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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Legal context

The MRV Maritime Regulation! establishes the overall legislative framework for the monitoring, report-
ing, and verification of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from maritime transport. Article 23 of the MRV
Maritime Regulation confers on the European Commission the power to adopt delegated acts on the
assessment of monitoring plans, the verification of partial emissions reports, emissions reports, emis-
sions reports at shipping company level, on the accreditation of verifiers and on the supervision of the
accreditation. On 20 October 2023, Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2023/2917 on the verifica-
tion activities, accreditation of verifiers and approval of monitoring plans by administering authorities in
the Context of the MRV Maritime Regulation was adopted. (This guidance refers to that act as the “Mar-
itime Accreditation and Verification Regulation (M-AVR)2. The M-AVR replaced Commission Dele-
gated Regulation (EU) 2016/2072. Together with the MRV Maritime Regulation, it currently provides the
legislative framework for accreditation and verification as required for the inclusion of maritime transport
activities in the EU Emissions Trading System established by the EU ETS Directive3.

This guidance document is part of a suite of guidance documents developed by the Commission ser-
vices to explain the requirements in the MRV Maritime Regulation and its implementing legislation. The
suite of guidance documents supports a harmonised interpretation of the requirements by Member
States and includes:

® A general guidance document for shipping companies on the EU ETS and MRV Maritime (GD 1);
® A guidance document (GD 2) on the approval of Monitoring Plans (MPs) by administering authorities.

Further guidance documents may be developed as required.

The current guidance document (GD 3) provides guidance to assist its users (verifiers, administering
authorities, accreditation bodies, national authorities, shipping companies and other interested parties)
in their understanding of the requirements of the M-AVR. This guidance document represents the views
of the Commission services at the time of publication. It is not legally binding.

Where this supports the understanding and clarification of concepts and requirements, examples have
been inserted in the text or attached as an annex.

Regulation (EU) 2015/757 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 29 April 2015 on the monitoring, reporting and
verification of greenhouse gas emissions from maritime transport, and amending Directive 2009/16/EC (Text with EEA rele-

Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2023/2917 of 20 October 2023 on the verification activities, accreditation of verifiers
and approval of monitoring plans by administering authorities pursuant to Regulation (EU) 2015/757 of the European Parliament
and of the Council on the monitoring, reporting and verification of greenhouse gas emissions from maritime transport, and
repealing Commission  Delegated Regulation (EU) 2016/2072. Consolidated  version: http://data.eu-

Directive 2003/87/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 13 October 2003 establishing a scheme for greenhouse
gas emission allowance trading within the Community and amending Council Directive 96/61/EC. Consolidated version:


http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2015/757/2024-01-01
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg_del/2023/2917/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg_del/2023/2917/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/dir/2003/87/2024-03-01

1.2 How to read this Guidance Document?

This guidance is structured as follows:

Chapter 2 explains the objectives and the main concepts of the M-AVR. It also outlines the roles and
responsibilities of the different parties involved in applying the MRV Maritime Regulation and the EU
ETS Directive (as far as maritime transport is concerned), and describes the interrelation between the
M-AVR and other legislation, harmonised standards and the suite of guidance documents. It also pro-
vides an overview of other guidance documents developed to support a common interpretation.

Chapter 3 provides an introduction to verification and its main principles.
Chapter4 elaborates on the tasks to be carried out by verifiers under the MRV Maritime Regulation:

® Section 4.1 deals with the assessment of ships’ monitoring plans by verifiers;

® Section 4.2 describes the verification process regarding ships’ annual or partial Emission Reports
(ERs);

® Section 4.3 gives guidance on the verification of Company-level Emission Reports (CERS) required
for the purpose of the EU ETS.

This chapter explains the risks to be managed and the various steps to be followed in the assessment
and verification process. Additionally, it outlines what activities must be carried out when issues are
identified during the verification and cannot be resolved before the verification report is issued. Section
4.4 explains the important concept of materiality. It also describes the treatment of misstatements and
non-conformities identified by the verifier.

Chapter 5 clarifies the requirements that verifiers have to meet in order to receive accreditation. It ex-
plains the main concepts of the competence process, the competence requirements, the impartiality and
independence requirements, and the requirements on documentation and procedures to be established
by verifiers.

Chapter 6 provides an explanation of the principles of accreditation and the steps that an accreditation
body has to follow when accrediting and subsequently monitoring an accredited verifier. It also gives
general information on the types of administrative measures an accreditation body can impose on a
verifier in the case of violation of M-AVR requirements and procedures.

Chapter 7 clarifies the information exchange requirements laid down in Chapter VI of the M-AVR.

1.3  Where to find further information

This guidance document (GD 3) belongs to a series of guidance document provided by the Commission
to harmonise the implementation of the EU ETS on maritime activities and the MRV Maritime Regulation
across Member States. The starting point for learning about the MRV Maritime Regulation and the EU
ETS is the Commission’s Website:

It contains the following information:

® Relevant Maritime MRV legislation is found under “Documentation” Sub-section “Strategy and legis-
lation on maritime transport emissions”, as well as via the links given in the Annex of this document
(section 8.8);

® Guidance documents are found under “Documentation” Sub-section “Guidance / best practice docu-
ments”. The following documents are already available:


https://climate.ec.europa.eu/eu-action/transport/reducing-emissions-shipping-sector_en

e Maritime GD 1: General guidance for shipping companies: the EU ETS and MRV Maritime;

e Maritime GD 2: General guidance on the process for approval of monitoring plans by administering
authorities;

e Maritime GD 3: (This document) Guidance for Accreditation and Verification.

® Answers to frequently asked questions are found in the section “FAQ”. Please note that there are two
set of FAQs: one focussed on maritime MRV-related obligations and one on maritime ETS-related
requirements. Both are complementary.

Guidance on the use of the reporting tool THETIS-MRYV is given in the form of videos on the THETIS-

There is an extensive set of guidance documents on monitoring and reporting, and on verification and
accreditation, in the EU ETS for stationary installations and aircraft operators. That guidance material is
partly also interesting for shipping companies and maritime verifiers. The respective documents are
indicated where relevant directly in this document. However, should those documents be updated, it
may happen that the given links do not work anymore. In such case, please look up the respective
document on the Commissions MRVA website:

The guidance documents developed for the verification in the EU ETS for installations and for aircraft
operators are providing detailed insights which can also be useful for maritime verifiers. The general
guidance for verifiers of installations is called “Explanatory guidance Document No. | (EGD 1)” and gives
a similar overview as the current document does for maritime verifiers. “AVR Guidance Document |lI
(GD 1l1)” is similar for verifiers of aircraft operators. More importantly, there are several “Key Guidance
Notes (KGN)” which provide more in-depth guidance on specific topics that may also be of relevance
for maritime verifiers. These are referenced in several parts of the current document. The following
KGNs are available:

KGN II.1 on the scope of verification;

KGN II.2 on risk analysis;

KGN 1I.3 on process analysis;

KGN II.4 on sampling;

KGN II.5 on site visits concerning installations;

KGN 11.6 on the verification report;

KGN 11.7 on competence of verifiers;

KGN 11.8 on the relation between EN ISO 14065 and AVR;

KGN 11.9 on the relation between EN ISO/IEC 17011 and AVR;

KGN 11.10 on information exchange;

KGN I11.11 on certification;

KGN 11.12 on time allocation in verification.


https://emsa.europa.eu/thetis-mrv/thetis-mrv-videos/
https://climate.ec.europa.eu/eu-action/eu-emissions-trading-system-eu-ets/monitoring-reporting-and-verification-eu-ets-emissions_en#documentation
https://climate.ec.europa.eu/eu-action/eu-emissions-trading-system-eu-ets/monitoring-reporting-and-verification-eu-ets-emissions_en#documentation

2 OVERVIEW OF M-AVR CONCEPTS

The MRV Maritime Regulation and the M-AVR have direct legal effect in the Member States. This means
that the regulations do not require transposition and implementation in national legislation since their
provisions apply directly to shipping companies, verifiers, administering authorities, accreditation bodies
and other parties mentioned in the MRV Maritime Regulation and the M-AVR.

2.1 Roles and responsibilities in EU ETS and Maritime MRV

The compliance chain and the roles and responsibilities of each party involved in the EU ETS and in
MRV Maritime is summarised by the following figure.

3. Submits MP and
verifier's conclusions

Shipping Company

4. Approves the MP Administering
(for ships in ETS scope) A
Authority (AA)

1. Submits SM:\RA\C;T;;:' 9. Issues 10. Submits verified
monitoring document of reports*
throughout
plan (MP) compliance
calendar year

P 12. Surrenders 11. Provides conservative 1
emissions o . . I
reports / report emission ik estimate, if report not [ ——

at company level allowances verified or containing errors

6. Drafts (partial)
16. Information
Exchange

2. Issues 7. Submits 8. Issues 13. European cooperation of
Verifier's con- reports for verification Accreditation (EA) organises peer
clusions on MP verification reports evaluations among NABs

National
15. Yearly Accreditation Body
notification of (NAB)

information

Accredited Verifier 14, Accredits

and surveils
Verifier

* Submission of verified reports (ER) through THETIS MRV to AA, Flag State and Commission [u)
and submission of company-level emission reports (CER) through THETIS-MRV to AA amewer ymweltbundesamt

Figure 1: Roles and responsibilities of parties in the EU ETS and Maritime MRV. For details, please see
explaining text below. The numbering does not imply necessarily a timely sequence, but purely
serves the identification of steps described below.

The compliance chain (shown in Figure 1)* starts with the shipping company providing its draft monitor-
ing plan (MP) as well as further relevant information to an accredited verifier for assessment (Point 1).
As required by the MRV Maritime Regulation, the verifier must assess the MP for its completeness,
accuracy, relevance and conformity with the MRV Maritime Regulation (Point 2). Upon positive assess-
ment of the MP by the verifier, the shipping company submits the MP and the verifier's conclusions on
the MP to the Administering Authority (AA) (Point 3). For the ships carrying out activities within the
scope of the EU ETS Directive, if the MP meets the requirements of the MRV Maritime Regulation, the

4 Figure 1 focuses on the interactions between key actors under the scope of the present Guidance Document, namely shipping
companies, verifiers, Administering Authorities, and National Accreditation Bodies (NABs). It is worth noting that the MRV
Maritime Regulation requires shipping companies also to submit their Emissions Reports through THETIS-MRV to the Euro-
pean Commission.



AA approves the MP (Point 4)°. Throughout the whole calendar year, the shipping company must mon-
itor its ships’ MRV relevant data in accordance with the approved MP8 and the MRV Maritime Regula-
tion” (Point 5). At the end of the calendar year the shipping company has to draft individual emissions
reports for each of its ships, and — if falling within EU ETS scope — an emissions report at company level
that meet the requirements of the MRV Maritime Regulation. In the case of a change of company during
the reporting period, partial emissions reports have to be provided (Point 6). All these reports must be
verified (Point 7).

The verifier's work involves an independent assessment of the MP, of the way it has been implemented
and of the data sources that have been used to collect and collate the data in the shipping company’s
reports. Verification is an essential instrument in providing confidence to the AA and other relevant par-
ties that the report submitted to the AA represents a faithful, true and fair account of the emissions data.

A verifier is a legal entity carrying out verification activities which is accredited by a national accreditation
body pursuant to Regulation (EC) No 765/20082% and the MRV Maritime Regulation. Accreditation in-
volves an independent assessment by the National Accreditation Body (NAB) whether the verifier has
the competence to carry out the verification, whether it can perform the verification in line with the M-
AVR and whether it meets the requirements in Chapter 11l of the M-AVR (Point 14). The accreditation
process concludes with a decision on whether the verifier can be granted accreditation and is thus al-
lowed to perform verification of shipping companies’ reports. After the accreditation has been granted,
the verifier is to be continuously monitored by the NAB through annual surveillance and a reassessment
before the accreditation certificate expires. For this purpose, the verifier has to provide regularly infor-
mation to the NAB (see section 7.1, Point 15).

The verifier carries out the various activities required by the M-AVR to check the implementation of the
MP and the data in the shipping company’s reports (ER or CER). Once the verifier has concluded on
the verification of a report, it issues a verification report to the shipping company stating a verification
opinion, i.e. whether the shipping company’s report verified is satisfactory or not satisfactory, possibly
accompanied by recommendations for improvements (Point 8). For each end of year emissions report,
the verifier will then issue a “Document of Compliance” (DoC) upon positive outcome of verification. This
document has to be kept onboard the ship as a proof of compliance during port state inspections (Point
9).

Before or at the latest on 31 March of each year®, the shipping company must submit both the emission
reports and the corresponding verification reports to the AA (Point 10).

If the shipping company’s report (ER or CER) is not verified as satisfactory, or is not submitted to the
AA by the deadline, or is found to be non-compliant by the AA, the AA must take action, i.e. make a
conservative estimation?® of the emission data and take enforcement action (Point 11)*. For instance,
the AA’s spot checks on the report at company level may show that the report has not been verified by

If the MP does not meet the requirements, the AA will request the shipping company to make the appropriate revisions of the
MP.

Where at the beginning of the reporting period the AA has not finalised the approval of the MP yet, the company shall none-
theless carry out the monitoring of relevant MRV data on the basis of the MP submitted to the AA, while considering the need
of revisions to the MP following comments from the AA, potentially including data gaps treatment before submitting the ER.
For details on which ships, GHGs and activities are covered by the MRV Maritime Regulation and the EU ETS, please consult
Maritime Guidance Document No. 1.

8 Regulation (EC) No 765/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 9 July 2008 setting out the requirements for

AAs may require a shipping company to submit the verified emission report earlier than 31 March but the earliest by 28 February
(Article 11 of the MRV Maritime Regulation).

As defined in Article 3(I) of Regulation (EU) 2015/757, the estimation shall ensure that no under-estimation of annual emissions
or over-estimation of distances or amounts of cargo carried occurs.

Article 2 of Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2023/2849 as regards the rules for reporting and submission of the aggre-
gated emissions data at company level provides the legal basis for the determination of emissions by the administering authority

10
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http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2008/765/2021-07-16
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2008/765/2021-07-16
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg_del/2023/2849/oj

a properly accredited verifier or that the verification was not carried in line with the M-AVR. It depends
on the MS’s procedures how and for how long these spot checks on the reports will be carried out.

By 30 September each year from 2025 onwards, the shipping company must surrender in the EU ETS
Union Registry at least the number of emission allowances equivalent to the emissions covered by the
EU ETS Directive as reported and verified in the company-level emission report (for more details, see
Maritime Guidance Document No.1). (Point 12).

The compliance cycle does not end with the surrendering of emission allowances by the shipping com-
pany. The AA may carry out checks on the data of the shipping company, and port authorities may carry
out inspections at ships to ensure that the shipping company is complying with the MRV Maritime Reg-
ulation. Furthermore, the MRV Maritime Regulation contains explicit requirements for shipping compa-
nies to improve their monitoring methodology on a continuous basis and for shipping companies to
address outstanding issues or recommendations for improvement that were identified by the verifier.

In addition, information exchange requirements are contained in the M-AVR to enable the AA and the
NAB to exchange information between each other and to inform each other on their activities (Point 16).
For example, if the AA identifies significant errors in the verified emission report that have been missed
by the verifier, this must be communicated to the NAB. If, on the other hand, the NAB suspends the
accreditation of a verifier, the AA must be informed. These information exchange requirements between
the various parties in the compliance chain will help each of them to carry out their own tasks more
efficiently and effectively.

To ensure NABs carry out their activities in line with the M-AVR and maintain the quality requirements
of accreditation to uphold the quality of verification activities, the M-AVR requires that the competence
and performance of the NAB is being monitored. This monitoring is carried out by the MS that has
appointed the NAB. In addition, a regular and independent peer evaluation is organised by the European
Cooperation for Accreditation (EA)'2 to monitor the competence and performance of the NAB (Point
13). In this peer evaluation process, experts from the EA, NABs and other parties assess whether the
NAB under peer evaluation meets the requirements of the M-AVR.

2.2 Relation between legislation, harmonised standards and guidance

The MRV Maritime Regulation provides the legal basis for the M-AVR. Since the EU ETS relies on the
procedures of the MRV Maritime Regulation, the M-AVR also applies to data necessary for the EU ETS
for shipping companies. To ensure a common interpretation and application of the requirements in the
legislation, the European Commission provides guidance documents on various issues of Maritime MRV
and EU ETS. Since the Commission has also provided extensive and even more detailed guidance for
the EU ETS for installations and aircraft operators, some of the maritime guidance refers also to those
documents. For more information on the guidance documents prepared for the MRV Maritime Regula-
tion, see section 1.3.

The M-AVR itself is closely linked to the general framework regulation on Accreditation (the AR?*3) that
regulates accreditation of conformity assessment activities for all kinds of conformity assessments rele-
vant to various EU legislations, not only for GHG emissions. Synergy between both regulations has
been created by stating in the M-AVR that the general requirements of the AR automatically apply if
these are not explicitly covered by the M-AVR.2# In addition, the M-AVR adds specific points for EU ETS

2. The European Cooperation for Accreditation (EA) is a regional body that is a member of the International Accreditation Forum.
According to Article 56(2) of the M-AVR, the NAB must be a member of the EA.

13 Regulation (EC) No 765/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 9 July 2008 setting out the requirements for

14 See Article 16(2) of the MRV Maritime Regulation: “Where no specific provisions concerning the accreditation of verifiers are
laid down in this Regulation, the relevant provisions of Regulation (EC) No 765/2008 shall apply.”

11


http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2008/765/2021-07-16

and Maritime MRV requirements to the general provisions of the AR (e.g. competence requirements for
NAB personnel). The AR requires, where applicable, the use of harmonised standards.

The figure below outlines the interrelation between the different types of regulations, standards and
guidance material.

EU ETS Directive

MRV Maritime Regulation AR Regulation 765/2008

MRV

Maritime Maritime-AVR
Guidance

Maritime- 1SO 17029,
AVR 14065, 14066 g ISO 17011
Guidance 14064-3

Peer evaluation criteria / procedures

o
amewer ymweltbundesamt

Figure 2: Interrelation between regulations, standards and guidance material

The M-AVR prescribes the application of a harmonised standard in the accreditation of verifiers and the
assessment of their competence, i.e. EN 1SO 14065 (“General principles and requirements for bodies
validating and verifying environmental information”), a GHG programme-neutral standard (i.e. a general
standard applicable to many different sectors, not specific to the monitoring of GHGs). This standard
must be applied together with EN ISO 17029 (“Conformity assessment — General principles and require-
ments for validation and verification bodies”). NABs must use these standards on verification approach,
competence, impartiality and procedures to assess the verifier's competence and performance. Be-
cause the ISO standard is not specific enough, the M-AVR provides, where necessary, specific details
applicable to the EU ETS and MRV Maritime Regulation and is therefore a supplementing basis for
accreditation. Similarly, a harmonised standard is prescribed for the NAB, i.e. EN ISO/IEC 17011 (“Con-
formity assessment — Requirements for accreditation bodies accrediting conformity assessment bod-
ies”). The NAB must meet the requirements in this standard as well as the maritime-specific require-
ments in the M-AVR. Compliance with these requirements is regularly monitored by the MS and in the
peer evaluations.
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In addition to the set of guidance documents prepared by the Commission services the guidance docu-
ments prepared by the European Cooperation for Accreditation play an important role. As NABs partic-
ipating in EU ETS Accreditation must be members of the EA, this implies NABs following the mandatory
guidelines and procedures established by EA (for more information, please see the websitel> of the EA).
Two documents are of particular interest:

® EA 6/03 (EA Document for Recognition of Verifiers under the EU ETS Directive);
® Peer evaluation criteria and procedures developed by the EA.
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3 VERIFICATION PRINCIPLES

The objective of verification is to ensure that emissions data have been monitored in accordance with
the MRV Maritime Regulation and that reliable and correct emission data are being reported. This ob-
jective is underpinned by general verification principles and obligations laid down in Chapter Il of the
MRV Maritime Regulation.

To achieve the objective of verification and ensure that the verification is sufficiently robust and of high
guality, the verifier has to check that a number of fundamental principles® have been met, i.e. the prin-
ciples of completeness, consistency, comparability, accuracy, integrity of the methodology and continu-
ous improvement.t’ It is the task of the verifier to ensure that the verified report “shall represent faithfully
that, which it either purports to represent or may reasonably be expected to represent.”’8

3.1 Reliability of verification

The fundamental principle is the requirement that a verified company’s report (whether ER, partial ER
or CER) is reliable for its users (i.e. that it is a faithful representation of reality), which include or may
include the Administering Authorities (AAs), shipping companies, verifiers, accreditation bodies, the gen-
eral public or other parties.

The importance of this principle can be explained by its relationship to the statement of the verifier that
the emissions are correct and free from material misstatements. In order to be faithful and therefore
reliable, the shipping company’s report must not contain material misstatements. Material issues are
determined by the outcome of the evaluation of the other principles — is the report or its supporting data
complete, consistent, accurate, based upon integrity and comparable over time? Or are there material
issues related to any or all of these principles?

Failure to comply with all or any of these principles is likely to affect the reported data; it may lead to
material misstatement(s) and therefore to non-conformity with the key principle of reliability.

Whereas these principles are crucial to assess whether the report involves a fair representation of the
emissions, the principle of transparency may be less likely to have a direct material effect on the data.
However, this does not mean that this principle is less important than the other monitoring and reporting
principles. Failure of the shipping company to obtain, record, compile, analyse and document data in a
transparent manner can still affect the reliability of the shipping company’s report. In such a case, it
requires that the verifier carries out significantly more work to ensure that it has a sufficiently detailed
and precise understanding of how the shipping company’s monitoring and reporting system functions in
order to be able to carry out the verification activities. Similarly, continuous improvement of the shipping
company’s monitoring and reporting system is an important supporting principle: if the verifier and/or the
shipping company identifies opportunities to strengthen the system and make it more robust, this must
be done in order to reduce the opportunity for misstatement and non-conformity® with the MRV Maritime
Regulation.

16 These principles apply to all MRV systems for GHGs, since they are based in the IPCC guidelines for national GHG inventories.

The principles of completeness, consistency, comparability, accuracy, integrity of the methodology, transparency and continu-
ous improvement have been laid down in Article 4 of the MRV Maritime Regulation. If the verifier identifies during the verification
that one of these principles have not been met, e.g. the list of emissions sources is not complete, the verifier notes this in the
verification report.

Article 6 of the AVR for installations and aircraft operators.

‘Non-conformity’ is defined in Article 2(5) of the M-AVR. It actually also encompasses cases of non-compliance (i.e. when legal
requirements are not fulfilled).
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3.2 Independence of the verifier

Independence and impartiality of the verifier are key requirements and the pre-condition for accredita-
tion. In order for the AA to have confidence in the accuracy of the reported data and the verified emis-
sions, and for the overall credibility of the MRV system, it is crucial that the verifier is independent of the
shipping company. This means that the verifier must not only refrain from being a shipping company but
also have no relations to the shipping company which might impact its impartiality and independence.
In addition, the verifier must be independent from the AA that is responsible for the implementation and
compliance of EU ETS. There should be no conflict of interest of the verifier in its relation with the AA.
Article 45 M-AVR contains specific requirements on the impartiality and independence of the verifier
from the shipping company that further elaborate on the key requirements laid down in Article 14(1) of
the MRV Maritime Regulation. For more information on those specific requirements, please see section
5.2 of this guidance.

3.3 Professional scepticism

A verifier has to carry out its activities in a sound and objective professional manner. ISO 14065 uses
the term of “professional scepticism”20 for the general attitude, which is also used in AVR. Applying such
professional scepticism and exercising due professionalism have to be key traits of a verifier. This im-
plies for example that the verifier should not automatically accept the evidence obtained during the
verification, but the verifier should analyse this evidence thoroughly in line with the required level of
assurance. At all times the verifier has to be aware that circumstances may exist that cause the infor-
mation in the emission report to contain material misstatements. This attitude is, in short, open-minded-
ness, awareness, free of prejudice.

3.4 Reasonable level of assurance

The role of verification is fundamental for creating assurance on the accuracy of the data in the shipping
company’s report. The degree of assurance that the verifier gives in its verification statement?! on the
accuracy of data relates to the depth and detail of verification. According to auditing standards, two
levels of assurance are used in assurance engagements?2:

® Reasonable level of assurance meaning a high but not absolute level of assurance that the subject
matter conforms in all material aspects with the required criteria;

e Limited level of assurance meaning a moderate level of assurance that the subject matter is plausible
in the circumstances. As explained below, this level of assurance is insufficient to meet MRV stand-
ards.

Each level has a different impact on the nature, timing, and depth of verification activities. The level of
assurance obtained in a limited level of assurance engagement is significantly lower than in a reasona-
ble level of assurance engagement. The extent of verification activities carried out to satisfy the require-
ments of a limited assurance engagement is therefore less detailed than if the engagement is carried
out to satisfy a reasonable level of assurance. In the case of limited assurance, the scope and depth of
the audit activities are narrower, meaning that the risk is higher that misstatements are not found. For

2 Professional scepticism (in the context of ISAE 3000): “An attitude that includes a questioning mind, being alert to conditions
which may indicate possible misstatement, and a critical assessment of evidence.”

2L As a verification report can be an exhaustive document listing a lot of findings, each verification report contains a central, well
identifiable verification statement, sometimes referred to as “verification opinion statement” which clearly summarizes whether
the report has been verified as satisfying, or whether the result of verification is negative. See section 4.2.15, Table 3.

2 International standard on assurance engagements ISAE 3410, assurance engagements on greenhouse gas statements.
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example, in a reasonable level of assurance engagement, the verifier will check the data flow and the
control activities that the shipping company has implemented, to assess the risk of misstatements; a
limited level of assurance would not necessarily involve the testing of control activities. The difference
between the levels of assurance is reflected in the manner in which the verification statement is worded.
A statement expressing reasonable level of assurance is phrased in positive wording?3, a statement
expressing limited assurance uses a double negative phrasing?*.

The MRV Maritime Regulation (Article 13(3)) requires the level of assurance for EU ETS verifica-
tion to be reasonable. This means that the verifier has to plan and perform the verification in such a
way that it can state with reasonable assurance that the emission report, partial emissions report or
emissions report at company level is free from material misstatements. The effort required from the
verifier to state with reasonable assurance that the emissions have been determined with a high degree
of certainty, is significant. To be able to give such a statement, the verifier has to obtain sufficient evi-
dence during the verification process?5. Such evidence can for example be gathered through:

® Obtaining the necessary understanding of the information mentioned in Articles 4, 10 and 24 of the
M-AVR;

® Continually assessing the risks of material misstatements and adapting the verification activities and
procedures accordingly;

e Determining the nature, timing and extent of further verification activities such as testing, sampling,
data verification and other verification procedures;

® Carrying out the activities in the process analysis such as data verification and analytical procedures.

3.5 Materiality

Materiality is a key element of verification. It is important in two respects. The concept itself is relevant
when the verifier determines the nature, timing and extent of verification activities. The planning and
design of these activities is based on the assessment of the risks of misstatements and non-conformities
and any likely material effect they may have on the reported data. Secondly, materiality is essential in
concluding whether an emission report can be verified as satisfactory. Only reports that are free of
material misstatements can be regarded as satisfactory.

It is important to note that materiality is not a tolerance band: every identified misstatement and non-
conformity must in principle be corrected by the shipping company before finalisation of the verification?6.
Materiality is just a tool for the verifier to aid its judgment and decision-making, and to conclude on the
verification opinion.

Section 4.4.4 provides further guidance on the situations in which misstatements should be considered
as material. The role of materiality in sampling data and the testing of control activities as well as the
design of other verification activities is discussed in KGN 1.4 on sampling. Examples on sampling by
the verifier are furthermore given in the Annex of this document, section 8.6.

% E.g.: The GHG statement is free of material misstatements and prepared, in all material aspects, in accordance with the appli-
cable criteria.

24 E.g.: Nothing has come to the auditor's attention that causes the auditor to believe, on the basis of the procedures performed,
that the GHG statement is not prepared, in all material aspects, in accordance with the applicable criteria.

% Reasonable assurance is not an absolute assurance. Reducing the verification risk to zero is not attainable or cost beneficial
because of, for example, the selective use of testing, the inherent limitation of control activities, the fact that much of the
evidence available to the verifier is persuasive rather than conclusive and the fact that judgment is used in gathering and
evaluating evidence and forming conclusions based on that evidence.

% This however does not prevent the verifier from positively verifying an emissions report containing non-material misstatements,
in particular where removing the misstatement would require an alternative data source, which in some cases may not be
available.
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3.6 Scope of verification

The scope of verification is defined by the tasks the verifier must perform to achieve the objective of
verification, i.e. to ensure that relevant data have been monitored in accordance with the MRV Maritime
Regulation and that reliable and correct data are reported?”’.

MRV Maritime Regulation Art. 13(2) requires “The verifier shall assess the conformity of the emissions
report and the report referred to in Article 11(2) with the requirements laid down in Articles 8 to 12 and
Annexes | and II.” Accordingly, the verification scope is understood as including checking:

® Whether the shipping company has carried out the monitoring of the ship’s data in accordance with
the monitoring plan (MP) as approved® by the administering authority (AA);

® The completeness of reported data?®, meaning:
e Completeness of voyages and port calls covered;

e Completeness of all data required throughout the reporting period (fuel consumption and emis-
sions, freight/passengers transported, energy efficiency, etc.);

e Completeness of per-voyage and annual data as required by the MRV Maritime Regulation;
e Whether the data flow and control activities work satisfactory as given in the monitoring plan;
® That the emissions have been calculated correctly based on underlying data.
In other words, the verification is not the confirmation of a single number (the total emissions in the
reporting period), but includes the confirmation of the ship’s (or shipping company’s) compliance with
the MRV Maritime Regulation. Consequently, following verification of the ships’ emissions reports, the

issuance of a “Document of Compliance” in accordance with Article 17 of the MRV Maritime Regulation
is within the tasks of the verifier.

Supporting information on the scope of verification activities can be found in the key guidance note on
the scope of verification (KGN II.1). It provides detailed guidance®° on:

® What elements the verifier needs to assess during the verification;

® The extent to which the verifier needs to check compliance with the legislation;

e What the verifier must do if there is no approved3! MP, if the MP has not been updated or if the MP
does not reflect the actual situation of the ship (installation); and

® What a verifier must do if it has identified non-compliance with the legislation.

27 While the verifier will most likely focus on emissions data, all data reported under the MRV Maritime Regulation fall under the

scope of the verification, as referred to in Article 15 of the M-AVR. The verifier should in particular further check the reliability
and accuracy of reported activity data different from emissions (e.g. transport work data) or the data identifying the ship and
the shipping company, which should be identical to the identification in the underlying MP(s).

Or as positively assessed by the verifier, for those ships not falling within the EU ETS scope.

For an overview of data to be monitored and reported please see Maritime Guidance Document No. 1.

That guidance document is focussed on installations. Its content is mostly non-essential for verifiers on the maritime sector.
However, as it gives a systematic approach to the scope of GHG verification, it helps to understand the overall approach.

For installations the process is different insofar as the approval of MPs is the sole responsibility of the competent authority, and
the verifier is not involved.

28
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4  VERIFIER’S ACTIVITIES UNDER THE MRV MARITIME
REGULATION

The M-AVR details the tasks assigned to the verifiers within the MRV compliance system. This guidance
document follows the structure of the M-AVR in detailing such tasks, which are presented in the following
logical sequence:

® Assessment of ships’ monitoring plans (Article 6(1) of the MRV Maritime Regulation), as discussed
in section 4.1;

e Verification of ships’ Emissions Reports (ERs), which includes both annual ERs and partial emissions
reports (pursuant to Article 11(2) of the MRV Maritime Regulation in case of change of shipping com-
pany) to which the same approach is applied, as discussed in section 4.2;

e Verification of Company-level Emission Reports (CERS), containing aggregated emissions data at
company level pursuant to Article 11a of the MRV Maritime Regulation, containing the data relevant
for the EU ETS, in particular for surrendering allowances. This verification which builds on the prior
verification of individual ships’ ERs is described in section 4.3.

The most comprehensive guidance on the verification process in general is given in section 4.2 on ships’
ER verification, as this is the core process for verifiers under the MRV Maritime Regulation. Activities
described in sections 4.1 and 4.3 differ from the “default” verification as follows:

® Assessment of MPs (4.1) is not a verification, but a validation according to the terminology set in
relevant standards®2. Therefore, the M-AVR does not require the same steps for the assessment of
a monitoring plan compared to for a verification of emissions reports.

e Verification of CERs (section 4.3) builds strongly on the ERs already verified before. The MRV Mari-
time Regulation makes clear that a repetition of those verifications is to be avoided33. However, the
verifier may still have to carry out checks on individual ships’ verification reports or emission reports,
if such checks are necessary for achieving reasonable assurance and for judging if misstatements in
the CER are material.

4.1 Assessment of Monitoring Plans

Shipping companies must develop a monitoring plan (MP) for each of their ships carrying out activities
within the scope of the MRV Maritime Regulation3* and submit it to for assessment to an accredited
verifier. The assessment of the MP carried out by the verifier plays an important role in the compliance
cycle, as it will be taken into due account for the approval process by the Administering Authority. Only
once the Monitoring Plan has been positively assessed by the verifier, the shipping company will be
able to progress in the workflow, by submitting the MP to the Administering Authority3®.

32 |SO 14065:2020 defines: “verification process for evaluating an environmental information statement based on historical data

and information to determine whether the statement is materially correct and conforms to criteria.” The check of monitoring
plans does not refer to historical data, and therefore is more in line with the definition of a validation: “process for evaluating
the reasonableness of the assumptions, limitations and methods that support an environmental information statement about
the outcome of future activities.”

Article 15(6) of the MRV Maritime Regulation: “In respect of [CERs]... The verifier shall not verify the emissions report and the
report referred to in Article 11(2) of each ship under the responsibility of the company.”

Art. 2 of the MRV Maritime Regulation specifies the scope of the regulation. Maritime Guidance Document No.1 provides
extensive guidance on this scope. Note that any ship registered in THETIS-MRYV should have an up-to-date monitoring plan.
Where the ship falls under the Maritime MRV scope but outside the EU ETS scope, the Monitoring Plan shall also be submitted
to the Administering Authority but no approval will be required.

33

34

35
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4.1.1 Information to be provided by the shipping company

In order to enable the verifier to carry out its assessment of the MP, shipping companies must provide
the verifier with sufficient information so that it can plan and carry out the assessment of the MP. The
M-AVR outlines the minimum information to be submitted to the verifier in Article 4 of the M-AVR:

® The Monitoring plan itself: It is to be provided in English and using a template according to Imple-
menting Regulation (EU) 2023/24493¢;

® Access to all relevant documentation, procedures and processes established outside of the MP to
which reference is made in the MP, such as emissions sources certificates, plans of the ship indicating
the position of instruments, flow charts for data flow steps;

® An outline of the shipping company’s control system and its risk assessment;
® Any documents relevant to changes of the monitoring plan and the said systems;

e If a person or organisation other than the shipowner have assumed responsibilities under the MRV
Maritime Regulation and the EU ETS from the shipowner, documentary evidence that this organiza-
tion or person has been mandated by the shipowner to comply with these obligations. This evidence,
usually referred to as ‘the mandate’, needs to include the information listed in Article 4(3) of the M-
AVR?7,

In addition, the verifier may request any other information deemed relevant to the assessment of the
plan. In such cases, the shipping company has to provide that information.

4.1.2 Assessment of the monitoring plan

When assessing the monitoring plan, the verifier needs to apply the principles of verification mentioned
in Chapter 3 of this guidance in checking the conformity of the MP with the MRV Maritime Regulation. It
is to be noted that this activity deviates from the definition of a verification activity and rather qualifies as
a validation task32. Article 5(2) of the M-AVR describes the essential checks that the verifiers shall im-
plement when carrying out the MP assessment:

® Check that the shipping company used the appropriate template for the monitoring plan3® and that all
mandatory fields were duly filled in (i.e. perform a completeness check)3*;

36 The template is implemented in THETIS-MRYV, the IT system [use definition provided in GD1].
37 “The document shall be signed by both the shipowner and that organisation or person.
If that document is in a language other than English, an English translation shall be provided.
The document shall include the following information:

(a) the name and the IMO unique company and registered owner identification number of the organisation or person mandated
by the shipowner;

(b) the country of registration of the organisation or person mandated by the shipowner, as recorded under the IMO Unique
Company and Registered Owner Identification Number Scheme;

(c) the name and the IMO unique company and registered owner identification number of the shipowner;
(d) the following information for the shipowner’s contact person:
(i) first name,
(ii) last name,
(iii) job title,
(iv) business address,
(v) business telephone number,
(vi) business email address;
(e) the date of application of the mandate from the shipowner to that organisation or person;
(f) the IMO ship identification number of the ship.”
38 |n accordance with Implementing Regulation (EU) 2023/2449.

% The relevant electronic template is implemented in THETIS-MRV. The verifier should in particular check whether any field of
the monitoring plan is missing, incomplete, or incorrectly marked as Not Applicable (N/A).
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® Make sure that the shipowner and the country of registration of the company indicated in the MP are
identical to the registered owner and the company’s country as recorded under the IMO Unique Com-
pany and Registered Owner ldentification Number Scheme;

® Ensure that the shipping company has been duly mandated by the shipowner, in the cases where a
mandate is required, by checking the presence, completeness and correctness of the required docu-
mentary evidence?’;

e Verify that the information provided in the MP, in terms of emissions sources, installed measuring
equipment, applicable systems and procedures, provide for an accurate and complete description#!
of the system put in place by the shipping company to monitor and report what required by the MRV
Maritime Regulation;

e |f the shipping company seeks to use the derogation*? from the general obligation under MRV Mari-
time to monitor relevant parameters on a per voyage basis, check that the MP foresees adequate
monitoring arrangements, taking into account necessary information for the reporting of emissions
under the EU ETS, in particular where voyage-specific information is required3.

® Check that the procedures referenced in the MP and implemented as part of the ship’s management
systems or covered by harmonised relevant quality, environmental or management standards are
suitable for the purpose of monitoring and reporting within the MRV Maritime Regulation.

It is worth noting that the list of checks provided under Article 5(2) of the M-AVR sets only minimum
standards for the verifier's assessment, which does not prevent the verifier from carrying out any addi-
tional check for the purpose of evaluating whether the information provided in the MP meet the asser-
tions of completeness, accuracy, relevance and conformity with the MRV Maritime Regulation4,

4.1.3 Site visit for MP assessment

Article 6 of the M-AVR requires the verifier to carry out site visits to the shipping company at one or
more appropriate times during the assessment of the MP. Site visits are crucial to determine whether
the Monitoring Plan effectively describes the actual methodology for monitoring and reporting emissions
implemented by the shipping company and to evaluate whether the applied data flow and control system
complies with the requirements of the MRV Maritime Regulation. During a site visit the verifier may for
instance, check the correct operation and location of measurement devices, the adequacy of control
activities, the completeness of the emission sources installed on board the ship.

The site visit does not necessarily need to be carried out onboard the ship as the verifier should deter-
mine the site location considering where the critical mass of relevant data is stored*> and where data-
flow and control activities are carried out. The location of a site visit could for instance be identified
onshore, at the shipping company headquarters or any other premises. Furthermore, the verifier may
also decide that a site visit should include multiple locations, for instance both on shore and on board
ships, when visiting a single location does not allow to complete the assessment of the MP. The verifier

40 As referenced in Article 4(3) of the M-AVR.

4l The accuracy and the completeness of what is described in the monitoring plan should be assessed across the different sec-
tions of the MP. Omitting some of the emissions sources installed onboard (e.g. emergency generators) would for instance
negatively affect the completeness of the MP and providing only high-level and general descriptions of implemented procedures
would jeopardise its accuracy.

42 pursuant to Article 9(2) of the MRV Maritime Regulation.

4 This is what is meant by “information referred to in Article 10, point (k) of the MRV Maritime Regulation™: That point (k) is: “total
aggregated emissions of greenhouse gases covered by Directive 2003/87/EC [the EU ETS Directive] in relation to maritime
transport activities in accordance with Annex | to that Directive and to be reported under that Directive, together with the nec-
essary information to justify the application of any relevant derogation from Article 12(3) of that Directive provided for in Article
12(3-e) to (3-b) thereof.”

4 That could include for instance checks on any other relevant data identifying the ship and the company, such as the ship type
or the ice-class of the ship.

4 This includes copies. In the case where the relevant copies are stored onshore, a visit on board the ship where the originals
are kept may for instance become unnecessary.
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should also determine the specific activities to be carried out during the site visit, as well as its duration,
taking into due account relevant circumstances, e.g. the complexity of the MP, its prior knowledge of
similar vessels, or any preliminary assessment based on the MP submitted by the company.

Virtual site visits

While site visits should be normally understood as physical site visit taking place in person, under spe-
cific conditions, the M-AVR foresees the possibility to have a site visit for the purpose of MP assessment
to be conducted virtually*®. These conditions include:

(a) the verifier has sufficient understanding of the ship’s monitoring and reporting systems;

(b) the nature and complexity of the ship’s monitoring and reporting systems do not require a physical
site visit;

(c) the verifier is able to obtain and access all relevant information remotely;

(d) serious, extraordinary and unforeseeable circumstances, outside the control of the shipping com-

pany, prevent the verifier from carrying out a physical visit, even when using all reasonable efforts to
overcome these circumstances.

Should any of the above conditions be met, the verifier may carry out a virtual site visit, e.g. carry it out
by video conference with any additional digital exchanges/follow-ups. For that purpose the verifier will
request the shipping company to provide all necessary information electronically, and/or by visiting rel-
evant parts of the ships during the video conference. If during the virtual site visit the verifier does not
obtain all necessary evidence for positively assessing the monitoring plan, the verifier has to consider
to carry out a physical site visit. Also after a physical site visit there may remain issues for which to solve
the verifier has to carry out further site visits (including at different locations than previously visited sites).
If for example the information on individual ships’ measuring instruments is not available at the on-shore
office visited, the verifier may decide that a site visit onboard the ship is necessary to complete the
assessment.

Waiving of site visits

Should the above conditions (a) to (c) be fulfilled cumulatively, and if the verifier can carry out the as-
sessment of the MP assuming that reasonable assurance can be achieved, the verifier may waive the
site visit, in which case the site visit will not take place neither in person nor in virtual mode. However,
such a waiver cannot apply if the MP is assessed for the first time by that verifier or if there have been
significant modifications of the MP#7.

In the case of a site visit being carried out virtually or being waived, the verifier has to inform the shipping
company of this decision without delay and take measures to reduce the verification risk to an accepta-
ble level. The overarching rule for the verifier's consideration on site visits must be that reasonable
assurance must be reached that the MP is in conformity with the MRV Maritime Regulation. As has been
explained in section 3.4, reasonable assurance requires thorough checking.

4 Article 6 of the M-AVR contains specific rules and conditions on virtual site visits in respect of the monitoring plan. Unless a
site visit is referenced to as a virtual site visit in this document, it shall be meant as a physical, in person, site visit.

47 Such changes should encompass those listed in Article 7(2), points (b) to (e), of the MRV Maritime Regulation:

(b) where new GHG emissions occur due to new emission sources or due to the use of new fuels not yet contained in the
monitoring plan;

(c) where a change in availability of data, due to the use of new types of measuring equipment, new sampling methods or
analysis methods, or for other reasons, may affect the accuracy of the determination of GHG emissions;

(d) where data resulting from the monitoring method applied has been found to be incorrect;

(e) where any part of the monitoring plan is identified as not being in conformity with the requirements of this Regulation and
the company is required to revise it pursuant to Article 13(1).
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The justification for the decision for any virtual or waived site visit has to be recorded in the internal
verification documentation. The verifier's conclusions should also include information on site visits, on
the reasons for conducting virtual site visits or the reasons for waiving them.

4.1.4 Addressing non-conformities

An essential element of the assessment process is addressing all non-conformities that might be found
by the verifier. A non-conformity in the MP could be for instance triggered by some compulsory fields of
the MP template not being filled in by the shipping company. Further guidance on the issue of non-
conformities can be found in chapter 4.4.

4.1.5 Independent review

Similarly to other verification processes, an independent review is required as the verifier's key quality
assurance measure. For that purpose, the verification team submits the draft conclusions and internal
verification documentation to a reviewer who has not participated in the assessment of the MP, and who
is competent for such review. The objective of this review is to ensure that the MP has been assessed
in accordance with the M-AVR and that professional care and judgement have been exercised. To carry
out this activity, the scope of the independent review needs to encompass the entire assessment pro-
cess. The results of the review have to be included in the internal verification documentation.

4.1.6 Verifier's conclusions

Based on the information collected during the assessment the verifier must provide the shipping com-
pany with the conclusions reached in a timely manner. These conclusions need to include the following
(Article 9 of the M-AVR):

® A statement whether the MP is assessed as being in conformity with the MRV Maritime Regulation,
the EU ETS Directive (where applicable), the relevant templates*® and other relevant regulation;

® A description of uncorrected (non-material*®) non-conformities, if any;

e A summary of the verifier's procedures, including information on site visits, on the reasons for con-
ducting virtual site visits or the reasons for waiving them;

e A summary of changes to the monitoring plan during the reporting period concerned if there have
been any;

® Any other elements found during the assessment.

The verifier's conclusions should indicate the date of assessment and a reference to the relevant MP,
including the IMO identification number of the ship.

4.1.7 Assessment of MP changes

Article 7(1) of the MRV Maritime Regulation requires the shipping company to check regularly (at least
once a year) for whether the ship’s MP still reflects the nature and functioning of the ship and whether
the monitoring methodology can be improved. If improvements are made according to Article 7(2) of

4 See in particular Implementing Regulation (EU) 2023/2449.

4 See section 4.4 for the concept of materiality and examples. In context of MP assessment, mostly qualitative criteria for mate-
riality will apply, as no actual data are under assessment. An exception would be for example uncertainty assessments which
may build on estimations of annual emissions.

22



said regulation, or if other relevant changes (see footnote 47) are made by the shipping company, the
company must modify the monitoring plan correspondingly. Examples for such modifications are:

® a change of emission sources;
change of monitoring method or backup method;

°
e new fuels used,;

® use of new types of measuring equipment;
[ J

changes in the management system impacting relevant data.

These modifications then have to be notified to the verifier and require a reassessment of the MP by the
verifier, applying the same process as described in sections 4.1.1 to 4.1.6. It is also possible that the
MP change does not require a re-assessment, e.g. where measuring instruments of the same type are
simply exchanged, minor changes in procedures are made, etc. Where the shipping company wants
certainty, it is best to submit the MP for assessment, and give the verifier the option to decide on the
need for assessment.

4.1.8 Retroactive assessment

If a ship sails to any EU port®° of call for the first time and has not yet submitted a monitoring plan for
instance because the shipping company did not foresee such voyages, a backward assessment of the
ship’s monitoring plan might be necessary. The following section depicts two such scenarios.

Scenario 1: First voyage into EU (“newcomer”

According to Article 6(2) of the MRV Maritime Regulation, “for ships falling under the scope of this Reg-
ulation for the first time..., the company shall submit a monitoring plan to the verifier without undue delay
and no later than two months after each ship's first call in a port under the jurisdiction of a Member
State”. Furthermore, according to Article 6(7) of the MRV Maritime Regulation, the company “shall sub-
mit a monitoring plan in conformity with the requirements of this Regulation [i.e. already positively as-
sessed by a verifier] to the administering authority responsible without undue delay and no later than
three months after each ship’s first call in a port under the jurisdiction of a Member State.”

Scenario 2: Change of shipping company for ships in compliance

This scenario relates to Article 7(2) point (a) of the MRV Maritime Regulation, which prescribes that
companies shall modify the monitoring plan where a change of company occurs. Changes in shipping
companies may lead to several other changes with impacts on the monitoring plan, e.g. new distribution
of responsibilities within the staff, the use of different IT systems and different control procedures®?.
Therefore, the new shipping company shall make all relevant updates to the MP as quickly as possible
and seek assessment of the modified monitoring plan by the verifier without undue delay.

In both scenarios the overarching issue relates to time as companies are required to start monitoring
emissions and other required data®? without the support of an assessed (and approved) monitoring plan.

0 “EU port” — like the term EU Member States — is understood in this document to include ports and countries of EFTA (Island,
Norway) and their ports. More guidance on the scope of the MRV Maritime Regulation and maritime transport activities falling
under the EU ETS is given in Guidance Document No.1.

1 Note that before the introduction of the concept of “partial emission reports” by the 2023 amendment of the MRV Maritime
Regulation, a change of company also included the risk of a loss of data. However, the shipping company responsible for the
ship before the change of company now has to provide all relevant data in the partial emission report pursuant to Article 11(2)
of the MRV Maritime Regulation to the new company.

52 Such as fuel consumption, transport work, etc.
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Under Scenario 2, the submission of the monitoring plan to the verifier shall be done without undue
delay and under scenario 1 no later than two months after the ship’s first call in a port under the juris-
diction of a Member State. The development of the monitoring plan in a short period of time is possible
in principle, and the assessment by the verifier should also be possible swiftly, if the MP is well prepared.
Another question, however, is the actual monitoring of emissions and other data before the monitoring
plan has been developed, assessed, and where applicable, approved by the administering authority.
This may require the application of estimation methodologies to fill in the data gaps (see section 4.2.8).

From the moment the shipping company has developed and submitted its MP to the verifier, it should
start applying the MP, assuming that it will be assessed positively. If the verifier recommends improve-
ments, or if the administering authority requests changes to the monitoring plan, the shipping company
should implement those changes as quickly as possible and assume they will be approved. In case of
doubt, the operator should carry out monitoring in accordance with both the old and updated MP, and
eventually discard the data that is not based on the approved MP as soon as the approval is given®s.

4.2  Verification of emissions and partial emission reports

The verification process of emissions reports and partial emissions reports consists of a number of
interconnected and interdependent mandatory steps. This means that findings during the verification
process can result in the need to reconsider one or more steps taken earlier in the verification process
and subsequently adjust those steps. The steps of the verification process are described in Figure 3.

Before or at the latest on 31 March>4 each year, the shipping company has to submit the verified emis-
sions report (ER) for each ship together with its corresponding verification report to the AA and the flag
State concerned (if it is an EU Member State). Similarly, in case of change company, the (previous)
shipping company has to provide a verified “partial emissions report” in accordance with Article 11(2) of
the MRV Maritime Regulation no later than three months after completion of the change to the new
company and the AASS. In order for the ER deadline to be met, it is important for shipping companies to
start the process of reporting and for the verifier to start the verification early to avoid shortage of re-
sources for last minute work in February and March when significant demands on shipping companies,
verifiers, NABs®¢ and AAs could delay the production of the final shipping company’s report (CER) and
the verification report.

It is furthermore recommended that the verification process starts during the year being reported on,
rather than after the year has ended, as this facilitates checking of conformance and compliance, the
timely management of issues and addressing possible data gaps, misstatements or non-conformities
identified during the verification. However, sufficient data is needed to initiate the process, and any
subsequent changes to the shipping company’s systems must be considered well in time for the verified
report to be submitted by 31 March>4. By the end of the verification, the data for the whole reporting year
must be verified.

% M-AVR Atrticle 78 on record keeping.

5 Administering Authorities may require a shipping company to submit the verified emission report earlier than 31 March but the
earliest by the 28™ of February (Article 11(1) of the MRV Maritime Regulation).

5 Further recipients of that report are the flag state, if it is a Member State, and the Commission.
% National Accreditation Bodies
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Figure 3: Verification process of emissions reports and partial emissions reports

4.2.1 Pre-contract stage

Shipping companies are recommended to contract MRV accredited verifiers already early during the
reporting year to give the verifier flexibility for planning their activities (including for audits by the NABS).
The pre-contract stage is a most important initial phase that precedes the verification process. At this
stage, i.e. before accepting the verification engagement, the verifier should assess whether it can un-
dertake the verification for that specific shipping company. This involves the following activities of the
verifier:

e Evaluate the risks involved in undertaking the verification. The verifier should, in particular, consider:

® The ship’s MP and emissions report (if already available for the current year, otherwise the previous
year’s report) to see what risks are involved in undertaking the verification engagement;

e potential risks to impartiality and independence of the verifier;
e risks involved in terms of time allocation to the verification engagement;

This evaluation should be fully documented in the internal verification documentation and should
show how that the verifier has addressed these business risks in the contract with the shipping com-
pany, as well as how these risks have been mitigated: e.g. by allocating, if needed, more time to the
particular verification engagement, by developing clear and transparent conditions in the contract.

® Undertake a review of the information supplied by the shipping company. The M-AVR requires the
shipping company to provide the verifier with relevant information to enable it to perform the activities
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of the pre-contract stage. Relevant information includes, for example, last year's emissions report
and the ship’s MP.

® Assess whether it has the competence, personnel and resources required to select a verification team
for this specific verification engagement and to complete the verification activities successfully within
the timeframe required. This assessment is highly dependent on the type of shipping company and
its ships and activities. The verifier should have sufficient personnel within its organisation or through
contracting to be able to cover the requirements for team composition. More information on compe-
tence and verification team requirements in provided the key guidance note on competence
(KGN I1.7).

® Determine the time allocation needed to properly carry out the verification. The verifier should ensure
that the scope of the verification work and the time allocated in the contract is consistent with the risks
identified. Insufficient contracted time must not lead to reducing the work needed to satisfactorily
complete the verification in line with its risks.

Time allocation

The M-AVR does not provide rules for verifiers on allocating time. The verifier has to apply its expert
judgment and experience from similar engagements, taking into account the specific situation (as also
documented in the MP) of the ship(s) and the shipping company’s maritime transport activities. The time
allocated is not a fixed number. If during the detailed verification, the verifier finds that additional time is
needed to properly carry out the necessary verification activities, the time allocation in the contract must
be adjusted accordingly. The contract must have a provision for this adjustment.

4.2.2 Information to be provided by the shipping company

The shipping company must provide the verifier with sufficient information so that it can plan and carry
out the verification of emissions reports and partial emissions reports. The M-AVR outlines which infor-
mation needs to be submitted during the pre-contract stage and the actual verification activities:

1. Alist of voyages that were carried out by the ship during the reporting period, or during the time the
ship was under the responsibility of the shipping company for partial emissions reports;

2. In the case that any data gaps occurred during the reporting period, the circumstances and reasons
for these data gaps as well as the number of voyages for which these data gaps occurred. Further-
more, the shipping company must inform the verifier about the applied estimation method for surro-
gate data and the amount of emissions calculated using that surrogate data;

3. The monitoring plan applied as well as the conclusions of the MP assessment and evidence of ap-
proval by the AA of said plan, if relevant.

4. If the verification of the emissions report for the previous year was carried out by another verifier, a
copy of that report.

5. If deemed relevant by the verifier, copies of the following:
e the ship’s official logbook;
e the oil record book (if separate);
® bunkering documents;
e if relevant, certificates concerning the determination of emission factors for the fuels used,;

e any documents on the number of passengers transported, amount of cargo carried, distance trav-
elled and time spent at sea during the reporting period.

6. Additionally, verifiers may ask the shipping company to provide any other information relevant, in
particular, if applicable:
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e an overview of the IT systems used, showing the data-flow for the relevant ship;

e evidence of the maintenance and accuracy/uncertainty of measurement equipment/flow meters

(e.g. calibration certificates);

e an extract of fuel consumption activity data from flow meters;

e copies of evidence of fuel tank meter readings;

e an extract of activity data from direct emissions measurement systems;

e any other information relevant to the verification of the emissions report or partial emissions re-

port®’.

4.2.3 Strategic analysis

At the start of the verification process, the verifier shall carry out a strategic analysis of all relevant
activities of the shipping company concerning the ship for which the ER or partial ER is verified. This
analysis enables the verifier to understand the ship’s activities and assess the likely nature, scale and
complexity of the verification activities to be performed. It also provides input for the next verification
step, i.e. the risk analysis. As a minimum, the verifier shall take into account the information gathered
under points 1 to 5 listed in section 4.2.2 from the shipping company, and the elements listed in Article
11(3) of the M-AVR (Table 1). The examples in Table 1 give an indication of the possible factors that
could be relevant when considering these elements.

Table 1: Relevant elements for the strategic analysis

Element in article 11(3) M-AVR

Example of issues that could be relevant for the strategic analy-
sis

The ships’ engines and fuel types
used as well as the number of voy-
ages carried out during the report-
ing period

The information about the ship and the number of voyages gives the
verifier a general indication of the verification effort that is likely to be
required:

® The number of different fuels in the MP give an indication on the
complexity of emissions calculation;

® Technical data of the ship including the ships engines are needed
to corroborate emissions and efficiency data;

e List of voyages during the reporting period has an impact on the ef-
fort for verifying per-voyage data, to verify attribution of emissions to
voyages (for EU ETS reporting and applicable exemptions)

e Data gaps in the list of voyages, as well as methods used to close
them.

Monitoring plan, its status of as-
sessment by a verifier and/or ap-
proval by the AA

Understanding the MP gives an indication of the complexity of both
the ship and the accounting process and hence the type and size of
verification tasks necessary to complete the verification.

Important aspects include:

e Date of the most recent approval of the MP by the responsible AA,
and (if available) possible reports, findings, or conclusions from the
controls and inspections performed by the AA, when applicable®;

® Procedures used to monitor and compile the list of voyages, and to
attribute them to EU ETS activities, if relevant;

57 This could for instance include relevant reports, findings, or conclusions from the controls and inspections performed in previous
reporting periods by the Administering Authority, when applicable, or supporting documents on the identity of the ship and of
the company (including a copy of the mandate from the registered owner, when applicable).

%8 The verifier should in particular consider whether the AA has raised any non-conformity which prevented the MP from being

approved.
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Element in article 11(3) M-AVR Example of issues that could be relevant for the strategic analy-
sis

® Procedures used to monitor the fuel consumption;
® \Whether non-default emission factors are used;

e The use of alternative fuels (biofuels, RFNBO/RCFs5%°) needs
checking of proofs of sustainability;

® The type and frequency of calibrations and maintenance of the
measurement system, and their fithess for purpose

® Procedures used for determining the activity data per voyage.

Data flow activities and the control ® The path the data follows from the primary source to the final emis-
system sions report;

® The data management system and its functions;

® The type of quality controls implemented to reduce the risks for er-
rors in the data;

® The type and quality of the controls on the recording and transmit-
ting of data into IT systems.

If the verifier has carried out verifications for the same ship in prior years, the information from those
earlier verification(s) must be considered by the verifier. Major deviations compared to previous verifi-
cations should attract particular attention from the verifier. Although the strategic analysis will take less
time in a situation where the verifier is already familiar with the ship, this does not exonerate the verifier
from carrying out that analysis for the present verification engagement.

As part of the strategic analysis the verifier shall check:

® whether the MP presented is the most recent, has been previously approved by the AA (if applicable)
and is in accordance with the requirements of Article 6 of the MRV Maritime Regulation;

e whether changes have occurred to the MP and whether these changes have been assessed posi-
tively by a verifier and, if applicable, approved by the AA.

During these checks the verifier assesses whether the MP is up to date and complete. If the MP is not
approved or if significant changes to the MP have not been approved by the AA, the verifier directs the
shipping company to the AA to rectify the situation. In principle the verifier should put the verification on
hold until such approval has been obtained.

However, in some cases the verifier may continue to carry out the verification activities so long as the
shipping company is fully aware that some activities may need to be repeated based on the final re-
sponse of the AA and also that the response could impact the opinion of the verifier as the verification
progresses. Following approval by the AA, the verifier continues, repeats or adapts the verification ac-
tivities, as relevant.

4.2.4 Risk analysis

The verifier must assess the risks of misstatements and non-conformities and their material effect on
the reported data. The outcome of the risk analysis determines how and to what extent the verification
activities should be designed, planned and implemented. The risk analysis centres on identifying, as-

% Renewable Fuels of Non-Biological Origin (RFNBOSs) or Recycled Carbon Fuels (RCFs) as defined by the RED Il (Renewable
Energies Directive, Directive (EU) 2018/2001)
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sessing and quantifying two types of risks, i.e. inherent risks and control risks. Together with the detec-
tion risk, these risks form the overall verification risk, i.e. the risk that the verifier issues an inappropriate
verification statement®. More information is provided in key guidance note on risk analysis (KGN 11.2).

The risk analysis is an iterative process and must be changed if the detailed verification in the process
analysis shows that the risks are higher or lower than initially assessed. In that case the verification plan
also needs to be updated.

As part of this risk analysis, the verifier should identify potential risks related to the monitoring and re-
porting process, the different calculation steps and should take into consideration any effective risk con-
trol methods applied by the shipping company in regards to these risks.

Potential sources of inherent risk to be assessed by the verifier:

Complexity and number of emissions sources and fuels used;

Significant manual transfers and input of data concerning fuel consumption, etc., such as e.g. manual
transfer from paper-written logs to spreadsheets, from spreadsheets to IT systems, from IT systems
to reporting templates;

Complex data management systems for collecting data and quantifying emissions (e.g. multiple
spread sheets related/ linked to each other) or changes in data management;

Inconsistent or complex monitoring methodologies and reporting policies, e.g. incorrect use of emis-
sions factors, incorrect identification of voyages in scope, incorrect use of selected fuel consumption
monitoring method;

Unit conversions when consolidating information, e.g. volume to mass;

® Measuring equipment failure;

® |T system failure.

Examples of potential sources of control risk:

Automated controls in the IT system that are missing or not functioning properly;
Internal audits that have not been correctly performed;
No monitoring / maintenance of measuring equipment as required by its producer;

Missing separation of data input from data checking (i.e. the checking is done by one person which
means there is no proper segregation of duties);

Internal data reviews and the checking of the manual transfers of data that are not carried out, or not
carried out to the rigour required in view of the inherent risk level;

The person responsible for the control activities is not or not sufficiently knowledgeable regarding the
task concerned.

60

Usually, the verification risk is considered to be:

Verification Risk (VR) = Inherent risk (IR) x Control risk (CR) x Detection Risk (DR)

Where the M-AVR, Atrticle 2, defines:

‘inherent risk’ means the susceptibility of a parameter in the emissions report, the partial emissions report or the report at
company level to misstatements that could be material, individually or taken together, before taking into consideration the effect
of any related control activities;

‘control risk’ means the susceptibility of a parameter in the emissions report, the partial emissions report or the report at com-
pany level to misstatements that could be material, individually or when taken together with other misstatements, and will not
be prevented or detected and corrected on a timely basis by the control system;

‘detection risk’ means the risk of a verifier not detecting a material misstatement;

‘verification risk’ means the risk (a function of inherent, control and detection risk) of the verifier expressing an inappropriate
verification opinion when the emissions report, the partial emissions report or the report at company level is not free of material
misstatements.
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The risk analysis must encompass all data sets under verification, such as:
Voyage data;

Fuel consumption;

Fuel types used;

Greenhouse gas emissions;

Distance travelled,;

Time spent at sea;

Cargo carried;

Differences in data sets to be reported under MRV Maritime Regulation and EU ETS®?, in particular:
e Different scope of GHGs covered;
e Zero-rating of relevant fuels, as applicable, e.g. biofuels;

50% / 100% coverage of voyages outside / within EEA;

CO2 capture;
e Specific route exemptions;
® Rebate for ice-class ships.
® Aggregation of data in the emissions report or partial emissions report.
When identifying and analysing these issues the verifier needs to consider the findings of the strategic

analysis and the existence, completeness, accuracy, consistency, transparency and relevance of the
information reported.

4.2.5 Verification plan

The strategic and risk analysis determine how the verifier sets up the verification plan which consists of
three elements (Article 13 of the M-AVR):

® The verification programme®? which must describe the nature and scope of the verification activities
as well as the time and manner in which these activities are to be carried out. It also needs to include
planning all activities.

® Atest plan which has to set out the scope and methods of testing the control activities and procedures
for control activities;

® A data sampling plan which sets out the scope and methods of data sampling related to data points
underlying the aggregated GHG emissions, fuel consumption and other relevant information®s.

4.2.6 Process analysis

The actual verification tasks, i.e. the verification process concerning the emissions report and partial
emissions report carrying out the verification plan, is usually termed “process analysis”. It consists of
two main parts:

® The testing of the control system’s implementation and effectiveness, including relevant procedures;
and

® Testing of the actual data, usually involving a sampling approach based on the risk analysis carried
out before (see section 4.2.7).

61 See Maritime Guidance Document No. 1, section 5.2.

62 The verification programme is not just an agenda for the desk research and site visit but should provide sufficient detail of
planned tests and activities to inform the team members what activities should be carried out.

8 Further guidance on data sampling is provided in Annex VI (section 8.6).
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The objective of this part of the verification process is to verify whether the monitoring and reporting
systems as described in the MP exist in practice and are properly implemented.

As part of the process analysis, the verifier must check at least the following (Article 14 of the M-AVR):
e the data flow activities and systems used for them, including IT systems;

® whether the control activities are appropriately documented, implemented, maintained and effective
to mitigate the inherent risks;

e whether the procedures listed in the monitoring plan are effective to mitigate the inherent risks and
control risks and whether the procedures are implemented, sufficiently documented and properly
maintained.

To accomplish their objective the verifier needs to consider methods such as enquiry with relevant staff,
document inspection, and observation and walkthrough procedures. The latter means that the verifier
tracks the data flow from primary data to the compilation of the emissions report or partial emissions
report.

Examples of relevant staff to engage with are: Fleet operations manager; Technical manager; Environ-
mental manager; Fuel manager; Quality manager; IT manager; Finance manager; Chief engineer.
Examples of observation and walkthrough procedures are:
® Observation of IT systems such as:

e Fuel management system (on-board and ashore);

e Cargo management system;

e Voyage planning, monitoring and management system;

Planned Maintenance System;

e EU MRV software/solution, if applicable.
Data collection on-board:

Data entry in fleet / voyage monitoring system;
Preparation of report;

Control activities on the data.

4.2.7 Verification of reported data

In addition to the emissions report and partial emissions report itself, the data they contain must undergo
numerous checks during the verification process. Article 15(1) of the M-AVR details the activities that
the verifier shall perform to carry out data verification:

(a) detailed testing, including by tracing the data back to the primary data source;

(b) cross-checking the data with external data sources, including ship-tracking data;

(c) performing reconciliations;

(d) checking thresholds as regards appropriate data;

(e) carrying out recalculations.

Article 15(2) of the M-AVR further specifies some key elements of the reported data that require the
attention of the verifier. Article 15(2) sets minimum standards which do not prevent the verifier from
considering, as appropriate and notably depending on the risk analysis, any additional elements in the

reported data which may impact emissions levels. Table 2 lists these elements and provides examples
for the verifier’s activities in data verification.
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Table 2: Elements to be verified in reported data

Element in article 15(2) M-
AVR

Examples of activities to be performed by the verifier

Completeness of emission
sources

Check that all emissions sources listed in the MP have been considered
in the fuel consumption calculation;

Verify the effective implementation of the relevant procedure as de-
scribed in the MP.

Completeness of data, in-
cluding those on voyages re-
ported as falling under the
MRV Maritime Regulation

Verify the effective implementation of the relevant procedures as de-
scribed in the MP

Perform testing based on the sampling plan (reconciliation, recalcula-
tions, and document cross-check, for example with ship’s logbook and/or
Arrival/Noon/Departure reports where applicable)

Check fuel consumption at sea and at port, time at sea, distance sailed
and transport work based on raw data provided all reportable voyages

Check logical sequence of consecutive voyages

Check that ports of call are for loading or unloading commercial cargo, or
embarking or disembarking passengers

Check correctness of reported voyages are under geographical scope of
the regulation.

Completeness and con-
sistency of data related to
emissions falling within the
scope of the EU ETS Di-
rective

Verify the effective implementation of the relevant procedures as de-
scribed in the MP

Check fuel consumption at sea and at port, time at sea, distance sailed
and transport work based on raw data provided all reportable voyages

Perform substantive testing based on a sampling plan (reconciliation, re-
calculations, document cross-check);

Focus on correct application of the data for applying relevant calculation
steps for data differing from the emissions under MRV scope (geograph-
ical scope, phase-in percentages for 2024 and 2025-related emissions
data, derogations for outermost regions, ice-class vessels, certain islands
and transnational routes under public service obligation, zero-rated fuels,
etc.54)

Consistency between re-
ported aggregated data and
data from relevant documen-
tation or primary sources

Perform walk-through tests on a sample of data points;
Corroborate data and calculations using fall-back data sources indicated

in the MP.

If applicable, the consistency
between aggregated fuel
consumption and data on
fuel purchased or otherwise
supplied to the ship in ques-
tion

A possible procedure for such tests can be described as follows:

Select a time period (in accordance with the sampling plan)
Request of the reported fuel consumption for the selected period
Review all documentation (i.e. BDNs®) for the selected period.

Request stock takes values (ROB®®) for the first and the last date of the
selected period.

® Cross check BDNs with fuel consumption

e |[f difference between aggregated fuel consumption and supplied fuel ex-

ceeds a threshold®” set by the verifier for this test procedure in the aggre-
gated values, proceed with further investigation

64

65

66

67

See short list of exemptions in section 4.2.4 and more details in Maritime Guidance Document No. 1, section 5.2.

Bunker Delivery Note
Rest On Board

To be based on the verifier's expert judgement, including materiality considerations.
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Element in article 15(2) M- Examples of activities to be performed by the verifier
AVR

Reliability and accuracy of In accordance with the verification plan, select a sample of voyages and
the data perform substantive testing. Perform relevant plausibility checks on the data
to get a sense on accuracy and completeness of data:

e Plausibility checks with average fuel consumption per voyage / day / hour
/ distance;

® Plausibility checks of passenger data with the maximum number of pas-
sengers allowed (from the vessel’s “Permit for carriage of passengers”);

® Plausibility checks of cargo data with deadweight design or maximum
cargo carried;

® Plausibility checks of fuel in tanks, bunker uptakes and fuel consumption
data with maximum tanks’ capacities;

® Check distances against distance on the shortest route using online dis-
tance calculator;

® Check time at sea based on departure and arrival times;
e Etc.

4.2.8 Treatment of data gaps

If methods laid down in the MP have been used to close data gaps pursuant to Section 2 of Part C of
Annex | to the MRV Maritime Regulation, the verifier has to verify whether these methods were appro-
priate®® and applied correctly. Furthermore, if these methods were not assessed or approved before-
hand (in case the method used was not included in the MP before), the verifier has to verify that the
approach to complete the missing data ensures that the emissions are not underestimated and does
not lead to material misstatements.

Where, for technical reasons, it is temporarily not feasible to apply the monitoring plan satisfactorily, the
company shall apply a conservative method based on alternative data sources listed in the monitoring
plan for the purpose of performing corroborative checks, or, if such an alternative is not contained in the
monitoring plan, an alternative method which provides surrogate data or a conservative estimation, until
the conditions for application of the approved monitoring plan have been restored.

Data gaps are a form of misstatements. As is discussed in section 4.4, the shipping company must
address all misstatements identified by the verifier before the verification statement can be issued. The
data gap must therefore be closed by the shipping company using surrogate data, even if the data gap
itself is smaller than the materiality threshold.

Special case 1: Determining emissions data for the period before the shipping company has estab-
lished its monitoring plan when it falls under the MRV Maritime Regulation for the first time (i.e. after
its first port call in a port falling under a Member State’s jurisdiction). Experience of the first years of the
MRV Maritime Regulation’s implementation show that shipping companies usually monitor and store
data on the vessel’'s emissions and energy efficiency (e.g. on fuel consumption, distance travelled, cargo
carried, time spent at sea, etc.) as these are monitored within the general management system of the
ship, i.e. beyond the purposes of the MRV Maritime Regulation. However, the data available may not
be in line with the specific requirements set in that Regulation and it will require companies to rework/sys-
tematise the data available for EU voyages, transport work, etc.

The general rule would be that the shipping company should use their best available data (e.g. BDNs
for fuel consumption), and any methods that comply with international standards or sound scientific

% See guidance on MP Table D.1 as provided in section 7.4.4 of Maritime Guidance Document No. 1.
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principles. Where companies do not have sufficient data available, they will need to provide acceptable
default factors for data gaps. As there is no one-size-fits-all solution, each company will provide its own
estimation method for data gaps. Estimation methods may include ship’s own values from past voyages,
extrapolation, interpolation, sector information, tracking data bases, etc.

Special case 2 — Missing partial ER: In case the previous shipping company does not provide the
verified ER in time for the new shipping company to compile the whole year’s emission report, a data
gap comparable to the one under special case 1 appears, i.e. the necessary data may probably be
compiled based on existing ship’s data, but it is not guaranteed that data is in conformity with the MP’s
needs, once the MP is assessed by the verifier, and approved by the AA, if relevant. However, if the
data gap is closed with best available data, the verifier should be able to conclude positively on the ER,
unless the new shipping company has intentionally failed to contributing best available data, e.g. by
delaying the request for the partial ER to the previous company.

It is the duty of the shipping company taking responsibility for the ship to ensure that all necessary
documentation and, where necessary, information to fill possible data gaps is obtained during the
change of shipping company. Experience underlines that it is best practice to include the exchange of
relevant documentation and information as a contractual requirement for the shipping company change.

Example

® Estimation of fuel oil consumption

The use of the engine power speed curves can yield a power-speed histogram. It is preferred to have
the day split into more than one segment. The specific fuel oil consumption can then be estimated from
the engine manufacturer’s curves. This exercise will define the propulsion-related fuel consumption. It
can also be found in the Engine Room Log Book. Many ships integrate torque meters and RPM meters
and provide digital image of power. Power will change with weather/speed. Once again, the E/R Log
Book will contain the power (and SFOC®9) of the diesel generators. Please note that the power at sea
for diesel generators is but a fraction of the propulsion power. Boilers are typically operated at sea
without additional fuel consumption, with economizers in use.

e Estimation of fuel consumption

An alternative path to estimate fuel consumption looks at fuel consumption of other similar vessels or
looks at similar conditions of speed and weather, as evidenced from the noon reports and log book. If
distance changes, consumption can be scaled proportionally to the distance.

® Estimation of transport work data

Cargo can be estimated from the drafts in the log book. Distance travelled can be obtained from the
GPS or the log book/noon reports.

429 Sitevisits

Article 18 of the M-AVR requires the verifier to carry out site visits to the shipping company at one or
more appropriate times during the verification process of the ships’ emission report or partial emissions
report. The verifier has to determine locations for its site visit based on the results of the risk analysis
and considering where the critical mass of relevant data is stored and where data-flow and control ac-
tivities are carried out. If the verifier concludes that on-board verification is needed to reach a reasonable
level of assurance and to sufficiently reduce the risk of undetected material misstatements in the emis-
sions report or partial emissions report, the verifier may also decide to visit the ship.

As an alternative to physical, in person, site visits, so-called virtual site visits may be considered provided
that conditions are fulfilled (see more details below). Only under special conditions, the verifier may

8 Specific Fuel il Consumption
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waive the site visit completely, irrespective of the mode (i.e. physical and virtual) — see also more details
on the conditions below.

A virtual site visit is in principle a video conference accompanied by any further written/electronic
communication. For that purpose the verifier will request the shipping company to provide all neces-
sary information electronically. For specific issues such as checking the actually used measuring
instrument and its reading, it may be necessary that some staff of the shipping company visits relevant
parts of the ships on request of the verifier during the video conference and thereby provides video
evidence to the verifier. If during the virtual site visit the verifier does not obtain all necessary evidence
for positively concluding on the emissions report, the verifier has to consider to carry out a physical
site visit.

Conditions for a virtual site visit

For choosing to perform a virtual site visit instead of a physical visit, one of the following conditions must
be fulfilled and documented by the verifier in its internal verification documentation:

(a) the verifier has sufficient understanding of the ship’s monitoring and reporting systems, including
their existence, implementation and effective operation by the company;

(b) the nature and level of complexity of the ship’s monitoring and reporting system are such that a
physical site visit is not required;

(c) the verifier is able to obtain and assess remotely all requisite information, including correct application
of the methodology described in the monitoring plan and verification of the data reported in the emis-
sions report or partial emissions report;

(d) where serious, extraordinary and unforeseeable circumstances, outside the control of the company,
prevent the verifier from carrying out a physical site visit and where those circumstances cannot,
after using all reasonable efforts, be overcome™.

The verifier shall not carry out a virtual site visit if no physical site visit has been carried out in the three
reporting periods immediately preceding the current reporting period’t. This means in practice that a
physical site visit shall take place at least once over a period of four consecutive years, irrespective of
whether verification in previous years was carried out by the same verifier or a different one, and except
if circumstances under point (d) apply. Carrying out a virtual site visit is not considered as a waiving of
site visit.

Conditions for waiving the site visit

The verifier may waive the site visit if conditions (a) to (c) above are fulfilled cumulatively. However, this
is not allowed if the verifier assesses the emissions report or partial emissions report of the ship for the
first time, or if no site visit (either physical or virtual) has been carried out during the preceding two
reporting periods. Furthermore, for ships carrying out activities falling under the EU ETS, the verifier
must inform the administering authority of its intention to waive the site visit. The AA may object to the
waiving of a site visit. The AA has to take into consideration the following:

e The information provided by the verifier regarding the results of the risk analysis;
e Information that all relevant information can be obtained and assessed remotely;

0 For example the Covid-19 Pandemic was such a case of force majeure.

L When considering the three reporting periods immediately preceding the current reporting period, the verifier should also in-
clude reporting period(s) during which a virtual site visit was held because of serious, extraordinary and unforeseeable circum-
stances as referenced to in Article 18(6), point d.
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® Evidence that all conditions for waiving the site visit (i.e. (a) to (c) above, and the required earlier site
visits) are met.

In the case of a site visit being carried out virtually or being waived, the verifier has to inform the shipping
company and, where relevant, the AA of this decision immediately and has to take measures to reduce
the verification risk to an acceptable level. The verifier should obtain reasonable assurance that the
emissions report or partial emissions report is in conformity with the MRV Maritime Regulation.

The justification for the decision for any virtual or waived site visit has to be recorded in the internal
verification documentation.

4.2.10 Addressing misstatements, non-conformities and the materiality level dur-
ing verification

As a next step during the verification process, the verifier has to address any misstatements and non-
conformities in the emissions report or partial emissions report, by informing the shipping company and
requiring action. The shipping company has to make all necessary corrections to the emissions report
or partial emissions report in all points identified by the verifier. Thereafter, the verifier has to decide
whether any remaining issues have a material effect on the data provided or not. More guidance on
misstatements, non-conformities and their materiality is given in chapter 4.4.

4.2.11 Concluding on the findings of the verification of the emissions report and
partial emissions report

When completing the verification and considering all evidence gathered during the verification, the ver-
ifier is required to carry out the activities listed in Article 20 of the M-AVR. This includes:

® Confirming that all (planned and relevant) verification activities have been carried out;
e Performing final procedures to ensure the aggregated data is free of material misstatements;

e Verifying whether the information in the report satisfies the requirements of the MRV Maritime Regu-
lation and, where applicable, of the EU ETS Directive;

® Submitting the internal verification documentation and the draft report to the independent reviewer,
before issuing the verification report;

® Authorising a person to authenticate the report and the evidence of the internal verification documen-
tation, and notify the shipping company thereof.

A key aspect of this step is that the verifier has to ensure that it has gathered sufficient evidence to
support the verification statement.

Sufficiency of evidence is influenced by the risk of the shipping company’s report being materially mis-
stated: The greater the risk of a material misstatement, the more detailed verification activities and the
more evidence are likely to be required. In addition, the quality of the evidence also plays a role (the
better the quality of the evidence, the less important the quantity of the evidence is likely to become).
However, merely obtaining more evidence may not always compensate for its poor quality.

The reliability of evidence is influenced by its source and by its nature and is dependent on the individual

circumstances under which it is obtained. For example:

e If evidence is obtained from external, independent and knowledgeable sources (e.g. external lab
analysis), it could be more reliable than internal sources in the shipping company.

e Evidence that is generated internally is more reliable when the related control activities are effective
or if the verification team has directly obtained the evidence (e.g. observing how the shipping com-
pany has carried out a manual cross check on the data instead of inquiring whether the shipping
company has carried out such a control).
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The verifier generally obtains more assurance from consistent evidence obtained from different sources
or from evidence of a different nature than from items of evidence considered individually. When evi-
dence obtained from one source is inconsistent with that obtained from another, the verifier will deter-
mine what additional verification activities mentioned under the process analysis are necessary to re-
solve the inconsistency.

4.2.12 Recommendations for improvement

When compiling the verification report, the verifier should not only report misstatements and non-con-
formities (whether material or not), but may also include “recommendations for improvement” as laid
down in Article 21 of the M-AVR. For any uncorrected misstatements and non-conformities not leading
to material misstatements, such reporting is mandatory, but the verifier may include also other recom-
mendations for improvement for issues that it finds relevant. The shipping company should address
those recommendations, unless the improvement would be considered as small or as causing unrea-
sonable costs etc. These recommendations have to be taken into account by the verifier during the
verification in the following year and their implementation has to be verified. If the shipping company
has not implemented them, the verifier must assess whether this fact increases or may increase the risk
of misstatements. For shipping companies, it is best practice to document any reasons for or against
implementing the recommendations, in order to facilitate next year’s verification.

During the process of recommending improvements, it is important that the verifier remains impartial
towards and independent from the shipping company and doesn’t give advice or develops parts of the
monitoring and reporting process.

4.2.13 Internal verification documentation

The verifier must compile the internal verification documentation to provide a complete trail of evalua-
tions and decisions that enabled the verifier to reach its verification opinion with reasonable assurance.
In accordance with the definition of “verification”, the verifier must collect evidence that supports the
verification statement. This evidence is to be collected in the internal verification documentation. An-
nex Il of this guidance document (section 8.2) contains a list of minimum elements to be included in the
internal verification documentation.

The internal verification documentation needs to be transparent and must be drafted in such a manner
that the independent reviewer and the national accreditation body (NAB)72 can assess whether the ver-
ification has been performed in line with the M-AVR. They have to be able to follow the complete docu-
ment and data trail and assess the critical decisions and issues that occurred during the verification
process.

In addition to this, the AA may request that the verifier provides access to its internal verification docu-
mentation and any other relevant information. However, this is not a requirement for the AA. The main
responsibility for checking the internal verification documentation lies with the NAB.

4.2.14 Independent review of the emissions report and partial emissions report

Just like the assessment of the MP in Chapter 4.1.5, the verification of an emissions report or partial
emissions report must undergo an independent review. This happens at the time the verification report

2 Assessment of the verifier's internal verification documentation is part of the NAB's assessment of the verifier's competence
and procedures during the accreditation and surveillance process.
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and internal verification documentation on the specific verification have been drawn up, but before the
verification report is signed and issued to the shipping company.

The objective of this review is to provide:
® A quality review function and to look for technical errors or omissions;

e A final check that due professional care and judgement has been applied in the verification process,
e.g. that the scope of work is consistent with the ship’s activities and achieving a reasonable level of
assurance;

e A final check to confirm that the verification team has carried out the verification in line with the M-
AVR and that the procedures for the verification activities have been correctly applied,;

® An assessment of whether the evidence gathered is sufficient to support the opinion stated in the
verification report;

® A proof reading function, e.g. to correct simple errors, typographical mistakes and omissions.

If an independent reviewer has identified errors or concludes that insufficient evidence has been gath-
ered, the Lead Auditor needs to correct these and obtain the missing evidence or corroboration.
Changes that the verifier makes in the verification report as a result of the independent review must be
reviewed by the independent reviewer, along with the underlying evidence. Independent review covers
all the steps in the verification process and focuses in particular on the following elements:

® The selection of the verification team (e.g. a check on whether the verification team holds the required
competences);

® How the verifier has evaluated its risks to undertake this particular verification engagement (e.g. what
time was allocated for the verification, what conditions were incorporated in the contract with the
operator);

® Strategic analysis, risk analysis and verification plan, including revisions of the risk analysis and the
plan;

® The activities performed during the process analysis, the evidence gathered, as well as the changes
in the planned and executed verification activities;

® How the verification team has completed the internal verification documentation, and the consistency
between the internal verification documentation and the verification report;

® Any issues raised by the verifier, in particular those that are related to the verification statement;

® Misstatements, and non-conformities communicated to the shipping company, whether these have
been addressed by the shipping company and how these have been reported in the internal verifica-
tion documentation;

® Review of any uncorrected misstatements and non-conformities; and of how the verifier has deter-
mined the material impact of these on the reported data;

® The justification for the opinion in the verification report.

An important requirement is that the independent reviewer must not have carried out verification activi-
ties that are subject to his review. This means that the independent reviewer shall not be part of the
verification team or be involved in any of the verification activities for that particular ship.

The results of the review have to be included in the internal verification documentation and the verifier
needs to notify”® the Commission and the ship’s flag state of whether the conditions for issuing the
document of compliance are fulfilled.

3 Through the issuance in THETIS-MRYV of a valid digital version of the Document of Compliance in accordance with the template
provided in Annex Il to Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2023/2449. The issuance of the Document of Compliance
is only possible after the verifier has marked the emissions report as ‘verified as satisfactory’ in the system.
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4.2.15 Verification report and Document of Compliance

The verifier shall issue to the shipping company, for onwards reporting to the AA, a verification report
related to each ship’s report it has verified. Article 22 of the M-AVR contains requirements on the content
of the verification report.

Two types of verification statements are possible (verified as satisfactory and verified as unsatisfactory),
with various justifications. Each of those statements and justifications have their own impact and char-
acteristics, as explained in Table 3.

Table 3: Characteristics of verification statements

Verification state-
ment’4

Clarification

The report is free
from material mis-
statement and
thus verified as
satisfactory

A report is verified as satisfactory if:

@ The report contains no misstatements or non-conformities. The verification state-
ment is of the type “verified without comments”.

® The report contains issues that have no material impact on the reported data. These
are issues that are not resolved at the time of reporting and may include:

non-material misstatements;
non-conformities that have no material effect on the reported data;
recommendations for improvements;

If such issues are reported, the verifier should select the statement “verified with
comments”. These comments have to be addressed (see section 4.2.16 after the
report is issued).

The report con-
tains material mis-
statements that
were not corrected
before issuing the
verification report

The CER is veri-
fied as unsatisfac-
tory

The verifier issues a negative verification statement. The outstanding material mis-
statements or non-conformities which cause material misstatements should be listed
in the verification report.

See section 4.2.16 for treatment of outstanding issues and 4.4 regarding the decision
on materiality of misstatements and non-conformities.

Scope of verifica-
tion is too limited

The CER is veri-
fied as unsatisfac-
tory

A limitation of scope of verification may arise from the following situations:

e Data is missing that prevents a verifier from obtaining the evidence required to re-
duce the verification risk to the level needed to obtain reasonable level of assur-
ance, e.g. some or all primary source data are missing and data are only available
at an aggregated level;

® The MP (in its current version) has not been assessed as satisfactory by an accred-
ited verifier or, where applicable, not approved by the AA. Thus it is not providing a
proper reference document for the verifier to check the report against;

® The MP does not provide sufficient scope or clarity to conclude on the verification,
e.g. parts of the monitoring methodology are not properly described in the MP;
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The AVR for installations and aircraft operators explicitly lists these types of verification statements in Article 27. They apply
also for ships and company level emission reports, as they are based on common practice and international standards such

as ISO 14064-3.

For avoiding this situation, two good practices are to be mentioned: (a) In such situation the shipping company must act imme-
diately and seek approval by the AA, so that the verifier can continue its work. (b) For enabling point (a), it is important that
verifiers are contracted early during the reporting period, and that verifiers start their verification well before the deadline for
submission of the emission report, so that there is sufficient buffer time, taking into account that both verifiers and AAs face
peak workloads in the months running up to the submission deadline.
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Verification state-
ment’4

Clarification

® The shipping company has failed to make sufficient information available to enable
the verifier to carry out the verification: e.g. the shipping company has not provided
the verifier with all information required (see section 4.2.2).

Non-conformities
individually or
combined with
other non-con-
formities provide
insufficient clarity
and prevent the
verifier from stat-
ing with reasona-
ble assurance that

Usually when non-conformities are found during the verification process, such findings
affect the risk analysis and the planned verification activities. In particular, if these non-
conformities increase the risk of misstatements and create uncertainty over the accu-
racy of the data, the verification activities must be more detailed and further tests and
checks will be required to achieve more assurance and confidence in the data.

If for example inadequate control activities have been implemented (e.g. no calibra-
tion, no procedures ensuring completeness of the fuel, no proper IT interface that is
used to aggregate the data), the verifier will undertake more substantive testing to as-
sess the accuracy of the data. However further testing will not always provide the veri-

. fier with sufficient confidence in the data.
the report is free

from material mis-
statements.

The CER is veri-
fied as unsatisfac-
tory

In some cases these non-conformities (individually or combined with other non-con-
formities) provide too much uncertainty for the verifier to positively state with reasona-
ble assurance that the shipping company’s report is free from material misstatements.
This could for example happen if the shipping company does not calibrate the meas-
urement equipment, the non-conformity is repeatedly not corrected and calibrated
measurement results are not present, thereby causing the verifier to be uncertain
whether the reported data is free from material misstatements.

Document of compliance

Verification is not only the confirmation of a single number (the total emissions in the reporting period),
but includes the confirmation of the ship’s compliance with the MRV Maritime Regulation. For the pur-
pose of the MRV Maritime Regulation, a specific documentary evidence, the Document of Compliance
(DoC) is established as a proof of compliance for the shipping company with regard to its obligations
under MRV in respect of a specific ship. The DoC s valid for the period of 18 months after the end of
the reporting period, i.e. sufficiently long until the next verification is due, and needs to be carried
onboard the ship for Port State Control checks. It is a responsibility of the verifier to issue such DoC
through THETIS-MRYV in accordance with Article 17 of the MRV Maritime Regulation, but only if the
emissions report for the relevant ship has been verified satisfactorily. No DoC is foreseen in relation to
partial ERs nor to CER.

4.2.16 Addressing outstanding issues in the verification report

Outstanding misstatements and non-conformities with the MRV Maritime Regulation and recommenda-
tions for improvement that have been listed in the verification report have to be addressed by the ship-
ping company. The different issues and the relevant follow-up are described in Table 4.

Table 4: How to address different outstanding issues

Type of outstanding is- | How to address

sues

The verification report
contains no misstate-
ments or non-conformi-
ties or recommenda-
tions of improvement

No action required by the shipping company
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Type of outstanding is-
sues

How to address

The verification report
contains non-material
misstatements

As the ship’s emission report or partial emissions report serves as input to a
company-level emissions report, the AA may assess the ship’s emission report,
and may assess those misstatements and make a conservative estimate of the
emissions in the CER if it considers that such an estimation is necessary —in
particular in case the AA considers the misstatement to be material. The AA shall
inform the shipping company whether and which corrections are required to the
shipping company’s report. The shipping company shall make that information
available to the verifier.

If the ship does not fall within the EU ETS scope (but only within MRV scope), it
remains between the shipping company and the verifier to resolve the issue. For
example, the verifier should take it into account for verification in the following
year, e.g. by increasing the verification risk accordingly. Usually non-material
misstatements will furthermore lead to recommendations for improvement.

The verification report
contains non-conformi-
ties regarding the MP76
that do not lead to a
non-satisfactory report

The shipping company should update the ship’s MP and submit it to the verifier
for assessment and thereafter to the AA.

The verifier shall assess during the next verification year whether these non-con-
formities have been corrected. If these have not been corrected, the verifier must
consider whether this increases or may increase the risk of misstatements. This
in turn will affect the planning of the verification and the detail of the verification
activities (e.g. further testing). During the verification process the verifier will in-
struct the shipping company to correct these non-conformities. If the shipping
company still does not correct the non-conformities, this will be one of the factors
to take into account when assessing the materiality of misstatements and non-
conformities found during the verification. Continued non-correction may lead to
minor issues being escalated to material issues in subsequent verification cycles.

The verification report
contains non-conformi-
ties with legal require-
ments

If the non-conformity has led to a non-material misstatement, the AA shall evalu-
ate the misstatement, see case above (non-material misstatements). The non-
conformity itself has to be corrected in the MP, where necessary in consultation
with the AA. The verifier shall assess during the next verification whether these
non-conformities in the MP have been corrected. If not, this may lead to addi-
tional risks that the verifier has to take into account. It may furthermore affect the
verifier's judgement on the materiality of this non-conformity.

The verification report
states that the ship’s re-
port cannot be verified
as satisfactory

e [f applicable, the AA shall make a conservative estimation of the emission data
for the purpose of the company-level emissions report, inform the shipping
company thereof, and enter the estimated data in the registry according to Ar-
ticle 31(6) and (7) of the Registry Regulation”.

® The verifier shall not issue a Document of Compliance.

The verification report
includes recommenda-
tions for improvement

Recommendations for improvement can cover a whole range of topics. It not only
includes suggested improvements to the shipping company’s risk assessment,
data flow, control activities and procedures but it could also involve recommen-
dations concerning monitoring and reporting emissions such as using better
measuring instruments.

In the following verification year, the verifier shall check whether the shipping
company has implemented those recommendations for improvement and the
manner in which this has been done. If those recommendations have not been
implemented the verifier must consider whether this increases or may increase
the risk of misstatements and non-conformities. This in turn will affect the plan-
ning of the verification and the detail of the verification activities (e.g. fur-
ther/more detailed testing).

6 See definition in section 4.4.1
7 Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2019/1122 of 12 March 2019 supplementing Directive 2003/87/EC of the European
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4.3  Verification of reports at shipping company level

In addition to the emissions reports and partial emissions reports at the level of the individual ships as
discussed in the previous chapter, Article 11a of the MRV Maritime Regulation mandates that, starting
in 2025, shipping companies must submit a verified emissions report at the company level. This Com-
pany-level Emissions Report (“CER”) has to include the aggregated emissions data to be reported under
the EU ETS Directive during the reporting period, based on the data of the emissions reports and partial
emissions reports already verified.

Before or at the latest on 31 March each year, the shipping company has to submit the verified report
together with its corresponding verification report to the AA and the flag States concerned. In order for
this deadline to be met, it is important for shipping companies to start the process of reporting and for
the verifier to start the verification early to have sufficient time to resolve any issues found during verifi-
cation before the deadline. Where the same verifier verifies the ship-level emissions reports (ERs) as
well as the CERSs, there is the possibility to carry out both tasks in parallel for efficiency reasons, provided
that any misstatements found in one report and subsequently corrected are also consistently corrected
in the other report and that any appropriate follow-up action is taken.

Please note that the overall process of verification (see section 4.2 and Figure 3) is very similar for
company-level emission reports as for ship’s reports. Therefore, this section focusses on the ele-
ments that are specific to the CER verification. For general guidance on the verification process, you
can therefore refer to section 4.2.

4.3.1 Information provided by the shipping company

Like for the assessment of the MP (section 4.1.1) and for the verification of the (partial) emissions report
at ship level (section 4.2.2), the shipping company is required to provide specific information to the
verifier at the pre-contract stage. In particular this includes (Article 24 M-AVR):

1. The report at shipping company level for the reporting period (i.e. the CER);

2. The emissions reports and partial emissions reports together with their respective verification reports
for all ships under the shipping company’s responsibility during the reporting period.

3. If the verification of the emission report at shipping company level in the previous year (i.e. CER of
previous year) was not carried out by the same verifier, copies of the following documents have to
be provided:

e the emissions report at shipping company level and the related verification report for the previous
year;

e the emissions reports and partial emissions reports of all ships under the shipping company’s re-
sponsibility during the previous year;

e the corresponding verification reports to the aforementioned documents.

4. Alist of all shipping company’s ships of 5 000 gross tonnage and above during the reporting period.
This list must also include the ships’ IMO ship identification number as well as the period the ship
was under the shipping company’s ownership or responsibility.

Additionally, verifiers may ask the shipping company to provide any other information relevant to the
verification of the CER.
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Missing (verified) emissions reports or partial emissions reports

During verification of company-level emission reports, it may occur that some ships’ emissions reports
or partial emissions reports are missing or have not been verified yet, leading to potential data gaps in
the emissions report at company level. The verifier has to take this situation into account on a case-by-
case basis: If the emissions report is not verified yet, the verifier may request from the shipping company
to get the preliminary (unverified) report in order to decide if the missing report would establish a material
misstatement. If the shipping company has not yet contracted a verifier for that ship’s ER, the verifier of
the CER may consider taking on this task itself (provided the activities of the pre-contract stage regard-
ing ER verification result in the verifier being able to accept this engagement — see section 4.2.1). If not
even a preliminary report is available, the verifier will have to make an estimate of the ship’s emissions
based on its technical data and assuming it has carried out EU ETS voyages during the whole missing
period (i.e. using conservative assumptions’®). If this estimate of the data gap resulting from the missing
ER results to be material for the whole CER, the verifier will not be able to provide a positive verification
statement on the company-level emissions report. However, if the missing emissions report becomes
available before the CER submission deadline of 31 March, the verifier can continue the verification
tasks accordingly.

Where a ship came under the responsibility of the shipping company during the reporting year, the
shipping company needs to receive a verified partial ER from the previous company. While a missing
ER will result in a data gap of this ship’s annual emission report for the purpose of the MRV Maritime
Regulation (see section 4.2.8), the data in this partial ER does not establish a data gap for the CER of
the new shipping company. Nevertheless the verifier of the CER should perform a check on the com-
pleteness of any partial ERs, and whether the dates given for when the ship falls under the responsibility
of the shipping company are consistent with the voyage data covered by the shipping company’s CER.

4.3.2 Strategic analysis

Just as is the case for the (partial) emissions report in chapter 4.2.3 the verifier has to perform a strategic
analysis before starting the verification process for the CER. The objective thereof is to obtain an un-
derstanding of the activities carried out by the shipping company. As a minimum, the verifier shall take
into account the information gathered under points 1 to 4 listed in section 4.3.1 from the shipping com-
pany, and the information obtained for previous years, should the verifier have carried out the verification
for the same company at that time.

4.3.3 Risk analysis

Article 26 of the M-AVR requires the verifier to conduct a risk analysis similar to the one described in
chapter 4.2.4 for the (partial) emissions report. This analysis should encompass the types of risks men-
tioned in footnote 60 (inherent, control and detection risks). It must encompass all data sets under veri-
fication, such as:

e the number of ships under the shipping company’s responsibility during the reporting period;

e the number of shipping company changes for ships under the shipping company’s responsibility dur-
ing the reporting period;
e the diversity of ships’ engines and fuel types used;

8 This estimate may lead to a significant over-estimation. However, it is certain that the estimate is conservative. The verifier may
consider e.g. looking into external tracking data to come up with a better estimate. However, this would be an additional effort,
but is not in line with the principle that for CER verification the verifier should avoid duplication of the ER verification. In particular
if there is a chance that the missing ER is still provided in time, it would be a waste of resources.
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e the number of different flag states’;

@ the range of different verifiers having carried out verification activities® for the emission reports of
ships under the shipping company’s responsibility during the reporting period;

® the number of monitoring plans of ships under the shipping company’s responsibility not approved by
the AA before the verification reports for the relevant (partial) emissions reports were issued;

e the number, nature and scale of misstatements and non-conformities related to the emissions reports
or partial emissions reports of ships under the shipping company’s responsibility;

Just like the risk analysis of the (partial) emissions report outlined in Chapter 4.2.4, the risk analysis for
the emissions report at company level is an iterative process, i.e. the risk analysis may require updating
based on findings during the process analysis.

4.3.4 Data verification
This part of the verification process regarding the emissions report at company level concerns the de-
tailed checking of the reported data. It requires checking of:

® The completeness of the report, in particular whether it includes all ships falling within the scope of
the EU ETS Directive;

® The correctness of the calculations leading to the aggregated emissions data at shipping company
level. The calculation must ensure that all differences between the emissions under MRV Maritime
scope and EU ETS are correctly taken into account. These are8;

e Different scope of GHGs covered,;
e Zero-rating of biofuels, RFNBOs, RCFs, and SLCFs®?;
50% / 100% coverage of voyages outside / within EEA,

CO2 capture;

Specific route exemptions (e.g. in respect of outermost regions, small islands, transnational routes
under public service obligation or contract);

® Rebate for ice-class ships.

It is to be noted that the majority of the information used at this stage has already been verified sepa-
rately in the ships’ emissions reports. Therefore, Article 15(6) of the MRV Maritime Regulation clarifies:
“The verifier shall not verify the emissions report and the report referred to in Article 11(2) [the patrtial
emissions report] of each ship under the responsibility of the company.” In other words, the verification
of the CER does not require, in principle, an additional verification of the previously verified underlying
ERs. However, the following considerations apply:

e If one or more of the individual ships’ (partial) emissions reports contains remaining misstatements,
the verifier for the CER has to assess if these — individually or aggregated — have a material impact
on the company-level emissions report, and take this into consideration for the verification statement.

e If the verification of the ships’ reports was done by a different verifier, the verifier of the CER must
treat the results as it would treat the result of other “outsourced activities” (see section 5.4). This

" Flag States may each have different requirements, procedures and enforcement checks in place, leading possibly to more
complex verification activities for the whole fleet in case its vessels are under different flags.

8 Wwhile all accredited verifiers should follow the same requirements under the MRV Regulation and the M-AVR, having different
verifiers for the ships under a company’s MRV responsibility may bring additional complexity - and therefore risks - to the
verification of a CER, e.g. due to different ways of summarising information, templates used, etc.

81 See Maritime Guidance Document No. 1, section 5.2.

82 Synthetic Low-Carbon Fuels as defined by Article 3(23h) of the MRR: "synthetic low-carbon fuels’ means gaseous and liquid
fuels, the energy content of which is derived from low-carbon hydrogen as defined in Article 2, point (13) of Directive (EU)
2024/1788 [Gas Market Directive], which meet the greenhouse gas emission reduction threshold of 70 % compared to the
fossil fuel comparator |[...]"
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means that, for ensuring a reasonable level of assurance, a sampling of ships’ verification reports
may be required, and the selected verification reports must be checked by the verifier for the CER to
understand the verification tasks already performed as well as any remarks made by the ER veri-
fier(s).

® It may happen that the verifier for the CER may not agree with the conclusions by the verifier for the
ship’s report (ER) on the materiality of individual misstatements reported in the ER(s). If that is the
case, the verifier for the CER should include relevant observations in the CER’s verification report
and those may require improvements on the side of the shipping company, or a follow-up by the AA
(e.g. communicating the issue to the NABs who accredited the verifiers for potential remedies).

4.3.5 Site visits

The verifier has to carry out site visits to the shipping company at one or more appropriate times during
the verification process of the CER verification (Article 31 of the M-AVR). In this case, the verifier is likely
to focus on the onshore locations of the shipping company, or “the place where the critical mass of
relevant data is stored and the place where data-flow activities and control activities are carried out”.
This does not exclude the possibility to carry out visits onboard ships in the context of CER verification
activities.

A site visit may be carried out virtually if the verifier is able to obtain and access all relevant information
remotely or if serious, extraordinary and unforeseeable circumstances, outside the control of the ship-
ping company, prevent the verifier from carrying out a physical site visit, even after using all reasonable
efforts.

Furthermore, based on the outcome of the risk analysis, the verifier may decide to waive a site visit.
This is possible if all the following conditions are cumulatively fulfilled:

® The verifier is able to obtain and assess all relevant information remotely;

® |t is not the first time that the verifier verifies an emissions report at shipping company level for that
shipping company;
® The verification can be carried out with reasonable assurance without any such site visit.

The verifier shall inform the shipping company without undue delay of its decision carry out a virtual site
visit or to waive the site visit, and include a justification for doing so in the internal verification documen-
tation.

In case of the CER verification, the AA has the right to object to the waiving of site visits, e.qg. if it finds
that not all the conditions for waiving the site visit are fulfilled. Therefore, the shipping company shall
inform the AA without undue delay of the decision of the verifier. The AA can object to the decision to
waive a site visit taking into consideration the information provided by the verifier on the outcome of the
risk analysis and the evidence that all aforementioned conditions for waiving the site visit are met. In
case of objection, the AA shall inform the shipping company accordingly within a reasonable time, but
no later than two months from the date it was informed of the verifier's decision to waive the site visit.
Therefore, it is important for the verifier to carry out the risk analysis and strategic analysis early enough
to still allow for a site visit in case the AA objects.

45



4.3.6 Concluding on the verification of the CER

After having carried out the activities of the verification plan (including site visits if not waived, data
sampling etc.), addressing all relevant misstatements and non-conformities by the shipping company,
assessing the materiality of remaining issues (see section 4.4) and compiling the findings in the internal
verification documentation, the verifier completes the verification by considering all evidence gathered
(Article 33 of the M-AVR) in order to conclude on the verification statement, i.e. whether the data has
been found to be correct and the information in the report to fulfil the requirements of the MRV Maritime
Regulation and the EU ETS Directive.

Thereafter, the verifier submits the internal verification documentation and the draft verification report to
the independent reviewer, before issuing the verification report to the shipping company (after authen-
tication of the report and the evidence of the internal verification documentation by an authorised repre-
sentative of the verifier). The verification report shall contain the elements listed in Article 35(5) of the
M-AVR, in particular the identification of the shipping company and the CER, the verified emissions, a
verification statement, any unresolved (material or non-material) misstatements and non-conformities
and recommendations for improvement.

4.4  Addressing misstatements, non-conformities and their materiality

During the assessment of the MP or the verification of the emissions report, partial emissions report or
emissions report at company level, the verifier will check whether the relevant documents (MP, ER,
CER) contain “misstatements” and “non-conformities”. The verifier must inform the shipping company
on a timely basis if it has identified misstatements or non-conformities and request relevant corrections
within a reasonable deadline. The shipping company has a general obligation to correct any non-
conformities and misstatements, irrespective of the impact® of the single non-conformity/mis-
statement.

4.4.1 Definitions
Article 2 of the M-AVR defines:

‘non-conformity’ means one of the following:

(a) for the purpose of assessing a monitoring plan, that the plan does not fulfil requirements under
Articles 6 and 7 of Regulation (EU) 2015/757, Directive 2003/87/EC and Commission Implement-
ing Regulation (EU) [2023/2449]24;

(b) for the purpose of verifying an emissions report and a partial emissions report, one of the
following:

(i) the greenhouse gas emissions and other relevant information are not reported in line with
the monitoring methodology described in the monitoring plan that an accredited verifier has
assessed as satisfactory and, where applicable, that was approved by the administering au-
thority responsible;

(ii) the reported data do not fulfil the requirements under Regulation (EU) 2015/757, Directive
2003/87/EC, Implementing Regulation (EU) [2023/2449], Commission Implementing Regula-
tion (EU) 2016/1928(11)or this Regulation;

8 See below concept of ‘materiality’ for more details.

84 The M-AVR here contains a reference to Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2016/1927 which has been replaced by
Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2023/2449 after the M-AVR’s publication. For clarity, the text has been amended
above accordingly.
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(c) for the purpose of verifying a report at company level, that the reported data do not fulfil re-
guirements under Regulation (EU) 2015/757, Directive 2003/87/EC and Implementing Regulation
(EV) [2023/2449];

(d) for the purpose of accreditation, any act or omission by the verifier that is contrary to require-
ments under Regulation (EU) 2015/757, Directive 2003/87/EC and this Regulation.

In short, this means that for the monitoring plan and the company-level emission report, a non-
conformity is a point in which the MP or the CER does not comply with the MRV Maritime Regulation,
the EU ETS Directive and the relevant templates (i.e. cases of non-compliance). For the ships’ emis-
sions reports and partial reports (ERs), ‘non-conformity’ has a wider scope, as its definition also en-
compasses cases where the emissions report is not in conformity with the approved monitoring plan, on
top of cases where the ER does not comply with the MRV Maritime Regulation, the EU ETS Directive
and relevant templates.

Examples of non-conformities:

® Fuel quantities are determined based on different measurement instruments, or by other methods,
than those listed in the MP;

® Application of emission factors different than the default ones given in Annex | to the MRV Maritime
Regulation without the needed justification;

® Meters are not maintained or calibrated in line with the requirements in the ship’s MP, or used in
breach of the producer’s specifications;

® The ER reports a fuel which was not listed in the MP;

® After a significant change, the MP has not been submitted to the verifier for assessment or to the AA
for approval.

If a non-conformity results in an error, misrepresentation or omission in the reported data, it must also
be regarded as a misstatement.

The M-AVR defines a ‘misstatement’ to mean “an omission, misrepresentation or error in the reported
data, apart from the uncertainty permissible pursuant to [the MRV Maritime Regulation] and taking into
consideration the guidelines developed by the Commission on those matters”. Misstatements can there-
fore be of very different nature, ranging from simple typos in transferring data from one file to another,
errors in calculation formulae, omissions of data points, mixing up emission factors for different fuels,
etc. Misstatements may qualify as material or non-material misstatements.

The M-AVR defines the materiality level as “the quantitative threshold or cut-off point above which the
verifier considers misstatements, individually or taken together, to be material” and the material mis-
statement as “a misstatement that, in the opinion of the verifier, individually or when taken together with
other misstatements, exceeds the materiality level or could otherwise, have an impact on the total re-
ported emissions or other relevant information.”

As can be noted, “materiality” includes not only a quantitative (the materiality level), but also a purely
qualitative element (whether it is in the opinion of the verifier material). Or as ISO 14065 defines it:
“materiality: concept that individual misstatements or the aggregation of misstatements could influence
the intended users’ decisions”. This means in practice that a verifier may still consider misstatements
below the materiality level to be material, even when considered individually. The intended users of a
verification report are including the administering authority and the public, as environmental data always
have to be considered of public interest, and other market participants, as emissions provide a demand
for allowances and therefore impact the price of EU ETS allowances. In cases where the legislation
does not provide a specific materiality level, the verifier has to define itself what level it would consider
acceptable. The choice should be documented in the internal verification documentation.
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4.4.2 Materiality levels

The M-AVR provides some quantitative materiality level, i.e. the quantitative threshold or cut-off point
above which the verifier must consider misstatements, individually or taken together, to be material.
However, in some situations, the verifier will also have to consider smaller misstatements or non-con-
formities to be material, if qualitative considerations make them appear material.

In the case of the emissions report or partial emissions report, the M-AVR requires a materiality level of
5% of the respective total figure reported in the reporting period for parameters such as:

e fuel consumption and GHG emissions;
cargo carried;

°
® transport work;

e distance travelled and time spent at sea;
[ J

other relevant information in the emissions report or partial emissions report.

In the case of the emissions report at company level, two different materiality levels are applied in line
with requirements for other sectors included in the EU ETS. The materiality level is:

® 2 % of the aggregated emissions in the reporting period for shipping companies whose total aggre-
gated GHG emissions of all ships falling within the scope of the EU ETS Directive exceed 500 000
tonnes of CO, equivalent; and

® 5 % of the aggregated emissions in the reporting period for shipping companies whose total aggre-
gated GHG emissions of all ships falling within the scope of the EU ETS Directive are below or equal
to 500 000 tonnes of CO; equivalent.

Note: The aggregated emissions to which the thresholds refer to are those determined in accordance
with Point 1 (Points 1.1 to 1.7) of Part C to Annex Il to the MRV Maritime Regulation, i.e. taking into
account the relevant derogations and the phase-in of the EU ETS. Details on calculation of aggregated
emissions at company level can be found in Maritime Guidance Document No.1.

For all parameters for which no materiality level is provided explicitly in the M-AVR, the verifier has to
apply a level based on its professional judgement, or apply qualitative criteria, as relevant.

4.4.3 Relationship between materiality and uncertainty

The MRV Maritime Regulation defines ‘uncertainty’ in the same way as the MRR8®: It “means a param-
eter, associated with the result of the determination of a quantity, that characterises the dispersion of
the values that could reasonably be attributed to the particular quantity, including the effects of system-
atic as well as of random factors, expressed as a percentage, and describes a confidence interval
around the mean value comprising 95% of inferred values taking into account any asymmetry of the
distribution of values.” Uncertainty is a parameter relating to the quality of measurements which includes
both the concepts of ‘accuracy’ (whether systematic errors (bias) are reduced) and ‘precision’ (referring
to the spread of values resulting from random fluctuations).86

8 For more information on uncertainty, please see MRR Guidance Document No. 4.

8 The effect of uncertainty is that any measurement carried out with an instrument of sufficient resolution, if repeated several
times, will not give only one sharp value, but different values, which show a (normal) distribution around the most likely “true”
value. However, if the instrument is not properly calibrated, this most frequently displayed value may deviate from the real
value. The actual uncertainty is therefore higher than just the normal distribution of the displayed values.
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Uncertainty is an important parameter at the stage of developing a monitoring plan, where it is in the
interest of the shipping company to minimise uncertainty as much as possible87-88, Verifiers assessing
MPs have to consider if the uncertainty specified by the shipping company is acceptable for the purpose
of the MRV Maritime Regulation. Where a shipping company applies the default admissible uncertainty
value®?, the verifier should check that the measuring methods and procedures as described in the MP
are consistent with the application of that default value. If the shipping company opts for determining an
actual uncertainty value, the verifier will have to review the uncertainty assessment submitted together
with the MP. In both cases, observations on the uncertainty levels stated in the MP may be relevant for
the verifier's conclusions on the MP.

When it come to the verification of an emission report, the verifier will check whether the shipping com-
pany has adhered to the (assessed/approved?®) monitoring plan. This involves checking whether the
measuring equipment has been maintained and calibrated appropriately®!. Failing to do so may lead to
an increase in the measurement uncertainty and can be considered a non-conformity®? (see below).
Except for such checks, measurement uncertainty plays no further role in verification of data, as the
uncertainty is given by circumstances which cannot be changed ex-post. As said in the definition of
“misstatement”, permissible uncertainty®3 does not contribute to the fact that data is misstated. Conse-
quently, during verification of ship level emissions reports (ER), measurement of uncertainty does
not play arole in assessing if a misstatement is material or not. The uncertainty as laid down in the
assessed/approved MP is deemed acceptable and not leading to material issues. The quantitative ma-
teriality threshold (i.e. 5% for the ER) and the uncertainty level are independent parameters used for
different purposes: Uncertainty informs about the quality of measurements, while materiality is a tool for
verifiers to plan and perform their activities, and to judge findings.

The only situation where uncertainty needs further consideration during verification is if the verifier de-
tects a deviation from the approved® monitoring plan which increases the uncertainty. This has to be
considered a non-conformity. In line with the general treatment of non-conformities (see section 4.2.16),
this can result in a misstatement. This happens for example if:

® Measurement equipment is not meeting the required uncertainty level as given in the approved MP95;
® Measurement instruments are not installed properly or are not functioning correctly, have not been
(properly) maintained or calibrated. In such cases, the actual uncertainty of the instrument in use

must be assumed to be higher than under ideal conditions which usually form the basis for uncertainty
levels given in the MP.

87 In particular when bunkering, there is a commercial interest of both the supplier and the shipping company as recipient of the
fuel to attain the highest possible quality of measurement. Therefore, measuring instruments for commercial transactions are
often subject to specific legal requirements (National Legal Metrological Control) in order to limit uncertainty. Another key
reason to limit uncertainty as much as possible for the shipping company is to improve its fuel management system onboard
the ship, thus minimising operational inefficiencies.

8 Uncertainty is defined as referring to the total annual value covered by the uncertainty, e.g. total consumption of a fuel which
may result from several bunkering processes, or taking into account the overall uncertainty of fuel consumption monitoring.

8 Maritime Guidance Document No.1 currently proposes an applicable default value of 7,5% for uncertainty.

% Approval by the Administering Authority of the monitoring plan will only be required for ships within ETS scope.

%1 What is “appropriate” is defined either by rules for national legal metrological control, or by the instrument’s use specifications.

9 This applies to both cases where the company has declared in the MP the recommended default value for uncertainty and to
cases where the company has provided a ship-specific actual value for uncertainty.

% “Permissible uncertainty” means the uncertainty as assessed by the verifier / approved by the administering authority where
applicable.

% If the monitoring plan does not require approval by the AA, this should be read as the Monitoring plan as assessed by the
verifier.

% At this time, the MRV Maritime Regulation does not specify maximum acceptable uncertainty values the MRR, which sets those
for specific tiers. However, should the MRV Maritime Regulation be updated to include tiers or other forms of uncertainty
requirements, the verifier would have to check monitoring plan for compliance with those requirements, and during verification
of the emissions report, whether the uncertainty level is actually met.
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In both cases, the verifier has to decide if the non-conformity leads to a material misstatement. In the
absence of a comprehensive uncertainty assessment by the shipping company, the verifier will apply a
gualitative assessment for the misstatement. However, if uncertainty information is available, the verifier
can determine the error resulting as the difference between the approved and the actual uncertainty,
and determine if that error would meet the quantitative criterion®® for being a material misstatement.

Example:

For an annual fuel consumption of 3 000 tonnes Marine Diesel Oil (MDO), the actual uncertainty is 8%
instead 6% as stated in the approved Monitoring plan. The difference between 6% and 8% of the annual
MDO consumption is 2% or 60 tonnes MDO. This is less than the applicable 5% threshold for materiality.

Follow-up to this finding: If the shipping company has better data to replace the one that establishes the
non-conformity/misstatement, the general rule applies that every misstatement detected by the verifier
must be corrected. However, if there is no corroborating data source, and as the misstatement has been
found to be non-material, the verifier may still issue a positive verification statement, but include the fact
on the found non-conformity and misstatement in the verification report. The shipping company should
improve the situation without undue delay, i.e. ensure that the respective measuring instrument is re-
placed by one that is in conformity with the approved monitoring plan.

4.4.4 Approach to assessing the materiality of misstatements and non-conformi-
ties

Assessing the material effect of misstatements and non-conformities has a quantitative and qualitative
aspect, and both must be considered, as has been explained in sections 4.4.1 and 4.4.2. The quantita-
tive aspect depends on the size and nature of the impact, whereas the qualitative aspect is very much
determined by factors that can influence the user, in particular the administering authority.

Whenever the verifier determines a different value than the one found in the shipping company’s report
(e.g. after detecting a typo or a missing value in a sum of many values), it will compare it with the
reported value as follows:

Item Reported value Verifier’s value Difference Material ?
Item 1 A B A-B=C ClZz%
Iltem 2 F G F-G=H H/IZ%
ltemn

Total items Z=A+F+.. X=B+G+.. Z-X=Y YIZ%

Where the difference between the reported value and the verifier’s value is negative, this indicates that
the original reported value was understated; where the difference is positive, this indicates that the orig-
inal reported value was overstated. Then the total difference of reported values and verifier's values for
all items is determined by summation of the individual items. Here it is important that the verifier does
not “add apples and pears”, i.e. it needs to ensure that all elements have the same unit, usually emis-
sions. If for example an error is found in a fuel consumption (item 1) and another error in an emission
factor (item 2), then both items should be first converted into emissions before adding them up. If item 3

% Set at 5% of the total over the reporting period in accordance with Article 17 of the M-AVR. This means the annual total in case
of the ER, or the period covered by the partial emission report.
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refers e.g. to distance travelled, this cannot be added to the emissions of the previous summation. How-
ever, if many errors, omissions or misrepresentations occur throughout the report and they cannot be
added up, they can still be judged regarding the qualitative criterion for materiality.

In case there are several cases of positive and of negative deviations, this may give the impression that
the overall sum does not deviate much, i.e. the errors even out each other. That would then result in an
unjustified impression of an overall not materially misstated report, despite the fact that it contains a
significant number of errors. In such cases, the verifier should also make a calculation of the sum of
absolute deviations (i.e. make all deviations positive), divided by the total sum of reported errors. This
percentage will be higher and will give a better understanding of the size of mistakes and the materiality
of the total number of misstatements found.

The quantitative aspect and thus the materiality level alone is not the only factor when assessing
whether or not a misstatement or non-conformity has a material effect. The key question for assessing
the qualitative aspect is whether a misstatement or non-conformity (individually or combined) can influ-
ence the decision of the user, in particular the AA. This will depend on the number, size and nature of
misstatements and non-conformities as well as on their particular circumstances of occurrence. It is
important to note that misstatements and non-conformities can also have material effect on the reported

data even if the materiality level is not exceeded.

Factors that can be relevant in determining whether or not a misstatement or non-conformity has mate-
rial effect can be the following:

@ Can the misstatements or non-conformities be corrected?

@ Does the shipping company refuse to correct the misstatement or non-conformity identified®”?
® What is the likelihood of the misstatement or non-conformity reoccurring?

® What is the duration of a misstatement or non-conformity?

® Are misstatements or non-conformities the result of an act with or without intent?

[ J

Does the issue concern a non-conformity with the legal requirements with the MRV Maritime Regu-
lation?

4.45 Examples of material misstatements

Example 1

During the verification process of ship X of company V, it is detected that company Y made a typo in the ap-
plication of the emission factor for fuel. The ship consumed only heavy fuel oil for which the emission factor is
3,114 t CO2 / tonne fuel, while the company accidentally used a factor of 2,114 t COz2 / tonne fuel.

The ship consumed 1 000 tonnes of heavy fuel oil, leading to reported emissions of 2 114 tonnes instead of
3 114 tonnes. Representing a misstatement of 1 000 tonnes of COz, the impact of the misstatement therefore
is 1 000/ 3 114 x 100% = 32%.

This implies that if the company does not rectify the error, the total emissions in the report will be 32% lower
than they should be. As the impact on the total reported number is above 5%, this is considered a material
misstatement.

The company must correct any error found by the verifier, even, if below 5% margin. But in case of the error
being material, the impact is more severe: If the company refuses to make a correction, the verifier must is-
sue a negative verification statement.%

% As mentioned earlier in this document, shipping companies have a general obligation to correct any non-conformities and
misstatements, irrespective of the impact of the single non-conformity/misstatement.

% |f the company refuses the correction on the grounds of a misstatement being non-material, it does not comply with the M-
AVR. The only exception would be where the company is unable to provide the data without intent, e.g. because files have
been lost during a fire at the office. In such case it is acceptable if surrogate data or estimations like in the case of data gaps
are used for correction. Such correction may still have a residual misstatement character, but most likely it would not be mate-
rial.
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Example 2

A shipping company implemented a new IT system to collect and manage data. Through sampling the verifier
noted that information on fuel consumption, distance and cargo for about 1 month of the year contains errors.

If this is identified from a single sample voyage for the relevant month, the impact extends beyond just that
one voyage. While the error in data for the voyage may not be material, the aggregated omission will be ma-
terial. For example, the ship has done X voyages in the reporting period and the verifier has sampled 20%
voyages. If 2 errors have been found in the population of 20% voyages, then the size of the error equals 10
errors in the reporting period.

Thus, verifiers will evaluate the impact on the aggregated information of a single issue noted during the verifi-
cation and will take into consideration the likelihood of errors in the data they have not sampled. The verifier
may also consider increasing the sample size in order to get more precise assurance of the resulting error.

Example 3

During the verification process of ship X of company Y, it is detected that the company Y has not included all
the bills of lading for the relevant voyages of ship X when reporting the total cargo carried. While calculating
the total cargo carried, some data was inadvertently omitted.

If the missing data affects the total reported number by more than 5%, this would be classified as a material
misstatement. If the company does not correct the misstatement, the verifier should not provide a positive
verification report for ship X.
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5 REQUIREMENTS FOR VERIFIERS

While the previous chapter dealt with the activities of a verifier during verification of shipping companies’
data, here in Chapter 5 guidance is given on the requirements that a verification body must fulfil for
getting accreditation. These requirements are given by Chapter Il of the M-AVR (Article 37 to 45) re-
garding the MRV Maritime and EU ETS specific requirements on verifiers. Further requirements will
result from EN ISO 14065 for GHG verifiers in general. Key guidance note KGN 11.8 explains how EN
ISO 14065 relates to the AVR for the EU ETS for installations and aircraft operators. It applies in a
similar way to the M-AVR and the verification of shipping companies.

Note the terminology: “Verifiers” are always legal persons (companies), while the individuals forming

the verification team are referred to as “verification personnel”, “auditors”, “lead auditors”, “technical
experts”, etc.

5.1 Continued competence process

The verifier must establish, document, implement and maintain a competence process to ensure that all
verification personnel are competent for the tasks that are allocated to them. “Personnel” means not
only the “shipping MRV auditor” or “shipping MRV lead auditor” but also the technical experts, independ-
ent reviewers, supporting staff that help prepare the verification: basically, anyone who is involved in
verification activities.

The competence process consists of several elements as shown in Figure 4. The verifier must also have
a system for recording the activities performed in the competence process as well as the results of the
assessments in the competence process for all personnel undertaking verification activities.

. Monitoring competence & Specific verification

Developing a method for ensuring continued
competence and regular evaluation

Developing competence criteria _ _
Developing a process for assessing

(Art. 37(2)(e) M-AVR) whether:

* Verification engagement falls within
scope of accreditation

« Verifier has the competence,
personnel and resources required to
select a team and complete the
verification

+ Verification team holds all the
competence and capabilities
required to carry out the verification
activities

meeting Art. 38 to 40 M-AVR performance Art 37(2)(c) M-AVR

Developing general competence Assessing whether personnel meets
criteria according to Art. 37(2)(a) the competence criteria in accordance
M-AVR with Art 37(3) M-AVR

Developing specific competence Developing a process for ensuring
criteria according to Art. 37(2)(b) ongoing training of personnel
M-AVR Art. 37(2)(d) M-AVR

Reviewing the competence process at regular intervals according to Art 37(4) M-AVR

o
aensr ymweltbundesamt

Figure 4: Elements of the competence process that verifiers have to implement
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5.1.1 Setting the framework

The first element of the competence framework to be established by the verifier is to develop the aim
that the verifier wants to reach, i.e. competence criteria to be met by its personnel:

® General competence criteria for all personnel undertaking verification activities (e.g. sales quotation
staff, planners, shipping MRV auditors, lead auditors, independent reviewers, technical experts etc.);

® Based on these general competence criteria, specific competence criteria for each role within the
verification body involved in verification activities. In particular this applies to shipping MRV auditors,
shipping MRV lead auditors, independent reviewers and technical experts. When developing these
specific competence criteria, the verifier takes into account specific technical and organisational is-
sues including countries and the scope of accreditation in which the verifier operates.

These competence criteria must meet the requirements of Article 38 M-AVR (Competence of the whole
team performing a verification). A verification team consists usually at least of a shipping MRV lead
auditor who may be accompanied by further shipping MRV auditors. Their competence requirements
are found in Article 39 M-AVR. Furthermore, each verification needs an independent reviewer who is
not member of the verification team, and whose competence criteria are defined in Article 40 M-AVR.
For cases where further technical experts are required as members of the verification team, their com-
petence requirements are given in Article 41 of the M-AVR. More information on these roles and their
requirements is laid out in Annex Il (section 8.3) and Annex IV (section 8.4).

5.1.2 Evaluating and monitoring the competence and performance

The verifier has to establish and document procedures for ensuring continued competence which in-
cludes regular evaluating of the performance of staff involved in the verification as well as a process for
ensuring ongoing training. As part of this competence process, the verifier regularly assesses the com-
petence of each personnel undertaking verification activities against the general and specific compe-
tence criteria established as discussed in section 5.1.1. The verifier uses a combination of methods to
assess that competence (e.g. tests, mentoring, observation and evaluation).

The verifier will determine what the appropriate means are for monitoring. For the shipping MRV auditors
and shipping MRV lead auditors, this must be done by a sufficiently competent evaluator who monitors
the competence and performance of these auditors during the verification and assesses whether the
competence criteria developed in the competence process have been met. This includes accompanying
them to the site of the shipping company. A competent evaluator can be a person working at the verifier.
This person must be sufficiently competent to be able to make this evaluation.

If a member of the personnel fails to demonstrate that the competence criteria for a specific task allo-
cated to him or her have not been fully met, the verifier shall identify and organise additional training or
supervised work experience. The individual must be monitored until he or she demonstrates to the sat-
isfaction of the verifier that he or she meets the competence criteria.

5.1.3 Assessment of competence for a specific verification engagement

For specific verification engagements (including assessment of monitoring plans), the verifier must
check the competence of personnel and resources available during the pre-contract stage (see e.g.
section 4.2.1). The verifier selects the team that meets all the competence requirements to carry out
verification activities for a specific shipping company. An appropriate process for this purpose has to be
developed, documented, implemented and maintained by the verifier to enable and complement this
competence assessment.
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5.2

Impartiality and independence

A pre-condition for accreditation is that the verifier is able to act impartially and independent from its
clients. Therefore, verifiers must confirm during the pre-contract stage that they are independent from
the client and that no situations compromising their impartiality exist, such as conflicts of interest. For
the purpose of accreditation, the verifier must establish and document appropriate processes to ensure
impartiality and independence. Risks to impartiality are sources of potential risks that may compromise
or may reasonably be expected to compromise a verifier’s ability to make unbiased decisions. Examples

are given in Table 5.

Table 5: Potential risks to a verifier's impartiality and independence

Type of potential risk

Clarification

Source of revenue

Risks related to the shipping company paying for the verification of shipping com-
pany’s report

Self-interest

Risks from a person or body acting in his/her/its own interest, for example financial
self-interest

Self-review

Risks that a person or body reviews their own work. Providing verification activities
for a client to whom the verifier provided consultancy would be such a self-review
risk. Also the lack of an independent review, or carrying it out in a very superficial
way would be a lack of control measures.

Familiarity (or trust)

Risks from a person or body being too familiar with the shipping company; Trusting
the judgment or opinion of another person instead of seeking verification evidence
is a familiarity risk.

Intimidation

Risks that a person or body is being coerced openly or secretly or the perception
that such a situation arises, implies a risk to be addressed or reported to a supervi-
sor

The M-AVR contains in Article 45 specific provisions on the impartiality and independence of a verifier
and its personnel undertaking verification activities (see Table 6).

Table 6: Requirements for verifiers and any part of the same legal entity, regarding their impartiality and independ-

ence

M-AVR requirement

Explanation and examples

The verifier and any part of the
same legal entity shall not be a
shipping company or owner of a
shipping company.

This means that the parent company of a verifier or a department of the
same company to which the verifier belongs must not be a shipping
company or own a shipping company. This is also the case if the de-
partment of the same legal entity to which the verifier belongs has no
actual relations with the verifier. Any part of the same legal entity as the
verifier must in all cases not be a shipping company or owner of a ship-
ping company.

The verifier and any part of the
same legal entity shall not be
owned by a shipping company.

The departments and entities described above must also not be owned
by a shipping company. If the shipping company has for example an in-
terest of 30% in a verifier, legally the verifier would not be owned by the
shipping company. However, this is a relationship with the shipping
company that harbours an unacceptable risk to the impartiality of the
verifier and is not allowed.

The verifier shall not have rela-
tions with the shipping company
that could affect its independ-
ence and impartiality.

What constitutes at least a conflict of interest in the relations between
the verifier and the shipping company is regulated in Article 45(5) of the
M-AVR.

A conflict of interest arises at least if:
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M-AVR requirement Explanation and examples

® The relationship between the verifier and the shipping company is
based on common ownership, common governance, common man-
agement or personnel, shared resources, common finances and com-
mon contracts or marketing; or

® The shipping company received consultancy or technical assistance
on monitoring and reporting from an organisation that has relations
with the verifier and that threatens the impartiality of the verifier. In
particular the verifier must not have supported the development of the
monitoring plan or the emission report (whether at ship level or com-

pany level)
The verifier must be independent This means that a verifier must not be an entity that engages in trading
from bodies that are trading emission allowance or is an owner of such an entity or is owned by such
emission allowances an entity. The verifier must also not have relations with the body that is

trading emission allowances because that would risk the impartiality of
the verifier, e.g. it must not provide consultancy advice related to the
trading of emission allowances and issues that affect the shipping com-

pany.

The abovementioned elements are not exhaustive. This means that other risks can also lead to an
unacceptable risk to impartiality. This could happen e.g. if a member of the verification team has shares
in the shipping company that is being verified by that team, or a team member has worked in the shipping
company before, or the lead auditor has previously worked for a consultancy company that implemented
the monitoring system in the ship that is subject to verification.

The verifier must not use personnel or contracted persons such as technical experts in the verification
of a shipping company’s report that involves an actual or potential conflict of interest. EN ISO 14065
requires the verifier to instruct personnel and contracted persons that they must reveal any situation to
the verifier that may pose a risk to the verifier's impartiality. The verifier uses that information to assess
the risks to impartiality and what appropriate action it should take (e.g. excluding team members from a
specific verification engagement).

In addition, the verifier must ensure that the activities of personnel or organisations (e.g. external organ-
isations to which the verifier has outsourced verification activities, organisations that have relations with
the verifier such as common ownership or common resources) do not affect the confidentiality, objectiv-
ity, independence and impartiality of the verifier. The verifier shall therefore implement certain safe-
guards that mitigate the risks to impartiality. Such measures include:

e Rotation of staff in verification engagements;

® Internal auditing and internal requirements that consultancy or other activities performed by the veri-
fier does not infringe the requirements in the M-AVR;

® Emphasising in the training of personnel, guidance and instructions the importance of impatrtiality,
specific training programmes for newly hired staff;

® Making sure that new staff with a history of consultancy on monitoring and reporting aspects, are not
involved in verification engagement until an appropriate time, at least two years, has passed;

® Assessing the impartiality of all competent personnel (including contracted persons) that will be se-
lected for a verification team, determining their prior relationship and contacts with the shipping com-
pany and making sure that e.g. its personnel or contracted personnel are excluded if they have pro-
vided any consultancy advice to the shipping company within a clearly defined time period (at least
two years);

® Clear separation of responsibilities between those parts of the business that offer advisory services
and those that offer assurance services;
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® Clear processes and policies to ensure no personnel is used that poses an unacceptable risk to
impatrtiality.

Verifiers have to monitor the impartiality risks and assess whether these safeguard measures effectively
mitigate and address the risks. Most of the abovementioned safeguard measures are applied in combi-
nation. During surveillance, the National Accreditation Body will assess the impartiality of the verifier’s
personnel and the safeguard measures taken.

Best practices to safeguard the impartiality and independence of the verifier include setting up an inde-
pendent committee, an impartiality monitoring function by an independent person or by assigning this
impartiality safeguarding function to non-executive directors. This committee monitors and reviews the
impartiality of the verifiers and staff on a regular basis.

More information on impartiality and independence for EU ETS verifiers can be found in the Commis-
sion’s guidance document “Good practice guidance on application of EN ISO 14065: impartiality”.

5.3 Rotation of lead auditors

Familiarity risks but also other risks such as self-review risks and intimidation risks can arise if verifiers
carry out verification of the same shipping company for several years. As part of the normal impartiality
procedures and measures outlined in section 5.2, verifiers shall take measures to reduce impartiality
risks when verifying the same shipping companies as in the previous year.

One additional measure is the mandatory rotation of the shipping MRV lead auditor. Article 45(10) of
the M-AVR requires a rotation of the shipping MRV lead auditor if that lead auditor has undertaken
verification of emission reports at company level for the same shipping company for a period of six
consecutive years. After those six consecutive years of verification, the shipping MRV lead auditor will
have to take a three consecutive year break from providing verification services to that same shipping
company.

The six-year period will start for example in 2025 on the verification of the 2024 emissions report at
company level. In this case, rotation will have to take place after the verification of the 2029 emissions
report at shipping company level, 2030 being the 6™ consecutive year of verification. The verification (in
2031) of the 2030 emissions report at shipping company level will have to be carried out by another lead
auditor. The lead auditor that was carrying out verification of the 2024 to 2029 emissions reports at
shipping company level could resume verification directly after the 3-year break, i.e. from verification (in
2034) of the 2033 emissions report at shipping company level.

Verifiers can decide to rotate lead auditors more frequently or change the lead auditor because of other
reasons (e.g. the lead auditor is leaving the verification company or is on sick leave). Impartiality con-
cerns within the verifier may also require the verifier to rotate lead auditors. If the lead auditor has not
verified the same shipping company’s report for six consecutive years and rotation was carried out be-
fore those six years, Article 45(10) of the M-AVR is not applicable. However, that does not mean that
no break period applies. If the verifier rotates more frequently or impartiality concerns require a rotation
before those six years, the break period during which the lead auditor cannot carry out verification for
the same shipping company will be defined by the verifier itself, tailored to the applicable impartiality
risks. As described in section 5.2 this will be done as part of the normal impartiality procedures of the
verifier which are required by EN 1SO 14065. The NAB will assess these internal rotation procedures
and monitor the impartiality of the verifier and its staff.

In organisations with multiple lead auditors that are competent to verify in the maritime sector, rotation
of lead auditors will be easier to arrange for. Ideally verifiers select lead auditors who have not been
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involved in the verification or independent review of the same shipping company. However, this may not
always be possible. A few issues need to be considered by the verifier:

e If two lead auditors within the organisation have been carrying out verification for the same shipping
company for six consecutive years (e.g. different lead auditors are involved in the verification of emis-
sion reports at shipping company level) both lead auditors have to be rotated according to Article
45(10) of the M-AVR;

® Where verifiers are small and have two lead auditors in their organisation, the lead auditors can rotate
among themselves. In those cases, the lead auditor can for example be rotated with an independent
reviewer even if that reviewer has been doing the independent review of that same shipping company
for six consecutive years. The verifier does, however, need to ensure no impartiality risks arise and
measures are taken to reduce familiarity risks.

® A lead auditor cannot be rotated with a shipping MRV auditor unless that shipping MRV auditor has
become a lead auditor and meets the relevant competence requirements.

In some cases, rotation of other staff such as auditors may also be required because of impartiality risks.
In those cases, internal procedures set-up by the verifier determine how and when rotation is carried
out. This is very much dependent on concrete circumstances and tailored to the applicable impartiality
risks (see section 5.2).

Please note that rotation is not the only mechanism to mitigate familiarity risks. Verifiers must implement
several safeguards to ensure continued impartiality of the verifier and its personnel.

When lead auditors rotate, the new lead auditor may be less familiar with the shipping company or
ship(s) and will need more time to understand the shipping company’s processes and risks. High quality
internal verification documentation will facilitate this process and ensure that the risk that a new lead
auditor may overlook misstatements or non-conformities is mitigated. The internal verification documen-
tation must contain sufficient detail and provide a clear track record of issues found, justifications as well
as complete strategic, risk analysis and other activities carried out and decisions taken. Such documen-
tation should include also information on how the accounting process in the shipping company works
and provide information on the quality of the data flow information. Annex Il of this document (section
8.2) provides more information on the content of internal verification documentation.

5.4  Outsourcing

If a verifier finds (during the pre-contract stage, or during verification) that it does not cover all compe-
tence requirements for a specific engagement (MP assessment or verification of ER or CER), or if its
own staff lacks the capacity for the engagement, a verifier may contract a third party (company®?) to
carry out certain activities for the verifier. This is called outsourcing. The relevant standard (ISO 14065
in connection with ISO 17029) requires that the full responsibility for the verification process remains at
the verifier, in particular that compliance with the relevant impartiality and independence criteria are
ensured, that the documentation and competence requirements, as well as all requirements applicable
under MRV Maritime Regulation, M-AVR and EU ETS Directive are met.

Furthermore, the M-AVR specifies in Article 45(6) that the verifier must not outsource the independent
review or the issuance of the verification reports. This means that these steps are so critical for the
overall verification that the verifier cannot entrust them to somebody outside its own organisation.

9 Contracting an individual is not considered outsourcing, but adding a person to the verifier's own team, provided the contract
ensures that the hired person is fully under the verifier's management system.
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5.5 Other issues

In order to obtain and maintain accreditation, the verifier has to cover further topics by its procedures
and documentation. Table 7 summarizes where to find guidance on these topics.

Table 7: Where to find guidance on other requirements for verifiers according to the M-AVR

M-AVR requirement Guidance provided

Article 38: Competence of verification team Annex Il (section 8.3)

Article 39: Competence of shipping MRV lead audi- Annex IV (section 8.4)

tor and shipping MRV auditor

Article 40: Competence of independent reviewer Annex IV (section 8.4)

Article 41: Competence of technical experts Annex |V (section 8.4)

Article 42: Required procedures of verifiers Annex V (section 8.5

Article 43: Internal verification documentation Annex |l (section 8.2)

Article 44: Records and communication Section 3.5 of KGN 11.8 (Key guidance note on the
relation between EN I1SO 14065 and AVR)

Article 45(6) and (7): Contracting and outsourcing Section 3.4 of KGN I1.8 (Key guidance note on the

relation between EN 1SO 14065 and AVR)
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6 ACCREDITATION AND ACCREDITATION BODIES

Many elements of the M-AVR and the AVR for other sectors'® of the EU ETS are very similar. In par-
ticular the process of accreditation, the requirements on accreditation bodies, the provisions on peer
evaluation between NABs and the mutual recognition of verifiers between Member States follow the
requirements of Regulation (EC) No. 765/2008 (the EU framework for accreditation) and applicable in-
ternational standards for accreditation'%?. Therefore, this guidance document summarizes only briefly
the main elements of the accreditation process.

For further information on EU ETS requirements on accreditation and national accreditation bodies,
please see chapters 6 to 9 of EGD | (Explanatory Guidance Document I) which gives guidance on
those elements of the AVR.

Chapter IV of the M-AVR contains requirements on the accreditation of verifiers by the NAB and their
monitoring once they have been accredited. Verifiers have to be accredited by the time they issue a
verification report. Other parts of their work (e.g. risk analysis, process analysis, etc.) may be carried
out already while the accreditation process is still ongoing. This is even a requirement, as the NAB
needs to participate in a “witness audit’, i.e. observing the actual work carried out by the verifier in order
to prove competence in this area.

6.1 Objectives of accreditation

In accordance with Article 48 of the M-AVR the objectives of accreditation are that the NAB assesses
whether the verifier and its personnel undertaking the verification activities:

® have the competence to carry out assessments of MPs and verification;

e are performing the verification in line with the M-AVR,;

® meet the requirements in Chapter Ill of the M-AVR which covers competence, impartiality, proce-
dures, documentation and further requirements stated in EN ISO 14065.

The NAB is not only required to assess these elements during the initial accreditation process but also
during surveillance, reassessment and extraordinary assessments.

6.2 Accreditation process

The basic accreditation process consists of several steps that are interconnected and interdependent.
Figure 5 shows the sequence and relations between the most important ones of these steps. The typical
accreditation process works as follows:

® The Verifier-to-be sets up its internal processes and written procedures in order to fulfil the require-
ments of the M-AVR, the MRV Maritime Regulation, its delegated and implementing acts??, and the
EU ETS Directive. Further requirements may also follow from the accreditation framework (Regulation
(EC) No. 765/2008) and applicable international standards, in particular ISO 17029, ISO 14065, 1SO

10 The AVR covers the EU ETS for stationary installations, aircraft operators and the “ETS2” for road transport, buildings and
further sectors.

101 particular ISO/IEC 17029:2019 “Conformity assessment — General principles and requirements for validation and verification
bodies”

102 please see list in Annex VIII of this document (Section 8.8).
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14064-3 and ISO 14066. Annex V of this document (section 8.5) gives an indicative list of required
procedures.

® By applying the competence process which the verifier has to establish (section 5.1), the verifier
ensures that it has sufficient staff trained for the purpose of carrying out assessment of monitoring
plans and verification of ships’ emission reports and company-level emission reports. The M-AVR
does not differentiate between different scopes of accreditation. Therefore, maritime MRV verifiers
must be competent in all the tasks provided for in the MRV Maritime Regulation, EU ETS Directive
with regard to shipping company, and the M-AVR.

Review of the Request for In case of positive decision: Internal review and
decision on

Application Application Accreditation certificate accreditation

Is the Request
admissible?

Have non-conformities Yes Ve|_'|f|er (Bl corre(;tlve Are non-conformities
Assessment Assessment report T e action and NAB reviews closed out?
. corrective action .

No

Further action by
verifier or follow up visit <
and assessment by
NAB

Annual surveillance

Reassessment before expiration of the accreditation certificate (max. 5 Years)

)
eewer umweltbundesamt

Figure 5: Basic accreditation process

e The verifier will then file a formal application for accreditation in accordance with Article 49 of the M-
AVR at the National Accreditation Body (NAB). For selecting a NAB, the following guidance can be
given:

e |[f the verifier is established in an EU Member State, the NAB of that Member State must be se-
lected. If that NAB does not offer accreditations for MRV Maritime scope, the NAB will inform the
verifier which other NAB in the EU should be approached.

e If the verifier is not established in an EU Member State, it is free to select any NAB in the EU,
because accreditations are mutually accepted by all other Member States.
® The NAB will review the application regarding its completeness, and if relevant, request the verifier
to submit further information.

® The NAB will carry out a detailed assessment (Article 50 M-AVR) of the verifier's competence, inde-
pendence and impartiality. This process usually includes a document review, an on-site “office audit”
(i.e. assessment activities at the premises of the verifier, e.g. for checking its quality management

193 In accordance with Regulation (EC) No 765/2008, there is only one NAB per Member State.
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system and verification procedures) and at least one “witness audit”, i.e. observing the actual verifi-
cation activities of the verifier including during a site visit at a shipping company.

® The NAB will issue an assessment report. If relevant, it lists all findings and non-conformities deter-
mined during the assessment. The verifier is than given a reasonable timespan for corrective action,
after which the verifier will report on the corrections made, and the NAB will decide whether further
assessment is needed. If so, the verifier will be informed accordingly.

e After all non-conformities have been resolved, the NAB can issue the accreditation certificate, which
may be valid for a maximum of five years (Article 51 M-AVR).

After the accreditation process has been finished and an accreditation certificate issued, the compe-
tence and actual performance of the verifier is monitored through annual surveillance. Before the ac-
creditation certificate expires, a reassessment of the verifier will be carried out.

To ensure that verifiers are accredited by the time the verification report is issued, verifiers should submit
their request for accreditation sufficiently early to enable the NAB to complete the whole process in time.
This means that the verifier can enter into a verification contract with a shipping company before the
accreditation certificate has been issued, provided that an application for accreditation has been sub-
mitted and the accreditation will be completed successfully by the time that the verification report is
issued. An accreditation process for new verifiers normally takes 6 to 12 months, depending very much
on the degree of the verifier's preparation to be assessed and on;

® The quality of the verifier's procedures and management system;
® The extent to which the verifier already has proper documentation and procedures in place;

® The workload of the NAB and its experience: a newly established NAB or NAB new to Maritime MRV
or the EU ETS accreditation services may need additional time for the accreditation of a verifier.

6.3 Monitoring of the verifier after accreditation

The NAB must monitor its accredited verifiers to ensure that the verifier continues to be competent and
meet the requirements of the M-AVR. Monitoring verifiers involves annual surveillance and reassess-
ment, and where relevant, extraordinary assessment.

6.3.1 Surveillance

The NAB is required to carry out annual surveillance of accredited verifiers. During surveillance, the
following activities will be carried out:

® A visit to the premises of the verifier to check a representative sample of the internal verification
documentation, the implementation of the quality management system and the procedures and pro-
cesses the verifier is required to establish and implement;

® Awitness audit to assess the competence and actual performance of a representative number of staff
involved in the verification or assessment of monitoring plans.

Other surveillance activities carried out during these visits can be enquiries from the NAB into aspects
of the verifier relating to accreditation, requests to the verifier to provide documents and records (e.g.
verification reports, complaints records, management review records). This includes updates and
changes in the management system mentioned in Article 42(3) of the M-AVR, the competence process
and other procedures and processes.
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The same procedures as outlined in section 6.2 (Figure 5) are applicable. Usually, an assessment during
the surveillance phase will be less extensive than the assessment during the initial accreditation, since
the procedures, processes and management system have already been checked by the NAB.

Surveillance is normally carried out by the NAB that has accredited the verifier. However, where the
verifier is carrying out the verification for a shipping company assigned to the administering authority of
a Member State other than the Member State of the NAB that has accredited the verifier, the NAB that
has accredited the verifier may ask the NAB of that other MS to perform the surveillance on its behalf
and under its responsibility. Surveillance will be carried out by that latter NAB according to the require-
ments in the M-AVR, and the assessment report containing the findings and non-conformities found will
be provided to the NAB that has accredited the verifier. Only that NAB can make the decision as to
whether to confirm the continuation of the accreditation.

Section 7.3 explains what information is exchanged between both NABs in such cases.

6.3.2 Reassessment

A reassessment of the verifier must be carried out before expiry of the accreditation certificate. For the
reassessment, the NAB follows the same steps as in the initial accreditation process to check whether
the accreditation can be renewed. This evaluation is therefore more comprehensive than surveillance.
The same documents and information have to be submitted by the verifier as for the first accreditation.
The NAB will take into account that the verifier has gained additional knowledge and experience in the
previous years that records on the competence and performance of a verifier are established. Thus the
NAB takes into account the history of prior assessments of the competence of performance of the veri-
fier.

6.3.3 Extraordinary assessment

The NAB may conduct an extraordinary assessment of the verifier at any time to ensure that the verifier
continuous to meet the requirements in the M-AVR. The focus of such assessments will primarily be on
resolving a specific issue for which the extraordinary assessment has been initiated. Reasons for carry-
ing out an extraordinary assessment may include:

® |nvestigation of complaints about the verifier;

Investigation of appeals related to the verifier;

Significant changes in the verifier's organisation or management system;
Follow-up on corrective actions;

Follow-up on activities used to lift a suspension;

Information obtained from public media, e.g. newspapers, television;

Other reasons, like information received from Administering Authorities.

An extraordinary assessment does not necessarily involve a full witness audit and assessment at the
premises of the verifier. It depends on the reasons for which the extraordinary assessment was initiated,
the action needed and what non-conformity issue or other issue it concerns.
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6.4 Administrative measures

Article 55 of the M-AVR specifies two types of administrative measures that can be imposed by the NAB
if the verifier fails to meet the requirements of the M-AVR:

® Suspension of the accreditation: The accreditation is temporarily invalidated. This means that the
verifier maintains its accreditation but is not allowed to carry out verification during the time it is sus-
pended. Once the suspension is terminated, full verification activities can be resumed. Reasons for
suspension are (Article 55(4) of the M-AVR):

e serious breach of the requirements of the M-AVR,;
e persistently and repeatedly failing to meet the requirements of the M-AVR,;
e breach of any other specific terms and conditions laid down by the national accreditation body.

e Withdrawal of the accreditation certificate: The accreditation is cancelled in full which means the
verifier loses its accreditation and cannot carry out any verification activities. Following Article 55(5)
of the M-AVR this measure is imposed by the NAB if:

e the verifier has failed to remedy the grounds for a decision to suspend the accreditation certificate;

e a member of the top management of the verifier or a verifier’s staff involved in verification activities
under this Regulation has been found guilty of fraud;

o the verifier has intentionally provided false information or has intentionally concealed information.

In other cases than mentioned above, the NAB may impose one of the measures above where the
verifier does not meet the requirements of the M-AVR. This is likely to depend on the type, size and
nature of the infringement, reoccurrence of a particular infringement and whether more than one in-
fringement has been found. Furthermore, the verifier may request that the NAB suspends or withdraws
its accreditation.

The administrative measures take effect when the decision to impose the measures is notified to the
verifier. This also applies when that decision is appealed. The national accreditation body shall consider
the impact on activities carried out prior to those decisions in the light of the nature of the non-compli-
ance. The effects of administrative measures can only be terminated if the appeal has reversed the
decision to impose administrative measures.

To ensure a proper and fair application of the administrative measures, the NAB is required to establish,
document, implement and maintain procedures for the application of administrative measures. Proce-
dures for the resolution of appeals will be regulated by the Members States. This is usually done in
national law when establishing the organisation and structure of the NAB.
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7 INFORMATION EXCHANGE

The quality of work of the verifiers is of key importance to the proper functioning of the EU ETS and the
MRV Maritime Regulation. However, supervision functions in the EU ETS are split: The administering
authority (AA) supervises the compliance of shipping companies by approving the monitoring plans of
ships, and by reviewing if needed verified emission reports at company level, during which activity they
also look into the verification reports. The verifier is under the supervision of the national accreditation
body (NAB). For carrying out this function effectively, it is useful for the NAB to gain information from
the AA about any findings from their review. On the other hand, also the AA will benefit from knowing
about the NAB’s activities. Therefore, an information exchange in a harmonised and well-structured
manner between the various parties involved in EU ETS compliance processes is crucial to strengthen-
ing the quality of verification, and enhancing transparency in the compliance chain. Information ex-
change on verifier related issues is not only important between the NAB and the AA within the Member
State (MS), but also across borders when verifiers are operating in other MS. It also concerns duties of
the verifier to provide information to its NAB. Chapter VI of the M-AVR addresses both situations.

7.1 Cooperation and information exchange

Member States are required to establish an effective information exchange and cooperation between
their NAB and the AA. Examples of effective cooperation may be meetings and written correspondence
between the NAB and the AA1%4, providing regular exchange of information on experience with verifiers
and deficiencies encountered during reviews of verified emission reports or the witnessing of verifiers
by NAB. In some MS, the AA also meets with their verifiers to explain new requirements in the legislation
and discuss problems concerning the interpretation of monitoring or reporting requirements.

In addition to this regular cooperation and information exchange, the M-AVR lays down structured re-
quirements to share information at appropriate points in time to support not only the NAB but also the
AA in carrying out their compliance ensuring tasks and overseeing the quality of verification. It concerns
the following requirements (numbers refer to the processes indicated in Figure 6 for the simplified case
of only one MS).

1. Notification from the verifier to the NAB: Before, or at the latest on 15 November of each year,
every verifier has to notify information to the NAB that has accredited it. The information to be notified
relates to the planned activities (verifications, site visits) of the verifier, which the NAB needs for
setting up its work programme and for preparing its management report. The information sent by the
verifier is indicative and may be subject to change, since e.g. dates of site visits may change and
need to be updated in that case. Where changes occur in the information, the verifier must notify
these to the NAB within a timeframe agreed with that NAB.

2. NAB’s work programme: The NAB uses the notified information of the verifiers to draft a work
programme which describes the planned activities in relation to the accreditation activities (e.g.
planned assessments, planned witness audits). By 31 December of each year, the NAB that has
accredited the verifier must submit the work programme to the AAs in charge of the shipping com-
panies where the verifier is intending to carry out verification. This means that the work programme
must potentially go to the AA of different MS. The information that each of these AAs receives will
only contain information on the verifiers that are carrying out verification for shipping companies
administered in their MS. If there are changes in the information of the work programme, the NAB
has to submit an updated work programme by 31 January of the following year.

104\Where relevant, i.e. where the MS has more than one competent authority active in the EU ETS, including the AA with regard
to shipping companies, then one of those authorities has to be designated as the focal point authority for information exchange
in accordance with Article 64(2) of the M-AVR. For simplicity, the text above refers just to “the AA”.
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Figure 6: Information exchange for verifier accredited by NAB of the MS where it is established

3.
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General information from AA to NAB: When the AA mentioned under point 2 has received the
work programme, it must provide the NAB with any information that is relevant for the assessment
of the respective verifiers. This information feedback from the AA to the NAB can for example relate
to national legislation, national guidance, FAQ or other MS-specific requirement.

. NAB’s Management report: By 1 June of each year the NAB has to provide feedback in a manage-

ment report on what activities have been carried out in the preceding 12 months. This implies that
the activities to be carried out in the period after submission of the management report (June-De-
cember) will be covered in the management report of the next year. The management report is sent
to the AA(s) of the MS which administers shipping companies on which the verifier is carrying out
verification and the MS where the verifier is accredited.

. Specific Information from AA to NAB: The AA of the shipping company where the verifier is car-

rying out the verification must provide certain information to the NAB that has accredited the verifier.
In particular, information relevant for the NAB’s surveillance tasks should be communicated without
undue delay to the NAB, for example:

e Evidence that the verifier is not complying with the M-AVR;

® [ssues spotted by the AA during the review of the monitoring plans or (company-level) emission
reports, or during evaluation of internal verification documentation that clearly shows that the veri-
fier has insufficient knowledge of or expertise in the shipping company’s activities within the scope
of accreditation;

e Negligence in identifying material misstatements;

e Findings that the verifier has been involved in consultancy for the shipping company, in particular
in setting up the shipping company’s monitoring system or drafting the monitoring plan for the
shipping company and nevertheless is carrying out the verification for that same shipping company.

This information enables the NAB to take action on a particular verifier if the AA has identified issues
related to that verifier during its activities. Reported issues by the AA are to be treated by the NAB
like complaints against the verifier. This means that the NAB must decide on the validity of the com-
plaint, ensure that the verifier concerned is given the opportunity to submit its observations, take
appropriate action to address the complaint and record the complaint. Appropriate action could for
example involve starting an extraordinary assessment, imposing administrative measures or taking



other measures to ensure that the verifier resolves the non-conformities. The NAB must respond to
the AA that has exchanged the information with the NAB within three months of the date of the NABs
receipt of the information. In those cases, the NAB has to inform the AA of the action taken and,
where relevant, the administrative measures applied.

To support the NAB in their surveillance activities and other accreditation activities, it is important to
exchange the information on a timely basis. It is recommended that the AAs submit the information
by 30 September of each year unless it concerns information that requires immediate action by the
NAB, like the examples listed above.

. Immediate information exchange on administrative measures: The NAB that has accredited the

verifier must immediately notify the AAs and NABs of each MS if:

e The NAB has imposed administrative measures on the verifier;

® The suspension on accreditation has been lifted,;

e A decision on appeal has reversed the decision of the NAB to impose administrative measures.

The NAB should share relevant information: e.g. type of administrative measures imposed and the

date that the administrative measure was imposed or lifted.

7.2 Information exchange across borders

If the verifier accredited by a NAB carries out verification activities in another MS (meaning on shipping
companies for which the administering authority is in a different Member State), the M-AVR requires
that NAB to submit the work programme and management report to the AAs of each MS where the
verifier is operating. In turn, the AA of all those MS must exchange information to all the NABs from
which they have received a complaint on that verifier or identified issues concerning that verifier during
the review of emission reports, inspection at the shipping company or the evaluation of internal verifica-

tion documentation. Figure 7 represents a situation in which:
® the verifier is accredited by a NAB in the MS where it is established (MS 1); and
® the verifier carries out verification(s) in its own MS (MS 1) and in other MS (MS 2 - MS 3).

Verifier X of MS 1 Verifier Y of MS 2

NAB of MS 1 NAB of MS 2

AA of MS 1 AA of MS 2 AA of MS 3

e umweltbundesamt®

Figure 7: Information exchange for verifiers carrying out activities in another MS (example for two verifiers,
two NABs and 3 MS)
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7.3 Information exchange on surveillance

If the verifier is carrying out the verification on a shipping company administered by another MS, the
NAB that has accredited the verifier can request the NAB of that other MS to perform surveillance activ-
ities on its behalf and under its responsibility. In such cases the NAB that has carried out the surveillance
shall report its findings, i.e. the assessment report, to the NAB that has accredited the verifier unless
otherwise agreed between the two NABs.

The NAB that has accredited the verifier must take these findings and the assessment report into ac-
count when assessing whether the verifier meets the requirements of the M-AVR. If the assessment
report indicates that the verifier is not complying with the M-AVR, the NAB that has accredited the verifier
must take action (including imposing administrative measures as appropriate). In those cases, the NAB
must inform the NAB that has carried out the surveillance on the type of action taken, how the findings
were resolved by the verifier (if this is appropriate) and if administrative measures were imposed, and
what these measures were.

7.4 Database

Each NAB must set up and manage a database that provides access to other NABs, AAs, verifiers and
shipping companies. This will enable these parties to look into the accreditation status of the verifier.
The database must contain at least the following information which is made publicly available as well:

® Name, accreditation number and address of each verifier accredited by that NAB;
® The date on which accreditation was granted and the due expiry date of the accreditation;

e |nformation on administrative measures that have been imposed on the verifier. This should for ex-
ample include information on the type of administrative measure imposed, when it was imposed,
information on when suspension was lifted or when a decision on appeal has reversed the original
decision to impose administrative measures.

To access the relevant NAB online database, please visit the “Directory of EA Members and MLA Sig-
natories” page on the European Accreditation (EA) website!% (select the scope “Validation and Verifi-
cation” by clicking on “Enter any keyword or choose in the list below”).
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8 ANNEXES

8.1 Annex |- Timeline for Verification

Table 8 below provides an overview of the stages and actions involved in the verification against a
proposed annual timeline. Dates in bold are compulsory and set by legislation. Dates in normal text are
suggested to keep the process on track and ensure verifications are completed on time and within the
available verifier resources. Please note that the suggested timelines are not mandatory and may not
be applicable for all shipping companies. It should further be noted that in the case of partial emission
reports, which are due no later than three months after the change of company, the relevant verification
timeline shall be adapted accordingly.

Table 8: Timeline for verification

Date

Actions and Stages of the Verification

At any the time in advance
of commencing verification
work but before issuing a
verification report

Verifier obtains accreditation to perform verification in the MRV Maritime / EU
ETS scope

No later than 2 months
after first port of call ina
port under jurisdiction of a
Member State (MS)

Shipping company submits a monitoring plan (MP) for its ship to the verifier
for assessment

No later than 3 months
after the ship’s first port
call in a port under the ju-
risdiction of a Member
State

Shipping company submits to the AA a monitoring plan (MP) for its ship, al-
ready (positively) assessed by a verifier

By July (during the report-
ing period, i.e. Year N)

Shipping company contracts verifier. Verifier performs pre-contract stage (see
section 4.2.1)

By September (Year N)

ER (and CER) verification — Stage 1: Strategic analysis (see section 4.2.3);
check MP and compliance with relevant regulation and principles, review ac-
counting methods and processes, discuss any issues with the shipping com-
pany and raise any issues related to non-conformities; risk analysis (section
4.2.4); plan detailed verification work and documentation

By October/November
(Year N)

ER (and CER) verification — Stage 2: Perform preliminary detailed verification
based on 6 to 9 months actual data and obtain a full year’s forecast of total
emissions, recheck MP, its implementation and compliance with MRV Mari-
time Regulation and principles, check data flow, control activities and MP pro-
cedures. Raise any issues related to misstatements or non-conformities

By 15 November Year N

The verifier submits to the relevant national accreditation body the information
on its planned verification activities, as required under Article 71 of the M-
AVR16,

By end of January / end of
February Year N+1

ER (and CER) verification — Stage 3: Year-end reconciliation. Reconcile full
year forecast (if available) and full year actual emissions (checking complete-
ness and correctness of report), investigating anomalies, final check on MP
and compliance with relevant regulation and principles. Raise any issues re-
lated to misstatements or nhon-conformities

1% These include: planned time and place of foreseen verifications, address and contact details of the companies subject of its
verification activities, names of the members of the verification team.
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Date Actions and Stages of the Verification

By end of February/ early ER (and CER) verification — Stage 4: Complete verification of the final annual
March Year N+1 emissions report, partial emissions report, or emissions report at company
level and send those, together with the relevant verification report(s), to the
shipping company for submission to AA

By 31 March%” Year N+1 Shipping company to submit verification report, verified emissions reports
and, if applicable, emissions report at company level to AA

By 31 March Year N+1 Verifier or shipping company to enter the verified emissions data (correspond-
ing to what reported in the CER) into the Registry. Failure to confirm the figure
by 31 March will result in the account being blocked to further trades

By 30 September Year Shipping company to surrender emission allowances (corresponding to num-
N+1 ber reported in the CER and in the Union Registry), otherwise non-compliant

8.2 Annex Il - Internal verification documentation

The internal verification documentation of the verifier needs to document the full audit trail as performed
by the verifier in order to prove that only evidence-based decisions have led to the verification opinion.
It furthermore forms the basis for the checks by the NAB whether the verifier stands up to its competence
requirements and actually implements the required procedures. Therefore, it should at least cover the
following elements:

® Results of the evaluation of risks to undertake the verification%8 during the pre-contract stage and the
evaluation itself;
® The time allocation as well as any revisions in the time allocation and reasons for such a revision;

® The contract with the shipping company and any other relevant information used to prepare the veri-
fication;

e Information on the verification team that has performed the verification and how this team was com-
piled:

Names of the shipping MRV auditor, shipping MRV lead auditor and other relevant team members;
Roles and responsibility of each verification team member;

Time spent on verification activities by each team member;

Conclusions on the independence and impatrtiality checks and clearance of the independence of re-
viewers to start the verification;

@ |dentification of the criteria against which the emissions report was verified to understand the basis
for the verifier’s verification conclusion;

® Conclusions on follow-up of issues or recommendations from previous verifications;

e \What information by the shipping company the verification team has used to cross-check data and
carry out other verification activities;

® The shipping company’s emissions reports, partial emissions reports and emissions report at com-
pany level — a clear identifier is needed, e.g. the exact timestamp by which the report was transmitted
in THETIS-MRYV;

® The conclusions of the strategic analysis, risk analysis and process analysis and these analyses in
full;

107 The administering authority may require the submission of the verified report by an earlier deadline, but not earlier than 28 Feb-
ruary of the same year.

108 |n this Annex, “verification” should be read as including also engagements of monitoring plan assessments.
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The verification plan including a sampling plan where relevant, any revisions and updates of that plan
and reasons for amending the plan, additional activities to be carried out and other conclusions re-
lated to the verification plan and process analysis;

The verification activities undertaken and results of checks made on the control activities, procedures
and data. The activities described in the internal verification documentation should in principle be in
line with the verification plan unless changes have occurred during the verification process;

® Relevant evidence gathered during the verification;

® Information on what activities are performed on-site, or virtually, and which ones off-site;

e If a site visit has been waived, the reasons for waiving the site visit, how the data has been checked

and verification has been carried out without the site visit, and evidence that all conditions for waiving
the site visit have been met; and in case of objection by the AA, the respective evidence thereof,
including the reasons for such objection;

If a virtual site visit was carried out, the justification for carrying out virtual site visits as well as the
assessment of risks, any evidence that all conditions for carrying out virtual site visits have been met,
how the virtual site visit was carried out; what technologies were used and whether there were com-
plications during the virtual site visit; activities carried out during the virtual site visits and dates on
which these activities took place; experts and team members involved in virtual site visit; information
on whether a physical site visit was carried out after the virtual site visit and the reasons for carrying
out this physical site visit. Changes on site visit planning that have occurred during the verification
process;

Information and evidence on samples taken and what sampling method was used,;

Reasons for increasing or decreasing the sampling size and resolution of all issues identified which
required further investigation and their eventual outcome, as well as evidence on the rationale for the
conclusions reached on the report;

Conclusions on data quality and materiality regarding the confirming of the shipping company’s data
in the emissions report. This includes the materiality threshold that has been applied and a justification
for judgments made concerning the quantitative and qualitative assessment of whether misstate-
ments and non-conformities have material impact on the reported data;

All non-conformities that have been corrected during verification — where relevant this may involve
the assessment of an update of the monitoring plan;

During the verification of emissions reports, partial emissions reports or emissions reports at company
level, non-conformities or misstatements that have been identified by the verifier, and a description
of how these have been resolved must be included in the internal verification documentation. If these
misstatements or non-conformities are closed during the verification, this should be marked as such;

e Justifications for the verification statement made by the verifier;

® \Where appropriate, a description of any significant, inherent limitation associated with the verification

of the emissions report against the criteria. It should be clear whether there is a limitation of scope in
the verification, whether there were circumstances or whether a restriction was imposed that pre-
vented the verifier from obtaining evidence required to reduce the verification risk to a reasonable
level;

The conclusions on the verification of the emissions report, partial emissions report or emissions
report at company level;

Results of the independent review and the name of the independent reviewer.
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8.3 Annex lll = Verification teams

The verification team consists at least of a shipping MRV lead auditor and, where the verifier's conclu-
sions during the pre-contract stage and the strategic analysis require it, a suitable number of shipping
MRV auditors and technical experts. Team members not only have to meet the competence require-
ments that are specific to them but also the following general requirements (Table 9).

Table 9: General requirements for verification teams in accordance with Article 38 M-AVR

Requirement

Explanation

Each team member
shall have a clear
understanding of his
or her individual role
in the verification
process

Each team member must understand that he or she:

® remains impartial to the activity verified, free from bias, and avoids any actual or
perceived conflict of interest;

® maintains his or her objectivity throughout the verification;

® demonstrates fair behaviour through trust, honesty, working with diligence and re-
sponsibility, observing the law, maintaining confidentiality etc.;

e reflects truthfully and accurately the verification activities and findings;
® exercises due professional care and judgment;

® is able to draw meaningful and accurate conclusions, give opinions and make in-
terpretations based on observation, knowledge, experience, literature and other
sources of information.

Each team member
shall be able to
communicate in the
language necessary
to perform his or her
specific tasks

The team should be able to share and distribute relevant information through written

communications (e.g. reports, notes, letters etc.). Verbal communications should be

conducted in an appropriate language and in a professional manner. The information
should also be presented, in a format that is well understood by all parties.

Therefore, the team should, for example, be able to:

® explain what documentation a shipping company has to provide to the team to al-
low for the necessary input to the verification process;

@ explain the verification process to the shipping company;

® interview relevant personnel at the shipping company in a manner so that they un-
derstand the required output and the team can gather the necessary evidence for
verification purposes;

e explain identified misstatements and non-conformities to the shipping company
and the requirement to correct those;

@ explain what the findings from the verification process mean and what their conse-
quences are;

® write a verification report based on an analysis of findings from the verification ac-
tivities and use terms and language appropriate for verification statements.

Not all team members necessarily have to speak the language required for the verifi-
cation in the country in which the team carries out the verification. However, the
team must have at least one person who is able to communicate and write in that
language.

An interpreter can be hired to provide that competence. In those cases, the team
must be able to communicate effectively while using the interpreter. The risk for hir-
ing an interpreter is a verification risk that the verifier accepts based on the risk anal-
ysis. The verifier remains responsible for the quality of the translation and that the
translation is according to standards and properly certified.

72




At least one person
in the team must
have the technical
competence and un-
derstanding re-
quired

The understanding required includes for example:

® How to perform strategic analysis, risk analysis, develop verification plans and

perform the process analysis including data sampling and verification;

® Legal requirements of the MRV Maritime Regulation, its implementing and dele-

gated acts, and the EU ETS Directive’s requirements.

More examples on technical competence are given in Table 10.

® Technical aspects of the respective ships, technologies used on board, emissions
data processing, control systems, etc., as provided in the ships’ monitoring plans;

Where the verification team consists only of one person, that person must cover all the competences
listed in Table 9 and must be a shipping MRV lead auditor. Note that the independent reviewer must be
a person who is not part of the verification team.

As the verifier has to check the application of the monitoring methodology and to carry out plausibility
checks of the data involved, the team as a whole needs to understand the specifics of the shipping
company. Otherwise, the verifier will not be able to assess the material correctness of the data and the
correct implementation of the monitoring plan. Table 10 provides an indication of which technical com-
petence and understanding should apply for the team as a whole to assess the specific technical mon-
itoring and reporting aspects in the context of MRV Maritime and EU ETS for shipping companies.

Table 10: Examples of technical expertise and competence required for MRV Maritime and EU ETS

Elements of technical
expertise and compe-
tence

Examples of knowledge and skills related to technical competence

Assessing aspects of
the monitoring plan

Being able to assess and understand:
® How the monitoring plan is implemented on the ship;
® How to check the emission report against the monitoring plan;

® How to analyse information and data to confirm whether the monitoring plan is

still appropriate and is being implemented.

Specific GHG activity
and technology

Being able to:

e |dentify and understand which key operations impact the ships’ and shipping
company’s GHG emissions;

e Understand the actual operational processes being used onboard the ship;
And having:

® General knowledge of the technologies applicable to the shipping sector and
the technologies leading to GHG emissions;

® Generic knowledge of GHG emissions and global warming potentials.

Relevant GHG sources

Being able to understand and have the knowledge of:

® The ships’ and shipping company’s activities, equipment and relevant pro-
cesses, emission sources and source streams (fuels);

® The categorisation of ships, by type and/or operational profile;

® Assessing the completeness of source streams and emission sources.

Quantification, monitor-
ing and reporting includ-
ing relevant technical
and sector issues

Being able to understand and have knowledge of techniques relevant for moni-
toring and reporting which requires skills such as the ability to:

® Assess the selection, use and maintenance of measurement and calibration
devices;
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Elements of technical
expertise and compe-
tence

Examples of knowledge and skills related to technical competence

e Determine the extent of testing needed to check the completeness, accuracy
and reliability of information used in the analysis;

e |dentify corroborating information that supports the material correctness of the
reported data;

® Conclude whether to accept or reject the information or whether to modify the
testing;

e |dentify the purpose of computations and what methodology is required.

Having knowledge and understanding of MRV Maritime and EU ETS specific
monitoring issues such as:

® The correct application of monitoring methods A to C, selection of correct
emission factors and coverage of all relevant GHGs;

e For Method D, if applicable: the system and elements used for continuous
emissions measurement, the standards applied, the measurement points and
measuring frequencies, the calibration procedures, the parameters used for
determining the GHG emissions, the sampling rates, the requirements for de-
termining missing data, data management and storage, and the method used
to check the results of continuous measurement;

® Knowledge of the relevant standards, where applicable: e.g. calibration stand-
ards, measurement standards, management system standards and their use;

® Assessing uncertainty and the validity of information used to calculate uncer-
tainty levels of fuel quantities and emission factors (for measurement systems
under and outside the shipping company’s control);

® Assessing data gaps, the conservativeness of the approach to complete the
data gap and measures to avoid double counting of GHG emissions;

e |f relevant, knowledge of ways to determine alternative emission factors, in-
cluding the techniques for chemical analysis, sampling and sample prepara-
tion, including the application of a sampling plan and chain of custody.

For the purpose of reporting aggregated data at shipping company level for the
EU ETS, having knowledge of differences in MRV rules for the EU ETS and MRV
Maritime Regulation, such as:

e Differences in coverage of GHGs and ship types, and the phase-in time table
of the EU ETS;

® Assessing compliance with requirements for zero-rating of biomass and alter-
native fuels;

® Treatment of voyages between EEA ports and between an EEA port and a
port in a third country;

® Exemptions for islands, public service obligations, and outermost regions;

e [f relevant, technical knowledge of carbon capture techniques and relevant
MRV rules as given by the MRR9;

e |f relevant, applicable rebate for ice-class ships;

® Aggregation of data from emission reports and partial emission reports to give
company-level emission reports.

Knowledge related to
the shipping company’s
organisation and quality
assurance

® Shipping company’s specific data flow and risk assessment;
® Shipping company’s specific control activities in relation to data flow;

e Overall organization with respect to monitoring and reporting, as well as the
control environment in which the shipping company’s accounting system oper-
ates;

109 Monitoring and Reporting Regulation of the EU ETS; Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2018/2066.
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Elements of technical Examples of knowledge and skills related to technical competence
expertise and compe-
tence
® Procedures mentioned in the MRV Maritime Regulation; e.g. procedures for
data flow activities and control activities; and for managing the responsibilities
for monitoring and reporting within a shipping company.
Knowledge related to e Understanding contracts or other agreements with the shipping company to
verification agreements manage conflicts that could impact the verification (e.g. time allocation in con-
tracts with the shipping company).

Roles of the verification team members

All the verification is carried out under the responsibility and direction of the shipping MRV lead auditor.
He or she must therefore have the respective skills and competences (see section 8.4). The shipping
MRV auditor, if assigned to the team may carry out verification activities under the supervision and
responsibility of the Shipping MRV lead auditor.

If the shipping MRV auditor or lead auditor or independent reviewer needs support on a specific subject
matter, a technical expert may be called in to provide detailed knowledge and expertise on that subject
matter. This could concern all types of issues such as technical sector specific knowledge, IT expertise,
language needs, technical expertise on specific standards or calibration equipment etc. The technical
expert undertakes the activities for which his or her support is needed, under the direction and full re-
sponsibility of the shipping MRV lead auditor of the verification team in which the technical expert is
operating or the independent reviewer if the technical expert is providing support to the independent
reviewer. The primary function of the technical expert is to provide information to the verification team.

8.4 Annex IV — Competence of different team members

Shipping MRV auditors have to meet specific competence requirements. Table 11 lists these and
includes an explanation of those requirements as well as examples related to those requirements. Ship-
ping MRV lead auditors must have the same competences as Shipping MRV auditors, and in addition:

® Demonstrated competence to lead a verification team and to be responsible for carrying out the ver-
ification activities in accordance with the M-AVR.

This means that lead auditors are in general more senior and experienced staff with more authority than

normal auditors, which must also be evident from the verification body’s organisational structure. The

lead auditor must be empowered to sign verification statements on behalf of the verifier.

Table 11: Competence requirements for shipping MRV auditors

Article 39(2) of the Explanation and examples of competence
M-AVR
Knowledge of the This involves knowledge of (non-exhaustive list):

specific legislation,

relevant standards ® EU ETS Directive (in particular Articles 3ga to 3gg on the inclusion of maritime

and relevant quid- transport into the EU emissions trading system and Annex | on activities covered
slevant g by EU ETS Directive;
ance including

Member State’s e The MRV Maritime Regulation and its implementing and delegated acts (see list in
specific guidance section 8.8 of this guidance document);

® The M-AVR and guidance material developed by the Commission to support the
interpretation of the M-AVR;
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Article 39(2) of the Explanation and examples of competence
M-AVR

® To the extent needed, the AVR and MRR and the guidance material developed by
the Commission to support their interpretation in a harmonised manner;

® Relevant standards: this includes for example: EN ISO 14064-3, EN ISO 14065
and EN ISO 14066;

® Relevant national legislation and guidance issued by the MS in which the verifier
is carrying out a verification, or where it is accredited.

Knowledge and ex- Knowledge and experience of data and information auditing methodologies which in-

perience of data and cludes, for example, the ability to:

information auditing ® Assess the risks involved in carrying out verification including assessment of con-
flict of interests;

e Carry out a strategic analysis;

e Determine the time needed for a verification and to assess when additional time is
necessary to complete the verification;

e Carry out verification activities with reasonable level of assurance;

® Check the initial effectiveness of control activities as an input to strategic and risk
analysis;

e Determine the extent of substantive data testing in the process analysis;

@ Notice whether the verification plan needs updating because of findings and to
communicate that to the lead auditor. The lead auditor decides on the revision of
the verification plan and revises it;

® Determine corrective action and its impact on the data and information assess-
ment;

® Make decisions on the data and information reported based on findings from the
data and information assessment;

® Collate appropriate evidence and information to support decisions;

e |dentify situations and factors that may affect the materiality of misstatements (in-
cluding typical and atypical operating conditions);

® Analyse the material impact of misstatements and non-conformities on the re-
ported data;

e |dentify risks that could result in material misstatements and decide on the need to
gather additional evidence or to extend the depth and detail of verification activi-
ties;

e Use information obtained from a variety of sources and form conclusions based
on that analysis;

e Use the materiality level in the verification process;
e Evaluate the sufficiency and significance of the evidence and analysis;

e |dentify inconsistencies, unexpected circumstances and findings by carrying out
for example analytical procedures;

® Evaluate the overall adequacy of documentation.
e Knowledge and experience of analysing inherent and control risks.*1°

e Knowledge and experience of sampling techniques which includes, for example,
the ability to:

Manage complex data collection and recording interfaces;

Deal with data manipulation processes and their challenges;

110 Note that the risk analysis itself has to be carried out by the lead auditor, who will make all the decisions resulting from the risk
assessment.
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Article 39(2) of the
M-AVR

Explanation and examples of competence

Identify actual data system problems and failures, and take appropriate action
(i.e. increasing the sampling size in the data sampling plan and reporting poten-
tial non-conformities and misstatements);

Use audit processes to identify information, statements and facts that contradict
the data in the emission report;

Challenge assumptions and statements in the emission report.

® Knowledge and experience in assessing data and information systems, data
flows, control activities and procedures which includes, for example, the ability to:

Understand statistics, financial and economic accounting tools and practices;
Assess computer information system environments;

Assess the GHG information system to determine whether the shipping com-
pany has identified, collected, analysed and reported on the data in a way that is
necessary to compile an accurate emissions report; and has taken corrective
action to address misstatements and non-conformities;

Use appropriate methods for obtaining or developing the information needed:
e.g. document review, observation, cross checking with external sources, inter-
views, inspection of whether the control activities are functioning;

Integrate information from various sources comparing information from internal
and external sources;

Evaluate data, errors in data, data sources, applicable processes and data man-
agement systems;

Evaluate the functioning of control activities and correct implementation of pro-
cedures for control activities (e.g. how the shipping company manages IT sys-
tems and new technologies);

Remain alert to the possibility of false information;

Understand the implications of misstatements and non-conformities and recom-
mended improvements in robustness and controls.

The ability to per-
form the verification
activities listed in
Chapter Il of the M-
AVR

This includes, for example, the ability to:

e Carry out data verification and analytical procedures, e.g. comparing projected
emissions with actual results, making logical inferences;

® Retrieve relevant information and apply knowledge in a manner appropriate for
the verification activities;

e Understand the meaning, translation and interpretation of information;
® Think critically and analyse multiple inputs;

e Distinguish between facts and inferences, and to exercise professional scepti-
cism;

e Carry out independent research and challenge assumptions and evidence as-
serted by the shipping company;

e Strike a balance between attention to detail and a high level assessment of the
anticipated outcome during the verification process;

® Manage detail, particularly at the level of ensuring that required checks are per-
formed, e.g. checking between the emission report and the approved monitoring
plan;

e Evaluate the information, data and assumptions and make professional judg-
ments;

® Apply verification methods in expected and unanticipated situation;
e Communicate the verification process and the results with the shipping company;

® Be aware that the verification plan needs to support the nature, timing and extent
of the verification. The actual responsibility for ensuring this is the case lies with
the lead auditor and he/she should have full knowledge and experience on that;
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Article 39(2) of the
M-AVR

Explanation and examples of competence

® Ensure that the internal verification documentation contains sufficient information
to support the verification report and meets the requirements of the M-AVR,;

e Draft verification reports according to the requirements.

Knowledge of and
experience in sector
specific technical
monitoring and re-
porting aspects that
are relevant, re-
ferred to in Annex |
of the M-AVR

The shipping MRV auditor must have the necessary knowledge and experience of
sector specific technical monitoring and reporting issues related to the maritime sec-
tor. Annex | of the M-AVR lists the following (italics show the Regulation text, normal
font indicates additional guidance):

(a) understanding of the relevant regulations under the MARPOL Convention and
the SOLAS Convention such as those on energy efficiency for ships, the NOx Tech-
nical Code, the Sulphur Oxides Regulation, the Fuel Oil Quality Regulation, the In-
tact Stability Code 2008 and relevant guidelines (such as guidance on the develop-
ment of the Ship Energy Efficiency Management Plan (SEEMP));

(b) possible synergies between monitoring and reporting in accordance with Regula-
tion (EU) 2015/757 [the MRV Maritime Regulation] and existing maritime-specific
management systems (including the ISM Code) and other relevant sector-specific
guidance (such as guidance on the development of the SEEMP);

(c) emissions sources on board the ship;

(d) registration of voyages and procedures ensuring the completeness and accuracy
of the list of voyages and of the list of ships (as submitted by the company);

(e) reliable external sources (including ship-tracking data) that could serve to cross-
check information with data from ships;

() fuel consumption calculation methods, as applied by ships in practice;

(g9) the application of uncertainty levels in accordance with Regulation (EU) 2015/757
[MRV Maritime Regulation] and relevant guidance [e.g. maritime guidance document
No.1];

(h) the application of emission factors for all fuels and emission sources used on
board the ship, and for all greenhouse gas emissions covered by Regulation (EU)
2015/757 [MRV Maritime Regulation];

(i) knowledge of the implementing acts adopted pursuant to Article 14(1) of Directive
2003/87/EC [i.e. the Monitoring and Reporting Regulation, MRR], in particular with
regard to how to account for emissions from biofuels, emissions from a mix of zero-
rated sources and sources that are not zero-rated and emissions from renewable
fuels of non-biological origin and recycled carbon fuels;

() understanding of the certification of fuels pursuant to Directive (EU) 2018/2001 of
the European Parliament and of the Council [The Renewable Energies Directive,
RED II];

(k) fuel handling, fuel cleaning, tank systems;

() ship maintenance/quality control of metering equipment;

(m) bunkering documents, including bunker delivery notes;

(n) operational logs, voyage abstracts and port abstracts, ship deck logs;

(o) commercial documentation, such as charter party agreements, bills of lading;
(p) existing statutory requirements;

(q) operation of the ship’s bunkering systems;

(r) determination of fuel density by ships in practice;

(s) data-flow processes and activities for the calculation of cargo carried (in volume
or mass), as applied to ship types and activities under Regulation (EU) 2015/757
[MRV Maritime Regulation];
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Article 39(2) of the Explanation and examples of competence
M-AVR

(t) concept of deadweight carried as applicable to ship types and activities under
Regulation (EU) 2015/757 [MRV Maritime Regulation] in accordance with Imple-
menting Regulation (EU) 2016/1928 [*14];

(u) data-flow processes used to calculate distance travelled and time at sea for voy-
ages in accordance with Regulation (EU) 2015/757 [MRV Maritime Regulation];

(v) machinery and technical systems used on board the ship to determine fuel con-
sumption, transport work and other relevant information.

In addition to the aforementioned requirements of the shipping MRV auditor, the shipping MRV lead
auditor must have demonstrated competence to lead a verification team and to be responsible for car-
rying out the verification activities, and to undertake the roles assigned to a shipping MRV lead auditor.
This means that the shipping MRV lead auditor must for example have sufficient skills to:

® Assign team members based on an analysis of the competence needed to carry out specific tasks
during the verification for a particular shipping company;

Understand the rigour of verification activities needed for obtaining reasonable assurance;
Be able to communicate on the progress, concerns and findings to the client;

Challenge findings from team members and manage the team;

Manage the verification process and manage the drafting of the verification report;

Be able to function as a team leader to ensure that the verification is performed in accordance with
the M-AVR.

Competence of technical experts

The technical expert must have:

® The competence and expertise required to effectively support the shipping MRV auditor or lead audi-
tor or independent reviewer on the subject matter for which his knowledge and expertise is requested;

e Sufficient understanding of MRV Maritime and EU ETS specific legislation and guidance, data and
information auditing and the activities needed to carry out assigned tasks. The technical expert does
not have to possess full competence on all these issues but he should understand it sufficiently to be
able to support the shipping MRV (lead) auditor during the verification.

Competence of independent reviewers

The independent reviewer must meet the competence requirements of a shipping MRV lead auditor.

Furthermore the independent reviewer must have the necessary competence to:

® Analyse the information provided to confirm the completeness and integrity of the information;

® Challenge missing or contradictory information;

® Check data trails to be able to assess whether the internal verification documentation is complete and
provides sufficient information to support the draft verification report.

An independent reviewer must have appropriate authority to objectively review the draft verification re-
port and internal verification documentation and reject them as unsound if necessary. What constitutes

11 Implementing Regulation on determination of cargo carried for categories of ships other than passenger, ro-ro and container
ships.
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sufficient and appropriate competence, experience and authority depends on the circumstances of the
verification engagement.

In the communications between the independent reviewer and the shipping MRV lead auditor, care
should be taken that the reviewer’s objectivity is maintained. If this objectivity is compromised or the
authority of the independent reviewer is threatened, another independent reviewer must be appointed.

8.5 Annex V —Procedures

As a requirement for accreditation, verifiers must establish, document, maintain and implement proce-
dures covering their activities including their management system. This requirement comes from the
international standards to be applied for GHG verification (ISO 17029 in combination with ISO 14065).
KGN 11.8 (Key guidance note on Relation between the AVR and EN ISO 14065) gives more detailed
insight. The most important procedures required for M-AVR purposes are listed in Article 42 of the M-
AVR as follows (italics show the Regulation text, normal font indicates additional guidance)

Article 42 M-AVR requires:

1. Verifiers shall establish, document, implement and maintain one or more procedures and processes
for the verification activities described in Articles 4 to 36 [i.e.: assessment of MPs (section 4.1 of this
document), verification of ship-level emission reports and partial emission reports (section 4.2) and ver-
ification of company-level emission reports (section 4.3)].

2. When establishing and implementing such procedures and processes, the verifier shall carry out the
activities in accordance with [ISO 14065:2020]112,

3. Verifiers shall establish, document, implement and maintain a quality management system to ensure
consistent development, implementation, improvement and review of the procedures and processes in
accordance with the harmonised standard referred to in paragraph 2 [ISO 14065:2020].

The quality management system shall include the following:

(a) policies and responsibilities;

(b) management review;

(c) internal audits;

(d) corrective action;

(e) actions to address risk and opportunities and to take preventive action;

(f) control of documented information.
4. In addition, verifiers shall establish the following procedures, processes and arrangements in accord-
ance with the harmonised standard referred to in paragraph 2 [ISO 14065:2020]:

(a) aprocess and policy for communication with the company;

(b) adequate arrangements to safeguard the confidentiality of information obtained,;

(c) a process for dealing with appeals of the companies;

(d) a process for dealing with complaints (including indicative timescale) of the companies;

(e) a process for issuing a revised verification report where an error in the verification report, emis-
sions report, partial emissions report or report at company level is identified after the verifier has
submitted the verification report to the company;

(f) aprocedure or process for outsourcing verification activities to other organisations;

12 |n the M-AVR this standard is referred to as “the harmonised standard pursuant to Regulation (EC) No 765/2008 concerning
requirements for greenhouse gas validation and verification bodies for use in accreditation or other forms of recognition”.
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(g) a procedure or process to ensure the verifier takes full responsibility for verification activities
performed by contracted individuals;
(h) processes ensuring the proper functioning of the quality management system as referred to in
paragraph 3, including:
i. processes for the review of management system at least once a year, not exceeding
15 months between management reviews;
il processes for conducting internal audits at least once a year, not exceeding 15 months
between internal audits;
iii. processes for identifying and managing non-conformities in the verifier’s activities and
taking corrective action to address those non-conformities;
iv.  processes for identifying risks and opportunities in verifier’s activities and taking pre-
ventive actions to mitigate those risks;
V. processes for the control of documented information.

8.6  Annex VI-Sampling

Sampling is the application of a procedure where less than 100% of a population is checked and verified
compared to all data and/or control activities/procedures that are subject to verification. This is important,
as the verifier usually does not have the time/budget to check 100% of information and data, but must
be sufficiently confident that the results are representative, enabling the drawing of conclusions about
the entire population from the sample. For the application of the MRV Maritime Regulation this applies
to the sampling of relevant data from one ship, when a ship’s emission report or partial emission report
is verified. It is not allowed to perform fleet verification including sampling. This means it is not possible
to conclude e.g. for a fleet of 20 ships of the same type that if the reports of 10 ships have been verified
satisfactorily, the other 10 ships’ reports will also be satisfactory. Instead, every ship’s report must be
verified individually.

However, when a company-level emission report (CER) is subject of the verification, all the ships’ reports
have already been verified. In this case it is allowed that the verifier applies sampling within the fleet,
e.g. for checking selected verification reports for reported misstatements and non-conformity, in order
to get an impression of the overall company’s data quality.

Sampling is one of the verification activities that is impacted by the risk analysis and therefore requires
the verifier to have an understanding of the different types of risks mentioned in section 4.2.4.

Depending on the verifier's analysis of the level of inherent and control risks, the verifier determines
whether sampling is justified, which samples it needs to take, what the sampling size and selection
approach should be and which types of tests or other checks it should undertake on each sample.

Table 12 includes an indicative list of factors that impact the sample size.
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Table 12: Factors influencing the sample size

Factor Explanation

Inherent risks If major weaknesses are identified during the testing of control activities, the verifier will
and control risks conclude that the confidence obtained from that control activity is low and therefore that
the risk of material misstatement is high. In that instance the verifier will aim for a larger
test sample to give it the necessary confidence that all possible misstatements will be
detected.

If no major weaknesses are found in the testing of the control activities, the confidence
obtained from applying tests on the system and the control activities will be high mean-
ing that the verifier is confident that it may trust the system and therefore aim for a
smaller test sample.

In both cases the verifier's professional judgement is applied to the percentage of the
population that is sampled to give it the necessary confidence that all possible misstate-
ments will be detected.

The results of Fluctuations and trends in data, deviations from previous years, data gaps, outliers, as
analytical proce- well as unexpected data without explanation from the company will require special at-
dures tention and affect the number of data points to be sampled.

The requirement The sampling and the sampling results need to enable the verifier to provide an opinion
to deliver a veri- with reasonable assurance suggesting a higher rather than lower percentage of the pop-
fication opinion ulation being included in the sample.

with reasonable

assurance

Types of Sampling

The verifier has the option to choose between statistical and non-statistical sampling using its profes-
sional judgment. Professional judgment will also be used in the planning, performing, and evaluating of
sampling, and the sample evidence obtained in relation to other verification evidence.

This choice between statistical and non-statistical sampling is often based on several considerations,
such as the number of emissions source streams and data points per emissions source stream, the
variation between those data points, and the degree to which the sample allows a conclusion on the
entire population of data or control activities. The verifier uses its professional judgment to assess factors
such as the characteristics of the data, the control activities or the procedures for control activities, and
the risks in relation to these characteristics to determine the appropriate sample size.

Sampling risk is the risk that the verifier's conclusion based on a sample may be different from the
conclusion if the entire population were subjected to the same verification procedure.

Non-statistical Sampling

Any sampling procedure that does not permit the numerical measurement of the sampling risk is a non-
statistical sampling procedure, even if the verifier rigorously selects a random sample, by using instead
professional judgment to select the sample items.

For most verifications, the non-statistical approach will be appropriate. This is because many important
verification tasks relate to non-numerical items, e.g. questions such as “are the proper control activities
installed, implemented and maintained”. This also applies to the verifier's analysis of the nature and
cause of errors as well as its conclusion on the mere absence or presence of errors. The verifier can in
this situation choose a fixed sample size of items to be tested for each key control activity if the size of
the sample is increased if errors are identified. Nonetheless, professional judgment remains critical in
determining the relevant factors to consider. However, if a non-statistical approach is being used, the
results of the sampling do not allow extrapolation to the entire population.
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What impacts the verifier's detection risk and therefore the sample size?
Verification Risk (VR) = Inherent risk (IR) x Control risk (CR) x Detection Risk (DR)

The combined inherent and control risk can be determined, an example of a 3-tier risk approach is
shown in Table 13. However, for better differentiation the verifier could also use an approach using 5
risk levels: limited, low, medium, high, extreme. Another option is to use a quantitative methodology (risk
quoted from 0 to 10 for instance). It is up to the verifier to decide.

Table 13: Verification risk as result of inherent and control risk

Control Risk
Verification risk
Low Medium High
Low Medium Medium
Medium Medium High
Medium High High

Statistical Sampling

With statistical sampling, sample items are selected in a way that each sampling unit has a known
probability of being selected. The verifier will use probability sampling and selection methods, i.e. ran-
dom, systematic or stratified sampling, to select the items to be reviewed during verification.

Probability sampling provides an objective method of determining the sample size and selecting the
items to be examined. A number of sampling techniques come into perspective that assist the verifier in
its conclusion on the number of misstatements in the sample and the misstatements in the entire popu-
lation of data.

Sample selection

Apart from the distinction between statistical and non-statistical sampling, the verifier will also choose
between the following sampling approaches:

® Random selection: Applied through random number generators, for example, random number table;

® Systematic selection: The number of sampling units in the population is divided by the sample size
to give a sampling interval, for example 50, and having determined a starting point within the first 50,
each 50" sampling unit thereafter is selected.

® Value-weighted selection: Sample size, selection and evaluation results in a conclusion in value
amounts (e.g. tons of fuel consumed);

e Haphazard selection: The auditor selects the sample without following a structured technique. Alt-
hough no structured technique is used, the auditor would nonetheless avoid any conscious bias or
predictability (for example, avoiding difficult to locate items, or always choosing or avoiding the first
or last entries on a page) and thus attempt to ensure that all items in the population have a chance
of selection.

® Block selection: Selection of a block or blocks of contiguous items from within the population. Block
selection cannot ordinarily be used in audit sampling because most populations are structured such
that items in a sequence can be expected to have similar characteristics to each other, but different
characteristics from items elsewhere in the population. Although in some circumstances it may be an
appropriate audit procedure to examine a block of items, it would rarely be an appropriate sample
selection technique when the auditor intends to draw valid inferences about the entire population
based on the sample.
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Examples of sampling procedures

Example 1: Non-statistical sampling in voyages data

The aim is to take a sample from the voyages a ship performed which are in MRV scope in the reporting
period. The example shows possible results for different fictitious ships, carrying out 15, 50, 150, 400 or
800 voyages a year. The resulting sample sizes required depending on the combined inherent & control
risks are shown in Table 14.

Table 14: Required sample size for Example 1

Voyages per Combined inherent & control risk
year low medium high
15 5 11 15
50 9 20 33
150 13 29 48
400 16 36 60
800 16 36 60

Please note that sample sizes in non-statistical sampling are based on professional judgment. Verifiers
can identify different levels of sample sizes based on their professional judgment.

Example 2: Statistical sampling in voyages data

The following approach may be used for data sampling:

1.
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If the number of voyages accounting for a significant share of aggregated reported emissions (e.g.
more than 3,3 % of the total emissions reported) is less than 30, 100% sampling should be carried
out.

If the number of voyages accounting for a significant share of aggregated reported emissions is more
than one per month and is more than 30 per year, and if verification is possible for more than 50%
of the time in the total number of voyages, then voyages for six months out of a year shall be selected
in the descending order of reported emissions and 100% sampling of these shall be carried out.

If no single voyages contribute significant emissions (less than 3,3% of the total) or if even selection
and verification of the 50% mentioned above is difficult due to time consideration, then Table 15 may
be applied for determining the minimum sample size. The verifier will evaluate the inherent risk and
control risk and control measures taken by the company. The High, Medium and Low residual risk
shall be evaluated. The verifier may increase the minimum sample size based on its professional
judgement, professional scepticism and the result of the risk analysis.



Table 15: Sample sizes used for Example 2

Number of voyages accounting for a significant Sampling % of the total voyages
share!'® of aggregated reported emissions emis-
sion
0-12 100
13-30 50
31-50 34
51-90 21
91 - 150 14
151 - 280 9
281 -500 5
501 -1200 3
1201 — 1500 2

The above table is based on the following assumptions:
e Optimum use of the time allocated by the verifier for each element of the verification process;

e Consideration is given to the relationship between the cost of obtaining evidence and the useful-
ness of the data and information obtained;

e The table can be revised after due diligence i.e. based on analysis of the time allocated for each
vessel, cost vs. sample data usefulness for evaluating materiality of the sampled data;

e The revision of the above table can be done after the verification for the purpose of verifications
during the following year(s).

4. A random selection method can be implemented when selection and verification of the 50% is diffi-

cult. Sampling work may become complicated, therefore a systematic sampling method may be used
for sampling.
When sampling 30 voyages from the total voyages, systematic sampling method (equal interval sam-
pling) can be used. Equal interval sampling is performed as described below. Line up the annual
voyages sequentially starting from the beginning of the reporting period and assign numbers to the
voyages. Take the start number as 1. Divide the total number of voyages by 30 and fix the sampling
interval. An example of the number of voyages = 258 is shown below:

e (Number of voyages in 1 year) / (Number of voyages sampled) = 258/30 = 8,6
Omitting the fractional part, we take sampling interval d = 8.

Take the number for performing the first sampling as Au.
The further sampling numbers are An = A1+(n-1) x 8
® Do this sequentially until n=30 — 1) = 29.

The general rule is to determine the starting point A1 after generating a random number between 1
and N, but a simple method may be implemented for the first number. That is, select an arbitrary
number within the numbers of the sampling interval (1 to 7) and take it as the starting point.

During systematic sampling, care is needed to ensure that the population list does not have perio-

dicity. Under this condition, the items obtained by systematic sampling may be treated almost simi-
larly to the items obtained by random sampling.

113 More than 3,3% of aggregated reported emissions.
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Using the data sampled, carry out the appropriate verification check, e.g. confirm that the value
shown on the sampled voyages coincides with the value reported by the company. Furthermore, to
check if the sample is representative for the total population, estimate the total figure (e.g. emissions)
for one year from the 30 sampled voyages. If this value is within 5% of the total (e.g. emissions)
submitted by the company, end the sampling.
The calculation method for the latter estimate is as follows:
Calculate the total figure (e.g. emissions) for one year estimated from 30 extracted voyages as:
Tiotal = ), T; / Nsampte X Niotal
Where T; are the values of the sampled items (e.g. the 30 emissions values of the 30 sampled
voyaged), Nsample the number of samples picked, and N the total number of items in the pop-
ulation (here: 258). Therefore:
Tt = (sum of sampled values) x (258/3) = (sum of sampled values) x 8.6

Now, compare the calculated value of Tiota With Treported,annual, i-€. the total for one year submitted by
the company.

Ttotal=Tre orted,annual
If L < 5%

then treat the sampling as complete.

Treported,annual

If 5% is exceeded, the sampled number is probably inadequate; therefore, add to the sampled num-
ber and perform the sampling and verification for the second time.

Take the sampling number for the second time as a multiple of 30. That is, take 30 x 2 times = 60. If
the sampling number is taken as two times, accuracy may be assumed to improve by v2=1,414.
However, even if 60 items are sampled, if the estimated value of the total is not within 5% of the
annual total value, increase the sampling number further.

Take the sampling number for the third time as 30 x 3 times = 90.

Repeat the procedure above similarly from here onward. Increase the sampling number until the
estimated value of the total obtained from sampled data falls within 5% of the total value for the year.

Example 3: Statistical Sampling in Bunker Delivery Notes (BDNs) or another data set such as tank

sounding readings used in the reporting period

Table 16 presents sample sizes for reaching 5% materiality levels. Data could be verified based on a
sample taken using the following approach:

e if detection risk is low then divide value from Table 16 by 2;

e if detection risk is medium then use the sampling size given in Table 16;

e if detection risk is high then multiply the value from Table 16 by 2 to get the sampling size.

Example:
Ship X from company Y bunkers twice a week, i.e. 104 times. How many BDNs do you need to sample?

Assumption: Inherent risk is high and control risk is medium. Then the combined inherent and control
risk is high.

Therefore, the verifier needs to increase the sample size, and the sample size is 20 x 2 = 40 BDNs.
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Table 16: Sample sizes used for Example 3

Size of dataset Sampling size to reach a
5% materiality level

2t0 8 3

9to 15 3

16 to 25 5

26 to 50 8

51 to 90 13

91 to 150 20
151 to 280 32
281 to 500 50
501 to 1200 80
1201 to 3200 125
3201 to 10000 200
10001 to 35000 315
35001 to 150000 500

8.7 Annex VII - comparing ships’ data to external sources

Purpose

Article 15(1) of the MRV Maritime Regulation requires that “The verifier shall identify potential risks
related to the monitoring and reporting process by comparing reported greenhouse gas emissions with
estimated data based on ship tracking data and characteristics such as the installed engine power.
Where significant deviations are found, the verifier shall carry out further analyses.”

Therefore, verifiers shall compare reported data with an “external set of estimated data”. This compari-

son gives the opportunity to reduce the scope of samples to be analysed / tested in detail when verifying

the ship’s emissions report. In essence, it allows adapting the verification activities to the result of the

risk analysis.

The “external set of estimated data” would cover the following data for a specific ship:

® aggregated fuel consumption;

® aggregated GHG emissions;

® aggregated distance; and

® aggregated time spent at sea.

For the purpose of the verifier performing the comparison, ship tracking data could be obtained through

different sources such as:

e onboard sources, such as the navigational or electronic chart display and information system
(ECDIS);

® an information and tracking system such as Automatic Identification System (AIS) or Long Range
Identification and Tracking (LRIT);

e port call information related to ship movements.
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It should be acknowledged that the output figures of the external set of estimated data are not derived
(as measurements) from compilations from the ship (i.e. data been produced / compiled by the shipping
company).

In the following, this Annex focusses on the external data triggered by the Automatic Identification Sys-
tem (AIS) signal as an example for best practice. Essentially, the timely repeated signal of the ship’s
position is combined by modelling and calculating, with other ship specific data (from openly available
data sources) and as such derives to the “external set of estimated data” on fuel consumption and GHG
emissions.

In regard of date / time records and the covered distances, in principle the data for “distance travelled”
and “time spent at sea” is just the addition of places where the signal moved geographically and time
wise (in Greenwich Mean Time, GMT/UTC).

The AIS transmits with time intervals of 2 to 10 seconds ship’s information about position, course and
speed. The distance covered by the ship between two AIS messages can be computed by using the
“Haversine formula”, which is an expression that gives distances between two points on a sphere from
their longitudes and latitudes.

Furthermore, it should be noted that due to technical problems on the AIS as such, like unfavourable
weather conditions (for the signal itself) and / or user mistakes, the AIS records can be missing or in-
complete. Sometimes, e.g. in pirate areas, the system is shut off intentionally.

For cases of good AIS coverage, the data for “distance travelled” and “time spent at sea” appears to be
a quite reliable external set of reference data.

Attentiveness with handling of the external set of estimated data

It should be acknowledged that the AlS-based modelling of ships’ fuel consumption underlays intrinsi-
cally some uncertainties caused by environmental conditions that are not (and cannot be) reflected to
its full extent into the modelling. Typically, the models are re-connected (calibrated) to “real” ships fuel
consumption; however, deviations caused by several factors do exist. Nevertheless, if aggregated
yearly, these models may serve as quite representative assessment of a ship's fuel consumption over
the year.

The following list is providing some examples of the factors influencing possible deviations of the model
from the conditions the ship is exposed to in reality. The non-exhaustive list may serve as indication:
e Reflection of real weather conditions:

e The fuel consumption can easily double or triple in strong wind / weather conditions;

e Weather routing systems would be discredited in AIS-modelling as it doesn’t take into account the
higher fuel consumption in bad weather areas which the routing system is avoiding, and instead
calculates just the longer distance for getting around the bad weather area (this is also true for the
negative effect of travelling longer distance at higher speed in order to achieve same Estimated
Time of Arrival, (ETA));

® Current in seas and estuaries;
® Draft and trim variations of the ship (fully laden or ballast);

® Fuel consumption for auxiliary engines / boilers is modelled and may be ship type / loading and route
dependent, those consumers are not commonly identical;

® Sometimes AIS signals are not captured. Therefore, on high seas a coverage gap might occur; this
might influence the results, distance determination;

® Maintenance condition of ships’ machinery influences the SFOC (Specific Fuel Oil Consumption);
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® Maintenance and condition of ships’ hull influences the resistance and by that the fuel consumption
(see above);

e Different AIS model may vary and might provide different aggregated outputs;

® Only generic ship machinery data are provided by public available data bases. In case ship owners
have applied efficiency improvements but have not changed the data in the public available data set
(e.g. HIS-data base!!?), the efficiency increase (= decrease in fuel consumption) cannot be reflected
properly.

The sample size for voyages being analysed / tested comes as an outcome from the risk analysis the
verifier is obliged to perform as part of the data verification process. Verifiers make use of external sets
of estimated data which might allow an adaptation of verification efforts, .e.g. in decreasing the sample
size the verifier needs to analyse / test in detail.

If the data on aggregated fuel consumption and on aggregated GHG emission reported from a ship is
within about £ 20% of the “external set of estimated data”, it is considered best practice that the sample
size of voyages to be analysed / tested in detail may be decreased up to 40% of the initial sample size.

Example:

Verifier's risk analysis original voyage sample size: 20 voyages

Aggregated fuel consumption of the ship as reported for the emission report:

Heavy Fuel Oil (HFO): 5000 t
Marine Gas Oil (MGO): 1200 t
Sum: 6200 t

Result of external estimated fuel consumption:
Sum: 6000 t

Comparison of reported fuel consumption with external estimated fuel consumption is
well within the £ 20% proximity level

Verifier can reduce the sample size up to 40% of the original size sampling: 12 voyages

114 Ship data base sorted by IMO No. (HIS is the company trade name)
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8.8  Annex VIIl - Relevant Legislation

ETS Directive: Directive 2003/87/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 13 October 2003
establishing a scheme for greenhouse gas emission allowance trading within the Community and
amending Council Directive 96/61/EC, amended several times. Download consolidated version:

MRV Maritime Regulation: Regulation (EU) 2015/757 of the European Parliament and of the Council
of 29 April 2015 on the monitoring, reporting and verification of greenhouse gas emissions from maritime
transport, and amending Directive 2009/16/EC (Text with EEA relevance). Download consolidated ver-

AR (Framework Accreditation Regulation): Regulation (EC) No 765/2008 of the European Parliament
and of the Council of 9 July 2008 setting out the requirements for accreditation and repealing Regulation

AVR (Accreditation and verification Regulation for EU ETS sectors other than maritime transport): Com-
mission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2018/2067 of 19 December 2018 on the verification of data and
on the accreditation of verifiers pursuant to Directive 2003/87/EC of the European Parliament and of the

MRR (Monitoring and Reporting Regulation for EU ETS sectors other than maritime transport): Com-
mission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2018/2066 of 19 December 2018 on the monitoring and reporting
of greenhouse gas emissions pursuant to Directive 2003/87/EC of the European Parliament and of the
Council and amending Commission Regulation (EU) No 601/2012. Download consolidated version:

Implementing and delegated acts under the MRV Maritime Regulation and EU ETS Directive with
respect to shipping companies:

M-AVR (Maritime Accreditation and verification Regulation): Commission Delegated Regulation (EU)
2023/2917 of 20 October 2023 on the verification activities, accreditation of verifiers and approval of
monitoring plans by administering authorities pursuant to Regulation (EU) 2015/757 of the European
Parliament and of the Council on the monitoring, reporting and verification of greenhouse gas emissions
from maritime transport, and repealing Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2016/2072. Download

Administration of shipping companies: Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2023/2599 of 22
November 2023 laying down rules for the application of Directive 2003/87/EC of the European Parlia-
ment and of the Council as regards the administration of shipping companies by administering authori-
ties in respect of a shipping company. Download official journal version: htip://data.eu-

Attribution of shipping companies to the administering authority: Commission Implementing De-
cision (EU) 2024/411 of 30 January 2024 on the list of shipping companies specifying the administering
authority in respect of a shipping company in accordance with Directive 2003/87/EC of the European
Parliament and of the Council. Download official journal version: http://data.eu-

Act on Templates: Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2023/2449 of 6 November 2023 laying
down rules for the application of Regulation (EU) 2015/757 of the European Parliament and of the Coun-
cil as regards templates for monitoring plans, emissions reports, partial emissions reports, documents
of compliance, and reports at company level, and repealing Commission Implementing Regulation (EU)
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http://data.europa.eu/eli/dir/2003/87/2024-03-01
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2015/757/2024-01-01
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2008/765/2021-07-16
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg_impl/2018/2067/2025-01-01
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg_impl/2018/2066/2024-07-01
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg_del/2023/2917/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg_impl/2023/2599/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg_impl/2023/2599/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/dec_impl/2024/411/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/dec_impl/2024/411/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg_impl/2023/2449/oj

Aggregated Company-level reporting: Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2023/2849 of 12 Oc-
tober 2023 supplementing Regulation (EU) 2015/757 of the European Parliament and of the Council as
regards the rules for reporting and submission of the aggregated emissions data at company level.

Identification of certain neighbouring container transhipment ports: Commission Implementing
Regulation (EU) 2023/2297 of 26 October 2023 identifying neighbouring container transhipment ports
pursuant to Directive 2003/87/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council. Download official

Exceptions for Small Islands and PSOs (Public Service obligations): Commission Implementing De-
cision (EU) 2023/2895 of 19 December 2023 laying down the list of islands and ports referred to in
Article 12(3-d) of Directive 2003/87/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council and the list of
transnational public service contracts or transnational public service obligations referred to in Article
12(3-c) of that Directive. Download consolidated version: hitp://data.eu-

8.9 Annex IX-Acronyms

Abbreviation | Explanation

AA Administering Authority

AIS Automatic Identification System

AR Accreditation Regulation (Regulation (EC) No 765/2008)

AV Accreditation and Verification

AVR Accreditation and Verification Regulation (Commission Implementing Regulation (EU)
2018/2067)

BDN Bunker Delivery Note

CER Company Emission Report

CR Control Risk

DoC Document of Compliance

DR Detection Risk

EA European cooperation for Accreditation

EC European Commission

ECDIS Electronic Chart Display and Information System

EEA European Economic Area

EEC European Economic Community

EFTA European Free Trade Association

EGD Explanatory Guidance Document

EN Euronorm

ER Emission Report

ETA Estimated Time of Arrival

EU ETS EU Emissions Trading System

GD Guidance Document

GHG Greenhouse Gas

HFO Heavy Fuel Oil
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http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg_del/2023/2849/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg_impl/2023/2297/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/dec_impl/2023/2895/2024-01-01
http://data.europa.eu/eli/dec_impl/2023/2895/2024-01-01

Abbreviation

Explanation

IEC

International Electrotechnical Commission

IMO International Maritime Organization

IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

IR Inherent Risk

ISAE International Standard on Assurance Engagements

ISM International Safety Management

ISO International Organization for Standardization

KGN Key Guidance Note

LRIT Long Range Identification and Tracking

MARPOL International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships

M-AVR Maritime Accreditation and Verification Regulation (Commission Delegated Regulation (EU)
2023/2917)

MDO Marine Diesel Oll

MGO Marine Gas Oil

MLA Multilateral recognition Arrangement

MP Monitoring Plan

MRR Monitoring and Reporting Regulation (Commission Implementing Regulation (EU)
2018/2066)

MRV Monitoring, Reporting and Verification

MRVA Monitoring, Reporting, Verification and Accreditation

MS Member State

NAB National Accreditation Body

PSO Public Service Obligation

RCF Recycled Carbon Fuel

RFNBO Renewable Fuel of Non-Biological Origin

ROB Rest On Board

SEEMP Ship Energy Efficiency Management Plan

SFOC Specific Fuel Oil Consumption

SLCF Synthetic Low-Carbon Fuel

SOLAS International Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea

uTC Coordinated Universal Time

VR Verification Risk
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