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Proposal:	Comment by Lueginger Christoph, EG-83: Unchanged compared to Ispra apart from the mentioned below.
Add a sentence in paragraph 2.3.2.2.
At the request of the manufacturer the allowed interpolation range can be increased by 10 g/km CO2 if a vehicle M is tested in that family and the conditions are met, see paragraph 2.3.2.4. of this Annex.
2.3.2.4. Vehicle M
Vehicle M is a vehicle within the interpolation family between the vehicles L and H. It is recommended to select vehicle M such, that the cycle energy demand is approximately the arithmetic average of vehicles L and H. The limits of the selection of vehicle M are such, that neither the upper nor the lower segment between the vehicles M and L/H is bigger than the allowed CO2 range according to paragraph 2.3.2.2. of this Annex. The defined road load coefficients and the defined test mass shall be recorded.
The linearity of CO2 mass emission for vehicle M shall be verified against the linear interpolated CO2 mass emission between vehicle L and H over the applicable cycle. For that verification, the CO2 values at the stage resulting from step 3 (including RCB correction), defined in Table 7/1 of Annex 7, shall be used for both, the result from the tested vehicle M and the interpolated CO2 mass emissions.
The linearity criterion for vehicle M shall be considered fulfilled, if the measured CO2 mass emission of the vehicle M over the applicable WLTC minus the CO2 mass emission derived by interpolation is less than 3 g/km or 1% of the interpolated value, whichever value is smaller. In the case where the interpolated CO2 mass emission is below 100 g/km, the 1% criterion shall be replaced by 1 g/km.	Comment by Lueginger Christoph, EG-83: Tolerance reduced to 1% as requested during IWG in Ispra.
If the linearity criterion is fulfilled, individual vehicles are interpolated between vehicles L and H.
If the linearity criterion is not fulfilled, the interpolation family shall be split into two sub-families for vehicles with a cycle energy demand between vehicles L and M, and vehicles with a cycle energy demand between vehicles M and H.
Remark: Paragraphs may be restructured by the drafting task force.

Explanation and Justification:
· Proposal already positively received at several meetings in the last year. Therefore IWG advised to provide an informal document for GRPE in June 2018.
· Currently the limit of an Interpolation Family in terms of CO2 is 30g/km or 20% whatever is smaller. During the development of WLTP, it was checked and proven, that a range of 30g/km and even up to 40g/km is linear and allows for proper interpolation.
· Due to the lack of knowledge of vehicles under a WLTP regime, no one from industry claimed for a higher range than 30g/km, and so 30g/km have been decided as a criteria.
· During the first approvals, it was identified, that there is a significant amount of families in the area of 30..40 g/km CO2, which need to be separated into two families. So obviously the first educated guesses on the max range of IP families were too small.
· This leads to enormous burden and intransparency in the approval process.
· Using the concept for EVs as a basis, a proposal is developed also for pure ICEs, using a mid-vehicle to check linearity and extend the maximum range of the interpolation.
· In the case, that the family is still linear, vehicles should be grouped into one type and family.
· Using the mid-vehicle reduces the effective interpolation range to approx. 20 g/km. In other words: The interpolation line, which is based on measurements, is not extended. There is never a case, where two vehicles are more than 30 g/km apart without a test result. Therefore the initial decisions in WLTP Phase 1 are not changed.
· This concept is already in place for hybrids.
· Allowing bigger families will increase transparency of membership of vehicles to their families. Otherwise one vehicle may belong to two different families, on choice by the OEM.
· This will reduce administrative and testing burden. This additional burden we are facing today is without any benefit for environment or precision of the results.
· This proposal should be assessed on a technical basis. The initial decision on 30g/km limit was not a political one, but based on the knowledge at that time. We now have more knowledge and should make use of that experience.
