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Co-Chairs: 	Mr. Andrei Bocharov (Russian Federation), Mr. Antony Lagrange (EC)
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1. Welcome and Introduction
· Mr. Andrei Bocharov acting as the Chair of the meeting welcomed the participants to the meeting. 

2. Approval of the agenda 
· The Chair introduced the agenda ADAS-04-01-rev3, the meeting’s running order and outlined the meeting objectives. 
· OICA requested to handle all R79 topics on the first meeting day in view of the urgent need to have a submission prepared for the upcoming 10th GRVA session.
· The Chair accepted this request. The agenda and running order were subsequently adopted.

3. Approval of the Meeting Minutes of the 2nd meeting of the TF on ADAS
· The Minutes of the 3rd TF on ADAS meeting (ADAS-03-21-Rev.1) were adopted.

4. Consideration of the pending proposals for amending UN Regulation No. 79 not concluded at the 9th GRVA session 
4.1 Action item 3-4: Secretary to update the document ADAS 03-10 adding a ‘status column’.
· [bookmark: _Hlk69132853]The Secretary introduced the document line by line. 

4.2 RMF
Action item 3-1: Sweden to submit definition proposals to alleviate concerns with the OICA-CLEPA RMF proposal.
Action item 3-2: OICA-CLEPA, with respect to the RMF proposal, to provide technical data with respect to the critical situation values for future consideration.
Action item 3-3: OICA-CLEPA to organize a side-meeting on RMF with support from the Secretary to finalize the RMF proposal taking into account ADAS-03-17, ADAS-03-19 and the minutes of the 3rd TF on ADAS session ADAS-03-21-Rev.1 and cross-reference new requirements with existing systems on the market.
· OICA-CLEPA introduced ADAS-04-07-Rev.3 and indicated their willingness to accept the linguistic improvements previously proposed by the United Kingdom (different from the changes suggested in ADAS-04-20). 
· OICA-CLEPA, with respect to overriding the system, outlined a compromise in 5.1.6.3.5 introducing the concept of requiring a significant or multiple input to the accelerator or brake pedal to override the RMF. 
· The UK indicated that linguistic improvements to the compromise may be required, and alternatively suggested removing the example altogether.
· The Chair invited others to comment.
· Sweden indicated that it continued to be unclear in what manner an RMF should ideally be overridden and remarked that some standardization may be required. 
· The Chair suggested that the precise actions for intervention could possibly be outlined.
· Japan thanked OICA-CLEPA for the change and indicated its support for the current proposal.
· The Chair noted the difference in position between Contracting Parties and urged a compromise to be found. 
· OICA-CLEPA indicated to be flexible towards either the removal of the example or to maintain. If required, the example could also be put into a footnote. Responding to Sweden, OICA-CLEPA noted that some flexibility is required to ensure that appropriate response methods that are not confusing are implemented.
· Germany, the UK and the European Commission indicated to be supportive of the proposal.
· Sweden indicated that the text did not sufficiently clarify the protection measures against unintentional override. 
· OICA-CLEPA suggested a compromise, which was considered acceptable by Sweden. Common acceptance by TF ADAS on 5.1.6.3.5 was achieved. 
· OICA-CLEPA introduced the changes to 5.1.6.3.9.4 proposed by the United Kingdom and indicated its strong willingness to support for these changes.
· Japan felt that the proposed wording was an improvement but indicated its intent to review ahead of the second day of the session. Japan requested whether the matter could be briefly brought up again then.
· The Chair confirmed that this opportunity would be provided on Monday.
· On the RMF definition, the Netherlands requested OICA-CLEPA to confirm whether the system would also be allowed to brake before it reaches the target stop area.
· OICA-CLEPA confirmed that indeed the function is allowed to brake at all times as appropriate, as long as it would not obstruct traffic.
· OICA-CLEPA, on the RMF lane change function, introduced the two options (5.1.6.3.9.8.2 et al) and indicated that the outcome of the RMF Special Session was to focus on option 2 allowing for the future introduction of requirements once lane change requirements are developed in the future. With respect to 5.1.6.3.9.12.3, OICA-CLEPA felt that the requirement to provide an external warning during the lane change manoeuvre was already covered elsewhere in the proposal, however would be willing to accept a compromise requirement of an external warning in urban environments only. OICA-CLEPA noted that challenge with national regulations on this matter and indicated that a compromise would have to be sought by the Contracting Parties.
· The Chair suggested to remove the provision requiring an acoustic warning. 
· Japan indicated that a compromise was put forward in ADAS-04-17-Rev.2 so that the requirement would only apply in Contracting Parties unless traffic rules in the market prohibit such a system. 
· The UK and Germany indicated to be supportive of the Japanese proposal for 5.1.6.3.9.12.3. 
· OICA-CLEPA introduced the change to 5.1.6.3.9.17 and indicated that the restriction to only require a critical situation not be created in the predicted path of the vehicle would be acceptable. ETSC had proposed to remove the text in brackets.
· Japan requested to revert to 5.1.6.3.9.8.2.3 and .2.4 later.
· China supported the deletion of the text.
· OICA-CLEPA introduced the proposals for the special provisions for M2/M3 vehicles at 5.1.6.3.10. OICA-CLEPA understood that the proposal intended to require an acoustic warning to be presented to passengers of the vehicle before an RMF procedure is started. OICA-CLEPA argued that such a warning should only be relevant for vehicles with standing passengers. In addition, the driver should have priority to override the request from a passenger to suppress the RMF intervention. (5.1.6.3.10.1 & .2).
· Japan was not able to confirm due to the brief availability of the proposal. Japan intended the acoustic warning also to be required for vehicles with sitting passengers rather than just standing passengers. 
· Germany was also not in the possibility to confirm support but expressed tentative support. 
· The United Kingdom noted that the proposal in 5.1.6.3.10.1 provision should be a ‘shall’ rather than a ‘may’ provision. In addition, the UK noted that passengers should not have direct intervention capability without confirmation from the driver. The UK had also suggested linguistic improvements in ADAS-04-20. The UK requested the revisions in ADAS-04-20 to be implemented but supported the principle of the proposal. The UK also noted that an optical signal should be required in addition to acoustic signal.
· France indicated to have reservations on the proposal and agreed that no direct action on the vehicle by the passenger should be required. Further deliberation would be required.
· OICA-CLEPA confirmed that the provision outlined in 5.1.6.3.10.1 would not be restricted to vehicles with standing passengers. OICA-CLEPA also indicated to be happy to implement additional feedback from Contracting Parties on this issue.
· Japan, after invitation from the Chair, indicated to be supportive of the intent in 5.1.6.3.10.1 to apply to all vehicles.
· The UK outlined the textual improvements it had proposed for these provisions in ADAS-04-20.
· OICA-CLEPA indicated that it would review 5.1.6.3.10.2 provision but tentatively indicated to be supportive. OICA-CLEPA would confirm on the second day of the session. 
· Japan also tentatively offered support for the UK proposal for 5.1.6.3.10.1.
· The UK suggested to combine the OICA-CLEPA and UK proposals for 5.1.6.3.10.2 which it would be able to support.
· On 5.1.6.3.10.2, OICA-CLEPA explained that in other regulations passengers of these types of vehicles are presumed to also be able to cope with decelerations of up to 2.4 m/s² which OICA-CLEPA argued would be beneficial to include in this provision. 
· The UK invited other Contracting Parties to comment whether the acoustic and optical warnings outlined in this provision should be differentiated from one another. 
· The Chair commented that we should try to keep the provision as simple as possible. 
· Japan explained a concern with the use of ‘alternatively’ in the proposal and requested further information on the 2.4 m/s² requirement. 
· OICA-CLEPA explained that the 2.4 m/s² requirement should only apply to vehicles with standing passengers. If the vehicle would de facto be required to be limited to this deceleration limit, OICA-CLEPA argued that an acoustic or optical warning would not be required as the behavior would not be different from e.g., a bus stopping at a bus stop.
· Japan indicated that an optical and acoustic warning should be required irrespective of what the designed braking behavior of the vehicle would be when under an RMF. 
· France confirmed that it would be able to accept .10.1, however would not be able to accept 10.2.
· Japan indicated that it would be in a position to accept .10.2 if the final sentence of the proposal is removed and expressed reservations for the 2.4 m/s² braking value. 
· The Chair invited Japan to introduce the proposed changes to 5.1.6.3.9.8.2.3 and .4 outlined in ADAS 04-17.
· Japan explained that the proposal further refines the proposed changes outlined by OICA-CLEPA. 
· OICA-CLEPA, with respect to 5.1.6.3.9.8.2.3, pointed out that the proposal would be in conflict with the value outlined in 5.1.6.3.9.8.2.1. With respect to 8.2.4, OICA-CLEPA reminded Contracting Parties that the RMF is an emergency function that could be equipped in a variety of vehicles types and that a delay of 2 seconds may restrict the practical safety benefit of the function.
· Japan explained that the proposal to limit the deceleration in 2.3 (ego vehicle) is different from 2.1 (approaching vehicle).
· The Chair invited OICA-CLEPA to further evidence why the proposals would be redundant, or alternatively identify a compromise. In parallel, the Chair invited Japan to consider omitting the proposals for the time being to allow the presentation of research, or alternatively work on a compromise solution with OICA-CLEPA. The Chair invited all Contracting Parties to submit remaining proposals or compromise solutions by Monday.
· The UK requested to introduce the other proposed changes in ADAS-04-20. The UK for instance outlined a proposal definition for “beside the road” in 2.4.19 which it felt is required to offer clarity to type-approval services and authorities. The UK explained that the change to 5.1.6.3.9.12 is intended to outline that the listed exemptions would only apply to the final lane change manoeuvre. 
· The Chair invited the UK to outline a compromise with OICA-CLEPA relating to 5.1.6.3.7 (h).
· Japan invited OICA-CLEPA to review the research outlined in ADAS-04-05 ahead of Monday and reminded that there were two remaining items to discuss in ADAS-04-17. With respect to 5.1.6.3.9.12.4, Japan requested OICA-CLEPA to come with more information as to why a tolerance should be required. With respect to 5.1.6.3.9.13, the ability to flash alternatively was proposed to be removed. 
· The UK supported this change to 5.1.6.3.9.13.
· OICA-CLEPA explained that with respect to .12.4, certain vehicles at low speeds technically would require such a tolerance in order to appropriately meet the outlined requirements. With respect to .9.13, OICA-CLEPA explained that during the RMF Special Session there appeared a need to be able to indicate the direction the vehicle would be travelling which would be a challenge if the hazard warning lamp is active. This is why an alternative flashing was proposed.
· The UK explained that a mix of indicator and hazard warning signals would from a naturalistic perspective be considered confusing and would furthermore be in violation of UK traffic laws. 
· The Chair invited the industry and the stakeholders to work together to come to a final compromise by Monday so that a final proposal could be considered. 
On the second day of the Session
· OICA-CLEPA introduced revision 4 of ADAS-04-07 and proceeded to run through the various outstanding items highlighted in yellow. OICA-CLEPA first touched on 5.1.6.3.9.4 and noted that the proposed change was aimed to find a compromise with the concerns from Japan. 
· The Chair noted no objections to the proposed text. 
· OICA-CLEPA proceeded with 5.1.6.3.9.8.2.1. The change was also accepted.
· OICA-CLEPA proceeded to introduce 5.1.6.3.9.8.2.3.
· Japan indicated that it would not be able to confirm whether it is able to support the proposed change. In addition, on first reading, Japan noted that the change did not reflect the concerns previously indicated by Japan. Japan asked OICA-CLEPA to explain why the compromise proposal from Japan was not accepted. 
· OICA-CLEPA explained that the proposal from Japan would require different deceleration performance from the system before and during the lane change which OICA-CLEPA not considered to be desirable performance. OICA-CLEPA explained that the new proposal allows for a continuous deceleration of the vehicle rather than a step-function approach. 
· Japan indicated to be willing to accept the proposal if the mention of ‘lane change manoeuvre’ was changed to ‘lane change procedure’. This was accepted by OICA-CLEPA.
· Japan indicated not to be able to accept the current proposal for 5.1.6.3.9.8.2.4. 
· OICA-CLEPA introduced the changes proposed for 5.1.6.3.9.12.4 with respect to the allowed tolerance for N2, N3, M2 and M3 vehicles. The blue text in the proposal was proposed by the United Kingdom.
· Japan indicated it would not be able to accept the proposal as up to date speed control technologies would not require such a tolerance to be implemented. 
· OICA-CLEPA suggested to keep the text in brackets for consideration in the GRVA session and would follow up with Japan. 
· The Chair noted that deletion of the proposal to maintain a tolerance would resolve the issue and urged OICA-CLEPA to investigate whether or not this would not be acceptable. 
· OICA-CLEPA confirmed it would be willing to investigate.
· Japan invited OICA-CLEPA to provide more information on the need for a tolerance. 
· OICA-CLEPA introduced the proposals for 5.1.6.3.10.1 and 10.2. 
· France thanked OICA-CLEPA and indicated to have discussed the proposal with Japan. France indicated that it is tentatively able to support the provision as proposed and would follow up with OICA-CLEPA if needed. 
· The proposed changes to 10.1 and 10.2 were accepted by TF on ADAS.
· Japan introduced a new proposal for 5.1.6.3.9.8.2.4.
· OICA-CLEPA explained that Japan’s new proposal was already integrated into 5.1.6.3.9.8.2.3 eschewing the need for the timing specifications outlined by Japan in their 8.2.4 proposal. 
· Japan explained that their proposal also intends to capture situations where the RMF vehicle would not decelerate during the lane change procedure. As such, Japan feels that two separate paragraphs continue to be needed. 
· OICA-CLEPA explained that it felt that the proposal from Japan would cause an additional risk to rear traffic. OICA-CLEPA proposed to continue to work with Japan to come to an agreeable solution for both sides.
· Japan invited OICA-CLEPA to discuss both 8.2.3 and 8.2.4 ahead of the GRVA session.
· OICA-CLEPA introduced the proposal for 12.2 (h). 
· The United Kingdom indicated to be willing to accept this proposal.
· The Chair proposed to bring forward a document as the Taskforce to GRVA provided OICA-CLEPA and Japan identify a compromise on 5.1.6.3.9.8.2.4. 
· OICA-CLEPA proposed to have a document finalized by the end of the week ahead of the GRVA session.
Action items 3-1, 3-2 and 3-3 can be closed.

4.3 Action item 2-2: AVERE to draft the new proposals for B1 and C1 ACSF by the next TF on ADAS session in April. All stakeholders to provide comments.
· The Chair invited OICA-CLEPA to introduce ADAS-04-11.
· OICA-CLEPA explained the proposal, which was previously brought forward by AVERE at GRVA. OICA-CLEPA stressed the importance of the proposal which does no harm with respect to safety or traffic rules by increasing the allowed lane change procedure time for the 1-step HMI to 7 seconds. OICA-CLEPA stressed that the increased time availability allows for more natural behavior of the system which does not lead to distraction from the driver. OICA-CLEPA also noted that the proposal had been considered an acceptable compromise a year ago. 
· The Netherlands indicated not to be in favor of the proposal. In addition, the Netherlands explained that an increase in the allowed time for the one-step system would not be in line with the two-step HMI because more time is allowed between driver interactions in case of the 1-step version. 
· France indicated to understand the explanations provided by OICA and considered the proposal to be acceptable. 
· AVERE commented to be supportive of the OICA-CLEPA proposal and indicated its intent to resubmit data for consideration of GRVA if the proposal is submitted by OICA-CLEPA. AVERE noted a 20% abort rate in lane changes in Europe while such behavior is not apparent elsewhere in the world.
· The Chair closed the discussion for the time being and urged OICA-CLEPA and the Netherlands to find a compromise. 

· The Chair invited OICA-CLEPA to introduce ADAS-04-12.
· OICA-CLEPA introduced two options to change 5.6.2.2.3 for cases where a B1 system would reach he system boundaries. In the first option, the requirement for the system to continue to provide assistance was removed. In option 2, further specifications are introduced and a requirement is added that the system design is to be evidenced as part of the Annex 6 technical documentation.
· Sweden indicated hesitance with option 1 as there is an expectation that the system would be able to continue to provide a minimum level of support in case the system boundaries are reached. Sweden suggested that some rewording of the existing text may be sufficient rather than adding new requirements.
· OICA-CLEPA explained that some recognition has to be made that this is a limited system and not an automated system. An ADAS may not always be able to define the appropriate path of travel in a given situation. 
· Sweden suggested whether the addition of ‘as long as traffic safety can be ensured’ could be sufficient to resolve the issue.
· ITU inquired whether a map database would be of help to resolve situations where this issue appears. ITU also expressed concern that the proposal would bar map data from being used at all.
· OICA-CLEPA explained that a map database in principle is irrelevant for this discussion and that the intent is not to prohibit the use of such information. OICA-CLEPA also indicated that they would not be able to support the proposal from Sweden. 
· The United Kingdom agreed with OICA-CLEPA and indicated to be more support of option 2.
· Sweden highlighted that further amendments or rewording to option 2 would still be desirable but indicated not to intend to object. 
· France agreed with the United Kingdom that option 2 would provide more information and a clearer sense of the system. France proposed to remove the brackets for the provision introducing the link to Annex 6. France would provide a final confirmation of its support in the GRVA session.
· Japan noted that the reference to the specified maximum lateral acceleration in option 2 may be duplicate. 
· OICA-CLEPA explained that the additional reference is required as the provision would only apply to situations where the system boundaries are reached. 
· The United Kingdom noted that a third bullet may be required touching on the loss of detection of lane markings. 
· The Chair invited the industry to work with the authorities who commented to come to a final resolution this week.
Action item 2-2 can be closed.
4.4 Action item 2-3: OICA/CLEPA to reintroduce GRVA/2021/09 proposal with updated justification. All stakeholders to provide comments.
· Due to lack of time, the proposal was not discussed but comments were invited from all stakeholders ahead of the next GRVA and TF on ADAS session. 
4.5 Action item 3-5: OICA-CLEPA to submit an updated proposal with respect to RCP taking into account the feedback provided by stakeholders (in reference to GRVA/2021/12).
· Due to lack of time, the proposal was not discussed but comments were invited from all stakeholders ahead of the next GRVA and TF ADAS session. 
4.6 Action item 2-5: The secretary together with OICA/CLEPA to fill up the new row in document ADAS-02-16 for the discussion at the next meeting.
· Due to lack of time, the document was not brought forward.
· OICA-CLEPA asked if they could submit directly to the 10th GRVA session the documents not considered at the 4th TF on ADAS session due to the lack of time.
· The Chair explained that there is no obstacle to submit the said documents to the 10th GRVA session on behalf of OICA-CLEPA and thus to use the opportunity of additional discussion of the proposals at the GRVA level.
Action items 2-3, 3-5 and 2-5 can be closed. The new action items would be defined as a follow-up to the decisions of the 10th GRVA session.
5. Analysis of future ADAS use cases
5.1 Action item 2-6: All stakeholders to comment on what is missed in the OICA/CLEPA and AVERE presentations on description of use cases (ADAS 02-17) and add use cases. AVERE to work along the same format as OICA/CLEPA. Deadline is end of March.
Action item 3-7: AVERE to provide additional justification about the parking use-cases outlined in ADAS use-cases being ADAS-03-13. All stakeholders are invited to provide input with respect to the safety concerns of the use cases as presented.
5.2 Consolidation of new ADAS use cases
· The Chair informed the TF on ADAS that several new documents were submitted and that use cases were compiled by the Secretary into a new document. Before reviewing the Secretary document, the Chair invited OICA-CLEPA to introduce ADAS-04-10.
· OICA-CLEPA explained that industry attempted to provide additional information on research, data and statistics with each use case. OICA-CLEPA clarified that we should not presume human driving to be safe, as comfort systems can help the human driver to focus on the key elements of a given situations. 
· The Chair thanked OICA-CLEPA and hoped that the presentation of this information would address partly the concern from Sweden about outlining the appropriate use-cases. 
· Sweden thanked OICA-CLEPA for the provided information. Sweden asked OICA-CLEPA to outline the necessity of regulating longitudinal control, as the first outlined use case (lane changes in non-highway environments) could theoretically be regulated under UN Regulation No.79.
· OICA-CLEPA felt that under the current definitional framework of UN Regulation No.79 such a system would likely not fit due to various limitations. In addition, OICA-CLEPA noted that considering said use case from the perspective of both longitudinal and lateral control would be beneficial as the situation may require such (i.e., in consideration of VRUs). 
· Sweden thanked OICA-CLEPA and agreed that this makes sense.
· The Chair noted that we will review the safety concerns with these use cases in parallel to developing the UN Regulation provisions. This will be an ongoing effort. 
· The Secretary briefly introduced ADAS-04-18 and ADAS-04-13 outlining an overview of the use-cases. The Secretary noted that this will be a document that will be continuously maintained.
Action items 2-6 and 3-7 can be closed.
New action item 4-1: Stakeholders to comment with safety concerns on the ADAS use cases.

6. ADAS definition and the scope for the TF on ADAS activity
6.1 Action item 3-8: The TF Leadership to draft a new document outlining a definition for ADAS per the comments received, taking into account the feedback received from the Netherlands, the UK, Germany and AAPC, taking into account the preference for short definition.
· The Chair introduced section II of ADAS-04-03-Rev.2 with respect to the scope of activity to be considered for the new UN Regulation on ADAS. The TF leadership proposed to focus the scope of activity on ADAS systems on systems that provide sustained support. 
· OICA-CLEPA again expressed the preference to only focus on systems with respect to longitudinal control only in combination with lateral control.
· AAPC supported this statement and urged that systems that only provide longitudinal or only lateral control should be outside of the scope. 
· The Co-Chair asked OICA-CLEPA to explain whether it intends to continue amending R79 to include new systems in the future. In addition, the Co-Chair expressed that more clarity with regard to ‘sustained basis’ would be necessary. What is principally important is that systems combine longitudinal and lateral control.
· AAPC explained that ‘sustained basis’ allows to differentiate from systems that offer an automatic intervention where the oversight or action of the driver may not be required. 
· OICA-CLEPA argued that the outlined proposals are minor extensions that fall within the scope that is already defined for R79 at this time. OICA-CLEPA felt that waiting for the new UN Regulation would possibly take too much time. 
· The Chair asked OICA-CLEPA to confirm whether ‘sustained basis’ should require different wording.
· OICA-CLEPA agreed.
· Sweden questioned whether reference to level 1 or level 2 should be made at all. In addition, the question of sustainability should be clarified within the definition of assistance systems.
· The Co-Chair stated that the main point is that lateral and longitudinal control are combined, but only to assist and not replace the driver. 
· AAPC wished to reaffirm that a system should only be considered within the scope of this regulation if it combines lateral and longitudinal control. The notion of ‘sustained basis’ comes in when such operation is performed within the outlined ODD. 
· The Chair thanked AAPC for this explanation and that the purpose of the new UN Regulation would also allow the approval of assistance functions as a package. The Chair asked whether the stakeholders were able to support the table as proposed. 
· OICA-CLEPA suggested at least a priority should be given to level 2 if level 1 was included. The Co-Chair suggested that level 2 functions are indicated with priority (larger X) compared to level 1 (smaller x). 
· AAPC commented that lateral control-only would be the subject of UN R79. OICA-CLEPA supported this statement.
· The Chair introduced section I of the document outlining definitions for ADAS or VCAS systems. The Chair noted the proposal by AAPC to define assistance within the scope of the new Regulation as VCAS rather than ADAS. The Chair noted that this proposal is an interesting suggestion which appropriate to use, though ‘sustained basis’ may need to be further explained. In addition, the systems outlined in other regulations would be considered outside of the scope. The Chair invited comments.
· Sweden inquired whether the intent is to differentiate VCAS from ADAS and whether a corrective steering function would fall within the scope of VCAS. If not, is this due to the mention on ‘sustained basis’. 
· The UK understood the intent of the proposal, but noted that further consideration is needed of the amount of the driving task that is taken over by the system. 
· Sweden also thanked the Chair for the clarification that VCAS would be a subset of ADAS, however outlined its concern that discussions would head towards fully automated level 2 systems. Sweden expressed a need to further review the meaning of ‘sustained basis’. 
· Japan echoed the concern expressed by Sweden. The differentiation between VCAS and ADAS should be better clarified. 
· AVERE asked AAPC to further explain why a different definition of VCAS was needed to differentiate from ADAS if the UN Regulation would specify that other regulations are outside of the scope. 
· The Co-Chair questioned whether we should not just focus on the taxonomy outlined in WP.29/1140 and described in the Terms of Reference of the Taskforce. 
· AAPC expressed that it would be happy to use the SAE J3016 taxonomy alternatively.
· The Co-Chair noted that we should not create new terminology if existing taxonomy or official documentation of WP.29 is appropriate. The Co-Chair additionally noted that if the new terminology does not provide explicit benefit, the existing ADAS terminology should be maintained. 
· The Chair introduced part C of the document which outlines high levels principles ADAS systems would have to meet in order to fall under the scope of the new UN Regulation, which in turn limits the scope of application of the UN Regulation. 
· The Chair invited the participants to provide input by Monday if possible, on the definition of ADAS or VCAS, and reminded all that a report would have to be provided to the next GRVA session in May. 
· No further comments were received.
On the second day of the Session
· The Chair informed the participants that a revision 3 of ADAS 04-03 was made available to TF ADAS for consideration. The Chair proceeded to review the document indicating that previous submissions from the UK, NL, the European Commission and AAPC were used to draft a new proposal definition for ADAS under the new UN regulation on ADAS. The Chair invited comments to the definition outlined on the top of page 2. 
· AAPC commented that the used definition should align as closely as possible to the definition used in SAE J3016. 
· The Netherlands inquired whether the importance of driver engagement and the driver’s involvement in the driving task was sufficiently reflected in the definition.
· The Chair noted this comment.
· Sweden agreed with the Netherlands that the last proposed sentence (on driver monitoring) did not appropriately encompass the importance of driver engagement.
· The Co-Chair requested further clarification of what is intended with ‘driver engagement’, and whether ‘assisting the driver in performing the dynamic driving task’ does not appropriately encompass this concept. 
· AAPC indicated that the inclusion of “temporarily or” would not fit within the intended purpose of the new Regulation. Inclusion of this concept would extend the scope to systems such as AEBS, FCW, etc. In addition, AAPC noted that ‘assisting in performing the dynamic driving task (DDT)’ is not compatible with an assistance system where the driver is always driving the vehicle. 
· The Netherlands clarified that ‘monitoring’ does not necessarily mean the driver is actively engaged in executing the driver task for which (s)he is responsible. 
· Japan explained that the removal of ‘temporarily’ is dependent on the purpose of the definition. If it is a general definition for ADAS, it should be included. If, however, it is specific to the systems to be considered in this regulation, it should be removed.
· The Chairs agreed with Japan that this definition is intended to outline the scope of the new UN Regulation.
· CLEPA recommended not to install a new definition for ODD. 
· The Co-Chair noted that the mention of ODD is not needed. 
· AAPC considered that the notion of ODD is important to include because this differentiates ADAS systems from automatic intervention systems that have very specific triggers (such as AEBS). 
· Japan indicated to prefer not to include ODD within the definition of ADAS as this is a concept specific to ADS. Inclusion of the concept would lead to confusion.
· The Co-Chair noted that ‘sustained basis’ combined with longitudinal and lateral control already differentiates ADAS from systems referred to by AAPC. With respect to reference to driver monitoring, the Co-Chair explained that this definition originates from the applicable SAE standard.
· AAPC noted that reference to driver monitoring is not required within the definition, rather outlined within the requirements section of the regulation. AAPC again noted concern with regard to the mention of ‘assisting in performing the DDT’.
· Netherlands thanked AAPC for the comments and felt that the reference to driver monitoring is helpful. 
· Sweden agreed with AAPC that the sentence is not required in the definition as it puts an obligation on the driver rather than the system. As such, the text should not be in the definition however rather outlined in requirements. 
· The United Kingdom noted that the definition specifies that the system is assisting in performing the DDT, not outright performing the DDT. As such, it would appear appropriate to maintain this reference. While the UK agreed that some rewording may be needed of the final sentence on driver monitoring, it felt that is important to maintain to immediately outline the responsibilities. 
· The Co-Chair noted that a distinction with Level 3 should be made and that supporting the driver in the DDT is part of the definition.
· AAPC noted that reference to assistance in the DDT should not be there. AAPC noted that we are regulating a system that offers the driver motion control support.  The aim of the regulation is to ensure that the driver continues to perform the DDT. The DDT cannot be shared.
· The Co-Chair noted to the Netherlands that previously a more elaborate definition with respect to driver monitoring and driver engagement was proposed. 
· The Chair indicated that this section of the definition would remain in brackets for now and remain open for feedback.
New action item 4-2: Stakeholders to provide input to the definition as outlined in ADAS-04-03-Rev-3.
· The Chair proceeded with Section B and C of the document. With respect to the table of Section C, the Chair requested confirmation from the participants whether the scope of the regulation would be level 2 and level 1 systems.  indicated that this section of the definition would remain in brackets for now and remain open for feedback.
· OICA-CLEPA agreed with AAPC and reiterated the statement from the first day that the focus should be on level 2 systems at this time for the new UN Regulation. OICA-CLEPA indicated that level 1 systems for lateral control are sufficiently covered by UN Regulation No.79 and that no regulation for level 1 longitudinal control systems is currently needed. 
· The Co-Chair noted that the Terms of Reference include systems up to level 2 which should be encompassed within the UN regulation in one go. In the first phase, level 2 systems would be the priority. Level 1 systems should not be specifically excluded.
· The United Kingdom agreed with the Co-Chair that the scope should be left open. 

Action item 3-8 can be closed.

7. Discussion on the high-level regulatory items for ADAS  
7.1 Action item 3-10: The TF Leadership to draft a new document based on ADAS-03-05, ADAS-03-11 and ADAS-03-12.
Action item 3-9: All stakeholders are invited to provide feedback to ADAS-03-05, ADAS-03-11 and ADAS-03-12, as well as on the new document that will be combined by leadership. 
· The Chair introduced ADAS 04-02 which combines the previous proposals with respect to the high-level regulatory items, and invited stakeholders to review the document by the next second day of the session. Stakeholders were invited to comment.
Action items 3-10 and 3-9 can be closed.
New action item 4-3: Stakeholders to review and provide comments on ADAS-04-02 (with respect to high-level regulatory items).
8. Discussion of the draft new UN Regulation on ADAS (VCAS)
· The Chair introduced ADAS-04-21 containing a template for a new UN Regulation with regard to ADAS.
· Sweden highlighted the challenges with this work and procedure. Noting the discussion on ADAS-04-03-Rev.3, Sweden noted that the structure can be defined in several ways depending on the use cases that are under consideration. 
· CLEPA inquired whether the Terms of Reference already stipulated whether a new ADAS regulation would be developed.
· The Chairs confirmed that this is within the scope of the Terms of Reference and that a decision was taken at the last TF ADAS session to proceed with developing a new ADAS regulation.
· ITU noted that a specific name for ADAS should be defined as the regulation will not cover all ADAS systems. 
· AAPC noted that there cannot be a reference to the DDT as the human driver runs the system. On the reference to operating scenarios, AAPC questioned whether TF ADAS truly wishes to proceed with the same approach as ACSF. 
· The Chair invited additional input to this template document from stakeholders.
New action item 4-4: Stakeholders to review and submit input on ADAS-04-21 outlining a structure for a new UN Regulation on ADAS.
New action item 4-5: The TF leadership to integrate the content of ADAS-04-03-Rev.3 and ADAS-04-02, as well as all the input received from the stakeholders to ADAS-04-21 thus to create the draft UN Regulation on ADAS as a base for the discussion at the 5th TF on ADAS session.

9. The report of the TF on ADAS to the 10th GRVA session
· The Chair introduced ADAS-04-08 indicating the draft report to GRVA on TF ADAS activities.
· Sweden inquired why details on the new UN Regulation should at all be presented to GRVA, for instance the definition or the table which have been under discussion. Sweden suggested to remove both slides.
· CLEPA supported the statement from Sweden.
· The Chair agreed that the slides in question should be excluded from the presentation. 

10. AOB
· No other business was considered.
 
11. List of Action Items
· The following action items were outlined:
4-1. Stakeholders to comment with safety concerns on the ADAS use cases. 
4-2. Stakeholders to provide input to the definition as outlined in ADAS-04-03-Rev.3.
4-3. Stakeholders to review and provide comments on ADAS-04-02 (with respect to high-level regulatory items).
4-4. Stakeholders to review and submit input on ADAS-04-21 outlining a structure for a new UN Regulation on ADAS.
4-5. The TF leadership to integrate the content of ADAS-04-03-Rev.3 and ADAS-04-02, as well as all the input received from the stakeholders to ADAS-04-21 thus to create the draft UN Regulation on ADAS as a base for the discussion at the 5th TF on ADAS session.

12. Next meeting
· The 5th TF on ADAS meeting will tentatively take place on the 14th and 15th of June 2021.
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