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In June 2024 an Eress Forum workshop was conducted.

Topic 1: Ensuring Correct Exchange of Energy Data
• Focus: Addressing challenges faced by Train Operators (TOs) and Vehicle Keepers (VKs) in 

exchanging accurate energy data across Europe.
• Goal: Improve data reliability, accessibility, and standardization for billing and operational 

efficiency.
Topic 2: Cross-Acceptance of Energy Measurement Systems
• Focus: Achieving mutual recognition and acceptance of EMS across European countries.
• Goal: Standardize type testing, certification, and data verification processes to reduce 

redundancies and ensure compliance with regulations.



Key Questions Explored in the workshop

Group 1: Correct Exchange of Energy Data 
1.What problems do TOs and VKs face with energy data exchange?
2.At which process level (metering, collection, exchange, settlement) are most issues observed?
3.What solutions can address these problems (e.g., regulation, incentives)?
4.What are the negative business consequences of these issues?

Group 2: Cross-Acceptance of EMS
1.How can the type testing process for EMS be improved?
2.Are there countries not accepting homologated EMS, and why?
3.Are retrofitted vehicles compliant with new standards, and accepted for settlement?
4.What information should Settlement Responsibles receive?
5. Should Settlement Responsibles share data and avoid redundant tests?



Key Problems indentified during the workshop

• Energy Data Exchange Issues: 
• Faulty or missing EMS, leading to reliance on estimated data.
• Incomplete datasets per CEBD rules; lack of standardized approval routines.
• Limited access to data for VKs and TOs; cross-border data exchange gaps.
• Country-specific documentation and procedures complicate processes.

• Cross-Acceptance Challenges: 
• Lack of standardized type testing and certificate recognition across Europe.
• Some countries even reject homologated EMS due to extra requirements.
• Retrofitted vehicles may not comply with TSI standards, affecting settlement.
• Inconsistent information sharing and trust between Settlement Responsibles.

• Business Impacts for RU’s: 
• Higher operational costs due to repeated work for 
• Missing data and EMS not accepted for energy billing can lead to penalties and lost opportunities.
• Reduced overall confidence in the system.

“Problem that each Infrastructure Manager have own 
approval routines for EMSs. This should be standardised “

“EMS should be registered once and information should be 
shared by the IM (Infrastructure Manager)”

Lack of control and access to the data flow as a Vehicle Keeper

“Every country has several documents, that must be fulfilled, instead of a common standard in 
the different countries »

SOME FEEDBACK EXAMPLES:



An Eress internal working group has begun to work on following topics

1. Find and categorize current common 
pain points

2. Confirm pain points with Interviews
3. Collect commisioning procedures form 

Eress partners  Survey
4. Make proposals for improvement
5. Create a best practice document.



The working group has categorized the different pain points
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IM asking for data 
already verified by 
vehicle authorization.

IMs don’t share verification 
results, leading to duplicate 
data requests.

Lack of standardization on 
what IMs should request.

Incomplete EMS 
verification during 
vehicle authorization.*

EMS verification info 
unavailable to Vehicle 
Keepers (VKs).

No information provided 
after EMS reverification or 
component replacement.

RUs unaware of 
train composition.

No data access for 
VKs and RUs to verify 
EMS functionality.

Some countries refuse 
to collect EMS data in 
their DCS.

Homologated EMS may 
provide incorrect data 
or fail to send data to 
DCS.

DCS Admins and Exchange 
Admins unclear on whom 
to contact for EMS errors
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Next steps

 The proposal / results of the 
working will be presented 
during the Eress Forum coming 
12.June 2025.

(https://eress.eu/events/eress/eress-forum-2025/)

1. Find and categorize current common 
pain points

2. Confirm pain points with Interviews
3. Collect commisioning procedures form 

Eress partners  Survey
4. Make proposals for improvement
5. Create a best practice document.



Proposals for improvement :  Add a procedure

 What information should we collect from an EMS to ensure we can trust the data coming from 
him over the lifetime of the vehicle?

 Can we add some data to the Masterdata and exchange this with other concerned parties?

 Does this give sufficient trust avoiding each IM requesting other information to the VK or RU?

Proposal to add two forms to collect the data:

 Installation Type Test: information on EMS equipment type and on Traction Unit Type

 Installation Routine Test / Component replacement / Reverification: very limited set of 
information especially in case a maintenance plan under supervision of ECM is in place



Information: LOC&PAS TSI defines the maintenance of EMS



Information : Entity in Charge of Maintenance

An Entity in Charge of Maintenance (ECM) plays an important safety role in the European railway system by 
ensuring that the vehicles for which it is in charge are in a safe state of running by means of a system of 
maintenance.
This European system of certification for ECMs has been set up in Regulation 2019/779, that defines:

• The criteria to be applied for the accreditation or recognition of ECM’s and maintenance 
functions’ certification bodies;

• The requirements and assessment criteria applicable for the certification of ECMs and the certification of 
maintenance functions.

The system of certification provides evidence of responsibility and traceability of the maintenance undertaken 
on vehicles. It sets out also a certification process that ensures a transparent and structured management 
system for maintenance functions described in article 14(3) of Directive (EU) 2016/798 and will help to reduce 
the burden and duplication of controls and/or audits across the rail sector.

 ECM 1: supervises and coordinates the maintenance and ensures the safe state of the vehicle;
 ECM 2: responsible for the management of the maintenance documentation; 
 ECM-3: manages the vehicle’s removal for maintenance and its return to operation after maintenance;  
 ECM-4: delivers the required technical maintenance of a vehicle or parts of it.



Information: Entity in Charge of Maintenance

Drawing related to Safety Critical 
Components (SCC), but also showing 
the relations between the different 
actors.
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