Submitted by the Secretary	     Working Paper TFRWS-18-05
of the TF on Reverse Warning Sound issues		    18th TFRWS, 17 March 2021
	
Draft Minutes of the eighteens meeting of
the UN Task Force on Reverse Warning Sound issues
Task Force meeting
Wednesday: 17 March 2021 from 8:00 am to 12:00 am CET

[bookmark: OutSharedNoteBorder][bookmark: OutSharedNoteLink]Web conference:
i. Welcome and introduction
Mr. Houzu as the Chair of this TF opened the 18th meeting of TF on RWS and welcomed all participants. He pointed out that the main subject of this meeting was to continue the drafting of the text of the new Regulation based on the results of the 16th meeting and continue the discussion on the “modes” and the corresponding limit values based on the analysis of the collected data.
Due to COVID-19 situation this meeting was again organized as a WebEx meeting.
All attendees agreed to share the information, which is available on the Attendance List, and to allow uploading the list to the UNECE Website (see TFRWS-18-06)
ii. Adoption of the agenda
The Agenda (see TFRWS-18-01) was adopted
iii. Approval of the Minutes from 17th Task Force meeting on Reverse Warning Sound
The Minutes of the 17th meeting were approved (see TFRWS-17-06)
iv. Confirming following items
· [bookmark: _Hlk53507383]Review draft proposal for the new Regulation
· Test method for self-adjusting audible warning device

OICA presented its updated version of TFRWS-16-02  TFRWS-18-04.
TFRWS-18-04 took also care of restructuring the existing text:
· Paragraph 14.1.1. was split into several paragraph for clarification purpose. 
14.1.1. includes now the clause “when reverse gear is selected and the propulsion system is on”  
· The second chapter became its own paragraph 14.1.2. where the above introduced sentence was deleted.
· A new paragraph 14.1.4. was introduced to define the “default mode” when a device has more than one mode:
Paragraph 14.1.4.
“In case a device has more than one mode, the reverse warning device shall be automatically activated to its default mode.   
For non-self adjusting audible reverse warning device and for step-wise self-adjusting audible reverse warning device the default mode is the “Normal mode”.” 
· Paragraph 14.3.4. was revised because the second sentence was moved to paragraph 14.1.1.
· Paragraph 14.3.4.
· “The Pause switch shall be deactivated when the vehicle is re-started following each vehicle turn-off.”
· Paragraph 14.4. was deleted because it was moved to paragraph 14.1.
· Paragraph 14.5.5. was renamed to “Background noise measurement”
· Paragraph 14.5.5.1. was revised because the text was still a copy of UN Regulation No. 138 where two microphone positions were used for conducting the measurements. This Regulation uses only one microphone position.
· The last chapter in paragraph 14.5.5.2. was moved to paragraph 14.5.6. where it should have been located from the beginning.
· Paragraph 14.6. was completely revised according to the discussions during the last meetings and in analogy to paragraph 14.5. for better understanding. After having scrutinized the clean version of TFRWS-18-04, one can discuss if certain paragraphs, which are in common for all audible reverse warning devices can be grouped together and leave only the differences in their own paragraphs.
The Experts discussed the proposal and agreed with the principle changes proposed. The Experts asked OICA to prepare a clean version for the 19th meeting of this Task Force.
The Experts agreed to start the discussions on the to achieve sound level values  as soon as the general discussion about the three modes “Low Level”, “Normal Level” and “High Level” has been finalized (see Table 4).
The Expert from China pointed out that one should in this discussion take into consideration the results of ISO9533.
The Expert supported the idea to add a flow-chart for better understanding to paragraph 14.6..
When a clean version of paragraph 14.6 is available all Experts are asked to perform validation tests. The Experts agreed to conduct validation tests.

  

· Open issues
The Secretary presented TFRWS-17-02 Rev.1 where column F “Open issue” was added to TFRWS-17-02. Most of the “open issues” are related to the “Sound level” modes and will be taken care of as soon as the general discussion about the three modes “Low Level”, “Normal Level” and “High Level” has been finalized (see Table 4).
All Experts are invited to have a closer look to the open issues in column F.

· Continue the discussion on Limit values
· Part II (Audible reverse warning signals of motor vehicles)
For the discussion of this agenda item the Chairman and the Secretary prepared a background information document which highlighted the history of how the Task Force had handled “Low Level”, “Normal Level” and “High Level” in the past meetings. This document is noted as TFRWS-18-02.
The document concludes with the summary of the discussions at the 17th meeting and the proposal for the limit value table for Part II, which was also presented to the Experts of GRBP at their 73rd session in January 2021.

TFRWS-18-02
………
TFRWS #17、2021 January 13 @Web Conference - TFRWS-17-06
““Low level”, “Normal level”, “High level”: Shall all three be mandatory?
Today’s situation is depending on the request of the customer when buying the vehicle.
In most of the cases the customer (vehicle owner) is requesting a “Low level” in combination with a “Normal level”. If the vehicle is certified according to “PIEK” or “Lärmarmes Fahrzeug” this is mandatory. Only in a few cases, where the vehicle is used in “noisy” areas, the owner is requesting a “High level”.
The Expert from Germany was of the opinion that all three levels should be mandatory when the device is certified according to this new UN Regulation. The use of these modes has to be regulated by the national laws (e.g. it is prohibited to use the high level mode inside residential areas).
The Experts from China was of the opinion that only the “Low level” and the “Normal level” should be mandatory but not the “High level”.
The Experts from Japan was of the opinion that only the “Normal level” should be mandatory.
The Experts discussed this issue and came to the conclusion, that at least the “Normal level” should be mandatory.
The Task Force asked all Experts representing Contraction Parties and NGOs to discuss this issue and present the result at the next meeting in March 2021.
The same request will be sent to the GRBP Experts with the Status Report of this Task Force.”
GRBP #73、2021 January 26-29 @Web conference - GRBP-73-12 TF RWS – Status Report (slide 12)
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The Expert from Germany presented a proposal to address the modes of an audible reverse warning device (see TFRWS-18-03). The proposal points out that
“Reverse Warning Systems in according to the new UN-Regulation RWS will not become mandatory by itself due to the UN-Regulation.
In fact of this national/regional requirements – which could be different to the new UN-Regulation RWS – will be possible, also in the future.
The requirements of UN-Regulation RWS will only be mandatory, if they are  described as mandatory for some or all vehicle classes, noted in the scope of UN-R-RWS, in national/ regional requirements (e.g. JP, EU).
Inside EU the usual existing Reverse Alarm Components have SPL around 80 - 110 dB(A) at 1 m distance.
With 6 dB(A) reduction by doubling the distance this is around 64 - 94 dB(A) at 7.0 m
If the emitted sound of the device, mounted on the rear of the vehicle, is not affected by the vehicle’s bodywork this 64 - 94 dB(A) are also valid for vehicles.
The existing SPL-range covers all the kinds of use of HDV in questions of safety.

The existing SPL-range annoys people, because there is no possibility to change SPL-level.
To bring „safety“ and „no annoyance“ to the right balance the RWS should have different levels. 
To ban levels or to make them not mandatory, if you ask for an UN-R RWS approval, bears risks:
· No high-level: Risk of many accidents at areas with high background noise levels.
· No low-level: Risk of high annoyance at areas with low background noise levels.”
How can this be achieved? 
“The aim should be a compromise:
The “Low”, “Normal” and “High” modes should be mandatory for a component and a vehicle approval in accordance to the UN-Regulation RWS. 
We insert a paragraph, that Contracting Parties have the right to block the “High” or the “Low” mode inside their territory in general or for some vehicles, that the/this mode could not be used. 
(e.g. “High” mode is forbidden for ordinary vehicles and only allowed for off-road N3 vehicles).
With this compromise we have a harmonized system and the risk of misuse (e.g. use of “High” mode inside residential areas) is banned.
Because we do not insert transitional provisions existing Reverse alarm components can be sold also in the future as long as the type of the audible reverse warning device and/ or the vehicle type have not been changed.
If the UN-Regulation RWS will be mandatory because of national/regional requirements, transitional provisions with long periods in the national/ regional legislation guarantee that existing components can be sold off. 
In addition the misuse of RWS levels could be prohibited by the national Code of Conduct (e.g. prohibition of the use of the high level and imposition of a fine for illegal use).”
The Expert from Germany highlighted again, that this new Regulation is “not a must”. It becomes a must when national or regional requests require to fulfil this new Regulation. Important is that a compromise has to be found, which guarantees safety and reduces annoyance at the same time.
The Expert from Japan agreed to this balance but pointed out that they do not agree with the statement, that “The “Low”, “Normal” and “High” modes should be mandatory for a component and a vehicle approval in accordance to the UN-Regulation RWS.”. Only the “Normal” mode should be mandatory. Therefore Japan proposed to prepare a Working document for the 74th session of GRBP where only the “Normal” mode is defined as mandatory. After the new Regulation has come into force a second step could be added where also other modes could be taken into account. But this step needs further investigations.
The Expert from Germany was of the opinion, that we only should present a Working document, when we have finalized the new Regulation, where all three modes are included. To present a half finished new Regulation is not a good start for a new Regulation. In that case it would be better to reserve more time to find a good solution which balances the requirement on safety with the requirement on a quieter environment.
The Expert from CLEPA mentioned, that not all manufacturers are capable to produce devises, which contains all three modes at the same time. The state of the art needs to be investigated. 
The Expert from GREWUS mentioned that the way how Austria has solved to address the “Low” mode, is only possible when there are two modes existing in one device. Three modes cannot be controlled. Investigations are needed to find solutions for how to solve this issue.
The Expert from OICA pointed out that today most of the vehicles, where at least a “Normal” mode and a “High” made is requested by the customer, two devices are fitted to the vehicle.

The discussion during this meeting of the Task Force did not lead to common position. The positions of the Contracting Parties involved were too far from each other for being able to end up in a compromise, which guarantees sufficient safety for the vulnerable road user and decreases the annoyance for the others, leaving in the near surroundings.

All Experts were invited to think about this issue and prepare solutions to be discussed at the 19th meeting.
The Experts, representing the audible reverse warning device manufactures, are asked to check with their colleagues the current state of the art of their products.

· Justification of High level
Due to the long discussion on the above-mentioned issue, this agenda item was postponed to the next meeting.

· How to handle Low/Normal/High level (Mandatory/option)
See the summary of the discussion above.

· Next steps
Continue the discussion on Limit values
· Justification of High level
· Part II (Audible reverse warning signals of motor vehicles)

How to handle Low/Normal/High level (Mandatory/option)

Review draft proposal for the new Regulation
· Test method for self-adjusting audible warning device
· Open issues

All Experts are invited to prepare documents for further discussions at the 19th meeting.
v. Date and place of the next meetings
19th meeting of TF on RWS issues: 
Monday 19th April 2021 from 8:00 am to 12:00 am CET

20th meeting of TF on RWS issues: 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Thursday 27th May 2021 from 8:00 am to 12:00 am CET
vi. Other Business
None
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