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1.
Welcome and Introductions
1.1
The group was welcomed by the Directors of ITS and the Deputy Director of the Polish Ministry of Infrastructure.
1.2
This was followed by a brief introduction by the Chairman who subsequently invited comments on the proposed agenda (GRSG-ig-access-05-01) and on matters of fact with respect to the minutes from the previous meeting (GRSG-ig-access-04-12).  Both were agreed without amendment. 
1.3
The group requested that the secretary modify the document referencing system to relate documents to the meeting number at which they were first tabled, rather than by calendar year.









Action : JH (UK)

2.
Actions from previous minutes
2.1
The expert from the SMMT commented on an action he had accepted at Paras 4 and 5.19.  He reported that the document prepared by the DfT-UK during the last meeting(1) would present a serious problem for small Class II vehicles, and particularly vehicles of Class B.
2.2
The expert from Ford supported this view recognising that the internal body width dimensions in some vehicles were less than the diagonal measurement of a notional wheelchair.
2.3
This was further supported by the expert from Germany who agreed that the resulting seat loss would be unacceptable to operators.  This could be a problem for some larger vehicles as it would make it difficult to provide an appropriate number of handpoles for standing passengers.

2.4
The Chairman acknowledged these points but reminded the group that research has shown that many wheelchairs can tip at between 6 and 8 degrees.  It follows that a wheelchair which was manoeuvred backwards down a ramp would almost guarantee a potentially dangerous situation.

2.5
The expert from Ford suggested that this might indicate that modifications were required to wheelchair design rather than vehicles required to accommodate them as such gradients were not uncommon in everyday life, especially in hilly urban districts.

2.6
The Chair advised that many wheelchair users need the flexibility afforded by this inherent instability to address obstacles.

2.7
The group discussed this issue at length.  The expert from Germany suggested that the requirement of this Para could apply only to vehicles of classes I and A.  The expert from Ford agreed as those of Class B or III would be likely to have an assistant to help with boarding and alighting.

2.8
The Chairman asked the expert from the SMMT if they had surveyed companies such as Optare or Rohill as manufacturers of ramp accessed Class B vehicles on this issue.  The expert from the SMMT confirmed that they had been approached generally as part of the wider survey but did not respond.

2.9
The group agreed to the amended paragraph 3.6.5. providing it applied to vehicles of Class I and A only. 

 2.10
The expert from Ford advised that with regard to the action detailed at Para 5.3.3, no progress had been made within GRSG on this issue and there was nothing further to report.
2.11
The expert from Irisbus confirmed that he had submitted a proposal in accordance with the action placed upon him in Para 5.3.4.
2.12
With respect to the action detailed at Para 5.20, the expert from Germany confirmed that a proposal had been made to GRSG but had not been accepted and that they shall deal with it at the next GRSG.

2.13
The Chairman confirmed that no comments had been received regarding the action detailed at Para 6.1.

3.
Development of informal group working document
3.1 The latest version of the informal group's working document, GRSG-88-13 was used as the basis for the following discussions and amendments have been made to this document which has then been given the informal group reference GRSG-ig-access-05-05.
3.2
Paras 1.4 and 1.5
3.2.1
The group considered the new paragraphs and concluded that Paras 1.4.1 and 1.4.2 should be merged and Para 1.5 would be removed as changes would be covered by normal approval procedures (not notifiable unless it infringes other technical requirements such as intrusion into gangway).
3.3
Para 2.1.1.2
3.3.1
The Chairman invited comments on the current wording of this paragraph and the expert from Norway confirmed that he and the expert from Sweden were preparing a proposal for GRSG on this.

3.4
Para 2.15.1
3.4.1
The Chairman advised the group of an issue raised by Type Approval Authorities on the requirements of this Para.  The experts from Ford and Evobus confirmed that, to the best of their knowledge, interlocking of leg space had always been considered acceptable.

3.5
Para 2.33
3.5.1
Agreed as proposed by the informal group.

3.6
Para 5.2
3.6.1
Agreed as proposed by the informal group.

3.7
Para 5.3
3.7.1
Agreed as proposed by the informal group.

Annex 3

3.8
Para 7.2.2.2.7
3.8.1
The Chairman drew the group's attention to the fact that the paragraph as currently proposed required careful reading.  The expert from Germany suggested that this issue might be better addressed by deleting the amendment proposed at the last meeting and adding a new paragraph at 7.2.2.2.10.  The group agreed and the amendment was deleted.
3.9
Para 7.2.2.2.10
3.9.1
The expert from Ford suggested the following new wording; "the surface of any wheelchair space(s) dedicated solely for the use of wheelchair user(s)".  The group agreed.

3.10
Para 7.2.3
3.10.1
Amend to read "7.2.3
Marking of vehicles".

3.11
Para 7.2.2.4


The expert from the SMMT questioned whether this paragraph was satisfactory.  The expert from Germany believed that the current wording was adequate and no amendments were agreed.

3.12
Para 7.2.3.2
3.12.1
The group agreed with the modification proposed in TRANS/WP.29/GRSG/2005/8 (replacing TRANS/WP.29/GRSG/2003/22/Rev.2). 
3.13
Para 7.7.6
3.13.1
The group agreed with the modification proposed in TRANS/WP.29/GRSG/2003/21 (now replaced by TRANS/WP.29/GRSG/2005/20, with the following amendments:-

3.13.1.1
Para 7.7.6.1.2 - Amend to read "12.5 percent in the case of a vehicle 

of Class III and B.".
3.13.1.2
Para 7.7.6.2 - Amend to read "in the transverse direction, 5 percent for 

all Classes.".

3.14
Para 7.7.8.1.1
3.14.1
The group agreed that the dimensions and the classes should be reversed within the sentence and a separate paragraph number allocated to each to read:-

"7.7.8.1.1
The minimum width of the seat cushion, dimension F (annex 4, figure 9), measured from the vertical plane passing through the centre of that seating position, shall be:

7.7.8.1.1.1
200mm in the case of Class I, II, A or B.

7.7.8.1.1.2
225mm in the case of Class III."

3.15
Para 7.7.8.1.2

3.15.1
The group agreed that the dimensions and types of seat should be reversed within the sentence and a separate paragraph number allocated to each to read:-

"7.7.8.1.2
The minimum width of the available space for each seating position, dimension G (annex 4, figure 9), measured from a vertical plane passing through the centre of that seating position at height between 270mm and 650mm above an uncompressed seat cushion, shall not be less than:
7.7.8.1.2.1
250mm in the case of individual seats.

7.7.8.1.2.2
225mm in the case of continuous rows of seats for two or more passengers."
3.16
Paras 7.7.8.2.1 & 7.7.8.2.2
3.16.1
Amend to read:-

"7.7.8.2.1
350mm in vehicles of Class I, A or B, and

7.7.8.2.2
400mm in vehicles of Class II or III."

3.17
Para 7.7.8.5.3
3.17.1
The Chairman reminded the group that there had been a considerable amount of discussion on this paragraph at the last meeting.

3.17.2
The expert from Irisbus raised concerns about the wording as suggested at the previous meeting as it did not appear sensible to require the same number of priority seats in a small vehicle as it did for a larger one.  The expert from Spain believed that the number of priority seats should relate to the total capacity, and not the seated capacity only.

3.17.3
The group eventually agreed to an amended form of words, which includes removal of the reservation on the number of priority seats being four, as detailed:-

"7.7.8.5.3
The minimum number of priority seats complying with the requirements of Annex 8, Paragraph 3.2 shall be four in Class I, two in Class II and one in Class A.  A seat that folds out of the way when not in use shall not be designated as a priority seat.".
3.18
Para 7.7.9.1

3.18.1
Amend to read :-

"7.7.9.1
On vehicles of Classes I, II and A, a means shall be provided to enable passengers to signal to the driver that she/he should stop the vehicle.  The controls for all such communication devices shall be capable of being operated with the palm of the hand.  There shall be appropriate communication devices distributed adequately and evenly throughout the vehicle and no more than 1500mm from the floor; this does not exclude the possibility of installing higher additional communication devices.  Controls shall contrast visually with their immediate surroundings.  Activation of the control shall also indicate to the passengers by means of one or more illuminated signs.  The sign shall display the words "bus stopping" or equivalent, and/or a suitable pictogram and shall remain illuminated until the service door(s) open.  Articulated vehicles shall have such signs in each rigid section of the vehicle.  Double-deck vehicles shall have them on each deck.  The provisions of paragraph 7.6.11.4 apply to any textual markings used.".

3.19
Para 7.8.1.3
3.19.1
The amendments formerly proposed by the informal group were agreed.
3.20
Para 7.8.3
3.20.1
The amendments formerly proposed by the informal group were agreed with minor amendment to read:-

"7.8.3
Provisions shall be made to protect the driver from the effects of glare and reflections caused by artificial interior lighting.  Any lighting likely significantly to affect adversely the driver's vision shall be capable of being operated only while the vehicle is at rest.".
3.21
Para 7.11.4

3.21.1
The proposal agreed by the informal group at the last meet was to delete this paragraph from Annex 3 and move the requirements into Annex 8, which now contains all technical requirements for priority seats, including handrails leading to them.  This paragraph was not discussed further at this meeting and therefore it is assumed accepted.

Annex 8
3.22
Para 3.2.2
3.22.1
The expert from Irisbus submitted a proposal(2) requiring a space for a guide dog only to be a requirement for those vehicles which must comply with Annex 8.  The Chairman advised that this might result in the provision of a priority seat, which may be used by a passenger with a visual impairment with an assistance dog, and yet there would be no provision to provide a space for the dog.

3.22.2
The expert from Germany advised that in his view, the area for a guide dog in any bus has been accepted as the gangway.  He was not aware of any design that made a separate provision, and an interpretation that required this would cause problems for Evobus.
3.22.3
Recognising this as an issue, the Chairman suggested that this may be best dealt with by TAAM and the expert from Irisbus agreed to raise with the French Type Approval Authority.  On day 2 of the meeting, the expert from Irisbus confirmed that the French Type Approval Authority insisted that the space requirement for an assistance dog could be under the seat, in front of the seat or at the side of the seat, but not in the gangway.
3.22.4
Following further discussion, the expert from Irisbus agreed to return to the French Type Approval Authority to persuade them of the interpretation agreed with the informal group.  Failing this, the group would develop additional text to clarify this point.

















Action : AD (Irisbus)

3.22.5
This matter aside, a minor amendment was agreed to read:- "There shall be adequate space for a guide dog under, or adjacent to, at least one of the priority seats.".

3.23
Para 3.2.7
3.23.1
Minor modifications were proposed to the new paragraph 3.2.7 proposed in TRANS/WP.29/GRSG/2005/8.
3.24
Para 3.2.8
3.24.1
The wording was revised to align with the wording of Para 3.6.6 to read:-

"3.2.8

Vehicles fitted with a priority seat shall have pictogram(s) in accordance with annex 4, figure 23B visible from the outside, both on the front nearside of the vehicle and adjacent to the relevant service door(s).  A pictogram shall be placed internally adjacent to the priority seat.".

3.25
Para 3.4.1
3.25.1
The chairman believed that this paragraph should allow for more than one door.  The group agreed and therefore a small amendment was made for this.

3.25.2
The expert from Germany circulated pictures of a Class III vehicle(3) with handrails leading to a priority seat which contained a small break in the horizontal handrail.  A discussion followed as to whether a minimum dimension for a break would be useful, only after which would a vertical handrail be required on one side of the break. 
3.25.2
As this paragraph had been lifted from the GB Public Service Vehicles Accessibility Regulations, the Secretary was asked to establish how this issue was currently being addressed in GB and would be discussed further at the next meeting.










Action : JH (secretary)

3.26
Para 3.4.2
3.26.1
 The paragraph was agreed as proposed at the last meeting of the informal group.

3.27
Para 3.5
3.27.1
The paragraph was agreed as proposed at the last meeting of the informal group.

3.27.2
The expert from Poland requested that slip resistant be defined.  The expert from Germany advised that they have a test.  Experts were asked to consider this requirement for continued discussion at the next meeting.










Action : All

3.28
Paras 3.6.1 & 3.6.2
3.28.1
The paragraphs were agreed as previously amended.

3.29
Para 3.6.4.1
3.29.1
The group agreed to remove this requirement for Class II, instead leaving it as an issue for the operator.  Paragraph to read :
"In the case of vehicles of Class I and A fitted with more than one wheelchair space this test shall be completed for each wheelchair space with all other wheelchair spaces occupied by the reference wheelchair.".

3.30
Para 3.6.5
3.30.1
Detailed discussions as to which vehicles this requirement should apply to.  A compromise was reached in restricting this requirement to vehicles of Classes I and A only.  Paragraph amended to read:

"In vehicles of Class I and A fitted with a ramp for wheelchair access, it shall be possible for a reference wheelchair having the dimensions shown in Annex 4, Figure 21 to enter and exit a vehicle with the wheelchair moving in a forward direction.".

3.31
Para 3.6.6
3.31.1
Paragraph agreed as previously proposed at the last meeting.

3.32
Para 3.7.3
3.32.1
The expert from Irisbus presented a proposal for amendment to this paragraph(2).  The group agreed the amendment with no modification.

3.33
Para 3.7.4
3.33.1
The paragraph as proposed at the previous meeting of the informal group was agreed with minor amendment to read:-

"In vehicles where any wheelchair space is designated for use exclusively by a wheelchair user as provided for in paragraph 7.2.2.2.10 of Annex 3, those spaces shall be clearly marked with the following text, equivalent text or pictogram: "Area designated for use exclusively by a wheelchair user".
The provisions of paragraph 7.6.11.4. of annex 3 apply to any textual markings used".

3.34
Para 3.8
3.34.1
The expert from Ford suggested that ideally, Para 3.8 in its entirety should be removed from Reg 107 and the technical requirements for these aspects passed to GRSP for inclusion in the appropriate sections of Reg 14 and 16.  The Chairman acknowledged this as a course of action but noted that such a task was unlikely to appear high on GRSP priorities.  The expert from Germany believed that the informal group should work towards clarifying the current provisions with a view to handing over to GRSP at some later date.

3.34.2
The expert from Ford suggested that to aid clarity, each of the paragraphs 3.8.2, 3.8.3 and 3.8.4 should be allocated titles of 'Forward-facing wheelchair - static test requirements', Forward-facing wheelchair - dynamic test requirements' and 'Rearward facing - Static test requirements' respectively.  It was acknowledged that this would have a considerable effect upon subsequent paragraph numbering.  The group agreed with this accepting that the title proposed for Para 3.8.3 should be 'Forward-facing wheelchair - hybrid test requirements' recognising the option of either a static or a dynamic test.
3.34.3
The members were asked to review this section and perhaps check with restraint manufacturers whether it would meet their requirements.  In parallel the members were to explore whether the forward facing aspects could be transferred/incorporated into Reg 14 & 16.










Action : All

3.35
Para 3.8.1
3.35.1
The expert from the Netherlands submitted a proposal for an amendment to the 2nd paragraph of the earlier text(4).  The group agreed to the amendment without alteration.

3.35.2
The expert from Ford proposed further amendments to the first paragraph of the earlier text to which the group also agreed.

3.36
Para 3.8.2
3.36.1
The expert from the Netherlands submitted a proposal for an amendment to the earlier text(4).  The group agreed to the amendment without alteration.

3.37
Para 3.8.2.5
3.37.1
The new paragraph proposed at the previous meeting was agreed without further comment.

 3.38
Para 3.8.4.3
3.38.1
At the previous meeting, an amendment was proposed to require the back of the wheelchair to engage with the support or backrest and not the wheels of the wheelchair.  The expert from Germany opposed this amendment and the amendment was dropped and the text returned to its earlier form.

3.39
Para 3.8.4.5
3.39.1
The expert from the Netherlands suggested an amendment to this paragraph (4) and it was agreed.
3.39.2  Further, the Chairman questioned the logic behind the current text and an alternative form of words was developed by the group to read:-

"3.8.4.1.4.
a handrail or handhold shall be fitted to the side or wall of the vehicle or a partition in such a way to allow the wheelchair user to grasp it easily.  This handrail shall not extend over the vertical projection of the wheelchair space, except by not more than 90mm and only at a height not less than 850mm above the floor of the wheelchair space;"  

3.40
Para 3.8.4.4, 3.8.5 & 3.8.6
3.40.1
A detailed discussion followed on the proposed deletion of Para 3.8.4.4 and the replacement of this with paragraphs 3.8.5 or 3.8.6.  The expert from Germany was of the opinion that this would not only be design restrictive but was extending the remit of the group beyond that originally agreed.

3.40.2
The Chairman believed that this amendment was important as it not only provided as an option, details of a system that was known to provide good levels of safety, but also permitted other systems providing they could deliver comparable levels of safety.  He went on to explain that in the UK, before the introduction of accessibility regulations, Local Authorities specified their own designs for a wheelchair support, and this caused manufacturers considerable difficulties.
3.40.3
The views within the group varied.  The expert from the SMMT favoured one specification, whilst the experts from Irisbus and Germany opposed the amendment.  The expert from Irisbus stating that existing French regulations fix the objectives and specifies the test method but does not make prescriptive requirements.  However, as other group members didn't express any significant concerns, the group agreed to accept the amendment.

3.41
Para 3.8.4.7
3.41.1
The group agreed that an additional sentence was required at the end of the paragraph reading "The provisions of paragraph 7.6.11.4 of Annex 3 apply to any textual markings used.".

3.41.2
An amendment was required to the justification to reflect changes.

3.42
Para 3.8.5
3.42.1
Add a new title for the paragraph "Backrest Requirements"

3.43
Para 3.8.6
3.43.1
Add a new title for the paragraph "Requirements for devices having equivalent effect to backrests".

3.43.2
Para 3.8.6 was agreed with minor amendments to read:-

"A support, not being a backrest meeting the requirements of 3.8.5 above, shall be proven to provide levels of protection comparable to such a backrest.  It shall be able to withstand a force of 250daN ± 20daN per wheelchair applied in the horizontal plane of the vehicle and towards the front of the vehicle in the middle of the support.  The force shall be maintained for a period of not less than 1.5 seconds.".
3.44
Para 3.9.1
3.44.1
The group considered the proposal submitted by the expert from the SMMT at the previous meeting(5).  The amendment was accepted without modification although the expert from Germany questioned whether the 900mm dimension given in Para 3.9.1.2 would be large enough.  The Chairman asked if he would investigate this issue and report back at the next meeting.










Action : TG (Evobus)

3.44.2
The proposal calls for a similar amendment to paragraph 7.6.4.2 of Annex 3 and the expert from the SMMT offered to draft a proposal in this respect.  









Action : AM (SMMT)

3.45
Para 3.11.2.4.2

3.45.1
The expert from Spain requested that this paragraph be clarified or deleted as it was causing some confusion.

3.45.2
Following further discussion, there was general support for deletion and the expert from Germany was asked to discuss with his colleague in an attempt to determine the reason for its original inclusion.  If its retention was justified, the expert from Germany would propose an amended form of words else the group would consider deletion at the next meeting.










Action : TG (Evobus)

3.46
Para 3.11.3.3.1
3.46.1
The Chairman raised a concern over this paragraph.  Vehicles fitted with a lift present a much greater risk and therefore need the driver or an assistant close by.  The expert from Germany agreed.

3.46.2
The expert from the SMMT advised that this issue was referred back to the Informal Group by GRSG having been submitted in TRANS/WP.29/GRSG/2005/8.
3.46.3
The Chairman offered to speak with National Express, a major UK operator of inter urban coaches, who were developing a new wheelchair accessible coach with the lift positioned in the front doorway to ascertain how they intended to operate such a system.  If necessary, we shall return to this paragraph to discuss further.










Action : DM (UK)

3.47
The Chairman closed the discussion on the working document at this stage.

4.
Any Other Business
4.1
The Chairman canvassed the views of the group on how best to proceed. Whilst the progress of the 02 series of amendments to Reg 107 is being hindered by the EC, it was agreed that one more meeting should be sufficient to finalise the groups proposal if the group begins its discussion at Annex 8 Para 3.11.4 - Ramps.

4.2
The expert from Irisbus asked whether a test procedure for ramp testing would be beneficial.  The group agreed that it would be and the expert from Irisbus agreed to draft a proposal for the next meeting.









Action : AD (Irisbus)

5.
Date of Next Meeting
5.1
The group agreed to the next meeting taking place in London on 20 and 21 September 2005.  In addition, it was agreed that an editorial meeting would also take place in London on the 23 Nov 2005.

6.
General
6.1
There being no other comments the Chairman thanked everyone for their participation and closed the meeting.
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