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Agenda planning or WP reference: 2013/ENER/003

1. SECTION 1: PROCEDURAL ISSUES AND CONSULTATION OF INTERESTED PARTIES
1.1 Organisation and timing

This implementing measure is one of the priorigetablished in the Ecodesign Working Plan
20009.

The implementing measure is based on Directive A@BEC establishing a framework for
the Commission to set ecodesign requirements ferggrrelated products("Ecodesign
Directive™). An energy-related product (ErP), orgeoup of ErPs, shall be covered by
ecodesign implementing measures, or by self-reigulafcf. criteria in Article 17, Annex
VIIl), if the ErP represents significant sales wvuoks, while having a significant
environmental impact and significant improvementeptial (Article 15). The structure and
content of an ecodesign implementing measure $blldlv the provisions of the Ecodesign
Directive (Annex VII).

The Commission has carried out a study on netwostaddby losses in preparation of the
implementing measure. On 14 September 2011 a ngeefirthe Ecodesign Consultation
Forum established under Article 18 of the Ecodefigrctive was held (details are provided
below). Article 19 of the Ecodesign Directive foges a regulatory procedure with scrutiny
for the adoption of ecodesign implementing measures

The Commission, in close collaboration with natiomegperts and stakeholdegoposed to
regulate networked standby through an amending acto the existing Commission
Regulation (EC) 1275/2008 (“Standby Regulation”) As networked connectivity is a
feature of a large range of products, includingdpists being introduced in the future, it was
found to be the right approach to maintain the izmntal” approach of the Standby
Regulation. Particular, the suggestion is to hdne dame product scope as defined in the
Standby Regulation, as this was considered to Ipeaetical way to distinguish between
household and office equipment (in the scope) @ndféssional” equipment (out of scope).

As a consequence it is suggested to complemeigtdrelby Regulation by:

- definitions specifying the “networked standby” ogng condition(s) in terms of the
resume time (that is, their functionality),

- power management requirements related to the ¢on(,

- power consumption levels for the operating cond{), including transition periods,
- additional elements for measurements which arg@rmtided by EN 50564.

1.2. Impact Assessment Board

This Impact Assessment has been scrutinised bgdmemission’'s Impact Assessment Board
(IAB). In its opinion, the IAB concluded:

! Directive 2009/125/EC of the European Parliamenat af the Council of 21 October 2009 establishing
a framework for the setting of ecodesign requiraimidor energy-related productSfficial Journal L
285, 31/10/2009 P. 0010 - 0035
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1.3. Transparency of the consultation process

Expertise on networked standby conditions was gathan particular in the framework of a
technical, environmental and economic analysigh@following called "preparatory study")
carried out by a consortium of external consulfaria behalf of the Commission's
Directorate General for Energy (DG ENER). The prafmy study has followed the structure
of the "Methodology Study Eco-design of Energy-gsitiroducts® The preparatory study on
networked standby has been developed in an opearegsptaking into account input from
relevant stakeholders including manufacturers dmait tassociations, environmental NGOs,
consumer organizations, EU Member State experigerex from third countries (e.g. USA,
Australia) and international organisations as ¢hg. International Energy Agency (IEA).
Information on the preparatory study was made plyblavailable through a dedicated
websité where interim results and further relevant materigere published regularly for
timely stakeholder consultation and input. The gtwebsite was promoted on the ecodesign-
specific websites of DG ENER and DG ENTR.

An open consultation meeting for directly affectethkeholders was organised in the
Commission's premises in Brussels on 14 Februaty 8 discussing the preliminary results
of the study.

The official meeting of the Ecodesign Consultatfsrum on Networked Standby was held
on 14 September 2011. Building on the results ef gheparatory study, the Commission
services presented a "working document” proposingdesign requirements related to
networked standBy The working document had been sent on 28 Jul{t 20the members of
the Consultation Forum and to the secretariath®BNVI (Environment, Public Health and
Food Safety) and ITRE (Industry, Research and Bfie@pmmittees of the European
Parliament for information. The working documentswaublished on DG ENER's ecodesign
website, and it was included in the CommissionRTA system alongside the stakeholder
comments received in writing before and after theetimg.

Networked standby is also being discussed at iatemmal level, for example at the level of
the IEA (a dedicated workshop has taken place @& Méay 2012 in Stockholm). No
legislative measures however are in place yet. &aleveloping the e-standby programme
where limits are set for a range of networked pobtslualso for products that do not yet have
network standby but are expected to in the futBaver limits discussed were in the area of
2/3 Watts for some simpler products such as gatewagwever, the EU approach is broader
addressing in principle all products with netwodnnectivity

1.4. Outcome of the consultation process

The positions of the main stakeholders, as exptddssfore, during and after the Consultation
Forum meeting on 14 September 2011 as a reactidhetCommission services' working
document can be summarised as follows:

2 "EuP Preparatory Study Lot 26 "Networked Standiiyrqunhofer 1ZM, final report of 7 May 2011;

documentation available on the DG TREN ecodesign  bsite
http://ec.europa.eu/energy/efficiency/studies/esimge en.htm
3 Methodology Report, final of 28 November 2005, VH&vailable on DG ENER and DG ENTR

ecodesign websites
www.ecostandby.org
Available on DG ENER's ecodesign website
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The Member Statessupported "horizontal” ecodesign legislation otwoeeked standby as
well as the general approach to regulate netwostaddby through an amending act to the
existing standby/off-regulation (EC) 1275/2008. Argst the Member States who had been
more active in the run up of the meeting there sekta be a common understanding that the
resume time concept was difficult to implement #mat a different approach was eventually
needed, for example by defining High Network Avhildy-products. There seemed to be a
general agreement that having two instead of tleetegories (High Network Availability
(HINA) and Low Network Availability (LoNA), withoutMedium Network Avalailability
(MeNA) was a step forward.

The suggested levels for power consumption requnésnand the envisaged timing were in
general considered appropriate. Only two MembeteStaaised concerns regarding future
products, specifically household appliances, feathmat they would not be able to meet the
proposed power consumption levels. On the othed,hame Member State advocated a three-
staged approached and even more ambitious consamietiels.

A few Member States requested the Commission ioeaefome of the definitions (e.g. for
"network ports”) and to clarify the understandinfy tbe "delay times" (from idle into
networked standby and from HiNA into LoNa).

The general approach to set mandatory minimum reapgnts in the framework of ecodesign
was largely supported Hpdustry ® associations. However, some concerns were expresse
the feasibility of "horizontal" legislation on netwked standby. It was argued that a
horizontal approach was very difficult for netwodkstandby due to the complex terminology
and because the very different power consumptigoirements of products. The second big
concern relates to the overall power limits whioh eonsidered to be too demanding for some
products (such as work stations, large printersm@ex Set Top Boxes, some IT-
technologies) and little ambitious for others (esmall printers). The timing with tiers for
2014 and 2016 was perceived as too tight.

Environmental and Consumer NGOs welcomed "horizontal® ecodesign legislation on
networked standby and are generally in favour obiious consumption levels. Concerns
were expressed that consumer features were natisuffy taken into account.

Further details on these issues are provided wiéhminutes of the Consultation Forum
(Annex I).

2. SECTION 2: PROBLEM DEFINITION
2.1.1. Problem

In the frame of the technical, environmental andneenic study for energy consumption of
standby in household and office equipment of 2068vas found that network connectivity
was to become a common feature of household amg@uipment. However, it was agreed
at the time being that the technical basis of #tatly was not sufficient to set ecodesign
requirements on low-power operating conditions fliog networked connectivity

6 See e.g. contributions of ORGALIME and CECED t@ tbonsultation of Directive 92/75/EEC,
available on http://ec.europa.eu/energy/demand/legislation/dtimesn.htm#consultation "CECED
vision on Energy Efficiency" of *1 July 2007, available omww.ceced.euletter of EICTA to DG
TREN of 28 March 2007 related to the terminationtled industry self-commitment of consumer
electronics (cf. footnote 21)

! EuP Preparatory Study Lot 6 -Standby and Off-moakeses, TREN/D3/91-2007-Lot6
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(“networked standby”). This is why a second prefmsastudy was launched to address
networked standby as an issue in itself.

As a basic principle, electrical and electronic $ehold and office equipment is subject to
regulation 1275/2008 and hence obliged to switdbh standby/off-mode after the shortest
possible time appropriate for the intended uses Taquirement does not apply where the
power management requirements are inappropriatehéproduct's intended use (Annex I,

2(d)). This is certainly the case for products tavide network availability for the purpose

of resuming an application and that are able tcebetivated via a maintained network link or
connection. Today, this functionality is providegbitally not out of a low power mode such

as standby but out of a high power mode such asoidéven active mode.

With increasing networked abilities and contextyenand more products will offer functions
and services accessible via a network connectidris $ituation would result in rapidly

increasing energy consumption, if products needeinain in idle or even active mode to
realise this functionality. A “networked standbydrdition that maintains a certain level of
network connectivity but deactivates main functgn(could decrease overall energy
consumption of a “networked” product.

Technical solutions that would allow products toitslv into low power modes are partly
already available but have not yet seized the nbhamRersonal computers are a typical
example of products with rather advanced power ggma&nt solutions and low power
modes (different sleep modes). For other produetshnical solutions would need to be
implemented over the coming years.

2.2. Market failure

As outlined above, network connectivity has beeknawledged to become a common
feature of household and office equipment. In thesworked standby had been identified as
an area with an important and increasing improverpetential which has so far not been
subject to regulation. According to the preparatstydy; the energy consumption in
networked standby conditions of household and efiquipment is estimated to make up 90
TWh (approx. the annual final electricity consuroptof Finland), while significant potential
for cost-effective improvements exists (around 38hTby 2020).

Regarding the general frame, it has to be condgidt@rat there is little awareness and little
transparency of the operating conditions and paweasumption of networked products. Low
power consumption in a networked standby conditiennot an important purchasing

criterion. Thus, networked products often remainomiidle mode that can easily mean a
consumption of 50-100 Watt (or much more e.qg. fgrdrinters).

As a consequence available technical solutionscreduenergy consumption in networked
standby condition are frequently not applied evepossible, on the one hand because for
consumers it is not a purchase criterion, on therobecause it could mean additional costs
for the manufacturers. These costs however in géaes rather low.

Hence, a slightly higher purchasing price is inegahterms paying off for the user because
the overall life-cycle cost, i.a. the purchasingtgolus the costs for operating the product, is
reduced. This market failure leads to electricippsumption and related costs being (much)
higher than necessary.

8 EuP preparatory study ddetworked standby DG ENER Lot 28 REN/D3/91-2007-Lot26), see in
particular Task 7-report.
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2.3. Baseline Scenario for the electricity consumptionfaetworked standby
2.3.1. Product Scope

In order to carry out a technical, environmental asonomic analysis, the preparatory study
has considered typical house and office equipmamtgories with a focus on IT- and
Consumer electronics equipment:

. Personal computers

. Displays

. Networked storage

. Imaging equipment

. Consumer electronics
. Networking equipment

Household Equipment like washing machines and dashers are part of the picture but there
is not a relevant number of appliances with netwamknectivity features in the market yet.

A detailed analysis of representative models wagechout for 21 product cases. They are
assumed to represent 75% of the equipment thatifad the scope of networked standby.

A fully developed baseline scenario is presentefinnex Il.
The study has, amongst others, provided the foligwey elements:

- a set of definitions of terms relevant for netwatlstandby, including resume time
and remotely initiated trigger

- a categorisation of different levels of network itaaility
- an attribution of power consumption to the levdla@work availability

- technologies vyielding reduced electricity consummptiin networked standby
conditions

- the installed base ("stock™) and the typical lifed;

The structure of the methodology of the techniealyironmental and economic analysis is
contained in Annex Il.

2.3.2. Sales volume

Exact sales data is unfortunately not availablentthe stock data available and the average
life time, it can however be concluded that thesalill be in the order of 400 Mio units per
year, which exceeds the condition (indicative munm200.000 units per year sold) that the
Ecodesign Directive sets out by order of magnitude

2.3.3. Environmental impact

So far, products that need to provide network cotiviey often do not enter low energy-
modes at all but stay in active or idle-modes. B year2010 the preparatory study
estimates the consumption of household and offiggpenent in "non-active modes" to be at

Exact data is not available. Basis for the estnimthe stock data (in average around 2 Billiovdprt
units on stock) and an assumed average life tinteyefars.
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52 TWh, corresponding to the electricity consumptmf 13 Mio European households,
electricity costs of almo&,84 bln Eura'®, and23 min tons of CQ emissions”.

For the year2020 the preparatory study estimates that the consompmif household and
office equipment in "non-active modes" is 90 TWppeox. the annual power consumption of
Finland), corresponding to the electricity consumptof 22 Mio European households,
electricity costs of more that®,80 bin Eurd”, and27 min tons of CQ emission$®,

This figure must be seen against the backgroural fakt growing penetration of networked

household and offices equipment. The overall enegysumption of networked products

(meaning: in active and non-active modes) is asdumencrease from 172 TWh in 2010 to

204 TWh in 2020, this is an increase of almost 43¥%s increase has two reasons: 1) the
general increase of stock of the complex (network@dlucts); 2) the increase of the energy
consumption in idle-mode, particularly for produdtsat need to provide high network

availability and do not provide an appropriate ppmanagement.

Although networked standby power limits would liellvabove the standby/off power limits
since more functionalities need to be maintaineele is still an important saving potential as
today — as outlined in previous sections — netwebrd@nnectivity is usually provided out of
high power modes (idle or active). The power congiion of equipment in idle/active mode
can be very high (depending on the product typicders of magnitude are 25, 50, 100 and
more Watts).

2.3.4. Structure of the industry sectors manufacturingiganent having networked standby

To date networked standby is most relevant for ethmeajor industry sectors: personal
computers industry, consumer electronics industy metwork equipment industry. These
industry sectors dispose of globally distributeddiaaare and software supply chains.

Characteristically for the personal computer indysd few semiconductor and software
enterprises determine the technical level and pswyof the sector. This is not the case for the
consumer electronics industry.

The network equipment industry is not fully indegent to implement technical solutions as
they are strongly influenced by external servicevyaters who require certain functionalities
or respectively who do not support power managemeitheir side of the application.

2.4. Eligibility under Ecodesign and EU’s right to act

The Ecodesign Directive and, more specifically Aticle 15 provides the legal basis for the
Commission to adopt an implementing measure thatldviackle the problem defined in the
preceding paragraphs. According to the Ecodesigatiive (Art. 15(2)), products are eligible
for measures if they meet the following criteria:

(a) the product shall represent a significant vouaf sales and trade, indicatively more than
200 000 units a year within the Community accordmthe most recently available figures;

10 Assuming an electricity price in the EU for 2010 @17 €/kWh (see EuP preparatory study on

Networked standby DG ENER Lot P6

specific EU emissions for 2010: 441g CO2 per kWdkeh from the Energy Roadmap
2050http://ec.europa.eu/energy/energy2020/roadroefom_2011_8852_en.pdf

Assuming an electricity price in the EU for 2020 @22 €/kWh (see EuP preparatory study on
Networked standby DG ENER Lot 26)

specific EU emissions for 2020: 301g CO2 per kWhken from the Energy Roadmap
2050http://ec.europa.eu/energy/energy2020/roadroafrom_2011 8852 en.pdf

10 EN
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(b) the product shall, considering the quantitiégged on the market and/or put into service,
have a significant environmental impact within @@mmunity, as specified in the Community
strategic priorities as set out in Decision No 16D2/EC; and

(c) the product shall present significant potentisdr improvement in terms of its
environmental impact without entailing excessivetgaaking into account in particular:

(i) the absence of other relevant Community legistaor failure of market forces to address
the issue properly; and

(i) a wide disparity in the environmental perfornt@ of products available on the market
with equivalent functionality.

2.5. Subsidiarity and proportionality

The principle of subsidiarity as is defined in &k 5 of the Treaty establishing the European
Union intends to ensure that decisions are takenlasely as possible to the citizen; the
Union should take action only in areas which fallhin its exclusive competence and which
do not lead to a more effective action if takenaional, regional or local level.

It is to be expected that Member States may watdke individual (non-harmonised) action
on networked standby to speed up the increaseein ¢hergy efficiency. This possibility, in
the absence of EU action, is strengthened due ¢odibcussion on possible minimum
requirements in the international context, e.goulgh the IEA. Such action would hamper the
functioning of the internal market and lead to higtiministrative burdens and costs for
manufacturers, in contradiction to the goals offlsedesign Directive.

Measures introduced under the Ecodesign and Eneamgglling Directives help bringing
down barriers and simplifying existing rules to leleaeveryone in the EU - individuals,
consumers and businesses - to make the most opphertunities offered to them by having
direct access to 27 countries and 480 million peophe Consultation Forum meeting has
shown unanimous Member State approval for EU weadpilatory framework for networked
standby.

Under the principle oproportionality, the content and form of Union action shall nateed
what is necessary to achieve the objectives offtkaties. The EU will respect this principle
as it will limit itself only to setting the legidiae framework. As far as certain aspects of the
implementation are concerned, i.e. market surveibaand monitoring, EU action is not
necessary to achieve the objectives, as MembegsStasume these responsibilities under the
Ecodesign Directive.

3. SECTION 3: OBJECTIVES

As laid out in Section 2, the preparatory study besfirmed that a large cost-effective
potential for reducing electricity consumption atworked equipment exists. This potential
is not captured, as outlined above. The generalctibg is to develop a policy which corrects
the market failure, and which

- leads to significant reductions of the electria@ynsumption of networked products
in non-active conditions, improving the environnamerformance of the affected
equipment throughout the life cycle;

- ensures the free movement of affected productamiitie internal market.

- The objective is to decrease the ever growing gneogisumption that is linked to
the operation of equipment with network connegivithe study has shown that — in

11 EN
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line with Article 15 (5) of the Ecodesign Directivé would be feasible to set
horizontal minimum efficiency requirements that Wbnot negatively affect:

- the functionality of products

- health, safety and the environment

- affordability and life cycle costs

- industry's competitiveness

- and that it would not:

- impose proprietary technology on manufacturers
- involve excessive administrative burdens

4. SECTION 4: POLICY OPTIONS

The options as outlined below take into accounumler of aspects related to the specific
nature of any measure on networked standby, inojudiffectiveness, cost-effectiveness,
feasibility, acceptance etc.

Another important aspect is that for different wasspelled out in Section 2 it is foreseen to
address networked standby through an amendingoathea existing standby regulation
1275/2008. Hence, any other option than option Glevaot allow following this approach.

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

- The market failure would persist, although policaesiressing specific products (e.g.
the voluntary Energy Star programme) to some extentribute to a reduction of
networked standby, in particular for PCs and praite

- As outlined in the study, the energy consumptiométworked standby operating
conditions modes is expected to increase subdigndia more and more products
will offer functionalities that require products keep a higher power mode. Without
network standby, they would not have to meet amytdition of power consumption.

- It is possible that Member States would want tcetakdividual, non-harmonized
action on networked standby. This would hamper ftivetioning of the internal
market and lead to high administrative burdens eosts for manufacturers, in
contradiction to the goals of the Ecodesign Direxti

- There is a risk of competitive disadvantages, irtigaar for very price sensitive
products, for those manufacturers designing thedycts to good standards vis-a-
vis competitors not using technology leading to laetworked standby energy
consumption, as developed hereunder.

Therefore this option is discarded from furtherlgsia.
4.2. Option 2: Self-regulation
This option is discarded for the following reasons:

- The market for products that are subject to netedritandby is diverse given the
horizontal approach ranging from home gatewaysashmg machines. Moreover, a
large share of the actors comes from "fragmentedirkets like consumer
electronics.

12 EN
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- No initiative for a horizontal self-regulation oetworked standby for electrical and
electronic equipment has been brought forward lyyirgustrial sector.

- Having said this, there are two Voluntary Agreemeéntplace (on Complex Set Top
Boxes and Imaging Equipment) that set out genexadep limits based on the TEC-
scheme (Typical Energy Consumption), which buildaoumse pattern calculation and
include active and low power modes. However, theyndt include specific limit
values for a networked standby condition.

4.3. Option 3: Ecodesign requirements on networked staray setonly in the context
of product-specific ecodesign implementing measures

This option means that ecodesign requirements twonkeed standby would be set in product
specific ecodesign implementing measures only, amthsetting "horizontal” ecodesign

requirements on standby/off-mode for a group ofdpots. This option would imply the

following:

- The majority of the products contributing to theaticity consumption in networked
standby operating conditions will not/cannot be radded by product specific
policies as rapid development of new products eéharacteristic of the Information
and Communication Technology and Consumer Eleatgsosector. With a vertical
ecodesign implementing measures, new product caésgmight fall out of the
scope and would have inappropriately high energgsemption in networked
standby when introduced into the market.

- For many products (e.g. gateways, hubs, phonesowarall energy consumption is
small and a dedicated vertical eco-design implemgnmeasure may not be
justified. At the same time, the energy consumpiionon-active modes is often the
largest contribution to the overall energy consuamptand the most significant
environment aspect. Hence, addressing networkeddlsyain product specific
implementing measures would realise only a parthefimprovement potential in
networked standby.

- A horizontal measure on networked standby is, fesmadministrative point of view,
more effective than a (large) number than of prodpecific measures, aiming at
having largely the same effect.

Therefore, this option as being tbaly policy to reduce energy consumption of networked
standby functions is discarded.

4.4. Option 4: Labelling targeting specifically the enegy consumption of networked
standby

This option means that labelling targeting spealfyc networked standby would be put in
place without setting horizontal networked standlmp-design requirements. This option
would imply the following:

- In principle, labelling could be one option to iease the market penetration of
equipment with low networked standby energy condionp and the energy
labelling framework Directiv¥ could, arguably, provide the legislative framework
for a horizontal label targeting the energy constiomp of networked standby
functions.

14 Directive 2010/30/EU of the European Parliamernt ahthe Council of 19 May 2010 on the indication
by labelling and standard product information o tonsumption of energy and other resources by
energy-related product®fficial Journal L 153, 18/06/2010 P. 0001 - 0012
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- On the other hand, the non-active conditions fdwoeked equipment are diverse
and provide different functionalities across andhwi product groups (for example
different sleep modes of PCs). In addition, thergpeonsumption depends to a very
high degree on the resume time. Concluding, it @dnd difficult to put in place an
understandable and consumer-friendly scheme. Bvbatiwas found to be possible,
it would require a major marketing and awareneissng effort.

- Depending on the actual design of the labellingessdy additional burdens could
arise for manufacturers and retailers.

Against the considerations specified above, in i@#dr regarding the complexity of
functionalities linked to networked standby, itriet appropriate to complement horizontal
eco-design requirements on networked standby bBielling scheme.

Therefore this option is discarded from furtherlgsia.

4.5. Option 5: "Horizontal" ecodesign implementing regulation on networked
standby

— This option means that maximum levels for the eslghower consumption in networked
standby operating conditions would be set horidbntar a range of products. This could
be done via an amendment to the existing standipyjlagon 1275/2008 using the same
scope and mechanisms.

- Legally binding ecodesign requirements allow fotemel playing field amongst
manufacturers and ensure fair competition.

- The horizontal — functional - approach has gotatieantage that also products will
be addressed which are not yet on the market aczhatve a hybrid nature ("catch-
all* clause). This is particularly important in famoving sectors like the Information
and Communication Technology and Consumer Elecatsosector.

- The horizontal approach is a cost-effective wagddress a specific condition/mode
common to many products with a high saving potémtitnout having to implement
a high number of regulations.

4.6. Comparison of options

The following table summarises the considerationsttee impacts of the sub-options and
assesses them on a relative scale from +++ (vespgiositive impact) to - - - (very strong
negative impact):
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— Option/Impacts —Economi | — SMEs* | — Social/Jo| — Environ- | — Intern
¢ bs — mental ﬁ/llark
et
— 1 (no action) —+-- - +- - +- - --- - -
— 2 (self-regulation) —+ - - +- — +- -+ - +-
— 3 (vertical ecodesign) —++ - — +- - +- — ++ — +++
— 4 (Labelling) - +- - +- - +- -+ - +-
— 5 (Horizontal — +++ - — +- -+ - — +++ 4+
ecodesign)

* As the concerned sectors are mainly sectors gitthal actors and globally distributed
supply chains, SMEs are in general only marginatfgcted by this implementing measure.

5. SECTION 5. ANALYSIS OF IMPACTS OF A "HORIZONTAL " ECODESIGN
IMPLEMENTING REGULATION ON NETWORKED STANDBY

Given that options 1-4 have been discarded in &edtj this Section looks into the impacts of
option 5. To this end an assessment of possibleptibns as regards the "intensity" of the
measure — the combination of the levels of requersiand the timing for the levels pursuant
to Article 15(4f) of the Ecodesign Directive — @rded out.

The assessment is done with a view to the critataout in Article 15(5) of the Ecodesign
Directive, and the impacts on manufacturers incigdsMEs. The aim is to find a balance
between the quick realisation for achieving the rappate level of ambition and the
associated benefits for the environment and the (g to reduction of life-cycle costs) on
the one hand, and potential burdens related e.gniplanned re-design of equipment for
achieving compliance with ecodesign requirementstlo® other hand, while avoiding
negative impacts for the user, in particular asteel to affordability and functionality.

A substantial re-design should not be necessaaghdeve the requirements of Tier 1. For a
range of products however, re-design will be neargs® achieve the final level of ambition,
i.e. the requirements of Tier 2. As a general ppilec the cycle for the re-design of a product
takes around 4-5 years.

The study, which has been carried out between 2002011 takes the years 2010 and 2020
as reference. However, with the measure in plat®éefore end of 2012/beginning 2013, Tier
2 will be very close to the year 2020. Hence, tn@rg-scenarios in view of the year 2020
might be misleading. The potential benefits in tewwhenergy, CO2- and cost savings will be
substantially higher for a later point of time,sths why an extrapolation for the year 2025
was included (see Annex lll).
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The following sub-options for the intensity of theeasure are considered:

Sub-option 1 This sub-option represents the provisions asosgtin the Commission's
working document discussed in the Consultation ForuThey are based on the
recommendations of the preparatory study but dewaa few points.

. Tier 1 was postponed from 2013 to 2014 taking adcount that the regulation
will only be adopted early 2013;

. There are only two categories of network avail&pil(HINA and non-
HINA/LoNA). Following the feedback from industry ithe run up of the
Consultation Forum that three categories were eeded it was decided to
have two instead of three product categories aod tire category of Medium
Network Availiability (MeNA);

. The power limits were kept at the level that theeparatory study
recommended, for HINA for the two stages at 12 &Wlatts and for LONA at
4 and 2 Watts.

. The delay time was determined to be a maximumtafut.

Sub-option 2 This sub-option is based on a higher level of iioband was put forward by
one Member State, supported by environmental NGOs.

. Three stages are set for 2013, 2014 and 2016
. A final level of ambition is set at 1 Watt for LoNRroducts.

. The delay time was not defined vis-a-vis the Corsiniss working document;
a delay time of 30 minutes (average of the prepayastudy) is taken as a
basis.

Sub-option 3 This sub-option represents the proposal of Digitape, the association

representing the IT-industry and the main stakedroid the process. Industry claimed that
more time was necessary to achieve Tier 2-limitseasonable cost. They also called for
higher general power limits arguing that the Consiois working document had combined
LoNA-power allowances with MeNA-functionalities.

. Two Stages/Tiers are set for 2015 and 2017.

. There are two categories of network availabilityNA and non-HINA/LoNA)
and thus two levels of power limits. These were feetHINA for the two
stages at 12 and 8 Watts and for LONA at 8 and #13Na

. The delay time was proposed to be 30 minutes.

Sub-option 4 This sub-option is based on the Commission's imgrklocument taking into
account the input received in the context of trek&tolder Consultation and beyond.

. Two Stages/Tiers are set for 2015 and 2017. To aweestages 2015 and
2017, i.e. more than 4 years until Tier 2 is impéewed, would give industry
the opportunity to redesign their product withinamal product cycle.

. There are two categories of network availabilityNA and non-HiNA/LoNA)
and thus two levels of power limits.

. These are set for HINA for the two stages at 12&hkdatts and for LONA at 6
and 3 Watts.

. The maximum delay time is set at 20 minutes.
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In order to assess the impact of these sub-optithes,following aspects are taken into
account:

Socio-economic impacts:
. annual electricity cost savings by 2020 (+ 2025)
. accumulated electricity cost savings until 202@Q25)

. possible additional costs related to the improesathnology, e.g. for additional
and/or more expensive components and to the rexdediproducts currently
not complying with the requirements

. assessment of conformity with ecodesign requiremantd re-assessment of
conformity with further requirements (safety etc.)

Impacts on SMEs

Social impacts:

. jobs related to the production of affected equipimen

. affordability of equipment

Environmental impacts:

. annual reductions of CO2 emissions until 2020 (25)0

. accumulated reductions of CO2 emissions until 2828025)

In general, due to the fact that networked starfdibgtionalities are relevant for a
range of household and office equipment categodetiled figures cannot always be
provided and a semi-quantitative analysis is given.

5.1. Socio-Economic impacts
5.1.1. Life-cycle cost and additional costs related toitheroved technology and re-design

As shown by the preparatory study, there are pitsdibat already have the technologies that
would allow them to comply with the level of ambiti linked to the second stage of the
regulation's implementation. Others will have tadergo at least a partial re-design. As a
general rule, a major re-design should not be sacgdo fulfil the requirements of the first
stage, which comes into force approximately 2 yedter the regulation will be adopted. A
more substantial re-design can be expected forugtedalong with their normal design-cycle
until stage 2 which comes into force approximatelyears after the planned adoption.

Qualitatively, the shorter the period for entryoirforce of requirements and the shorter the
delay between first and second stage, the higleepdtitential costs related to unplanned re-
design. On the other hand, the longer the perio@éritry into force of requirements, the better
re-design can be integrated into planned re-desitirout additional costs.

Due to the horizontal character of the regulatr@agesign cycles for equipment covered can
be in the range from less than a year (e.g. conseiaetronics and information technology
equipment) to several years (e.g. large househpjdiaamces). On the other hand a very
limited set of product aspects is affected. In ager a product life time of 5 years was
assumed as a basis for the calculations.

In general, the issue of costs have not been mboieby stakeholders and it was not possible
to obtain detailed cost information from industry.
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Only in the context of very few particularly prisensitive segments, costs were a major
issue. An example is audio-equipment which hagreranarrow profit margin and for which
it is more difficult to make up investments.

The power consumption requirements of stage 1 tages2 do not affect the main product
functions, and the complexity of re-design is, @ngral, low.

The power management requirements may requiredagigm of software which may be more

complex. It can't be ruled out that purchasing amfstequipment increase, although the

additional cost, if any, for technologies to acleievetworked standby power consumption
levels as foreseen by the requirements of stagedlstage 2 are expected to be rather low.
For some products — for example products that recmilarge power supply — the technical
solution could include a separate power supply Wwinnight bring about substantially higher

costs (around 20-50€ per product), e.g. in the oasery large printers. However, in these

cases, the equipment itself is usually sophisticated/or office equipment, thus costly, so

that the additional costs would still not be diggionate.

For sub-option 1 and 2 it can be said that theafskdditional costs is relatively higher vis-a-
vis sub-option 3 and 4 since the transitional mri@re shorter the requirements more
stringent.

The requirements for sub-option 3 and 4 would nydelwithin the normal product cycle.

5.1.2. Cost — assessment of conformity with ecodesigniregants and re-assessment of
conformity with further requirements

In general assessing the conformity with ecodesigguirements implies costs for
manufacturers. The requirements of this regulati@simple, and the method to establish the
power consumption of networked standby is relagattaightforward. It is estimated that the
cost for measuring the power consumption does makeexl 500€ (in house by the
manufacturer) and 1000€ (external laboratory) pen@e product/model. At the same time,
assessing the conformity for networked standby bancombined with assessing the
conformity for standby/off- mode.

Furthermore, products not complying with ecodesigguirements need to be re-designed,
which, in general, implies the need for assessiogfamity not only with ecodesign
requirements, but also re-assessing conformity ‘iutther applicable requirements (e.qg.
"Low Voltage Directive®® and EMC Directive).

On the other hand, all manufacturers are affectethb need for a conformity assessment,
because the regulation creates a level playind fald possible costs for re-assessment due to
re-design are occurring only once upon introductibthe regulation. The costs for assessing
conformity are much smaller than further cost festtherefore the competitiveness of SMEs
vis-a-vis high volume producing manufacturers issignificantly affected. At the same time,
manufacturers already now producing equipment cgimgplwith the requirements may have
an, albeit very small, competitive, advantage.

These type of costs are mostly independent fromptrameters inside the different sub-
options.

15 Directive 2006/95/EC of the European Parliamerd ahthe Council of 12 December 2006 on the
harmonisation of the laws of Member States relatm@lectrical equipment designed for use within
certain voltage limits, OJ L 374, 27.12.2006, p. 10
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5.1.3. Annual electricity and electricity cost (+GDsavings

The annual power consumption of electrical andtedacc equipment in the scope of the

standby/networked implementing measure is expéot@itrease to 205,38 TWh in 2020 and
220,71 TWh in the Business —as-usual scenario.slibeoptions provide a saving potential

between 26 to 37 TWh for the reference year 2020 latween 38 and 50 TWh for the

reference year 2025 (see overview tables for tlaesy2020 and 2025 below). These annual
electricity savings correspond to substantial sgviof electricity costs (see overview tables
below, prices of the year 202D, of which 80%-90% incurred in households.

Assuming an electricity price in the EU for 2020022 €/kWh (EuP preparatory study dretworked
standby DG ENER Lot 26)
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Table 1: overview of the annual electricity andresponding cost savings and avoided CO2

emissions for all sub-options for the year 2020.

Annual electricity ~ Annual electricity ~ Annual avoided

savings (TWh) cost savings CO2 emissions
(billion EURO) (Mt)
Sub-option 1 26,0 5,72 7,83
Sub-option 2 36,81 8,1 58,8
Sub-option 3 33,33 7,33 10,03
Sub-option 4 35,52 7,81 10,69

Table 2: overview of the annual electricity andresponding cost savings and avoided CO2

emissions for all sub-options until 2025.

Annual electricity ~ Annual electricity ~ Annual avoided

savings cost savings CO2 emissions

(TWh) (billion EURO) (Mt)
Sub-option 1 37,88 9,28 9,35
Sub-option 2 48,3 11,83 11,92
Sub-option 3 46,64 11,43 11,5
Sub-option 4 49,30 12,08 12,16

Figure 1 shows the power consumption of networkgaipgment in a condition of standby

from 2010 until 2025.
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Annex lll shows the accumulated electricity savif@gssub-options 1-4 until 2020 and 2025
in more detalil.

Due to economy of scale effects it is to be expgethat potential added purchasing costs, if
any, will decrease after ecodesign requirementsén@uced, and the electricity cost savings
are net savings.

This high improvement potential — basically for silib-options - is, amongst others, due to
the fact that network standby functionalities aoefar provided out of idle or even active

modes which go along with very high power consuomptiln addition, as households are
expected in the future to operate a range of prsdiatling into the scope of networked

standby, savings will add up to a substantial arhoun

To a large extent the equipment covered by thisladign is produced for the world market.
Therefore the requirements set in this regulatiolh immpact on the design of equipment
shipped to markets other than the EU, and the treguleductions of environmental impact
will be much higher than those estimated for the dithe. It is not possible to quantify this
effect because market data for the equipment cdugyehis regulation could not be analysed
for other parts of the world.

An analysis of the savings per policy sub-optioothbfor electricity savings and electricity
cost savings, accumulated until 2020 and 2025, beilgiven together with an assessment of
the CO2 savings in the sections/tables below.

5.1.4. Impacts on SMEs

With reference to the "Operational guidance onssBg impacts on micro-enterprises in
Commission Impact Assessmerifsit can be concluded that a horizontal ecodesigasure
for networked standby would most likely not have anbstantial impact on SMEs.

1 Operational guidance on assessing impacts on raiti@rprises in Commission Impact Assessments, 7

May 2012, Ares(2012)557005

21 EN



The industry sectors relevant for networked prosluat. mainly personal computers,
consumer electronics and network equipment, arallysgiobally acting sectors which
dispose of globally distributed hardware and sofensupply chains. Manufacturing sites
are usually located outside the EU.

At the same time, SMEs relying on network techn@sgwhich are for example a
characteristic of office equipment, could beneafinh lower energy costs.

In general, ecodesign as internal market legisidbienefits transparency and a level
playing field for all market players.

For all sub-options there should not be any pddrcusk for SMEs. Sub-options 1 and 2 are
generally more challenging for any manufacturethasrisk of additional costs is relatively
higher vis-a-vis sub-option 3 and 4. The requiretméor sub-option 3 and 4 would mostly lie
within the normal product cycle.

5.2. Social impacts
5.2.1. Jobs

It cannot be excluded that some companies may thiéfieulties for achieving compliance in
time. This may lead, in the extreme, to job lodsesause (some) products can no longer be
placed on the market when the regulation becomiestefe and a company has failed to
ensure compliance in time. Consequently, sub-optibnand 2 with shorter transitional
periods bear a comparatively higher risk of affeg&mployment.

However, as outlined above, major risks for jolsésshave not been pointed out by industry,
neither during the Consultation Forum nor in thehanges that the Commission had with
various industry representatives.

It has to be stressed as well that the industryosecelevant for networked products, i.e.
mainly personal computers, consumer electronics aetivork equipment, are usually

globally acting sectors. In overall terms, any riegaimpacts on jobs, although not expected,
would mostly affect jobs that are situated outsieEU. .

It is concluded that, overall, the risk of job lessis small for sub-options 1 and 2, and
negligible for sub-options 3 and 4.

5.2.2. Affordability of equipment

As shown above a significant price increase duectmdesign requirements is not expected
and therefore affordability is not negatively affst

Furthermore, the impact of ecodesign requirementhenaffordability of products would in
principle require an assessment of income/structidiréne users (households and tertiary
sector) of the equipment having networked standHgwever, even for low income
households, affordability is not expected to bessanttially affected as additional costs that
may arise for technologies necessary to achievepkante for equipment not yet meeting the
requirements yet are expected to be very smateqy.

Having said this, the sub-options with shorter srfaonal periods bear a comparatively higher
risk to bring about additional costs due to re-giegsee above), thus the affordability could,
if at all, potentially rather be affected by sultiops 1 and 2 than by sub-options 3 and 4.

18 See EuP Preparatory Study Lot 26 "Networked Standb
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5.3. Environmental impacts
5.3.1. Accumulated reduction of CO2 emissions by 2020
The overview tables 3 and 4 (below) show the exgoeaeccumulated electricity savings and

correspondingly accumulated a £€@mission reductions in 2020 and 2d25The annual

CO2-savings can be found in the overview tablesxd 2The reduction of the electricity
consumption will as well bring about reductions fafther electricity production-related
environmental impacts, such as; S80x and heavy metals.

Table 3 gives an overview of the accumulated atgttrand corresponding cost savings and
avoided CO2 emissions for the period of 2010 - 2020

Sub-option 1
Sub-option 2
Sub-option 3

Sub-option 4

Accumulated

electricity savings

(TWh)

99,6
170,77
109,8

117,6

Accumulated
electricity cost
savings

(billion EURO)
21,0
35,7
23,3

25,0

Accumulated
avoided CO2
emissions

(M9)
33,5
58,8
36,3

38,9

2050http://ec.europa.eu/energy/energy2020/roadroafrom_2011 8852 en.pdf
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Table 4 gives an overview of the accumulated at@ttrand corresponding cost savings and
avoided CO2 emissions for the period of 2010- 2025.

Accumulated Accumulated Accumulated

electricity savings  electricity cost avoided CO2

(TWh) savings emissions

(billion EURO) (Mt)

Sub-option 1 268,4 60,8 78,6
Sub-option 2 389,3 87,1 117,3
Sub-option 3 319,5 72,8 92,3
Sub-option 4 339,8 77,3 98,3

Sub-option 1, despite ambitious power levels amihty, allows for less savings over time.

This can be explained with the important role & kngth of the delay time, i.e. the time that
the equipment requires to resume its main functidrich was found to be a more important
factor than power limits and timing.

Sub-option 2 with its most ambitious requirementsl Wwring about the highest GO
reductions until 2025; this tendency will howeveckase over time (see Figure 1).

The CQ-reductions do not differ substantially for subiopt3 and 4.

5.3.2. Possible trade-offs between low networked standbwep consumption and
material-related environmental impacts

The preparatory study has not qualitatively asskepsssible trade-offs between reductions of
networked standby power consumption, and mateglated impacts which possibly, but not
necessarily, may be arising due to, e.g., additioniegrated circuits. However, where
necessary, additional components might have alrbagy incorporated to comply with the
standby/off-regulation; in addition, networked stby and power management can be mostly
achieved by software. Even in the case that additioomponents were necessary to comply
with ecodesign requirements (e.g. additional irdegg circuits) trade-offs are not to be
expected, i.e. the reduction of the use phase p@aesumption environmental impact is
larger than possible additional material-relatedr@mmental impacts.

This aspect seems to be rather independent fronpdh@meters inside the different sub-
options.

5.4. Administrative costs for Member States

The form of the legislation is a regulation whishdirectly applicable in all Member States.
This ensures no costs for national administratiforstransposition of the implementing
legislation into national legislation.

The costs for carrying out the verification procedfor market surveillance purposes depends
mainly on the product price (assuming that an aitghpurchases), and the possible need for
a second test on a sample of three additional jptedn the case that the power consumption
levels established in the first test are excessivany case, it is to be expected that a product
is tested not only for its conformity with ecodesigequirements, but also with further
applicable requirements, and the part of the aesjsired for testing the power consumption
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of networked standby and standby/off mode is exquettt be small because the measurement
is straightforward.

Given that the price of the products is generatly expected to increase, this aspect seems to
be rather independent from the parameters inselditferent sub-options.

5.5. Impacts on trade

The process for establishing ecodesign requiremientaetworked standby has been fully
transparent, and before endorsement of the regaldiy the Regulatory Committee a
notification under WTO-TBT will be issued.

Manufacturers, including EU manufacturers, who gadducts both inside and outside (where
no requirements on standby/off-mode are set to) dateEU may either produce all products
for compliance with the ecodesign requirementsemahdent of the market where the
products are sold, or produce to different speatifoms for different markets. As a
conseqguence a cost disadvantage could arise \isstaanufacturers who do not sell products
in the EU. However, the risk of competitive disadbeaes is expected to be low, because
additional costs for design/re-design to achievapml@ance with ecodesign requirements are
low. Furthermore, stakeholders affected by the leggun have not pointed out such a risk.
Therefore no competitive disadvantages for EU metufers exporting affected products to
third countries are expected.

Given that the costs are generally not expectenhdeease, this aspect seems to be rather
independent from the parameters inside the diffesab-options. If there was any impact at
all and as outlined above, sub-options 1 and 2 laaskghtly higher risk to lead to higher
costs, this is why accordingly a cost disadvantamed more likely arise.

However, the affected sectors are usually sectdrs globally acting distribution and supply
chains. The experience shows that the productiost rikely would be adapted to EU
standards in order to avoid producing differentdoct ranges for different markets.
Moreover, networked standby is being discussedtatnational level as well (see above);
Korea for example has introduced networked standdmyuirements for some simpler
products.

6. COMPARISON OF SUB-OPTIONS
Sub-option 1
Following this option, the savings in 2020 compa@the BAU scenario would be 26 TWh.

Despite the high ambition, the calculated savingsld be relatively small as the increase of
the delay time has a considerable impact (otherarisend 37 TWh of savings).

Sub-option 2

Following this option, the savings compared to BAbuld be 36,8 TWh in 2020 and 48,30
TWh in 2025.

Sub-option 2 is the option with the highest ambitregarding power limits and timing. It
incurs the highest savings towards the beginningefeference period.

It is however also the option that bears the highiesk of a negative impact on cost,
affordability an jobs due to the relatively shadrtsitional periods and a very high level of
ambition (1 Watt for LONA).

Sub-option 3
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Following this option, the savings compared to BAduld be 33,3 TWh in 2020 and 46,6
TWh in 2025.

Sub-option 3 is the option with the lowest ambitijegarding power limits and timing.
However, it incurs still relatively high savings, particular towards the end of the reference
period, due to the short dealy time.

It is not expected to bring about negative impattcost, affordability an jobs due to the
relatively long transitional periods.

Sub-option 4

Following this option, the savings compared to BAduld be 35,5 TWh in 2020 and 49,3
TWh in 2025.

This approach provides:
* A high level of ambition and thus considerable sgsi

«  Sufficient time to re-design products without dgportionate additional costs, thus no
or little negative impacts on affordability

» Little risk of job losses
» User-friendliness since short resume times and téglacities are still feasible

The following table summarises the considerationsttee impacts of the sub-options and
assesses them on a relative scale from +++ (vespgipositive impact) to - - - (very strong
negative impact):

Electricity/CO2 Additional  Costs Impact on jobs in
cost savings for manufacturers SMEs

Sub1 + +/- +/-

Sub 2 +++ - -

Sub 3 ++ + +

Sub 4 +++ + +

It is concluded that sub-option 4 is the preferopdion, achieving the appropriate balance
between positive environmental impacts and elattraost savings, and possible risks related
to additional costs for manufacturers and jobs,timéisked to the timing.

Sub-option 1 does not sufficiently take into acdothmat the increase of the delay time
decreases the savings substantially. So althoughpdiwer limits are very ambitious, the
savings remain relatively low. At the same times timing in this scenatrio is rather tight not
allowing sufficient time to re-design products gpeopriate costs/within the normal product
cycle.

Sub-option 2 would initially lead to the highesvisgs but at the same time would impose
considerably higher burdens on manufacturers. énléimg term, it would not bring about

higher savings than sub-option 4. The timing irs $eenario is very tight and the final level
of ambitions is very high, thus risking that thedesign products at appropriate costs/within
the normal product cycle will not be possible.
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Sub-options 3 would impose lower burdens on mantufacs, while leading to lower
accumulated electricity/CO2/electricity cost sa@mis-a-vis sub-option 4..

6.1. Key elements of the preferred option "Horizontal" ecodesign implementing
regulation on networked standby

This sub-section contains key elements of a pa@kmitodesign implementing measure.
Definition of the types of EuPs covered along taeameters spelled out for sub-option 4.

It is proposed to address networked standby througlan amending act to the existing
Commission Regulation (EC) 1275/2008

To this end, the scope of the product categoriefegded by an ecodesign measure on
networked standby is in line with the scope of tajon EC 1275/2008. It addresses plug and
play electrical and electronic household and ofégaipment.

The scope of the standby regulation 1275/2008 wiggnally defined by using an approach
similar to the "Waste electrical and electronicipqent” (WEEE) Directivé®, while limiting

the application to products corresponding to "hbok# and "office” equipment. In addition,
the "catch all" clause ensures that products nioigbexplicitly named in the product list that
can never be exhaustive, and/or which are justgbgliaces on the market are covered. Fixed
installed equipment and Information and Technolegyipment having class A according to
the EMC Directive were exempted from the scopewitidemain exempted.

6.1.1. Two-staged implementation of ecodesign requirements
a) Level of ambition

The preparatory study concludes that the energgwuaption is directly related to the resume
time of a product. This is why it differentiatedfdient groups of products: products with
High Network Availability (HINA, resume time < 1 send), Medium Network Availability
(MeNA resume time < 5 seconds) and Low Network labdity (LONA, resume time above
5 seconds). Accordingly, the study assumes thregggrconsumption levels 8 Watt (HiNa), 3
Watt (MeNA) and 2 Watt (LoNa) to be the approprikteel of ambition for the "horizontal”
networked standby.

In the course of the discussion it has become d¢lestrthe application of the resume-time
paradigm to determine the power allowances beansesoperational problems. Experts
agreed that it could be an alternative to defingreup of products with High Network

Availability. The non-HiNA products would be claisd as LoNA-products although they
would generally be staying below 5 seconds to restmeir main function.

b) Power limits

The following power limits are foreseen to comeifdrce in two stages which are scheduled
as follows:

Stage 1, effective 2015, with the following powe&msumption requirements: 12 Watt for
products with High Network Availability (HINA) and Watts for products with Low
Network Availability (LONA).

Stage 2, effective 2017, with the following powensumption requirements 8 Watt for
products with High Network Availability (HINA) and8 Watts for products with Low
Network Availability (LONA).

20 Directive 2002/96/EC of the European Parliamerd ahthe Council of 27 January 2003 on waste
electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE), OJ L. B3.2.2003, p. 24; recast of the WEEE-Directive
about to be adopted very soon.
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The second stage corresponds to the desirable lefzeambition. Less demanding
requirements are set in a first stage, and additibme is given to achieve compliance with
level of the requirements of the second stage.

While the technical study had proposed to realsséd levels in two stages being 2013 and
2016, the Commission considers giving more timettierdevelopment of technical solutions
that are not available yet due to the delay inpitteess and against the background of further
stakeholder input

c) Power management

Networked Products in the sense of the regulateedrto be automatically switched into a
condition having networked standby and meetingpibwer limits after the shortest possible
time appropriate for the intended use. The defdeildy time should not exceed 20 minutes.
The default delay time has major impacts on thegnsaving potential.

d) Definitions for networked standby

The functionalities of products in networked standire not defined as such. Network
standby is a low-power condition that allows praduo be reactivated via the network by an
external trigger. The power consumption depends lerge extent on the degree of network
availability, i.e. on the time that is needed teume functions.

As explained above, the study had concluded thatdysts should be attributed power
allowances depending on the time that is neededdome applications. It was decided for
different reasons and stakeholder feedback tordifteate two different categories (HINA and
non HinA=LoNA) and to define a very limited groupriNA-equipment:

. Routers, hubs, switches, modems, network accessspoi
. VoIP telephones and video phones

. Equipment with HiNA-functionalities can claim HiNpewer allowances but
is not considered HiNA-equipment (e.g. a Complex $ep Box with
integrated router)

e) Benchmarks

The preparatory study and additional input fronketenlders in the Consultation Forum has
shown that the lowest achievable networked stanmtlwyer consumption level differs quite
substantially across product groups and networkiability (resume/reactivation time). The
best available products ("benchmark”) in some examategories that achieve high energy
efficiency by applying the best available technglage shown in Annex IV.

The preparatory study emphasises however thatréee consumption is strongly related to
the resume time of a product, see also below.

6.1.2. Ecodesign parameters for which no ecodesign reqergs are necessary

The aim of the regulation is to set ecodesign mequeénts on a pre-selected environmental
impact parameter — energy consumption in the usseh-, and no provision on further
aspects is included. Further environmental aspettthe equipment covered have been
addressed qualitatively to the extent possiblethier "horizontal” (i.a. not product specific)

context, and it is to be noted that the requiresiemtroduced for reducing power

consumption in non-active conditions do not negdyivaffect the other environmental

performance parameters of the products coveredew).
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6.1.3. Measurement standard

It is proposed to repeal th&%Daragraph of Annex Il (3) of the Standby regutatio the light

of the result of the standardisation process lepdinEN 50564 as some of the required
uncertainties were identified as being too tighttife time the Standby regulation came into
force EN 50564 was not available, and the uncearmsirare now correctly specified in EN
50564.

Additional elements required for the measurement\arification procedures for networked
standby which are not provided by EN 50564 wiliterporated.

6.1.4. Information to be provided by the manufacturers

In order to facilitate compliance checks manufaatsiiare requested to provide information in
the technical documentation referred to in Anndxeand V of Directive 2005/32/EC.

In addition, the following information on networkedjuipment shall be visibly displayed on
free accessible websites of manufacturers:

. Power consumption data in Watts.

. Default time after which the power management fiomct switches the
equipment automatically into a condition havingwmked standby.

6.1.5. Date for evaluation and possible revision
The main issues for a possible revision of the Regun are:

. The appropriateness of the levels for the ecodegignirements for the power
consumption in networked standby

. The appropriateness of the product scope.

The second stage of the ecodesign requirementanesceffective in January 2017 (i.e.
approximately four years after entry into force tbis regulation). With a view to allow
sufficient time to collect, analyse and complemgsita and experiences related to the second
stage for a proper assessment of technologicalrggega review can be presented to the
Consultation Forum six years after entry into foo¢he regulation.

6.1.6. Interrelation with product specific ecodesign impknting measures

If a certain product is in the scope both of a pitespecific ("vertical”) and the "horizontal”

regulation on networked standby, then the prodasttb comply both with the horizontal and
the vertical measure for affixing the CE mark. W&t implementing measures are
complementary in the sense that environmental &spether than standby-mode are
addressed, including active mode.

However, in general vertical implementing measymes/ail, because it may be appropriate
for a certain product to set differing requirememspower consumption of standby/off-mode

in a vertical implementing measure. In general éngsould not be less ambitious than those
of the horizontal regulation, because the lattes slee "baseline” for networked standby-

power consumption.

Products being subject to a vertical implementirgasure may be taken out of the scope of
the horizontal standby/networked standby regulation

7. SECTION 7: CONCLUSION

Following the principle of proportionality in thenalysis effort, policy options 1 to 3 were
discarded at an earlier phase of the analysis. aftedysis of several sub-options for the
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intensity of an ecodesign regulation on networkishdby power consumption for electrical
and electronic household and office equipment shinat sub-option 4 optimally fulfils the
objectives as set out in Section 3. In particula, regulation/sub-option 4 implies

— cost-effective reduction of electricity losses onditions having networked standby;
— correction of a market failure and proper functi@nof the internal market;
— no significant administrative burdens for manufaets or retailers;

— insignificant, if any, increase of the purchasingstc which would be largely
overcompensated by savings during the use-phabe product;

— accumulated electricity savings/electricity costZ€émission savings of 117,6 TWh, 25,0
billion Euro, 38,9 mt CO2 by 2020 and 339,8 TWh7983mt billion EURO by 2025.

— a reduction of the annual electricity consumptidn36,5 TWh (more than the power
consumption of Denmark) in_2020 compared to the B#dénario, corresponding to
electricity cost savings of 7,814 billion EURO, &kl 7 min tons avoided CO2 emissions;

— a reduction of the _annual electricity consumptiédrd®,3 TWh in_2025 compared to the
BAU scenario

— costs for re-design and re-assessment upon intiioduof the regulation, which are
limited in absolute terms, and not significantetative terms (per product);

— fair competition by creation of a level playinglfie

— no significant impacts on the competitiveness alustry, and in particular SMEs due to
the small absolute costs related to product regdesind re-assessment;

— alow risk for having negative impacts employmamparticular in SMEs.

8. SECTION 8: MONITORING AND EVALUATION

The appropriateness of scope, definitions and dimitl be reviewed after maximum 6 years
from the adoption of the measure (as required byexr\/11.9 of the Ecodesign Directive and
laid down in the implementing measure). Account bd taken also of speed of technological
development and input from stakeholders and MenSiates. Compliance with the legal
provisions will follow the usual process of "New pypach" regulations as expressed by the
CE marking.

Compliance checks are mainly done by market slaveié carried out by Member State
authorities ensuring that the requirements are Father information from the field as e.g.
complaints by consumer organisation or competitotdd alert on possible deviations from
the provisions and/or of the need to take action.

Input is also expected from work carried out in tdo@text of upcoming ecodesign activities
on further product categories, and related actisitis e.g. the Energy Star programme.
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Annex |
Minutes of the meeting of the Ecodesign ConsultatioForum?*
14/09/2011 - Centre Albert Borschette (CCAB), rue fdissart 36, 1049, Brussels.

EC participants: P. Hodson (ENER.C.3, Chairman)ikel Nuscheler ENER.C.3, Adam
Romanowski (ENER C3).

The Chair welcomed the participants and introduttesn to the planned structure of the
meeting: There would be a presentation of the wgrkdocument by the European
Commission divided into four blocks with discussicafter each of the blocks.
DIGITALEUROPE as main stakeholder was allowed tespnt 2-3 slides for each of the
blocks.

First block: Approach, Scope and Relation towards ther instruments
Under the first block, the following issues wer@ased:

. General approach and Scope

. Relation between a networked standby regulation taedcurrent regulation
1275/2008

. Relation between a networked standby regulation d&ne Voluntary
Agreements in progress

Commission staff outlined the general approachhefglanned measure: The regulation on
networked standby should be incorporated into #igtiag standby regulation 1275/2008 via
an amending act. This implies that the horizonpgraach of 1275/2008 is maintained and
the scope - household and office equipment as ekfin 1275/2008 - remains equivalent
(Exception: "complex”, i.e. networked TVs that vk added to the scope).

Networked products are a subset of products covénedregulation 1275/2008. Non-
networked products will not be subject to the neked standby requirements while the
normal standby requirements continue to apply tovokked products, in particular if no
network ports are activated.

To clarify the relation between the horizontal ragjon(s) and vertical measures/instruments
it was made clear that products which will be rated through a vertical eco-design
regulation at a later stage can be exempted fraensttope of the horizontal regulation.
Products addressed by a Voluntary Agreement (VAN wave to comply with the
requirements of the horizontal regulation or witbrenambitious requirements of the VA.

The Chairman opened the discussion and invited DNGEUROPE as main affected
industry stakeholder to present their views aloitf) some slides.

DIGITALEUROPE signalled general support for the pgmwesed approach to regulate
networked standby via an amendment to regulatiof6/2ZD08 since this was considered a
very clear message to the design teams, in paticas the scope will not be altered.
However, a horizontal approach would also havedvizatages: As it needed to cover all
products the terminology was complicated, for neked standby even more complicated
than for regulation 1275/2008.A vertical regulatioould be more ambitious and — because
technology-specific — more straightforward. DIGITBUROPE proposed to have a
horizontal approach for products for which verticaleasures, including Voluntary

21
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Agreements, were not in place or planned. Regarthiegelationship between 1275/2008 and
a future implementing measure on networked stanbb@]TALEUROPE drew attention to
the different timelines for design requirements thdustry considered confusing.

While ECOS showed sympathy for industry's conceegsrding an overlap of requirements
between horizontal and vertical measures, theyglyadisagreed on the proposed solution of
DIGITALEUROPE, i.e. exempting products that arejeabto planned or adopted vertical
measures from horizontal measures. ECOS proposgéghoh to state in a recital that vertical
measures should only take effect 12-18 months aftgry into force of the horizontal
measure in order to allow industry time to readafitterent requirements.

The NL-representative emphasised the advantages oégulation vis-a-vis Voluntary
Agreements which do not have the same legal satdscan be withdrawn any time, thus
creating uncertainty. He was concerned that withe thpproach suggested by
DIGITALEUROPE loopholes would be created.

Regarding the two VAs in question (Complex Set Baxes and Imaging Equipment) there
were some exchanges between DIGITALEUROPE on the lmand and Consumer and
Environmental organisations on the other hand. ®Vimtlustry took the view that the VA in
Imaging Equipment covered 98% of the products, éestwuld have the same value as a
regulation, ECOS and BEUC pointed out that it watsthe same situation with Complex Set
Top Boxes and that Voluntary Agreements took afdime to prepare.

UK signalled support for the proposed approachitbatal, amendment act). To keep the
scope of regulation 1275/2008 was considered tdahberight choice. The representative
underlined that the networked standby regulaticsukhbe quickly adopted; one should aim
for a compromise with industry. More ambitious &tsggcould be set via vertical measures and
later on in the revision. UK stressed the point #Was would indeed have to comply with the
requirements of the horizontal regulation.

DK outlined that the horizontal approach guarantelsd that future products will be taken
into account. The IFA in Berlin had shown that marel more products will have network
connectivity, including white goods.

The Chairman concluded that Voluntary Agreementd &a important role and that the
Commission continued to work on this, in particul@here no horizontal or vertical
requirements applied. He stressed that it wastaHat legislative acts prevail over Voluntary
Agreements.

Second block: Definitions and Network Availability

EC staff explained the concept of resume time deddefinition of network ports. In the
course of the preparatory study, resume time hagh bdentified as the parameter to
determine different degrees of network availabil{tyigh/Low Network Availability ->
"HINA"/"LONA") and thus power allowances. EC stafécognised however that in the
process of further elaboration doubts had comerupvitether the categorisation and testing
of the time to resume a main function could be enpénted.

DIGITALEUROPE in its presentation confirmed thae thracticability of resume time was
limited because for example already the definitain"main function" as being product-
specific would cause problems. Moreover, no tegshods and test standards were available.
The representative concluded that it was impossilenplement the resume-time concept.
He proposed as an alternative that product categarith HINA and LoNA should be defined
on the basis of the Code of Conduct for Broadbamaigment.
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The DK representative agreed that the categorisatfoHiNA- and LoNA-products on the
basis of resume time was difficult. He found howethat many of the concerns expressed by
DIGITALEUROPE were less relevant. He said DK wagmpo discuss a new approach but
that the Code of Conduct was not the right basis.

Already at the beginning of the meeting the AT-date had argued in favour of a detailed
categorisation of products within the horizontalaswre in order to avoid amendments.

The DE representative warned that the definitiomsilds bring about major difficulties for
market surveillance if they were ambiguous. In ipatar, it would need to be precisely
defined what a "remote trigger" was in order totidguish it from a simple activation
(example TVs and remote control).

The chairman asked what a new approach could ldak dnd gave the floor to the
representative of NL who had developed a typoldggroducts under an amended regulation
1275/2008 prior to the meeting (including a listppbducts with High Network Availability-
functionalities), which he briefly outlined. It wasiggested to circulate the typology (see
Annex Ill) amongst the participants and to collkecther comments.

The representative from SE welcomed the overallregagh as set out in the working
document. He added that the Commission should exglstandardisation could be included.

The UK delegate stressed that the resume time idefin should be clear.
DIGITALEUROPE's proposal could prove to be too usive. The definition of the network
port would need to be clarified: Was it meant to bealirectional? She raised two more
questions: Would a remote control be considerea @snotely initiated trigger? How should
two products in one package be dealt with?

DIGITALEUROPE/Cisco agreed that a better definitioh network ports was indeed

necessary. In that context, the representativelGi DALEUROPE/SEE pointed out that the

definition of network ports was also not applicalide all products, e.g. game consoles.
Therefore, he suggested a different wording whiduld take into account that there are
networked products whose remote access functignailit not be used.

The representative of NL explained that Ecodesigferred to products as placed on the
market and that it would not be helpful to addriesr packaging under this regulation. He
also clarified that only network ports that werenwected to the network and able to be
reactivated via the network would be consideredwh. If no network port was connected
and active, equipment would need to fulfil the riegments of regulation 1275/2008.
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Third block: Power Management and Power Limits

The Commission Staff outlined the Power Managemeatiirements set out in the Working
document with Power Management to be introducedh aitfirst Tier and Low Network

Availability as default condition. They presentdt tpower limits for the Low and High
network availability for the first and second t{ptanned for 2014 and 2016).

The following discussion addressed: a) power lifotsLoNA-products and b) auto power
down requirements.

a)

In its presentation, DIGITALEUROPE criticised theinterpretation of the concept of Low
Network Availability: The performance requirement$ Medium Network Availability
(network availability between 1 and 10 seconds) beeh combined with a power allowance
of Low Network availability (4 Watts/Tier 1 and 2 als/Tier 2). This approach was not
feasible for some products a complete redesignneaded to achieve the limits. While for a
first tier products should not need to be systeralyi re-designed, this would be the case for
some wide product groups (audio, video, producth igh rated power). Also the timing for
Tier 2 (2016) which assumes a general re-desigmanfucts would be critical.

The CECED-representative raised concerns regatudogehold appliances. It could not be
predicted how networked household appliances wdelklop. Household appliances with
motor and heating components required a high adecer.

The DK-representative was of the opinion that @t not be technically difficult to achieve
the proposed levels but that the time line wasrgésdeHe presented the Danish position on
power limits and transitional periods: For High Wetk Availability 10 Watts instead of 12
Watts and three tiers instead of two: 2013, 2004 6the latter with 1 Watt/2 Watt for Low
and High Network Availability)

The IT-delegate was concerned that it might provieet too difficult to set limits for products
that will only be developed in the future.

DIGITALEUROPE/Sony stressed that while some proslweere able to achieve the limits
rather easily, it would take 4 years to develop mévps. The representative raised concerns
regarding the fact that the second Tier (2016) woenter into force after the foreseen
revision of regulation 1275/2008.

EEB replied that this was the case also in othesaismes; to have a Tier after the foreseen
revision was absolutely feasible. In response t€ER's concerns the representative said that
it was the regulation's objective to trigger newking, hence energy consumption should be
taken into consideration now and not when applianeere ready.

The representative of DIGITALEUROPE/Intel explaindtat in the case of PCs, with
technological development, also capacities and mgmould constantly increase and thus
increase power consumption. Low energy levels f@Gs Rvere possible but would mean
bigger delays (in the area of 20 seconds). Anythiegond 5 seconds would make users shut
down their computers. He reminded participants thahe original concept of the study a
resume time of 5 seconds would have been considiéeeilm Network Availability.

ECOS countered that power limits were one thingr aemfort something else. Tablets could
boost within 1 second, laptops were much slowet,this was an issue for the manufacturers.

DIGITALEUROPE/Intel disagreed with this statemenkplaining that the power
consumption depended mainly on the large memonyleiacould use a different technology
than PCs and notebooks.
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EEB in response to DIGITALEUROPE answered that aoress indeed did not accept long
resume times while they were working with the cotepuHowever, the working document
would not refer to manual reactivation but to reedton via a remote trigger. A solution

could be to give users the possibility to choogghér network availability. The representative
added that in case the Commission wanted to propgber limits, they should make sure
that simple products would not use high levelsrargy.

For Complex Set Top Boxes, DIGITALEUROPE/Technicdlound that horizontal power
limits were not useful in general. Complex Set T®gmxes partly required High Network
Availability (if linked to gateways). The power lita for Low Network Availability were not
at all realisable. Stringent requirements might mésat manufacturers combined several
devices to be able to meet the limits.

DIGITALEUROPE/Océ stated that from a broader pecpe even less stringent values
would mean a huge improvement in terms of energgi@fcy. So far, equipment in "ready
mode" consumed easily 50, 100, 200 watts, for exar®Cs consumed 70 Watts in idle
mode, printers even 500 Watts. Against this baakgio the question whether 6 or 8 Watts
were appropriate was much less relevant, theredhvioudny case be huge savings.

INFORSE disagreed saying that with the currentdrem have more and more networked
products, even a difference of one watt matterati@swere accumulating.

DIGITALEUROPE/HP called for the computer verticaiplementing measure to be quickly
implemented. An alternative, vis-a-vis stringentwgo limits for computers and hence a
slower responsiveness, could be to ship computighsanhigher version as default condition
and enable consumers to choose an energy-saving, mvbdcch could help avoid complaints.

DIGITALEUROPE/Cisco stressed that the foreseen 4ts\f Tier 1 were not achievable.

DIGITALEUROPE/SSE explained that WOWLAN as used f@me consoles entailed an
additional functionality, which would mean that re@nergy (around 2 Watts) was needed.

The SE-delegate asked why the concept of Mediunwdt&tAvailability as introduced by the
study had been abandoned.

The Commission explained that the feedback fronusty had been that very few products
needed more than 5 seconds resume time and thasitnot very useful to have a third
category. One should rather distinguish producés Have to react at once (High Network
Availability) and products which do not (Low NetvkoAvailability). Moreover there was a

natural competition between manufacturers to haweet seactivation times. The Commission
had, for the sake of clarity and simplicity, coresied this approach a good one to follow.
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b)

Regarding the power management requirements ftainaretworked products, ECOS was of
the opinion that, where possible, the product ghdeé able to shut down the networked
connection once a job was done, e.g. an oven.

In this context, the Commission explained that meked products would need to comply
with the requirements of regulation 1275/2008 atveetask was carried out and there was no
further need to wait for an external trigger, faample washing machines. In such cases it
would not make sense that a networked product waed to go into networked standby. It
should preferably go to a normal standby/off madee could develop this concept further
towards less obvious examples, e.g. for produesdb not get a signal for a couple of days
or during night (while taking into account the "appriateness of the intended use" to be
determined by the manufacturer).

The NL-representative disagreed on this interpmgiabf auto power down to normal
standby/off-mode also for networked products. Frosnperspective, this seemed confusing.

Fourth block: Measurements and Information requirements

The Commission staff presented the Ecodesign reapgints regarding Measurements and
Information set out in the working document.

The representative of CENELEC said that experidraceshown that a deviation limit of 10%
was already difficult to achieve. Against this bgidund, she was wondering how a 5%-
target would fit.

The Commission explained that in the standby reiguia margin of 2% had been stipulated
and that it was foreseen to align this with staddaN 50564. A margin of 5% for power
consumption seemed to be adequate.

BEUC asked what the Commission's plans were to hawesumer information better
integrated in the measure.

ECOS supported BEUC in this saying users shoul@ maore control. Equipment should be
shipped with wireless connections disabled and Ishptovide a hard switch. The set up
menu should offer the possibility to switch off Hijletwork Availability.

DIGITALEUROPE/Technicolor disagreed: If wireless no@ctions were not activated,
industry would be confronted with many complaints.

Regarding hard switches, there had been long dismu# the past; already the definition of
a hard switch had triggered problems. Moreover, ufeturers were reluctant because they
feared damage to the product.

EEB/Okopol concluded that beyond the discussiorutibard switches it was a fact that
consumers had less and less influence and thatukalready be an advantage if consumers
knew in what levels they were.

36 EN



EN

Conclusions of the meeting:
The chairman summarised the findings and drewdhewing conclusions:
The Scope won't be reviewed,

The proposal of the Netherlands to define High NekwAvailability product groups should
be further discussed and refined;

The requirements for Power Management should bewed, in particular regarding the
question of in which cases networked products mekd to comply with the requirements of
regulation 1275/2008;

The concerns of the consumers should be revisited;
The power limits and the timing should be furthescdssed.
He gave a deadline for comments for 14 October 2011
Annexes:

Annex |: Participants List

Annex II: Working Document

Annex Ill: Topology of Network Availabilities of Bducts
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Annex Il

Structure of the methodology used for establishimegtechnical, environmental and economic
analysis

Following the "Methodology Study Eco-design of EpetJsing Products” ("MEEuUP"), the
tasks listed below are carried out for developimg technical, environmental and economic
analysis referred to in Annex Il of the Ecodesigrebtive:

Task 1: Product definition, existing standards legislation

Task 2: Economics and market analysis

Task3: Analysis of consumer behaviour and locabstfucture

Task 4: Technical analysis of existing products

Task 5: Definition of base case ("average" moded) ielated environmental impact
Task 6: Technical analysis of best available tetdgo

Task 7: Improvement potential

Task 8: Policy, impact and sensitivity analysis
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Annex |l

Data comparison of products in total (with active mode)

Product Category 2010 2020 Difference
Complex TV 4.67 44.06 39.38
Home Gateway 11.34 22.26 10.91
Compl. Player/Recorder 1.20 8.02 6.82
Game Consoles 7.21 12.33 5.12
Complex STB 5.63 10.28 4.65
Home Notebook 3.64 6.55 2.90
Home NAS 1.35 3.30 1.94
Office Notebook 2.84 3.67 0.84
Home Phones 4.43 5.15 0.72
Office Display 2.42 2.89 0.47
Home Display 4.72 4.85 0.12
Office ) Printer/MFD 1.10 1.21 0.11
Home EP Printer 0.49 0.55 0.06
Office Desktop PC 8.68 8.62 -0.06
Home Desktop PC 16.82 16.71 -0.11
Home IJ Printer 1.75 1.55 -0.20
Office Phones 2.23 2.02 -0.21
Office EP Printer 3.15 2.83 -0.33
Simple STB 6.50 4.24 -2.27
Simple Player/Recorder 11.65 6.96 -4.69
Simple TV 72.88 37.35 -35.53
Total 174.72 205.38 30.66

Data comparison of products in total (without active mode)

Product Category

Complex TV

Home Gateway

Compl. Player/Recorder

Game Consoles

Complex STB

Home Notebook

Home NAS

Home Desktop PC

Home Phones

Office Notebook

Home Display

Office Desktop PC

Office Display

Office ) Printer/MFD

Home EP Printer

Office EP Printer

Office Phones

Home lJ Printer

Simple STB

Simple TV

Simple Player/Recorder

2010
0.29
7.17
0.44
4.47
1.14
1.58
0.91
6.78
3.96
0.89
0.86
2.64
0.26
0.91
0.40
1.43
1.80
1.66
2.09
5.61
9.10

2020
15.32
15.36

5.51
9.35
5.33
3.31
2.23
7.94
4.61
1.32
1.26
2.97
0.44
1.06
0.45
1.37
1.63
1.47
1.36
2.87
5.44

39

Difference
15.03
8.18
5.07
4.88
4.19
1.74
1.31
1.16
0.65
0.43
0.39
0.34
0.18
0.15
0.05
-0.06
-0.17
-0.19
-0.73
-2.73
-3.66
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Total

54.39

90.60

40

36.217
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Annex 1V
Assessment and calculation of savings per sub-optio
Total power consumption of networked equipment f&0a0 to 2025

250,00
2[]:])[]:] //
150,00 = BAU Total consumption
== Subaption 1
= Subaoption 2
100,00 = Suboption 3
- Subaoption 4
50,00
0,00 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
OIS I I I I I T S T S T Ty T
N & Ay R N S A A P A A A i A A S
AT ADT ADT ADT ADT ADT ADT ADT AR ADT AR AR ADT AR A AP

Power consumption of networked equipment in a damdof standby from 2010 until 2025.
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Calculations of Savings for Sub-option 1 — Summartable

v Table

Accumulate [ Accumulate

2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 d d
2010-20 2010-25

Stock in million 1932] 1971| 2010] 2049 2088 2127 2165 2204 2243 2282 23321 2 360] 2399 2438 2477 23516
BAU Scenario in TWh 174,72 177,79| 180,86| 183.92| 186.99| 190.05 193.12| 196,18 19925| 20232) 20538 20845] 21151] 21458) 21765 220,71
Tier 1/ Tier 2 Scenario in TWh 174.72| 177,79| 180.86| 183,92) 185,09 185,57) 18409 18178 17865 179.13| 17938 17883| 179.83| 18083| 18183| 18283
Electricitry Savings in TWh 000/ 000/ 000 000 150 449 9.03 14.40 20,60/ 23.18 26,00 2961 3168 3373 35,82 37.88 99,61 268,36
Cost Savings in Mio. € 000] 000 000 000 36087| 875,15| 180642| 295270 432638 4 984,67 572082 6663,05| 728671 7931,04) 859606) 9281.,75| 21027,01| &0 785,62
C€O2 Savings in Mio. t w/o supply chain 000/ 000/ 000 000 078 1,80] 34 520 7.03 T4 783 8.59] 885 9.06 922 935 3352 78,59
€02 Savings in Mio. t with supply chain 000/ 000 000 000 083 193 3.69] 557 52 797 838 9.20] 947 9.70 9.87 10,00 3589 84,13

Calculations of Savings for Sub-option 2 — Summartable

Summary Table
Accumulate | Accumulate
2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2007 | 2008 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 | 2025 d a
2010-20 2010-25
Stock in million 1932] 1971| 2010 2049 2088 2127 2165 2 204 2243 2282 2321 2360 2399 2438 2477 2516
BAU Scenario in TWh 174.72) 177.79| 180.86| 183.92| 186.99 190,05 193,12 196.18 19925 20232| 20538 20845 21151 21458 21765 22071
Tier 1/ Tier 2 Scenario in TWh 174.72| 177.79| 180,86] 182.37| 18206 180,93 178.49 175.24] 174.45 175,02 175,59 176.63 177.66 178.69 179.72 180,76
Electricitry Savings in TWh 000 000 000 155[ 493 913 14.63 2095 24.80] 27.30] 28.79] 31.82 33.86 35,89 3792 39.95 133,07 312,51
Cost Savings in Mio. € 0.00 0.00 0.00] 287.62) 936.16| 1 779.71| 292591 4 293.87| 5207.44| 586948| 6553.50 7 159.93| 7 786.69| 8 433,79| 9 101.21| 9 788.97 27 853,69 70 124,29
CO2 Savings in Mio. t w/o supply chain 000 000 000f 065 202 3.66) 5.58 7.57] §.46 8.76 8,96 923 945 9.63 9.77 9.86| 45,66 93,60
CO2 Savings in Mio. t with supply chain 0.00 0.00 0.00] 0,69 2.16 392 5.97 8.10) 9.06 938 9.60 9.88 10,12 10,31 10.46 10,55 48.88 100,20
Calculations of Savings for Sub-option 3 — Summartable
Summary Table
2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 | 2025 [Accumulated)Accumulated
201020 | 201035
Stock in million 1932 1971 2010 2049| 2088 2127 2165 2204 2243 2282 2321 2 360 2 399 2438 2477 2 516
BAU Scenario in TWh 174.72| 177.79| 18086 183.92| 186.99| 190.05 193.12 196,18 19925 20232) 20538 20845 21151) 21458 217,65 220.71
Tier 1/ Tier 2 Scenario in TWh 174.72| 177.75] 18086] 18392 186.99] 186.64] 18550 18220 17796] 17221 17205 17017 17190 17262 17335] 17408
Electricitry Savings in TWh 000 000] 000 000 000 341 7.62] 13.99] 2129 30.10f 3333 3728 39.62 41.96] 4430 46,64 109,75 319,53
Cost Savings in Mio. € 000 000] 000 000 000] 66588 1523.15] 286729 4471.59] 6472.09| 733319] 838781] 9 11224] 986007 1063129 1142590 2333324 7275054
CO2 Savings in Mio. t w/o supply chain 0,00] 0,00 0,00} 0.00| 0,00 137 2,90, 5.05 7.26| 9.66 10,03 10.81 11,06 11.26] 1141 11.50] 36,29 92,34
CO2 Savings in Mio. t with supply chain 000( 000 000 000 000 147 i 341 7.78 10335 10.74] 11.58 11.84] 12.06 1221 1232 3885 98.85
Calculations of Savings for Sub-option 4 — Summartable
Summary Table
2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2005 | 2016 | 2007 | 2013 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 | 2025 |Aecumvlated ) Accumulated
2010-20 2010-25
Stock in million 1932 1971] 2010 2049 20s8| 2127] 2165 2204] 2243] 2282] 2321 2300 2399 2438) 247 2516
BAU Scenario in TWh 17472] 177.79] 18086[ 183.92] 18699[ 190.05] 193.12] 19618 199.25] 20232 20538| 2084s| 21151 21458 21765 20071
Tier I/ Tier 2 Scenario in TWh 17472 177.79| 130.86( 183.92| 186.99| 18633 18484 18111 176,40 17019 16986 168.85 169.49| 170,13 17077 17141
Electricifry Savings in TWh 000 00| o0o00| ooo| ooo| 373| 828 1s0s| 2285 3212] 3ssa| 3960] 4203|4445 4688 4930 11757 339,52
Cost Savings in Mio. € 000 000] 000| 0.00] 00| 72683| 165508 309058 4797.81] 690665 781421| 891003 966583 1044587 11250.17] 1207871 2499117 7734178
CO2 Savings in Mio. t w/o supply chain 0.00] 0.00] 000 000 0.00| 1.50] 3.16] 545 .79 1031 10,69 11.48) 11,74 1193 1207 12.16 38,89 08,28
CO2 Savings in Mio. ¢ with supply chain | 000] 000] 000] 000 000] 1s0| 338|583 834 1104] 1144 1230 1256] 1277  1292] 1302 4164 10521
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Annex IV - Benchmarks

Product Power consumptio Resume  Remarks*

in networkec time

standby (W) (category)
Desktop computer 1.65 MeNA S3+WOL
Notebook computer 1.25 MeNA S3+WOL
Notebook computer <1 LoNA S4/S5+WOL
Network  Attached  Storac2.3 MeNA
(Home NAS)
Inkjet printer 3.7 MeNA WLAN, USB
Large format printer 9.7 LoNA
Home Gateway 3.3 HINA
Complex set-top box 4.5 MeNA Cable
Mobile (handheld) products <1 HINA WLAN

* S3-S5 refer to ACPI states: S3=suspend to RAMsstdpend to disk; S5=soft off.

WLAN=Wireless LAN. USB=Universal Serial Bus.
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