Rl ERA

I Service TECHNOLOGY

Ecodesign preparatory study

DG ENER Lot 22: Domestic and Commercial ovens

Final stakeholder meeting on domestic appliances

Thursday 24" March, 2011
10.00 am to 1.00 pm

Minutes

e V. Lelkes (EC): Welcome and Objectives of the meeting.

Outcomes from Tasks 1 to 7 will be presented and discussed. Task 8 and policy considerations
will not be addressed during the meeting.

e Tour detable

e S. Mudgal (BIO): Presentation of the Ecodesign Directive and of the MEEuP methodology

e G. Audard (BIO): Tasks 1 to 3 main findings (no specific comments)

P. Goodman (ERA): Task 4 main findings.

o C. Zimmerman (BSH / CECED): Cooking times in EU are generally decreasing as the use of
precooked food is increasing (e.g. pizzas). So the cooking time of the brick test is a valid
cooking time. When first established, it corresponded to the time used for boiling meat.

= P. Goodman (ERA) agrees but does not have complementary measurements in

that regard.

= S. Edwards (ECOS): The decrease in cooking time seems consistent with the
potential shift from the domestic to the commercial sector.

o C. Zimmerman (BSH / CECED): Pyrolytic cleaning should not be stressed as an energy
consuming technology. Catalytic cleaning requires periodic use of a regenerative mode
cleaning cycle which uses energy but is currently not covered by any study (even in US).
Manual cleaning also requires energy (+ ingredients, packaging, water) so not only

pyrolytic cleaning uses energy.

o C.Zimmerman (BSH / CECED): Microwave ovens have a smaller range of consumption than

conventional ovens. No comparison should be made.

o S. Edwards (ECOS) suggests that the 48 to 79kWh range is a big difference (slide 64)
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= P. Goodman (ERA): this range relates to 3 different types of products each of which are
used for different cooking processes so comparison is not straightforward.

o | Oehme (UBA): From which year are the results graphically shown in Slide 59? As 95% of the
German market is class A, this graph does not seem relevant, with such energy range.

= C. Zimmerman (BSH / CECED): It related to 2009 figures. In the graph, 1 spot may
represent several models.

o S. Edwards (ECOS) suggests an increased number of bands is an alternative to a per litre
approach.

e G. Audard: Task 5 main findings.

o B. Tinetti (BIO): In the MEEuUP Ecoreport tool, the conversion factor from final to primary
energy is 2.91 (not 2.5).

o D. Bleher (Oko): In Germany, the lifetime of oven is considered to be 15 years and not 19,
based on a statement by the president of BSH himself (see our comments for reference).

= B. Tinetti (BIO): The value of 19 years was assessed based on published studies and
agreed with CECED. It will be further addressed in the Sensitivity Analysis (Task 8).

o I _Oehme (UBA): The base-case should be based on the average product sold, not on the
average stock product (= Class C).

= B. Tinetti (BIO): This is well-differentiated in Task 7 for clarification purposes. The
methodology was adapted given the long lifetime of the products. If it were based on
new sales and not on stock then MEPs based on this approach would make a very
ambitious target, leading to a potential 70% of the market being banned. Only the case
of domestic electric oven is concerned as an energy label exists. For domestic gas

ovens and microwave ovens, this differentiation is not relevant given the little
improvement in the last years.

= |. Oehme (UBA): believes that the use of the average sold product enhances more
energy potentials.

= S. Mudgal (BIO): For products with long lifetime, if an analysis is based on new

products then the possibility for improvement seems small but in fact there is a large
opportunity to replace inefficient stock

= E. Toulouse (ECOS): The base case definition should be applied uniformly across all lot
studies. Currently, some comparisons between lots could be wrongly made. It has to

be clearly specified in the reports.

e P. Goodman (ERA): Task 6 main findings.

o S. Edwards (ECOS): In Task 6 report, the SAVE Il study considered low emissivity glass. It
showed 35% improvement potential. Is this considered BNAT? What about unglazed doors?

= P. Goodman (ERA) will check on why it was discounted.

ENER Lot 22 — Final Stakeholder Meeting — Domestic appliances 2



Y]

M ERA
b I Intelligence
Service

TECHNOLOGY

= Precision after the meeting: The SAVE Il report states that consumers opinions were
that this design option were unacceptable but does not say why. Tests were carried out
only with a prototype oven and at the time CECED pointed out that 35% was an over-

estimate because this prototype included other eco-design innovations.

= C. Zimmermann (BSH/CECED). Unglazed door was discounted because of customer
unacceptance. Consumer wants to see what they cook. They will just open the door if

there is no glass.

o S. Edwards (ECOS): What about internal glass door combined with unglazed doors?

= C. Zimmermann (BSH/CECED): Overhead camera and display is also possible too but
people prefer to use their own eyes — it is not easy.

e G. Audard: Task 7 main findings.

o S. Edwards (ECOS) asks some clarification on the optimisation of the thermal mass in electric

O

ovens

= C. Zimmermann (BSH/CECED): The effect of the energy label on electric ovens was that
all manufacturers reduced the metal parts as far as possible. More reduction from the
cavity is not foreseen. 0.5 mm thick steel, which is about the mechanical and reliability

limit, is already in use.

S. Edwards (ECOS): What about reducing thermal mass of insulation?

» C. Zimmermann (BSH/CECED): It is difficult to find compromise as density improves
insulation but increases mass to heat.

e General comments

O

O

O

E. Gasc (ANEC/BEUC): The comments sent to the ecocooking team on 21/01 were not
addressed.

» E. Hoa (BIO): It seems that the comments have not been received by the team. Further
check will be made.

E. Gasc (ANEC/BEUC): More information on why consumers do not use microwaves should be
given. In addition to the inferior food quality, the fear of electromagnetic fields is an important

issue.

= P, Goodman (ERA): It will be further checked.

» V. Lelkes (EC): DG SANCO may have done a study in that regard. To be confirmed.

S. Edwards (ECOS): There is still the health risk perception but there is an ecodesign
opportunity here. If controls included feedback on amount of energy used (for both standard
ovens and for microwave ovens) this information may influence consumers’ behaviour in the
climate of high energy prices. A measure of energy use per cycle is useful to consumers (e.g.
to avoid over cooking) in being more efficient.
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= M. Rambaldi (CECED): Yes it is possible but the price of energy per cycle is so small to
have a significant influence. Comparison of Microwave ovens with conventional oven
is not really valid as it is mainly used for different functionalities (defrost / reheat)

= V. Lelkes (EC): Consumers will choose on functionality not on minor energy savings.

= A. Smrke (MSX Technology): User behaviour can be better addressed with
technologies. But industry does not well-accept it.

= B. Tinetti (BIO) points out that Task 8 generic requirements could include information
requirements to influence behaviour and promote more sustainable use. (cf lot 19 on
domestic lighting)

Apart from the previous comments, the participants generally agreed on the presented data.

o V. Lelkes (EC): Task 8 will be circulated before mid-April for complementary comments. The
consultation forum will then follows.

o E. Johnson (Atlantic Consulting) asks for further information on the consultation forum.

o V. Lelkes (EC): It is a consultation step which is open to anyone interested.

o K. Vélker (HKI) specifies that only the 30 European associations registered in 2007 are directly
invited.

o E. Toulouse (ECOS): but the EC can invite anyone interested to take part in.

Contact
Tel. +33 153 90 11 80 (BIO)
Fax. +33 156 53 99 90 (BIO)
e-mail: contact@ecocooking.org
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