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1. Introduction 
This document is a deliverable in the research project SmartFeeder. The main objective of the document is to 
summarise the application processes for the SmartFeeder pilots at Forus (Stavanger), in Kongsberg and at 
Fornebu (Oslo).  This also includes an evaluation of the Norwegian regulation on testing of automated vehicles 
that came into force 01.01.2018 [1]. The regulation has three chapters where the second chapter has several 
requirements to the application and the performance of the test. The 6 main requirements are shortly described 
below. 
 

• Application requirements that describe the information that shall be included in the application. 
• Vehicle requirements that define the requirements that shall be fulfilled while referencing different 

types of regulations. The authority approving the application may accept that some requirements in the 
referenced regulations are not fulfilled. The authority may also issue additional requirements related to 
safety and environment. 

• Vehicle registration and assurance requirements that say that the vehicle shall be registered in line with 
Norwegian laws and regulations and have an assurance like an ordinary vehicle.  

• Automatic system requirements that is a list of documents that must be included in the application, e.g. 
system functionality and technology, security and privacy. 

• Test site requirements that describes the road section where the test is taking place and how the test 
vehicle can handle the actual road infrastructure including road marking, roadside equipment, traffic 
signals and signs etc. 

• Risk analysis requirements that describe the identified risks and how the risks that have a higher risk 
than the acceptance level are reduced or removed by different types of measures. 

• Operator requirements that describe the requirements to the operator(s) of the test vehicles, e.g. 
operator training, knowledge of the automatic system and valid driver license. 

 
The authority evaluating and approving the test applications, in this case the Norwegian Directorate of Public 
Roads (later only referred to as NDPR), has also prepared a check list that could be used by the applicants when 
preparing the application. One of the applicants mentioned that they had used the check list and that the check 
list had supported the application preparation in a positive way.  
 
This document is based on interviews with five persons, two from the NDPR and one from each of the three 
pilots. The evaluation is only based on the process from starting the preparation of the application until the 
application was approved. There were also requests from the pilots for changes in the vehicle route, number of 
passengers and speed during the test period but these requests were not part of evaluation process described 
in this document.   
 

2. Evaluation of the application requirements 
The persons interviewed were asked whether the test regulation [1] defined the application requirements in a 
way that enabled the pilot to prepare the application and NDPR to evaluate and approve the application. Four 
of the persons interviewed gave a positive answer to the question, while the fifth (a pilot) was more negative. 
The comments following the negative answer was mostly related to that the applicant felt that more information 
and references could be given for the Vehicle requirements. There are many national and European regulations 
that must be checked concerning compliance and non-compliance and the applicant has to apply for exceptions 
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in the non-compliance cases. The vehicle information had to be collected from the vehicle producer and it was a 
cumbersome process to transfer the Norwegian application requirements to the foreign vehicle producer. If all 
the vehicle related regulations had been referenced in the test regulation it would have eased the process 
considerably. 
 

3. Requested information during the authority application evaluation 
The application evaluators were asked whether there was a need for collecting more information from the 
applicants and the applicants were asked whether there was a need for providing more information from the 
pilot. This implied that the same question was given to the NDPR and the pilots to see whether they had 
perceived this part of the application process in the same way.  
 
The NDPR persons interviewed answered that in one or in a few cases there was no need for requesting more 
information but in other cases there was a need for requesting more or much more information. There were 
notable differences between the applications concerning the documentation that was included in the 
applications. The NDPR had in some cases to explain in detail the information that was necessary for the 
evaluation of the applications. The requested information was in most cases related to the risk analysis and how 
the limitations of the automatic system of the vehicle had an impact on the risk analysis and the proposed 
measures reducing or avoiding the identified risks. The test site (road infrastructure, roadside equipment, traffic 
signs and signals etc) was also a subject for requesting more information. As one of the NDPR persons said: The 
automatic system, the test site and the risk analysis must be in accordance with each other and must be closely 
linked.   
 
All the pilots answered that they had to provide more information during the evaluation process. Most of the 
information was related to the vehicle requirements, e.g. tests of the vehicle, protypes against mass production, 
EMC and the automatic system. One of the vehicle producers had problems understanding the information 
requests from NDPR which resulted in a physical meeting between the applicant, NDPR and the vehicle producer. 
NDPR had to tell the vehicle producer several times that this was really the information needed for considering 
any test of the vehicle in Norway. The applicant was not happy with the cooperation with the vehicle producer. 
However, other applicants have benefited from the effort the first applicant put into collecting the information 
required by NDPR. The meeting with the vehicle producer was also beneficial for the NDPR participants as they 
learned how the vehicles tests were carried through and how the quality of the vehicle and its performance was 
ensured.  
 

4. Pilot application preparation 
The pilot applicants were asked about the time spent on the application preparation and the most time-
consuming issues in the preparation.  
 
One pilot answered that they had spent about 4 – 5 months. Several man-months were spent on the preparation 
as many different partners and people were involved. The most time-consuming were the risk analysis, test site 
planning, SAR (Safety Analysis Report) and development of competence. The last point was important for the 
pilot in order to prepare an application with a professional quality. The application was prepared by a consultant 
in close co-operation with the pilot owner (the city where the test took place). 
 
Another pilot answered that they had spent about 4 weeks. The most time-consuming issue was the collection 
of the information on the automatic system controlling the vehicle. In addition to that it was the risk analysis and 
planning of the test site preparation that were time-consuming. The test planning required the participation of 
the local road authorities and the municipalities involved in the project, but the lack of local participation caused 
problems for the pilot. An earlier participation of the local representatives would have had a positive impact on 
the application preparation process. The local representatives were reluctant in answering import questions for 
the pilot and this caused delays and extra effort for the pilot. However, this was a learning process for everybody 
involved which will be beneficial for the next pilots in this area. The application was mainly prepared by the pilot 
operator in co-operation with another public pilot partner and the pilot owner (public transport organisation). 
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The last pilot spent 2 – 3 weeks for the application preparation. The most time-consuming issues was the risk 
analysis, automatic system documentation and test planning. Also, the description of all the exceptions from the 
national and European vehicle regulations was mentioned as time-consuming. The application was prepared by 
a consultant on behalf of the pilot owner (a major housing cooperative).  
 

5. NDPR application evaluation 
The time spent on the application evaluation and approval varied from 3 weeks to 2 – 4 months depending on 
the completeness of the application.  
 
The following were the most time-consuming parts of the application evaluation: 

• The dialogue related to how the limitations of the automatic system in the vehicle should be 
implemented in the risk analysis was quite extensive, in particular for the first applications.   

• The traffic regulations needed for compensating the limitations of the automatic system were quite 
extensive in the first applications and included the participation of the local road authorities and other 
stakeholders. This became quite time-consuming. 

• It was also time-consuming to get an overview of all the documents that were included in the 
applications. Different versions of the same documentations caused some delays. The check list 
prepared by the NDPR was not used by all applicants and this also caused some delays due to the extra 
work sorting out the different documents and versions. 

• The collection of the data on the vehicle was also time-consuming for the first applications. The request 
from NDPR first went to the applicant who forwarded the request to the vehicle producer. The producer 
then had to provide the requested data to the applicant who forwarded the data to NDPR. The time for 
the procedure has been reduced since the first applications as both the applicant and vehicle producer 
have learned from their own and other applicants the type of information that is requested by NDPR.   

 
The applications were evaluated and approved by the NDPR Department for Drivers and Vehicles (Trafikant og 
kjøretøy) supported by the NDPR Department for Traffic safety. Also, a network of local contacts at the NDPR 
Regions (5 altogether) has been appointed but they have so far not been involved in the application evaluation.  
 
The evaluation started shortly after the reception of the application. In most cases the applicant got the first 
feedback on the application 1 – 2 weeks after the reception of the application. The total time for evaluation of 
the applications varied considerably due to the different quality of the applications and the competence and 
experience of the applicant. However, the total time has been reduced in the latest applications. Assuming that 
all the required information was present, the effective working time for NDPR for evaluating one application was 
estimated to 1 – 2 weeks.  
 

6. Communication between applicant and application evaluator 
The applicant and the application evaluator were asked how they perceived the communication between the 
two parts during the application process. 
 
The applicant evaluators answered that the communication worked well without any problems. Most of the 
communication was by e-mail which enabled the application evaluator to easily document and review the 
application procedure at a later stage.  
 
The applicants were also satisfied with the communication and expressed that the application evaluator had 
been service-minded and constructive. Two of the applicants even used the expression very good and 
constructive about the communication. The communication itself differed slightly between the pilots but they 
had all communicated via meetings (physical and phone) and email. Some had started with an Introduction and 
Guidance meeting offered by the application evaluators before the application process had really started. One 
of the applicants said that they had experienced some differences between the applicant and the evaluator on 
how the regulation should be interpreted and applied. The applicant had a more eager and open-minded attitude 
than the more cautious attitude of the evaluator, but this was probably something to be expected in a process 
where both parties were in a kind of learning process.   
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7. How to improve the application process? 
The applicants and application evaluators were asked how the application process could be more effective and 
smoother. 
 
The application evaluators answered that the applicants could be better prepared regarding the application 
requirements in the test regulation and prepare applications that included the requested documentation, 
preferably using the check list provided by NDPR. It could also be beneficial to start the application process with 
the Introduction and Guidance meeting offered. NDPR could also increase its capacity but is so far a little bit 
uncertain on the number of applications that will be prepared in future national pilots on tests of automated 
driving. The persons evaluating the applications are quite few today (2- 3 persons) and they are doing the 
evaluation in addition to their ordinary tasks. 
 
The applicants had the following comments: 

• Dialog meetings would have been helpful in the application process. However, we see that it could be 
more time-consuming. 

• More standardisation of the application methodology as well as the required data for vehicle and vehicle 
route. Type approval of this type of vehicles would also be beneficial. The different local road authorities 
apparently have different requirements to the vehicle route and a standardisation of the application 
requirements and methodology for the application evaluation would be beneficial for the application 
process and ensure an equal and fair evaluation of the different pilots as well as making the process 
more predictable for the applicant.  

• Local representatives for the road authority and other involved stakeholders that could form a kind of 
a local forum of competence would be beneficial for the process. It would also be beneficial to have 
more details in the Test Regulation § 5 on what is meant by the different points in the list of content, 
preferably also including some examples. 

 

8. Limitations of the application 
The applicants and application evaluators were asked if the applications were limited in scope. The first 
applications were reduced concerning the permissible speed and number of passengers. The reason for this was 
that the application evaluators considered the speed and number of passengers that were recommended by the 
vehicle producers in their risk assessments against the speed and number og passengers in the application. The 
recommended speed was 12 km/h and the recommended number of passengers was 6 persons.  
 

9. Five statements on the application process  
The applicants and application were asked if they agreed or disagreed in five different statements. The 
distribution of the answers is shown in Table 1. It should be noted that only 5 persons were interviewed, and they 
were involved in early application processes. This means that the results in the table below is expected to change 
when both the applicants and the application evaluators have gained more knowledge and experience. 
 

Table 1: Perception of the application process 

Statement Certainly 
disagree 

Disagree Un-
certain 

Agree Certainly 
Agree 

The Test Regulation includes a good description of the 
application layout and content 

 1  4  

The whole application process took much more time than 
expected 

 2 2 2  

During the application process there was a good and 
constructive communication between the applicant and the 
application evaluator 

   4 1 
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Statement Certainly 
disagree 

Disagree Un-
certain 

Agree Certainly 
Agree 

The applicant had enough competence for preparing an 
application that fulfilled all requirements to the application 

 2 2  1 

The application evaluator had enough competence and 
capacity for evaluating the application 

 
1 2 3  

 
The perception of the process shows that the interview objects mostly agree on two statements: 

• The Test Regulation includes a good description of the application layout and content 
• During the application process there was a good and constructive communication between the 

applicant and the application evaluator 
 
Concerning the total time there was quite different opinions on the statement. It should be noted that there are 
6 answers here as one of the evaluators answered that he agreed in the that the evaluation time for applications 
that were lacking data took more time than expected but that complete applications evaluation time were as 
expected. 
 
The evaluators were either uncertain or disagreed in that the applicant had enough competence for preparing a 
complete application while the applicants were either uncertain, disagree or certainly agreed. Again, the number 
of interview objects are just a few persons and they were all in 'early days application' mode. 
 
Finally, the evaluators agreed that they had enough competence for the evaluation. However, one of the 
evaluators agreed in competence but disagreed in capacity. This is the reason for the 6 answers in the table. The 
applicants were either uncertain or agreed. This is also related to the learning process that both applicants and 
application evaluators were in and it is expected that this will change over time.  
 

10.  Recommendations for the evaluation process 
Based on the interviews the following recommendations may improve and ease the application process: 
 

• The regulation on tests of automated vehicles should be more specific about the other regulations that 
apply for the vehicle requirements. This could be an informative annex to the regulation or a formal 
communication, preferably also with some examples to improve the readability and availability of the 
regulation. 

• The applicant should request an Introduction and Guidance meeting offered by the application 
evaluator (NDPR) before the application process starts. 

• The applicant should use the check list prepared by NDPR ensuring that the requested information is 
present and complete. 

• There should be standardised templates for the vehicle information, route description and risk analysis. 
The template for the vehicle information should be flexible and frequently updated enabling the rapid 
and continuous development of vehicle software and hardware. Also, the template for the route 
description should reflect options where the final route within an area is defined by the vehicle provider 
and local test forum, see next recommendation, minimising the risks and optimising user access and 
comfort.  

• There should be a local test forum with participants from police, road authorities, road owners, traffic 
sign and signal authorities and rail authorities with the mandate and power to support the applicant 
when preparing the application. The activities of the test forum should be based on national guidelines 
ensuring equal support and recommendations independent of the pilot location.  

 

11. References 
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