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Introduction

We would wish to see the level of Market Surveillance throughout  Europe rise. The aim of this session was to discuss how we should achieve the goal of efficient and effective market surveillance in the Community. Efficiency can be achieved by consideration of all identified risks results and allocating surveillance capacity in those areas where it is most needed. In session 2 a start was made about the areas and the type of measuring instruments on which the member states should focus for the coming period. This session was a continuation of that discussion. 
After an introduction from Hermine van Rij from the Netherlands the conference divided into four groups to discuss the strategy, tools and means of communication which the member states. For stimulating the discussion there were questions to be answered by the groups. Each group had representatives from different member states, enforcement bodies and manufacturers. 
During this session no clear answers were given but at least there was a common feeling about what market surveillance should achieve and also were the main problems are and how market surveillance could be improved. 
Conclusion

To stimulate market surveillance in Europe for the MID and NAWI directive more cooperation and communication is needed. The conference identified the need for the whole of Europe to work together in the planning of market surveillance, in the delivery of market surveillance projects and in the reporting of market surveillance projects. It is proposed that Working Group 5 could facilitate a totally integrated approach to market surveillance activities across Europe.
It was also felt that more transparency would be beneficial. It is proposed that WG5 could ensure that the process of market surveillance involves all member states, manufacturers and users at the earliest planning stages and to ensure that results are appropriately communicated to everyone. This could best be achieved by developing a clear communication strategy for market surveillance across Europe.

For more detail on the next page is given the answers on the several questions.
Results in detail

Can market surveillance operate more effectively at EU level?
Yes, by sharing information in the same format. Make use of existing collaboration and information. Improve existing inform exchange systems into more formal systems. Make use of existing tools from WELMEC Working group 5. This could exist as a platform for information exchange.
Yes, but it depends on individual member states subscribing to undertake market surveillance themselves  
Yes, in certain cases.  But the decisions should be made by appropriate EU and National bodies. The process must involve, information exchange about test procedure and the use of common sense. Market Surveillance authorities should respond to consumer.
What are the minimum results we want to achieve with market surveillance in EU?

The reaction of the group was diverse. Here under reactions:

· Achieve confidence in CE mark goods.
· Consumer protection.

· Fair competition. 

· Trust form the user is important, but it is hard to measure. 

The above results could be achieved  by harmonising the operation of notified bodies . One last idea to ensure compliant products in the market is information exchange to small publication of results. This would include the manufacturers to ensure that they Knew about the results of market surveillance and were able to act upon any problems
Combine market surveillance programs/plans of individual member states would that helpfully to achieve these minimum results and operate effectively?

The reaction on this question was diverse. On one side you find the operation of transparent,  but separate surveillance programs or plans,  and on the other side it was recognised that it was important to collaborate because  manufacturers and Notified Bodies are waiting  to cross  borders. Also is mentioned that to be able to compare the results you should need to operate to the same criteria. To share programs you may save money for expensive tests. The new regulation 1 January 2010 could be an opportunity to do so. However it depends on the instruments and cooperation timing.  The reaction of some participant were “May be”, but the overall conclusion was yes we should combine market surveillance plans.

Publicizing programs lead to maximum transparency, but also to ‘tactical behaviour’ of business?

Market surveillance authorities should be open with problems, but keep the names unpublished on in a late stage. However the groups found it hard to decide how much information should be published. Risk of revealing business secrets can harm the company. As example for publicizing and transparency is mentioned ICSM (International Conference on Software Maintenance). This is an international forum for software maintenance researchers and practitioners to examine key issues facing the software maintenance community.
Would a market surveillance project plan for one instrument be helpfully to achieve these minimum results and operate effectively in EU?
It would be useful for beginners. Another suggestion that came out of the discussion was partnerships to look at functions such as sealing systematic error on EU-level. Feed back to Notified Bodies to look for sealing specially.
One other reaction was that is that it would be to narrow to achieve much. For a pilot it would do to learn from and improve methodology. Many different issues need addressing. All aspects have more value.
Is there scope for a European Market Surveillance Agency?
No clear answer has been given. The discussion was should the agency  perform or to coordinate. Coordination yes, but Member States are still responsible in their own country.  There are may be problems with Market Surveillance at the borders so may be agency for this. An agency to protect the whole of Europe and at borders. May be an agency is also helpful for smaller Member States.

Another answer was to try first to coordinate in Europe without an Agency. Market Surveillance needs to be kept within WELMEC, because Metrology would not be prioritised. Many CE Directives and Metrology is small. In WELMEC there can be focus on our instruments with targeted actions. Prosafe (Product Safety Enforcement Forum of Europe) was mentioned a good example for this. 
What are the minimal topics of a market surveillance project plan?

This question wasn’t discussed due to the lack of time, but should be discussed in the WELMEC working group 5.
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