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The TAAEG met for the 2nd time on 6 June, chaired by Mr Philippe Jean (acting Director, DG 
Enterprise and Industry of the European Commission/EC) and with the participation of representatives 
from: AT, BG, DE, CZ, EE, ES, FI, FR, HU, IT, LT, LV, NL, PL, RO, SL, UK.  

The Chair underlined the relevance of the regular meetings of the EC services and the type-approval 
authorities (TAA) to find a common interpretation to EU legislation, striving that this is accepted by 
consensus. As referred in the previous meeting, the TAAEG is different in its objectives and not 
overlapping the TAAM. Instead of preparing complete minutes for approval in the next meeting, the 
EC services will prepare a short report to be sent to the participants. 

The next meeting is planned to take place in the 2nd semester of 2011, in Brussels. An invitation will 
follow. 

 

1.  Approval of the draft agenda 
The agenda was approved. CZ requested the introduction a discussion point on the approval of super-
structures. UK will submit questions to the next TAAEG. 

 

2.  Approval of the minutes of the 1st meeting of TAAEG on 14 April 2010 
The minutes were approved. 

 

3.  State of Play and discussion concerning the modification of type-approval 
documents for the introduction of eco-innovations 

The Chair referred that this point of the agenda, as well as point 4., were for information and 
clarification regarding initiatives under development by the EC services. 

The representative of the EC presented the work of the EC to implement eco-innovations, notably 
innovations that reduce the CO2 emissions and their impact on type-approval documents. Main 
elements: 
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The general legal reference to eco-innovations was introduced in article 12 of Regulation 443/2009, 
which estates that the "…CO2 savings achieved through the use of innovative technologies shall be 
considered…" for the calculation of CO2 emissions target corresponding to each manufacturer's fleet. 

The competent Commission's service (DG CLIMA) has drawn up the implementing rules of Eco-
innovations via a draft Regulation, which is planned to be submitted for vote under Comitology the 
17th of June. There is impact on the work of DG ENTR (type-approval documents) and will require 
amendments to the relevant regulations. 

Some basic conditions for Eco-innovations, as lied out in the draft, are: 

- The maximum CO2 savings is set at 7gCO2/km. 

- The minimum CO2 saving per Eco-innovation is set at 1 gCO2/km. 

- If the manufacturer wants to get from the Commission the credits in terms of CO2 emission 
savings, each vehicle type, variant or version which is fitted with an Eco-innovation, must be 
type-approved.  

According to the implementing rules, the procedure for approval of vehicles fitted with eco-
innovations is based on two stages: 

1. Assessment of the Eco-innovation, carried out by the Commission after application of the 
manufacturer. The Commission will approve both: 

 The Eco-innovation itself. 

 The testing methodology to be used at type-approval, to be provided by the manufacturer, 
which will also present the calculations.  

2. type-approval of the vehicle fitted with the Eco-innovation. The vehicle fitted with one or more 
Eco-innovations, shall be submitted for type-approval in the frame of Directive 2007/46/EC. Some 
important principles as to type-approval: 

- type-approval shall be awarded for the whole vehicle fitted with the Eco-innovations: no type-
approval shall be awarded for Eco-innovations as components or systems. 

- The testing methodology followed by the technical services for the purpose of type-approval, 
shall be the same as the one approved by the Commission. 

- In order to allow type-approval authorities to approve vehicles fitted with Eco-innovations, the 
current type-approval legislation needs to be slightly modified. 

Options for the adaptation of the type approval legislation: 
The favourite option for a modification of the type-approval legislation, consists of amending, via a 
Commission Regulation, both Directive 2007/46/EC and Regulation 692/2008. 

a) Amendments to Directive 2007/46/EC  

- Annex I (Information document): some basic information for type-approval authorities has to 
be included, with special focus on the test results with respect to Eco-innovations.  

- Annex IX (CoC): introduction of the Eco-innovation savings. 

b) Amendment to Regulation 692/2008  

- Appendix 3 to Annex I (information document for type-approval with respect to emissions): 
same amendments as in Annex I to Directive 2007/46/EC. 

- Addendum to Appendix 4 to Annex I (addendum to the EC type-approval certificate with 
respect to emissions): specification of the test results related to Eco-innovation.  

- Annex XII (Determination of CO2 emissions and fuel consumption): brief disposition on the 
procedure to be followed for the type-approval of vehicles fitted with Eco-innovation.  
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Questions/answers: 

AT referred the need to have information not only on Annex I but also on Annex III. EC replied that 
there were no plans to amend Annex III, but that it can be evaluated. 

DE welcomed that the text on emission is amended, but requested clarification if annex VIII of test 
results will also be adapted; underlined the need to adapt annex VIII on emission limit. EC replied that 
there can be no amendments to Annex VIII, given that this is part of one directive. There would be 
necessary to replace it with ea regulation. There is internal discussion, by ENTR considers that the 
preferred option is to replace the annex on emissions. 

FR underlined the need to amend Annex III and Annex VIII, which should be replaced notably for 
assessing emissions by electrical vehicles, via the Eco-innovation.  

AT requested confirmation that the authority that issues the conformity of production (CoP) and the 
authority that confirms the emissions is the same, which was confirmed by the EC. 

The Chair concluded that there will be decisions on the Climate committee of 17 June, and that in 
principle the issue will be included in a TCMV meeting. The Chair invited the participants to contact 
the national representatives to these two committees. 

 

4.  Enhancing market surveillance in the automotive sector – information from the 
Commission services and exchange of views 

The Chair introduced the theme, referring that the objective of the EC focused on non-compliant 
products in the automotive sector that are placed in the market. He referred that we are using the L-
category products to test the possibilities, given that around 20% of these products are not in 
conformity with legislation. This situation led to a consensus among member States and the European 
Parliament that there is a need to strengthen the market surveillance in the L-category.  

Therefore priority will be given to finalising the discussions with Council and the European 
Parliament on the proposals for reviewing the framework legislation for L-category (and T-category) 
vehicles. As both proposals will include common market surveillance provisions, the outcome of these 
discussions will be an important milestone for inclusion of similar provisions in Framework Directive 
2007/46/EC covering both light- and heavy duty motor vehicles, whose review is scheduled to be the 
subject of a legislative proposal to be adopted by the Commission in the 1st quarter of 2012. 

There is also need to revise the situation regarding of car parts, notably tyres (also a large percentage 
of the tyres are non-compliant). 

The documents that are for discussion can be consulted in the website of the Automotive unit. 
Notably, the following documents are available: 

- roadmap for amending framework directive 2007/46/EC1 and legislative work programme 
for 2011-20122 

- public consultation on the envisaged initiative3 

 

Questions/answers: 

DE, referring to the issue of non-conformity of tyres, underlined that a lot of problems relating to the 
market surveillance are linked to the fact that different authorities deal with market surveillance and 
type-approval, and that there is lack of clarity on the respective responsibilities. Requests further 
clarity in future legislation. The Chair replied that the further clarity is needed, as well as there is need 
for good implementation of the measures already approved, e.g. on tyres.  

                                                 
1 http://ec.europa.eu/governance/impact/planned_ia/docs/2011_entr_011_type_approval_motor_vehicles_en.pdf 
2http://circa.europa.eu/Public/irc/enterprise/automotive/library?l=/mvwg_vehicles_working/117th_january_2011/workprogra
mme_2011-2012/_EN_1.0_&a=d  
3 http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/sectors/automotive/documents/consultations/2010-internal-market/index_en.htm  

http://ec.europa.eu/governance/impact/planned_ia/docs/2011_entr_011_type_approval_motor_vehicles_en.pdf
http://circa.europa.eu/Public/irc/enterprise/automotive/library?l=/mvwg_vehicles_working/117th_january_2011/workprogramme_2011-2012/_EN_1.0_&a=d
http://circa.europa.eu/Public/irc/enterprise/automotive/library?l=/mvwg_vehicles_working/117th_january_2011/workprogramme_2011-2012/_EN_1.0_&a=d
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/sectors/automotive/documents/consultations/2010-internal-market/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/sectors/automotive/documents/consultations/2010-internal-market/index_en.htm
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AU referred the difficulties related to the labelling of tyres, for example, but also on other parts such 
as silencers for motorcycles. There is need for another approach. The chair replied that the EC is 
looking for a more general approach under the revision of the 2007/46 Directive, based on the 
consensus on L-category vehicles.  

The EC will continue to inform the TAAEG on the progress on this subject. 

 

5.   Questions raised by the Type-approval Authorities: 
(a) Definitions of type of "bodywork" as mentioned in PART C of the new Annex II to directive 
2007/46/EC (NL) 

Issue: The "definitions of type of bodywork" as mentioned in PART C of the new Annex II to 
directive 2007/46/EC, in Part C, under point 0, the general provisions for the type of bodywork are 
stated. Point 0.5.  ("For special purpose vehicles, the type of bodywork to be used shall be linked to 
the category of the vehicle") is not clear. Clarification is needed so that all approval authorities 
apply the codes in the same manner. 

Option proposed by the EC: 

Definitions of type of "bodywork" as mentioned in PART C of the new Annex II to directive 
2007/46/EC (NL) 

The various codes identifying the types of bodywork are listed in Part C of Annex II including 
Appendix 2. These codes must be used when filling in the following entries: 

(a) Type of bodywork in Section 9 of Annex I and of Part I of Annex III 

(b) Code of bodywork Entry 38 of the CoC for complete/completed vehicles.  

Special purpose vehicles 

1. As regards complete and completed vehicles  

They are classified under Section 5 of Annex II. A code has been allocated to each special purpose 
vehicle “family” which is not directly linked to the bodywork as such. For example, an armoured 
vehicle could be a passenger car, a truck or else. The bodywork has to be codified as in Part C of 
Annex II.  

38. Code for bodywork (i) : …… (codes described in Annex II Letter C shall be used). 

51. For special purpose vehicles: …….designation in accordance with Annex II Section 5 

38. DC (centre-axle trailer) 
Trailer caravan  

51. SE (trailer caravan) 

38. AF (multipurpose vehicle) Passenger cars converted for 
the transport of a wheelchair 
user 51. SH (wheelchair accessible vehicle) 

2. As regards incomplete vehicles 

Insofar as incomplete vehicles cannot be permanently registered, it has been decided to mention 
neither the code for bodywork, nor the code for special purpose vehicles.  
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Questions/answers: 

DE referred the interest for further clarifications in classical mobile homes (not a transporter as such 
but a chassis with a mobile home integrated). DE questions if the code should be SA or should be left 
empty, including AF. DE added that TAA dealt differently with the issue4. 

FR refers also doubts about the Annex IX. The new Annex II seems to be not clear enough on certain 
aspects. 

AT refers a doubt on the cases of trucks. Special features could be introduced in field 52. 

Regarding the issue of the definitions of type of "bodywork" as mentioned in PART C of the new 
Annex II to directive 2007/46/EC, as raised by NL, the Chair concluded that the participants agreed on 
the interpretation proposed by the Commission. Regarding other difficulties pointed out by the 
Member States, the Commission invites the participants to send in advance comprehensive 
information on the issues in view to the new session. 

 

(b) Certificates of Conformity: possibility to refuse the registration of a vehicle when the data on 
one CoC is not correct (NL)  

Issue: NL requests confirmation that a Member State, that registers the vehicles on the basis of the 
information given on the CoC, may refuse the registration of a vehicle when the data on that CoC is 
not correct.  

Option proposed by the EC:  

Data on CoCs which have to be used for the purposes of registration should be in line with data 
stored in data bases for registration.  

As registration of vehicles is considered as a legal operation that constitutes recognition by the 
authorities that the data communicated and registered are true. The European Commission would 
support the view that registration can be refused when data can be demonstrated to be erroneous. The 
same would apply in the case of forgery or falsification.  

Such erroneous or forged CoC should be regarded as not valid under national law and the 
requirements of Article 26 of Directive 2007/46/EC would apply. 

 

Questions/answers: 

UK referred that  entry into service could be refused for reasons of safety or protection of 
environment, not for a minor error, e.g. on CO2 emissions. The Chair recalled that the EU only 
regulated on safety and emissions, and if the data is wrong the registration may be refused. 

DE underlined that if the data is wrong, the authorities need to look at the whole CoC, and attention 
needs to be given to cases where there is no agreement at European level. AT agrees with DE, stating 
that refusals can exist when there is a uniform view on application of the legislation. Small 
manufactures sometimes have problems dealing with the legislation, e.g. applying old directives.  

The Chair recalled that the TAA need to check compliance on safety and emissions, and that they can 
refuse a registration. This does not mean that the authorities need to refuse in all cases.  

UK requested a further clarification related to CoC: the CoC needs to refer a unique value for 
emissions. Annex IX refers a range, therefore the authorities cannot refuse if there is a range (this 
issue requires further clarification).  

The Chair concluded that regarding the question by NL, when there is no ambiguity on the data 
requested, the authorities can refuse registration. 
                                                 
4  Post meeting communication: entry 38 has to be filled in with the code AF (multi-purpose vehicle when  

the number of transported  passengers does not exceed 8 persons) while entry 51 should be filled in with 
the code SA. 
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(c) Clarification on classification of a lorry (category N3) (in the light of the Draft Commission 
Regulation on replacing Annex II and amending Annex XI to Directive 2007/46/EC of the 
European Parliament and of the Council) (LV) 

Issue: One of the conditions mentioned in directive 2007/46/EC (annex II, subparagraph 4.3) for 
classification of a lorry (category N3) as an off-road vehicle is that all wheels can be driven 
simultaneously. Recently more and more vehicles with auxiliary drive (for instance hydrostatical front 
wheel drive) have been put on the market. Some manufacturers count these vehicles as all-wheel drive 
vehicles, though the auxiliary drives are often limited in speed and torque. 

Wording of directive 2007/46/EC, annex II, subparagraph 4.3: 

4.3. Vehicles in category M3 with a maximum mass exceeding 12 tonnes or in category N3 are to be 
considered to be off-road vehicles either if the wheels are designed to be driven simultaneously, 
including vehicles where the drive to one axle can be disengaged, or if the following requirements are 
satisfied 

The concern (referred in TAAM by the Swiss authorities) is that, considering that directive 
2007/46/EC, annex II, subparagraph 4.3 doesn’t say anything about neither a minimum torque nor a 
minimum speed of a drive wheel, we fear that manufacturers of vehicles with very weak or very slow 
auxiliary drives (or even token auxiliary drives) could demand to classify their vehicles as off-road 
vehicles in the sense of the directive in order to obtain the associated facilitations and advantages. 

Option proposed by the EC:  

Some lorries are already fitted with auxiliary transmission acting on the front axle in order to improve 
driveability or manoeuvrability (e.g. hydrostatic transmission, “AddiDrive Assist” from Poclain 
Hydraulics, etc.)  

The device “AddiDrive Assist” installed on the front axle is an alternative to full-time all-wheel drive 
that can be engaged on demand when higher torque to wheels is needed. 

Question of TAAM: could vehicles equipped with such devices be classified as off-roads? 

In accordance with the requirements of Annex II, there are two options for making decision on off-
road vehicles (see hereunder): 

Option (a) = all axles are driven simultaneously, only one can be disengaged); 

Option (b+c) = half of the axles are driven simultaneously and there is a differential lock. In addition, 
the vehicle is able to climb a 25% gradient hill and shows specific technical features. 

Option (a) is not possible in the case of an additional hydrostatic transmission fitted to the front axle 
as the operational scheme of the transmission  is not the one described in Annex II (engagement on 
demand for AddiDrive Assist – to be compared with ll-wheel-drive vehicle, for which all axles are 
driven and one can be disengaged); 

Option (b+c) remains always possible irrespective of the design of the front axle – it is sufficient for 
example that the vehicle is a 6x4. 

To summarise: a vehicle fitted with a hydrostatic additional transmission on the front axle cannot be 
categorised automatically as off-roads vehicle. 
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Questions/answers: 

FR requested further information in what regards hybrid vehicles, notably how to become off road. LV 
referred that TAA should proceed on a case by case basis. 

The Chair concluded that additional information will be provided when necessary. 

 
(d) Validity of EC type approvals, granted on the ground of Directive 2005/ 55/ EC as amended 
by Directive 2008/ 74/ EC for vehicles with a reference mass below 2610kg (NL) – problem of 
double testing 

Issue: Validity of EC type approvals, granted on the ground of Directive 2005/ 55/ EC as amended by 
Directive 2008/ 74/ EC for vehicles with a reference mass below 2610kg. 

Option proposed by Italy: 

The co-decision Regulation (EC) 715/2007 in Article 10/3 states: 

“[…] from 1 January 2012 in the case of category N1 class II and III and category N2 vehicles 
national authorities shall, in the case of new vehicles which do not comply with this Regulation and its 
implementing measures, […] consider certificates of conformity to be no longer valid […] and shall 
[…] prohibit the registration, sale or entry into service of such vehicles. […]  

According to this paragraph, Euro V certificates for N1 and N2 vehicles with a reference mass below 
2610 kg cease their validity from 01.01.2012. 

The Commission Directive 2008/74/EC has clarified the application dates of new scope in the HD 
emission directives (Directive 2005/55/EC and Directive 2005/78/EC); Annex I of Directive 
2008/74/EC, specifies: 

"From 3 January 2009 up to the dates specified in Article 10 (2) [01.09.2010 for N1 class II/III and 
N2] of Regulation (EC) No 715/2007 for new approvals and in Article 10 (3) [01.01.2012 for N1 class 
II/III and N2] of that Regulation for extensions, type approvals may continue to be granted under this 
Directive for vehicles of category N1, N2 and M2 with a reference mass below 2 610 kg.“ 

This paragraph does not contradict Article 10/3 of Reg. 715/2007. It does not deal with vehicle 
registrations, but simply aligns the application dates of new scope concerning type-approval. 
However, one interpretation of this paragraph is that the existing certificates remain valid up to the 
application of Euro VI (31.12.2013), since it does not explicitly indicated that Euro V certificates 
cease their validity. 

Italy has difficulty to agree with the interpretation quoted in the last paragraph considering that a 
Commission Directive (Dir. 2008/74/EC) cannot amend the scope and application date of a co-
decision Regulation (Reg. (EC) 715/2007). The legal prescription is that Euro V and EEV certificates 
of N1 and N2 vehicles with reference mass below 2610 kg remain valid up to 01.01.2012. 

To prolong the validity of these certificates it is necessary to amend the scope of Regulation (EC) 
715/2007 through the co-decision procedure. 

In this respect, in November 2010 Italy informally indicated to its national manufacturer association,   
that the most likely interpretation on the deadline for the validity of Euro V and EEV certificates for 
N1 and N2 vehicles with reference mass below 2610 kg was 01.01.2012. 

The Italian manufacturers have then invested to convert their vehicle production from Euro V to Euro 
5 (LD version) with the risk to be penalised respect other manufacturers if they can continue to sell 
Euro V versions. 

However, Italy is not against to consider possible solutions to this issue permitting to avoid  “double 
testing” to the manufacturers concerned as long as they do not create any competitive distortion in the 
market.  

This means to solve the “double testing” issue for all LD/HD cases connected with the new scope of 
emissions legislations, including multistage vehicles. 
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LD emission certification implies the “double testing” issue for completed vehicles when exceeding 
the reference mass of 2840 kg. The “double testing” issue does not affect HD versions. Therefore, a 
manufacturers, that has converted its products to LD, risks a double penalisation: 

1. The investment to convert HD emission certificates in LD. 

2. The management of “double testing” for completed vehicles if RM exceeds 2840 kg 

The contradicted situation caused by “double testing” has been recognised by DG-ENTR: “There is an 
embarrassing need of two type approvals (and therefore at least slightly different designs) for some 
vehicle platforms depending on the type-specific equipment , which may place some vehicles of the 
platform above and others below the mass limits separating LD and HD vehicles (e.g. Iveco case).” 

However, so far the Commission has not find the way to come forward from this “embarrassing need”. 
According to our information, the Commission believes that the only possibility to solve this problem 
is to modify the scope of the emission legislation via co-decision process. The plan is to present the 
co-decision proposal around October 2011. Which means that in the most optimistic timing the 
proposal can be adopted by end 2012 (most realistically by mid 2013). Since the new scope of 
emission legislation applies from 01.01.2012 the co-decision approach proposed by the Commission 
will arrive too late to solve the both the cases. Therefore for both the issues it is extremely urgent to 
provide a quick interim solution until the co-decision final solution will be applicable. 

Considering that these problems are connected Italy strongly recommends to identify solutions that 
prevents from the above-mentioned risks of market distortion. The opinion of Italy is that the issue can 
be solved not imposing “double testing” for vehicles already type approved according to other 
equivalent regulation. In particular:   

• A commitment of the Member States not to refuse registration of N1, N2 and M2 completed 
vehicles approved according to LD emission legislation (Reg. 715/2007) exceeding the reference mass 
of 2840 kg until the definitive co-decision solution is applicable. Otherwise “double testing” would be 
necessary. 

• To maintain valid certificates Euro V and EEV according to Dir. 2005/55/EC up to the 
mandatory application of Euro VI. Otherwise “double testing” would be necessary. 

Option proposed by the EC:  

The Italian interpretation is correct in saying that there is a need of a change of scope for the LD 
regulation 715/2007 which has been initiated through the “pot-pourri” Co-decision. 

The EC intends to study the possibility to clarify the interpretation that Euro V approvals so that they 
cannot be used for vehicles with a reference mass below 2610kg.  

Option proposed by ACEA: 

The proposals by ACEA were tabled in a letter received on 1 June, in Annex 

 

Questions/answers: 

The representative of the European Commission referred the reception of the letter of ACEA and 
recognised the problem existing during the transition period, refereeing to the vehicles that used to be 
classified ad heavy duty and were transferred to light duty. This applies to a few vehicles but a legal 
solution is needed. Regarding the issue of double-testing, the EC may accept the solution proposed by 
ACEA, although this needs further analysis. However this solution would not answer the question 
raised by NL.  

DE referred that given that there are two legal acts that can be interpreted differently the EC should 
find a practical solution. In what regards the problem raised by IT, there is a contradiction with the 
framework directive, so it is a priority to have a clarification.  

FR underlines that, in what regards the question by NL, it is not for the member States to decide, but 
to the EC and the decision is applicable to all. FR agrees with DE on the IT question: there are risks 
for abuse in the multi-stage procedure. 
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The EC replied that it is possible to extend the certificates. The contradiction referred by DE between 
the old and new approvals will be solved, under certain circumstances. The EC will propose an official 
position.  

DE underlined the importance of a legal interpretation for small manufacturers. 

The Chair agreed to circulate a copy of the letter of ACEA (in annex to this report) and concluded 
referring that further discussion is needed, on the one had (i) to find a solution to solve the problem of 
double-testing; (ii) to have an acceptable practice in-between. Regarding (i) the European Commission 
could not find a solution, given that the problem in enshrined in the text of a decision by the Council 
and the EP. An amendment of the legislation on emissions is a long-term solution, and a draft is 
prepared dealing with these issues. Regarding (ii) the EC recognises that there is no agreement on the 
interpretation and that the truck manufacturers have not yet found a solution. Although IT has made a 
pragmatic proposal for a solution, there is no consensus among the TAA. The EC will now recap the 
options and scrutinize the possible solutions. The input from ACEA will also be considered. The EC is 
not inclined to support an approach which is not consensual. 

Following a request from AT, the Chair confirms that this point refers only to the European approach, 
and that national approvals are acceptable. The Chair also invites the members to contact the Ministry 
representatives to find a solution for double testing. 

 

(e) Clarification about the application of Directive 2006/40/EC (Mobile Air-Conditioning 
Systems) to multi-purpose vehicles like motorhomes (IT)  

Issue: IT requests clarification on the application of the MAC Directive,  since there are implications 
on the activities of SMEs which operates in the field of multi stage approvals. 

It is the case of multi purpose vehicles like motorhomes for which a specific note was sent to EC at the 
TCMV of 15 April 2009.  These vehicles are built up on N1 vehicles (normally class II or III) and  in a 
second stage become M1 vehicles which according to Directive 2007/46/EC annex XI appendix I item 
61  should be fitted with MAC meeting the requirements of Directive 2006/40/EC.  

This means that the manufacturer of the stage 1 (N1 vehicle, class II or III) does not have to have a 
2006/40/EC type approval but the manufacturer of the finished stage M1 vehicle must have the 
approval which does not seem reasonable. In this respect we think that Directive 2007/46/EC annex XI 
appendix I, item 61 should be changed  by introducing a code “G” which means” Requirements 
according to the category of the base/incomplete vehicle (the chassis of which was used to build the 
special purpose vehicle). In the case of incomplete/completed vehicles, it is acceptable that the 
requirements for vehicles of the corresponding category N (based on max. mass) are satisfied”. 

Pending your decision on the above issue I would like to draw your attention on the problems that 
several SMEs operating as second stage manufactures are facing with. These SMEs find on the market 
N1 base vehicles only fitted with MAC wich do not meet the requirements of Directive 2006/40/EC 
since these vehicles have been legitimately type approved  before 1st January 2011 (they contain a 
refrigerant with GWP >150). 

The second stage manufacturer would like to complete (after 1st January 2011) the vehicle which will 
become a motor home classified in category M1 and would like to get a whole vehicle approval based 
on a first stage CoC which does not include conformity to MAC Directive.  We would like to have 
confirmation about the possibility to issue a multi- stage approval on the conditions described above, 
up to 2017. This   would be the only possibility for a second stage manufacturer to built up and sell 
motor homes without waiting first stage manufacturers to provide them base vehicles certified 
according to MAC Directive; we know that at present the availability of new refrigerant(s) is not 
guaranteed and for this reason manufacturers may have concentrated type approval activities before 
December 2010.  

Finally, a more general problem for multistage manufacturers - always linked to MAC Directive - 
relates to M1 vehicles type approved before 31 December 2010, not meeting MAC Directive which 
could be registered up to 2017. These complete vehicles are converted in a second stage (for example 
to LPG) and a WVTA is granted to a second stage manufacturer. In our opinion, the application of 
multistage approval is possible up to 2017 as long as the changes made by the second stage 
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manufacturer does not affect air conditioning systems which would remain the original one (not 
meeting MAC directive). 

Option proposed by the EC:  

EC recognises that this issue, although being limited from a global view on the effects of the MAC 
Directive, can be very burdensome for SME. 

Probably the insertion of letter 'X' in item 61 of Appendix 1 to Annex XI of the automotive 
Framework Directive was an error at the first place, and the 'X' should be replaced by a letter 'G', 
which would solve the concerns.  

On a more long term basis EC will have to consider the extension of the MAC Directive to all N1 
vehicles (including the heavier ones) and possibly heavy duty vehicles, see Article 8 of 2006/40/EC (a 
COM report on this issue would be due on 4 July 2011) via co-decision. 

For the concrete issue (suggestion to perform the change described above via Comitology) EC could 
e.g. attach such change to a future proposal.  EC will also need to evaluate if this change can be done 
via Comitology, i.e. whether it is an "administrative provision for EC type approval" according to 
Article 7 of 2006/40/EC. 

 

Questions/answers: 

The representative of the European Commission referred that this issue was also included in the letter 
from ACEA and that the EC supports the issue in substance, but needs to check how to implement it in 
legal terms. 

DE underlined that, regarding air-conditioning, the N1 chassis cannot be given approval. The new 
Annex II of the framework directive can give a solution (point 7: authorities can type-approve vehicles 
that can be transformed). The authorities may use Annex II when it is published to f-give AC approval 
to eh chassis. The EC representative agreed, although the concern by IT is more commercial, related to 
difficulties of small companies to comply with MAC requirements. DE considered that this is not an 
acute problem, while FR recognised that there was no clear solution for the problem. DE referred the 
possibility to change the letter X by G and not have AC requirement s in N category. 

The Chair referred that the EC does not intend to extend the legislation to N Category. The Chair 
concluded that the EC will evaluate the way forward, considering that the intention of the legislation 
was not to extend the AC requirements to this kind of vehicles. 

 
(f) Access to repair and maintenance information, during the multistage procedure, including 
for stage without approval regarding regulation 715/2007 (special purpose vehicle, small 
bodybuilders...) (FR) 

Issue: Access to repair and maintenance information (RMI), during the multistage procedure, 
including for stage without approval regarding regulation 715/2007 (special purpose vehicle, small 
bodybuilders) (Appendix 1, Annex XI) 

Option proposed by the EC:  

The EC has prepared a proposal including provisions on access to RMI in case of multi-stage 
approvals in the draft second Euro VI comitology package. The option by the EC (Article 2b) is that 
the final manufacturer shall be responsible for providing access to vehicle OBD and vehicle repair and 
maintenance information regarding its own manufacturing stage(s) and, with regard to all the other 
stage(s), he would only be responsible for providing the link(s) to the website of the previous 
manufacturer(s). 

In addition, the final manufacturer shall provide independent operators on its website with the 
following information: 

(a)          Website address of the manufacturer(s) responsible for the previous stage(s); 

(b)          Name and address of all the manufacturers responsible for the previous stage(s); 
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(c)          Type-approval number(s) of the previous stage(s). 

(d)          The engine number. 

The EC, considering that providing the type number of all components would be too burdensome for 
manufacturers, came to the conclusion, which is reflected in the text, that final manufacturers should 
only provide the vehicle type-approval number and the engine number. The EC considers this is a 
good compromise solution which does not seem to impose disproportionate burden on manufacturers 
(be them OEM or bodybuilders). 

 

Questions/answers: 

FR presented the issue, requested clarification if, in the cases when the vehicles are not submitted to 
tests and can use base information, they need to provide RMI.  

The Chair underlined that the EC is looking for solutions on the implementing measures, that are 
intended for debate with the member States and vote on 7 July The issue will be tacked on the 
occasion of the discussion of the implementing measures, especially concerning multi-stage approval 
(. The Chair also invites the members to contact the representatives in the regulatory committee. 

FR underlined the need to find a quick solution and a clarification if the access to RMI concerns only 
the engine or all parts that are subject to approval. The Chair replies that there is no exclusion, the data 
refers to the whole vehicle, and that the objective of RMI is to be as exhaustive as possible. 

 
(g) General safety regulation 661/2009 and its implementing Regulation 407/2011: Application of 
UNECE regulations, conditions of application of references P/A in small series and SPV, and W5 
and W6 footnotes of Annex XI of the 2007/46, numbering system (FR)  

Issue: Access to repair and maintenance information (RMI), during the multistage procedure, 
including for stage without approval regarding regulation 715/2007 (special purpose vehicle, small 
bodybuilders) (Appendix 1, Annex XI) 

Option proposed by the EC:  

The EC is aware that there is a need for further work on the Framework Directive in order to ensure 
consistency with the GSR Regulation. The EC would start discussions on the review of the technical 
requirements that are applicable for the purposes of for small series (that is already foreseen in the 
work programme). 

Concerning the disappearance of footnotes W5 and W6 (regarding safety of wheelchair users), it 
should be noted that they have been deleted for legal reasons (they referred respectively to Directives 
76/115/EEC and 77/541/EEC that have been repealed). Footnotes have to be reinstated with a link to 
the relevant UNECE Regulations. In the meantime, it is recommended to continue to use the 
requirements for the purposes of approval of converted vehicles. 

Additional legal information on off-road vehicle (new draft Regulation): 

4.3. M3 or N3 vehicles whose maximum mass exceeds 12 tonnes shall be subcategorised as off-
road vehicles if they satisfy the condition set out in point (a) or both conditions set out in 
points (b) and (c): 

 (a) all their axles are driven simultaneously, irrespective of whether one or more 
powered axles can be disengaged; 

 (b) (i) at least half of the axles (or two axles out of the three in the case of a three 
axle vehicle and mutatis mutandis in the case of a five axle vehicle) is 
designed to be driven simultaneously, irrespective of whether one powered 
axle can be disengaged; 

  (ii) there is at least one differential locking mechanism or a mechanism having 
similar effect; 



 12

  (iii) they are able to climb a 25 % gradient as solo vehicle; 

 (c) they satisfy at least four out of the six following requirements: 

  (i) the approach angle shall be at least 25 degrees; 

  (ii) the departure angle shall be at least 25 degrees; 

  (iii) the ramp angle shall be at least 25 degrees; 

  (iv) the ground clearance under the front axle shall be at least 250 mm; 

  (v) the ground clearance between axles shall be at least 300 mm; 

  (vi) the ground clearance under the rear axle shall be at least 250 mm. 

4.4. The procedure for checking compliance with the geometrical provisions referred to in this 
section shall be set out in Appendix 1. 

 

Questions/answers: 

The Chair confirmed that the EC intends to revise Directive 2007/46 to give some clarity. The EC also 
recognises the need to provide for a better legal framework for small series. The draft is expected 
before the end of 2011. The footnotes will be reinstated with a link to the relevant UNECE 
Regulations. In the meantime, it is recommended to continue to use the requirements for the purposes 
of approval of converted vehicles.  

 

(h) Manufacturer's representative: confirmation of need for a manufacturer based in 
Switzerland or in Turkey to have a representative as defined in the framework directive 2007/46 
(FR)  

Issue: Manufacturer's representative: confirmation of need for a manufacturer based in Switzerland or 
in Turkey to have a representative as defined in the framework directive 2007/46 

Option proposed by the EC:  

The EC confirms the need for a manufacturer based in Switzerland or in Turkey to have a 
representative, in the cases for manufacturers established outside the EU and applying for a TA in a 
Member State. 

 

Questions/answers: 

The Chair recalled that all legislation for implementation of the internal market includes a need fir a 
representative in the EU (not enough to have a customs union or a MRA) and, following a question by 
FR, that Monaco, San Marino and the Vatican are part of the EU territory. 

 

6.  Any other business 

Framework directive: approval of superstructure (bodywork) as a separate technical 
unit (CZ) 
CZ introduced the issue, which was not circulated timely to the TAAEG: 

Background:  

In the system of Acts for EC type approval of vehicles of category N and O there is no one whose 
subject would be the approval of superstructure as a separate technical unit. This is a diffrence against 
some  national legislative standards (e.g. CZ and DE) where the possibility of such approval exists. 

In the relevant EU act, Directive 2007/46/EC, there is laid down: 
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Article 3(25) - 25. ‘separate technical unit’ means a device subject to the requirements of a regulatory 
act and intended to be part of a vehicle, which may be type-approved separately, but only in relation 
to one or more specified types of vehicle where the regulatory act makes express provisions for so 
doing; 

Although this definition enables theoretically to obtain for STU the EC approval in relation to one or 
more specified types of vehicle, but on the contrary to national legislation of some member states: 

1. rigid body or interchangeable body is not included here so it is not considered to be the STU. 

2. Annex IV of the Directive 2007/46/EC does not define the list of legal provisions that set the 
requirements for EC type approval of superstructure. 

The present system of EC type approval of vehicles of categories N and O knows always the type 
(variant, version) of vehicle. Therefore there is not possible for chassis of different manufacturers to 
constitute with one "type of superstructure" one type of vehicle. On the contrary, there is possible for 
one certain type of chassis with various "types of superstructures" to create one type of vehicle. 

So, after the 29.10.2012 the superstructure manufacturers will have to get through for one type of 
superstructure fitted on various types of chassis of N2, N3 vehicles separately one of the following 
type approval procedures. 

1. Multistage approval according to 2007/46/EC (if the chassis is approved, in following step there is 
possible to approve the vehicle inc. the superstructure). 

2. The superstructure is not approved according to 2007/46/EC (for first stage of manufacture). 

In this case there are three possibilities of approval according to 2007/46/EC: 

a) national approval of small series (art. 23) 

b) individual approval (art. 24) 

3. Approval according to article 23(1) a (2): "... Member States may waive one or more of the 
provisions of one or more of the regulatory acts listed in Annex IV or Annex XI, provided that they 
lay down relevant alternative requirements."  

4. Approval according to article 24 - Individual approvals. In case of smaller amount of vehicles. 

Issue: This system where the superstructure manufacturers will have to get through with the same type 
of rigid or interchangeable superstructure for each type of vehicle repeatedly one of above mentioned 
ways of approval will increase their costs. Therefore would be useful to make this approval procedure 
easier. In case this problem addresses more MS we would welcome the suggestions for solution. 

Possibilities of solution: 

A  -  Yes. Some MS are interested in the possibility of approval of superstructures (bodyworks) on N 
and O category vehicles as STU in the framework of Directive 2007/46/ES and some delegates 
volunteer to suggest a suitable proposal for including the respective provisions in 2007/46/EC. 

B - No, there is no interest of other MS to change the above indicated situation. 

 

The Chair engaged to circulate the question with the report of the meeting and requested the input 
from TAA. FR requests examples from CZ (e.g. special industrial vehicles) to evaluate if it faces 
similar problems. CZ will send the examples. UK referred that there are 1500 bodybuilders in the UK, 
which deal with special products but do not care about the chassis; UK does not require a one by one 
relation between chassis and bodywork. The Chair concluded requesting comments form the 
participants. 
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ANNEX: LETTER FROM ACEA 
TO THE ATTENTION OF THE TAAEG, RECEIVED ON 1 JUNE  

 
Subject:  

(a) “Double testing” faced by vehicle types with variants spanning the light-duty / heavy-duty 
border.  
(b) Validity of Euro V heavy-duty certificates of conformity.  
 

1. Introduction:  
The auto industry is confronted with major problems dealing with the change of the scope of the 
emissions legislation in Regulation (EC) No 715/2007 and Regulation (EC) No 595/2009.  

Firstly, the change in scope of Regulation (EC) No 715/2007, which came as a result of the co-
decision procedure between the European Parliament and the Council, means that vehicles types with 
completed variants that span the nominal 2610 kg – 2840 kg range face an uncertain application of 
the emissions legislation. The existing definitions of reference mass and mass of vehicle in running 
order allows vehicles to be tested without bodywork (if the vehicle manufacturer does not fit the 
bodywork). However, some approval authorities are demanding that if a completed vehicle exceeds 
the upper range of 2840 kg, it should be tested to the heavy-duty legislation. As a consequence, 
variants of the same vehicle type will need to be tested to the light or the heavy-duty emissions 
legislation, depending on the bodywork added to the vehicle. This forces “double testing” for the 
same vehicle type and it will kick-in from 1 January 2012 when Euro 5 (and the new scope) becomes 
mandatory for all types of category N1 class II and III and category N2 vehicles.  

Secondly, industry is facing a new and unexpected request from some type-approval authorities who 
question the validity of Euro V certificates of conformity (as granted according to section 1 in 
Annex I of Directive 2008/74/EC). They believe such certificates shall be invalid from 1 January 2012. 
This is contrary to the understanding of industry that such certificates of conformity would be valid until 
the mandatory Euro VI date of 31 December 2013. This request will impose a severe burden and 
costs on industry to re-approve such vehicles for no benefit.  

In both cases, the legislation, or the interpretation of legislation, is causing industry severe difficulties 
in terms of resources and costs. These difficulties can be resolved easily without affecting the 
environmental benefits of Euro 5 and Euro V.  

The Commission is preparing a co-decision regulation that can amend the legislation to deal with 
these issues but, since time is pressing, ACEA requests the Commission and the member states (and 
approval authorities) reach a common interpretation that will give industry the necessary confidence 
and stability of commonly applied legislation until an amending regulation can be agreed through the 
co-decision process of the European Parliament and Council.  

ACEA proposes the solutions noted below.  

2. “Double Testing”:  
The reference mass of a vehicle is the parameter that determines which emissions legislation is 
applicable, i.e. Euro 5 or Euro V, for vehicles of categories M1, M2, N1 and N2.  

Reference Mass is defined as follow:  

“2.2. Reference mass means the mass of the vehicle in running order less the uniform mass of the 
driver of 75 kg and increased by a uniform mass of 100 kg”.  

“Mass of the vehicle in running order” is the mass defined in section 2.6 of Annex I to Directive 
2007/46/EC, as follows:  

“2.6. Mass of the vehicle with bodywork and, in the case of a towing vehicle of category other than M1, 
with coupling device, if fitted by the manufacturer, in running order, or mass of the chassis or 2 
chassis with cab, without bodywork and/or coupling device if the manufacturer does not fit 
the bodywork and/or coupling device (including liquids, tools, spare wheel, if fitted, and driver 
and, for buses and coaches, a crew member if there is a crew seat in the vehicle) (

o
) (maximum 

and minimum for each variant)”.  
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Despite what appears to be a clear definition that, in case of incomplete vehicles the reference mass 
is the one of the incomplete vehicle, some type-approval authorities have indicated an intention to 
refuse registration if a vehicle (type-approved according to light-duty legislation) exceeds the reference 
mass of 2840 kg when completed.  

The consequence will be that the same incomplete vehicle type will need a double emissions 
certification (light and heavy-duty) depending on the type of bodywork to be fitted and completed on 
the vehicle.  

The Commission has recognised this unjustified situation and it has already indicated the intention to 
solve the problem in a forthcoming co-decision package due to be prepared in the second semester of 
2011: “There is an embarrassing need of two type approvals (and therefore at least slightly different 
designs) for some vehicle platforms depending on the type-specific equipment , which may place 
some vehicles of the platform above and others below the mass limits separating LD and HD 
vehicles”5.  

The approach to solve this problem is to modify the scope of the emissions legislation via the co-
decision process and a proposal is expected sometime around Q3/Q4 in 2011.  

While ACEA supports such a legal clarification, the co-decision process will not provide that solution 
until sometime around end-2012 (more realistically mid-2013). Since the new scope of the emissions 
legislation applies from 1 January 2012, the co-decision approach will arrive too late to solve the 
“double testing” issue.  

The consequences of the above situation are as follows:  

 Manufacturers will be forced to develop new engine versions, either investing millions of Euros 
to do so or restricting its products and ceasing the production of some engines. This will result 
in a loss of competitiveness and sales.  

 The extremely short time until 1 January 2012 will lead to a major disruption of the market, will 
severely penalise vehicle manufacturers who will have to assign precious resources to a new 
product of a type that was already closed and risks that the introduction of Euro VI and Euro 6 
products will be delayed.  

 This situation does not constitute “better regulation” and the aims of CARS21. It poses a 
significant additional and unwarranted burden on vehicle manufacturers at a time when the 
industry is still in the process of recovering from the economic crisis.  

3. Validity of Euro V heavy-duty type approvals:  
The transitional provisions laid down in Directive 2005/55/EC and as amended by Directive 
2008/74/EC. In that Directive, section 1 in Annex I state:  

“1. This Directive applies to the control of gaseous and particulate pollutants, useful life of emission 
control devices, conformity of in-service vehicles/engines and onboard diagnostic (OBD) systems 
of all motor vehicles, and to engines as specified in Article 1 with the exception of those vehicles 
of category M1, N1, N2 and M2 for which type approval has been granted under Regulation (EC) 
No 715/2007 of the European Parliament and of the Council.  

From 3 January 2009 up to the dates specified in Article 10(2) of Regulation (EC) No 715/2007 for 
new approvals and in Article 10(3) of that Regulation for extensions, type approvals may continue 
to be granted under this Directive for vehicles of category N1, N2 and M2 with a reference mass 
below 2 610 kg.”  

The second paragraph of the above text indicates that for vehicles of category N1, N2 and M2 with a 
reference mass below 2 610 kg, new type approvals may continue to be granted up to 1 September 
2009 / 1 September 2010 and extensions may continue to be granted up to 1 January 2011 / 1 
January 2012. The latter provision for extensions implies that such an extension will remain valid after 
1 January 2012 otherwise such a provision would be useless – an extended type approval would 
cease to be valid from the latest date when such extension could be granted.  

On the other hand the validity of a type approval, granted according to Articles 2(7) and 2(8) of 
Directive 2005/55/EC, as amended by Directive 2008/74/EC, continue to apply. This means:  

                                                 
5  See Commission paper tabled at MVEG on 24th February 2011, agenda item 4, point 2 in the table. See:  
http://circa.europa.eu/Public/irc/enterprise/automotive/library?l=/mveg_vehicle_emissions/108h_february_2011
&vm=detailed&sb=Title3  
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 such vehicles can’t be prohibited from sale etc if they meet the full requirements for Euro V or 
EEV.  

 from 1 October 2008 new type-approvals can only be granted according to Euro V or EEV.  

 from 1 October 2009 all new registrations / sales etc must meet Euro V or EEV.  

The intention of the above amendment by Directive 2008/74/EC to section 1 in Annex I was to simplify 
the scope of the dedicated emissions legislation and to create a reasonable transitional period until 
Euro VI applied. Therefore, vehicle manufacturers adapted their product in good faith on the basis that 
such type approvals would remain valid until Euro VI becomes mandatory for all new registrations, i.e. 
31 December 2013.  

However a new and entirely disappointing situation has come up with type approval authorities in 
some member states declaring that they will consider Euro V type approvals granted under the 
provisions of Directive 2008/74/EC as being invalid at the date specified in Article 10(3) of Regulation 
(EC) No 715/2007, namely from 1 January 2012. From that date the provisions of Regulation (EC) No 
715/ 2007 should be applied for vehicles of category N1, N2 and M2 with a reference mass below 2 
610 kg.  

It should be borne in mind that the provisions of Article 8(2) of Regulation (EC) No 595/2009 permit 
certificates of conformity granted according to the previous legislation to remain valid until 31 
December 2013.  

The consequences of the above situation and the surprising views of some type-approval authorities 
are as follows:  

 The intention of vehicle manufacturers is to continue to invest significant finances and 
resources into the final development and production of Euro VI for vehicles having, in general, 
a reference mass above 2380 kg. If vehicle manufacturers now face the situation that existing 
Euro V certificates of conformity for category N1, N2 and M2 vehicles < 2610 kg will cease to 
be valid 2 years earlier than expected (according to some approval authorities), they will have 
to provide and re-certify (with extreme urgency) a specific Euro 5 version.  

 The creation of a specific Euro 5 version before 1 January 2012 that will be valid only for a 
short period is practically impossible and makes absolutely no commercial sense.  

 The extremely short time until 1 January 2012 will lead to a major disruption of the market, will 
severely penalise vehicle manufacturers who will have to assign precious resources to a new 
product of a type that was already closed and risks that the introduction of Euro VI products 
will be delayed.  

 The creation of a specific Euro 5 version that will be valid only for a short period will have no 
significant impact on air quality as it merely continues the technology of the current Euro V 
products.  

 This situation does not constitute “better regulation” and the aims of CARS21. It poses a 
significant additional and unwarranted burden on vehicle manufacturers at a time when the 
industry is still in the process of recovering from the economic crisis.  

4. Conclusions:  
 “Double testing” is not justified and there appears to be a willingness by the legislator to 

correct this distortion. If a legal solution will only arrive after 1 January 2012 it will be 
practically useless. Another approach is needed in the interim period.  

 The early ending of the validity of Euro V certificates of conformity during the transition to 
Euro VI was not the intention when Directive 2008/74/EC was drafted and agreed. This would 
be in contradiction with Articles 2(7) and 2(8) of Directive 2005/55/EC.  

 Double testing or the creation of a specific Euro 5 version that will be valid for only a short 
period will have no benefit on air quality but it will impose unjustifiable and unnecessary costs 
and additional development burden when manufacturer’s finite resources are fully applied to 
the final development and production of products complying with the complex Euro VI 
requirements.  

5. Recommendations:  
 ACEA requests that the Commission urgently adopt a guideline to avoid “double testing” until 

the co-decision legislation enters into force. This is very simple – clarify that the definition of 
“mass in running order” (in cases where the manufacturer does not fit the bodywork) means 
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without the bodywork so completed vehicles approved to the light-duty emissions legislation 
may extend above 2840 kg when completed.  

The forthcoming co-decision package to be agreed by the co-legislators will legalise an 
appropriate change in the scope.  

 ACEA requests that the Commission urgently clarify the situation to ensure that certificates of 
conformity granted according to Directive 2005/55/EC, as amended by Directive 2008/74/EC, 
remain valid until Regulation (EC) No 595/2009 comes into force, i.e. such certificates of 
conformity become invalid from 31 December 2013.  

The forthcoming co-decision package to be agreed by the co-legislators will clarify this.  

 That such actions for an interim common interpretation to avoid double testing and clarify the 
validity of Euro V certificates of conformity be communicated quickly to the member states and 
TAAM at the next opportunity.  

 

ACEA  

31
st 

May 2011 

 


