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purpose 

The voluntary CFL compliance framework seeks to assist in the development and implementation of more effective compliance and market surveillance activities, in order to increase the protection of consumers from exposure to sub-standard products, to increase protection of manufacturers from unfair competition, and to deliver the improvements in energy performance planned by mandatory or voluntary schemes. To achieve this purpose, the framework is designed to provide scheme administrators with a range of sample protocols and procedures which by their adoption will facilitate product entry and market surveillance regimes that are as robust as possible within local resource limitations. 

Further, the framework also provides sample protocols and procedures that facilitate the sharing of data between scheme implementers and enforcers. Such data sharing could improve scheme protection through higher levels of overall market monitoring, prevent poorly performing products moving from one regulated market to another, and potentially reduce costs to scheme administrators and manufacturers via the exploitation of mutual recognition opportunities.
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.
The aim of the CFLI compliance activities is to protect the CFL market from products failing to perform as declared and ensure consumer satisfaction is in line with their expectations, and to ensure organisations (“scheme administrators” such as government regulators, programme administrators, etc) running CFL schemes meet the objectives of their schemes. While there is little doubt that a rigorous, globally enforceable compliance programme would yield the best rests, such a goal appears unrealistic in the short and medium term due to the barriers that would need to be addressed. However, by demonstrating the benefits of compliance actions to individual schemes, and by providing a range of compliance options directly related to varying levels of resource, it is hoped that this will encourage individual schemes to move toward a high level of compliance activity. Further, by placing these range of compliance options within a coherent overall framework that is applicable to all resource levels and compliance needs, this raises the potential for cooperation between schemes to enhance their combined levels of compliance.

evolution of compliance framework approaches
The CFLI originally planned on assembling a large database on product testing and performance, collected from a variety of CFL schemes around the globe, as the first step toward facilitating data exchange and mutual recognition.  It has become apparent that this would be a significant effort with potentially an added burden on manufacturers and scheme administrators in the short term, with less certain benefits to justify the effort until other elements of the harmonisation effort have taken hold.

As a way of “jump-starting” the effort to demonstrate the viability and benefits of data sharing and mutual recognition, the CFLI is evolving toward development of sample “templates” or protocol/procedures for CFL scheme administrators to use, to begin the evolution toward more consistency.  It is expected that these templates will allow scheme administrators to begin to realize the benefits of harmonisation on a smaller scale.

By using these protocols and procedures the CFLI will attempt to support and facilitate inter-scheme agreements, beginning with bilateral/multilateral arrangements related to sharing of test data and market surveillance material.  As more schemes enter such arrangements and begin to follow procedures similar to those laid out in the CFLI framework, there is an increased probability of achieving the broader goal of wide spread data sharing and mutual recognition. With success on this path, there is a potential to move toward a centralized, international administrator of the data and activities.
Hence, the long term goal of the CFLI, and the compliance framework in particular, is to achieve more effective compliance and market surveillance at lower cost to consumers, scheme administrators, and manufacturers, resulting in greater numbers of qualified products entering more markets.  The shorter term goal of bi/multilateral information sharing can prove the value of harmonised approach, with expectation that this will draw more CFL schemes to move toward more consistent approaches that will allow greater sharing of testing and other compliance/supervision activities.

proposed 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. 
 “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 is 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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 “Staircase” of Options for data exchange
Compliance actions will always be at the discretion of local/regional enforcers or scheme administrators. 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 appropriate access to 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 initiative to another)
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 ICHI 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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items to be included in the formal voluntary Compliance Framework (First Draft)
This current document is intended to solicit input on the concept of the compliance framework, and understand issues and concerns from CFLI stakeholders.  The next planned phase in the development of the Compliance Framework is to draft sample administrative templates and protocols that could be used by administrators, based on consistent items contained in the compliance procedures in existing major CFL schemes.

The framework would be supported by three (or more, if needed) “protocols”, or sample procedures, that could be utilized by scheme administrators to move toward as much consistency in scheme administration as possible, thereby facilitating data sharing and mutual recognition.

The eventual framework would include items in the outline below, and the next section of this document is a first draft outline of what might be included in the “Protocol for CFL Initiative Entry/Initial Product Compliance”.

Purpose

Definitions (that apply to all of the protocols)
Expected Use of the Framework/Protocols

Annexes:
1. Protocol for CFL Initiative Entry/Initial Product Compliance



2. Protocol for Ongoing Market Surveillance and Administration



3. Protocol for International/Inter-scheme sharing of data 
items to be included in the “protocol for initiative entry/Initial product compliance” (First Draft)
1. Scope of this Protocol
This protocol is intended to provide a model to regulators and programme administrators for initial qualification for demonstrating compliance with the testing protocols and performance levels set through the CFLI, and to qualify products as meeting relevant performance thresholds for residential and commercial applications.  

2. Definitions for this Protocol 
3. Responsibilities/Expectations of Participating Scheme Administrators 

4. Responsibilities of Participating Manufacturers  

5. Technical Requirements

5.1 Testing Protocol 

5.2 Performance Requirements

6. Qualification  

6.1  STEP 1: Initial Qualification

6.2 STEP 2: Full Qualification For Products 
7. CFLI Requalification Procedure 
8.  Disqualification Appeals Process

9.  Quality Assurance 

10. Retirement/Discontinuation of Products

11. Effective Date 

12. Future Criteria Revisions

13. References

14. Inquiries/Contact Information
next Steps 

Within the next month we plan to produce a full draft of the framework document (which will be based broadly on the “staircases” explained here) and a draft of the first protocol - see the timeline below. Following feedback, this will be followed by a series of iterations of the full set of protocols, plus trials by a number of existing schemes (in particular the sharing of market supervision data). Our aim is to produce a completed set of protocols before the April 2007 CFL Stakeholder forum in China. This presents a challenging timeframe, but full stakeholder participation is vital in the development phase to ensure the resulting material is both useful AND used. Hence, we are keen for immediate feedback from stakeholders on the proposed “staircase” approach to different compliance requirements, as well as the outline of the first draft protocol.  We are specifically interested in input on the following questions:
· Does this staircase approach seem to be a reasonable methodology/mechanism through which to develop the individual compliance protocols?
· Are the steps in the staircase case correct, or are there steps to be added/deleted?

· Are there important elements missing in either the framework, or the outline of the “Protocol for CFL Initiative Entry/Initial Product Compliance”?

The following timeline details planned activities over the following few months: 
	Activity
	Latest Completion Date

	Publication of this document
	16 October 2006

	Presentation of concepts proposed in this document to the 5th CFL Stakeholder Forum in Washington DC
	23/24 October 2006

	Publication of the Full Draft of the Framework Document and the Initial Product Entry Protocol
	20 November

2006

	All comments on proposals to be received 
	20 December 2006

	Publication of the ALL draft compliance documents (including redrafts)
	12 January 2007

	All comments on revised proposals to be received
	12 February 2007

	Publication of redrafts of ALL compliance documents
	17 February
2007

	All comments on further revised proposals to be received
	9 March 2007

	Final proposals issued
	15 March 

2007

	Final proposal made for submission to IEC laid before the 6th CFL Stakeholder Forum in Xiamen
	2/3 April 2007


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
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_1215518779.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

		






_1215519813.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






_1215518700.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

		






