Submitted by the GRSG expert from The Netherlands as participant in the GRSG IWG-AECS. 

Discussion paper – EMC requirements for AECD (‘eCall’)

The aim of the Informal Working Group on AECS is to develop the Regulation on Automatic Emergency Call Systems (AECS), also ‘eCall’. Approval concerns:
- Part I:	AECD component (‘Automatic Emergency Call Device’),
- Part II:	vehicle with a Part I approved AECD component installed,
- Part III:	vehicle with an AECS (AECD integrated and not separately approved before).

According to the working document (latest version AECS-02-02-Rev.7), EMC provisions for AECD components are included in the general requirements, as follows:
7.1. “The effectiveness of AECD shall not be adversely affected by magnetic or electrical fields. This shall be demonstrated by compliance with the technical requirements and transitional provisions of Regulation No. 10, 04 series of amendments or any later series of amendments”.
Only this reference to R10.04 is made and no further specific EMC related provisions are included.

As participant to the GRSG-IWG on AECS, the GRSG-expert from The Netherlands, would like to hear the opinion of the EMC experts on the following issues:
1. does R10.04 (and any later version) fully cover the EMC aspects for AECD components to be fitted to vehicles and for vehicles with these systems installed/integrated? yes
2. in case not, what amendments can be proposed to Regulation 10? Does not apply
3. are specific EMC provisions necessary within the Regulation on AECS? General provisions of R10 


Considerations:
· Does R10 ensure the verification whether the AECD/AECS operates correctly (under the conditions post-crash, vehicle at standstill, ignition off) with regard to transmitting data (MSD) and establishing voice communication, when exposed to electromagnetic disturbances at the incident site.
· Is AECD/AECS an “immunity related function” according to the current definition of R10 paragraph 2.12.?
2.12.(a) “Functions related to the direct control of the vehicle: …”: not relevant,
2.12.(b) “Functions related to driver, passenger and other road user protection:
                (i) E.g. airbag and safety restraint systems.“: can easily be interpreted as “no”,
2.12.(c) “Functions which when disturbed cause confusion to the driver or other road 
                users: …”: not relevant,
2.12.(d) “Functions related to vehicle data bus functionality: …”: not relevant,
2.12.(e) “Functions which when disturbed affect vehicle statutory data: e.g. tachograph, 
                odometer: …”: not relevant,
2.12.(f) “Function related to charging mode when coupled to the power grid: …”: not relevant.
If this definition does not apply, AECD/AECS is not a “Relevant vehicle electrical/electronic system” according to paragraph 3.1.3. and type-approval cannot be obliged.
· The immunity requirements of R10 relate to:
- for a vehicle type, paragraph 6.4.2.2.: “no degradation of performance of immunity related 
  functions according to paragraph 2.1. of Annex 6”: meaning related to the direct control of 
  the vehicle and therefore not post-crash;
- for an ESA type, paragraph 6.8.2.2.: “no degradation of performance of immunity related 
  functions". And these “immunity related functions", according to paragraph 2.12. relate to 
  the vehicle/driver but not to the functioning of the specific AECD device itself when exposed 
  to electromagnetic fields.
To my understanding the AECD/AECS can fulfil the requirements of UN Regulation No. 10 but not function after a crash (no transmission of data / voice communication) when the device or vehicle is exposed to electromagnetic disturbances.

12th session of the IWG AECS – first semester must come to a proposal
Mandatory ecail 2018
Discussion in Geneva is going on 
EMC questions raised, with some positions. Philippe analysis confirmed. 
The aim is clear. 
Whether 

Russia is also very present in the discussion about EMC
Because the Russian regulation ERA GLONASS is based on this regulation. GOST standard loks like a real technical regulations. 

Example of issue by Benoit: mechanical resistance based on accident logy, very high energy crashes – very high level expected at the beginning, need to go deep in the justification. 

France: for France, it is normally in R10. The question is how. Pointed out the difficulty. 
During durability test. 
Japan: no comment
OICA: Frank gave the answers to the questions from the OICA EMC experts

Concern technical services: how to apply?
We do not need to have 28 answers
Frank added more explanations about the how item.
Do we have open R10?
What do we want in R10?

If we speak about AD, R10 would become of book of 800 pages
The scope of R10 should contains all the components covered by R10.
R10 has to be clear on that. Diego mentioned it is clear.

In the standardization, they will add. So it will be covered. 
GNSS is out of the scope of IEC regulations.

CCs:
· Open topic about what function should be included
· Keep it on the agenda for now

Ayhan:   Paper on how to test new function? 

· It is a general discussion, do we need a paper or a document to define the idea, and develop alternatives? More and more functions are not necessarily feasible to test in life situation?


Remark: NL has never said anything for European ecall

Mention the informal document with amendments to tR10, from JAMA/JAPIA/JASICS.
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