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1. GRSP held its twenty-ninth session from?7 May (afternoon) to

11 May (morning) 2001 under the chairmanship of M. C. Lonpbnaco (ltaly).
Experts fromthe followi ng countries participated in the work follow ng

Rul e 1(a) of the Rules of Procedure of WP.29 (TRANS/ WP.29/690): Australi a;
Canada; Czech Republic; Finland; France; Germany; Hungary; ltaly; Japan;
Net her |l ands; Norway; Pol and; Romani a; Russian Federation; Spain; Sweden;
Switzerland; United Kingdom United States of Anerica. A representative of
t he European Commi ssion (EC) participated. Experts fromthe follow ng

non- gover nment al organi zati ons participated: International Organization for
St andardi zation (1SO; International Touring Alliance / International

Aut onobi | e Federation (A T/FIA); International Organization of Mtor Vehicle
Manufacturers (O CA); International Mtorcycle Manufacturers Association

(I MVA); European Association of Autonotive Suppliers (CLEPA); European
Enhanced Vehicle-safety Comrittee (EEVC); Consuners International (Cl).
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2. The docunents without a synmbol distributed during the session are |isted
in annex 1 to this report.

DRAFT REGULATI ON ON Al RBAGS

Docunentation: TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2000/ 4; TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2000/ 5;
TRANS/ WP. 29/ 2000/ 11.

3. As announced during the twenty-eighth session ( TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 28,
para. 5), experts from| SO nmade two presentations of the work that had been
undertaken by the United States Arny Research Laboratory and by | SO

4, Concerning the first presentation, the expert said that, according to
the research, the current nmethods to determ ne the ear damages in humans were
not valid and that a new mathematical nethod was bei ng devel oped. He
confirmed that the first results of this new nethod showed its reliability,
and the expert expressed his hope that a final result could be presented to
GRSP within a year

5. The second presentation, related to the devel opnment of an assessnent

met hod for airbag noise in nmodern vehicles, was being conducted by 1SO As
the main conclusion, the expert said that there were no doubts regarding the
benefits of airbags and that a regulatory action limting the noise produced
by an ai rbag depl oynent was premature for the tinme being. In his opinion
nore tinme was necessary to conplete an experinmental study and to finalize
recommended neasurenent practice. He also said that the investigation by SAE
relating to the noise associated with airbag depl oyment could be found in the
SAE techni cal paper series under Nos. 942218 and 983162.

6. GRSP t hanked the experts from|1SO for their presentations and agreed
that, before taking a decision, the researchers should finish their work.
GRSP requested the experts to transmt to the secretariat a copy of their
presentations to be put on the GRSP web page. It was also agreed that this
itemwould only be considered again at the December 2002 GRSP session
expecting that the final results of the research would be avail abl e.

AMENDMENTS TO ECE REGULATI ONS

(a) Requl ation No. 11 (Door |atches and door retention components)

Docunent ati on: TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2001/ 1.

7. The expert from O CA introduced docunment TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2001/1 as a
basis for a global technical regulation (gtr) that his organization had
presented to WP.29 as one of the priorities for the el aboration of gtrs. The
docurent contained, in the formof a table, the discrepanci es anpngst

Regul ation No. 11, the correspondi ng European Comrunity Directive, and

FMVSS No. 206. The expert explained to GRSP that the |ast colunmm of the table
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reflected the O CA proposal for the draft gtr. He said that the nost rel evant
di screpancies to consider were the scope and the rear door | atches.

8. The Chairman rem nded GRSP that WP.29 had not yet established the
priorities for gtrs, and announced his intention to report to WP.29 at its
June 2001 session, in order to obtain an advice regarding this new possible

gtr.
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(b) Requl ation No 14 (Safety-belt anchorages)

Docunentation: TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 1997/ 11; TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2000/ 7;

TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2000/ 9 and Add. 1; TRANS/ WpP. 29/ GRSP/ 2000/ 10;

TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2001/ 5; TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2001/ 10; i nformal docunments Nos. 3,
13, 14, 16, 21 and 25 of annex 1 of this report.

9. The expert from O CA presented informal document No. 3 containing a
draft Corrigendumto Regulation No. 14, in order to accept that the reduction
of the m nimum di stance between the anchorages of the rear centre position of
safety-belt anchorages could be applied to all kinds of seats and not only to
bench seats. The expert from Spain presented a simlar proposal (informal
docunent No. 16).

10. Wth the objections by the experts fromthe United Kingdom and from Cl,
GRSP adopted the proposal, as contained in docunent TRANS/ WP. 29/2001/ 26, which
had been previously prepared by the secretariat at the request of the GRSP
Chairman. It was confirnmed that the proposal had a majority consent by GRSP
and shoul d be considered by WP.29 and AC. 1 at their June 2001 sessions.

11. Concerning the definition of an effective anchorage, the expert from
Spai n introduced informal docunent No. 25 with a new wordi ng for paragraph
2.4. of Regulation No. 14. The expert from Ronmania presented infornal
docunment No. 13, which contained his remarks to the proposal of docunent
TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2000/ 10.

12. The expert from CGermany stated that, in his opinion, the current text of
paragraph 2.4. of the Regulation was clearly defining the effective anchorage,
and that the difficulties found by the expert from Spain were nore related to
t he wordi ng of paragraphs 2.4.1. to 2.4.1.3., where different exanples were

i ncl uded.

13. GRSP agreed with the above explanation, and requested the expert from
Spain to reformul ate his proposal keeping paragraph 2.4. unchanged, but
consi dering new wordi ng for paragraphs 2.4.1. to 2.4.1.3.

14. Concerning the proposal for a gtr (TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2000/ 7, and
TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2000/ 9), the expert from O CA introduced document

TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2000/ 9/ Add. 1, whi ch updated his proposal and contained the
figures of annex 3 (TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 28, para. 36). He said that his
organi zati on was considering to create a group of experts on the subject in
order to address all the pending issues raised during the twenty-eighth
sessi on ( TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 28, paras. 26 to 33 and 35). GRSP agreed to
conti nue consi deration of the proposals concerned at the next session

15. The expert fromthe United Kingdomintroduced docunent

TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2001/ 5, which included his concrete proposals for the three-
poi nt safety-belt anchorages in each forward and rearward seating position
He al so indicated that document TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2001/ 10 was a duplication of
his proposal and shoul d be disregarded.

16. The expert from O CA suggested the possibility of having a gtr on
safety-belt anchorages with nore than one strength level, and to keep the two
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| ower safety-belt anchorages for those countries which would not want to apply
t he maxi mum | evel of severity. The expert fromthe United States of America
expressed his support for this idea, but the experts fromthe United Ki ngdom
and Cl were against a gtr with different [evels of stringency.

17. The experts fromltaly and Spain expressed their views that the concept
of three-point safety-belt anchorages for front-facing seating positions could
be quickly agreed, but the extension of the three-point safety-belts
anchorages to rear-facing seats would be nore difficult to accept.

18. The Chairman requested the expert from O CA to revise his proposal
showing in the text the alternative solutions proposed by various experts
during the discussion, and suggested to consider it at the December 2001
session. He also announced his intention to report to WP.29 to get an advice
on the possibility of elaborating a gtr with several |evels of stringency.

19. Concerning the |1 SOFI X system the expert from France, who had been
requested to prepare an updated proposal for the affected Regul ations,

i ntroduced i nformal documents Nos. 21 (Regulation No. 14);

23 (Regul ation No. 44); and 22 (Regulation No. 16). He also announced to CRSP
that the conplenmentary proposals for the second step ( TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 28,
paras. 15 to 17) would probably be ready for the next GRSP session

20. He stressed the urgency of the adoption of the I SOFI X system and to
advance quickly, he offered to organize a drafting group in order to prepare
the definitive proposals for the three nentioned Regul ati ons. He suggested a
t wo-day neeting, 18 and 19 Cctober 20001, in Paris. Ha also said that,
concerning the question of child restraint rotation, |SO had nmade significant
progress and that, in his view, the | SO work should be taken into account when
drafting the definitive proposals.

21. The expert from1SO reported on the state of the work of | SOFI X worKking
group 1 and explained to GRSP that a French research had been considered. He
said that a conparison had been nade of different |SOFIX systems for forward-
facing and rear-facing positions. He concluded that an ISOFI X with two-rigid
points and with a child restraint system (CRS) with shield and three-point
safety-belt had obtained a satisfactory performance in both head excursion and
thorax acceleration, and that only a two-point safety-belt for both CRS with
shield and five-point harness without a top tether had shown head excursion
exceeding the limts.

22. He also inforned GRSP that for a two point | SOFI X systemwith a CRS with
a five point harness and a top tether, the head excursion was well controlled,
but that neck | oads and chest acceleration had increased. He said that for an
| SOFI X system with two-point support and in the rear-facing position, the neck
| oads were reduced, but that a | ower strap was needed in the case of a rear
inmpact. He finally said that it had been denonstrated that an enl argenent
zone for |SOFI X attachnents had been consi dered necessary by the researchers.

23. The expert from EEVC confirmed that a possible enlarged zone had no
influence in lateral inpacts. The expert fromthe Netherlands wanted to be
informed if the research had considered the seat as the third support for

| SOFI X systens.
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24, GRSP t hanked the expert from|SO and kindly requested himto transmt to
the secretariat a copy of his presentation to be put in the web page.

25. At the request of the expert fromCl, the expert from France clarified
that the value of 720 nmm as the m ni mum val ue chosen between the front and
rear seat pitch for the exception to install |SOFIX anchorages in the rear

seat row (informal document No. 21, para. 5.3.10.1.2.) had been chosen wi thout
testing, but that this value had been considered normal, when drafting the
pr oposal

26. GRSP agreed to continue the consideration of informal docunent No. 21
jointly with the proposal expected to be submtted by France (see para. 20
above), at the December 2001 session. To allow a nore detail ed consideration
of the proposal, the secretariat was requested to distribute informl docunent
No. 21 with an official synbol for the Decenber 2001 session

27. The expert fromthe United Kingdomintroduced informal document No. 14
cont ai ni ng possi bl e amendnents to the strength of anchorages for m nibuses.
He said that two possi bl e approaches could be envisaged - either the
adaptation of current safety-belt anchorage pull test requirements to require
m ni buses to have the same anchorage strength as required for cars in
Regul ati on No. 14, or to adopt the Australian coach floor/seat

regul ati on ADR 68. He announced that the conplete work woul d be presented at
t he technical conference on the enhanced safety of vehicles (ESV), to be held
in the Netherlands in June.

28. The experts fromltaly and O CA pointed out that, before anending the
Regul ation, a cost benefit analysis and accident data should denpnstrate its
benefit. GRSP agreed that, follow ng the presentation at the ESV Conference
this issue could be considered at the Decenmber 2001 session, at the request of
the expert fromthe United Ki ngdom

(c) Requl ation No. 16 (Safety-belts)

Docunentation: TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2000/ 12; TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2001/ 2; ; i nf or mal
docunents Nos. 5, 6, 9, 10, 17, 22, 27, 28 and 29 of annex 1 to this report.

29. The expert from France introduced i nformal docunment No. 22, which
contai ned the anendnments to the Regulation to include the prescriptions for
| SOFI X systens. As agreed for Regulation No. 14, the secretariat was
requested to distribute informal document No. 22 with an official synmbol for
t he Decenmber 2001 session.

30. Concerning the reduction of the retraction force limt

( TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2000/ 12), the expert from Japan expl ained to GRSP that,
after carrying out some tests, it had been denonstrated that the reduction of
the retraction force did not inply any reduction of the security |evel of
passengers (informal documents Nos. 5 and 6).

31. Some experts expressed their concerns about the reduction of 50 per cent
in the retraction force and another 50 per cent reduction after the durability
test in both cases when the safety-belts were equi pped or not with tension
reduci ng devi ces.



TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 29

page 7
32. In order to reply to the above-nmenti oned concerns, the expert from Japan
tabl ed i nformal documents Nos. 27, and 29, which contained additiona
expl anations as well as an alternative proposal. The expert from Spain

i ntroduced informal document No. 28 proposing another wording to the same
pr oposal

33. Finally, GRSP adopted in principle the proposal as reproduced in annex 2
to this report. GCRSP agreed to confirmits adoption at the next session, once
conpl eted by the incorporation of a proposal, to be transmtted by the expert
from Spain, for the marking of the new type of safety-belts.

34. Referring to the acceleration test device (TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2000/ 12 and
TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2001/ 2), the expert from France informed GRSP that, after
conducting some conparison tests, the results showed that there was no
equi val ence between the acceleration and the deceleration test devices. He
offered to transmt those test results for consideration at the Decenmber 2001
session. Nevertheless, the expert fromthe Russian Federation infornmed GRSP
that his country had al so conducted tests, and contrary to the French

findi ngs, the equival ence between the two devices was consi dered acceptabl e.

35. The expert from France stated that, in the case that an alternative test
devi ce woul d be accepted, the Regul ati on should always give a possibility to
the technical services to carry out the test with the deceleration test
device. He insisted that the current test nethod should be considered as the
conventional test device procedure. He also stated that, in order to
guarantee the conformty of production controls, it should be requested that
the type of dynamic test to be used should be exclusively used for the type
approval of the relevant safety-belt, and that for the approvals granted with
the deceleration test device, the conformty of production should also be
carried out with the deceleration test device.

36. The expert from Japan wi thdraw his proposal for the recognition of the
Japanese and United States of Anerica standards as equivalent to
Regul ati on No. 16 ( TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2000/12, annex 1B, item 11, footnote 4/).

37. The expert from Spain introduced informal docunment No. 17, which
contai ned a proposal for a draft Corrigendumto Regulation No. 16. GRSP
agreed to consider it at the next session and requested the secretariat to
distribute it with an official synbol.

38. The expert from Germany introduced informal docunments Nos. 9 and 10 for
amendi ng Regul ation No. 16. |In order to allow a detailed consideration of the
proposal s, GRSP requested the secretariat to consolidate both informal
docunents and distribute themw th an official synmbol for the December 2001
sessi on.

(d) Requl ation No. 17 (Strength of seats)

Docunent ati on: TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 1997/ 6/ Rev. 1; informal docunents Nos. 20 and
24 of annex 1 to this report.




TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 29
page 8

39. The expert from Spain explained to GRSP that the work still continued on
updating the proposal of document TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 1997/ 6/ Rev.1. He envi saged
its presentation at the Decenmber 2001 session

40. The expert fromthe Czech Republic presented informl docunent No. 24
containing a proposal to anend the scope of the Regulation, to correct sone
errors in the drawings, to harnonize it with the correspondi ng European
Comunity Directive, and to allow the approval of a seat as a conponent.

41. GRSP agreed to continue its consideration of the proposal at the next
session, and requested the secretariat to distribute informl document No. 24
with an official synbol.

42. The expert from CLEPA suggested to include into the scope of the

Regul ation the partitioning systems and its anchorages (informal docunent

No. 20). GRSP gave its general support to the principle, and the expert from
CLEPA agreed to prepare a concrete proposal
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(e) Requl ation No. 21 (Interior fittings)

Docunentation: TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 1998/ 17; TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 1999/ 11;
TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2001/ 11; i nformal docunent No. 18 of annex 1 to this report.

43. The experts from Germany and Spain introduced the results of the work of
the informal group (TRANS/ WP.29/ GRSP/2001/11). They al so explained that the
proposal of document TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 1999/ 11 had been included in it. The
expert from O CA introduced informl docunent No. 18 containing m nor

nmodi fications to the proposal and suggested to consider it jointly.

44, GRSP t hanked the informal group's menbers and, in a first reading of the
proposal, agreed the anmendnments to document TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2001/ 11
reproduced bel ow

Par agraph 2.17., anmend the word "gravity" to read "severity”

Paragraph 5.1.6., anend to read:

....... hardness will not be cut so as to contact the support
during the specified inpact test. |In that case the radius
requi rements shall not apply (see annex 10, ........ "

Paragraphs 5.1.7.1. and 5.1.7.2., anmend the word "avoid" to read "prevent",
and the word "contractible" to read "contactabl e"

Paragraph 5.2.3.2., correct the reference to paragraph "5.2.3." to "5.2.3.2."

Par agraph 5.2.4, anend to read:

........ hardness will not be cut so as to contact the support
during the specified inpact test. In that case the radius
requi renents shall not apply.”

Paragraph 5.3.5, anend to read:

........ hardness will not be cut so as to contact the support
during the specified inpact test. In that case the radius
requi renents shall not apply.”

Paragraph 5.9.1, anend to read:

Y the soft material of |ess than 50 Shore hardness will
not be cut so as to contact the support during the specified
i mpact test. In that case the radius requirements shall not

apply.”

Annex 3, delete the reference to annex 10 after the title (the current text of
t he Regul ati on remai ns unchanged)

Annex 8,
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Par agraph 3., anend the words "system that this part” to read "system then
this part”

Paragraph 1.2.3., anend to read:

......... be validated by at | east three of the inpact

Annex 9, figure 1, second position, the word
the words "Roof frame"

interior"” should be placed bel ow

Annex 10,

Par agraph 2.4., anend to read:

....... across the width of the vehicle. Were two or

Paragraph 5.1.4., anend to read:

....... apparatus of annex 6, paragraph 2. The maximum......

45, The expert fromlitaly nade a reservation to annex 8, paragraph 1.2.1.
concerning the inpact test and requested a better definition of 95th
percentile male. The expert from Germany rem nded GRSP that this test was one
of the possibilities for vehicle inpact test.

46. The Chairman thanked the co-Chairmans and the menbers of the infornal
group for the excellent work made. GRSP agreed to resume consideration of the
proposal at its next session

(f) Requl ati on No. 29 (Cabs of commercial vehicles)

Docunentation: TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 1998/ 13; TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 1999/ 1;
TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2001/ 3; informal docunments Nos. 23 and 24 of the twenty-
ei ghth session and informal document No. 7 of annex 1 to this report.

47. The expert fromthe United Kingdomintroduced the proposal for anmending
the Regul ati on ( TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2001/ 3) jointly with informal document No. 7,
whi ch incorporated the proposal of document TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2001/3 into the
text of the Regulation. He explained to GRSP that the nost significant
nmodi fi cati ons concerned the scope (which should apply to N2 vehicles with a
gross vehicle mass exceeding 7.0 t), the frontal and rear inpact tests, and
the roof strength test.

48. The expert from the Russian Federation noticed that no expl anati on and
justification were included in the proposal and opposed the new proposed
scope. He rem nded GRSP that the current scope applied to all comrercia
vehicles and insisted on taking into account his proposal concerning the scope
of the Regul ati on (TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 1999/1). He also recalled his
presentation of informal docunent No. 24 at the twenty-eighth session, which
contai ned a conplete explanation of the test methodol ogy. The expert from

Pol and al so requested that the scope of the Regulation should apply to all N
vehicles with a gross mass exceeding 3.5 t.
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49. The expert fromlItaly rem nded GRSP of informal docunment No. 23 of the
| ast session and also of his position on the report, in which the United

Ki ngdom s proposal was based. He also rem nded GRSP that the expert fromthe
Uni ted Kingdom had offered to GRSP experts a copy of the relevant report

( TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 28, paras. 57 and 58).

50. The expert fromthe United Kingdomclarified that his proposal would
only apply to commercial vehicles with a gross mass exceeding 7.0 t, and that
the current text of the Regulation could apply to the rest of N vehicles, with
a gross mass exceeding 3.5 t. He offered to review his proposal, and
requested the GRSP experts to send himtheir comrents.

51. GRSP agreed to continue consideration of this issue at the next session

and requested the experts to bring their copies of informal docunents Nos. 23

and 24 of the twenty-eighth session, as well as informal document No. 7 of the
current session.

(9) Requl ation No. 44 (Child restraints)

Docunentation: TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 1997/ 12; TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2000/ 2;

TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2000/ 3; TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2000/ 15; TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2000/ 16;
TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2001/ 4; TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2001/ 8; TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2001/ 13;
i nformal docunents Nos. 1, 8, 11, 23 and 26 of annex 1 to this report.

52. The expert from Japan introduced docunment TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2001/ 4 and
i nformal docunents Nos. 1 and 8, which contained a detail ed explanation of his
pr oposal

53. Several experts expressed their concerns about the conparability of the
dummy with a sleeping child, the excursion of the child, and argued that with
the proposed anendnents the excursion limts of paragraph 8.2.2. would be

sur passed.

54, GRSP agreed to resunme the consideration of this issue at the next
session and requested the experts to bring, for that purpose, their copies of
i nformal docunents Nos. 1 and 8.

55. Wth regard to the alternative acceleration test devices

( TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2000/ 2; TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2000/ 3, and i nf or nal

docunment No. 13), GRSP agreed to defer the consideration, awaiting the results
of the conparison test between the alternative acceleration test device and
the current deceleration test device (see para. 34 above).

56. Concerning the "I SOFI X" systens, the expert from France introduced
docunent No. 23. As decided for Regulations Nos. 14 and 16 (see paras. 26 and
29 above), GRSP requested the secretariat to distribute informal document No.
23 with an official synmbol for the Decenmber 2001 session

57. The expert from Australia introduced informal document No. 11 that
expl ai ned the Australian's position, favouring the top tether as the third
anchorage point, to avoid child restraint systemrotation
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58. The expert from France presented the proposal for Conformty of
Production (COP) procedure (TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2001/ 13). He expl ai ned to CGRSP
that the principle of the proposal followed the COP procedure adopted for
Regul ati on No. 22.

59. Some experts expressed their concerns about the repeatability and
reproducibility of the tests and about the different application of the COP
procedure by Contracting Parties. Oher experts welcomed the proposal, that
in their opinion, could inprove the COP control

60. GRSP nade a first reading of the docunent and agreed to del ete
paragraph 11.2.1. Finally, it agreed to resunme the consideration of the
proposal at its Decenber 2001 session

61. The expert fromthe Netherlands tabled informal document No. 26, in

whi ch he proposed anendnents to Regul ati on No. 44, incorporating prescriptions
for the registration of all dynamic tests. GRSP agreed to consider this
proposal at the next session, as well as the proposal of docunent

TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2000/ 15, whi ch had al so been transmitted by the same expert.
The secretariat was requested to distribute informal document No. 26 with an
of ficial symbol for the Decenber 2001 session

62. Referring to the proposals transmtted by the expert from Germany on
behal f of the informal group of technical services (TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2000/ 16
and TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2001/ 8) in order to adapt the Regulation to the technica
devel opnent, GRSP agreed to defer their consideration to the Decenmber 2001
sessi on.

(h) Requl ation No. 94 (Frontal collision protection)

Docunentation: TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 1999/ 5; TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2001/ 6;
TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2001/ 7; informal docunment Nos. 19 of annex 1 to this report.

63. The expert from Consumers International presented his new proposal for
the [ abel ling of warning about hazards from airbags for the rear-facing child
restraint system He said that the proposal (TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2001/ 7)

super seded his previous proposal (TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 1999/5). The expert from
O CA tabled informal docunent No. 19, which contained his proposal on the same
i ssue.

64. The expert from O CA pointed out that his organization was in favour of
introducing a label with both text and a pictogramre, but insisted on the
concept that the installation of it in the vehicle sold in a country was not a
matter of type approval, but a matter to be solved on a national basis. He
expl ai ned to GRSP that paragraph 6.2.3. of his proposal contained the only
possi bl e solution to this problem proposing that in an annex to the

Regul ation the text of the warning was translated into all the | anguages of
the Contracting Parties of the 1958 Agreenent.

65. The secretariat informed GRSP that the inclusion of the text as proposed
by O CA was nost probably not possible, and rem nded GRSP that the only
of ficial |anguages of ECE were English, French and Russian
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66. The experts from Sweden and the United Ki ngdom expressed their support
to the proposal by CI. The expert from Cl suggested to include sonme of the

par agr aphs of the proposal by O CA into docunent TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2001/ 7.

67. The Chairman expressed his hope that an agreement could be reached at
t he next session, and GRSP agreed to continue consideration of the proposal
The secretariat was requested to distribute informal document No. 19 with an
of ficial synbol for the Decenber 2001 session

68. Concerning the proposal transmtted by the expert from Sweden
( TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2001/ 6), GRSP agreed to consider it at the next session

(i) Requlation No. 95 (Lateral collision protection)

Docunentation: Informal document No. 15 of annex 1 to this report.

69. The expert from EEVC reported to GRSP on the EEVC nobil e deformable
barrier (MDB) face specification validation test programre (informl docunent
No. 15) in line with his prom se made during the previous session

( TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 28, paras. 89 and 90). He said that the final report would
be avail abl e before the next session

70. He al so said that a concrete proposal should be transmtted for
consi deration at the Decenber 2001 session. GCRSP thanked the expert from EEVC
and the researchers who had participated in the validation tests.

OTHER BUSI NESS

(a) Exchange of information on national and international requirenments on
passive safety

71. No i nformati on was presented.

(b) Sled test procedure for the dunmmy test in rear inpacts

Docunentation: Informal documents Nos. 2 and 12 of annex 1 to this report.

72. The expert fromthe Netherlands nade a presentation of a new test nethod
for the assessnents of neck injuries in rear-end collisions. He said that
several manufacturers, technical services and universities were collaborating
in the work and that sone bi omechanical tests had been conducted and a sled
test method had been proposed. He also explained to GRSP what the future work
woul d be and that in June 2001 the EEVC ad-hoc group would begin to work in
order to review the current research know edge and to determine if it would be
justified to develop a test procedure evaluating the risk of injuries in rear

i mpacts. Finally, he offered to make the presentation to interested experts.

73. The expert from Germany introduced informal document No. 2, which
cont ai ned the proposed anendnents to Regulation No. 17 in order to take into
account rear inpacts. He also introduced informal docunent No. 12, which
contai ned the cal cul ation method for the torque at the uppernpst cervica
vertebral -head joint.
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74. The expert from O CA reported that |1SO had al so been working in this
area and that all the aspects of injuries caused by rear inpacts had been
consi der ed.

75. The Chairman thanked the experts for their reports and considered it
useful to develop a programre to define a dunmy and a test nethod based on a
sled, to deternm ne the best speed for the tests, and to consider the

decel eration curves. He considered it essential that the work was

coordi nated, in order to avoid duplication of efforts, and to obtain only a
singl e proposal to be submtted to GRSP. He suggested that the coordination
task was assunmed by EEVC

(c) Requl ation No. 22 (Protective hel mets)

Docunentation: TRANS/ WP. 29/ 2001/ 27; TRANS/ WP. 29/ 2001/ 28;
TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2001/ 9; informal docunment No. 4 of annex 1 to this report.

76. GRSP consi dered docunents TRANS/ WP. 29/ 2001/ 27 and TRANS/ WP. 29/ 2001/ 28,
whi ch were the proposals that the WP.29's secretariat had produced joining the
proposal s that had been adopted at the previous session ( TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 28,
para. 105 and annex 3), and the proposals of documents TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2001/ 9
and i nformal document No. 4.
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77. The proposals were adopted by GRSP with the anmendnments reproduced bel ow
and GRSP confirmed that they should be considered by WP.29 and AC.1 at their
June 2001 sessions.

Document TRANS/ WP. 29/ 2001/ 27,

Paragraphs 7.4.1.3. and 7.4.2.3., should be deleted and inserted in docunent
TRANS/ WP. 29/ 2001/ 28.

Docunment TRANS/ WP. 29/ 2001/ 28,

Par agraph 6.7., should be del et ed.

Insert paragraphs 7.4.1.3. and 7.4.2.3., from docunent TRANS/ WP. 29/ 2001/ 27.

AGENDA FOR THE NEXT SESSI ON

78. For the thirtieth session, to be held in Geneva from 3 Decenber (14.30h)
to 6 December (12.30h) 2001 1/ 2/, GRSP agreed on the foll ow ng agenda:

1. Amendnents to ECE Regul ati ons (1958 Agreenent)
1.1. Regul ati on No. 11 (Door |atches and door retention conponents) 3/
1.2. Regul ati on No. 14 (Safety-belt anchorages)

1.2.1. Definition of effective anchorages

1.2.2. Draft global technical regul ation on safety-belt anchorages
1.2.3. "I SOFI X"

1.3. Regul ati on No. 16 (Safety-belts)

1.3.1. Technical anendnments

1.3.2. Acceleration devices

1.3.1. "ISOFI X"
1.4. Regul ation No. 17 (Strength of seats)
17““25‘55Ft of the secretariat's efforts to reduce expenditure, all the
of ficial documents distributed prior to the session by mail will not be

available in the conference roomfor distribution to session
participants. Delegates are kindly requested to bring their copies of
docunents to the neeting.

2/ GRSP Chai rman announced his intention to extend the session by at | east
a half day, subject to the approval by WP.29.
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3/ Subj ect to the authorization by WP.29 to devel op a gl obal technica
regul ati on.
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Regul ation No. 21 (Interior fittings)

Regul ati on No. 29 (Cabs of commercial vehicles)
Regul ation No. 44 (Child restraints)

"1 SOFI X"

Accel erating devices

Techni cal anendments

Regul ation No. 94 (Frontal collision protection)
Regul ation No. 95 (Lateral collision protection)
O her busi ness

Exchange of information on national and internationa
requi renents on passive safety

Sled test procedure for the dunmy test in rear inpacts
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LI ST OF | NFORVAL DOCUMENTS DI STRI BUTED W THOUT A SYMBOL DURI NG THE SESSI ON

No. Transnitted Agenda Language Title
by item
1. Japan 2.7. E Suppl ement al expl anati on docunent

concerning the proposed introduction of
CRS webbi ng sensor ELRs

2. Gernmany 3. 2. E Proposal for draft amendnents to
Regul ati on No. 17

3. OCA 2. 2. E Proposed Corrigendumto draft
Suppl ement 2 to the 05 series of
amendments to Regul ation No. 14

4. Secretariat 3. 3. E Proposal for draft Corrigendumto the
05 series of amendnents to
Regul ati on No. 22

5. Japan 2. 3. E Japan's position on
TRANS/ WP, 29/ GRSP/ 2000/ 12 proposal for
change in safety-belt retraction force

6. Japan 2. 3. E Suppl enent ary docunent on Japan's
position on TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2000/ 12
proposal for noderation on safety-belt
retraction force standard in ECE R16

7. United 2.6. E Consol i dat ed proposal including revising
Ki ngdom di agranms. Regul ation No. 29
8. Japan 2.5. E Japan's position on proposed revision of

TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2001/ 4 child restraint
syst em ( CRS)

9. Cermany 2. 3. E Proposal for draft anmendments to
Regul ati on No. 16

10. Germany 2.3. E Proposal for a draft anmendnent to
Regul ati on No. 16

11. Australia 2.7. E Child safety restraints and tether
straps: Australia real word crash
per f or mance

12. Germany 3. 2. E How to cal cul ate the N,

13. Romani a 2.2. E Remar ks concerni ng the proposal for the
nodi fication of the definition of
ef fective anchorage

14. United 2.2. E UK di scussi on paper on possible
Ki ngdom amendnents to Regul ation 14. Anchorage
strength requirenents for certain
vehi cl es categories



15.

16.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

EEVC

Spai n

Transm tted

by

Agenda Language
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EEVC MDB face specification validation
test programme. Progress report

Proposal for a corrigendumto draft
suppl enment N.2 to the Regul ation
ECE R14. 05

Title

Spai n

a CA
a CA

CLEPA

France
France
France
Czech
Republ i c

Spai n

Net her | ands

Japan

Spai n

Japan

| SO

I SO

I SO

Net her | ands

Proposal for a corrigendumto the
Regul ati on ECE R16. 04

Proposal for draft anendnents to ECE R21

Ai rbag warning - ECE Regul ation 94

Proposal to anend Regul ation nr 17

Revi sed proposal for draft 06 series of
amendnents to Regul ation No. 14

Revi sed proposal for draft 06 series of
amendments to Regul ation No. 16

Revi sed proposal for draft 04 series of
amendments to Regul ati on No. 44

Comments on contenporary wordi ng of
Regul ati on No. 17-07

Revi sed proposal for docunent
TRANS/ WP. 29/ GRSP/ 2000/ 10

Proposal for anmending Reg. 44 - CRS

Suppl enent material for Japan's proposa
to amend ECE R16

Conpl enent ary paragraphs to the Japan
proposa

Conpl enent ary paragraphs to anmend
ECE R16

Sol ving the problem of Rating noise
hazard for the human ear

Devel opnent of an assessnent nethod for
ai rbag noise in nodern vehicles

Child restraint systems. Report to GRSP

A new test nmethod for the assessnent of
neck injuries in rear-end collisions
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PROPOSAL FOR DRAFT 05 SERI ES OF AMENDMENTS TO REGULATI ON No. 16

ADOPTED I N PRI NCI PLE BY GRSP AT I TS
TWENTY- NI NTH SESSI ON

Insert a new paragraph 2.28, to read:

"2.28.

Tensi on-reduci ng _devi ce

A device which is incorporated in the retractor and reduces the
tension of the strap upon automatic operation when the belt is
buckl ed in. When it is unbuckled, upon automatic operation tension
reduci ng function shall be switched off."

Paragraph 6.2.5.3.4., anend to read:

........ If the retractor is part of an upper torso restraint,
the retraction force of the strap shall be not less than 0.1 daN and
not nore than 0.7 daN when simlarly nmeasured, for a belt equipped
with the bel ow tension-reducing device, the mninumretracting force
may be reduced to 0.05 daN only when tension-reducing device is
operated. If the strap passes through a guide .......... when t hese
requi renents are assessed. |If the assenbly incorporates tension-
reduci ng device that upon autonmatic operation reduces the tension of
the strap, when the belt is buckled, such a tension-reduci ng device
shall be both operated and not operated when these requirenents are
assessed before and after durability tests according to 6.2.5.3.5."

Paragraph 6.2.5.3.5., anend to read:

R, (maki ng 45000 in all). When tension reducing device is
equi pped with the belt, the above tests shall be conducted on
condition that tension-reducing device is operated and not operated.
After the above tests, "

Insert new paragraphs 6.2.5.4. to 6.2.5.4.2., to read:

"6.2.5. 4.

6.2.5.4.1.

6.2.5.4.2.

Retractors nust fulfil, after durability test according to paragraph
6.2.5.2.3. or 6.2.5.3.5., and imediately after the retracting force
measur enent according to paragraph 6.2.5.2.2. or 6.2.5.3.4.
respectively, all next two specifications:

When the dumy is tilted 45° frontward and released to the initia
position, being clothed with a cotton shirt, the retractor nust be
able to avoid any slack between torso and belt, and,

When the buckle is unlatched and the tongue is rel eased, the
retractor alone nust be able to retract all webbing."






