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Please select the language you prefer
English
German
Italian
French
Polish

The survey consists of two parts: The first part focuses on some background information about your organisation, and the second part focuses on the policy
options and the impacts you expect them to have.

Your answers are automatically saved, so you can leave the questionnaire and continue later, using the invitation link in the e-mail.

The consultation activity uses the online questionnaire tool SurveyXact which requires certain personal data such as e-mail address of the
registrant. For further information, please read the privacy policy here.

If you encounter any issues or have questions regarding the questionnaire, please feel free to contact: CPRsurvey@teknologisk.dk  

Thank you for your participation.
 

Type of economic actor 

Which of the following best represents you with regards to construction products?
Manufacturer of construction products
Designer (architect, civil engineer, specifier, etc.)
Distributor of construction products
Raw material supplier
Construction company

Comments

Do you import construction products from markets that are not covered by the CPR (i.e. countries outside the EU,
the UK, Norway, Switzerland, Iceland, Liechtenstein and Turkey)?

Yes
No
I do not know

Location

In which country is your organisation’s headquarters, or you as an independent professional/self-employed,
located?

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Republic of Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Italy
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Norway
Poland
Portugal
Slovakia
Romania
Slovenia

https://www.dti.dk/specialists/privacy-statement-company-survey/42192
mailto:
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Spain
Sweden
Switzerland
United Kingdom

Comments

Some questions in this survey relate to your organisation’s costs, revenue or turnover. Please select the currency
you want to use for your answers to those questions.

Euro
British Pound
Bulgarian Lev
Croation Coruna
Czech Koruna
Danish Krone
Hungarian Forinth
Norwegian Krone
Polish Zloty
Romanian Leu
Swedish Krona
Swiss Franc

Product groups

Please select all the construction product group(s) that your organisation, or you as an independent
professional/self-employed, manufacture and/or distribute. Please select all that apply.

Precast normal / lightweight / autoclaved aerated concrete products
Floorings
Doors, windows, shutters, gates and related building hardware
Structural metallic products and ancillaries
Membranes, including liquid applied and kits (for water and/or water vapour control)
Internal and external wall and ceiling finishes, internal partition kits
Thermal insulation products, composite insulating kits/systems
Roof coverings, roof lights, roof windows and ancillary products, roof kits
Structural bearings, pins for structural joints
Road construction products
Chimneys, flues and specific products
Aggregates
Gypsum products
Construction adhesives
Geotextiles, geomembranes and related products
Products related to concrete, mortar and grout
Curtain walling / cladding / structural sealant glazing
Space heating appliances
Fixed firefighting equipment (fire alarm / detection, fixed firefighting, fire and smoke control and explosion suppression products)
Pipes-tank and ancillaries not in contact with water intended for human consumption
Sanitary appliances
Construction products in contact with water intended for human consumption
Circulation fixtures: road equipment
Flat glass, profiled glass and glass block products
Structural timber products / elements and ancillaries
Power, control and communication cables
Wood based panels and elements
Sealants for joints
Cement, building limes and other hydraulic binders
Fixings
Reinforcing and pre-stressing steel for concrete (and ancillaries), posttensioning kits
Building kits, units, and prefabricated elements
Masonry and related products, masonry units, mortars and ancillaries
Fire stopping, fire sealing and fire protective products, fire retardant products
Waste water engineering products
Other  

Comments
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Approximately, how many different construction products does your organisation work with in total (i.e. how
many products does your organisation have in your product catalogue)?

1
2-5
6-10
11-50
51-100
101-500
More than 500

Exports of construction products

Does your organisation export construction products to markets that are covered by the CPR, i.e. EU countries,
the UK, Norway, Switzerland, Iceland, Liechtenstein and Turkey?

Yes
No

To how many other markets covered by the CPR do you export to?
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

Which are your top five export markets that are covered by the CPR (if you export to fewer than five markets, please just fil
export to and leave the remaining markets blank)?
 Austria Belgium Bulgaria Croatia

Republic
of

Cyprus

Czech
Republic Denmark Estonia Finland France Germany Greece Hungary Iceland Ireland Italy Latvia Liechtenstein Lithuania Luxembourg Malta Netherlands Norway Poland Portugal Romania Slovakia Slove

CPR
export
market
#1
CPR
export
market
#2
CPR
export
market
#3
CPR
export
market
#4
CPR
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export
market
#5

Does your organisation export construction products to countries that are not covered by the CPR: i.e. countries
outside the EU, the UK, Norway, Switzerland, Iceland, Liechtenstein and Turkey?

Yes
No

Which are your top five export markets (regions) that are not covered by the CPR (if you export to fewer than
five markets, please just fill in the ones you export to and leave the remaining markets blank)?
 Other Europe North America South America Asia Africa Oceania

Non-CPR export market #1
Non-CPR export market #2
Non-CPR export market #3
Non-CPR export market #4
Non-CPR export market #5

Size of your organisation and turnover

What is the size of your organisation?
Independent professional/self-employed
Micro (1 to 9 employees)
Small (10 to 49 employees)
Medium (50 to 249 employees)
Large (250 employees or more)

Please indicate your organisation’s annual turnover in 2019 (or latest year available)?
 

Please indicate your organisation’s annual sales of construction products in 2019 (or latest year available)?
 

How large a share of your sales of construction products in 2019 were exports to markets that are covered by the CPR, i.e. EU countries,
the UK, Norway, Switzerland, Iceland, Liechtenstein and Turkey, in percent?

The share was:

0%
1-9%
10-19%
20-29%
30-39%
40-49%
50-59%
60-69%
70-79%
80-89%
90-99%
100%
I do not know

How large a share of your sales of construction products in 2019 were exports to markets that are not covered by
the CPR, i.e. EU countries, the UK, Norway, Switzerland, Iceland, Liechtenstein and Turkey, in percent?

The share was:

0%
1-9%
10-19%
20-29%
30-39%
40-49%
50-59%
60-69%
70-79%
80-89%
90-99%
100%
I do not know
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Quality control system

What type of quality control (AVCP) system does your organisation use for products where a CE mark is required
(multiple options possible)?

System 1+
System 1
System 2+
System 3
System 4
I do not know/Not applicable

Comments
 

Overall Costs

How much do you estimate that the following types of CPR-related costs amounted to your organisation in
2019: 
 The costs were...

I do not
know/Not
applicable

Regulatory charges (fees and levies, e.g. fees applicable to the activities of the AVCP systems)
 

Substantive compliance costs (expenses incurred to fulfil obligations, e.g. preparation of the technical documentation for the DoP,
expenses for acquiring hENs or ETAs, costs of testing)  
Administrative burden (costs that would not otherwise have been incurred, e.g. making and maintaining information available to
public authorities and other third parties)  
Hassle costs (e.g. costs stemming from processes being slow and/or delayed, incl. delays for getting EAD and ETA)

 

Comments
 

Introduction to Part 2

Part 2 – Expected impacts of the CPR Policy options
5 main policy options have been defined by the European Commission (if you are interested, a detailed presentation of the policy options can be accessed
via this link). Policy option C contains three different elements that can either be implemented alone or in combination with each other. Policy option D
comes in two different versions, D1 and D2.

A) Baseline: No revision of the CPR, improvements to be made under the current rules and available mechanisms 
B) Repairing the CPR: Option A + improvements to be made by revising various aspects of the CPR
C) Focusing the CPR: Option B +
C1) Limit the CPR to testing methods, and/or
C2) Limit the CPR to core areas, and/or
C3) Make the Common Technical Language optional for manufacturers
D) Enhancing the CPR: Option B + introduction of a thin layer of general product requirements applicable to all or almost all construction products, and
subsequent gradual introduction of detailed product requirements for specific products via one of two possible approaches
                             D1) Essential product requirements defined in Commission legal acts + voluntary standards
                             D2) Product requirements defined in Commission legal acts, co-prepared with CEN and other stakeholders 
E) Repealing the CPR: The general EU Mutual recognition principle applies for construction products
                                                         
We have broken down the policy options into 13 distinct CPR-related elements. In the following, we ask you, for each of these 13 elements, to select
your most and your least preferred variant with regard to that element (labelled as “Best” and “Worst”). 
 
Following your selection of most and least preferred variants, we will ask you to estimate how you think your selected variants will impact your organisation
and/or the EU market for construction products in general.

Element 1: Scope of EU harmonisation 
The scope of EU harmonisation refers to the level of harmonisation between all products covered by the CPR. Currently, the harmonisation consists in the
Common Technical Language  for assessing construction product performance. Changes in the CPR can either reduce or increase the scope of harmonisation
of construction products in the Single Market.

Please select the variants that you like best and worst

Variant A) No legislative change, current level of EU harmonisation, continued information efforts where and when needed about the CPR’s scope.    

Variant B) Variant A + Eliminate confusion about the scope of the CPR, for example by excluding some products where there is little need for regulation,
little intra-EU trade and little safety or environmental concern. It would also explicitly include certain products where there currently is confusion about
whether a product is covered or not (e.g. modules, kits and assemblies).

Variant C1) Variant B + Limit the CPR’s scope to assessment methods only. No performance threshold levels or classes would be laid down at EU level. 

Variant C2) Variant B + Limit the CPR’s scope to core areas only: i) Where Member States have similar regulatory needs ii) Where there are relevant
environmental or safety concerns related to the products iii) Where it is relevant for the market in other ways. Mutual recognition applies for non-core areas.

Variant C3) Variant B + Make it optional for manufacturers to use the Common Technical Language, and Member States may regulate alternative paths to
market access not based on the Common Technical Language. However, Member States must offer market access to manufacturer’s that do use the Common
Technical Language.

Variant D1 and D2) Variant B + Continue the current Common Technical Language approach, but gradually complementing it with proper EU-level product
requirements. Minimum harmonisation would be the rule, full harmonisation the exception.

Variant E) Repeal the CPR: No EU-level harmonisation, mutual recognition applies but no Common Technical Language to express construction product
performance
 Variant A) – No legislative

change
Variant B) – Repairing

the CPR
Variant C1) – Focusing

the CPR
Variant C2) – Focusing the

CPR
Variant C3) – Focusing the

CPR
Variant D1 and D2) – Enhancing

the CPR
Variant E) – Repealing the

CPR
I do not

know/Indifferent

https://ec.europa.eu/docsroom/documents/40762
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Best

Worst

Comments
 

As the best variant, you chose Variant B): "Variant A + Eliminate confusion about the scope of the CPR, for example by
excluding some products where there is little need for regulation, little intra-EU trade and little safety or environmental concern.
It would also explicitly include certain products where there currently is confusion about whether a product is covered or not
(e.g. modules, kits and assemblies)."As the best variant, you chose Variant C1) "Variant B + Limit the CPR’s scope to
assessment methods only. No performance threshold levels or classes would be laid down at EU level." As the best variant,
you chose Variant C2) "Variant B + Limit the CPR’s scope to core areas only: i) Where Member States have similar regulatory
needs ii) Where there are relevant environmental or safety concerns related to the products iii) Where it is relevant for the
market in other ways. Mutual recognition applies for non-core areas".As the best variant, you chose Variant C3) "Variant B +
Make it optional for manufacturers to use the Common Technical Language, and Member States may regulate alternative paths
to market access not based on the Common Technical Language. However, Member States must offer market access to
manufacturer’s that do use the Common Technical Language."As the best variant, you chose Variant D1 and D2) "Variant B
+ Continue the current Common Technical Language approach, but gradually complementing it with proper EU-level product
requirements. Minimum harmonisation would be the rule, full harmonisation the exception."As the best variant, you
chose Variant E) "Repeal the CPR: No EU-level harmonisation, mutual recognition applies but no Common Technical Language
to express construction product performance"

Impacts of the variant you selected as “Best”, compared to variant A (No legislative change)

Please specify all the relevant impacts that you think that your “Best” variant will have on the following aspects on the EU market for construction products, compared to
variant A (no legislative change). You only need to select an answer for those impacts that you expect your “Best” variant to have (you can leave some or all impacts
blank). If you leave impacts blank, they will be processed as an ‘I don’t know/Not relevant’ reply. You also have the opportunity to add comments in free text.

 
 Large

decrease
Small

decrease
No or negligible

impact
Small

increase
Large

increase
I do not know/Not

relevant

The administrative burden for your organisation
Cross-border trade of construction products within the EU Single Market
Exports of construction products to non-EU countries
Imports of construction products from non-EU countries
Economic actors’ compliance with relevant rules and regulations for construction products
Competition among manufacturers of construction products within the EU Single Market
Safety of construction products
Construction product innovation
Competitiveness of Micro, Small and Medium-sized manufacturers of construction products,
compared to large manufacturers
Sustainable use of resources for producing construction products
Durability of construction products (i.e. product lifetime)
Quality of the built environment (i.e. the human-made environment: buildings, cities, etc) in the
EU

Comments

Element 2: CE marking and Declaration of Performance (DoP)
The Declaration of Performance (DoP) provides information of the performance of a construction product – it is a standardised document that must include a
set of pre-defined characteristics of the product, no more, no less. The CE marking indicates that a construction product is in conformity with its declared
performance and that it has been assessed according to a European standard or that a European Technical Assessment has been issued for the product.
Each construction product covered by a European harmonised standard or for which a European Technical Assessment has been issued needs to have this
Declaration and has to be CE marked in order to be placed on the EU market. 

 

What is your estimate of the costs borne by your organisation in 2019 in relation to CE marking and DoP? 
 The costs were... I do not

know

Regulatory charges (fees, taxes and levies, e.g. fees applicable to the activities of the AVCP systems)
 

Substantive compliance costs (expenses incurred to fulfil obligations, e.g. preparation of the technical documentation for the DoP,
expenses for acquiring hENs or ETAs, costs of testing)  
Administrative burden (costs that would not otherwise have been incurred, e.g. making and maintaining information available to public
authorities and other third parties)  
Hassle costs (e.g. costs stemming from processes being slow and/or delayed, incl. delays for getting EAD and ETA)

 

Please select the variants that you like best and worst

Variant A) No legislative change but continued promotion of the CE marking and DoPs through information/communication efforts
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Variant B) Variant A + Clarify and eliminate information overlaps with DoP. Allow preliminary CE marking when standards are in the pipeline (valid for a
limited time period). Make it possible to declare additional characteristics in the DoP.

Variant C2) Same as Variant B, but only applicable to the core areas of the CPR. For products outside the core areas, no CE marking or obligation to draw up
or communicate a DoP.

Variant C3) Same as Variant B, but CE marking and DoP is only allowed for manufacturers that use the Common Technical Language. If the Common
Technical Language is not used, it is not allowed to use a CE mark or a DoP, or any document that could be mistaken for a DoP.

Variant D1 and D2) Variant B + mandatory CE marking for products covered by EU product requirements (even if they are not covered by national
regulation on construction works). DoP supplemented or replaced by a Declaration of Conformity with product requirements.

Variant E) Repeal the CPR: No CE marking or obligation to draw up or communicate a DoP for construction products
 Variant A) – No legislative

change
Variant B) – Repairing the

CPR
Variant C2) – Focusing the

CPR
Variant C3) – Focusing the

CPR
Variant D1 and D2) – Enhancing the

CPR
Variant E) – Repealing the

CPR
I do not

know/Indifferent

Best
Worst

As the best variant, you chose Variant B) "Variant A + Clarify and eliminate information overlaps with DoP. Allow preliminary
CE marking when standards are in the pipe-line (valid for a limited time period). Make it possible to declare additional
characteristics in the DoP."

 As the best variant, you chose Variant C2) "Same as Variant B, but only applicable to the core areas of the CPR. For
products outside the core areas, no CE marking or obligation to draw up or communicate a DoP."As the best variant, you
chose Variant C3) "Same as Variant B, but CE marking and DoP is only allowed for manufacturers that use the Common
Technical Language. If the Common Technical Language is not used, it is not allowed to use a CE mark or a DoP, or any
document that could be mistaken for a DoP."As the best variant, you chose Variant D1 and D2) "Variant B + mandatory CE
marking for products covered by EU product requirements (even if they are not covered by national regulation on construction
works). DoP supplemented or replaced by a Declaration of Conformity with product requirements."As the best variant, you
chose Variant E) "Repeal the CPR: No CE marking or obligation to draw up or communicate a DoP for construction products."

How much lower, in percent, do you estimate that the following costs would be for your firm from your best variant
compared to variant A (no legislative change) (please put zero if no change)?
 The costs would

decrease by (%)…
I do not know/not

applicable

Regulatory charges (fees, taxes and levies, e.g. fees applica-ble to the activities of the AVCP systems)
 

Substantive compliance costs (expenses incurred to fulfil obligations, e.g. preparation of the technical documentation for the
DoP, expenses for acquiring hENs or ETAs, costs of testing)  
Administrative burden (costs that would not otherwise have been incurred, e.g. making and maintaining information available
to public authorities and other third parties)  
Hassle costs (e.g. costs stemming from processes being slow and/or delayed, incl. delays for getting EAD and ETA)”

 

Comments
 

As the worst variant, you chose Variant B) "Variant A + Clarify and eliminate information overlaps with DoP. Allow
preliminary CE marking when standards are in the pipe-line (valid for a limited time period). Make it possible to declare additional
characteristics in the DoP."

 As the worst variant, you chose Variant C2) "Same as Variant B, but only applicable to the core areas of the CPR. For
products outside the core areas, no CE marking or obligation to draw up or communicate a DoP."As the worst variant, you
chose Variant C3) "Same as Variant B, but CE marking and DoP is only allowed for manufacturers that use the Common
Technical Language. If the Common Technical Language is not used, it is not allowed to use a CE mark or a DoP, or any
document that could be mistaken for a DoP."As the worst variant, you chose Variant D1 and D2) "Variant B + mandatory CE
marking for products covered by EU product requirements (even if they are not covered by national regulation on construction
works). DoP supplemented or replaced by a Declaration of Conformity with product requirements."As the worst variant, you
chose Variant E) "Repeal the CPR: No CE marking or obligation to draw up or communicate a DoP for construction products."

How much higher, in percent, do you estimate that the following costs would be for your firm from your worst variant
compared to variant A (no legislative change) (please put zero if no change)?
 The costs would

increase by (%)…
I do not know/not

applicable

Regulatory charges (fees, taxes and levies, e.g. fees applica-ble to the activities of the AVCP systems)
 

Substantive compliance costs (expenses incurred to fulfil obligations, e.g. preparation of the technical documentation for the
DoP, expenses for acquiring hENs or ETA, cost of testing)  
Administrative burden (costs that would not otherwise have been incurred, e.g. making and maintaining information available
to public authorities and other third parties)  
Hassle costs (e.g. costs stemming from processes being slow and/or delayed, incl. delays for getting EAD and ETA)”

 

Comments
 

As the best variant, you chose Variant B) "Variant A + Clarify and eliminate information overlaps with DoP. Allow preliminary
CE marking when standards are in the pipe-line (valid for a limited time period). Make it possible to declare additional
characteristics in the DoP."

 As the best variant, you chose Variant C2) "Same as Variant B, but only applicable to the core areas of the CPR. For
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products outside the core areas, no CE marking or obligation to draw up or com-municate a DoP."As the best variant, you
chose Variant C3) "Same as Variant B, but CE mark-ing and DoP is only allowed for manufacturers that use the Common
Technical Language. If the Common Technical Language is not used, it is not allowed to use a CE mark or a DoP, or any
document that could be mistaken for a DoP."As the best variant, you chose Variant D1 and D2) "Variant B + mandatory CE
marking for products covered by EU product requirements (even if they are not covered by national regulation on construction
works). DoP supplemented or replaced by a Declaration of Conformity with product requirements."As the best variant, you
chose Variant E) "Repeal the CPR: No CE marking or obligation to draw up or communicate a DoP for construction products."

Impacts of the variant you selected as “Best”, compared to variant A (No legislative change)

Please specify all the relevant impacts that you think that your “Best” variant will have on the following aspects on the EU market for construction products, compared to
variant A (no legislative change). You only need to select an answer for those impacts that you expect your “Best” variant to have (you can leave some or all impacts
blank). If you leave impacts blank, they will be processed as an ‘I don’t know/Not relevant’ reply. You also have the opportunity to add comments in free text.

 
 Large

decrease
Small

decrease
No or negligible

impact
Small

increase
Large

increase
I do not know/Not

relevant

The administrative burden for your organisation
Cross-border trade of construction products within the EU Single Market
Exports of construction products to non-EU countries
Imports of construction products from non-EU countries
Economic actors’ compliance with relevant rules and regulations for construction products
Competition among manufacturers of construction products within the EU Single Market
Safety of construction products
Construction product innovation
Competitiveness of Micro, Small and Medium-sized manufacturers of construction products,
compared to large manufacturers
Sustainable use of resources for producing construction products
Durability of construction products (i.e. product lifetime)
Quality of the built environment (i.e. the human-made environment: buildings, cities, etc) in the
EU

Comments

Element 3: Standardisation process
The standardisation process refers to the process of adapting and adding standards under the framework of the Construction Products Regulation. Currently,
this refers to standards of the assessment of construction products’ performance when incorporated in a construction work, and the Common Technical
Language to express such product performance. CEN (European Committee for Standardization) develops these standards, together with Member States,
industry representatives and other experts. Currently, there is a problem that many of the standards that are developed are not approved by the Commission –
therefore, firms cannot refer to those standards and affix a CE mark on their products.

 

Please select the variants that you like best and worst

Variant A) No legislative change. Attempt to further streamline standardisation work with CEN within the existing rules.

Variant B) Variant A + The Commission can complement the Common Technical Language where needed, when no harmonised standards exist or where
they are insufficient. This will be based on technical content provided by private bodies and Member States' authorities. All standards will be freely available
and translated into all official EU languages. Claims that are not based on Harmonised Technical Standards must be based on 'state of the art' methods or
'best available techniques’.

Variant E) Repeal the CPR: No EU standards and therefore no EU standardisation process for construction products. 
 Variant A) – No legislative change Variant B) – Repairing the CPR Variant E) – Repealing the CPR I do not know/Indifferent

Best
Worst

Comments
 

What impact do you think that Variant B would have on the issue of delays in the standardisation process?
Large decrease Small decrease No or negligible impact Small increase Large increase I do not know/Not relevant

Comments

As the best variant, you chose Variant B) "Variant A + The Commission can complement the Common Technical Language
where needed, when no harmonised standards exist or where they are insufficient. This will be based on technical content
provided by private bodies and Member States' authorities. All standards will be freely available and translated into all official EU
languages. Claims that are not based on Harmonised Technical Standards must be based on 'state of the art' methods or 'best
available techniques’."As the best variant, you chose Variant E) "Repeal the CPR: No EU standards and therefore no EU
standardisa-tion process for construction products."
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Impacts of the variant you selected as “Best”, compared to variant A (No legislative change)

Please specify all the relevant impacts that you think that your “Best” variant will have on the following aspects on the EU market for construction products, compared to
variant A (no legislative change). You only need to select an answer for those impacts that you expect your “Best” variant to have (you can leave some or all impacts
blank). If you leave impacts blank, they will be processed as an ‘I don’t know/Not relevant’ reply. You also have the opportunity to add comments in free text.

 
 Large

decrease
Small

decrease
No or negligible

impact
Small

increase
Large

increase
I do not know/Not

relevant

The administrative burden for your organisation
Cross-border trade of construction products within the EU Single Market
Exports of construction products to non-EU countries
Imports of construction products from non-EU countries
Economic actors’ compliance with relevant rules and regulations for construction products
Competition among manufacturers of construction products within the EU Single Market
Safety of construction products
Construction product innovation
Competitiveness of Micro, Small and Medium-sized manufacturers of construction products,
compared to large manufacturers
Sustainable use of resources for producing construction products
Durability of construction products (i.e. product lifetime)
Quality of the built environment (i.e. the human-made environment: buildings, cities, etc) in the
EU

Comments

Element 4: National requirements
The purpose of the Construction Products Regulation is to improve the free circulation of construction products in the EU Single Market. Currently, Member
States are not allowed to have additional, national or local, requirements that adds requirements beyond those that are harmonised at EU level. However,
Member States are responsible for setting the safety, environmental and energy requirements applicable to buildings and civil engineering works. For example,
a Member State is free to set the level of fire safety performance it deems necessary for construction products to be used on its territory, but it must allow
market access to any product that has been placed on the market in accordance with the CPR requirements. However, there are instances where Member
States do maintain national or local requirements even where they should not be allowed to do so.
 

What is your estimate of the costs borne by your organisation in 2019 to comply with national requirements such
as national marks, ex ante processes and verifications where there already are EU requirements, when exporting
construction products to other countries? 
 The costs were...

I do not
know/not
applicable

Regulatory charges (fees, taxes and levies, e.g. fees applica-ble to the activities of the AVCP systems)
 

Substantive compliance costs (expenses incurred to fulfil obligations, e.g. preparation of the technical documentation for the DoP,
expenses for acquiring hENs or ETAs, costs of testing)  
Administrative burden (costs that would not otherwise have been incurred, e.g. making and maintaining information available to
public authorities and other third parties)  
Hassle costs (e.g. costs stemming from processes being slow and/or delayed, incl. delays for getting EAD and ETA)

 

Please select the variants that you like best and worst

Variant A) No legislative change, the Commission will go against national requirements within the existing system.

Variant B) Variant A + National requirements allowed only in specific cases where EU provisions do not yet cover the relevant regulatory need of the Member
State.

Variant C2) Same as Variant B for the core areas. For non-core areas, national requirements are allowed.

Variant C3) Variant B + Member States would be allowed to have an alternative path to market access not based on the Common Technical Language, but
Member States must offer market access for products that use the Common Technical Language.

Variant D1 and D2) Variant B + EU sets minimum product requirements. Member States may have additional product requirements, unless the EU has fully
harmonised requirements for a product.

Variant E) Repeal the CPR: Member States free to set requirements for all aspects of construction products, not regulated by other EU laws.
 Variant A) – No legislative

change
Variant B) – Repairing the

CPR
Variant C2) – Focusing the

CPR
Variant C3) – Focusing the

CPR
Variant D1 and D2) – Enhancing the

CPR
Variant E) – Repealing the

CPR
I do not

know/Indifferent

Best
Worst

Comments
 

As the best variant, you chose Variant B) "Variant A + National requirements allowed only in specific cases where EU provisions do not yet cover
the relevant regulatory need of the Member State."As the best variant, you chose Variant C2) "Same as Variant B for the core areas.
For non-core areas, national requirements are allowed."As the best variant, you chose Variant C3) "Variant B + Member
States would be allowed to have an alternative path to market access not based on the Common Technical Language, but
Member States must offer market access for products that use the Common Technical Language."As the best variant, you
chose Variant D1 and D2) "Variant B + EU sets minimum product requirements. Member States may have additional product
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requirements, unless the EU has fully harmonised requirements for a product."As the best variant, you chose Variant
E) "Repeal the CPR: Member States free to set requirements for all aspects of construction products, not regulated by other EU
laws."

How much lower, in percent, do you estimate that the following costs would be for your firm from your best variant
compared to variant A (no legislative change) (please put zero if no change)?
 The costs would

decrease by (%)…
I do not know/not

applicable

Regulatory charges (fees, taxes and levies, e.g. fees applicable to the activities of the AVCP systems)
 

Substantive compliance costs (expenses incurred to fulfil obligations, e.g. preparation of the technical documentation for the
DoP, expenses for acquiring hENs or ETAs, costs of testing)  
Administrative burden (costs that would not otherwise have been incurred, e.g. making and maintaining information available
to public authorities and other third parties)  
Hassle costs (e.g. costs stemming from processes being slow and/or delayed, incl. delays for getting EAD and ETA)”

 

Comments
 

As the worst variant, you chose Variant B) "Variant A + National requirements allowed only in specific cases where EU provisions do not yet
cover the relevant regulatory need of the Member State."As the worst variant, you chose Variant C2) "Same as Variant B for the core
areas. For non-core areas, national requirements are allowed."As the worst variant, you chose Variant C3) "Variant B +
Member States would be allowed to have an alternative path to market access not based on the Common Technical Language,
but Member States must offer market access for products that use the Common Technical Language."As the worst variant,
you chose Variant D1 and D2) "Variant B + EU sets minimum product requirements. Member States may have additional
product requirements, unless the EU has fully harmonised requirements for a product."As the worst variant, you chose
Variant E) "Repeal the CPR: Member States free to set requirements for all aspects of construction products, not regulated by
other EU laws."

How much higher, in percent, do you estimate that the following costs would be for your firm from your worst variant
compared to variant A (no legislative change) (please put zero if no change)?
 The costs would

increase by (%)…
I do not know/not

applicable

Regulatory charges (fees, taxes and levies, e.g. fees applica-ble to the activities of the AVCP systems)
 

Substantive compliance costs (expenses incurred to fulfil obligations, e.g. preparation of the technical documentation for the
DoP, expenses for acquiring hENs or ETA, cost of testing)  
Administrative burden (costs that would not otherwise have been incurred, e.g. making and maintaining information available
to public authorities and other third parties)  
Hassle costs (e.g. costs stemming from processes being slow and/or delayed, incl. delays for getting EAD and ETA)”

 

Comments
 

As the best variant, you chose Variant B) "Variant A + National requirements allowed only in specific cases where EU provisions do not yet cover
the relevant regulatory need of the Member State."As the best variant, you chose Variant C2) "Same as Variant B for the core areas.
For non-core areas, national requirements are allowed."As the best variant, you chose Variant C3) "Variant B + Member
States would be allowed to have an alternative path to market access not based on the Common Technical Language, but
Member States must offer market access for products that use the Common Technical Language."As the best variant, you
chose Variant D1 and D2) "Variant B + EU sets minimum product requirements. Member States may have additional product
requirements, unless the EU has fully harmonised requirements for a product."As the best variant, you chose Variant
E) "Repeal the CPR: Member States free to set requirements for all aspects of construction products, not regulated by other EU
laws."

Impacts of the variant you selected as “Best”, compared to variant A (No legislative change)

Please specify all the relevant impacts that you think that your “Best” variant will have on the following aspects on the EU market for construction products, compared to
variant A (no legislative change). You only need to select an answer for those impacts that you expect your “Best” variant to have (you can leave some or all impacts
blank). If you leave impacts blank, they will be processed as an ‘I don’t know/Not relevant’ reply. You also have the opportunity to add comments in free text.

 
 Large

decrease
Small

decrease
No or negligible

impact
Small

increase
Large

increase
I do not know/Not

relevant

The administrative burden for your organisation
Cross-border trade of construction products within the EU Single Market
Exports of construction products to non-EU countries
Imports of construction products from non-EU countries
Economic actors’ compliance with relevant rules and regulations for construction products
Competition among manufacturers of construction products within the EU Single Market
Safety of construction products
Construction product innovation
Competitiveness of Micro, Small and Medium-sized manufacturers of construction products,
compared to large manufacturers
Sustainable use of resources for producing construction products
Durability of construction products (i.e. product lifetime)
Quality of the built environment (i.e. the human-made environment: buildings, cities, etc) in the
EU
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Comments

Element 5: Product safety requirements
Currently, harmonisation of construction products is limited to a harmonised method of assessment of product performance. There are no EU-wide product
safety requirements defined for construction products by the CPR. It is important to note the difference between construction product safety requirements (input
requirements), which may be introduced in a revised CPR, and construction safety requirements (process requirements) which would not be introduced in a
revised CPR.
 

What is your estimate of the costs borne by your organisation in 2019 to comply with national product safety requirements for your product(s)? 

 The costs were...
I do not

know/not
applicable

Regulatory charges (fees, taxes and levies, e.g. fees applicable to the activities of the AVCP systems)
 

Substantive compliance costs (expenses incurred to fulfil obligations, e.g. preparation of the technical documentation for the DoP,
expenses for acquiring hENs or ETAs, costs of testing)  
Administrative burden (costs that would not otherwise have been incurred, e.g. making and maintaining information available to
public authorities and other third parties)  
Hassle costs (e.g. costs stemming from processes being slow and/or delayed, incl. delays for getting EAD and ETA)

 

Please select the variants that you like best and worst

Variant A) No EU construction product safety requirements. However, national product safety requirements must comply with the general EU free movement
principles (non-discrimination and mutual recognition).

Variant D1) Introduce a thin layer of horizontal EU product safety requirements applicable to the vast majority of construction products. Additional specific
requirements would gradually be introduced afterwards, for certain selected products or product families. Where such EU requirements are introduced,
manufacturers must comply with them and affix a CE mark, even if their products are not covered by national regulation on construction works. The EU would
in most cases introduce minimum product safety requirements, so that Member States can introduce national product safety requirements in addition. In
exceptional cases, the EU would introduce full product safety requirements where Member States would not be allowed to introduce national requirements. 

The additional specific requirements would be introduced via the New Legislative Framework approach: CEN will develop voluntary standards with essential
product requirements upon request from the European Commission, and products that comply with those standards would provide presumption of conformity.

Variant D2) Same as Variant D1, except that the additional specific requirements would be introduced via the Technical specifications Approach: Detailed
requirements would be included in Harmonised Technical Specifications, i.e. Commission acts would lay down harmonised technical specifications.

Variant E) Repeal the CPR: Same as A, no EU construction product safety requirements. National product safety requirements must comply with the general
EU free movement principles (non-discrimination and mutual recognition).
 Variant A) – No legislative change Variant D1 – Enhancing the CPR Variant D2) – Enhancing the CPR Variant E) – Repealing the CPR I do not know/Indifferent

Best
Worst

Comments
 

As the best variant, you chose Variant D1) "Introduce a thin layer of horizontal EU product safety requirements applicable to
the vast majority of construction products. Additional specific requirements would gradually be introduced afterwards, for certain
selected products or product families. Where such EU requirements are introduced, manufacturers must comply with them and
affix a CE mark, even if their products are not covered by national regulation on construction works. The EU would in most cases
introduce minimum product safety requirements, so that Member States can introduce national product safety requirements in
addition. In exceptional cases, the EU would introduce full product safety requirements where Member States would not be
allowed to introduce national requirements. 

The additional specific requirements would be introduced via the New Legislative Framework approach: CEN will develop
voluntary standards with essential product requirements upon request from the European Commission, and products that comply
with those standards would provide presumption of conformity."As the best variant, you chose Variant D2) "Same as Variant
D1, except that the additional specific requirements would be introduced via the Technical specifications Approach: Detailed
requirements would be included in Harmonised Technical Specifications, i.e. Commission acts would lay down harmonised
technical specifications."

How much lower, in percent, do you estimate that the following costs would be for your firm from your best variant
compared to variant A (no legislative change) (please put zero if no change)?
 The costs would

decrease by (%)...
I do not know/not

applicable

Regulatory charges (fees, taxes and levies, e.g. fees applica-ble to the activities of the AVCP systems)
 

Substantive compliance costs (expenses incurred to fulfil obligations, e.g. preparation of the technical documentation for the
DoP, expenses for acquiring hENs or ETAs, costs of testing)  
Administrative burden (costs that would not otherwise have been incurred, e.g. making and maintaining information available
to public authorities and other third parties)  
Hassle costs (e.g. costs stemming from processes being slow and/or delayed, incl. delays for getting EAD and ETA)”

 

Comments
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As the worst variant, you chose Variant D1) "Introduce a thin layer of horizontal EU product safety requirements applicable
to the vast majority of construction products. Additional specific requirements would gradually be introduced afterwards, for
certain selected products or product families. Where such EU requirements are introduced, manufacturers must comply with
them and affix a CE mark, even if their products are not covered by national regulation on construction works. The EU would in
most cases introduce minimum product safety requirements, so that Member States can introduce national product safety
requirements in addition. In exceptional cases, the EU would introduce full product safety requirements where Member States
would not be allowed to introduce national requirements. 

The additional specific requirements would be introduced via the New Legislative Framework approach: CEN will develop
voluntary standards with essential product requirements upon request from the European Commission, and products that comply
with those standards would provide presumption of conformity."As the worst variant, you chose Variant D2) "Same as
Variant D1, except that the additional specific requirements would be introduced via the Technical specifications Approach:
Detailed requirements would be included in Harmonised Technical Specifications, i.e. Commission acts would lay down
harmonised technical specifications."

How much higher, in percent, do you estimate that the following costs would be for your firm from your worst variant
compared to variant A (no legislative change) (please put zero if no change)?
 The costs would

increase by (%)…
I do not know/not

applicable

Regulatory charges (fees, taxes and levies, e.g. fees applicable to the activities of the AVCP systems)
 

Substantive compliance costs (expenses incurred to fulfil obligations, e.g. preparation of the technical documentation for the
DoP, expenses for acquiring hENs or ETA, cost of testing)  
Administrative burden (costs that would not otherwise have been incurred, e.g. making and maintaining information available
to public authorities and other third parties)  
Hassle costs (e.g. costs stemming from processes being slow and/or delayed, incl. delays for getting EAD and ETA)”

 

Comments
 

As the best variant, you chose Variant D1) "Introduce a thin layer of horizontal EU product safety requirements applicable to
the vast majority of construction products. Additional specific requirements would gradually be introduced afterwards, for certain
selected products or product families. Where such EU requirements are introduced, manufacturers must comply with them and
affix a CE mark, even if their products are not covered by national regulation on construction works. The EU would in most cases
introduce minimum product safety requirements, so that Member States can introduce national product safety requirements in
addition. In exceptional cases, the EU would introduce full product safety requirements where Member States would not be
allowed to introduce national requirements. 

The additional specific requirements would be introduced via the New Legislative Framework approach: CEN will develop
voluntary standards with essential product requirements upon request from the European Commission, and products that comply
with those standards would provide presumption of conformity."As the best variant, you chose Variant D2) "Same as Variant
D1, except that the additional specific requirements would be introduced via the Technical specifications Approach: Detailed
requirements would be included in Harmonised Technical Specifications, i.e. Commission acts would lay down harmonised
technical specifications."

Impacts of the variant you selected as “Best”, compared to variant A (No legislative change)

Please specify all the relevant impacts that you think that your “Best” variant will have on the following aspects on the EU market for construction products, compared to
variant A (no legislative change). You only need to select an answer for those impacts that you expect your “Best” variant to have (you can leave some or all impacts
blank). If you leave impacts blank, they will be processed as an ‘I don’t know/Not relevant’ reply. You also have the opportunity to add comments in free text.

 
 Large

decrease
Small

decrease
No or negligible

impact
Small

increase
Large

increase
I do not know/Not

relevant

The administrative burden for your organisation
Cross-border trade of construction products within the EU Single Market
Exports of construction products to non-EU countries
Imports of construction products from non-EU countries
Economic actors’ compliance with relevant rules and regulations for construction products
Competition among manufacturers of construction products within the EU Single Market
Safety of construction products
Construction product innovation
Competitiveness of Micro, Small and Medium-sized manufacturers of construction products,
compared to large manufacturers
Sustainable use of resources for producing construction products
Durability of construction products (i.e. product lifetime)
Quality of the built environment (i.e. the human-made environment: buildings, cities, etc) in the
EU

Comments
 

Element 6: Market surveillance and enforcement
Member States are responsible for ensuring proper market surveillance of construction products placed on their market. The purpose of the market
surveillance activities is to ensure that construction products comply with the CPR rules. Currently, the CPR has procedures for when construction products are
not marketed in conformance with the CPR, but in order to use them it must be that the declared performance of a product is inaccurate and that it poses a risk
to health and safety.

A revised CPR could introduce a series of legislative measures to strengthen market surveillance and enforcement of construction products, including:
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Stronger empowerments for market surveillance authorities related to fact-finding (e.g. the right to confiscate samples or to seize documents related to
presumably non-compliant products)
Stronger empowerments for market surveillance authorities to issue punitive measures on non-compliant operators (e.g. by imposing fiscal sanctions or
to exclude non-compliant operators from public tenders)
Allow manufacturers to sue non-compliant competitors
Allow consumer and environment organisations to sue non-compliant operators
Set up a sector-specific EU-wide whistle blowing portal for non-compliant construction products
Introduce minimum benchmarks for the number of full-time equivalent staff at national market surveillance authorities
Introduce procedures to ensure the proper performance of market surveillance staff, e.g. EU-wide qualification requirements for hiring staff

What do you estimate that the economic losses, if any, were to your organisation in 2019 due to insufficient market surveillance and enforcement? 
 The economic losses were... I do not know/not applicable

Costs related to identifying and reporting non-compliant competing products  
Foregone revenue due to competition from non-compliant products  

Please select the variants that you like best and worst

Variant A) No legislative change. Enhance national market surveillance enforcement through guidance and recommendations to Member State authorities.

Variant B) Variant A + a legislative package of measures to strengthen market surveillance and enforcement (a following question will allow you to indicate
the measures you would prefer to be included and not included, if you select Variant B as your “Best” variant).

Variant E) Repeal the CPR: Market surveillance up to each Member State and according to national rules and procedures.
 Variant A) – No legislative change Variant B) – Repairing the CPR Variant E) – Repealing the CPR I do not know/Indifferent

Best
Worst

Comments
 

As the best variant, you chose Variant B) "Variant A + a legislative package of measures to strengthen market surveillance
and enforcement (a following question will allow you to indicate the measures you would prefer to be included and not included,
if you select Variant B as your “Best” variant)."As the best variant, you chose Variant E) "Repeal the CPR: Market surveillance
up to each Member State and according to national rules and procedures."

How much lower, in percent, would your costs and/or foregone revenue be from your best variant compared to Variant A
(no legislative change) (please put zero if no change)?

 
They would decrease by (%)... I do not know/not applicable

 

Comments
 

As the worst variant, you chose Variant B) "Variant A + a legislative package of measures to strengthen market surveillance
and enforcement (a following question will allow you to indicate the measures you would prefer to be included and not included,
if you select Variant B as your “Best” variant)."As the worst variant, you chose Variant E) "Repeal the CPR: Market
surveillance up to each Member State and according to national rules and procedures."

How much higher, in percent, would your costs and/or foregone revenue be from your worst variant compared to Variant
A (no legislative change) (please put zero if no change)?
They would increase by (%)... I do not know/not applicable

 

Comments
 

As the best variant, you chose Variant B) "Variant A + a legislative package of measures to strengthen market surveillance
and enforcement (a following question will allow you to indicate the measures you would prefer to be included and not included,
if you select Variant B as your “Best” variant)."

Please indicate your preference for including the following legislative measures in a revised CPR:
 Include Do not

include
No

opinion

Stronger empowerments for market surveillance authorities related to fact-finding (e.g. the right to confiscate samples or to seize documents
related to presumably non-compliant products)
Stronger empowerments for market surveillance authorities to issue punitive measures on non-compliant operators (e.g. by imposing fiscal
sanctions or to exclude non-compliant operators from public tenders)
Allow manufacturers to sue non-compliant competitors
Allow consumer and environment organisations to sue non-compliant operators
Set up a sector-specific EU-wide whistle blowing portal for non-compliant construction products
Introduce minimum benchmarks for the number of full-time equivalent staff at national market surveillance authorities
Introduce procedures to ensure the proper performance of market surveillance staff, e.g. EU-wide qualification requirements for hiring staff

As the best variant, you chose Variant B) "Variant A + a legislative package of measures to strengthen market surveillance
and enforcement (a following question will allow you to indicate the measures you would prefer to be included and not included,
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if you select Variant B as your “Best” variant)."As the best variant, you chose Variant E) "Repeal the CPR: Market surveillance
up to each Member State and according to national rules and procedures."

Impacts of the variant you selected as “Best”, compared to variant A (No legislative change)

Please specify all the relevant impacts that you think that your “Best” variant will have on the following aspects on the EU market for construction products, compared to
variant A (no legislative change). You only need to select an answer for those impacts that you expect your “Best” variant to have (you can leave some or all impacts
blank). If you leave impacts blank, they will be processed as an ‘I don’t know/Not relevant’ reply. You also have the opportunity to add comments in free text.

 
 Large

decrease
Small

decrease
No or negligible

impact
Small

increase
Large

increase
I do not know/Not

relevant

The administrative burden for your organisation
Cross-border trade of construction products within the EU Single Market
Imports of construction products from non-EU countries
Exports of construction products to non-EU countries
Economic actors’ compliance with relevant rules and regulations for construction products
Competition among manufacturers of construction products within the EU Single Market
Safety of construction products
Construction product innovation
Competitiveness of Micro, Small and Medium-sized manufacturers of construction products,
compared to large manufacturers
Sustainable use of resources for producing construction products
Durability of construction products (i.e. product lifetime)
Quality of the built environment (i.e. the human-made environment: buildings, cities, etc) in the
EU

Comments

Element 7: EOTA and Technical Assessment Bodies (TABs)
EOTA is the European Organisation for Technical Assessment. Its purpose is to develop European Assessment Documents (EADs) which is a document
providing information about the performance of a construction product. Technical Assessment Bodies (TABs) are the executive arm of EOTA and in charge of
the technical assessment of construction products not covered or not fully covered by current standards. TABs are entitled to issue European Technical
Assessments (ETAs) based on the EADs. ETAs can be used as an alternative route to market access where there are no harmonised European standards.
 

Has your organisation ever used the EOTA/TABs route to obtain an ETA, in order to CE mark a product for which
there was no applicable standard? 
Yes No I do not know

What were the costs to your organisation to obtain the ETA? 
The costs were... I do not know/not applicable

 

Please select the variants that you like best and worst

Variant A) No legislative change, work to improve the functioning of EOTA and TABs within the current rules.

Variant B) The TABs would be replaced by the Regulatory Advancement Bodies (RABs). When a draft Harmonised Technical Specification (HTS) is in the
pipeline, manufacturers can have their products assessed by a RAB. The RABs can issue a certificate confirming the performance and conformity of the
products as requested in that draft HTS. The certificate would be valid until the actual citation or publication takes effect, or a maximum of 18 months. The
certificate gives manufacturers the right to affix a preliminary CE mark  followed by the letters "(pr)" and the date of expiry of the certificate, to their products.
EOTA would be replaced by a follow-up organisation taking the role as a second standardisation body.

Variant E) Repeal the CPR: No need for the EOTA/TABs.
 Variant A) – No legislative change Variant B) – Repairing the CPR Variant E) – Repealing the CPR I do not know/Indifferent

Best
Worst

Comments
 

As the best variant, you chose Variant B) "The TABs would be replaced by the Regulatory Advancement Bodies (RABs).
When a draft Harmonised Technical Specification (HTS) is in the pipeline, manufacturers can have their products assessed by a
RAB. The RABs can issue a certificate confirming the performance and conformity of the products as requested in that draft HTS.
The certificate would be valid until the actual citation or publication takes effect, or a maximum of 18 months. The certificate
gives manufacturers the right to affix a preliminary CE mark followed by the letters "(pr)" and the date of expiry of the
certificate, to their products. EOTA would be replaced by a follow-up organisation taking the role as a second standardisation
body."As the best variant, you chose Variant E) "Repeal the CPR: No need for the EOTA/TABs."

How much lower, in percent, would your costs and/or foregone revenue be from your best variant compared to Variant A
(no legislative change) (please put zero if no change)?
They would decrease by (%)... I do not know/not applicable

 



23.9.2020 SurveyXact

https://www.survey-xact.dk/servlet/com.pls.morpheus.web.pages.CoreSurveyPrintDialog?surveyid=1191023&locale=en&printing=true&enable… 15/20

Comments
 

As the worst variant, you chose Variant B) "The TABs would be replaced by the Regulatory Advancement Bodies (RABs).
When a draft Harmonised Technical Specification (HTS) is in the pipeline, manufacturers can have their products assessed by a
RAB. The RABs can issue a certificate confirming the performance and conformity of the products as requested in that draft HTS.
The certificate would be valid until the actual citation or publication takes effect, or a maximum of 18 months. The certificate
gives manufacturers the right to affix a preliminary CE mark followed by the letters "(pr)" and the date of expiry of the
certificate, to their products. EOTA would be replaced by a follow-up organisation taking the role as a second standardisation
body."As the best worst, you chose Variant E) "Repeal the CPR: No need for the EOTA/TABs."

How much higher, in percent, would your costs and/or foregone revenue be from your worst variant compared to Variant
A (no legislative change) (please put zero if no change)?
They would increase by (%)... I do not know/not applicable

 

Comments
 

As the best variant, you chose Variant B) "The TABs would be replaced by the Regulatory Advancement Bodies (RABs).
When a draft Harmonised Technical Specification (HTS) is in the pipeline, manufacturers can have their products assessed by a
RAB. The RABs can issue a certificate confirming the performance and conformity of the products as requested in that draft HTS.
The certificate would be valid until the actual citation or publication takes effect, or a maximum of 18 months. The certificate
gives manufacturers the right to affix a preliminary CE mark followed by the letters "(pr)" and the date of expiry of the
certificate, to their products. EOTA would be replaced by a follow-up organisation taking the role as a second standardisation
body."As the best variant, you chose Variant E) "Repeal the CPR: No need for the EOTA/TABs."

Impacts of the variant you selected as “Best”, compared to variant A (No legislative change)

Please specify all the relevant impacts that you think that your “Best” variant will have on the following aspects on the EU market for construction products, compared to
variant A (no legislative change). You only need to select an answer for those impacts that you expect your “Best” variant to have (you can leave some or all impacts
blank). If you leave impacts blank, they will be processed as an ‘I don’t know/Not relevant’ reply. You also have the opportunity to add comments in free text.

 
 Large

decrease
Small

decrease
No or negligible

impact
Small

increase
Large

increase
I do not know/Not

relevant

The administrative burden for your organisation
Cross-border trade of construction products within the EU Single Market
Exports of construction products to non-EU countries
Imports of construction products from non-EU countries
Economic actors’ compliance with relevant rules and regulations for construction products
Competition among manufacturers of construction products within the EU Single Market
Safety of construction products
Construction product innovation
Competitiveness of Micro, Small and Medium-sized manufacturers of construction products,
compared to large manufacturers
Sustainable use of resources for producing construction products
Durability of construction products (i.e. product lifetime)
Quality of the built environment (i.e. the human-made environment: buildings, cities, etc) in the
EU

Comments

Element 8: Notified Bodies
Notified Bodies are the only recognised third parties to carry out the assessment of performance of construction products covered by the standards set in the
CPR. They are appointed by the responsible authority in each Member State. Notified Bodies assess the performance of construction products, they can certify
constancy of performance, and certify factory production control systems. They can carry out these activities for all, a few, or just one of the 7 Basic
Requirements for construction Works (BWRs) (for example, some specialise in fire safety assessments only). However, calculating and assessing
environmental impacts (BWR7) would only be possible for a few notified bodies, as such calculations are a science of their own.
 

Please select the variants that you like best and worst

Variant A) No legislative change, attempt to improve the functioning of the Notified Bodies within the current rules.

Variant B) Variant A + Introduce mandatory qualification and competence requirements that Member States must use when they designate a Notified Body.
The Commission can block the designation of a Notified Body if there is not enough evidence to prove its competence. Notified Bodies must apply clear pass-
fail criteria towards manufacturers, and must change the staff responsible for certifying products of a given manufacturer every 3 years. In addition to the
Notified Bodies, special bodies would be designated with specific responsibility for BWR 7 (environmental impact calculations). The special bodies could be a
sub-group of the Notified Bodies, similar to the current ones in charge of fire safety.

Variant E) Repeal the CPR: no role for Notified Bodies.
 Variant A) – No legislative change Variant B) – Repairing the CPR Variant E) – Repealing the CPR I do not know/Indifferent

Best
Worst
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Comments
 

As the best variant, you chose Variant B) "Variant A + Introduce mandatory qualification and competence requirements that
Member States must use when they designate a Notified Body. The Commission can block the designation of a Notified Body if
there is not enough evidence to prove its competence. Notified Bodies must apply clear pass-fail criteria towards manufacturers,
and must change the staff responsible for certifying products of a given manufacturer every 3 years. In addition to the Notified
Bodies, special bodies would be designated with specific responsibility for BWR 7 (environmental impact calculations). The
special bodies could be a sub-group of the Notified Bodies, similar to the current ones in charge of fire safety."As the best
variant, you chose Variant E) "Repeal the CPR: no role for Notified Bodies."

Impacts of the variant you selected as “Best”, compared to variant A (No legislative change)

Please specify all the relevant impacts that you think that your “Best” variant will have on the following aspects on the EU market for construction products, compared to
variant A (no legislative change). You only need to select an answer for those impacts that you expect your “Best” variant to have (you can leave some or all impacts
blank). If you leave impacts blank, they will be processed as an ‘I don’t know/Not relevant’ reply. You also have the opportunity to add comments in free text.

 
 Large

decrease
Small

decrease
No or negligible

impact
Small

increase
Large

increase
I do not know/Not

relevant

The administrative burden for your organisation
Cross-border trade of construction products within the EU Single Market
Exports of construction products to non-EU countries
Imports of construction products from non-EU countries
Economic actors’ compliance with relevant rules and regulations for construction products
Competition among manufacturers of construction products within the EU Single Market
Safety of construction products
Construction product innovation
Competitiveness of Micro, Small and Medium-sized manufacturers of construction products,
compared to large manufacturers
Sustainable use of resources for producing construction products
Durability of construction products (i.e. product lifetime)
Quality of the built environment (i.e. the human-made environment: buildings, cities, etc) in the
EU

Comments

Element 9: Product Contact Points for Construction
The main purpose of the national Product Contact Points for Construction is to provide information about Member States’ building regulations relevant to the
intended use of construction products. They are currently not in charge of providing information on the harmonised system created by and under the CPR,
although it happens that Product Contact Points for Construction do this anyway, while it is not clear to what extent they are used for their main purpose.
 

Please select the variants that you like best and worst

Variant A) Improve the functioning of the Product Contact Points for Construction to ensure that they fulfil their current purpose.

Variant B) Variant A + Evaluate the role and use of Product Contact Points for Construction. In case they are not or hardly used for their main purpose, a
different purpose could be envisaged, such as providing information about the harmonised system of the CPR.

Variant E) Repeal the CPR: No obligation for Member States to administer Product Contact Points for Construction.
 Variant A) – No legislative change Variant B) – Repairing the CPR Variant E) – Repealing the CPR I do not know/Indifferent

Best
Worst

Comments
 

What impact do you think it would have on economic operators’ access to relevant information, if the national
Product Contact Points for Construction’s purpose was changed to provide information about the harmonised
system of the CPR?
Large decrease Small decrease No or negligible impact Small increase Large increase I do not know/Not relevant

Comments

As the best variant, you chose Variant B) "Variant A + Evaluate the role and use of Product Contact Points for Construction.
In case they are not or hardly used for their main purpose, a different purpose could be envisaged, such as providing information
about the harmonised system of the CPR."As the best variant, you chose Variant E) "Repeal the CPR: No obli-gation for
Member States to administer Product Contact Points for Construction."
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Impacts of the variant you selected as “Best”, compared to variant A (No legislative change)

Please specify all the relevant impacts that you think that your “Best” variant will have on the following aspects on the EU market for construction products, compared to
variant A (no legislative change). You only need to select an answer for those impacts that you expect your “Best” variant to have (you can leave some or all impacts
blank). If you leave impacts blank, they will be processed as an ‘I don’t know/Not relevant’ reply. You also have the opportunity to add comments in free text.

 
 Large

decrease
Small

decrease
No or negligible

impact
Small

increase
Large

increase
I do not know/Not

relevant

The administrative burden for your organisation
Cross-border trade of construction products within the EU Single Market
Exports of construction products to non-EU countries
Imports of construction products from non-EU countries
Economic actors’ compliance with relevant rules and regulations for construction products
Competition among manufacturers of construction products within the EU Single Market
Safety of construction products
Construction product innovation
Competitiveness of Micro, Small and Medium-sized manufacturers of construction products,
compared to large manufacturers
Sustainable use of resources for producing construction products
Durability of construction products (i.e. product lifetime)
Quality of the built environment (i.e. the human-made environment: buildings, cities, etc) in the
EU

Comments

Element 10: Simplification
The CPR contains some simplification provisions to reduce the administrative burden for manufacturers. For example, manufacturers may refrain from drawing
up a Declaration of Performance in some instances (e.g. if a product is custom-made), or by replacing the need for type-testing or type-calculation of a product
if it is deemed that the product achieves a certain level or class of performance without further testing or calculation. However, the use of many of these
simplification provisions is limited, and there are concerns that the wording of some of these provisions is unclear and difficult to understand. 

Between the No change option and the Repeal option, legislative measures could be envisaged to improve simplification, for example:

Redraft the current simplification provisions of the CPR to clarify them
Allow Member States to exempt all firms from all or some conformity assessment obligations
Allow Member States to exempt small, medium and micro firms from all or some conformity assessment obligations
Allow Member States to exempt micro firms from all or some conformity assessment obligations
Make it possible for the Commission to reduce or lift AVCP obligations if manufacturers have an appropriate liability insurance in place

Please select the variants that you like best and worst

Variant A) ) No legislative change, promote the uptake of the current simplification provisions within the CPR to the extent possible.

Variant B) Variant A + legislative measures to improve simplification (to be further examined in the following question if you select Variant B as “Best”).

Variant E) Repeal the CPR: No need for simplification provisions of the CPR.
 Variant A) – No legislative change Variant B) – Repairing the CPR Variant E) – Repealing the CPR I do not know/Indifferent

Best
Worst

Comments
 

As the best variant, you chose Variant B) "Variant A + legislative measures to improve simplification"

Please indicate your preference for including the following legislative measures in a revised CPR

Redraft the current simplification provisions of the CPR to clarify them
Include Do not include No opinion

Allow Member States to exempt all firms from all or some conformity assessment obligations
Include Do not include No opinion

Allow Member States to exempt small, medium and micro firms from all or some conformity assessment obligations
Include Do not include No opinion

Allow Member States to exempt micro firms from all or some conformity assessment obligations
Include Do not include No opinion

Make it possible for the Commission to reduce or lift AVCP obligations if manufacturers have an appropriate liability insurance in
place
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Include Do not include No opinion

As the best variant, you chose Variant B) "Variant A + legislative measures to improve simplification"As the best variant,
you chose Variant E) "Repeal the CPR: No need for simplification provisions of the CPR."

Impacts of the variant you selected as “Best”, compared to variant A (No legislative change)

Please specify all the relevant impacts that you think that your “Best” variant will have on the following aspects on the EU market for construction products, compared to
variant A (no legislative change). You only need to select an answer for those impacts that you expect your “Best” variant to have (you can leave some or all impacts
blank). If you leave impacts blank, they will be processed as an ‘I don’t know/Not relevant’ reply. You also have the opportunity to add comments in free text.

 
 Large

decrease
Small

decrease
No or negligible

impact
Small

increase
Large

increase
I do not know/Not

relevant

The administrative burden for your organisation
Cross-border trade of construction products within the EU Single Market
Exports of construction products to non-EU countries
Imports of construction products from non-EU countries
Economic actors’ compliance with relevant rules and regulations for construction products
Competition among manufacturers of construction products within the EU Single Market
Safety of construction products
Construction product innovation
Competitiveness of Micro, Small and Medium-sized manufacturers of construction products,
compared to large manufacturers
Sustainable use of resources for producing construction products
Durability of construction products (i.e. product lifetime)
Quality of the built environment (i.e. the human-made environment: buildings, cities, etc) in the
EU

Comments

Element 11: New business models – 3D-printing, prefabricated houses
Standardised rules as laid down by the CPR refer mostly to traditional construction products. Innovative products, such as 3D-printed construction products or
prefabricated small one-family houses, are usually not, or at least not fully, covered by the CPR’s scope. 
 

Please select the variants that you like best and worst

Variant A) No legislative change, implying no anticipation of/provisions for new business models in the CPR beyond what is currently possible.

Variant B) Legislative change so that the CPR would anticipate new business models, for instance by bringing materials and datasets used for 3D-printing of
construction products, and small prefabricated one-family houses, within its scope. Operators of 3D-printshops would be assigned the responsibilities of
distributors within the meaning of the current CPR. The Commission would further be empowered to modify the CPR’s scope and/or to make clarifications
regarding the CPR’s application to new business models in the future.

Variant E) Repeal the CPR: No (need for) the CPR to anticipate new business models, up to each Member State to regulate market access for new
construction products.
 Variant A) – No legislative change Variant B) – Repairing the CPR Variant E) – Repealing the CPR I do not know/Indifferent

Best
Worst

Comments
 

As the best variant, you chose Variant B) "Legislative change so that the CPR would anticipate new business models, for
instance by bringing materials and datasets used for 3D-printing of construction products, and small prefabricated one-family
houses, within its scope. Operators of 3D-printshops would be assigned the responsibilities of distributors within the meaning of
the current CPR. The Commission would further be empowered to modify the CPR’s scope and/or to make clarifications
regarding the CPR’s application to new business models in the future."As the best variant, you chose Variant E) "Repeal the
CPR: No (need for) the CPR to anticipate new business models, up to each Member State to regulate market access for new
construction products."

Impacts of the variant you selected as “Best”, compared to variant A (No legislative change)

Please specify all the relevant impacts that you think that your “Best” variant will have on the following aspects on the EU market for construction products, compared to
variant A (no legislative change). You only need to select an answer for those impacts that you expect your “Best” variant to have (you can leave some or all impacts
blank). If you leave impacts blank, they will be processed as an ‘I don’t know/Not relevant’ reply. You also have the opportunity to add comments in free text.

 
 Large

decrease
Small

decrease
No or negligible

impact
Small

increase
Large

increase
I do not know/Not

relevant

The administrative burden for your organisation
Cross-border trade of construction products within the EU Single Market
Exports of construction products to non-EU countries
Imports of construction products from non-EU countries
Economic actors’ compliance with relevant rules and regulations for construction products
Competition among manufacturers of construction products within the EU Single Market



23.9.2020 SurveyXact

https://www.survey-xact.dk/servlet/com.pls.morpheus.web.pages.CoreSurveyPrintDialog?surveyid=1191023&locale=en&printing=true&enable… 19/20

Safety of construction products

Construction product innovation
Competitiveness of Micro, Small and Medium-sized manufacturers of construction products,
compared to large manufacturers
Sustainable use of resources for producing construction products
Durability of construction products (i.e. product lifetime)
Quality of the built environment (i.e. the human-made environment: buildings, cities, etc) in the
EU

Comments

Element 12: Environmental aspects (BWR7 Sustainable use of natural resources)
The CPR does not include a harmonised method for assessing and communicating a construction product’s environmental performance. It is likely that
Member States will increasingly introduce national legislation on how to assess the environmental footprint of buildings and other construction works, and
therefore indirectly also the environmental footprint of construction products.
 

Please select the variants that you like best and worst

Variant A) Continued slow introduction of requirements regarding environmental aspects in harmonised standards.

Variant B) Introduce a harmonised method for assessing and communicating the environmental performance of construction products. The harmonised
method would be based on an existing Life Cycle Assessment method, for example the Commission's Product Environmental Footprint or EN 15804. It is
currently open which method that will be chosen.

Variant E) Repeal the CPR: No Basic Works Requirements.
 Variant A) – No legislative change Variant B) – Repairing the CPR Variant E) – Repealing the CPR I do not know/Indifferent

Best
Worst

Comments
 

As the best variant, you chose Variant B) "Introduce a harmonised method for assessing and communicating the
environmental performance of construction products. The harmonised method would be based on an existing Life Cycle
Assessment method, for example the Commission's Product Environmental Footprint or EN 15804. It is currently open which
method that will be chosen."As the best variant, you chose Variant E) "Repeal the CPR: No Basic Works Requirements."

Impacts of the variant you selected as “Best”, compared to variant A (No legislative change)

Please specify all the relevant impacts that you think that your “Best” variant will have on the following aspects on the EU market for construction products, compared to
variant A (no legislative change). You only need to select an answer for those impacts that you expect your “Best” variant to have (you can leave some or all impacts
blank). If you leave impacts blank, they will be processed as an ‘I don’t know/Not relevant’ reply. You also have the opportunity to add comments in free text.

 
 Large

decrease
Small

decrease
No or negligible

impact
Small

increase
Large

increase
I do not know/Not

relevant

The administrative burden for your organisation
Cross-border trade of construction products within the EU Single Market
Exports of construction products to non-EU countries
Imports of construction products from non-EU countries
Economic actors’ compliance with relevant rules and regulations for construction products
Competition among manufacturers of construction products within the EU Single Market
Safety of construction products
Construction product innovation
Competitiveness of Micro, Small and Medium-sized manufacturers of construction products,
compared to large manufacturers
Sustainable use of resources for producing construction products
Durability of construction products (i.e. product lifetime)
Quality of the built environment (i.e. the human-made environment: buildings, cities, etc) in the
EU

Comments

Element 13: Circular economy
A circular economy is an economic system aimed at eliminating waste and promoting a continued use of resources. Currently, the CPR does not contain
specific rules for used or remanufactured (i.e. altered in some way, e.g. by cleaning the products, cutting off damaged parts, or a new coating), construction
products.

For this element, there are two alternatives of Variant B, representing two different ways in which a revised CPR could introduce specific rules for used or
remanufactured construction products.
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Please select the variants that you like best and worst

Variant A) No specific provisions regarding the placement of used or remanufactured construction products in the EU Single Market.

Variant B1) Allow certain used or remanufactured construction products to obtain CE marking in the same way as new products, with limited obligations for
companies. Certain obligations would be introduced for manufacturers to promote the circularity of the construction sector, for example an obligation to take
back construction products from a construction site that have not been used, or an obligation to ensure appropriate access to spare parts to repair damaged
construction products.

Variant B2) The revised CPR defines a ‘gold standard’ for (very few) used or remanufactured products and allow free circulation in the EU for those products.
Member States would regulate all other products outside the ‘gold standard’.

Variant E) Repeal the CPR: Up to each Member State to regulate market access criteria for used and remanufactured construction products.
 Variant A) – No legislative change Variant B1) – Repairing the CPR Variant B2) – Repairing the CPR Variant E) – Repealing the CPR I do not know/Indifferent

Best
Worst

Comments
 

As the best variant, you chose Variant B1) "Allow certain used or remanufactured construction products to obtain CE marking
in the same way as new products, with limited obligations for companies. Certain obligations would be introduced for
manufacturers to promote the circularity of the construction sector, for example an obligation to take back construction products
from a construction site that have not been used, or an obligation to ensure appropriate access to spare parts to repair damaged
construction products."As the best variant, you chose Variant B2) "The revised CPR defines a ‘gold standard’ for (very few)
used or remanufactured products and allow free circulation in the EU for those products. Member States would regulate all other
products outside the ‘gold standard’."As the best variant, you chose Variant E) "Repeal the CPR: Up to each Member State to
regulate market access criteria for used and remanufactured construction products."

Impacts of the variant you selected as “Best”, compared to variant A (No legislative change)

Please specify all the relevant impacts that you think that your “Best” variant will have on the following aspects on the EU market for construction products, compared to
variant A (no legislative change). You only need to select an answer for those impacts that you expect your “Best” variant to have (you can leave some or all impacts
blank). If you leave impacts blank, they will be processed as an ‘I don’t know/Not relevant’ reply. You also have the opportunity to add comments in free text.

 
 Large

decrease
Small

decrease
No or negligible

impact
Small

increase
Large

increase
I do not know/Not

relevant

The administrative burden for your organisation
Cross-border trade of construction products within the EU Single Market
Exports of construction products to non-EU countries
Imports of construction products from non-EU countries
Economic actors’ compliance with relevant rules and regulations for construction products
Competition among manufacturers of construction products within the EU Single Market
Safety of construction products
Construction product innovation
Competitiveness of Micro, Small and Medium-sized manufacturers of construction products,
compared to large manufacturers
Sustainable use of resources for producing construction products
Durability of construction products (i.e. product lifetime)
Quality of the built environment (i.e. the human-made environment: buildings, cities, etc) in the
EU

Comments

Interest in participating in the validation workshop
Later during the course of the project, we will host a validation workshop in either Brussels or online where the project team will
present the findings of the analysis, for discussion among interested stakeholders. If you are interested in joining the validation
workshop, please indicate your interest below and we will invite you to the workshop. The expression of interest is non-binding.

Would you like to receive an invite to the validation workshop where the findings and conclusions of the project will be
discussed? 

Yes, please send an invite to the following e-mail address  
No

Thank you for participating in this survey, providing valuable insights to the work on the EU legislation on construction
products. Please submit your reply by clicking “Finish”
 


