UNECE GRSP Informal Working Group 
on Deployable Pedestrian Protection Systems 
(IWG-DPPS)
Draft minutes of the 14th meeting, 16-17 of November 2021 

1. Chair welcomed all participants.
2. Agenda was reviewed and approved.
3. Minutes of the 13th meeting were reviewed and approved.
4. Dec 2021 GRSP report: 
Chair clarified that the IWG report would include Ph1 & Ph2 approach. 
In Ph1, NHTSA would add in the HIT simulation approach a marker explaining that a research for an alternative of a generic approach is planned (CP option in the preamble). USA would then abstain the amendment, waiting for the result of the research. 
Japan (Y.Nozaki MLIT) also proposes to add a sentence in Phase 1 for an “equivalency”, as CP option, if an alternative HIT method with a numerical or physical dummy testing is used. Chair clarifies that such a sentence doesn’t fit the GTR principle, where – for self-certification- any OEM should be able to independently certify their vehicle with a specific procedure. O Zander explains that any alternative method should be described in more detail in GTR9, as well as in UN-R127, where the specific simulation procedure would be transposed from GTR9. Therefore, Germany opposes to this sentence for UN-R127. Yanaoka-san explains that Japan’s sentence is already used in UN-R127 and would like to include it in GTR9 ph1, to have an alternative to TB024 procedure. If an OEM wishes to use a physical dummy, then he must show the Technical Service the qualification process. European Commission (P Broertjes) proposes to address this issue during the transposition of GTR in UNR, if more quantification is needed, without infringing on GTR.
Chair: 
GTR9 Phase 1: only numerical simulation procedure for HIT determination & a marker in the preamble for possible Ph2 generic approach (USA) & [CP option for equivalency of HIT simulation (Japan-rev1)].

New mandate IWG: GTR9 “Phase 2”: DPPS generic approach for HIT (USA) & maybe other topics of GTR9: (riding height, head test impact area).

Note: Please look for the detailed comments on “equivalency method for HIT determination” in 5.iii.
5. Follow-up discussion on open topics and drafting. 
i. HIT Determination: Peter Martin (NHTSA)
One-year research contract with the University of Michigan is on-going to assess a possible generic HIT method. This plan was discussed during the NHTSA Research Days in Oct 21, with public links : 
NHTSA Safety Research Portfolio Public Meeting: Fall 2021 | NHTSA https://www.nhtsa.gov/events/research-public-meeting-2021
NHTSA Regulations.gov: https://www.regulations.gov/document/NHTSA-2021-0060-0001
· Day 2
· Opening Remarks
· Speeding and Speed Management
· Risky Driving Behaviors
· Vulnerable Road Users
· Alternative Fuels Research
The goal is to establish a dataset of HITs versus vehicles (different characteristics, representative of US fleet) and then find a predictive function for HIT, in function of geometric characteristics. 
As in Minutes of 13th IWG-DPPS meeting, 3 sources of HIT information entries were reminded: 
1) from HBMs run on EU vehicles, and some from OEMs results for NCAP & literature.
2) from a current US subset of vehicles: run HBM simulations
3) process measuring particular vehicles, then use similar TB024 method to build a specific GVM. Adjust the maths for a particular vehicle, & run a simulation on the surrogate, instead of real vehicle, then correlate with real CAD car. It’s an exploratory method. If it matches, probably a new GVM “truck” will need to be developed for the specific US fleet.
All available HIT values are needed to contribute to the database. 
The feedback of this research study is planned in 1 year, and the decision will be to continue or not on this generic approach. In parallel, a sensitivity study will be carried on, to explore how representative the HBM stance & various human sizes are for real world. This would include worst/best/in-between cases; and a variation of HIT times for 1 vehicle: nominal HIT; -5ms; -10ms; +5ms; or during the oscillation time.
For FMVSS procedure, the plan is to have the head form strike in sequence, so only the dynamic test will be requested.
Q/ (Sukhi Bilkhu): mass of vehicles: max 10000lb ?
· P. Martin: as in scope of GTR (light vehicles); but also exploratory for driverless autonomous vehicles. 
Q/ O.Zander: what is the timeline? When could USA come back with a FMVSS proposal?
· PM: according to the Unified Agenda: even before a proposal, need to inform the public about GTR9 adoption. (on the list for a long time; then recently on the short time list: March 2022 : w/o details; then NPRM). It’s a starting point to open a formal discussion with public. Probably the generic method (maybe also simulation, waiting for comments ). Public will tell what to do for final rule. Would coincide with release of Michigan study. Work towards resolving all issues. 
Q/ OZ: what’s happening with GTR9 ? independently of NPRM.
· PM: the idea is to propose GTR9 as close as possible (maybe w/o simulation method). Not everything may be proposed. The spirit of GTR9 is what would be proposed. If some requirements are different, NHTSA will be coming back to ask for GTR amendment. 
Q/ OZ: enquiring about the GTR9-03 (including DPPS, etc…)
· Mary V: To adopt GTR9 at least in the preamble some still pending proposals would be described, as well as how to deal with them. When starting research, look also at comments. At least 6 months, before coming back to Geneva with a proposal, but supposedly longer (depending on available staff). In Geneva: presentation in GRSP, waiting for feedback, before any amendment proposal => at least 2 years.
Versailles, Mary (NHTSA): Current Unified Agenda of Regulatory and Deregulatory Actions (reginfo.gov)
OZ: thank you: so, going on with current DPPS proposal, w/o forgetting about long term US work. 

ii. Japan’s agreement on HIT determination as regression line if R2 > 0.99 (IWG-DPPS-14-03)
· [image: ]Action: please express your opinion on this compromise for HIT-WAD Diagram: All 


iii. Status advancement of the subgroup for HBM qualification (based on TB024) (IWG-DPPS-14-05) 
A. Besch showed that status of the subgroup, where the proposal of certification procedure is almost complete:
· Purpose of application of described qualification procedure
· Preamble of GTR9
· Definitions for models with/without skeleton
· Definition of measurement of head contact point on bonnet
· Entire TB024 was revised to make it easier to read and apply, leaving no room for interpretation.

Open issues for next meeting/ Work in progress:
· Description of HIT determination simulation procedure (HBM -> car with deployable system)
· Fill in target values and tolerances for HIT and trajectories

· Action: please contact Alexander Besch if you wish to join the subgroup: All 

Detailed comments on “equivalency method for HIT determination” 
Japan (Y.Nozaki MLIT) agrees to use TB024 as one of the methods to calculate HIT, since at least a specific method should be detailed for the self-certification. As a legal regulation, the tools and methods should eventually be unified in Phase 2 but would like to propose another CP option including TB024 as a provisional version in Phase 1:
“A Contracting Party may choose to alternatively accept to use the physical or numerical simulation tools and method for HIT calculation different from the tool and method defined in *.** and *.** of this Annex, respectively, in case the validity equivalency is shown by the manufacturer and is agreed by such Contracting Party.”
Corina Klug suggests to use  "leads to equivalent HIT and WAD" wording.

Chair understands that this other CP option should be inserted as a marker in the preamble, as for the USA option. 
P. Broertjes & H. Lammers : equivalency instead of validity should be used. For UN-R127 only: In schedule 8 of ‘58 Agreement, virtual tools already need to be validated. (& where this word is already used in other regulations).
OZ mentions that the “equivalency” word is better, but stresses that a description to describe the physical dummies is still needed, as for the HBMs, where the TF subgroup works for a precise qualification process.
Yanaoka-san wants to clarify if the “equivalency” is  about TB024 or something else. 
PB answers that the alternative method should be compared to “standard way/procedure”.
Mary Versailles agrees with Peter that Contracting Party options should be of equivalent stringency, just alternate methods may be used for evaluation. (equivalent manner of a test to evaluate the same performance. A performance means the results that must be achieved; not the test method).
Chair reminds that the numerical simulation procedure will be included in the Ph1 amendment, as discussed. 
Yanaoka-san asks about the results evaluation, and if it is equivalent if an OEM reaches the same performance by showing the HBM kinematics.
MV answers that in US, OEM may use HBMs to certify their vehicles. When a test is adopted, results will be checked, regardless of the method. (Eg: braking in x meters: whatever test methods (2 coefficient frictions) => the end result must still be the same).
Chair reminds that  IWG agreed on 2 phases, with Ph1 drafting the numerical simulation with Human Body Models for HIT; the focus now being to divide between Ph1 and Ph2. Japan’s alternative considers physical pedestrian dummies to physically determine the HIT. Until now, there is no specific information on how to proceed for 5th female, 6 years-old thresholds. Chair then requests CPs position on adding this proposal in Ph1 for UNR127.
OZ asks how to ensure that this option is equivalent and proposes either to clarify that it is a place holder or describe the alternate procedure, as the going-on method for HBM. He specifies that one sentence would not be enough, as the pre-requisite must be specified.
Yanaoka-san clarifies that Japan wishes to have more than 1 way (TB024 one).
Chair means to clarify the plan for the GRSP report and asks if this sentence is only meant for UNR127. He also reminds that the USA option of a generic approach to determine HIT without any numerical simulation was agreed to be further discussed in Ph2, pending USA research. 
PB (Eu COM) thinks this proposed text gives both the appropriate clarity and flexibility and therefore it can be accepted without other in-depth specification in UN-R127.
MV stresses that NHTSA will use 1 method, specified in FMVSS. The OEM may certify as they wish, but the NHTSA check will be done according to the FMVSS method. 
Chair reminds the origin of this GTR amendment is to clarify the DPPS certification by drafting a specific procedure.
Yanaoka-san clarifies the terms: simulation = representation; Physical simulation = physical dummy
MV thought the sentence was planned as a place holder for Ph2 before final decision (for future work) and agrees with the principle, not the whole process. Also mentions that PB's phrase "not necessary" is probably accurate at least for the US version of self-certification.
OZ questions the necessity of all the specification and qualification of HBMs for HIT determination, if abstaining from doing the same with physical dummies would be allowed, for the same purpose.
PB (EC) considers that in case of doubt one must revert back to the default method and proposes to clarify it in Part A related to the paragraph in question.
MV agrees for a CP option, as a space holder, but suspects it would not be enough if there is no specificity of the procedure. As for the generic method, it would have to be described in Ph2. Mr. Lee also agreed that the procedure should be specified in the GTR.
Chair asks if Japan plans to develop this equivalency. 
Japan answers that so far, they cannot say that a specific procedure is to be developed in Phase 2.
OZ clarifies that the GTR9 for HIT determination will have a specific HBM (using generic vehicle models) qualification process, based on TB024, but totally adapted for regulation.
· In conclusion, Chair will ask for GRSP guidance.
iv. Sensing width definition – Clarification (IWG-DPPS-14-04)
H Staack clarified that the BTA condition, included in the current sensing width definition, may lead to 2 different issues, unrelated to the DPPS. So, the proposal is to replace “end of bumper beam” by the geometric condition of 75% vehicle width at front axle. The point was postponed to the next IWG-DPPS meeting.
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v. Decision List : postponed
vi. Drafting : 
As Mary Versailles is available until end of January 21 (off meeting info), all interested participants are invited to join the small drafting subgroup meetings (split in 2, to accommodate both East & West working day schedules), then weekly meetings: 
- West: 11 January 2022, from 16h to 14h (CET), by TEAMS.
- East: 13 January 2022, from 9h to 11h (CET), by TEAMS.

6. Next web-meeting (decided off meeting): 
· 9-10 February 2022, from 11h to 14h (CET), by TEAMS.
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Comments of HIT-WAD Diagram
Analysis the data in IWG-DPPS 5% Intermediate web meeting presented from JASIC

® Background: Chair of IWG proposed that linear regression line should be used in case
R? >0.99 otherwise use Dot-to-Dot

® Question: Is the regression line regarded as same one as Dot-to-Dot in case R? >0.99?
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® Maximum difference of HIT is smaller than 5ms
® Japan agrees with the proposal from chair of IWG for drawing method for HIT-WAD diagram
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VDA Sensing Width
Problem 1: unclear BTA definition regarding additional cross beam structures (e.g. for MPDB)
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> Conclusion:
additional cross beam parts intended for crash improvement (e.g. MPDB) may be considered for leg impact/BTA,
but there s no logical correlation to sensing width!

- Guiding principles for new definition of sensing width:
~ free of interpretation
~ Only relating to geometrical vehicle properties, excluding body shell structures

~ oriented on current BTA definition & market situation




