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PTI-02-01

1. Having in view that some CPs are also EU MS, this modification of the Agreement should not come into force before 20 May 2018, provided in the Directive 2014/45/EU.

2. The introduction of appendix 3 to the agreement is in line with the new requirements of the Directive 2014/45/EU, so there is no problem for the EU MS.
However, these requirementys could be too strict for the non EU MS, making this Agreement non attractive for these countries  (one of the purposes of the modification of the Agreement was to make it more attractive for other countries, especially non EU MS).

We have 3 solution for this aspect and we have to discuss about them:

· to keep the directive’s provisions (as proposed)

· to introduce the principle of these provisions, but not as strict as in the directive;

· to delete these new provisions or to introduce them in another stage.
3. the new definition regarding the approval is not appropiate in this Agreement.

In the directive, the reference is to the WVTA legislation, or in the UNECE system we do not have yet an IWVTA. The refereneces to the Regulations annexed to the 1958 Geneva Agreement is not appropiate, because we have several annexed Regulations and every CPs could apply the own list of Regulations. 

On the other hand, in the EU MS the vehicles are approved according to the EU legislation, not to the Regulations annexed to the 1958 Geneva Agreement, so in this form the text will cannot be applicable to these vehicles.

We propose the following text:

‘approval’ means a procedure whereby can be  certified that a vehicle satisfies the relevant administrative provisions and technical requirements referred to in the Regulations annexed to the 1958 Geneva Agreement national/regional legislation.

4. in the Appendix 1, it is necessary to have a discussion about the items of the international technical insection certificate (in relation with the roadworthiness cerificate provided in directive 2014/45/EU): also is to be taken into consideration to adapt and introduce several of the paragraphs of Article 8 of the directive. 

5. in the Appendix 2, to use the term “authorised” instead of “accrediteted.

6. in the Appendix 2, pt. 1, the term “approval” is not anymore appropiate, having in view the new definition for approval; we propose the text (UK could help us with the most appropiate term):

“1.
Accredited Autorized Тesting Сentre are responsible for conducting the inspection tests, granting the approval attestation of compliance with the inspection requirements of the relevant Rule(s) annexed to the 1997 Vienna Agreement, and specifying the latest date of next inspection to be indicated in line No. 12.5 of the International Technical Inspection Certificate, the model of which is reproduced hereafter;” 
7. Appendix 3 – it is necessary to have a transitional provision or exception  regarding the inspectors that were working in the system before the date of  the introduction of  these competence and training requirements (see pt. 3 of Article 13 of the directive)

8. Appendix 3 - It is not clear why the pt. 3.4 is different from pt. 4 of Article 13 of the directive.

PTI-01-03 and PTI-02-03

No observation in principle, there are similar provisions as in the Directive. 

However a discussion is necessary regarding the implementation dates, when is made reference to the of first registration specified in requirements. It is clear when we have in view the EU legislation, but it is not very clear in the case of the non EU MS (as you know the UNECE legislation does not provide a mandatory first legislation date, it is only a possibility).
