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ANNEX – Specific comments on the European standardisation system 

 
 
BUSINESSEUROPE supports the Commission intent to improve governance, 
interaction and communication in the overall European standardisation system (ESS). 
If carried out well, the ESS can become fit for future challenges and produce good 
quality and market relevant European standards. However, BUSINESSEUROPE has 
growing concerns with the current governance of the ESS and the recommendations 
being presumed by the Commission following the ESS independent review. These 
concerns could be eliminated without a radical revision of the ESS (which we oppose).  
 
As you know, standards are a significant tool for industry. Standards can leverage 
market and innovation opportunities, create cost savings and competitive advantages, 
support risk management and enable interoperability of products. European standards 
also support economic operators in meeting regulatory requirements by providing 
presumption of conformity with the ‘new approach’ Directives. This has been crucial to 
deliver an economically beneficial single market. It has also been an important tool to 
facilitate international trade. 
 
BUSINESSEUROPE supports the approach to mandate European standards 
development to support the application of policies and legislation, as long as standards 
development and implementation remain voluntary. However, it is essential to ensure 
that existing private standardisation bodies can continue to also deliver entirely industry 
driven standards without political interference, be it to their content or to the applied 
development processes. 
 
Since Regulation 1025/2012 came into force in 2013, the Commission has increasingly 
pushed standards development in support of policy initiatives while decreasing its 
financial contributions to the ESS. This top-down approach neglects reality. Standards 
setting is primarily a private tool to shape markets, it hinges on the expertise of active 
standards setting industry participants who represent around 95% of costs and effort. 
At the same time the Commission is distancing industry from steering standards 
development priorities by controlling the process (also for privately driven standards 
development).  
 
As their main implementer, industry will determine the market uptake of standards; 
therefore, standards should be first and foremost useful for industry. This can only be 
achieved if industry stakeholders are fully represented early in the development 
process. Unfortunately, industry is denied a seat in the Committee on Standards (CoS). 
Instead, four “societal stakeholders”, financially supported by the Commission, are 
represented. The Commission has not engaged in serious dialogue with business 
federations, presuming that the European Standardisation Organisations (ESOs) and 
Small Business Standards (SBS) already represent industry interests. 
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The CoS is horizontal in nature as it oversees all Commission activities in standards. 
This includes initial discussion on a technical and political level. As a result, it plays a 
crucial strategic role in the European standardisation system. The fact that industry is 
not independently represented as an observer in the CoS is a serious shortcoming in 
the ESS as it hinders the pursuit to ensure market relevance of mandates and thereby 
creates delays in their downstream processing (acceptance and execution). Industry 
needs a general overview of all Commission standardisation plans and insight in 
underlying policies and strategic goals. This cannot be achieved through being part of 
highly specialist individual technical committees.  
 
We appreciate the opportunity granted for industry to take part in ad-hoc meetings at 
the fringes of the full CoS meeting, but in order to better govern the ESS, full observer 
representation for industry is required. It is important to recognize that the European 
Standardisation Organisations (ESOs) are independent entities driven by their 
members: the National Standards Organizations (with the exception of ETSI which also 
has direct company members). They facilitate the standards development process but 
lack the position or mandate to represent the interests of industry for the Commission 
(or other stakeholder/ authority). Further, SBS does not represent industry on the 
whole.  
 
The annual Union work programme (UWP) is a useful tool to indicate areas of interest 
for European standardisation. Yet it is not sufficient to fulfil inclusiveness of industry in 
the early stages of the development process. The UWP itself does not reveal technical 
information or political goals for mandates.  For industry this form of transparency alone 
is minimal. Also, it does not permit any formal process for industry to rebut mandates. 
In fact, acceptance and rejection of mandates can only occur in the Committee on 
Standards (CoS) after publication in the UWP. 
 
Development of standards involves weighing different conflicting interests and 
achieving consensus on a best-fit solution between many actors. This can be 
challenging, as it may involve substantial conflicts of interest and complex technical 
assessments. While speed may be of the essence in many cases, “timeliness” does 
not always imply short time path. On the contrary, the market may actually require 
some stability in many cases. This depends on many characteristics of the field of 
technical and economic activity. As a result, speed must not prevail over careful 
process and quality. This should be assessed on a case-by-case basis to choose a 
best fit from a number of processes. It is understandable that the Commission wishes 
to make the process more efficient, but this should not result in speedier adoption that 
would jeopardize development. If developed in haste, it would result in adoption of 
immature standards that are not recognised by stakeholders, do not serve the market, 
or give room to unduly tilt the competitive playing field. Also, as expressed above, 
earlier involvement of relevant stakeholders in the mandate preparation process will 
result in a smoother and faster process later on. This is the most efficient way to 
increase both speed and quality. 
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We welcome the strategic intent of the Commission to boost European innovation and 
competitiveness in ICT. However we have strong concerns about mandating ESO’s for 
ICT standards setting to support this. Of course standards intended to provide 
presumption of conformity with legislation in the ICT domain should continue to be 
developed through the ESOs. However, this is only a small share and it is essential to 
realise that truly influential ICT standardisation takes place in global standards 
developing organisations, including many fora and consortia that are widely recognized 
for their leadership in a given domain. Only here will businesses make their scarce ICT 
experts participate and only based on their standards will companies shape their ICT 
investment decisions. Of the three ESO’s only the European Telecommunications 

Standards Institute (ETSI) has the ability to impact these standards and notably only in 
some important telecommunications fields. The Commission should therefore (except 
in ETSI’s fields of leadership) not mandate ESO’s for ICT standards setting: this would 
only create confusion and draw resources from the process that has a greater impact.  
 
Industry develops globally uniform products for global markets. Competitiveness is not 
just an issue of the single market but one of global importance. There is increasing 
pressure to develop additional requirements to European standards instead of aligning 
with corresponding international standards (such as ISO or IEC standards). The 
decision as to whether or why Europe should be setting the world’s most stringent 
regulatory requirements should take place at the political level. This discussion should 
be well informed as in many domains it is a society choice about what we are willing to 
trade for better risk containment: this can include giving up utility, wealth and freedom 
of choice or orchestrating innovation efforts towards smarter and better ways; the latter 
can in certain cases improve competitiveness, but only if the forward visibility for 
European players is better than others. Unfortunately, this discussion takes place in 
non-transparent committees that decide on formal objections to standards and the 
details for standardization mandates. Standards triggered by mandate should primarily 
build on international standards that are completed or developing, and only deviate 
from them for well-understood and underpinned European interests. Building a ‘fortress 
Europe’ will not aid our global competitiveness. Due to the importance of developing 
globally uniform products for global markets, we recommend alignment with 
internationally recognised standards as a leading principle.  
 
Although the Commission funds part of the ESOs costs, this is a decreasing share of 
the total ESS spend. Nearly 95% of European standardisation activities are funded by 
the private sector (expert time, travel, national contributions and purchasing the 
standards). As a result, standards that do not support the interests of industry will not 
receive industry expert input. This could result in a rise of impractical European 
standards and a lack of standards that are truly needed. In order to deliver 
meaningfully on its strategic agenda, we urge the Commission to improve dialogue and 
inclusion of industry in the initial strategic development of the ESS.  
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Structural measures towards such an ongoing strategic dialogue are of the essence, 
and an observer seat in the CoS, while not sufficient in itself, would make a good start. 
If European standards do not put market relevance at the forefront of their 
development, industry may elect to look elsewhere to develop the standards they need. 
This would not be in the interest of any European stakeholder. 

 

*  *  * 


