is estimated at around DOO

— 15000 jobs. Moreexact figures could not be retrieved, because DCA activities are usually
combined with nofDCA activities and the DCAhare is not published.

DCA industrial employment in the EU, bycountry

Including sales, logistics and administrative personnel, th Eddanufactureref DCAs are
estimated to supply jobs to around@® people, of which onthird in hoods and twthirds

in ovens and hob#\s mentioned, component suppliers add an extra 10 000 @0 fobs
Poland is believed thostthe largest ELR7 produdion of DCAs (7000jobs), followed by

Italy (5000), Germany (4000), UK & Ireland (1500), France (1500 jobs) and the rest of the
EU-27 (6000 in total). Job figures are rough estimates exclude OEM shareghis a 2012
snapshot; there is a trend forost EUbased manufacturers to move Western European
production to lowabour cost countries (Poland, Turkey and for smaller ovens Asia).

Outside the ELR7, Turkey is an important supplier to the EU market, both through Turkish
subsidiaries of EU comparse(Bosch, Candy) and independent Turkish brands (Arcelik,
Vestel). It is believed that there is still some production of ovens and hobs in Switzerland. The
role of Asian imports, from subsidiaries of Eldmpanies and Soutkorean brands like
Samsung and L@s relatively strongest in smallsize ovens.

Legal notice

The informaton on DCA peci fi ¢ empl oyment is based on
reports and other public information gathered by VHK in the context of technical assistance
contract to te Commission services. In many cases the information was incomplete and had
to be supplemented by VHistimates that were done to the best of \diities, but VHK

nor the Commission services assume no liability for damages, material or immaterial, that
may arise from the use of the information mentioned in this Annex.

7 Companies with generic metalworking or plastic production facilities tlsatufacture parts for all types of
products (not only DCAS).
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ANNEX G
ACRONYMS & ABBREVIATIONS

General abbreviations and acronyms

AEGPL
ANEC/BEUC
BAT

Bau

BIO

BNAT

BSH

CECED

CE-marking
CEN
CENELEC
CF

CIRCA

COM
Commission
Council

CP

DCA

degree

DG
DIY
EAP6

EC
ECCP

Ecodesign

Ecolabelling
Ecoreport

EED
EMC
EMOTA
EN
ENER
ENTR
ENVI
EP
EPBD

ERA
ESOs

ETS

Association of European LPG suppliers

European Consumer Association

Best Available Technology

BusinessasUsual(baseline scenario)

BIO Intelligence Services, contractor preparatory studies on hobs and ovens

Best Not yet Available Technology (e.g. at prototype/lab $tage

BoschSiemens Hausgerate GmbH

European Committee of Domestic Appliance Manufacturers (manufacturer's association)

Compliance mark (safety, Ecodesign, etc.) for placing products on thedgkét
European Committee for Standeation

European Committee for Electtechnical Standardisation

(Ecodesign) Consultation Forum

Communication and Information Resource Centre Administrator (website of the European Commissioi
distributing relevant documents to/from stablders, amongst others on ecodesign)

Prefix of a Commission Communication
European Commission

European Council

Competitiveness Proofing

Domestic Cooking Appliance

degree Kelvin K (for temperature differences) Gelsius, °C (absolute temperature) unless speci
differently
Directorate General

Do-It-Yourself (store)

6tht Environmental Sction Plan

European Communities, European Commissabectronically commutating (of motors)
EuropearClimate Change Programme

Relates to policy measures in the context of the directive on Ecodesign of fEelatgg products
2009/125/EC
Relates to (voluntary) Community etabelling measures in the context of Regulation (ECHBI2010

MEEuUP spreadsheet tool providing environmental profile of a product over its life cycle (prodt
distribution, use, disposal/recycling), in terms of resources (materials, energy, water, waste) and-e
categories currently addsed in EUpolicy measures. Weighting of environmental impacts is in accord
with emission limit values and conversion factors in-lEbislation.

Energy Efficiency Directive, Directive 2012/27/EU

Electromagnetic Compatibility (Directive 20008/EEC)

European Multichannel and Online Trade Association

European Standard, followed by number and possibly year of publication
European Commission, DirectoraBeneral Energy (a.k.a. 'DG ENER')
European Commission, DirectoraBEneral Enterprise (a.k.a. 'DG ENTR')
Envrionment, Public Health and Food Safety Committee of the EP
European Parliament

Energy Performance of Buildings Directive, Directive 2010/31/EU (recast)

ERA Technology Ltd, associated contracteegaratory studies on hobs and ovens
European Standardisation Organisations (CEN, Cenelec, ETSI)

Emission Trading Scheme
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EU

EU-27
EuP
Eurelectric
Fan Regulation
FAQ

GDP

GHG
GWP

IA

IAB

IAG

IEC

ISC

ISO

ITRE
Labelling

LCA

LCC
LCIA
LPG

LVD
Marcogas
MEErP

MEEuP

MEPS

NACE

NGO

NHO

OEM

Orgalime

prEN

preparatory study
PRODCOM

R&D
RoHS

SEC
SG

SME
TC
TEC
TFEU
TIA
VAT
VHK

European Union

European Union of 27 Member States (relates to statistics after 2007)

Energyusing Product

Association of European electric utilities

Commission Regulation no. 327/2011 on the Ecodesign of industrial fans (>125 W)
Frequently Asked Question

Gross Domestic Product

GreenHouse Gas

Global Warming Poteral. When not specified GWP100, i.e. time horizon 100 years (emission in kg CO
Impact Assessment

Impact Assessment Board

Impact Assessment Guidelines

International Electrotechnical Commission

Inter Service Consultation

International Standards Organisation

Industry, Research and Energy Committee of the EP

Relates to policy measures within the context of Energy Labelling directive 2010/30/EU or its pred:
92/75/EC

Life Cycle Analysis

Life Cycle Costs (monetary)

Life Cycle Impact Assessment

Liquefied Petroleum Gas (propane, butane or mix of both)
Low Voltage Directive 2006/95/EC

Association of European gas utilities

Methodology for Ecodesign of Energglated Poducts (VHK 2011 for DG ENTR)methodology used ir
Ecodesign preparatory studies (replaces MEEUP for studies started after 2011)

Methodology for Ecodesign of Energyging Products (VHK 2005 for DG ENTR), methodology usec
Ecodesign preparatoryugties

Minimum Energy Performance Standards

Eurostat classification of Economic Activities

Non-Governmental Organisation

Confederation of Norwegian Enterprises

Original Equipment Manufacturer (component supplier)

Europea Engineering Industries Association

draft EN standard, 'prstandard’ (not officially approved by ESO)

Ecodesign preparatory studypecifically in this report: Studies by BIO IS and ARMINES

PROduction COMmunautaire, pract category denomination in the official CE (Eurostat) publication of
production and trade data (a.k.a. 'Europroms’)

Research and Development

Restriction of the use of certain Hazardous Substances in electrical and electronic equipmetnte [
2011/65/EU (recast of 2002/95/EC)

Prefix of a Commission Staff Document

Steering Group (Ecodesign IniBervice Impact Assessment Group), also (but not in this report) Secreta
General
Smalt and/or Medium sized Enterprise(s)

Techrical Committee (of an ESO)

Treaty on the European Communities (since Dec. 2009 replaced by TFEU)

Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union

Territorial Impact Assessment

Value Added Taks

Van Holsteijn en Kemna BV, technicasastant to the Commission Services (framework conit#gct
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WEEE Waste of Electrical and Electronic Equipment directive 2012/19/EU (recast of 2002/96/EC)
WG Working Group (of an ESO)
WTO-TBT World Trade Organisatiefiechnical Barriers on Trade agreement

Numerical parameters and units

a
AEC
A-G

BEP

bn
‘carbon’
CGo,

EC

EE

EEI

FDE
GFE

kWh
LCC

LE
litre
LLCC

max.
min.

Mt
NCV

PJ

qoray
SAEC

SEC

TWh
Wh

®p

EN

annum (year)
Annual Energy Consumption (of range hoods, in kWh/a)

scale for energy labelling (also sometimes used for labelling other performance parameters on the energy label); tt
may be extended upwds with A+, A++ and A+++ classes

Best Efficiency Poi nt (ofrangekhoodith highestpDE) . Oper ating poi
billion (10%

or 'carbon emissions'; expression to indicate GreenHouse Gas emissions

Carbon dioxide (main GHGhe equivalent is used as accounting unit for GWP)

Energy Consumption (of ovens, per cycle, in MJ or kWh)

Energy Efficiency (of gas hobs)

Energy Efficiency Index (of ovens and of hoods)

Time imcrease factor

Fluid Dynamic Efficiency (brange hoods)

Grease Filtering Efficiency (of range hoods)

hour

Joule, energy unit, with derived kJ (kiloJoules=102 J), MJ (megaJoufed=1 (gigaJoules= 10), TJ (teraJoules= 1D
J), PJ (petaJoules= @)

kilo Watt hour (16 Wh)

Life Cycle Costs (in €, sum of monetary acquisitior
study LCC includes taxes (VAT, leges), because it relates to consumer products
Lighting Efficiency (of range hoods)

1dn?

Least Life Cycle Cost point, i.e. the (set of) design option(s) for a product or product group with the lowest LCC as
compared to alternative design options. In Ecodesign, unless boundary conditions dictate otherwise, the technical
characteriscs of the LLCC is to be used as a target value for measures.

maximum

minimum
million (10°)
megatonne (16 metric tonne, 19kg)

Net Calorific Value of dossil energysourcea . k. a. ‘| ower heat i ng,synbbld ) Compafel
Gross Calorific Val ue GCHMy), which mheeinto anceunttalsortte laterd hegoskible <
water vapougenerated by the combustion process.

power (in W), used in this report for electric poweakd

Peta Joule (18 Joule, energy unit)

air flow ( in /s, sometimes expressed i), used in this report for air flow of range hoods
Standard Annual Energy Consumption (of range hoods, in kWh/a)

Standard Energy Consumption (fens, in MJ/cycle for gas, kWh/cycle for electric)

metric tonne (1000 kg), derived Mt (Meganne= 16tonne)

Tera Watt hour (18 Wh)

Watt hour, energy unit (3600 J), derived units are kwWh {Witatt-hour, 16 Wh), MWh (MegaWatt-hour, 16 Wh), GWh
(GigaWatt-hour, 18 Wh), TWh (Terawatt-hour, 16* Wh)
pressure difference (in Pa), used in this report for external static pressure difference measured with range hoods
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Country abbreviations

EU-27
BE Belgium FR  France AT Austria
BG Bulgaria IT Italy PL Poland
Ccz Czech Republic CY Cyprus PT Portugal
DK Denmark LV  Latvia RO Romania
DE Germany LT  Lithuania Sl Slovenia
EE Estonia LU  Luxembourg SK Slovakia
IE Ireland HU  Hungary Fl Finland
EL Greece MT Malta SE Sweden
ES Spain NL  Netherlands UK United
Kingdom
EFTA EU-candidates Others
(1s) Iceland HR Croatia JP Japan
(NO)  Norway MK  The former Yugoslav us United States of
Republic of Macedonia America
(L1 Liechtenstein TR  Turkey CN China
(CH) Switzerland ME Montenegro RU Russia
RS Serbia KR Korea, Republic
(SouthKorea)
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