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COP STATISTICAL PROCEDURE – COMMENTS

First of all a concept to be fixed: COP has the scope to verify that production process is able to produce products “equal” to the designed one (Type Approved), accepting “physiological” variability implicit in production process.
That means: COP results CANNOT be better than the designed ones; as best case they can be equal but normally they’re a little bit worst due to variability. 

Statistical Procedure:
Considering the pure statistical treatment, the method is correct.
The updated version presented at TF telco n.9 is better than the previous one.
Despite that, the following weak points still remain:
1. Considering that in the Current version of the Regulation there’re no specific “constraints” in fixing DV; each OEM have already set DV according to their specific policy/strategy. Due to that, the magnitude of over-declaration is different from one OEM to another (action already taken, so not possible to change). And the average showed is of about 5%.
In such situation, OEMs, applying JRC procedure are not subject to the same condition: as example
OEM1 defined an “over-declaration”= 7% and it’s COP average is 5% below DV,
OEM2 defined an “over-declaration”= 3% and it’s COP average is 3% below DV.
As you say, this situation is related to the current version of the WLTP Regulation, where there is practically a pass/fail decision for CO2 with the first 3 CoP vehicles.
With the revised pass/fail method the situation will completely change, giving the manufacturer the possibility to design (also on the basis of the single CoP family) the best strategy in terms of DV vs. number of vehicles to obtain the pass. When this new method becomes applicable each manufacturer can apply its strategies to the new vehicle types, but also to existing type approvals by requesting a correction of the existing TA documentation. 
· OEM1, despite  a “bad” quality of production (COP average = 2% more than CO2 “measured” in T.A.), has good chances to “pass” with three vehicles. This is not a problem, as long as the CO2 reported on the CoC of each vehicle is equal or higher than the actual CO2 emissions of that vehicle under WLTP. 
· OEM2, despite  an “excellent” quality of production (COP average = CO2 “measured” in T.A.), has few chances to “Pass” with three vehicles and often need to continue the testing before a decision. Again, this is a situation related to the current WLTP regulation and will change with the revised CoP procedure.

2. Its applicability is strictly linked to the definition of DV. So, In case some constraint will be introduced on DV (e.g. reduce the gap vs MV), the assumption to use DV as “upper bound” will be no more acceptable.
As already stated, it is not possible to deviate from the provisions of the Regulations adopted by the Parliament and Council, which prescribe the use of the DV for the CO2 monitoring, thus also for the CoP checks.

Conclusions:
Point 1 clearly show an “inconsistent” situation that in my opinion is not acceptable. More in general, the result of the sample (Pass/Fail/Continue)  is much more influenced by the magnitude of Over-declaration than by the real quality of the results, as it should be.


POSSIBLE SOLUTION

1. DECLARED VALUE defined by OEM based on their own policy/strategy, considering “customer protection” and, eventual other factors, like today BUT NOT LINKED TO COP. Not possible
2. Consider MEASURED VALUE as base for COP evaluation, applying a “TOLERANCE” of magnitude to be agreed with all the Stakeholders, but as UNIC VALUE for all OEMs. Not possible
3. Apply Statistical procedure to be agreed: Could be based on the JRC one
4. Sample truncation to 8 vehicles is recommended according to JRC alternative

Advantages of this procedure compared to current JRC proposal

· From point 1. The advantage is that the COP procedure is totally disconnected from DV policy and eventual restrictions on that value can be considered excluding  COP implications
· From Point 2, all OEMs have to manage COP under the same conditions, while with the actual JRC proposal it is not

Implications of this proposal
For the application of this procedure, it must be considered that the “Measured Value” of the individual vehicle is not in the COC and it must be calculated. In any case, based on the fact that for CO2 monitoring, according to last amendment, the baseline for post 2020 target is made in 2020 just using “Measured Value”, all OEMs must provide this calculation “one shot”, it could run in the internal OEM systems for all vehicles. The use of CO2 Measured Values is foreseen only to set the WLTP target for 2021. After that the monitoring of CO2 compliance will be based on DV at type approval and CoC based on DV. 
