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Background 
 

 
 7 years of experience and feed-back on 

the implementation of the policy process 
 
 What can be said about the core 

principles to set Ecodesign and Energy 
Labelling requirements? 



(New) Energy Label 
 

 
 Nothing in the framework 

Directive about how 
classes should be set! 

 
 … No evaluation of the 

rules is possible 



Ecodesign Directive 
 

 
 More specific through a quantified rule: 
 
‘The level of energy efficiency or consumption 
must be set aiming at the life cycle cost minimum 
to end-users.’ 

LCC = Purchase Price + Energy Running Costs 
  (+ water costs + installation costs 
  + reparation costs + waste treatment costs) 
 



Energy Efficiency 

Life-Cycle Cost (€) 

Base Case 
product 

Improvement 
xx 

Improvement 
xy 

Minimum life-
cycle cost 

(LLCC) 

Improvement 
yy 

Improvement 
yz 

Best 
product 

 Products have to be more energy efficient up to a certain limit 

 Energy savings are triggered 



Implementation in practice 
 
 Not applied in a dogmatic way, but important 

reference 

Preparatory 
Study 

Formulation & 
consultations 

Vote & 
adoption 

Entry into 
force 

This is where the 
analysis on LLCC is 
elaborated  

8 years in between on average! 



This approach assumes that the analysis of 
efficiency costs and product prices remain valid 
over the following 8 years 
 

Question: 
 Are we sure that the evidence base is robust 

enough by the time the requirements enter 
into force? 

 Yes:  the energy savings are optimal 
X    No: the savings potential is not fully tapped 

 When requirements enter into force, is the 
location of the LLCC point really where it was 
supposed to be? 



To answer this question, we can first look 
at available evaluations and studies 
 
 The use of the LLCC criterion in combination with the 

significant time lapse for the entry of the requirements into 
force may on occasions lead to requirements that are less 
demanding than common levels in the market. (CSES, 2012) 

 
 Ecodesign standards run the risk of being set at too modest 

levels of efficiency. More ambitious standards could be set 
without burdening consumers with excessive life cycle costs. 
(Ecofys, 2012) 

 
 Where studies have made predictions about future costs, 

actual life-cycle costs are considerably lower than those 
forecasted. (IEA, 2007) 



Carrying on the investigation, by looking 
for products on the market… 
 
 

 
 Can we find actual products on the market 

that contradict the estimated LCC minimum? 
What kind of products? 

 
 - ‘normal models’ 
 - from renowned manufacturers 
 - purchase price averaged from dealers in 
    at least 3 Member States 
 - 7 case studies 





















(assumptions made for comparability) 











































(recalibrated to 2.2 
kW capacity) 



Product 
Estimated LCC 

minimum 

Product sample 
achieving a lower 

LCC  

Energy consumption 
gain 

Fridge-freezer A+ [247 kWh] A+++ [151 kWh] -39% 

Dishwasher A+ [281 kWh] A+++ [230 kWh] -18% 

Washing machine A+ [177 kWh] A+++ [137 kWh] -22% 

Condenser drier B [417 kWh] A++ [220 kWh] -47% 

TV 81 cm E [183 kWh] A+ [46 kWh] -75% 

Desktop PC (cat. A) [116 kWh] [58 kWh] -50% 

Mobile air-conditioner A [393 kWh] A+/++ [339 kWh] -14% 

        

Average     -38% 

Impact for a typical EU household: 630 kWh / year of extra 
savings  (~ 25% of electricity bill for appliances) 

Not a representative market analysis (the sample is not 
random), but an indication that such products do exist 



OK, but… 
 

 There should be no significant affordability impact 
for consumers 

Product 
Purchase price of market sample vs 

estimated LLCC products 

Fridge-freezer 20% 
Dishwasher -11% 

Washing machine -13% 
Condenser drier 28% 

TV 81 cm 60% 
Desktop PC (cat. A) -12% 

Mobile air-conditioner 15% 
Average 8% 

 Impact assessment studies guarantee that the 
decision is economically sound? 

(and € 600 net benefit over the life-cycle) 



Conclusions and recommendations 
 

The market is showing a dynamism that is not sufficiently 
reflected in the principles of the policy-making process. 
Energy saving opportunities may be missed. 
 

 More robust / up-to-date data collection 

 Swifter decision and entry into force 

 Bolder ambition for requirements 
- setting fridges at A++ => 10 TWh savings instead of 4 
- setting driers at A++ => 8 TWh savings instead of 3 

 Using LCC as an input could be kept, provided 
calculations are more accurate (not sufficient in 
Ecodesign methodology) 









Thank you! 

Edouard Toulouse 27/06/2013 
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