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Introduction 

The International CFL Harmonisation Initiative (CFLI) is aiming to develop a harmonised international testing protocol and set of performance standards for CFLs, hence making the global trade of CFLs more fluid, and allowing programme and consumer access to a greater number of affordable, quality CFLs. However, as with any product, the development of an effective compliance regime is essential to any economy or programme aiming to limit poorly performing products or to promote premium products within their market place (eg through the development of MEPS, labelling and certification programmes, financial support schemes, consumer campaigns, etc). 
Given their high consumer visibility, effective compliance is particularly important for CFLs where even a limited penetration of under performing products is quickly recognised by consumers and could taint the market place for an extended period
. However, the development and implementation of an effective compliance regime that ensures under performing products are kept from the market can be expensive, and can require high levels of specialist knowledge by those developing the compliance regime, knowledge that is not always accessible or affordable. Consequently, as one of the activities of the CFLI, efforts are being made to develop a framework for compliance actions that, if desired, could be adopted by the full spectrum of programmes, economies or trading blocks as appropriate to their resource limitations.
If such a compliance framework were to prove successful and become widely adopted, this would not simply improve the quality of products within the individual programmes, economies and trading blocks, but would also reduce the likelihood of under performing products being removed from one market simply to appear in another economically/geographically separate market with a less effective enforcement regime. 
Ultimately, the CFLI aims to create a framework which facilitates the adoption of compliance systems which are as robust as possible within the constraints of any specific situation, hence increasing the likelihood that:
· The consumer has good experience with CFLs and comes back for more

· The investments made by manufacturers in developing and producing higher quality products are protected

· Brand protection of performance labels like Energy Star, the ELI Green Leaf and Energy Efficiency Recommended  

· Governments and programme operators receive the promised energy and carbon savings they seek
potential compliance framework approaches
Clearly an effective compliance regime aims to restrict the number of poorly performing products initially entering a geographical area, market or programme, and then to undertake ongoing monitoring of some kind to ensure that the products that initially meet the quality requirements continue to do so over time. While some may consider it ideal for all to immediately adopt the most rigorous compliance methodology that provides the greatest confidence in quality, this increases the hurdles for participation.  The CFLI aims to be applicable to the whole world, not just the most developed economies where a more expensive framework makes sense.  The initiative is dealing with a range of different economies and some may not be able to immediately jump to the “top step” as laid out later in the document in the “staircases”, whereas other may already be much of the way there.  Hence, a process must be mapped that will allow groups to develop compliance activities that are within current resources, but in line with activities elsewhere. Such an approach will enable all to move towards a coherent and robust enforcement programme at their earliest opportunity, while maintaining the overall framework that is necessary to lead to lower manufacturer costs and better value CFLs.  
Among the many different CFL promotion, incentive or regulatory schemes around the world, there are a variety of different compliance methodologies used, both for initial qualification, and then for quality control for ongoing participation in the scheme. A presentation was made during the recent EEDAL CFLI forum in London comparing the various methodologies currently in use by different actors around the world
. Following this presentation, and at other CFLI fora and via the website, the CFLI compliance facilitator sought feedback on three broad themes:

· What are the key elements of an effective compliance regime?
· Given the varying resource capabilities of programmes/economies, what are the practical implementation options possible within each element of an enforcement regime?
· How beneficial (and viable) is the sharing of compliance information and/or actions between programmes, economies and trading blocks, and what are the current barriers to such data sharing?
The combined feedback on these “themes” has led the facilitator to develop an outline compliance framework that may be appropriate to the local, and global, compliance need. 
Potential Global Compliance Framework: 

The “Staircase Approach”
The compliance framework currently envisaged by the CFLI is an incremental “staircase” approach, ie, it is being designed such that basic compliance actions can be adopted irrespective of the current knowledge base or financial capacity of enforcers/regulators, and as resources become available, more robust compliance actions can be adopted. 

The proposed framework addresses several different elements of compliance: Initial Product Access to the Initiative; Supervision and Administration; and, Data Exchange. In the following sections, the range of approaches for each of these elements are presented as “staircases” of increasing levels of stringency/documentation for participation in a given local/regional CFL initiative. Each section provides a visual representation of the individual steps of the staircase for a particular compliance element. 
Views are sought from all stakeholders on the appropriateness of this “staircase” framework prior to more detailed work being undertaken in developing the required underlying details, protocols, etc.  We also seek input on alternative approaches (even in presentation) to the framework that might better facilitate the goals of ensuring consumer satisfaction and protecting honest manufacturers.
“Staircase” of Options: Initial Product access TO THE Initiative
The first area to address is minimising the chance of under performing products entering the market. The range of options for access to a given initiative are presented below.  With convergence toward similar requirements for access to participate in a given initiative, more qualified products could be made available to a wider group of interested consumers.
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“Staircase” of Options for Supervision (Enforcement and administration)
Irrespective of the mechanism for managing access of products to an initiative, there is always a danger that products within the initiative will fail to perform as required sometime later. Hence, ongoing market supervision is required to minimise the risks posed by these products. The range of options for supervision is presented below. 
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It is noted that there are similar compliance actions related to the verifying labelling claims, but to aid clarity in presenting the concepts, these actions have not been included at this stage. However, such considerations will be taken into account as the framework develops.
 “Staircase” of Options for data exchange
Compliance actions will always be at the discretion of local/regional enforcers. However, where compliance activities take place, the sharing of some or all of the resulting information could yield a range of significant benefits:

· Lower access costs to initiatives for both regulators/enforcers and manufacturers with recognition of data from other sources 

· Better informed enforcers who are able to target their limited “supervision/ enforcement” resources at suppliers/products known to be at risk of non- compliance (as identified elsewhere)

· More robust compliance in initiatives where local compliance activities are too costly (an action which may restrict under performing products moving from one market to another administrative/geographically separate market)
Thus, sharing of appropriate information among initiative enforcers would result in better informed, sensible, defensible and consistent decisions and actions leading to greater confidence in the global market, and enhancing the reliable supply of efficient, high quality products at affordable prices. The challenge for the CFLI is to develop a framework which facilitates the maximum exchange of information to yield the clear benefits to all market actors, while maintaining a system which recognises the restrictions under which individual participants have to operate.
The range of options for data exchange are presented below.   
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next Steps 

Comments and suggestions are invited on the “staircase” approach to different compliance requirements.  
We are specifically interested in input on the following questions:

· Does this seem to be a reasonable methodology?

· Are the steps in the staircase case correct?

· Are there some steps to be added?

Following any input received, a more comprehensive draft will be prepared, including drafts of the required underlying details, protocols, etc.
We request that any comments on this draft be provided by 31 August 2006.  All input will be posted on the CFL website for review and comment (unless specifically requested otherwise), and a revised proposal for the compliance framework will be posted by the end of September 2006.

For further information, or to provide comments:

We welcome your comments on this Draft Document.  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:

Adam Hinge (Compliance Focus Area Facilitator): hingea@aol.com 
Stuart Jeffcott (CFLI Facilitator):  stuart_jeffcott@yahoo.co.uk
� This point is stressed by European Lamp Manufacturers in their energy efficiency publication "Make the Switch" (available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.elcfed.org" ��www.elcfed.org�).  An excerpt: “Although there is currently no criterion related to energy efficiency for a CE Marking, its abuse by unscrupulous manufacturers who exploit poor market surveillance means large numbers of cheap, low quality products undercut the legitimate high quality ones, many of which are preferable from an energy efficiency perspective. Indeed, low quality energy efficient products with very low lifetimes are now threatening to undermine consumer confidence in energy efficient products as a result.”





� For more information see: http://www.apec-esis.org/cfl/www/index.php?pageId=1137
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_1217278668.xls
Access to Initiative

		

		Level of Documentation Required

																						Submission of Independent Test Results (reporting results of all required testing parameters) and requirement for additional check testing before allowed on a list

																		Submission of Independent Test Results - reporting results of all required testing parameters

														Submission of Independent Test Results - just reporting passing models

										Submission of Manufacturer Test Results - reporting results of all required testing parameters

						Submission of Manufacturer Test Results - just reporting passing models

		No Formal Entry Requirement or Submittals; you just must meet these specs



&C&A



Enforcement & Administration

		

		Level of Documentation Required

																		Periodic independent check testing of all models on approved list plus spot check testing

														Periodic independent check testing of all models on approved list

										Spot Check testing (based on some sort of nomination process)

						Challenge process (manufacturer challenge potential under performing products, independent tests are conducted to verify)

		No testing; reliance on controlling intial access



&C&A



Data Exchange

		






_1217280870.xls
Access to Initiative

		

		Level of Documentation Required

																						Submission of Independent Test Results (reporting results of all required testing parameters) and requirement for additional check testing before allowed on a list

																		Submission of Independent Test Results - reporting results of all required testing parameters

														Submission of Independent Test Results - just reporting passing models

										Submission of Manufacturer Test Results - reporting results of all required testing parameters

						Submission of Manufacturer Test Results - just reporting passing models

		No Formal Entry Requirement or Submittals; you just must meet these specs



&C&A



Enforcement & Administration

		

		Level of Documentation Required

																		Periodic independent check testing of all models on approved list

														Spot Check testing, based on some sort of nomination process

										<<Something else should be here; I'm not sure what…>>

						Challenge process, where manufacturer declarations are challenged, and independent tests are conducted to verify

		No testing; complete reliance on manufacturer declarations



&C&A



Data Exchange

		

		Level of Documentation Required

						(all assume appropriate confidentiality agreements in place)

																		Agree to collaborate on independent testing; cooperatively nominate products for testing and share results

														Share all independent/check test results as completed to de-list models that fail independent tests

										Share lists of independently tested models, with info on which models pass or fail

						Share manufacturer submitted test results

		Compile publicly available lists of compliant products with similar key performance specs






_1217278376.xls
Access to Initiative

		

		Level of Documentation Required

																						Submission of independent test results (reporting results of all required testing parameters) and requirement for additional check testing prior to granting  access

																		Submission of independent test results (reporting results of all required testing parameters)

														Submission of independent test results (reporting passing of required testing parameters)

										Submission of supplier test results (reporting results of all required testing parameters)

						Submission of supplier test results (reporting passing of required testing parameters)

		Supplier self declaration of compliance (no formal entry requirement or documentary submission required)



&C&A



Enforcement & Administration

		

		Level of Documentation Required

																		Periodic independent check testing of all models on approved list

														Spot Check testing, based on some sort of nomination process

										<<Something else should be here; I'm not sure what…>>

						Challenge process, where manufacturer declarations are challenged, and independent tests are conducted to verify

		No testing; complete reliance on manufacturer declarations



&C&A



Data Exchange

		






