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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 The fifty-seventh session of the Marine Environment Protection Committee was held at
the Royal Horticultural Halls and Conference Centre, London, from 31 March to 4 April 2008,
under the chairmanship of Mr. A. Chrysostomou (Cyprus). The Committee’s Vice Chairman,
Mr. A. Chatterjee (India), was also present.

1.2 The session was attended by delegations from the following Members of IMO:

ALGERIA KENYA

ANGOLA KUWAIT

ANTIGUA AND BARBUDA LATVIA

ARGENTINA LIBERIA

AUSTRALIA LITHUANIA

BAHAMAS LUXEMBOURG

BANGLADESH MALAYSIA

BARBADOS MALTA

BELGIUM MARSHALL ISLANDS

BELIZE MEXICO

BOLIVIA MOROCCO

BRAZIL NETHERLANDS

CANADA NEW ZEALAND

CHILE NIGERIA

CHINA NORWAY

COLOMBIA OMAN

CROATIA PANAMA

CUBA PAPUA NEW GUINEA

CYPRUS PERU

DEMOCRATIC PEOPLE’S PHILIPPINES
REPUBLIC OF KOREA POLAND

DENMARK PORTUGAL

DOMINICA QATAR

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC REPUBLIC OF KOREA

ECUADOR ROMANIA

EGYPT RUSSIAN FEDERATION

ESTONIA SAINT VINCENT AND THE

FINLAND GRENADINES

FRANCE SAUDI ARABIA

GERMANY SERBIA

GHANA SINGAPORE

GREECE SLOVENIA

HONDURAS SOUTH AFRICA

ICELAND SPAIN

INDIA SRI LANKA

INDONESIA SWEDEN

IRAN (ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF) SWITZERLAND

IRELAND SYRIAN ARAB REPUBLIC

ISRAEL THAILAND

ITALY TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO

JAMAICA TUNISIA

JAPAN TURKEY
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TUVALU URUGUAY
UKRAINE VANUATU
UNITED KINGDOM VENEZUELA

UNITED STATES

the following Associate Member of IMO:

HONG KONG, CHINA

and the following State not Member of IMO:

COOK ISLANDS

by representatives from the following United Nations and Specialized Agencies:

UNITED NATIONS ENVIRONMENT PROGRAMME (UNEP)/SECRETARIAT OF
THE BASEL CONVENTION

INTERNATIONAL LABOUR ORGANIZATION (ILO)

THE REGIONAL MARINE POLLUTION EMERGENCY RESPONSE CENTRE FOR
THE MEDITERRANEAN SEA (REMPEC)

by observers from the following intergovernmental organizations:

EUROPEAN COMMISSION (EC)

MARITIME ORGANISATION FOR WEST AND CENTRAL AFRICA (MOWCA)

THE BALTIC MARINE ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION COMMISSION
(HELSINKI COMMISSION)

INTERNATIONAL COUNCIL FOR THE EXPLORATION OF THE SEA (ICES)

INTERNATIONAL OIL POLLUTION COMPENSATION FUNDS (IOPC FUNDS)

SOUTH PACIFIC REGIONAL ENVIRONMENT PROGRAMME (SPREP)

WEST AND CENTRAL AFRICA MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING ON
PORT STATE CONTROL (ABUJA MoU)

and by observers from the following non-governmental organizations:

INTERNATIONAL CHAMBER OF SHIPPING (ICS)

INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION FOR STANDARDIZATION (ISO)
INTERNATIONAL UNION OF MARINE INSURANCE (IUMI)

INTERNATIONAL TRANSPORT WORKERS’ FEDERATION (ITF)
INTERNATIONAL RADIO-MARITIME COMMITTEE (CIRM)

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF PORTS AND HARBORS (IAPH)

BIMCO

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CLASSIFICATION SOCIETIES (IACS)
EUROPEAN CHEMICAL INDUSTRY COUNCIL (CEFIC)

OIL COMPANIES INTERNATIONAL MARINE FORUM (OCIMF)
INTERNATIONAL MARITIME PILOTS’ ASSOCIATION (IMPA)

FRIENDS OF THE EARTH INTERNATIONAL (FOEI)

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF THE INSTITUTES OF NAVIGATION (IAIN)
INTERNATIONAL FEDERATION OF SHIPMASTERS’ ASSOCIATIONS (IFSMA)
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1.3

COMMUNITY OF EUROPEAN SHIPYARDS’ ASSOCIATIONS (CESA)

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF INDEPENDENT TANKER OWNERS
(INTERTANKO)

THE INTERNATIONAL GROUP OF P & I ASSOCIATIONS (P & I CLUBS)

THE INTERNATIONAL TANKER OWNERS POLLUTION FEDERATION LIMITED
(ITOPF)

THE WORLD CONSERVATION UNION (IUCN)

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON PROTECTION OF THE SEA (ACOPS)

GREENPEACE INTERNATIONAL

CRUISE LINES INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION (CLIA)

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF DRY CARGO SHIPOWNERS
(INTERCARGO)

WORLD WIDE FUND FOR NATURE (WWF)

ASSOCIATION OF EUROPEAN MANUFACTUERS OF INTERNAL COMBUSTION
ENGINES (EUROMOT)

INTERNATIONAL PETROLEUM INDUSTRY ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION (IPIECA)

THE INSTITUTE OF MARINE ENGINEERING, SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
(IMarEST)

INTERNATIONAL PARCEL TANKERS ASSOCIATION (IPTA)

INTERNATIONAL SAILING FEDERATION (ISAF)

THE INTERNATIONAL MARINE CONTRACTORS ASSOCIATION (IMCA)

WORLD NUCLEAR TRANSPORT INSTITUTE (WNTI)

INTERNATIONAL HARBOUR MASTERS’ ASSOCIATION (IHMA)

THE ROYAL INSTITUTION OF NAVAL ARCHITECTS (RINA)

INTERFERRY

INTERNATIONAL BUNKER INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION (IBIA)

INTERNATIONAL MARITIME HEALTH ASSOCIATION (IMHA)

INTERNATIONAL PAINTING AND PRINTING INK COUNCIL (IPPIC)

INTERNATIONAL FUND FOR ANIMAL WELFARE (IFAW)

INTERNATIONAL SPILL CONTROL ORGANIZATION (ISCO)

The Chairman of the Maritime Safety Committee (MSC), Mr. N. Ferrer (Philippines); the

Chairperson of the Sub-Committee on Flag State Implementation (FSI), Mrs. Tatjana Krili¢
(Croatia); and the Chairman of the Sub-Committee on Bulk Liquids and Gases (BLG),
Mr. Z. Alam (Singapore); were also present.

The Secretary-General’s opening address

1.4

The Secretary-General welcomed participants and delivered his opening address. The

full text of the opening address is reproduced in document MEPC 57/INF.25.

Chairman’s remarks

1.5

The Chairman thanked the Secretary-General for his remarks and stated that they would

be given every consideration in the work of the Committee.
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Statement by the Republic of Korea

1.6 At this juncture, the delegation of the Republic of Korea made a statement pertaining to
an oil spill accident involving the oil tanker Hebei Spirit, which took place on 7 December 2007
in the western coast of the country and spilled over 10,000 tons of crude oil, resulting in serious
damages to the beautiful marine resort and aquaculture areas.

1.7 The same delegation expressed deep gratitude to the Secretary-General of the
Organization, the Director of the IOPC Funds and the staff of ITOPF for their support from the
outset of the incident; and to the Governments of Canada, China, Japan, Singapore and the
United States, as well as UNEP and the European Union, for their assistance and technical
recommendations regarding clean-up operations and restoration of the marine ecosystem.

Adoption of the agenda

1.8 The Committee adopted the agenda (MEPC 57/1) and the provisional timetable for
guidance during the session (MEPC 57/1/1, annex 2, as amended). The agenda, as adopted, with
a list of documents considered under each agenda item, is set out in document MEPC 57/INF.26.

Credentials

1.9  The Committee noted the report of the Secretary-General that credentials of the
delegations were in due and proper order.

2 HARMFUL AQUATIC ORGANISMS IN BALLAST WATER

2.1 The Committee recalled that, from 31 May 2005, the “International Convention for the
Control and Management of Ships’ Ballast Water and Sediments” (BWM Convention) had been
open for accession by any State and noted that three more States (Sierra Leone, Kenya and
Mexico) had acceded to the Convention since the last session, which brought the number of
contracting Governments to 13, representing 3.62% of the world merchant fleet tonnage.
The Committee urged the other Member States to ratify this Convention at their earliest possible
opportunity.

2.2 The Committee recalled the conclusion of the Ballast Water Review Group established
during MEPC 56 that a limited number of ballast water treatment technologies would be
available to meet the first implementation date of the BWM Convention, and the concerns
regarding the capability of all ships subject to regulation B-3.3 of the Convention to meet
the D-2 standard in 2009 due to procedural and logistical problems.

2.3 The Committee further recalled that, following an initiative of the Secretary-General to
address these concerns, the Assembly, at its twenty-fifth session, had adopted
resolution A.1005(25) on the Application of the International Convention for the Control and
Management of Ships’ Ballast Water and Sediments, 2004. The Assembly resolution calls on
States, which have not yet done so, to ratify, accept, approve or accede to the Convention as soon
as possible. In the meantime, the resolution recommends that ships subject to regulation B-3.3
constructed in 2009 should not be required to comply with regulation D-2 until their second
annual survey, but no later than 31 December 2011.
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2.4 The Committee noted that operative paragraph 6 of the resolution A.1005(25) requests
MEPC to keep this matter under review and inform the Assembly accordingly.

Establishment of the Ballast Water Review Group

2.5  The Committee recalled that MEPC 56 had agreed to re-establish the Ballast Water
Review Group at this session. In view of the significant volume of work, the Committee
instructed the Group to start working immediately on the revised Procedure (G9), the
relationship between Procedure (G9) and Guidelines (G8) and the draft Procedure for assessing
the same levels of protection and approval of other methods of ballast water management under
regulation B-3.7 of the BWM Convention and re-join the plenary at a later stage to consider the
remaining sub-items of the assigned terms of reference. Although the Committee noted that the
outcome of BLG 12 would be reported to MEPC 58, having agreed with the view of BLG 12 that
five BLG documents were of particular relevance to the work of the Ballast Water Review
Group, the Committee decided to refer these documents (BLG 12/5, BLG 12/5/3, BLG 12/5/7,
BLG 12/5/9 and BLG 12/5/10) to the Ballast Water Review Group for consideration.

Update on the Ballast Water Management Convention and related matters

2.6 After resuming the consideration of this agenda item on Wednesday, 2 April 2008, the
Committee noted that 13 sets of Guidelines for uniform implementation of the BWM Convention
had been developed and adopted since MEPC 53 and that the last remaining set of Guidelines,
i.e. the Guidelines for ballast water sampling (G2), had been finalized by the Ballast Water
Working Group established during BLG 12. The Committee also noted that MEPC 58 would be
invited to adopt these Guidelines by an MEPC resolution. The Committee noted further that, to
date, one ballast water management system that makes use of Active Substances has received
Final Approval and six systems that have been granted Basic Approval are yet to be considered
for Final Approval (MEPC 57/2/9).

Reports of the fourth and fifth meetings of the GESAMP-BWWG

2.7 The Committee noted that the fourth and fifth meetings of the GESAMP-BWWG were held
from 5 to 9 November 2007 and from 14 to 18 January 2008, respectively, at IMO’s temporary
Headquarters, under the chairmanship of Dr. Tim Bowmer and that the Group had reviewed a total
of seven proposals for approval of ballast water management systems that make use of Active
Substances submitted by Germany, Japan, Norway, The Republic of Korea and South Africa.

2.8 The Committee further noted that the fifth meeting of the GESAMP-BWWG was held as
an extraordinary meeting in addition to the regular meeting scheduled between MEPC 56 and
MEPC 57, to review the remaining proposals which had been submitted before the deadline for
the fourth meeting. The Committee expressed its appreciation for the efforts made by the
members of the GESAMP-BWWG to accomplish this task and to facilitate timely development
of new ballast water technologies.

2.9  Having considered the recommendations contained in annex 4 of the Report of the
fourth meeting of the GESAMP-BWWG (MEPC 57/2), the Committee could not agree to give
Final Approval to the Electro-Clean System proposed by The Republic of Korea in document
MEPC 57/2/1.

2.10  The delegation of The Republic of Korea informed the Committee of the progress made
towards ratification of the Ballast Water Management Convention and indicated that primary
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national legislation had already been implemented in this respect. With regard to the proposal
for Final Approval of the Electro-Clean System, the delegation of the Republic of Korea
expressed its gratitude for the recommendations made by the GESAMP-BWWG and indicated
that all these recommendations had been carefully addressed; additional testing had been
conducted; and the proposal for Final Approval had been re-submitted for re-evaluation by the
GESAMP-BWWG and subsequent consideration by the Committee at its 58th session.

2.11 Having considered the recommendations contained in annex 5 of the Report of the
fourth meeting of the GESAMP-BWWG (MEPC 57/2), the Committee agreed to give
Basic Approval to the ClearBallast System proposed by Japan in document MEPC 57/2/2 and, at
the same time, invited the Administration of Japan to take into account all the recommendations
indicated in annex 5 of the above report during the further development of the system.

2.12  In addressing the recommendations contained in annex 6 of the Report of the
fourth meeting of the GESAMP-BWWG (MEPC 57/2) and document MEPC 57/2/13 (Germany)
commenting on it, the Committee could not agree to give Final Approval to the CleanBallast!
System proposed by Germany in document MEPC 57/2/3 for the reasons given in annex 6 of the
above report.

2.13 The Committee requested the Ballast Water Review Group to assess, subject to time
availability, the procedural aspects related to the submission of proposals for approval of ballast
water management systems that make use of Active Substances considering, in particular, the
possibilities of effective communication between the GESAMP-BWWG and the applicants.

2.14  Following consideration of the recommendations contained in annex 5 of the Report of
the fifth meeting of the GESAMP-BWWG (MEPC 57/2/10), the Committee agreed to give
Basic Approval to the Resource Ballast Technologies System proposed by South Africa in
document MEPC 56/2/3 and, at the same time, invited the Administration of South Africa to take
into account all the recommendations indicated in annex 5 of the above report during the further
development of the system.

2.15 Having examined the recommendations contained in annex 6 of the Report of the
fifth meeting of the GESAMP-BWWG (MEPC 57/2/10), the Committee agreed to give
Basic Approval to the GloEn-Patrol™ Ballast Water Management System proposed by
the Republic of Korea in document MEPC 57/2/4 and, at the same time, invited the
Administration of the Republic of Korea to take into account all the recommendations indicated
in annex 6 of the above report during the further development of the system.

2.16 Having considered the recommendations contained in annex 7 of the Report of
the fifth meeting of the GESAMP-BWWG (MEPC 57/2/10), the Committee agreed to
give Final Approval to the SEDNA® OCEAN Ballast Water Management System
(using PERACLEAN®) proposed by Germany in document MEPC 57/2/5 and, at the same time,
invited the Administration of Germany to take into account all the recommendations indicated in
annex 7 of the above report prior to the issuance of the Type Approval Certificate.

2.17 Having addressed the recommendations contained in annex 8 of the Report of the
fifth meeting of the GESAMP-BWWG (MEPC 57/2/10), the Committee agreed to give
Basic Approval to the OceanSaver” Ballast Water Management System (OS BWMS) proposed
by Norway in document MEPC 57/2/6 and, at the same time, invited the Administration of
Norway to take into account all the recommendations indicated in annex 8 of the above report
during the further development of the system.
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2.18 The Committee reiterated its recommendation to the Administrations submitting
proposals for approval of ballast water management systems that a comprehensive and rigorous
review of the applications should be undertaken to ensure their completeness, sufficiency and
soundness of conclusion reached to facilitate the timely review of their proposals by the
GESAMP- BWWG.

2.19  Following consideration of documents MEPC 57/2/7 (the Netherlands) and MEPC 57/2/8
(Japan) containing the non-confidential information relating to two ballast water management
systems developed in the Netherlands and Japan, and having noted that the application dossiers
and the other relevant documents had also been submitted to the Marine Environment Division,
the Committee agreed to refer documents MEPC 57/2/7 and MEPC 57/2/8 to the sixth meeting
of the GESAMP-BWWG (scheduled for 19 to 23 May 2008) for detailed consideration.

2.20 In that connection, the Committee, having been informed that four more proposals for
approval of ballast water management systems that make use of Active Substances had been
submitted to MEPC 58 by the 21 March 2008 deadline, noted with appreciation the efforts of the
Secretariat to convene an additional meeting of the GESAMP-BWWG to evaluate all these
submissions and advise MEPC 58 accordingly.

Methodology for information gathering and the conduct of work of the GESAMP-BWWG
(the Methodology)

2.21  Although MEPC 56 had agreed that the Methodology, as currently drafted, should be
suitable for use as technical guidance by applicants submitting requests for evaluation of ballast
water treatment systems, the Committee was of the view that the Methodology is a living
document in need of further development and instructed the GESAMP-BWWG to continue to
develop this Methodology during its future meetings.

2.22  The Committee noted that the GESAMP-BWWG had continued to develop the
Methodology during its fourth and fifth meetings and that the updated version of the
Methodology was contained in annex 4 of the report of the fifth meeting of the Group. The
Committee noted further that the updated version had incorporated changes agreed at MEPC 56,
in particular, replacing the mandatory wording by guidance document language and had included
previously agreed additional guidance regarding Human Exposure Scenario and the procedure
for Final Approval.

2.23  After the introduction by the Chairman of the GESAMP-BWWG and some discussions,
the Committee agreed to refer annex 4 of the Report of the fifth meeting of the
GESAMP BWWG (MEPC 57/2/10) to the Ballast Water Review Group for detailed
consideration.

Proposed changes to the Guidelines for approval of ballast water management systems (G8)

2.24  The Committee recalled that MEPC 56 had agreed that Guidelines (G8) and Procedure (G9)
should be revised to further clarify, co-ordinate and improve them, taking into account
best practice and lessons learned by the GESAMP-BWWG and the Administrations.

2.25 The Committee noted that the revision of the two sets of guidelines mentioned above
should not become a total re-opening and subsequent re-negotiation of these
two MEPC resolutions. The proposed changes should be based on careful validation of new
technical procedures suggested and aimed at improving the practical value of the existing
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guidelines, enhancing transparency and providing additional clarification regarding their
application.

2.26 In that context, the Committee considered document MEPC 57/2/11 (Germany), proposing
changes to Guidelines (G8) concerning the minimum intake concentration of organisms for valid
shipboard tests and testing of indicator microbes toxicogenic Vibrio cholerae (Ol and O139),
and document MEPC 57/2/12 (Norway) proposing changes to concentration levels of test
organisms during shipboard tests stipulated in Guidelines (GS8). Having noted the support
expressed by the delegations of Brazil, the Russian Federation, Slovenia and IUCN to the
proposals made by Germany, the Committee agreed to refer the two documents to the Ballast
Water Review Group for detailed consideration.

Other information related to ballast water management and control

2.27  The Committee noted the information provided in document MEPC 57/INF.17 (Japan) on a
ballast water sampling device currently developed in Japan and in document MEPC 57/INF.20 (FOEI)
on a technical protocol for uniform analysis of ballast water samples to verify compliance with
the discharge standards in the BWM Convention.

2.28 The Committee noted also the information provided by India in document
MEPC 57/INF.24 on the International Conference on Bio-fouling and Ballast Water
Management held from 5 to 7 February 2008, in Goa, India. The Conference was organized by
the National Institute of Oceanography of India, in association with the Directorate General of
Shipping of India, and the GEF-UNDP-IMO Global Ballast Water Management Programme.

2.29  The delegation of Jamaica expressed its appreciation for the assistance provided by the
Organization to conduct, in co-operation with RAC-REMPEICT, the first GloBallast training
workshop for the Caribbean region in Jamaica from 18 to 22 February 2008. As one of the lead
partners in the GloBallast Project, Jamaica had benefited significantly from the workshop, which
provided the necessary guidance for the establishment of the National Task Force and the
National Action Plan for ballast water management and control.

2.30  During the review of the draft report of the Committee (MEPC 57/WP.10) the delegation
of Barbados referred to the GloBallst project and noted that, although a contracting Government
to the BWM Convention, it was not a lead partner in this project. The delegation of Barbados
expressed its desire to be involved in the GloBallast project at a higher level.

Establishment of the Ballast Water Review Group

2.31 Having completed the consideration of all the documents submitted under this agenda
item, the Committee agreed on the following terms of reference for the Ballast Water Review
Group:

“Taking into consideration comments made in plenary, the Ballast Water Review Group
1s instructed to:

1 consider the revised draft Procedure for approval of ballast water management
systems that make use of Active Substances (G9) based on the draft text provided
by the Secretariat in document BLG 12/5 (Secretariat), taking into account
comments made in document BLG 12/5/7 (United States), and develop an
amended version of this Procedure for adoption by an MEPC resolution;
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review the relationship between Procedure (G9) and Guidelines (G8), as outlined
in paragraphs 7 and 8 of document MEPC 56/2/8 (United States), taking into
account that from the GESAMP-BWWG’s perspective, the data currently
available from Type Approval testing may not be sufficient to validate
manufacturer’s claim regarding treatment concentrations and/or resultant potential
ship and crew safety issues, since only discharge toxicity is evaluated in
land-based tests (please refer to document MEPC 56/2/2, GESAMP-BWWG 3/9,
section 5.4);

develop a Procedure for assessing “same levels of protection” of, and approval for,
other methods of ballast water management under regulation B-3.7 of the
BWM Convention, using document BLG 12/5/3 (United Kingdom) as a basis for
the development of such a Procedure;

consider the changes to Guidelines (G8) proposed in documents BLG 12/5/9
(United States) and BLG 12/5/10 (Norway), MEPC 57/2/11 (Germany) and
MEPC 57/2/12 (Norway) and advise the Committee accordingly;

further consider the Methodology for information gathering and the conduct work
of the GESAMP-BWWG contained in annex 4 of document MEPC 57/2/10, and
advise the Committee on how to address the recommendations made by the
GESAMP-BWWG during its fourth and fifth meetings contained in
action items 1-4 of document MEPC 57/2 and action item 1 of document
MEPC 57/2/10;

provide additional comments and further guidance on the development of the
Methodology as appropriate and consider possibilities of formalizing the
above-mentioned methodology;

review, subject to time availability, the procedural aspects regarding the
submission of proposals for approval of ballast water management systems that
make use of Active Substances and, in particular, regarding the communication
between GESAMP-BWWG and the applicants; and

develop draft terms of reference for the next meeting of the Ballast Water
Review Group to be established during MEPC 58, taking into account
resolution A.1005(25).”

Consideration of the report of the Ballast Water Review Group (BWRG)

2.32  Upon receipt of the report of the BWRG (MEPC 57/WP.5), the Committee approved it in
general and took action as outlined in the following paragraphs.

Revision of the Procedure for approval of ballast water management systems that make
use of Active Substances (G9)

2.33  Having considered document BLG 12/5 (Secretariat) containing the draft of a revised
version of Procedure (G9), the Committee noted the issues raised by the United Kingdom with
regard to Active Substances, confidentiality and the role of the Administrations, as well as the
views of Norway, Germany and CEFIC on retroactivity.
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2.34 The Committee considered the relevant action requested by the BWRG concerning the
revised Procedure for approval of ballast water management systems that make use of Active
Substances (G9).

2.35  With respect to the revised procedure, the Committee noted that it would be prudent and
appropriate that certain time should elapse to enable administrations and industry alike to test
and try the procedure before new proposals for amendments to it are considered and
consequently agreed to allow at least two years before considering further amendments to this
Procedure. The Committee also agreed to request the Secretariat to compile and collate
comments and observations related to future amendments, with the view to facilitate this process.

2.36 Having agreed that in order to promote the use of the most up to date version of the
Methodology for information gathering and the conduct of the work of the GESAMP-BWWG,
developed by the Group based on Procedure (G9) and with the view to further formalize this
Methodology, the Committee instructed the Secretariat to distribute the latest version of this
document (MEPC 57/2/10, annex 4) through an IMO circular. In this respect the Committee
decided to request the GESAMP-BWWG to replace the definitions of Basic Approval and
Final Approval in their latest version of the Methodology with text that refers directly to the
revised Procedure (G9);

2.37  After considering the proposals in document BLG 12/5/7 (United States) regarding the
criteria to be used under the Procedure (G9) in determining when a Basic Approval granted to
one ballast water management system may be applied to another system that uses the same
Active Substance or Preparation, the Committee agreed that this matter needed to be further
expanded within a Framework that could encompass all the aspects related to transferring an
approval. The Committee felt that this would be useful for both the manufactures and
Administrations in preparing an application based on the transfer of a Basic Approval, and its
subsequent evaluation by the GESAMP-BWWG.

2.38 The Committee agreed to request Members and observers to provide their views on the
Framework (MEPC 57/WP.5, annex 2) with regard to which criteria should be used in such a
Framework to MEPC 58.

Review of the relationship between Procedure (G9) and Guidelines (G8)

2.39  Having noted the comments in paragraphs 7 and 8 of document MEPC 56/2/8 (United States)
on the description of Basic Approval and Final Approval in the GESAMP-BWWG
Methodology, the Committee agreed that these definitions needed to be changed to bring them in
line with the revised Procedure (G9) and consequently requested the GESAMP-BWWG to make
the necessary changes.

2.40 The Committee then considered the concerns of the GESAMP-BWWG regarding the
appropriateness of the discharge toxicity data being submitted from the land-based toxicity tests
during Type Approval under Guidelines (G8) to the Final Approval assessment by the
GESAMP-BWWG under Procedure (G9) and the Group’s request for analytical ballast water
toxicity tests from the start, middle and end of the five day post treatment period.

241 The Committee agreed in principle with the GESAMP-BWWG request on the

understanding that the Group would clarify in writing what they would require and how this
information would be used.
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Procedure for assessing “same levels of protection” of, and approval for, other methods of
ballast water management under regulation B-3.7 of the BWM Convention

2.42 The Committee noted the comments regarding document BLG 12/5/3 (United Kingdom)
and, although recognizing some potential for such alternative methods, agreed that a number of
shortcomings, including transiting canals, natural barriers between distinct eco-regions or
passing through harmful algal bloom areas needed to be further addressed.

2.43  In this respect, the Committee requested Members and observers to provide their views to
BLG 13, to facilitate further development of the procedure, on the following aspects:

— the interpretation of regulation B-3.7 — whether it applies just to alternative
technologies to those ballast water exchange methods recognized by the
Organization, or applies to alternative technologies to all ballast water
technologies;

— if this is limited to alternative technologies to those ballast water exchange
methods recognized by the Organization, whether the Guidelines (G8) will be
sufficient to type approve such technologies; and

— how flexible type approval systems can be developed for such technologies
encompassing risk assessment.

Revision of Guidelines for approval of ballast water management systems (G8)

2.44 Having considered the comments of the BWRG with regard to documents BLG 12/5/9
(United States) and BLG 12/5/10 (Norway), MEPC 57/2/11 (Germany) and MEPC 57/2/12
(Norway), the Committee agreed, as an interim measure, to accept the changes proposed in
document BLG 12/5/9 to ensure the appraisal of environmental toxicity during Type Approval as
agreed at MEPC 56 and to invite Members and observers to submit their further contributions
with a view to adopting the revised guidelines by an MEPC resolution at MEPC 58. The
Committee also agreed with the changes proposed by Germany (MEPC 57/2/11) but could not
agree with the changes proposed in document 57/2/12 (Norway), which were referred to the next
meeting of the BWRG for further consideration (MEPC 57/WP.5, annex 3) with a view to
adoption at MEPC 58.

2.45 With regard to the proposal by Norway in document BLG 12/5/10, the Committee
requested the Secretariat to assess the logistical costs and timing implications of this proposal
through liaison with GESAMP-BWWG, and invited the Administrations to submit any further
views on this matter or any alternative methods of meeting the concerns raised by Norway. The
Administrations were also invited to assess the full impact of this proposal on the availability of
technology, the status and entry into force of the Convention and the ballast water management
technology industry.

2.46 The delegation of India recalled that it had indicated right from the beginning in the
deliberation of the Committee and the Diplomatic Conference that ship-based testing should be
limited at most to practically possible assessments, as the biological effectiveness is rigorously
tested through land-based testing. Meanwhile, the delegation of India believed that the procedure
of land-based testing followed by Administrations should be as indicated in Guidelines (G8) and
was of the view that it is important to have a mechanism for transparency in this regard and the
conformity with Guidelines (G8) should be reflected in certificates provided by approved bodies
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(e.g., Classification Societies) when seeking Final Approval from the Organization and
subsequent type approval from the Administration. This, in India’s view, would ensure that
post-type approval contradictions would be avoided.

Methodology for information gathering and the conduct work of the GESAMP-BWWG

2.47  The Committee noted the intention of the GESAMP-BWWG to develop a questionnaire
to collect information on the ballast water management system as a first stage in the development
of a human exposure scenario and agreed in principle with this course of action with an
understanding that the questionnaire would be submitted for detailed consideration at a future
session.

Draft terms of reference for the Ballast Water Review Group to be established during
MEPC 58

2.48 As requested by the Assembly at its twenty-fifth session, the Committee agreed to
re-establish the Ballast Water Review Group during MEPC 58 to review the issue of a ship
subject to regulation B-3.3 constructed in 2010 and the immediate availability of type-approved
technology for such a ship to meet the D-2 standard. The Committee noted the preliminary
Terms of Reference developed by the BWR.G.

2.49 In addressing the concern regarding the wording used in resolution A.1005(25) and in
considering the preliminary Terms of Reference for the BWRG at MEPC 58 raised by the
delegation of the United States, the Committee agreed to instruct the Secretariat to make the
necessary changes to align the Terms of Reference with the wording in the resolution.

Action taken by the Committee

2.50 Having considered the comments made by the various delegations and the actions
requested by the Review Group, the Committee agreed, in summary, to:

1 adopt the revised Procedure for approval of ballast water management systems
that make use of Active Substances (G9) by resolution MEPC.169(57), as set out
in annex 1;

2 avoid amendments to the revised Procedure (G9) within the next two-year period,

unless absolutely necessary and requested the Secretariat to compile and collate
future comments and observations related to such amendments with a view to
facilitating this process;

3 instruct the Secretariat to distribute the most up-to-date version of the
Methodology for information gathering and the conduct of the work of the
GESAMP-BWWG, through an IMO circular;

4 request Members and observers to provide their views to BLG 13 on which
criteria should be used to further develop the “Framework for determining when a
Basic Approval granted to one ballast water management system may be applied
to another system that uses the same Active Substance or Preparation”;
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5 request the GESAMP-BWWG to replace the definitions of Basic Approval and
Final Approval in their Methodology with text that refers directly to the revised
Procedure (G9);

.6 request the GESAMP-BWWG to provide additional clarification on why analytic
ballast water toxicity tests should be conducted immediately after treatment, at the
middle, and at the end of the five-day period required in Guidelines (G8) and as to
how this information will be used in the evaluation;

7 note the concerns expressed and difficulties encountered by the BWRG with
regard to the development of a ‘Procedure for assessing ‘“same levels of
protection” of, and approval for, other methods of ballast water management
under regulation B-3.7 of the BWM Convention’ and invited Members and
observers to provide their views on how to further progress this matter to BLG 13;

8 request the Secretariat to assess the logistical cost and timing implications of the
proposal in BLG 12/5/10 through liaison with GESAMP-BWWG and to inform
the Committee accordingly and invited Administrations to submit any further
views on this matter along with any alternative methods of meeting the concerns
raised in the above-mentioned document at MEPC 58;

9 note the progress made by the BWRG in amending the Guidelines for approval of
ballast water management systems (G8) and invited Members and observers to
submit their further contributions with a view to adopting the revised guidelines
by an MEPC resolution at MEPC 58;

.10 allow, in principle, the GESAMP-BWWG to continue the development of the
questionnaire on occupational exposure to help formulate a Human Exposure
Scenario within the evaluation process of ballast water management system that
makes use of Active Substances or Preparations and to submit it to the Committee
for further consideration; and

A1 re-establish the Ballast Water Review Group during MEPC 58 with the
provisional Terms of Reference set out in annex 2.

3 RECYCLING OF SHIPS

3.1 The Committee recalled that at its fifty-sixth session it had approved the holding of a
third intersessional meeting of the working group on ship recycling to further develop the draft
convention. The third intersessional meeting was hosted by the Government of France in Nantes
from 21 to 25 January 2008 under the chairmanship of Mr. Jens Henning Koefoed (Norway), and
the report of the meeting had been submitted to the Committee as document MEPC 57/3.

PLANNING OF THE WORK
3.2 In planning its work, the Committee recognized that there were six broad areas of interest
for this session, namely, consideration of the report of the intersessional working group and of

the actions requested of the Committee; further proposals on the development of the text of the
draft convention; consideration of a proposal for conditions for entry into force of the
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convention; the diplomatic conference for the adoption of the convention; the work plan for the
development of the convention and associated guidelines; and co-operation with relevant
organizations and other issues. It was agreed to consider the six areas one by one.

CONSIDERATION OF THE REPORT OF THE INTERSESSIONAL WORKING GROUP ON SHIP
RECYCLING AND OF THE ACTIONS REQUESTED OF THE COMMITTEE

33 The chairman of the intersessional working group, Mr. Jens Koefoed (Norway),
introduced the group’s report (MEPC 57/3). The terms of reference of the intersessional
working group were to further develop the draft convention, aiming to reduce the square brackets
in the text to the minimum possible by consensus or by clear majority. The Committee noted that
to a large extent this had been achieved and the number of brackets had almost been halved.

3.4  The representative of IACS noted that there was no formal record in the group’s report of
its discussion on document MEPC-ISRWG 3/2/2 submitted by TACS, which, inter alia,
discussed a “visual/sampling check plan”. In that document, IACS had indicated that such a
check plan was considered extremely useful for all parties involved in developing and verifying
Part I of the Inventory of Hazardous Materials for existing ships. In particular IACS had
proposed to amend regulation 5 of the draft convention to require the development of such plans.

3.5 The Committee agreed that this was an important issue which should be considered by
the Working Group.

3.6  The Committee approved the report in general and, in particular (paragraphs and annexes
are those of document MEPC 57/3):

1 noted the further development of the text of the draft convention (paragraphs 7
to 36 and annex 1) and requested that document MEPC-ISRWG 3/2/2 be forwarded
to the working group for further consideration;

2 noted the advice requested of the Secretariat regarding whether the definition of
“ship” in Article 2.9 includes a self elevating platform (jack-up rig)
(paragraph 10);

3 noted the discussion on the issue of a compliance mechanism (provisions for
audits of Parties in Article 13bis) (paragraph 15);

4 endorsed the request that the Technical Co-operation Committee provides its
views to the Committee on mechanisms which could be developed through the
Technical Co-operation Programme of the Organization to facilitate
implementation of the standards contained in the convention in recycling yards in
developing countries (paragraph 17); and

5 noted the discussion on the issue of recycling of ships to which the convention
applies in facilities located in States which are not Party to the convention
(paragraphs 26 to 31).

3.7  With regard to the matter referred to in paragraph 3.6.2 above, the Committee noted that
it is not directly clear whether a self elevating platform should be considered as a fixed platform
and thus excluded from the application of the ship recycling convention, or whether it should be
considered as a floating platform and thus included in the application of the ship recycling
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convention. Nevertheless, because the Code for the Construction and Equipment of Mobile
Offshore Drilling Units treats self elevating platforms as mobile units, it was recognized that this
added weight to considering them as floating platforms and therefore including them under the
application of the ship recycling convention.

3.8  The Committee, whilst agreeing with the interpretation that self-elevating platforms
could be considered as floating platforms, and therefore, within the scope of the convention,
instructed the Working Group to make an explicit reference to self-elevating platforms in the
definition of ship.

3.9 With regard to the matter referred to in paragraph 3.6.3 above, on the need for a
compliance mechanism and the proposed provisions for audits of Parties in Article 13bis of the
draft convention, the Committee noted that this was an issue on which the working group had
been unable to agree so far and which needed to be resolved in a way that recognized the
sovereignty of Member States and which also provided the necessary transparency in the
implementation of the convention.

3.10 Greenpeace International and Friends of the Earth International, in their submission
MEPC 57/3/7, proposed that the provisions of Article 13bis needed to be further strengthened by
making the auditing scheme for both flag and recycling States mandatory, and by administering
it by independent third parties.

3.11 The Committee discussed the issue extensively. The majority of the delegations who
spoke were against the inclusion of Article 13bis in the draft convention, adducing that it
contravenes the sovereignty of Member States and, therefore, may become a potentially serious
impediment to the ratification of the convention. A number of other delegations, whilst
appreciating the sovereignty concerns, stressed that further discussion was needed in the
Working Group towards a voluntary scheme as an alternative.

3.12  The Committee agreed to delete Article 13bis in the draft convention and instructed the
Working Group to continue its discussion for a viable voluntary auditing scheme.

3.13  With regard to the matter referred to in paragraph 3.6.4 above, the Committee invited the
Technical Co-operation Committee to work on capacity building at national level.
The Committee also invited the Technical Co-operation Committee to identify potential sources
of funding for the mechanisms which could be developed to facilitate implementation of the
standards contained in the convention.

3.14  With regard to the matter referred to in paragraph 3.6.5 above, on the recycling of ships
flying the flag of Parties in facilities located in States which are not Party to the convention (the
Party/non-Party provision) the Committee noted that this had been a difficult issue for the
working group, who, having spent much time and effort, had not been able to reach agreement.
In particular, the working group had felt that because of the political importance of this issue, the
decision on whether or not to allow in the convention Party ships to use non-Party recycling
facilities should be taken by the Committee.

3.15 The United States, in document MEPC 57/3/10, reiterated the reasons for which it had
proposed to allow the recycling of ships flagged by a Party in conforming non-Party facilities
and discussed concerns raised by Member States regarding the proposal as well as specific
elements of bracketed text in regulation 7bis of the draft convention. Furthermore, the United
States proposed edits to regulation 7bis to strengthen the Party/non-Party provision.
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3.16 Canada, in document MEPC 57/3/12, proposed a compromise aiming to resolve the
division over the Party/non-Party issue. Under this proposal, during a transitional period, Parties
would ensure that non-Parties meet specified conditions and report to the Organization how they
achieved this.

3.17 France, in document MEPC 57/3/17, expressed concerns about the introduction by the
third intersessional working group of specific measures in the draft convention permitting ships
flagged by a Party to be recycled in facilities of a non-Party, because this was a decision that
exceeded the working group’s mandate and had pre-empted the possible position of the
Committee on the matter. Furthermore, France proposed that the work of MEPC 57 to develop
the convention should be conducted on the basis of a draft text that includes neither
regulations 8.3 and 8.4, nor regulation 7bis and associated amendments.

3.18 Norway, in document MEPC 57/3/20, reiterated the rationale in its proposal for the
introduction of regulation 7his in trying to strike a balance between mechanisms in the
Party/non-Party provision which would encourage ratifications and still be practicable and
effective to apply.

3.19  Greenpeace International and Friends of the Earth International, in their submission
MEPC 57/3/7, strongly opposed the inclusion of the Party/non-Party provision in the convention,
as they considered that this would create a multiplicity of possible loopholes and disincentives
for countries to ratify or comply with the convention.

3.20 In the long and substantive discussion that followed, delegations who spoke agreed that
the decision of the Committee should: encourage States to ratify the convention; avoid any
disincentives for flag and recycling States to ratify the convention; and ensure sufficient
recycling capacity at the entry into force of the convention.

3.21 Some delegations stressed their concerns over a possible violation of trade conventions of
the World Trade Organization if the convention did not allow for Party/non-Party arrangements,
whilst other delegations were confident that the ship recycling convention would be exempt by
the relevant exceptions in the WTO instruments.

3.22 In the debate that ensued, a clear majority of the delegations were in favour of
maintaining only Party to Party arrangements in the convention. Of these delegations, a
significant number also supported the need for measures to address the adequacy of recycling
capacity at the entry into force of the convention.

3.23 The Committee, therefore, instructed the Working Group to maintain only Party to Party
provisions in the draft convention. The Committee further agreed to prepare a draft conference
resolution addressing the adequacy of recycling capacity to be adopted by the diplomatic
conference. Such a draft conference resolution could be drafted by a correspondence group, and
the working group was instructed to prepare terms of reference for such a correspondence group.
The United Kingdom offered to coordinate the work of the correspondence group if established.
The Committee noted with appreciation the offer of the United Kingdom to coordinate the work
of the correspondence group if established.

3.24 The Committee further agreed that such a conference resolution could be referenced in a
footnote to the convention.
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3.25 The Committee agreed that the revised text of the draft convention contained in annex 1
to document MEPC 57/3 should be used by the working group as a base document for the further
development of the draft convention. Noting the progress towards the conference and in the
spirit of co-operation, the Committee encouraged the working group to focus its work on the text
of the draft convention, and to eliminate square brackets as far as possible.

FURTHER PROPOSALS ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE TEXT OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION

3.26 The Committee noted that a further eight documents containing comments and proposed
changes to the draft text of the convention had been submitted. These documents were not
introduced in plenary but instead the Working Group was instructed to discuss and to take them
into account in further developing the text of the draft convention.

PROPOSAL FOR CONDITIONS FOR ENTRY INTO FORCE OF THE CONVENTION

3.27 Japan, in document MEPC 57/3/13, had proposed draft conditions for entry into force of
the convention. The submission was referred to the Working Group for consideration with a
view to providing advice to the Committee.

PROPOSED DIPLOMATIC CONFERENCE FOR THE ADOPTION OF THE INTERNATIONAL
CONVENTION FOR THE SAFE AND ENVIRONMENTALLY SOUND RECYCLING OF SHIPS

3.28 The Committee recalled that, at its fifty-fifth session, it had requested the Council to
consider the allocation of a five-day international conference on recycling of ships and budget in
the 2008-2009 biennium to adopt the draft International Convention for the Safe and
Environmentally Sound Recycling of Ships. The Council at its ninety-seventh session had
approved the Committee’s request for inclusion in the Secretary-General’s relevant budget
proposals. The Assembly at its twenty-fifth session, having noted that the budget for the
diplomatic conference had already been approved and that MEPC 56 had approved a work plan
for finalizing the draft convention, including the holding of the diplomatic conference in 2009,
expressed appreciation to the offer of China to host the diplomatic conference in Hong Kong,
China.

3.29 The Committee was informed that, further to subsequent discussions between the
Secretariat and officials of Hong Kong, China, the diplomatic conference was planned to be held
from 11 to 15 May 2009, subject to endorsement by Council at its 100th session in June 2008.
It was also noted that the holding of the diplomatic conference would not incur any additional
costs to the Organization as Hong Kong, China, had undertaken to cover any additional costs
arising from its hosting of the Conference.

WORK PLAN FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION AND THE ASSOCIATED
GUIDELINES

3.30 In its submission MEPC 57/3/6, Japan underlined the importance of completing the work
on the Guidelines for Safe and Environmentally Sound Ship Recycling by the fifty-ninth session
of MEPC, because of the strong link between these guidelines and the mandatory requirements
of the convention for recycling facilities, and also because the early finalization of the guidelines
would facilitate the voluntary implementation of the convention in the interim period between its
adoption and its entry into force.
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3.31 The Committee requested the Working Group to consider document MEPC 57/3/6 and to
take it into account when revising the work plan up to the completion of the development of the
draft convention and of the associated Guidelines for Safe and Environmentally Sound Ship
Recycling.

3.32  Finally, the Committee agreed to await the report of the working group before deciding
when to conduct an article-by-article and regulation-by-regulation review of the text of the draft
convention in plenary.

CO-OPERATION WITH RELEVANT ORGANIZATIONS AND OTHER ISSUES
Joint ILO/IMO/BC Working Group on Ship Scrapping

3.33 The Committee recalled that the ILO observer had clarified, at its fifty-sixth session, that
the Governing Body of ILO would take a decision at its meeting in November 2007 concerning
hosting the third session of the Joint ILO/IMO/Basel Convention Working Group on Ship
Scrapping.

3.34 The International Labour Office, in its submission MEPC 57/3/1, informed the
Committee that its Governing Body had agreed to convene the third session of the Joint Working
Group on Ship Scrapping in Geneva from 29 to 31 October 2008 and that the agenda of the third
session was being discussed among the Secretariats concerned.

3.35 The Committee recalled that the IMO had been represented in the previous two meetings
of the Joint Working Group by the following five Member States: Bangladesh, Japan, the
Netherlands, Norway and the United States. The Committee agreed that the same five Member
States should also represent IMO at the third session of the Joint Working Group. Other Member
States, Intergovernmental Organizations and Non-governmental Organizations could also attend
the meeting as observers.

Ongoing work by Parties to the Basel Convention

336 The Committee noted three submissions by the Basel Convention Secretariat
(MEPC 57/3/3, MEPC 57/3/4 and MEPC 57/3/4/Add.1) on the role of the Basel Convention in
respect of ship recycling; on the further steps that may be taken by the Conference of Parties to
the Basel Convention in connection with the IMO convention; on its invitation to IMO to ensure
that the convention establishes an equivalent level of control to that stipulated under the Basel
Convention; and on the ongoing work by Parties to the Basel Convention comparing the levels of
control established under the Basel Convention and the draft IMO convention.

Two planned trial ship recycling projects

3.37 The Committee noted with interest submissions by Japan (MEPC 57/3/6) and Turkey
(MEPC 57/3/15), both on trial ship recycling projects intended to test the provisions of the
convention and of associated guidelines. Following the completion of the pilot projects, both
Member States intended to report to the Committee the findings of each project and any relevant
proposals for amendments to the guidelines.
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The National Workshop on Ship Recycling in India

3.38 The Committee noted document MEPC 57/3/5 (India), informing the Committee that the
IMO-supported National Workshop on the Development of the International Convention for the
Safe and Environmentally Sound Recycling of Ships, had been held from 7 to 10 January 2008
in Mumbai. The Workshop had involved international experts and stakeholders from the Indian
ship recycling industry and government. Prior to the commencement of the Workshop the
international experts had travelled to Alang where they had visited recycling yards and the
Gujarat Maritime Board training centre, and had inspected facilities and equipment for the
protection of health and safety of ship recycling workers and for the protection of the
environment.

3.39 The Workshop had been particularly timely and successful and had achieved its objective
to help stakeholders and policy makers form clear perspectives of their positions in relation to
the draft IMO convention. The mission had concluded that there were no serious impediments to
India ratifying the new convention as it had become apparent that India had already decided to
regulate its ship recycling industry with national mandatory requirements which were consistent
to those being developed by IMO.

The ISO work programme on ship recycling

3.40 Japan presented document MEPC 57/3/14, on the overlap between the activities of IMO
towards the development of the convention and its guidelines and the ISO standards for recycling
facilities. Japan proposed that the Committee should instruct the IMO Secretariat to strengthen
its liaison with ISO on the subject of ship recycling.

341 The International Organization for Standardization (ISO) introduced document
MEPC 57/3/2, outlining the status of its work programme on the ISO 30000 series on ship
recycling, and invited the Committee to take into account the future developments and outcomes
of ISO in support of the development of the IMO mandatory convention and guidelines on ship
recycling.

342 A large number of Member States shared the concerns expressed by Japan over the
possible existence of two standards which might confuse stakeholders, highlighting that the
convention and its guidelines should be the primary instrument on issues related to ship
recycling.

3.43 The Committee agreed to instruct the Secretariat to continue its liaison with ISO with a
view to obtaining the information described in paragraph 18 of document MEPC 57/3/14 and
making it available to the Committee for action as appropriate.

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE WORKING GROUP

3.44 The Committee agreed to establish the Working Group on Ship Recycling under the
chairmanship of Mr. Jens Koefoed (Norway) with the following Terms of Reference:

“Taking into consideration submissions by Members, comments made as well as the
decisions made in the plenary, the Working Group on Ship Recycling is instructed to:
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A complete the review of the text of the draft International Convention for the Safe
and Environmentally Sound Recycling of Ships, which was commenced at the
third intersessional ship recycling working group;

2 further develop the text of the draft convention taking into account proposals in
documents MEPC 57/3/8 (United States); MEPC 57/3/9 (United States);
MEPC 57/3/11 (Belgium and France); MEPC 57/3/16 (India); MEPC 57/3/19
(Norway); MEPC 57/3/21 (Denmark and France); MEPC 57/3/7 (Greenpeace
International and Friends of the Earth International, on the issues of the
substitution principle and the ship recycling fund); and MEPC 57/3/18
(ICS, IPTA, INTERCARGO, INTERTANKO, and OCIMF);

3 further develop the text of the draft convention, in line with the decision taken by
the plenary while discussing documents MEPC 57/3/10 (United States);
MEPC 57/3/12 (Canada); MEPC 57/3/17 (France); MEPC 57/3/20 (Norway); and
MEPC 57/3/7 (by Greenpeace International and Friends of the Earth
International);

4 provide advice on the draft conditions for entry into force of the convention
proposed in document MEPC 57/3/13; and

5 revise the work plan for the development of the draft convention and the
associated Guidelines for Safe and Environmentally Sound Ship Recycling taking
into account any comments made during plenary and proposals in document

MEPC 57/3/6 (Japan).
REPORT OF THE WORKING GROUP ON SHIP RECYCLING

3.45 As instructed by the Committee, the Working Group had used document MEPC 57/3
(report of the intersessional working group) as a basis of its consideration, taking into account
comments made and decisions taken during plenary and proposals in relevant documents.
The outcome of the working group’s discussion on the text of the draft Convention was
contained in annex 1 to the group’s report (MEPC 57/WP.6), which the Committee was invited
to note as a basis for the further development of the draft convention.

DELIBERATIONS WITHIN THE WORKING GROUP

346 The Committee noted that the group had agreed to replace the terms “ships that
fall within the scope of this Convention” in regulation 17.1 with the more explicit terminology
“ships to which the Convention applies, or ships treated similarly pursuant to Article 3.4”.
The group had also made similar and consequential amendments to Article 6, regulation 18 and
the Supplement of Appendix 5.

3.47 The Committee was informed that France and Belgium had reminded the group of their
joint submission to the third intersessional working group on ship recycling where it had been
proposed that, in addition to adopting the above clearer terminology, the Convention should also
make reference to a new set of guidelines addressing the level of conformity to be expected from
non-Party flagged ships under the no-more favourable treatment clause in Article 3.4. The group
had agreed that this could be the subject for a resolution by the diplomatic conference.
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3.48 The Committee noted that the working group had been informed that the Sub-Committee
on Ship Design and Equipment, at its fifty-first session in February 2008, had agreed to draft
amendments to SOLAS regulation I1-1/3-5.2 intended to prohibit all new installation of asbestos
onboard ships without exceptions. The draft amendment had been submitted to the eighty-fourth
session of the Maritime Safety Committee for approval, with a view to adoption at its eighty-fifth
session, in December 2008. The earliest possible date this amendment could enter into force
would therefore be July 2010. Therefore, the group had agreed to amend Appendix 1 of the draft
Convention by removing all exceptions to new installations of asbestos on board ships. The
Committee agreed to the group’s request for the Committee to instruct the Secretariat to bring
this issue to the attention of the diplomatic Conference, if the Maritime Safety Committee alters
or does not adopt the amendments to SOLAS regulation I1-1/3-5.2.

3.49 The Committee concurred with the group’s agreement to a number of amendments in the
draft text of the convention designed to bring the survey and certification provisions in line with
the Harmonized System of Survey and Certification of the Organization. In essence, periodic
surveys had been replaced by renewal surveys and the periodic endorsement of certificates had
been replaced by the renewal of certificates.

3.50 The Committee noted with interest that the group, being aware that it will become
mandatory under SOLAS from 1 January 2009 for all companies owning or managing ships to
be issued with an IMO identification number (resolution MSC.194(80)), it had agreed to require
data on the IMO registered owner identification number and on the IMO company identification
number in the form for the International Certificate on Inventory of Hazardous Materials
(Appendix 3 to the Annex to the convention) and in the form of the International Ready for
Recycling Certificate (Appendix 4 to the Annex to the convention). The reason the group had
required the company information on the certificates was in order to resolve the longstanding
request by delegations to bring under the convention information on ownership contained in the
commercial sale contract for recycling.

3.51 The Committee noted that the group, as instructed by plenary, had deleted Articles 13bis,
7.2, and 12.1bis and regulations 7bis and 8.2 (second option). Furthermore the group had
included self-elevating platforms in the definition of ship in Article 2.9 of the draft convention.

3.52  On the subject of certification under the convention, the Committee noted that the group
had agreed that, when issued, the International Ready for Recycling Certificate should not
replace the International Certificate on Inventory of Hazardous Materials, that it should have a
maximum validity of three months, and that the Certificate may be extended by the
Administration, or by any person or organization authorized by it, for a single point to point
voyage to the Ship Recycling Facility.

3.53 Also, as instructed by plenary, the group had reconsidered document
MEPC-ISRWG 3/2/2 by IACS, and had agreed to amend regulation 5 to require the preparation
of a “visual/sampling check plan”. The group, however, had been unable to reach agreement on
the proposed introduction of a column in Appendix 2 containing “threshold values and
exemptions”. While there was much support for the proposal by IACS, the majority of the
group, recognizing the great difficulty in attempting to provide such figures at the present time
and also recalling that it is intended to provide threshold values in the relevant guidelines, had
decided not to take forward this proposal at this meeting.
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3.54 The Committee noted that the group had considered the submission by Norway
(MEPC 57/3/19) proposing to include three more Hazardous Materials in Appendices 1 and 2 of
the Annex to the draft convention. The same proposal had been discussed by
the 3rd Intersessional Working Group on Ship Recycling. While the group had been divided over
the inclusion of two or three of the substances proposed by Norway, the group had finally
decided against the inclusion of any new entries in Appendices 1 and 2. Some delegations had
felt particularly that such decisions should best be taken by experts under the provisions of
regulations 6 and 7 of the Annex to the draft convention.

3.55 In that connection, the Committee instructed the Secretariat to liaise with the Secretariat
of the Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants and to report to MEPC 58 on the
status of that Convention’s consideration of the three substances which had been proposed by
Norway for inclusion in Appendices 1 and 2 of the Annex to the draft convention.

3.56 The Committee, having agreed to prepare a draft Conference resolution addressing the
adequacy of recycling capacity and having also agreed that such a draft Conference resolution
should be drafted by a correspondence group, instructed the working group to prepare terms of
reference for the correspondence group. The terms of reference for the correspondence group, as
agreed by the Committee, are as follows:

A the correspondence group' is instructed to prepare a draft resolution for the
diplomatic Conference to address the circumstances in which sufficient recycling
capacity may not be available both before and following entry into force of the
Convention, taking into account the decisions made at MEPC 57;

2 the draft resolution should encourage States to ratify the Convention at the earliest
opportunity, and should address disincentives for flag and recycling States to
ratify the Convention;

3 the draft resolution should not conflict with the requirements of the Convention
itself, and should not require any amendments to the text of the Convention as
drafted;

4 the correspondence group should also consider the draft resolution in the context

of the entry into force provisions; and

5 the correspondence group should report the outcome of its deliberations to
MEPC 58.

3.57 The Committee noted that the group had agreed to the proposal by the United States
(MEPC 57/3/8) to simplify the format of Appendix 5 of the Annex to the draft convention,

Co-ordinator:
Ms Katy Ware
Senior Policy Advisor
Shipping Policy Division
Department for Transport
Great Minster House, 76 Marsham Street
London SWIP 4DR
Tel:  +44 20 7944 5404
email: katy.ware@dft.gsi.gov.uk
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subject to certain modifications. The group however had been unable to complete this work at
this session and the latter part of Appendix 5 remained within square brackets.

3.58 During the course of discussion, India had suggested, in document MEPC 57/3/16, that
there may be a need to address situations in which a ship is sold to a “Cash Buyer” where the
ship is no longer flying the flag of a particular State for a limited period immediately prior to
delivery to the recycling facility. The delegation of Norway had invited the group’s attention to
annex 3 of document MEPC 57/3, where two proposals were offered as possible means of
addressing the concern identified by India by prohibiting de-registration until the ship is
delivered to a recycling facility.

3.59 The Committee noted that the matter was addressed to some extent by the last part of the
definition of “shipowner” in regulation 1 which stated that the term includes “those who have
ownership of the ship for a limited period pending its sale or handing over of a ship to a
recycling facility”. In this regard, it had been suggested that it might be necessary to review the
provisions where a shipowner had a duty to communicate with the Administration (i.e. flag
State) to determine whether this might need to be under the remit of the competent Authority of
the recycling State when the ship to be recycled was without a flag. The group had also noted
that issues relating to registration and de-registration of ships could be complex, and it would not
be possible to develop a simple provision in the draft convention to address the full range of
possible situations. Furthermore the group had decided that it was not necessary to have any
special provisions in the draft convention to address cash buyers but it had been finally agreed to
review the issue at the intersessional working group.

3.60 The Committee noted that the group had discussed submissions MEPC 57/3/21 by
Denmark and France and MEPC 57/3/18 by ICS and other NGOs addressing regulations 9
and 25. There had been support for the concepts in the documents but not sufficient to lead to
agreed changes to the text of the draft convention. It had been agreed however that the issue was
important and should be subject to further debate by the intersessional working group.

3.61 The Committee was advised that Greenpeace International and Friends of the Earth
International had introduced the two issues of document MEPC 57/3/7 which had not been
introduced in plenary. The proposal to strengthen the substitution principle had been rejected by
the working group as delegates had considered that this was already covered by regulations 6
and 7 of the draft Annex to the convention. Greenpeace International had made it clear that its
proposal for an economic mechanism for internalizing costs for safe and environmentally sound
ship recycling was not covered by Article 13 on Technical assistance and co-operation. The
group had suggested that Greenpeace International and Friends of the Earth International might
consider submitting a more detailed proposal for such a funding mechanism to a future session of
the Committee.

Draft conditions for entry into force

3.62 The Committee had requested the working group to provide advice on the draft
conditions for entry into force which had been proposed by Japan in document MEPC 57/3/13.
Japan had proposed a formulation for the entry into force Article which would require a
minimum number of States, a tonnage threshold, and a factor based on the ratio of ship recycling
capacity to the combined tonnage of merchant shipping. In the time available the Group had
been unable to discuss this proposal, but it had recognized that this question might relate to some
extent to the work of the correspondence group. The representative of the Legal Office had
explained that there was no problem in principle in having recycling capacity as an element in
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the entry into force provisions but that, nevertheless, it would be necessary to have clarity and
precision on how the recycling capacity was to be objectively determined by the depositary.

Development of a work plan

3.63 The Committee agreed to the group’s advice that there is a strong need for holding an
intersessional meeting of the Working Group on Ship Recycling the week before MEPC 58 of
four day duration, in order to help the finalization of the draft text of the Convention in good
time to be circulated for the diplomatic conference planned for May 2009.

3.64 The Committee also agreed to the draft Terms of Reference prepared by the working
group for the proposed Intersessional Working Group, as set out below:

“On the basis of the outcome of MEPC 57 and taking into account any relevant documents
submitted to MEPC 58, the fourth Intersessional Working Group on Ship Recycling is
instructed to:

1 consider and resolve any outstanding issues and corresponding text of the
draft convention;

2 consider document MEPC 57/3/13 by Japan;

3 prepare a final version of the draft convention for an Article-by-Article
and regulation-by-regulation review by MEPC 58; and

4 submit a written report to MEPC 58.”

3.65 The Committee then revised the work plan for the development of the convention, which
had been developed by the working group taking into account the progress made at the
fifty-seventh session of the Committee, the Organization’s general work plan, and the proposal
by Japan in document MEPC 57/3/6. Following discussion the Committee approved the work
plan as shown below:

Prepare draft conference resolution for addressing the
circumstances in which sufficient recycling capacity may
not be available.

Correspondence
Group

April-August 2008

Council C 100

June 2008

Endorse date for diplomatic conference.

4 ISRWG 30 September- Resolve outstanding issues and prepare final version of the
3 October 2008 draft convention.
MEPC 58 6-10 October 2008 Article-by-Article and regulation-by-regulation review of
DG the draft Convention;
Finalize the draft convention;
Circulate the draft convention for the diplomatic
conference.
Diplomatic [11-15 May 2009 Adoption of the International Convention for the Safe and
Conference Hong Kong, China] Environmentally Sound Recycling of Ships.
MEPC 59 [July 2009] Consideration of the draft Guidelines for Safe and

Environmentally Sound Ship Recycling for adoption.
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3.66 The delegation of Turkey stated that its position regarding UNCLOS is well known and
remains unchanged within the context of the International Convention for the Safe and
Environmentally Sound Recycling of Ships.

3.67 The delegation of the United States made a statement, as set out in annex 3. The
delegations of Bangladesh, the Marshall Islands and the Russian Federation associated
themselves with the statement.

4 PREVENTION OF AIR POLLUTION FROM SHIPS

4.1 The Committee noted that this agenda item concerned two major issues: review of
MARPOL Annex VI and the NOx Technical Code; and control of greenhouse gas emissions
from ships. The Committee agreed to first consider the review of MARPOL Annex VI as well as
other air pollution issues, and then greenhouse gas matters.

REVIEW OF MARPOL ANNEX VI AND THE NOy TECHNICAL CODE

4.2 The Committee recalled that MEPC 56 had included the outcome of BLG 12 on the
review of MARPOL Annex VI and the NOy Technical Code as an urgent matter emanating from
a subsidiary body meeting which took place less than 13 weeks before MEPC 57, in accordance
with paragraph 4.9 of the Committees’ Guidelines.

4.3 To provide members with the possibility to comment on the outcome of
BLG 12 on the review of MARPOL Annex VI and the NOy Technical Code, the Secretariat and
the Chairman, in accordance with paragraph 4.12 of the Committee’s Guidelines, had consulted
on the matter and had agreed on a relaxed deadline by two weeks for submitting documents
commenting on the report from BLG 12 on this issue. The Committee agreed that these
documents would be considered along with the other documents.

44  Following a proposal by the Chairman, the Committee agreed to consider the air
pollution matters in the following order:

1 outcome of the informal Cross Government/Industry Scientific Group of Experts;

2 outcome of BLG 12 on the review of MARPOL Annex VI and the NOy Technical
Code;

3 options for reduction of SOy and PM;

4 NOxy regulations for existing engines;
5 fuel oil specification;
.6 report on long term availability of halons; and

7 re-establishing the Working Group on Air Pollution.
4.5 The Committee agreed that, due to the large number of submitted documents (more

than 60) under this agenda item, only basic documents should be briefly introduced in plenary
while the remaining documents would be forwarded to the working group for consideration. The
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discussion in plenary should be aimed at giving instructions to the working group, and not
considering technical details.

4.6 The Committee also agreed that matters related to the revision of the NOy Technical Code
and proposed amendments to resolution MEPC.130(53) — Guidelines for on-board exhaust gas
cleaning systems, including finalization of the washwater discharge criteria for such systems,
should not be considered by the plenary but that they should be referred to the working group.

4.7  The Committee further agreed that the following documents should be only introduced in
the Working Group on MARPOL Annex VI and the NOy Technical Code:

MEPC 57/4/1 Secretariat Amendments to the Guidelines for On-board
Exhaust Gas Cleaning Systems and development
of Washwater Discharge Criteria for such
systems

MEPC 57/4/13 Japan Study related to reduction of SO emissions

MEPC 57/4/14 China Comments on the report on the outcome of the
informal Cross Government/Industry Scientific
Group of Experts

MEPC 57/4/15 FOEI Avoided global premature mortality
resulting from reduction of sulphur in marine fuel

MEPC 57/4/16 INTERTANKO MARPOL Annex VI — related matters

MEPC 57/4/20

Denmark, Estonia,
Finland, Germany,

A need to further address SO, emissions from
shipping

Latvia, Lithuania,
Poland, the Russian
Federation and
Sweden
MEPC 57/4/24 Secretariat Sulphur monitoring for 2007
MEPC 57/4/25 OCIMF Commentary on the possible outcomes of
MARPOL Annex VI review
MEPC 57/4/26 IPIECA The Annex VI revision process: a statement from
refiners on proposed changes to the marine fuel
supply chain
MEPC 57/4/28 ICS The revision of MARPOL Annex VI
MEPC 57/4/32 Marshall Islands Comments on the outcome of BLG 12
MEPC 57/4/34 ITF MARPOL Annex VI-related matters
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MEPC 57/4/35 IBIA Comment on the outcome of BLG 12 on the
review of MARPOL Annex VI and the NO,
Technical Code

MEPC 57/4/36 BIMCO Comment on the outcome of BLG 12 on the
review of MARPOL Annex VI and the NO,
Technical Code

MEPC 57/4/39 FOEI Comments on BLG 12 and Options for SOy
Reductions from Shipping

MEPC 57/4/40 FOEI Comments on the outcome of BLG 12 on the
review of MARPOL Annex VI and the NOj4
Technical Code

MEPC 57/4/42 United Kingdom Comments on the options identified by BLG 12
relating to the review of MARPOL Annex VI and
the NOx Technical Code

MEPC 57/4/43 EUROMOT Comments on the outcome of BLG 12 on the
proposal for an alternative procedure for
certification of serially produced engines

MEPC 57/4/44 EUROMOT Proposal for an alternative procedure for
certification of serially produced engines

MEPC 57/4/46 Denmark Comments to new NO, emission limits

MEPC 57/4/48 IPIECA The Annex VI revision process: comment on

MEPC 57/4/23

MEPC 57/4/49 INTERTANKO MARPOL Annex VI — related matters revision of
MARPOL Annex VI

Statement by Brazil

4.8 The delegation of Brazil drew the attention of the Committee to its concerns expressed at
BLG 12 regarding the possible solutions to tackle air pollution from ships (BLG 12/17,
paragraph 6.5). Brazil agreed with the setting of targets for stricter reduction of air pollutants in a
“phased-in” manner. Although recognizing the importance of the subject and the enormous
challenge facing the maritime industry for a speedy adoption of amendments to MARPOL
Annex VI and related instruments, Brazil expressed the view that IMO should adopt solutions for
which technology was readily available. In this respect, and in order to avoid setting an
unrealistic timetable for compliance with stringent standards, as was the case with the Ballast
Water Management Convention, Brazil recommended that, before any timeframe was agreed,
provision should be made for a formal review of the availability of technologies and equipment
and for the market capacity to provide such technology. Points to bear in mind also included
cost-efficiency, timing for installation and capacity for compliant fuel supply. Sufficient time
should also be given for the maritime industry to adapt to the new restrictive emission limits and
new technologies to meet such limits. Brazil reiterated its commitment to the Organization's
objectives and affirmed its belief that any target dates for emission limits should be practical,
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achievable and significantly beneficial to the environment. The delegation of Saudi Arabia
associated itself with the statement by Brazil.

Statement by the European Commission

4.9  The observer of the European Commission reiterated the Commission’s strong preference
for global solutions, as may be agreed by IMO, with the objective of reducing air pollution and
greenhouse gas emissions from ships. On both issues the Commission had always clearly
indicated that it would await IMO action, in accordance with the timelines already established by
the Organization, for the necessary global mandatory measures to be developed and adopted.
The European Commission was, therefore, fully in line with IMO on the work being carried out
and, while significant progress needed to be made during 2008, its position had not changed.
However, should it not be possible for the Organization to maintain the established timelines, the
Commission retained the right to initiate appropriate action to protect the environment.

Statement by IAPH

4.10 The IAPH observer reminded the Committee of its information document
(MEPC 56/INF.13) regarding practical and effective measures for ports to create a clean air
environment in their areas of control. The document provided information on the development of
guidance for such measures which would be included in a so-called “Tool Box for Port Clean Air
Programs”. At the time of the statement during MEPC 56 it was expected that the Tool Box
would be ready for presentation in the autumn of 2007. Unfortunately the development had taken
up more efforts and more time than IAPH would have wished and no document could be
submitted to this session of the Committee. However, the hard work of participating ports around
the world had enabled the on line version of the Tool Box to be available as of 1 April 2008 with
the following web address: www.iaphworldports.org.

Information documents

4.11  The Committee noted the following information documents:

A MEPC 57/INF.5 (Sweden) providing information about a study on emission
trading for sulphur and nitrogen oxides conducted in Sweden on request of the
Swedish Government;

2 MEPC 57/INF.6 (Secretariat) containing the basis and input from the four
subgroups for the final report by the informal Cross Government/Industry
Scientific Group of Experts which had been published as document MEPC 57/4;

3 MEPC 57/INF.7 (Secretariat) providing a report commissioned by the informal
Cross Government/Industry Scientific Group of Experts on the analysis of
impacts on global refining and CO, emissions of potential regulatory scenarios for
international marine bunker fuel; and

4 MEPC 57/INF.14 (Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Lithuania, Latvia,
Poland, the Russian Federation and Sweden) providing information on emissions
of NOy from shipping in the Baltic Sea and estimation of NOy emissions
according to the proposed Tier II and Tier III regulations for new engines.
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Outcome of the Informal Cross Government/industry Scientific Group of Experts

4.12 The Committee recalled that the Secretary-General, at the last session, had proposed the
setting up of an informal Cross Government/Industry Scientific Group of Experts to undertake a
comprehensive study to evaluate the effects of the different fuel options proposed under the
review process of MARPOL Annex VI.

4.13  The Committee recalled also that there was overwhelming support for the initiative and
that MEPC 56 had endorsed the course of action proposed by the Secretary-General to establish
the informal Cross Government/Industry Scientific Group of Experts and the proposed Terms of
Reference for the Group. MEPC 56 had also approved a relaxed deadline for submission of the
Scientific Group of Experts’ report to both BLG 12 and MEPC 56.

4.14 The Committee welcomed the report of the informal Cross Government/Industry
Scientific Group of Experts (MEPC 57/4), established following an initiative by the
Secretary-General to undertake a comprehensive study to evaluate the effects of the different fuel
options proposed under the revision of MARPOL Annex VI and the NOx Technical Code. The
Committee thanked the experts nominated to the Group by Member States and organizations in
consultative status who served the Group in their personal capacity.

4.15 The Committee expressed sincere appreciation to all the Member States and international
organizations that had contributed financially towards the work of the Scientific Group of

Experts as specified in paragraph 4 of document MEPC 57/4.

4.16 The Committee noted that the following corrections should be made to
document MEPC 57/4:

1 Paragraph 61: The table should be replaced with the table below:

2020 Scenarios (Ensys WORLD model). Incremental cost vs. base case 2020

Affected Increase vs. base
quantity (mill case (mill
Options USD/bbl* USD/ton* ton) USDl/year)
Option C 12.97 87 460 40,042
Option B2 (DMB) 2.54 17 480 8,325
Option B2 (DMA) 2.67 18 479 8,751

*Marine fuels global average cost

2 The Note below the table should be replaced by the Note below:
“Note: Option C data has been derived from the EnSys work using a correction
factor — see paragraph 102. Data for options B and B1 could not be derived the
EnSys study for IMO.”

3 Paragraph 91: The title “International Energy Agency” should be replaced with
“United States Energy Information Administration”.

4 Paragraph 102: the last sentence should be replaced by:
“The Tables below reflect this corrected data”.
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4.17 In his introduction, the Group of Experts’ Chairman, Mr. Mike Hunter
(United Kingdom), emphasized that the Group was grateful to Member States and organizations
in consultative status that donated funds to make the study possible. The work was divided
between four subgroups specializing in shipping, fuel supply, health and environment and
computer-based modelling, with expert subgroup leaders volunteering to co-ordinate the work,
participation in the subgroups was open to all regardless of the area of their expertise. The
Group included a wide variety of expertise; and individuals with expertise in one area could not
necessarily validate work in another; the Scientific Group quickly realized that any attempt to
quantitatively evaluate the repercussions of the options required some significant assumptions
such as future growth in shipping, trends in crude oil prices, applications for SECAs and so on;
for this reason, the report of the group should be seen as providing a set of calculations to assist
MEPC 57 to reach conclusions having taken into account the uncertainties and assumptions
involved; the report does not make any recommendations.

4.18 The Committee noted the following clarifications related to document MEPC 57/4:

1 paragraph 86: The assumption that abatement equipment would achieve
a 10% market penetration has been applied specifically to the environmental
impact analysis of only those options that permit the abatement alternative
(paragraph 132 and following);

2 paragraph 90.5: The model was run using requirements for marine diesel oil
quality (DMB) that are more stringent than the current ISO 8217 specifications
for this product, but reflecting actual average quality of DMB on the market. The
Group later realised that the required refinery investments and projected increase
in emissions in case of a global change to distillates were higher than would be
expected if marine diesel were produced closer to the ISO 8217 specification
requirements. The model results have been manually corrected to reflect this, as
described more fully in paragraph 102, though such fuel may not meet the “clear
and bright” specification included in the original option C proposal; and

3 paragraphs 105 and 106 deal with changes to refinery CO, emissions, noting that
these must be seen in combination with changes in ship CO, emissions as
presented earlier in paragraphs 16 and 33, and consequential impacts in
paragraphs 149 and 150.

4.19 The Committee agreed that the report of the informal Cross Government/Industry
Scientific Group of Experts contained a considerable volume of information that would enable
the Committee to conclude its deliberations on what future regulations may be most appropriate
for adoption in the amended Annex VI. The Committee noted that further information could be
found in the two information documents providing background material to the final report,
MEPC 57/INF.6 and MEPC 57/INF.7.

420 The Committee approved the report in general and expressed appreciation to the Group
for the comprehensive work undertaken within the very limited time available and the
professionalism the Group had exercised in its undertaking. The Committee expressed in
particular appreciation to the Chairman, Mr. Mike Hunter, and the four sub-group leaders,
Ms. Gillian Reynolds (Health and Environment), Mr. Eddy van Bouwel (Fuel Supply),
Mr. Niels-Bjorn Mortensen (Shipping) and Mr. Koichi Yoshida (Computer-Based Modelling).
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4.21 The Secretary-General thanked the Group collectively and individually and, in particular,
its chairman and the leaders of the subgroups, for their dedication and hard work. He went on
and thanked the donors listed in paragraph 4 of document MEPC 57/4 for their kind
contributions enabling the Group to undertake its comprehensive work. The Secretary-General
informed the Committee that the balance described in paragraph 5 of the above-mentioned
document would be utilized for the update of the 2000 IMO GHG Study.

Outcome of BLG 12 on the review of MARPOL Annex VI and the NO, Technical Code

4.22 The Committee noted that MARPOL Annex VI, regulations for the Prevention of
Air Pollution from Ships, as at 29 February 2008, had 48 Parties, representing
approximately 74.73% of the gross tonnage of the world’s merchant shipping fleet.

4.23 The Committee recalled that MEPC 53 had agreed that MARPOL Annex VI should
undergo a general revision and that the task was placed on the work programme of the
BLG Sub-Committee with a view to significantly reduce air pollution from ships in the shortest
possible time.

4.24 The Committee recalled also that MEPC 56 had approved a revised time table to
complete the review of MARPOL Annex VI and the NOyx Technical Code with a view to
adoption at MEPC 58 in October this year.

4.25 The Committee noted that BLG 12 had completed its tasks and that, in accordance with
the decision of MEPC 56 (MEPC 56/23, paragraph 4.18), the outcome of BLG 12 on the review
of MARPOL Annex VI and the NOy Technical Code had been reported in summary form in
document MEPC 57/4/23 and the full report of BLG 12 could be found in document BLG 12/17.

426 The Committee considered the report on the outcome of BLG 12 in document
MEPC 57/4/23, approved the report in general and noted that BLG 12 had completed the
technical aspects of the review of MARPOL Annex VI and the NOy Technical Code and had
finalized a draft text for the two instruments and forwarded them to the Committee for
consideration with a view to adoption at MEPC 58. The Committee noted in particular that
BLG 12 had:

1 agreed that the current structure of MARPOL Annex VI should be maintained;

2 agreed on future Tier II and Tier III NOy standards for new engines installed on
ships constructed on or after 1 January 2011 and 1 January 2016, respectively;

3 developed two different draft options for possible NOy regulations for existing
(pre-2000) engines, although it was recognized that there also was an option not
to include NOy standards for existing engines in the amended MARPOL
Annex VI;

4 agreed that PM would be included in the scope of the amended Annex VI, so no
explicit PM limits should be introduced in the amended MARPOL Annex VI at
this time, as PM emissions would be reduced as a function of reducing sulphur
emissions;
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5 agreed that the three options identified for reduction of SOy and PM emissions
represented an equitable and fair compression of the different concepts and
proposals under consideration by the Organization;

.6 agreed to recommend to the Committee to approach ISO inviting them to develop
a draft fuel oil specification where also parameters related to air quality and ship
safety were included;

7 finalized draft text to amend the NO, Technical Code and that the Secretariat had
compiled the agreed amendments in a clean draft in document
MEPC 57/4/23/Add.1 for consideration with a view to adoption at MEPC 58;

.8 finalized proposed draft amendments to the revised guidelines for exhaust gas
cleaning systems as well as washwater discharge criteria for such systems and
agreed to forward the proposed draft amendments to the Committee for
consideration with a view to adoption;

9 could not recommend introducing market-based instrument in the revised
MARPOL Annex VI,

10 identified the non-mandatory instruments, such as guidelines and circulars, that

needed to be developed or updated as a consequence of the amendments to
MARPOL Annex VI and the NO, Technical Code;

A1 agreed on a draft procedure to verify sulphur content in fuel and that this
procedure could also be used as guidance in the interim period before the
amendments enter into force; and

.12 considered the draft guidelines for the development of a VOC management plan.

4.27  With regard to the revised guidelines for exhaust gas cleaning systems and, in particular,
the developed washwater discharge criteria for such systems, Greece expressed strong concerns
and argued that this criteria should not be decided without input from GESAMP.

4.28 The Committee agreed that the working group should consider the washwater discharge
criteria further and, if it was decided that the draft proposed discharge criteria should be interim,
GESAMP would be involved in the process to make the criteria permanent.

Monitoring the worldwide average of sulphur content of residual fuel

429 The Committee noted the information on sulphur monitoring for the year 2007 in
document MEPC 57/4/24. The average sulphur level in residual fuel oil for 2007 was 2.42%
representing a reduction of 0.17 percentage points from the previous year, 2006 when it
was 2.59%. It was noted that the explanation for this decrease may be the entering into force of
the Baltic and North Sea SECAs and not that the actual global sulphur content has actually gone
down. The average sulphur content had been calculated on the basis of the number of samples
tested and not the actual quantity of fuel oil bunkered. As the bunkered quantity per bunkering
had decreased, the explanation may be that ships took on board smaller quantities of low-sulphur
fuel oil for consumption within the SECAs. The increase in low sulphur samples may indicate
that low-sulphur fuel oil is tested more frequently to secure compliance. Both these factors may
lead to an increased number of low sulphur samples and thereby a lower average sulphur level in
the Sulphur Monitoring Programme than the actual global sulphur level.

I:\MEPC\57\21.doc



MEPC 57/21 - 36 -

Options for reduction of SO, and PM emissions

430 The Committee considered the three options identified by BLG 12, as described in
paragraph 34 of document MEPC 57/4/23. The Committee noted that BLG 12 had agreed that
the three options represented an equitable and fair condensation of the concepts and proposals
under consideration by the Organization and that they would constitute an appropriate basis for
framing the discussion of this important issue by the Committee. It was agreed that the respective
implementation dates, sulphur levels, and concepts outlined in the three options would all be
subject to debate and modification and that nothing precluded the development of a hybrid
solution.

431 The Committee considered document MEPC 57/4/29 (ICS and BIMCO), providing a
draft proposed text on adoption requirements for the micro-Emission Control Areas that forms
part of Option 3. The co-sponsors proposed a draft text on “Criteria and procedures for
designation of Micro-Emission Control Areas (M-ECA)” to provide a basis for discussion. The
co-sponsors also proposed the term “Local/Limited ECA (L-ECA)” instead of the previously
proposed term “Micro-ECA”.

4.32 The Committee considered documents MEPC 57/4/30 and MEPC 57/4/31 (Finland,
Germany and Norway) presenting a total “package” for new requirements on NOy regulations for
both new and existing engines, future sulphur limits, fuel oil quality as well as a way forward on
PM. In presenting this proposal, the sponsors deviated from their primary viewpoints to
contribute to a firm decision by the Committee. The co-sponsors stated that an important reason
for developing the proposal had been to ensure that IMO continued to be in the lead in
establishing a global framework for international shipping regarding enhanced environmental
protection and ship safety. The revised Annex VI should stand the test of time, and not trigger
new initiatives for stricter emission limits shortly after the adoption of the ongoing revision. The
co-sponsors regarded the revision as a positive process with a lot of useful input and interesting
proposals. However, IMO was close to the decisive moment of taking a decision. The sponsors
stressed that it was of utmost importance that the Committee sticks to the timetable on all issues.
The review period had been sufficient in order to bring forward information, experiences and
expertise on environmental and human health effects, technology development, effects on
industries, ship operation, compliance and enforcement aspects — all relevant elements needed
inorder to enable IMO to take a decision. All stakeholders would benefit from a
clear 2008-decision by the Committee in order to prepare for compliance with new requirements.
The aim had been to establish new requirements which responded to the environmental needs
and ensured ship safety. The co-sponsors had undertaken a thorough consideration of the
interrelationship between the various emission types and requirements. In the view of the
co-sponsors, the emission reductions of NOx and PM could not be separated from the fuel issue.
The short term measures in the package made use of existing technology and fuels, and the long
term measures would imply extensive changes in technologies and fuels to be used. Furthermore,
the co-sponsors had strived to combine the advantages of the global approach with the special
needs of areas subject to severe air quality problems. Finland, Germany and Norway invited
States and stakeholders to consider the proposal as a positive attempt to establish a solid way
forward for IMO, and the Committee to consider the package to be the basis for the final
decision on the revised Annex VI to MARPOL.

4.33 The Committee considered document MEPC 57/4/38 (Norway) providing the results
from a computer model run of the “package” presented in documents MEPC 57/4/30 and
MEPC 57/4/31 by the same computer model as used for the six options that was computer
modelled by the Health and Environment Sub-group for the Scientific Group of Experts. The
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document summarized the environmental effects of possible options to reduce SOy, NOx and
PM emissions, and concluded that a global approach combined with regional requirements
would have better environmental benefits than a regional approach only.

4.34 The United Kingdom refered to its submission in document MEPC 57/4/42, commenting
on the outcome of BLG 12 and expressing preference for a modified “Option 3”. The United
Kingdom was in favour of a global cap supported by regionally based ECAs but was not in
favour of internationally regulated Micro-ECAs. The United Kingdom noted that such areas
would normally be defined by national authorities with the power to regulate such areas within
their jurisdiction. The United Kingdom also proposed a global sulphur cap of 1,50%, because the
initially proposed limit of 3.00% would not prevent an increase in the global SOx emissions from
shipping, given the predicted rise in shipping volume. The United Kingdom argued that the
proposed global sulphur cap of 1,50% was feasible and that setting a challenging yet achievable
limit would avoid a proliferation of regional ECAs; except, where there was a proven
environmental justification. Similarly, by setting these limits, it would afford protection to
coastal communities without the capability to introduce and enforce an ECA. The
United Kingdom drew the Committee’s attention to the Scientific Group's finding, that SOx
levels on shore are primarily influenced by the size and sulphur limits in an adjacent SECA and
less by the global sulphur cap, calling into question the cost benefit of very low global sulphur
levels and especially the costs and additional CO, emissions associated with global use of
distillates. The United Kingdom expressed concerns that the investment, additional costs,
increased CO, emissions and practical availability of sufficient quantities of distillate fuels was
questionable. There was also a significant cost to both refinery and shipping industry which
raised questions of the overall net benefit. The United Kingdom believed that focusing on a
solution dependent on only the fuel itself was far too restrictive and the option for achievement
of a reduction in emissions by the use of alternative technologies should not be closed. Inclusion
of acceptable alternative technological solutions would spur industry to maintain progress on
currently available technology and lead to the development of additional means in the future.

4.35 A large number of delegations, including several Parties to the 1997 Protocol (Belgium,
Croatia, Estonia, France, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Slovenia and Sweden), expressed support for
the joint proposal by Finland, Germany and Norway (also Parties) presented in documents
MEPC 57/4/30 and MEPC 57/4/31. A number of other delegations, including a number of
Parties to the 1997 Protocol (Denmark, Greece, the Netherlands and Poland), expressed support
to the proposal in principle but they wanted their concerns to be considered in more detail in the
working group before a final decision was made.

436 Also a substantial number of delegations, including several Parties to the 1997 Protocol
(Bahamas, Cook Islands, Japan, Liberia, Marshall Islands and Spain), supported the proposal by
the United Kingdom (also Party) on a revised Option 3 as presented in document MEPC 57/4/42.

4.37 The majority of delegations that took the floor did not support the introduction of “micro”
or “local” emission control areas. The Committee agreed that, due to insufficient support, no
further consideration of the concept was appropriate and agreed to instruct the working group
accordingly.

4.38 The Committee considered the inclusion of a review clause in the future global sulphur

regulation ensuring commercial availability of suitable technology or required fuels and agreed
that the working group should consider the issue during its deliberations.
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4.39 The Committee agreed that sufficient information, including technical and scientific data,
existed for the Committee to approve amendments to MARPOL Annex VI at the current session.
It was noted that no delegations advocated no action and the Committee agreed that further
detailed discussions should take place in the working group enabling the Committee to make a
final decision based on the outcome.

4.40 The Committee agreed to instruct the working group to finalize a principal option for
future sulphur and PM regulations for final decision by the Committee in plenary, taking into
account the comments made in plenary.

Possible NO, regulation for existing engines

4.41 The Committee noted that BLG 12 had developed two options for possible NOy
regulations for existing (pre-2000) engines as described in paragraphs 25 to 31 of document
MEPC 57/4/23. The first option would apply the standard to all engines regardless of availability
and would subject ships which could not upgrade to some form of punitive or alternative
treatment (e.g., denial of port entry, a requirement to use distillate fuel, or some alternative
measure such as de-rating the engine). The second approach would employ a market-based
“kit-approach” where the standard would apply to only those engines where an approved
upgrade kit was commercially available. The Committee recognized that there also was an
option not to include any NOx standards for existing engines in the amended MARPOL
Annex VI.

4.42 The Committee considered document MEPC 57/4/33 (Germany and Japan) providing
comments on the application range of possible NOy regulation for existing engines developed
and agreed by BLG 12. The co-sponsors proposed that the application range of existing engines
should be “engines with per cylinder displacement at or above 90 L and the power output at or
above 5000 kW”.

4.43 The Committee considered document MEPC 57/4/41 (United States) proposing revisions
to simplify the “kit-approach” in Option 2 of the draft amendments to regulation 13 of Annex VI
to control NOy emissions from certain engines built between 1990 and 1999 that have not
undergone a major modification since 1 January 2000.

4.44 The Committee considered document MEPC 57/4/45 (Denmark) supporting Option 1 to
NOy regulation for existing engines and favours a cylinder displacement approach of [30/60]
litres. The document also provided comments on the need for a simplified approach for
certifying existing engines and the need for a simplified technical file for such engines.
Denmark reasoned that “Option 2” (“the kit-approach”) would not deliver the desired reduction
without the use of economic incentives.

4.45 The Committee considered document MEPC 57/4/47 (European Commission) providing
additional information related to possible NOy regulation for existing engines. The European
Maritime Safety Agency (EMSA), in co-operation with the European Commission, conducted a
study on possible modifications on existing engines to reduce NOy emissions. The study gave an
overview of possible technological options for different categories of ships and showed that a
significant part of existing engines could be modified, although there could be disadvantages in
doing so in fuel consumption and installation/operational cost.

4.46 Following a brief debate, where delegations sought clarifications on the two approaches
and some delegations expressed concerns over a possible fuel penalty as a consequence of
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upgrading existing engines, the Committee agreed to task the working group with considering
the issue further and provide advice for a final decision.

Fuel oil specification

4.47 The Committee noted the debate at BLG 12 where it was agreed to recommend to the
Committee to approach ISO inviting them to develop a draft fuel specification where also
parameters related to air quality and ship safety was included.

4.48 The Committee considered document MEPC 57/4/37 (Norway) providing comments on
MEPC 57/4/23 suggesting an addition to the proposed action to be taken by the Committee
regarding the request to ISO on a fuel oil specification in line with regulation 18. The document
furthermore contained a draft legal text if option 1, or similar options, should be preferred by the
Committee.

4.49 The delegation of the United Kingdom, supported by Australia, reminded the Committee
of the recommendation by BLG 12 that no fuel oil specification should be included in the
amended MARPOL Annex VI. The development of fuel standards should be left to the ISO.
There was no justification for inclusion of parameters other than sulphur until the Committee had
an opportunity to address other fuel properties as a dedicated Work Programme Item.

4.50 The Proposal by Norway was supported by Germany. India expressed the need for a
tightening of certain parameters in the existing ISO standard.

4.51 The Committee noted the oral information by the ISO observer that it was currently
undertaking a substantial review of the relevant fuel oil specifications and was totally
committed to assist and support IMO in its work to protect the marine and atmospheric
environment as well as enhancing maritime safety. ISO advised that its Working Group for
ISO 8217 had been re-established to assist IMO in final standards needs based on the debate in
the BLG Sub-Committee over the past two years.

4.52  The Committee agreed to invite ISO to develop recommendations to be considered by the
Organization concerning a draft fuel oil specification with recommendations on the specific
parameters related to air quality, ship safety engine performance and crew health as well as
specific values as appropriate. The Committee agreed that the working group should be tasked
with identifying what parameters IMO should request ISO to include in a future marine fuel oil
specification, including parameters affecting engine performance and crew health.
The Committee further agreed that the decision on whether to include a fuel oil specification in
the amended MARPOL Annex VI should only be taken following the final decision on future
sulphur regulation.

Report on long term availability of halons

4.53 The Committee considered document MEPC 57/4/19 (Secretariat), reporting on the
outcome of the nineteenth meeting of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol on matters related to
the long-term availability of halons. The Organization was requested to assist the Ozone
Secretariat in investigating the issue of regional imbalances in distribution of halons, by
encouraging the Member States to collect data on the number of halon systems; the number of
ships so equipped; and the total amount of halons installed on board ships flying their flag.
Member States were encouraged to convey this information to the Ozone Secretariat for its use
in completing the assignment it has received from the Parties to the Montreal Protocol.
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4.54 The Committee agreed that the working group should be tasked with developing a draft
MSC-MEPC Circular for consideration with a view to approval and forward it to the Maritime
Safety Committee for consideration and concurrent decision.

Establishment of the Working Group on Air Pollution

4.55 The Committee recalled that MEPC 56 agreed in principle to re-establish the Working
Group on Air Pollution at this session and re-established the Working Group on Air Pollution
under the Chairmanship of Mr. Bryan Wood-Thomas (United States) with the following Terms
of Reference:

“Taking into consideration submissions by Members and comments made in Plenary, the
Working Group on Air Pollution is instructed to:

1 finalize the draft amendments to MARPOL Annex VI on the basis of annex 1 to
document MEPC 57/4/23, including finalization of the principal option for future
sulphur and PM regulations;

2 finalize the draft amendments to the NOy Technical Code, including a simplified
certification scheme for existing (pre-2000) engines, on the basis of document
MEPC 57/4/23/Add.1;

3 identify what parameters related to air quality and ship safety as well as
parameters affecting engine performance and crew health IMO should request
ISO to include in a future marine fuel oil specification;

4 consider whether the draft procedure to verify sulphur content in fuel agreed by
BLG 12 could also be used as guidance in the interim period before the
amendments enter into force and if this should be done through a Unified
Interpretation or otherwise;

5 provide advice on revoking MEPC/Circ.473 and MEPC.1/Circ.540 containing
Unified Interpretations to MARPOL Annex VI and the NOy Technical Code;

.6 develop a draft MSC-MEPC Circular on the decreasing availability of halons; and

7 finalize the revised guidelines for Exhaust Gas Cleaning Systems, including
washwater discharge criteria for such systems, with a view to adoption by the
Committee with an MEPC resolution.

Report of the Working Group on Annex VI and the NOy Technical Code

4.56 In his introduction of the report of the working group (MEPC 57/WP.7), the group’s
Chairman, Mr. Bryan Wood-Thomas, emphasized that the group had been able to reach
agreement on all major issues on revising MARPOL Annex VI. This was remarkable since many
of the issues had been highly controversial with a very diverse set of opinions on what options
and specific limitations were appropriate in light of the relevant risks to human health and the
environment. Mr. Wood-Thomas summarized the most significant conclusions by the working
group as follows:
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A With respect to existing engines, an agreement was reached to apply the Tier I
NOx standard to marine diesel engines with a power rating of 5,000 kW and
a 90-litre per cylinder displacement. This requirement would apply to engines
installed in ships built between 1990 and 1999 and only to those engines where an
Approved System were available. The group further agreed to phase-in this
requirement 12 months after the first renewal survey following certification and
commercial availability of an Approved System.

2 The working group also agreed to an exemption to the Tier III NOx standard for
recreational vessels under 24 metres in length as well as small vessels with a
propulsion power rating less than 750 kW.

3 With respect to SOx and PM emissions, the Group undertook an extensive debate
of the various proposals before the Committee. Mr Wood-Thomas was pleased to
report that unanimous agreement was reached on future SOx and PM regulations
and that the proposed text was entirely free of any square brackets. The agreement
was as follows:

Global

A 1 January 2012 — global sulphur limit — 3.50 %;

2 1 January 2020 — global sulphur limit — 0.50 %;

3 the 0.50 % global sulphur limit will be subject to a review to be completed
in 2018 and in the event the review is unsuccessful, the 0.50 % limit will
default to 2025;

Emission Control Areas (ECAs):

4 1 March 2010 — sulphur limit within an ECA — 1.00 %;

5 1 January 2015 — sulphur limit within an ECA — 0.10 %; and

Equivalents

.6 the use of exhaust gas cleaning systems as well as other alternative
technologies or fuels may be used to meet the sulphur limits.

4 The language in the current Annex VI concerning exhaust gas cleaning systems
was deleted from regulation 14 with the agreement that such systems may be
permitted as a function of the amended regulation 4 concerning equivalents.
It was also clarified in the working group that exhaust gas cleaning devices could
be employed as an alternative means of complying with any of the limits specified
in regulation 14, including the current global cap of 4.50 %.

5 Each of the respective limitations, years, and other elements were agreed upon as
a result of numerous compromises made by all interested parties and that
alteration of the “package” could lead to an unravelling of the package agreed
upon in the working group.
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.6 A number of delegations had expressed an interest in relaxing the criteria
applicable to the designation of emission control areas. While some expressed
concern about relaxing the criteria, it was agreed that any proposals concerning
relaxation of the criteria found in Appendix 3 of MARPOL Annex VI should be
submitted for consideration by MEPC 58.

i With respect to the draft revised guidelines on exhaust gas cleaning systems and
washwater discharge criteria for such systems, the Group agreed to recommend
that the Committee adopt the revised guidelines and includes the washwater
discharge criteria as interim. The interim washwater discharge criteria should be
forwarded to GESAMP for review and comment. The washwater discharge
criteria should be revised in the future as more data becomes available on the
contents of the discharge and its effects, taking into account any advice given by
GESAMP.

8 The group also agreed on an indicative list of fuel oil characteristics to be
forwarded to the ISO inviting recommendations to the specific characteristics and
limit values that may be appropriate to developing a fuel quality specification
designed to address air quality, ship safety, engine performance, and crew health.

9 Other issues addressed and agreed upon by the working group included revised
text concerning reception facilities, guidelines for development of a VOC
management plan for tankers, a draft MEPC circular concerning unified
interpretations related to sulphur limits in fuel and fuel oil verification and a draft
MSC-MEPC circular on the decreasing availability of halons for marine use.

.10 The working group undertook an extensive review of the revised Annex VI
regulations and the NOx Technical Code.

4.57 Mr. Wood-Thomas stressed that the working group had reached unanimous agreement on
a text free of any square brackets. He said that he would normally refrain from suggesting what
significance actions by the Committee might imply. He believed, however, that it would be
unfair if he failed to note the importance of the result. The revised standards put forward in the
amended text represented a dramatic step forward to establish standards that were responsive to
the significant air quality problems common to many areas across the Globe. Recognizing that
there were significant uncertainties in the global fuels market, Mr. Wood-Thomas refered to the
statement made by IPIECA in the working group (paragraph 7.18 of MEPC 57/WP.7). While
recognizing this uncertainty and the possibilty that some would question whether the group had
found the best solution of the many variations possible, the agreed standards were not the least
common denominator — rather they were standards applying strict limits and the use of advanced
treatment technologies that once implemented, would significantly reduce air emissions from
ships. The group had arrived at this position through the tireless work of many people and he
extended his appreciation to all members of the working group with specific thanks to
Mr. Simon Brown and Ms. Lindy Johnson, as well as Mr. Eivind Vagslid and Lucy Essuman of
the IMO Secretariat, for their extraordinary efforts enabling the Group to finalize the amended
treaty that was now before the Committee for its consideration. Mr. Wood-Thomas on behalf of
the working group recommended that the Committee approved the draft amendments for
circulation and final adoption at MEPC 58 in October.
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4.58 Having received the report of the Working Group, the Committee approved the report in
general and, in particular:

1

.10

A1

12

considered and adopted the revised Guidelines for Exhaust Gas Cleaning Systems
including the interim washwater criteria for such systems by resolution
MEPC.170(57), as set out in annex 4;

agreed to forward the interim washwater discharge criteria, set out in section 10 of
the revised Guidelines for Exhaust Gas Cleaning Systems, to GESAMP for their
review and comment;

approved the draft MSC-MEPC Circular on the decreasing availability of halons
(MEPC 57/WP.7, annex 5) and agreed to forward it to the Maritime Safety
Committee for consideration and concurrent decision with a view to
dissemination;

approved, with a view to circulation for subsequent adoption at its next session,
the draft amendments to MARPOL Annex VI, as set out in annex 5;

noted the debate on how cost effectiveness and prevention of excessive costs
being avoided in the retrofitting of pre-2000 engines and the formula developed
by the working group to that respect;

noted the debate on possible relaxation of the criteria for designating emission
control areas and that the working group agreed that those interested in relaxing
the current criteria should submit a proposal for consideration by MEPC 58;

approved, with a view to circulation for subsequent adoption at its next session,
the draft amendments to the NO, Technical Code, as set out in annex 6;

noted the possible problems associated with differing calculations in the two
editions of the NOy Technical Code (1997 and 2008) and the recommendations
agreed by the working group to avoid such problems;

noted the need identified by the working group for guidance on how water —
additional to atmospheric humidity and that formed through the combustion of the
fuel’s hydrogen content — should be handled as well as the need to address
calculation requirements for selective catalytic reduction units or other NOy
reducing devices;

requested the Secretariat to ensure that all conforming changes and formatting
1ssues associated with the revised MARPOL Annex VI and the revised NO,
Technical Code approved by the Committee were incorporated before presenting
the texts to MEPC 58 for adoption;

agreed to the draft guidelines for the development of a VOC management plan
(MEPC 57/WP.7, annex 7) with a view to adoption at MEPC 58;

agreed to request ISO to consider the identified parameters related to air quality;
ship safety; engine performance and crew health and to provide recommendations
for subsequent consideration by the Committee;
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A3 requested the Secretariat to invite ISO in liaison with other relevant international
organizations to consider the development of a fuel oil specification addressing
air quality, ship safety, engine performance, and crew health with
recommendations for future consideration by the Committee and, if feasible,
report back to MEPC 58;

14 approved the draft MEPC circular containing Unified Interpretations related to the
verification of sulphur content in fuel oil (MEPC 57/WP.7, annex 4) and
requested the Secretariat to disseminate it as MEPC.1/Circ.614; and

15 noted that, due to time constraints and taking into account that this was not an
urgent matter, the working group did not consider whether MEPC/Circ.473 and
MEPC.1/Circ.540 containing Unified Interpretations to the current MARPOL
Annex VI and NOy Technical Code should be revoked, and agreed that the issue
should be considered at MEPC 58.

4.59 The delegation of Singapore, on behalf of the participants, thanked the working group
Chairman, Mr. Bryan Wood-Thomas, for his hard work, his firm chairmanship, his transparency
and ability to listen, and to act upon, concerns expressed by States and industry organizations
with different starting points and his extraordinary skills to find common ground leading to a
final solution agreed by consensus and without a single set of square brackets. Singapore stated
that all aspects had been considered and that the working group had undertaken a full debate of
the options and propsals on the table. Singapore reasoned that there were still some details to be
considered at MEPC 58 and encouraged all Parties to carefully consider the approved text for
final adoption at the next session.

4.60 The delegation of Greece, supported by Ukraine, noted that the issue of cost effectiveness
of retrofitting existing engines, and the formula developed by the working group to that effect,
would be further considered at MEPC 58. Greece reiterated that Member States and observers
should provide appropriate input from engine manufacturers in order to assess the feasibility and
the estimated cost of retrofitting existing engines.

4.61 ITF, supported by ILO, expressed appreciation for the inclusion of factors associated with
crew health in the request to ISO on parameters to be considered in future fuel oil specifications
but expressed concerns that ISO did not possess the expertise needed for this work and
recommended to also include other relevant UN agenciees or international organizations with
specific expertise on human health and working conditions, e.g., WHO and ILO. The
Committee agreed to request the Secretariat to include reference to other relevant organizations
with particular expertise on human health in the request to ISO.

4.62 Slovenia, speaking as the Presidency of the European Union, following consultations
with the European Commission and fellow EU Member States, wholeheartedly congratulated
the IMO community — that was, all Member States, observers, the IMO Secretariat and the
Secretary-General personally — for this tremendous achievement. The measures approved by the
Committee would significantly and quickly reduce air pollution from ships, offering benefits for
the environment and humans in the entire world. In particular, Slovenia acknowledged and
greatly appreciated the co-operation and flexibility showed by all Member States and involved
observers enabling IMO to reach this important decision. It clearly demonstrated that IMO was
capable of taking important and difficult decisions to protect the environment. Slovenia hoped
that this spirit would be maintained for all other environment-related issues and would lead to
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similar positive results on greenhouse gas issues and ship recycling in 2009 as well as on other
matters.

MATTERS RELATED TO GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS FROM SHIPS
4.63 The Committee recalled that MEPC 56 had:

1 established an Intersessional Correspondence Group on GHG Related Issues,
under the leadership of Australia and the Netherlands, and instructed it to discuss
possible approaches on technical, operational and market-based measures to
address GHG emissions from ships and present a report to this session;

2 encouraged Member States and observers to put forward concrete and practical
proposals for technical, operational and market-based mechanisms to address
GHG emissions from international shipping;

3 approved the Terms of Reference for the update of the 2000 IMO GHG Study on
Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Ships and instructed the Secretariat to initiate
this update in accordance with the terms of reference including the establishment
of a Steering Committee to assist the Secretariat;

4 agreed to encourage Member States and observers to contribute towards funding
of the update of the 2000 IMO GHG Study; and

5 agreed to the establishment of a GHG module in GISIS and approved the format
for the module, as set out in its report (MEPC 56/23, paragraph 4.67).

4.64 The Committee agreed that, having received 24 documents on GHG related issues
(including information documents) under this agenda item, only basic documents should be
briefly introduced in plenary while the remaining documents would be forwarded for review by a
Working Group on GHG Emissions from Ships to be established. The discussion in plenary was
therefore aimed at agreeing to key principles and preparing instructions for the Working Group.

4.65 At the start of the discussions, the Secretary-General highlighted the need for the
Organization and the maritime community at large to act in concert with, and contribute to, the
wider international efforts aimed at swift and substantive action to combat climate change under
the UNFCCC process, by proactively addressing the principles and objectives enshrined in the
Bali Roadmap out of genuine concern for the atmospheric environment. He stressed the
importance for the Committee to ensure that the complex challenges associated with the
limitation and control of greenhouse gas emissions from shipping were properly understood by
the international community and that IMO should show leadership, not only by moving in
parallel, but also keeping one step ahead of the agreed UNFCCC process. He outlined a possible
way forward to achieve this. In his view, the Committee would need to make substantive
progress at this session, by agreeing on key principles, so that the outcome could be brought to
the attention of the UNFCCC subsidiary bodies, scheduled to meet in June of 2008.
Subsequently, and based on the outcome of MEPC 58, a comprehensive report would be
prepared for submission to the UNFCCC Conference of Parties planned in Poznan, Poland, in
December of 2008 and, finally, based on the completion of the GHG work at MEPC 59 in July
of 2009, a position paper would be agreed to demonstrate to the UNFCCC Conference of Parties
meeting in Copenhagen, in December of 2009, that a satisfactory regime to limit, or reduce,
greenhouse gas emissions from marine bunker fuels would be in place, thanks to IMO’s
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strenuous efforts at the initiative of the maritime community. Such a successful outcome would,
in his view, obviate any call for action to be taken outside the Organization at the regional or
unilateral level.

Report of the Intersessional Correspondence Group and associated submissions

4.66 The delegation of the Netherlands, in introducing the report of the Intersessional
Correspondence Group on GHG issues (CG) (MEPC 57/4/5, MEPC 57/4/5/Add.1 and
MEPC 57/INF.15), informed the Committee that the CG, as instructed, had discussed possible
approaches on technical, operational and market-based measures to address greenhouse gas
emissions from ships.

4.67 In general terms, the CG agreed that IMO should have a leading role in addressing
greenhouse gas emissions from international shipping and that this work should be forward-
looking and pro-active and recognize the complementary role of technical, operational and
market-based measures. Furthermore, the CG acknowledged that multilateral co-operation
should be stimulated and that IMO should work closely with other relevant UN bodies.

4.68 With regard to global/regional/national approaches, some CG members had diverging
views regarding, in particular:

A whether the “no more favourable treatment”, or “flag neutrality” principle should
apply globally to avoid market distortion;

2 the possibility that, if a global approach was not forthcoming, regional or national
regimes could emerge;

3 whether any measures to be adopted by IMO should only be applicable to Annex I
parties to the UNFCCC and its Kyoto Protocol in accordance with the “common
but differentiated responsibility” principle; and

4 whether shipping could be considered as a Clean Development
Mechanism-category.

4.69  General comments within the CG on possible measures to be taken included observations
that all measures should be properly designed, efficient and effective, and whether they should
be target-based. With regard to the suggested voluntary measures, it was pointed out that, as
stand-alone measures, they might not result in immediate and tangible outcomes. Due to time
constraints, the possible categorizing of measures for “new build” and “existing vessels” could
not be discussed in detail. More time would be required to debate these matters, in particular the
extent to which a proposed measure could help reduce greenhouse gas emissions from new ships,
and ways to address technical improvements for existing ships.

4.70  The CG report made a distinction between short- and longer term reduction options, by
giving a summary of each, and describing their advantages and disadvantages as shown in
document MEPC 57/4/5.

4.71 In discussing the next steps to be taken in the light of the CG report, some members
considered that it should be submitted to the Committee in accordance with the agreed Work
Plan (MEPC 55/23, annex 9) and that the Committee might request the CG to continue its work
as deemed necessary. Other members suggested that the Committee, at this session, might
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decide to adopt a staged approach, and ask the Correspondence Group to continue its work
by: (1) prioritizing practical short-term options; (2) elaborating further the longer term
options; (3) considering the appropriate level of reductions to be achieved; and (4) addressing the
legal aspects of introducing and enforcing measures.

4.72  The Committee thanked the delegations of Australia and the Netherlands and all the
members of the Correspondence Group for the comprehensive, well-structured and informative
report.

4.73  The Committee considered the general viewpoints made by Denmark, Marshall Islands,
BIMCO, ICS, INTERCARGO, INTERTANKO and OCIMF (MEPC 57/4/2) on the issue of
GHG emissions from international shipping and their encouragement for IMO to lead and take
early action on this issue. The co-sponsors also proposed that any future IMO regulations in this
regard should be based on the following fundamental principles and that, therefore, a coherent
and comprehensive future IMO framework should be:

A effective in contributing to the reduction of total global greenhouse gas emissions;

2 binding and equally applicable to all flag States in order to avoid evasion;

3 cost-effective;

4 able to limit, or at least, effectively minimize competitive distortion;

5 based on sustainable environmental development without penalizing global trade
and growth;

.6 based on a goal-based approach and not prescribe specific methods;

7 supportive of promoting and facilitating technical innovation and R&D in the

entire shipping sector;
8 accommodating to leading technologies in the field of energy efficiency; and
9 practical, transparent, fraud free and easy to administer.

4.74  The Committee acknowledged the importance of developing fundamental principles as a
basis for future regulations on GHG emissions from ships. Although some delegations preferred
that any measures to be adopted by IMO should only be applicable to Annex I parties to the
UNFCCC and its Kyoto Protocol in accordance with the ‘common but differentiated
responsibility’ approach, the overwhelming majority of delegations that spoke supported the
principles as set out in the previous paragraph.

4.75 Listening carefully to the different interventions and, especially, the intervention
advocating to concentrate on regulations addressing the vessel itself, which is customary in
IMO’s practice, the Chairman, in an attempt to reach consensus offered to modify principle .2

above as follows:

“binding and equally applicable to all ships in order to avoid evasion”.
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476  The Chairman’s proposal was not accepted by those delegations not supporting
principle .2.

4.77 Consequently, the Committee decided by an overwhelming majority to take the
aforementioned principles as its reference for further debate on GHG emissions from
international shipping and also for further reflection when the nature and form of the measures to
be taken were clearer.

Statement by the delegation of China

4.78  The delegation of China expressed the hope that IMO could make its due contribution to
address the issue of global climate change based on the “common but differentiated
responsibility” principle in accordance with the UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol. It regretted
the adoption by the Committee of the principles listed in paragraph 4.73 above as the point of
departure for further debate, as these had not been thoroughly discussed. Moreover, these
principles exceeded the scope of work of MEPC as authorized by IMO and would have to be
substantially amended to stay within this scope. China reserved its position on the principles.

Statement by the delegation of India

4.79  The delegation of India, in the spirit of compromise and to reach a consensus, proposed
to amend the first principle in paragraph 4.73 to read: “effective in contributing to the reduction
of total global greenhouse gas emissions from ships”. In addition, that delegation suggested that
the second principle (“binding and equally applicable to all flag States in order to avoid
evasion”) should be deleted, while the other seven principles were acceptable. The Committee
was reminded of previous agreements and India expressed the view that any IMO framework on
GHG emission reductions from shipping should:

1 have a shared vision for long-term co-operative action, including a long-term goal
for emission reductions; contribute fairly to the ultimate objective of the
UNFCCC in accordance with its provisions, in particular the principle of
‘common but differentiated responsibilities’ and respective capabilities; and take
into account social and economic conditions and other relevant factors; and

2 recognize the maritime contributions to the four building blocks of the Bali
Action Plan for Climate Change, namely mitigation, adaptation, technology
transfer, and related finance and investment matters.

4.80 The delegations of Barbados, Brazil, South Africa and Venezuela shared the concerns of
China and indicated their support for the position taken by India. Brazil also reserved its
position on the principles in paragraph 4.73 above in line with China.

Remarks by the Secretary-General

4.81 In his intervention, the Secretary-General referred to his opening speech when he
emphasized that the Committee should, within the timetables already agreed and those to be
agreed upon, debate the issues before it thoroughly so that, in the end, balanced decisions would
be made — an approach that only IMO, with its global membership and global mandate, could
make on a global issue of global dimensions.
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He encouraged the Committee to take advantage of the opportunity the meeting was presenting
and make full use of the experts attending the session to work out solutions and measures, which
would contribute to the worldwide efforts to limit and reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
He could see no conflict between the principles recommended in document MEPC 57/4/2 and
those enshrined in article 2.2 of the Kyoto Protocol. His assessment derived from the premise
that the endeavours of both the Parties to the UNFCCC and the Committee aimed at enhancing
the protection of the environment and, while the Kyoto Protocol aims at pursuing elimination or
reduction of emissions of greenhouse gases, as far as IMO was concerned, only by parties
included in the list of Annex I thereto, the proposals in the said document aimed at global
application. He was of the view that the Committee should address the issue from IMO’s global
mandate and competence and, to that effect, he considered Singapore’s proposal to replace “flag
States” by “ships” in paragraph 4.73.2 helpful. He queried what service would be rendered to
the environment if the application of measures to eliminate or reduce greenhouse gas emissions
was required of a developed country with a limited number of ships (say 5 or 50) under its flag
when developing countries with a large number of ships under their flag (up to 6,000) — which is
the case in today’s shipping reality — were not obliged to comply with the same measures.

4.82 The Committee noted that the new statements did not change the balance of the debate
and reconfirmed its decision, as stated in paragraph 4.77 above.

4.83 The Committee agreed that the report of the Correspondence Group should be further
reviewed in the Working Group.

4.84 The Committee considered proposals by ICS, BIMCO, CESA, IACS, INTERCARGO,
INTERTANKO and OCIMF (MEPC 57/4/8) for a cross-industry goal-based approach to the
reduction of GHG emissions from new ships, entailing that the options for increasing the
efficiency of new ships were different from measures to be applicable to existing ships, and that
the improvement in efficiency of future ships should be measured at “unit” level and not at
“fleet” level.

4.85 The Committee also considered proposals by ICS, BIMCO, INTERCARGO,
INTERTANKO and OCIMF (MEPC 57/4/9) for a cross-industry goal-based approach to reduce
GHG emissions from existing ships. The document reported on the outcome of their meeting
regarding GHG reduction options for existing ships, in which they concluded that it was not
possible to develop measures that would be equally applicable in all circumstances and to all
ships.

4.86  The above two proposals were referred to the Working Group for further review.

4.87 The Committee had for its consideration a proposal by the United States (MEPC 57/4/17)
whereby the Committee should analyse and discuss the options put forward in the report of the
CQG, but not pre-judge any outcomes nor depart from the timeline for discussions as agreed in the
Work Plan at MEPC 55. The Committee agreed to review this proposal in conjunction with the
proposal by the Secretary-General to expedite IMO’s work on the reduction of GHG emissions
from ships (MEPC 57/4/7) (see paragraph 4.99 below).

4.88 The Committee noted the following four documents:
1 document MEPC 57/INF.3 by Sweden, on a study of greenhouse gas emissions

trading for the transport sector conducted by the Swedish Environmental Research
Institute (IVL);
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2 document MEPC 57/INF.11 by Norway on a feasibility study into the use of
bio-fuels in the Norwegian domestic fleet; and

3 documents MEPC 57/4/21 and MEPC 57/INF.21 by Norway, on a study to assess
various systems for controlling CO; emissions from ships.

Proposal for a mandatory CO, design index for new ships

4.89 The Committee considered proposals submitted by Denmark, the Marshall Islands,
BIMCO, ICS, INTERCARGO, INTERTANKO and OCIMF (MEPC 57/4/3) to develop a
mandatory CO, design index for new ships in order to create a strong incentive. Such an index
should reflect only the technical aspects, i.e. optimization of engines, hull and propeller or the
use of non-fossil fuels, and not the operational or commercial aspects. Any CO, indexing
method for new ships should comply with the following basic requirements; it
should: (1) address relevant technical measures; (2) be simple to use; (3) be consistent (to avoid
interpretation of results); and (4) be based on a generally accepted methodology.

4.90 The delegation of Japan supported these proposals and indicated that a mandatory CO,
design index for new ships would be a vital element for the package of IMO measures to be
agreed.

491 The Committee referred the following documents for review by the Working Group as
these elaborated, at the more technical level, on proposals contained in document MEPC 57/4/3:

1 documents MEPC 57/4/11 and MEPC 57/4/12 by Japan, proposing the
development of an index for CO, emissions per unit shipping capacity in actual
operational conditions, as well as the basic framework for developing such an
index;

2 document MEPC 57/4/22 by Marshall Islands reporting on the additional trials
undertaken to apply CO, emission indexing specifically to container ships to both
provide further input for this class of ships and to evaluate the practicality and
accuracy of different approaches to “cargo mass”; and

3 document MEPC 57/INF.12 by Denmark providing background information for
its proposal for a mandatory CO, design index for new ships (MEPC 57/4/3)
contained in a study commissioned to Det Norske Veritas (DNV).

Proposals for priority short-term measures, including a global levy on bunkers

4.92 The Committee considered a proposal by Denmark (MEPC 57/4/4) to establish a global
levy scheme on marine bunker fuel to achieve GHG emission reductions. Under this scheme, all
ships engaged in international voyages would be subjected to a bunker levy established at a
given cost level per ton of fuel bunkered. With such a scheme in place, a baseline of fuel used
and CO;, emissions would be obtained. The associated document, MEPC 57/INF.13, also
submitted by Denmark, in which a global bunker levy was debated and evaluated on a
preliminary level, and the impact and potential effects were assessed against relevant evaluation
criteria, was referred to the Working Group together with document MEPC 57/4/4.
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4.93 All the delegations that spoke indicated that the suggestions made in the above two
documents had merit and should be explored further. In an initial discussion, the following
issues were raised:

A the experience gained with an Emission Trading Scheme (ETS) under the Kyoto
Protocol should be used and the UNFCCC Secretariat should be requested to
analyze the proposals tabled at this session and advise the Committee;

2 ETS might work locally or regionally, but would it also work globally;

3 ETS should only be considered in conjunction with an overall reduction target for
emissions from ships e.g., per tonne/mile and stimulate energy efficiency; and

4 how would a global levy on bunkers be managed and the benefits be distributed
between developing and developed countries;

4.94 The Committee agreed to refer the proposed priority short-term measures to the Working
Group, for further discussion.

4.95 The Committee also noted proposals by FOEI (MEPC 57/4/10) urging the Committee to
adopt and begin implementing a mandatory GHG reduction scheme by the end of 2008 and
proposing prioritization of short-term measures to the scheme, including vessel speed reductions,
a carbon tax on marine fuels, provision of shore-side power, etc.

Outcome of the UNFCCC Conference in Bali, December 2007

4.96 Having noted a brief report by the Secretariat (MEPC 57/4/6) on the outcome of the
UNFCCC Conference held in Bali, Indonesia, from 3 to 14 December 2007, the Committee was
invited to consider the Secretariat’s attendance at the 28" and 29" sessions of the UNFCCC
Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTA) to be held in 2008 and other
relevant subsidiary bodies’ sessions, as necessary.

497 The Committee agreed that it was very important that all parties involved in the
UNFCCC process and, in particular, those involved in negotiations on the follow-up of the
Kyoto Protocol based on the Bali Action Plan, were fully briefed on the work being done by
IMO to tackle GHG emissions from international shipping. The Secretariat, therefore, was
requested to prepare and present progress reports on the Committee’s achievements to the
relevant UNFCCC subsidiary bodies at their sessions during 2008.

498 The Committee was informed that, as a follow-up to the Bali Conference, some of the
UNFCCC subsidiary bodies were meeting in Bangkok in the same week as MEPC 57. In
response to the suggestion that there should be better co-ordination of meetings between the
UNFCCC and the IMO Secretariats, the Secretary informed the Committee that the Bangkok
meeting had been briefed on progress made by IMO on measures relating to greenhouse gas
emissions from ships and that both Secretariats were in frequent contact.

The Secretary-General’s proposal to expedite IMO’s work on GHG emissions
4.99 The Committee considered a proposal by the Secretary-General to expedite IMO’s work

on GHG emissions (MEPC 57/4/7). In introducing the document, the Secretary-General
underlined the importance and urgency attached universally to the limitation and control of
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greenhouse gas emissions from all sources — including international shipping, as well as the need
for the Committee, and IMO as a whole, to act in concert with the wider international efforts —
seeking the development and adoption of a global agreement by December 2009 and the coming
into force of the new regime by 2012. To achieve this goal, the Committee should be in a
position to not only finalize, ahead of schedule at MEPC 58, items 1 and 2 of the agreed Work
Plan (MEPC 55/23, annex 9), namely: (1) the CO, Emission Indexing Scheme; and (2) the CO,
Emission Baseline(s), but also to make substantive progress on the technical, operational and
market-based measures to control greenhouse gas emissions (item 3 of the Work Plan). This
proposal was not intended as an amendment to the Work Plan; rather, as an identification of the
components in the Plan, which could realistically be concluded before the originally set date. To
expedite the work, an ad hoc working group might be convened prior to MEPC 58 in line with
the offer of Norway to host such an intersessional meeting.

4.100 The delegation of Norway expressed support for the proposal by the Secretary-General
and confirmed Norway’s offer to host an intersessional meeting of the GHG Working Group in
Oslo from Monday, 23 to Friday, 27 June 2008, subject to approval by the Committee
(MEPC 57/INF.23).

4.101 The Committee agreed that the proposal to expedite IMO’s work on GHG emissions
from ships would give more time for thorough discussion of all proposals on the table prior to
MEPC 58 and accepted with appreciation the offer of Norway to host an intersessional meeting.
Terms of reference for the GHG Intersessional Working Group would need to be developed for
approval by the Committee.

Progress reports on the 2000 IMO GHG Study

4.102 The Secretary briefed the Committee on the progress made in updating the 2000 IMO
GHG Study (MEPC 57/4/18 and MEPC 57/4/18/Add.1) in accordance with the Terms of
Reference approved at MEPC 56. A Steering Committee had met twice under the Chairmanship
of Ms. Petra Bethge (Germany) and agreed, in February 2008, that the contract for the update
should be awarded to an international consortium of research institutions, co-ordinated by
MARINTEK of Norway. This contract was signed on 15 February 2008. The updating had been
divided into two phases:

1 Phase 1, covering a CO, emission inventory from international shipping and
future emission scenarios, will be reported to IMO by August 2008 for
consideration by MEPC 58 in October 2008. In order to give the scientists as
much time as possible to develop and present their findings, the request was made
to relax the deadline for submitting the report on Phase 1 to MEPC 58
to 1 September 2008; and

2 Phase 2, also covering greenhouse gases other than CO, and other relevant
substances in accordance with the methodology adopted by UNFCCC, as well as
the identification and consideration of future reduction potentials by technical,
operational and market-based measures, will be submitted to IMO by
February 2009 for consideration by MEPC 59.

4.103 The total cost of updating the 2000 IMO GHG Study had been estimated at US$500,000,
to be collected through voluntary contributions. In October 2007, the Secretary-General had
written to a number of IMO Member States and observer organizations, inviting financial
contributions. To date, pledges had been received totalling US$360,000, which would enable the
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finalization of Phase 1 of the update. Further financial contributions were, therefore, still
necessary in order that the exercise could proceed to Phase 2, as scheduled.

4.104 In conclusion, the Committee:

1 noted the progress reports by the Secretariat and requested it to give a further
status report to MEPC 58;

2 thanked the delegations of Canada, Denmark, Germany, Marshall Islands,
Netherlands, Norway, Sweden and the United Kingdom for the generous
contributions received from their Administrations for updating the GHG Study;

3 urged other Member States and observers that had not yet contributed financially
towards the update of the Study to do so as soon as possible, so that the deadline
for completion of Phase 2 could be met as expected by the Committee; and

4 agreed to relax the deadline for delivery of the report on Phase 1 to 1 September 2008.
Development of a GHG module in GISIS

4.105 The Secretary briefed the Committee on the progress made with the development of the
GHG module in GISIS. MEPC 56 had approved the format for this module and instructed the
Secretariat to develop it. The initial phase of the GHG module had been completed by
November 2007 and, after a period of testing in February and March 2008, the module was now
operational and ready for use by Member States and the public. The large collection of data
received through submissions to the Committee would, following agreements between the
Secretariat and the submitting Governments, be entered into the database before the summer.
MEPC.1/Circ.589, issued on 17 March 2008, contained further information as well as the
website address (http://gisis.imo.org/Members/GHG).

4.106 The Committee noted with appreciation that the GHG module was now available in
GISIS and encouraged Member States and others to use it, although no data were available for
public users at present.

Establishment of the Working Group on GHG Emissions from Ships

4.107 The Committee established the Working Group on GHG Emissions from Ships under the
chairmanship of Mr. Bin Okamura (Japan) with the following Terms of Reference:

“Taking into consideration submissions by Member States and comments made thereon,
as well as decisions made in plenary on the following principles that a coherent and
comprehensive future IMO regulatory framework on GHG Emissions from ships

should be:

1 effective in contributing to the reduction of total global greenhouse gas emissions;
2 binding and equally applicable to all flag States in order to avoid evasion;

3 cost-effective;
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able to limit — or at least — effectively minimize competitive distortion;

based on sustainable environmental development without penalizing global trade
and growth;

based on a goal-based approach and not prescribe specific methods;

supportive of promoting and facilitating technical innovation and R&D in the
entire shipping sector;

accommodating to leading technologies in the field of energy efficiency; and

practical, transparent, fraud free and easy to administer,

the Working Group on GHG Emissions from Ships was instructed to:

1

review in detail the recommendations of the Intersessional Correspondence Group
on GHG Related Issues (MEPC 57/4/5 and Add.l), focusing first on the
short-term measures outlined in its report, with the aim of selecting those that
realistically can be developed before MEPC 58;

prepare detailed proposals on the longer-term measures identified in the
Correspondence Group report, including a consideration of the appropriate level
of reductions to be achieved;

develop a CO, design index for new ships and a methodology for a CO, baseline
in terms of efficiency, with a view to approval at MEPC 58; and

develop, based on the current GHG Work Plan (MEPC 55/23, annex 9) and the
progress achieved on items 1 and 2 of this plan, terms of reference for the
intersessional meeting of the Working Group on GHG Emissions from Ships, to
be held in Oslo, Norway (23 — 27 June 2008).”

Report of the Working Group on GHG Emissions from Ships

4.108 In introducing the report of the Working Group on GHG Emissions from Ships
(MEPC 57/WP.8), the Chairman, Mr. Bin Okamura (Japan), emphasized the following:

1

as instructed by the Committee, the Working Group reviewed in detail the
short-term and longer-term measures to reduce GHG emissions from ships
identified in document MEPC 57/4/5, paragraphs 5.2 to 6.8. Some of the
measures could lead to immediate reduction of CO, emissions and should be
implemented as soon as possible. The Working Group, therefore, agreed that best
practices on a range of measures should be further developed with the aim of
developing a resolution, as appropriate, at the intersessional meeting being
planned in Oslo. All the possible measures identified in the Correspondence
Group report were listed and prioritized in annex 1 to its report with identification
of the next steps required and stakeholders involved;
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2 the Working Group felt that, in order not to lose momentum, those measures not
to be discussed in Oslo should be worked on by correspondence. It was therefore
agreed to propose to the Committee to re-establish the Intersessional
Correspondence Group on Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Ships, with the
proposed terms of reference set out in annex 2 to its report. Australia and the
Netherlands would again lead the work of the Correspondence Group;

3 the Working Group agreed that Denmark and Japan, with the assistance of other
Members and industry organizations should prepare draft text for assigning a
design index to a ship and submit it to the meeting in Oslo. The GHG reduction
potential by this measure should also be discussed in Oslo;

4 the Working Group agreed to review the Interim Guidelines for Voluntary Ship
CO; Emission Indexing for Use in Trials (MEPC/Circ.471) at the meeting in Oslo
with a view to their finalization at MEPC 58. Once these CO, Operational Index
Guidelines were finalized, its mandatory application to all ships engaged in
international trade would enable IMO to establish a world fleet efficiency
baseline. This would also require the development of a reporting scheme and, as
the assignment of an Index to individual ships would be done by shipping
companies, there may be a need to establish an external verification scheme.
It was agreed that these issues should also be discussed in depth in Oslo based on
a document to be prepared by the Secretariat;

5 the Working Group considered, in more detail, the proposal by Denmark
(MEPC 57/4/4) to establish a global levy scheme on marine bunker fuel to
achieve GHG emission reductions. Under this scheme, all ships engaged in
international voyages would be subjected to a bunker levy established at a given
cost level per ton of fuel bunkered. Many delegations found this proposal
promising. However, questions, concerns and doubts were raised that needed to
be addressed and it was agreed that sufficient attention should be given to further
develop this market-based measure at the intersessional meeting in Oslo. The
delegation of Denmark offered to co-ordinate further work on the global levy
issue; and

.6 finally, the Working Group prepared draft terms of reference for the
intersessional meeting of the Working Group (GHG WG 1) in Oslo, Norway,
from 23 to 27 June 2008 (MEPC 57/WP.8, annex 3).

4.109 In general, comments on the report of the Working Group, the proposed arrangements
and the terms of reference for the intersessional meeting in Oslo were supported. A successful
outcome of this intersessional meeting would be vital to enable MEPC 58 making sufficient
progress in keeping with the Committee’s agreement to expedite the GHG work (MEPC 55/23,
annex 9) at the proposal of the Secretary-General.

4.110 The Committee noted that the listing of possible measures on GHG emission reductions
in annex 1 of document MEPC 57/WP.8 was not intended as a prioritization of such measures
and that, when considering the advantages and disadvantages of a proposed global levy on
marine bunkers (MEPC 57/4/4), the option of “adaptation projects” to be financed with the levies
received were intended to be those in developing countries.

I:\MEPC\57\21.doc



MEPC 57/21 - 56 -

Fundamental principles for future regulations on GHG emissions from ships

4.111 The delegation of India suggested that the principles it had proposed to guide the
IMO framework for GHG emissions reduction from shipping, referred to in paragraph 4.79
above, should be incorporated in the terms of reference for the intersessional meeting in Oslo.

4.112 The Committee noted that, in the Working Group, the delegation of Brazil had expressed
the view that when considering the “appropriate level of reductions to be achieved”, the
Organization should take into account the current discussions under the UNFCCC on
GHG emission reductions, in accordance with the Bali Action Plan and in light of Article 2.2 of
the Kyoto Protocol (MEPC 57/WP.8, paragraph 3.5). This view was supported by Barbados,
China, India, the Islamic Republic of Iran, Mexico, Saudi Arabia, South Africa and Venezuela.

4.113 In light of the interventions made, the Chairman proposed to carefully reflect in the
intersessional period on the proposal made by India as set out in paragraph 4.79 above in
response to the fundamental principles listed in paragraph 4.73 above which had received
majority support at this session. The intention would be to reach consensus on the issue of
principles at MEPC 58.

4.114 The Committee accepted the proposal by the Chairman and encouraged Member States to
submit their views to the next session.

Statement by the delegation of Brazil

4.115 The delegation of Brazil stated that Brazil had always actively participated in the
meetings of this Organization with a positive and constructive approach, aiming at consensual
solutions favouring the implementation of the objectives of the IMO. It was with this spirit that
Brazil engaged in the discussions on GHG emissions from ships. However, in the discussions of
document MEPC 57/4/2, the views of developing countries were not properly considered, in
accordance with the UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol principles. Therefore, it was with regret
that Brazil has to reserve its position on the fundamental principle shown in paragraph 4.107.2
above concerning the terms of reference of the Working Group, until a positive and consensual
outcome has been achieved at MEPC 58. Brazil appreciated the opportunity to re-discuss this
issue in MEPC 58. The delegation of Mexico expressed support to the statement made by the
delegation of Brazil.

Action taken by the Committee
4.116 The Committee, having noted the above observations, agreed that:

1 in the further work towards developing measures aimed at reduction of GHG
emissions from ships, including during the intersessional meeting in Oslo, due
attention should be given to the need for capacity-building, as stipulated in
resolution A.998(25);

2 although the update of the 2000 IMO GHG Study (Phase 1) would only be

available after the Oslo meeting, any preliminary results of that update, where
relevant, should be communicated to the Oslo meeting for review; and
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further work would be required on the design and operation of appliances using
refrigerant gases on board ships aimed at strict limitations on leakage rates of
such gases before the DE and BLG Sub-Committees could be instructed to
develop guidelines on this issue, subject to approval at MEPC 58.

4.117 In conclusion, the Committee approved the report of the Working Group in general and,
in particular (with reference to document MEPC 57/WP.8):

1

approved the proposed action by the Working Group for the measures identified
by the Correspondence Group (MEPC 57/4/5) (MEPC 57/WP.8, chapter 3 and
annex 1);

approved the terms of reference for the intersessional meeting of the Working
Group on Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Ships (GHG WG 1), to be held in
Oslo, Norway, from 23 to 27 June 2008, as shown in annex 7,

re-established the Intersessional Correspondence Group on Greenhouse Gas
Emissions from Ships co-ordinated by Australia and the Netherlands';

approved the terms of reference for this Intersessional Correspondence Group
as follows:

“Taking into consideration available relevant information, the Intersessional
Correspondence Group on Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Ships is instructed to:

A prepare detailed proposals on the measures identified in the
Correspondence Group report (MEPC 57/4/5; MEPC 57/4/5/Add.1),
which have not been identified for further consideration by the GHG
Working Group at its intersessional meeting in Oslo (23-27 June 2008);
and

2 present an interim report to MEPC 58 with a final report to be presented to
MEPC 59”; and

1

Coordinators:
Ms Shannon White, Department of Climate Change, Multilateral Branch
International Organizations and Legal Division
Tel: +61 2 6261 3439
E-mail:  Shannon.white@dfat.gov.au

Mr. Henk Merkus, Ministry of Transport, Public Works and Water Management
Directorate-General for Civil Aviation and Freight Transport

Tel: +31 70351 1617

E-mail: Henk.Merkus@minvenw.nl
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5 urged Member States and organizations to actively participate in the report of the
Correspondence Group, to submit papers to the focal points for work prior to the
intersessional meeting in Oslo” and to that meeting itself, on the measures to be
discussed in their respective terms of reference, including, but not limited to,
design, implementation, cost-benefit, mitigation potential, capacity-building and
regulatory/legal aspects.

4.118 The Secretary-General encouraged wide participation in the Oslo meeting as such
a meeting would be vital in keeping with the Committee’s agreement to expedite the GHG work.
He also recommended that the meeting in Oslo be chaired by the Committee’s Chairman,
Mr. Andreas Chrysostomou, with Mr. Bin Okamura — the Chairman of the Committee’s Working
Group on GHG Emissions from Ships.

4.119 Mr. Chrysostomou indicated his preparedness to chair the Oslo meeting and the
Committee agreed to this arrangement.

4.120 The Committee agreed to consider at MEPC 58 the need for another intersessional
meeting of the Working Group on Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Ships (GHG WG 2) prior to
MEPC 59 in light of the progress achieved at that session.

4.121 The Committee expressed its appreciation to the Working Group’s Chairman,
Mr. Bin Okamura (Japan), and to the members of the Group for the work done.

5 INTERPRETATIONS OF AND AMENDMENTS TO MARPOL AND RELATED
INSTRUMENTS

5.1 Under this agenda item the Committee had before it four substantive documents and one
information document and agreed to consider them, by grouping together those addressing the
same or related matters, in the following order:

2 Co-ordinators for the development of a mandatory CO, design index for new ships:

(1) Mr. Koichi Yoshida, Director, Centre for International Co-operation

National Maritime Research Institute Japan (NMRI)

6-38-1 Sinkawa, Mitaka, Tokyo 181-0004, Japan

Tel: +81-422-413615 Fax No. +81-422-413547 E-mail: koichiy@nmri.go.jp

(2) Ms Gitte Mondrup, Special Adviser, Danish Maritime Authority

Ministry of Economic and Business Affairs

Vermundsgade 38 C, DK-2100 Copenhagen, Denmark

Tel: +45-39-174502 Fax No. +45-39-174412 E-mail: gmo@dma.dk

Co-ordinators for further work on a global levy scheme on marine bunker fuel:

(1) Mr. Lars Olsen Hasselager, Senior Policy Adviser
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A MEPC 57/5/1 (Canada), providing the outcome of the Correspondence Group for
the review of MARPOL Annex V; MEPC 57/10/2 (Secretariat) reporting on the
outcome of the 29™ Consultative Meeting/2nd Meeting of Contracting Parties of
the London Convention and Protocol relating to the Boundary issues between
MARPOL Annex V and the London Convention Protocol; and MEPC 57/INF.10
(United Kingdom) reporting on the OSPAR Commission’s Pilot Project on
monitoring marine beach litter;

2 MEPC 57/5 and MEPC 57/5/3 (both by IACS), with proposals for Unified
Interpretations to MARPOL Annexes I and IV; and

3 MEPC 57/5/2, (IACS), with a proposal to develop IMO-approved guidance in the
form of a joint MSC-MEPC circular concerning the meaning of the term building
contract date in case of a contract for an initial number of vessels with an option
to build additional vessels.

5.2 In addition, the Committee agreed to consider document MEPC 57/10/2 (Secretariat)
under this agenda item as its content related to the review of MARPOL Annex V.

REVIEW OF MARPOL ANNEX V

5.3 The Committee recalled that MEPC 56 had re-established the correspondence group on
the Review of MARPOL Annex V and related instruments and had instructed it to:

1 taking into account comments, proposals and decisions made in plenary, continue
the review of MARPOL Annex V and the guidelines for its implementation, in
accordance with the framework, method of work and timetable approved by the
Committee; and

2 submit a written report to MEPC 57.

54  In introducing the report of the intersessional correspondence group (MEPC 57/5/1), the
Co-ordinator of the group, Mr. Paul Topping (Canada), informed the Committee about the
various tasks carried out by the group since MEPC 56 and, in particular, he focused on the
detailed discussion that had taken place within the group in relation to the treatment of the
following wastes which were relevant to the review:

1 managing cargo residues inside and outside special areas;

2 bulk liquid wastes not subject to other MARPOL Annexes;

3 garbage that may have harmful residues that are not pollutants;
4 dunnage and packaging materials that float;

5 composite materials;

.6 livestock wastes (e.g., bedding) and mortalities; and

7 loss of fishing gear.
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5.5 The Committee noted that other subjects (annex 2 to MEPC 57/5/1) were still to be
addressed, such as: definitions; placards, record-keeping and on-board storage; waste materials
from hull cleaning; “victual” versus “domestic” waste; and adequacy of port reception facilities.

5.6  The Committee noted also annex 5 of the report, where a new extended timetable for the
completion of the item was proposed, so that the finalized draft amendments to MARPOL
Annex V and its associated Guidelines would be submitted to MEPC 59 (July 2009) instead of
MEPC 58 as originally envisaged.

5.7 Following the introduction by the Secretariat of document MEPC 57/10/2 with
information on the activities of the London Convention governing bodies on Boundary issues
between MARPOL Annex V and the London Convention/Protocol, the Committee noted that
the 29th Consultative Meeting and the 2nd Meeting of Contracting Parties, which had met
concurrently from 5 to 9 November 2007, had noted the progress achieved in their
intersessional correspondence group concerning draft Guidance for the management of spoilt
cargoes, and that arevised draft was being prepared for distribution to both the London
Convention/Protocol bodies and the Committee.

5.8 The Committee further noted that a final draft text would be submitted by the London
Convention/Protocol intersessional correspondence group for review by the next session of the

Scientific Groups in May 2008 and, subsequently, for review and approval at the next session of
the governing bodies and MEPC 58 (both in October 2008).

59  The Committee, in noting document MEPC S57/INF.10 (United Kingdom) with
information on the OSPAR Commission Pilot Project on monitoring marine beach litter,
recognized the usefulness of the information provided for the review of MARPOL Annex V and
associated guidelines.

Discussion

5.10 The Committee expressed appreciation for the work carried out by the correspondence
group in the intersessional period and, in the debate that followed, comments were made by
several delegations and observers with the aim of solving current ambiguities or addressing the
treatment of ship-generated wastes from the normal operations of ships which are not now
covered by any MARPOL Annex. In particular, the following observations were made:

1 the disposal of soot from economizers or boilers should be examined, as presently
there are doubts about their treatment either as Annex I or Annex V wastes;

2 definitions currently included in the Guidelines should instead be included in the
regulations of Annex V;

3 a general prohibition on the discharge of garbage into the sea, except where
otherwise permitted subject to specific conditions, should be included in the
regulations in line with similar provisions in MARPOL Annex [;

4 the issue of discharge of cargo residues should be given careful consideration,

although it was recognized that detailed information on quantities and types of
cargoes involved was needed in order to take an informed decision on this matter;
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5 on the issue of other bulk liquids not currently regulated under MARPOL, it was
stressed that Annex V should not be treated as a “dumping facility” for any
ship-generated wastes from the normal operations of ships that now cannot be
accommodated under other Annexes of MARPOL; and that Annex V should be
transparent and clear in its definition and treatment of garbage.

5.11 The Committee, in view of the outstanding work and recognizing that the task could not
be finalized for consideration by MEPC 58 in October 2008, taking into account that the deadline
for submission of bulky documents for that session was 4 July 2008 (i.e. three months after
MEPC 57), agreed to extend the target completion date of the issue to 2009 and encouraged
Member Governments and observers to participate actively in the review of MARPOL Annex V
and associated guidelines so that the task can be completed in time for consideration by
MEPC 59 in July 2009.

Re-establishment of the correspondence group

5.12 The Committee, in consequence, agreed to re-establish the correspondence group on the
Review of MARPOL Annex V and related instruments under the co-ordination of Canada and
instructed it, on the basis of document MEPC 57/5/1 and taking into account documents
MEPC 57/10/2 and MEPC 57/INF.10, as well as comments and decisions made in plenary, to:

A develop draft amendments to MARPOL Annex V and the Guidelines for the
implementation of Annex V with a target completion date of 2009; and

2 submit a progress report to MEPC 58; and a final report with draft necessary
amendments to MARPOL Annex V and the Guidelines for its implementation, to
MEPC 59.

PROPOSALS FOR UNIFIED INTERPRETATIONS

5.13 TACS, in document MEPC 57/5, invited the Committee to consider IACS’s unified
interpretations MPC 90 and MPC 91 relating to the term “similar stage of construction” in
MARPOL Annex I regulations 1.28.1 to 1.28.9 and 1.30, and Annex IV regulation 1.1,
respectively. The Committee noted that the text of the unified interpretation provided by IACS
was identical to that of regulations 1.14.2 of MARPOL Annex II and 2(1) of MARPOL
Annex VI, as follows:

“A similar stage of construction” means the stage at which:

(a) construction identifiable with a specific ship begins; and

Co-ordinator of the correspondence group:
Mr. Paul Topping
Manager, Environment Protection, AMSEE
Operations and Environmental Programs
Marine Safety, Transport Canada
Ottawa, Ontario K1A ONS8
Tel: +613-991-3168
E-mail: topping@tc.gc.ca
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(b) assembly of that ship has commenced comprising at least 50 tonnes or one per
cent of the estimated mass of all structural material, whichever is less.”

5.14 The Committee noted that IACS, in document MEPC 57/5/3, also proposed another
unified interpretation (MEPC 85, Rev.3) modifying Rev.2 that had been endorsed at MEPC 56 in
October 2007 and which related to regulation 22 of MARPOL Annex I on pump room bottom
protection. The proposed modification consisted in extending the principle of pump room bottom
protection, provided in the longitudinal direction in the case of gondola sterns, to the protection
provided in the transverse direction by the turn of the bilge of the ship’s bottom plating.

5.15 Following a short debate, the Committee approved the Unified Interpretations on the
meaning of “a similar stage of construction” for regulations 1.28.1 to 1.28.9 and 1.30 of
MARPOL Annex I, and regulation 1.1 of MARPOL Annex IV, as set out in annex 8.
The Committee further approved the modified Unified Interpretation to regulation 22 of
MARPOL Annex I, as set out in annex 9.

OTHER PROPOSALS

5.16 TACS, in document MEPC 57/5/2, proposed to develop a draft joint MSC-MEPC circular
disseminating the understanding that the date of the building contract, which may be relevant
under both MARPOL and SOLAS for determining the age of a ship, be interpreted in case of
construction of an initial number of vessels when there is an option to build additional vessels, as
meaning the date when the contract was signed, including the optional ships if the option is
exercised not later than one year after the contract to build the series was assigned. In the
introduction of its document, IACS confirmed its view that if any one of the three conditions in
paragraph 1 of the document is met, then such a ship would be considered a “new ship”.

5.17 In the debate that followed, the Committee endorsed the proposal by IACS and, noting
that it had also been submitted to MSC 84 as document MSC 84/19/1, agreed to invited the MSC
to issue an MSC-MEPC circular as requested by IACS, with the proviso that the optional vessels
should be built in the same yard and from the same plans as those of the initial series.

6 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE OPRC CONVENTION AND THE
OPRC-HNS PROTOCOL AND RELEVANT CONFERENCE RESOLUTIONS

6.1 The Committee considered three documents under this agenda item as follows:
MEPC 57/WP.1, Report of the seventh meeting of the OPRC-HNS Technical Group;
MEPC 57/6  (United States), Oil Spill Response in Ice and Snow Conditions;
MEPC 57/6/1 (United States) Updating of IMO Dispersant Guidelines; and MEPC/INF.16
(United States) Shoreline Assessment Manual.

Report of the seventh meeting of the OPRC-HNS Technical Group

6.2 The Committee noted that the seventh session of the OPRC-HNS Technical Group was
held from 25 to 28 March 2008, in Southampton, hosted by the United Kingdom Maritime and
Coastguard Agency, under the chairmanship of Mr. Mark Meza (United States), and that the
report of the Group was issued under symbol MEPC 57/WP.1.

6.3 Following the presentation of the report of the Technical Group, the delegation of
the Netherlands, whilst recognizing the amount of work carried out by the Group, raised concern
over the four splinter groups and the four correspondence groups that were established during the
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session. The delegation of the Netherlands also made reference to the lack of cohesion and
consistency between the work programme presented and the agenda for the next session of the
Group. In this connection, it recommended that the format of the work programme be reviewed
and, in doing so, that clear linkages be made to the strategic plan for the Organization and its
high level action plan and related priorities as outlined in resolutions A.989(25) and A.990(25)
respectively. A final suggestion was to establish a matrix to map out the work of the Group,
identifying those manuals and/or guidelines that are out of date and need revisiting; and areas of
overlap with information in other manuals, as well as any duplication.

6.4  The delegation of the Bahamas shared the concerns raised by the Netherlands in
connection with the establishment of splinter groups and correspondence groups underscoring, in
particular, the problem this creates for small delegations.

6.5 The delegation of the Bahamas further expressed the view that the Technical Group had
gone beyond the Guidelines on the organization and method of work of the MSC and MEPC and
their subsidiary bodies and that the Group’s terms of reference should be reviewed and tightened,
accordingly.

6.6 The observer from OCIMF, referring to the work of the Group on the Manual on Oil
Pollution, Section I — Prevention, noted that OCIMF had been unable to attend the seventh
meeting of the Technical Group but had reviewed the document submitted by Venezuela
(MEPC/OPRC-HNS/TG 7/3) and expressed reservations regarding its content, given that it
deviates significantly in scope and relative length from other guidance materials produced by the
Technical Group. The observer from OCIMF, supported by the observer from ICS, also
indicated that they had offered assistance to the Correspondence Group led by Venezuela on
several occasions, and expressed their continued willingness to contribute to this work, provided
clear terms of reference were established.

6.7  In concluding, the Committee approved the report in general (MEPC 57/WP.1) and:

1 endorsed the view of the Group to submit the finalized text of the Manual on the
assessment and restoration of environmental damage following marine oil spills
for approval by MEPC 58;

2 agreed with the Group’s decision to proceed with the development of a Manual on
chemical pollution to address legal and administrative aspects of HNS, focusing
initially on elements other than the HNS Convention, pending clarification on the
path forward with respect to the planned development of a Protocol to the
Convention;

3 approved the draft Terms of Reference for a comparative study and for the
development of standard guidelines on shoreline clean-up assessment;

4 concurred with the Group’s proposal to proceed with the development of a
Guidance document on identification and observation of spilled oil;

5 endorsed the view of the Group to utilize the literature review on Technical

guidelines on sunken oil assessment and removal techniques to develop a topic
outline to be used as the basis for the development of the guidelines;
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approved the final text of the draft Evaluation guideline for the validation of
newly-developed and revised OPRC-related model courses for utilization as part
of the validation process for newly-developed and revised OPRC-related model
courses;

noted the progress on the development of the introductory IMO training
courses on preparedness for and response to HNS incidents in the marine
environment and the advanced state of development of the OPRC
Train-the-Trainer course and requested its agreement for the continuation of the
work for finalization at TG §;

urged Member States and industry to provide financial support to fund the
participation of a select number of delegates from developing countries in the
Fourth R&D Forum on HNS in the marine environment;

requested delegations to submit information on maritime-related incidents
involving HNS, occurring from 2008 forward, to future sessions of the
OPRC-HNS Technical Group, with a view to expanding the current data set and
to share lessons learnt;

agreed with the Group’s recommended prioritization of the new work as referred
by MEPC 56 and outlined in paragraph 9.6 of MEPC 57/WP.1;

approved the scheduling of the eighth session of the OPRC-HNS Technical Group
meeting the week prior to MEPC 58; and

further to its extensive deliberations on the matter of the draft work
programme and provisional agenda for the eighth meeting of the
OPRC-HNS Technical Group, and the related matters considered with regard to
the organization of work of the Technical Group, instructed the Group to:

1 review its terms of reference and the format of its work programme,
ensuring consistency with the Technical Group’s provisional agenda and
providing clear linkages to the strategic plan and high level action plan of
the Organization and related priorities, and to report back to MEPC 58,
accordingly;

2 include the review of terms of reference, work programme and provisional
agenda as a separate agenda item for TG §;

3 retain the high and medium priority items, as approved by the Committee
in paragraph 6.6.10, on its agenda for TG 8, with the low priority item
removed, for consideration at a future meeting, depending on progress
made;

4 review the existing manuals and guidelines and, through the development
of a matrix, map out which manuals and/or guidelines are out of date and
need for revisiting, identify areas of overlap between the different
manuals/guidelines, as well as any duplication of information;
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5 restrict the establishment of splinter groups to a minimum when carrying
out its work; and

.6 approved the revised work programme of the OPRC-HNS Technical Group
and provisional agenda for TG 8, as set out in annex 10.

Oil Spill Response in Ice and Snow Conditions and Updating of IMO Dispersant Guidelines

6.8  The Committee, having considered documents: MEPC 57/6 (United States), Oil Spill
Response in Ice and Snow Conditions; and MEPC 57/7/1 (United States), Updating of IMO
Dispersant Guidelines, instructed the Technical Group to include these items in its work
programme and to prioritize these items accordingly, following the instructions of the Committee
to the Group at MEPC 56 for organizing its work (MEPC 56/23, paragraph 7.6), notably to:

1 review the documents and prioritize the order of work and to report back to
MEPC 58 accordingly before commencing work on the individual documents;

2 take into account that the various documents, which are to be used a basis for the
development of proposed guidance, may be country-specific and that other
nations and regions may have alternate systems in place that are equally effective;

3 ensure that the end products, once finalized by the Technical Group, provide more
general, consolidated and user-friendly guidance, since the documents in their
present format, although providing a sound basis for the development of IMO
guidance, are presently too detailed; and

4 ensure that the nomenclature and definitions presented in the documents are
brought in line with that which are found in MARPOL and other IMO
instruments.

6.9 In considering the matter of the proposed update of the Dispersant guidelines, the
Committee welcomed the offer of the delegation of France to engage its Centre of
Documentation, Research and Experimentation on Accidental Water Pollution (CEDRE) to
contribute to this work.

Shoreline Assessment Manual

6.10 The Committee, having considered MEPC 57/INF.16 (United States) containing a draft
Shoreline assessment manual, noted that a similar item was already being addressed by the
OPRC-HNS Technical Group and, consequently, referred the document for consideration by the
Technical Group as part of its work related to a comparative study and subsequent development
of standard guidelines on shoreline clean-up assessment.

Strait of Kerch incident

6.11 The Committee noted the information provided by the delegation of the Russian
Federation with regard to the casualties and resulting pollution arising from the severe storm in
the Strait of Kerch in November 2007 and the subsequent efforts of the Russian Federation for
pollution response, search and rescue, salvage in its aftermath and recent improvements aimed at
improving safety of navigation.
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7 IDENTIFICATION AND PROTECTION OF SPECIAL AREAS AND PARTICULARLY
SENSITIVE SEA AREAS

Designation of the Papahanaumokuakea Marine National Monument as a PSSA

7.1 The Committee recalled that MEPC 56 had approved in principle the
Papahanaumokuakea Marine National Monument PSSA and had requested the NAV
Sub-Committee to consider associated protective measures (APMs) for the PSSA:

1 amendment and expansion of the six existing recommended Areas To Be Avoided
(ATBAs) “In the Region of the North-West Hawaiian Islands”; and

2 establishment of a ship reporting system, which is recommendatory for transiting
ships and mandatory as a matter of entry into a United States port or place.

7.2 In considering document MEPC 57/7 (Secretariat), which reported on the outcome of
NAYV 53 and MSC 83 on the matter, the Committee noted that NAV 53, in July 2007, had
considered and approved the proposed amendments to the six existing recommended Areas to be
Avoided “In the Region of the North-West Hawaiian Islands” with some corrections to the
description, as set out in annex 2 of document NAV 53/22, and had amended its name to “In the
Region of the Papahanaumokuakea Marine National Monument PSSA”. The Committee also
noted that MSC 83 had adopted these measures in October 2007 (MSC 83/28, annex 25), which
had been disseminated by means of SN.1/Circ.263, and decided that it should be implemented
at 0000 hours UTC on 1 May 2008.

7.3 The Committee further noted that NAV 53 had also considered and approved the
proposed new ship reporting system for the Papahanaumokuakea Marine National Monument
PSSA, with some corrections to the description, as set out in annex 3 to document NAV 53/22.
MSC 83 adopted this measure in October 2007, by resolution MSC.248(83), as set out in
annex 26 to document MSC 83/28, which had been disseminated by means of SN.1/Circ.264;
and decided that it should be implemented at 0000 hours UTC on 1 May 2008.

7.4 The Committee, having considered the outcome of NAV 53 and MSC 83, decided to
establish a drafting group to review the APMs and the draft MEPC resolution as set out at annex
to document MEPC 57/7.

Outcome of NAV 53 and MSC 83 in relation to the Galapagos Archipelago Particularly
Sensitive Sea Area

7.5  The Committee noted that NAV 53 had also approved, and MSC 83 subsequently
adopted, two new recommended tracks which would be mandatory as a condition of port entry
through the Galapagos Area to be Avoided to enter the Galapagos Archipelago PSSA, for
dissemination by means of SN.1/Circ.263. MSC 83 also decided that the new recommended
tracks would be implemented at 0000 hours UTC on 1 May 2008.

List of PSSAs including relevant APMs and MEPC resolutions

7.6  The Committee noted with appreciation that documents MEPC 57/7/1 and Corr.1
(Secretariat) contained a list of all the 12 PSSAs designated by the Committee and other useful
information, including the proposing State(s); associated protective measures; and the date and
symbol of MEPC resolutions which designated them.
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7.7 The delegation of Singapore reiterated its statement made at MEPC 55 and at the
twenty-fifth session of the Assembly concerning the APMs for the Torres Strait extension to the
Great Barrier Reef PSSA. As requested, the full text of the statement by the delegation of
Singapore is set out in annex 11.

7.8  In response, the delegation of Australia indicated that, while it was reluctant to take the
floor and did not wish to reopen the debate on the issue of Australia’s system of pilotage in the
Torres Strait, as Singapore had raised the issue again, it had no other alternative than formally
note for the record that Australia does not agree with the content of the statement made by the
delegation of Singapore.

The “Mediterranean Sea area” as a Special Area under MARPOL Annex V

7.9  The Committee recalled that the “Mediterranean Sea area” is one of the original Special
Areas under MARPOL Annex V. However, the stringent discharge requirements for the Special
Area have not yet taken effect, because, in accordance with regulation 5(4)(b) of MARPOL
Annex V, until the Parties bordering the Special Areas have informed the Committee that there
are adequate reception facilities in the Special Area concerned, the Committee could not
establish a date for the stringent discharge requirements of this Special Area to take effect.

7.10  The delegation of Cyprus, on behalf of the proposing States of document MEPC 57/7/2
(Albania, Algeria, Croatia, Cyprus, Egypt, France, Greece, Italy, Lebanon, Malta, Monaco,
Montenegro, Morocco, Slovenia, Spain, Syria and Tunisia ) on the “Mediterranean Sea area” as a
Special Area under MARPOL Annex V, highlighted that the “Mediterranean Sea area” was
designated as a Special Area under MARPOL Annex V in 1973. The special status had not
come into effect so far since the Committee had not been not notified of the provision of
adequate reception facilities in all relevant ports of the Mediterranean coastal States Parties to
MARPOL Annex V.

7.11  The delegation of Cyprus also stated that as a result of a European Commission funded
technical assistance project related to port reception facilities in the Mediterranean region, and
implemented by the Regional Marine Pollution Emergency Response Centre for the
Mediterranean Sea (REMPEC) between 2002 and 2004, these reception facilities have now been
provided. Consequently, the delegation requested the Committee to set a date from which the
Special Area status shall take effect.

7.12  The delegation of Israel welcomed the submission and stated that whilst steps to accede
to MARPOL Annex V were not quite finalized, it had adequate reception facilities available in
all its major ports.

7.13  The delegation of Turkey also welcomed the submission and stated that it had adequate
port reception facilities in its ports.

7.14  The delegations that spoke supported the submission and pointed out that this provided a
positive signal to port users and the shipping community at large.

7.15 The delegation of the United States, whilst supporting the submission, stressed the
importance of ports having a documentation system in place that could support periodic
investigations, as well as methods established to address adequacy. Data collected should
include volumes and types of waste received and disposal methods.
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7.16 The delegation of Cyprus responded that many countries in the region maintained
extensive documentation related to waste management issues in their ports and periodic
inspections were carried out to maintain adequacy of the port reception facilities.

7.17 The Committee, having considered the proposal by the co-sponsoring States, instructed
the Drafting Group to review the information concerning the “Mediterranean Sea area” as a
Special Area under MARPOL Annex V and prepare a draft MEPC resolution on the
establishment of the date on which regulation 5(1)(a) of MARPOL Annex V in respect of the
“Mediterranean Sea area” as a Special Area shall take effect.

Instructions to the Drafting Group

7.18 The Committee established the Drafting Group on Special Areas and PSSAs, under the
chairmanship of Ms Annaliese Caston (Australia), and instructed the Group to:

1 review the draft MEPC resolution on the designation of the Papahanaumokuakea
Marine National Monument PSSA on the basis of the draft text annexed to
document MEPC 57/7 and include relevant references to the APMs which were
adopted by MSC 83 (MSC 83/28, annexes 25 and 26); and

2 review the information concerning the adequacy of port reception facilities for the
“Mediterranean Sea area” as a Special Area under MARPOL Annex V and
prepare a draft MEPC resolution on the establishment of the date on which
regulation 5(1)(a) of MARPOL Annex V in respect of the “Mediterranean Sea
area” as a Special Area shall take effect.

Consideration of the report of the Drafting Group

7.19  The Committee, having considered the report of the Drafting Group (MEPC 57/WP.9),
approved it in general and, in particular, adopted:

1 resolution MEPC.171(57), designating the Papahanaumokuakea Marine National
Monument as a Particularly Sensitive Sea Area, as set out in annex 12; and

2 resolution MEPC.172(57), on the establishment of the date on which
regulation 5(1)(a) of MARPOL Annex V in respect of the Mediterranean Sea area
as a Special Area shall take effect, as set out in annex 13.

8 INADEQUACY OF RECEPTION FACILITIES
Action Plan to tackle the inadequacy of port reception facilities

8.1 The Committee recalled that MEPC 55 had approved the draft Action Plan to tackle the
inadequacy of port reception facilities prepared by FSI 14, which identified a number of work
items, each item containing: background information; the item’s priority; its target completion
date and the IMO body responsible for the work. MEPC 55 had instructed the
FSI Sub-Committee to progress the work items described in the Action Plan, with the exception
of work item 5.1 “Regulatory matters — Development of Guidelines for establishing regional
arrangements for reception facilities”.
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8.2 The Committee also noted that MEPC 56 had endorsed the decision of FSI 15 to establish
a correspondence group under the coordination of Portugal to progress the work items with a
target completion date of 2008 in the Action Plan, and to report back to FSI 16 in June 2008.
The Committee would, therefore, be advised of the progress made on the Action Plan at its
fifty-eighth session in October 2008.

8.3 The Committee recalled that, with regard to work item 5.1 of the Action Plan, at
MEPC 55, recognizing that resolution MEPC.83(44) already provided guidance to the issue of
regional arrangements, it had agreed that it was not appropriate to adopt a further MEPC
resolution to recognize regional arrangements as satisfying MARPOL obligations, in view of the
fact that the relevant MARPOL regulations require each Party to provide reception facilities and
that regional arrangements may contravene the current MARPOL requirements. Recognizing,
though, the benefit of having such regional arrangements in place, MEPC 55 had agreed to
recognize regional arrangements as a means of providing reception facilities, and had requested
Member States to provide their views to future sessions of the Committee on how these regional
arrangements could be better institutionalized.

8.4 The Committee noted that no submissions on the matter had been submitted to MEPC 56
and MEPC 57.

8.5 In view of this situation, the Chairman proposed that a further extension for submissions
to MEPC 58 should be given but, if again, no documents are received, it should be assumed that
the Committee would be in agreement to institutionalize regional arrangements.

8.6 A number of delegations confirmed their acceptance of the Chairman’s proposal except
that they did not agree with the step of tacit approval in the event that no documents were
submitted. In such a case, they believed that a specific proposal on this point should be put
forward to MEPC 58 for consideration. Other delegations, however, expressed their full support
for the Chairman’s proposal.

8.7 In conclusion, the Committee reiterated its invitation to Member States to submit
documents on regional arrangements to MEPC 58 for consideration, bearing in mind that the
target completion date for work item 5.1 of the Action Plan was 2008 and that a resolution would
therefore be needed at that meeting.

Marine litter and port reception facilities

8.8  Friends of the Earth International, in its submission MEPC 57/8, reviewed the regulatory
measures that have been adopted in order to reduce marine litter generated by ships. It stated
that different indicators showed little or no progress in solving the problems associated with
marine litter and proposed that port reception facilities and waste handling on ships together with
marine awareness of personnel on board ships should be given priority as short-term measures to
reduce ship-generated waste which enters the marine environment.

8.9  Whilst there was support from a number of delegations for many of the points made
in document MEPC 57/8, concern was expressed with respect to the proposal to remove
explicit charges in favour of applying a no-special fee system. It was thought that, as an
alternative, using separate charges was a preferred option.
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8.10 Recognizing the value of many of the points addressed in the document, the Committee
agreed to refer document MEPC 57/8 to the FSI Sub-Committee in its consideration of the items
in the Action Plan to tackle the inadequacy of port reception facilities.

9 REPORTS OF SUB-COMMITTEES
Outcome of NAV 53

9.1 The Committee noted that the fifty-third session of the Sub-Committee on Safety of
Navigation (NAV 53) was held from 23 to 27 July 2007.

9.2 The Committee also noted that, in the context of the “Identification and Protection of
Special Areas and Particularly Sensitive Sea Areas”, the outcome of NAV 53, in relation to the
Associated Protective Measures (APMs) for the Galapagos Archipelago PSSA and the
Papahanaumokuakea Marine National Monument PSSA had been addressed under agenda item 7
and that there were no further actions requested of the Committee.

Outcome of BLG 12

9.3 The Committee noted that the twelfth session of the Sub-Committee on Bulk Liquids and
Gases (BLG 12) was held from 4 to 8 February 2008.

9.4  With respect to urgent matters emanating from BLG 12, the Committee noted that items
relating to “Harmful aquatic organisms in ballast water” and to the “Prevention of air pollution
from ships” had been addressed under agenda items 2 and 4 respectively.

9.5  The Committee noted further that the outcome of BLG 12 concerning other matters of
relevance to its work would be submitted to MEPC 58 (October 2008) for consideration.

Outcome of DE 51

9.6  The Committee noted that the fifty-first session of the Sub-Committee on Ship Design
and Equipment (DE 51) was held from 18 to 22 February 2008.

9.7  The Committee also noted that the outcome of DE 51 relating to the Committee’s work
will be submitted to MEPC 58 for consideration. In this connection, the Committee noted that
DE 51 had completed its work on the “Review of MEPC.1/Circ.511 and relevant MARPOL
Annex I and Annex VI requirements” and had agreed draft amendments to MARPOL Annex I,
IOPP Certificate Supplements, the Oil Record Book and the Revised Guidelines for handling
oily wastes in machinery spaces of ships.

Outcome of DSC 12

9.8  The Committee noted that the twelfth session Sub-Committee on Dangerous Goods,
Solid Cargoes and Containers (DSC 12) was held from 17 to 21 September 2007 and that its
report was issued as DSC 12/19.

9.9 The Committee noted that, in DSC.1/Circ.54 (Information on the amendments to

the marine pollutants provisions), the dates for the voluntary application period are
from 1 January 2009 to 1 January 2010 (MEPC 57/9).
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9.10 In considering the matters emanating from DSC 12, the Committee noted that the
decision by DSC 12 to amend chapter 3 of the IMDG Code was to clarify the requirements of a
“proper shipping name” as required by the IMDG Code as distinct from the “correct technical
name” as required by MARPOL Annex III.

9.11 The Committee endorsed the course of action taken by DSC 12 concerning
DSC.1/Circ.54 on information of the amendments to the marine pollutant provisions, which
would take effect through amendment 34-08 to the IMDG Code.

9.12 The Committee also endorsed the course of action taken by DSC 12 concerning
DSC.1/Circ.55 giving guidance on the application of chapter 2.10 (marine pollutants) of the
IMDG Code (amendment 33-06).

10 WORK OF OTHER BODIES

10.1  Under this agenda item the Committee had before it three session documents and one
information document, plus a related document (A 25/8/2 by the Secretary-General), and agreed
to deal with them in the following order:

.1 Outcome of MSC 83: document MEPC 57/10;

2 Outcome of A 25: document MEPC 57/10/1; and related document A 25/8/2 on
Consolidated Audit Summary Report; and

3 GESAMP: Status report of activities: document MEPC 57/INF.8.

10.2 The Committee noted that document MEPC 57/10/2 concerning Boundary issues
between MARPOL Annex V and the London Convention/Protocol had been considered under
agenda item 5 as it was related to the review of MARPOL Annex V.

OUTCOME OF MSC 83

10.3  The Committee noted that the eighty-third session of the Maritime Safety Committee was
held in Copenhagen (Denmark) from 3 to 12 October 2007 and its report was circulated as
document MSC 83/28 and Adds. 1, 2 and 3. Those matters of relevance to the Committee’s work
had been reported in document MEPC 57/10 (Secretariat).

10.4 The Committee noted also that the outcome of MSC 83 on Particularly Sensitive Sea
Areas (PSSAs), Human Element, Formal Safety Assessment, Work Programmes and Application
of the Committees’ Guidelines was considered under agenda items 7, 16, 17, 18 and 19,
respectively.

10.5 In considering document MEPC 57/10, the Committee agreed to note, in general, the
outcomes of MSC 83 on all issues of relevance to the Committee’s work and take MSC 83’s
action into account, as appropriate, under the relevant items of its agenda.

10.6 The Committee noted, in particular, that MSC 83 had taken action on the following
matters of interest to its work, as reported hereunder:

A adoption of amendments to SOLAS Chapter VI on Material Safety Datasheets for
MARPOL Annex I cargoes;
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adoption of a performance standard for protective coatings for void spaces on bulk
carriers and oil tankers;

inclusion of a new high priority item on “Measures to prevent explosions on
oiland chemical tankers transporting low flashpoint cargoes” in the
FP Sub-Committee’s work programme;

approval of MSC-MEPC.2/Circ.7, after endorsing MEPC 56’s concurrent
decision, on Provision of information in respect of products carried in accordance
with the requirements of MARPOL Annex II and the IBC Code;

instruction to the STW Sub-Committee to consider the Cougar Ace casualty in
the context of training requirements for ballast water exchange;

approval of MSC-MEPC.4/Circ.2, after endorsing MEPC 56’s concurrent
decision, on the Code of good practice to assist PSCOs in conducting their
inspections;

approval of a Unified Interpretation, which is very similar to that for
regulation 1.28 of MARPOL Annex I, on “unforeseen delay in delivery of ships”
in the context of SOLAS regulation II-1/3-2 on Corrosion prevention of seawater
ballast tanks in oil tankers and bulk carriers; and

agreement to refer the report of the second meeting of the JoinS IMO/FAO
Ad Hoc Working Group on IUU Fishing and Related Matters (MSC 83/15/1 and
MSC 83/INF.12), which had been held from 16 to 18 July 2007 at the
Headquarters of FAO in Rome, to FSI 16 for detailed consideration.

10.7 In considering the action requested of the Committee (MEPC 57/10, paragraph 44), the
Committee noted that MSC 83:

1

adopted resolution MSC.242(83) on the Use of long-range identification and
tracking information for safety and marine environmental protection purposes;

endorsed MEPC 56’s approval of the holding of an intersessional meeting of the
ESPH Working Group in the latter part of 2008; and

in examining the invitation by MEPC 56 to consider a proposal by India to defer
to 1 January 2009 the application date of the amendments to the BCH (adopted by
resolution MEPC.144(54)), concluded that no action should be taken because, in
accordance with the said resolution, ships should comply with the amendments to
the BCH Code as from 1 August 2007 and, legally, the date of application could
not be modified.

10.8  With respect to resolution MSC.242(83) referred to above, the Committee, having noted
the concern expressed by the delegation of Panama that the resolution also relates to certain
environmental aspects, agreed to invite the MSC to seek the views of the Committee prior to
adopting similar resolutions in the future.

109 In noting the decision by MSC 83 with regard to the application date of
the 2007 amendments to the BCH Code adopted by resolution MEPC.144(54), specifically as
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they relate to the fire protection requirements, the Committee acknowledged that an anomaly
existed, as regards their date of applicability, between these particular amendments and those in
the 2009 IBC Code. In view of the fact that there were no means to legally correct the anomaly
timely, the Committee did not take any action in this respect.

10.10 The Committee, on the issue of its previous endorsement at MEPC 56 (MEPC 56/23,
paragraph 10.40) of FSI 15°s decision to commence the revision of the Revised Guidelines on
the implementation of the International Safety Management (ISM) Code by Administrations
(resolution A.913(22)), agreed to MSC 83’s invitation to revert that endorsement following
MSC 83’s view that the FSI Sub-Committee should no longer be tasked with the revision but that
this work should be directed to the Joint MSC/MEPC Working Group on Human Element.

10.11 The Committee, further, on the issue of its previous endorsement at MEPC 56
(MEPC 56/23, paragraph 10.40), of FSI 15°s decision to develop amendments to the ISM Code,
including those relating to requirements for seafarer safety representation, agreed to MSC 83’s
invitation to revert that endorsement following MSC 83’s decision to instruct the Joint
MSC/MEPC Working Group on Human Element to develop the said amendments.

10.12 Having noted MSC 83’s concurrent decision, the Committee approved
MSC-MEPC.3/Circ.2 on the Code of the International Standards and Recommended Practices
for a Safety Investigation into a Marine Casualty or Marine Incident, to allow for the Code to be
implemented on a voluntary basis prior to its effective date.

10.13 In this respect, the delegation of the United States indicated that, consistent with their
statement made at MSC 83 (MSC 83/28, paragraph 15.16), the United States reserved its
position on the Code of the International Standards and Recommended Practices for a Safety
Investigation into a Marine Casualty or Marine Incident as, regretfully, the Code, because of the
inclusion of certain provisions not directly related to promoting maritime safety, created
fundamental and irreconcilable conflicts with important aspects of United States domestic law.

OUTCOME OF A 25

10.14 The Committee recalled that the twenty-fifth session of the Assembly was held at the
Royal Lancaster Hotel, London, from 19 to 30 November 2007 and its decisions were issued

as A 25/5(b)/2. Those matters of relevance to the Committee had been reported in document
MEPC 57/10/1 (Secretariat).

10.15 In this context, the Committee recalled also that the twenty-fourth extraordinary session
of the Council was held on 15 and 16 November 2007 and its outcome on matters of relevance to
the Committee had been considered by the Assembly (summary of decisions issued as
C/ES.24/D); therefore no separate report had been prepared for this session of the Committee as
the outcome of C/ES 24 had been covered by A 25’s consideration.

10.16 In considering document MEPC 57/10/1, the Committee noted that the Assembly had
considered those issues arising from the last three sessions of the Committee (54th, 55th
and 56th) which had been brought to its attention and that the Assembly had noted, inter alia, the
following main decisions and actions by the Committee during the biennium under review:

1 the adoption of amendments to MARPOL Annexes I, III and IV; the Condition
Assessment Scheme; the IBC and BCH Codes; and the 1973 Intervention
Protocol;
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2 that the Committee had undertaken a revision of MARPOL Annex VI and the
NOy Technical Code, with the support of the BLG Sub-Committee, and that
MEPC 56 had approved a revised timetable for such a revision with a view to

approval of the relevant amendments at MEPC 57 and subsequent adoption at
MEPC 58;

3 the progress made in taking follow-up actions to resolution A.963(23) on IMO
policies and practices related to reduction of greenhouse gas emissions from
ships, including the adoption, at MEPC 55, of a work plan with a timetable ending
at MEPC 59 to develop a CO, Emission Indexing Scheme; a CO,-emission
baseline; and technical, operational and market-based methods;

4 that MEPC 56 had decided to undertake an update of the 2000 IMO GHG Study
with a view to assisting the Committee to make well-informed decisions for the
control of greenhouse gas emissions from ships;

5 the ongoing work in respect of guidelines required under the BWM Convention;
approval of ballast water managements systems that make use of active
substances; and availability of ballast water treatment technologies to achieve the
D-2 performance standard by 1 January 2009;

.6 the progress made in the development of the draft International Convention for the
Safe and Environmentally Sound Recycling of Ships; and that C 97 had approved
the budget for a diplomatic conference to be held in 2009 for the adoption of the
convention;

i the decision to establish 1 August 2008 as the date when the discharge
requirements for the southern South African waters Special Area (MARPOL
Annex I) and the Gulfs area Special Area (MARPOL Annexes I and V) would be
implemented; as well as the approval, in principle, of the designation of the
Papahanaumokuakea Marine National Monument (North-Western Hawaii
Islands) as a Particularly Sensitive Sea Area;

.8 the action taken concerning the revitalization of GESAMP after a long period of
reorientation and review, and the substantial support (US$1,100,000) from the
Swedish International Development Co-operation Agency (SIDA) for the period
from 2006 to 2008.
Resolutions adopted by the Assembly

10.17 The Committee noted that A 25 had adopted the following resolutions which relate to the
work of the Committee:

1 resolution A.996(25) — Code for the Implementation of Mandatory IMO
Instruments, 2007;

2 resolution A.997(25) — Survey Guidelines under the Harmonized System of
Survey and Certification, 2007;

3 resolution A.998(25) — Need for capacity-building for the development and
implementation of new, and amendments to, existing instruments; and
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resolution A.1005(25) — Application of the International Convention for the
Control and Management of Ships’ Ballast Water and Sediments, 2004.

10.18 The Committee noted, in particular, that, by resolution A.998(25) on need for
capacity-building, the Assembly, considering that the lack of capacity within States had a direct
relationship with the level and quality of implementation of existing or new instruments, had,

inter alia:

1

recommended that the committees should establish a mechanism to identify new
instruments requiring the provision of technical assistance prior to
implementation, issues requiring special focus when developing technical
co-operation and assistance activities relating to the implementation of new
measures, and new instruments requiring a simplified guide for implementation;
and

instructed all IMO organs, under the coordination of the Council, to make
arrangements, within their work programmes and guidelines on the organization
and method of their work, so as to enable as many Member States as possible to
participate actively in the work of such organs and their subsidiary bodies.

10.19 The Committee noted also that, by resolution A.1005(25) on the application of the BWM
Convention, the Assembly specifically had requested the Committee to:

1

2

4

keep the resolution under review;

revise or withdraw the recommendations in paragraphs 2, 3 and 4 of the resolution
as appropriate;

review, not later than MEPC 58, in particular, the issue of a ship subject to
regulation B-3.3 constructed in 2010 and the immediate availability of

type-approved technology for such a ship to meet the D-2 standard; and

inform the Assembly accordingly.

10.20 The Committee, noting the Assembly’s request in paragraph 10.19.3 above, agreed to
invite Member Governments and interested observers to submit proposals to MEPC 58 for the

review.

Strategy and Planning

10.21 The Committee noted A 25’s consideration on the Strategic Plan and High-level Action
Plan of the Organization and priorities for the 2008-2009 biennium (A 25/7(b), annex) and that,
in this context, the Assembly had adopted:

1

resolution A.989(25) — Strategic Plan for the Organization (for the six-year
period 2008 to 2013) which revoked resolution A.970(24) on the same subject
and set out a mission statement of the Organization; trends; developments and
challenges; strategic directions; and related performance indicators; and
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2 resolution A.990(25) — High-level Action Plan of the Organization and Priorities
for the 2008-2009 Biennium, which revoked resolution A.971(24) on the same
subject and was developed with inputs from all the committees.

10.22 The Committee noted, in particular, that resolution A.990(25), which is both on the
high-level actions related to the Strategic Plan for the Organization and on the consequent
planned output of the committees for the 2008-2009 biennium, requested all the committees to
act as follows:

1 when reporting on their work to the Assembly and Council during the 2008-2009
biennium, to ensure that they report progress towards fulfilling the Organization’s
aims and objectives using the framework of the strategic directions, high-level
actions and planned biennial outputs;

2 when considering proposals for new work programme items, to ensure that, in
accordance with their Guidelines for the organization and method of their work
and, as appropriate, that of their subsidiary bodies, the issues to be addressed are
those which fall within the scope of the Strategic Plan and the High-level Action
Plan;

3 to review and revise their Guidelines for the organization and method of their
work in the light of the guidelines to be developed by the Council on the
application of the Strategic Plan and the High-level Action Plan;

4 when considering amendments to existing conventions, particularly those which
have been in force for a short period, to take fully into account the directives in
resolution A.500(XII); and that due attention should be given to the requirement
that a well-documented compelling need must be demonstrated for the
development and adoption of new or revised standards; and

5 when making recommendations for their biennial work programmes, to bear in
mind the desirability of not scheduling more than one diplomatic conference in
each year, save in exceptional circumstances.

10.23 The Committee, having noted the above, agreed to conduct its proceedings in accordance
with the requests by the Assembly.

Voluntary IMO Member State Audit Scheme

10.24 The Committee noted that A 25, with regard to document A 25/8/2 which presented the
Consolidated Audit Summary Report of the eight audits carried out so far, had endorsed the
course of action proposed by the Secretary-General for the circulation of future consolidated
audit summary repo