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Introduction  
 

This is the final  interim technical implementation report prepared for the Joint Follow -Up Market 
Surveillance Action on Child -Resistant Lighters and Novelty Lighters.  

In accordance with the Grant Agreement , the report is due 2 8th of February 2013 and it shall provide a 
concise overview of the progress of the Joint Action in the period 1 st of January 2010 to 31st of December 
2012. 

In accordance with Annex III in the Grant Agreement [ 1], the report in particular includes the following 
information on the work carried out and the results achieved:  

¶ A description of the work carried out in the Joint Action  in chapter 3. 

¶ Deviations from the initial work programme are identified and explained in chapter 3.7. 

¶ The results obtained in the Joint Action are presented in chapter 4. 

¶ Differences between the foreseen results of the Joint Action and those actually achieved are 
explained in chapter  4.7. 

¶ The participation in the Joint Action is compared to the planned commitment in Annex 3. 

¶ A financial analysis of the expenditures in the Joint Action  is included in Annex 4. The analysis 
compares the expenditure incurred during the Joint Action with the foreseen budget as laid down 
in the Grant Agreement [ 1].  

Copies of deliverables and other material produced by the Action are annexed in Annex 5 and 6.  

The Joint Action is executed under the 2009 call for tender. Thus, the reporting requir ements may differ 
from Actions granted under the call for tenders outlined in other years.  

 

 

Note to the reader  

This is an edited version of the final report that was produced for publication purposes.  

The difference to the full report is that the six anne xes are deleted because part of their content is 
confidential (financial) information. This does not harm the readability of the report.  
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1 Management Summary  

This is the final report from the Joint Follow -up Market Surveillance Action on Child -Resistant Lighters and 
Novelty Lighters. The Action is supported financially by the European Commission.  It was carried out by 
PROSAFE and representatives from Austria, Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Greece, Iceland, Malta, 
Netherlands, Norway, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain and Sweden. 

The primary  purpose was to ensure that lighters placed on the European market are safe. This was 
estimated  with four indicators:  

¶ The share of non-compliant lighters found on the European market.  

¶ The share of non-compliant l ighters imported to Europe.  

¶ The share of non-compliant lighters produced in Europe.  

¶ The share of shops that marketed  novelty lighters.  

The Joint Action fostered a lot of activity :  

¶ The participa nts carried out some 8,6 00 inspections at retailers, wholesale rs, importers and 
manufacturers.  

¶ Customs inspected more than 1.000 consignments with lighters upon arrival to the EU.  

¶ More than 5, 200 lighters were checked. 

¶ 29% of the inspected lighters failed to meet the legal requirements . 

The failing lighters had the f ollowing non-compliances: 

¶ EN ISO 9994 non-compliances, 326 cases. 

¶ Child-resistance non-compliances, 105 cases. 

¶ Other non -compliances, 529 cases. 

¶ The non-compliances were not categorised in the last 540 cases. 

The participants sampled  74 lighters that were tested at an accredited laboratory. There were no remarks 
for  55% of the lighters (this compared to 35% in the previous Action) . The tests showed that 7% of the 
lighters  presented critical non -compliance (compared to 35% of the lighters in the previous Act ion).   

The figures for the previous and the present Joint Action are not immediately comparable , as the test 
conditions differed . Nevertheless,  the improvements are so significant that they are taken as a sign that 
the joint market surveillance efforts ove r the past 5½ years have indeed lead to an improved situation on 
the market (even though the figures also clearly indicate that there is still room for improvement).  

This conclusion is supported by the participating Member States . Their immediate impressi ons of the 
situation on their markets  taken from the inspection campaigns they undertook showed that the picture 
had improved over the past few years. Moreover, novelty lighters were found by and large to have 
disappeared, except for some limited internet trade.  

Another important finding came out of a benchmark of three accredited lighter laboratories undertaken 
by the Dutch authorities. The laboratories were asked to test the same seven lighter  models according to 
EN ISO 9994. This exercise has shown remarkable differe nces between the laboratories: t hey only agreed 
on one of the lighters, and two of the laboratories disagreed on 5 of the 7 lighters. No conclusions were 
drawn during the Joint Action, but a number of likely root causes were identified includi ng insufficient 
standardisation of the manufacturing, insufficient quality assurance or deficiencies in the standard.  

The Joint Action had a second purpose: to gather experience related to best practice techniques in 
following up large Joint Actions and to  further develop best practices for market surveillance actions 
including cooperation with customs.  

Therefore, t he Joint Action  developed a number of tools for market surveillance for  lighters. This 
included a memo on intervention limit values , a memo on risk assessment, a decision tree for assessment 
of potential novelty lighters , a guideline for importers of lighters from third countries , a memo on cross-
border f ollow -up of test results, a  guideline for system audit of lighter businesses  and a draft guid eline 
with best practices in market surveillance on lighters . 

The Joint Action finished within budget and the participants even contributed with more work to the 
project than anticipated at the beginning.  
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2 Background Information  

 

2.1  Summary of Project Descri ption  

This chapter presents a short extract of the project description. The full text can be found in the Grant 
Agreement [1].  

 

2.1.1  Title of the  Joint Action  

Joint Follow -up Market Surveillance Action on Child -Resistant Lighters and Novelty Lighters . 

The Joint Action is supported financially by the European Commission under Grant Agreement No. 2009 82 
05 ð LIGHTERS 09. 

 

2.1.2  Participating Member States  

The application for the Joint Action was signed by PROSAFE and 11 Member States (Austria, Cyprus, the 
Czech Republic, Estonia, Greece, Malta, Netherlands, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain and Sweden) 
plus Iceland and Norway. 

The applicant body that also took overall responsibility for the Joint Action was PROSAFE.  

The projec t leader is Gunnar Wold from DSB in Norway. 

The project consultant is Torben Rahbek , an independent consultant subcontracted by PROSAFE. 

 

2.1.3  Budget  

The total budget cost for the Joint Action is 593 .916,11 û out of which the Commission funds 62,32 %, 
equivalent to 370.136 ,87 û. 

 

2.1.4  Primary Objective  

The primary purpose of the Joint Action is to ensure that lighters placed on the EU market are safe.  

The ambition of the Joint Action is to achieve a level below 2 % for each of the following indicators:  

¶ The share of non-compliant lighters that are found on the European market.  

¶ The share of non-compliant lighters that are imported to Europe.  

¶ The share of non-compliant lighters that are produced in Europe.  

¶ The share of shops that markets novelty lighters.  

These indicators are estimated and not measured in the Joint Action as a statistically correct 
measurement would imply that a large number of lighters were sampled completely at random. This 
would lead to investigations and tests of a high number of safe lighters ð an activity that would take up 
resources and cost money without contributing to consumer safety.  

 

2.1.5  Secondary Objective  

Secondly the purpose is to gather experience related to best practice techniques in following up large 
Joint Actions and to further develop bes t practices for national market surveillance Actions including 
cooperation with customs ( nationally and internationally).  

 

2.1.6  Deliverables of the Joint Action  

The Grant Agreement [ 1] identifies the deliverables . They are also shown in table 1. 

 

2.1.7  The Activities of the Joint Action  

The activities of the Joint Action are divided into three phases:  

¶ First phase (January 2010 ð June 2010) 

The Joint Action is launched and the firs t project meeting is organised to introduce the Action and 
procedures for cooperation to the participants. The detailed contents of the Action will be 
discussed and agreed. This will include a discussion of a suitable means and procedure for 
exchange of information about samples and test results between Member States and a potential 
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organisation of joint testing.  

¶ Second phase (July 2010 ð September 2012) 

Member States' monitoring of the market situation will be fully up and running and they will report 
thei r activities to the coordinator. Experience and test results are shared and the coordinator will 
monitor cross-border utilisation of tests.  

¶ Third phase (October 2012 ð December 2012) 

The Joint Action will terminate and the participants will prepare a final  report with conclusions 
and recommendations from the activities. Furthermore a final conference will be organised to 
disseminate the results. This conference will be scheduled together with other relevant meetings, 
e.g. events in other Joint Actions, PROSAFE meetings, Commission events, and the like. 

A timeline of the Joint Action is included in Annex A. 

 

Activity  Deliverable  

ID Title  

Identification of consultant  D1 Contract with selected consultant  

Kick-off meeting  

 

D2 Minutes from meeting  

D3 Detailed approach to Joint Action  

Discussion of sampling scheme D4 Sampling scheme 

Set up means for exchange of information 

about tested lighter models  

D5 Means for exchange of information about 

tested lighter models  

Set-up of joint testing  D6 Call for tender  

D7 Selection of laboratory  

CR verification tool  D8 Feasibility study  

D9 Joint purchase of CR verification tool  

Market Surveillance Action D10 Reports of surveillance Actions 

Second project meeting  D11 Minutes from meeting  

First Interim Report  D12 Full Interim report and financial statement  

Third project meeting  D13 Minutes from meeting  

Second Interim Report D14 Full Interim report and financial statement  

Fourth project meeting  D15 Minutes from meeting  

Fifth project meeting  D16 Minutes from meet ing 

Sixth project meeting  D17 Minutes from meeting  

D18 Draft programme for final conference  

Final conference D19 Report of final conference  

Final report  D20 Final report  

Table 1. Overview of deliverables in the Joint Action.  

 
 

2.2  Other Background Information  

 

2.2.1  The European Market  

Lighters in Europe are usually low -cost products that are sold for less than 1 Euro a piece. The annual 
sales are approximately 1.6 billion lighters a year. One third is produced in Europe. The rest is imp orted 
from countries outside the EU, mainly from China and other countries in the Far East (Malaysia, Indonesia, 
Vietnam and Taiwan). Lighters (with company logos) are one of the biggest promotion articles in Europe.  

According to EN ISO 9994 [4], a cigarette lighter is defined as a "manually operated flame -producing 
device, employing a petrochemical derivative as a fuel, normally used for deliberately igniting cigarettes, 
cigars and pipes é" 

It is possible to identif y 3 other important classes of lighters:  

¶ Novelty lighters. These are (cigarette) lighters that resemble to other objects commonly known to 
attract children. They account for a small segment of the market, estimated less than 1%.  

¶ Semi-luxury and luxury ligh ters. These are expensive (cigarette) lighters that the owner would have 
repaired if they stop functioning and where it is possible to identify an after -sales service centre in 
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Europe. They also account for a small segment of the market, approximately 1 ð 1.5%. 

¶ Utility lighters. These are lighters that are intended for igniting candles, barbecue grills, 
fireplaces, etc.  

The major European manufacturers are members of EFLM (European Federation of Lighter Manufacturers). 
The three largest European manufacture rs are located in France and Spain. The major European importers 
are members of ELIAS (European Lighter Industry Association). The association has some 20 members that 
represent approximately 80 % of the total amount of European imports.  

 

2.2.2  Risks and Acciden ts  

Typically a normal, new cigarette lighter contains 3 ð 5 grams of liquid butane. Such an amount can 
create a fireball with a diameter of 50 cm if ignited in the open air. Therefore lighters must be 
manufactured and handled carefully so that they do not present a danger to consumers. The risks can 
arise in a number of ways:  

¶ An unsafe lighter might break open if dropped by the consumer.  

¶ An unsafe lighter might function in dangerous ways, e.g. by producing a high flame when ignited or 
by not extinguishing p roperly.  

¶ An unsafe lighter might leak, e.g. when put in the pocket of the user.  

¶ Lighters with insufficient child resistance can be ignited by small children that play with lighters.  

Furthermore, lighters present a risk when kept in large quantities because  of the total amount of fuel. As 
an example a 40õ container holds some one million lighters which contain 3 ð 5 tons of fuel. To take 
account of the potential risks therefore, special requirements exist for storing and transporting lighters.  

A special risk is linked with novelty lighters. There is a risk that children may regard them as play items 
because their shape and form may resemble animals, vehicles, tools, weapons and other toy -like items.  
These lighters are considered to be particularly dangerous as there is an increased chance that children 
will play with them because of their appearance. Several Member States have taken action against such 
lighters for many years and several RAPEX notifications have been issued. 

European statistics on fires caused by lighters is sparse and often mixes fires caused by matches with fires 
caused by cigarette lighters.  However, the fire statistics for the United Kingdom does make the 
distinction. The statistics published in 2009 produces data up to and including 2007 . An extract is shown 
in table 2. 

 

Year 

Fatal fires  Non-fatal fires  

Total  Cigarette 
lighters  

Share 

(%) 

Total  Cigarette 
lighters  

Share 

(%) 

1997 497 12 2,4% 12.877 297 2,3% 

1998 454 14 3,1% 12.827 336 2,6% 

1999 398 7 1,8% 12.556 270 2,2% 

2000 397 13 3,3% 12.059 308 2,6% 

2001 428 20 4,7% 11.691 332 2,8% 

2002 355 13 3,7% 11.182 283 2,5% 

2003 394 15 3,8% 10.426 300 2,9% 

2004 325 13 4,0% 9.993 251 2,5% 

2005 310 6 1,9% 9.687 216 2,2% 

2006 295 8 2,7% 9.327 264 2,8% 

2007 267 11 4,1% 9.066 254 2,8% 

Table 2. Fire statistics for United Kingdom showing the total number of fires and the 
number of fires caused by cigarette lighters. The table is based on [ 2].  

 

 

Table 2 shows the number of accidental fires (accidental meaning not intended) in dwellings (i.e. 
excluding fires in cars, enterprises, etc.). The numbers show that the share of non -fatal fires caused by 
cigarette lighte rs has more or less remained constant at a level of 2,5% from 1997 to 2007. The numbers 
also show that the share of fatal fires caused by cigarette lighters has increased from 2.5 ð 3% to 3 ð 4% in 
the same period. The increase is however mostly due to a d ecrease in the total number of fatal fires as 
the number of fires caused by lighters can be seen to remain constant by and large.  
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For comparison the category òSmokersõ materialsó account for more than ten times more fatal fires than 
lighters and five time more non-fatal fires. This category includes cigarettes and tobacco that is left 
burning by the smoker. Fires caused by matches have also been separated out in the statistics. They 
account for approximately the same number of fires as lighters.  

The populat ion of the United Kingdom corresponds to some 12% of the population in the European Union 
(about 60 million people in the United Kingdom and about 500 million people in Europe).  

 

 

2.2.3  Regulation  and Standardisation  

The safety of lighters has been on the EU agenda for several years and legislation has been in place since 
2006 requiring Member States to take measures to ensure that only child -resistant lighters could be 
placed on the EU market and to prohibit novelty lighters (Commission decision 2006/502/EC [ 3] adopted 
May 11th, 2006). This decision must be renewed annually to maintain its validity. The newest prolongation 
was done January 27th, 2012, when the Commission adopted the decision 2012/53/EU [ 8] extending the 
validity of Decision 2006/502/EC until 1st of May 2013.  

The decision 2006/502/EC references the standards EN ISO 9994 [4] and EN 13869 [5]:  

¶ EN ISO 9994 describes the safety requirements for lighters. The standard has been referenced 
under the General Product Safety Directive meaning that a manufacturer can presume that a 
lighter is safe if it meets all requirements of the standard.  

¶ EN 13869 describes the requirements for child -resistance. It has not been referenced and is 
currently under revision. The European Commission has adopted a mandate for the revision of the 
standard and CEN has started its work. 

 

 

2.2.4  The International Situation  

Requirements on child -resistance are in place in the United States, Japan, Canada, Australia and New 
Zealand. The legal requirements in the United States have served as a model for the legislation in place in 
many other jurisdictions ; t he regulations in Canada, Australia and New Zealand reference the American 
child -resistance standard. 

The Japanese approach is different. The Japanese authorities allow manufacturers to use a test of 
mechanical properties instead of the child -panel test to demonstrate the child -resistance of a lighter. The 
Japanese authorities have developed test methods to characterise the child -resistance of three types of 
cigarette lighters;  

1. Hard-piezo lighters with a push -down plunger where the child -resistance is ensured by the 
required pusher force.  

2. Flint -wheel lighters with a free -wheeling mechanism where the child -resistance is ensured by the 
force required to engage the wheel with the sparking mechanism.  

3. Hard-piezo lighters with a slide plunger where the child -resistance is ensured by the t orque that is 
required to operate the plunger.  

The test methods are laid down in Japanese standards that are used by the nominated test laboratories 
for approval of  lighters for the Japanese market.  

 

 

2.2.5  Link to Previous Joint Action  

The Joint Action follows  up a previous Action undertaken by 13 Member States in the years 2007 ð 2009. 
Nine of the participating countries have continued in the Joint Follow -Up Action. The Joint Action is 
reported in a final technical implementation report [ 7].  The key findings were:  

¶ The Member State authorities checked 5.557 lighter models during the Joint Action.  

¶ In total 1.278 models were reported to be non -compliant. This corresponds to 23 % of all lighters 
checked. 

¶ In that Action 143 lighter models were tested at an accredited laboratory; 49 passed the test and 
94 failed corresponding to a compliance level of 34%. (The models in this batch were carefully 
selected by market surveillance authorities that suspected them to be dangerous. Th erefore the 
share of non-compliant lighters should be higher than by random sampling.)  

¶ The results show that 119 lighters were lighters that were imported to EU. 91 of these failed the 
test corresponding to a share of non -compliant lighters of 76%.  

¶ The results also show that 22 lighters which were tested were produced in the EU. One of these 
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failed to meet the safety requirements.  

¶ Two of the tested lighters did not have any marking of origin. They both failed the test.  

¶ The sales of novelty lighters to consu mers appeared to have decreased significantly during the 
Action.  

 

The conclusion from the previous Action therefore was that two of the four ambitions of the project ha d 
been met. Lighters that were produced by the European lighter manufacturers by and lar ge appeared to 
comply with the regulations and novelty lighters appear ed to have been reduced to an insignificant share 
on the market. The overall picture wa s that some 20 to 60% of all lighter models on the market did not 
comply with the safety requiremen ts.  

Customs were very active in the first Joint Action. One specific initiative was the organisation of a joint 
meeting between representative from customs and market surveillance to facilitate a sharing of 
experience and exchange of best practices between  customs in different countries and between customs 
and market surveillance. The event was a big success and was one of the best attended meetings in the 
entire Action. 
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3 Activities Undertaken in the Joint Action  
 

This chapter presents the activities undert aken in the Joint Action in the reporting period (1 st January 
2010 to 31st December 2012).  

 

3.1  Overview of Activities  

¶ Project management activities  

¶ Select consultant  

The first activity in the Joint Action was to select a consultant to manage and coordinate th e Joint 
Action. Stichting PROSAFE appointed an individual by drawing from its pool of consultants. This 
consultant was then engaged and a contract drawn up for signature.  

¶ Project group meetings  

The project group had 6 meetings including the kick -off meetin g. The participants finalised a 
project plan and a communication plan during the kick -off meeting.  

¶ Management of the Joint Action  

The consultant developed a couple of tools and documents to facilitate the follow up of the 
operational stages in the Joint Ac tion. The tools and documents were discussed at the meetings in 
the project group.  

¶ Interim report s 

Two interim implementation report s were produced and published in February 2011 covering the 
period 1st January 2010 to 31st December 2010 and February 2012 covering the period 1 st January 
2011 to 31st December 2011. 

 

¶ Selection of test laboratories  

All testing was subcontracted to Bureau Veritas that also did the testing for the first Joint Action. It  was 
selected after a tendering process where eleven laborat ories were invited to tender. Five laboratories 
sent in quotations. Bureau Veritas was found to be the laboratory that best met the selection criteria.  

The selection process differed from other PROSAFE Actions insofar as it was undertaken by a group of 
Member State market surveillance officials.  

 

¶ Monitoring and assessment of the sampling process  

The Joint Action focused the investigations on  lighters from  the biggest 5 ð 10 economic operators on the 
European lighter market. The y presumably cover something l ike 80% of the market.  The participants 
developed a sampling plan that took into account which countries could easily do the sampling at the 
same time ensuring that many countries were involved to spread the workload and the experiences.  

The progress was monitored by the consultant.  

 

¶ Testing  

The Joint Action had 74 lighters tested according to a number of key requirements in EN ISO 9994.  

 

¶ Market surveillance activities  

The participating Member States carried out market surveillance on lighters and reported their activities 
to the project consultant for statistical purposes. In total more than 8.500 inspections were carried out 
and more than 5.000 lighters were checked.  

Customs also contributed with border control of lighters. They checked more than 1.000 con signments in 
the 3 years of the Joint Action.  

 

¶ Drafting and updating of miscellaneous documents  

The Joint Action produced a number of documents to capture the best practices that were developed 
over the 3 years of activity. This included:  

¶ A memo on intervention schemes and intervention limit values for lighters  
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¶ A memo on risk assessment for lighters 

¶ A decision tree for assessment of potential novelty lighters  

¶ Questionnaire to the lighter industry  

¶ A guideline for importers of lighters from third countries  

¶ A memo on cross-border follow -up of test results on lighters  

¶ A guideline for system audit of lighter businesses  

¶ A draft guideline with best practices in market surveillance on lighters  

 

¶ The Rapid Advice Forum  

The Rapid Advice Forum for Lighters handled 74 questions on lighters. 27 of them dealt with  potential 
novelty lighter designs.  

 

¶ Awareness-raising and outreach activities  

Several activities were carried out to increase the awareness of the Joint Action:  

¶ Communication with Member States and other countries  outside the Joint Action.  

¶ Liaison with t he European Commission, DG SANCO and DG TAXUD. 

¶ Several meetings with stakeholders, first and foremost business associations like the lighter 
importer's association, ELIAS and the lighter manufacturers' federation, E FLM. 

¶ Active participation in PROSAFE's attempts to reach out to China . 

 

¶ Dissemination activities  

The following documents were produced to spread information about the Joint Action:  

¶ Six press releases, newsletters or similar documents.  

¶ A number of expert pa pers for market surveillance authorities or  businesses. 

Furthermore, the following activities were undertaken:  

¶ Representatives from CEN participated in the final workshop.  

¶ Presentations of the Joint Action were given at several international meetings inclu ding the 
meetings in the Consumer Safety Network. 

¶ A workshop was held for stakeholders at the end of the Joint Action.  

 

 

3.2  Meetings 

 

3.2.1  Project Meetings  

Six project meetings have been organised by the Joint Action  as foreseen in the original project plan:  

¶ Kick-off meeting 23 and 24 February 2010 in Brussels 

The minutes from the meeting are annexed in Annex 5, deliverable  D2. 

¶ Meeting 19 May 2010 in Brussels 

The minutes from the meeting are annexed in Annex 5, deliverable  D11. 

¶ Meeting 27 and 28 October 2010 in Brussels 

The minutes from the meeting are annexed in Annex 5, deliverable  D13. 

¶ Meeting 10 March 2011 in Brussels 

The minutes from the meeting are annexed in Annex 5, deliverable D15. 

¶ Meeting 6 September 2011 in Ljubljana  

The minutes from the meeting are annex ed in Annex 5, deliverable D16.  

¶ Meeting 3 and 4 May 2012 in Tallinn  

The minutes from the meeting are annexed in Annex 5, deliverable D1 7. 

 

3.2.2  Meeting with Customs 
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The Joint Action planned from the beginning to involve customs. The obvious reason is that two t hirds of 
the lighters on the European market are imported from countries outside the EEA so border control is a 
key element in market surveillance of lighters.  

During the kick -off meeting a small working group was established to describe best practices for  involving 
customs in the control of lighters partly based on the experiences and practices developed under the 
previous Joint Action. The outcome was a memo that was shared with DG TAXUD's working group on 
market surveillance where 3 participants from the  Joint Action attend.  

The tangible result of this cooperation was that a joint meeting between customs and market surveillance 
officials was organised on 11 March 2011 to launch a joint market surveillanc e and border control 
campaign. The meeting was furth ermore used to discuss the level of investigation requested from 
customs, to deliver some basic training of the customs officers and to share experiences between Member 
States and between customs and market surveillance officials.  

The minutes from the meet ing are annexed in Annex 6, document E4. The presentation from the meeting 
is annexed in Annex 6, document E5. 

 

3.2.3  Other Meetings Attended within the Framework of the Joint Action  

The following meetings and events were attended by representatives from the Joint Action : 

¶ Meeting with EFLM and the European Commission in Brussels, 5 February 2010; 

¶ Meeting with the Consumer Agency of Japan in Brussels, 15 March 2010; 

¶ Meeting with ELIAS and Polyflame in Hamburg, 11 May 2010; 

¶ Meeting with EFLM in Brussels, 12 May 2010; 

¶ Meeting with EFLM in Brussels, 17 June 2010; 

¶ Meeting with METI from Japan in Copenhagen, 2 July 2010; 

¶ Meeting in the DG TAXUD working group on customs involvement in market surveillance in Santa 
Cruz de Tenerife, 2 ð 4 February 2011; 

¶ Trilateral r ound table Beijing, 17 Nov 2011;  

¶ Meeting with EFLM and Bureau Veritas on risk assessment in Copenhagen, 6 July 2012. 

Further to this, the project leader and the project consultant participated in several PROSAFE meetings, 
PROSAFE conferences, PROSAFE core group meetings and teleconferences for the PROSAFE project 
management. 

 

 

3.3  Activities Undertaken at the National Level  

The main activity that the Member States undertook at national level was market surveillance. This 
included border control in cooperation with cus toms and market surveillance inspections at retailers, 
wholesalers, importers and manufacturers.  

The Member States have reported statistical information about number of inspections, number of lighter 
models checked, results, etc. mostly on a quarterly basi s. If a Member State reported its data as 
accumulated figures for longer periods , the figures were  divided proporti onally over the relevant period . 
Besides the statistics, the Joint Action has received narrative reporting of t he activities in some of the 
countries. The statistics is shown in Annex 2. 

The data are presented in details and analysed in the following chapters.  

 

3.3.1  Statistics on Border Control Executed by Customs  

The market surveillance authorities and customs have cooperated on lighters since the first Joint Action 
in 2007 ð 2009 and the cooperation continue d in the present Joint Action with one important difference : It 
was decided to have a joint  market surveillance - border control effort where market surveillance 
authorities and customs in the p articipating countries intensified their cooperation in the months March to 
May 2011. The purpose of this exercise was to do a coordinated effort that would be more visible for the 
players on the market. The months were chosen to mark the date of the first  lighter decision from 2006.  

The effort was kicked off  with a joint meeting attended by  representatives from the national customs 
authorities and the national market surveillance authorities as described in chapter 3.2.2. 

The initiative  worked as can be seen from figure 1. It shows the number of consignments inspected by 
customs. The figure clearly displays the difference between the level of activity before the kick -off  
meeting 11 th of March and after. Before the meeting, customs reported checking of some 10 ð 15 
consignments each quarter. After the meeting, this figure increased 5 times to 60 ð 70 consignments per 
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quarter. (In fact, customs reported more checks in secon d quarter 2011 than in the five preceding 
quarters together.)  

The figure shows that customs carried out 667 border controls in 2011 (compared to 58 checks in 2010). 
The total number of checks is even higher as the narrative reports submitted by some countr ies describe 
that they have carried out border control without giving any statistics.  

Figure 1 also shows that the high level of activity remained long after the end of the focussed effort. This 
was particularly the ca se in Austria, where customs inspect virtually every container or consignment that 
is imported.  

 

 

Figure 1. Number of border control of lighters carried out by the customs in the Joint 
Action. 

 

The customs officer is normally able  to do a few visual checks of the lighters during the border control 
mainly to decide whether the national market surveillance authority should be contacted  because further 
investigations appear to be necessary. The practice varies from country to country depending upon the 
agreement between customs and the market surveillance authority: In some countries, customs contact 
market surveillance whenever there is a  case. Other countries have organised themselves so that customs 
are able to draw a decision thems elves in the majority of the cases. 

Overall, the Joint Action demonstrated that customs can play an important role to support the market 
surveillance.  

 

3.3.2  Statistics on Market Surveillance Inspections  

The market surveillance authorities have been actively car rying out inspections in the market, mainly at 
retailers as shown in figure 2. 

The market surveillance authorities made in total 8.620 visits during the Joint Action. The focus has been 
on retailers (8.008 in spections or 93% of all inspections). The remaining 612 inspections divide on 
wholesalers/domestic importers and EU importers. Only four visits have been carried out at European 
manufacturers.  

The main purpose of visiting an economic operator in the contex t of this Joint Action was to carry out 
visual inspections of one or more lighters. Such inspections could have one of the following three 
purposes: 

1. To identify obvious non -conformities such as novelty lighters.  
2. To decide whether a lighter model should be taken for further investigations for (technical) non -

conformities.  
3. To examine the technical documentation with the lighter (in particular if the visit took place at a 

European importer).  
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Figure 2. Number of market surveillance i nspections in the Joint Action . 

 

The Joint Action has recorded the number of lighters that were inspected or taken for further 
investigation during such visits. The result is shown in figure 3. 

 

 

Figure 3. The number of lighters checked by market surveillance authorities in the Joint 
Action. 

 

The figure shows that a  total of 5.228 lighters were checked by the market surveillance authorities  in the 
Joint Action . A check can be anything from a screening test or check of documents to a full laboratory 
test.  (The organisation of the market surveillance activities and the level of reporting do not allow 
filtering out cases where multiple  authorities inspected the same model of lighter. ) 

Some of the participating Member States have submitted narrative reports instead of statistics  so the 
level of activity is even higher than shown in figure 3. 

The figure shows that the activity level has fluctua ted, but it seems to have been "kick -started" by the 
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joint market surveillance border control effort in March 2011, as the figure shows that the activity rose 
sharply from first to second quarter. Afterwards it remained at the high level throughout 2011  and into 
2012. 

The results of the checks of lighters is described and analysed in chapter 4.2. 

 

3.3.3  Joint Testing  

An important part of the national activities was sampling of a number of lighter models for joint testing. 
It was decided to focus the investigations in the Joint Follow-up Action on the major economic operators 
on the European market. The 5 ð 10 biggest players are expected to cover something like 80% of the total 
European market  so if the participants could e nsure that lighters from these players were safe, the 
biggest part of the market would be "clean".  

Therefore the participants identified the top -10 economic operators on the lighter market and their 
brands. The number of samples that could be tested at the  selected laboratory was calculated (by 
dividing the budget with the unit cost for tests) and split over the economic oper ators (minus a little 
reserve). 

Next, it was decided which Member States should sample what lighters. Here the group encountered the 
problem that almost none of the economic operators have their headquarters in one of the participating 
Member States. Therefore it was impossible to do the sampling at the European source ; it had to take 
place at major domestic importers. It was also consid ered to be important that many countries were 
involved in the sampling to spread the workload and the experiences.  

The complete sampling plan is found in Annex 5, deliverable D4.  

A total of 74 lighter models were sampled and sent for laboratory testing. Th e test results were shared 
with the participants so that all participating Member States could follow up on the results.  

The results of the laboratory tests are discussed in chapter 4.3. 

 

3.3.4  Follow -up of test results  

The follow -up of the results of the laboratory tests was structured and monitored separately  to measure 
the efficiency and record the experiences for the benefit of PROSAFE's new omnibus Joint Actions (like 
JA2010, JA2011 etc.) where follow -up of test resul ts forms an integral part of the activities.  

The follow -up was organised in the way that the consultant prepared a list with the results of the 74 
laboratory tests together with a classification of the non -compliances in minor, major and critical non -
compliances. The classification was done using the intervention limit values described in chapter 3.4.7. 
This list was circulated to the Member States that were asked to send back statistics for the results of 
their activities. The result can be seen in table 3. 

 

Reaction  Share 

No action taken on information  26,7% 

Distributor contacted  10,9% 

Lighter is known not to be on the domestic market  55,8% 

Distributor agreed o n voluntary action  6,7% 

Table 3: Result of the Member States' follow up of results of laboratory tests.  

 

The table is based on statistics from CY, CZ, MT, SI and SK. Activities undertaken to investigate cases with 
conforming lighte rs have been excluded from the table. (This can take place if an authority decides to 
follow -up all test results from the Action.) The o ther countries in the Joint Action also followed up but 
reported in format s that do  not immediately fit into the above table. As an example, EE reported that 
they contacted the 4 biggest importers  and carried out inspections at wholesalers to look for non -
compliant lighters on the list. They took action against one model of lighter  and issued a RAPEX 
notification.  

The Estonian example and the table indicate the t ypical way that an authority will follow up on such 
results in its territory. The authority will examine the products to decide whether it is likely to be found 
on their market. If this may be the case, the (domestic ) importer  is contacted to check ask if he has the 
product on the  shelves. The further activities depend upon the result of these first steps.  

Discussions with the Member States revealed that many authorities find this difficult in practice because 
the pro cess can take many (tricky) directions. Therefore the Joint Action prepared a guideline in 
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follow ing up. Please see chapter 3.4.11. 

 

3.3.5  System audits  

One particular way of following up with importers (or manufacturers) is system audit ing. The idea is that 
instead of sampling and testing lighters again and again, it may be more efficient that the authority 
examines the quality assurance measures that the importer has put in place to assure that his products 
are safe when they are placed  on the market. This represents a more systemic approach to product safety 
monitoring.  

Legally this is tricky as the GPSD does not require that an economic operator implements quality 
assurance measures. The directive just requires that products are safe. The lighter decision is somewhat 
stricter and requires that the manufacturer keeps records of certain key measurements, but none of these 
two empowers the authorities to audit the quality assurance systems. Therefore the authority has to 
negotiate the audi t, for instance by convincing the economic operator  that numerous unsafe products are  
a sure sign of a systemic error. In some countries it is possible to lean on national legislation like the 
Norwegian "internal control act" that forces an economic operat or to operate a kind of a quality control 
system (an "internal control system") and empowers the authority to audit it.  

Both models were tried out in the Joint Action. The Austrian authorities met and discussed with all their 
major importers that agreed to  convey the feedback from the Joint Action tests to their producers in the 
Far East. Furthermore, the Joint Action management met with the European Importers Association, ELIAS 
in 2010. This gave the opportunity also to discuss the quality assurance system  of one large importer.  

Besides this, Norway and the Netherlands carry out such activitie s systematically towards businesses in 
their countries.  

A guideline in system auditing was developed in connection with this activity. Please see chapter 3.4.12 

 

 

3.4  Activities Undertaken by the Coordinating Body  

These activities include coordination activities and coordinated activities undertaken by the coordinating 
body. 

 

3.4.1  Kick-off Meeting  

The first project meeting in the Joint Action was organis ed as a 2-day kick-off meeting or workshop. The 
main objective of the meeting was to develop a detailed project plan for the Joint Action and to provide 
input to a communication strategy and a stakeholder outreach strategy. A further objective was to get a ll 
participants "on board" the action and establish a shared picture of the activities and the outcome.  

The meeting was structured  with an open half -day session where stakeholders were invited to provide 
whatever input they found u seful for the Member Stat es. The lighter importers' association, ELIAS and the 
lighter manufacturers' federation, ELFM accepted the invitation and delivered presentations at the 
workshop. After this there was a 1½ day workshop for the Member State authorities only. This workshop 
allowed a thorough sharing of and reflection over the outcome of the previous action. To enhance the 
transfer of the experiences from the previous Action, representatives from the four countries that 
participated then and decided to stay outside the new Act ion were also invited to attend workshop.  

The closed part of the workshop was organised as a series of brain -storming sessions, where the 
participants discussed the following questions: 

¶ What was particularly worth noting in the presentations from industry?  

¶ What was particularly worth noting in the project description of the Joint Action?  

¶ What lessons should be brought forward from the previous Joint Action?  

¶ Which are the main risks in the project and how to cope with them?  

¶ What communication should go out from the Joint Action?  

¶ How should stakeholders be involved in the Joint Action?  

This part of the meeting resulted in the collecting of a lot of good input to the execution of the Joint 
Action without leading to major changes so it was decided to stay with the project plan as laid down in 
the Grant Agreement [ 1]. The project plan is annexed in Annex 5, document  D3a. A memo with the input 
from the brain -storming sessions is annexed Annex 5, document D3b. 

The last half day was allocated to a tour de table where people discussed the progress with national 
lighter activities.  

This approach was deliberately different from the starting of the previous Action to emphasise "the new 
beginning" instead of a continuation of the p revious action. It  appeared to be 
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successful as the project management received good feed -back from the participants. Furthermore it 
seemed to be a very efficient way of "getting all participants up to speed" and to collect detailed input 
from many partici pants. 

 

3.4.2  Communication Plan  

The participants in the Joint Action develop ed a communication plan for the dissemination and 
awareness-raising activities that could be foreseen. The communication plan discusses:  

¶ Means for communication (press releases, direct mails, presentations, the PROSAFE Newsletters, 
workshops, the PROSAFE website, websites of the national authorities, etc.).  

¶ Recipients (the general public, consumers in general, consumer organisations, business 
organisations, primarily EFLM and ELIAS, individual importers, retailers, wholesalers and 
manufacturers, CEN, the European Commission, Member States outside the Joint Action, ICPSC and 
CPSC). 

¶ How the communication should be done (nationally or from the Joint Action).  

¶ When the communication should tak e place (what should be communicated to mark the 
anniversaries 11th of March as one example).  

¶ The draft contents.  

The communication plan includes the envisaged out reach activities to China and the other stakeholders. 
The outreach to China is expected to be  part of an overall PROSAFE strategy on China outreach. The 
outreach to stakeholders is expected to include two stakeholder meetings coordinated with the European 
Commission. 

The plan is annexed in Annex 6, document E6. 

 

3.4.3  Administration of Action  

The Joint Action used a dashboard to facilitate the follow up of the financial situation. It is developed 
from the dashboard used in the previous Joint Action. An example is shown in f igure 4. 

The dashboard presents five sets of information:  

¶ The speedometer (upper left) shows the contributions pertaining to the work of Member State 
officials. The value ò38%ó is highlighted as it is (close to) the target value. The number in the 
middle of the grey circle ( 42,3% in the figure) indicates the actual level.  

¶ The three bar graphs to the right of the speedometer compare the actual costs with the budget for 
consultancy work, travel costs and subcontracting costs (testing). These three costs are seen to be 
particularly critical to  monitor. The progress is shown in numbers below the bars.  

¶ Below the speedometer is a bar graph that compares costs of the work from the Member State 
officials with the budget.  

¶ To the right of this graph is a table of the deliverables that are identified i n the Grant Agreement. 
Deliverables will be marked in red if the deadline is passed and the deliverable has not been 
delivered.  

¶ In the bottom is a table showing the Member States' attendance at the project meetings to help the 
project management achieve a balanced participation.  
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Figure 4. An example of t he òdashboardó that is used to provide a quick overview of the 
progress in the Joint Action  to the project group.  

 

3.4.4  Selection of Laboratories  

The participants decided to adopt the same joint testing approach that was successfully applied in the 
first  Joint Action meaning that all testing would be contracted to one or two laboratories.  

The participating Member States were asked to provide contact details of all the potential lighter 
laboratories they knew. Eleven laboratories were identified and a call for tender was sent on 25 May 2010 
with a deadline set for three weeks later. The call mentioned eight selection criteria:  

¶ Experience with testing of lighters,  

¶ Formal qualifications e.g . accreditation,  

¶ Price,  

¶ Delivery time,  

¶ Terms of delivery,  

¶ Ability to supply additional services to the Joint Action,  

¶ Ability to test lighters for individual Member States besides the joint tests,  

¶ The general impression of the laboratoryõs ability to undertake the job.  

Five laboratories reacted and sent in quotations. Their replies were compiled in a table and a laboratory 
assessment group consisting of 3 Member State representatives was set up to evaluate the quotations. A 
number of additional questions wer e posed to the laboratories and the replies were collected and 
evaluated. The laboratory assessment group ended up identifying  the two best suited laboratories.  After 
some discussions in the project group, it was decided to award the whole contract to one laboratory, 
Bureau Veritas in Manchester, United Kingdom.  

One other laboratory presented a quotation with equally good commercial conditions but it was decided 
to reject the offer after a thorough examination. The quotation was based on a proposal to carry  out the 
testing in two laboratories in China. The participants realised that this would imply several seve re 
practical problems. Firstly it would be very costly if a Member State would want to witness a testing. 
Secondly, transport of the test items would  most likely be costly as the transport is long. Transport by air 
is impossible, so the lighters would have to go by boat which would take 6 weeks. Such a long period was 
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seen to be prohibitively long time to ask an economic operator to wait for the result s of the testing.  
Thirdly, sending lighters from Europe to China would cause administrative problems as  the products would 
leave the open market  in Europe. 

The Joint Action decided to try out this selection procedure with a laboratory assessment group consisting 
of Member State representatives to find out whether it would be advantageous for PROSAFE and the 
Member States. The approach would presumably save consultant's resources at the same time increasing 
the Member States' involvement and gaining of knowl edge. The lessons learned were that it is possible, 
but the participants appear only to have limited resources available for such tasks. Moreover, this 
approach does not easily benefit from the economy -of-scale enjoyed by the PROSAFE consultants who run 
several such selection processes. On the other hand, the market surveillance organisations would usually 
have experts with a much deeper knowledge in laboratory assessment than the PROSAFE consultants so an 
optimum approach appears to involve a PROSAFE consultant to support with the practical work and 
Member State official(s) to contribute with the expertise.  

 

3.4.5  Exchange of Information on Investigated Lighters  

The participants decided at the kick -off meeting to continue using the database that was developed 
during the first Joint Action on lighters for exchanging information on investigated lighters.  

Figure 5 shows a screen shot from the database for a òdummyó lighter. 

 

 

Figure 5. Screenshot from t he WebEx database on lighters. 

 

The database stores the following information for each lighter:  

¶ A unique identifier of the lighter;  

¶ Information about the economic operators (name, address, telephone numbers);  

¶ Identification of the lighter (brand name, type  name, model name, 5 -digit code, classification of 
the lighter, other information to identify the lighter by and a picture);  

¶ Description of the results of assessments, test and checks performed on the lighter;  

¶ Link to an (optional) folder with more informa tion (test reports, photos, technical documentation, 
etc.)  

¶ Fields that indicate the progress in the case (e.g. date of sampling, date of testing, date of 
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completion of risk assessment, or other sorts of relevant information on the progress in the case in 
these fields);  

¶ Contact information about the person that has reported the lighter.  

The database already contained information about 616 lighters from the previous Joint Action. More 
information can be found in [ 7] and Annex 5, deliverable  D5. 

After the end of the Joint Action, PROSAFE has decided to discontinue its engagement with WebEx. The 
data have been saved and they will be uploaded to the tool that will replace WebEx,  

 

3.4.6  Feasibility Study for a CR Verification Too l 

One activity foreseen in the Grant Agreement for the Joint Action was the development of a tool that 
would allow a market surveillance inspector to do a simple indicative check of the child -resistance of a 
hard-piezo pusher force lighter . In this lighter  type child -resistance is established by the force that is 
required to push down the plunger to ignite the lighter. Experience shows that the majority of cigarette 
lighters on the market employ such a CR mechanism and that lighters requiring more than 40 N  to ignite 
would most certainly  be child -resistant.  

PROSAFE visited CPSC in the United States in February 2008 and saw a demonstration of a suitable test 
probe for this sort of testing. It can be seen on figure 6. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6. Test probe designed by CPSC for indicative on site measurements of the child -
resistance of lighters of the hard -piezo pusher force type.  

 

The inspector carries out the measurement by fixing the lighter between the moveable piston to the left 
and the fixed part with the strain gauge meter to the right. The lighter is oriented towards the gauge 
meter so that the small piston visible on the lower photograph presses the plunger on the lighter. The 
inspector operates  the tool by using the handle and increases the force until the lighter ignites. The 
inspector releases the lighter and the measurement is ended. The strain gauge meter has a òmaximum 
holdó function that stores the maximum force encountered during the measurement.  




