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1. Competition law rules 
Preparatory document: PG-RDC– 1502.10 

The Chairman, Mr Schiesaro, welcomed the participants. Mr Delhaye and Mr Rello, both from the 
company Exkal attended the meeting for the first time and presented themselves. Ms Marie Baton 
briefly presented CLASP and was welcomed to the meeting. By attending the meeting, all participants 
agreed to comply with the competition law rules of Eurovent. 

2. Attendances 
Preparatory document: PG-RDC– 1502.20 

The attendance list can be found attached (PG-RDC – 1502.21).  

3. Approval of the draft agenda 
Preparatory document: PG-CT – 1502.30 

The draft agenda was approved. 

4. Review of the CLASP notes on the WebEx meeting  

There is agreement that segmentation of cabinet types into 4 categories is too simplified and the 
proposal would be to opt for remote cabinets to opt for 4 chilled types with 3 temperature classes 
each; 2 frozen types with 3 temperature classes each and a similar segmentation for the integral 
cabinets based on the proposal TEC integral cabinets = 1,10 * TEC remote cabinets with the ensuing regression 
factors. 
 
An explanation regarding the temperature class difference between the EU and US was provided. The 
difference results from the manner in which the measurements are made. In the US these are made 
according to AHRI 1201 test method. This defines an average temperature used to define the medium 
temperature (3,3°C +/- 1,1°C tolerance), low temperature (-18°C +/- 1,1°C tolerance) and for ice cream 
freezers (-26°C +/- 1,1°C tolerance). 
The variety in cabinet design may not be reflected in average temperature levels. It is believed that the 
EU measurement method  that refers to the minimum and maximum temperatures of EN 23953 is 
more stringent that the average temperature approach. It was pointed out that the cabinets are 
designed for specific applications and hence different temperature levels to fit with requirements of 
for example food legislation. The differentiation would also allow for easier market surveillance. 
 
3H = 18% lower than M2,  
3H = 18% lower than M2,  
 
Using M2 cabinets (most sold) as a base line, the following references could apply: 
H = 18% lower than M2,  
M1 = 15% higher than M2. 
 
For remote cabinets 
H= 8 % lower than M2,  
M1 = 8 % higher than M2 
 
For frozen remote cabinets one can consider L2 and L3 as being in the same category 
L1 = L2/L3 plus 10% for verticals 
L1 = L2/L3 plus 8% for horizontals 
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It believed that there is no technological reason why these factors cannot be applied to integral 
cabinets. These figures that represent a consensus proposal would need to be checked. 
 
Regarding MO cabinets (specific to UK, new standard in preparation) it is proposed to await the review 
in about 5 years for their integration into the Regulation. 
 
Regarding the roll-in cabinets (front loaded/back loaded) a revision of the performance data may be 
required (Also the RVC3 at 17.000 units, representing 9% of overall sales may require attention). 
 
In the discussion it was argued that finally the retailers decide on the type of cabinet they would install, 
there is a demand for the various types of cabinets. Overall, there is the need to bring the retailers 
around the table. Eurocommerce (contact Christel Davidson) hosted a meeting attended by Robert Nuij 
(DG Energy) on 4 February. The EHI Retail Institute is to meet in March. 
 

5. CLASP Tait Consulting preparatory notes and review EPEE position paper  
Preparatory document: PG RDC 1501.50, PG RDC 1501.51, PG RDC 1502.50 

The main elements regarding the preparatory notes were discussed under the previous item. The 
views expressed in the EPEE supporting segmentation are supported. EPEE also stresses the fact that 
comparison with other regions is not supported by round robin tests. 

6. Discussion on segmentation 

7. Discussion and draft conclusions/recommendations  

8. Review conclusions 

See previous items above for these three points. 

9. Review with Santiago Gonzalez-Herraiz, Andras Toth (both present) and Hans 
Moons and Alejandro Villaneuva (both by WebEx)  

Mr Gonzalez Herraiz informed us that from 1 March 2015 he will join the DG Energy Team dealing with 
energy efficiency in buildings. The Policy Officer Mr Andras Toth will take over the file. He has been 
active on Ecodesign since 2005. 

The draft Impact Assessment for which the study by JRC started after the Consultation Forum of 2 July 
2014 was provided to the Commission early in 2015.  

The estimated energy savings have been reduced and it is estimated that between 5.000 and 6.000 new 
jobs would result from the implementation of ecodesign requirements for commercial refrigeration. 
An analysis of the current manufacturers is however not included (!). 

The Impact assessment still has to pass the Impact Assessment Board.  
No date is yet set, but the intention is to do this soon.  
 
New 
However a reset of the planning process could possibly (likely?) apply because Ecodesign measures 
could be considered as “major initiatives” and the First Vice-President  FransTimmermans would have 
to sign for each of the proposed ecodesign measures.  
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The Impact Assessment Board may possibly be replaced by a Regulatory Scrutiny Board involving the 
other institutions. It is possible that this could lead to new processes, including a redrafting of the 
Impact Assessment. (The adoption of the Impact Assessment has been until now a written procedure) 
The rest of the procedure would remain unchanged. 
 
Once the Impact Assessment has been adopted, the Commission will discuss the proposed measures 
internally in the Interservice Consultation (ISC) and notify them to the WTO.  
Thereafter, the draft regulation is presented for vote in the Regulatory Committee composed of EU 
Member States representatives. The European Parliament and Council than have 3 months for 
scrutiny before the Ecodesign implementing measure would enter into force. 
 
Notwithstanding the delays that have occurred, the Ecodesign Regulation could possibly still be 
adopted in 2015. 
An approximation of the timing would be: 
March/June 2015: Interservice Consultation of draft Regulations  
July-August 2015: WTO notification  
September 2015: Regulatory Committee  
December 2015: Possible adoption of the Regulation  and publication in Official Journal 
 
The current draft of the working documents would take account of a number of comments made by 
industry. The preamble would include energy savings estimates that are substantially lower than 
envisaged originally. The request for segmentation is now being considered and may get adopted. 

10. Next steps and tentative schedules  

The new policy officer will familiarise himself with the file.  

Eurovent will organise a visit to a number of stores and supermarkets in the Brussels area so that he 
can become familiar with the various categories of display cabinets, bottle coolers and ice cream 
freezers. The most likely days would be 21, 22 or 23 April.  

Mr Christian Delhaye has offered to organise this, suggestions from other members are also welcome. 

The next meeting will be called when new information becomes available. 

 

 
Eurovent - The European 
Committee of HVAC&R 
Manufacturers  
AISBL / IVZW / INPA 

Diamant Building 
80 Bd. A. Reyers LN 
1030 Brussels 
BELGIUM 

Phone: +32 (0)2 70 67 962   
Fax: +32 (0)2 70 67 966 
info@eurovent-association.eu 
Find us on LinkedIn! 

Fortis Bank 
IBAN: BE 31 210043999555 
BIC: GEBABEBB 
VAT: not applicable 

 


	Draft Minutes
	Contents
	1. Competition law rules
	2. Attendances
	3. Approval of the draft agenda
	4. Review of the CLASP notes on the WebEx meeting
	5. CLASP Tait Consulting preparatory notes and review EPEE position paper
	6. Discussion on segmentation
	7. Discussion and draft conclusions/recommendations
	8. Review conclusions
	9. Review with Santiago Gonzalez-Herraiz, Andras Toth (both present) and Hans Moons and Alejandro Villaneuva (both by WebEx)
	10. Next steps and tentative schedules





PG-RDC 1501.50 
13 January 2015 


Preparatory notes for Eurovent/CLASP discussion on Wednesday 21 January 2015, CLASP / Tait 
Consulting 


Key points from Product Group ‘Refrigerated Display Cabinets’, Position Paper, PP — 2014-12-15, 
Eurovent comments on the November 2014 CLASP analysis of specific issues regarding EU policy 
proposals for DG ENER lot 12 Commercial Refrigeration dated 2014-12-15 


Paragraphs ( a), b) etc) are quoted from the Eurovent Position Paper (for clarity), with Tait Consulting 
comments noted after each. Bold text is to highlight parts that Tait Consulting thought were of 
particular importance to an effective regulation. 


a) There is no clear reference to standards, for example where data according to ISO EN 23953 is 
compared to data under shop conditions. The data referred to in the CLASP report is based on 
data available under the British Enhanced Capital Allowance (ECA) scheme, where over a six year 
period 40 cabinets were tested, however not fully conforming to ISO EN 23953. 


• CLASP report makes use of data from UK ECA, Australia 3E, US ENERGY STAR, California 
(CEC) and Canada; for each case, we have normalised to EN 23953:2012 (lab conditions 
as per the harmonised standard, not store conditions) as far as practicable but 
acknowledge that comparisons may not be fully robust – the data is for context and 
differences with USA etc should be understood and taken into account.  
 


b) One has to observe that cabinets are usually designed and optimised for a specific standard (e.g. 
to ASHRAE, or ISO/EN). 


• This is a fair point – and a good reason to carefully consider both test method and 
regulation. 
 


c) The CLASP report is limited to one category, and applies and uses the Australian closed remote 
multideck as reference for all vertical. The arguments developed render all other vertical cabinets 
obsolete. This argument supports the Eurovent proposal that more segmentation amongst the 
cabinet types is necessary. 


• This CLASP report (‘Specific issues’) responds to a Commission request for insight into 
which are the most stringent requirements around the world -  that happens to be a 
requirement from Australia for closed remote multi-decks. It is not suggested that this is 
a suitable minimum requirement level for the EU; it adds to the context against which 
EU proposals are judged. 
 


d) The ASHRAE and EN ISO standards are two different, non-comparable standards. They are 
conventions to evaluate the energy consumption, not to make comparisons between both. In 
general, the view is held that the EN ISO standard overestimates and the ASHRAE standard 
underestimates the energy consumption. 


•  Useful to discuss this further in order to help decide whether integral and remote 
cabinets should have different thresholds. Our limited discussions so far imply that the 
US/ASHRAE approach provides a more accurate estimate of actual remote cabinet 
system energy consumption than does the EU method. 
 


e) The CLASP based on RT&D reports that seem to indicate that there is no difference between 
remote and integral cabinets. The Eurovent data shows a difference of 23% energy consumption 
between similar (VC2), and at the same temperature level (M2), remote and integral cabinets. 
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•  We are not contending that there is no difference in energy consumption between 
integral and remote, but that any difference is largely dependent on the method of 
calculation for remote cabinets. Evidence seems to imply that consumption as measured 
and calculated from EN 23953 results in figures that have the same value for integral and 
remote, and that consumption of the remote cabinets is over estimated under EN 23953 
for the reasons explained, which are supported by evidence from cabinet 
manufacturers. 
 


f) The CLASP report is stating that roll-in cabinets can be realised with glass doors and thus meet 
the intended MEPS threshold. The evidence for this assumption is missing and reference 
applications should be listed. It has to be pointed out that this view is not necessarily shared by 
retailers and may possibly apply to a specific country. Eurovent believes that for special 
applications of roll-in cabinets, equipped with air ducts for trolleys, the integration of glass doors 
might be feasible. For the overall main application of roll-in cabinets with a lift-able front, 
designed for an easy roll in of pallets with products, the integration of glass doors would not 
seem possible. 


• Useful to discuss this. See for example Figure 1 - which is a photo of a roll-in cabinet 
with glass doors taken at Lidl, Oxford on 11 January 2015.  This appears to show 
fulfilment of the commitment by Lidl to do just that, as reported in ‘Chilling Facts VI’. 
 


g) The phasing out of open semi-verticals would require a discussion with retailers because these 
cabinets form an integral part of shop design. Eurovent recommends that a separate category 
for semi-verticals is introduced. 


• Feasibility of improving efficiency of open semi-verticals would be useful to discuss. Do 
closed semi-verticals exist for example? 
 


h) CLASP states that hardly any model [of the Eurovent 2014 data set] would have to be removed 
from the market… The Eurovent Certification database shows energy performance values for 
cabinets that are already the most efficient cabinets regarding shelving, light electric 
components, etc. … This database is not representative for the multitude of variants that exists 
for each single model because it focusses on the best possible models. A ‘representative model’ 
similar to the definition used for UK ECA scheme as proposed would most likely have to be very 
different from the models declared at Eurovent Certification and would have a significant higher 
energy consumption. 


• Interested to discuss the Eurovent Certification approach to how submitted cabinets 
are representative, and whether ‘certify-all’ still exists. 
 


i) Eurovent holds that the assumption for the required investment into test labs and equipment is 
significantly underestimated and should be analysed in more detail. 


• Useful to clarify which figure or statement about investment in test labs is under-
estimated please, and what would be more accurate. 
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j) For simplification of testing the CLASP report is proposing to standardise testing for all chiller 
cabinets at temperature class M2 and for all freezer cabinets at temperature class L1. Would this 
mean, that all cabinets that cannot meet this temperature performance (e.g. a 3H cabinet) are 
excluded from the Scope of ENER Lot 12 regulation)? 


• Choice of ‘representative temperature class’, and need for further segmentation is 
very important to better understand, and also probably hard to resolve. A priority to 
discuss please! 
 


k) It is not really possible to make reference to a single temperature class, because customers would 
want to know the efficiency for the specified temperature class. This would also apply to 
labelling. 


• Manufacturers should continue to make available comprehensive data about the 
performance of their cabinets. That will be more detailed than can possibly be included 
on an energy label. The energy label has a more narrow purpose to indicate to buyers 
the relative consumption of products when used in a similar way. We believe that 
would be achieved under the proposal, but we should discuss this. 
 


l) Corner cabinets are not designed as standalone cabinets, they are designed to fit into a row of 
cabinets and hence stand-alone testing is not appropriate. 


• Would be useful to clarify the case for excluding corner cabinets please. 
 


m) A major conclusion is that round robin tests between Australia, United States and Europe are 
absolutely necessary to verify the conclusions derived from literature study. 


• We all agree on this but it would be expensive and also raise many further questions. 
Not possible within the timescales of the development of this regulation. Hence the 
need to understand the evidence that is available as far as we can. 
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Figure 1. Picture taken at Lidl, Oxford on 11 January 2015 showing wheeled racks of milk in a roll-in cabinet fitted with 
glass doors; shown along with the commitment made by Lidl as reported in Chilling Facts VI; Lidl claim energy saving of 
33% is made on these cabinets (published by EIA, 2014).  
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Eurovent comments as submitted in file ‘PP - 2014-12-15 attachment - Original CLASP Analysis 
with Eurovent  comments’ 


These are comments embedded in an annotated PDF of the CLASP report: 


Analysis of specific issues regarding EU policy proposals for DG ENER Lot 12 Commercial 
Refrigeration. Including ‘best-in-world’ requirements; integral/remote cabinets; representative 
cabinets; reducing ‘gaming’; impact on SMEs; comments on Eurovent proposals of 1 September 
2014. FINAL REPORT, November 2014 


 


1)There is no evidence why the ISO EN 23953 calculation method for the Refrigeration Energy 
Consumption would be based on an" outdated efficiency level". The same formula for calculating the 
Refrigeration Energy Consumption is used in the Australian MEPS and in the UK ECA Scheme. Both 
schemes shows different and separate limits of energy efficiency between integral and remote 
cabinets. in the Eurovent data base supplied to JRC it appears from the data for vertical chilled in 
class 3M2 and for integral cabinets that the average energy consumption for plug-in models is 23% 
higher than for remote cabinets. In is important to highlight that in the standard the energy 
consumption for refrigeration of a remote cabinet is never measured but calculated with the 
assumption of a theoretical COP of the condensing unit It could be that this coefficient is 
overestimated within the USA Standard and underestimated in the ISO EN standard. In any case 
neither standards represent the real energy consumption of the unit but are just a conventional value 
useful for making comparisons. 


• Yes, available evidence does seem to indicate that EN 23953 assumes COPs for remote 
plant that are obsolete – modern plant consumes far less energy than the calculations 
imply. We believe that ASHRAE calculations provide a more representative energy 
consumption figure. It is necessary to understand this, in order to ensure that 
performance requirements are fair. 


2)Eurovent does not believe that the revised version of ISO EN 23953 (the final text is not available at 
the moment, 12 December 2014) leaves points open to interpretation because the objective of the 
review was to ensure clarity and  to avoid possible wrong interpretations. Furthermore regarding the 
rating standard used by Eurovent Certification, it is pointed out that  Eurovent and its member 
manufacturers in 2010 already supplied DG ENER with a proposal (ref. PG14_130106_20130128 
Annex GEN 102 Position on Ecodesign Energy labelling requirements WG14_rev April 2010 
_13594640060) where in Annex III "Measurements and testing procedure" this is detailed.   


• We would like to review the document you refer to please (Annex III). 


3)Indeed this point could have an important impact for the retailer. It will be necessary to hear the 
retailers point of view because doors have important consequence on the design of the cabinet and 
on its use. [roll-in cabinets with doors should be able to meet MEPS] 


• We should discuss this – and see Figure 1. 


4) There are no design improvements available that would make the efficiency of a semi-vertical 
cabinet comparable to a vertical one. It will oblige retailers to look into the consequences of moving 
to vertical cabinets. A consultations of retailers is very much recommended. 


• Useful to discuss this. 
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5) Eurovent believes that arguments used and comparisons made USA MEPS is not appropriate and 
not acceptable because the proposed standardisation by RD&T is not reliable due to the many 
simplifications and the lack of considering many important elements from the standard ASHRAE 72-
2005 (e.g. the difference in distribution of air in the testing room as well as the speed of the air, and 
many others). On the contrary during CEN TC 44 and ISO TC 86SC7 Joint Working Group activities 
carried out for the EN ISO 23953 Amendment 2012 , many comparison test were carried out using 
the two standards and the conclusions were that ASHRAE standard is far less reproducible than the 
ISO EN 23953 standard that appears to be a very robust standard . During this comparison exercise, 
it was demonstrated that there is no correlation between these two standards and that this will 
never be possible due to many differences in the testing methods. 


• We should discuss this briefly – though not worth going into too much detail. The 
principle is that we recognise the imperfect comparison, but have aimed to address the 
main differences. The data provides context and comparators to inform our judgements.  


6) It has to be stressed and reiterated that the Data Base of Eurovent Certification already represents 
the Best Available Technology. Therefore it is not surprising that many of the models represented will 
remain so in 2021. Within the industry there is a consensus that between now and 2021 the state of 
the art will not change very much. 


• Ecodesign and labelling regulations have the specific aim of encouraging (and ensuring) 
improvement in a fair way, making good use of the competitive market. We can discuss 
further how representative of the EU market the Eurovent data is. 


7) See above comment on comparison with US MEPS 


 


8)  Corner cabinets figure only in ISO EN  23953 part 1 as a definition. There  is no test method 
specified in part 2 because it is not possible to put an "angle " or "curved" cabinet in the testing room 
with the room air flow direction parallel to the cabinet axis. The consequence is that corner cabinets 
should not be included in the scope because they cannot be tested. In additionit should be noted that 
corner cabinets are sold in small quantities. 


• Sales of corner cabinets are assumed to be relatively low – we could discuss the case 
for any exclusion or exemption for corner cabinets. 


9) There is no specific test method for corners cabinets in the DOE scheme because the testing room 
air flow direction is vertical so there is not any problem related to the cabinet axis. The differences 
between the concept and design of the testing rooms is one of the reasons why the ISO EN and 
ASHRAE standards cannot be harmonised. Because huge investments haven been made in the USA 
and in the EU it seems unlikely that there would be a willingness to modify one or the other 
standards. 


•  Ideally policy makers would like to see harmonisation; in the absence of that, steps 
towards better comparability using normalisation assumptions would also be useful. 
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10) Eurovent believes that in reality even if there would be no EU MEPS, the European market would 
compare very favourable compared to the US or Australian market where MEPS exist. Most advances 
in product design and efficiency. LED Lightings, electronic fans, glass doors closures. etc, where first 
introduced in the European market rather than the  USA or Australia. It is one of the reasons why 
manufacturers have no real margin for further improvements. 


•  This may be true for certified and carefully specified/controlled products. Regulations 
exist to try and improve products across the whole market. 


11) For these reasons thresholds coming from Eurovent Certification data base 2014 could be used 
as reference for tier 3 


•  Interested to understand exactly what you mean by this please. 


12) It is not clear how such coefficient are defined. This threshold cannot be met by any of the high 
efficient open vertical multideck cabinets. The statement in the report is therefore not correct. [Table 
1 – equations defining an equivalent to the Australian threshold identified as ‘best in world’. In 
particular a claim that this best in world MEPS would still allow the very best open cabinets to 
remain on the market]. 


• We should check the data for this – we can discuss. 


13)With some of the  Australian MEPS some sort of comparison could possibly be done, the same is 
not apply to the US DOE scheme because harmonization between standards is not available and not 
envisaged. 


 


14) This does not correspond to what manufacturers have found in their labs: it is exactly the 
contrary.  [refers to: However, test results with energy consumption calculated according to EN 23953 
indicate no significant difference between integral and remote multi-deck cabinets;] 


• As before – data available to CLASP indicates that EN 23953 returns similar energy 
consumption when testing similar remote and integral cabinets. 


15) All plug-in cabinets for supermarket use are designed (compressor capacity , condenser sizing, 
capillary tube and refrigerant charge) for a condensing temperature of  40°C that usually is found 
during the test at 25°C and 40% relative humidity. It is a general requirement requested by the 
market. 


• Interested to confirm that we understand this properly. 


16) It has to be highlighted that the REC never will represent a real energy consumption because 
when formula was defined in the past, this was done specifically without considering any real 
compressor COP to avoid changes over time due to efficiency improvement of the compressors. In the 
US, having linked the energy consumption to a compressor COP (note that this is the COP of only the 
compressor and not of the condensing unit) this calculation should be periodically reviewed to 
account for compressor COP improvements. The REC formula is not a measurement of the real 
energy consumption of a remote cabinet, it is (only) a conventional method to transfer the 
refrigeration capacity of the cabinet in terms of "fictitious" kWh . This formula works very well for 
comparing similar cabinets and is well appreciated  by customers, end users and laboratories.  The 
principle of ISO EN 23953 is not to take into account any kind of compressor or condensing unit used 
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for test  and hence there is no relationship with the real energy consumption of the condensing unit 
that depends on many variables.   


• OK, but this has consequences when used to compare integral and remote type 
cabinets. An update may be appropriate – but that is the job of the relevant TC44 WG to 
decide. CLAS does go as far as to suggest that “The Commission may also wish to 
include a request for better estimates of modern remote plant performance in a 
Mandate issued to CEN/CENELEC to help support the review of the regulation” – we 
can discuss the case for and against this. 


17) These considerations make no sense when looking to the above comments. [the method to 
estimate the refrigeration energy consumption or REC, appears to be based on old and possibly 
inaccurate data.] 


 


18) For which reason should the ISO EN standard change to become comparable with a non ISO 
standard? Maybe the ASHRAE standard is better than the ISO ? Who would decide on such a matter? 
In reality if it could be true that REC evaluation along the ISO EN standard may overestimate the real 
energy consumption. Similarly it is also true that ASHRAE standard may underestimate the energy 
consumption. [If the calculation methodology for EN 23953 is updated to better reflect performance of 
modern plant, then the calculated energy consumption of remote cabinets could reduce by as much 
as 50%. It will then be more closely aligned with the results from the US AHRI 1200 / ASHRAE 72 test 
methodology.] 


• Available evidence seems to suggest ASHRAE returns more accurate assessments – 
and inaccuracy of the EN 23953 is one reason for the Eurovent ‘in store’ corrections. 


19) It is true that a discussion on this topic took place. However the conclusion was that there is no 
intention to change of REC formula that is currently used in many schemes. In Australia MEPS are 
also based on this, a change would oblige also to change in legislation and this would appear to be 
difficult. [The 2015 update to EN 23953 is not expected to change this issue, but a future update is 
highly likely to do so (such a move to become more like the AHRI 1200 approach has already been 
informally discussed in the standards committee).]  


• OK, useful to note. 


20) Eurovent does not agree on this sentence because it makes no sense to try to estimate a 
"number" representing an energy consumption that never will be linked with a real figure.  These 
appliances are connected to a parallel rack compressor whose energy consumption depends on many 
other factors rather than the specific appliance. [The Commission may also wish to include a request 
for better estimates of modern remote plant performance in a Mandate issued to CEN/CENELEC to 
help support the review of the regulation.]  


• As above – useful to review the case. 
 


21) This statement is not correct. Retailers do not decide on which data to use for sizing the 
refrigeration unit, they rely on data supplied by manufacturers. [Anecdotal evidence suggests that 
when retailers wish to make an estimate of the cooling duty required for their retail space, they will 
take the manufacturers declared consumption data under EN 23953 and reduce those lab test figures 
by 30% to 40%. This gives them a cooling duty (demand) figure that is more accurate for sizing of the 
remote condensing plant.] 


• OK, understood. The principle of there being a clear difference to take into account 
remains. 
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22) See previous comment 2) at page 6, referring to document PG14_130106_20130128 Annex GEN 
102 Position on Ecodesign Energy labelling requirements WG14_rev April 2010 _13594640060 


 


23) There is no evidence supported by tests that the refrigerant type will affect the REC value. There 
is no necessity to change a simple method of enthalpies calculation with averaging many 
temperatures data points that would increase both the time and costs required for testing. 
[refrigerants with glide]. 


• [RD&T may wish to comment]. 


24) It is not necessary for the same reason as expressed above. [Suggested for the regulation: The 
amount of sub cooling inherent in the declared efficiency should be listed on the product fiche. 
“above” probably refers to refrigerant type comment 23] 


• [RD&T may wish to comment]. 


25) This is already in the text of the existing standard (2012 amendment) and in the new revised text. 
[Use RECrc as the calculation method] 


26) Ticket strips and risers are excluded in the final revised text of the ISO  EN23953 standard 


27) This has already been done in the revised text of the standard [remove glazing factor] 


28) Loading must be done following the manufacturers' instructions and the load line. 


29) It may be appropriate to revisit again the document referred to in comments 22) and 2): 
PG14_130106_20130128 Annex GEN 102 Position on Ecodesign Energy labelling requirements 
WG14_rev April 2010 _13594640060 


• OK, will do. 


30) The height (not the width) of 1,6 m is the limit that separates a vertical (VC2) from a semi-vertical 
(VC1) cabinet . This is referred to in the standard. 


• OK, will review. 


31) Testing is not possible due to the horizontal air flow in the testing room that must be parallel to 
the axis of the cabinet (see also comment 8) 


32) See comment 8). 


33) The UK data base and test results cannot be used for comparison because of the difference in the 
REC calculation method used. Note that in the revised text of ISO EN 23953 any reference to REC75 
was deleted. 


• [RD&T may wish to comment]. 


34) The revised text of ISO EN 23953 standard has no undergone no substantial change that could 
have an effect on the REC calculation,this  in respect of the previous edition (Amendment) of 2012. 
Furthermore this standard was improved regarding some definitions so that it could be better 
understood by laboratories. The simplification was aimed to improve the energy rating scheme. The 
only substantial change that could partially have influence on the EEI calculation is the glass 
transparency factor that were deleted to improve the TDA calculation. 
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PG-RDC 1501.50 
13 January 2015 


• Welcome clarifications. 


35) There is not any change in the meaning of the definition but only an improvement to enhance the 
understanding of the text. It does not result in different test results [Change to the definition of 
frozen cabinets: Currently the L1 classification is defined as…] 


36) Form the 2005 edition up to the amendments (2012) it took 7 years during which many 
comparative test were carried out before introducing the plastic box as filler plastic. No substantial 
differences were found and this is the reason why they were introduced. By doing so the standard 
was so aligned with the AU1731 standard used for Australian MEPS definition. In future ISO en 23953 
Standard is expected to be adopted as reference also in Australia and New Zealand. [use of filler 
packs] 


• [RD&T may wish to comment]. 


37) The modification for the type of loading for chilled glass doors multidecks (full load against half 
load) was taken because this correspond with the real use in store conditions. But in the case of 
"sensitive foodstuff" use they are tested with less than "half loading". Therefore no particular 
differences on energy consumption data can be observed. 


38) We agree on this [deeper analysis required on store conditions in EU] 


39) Eurovent soes not agree to this sentence. See comment 1) [RD&T section: EN23953 does not 
differentiaite between integral and remote] 


40) The objective is not to calculate the real energy consumption but only serves to make a 
comparison. [calculation of REC – similarity of results from remote and integral cabinets] 


• As mentioned, worth reviewing. 


41) It could be possible to discuss the "inconsistency" of the COSP in the REC formula of the ISO EN 
23953 standard, but no any figure would achieve a good approximation with the real consumption 
figured. The scope of the formula is simply to create a reference value for making comparisons. 


 


42) See comment 15) 
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PG – RDC – 1501.51 


Marie Baton and Jeremy Tait suggested a set of items to be discussed based on the 
review of the industry comments on the CLASP report. 


Eurovent has provided Marie Baton and Jeremy Tait on 13 January 2015with a copy of 
PG14_130106_20130128 Annex GEN 102 Position on Ecodesign Energy labelling 
requirements WG14_rev April 2010 _13594640060),  the particular interest relates to 
Annex III "Measurements and testing procedure. 


 
The first 3 items should be addressed in detail:  
 
1. Choice of representative temperature class (M2, L1 etc), and need for further 
segmentation. A priority to discuss!  


The energy label has a relatively narrow purpose, i.e. to indicate to buyers the 
relative consumption of products when they are used in a similar way (it's job is not 
to give detailed performance of any particular cabinet - that can continue to be done 
in technical literature). We believe that this simple comparative purpose could be 
achieved under the proposal, but we should discuss this - in particular the case for 
establishing one, or a limited number of, additional temperature class(es) for the 
label, which could together adequately cover the whole range. We (collectively) are 
responding to the Commission's own aim of keeping the regulations as simple as 
possible. This should not imply that manufacturers will be forced to test at more (or 
at less!) temperature classes than they do already - under ecodesign, manufacturers 
take responsibility for the performance data that they publish: manufacturers decide 
what testing is needed and when extrapolations or calculations are acceptable. Of 
course industry good practice guidance on this would probably be valuable.   
 
2. How representative the Eurovent data set is of the EU market.  
In particular I may have misunderstood the Eurovent Certification approach to how 
submitted cabinets are representative of their families, and whether certify-all still 
exists. 
 
3. To what extent the EN ISO standard overestimates and the ASHRAE standard 
underestimates the energy consumption of remote cabinets.  
Our limited discussions so far imply that the US/ASHRAE approach provides a more 
accurate estimate of actual remote cabinet system energy consumption than does 
the EU method. Note that this is useful to our analysis only in the discussion 
comparing integral and remote cabinet requirements. (Could or should this be 
considered for a Mandate?). 
 
 
The further points can be dealt with more briefly: 
 
4. Whether roll-in cabinets can meet proposed MEPS and scope to improve semi-
verticals 







Similarly the feasibility of improving efficiency of (open) semi-verticals (and are there 
any closed semi-verticals?). It does appear that these are highly inefficient cabinet 
types, as currently seen in most stores. 
 
5. Whether any further work is needed to clarify and remove uncertainty on cabinet 
testing procedures (following EN 23953:2015) 
For example by use of the rating standard used by Eurovent Certification and/or the 
document Eurovent provided to DG ENER in 2010 (in Annex III "Measurements and 
testing procedure").  
 
6. Clarify the case for excluding corner cabinets. 
 
The other additional points could perhaps be dealt with in correspondence: 
 
7. Your notes suggested that thresholds coming from Eurovent Certification data 
base 2014 could be used as reference for tier. Interested to understand exactly what 
you mean by this please. 
 
8. Comparability of US data and MEPS and the role of that information in our 
discussion. Comparisons must bear in mind the uncertainties of normalisation, but it 
can provide useful context and implied level of stringency. 
 
9. Clarify which figure or statement about investment in test labs is under-estimated 
please, and what would be more accurate. 
 
10. Eurovent observe that the best in world threshold cannot be met by any of the 
high efficient open vertical multideck cabinets. We will check that data.  
 
 
 








Secretariat / Refrigerated Display Cabinets/ PG-RDC – 1501.10 
    


Contact person Phone Email Date 
Felix Van Eyken +32 (0)2 706 79 62 felix.vaneyken@eurovent-association.eu 2015-02-16 
    


Invitation 
Dear Members and colleagues, 


You are kindly invited to participate in the following meeting:  


Subject Meeting of Product Group ‘Refrigerated Display Cabinets’ 
Date Friday, 27 February 2015 
Time 10:30 – 16:00 (CET)  
Venue Diamant Building, Reyerslaan 80, 1030 Brussels, Belgium 
WebEx ☐ 
Secretariat Felix Van Eyken 
  
This face-to-face follows the WebEx exchange of views that took place on 21 January 2015. 


Invited to the meeting are Ms Maria Baton, Jeremy Tait (both CLASP) and Hannah Herscheid (EPEE). 


Mr Santiago Gonzalez-Herraiz will attend from 15:00h to learn about the outcome of the meeting. Hans 
Moons and Alejandro Villanueva (both JRC) are likely to participate from 15:00h onwards via WebEx, 
depending on their arrangements. 


 


RSVP (please indicate your attendance) until Friday, 20 February 2015 by sending an email to 


Felix.vaneyken@eurovent-association.eu. 


 


 


With kind regards, 


 


Felix Van Eyken 
Secretary to PG RDC 
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Competition law rules 
Because participants in Eurovent Product Groups, Issue Groups, Board, Commission and Committee 
meetings are companies with competing, and sometimes opposing economic interests, the meetings 
are subject to close competition law (anti-trust) scrutiny. Eurovent applies the following conservative 
guidelines: 


- Each meeting is always preceded by notice of the date and time of the meeting along with the 
agenda. 


- Minutes are prepared and distributed for every meeting. The minutes must be clear, complete, 
and accurate with regard to the discussions that occurred, the actions taken, and the basis for 
the action. 


- A Eurovent staff person shall attend every meeting and act as executive assistant. 
- ‘Off the record’ conversations are strictly prohibited. 
- Discussions of items not announced in the agenda shall be exceptional and avoided as much 


as possible. 


Generally, all communication or discussions with possible direct influence on the decisions of 
individual companies regarding production levels, product pricing, marketing strategies, or selection 
of customers or suppliers must be avoided. The following areas shall not be discussed in the 
meetings: 


- Price or any elements of price or pricing policies, including costs, discounts, rebates, profit 
margins, etc. 


- Terms or conditions of sale, including warranties, credit, and shipping arrangements. 
- Particular competitors, suppliers, or customers. 
- Sales or production quotas or limits, allocation of customers or sales territories or refusal to 


sell to certain customers or to buy from certain suppliers. 
- The market share or sales territory of any particular competitor. 
- The operating statistics, inventories, sales, marketing methods, or strategies of any particular 


competitor. 
- Controlling competition or excluding any competitor from any market. 


By applying these measures, Eurovent stays in line with legal requirements. 


These rules are being strictly enforced and valid until further notice. 
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Product Group ‘Refrigerated Display Cabinets’ / PG-RDC – 1501.20 
    


Composition 


Participants 
Surname First name Company Association Signature 
Beraza Jesus Koxka AEFYT (Spain)  


 
Blanco Javier Frost-Trol AEFYT (Spain)  


 
Borinato Lara Climaveneta Assoclima (Italy)  


 
Boutillot Patrice Carrier Uniclima (France)  


 
Cantos Pascual Frost-Trol AEFYT (Spain)  


 
Cazalis Patrick Bonnet Névé Uniclima (France)  


 
Evers Karel Smeva NKI (Netherlands)  


 
Goeller Jürgen Carrier VDMA (Germany)  


 
Krieger Thomas Carrier VDMA (Germany)  


 
Muehlhaus Ines Carrier VDMA (Germany)  


 
Poli Myriam Assoclima Assoclima (Italy)  


 
Salvini Stefano Assoclima Assoclima (Italy)  


 
Schiesaro Pierluigi Arneg Assoclima (Italy)  


 
Scuderi Francesco Epta  Assoclima (Italy)  


 
Solsona Roberto Frost-Trol  AEFYT (Spain)  


 


Subject Meeting of PG-RDC  
Date Friday, 27 February 2015 
Time 10:30-16:00 (CET) 
Venue Diamant Building, Reyerslaan 80, 1030 Brussels, Belgium 
Chairman Pierluigi Schiesaro 
Secretariat Felix Van Eyken 
WebEx ☐ 
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Surname First name Company Association Signature 
Van Der Wekken Bart Fri-Jado NKI (Netherlands)  


 
Van Helvoort Jan Fri-Jado NKI (Netherlands)  


 
Wassermayr Christian Hauser Corresponding Member 


(Austria) 
 
 


Zambon Fabio Climaveneta Assoclima (Italy)  
 


     


Support function 
Surname Name Role Unit Signature 
Clec’h Guillaume Secretary PG-RDC Eurovent  


 
Schmelzer Morten  Strategic Relations 


Manager 
Eurovent  


 
Van Eyken Felix  Secretary General Eurovent 


 
 
 


Invited guests 
Surname First name Organisation Invited by Signature 
Baton Marie  CLASP Eurovent  


 
Gonzalez-
Herraiz 


Santiago  EC DG Energy Eurovent  
 


Herscheid Hannah  EPEE Eurovent  
 


Moons Hans  JRC Eurovent  
 


Tait Jeremy  Tait Consulting/CLASP Eurovent  
 


Villanueva Alejandor  JRC Eurovent  
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Product Group ‘Refrigerated Display Cabinets’  / PG-RDC – 1501.30 
    


Contact person Phone Email Date 
Felix Van Eyken +32 (0)2 706 79 62 felix.vaneyken@eurovent-association.eu 2015-02-16 
    


Draft Agenda 


Agenda items 
The Chairman has proposed the following agenda: 


# Timeframe Item (Responsible) PG-RDC — 
1. 10:30-10:35h Competition law  1502.10 
2. 10:35-10:40h Attendance  1502.20 
3. 10:45-10:50h Approval of agenda 1502.30 
4. 10:50-11:10h Review of the CLASP notes on the WebEx meeting 1502.40 
5. 11:10-11:30h CLASP/Tait Consulting Preparatory notes 


- Review EPEE position 
1501.50 & 1501.51 
1502.50 


6. 
 
 
 
7. 
8. 
9.  
 
10. 


12:30-12:30h 
 
 
 
13:30-14:30h 
14:30-15:00h 
15:00-15:50h 
 
15:50-16:00h 


Discussion focussing on segmentation 
  
Lunch break 
 
Discussion and draft conclusions/recommendations 
Review conclusions 
Review with Santiago Gonzalez-Herraiz (present) and 
Hans Moons and Alejandro Villaneuva (WebEx –tbc)  
Next steps and tentative schedules 


 


    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    


Subject Meeting of Product Group ‘Refrigerated Display Cabinets’ 
Date Friday, 27 February 2015 
Time 10:30-16:00 (CET) 
Venue Diamant Building, Reyerslaan 80, 1030 Brussels, Belgium 
WebEx ☐ 
  
Please remember that linked files can be found in the attachments of this PDF document (when 
using Adobe Acrobat) and on the Eurovent online portal!   
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Meeting of 21/01/2015, CLASP/Eurovent conference call – Lot 12 display cabinets 


Attendees: 


• Felix Van Eyken (Eurovent) 
• Francesco Scuderi (EPTA) (representative for the Eurovent certif scheme) 
• Ines Mühlhaus (Carrier) 
• PierLuigi Schiesaro (Arneg) 
• Thomas Krieger (Carrier) [possibly with Juergen Goeller] 
• [Plus 1 other joined late – didn’t catch name] 
• J Tait (CLASP) 
• M Baton (CLASP) 


Meeting follows exchange of comments between Eurovent and CLASP about the November 2014 
CLASP report on Lot 12. 


A. Update by Felix Van Eyken, following discussion with Santiago DG ENER in 
past few days: 


• Impact Assessment should be available by Easter (early April). JRC has had delays, particularly 
regarding the market situation research (economics; employment etc). 


• No longer a clear idea when ISC will start, timescale being reviewed. 
• RC should take place in a year from now (end Dec 2015 or early 2016) - more details in the end of 


January. Eurovent will keep in touch with the Commission. 
• We will provide a copy of the minutes/notes of this meeting to the Commission. 
• Delays affects Lot 12 and at least Lot 21– procedural changes ongoing more widely, maybe 


changes in the staff (unsure when or if Santiago is directly affected). 


 


B. MB introduction to CLASP and questions 
• Marie gave background of CLASP and how it got involved. Philanthropic funding; not for profit; 


technical and evidence support to policy makers; takes collaborative approach; operates from 
Washington; Delhi; Beijing; EU. 


• Not at direct request of Commission. CLASP has spotted gaps and weaknesses in available 
evidence, following discussions with many stakeholders and review of the various reports. 
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C. Review of the points raised by Eurovent  


Discussion followed approximately document ‘PG-RDC - 1501.50 - Preparatory notes by CLASP and 
Tait Consulting’. 


 
1. Comparison between different regional test methods: 
a) Eurovent asserted that it’s not easy to make a comparison between standards around the world 


– it can thus be misleading to draw conclusions like “the US is 10 years ahead of the EU”. 
b) CLASP comparison is not precise, but includes corrections for the main differences in test method 


(accepted that it is not possible to correct for all) and the uncertainty is far less than the 
magnitude of the difference between US and EU proposals. Allows us to conclude that EU 
proposals of July 2014 are well behind the US.  


c) Eurovent suggested that a round-robin test under US and EU test methods is something that can 
be done – CLASP agree it would be extremely useful (although uncertainties will remain and 
many tests would be needed to prove a statistical case). 


d) Eurovent confirm that the EU data under Eurovent certification is certainly consistent – as it is 
certified, and point out that EU test method is now ISO EN 23953 (hence international). 


 


2. Cabinet type segmentation 
a) Eurovent does not understand why some more segmentation is problematic when there is a 


clear technical case to do so. CLASP indicated that there is a desire to keep the regulation as 
simple as possible - a balance must be struck.  


b) Eurovent proposed that the DG ENER simplistic approach is unacceptable, i.e. 2 types [Horiz & 
Vert] x 2 temperature classes [chill & Froz] – total 4 reference lines.  


c) CLASP pointed out that we would need evidence of energy performance from which we can 
show that the equations should be different for each class: Eurovent provided proposals in 
September 2014. 


d) Eurovent proposed an approach in September 2014 that is already simplified from the ideal: For 
remote cabinets, to have 4 chilled types with 3 temperature classes each; 2 frozen types with 3 
temperature classes each, so 18 reference lines for remote. And with integral categorised 
separately (CLASP assume with the same structure) meaning a total of 36 reference lines.   


e) The principal differences in the Eurovent proposals are: 


• Splitting integral from remote;  
• Splitting roll-in and semi-vertical into their own separate categories (for chilled only); 
• Declaring separate temperature classes for H, M2 and M1; L1 and L2/L3. 


 


3. Roll-in/semi vertical: 
a) Eurovent propose separate categories for each of semi-vertical and roll-in cabinets. CLASP view is 


that from the data we have there are roll in and semi-vertical cabinets that meet the MEPS and 
so cannot see a reason to give them a special allowance – especially as they are inherently of 
poor efficiency.  
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b) There was discussion of improving performance by use of glass doors on roll-in cabinets 
(example of Lidl commitment to do this across EU (from the REAP initiative) and photo from an 
Oxford Lidl store that had doors on its roll in cabinets. However, Eurovent explained that glass 
doors are not usable all across EU due to need for lower storage temperatures and fact of higher 
ambient humidity and temperatures which result in much condensation on the glass. Glass doors 
also would be hard to implement on roll-in cabinets with the low lift-able front gates (a common 
type). The air curtain is always poor on a roll-in cabinet and on a semi-vertical. Cannot generalise 
one technical solution all over Europe. 


c) It was accepted that CLASP and Eurovent views probably cannot align on this, then we each have 
to make our case and the Commission will have to take a decision. 


ACTION: CLASP and Eurovent to reflect and write key points of the case. Eurovent to indicate a 
number / proportions of sales of these products to give perspective. 


 


4. Integral versus remote comparative performance 
a) Eurovent explained that integral and remote cabinets are fundamentally different. Integral, like 


domestic fridges, are much simpler in design and test; open cabinets are complex. Need to 
compare type by type. 


b) Evidence available to CLASP did not show a significant difference between equivalent integral 
and remote cabinets. A much larger (and potentially more robust) data set analysed by Eurovent 
did show a difference of 23% for vertical M2 cabinets. (Confidentiality reasons prevented sharing 
of that data). 


c) When considered along with other evidence, Eurovent propose a 10% difference is a fair 
reflection of integral/remote performance. 


d) CLASP accepts the proposal that integral cabinets be allowed 10% higher consumption than 
remote cabinets, given the larger evidence base. 


 


5. Temperature classes:  
a) CLASP proposal is that the regulation adopts a set of 3 ‘reference temperature classes’ (perhaps 


H1, M2, L1), and that manufacturers can either test at the relevant temperature class or can test 
at another and use calculation to adjust the performance.  


b) Eurovent explained that adjustment would require complex software - process that is not swift 
and not easy. Factor would vary by cabinet design. 


c) Extrapolation of data was used in the Eurovent certification scheme but only to adjust for 
different lengths of the same design of remote cabinet; and to adjust for inclusion of certain 
types of extra electrical devices. Such extrapolation for length is also not valid for integral 
cabinets. 


d) CLASP suggested that the extrapolation for temperature does not have to be strictly accurate, as 
long as the ranking of similar cabinets remains valid. The label does not replace the technical 
specification of the product. The aim is to reduce the burden of testing. 


Page 3 of 5 
 







e) Eurovent explained some of the fundamental differences found in a cabinet designed for M0 
class, compared with one for M2 class – number of fans required etc. This makes a big difference 
to energy consumption.  


f) All agreed that there is a route to establish the proportional differences between the M1, M2 
and H reference lines, and between the L1 and L2/L3 lines: this could be based on the ratio 
between the lines proposed by Eurovent in September 2014. Even if the actual stringency 
(vertical positioning) of the line was different, the relative positions of lines could remain valid. 


 


6. Level of ambition 
a) Some within Eurovent had the impression that the JRC approach was to look at the most efficient 


cabinets and ban the rest from the market and that this is not appropriate. 
b) CLASP confirmed that the thresholds proposed in the report that CLASP published in August 2014 


are more ambitious than those made by the Commission, but both proposals were based on the 
performance of open cabinets. CLASP proposal for MEPS removed only few of the products in 
the Eurovent certification list at the first Tier. The proposals by CLASP do not exclude open 
cabinets from the market, and take into account that the Eurovent certified cabinets are better 
performing ones on the market – most unregistered would be of worse efficiency. About half of 
the Eurovent certified products would still meet even the 3rd phase of the requirements (2021). 
Most if not all closed cabinets would meet the MEPS.  
(It was noted that the CLASP report of November 2014 looked at ‘best in world’ standards, but 
only to provide context (i.e. where an upper limit of performance might be at present) – this did 
not supersede the analysis of August 2014 about appropriate stringency). 


c) CLASP explained that it is not the intention of ecodesign regulations or of DG ENER to ensure that 
open cabinets are removed from the market. Regulations will allow freedom for innovation to 
meet the standards. It is accepted that the market has a need for open cabinets in some 
situations. The performance of good efficiency open cabinets is a significant factor considered by 
CLASP (and by JRC) in proposing thresholds. 


 


7. Testing facilities  
a) Eurovent explained that there are few new laboratories, and some have disappeared. 


Economically difficult to sustain and also a major investment to set up. Growth of the cabinet 
market has been slower than predicted in the JRC study. 


b) CLASP expected that the regulations are in prospect and so the demand will grow - the market 
would respond. 


c) Eurovent explained the situation for space heaters (DG ENER Lot 1) as an example: When new 
regulations came, many new labs were set up (55 or 60) but have now dwindled to 10 or 12. The 
industry rationalised, products simplified (going to “platform solutions”) and more extrapolation 
and calculations, less testing. Most labs failed – some for poor performance but also lack of 
business within a couple of years.  


d) There are economic risks in the set-up of many test labs, and there may be lessons from the 
boilers product area that could be learned to ensure similar does not happen to cabinets.  
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e) Eurovent noted that as well as the cost of the test alone, there is transport to one of the few fully 
certified labs (Italy; France). With the related costs it’s more complicated. 


f) Evidence on this would be welcomed by JRC on the market analysis for the Impact Assessment, 
also on any other ways in which the regulations could damage the industry or have a negative 
impact on the environment in any way. 


ACTION: Eurovent to consider providing JRC with more detail on this issue for the Impact 
Assessment. 


Next steps: 


1. CLASP to circulate draft action points 22 January 
2. CLASP and Eurovent to make meeting notes and compare main points during first week of 


February.  
3. CLASP and Eurovent to work in parallel on the points we’ve identified, and share more 


evidence later in February.  
4. In person meeting in Brussels (CLASP/Eurovent/DG ENER) would be considered once DG 


ENER (Santiago) has been briefed on outcomes so far and provided some feedback on 
feasibility of options and timing. Useful to be clear on purpose of the follow-up meeting as it 
will need to focus on concrete proposals.  


 


 


Marie Baton and Jeremy Tait, 26 January 2015 
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February 2015 
 


EPEE POSITION PAPER  


EPEE Position on CLASP Analysis of ENER Lot 12 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
EPEE, representing the heating, cooling and refrigeration industry, cautions against a 
counter-productive over-simplification of Ecodesign Lot 12 requirements based on the 
recent analysis of CLASP. 
 
This paper will focus on the following four key points: 
1. The need to differentiate between product categories, temperature classes and designs 
2. The impossibility to directly compare MEPS from different regions in the world 
3. The over-estimation of energy saving potentials and required reassessment of the MEPS 
4. The importance of product testing 
 
In addition to the present paper, EPEE would like to refer to the EPEE/EUROVENT paper from 
September 2014 and the EPEE/EUROCOMMERCE paper from December 2014. 
 
 


1. Over-simplification is counter-productive 
 
By aiming to simplify product categories, designs and temperature classes, CLASP misjudges the 
negative impact of such over-simplification on the energy efficiency of the products that fall under 
Ecodesign ENER Lot 12. There is a significant risk that the energy consumption would increase, 
eliminating the expected energy savings. 
 


 Remote and integral cabinets: 
Evidence from Australia, the U.S. and the UK illustrates that remote cabinets typically achieve 
higher energy efficiency than integral cabinets. Whilst recognising this fact explicitly, CLASP 
nevertheless concludes “to set MEPS at the same level for integral and remote cabinets until the 
[EN 23953 test] method is updated”. Doing so, however, would mean to ignore the differences in 
performance between the cabinet types, leading to higher energy consumption. 
 EPEE recommendation (see Annex 1) 


Differentiate MEPS for integral and for remote cabinets. 
 


 Reference temperature classes: 
There is agreement across industry and CLASP that the internal storage temperature at which the 
cabinet performance threshold must be measured needs to be specified in order to ensure 
realistic energy consumption measurements. CLASP wants to limit these measurements to two 
undifferentiated temperature classes for chiller cabinets and for freezer cabinets. This would 
result in significantly distorting the measurement data to the detriment of highly performing 
products. 
 EPEE recommendation (see Annex 2) 


Use of differentiated temperature classes for chiller cabinets and for freezer cabinets. 
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 Cabinet design: 
Industry and CLASP confirm that the cabinet design has a direct impact on the energy efficiency 
of the cabinets. For example, semi-vertical cabinets are typically less efficient than vertical 
cabinets. The same applies to roll-in cabinets. Despite recognizing this impact, CLASP 
recommends to apply the same MEPS to semi-vertical, roll-in and vertical cabinets. This would be 
clearly against the ecodesign principle of technology neutrality, favouring one product design 
over another and limiting the freedom of choice of retailers to select the best suited design for 
their market. 
 EPEE recommendation (see Annex 3) 


Differentiate MEPS for individual cabinet designs 
Exclude special corner and transition units as no standards for design and testing are 
available 


 


2. Apples cannot be compared with pears 
 
By attempting to directly compare European MEPS with current and proposed MEPS for commercial 
refrigeration equipment in Australia, Canada and the US, CLASP neglects the significant differences 
between these regions of the world. For example, testing standards in Australia (ANSI) and the U.S. 
(ASHRAE) are not comparable to Europe (EN 23953). Product categories are not comparable, neither 
with 20 of such categories in Australia for remote supermarket cabinets and 56 for integral 
supermarket cabinets nor with 48 product categories in the U.S. versus only 4 categories in Europe. 
Such uneven comparisons bring the risk of claiming unrealistic ambition levels which will not be 
achievable for manufacturers. 


 EPEE recommendation: 
Alignment with other regions in the world is desirable whenever feasible. However, 
ambition levels need to remain realistic and adapted to the European context.  


 


3. Over-estimated energy consumption and savings 
 
There is a broad consensus across industry and CLASP that energy savings for supermarket cabinets 
have been substantially over-stated. Whilst CLASP calls for a reduction of around 40%, industry 
considers that real consumption and savings will be 50 to 60% lower than the preparatory study’s 
estimate. To set realistic, achievable and effective MEPS, however, a sound basis is required. 


 EPEE recommendation: 
Carefully reassess potential energy consumption & savings and redefine MEPS accordingly. 


 


4. Product tests remain a necessity 
 
Industry and CLASP state that in particular SMEs may lack financial and/or technical 
resources to carry out the required product tests under the new regulatory requirements. 
Therefore, it has been suggested to allow the use of “calculated and extrapolated efficiency 
data” or “to investigate the potential to apply the US Department of Energy’s alternative 
efficiency determination method (AEDM)”. Whilst CLASP considers that product tests will 
not be required anymore, EPEE maintains that a minimum of product tests will be necessary 
to ensure a reliable measurement of the energy consumption of the concerned products. 


 EPEE recommendation: 
Allow for the use of calculated efficiency data in addition to some basic product tests and, 
if necessary, contract accredited test houses for compliance testing to minimise the burden 
of testing for manufacturers, and in particular for SME’s. 
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About EPEE:  
 
The European Partnership for Energy and the Environment (EPEE) represents the refrigeration, air-
conditioning and heat pump industry in Europe. Founded in the year 2000, EPEE’s membership is 
composed of 40 member companies, national and international associations.  
 
EPEE member companies realize a turnover of over 30 billion Euros, employ more than 200,000 
people in Europe and also create indirect employment through a vast network of small and medium-
sized enterprises such as contractors who install, service and maintain equipment.  
 
EPEE member companies have manufacturing sites and research and development facilities across 
the EU, which innovate for the global market.  
 
As an expert association, EPEE is supporting safe, environmentally and economically viable 
technologies with the objective of promoting a better understanding of the sector in the EU and 
contributing to the development of effective European policies. Please see our website 
(www.epeeglobal.org) for further information.  
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ANNEX 1 
Calculation Method for Integral Cabinets 


 
EPEE recommends to use an adjustment formula for the calculation of the MEPS of integral cabinets 
based on the Total Energy Consumption of comparable remote cabinets as follows : 


 


TEC integral products = 1,10 * TEC remote products 


 
EPEE supports linear functions to calculate the reference energy values (RTEC) in dependency from 
the Total Display Area (TDA) or the Volume (V) of the considered products as already proposed by DG 
ENER in June 2014 like 
 


RTEC = M + N x TDA  or 
RTEC = M + N x V 


 


ANNEX 2 
Temperature classes for M-packages (EN 23953) 


 


 
 


ANNEX 3 
Product Categories 


 
EPEE recommends extending the four product categories of supermarket cabinets proposed by DG 
ENER to the following categories with the respective regression factors: 
 


    M N  


Remote Vertical Chilled 


3H 7,02 8,79 


3M2 8,56 10,72 


3M1 9,84 12,32 


Remote Semi-Vertical chilled 
(≤ 1,60m) 


3H 7,91 9,91 


3M2 9,65 12,08 


3M1 11,1 13,89 
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  3H 7,58 9,49 


Remote Roll-In Chilled 3M2 9,24 11,57 


  3M1 10,63 13,31 


Remote Horizontal Chilled 


3H 1,27 4,81 


3M2 1,38 5,23 


3M1 1,48 5,65 


    


Remote Vertical Frozen 


3L1 7,51 19,34 


3L2/ 3L3 6,76 17,4 


Remote Horizontal  Frozen 


3L1 3,98 10,27 


3L2/ 3L3 3,66 9,45 
 
 







