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1 Introduction 

Océ welcomes the opportunity to provide feedback on the 
Enhanced Program Plan for ENERGY STAR products, dated 
December 2nd 2009. We are aware of the drive in society to 
increase the strive for energy efficiency, and as a company we are 
committed to continue our efforts to work on more eneryg efficient 
products. Thus the announcement of a change in policy from EPA 
and DOE fits in a tendency that stimulates the development of more 
energy efficient products. On the other hand, the implementation of 
this policy as laid down in the Enhanced Program Plan leads to a 
number of concerns that Océ wants to share with EPA. In addition, 
this paper contains a number of proposals we would like you to 
consider, that would address and resolve Océ’s concerns. 
 
It should be noted, that Océ manufactures and markets imaging 
equipment, so that our comments are applicable to those parts of 
the Enhanced Program Plan that are covering office equipment, IT 
equipment or specifically imaging equipment. 

2 Main concerns 

 
• Too frequent revisions of ENERGY STAR specifications will 

lead to confusion in the market, regarding which products are 
qualified for ENERGY STAR or not. 

• Basing specifications on the top-25% of models in the market at 
the time the specifications come into effect, will not be feasible 
in practice, because the developments of energy efficient 
technologies do not follow a predictable path. 

• The pre-qualification verification requirements as proposed in 
the plan, by means of independent laboratories, will present a 
significant barrier for participation in the ENERGY STAR 
program, because it will force manufacturers to go through 
extensive re-qualification procedures whenever technical 
changes are made to existing qualified products. 

• The MOU puts little emphasis on post market verification, while 
this is the most effective and efficient mechanism to stimulate 
and enforce that ENERGY STAR partners comply to the rules 
that they are committed to. 

• The proposed inclusion of energy consumption limits for 
products with wide variety in size is not seen to be appropriate 
for office equipment: for these product categories, size 
corresponds to required performance to do jobs, not to luxury, 
as opposed to the examples presented for cars or residential 
housing.  

• The added value of an ENERGY STAR top tier program is not 
clear: we foresee that qualifying for this “super star” label will be 
the result of an accidental match between product properties 
and “super star” requirements, not the result of consistent and 
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systematic improvement of energy efficiency. Such accidental 
matches should not be singled out nor emphasized. The 
existing “partner of the year” award already singles out 
manufacturers who show an excellent performance with 
respect to energy efficiency. 

3 Detailed explanation 

Chapter 4 of the Enhanced Program Plan explains about “Frequent 
updates to ENERGY STAR criteria”. While we understand the 
ambition to keep energy efficiency criteria up to date with 
technological developments in the marketplace, it should be noted 
that every update of the criteria will lead to confusion in the market: 
customers will see that products will loose their ENERGY STAR 
qualification when a specification update comes into effect. Further, 
the update of criteria should be done studiously, due to the fact that 
the criteria are not just a simple,single metric that can be tuned to 
the technological developments.  For office equipment (esp. PC’s 
and Imaging Equipment), we have seen updates coming into effect 
some 24-30 months after each other. From both a customer point 
of view and taking into account the time needed for stakeholder 
reviews and collecting accurate market data, this is about the 
minimum feasible period between two updates. 
 
Further, chapter 4 of the Enhanced program Plan proposes to base 
specifications on the top-25% of models in the market at the time 
the specifications come into effect. This will require extrapolation of 
market data on model compliancy: Data on model compliancy are 
available over a period (e.g. 1 year) before the updating process, 
whereas the new criteria will come into effect another period (e.g. 
6-9 months) after their publication. Because the developments of 
energy efficient technologies do not follow a predictable path, such 
extrapolation may very well lead to criteria that do not reflect the 
top-25% of energy efficient models. Shortening the period of time 
between publication and entering into force of the criteria will force 
manufacturers in the IT industry (with long “pipelines” between 
factory and point of sales) to unlabel numerous products that have 
already left the factory, because they unqualify. 
 
Finally, chapter 4 states that energy consumption limits for products 
with wide variety in size will be considered. Such limits are not seen 
to be appropriate for office equipment: Océ would like to remind 
EPA, that for these product categories, size corresponds to 
required performance to do jobs (speed), and is as such a 
customer requirement based on actual need for document output 
not on the desire to obtain more luxury. Moreover, a simple 
calculation of the energy consumed per print based on the TEC 
energy consumption limits shows, that faster products (>50 ipm) 
generally are required to print more energy efficiently (see graphs 
below) than slower products, for a given amount of prints. 
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Chapter 5 describes the way forward to enhanced test procedures. 
While the current test procedures for imaging equipment have been 
in place since 2007, these have gained global recognition as part of 
the ENERGY STAR requirements, and together these form the de 
facto energy efficiency standard for imaging equipment. While 
improvements in the verification procedures may be necessary, the 
described approach via existing standardization bodies can be 
largely supported by Océ. 
 
Chapter 6 describes the way forward for product verification. The 
plan proposes a more controlled verification pocedure, before the 
ENERGY STAR label can be applied, and by means of 
independent laboratories, either owned by the manufacturer or 3rd 
party. While timely submission of qualification information is justified 
(clarity for the customer), Océ thinks that the requirement for 
independent verification is not appropriate: 
• for Multinational companies (like most printer manufacturers), 

independent verification will have no added value: it is not in 
the interest of the manufacturer to submit incorrect data, 
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because the consequences of eventually being discovered 
would be disastrous in terms of brand image. Thus 
multinational companies will have their qualification 
measurements done and reviewed by experts to ensure 
accurate qualification data. 

• for Small and Medium sized Enterprises, like a significant 
portion of computer manufacturers and some printer 
manufacturers, mandatory independent verification will present 
a significant barrier for participation in the ENERGY STAR 
program: the cost of hiring an independent laboratory will not 
be affordable for those companies who sell products in lesser 
numbers than multinationals. Because these SME’s are equally 
concerned with brand image, they will make sure that their 
qualification data are accurate, by using ad hoc expertise that 
needs not to be formally independent. 

• IT products are subject to technical changes frequently, due to 
the fact that component-designs are continuously improved and 
component suppliers change from time to time. Such changes 
(that do not affect the product name) would require repeated 
verification testing if this process would be formalized, which in 
turn would lead to uncontrollable efforts to keep the product 
qualified. 

• The true driver for accurate qualification data is the risk of being 
accused and banned from the ENERGY STAR program when 
submitting incorrect data. Therefore the after market (“off the 
shelf”) verification should be the focus of the enhanced 
verfification efforts, whereby every manufacturer has a 
significant chance of periodically having their products verified 
on behalf of EPA.  

 
Chapter 8 describes the Top Tier program, also named Super Star.  
From Océ’s perspective, the added value of this Top Tier program 
is not clear: compliance to high-ranking eneregy efficiency criteria 
will be the result of an accidental match of a product’s properties 
with these criteria. Such a product will be using proprietary 
technology, making it energy efficient in a very specific way, where 
the ENERGY STAR brand should stand for continuous, systematic 
improvement of the energy efficiency according to a broadly 
accepted standard. It is our experience that our customers do value 
the ENERGY STAR label as such a global energy efficiency 
standard for office equipment. 
 On the other hand, the existing “ENERGY STAR partner of the 
year” award already singles out manufacturers who show an 
excellent performance with respect to energy efficiency. This award 
is more than appropriate to attract the desired attention to specific 
energy efficient technologies. 

4 Conclusion, proposals 

While understanding the drive for increased efforts in the field of 
energy efficient products, Océ has some concerns regarding a 
number of aspects of the Enhanced Program Plan for ENERGY 
STAR Products. In order to contribute constructively to the 
discussion of this plan, Océ proposes the following: 
• ENERGY STAR product categories should aim for criteria 

updates taking place every 30 months, based on the top-25% 
energy efficient models at the time of the update discussions 
(take a 6 month time interval to determine which models are on 
the market). The repeated updates will ensure a constant drive 
for increasing eneregy efficiency towards product designers. 
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The snapshot of energy efficiency will ensure an accurate 
determination of the top-25% level. 

• Require submission and approval of qualification data before a 
product is allowed to carry the ENERGY STAR logo. Do not 
require independent verification measurements prior to 
qualification 

• Organize targeted after market verifications so that every 
ENERGY STAR partner will have at least one (typically more) 
product verified on EPA conditions annually. This should serve 
as a guarantee that ENERGY STAR partners strive for 
submission of accurate and correct verification data. 

• Work on better promotion of th ENERGY STAR partner of the 
year program in order to promote advanced innovation in the 
field of energy efficiency. 
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