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Venue and Time:	
April 26-28: Here 	
	Start at 09:00 am CEST (4:00 pm JST – 8:00 am BST)
	Finish at 12:00 am CEST (7:00 pm JST – 11:00 BST)

1. Welcome and Introduction 

2. Approval of the agenda

Document:	AEBS-HDV-10-01-r1 (Chair)
The revision 1 of the agenda was adopted without any change. The group agreed to discuss the item 4 on 28 April.

3. Adoption of report of the last meeting

	Document:	AEBS-HDV-09-08 (Secretary)
The report was adopted without any change.

4. Discussion & decision about modification of UN R152 (AEBS-M1N1)
(scheduled for Thursday 28 April 2022, at the request of some IWG member)
	
Document:	AEBS-HDV-10-05 (OICA/CLEPA)

Industry presented the document AEBS-HDV-10-05

4.1. Scope: 
J: editorial aspect: “for vehicles described above, …”
UK:
· Not equivalent since the scenarios are not the same
· How can we add M2N2 in a scope restricted to M1N1?
The group adopted the wording as amended 
· Moving the reference to the footnote
· Addition of “For the vehicles described above,”

4.2. Paragraph 5.2.1.1.: 
ETSC, supported by JRC, challenged the proposal since UN R131 refers to other categories than only M1 (M, N, O)
· Industry recalled that the aim of the exercise is not to change the requirements of the regulation. Adding new vehicle categories in reference would change the requirements of the regulation, this should be done via a new series of amendments
· ETSC pointed out that most of the accidents involve N and O vehicles.
· The chair supported Industry that such change would go beyond the mandate of the IWG
The group adopted the proposal unchanged

4.3. Paragraph 5.2.1.2.: 
ETSC questioned such addition and feared introducing a loophole
· Industry, supported by the chair, recalled that the origin of the wording was well justified in the IWG: 
· The existing text covers cases where e.g. the obstacle suddenly disappears
· The new proposed text covers the cases where e.g. the obstacle re-accelerates and hence remains within the domain of detection while, remains an origin of a potential collision, yet with less imminent collision.
The group adopted the proposal unchanged.

4.4. [bookmark: _Hlk102068143]Paragraph 5.2.1.4.: 
A debate took place on the removal of the reference to Paragraph 6.
· Industry was keen that this reference be removed since Annex 3 covers all necessary conditions. adding the Annex 6 would jeopardise the approval of existing vehicles via extensions; it would add requirements that were not existing at the time of their 1st approval.
· JRC 
· Concern about the reference to M1 only (paragraph 5.2.1.4. d) (i))
· Keen to include the reference to paragraph 6 for the sake of market surveillance
· OICA clarified that Annex 3 contains all the necessary provisions to cover the concerns of JRC about market surveillance since the manufacturer must demonstrate to the Technical Service the proper design of the system, and pointed out that adding market surveillance in the regulation should be done via a new series of amendments.
· The chair suggested that the IWG remains within the limits of its mandate and that the parties interested in introducing market surveillance provisions should make their proposal at GRVA directly.
· About the reference to M1 vehicles, CLEPA recalled that it is a deliberate decision of the AEBSM1N1 informal group to follow the state of the art. The chair again suggested the interested contracting parties to make a proposal at GRVA.
The group adopted the text unchanged. Interested parties are urged to make their proposals at GRVA-13

4.5. Paragraphs 5.2.2.1. & 5.2.2.2.: adopted  

4.6. Paragraph 6.6.1.
Aligns on the text of UN R131 (references to paragraphs 6.4. and 6.5.
The group adopted the proposal unchanged

4.7. Paragraph 5.2.3.4. & 6.7.1.: adopted


5. Discussion about feasibility study for markers triggering AEBS intervention 

Document:	AEBS-HDV-10-02 (NL)
			AEBS-HDV-10-03 (NL) 
AEBS-HDV-10-06 (OICA/CLEPA)

The group started by reviewing the NL letter to the informal group per document AEBS-HDH-10-03.
The expert from NL clarified that TNO themselves did not take conclusions from the study and that the letter provides the conclusions from the “Rijkswaterstaat”, that conducted the study.
The experts summarized that the options 1&2 are considered easy to implement since they are related to the infrastructure, while the options 3&4 depend on the vehicle construction. The expert also urged the other contracting parties to dive into their national domestic accidentology and statistics to investigate the potential benefits of addressing the safety situation of both road workers and road users, in relation to AEBS efficiency.

The group then reviewed document AEBS-HDV-10-06.
· Table: NL recalled that all cells are deeply explained in the study
· Slide 2: NL informed that 5 other road authorities are involved in the study
· Slide 4: NL support the content of the slide and urged the other contracting parties to add their domestic statistics
· Slide 5: NL support the tracks to address the root causes.
· Slide 7: need to further investigate
· Slide 8: Rijkswaterstaat made a test with an ISO target: results were not that good.
There was a debate on the ISO target experiment by road construction bodies. Industry informed needing data and information to be able to provide input:
· AEBS type
· Test conditions
· Target type (2D vs. 3D)
· Etc.

ETSC informed about the existence of a study conducted in Lower Saxony (Germany). The expert committed to further investigate.
J informed having no strong position on this matter since they do not experience such scenario on highways.

Conclusion:
· Further investigation is out of the mandate of the GRVA/AEBS-HDV informal group.
· Referring to the informal group terms of reference “Investigate the feasibility of a generic marker triggering AEBS reaction with the purpose to increase safety in road servicing areas and at railroad crossings”, the group can conclude that a generic marker is feasible. Evidence of this is that the ISO target is such an example.
· Commitment that some work be performed out of the WP.29/GRVA framework.


6. Discussion & decision about supplement to UN R131-01

	Document: 	AEBS-HDV-10-04 (OICA/CLEPA)

6.1. Speed reduction during the warning phase

Industry presented Slide 5 of GRVA-10-04.

The chair recalled that this item was generated by the reaction of ETSC at the 12th session of GRVA (January 2022).
ETSC supported the proposal from Industry

Conclusion: GRVA/AEBS-HDV informal group to table an informal document amending the 01 series of UN R131 for the 13th session of GRVA (May 2022).


6.2. Automatic reactivation

Industry presented the slide 3 of AEBS-HDV-10-04

The IWG adopted the proposal as a short-term solution, and convened that further discussion may need to take place to review the wording of “new engine start/run cycle” among the different regulations.


6.3. Robustness

Industry presented Slide 4 of GRVA-10-04

J found the Industry proposal not sufficiently justified and was keen that the criterion of 10% failed test runs remain unchanged.
UK supported J
NL pointed out that such proposal would permit some fails, while this is not the purpose of the regulation.
The chair proposed the alternative of increasing the number of tests.

OICA proposed an alternative approach with the addition of a footnote clarifying that “in case the total number of test runs within a scenario would still be less than 10, additional test runs of that scenario may be performed to reach a total number of test runs at least equal to 10”.
This approach was welcomed by NL, UK, CLEPA.

Debate:
· Additional tests to be performed within the same category of tests
· Additional tests must include the failed test scenario.
· The group finally adopted the text below
· J informed that they support the philosophy of UN R152 where the high number of tests favours the robustness. In the case of UN R131, the speed range is indeed narrower than in UN R152, which gives a small choice in test speeds. J was keen that this item be reviewed in the future, if the speed range were to be widened in UN R131.
· The group agreed that there is no need for a reference to the footnote in paragraph 6.9.1.

[bookmark: _Hlk101952582][bookmark: _Hlk101945303]6.9.             Robustness of the system
6.9.1.          Any of the above test scenarios, where a scenario describes one test setup at one subject vehicle speed at one load condition of one category (Vehicle to Vehicle, Vehicle to Pedestrian), shall be performed two times. If one of the two test runs fails to meet the required performance, the test may be repeated once. A test scenario shall be accounted as passed if the required performance is met in two test runs. The number of failed tests runs within one category shall not exceed:
(a)          10.0 per cent of the performed test runs for the Vehicle to Vehicle tests[/footnote]; and
(b)          10.0 per cent of the performed test runs for the Vehicle to Pedestrian tests /footnote.
6.9.2.          The root cause of any failed test run shall be analyzed together with the Technical Service and annexed to the test report. If the root cause cannot be linked to a deviation in the test setup, the technical service may test at any other speed within the speed range as defined in paragraphs 5.2.1.3., 5.2.1.4., 5.2.2.3. or 5.2.2.4. as relevant.
6.9.3.          During the assessment as per Annex 3, the manufacturer shall demonstrate, via appropriate documentation, that the system is capable of reliably delivering the required performances.

/footnote: in case the total number of test runs within a scenario category would still be less than 10, additional test runs of that scenario category may be performed, including but not limited to the failed test scenario, to reach a total number of test runs at least equal to 10.

Conclusion: informal group to table an informal document to GRVA-13 (May 2022) as per the above

General conclusion: informal document to include amendments to 
· Speed reduction in the warning phase
· Wording for automatic reactivation
· System robustness


7. Other business

France informed about the lack of consistency among the UN and EU regulations on the provisions for “Default-ON” of the ADAS. The French representative was keen to collect the views of the parties in the IWG to work on the harmonization of the “default-ON” wording among there regulations.
· OICA: welcomed the initiative and confirmed that this is a subject for harmonization. The expert questioned the proposition of inserting a definition of “Vehicle Master Control Switch” and informed that the trucks already have a “Master Switch”. He also pointed out that lots of regulations are involved in this item.
· F: confirmed that this is a horizontal item and committed to collect comments to all GRX
· CLEPA: recalled that the ADR contains as well a definition of “Battery Master Switch” dedicated for explosive areas.

Conclusion: F to initiate the work when it is found opportune.


8.     Next steps 

Conclusions:
· IWG AEBS-HDV to table 3 informal documents to GRVA-13
· GRVA-13-xxxe (AEBS-HDV IWG) R131 Reactivation – Robustness
· GRVA-13-xxx (AEBS-HDV) R152 Proposed transfers from UN R131
· GRVA-13-xxxe (AEBS-HDV IWG) R131.01 Speed reduction during warning phase
· All documents to be submitted by the IWG AEBS-HDV
· Each document has the vocation of being endorsed by GRVA-13, become official documents at GRVA-14 (September 2022) then transmitted to WP.29 for their adoption at the March 2023 session of WP.29 (189th session)
· IWG board to meet before the GRVA-13 for coordinating the work
· Board to approach the GRVA chair prior the plenary session to inform him about the state of play, the expected process and the pending items 
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