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Welcome
The workgroup chairman Jürgen Westphäling welcomed all experts to the meeting venue at FederUnaComa in Bologna. A special welcome was directed to Mr.  Andási Mátyás from BPW Hungaria and Stefano Pagliarani from FederUnaComa who both attended for the first time.
Call around the table
There were fourteen experts that attended the meeting. Apologizes were received from Mr. Alan Feltham, Mr. Benno van Ittersum, Mr. Didier Turlier, Mr. Dominique Lesquail, Mr. Jan Sokreef, Mr. Joachim Zander,  Mr. Philippe Jaumouille and Mr. Werner Condrads. 
Report on the subgroup on Agriculture coupling equipment 
In general the work with the regulation for agricultural couplings is progressing at an acceptable pace. Our chairman pointed out some consequences from the Agricultural regulation being added as a second part of the current R55. General conditions from the base regulations will apply also to the agricultural regulations. Areas of special interest are test procedures and approval procedures. Validity of earlier approvals would be another item to address in transmission provisions. The afternoon of the second day of our next meeting will be devoted to the discussion of the interface between the two parts.
Report from the GRRF
Review of informal document ECE/TRANS/WP29/GRRF/2014/14
There was nothing new to report on the updated document that was discussed at our meeting in Paris.
Plan for next proposal to the GRRF
Concerning planning of the work in the working group and the sequence of proposal packages to the GRRF it was agreed to take a detailed discussion on that at the next meeting.
Walk through of the Actions in the “resolutions and actions list”
General discussion about “In-use” requirements
To the meeting in Paris the document R55_05_05 was submitted. However there was no time to discuss it. The fundamental driver for the proposal is the need to through the regulation have some control over how the type approved vehicles are used in different applications. In essence the basic D-, Dc- and V-value formulae are not primarily needed to type-approve an individual vehicle. However it is recognized that coupling equipment when installed is not capable to support any imaginable application. Hence those formulae have been included since long time. As the applications/combinations are growing in number and complexity it is worthwhile looking at a more efficient structure to handle this in the regulation. This was the background to the wording “In-Use”. While expressing some support for the proposal there was a request to change the heading not using “In-Use”. That wording puts the association to how to allow combinations to be put together rather than to the type-approval of a vehicle. The recommendation from the group was to regard these formulas as a mean to limit the forces exerted on the coupling parts in application. I.e. with those formulae you will know that the capacity of the couplings is not exceed. Furthermore the recommendation was to add some more examples. It was also questioned whether reference to ISO standard is necessary. The proposal shall be reworked to the next meeting.
Waiting list
There was a proposal from Poland to update the regulation to enable testing of worst cases in the case of a product family like a number of adaptations of class B coupling heads. This was discussed and reference was made to Annex 6 §1.1. That paragraph is generally applicable and it allows the worst cases to be identified through calculation procedures. Accordingly a technical service shall allow for worst case testing under the condition that those worst cases are correctly identified. I.e. the group does not see any need for change of the regulation on this point. The party having proposed the change was asked to approach the approving authority referencing this discussion. Some comment was also made about bringing this issue to the TAAM meeting.
Most action items in the report will be addressed through the items in the agenda point 5. However action items 31, 38 and 44 need to be cleared out
In the discussion item 31 was found to be cleared. Mr. Westphäling will execute the item 38 in the near future. Mr. Alguëra execute item 44 within short time.
Review of the list of items
Item 2 Complex(R55_03_09, R55_03_10, R55_03_11, R55_04_05, R55_04_06, R55_04_07, R55_05_17, R55_06_02)
Mr. Westphäling reported that a group had been established with in DIN to address the auxiliary usage within sports and leisure application of trailer couplings. The organization ADAC is pushing this issue in Germany. The general opinion of the group was that this work was relevant but it will not be producing result in time to be accounted for in this group. Last meeting we had some indication that there would by Lohr be made some measurements relevant to this item. However those were not ready yet. A couple of different approaches were discussed. None of those were judged to give a solution. Mr. Hansen argued for the possibility to have some general means to handle applications like these. Mr. Gunneriusson had proposals along the same theme.
In order to progress the item Mr. Westphäling agreed to contact ISO TC22/SC4 secretariate. Further input on accident statistics are awaited from Mr. van Ittersum, Mr. Stokreef and Mr. Jaumouille.
Item 4 Complex(R55_06_16)
Mr. Preud´homme presented a proposal for testing and approval of class L drawbar eye. The proposal outlined two different test set-ups to account for application with clevis type and hook type couplings respectively. In accordance with this the type label shall indicate two different sets of performance values referring to clevis and hook type couplings. The proposal was well received. The chairman asked the experts to consider the proposal to the next meeting when a decision could be made.
Item 5 Complex (R55_04_02, R55_04_09, R55_05_08, R55_06_05, R55_06_17)
The proposal for a new class W had been further elaborated in a mail exchange between Mr. Stokreef, Mr. Westphäling and Mr. Teyssier. The reworked proposal was slightly reworded and approved for submission to the GRRF. Final proposal is in document R55_06_17.
Item 7 Simple
Status quo! Mr. Preud´homme and Mr. Lescail had the assignment from last meeting to study this subject on break away cable a bit more in detail. However these gentlemen had not had the opportunity to finish this work. They will come back next meeting.
Item 11 Simple (R55_04_13, R55_04_14, R55_04_15, R55_04_16, R55_05_15, R55_06_14)
Mr Teyssier presented a reworked proposal according to alternative one from the document R55_05_15. The proposal was approved for submission to the GRRF. Final proposal is in document R55_06_14. Two connected items were identified in the discussion. The first one was concerning Annex 5 §3.7.5. This paragraph is unclear leaves several options for interpretation. It was agreed to amend this paragraph such that the comment in parenthesis at the end is deleted. This change shall be put into an informal document for the 76th session of GRRF. The secretary was assigned the task to edit that informal document. The second connecting item was the Annex 5 §12.1. third section. This item is related to the discussion that we have had on the indication item during earlier meeting of the working group. I.e. the matter about having the indication display integrated into the instrument cluster in the cab. We are aware that this happens already. There is a need to clear this practice out in the regulation. It was agreed to put this item on the waiting list.
Item 12 Simple ()
There has been no document containing accident statistics received from Mr. Zander. We agreed to wait till next meeting for such supporting data. If data is not received at that meeting the item will be dropped.
Item 13 Complex (R55_04_11; R55_05_03, R55_06_07, R55_06_08, R55_06_17)
Mr. Alguëra presented the document R55_06_07 that draw on the recommendation in the German rules TA31. Mr. Alguëra made an explanation of the physical mechanism behind the proposed formulas. This explanation was supported on an assumption that the steered axle group was braking at 0.6g retardation. In the document it was then proposed to use a calculation procedure to approve the lateral performance of drawbars. In case of physical testing of the lateral performance the use of a test force that is two times the force used in the calculation procedure is proposed.  The presentation was supported by Mr. Bröckling. Mr. Mátáys was also supporting the proposal in that document. He also presented the document R55_06_17 as a background. There is shown the difference in frequency spectrum for the lateral forces and the longitudinal forces. The conclusion of that document is that the accumulated number of high side forces is so low that a higher allowable stress for side forces is motivated. Mr. Svensson found it strange that a calculation procedure shall use lower forces that a procedure based on physical tests. The usual situation is just the opposite. Furthermore he argued that the force generating mechanism outlined by Mr. Alguëra is not the one that generates the highest side forces. According to measurements made in Sweden the highest side forces develop when maneuvering at very low speed. This also supported by the formulae used NZS 5446:2007, cited before. Incidentally the static test forces according to TA31 compares closely to the side forces used in NZS 5446:2007. There was some agreement that the mechanism generating side forces did not differ much between hinged and rigid drawbars. A further observation is that the high static test forces challenge local buckling of the drawbar. This is not at all accounted for in the calculation procedure proposed in the document R55_06_07. The chairman draw the attention to the fact that this item was actually started as an attempt to handle the two different Av-values that the current R55 regulation generates for single axle and tandem axle applications. Mr. Svensson was not prepared to support the R55_06_07 proposal and asked for more time to think the consequences over. That request was agreed.
Item 14 Complex (R55_06_02) 
This item raises a lot of discussion. The key point is to settle the issue when is an added structure a part of the chassis or not. Connected with this is the question about of product liability. As long as there are no towing forces carried through the added structure no one seems to care. When you do carry towing forces the issue becomes one of deciding whether the added structure is load or chassis. Two main tracks are identified. Mobile homes and the practices in that context on one hand and commercial vehicles like car transporters on the other hand. With mobile homes the issue is whether the added structure is strong enough and whether the 2nd stage manufacturer has facilities dimension and test the added structure adequately. In the context of car transporters and the like, the issue is whether the fixing of the 2nd stage structure is as solid and as suited as the arrangements outlined for standard bodies in the OEM bodybuilder´s instruction. It was concluded that more information is needed to progress this item. The chairman will contact the companies Lohr and AL-KO. Mr. Tagliaferri will contact the companies  IVECO/Fiat and Rolfo. In this context Mr. Tagliaferri noted that variants of Fiat Ducato had been tested in their laboratories. This item was adjourned to the next meeting. 
Item 20 Complex (R55_02_13, R55_04_08, R55_04_12, R55_05_01, R55_05_06, R55_05_20, R55_05_21, R55_05_22)
The document R55_05_20 was presented. It proposes a simplification of the rules found in earlier versions of TA31. A general observation in that context is that there is nothing said about any speed limitations. At the meeting in Paris Mr. Alguëra presented a proposal how to handle speed reduction with respect to forces exerted on the couplings. This was a response to earlier proposal from Mr. Svensson. This latter formula from Sweden was not as aggressive the formula proposed by Mr. Aguëra. Yet it has been applied without problem for many years. It was agreed that Mr. Alguëra and Mr. Svensson should try to reach a balanced compromise combining the two proposals.  Concerning the TA31 approach it was also noted there is an Italien standard addressing (R55_05_20) heavy transports in a similar way however it is more cast in the form of tables rather than formulae. It was in the group felt that we needed input from the OEM:s. Hence some tasks were allocated. Mr. Tagliaferri will approach Iveco. Mr. Alguëra will approach Daimler and MAN. Mr. Svensson will approach Volvo and Scania. Mr. Preud´homme approaches Renault. Mr. Stokreef contacts DAF.
The current plan is to try to find some reasonable combination of a TA31 type approach and some speed limitation approach.
Item 21 Complex (R55_04_11, R55_05_05, R55_06_09)
This item was partly addressed in the discussion on “limiting” applications referenced under agenda point 3. In the more specialized discussion here it was noted that the R55 has a limitation that it addresses “motor vehicles and trailers” (§2.1). Mr. Teyssier proposed that that shall in accordance with what has been done in the braking regulation R13, be changed to “Towing vehicle and Towed vehicle”. (That would also make R55 more inherently consistent in the wording. §2.2 uses “towing vehicle” [secretaries comment]) There was a short discussion on the determination of towable mass as used in the information document in accordance with Annex I of 2007/46/EU. Mr. Svensson had summarized some comments on this item in the document R55_06_09. According to that the towable mass is not a major issue for the type approval of a vehicle. However in the practical applications a statement on maximum allowable towing mass from a coupling perspective may be useful. It was pointed out in this context that the group shall acknowledge that the R55 is applicable outside Europe. Hence a wider perspective has to be applied. It was also remarked that a reference to the ISO18868 standard might not be accepted. Hence some other arrangement to capture the content of that standard shall be investigated. I addition to the discussion within the group it was noted that we shall follow the discussion in the GRRF session 76 on the ToR of the continuation of the ACV working group.
Item 22 Complex (R55_04_03, R55_05_04, R55_06_06 )
A final proposal was outlined in document R55_06_06. In general this proposal was accepted. There were some comments on the words used that could be misleading. E.g. “allowable” as used does not necessarily mean that you may apply so high vertical forces. The formulas were considered to be a bit too complex for general field application. It was proposed there shall be try made to put this information in a graphical form such that a graph could be included in the user´s manual of the coupling. Hence such a graph will be subject to the type approval of the coupling. Mr. Svensson was assigned the task.
Item 24 Complex (R55_05_14, R55_05_18)
Since last meeting no new information was received. There is hence not accident statistics to support action on this item. Mr. Hansen had some PTI statistics to the Paris meeting. Since then he had looked a bit more in detail on the data and found that the information is most likely confounded with other sources. Accordingly that information gives even less support. Mr. Mátáys expressed that his company was not in favor as there is no statistic support. Mr. Gunneriusson pointed out that this is perhaps more of a fifth wheel problem than one of the trailer. This is so as the failures most likely appear in the fifth wheels. The standard ISO1726-3 gives guidance how to handle this matter in the PTI to get control. It was agreed to drop the item from the list.
Item 25 Complex(R55_02_05, R55_05_13)
Mr. Stokreef was not present at the meeting. Hence this item was adjourned to the next meeting.
Item 26 Complex(R55_05_12, R55_06_13)
OICA had scrutinized the proposal in R55_05_12. They expressed a concern that the list included surplus information that was already available in the information document of the vehicle approval according to Annex I of 2007/46/EU. OICA (Mr. Teyssier) were keen that the information shall only be that needed for the type approval of a coupling. Further OICA pointed to the § 5.1 and §§5.3, 5.3.x  wondering whether that is not sufficient to enable coupling manufacturers to be entitled to receive the information from the OEM on request. In the discussion it was noted that it might be a bit unclear to refer to the §5.x as that applies strictly to the approval of vehicles. Hence it was agreed that there shall be a clarification added, perhaps linking §3.2.8 and §§5.x making it clear that coupling manufacturers are entitled to the relevant vehicle information. OICA also expressed an idea that perhaps this information could be channeled through the approval authority to the coupling manufacturer. 
Item 29 Complex (R55_04_04, R55_05_02,)
At the Paris meeting Mr. Bröckling volunteered to outline a new proposal. The proposal was to consider all drawbars as a separate technical unit. Mr. Svensson commented that this was one possible way to proceed. However some related problems then has to be resolved. One such problem is to arrange testing of a drawbar that is really a direct continuation of the material in the side rails of the chassis. Another problem is to handle simple designs. Mr. Svensson argued that a proposal like this from Mr. Bröckling has to be accompanied with a clear regulation of how to apply approval through a calculation procedure. Hence he continued we shall conclude there are no “simple designs”. The only reason to talk about simple designs is to judge whether approval through calculation procedures is allowable or not. Accordingly the concept of “Simple designs” is replaced by a procedure how to validate a calculation procedure. Mr. Svensson pointed to the requirements in the European perspective where the conditions for a calculation procedure to be applied are set in the Article 11 of the directive 2007/46/EU. Reference is made to the Annex XVI. There in appendix 3 the applicable validation procedure is defined. The same conditions shall be applied to R55.
Item 30 Complex (R55_02_09, R55_03_06, R55_05_09)
See item 29.
Any other business
A proposal from Sweden relating to item 14 was sent in as document R55_06_01. This document was forgotten and will be addressed at the next meeting.
Close of the meeting
The chairman thanked all participating experts for their contribution and wished them a safe journey home. Welcome back in June of 2014. Likewise the attendees expressed their gratitude for the hospitality by FederUnaComa  to host the meeting.
The next meeting will be held in “Poznan” (exact venue TBD) on the 3rd  to 4th of June 2014.
Resolutions and actions

	No.
	Description
	Time
	Actor
	Closed

	1
	Item list in ToR extended with two items.
29. Integrated drawbar, 30. Simple drawbar
	2012 Oct 11
	Svensson
	Yes

	2
	The German TA 31 sent to the secretary
	2012 Oct 11
	Conrad
	Yes

	3
	TûV-Nord procedure on rigid drawbars sent to the secretary
	2012 Oct 11
	Conrad
	

	4
	Invite Lucien Vogel of  Lohr to the group
	2012 Oct 11
	Preud´homme
	Yes

	5
	Invite German trailer manufacturers to the group
	2012 Oct 11
	Westphäling
	Yes

	6
	Invite other trailer manufacturers through CLCCR
	2012 Oct 11
	Svensson
	Yes

	7
	Invite representatives from UTAC to the group
	2012 Oct 11
	Preud´homme
	Yes

	8
	Investigate further experts to the agricultural subgroup
	2012 Oct 11
	All
	Yes

	9
	Item 6, Collect further information on locking of foldable class A couplings
	2012 Oct 11
	van Ittersum
	Yes

	10
	Item 7, In principle agreed but formulation shall be reconsidered.
	2012 Oct 11
	Westphäling, Stokreef
	Yes

	11
	Item 8, Agreed without modifications
	2012 Oct 11
	
	Yes

	12
	Item 10, No agreement reached, reclassified as complex. 
	2012 Oct 11
	Decided
	Yes

	13
	Item 11, Proposal agreed in principle. Mr. Teyssier of Volvo volunteered to reconsider the formulation. Mr. Tagliaferri offered his support.
	2012 Oct 11
	Teyssier, Tagliaferri
	

	14
	Item 12, The drawings proposed needed improvement. The justification is required to be better founded in the statistics.
	2012 Oct 11
	Zander
	Yes

	15
	Item 17, Agreed
	2012 Oct 11
	
	Yes

	16
	Item 18, Proposal was agreed. The formulation does cover fully automatic coupling systems.
	2012 Oct 11
	
	Yes

	17
	Item 23, Proposal disagreed and withdrawn
	2012 Oct 11
	
	Yes

	18
	Item 22, Proposal supported and Mr. Svensson was assigned the task to elaborate the proposal
	2012 Oct 11
	Svensson
	Yes

	19
	Item 2, No agreement was reached at this time more information on accident statistics needed
	2012 Oct 11
	Westphäling
	Yes

	20
	Item 2, AL-KO to send internal procedure to Mr. Westphäling
	2012 Oct 11
	Jaumouille
	

	21
	Item 2, TÜV-Rheinland to send internal procedure to Westphäling
	2012 Oct 11
	?
	

	22
	Item 2, Try to get documentation on the Dutch automobile club procedures and send to Westphäling
	2012 Oct 11
	Stokreef
	

	23
	Item 13, Support but further information wanted. Contact Mr. Bonacker for more background.
	2012 Oct 11
	Svensson
	Yes

	24
	Item 3, Proposal in principle agreed. More information on mechanism required. Westphäling contacts DLG. Svensson contacts Mr. Bonacker.
	2012 Oct 11
	Westphäling,
Svensson
(Challenge to all experts)
	Yes

	25
	Item 4, Pommier is invited to outline a new class L2 intended for use with pin type couplings with cylindrical (prismatic) pin.
	2012 Oct 11
	Preud´homme
	

	26
	Items agreed at the 2012 Oct 10-11 will be formalized in a working document for the GRRF session 2013 Feb
	2012 Oct 11
	Westphäling,
Svensson

	Yes

	27
	Next meeting to be held in Garching 2013 Jan 15-16
	2012 Oct 11
	
	Yes

	28
	Italian UNACOMA to prepare a proposal for agricultural couplings
	2013 Jan 16
	Westphäling
	Yes

	29
	Simple items will go in the current series of amendments.
	2013 Jan 16
	Decided
	Yes

	30
	No transition period needed for the simple items
	2013 Jan 16
	Decided
	Yes

	31
	Handle both ball and pin couplings in the context of secondary coupling. New proposal.
	2013 Jan 16
	Westphäling
	Yes

	32
	Introduce clevis in the definition of Class C clearing out ambiguities. New proposal
	2013 Jan 16
	Westphäling
	Yes

	33
	Further detail the requirement for remote indication. New proposals.
	2013 Jan 16
	Tagliaferri, Teyssier
	

	34
	Distribute new sketches on free space definition.
	2013 Jan 16
	Westphäling, Alguëra
	

	35
	Comment on the new sketches for free space
	2013 Jan 16
	All
	

	36
	Proposal for item 17 adjusted
	2013 Jan 16
	Decided
	Yes

	37
	Further elaborate on the trade-off proposal, aiming for a straight line
	2013 Jan 16
	Turlier, Svensson
	

	38
	Send the German documented procedure FS5 to the secretary
	2013 Jan 16
	Westphäling
	

	39
	Start outline requirements for auxiliary usage of coupling equipment.
	2013 Jan 16
	van Ittersum
	

	40
	Supply information on force level from coupling brakes.
	2013 Jan 16
	Turlier, 
van Ittersum, Preud´home, Westphäling, Jaumouille
	Yes

	41
	Investigate the outcome from the changed rules for drawbar lateral forces in NewZeeland
	2013 Jan 16
	Svensson
	

	42
	Coupling in existing classes developed to become fully automatic coupling remain in the original class.
	2013 Jan 16
	Decided
	Yes

	43
	Outline a new Class W for coupling systems of unique concept. Draw on the Class T when outlining the definition
	2013 Jan 16
	Svensson, Gunneriusson
	Yes

	44
	Review Annex 7 §1.5.2
	2013 Jan 16
	Algüera
	Yes

	45
	Investigate and compile statistics concerning king-pin and supporting structure in semi-trailers.
	2013 Jan 16
	Stokreef, Hansen, Gunneriusson, Bailey,Preud´home, Tagliaferri
	

	46
	Investigate and compile information on limiting articulation angles for coupling equipment as installed on the vehicles
	2013 Jan 16
	Stokreef, Hansen, Gunneriusson, Bailey,Turlier, Erario/Tagliaferri
	Yes

	47
	Item 2, Put the ISO15263DIS and French experimental standard XPR-18-904-4  side by side and try to extract relevant parts.
	2013 Apr 12
	van Ittersum
	

	48
	Item 2, Contact Mr. Pierre Martin of BNA to get some background information to the ISO15263 work failing.
	2013 Apr 12
	Preud’homme, Westphäling
	

	49
	Item 4, Outline a proposal including the test conditions for applications of class L drawbar eyes with pin couplings.
	2013 Apr 12
	Preud´homme
	

	50
	Item 5, Finalize a proposal text for Class W
	2013 Apr 12
	Stokreef, Svensson
	

	51
	Item 7, Check-up whether there are anything in the French law that makes an integrated approval of coupling and drawbeam impossible.

	2013 Apr 12
	Lescail
	

	52
	Item 11, Communicate with the OEM about the implementation of indication in the instrument cluster. Consider also monochrome options.
	2013 Apr 12
	Teyssier, Tagliaferri
	

	53
	Item 13, Outline an alternative regulation text/requirements for lateral force performance of drawbars.
	2013 Apr 12
	Westphäling, Tagliaferri, Svensson
	

	54
	Item 14, Cancelled from the item list
	2013 Apr 12
	
	Yes

	55
	Item 20, Investigate the UNECE R54 (tyres) for the consideration of speed there in.
	2013 Apr 12
	Svensson
	

	56
	Item 20, Investigate how axle manufacturers treat axle load an reduced speed.
	2013 Apr 12
	Svensson
	

	57
	Item 20, A procedure used for a long time by VBG shall be applied a posteriori to historic certificates or recommendations issued by other manufacturers, Jost/Rockinger, Pommier, Orlandi, SAF/Holland
	2013 Apr 12
	Algüera, Tagliaferri, Feltham, Preud’homme
Svensson
	

	58
	Item 20, Make a try to see how the Germans procedure of TA31 and the provisions in the CARLOS-testing could be integrated in to the regulation 55
	2013 Apr 12
	Westphäling, Svensson
	

	59
	Item 22, Outline a regulation text proposal to incorporate Dc vs. V trade-off
	2013 Apr 12
	Turlier,     Svensson
	

	60
	Item 24, Contact CLCCR-TC concerning rubbing plate deformations and any damage caused thereof.
	2013 Apr 12
	Algüera,  Tagliaferri
	

	61
	Item 25, Outline requirements on articulation angles in-use including center axle trailers and semi-trailers.
	2013 Apr 12
	Stokreef
	

	62
	Item 26, Outline a regulation text proposal for requirements on information on fixing points.
	2013 Apr 12
	Stokreef
	

	63
	Item 17 withdrawn from list
	2013 Oct
	
	Yes

	64
	Item 3 Agreed
	2013 Apr
	
	Yes

	65
	Item 5 Agreed
	2014 Jan
	
	Yes

	66
	Item 10 Agreed
	2013 Apr
	
	Yes

	67
	Item 11 Agreed
	2014 Jan
	
	Yes

	68
	Item 13 Lateral forces new proposal
	2013 Oct
	Bröckling
	Yes

	69
	Item 14 Outline new proposal
	2013 Oct
	Westphäling
	

	70
	Item 20 Evaluate current practices towards the proposal from Mr. Alguëra
	2013 Oct
	WAP,Jost,VBG, Pommier, Orlandi, SAF/Holland
	

	71
	Item 26 Feedback from OICA
	2013 Oct
	Teyssier
	Yes

	72
	Item 29 Outline proposal for separate technical unit
	2013 Oct
	Bröckling
	Yes

	73
	Item 2 Further accident statistics
	2014 Jan
	Stokreef, van Ittersum, Jaumouille
	

	74
	Item 4 New proposal for class L to be evaluated by all concerned
	2014 Jan
	All
	

	75
	Item 13 Detail the concerns and alternatives around the latest proposal
	2014 Jan
	Svensson, Westphäling, Bröckling, Alguëra
	

	76
	Item 14 gather more information from OEM:s and bodybuilders concerned
	2014 Jan
	Westphäling, Tagliaferri, Turlier
	

	77
	Item 20 Contact OEM:s to get more background information
	2014 Jan
	Westphäling, Svensson, Alguëra, Tagliaferri, Preud´homme, Stokreef
	

	78
	Item 21 Evaluate alternative means to include the rules from ISO 18868, Follow up on AVC group continuation,
	2014 Jan
	Svensson
	

	79
	Item 22 Outline a master graphics to be possibly included in a coupling user´s manual
	2014 Jan
	Svensson
	

	80
	Item 24 dropped from the list of Items
	2014 Jan
	
	Yes

	81
	Item 26 outline a link between §§5.x and §3.2.8. 
	2014 Jan
	Stokreef
	

	82
	Item 26 no surplus information in list of new appendix to Annex 7. §§5.x enough possibly
	2014 Jan
	Stokreef
	

	83
	Item 11 change of Annex 5 § 3.7.5. to be formulated as an informal document to the 76th session of GRRF
	2014 Jan 
	Svensson
	

	84
	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	



