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Advice Forum. Considerable work has also been done reflecting on how to integrate the
information contained in the Knowledge Base with other external sources of information. A
concept of a portal or desktop companion is emerging. This would be a single point of entry
not only to the information contained in the Knowledge Base but also to other information
generated through the project such as the results of external sources of information
maintained by other organisations such as the European Commission and ICSMS and to
information concerning ongoing market surveillance activities such as joint actions.

Rapid Advice System
The Rapid Advice Forum is now fully operational and has dealt with 31 cases to date.
Alongside the formal RAF procedure an informal procedure has been developed where e-
mails are sent directly by the person making the request to a previously defined address list.
This suits instances such as joint actions where there is a group of people who are well
known to each other and who are working on a specific issue such as has been the case with
the lighters project. The EMARS project can add value in these more informal instances by
capturing the information generated by these queries in the Knowledge Base and making it
available to a wider group and ensuring the experience gained is not lost over time. A number
of ADCOs have shown interest in the informal procedure even to the point of adopting it for
themselves and integrating the queries and responses with the EMARS Knowledge Base. The
results of queries according to the formal procedure are of course fed into the Knowledge
Base and EMARS also provides added value by maintaining lists of experts for different
directives and different subjects. These lists can be used by the EMARS secretariat to assign
formal queries to an appropriate group of experts. Experts have been nominated to the RAF
not only from countries formally participating in the EMARS project but also from countries
outside the financial scheme. The Prosafe meetings continue to provide a valuable forum for
discussing dangerous products. Around 20 countries have been represented at the two Prosafe
meetings held this year in Munich and Istanbul.

Best Practice Techniques in Market Surveillance
The focus of the work on best practice is of course the proposed handbook on best practices.
The structure and content of the deliverable have been presented, discussed and refined at
two separate workshop events during 2007. Around 20 countries were represented at both the
events. External stakeholders also participated for the first time in the second event in the
autumn. The draft table of contents was finalised and responsibility for drafting the different
chapters assigned to different authors. A consultation plan for the handbook has been drawn
up and the first public draft for consultation is due at the beginning of 2008. EMARS is
collaborating in a number of joint actions to test some of the best practices that may be
included in the handbook. Work has also been undertaken with respect to developing a
training strategy and on collating market surveillance plans. The UK despite not being a
formal partner in the project is taking the lead in this initiative. The UK has very many years
of experience of training and is making full use of new technologies in implementing its own
training programmes. A draft strategy is expected at the beginning of 2008. There has been
an excellent response to the request for market surveillance plans for both 2007 and for 2008.
Some 20 countries have responded to the EMARS questionnaire. The results of the
questionnaire point to a hive of activity at the national level with over 260 market
surveillance actions planned across Europe during 2008. At the same time within the project
we have been trying to examine ways to promote more joint actions and coordinated
activities. A presentation of the rationale behind some of the thinking on the future direction
coordinated action could take was presented to the special meeting of the GPSD in October.
The Prosafe meetings increasingly provide a venue for discussing cooperation amongst
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market surveillances authorities on joint actions. To facilitate the discussion further a
standing agenda point on market surveillance, joint actions and coordinated activities has
been established.

Risk Assessment
A first draft has been developed for what will now be a risk assessment component of the
overall best practice handbook. This was presented at a workshop held in December in
conjunction with the IRAG workshop presenting the European Commission’s revised risk
assessment guidelines that are now out for consultation. The work within EMARS has been
coordinated all along with IRAG and there have now been some nine test cases carried out
within EMARS evaluating the draft revised Rapex guidelines. The group in EMARS has also
been directly responsible for contributing new reporting methods and defining the injury
scenario approach adopted in the revised risk assessment guidelines.

Strategy Document on further enhancement of market surveillance
Work on the Strategy document has begun in advance of the schedule laid down in the work
programme. Presentations of the first thoughts about the orientation of the strategy have been
made to the EMARS workshop and to the Prosafe meeting in the autumn. A draft strategy
will be produced at the beginning of 2008 and then consulted on in a variety of fora before
hopefully being formally adopted at a workshop in Paris on the 11th of July.

Coordination of the project
The management team meet in person or by teleconference most weeks to oversee the
project. The agendas of the meetings and decision lists are shared with the Core group to
ensure complete transparency of the management of the project. This also helps to ensure the
flow of information between work packages. We have seen a number of initiatives between
the different work packages this year. These include the flow of information into the
Knowledge Base and information contained in the Knowledge Base being used by the work
packages and in external initiatives. The decision has also been taken to coordinate the
deliverables form WP4 and WP3 and combine them into one document. The secretariat has
also conducted a major strategic review of the work programme to help more objectively
assess the progress that the project has made. This exercise will be repeated again early in
2008 and mid-way through the year. The secretariat has also been using an online survey tool
to formally evaluate the workshop and Prosafe meeting held in the autumn in order to help
plan future events. The secretariat continues to seek to ensure that national contributions to
the project are adequately recorded. In addition the secretariat continues to be successful in
encouraging active participation from countries not included in the financial scheme.
Countries outside the financial scheme have taken on some very responsible tasks including
taking the lead on the development of the training strategy and organising EMARS
workshops.

Dissemination of the results of the project
The various initiatives foreseen under the communications strategy have been implemented.
The website has expanded to reflect the activities being undertaken within the project. There
are pages providing information on the different deliverables, providing news from the
project and further information about events held within the framework of the project. The
website is ranked in the top three in Google for a search on “emars” and has received over
14,000 page requests (over 74,000 “hits”). There have now been five issues of the newsletter
with almost 3,000 downloads from the EMARS website. The annual report and other useful
documentation can also be downloaded from the website. The Who’s who is also available on
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the website and many country profiles have been downloaded between 200 and 300 times.
Outreach to both regulatory authorities for example the ADCOs, ICSMS, the ICPSC and the
GPSD regulatory committees and for the first time the Baltic Cooperation. Outreach to other
interested stakeholders has also continued throughout the year culminating in external non-
governmental stakeholders participating for the first time in EMARS at the autumn
Workshop. Stakeholders representing consumers and business expressed their strong support
for the aims and objectives of the EMARS project. Information about EMARS has featured
in third party publications and the European Commission referred to EMARS in the report of
their stocktaking exercise on Toy Safety. The profile of the project has thus been effectively
maintained and coordination with third parties ensured to the greatest extent possible.

Impact on other market surveillance activities
The impact of the project will not only be measured in the satisfactory completion of the
deliverables but also as to whether EMARS delivers a step change in the climate for
cooperation amongst the national authorities. We can already point to a number of
manifestations of such an improved culture both within the development of the deliverables
and outside the immediate scope of the project. The calls for market surveillance plans has
for example met with a tremendous response with over 20 countries responding and
identifying over 250 market surveillance programmes in 2007 and over 260 in 2008. Prosafe
has also been able to coordinate 15 member states in a novel approach to a joint action which
sees Prosafe acting on behalf of the member states and being the contracting party with the
European Commission. This pioneering approach perhaps provides a glimpse of what the
future holds. Prosafe also presented some of the thinking behind the future promotion of joint
actions and coordinated activities at the special meeting of the GPSD committee in October.
Lastly, Prosafe has also been able to play an important role in garnering a huge response to
the Commission’s request for exchange of officials. Some 19 exchanges will now take place
during 2008.
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1. Knowledge Base

Progress in 2007

Peer Review
More than 300 documents have now been received and uploaded to WebEx. The peer review
has started and a document describing the procedure has been drawn up. More than 200
documents have been reviewed or are under review with arrangements being made to review
the remaining documents. There are some 18 peer reviewers contributing to the project.

Translation of documents not in English
The majority of documents in the Knowledge Base are in English. Where documents are not
in English an effort has been made to have them peer reviewed by a native speaker of the
language they are written in to assess the value of the documents and whether there is any
need to translate. For example a Belgian Handbook on Playground Safety written in Dutch
has been identified as best practice and has been translated into English for the Polish-led
joint action on playground safety. To facilitate the task of translating other documents the
European Commission have very kindly granted permission to EMARS to use the
Commission’s automated translation system. The first documents have already been run
through the system. This has uncovered a couple of unexpected problems:

1. The translation machine only accepts certain file formats. PDF files are for instance
not accepted and must go through a conversion prior to translation, which might
introduce errors.

2. Documents with pictures and graphs also cause errors from the translation machine.
Furthermore tables seem to create problems for the automatic translation.

The result of the translation is a text file without the original figures and tables. Therefore
they have to be re-inserted or we have to store the original document together with the note
with the translation. In any event the use of the automated system at least provides an
excellent sorting procedure to identify documents that contain best practice and which
perhaps should be subjected to a more comprehensive human translation.

Making documents accessible to other participants in the project
The decision has been taken to base the public part of the Knowledge Base on WebEx. This
means that “public” should be understood as “available to all WebEx users”, which limits the
audience to employees in market surveillance authorities in member state and ICPSC
countries. Documents will not be disclosed to a wider audience. This decision was taken in
conjunction with the European Commission.

Thus, the documents that have been reviewed are considered to be made generally available
in “the public part of the database”. A list of the documents in the Knowledge Base has been
circulated to all WP coordinators and EMARS consultants on 6th June. All information such
as keywords etc. on all documents is searchable via the search facilities in WebEx.
Furthermore a couple of “views” have been created on the database that will facilitate
participants’ search for relevant documents. Access to the Knowledge Base has been given to
the rest of the project participants.

Capturing information from other work packages
In autumn 2007 the group that manages the operation of the Rapid Advice Forum (WP2)
decided that all questions and answers will be uploaded to WebEx in separate folders (one
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folder per question). Furthermore each question with its answers will be summarised and
concluded in a summary report. These reports will be introduced in the Knowledge Base.

WP4 has also discussed the question in its meetings in autumn 2007 and decided that the
summary reports that are made to summarise each risk assessment case will go into the
Knowledge Base as model assessments.

The discussion has not been taken up in WP3 yet because the team until now has not
produced final documents that would be relevant for the Knowledge Base.

Publicising the Knowledge Base to market surveillance officials not participating in
EMARS
Work has also begun to present the Knowledge Base to the ADCOs.

Developing a portal for the Knowledge Base
It has become clear during the project that not only are there additional sources of
information for the Knowledge Base within the other work packages but that there are a
number of external sources of information that could also be usefully tapped into. An outline
of the concept is shown below.

At the same time there is an acknowledgement that there is little point duplicating
information collection that is already being done. The key seems to be then not to reproduce
the data in the Knowledge Base but to devise a means whereby users of the Knowledge Base
are made aware of where else they might find complementary information. This has led to a
vision of an Internet portal providing access to the Knowledge Base but also providing easy
access to other web-based information systems and providing a means of publicising other
projects and market surveillance activities. It has also been considered useful to combine this
portal concept with the concept of a desk companion that is being considered in the
development of a training strategy. The portal then could be a single point of entry on the
web for many sources of information about market surveillance encompassing not only the
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information that can be provided by access to a database-driven Knowledge Base but also
providing access to training materials and information relating to joint actions and other
ongoing initiatives. A first attempt at a mock-up showing what such a portal could look like
is reproduced below.
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Best Practices in using ICSMS
A meeting was organised between EMARS WP1 and the ICSMS board. Following the
meeting a questionnaire on best practices in using ICSMS was sent around and 21
organisations from 8 countries have answered the questionnaire. A summary report of the
responses has been drafted and the conclusions are shown below in the box.

Best Practices in the use of ICSMS
The use of the system varies a lot between the responding organisations. One participant
indicates that they have never used the system. Two organisations indicate that they mainly
or only use the system to search for information on dangerous products. Five participants
indicate that they file information on all investigated products on ICSMS. One more
participant indicates that they expect to do so in the near future. Another 11 organisations file
information on all products with dangerous shortcomings. Three organisations have answered
that they have uploaded a few cases to ICSMS for test purposes.

There are three main reasons for the participants to use ICSMS
- To find out if products are under investigation in other member states (18 responses).
- To save work or time (16 responses).
- To help planning market surveillance activities (13 responses).

Even though some of the participants have indicated that they only file information sparsely
in the system almost all participants use it as a source of information. Eighteen of the 21
search the database to gather information to be used in their investigations. Two of the 18
only search ICSMS in the planning whereas the remaining 8 organisations also search
ICSMS when products are investigated as part of a campaign, or because of complaints and
accidents.

Questionnaire on Quality Assurance
A questionnaire on best practices in quality assurance procedures has also been sent around.
There have been responses sent in by 13 organisations from 12 countries. A first draft
summary report of the responses has been produced and the main conclusions are presented
in the box below.

Quality Assurance
The results of the questionnaire show that quality assurance is seen as an important element
in all market surveillance authorities even though most of the authorities answered that they
do not have a quality assurance system. Instead of the quality assurance system other means
are put in place. All authorities use a mechanism where all (or at least all critical) decisions
are reviewed by a colleague or a manager.

Furthermore the authorities have some sort of “system” in place to ensure the quality:
- 10 of the 12 authorities uses standard operating procedures
- 2 of the 12 have a certified QA-system in place (and 1 more is working to get it)
- 2 more authorities have other systems that ensures the quality (e.g. procedures laid

down in the document management system or other kinds of systems)
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2. Rapid Advice System

The Rapid Advice Forum (RAF) became fully operational on February 1st, 2007.
A large pool of experts has been identified in 14 participating member states and Spain.
There are separate lists of experts for each of the following four directives: GPSD, LVD, PPE
and Toys. Also, a specific mailing list is in use for the "lighters" project. The Rapid Advice
Forum has made a good start: in 2007, 31 questions have been asked. The experience shows
that the response to the questions is good – see box below.

Response to RAF Queries
The experience shows that the response to the questions is good. Each question receives on
average 3.8 responses, and only one question has until now been left unanswered.
The response time is on average 3.3 days. This is found to be very satisfactory, as the figure
should be compared to the indicative deadlines of 10 (working) days for normal requests and
5 days for urgent requests.
The first response is often given much faster. The average response time for the first response
is 1.7 days and more than half of the questions receive the first response on the same day as
when the question was introduced in the Rapid Advice Forum.
The average time for receiving the last reaction to a question is 8.8 (calendar) days, but many
of the experts in the Forum appear to feel an obligation to react even after the deadline has
been passed because 8 cases show response times above the indicative deadline of 10
(working) days, the maximum being 48 calendar days response time.
One question has not been answered in time: it was raised at the end of October and had only
one reaction 15 (calendar) days later.
Only one question has not been answered at all.

Informal RAF procedure
In May, a new (and additional) informal procedure was introduced which meant that the user
could ask specific questions in a very well-defined area via e-mail but without using the
RAF-forms. The procedure was introduced in the context of the joint action for lighters
where a lot of questions emerged on the classification of different lighter designs. Here it
proved unnecessary to supply the additional information requested by the form. Instead it was
found sufficient to send around photos of the specific lighter design together with the
question. Furthermore the questions were circulated within the same group of experts which
meant that the context was well-known beforehand and did not have to be described in each
question. This procedure immediately attracted a lot of interest and almost all of the 16
questions on lighters have been raised using the informal procedure. It can also be seen that
the narrow scope of the questions caused the responses to come very quickly – most often the
very same day as the question was raised. The advantage of including the RAF in the
discussion of the question is that the answers can be recorded for future reference. In the joint
action for lighters this has been the case as all conclusions on novelty lighters have been
incorporated in the inventory on novelty lighters that have been developed as part of the
preparation of the joint action. On the other hand it must be acknowledged that the formal
procedure that utilises the forms has its advantages in the cases where the context is poorly
defined because the forms ensure that the user supplies all the information that the experts in
the forum need to answer the question.
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In particular and in addition to the contents, some interesting issues were highlighted from
the analysis of the questionnaires. They are listed as follows and will be further developed
when drafting the book:

• Common rules for initial training of inspectors.
• Harmonisation of on-going training, including training in the Food and Feed sector.
• ISO 9001 management could be a useful tool for MS bodies and surveillance

programmes. There is a need to establish procedures for quality assurance.
• ”Tool box” (with rulers, callipers, millimetre, etc.) based on the specific

directive/need.
• Guide on Risk Assessment.
• Definition and training on Risk Assessment criteria.
• Common approach to Risk Communication.
• Use of internet for training of Inspectors, MS programmes, Risk Communication,

exchange of information and data.

All the information received has been synthesized in the Report on Market Surveillance
practice that has been finalised as planned in the project. The Report was presented and
discussed with the Commission in a verification meeting on February 22nd 2007 and
presented to the participants in the UK Workshop in March 2007.

It is to be noted that the Report also includes a specific chapter on the linkage with relevant
ADCOs and on the specific joint MS projects that are now running on cigarette lighters,
portable luminaries and electrical extension cords. These items will be described in more
detail in the following parts of this Annual Report.

Best Practice Book
After several consultations with the respective stakeholders held throughout these last few
months as well as additional internal discussions between the Work Package core team
members, the main contents and index of a book on best practice techniques in market
surveillance have been outlined. The book will be published and launched some time during
autumn 2008 as planned. This is intended to promote the adoption of best practices
throughout the EU resulting in more consistent and effective market surveillance by all
member states. It will reflect the information contained in the Knowledge Base and address a
number of issues.

It will primarily focus its attention on market surveillance systems related particularly to non-
food consumer products. The aim of this book is to try and assist policy makers, senior
managers and practitioners within a given market surveillance system by documenting the
essential requirements needed for an effective surveillance system whilst also identifying best
practice techniques in the various areas that are discussed and identified within the various
chapters.

Thus, this book may serve as a guide and reference book for senior management to further
enhance and develop their own surveillance strategies whilst at the same time it may also be
used by market surveillance practitioners and inspectors as a handbook in order to improve
their best practice techniques in a specific area.

The book will also be made available for all interested parties that will be influenced by
market surveillance actions. By doing so transparency will be ensured amongst all
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stakeholders and possibly establish a fundament for cooperation with respect to safety for the
consumers.

The book will take into account the respective deliverables as indicated within part 4 of the
section related to Work Package 3 (Inspection Programmes and Techniques) of Annex 4 of
the grant agreement No17.020100.

The book on Best practices on Market Surveillance

DRAFT TABLE OF CONTENTS

1 AIM AND SCOPE

2 THE EC LEGISLATIVE BASES FOR MARKET SURVEILLANCE
2.1 The Cassis de Dijon principle
2.2 Old approach-development since 1985
2.3 New approach and background for revision and emphasis on MS etc.
2.4 Third country regulation
2.5 The Principles of conformity assessment and CE Marking
2.6 The importance of Market Surveillance

3 MARKET SURVEILLANCE ACTIVITIES - THE ORGANISATIONAL
STRUCTURE

3.1 Organization & Infrastructure

4 MARKET SURVEILLANCE PROJECTS - THE PLANNING STAGE
4.1 Identification of basic infrastructure required
4.2 The overall planning process

5 MARKET SURVEILLANCE PROJECTS - THE IMPLEMENTATION
STAGE

5.1 Implementation of the project plan: On-site Market Surveillance Inspections &
Sampling
5.2 Testing in laboratories
5.3 Linkage with Risk Assessment

6 MARKET SURVEILLANCE PROJECTS - THE ANALYSIS (REVIEW)
STAGE: (RESULTS & FOLLOW-UP, INCLUDING ACTION NEEDED)

6.1 Decision on the necessary action to be taken; legal action, sales ban,
withdrawal, recall

6.2 Communication with importers and producers; test result and product
information, voluntarily recall, pre-warning of sales ban, final reactions.

6.3 Operational risks
6.4 Enforcement & Legal aspects; reference to regulations and standards
6.5 Follow-up within the market after final reactions
6.6 Follow-up of project results.
6.7 Additional Considerations
6.8 Gathering information for reporting purposes according to the project plan

7 MARKET SURVEILLANCE PROJECTS - THE REPORTING STAGE.
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7.1 Final project report for internal use including analyzing project overall
results (possible effects). Assess further measures to be taken.

7.2 Importance of proper records.
7.3 Assess experience gained in the project.
7.4 Final report for publishing.
8 RISK ASSESSMENT

9 RISK COMMUNICATION

10 THE MAIN EUROPEAN / INTERNATIONAL STAKEHOLDERS WITHIN
MARKET SURVEILLANCE
10.1 International / European Agreements and Treaties
10.2 General International and European Stakeholders organisations
10.3 Business representatives
10.4 Distributors representatives
10.5 Consumer representatives
10.6 PROSAFE
10.7 EMARS
10.8 Sectorial Administrative Cooperation Groups (ADCOs)

11 CROSS BORDER INFORMATION SYSTEMS
11.1 CIRCA
11.2 RAPEX

12 CROSS BORDERS MARKET SURVEILLANCE PLANS AND THE
IMPORTANCE OF JOINT PROJECTS
12.1 Introduction.
12.2 Ways to cooperate.
13 CUSTOMS COOPERATION IN CROSS BORDER PROJECTS

Annex A - The Cigarette-lighters Project
Annex B - THE LVD-ADCO Projects (Luminaries and extension cord sets)
Annex C - Additional Cross Border Surveillance Projects (e.g. Playground equipment
project, Christmas chains)
Annex D - Generic Inspection Checklist
Annex E - Failure code list
Annex F - List of appropriate literature to consult/review
Annex G -Useful quotes
Annex H – FAQs: Frequently Asked Questions on Market Surveillance

The actual content will mainly be divided into a number of generic parts, each of which will
contain various chapters within each of these parts. The main parts of the book are the
following:
Part A - An Introduction
Part B – Management of market surveillance activities
Part C – Community and Cross border market surveillance activities
Part D – Conclusion
There will also be a number of informative annexes.
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A special workshop was organised in London during March 2007 so as to ensure a wide
consultation process with not only the project members themselves but also with various
other PROSAFE and ADCO members and other interested bodies. The main contents and
index of the book have been finalised by end May 2008 after taking into account all the
comments made during this workshop.

A handbook or a book?
In the beginning of the work with best practices the title of the document was a handbook.
This title was discussed during spring 2007 and WP3 concluded that the document seems to
be more than a handbook. Different chapters include the development in EU regarding
market surveillance, organisational issues, and political/strategic issues. Based on these facts
WP3 considers the document to be a publication with a wide range of use and not a handbook
intended for the use for market surveillance officers only. For that reason it was decided to
change its name from Handbook to Book.

The main contents of the Book and the decisions of WP3 on its structure were presented and
discussed in the Prosafe meeting in Munich in May 2007. Positive feedback was given and
WP3 was encouraged to continue the work. During this meeting volunteers were requested to
join WP3 to assist with the contents of the book. A few people have volunteered. This issue
will be repeated early in 2008 when the Book will be nearly complete with respect to the text.
The inventory was concluded shortly after this meeting.

A WP3 working meeting that took place on July 3rd focused on the text of the Book. The
people responsible for the different chapters have been appointed and there are several
contributors to each of these chapters.

Formats of the Book
During a meeting that WP3 had in Munich on May 7th it was decided that the Book will be
finally proposed in three different “formats”:

1. The paper version with the contents as described above:

2. A DVD version including the Book in its paper version and several other useful
information issues: reference Directives and Standards, forms, contact points, etc. It
will be designed to be an “all in one” supportive tool for the day-by-day activity

3. A web version including the two versions above will be regularly updated with news
on Market Surveillance activities and techniques, legislation, standardisation, etc, to
constitute a living reference to be regularly consulted by all persons involved in
Market Surveillance activities.

The first draft of the Book was presented and discussed in connection with the workshop held
in Brussels in October 2007. The presentation focused mainly on the practical part related to
a different phase of market surveillance projects. The reactions were positive overall.
Representatives from business and consumer associations participated in this workshop and
gave their point of view on their expectation on the performance and results of Market
Surveillance activities. This was considered as positive feedback
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Parts of the Book were also presented in the November Prosafe meeting in Istanbul. The
Book was also presented for ICPSC participants for the first time. In addition a half day
workshop was arranged for Turkish market surveillance officers on different issues regarding
EMARS.

The book has been further developed and by mid-November chapters 4, 5, 6 and 7 were
disseminated to the EMARS participants for generic comments of the main content and
structure regarding planning, performing, reporting and analyzing of practical market
surveillance projects. Comments have been received from two participating countries; both
positive to the above mentioned issues. The work related to the preparation of the book has
continued during the autumn and WP3 has arranged three working sessions dealing both with
the book and the training system.

Outlook for 2008 for the Book
WP3 has elaborated a detailed timetable concerning the preparation and final delivery of the
Book. It will form the basis for WP3’s work in 2008. This foresees the launch of a major
consultation on the draft book at the beginning of 2008 with a deadline of April the first.
During the period for consultation, that will run over February and March, some actions will
be done by WP3 members on the finishing of the Book and they will consist in the
simplification of the text, the addition of line diagrams, decision trees, pictures, charts,
harmonisation of the text, etc… in order to have a Book that is easily readable and reader-
friendly.
A second consultation would be held at the beginning of May with the intention to have the
text finalised by the end of June.

Training strategy
A preliminary discussion was held on this matter during the workshop in London on March
2007, where the experience from UK were discussed and analysed. The UK Trading
Standards Institute was invited to present their training activities to the spring EMARS
workshop. TSI have a very highly developed training programme based on very many years
of experience of training inspectors. TSI also make extensive use of online training tools.
The information delivered during the workshop was considered very useful and, together
with the data collected with the answers to the questionnaires, could be the basis for the
development of this matter. A second questionnaire has been disseminated to the
participating countries by mid-July 2007. This questionnaire confirmed previous experience;
there is a need for a training programme.

As a result of the TSI presentation on training of MS officers in UK, WP3 decided to do a
follow up related to the development of a training system in Europe. Representatives from
WP3 visited TSI mid-July 2007 order to discuss possibilities to establish a strategy for a
training system. TSI provided WP3 with a proposal in September 2007. This proposal was
disseminated to members of EMARS core group for comments. No comments were
received, but WP3 took the initiative to elaborate the strategy more. A revised document will
be prepared by the beginning of 2008. This revised proposal will also include contents of a
training programme. It is of vital importance that a training programme will appeal to
member states in order to create a user-friendly system. It is obvious that the training
programme developed by the food sector will be of some importance to this programme, and
further work will include a study of the food-training programme.
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Recruitment of Market Surveillance Officials
It has been discussed if the training strategy should include requirements for recruiting
market surveillance officers. Due to the fact that recruiting strategy is a national concern in
the member states, WP3 has concluded that it is not recommendable to establish detailed
procedures for recruiting officers. We have concluded however to develop some
recommendations based on any best practices we can identify from the questionnaire results.

Outlook for 2008 for Training
A revised strategy including a training programme will be presented early 2008. In this
revised version WP3 will take into account comments from the Commission. WP3 will also
look into the existing training programme in the food sector in order to take advantage of
experiences and lessons learned. Initially it is anticipated that a training programme should
consist of an e-learning part, workshops and exchange of officers in relation to practical
market surveillance projects.

Market Surveillance plans
Progress in 2007
A questionnaire dealing with market surveillance plans for 2007 was launched in January
2007. This enquiry resulted in the number of MS activities totalling in more than 240
projects. This enquiry involved all Prosafe members. Replies were received from circa 16
participants. The aim of this questionnaire was to develop an overview on the present state of
market surveillance, to establish possible collaboration between member states and finally to
contribute to establishing joint projects.

The result of the questionnaire was presented for the first time in the workshop in London
mid-March for information only. Some interest was created. The second presentation was
done in the Prosafe meeting in Munich May 2007 with a recommendation to look into the
plans and possibly establish some kind of mutual approach. In this meeting a small working
group was established with the mandate to look into collaboration between neighbouring
countries. The work in this group has continued through 2007.

Improvements of the questionnaire were proposed by the small working group and
implemented in a questionnaire for 2008. This questionnaire was launched in November and
18 participants replied identifying some 263 projects. This questionnaire was also sent to the
ADCOs to inform them and ask for their support. At the Prosafe meeting in Istanbul, end of
November, the overall results were discussed. The outcome of this discussion was a
recommendation to organise a workshop with representatives of the ADCOs and Prosafe on
annual plans beginning of 2008.

Outlook for 2008 for Market Surveillance Plans
A meeting is planned for February. The aim of the workshop should be to come to an integral
list of possible joint actions for 2008. A report from this work will be presented mid 2008
with recommendations for future work on this issue.
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Database developed for the Market Surveillance Plans

Joint projects - Summary of the situation.
WP3 intends to test the best practices it identifies in a series of joint projects. WP3 does not
have the resources to carry out these projects in their entirety, rather it has funding to help
kick-start some projects and provide the necessary resources to introduce the best practices
into the projects and evaluate their practical effectiveness. During 2006 progress has been
made in forging links with three joint projects: Lighters, Luminaries and Cord extension Sets.

In 2007 EMARS WP3 took some action in coordinating the Polish Playground Equipment
project. Further steps will be taken in 2008 with the Baltic Sea project on electrical products
and the Hungarian project on Christmas lighting chains.

The Luminaries project and the Cords Extension project are being coordinated by the LVD-
ADCO. EMARS WP3 established contacts earlier on in the process of developing the
proposal for these projects and one of the Prosafe consultants was intensively involved in the
development and execution of these projects. The report on the Luminaries has meanwhile
been finalised, while preliminary results of the Cord Extension Sets project were presented at
LVD-ADCO (October, Berlin) and the Brussels workshop on the EMARS project.
A similar situation exists for the 2008 LVD-ADCO joint action on Christmas lighting, which
is coordinated by Hungary with assistance by the Netherlands and the EMARS coordinator.
Meanwhile the project plan was drafted and a project application was submitted to the
Commission. The project application was accepted. (See also chapter 3.1)
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In the first half of 2007 Torben Rahbek carried out the bulk part of the coordination work
with the lighters project on a separate contract with the Commission, DG Sanco. Prosafe’s
contribution to the project has been the input of best practices in the procedures, forms, etc.
that has been developed by Torben Rahbek.

Stichting Prosafe (SP) has taken an active part in the preparation of the application for a joint
action on lighters. SP undertook this task to use it as a platform for developing a best practice
in organising joint market surveillance actions.

The application was filed at the Commission on May 31st. In the coming months PROSAFE
undertook the role of putting together the information for the contract from the participants
following requests from the Commission. The final contract was signed in August and the
joint action on lighters started September 1st. A call for consultants to coordinate the action
was made and Torben Rahbek was selected for this task. The first meeting in the project
group was organised on September 21st and the second meeting on December 13th. EMARS
is continuing to offer best practice solutions to the joint action, the latest example being the
joint call for tenders for testing of lighters in the action. At the same time the joint action is
benefiting heavily from the Rapid Advice Forum provided by EMARS WP2 – about half of
all questions in the Rapid Advice Forum deal with lighters.

The strong liaison between the EMARS project and the joint action on lighters is ensured by
participation of Gunnar Wold, Torben Rahbek, Jan van Leent and Dirk Meijer in both
projects.

Lighters project – Deliverables during 2007

Input to documents developed under Torben Rahbek’s contract with DG
SANCO.
Application for a joint action on lighters.
EMARS has contributed to certain strategic documents prior to the project.
Input to contract on a joint action on lighters.
WP3 coordination through participation in meetings.

Some interest has been shown from the Baltic Sea project on electrical products. WP3 will be
in contact with the project administration in order to establish procedures for cooperation.
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Outlook for 2008 for joint actions
Work will continue on the Lighters project, the Cords Extension Sets projects and Playground
Equipment project. WP3 will actively cooperate with other joint actions that could provide
experience and knowledge to test best practice. Such projects are the Baltic Sea project on
electrical products and Hungarian project on Christmas lighting chains.

WP3 will possibly be aided in this task by work that will be undertaken to identify and carry
out national market surveillance programmes. The effect of support depends on the degree of
cooperation and the willingness to report back to WP3 on experiences gained. Within the
framework of ICPSC there is a possibility to use experiences from the European lighters
project in a partly global joint project. This might be the follow up on the Bethesda
declaration. Some interest has been expressed from USA, Australia and Canada.

Summary of deliverables produced in 2007 by WP3

Table of contents of handbook
Report of workshop
Presentations from workshop
Work plan for drafting best practice handbook
Final report on Market Surveillance Best Practice
Report on market surveillance plans for 2007.
Presentation on handbook and WP3 to ICPHSO/ICPSC in February.
Memo Prosafe Working Group: Close cooperation between
(neighbouring) member states.
Report of 16th May teleconference.
Report of 30th May teleconference.
Note from WP3 meeting in Munich (Prosafe).
Application lighters project May 2007.
Start up meeting lighters project in September 2007.
Meeting with TSI (UK) on training for market surveillance officers
in July that initiated work on a strategy document. Proposal for a
strategy delivered in September 2007.
Minutes from meeting September 28th.

Note on joint actions related to toys.
Minutes of the small working group meeting annual plans in Poland.
Start up meeting Playground equipment project mid-October 2007.
(Poland)
Workshop in Brussels end October 2007.
Questionnaire on market surveillance plans 2008.
Overview of annual plans 2008.
Minutes from meeting November 6th.

Dissemination of chapters 4, 5, 6 and 7 to participants; asking for
comments on structure and principles (mid-November). Version xxx
Presentation of parts of the Book and discussion on market
surveillance plans in Prosafe/ICPSC meeting in Istanbul end.
Version xxy November 2007.
Minutes from meeting December 20th
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Reporting a risk assessment result
The result from the risk assessment must be reported to ensure that the considerations are
registered and that they can be used in the proper context, e.g. in the communication with the
producer or in a court case should that be requested. At the same time the report must be
simple enough to ensure that the market surveillance officer actually uses it.

WP4 has developed a practical form for a risk assessment report which is immediately
applicable for the member state authorities. The proposal includes four headings:

1. Identification of product and case, description of the context.
In most market surveillance cases most (if not all) of this information is given if a
reference is made to the case identification that the authority uses (e.g. a case
number).

2. Description of the hazards.
This could be a list with verbal descriptions of the identified hazards in the product.
The hazards are sometimes identified from a test report with non-compliances.

3. Description of injury scenarios and sensitivity.
This could be a table as shown below:

Injury scenarios
Injury type
and location

Severity of
injuries

Probability of
injuries

Resulting
probability

Risk

Defect: material of
hammer head. Parts
of head fly off when
person uses hammer
and hits hard surface.
Part flies into eye.

Foreign body
in eye,

blindness in 1
eye

Serious

Breaking: 1/10
Hitting person: 1/10
Hitting head: 1/3
Hitting eye: 1/20

1/6.000 Moderate

4. Conclusion
The overall assessment of the product drawn up to reflect as transparently as possible
how the resulting overall risk level is derived from the estimated levels in the table.

A draft risk assessment module has been prepared, discussed and sent to EMARS WP3 to go
into the handbook from the project. This module is integrated in the version of the Book that
is sent for public consultation early 2008.

Link with RAPEX Guidelines
The EMARS team of experts has worked in close cooperation with the European working
group WG IRAG. This group was set up in 2006 to revise the risk assessment method used in
the context of RAPEX notifications. The European Commission presented the draft revised
procedure in a workshop on December 11th.

The EMARS team of experts has worked with the intention to promote the new RAPEX
Guidelines as the current best practice for risk assessment of consumer products. The chapter
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on risk assessment in the Book will provide additional information about the risk assessment
practice, practical solutions for problems, examples, and the like.

Injury scenarios in small steps
One critical point where lack of transparency may be introduced in a risk assessment case is
the link between the product hazard and the injury that it causes to the user. This is
particularly important because this may be one of the main sources for discussions between
the producer and the market surveillance officers. The producer will in many cases disagree
with the market surveillance authority and challenge the result of the risk assessment.
Experience is that transparency largely qualifies the discussion and improves the chances that
the two parties will reach an agreement.

A practical way of doing this was found by WP4 when suggesting that each injury scenario is
broken up in smaller steps. Each step is then assigned with a probability.

An example will show how RAPEX notification no. 0125/06 deals with a cross pane hammer
with metal handle and black plastic grip. The plastic grip of the hammer breaks under normal
strain which means that the hammer head can fly of and injure the user. The question then is
whether this is so dangerous that action is required.

In this example the injury scenario can be broken up in two steps:

1. The plastic grip breaks under normal strain when the user hits a hard surface.
2. The upper part of the hammer bounces back and hits the user's arm causing a bruising

of the arm.

The overall likelihood of the injury scenario is estimated from the estimates of the likelihood
of each of the two steps:

1. Handle breaking - estimated probability 50 %.
2. The upper part hits the arm - estimated probability 20 %.

The result is that the overall probability of the injury is estimated to 10 %.

The probabilities of each of the individual steps can often be estimated from reasonably
accurate data such as results from laboratory investigations, proportions of the human body,
geometrical distances, etc. In the above example the probability of breaking the handle can be
estimated from tests of the mechanical strength of the hammer compared with the impacts
that are reached during normal use, and the probability of the upper part of the hammer
hitting the user’s arm can be estimated from the area of the users arm relative to the area of
the immediate surrounding of the hammer.

Consultation on the draft risk assessment chapter
In October WP4 presented its work at the joint EMARS workshop in Brussels. The purpose
was to get feedback on the structure of the risk assessment module. Later, in December 2007,
WP4 organised a half-day workshop in conjunction with the WG IRAG event to present the
work and to launch the public consultation on the risk assessment module. The presentations
at the workshop dealt with:






