
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

On last 3rd November 2016, CECED organized a Workshop on how to improve testing methods for 
washing machines and washer-dryers in the context of the revision of Ecodesign and energy labelling 
regulations. 47 participants joined the Workshop, representing consumer associations, 
environmental NGOs, energy and market surveillance authorities, EU Commission, consultants, 
several European testing laboratories, as well as CECED direct and non-direct members. 

This document provides a summary of the debates and sets basis for future discussions. 

WORKSHOP ON HOW TO IMPROVE 

TESTING METHODS FOR WASHING 

MACHINES AND WASHER-DRYERS 

[SUMMARY OF DISCUSSIONS] 



 

 

 

1. STANDARDIZATION PROCESS AND RELEVANCE OF 
REPEATABILITY & REPRODUCIBILITY. 
 

After a brief welcoming of Matteo Rambaldi, CECED Energy Policy director, and Mr 
Wolfgang Niedziella, Managing Director VDE Institute, Mr Diodato (CECED WG WET 
Chairman – Fabric Care Global R&D Electrolux) started the workshop by presenting the 
agenda and by introducing the standardization work. He briefly explained some central 
concepts such as repeatability, reproducibility and tolerances: 
 

The objective of a standard is to provide reliable, accurate and reproducible 
measurements results in order, for example, to verify the compliance of a product with 
the requirements set by a regulation.  

To understand how to fulfil these objectives, it is important to perceive the difference 
between repeatability and reproducibility but also between measurement uncertainties 
and tolerances.  

Repeatability refers to the fact that the test results should be equivalent if the same 
appliance is tested several times, with the same procedure, by the same operator, with 
same test equipment, in the same location and over a short period of time.  

Repeatability should not be mixed up with reproducibility, which refers to the fact that 
the test results should be equivalent if the same appliance is tested several times with the 
same procedure but by different operators, with different test equipment and at different 
locations. There is no time restriction when talking about reproducibility.  

Measurement uncertainties are defined as any uncontrollable factor that affects the 
results of a measurement.  

Tolerances are defined as the permitted difference between the measured value (for 
instance by surveillance authorities) and the declared one (by suppliers). Tolerances exist 
to make sure that companies complying with the requirements are not sanctioned 
because of the margin of error existing in the measurement when the Market Surveillance 
Authorities verify the compliance of a product. Verification tolerances shall be used only 
by Market Surveillance Authorities when conducting verifications, not by manufacturers 
when making declarations.  

Concerning the way standards are produced – European standards are developed by 
teams of experts within specialized Technical Committees (TCs). These Technical 
committees are expected to consider the opinions and interests of all relevant 
stakeholders: research institutes, consumer organizations, environmental NGOs and 
industry. In this regard, Mr Diodato insisted on the fact that the active participation of all 
stakeholders guarantees the final quality of the standards. He therefore invited all 
stakeholders to participate and provide inputs at standardization level and that it is 
certainly the right place to influence and improve the measurement methods.   

Before leaving the floor to other presenters of the day, Mr Diodato briefly talked about 
the status of standards. He reminded that European standards are voluntary and that in 
the context of Ecodesign and Energy Label, many of them are harmonized – which means 
they are developed on the basis of a request from the European Commission.  

The harmonized standards are used to provide presumption of conformity to essential 
requirements of the legislation – this way, they enable industries to ensure that their 
products comply with essential requirements that have been set out in European 
legislation.  

The presentation displayed by Mr Diodato is available for reference in Annex 1.  
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Introduction 
 

Over the last year, CECED 

organized several workshops 

inviting several stakeholders to 

discuss and reflect on the 

consumer relevance of current 

test methods used in 

standardization for Ecodesign and 

Energy Labelling requirements 

and declarations for vacuum 

cleaners.  

During these workshops, NGOs, 

Consumer associations, Member 

States representatives, members 

of standardization committees as 

well as Market Surveillance 

Authorities and manufacturers 

gathered and shared ideas with 

the common objective to better 

understand and ameliorate 

current measurement methods.  

Following the success of these 

discussions, CECED decided to 

repeat the experience and to 

organize a similar workshop, this 

time focusing on washing 

machines and washer dryers (WM 

& WD). The outcome of this 

workshop could be particularly 

relevant given the current 

revision of the Ecodesign and 

Energy Labelling regulations of 

these two appliances. 



 

 

 

2. PRELIMINARY PRESENTATIONS  

2.1. Revisions of EL and ED regulations – status of the preparatory study 

Mr Villanueva (JRC – European Commission) provided an update on the current review of the Ecodesign and 
Energy Labelling regulations for WM&WD and the status of the preparatory study.  

He informed that the report of the preparatory study will be ready within the next few weeks after the workshop. 
This document will include an objective description of the background data (technology, user behaviour, 
environment, economics and scenarios). It will however not include any decision on which policy proposal to 
support as such decision should be based on the outcome of the Consultation Forum (CF).  

The working documents in view of the CF will be available beforehand and will consist in the draft regulations, 
explanatory notes, transitional methods and references to standardization. It will also contain options for 
standard methods as well as options for material efficiency. The CF is likely to take place in spring 2017, Mr 
Villanueva said. 

He also informed that the mandate for standardization on temperature measurement and rinsing efficiency will 
not be issued before the CF takes place. Indeed, it is first needed to have a political decision on which 
programmes to be tested before to issue such request.   

Finally, Mr Villanueva ended his presentation by identifying several cross-cutting issues for which the Commission 
would like to gather additional views from stakeholders and that could be relevant to tackle during the workshop.  

Among the issues relevant for WM: standard test method, indication of the programme duration on the label, 
reached temperature measurement and declaration, rinsing efficiency, washing performances for normally vs 
lightly soiled and multi-drums. 

Concerning WD, the cross-cutting issues identified as important to address by the JRC are: standard test method 
and definition of ED EL requirements.  

Mr Villanueva concluded his presentation by informing about the status of material efficiency requirements. He 
said that the Commission is currently discussing it with stakeholders and, based on that, a selection of policy 
options will be shortlisted for political discussions.  

The presentation displayed by Mr Villanueva is available for reference in Annex 2. 

2.2. Main findings of the consumer behaviour study 

In order to feed the debate, Mr Stamminger (UniBonn University) presented the most important findings of the 
consumer behaviour study he conducted in 2015 focusing on WM and WD: 

 Concerning the loading capacity, Mr Stamminger informed the participants that, according to the 
results, the market is going toward washing machines with larger capacity. From the findings, it seems 
also that consumers are very satisfied with the size of their machines. Another interesting result is that 
the average number of cycle does not seem to correlate with the size of the machine. The relation 
between the two variables is apparently independent. There are several interpretations explaining why 
there is no such correlation. 
 

 When asked about their loading behaviours, most of respondents answered that they feel they load 
their machines at full capacity. Mr Van Der Wilt (Consumentenbond) reacted to that statement, saying 
that according to a study made by his organization, people tend to fill their machine with an average 
load of 3.6kg, regardless of the rated capacity. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 Concerning the washing programme used, Mr Stamminger showed the results of the study and pointed 
out that the programme “Cotton 40°C” is used 15% of the time and is therefore the most used 
programme. The “quick/short programme” comes second, being used about 13% of the time. Among 
all programmes available, 60% of the time, the consumers choose to use cotton programmes. 
Finally, Mr Stamminger pointed out that the two programmes used for the calculation of the Energy 
Label (Standard Cotton 60°C and Standard Cotton 40°C) are used only 17% of the time (respectively 7% 
and 10%). These numbers are a bit higher for more recent washing machines. 
 

 However, Mr Stamminger informed that these number could even be lower in reality; When asking the 
respondents about the length of the programmes, he realized that the standard cotton programme 
depicted by consumer is probably not always the Eco programme used for the label. The duration 
described by respondents is indeed often too short to be an energy saving programme. There is 
therefore probably some confusion with the normal cotton programme. It is also possible that the eco 
programme is combined with an option “short” which makes it also not part of the Energy Label 
programme portfolio. Mr Stamminger therefore recommended that a simple and straight forward way 
of selecting energy saving programmes is found.   
 

 When focusing on programme duration, it appears clearly that the majority of consumers do not know 
that very long cycles tend to be more energy efficient. Often, the respondents indicated to choose the 
short programmes to save energy and water. According to the study, this is even one of the main reason 
why consumers choose short cycles. Only 14% of them actually choose these programmes because of a 
lack of time. It seems therefore needed to have a clear communication that extended time, in 
combination with reduced temperature, is needed to save energy and water. 
 

 Concerning the recognition of the EL programmes, many consumers do not know which programmes 
are used for calculating the label. The consumers often expect to wash all clothes with the energy label 
programmes and would like to have the info about the energy and water consumption for all 
programmes.  
 

 About the reaching of temperature, a clear majority of consumers (+/-60%) do not care if the labelled 
60°C programme wash in reality at 50°C. An interpretation of the data could be that they start to care if 
the variation between the temperature declared and the temperature effectively reached is bigger than 
10°C. 
 

 Finally, concerning the programme duration, it appears from the results that 2h is the acceptable time 
that consumers are ready to wait for their programmes. The results are however not clear and can be 
subject to several interpretations. 

Due to a relatively short timing, Mr Stamminger stopped his oral presentation at this point. He however included 
the following findings about washer dryers and soil levels in the rest of his presentation, that may be of interest 
for the reader: 

 From the results of the study, it seems that the dominant use of a washer-dryer is washing. Concerning 
the programmes available; 

 It also appears that 90% of all WD have a continuous wash and dry function 

 The average rated capacity of a WD is as follows: 6.9kg for washing, 5.0kg for drying and 5.3kg for wash 
and dry.  

 The average number of washing cycles in a WD is about 4.6 cycles per week where 1.5 wash cycles are 
done with the continuous wash and dry function.  

 The average number of drying cycles is about 2.9 cycles per week, which includes 1.5 cycle done with 
continuous wash and dry function. 

 Concerning the continuous wash and dry cycle, the following info appear to be prioritized by 
consumers: 1/Energy efficiency; 2/Capacity in kg; 3/Programme duration per cycle; 4/Energy 
consumption per cycle.  

 The respondents preferred to have indicated the energy consumption per cycle rather than per year.  

 Regarding soil level, 60% of wash cycles are estimated to be lightly soiled levels (defined as “no stains 
or soiling visible on the clothe”); 25% medium soiled (defined as “soiling and/or several stains are visible 
on the clothes”); 8.6% heavy soiled (defined as “soiling and/or several stains are clearly visible on the 
clothes”); 7% not specified. 
When checked in the lab, the proportion of lightly soiled goes down to 46% but still dominant.  

The full presentation containing charts and more detailed data is available for reference in Annex 3. 



 

 

 

2.3. Existing standards and standards under development 

2.3.1. Washing machines 

Ms Czyzewski (Convenor of CLC TC59X WG1 Laundry Care – BSH) then provided the participants with an overview 
of the standardization work on washing machines testing and with a few explanations of key concepts and 
elements.  

She explained that to test a washing machine, three elements are needed:  

1. The machine that one wants to test 
2. The laundry and the related soil 
3. The detergent 

Reliable results when testing the washing machine can only be achieved if the two other elements (exogenous 
parameters) are controlled. This is to avoid unwanted variations in the collected data. This is particularly 
important to ensure that the method used is repeatable and reproducible. This control is done via the 
standardization process, that aims at reproducing real-life conditions as much as possible but guaranteeing that 
the results between an appliance and another and from a lab to another are the same.  

During the visit of the laboratories that took place in the afternoon, participants of the workshop could 
understand better that need to control the exogenous parameters by witnessing all the efforts made to keep 
the process standardized: 

Indeed, in the testing of washing machines, the participants could discover that the same materials of the same 
dimensions are used for textiles. It consists in sheets, pillow cases and towels made of cotton (easy care textile 
made of other materials will likely be introduced in the future standard). These textiles are well defined and are 
bought for testing at a specific provider. Before to put these textiles into the washing machine, they need to be 
folded in a specific way, once again to avoid unwanted and uncontrolled variations of results.   

To measure cleaning performances, standardized stain strips are attached to these textiles are, which consist in 
squares soiled with different sources of stains such as wine, chocolate, blood, sebum, etc. These strips are 
analysed at the end of the testing to evaluate the washing performances of the appliance. To perform such 
evaluation, special material is needed to measure the colour and reflection variations. The results are based on 
the comparison with a reference machine, specially constructed and designed for this purpose. The quite high 
price of this reference machine is justified by the fact that its performances are extremely stable and allow a 
reliable benchmarking.    

Similarly, a standardized detergent is used. This powder detergent is similar to what can be found on the market 
but is designed to be more stable and less subject to vary after long storage, shipment and handling. 

All these details as well as he testing methodology are well described in the performance standard IEC/EN 
604561. The aim of all this is to avoid too much uncontrolled variations in the results that could distort the final 
performances of the appliance tested in comparison with another. Therefore, a good reliable standard is key to 
an efficient policy.   

The current standard provides measurement and testing methods for these parameters: the energy consumption 
(both in active and low power mode), the water consumption, the programme duration the washing 
performances, the spinning performances and the spin speed. It however does not consider the rinsing 
performances and the temperature. If changes are required, a mandate to CENELEC will be needed. However, 

                                                           
1 During her presentation, Ms Czyzewski mentioned that the Commission should publish very soon a Communication with the updated 
version of the standard. This Communication was published on 11/11/2016 in the OJEU.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

standardization bodies are showing proactivity as some discussions have already started concerning temperature 
and rinsing measurement.  

Concerning the programmes tested, the load and the number of runs, Ms Czyzewski explained that the 
programmes considered for the calculation of the energy consumption in the current label are the following: 

 2x40°C standard cotton programme with ½ load 

 2x60°C standard cotton programme with ½ load 

 3x60°C cotton programme with full load 

In the coming ED and EL regulations, this programme portfolio will very likely be updated to fit better the reality 
of consumer behaviour. Independently from the programme chosen, Ms Czyzewski explained that the final 
number of runs should make sure that each load is used 5 times. This is indeed a requirement to guarantee 
stability of the process and the reduction of time and costs (due to load split and conditioning) for manufacturers, 
and marked surveillance authorities. As an example, in the portfolio above, this requirement is fulfilled because: 

 

Finally, Ms Czyzewski concluded her presentation by reminding the participants of a central concept when talking 
about washing machines behaviour: the sinner circle. The concept of the sinner circle is that four interdependent 
parameters can affect the performances of a WM:  

1. Chemistry (detergent); 
2. Time; 
3. Mechanical action; 
4. Temperature. 

This should always be kept in mind when discussing any policy option. This should also be a central element in 
the communication to consumer – if we want to reduce one we need to extend the others to have the same 
cleaning results.  

The full presentation displayed during the meeting is available for reference in Annex 4. 

2.3.2. Washer-dryers 

As a complement to this presentation on washing machines, Mr Siedentopf (Convenor of CLC TC59X WG1 
SWG1.11 Washer Dryers – Electrolux) provided a few information to the group regarding standards for washer-
dryers.  

He explained that Ecodesign requirements and Energy Labelling for washer-dryers are still regulated by a 
Directive of 1996. The current label displays information on: energy efficiency; energy consumption for washing, 
spinning and drying; washing performance; spin speed; capacity for washing and drying separately; water 
consumption; noise for washing, spinning and drying. He also explained the origin of the WD standard. 

Only one programme is tested to measure these parameters –  the standard 60°C cotton programme and the dry 
cotton programme. It is therefore time to update this and to better align with washing machines (for 
comparability) and consumer behaviour (for relevance). Legislators should however make sure that the testing 
does not take too much time as it will be in addition of the WM testing. If too long and too costly, the testing 
could be counterproductive and could be an obstacle for market surveillance authorities to monitor the market 
adequately. Currently, the continuous wash and dry programme and low power mode are not part of the 
European testing  

Mr Siedentopf then provided information about the standards and the current and foreseen steps toward 
harmonization of the text with the washing machine and tumble dryers standards.  

More information is available in the presentation displayed during the meeting, available for reference in Annex 
5. 

2.4. Other stakeholders’ views 

Before the visit of the laboratory, participants were given some time to present their point of view, to provide 
additional inputs or to tackle issues that they believe should be addressed in the afternoon discussions. Procter 
& Gamble, ECOS and Topten took this opportunity to share the following views: 

 



 

 

 

2.4.1. Procter & Gamble 

Mr Pochart (Head of R&D Alliance Innovation – Procter & Gamble) presented the key findings of the study his 
company conducted on consumer washing behaviour. This study is interesting as the method used was relatively 
different from the one used by UniBonn University - although conducted only in France, researchers went in 
person at the consumer’s place and filled the forms themselves. The following findings can therefore provide 
additional information and help in the interpretation of the results presented earlier by Mr Stamminger.  

 Mr Pochart focused first on programme duration. He said that currently, as there is no limitation, the 
duration for the declared cycles are ranging from 2-6h to reach more energy savings. However, it 
appears, according to the results of the study that short cycles (<1h) are preferred by most of consumers 
(50% of the washing cycles used do not exceed 1h). This tendency to go for shorter cycles is being 
facilitated by the possibility to select additional options such as quick wash or to combine quick wash 
with a programme.  
 

 The study shows that almost all machines (+/-90%) offer quick/short programmes cycles. The two 
quick/short cycles that are more often present are 30/40min in 82% of cases and 60min in 44% of cases. 
 

 The main reasons why consumer choose quick wash are: 38% of the time to get washing done faster; 
28% of the time to clean not very dirty garments; 10% of the time to save energy/water. 
 

 32% of them describe “fast cleaning programmes” as programmes to be used “for clothes that are not 
too dirty”; 26% of them describe it as a programme that allows “time saving” and 20% of them describe 
it as a programme that allows “water and energy savings”. 
 

 Concerning the load, it seems that consumers fill in average more a bigger washing machine. Indeed, 
according to the results, the average load weight is bigger when machines have a larger rated capacity. 
This result is slightly different from UniBonn study.  
 

 The average load for WM with rated capacity larger than 6kg is 3.6kg (+/- ½ load). This is consistent with 
previous findings.  
 

 The average load when consumers run what they call a quick cycle is about 2.8kg (+/- 1/3 load). 

Based on these findings, Mr Pochart explained that it would be relevant, in his opinion, to drop the 60°C 
programme from the portfolio and to include a quick/short programme with lower temperature instead. He also 
raised the question whether for lightly soiled programmes, the washing performances should not be reviewed. 
He asked finally whether there is a need for a mandatory hygienic cycle effectively reaching 60°C.  

Concerning the future label composition, Mr Pochart showed an interesting visual proposal on what the label 
could look like, according to P&G (cf. proposal in the presentation). Information would be provided for an eco-
cycle and for a quick/short cycle with the following composition: 

 Eco-cycle:  
3x40°C programme full load 
2x30°C programme ½ load 

 Quick/short cycle:  
3x1hr programme 1/3 load 

The presentation displayed during the workshop is available for reference in Annex 6. 

2.4.2. ECOS and Topten 

Ms Fayole, Mr Spiliotopoulos and Ms Michel, representing respectively ECOS and Topten took the floor to explain 
the issues they had identified as the most relevant and to present the position and proposals of their 
organisations.  

Context and potential problems with current standardization process 

Mr Spiliotopoulos (ECOS) started by briefly setting the scene and discussing the potential problems with the 
current standardization process: 

He started by stating that energy savings are not just a nice thing to have, but are essential in our capability to 
honour our international commitments (e.g. Paris agreement) and to reach the EU energy saving targets. He 
also reminded that Ecodesign and Energy Labelling are important and successful policies as they account for 
around 40% of the energy savings targets achieved so far. It is therefore crucial to design these policies in the 
best way possible and to make sure consumers get the best available information.  



 

 

 

In ECOS opinion, there are three main reasons why product test practices may contribute to the loss of energy 
savings: (1) the circumvention with defeat devices or software; (2) the exploitation of regulatory loopholes and 
(3) that standard sometimes do not sufficiently reflect real-life conditions of use. This last point is probably the 
most relevant in the context of the revision of WM/WD regulations. The legislator together with all stakeholders, 
should make sure that the test reflect reality instead of the reality reflecting the tests, Mr Spiliotopoulos said.  

What could therefore be done to guarantee the development of such good and appropriate standards? ECOS 
believes that to have good standards, the test methods should satisfy the following criteria: (1) repeatability & 
reproducibility, (2) compliance with regulation, (3) affordability and (4) consumer relevance. On that last point, 
Mr Spiliotopoulos welcomed the initiative of standardization bodies and especially TC59X that is organising a few 
meetings to work on what is consumer relevant and how to define that concept.  

Concerning affordability, ECOS clarified that if a cost benefit perspective should always be kept in mind when 
increasing the testing cost. Some of the cost – such as environmental costs in the future – may be not visible at 
first sight and need to be considered. 

How could the regulations be improved? 

Ms Fayole then explained ECOS and Topten views on how the regulations could be improved. 
She believes that the two main problems of the current regulations are the following: 

(1) First, that the size of WM is increasing while the size of the average load does not evolve in the same 
proportions; indeed, according to ECOS, users do not wash larger loads in large washing machines. 
When looking at the evolution of the market over the last 10 years, there has been a big increase of the 
share of WM having a rated capacity bigger than 7kg; this while the average household size has 
decreased. One probable cause is that the current way of calculation of the EEI is linear and therefore 
advantages large WM for which it is easier to reach the top classes2. Ms Fayole therefore advocated for 
a regressive, non-linear calculation line for the EEI. 
 

(2) Second, that the programmes used for the calculation of the EEI are too little used. ECOS pointed out 
that, based on findings of the consumer study, 83% of the time, the programmes used by consumers 
have not been tested in the EL. To correct this, Ms Fayole recommended that the new regulation 
enhance user friendliness of label programmes and avoid the duplication of programmes. 

ECOS and Topten proposals 

Ms Michel concluded the presentation by detailing some concrete proposals of both organisations: 

Concerning the programme portfolio, she recommended to have the following: 

 Cotton 40°C full load – relevant as this is the most used programme; 

 Cotton 40°C 2kg fixed load – relevant so that WMs are not only optimized for one load and that it does 
not favour large rated capacity; 

  Cotton 60°C programme full load – relevant because it is one of the programme consuming the most 
energy.  

In order to increase the usage of these programmes, ECOS and Topten propose the following ideas: 

 To decrease the programme duration via a cap (e.g. less than 2 hours) and/or by indicating it on the 
label.  

 Indicate the temperature of the programmes actually reached. Ms Michel said that the relevance of this 
point should still be discussed with other stakeholders. 

                                                           
2 Currently, an increase of 30% in rated capacity allows an increase of 30% energy consumption for the same energy rating.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 Forbid the duplication of programmes such as 40°Cotton ECO and 40°C Normal. She also recommended 
to avoid labelling the programmes with the name ECO due to its poor acceptance from consumers. 

 The possible inclusion of cold wash programme as they have big saving potential (a cold programme 
can have up to 60% saving compared to a 40°C programme). For such programme, a performance 
requirement lower than 1.03 could be discussed. 

 To update the test detergent for it to be more market representative. 

 The calculation of the EEI should be based on a degressive reference line (cf. supra). 

 Concerning WD, the wash function should be in line with WM in the sense that the same programmes 
and loads should be tested. They should have the same EEI formula and same ED requirements and 
Energy Labelling. 

 Continuous wash and dry should be part of the testing as it is a unique function of this product and the 
most used for drying according to recent studies.  
It should be tested with the adapted load that would allow the comparison of WDs between them for 
this unique function. An idea could be to have a second arrow to indicate the continuous wash and dry 
function.  

The presentation displayed during the workshop is available for reference in Annex 7. 

3. VISIT OF LABORATORY AND LIVE DEMONSTRATION OF THE TESTS 

After these presentations, the participants were invited to visit the laboratory facilities and to witness how 
several tests were conducted together with some detailed explanations.  

Three aspects of the tests were shown and detailed: 

 Ms Czyzewski (Convenor of CLC TC59X WG1 Laundry Care – BSH) showed the group what the load looks 
like and explained how it is prepared and put into the machine. 

 Mr Türk (VDE) showed and explained the running of the WM test. He also provided information on the 
performed measurements and on the testing facilities (cost, functioning, etc.) 

 Mr Hilgers (Wfk Test Materials) shown and explained the washing performance measurement. 

4. INTERACTIVE DISCUSSIONS IN SMALL GROUPS 

After the visit of the laboratory, participants were split in seven groups and were invited to reflect and discuss 
on the issues they considered important to be tackled for the revision of the ED and EL regulations. A preliminary 
but non-exhaustive list of question was given to them to stimulate the debate (available in Annex 8). At the end 
of the exercise, each team presented the outcome of the discussions to the rest of the participants. For more 
structure, the outcomes of these discussions are summarized below by subject/issue. The list of participants in 
each group can be also found in Annex 8.  

On the Energy Label for WM 

Groupe 1 and Groupe 2 (GR1, GR2) reflected on what the EL for WM should look like.  

GR1 concluded that the main characteristics of the label should be: to be consumer relevant, to allow 
differentiation between appliances and to foster competition as well as to provide incentives to move the 
market. For GR1, the label should refrain from providing average information as not meaningful for the end user. 
GR1 also thought that having today’s situation with additional information on the time could already be an 
improvement. 

GR2 had no preference whether the energy consumption should be indicated per year or per cycle. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

On Energy Label for washer-dryers 

GR2, GR3 and GR7 discussed about what the EL for WD should look like. 

GR2 suggested to have two separate parts. One for the washing function and the other for the drying function. 
The time would be indicated for both functions separately.  

GR3 and GR7 appeared to be more in favour of one label, for three reasons: first it would keep consistency with 
what we have now; second because a drying label would anyway not match a tumble dryer label and would 
therefore be confusing.  

GR7 went further in the idea and proposed to have two arrows on one label, one for washing and one for drying. 
This would be a better option than one single arrow. Indeed, with one arrow, the integrated EEI would not allow 
comparability with the washing machine label. For the calculation, GR7 recommended to test at least the 
continuous programme as it is a unique function of the appliance or, even better, a combination of interrupted 
and continuous mode based on consumer relevance. When consolidating the portfolio, standardization 
requirements should be taken into consideration.  

GR7 finally recommended to display on the WD label the maximum load capacity for the three modes, washing 
only, continuous drying and drying only.  

On programme duration 

Programme duration and the indication of time on the label appeared to be a very relevant topic as it was 
discussed in details by all groups.  

There was a consensus to say that information on programme duration should be included in the Energy Label. 
It was indeed clear that the time information can play an important role in the purchasing decision and should 
therefore be rightly communicated to the consumers. Most group did not seem keen to have a cap on the 
programme duration, even though some people did not completely reject this option and supported it in 
combination with the indication on the EL. The argument was that manufacturers should be free to design longer 
programmes as longer cycles could still be more efficient in term of energy consumption and consumers might 
want to use them. 

Another consensus shared by almost all groups was that the time should not be indicated as an average of all 
programmes tested. This would indeed be meaningless for the end user and is not representative of any real 
usage of the appliance.  

Several alternative options were discussed: 

 GR1, GR2, GR6, GR7 explored the possibility of displaying the time for all programmes tested in a sort 
of table. This was identified as one of the viable options. It could however not be understood by 
consumer and create confusion. Such option would require a good a clear communication.  

 Another option explored by GR5, GR6 and GR7 was to have only the maximum and/or minimum values. 
GR6 however considered that ranges are not optimal for communication.  

 GR3 tried to imagine a rating scale for time but concluded that it would be even more confusing for 
consumer. 

GR6 argued that, ideally, the label should reflect the sinner circle and allow consumer to perceive the relation 
between the different parameters. The time should not be reported as standalone information but should always 
be seen in combination with temperature. This could be done either via a table displaying information for all 
programmes as proposed by several groups, or via other graphic means such as on the label presented by P&G 
earlier (cf. Annex 6). 

In addition to the information on the label, GR6 and GR7 explored the idea to indicate duration via the display 
before or during the programme cycle.  

One of the main conclusion was also that special attention should in anyway be given to the communication of 
these information on the label. Communication is the key to guarantee the success of this policy. 

On the programme portfolio  

Concerning programme portfolio, here again several ideas and thought were presented in most of groups. 

GR1 considered it could be relevant to some extent to include also different cycles such as the quick cycle, the 
eco cycle, etc. 

 

 



 

 

 

GR2 proposed the following combination of loads and runs:  

• 3x Full load  
• 3x ½ load 
• 2x ¼ load  

The group considered relevant to have 40°C and/or 30°C included. It could however not agree on whether 60°C 
programme should be included in the portfolio or not. 

GR5 could also not completely agree on what temperature and washing performances should be included but 
could propose another combination of runs and loads that would include small loads: 

• 2x Full load 
• 4x ½ load 
• 3x 1/3 load 

In general, even if people could not all agree on what temperature to be included, one common view was that 
the new programme portfolio should test three different loads: full, ½ and a smaller load (either ¼, 1/3 or a fixed 
amount of load such as 2kg). 

Concerning the idea of a fixed amount of 2kg as proposed by ECOS and Topten, GR7 agreed with the idea and 
the principle but pointed out that it would be hard to implement from a standardization point of view as this 
would not allow to guarantee the 5 runs needed (cf. supra for explanations on p.5). GR7 therefore recommended 
to test with ¼ load as it is easier to include and is anyway not far from 2kg. Such details on load split and 
conditioning may seem not important at first sight but are needed to guarantee the ability of standardizers to 
produce reliable and not too costly testing.  

On washing performances 

GR2, GR3, GR4 and GR5 tackled the issue of washing performances and could discuss what is good cleaning 
today.  

GR2 recommended to avoid uneven washing performances and was therefore not in favour of an averaged 
washing performance requirement. Most of the participants could agree with that position and favoured a 
specific washing performance to be reached for each programme.  

GR2 recommended to have one washing performance for 60°C at 103% of the Cotton 60°C reference cycle, and 
one for lower temperature cycles below the 103% reference. As mentioned above, GR2 recommended that these 
washing performances are checked separately. GR3 and GR4 could somehow agree with that proposal as they 
also recommended to keep high washing performance for currently tested programmes and to possibly lower 
the washing performance of a lower temperature programme.  

GR2 and GR5 recommended to search for available studies on washing performance levels and if none available, 
to perform one.  

Instead reducing the washing performance requirement, GR3 expressed an interesting idea to test low 
temperature or lightly soiled programmes. One time consuming and costly option could be to revise the standard 
test method. Another idea could be to test only the sebum square as it is probably the most relevant soil to test 
with these programmes. Indeed, the bulk of the soil in lightly soiled laundry is likely to be sebum. Development 
work could need to be carried out to ensure this test is reliable, suitable, reproducible and provides sufficient 
differentiation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

On effectively reached temperature 

GR2, GR3, GR4 and GR7 tackled the issue of reached temperature. Almost all participants agreed that this 
parameter should not be part of the label but should rather be somehow addressed via an information 
requirement in the user manual or in the fiche.  

GR3, GR4 and GR7 recommended to have the effectively reached temperature in the user manual, in the fiche 
and possibly in the public database. 

GR2 suggested the idea to have an Ecodesign requirement for the 60°C only to effectively reach this temperature 
for hygienic reasons.  

GR3 agreed to say that in order not to damage clothes it is important that the programme name shows the 
temperature that should not be exceeded. The care label should be kept as the reference. This being said, it is 
also relevant that the temperature reached is not too far from what is indicated. The two temperatures should 
be stated in the manual: one temperature not exceeded for the care label and one measured for hygiene 
purposes. 

Concerning the measurement method, the opinion is split between measuring it in the water next to the heating 
device (for more stability of results) or in the load (more relevant but less stability). The work is ongoing at 
standardization level to address this problem but more time is needed to develop a reliable and stable 
measurement method that does not allow circumvention. In the meantime, manufacturers should adopt 
transparent communication. 

On rinsing performances 

GR2, GR3 and GR6 discussed rinsing performances. The three groups shared the same point of view that rinsing 
performances do not seem to be a problem at the moment. They thought that the current level of rinsing is 
satisfying and that a reasonable objective could be to avoid that it gets worse.  

GR6 recommended to assess what the rinsing performance level is today, so that it constitutes a reference, and 
to let the market regulate as it is now. Tests could be conducted every now and then to monitor the market and 
verify it does not worsen. In case the market worsen in the future, this reference could be used to set Ecodesign 
requirements. 

GR2 and GR3 could imagine to take as reference, a level of rinsing performance slightly below today’s market 
and to set it as Ecodesign requirement. However, these groups thought that this issue is not the most relevant 
one now and should not be a priority. The only people that could be concerned are allergic or sensible persons. 
But for these very specific consumers, there already exists solutions such as use extra-rinsing options or use 
dedicated detergent, it should not be a reason for requirement.  

5. CONCLUSIONS 
This workshop was an opportunity for the 45 participants – representing all segments of industry and civil society 
– to know more about the reality of testing and to know more about the constraints and possibilities offered by 
standardization to simulate real-life conditions of use in the testing methods. 

It was also the right place to remind all stakeholders that their active participation in the standardization process 
is what guarantees the final quality of the standards and that they are therefore invited to participate and provide 
inputs at that level too. 

In the morning, the group could learn about the status of the preparatory study in view of the revision of the 
Ecodesign and Energy Label regulations; he could also learn more about the consumer behaviour and the trends 
of the market; or about the content of the standard and what it means inside a laboratory.  

Participants also had the chance to discuss and understand better the arguments of other stakeholders’ 
positions. In that regard, it was particularly interesting to discuss issues such as what should the EL look like?, the 
indication of the programme duration, the content of the future programme portfolio, washing and rinsing 
performances, as well as effectively reached temperature.  

The discussions and ideas summarized in this report will be forwarded to the relevant standardisation bodies 
and Commission. This input to both legislators and standardizers will hopefully be useful for them to take 
decisions that will continue making the Ecodesign and Energy Label policies a success story.  
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