
 

 

  

 

Brussels, 1 February 2019 

Vacuum cleaners: 
Comments on draft final report 

 
In addition to our comments on the draft study report listed in the table below, we would like to raise 

a number of points for consideration by the European Commission and study team.  

• The inclusion of cordless vacuum cleaners and robot cleaners in the scope of both regulations as 

suggested by the report will be a key element of this revision. As of today, these products are of 

lower performance than their mains-operated counterparts in virtually every respect. There is no 

reason for this, given that alternatives exist. We suggest a convergence of performance 

requirements by 2021. 

• We do not agree with the study team’s statement that setting “stricter Ecodesign limits regarding 

rated power and AE values is not necessary, as long as the Energy Label Regulation is continued, 

and is thus not recommended”. There is still cost-effective energy savings potential that could be 

tapped into and we urge the study team to explore options. In addition, the comparison of policy 

options by the study team relies on the assumption of a relatively low market penetration of 

robots, which may be an off-the-mark assumption.  

• It is also essential that the revised regulations foresee that: 

− Ecodesign thresholds and Energy Label classes refer to all possible modes (including “booster” 

and other similar functions). Failure to do so may result in much higher real-life consumption 

than expected. 

− Manufacturers shall use the same mode for both the dust pick up (dpu) and the energy 

consumption and power tests, as well as run time and motor lifetime. Ideally all of these 

measurements would happen under one single test. Failure to do so could mean that an 

unscrupulous manufacturer may for example use the “normal” mode for the energy/power 

tests, but a “booster” or similar mode for the dpu test.  

We support the inclusion of a debris test in the hard floor cleaning performance and a fibre pick-

up test in the carpet cleaning performance, as this is more representative of real-life conditions. 

• Repairability is a key consideration for vacuum cleaners, and we urge the study team to provide a 

robust technical basis for decisions to be taken. The study should investigate a wide range of policy 

options to support repair of vacuum cleaners, including but not limited to the ones discussed as 

part of the 2019 Ecodesign and Energy Labelling Package. The study should notably discuss: 

− the possibility to give access to all spare parts and information documents to all end-users (not 

only to professional repairers).  



 

 

− the possibility to reduce the maximum delivery time of spare parts from 3 weeks to 1 week 

− the possibility to add resource efficiency information on the Energy Label (durability, 
repairability, warranty, etc.) 

− the possibility to prevent bundling of parts, to enable more material savings and better 

affordability, which is of utmost importance for VC   

• We support the intention of the study team to find solutions to boost the use of recycled plastics 

and recommend investigating the following options:  

− Minimum recycled plastic content threshold 

− Providing detailed markings, such as specifications of the polymer used and/or polymer blend 

for ease of identification and potential reuse. 

− Ban the use of hazardous flame retardants  

− Including a requirement that all plastic parts >100g can be disassembled without permanent 

damage to the product and with the use of commonly available tools 

− Including a requirement that all plastic parts are made of single polymers or directly recyclable 

polymer blends (to limit the variety of materials used), as specified in the Voluntary Agreement 

for Imaging Equipment. 

Furthermore, we believe it is essential that the study discusses and reviews in detail the possible 

methods to verify recycled content.  

• The study should also look into the possibility of lowering the limits on standby/off/maintenance 

modes. This is particularly important in view of the suggestion by the study team to take the energy 

consumption in non-active modes outside of the annual energy consumption formula. 

It is also very important that the study team suggests measures to ensure the automatic power 

down of vacuum cleaners, in particular for non-mains-connected products whose “maintenance” 

or “docked and charged” mode may account for thousands of hours annually, and surpass the 

actual energy needed for cleaning. Furthermore, we support the consideration of “maintenance 

power” in the formula for the calculation of the annual energy consumption of cordless vacuum 

cleaners and robots.  

• Finally, we call upon the study team to explore the following issues: 

− A sensitivity analysis of the market penetration of cordless vacuum cleaners and robots. The 

comparison of policy options in the study is based on a relatively low penetration of these 

types of VCs, which could substantially change if the penetration is higher.  

− The link between stricter Ecodesign limits and higher capacity batteries, and how that affects 

the bills of materials of cordless VCs and robots. 

− The environmental impacts of handheld vacuum cleaners. While these may look small and 

harmless to the environment, one should investigate how much energy and resources are 

needed to manufacture, power and dismantle the millions of handheld VCs that currently exist 

in Europe, and what improvements would be feasible by regulating them under 

Ecodesign/Energy Labelling.  
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1 

 

7 227 Effectiveness of 
current 
regulations 

“The Ecodesign power limit has resulted 
in a decrease of the annual energy 
consumption from the 2010 values 
down to the limit values of 62 kWh/year 
by 2030 and 43 kWh/year by 2017.” 

“The Ecodesign power limit has resulted 
in a decrease of the annual energy 
consumption from the 2010 values 
down to the limit values of 62 kWh/year 
by 2014 and 43 kWh/year by 2017.” 

 

2 7 227 Effectiveness of 
current 
regulations 

“This illustrates that the Energy 
Labelling Regulation has created a 
market pull beyond the Ecodesign 
power limits, and approximately 20% of 
the savings over the years are expected 
to be attributed to the Energy Labelling 
Regulation as illustrated in Figure 55.” 

Better explain in the body of the text the 
methodology to allocate savings to 
Ecodesign/Energy Labelling 

 

 

 

3 7 228 Figure 54 – 
effect of current 
regulations 

Figure 54 is not entirely clear. 

 

 

Please clarify 

− Whether “Effect of Ecodesign” and 
“Effect of energy label” refer to a 
line or an area of the graph. 

− What the dotted line refers to. 

 

4 7 240 Relevance of 
current 
regulations 

The report mentions:  

“The objectives regarding energy 
savings and increased energy efficiency 
are in line with European policies such as 

Please revise the text to reflect the new 
objectives. 

 

 

https://computerregulationreview.eu/
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the 2030 Climate and Energy Policy 
Framework, that sets targets for 
greenhouse gas emissions and 
improvement of energy efficiency at 
European level for the year 2030 (at 
least 40% cuts in greenhouse gas 
emissions, and at least 27% 
improvement in energy efficiency)” 

The energy efficiency objective has 
recently been updated to 32.5% by 2030 
(see here). 

More importantly, the analysis of design 
and policy options needs to take into 
consideration the considerably 
increased energy efficiency target, by 
suggesting more ambitious 
Ecodesign/Energy labelling measures for 
vacuum cleaners. 

 

 

5 7 247 Policy scenarios 
for energy 
efficiency and 
performance – 
table 68 

PO1 allows robots an annual energy 
consumption of 50kWh and a dpuc of 
0,6 until 2025, which is considerably 
lower than the requirements for other 
products. This is particularly unwelcome 
in view of the need to adapt to higher EU 
energy efficiency targets (see comment 
#5 above) and knowing that alternatives 
exist for consumers (both mains-
connected VCs and cordless can achieve 
better performance, and at a lower 
price).  

Align requirements of P01 with those of 
mains-connected and cordless VCs in 
2021 already. 

 

6  251 Energy Savings 
Potential 

The report says: 

“The majority of the energy savings in all 
three policy options are achieved by 
including cordless and robot vacuum 
cleaners in scope of the Regulations. 
Since the cordless and robot vacuum 
cleaners are expected to increase in 
market share and annual energy 
consumption, it is important to include 
them in the regulation, not only for their 

Align requirements of P01 with those of 
mains-connected and cordless VCs in 
2021 already. 

 

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_STATEMENT-18-3997_en.htm
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energy saving potential, but also to 
provide a level playing field among 
products when cordless and robots 
starts to compete with and replace the 
mains-operated vacuum cleaners.”  

We regret that PO1 sets different limits 
for robots in 2021 and a “level playing 
field” is only achieved in 2025. 

7 7 256 Table 72 “A” class appears partly populated for 
cordless vacuum cleaners.  

This goes against the Energy Labelling 
Framework Regulation (EU) 2017/1369, 
whose Article 11, paragraph 8. 

Tighten the energy class thresholds to 
ensure Regulation (EU) 2017/1369 is 
respected. 

 

8 7 259  Batteries lifetime is indeed a key 
element to push for, together with their 
ease of disassembly and availability of 
spares.  

Reinforce the batteries discussions with 
these elements.  

 

9 7 262 Figure 70 & 71 Page 257 reads “The difference between 
PO4 and PO5 is the requirement of a 
maximum amount of virgin material.” 

If that is the only difference, it is not 
obvious to us why the PO4 and PO5 lines 
in figures 70 and 71 are not parallel after 
2025. Are you considering a natural 
trend towards less virgin plastics in PO4 
already? 

Adjust the lines or explain assumptions.  

 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.L_.2017.198.01.0001.01.ENG

