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1.- Welcome and Introduction
The group recognized the challenge of making progress in the discussions during the holiday period between the previous meeting and the present ones. The group also recognized that the Task force meeting is mainly devoted to the technical items, while the regular plenary 2nd meeting will address some political/administrative issues.

See list of attendees as in Annex 1.

2.- Approval of the agenda
Japan withdrew document AEBS/LDWS-02-06 as it is superseded by document AEBS/LDWS-02-10. 

The group agreed to include in the future revisions of document AEBS/LDWS-01-14 (list of documents) all documents cited in the reports.

3.- Review of the Terms of Reference and Rules of Procedure

3.1 Existing vs. new regulations

Japan favoured the establishment of new regulations instead of amendments to existing regulations, as a help for the Contracting Parties to prepare their national legislations. Germany was concerned that the lead time necessary for editing and establishing new regulations would handicap Industry to make Industrial decisions in time for being ready for the time of application of the systems mandatory equipment. CLEPA supported that point of view, adding that, whatever the decision, it should be done by GRRF well in time for Industry to be ready to prepare design and production of the systems. CLEPA pointed out the particular case of AEBS, where the system is in fact an “add-on” to the existing braking system. The expert from CLEPA added that a lot in the performance of the AEBS depends on the performance of the braking system itself. He however considered the situation less critical for the LDWS. The expert from the European Commission recognized the tight time frame, but clarified that the European institutions have administratively no major time delays in adopting a new regulation, compared to an amendment to an existing regulation. He added that, for the sake of clarity, the European Commission’s legal advisers in principle favour the adoption of new regulations in cases similar to the AEBS/LDWS rulemaking. He however committed to internally inquire about the delay differences between the two paths. The United Kingdom was not in favour of inserting the AEBS requirements into the existing braking regulation, UNECE R13, as this already contains two options namely with or without ESC + BAS. The expert from UK thought that GRRF might be reluctant to accept a third option to be added with the introduction of AEBS in an additional annex.
Note: GRRF at its 66th session decided that the requirements for AEBS as well as for LDWS shall be introduced in the form of new UNECE regulations.

3.2 “if fitted” vs. “shall be fitted” approach

Japan was keen to keep the freedom for each contracting party to mandate the vehicles or classes of vehicles in which the advanced safety systems should be fitted. CLEPA asked the contracting parties to consider the manufacturers’ point of view such that Industry could be forced to develop systems for a small number of vehicles, for the one country mandating the system on a particular category only.

The group acknowledged that point of view.

Note: GRRF at its 66th session decided that the provisions for AEBS as well as for LDWS shall be introduced into new UNECE regulations, with the consequence that the systems will be optional in each regulation (“if fitted” approach).

3.3 Scope

The Chair reminded that the Terms of Reference (document AEBS/LDWS-01-07) foresee a wide scope in the UNECE regulation, providing the contracting parties the freedom to nationally restrict the scope as necessary in their own territory. In this view, the Chair informed that the European Commission found some merit in the Japanese approach as communicated in document AEBS/LDWS-02-10. Germany, supported by the United Kingdom, stressed that the contracting parties themselves are ultimately the final decision makers about the applicability of one regulation in their territory. Some debate took place concerning the possible inclusion of the vehicles of categories M2/N2 in the scope of the regulations. While it was well stressed that the informal group will deliver results for those categories in the same time as for the heavier vehicles of catgory M3 and N3, the expert from Daimler cautioned the group that AEBS currently is nowhere applied on M2/N2, and that defining the requirements for them will be more difficult as there is – unlike for M3 and N3 - no experience with existing systems.
Note: GRRF at its 66th session decided that the scopes for AEBS as well as for LDWS shall be restricted to vehicles of categories 2 and 3, with no derogation in the UNECE regulations.
3.4 Dates of delivery
In view of the good progress made on the establishment of a consistent regulatory text on LDWS, the group agreed to advance the target date for delivering to GRRF a draft regulatory text proposal on LDWS, from February 2011 to September 2010.
The target date for delivering to GRRF a draft regulatory text proposal on AEBS remained unchanged to February 2011
4.- Review of the action points from the kick-off meeting in Paris

4.1 AEBS
The Chair, as European Commission representative, recalled that provisions exist in the European  General Safety Regulation (GSR) to enable the EC to provide exemptions for certain vehicles and:or classes of vehicles. He invited all European parties to provide their desiderata together with data to justify exemptions for certain vehicles.

Japan presented document AEBS/LDWS-02-09 providing statistical data about accidents involving large trucks in Japan, and some interpretation of the figures.

Daimler committed to provide statistical data at the December 09 meeting (3rd meeting, 3-4 December).

As the author was not present, the presentation of Document AEBS/LDWS-02-05, providing some indication on the proper way to define stationary vehicle vs. moving vehicle, was postponed to the next meeting.
The group also agreed to postpone the debates about failure modes and in-use assessment, as no new input was available.

4.2 LDWS

As for the AEBS above, the group agreed to postpone to the next meeting the debates about failure modes and in-use assessment, as no new input was available.

As no input was made available about the definition of the latest warning line; the group decided to defer also this item to the next informal group meeting.

5.- Revision of AEBS skeleton paper

Document:
AEBS/LDWS-02-02 (Secretariat)

5.1 Scope and purpose

5.1.1 Vehicle categories

The group started the discussion by a short debate concerning the format of the skeleton paper (AEBS/LDWS-02-02), as it is formatted as a draft new UNECE regulation rather than a purely structural document, and some delegations challenged this as an anticipation of a decision from the group. The Chair recalled that the format of the text must simply permit to read the requirements separately, and that there is no intention of reflecting the way the final regulatory document should be presented. He suggested to restrict the discussions to the substance of the document, rather than its format, as this format may change drastically according to the expected guidance and decisions of GRRF/WP29.
5.1.2 Collision avoidance vs. collision mitigation

The Chair then started the debate about how to handle the two different philosophies upon which AEBS currently on the market are based, i.e. moving obstacle and collision avoidance versus stationary obstacle and collision mitigation. He launched the idea of basically having a set of requirements for an AEBS system based on the 1st philosophy, then an additional set of requirements for an AEBS system also capable of meeting the other one. Some discussion took place about the way to discriminate the two philosophies. The suppliers were of the opinion that collision avoidance depends too much on the warning means and strategy  and on the driver’s reaction, on which the system has no control, and suggested therefore to discuss collision mitigation only. The vehicle manufacturers however challenged that point of view, arguing that there are on the market  systems that can avoid the accident without taking into account the driver’s reaction. Japan declared to be ready to consider the development of conditions for a system aiming at collision avoidance. Germany insisted on the need to mandate interaction of the system with the driver. Some suppliers indicated that the main problem is automatic braking in the stationary target scenario. The vehicle manufacturers pointed out that the two philosophies do not differ a lot in technology.
Japan presented document AEBS/LDWS-02-11 (State of the art in Japan) and AEBS/LDWS-02-09 (Statistical data in Japan).

The participants had an exchange of questions and views concerning the Japanese presentations:
· AEBS/LDWS-02-11

· Requirements are different for passenger cars vs. heavy vehicles

· Requirements are the same for stationary vs. moving obstacles

· Uncertainty about accident speed as data rely on police reports and drivers input.

· False warning mainly occur in the area of warning only or low braking phase
· Japanese guidelines have no provisions about brake release.

· Accidents mainly occur on secondary roads, above speed limit, where the speed limiters are of no influence

· General concern about false alarms: legal responsibility if the driver brakes as a reaction to a false alarm.

· Japan in the process of extending guidelines to detection of stationary targets

· Time of braking is defined by the Japanese policy of avoiding any interference of the system with the driver.

· AEBS/LDWS-02-09

· Some experts challenged the conclusion of the presentation stating that the figures justify mandating detection of stationary obstacles.
· Some experts challenged the accuracy of the figures themselves.

· Japan committed to provide the requested clarifications at the 3rd meeting in December about the presentations.

Daimler presented a video showing how their AEBS system works and illustrating the need for a full application of the brakes to avoid collision.
· Obstacle moving at 10 km/h, and arriving to a stop, fully laden truck, not braked, colliding at 80km/h i.e. simulating speed reduction of 10 km/h.
· Same obstacle, fully laden truck, warning at about 80 m distance from the obstacle, start of full braking at about 50/60 m distance, deceleration of about 6.25 m/s² during about 4 s.

· Conditions of test are optimum, no guarantee that the system can perform as well in all real situations
· System does not fit Japanese policy (see above). 
· However, interference with driver is unlikely as there are two warnings prior to the start of automatic braking and driver has constant overriding capabilities.

· 1.6 billion km of positive experience.
Conclusions: 

· Confirmation that the AEBS must avoid the collision OR mitigate the effect of the collision

· The group showed some support for the two possibilities for handling the two philosophies:

· Providing provisions for the 2 systems separately (moving target/stationary target) 

· Providing one set of requirements covering both systems, as the differences mainly lays on the way to detect the obstacle

· Agreement that the group will 

· start by focusing on the “moving obstacle” scenario;

· Then conduct the same exercise for the “stationary obstacle” scenario;

· Then define the appropriate requirements for decelerations and speeds for both scenarios;

· Then consider the best approach for the text itself.

5.2 Definitions
5.2.1 Advanced Emergency Braking System
While it was well understood that some guidance would be requested to GRRF, the group debated the wording for the definition of AEBS. The United Kingdom was keen to have the definition reflecting the event cascade: “Detection/warning/braking”. In this view, the representative of the United Kingdom proposed the following wording:

“Advanced Emergency Braking System means a system which can automatically detect a [potential] forward collision , provide the driver with a warning(s) and activate the vehicle braking system to decelerate the vehicle with the purpose of avoiding or mitigating a collision.”

Japan suggested to add a reference for avoiding driver over-reliance. The discussions also addressed the question whether  the definition should contain a reference to the warning, as it is one of the purposes of the system, but without mention of performance requirements.
Conclusion: the group did not reach any conclusion about the appropriate wording for the definition of AEBS, but agreed to resume consideration of this item at its next meeting.

5.2.2 Other definitions

After having started a systematic revision of the proposed definitions, the group found it more efficient to discuss and/or add the relevant definitions as they might appear necessary during the discussion on the performance requirements.
5.3 Application for approval

Not discussed

5.4 Specifications

5.4.1 General

The group revised the performance and features of the AEBS systems currently on the market.
Europe (Daimler) (see document AEBS/LDWS-01-03, slide 5):

· Low level warning via intermittent beep, 

· then permanent beep,

· then haptic warning in addition (braking of about 3 m/s² to discriminate from Adaptive Cruise Control - ACC). This braking remains as long as until the full braking (above 5 m/s²) is necessary

· Full braking occurs very late, such that any driver would have braked before. Daimler has no daily experience of the full braking.

Japan (see document AEBS/LDWS-02-08)
· 1st warning

· 2nd warning

· Braking.

Daimler pointed out that the warning phase is important to keep the driving responsibility in the hands of the driver, and that a haptic warning in the form of a deceleration provides the double advantage of being simultaneously haptic and already evacuating some kinetic energy. While recognizing the merit of a haptic warning provided by a deceleration, some experts challenged this braking as a mandatory feature. Japan informed that the Japanese guidelines only mandate the 1st warning and the braking, and permit the manufacturer to change the 2nd warning into a braking. CLEPA supported this approach.
The group finally agreed on the following principles:

· 2 phases: 

· warning

· braking + overriding possibilities

· Warning can be subdivided in a cascade of warnings. 

· Subsequent discussions will define whether warning cascade remains at the choice of the manufacturer or must be included in the requirements.

5.4.2 Warning phase

The group considered three parameters as being important for defining the requirements for the warning:
· The timing, i.e. when the system should start warning the driver

· The warning means, whether optical, acoustical or haptic, or a combination of these.
· The overriding capabilities, i.e. what action from the driver should provoke overriding of the system, and what actions should not be permitted as an overriding action.

5.4.2.1 The timing
Respecting the Vienna Convention (Chapter II, Article 8, Paragraph 5) provokes the necessity of including a warning phase to ensure that the driver can always keep the control of his vehicle, and hence the need for delaying the intervention of the automatic braking. The European (Daimler) system is based on the principle that the warning phase should be at least 2 seconds, which means that in certain extreme circumstances the automatic braking phase can be skipped.
The group proposed to base the discussions on the following wording:

“At least [2/1] warning signals (either acoustic, optical or haptic) shall be provided at the latest [TIME] before [a collision is inevitable].”

5.4.2.2 The warning means
The European (Daimler) system provides a 1st warning as a combination of acoustic and optical means, then a 2nd warning having three means: acoustic, optical and haptic. The Japanese guidelines request optical and acoustic only.
The group acknowledged that the warning of the driver has two main intentions, i.e. “wake-up”/draw the attention of the driver and let the driver sufficient time to react. Some further discussions should take place to decide whether the last warning of the cascade should be by one or more means. Any earlier warning (by one means) is permitted, not regulated.
5.4.2.3 The overriding capabilities
Not discussed

5.4.3 Braking phase

Again, the group considered three parameters as being important for defining the requirements for the braking phase:

· The timing, i.e. when the system should start the automatic braking

· The braking power, and the way to assess it (speed reduction, deceleration rate, etc.)
· The overriding capabilities, i.e. what action from the driver should provoke overriding of the system, and what actions should not be permitted as an overriding action
The group could not discuss this item due to lack of time, and agreed to postpone the detailed discussions to the next meeting.

5.5 Conclusion for AEBS
· Informal Group to focus on moving obstacles as a 1st step. Informal Group to handle stationary targets as a 2nd step. Those two 1st steps will address the vehicles of category M3, N3.

· A 3rd step will be necessary for adapting the provisions for lighter vehicles (M2, N2).

· OICA to table at next meeting a proposal for a draft regulatory text reflecting the system currently on the market in Europe

· Japan to table at next meeting the result of national investigation about deceleration values.

6.- Revision of the LDWS skeleton paper
Document:
AEBS/LDWS-02-03 (Secretariat)

6.1 Scope and purpose

Not discussed, as the group decided at its first meeting to rely on GRRF/WP29 guidance
6.2 Definitions 

The group found efficient to add the relevant definitions as they appear necessary during the construction of the performance requirements. This item was hence not discussed.

6.3 Application for approval
Not discussed

6.4 Specifications
6.4.1 Test on curved roads

While the original skeleton paper does not contain provisions for system performance on curved roads, for simplicity reasons, Germany was keen to add a test for curved roads in order to well assess the system. Japan was of the opinion that such test would need to find appropriate proving grounds, which are not common for the time being. OICA recognized that curved roads testing is necessary for correct approval, but that in the same time it is impossible to build new facilities for such testing; OICA hence suggested to have a test, with not too severe requirements. CLEPA reminded that it is usual practice in the UNECE regulatory platform that what cannot be tested must be documented by the vehicle manufacturer as properly functioning.

The group had a general support toward the test procedure as it is proposed in the skeleton paper, for the case of straight lanes. It was agreed as well to follow the same approach for testing on curved roads. The experts debated the best way to proceed for defining the details of the lane curvature and finally came to the conclusion that some internal inquiry by the Contracting Parties, and their Technical Services would be necessary in order to evaluate the availability of adapted proving grounds. As a useful information, the group considered that 2 km can be considered a standard highway radius of curvature, and 250 m is considered the radius of curvature of a tight curve on motorways
Conclusion: 

· Contracting Parties are invited to verify proposed figures for curvature taking into account the characteristics of the existing proving grounds.

· If proving grounds are available, copy/paste text from straight roads test, adapted as appropriate.

6.4.2 Test speed
Germany supported a test speed at 65 km/h, with a tolerance of +/- 5km/h, in order to simultaneously permit some tolerance in the test speed and avoid overlap with the activation speed threshold. It was also pointed out that some hysteresis is necessary to avoid constant switching on/off of the system. This point of view was generally supported. Japan requested to postpone the decision concerning the test speed to the next meeting, in order to permit some internal investigation about the best value. 
Conclusion: 

· It was agreed to postpone the decision to the next meeting, permitting investigation by some parties in the meantime. 

· The experts agreed to find a phrasing appropriately reflecting the aim to avoid that the test is performed below the de-activation speed of the LDWS. 

6.4.3 Overriding capabilities

The group agreed to add some overriding provisions into the regulatory text. CLEPA proposed the following wording:
“the warning mentioned in para 5.2.1.1. above may be suppressed when there is an on-board indication of the driver’s intention to change lane.”

The experts supported the approach and further improvements will be discussed at the next meeting.
6.4.4 Warning indication
6.4.4.1 Malfunction detection

There was general agreement about the necessity of a malfunction detection warning. It was suggested to mandate the warning to be optical yellow. However, no decision was taken about the colour of the warning.
6.4.4.2 Lane departure

Japan was keen to refer to document AEBS/LDWS-02-07, proposing a combination of two out of three warning means (acoustic, optical, haptic).

The group debated the best way to warn the driver of a vehicle drift. In particular, the group considered the variety of existing warning strategies, and recognized that it is impossible to address all cases where the warning is necessary. It was on the contrary suggested to specify in the regulation the cases when the warning is not necessary, i.e. when there is an intention from the driver to change lane.

After some debate, the group found appropriate to wait for the outcome of the Special Meeting of the WP29 Informal Group on ITS (Intelligent Transport Systems). 

Note: this special meeting was held on the 18th of September in Geneva, in the margin of the 66th session of GRRF. The main outcome was to propose the document ITS-16-03 as a recommendation by the ITS informal group for internationally accepted guidelines.

6.4.4.3 Failure mode
This warning intends to indicate to the driver when the system is incapable of detecting the lane boundaries. 
CLEPA offered to provide a wording, where the system would warn the driver only when the system is temporarily out of function. Japan pointed out that, in view of the multiple different situations that would justify such warning, it would be opportune to indicate to the driver that the system is not capable of functioning properly, but that the text should not define in which conditions the warning should appear. Some experts however, were keen to keep clarity within the dashboard, and flexibility to the OEM, i.e. the text should mandate the malfunction indication (item 5.4.4.1. above), but let freedom to the OEM about the other indications. 
From the debate no general consensus emerged within the informal group in favour of such failure mode warning. The group decided to restrict the mandatory warnings to the malfunction indication and the regular lane departure warning.
6.5 Test procedure
6.5.1 Test conditions
The group agreed that the “the test shall be performed on a flat, dry asphalt or concrete surface”.

USA committed to propose at the next meeting a draft description of “good condition” of the markings of the test location, and some relevant criteria for the definition of markings.

The conditions of horizontal visibility were subject to debate as the wording proposed in the skeleton paper could exclude e.g. darkness, fog, snow, and some detailed conditions of visibility could make the provisions not technology-neutral.
6.5.2 Test course

See item 5.4.1. above: the group agreed to include provisions for curved roads, subject to acceptability by the current proving grounds.

6.5.3 Lane departure warning test

There was a general support toward the principle of the test as described in the skeleton paper. However, the group questioned the quantity of tests to be performed, in addition to some discussions about the wording. USA in particular was keen to well define the test procedure itself, in addition to the pass/fail criterion, for the sake of a possible transfer into the Self Certification regime.

The proposal in the original skeleton paper was aligned with the ISO standard (ISO 17361), where several “trials” are requested for each test in order for the test driver to succeed in drifting the vehicle at the requested rate of departure. The debate however revealed that a regulatory text should not need this multiplication of tests, and that one trial per test would be sufficient as from the time the range of rate of departure is extended to a recognized value. It is indeed assumed that the approval applicant is confident that the system complies within the full range if he does not know in advance at which value within this range the system will be tested.

CLEPA committed to provide draft wording for the lane departure warning test to reflect the outcome of the discussions.

Concerning the value of the drift itself, Japan requested that the value of 0.3 m be re-discussed at the next meeting, leaving time to conduct some internal inquiry.

Conclusion: 

· One test to the left, one test to the right
· Tests to be conducted at a rate of departure within a range between 0.1 m/s and 0.8 m/s

· Vehicle fails if it fails at least one test

· Maximum permissible drift value to be decided at the 3rd meeting (December 09 – Paris).
6.5.4 Malfunction detection test
The experts discussed the best approach concerning the colour of the malfunction detection warning tell-tale. While the Industry was generally in favour of the maximum flexibility to the manufacturer, at least during the time necessary for gaining experience with this advanced safety system, some governments were keen to mandate a yellow tell-tale.
It was decided to achieve a decision about the colour of the tell-tale at the next meeting of the informal group.

6.6 Conclusion for LDWS
· LDWS approval test to simulate both straight and curved roads
· Radius of curvature to be decided based on input from the contracting parties about the availability of adequate proving grounds.

· Test speed to be specified such that it simultaneously permits some tolerance in the test speed and avoid overlap with the activation speed threshold

· Overriding possible when clear indication about driver’s intention

· The group decided to restrict the mandatory warnings to the malfunction indication and the regular lane departure warning

· Approval test to be performed once to the left and once to the right.
7.- Date and place of next meetings

AEBS-LDWS-03
3-4 December 2009

Paris (to be confirmed)

AEBS-LDWS-TF03
28-29 January 2010
Paris (OICA offices)

GRRF-67
1-5 February 2010

Geneva

__________

