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1. Introductions and welcome address 
Lucio Trevisan (EU RO MR Group TC Chair, ABS) hosted and opened the 6th TRM meeting, 

which was held as a virtual conference. 

TC Chair welcomed the participants as per Appendix 1 to the 6th TRM. The conduct statement was 

read out.  

TC Chair provided an outline on the principles of the TRM meeting as this will be essential to meet 

the objectives and expectations of the meeting participants as follows:  

Following the principles of previous TRMs, also this meeting shall cover solely technical development 

aspects of TRs scoping the entire technical development and subsequently maintenance process.  

In general, the TRM should not be the platform for discussing any kind of non-technical aspects 

related to the MR process, like the RO’s individual implementation process, or other strategic 

development considerations which go beyond the MR Group’s mandate and are considered not to 

be in compliance with nature of TR development steps as defined in the Group’s Framework 

document.   This forum  might not be in the position to provide  answers to any generic and strategy-

oriented questions. What however the TRM will cover, is to provide detailed information on all 

technical aspects of existing MR TRs on which the industry might clarification. 

This will include but is not limited to related implementation processes and supporting procedures 

like the Product consideration Process, Change Requests and Requests for Clarification.  

The meeting shall collect feedback on MR technical issues regarding new and existing MR TRs. 

All participants are welcome to present  products which might be eligible for MR TR development or 

where a strong desire does exist to consider those. An essential part of the meeting will be to further 

explain the Product Evaluation Process (PEP) and to provide clarifications on technical and 

implementation related questions.  

The agenda/ timetable was presented.  

Introductory round for all participants (Tour de table)  

All participants introduced themselves. 

2. Update on TC activities  

 
TC Chair introduced the TC activities on maintenance and development of products. Please refer to 

the respective slides in the presentation. Additional comments have been noted as follows:  

a. TR development Tier 9 

NMT challenged the statement that no new PCFs have been received since November 2019, stating 

that the stoplight list (list of considered products from 2014/15 contains products suggested by 

industry.  

The list of 11 products for Tier 9 was noted.   

b. TR Maintenance 

The maintenance activities were noted, no further comments have been received.  
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c. TRM follow-up actions 

TC Chair presented the status and outcome of activities related to the actions as agreed in the TRM 

in 2019, which were noted.  

After having addressing considerations in the presentations of  2019, Siemens reiterated their view 

stated in their presentation that the certification business in other industries is comparable to the 

classification business in the maritime industry. TC Chair explained that classification is not merely a 

certification service but develops its own rules and implements international conventions for the 

entire ship, not only individual equipment. Provisions for acceptance of certification by another RO 

does not generally exist. For stand-alone and mass-produced items, it is at the discretion of the 

classification society classing the ship to accept the equipment and certification by another RO under 

prescribed conditions. The application case under safety considerations determines acceptability of 

equipment certified by another RO. 

TC Chair acknowledged that there are many other industries which are highly safety intense,  

although with different approaches. The approach for classification (classification of the end 

product) is based on the historic development.  

The status of other TRM actions was noted.  

TC Chair reiterated information on MR certified components in complex systems that has been 

shared with industry after the 2016 TRM as follows:  

MR Technical Requirements (MR TRs) have been defined for given application cases and contain 

application limitations. The EU MR type approved product is generally not used as a stand-alone 

product but integrated as component in a sub-system or system. The application cases are reviewed 

by the EU RO classing the ship or being in charge of the unit/system certification. Each time a 

product is presented with an EU RO MR Type Approval Certificate for given application, the 

acceptability will be evaluated by the EU RO in charge of classing the ship or being in charge of the 

unit/system certification.    

If the application is outside the scope foreseen in the TR, the evaluation of the individual application 

case can be done on a case-by-case basis by the EU RO classing the ship.   

MR products can be used within other systems; however, it is up to the individual EU RO classing the 

ship to evaluate the individual application case and the possibility for acceptance of the Type 

Approved product, having paid due regard to the specific context.  

It is to be noted that such case-by-case evaluation and acceptance are outside the MR scheme and 

under the sole responsibility of the EU RO classing the ship.  

The explanations were noted without further comments.  

Task Group on Electromagnetic Compatibility (EMC) testing requirements 

Task Group Lead CCS introduced the background and work of the Task Group, initiated by a request 

by industry, to consider the harmonization of EMC testing requirements.  
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The aligned text for EMC test is suggested to be ‘Electromagnetic compatibility (EMC) to be tested in 

accordance with UR E10 (test item according to IEC 60533, and test parameters and performance 

criteria according to UR E10); or in accordance with IEC 60947-x (x to be precised for each TR) 

product standards (test parameters and performance criteria according to UR E10), plus additional 

test required by UR E10 (test item according to IEC 60533)’ 

After confirmation from the Steering Committee, the following 7 TRs will be aligned accordingly 

• Circuit breakers with electronic devices  

• Contactors with electronic devices 

• Control and protective switching devices  

• LV soft starters 

• Pilot devices 

• AC semiconductor controllers 

• Position switches 

The report was noted without further comments.  

Task Group Software 

Task Group Lead LR introduced the status of work in the Task Group and explained how the handling 

of software was addressed in the MR scheme. A manufacturer in the TRM 2018 brought up the 

question how to go forward with MR TAC to be integrated in systems and what effect such 

integration does have on the software, i.e. how can software be handled in the MR scheme. This 

question was discussed further by the MR Group, e. g. to state software limitations on the 

certificates, which would require not to change the versioning. 

The Task Group aimed at agreeing on the definition and scope of software, the extent of software 

covered by MR TRs and the conditions and responsibilities for an impact analysis and at coming up 

with specification of the acceptance criteria in TR development. 

It was explained how the TG addressed the task. Several TRs will be affected to include requirements 

on software as can be seen in the respective slides.  

It was explained that the EU RO MR Group plans to establish a document that will capture the EU RO 

MR Group approach towards Software. This document will be shared with industry, once finalized.  

The report was noted without further comments.  
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3. Product Evaluation Process (PEP) 
 

a. General information 

TC Chair gave a general introduction to the PEP process PEP published July 2020 as follows:  The EU 

RO MR Group has now finalized the re-testing of those products under the PEP model, which have 

previously been excluded under the Simplified Risk Based Model by June/July 2020. Products already 

developed (TRs) have not been retested (as agreed by DG MOVE). The EU RO MR Group completed a 

List of considered products defining the products that are eligible for MR while providing a 

justification for those products that are not considered eligible for MR. With the PEP, the Group 

applies an objective risk assessment model to determine whether a product could enter the scheme 

and thus be placed on such list. Criteria that determine the safety criticality of a product are taken 

from the IMO categorization in essential and non-essential services, which has been taken up in the 

individual classification rules in adherence to internationally adopted instruments. In the following 

Risk Group 2 Lead will give a short outline of the PEP and the underlying principles.  Then, the re-

testing analysis and outcome will be shared by the outgoing TC Chair responsible for the re-testing 

project.   

The information was noted without further comments.  

b. Class Rules and product evaluation (PEP) 

Risk Group 2 Lead (ABS SC Member) delivered a presentation intended to give a better 

understanding of the class rules and underlying safety principles.  

The safety criticality concept comes from SOLAS which defines Essential Services. The application 

case is determined by the safety criticality of a product when integrated in a ship’s system. Relevant 

rule requirements are based on the application case. These in turn drive the class intervention 

requirements for engineering review, survey, and certification. For safety critical equipment, only 

the RO classing the ship is in the position to evaluate the product as integrated in the ship’s system. 

The PEP is a technical tool which fully reflects the class rules and safety criticality principles as 

derived from SOLAS.  

The following questions /requests concerning the PEP have been raised by stakeholders prior to the 

TRM and have been addressed by the EU RO MR Group as follows:  

Were there any products developed for which there are no rules (Q1)? 

➢  All products developed by the MR Group are based on at least one RO having rules for the 

product.  If a case is brought to the attention of the MR Group, this case will be reviewed and 

dealt with 

Have products been excluded solely based on Q5 (individual engineering review)?   

➢ In review of our PEP evaluation Products are not excluded solely because of Q5, with the only 

exception of Electric generator rated < 50 KW (156), based on capacity considerations. 
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Provide clarification on PEP Q7 and Q8, also explaining that the next revision of the PEP will include a 

respective clarification 

➢ Q7 and Q8 test for the application case in essential systems 

➢ Depends on whether a product has clearly defined application cases 

➢ Q8 may allow products to be eligible for MR despite being installed in essential services 

systems where not considered safety critical 

The information was noted without further comments. 

In the context of slide D. Class intervention, clarification was sought on the use of the term Type 

Approval and whether there is a requirement to have a component type approved for subsequent 

unit certification when required. It was explained that TA was not necessarily a requirement for unit 

certification, but that there may be a combination of  TA (engineering review and prototype testing) 

for the purpose of UC during fabrication. For engineering review, TA of products can be taken into 

consideration. It was further clarified that the term TA is being used differently by the ROs, but that 

this is a question of terminology.  

c. Retesting methodology and outcome 

Outgoing TC Chair (CCS) presented the outcome of the retesting process, methodology and analysis. 

The analysis of the retesting concluded that 11 additional products are eligible for MR; that 32 

products were inappropriately categorized: (7 already developed, 9 products duplicated with others 

on the list, 16 products description too generic ); and that 74 products are not eligible due to their 

nature being statutory, safety-critical product or due to application cases. 

The list of eligible MR products now contains 82 products (71 already developed and 11 to be 

developed as result of the retesting process). Any further candidate product can be suggested and 

will be assessed with the PEP. The list was published on the EU RO MR Group website with status of 

Oct 2020.  

SEA E Class Group Chair announced that a presentation will be held by NMT on behalf of the SEA E 

Class Group that will focus on the outcome of retesting, the PEP, and on a new perspective to be 

discussed with the EU RO MR Group.   

SEA E Class Group Chair  asked about the certificate statistics ( number of certificates and pie chart 

on the products for which certificates were issued). It was explained that in order to provide 

consistent information, reporting of certificates will be done annually, in the beginning of each year.  

FUA 1: Provide MR certificate statistics to SEA E in Q1 2021 

SEA E Class Group Chair further inquired whether any issue with a certificate issued by one RO and 

rejected by another one has been brought to the attention of the EU RO MR Group since the last 

TRM. It was replied that no rejections have been received and that the case discussed in 2019 could 

not be followed up because the affected manufacturer did not provide the necessary information.  
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4. Implementation of PEP and related questions 
 

a. Technical and implementation related industry queries 

Technical and implementation related questions were raised by SEA E Class Group in the first part 

of their presentation. (Feedback by Industry on results retesting) 

FUA 2: Review the respective part of the SEA E presentation (Feedback by Industry on results 

retesting) wrt technical and PEP implementation related questions  and provide comments / 

explanations or take action as necessary.  

 

b. Rejected cases and reasons/justifications thereof 

SEA E Class Group in the first part of their presentation raised questions regarding the 

categorization of products into inappropriately categorized products.  

FUA 3: Review the respective part of the SEA E presentation wrt categorization of products into 

inappropriately categorized products and take action as necessary.  

SEA E Class Group in the first part of their presentation raised questions regarding rejected 

products.  

FUA 4: Review the respective part of the SEA E presentation wrt questions regarding rejected 

products and provide comments / explanations or take action as necessary.  

5. Feedback by industry (industry presentations) 
 

In the second part of the presentation held by NMT on behalf of the SEA E Class Group a proposal to 

look at the implementation of Art 10.1 from a different perspective (V model) was introduced to be 

discussed with the EU RO MR Group.   

 

The EU RO Group appreciated the interesting input and food for thoughts. TC Chair stated that the 

new concept needs to be considered in detail, and that an in-depth discussion can only take place 

after the presentation will have been reviewed by the EU RO MR Group. Then the discussion could 

be continued in a joint workshop.  

FUA 5: Review the V model as presented,  provide comments and/or further discuss in a 

workshop.  

DG MOVE appreciated the presentations given and raised a list of issues towards the EU RO MR 

Group and industry. DG MOVE will provide the issues in writing post TRM.  

DG MOVE requested the following statements to be included in the MoM:  
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1. EUROMR group to organize in a timely manner a workshop to discuss and elaborate on the 

“V” methodology as presented by industry during the TRM. We believe that the view of industry, 

being a major stakeholder in the process, has to be taken into account. 

2. MOVE reiterates its question on the inclusion into the MR Scheme of “materials” as stipulated 

in the RO Regulation. (requested since 2016) 

3. MOVE reiterates its question to combine similar products into one technical requirement 

indicated during the 2019 TRM. 

4. MOVE reiterates the proposal made by Kongsberg to display on the MR certificate clearly that 

the most rigorous standards as agreed by all EU RO’s have been used to certify. 

5. MOVE asks to industry if any reluctance by either Shipyards or RO’s has been witnessed to use 

products/components with MR certificates during newbuilding in favor of individually certified 

products/components 

6. MOVE asks to industry if they have any data on the actual use of products/components that 

are covered by a MR certificate 

7. MOVE makes the statement that it is too early to pronounce any opinion on the adequacy or 

appropriateness or effectiveness of the PEP process as to fulfill the obligations as stated in the 

Regulation due to lacking data 

FUA 6: Address the issues raised by DG MOVE, once received in writing.  

6. Closing of meeting 
Hosting TC Chair closed the meeting thanking all participants for the discussions and 

contributions.  
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7. Appendix 1: List of Participants 

EU RO Mutual Recognition Group  

6th Industry Technical Review Meeting 

        

8.  

Date: 26 November 2020 

Time: 9h30 – 12h30 (UTC+1) 

 

Place: MS Teams virtual meeting 
 

 
Attendees: 

EU RO MR SC CHAIR/KR Dr Park, Joo-sung 

EU RO MR TC CHAIR/ABS Lucio Trevisan  

EU RO MR Secretary Irene Wieja 

EU RO MR Secretariat Camilla Bendiksen  

ABS Christopher Perrocco 

BV Benjamin Eustache 

CCS  Wang Haitao 

CCS  Benqi Ge 

CRS Zeljan Skaro 

IRS Devrup Kabi 

KR Woon-ho Lee 

LR Antje Herms-Bondzio 

LR  Andrew Mac Donald 
  

Industry  

SEA Europe’s secretariat Benoît Loicq 

Danish Maritime /SEA E Klaus Rostell 

Siemens Michael Schroeck 

 NMT Arnold de Bruijn 

DG Move Karl Seghers 
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Appendix 2: Agenda 
 

Meeting Type: 6th Industry Technical Review Meeting 

Location: Microsoft Teams 

Date: Thursday, 26 November 2020 

Start Time: 09h30 to 12h30 UTC+1 

 

 

AGENDA 

 

Time Item Presenters 
09:30 1. Introductions and welcome address from: 

a. EU RO MR Group 
b.  Relevant industry participants (tour 

de table) 

Lucio Trevisan, TC Chair (ABS) 
Relevant industry participants 

10:00 2. Update on TC activities 
a. TR development Tier 9 
b. TR Maintenance  
c. TRM Follow-up actions 

Lucio Trevisan, TC Chair (ABS) 
 

10:20 3. Product Evaluation Process (PEP) 
a. General information 
b. Class Rules and product evaluation 

(PEP) 
c. Retesting methodology and 

outcome 

 
Joo-sung Park, SC Chair (KR) 
Christopher Perrocco (ABS) 
 
Benqi Ge (CCS) 
 

 4. Implementation of PEP and related 
questions 

a. Technical and implementation 
related industry queries 

b. Rejected cases and 
reasons/justifications thereof 

TC Chair, Lead Retesting, All 

11:15 5. Feedback by industry  
(industry presentations) 

Relevant industry participants 
 

12:15 6. Closing of meeting   Lucio Trevisan, TC Chair (ABS) 

 

 
[End of Agenda] 
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Appendix 3: Action list  

 

Technical Review Meeting, 26 November 2018 

Actions for EU RO MR Group: 

No. Issues Raised Timeline  Remark  

1.  Provide MR certificate statistics to SEA E  

 

Q1 2021  

2.  Review the respective part of the SEA E presentation 

(Feedback by Industry on results retesting) wrt 

technical and PEP implementation related questions  

and provide comments / explanations or take action 

as necessary.  

  

3.  Review the respective part of the SEA E presentation 
wrt categorization of products into inappropriately 
categorized products and take action as necessary. 

  

4.  Review the respective part of the SEA E presentation 
wrt questions regarding rejected products and 
provide comments / explanations or take action as 
necessary. 

  

5.  Review the V model as presented,  provide 

comments and/or further discuss in a workshop.  

  

6.  Address the issues raised by DG MOVE    
 

Actions for Industry Associations: 

No. Issues Raised Raised by 

1.  SEA E Class Group to share the industry ppp 
with the EU RO MR Group 

26 Nov 2020 EU RO MR Group 

   

 
 
 
 
 
 

 



EU RO MR Group 
6th Technical Review Meeting

Virtual meeting,  26 November 2020



Conduct Statement

Conduct Statement 

This TRM has been convened for the sole purpose to exchange information and 
thus enhance technical cooperation with industry stakeholders in the EU RO MR 
Group’s activities to comply with Reg. (EC) 391/2009 – Article 10.1 Mutual 
Recognition. 

Any issues relating to commercially sensitive matters such as prices (actual or 
potential), costs, compensation levels, suppliers, markets, business strategy, 
terms of sale, upcoming bids, capacity levels and similar matters which it is not 
necessary to share for the purpose of completing the work of the group should 
not be raised and, if raised, will be ruled out of order by the Chair. 

Anyone who introduces such a topic repeatedly will be asked to leave the 
meeting, and this will be recorded in the minutes. If you notice that such a topic 
has been raised which is not immediately ruled out of order by the Chair, you 
should clearly and immediately protest, and should ask that this is recorded in 
the minutes. If you need to describe exact circumstances to illustrate your point 
please do not mention any specific commercial information such as specific 
prices or costs. 



Agenda item 1

a. EU RO MR Group (TC Chair) – opening
• Introduce TRM principles
• Introduce programme of the meeting

1. Introductions and welcome address 



Agenda item 1

Regarding existing TRs / Maintenance
 Present the current status of the MR TR development process for products 

eligible under MR and enable the collection of feedback on MR technical 
issues regarding new and existing MR TRs and the MR certification process;

 Provide information on existing MR TRs and related Change Requests and 
Requests for Clarification

Regarding product consideration / PEP
 Receive suggestions by stakeholders for possible products to be evaluated for 

MR eligibility through the PEP
 Provide information and discuss technical queries related to the Product 

Evaluation Process (PEP) and provide justification for rejecting products in the 
PEP process as a standing agenda item

1. Introductions and welcome address- TRM priniciples 



Timetable based on agenda

Timetable

Meeting Type: 6th Industry Technical Review Meeting
Location: Virtual meeting via Microsoft Teams
Date: Thursday, 26 November 2020
Start Time: 09h30 (UTC+1) to 12h30



Agenda item 1

b. Introductory round (all participants) 

1. Introductions and welcome address 



Agenda Item 2 (TC Chair)

Update on TC activities

a. TR development Tier 9
b. TR Maintenance 
c. TRM Follow-up actions



Agenda Item 2a (TC Chair)

TR development Tier 9

As a result of the retesting, Tier 9 will be developed

➢ starting from 1 Oct 2020
➢ final publishing of Technical Requirements (TR) 1 January 2022
➢ entry-into-force of TRs 1 July 2022
➢ 11 products as follows: 

• Cable glands (196)
• Corrosion-resistant paints (69)
• Electric Space Heating Equipment (165)
• Electric Motor Starters other than Soft Starters (170)
• Inverters (166)
• Resilient mountings of machinery (141)
• Shop primers compatible with welding (81)
• Strainers (160)
• Vertical surface reference system for DP system (192)
• Wind velocity and direction gauge for DP system (194)
• Power Supply Units (< 5kVA) <excluding UPS> (169)



Agenda Item 2

Product Consideration Forms (PCFs)

No new PCFs since November 2019



Agenda Item 2b

TR Maintenance 

Specific maintenance projects 2020/21 prioritized

a. Testing requirements (EMC) – proposed alignment of 7 TRs 
b. TR Resin chocks (ITW) 
c. Software – proposal on TR changes
d. Review of Technical Interpretations - potential TR changes

Plus any adhoc change requests or issues



Agenda Item 2b

TR Maintenance 

Overview of current Change Requests (CRFs), Requests for Clarification (RfCs) 
and MR Technical Interpretations (MR TIs)
Change requests: 

CRFs completed

CRF046 Electric driven motors <20 kW Version 0.3 2020-04-29

CRF047 Electrical Driven Motors 2020-04-29

CRF048 Technical Requirements for Insulation Monitoring Devices (IMD 2020-04-01

CRF049
Technical Requirements for COMPUTERS AND PROGRAMMABLE LOGIC 
CONTROLLERS (PLCS)

2020-05-22

CRF050 Technical Requirement for Touch Screen 
2020-04-29



Agenda Item 2b

TR Maintenance 
Overview of current Change Requests (CRFs), Requests for Clarification (RfCs) 
and MR Technical Interpretations (MR TIs)
Requests for clarification from industry/ MR Technical Interpretations (MR TIs)

TI 011 Touch Screen Display Monitor or a Video Screen that is also an input 
device (V0.1 adopted July 2019) 2020-01-01

MR TI Technical Requirement Completed

TI001 Computer and PLCs 2015-11-03

TI002 Sensors 2015-12-22

TI003 Air compressor 2016-05-19

TI004 Stationary Lighting Fixtures, Flood Light Projectors 2016-05-19

TI005 Plastic piping systems (components) 2016-08-31

TI006 Flow gauges / Transmitters 2017-10-27

TI007 Sensors 2018-09-27

TI009 Electric/Electronic Relay 2018-11-21

TI011 Touch Screen i.e. a Display Monitor or a Video Screen 

that is also an Input Device

2020-10-28



Agenda Item 2b

TR Maintenance 

Updated Technical Requirements:

MR TR (Electrical Motor) have been amended due to the change of individual 
rules which led to the expansion of the MR scope from 20 kW to 50 kW in 
power. This is a good example of harmonizing rules. 

Tier Name Adoption date Application date

TR 1 Electric Driven Motors 2020-05-01 2021-01-01

TR 2 Computers and PLCs 2019-11-01 2020-07-01

TR 8 Insulation monitoring devices 2020-01-01 2020-07-01

TR 2 Computers and PLCs 2020-05-01 2020-07-01

TR 6 Touch screen i.e. a display monitor or a 
video screen that is also an input 
device

2020-04-28 2020-07-01



Agenda Item 2c

TRM Follow-up actions



Agenda Item 2c

TRM Follow-up actions: Issues raised by industry in 2019 (ppp)

SIEMENS PPP 2019: 
• Siemens stated that acceptance of certifications (Mutual Recognition) from 

another certification society is common practice and invited classification 
societies to follow the same practice.

➢ Classification is not merely a certification service but develops its own 
rules and implements international conventions for the entire ship, not 
only individual equipment

➢ Provision for acceptance of certification by another RO does not 
generally exist

➢ For stand-alone and mass-produced items it is at the discretion of the 
classification society classing the ship to accept the equipment and 
certification by another RO under prescribed conditions. 

➢ The application case under safety considerations determines 
acceptability of equipment certified by another RO. 



Agenda Item 2c

TRM Follow-up actions: Issues raised by industry in 2019 (ppp)

SEA EUROPE’s VIEWS
• EU ROs invited to test under the new PEP of the products proposed by SEA 

Europe (Ref. Stoplight list)
➢ Done 

• EU ROs invited to provide information on rejected applications.
➢ TRM to be the platform for providing such information, SEA E received 

respective outcome. 
• EU ROs invited to provide asap a list of potentially eligible products under PEP

➢ List published on website (status Oct 2020)

➢ Requested actions have been addressed and dealt with (retesting of rejected 
products, information on rejected products, list of MR products established) 



MR certified components in complex systems

MR Technical Requirements (MR TRs) have been defined for given application cases and 
contain application limitations. The EU MR type approved product is generally not used 
as a stand-alone product but integrated as component in a sub-system or system. The 
application cases are reviewed by the EU RO classing the ship or being in charge of the 
unit/system certification. Each time a product is presented with an EU RO MR Type 
Approval Certificate for given application, the acceptability will be evaluated by the EU 
RO in charge of classing the ship or being in charge of the unit/system certification.   

If the application is outside the scope foreseen in the TR, the evaluation of the individual 
application case can be done on a case-by-case basis by the EU RO classing the ship.  

MR products can be used within other systems; however, it is up to the individual EU RO 
classing the ship to evaluate the individual application case and the possibility for 
acceptance of the Type Approved product, having paid due regard to the specific context. 

It is to be noted that such case-by-case evaluation and acceptance are outside the MR 
scheme and under the sole responsibility of the EU RO classing the ship. 

Agenda Item 2c



Harmonization of EMC testing requirements

7. Take the EMC proposal by Kongsberg into consideration (MR Group)
«...Kongsberg commented on the harmonization of EMC testing requirements with applicable 
international standards for similar products....»

➢ Task Group EMC for FUA No 7 of the 4th TRM  (harmonization of EMC testing requirements)

➢ Procedure/methodology on how to manage the harmonization
✓ Comparison of technical requirements between IACS UR E10 and other international standards , 

such as IEC 60533 etc, in term of EMC. At this stage, the individual Rules of EU ROs are not taken 
into account. 

✓ EU RO MR TG EMC is to invite two manufacturers to do such comparison. Subsequently, the 
outcome of such comparison was to be analyzed by EU RO MR TG EMC. 

✓ The consequence of analysis from above paragraph 1 was submitted to EU RO MR TC, asking for 
comments by each TC members based on their own individual Rules in term of EMC technical 
requirements.

✓ Harmonization of EMC technical requirement for MR use was suggested to be implemented by 
TG 

✓ The affected existing MR Technical Requirements were identified by TG
• Based on the results of above, CRFs (Change Request Forms) are supposed to be raised by TG 

EMC over those affected MR TRs for approval by TC/SC in sequence.

Agenda Item 6 b (CCS)



Task Group EMC

The aligned text for EMC test is suggested to be
‘Electromagnetic compatibility (EMC) to be tested in accordance with UR E10 
(test item according to IEC 60533, and test parameters and performance criteria 
according to UR E10); or in accordance with IEC 60947-x (x to be precised for each 
TR) product standards (test parameters and performance criteria according to UR 
E10), plus additional test required by UR E10 (test item according to IEC 60533)’

After confirmation, 7 TRs will be aligned accordingly
• Circuit breakers with electronic devices 
• Contactors with electronic devices
• Control and protective switching devices 
• LV soft starters
• Pilot devices
• AC semiconductor controllers
• position switches

➢ Please note that this proposal is subject to final approval by the Steering 
Committee

Agenda Item 6 b (CCS)



Agenda Item 2c

Task Group Software 

Address how to handle software in the MR scheme (MR Group) 
“…A manufacturer brought up the question how to go forward with MR TAC to 
be integrated in systems and what effect such integration does have on the 
software, i.e. how can software be handled in the MR scheme. This question 
will be discussed further by the MR Group, e. g. to state software limitations on 
the certificates, which would require not to change the versioning…”

➢ Task Group launched

➢ Task Group Software 
• The detailed objectives of the TG are to propose the following

1. Agreement on the definition and scope of software
2. Extent of software covered by MR TRs
3. Conditions and responsibilities for an impact analysis
4. Specification of the acceptance criteria in TR development



Agenda Item 2c

1. Agreement on the definition and scope of software

MR group explicitly agreed with and approved the concept:

✓ Firmware is fixed for the product type
✓ Same firmware version is installed in each product in a serial production line
✓ Firmware is subject to type approval
✓ Application software is tailor-made for each vessel
✓ Application software is not subject to type approval
✓ System Software / Operating System is the system software controlling the 

functioning of the CPU itself and its communication with attached 
units(screens, keyboards, I/O units)

✓ System Software / Operating System is not application dependent
✓ System Software / Operating System is subject to type approval because it is 

crucial for the function test during type approval



Agenda Item 2c

1. Agreement on the definition and scope of software

Definition of types

- Firmware: type of software is only controlling the basic functions of the product itself, 
and not any processes external to the product. Firmware is fixed for the product type.

- System Software / Operating System : system software controlling the functioning of 
the CPU itself and its communication with attached units(screens, keyboards, I/O 
units) which is not application dependent. System software that comes with the CPU 
has been validated by the manufacturer before the time of type testing.

- Application Software: type of software is also used in the control of ship functions. 
Application software is not a serial production, but is tailor made for each vessel.  



Agenda Item 2c

2. Extent of software covered by MR TRs

Conclusion

Firmware  and System Software / Operating System can be handled within the 
MR scheme whereas application software is not subject to MR but to be unit 
certified by the Class society classing the ship. 
The firmware and the related System Software / Operating System has to be 
recorded during the type tests.



Agenda Item 2c

3. Conditions and responsibilities for an impact analysis

Conclusion

Addressing software in the MR scheme is not to develop any requirements to the 
software itself thus an impact analysis is not part of the document submission request.

It is to ensure to control the installed software versions based on requirements to, and 
audit of, the manufacturer’s QA system, as well as a uniform specification of software 
versions in the MR TA certificates. 

Software (Firmware and System Software) is already assessed during the type tests and 
the proper function of the product

Type test has been performed with implemented Software (Firmware and System 
Software) and is witnessed in the test record



Agenda Item 2c

3. Conditions and responsibilities for an impact analysis

Conclusion

Crucial importance to record and list the SW versions in the relevant EU RO MR 
TAC since software might be a matter of continuously modification and 
improvement

With no listing of tested software version ( only type testing) in EU RO MR TACs, 
it cannot be ensured at a later stage in the life cycle that the product still 
confirms with the required functionality as verified during the type tests



Agenda Item 2c

4. Specification of the acceptance criteria in TR development

Relevant existing TRs where software may be an issue have been identified.

Proposal for revision of following existing TRs is under discussion in the MR group:

AC Semiconductor Controllers Flow Gauges/Transmitters
Circuit Breakers with ED Level Gauges/Transmitters
Computers and PLCs LV Soft Starters
Contactors with ED Pressure Gauges/Transmitters
Control and Protective Switching Devices Temperature Gauges & Transmitters
Display Monitors, Video Screens, Terminals Touch Screen
Electrical / Electronic Relays Insulation Monitoring Devices (IMD)
Electrical Actuators for Valves
Electronic Power Units for Valve Control

.



Agenda Item 2c

Status of Task Group progress

The detailed objectives of the TG are to propose the following

1. Agreement on the definition and scope of software 
2. Extent of software covered by MR TRs 
3. Conditions and responsibilities for an impact analysis:  in progress
4. Specification of the acceptance criteria in TR development: in progress



Agenda Item 3 

Product Evaluation Process (PEP)

a. General information 
b. Class Rules and product evaluation (PEP) 
c. Retesting methodology and outcome



Agenda Item 3a

General information

• PEP published July 2020 
• MR Group has now finalized the re-testing of those products under the PEP 

model, which have previously been excluded under the Simplified Risk Based 
Model by June/July 2020

• Products already developed (TRs) have not been retested (as agreed by DG 
MOVE)

• EU RO MR Group completed List of considered products defining the products 
that are eligible for MR while providing a justification for those products that are 
not considered eligible for MR

• With the PEP, the Group applies an objective risk assessment model to 
determine whether a product could enter the scheme and thus on such list

• Criteria that determine the safety criticality of a product are taken from the IMO 
categorization in essential and non-essential services, which has been taken up 
in the individual classification rules in adherence to internationally adopted 
instruments

• In the following Risk Group 2 Lead will give a short outline of the PEP and the 
underlying principles.  Then, the re-testing analysis and outcome will be shared 
by the outgoing TC Chair responsible for the re-testing project.  



EU RO MR Group 

b. Class Rules and product evaluation (PEP)
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A.  PEP

• The PEP is a technical tool developed to comply with Art. 10.1 to:
• Evaluate product eligibility to enter MR scheme
• Provide technically justifiable results based the class requirements for a product
• Allow development of harmonized TRs based on most rigorous standards

• Methodology:
• Based on class rule principles
• utilizing the ship’s system approach:

• Application Case - Intended use of equipment within a ship’s system
• Safety Criticality - Functionality of equipment within the system

• This methodology is fully aligned with the safety criticality principles of SOLAS II-1 Reg. 
40&41, MSC.1/Circ. 1464 and IACS UI SC 134, as transposed into each RO’s class rules.

• In particular, column 3 System Evaluation (Q7 to Q9) evaluates 
• the application case, and 
• system integration of a product 
as determined by the applicable class rule requirements 



B.  Safety Criticality / Essential Services Concept

• Determination of Safety Criticality is based on the ship’s systems approach:

• Technical evaluation of the overall system (Essential Services)

• Functionality of individual equipment/component within the ship’s system 

• Effect of a failure of the component on the overall integrity of the system

• Safety Criticality is expressed in definition of Essential Services (Statutory & Class):

• SOLAS II-1, Reg 40 & 41 

• MCS.1/Circ. 1464 (Interpretation of SOLAS II-1, Reg 40 & 41)

• IACS UI SC 134 (based on SOLAS II-1, Reg 40 & 41)

• Classification Rules

• For definitions, statutory regulations and class requirements above are fully aligned.

• As the foundation of the definition of essential service systems lies within SOLAS:

• Class cannot modify rules in contradiction to principles and definitions of 

Safety Criticality and Essential Services in statutory requirements.

• Modification of these definitions can only take place at the IMO based on technical 

justification and discussions



D.  Application Case of Equipment

• The application case of equipment is directly related to safety criticality 
based on the distinction of essential / non-essential services systems.

Application Case

• The same product, e.g. hydraulic pump can be installed in:
a. Crane (cargo gear) – non-essential services / non-safety critical
b. Steering system – essential services / safety critical

• The application case determines the rule requirements the equipment is 
be subject to.

• Lower criticality (non-essential)
– no / lower design review, survey & certification requirements

• Higher criticality (essential services) 
– increased design review, survey & certification requirements



D.  Class Intervention

Class intervention is determined by the application case of equipment:

• Non-essential services application case:

• Prototype design assessment for type approval

• Fabrication of equipment by manufacturer in accordance with quality system 

subject to audit by RO

• Type approval certification acceptable

• Essential services application case:

• individual engineering design review 

• Individual survey during construction, including material verification, 

fabrication monitoring (e.g. welding processes, dimensional control, NDT) 

and factory acceptance testing

• Unit Certification 

➢ All intervention activities required by RO classing the ship

• At the manufacturer’s premise due to fabrication monitoring

• Cannot be fulfilled after delivery to ship



C.  System Integration and responsibility of RO classing the ship

Knowledge of system integration of a product is critical, as it determines rule 

requirements for design approval, survey and certification.

Only the RO classing the ship carries out the full engineering review on the overall ship’s 

system.  

Consequently, during the classification and certification process, only the RO classing the 

ship is able to 

• assess the criticality of the equipment within the ship’s system  

• assess the effect of failure of the equipment on the overall system

• assess any mitigating measures to enhance the robustness of the system, such 

as system architecture, redundancies, or alternative designs (goal-based)

Another RO carrying out engineering review on a component/equipment for a vendor will 

likely not have knowledge of:

• The ship’s system

• The application case

Reasons can be:

• Third-party supplier to manufacturers of higher complexity equipment

• Proprietary information and intellectual property



E.  Summary

a. Safety Criticality concept comes from SOLAS which defines Essential 

Services

b. Application Case is determined by the safety criticality of a product when 

integrated in a ship’s system

c. The relevant rule requirements are based on the application case

d. These in turn drive the class intervention requirements for engineering 

review, survey and certification

e. For safety critical equipment, only the RO classing the ship is in the position 

to evaluate the product as integrated in the ship’s system 

PEP is a technical tool which fully reflects the class rules and safety criticality 

principles as derived from SOLAS 



E.  Questions concerning the PEP

Were there any products developed for which there are no rules (Q1)
➢ All products developed by the MR Group are based on at least one RO having 

rules for the product.  If a case is brought to the attention of the MR Group, 
this case will be reviewed and dealt with

Have products been excluded solely based on Q5 (individual engineering review):  
➢ In review of our PEP evaluation Products are not excluded solely because of 

Q5 
➢ Only exception: Electric generator rated < 50 KW(156)

Provide clarification on PEP Q7 and Q8, also explaining that the next revision of 
the PEP will include a respective clarification
➢ Q7 and Q8 test for the application case in essential systems
➢ Depends on whether a product has clearly defined application cases
➢ Q8 may allow products to be eligible for MR in spite of being installed in 

essential services systems where not considered safety critical



c. Retesting methodology and outcome 
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• Introduction and background

• Retesting process, analysis and experience

• Results of the retesting

• Timeline for TR development of 11 products

• List of MR products as of Oct 2020

Contents



EU RO MR Group
• Completed a list defining products that are eligible for MR, based 

on the list suggested by EU ROs and Industry in 2015 containing 
156 products (188 before re-categorization) 

• provided justification for those products that are not considered 
eligible for MR

• Applied objective risk assessment tool (PEP) to determine 
whether a product could enter the scheme 

The MR Group has now finalized the re-testing of those products 
under the PEP model, which have previously been excluded under 
the Simplified Risk Based Model by June/July 2020. 

Introduction and background 



• 117 products which were previously rejected under the SRBM were re-tested 
with the new PEP in order to determine whether any of those products could 
enter the MR scheme

• Each RO retested each of the listed products based on their classification rules

• The EU RO MR Technical Committee consolidated and analyzed the 
information as received

• The list was checked for standard terminology in line with the classification 
rules 

• From those 117 products re-examined, 32 products were found to be 
duplications or too generic descriptions or already developed under a 
different name. Those products have been removed from the list (re-
categorization)

• The remaining 85 (117-32) products have been retested with the PEP

Retesting process, analysis and experience



• The retesting offered valuable learnings for each RO using the 
PEP. It was found that compared to the SRBM, the PEP is more 
robust, transparent and the result technically justified

• Any potential impact of the retesting process on the PEP was 
considered 

• It was found that the re-testing process had no effect on the PEP, 
so no changes were necessary

• Consequently, the PEP was released on 1 July 2020

Retesting process, analysis and experience



The analysis of the retesting concluded the following: 

• Eligible: 11 additional products 

• Inappropriately categorized: 32 products (7 already developed, 9 
products duplicated with others on the list, 16 products 
description too generic )

• NOT eligible: 74 products (statutory product, safety-critical 
product or due to application case)

Results of the retesting



Tier 9 with the following 11 products are envisaged to be developed starting 
from 1 Oct 2020, final publishing of Technical Requirements (TR) targeted 1 
January 2022, and entry-into-force of TRs 1 July 2022.

• Cable glands (196)
• Corrosion-resistant paints (69)
• Electric Space Heating Equipment (165)
• Electric Motor Starters other than Soft Starters (170)
• Inverters (166)
• Resilient mountings of machinery (141)
• Shop primers compatible with welding (81)
• Strainers (160)
• Vertical surface reference system for DP system (192)
• Wind velocity and direction gauge for DP system (194)
• Power Supply Units (< 5kVA) <excluding UPS> (169)

Timeline for TR development of remaining 11 products



• The list of eligible MR products now contains 82 products (71 
already developed and 11 to be developed as result of the 
retesting process)

• Any further candidate product can be suggested and will be 
assessed with the PEP 

• The list was published on the EU RO MR Group website 

List of MR products as of Oct 2020



Thank you!



Agenda Item 4

Implementation of PEP and related questions*

a. Technical and implementation related industry queries

b. Rejected cases and reasons/justifications thereof 
• Introduction of list of Appendix IV: Explanations of reasons for 

not-eligible products

* Standing item on TRM agenda to follow up on issues related to 
implementation of the PEP



Agenda Item 5

Feedback by industry

(industry presentations)



Agenda Item 6

Summary of discussion



Thank you!
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Feedback by Industry on results retesting

• Positive about 11 accepted products to be included in Tier 9.

• Agree to merge overlapping products and remove products which are already 
included in the MR Scheme

• However, for products rejected because of a generic description, we have the 
following comments:

– We agreed to have a constructive dialogue, please ask for clarification if deemed necessary.

• Appendix IV (Explanation of reasons for not-eligible products) provides a list of 
questions where products fell out of the flowchart into the non-eligible bin. 

– The questions itself are clear, but the reasons of rejection are not always clear
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Feedback by Industry on results retesting

• Regulation EC. 391(2009), Article 10 states that: 

– “Where mutual recognition cannot be agreed upon for serious safety reasons, recognised
organisations shall clearly state the reasons therefor.”

• The question in the PEP do not explain these safety reasons. Please elaborate the 
reasons for rejection 

– e.g. if Q4 is mentioned as a reason: does that mean that all non-stock items are inherently 
unsafe? 

– If Q5 is mentioned as a reason: which Class Rules are referred to and which safety aspect is 
assessed during the design evaluation? 

– If Q6 is mentioned as a reason: which Class Rules are referred to and which safety aspect is 
assessed during the survey? 
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Feedback by Industry on results retesting

• Some examples (but not limited to) of products where we disagree with rejection

P
ro

d
u

ct
 

N
u

m
b

er

Product Name / Type

Rejected by EU Ros due to statutory 
nature of product, or serious safety 

reasons summarized in the 
following PEP questions

2 185 Air bottle for air compression <0,7 Mpa & 
0,1 ~0,25 m3

Q4, Q5, Q6, Q7, Q8, Q9 

12 99 Combustion engines Q4, Q5, Q6, Q7, Q8, Q9 
14 125 Deck- and Bulkhead Cable Penetrations, 

excluding MED requirements
Q4, Q5, Q6, Q7, Q8, Q9 

29 193 Gyrocompass for DP Systems Q4, Q5, Q6, Q7, Q8, Q9 
51 91 Products under IEC 60947-4-2, -4-3 and -

6-2 (Motor Controllers) subject to
application limitation

Q5, Q6, Q7, Q8, Q9 

62 132 Starting Air Devices (air compressors) Q4, Q5, Q6, Q7, Q8, Q9 
64 146 Stern tube shaft seal Q4, Q5, Q6, Q7, Q8, Q9 
67 96 Uninterrupted Power Source UPS Q6 
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Examples

• The “Vertical surface reference system for DP system” is accepted, but the 
“Gyrocompass for DP system” is rejected. 

– The DP system is dependent on the gyrocompass, but the gyrocompass itself is completely 
independent from the DP system. 

– It an off-the-shelf-product and has only 
one output (heading) which is used in 
the DP system without any changes.

29 193 Gyrocompass for DP Systems Q4, Q5, Q6, Q7, Q8, Q9 
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Examples

• Q4?  A Stern tube shaft seal is an off-the-shelf product

• Q5? It is designed and manufactured without knowledge of the ship it is applied 
upon. 

• Q6? There is a wide range of seals on-stock and available at many suppliers in order 
to reduce maintenance/installation time. Installation is done according to 
instructions of the manufacturer. For the manufacturer to achieve MR it should be 
enough to show the installation instructions. For the Shipowner the RO classing the 
ship can check whether or not these installation instructions are followed.

64 146 Stern tube shaft seal Q4, Q5, Q6, Q7, Q8, Q9 
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Examples

• Softstarters fall into this category, are also an off-the-shelf product

51 91 Products under IEC 60947-4-2, -4-3 and -
6-2 (Motor Controllers) subject to
application limitation

Q5, Q6, Q7, Q8, Q9 

Extract from page 33 from Siemens Product Catalogue
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Proposal to look from a different perspective
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Safety criticality pyramid



11

How to address safety on different levels of detail?

• Design of a ship is developing from Functional Requirements to Detailed
specifications (increasing level of detail)

• Production of ships is developing from individual parts to a operational system 
(increasing complexity and interdependency)

• Each level covers a part of the safety criticality pyramid, and there are specified tests 
and evaluations to check compliance with the applicable requirements. A certificate
is issued to document compliance.

• A ship certificate of classification is only issued when all elements of the underlying
levels are approved

• Ship safety is addressed on all levels, with increasing safety criticality to the top of 
the pyramid
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How to address safety on different levels of detail?
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How to address safety on different levels of detail?
If tests show the quality or performance of a 
system does not comply with the 
requirements, solutions are usually found in 
either the system design, the interfaces, or the 
selection / configuration of components. The 
problem cannot be the performance of the 
individual components itself.

Selecting off-the-shelf components is 
usually the most cost-effective 
solution in system design. 
- Large availability and short 

delivery times
- Trusted suppliers and Certified 

products

System design matches the ship 
functionality to different systems to 
be placed on board.
- Size and capacity are based on 

functional requirements, but also 
on Rules and Calculations

- Systems are composed / 
configured from different 
components 

Material certificate of any RO should 
guarantee material quality: 
• If the quality test results are 

insufficient, no certificate is 
issued. 

• If quality of certified material is 
insufficient, there is a problem in 
the certification process.

A Type Approval certificate is 
issued when the component 
complies with the Quality and 
Performance requirements of the 
RO (or MR Group Technical 
Requirements)
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How to address safety on different levels of detail?

Designed & manufactured without knowledge of the
ship itself. 
Testing and evaluation can take place in the factory, 
or accredited laboratory

Should be covered by Mutual Recognition Scheme

Designed and assembled according to ship specific
mission and functions.
Safety is addressed by system design and achieved by
correct integration in the ship and tested/certified as 
an integrated system.

Covered by RO classing the ship

Sometimes custom build (e.g. ship specific dimensions)
Sometimes standardised (off the shelf, stock items)
Standardised units should be covered by MR Scheme
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How to address safety on different levels of detail?

• Comparison of safety criticality pyramid with V-model

• Benefits of V-model: 

– Clear distinction between ship-specific and non-ship-specific aspects. 

– Hence recognizing the role of the RO classing the ship, when assessing and certifying ship 
specific-systems to comply with their Rules.

– And at the same time recognizing the of equipment manufacturers to certify their products 
according to the highest safety standards, certified by MR
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