5 February 2020

DIGITALEUROPE views on the Interim
evaluation of the Low Voltage Directive
DIGITALEUROPE welcomes the report on the evaluation of the Low Voltage Directive and we
are greatly reassured that its findings generally align with our industry’s positive experiences
of applying the Directive over five decades.
The LVD is one of
the great success
stories of the
internal market

In previous communications to the Commission, we have shared our view that the LVD
continues to be one of the great success stories of the internal market and the report confirms
this to be case showing as it does that the Directive remains effective, efficient and relevant.
The finding that issues relating to effective and consistent market surveillance are amongst
the external factors hindering the Directive comes as no surprise and we look forward to
improvements in that regard through other regulatory instruments.
Taking account of this and the overall positive findings of the report, it is clear that no
fundamental alteration to the Directive is necessary or advisable at this point.

Removal of lower voltage limit
We note the analysis of the appropriateness voltage limit (5.3.2.2) in the report.
While we can understand why removal of the lower voltage limit may be seen as a means to
address some gaps in the scope of products covered by the Directive, we do not see this as a
priority and care should be exercised not to create disproportionate and costly requirements
for products that might represent a very low safety risk and which often sell at low cost and
profit margin.
Acknowledging that operating voltage alone is not the sole criteria to determine the risk of a
product, it is true that many products operating below 75 V DC do fall in to this very low risk
category and are currently effectively covered by the General Product Safety Directive.1
Taking account of the overall effectiveness of the GPSD and the low risk associated with
these products, we do not see an urgency to change the scope of products covered by the
directive at this point.
If a decision is taken to remove the lower voltage limit in a future revision of the directive, an
impact analysis on all affected products would be required and provision made for exemption
of products that do not represent a serious risk and that can be more effectively covered
under the GPSD.

1

Examples of such products include low power memory sticks, digital watches and remote controls.
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Conformity Assessment Procedures - Module B
“It is not necessarily
third party certification
which can help
improving the safety of
products on the market
but correct
implementation and
enforcement of the
existing legislation”
European Commission
2008

While the report does not reach a conclusion about the inclusion of Module B for conformity
assessment, DIGITALEUROPE is convinced that this would bring no value for stakeholders
and may even be counterproductive.
As noted above, the overall findings of the report indicate that the Directive is working well
and fulfilling its objectives related to safety and enabling of the internal market. Thus, it seems
unjustified to introduce such a fundamental change to the functioning of the directive as
Module B would bring.
The manufacturer is always fully responsible for the safety of his product. Rightly so.
Application of Module B and the role of a notified body cannot change that obligation.
SMEs or other manufacturers will always have the option to consult with 3rd parties if they
lack certain internal expertise but it must not be assumed that any notified body will have
superior expertise or knowledge about the compliance of the product. This is particularly true
in the case of the ‘new/innovative’ products referenced in the report.
In its analysis on the feasibility of a consumer safety mark in 20082, the Commission found
that “It is not necessarily third party certification which can help improving the safety of
products on the market but correct implementation and enforcement of the existing
legislation”.
We fully agree with this conclusion and consider that Module A as currently applied has been
shown to serve all stakeholders of the LVD well for almost fifty years. It is notable that the
report found that weakness in market surveillance practices was amongst the external factors
hindering the effectiveness of the Directive. Thus, it seems that focus on market surveillance
activities and resources will be more effective at improving the safety of products than
introduction of Module B and a role for notified bodies.
Application of Module B on a mandatory basis will certainly have a negative impact on the
functioning of the Directive and will introduce additional costs and burdens for compliant
manufacturers but with no clear improvement to the safety of products. The tests and
technical standards applied by notified bodies will be no different from those that the
manufacturer can apply himself and thus bring no benefit when applied by a 3rd party.
Even application on a voluntary basis may be detrimental as it can only serve to introduce
confusion and uncertainty about the safety of the product. Fragmentation of the approach to
conformity assessment would be an unwelcome development that, as well as bringing
additional costs, can also make the work of market surveillance authorities more complex.
Conclusion

“It would be unwise and
counter-productive to
make fundamental
changes now”

The Low Voltage Directive and particularly the conformity assessment procedure based on
Module A continues to work effectively while achieving its objectives and being positively
regarded by stakeholders. Thus, it would be unwise and counter-productive to make
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fundamental changes now to the functioning of the Directive and its conformity assessment
procedures.
Introduction of Module B to the Directive can only add costly and ineffective complexities to
the Directive whilst leading to no improvement in the safety of products.
While we do not believe that any changes to the scope of the Directive are required, if this is
done they should be made with caution and with due regard to the potential impact on low risk
products.
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