18-NTF-06
06/08/07
Report on the informal meeting between IMMA/TUV, 06/08/01, Geneva

1.
Discussion on the noise test programme for base TA & ASEP/OCE
1.1
 ISO362-2 TA protocol
Document : 17-NTF-06, noise results from IMMA
Noted  : The revision of the excel file contained in 17-NTF-06                  (Annex2.xls)
            : The reminder that ISO 362-2 was a method based on acceleration rates to be

              achieved, with the possibility of using 2 gears, and the approximation of partial

              throttle use, based on the WOT and the constant speed tests.

            : The reminder that the best possible a_urban, a_wot result for dealing with urban
              operating conditions had been achieved since the beginning of the revision of the
              Standard. 

: The following comments based on the testing campaign conducted by TUV and by


  IMMA Members:



*There was no serious problem to use of the new test procedure 



  ISO362-2 to report. 




*Testing had been more “time demanding” with non CVT type



  motorcycles than with CVT type ones.



*In case two different gears felt into the reference band of the



  acceleration, there was a need for clarification of the text contained



  into Paragraph 2.8.3.1.3.1 of the ISO Standard in order to understand



  what to do with the two gears.

 


: JAMA would ask Suzuki about the peculiar acceleration behaviour of the 1200

  Bandit model TUV had pointed out during their oral reporting of test results. 

: ACEM would ask Triumph for confirming some results as well.

: Replacement exhaust silencers tested under stationary and “drive by” conditions

  would produce different results when under partial or full load         (Annex1.xls)

: SIAM’s suggestion to including in the text some elements to advise the test house to

  help the TA arrangement.

: Variability of the measured entry and exit speed might be solved with better accurate

  instrumentation.

: Bast would deliver results by the 2006/08/15 to TUV (based on 15 vehicles).  

: Comparing the test results between JAMA and TUV would be necessary.

: TUV has obtained “kp” factors of more of 50% with their test results.

: The reminder that the higher the engine capacity was, the higher the final gear (ie to


  achieve the highest acceleration) was.

: For manual transmissions, there was a direct fixed relationship between engine speed


  and vehicle speed in each gear. 

: The ambient temperature might influence the acceleration ratio and might lead to a


  different gear choice.

: The importance of the effect of extreme temperatures on the result would be


  assessed (reproducibility issue)

: In the test protocol, the temperature value should be noted.


: For information, the temperature bracket was between 5degC and 35degC during the 
  different testing.
Agreed
: A preparatory meeting inside the Industry and later between the Industry and TUV


  would be held in order to determine and agree what (graphical form) to present to the

  R41 Group and if enough data had been produced or not



: Editorial draft comments from SIAM would be consolidated and forwarded to the


  R41 Group.
1.2
 ASEP protocol
1.2.1
 Organisation of the discussion


a.
Check understanding of procedure




b.
IMMA Members’ experience



c.
TUV’s experience 


d.
What was the need for the test (eg. evidence of problems)



e.
Review of the concept of the ASEP protocol
1.2.2
 Outcome of the data collection campaign

Documents: 12-NTF-06, noise results from TUV


      : 15-NTF-06, general comments from USMMA on the current ASEP proposal
Noted
  : ASEP results would be included in the upcoming Bast results. 


  : The testing procedure appeared to be feasible with the following proposed


    improvements:



§1 in case some vehicles ended in 2nd gear, the motorcycle had to be checked

 
§2 in case of multiple gears, the need to check which one would give the



     highest db value


 : The testing procedure appeared to be too general (scope) and too variable 


   (4 different results from 1 single vehicle). 

 : This variability problem could not be solved.


 : The nature of the test was the intrinsic cause of that variability of results observed.

 : The need to clearly determine the boundary of the area to check by means of that


   new test in order to avoid generating a single additional measurement point whose 
   use would be much limited.

 : The reminder that this new test was not for establishing a 2nd relative limit value.

 : The reminder that the acquisition of the entry speed depended on the type of test


   equipment.


 : Some delay in acceleration change with CVT type motorcycles over the length of


   the test track had been noted.

 : IMMA reaffirmed that on today there was no evidence of any problem to solve by


   means of that new draft test.

 : TUV presentation of the revised new concept from the R51 ASEP TF 


   for which no rolling noise was needed.


      (Annex3.ppt)

 : TUV presentation of assessment of work of the new concept for non CVT and 


   CVT type PTWs





      (Annex4.ppt)


 : Looking at rpm and speed together appeared to be a difficult objective to achieve.

 : The rpm test upper limit was defined by speed for safety reasons
.


 : The format of graphs in order to be immediately comparable between the different

   sources (TUV, the Industry) should be based by default on: 





            (Lmax) versus (engine speed) 

 : The need to agree 

· an evidence of a problem to solve.

· the type of testing to make sure the data were right without any burden 

· what to recommend for solving this problem (if any) to the R41 Group.

Agreed : The current formulation of the ASEP procedure, not precise enough, should be


   improved in relation to what changes to make on the test procedure so that it would


   be simpler and workable across the range for all motorcycles.

 : TUV would redraft the ASEP test proposal by the 24 of August. 


 : The nature of the “rpm mapping” to check would be confirmed in September.

 : Manufacturers would establish what data/experience they had to allow to

   achieve a simpler and workable solution across the range for all motorcycles.

 : A consolidation of the obtained ASEP test results should be done by the Industry

   and TUV

             : IMMA would provide extensive details about why the existing ASEP proposal 

   did not work and would present at the next meeting of the data collection expert

   group his own counter-proposals.
1.3        The new roadside enforcement testing

Document: 07-NTF-06, the latest revised ISO5130 Standard
Noted   : IMMA’s reminder for a need:

· To understand why Germany wanted to privilege this new test as opposed to other preparatory measures 
· To see how a drive-by test (if any) could be developed to supplement the stationary test on the basis of ISO 362-2 
· To review all the other options to make enforcement testing more effective 
             : IMMA stated that in some countries it would be not easy to find any testing
               place for that roadside enforcement testing
             : The general agreement that adding a single 2nd point of measurement for stationary
               testing would not help control the RESS products before it went to the street              

             : The current percentage of roadside check in Germany was confirmed to be low. 

             : Repeating a stationary test at the road side was not a good enough solution for

               Germany.
             : COP might be possibly considered as part of the future answer.

             : The reminder that in Reg92, manufacturers were not able to define any

               recommendation of testing.

             : At the EU level, if a TA RESS initially accepted by one state country, was detected
               as a non conformed one by another country, this 2nd state country could force the 

               1st one to reassess the situation of that TA RESS device.         
             : Accuracy of any testing would require some further consideration.
             : The reminder that lowering speeds induced lower noise emission levels.    

             : The suggestion of pre-specifying a vehicle speed to avoid confusion of
               ways of measurement.

             : The suggestion of applying the TA protocol on RESS devices and specify
               how close a RESS device under full load should be to the (OE) device noise
               exhaust behaviour (drive-by requirement for original equipment)  

Agreed : A general statement “background briefing document” would be produced by
               IMMA in time for the next meeting.

             : This document would describe the Industry official view and the way
               the Industry did feel it should be solved 

2.
 Consolidated database for the R41 discussions

Agreed :  IMMA would review the full set of verification test results.
3.          Future meeting
Agreed : It would be held in week 35 (Friday 1st of September) in the IMMA office
 

               (depending on the attendance list).
             : IMMA would invite the new German Representative Stephan Redmann to attend the
               meeting


 : The data collection expert group would be asked to consider the question of the

   possibility of an “Organisation of a final comparative testing” on that week.
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