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Market Surveillance Project TYRES 2015

(MSTyr15)

WP5 (Inspection and testing tyres) 
Fifth Meeting
Venue: PROSAFE offices, Avenue des arts – Kunstlaan 41, 1040 Brussels, Belgium
Time: 12 April 2018 from 10.00 to 17.00
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	N°
	
	SUBJECT



	1. 
	10:00
	Opening of the meeting

The meeting was opened by the WP Leader who welcomed all those attending and thanked them for participating.

	2. 
	10:05
	Approval of the Minutes of the previous meetings

No comments received, the Minutes approved as circulated 

	3. 
	10:10
	Discussion of results of labels inspections
See item 5 in these Minutes.

	4. 
	10:30
	Discussion of results of document analysis
See item 5 in these Minutes.

	5. 
	10:50
	Discussion of overall test results

The WP5 agreed to discuss the overall results of the activity merging Agenda items 3, 4 and 5.

The discussion was based on the enclosed presentation: WP5 activity.pdf, delivered by WP5 Facilitator, which summarizes all the results available to date and which refers to the almost complete execution of the foreseen activities: labels inspections, documentation evaluation and tests on tyres, with consequent risk assessment and follow-up actions.

He clarified that some data are missing, in particular on the enforcement actions as the excel files that, as agreed during the IV meeting, were delivered by BG, EE, ES, FI, HR, IE, LU, LV, PL, RO, TK a couple of days before the meeting, could not be uploaded on the webapp. He also informed that the webapp provider is investigating the causes of this malfunction and should report back in the next days and that xls files were not submitted by BE, DE, SE, LT as all the relevant data have already been introduced in the webapp.
Facilitator's Note: by 30 April following contacts with webapp provider and involved members all the files delivered by BG, EE, ES, FI, HR, IE, LU, LV, PL, RO, TK were uploaded and Members were invited to check their completeness and suitability.

The discussion the followed the presentation of the overall results gave the opportunity to all Members to deliver the following comments which will be shared in the afternoon session at the meeting with stakeholders:

· The number of inspections of labels (slide 2), close to 12.000 is quite significant and not far from the amount estimated in the Grant Agreement. The reason of the divergence in the figures can be found on the fact that for some countries of small size it was impossible, within the time frame and the limits of the activity (selection of a mix of summer and winter tyres), to find on the market the foreseen number of tyres (slide 3);
· The sharing of different WG and RR classes (slides 4 and 5) on the tyres inspected gives a good and fair picture of the market;

· The use of tablets and webapp significantly increased the performance of the activity and was welcomed by all inspectors as it allowed a good representation of different brands and models, reducing significantly the risk of inspecting same brand/model/type of tyre;

· The results of labels inspections (slides 6 and 7), although not complete for the reasons mentioned earlier during the meeting, show some significant non compliances in terms of faulty tyres and types of non-compliances.
It was mentioned that the main problems arising from labels inspections were relevant to products sold on-line;

· The results of document inspections (slides 8 and 9), although not complete for the reasons mentioned earlier during the meeting, show some significant non compliances in terms of missing/non delivered documentation and incomplete or non-appropriate documents submitted. It shall be noted that one of the main problems is the very late delivery of required documentation, mainly due to the long chain between distributor and manufacturer and difficulties in reaching the source (in principle the manufacturer) and having feed-back.

· The opinion of the members on the test results (slides 10-13) was that they were more positive than expected. In fact, out of 131 models tested, those non-compliant to WG were only four and those non-compliant to RR were only nine. It was also noted that, as one may expect, no tyres were failing both RR and WG.

According to the opinion of Members, the good results on testing are due to the following reasons:
· The verification was concerning all classes; if it should have concentrated on the highest classes the probability of finding more non-compliant models would have increased;

· Some uncertainties in the test requirements and in the evaluation of the results for WG that may cause a given model to switch of one class or in some cases of two classes, due to these measurement uncertainties deriving from uncertainties in the testing methodology. 
Concerning this matter, Members agreed that the proposal of a better and stricter definition of test condition for WG that was delivered by ETRMA and discussed at the meeting on 25th January 2017, should be supported and this will be mentioned in the final report from the JA MSTYR 15/WP5.
· Concerning the enforcement activities and although some data are missing, as commented earlier during this meeting, the Members informed that based on the results of the activity, in particular on the tests carried out, and of the consequent risk assessment, there was no need for stringent actions like recall or withdrawal of tyres from the market. 
It is interesting to note (slide 15) that for more than 1700 model of tyres, letters were sent to Economic Operators asking for corrective actions and that in nearly 30% of cases the Economic Operator took voluntary action (e.g. to relabel the tyre, to modify the label, to correct the documentation);

· Concerning the impact of the JA, and as mentioned in slide 16, based on results of tests no products were removed or withdrawn from the market, as consequence:

· no specific evaluation of energy saving

· no specific evaluation of consumer detriment – the financial impact of the extra energy required by the non-compliant products

· no estimation of wider energy savings

were possible
· Finally the Members commented the overall results and lessons learnt during the execution of the activity and fully shared what depicted in slides 17 to 19.

Finalising the discussion, the Members confirmed and shared the overall evaluation of the activity and agreed to make this evaluation available to stakeholders during the meeting in the afternoon.

	6. 
	12:00
	Risk assessment for non-compliant cases and enforcement actions - Analysis of the overall results of the activity of MSTYR/WP5

See item 5 in these Minutes.

	
	12:45
	Lunch (stakeholders were present)

	7. 
	13:30
	Presentation and discussion of the overall results of the MSTYR/WP5 activity to stakeholders
The WP Leader welcomed the stakeholders representatives that attended the meeting and gave the floor to the WP Facilitator for sharing with all the participants the contents of the presentation WP5 activity.pdf and the overall evaluations of the results as commented under item 5 in these Minutes.
The representatives of the stakeholders attending, ANEC and ITMA, welcomed the presentation and the results of the JA and further commented as follows:

· ANEC commented that the JA and the already delivered public information (twitter, Prosafe website and Newsletters) helped them in increasing the awareness and knowledge of consumers in the choice of tyres;

· ITMA commented that difficulties in retrieving documentation basically arise from cross-country problems:

· e.g a the seller is in one EU Country, the distributor in another EU Country and the Manufacturer is in a non EU Country (basically Far East), thus creating delays and uncertainties in documentation retrieval and delivery;

· some Agents are based in China and sell lots from different Chinese manufacturers, thus increasing the difficulties in traceability;

· some of the Economic Operators in the chain, in particular at its end (retailers, distributors) are not well aware of their duties;

· ITMA also proposed, in the view of a more efficient collection of documentation, to liaise with the Laboratory/Organisation responsible for type approval that may help in retrieving data on the involved Economic Operator, in particular the manufacturer.
· It was recognized by all those participating that dealers are not represented amongst the stakeholder Organisations involved in the JA, but it was also recognised that, even if some dealers organisations exist at national level, none are apparently operating at EW level.

	8. 
	15:15
	Final review of the results of the activity and discussion of main points to be covered in the final report
The Facilitator required that all data must be uploaded by 20th May.

After this date he will consolidate the excel sheet with overall results and deliver it to the WP Leader for the presentation on the activity of WP5 to be delivered and the final workshop of MSTYR 15 which will be held on May 30.

	9. 
	16:00
	 Preparation of final workshop concerning MSTYR project, to be held on 30 May 2018
After the final workshop the Facilitator will prepare the final report on the activity of WP5 and will share with WP5 Members for comments.

	10. 
	16:40
	Updating of WP5 Gantt chart
See enclosed Gantt chart_2018.04.12.xlsx

	11. 
	16:50
	Any other business
None to be mentioned

	12. 
	17:00
	Closing of the meeting
The WP Leader closed the meeting thanking all Members and the Facilitator for their activity and support throughout the full time frame of the JA.
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