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ATC Comments on the JRC Protocol for
Evaluation of Fuel Additive Effects on Emissions
In the time available since the meeting on the 23th April, ATC have made a careful and objective review of the contents of the JRC protocol.  ATC view the protocol as positive progress because it embodies the principles of real world operation and sound scientific assessment.

ATC have a number of comments regarding the detail of the protocol and these are provided below. 

1. Scope of the Test Protocol

ATC suggest that the scope of the proposed test protocol be clarified and amended.

When the original MVEG protocol was drafted in 2002 there was widespread interest in the use of additives to reduce emissions and development of the protocol was driven by consideration of fiscal incentives to encourage additive use.  ATC are not aware that this remains a key need or concern with today’s low-emission vehicles and ultra-low sulphur fuels.  We therefore question whether Part 1 of the protocol, “Evaluation of Instantaneous Fuel Additive Effects on Emissions” remains relevant, particularly as this revised protocol has been designed to satisfy the requirements of Article 8a of the Fuel Quality Directive.
If Part 1 remains a part of the protocol, ATC request clarification of its intended purpose. 

Fuel additives are already extensively used for a variety of purposes, are successfully qualified by existing processes and are often explicitly requested by the motor industry.  ATC suggest that the scope of the protocol should be amended to specifically link its intended use to Article 8a of the Fuel Quality Directive:

ATC strongly believe that without amendment, the protocol may be misinterpreted to be applicable to all current and future fuel additives.  There appears to be no incentive to impose such an extensive, and expensive, approval protocol beyond what is required by Article 8a of the Fuel Quality Directive.

2. Statistical Approach

ATC request that JRC clarifies how the statistical criteria detailed in paragraph 5.2.11 are to be applied.  When the original MVEG protocol was drafted in 2002, there was significant effort put into the statistical requirements of part 1, assessing the instantaneous benefit, however work on the protocol ceased prior to the statistical analysis of the durability section being fully defined.  Given the known range of data from different vehicle and model variations in this type of testing, ATC have concerns that such a statistical approach will be impossible to apply without compromising the practicality of the protocol.

ATC recommend that a better approach would be to consider deterioration factors in terms of vehicle in-use standards.

Failure Criteria

ATC believe that consideration should be given to the possibility that production vehicles may not remain below the permitted emission levels when driven according to this protocol on fuel not containing metallic additives.  JRC’s introduction points out that alternative methods to homologate vehicles are permitted hence any particular production model may not have been submitted to this specific (SRC) test regime.  It is therefore possible that a particular production vehicle or model may not remain below the limits for all regulated pollutants for the duration of the protocol. 

ATC suggest that contingency plans are prepared by JRC in the event of an emission durability failure of a non-additised vehicle.

3. Chassis Dynamometer Testing vs. Track Testing

ATC recognise concerns regarding test variability and support reasonable efforts to minimise such but are, however, also cognisant of the need for a practical test protocol.  ATC believe that restricting the protocol to operation only on chassis dynamometers, as was discussed at the meeting, will pose significant problems.  These principally comprise logistical obstacles for multiple vehicle testing because of the limited number, and availability, of test facilities.

ATC therefore believe it is both appropriate and necessary to allow the use of track facilities and on –road operation, in addition to chassis dynamometers for vehicle durability distance accumulation.

4. Vehicle Selection

The protocol describes the required test fleet to comprise a minimum of 4 vehicle models assessed as pairs, one on additised fuel and one on base fuel (8 vehicles).  It further expresses a preference for vehicle models to be assessed on a 2+2 basis in order to reduce the risk of invalid results (16 vehicles).  During the JRC Stakeholder Meeting on 13th April 2011, discussion clearly focussed on an 8 vehicle trial and ATC request clarification whether this was in relation to 1+1 testing of four models or 2+2 testing of 2 models.

Testing a sample of vehicles considered representative of the vehicle parc is well recognised as an appropriate means of assessing the durability effects of fuels and fuel additives.  Variables which may be considered include:

· Gasoline Engines – Carburettor, Port Fuel Injection, Direct Injection, etc.

· Diesel engines - Indirect Injection (IDI), Direct Injection, Common Rail, etc.

· Engine Technologies - Naturally Aspirated, Turbocharged, etc.

· After-treatment Technologies - 3-way Catalysts, Diesel Particulate Filters (DPF), NOx Storage / Trap Systems, Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR), etc.
· Catalyst Considerations - Locations, Substrate type, catalyst cell size, etc.
Emission control technologies and components are similar in design and function among different vehicle models.  The testing of ‘worst-case’ component durability vehicles (within a particular class or technological sophistication of vehicle) is recognised to be capable of demonstrating the durability of all of the systems found on the full range of vehicle types produced, when used alongside good engineering judgement.

ATC believe that the protocol must remain a practical solution and the vehicle selection requirements, including the minimum number of models should not exceed what is appropriate for the intended purpose. 

5. Heavy-Duty Vehicles

There are several references to heavy-duty vehicles in the protocol, however the detail is exclusively focused on light-duty vehicles and operation of heavy duty vehicles against the SRC is clearly not possible.

ATC consider the application of this protocol to heavy-duty vehicles will require a significantly different approach.  ATC suggest that either:

· best engineering practice and currently available test methodologies are applied in order to prevent unnecessary delays to the required risk assessment, or:

· that heavy-duty references be removed and a separate, heavy-duty protocol created when suitable mileage accumulation cycles have been defined.

