


October 26, 1994 

S U M M A R Y O F T H E T V INDUSTRY'S O P P O S I T I O N 

TO DOE'S P R O P O S A L T O E S T A B L I S H 

AN E N E R G Y STANDARD F O R T V S 

The Department of Energy (DOE) issued a proposed regulation that would establish eneigy 
consumption limits for television receivers. 59 Fed. Reg. 10464 (March 4, 1994). Although 
the television industry supports DOE's objective of conserving energy, we strongly oppose the 
proposed regulation. We urge the Department to withdraw its proposal and to make an 
affirmative determination that no standard is appropriate or necessary for the following 
reasons: 

• A mandatory energy consumption standard for television receivers will not promote 
the goal of decreased energy consumption. Establishing a ceiling on energy 
consumption will inevitably force manufacturers either to reduce picture quality or to 
remove energy-consuming features that enhance the usefulness and convenience of 
the product to the consumer. Ultimately, features squeezed-out by regulation will be 
delivered to consumers by separately powered set-top devices; the net effect will be an 
Increase in overall energy consumption. 

• In contrast to the 17 other products expressly listed in the statute. Congress has never 
required DOE to set a standard for television receivers. Rather, Congress has 
authorized the Department to exercise its discretion in determining whether to 
establish regulations for television receivers. 

• The television manufacturing industiy operates under intense competitive market 
pressures to reduce energy consumption, because lower energy consumption reduces 
operating temperatures and thereby increases a product's reliability. Improvements 
are adopted as soon as they are technologically and commercially feasible. 

• Television receivers already consume low amounts of energy. On average, a typical 
20-inch television receiver currently uses less energy than a 100-watt light bulb. 

• The proposed standard would impose severe energy consumption constraints on 
television receivers. According to DOE's own calculations, the proposed rule would 
require more than a 30 percent reduction in the energy consumed by a typical 
television receiver. There is no credible evidence that energy consumption could be 
reduced to anything close to this level without extreme price and performance 
consequences. 

• DOE's stated rationale for regulating television receivers mistakenly equates lower 
energy consumption with greater energy efficiency. These two concepts are not 
necessarily related. A television receiver with better picture quality and more features 
will generally consume more energy. Variations in the amount of energy consumed 
by television receivers are primarily attributable to differences in the performance and 
features of the products, not to disparities in "energy efficiency." 



• The proposed standard, by encouraging the migration of features out of television 
receivers and into set-top devices, will contravene a clearly articulated goal of the 
Cable Television Consumer Protection and Competition Act of 1992. 

• Currently, domestic television manufacturing is a $5 billion industry, annually 
producing 13.5 million television sets and directly employing over 25,000 skilled 
workers in 14 States. In addition, a substantial number of domestically-produced 
television receivers are currently exported to Canada, Mexico, Japan, Taiwan, Central 
America, South America, and Europe. If adopted, the proposed standard will have a 
serious and adverse economic impact on the television manufacturing industiy and 
will likely cause many Americans to lose well-paying jobs. 

• The television manufacturing industry is now poised to deliver a wide range of 
products that will provide the American public with the most readily accessible means 
to navigate the "information superhighway." Yet, DOE's proposal would needlessly 
constrain the manufacturing industry's ability to produce television sets capable of 
processing video, audio and data in new ways. Therefore, it may be impossible to 
introduce such services as high-speed data broadcasts. 

• Establishing an energy standard for television receivers would skew marketplace 
competition between and among various kinds of "information appliances" for the 
rapidly evolving "infonnation superhighway." 

— Features may migrate from the television receiver to other products even though 
technical and economic considerations would otherwise dictate that those features 
be maintained in television receivers. 

— The proposed rule would effectively eliminate television manufacturers as 
competitive players in the emerging "information superhighway" market 

• DOE's proposal will unnecessarily restrict the television manufacturing industry's 
ability to introduce the technological innovations necessaiy to produce advanced 
television (ie., "high-definition television" or "HDTV") and interactive television. 

• The value of any energy savings achieved by the proposed standard would be greatly 
outweighed by the fact that the rule will severely lessen the utility and the 
performance of television receivers. 

The television industry firmly believes that DOE's proposal fails to meet the clear statutory 
requirements for establishing an energy standard and is totally lacking in factual and 
analytical support Moreover, an energy standard is not necessary and, in fact, would be 
counterproductive for two reasons: (1) it would ultimately increase — not decrease — overall 
energy consumption; and (2) it would impose serious economic burdens on both consumers 
and our industry. In addition, the Department's proposal is in direct conflict with the Cable 
Act, and would be inconsistent with the Administration's policies regarding the information 
superhighway. Therefore, DOE should withdraw its proposal to establish an energy standard 
for television receivers and make an affirmative determination that no standard is appropriate 



October 26, 1994 

POSITION PAPER 

CONSUMER ELECTRONICS GROUP 
OF THE 

ELECTRONIC INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION 

conceming 

PROPOSED ENERGY STANDARDS 
FOR TELEVISION RECEIVERS 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Under the Energy Policy and Conservation Act^ the Department of Energy (DOE) 
must set energy conservation standards for certain household appliances, such as water 
heaters, fumaces, ovens, and others. DOE has no mandate to establish an energy standard 
for television receivers. Instead, Congress has authorized DOE to exercise its discretion to 
determine whether a standard for televisions is appropriate. Currently, as part of its "Eight 
Products Rulemaking,"-

Currently, the Department is considering whether to create such a standard, thereby 
placing a limit on the energy consumption of television sets manufactured or distributed in 
the United States. The record developed as part of this rulemaking demonstrates the that 
three statutoiy prerequisites for establishing such a standard are not satisfied. The 
proposed rule (1) will not result in a significant conservation of energy, but will likely cause 
an increase in overall energy consumption; (2) is not technologically feasible without 
seriously jeopardizing performance and availability of desirable features; and (3) is not 
economically justified in light of the statutory criteria. Moreover, the proposed standard 
presents significant adverse public policy implications. The record of this administrative 
proceeding contains substantial evidence establishing the fact that no standard is needed for 
television receivers. Therefore, we believe that DOE should withdraw its proposed rule and 
issue an effective "no standard" standard for television sets. 

POSITION OF ElAJCEG 

1. The proposed energy conservation standard for television receivers will not 
result in a significant conservation of enerev. 

The proposed energy standard, by placing an arbitrary limit on the amount of energy 
used by a television receiver, will force manufacturers to eliminate desirable features that 
enhance the performance, usefulness, and convenience of the product Features eliminated 
by regulation will inevitably be available to consumers via separately-powered devices (such 
as cable TV converter boxes). Ironically, the separate power supplies needed for these add­
on devices will consume more energy than would be the case if these same features are 
integrated into the television. Therefore, the proposed rule will result in an increase — not 
a decrease — in overall energy consumption. 



"Energy efficiency" in the traditional engineering sense, is not a meaningful measure 
for a television. The total energy consumed by a television is more a function of the quahty 
of the picture and other features incorporated into the set not the "efficiency" of the device 
itself. As an analogy, a 100-watt light bulb is no less "energ>- ient" thap .̂ 60-watt light 
bulb; it is simply designed to produce, and wiU produce, more light This additional hzht 
requires additional energy. Unlike the seven utilitarian appliances that are the subjec: of 
the Eight Products Rulemaking, the purpose of a television is to provide informauca, 
education and entertainment - not to produce light or to move air. 

As the Department recognized in its Technical Support Document, existing market 
pressures already force television manufacturers to reduce the amount of energy to the 
maximum extent feasible because this energy, retained in the set as heat is the pnmary 
cause of component failure.^' Over the past 25 years, energy consumption of comparable 
models has dropped 80%, to the extent that today, a 20-inch color television uses less energy 
than a 100-watt light bulb. Yet the Department wants to establish a standard that will 
require an additional 30% decrease in energy consumption. There is no credible scientific 
evidence showing that energy consumption could be reduced to anything close to this level, 
without extreme price and negative performance consequences. 

2. The proposed standard for television receivers is not technologically feasible 
because it will require manufacturers to seriously compromise performance 
and reduce the availability of desirable features - at the expense of 
consumers. 

The proposed energy ceiling will stifle newly-developed and inhibit developing 
technologies and features. The study on which the Department relied on when it developed 
the proposed standard is based upon data from televisions manufactured in 1987 and 
earUer. Yet, if adopted, wiU oe appUcable to TV sets manufactured over the next several 
decades. New generations of television technology are developed on the average of every 
three to five years; consequenUy, the Department's data is patently obsolete. Moreover, the 
proposed standard imposes an energy ceiling that utterly faUs to consider the energy 
requirements of recent significant enhancements in picture and sound quality, as well as 
future developments. There is no reasonable justification for restricting tomorrow's 
technological advancements by establishing a regulation based on long out-dated 
information. 

In addition, this arbitrary limit on energy use would result in future American 
televisions having pictures with reduced brightness, sharpness, and contrast. Consumers, 
whether the elderly who prefer clear and bright pictures or those who appreciate stereo 
sound quaUty, wiU be outraged at the loss of these features. The standard would also 
unduly restrict other new and newly-developing features, including high definition television 
("HDTV), interactive infonnation and communications features necessary fcr access to the 
National Infonnation Infrastructure (the "infonnation superhighway"), on-screen program 
guides, and enhanced Emergency Broadcast System services. 



3. The proposed energy conservation standard for television receivers is not 
economically justified in light of the statutory criteria. 

Under the Act the Department must determine whether a proposed energy 
conservation standard is economically justified by considering seven specific statutory 
criteria. Three of these criteria in particular wanant further consideration: (1) the 
economic impact of the proposed standard on manufacturers and consumers; (2) the 
lessening of the utility or performance of the product likely to result from the imposition 
of the standard; and (3) the impact of any lessening of competition, as determined by the 
Attorney General. 

a. Impact on Manufacturers and Consumers 

Even by DOE's own estimates (which may weU be conservative), the new energy 
standard wiU result in a 7-10% increase in the cost most of television sets. This, coupled 
with reduced performance and limited features, will cause serious harm to the domestic 
television manufacturing industiy. 

Cunently, domestic television manufacturing is a $5 biUion industry, annually 
producing 13.5 million television sets and directly employing over 25,000 skiUed workers in 
14 States. In addition, a substantial number of domestically-produced television receivers 
are cunently exported to Canada, Mexico, Japan, Taiwan, Central America, South America, 
and Europe. TTie proposed standard would effectively choke this export business because 
American-made televisions wiU offer fewer features and deliver reduced perfonnance. 

The Department has acknowledged that the energy conservation standard for 
televisions wiU have an adverse economic impact on television manufacturers, but it 
characterizes these adverse impacts as "sUght" However, this assertion is not supported by 
DOE's own data. Indeed, the preamble to the proposed rule notes that the prototypical 
manufacturer cunently has a negative retum on equity of 1.9% in the absence of any energy 
standards. Using DOE's estimates, the proposed standards wiU increase the negative retum 
on equity by over 70% in the short run and 15% in the long run. It is hard to imagine any 
businessperson considering these impacts to be anything but drastic. 

b. Lessening of UtiUty or Perfonnance 

As discussed more fully above, the proposed energy ceiUng will needlessly 
limit newly-developed and developing features. DOE only gave superficial consideration 
to the potential lessening of utiUty or performance that would result if it adopted the 
proposed standard for television receivers. The entirety of the Department's discussion 
regarding the likely effects of the proposed standard on the product is as follows: 

Lessening of utility or performance of products. As indicated above, DOE 
established classes of products in order to assure that the standards analyzed 
would not lessen the existing utiUty or performance of television sets.̂  



Under the proposed rule, however, the Department established only one "class" of 
televisions to which the standard would be applicable: color televisions sets with a soreen 
size of 13 to 33 inches.̂  This "class" encompasses over 95% of the televisions receive s sold 
in the U.S. today. Moreover, the only variable the Agencv considered in setting the lergy 
cap was screen size, a factor shown to be statisticaUy insignificant gi>en the data > by 
DOE's contract laboratory. Because the Agency failed to consider many new anc vly-
developing features, the development of these technological improvements wiU unnet î arily 
be restricted by the standard. At a time when the television is the Ukely centerp jce of a 
new information revolution, it is short-sighted to limit its development and ;;edlessly 
increase its cost 

Indeed, the Act's plainly-stated requirements preclude DOE from adopting the 
proposed standard. Section 325(o)(4) of the Act unequivocally states that the Secretary may 
not prescribe a standard if: 

. . .interested persons have established by a preponderance of the evidence 
that th standard is likely to result in the unavailability in the United States 
in any covered product type (or class) of performance characteristics (including 
reUability), features, sizes, capacities, and volumes that are substantially the 
same as those generally available in the United States at the time of the 
Secretary's finding.̂  

It is clear from the comments received in this rulemaking that the proposed standard for 
televisions would have just such an effect The significant decrease in energy consumption 
mandated under the standard wiU seriously compromise the performance of the product 
resulting in reduced picture and sound quaUty than what is currently available, and/or wUl 
eUminate some desirable features offered in television receivers today. 

c. Lessening of Competition 

EIA/CEG believes that since the proposed energy standard is applicable only to 
televisions and not peripheral or competing devices, the standard will have significant anti­
competitive effects in a number of markets. The removal of features induced by the 
proposed rule wiU affect the competition between television manufacturers and cable 
hardware vendors regarding the resident location of desirable features. Although, there is 
intense competition among the more than 30 independent companies manufacturing 
television receivers, the cable hardware industiy is cunently dominated by only two vendors. 
The inevitable lessening of competition also is contrary to one of Congress' clearly-
articulated goals in enacting the Cable Television Consumer Protection and Competition 
Act of 1992. 

To the extent that features do migrate out of televisions to set-top devices (such as 
cable converter boxes), it wiU be more difficult for rival video delivery media to become 
effective competitors to cable companies. Any prospective new market entrants will be 
forced to supply their own additional interface devices rather than relying on an interface 
directly with television receivers. Conversely, full-featured television receivers wiU be more 
capable of being used with any one of several video delivery media and wiU thereby 



faciUtate consumer choice among the available media. Incorporating such a multiple 
interface device into a television wiU, in addition to promoting competition, be more 
"efficient" than a number of separately-powered set-top devices. 

Given the rapid development of markets pertaining to the National Information 
Infrastructure - the so-caUed "Information Superhighway" - it would be irrational pubUc 
policy to restrict technological developments in the television industry by imposing an 
artificial Umit on energy consumption. Of the competing in-home Information 
Superhighway access devices, including computers, telephones, videophones, and various set-
top devices, only television receivers would be subject to the Department's draconian 
standards. To compete effectively in this market, television manufacturers wiU have to 
continue to improve the picture resolution cunently available as well as add desirable 
features, which wiU require additional power. The proposed standard wiU effectively 
preclude this competition. 

CONCLUSION 

The administrative record for this proceeding contains ample evidence showing that 
the proposal is a bad idea and should be withdrawn. The proposed regulatory action, as it 
concems televisions, would have serious negative public policy consequences not considered 
by DOE. SpecificaUy, it would confUct with the requirements of other laws and wiU 
ultimately increase - not decrease - the Nation's overaU energy consumption. Moreover, 
it wiU substantially diminish the usefulness and convenience of TV sets. Therefore, the 
Department should withdraw its proposal and issue an effective "no standard" standard for 
television sets. 
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ENDNOTES 

1. 42 U.S.C. § 6291 et seq. 

2. 59 Fed. Reg. 10464 (March 4, 1994). 

3. The Department has stated: 

In a highly competitive market television design engineers try to improve the 
reliabiUty of their products and to reduce the incidence of product or 
component failure. Since nearly aU energy produced by the [television] set 
ends up as heat inside the cabinet and this heat is the prime cause of 
component failure, energy efficiency increases reUabiUty. Manufacturer costs 
can be reduced through the use of energy-efficient design because reduced 
power requirements translate into simpler and less-expensive power supplies 
and dissipating resistors. 

See U.S. Department of Energy, Technical Support Document: Energy Efficiency 
Standards for Consumer Products (Nov. 1993) vol. 2, p. 1-3. 

4. 59 Fed. Reg. at 10524, col. 3. 

5. Id. at 10500, col. 3. 

6. 42 U.S.C. § 6295(o)(4). (Emphasis added.) 
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I l i l .S \ \ i : i K IN C O N S I M I K I l l C i K O N . K s 

Color Power Play 
When it comes to advances in color TV tecfanoiogy, it «w*n« the gov­

emment givetfa with ooe hand and taketh awajr with tte othet 
Today, we aie looking ac new niies and leguladcns that open tiK door 

m true amparibiUty between TVs and CATV, a host of intenctTO 
Oppununities. and the wgwminn nf T V raprinnmg rapihilify to inaapo-
tace a number of infotmation deliveiy opdccs. 

However; the Department of Energy is in tlM process of dropping a 
bomb that will not only bring such advances to a screeching halt, but 
also fbice manu6ctureis to tcvetse the trend to high-contrast dark gfa^ 
picture tubes and start peding off such step-up features as stereo (forget 
about surround sound), picture-in-picture, enhanced onscreen diqilay 
and dock timets, and possibly shut down the TVA^CR combo maricBC. 

What the DoE has done is levivB a plan fir setting a standard fcr nnot-
imuin energy oansunipdoo fbr TVs. Tliat's an issue the iiidustiy thought 
died in the eariy 1980s after the transition ro soUd scais cut average sec 
eneigy oonsumpdon by as much as 80%. And in fict, in 1988, the DoE 
itself said there was no economic justification fbr nrnmrbring further 
împiDvement. 

) Now, under pressure from the Clinton administiatioQ ro rrm^ up 
with some enviiDamenally fiieully legulamcy moves, the DoE las pro­
posed a mle requiring TV eneigy usage be cut 30%-35% over the next 
three years. 

Ihe industry, united under the EIA banner; is arguing dat the DoE s 
ixoposed fccnuila for oikukting power standaids is so badly flawed tint 
compliance wodd mean sttipping sees down ro die basics and dat any 
TV power ooreaimprioo reductioo would be more than cffiet by the 
eneigy needed ro opetaa the non-iegiilated set-top boxes ooosumes will 
have ro buy ro lesrore the eUmimted fcatuies. 

The EIA posidoo has won the support cf the Nadomi Assodanoa cf 
Bmadcasim (who see the DoE giving CATV opetatoia aod dttrsec-mp 
boxes a powerful compeiiiive position), letailen, and a niitnNr cf oon-
gressmea M agree die proposed nik wDuU have a niininMl e&cc, if 
any, on natiooal power oonsun̂ jtioo, wDuU lamper the introduction cf 
new technologies, and would bring no tangible benefit ro the 

To us this is just another example of buieauaaa viewing die high-
profile, high-volume ookx TV business as a regulatory target just coo 
good ro pass up — regardless of the need, justification or irnnnmif̂  
invohred. We sincerely hope tte policy makes at die DoE and in dtt 
higher levels of the administration will get a grasp on the lealities of tte 
business and squekii this proposal fcr gtndD 
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THEAUDIOVIDEOVIEW 

Nothing to lose but your business 

Remember the video game "Space Invaders"? A bit of an antique 
now. it was one of the very first arcade hits, along with "Asteroids" 
and "Pac-Man", and it involved shooting down an advancing army of 

creepy, insect-like things that ate you up if weren't quite fast enough on the 
draw. The thing was, you had to keep shooting, because ttiey kept 
coming, and it was easy to miss one advancing on your left, say, while you 
were spending all your time zapping the guys on the right. 

Advocacy groups like our own Electronic Industries Assn must often feel 
very much like players of "Space Invaders": just when they think they've 
obliterated the bad guys, a whole other set of them tums out to be too close 
for comfort; and the height of the creepiness, of course, is that they've come 
from a completely unexpected quarter. 

In this case, the Nameless Evil from Outer Space is represented by the 
U.S. Department of Energy, which has decided that television sets now 
consume too much power. Unless the folks at the EIA, led by Consumer 
Electronics Group vice president Gary Shapiro, manage to head the Alien 
Beings off at the pass, the DOE could actually order manufacturers to 
make TV sets that consume, on average, about 40 percent less juice than 
current models. This means, at the very least, no on-screen programming, 
no HDTV and (by the DOE's own, probably very "conservative," estimate) 
seven- to 10 percent price increases. 

Shapiro and allies have pointed out in testimony before the DOE that not 
only is the proposed rule, as they say within the Beltway, counter­
productive, it's dissonant cognitively. In English, not only is it stupid, it's 
ignorant. Today's televisions use about 100 watts of power, and as 

^ Shapiro pointed out to us up here at AudioVideo (see story, p. 28), that 
/ means consumers could actually save more energy by tuming out the light 

while watching TV than could the current proposal on the table. 
Partly, that's because the OOE is basing its finding, such as it Is, on data 

culled seven years ago, using a bare-bones TV that is significantly less 
efficient than today's models. The EIA has unimpeachable counter-data 
indicating that television sets have become astonishingly more energy-
efficient in the interim, to where they're now at the 100-watt level indicated 
above. And for why (as H.L.Mencken used to say)? Ifs the old free 
market at work. It seems that the reason TVs used to break down so 
much—if you're old enough to remember the days before solid-state, 
you're old enough to remember how much time tube TVs spent "in the 
shop" instead of regaling the family with Lucy, Uncle Miltle and Edward R. 
Murrow—was that they produced too much heat. So it was in the interest 
of TV suppliers themselves to cut down energy consumption, to cut down 
on heat, to cut down on TVs 'on the blink,' as we used to say. So the 
manufacturers, in seeking to keep consumers happy, also made more 
energy-efficient products. 

This isn't good enough for the DOE, and Shapiro believes the 
Department is prepared to take this proposal to the next step, which would 
be to issue a permanent rule. That would be only Round One of the bout, 
as Shapiro and the EIA are quite willing to take the DOE to court, and he 
has further enlisted the aid of a number of friendly legislators in lobbying 
the Secretary. 

But it doesn't have to get that far. You can help. Write the Department 
on your store's letterhead and tell them just how dumb you think this idea 
is. According to Shapiro, what bureaucrats do is put the mail on a scale: 
the more "cons" outweigh (literally) the "pros," the less likelihood this 
preposterous proposal will have of seeing the light of day, if it ever shines 
in Washington: 

The Honorable Hazel R. O'Leary 
Secretary of Energy 

U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue 

Washington, DC 20585 

Do it. This is deadly senous. 
be Game Over ior ali of us. 

If the Space Invaders win this one, it could 
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FORUM TV LEGISLATION 

TV-energy cap would put the lid on profits 

In the wake of one of the best first 
halves the U.S. color television 
industry has ever experienced, on 
the eve of the TV market's biggest 

boost since the advent of the VCR, and 
in the teeth of a Federal Communica­
tions Commission ruling that implies 
precisely the opposite tack, the Clinton 
Administration's Department of Energy 
(DOE) is poised to issue a ruling that 
would change the TV business beyond 
recognition—and add seven to 10 per­
cent 10 the pnce of TVs by limiting the 
amount of energy they can consume. 
And, just in case you thought 
this was strictly a "War of the 
Worlds"-type panic attack, 
thc Electronic Industries 
AssnyConsumer Electronics 
Group vice president, Gary 
Shapiro, takes the threat 
deadly seriously, and wants 
to enlist the help of every­
one—especially retailers—in 
the industry to cut this thing 
off at the pass. 

Even with a worst-case 
scenario playing out, Shapiro 
says, nothing is going to hap- shaplra. 
pen for three or four years, 
because if the DOE, under the leader­
ship of Secretary Hazel O'Leary, does 
what it Is quite seriously threatening to do 
and issues the ruling, the EIA has every 

intention of taking the Department to i 
court—which could slow things down for i 
quite a while. But if the DOE ultimately i 
gets its way, then it would effectively can- ; 
eel many of the functions TV makers j 
have spent the past few years building ; 
into direct-view sets, and which retailers , 
currently rely on to add what margin they [ 
do make onto the products. (Shapiro ' 
says he believes the ruling does not 
extend to projection TV.) 

Welcome to Washington 
What makes the DOE effort particu­

larly wacky is the fact 
that it comes in the 
same month that an 
FCC panel is set to 
introduce technical 
specifications for 
moving more elec­
tronics functions, 
including cable decod-
ing interfaces, back 
into the TV—a move 
that would require, of 
course, energy con­
sumption levels to 

g. remain more or less 
where they are. And 

wackier still is the fact that the DOE is 
using seven-year-old energy-consimip-
tion data on which to base its proposed 
ruling. Wackiest of all, of course, is the 

fact that TV energy consumption has 
gone down consistently over the years, 
to where TVs now use about as much as i 
a 100-watt light bulb. If electronics and 
features are moved out of the set and 
into an outboard box, the box would eat 
up far more energy than any TV current­
ly on the market, making for a net gain 
in consumption. But then again, this is 
Washington. 

"We could save more energy if we told 
people to shut off the light when they 
watch TV," Shapiro says. 

Equally murky is what effect the pro­
posed rule would have on such future 
technologies as high-definition TV and 
current ones like on-screen program­
ming. According to Shapiro, it could 
effectively stymie both. 

"The Department of Energy is in the 
final stages of a proposed rule that 
would radically change the TV set as we 
know it," Shapiro told AudioVideo. "Iti 
all in the name of energy efficiency." 

The Clinton Administration DOE 
has, in fact, been on this case for some 
time, Shapiro said, having held a series 
of hearings last spring. It had issued a 
preliminary ruling which would limit 
energy consumption of TV sets, based 
on a complex formula that has to do with 
screen size. The bottom line for TV 
manufacturers is that it would take the 
average set̂  watt consumption to about 
60—a 40 percent decrease. 

This initiative has a long history. It first 
emerged during the energy crisis of the 

--*«- jtf>vi>r. ' V - ExNblt 1 .»sii*rA^i-i 
i;/"'Power Requirad by a lypleal 19' - 20" 

•¥"t#fCo(or Television Receiver " IT^^S 
(Bleed on EIA and DOE Information) 

,v>Exhlbtt 2 
ilvefirlahtness oi •iT^'Stf'^'• 

Tor Television Picture Tubes , jf'Jif":*' 

-Exhibit 1 shows me power required tiy a Npical 19-20- color television receiver 
over the period Irom the late 1960s lo date. The reduction in'equired ( and the 
ct jent reduction in energy consumption by more 80% is drarotic. ir 

7; -Tlie conversion to solid-state design and the resultant reduction in energy 

consumption and improvement in reliability has been accompanied by significant 
improvements in product perlormance. Pertiaps most dramatic is the seven-told 
increase in picture brigi "" " ' """"" 
to the mid-1970s." 

, which occurred during the decade trom the mid-1960s 
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"As Shown in Exhibit 3. during this same period (the mid-'60s to the mid-TOs), phos­
phor etiiciency alone increased ttiree-lold irom about 15 Lumens/watt (roughly equiv­
alent to an incandescent light bulb) to about 45 Lumens/watt (roughly equivalent to a 
lluorescent lamp)."... 

'In addition to the basic fundlons of producing picture and sound, color television 

) Carter years, Shapiro said, but was put to 
sleep seven years ago, when TVs were 
explidtly lifted off the list of products the 
govemment could set energy levels for. 

Exhibit 4: Televiston Receiver Features Power RequirementB 

High Paitanntnct, High Brightimi Lugt Scnin Rscahmr... 
Rimott Control* ; >- — ^ ^ 
Pletiirt-lii-Pietari:_ - • ^•••^••• v.-: 
2Dinm(Ptcturi-ln-PlehirandChMnlSen).— , „.v,:n,,.',?.-H» 
Actm Comb Flltir • ' " — - " - - ' ^ • 
SeanVbtadirMaduUta.. 
High-Ruoliitlon VUn. 
Bliek/Whita Strttth. Auto Color. 
IA) Jada, Induding 8-Vkln.~~. 
RRMidMni SvdkMro. 
Clond Captioning (RoqulradbylMir)...— 
Stotioteiil lui.'..'...... 
High Hdd̂ f Sound.. 
SummlSand. 

:1« 

.S-ISli 

Dolby Pro-Logic SurrantSanL.. 
PragroalMScinnlno... .aoii 
WIdoscroon 16:9 Proconing.. 

'Romoto control power Is requlrod eontlnoooslv en a stand-by baaia. 

receivers may incorporate a wide variety ol optional features. These leatures each con­
sume only a small amount ol energy, but they greatly enhance the value ol the product to 
the consumer. Exhibit 4 contains a list ol some of these leatures and an estimate of the 
required incremental power lor each feature." 

Old data die hard 
And according to Shapiro, that's part 

of whatls so very wrong with the DOE's 
proposal: the data that the department 
used in determining its preliminary rul­
ing date back to that ruling of 1987 and 
do not reflect the energy consumption of 
todays sets. In the seven years since the 
data were gathered—gathered using a 
no-frills set from Sharp that did not 
include any of the energy-saving devices 
manufacturers have since begun to build 
into their models—though TV features 
have become more complex, energy con­
sumption has gone down. And, for good 
reason, Shapiro notes: "Every emphasis 
now is to reduce energy, because TVs 
break down primarily because of heat." 

The move comes directly from the 
highest levels of the Department of 
Energy, Shapiro says, adding that he 
didn't know whether Vice President Al 
Gore was aware of the initiative. He 
says he wonders how much good it 
would do if Gore were apprised of the 
move, since it is Shapiro's understanding 
that Gore, with all his sponsorship of the 
National Information Infrastructure 
(Nil) initiative, believes that the person­
al computer, not the television set, is the 

centerpiece for the fabled Information 
Superhighway. 

As a result, Shapiro has decided to go 
the legislative route, gathering signa­
tures from a variety of lawmakers on 
both sides of the aisle and from both 
houses, as to the ""unwisdom"" of the 
DOE's proposed move. They include 
Sen. J. Bennett Johnston (D-LA), chair­
man of the Senate Energy and Natural 
Resources Committee, Sen. Richard C. 
Shelby (D-AL) and Sen. Howell T. 
Heflin (D-AL). In the lower chamber, 
the EIA has enlisted the support of 12 
congressmen, among them. Rep. 
Edward J. Markey (D-MA), chairman 
of the House Telecommunications and 
Finance subcommittee. Rep. Rick 
Boucher (D-VA), who was instrumental 
in the passage of the 1992 Cable Act and 
who is one of the sponsors of the House 
version of the Nil bill. Rep. Gary Franks 
(R-CT) and Rep. Jim Cooper (D-TN). 
All 12 congressmen, besides Markey, are 
members of the House Energy and 
Commerce Committee. 

The EIA has also enlisted the support 
of retailers—among them. Circuit City, 
but Shapiro indicated that an agency 
regards the quantity as much as the qual­
ity of its ingoing mail, and he urged retail-
en to write in and protest such a move. 

If the DOE decides to issue a perma­
nent ruling, Shapiro said the EIA would 
appeal its aaion in court. He refused to 

say whether the trade group would seek 
an injunction against the department. 
"We havent finalized our legal strate­
gy," he said. 

According to the EIA, "even by the 
DOE's conservative estimates, the new 
energy ceiling will result in a seven to 10 
percent increase in the cost of televisions. 
This, coupled with reduced perfonnance 
and Umited features, will cause serious 
harm to the domestic television manu­
facturing industry and the public." 

Since American consumers would 
still want the features available on 
today's TVs, Shapiro says, under the 
proposed ruling, they would be built 
into outboard tuner boxes, which he 
says are "energy hogs." So as a result, no 
energy would be saved. 

Shapiro says he frankly believes that 
once Washington figures out what the 
proposed move could mean for the U.S. 
TV industry, it will quickly squelch the 
DOE initiative. But the only way, he 
adds, that the D.C. establishment will 
be able to figure this out will be for it to 
hear about it, loud and clear, from the 
consumer electronics community at 
large. —T.I. 

The four exhibits and their captions in this 
report are from the "Affidavit of Bemard 
J. Lcehner, Comments of the Comumer 
Electronics Group of the Electronic 
Industries Association. Docket No. EE-
RM-90-201. FUed July 18.1994." 
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TV power play 

When a powerful bureaucracy imposes a foolish rule, the law of unintended 
consequences can frustrate both the rulemaker and the ruled. And this is ex­
actly what's about to happen to TV sets. The bureaucraoy is the U.S. 
Department of Energy, which Congress has ordered to set energy standards for 
appliances like water heaters and ovens. On its own, the department added 
TV sets to the list, and now appears poised to require manufacturers to cut 
TV power levels by about 30 percent. 

It's easy to see how improving energy-gulping machines like refrigerators 
will save lots of watts. But lumping TVs with air conditionen and mobile-
home fumaces is simply illogical. Making TVs more energy efficient won't im­
prove TV shows. It will only lead to dimmer pictures, fewer features and less 
diversity as manufacturers lower tube voltage and purge sets of second tuners, 
hi-fi circuits and the like to shave a few watts off the bottom line. However, 
since viewers like bright pictures, good sound and varied features, the rule will 
only push such capabilities into extemal boxes that, ironically, will increase 
the power needed to fire up TVs. It could also hike the cost to viewers, who 
may have to buy an extra component to replace features TVs already include. 

Adding to the irony is that manufacturers have cut TV power far more on 
their own than the Dep^ of Energy would force them to do by fiat. A 20-inch 
set that gobbled 500 watts in the late '60$ need/only about 100 watts today— 
one light bulb's worth of juice. Manufacturers say there's little margin left for 
shedding more watts without harming both set performance, and their own 
ability to exoott sea made here to less restrictive countries. Equally alarming, 
the rule could toss a monkey wrench into the progress of HDTV, interactive 
services and other advanced features that promise to dramatically change TV 
sets and TV viewing habits. 

This is a classic act of misguided regulation. Fortuiutely, there's still time 
to back off. If you agree that the Dept. of Energy should power down, let us 
know and we'll forward your comments to the powers that be. 

e 
This month's cover story atuwers two quesnom we're frequently asked (often 
by unhappy cable cuitomen): When will small satellite dishes be ready and 
where can I get one? Our look at the new Digital Satellite System and the 
somewhat larger Primestar system provides all the details you need to buy and 
itutall a dish and choose your programs. 

We also uke a hands-on look at high-end video and audio cables—yes, 
they do make a dlfletcnce — and explore a curious little camcorder, the 
PXL-2000, that shoots black-and-white images on audiotape. Created as a toy, 
it's inspired young videomakers to devise spirited, low-budget tapes that are 
begintting to tum up in serious film and video fesavab. 

• 
Readers who'd rather not fuss with envelopes and stamps (snail mail in 
e-speak) can now also contact Video Magazine on CompuServe or by fax. If 
you'd like to send us letten, Tech Tips, technical questions or Collector's 
Clearinghouse requests, our CompuServe number is 75147,1255, and our fax 
line is 212-947-6727. The fax is open for reader correspondence after 5 p.m. 
EST, weekdays, and all day on weekends. Drop us a line. We're always inter­
ested in hearing from you. 

Stan Pinkwas 
Editor 
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Congressional Letters 

Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee 

Sen. J. Bennett Johnston (D-LA), Chaiman 
Sen. Malcolm WaUop (R-WY) 
Sen. Robert F. Bennett (R-UT 
Sen. Richard C. Shelby (D-AL) 
Sen. Arlen Specter (R-PA) 
Sen. Trent Lott (R-MS) 

Senate Members with Constituent Interests 

Sen. Daniel R. Coats (R-IN) 
Sen. Howell T. Heflin (D-AL) 
Sen. Richard G. Lugar (R-IN) 

House Energy and Commerce Committee 

Rep. John D. Dingell (D-MI), Chairman 
Rep. Carlos J. Moorhead (R-CA), Ranking Minority Member 
Rep. Phillip R. Sharp (D-DSf) 
Rep. Michael Bilirakis (R-FL) 
Rep. Edward J. Markey (D-MA) 
Rep. Joe Barton (R-TX 
Rep. Thomas J. Bliley Jr. (R-VA) 
Rep. Rick Boucher (D-VA) 
Rep. Jim Cooper (D-TN) 
Rep. Michael D. Crapo (R-ID) 
Rep. Gaiy A. Franks (R-CT) 
Rep. Paul GiUmor (R-OH) 
Rep. Bart Gordon (D-TN) 
Rep. Jim Greenwood (R-PA) 
Rep. Frank McCloskey (D-IN) 
Rep. Michael G. Oxley (R-OH) 
Rep. Bill Paxon (R-NY) 
Rep. Fred Upton (R-Ml) 

House Members with Constituent Interests 

Rep. R. "Duke" Cunningham (R-CA) 
Rep. Robert Doman (R-CA) 
Rep. John Murtha (D-PA) 
Rep. James Quillen (R-TN) 
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July 28, 1994 

Secretary of Energy ^ 
?onA ^"g^^'^t: of Energy 
1000 independencB Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 20585 

Dear Madam Secretary: 

a t a n d L r f S ^ ! i ? L ? ^ ^ ^ ^^^^^^ regarding tHe proposed energy 
ti^ough t:he r;!^i°%^^^^3^^^" currently prccaging 

AssQc^Jtl^n S B K ! ^ ^ ^ ^ Electronic Induatriea 
this propoaed ^ i e cnnin°?^ conceriia about the potential impact 
coinpetitiv«n«ar^if f?^^? th« economic well-being and 
tha? i f lin^Sented ?h[^ .-^^d^^ianally, there LB concern 
)in America^B^eJaJi ^"^^^ ̂  increa.. 
would greatly a o S e i i ^ r ^ ^ consumption. Por theae reasons, I 
Blectrlnic lSdSS?r?«i J thorough conaideration of the 
f i n a l rule. iS concaraa before iaauiag a 
reaponae to tSeae ^ J S ^ J [ ^ ̂ ^^^ ̂ ^^^ ̂ ° * c o p y W 

proceS? t h S ^ u ^ a S °y"P*̂ *̂ «<̂ i= to the d i f f i c u l t rulemaking 
Satter ia vSrTSuch aSiS'. "^"^^' " y*'"' attention to thia 
ahouid be adSewed tl^n '^^' '^- Q«««t:ion8 about thia l a t t e r 
(202) 224-3329 Caleate Miller of my committBe staff at 

With Jdadeat personal regards, I 
am 

JBJ/ 
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August 18, 1994 

The Honorable Hazel R. O'Leary 
Secretary of Snergy 
Department of iinergy 
1000 Independence Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 20585 

Dear Secretary* O'Leary: 

As you are aware, your department is proceeding with a 
d i f f i c u l t rulemaking for television receivers under sections 322 
<ina 225 of the Energy Policy dnd Conaer'rarion Act. Serious 
concems exist regarding "he impact of this proposec rule on the 
economic well-bemc of the ceievision ir.Qustr^*. 

Since enactnenr of these provisions, major technology 
improvements have been inccjrporated by the television industry 1& 
th e i r products. In deciding whether, or not, to f i n a l i z e t h i a 
rule, your assistance is requested that already i n s t i t u t e d 
advancements be f u l l y considered and reflected i n your action. 

I f , i'n your judgment, a f i n a l rule i s appropriate, I would 
request that you consider the approach incorporated i n the 1992 
Energy Policy Act which relies on standards d&veloped hy a 
committee accredited by the American National Standards Ina-citnta 
or other nationally recognized standard setting organizations. 
Reliance on such organizations f o r the establishment of atandazds 
has proven successful for many other consumer products and 
building codes. 

The telev i s i o n industry i s poised to deliver a wide rang* Of 
new products to the American consumer, your proposed regulau.on 
could s i g n i f i c a n t l y affect the economic v i a b i l i t y of an orderly 
introduction of these and future technologies. 

Your consideration of my suggestions would be appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

M/lcolm Wallop 
Ranking Republican Member 
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lNq«i i -<i i4 The Honorable Hasel R. O'Leary 

Saoretary of Hnergy 
Forxoatal Building/ Room 7A-257 
1000 indspondencG Avenue, S.W. 
Waahington, DC 20585 

Dear Secretary O'liearyt 

T am writing to express my concern with the proposed 
regulitiSs ̂  eneWcona^^tionTf television «ceive«,Do^^ 
Mn M-RR-9Q-201, I t has como to my attention that these proposed 
?^guSt5S;» would create a signif ic/nt Ji-^P^^TJ^" t ^ ^ r i ! } ^ 
^Selvers industry but have l i t t l e , tf any, impact on reducing 
energy coneuoption. 

After holding discussiona with several representatives of the 
televtflon ^ t c t l i i n g industry, i t i s evident that these new 
energy regulations would limit the television's Vdmoiogy. To 
w S f ? L ^ the proposed standards, television manufacturer wô ^ 
be fo^ed to eliSiinVte functions and ̂ ^^ture. from television 
currently exist; such ac coble-ready, built-in video caejette 
r2^Se« eSxd closed-captioning. Under the Propo««d regulations, 

ia likelv that the industry will turn to the use of set-top 
devicsB to VeplSSe those'functions and features that -f^ ^ -"J^;;*^^ 
S e devices'^ could very well increase energy '=°"«̂ Ptî on beyond 
the current level. Additionally, a ^^^^^^ J ' ' ' . ^ ^ Y n ^ Z t ot 
advances in televisions could occur preclude d(^elo^ent ô  
interactive and high definition television. ^^^^^fSJJe 
regulation- would plac- t . l c v i - i o n manufacturers * = f J^^i"''® 
disadvantage and slow the development of the interactive market. 

I strongly believe the competitive nature of the «̂i«;;;;̂ *i°3 
marked wi^l'continue to drivS the indust.7 to^ d̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ 
«umufacturo better and more energy efficient apent on 
the government's time and efforts would J ® " " " g j ^ you 
improving energy efficiency in other areas. I let me 
vSSld redonsider the standirda which have b«cn propped and .iat me 
know your feelings on the matter. 

Sincerely, 

Robert F. Bennett 
RFB/pay 

TOTAL P.02 
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August 18, 1994 

ITie Honorable Hazel O l j u a j 
Secretaiy of Enei^ 
U ^ . Department of Euergy 
IOOO Independence Avenue 
Washington, DC 20585 

Dear Secretaiy O'Leary: 

I am writing to express my cunccms regardlng-th^^psrtment of_^et_ 
proposal to establish energy consumption limits fefjeleYisi^^ No. EE-
RM-90-201). It is my understanding that this proposa]7~though issued with good 
intentions, will not promote the goal of decreased energy consumption and will adversely 
afreet the U.S. television industry. 

In recent dlscussiOL's with representatives of the television and electronics 
industries, I have been informed that in order to meet the energy requirements under 
this proposal, television manufacturers will be forced to reduce thc picture quallly and 
perfonnance features of their products. Hie consumer, however, will still have at his 
disposal separately powered, energy consuming, set-top devices to enhance the plctoie 
quality. Thc net effect, then, will be an actual increase in energy consumption. 

I am also concerned about the affect tliis proposal will have on the television 
industiy, particularly in my home State of Indiana a leading manufacturer of 
television products, lhe television industry already operates under intense competition 
to reduce energy consumption and technological advances are implemented as soon as 
possible. ITils federal mandate will have extreme price and performance consequences, 
leading to the loss of well-paying American jobs. 

As you review the proposal on television receivers, I urge to consider the above-
listed concems. In advance, I thank you for your attention to this matter, and I look 
forward to your reply. 

Ian Coats 
n.S. Senator 

DC/pt 
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August 4. 1994 

Tlae Honorable Haici R. O'Leiry 
Secretary of Energy 
Forrestal Building, Room 7A-257 
1000 Independence .Avenus, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20585 

Dear Hazsi: 

Your depanrnt.-.: has proposed .-.:w energy cff̂ cic.tcy standards for eiecu-:c water 
heaters, sieves and :cicv:s:c.-.s. Thc rule will effectively elimmate electric resistance 
water heaters, specialty siovr- ar.d .T,a.-.y ccmmcn TV features from the marketplace. 
I know this is not yotir dciircd plan, but the standards will create this unintended 
consequence. 

The mles impose inordinate financial burdens on electrical suppliers, as well as, 
modest income families in selected geographical regions. Tlie rules also ignore yeart 
of technological energy enhancements. This is not a sensible energy efficiency 
policy. However, these controversies can easily be resolved by reexamining and 
mcorporating all factors which can and will be impacted by the proposals. 

There is no quarrel v̂i:h t.'-.c goal to make home appliances more energy efficient 
The :s3ue ;s crafting an cfrccv.ve rule which balances existing technologies, available 
energy sources, and compliance times and costs. I am confident you will create 
energy efficiency standards which are pragmatic and recognize the customer's input 
With best wishes, I am 

Sincerely yours, 

Trent Lot: 

-J l*»T c.M'ot tTtirr Q 3100 1 f.i j. m ^ 

J.CCIOW M l 3 t : 0 l J i i o a t l O a . i l L t . MS a f T « « 0*<ea«. Wt J K I I 
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September I6r 1994 

The Honorable Harel R. O'lioary 
Secretary- of Energy 
Forrestal Building, Room 7A-257 
1000 independence AvenueS.W. 
Washington/ OC 20585 

Dear Secretary 0' LearyiT * 

X an concemed about t±.e Depaxtnent of Energy's proposed 
regulation that would establish for the f i r s t tlioe energy 
consumption limits for television receivers (59 Fed. Reg. 10464). 

Hhe television manxifacturing industry already operates 
under intense competitive pressure to reduce energy consiiimtion. 
Because energy efficiency reduces heat output and increases 
reliability, manufacturers have-a strong incentive to pursue i t . 
JLfl a result, the amount of energy consumed by a nine1:een to 
tw«nty inch television receiver has dropped by over 80% in the 

?aat thirty years. A typical twenty inch receiver currently uses 
ess power than a 100 watt light bulb. 

I t is my understanding that to comply with the proposed 
standard, television manufacturers would either have to reduce 
overall picture quality or remove features t:hat are useful and 
convenient to consumers. In addition, one must consider the 
impact which tha Department's proposal would have on television 
manufacturers as competitive players in the emerging -Information 
JS^'^S^^, ^v.??^^*^- ^ « Department's proposal would limit the 
industry's ability to produce television sets capable of 
processing audio and video data in new ways. 

I urge you to consider those points as you decide whether to 
move forward with this proposal. 

Sincerely B j j c e j r e i y 

J^chard 6. Lugar ( \ 
Ohited States Senator 

r g l / j b j 

TOTPL P.02 
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July 15, 199* 

rorreatal Building "'''^^ 

wastUagton, D.C. 20585 

raceiT-d. i t A*f=°«iina to the infomuition we S S I 

•""rgy coaraptj.on that "'̂  ̂  •••ere linit:atiaa, « 

^ beliava thia n ™ « - J i " " . ^ i " energy conffunptloB. 
W« televieicn J S ^ f S S S S g S d S s S J ^ ^ X o S T S S T S 

« « n u f ! S i i ^ ^ * ' 5 ; ^ ; i ° ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ofi ^e t.iovl8Hm 
2 » P ! ^ « ^ ' pro.,«^?'u„i^r^"„iSS ^ « » < : * « d l n g that tho i n t S S 
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*~*^wy seureee, tne anixr J _ ^ /^"."*^9ht bulb. Aecordine 

dSL f ? ^ * ^ d«.ixat>u foatSi - SS^* be achieved azTfir 

••riously harm the a.S. telavi^Tl- A«j.cia«a ctaxmumer and would 

y ^nen the niw sets, according to t S 
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August 9, 1994 

The Honorable Hazel R. O'Leary 
Secretary of Energy 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 20585 

Dear Madam Secretary: 

I am writing to express my concern regarding the proposed energy 
standard for television receivers that your Department published in 
the March 4 Federal Register. 

As you are aware, the Department is not required to issue such 
standards for television receivers. 42 U.S.C. 6295(1) (3). Tho 
statute also prohibits the Department from promulgating a standard i f 
i t "will not result in significant conservation of energy" or i£ i t 
i s not "economically justified." 42 U.S.C. 6295(o) (3) (B). I 
understand that the competitive pressures under which the television 
manufacturing industry operates already require lAat any advances in 
energy efficiency be adopted i f they are practical technologically. 
(Your Department has acknowledged thLs in a technical support 
document published in November, 1993.) 

I furtJier understand that the only way to achieve the energy 
efficiency steuidards mandated in the proposed rule would be to remove 
some features from television receivers and put them in set-top 
boxes, which i s likely to increase overall energy consinnption. The 
proposed energy standard would have a negative effect on the growing 
export market for American-made television receivers, particulariy 
the feature-laden versions most impacted by the proposal. Foreign 
manufacturers w i l l not be constrained by the same energy standard, 
and will be able to compete better abroad with American products. 

The television manufacturing industry employs nearly 3,000 
Pennsylvaniana. Their jobs and economic well-being w i l l be adversely 
affected i f the proposed energy standard for television receivers i s 
promulgated. Therefore, I would appreciate your thorough 
consideration of their concems prior tc issuing a final rule. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Spec 
AS:dr 

Arlen Specter 
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October 6, 1994 

The Honorable Hazel R. O'Leary 
Secretary 
Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20585 

Dear Secretary O'Leary: 

We are writing to express o\ir concem regarding the Department of Energy's proposed 
rule to mandate an energy efficiency standard for television receivers. 

Thc Energy Policy and Conservation Act allows the Department of Energy to consider 
establishing new energy conservation standards for television sets. However, unlike the other 
appliances covered under this Act, television receivers have complex and beneficial effects 
such as education, information and entertainment that could be affected, although these effects 
can not be measured in a technical sense. Our concern is that thc proposed rule issued by the 
Department does not adequately explain how energy conservation would be achieved without 
affecting these intangible factors through uie sucrificd of picture quality or the elimination of 
enhance! features. 

Over thc past 25 years, industry analysis has shown that energy consimiption of 
television sets has dropped 80 percent, to the extent that a typical 20 inch color television set 
now uses less energy than a single 100 watt bulb. The proposed energy conservation 
standards for televisions would likely result in very modest gains in energy efficiency while, 
at the same time, causing the migration of necessary and desirable features to separately 
powered set-top devices. These add-on devices may well consume more energy and thus 
produce more pollution than if thc same features were, integrated into thc television set Wc 
have concems that these and other issues have not been adequately considered. 
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Moreover, we are concerned that thc proposed standard could also restrict newly 
developing features, including high defmilion television, interactive television, the rapidly 
evolving communications features necessary for access to the National Information 
Infrastructure, and enhanced Emergency Broadcast System services. 

For these reasons, we encourage you to reconsider lhe proposed rulemaking and to 
re&ain from issuing any rule on energy efficiency for television sets. Thank you for your 
time and consideration of this matter. 

Sincerely, 

JOHN D. DI 
CHAIRMAN 

CARLOS J 
R.\NKING 

)ORHEAD 
iPUBLICAN MEMBER 

IILIP R./HARP 
CHAIRMAN 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON 

ENERGY AND POWER 

MitlUEL BILIRAKIS 
RANKING REPUBLICAN MEMBER 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON 

ENERGY AND POWER 
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The Honorable Hazel R. O'Learv 
Secretary of Energy 
U S. Depanment oV Energy 
0̂00 Independence Avenue. S.W 

•vas.'nngton. D.C. 20585 

-c. ^^^^^^i^z::::i:f^^^-^^^^ 

împrove our econo.-„y whilê riŜ ^ " T , ™ ^ ^ " " " ^ ^"'"'"ey a a « « y 
PTOgrcM ,„ these efra„cy « hVln! 1 " ""smttnon of p o w S S 

decision ^ I S j ^ ' u ^ ^ J S ^ ' ^ ' «ven those ar«u wh«» l l . 
Tdevsion «ceiv,n h,ve ^ ^ . ; n Z T ^ . - " '-"he c«e of t e l e v i s i , ^ ^ ** 
improvement, nay be poss^HiiT""^*!™""''^)' ^ '"'^X efficiency, buVLhw 
=os.^ff«nve ,„«ner SL i, c o ™ l ' ^ ^ ^ f " '^n, if i,can bedoneia; 

you to consider -.he gô = ^ ^ i ^ ^ * ^ ^ ' l i T c S ? ! X ^ ^ ''^'^ " « « S i I 
Secuon 17 of the ' 992 Cahi 

<iirec:i the Federal Commumca^nsVomî "''''"^^^^ Equipment Compaiibilily. 
comoaiibility among televtsio^ra^™ '° P̂ ^̂ b̂e 

reguhtions to inereut 
'ideo cassette t«orden. and c s b l H ™ ^ ' ? ^ * '* Premium functions »nd features, 
'-)>•= FCC to consider the poterS-^,"!:. ^ P-^-ding. Congress to^ 
n.ar,ufacnirers to i < > c c z 7 0 ^ ^ Z ^ l ^ ' ' ' \ f « " ° ' ^ of sole by requiring teter iSU 
—.vers. Under the .-^Suhtio^.'^pi;^ ^^vTeVc^ ' ^ ' ^ 

oy me i-cc, ielc\-tsion sets that are 'cable 
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« ™ s t ; S r S ^ . 1 ^ ' ; : i . f ; l « 7 r " ^ - ^ - - i - - " " ~e.vet, could worv 

convener iroxes. ^ subscnbers to rent one or more cable _ 

receiver to the cabicConvener b̂ x or 0*^^. •'''vision 
;«-".aards. Such a n-.tgr̂ uon of f^„, " ^ ' J ^ ^ ^ : " ™' ̂ ""=""V «'«^'=i by the effiSncy 
for -.ucn auxiliary dev,„i. ^ j , „ „ J : ^ * , "^,7"" f ' " - ^ ^ m bo-J-. 

=^--.v a « d - m . . t , t ^ - : , r ^ : : ^ ^ i n c r e a s e the over̂ i houselo'^f^^ " 
•̂ '̂ase aid not foresee thit ̂ S b " ^ ° ' '̂'̂ '̂ S on additional ,;cvi« 

Ootb tJte National Appli,^ . 
AC. .ay be achieved as you - i ^ r l ^ ^ ^ ^ S ^ ^ s ^ ^ l ^ ? ^ ^ ^ 

Please conact :r.e direcUy or have -nur 
Suocomnuttco staff at 2C:-::6.^42' n U " '^ ' ^ ^ ^ '''̂ ^ cf the 
Tharsk you for your conciaeratî n. ""̂  "̂ ^̂ ^̂ "̂  infomaucn or assutanct. 

Sincerely. 

Edward J. MMcy 
Chainnan 

cc: The Hcnor.Tble Reed Hu„dt. Chainnan 
teoiiai Coirmunications Commission 
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August 2. 1994 

The Honorable Hazal ?.. O'Leary 
Secretary, Deparcmanc of Energy 
Fcrrascal Building 
1000 Independence Ave., SW 
Washington, D.C. 20585 

Siibjecf. Ei-.^.t Products R-ais-T.akir.g :Dcckec '.lo. ZZ-?y.-90-201] 

Dear Secretary O'Leary: 

It nas ccme to our attention that the Department o£ Snergy ifl 
currently considering the astabiishnent of energy consumption 
Standards fsr t:elevision3 for the f i r s t time. A part of tne light 
Products Rulemaking, the proposed regulations deserve close 
scrutiny in light of their potential impact on consumers, oa tho 
television industry, as well as on related public polic/ ifliuei. 

As elected representatives, we are deeply concerned that 
impi-ment31 tion of the legislation authorizing this ralemaklag does 
net have -onint-ndsd negative consequences for thc American people. 
In this case, i t i s important to reexamine the Departr.ent's 
proposed rulfts based cn their consequences for the television 
purchasing public. As you know, the proposed rules are intended to 
lessen the amount of energy consumed by television receivers, the 
imposed reduction in energy consumption, however, may require the 
migration of ronsumer-friendly features out of television l e t t . 
Since consumers v;ill s t i l l desire the.-se features, they w i l l be 
incorporated into ancillary, sot-top devices. This cutmigration of 
features w i l l have three effects. I t w i l l increase consumer 
rrustratiin c.nd limit the choices consumers have m the 
marketplace. I t will increase the cost of popular feacures to 
consumers by recr.iirir.g the purchase of add-on devices. I t will 
increase enerT/ consumption by increasing the number of devicca 
requiring energy in each household-

This proposed rulemaking i s also antithetical to both 
Congressional and Administration policy encouraging the 
establishment of a National Information Infrastructure (NIIl. 
-elevisicr.s are now in virtually every American household. The 
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.994 

television .s. thus, an • inf cnr.aticu appliance- wĥ  cr 
consumers wi l l soon be usi.ng as an interactive information end 
V ' J ^ ^ - ^ ^ ' ^ ^ ^ / ^ ' ' ' - ^ ^ - By regulating this one group of consuur 
n ? ^ i r * ? , '"^ incarnation superhighway, the D e p S m t 

l i r t l -^^-'^'-^r^ receivers at a competitive iisadvantagTrSative 
to others ^n the i:iz market. c»fc«"v« 

In i t s consideration of the propo.-5ed rulemaking, the 
?e?»v?«r-- ' " ' ' ' ' i ^ consider the effects of i t s decision dif 
thnuc^'i"'' f '̂̂ ''̂ =̂ --̂ n̂g in Che united States. There are currently 
Geosat ' ^ ' ^ ' ^ ' " ' ^ f ' - =̂ '̂ ^̂ =Vecl m states such as C a l i f o r S T 
I t l ' l t ' l ' • Pennsylvania. Tennessee and othera) who 
tsore ??^^ ''̂ ^ P^=-^ucci=n of over 13.5 miilicn t e l e v i s l S Uts 
l lZT.^ annually for t.̂ e U.S. and 
?ad°^nod;Vr:u::-"'-':77=: ^^-^ =̂ tcp-seiimg feature-
£ea^urp^^ ""'"̂^ impactad by the -oposed mles. Aa 
obs w " i " re^;;-atea cue of television sees, these manufacturing 
.ot.3 wi.i .05- to ^ur trading partners or lost completely. 

gave ^ s ^ ^ ' ^ r ' ^ ' - ^ r ^ J r ^ ' " ' ^ Policy and Conservation Act. Congress 
r ^ I i ^ i ~ ! department ct Energy whether or not tO 
n!?rt\,^^''/ l"^^"^ '̂ =°ns-ampticn of television receivers - fete only 
?a?sed in''^H'"''f discretion is given. In light o£ ttolSSuw 
raised in this letter, wc urge the Dapartmsnt to take thia 
opportunity no reassess che proposed rules. 

Sincerely, 

Rick Souther. M.c. 

Jim^^per. M.C. ' 

ry Thomas J. Bliley 

Michael Cxley, M.C 

Frad Upton, /M.C. 

B i l l Paxon. M.C 
Paul E. Gillmor, M.C. 
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COWM'TTU cc.»,« Confirm of the United ^tm 

Copy The Honorable Hazel R. O'Leary 
1000 Independence Avenue, 9.w. 
Room 7A-257 
Washington, DC 20585 

Dear secretary O'Leary: 

I am writing regarding the Department of Energy's proposal 
to mandate an energy consumption standard for television 
receivera. 

Afl you may be aware, television receivers consume a 
relatively low azaount of energy. 9or instance, a standard 20-
inch television receiver consuxnes less energy than a 100-watt 
light bulb, ^ i l e the DOE's goal of conserving energy is 
laudable, I do not believe that i t would be most effectively met 
by targeting television receivera. In fact, thc proposal may 
actually prove counterproductive. If such a plan is implemented, 
the television industry will be forcAd to remove several features 
from television receivers and place them in set-top boxes, which 
is likely to increase overall energy consumption. 

An aqpi&lly in^ortaat co&csm is the serioua economic impact 
the proposed standard will have on the television manufacturing 
industry, z am concerned that 2,100 employees in my district, 
skilled in the design, engineering, assemblyi businees planning, 
administration and management of televisions, will be adversely 
affected. I t would be unfortunate i f this ixiduetry, with a 
capital investment in excess of $350 million in San Diego alone, 
was damaged in an effort to attain such questionable goals. 

Finally, I ask that the DOS withdraw its proposal regarding 
energy standards for televiaioa receivers and maintain that euch 
a standard is neither appropriate, nor necessary. 

Again, thank you for your consideration of thia matter. 
With best regards, 

Sincerely, Sincerely, 

Rand̂ **Duke" Cue "Duke" Cunni 
^C'.QQ Men̂ r̂ of Congres 

MINTf 0 ON IVCVf I III (fAi^n 

TOTftL p.02 
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The Honorable Basel S. O'Leary 
Department of Snergy 
1000 Zndependenca Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 20585 

Dear Secretary O*Leary: 

I aa writing to express my opposition to the proposed energy 
standard for television receivers that D0£ published in tha March 
4 Federal Register. 

There i s no question that more energy efficient home 
appliances are crit i c a l to reducing energy oonstmption. However, 
Z believe the proposed mandate for consunption limits on 
television receivers is on inappropriate and unreasonable measure 
that will hava l i t t l a affect on our nation's overall energy 
consumption, i t win, however, have a devastating affect on 
consumers and, more significantly, on the U.S. television 
industry. 

Because the proposed regulations would require components to 
be removed from telavision racaivare in order to reduce energy 
consumption in the actual set, television manufacturers will be 
forced to develop a set-top box in which to place popular 
features. Not only will this reduce the television's picture 
quality and performance, i t will likely increase overall energy 
consumption. Furthermore, the proposed standard will make the 
American telavision industry less competitive in world markets, 
since i t w i l l restrict the indu£:tr̂ '*s ability to introduce the 
technological Innovations naceaiary to produce advanced and 
interactive television. This would seriously undermine progress 
on our nation's information Super Highway, which, as you know, is 
s^ongly supported by the Clinton Administration. 

Zn light of these considerations, l encourage your 
department to withdraw its proposal to establish energy 
consumption limits for television reooivers. 

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. 

Sinoare] 

Robert K. Doman 
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BART GORDON 
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jlouKe of BepretfentatibeK 
Sepcenbeir 19, 1994 

Secretary Kasel R. O'Leary 
Secretary of Bnergy 
Department of Energy 
James Forrestal Building 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.\7.. 
Washington, D.C. 20585 

Dear Secretary, 

I am writing with regard to a proposed rulemaking under the 1992 
Bacrgy Policy Act that vould set new energy conservation standards for 
television sets. 

Ac a supporter of the Energy Policy Act, I appreciate the 
department's concern for reducing energy consus^txon and encouraging 
efficiency* But the department's proposal for televisions seems to 
disregard the substantial progress In anargy efficiency that has 
already been made by the television manufacturing industry. 
Televisions made today use only a fraction of the energy of 
telavisions of 10 yeara ago, yet deliver increaead quality. 

The development of the "information superhighway" will require 
television sets that are able to produce a good quality picture and 
are highly capable. The measures the television industry would be 
required to take to meet the conservation standards suggested by the 
proposed rule would either greatly reduce the ability of television 
manufacturers to produce televisions needed for the future or require 
technical maneuvers such aa placing certain control functions in a 
separate box that could result in a net increase in energy use. 

Criven tha small amount of energy conservation that would 
theoretically be achieved by the proposed television standards and the 
substantial negative impact they might have on the public, I urge you 
to remove the television requirement from any final rule that you 
publish. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

GORDC 
Member of Congress 

BJO/hmw 

TOTAL P.e2 
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FRANK MCCLOSKEY 

COMUTFTIK 

âshtngcon, BC IOTIT-IKM 
August 30, 1994 

The Honorable Hazdl a. O'Leary, Secretary 
U.S. Oepartaent of Energy 
Forrestal Building 
1000 Independence Avenue, M.W. 
Washington, D.C 20585 
Dear fieoretary o'Laary: 

/n«r>̂ l?*'* ^° attention that U.S. Departaant of Bneroy 
(DOE) rulemalcing Docket Mo. EE-RM-90-201, currently beinw 

result of the Energy Policy Act of 1992, propoMS 
iimiring energy consumption by talaviaions. r — — 

I understand the proposed rule would require an additional 
iii S J ? - ? " ^ reduction in energy consumption by the average 20-ineh 

) 5!iS«i! «n«r9y needs for which already havS 

SSSSTJ,?!^^'*'^^ vigorously espouse the 
Sr J5i5 ;.S5,-J"''''^!!^"^ ̂ "•̂ ''y efficiency as a means of slovlag. 
or even reducing, tha .need for greater energy resource 
oeveiopment, with its associatad adverse environmental 
consequences. 

>.««„̂ ™*̂ !*̂ ' concer.^s me that imposing mandatory efficieaay 
t ^ e i S S J l S °"..̂ «i*vi3ions runs counter to other fideral eSStm 
to establish a "nationwide information super hiohway." I t also 

d;;:jo«:2̂ :ĵ s}\̂ î .̂ ?̂ °°̂ '' ef fLts s p«note 
a! In K!2Sr2f SiSS'^^S'ij^^t*"* television (HDTV), which i» tOBtad 
revSlutloS? interactive televiaiin informational 
com»uSSISi5S*^2^i22f""' "̂^̂^̂^ P*^ ravolution ia 
SllSS £ « M?"?^"*^ ' 'J currently are experiencing, oouldl 
M t S ^ t f l L S S r J5 Shopping, banking, irking, iAd 'l 
j r ^ r a S ? S ;r.o^'* rafinement of taieconasunicationi techJielOgy 
?I^^«SS 5iX are experiencing could substantially reduce iSe Med 
fSSoSlSSaS SJtS^'Sj??"'^"^ !S?'̂ '5ry needajl transport.tion * 
I J J ^ d l TSi^nJJ i iL-""**^^"' 5? « runJIing routine 
ra^a u 2 -i3 highway also could reduce tho 
d l l i S S ; ^ L l S J n f S * ' ' ^ requiremanta for auch things a . mail 
aeiivery, newspaper service, or magazine publishing. 

tMS irAlKMNr MMmO ON PAfW lUOf O* 
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Secretary O'Learv 
AUquat 30, 1994 
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on.et'Sf'SS''; ?Sle?ia?«S'''^S^°^^^^^* televisions at th. 
..«». i t a S f t S ^ ^ i J l S i S u S S ? ^ * ^ t:echnological revc£t!Li!^ 

i.«i.? ̂ ^̂ ^ ^ y<'«' response regarding this important 

Sincerely, 

Franx Hccioskey C/ 
Member.of Congress 

FH/dp 

ooi carl E. Adams 
OOE Office Of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy 
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JOHN p. MURTHA *M«OmATMM 

||ous(f a( Eeprĉ mtatibê  
auitinston, BC 20315-3812 

September 29, 1994 

The Honorable Hazel O'Leary 
Secretary of Energy 
Department of Energy 
1000 .Independence Ave SW 
Washington, D.C. 20585-0001 

Dear Secretary O'Leary: 

I am writing regarding the Department of Energy's (DOE) 
proposed regulation which would establish energy consunptian limits 
for television receivers. 

Television receivers already consuma vary low amounts of 
energy. An average television receiver currently uses lejia energy 
than a lOO-watt light bulb. congress has never required DOS to 
establish standards for television receivers. Television ffo^fver 
standards are unneciassary and would be counterproductive in that 
they would not save energy and would impose economic btrdens on 
consuoers and industry. 

Sony Electronics currently employs approximately 5£0 people 
in my Congressional District at their Manufacturing Center In Hount 
Pleasant, Pennsylvania. Last year, employees produced ovnr «0,000 
color television sets, Ai\y anargy efficiency standard for 
television sets would aerfously jeopardize production and 
employment at Sony's Manufacturing Center in Pennsylvanit.. 

Over the past twenty years, television manufacturers have 
reduced energy consximption in twenty-inch sets from 450 watts to 
less than 100 watts. In order to comply with the proposed 
standards, Sony would be forced to remove features such «.s stereo 
sound and remote control and incorporate them in ancillary aet-
top devices. The end result would ba two separate appliances which 
would consume more energy than the current model. 

Xour sariouB consideration of this natter i s appz-eciated. 
Please do not hesitate to contact si* i f you have any queEtions or 
wish to discuss this, matter further. ^ 

sincerely, 

Ns^MN P. MURTHA 
Your congressman 

TOTAL P.02 



«.,.-ur.,'j;:'^.:7 r i : ; : . .\°t:°. _.. ^-^ 
JAMES H. QUtaiK 

'•••tointm.tuBtMii 

Congre£(sl of tf)e Qintteli Atat£S 
M « I | A . 

^Muu. CMZ. Outrtngtnu S C 20515^201 

Auguic 17, 19U 

o««r Saeratary O'Uacyi 

••^.L^t!!!^'!!** °*P*'ts.nt of Energy l . proaul^ating rul.a foe 
I^I«Ii.!"5"*!? '•^^'•^ 1992 energy Policy Act. : Jul \ 
"PPorttt of thi. bil l and th, 1987 National 4pUc*nca Enarqy 
t n « ; r 5 f l c i M c y / ' ^ ' """'"'^ Oep*ct3onf* f f o r t . to inert... 

o««J!!!I'^^ * ov.c^h. potential iap.ct of th«>. 

c^^ivlrZ i ; r ? ! ! i° P"PO"«» "^l«» manufactucar. of t.l.Ti.ion 

I n > ^ ! : f**^"". vould hav* to be plae.d In 

•ScS ~n;s;";n:"°' "̂^̂  »̂ 
wlth*?hl'i!Il!li^' c.,ulatloa. ax. ia direct conflict 
Ind eaSLItr?"* ^*l»vi.lon Coa.ua.r Protection 

tM̂rni'inS «:i.".i?,i:n!̂ - "---""ty b::i:L. 
^ItiiVh T . Tctri)l i l*llL': certainly would not 
would b. l l inconyeaiene. that 
th. dt.ft r ! ? I : a,^ ? ^•^•''^•ien receiver, froa 

and I «ppr.eiit. your eensid.xatlon of this r.qu..t. 

aiQcersly, 

•enortaie n s e l R. o'U.rv 
aeeratary of kaergy 
lOOa tiid.p.ndenc. Av.nu., s.vf. 
Mt.hin^ton, o.c. :o58S 


