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1) Background
· Based on discussions with Type Approval Authorities, OICA asked GRSG during its 118th session to clarify the legal situation in case of extended Head Up Displays with document GRSG/2020/12 (the discussion was started by OICA during GRSG-116 with GRSG-117-27).
· During GRSG-118, NL informed to be in favor of provisions for such systems. This was supported by several CPs like Germany, France and UK. NL also informed that they are currently refusing approvals if an extended HUD is installed while other Type Approval Authorities have granted approvals to UN R 125 for vehicles having such a system.
· GRSG agreed to further review and discuss this question in a dedicated TF and asked OICA to organize the Kick-Off meeting.

2) Organisation
· Mr. Ramon Gouweleeuw (RDW) volunteered to act as the chair of this TF and Mr. Ansgar Pott (OICA-Hyundai) volunteered as secretary. The TF members agreed.
· Interested experts are invited to join the discussions and are asked to submit their contact data to A. Pott (apott@hyundai-europe.com). He will set up a mailing list for further communication.

3) Legal Situation Today

Document:   
· RDW informed about their questions to EU-TAAM (document attached) on the consideration of Augmented Reality for UN R125 approvals:
1) Do you consider these projections “obstructions” as described in article 5.1.3.? 
2) Did you issue any WVTA according to 2007/46 with a form of Augmented Reality?  
3) If the answer to Q2 is yes, what were the conditions of approval? 
4) If the answer to Q2 is no, why not?
· NL received only few answers from other Type Approval Authorities but these answers showed that an extended HUD is seen as obstruction.
· NL sees the main key in current discussion in the question if such information -given to the driver via an extended HUD- can be seen as obstruction or not. If it is not seen as an obstruction it will consequently not be further reviewed during the R125 approval process. This will most likely result in the situation that some Authorities are granting an approval to 125 while others are refusing. RDW proposed to define in a first step “obstructions”.
· OICA volunteered to further review and to work out with RDW a proposal for the definition of obstructions until next TF meeting.
· KATRI informed that discussions on an extended AR-HUD started also for the Korean market. KATRI will give more information during next TF meeting

4) Discussion on document GRSG/2020/12
4.1 Definitions
Text in current proposal:
"2.19. 	Head Up Display (HUD): Visual information displayed in area “S” as defined in paragraph 5.1.3.4. 
2.20. 	Field of Vision Assistant (FVA): Visual information displayed in the transparent field of vision other than by the HUD to support the awareness of the driver in specific driving situations."
· It was agreed to further review the definitions and to add a definition for obstructions
4.2 Provisions
Text in current proposal:

"5.1.3.5. The transparent field of vision as defined in paragraph 5.1.1. may be overlaid by information of a Field of Vision Assist. Such information shall be driving related only and limited to: 
(a) Warning/Highlight hazardous traffic situation 
(b) Warning/Highlight vulnerable road users or other road users which may be overseen 
(c) Information to maintain the distances to surrounding road users 
(d) Information to find and maintain the correct driveway 
Other information may be given after agreement between manufacturer and technical service/approval authority. Examples of the above Warning/Highlights/Informations are given in Annex 5. 
5.1.3.5.1. The symbols and graphics shown by the FVA shall disappear when the driving related situation defined above does not exist anymore. 
5.1.3.5.2. The FVA shall highlight the real view and shall not fully mask objects. 
5.1.3.5.3. The driver shall be capable to adjust the light intensity of the FVA and he shall be capable to switch off the FVA system."
· EC reminded that the technical performance of such systems can differ from simple systems to high tech systems and that the appearance of the scene in front of the vehicle can differ as such. In some conditions, an overlay of information could be without problems in others situations it could create a problem. 
· Germany (TÜV Rheinland) confirmed, what was stated by the NL and asked for studies to ensure that an obstruction of the direct view and a distraction of the driver is not occurring.(After the meeting Germany offered to give a presentation about the results of the  BASt Study during the next meeting) 
· RDW stated that the BASt Study is focused on warning information, not on information for navigation. 
· EC supported and asked for more information from studies already done or to be conducted.
· JAMA informed on ongoing studies to update their guideline for extended HUDs. Aim is to finalise the Study until End of 2020.
· OICA is open to a regulatory approach but reminded on the urgency as many manufacturers are ready to introduce such systems in near future. He reminded on the situation with restraint systems/airbags. Airbags were introduced without any regulatory provisions as benefit for the passengers and a regulatory activity started later to limit negative side effects. In the case of an extended HUD, negative side effects are for example the distraction of the driver.
· RDW informed to be fine with the 5.1.3.5. and especially the listed cases a) to d) but opposes to the sentence “ Other information may be given…”. In case that additional information have to be included, the legislative text could be modified in future after discussion at GRSG.
· §  5.1.3.5.2. is too vague and unspecific for RDW.
· OICA understands in principle but has difficulties to add further details as measurements for “masking” are very complicated (e.g.: objects and also the vehicle are not static in real world). 
· Secretary proposed to go ahead with a two-step approach:
1st step: to define basic provisions to enable the approval of extended HUD in short time. Basis could be the proposal for § 5.1.3.5. which would limit the negative side effect up to a certain level.
2nd step: to define more detailed provisions, based on studies and further investigations to define and minimize remaining negative side effects.
· All to review if and under which conditions such an approach would be possible.

5) Next steps and next meeting:
· Definition of obstruction.
· Review proposal for 2-step approach and come with a revised proposal.
· Next meeting will be in the week of 12th October. 
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ﬁ RDW Division Vehicle Regulation & Admission

Questions by the TAAM delegation of the Netherlands
RDW-TAAM-2020-01

Netherlands

v1.00 — 14 March 2008

Directive or Regulation number:

ECE R125.01 suppl. 1

Subiject:

Augmented Reality (AR) in the transparent area of the windscreen other than Head Up Display (HUD)

Reference to Annex, etc. in the Directive or Regulation:

Paragraph 5.1.3.

Text:

Paragraph 5.1.3.

Except as provided in paragraph 5.1.3.1. or 5.1.3.2. below, other than the obstructions created by the "A" pillars, the fixed
or movable vent or side window division bars, outside radio aerials, rear-view mirrors and windscreen wipers, there
should be no obstruction in the driver's 180° forward direct field of vision below a horizontal plane passing through
V1, and above three planes through V2, one being perpendicular to the plane X-Z and declining forward 4° below the
horizontal, and the other two being perpendicular to the plane Y-Z and declining 4° below the horizontal (see

Annex 4, Appendix, Figure 4).

The following are not considered to be obstructions to the field of vision:
(a) Embedded or printed "radio aerial” conductors, no wider than the following:
(i) Embedded conductors: 0.5 mm,
(ii) Printed conductors: 1.0 mm. These "radio aerial” conductors shall not cross zone As. However, three "radio
aerial" conductors may cross zone A if their width does not exceed 0.5 mm.

(b) Within zone A located "defrosting/demisting” normally in “'zigzag" or sinusoidal form having the following
dimensions:
(i) Maximum visible width: 0.030 mm,
(ii) Maximum conductor density:
a. If the conductors are vertical: 8/cm,
b. If the conductors are horizontal: 5/cm.

Questions:

Paragraph 5.1.3. states that it is not allowed to have any obstructions in the direct field of vision other than those
described. With new developments like Augmented Reality projections, new possibilities rise but how does this fit within
the Regulation? Some examples:
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Questions by the TAAM delegation of the Netherlands
RDW-TAAM-2020-01

v1.00 — 14 March 2008

As the images show, the system is projecting information in the transparent area of the windscreen. These projections vary
in transparency and may or may not block direct vision. A proposal for the 02 series of amendments of UN Regulation No.
125 has been submitted to GRSG (ECE/TRANS/WP.29/GRSG/2020/12) to include the requirements for a so called “Field
of Vision Assistant” (FVA); this proposal is to be discussed during next GRSG (potentially July 2020)

Questions:
1. Do you consider these projections “obstructions” as described in article 5.1.3.?
2. Did you issue any WVTA according to 2007/46 with a form of Augmented Reality ?
3. If the answer to Q2 is yes, what were the conditions of approval ?
4. If the answer to Q2 is no, why not ?

Solutions Q1:
A Yes.
B No
Decision Q1:
Solution Accepted Refused
A X
B X
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RDW Division Vehicle Regulation & Admission

Solutions Q2:
A Yes.
B No
C Don’t know, since it does not have to be evaluated under ECE R125.01
Decision Q2:
Solution Accepted Refused
A X
B X
C X

Motivation Q3:

Solutions Q4: (more than 1 answer is possible)

A No manufacturer applied for it
B Allowing some kind of Augmented Reality in the transparent area of the windscreen could result in dangerous
situations and/or confusion and/or distraction to the driver rather than offering additional safety.
c There are no requirements for what is allowed and what not; since approvals shall be mutually recognised,
2007/46 article 20 shall be followed or Schedule 7 of the 1958 Agreement to allow such a feature.
D Would rather wait for the discussion in GRSG before allowing such feature
Decision Q4:
Solution Accepted Refused
A
B X
C X
D X
Authority:

Type approval Authority e/E |4

Remarks:

This discussion does not relate to commonly known Head Up Displays (HUD): Visual information displayed in area “S”
as defined in paragraph 5.1.3.4.

At Question 1:

The Regulation does not give a clear definition of obstruction, but does clearly indicate what is not considered as
obstruction (see paragraph 5.1.3.). One could consider everything else, incl. AR, as obstruction. Or one could say that
nothing is obstructing but information is projected which is something else.

At Question 2:

It could be that you don’t consider AR as obstruction and therefore a manufacturer may not even discuss these with the
TSI/TAA, so vehicle types may have some form of AR without it being evaluated or being part of any separate Type
Approval.

At Question 3:

The possibilities are numerous; basically anything could be projected, from traffic signs, to visual instructions for
navigation but also commercially oriented information like the logo of a fast food restaurant or construction market, when
approaching it. What do you consider acceptable at this moment ?

At Question 4:

Due to discussions about the HMI and what will actually help drivers rather than offering additional distractions, RDW
feels it necessary to align the possible requirements for such systems with other TAA'’s before allowing them.
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