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Introduction

This paper outlines a possible compliance regime for compact fluorescent lamps (CFLs) with integral ballasts.  It assumes the development of a common, global testing protocol and a set of aligned performance requirements, details of which are dealt with by other working groups.

In this paper the term “program” is used to mean any national, regional or other energy efficiency program which established either voluntary or mandatory performance specification for self-ballasted CFLs. 

The proposals in this paper are initial ideas to promote open discussion and improvement.

Objectives

The objectives of the working group are:

1. To investigate opportunities for the sharing of CFL performance testing results among a range of international market actors (manufacturers, regulators, program managers, manufacturers, etc) to facilitate cost effective program qualification and compliance actions;

2. If appropriate, propose mechanisms through which such data sharing can benefit all market players.

Success in achieving these objectives, and the subsequent adoption by a number of international market actors will:

· Offer tremendous scope for all participants to share information, increase verification testing and otherwise minimize compliance costs;

· Facilitate “truth in promotion”. If energy efficiency claims are not routinely checked, there is no certainty that the performance requirements are being met.  Recent verification testing of CFL products undertaken by the USA Environmental Protection Agency, partners in the Electric Lighting Initiative (ELI), found compliance was sporadic.  Thus, the efforts of manufacturers to produce complying products will be protected because sub-standard product will be discovered and excluded from the market, making marketing of high quality CFLs fairer; and

· Consumers can be assured they will purchase a product which is in line with the design claims made by the manufacturer.

Compliance can become a burden on manufacturers and has the potential to affect export markets if not managed from a global perspective. This paper aims to assist with the design, development and implementation of a scheme to encourage international cooperation on sharing of verification test information between various market stakeholders.  This sharing of results will improve confidence amongst all stakeholders about the quality and compatibility of CFLs sold on the global market and ultimately provide a potent compliance mechanism while keeping manufacturers’ compliance costs to a minimum.  

This paper proposes a potential path forward to be discussed at the international forum on CFL harmonization in Seoul in November 2005.  Any scheme will compliment the outcomes of the other working groups striving to create an internationally acceptable test protocol and rationalized performance requirements for CFLs.

Working group framework

Two other working groups are identifying the criteria for CFLs to be used in an international Standard that specifies:

1. Test methods to measure each agreed criteria and 

2. An associated discrete set of performance requirements or target values for some or all of the criteria tested under the Standard.  

For the purposes of this document it is assumed these will become separate parts to an internationally-endorsed Standard (one part with the test methods and another part with the performance requirements or target levels).  In practice, many of the performance requirement or target levels will simply reflect already operating requirements cited in existing CFL programs.

Features of a compliance scheme

It is proposed that the results of whatever test are conducted by Authorities, energy efficiency agencies, etc (using the proposed protocol) are shared among all interested parties. This proposal does not stipulate the quantity of testing that should be undertaken by any particular group, simply that the results should be shared with all interested parties. Further, the proposal does not imply any interference with the rights of any organization in any jurisdiction to undertake whatever verification testing they consider necessary. 

Proposal 1:  To make efforts to facilitate the voluntary sharing of CFL product test data between various international market actors.

Particular models of CFL are sold, and qualify to participate in more than one program throughout the world.  Rather than undertake multiple tests for each program, a single set of tests revealing the performance of a specific model from a suitably qualified test laboratory ought to be acceptable to any program.

Proposal 2:  Programs and Regulators from various jurisdictions should move towards mutual recognition of test results from suitably qualified laboratories

If a compliance issue arises, such as may happen in the event of a failed verification test undertaken by one program operator, all relevant agencies can be voluntarily informed and have the opportunity to address the issue within their own program. This should have the combined benefit of greater overall enforcement and reduction in overall costs as unnecessary replication of tests by different agencies could be avoided and resources redeployed elsewhere.

Proposal 3:  Voluntary exchange of compliance data between market players should take place at every opportunity hence facilitating more effective global enforcement at reduced cost.

As the actual tests would be undertaken in various locations around the globe, any scheme to share testing results should rely upon electronic communications and be web-based.  It is proposed that an international compliance hub be formed as an extension of the existing APEC Energy Standards Information System (ESIS). As APEC ESIS already provides the website for the development of the CFL community of practice, it appears appropriate to extend this to provide a home for the international compliance hub for all testing data and compliance activity.

Proposal 4:  To extend the APEC ESIS web facility to enable the site to become the international centre for CFL compliance data. The international hub for CFL compliance should provide a suitable clearing house to facilitate the international exchange of test data between manufacturers, program operators and relevant agencies, and between agencies/program operators in different jurisdictions

Compliance with a scheme

Any CFL supplier will need to establish compliance with individual program specifications to participate in that program.  Some schemes will rely on supplier declarations that the CFL meets the performance requirements while other schemes may test prototypes or even require sample CFL test results.  At some later stage, the program manager may choose to institute verification testing (to check the performance claims are actually delivered by this model).  This issue is faced by all program operators and may represent a significant cost to individual programs.  

One potential route forward to limit costs for all program operators is mutual recognition of product performance and consequential compliance with a scheme. Once a common test protocol is agreed upon, a manufacturer would carry out the testing he wishes to undertake
 and send the results to the database.  As well as test results, the database could also hold details of the requirements of energy efficiency program specifications, thus making it straightforward to identify those programs the lamp model could participating in.  Program managers could be made aware of potential participants, and may take any steps they deem necessary formally to accept new participants. (Note that normal program restriction on accessibility would still remain under the control of the individual schemes management, e.g., one scheme may not accept self declaration while others may).

Proposal 5:  The international hub for CFL compliance should be developed to allow manufacturers to directly input the product performance data for their products and record the mechanism used to derive that data. (Note that data recorded could go beyond product performance data and include other critical product data such as voltage, etc – comments are invited on this issue) 

Proposal 6:  The international hub for CFL compliance should be developed to allow program operators to directly input the performance requirements for their program.

Proposal 7:  The international hub for CFL compliance should be developed to automatically inform manufacturers and program operators of products that comply with the requirements of each specific program.

Verification of manufacturers’ claims

On occasion, the program managers will undertake “check testing” procedures to verify compliance with the requirements of their scheme.  Check testing should always be performed by a suitably qualified laboratory accepted by all.  The sharing of results will demonstrate conformance with program specifications for other participating schemes and publicly demonstrate compliance.  The scheme would operate very simply:

· Upon completion of the check test, the agency that commissioned the test would have the results entered into the common database;

· Where the report data shows compliance with performance requirements or target levels, other program managers could use this information to confirm that this CFL meets the requirements of their programmes and can be sold on their markets; amnd

· Where the report data demonstrates non-compliance or compliance within testing tolerances, each participating agency can review the report and take appropriate action under their own program.

Proposal 8: Check testing should be undertaken by suitably qualified laboratories and the resulting data should be voluntarily shared by all participating enforcement agencies, program operators and the manufacturer involved.

Proposal 9: Any resulting actions from a product non-compliance (or within testing tolerances) should be taken by individual enforcement agencies or program operators at their own discretion.

CFL design constraints

Unlike some other electrical products, it is unlikely that a modification to the design of a particular CFL model can be made to enable it to pass the required tests and continue to be sold; a model with a modified design would become a new model.
  

These circumstances make any CFL compliance scheme more straightforward.  If a representative sample of that CFL model fails to meet its claimed performance requirements after rigorous testing, it is highly unlikely that further testing will overturn the original results. 

Access to the database

The scheme will allow various agencies to view all data contained in the check test reports, which is expected to include:

· The model name and manufacturer;

· The agency that commissioned the check-test

· The test laboratory or laboratories that performed the check-test;

· The program in which the model was participating; 

· The performance requirements or target levels that passed the testing; 

· The performance requirements or target levels that failed the testing.  

The database could send an e‑mail message to registered users, notifying participants when new test reports have been posted.

There are many different CFL models supplied by many different suppliers and many products in more than one energy efficiency program.  With a common, international check-testing reporting program, various agencies will be able to reduce substantially the cost of verification testing, though sharing results and targeting areas of non-compliance in cooperative ventures.

Proposal 10:  Automatic notification will be made of all new check testing activities to registered agencies (comments are invited on which agencies should be eligible)

Product Marking 

A further consideration is whether there should be an international marking system for CFLs to indicate that they have been tested according to the agreed standard and meet a specific set of thresholds in respect to the performance criteria. If manufacturers test lamps according to agreed harmonized test procedure, then the results could be marked on the lamp (and packaging) prior to shipment.  This improves the position of national regulators and competitors undertaking enforcement activities, since the declared performance of the lamp will be displayed on every unit.  This may replace the need in some cases for importers to produce further test reports in the first instance – although when a product is suspected of non-compliance, such evidence may be required. 

Table 1 shows how such a system could work, using roman numerals to indicate compliance with different performance specifications.  In this example, I is the lowest level of stringency, such as required by a minimum performance standard.  Level II is a more stringent MEPS level, etc. more details of the proposals for these thresholds is given in the Compliance Discussion document.

Table 1: Illustration of Marking System for Self-Ballasted CFLs

	Mark (example)
	Description
	Stringency

	I
	Minimum energy performance standard (initial)
	

	II
	Minimum energy performance standard (future)
	

	III
	Endorsement label/procurement (inclusive)
	

	IV
	Endorsement label/procurement (current best practice)
	

	V
	Endorsement label/procurement (future)
	


Of particular interest to this working group is the marking itself and the impact on compliance activities. Firstly, it should be noted that this mark is not intended to be, and should not be confused with, any national consumer energy efficiency label, such as an endorsement or comparative label.  The mark would be for the use of program managers, regulators and enforcers not general consumers. Care will need to be taken to select a mark that is not potentially confused with other compliance indicators.  An example of this mark for CFLs is shown in the following figure. 
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A similar system has been agreed with respect to External Power Supplies, brokered by the National Resources Defense Council (NRDC) between the following participating agencies: Australian Greenhouse Office – Department of the Environment and Heritage (AGO), California Energy Commission (CEC), China Certification Centre for Energy Conservation Products (CECP) and ENERGY STAR - United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). 

Proposal 11:  An internationally acceptable product marking system of CFL performance should be developed that will facilitate easy identification by international market actors. This system should be aligned with other international marking systems (e.g., for power supplies) and, wherever possible, adopted by the full range of market actors as a suitable mechanism for declaring product performance 

Qualification of Laboratories

Throughout this paper we have referred to “suitably qualified laboratories”. However, the specific definition of this term is open to much debate. While some argue that only laboratories certified of accredited to level X should be allowed to conduct acceptable testing, this automatically excludes a large number of commercial, manufacturer and government laboratories in some countries that do not have access to such accreditation. However, failure to enforce a rigorous testing regime would undermine any attempt at mutual exchange and recognition of test results. Comments are invited on this issue.

Next steps

In addition to the comments on the proposals made within this paper, the working group would value your contribution on the following questions:

1. What problems do you foresee in international cooperation to share data measured according to the proposed international test method against agreed performance requirements or target levels?

2. Would you support participation in such a scheme and agree to provide verification test reports in the future?

3. What other comments or suggestions do you have on the scheme outlined in this paper?

4. What approach should be taken regarding the issue of “suitably qualified laboratories”?

5. Is a CFL marking scheme viable, and do you think it would be adopted by your/other organizations?

For further information, or to provide comments:

We welcome your comments on this Discussion Paper.  To encourage public discussion, comments will be posted on the CFL Harmonization Web site at www.apec-esis.org/cfl.  

Please contact us to provide your comments or to discuss further:

Shane Holt (Working Group Leader:
 shane.holt@deh.gov.au
Stuart Jeffcott (Working Group Facilitator):  stuart_jeffcott@yahoo.co.uk
� As some energy efficiency programmes will not be concerned about some of the performance parameters covered by the complete testing protocol, a manufacturer may find that some of the tests are not applicable for the programmes in which he wishes to participate, and thus wish not to have those tests performed.  In a similar vein, some programmes may permit provisional participation prior to completion of the life test. 


� However, to some extent this would depend on the parameter requiring modification.  For example, a simple change to a power factor correction circuit to improve the power factor by a small amount could perhaps be tolerated, but changes that may modify the life, switching withstand, efficacy, starting ability or colour would probably have to count as producing a new model. 
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