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. SRT | HSOT| LTR| TOT | LSOT| RO| FD
Lift
W los (8) | (m) (m) | (m) | (m)
>0.4 | <0.46| <0.6| <0.8| <5.6| <0.2| <0.1
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125114 0. 0.54| 0.68| 5.02| 0.04 0.54
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'Weight reductions for non-SPIF semitrailers
built after 2005
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