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27 February 2017 

Updated 28 March 2017 

ENERGY STAR V7.0 Computers  

Discussion Document - Comments from the European 

Commission 

 

This document provides comments from the European Commission on the discussion 

document (supplemented with the additional information provided during the associated 

webinar), on the ENERGY STAR v7.0 specification development process for computers. 

 

Alignment with the EU Ecodesign Regulation for Computers 

We propose to align the ENERGY STAR v7.0 specification - where relevant - with the EU 

Ecodesign Regulation for Computers (617/2013), which is currently under review.  

 

Categorization Approach 

We recognise that the US EPA is investigating several methods for the categorization of 

computers. The US EPA described the relative merits of the “P-Score” approach (currently 

used within the ENERGY STAR v6.1 specification) and “Expandability Score” approach (which 

we understand was developed to support the Californian Regulation on computers).  

 

We agree with the US EPA summary of the relative advantages and disadvantages of the 

different approaches but would also like to note the following issues: 

 

• P-Score approach 

We agree that the “P-Score” approach towards differentiation of computers is be-

coming less suitable as the correlation between computing performance and power 

demand continues to decrease. This decoupling of performance and power demand 

is especially evident in idle modes. 

 

• Expandability Score approach 

We recognise that a more comprehensive approach to categorization, such as the 

expandability approach used within the Californian Regulation on computer energy 

efficiency, may provide for better differentiation of products based on performance. 

However, we also recognize that the US ENERGY STAR database does not contain 

enough data fields to identify the “expandability scores” for each product (if using 

the principles on the Californian scoring system). This lack of data would lead to the 

US EPA needing to rely on a dataset possible to compose within the limited time 
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when developing the ENERGY STAR v7.0 specification requirements. This smaller 

dataset is therefore likely to be much less representative of overall products on the 

market and could therefore result in the development of ENERGY STAR specifications 

that were either unambitious or over ambitious.  

 

We are also concerned about some of the ambiguity in the Californian Expandability 

Score approach in terms of which scores may be applied to products. This ambiguity 

could lead to some inconsistencies in how expandability scores are assigned to in-

dividual products. Furthermore, we believe that the expandability scores in the Cal-

ifornian Regulation do not accurately reflect PSU rated output size which could result 

in some products being assigned inappropriate allowances.  

 

In addition, we are also concerned that an expandability score approach, based on 

the Californian system, would make verification of ENERGY STAR labelling difficult 

in the EU. Verification of expandability scores needs careful consideration as the 

type and number of many different internal connections and components may need 

to be known. We are currently not aware of any way in which expendability scores 

under the Californian Regulation can be verified without needing to open a computer 

case and manually check connections and components and this may be complex for 

smaller computer products not easy to disassemble. The need to open cases would 

cause significantly higher costs for any MSA (Market Surveillance Authority) or stake-

holder wishing to verify the allowed expandability score of a computer.  

 

• Global harmonization 

There are several major computer energy efficiency initiatives that do not use the 

“P-score” approach. As such, whilst we support harmonization of test procedures 

and methodologies where ever possible, we do not agree with the US EPA premise 

that there is wide scale global harmonization of the “P-score” approach.  

 

We agree that further consideration of the type of categorization approach used within 

the ENERGY STAR v7.0 specification is required. We suggest consideration of the follow-

ing factors during categorization development: 

 

1. Data for a suitable number of products, which closely reflect the spread of prod-

ucts and levels of energy efficiency currently on the market, needs to be secured to 

support the ENERGY STAR v7.0 specification development process.  

2. If a complex expandability approach is to be used the impact on verification activi-

ties needs to be considered.  
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3. Investigations should be undertaken to identify if complex product technical data 

needed for expandability score approaches could be secured via a software solu-

tion. We are aware of many pieces of software that provide users with some of the 

technical hardware features of computers but these are often not exhaustive lists. 

We would be interested in identifying whether more complex hardware technical 

data can be secured through software.  

4. Other technical features of computers  

5. If there is consensus to maintain usage of a “P-score” type approach, then the EN-

ERGY STAR v7.0 specification should require the reporting of more technical hard-

ware data so that enhanced categorization approaches can be used in ENERGY 

STAR v8.0 and beyond.  

 

Mode Weightings for full network connectivity 

We agree that careful consideration of the mode weightings, other than used under the 

conventional approach, is required. We have previously noted that computers can use sig-

nificant amounts of energy in sleep mode, under the ENERGY STAR v6.1 specification ap-

proach, without a large increase in overall TEC results. Given that only a limited amount of 

functionality is provided in sleep mode, we suggest that potentially high sleep mode power 

demand levels are avoided.  

 

We would also like to note that the EU Ecodesign Regulation (617/2013) places power de-

mand limits on the sleep mode power demand of some types of computer. The regulation 

is currently under a review, where the energy efficiency requirements are expected to be 

strengthened. The final regulation will set a benchmark level for ecodesign of computers 

and we recommend that ENERGY STAR v7.0 specification being a voluntary initiative for 

labelling the top 25 % of the market will be more stringent than the EU regulation including 

regarding requirements on the sleep mode.  

 

We would also like to recommend that consideration is given to how products are used in 

practice when considering mode weightings for network connected states. That is, whilst a 

product may show an energy saving when tested in a network configured state there is no 

guarantee that users will use the product in the same manner. As such, we suggest that 

products must be within a pre-defined percentage of the ENERGY STAR v7.0 specification 

limits when using the conventional use profiles.   

 

Power Management / Low Power Modes 

It has also been brought to our attention that power management settings are often disa-

bled. We further understand that in many cases power management is disabled because it 
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does not function as intended. We therefore suggest that the ENERGY STAR v7.0 specifica-

tion contains requirements on ensuring continued operational effectiveness of power man-

agement functionality during use. This could include a requirement that manufacturers 

report to the US EPA lists of any software packages that have known impacts on the power 

management functionality of their products during usage. These lists could then be pub-

lished on the ENERGY STAR database providing an incentive for the software manufacturer 

to ensure their product is compatible with the named operating system and ENERGY STAR 

labelled product.  .  

 

We also understand that new types of power management, such as “modern standby”, are 

likely to be included in significantly more computers within the near future. Whilst it ap-

pears that this technology holds promise of saving significant amounts of energy there are 

some concerns that the reliability in current implementations of the technology is not uni-

form. We therefore suggest that further consideration is given to both wake times and 

reliability of modern standby type technologies during specification development.  

 

Potential Scope Revisions 

We agree with the US EPA premise that small-scale servers should be removed from scope 

due to low sales volumes.  

 

We also encourage the US EPA to review product definitions, especially with a view to har-

monizing definitions with other major computer energy efficiency initiatives.  

 

Oher comments  

A recently published review study on the EU Ecodesign Regulation (617/2013) on comput-

ers noted several important considerations for computer energy efficiency that are not cur-

rently being addressed adequately by the ENERGY STAR v6.1 specification. We would like 

to see the ENERGY STAR v7.0 specification address the following issues: 

 

• Active State Power Demand 

The Ecodesign Regulation review study showed that computers may use more energy 

in active states that idle states under normal operating conditions. This has been con-

firmed by at least one major manufacturer after a review of their customers usage pat-

terns. We recognize that due the lack of a suitable active state test procedure it would 

not be possible to develop ENERGY STAR v7.0 requirements that considered active state 

power demand. However, we are aware that there are several initiatives underway to 

develop such a test procedure, one of which is due for completion around the same 

time the ENERGY STAR v7.0 specification is implemented. We therefore suggest that the 

ENERGY STAR v7.0 specification includes a requirement to report active state power 
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demand. Without this active state reporting requirement in ENERGY STAR v7.0 it would 

be difficult to include active state power demand considerations in a future ENERGY 

STAR v8.0, which is already likely to be several years away.   

 

• Power supply efficiency 

The Ecodesign Regulation review study also showed that the ENERGY STAR v6.1 speci-

fication is missing important IPS efficiency considerations. The Ecodesign review report 

identified low-load levels in IPS (such as 10% load) of particular concern, showing that 

IPS efficiency at the ENERGY STAR idle state levels can be very low. We would therefore 

expect due consideration to be given to low load IPS efficiency requirements in the 

ENERGY STAR v7.0 specification.  

 

We would also be supportive of increased IPS efficiency requirements across the existing 

loading levels. The IPS efficiency requirements in ENERGY STAR v6.1 are now only re-

flective of mandatory IPS efficiency requirements in the EU. As a voluntary initiative, we 

would expect ENERGY STAR to lay down more ambitious targets for IPS efficiency. This 

is important given the influence that ENERGY STAR has on the market place and there-

fore its ability to encourage a substantial shift in IPS efficiencies.    

 

• Integrated Display Considerations 

The Ecodesign Regulation review study also showed that the display allowances given 

under ENERGY STAR v6.1 are unambitious. This is of concern as any excess allowance 

can be used to compensate for less efficient components in a computer. We therefore 

suggest that any additional allowances for integrated displays are ring fenced in order 

to ensure that excess allowance cannot be used to offset inefficiencies elsewhere in a 

computer.  

 

We also understand that there can be considerable divergence between integrated dis-

play luminance as tested under the ENERGY STAR v6.1 test procedure and the luminance 

of integrated displays on shipping and in use. We therefore suggest that the ENERGY 

STAR v7.0 specification requires that integrated displays are tested with luminance 

matching the manufacturer recommended setting for use during first use of the prod-

uct. We also encourage that where computers are placed on the market with a menu on 

initial activation proposing alternative luminance levels (e.g. “shop mode”) the as tested 

setting shall be the default choice in the forced menu. We also want to see ENERGY STAR 

v7.0 require that a warning message about the likely increase in energy use should be 

displayed when users increase integrated display luminance. To help ensure that as 

tested luminance levels are reflective of actual usage conditions, we would also like to 

see an ENERGY STAR v7.0 requirement that as tested luminance shall not be less than 
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65% of the peak luminance of the brightest on mode condition provided by the inte-

grated display. 

 

We also encourage the US EPA to give due consideration to both existing and new regulatory 

measures that address the energy efficiency of computers during the ENERGY STAR v7.0 

specification development process. We think that it is inappropriate for new ENERGY STAR 

specifications to be either less ambitious or only slightly more ambitious than regulatory 

measures on energy efficiency for larger markets due to the global nature for computers. 

As such, we need to ensure that the ENERGY STAR v7.0 specification is reflective of high 

levels of energy efficiency in computers.   




