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1. Approval of the draft agenda. 

 
The agenda was approved with an additional question from NL under AOB. 
 

2. Approval of the minutes of the meeting of 10 February 2014. 
 
The minutes were approved with no change. 

 
3.  Questions submitted by the Type-Approval Authorities: 
 

(a) Question from France: Numbering of type-approval certificates under 
Regulation (EU) 168/2013 on the approval and market surveillance of two- or 
three-wheel vehicles and quadricycles and double-certificate for OBD. 
 
FR requested to expand the list of Type-approval certificate templates laid down in 
Regulation (EU) No 901/2014 (RAR) to cover all the "system" approvals e.g. masses 
and dimensions, fuel consumption, electric safety and other subjects. The EC recalled 
that this list had been reviewed with Member States during the discussions on the 
RAR and the full list of systems was not felt necessary at that time. Some experts 
considered that vehicles could in any case be approved in the context of a single-step 
whole vehicle type-approval or in a mixed type-approval, whereas others recalled that 
the step by step procedure was foreseen by Regulation (EC) 168/2014 and system 
approvals used for a whole vehicle type-approval could be re-used for other whole 
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vehicle type-approvals. Therefore the full set of system approval certificates was 
needed for the step by step approval procedure.  
 
EC Conclusion: This issue could be considered at the next meeting of the Motorcycle 
Working Group scheduled on 14 April 2015. FR was invited to contact the 
Commission in the meantime to clarify the issue. 
 
France withdrew its question regarding the 2 certificates needed for on-board 
diagnostic (OBD). 
 
EC Conclusion (for the record): There are 2 certificates with respect to on-board 
diagnostic as there are 2 distinctly different features of OBD in L-cat approval 
legislation: the functional OBD requirements set out in Annex XII of Regulation (EU) 
44/2014 (RVCR) are to be seen as delivering diagnostic information which is key for 
the effective and efficient repair of vehicles. The test Type VIII environmental OBD 
requirements were set out as an environmental verification test. Environmental 
protection is regarded as one of the secondary benefits of mandatory introduction of 
OBD. Therefore 2 separate certificates are required if approved as a system or in its 
entirety in case of a single-step whole vehicle type-approval. 
 
(b) Question from France: Requirements regarding ABS for L5e, L6e and L7e 
vehicles. 
 
FR wondered which requirement shall apply for the ABS system of L5e, L6e and L7e. 
EC recalled that the fitting of ABS is not mandatory for L5e, L6e and L7e. In addition, 
EC confirmed that no ‘if fitted’ ABS requirements for L5e, L6e and L7e were 
included in Regulation (EU) 168/2013 or in the Annex III on brake test requirements 
in Regulation (EU) 3/2014 (RVFSR) or in UN Regulation 78. It was recalled that ‘if 
fitted’ ABS requirements were included in former Directive 93/14/EEC for L5e.  
 
EC conclusion: There is presently no requirement on ABS for L5e, L6e and L7e in 
Regulation (EU) 168/2013. The possibility to re-instate ‘if fitted’ requirement for the 
ABS of L5 could be considered in the Motorcycle Working Group. This possibility 
could also be explored in Geneva for UN Regulation 78. 
 
(c) Question from France: Possibility of L7e-B for the carriage of goods. 
 
FR wondered whether L7e-B could be designed for the carriage of goods. If this was 
the case, FR raised possible competition problems with L7e-CU. 
 
EC recalled that at the request of Member States, Regulation (EU) 44/2014 allows 
load platforms for L7e-B in its Annex X, point 1.1. Some experts considered that this 
platform was a pre-requisite to consider these vehicles as goods vehicles. 
 
EC Conclusion: It is possible to approve L7e-B as goods vehicles if they are fitted 
with a load platform. As no practical problem was identified at this stage, no further 
action was considered necessary. 
 
(d) Question from France: Definition of an enclosed compartment accessible via 
maximum three sides (L categories). 
 



 

FR, supported by some experts, considered that the “enclosed compartment” used in 
the definitions of L5e-B, L6e-B and L7e-C in Regulation (EU) 168/2013 should be 
defined. Some experts considered that the worst case scenario shall be used for the 
vehicle classification and the criteria used for defrosting and demisting systems could 
be used (vehicle equipped with a windscreen and side doors capable of covering the 
door aperture by at least 75 %, either as standard or optional equipment).. 
 
EC Conclusion: There is presently no definition of an enclosed compartment. EC and 
the Member States will investigate the proposal from the “worst case” approach. FR 
was invited to come back on this issue at the next Motorcycle working group if 
necessary. 
 
(e) Question from Ireland: Common understanding of the requirements relating 
to compliance for access to Repair and maintenance information (RMI). 
 
Ireland presented the issue: Delegations were informed about the discussions that took 
place in the framework of the Type Approval Authority Meeting (TAAM) sub-group 
on RMI and as a follow-up a wide range of questions were raised that would require 
some clarifications and guidelines in order to facilitate type-approval authorities and 
manufacturers in the implementation of the RMI provisions. In particular, the attention 
was driven to the need to have a clear understanding on what information the 
manufacturers are obliged to provide as a minimum and how it should be accessed by 
the independent operators. These questions become even more important in the 
absence of relevant standards therefor. In addition, Ireland requested an update on the 
on-going legislative developments on RMI (e.g. future amendments of the Framework 
Directive to incorporate all RMI requirements; review of Regulation 715/2007 and 
possibilities for improvement of certain RMI provisions).     

Some experts gave full support to the Irish paper that fairly reflects the situation their 
type-approval authorities are facing in the implementation of the EU rules. The 
experience up to now shows that in many cases manufacturers are providing to 
independent operators access to even more information than prescribed by the 
legislation, though this information is not always in the format desired by those 
independent operators. However, it is for the stakeholders (manufacturers and 
independent operators) to find the right balance between their interests and in 
accordance with their real needs. Some experts confirmed that the best solution would 
be to rely on the TAAM conclusions for the period before the revision of the RMI 
legislation takes place.    

In addition, a suggestion was made to explore the possibilities for harmonisation at EU 
level of the penalties for non-compliance with RMI rules.   

As regards the current situation, EC reiterated that the legislation in force requires a 
proper consideration to be given to the specific needs of all independent operators 
when providing access to RMI. EC also shared the understanding that, following the 
spirit and the underlying objectives of the legislation, the access to vehicle component 
data has to be provided in a way that would allow for the processing of the data, 
although there is no explicit provision mandating such an obligation. EC also 
acknowledged that the issue of unrestricted access for independent operators to 
vehicle RMI is a controversial one due to the diverging commercial interests of OEMs 
and independent operators.  
 
EC conclusion: EC encouraged Member States to agree on a common understanding 
of RMI provisions in order to ensure an equal level playing field for independent 



 

operators. In this regard, EC could agree to the greatest extent on  the conclusions 
reached by the TAAM RMI sub-group, except for points 2 and 8 which consider that 
there is no requirement  that OBD+RMI must be provided in such a way that it can be 
automatically processed by independent operators on which EC reserves its position. 
Finally, EC informed delegations on the study prepared by Ricardo (available on 
internet) and the communication on the future development of RMI that will be 
drafted and adopted by the Commission on its basis.  
 
(f) Question from Romania: Seat spacing in UN Regulation No 107 (buses and 
coaches). 
 
Romania considered that the minimum seat spacing (650 mm for class I) in UN 
Regulation 107 could not be reached only by a small sunken area in the front seat. 
Romania considered that this could impair the access to the gangway, impair the 
comfort of passengers and distort competition since this practice has for consequence 
the possibility to fit more seats in a given bus (e.g. 21 instead of 19 for mini buses).  
 
EC Conclusion: TAAEG generally supported the view of Romania and considered that 
such approvals should not be granted. It was however agreed to further clarify the 
issue in UN Regulation 107. Romania will make a proposal at the next session of 
GRSG on 4-8 May 2015. 
 
(g) Question from Latvia: Symbols to be used for the designation of variants and 
versions for CO2 monitoring. 
 
Latvia  introduced the issue: DG CLIMA has pointed out some inconsistencies in CO2 
emission monitoring data, e.g. 0-zero vs O-letter. 
 
Latvia suggested restricting the use of certain symbols/letters (for instance, letter “O”, 
“+”, space etc.) in designation of variants and versions of whole vehicle type approval, 
as it is restricted in the VIN code in order to avoid any misunderstanding. NL recalled 
that “+”, “/” and “space” are already forbidden for the variant/version in Directive 
2007/46/EC. AT considered that this issue may be solved with the electronic exchange 
of data.  
 
EC Conclusion: The current legislation already forbid “+”, “/” and “space”. The case 
of 0-zero vs O-letter will be considered by EC in the framework of the revision of 
Directive 2007/46/EC. This information will be passed to DG CLIMA. 

 
5. AOB 
 

(g) Question from the Netherlands: Implementation of Regulation (EU) 
1171/2014 on multi-stages. 
 
NL wondered how paragraph 3.3. of Annex XVII to Directive 2007/46/EC   as 
modified by Regulation (EU) 1171/2014 should be implemented (communication to 
other type-approval authorities, extension number on the Certificate of conformity). 
 
EC explained that the purpose of paragraph 3.3 of Annex XVII to Directive 
2007/46/EC was to avoid updating the second stage approval each time the 1st stage 
vehicle is amended, especially for simple multi-stage built vehicles (e.g. simple box 
put on a chassis cab) for which most of the extensions of the first stage do not affect 



 

the second stage approval. He recalled that the link between the first stage and the 2nd 
stage was made in any case in the Certificate of Conformity (CoC) of the 2nd stage 
(point 0.2.2). For example, if the approval number of the 1st stage vehicle is extended 
to 01, extension 01 shall be used in both the CoC and the approval certificate of the 
first stage vehicle. The extension number of the second stage vehicle may remain at 00 
in both the CoC and the approval certificate of the second stage vehicle if the type-
approval authority of the second stage considers that this stage is not affected by 
extension 01 of the first stage. However entry 0.2.2 of the CoC of the second stage 
manufacturer shall make reference to extension 01 of the first stage vehicle. 
 
A discussion took place on how the type-approval authority of the second stage could 
inform other type-approval authorities that it had checked that the first stage does not 
affect the second stage. 
 
EC Conclusion: The extension number of the first stage shall be indicated in both the 
CoC and in the type-approval certificate of the first stage. The extension number of the 
2nd stage shall be indicated in both the CoCs and the type-approval certificate of the 
2nd stage. The CoC of the second stage should in addition make the link with the 
extension number of the first stage (entry 0.2.2). The type-approval authority of the 
second stage shall ensure that the first stage does not affect the second stage and may 
ask information to manufacturers to do so. It was asked to DE to check whether a 
specific entry in the Type-approval database (ETAES) could be included to inform 
other type-approval authorities that the relevant checks have been done by the type-
approval authority of the second stage in case the first stage is extended and not the 2nd 
stage.  
 

____________ 


