03-DEG-08
08/01/17
Minutes of 5/Data Experts Group meeting, Bonn, 08/01/10-11
1. 
Minutes

Agreed : 13-DEG-07, the minutes of the previous meeting, without changes/modifications

2.
German comments/requests to DEG
Noted
: The German comments: 
· the DEG documents should be on the UN website

· DEG should not deal with limits (not even standstill values)

· DEG should clarify the origin of the tested vehicles and the organisation that submitted the data
Agreed: all the DEG documents would be added to a new section of the UN website

: DEG had been asked by R41WG to prepare an analysis of the database and the

  standstill values, as a basis for any future limit value discussion


: DEG would clarify the origin of the tested vehicles and the organisation that

  submitted the data for the base database, ASEP database, roadside enforcement

  database in the following steps:

· Step 1: Messrs Segers and Nakanishi to extend the vehicle information sheet with origin, testing organisation, and submitting body 

· Step 2: Messrs Segers and Nakanishi to draft a response to Germany’s comments 

· Step 3: finalisation of the consolidated databases (base data, ASEP, roadside enforcement) by asking the submitting body to complete a draft from Mr Steven

3.
German comment on standstill limits

Noted
: 02-DEG-08, the document presented by Germany
. 
: The concern that the standstill values identified by DEG would allow the noise level

  to rise for some models. Mr Steven wanted to study this issue in more depth

: ISO reminded the group that such effects were always present when the test

  procedure was changed, just as there were vehicles that would not be able to meet the

  new limit values because of the new procedure He recommended that Mr Steven

  review all the vehicles in the database, in order to get a full overview of the balance

  of the different results
Agreed: DEG would report that more work was needed on the issue before making a report to

  R41WG


: The effect identified by Mr Steven might be corrected by the ASEP test and therefore

  the two issues would have to be considered together

4.
Germany’s comments on the ASEP test procedure
Noted
: The German comments on the ASEP proposal

: There was a concern about allowing noise level increases when using the current

  ASEP approach (the data cloud envelope determined the upper noise level lines, so

  theoretically vehicles could move up to the limit)


 (this is the same as the point above)

: JASIC and ISO pointed out that other examples should also be considered because

  they would have no/more limited potential; ISO reminded DEG that several

  datapoints had already been deleted in the correlation exercise and 2 datapoints

  removed from the ASEP database

: Germany confirmed that their new OE and aftermarket ASEP data gave the same

  results (same range of slopes) as the existing OE ASEP data 

Agreed: Germany would continue their evaluation, in order to determine the overall net effect

  of the proposed revision of R41, by checking which base noise limit and ASEP limit

  curve offered the best guarantees for noise emission control in the real world


: Germany would provide DEG with latest UBA OE and RESS ASEP data
5.
General approach to ASEP testing

Noted
: The R51 ASEP group was considering 4 different approaches to ASEP:

· in every case the possibility of using either Lwot or the limit value as the reference point was being discussed (because COP for cars was linked to the limit, which is not the case for motorcycles, where COP was either up to the limit + 1 dB(A) or the TA result + 3dB(A)
· the OICA method: calculation of the average slope from multiple ASEP test data points (with exclusion of min and max values)
· NL method: the ASEP limit curve defined by either Lwot or limit value, with parameters (corrections) for vehicle speed and acceleration

· French/German method (similar to MC ASEP): to use the Lwot or limit value as the anchor point with a slope and tolerance for the lower and upper ASEP limit curves
· Additional proposal from UBA (Dr Schade): with the n/S50 value from the real use database (which was a function of PMR) as the anchor point instead of the Lwot value
Agreed: Germany would circulate the background information on the proposals from NL and

  Dr Schade, as well as the evaluation of these R51 ASEP concepts

: Germany would consider the appropriateness of these options in their overall

  assessment of the best possible combination of base TA test with limit and ASEP


: The improvement of the current ASEP concept (such as the Schade proposal) was

  preferable to a completely new ASEP concept (e.g. the NL concept)

: DEG should also have a position on the other options under discussion in the R51

  group, in case it was suggested that they be adopted for R41
6. 
The roadside test procedure

Noted
: The most recent BASt study (Annex1.doc) included only an evaluation of the earlier

  German proposal for roadside enforcement test with vAA as a function of PMR;

  there had been no evaluation of the feasibility or practicability of using the lowest

  gear WOT test from the base ISO test for roadside enforcement purposes
Agreed: The DEG proposal would be to use the lowest gear from the WOT test from the base

  ISO test 
7.
The draft amendment to R41

Noted
: 01-R41WG-08, the draft text of the amendment to R41, prepared by Italy

: The review of the text:
· § 6.4. general ASEP paragraph based on the emissions requirements;  were acceptable for the moment but may need amendment after Germany’s study had been completed; alignment with the R51 wording would also be considered
· § 6.5. new anti-tampering prescriptions to cover easily modifiable mufflers/muffler parts and manually adjustable multi-mode systems
· § 8.3. was a placeholder for COP for ASEP; JASIC and IMMA wanted to limit the COP obligation to the base TA test only (due to testing burden); R41WG would be asked for comments
· Annex 1: had been extended to cover the necessary additional information
· Annex 3:
· the roadside enforcement reference data had been added to the communication form, so that it could be used at national level, e.g. in the vehicle registration documents

· Germany wanted to add the roadside enforcement data to the manufacturer plate to facilitate checking (without the need to add data to registration document) because they also wanted to check vehicles in international traffic

· Annex 7:
· test II (VPP’ = 40 km/h (PMR < 50) or 50 km/h (PMR > 50) was not necessary as there would still be 2 fixed test conditions and 1 to be chosen at the discretion of the test house, so it would be deleted
· a specific method of deciding if a CVT needed to be tested had to be added; IMMA would make a proposal for an appropriate engine speed tolerance as a performance criterion
· the ASEP test should only be applied to Class 3 vehicles, because the base test for other classes would be effectively the same as an ASEP test. This would replace the 130 kW/t cut-off value the example at the end of the Annex would be deleted, and might be replaced once the test procedure had been finalised

: the comments from Harley Davidson: a first reading of the amendment had raised questions, so the addition of examples, a test report, guidance notes and an automated calculation sheet (like WMTC gearshift calculation) might be useful

Agreed: That the text should be revised to provide the maximum degree of simplification:

  Italy, ISO and Harley Davidson would propose solution(s)

: JASIC comments would be sent to the editing group 08/01/18


: The basic structure of the Regulation could not be changed 


: A revised version of the text would be presented at the next R41WG, with a

  schematic explanation of the basic structure and building blocks, to show how the

  text had been developed, with a description of any future work that would be

  necessary to complete the text:
· Base TA (ISO)
· ASEP (TUEV)
· Roadside enforcement (IMMA)
· Anti-tampering (IMMA)
8.
The German proposals for a cost benefit model/analysis

Agreed: The item would be postponed until the German study of the net overall effect had

  been finished (best possible combination of base TA limit and ASEP limit curve)
9.
Report to R41WG
Agreed: The Chairman would summarize the group’s progress and then introduce the

  presentations on the building blocks and the amendment text
10.
Date and place of any further meeting

Agreed
: The group would meet on 08/02/18, at 14h00 in the IMMA office; to finalise the

  presentation to R41WG


: Subsequent meetings would be agreed after the R41WG discussion
Dr NM Rogers

