	TF on ADAS Chairs
	ADAS-07-16
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Co-Chairs: 	Mr. Andrei Bocharov (Russian Federation), Mr. Antony Lagrange (EC)
Secretary: 	Mr. Marc Van Impe (AVERE)
Participants:  	  Total about 80+ participants

1. Welcome and Introduction
· Mr. Andrei Bocharov, acting as the Chair of the meeting, welcomed the participants to the meeting, thanking all stakeholders for their feedback over the past weeks. The Chair noted that specific effort has gone into integrating all received feedback to the master document which the Secretary had uploaded on the 1st of August. Stakeholders were invited to provide input to this document. 

2. Approval of the agenda 
· The Chair introduced the agenda ADAS-07-01Rev2, the meeting’s running order and outlined the meeting objectives. The agenda was subsequently adopted.

3. Approval of the Meeting Minutes of the 6th meeting of the TF on ADAS
· The Minutes of the 6th TF on ADAS meeting (ADAS-06-16Rev2) were adopted.

4. Analysis of future ADAS use cases
Action item 4-1: Stakeholders to comment with safety concerns on the ADAS use cases.
Action item 5-1: TF ADAS Secretary to update the use case compilation document
· [bookmark: _Hlk69132853]The Chair noted that no new submissions were received. The agenda item will be maintained to facilitate future consideration of the use cases and related safety concerns. The Chair invited any input to be sent to the Secretary.
Action items 4-1 and 5-1 remain open.
5. ADAS Functionality Naming
Action item 6-1: TF ADAS Secretary to create an overview document of naming by the next session.
Action item 6-4: The UK to draft a document outlining linguistic differences and preferences between the various naming proposals, on ‘Control’ and ‘Driving’.
· The Chair introduced ADAS 07-04 is the result of discussions with the representatives from AAPC and the United Kingdom. In order to select the appropriate naming, a deep dive into linguistics was required. The Chair proceeded to provide an outline of the relevant definitions. The Chair additionally noted that Dynamic Control Assistance Systems (DCAS) would be aligned with WP.1 documents. The Chair invited the stakeholders to comment and proposed the adoption of this document so that Dynamic Control Assistance System can be used within the regulation. 
· AAPC and the UK thanked the Chair for the presentation and supported his statements.
· Sweden indicated its neutrality with regard to the proposal. Regarding ‘control’, considering the use in the context of ADS systems, Sweden inquired whether it could also be interpreted as to relate to responsibility over the vehicle, which would be inappropriate. 
· FIA and Germany supported the proposal of the Chair.
· AAPC explained that Dynamic Control comprises two elements: (i) the real-time performance of operational and tactical functions, and (ii) the information processing and decision-making which relate to the driver’s responsibility. Control would relate to the understanding of the road and the response to it. In the context of FRAV, dynamic control is a responsibility of the driver while DDT is a system’s responsibility.
· Sweden thanked AAPC, however again inquired whether ‘Control’ should be maintained within the definition as there should not be confusion about the responsibility involved in controlling an ADAS system. 
· Germany thanked Sweden for the comment, noting that specific and careful consideration will required when the word ‘control’ is used.
· The Chair invited TF ADAS to endorse the use of DCAS and to amend the definitions section of the master document accordingly. This was endorsed by TF ADAS.
Action items 6-1 and 6-4 are closed.

6. Drafting the new UN Regulation on ADAS
Action item 5-2: Stakeholders are invited to provide input to the content of the draft UN Regulation.
Action item 6-2: OICA-CLEPA to provide input on redundancies in section 5.2 and provision 5.1.1.1 of the draft Master Document.
Action item 6-3: Stakeholders to consider whether section 5.2.2 in the draft Master Document is redundant.
Action item 6-5: Stakeholders to comment on the OICA-CLEPA proposed 5.4.2 provisions in the draft Master Document.
Action item 6-6: Industry & Stakeholders to consider annexes 3 and 4 of the draft Master Document and provide input
· The Chair informed the stakeholders that an update of master document ADAS 07-02Rev1 was uploaded, incorporating comments submitted until last Friday. ‘ADAS-07-02Rev1 – Clean’ was brought forward for consideration. The Chair informed TF ADAS that the submissions from Germany and FIA were not yet integrated. The Chair explained that the section on definitions would be considered at the next session, following integration of different proposals. 
· The Chair invited OICA-CLEPA to explain the proposed changes to 5.1.
· OICA-CLEPA informed TF ADAS that the old provisions in this section indicated requirements which were relevant to the driver which would be inappropriate in a type-approval regulation. OICA-CLEPA therefore proposed to transform these requirements to those relevant for the system. 
· The Chair proceeded through the document and introduced 5.2.1.2 for review explaining that the changes proposed by OICA-CLEPA aim to resolve the issue that manufacturers could not be held accountable for the training of the driver, though information needs to be made available. 
· FIA indicated its support for these changes. While more information should be made available by manufacturers, they cannot be held responsible for the training of drivers across the world.
· OICA-CLEPA invited proposals to change the title of this section. 
· The Chair proposed to change the title to ‘Information for human driver education related to DCAS’. 
· OICA-CLEPA commented that the use of the word ‘education’ is inappropriate for this section, which is not an activity linked to type-approval. OICA-CLEPA therefore proposed to use ‘driver information’.
· The Chair commented that this section intends to touch on the need for the driver to be educated about the system, and the manufacturer to make relevant information available to facilitate such education.
· Germany inquired whether it would be expected that the driver confirms that he has received the relevant information in this case. In such instances this may be an unreasonable burden on manufacturers, for instance in the case of rental cars.
· AAPC commented that the driver needs to be informed more than ‘educated’.
· ITU noted that ‘instruction’ might be a more appropriate word rather than ‘education’.
· FIA agreed that education may be too strong of a word but stressed the need for manufacturers to make more information available to consumers about the assistance system. 
· Japan questioned whether the requirement to provide video materials should not be maintained, noting that several manufacturers already provide very good instructional videos to the driver. 
· Germany inquired whether the provisions relating to marketing which were in this section, were lost. 
· The Secretary explained that these changes are still maintained in the track-change version of ADAS 07-02Rev1. 
· Germany indicated its sympathy with respect to the concerns regarding the marketing of driver assistance systems. Germany requested if the industry could provide additional justification as to why these sections should be removed. 
· Chair suggested that a requirement on the manufacturer to inform the approval authority on the intended marketing of the system could be added.
· Norway commented that ‘education’ would be the appropriate term to use in this context rather than other proposals. In addition, Norway insisted that the manufacturer should provide video materials. 
· The UK explained that manufacturers should provide more information in other ways other than currently provided in the owner’s manual. In addition, the UK indicated to be sensitive to the concerns of manufacturers with regard to being required to provide information on system naming, and noted that we should take care not to stray in regions of competence of other authorities.
· OICA-CLEPA insisted that the type-approval regulation should not regulate the marketing or naming of the system, which may not be defined at the time of type-approval of the system. OICA-CLEPA noted the separation of powers in the European context. OICA-CLEPA requested stakeholders to review whether or not 5.2.1.2.1 appropriately incorporates this concern.
· The Secretary suggested to briefly discuss the requirement on manufacturers to provide educational videos. 
· Sweden noted that ECE R157 requires manufacturers to maintain processes relating to educational materials over the lifetime of the vehicle.
· OICA-CLEPA noted that the relevant requirements in ECE R157 relate to the continued compliance with traffic rules, which does not appear to match a process to provide information materials.
ACTION ITEM: TF ADAS stakeholders to review whether 5.2.1.2.1 in the master document sufficiently addresses concerns related to the marketing of a system.
· The Chair proceeded with consideration of 5.3 regarding functional requirements for DCAS systems. The changes included new Object and Event Detection and Response (OEDR) requirements that were structured in line with performance requirements further below in the Master Document.
· Regarding 5.3.2, Germany commented that driver engagement is a much broader responsibility than solely the monitoring of the steering wheel. The system should be able to measure appropriate levels of understanding of the driver in a given driving situation. At a minimum, the camera monitoring system should be able to discern whether a driver is daydreaming or not.
· OICA-CLEPA commented that it would helpful if Germany could indicate how this concern could be translated into requirements in the draft text. OICA-CLEPA indicated it would struggle to address this.
· Sweden and Germany inquired whether all the submitted feedback from stakeholders was reflected in Revision 1 of the master document. 
· The Chair and Secretary confirmed that a revision 2 of the master document would be created by the second day of the session incorporating all submitted feedback.
· OICA-CLEPA introduced the proposals relating to vehicle dynamic behaviour, which aim to maintain a structure similar to that which is proposed for 5.3.4. In this manner, more provisions could be added for function-specific situations, as required. 
· Regarding 5.3.4, OICA-CLEPA explained that the textual changes were primarily intended to reflect the language that was agreed in the context of the Risk Mitigation Function. 
· Germany raised the general question whether a manoeuvre that is initiated by the system should still be considered as an assistance system. 
· OICA-CLEPA explained that the key aspect of an assistance system is that the driver needs to monitor what it is doing. If the driver expects a system to assist him from point A to B, several maneuvers such as lane changes are considered natural actions. In addition, requiring the driver to confirm every maneuver may not be feasible especially in urban environments. 
· Germany responded that guaranteeing that the driver remains engaged in these environments is also a big question to be resolved.
· OICA-CLEPA indicated its concern with the assumption that it can be guaranteed that a driver can be always mentally engaged, which is also not possible when the driver is manual driving. 
· The Chair noted that there are three functional levels (operational, tactical and strategical). At the operational level, the system provides support in vehicle control. At the tactical and strategical level, the driver is responsible. The assistance system frees the burden of focus from the operational level, but elevates the driver’s ability to focus on the tactical and strategical level.
· Japan, regarding 5.3.3.2.1.x, commented that a deceleration of 3.7 m/s² may not be appropriate for general use. This was appropriate for the RMF considering its use as an emergency function.
· OICA-CLEPA explained that this was an editorial mistake. 
· Finland noted that it would be good to explain in a way ‘for dummies’ what the difference is between ECE R157 lane changes and DCAS lane changes.
· Regarding Germany and OICA-CLEPA’s comments, Sweden explained that this issue is a pertinent point. From Sweden’s understanding, DCAS differs from a fully automatic ADAS level 2. Sweden noted the study from Germany regarding the importance of driver involvement in the driving task.
· OICA-CLEPA explained that nothing new was proposed and most materials have been available for consideration for some time.
· The Netherlands supported the comments from Germany and Sweden. A human driver is not good in the monitoring role, and there is a risk that this could result in the approval of driver monitored ‘ADS’.
· OICA-CLEPA remarked that according to the driver engagement provisions, the driver would need to have his hands on the steering control for system-initiated lane changes, so this is far away from ADS operation.
ACTION ITEM: TF ADAS stakeholders to consider and provide input as to how driver engagement-related concerns should be handled in the context of DCAS.
On the second day of the Session
· The Chair thanked the Secretary for the creation of ADAS-07-02Rev2 and invited AAPC to introduce ADAS-07-12.
· AAPC explained that the proposal aims to provide suggestions to improve various definitions currently listed in the master document, specifically related to the ‘Dynamic Control Assistance System’, the ‘Driver’, ‘Dynamic Control’ and ‘Driver engagement’. AAPC noted that preliminary feedback on the definition proposed for Dynamic Control pointed out that it might be more appropriate to continue to refer to longitudinal and lateral sustained control. AAPC further pointed out that references to road safety may not be appropriate, as the regulation provides requirements that aim to ensure safety. AAPC indicated its concern with the use of OEDR in the draft regulation, which may be in the purview of ADS systems rather than ADAS. In addition, rather than system boundaries, it may be more appropriate to refer to the limits of use for the driver similar to what is currently indicated in owner’s manuals. Lastly, AAPC noted that that it may be more appropriate to focus on driver actions rather than driving maneuvers in particular, as many different maneuvers take place in daily traffic. As such, it may be more appropriate to define performance ranges and to evaluate specific maneuvers under such ranges as defined.
· The Chair invited any comments.
· Sweden indicated its confusion resulting from these papers as they appear to describe fully automatic level 2 systems. This requires clarification as only ADAS systems are considered in the Taskforce’s TOR.
· The Chair thanked Sweden for the comment and again noted that there are three functional levels (operational, tactical and strategical). At the operational level, the system provides support in vehicle control. At the tactical and strategical level, the driver is responsible. The regulation should outline requirements that ensure the driver’s appropriate involvement in the tactical and strategical levels.
· Norway indicated its support for Sweden’s statement, and questioned the approach of creating a regulation that allow ADS with a responsible driver. Norway also asked why ADAS was renamed to DCAS.
· The Chair indicated that ADAS-07-04 provides appropriate reference which was endorsed during the  first day. The Chair subsequently brought forward ADAS-07-02Rev2 for consideration, and invited OICA-CLEPA to touch explain the proposals touching on section 5.3.4.
· OICA-CLEPA explained that the proposals were inspired based on the Risk Mitigation Function changes to ECE R79 and aim to provide a structure based on provisions for lane keeping, lane changes and phases in between lane keeping. 
· The Chair invited OICA-CLEPA to respond to the comments from Germany pertaining to 5.3.4.2.1-5.3.4.2.2. 
· OICA-CLEPA noted that significant changes were introduced regarding driver engagement monitoring which ensure that there is much stronger control especially in the case of maneuvers which are initiated by the system. OICA-CLEPA argued that system-initiated maneuvers should be possible, and that whether a maneuver is system-initiated or not should not be appropriate distinction between ADAS and ADS.
· The Chair continued to 5.3.4.4 and questioned whether a section for the Risk Mitigation Function should be included at this time. The Chair invited any comments.
· The Chair proceeded to section 5.4 on ‘Human-Machine Interface’, inviting OICA-CLEPA to explain its proposals.
· OICA-CLEPA explained that the section can be inspired from principles established in ECE R79. In addition, OICA-CLEPA has provided limited textual proposals regarding system states which will require further review at a later time. OICA-CLEPA stressed that some flexibility has to be maintained regarding the implementation of HMI. OICA-CLEPA therefore cautioned stakeholders from making too quick conclusions which may have a negative impact to safety. 
· The UK indicated its confusion with activation/deactivation of system modes and requested OICA-CLEPA to clarify whether the deliberate action would turn the system ‘on’, or move the system from the ‘standby’ to ‘active state’.
· OICA-CLEPA explained that the deliberate action would be intended to turn the system on, similar to implementations in existing ADAS systems
· Germany indicated the importance of ensuring a level of consistency between DCAS systems when it comes to system states, and noted this will require further review.
· The Chair invited Germany to explain its proposal regarding section 7.
· Germany explained that it wanted to ascertain that the provisions would not affect the ability of other type approval authorities to perform their market surveillance duties.
· The Chair confirmed that the provision would not affect market surveillance. The Chair subsequently proceeded with the review of the draft appendixes and annexes, noting that CEL Annex 3 from ECE R79 had been deleted in favor of the CEL Annex 4 originating from ECE R157. The Chair additionally noted that beyond audits, physical tests will have to be defined to ensure that the system operates appropriately within the system boundaries (insofar that term is appropriate).
· OICA-CLEPA requested that to defer deletion of the ECE R79 CEL annex in favor of the ECE R157 CEL annex until at a later time. OICA-CLEPA noted that the ECE R157 CEL annex has recently been commented on by Contracting Parties.
· The Chair confirmed that more time can be taken. In addition, the Chair indicated his interest to use the NATM concept in the context of this ADAS regulation.
· The UK noted that it is hard at this time to comment on this section due to it being unclear what systems currently are under consideration. Therefore, the UK suggested returning to this section once this has been clarified further.

· The Chair raised the next steps in approach in drafting the regulation for consideration by the Taskforce, inviting the Secretary to comment.
· The Secretary noted that the second column is becoming a challenge to maintain and suggested moving forward with a new structure making use of a single column, similar to the approach adopted in the SIG R157. This approach involved two parallel documents with high level headers and definitions with relevant comments, and a document containing the detailed provisions in a single text.
· Sweden commented that more focus should be given on the systems that are under consideration, suggesting that a focus on a discussion of the ODD may be appropriate (e.g. highway versus urban systems). 
· The Chair noted that this should be considered under agenda item 4, and that an overview of use cases as well as a TOR was developed in order to outline the systems that should be under consideration. These use cases were discussed over several session and we should therefore refrain from repeating this exercise. 
· The Chair suggested creating a small drafting group with 1 or 2 experts from industry, together with 1 or 2 representatives from Contracting Parties. This decision remained open for consideration. 
ACTION ITEM: TF ADAS stakeholders to reflect on whether a small drafting group should be launched in order to accelerate the drafting process. 
ACTION ITEM: Secretary to draft an updated master document with a new structure.

Action items 6-2 to 6-5 can be closed. Action Item 5-2 and 6-6 remain open.
New action items: 
Action item 7-1: TF ADAS stakeholders to review whether 5.2.1.2.1 in the master document sufficiently addresses concerns related to the marketing of a system.
Action item 7-2: TF ADAS stakeholders to consider and provide input as to how driver engagement-related concerns should be handled in the context of DCAS.
Action item 7-3: TF ADAS stakeholders to reflect on whether a small drafting group should be launched in order to accelerate the drafting process. 
Action item 7-4: Secretary to draft an updated master document with a new structure.

7. Consideration of the pending proposals for amending UN Regulation No.79
7.1. Action item 5-5: OICA-CLEPA to engage with the UK and Japan to draft an updated proposal following from GRVA-10-24.
7.2. Action item 6-2: OICA-CLEPA to engage with the UK and Japan to draft an updated proposal following from GRVA-10-24.
7.3. Action item 6-7: AVERE and OICA-CLEPA to review ADAS-06-08 with interested Contracting Parties by the 7th TF on ADAS session.
7.4. Action item 6-8: OICA-CLEPA to organize a workshop to discuss the ACSF C proposal for HCVs.

· The Chair invited OICA-CLEPA to introduce ADAS-07-15 regarding proposals to amend ECE R79 continued support to be provided by ACSF Category B1 systems.
· OICA-CLEPA explained that further exchanges took place with contracting parties such the United Kingdom and Japan, which has led to an updated compromise proposal. The compromise proposal now attempts to further clarify the conditions when continued assistance is considered appropriate. OICA-CLEPA requested support from TF ADAS so that the proposal can be submitted as a Taskforce proposal, however OICA-CLEPA indicated to submit the document for consideration by GRVA as an OICA-CLEPA proposal if necessary.
· Japan thanked OICA-CLEPA and indicated it would be able to support the proposal in case minor changes are made transposing the ‘avoidance of sudden loss’ requirement into a ‘shall’ provision. 
· Norway questioned what the practical value of these changes would be and did not see the immediate value of requiring the system to continue to provide assistance in situations where the system is normally not intended to provide support. 
· Sweden questioned whether ‘when terminating the assistance’ should not be removed. Sweden argued that the intent of the proposal was clear, but that Norway’s concern could be addressed in this way.
· OICA-CLEPA explained that the intent of the proposal is to avoid an immediate loss of steering support and to reduce the criticality of a given situation where the system crosses the system boundaries. OICA-CLEPA also explained it would not be able to support Japan’s proposal, but could accept the change proposed by Sweden.
· The UK explained that the condition ‘in order to avoid’ explains the specific situation where the requirement would apply. Therefore, the proposal from Japan would not fit the intent of the proposal.
· The Chair proposed to remove ‘in order’ from the proposal.
· FIA indicated its support for this proposal and was not supportive of the proposal from Japan.
· Japan indicated it would need more time to consider the proposal. Japan questioned whether the avoidance of loss of steering support would be considered mandatory or not? 
· The Chair invited OICA-CLEPA to discuss the proposal with contracting parties and to return to the issue on the second day of the session.
· Germany submitted a proposal to amend the text to "...shall continue to provide assistance including sudden loss of steering support to the extent possible...". Germany indicated its interest to join any discussion organized by OICA-CLEPA.
· OICA-CLEPA proposed an updated proposal “Shall avoid sudden loss of steering support by continuing to provide assistance to the extent possible as outlined...”
· The UK proposed changing “in order to avoid” to “therefore avoiding”.
· Japan explained that their concern is "continuing assistance" is mandatory, but "continuing assistance to extend and then sudden stop" can be permitted in original one.  Japan invited OICA-CLEPA to discuss after the meeting.

· AVERE introduced ADAS 07-08 and explained that changes to the lane change proposal were made with the aim to address some of the previously raised concern. The system would now be required not to persist in ‘claiming space’ during a lane change procedure. In return, no specific maximum time limit for the procedure was maintained. AVERE indicated its hope that progress can finally be made on this issue.
· OICA-CLEPA indicated its support for the proposal.
· Sweden thanked AVERE for the updated proposal. Sweden noted that the timing of the system is an important matter in addition to the system’s behavior. The manoeuvre is commanded by the driver. 
· Netherlands indicated to be happy about second option regarding claiming space, however noted that a maximum time limit may still be needed.
· The Chair proposed the addition of a sentence requiring the system to complete the lane change procedure as soon as possible.
· Germany thanked AVERE for the compromise proposal. Germany noted there is a difference in the fundamental understanding of an ACSF C system, however acknowledged the importance of the issue to industry.
· Norway noted that requirements as proposed may result in a situation that approval authority cannot address.
· The Chair invited AVERE to make available an updated proposal incorporating all relevant provision from ECE R79 for review during the second day of the session.

· The Chair invited OICA-CLEPA to introduce ADAS-07-14.
· OICA-CLEPA explained that a workshop to discuss a proposal for ACSF Category C for Truck & Trailer was organized on the 15th of September. OICA-CLEPA explained that progress is being made and that an updated proposal will be submitted ahead of the November TF ADAS for consideration. OICA-CLEPA requested guidance from TF ADAS on whether the organization of a second workshop would be helpful. Stakeholders were invited to indicate to OICA-CLEPA if such a meeting would be helpful.
· The Chair noted that the discussed proposals pertaining to ECE R79 would be brought forward for discussion again on the second day of the session.
ACTION ITEM: OICA-CLEPA to present an updated ACSF Category C for Truck & Trailer proposal by the November TF ADAS session.

On the second day
· The Chair invited OICA-CLEPA to introduce ADAS-07-15Rev1 which was drafted taking into account the feedback from the first day of the session. 
· OICA-CLEPA explained that the proposal has received tentative positive feedback with the amended language, which now assures that the loss of sudden steering support is considered in the context of providing assistance when the system has reached the boundary conditions.
· FIA, Germany and Japan indicated their support for the proposal.
· Norway requested a clarification regarding “the extent possible” in the context of the outlined safety concept, whether this is to be defined by the manufacturer? Norway indicated not to be able to be supportive of such an approach.
· OICA-CLEPA confirmed that this would have to be defined by the manufacturer due to the variability of conditions where different levels of support may be able to be provided. OICA-CLEPA stressed that it is impossible to define requirements for all possible situations or events.
· The Chair commented that the proposal should be considered in the context of the broader regulation which imposes other requirements on manufacturers which relate to outlining the safety concept for approval.
· The proposal was endorsed by TF ADAS and will be submitted to GRVA as a TF ADAS proposal. 
ACTION ITEM: TF ADAS leadership to transform ADAS-07-15Rev1 into an informal proposal for consideration by GRVA.
· AVERE introduced AVERE 07-08Rev1 which incorporated some of the changes suggested by the Chair during the first day of the session and now included the broader relevant section in ECE R79. 
· Sweden requested justification to prove that the driver is able to complete his task.  
· OICA-CLEPA generally supported option 2 and suggested that further improvements can be made to explain what is meant with identifying “non-available space”.
· The Chair invited AVERE to follow up with Contracting Parties to find a compromise solution ahead of the GRVA session, or alternatively by the next TF ADAS session.
· Germany questioned why further attention is given to the amendment of ACSF C systems when similar systems are to be regulated under the DCAS regulation. Germany indicated to be not supportive of the proposed interim solution.
· Sweden stated that the proposal is in conflict with the existing ACSF definitions. 
· FIA indicated not to be able to support or reject the proposal.
· The Chair invited AVERE to work on a new proposal addressing the concerns raised ahead of the GRVA session. 
ACTION ITEM: AVERE to report by the next TF ADAS session on the way forward with ADAS-07-15Rev1.

Action items 5-5, 6-2, 6-7 and 6-8 can be closed. 
New action items:
Action Item 7-5: OICA-CLEPA to present an updated ACSF Category C for Truck & Trailer proposal by the November TF ADAS session.
Action Item 7-6: TF ADAS leadership to transform ADAS-07-15Rev1 into an informal proposal for consideration by GRVA.
Action Item 7-7: AVERE to report by the next TF ADAS session on the way forward with ADAS-07-15Rev1.

8. The report of the TF on ADAS activities to the 11th GRVA session
· The Chair brought ADAS-07-05 forward for consideration, which outlines a draft report to GRVA regarding the progress in TF ADAS.
· OICA-CLEPA commented that “human driver educational program” should be updated to reflect the discussion from the first day of the session.
· The Chair noted that the industry had agreed to review the SOTIF standard in the context of these requirements to evaluate whether any items were missing. 
· Sweden, regarding slide 8, pointed out that the focus of the HMI section appears to copy the approach in ECE R157 and that a stronger focus should be given to the very specific responsibility of addressing driver interaction.
· Norway commented that driver education should be maintained.
· OICA-CLEPA suggested highlighting assurance of driver engagement detection as an individual item, clarifying the importance of driver engagement, so that it is indicated on the same level of functional requirements and HMI.
· The Chair noted that a focus on driver education will be maintained, under different wording. In addition, the Chair proposed adding several additional slides listing the documents that will be submitted to GRVA for information or consideration (e.g. ADAS-07-02, ADAS-07-15Rev1, ADAS-07-04Rev2 and others).
ACTION ITEMS: TF leadership to integrated the requested changes and to present a new version of ADAS-07-05 to GRVA.
New action item:
Action item 7-8: TF leadership to integrated the requested changes and to present a new version of ADAS-07-05 to GRVA.

9. AOB
· The Chair invited OICA-CLEPA to introduce ADAS-07-10.
· OICA-CLEPA informed the taskforce that the VDA has assigned an independent study which has been assigned to Prof. Dr. Klaus Bengler and Prof. Dr. Lutz Eckstein from the Universities of München and Aachen, supported by IKA and FKA. OICA-CLEPA proposed to the taskforce to postpone the discussion on the requirements for hands-off systems within the context of the regulation to a point at a later time when the results of the study are clear. The study will be performed independent from the VDA.
· Prof. Dr. Lutz Eckstein additionally clarified that the study will have the aim of deriving minimum requirements for SAE level 2 hands-off systems while ensuring appropriate driver engagement while the system is active. The study will review the State of the Art (literature and ODD), analyze existing field data, collect additional field data in the context of an expert study in the US and testing in Germany and other countries. The study will aim to address the challenges and questions raised by Contracting Parties in previous discussions (e.g. whether a lesser involvement with vehicle control reduces attention to the driving task). 
· The Chair inquired about the duration of the study. 
· Prof. Dr. Lutz Eckstein confirmed that the study will have a duration of 12 months.
· Sweden commented that it would be interesting to additionally consider the importance of the active versus passive involvement of the driver in the execution phase of an ADAS system. 
· Prof. Dr. Lutz Eckstein commented that studies have shown that having the hands off the steering wheel may result in a delay of 300ms in response, however hands-on the wheel may not be an appropriately sufficient indicator of driver engagement.
· The Netherlands thanked Professor Eckstein for the presentation and the study. The Netherlands confirmed that they recently performed a literature study on hands-off systems which they would be willing to share.
· The Chair inquired about the responsibility or occupation of the driver if he doesn’t have his hands on the steering wheel. 
· Prof. Dr. Lutz Eckstein confirmed that the behaviors will have to be researched based on a literature study and existing systems on the road in the United States at this time. American experts also often refer to ‘hands-on-wheel’ but doesn’t see.

10. List of Action Items
· The following action item remain open:
4-1. Stakeholders to comment with safety concerns on the ADAS use cases. 
5-1.    TF ADAS Secretary to update the use case compilation document. 
5-2. Stakeholders are invited to provide input to the content of the draft UN Regulation.
6-6. Industry & Stakeholders to consider annexes 3 and 4 of the draft Master Document and provide input
[bookmark: _Hlk77700297]
· The following new action items have been opened:
7-1. TF ADAS stakeholders to review whether 5.2.1.2.1 in the master document sufficiently addresses concerns related to the marketing of a system.
7-2. TF ADAS stakeholders to consider and provide input as to how driver engagement-related concerns should be handled in the context of DCAS.
7-3. TF ADAS stakeholders to reflect on whether a small drafting group should be launched in order to accelerate the drafting process. 
7-4. Secretary to draft an updated master document with a new structure.
7-5. OICA-CLEPA to present an updated ACSF Category C for Truck & Trailer proposal by the November TF ADAS session.
7-6. TF ADAS leadership to transform ADAS-07-15Rev1 into an informal proposal for consideration by GRVA.
7-7. AVERE to report by the next TF ADAS session on the way forward with ADAS-07-15Rev1.
7-8. TF leadership to integrated the requested changes and to present a new version of ADAS-07-05 to GRVA.

11. Next meeting
· The 8th TF on ADAS meeting will tentatively take place on the 18th and 19th of October 2021.
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