

UNECE GRRF IWG-R55


Report from the 8th meeting of the Informal Working group concerning regulation 55 under UNECE GRRF
2014-Oct-16

Welcome
The workgroup chairman Jürgen Westphäling welcomed all experts to the meeting venue at NH-Hotel in Zoetemeer, the Netherlands. The chair also thanked the representatives from the RDW for all the efforts made to arrange the meeting in Zoetemeer.
Call around the table
There were sixteen experts that attended the meeting. Apologizes were received from Pierre Teyssier and Mrs Magdalena Domagala . 
Report on the subgroup on Agriculture coupling equipment 
None of the experts from the taskforce on agricultural couplings was able to attend this meeting. A summary of the proposal from the agricultural taskforce had been submitted as an informal document GRRF-78-24. No detailed discussion on this document took place. However the GRRF secretariat noted that the document was written in Courier type face. This is not in accordance with the rules of WP29. Hence the document needs to be updated to be in conformance with those rules.
Report from the GRRF session 78
After the discussions of working document GRRF/2014/14 at the last meeting a new working document GRRF/2014/28 had been submitted accounting for the changes discussed in the working group meeting Poznan. The document GRRF/2014/28 was approved by the GRRF at the 78th session.

Further the Chair of GRRF had requested report on the differences between the two editions of ISO7641, i.e. ISO7641-1983 vs. ISO7641-2012. This report had been prepared by our chair Mr. Westphäling. The report may be found as informal document GRRF-78-23. The report was received without further notice or action.
Walk through of the Actions in the “resolutions and actions list”
Most action items in the report have been addressed and some was addressed through the items in the agenda point 5.
Review of the list of items
Item 2 (Auxiliary usage Class A) (R55_03_09, R55_03_10, R55_03_11, R55_04_05, R55_04_06, R55_04_07, R55_05_17, R55_06_02, R55_07_12)
Mr. Westphäling reported that he had at the AutoMechanica fair seen a lot of installation with auxiliary usage of couplings Class A. There were e.g. luggage boxes with a gross weight of 100 kg to be installed hanging on the ball coupling. He also reported that there just now was a standardization project running on this very subject inside DIN. Up to now the initiatives with ISO has been blocked. The result of the DIN efforts may be an opportunity to start a new ISO initiative. Currently there are diverging requirements from different manufacturers and OEM:s. Audi has a specification with respect to their fixing points expressed as 60 kg at 300 mm offset and 30 kg at 500 mm offset. Other say 75 kg at 500 mm offset. This of course is not a good basis to have common requirements that are easy to communicate to end users.  A way to approach this might be to have different categories within Class A. E.g. Cat.1: 60 kg at 500 mm i.e. approximately two bicycles and a Cat.2: some other capacity accounting for E-bicycles. Both categories being tested according to Carlos-BC test plan. These classes shall be marked in a clear way on each individual product.
Brink expressed doubts to this approach. Mr. Westphäling was stressing the importance to have some measures that communicate well, e.g. number of bicycles allowed.
Mr. Gunneriusson questioned whether the problem was a real safety issue as we see very few if any accidents that could be tied to the auxiliary usage. 
Mr. Westphäling informed that many of the main OEM:s are more and more applying Carlos-BC test plan. He then continued to tell that one of his main concerns is the hard braking to full stop. This might be a higher stress than the vertical acceleration due to the running in the road. He expressed a great concern about the number of bicycles continuously increasing from 2 => 3 => 5.

The time plan for the DIN standard ends in the time frame, January – February 2015. It was queried whether it was possible to have representation from The Netherlands and Sweden in the DIN work. Mr. Westphäling shall check that up. The existing draft is not yet published but is draws on the French standard that we have discussed in this context before.
It was agreed to wait to the next meeting of this group to find out what the DIN standard might bring to the table.

Item 4 (Approval of Class L drawbar eye) (R55_06_16, R55_07_21, R55-08-14)
Mr. Preud´homme had prepared a proposal documented in the document R55_08_14. Mr. Preud´homme presented the document.  This was a refinement of the R55-07-21 document. The proposal is to elaborate class L such that it gets two sets of performance values certified. One set for applications together with Class-K hook couplings and one set for applications together with class- S pin couplings. Mr. Stokreef requested a more specific identification of the Class S pin coupling. Some more stringent definition is according to Mr. Stokreef needed. A tentative proposal may be “A clevis type 50 mm cylindrical pin coupling of Class S”. 
In order to incorporate the two applications Annex 6 § 3.4.2 is split into two parts. Furthermore it is proposed that Annex 3.5.2.2. is changed such that the test is performed according to Annex 6 §3.3.2 using alternating force, ±0.6*D. Some concerns were raised towards the consequence of slack in this application. 
A comment was also given that the terminology would preferably be changed from “toroidal head” to “toroidal drawbar eye”.
Mr. Preud´homme was asked to consider the comments. The item will be brought up at the next meeting.

Item 5 (Making the Class S stricter) (R55_04_02, R55_04_09, R55_05_08, R55_06_05, R55_06_17, R55_07_08, )
This item was not discussed during the meeting. The item will be brought up at next meeting. 
(As an information outside the meeting the secretary can inform that as a result of the first task listed under this item at the Poznan meeting he had found that at VBG most couplings in class S are 40 mm and 57 mm clevis type couplings.)

Item 13 (Lateral strength of drawbars) (R55_04_11; R55_05_03, R55_06_07, R55_06_08, R55_06_18, R55_07_01, R55_07_04, R55_07_05, R55_07_15, R55-08-12)
This Item still resulted in a lot of discussion. Mr. Svensson had in document R55-08-12 analyzed the TA31 and showed that there is support for the current differences between 94/20/EU and R55. Furthermore he argued that most experience for light drawbars certified under 94/20/EU was from markets where the gross combination mass (GCM) is limited to 40 tonnes. Examples exist from markets that have gone from GCM 40 tonnes to higher GCM where drawbars have broken due to lateral forces. Mr. Bröckling did not Mr. Alguëra could not remind themselves having seen such accidents. Mr. Svensson said that he know about documentation on such accidents. Mr. Alguëra and Mr. Bröckling persisted in arguing that the R55 requirements are too high. They wanted even to go lower than the 94/20/EU requirements. That was not accepted in the meeting. 
In earlier meetings Mr. Alguëra had said that the drawbar eyes did not withstand the lateral test forces according to current R55. Mr. Svensson did not agree to that, as his company VBG has recertified their drawbars according to the current R55 requirements without problems. In this discussion it was proposed that it might be worthwhile to have Av certification of drawbar eyes as well. This was considered unnecessary. 
Mr. Alguëra was assigned the task to draft a proposal including a justification to lower the requirements in R55 to the 94/20/EU level. The draft should be available until the middle of November in order for the experts to comment and possibly agree to the proposal.  

Item 14 (2nd stage built) (R55_06_02)
This item was only briefly discussed. Mr. Westphäling showed some odd applications that might qualify to be discussed under this item, e.g. SMW Space Extender. Due to time limitations this item was postponed to next meeting.

Item 20 (Heavy transports) (R55_02_13, R55_04_08, R55_04_12, R55_05_01, R55_05_06, R55_05_20, R55_05_21, R55_05_22, R55_07_18,r55-08-13)
Mr. Svensson showed a graph in document R55-08-13. This graph was to illustrate that the relation between speed and force level is more complex than assumed before. Measurements done at VBG show, that there are in principle three different groups of force generating mechanisms. There are traction and braking, interaction between road profile to combination geometry and finally handling forces such as those appearing at jack-knifing etc.. In the context of this item the first two groups need to be considered. Then it is noted that the first group is dominating at low speed while the second group is dominating at higher speeds. The functional dependence may differ for longitudinal, vertical and lateral forces. Hence more measurements are needed. The experts are requested to wait for those results.

Item 21 (Limiting cases for the usage of certified characteristic values) (R55_04_11, R55_05_05, R55_06_09, R55_07_06, R55_07_14, R55-08-03, R55-08-04, R55-08-05)
At the Poznan meeting it was agreed that we should give the GRRF a heads up about the status of some of our major item in order to get feedback from the contraction parties to form a working document on some of the more complex items. Unfortunately the secretary and the chair could not agree on a document hence that presentation was not made. Meanwhile some documents on the reasoning for the proposal for the new annex 8 have been exchanged. Document R55-08-04 was presented to explain the general theme behind the proposed rearrangement. In general there was a good support for this arrangement. The Netherlands and Sweden expressed their support. France was in general in favor. Orlandi and Jost were in favor even though Jost expressed that they would like to give a reconfirmation to the ISO18868. TÜV-NORD already at the Poznan meeting expressed their general support with some comments on the formulas being a bit complex. I.e. a broad support exist even though some work remains. However the chair did not support. His argument was that there to his opinion were no measurements to support the formulae adopted from Australian operation. He also questioned who will use this? 
The secretary noted that contrary to the statement of the by the chair measurements had been made in Australia by professor Sweatman et. al. from UMTRI prior to the set-up of the rules. A lot of these measurements have been made available to the standardization working group when the ISO18868 was developed. The slight complexity of the formulae is in fact due to them being the result of regressions made on the measurement data. Most of the members of our working group have had the opportunity to comment and revise the standard while under development. 
Concerning who will use the formulae it was observed that European modular vehicle combination exist in several European countries and that the R55 applies also outside Europe. It was also noted that the informal working under GRRF on Multi Vehicle Combinations (MVC) is addressing issues particular to MVC. Among those are the couplings that will be an item for our working group. In that respect we have had a head start.
It was noted that the proposal as given in document R55-08-05 still is lacking definitions of dolly. The distinction between certified characteristic values and calculated required performance is also still missing. This need to be elaborated to the next meeting.

Item 25 (Articulation angles as installed) (R55_02_05, R55_05_13, R55_07_10)
This item was not discussed due to time restrictions. It will be brought up at the next meeting.

Item 26 (Information on fixation points) (R55_05_12, R55_06_13, R55_07_16, R55_07_17, R55-08-09)
Even though the RDW proposal at the Poznan meeting was agreed some comments have been received from OICA in document R55-08-09. As a response to that it was agreed to drop §2.3 of the proposed appendix 1 to the Annex 2. 
A clarification of §2.4 of the proposed appendix 1 to the Annex 2 was agreed. The wording agreed is 
“the maximum permissible vertical loading to be imposed on the coupling ball/hook rear of the towing vehicle,”
The footnote was according to OICA not acceptable. The wording was discussed and the changes below ware agreed:
“*On At the request of (an) applicant(s) for a mechanical coupling device or component designed for a specific vehicle type, the information shall be provided through by the vehicle manufacturer either directly or via or by the type approval authority as contained in Appendix 1 to this annex.
However, this information shall not be provided for purposes other than Regulation No. 55
approvals. “
With these amendments the proposal was agreed.

Item 29 (Drawbar a separate technical unit) (R55_04_04, R55_05_02,)
At the meeting in Poznan it was agreed to make a final attempt to find a more stringent definition for a drawbar being a separate technical unit. Mr. Svensson reported at this meeting that he had revisited the item and the discussions had so far without being able to come up with a good proposal. No one else had been successful in this respect either. 
Going back to the proposal from Mr. Bröckling at the Bologna meeting all drawbars shall be considered as separate technical units. This poses a couple of issues. In case of a drawbar of a center axle trailer (CAT) or rigid drawbar trailer (RDT) where the side rails of the trailer is continued and bent such that they end up in the drawbar eye how shall the drawbar be set up for physical test? During such a test, how to interpret possible cracks in the axle suspensions? 
Another issue is how to judge a design to be simple? See item 30!
No agreement was reach. Mr. Alguëra was assigned the task to try to address this through a redefinition of Class E. This shall be done until the next meeting.

Item 30 (Simple designs) (R55_02_09, R55_03_06, R55_05_09, R55_07_07)
The discussion of Item 29 carried over to the discussion of this item no 30, even though that item was dropped at the meeting in Poznan. Mr. Svensson had investigated to some extent the framework of WP29. First he noted that the objective of working with the terms “separate technical unit” (STU) and “simple design” (SD) is to judge how to apply R55. STU is used to judge whether the R55 applies or not, i.e. do you need to test and certify or not. SD is used to decide whether a calculation based approval is allowed or not. STU:s are handled under Item 29. To what concerns SD:s Mr. Svensson brought the attention to the third revision of the 1958 agreement being processed right now. In that revision a special schedule no 8 is devoted to the subject of validation of virtual test set up:
https://drive.google.com/viewerng/viewer?url=http://www.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/trans/doc/2014/wp29/ECE-TRANS-WP29-2014-053e.pdf 
One way to proceed according to Mr. Svensson would be to fall back on that schedule and say that there are no SD:s. If there is a validated calculation method (hand calculation, FEA, …) then calculation based approval may be used. Mr. Westphäling argued that light trailer (below 3.5tonnes) drawbars have been approved through calculation for ages without problem. Hence it could continue. Mr. Svensson noted that then it would be easy to show a validated method. Mr. Westphäling was further concerned that there has never been anyone validating a calculation procedure for fatigue dimensioning. To that Mr. Svensson commented in two ways. First if that is the case it would not be any problem opening up as no one in the short run could anyhow validate a method. Secondly within shipbuilding there has been for long been processes in this direction. He then gave reference to the Rules developed by Det Norske Veritas, DNV. DNV has put such probabilistic design into design rules:
https://exchange.dnv.com/publishing/codes/download.asp?url=2010-10/rp-c206.pdf 

Approach towards the 79th session of the GRRF
Agreed items shall be put in a form such that a working document could be compiled to the deadline for the 79th session of the GRRF.

New Items to the waiting list (R55-08-08)
To the waiting list some items were added
1. SPP_Proposal_Application for approval_2014_05_
a. SPP_Proposal_Application for approval_2013_05
2. SPP_Proposal_Conformity of production_2013_10
3. KBA Change request_UN ECE R55_Annex 6_3.7.2.2_lever bearing at least 1,0...
4. JOST_Application for an amendment of R55-Jost-06-10-2014
Three items were not let into the waiting list without better specification.
1. KBA Change request_UN ECE R55_Annex 7_T = 32 t
2. KBA Change request_UN ECE R55_2. Definitions_alternative values
3. Yet another vaguely specified item from KBA 
Any other business
Next meeting will be a two-day meeting to be held in the Munich. Venue will be communicated at a later stage. The time for the meeting is 2015 Mar 26 - 27 starting at 1000 ending at 1600 hours.
Close of the meeting
The chairman thanked all participating experts for their contribution and wished them a safe journey home. Welcome back in March of 2015. Likewise the attendees expressed their gratitude for the hospitality by the RDW  to host the meeting.

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
	YES

	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
	YES

	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
	YES

	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
	YES

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

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

	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
	YES

	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
	YES

	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
	YES

	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
	YES

	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
	YES

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

	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
	YES

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

	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
	YES

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

	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
	YES

	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
	YES

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

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

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

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

	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
	YES

	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
	YES

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

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

	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
	Yes

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

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

	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
	YES

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

	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
	Yes

	84
	Put agricultural proposal in line with WP29 documentation guidlines
	2015 Jan
	Schauer
	

	85
	External representation in the DIN working group on Auxiliary coupling usage standard
	2015 Dec
	Westphäling
	

	86
	Reconsider the proposal for Item 4 in view of the comments received at the meeting in Zoetemeer
	2015 Jan
	Preud´homme
	

	87
	Draft a proposal for requirement on Av value certification
	2014 Nov
	Alguëra
	

	88
	Introduce definition of dolly and consider making distinction between certified performance and calculated requirement in the context of Item 21
	2104 dec
	Svensson
	

	89
	Draft a new definition of Class E that would resolve the issues around “Separate technical units” for drawbars.
	2015 Jan
	Alguëra
	

	90
	Put Agreed items in format that is in line with WP29 guidelines for working documents
	2014 Nov
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