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BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE

The accidents and fires in the tunnels of the Mont Blanc (France-Italy, 1999), Tauern (Austria, 2001) and St. Gotthard (Switzerland, 2001) unveiled the need for a common minimum level of safety in the road tunnels. The Directive 2004/54/EC (hereinafter ‘the Directive’) on minimum safety requirements for tunnels in the trans-European road network represents the European Union’s response to these tragic events.

The objectives of the Directive are to:

1. Ensure safety in tunnels by preventing critical events that may endanger human life, the environment and tunnel installations such as dangerous behaviour or inadequate installations;

2. Alleviate the consequences of such events, providing protection in case of accidents, such as enabling evacuation or speeding up the intervention in case of accidents.

The Directive provides for administrative measures
, administrative procedures and safety measures. In this view, the provisions apply to all tunnels, in operation, under construction, or at design stage in the trans-European road networks with tube length over 500 metres. Through bilateral agreements the terms of the Directive have been adopted in the European Economic Area and Switzerland.

Ten years after the adoption of the Directive, the European Commission (EC) has commissioned a mid-term evaluation study (hereinafter ‘the study’) aiming to:

1. Analyse how Member States have implemented the Directive both in terms of scope and other provisions, notably administrative and technical requirements;

2. Assess its effects in terms of costs and benefits brought;

3. Present the best practices applied by the Member States.
The questionnaire has been developed to give evidence on the state of implementation of the Directive, by each Member State, and to provide the required feedback to carry out the evaluation. 

Please answer the questions listed below that are relevant to your Member State. Where appropriate, please attach any data, local reports, or independent analyses that could give us further insight into the experience of your country in relation to safety requirements for road tunnels.

If not specified, questions refer to tunnels that fall within the scope of the Directive.
	Deadline for submission:
	The deadline for responding to this questionnaire is 3rd October 2014, but if you require more time then please contact Mr Enrico Pastori at pastori@trt.it


Please save your responses in a Microsoft Word *.doc or *.docx format or OpenDocument *.odt format and email the completed survey to brambilla@trt.it or apicella@trt.it.
For more information please contact: Mr. Enrico Pastori (TRT) at pastori@trt.it or Mr. Tim Scarbrough (ICF) at tim.scarbrough@icfi.com.

DG MOVE contact: MOVE-C4-SECRETARIAT@ec.europa.eu.
Thank you in advance for your time and support.

1 CONTACT DETAILS

Please provide details of an official that we can contact, if necessary:

	Contact name/Responsible officer:
	Peter Bishop

	Email:
	Peter.bishop@mouchel.com

	Telephone:
	44(0)151 600 5571

	Organisation 
	Road Tunnel Operator Association ( UK & Eire) 

	Role
	Management Committee/ Treasurer


Do you accept to publish your identity (in case you are answering in your own capacity) or the identity of the entity on behalf of which you are answering?
	
	…
	Yes  X
	…
	No


A. TRANSPOSITION
	Q. A.6
	In your opinion and in general terms, has the Directive improved or worsened the effectiveness of operations in the management of tunnels?

	
	No opinion/
Do not know
	Significantly improved
	Improved
	Neither improved, nor worsened
	Worsened
	Significantly worsened

	
	…
	       
	X…
	…
	…
	…


	Q. A.9
	Do national legislation and safety requirements go beyond the requirements laid down by the Directive?

	
	No, in the UK we introduced our own legislation called the Road Tunnel Regulations 2007 and 2009


	Q. A.10
	Did the regulation of your country provided stricter safety requirements, and if yes in which areas (safety measures, organizational measures, structural requirements etc.)?

	
	 Not sure if one could say stricter, but UK already had quite specific standards for the design of new tunnels, maintenance and inspection thereof and these were followed and still are in many other countries. It has increased knowledge of existing safety standards, but a weakness is the role of the Inspection Entity; in UK this not been implemented by the Health and Safety Executive.


B. STATE OF IMPLEMENTATION

	Q. B.4
	In your opinion, which factors (if any) hampered or slowed down the implementation of the Directive?

Please mark in the table (with ticks) the magnitude of the effect of the listed factors.

	
	Factor
	No opinion /
Do not know
	Did not influence implementation of the Directive
	Had a small influence in slowing down the implementation of the Directive
	Had a significant influence in slowing the implementation

	
	
	(()
	(()
	(()
	(()

	
	Costs
	
	
	
	(()(()

	
	Technical aspects
	
	
	(()
	

	
	Limited resources
	
	
	(()
	

	
	Impact on traffic flows
	
	(()
	
	

	
	Other (please specify):

...Political will
	
	
	
	(((())(()

	
	Explanatory comment (if any):

	
	The UK viewed some aspects of the Directives requirements as too onerous and costly to deliver on an aging terrier of existing and mostly urban tunnels but agreed to a diluted version more acceptable to Operators with TERN responsibility. In particular aspects such as laybys, emergency lanes and walkways, turning galleries for vehicles would not only be impractical to implement but could also have security implications re terrorism. i.e. vehicles left unattended in laybys.


	Q. B.5
	In your opinion, which factors (if any) helped or accelerated the implementation of the Directive?

Please mark in the table (with ticks) the magnitude of the effect of the listed factors.

	
	Factor
	No opinion /
Do not know
	Did not influence implementation of the Directive
	Had a small influence in accelerating implementation of the Directive
	Had a significant influence in accelerating implementation of the Directive

	
	
	(()
	(()
	(()
	(()

	
	Innovative techniques
	
	()
	
	

	
	Cost reduction 
	
	()
	
	

	
	Efficient traffic management 
	
	()
	
	

	
	Deadline for implementation (Art. 11)
	
	
	(

	

	
	Other (please specify):

..Political will
	
	(

	
	

	
	Explanatory comment (if any):

	
	It took 3 years for the UK to implement a bill through Parliament called “The Road Tunnel Regulations” 2007 which was derived from the EU Directive.


C. PERIODIC INSPECTIONS

The Directive requires operational procedures to be included within the inspection regime. There was no qualification available for Tunnel Controllers until 2013-the introduction of one was an initiative by the Road Tunnel Operator Association (UK and Eire) .
D. COSTS OF IMPLEMENTATION

	Q. D.10
	The Directive provides that several procedures on administrative arrangements are established: approval of design, safety documentation, commissioning, modifications
, safety inspections, periodic exercises, administrative arrangements. 

In your opinion, could other procedures have achieved the same results at a lower cost in comparison with the provision of the Directive? Please specify:

	
	The approval process for design and specification of new tunnels and their infrastructure fit out is already well established in the United Kingdom although the current BD78/99 document is in need of updating to include some of the innovative technical solutions that have surfaced in recent years.  Indeed the BD is used as a benchmark for standards throughout the world.  Rather it is the administrative process which has changed since the Directive came into being.


	Q. D.11
	Please mention any use of innovative safety equipment, or innovative safety procedures that provide an equivalent, or higher level of protection, than the technologies prescribed in the Directive?

	
	The Directive does not specifically cover evacuation in event of a Fire or how such an incident is identified. Since 2004 great strides have been made in a variety of incident detection systems which allow a Tunnel control room to quickly identify and then respond to an incident. Use of some sort of incident detection should be compulsory for all major Tunnel Operators.

It is also “assumed” people appreciate the danger and will “self-rescue “themselves if need be (item 11 of the Directive) As Operators we merely have to provide the facilities. 
 Incorrect. As Operators, we need to initiate safe and speedy evacuation from vehicles and be assured evacuees reach the places of safety we create for them. In recent years automated evacuation systems are appearing all over Europe using flashing high intensity beacons, green chaser lights and directional white noise ‘exit here’ signage to guide sighted people in low smoke conditions or those with impaired vision to an cross tunnel Exit door or Safety Refuge.

Active Fire suppression (fixed suppression systems) has now been used in a number of UK tunnels to achieve “equivalent or higher levels of protection”.  It is anticipated there will be many more such systems installed in the future if finance can be found.
 It is also hugely important that drivers are educated what to do in the event of a tunnels fire and that staying in their vehicle or attempting a U turn is not an option.  Drivers need to know what facilities we have provided to aid evacuation and how and when to utilise them.
Regarding 2.16.2 technically, there is no reason why every car entering a tunnel longer than 1km could not receive a recorded safety related message, via radio rebroadcast “leaky feed”. They do it on trains and planes why not as you pass through a tunnel?? 
Along with publicity campaigns, leaflets and web site coverage efforts must be made to ensure drivers understand a tunnel poses different and more demanding challenges to the open road.


	Q. D.12
	Could you quantify any other cost or saving attributable to the installation and use of the innovative safety equipment, or the use of the innovative safety procedures mentioned in Q. D.11?

	
	So what is the cost of one life lost in a tunnel fire in comparison with an evacuation system-activated by Controllers or via Incident detection that can cost as little as Euros 30,000 per kilometre installed, providing escape cross doors already exist?  
Despite the considerable Capital cost, it has been calculated that Active Fire suppression will save lives and minimise down time and damage to structure, but should not be installed at the cost of providing a means of escape.


	Q. D.13
	Please provide an indication on which costs of measures implemented were increased or decreased by the Directive.

	
	Measures
	No opinion/
Do not know
	Costs increased
	Costs decreased

	
	
	(()
	               (

	(()

	
	Operating
	
	(

	

	
	Maintenance
	
	(

	

	
	Investment
	
	(

	

	
	Modifications

	(

	
	

	
	Other (please specify):

…Risk of harm /accidents/ serious fires
	
	
	(



E. SOURCES OF FINANCING
The only way to ensure compliance and commonality of standard across the board is for a centralised EU funding source to be available for the task to assist member countries to bring their terrier of Tunnels up to standard.
In many Countries existing Tunnels are not Government owned nor Tolled-indeed they are privately operated -so there is no revenue stream available for huge amounts of investment.

F. DEROGATIONS
The Directive allows for derogations for innovative techniques in order to introduce the installation and use of innovative safety equipment or the use of innovative safety procedures, which provide an equivalent or higher level of protection than current technologies.
With respect to the answers provided in the spreadsheet enclosed to the questionnaire, where option 2 has been applied to remark on a “derogation applied”, please provide clarifications on the following topics.

	Q. F.1
	To what extent were derogations applied to structural requirements?

Please specify whether the derogation was issued because the requirement was not achievable for technical or economic reasons, and provide the reason.

	
	As far as the RTOA no derogations to the EU have been applied in the UK. .
In UK, the Highway Agency and other operators (especially non toll tunnels without an income stream) were highly concerned about the financial burden imposed in order to modify TERN tunnels to meet the standard by 2014. They also had major reservations about emergency walkways, turning galleries, and laybys, not only the cost and difficulty of implementing but creating a series of potential security hazards. The derogation therefore was the “Road Tunnel Regulations 2007” which excluded such major structural changes.


	Q. F.2
	To what extent were derogations applied to the use of innovative safety equipment?

Please specify whether the derogation was issued because the requirement was not achievable for technical or economic reasons, and provide the reason.

	
	.


	Q. F.3
	To what extent were derogations applied for the use of innovative safety procedures?

Please specify whether the derogation was issued because the requirement was not achievable for technical or economic reasons, and provide the reason.

	
	. The UK has never sought derogations from the use of improved safety procedures, rather led on innovative safety procedures.

In 2013 the Road Tunnel Operators Association instituted the first ever nationally recognised Level 3 competency qualification for Road Tunnel control staff and supervisors, called the “Diploma in Road Tunnel Operations”. There has also been interest in this qualification from Tunnel Operators in France.




	Q. F.4
	Have you quantified any cost(s) attributable to the use of derogations (e.g. investment and/or maintenance costs)?

	
	…
	Yes
	…X
	No

	
	if so what are these costs?

	
	


	Q. F.5
	Have you quantified any benefit(s) attributable to the use of derogations?

	
	…
	Yes
	X
	NO

	
	If so, what are these benefits?

	
	


G. SAFETY ISSUES
	Q. G.3
	Which measures of the Directive have added the biggest impact to prevent accidents in tunnels, or mitigate their consequences? Please list the measures in the table below and indicate the level of prevention and mitigation on a scale from 1 (low) to 5 (high).

	Measure
	No opinion /
Do not know
	Prevention
	Mitigation

	Structural measures
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Lighting
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Ventilation
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Emergency station
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Water supply
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Road signs
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Control centre
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Monitoring systems
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Equipment to close the tunnel
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Emergency power supply
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Fire resistance equipment
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	
	Explanatory comment (if any):

	
	


	Q. G.4
	Please provide any analysis of the consequences of accidents or specific cases that may demonstrate the effectiveness of the implemented measures (if possible, enclose the documentation available to the questionnaire, or provide links).

	
	Thankfully, the new water mist fire suppression systems in Tyne and Dartford have not been used in anger fully, so as there have been no major fire in UK tunnels cannot really comment.


	Q. G.5
	Which measures of the Directive have added the biggest impact to prevent fires in tunnels, or mitigate their consequences? Please list the measures in the table below and indicate the level of prevention and mitigation on a scale from 1 (low) to 5 (high).

	Measure
	No opinion /
Do not know
	Prevention
	Mitigation

	Structural measures
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Lighting
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Ventilation
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Emergency station
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Water supply
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Road signs
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Control centre
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Monitoring systems
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Equipment to close the tunnel
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Emergency power supply
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Fire resistance equipment
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	
	Explanatory comment (if any):

	
	


	Q. G.6
	Please provide any analysis of the consequences of fires or specific cases that may demonstrate the effectiveness of the implemented measures (if possible, enclose the documentation available to the questionnaire, or provide links).

	
	As the implemented measures are as a consequence of the Road Tunnel Regulations 2007 in so far as they apply to TERN ( TEN)  tunnels rather than the EU Directive cannot comment


	Q. G.7
	What causes of accidents have not been considered or not sufficiently addressed by the Directive?

	
	Poor driver behaviour, lack of understanding of dangers posed by an enclosed space as opposed to the open road, unsecure loads on lorries, mechanical failure, spillages onto road surface, drivers leaving their vehicle to go walk-a-about


	Q. G.8
	What causes of fires have not been considered or not sufficiently addressed by the Directive?

	
	Acts of Terrorism and balancing/respecting a member nations need for security –in particular the provision of things like laybys


	Q. G.9
	Which other possible safety issues in tunnels are not sufficiently addressed by the Directive?

	
	· There should be a link to recent ADR hazardous goods restrictions for tunnels. 
· Also floods as well as Chemical, Biological, radiological, nuclear or explosive events 
· For long rural tunnels-  not only challenge the response time for emergency services (and by implication proximity to the nearest Fire station) it should be  incumbent upon the Tunnel Operator to provide dedicated Fire Service cover for tunnels over 4000m or further than 16km away from a full time Fire Station.


	Q. G.10
	To what extent has the Directive had direct effects in on the planning, design and construction of new tunnels?

	
	It has had direct effects on the design (to ensure the administration is consistent with the Directive. 

Tunnel construction is governed by a whole separate raft of legislation and standards.


	Q. G.11
	To what extent has the Directive had direct effects on tunnel management and operating practices?

	
	It has prompted the industry to introduce a qualification for control room staff.

There has long been a recognition such staff need to be properly trained and their competency assessed hence the Diploma In Road Tunnel Operations.  
Also general agreement that having a named,  responsible Manager and Tunnel safety officer is the way to go forward for all tunnels.


	Q. G.12
	Do you think that some provisions of the Directive have become obsolete? If so, please specify which provision and why.

	
	The specification of “safety measures” in Annex I have been taken as definitive and can obscure the introduction of new technology owing to the protracted “derogation” process. The key issue is that risks are identified and appropriate control measures are applied (and documented) to manage those risks.  The assured resolution of this is to provide powers for the Inspection Entity to levy fines (or some other punishment) for failure to comply.
In particular the UK believes the following areas may be obsolete or covered by conflicting National legislation’

· The EU Emergency exit ‘man running’ signage conflicts with both the UK Traffic Signs Regulations and General Directions and those specified by UK Building regulation so more flexibility to enable member states to put their own variants-as long as message is conveyed.
· In the UK all road signs must be shown in yards

· Requirements for structural integrity during fires may now be mitigated by the installation of passive fire protection (mist or deluge) which are intended to minimise damage and impact on the structure.

· Given the use of modern multi –media, i pods, and in-car entertainment systems, radio re-broadcast systems now have limited effectiveness –except to convey recorded safety messages upon entry-  as many drivers do not listen to the radio, so having this system should not be a mandatory requirement for tunnels over 1000m. VMS and PA loudspeakers far more effective.


	Q. G.13
	Are the requirements of the Directive still relevant in the context of the new developments in transport and technology (increasing traffic flows, other safety rules, etc.)? Please elaborate your answer.

	
	Largely, but some need to be re-thought in light of new technological solutions available


	Q. G.14
	To what extent the Directive improved the overall safety of tunnels? Please elaborate your answer.

	
	It started the ball rolling in UK towards our own legislation and the Road Tunnel Regulations arriving on the statute book.


	Q. G.15
	In your opinion, would the effects of the organizational measures (Administrative Authority, tunnel Safety Officer) have been achieved at European level through other instruments different from the Directive (standards, guidelines etc.)?

	
	In the UK some Operators already managed their Tunnels to this format but the regulations have enabled others to take their responsibilities seriously and put in place compliant practice.


	Q. G.16
	In your opinion, would the effects of the safety measures established by the Directive have been achieved at European level through other instruments different from the Directive (standards, guidelines etc.)?

	
	In the UK we have always had a high standard of design and safe operation-and no fire related fatalities to speak of. The time was right however to harmonise best practice standards across Europe and coerce those whose standards were not so high into compliance. 


	Q. G.17
	Would the objective on prevention and mitigation of accidents have been addressed and better achieved through other instruments such not technical regulations, standards national legislations?

	
	A common standard for Tunnel safety can only be achieved through overarching legislation or countries producing their own variants, as UK did. What they must not do is ignore


	Q. G.18
	Would the objective on prevention and mitigation of fires have been better achieved through other instruments such not technical regulations, standards national legislations?

	
	Unlikely, however it must sit alongside Fire and Rescue Legislation/ Buildings Regulations applying to individual member states.  One should not contradict another.
If the EU were to mandate the requirement for HGV’s in particular to receive regular cyclic maintenance one the major fire risks resulting from mechanical or electrical failure would be mitigated.


H. INNOVATIVE TECHNIQUES
Assuming as innovative techniques the use of safety equipment or safety procedures providing an equivalent or higher level of protection than current technologies, the evaluation should estimate the long and medium term effects on the application of the Directive.

	Q. H.1
	How have technological developments (e.g. new materials, lighting systems, signalling, detection devices, communication) affected the implementation of the Directive in terms of safety? For example, have any requirements been made irrelevant by new technologies?

	
	Some of the structural fire protection clauses can now be mitigated by the use of active, water mist or deluge, fire protection systems, and roadside telephones now have traffic noise limiting facilities so no need for acoustic hoods at Emergency niches, 
Indeed, there are very few instances of the emergency phones actually being used in the UK. People use their mobiles from inside their car to call the Police or Fire service directly.


	Q. H.2
	How have technological developments (e.g. new materials, lighting systems, signalling, detection devices, communication) affected the implementation of the Directive in terms of operational measures?

	
	Incident detection systems enables faster response; automated emergency response to incident  takes away opportunity to tinker with set parameters; loudspeaker systems can now be used zonally to give differing messages depending upon where one is in a tunnel.


	Q. H.3
	How have technological developments (e.g. new materials, lighting systems, signalling, detection devices, communication) affected the implementation of the Directive in terms of managerial measures?

	
	· Procedure for controllers can be better defined and compliance assured. Better training aids using virtual reality to mimic differing incident scenarios.
· During tunnel incidents, the road network can become totally congested very quickly- senior officers cannot get to Silver command point. Technology therefore can create a ‘virtual silver command’ anywhere thereby negating the need to travel. This could expedite establishing a command point.


I. INDIRECT OR UNEXPECTED EFFECTS

	Q. I.4
	Could you indicate other possible indirect or unexpected effects that the Directive has had? Please enclose any analysis in this respect.

	
	Its presence, and that of the UK version, has enabled Tunnel Operators to lever extra funds from a variety of local government/central government, and even commercial sources that they probably would not have been able to reach. These sources however have less and less available each year.


J. SCOPE OF THE DIRECTIVE
	Q. J.1
	To what extent has the Directive had an effect outside the trans-European network?

	
	Many non TEN Operators regard the documents as best practice that should be adhered to, but it has led to double standards between TEN tunnels and non TEN tunnels which may be longer and have greater throughput.


	Q. J.2
	Has the Directive had any positive spill-over effects (e.g. on tunnel design and operations, investment criteria) beyond the EU, European Economic Area and Switzerland? If so please describe.

	
	In Australia, various elements have been incorporated while the Directive is referenced in State specifications for Tunnels- bringing their tunnels into line with “best European Standards”.
NB in Australia the State Government issues Tunnel standards  not central Government.


	Q. J.3
	Would you consider it useful and feasible to extend the scope of the Directive to include non-TEN-T tunnels?

	
	X
	Yes
	…
	No


	Q. J.4
	What would be (i) the benefits (ii) the problems associated with any such extension?

	
	(i)        Harmonisation of standards for all tunnels over certain length

	
	(ii)       Funding such compliance- some tunnels are funded by local council’s  who may have the will but not the money to devote to modernisations of infrastructure and management processes.


	Q. J.6
	Would it be justified to apply the conditions established by the Directive as a principle of conditionality for acceding to EU funds for financing partially, or totally, refurbishment or construction of the new tunnels, also outside the TEN-T network and outside the EU?

	
	Are there actually EU funds which Operators of TEN and Non TEN tunnels could access to bring their stock up to standard???  If there was central fund no one would complain about implementing EU Directive or the UK derivitive.


	Q. J.7
	How the provisions of the Directive fit into the overall regulatory framework on road safety (e.g. are there any contradictions, duplications or inconsistencies)?

	
	There are contradictions re signage, classification of what constitutes a tunnel ( 150m in UK) Fire & Rescue service regulations. Inspection entities were not integrated into the HSE. This was a mistake and has led to conflicts of interest.


	Q. J.8
	Are the safety measures and requirements laid down of the Directive mirrored in other technical regulations (such as standards)?

	
	As mentioned previously, even before the Road Tunnel Regulations in 2007, UK had BD78/99 for design, BA 72/03 for maintenance, and BD53/95 for inspection, plus numerous guidance notes from the Highway Agency based upon PIARC recommendations.
Risk analysis for the transportation of Dangerous Goods is also included in the ADR Directive- there are lots of examples of such duplication.


	Q. J.9
	Did the transposition and the implementation of the Directive triggered changes in safety requirements or practises adopted at national level beyond the scope of the Directive?

	
	Sometimes, but change is mostly technology led.  As said, some Local Authorities/ private Operators have used the presence of the RTR 2007 and EU Directive to procure extra funds to ensure compliance.


	Q. J.10
	Would you consider it useful and feasible to extend the scope of the Directive to include tunnels shorter than 500 meters?

	
	X
	Yes
	…
	No


�	Administrative authority (Art. 4), tunnel managers (Art. 5), tunnel safety officers (Art. 6) and inspection bodies (Art. 7).


�Structure, equipment and operations, which might alter the components of safety documentation.


�Structure, equipment and operations, which might alter the components of safety documentation.





	Questionnaire
	1
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