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When talking about “increasing the use of the 

dynamic test alternative”, what is the goal here ? 

to keep only dynamic testing 

or 

to request static testing alternative and dynamic 

alternative 
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R17 S10 

Two alternatives in regulation R17 (since S10)   

Have there been any studies comparing the same seat model in alternative 1 and alternative 2?

Is the dynamic alternative a better solution than the static alternative ? 

Dynamic testing alternative : 

Biorid test

Static testing alternative : 

• Frontal energy dissipation 

• Displacement (102 mm) 

• Head restraint and its anchorage strength 

(890 N) 

• Height retention 

+ backset (just for M1 front outboard seat)  
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Dynamic testing alternative : 
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Static testing alternative : 

• Frontal energy dissipation 

• Displacement (102 mm) 

• Head restraint and its anchorage strength 

(890 N)

• Height retention 

+ backset (just for M1 front outboard seat)  

→ Evaluate biomechanical criteria

→ More suitable solution for dynamic 

head restraint systems

→ Dynamic test more severe  

→ Enable to check mechanical resistance

→ Measurement of effort 

→ Less expensive

Strength and limit of each solution should be reviewed, based on recent data  
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