-R41WG-06

06/12/18

Report of 2/R41WG/Data Experts meeting, Ann Arbor, 06/11/22

0.
Introduction

Noted
: Mr D. Moore, Convenor of WG42, was present to assist with developments in the R51 ASEP discussion and cooperation with OICA in general

Agreed: to hold an initial OICA/IMMA liaison meeting on 07/01/26, at 10h00 in the [ACEM office], to exchange general views and plan a follow-up meeting to discuss details and strategy on 07/02/19, before GRB

1.
Minutes of the previous meeting

Agreed:  15-R41WG-06, the Minutes of 1/R41WG/Data experts group

1.2
Matters arising not otherwise covered in the agenda

Noted
: the presentations from OICA and JASIC, for the R51 ASEP group (29-NTF-06)

2.
Documents circulated since the last meeting

Noted
: the Minutes of 7/R41WG, (16-R41WG-06 of 06/09/05)

3.
ISO 362-2

3.1
General

Noted
: the database of noise test results at 06/10/10 (18-R41WG-06, Annex 1)


: the data from BASt, (18-R41WG-06, Annex 2)


: the previous week's WP29 had agreed to the EU proposal that R51 vehicles should be double-tested at type approval according to the existing R51 method and the new ISO method. Consequently, the R41 group had to make sure that the data was fully representative of motorcycle production, to avoid a similar request being made for R41

: 19-R41WG-06a, the IMMA analysis of the latest database

3.2
Questions to be answered

3.2.1
Are there any gaps in the data?

Noted
: the BASt data was still not complete, 3 datasets were missing but had been identified for inclusion when received by TUV


: there was only one vehicle in class 1 (up to 80cc). This should not be problem because the category itself had disappeared from all markets except for a small number of models in Japan. In addition, a classification based on PMR was more logical because of the way the new ISO method was specified


: the WMTC database should be used to show that only motorcycles > 80cc need to be considered

: if necessary, JASIC would be able to provide additional data for < 80cc vehicles; a footnote would be added to the report to indicate the availability of additional data from Japan)

Agreed: with the completion of the BASt data the database was representative of motorcycle production for the near to medium term future

3.2.2
Are there any strange results to consider?

Noted
: there were 2-3 data points above 1-1 line; IMMA would check reasons for this, though the experts did not think that it was significant and probably derived from a particular style of motorcycle. Initial examination led to the conclusion that they were probably:

· 3 CVT vehicles

· 1 MT with a 3rd gear test for R41, but a 2nd/gear test in ISO 

: the reasons for the scatter in the data points were:

· the inclusion of the constant speed noise level (which is dependant on the vehicle type)

· the sensitivity of the vehicle to differences in the test conditions

: as in the R51 tests there was no mathematical correlation between the test procedures, which was to be expected due to the fundamental differences in the methods

Agreed: the database would be reorganized and presented in the same format as the data for the R51 discussions, using the rounded ISO 362-2 results

3.2.3
What does the data tell us about the standstill limit value for the ISO method in relation to the R41 method?

Noted
: the results showed a different effect for the different classes but an overall lowering of measured sound levels by about 2.3 DB(A)

Agreed: the following graphs would be used to show the results:

1. the overall noise level graph R41 vs ISO 362 (to show the overall spread) but with the correlation line deleted, as being unnecessary

2. the Class 1 and 2 data in one graph showing the average reduction; and the Class 3 data shown separately

3. the data table with percentage of motorcycle models covered at each level of limit value

3.2.4
What further work needs to be done?

Agreed: the following steps were needed:

· the collection and integration of the remaining BASt data by 06/11/29

· the draft data table, in the new format, to be drafted by IMMA in time for circulation and checking by data group experts by 06/12/11, 

· the circulation of the final version of the data table to R41WG by 06/12/22

3.2.5
What report should be made to R41WG?

Agreed: the report would be that the Data experts group considered the database to be representative enough of motorcycle production to allow a proper discussion of limit values to take place

4.
ASEP

4.1
General

Noted
: the revised TUV ASEP concept, 16-R41WG-06-Annex 2 

: the presentation from TUV (19-R41WG-06b):

· showed comparisons between engine speed with Lmax and nPP or n/S @ Lmax

· figure 2 showed an example of Lmax against rpm

· some CVT vehicles showed an increase in noise level at lower vehicle speed and TUV asked for an explanation

· the slope of the Lmax vs engine speed regression line was loosely correlated to rated engine speed but still showed a wide spread. The same was true on the basis of normalized engine speed. The linear version of the correlation would be easier for the R41WG to understand 

· figure 22 showed the potential for muffler design to switch to an illegal mode above the engine speeds  in the ISO362-2 procedure, and this had been shown by the ASEP method. The RESS concerned was an extreme case and it was not clear if a less dramatic example would be identified

: the WG42 Chairman pointed out that this example would be covered by the general language prohibiting cycle beating. IMMA agreed but pointed out that a standardized test based on established criteria should be developed to allow Type Approval Authorities to be able to check performance in the event of doubt


: the engine speed used to construct the graphs was n at Lmax

: IMMA proposed using nPP for simplicity. TUV agreed and would reformat the data


: JASIC thought that a distinction should be made between OCE and cycle-beating


: an ASEP test based on a wide range would also allow the identification of cycle beating, e.g. figure 22


: the IMMA presentation (Annex 1) which showed the reasoning for:

· limiting the scope of ASEP to manual transmission vehicles

· simplifications that could be made to the proposed test

· the need for additional ASEP test data for motorcycles with a PMR > 130 

: TUV agreed on the need to increase the number of data points to allow further refinement/simplification of the ASEP test protocol. This had to be explained to the German MOT, whose current belief was that there was enough data

Agreed: figure 20 and 21 of the TUV presentation would be reformatted to show only the upper curve, as this was the correct one for discussing the ASEP limit value

4.2
Questions to be answered

4.2.1
Can the present database be used to evaluate the revised TUV ASEP concept?

Agreed: more data was needed for vehicles > 130 PMR, but the trends could be seen in the existing data
4.2.2
Are additional tests necessary?

Agreed: more tests are needed to allow further refinement and simplification of the proposed ASEP

4.2.3
What does the existing database tell us about:

4.2.3.1 The scope of application

Noted
: for CVT and low(er) PMR MT vehicles there was no significant noise level increase under the ASEP test. This was because the ISO test already forced a high engine speed which did not change in the ASEP test

: higher noise levels at lower vehicle speed was due to higher acceleration

: TUV did not see a need for additional testing for CVT (though more analysis of existing data was needed, to double-check that there was no way for a simple motorcycle-CVT to be made to respond in an unpredictable way

: as an initial response TUV thought the dividing line at 130 PMR was correct, but more data was required either side of the line to be sure

Agreed: after analysis of the test results exclusion of CVT and low(er) PMR MT vehicles could be considered, subject to more data to confirm the results so far 

4.2.3.2
The slope(s) of the limit lines

Agreed: on the results so far, a 5 dB(A) per 1000 rpm slope would be adequate to identify non-linear engine behaviour

4.2.3.3
The need to consider values below the Lwot i point

Agreed: the existing data did not show any need to include such values in the ASEP testing

4.2.3.3
Measurement tolerances that may be needed

Agreed: linked to the discussion of the limit value slope; the limitation curve should not be too close to existing noise level data points for what are all reasonable/good vehicles


: a specific tolerance figure might not need to be specified if the limit curve was properly positioned

4.2.3.4
Are there any developments in the R51 ASEP TF discussions to be considered?

Noted
: the WG42 Chairman's report that all R51 discussion items had been tackled; the latest conclusion was that more data was necessary; R51 members were recommending having more time to consider the procedure in order to avoid making mistakes

: in concept, the approach for R51 and R41 was the same but there were practical differences between cars and motorcycles

Agreed: the R41WG should continue to monitor the R51 discussions and see if there was a way of simplifying and harmonising both methods

5.
Roadside testing

Noted
: there has not been an opportunity for Germany to review its position on roadside testing


: the Chairman's summary flowchart of the enforcement options (Annex 2 )

: the basis for the entry speed for Germany's proposed roadside test was the shift point from 1st to 2nd gear, as determined in the WMTC gearshift model

Agreed: no discussion was possible, IMMA's offer of bi-lateral discussion with Germany remained open

6.
Recommendation to R41WG

Agreed: the following action points before R41WG:

· finalization of data collection (BASt!)

· put together the data table based on the R51 format:

· December 10 – draft data table to Data group experts

· December 22 – final data table to R41WG

· identify presentation material to convey key messages on:

· noise level correlation – graphs to be reformatted on basis of final data table – 

· ASEP: identification of main area(s) of attention; collection of more data to allow further refining/simplification; JAMA to consider circulating proposal for revised ASEP test protocol by December 22

· Enforcement – send the flowchart of existing legal instruments to R41WG, with the graph of the correlation between L_enforcement and L_wot in ISO 362-2 (to show that the ISO test would be appropriate if a dynamic roadside test was really necessary)

: R41WG and then GRB would be asked if:

· the coverage of the R41/ISO 362-2 comparison database was sufficient for starting a limit value discussion

· the direction of the ASEP discussion and the interim conclusions were in line with what they expected/wanted

: Germany would be asked bi-laterally what their view of enforcement testing was. Subsequently, the discussion would be transferred to R41WG

7.
Other business

7.1
Noise demonstrations

Noted
: OICA was discussing a possible noise test demonstration to increase awareness of how noise levels are perceived


: the Chairman's experience that such demonstrations were very time-consuming to organise and difficult to manage so that the messages were clearly understood


: JAMA's successful experiences when inviting officials to be present during ordinary noise testing sessions

7.2
Assessment of effect of reducing the number of test runs (3 instead of 4)

Noted
: the presentation by Italy (Annex 3)

: the conclusion that the overall average deviation was less than 0.1 dB when excluding an obviously outlier

: TUV's suggestion that a further analysis should compare the first 3 results with all 4, as these would be the ones recorded if the requirement was changed

Agreed: it would be desirable to reduce the number of tests to a minimum

Dr NM Rogers

Chairman

