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1. Introduction 
 
It is now more than 10 years since refrigerators and freezers were mandated to carry an energy label in 
NSW. Now most states and territories require a range of major appliances to be labelled. From the early 
days when labelling was being established, through to now, experience and research have accumulated 
that are useful in revealing strengths and weaknesses of the scheme. 
 
The objective of this discussion paper is: To identify, from a consumer perspective, improvements to the 
pertinence and accuracy of information provided on appliance energy labels. A number of tasks were set 
to guide in addressing this objective; they were not, however, meant to limit the research. 
 
The findings in the paper are based on desk research into existing documents (see Appendix 1) and 
interviews with relevant people (see Appendix 11). No new research was undertaken, but as a result of 
the review process, recommendations for further work are made. 
 
This paper is one of a pair of papers, the other, by R A Brown & Associates, will primarily address 
technical aspects of the labelling scheme. This paper will only impinge on technical matters where they 
have an effect on consumers' perceptions of the information contained in the labels. 
 
As the body of this paper will show, there is wide acceptance of the energy label amongst consumers and 
it is used, by many, as part of the pre-purchase decision-making process. However, the labelling scheme 
is not perfect and in some cases could, potentially, lead to inappropriate appliance selection. If, as a 
result of the review process, the labels are changed, then the replacement will need promotion and 
support aimed at building on the high level of goodwill already given to the existing labels by 
consumers. 
 
In a 1982 report1, to AMEC, the purposes of energy labelling were put as follows: 
 
1.  To enable the consumer to make a reasoned choice between products and hence reduce energy 

consumption 
 
2.  To provide an incentive for manufacturers in the medium term to design appliances with 

improved energy performance, and consequently better tailored to consumers' requirements 
 
3.  To promote energy conservation on a national scale 
 
If the information on the labels isn't easily accessible to consumers and if the information is not based on 
tests relevant to them, then the above purposes will not be easily fulfilled. 
 
The findings which follow are, based on the available research, representative of consumers' perceptions; 
that is, it is what they believe the current energy label tells them and what they think would represent 
useful changes to it. 
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2. Findings 
 
2.1 Consumer Perspectives - Awareness, Understanding & Adequacy of the Energy Label  
 
2.1.1 Background. 
 
Certain aspects of the existing label were based on consumer research. Research was presented to 
the DRE in a report, by AN0P3, in 1983. The report was based on the results of 1,500 face-to 
face interviews, conducted nationally, and six focus groups in Sydney and Melbourne, made up 
of recent and intending appliance-buying decision makers. It revealed strong community support 
for energy labelling, with 89% maintaining that labels were necessary and only 7% believing 
they were not necessary. The major reasons labels were favoured amongst the 89% were: 
 
 communicates cost of running  50% 
 
 allows informed choice  36% 
 
 promotes energy conservation 14% 
 
 encourages retailer honesty  07% 
 
The report also evaluated, qualitatively, alternative titles, shapes, colours and information content for the 
label. Refrigerators only were used as the example appliance for the various label designs. The general 
findings were that Energy Guide was the preferred title (Energy Rating wasn't an option), a rectangular 
shape was preferred over a triangular or square shape and yellow was preferred over red, white or blue. 
 
With the rectangular label there was a choice between giving prominence to energy consumption, in 
kWh per year, or running cost, in dollars per quarter. The latter was seen "...almost universally as the key 
piece of information the label should contain Energy consumption was seen as "…a very poor second 
best (to cost of running)..”. 
 
None of the label designs included a star rating. 
 
Running costs were seen as important by the focus groups despite the existing low level of knowledge 
about them. The report noted, "...the current relatively low level of importance of cost of running in the 
purchase decision process concerning most appliances, and particularly refrigerators and freezers, is 
evident throughout the population". It goes on to say 11 Currently , most consumers believe there are no 
running cost differences in terms of all these appliances examined, and very few believe large 
differences exist. Clearly, if appropriately communicated, energy efficiency labels will provide 
information to consumers which will give them the opportunity to learn that such cost of running 
differences do exist." 
 
When given a hypothetical choice between two appliances (in this case refrigerators), one cheaper than 
the other, but more expensive to run, the report found that, by a factor of two to one, the more expensive 
unit was favoured when it could be seen that it was cheaper to purchase and run over a 10 year life. It 
went on to state, "The key point is that once given sufficient 
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information about running cost implications, consumers can make a considered choice incorporating that 
information." 
 
The ANOP report stated, "Communicating the cost of running is essential to the successful introduction 
of the labels. If, due to differences in energy costs geographically, and over time, a dollar-value running 
cost cannot practically be used as the key label communication, then a kWh energy use (per quarter) is 
very poor second best. If implemented, it must be supported by an equivalent cost of running table [this 
gave different running costs for a range of tariffs], despite the fact that this may well not be as relevant to 
consumers. Hence the need for a consumer education program ...... 
 
The report also found "...virtually no appeal..." for an Energy Use Index, where the appliance would be 
given a score out of some, unstated, maximum value, with the higher the score, the higher the energy 
cost. 
 
It did find support for a "Comparison with other Models Scale" where the given unit's energy 
consumption was shown relative to others of the same type and capacity (or close to it). However, this 
was open to some confusion. 
 
It was also concluded that too much information on the label, such as a table of running costs for 
different tariffs, was preferable to too little, provided the primary data, running cost, stood out. 
 
2.1.2 Awareness 
 
A series of reports from 1991 through to 1996 have shown a steady increase in the awareness of the 
energy label: 
 

Year Awareness % 
19876 0 
19916 55 
19917 83 recent buyers  45 general public 
199513 91 

 
Reports by Energy Victoria14 and Test Research13 show awareness by appliance type with close 
agreement in order of appliance: 
 

Appliance Energy Victoria Test Research 
Refrigerators 84% 97% 
Freezers 76% 71% 
Washing machines 72% 57% 
Dishwashers 71% 53% 
Clothes dryers 64% 39% 
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Gas water heaters  61% 17% 
Air conditioners  56% 20% 
Gas space heaters  49% no distinction was made between 
Gas ducted heaters  48% heater types, 9% is the combined figure 

 
It should be noted that each report used different methodology, sample sizes and definitions to arrive at their 
respective values but none the less the overall trend is towards high awareness of the energy label. 
 
The higher awareness figures for gas appliances in the Energy Victoria report are probably due to a bias 
towards gas heating and promotional campaigns in Victoria. 
 
2.1.3 Understanding 
 
Most consumers have a good general understanding of what energy labels represent. 
 
The 1995 Appliance Use Survey by Test Research13 showed that 74% of respondents to the question "Do you 
know why appliances are energy labelled?" chose 1ndicate energy efficiency", followed by 64% (multiple 
responses were permitted) choosing '1ndicate energy use". 32% of respondents also chose ', Indicate running 
cosC, even though this is not explicitly displayed on the label. However, it does indicate people are making a 
link between energy efficiency and operating cost. Only 4% of respondents thought the label indicated high 
quality and/or reliability and only 5% thought it indicated a well designed appliance. 
 
This survey also showed good understanding of the star rating as an indicator of energy efficiency. Most 
respondents (43%) picked one star as "Not very-energy efficient"; most (41 %) picked three stars as 
"Reasonably energy-efficient"; and most (43%) picked five stars as 'Wery energy-efficient". Only 14% 
picked six stars as Very energy-efficient." This point will be expanded on in the next section: 2.1.4. 
 
In response to "Who is responsible for energy labelling?", most (34%) responded "Don't know", 33% 
responded "Government and manufacturers/importers' initiative." In spite of this modest recognition of the 
responsible parties 79% believed the information on the label to be reliable. 
 
The 1991 report by Gas & Fuel Corp. of Victoria and Quadrant Research7 found that 86% of respondents 
correctly identified the meaning of the star rating as indicating energy efficiency, and 65 % of respondents 
correctly identified the other major piece of information on the label: the energy consumption figure. 
However, of the parts of the label which were difficult to understand, the Comparative Energy Consumption 
section, which contains the energy consumption figure, was cited by 54% of respondents. 
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2.1.4 Adequacy 
 
Whilst there appears to be high awareness and a good level of general understanding of energy labels, 
there are still identifiable problem areas from a consumer perspective: the star rating and the comparative 
energy consumption figure. 
 
The star rating. 
 
The two main problems with the star rating are: 
 
1. Low awareness of the sixth star 
 
Test Research found in its Appliance Use Survey13 that 50% of respondents to the question "What is the 
highest number of stars a product can get?" said five stars and only 23% said six stars. Artcraft Research 
, in a 1992 report8, found, when evaluating variants of the label with focus groups, that most people 
assumed there was a maximum of five stars available. 
 
2. Misunderstanding of what the stars mean 
 
The misunderstandings arise from the finding that some consumers cannot accept the fact that a five-star 
large refrigerator can use more energy than a small bar refrigerator with a two-star rating6. With 
refrigerators this situation is compounded by the fact that large cabinets get a bonus from their lower 
surface area to volume ratio, leading to less heat gain per litre - remembering the stars are calculated on 
energy consumption per litre, not total consumption. It is true that, over the time labelling has applied to 
refrigerators, designs have improved and this has contributed to the high star ratings for large cabinets, 
but they are still aided by their advantageous surface area to volume ratio 
 
An alternative is to have no stars. The ANOP research3 did not include stars in any of the labels it trialled 
with focus groups - it is not clear where the stars on the current label originated. This would remove 
many of the problems associated with the presentation of the stars and their underlying determination; 
problems such as: how many stars (five, six, ten?), their all-or-nothing presentation (fractions of stars are 
not permitted), determination of threshold values (at what value are two stars awarded, then three, etc?) 
and updating to accommodate changing appliance performance. It is interesting to note that the US label 
does not use stars or any similar absolute rating. 
 
The comparative energy consumption figure. 
 
The comparative energy consumption figure expressed as kWh per year runs a poor second to running 
cost information, according to ANOP research3. Test Research13 and the joint report by Gas & Fuel 
Corp. of Victoria and Quadrant Research7 both identified inclusion of running cost as the most popular 
addition to the label in their consumer surveys. 
 
The major criticism against including running cost is the variability of electricity tariffs across the 
country. This can be overcome. as was demonstrated by the ANOP research3, by having a main figure 
which displays the running cost based on the most representative tariff and a table for other tariffs (see 
Appendix Ill). 
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2.2 Overseas Experience with Energy Labels 
 
2.2.1 Alternative Labels 
 
Appendix 111 contains examples of labels: from the European Union, the United States of America, and 
Russia. Observations will also be drawn from a report by Lloyd Harrington18, "Energy Labels from 
Around the World". 
 
The EU label. 
 
There are two points of interest with the EU label: 
 
1.  It is not based on minimum performance requirements 
 
2.  It displays more information about the product than the Australian label 
 
The label has a dominant energy-efficiency display with appliances rated from A (more efficient) to G 
(less efficient). Energy consumption is displayed as a kWh value. Noise and capacity figures are 
included for all appliances. As appropriate, water consumption is displayed, and in the case of washing 
machines spin performance is indicated separately. 
 
The label is mandatory but sets no minimum performance requirements - though performance is declared 
on the label. 
 
The US Label. 
 
The two US labels, the current one and its predecessor (Appendix III pgs 23 & 24), represent two 
designs which don't utilise stars. The new label differs from the old in three main ways: 
 

It places greater emphasis on the comparative (with similar models) energy use 
 
The yearly running cost is given less emphasis 
 
The table for different energy tariffs and frequency of use has been dispensed with 

 
The yearly running costs were, apparently, a source of confusion, with people mistaking them for the 
price of the appliance or thinking they represented how much money the particular appliance would 
use/save over the best/worst one respectively. It is not clear why the table of tariffs and frequencies of 
use was dropped. 
 
The label is mandatory but sets no minimum performance requirements. 
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The Russian label. 
 
The Russian label presents both yearly and daily energy consumption and compares this with the best and 
worst models using a dial. Below this is a table showing how the yearly running costs for the model tested, 
and the best and worst models, vary with different tariffs. 
 
The label is only at the proposal stage. 
 
Labels generally. 
 
Looking at labels from the US, Europe and Asia, as presented in a report from EES18, all use some form of 
rating scale to show either how the particular appliance compares to similar models or as a score, the latter 
presented either numerically or in the form of a graphic. 
 
Most also display the kWh consumption. 
 
Only the US and Russian labels display running cost information. 
 
Summary. 
 
As stated in the EES report, "... it would appear that the prospects for harmonised energy labelling programs 
around the world are poor. In fact, trying to harmonise the energy label itself is likely to lead to a reduction 
in the potency of the labelling message and may make it somewhat irrelevant to local conditions." So, whilst 
not in common use amongst the sample of labels looked at above, running costs would be a popular addition 
to the Australian label, as found in a number of studies. The lesson to be learnt from the US experience is to 
promote running costs, with the knowledge that if not properly explained, misunderstandings might arise. 
 
The popularity of some form of rating scale, unfortunately, does not remove the problems associated with 
them, see section 4. below. 
 
2.2.2 Consumer Organisation Views 
 
Consumers' International, the organisation to which most national consumer organisations are a member, is, 
at policy level, sceptical of labelling schemes in their current form. Their thrust is that, whilst they support 
the concept of labelling, the schemes can be significantly improved to better serve consumers. 
 
ACA is not out of step with this view, to the extent that it deviates from the appropriate Australian Standards 
when evaluating some labelled products for its magazine Choice, believing that its testing is more relevant to 
consumers in terms of how they use the products in question. 
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2.3 Star Rating Algorithms 
 
The following changes to algorithms are recommended: 
 

If stars are to be retained, based on the findings above, rescale the algorithms for all appliances to 
a five-star maximum. 
 
As part of the rescaling, ensure that MEPS levels do not render some star values redundant; that 
is, it should be possible to gain a one-star rating after MEPS are applied 

 
Stars can only be awarded discretely, which can lead to exaggerated differences between otherwise 
similarly performing appliances. If an appliance delivers 4.99 stars' worth of performance it can only be 
awarded four stars, whereas if another appliance delivers 5.00 stars' worth of performance it will be 
awarded five stars. The energy label will present, to a potential buyer of these two appliances, a 
difference which does not exist. The experimental error in the testing to determine the star rating is such 
that these two appliances cannot, in reality, be distinguished. 
 
A suggested solution to this problem is to permit fractional stars to be displayed. Half-star labels were 
tested with focus groups by Artcraft Research8 in 1992. Nine modifications of the current label, all with 
half-stars, were presented, with the aim of finding which were the most liked - two of the variants were 
preferred over the rest. These labels also had the advantage of highlighting the presence of the sixth star. 
 
3. Stakeholder Responses 
 
As part of this review stakeholders from government, industry and the community were interviewed (see 
Appendix 11 pg 19). Their responses can be divided into two main areas: 
 
1.  Extension of the scheme to cover more products 
 
2.  Changes to the existing label to provide more/better consumer information 
 
3.1 New Products for Labelling 
 
The products cited for including in the labelling scheme are: 
 

•  Audio/video equipment including VCRs and TVs 
 
•  IT/Comms equipment (including computers) 
 
•  Lighting 
 
•  Shower roses 
 
•  Electric water heaters 
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•  Electric space heaters 
 
•  Ovens and microwaves 

 
• Electronic equipment, whilst generally very efficient in-use, can consume significant amounts of 

energy in its standby mode. There are significant differences between models the same type of 
product when on standby, and so encouraging all towards the lower end of the energy consumption 
scale would be useful. 

 
• Computers in particular are seen as wasteful as they tend to be left on for the full working day and in 

some cases for 24 hours. There are technologies for progressively decreasing their energy 
consumption, depending on how long they have been left unattended and what operations the user is 
performing. At present there is little incentive for suppliers, on the Australian market, to promote 
these features. 

 
• Lighting, whilst not a major component of domestic-sector energy consumption, is a product with 

high turnover, and so would help promote energy efficiency through buyers' frequent purchases. It 
would also highlight the extreme difference in efficiency between incandescent bulbs and compact 
fluorescents, going someway to offset the much higher relative price of the latter. 

 
• Even though shower roses are not an electric or gas appliance, they do use energy from these sources. 

An energy label was seen as a more effective way of highlighting the differences between roses than 
the current, voluntary water label. 

 
• Electric water heaters are a high-energy-consuming appliance, but aren't labelled. They consume this 

energy in their own right, not just via the other appliances that draw water off the heater, for example 
large off-peak water heaters have high standing losses which labelling could highlight. 

 
• Space heating is the highest user of energy in the domestic sector, At present only air conditioners are 

required to be labelled; it was strongly suggested that electric resistance heaters should also be 
labelled. 

 
• Electric and microwave ovens have a high energy consumption when cooking. Whilst their usage 

patterns may vary widely from person to person it was still felt that labelling them would still provide 
useful consumer information. 

 
3.2 Label Changes 
 
Four issues were raised here by the stakeholders interviewed for this review: 
 
1.  Running costs versus kWh's 
 
2.  How to present the stars 
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3.  Inclusion of the water label. 
 
4.  Inclusion Of C02 contribution 
 
There was a strong feeling that running costs would present consumers with much more useful and 
accessible information than the current kWh figure. Durations over which the running cost would be 
calculated ranged from yearly to product lifetime - say, 10 years. There was an equally strong feeling 
that kWhs are more robust, and should not be replaced or added to by running costs, as they are not 
affected by variations in tariffs across the country or by changes over time. 
 
Arguments were made for removing stars completely; for increasing the maximum from the present six 
to 10; and for making five stars the maximum. 
 
Removing stars completely would remove anomalies whereby higher star-bearing appliances are 
seen as using less energy than appliances with fewer stars, regardless of capacity. It would also 
reduce the incentive for manufacturers to increase the claimed capacities of their products in an 
attempt to gain a higher star rating. Replacing the stars with running costs would give a clearer 
indication of which models are more energyefficient without, the ambiguity of stars, and could also 
encourage the purchase of more expensive and more efficient models with an overall saving being 
realised over the operational life of the appliance. 
 
Some people favoured five stars, as the sixth is not really perceived by consumers. Others favoured 10, 
as it lends to a simple extension of the scheme by not having to rescale current products which already 
have five or six stars on their labels. Ten stars were also seen as offering finer discrimination between 
models than five or six. 
 
There was support by most parties for inclusion of the water label on the energy label even though it is 
currently not mandatory for appliances to carry it. This would provide useful consumer information and 
ensure the water rating was applied to all water consuming appliances currently energy labelled. 
 
With the greenhouse effect now a prominent environmental concern, it was expressed by some 
stakeholders that C02 contribution would be a useful addition to the label, particularly as it allows for 
comparisons between energy sources: coal, hydro electricity and gas. 
 
4. Stars - Pros and Cons of the Star Rating 
 
4.1 Pros 
 
The star rating has been part of the Australian energy label since its inception and has received 
significant financial backing by government through promotion and other measures. The advantages of 
stars are: 
 
1.  They are the most prominent piece of information on the label, easily viewed from a distance 

when surveying products on the showroom floor. 
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2.  They give quick comparisons between appliances when shopping around. 
 
3.  There is high awareness of the stars (notwithstanding the "invisible" sixth star) through years of 

promotion and the prevalent use of awarding stars to movies, wine, restaurants, accommodation, 
holidays, etc, throughout the community. 

 
4.  That to change them would, potentially, require additional funds for promoting their replacement, 

to allay any suspicions by consumers that they have lost something rather than gained - regardless 
of what replaces the stars. 

 
4.2 Cons 
 
Whilst stars give an apparently simple way to display the comparative energy efficiency of appliances, 
there are a number of serious problems: 
 
1.  As raised in section 2.1.4, there is low awareness of the sixth star, rendering it less effective as a 

tool to encourage manufacturers to go beyond five stars, and as a means of informing potential 
purchasers of products better than those rated at five stars. 

 
2.  Also as raised in section 2.3, the discrete nature of awarding stars can lead to exaggerating the 

differences between appliances or, worse, presenting apparent differences which might not exist 
at all. 

 
3.  The star rating can influence consumers to buy a more energy-consuming appliance. Whilst they 

may not be shopping around comparing extremes such as a bar fridge to 500 L frost-free models, 
they may consider a 500 L unit over, say, a 400 L one because it has more stars even though its 
absolute energy consumption is higher. This was demonstrated in the 1991 George Wilkenfeld & 
Associates report (with Test Research & Arteraft Research)6, which found as a result of 
focus-group evaluations that some people think an appliance is very energy efficient simply 
because it has five stars, and that it will cost less to run than one with two stars, regardless of size: 
"How can it (eg, 500 litre 4-star Westinghouse RJ52 refrigerator) use more power (1200kWh) 
than the other one (eg, 250 litre 2-star Fujitsu General ER-250FA, rated at 880 kWh) when it's 
(sic) got more stars?... 

 
4.  The calculations for determining the star rating tend to encourage manufacturers to push the 

capacity limits of their appliances beyond what consumers would find in actual use; this is 
especially true of washing machines and dishwashers. Because the rating is determined on a per 
place setting or per kilogram basis, it's easy to see how simply increasing the claimed capacity of 
a dishwasher or washing machine (all else remaining equal), more stars can be produced. 
Naturally the performance thresholds place limits on this form of star generation, but because the 
testing and evaluation methods for determining the performance of these two appliances are not 
as robust as would be desirable, it makes policing of exaggerated claims very difficult. 

 
14 

 
 
 



Energy Labelling Review - Consumer Research  January 1998 
 
5. Product by Product Issues 
 
5.1 Washing Machines 
 
Because stars are awarded on a per kilogram basis, washing capacities at the large end of the market 
have tended to move away from practical values - the machines are overloaded. 
 
Test Research tested four 7.5 kg washing machines over a range of capacities from 2 kg to 8 kg. The test 
were conducted in accordance with the requirements of the labelling scheme. None of the machines 
passed the performance tests at their claimed capacities. Allowing for experimental error they only came 
close to the performance thresholds of the Australian standard at 6 kg 80 % of their claimed capacity. 
See appendix IV page 29 for the test results. 
 
These machines are also difficult to load to their rated capacity - consumers wouldn't put the effort in to 
load these machines in this way. 
 
A more practical means of determining the capacity of washing machines is required. 
 
The fact that Test Research would fail these machines on washing performance when loaded to their 
stated capacities demonstrates the lack of robustness in the current test methodology. 
 
The Test Research Appliance Use Survey13 revealed that 54 % of respondents use a cold wash and 41 % 
use a warm wash. The washing machine label needs to accommodate cold washes to make it more 
relevant to real-world-use. 
 
The survey also found that most respondents (57 %) use their machine about two to three times a week 
and most (39 %) do two loads of washing per session. So the current assumption of one load per day 
used for the label is about right. 
 
5.2 Dishwashers 
 
The Australian Consumers' Association tested 15 dishwashers, representing all the major brands, 
with capacities of 12 place settings or more. The testing was done using the proposed methods 
for an updated version of the Australian dishwasher standard - these methods are intended to 
improve the consistency and reduce the stringency of the current standard. ACA also loaded all 
the machines with 12 place settings, regardless of claimed capacity. The Test Research Appliance 
Use Survey - v 13 found most people only load their machines to five to nine place settings. 
However, in spite of their more lenient testing, the ACA results show their laboratory would fail 
three (one marginally) currently labelled machines (see Appendix IV page 3 1). 
 
The current test method for dishwashers is demanding, ye t the Appliance Use Survey13 found that 88% 
of respondents were very or fairly satisfied with their dishwasher's performance; they also rinsed items 
before loading them into the machine - for various reasons, but not because they think dishwashers can't 
do the job. Test methodology needs to be vastly simplified re soil removal measurements - down to no 
soil measurements if current avenues for improving the methods prove fruitless. 
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5.3 Refrigerators and freezers 
 
As raised in section 4.2, point 3, there is an inherent bias in the refrigerator algorithm favouring large 
cabinets -this needs to be removed. 
 
5.4 Dryers 
 
The vast majority of consumers buy dryers at the cheap end of the market (less than $400), and the vast 
majority of these dryers use the same amount of energy. The only reason to maintain labelling on dryers 
is that to remove them might cause consumer suspicion. However, if this is not a concern, removing the 
labels would bring administrative and dollar savings to the overall scheme. 
 
5.5 Air conditioners 
 
There is a need to separately provide the "sensible" cooling capacity (the bit that lowers the room 
temperature) and the dehumidifying capacity for the label to be of more use for consumers in different 
climactic conditions: people in more humid climates need air conditioners with good dehumidifying 
performance. 
 
6. Further Research 
 
Changes could be made to the existing label which would make it more useful and accessible to 
consumers. To properly assess how changes to the label will be received, focus groups in three 
capital-city locations are recommended, with at least two groups in each city. 
 
Based on advice from the Consumer Research Manager from the Australian Consumers' Association 
each group can consider no more than five different label designs. 
 
In terms of changes to the presentation of the existing label the major points to come out of the consumer 
review are: 
 

Do we need to retain the stars? 
 
If stars are retained can fractional stars be used to at least minimise some of the negative aspects 
of using a star rating? 
 
Can running costs be given prominence on a new label? 
 
Can water use (where applicable) be incorporated in the label? 

 
The need to retain the stars comes down to the momentum they already have and the considerable 
investment made in promoting them. If stars can't be removed, particularly because it is found that 
consumers want them, then the use of fractional stars will go a long way towards negating the problems 
with the star rating as currently used. 
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Inclusion of running costs stands out as the addition to the label which would have the greatest impact 
amongst consumers. Unlike the US, we are forewarned as to the potential problems with their inclusion 
on the label and can take measures to avoid them. Importantly, the US still has running cost on their 
labels; they have merely de-emphasised them. 
 
Many of the stakeholders interviewed for this review wanted the water rating to be incorporated into the 
label. Unfortunately the regulators don't have the legislative powers to incorporate water ratings, but they 
can enforce inclusion of the water consumption on the label. 
 
Based on the above the following label options are suggested for evaluation by the focus groups: 
 

1. The existing label to provide baseline data. 
 
2. The existing label with a prominent water consumption figure. 
 
3. A label based on the old US example*. 
 
4. A label based on the old US example* with a star rating. 
 
5. A label based on the old US example* with partial stars. 

 
But not including the comparison with similar models, as it is felt this is too subject to change as similar 
models are continuously released onto the market for the labels to remain up-to-date. 
 
A decision on the period over which the running-cost is to be calculated needs to be made: monthly, 
quarterly, yearly or lifetime. Lifetime would provide the greatest consumer benefit, allowing people to 
have a better estimation of the total cost of a particular appliance. 
 
Finally, any labels put up for focus-group evaluation should be designed by someone not only expert in 
graphic presentation but also in information transfer. 
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Appendices 
 
1.  List of Research Papers 
 
1. Energy Efficiency Labelling of Domestic Applianres - Position Paper - Nov 82. For AMEC Coordinating 

Committee on Energy Conservation 
 
2. A National System of Energy Efficiency Labelling - May 83. For AMEC 
 
3. ANOP report Energy Efficiency Labelling of Household Appliances - June 83. For the Dept of Resources 

and Energy. 
 
4. George Wilkenfeld & Associates report Residential Appliances in Australia: An Assessment of Market and 

Technology Developments, with a Particular Reference to Energy Efficiency - June 9 1. For the SECV. 
 
5. McLennan Maqasanik & Associates P/L report Industry & Technology Review - Aug 9 1. For SECV. 
 
6. George Wilkenfeld & Associates with Test Research & Artcraft Research report Review of Residential 

Appliance Energy Labelling - Sept 9 1. For SECV. 
 
7. Gas and Fuel Corp. of Victoria and Quadrant Research report An Evaluation of the Electricity Labelling 

Scheme - Dec 91. For SECV. 
 
8. Artcraft Research report Appliance Energy Labelling - Revising the Labels - May 92. For SECV. 
 
9. Deni Green Consulting Services report Life Cycle Analysis of Washing Machines Oct 92. For ACA. 
 
10. George Wilkenfeld & Associates report Benefits and Costs of Implementing Minimum Energy 

Performance Standards for Household Electrical Appliances in Australia Apr 93. For SECV. 
 
11. Sustainable Solutions report Minimum Energy Performance Standards for Domestic Appliances - A 

Review - Nov 93. For the Dept of Environment, Sport and Territories. 
 
12. Energy Efficient Strategies report Status of Energy Labelling for Household Appliances in Europe - Feb 

95. For the OCEI in Victoria. 
 
13. Test Research report Appliance Use Survey - Feb 95. For NAEEEC. 
 
14. Energy Victoria report Victorian Energy Efficient Housing and Appliances Promotion - Mar 96 
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15. Energy Victoria report Energy Ratings: Stage 4 (prepared by AMR: Quantum Harris) – Mar 96 
 
16. Energy Victoria summary report NHAP Research (prepared by AMR: Quantum Harris) – Mar 96 
 
17. Australian Consumers' Association Sustainable Energy Survey - Jul 96. 
 
18. Energy Efficient Solutions Energy Labels from Around the World - Nov 1997 
 
11.  List of Contacts 
 
Dick Brown - Dick Brown & Associates 
 
Lloyd Harrington - Energy Efficient Strategies 
 
Alan Pears - Sustainable Solutions 
 
Norm Crothers - Australian Consumers' Association 
Marissa Nerwich - Australian Consumers' Association 
Sally Nathan - Australian Consumers' Association 
Mary Harris - Australian Consumers' Association 
 
Tim Aldrich - NSW Office of Energy 
 
Frank Mitchell - Vic Environment Protection Authority 
 
Warren Edwards - Energy Victoria 
Roger Pierotti - Energy Victoria 
 
Philip Kenny - Standards Australia 
 
Robert Wooley - Sharp Corporation 
 
Richard Bollard - Fisher & Paykel 
 
Dilek Kozan - Southcorp Hoover 
David Delap - Southeorp Hoover 
Bob Kuchell - Southcorp Hoover 
Clare Morgan - Southcorp Appliances 
 
Keith Tarlo - Greenpeace 
 
Peter Kinrade - Australian Conservation Foundation 
 
Kerryn Gosbell - Environment Victoria 
 
John Hughes - Water Services Association 
John Langford - Water Services Association 
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III. Samples of Labels 
 
On the following pages are samples (in the order listed) of: 
 
The current Australian energy label 
The EU label 
The old US label 
The new US label 
The Russian label 
The ANOP trial labels 
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