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Consultation Questionnaire Exemption 
Annex III n. 2(b)-III 

Exemption for 
“2(b): Mercury in other fluorescent lamps not exceeding (per lamp): […] 

2(b)(4)-III: “Emergency Lamps: 15 mg” 

 

Abbreviations and Definitions 

CFL-ni Compact Fluorescent Lamp, non-integrated (without integrated ballast) 

EEE Electrical and Electronic Equipment 

Hg Mercury 

LED Light-Emitting Diode 

LEU LightingEurope 

LFL  Linear Fluorescent Lamp 

RoHS Directive 2011/65/EU on the Restriction of Hazardous Substances in Electrical and 

Electronic Equipment 

Background 

The Oeko-Institut and Fraunhofer IZM have been appointed by the European Commission, within a 

framework contract1, for the evaluation of applications for exemption from Directive 2011/65/EU 

(RoHS), to be listed in Annexes III and IV of the Directive. 

LightingEurope (LEU) requests the renewal of the above-mentioned exemption, which has been 

subject to an initial evaluation. A summary of the main argumentation for justifying the request is 

provided below. Additional information supporting this request can be found on the exemption 

webpage of the stakeholder consultation (https://rohs.exemptions.oeko.info/exemption-

consultations/2026-consultation-1). 

For further details, please check the exemption request and additional information submitted by the 

applicant on the exemption webpage of the stakeholder consultation. 

The objective of this consultation and the review process is to collect and to evaluate information 

and evidence according to the criteria listed in Art. 5 (1) (a) of Directive 2011/65/EU (RoHS 2), 

which can be found under:   

 
1  The contract is implemented through Framework Contract No. ENV.B.3/FRA/2023/0012, led by Ramboll 

Deutschland GmbH. 

https://rohs.exemptions.oeko.info/exemption-consultations/2026-consultation-1
https://rohs.exemptions.oeko.info/exemption-consultations/2026-consultation-1
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https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A02011L0065-20250101 

If you would like to contribute to the stakeholder consultation, please review the summary of the 

argumentation provided and answer the questions that follow. 

1 Summary of argumentation of applicant on the justification of the exemption 

1.1 Background 

Exemption 2(b)(4)-III appears in Annex III of the RoHS Directive with the following wording and is 

valid until 24 February 2027: 

“Emergency Lamps: 15 mg” 

The applicant (LEU) requests the exemption to be renewed for the maximum possible duration with 

the following wording: 

Emergency Lamps: 15 mg may be used per lamp 

LEU is requesting a five-year renewal of RoHS Annex III exemption 2(b)(4)–III, which permits the 

use of up to 15 mg of mercury per lamp in fluorescent emergency lamps. Their argumentation rests 

on several interrelated technical, environmental, and safety-related grounds. 

Emergency lighting applications are designed to operate with lamps that are compliant with the 

standard EN 60598-2-22, which prescribes the use of linear fluorescent lamps (LFL) or non-

integrated compact fluorescent lamps (CFL-ni) as replacement lamps for most existing installations. 

These are low-pressure gas discharge lamps that require mercury atoms in the gas phase to 

generate and emit UV light when electric current passes through the discharge tube. UV light is then 

converted into visible light by the phosphor coating on the tube's inner surface. There is no 

technically viable way to replicate this process without mercury. Substituting it with rare gases would 

lead to a dramatic efficiency loss with no realistic prospect of achieving comparable performance, 

and research into alternative discharge technologies has effectively ceased with the advent of LED. 

LightingEurope's core argument concerns the absence of any certified mercury-free substitute 

specifically for use in existing emergency lighting luminaires. No LED retrofit lamp currently meets 

the standards applicable to these installations. EN 60598-2-22 mandates like-for-like replacement 

with the lamp type specified by the luminaire manufacturer (typically a LFL or a CFL-ni), and EN 

62776 explicitly prohibits double-capped LED lamps in luminaires designed for double-capped 

fluorescent lamps. LED lamps cannot reliably meet performance requirements under emergency 

conditions such as high temperatures, fire-related dimming, or frequent switching. 

While LED technology is increasingly used in new installations, no LED retrofit lamp is currently 

available that meets the stringent standards applicable to emergency luminaires. Standard EN 

60598-2-22 requires that an emergency luminaire be marked with the specific replacement lamp 

type, effectively mandating like-for-like replacement. Moreover, standard EN 62776 explicitly 

prohibits the use of double-capped LED lamps in emergency luminaires designed for double-capped 

fluorescent lamps. LED lamps cannot reliably meet all performance requirements under the 

demanding conditions of emergency operation, such as high temperatures, dimming during fire 

events, or frequent switching cycles. 

This substitution gap is compounded by the long service life of existing emergency luminaire 

installations, which typically far outlast individual lamps. Full fixture replacement is not a 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A02011L0065-20250101
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proportionate solution, especially in sensitive environments like explosion-proof areas, where it may 

require facility recertification and significant construction work. Maintaining a supply of compliant 

fluorescent replacement lamps is therefore essential to keep existing systems operational and legally 

compliant. 

Forcing an early switch to LED would also produce a net negative environmental outcome. 

Premature disposal of functional luminaires generates electronic waste, while fluorescent lamps are 

highly recyclable (over 80% material recovery) and supported by dedicated WEEE collection 

infrastructure across the EU. LED alternatives are considerably harder to recycle and themselves 

contain other RoHS-restricted substances such as lead in solders and aluminium alloys. 

Finally, LightingEurope notes that the 2021 Delegated Directive already concluded that substitution 

in emergency lamps is technically impracticable. The association considers this finding still valid and 

argues that a five-year renewal is necessary to bridge the period until certified LED solutions become 

available or existing fixtures are replaced through natural infrastructure renewal cycles. 

History of the exemption 

When Directive 2011/65/EU was published, an exemption for special purpose lamps was specified 

in Annex III Ex. 2(b) as follows: 

‘Mercury in other fluorescent lamps not exceeding (per lamp): 

2(b)(4) Lamps for other general lighting and special purposes (e.g. induction lamps)’ 

The exemption was last reviewed in 2015-20162. At the time, the applicant explained that, due to the 

overall innovation trend for light sources already turning towards LED, substitution on the substance 

level was not practical. It was apparent that already in 2015, research efforts towards development 

of further substitutes were focused on LED technologies. The reason for extending the exemption 

for mercury in other fluorescent lamps for use in emergency installations was that these types of 

lamps were specified in safety regulations and standards, whereas LED-based alternatives were 

not. Moreover, it was argued that existing emergency installations could not be retrofitted with LED 

lamps due to incompatible electrical properties. Therefore, following the 2016 evaluation, Ex. 2(b)(4) 

was divided into four subcategories, one of which was emergency lamps: Ex. 2(b)(4)(III) “Emergency 

lamps: 15 mg per lamp”. 

Volume of Mercury to be placed on the EU market through the exemption 

According to the exemption renewal document, LEU estimates that approximately 350,000 lamps 

are placed on the EU market per year under this exemption, with an average mercury content of 

~5 mg per lamp, resulting in a total of approximately 8.8 kg of mercury per year 

 
2 Baron, Y., Blepp, M., Gensch. C. and Deubzer, O. (2019), Study to assess socio-economic impact of 

substitution of certain mercury-based lamps currently benefitting of RoHS 2 exemptions in Annex III - 
Under the Framework Contract: Assistance to the Commission on technical, socio-economic and cost-
benefit assessments related to the implementation and further development of EU waste legislation - 
Final Version, available under: 
https://rohs.exemptions.oeko.info/fileadmin/user_upload/RoHS_Pack_9/RoHS-Pack_9_Part_LAMPS_06-
2016.pdf last viewed 20.4.2026 

https://rohs.exemptions.oeko.info/fileadmin/user_upload/RoHS_Pack_9/RoHS-Pack_9_Part_LAMPS_06-2016.pdf
https://rohs.exemptions.oeko.info/fileadmin/user_upload/RoHS_Pack_9/RoHS-Pack_9_Part_LAMPS_06-2016.pdf
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1.2 Applicant’s justification for the requested exemption 

1.2.1 Availability of alternatives 

LightingEurope's central justification for the exemption renewal rests on the argument that LED 

lamps are currently not a viable substitute for fluorescent lamps (LFL or CFL-ni) in existing 

emergency lighting installations, and that this is not merely a market gap but a consequence of 

binding technical standards. 

The starting point is the nature of emergency luminaire design, where the lamp and the luminaire's 

control gear are matched to one another. Emergency luminaires are not simply general-purpose 

luminaires with a battery backup but rather specifically engineered and certified as complete 

systems. The EN 60598-2-22 requires that each emergency luminaire be explicitly marked with the 

details of the correct replacement lamp. For the vast majority of existing installed systems, this 

means an LFL or CFL-ni. This marking requirement is not merely informational, it defines which lamp 

type may legally and safely be used for maintenance replacement. Using any other lamp type, even 

one that is physically compatible, would take the luminaire outside the scope of its original 

certification and CE marking, rendering it non-compliant. 

The second and more direct barrier is imposed by standard EN 62776, which governs double-capped 

LED lamps and their compatibility with luminaires. This standard explicitly prohibits the use of double-

capped LED lamps in emergency luminaires that were designed for double-capped fluorescent 

lamps. Manufacturers of such LED lamps are required to mark their products with the statement: 

"This lamp is not suitable to be used in emergency luminaires designed for double-capped 

fluorescent lamps." The applicant states that this is not a performance caveat or a manufacturer's 

recommendation but rather a mandatory marking requirement under the standard. It reflects the fact 

that double-capped LED lamps cannot be relied upon to perform correctly in emergency operation. 

The underlying technical reasons for this prohibition are significant. Emergency luminaires must 

function reliably under a range of demanding and often extreme conditions: 1) switching instantly to 

battery power during a mains failure, operating at elevated temperatures (e.g. in fire scenarios), 2) 

functioning under dimmed or reduced voltage conditions, and 3) enduring frequent switching cycles. 

The control gear in an existing emergency luminaire is designed and tested specifically for the 

electrical characteristics of a fluorescent lamp. LED lamps have different electrical behavior, and 

their performance under these specific emergency conditions (particularly at high temperatures or 

on battery-driven circuits) cannot be guaranteed to meet the required safety standards when used 

in a luminaire not designed for them. 

LightingEurope further states that it is not aware of any LED retrofit or conversion lamp that currently 

meets compliance with both EN 60598-2-22 and EN 62776 for use as a direct replacement in existing 

emergency luminaires covered by exemption 2(b)(4)–III. While manufacturers are actively 

developing new products and new LED-based emergency luminaire systems, these are designed 

as complete new installations, not as retrofit solutions for the existing installed base. The only 

mercury-free pathway that currently exists is therefore full luminaire replacement, which 

LightingEurope argues is not a proportionate or practically feasible solution given the long service 

life of existing installations and the significant costs and disruptions involved, particularly in 

technically sensitive environments. 
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1.2.2 Environmental and health arguments 

The applicant argues that retrofit lamps allow existing general‑lighting fixtures to remain in use, 

reducing the need to discard entire luminaires, cutting electronic waste and supporting 

circular‑economy goals by extending product lifetimes and conserving resources. Fluorescent lamps 

are made of glass, metals, phosphors and mercury, all of which can be effectively recycled, while 

LED‑based alternatives contain electronic components such as control gear and a light engine with 

mounted LEDs. These assemblies often include materials or substances regulated by RoHS that are 

nevertheless used under specific exemptions (for example, lead in high‑melting‑temperature 

solders, in glass or ceramic electronic components, or in aluminium and copper alloys for heatsinks 

and other parts). The applicant has not provided reliable evidence or references to substantiate the 

claim that LED-based luminaires contain materials or substances that are regulated by RoHS and 

rely on exemptions. However, the applicant asserts that the environmental, health and safety impacts 

of LED-based luminaires have not yet been conclusively compared with those of luminaires 

operating with fluorescent lamps. 

1.2.3 Socioeconomic impacts 

LEU explains that keeping retrofit lamps available is vital for emergency lighting because it allows 

existing systems to be properly maintained and remain fully operational over time. Although LED 

adoption is increasing, fluorescent replacements should still be offered so emergency luminaires 

can be kept working without costly or complex fixture changes. This is critical for safety, since 

regulations require reliable emergency lighting during power outages and other emergencies. 

2 Questions to stakeholders 

Before you start, please fill in your contact details:  

Name:  

Company:  

E-Mail and phone number:  

1. Do you agree with the arguments put forward by the applicants? Are there any additional 

reasons that support the requested extension of the exemption? Please detail in your answer if you 

agree with the exemption wording proposed by LEU and to the duration for which the exemption has 

been applied for. In each case, please explain your views. 

2. In your opinion, what reasons oppose the requested extension of the exemption? 

3. How do you assess the potential negative effects of substitution on occupational health and 

consumer safety, in particular with regard to possible accidents due to insufficient reliability of 

substitutes?  

4. How do you assess the overall benefits of substitutes for the environment, health and consumer 

safety? 

5. Are there any other aspects that you believe should be taken into account when assessing this 

application? Please provide relevant documents and evidence. 
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Please send your answers to the project email: rohs.exemptions@oeko.de at the latest by 24 

July 2026. 

Responses submitted electronically will be posted on the RoHS Exemption Website site as 

they are received unless respondents specifically request that their contribution should not 

be published. In the latter case, responses should be clearly and visibly marked with the 

words "Not for publication” and a version for publication should be provided alongside the 

confidential one. 

mailto:rohs.exemptions@oeko.de

