
This is the 3rd of 4 training modules developed in the  Energy Efficiency 

Compliant Products 2014 (EEPLIANT) programme. 

 

EEPLIANT is a programme of coordinated activities being undertaken by market 

surveillance authorities across the EU.  

Much more detail on EEPLIANT is available on www.eepliant.eu 

 

The materials covered in the 4 training modules are based on the document Best 

Practice Guidelines. Users of these training materials need to download a copy of 

these from http://eepliant.eu/index.php/knowledge-base in order to maximise the 

benefit from using this and training modules A, B, & D. 
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The following group of slides is covered in detail in Section 2.3 of the Best 

Practice Guidelines 
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Ecodesign and energy labelling MSAs have to deal with a wide range of product 

categories and brands and models. Therefore, it is necessary for the MSAs to 

carefully select products to be inspected. There are different techniques to use 

when selecting products. These have different benefits and effectiveness, 

depending on the specific objective of the inspections. 

 

Risk-based sampling is a selection approach for products, brands and/or models 

based on a set of factors related to a perceived increased risk of failing the 

compliance requirements. In general, it is more common to select products 

according to a set of criteria rather than choose a random sample for testing – 

especially where resources e.g. budgets for testing, are constrained.  
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The selection criteria listed on this slide have been found to be frequently used by 

Ecodesign MSAs (and are expected to be equally applicable to energy labelling). 
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When it comes to brand and model selection, the MSAs that worked together in 

the ECOPLIANT programme considered the following criteria to be of most 

importance: 

• Brand with a history of non-compliance 

• Brand involved in international complaints 

• Brand with a high market share 

• Brand in low price segment of the market. 

 

And for models… 

• Model highlighted by other Member State complaints  

• Model highlighted by intelligence or complaints from consumer 

groups and/or individuals  

• Model for which the technical documentation indicates possible 

risks for technical non-compliance  

• Model highlighted from findings of other organisations i.e. 

environmental NGOs, EU projects, etc. 

• Model with high market share, new technology, smaller size, 

unusual design features  
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A working definition for screening tests based on that used previously in the 

ECOPLIANT project is: “preliminary low cost test, used to assess the likelihood 

that a model will fail full compliance testing, before deciding whether to proceed 

with the full compliance testing in appropriately skilled/accredited laboratories. 

Screening tests can be carried out in the field or by MSA personnel, rather than in 

a sub-contracted laboratory where all relevant parameters could be controlled”. 
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These RECOMMENDATIONS are those given at the end of Section 2.3 of the 

Best Practice Guidelines. They draw attention to the key topics that MSAs need 

to consider when developing their product sampling strategies. 
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The following group of slides is covered in detail in Section 2.4 of the Best 

Practice Guidelines 
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Manufacturers’ use of different trademarks and different model identification for 

equivalent products is a substantial barrier for increased coordination of market 

surveillance activities across the EU. The proposed EU Product Registration 

Database, if adopted, would be likely to remove this challenging aspect for the 

work of the MSA. 
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As noted in the slide, the respective Directives place a clear requirements in this 

respect on “the manufacturer or its authorised representative” 

 - The Ecodesign Directive 2009/125/EC requires “a description of the model 

sufficient for its unambiguous identification” 

 - The Energy Labelling Directive 2010/30/EU says “where values are used for 

similar models, the references allowing identification of those models.”  

 

13 



A case study example of how one MSA sends a template for the manufacturer to 

complete in order to identify the equivalent models 
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These RECOMMENDATIONS are those given at the end of Section 2.4 of the 

Best Practice Guidelines. They provide guidance on the key requirements for 

model identification that manufacturers are required to supply if requested by 

MSAs. 
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The following group of slides is covered in detail in Sections 2.5 & 2.6 of the Best 

Practice Guidelines 
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Most of the requirements can be checked by a visual examination of the 

information displayed on products at the point of sale or in catalogues, internet 

web pages and advertising materials.  

MSA staff will need to travel in order to inspect products at the point of sale. 

However, as there can often be a range of products available for inspection at a 

single location, then this form of market surveillance can be a cost effective 

activity. 
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These RECOMMENDATIONS are those given at the end of Section 2.5 of the 

Best Practice Guidelines.  

19 



Products regulated under the Ecodesign Directive 2009/125/EC and the Energy 

labelling Directive 2010/30/EU need to have a technical file, consisting of 

documents relating to the conformity assessment that has been carried out by 

the manufacturer,  making it possible for an assessment of the conformity of the 

product with the requirements of the directive and the relevant product specific 

regulation.  

 

The technical documentation file consists of a number of documents, depending 

on the type of product. Requirements on the content of the technical 

documentation can be found in both Directives and in the product specific 

implementing regulations.  
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Document inspection is one of the most cost effective procedures for MSAs to 

use. Costs for document inspection are much lower than the costs for testing 

samples in laboratories - see next Slide for more details on costs. See later slides 

and the Best Practice Guide for some case studies for how some MSAs 

undertake document inspections. 
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Further guidance on the process of document inspection is provided in the 

following slides. 

 

The starting point is to have copies of the relevant implementing regulation(s). All 

of these, for both the Ecodesign and Energy Labelling Directives, can be 

downloaded at no cost from 

http://ec.europa.eu/growth/industry/sustai
nability/ecodesign/index_en.htm  
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The respective Directives list the documents that the manufacturer/supplier 

needs to provide if requested by a MSA. Failure to provide the correct 

documentation is, in itself, a non-compliance. 

 

The test report is likely to require the closest technical scrutiny, since this is 

where the manufacturer demonstrates how they measured the performance of 

the product.  
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Each of these three possible options is discussed in more detail in the following 

slides 
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This and the next slide show how a MSA constructs their own Excel spread sheet 

on which to collect the results of their document inspections. The energy 

efficiency measurements of most products is derived through calculations and the 

formulae for these can be embedded into the spreadsheet, making it very 

convenient to use once it has been set up. 

However, it is difficult for different MSAs to have access to such files being held 

by individual MSAs, so this approach may not be ideal for collaborative projects. 
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More information regarding the use of ICSMS for sharing results is given in 

Module D and in Section 2.8 of the Best Practice Guidelines. 

 

The EEPLIANT project is currently in discussion with the ADCOs and ICSMS 

management to explore whether DRPIs can be developed for 2 (LEDs and 

Heaters) of its product sectors in time for the DRPIs to be used on the project. 

 

The 3rd product sector in EEPLIANT, imaging equipment, is expected to use the 

ECO/EEPLIANT database (see next slide) 
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The ECOPLIANT database was developed during that earlier project because, at 

that time, ICSMS did not include any provision for ecodesign. The ECOPLIANT 

database  has been custom designed to support all data entries for ecodesign 

product inspections by MSAs and includes embedded calculations to maximise 

convenience of use. As such, it is the equivalent of what ICSMS would become 

once the product DRPIs have been developed. 

 

It is available for use (request access via info@prosafe.org) by all MSAs though, 

currently, none are continuing to use it. 

 

The database will be further developed under the EEPLIANT project for imaging 

equipment. 
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A case study example of document inspection carried out by a MSA 
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A case study example of document inspection carried out by a MSA 
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A case study example of document inspection carried out by a MSA 
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This slide encourages you to reflect on the information provided in the preceding 

slides and to discuss the content and main topics with colleagues. 
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The following group of slides is covered in detail in Section 2.7 of the Best 

Practice Guidelines 
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The technical product compliance is determined through measurements done in 

test laboratories following harmonized EN standards or transitional method(s) 

published by the European Commission.  

 

Testing products can be very expensive and usually would only be considered 

only when all other MSA inspection processes have been completed without 

identifying a non-compliance. 
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The importance of accurate measurements in relation to the Directives is 

stressed throughout the product specific implementing measures. 

 

The verification of product compliance through laboratory testing and the function 

that laboratories play in delivering reliable and accurate results is therefore 

central to the effective enforcement and success of these Directives. When 

selecting laboratories for testing, many MSAs base their choice on criteria such 

as established expertise, reliability of results, accreditation, available budget and 

services offered. 
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These RECOMMENDATIONS are those given at the end of Section 2.7 of the 

Best Practice Guidelines. They highlight topics that MSAs need to consider when 

selecting laboratories for testing samples. 
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This example highlights another challenge faced by MSAs when selecting a 

laboratory for testing. It is that there may be no suitable laboratory in that MS.  

In this case it will be important to ensure that the test report from the non-national 

laboratory is acceptable within the national legal system.  

Some MSAs manage this problem by commissioning the testing though a 

national laboratory of high repute who then sub-contracts and supervises the 

testing done in the laboratory in another MS. The originally contracted laboratory 

then prepares a test report in the correct national language that is suitable for use 

within the national legal system. 
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This slide encourages you to reflect on the information provided in the preceding 

slides and to discuss the content and main topics with colleagues. 
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In some cases, MSAs may not have all such resources making market 

surveillance almost impossible and as consequence putting at risk the Directives’ 

intended economic and environmental benefits. Some MSAs consider funding by 

third parties as a way to enlarge the available economic resources for their work. 

 

A third party can be described as any private or public subject not directly 

involved in market surveillance e.g. trade associations, industry or grants, and 

other funding initiatives including European Commission's funded projects, such 

as EEPLIANT. 
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These RECOMMENDATIONS are those given at the end of Section 2.7.2 of the 

Best Practice Guidelines. They highlight topics that MSAs need to consider when 

considering the possibilities for third party funding. 
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