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Opinion
Title: Impact assessment / Port State control

Owerall opinion: POSITIVE

(A) Policy context

Port State Control (P2C) 15 the inspection of foreign ships in ports of States other than the
flag state to wverify that the condition of the ship and its equipment comply with the
requirements of international and ET regulations, and that the ship iz manned and operated
in compliance with these rules.

In the ETT, PSC is regulated by the Port State Control Directive 2009716, Tts revision runs
in parallel to the revisions of the Flag State Directive (Directive 2009210 and the Maritime
Accident Investigation Directive (Directive 200%/18). These revisions were announced in
the Sustainable and Smart Wobility Strategy (20207,

The evaluation, carried out in 2018 in the context of the Maritime Transport Fitness Checle,
found that the Directive is still fit for purpose, but it has also identified scope for targeted
improvements and recent changes to international requirements that have not yet been
transposedinto the Directive.

(B Summary of findings

The Board notes the additional information provided hy the DG and commitments to
make changes to the report.

The Board gives a positive opinion. The Board also considers that the report should
further improve with respect to the following asp ects:

(1) The report does not provide sufficient evidence of the problems that the initiative
seeks to address. It does not sufficiently demonstrate the market distortions
generated by non-harmonised inspections, and the safety issues of large fishing
vessels.

{2) The report does not sufficiently justify the choice of the preferred policy option
given that is not the best performing option in terms of the highest net henefit
and the Benefit Cost Ratio. It does not well explain the factors determining this
choice, such asinternational constraints or the role of the white/grey/hlack list.

This opirion concerns a draft inpact assessment which may differ from the final version.
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() What to improve

(1) The report should better explain the international conventions that are relevant for the
PEC Directive, in particular the Paris Memorandum of Understanding (MMeTl), and the
added-wvalue of the PEC Directive. It should explain from the outset the voluntary character
of these arrangements and the role of the PEC Directive in their implem entation in the ETT.

{2} The report should better present the evidence of the problems it addresses and of the
need for the ETT to act The evidence should demonstrate the inefficient and non-
harmonised approach to PEC inspections. The report should clanfy the notion of “etficient
inspection rate’ and show to what extent over-nspections present a problem, not only in
terms of market distortions but also in terms of efficiency. For larger fishing vessels, the
report should establish a clear link between the poorer safety record and lack of inspections
{or reporting thereof). It should clarify whether the market failure relates to the lower level
of inspections, the low quality of inspections (when carried out by only one inspector) or
on both and explain why.

(3) In presenting the policy options and their impacts, the report should focus on those
issues that involve policy choices (e electronic certificates, large fishing wessels and new
international conventions). Policy measures, which are common to all policy options,
should still be assessed but their impacts should be presented also 1n disaggregated form 1n
order not to obscure the impact of the main policy choices. Where the report uzes packages
of pelicy measures, it should explain the underlying rationale of each of the packages.

(41 The main report should give an indication of the main assumptions underpinning the
impact analysis, in particular for the uptake and expected effectiveness of voluntary non-
legislative measures {e.g. inspections of fishing wvessels). In tenms of the administrative
costs, it should explain the origin of the 72-hour advance notice and why it can be
abolished now.

{3y The report needs to justify better the choice of the preferred policy option (B) given
that the analysis indicates that this option dees not produce the highest net benefit and The
Benefit Cost Eatio. It should clanfy the role of the international acceptance of electronic
certificates and the role of the whitefgrey/black list in the choice of the preferred policy
option. It should alse explain this list, 1ts content and itz consequences, and clanfy how 1t1s
set up and adapted over time.

The Board notes the estmated costs and benefits of the preferred option{s) in this
intt ative, as summarised in the attached quantification tables.

Sowe wore fechnical commenis have been sent directly to the author DG




(D) Conclusion

The DG must take these recommendations into account hefore launching the
interservice consultation.

If there are any changes in the choice or design of the preferred option in the final

version of the report, the DG may need to further adjust the attached guantification
tables to reflect this.
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ANNEX — Ouantification tables extracted from the draft impact assessm ent report

The following tables contain information on the costs and benefits of the inifiafive on

witick the Board has given its opinion, as presented above.

If the draft raport has hean revised in line with the Board's recommendations, the contant
af these tables may be different from those in the final version of the impact assessment
repart, as published by the Comndssion.

I. Overview of Benefits (total for all provisions) — Preferred Option {Palicy aption B}

Description |

Amount

Carmmieris

Direct beneafits

Improvement in the
funicti oning of the
internal market

Positive impact on the functioning of
the internal market, both by
improving overall maritime saf ety
for the benefit of freight custemers
and passengers throughout the
TTnion as well as by ensunng that the
same safety level applies throughout
the Tnien. The path towards
digitalization and the wvoluntary
creation of a PEC regime for larger
fishing vessels results in a high
degree of harm onization between
Iember States.

Enforcement costs
savings relative to the
baseline (i.e. present
value over 2025-20500

ETTE. 5,406 millien

Enforcement costs savings for port
State authorities are mainly driven
by measures related to the use of
electronic certificates. In terms of
present walue over 2025-2050, the
enforcement costs savings are
estitnated at EUR 8 406 million.

Indirect henefits

Eeduction of external
costs related to
accidents relative to the
baseline (1.e. present
value over 2025-2050%

EUE 35048 million

Indirect benefit to ships’™ crews,
including those of fishing vessels,
and to society at large, due to the
lives saved and injunies avoided. As
deficiencies identified dunng PEC
inspectons typically have to be
rectified before the vessel leaves the
pott or shortly thereafter, PSC
inspections are expected to leadto a
reduction in the number of ship
deficiencies over time and thereby to
improve safety. The impacts are
estimated at & lives saved and 61
injuries aveided (e 3 lives saved
and 27 injuries avoided for marine
casualties in which commercial
veszels are invelved and 3 lives




saved and 34 injuries avoided for
marine casualties in which fishing
vessels are involved).

Eeduction in the bunker
fuel lost at zea, relative
to the baseline owver
2025-2050 (in tonnes)

75 tonnes of bunker fuel lost avorded

Indirect benefit to society at large.
Preventing accidents from ocourring
in the future 15 projected to avord
5 tonnes of bunleer fuel lost at sea
relatiwe to the baseline. Thisis
expected to have apositive impact
on the quality of marine water and
biodiversity.

Administrative cost savings related to the ‘ane in, one aut’ approach ™

Eeduction in the
administrative costs for
ship operators relative
to the baseline (1.e.
present value over

2025-2050)

EUE 553 million {or EUR 0.221
millien on average per yvear)

Administrative costs savings stem
from the abolition of the 72-hour
advance reporting obligation for the
operator, agent or master of a ship
eligible for an expanded inspection.
Taking into account the projected
evclution of the number of port calls
over tim e, retnoving the restriction
could resultin administrative cost
savings of ETTE 0,286 mallion in
2030 and ETER 0,339 million 1n 2050
relative to the baseline. Expressed as
present value over 2025-2050 the
total costs savings relative to the
baseline are estimated at ETTR. 553

million.

II. Overview of costs — Preferred option {Paficy eption B)

T Citizens/'C onsumer s Businesses Administrations
"ﬁ"‘*’fa«,,,,,' One-off | Recurrent One-off Recurrent | One-off | Recurrent
For Port  |For Port
State State
Control Contrel
authoritie |authorities:
5 ETTE EUE 2470
) . 0100 millien
Direct adjustment costs 1
relative to the baseline mtion
{1.e. present value over
For Flag |For Flag
2025-2030) State State
authoritie |authorities:
5: ETUE 1 |ETJE 3831
million millien




For For EMBA:
EM=4: |ETUR 5529
ETE million
0.630
million
For Port
Direct administrative State
costs relative to the Control
baseline (1.e. present ) ) ) ) ) authonties:
value over 2025-2050) ETUE 8555
million
For shup For Port
Direct enforcement costs operators: State
relative to the baseline ETE 0715 Control
{1.e. present value over ) ) ) million ) authonties:
2025-2050) ETTE 6 6597
million
Casis related to the ‘ene in, one aut’ approack
Diarect - - - -
adjustment
costs
Indirect - - - -
adjustment
costs
T otal Administrative - - - For ship
costs (for operators:
offsetting) ETE 5.53
relative to the million (or
baseline {1.e. ETUER 0221
present value million on
over 2025- average per
20507 year)
6
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