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Summary
On 13 July 2012, the Regulatory Committee under the Ecodesign Directive will be asked
to vote on the draft Ecodesign regulation for directional lamps, LEDs and related
equipment proposed by the European Commission.
In this briefing note, ANEC, the European Consumer Voice in Standardisation, and BEUC,
the European Consumer Organisation, comment on a selected number of issues for
consumers which still need to be resolved before adopting the final Commission
proposal. We express two major concerns. First, the latest proposal will allow poorquality LEDs to enter the market and second, consumers would not be correctly informed
on several performance-related parameters of lamps. We therefore make the following
suggestions:
Stop misleading claims on lamp lifetime:
- Express all lifetime requirements in “LSF=90”;
- Align lifetime requirements with information requirements: it is grossly misleading to
advertise lifetimes that only half the samples will reach;
- Bring the lifetime requirement for LEDs forward to Stage 1 (September 2013)
Lumen maintenance:
- Increase the ambition of the values proposed (see detail in section 1.2 below)
Premature failure rate:
- No premature failure should be tolerated in the case of directional CFLs and LEDs, i.e.
0% at 10% of rated lifetime.
Increase the number of switching cycles:
- The minimum number of switching cycles for LEDs should be increased from 15000
to 30000, i.e. half what the best models currently available are rated at.
Other functionality parameters for LEDs:
- Previously erased requirements such as colour temperature should be reinstated in
the draft Implementing Measure.
Clarify the scope of the information requirements:
- The Commission should clarify the status of information requirements for nondirectional LEDs, other than compatibility-related information.
Standardize information requirements on packaging:
- Considering that clear and comparable information is tantamount for consumers’ take
up of more sustainable products, functionality-related information should be provided
in a standardized, comparable way on the packaging of products.
Definition of luminous flux:
- The 100hours mark for the luminance measure should be reinstated for CFLs.
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Introduction
Purchasing the right lamps for one’s needs has never been as complex as
nowadays. A downside to the advances of design and technology is that
consumers can find it difficult to compare the merits of different models of
lamps. Whereas incandescent lamps were all relatively similar products, different
models of compact-fluorescent lamps (CFLs) and light-emitting diodes (LEDs)
differ in such functionality parameters as lifetime, colour temperature, lumen
maintenance or number of switching cycles.
As our member organisations have repeatedly demonstrated in the tests they
have carried out on thousands of lamps from incandescent to CFLs and LEDs, not
all lamps perform equally with regard to energy efficiency and functionality
parameters 1 . Yet considering the price of new lamps 2 , it is crucial that
consumers are satisfied with the products they purchase. This is also crucial
from a policy-maker perspective for two reasons. First, because early adopters of
new technologies have a tremendous multiplying effect on the following
generations of customers. Mixed or negative feedback on the burgeoning market
of LEDs could seriously undermine the future success of that promising
technology. Second, rave reactions to the phase-out of incandescent lamps in
part of the media have shown how important it is to focus not only on purely
energy-related aspects, but also on aspects very close to consumers’ concerns
and needs, such as functionality parameters. The most important functionality
parameters for lamps are their lifetime, number of on/off cycles, lumen
maintenance, colour temperature and warm-up time to reach 60% of light
output.
When it comes to ensuring that consumers purchase the model of lamp closest
to their lighting needs, policy makers can resort to two policy instruments
simultaneously, following a “push and pull” pattern. The first instrument is to set
mandatory functionality requirements to guarantee that no lamps with poor
functionalities are sold on the market. The second approach consists in informing
consumers on the functionality parameters of the lamps they find in shops.
In this paper, we argue that the Commission’s proposals on functionality
parameters of directional lamps and LEDs 3 will not guarantee a satisfying shift
towards efficient lighting. Worse, the proposals as they stand will do nothing to
halt the current flooding of poor-quality LEDs observed on the European market.
The latest proposal will most assuredly antagonize consumers and
generate mistrust with new lighting technologies. ANEC and BEUC wish to

1
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This paper focuses primarily on functionality requirements as well as on information to consumers. We
commented on energy-efficiency parameters prior to the Consultation Forum of 5 July 2011.
Up to 80 euros for a single LED lamp equivalent to a 60W incandescent model.
Minimum performance requirements are proposed in pages 13 to 15 of the DG ENER Ecodesign Working
Document circulated in ISC. Information requirements are detailed pages 16-24.
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put forward recommendations on how to overcome the gaps identified and to
better enable consumers to make sustainable choices.
I. Requirements on functionality parameters
1.1

Stop misleading claims on lamp lifetime:

The lifetime of lamps is usually expressed as the percentage of lamp samples
which still function at a precise time mark. This parameter is called the “Lamp
Survival Factor” (LSF). For instance, the “LSF50=1000hours” requirement for
halogen lamps means that 50% of the samples of a given lamp model should
still function after 1000 hours of use. The mark at which only 50% of the tested
samples still function defines the “rated lifetime” communicated to consumers on
the product’s package.
The consequence of this requirement is that it is legally possible that 50% of the
samples will fail before the rated lifetime. Reductio ad absurdum, it is
theoretically possible that half the production of a given lamp stops functioning
after a few days, despite the package indicating e.g. 2000 hours.
The Commission’s proposal:
The Commission addresses lifetime of lamps from two angles: on the one hand,
it proposes to set a minimum lifetime for all directional and LED lamps; on the
other hand, it authorizes manufacturers to communicate lifetimes which only half
the samples will actually reach.
In the case of halogen and compact-fluorescent lamps, the lifetime
communicated to consumers, expressed in hours or years, would correspond to
the moment when only 50% of the samples will be legally required to still
function.
In the case of LEDs, 90% of the samples will be required to function after 6000
hours of use from September 2014 on. However, the Commission will still let
manufacturers keep claiming lifetimes (e.g. 40000 hours) corresponding to a
mark at which 50% of the samples have already stopped functioning. This
inconsistency between the requirement (90%) and the rated lifetime (at 50%) is
foreseen in definition “L” page 11 of the Ecodesign working document.
ANEC/BEUC comments:
Tests carried out by our member organizations in 2012 have evidenced that the
average lifetime of lamps has decreased compared to 2011 4 . We argue
that this alarming phenomenon is hidden from consumers through ever
increasing claims on lifetime. Although the Commission was given the means to
address this critical issue, it has so far refused to act on it. Should the latest
Commission proposal be adopted, purchasing lamps will continue to be a
game of lottery for consumers.
4

See also Annex 1: on the basis of 5 samples tested per lamp model, the following
results were observed: in 2011, all samples of 67% of the tested models lived longer
than 5000 hours. In 2012, that percentage fell to 34%.
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It is fair to assume that consumers expect a lamp rated at e.g. 10 000 hours to
actually last that long, albeit a few exceptions. We argue that consumers are not
aware that only one sample in two will reach the duration indicated on the
package. We observe that the practice of informing consumers on the basis of an
LSF=50 parameter is not only grossly misleading but also without clear
legitimacy 5 . We therefore reiterate our suggestion that any functionality
requirement set on the lifetime of lamps should be expressed at a much higher
LSF value, e.g. 90% 6 , and that the lifetime at 90% survival becomes the
mandatory information communicated to consumers. We argue that the
minimum lifetime requirement for LEDs will be meaningless unless it
concomitantly becomes the value advertised on packages.
Despite our numerous calls for the lifetime of lamps to be communicated to
consumers in a transparent and honest way, the Commission and the industry
have opposed our proposal arguing that the practice of informing consumers on
the basis of an LSF50 was long established and could not be addressed in the
present regulation. Yet the move towards more honest consumer information is
not even foreseen by the Commission, which did not mention the question of the
lifetime in any of the recitals 7 of the draft regulation.
Moreover, we question why the LSF proposed for LEDs should only apply from
September 2014 and not September 2013. Certainly this one year delay will
allow many more poor quality LEDs to enter the market.
ANEC/BEUC recommendations :
¾ Express all lifetime requirements in “LSF=90”;
¾ Align lifetime requirements with information requirements: it is severly
misleading to advertise lifetimes that only half the samples will reach;
¾ Bring the lifetime requirement for LEDs forward to Stage 1 (September 2013)
to avoid more flooding of the market by poor quality LEDs.

1.2

Lumen maintenance:

The lumen maintenance factor (LMF) refers to a lamp’s capacity to provide
consistent luminance over time. The LMF is usually expressed in a percentage of
light output measured at a precise time mark. For instance, “LMF80=6000hours”
means that a lamp still provides 80% of its original light output by the time it
has been used for 6000 hours. This functionality parameter is especially
important in the case of CFLs and – to a lesser extent – LEDs. Indeed, one
downside of the CFL technology is that the light output of lamps tends to
decrease over time.

5
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See also Annex 1 (the May 2012 issue of the French consumer organisation UFC-Que Choisir)
We recognise that LSF100 would be too strict. The value needs to be set exactly at a decile for market
surveillance purposes: the number of samples tested by market surveillance authorities is 20 (we
recommend lowering that number to 10 samples).
A recital is text coming before the mandatory articles of the Regulation. They precise the context of the
Regulation and may provide guidance on future revisions of the Regulation, as does recital number 23 in the
present case.
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The Commission’s proposal:
In the case of LEDs, the Commission’s proposal for that parameter was changed
from “LSF70=15000” to “LSF80=6000”. The change does not increase the
ambition level, but provides for more convenient market surveillance.
ANEC/BEUC comments:
We are concerned with the ambition of the values proposed. Most of the
directional CFLs tested by our members already achieve much better
results than the values proposed by the Commission. Our proposals
detailed below align the time marks used to check the LSF and the LMF
parameters. They also align the approaches used for different technologies and
increase the level of ambition for all three technologies to a degree commonly
observed in our members’ tests.
ANEC/BEUC recommendations:
¾ Directional CFLs: Change values to “At 6000h:≥80%” for stage 1 (instead of
2000h) and “At 8000h:≥90%” (instead of “6000h:≥70%”) for stage 3.
¾ All LEDs: Change parameter to “lumen maintenance” (instead of “lumen
maintenance at 6000h”) to align with CFLs and halogens. The value for stage
1 should be “At 6000h:≥90%”.

1.3

Premature failure rate:

The premature failure rate (PFR) parameter is another parameter related to the
lamp lifetime; it sets the maximum number of lamps which will fail very early.
The PFR is meant to complement the above-mentioned LSF parameter. It is
considered by the industry as being a key parameter to address consumer
dissatisfaction with expensive lamps failing early. Similarly to the LSF and the
LMF, the PFR is expressed in a percentage measured at a precise time mark.
The Commission’s proposal:
In the ISC working document, the Commission had proposed to set a maximum
PFR of 2% at the 1000 hours mark for LEDs. It has lowered that ambition to 5%
in the latest document. It means that a maximum of 5% of the tested samples
are allowed to fail before they reach 1000 hours of use.
The 2011 document did not set the PFR at a same time mark for all models, but
at 10% of the rated lifetime of the lamp. Considering that most LEDs are rated
as lasting much more than 10000 hours (some of them being rated at up to
40000 hours), the latest proposal amounts to lowering the ambition of the
measure.
ANEC/BEUC comments:
Considering that our members have found LEDs with a price tag of up to 80
euros, a PFR of 5% is exceedingly high for such an investment.
ANEC/BEUC recommendation:
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¾ No premature failure should be tolerated in the case of directional CFLs and
LEDs (i.e. 0% at 10% of rated lifetime). The value proposed for directional
halogens (5% at 100 hours) is acceptable.

1.4

Increase the number of switching cycles:

One much heralded benefit of LEDs over CFLs is that LEDs can be switched on
and off many more times than CFLs. This functionality parameter is referred to
as the “number of switching cycles before failure”. It has been rated at up to
40000 times for some models.
The Commission’s proposal:
Surprisingly, the Commission proposes to set a minimum requirement on the
number of switching cycles of LEDs at only 15000 cycles for LEDs with a rated
lifetime of less than 30000 hours. This is about equal to what many CFLs
achieve.
ANEC/BEUC comments:
A high number of switching cycles is an easy way to distinguish good LEDs from
bad LEDs. If the Commission is serious about allowing good LEDs only on
the European market, it must considerably increase the value for this
parameter.
ANEC/BEUC recommendation:
¾ The minimum number of switching cycles for LEDs should be increased to
30000 (i.e. half what the best models currently available are rated at).

1.5

Other functionality parameters for LEDs:

The Commission’s proposal:
A whole set of additional requirements for LEDs was removed between the CF
working documents and the latest version. These requirements were meant for
LEDs that “are claimed to be retrofits to halogen or incandescent lamps”. With
these proposed requirements, LEDs meant to replace other lamps were supposed
to:
- have a colour temperature between 2600K and 3200K;
- respect standard dimensions of replaced lamps.
We argue that consumers are very sensible to these practical requirements.
Without these requirements, consumers risk purchasing LEDs claimed to
be retrofits to old lamps but not actually fulfilling that expectation. This
poses a major threat to consumers’ acceptability of LEDs.
ANEC/BEUC recommendation:
¾ Above-mentioned requirements
Implementing Measure.

should

be

reinstated

in

the

draft
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II. Information requirements
2.1

Clarify the scope of the information requirements:

The Commission’s proposal:
The latest Commission document lists comprehensive information requirements
for directional lamps 8 .
ANEC/BEUC comments:
It is our understanding that directional LEDs are covered by information
requirements set on all directional lamps. However, we believe that it is not
made sufficiently clear in the introduction of paragraph 3.2 that these same
requirements should also apply to other categories of LEDs (e.g. LEDs replacing
halogens).
ANEC/BEUC recommendation:
¾ The Commission should clarify the status of information requirements for
non-directional LEDs, other than compatibility-related information (page 24 of
the Ecodesign document).

2.2

Standardize information requirements on packaging:

One of ANEC/BEUC’s strongest requests regarding the various lighting lots in
Ecodesign has been that information on functionality parameters should be
communicated to consumers in a clear, credible and comparable way across
products. Comparability is one of the three cornerstones of good consumer
information 9 . For example, consumers need to be able to quickly identify
luminous efficacy and wattage equivalence, to better choose efficient and
performing solutions for their lighting needs. In terms of the functionalities of
lamps, comparability would be ensured by standardisation of the various
pictograms used by the industry.
We regret that this essential tenet, which forms the basis of our joint position,
was not acceded to by the Commission. The Commission has expressed concerns
that standardising functionality pictograms could lead to “monotonous” 10
packages in shops’ lighting departments. The industry has argued that
standardising functionality pictograms would “interfere with the corporate
identity” of the various manufacturers. We express our serious disappointment
that the Commission has followed the industry position without taking into
account the consumer interests. After all, it is precisely the consistency of
8
9
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These requirements are detailed in point 3 of the Ecodesign document, page 19
In our papers, we refer to the cornerstones of consumer information as the « three Cs »: Clarity,
Comparability, Credibility.
See page 7 of the Minutes of the CF meeting of 5 July 2011.
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pictograms which are the essential feature of comparability. They are not
mutually exclusive. Rather, such consistency in visual pictograms is to be
sought. We argue that corporate identity can still be featured prominently on
lamps packages even with standardised information on functionalities.
Moreover, we believe that improving the comparability of products is one of the
easy steps which could yield important gains in consumer support to the
Ecodesign process. Considering how controversial the phase-out of incandescent
lamps has been in part of the media, it is crucial that any step which can
reinforce the credibility of the scheme be taken.
We would also like to point out that the Commission does foresee a very little
amount of standardization for information related to colour temperature 11 . We
would like this principle developed further.
ANEC/BEUC recommendation:
¾ Considering this is of utmost importance for consumers’ take up of more
sustainable products, we call for functionality-related information to be
provided in a standardized, comparable way on the packaging of products.

III. Other outstanding issues in the ISC working documents
3.1

Definition of luminous flux:

The Commission’s proposal:
The new definition of “luminous flux” (Annex 2, point a) no longer requires that
the flux be measured “after 100 hours of lamp running time” but “after a short
operating period”. The 100 hours initial mark was also taken out of the definition
of the Lumen Maintenance Factor parameter (Annex 2, point j).
ANEC/BEUC comments:
It must be noted that the luminance of CFLs can increase or decrease
significantly in the first 100 hours of the lamp’s life, before stabilizing. This
period of running-in is necessary for the lamp to clear up impurities in the tube
that occur during manufacturing; it also enables the lamp to distribute the
mercury inside the lamp. Informing consumers only on the initial luminance of
the lamp can thus be misleading. The value measured at the 100 hours mark will
be more representative of the consumers’ experience.
Moreover, the mark at which one measures the initial luminance of a lamp
impacts a key functionality parameter of lamps: the lumen maintenance factor.
11

Ecodesign document, page 16, on information requirements for directional lamps: “Colour
temperature, also expressed as a value in Kelvins, and if the value is higher than 3200K, illustrated by a
drawing that includes or consists of a snow flake”.
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If the luminance of the lamp is higher after 100h than at zero hour, dropping the
100 hours mark amounts to indirectly lowering the ambition of the LMF
functionality parameter, since the lumen maintenance calculated between t=0h
and t=6000h will be higher than the lumen maintenance calculated between
t=100h and t=6000h.
ANEC/BEUC recommendation:
¾ The 100 hours mark for the luminance measure should be reinstated in the
case of CFLs. One alternative could be to set the luminance measure time at
a given % of the lamp lifetime, depending on the technology.
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ANNEX 1 – Consumer press reaction to misleading claims on lifetime

END.
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