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Day 1

Open session of the ESSF MRV Monitoring Sub-Group to discuss Working and Concept Papers on templates and rules for submission

Working Paper on monitoring plan template

1. The Chair introduced the topic noting that the proposed elements of the MP have taken into consideration Article 6 of the EU MRV Regulation, which already specifies a certain level of detail that cannot be overruled.

2. A presentation of the Working Paper on the Monitoring Plan (MP) was made by PwC & partners (Dennis Mes, PwC). This new version was modified according to comments received after the last meeting. It included the background on the scope and purpose of the MP concerning its content and the level of detail, activity data, data quality and availability, an overview of the related management activities and finally additional individual information. Questions and proposals for discussion were put forward with sub-group members feedback summarised as follows:

Basic Data

· Several members agreed to have a voluntary "Open description field" for providing additional identification parameters of the ship (e.g. report Ice Class, EEDI related parameters/correction factors or any other element that influences the final result). Some were of the view that specific fields would be preferable e.g. in relation to Ice Class.
· Some members also confirmed their willingness to have an "Additional information field" to report other ship details on a voluntary basis such as the Flag State or Class Society.
· Several members questioned the reasoning for asking additional data, in particular the age (keel laying/year of build/construction) and Statcode 5.
· The Chair clarified that most of this information is required under Article 6 (3) of the EU MRV Regulation and that will be needed for the verifier to assess both the MP and ER e.g. to relate the cargo parameter to the ship type. Having in mind the discussion, the Chair concluded that the need for additional data (in addition to Article 6) should be scrutinized for the next version of the working paper and that a voluntary open description field should be considered. It was also noted that there is a need to keep the work streams aligned i.e. consistent structure of all the templates and the information therein.
· Some members recommended clear definitions for Company and MP ownership, on which the Chair confirmed that additional guidance/FAQs is being considered.
· Some members raised concerns over the need to describe procedures and responsibilities for tracking the completeness of the list of emission sources plus the type of fuels used. In this respect reference to existing quality/procedural management systems (QMS) such as the ISM Code, as well as current mandatory certificates and record books i.e. IAPP and Oil-Record-Book respectively, was made in this regard. The Chair clarified that there would always be a possibility for making reference to those QMS in the MP if these are in place i.e. implemented on-board by the Company and that this should be considered for the next version of the working paper.
· Some members expressed apprehension with regards to a combined list of emission sources (CO2) with fuel types used, considering it as excessively descriptive. Moreover, there could be ships that may not be able to discriminate their fuel consumption and CO2 emissions by source and fuel. The Chair noted that the MP cannot exclude any fuel type and that the emission sources list is closed i.e. clearly defined in the Regulation. A pre-defined table with all emission sources and types of fuels would be useful.
· Once again, the emission factors for the non-conventional fuels such as alternative non-fossil fuels like biofuels, hybrid/mixtures of oil fuels, etc. were discussed. Previous discussions were recalled; recommendation to use the IMO standard emission factor values to the extent possible. Moreover, it would make the verification related process simpler. Reference was also made to the latest/amended version of IMO Resolution MEPC.245 (66) - Guidelines calculation of the EEDI. Also in this respect, one member was of the view that if there will be no standard emission factor values available for these types of fuels, the MP should describe how they are going to be determined; others argued that the overall difference in terms of CO2 may not pay-off the burden of an exact calculation and later verification, each time such fuels are to be used.
· Some members suggested using department/function contact details as individual person might frequently change.

Activity Data

· Several members asked the contractor to update the text proposed according to the outcome of the discussions held on the first day of this meeting. Chair took note and recalled that further consideration and work on guidance has been recognised, on which the contractor will be involved.
· Some members reminded that method A would also require instruments and that density should also be included in method D.
· One member suggested that information on the exemption foreseen in Article 9.2. could be provided in advance, before verification takes place i.e. included in the MP.
Uncertainty, Data Gaps + methods to treat it, Management, Further Information

· Several members voiced concerns about the need to have such a difficult procedure in place (closing for data gaps) for individual ships i.e. included in their MP. Furthermore, some were of the opinion that this dialogue and the corresponding agreed solution should be taken by the owner/operator and the verifier; to this end, it would not be necessary to have standard methods to opt for. One member recommended developing guidance document that could include a description of those gap situations and the approaches taken to overcome those, supported by good practices.
· Some members highlighted the complexity of having such a fall back method such as a ship specific fuel consumption estimate that could be used for later verification; to proceed in this way, AIS/LRIT data would have to be available and a model to convert that into fuel consumption.
· Some members referred to the possible use of alternative monitoring methods as fall back in case of data gaps.
· The Chair reminded that methods for closing data gaps are required under Regulation’s Article 6.3.(i). He was also of the view that, by providing standard methods upfront, drafting of the MP would become facilitated. In addition, the Chair noted the subgroup's agreement that some of these issues could indeed be subject to best practices document instead of being reflected in the MP template.

Templates and rules for submission for emission reports and documents of compliance: Concept paper on Automated Systems, Data Exchange Formats including Electronic Templates under the EU MRV Regulation

3. A presentation on the Automated Systems, Data Exchange Formats including Electronic Templates under the EU MRV Regulation was delivered by EMSA. It covered an overview of the system users and their role (Companies, Verifiers, EC, Member/Flag Sates), as well as the schematics and workflow of a EU MRV IT Tool (a system to be developed/built as an extension of tools operated by EMSA (THETIS)), which would cater for the reporting and notification obligations - the so called mandatory requirements to be fulfilled inside the system. In order to guarantee its uniform application, the EU MRV Regulation establishes the use of standardised templates and automated systems as an effective and transparent mean of communication. In this respect, the presentation also specified the content of templates annual emission report (ER) & document of compliance (DoC).

4. Several questions were put forward with the sub-group members’ feedback summarised as follows:

· Representatives of the Member States (EU Flag States) and one non-EU Flag State that spoke recognised the usefulness to have such a system in place, in view of a harmonised implementation and enforcement of the EU MRV Regulation. Therefore, they confirm their interest to have access to it.

· The Chair note that there may be a need to further breakdown the list of ship types to allow for a better understanding of their efficiency.
· Once again, specific questions were raised on: communication of ER and DoC, data access and ownership, filling-in fixed/predefined information, management, control and disclosure of submitted information. EMSA welcomed the comments and questions made and reiterated that members’ feedback is of extreme importance at this stage towards a system that all could acknowledge to be fit for purpose.
· One member voiced the relevance of NABs having access to sample the verifiers and, in a way, assist in their accreditation process. The Chair clarified that this question should be deferred to the next presentation.
· The Commission further clarified that English, being the language commonly used in the shipping sector, would be the preferred one.
· One member asked again if voluntary information will be subject to verification; the Chair replied that everything that is reported will have to be verified towards a consistent level of quality of the entire report. 
· Having in mind the lack of time available to address some of the questions put forward, the Chair invited for written comments, particularly in relation to the question of voluntary information that may be reported in both the ER and DoC e.g. identifier in the DoC that could relate to an ER.
· One member asked why the company name has not been reflected in the DoC being the one assuming that responsibility from the owner? The EC, while noting its absence from the Regulation, took note of this valid point and proposed including the company details in a voluntary field.

Transport work and proxies

5. An expert presentation on “Transport work and its proxies - some evidence and findings from voluntary monitoring and reporting by RBSA and others” was made by Tristan Smith (UCL). It provided information regarding the process of data collection, as well as an analysis of the elements that compromise the EEOI, in particular the commercial related ones such as variability of the cargo utilisation (payload) factor and all remaining factors that may not be fully under the owner/operator control (split incentives). A comparison between different transport work proxies (the four IMO energy efficiency metrics) was made to conclude that these are not equivalent and that energy efficiency is driven by a combination of technical and operational factors and that it cannot be generalised. Only EEOI represents the carbon intensity of actual transport work done. An interesting technical debate followed:

· Some members, while thanking UCL for their work, were grateful for the conclusions and highlighted the complex nature of energy efficiency.

Concept paper on tools facilitating the monitoring and verification workflow under the EU MRV Regulation 

6. A 2nd presentation on voluntary modules under the EU MRV IT Tool was delivered by EMSA. It went through several enhancements on top of the previous mandatory module (additional modules) that would support the Monitoring and Verification requirements pursuant to the EU MRV Regulation. These would be fulfilled inside the system on a voluntary basis. The integrated web-based approach as envisaged, considered all the ESSF members’ comments, cost-effectiveness and its uniform implementation.

7. Sub-group members’ feedback followed and hereunder summarised:

· One member requested if the system would also be able to store specific information (and its information exchange) or would just record that this information was submitted. EMSA replied both options would be in place.
· One member questioned about the possibility of having non-EU NABs accessing the system. The Commission clarified that it will have to be an EU NAB to accredit a verifier (either from the EU or not).
· One member, having in mind the potential role of a Flag State under the global system, express its hesitation to have a full system in place as being presented, unless there is a clear willingness from both companies and verifiers to perform their tasks using the voluntary modules.

Welcome and Opening (afternoon session)

8. The meeting started with the announcement of the Chair’s replacement. Marco Loprieno (DG-CLIMA) will take over from Tiziana Frongia.

9. After having adopted the Agenda, the sub-group had a brief discussion and approved the minutes of the 2nd meeting.
 
Task 1: Identification of relevant verification rules

Competencies of the Verifiers

10. A presentation of the working paper on the general competencies of verifiers and specific role to the maritime sector was made by PwC & partners (Dennis Mes, PwC). The revised paper was restructured and updated to reflect the comments received and discussions held during the previous meeting. As the EU MRV Regulation does not specify competence requirements for verifiers, the presentation recalled the potential needs and options for such rules and standards to be recommended by the sub-group. Clear reference to such rules was made and a list of examples of the sector specific technical monitoring & reporting competence aspects was provided.

11. A question was put forward with the sub-group members feedback as follows:

· One member was of the opinion that the competence of those assessing the monitoring plan should be of a higher technical detail compared to the one being recommended to those verifying the emissions report. To this end, it was recommended to keep these competences separated by activity. The English linguistic competence of the verifier was also mentioned; the Chair reminded what was agreed in the 1st meeting - no further criteria in these respect - but note the point made.
· Several members commented that there are still some relevant elements missing recalling previous meetings; IMO Codes & Guidance e.g. ISM, good understanding of Energy Efficiency and ships’ operational performance EEOI/SEEMP, risk-assessment, specific knowledge and competence of the PSC Officers required by the EU Directive on PSC and IACS or EMSA’s audit schemes in place on the work performed by ROs as well as on the competence of its surveyors. 
· Some members were also of the view that the verifiers should have similar competences, either in relation to the MP or ER. The Chair intervened recalling the sub-group’s agreement on a single accreditation for both activities and that will be reflected in the revised paper.
· Upon a question on the purpose of the ISAE 3410, it was clarified that the accreditation of a verifier will be granted according to EN ISO 14065.
· One member suggested making reference to the EN ISO standards as amended.
· The Chair concluded that there will be one single list of competencies covering the assessment of monitoring plan and the verification of emissions reports and that in principle the list of competencies is considered agreed by the subgroup. Regarding specific maritime competencies, the Chair invited participants to provided written suggestions and comments. 

Assessment of the Conformity of the Monitoring Plan

12. The presentation continued on the assessment of the conformity of the MP. As the EU MRV Regulation does not specify any procedure to assess the content and conformity of the MP, the presentation recalled the potential needs for rules and options for such procedures to be recommended by the sub-group. Reference to existing standards and quality management systems was discussed, together with a list of minimum activities to be performed by the verifier when assessing the MP. Other potential issues arising from this assessment such as the threat of self-review and time allocation were also mentioned as not in need of further rules.

13. Discussion feedback as follows:

· One member requested clarification on the meaning of completeness and whether this goes beyond addressing all mandatory items. Point taken by the contractor and it will be clearer in the revised paper.
· One member asked about how the verifier will inform the company that the MP has been assessed and was found to be in conformity. Rapporteurs made reference to usual procedures in place i.e. through an assessment report and/or sent the MP back to the company stamped as ‘verified’. The Chair indicated the possibility of using the voluntary modules and templates of the EU MRV IT tool as a way forward.
· Some members suggested that, by making reference to IMO mandatory requirements such as the SEEMP and ISM Code, these should not be considered as indicative/optional as it shall be implemented on-board.
· The Chair made reference to Article 7 of the EU MRV Regulation to inform about the cases that would require the MP to be modified and reassessed. It was also explained that enforcement by PSC would be limited to check the existence of a valid DoC on-board; MP will not be part of this check.
·  The chair concluded that the list of minimum activities related to the assertions of completeness, relevance and conformity of the MP with the MRV Regulation was agreed. The Chair noted that in a revised version of the Working paper, few issues need to be clarified including how the final acceptance should be documented. 

Verification Case-Study

14. A very interesting and hands-on presentation was delivered by Julien Dufour (VERIFAVIA) and Poul Woodall (DFDS). It aimed to report the main challenges faced during a pilot verification, including collecting data e.g. on-board documentation and ship’s activity, gathering its technical and operational information such as the machinery items and fuel consumed. Items that were verified, the checks that were performed and the results found have been presented. The presentation was very appreciated by the members and lead to a lively debate.

Risk assessment to be carried out by the Verifier

15. The presentation continued on the risk assessment to be carried out by the verifier. As the EU MRV Regulation does not specify any procedure to carry out risk assessments, the presentation recalled the potential needs for rules and options for such procedures to be recommended by the sub-group. Reference to existing standards was made, together with a list of relevant assertions and risks the verifier should account for. The Chair complemented with a note that there are some directions already in this respect in the EU MRV Regulation under its article 15.

16. Discussion feedback as follows:

· One member expressed concerns on the possibility of having a requirement on what shall be a risk-assessment with a too high level of detail. To this end, reference was made to the existing guidance on MRV accreditation.
· One member, while asking about who should perform the activity-based ‘emissions modelling’ based on ship tracking data and characteristics, referred to the tool developed by EUROCONTROL on behalf of the EC. Other members added questions on how to combine AIS data with log-books.
· The rapporteur was of the opinion that further guidance is needed in this matter noting that mentioned information may not be readily available.
· The Chair clarified that the risk-assessment shall only apply to the ER and informed that guidance in relation to activity-based verification using either automated systems or on-board record books is being considered.
· One member, while recapturing previous meetings on where a number of members did not agree to include further rules for risk assessment through a legal act, believed that it should be up to the verifier to analyse and decide.
· One member preferred to set a basic framework for risk-assessment rules accompanied by Commission guidance.
· The Chair informed that there will be an evaluation of the need for further rules to be specified in the delegated act (in addition to the existing provisions (Article 15)) and for additional guidance including on the use of ship tracking data.

Verification of the Emissions Report and Reasonable Assurance

17. The presentation continued on the verification of the ER and reasonable assurance. As the EU MRV Regulation does not specify any procedure on how to carry out verification activities nor includes a definition for reasonable assurance, the presentation provided the background, elements for consideration such as European Regulations (AVR No 600/2012) and International Standards (ISO 14064-3:2006) with the objective of having an harmonised approach between verifiers, as well as backward verification related to the ER. Suggestions were proposed to address these matters. 

18. Discussion feedback as follows:

· One member shared apprehension on the level of detail being proposed to be part of a legal act. Moreover, this has not been discussed to the same degree in relation to the MP. The Chair clarified that a list of activities/procedures had also been discussed and agreed upon for the MP.
· Some members reminded about existing rules and guidance in place such as the ones being applied in the EU ETS.
· One member requested clarifications on 1) the ‘sampling plan’ included in the working paper 2) independent 3rd party information that could be used for verification and to which extent it is linked with the AIS data check discussed before 3) the time lines required under the EU MRV Regulation to provide necessary information available for verification e.g. ‘company submitting the MP in time’; otherwise, the verifiers may end up facing pressure to meet their own deadlines when fulfilling their tasks.
· The rapporteur commented that it may not be needed to be so specific and detailed on verification activities and provide a set of options instead. The contractor further clarified that it was presented as an option to allow a more efficient and effective activity data verification. Also in this respect, the technical secretariat recalled what was presented and clarified by EMSA in previous meetings; there are other sources of information rather than AIS allowing verifiers to perform such activity verification and that Article 15 (first two paragraphs) clearly explains the potential risks either in the monitoring or the reporting processes.
· One member, understanding the amount of cargo carried could play a relevant role in the fuel consumption, claimed that there is no sufficient availability of independent cargo-related information to cross-check the values being reported and that draught measurements are not practical; having the ISO 14065 in mind, there will be no data source apart from the one being supplied by the company to cross-check and verify.
· Having considered a divided audience, the Chair concluded that further discussions are needed and that there should be at least some rules in order to ensure a level playing field between the verifiers; for this purpose, written comments with concrete proposals were requested.

Documents to be provided by the Company to the Verifier

19. The presentation continued on documents to be provided by the company to the verifier. As the EU MRV Regulation does not specify these documents, the presentation recalled the potential needs and options for such rules on documents to be recommended by the sub-group. Documents availability, retention period, confidentiality were amongst the issues covered and a list of such documents was proposed. The Chair complemented with the list of issues that were closed (retention period, there should be copies of the documents at the head office and that the confidentiality is safeguarded by the ISO standards).  

20. Discussion feedback as follows:

· The need to handover originals, true/certified copies and just copies was discussed; majority agreed that scanned (electronic) copies should suffice.
· On the retention period, one member asked if the requirement will apply to both the companies and verifiers. Divergent views were expressed (companies do not need to retain / companies and verifiers will share the same retention period / different retention periods may be observed as verifiers are submitted to accreditation rules).
· Some members questioned the need to have the original MP and all its related information on-board the ship. Others argued that, as the MP includes the procedures to monitor and estimate emissions, it would be relevant to have it on-board.
· One member requested clarification on what will become compulsory to have through the delegated act, and where to retain it (either on-board, at the head-office or both) and what would be "good to have" to be part of an indicative list in a guidance document. The Chair clarified that Annex III of the EU MRV Regulation, which sets the elements to be taken into account for the delegated acts, includes ‘documents to be provided by companies to verifiers’ as part of the verification procedure; same applies in the AVR.
· One member recapped what was discussed and agreed in previous meetings; that the list of documents should be flexible, as it may easily vary for each ship type and company under different circumstances and some may not even be in the hands of the company.
· The Chair concluded that this discussion served to set a minimum list of documents to be made available to the verifier, if applicable with a view to perform his work. However, written comments were invited in relation to the list. 

Site Visits

21. The presentation continued on site visits to be performed by the verifier. As the EU MRV Regulation does not specify how these should be performed, the presentation recalled the potential needs for rules and options for such visits, as well as for the activities to be performed, to be recommended by the sub-group. It was reminded that the sub-group has agreed that the need for the site visits, their location and scope should reflect the outcome of the verifier's risk assessment, on a case by case basis. It also presented a list of minimum activities that shall be carried by the verifier. The Chair also recalled that the critical mass of data shall be kept at the head office.

22. Discussion feedback as follows:

· One member requested clarification about the proposed mandatory requirement to have a site visit in the first year. The contractor replied saying that it seems logic doing a site visit in the first year, having in mind that there hasn’t been any previous contact between the company and the verifier and the last would definitely find it useful and benefit from it. The Chair took note of the comment made and proposed to revise the text. 
· One member proposed replacing ‘minimum’ for ‘applicable’ activities. The Chair concurred as these being examples of activities that could be done.
· Several members were of the view that a site visit at the head office would aim to reduce the risks of the verification process to a level of reasonable assurance; therefore, it should be considered as an efficient starting point.
· Some members continued to show preference for remote though effective electronic data & communication exchange, minimising the site visit's need.
· The auditing/verification schemes in place performed by the Flag States were again remembered. However, some members argued that Member States’ responsibilities and those responsibilities lying in the verification processes should be clearly separated.
· Noting the discussions, the Chair concluded that the need for site visits should be determined by the verifier based on the results of the risk assessment and that site visits should not be mandatory in the first year. Furthermore, the Chair concluded that site visits should usually take place in the head office of the company and that the proposed rules in the working paper were considered a good starting point.

Uncertainty

23. The presentation continued on the subject of uncertainty. The proposed rules on verifiers checking uncertainty levels as described in the MP and disclosed in the ER, were accepted.

24. The sub-group agreed with this proposal and no further discussions were held in this respect. 

Materiality

25. The presentation continued on the subject of materiality. As the EU MRV Regulation does not define materiality and does not set a threshold for acceptable materiality level when verifying the emissions report, the presentation recalled the potential needs for rules and possible options to address this issue and to be recommended by the sub-group. The contractor tried to define the basic principle behind materiality as to what extent an error could be accepted by the verifier; if an error is found on the report and of a certain material amount, the verifier cannot conclude positively about the result of the verification and that error shall have to be corrected.  A 5% materiality value was proposed for CO2 emissions, transport work and other relevant information in line with the GHG protocol.

26. The issue once again led to a very detailed debate. Feedback as follows:

· One member argued that, regardless of the threshold set, it should not be considered as the permitted/allowable error. In his view, materiality is the process by which the verifier will not only determine the size of the sample of records needed, depending on a number of factors, but also the fact that the verifier uses it, at the end of the process so as to decide   whether he has had sufficient evidence to conclude that the emissions report is free from material misstatements. In addition, the materiality concept is also the record process used to indicate that there are ‘must correct’ errors identified.
· The contractor also clarified that, although the level of assurance is related to the number of samples made, materiality should not be confused with the level of assurance. Therefore, materiality threshold should instead be considered as the cut-off point above which misstatements that are not corrected influence the decision of the user.
· Upon some questions on the difference between accuracy and materiality, one member suggested these two concepts should be applied to different entities; materiality for the verifier and accuracy for the company.
· One member asked about the methodology to determine materiality. The contractor replied that it is a threshold set by the user (EC) to ensure that there is a sufficient and accepted level of quality of the values being reported, therefore in an acceptable condition to be made public. 
· Based on the discussion, the Chair considered the proposed 5% of materiality level for CO2 emissions accepted by the subgroup and called for comments on the 5% also proposed for transport work and other relevant information.




Misstatements and Non-Conformities

27. The presentation continued on misstatements and non-conformities. The EU MRV Regulation specifies only partly how verifiers should deal with misstatements and it does not specify if all misstatements and non-conformities should be corrected or only those material. The Presentation recalled the potential needs for rules and possible options to address this issue and to be recommended by the sub-group. To this end, a flexible although efficient proposal for a way forward, which could work for both companies and verifiers, was made. The contractor noted that the suggestion has not only considered EU ETS rules but also International Standards and common practices on GHG verification; in fact, it’s a more lean approach not compromising the result that it should be expected to achieve. 

28. Discussion feedback as follows:

· Upon a member’s question on the GHG assurance statements and recommendations therein, the Chair confirmed that recommendations should be reflected in the verification report.
· One member argued that the EU MRV Regulation does say that non-conformities and misstatements have to be corrected. The Chair noted this comment and will double-check to avoid legal inconsistency in the Delegated Act.
· Some members shared doubts on what should be considered material misstatements; to this end, the Chair proposed to develop a definition, on the fact that the verifier would apply not only a quantitative judgement but also a qualitative one.

Content of the Verification Report

29. The Chair, while introducing the topic, recalled the mandate given in the EU MRV Regulation to establish a list of minimum requirements of the VR and informed that the delegated act will provide for a template or a list of minimum requirements. The presentation recalled the potential needs for rules and possible options to address this issue and to be recommended by the sub-group. Reference to Standards was also made.

30. A question related to the need of having the above mentioned template and a proposal for the information therein were put forward with the sub-group members feedback as follows:

· Some members expressed concerns on the level of information to be included in the VR such as all the findings and recommendations made, if this report is to be sent to someone/somewhere apart from the company. The Chair clarified that the VR was never meant to be made public, only the satisfactory verified values in the ER were; the VR is considered part of the relations between company and verifier. It was also noted that, in the foreseen voluntary modules of the EU MRV IT tool, the information being uploaded, will only be accessible to those companies and verifiers who will be willing to use such modules in the system.
· One member suggested differentiating between what the company and verifier will need to see in the VR and what should be there for the purpose of accreditation. The rapporteur considered this possibility as being useful and towards harmonisation.
· The Chair concluded that the next version of the paper will try to reflect all the comments received so as to keep a lean approach. Nevertheless, and according to legal requirements of the Regulation the following minimum content will be required: verification opinion, misstatements and non-conformities which had not been corrected and any recommendations for improvements. In this respect, members added: scope and agreement. 

Recommendations for Improvements

31. The presentation continued on the subject of recommendations for improvements. The Chair reminded that it was already agreed that these recommendations could be used by the verifier to provide suggestions of best practices based on experience with other companies. The presentation recalled the potential needs for rules and possible options to address this issue and to be recommended by the sub-group. Proposals were made with the feedback of the members as follows. 

· One member suggested that intellectual property rights should be taken into account, depending on what type of recommendations are suggested.
· Rapporteur note that suggesting recommendations should not encompass providing information and offering solutions; otherwise, it could be confused with consultancy and that would go against the accreditation principles. The rapporteur further clarified that legally speaking; the verifier can say "what to improve" but not "how to improve it". Reference was made to AVR where all these aspects have been included.
· The Chair concluded that the rule proposed in the working paper will be fine-tuned to reflect the discussion. In particular rules will focus on limiting the recommendations to be made (e.g. no recommendations for improvements allowed for changing the monitoring method). 

Task 2: Identification of relevant accreditation rules

Presentation on the Accreditation Process

32. A very enlightening presentation was delivered by the rapporteur Niels-Christian Dalstrup (EA). It provided a background on the requirements for the accreditation process, as well as on the accreditation criteria. An overview of the initial accreditation process and the accreditation cycle activities were presented and explained in detail.



Scope of Accreditation

33. The presentation continued on the subject of the scope of accreditation. The presentation recalled what was agreed in previous meetings, the potential needs for rules and possible options to address this issue and to be recommended by the sub-group. Options on the dual-role of the verifier and accreditation sub-scope of GHG emissions verification were made with the feedback of the members as follows:

· The group discussed the need for additional safeguards on impartiality and independence of the verifier (dual-role). It was assumed that ISO 14065 already addresses consultancy as part of the avoidance of conflict interest. One member argued that assessing the MP should not be considered consultancy and therefore, there would be no problem if the same individual also carries the ER verification. The rapporteur added that splitting the tasks between two separate individuals of the same company would not bring added value. Some members suggested that additional safeguard could be possible if validation and verification would be considered separately. Some members suggested having an internal independent review/verification procedure within the same company.
· The Chair, having in mind the discussion, concluded that there should be a single accreditation and that a better description of the role of the independent reviewer should be provided taking into account EN ISO 14065 and invited for written comments.

How Accreditation for Shipping Activities can be requested

34. The presentation continued on the subject of how accreditation for shipping activities can be requested. The presentation recalled what was agreed in previous meetings, the potential needs for rules and possible options to address this issue and to be recommended by the sub-group. Option for allocation of NAB, in particularly for the non-EU verifiers, was described, as well as a suggestion to make reference to standards to specify rules for requesting an accreditation pursuant to the EU MRV Regulation and to tailor it to maritime.

35. Discussion feedback as follows:

· Upon a member’s intervention on the need to have such level of detail in the Delegated Act, the Chair replied that in the EU MRV Regulation there is no reference to existing rules on accreditation of GHG verification e.g. AVR and, as this process should preferably be applied to the maritime context, it was decided to specify and adapt these rules in a delegated act.
· A member asked about the list of existing NABs. On this, the rapporteur replied that such list is not available for the time being; preparations are being made to provide such information as soon as the requirements for the process of accreditation related to EU MRV for shipping become clear.
· One member raised the possibility of a non-EU verifier refusing to go through the European accreditation scheme linking with the example of what is happening in the aviation sector. One member intervened by providing the information that there are accreditation schemes in place on an international level that sort this out; to this end, international cooperation between NABs has been established. The Chair clarified that the EU MRV Regulation specifically requests verifiers to be accredited by an EU NAB.
· Based on the discussion, the Chair concluded that the subgroup agreed with the consultants' proposal which underlines that non-EU verifiers are allowed to choose freely an EU NAB. Also the option presented by the Consultant on using article 45 of the AVR plus making reference to the harmonized standard referred to in the Accreditation Regulation 768/2005 was agreed.

Requirements for National Accreditation Bodies in order to be competent to provide Accreditation to Verifiers for Shipping Activities

36. The presentation continued on this subject. As the EU MRV Regulation does not specify requirements for NAB in regards to competency to provide accreditation for shipping activities, the presentation recalled what was already discussed in previous sessions i.e. no additional requirements are needed apart from those related to specific knowledge and competence on the maritime sector, meaning ships and their activities.

37. The sub-group agreed with the proposals and no further discussions were held in this respect.

How Verifiers will be assessed by the National Accreditation Bodies in order to issue an Accreditation Certificate

38. The presentation continued on this subject. As the EU MRV Regulation does not provide any indication on the issue, the presentation recalled what was already discussed in previous sessions such as performing accreditation assessments, witness visits and validity of the accreditation certificate and finally presented the options to deal with these matters in line with EN ISO 17011.  

39. The sub-group agreed with the proposals and no further discussions were held in this respect.

National Accreditation Bodies surveillance to confirm continuation of verifiers' accreditation 

40. The presentation continued on this subject. The presentation summarised and proposed to adopt the existing rules, standards and procedures being used on GHG verification and accreditation services with the feedback of the members as follows:

· One member reiterated that NABs should have access to the future EU MRV IT Tool in order to assist these bodies performing their accreditation monitoring activities on the verifiers. The rapporteur reacted by saying that it is not up to the NAB to undertake comparisons between documents/plans; the principle of accreditation specifies that it is up to the verifier to demonstrate what and how he has been performing. Therefore, it will be the verifier’s access to the tool that the NABs would use when visiting his office.
· One member asked about the requirements of the annual visit to a verifier’s office on which the rapporteur replied that it is mandatory.
· One member requested clarification on the possibility of accreditation being revoked and how would it work for the company, if the verifier has already issued the DoC. The rapporteur clarified that, from an accreditation point of view, an evaluation of the work carried by that verifier will have to be made. One member, having considered what has been said, suggested having a list of the revoked verifiers in the public domain and that EA could assist on this. The Chair, having in mind the suggestion made, agreed to further check how to deal with the revoke situation.
· One member asked for clarification with regards to the NABs visits; the rapporteur clarified that NABs visits consist of an office visit (to be performed on the verifier’s premises) and a witness visit (to be performed when the verifier will visit the ship-owner’s office).
· Based on the discussion, the Chair concluded that as the EU MRV Regulation has a number of new elements compared to other established systems, annual surveillance of all verifiers, including an office visit could be necessary to safeguard quality, especially given the dual task of the verifier.

Communication between National Accreditation Bodies and the EC

41. The presentation continued on this subject. The EU MRV Regulation does not specify how NABs should communicate to the Commission about accreditations, withdrawals or suspensions of accreditations. The first day's template discussion (on the EU MRV IT Tool) was mentioned also as a possible way forward. Members’ feedback as follows:

· Some members showed willingness to have all this information being directly populated in the IT tool, instead of consulting several websites.
· The Chair noted that this communication is working for the EU ETS; but in addition, the EU MRV IT Tool could also publish that list. Therefore, the status of accreditation of verifiers will be communicated by the individual NABs to the Commission by use of a standardized format. A list of accredited verifiers will be published by the individual NABs and the European co-operation for Accreditation (EA) through providing direct links to each NABs list of accredited verifiers under the EU MRV Regulation
 


Progress Report on the Work of the ESSF Sub-group on Shipping MRV Verification and Accreditation

42. The Rapporteurs Katharine Palmer (LR) and Niels-Christian Dalstrup (EA) delivered a short presentation of the progress report to be presented in next week ESSF Plenary (26 January 2016). The report consists of a summary of the work being carried by this sub-group, its findings, agreements and recommendations, as well as the next steps foreseen.

Concluding Remarks

43. The Chair concluded the meeting with a list of actions and responsibilities as follows:

· The minutes of the meeting will be circulated by EMSA as soon as ready.
· Members are invited to provide written comments on the papers presented and presentations given, having in mind not only the questions that were put forward in each discussion points but also on inputs from this meeting. Deadline 5 February.
· The rapporteurs, assisted by the contractors, will revise the working paper according to the suggestions & agreements reached in this session.
· The next meeting of the sub-group will take place on 5 & 6 April 2016 (two days). More details will be forward to members closer to the event.
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