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Draft Meeting Minutes of the 15th session of the Taskforce on Advanced Driver Assistance Systems (TF on ADAS)
Date:		22nd of November 2022
Chair: 		Mr. Andrei Bocharov (Russian Federation)
Secretary: 	Mr. Marc Van Impe (AVERE)
Participants:  	  Total about 75+ participants

1. Welcome and Introduction
· Mr. Andrei Bocharov, acting as the Chair of the meeting, welcomed the participants and clarified that this TF ADAS session was devoted on the interaction between UN Regulation No.79 and the draft DCAS Regulation.

2. Approval of the agenda 
· The Chair introduced the agenda ADAS-15-01Rev1, the meeting’s running order and outlined the meeting objectives. The agenda was subsequently adopted.

3. Approval of the Meeting Minutes of the 13th meeting of the TF on ADAS
· The Minutes of the 14th TF on ADAS meeting (ADAS-14-09) were adopted.

4. Consideration of the pending proposals for amending UN Regulation No. 79
· The Chair informed the TF ADAS that the authors of the pending documents had confirmed that no updates were planned to be presented during the 15th TF ADAS meeting. The Chair invited any comments. The agenda item was postponed to the 16th TF ADAS session.

5. Separation of different vehicle control assistance systems between UN Regulation No. 79 and the new DCAS UN Regulation for the purpose of the type approval
· The Chair invited OICA-CLEPA to introduce ADAS-15-03.
· OICA-CLEPA explained that the document aimed to follow up on a discussion during the TF ADAS 14th session to clarify the continued existence of UN Regulation No.79 and its interaction with a future DCAS Regulation, specifically in the context of systems that could be type-approved under either regulation. OICA-CLEPA confirmed that the previously agreed DCAS definition, as well as the understanding that the DCAS regulation initially was intended to apply to features beyond the requirements of UN Regulation No. 79. OICA-CLEPA also explained that a DCAS system may contain multiple features. OICA-CLEPA explained that there should not be a need to be prescriptive as to how these features are grouped within a system as the functional requirements will likely look at the feature or group of features. As long as a feature is not in contradiction to UN Regulation No.79, it should continue to be possible to be approved under said regulation. As a feature goes beyond UN Regulation No.79, it should be approved to DCAS.
· FIA supported the principles partly though asked OICA-CLEPA to elaborate as to how transparency can be maintained if systems can be approved either under UN Regulation No.79 or the DCAS regulation.
· OICA-CLEPA used the example of an advanced lane keeping system that may be able to pass a cyclist but needs to cross a lane marking. In this instance, the system could be approved fully under DCAS or, alternatively, the feature of crossing the lane marking could be approved under DCAS. In addition, OICA-CLEPA explained that to the customer there is no difference as to whether the manufacturer attained one or two type-approvals. 
· The Chair explained that there is an assumption if a system is approved under the regulation, it is safe. So that, we consider that the systems approved under UN Regulation No. 79 are safe. Similarly, the system approved under the future DCAS regulation should have been considered safe as well, if we had drafted the provisions of the new UN regulation carefully. 
· The Netherlands inquired if in the instance that a system could be in principle covered by UN Regulation 79, how equivalence in terms of requirements in the DCAS regulation would be ensured. 
· OICA-CLEPA explained that there currently is no clear answer to this question at this time. Options may include: References to UN Regulation No. 79, inclusion of UN Regulation No.79 requirements, the development of functional requirements that achieve an appropriate level of safety, etc.
· Japan echoed a similar concern to the Netherlands and FIA. Japan suggested that, as a minimum, an equivalency of requirements should exist for a given feature between UN Regulation No.79 and the DCAS regulation.
· The Chair expressed his opinion that any system approved under the DCAS regulation should be considered to be safe, irrespective or even without cross-references between the regulation.
· OICA-CLEPA acknowledged the comments provided.  
· The Secretary confirmed that the Terms of Reference for the TF determined that a review of the interplay between UN Regulation No.79 and the DCAS regulation, and any potential amendments to UN Regulation No.79 is to be considered at a certain point in the future when the DCAS Regulation is more mature. 
· The UK noted that the first two principles outlined by OICA-CLEPA (on slide 4) are aligned with the current definition for DCAS, but agreed that it may be premature to agree on the third principle as a better understanding of the scope of the DCAS regulation is required. Applying UN Regulation No.79 requirements in the DCAS regulation could also have a number of undesirable consequences.
· The Chair agreed with the UK that the TF should be careful not to integrate any inconsistencies of UN Regulation No.79 within the DCAS regulation. 
· The UK noted that further examples are required to allow proper consideration of the third principle.
· OICA-CLEPA thanked the UK for the comments provided and expressed an intent to revert in a future TF ADAS session with further information and considerations.
· The Chair inquired whether the TF ADAS is able to confirm and endorse the core principles outlined in OICA-CLEPA’s presentation (slide 4).
· FIA supported this intent. No other stakeholder comments were received and as such the principles were endorsed.

6. DCAS – Human Interactions
· The Chair informed the TF that he was informed that further information on the VDA L2 hands-off study is to be provided by the next TF ADAS session. As such, this agenda item was postponed to the next session.

· The Chair invited the European Commission JRC to introduce ADAS-15-04.
· The EC explained that JRC only recently began working on the topic of ADAS and that the presentation is intended to review a number of topics in the public or academic sphere for discussion in the Taskforce.  The EC initially reviewed a number of safety-related issues as expressed in studies or press, e.g., noting that the driver needs to be involved in the driving task at all times, systems should be robust enough or may result in level 2 versus level 3 confusion. Based on NHTSA field data, the numbers of complaints on level 2 systems are increasing, the number of injury/death related claims are growing (but recently started decreasing) and that systems may not be working reliably. Factors such as market penetration and exposure (post-COVID) may have played a certain role though the issue remains important. Regarding hands-off driving, recent research indicated an increased reaction time with capable hands-off systems resulting in more aggressive driver reactions and increased handling errors. Driver monitoring is crucial to address these concerns. Regarding Human Factors, a number of attributes such as driver age, gender and experience, training and experience with automation, mental workload and situational awareness, etc. are important to consider. In an SAE L2 system, no active control is provided by the driver and appropriate monitoring of the environment by the driver is critical, so HMI and driver monitoring requirements will be critical. On driving experience, research has shown that inexperienced drivers show higher risks (e.g., poorer hazard detection or increased likelihood to speed). Especially if drivers are appropriately trained and experienced with the system, drivers have been shown to have improved hazard perception, improved understanding of the system and take over conditions, and improved driver behavior. Focus topics therefore should focus concentrate on the safety benefit of ADAS, an increased responsibility on driver monitoring, a requirement to emergency safety systems enabled during use of L2 and the possibility to create minimum training or HMI requirements. The EC also presented a risk-based assessment approach for individual functions, differentiating performance and validation requirements depending on the risk category (based on capability) of a given ADAS system. 
· The Chair commented that most of the highlighted topics represent a summary of the discussions held within the TF up to this point. The Chair questioned how a given system can be assessed in terms of risk under this framework.
· AVERE commented that the study results presented by NHTSA did not look into crash mitigation or related beneficial impacts of level 2.
· The UK commented, touching on the point of driver training, how this could be addressed given this matter is generally handled by national regulations and inquired whether the EC had any thoughts on this. The UK agreed on the importance of the matter and recognized to a certain extent the responsibility of the manufacturer in ensuring awareness of the system’s capabilities.
· The EC explained that this is being further reflected on, though commented that for instance the introduction of a requirement on the manufacturer to present a notice, at least at the time of first use, of the driver’s responsibility when using the system may be helpful. In addition, the EC expressed a concern with a framework that is extremely open, where it is unclear what types of functions would be addressed. In terms of defining risk, an idea could be to consider an engineering approach such as a higher-level categorization (e.g., motorways without direct access or particular infrastructure, interurban roads, etc.) and to find a compromise in that way. In terms of the high-risk systems, when a manoeuvre is initiated, the EC noted that the system should be as capable as an ADS – though liability/responsibility should not be taken. In terms of testing and assessment, the system should show the same level of capability – but the driver still is required to step in given situations where the system would not be able to avoid an incident.
· The Chair suggested defining specific systems in the different categories. 
· Japan thanked the EC for an excellent presentation. Based on the understanding highlighted on the ‘Suggestions Summary’ slide in the presentation, Japan agreed with that there is no clear safety benefit but believed that there is a potential benefit which should be further evidenced with studies. Japan further agreed that the attentiveness of the driver, at least through ‘eyes-on’, is critical to the safe use of capable of L2 systems, and expressed a preference require emergency systems similar to RMF within capable L2 systems. Regarding the risk-based assessment approach, Japan disagreed on the application of full ADS requirements otherwise applicable to level 3 to the high-risk category of systems. In this instance, the system would be type-approved as level 3 system.
· The Secretary inquired whether the EC had already cross-referenced the main items outlined in the summary of the presentation against the draft master document, and evaluated to what extent they already address some of the topics outlined.
· The EC explained that the draft master document indeed already touched on some on the concerns outlined, but that the intent of the presentation was primarily intended to come to agreement on main topics. 
· OICA-CLEPA thanked the EC for the presentation and clarifications subsequently provided. OICA-CLEPA expressed concern with the mixed use of evidence or research on level 2 systems and higher levels of automation terminology during the presentation, and pointed out that the study referenced on prolonged automated driving did not assess level 2 but level 3 systems. OICA-CLEPA stated that the results of an ongoing study of L2 hands-off driving will soon be provided to the TF for consideration. Regarding the risk-based classification, OICA-CLEPA further noted that it may not be appropriate to use ‘risk’ as the determining differentiator. Rather, the differentiator may be preferably based on ‘complexity’ which would then be very similar to the proposed approach previously outlined by OICA-CLEPA. In terms of outlined high risk systems, the principle of system + driver needs to be consistently considered which makes it inappropriate to consider full ADS requirements, as the driver plays an important role in intervening against undesirable behavior. Regarding driver training, OICA-CLEPA noted that this was previously discussed in the TF and that OICA-CLEPA has been focusing on defining clear HMI, messaging and information materials requirements. 
· The EC expressed that its understanding is not too dissimilar from OICA-CLEPA, and indicated specific interest in the ongoing hands-off study. For maneuvers initiated by the system, even under responsibility of the driver, the system should be as capable as an ADS as it drives itself. The system should be able to assess whether the maneuver can be completed in safe was as an automated system would do, however when it comes to crash avoidance different requirements may apply. The EC accepted that low or high risk indeed may be misleading as it does not apply to the system, but the reactions needed from the system could include higher risk. 
· ETSC thanked the EC and agreed on the necessity of driver monitoring. Related to Human Factors, ETSC did not agree with the conclusion based on the study of Soli-Marcos and noted that some of the studies pointed out an increase in glances away from the driving task. ETSC noted that these studies reinforce the need for extensive driver monitoring. Regarding the inclusion of In-Service Monitoring and Reporting, ETSC expressed strong support and noted this was also a recommendation coming out of the Dutch Safety Board report. Lastly, ETSC expressed specific concern with hands-off systems.
· FIA noted its positions had previously included reference to various studies touching on topics such as studies and reports that the FIA has brought into this TF incl. hands-off Level 2+, ODD, HMI -systems boundaries - requirements) and FIA position papers.
· The Chair pointed out that a comprehensive Master Document already exists, and invited all stakeholders to introduce textual proposals for amendments.

7. Amendments to the ADAS Task Force Deliverables and Timings (GRVA-09-15)
· The Chair introduced ADAS-15-02 noting that the Secretary had pointed out that timings outlined in the TF ADAS Terms of Reference (GRVA-09-15) have become outdated. The Chair explained that ADAS-15-02 was discussed in the Drafting Group and that stakeholders were of the opinion that the timelines were considered to be optimistic. The current proposal outlined the submission of a draft proposal by January 2023-May 2023, and the submission of a final document by September 2023.
· The UK indicated that the timelines as presented were ambitious, given the state of discussions and the master document, which may be very challenging to achieve. In addition, the UK expressed concern that the dates would need to be updated again.
· OICA-CLEPA support the statement of the UK and suggested to bring forward a first document by the May session. 
· Per the input received, the timelines were adjusted to the submission of a first document by May 2023, at the latest September 2023. A finalized document would be presented to GRVA by January 2024.

8. Nomination of the ADAS Task Force Co-Chair
· The Chair noted that following the departure of Mr. Lagrange as Co-Chair, the position of Co-Chair has remained vacant. Mr. Lagrange had suggested Ms. Galassi of EC JRC to assume this responsibility, but further confirmation had not yet been received at this time. The Chair noted that the position of Co-Chair is important to ensure continuity in the absence of the Chair and to assist in driving progress of the regulatory document. The Chair invited any expressions of interest and announced the position of Co-Chair to be open. 

9. AOB
· No input was provided.

10. List of Action Items
· The following action items remain open:
4-1. Stakeholders to comment with safety concerns on the ADAS use cases. 
5-2. Stakeholders are invited to provide input to the content of the draft UN Regulation.
6- 
6-2. 
6-3. 
6-4. 
6-5. 
6-6. Industry & Stakeholders to consider annexes 3 and 4 of the draft Master Document and provide input.
7- 
8- 
8-2. 
8-3. Stakeholders to provide input on whether the concept of ‘Tactical functions’ should be considered within the DCAS regulation.
9- 
10- 
11- 
11-2. Any stakeholders to indicate interest in checking ISO 21448 provisions against the content of the master document. 

7- 
8- 
7- 
8- 
9- 
9-1. 
9-2. 
7- 
8- 
9- 
10- 
11- 
11-1. 

11. Next meeting
· The 16th TF on ADAS meeting will tentatively take place on the 5th of December 2022.
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