

UNECE GRSP Informal Working Group 
on Deployable Pedestrian Protection Systems 
(IWG-DPPS-5bis)IWG-DPPS-5bis/skype-28Nov2019

Intermediate Meeting Draft Minutes, 28th Nov 2019, Skype
1. Review and approval of the agenda (DPPS-05bis-01, Chair/secretary): 
The agenda was approved.
2. ACEA Study Upper Leg Mass Reduction: Dr. Pauer
3. HIT calculation - comments from JASIC & IDIADA
4. First Comments on the Draft Amendment: structure decision.

And following presentations were discussed: 
	Fichier PDF IWG_DPPS-6- xx -feedback_IDIADA_linear_regression.pdf (Spain) IDIADA -HIT calculation feedback 

	Fichier PDF IWG-DPPS_Difference_of_HIT_by_Calculation_Method_rev1_JP.pdf (JASIC) HIT calculation feedback 

	Présentation Microsoft Powerpoint IWG-DPPS_ULF-Mass-Reduction-Issues_Altran-Concept.pptx (Altran) ULF study 2013 

	Fichier PDF Upper-Leg_Energy-Equivalence-Study_Concept_2013-04-10.pdf (Altran) ULF study 2013-conclusion for detection 
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2.  ACEA Study Upper Leg Mass Reduction: Dr. G. Pauer

Following the presentation, O. Zander and Tanaka-san ask about a possible necessary validation also for the (normal or lighter weight) ULF for contact, not internal criteria.
GP confirms that it would need a specific validation (also the FEM, not only the physical tool). OZ reminds that 1 option was the ULF light weight, which will need to differentiate validation for:
· Biomechanical criteria
· Detection signal
And to compare with in use Flex-Pli current validated signal.
GP: How to check this ? OZ: Compare HBM & leg impactor signals
GP states that Confor foam properties are very “velocity dependent”: difficult. Secondly, special conditions depending of the vehicle shape, impact velocity…should be tested (Different impact speeds & different heights):
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OZ: if ULF is chosen, then an alternative for the confor foam would be needed.
GP: confirms that it is always a challenge because of the non-linear properties.
BB reminds the comparison table from IWG-DPPS-5-06: 
[image: Comparison of Peak of Sensing Parameters 
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· Another point for contact detection: could we use a non-instrumented flex-Pli ? Or the standard Flex-PLI.
· OZ asks Tanaka-san for some clarifications: when looking at slides 8-10 : HBM simulations : Flex-pli simulations were at identical Impact heights ? Against small sedans (only 1 model ? ). Tanaka-san: yes, correct: Will present next meeting.
· OZ: normal shooting (slide 5); what about the PDI2 : propelled or impacted by the car? Yanaoka-san confirms that the PDI2 was not propelled, but set on the ground, and car was propelled.

OZ: General point: how to go forward for Pre-decision of the detection leg impactor: 
· PDI2 is out of discussion
· TRL still in discussion ? OZ would have it out of discussion, but needs to have IG opinion.
· GP: Flex-PLI was better (signal answers)
· BB: add it in the matrix for capitalization purposes (full picture on all impactors & clarify decision)
· Flex-PLI ! Seems ok
· ULF : would need more validation and modifications, which are out of time scope

· Matrix + - for decision: Ben + OZ for getting the advantages/cons
ID: will circulate it to IWG to get comments and make a final form
=> for decision in March DPPS meeting.
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3. HIT calculation - comments from JASIC & IDIADA
	IDIADA
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	JASIC
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	Decision: 

	Create a Pro-cons matrix decision for March Meeting:
0. Including all special cases (6yo ot 95th head who don't touch the bonnet)
0. All shapes of vehicles


 
Comments following the presentations: 
-method 1:  what if 50th  ; 95th  on the windscreen : so no point; but need some point in-between on the bonnet
-sometimes the 6yo does not hit the bonnet; 1st HIT is in-between 6yo & 5th ; => regression method 2 is as in Euro NCAP. OZ: right, but also method 2 depends on 6yo & 95th , when not on bonnet, then method 1 ?
- Corina: at least 2 points left are needed; use only the impact points which are on the bonnet; (interpolation of bonnet stature hit points)
- Yanaoka-san: how to identify HIT & WAD for outside of head area ? ; if only the points on the bonnet; => extrapolation of the line?; => method 1 ? ; easy to eliminate not necessary points, w/o influencing the regression line. (w 2 points or 4 points => difference)
- Corina: only connect the points in M1; while in M2 you draw a regression line until where the stature hits the bonnet.
-Ben: what is the likely effect on car 2 or 4: no last point there.
-OZ: discuss in next meeting for all shapes of cars
-Ben: direct connection between statures ? tbc other scientific data
-Corina: create other statures by scaling (?) for Generic Veh model…; linear trend
-Yanaoka-san: what about real cars ? Scientific question: why regression ? evidence needed
 
=> OZ : make a HIT matrix decision proposal for March DPPS meeting
=> OICA to compare all fleet cases wrt different shown calculation HIT methods
 

4. Draft structure : agreed on the Japan proposal (based on TF-DPPS-4-06)
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1. Detection group (sensing): EB, TG, DUG, Aurore Loisy
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Rem.: At energies >=400 Joule, the continuous increase of the signals,
towards higher impact-velocities, or lower ULF-masses, seems to be
interrupted (see dashed circles)!
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IWG DPPS — HIT vs. WAD - linear regression — summary IDIADA

Deviations between linear regression and calculated Head Impact times in all of the
cases <3% for certificated HBM’s.

No negative effects for TRT observed using linear regression method, TRT does not go
lower than head impact time of 6yo child.
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