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HOW THE DVS WAS DEFINED FOR THE LONDON VERSION

A The London (Transport for London) version of the DVS was defined provide a method which allows an accurate

measure of direct vision, which is quantified using a real world measure of direct vision performance, VRU
distance

A The accurate measure of Direct vision takes the form of the amount of an assessment volume that can be
seen from a standardised eye point

A The real world measure is the distance at which VRU simulations can be seen by the driver
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HOW ARE THE VRU SIMULATIONS DEFINED AND USED
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A This is followed by example results for the VRU distances In Honf of &ye point
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EXAMPLE VRU DISTANCE RESULT

The bottom images shows the placement of the VRU simulation:
to the front and sides of the vehicle fonead and neck visibility
from the simulated eyepoint.
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Top right shows a plan view of VRU positions
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EXAMPLE VRU DISTANCE RESULT
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SETTING THE TFL DVS MINIMUM REQUIREMENT

A The performance of the existing vehicle designs in 2018 was s
worse than anticipated

A A minimum requirement was required for the TfL Version, and
then a grading system from 1 star to 5 star where 5 star is
the best performing

A The minimum requirement was that no vehicle should allow

VRUSs to be in a blind pot between direct vision through VRU in blind spot between
windows and indirect vision through mirrors Direct vision and indirect vision

\

A This requirement was a huge compromise due to the poor
performance of many designs

A ANY YET more than half of the vehicles tested were not able
to meet this minimum requirement
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EXAMPLE VRU DISTANCES FOR VEHICLES IN THE STAR BOUNDARY CBSEGORI
(NEW VERSION, HEAD & NECK ONLY VISIBEEYERSION

ZERO Star

T Inthe TfL version we test 28 vehicle designs in 56 vehicle configurations

T The correlation between average VRU distance and the volume score provides the
minimum requirement of 1 star
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