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1. Welcome and introduction (Chair)
The Chair welcomed all participants and thanked SMMT and DoT for the accommodation.
2. Review and approval of the agenda (DPPS-05-01, Chair/secretary): 
The agenda got approved.
3. Review and approval of the minutes of the 3rd meeting (DPPS-04-02, Chair/secretary) 
The minutes were approved, including O. Zander’s comments.
4. Updates of GRSP/WP.29 activities (DPPS-04-08, Chair/secretary):
On behalf of Chair, I. Dausse summarized the last GRSP and WP29 meetings, where the main items were highlighted: choice of verification impactor, HIT calculation, definition of the head impact area. The Chair appreciated that representatives from Netherlands, UK, Spain, Germany, Japan and Korea were actively involved during this 5th meeting in London.

5. Follow-up discussion on open topics and drafting.
The IWG clarified that late presentations may be discussed and uploaded on the website if the IWG agreed on them.


5.1. Defining Head Test Area - Marking (DPPS-5-03, Korea)

Mr. Lee (KATRI) presented that there are many issues of marking in deployed position. He pointed out these issues do not occur when marking in the un-deployed position. 
Chair summarized that Japan, Korea and Germany agree to marking in un-deployed position, Spain also favors it, whereas Netherland and UK did not decide yet.  
· OICA arguments for marking the hood in deployed condition:  
+ : real-world situation would be the relevant situation for marking. 
+ : undeployed marking may lead to impact points which cannot be physically hit in deployed position. 
- : better repeatability of testing.
· A. Pott clarified that OICA supports the DPPS works and does not deliberately search narrower head impact zones, but some areas marked in undeployed position are not testable in deployed condition, as the impactor would not reach those areas or glancing blows might occur. 
· Mr.Tanaka(Japan) questioned OICA: what if the headform impactor does not reach the test area even though the head impact zone is marked in deployed.
· H. Ammerlaan asked how the marked but untestable areas are dealt with in current Type Approval: 
· Chair mentioned that a deployed hood may further influence the tolerance of the reference lines than in closed position: but Repeatability & Reproducibility are searched not only in geometry but also in test results (avoid glancing blows)- IDIADA & TUV. 
· Dausse reminds that similar issues were solved for passive hoods by SG-TI (Subgroup for Technical Interpretation).
· As Chair asked about future design challenges, J. Abraham proposed to add new definitions in regulation. 
· Chair was also concerned that OEMs may limit the performance to regulation-defined zones, and B. Bünger clarified that regulation is a minimum and OEMs add internal specifications for product safety & liability. 
· Chair asked how “untouchable” impact points will be forecasted for dynamic systems, as those pose the same accuracy issue. D. Gehring stated that these challenges may occur in some cases anyway and marking in undeployed state was necessary for LTS anyway. H. Lammers confirmed that identical vehicle sold with and without DPPS would require two different approvals. OICA’s proposal was to mark for static tests in deployed position and (even partially) dynamic systems in undeployed condition for 35km/h tests ( only 1 marking “system”).
· Task OICA: provide detailed technical sections comparing the deployed & un-deployed areas, with “glancing blows zones” highlighted.
· Task (IWG): after the marking method is fixed, workshop to highlight the challenges on actual cars.






5.2. GTR No.9 Amendment Drafting (DPPS-05-04, First tentative proposal)
This draft is a first structured approach for further discussion, based on the 2015 GRSP OICA/Korea document. Several minor corrections were incorporated during the session by the secretary.
The HIT (CAE) HBM will require a mutual resolution or a dedicated annex in the regulation. Both, simulation tool or physical tool, should be possible. H. Ammerlaan stated that a Numerical Expert may be a good champion for a Mutual Resolution support. However, a M.R.1 CAE dummy should be open source. 
Task (all): volunteers for paragraphs wording. Chair asked all to feedback on this first proposal and share new proposals, if any. 
Task (all): Chair requested that members check if the test equipment is able to satisfy the impact speed of headform test for protection below LTS and provide the feedback.

5.3. Wording Proposal (IWG-DPPS-5-07, BASt)
O. Zander presented a draft wording to be inserted as a general GTR paragraph, describing the limitations of spot checks and the added responsibility of OEMs, well received by the IWG. 
Task (IWG): review & include the general wording proposal in GTR.



5.4. Overshoot Testing -Intended Height Test Condition (IWG-DPPS-5-05, JASIC)
Tanaka-san presented a graph explaining the overtravel of the system due to inertia after lifting. This bonnet lift influence on the HIC was evaluated for DPPS test at the Intended Height. The conclusion was that the remaining travelling speed of the bonnet influences the HIC only by 3% and therefore is not relevant. Hence, overtravel does not need to be considered for TRT timing. 
[image: ]
O. Zander wonders if physical testing could confirm the simulation results but would agree to test in a static position as mentioned, provided that the CAE data-based decision is mentioned in the preamble. OICA(Ben) also mentioned that including this graph in the preamble is a good idea because this also represents well what the intended height for TRT means.
Yanaoka-san mentioned the 2nd day that it was not possible to achieve such a time precision in an actual physical test and confirmed that no structure below the bonnet was hit. 

Drafting Task: IWG agreed to include the presentation graph & conclusion in the GTR preamble (with IWG-DPPS-5-05 reference). 


5.5. Detection Area Width (DPPS-05-09, BGS)
D. Gehring proposed a detection area width independent of the DPPS width, the outer shape of the vehicle or the bumper beam, (note: airbags cannot be measured easily) with 2 definitions:
„Detection area“: area designated to detect a pedestrian in order to initiate the activation of the DPPS
„Relevant vehicle width“: Maximum width of the whole vehicle without rear view mirrors or cameras, measured at the longitudinal position of the centre of the front wheel(s). 
[image: ]
Main comments:
· Where the value of 250mm is derived from: this is usual package space of a 2m wide car (wider cars should be able to cope with it and not need more than the 250mm each side).          
· Possibility to declare a wider detection area: the proposal is slightly wider in current cars than the BTA. 
· Airbags covering wider areas than the sensing systems will then not be testable by including the third point. 
· Possibility to declare a narrower detection area, with head impacts tested in undeployed state in the outer region: as there is little correlation of impact width leg and impact width head, the principle is to keep the minimum requirement (NL). 
· Vehicles with very narrow bonnets will be disadvantaged by the “minimum requirement only”, and OEMs may then choose to avoid DPPS (OICA).

Main questions:
· B. Bünger: If the minimum requirement is fulfilled, can all DPPS be deployed?
TÜV supports testing in all deployed, if requirement is met. IDIADA proposes proof based on HBM simulations. 
· Chair states that a Korean simulation research project shows no strong leg and head impact points correlation. 
Task: Technical Services to provide feedback.
· A. Pott: for narrower DPPS, will tests outside it be in undeployed condition?
D. Gehring’s position is that minimum is always required, no matter how narrow the DPPS
· I. Dausse: Can we agree on the 12.5% and maximum of 250mm each side?
Chair stated that further investigation on the limits are needed.
· Chair: What sensing widths are used currently? 
Common practice is to cover at least the BTA. For JLR vehicles, the 12.5% proposal exceeds the BTA and on shell bonnets, head impact zones will still need to be tested in undeployed position. 

Task:  D. Gehring proposed to collect data (limit) & options for next meeting. 

5.6. Sensing Impactors (IWG-DPPS-5-06, JASIC)

Tanaka-san showed a comparison of the FlexPLI, WG-17 Upper Legform and PDI-2 and mentioned that PDI-2 certification for homologation cannot reach the IWG timeline. 
G. Pauer remarked that an Upper Leg Form Study in ACEA (2013) exists with a 7,3 kg impactor from Japan (Toyota) and special light-weight guiding system, but requiring major design modifications. 
Task: I. Dausse will provide the details of the study pending on agreement of the ACEA TF-P in a dedicated web-meeting. 

[image: ]

Note: Timing correlation of the peak value was not considered in the evaluation. FlexPLI is closer to HBM.

5.7. IWG Mandate Extension
The IWG agreed to ask in May 2020 GRSP for a one-year mandate extension, as the current time plan (official report to GRSP December 2019 session, WP29 June 2020) cannot be met. 

 



5.8. HIT verification (Korea):
- Chair shared some opinion about how government authorities and technical services will verify the HIT simulation results provided by OEM. He mentioned IWG may need to discuss the issue. 
- Not all HBM statures are available in the Euro NCAP TB24. 
The 6YO stature will be included into the Euro NCAP Technical Bulletin 24 in Jan. 2020, but there is no plan for the 5th % female nor the 95th % male. 
B. Bünger proposed to include them using CoHerent methodology and document in M.R.1.

IWG discussed HIT determination and statures. Japan prefers to include the 4 statures, and answers that they do not need to be validated individually, if they belong to the same family.
Chair explained that the linear regression for dynamic test may be not appropriate, because the regressed HIT value may be applied -  instead of the actually calculated HIT value at the head impact location(WAD) of 4 statures for testing. 
OICA(Ben) preferred the linear regression, because the method is currently used in Euro NCAP and widely accepted
Task (Technical Services):  TAS (H. Lammers); IDIADA, TÜV Rheinland
Provide feedback on interpolation between the different HBM statures in the next meeting. 

6. Date and place of next meetings:
6.1. Skype meeting: 28.11.2019, 09:00-11:00 (French time):
- ACEA Study Upper Leg Mass Reduction (ACEA approval pending)
- First Comments on the structure of the Draft Amendment (Input until Nov. 15th)
6.2. Next meeting: Spain, March 2020
- Tarragona, Spain, from 4th  to 6th  (noon) March 2020; hosted by IDIADA:
Applus IDIADA Group; PO Box 20 Santa Oliva ; 43710 - L'Albornar; Tarragona (España)

6.3. Following meeting:
15.-17.09.2020: RDW or Sweden
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