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Executive Summary
A full day Workshop was organized on 28 May 2014 in London by both the EU ROs and SEA Europe.
The aim of the Workshop was to discuss the current status of implementation of EU Regulation 391 /
2009, Art 10.1 on the Mutual Recognition of Class Certificates for materials, components and
equipment, with focus on:




providing more clarity and improving global awareness
addressing current issues and
seeking views on the long term vision for mutual recognition

The event was well attended by a cross section of the maritime industry and regulatory authorities.
The Workshop encouraged a two way exchange of views on the subject based on experience gained
to date and stakeholder’s expectations.
The main points drawn from the recorded outcomes can be summarised as follows:







There was a general consensus that MR for Safety Hierarchy Level 3 products can be applied
in accordance with the approach followed by the EU ROs.
It was recognised that there is a need to overcome concerns about global acceptability; this
may require involvement of several stakeholder groups to find ways of removing perceived
barriers.
There was consensus in favour of consolidating work on implementation of MR at level 3;
the EU RO’s will continue the process of bringing additional products into the MR scheme
with the support of industry, have Tier 3 products ready for release July 2014 and are in the
process of identifying suitable products for Tier 4.
Stakeholder awareness needs to be increased through further workshops and improved
communications with all sectors of industry and by having closer cooperation with industry
associations.

Overall the feeling expressed by those attending the Workshop was that it had been a successful
step in the right direction. They found the information provided useful and appreciated the
opportunity it gave for specific questions on MR to be raised and answered.
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Introduction
This workshop was organised by the EU RO’s and SEA Europe to present the current status of the
implementation of Mutual Recognition as applied to classification certificates for materials,
components and equipment. Mutual Recognition (MR) is referred to in Regulation (EC) 391/2009,
under Article 10.1, inviting EU ROs to cooperate with each other in appropriate cases and without
prejudice to the powers of flag States. The Regulation is part of the EU third maritime safety
package, adopted in 2009.
The event was well attended by a cross section of the maritime industry and regulatory authorities
including members of DG Mobility and Transport and DG Enterprise and Industry from the European
Commission, representatives from 10 EU RO’s, equipment manufacturers, shipyards, industry
associations, insurers, ship owners, flag administrations and other national maritime bodies. The list
of registered participants can be found in Appendix A.
It was jointly chaired by Tjerk-Johan de Vries, current Chair of the EU RO MR Advisory Board and
Douwe Cunningham, Secretary General of SEA Europe and moderated by Peter Swift past CEO of
INTERTANKO. The key note speaker was Christine Berg, Head of Unit, Maritime Safety at the
European Commission.
The event provided an opportunity for the EU RO’s to give an update on the progress being made in
the implementation of MR and for industry to give an overview of their experiences with MR and
some challenges to be overcome. Prior to the Workshop, a discussion paper was drafted by SEA
Europe and the EU RO’s, see Appendix B. This paper expressed views that resulted from a survey
among European manufacturers conducted by SEA Europe. The Workshop encouraged a two way
exchange of views on the subject based on experience gained to date and stakeholder’s
expectations. The Agenda of the Workshop is listed in Appendix C.
The workshop objectives were to:




Provide more clarity and improve global awareness among stakeholders
Address issues raised by SEA Europe and other stakeholders
Seek views on the long term vision for mutual recognition

This report provides a summary of the presentations, discussions and conclusions that were drawn
from the workshop sessions, and makes recommendations regarding future actions.

Key Note Address
Given by Christine Berg, Head of Unit, Maritime Safety at the European Commission



Class plays a crucial role when it comes to maritime safety but not everything in ship
construction and operation is safety critical.
Art 10.1 focusses on materials, equipment and components that
o contain low safety critical aspects and
o Certification in this area should be seen as a strictly “private” business activity.
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In addition to fostering maritime safety, an aim of Art. 10.1 is to remove unnecessary trade
barriers where there are no safety critical concerns (“removing unnecessary red tape”) and
where non-safety critical parts need no additional testing.
Industries are not obliged to change to MR Certificates, they can continue working with
individual Class Organisations and current arrangements if they see no advantage of an MR
certificate for their business segment.
Christine Berg was pleased to note that this Workshop was organized for the industry, by the
industry, and was eager to listening to the views of all stakeholders on the future of Mutual
Recognition.
It took the EU ROs some time to be in the position to offer MR Certification because of the
competitive nature of their businesses. The Commission are respectful of the time it has
taken to get things right and look forward to seeing increased issuance and use of MR
certification based on a scheme that has been independently decided and applied by the EU
ROs. Christine Berg put emphasis on the fact that all this has been achieved with no
interference from the European Commission or flag States since MR deals with private
practices of the ROs.
Concerning any alleged refusal of MR Certificates by non-EU Flag States, the Commission
hasn’t found any proof of this. Workshops and events like the one organised by the EU RO’s
and SEA Europe are an excellent opportunity to enhance transparency around the scheme
and its functioning and can discourage rumours that can be detrimental to the acceptability
of MR certification. Issues of flag state recognition need to be clarified by the Certificateissuing-RO and the flag state involved for any problems arising.
Christine Berg finally stressed the importance of not creating wrong expectations about
what MR can achieve beyond low safety critical materials, equipment and components and
encouraged the Workshop to clarify any such points.
She was pleased to note that the 3rd Tier of products will be available from the beginning of
July, 2014 as planned.

EU RO Presentations - Progress on Implementation of MR
This paragraph summarizes the presentations given by the EU ROs that can be found in Appendix D.
Presentation 1: The Safety Case
The presentation gave an overview how the EU ROs had identified appropriate cases for Mutual
Recognition. The approach is based on a safety hierarchy with 6 levels, and contains an explanation
for where MR can be applied without compromising safety.

Presentation 2: The EU RO approach
Based on the safety hierarchy, this presentation explained how the EU ROs developed procedures,
and Technical requirements for delivering MR Certification for materials, equipment and
components for level 3 products of the safety hierarchy. It demonstrated how processes have
matured and how experiences gained have helped to improve or indicated where improvements
could be made e.g. through the industry consultation process.
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Presentation 3; First Experiences
At the time of the workshop, 4 MR Certificates had been issued. This presentation describes how
one manufacturer achieved a MR Certificate and it includes the lessons learned from the experience
gained from this manufacturer.

The final versions of the presentations can be found in Appendix D. This appendix also contains
questions and answers relative to the presentations that were raised during the Workshop.

Industry Presentations – Case Studies
This paragraph summarizes the presentations given by Industry representatives that can be found in
Appendix E.
Presentation 1: Hatteland; a view from a company that has achieved MR certificate
The company applied successfully for a MR certificate for monitors and touch screens. Their
experience and lessons learned were shared with the Workshop audience.

Presentation 2: Siemens; a view from a component manufacturer
To date, Siemens has not yet applied for any MR certificate. The presentation outlined a number of
issues that are of concern to the manufacturer including; witness testing, the lack of international
acceptance and issues regarding the Technical Requirements and the certification process. However,
they are interested in further co-operation in order to discuss industry feedback with EU ROs and are
willing to apply for MR certifications once the current questions are satisfactorily resolved.

Presentation 3: MTU; an equipment manufacturer’s view of MR
As an engine manufacturer, an application for MR certificates is not yet possible, but the use of MR
certificates when offered from suppliers would be of interest. The presentation shows, however,
why MTU would currently insist upon the ‘regular’ class certificates even if a supplier were offering a
MR certificate.
The final versions of the presentations can be found in Appendix E. This appendix also contains
questions and answers relative to the presentations that were raised during the Workshop.
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Round Table Discussions
The afternoon session was dedicated to the discussion of themes proposed by EU RO’s and SEA
Europe. Attendees were divided into small groups to promote their views and exchange ideas in an
informal and proactive way. Each table’s output was then presented to the whole assembly to allow
for further views to be considered.
The following notes summarize the main issues arising from these discussions.
Competitive advantage
It was felt by manufacturers that MR could potentially lead to an increase in the quality of products,
due to higher overall standards being established.
MR is seen as a simplification of the certification process, since manufacturers may only need to deal
with one RO instead of several and the harmonization of the process would reduce certification lead
times.
MR does not give competitive advantage; any competitive advantages will vanish over mid- to long
term period because all suppliers can apply MR. SEA Europe reported that some of their members
are of the opinion that with MR in place, they may compete better with Asian companies because of
favorable certification processes which reportedly Asians are currently experiencing.
Insurance fees might be adapted once the long term safety impact is fully understood and
demonstrated.
On the other hand, there are risks if MR does not gain global acceptance in the complex chain of
those involved in the ship life cycle. This is seen as a significant disadvantage at the moment.
Flag State Administrations stated that they remain having the ultimate responsibility of any flag state
related matters, governed by international conventions. Therefore, they may have concerns if tasks
are delegated to Class Societies they may not wish to be used.
An issue raised by class societies is that knowledge and technical competence could be lost if they
are no longer involved in the examinations certification of certain products

Involvement / Cooperation in technical developments
All stakeholders were in principle comfortable with Mutual Recognition applied at level 3

There was the general perception that there is room for closer cooperation with industry
associations in helping to achieve greater global acceptance.
To make current and future MR technical requirements more practical for manufacturers, a
suggestion was made that the EU RO group could invite representatives from international
standardization bodies (e.g. CEN, ISO, IEC) to cooperate with the EU ROs in order to explore how
processes might be improved based on the model international standardization bodies use to
develop, maintain and introduce new or updated standards, and how they manage the transition
process.
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Manufacturers suggested a more intensive participation of industry in the standardization process to
channel discussions, through their associations. The EU ROs common website was welcomed and
suggested as a possible platform for sharing proposals and ideas.
Insurers pointed out that they place reliance on the society classing the ship and provided that there
is no decrease in safety, they could accept MR for low safety critical items i.e. Level 3 products.
However, insurers would be reluctant to allow MR for Level 4 products, but if after careful analysis
some components at this level were found to have no safety relevance these could be considered for
MR in exceptional cases.
Some Flag Administrations stated that their knowledge is limited at this point in time and argued
that they need thorough awareness and practical experience of MR before they can define what will
be acceptable. They showed their interest to learn more about MR.

Global Acceptance
All stakeholder expressed uncertainty concerning global acceptance of MR Certificates.
Flag State Administrations grant authorizations to ROs based, inter alia, on their relevant Class
Rules1. This link is perceived as a potential obstacle to MR acceptance. In order to overcome this
issue, specific provisions relevant to the acceptance of third party certificates would need to be
included in the authorization agreement between the Flag and the RO. To speed this process, Flag
State Administrations claimed that there needs to be clarification of responsibility and liability issues
in the ambit of article 10 of the Regulation.
In the case of complex systems (e.g. diesel engines), manufacturers are hesitating from purchasing
MR certified components installed in these systems, due to uncertainty about global acceptance by
their customers as well as fears regarding liability of the end product. Although this was stated as a
concern, it was confirmed there’s no reported experience of non-acceptance of MR certificates at
this stage.
There was consensus that better awareness by all interested parties, such as: shipyards, ship owners
and managers, ship design consultants, equipment manufacturers and flag states, would benefit
global acceptance.

Way Forward
There was a general perception of the need to extend the communication on the EU RO approach on
MR. Examples of where understanding can be improved is the safety criticality consideration for
product selection, the development of TRs and the route to MR certification.
Industry asked for more involvement in the product selection and requirements development
process. There was also a proposal that for the further development of MR to higher Levels crossindustry impact assessments could be carried out to develop MR requirements for new products.

1

ref. IMO documents MSC.92/26/Add.1, IMO Resolution MSC.349(92), Part 2 “Terms and Definitions” / RO
Code
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Ship-owner’s views were that products beyond level 3, which require survey during construction and
batch testing by the Class Society, should not be included under MR procedures since owners rely on
the survey of their chosen Class Society contracted for the ship. Experience with MR Certificates
must be gained with level 3 products of the pyramid.

Stakeholder Expectations
At the beginning of the Workshop, participants of the different interest groups were encouraged to
state their expectations in an opening session, and these were recorded on an expectations sheet.
These expectations were later covered in the formal presentations or picked up during the round
table discussions.
Additional to the recorded expectations, Christine Berg encouraged all parties to focus on the use of
certification for the Tier 1, 2 and 3 products and finding ways to build confidence in its
implementation:





For the moment it makes sense to focus on Safety Level 3 and to gain experience and
acceptance of MR applied to Level 3 products before considering expansion of MR.
It was suggested that EU ROs try to support the acceptance of MR certificates when
providing class certificates for non-EU Flag Administrations. According to Christine Berg,
there is no reason why this should not be acceptable because the standards applied are
based on the most demanding and rigorous requirements of all the EU ROs (i.e. incorporated
in common TRs that meet the requirements of all the EU RO Class Rules).
As this is a global business, events like this Workshop held in other parts of the world, would
help to promote MR and should help to remove perceived barriers.

In summarising the Workshop achievements, the Moderator returned to the expectations sheet
prepared at the beginning of the day and asked representatives from different stakeholder groups to
comment on what they felt had been achieved from the workshop and what they would like to see
going forward. The collected expectations and the extent to which these were met can be found in
Appendix F.
Douwe Cunningham from SEA Europe mentioned that manufacturers consistently strive for a
reduction of administrative burden and costs. Further experience is needed to demonstrate that the
proposed MR procedure will offer this. There is also a desire to move beyond Level III and will
proactively engage with the EU ROs in order to explore ways this could be achieved without
compromising safety.

Following this, Mr Hehn of DG Enterprise was complementary about how the workshop was
conducted adding his comments:





This was a first in terms of bringing together such a broad spectrum of MR stakeholders
Very positive about the Tier development process
The exchange of views was very professional with interesting and constructive views
It makes sense to consolidate on Level 3 before committing to expansion above this level.
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Important to work in collaborative groups to improve the understanding of MR as well as
gaining global acceptability
Also important to make progress on “building trust”
Stakeholders should not have unrealistic expectations about the pace of MR
implementation, but the EU ROs are encouraged to continue with their plan of work to bring
additional products into the MR scheme.

Conclusions and Recommendations
The workshop covered a wide range of issues relating to mutual recognition and many of the issues
were of specific interest to different stakeholder groups as noted in the records of the day’s events
There were also several issues where there was general agreement
The main points drawn from the recorded outcomes can be summarised as follows:










It was recognised that there is a need to overcome concerns about global acceptability; this
may require involvement of several stakeholder groups to find ways of removing perceived
barriers.
A number of points of clarification were addressed in the EU RO presentations; MR
certification has been developed for the benefit of industry; it is not a mandatory
requirement to have MR certification and it relates to Type Approval class requirements that
exists in one or more EU RO Rules but not necessarily all RO Rules. It is open to all
manufacturer’s irrespective of where they are located and can be provided by any of the EU
RO’s on an equally valid basis, and when in place, all EU RO’s are obliged to accept a MR
certificate as equivalent to their own.
There was consensus in favour of consolidating work on implementation of MR at level 3;
the EU RO’s will continue the process of bringing additional products into the MR scheme
with the support of industry, have Tier 3 products ready for release July 2014 and are in the
process of identifying suitable product for Tier 4.
Raising stakeholder awareness was noted to be a concern for all; this could be improved
through further workshops and improved communications with all sectors of industry and
by having closer cooperation with industry associations. This should be a joint action
between EU RO’s and industry, e.g. by establishing a group of experts for discussing common
themes.
Responsibility and liability issues in the ambit of article 10 of the Regulation need to be
defined. This is an area where flag states and the Commission have a part to play as issues
arise and in resolving the differences in interpretation.

Overall the feeling expressed by those attending the Workshop was that it had been a successful
step in the right direction. They found the information provided useful and appreciated the
opportunity it gave for specific questions on MR to be raised and answered. There was lively debate
during the round table sessions, and some constructive outcomes were recorded. These will provide
pointers for the direction that MR developments should take going forward.
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Further workshops will be organised to continue the good collaboration experienced at this event
and industry association meetings will be arranged as necessary to address specific implementation
issues.
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Appendix B: Discussion Paper

SEA Europe / EU RO discussion paper on the
Implementation of EC Reg. 391/2009 Article 10.1 / Mutual Recognition
Workshop 28 May 2014

In preparation of the workshop on the 28 May covering the implementation of EC Regulation
391/2009 Article 10.1 SEA Europe and the EU Recognised Organisations (ROs) invite all participants
to reflect on and seek to answer questions as outlined in this discussion paper.
The workshop contains an interactive element under the heading ‘open forum’ whereby participants
will be required to share their thoughts and experiences on Mutual Recognition with other
participants of the workshop in order to cover a broad range of issues and to seek ways to achieving
effective Mutual Recognition of classification certificates.
Any comments / questions to be tabled prior to the workshop can be sent by email to:
Cassandra.kelly@lr.org and df@seaeurope.eu by Monday, 26 May 2014.

Introduction
Article 10 (1) of Regulation EC 391/2009 states:
“Recognised organisations shall consult with each other periodically with a view to maintaining
equivalence and aiming for harmonisation of their rules and procedures and the implementation
thereof. They shall cooperate with each other with a view to achieving consistent interpretation of
the international conventions, without prejudice to the powers of the flag States. Recognised
organisations shall, in appropriate cases, agree on the technical and procedural conditions under
which they will mutually recognise the class certificates for materials, equipment and components
based on equivalent standards, taking the most demanding and rigorous standards as the
reference.”
As stated in Regulation EC 391/2009, the Commission shall submit a report to the European
Parliament and the Council, based on an independent study on the level reached in the process of
harmonising the rules and procedures and on Mutual Recognition of certificates for materials,
equipment and components.
The aim of the workshop is to provide an update on progress made to date and gives an opportunity
to discuss some of the issues relating to the application of Mutual Recognition in the context of ship
classification.
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The EU ROs Approach to Meeting Article 10
Since 2009 the EU ROs have been working together to find ways to mutually recognise each other’s
class certificates for materials, equipment and components without compromising safety. This has
been done by the EU ROs in a systematic approach to harmonising the technical and procedural
conditions for certification using the most demanding and rigorous standards as the reference.
The scope of Mutual Recognition has been limited to the group of equipment currently approved
based on type approval certificates alone (See Annex). The materials, equipment and components
certified by type approval alone today are typically those produced in series or mass produced for
the shelf and are found to have lower safety criticality. Manufacturers have a strong interest in
reducing the administrative and financial burden of type approval certification whilst acknowledging
the quality of their products and maintaining the highest levels of safety. For this type of
equipment where there are long production series with consistent production, there is no
requirement for class to witness the production to test each unit in order to approve it, which is why
the EU ROs have decided to apply Mutual Recognition to this type of equipment.
The EU ROs have developed a common type approval procedure and Technical Requirements (TRs).
They have concluded that having common TRs is the most efficient, effective and sustainable way of
maintaining equivalence and harmonisation. Furthermore, the approach is aligned with the change
to methodologies applied by the ROs in general and in relation to the IMO requirements.
The EU ROs have compared requirements for type approval across the different classification
societies and selected products that had common or near common requirements; finally agreeing
which products could be included and which not and collectively agreeing on the most demanding
standards for the selected products2. This has been done in this way to comply with Article 10.
To date, the EU RO Technical Committee for Mutual Recognition has approved two Tiers of products.
A third Tier has undergone industry consultation and should be in force by July 2014. All of these
have gone through industry consultation and amendments incorporated as appropriate from
industry feedback.

How is Mutual Recognition Perceived by European Manufacturers Today?
Since the beginning of 2014 SEA Europe has undertaken an exercise to ascertain how the proposed
procedure of obtaining Mutual Recognition of classification certificates is being perceived by the
industry. Some of the manufacturers have assumed that mutual recognition under Article 10 would
have been a simple process whereby all EU ROs would have accepted existing certificates issued by
anyone of the others. As the EU ROs have demonstrated with the proposed approach this is not the
case, as it would not comply with Article 10 under such conditions.

2

For further information please consult EU RO report – Mutual Recognition within Ship Classification, 2012
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SEA Europe received feedback from 55 companies across 8 European countries. These companies
varied in size, product range and included two shipbuilders. Overall there was good knowledge that
the manufacturers were informed about the EU ROs approach for Mutual Recognition.

No
25%

Yes
75%

Figure 1: Are Manufacturers Aware of EU RO Approach for Mutual Recognition? (44/55)

It is however interesting to note that of the same number of respondents when asked if they have
seen an overall improvement of the classification process of products since the implementation of
Article 10(1) of Regulation EC 391/2009 there was an overwhelming majority which said no.

Yes
18%

No
82%

Figure 2: Do Manufacturers see an Overall Improvement of the Classification Process? (45/55)

Without compromising safety, European manufacturers claim that the main motivation for seeking
Mutual Recognition for their products should lead to a reduction of administrative burden (time and
effort taken to apply for classification certificates from 10 EU ROs) and reduction of cost. By
achieving this, European manufacturers have the perception that Mutual Recognition can make
them more competitive on the global market.
It is argued that Mutually Recognised Certificates offered by the EU ROs do not adequately give any
competitive business advantages to the industry for a number of reasons. Some of these were
concluded from the previous workshop held together with EU ROs on the 7th of May 2013:
1. International Recognition of Classification Certificates
It has been acknowledged that today several international flag states (e.g. USA, Japan) may
not recognise the Mutual Recognition Certificate. This could result in manufacturers still
having to apply for 10 EU RO certificates instead of 1 Mutual Recognised Certificate.
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2. Reduction of Administrative Burden & Cost
If manufacturers need to continue to have 10 EU RO certificates, there is no demonstrable
reduction of cost or administrative burden.

3. More Demanding Technical Requirements for Mutually Recognised Certificates
The combined requirements for the Mutually Recognised Certificate are more demanding
because the Product Technical Requirements comprise of the most demanding and rigorous
standards of the individual EU ROs requirements. Some manufacturers see this situation as
placing tougher conditions on them if they apply for Mutual Recognition Certificate.

Food for Thought – Workshop Discussion Themes
It is expected that all participants will share their thoughts and experiences on Mutual Recognition
at the workshop and create a better understanding of how Mutual Recognition could develop in the
future.
Bearing in mind that all stakeholders have maritime safety as an inherent part of their business
philosophy:
EU RO Approach For Mutual Recognition:
1. With your professional background how is the EU ROs approach being perceived and what
are the consequences for your business?
2. From your point of view has there been an active engagement by industry to support the
process of Mutual Recognition – with focus on the technical requirements? Is there scope
for involving manufacturers at an earlier stage in the technical developments?

The Approach in Practice:
1. 18 months since the first products have been made eligible for Mutual Recognition do you
see a benefit for your company?
2. Has there been any experience with rejection of Mutual Recognition by Flag States and if so
what were the reasons thereof?
3. Are Mutual Recognition certificates accepted by customers of the manufactured products? If
not why not?
4. From your professional background, can you see a competitive advantage of applying for
mutual recognition?

Looking to the Future:
1. Going further than the Tiers I-III what additional products should be considered by the EU
ROs for mutual recognition
2. From your experience, and from what you have learnt, is there a need to improve the
process of Mutual Recognition?
3. What can the EU do to improve the implementation of regulation EC 391/2009 given what
has been learnt from the experience of this workshop?
4. From your professional background, where do you see Mutual Recognition in 5 years from
now?
Annex to Discussion Document – List of Tier I-III Products
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Product Technical Requirement

Tier

Release Date

Tier 1
Tier 1
Tier 1
Tier 1
Tier 1

Jan 2013
Jan 2013
Jan 2013
Jan 2013
Jan 2013

23. Adjustable steel chocks

Tier 1
Tier 1
Tier 1
Tier 1
Tier 1
Tier 1
Tier 2
Tier 2
Tier 2
Tier 2
Tier 2
Tier 2
Tier 2
Tier 2
Tier 2
Tier 2
Tier 2
Tier 3

Jan 2013
Jan 2013
Jan 2013
Jan 2013
Jan 2013
Jan 2013
July 2013
July 2013
July 2013
July 2013
July 2013
July 2013
July 2013
July 2013
July 2013
July 2013
July 2013
July 2014

24. Compressors for general service air

Tier 3

July 2014

25. Battery Chargers

Tier 3

July 2014

26. Cable trays & ducts (glass reinforced
plastic)

Tier 3

July 2014

27. Connecting systems for cable repair (cable
splices)

Tier 3

July 2014

28. Electrical actuators for valves

Tier 3

July 2014

29. Insulation Panels for Provision Rooms and
Chambers

Tier 3

July 2014

30. Boiler remote level indicators

Tier 3

July 2014

31. Pneumatic actuators for valves

Tier 3

July 2014

32. Cable trays & ducts (metallic)

Tier 3

July 2014

33. Solenoid valve assembly

Tier 3

July 2014

34. Stationary lighting fixtures, flood-light
projectors

Tier 3

July 2014

1.

Electric Driven Motors < 20 kW

2.

Circuit Breakers

3.

Contactors

4.

Fuses

5.
6.

Display Monitors, Video Screens,
Terminals
LV Enclosures & Boxes

7.

LV Transformers

8.

Mechanical Joints

9.

Resin Chocks

10. Switches
11. Sensors
12. Accumulated Battery
13. Air Pipe Automatic Closing Device
14. Cable Ties
15. Class III Pipe Fittings
16. Computers and PLCs
17. Electrical/Electronic Relays
18. Electric Heating Cables
19. Expansion Joints
20. Flameproof Luminaire Lighting Fixtures
21. Plastic Piping Systems (components)
22. Spark Arrestors
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Appendix C: Agenda of the Workshop

0900 to 0930

Registration & welcome refreshments

0930 to 1020

Welcome, followed by an opening address by Christine Berg of DGMove,
Introductions from SEA Europe, the EU ROs and Peter Swift as the workshop
moderator.

1020 to 1120

EU ROs progress on implementation:



Lucio Trevisan, ABS – Mutual Recognition; The Safety Case;
Gro Elisabeth Paulsrud, DNV GL - Mutual Recognition; The EU RO Approach.

1120 to 1140

Morning break

1140 to 1200

EU ROs progress on implementation (continued):

1200 to 1300

 Sergey Legusha, RS - Mutual Recognition; First Experiences.
Industry Experience case studies:




Geir Gjertsen, Kongsberg - Successful application of a Company using MR
certificate of Tier 1 / 2 products;
Michael Schroeck, Siemens - A company with products of MR Tier 1/2 but
not yet applying for MR certificates;
Dagobert Hess, Rolls Royce - An 'end-product' manufacturer with products
outside the scope of Tier 1-3.

1300 to 1400

Lunch

1400 to 1600

Open Forum session

1600 to 1630

Afternoon Break

1630 to 1700

Conclusions and next steps

1700 to 1900

Networking drinks reception
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Appendix D: EU RO Presentations including plenary questions and answers

EU RO Presentations
 Mutual Recognition;
the “Safety Case”
 The EU RO Approach
 1st Experiences

Mutual Recognition;
The “Safety Case”
Presented by
Lucio Trevisan
TC Member for ABS
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Art.10.1 of Regulation (EC) 391/2009
“Recognized organizations shall,
in appropriate cases,
agree on the technical and procedural conditions
under which they will mutually recognize the class
certificates for materials, equipment and components
based on equivalent standards, taking the most demanding
and rigorous standards as the reference.”

Safety Criticality

“Class Safety Hierarchy”
Level 6

Certification requiring full
knowledge of build specification

Level 5

Certification requiring subcertificates

Level 4

Unit Certification
Level 3

Type Approval alone
Level 2

Manufacturers Certificate
Level 1

No Class Requirements
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Level 1 - No class requirements


Many items of Materials, Equipment and
Components on ships require no class
involvement.



They have no safety impact

Examples:







Computers for ship’s admin management
Cooking appliances
Entertainment facilities
Faucets and similar
Furniture
Laundry equipment

Level 2 - Manufacturer’s Certificate


These items are considered as having a low
safety impact



They are accepted by Class Societies based
on Manufacturers’ tests and certification

Examples:




Steel pipes Class III
Potable water pumps
Electric motors rated <20kW
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Level 3 - Type Approval alone


Typically series- or mass-produced for the
shelf



Type Approval Certificates alone are
acceptable



No Class requirement for witnessing of
production or of each unit’s test



However, a Quality Assurance system to
ensure the conformity of production still
needs to be established and verified



For this level, almost half of the potential
Products will be covered by Tier 1, 2 and 3.

Level 4 - Unit Certification


Class Rules require surveyors to examine
and witness tests to assure the safety of the
specific unit



Mutual Recognition (MR) at this level would
require a different safety approach

Examples:
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Bilge pumps
Class II pressure vessels
Essential diesel engines/gears < 100 kW
Essential generators and motors < 100 kW
Feed pump for auxiliary boiler
Stern Tube Seals
Transformers and converters < 100 kVA
Steel pipes, classes I and II

Level 5 - Certification of major items of
Equipment




Highly complex, major items of
equipment, fundamental to ship safety
Built to meet ship specific requirements
Equipment and/ or material certificates
are needed for sub-assemblies in addition
to the main unit certificate

Examples:







Main engines
Steam/Gas Turbines
Thrusters and azimuth thrusters
Main and auxiliary boilers
Main and Em.cy Switchboards
Class I pressure vessels

Level 6 - Certification of main Ship Systems


Complete systems



Deep knowledge needed of specific build
and operation of the ship
Class involvement at all stages of design
review, manufacturing and testing



Examples :






Main propulsion systems
Dynamic positioning systems
Exhaust gas cleaning systems
Complete power generation and
distribution systems
Complete propulsion safety, monitoring
and control systems
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Q1 From Insurers’ Association: ‘We understand the reasons for limiting MR to Level 3 products, so far; are
there plans to escalate to Level 4 and upwards?’
A1: The process followed by EU ROs to identify products for which MR scheme could apply, is not suitable for
Levels 4 and above. In order to consider the possibility of extending beyond Level 3 products, a more advanced
approach would be required, involving detailed case-by-case risk analysis and substantial input by the Industry.
Furthermore, the experience gained so far with MR at Level 3 products is quite limited: before the EU RO’s
consider whether expanding the scheme would be possible we need to gain more experience with the MR at
Level 3.

Q2 From Ship Owners’ Association: ‘No objection to MR as far as Level 3 products are concerned, but should
products in Level 4 and above be considered for MR, envisage a risk that would not be acceptable to our
associates. In fact, if a given Class Society is appointed by a given Owner for its Classification services (based
on the Owner’s confidence of that Society’s survey structure, competence, capabilities etc), this does not
automatically imply that the same Owner would accept MR certificates issued by another RO (whose Survey
structure, competence, capabilities etc might be unknown to him) particularly when applied to Level 4 and
above. What are your considerations in this respect?’
A2 Your comment is well noted, this is one of the reasons why the EU RO’s have limited MR to Level 3 at this
stage. See also our reply to Q1 above.
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EU RO Presentations
 MR; the “Safety Case”
 The EU RO Approach
 1st Experiences

The EU RO Approach
Presented by
Gro Elisabeth Paulsrud
AB Member for DNV GL
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Understanding the Task to comply with Art.10.1




Create Common understanding to comply with Regulation 391 / 2009,
Article 10.1
Define for which Materials, Components and Equipment, MR can be
applied (Safety Hierarchy)
Agree on common Technical Requirements whilst ensuring Art 10.1
requirement that the most demanding and rigorous standards are met

Individual
EU RO TRs

EU RO Mutually
Recognized TRs

EU-RO MR Organisational Set-Up
Advisory Board




Takes decisions and gives
guidance within EU RO MR
Program
Overall responsible for
procedures and methods of
working between the EU ROs
under Mutual Recognition

Technical Committee




Develops
recommendations for
Advisory Board regarding
Materials, Equipment and
Components eligible for MR
Creates, adopts and
maintains the Technical
Requirements for MR

Both the Advisory Board (AB) and the Technical Committee (TC)
contain participants of all individual EU ROs
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Level 3: Type approvals for Mutual Recognition

Safety Criticality

Level 6

Level 5

Certification requiring full
knowledge of build
specification
Certification requiring
sub-certificates

Level 4

Unit Certification
Level 3

Type Approval alone
Level 2

Manufacturers Certificate
Level 1

No Class Requirements

Safety Criticality

Level 3: Type approvals for Mutual Recognition
Level 6

Certification requiring full
knowledge of build specification

Level 5

Certification requiring
sub-certificates

Level 4

Unit Certification
Level 3

Type Approval alone
Level 2

M anufacturers Certificate
Level 1

o Class Requirements
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How Technical Requirements are harmonized:
Material, Component or equipment selected on basis of ’Level 3’ criteria
“Opt-in Opt-out” criteria applied.
Lead EU RO prepares initial draft Technical Requirements
Draft circulated to all EU ROs for review against their individual rules
Amended draft then circulated to Industry for comment
TC reviews feedback and finalizes Technical Requirements
After approval by AB, individual EU ROs include products in their MR
Certification Programme

Industry Consultation on MR TRs:
Tier 1: 112 Manufacturers and 60 Industry Associations consulted
Tier 2: 140 Manufacturers / Industry Associations consulted
Tier 3: Changed approach based on feed back of Industry at 1st joined
WS in Hamburg 2013: 44 Industry Associations were consulted
and requested to consult with their members
T3
T1

T2

12 Products

11 Products

11 Products

27

Tier Size
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7
18

5

14
4

Products
commented

Comments
received

What has been achieved:
Tier 3

Tier 1 (11 Products)

2015

2014

01/07

01/07

24/0

01/01
9
0
/6
0

2013

2012

2011

2010

29/06

9

4
0
/3
2

Tier 2 (11)

Tier 4

=> Experience and structured approach, resulting in mature Process

Progress to date

~ 60%


Tier 4

≈ 75 to 90
Potential
Level 3
Products

Tier 3
12 Products
Tier 2
11 Products





~ 60% of Level 3 Products
covered
Release Tier 3 in July 2014
Tier 4 defined and release
planned in 2015
1st requests for changes on
Tier 1 and 2 incorporated

Tier 1
11 Products
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How Technical Requirements are maintained:
Change Request Forms submitted via Lead EU RO
Technical Committee reviews Change Request
Lead EU RO drafts Technical Requirements amendment
Draft circulated to all EU ROs for review
Amended draft then circulated to Industry for comment
TC reviews feedback and finalizes Technical Requirements
After approval by AB, individual EU ROs include updated product
Technical Requirements in their MR certification programme

Maintenance Process: what has been achieved:
2nd Release

Tier 1, 1st Release

Tier 2, 1st Release

2015

2014

01/07

10/04

01/01
9
0
/6
0

2013

2012

2011

2010

29/0

6

2nd Release

EU RO - and Industry Experience, has resulted in updated Technical Requirements
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Instrumentation for Development and
Maintenance Process
’Alert System’ – procedure for non-compliance
• Ensures that all EU ROs are informed in case of Product noncompliance or refusal.
EU RO MR Group external Website
• General Information about the EU RO MR Approach and
the released MR Technical Requirements
• Contains Links to the individual EU RO webpages for the
controlled versions of the product technical
requirements and related documents;
• Incorporates the ‘Alert system’
• To be released in September 2014

Some Facts:
Start Sept. 2009
with 12 EU ROs

35% of potential L3
Products covered today
with Tier 1 & 2

Alert System in place,
Web Site in preparation

Over 40 AB & TC
Meetings

2 interim reports and
1 Newsletter
published by EU ROs

4th Industry WS on MR;
2nd Joint WS with SEA

> 300 individual
Industry Consultations

> Halved the MR TR
Development Time

CRF established and
used for Tier 1 and 2

> 20 External
Stakeholder Meetings

60% of potential L3
Products covered in
2015 (Tier 1 to 4)

4 MR Certificates
Released to date
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Q3, From manufacturer: ‘As far as I can see today there are no class requirements for the products in Tier 1
and 2, that are now part of the MR scheme?’
A3: All of the products in Tier 1 and 2 relate to type approval class requirements that exist in one or more of EU
RO’s Rules, but not necessarily all RO’s rules. You would therefore need to review all 11 EU RO sets of rules to
identify which rules include a TAC requirement. Article 10 requires the most rigorous standards to be used,
these are therefore adopted as TRs .

But it does not represent any already issued certificates.
Following on from what was said above; a considerable number of issued certificates could be replaced by a
MR certificate because there are large numbers of manufactures holding type approval certificates for TR1, 2
and now 3 products that could switch to MR TAC. The EU RO’s anticipate that this is most likely to occur at the
time when the certificate is due for renewal.

Q4, From manufacturer: ‘Will you develop MR rules for products covered by MED?’
A4: No, as these are already covered in the common MED rules that the EU ROs follow.
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EU RO Presentations
 MR; the “Safety Case”
 The EU RO Approach
 1st Experiences

1st Experiences
A practical example of the application of
MR certification
Prepared by
Sergey Tolmachev
AB Member for RS
Presented by
Sergey Legusha
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Certification Process
Manufacturer selects EU RO for Type Approval of product
under mutual recognition arrangements
Common
T&Cs
applied
according
to agreed
Framework
Document

Technical
data
reviewed
against
common
TRs

Common
test
procedures
applied for
witness
testing of
product

PQA checks
carried out
as
prescribed
in TRs

MR Type Approval Certificate accepted by all EU RO’s
when conducted in accordance with this process

Application from a Manufacturer
Overview of a company:
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Marine Service Jaroszewicz S.C.
Manufacturer of polymer materials (resin chocks)
Company has existing Type Approval Certificate
issued by a number of EU ROs
To ensure consistency, confidence and
transparency in the MR process, a common
set of T&Cs are applied and an agreed
procedure has to be followed for the
MR Type Approval

MR Type
Approval
Certificate
Issued

Certification Process
Manufacturer selects EU RO for Type Approval of product
under mutual recognition arrangements
Common
T&Cs
applied
according
to agreed
Framework
Document

Technical
data
reviewed
against
common
TRs

Common
test
procedures
applied for
witness
testing of
product

PQA checks
carried out
as
prescribed
in TRs

MR Type
Approval
Certificate
Issued

MR Type Approval Certificate accepted by all EU RO’s
when conducted in accordance with this process

Product Technical Assessment
The procedure requires the following steps to
be taken by the RO to evaluate the design:


An Engineering Evaluation of the Product
against the MR Technical Requirements
and



Witness testing of the product to ensure
Technical Requirements have been met
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Certification Process
Manufacturer selects EU RO for Type Approval of product
under mutual recognition arrangements
Common
T&Cs
applied
according
to agreed
Framework
Document

Technical
data
reviewed
against
common
TRs

Common
test
procedures
applied for
witness
testing of
product

PQA checks
carried out
as
prescribed
in TRs

MR Type
Approval
Certificate
Issued

MR Type Approval Certificate accepted by all EU RO’s
when conducted in accordance with this process

Production QA Assessment
The procedure requires the RO to confirm the following:


That the manufacturer operates and maintains an accredited quality
management system to ISO 9001 or equivalent



That the manufacturer agrees to fulfil its obligations arising out of its
quality assurance scheme as approved during production

The assessment consisted of a documentation review and on-site visit and
will be subject to periodic on-going reviews to reconfirm compliance
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Certification Process
Manufacturer selects EU RO for Type Approval of product
under mutual recognition arrangements
Common
T&Cs
applied
according
to agreed
Framework
Document

Technical
data
reviewed
against
common
TRs

Common
test
procedures
applied for
witness
testing of
product

PQA checks
carried out
as
prescribed
in TRs

MR Type
Approval
Certificate
Issued

MR Type Approval Certificate accepted by all EU RO’s
when conducted in accordance with this process

The MR Type Approval Certificate
The validity of MR Type Approval
Certificate (TAC) is 5 years subject to
annual verification of maintenance of
PQA scheme

Publication of MR TAC
http://www.rs-class.org/sto/main_e.html
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Certification Process Timeline, from receipt of
application to delivery of certificate

Lessons Learnt from this experience

P a g e | 42



The manufacturer had assumed that it would be possible to get a MR
TAC on the back of existing approvals



Through CRF feedback system it was agreed that witnessing of the test
could be relaxed when tests are conducted in accredited laboratories



Technical Documentation is to be submitted in English while testing
protocols can be in national language



The manufacturer with TA certificates from a number of EU ROs will
not experience much difficulties in obtaining the MR TAC

Some potential benefits of MR Certification



Certificate recognized by all EU ROs as equivalent
Easier for manufacturer to work with just one EU RO rather than with
all EU ROs



Result should be a reduction in lead times and improved logistics in the
product supply chain



For the majority of cases the certificate will be widely acceptable and
therefore provide cost savings



Easier verification at shipyards that the product certification will meet
requirements of the all EU ROs



Improved confidence for product Stockist that the certification will
meet certification requirements of all EU RO’s



Over time recognition will be expanded as the maritime community
gains confidence in MR certification

Thank you!
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Q5 From EU: ‘Why did Polish based Company apply to RS to obtain the MR certificate, not Polish based PRS?’
A5 The Polish based company intended to supply into the Russian market hence the reason for applying for an
RS type approval certificate. Since the certified product was in the list of products acceptable for MR
certification, RS offered the manufacturer certification using the MR scheme instead. The manufacturer has
also had previous positive experience of certification of its products by RS. The MR scheme is open to all
manufacturers and they may choose any of the EU ROs to carry out the certification irrespective of the location
where the product is produced.

Q6 From Shipbuilding Industry: ‘You have mentioned that protocols of tests were only in Polish. You have
also noted that the company had had experience of previous application to EU RO. Do you find any
contradiction in this?’
A6 The product tests can be carried out in nationally accredited laboratories. There is no specific requirement
for the labs to translate the testing protocols into English. As a usual practice, the EU ROs or their branches
worldwide can either employ personnel speaking in national language of the particular country or arrange
translations from national language, if necessary. However, the EU RO’s would require product technical data
and test results to be in English to allow for review by others if required. (Post WS Note: The EU RO’s have
identified that this issue might need to be clarified in procedural documents and it will be revised at the next
TC meeting)

Q7 From Manufacturer ‘What is meant with “relaxed test requirements’
A7 The EU RO’s relaxed the requirements concerning the witnessing of the tests. Tests no-longer have to be
witnessed by the EU RO as long as they are carried out in a nationally accredited test laboratory. There has
been no relaxing of the test requirements themselves.

Q8 Additional question from engine manufacturer; Level 3 products are generally “end products”, comprising
an assembly of parts. If the material is accepted for those products could this not be used for other products
as well?
A8 As we do not know what the material is being used for (i.e. the products end application) it is not possible to
automatically approve such material under MR. An understanding of the rules pertaining to the product is
necessary in order to approve the material.
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Appendix E: Industry Presentations including plenary questions and answers

Hatteland Display
EU RO MR Approval

May 2014

39

First experience with EU RO MR

• During May-June 2011 we were contacted
by Det Norske Veritas. They informed us
about the EU RO MR process and invited us
to do a review of the requirements.
• 26.08.2011-> we received an email from
Det Norske Veritas, including the “Procedure
for approval” and the “Technical
requirements” for our review.
• 28.09.2011-> Feedback was sent to DNV.
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Meeting at Det Norske Veritas

• February 2013 a meeting was arranged with
DNV to discuss the new EU RO MR approval.
• The following aspects were discussed:
• The process of having a EU RO MR program
for computers
• Certificate validity when looking at flag states
• The risk of approving a unit vs. a system with
regards to possible problems at flag states.

Conclusion: Looking at DNV, GL, ABS, BV, LR
and NK, which we have used for many years,
there is a low risk of meeting problems with
the new EU RO MR certificate.

•

First EU RO MR approval request
• The 1st of July 2013 we sent our first EU RO MR approval request
to DNV.
• During the approval process the following items were discussed:

•
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1.

Wiring diagrams and PCB layout

2.

Inspection and test specification

3.

Environmental test procedures and measure of technical performance

4.

Quality control for software

5.

Quality plan for software lifecycle

Some of the above items are confidential and could not be shared
with DNV, but these were reviewed during the DNV Audit on the
27th of September 2013 before the certificate was issued the 8th
of October 2013.

EU RO MR Type approval experience
Looking at the requirement we think there is room for improvement
because there are requirement which can be difficult to meet and as
far as we know there is not a written alternative way of meeting the
requirement.
For example: wiring diagrams and PCB layout can be difficult to
obtain. Especially if you have a Non Disclosure Agreement (NDA) with
a sub-supplier and there is confidential material.
In our case we were in the position to show our documentation
during the Audit, but the specification does not list this as an
alternative method.
It is also specified that only displays without touch and keys/buttons
can be approved. From our point of view this does not reflect the real
life. This topic should include more info. See input from DNV after a
brief discussion regarding this topic on the next page

DNV Discussion
Touch screens or terminals with keys and buttons
We have discussed this topic with DNV to understand how DNV interprets the rules.
The outcome of this is based on the intention of the EU RO MR Approval program
for displays.
The intention is to approve a display and the function of the display. The approval is
not meant to include the function of the keys/buttons since these inputs can be used
as an input to a system. When used as an input to a system we are talking about a
process which can be used by an application/system and this part is not included in
the EU RO MR type approval program for display.
This is the reason for having the following note on the certificate:
”All monitors are available with touch screen functionality,
which is beyond the scope of this approval. The touch scr een
hardware has been verified according to the DNV TA prog ram
for EU-RO-MR for monitors and terminals, but any use of
touch functionality in classed applications needs to be
verified through functional testing”
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DNV Discussion
Presence of the RO’s surveyor on specified tests
DNV has evaluated this requirement and concluded that this is not required for our type
of equipment. This is based on:
•
•

The tests have been performed at an accredited test laboratory
The people who have been evaluating our EU RO MR approval request are familiar with our
type of equipment.

The intention of this requirement is to either have knowledge about the type of product
which have been requested approved or to obtain knowledge of the equipment through
presence during testing and checking documentation in advance of the test.

Hatteland Display EU RO MR thoughts
The EU RO MR certificate is positive for Hatteland Display. Over many years we have been approving
products at DNV, GL, BV, ABS, NK, LR, CCS, KR and RMRS and having the option of replacing these
certificates with one certificate simplifies our work.
As far as we know we are also the first company in the world making displays which have the EU RO
MR certificate. We are a world leader in the marked and our goal is to support customers in the best
way. The introduction of a new type of certificate, with a potential risk of problems, requires us to
have high focus not to loose contracts and agreements.
It is therefore very important to have reliable contacts for questions related to this in the future. The
newly established contact with Sea Europe in addition to the contact at DNV is highly appreciated.
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Siemens I IA CE CP

May 2014

Mutual Recognition of Certification - Workshop:
Industry case Study by Siemens

Unrestricted / © Siemens AG 2014. All Rights Reserved.
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Our organization
Four Sectors cover the global trends
Industry

Infrastructure
& Cities

Energy

Healthcare

•
•
•
•

• Rail Systems
• Mobility and Logistics
• Low and Medium
Voltage
• Smart Grid
• Building Technologies

• Fossil Power
Generation
• Wind Power
• Power Transmission
• Oil & Gas
• Energy Service

•
•
•
•

Industry Automation
Drive Technologies
Customer Services
Metals Technologies1)

Imaging & Therapy
Clinical Products
Diagnostics
Customer Solutions

Attractive markets driven by megatrends

Climate change

Demographic
change

Globalization

Urbanization

1) Sector-led Business Unit
Source: Siemens Sector Industry August 2013

Unrestricted / © Siemens AG 2014. All Rights Reserved.
May 2014

Sector Industry

Key figures, FY 2013

Unrestricted / © Siemens AG 2014. All Rights Reserved.
Source: Siemens Company Presentation 2014

May 2014
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Sector Industry

Industry Automation: A leading position
in automation technology and industry software

Sektor Industry – Industry Automation Division
Industrial Automation Systems
(AS)

Sensors and
Communication
(SC)

Control Components & Systems
Engineering (CE)

PLM
Software
(PL)

Water
Technologies 1)
(WT)

• SIMATIC S7 (PLC)

• Process
Instrumentation
• Process Analytics
• Industrial
Identification
• Industrial
Communication
• SITOP Power
Supplies

• SIRIUS Control
Components

• Digital Product
Development (NX)

• Industrial
Solutions

• SIPLUS
Customized
Solutions

• Digital
Manufacturing
(Tecnomatix)
• Collaborative Data
Management
(Teamcenter)

• Municipal
Solutions
• Health Science
Solutions
• Aquatics and
Leisure
Solutions

• SIMATIC PCS 7
SIMATIC IPC
• SIMATIC HMI
• SIMATIC IT (MES)
• Digital Engineering
• Solutions Factory &
Process Autom.

#1 Industry automation systems – #2 Industry software
Source: Siemens Sector Industry August 2013

Unrestricted / © Siemens AG 2014. All Rights Reserved.
May 2014

Sector Industry

Product portfolio of Siemens I IA CE CP
Main Circuit

Control Circuit

Circuit Breaker, Overload Relays

Command- / Signal Devices, AS-Interface

Detecting
Commanding
Signaling

Protecting

Contactors, Soft Starter, Solid State switching
devices, Motor Starter, Load Feeders

Switching
and
Starting

Protection and Control Devices,
Function Relays, Safety Integrated
Controlling

User

We develop, produce and deliver the complete portfolio
for industrial control products
Unrestricted / © Siemens AG 2014. All Rights Reserved.
May 2014

Sector Industry
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Certification & Standards-Work
at Siemens I IA CE CP
Certifications

Standards-Work

• UL

•
•
•
•

• CSA
• CQC
• Type Approval ship

IEC
UL
CSA
etc.

classifications
• etc.

We manufacture products for the world market with all necessary certifications
We actively contribute to develop standards
Unrestricted / © Siemens AG 2014. All Rights Reserved.
May 2014

Sector Industry

Product portfolio of Siemens I IA CE CP
Main Circuit

Control Circuit

Circuit Breaker, Overload Relays

Command- / Signal Devices, AS-Interface

Detecting
Commanding
Signaling

Protecting

Contactors, Soft Starter, Solid State switching
devices, Motor Starter, Load Feeders

Switching
and
Starting

Protection and Control Devices,
Function Relays, Safety Integrated

MR Tier 1
Controlling
MR Tier 2
Not in the scope of MR

User

Not all products are in the scope of the EU RO MR
Unrestricted / © Siemens AG 2014. All Rights Reserved.
May 2014
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Sector Industry

Mutual Recognition within ship classification
Mutual Recognition within ship classification is an excellent approach
Still room for improvement:
•

International Recognition not guaranteed/ensured

Risk regarding acceptance

•

Not all products in the scope of MR

EU RO certificates not possible for all products

•

100% Witness testing required for some products (under discussion)

too much effort
Witness testing for special tests 
unnecessary effort
EU RO certificates for some products get void, when IEC-standards
are updated

update of IEC-Test reports not possible immediately

transition period necessary

•
•

Siemens AG, I IA CE CP does not apply for EU RO certificates yet
Unrestricted / © Siemens AG 2014. All Rights Reserved.
May 2014

Sector Industry

Mutual Recognition within ship classification
Perspective

• Develope MR technical requirements:
 Complete scope for low-voltage switchgear and controlgear devices
 Witness testing shall be reduced to necessary content
(clarified between the manufacturer and the EU RO)
 Transition period for standard updates
• International Recognition shall be secured
• Harmonized comments to the MR technical requirements through IEC
standardization

Siemens will continue to comment on
MR technical requirements in order to find practical rules
Unrestricted / © Siemens AG 2014. All Rights Reserved.
May 2014

Sector Industry
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Thank you for your attention!
Michael Schroeck
I IA CE CP R&D-VI 4
Werner-von-Siemens-Str. 48
92224 Amberg
Germany

Unrestricted / © Siemens AG 2014. All Rights Reserved.
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Q1 As international recognition cannot be guaranteed, how can the risk regarding acceptance be
mitigated?
A1 The matter is outside EU ROs’ area of responsibility but the EU RO’s will support actions to help
gain global acceptance.

Q2 Siemens would like to see the range of products under MR certification expanded because at
present not all devices in their product range for installation into low-voltage switchgear and
control-gear for marine applications are covered.
A2 As the TR process is under continuous development, the possibility of widening the range of
products suitable for MR includes consideration of switches, breakers, contactors with electronic
devices, which will quite likely be included in a next Tier of products. The EU RO’s will continue to
amend, review and improve their requirements based on experience, technical developments and
input from the industry.

Q3 Testing regimes seem unnecessarily onerous (e.g. 100% witness testing required for some
products and witnessing special tests). Siemens would like to see witness testing reduced to
necessary content as clarified between the manufacturer and the EU RO.
A3 According to the latest development of the MR Framework Document, ROs would consider for MR
purposes the type test reports issued by recognized laboratories, provided such laboratories are accredited by
a national accrediting Body for performance of all the tests mentioned by the report. The reason for
demanding 100% witness testing for type approval is to ensure that all the TR requirements have been met and
to provide confidence to the other EU RO’s who are required to accept the certificate as evidence that the
product meets their requirements without them witnessing the tests.
Based on the Change Request and Maintenance process) a revision of the ‘Framework Document’ as well as a
revision of TR1 and TR2 has been conducted. It is to be noted that under the revised EU RO Design Evaluation
Scheme, Para 6, the extent of witness testing now includes the option to omit the presence of an RO surveyor if
the tests are conducted by an accredited laboratory, as appropriate. Where applicable, the TRs for individual
products have been revised accordingly.

Q4 What happens when IEC-standards are updated; does this mean that the EU RO certificates are no-longer
valid for that product. As it’s not possible to update IEC-Test reports immediately a transition period for
updates will be necessary
A4 The update of a standard (e.g. IEC) does not imply an expiry of the MR TAC. The certificate retains its
validity, and remains acceptable for installation on vessels, based on the actual Edition of the Rules applicable
to such vessels. If the applicable Rules’ edition year for a given vessel is subsequent to the year of issuance of
the latest update of referenced IEC, then a revalidation of the MR TAC is to be obtained, for compliance with
latest update of IEC in order to enable acceptance of product for installation on that vessel;
Any changes of MR TRs (including those resulting from changes in IEC or ISO standards) may be implemented
only based on the previously amended rules of individual ROs, taking the most demanding and rigorous
requirements as the reference.
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How engine manufacturers
may use MR certificates
28. May 2014, D. Heß, MTU Friedrichshafen, RRPS
SEA Europe Workshop, London

© 2014 Rolls-Royce Power Systems AG
The information in this document is the property of Rolls-Royce Power Systems AG and may not be copied or communicated to a third party, or used for
any purpose other than that for which it is supplied without the express written consent of Rolls-Royce Power Systems AG. This information is given in
good faith based upon the latest information available to Rolls-Royce Power Systems AG, no warranty or representation is given concerning such
information, which must not be taken as establishing any contractual or other commitment binding upon Rolls-Royce Power Systems AG or any of its
subsidiary or associated companies.
The ROLLS-ROYCE Name, RR badge and RR monogram logos are registered Trade Marks of Rolls-Royce plc.

Introduction
Dagobert Heß
• studied mechanical engineering with concentration to Production Organization and Quality
Management, graduated as Dipl.-Ing. (FH).
• At MTU Friedrichshafen since September 1994 (Task and Responsibilities chronological)
starting as an assistant of the head of the Quality Management
1998: Responsibility for the ISO 9001 QM- Certification of MTU Asia located in Singapore,
Hongkong and Suzhou (China).
2001: Responsibility for an operational team of Quality Engineers dealing with new QM
Concepts in manufacturing and assembly in Friedrichshafen (Germany) and Detroit (USA).
Since 2008 responsible for Quality Management Acceptance Testing und Classification,
Director for the worldwide product approval according to classification and emission
requirements as well as emission compliance.
-

Representative of VDMA Working Group „Classification“

-

Representative of CIMAC Working Group „Classification“

The following Statements regarding Mutual Recognition reflects the current voice of the large engine
industry
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Joint Venture Structure
Daimler AG

Rolls-Royce plc

50 %
Fully consolidated
as of 1 Jan. 2013

50 %*
* 7.3.2014: Daimler announces sale
of its shares to Rolls-Royce plc

Rolls-Royce Power Systems
Holding GmbH

100 %

Rolls-Royce Power Systems AG

High-speed and medium speed
engines

We are one of the leading manufacturers of large diesel engines and complete propulsion
and drive systems for marine applications, for heavy land, rail and defense vehicles, and for
the oil and gas industry. The company also manufactures tailor-made electronic control and
monitoring systems for engines and for propulsion and drive systems.

Marine

Industrial

Mining

Rail

Oil & Gas

Governmental
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Our Products
Rolls-Royce Power Systems AG
High-speed Engines

Distributed Energy
Systems

Medium-speed
Engines

Components

Bergen Engines AS

Complete Drive and
Propulsion Systems
up to 10,000 kW

Gas Gensets
up to 2,530 kW

Diesel Gensets
up to 3,250 kW

Diesel Gensets for NPP up to 8,300 kW

Diesel and
Gas Engines
up to 9,620 kW

Injection
Systems

MTU Marine Applications

Merchant
Tug- and
Pushboats

Commercial Vessels
Offshore
Passenger Ships,
Ferries,
Inland Cargo Vessels

Offshore Supply Vessels,
Crew Boats, Platforms

Yachts

Series Yachts,
Mega Yachts,
Displacement Yachts


most of them are classified
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Military & Governmental
Vessels
Patrol Crafts, Frigates,
Submarines,
Special-Purpose Vessels

Company Key Figures 2013
Revenue: £ 2,831 m / € 3,340 m

Revenue: by market sector
Defense and
Others
12%

Service revenue
29%

Marine
35%

Original equipment revenue
71%
Industrial
26%

Employees by region: 11,532

USA
960

Energy
27%

Asia
884

Status: 31.12.2013

Europe w/o Germany
1437

Germany
8251

VERTRAULICH

Classification Key Figures
•

We are working with more than 10 different Classification Societies worldwide
together (IACS, Non IACS; EU ROs, EU Non ROs). The number is increasing.

•

We have from 7 „main“ Classification Societies manufacturer survey agreements
(Production Quality Assurance Programs) with taylormade authorizations for our
company.

•

We have annually approx. 600 Factory Acceptance Test (FAT) of our diesel engines
together with classifications societies and/or customers on our test benches.

•

The diesel engine is build up with approx. 15 different types of parts which need
Type Approval and/or individual Certificates

•

We pay annually approx. 7 Mio. Euro for service of Classification Societies

VERTRAULICH

P a g e | 59

Our current approach regarding MR
•

The main mechanical parts of our diesel engines (cylinder head, turbo charger,
crankshaft e.g.) are not (yet) covered by the current MR scheme

•

However, a lot of components of the Tier 1-3 product lists are of course installed in
engines or is part of our delivery program, e.g.
- Display, Monitors, Sensors e.g.

•

But even if a supplier were offering a MR certificate, we would currently insist upon the
‘regular’ class certificates

•

Why?
- As long as we cannot be sure to use a MR certificate successfully at international
level (accepted by all Flag states, Classification Societies and customers), the
necessary invest imply a disproportional economic risk

Rolls-Royce Power Systems AG – | TQA | Dagobert Heß | 28/05/2014

VERTRAULICH

Outlook
•

We are open-minded towards any offer from classification societies regarding new
approaches
- This includes in principle ideas for mutual recognition

•

As a global acting manufacturer, any change in our processes needs to be
applicable worldwide
- The risk that a MR certificate might not be accepted by non-European
flagstates prevents us from accepting those certificates

•

When the matter of international acceptance is sufficiently solved we will
reconsider this approach
- I.e. in case of demonstrated acceptance with ship-building projects in ‘critical’
countries
- Or if the MR regulation would be adopted at international level (IACS)

Rolls-Royce Power Systems AG – | TQA | Dagobert Heß | 28/05/2014

VERTRAULICH
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Appendix F: Collected Stakeholder Expectations

Expectations Workshop (1)
Expectation

Raised
by:

Reliance on the class society and the MR process not
to lead to a decrease in safety. MR only for products
with low safety relevance. The holistic view under the
control of the society classing the vessel.

Lars
Lange,
Insurance

What will be the impact of MR on my choices as an
owner for Classification Societies and Flag?
• How MR could have an impact on the choice of class
by a shipowner;
• issues with working with a non IACS member;
• Shipowners right to choice of flag and class society;
• Understand the impact of the art. 10.1 statement
‘regardless of flag’

Jonathan
Spremulli,
Ship
Owner

Status

Expectations Workshop (2)
Expectation

Raised
by:

What are the consequences for the yards

Hiroshi
Iwamoto,
Yard

Liabilities issues of MR for Flags:
Terry Powell:
interested in how MR affects flags.
Seen as a positive process for easing
certification;
Simon Bonnett: How MR affects liability and the chain
of events leading to classification i.e.
when delegated authority is with a
non-IACS member.

Status

Terry
Powell
&
Simon
Bonnett,
Flag
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Expectations Workshop (3)
Expectation

Raised by Status

Wants to see a general, world-wide acceptance of the
MR cert process at a reasonable price. Wants to see
progress.
Address trade barriers by dealing with allegations of
potential non-acceptance by certain flag states.

Michael
Schroeck,
Industry

Build trust between stakeholders and agree on direction
of MR together with stakeholders.
Improved cooperation between ROs and industry and
inclusion of industry views.

Ketil
Djonne,
EU RO

To see if rules can be improved (e.g. for resin chocks)
from a manufacturer’s perspective.

Jim Kuly,
Industry

Participation shall result in increasing the pace of MR
implementation. Understanding and maybe extending
the scope of MR.

Knut
Andresen,
Industry

Reporting proposal on expectations
management
Expectation raised during Workshop

Expectation not met, actions to be defined

Expectation partially met, actions defined

Expectation partially met, actions defined and addressed

Expectation 100% fulfilled, no further actions

P a g e | 62

Contact
SEA Europe
Rue Marie de Bourgogne 52
1000 Brussels
Belgium
tel. +32 2 230 27 91
fax +32 2 230 43 32
info@seaeurope.eu
www.seaeurope.eu
Non-profit organisation under Belgian law
Registered in Brussels nº 508.622.072

EU RO Mutual Recognition Secretariat
c/o Lloyd’s Register
71 Fenchurch Street
London EC3M 4BS
United Kingdom
Tel: +44 (0)20 7423 2406
Mobile: +44 (0)7980 856535
cassandra.kelly@euromr.org
www.euromr.org (website available from
September 2014)
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