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IWG-DPPS Draft minutes
1. The Chair welcomed all the participants and explained that due to the coronavirus situation, the IWG continue to advance via a 2-day confcall meeting, with selected items only. 
2. The agenda DPPS-06-01 was updated, including last documents.
3. The minutes of the 5th meeting (DPPS-05-02) and web meeting on 28th Nov. 2020 were approved.
4. The Chair informed about the update of GRSP/WP.29 activities and confirmed the request of a one year extension of the mandate to June 2021.
5. Follow-up discussion: 
5.1. Defining head test area (deployed/un-deployed)
OICA sketches presented by B. Buenger (IWG-DPPS-6-09 - marking-up sketches) show both marking procedures:  in deployed and undeployed condition, at OEM choice. Principle: only one type of marking procedure on the whole bonnet must be used for the testing at normal speed(no partial marking procedure). D. Gehring stated undeployed markup was needed anyway for undeployed testing. 
[image: ]
Chair asked on current practice in Euro NCAP: O.Zander answered in closed position. H. Lammers mentioned airbags and active bonnets being different. 
If a manufacturer was designing the vehicle in “always deployed position”, the lower position will never be marked. D. Gehring: “undeployed as a fallback used for dynamically tested systems (even if just small area is tested dynamically)”. 
Action: to be reviewed during next IWG-DPPS meeting – All
5.2. HIT Determination: 
5.2.1. Simulation (human body models for HIT, simulation conditions/requirements)
Human Body Model requirements (IWG-DPPS-6-07) presented by F. Roth recall Euro NCAP HBM verification and propose to include them in the Mutual Resolution 1. The document describes the positioning of the HBM, calculation of the HIT, and an annex describing anatomic landmarks for posture reference.
Chair supports the idea in general and asked CPs for agreement to add the procedure into MR1 and for comments. Further discussion on including this into MR1 is required.
In addition to this, O.Zander asked that an HBM certification procedure to be required, to assure quality level of HBMs for a validated HIT. Chair agreed to consider HBM certification as the group discussed before. Questions about data maintenance and the process of keeping data available were raised.

Question: 
How to manage public generic vehicle models (at this time shared, maintained & updated each year by Universities) in UN website? 

Task Chair & OICA: 
Check (if this data is to be shared on UN website) property rules to EuroNCAP (Chair) and TU Graz (Mr. Roth).

Question(JASIC): 
Bio-fidelity of Euro NCAP HBM certification was verified?  The HBM certification procedures are developed using two HBMs (GHBMC, THUMS), not humans.

Explanation: COHERENT project proposes corridors based on HBM kinematics on generic vehicle models, to avoid having specific vehicles for each OEM. No injury biofidelity needed, only kinematics for HIT. ENCAP assumed that this was done for each adult HBM and just checked the difference between the HBMs.

Tasks: 
1) Chair & JASIC (Mr. Takahashi): Contact HBM model providers (GHBMC, Thums) and kindly request a presentation of their validation in next DPPS skype meeting.
2) Present positioning of HBMs : All (OICA) to confirm next time.

5.2.3. HIT & WAD calculation
Korea (IWG-DPPS-6-05) and OICA (IWG-DPPS/6/06) presented their argumentation. Japan reminded former WG-DPPS_Difference_of_HIT_by_Calculation_Method_rev1_JP.pdf and IDIADA former IWG_DPPS-6- xx -feedback_IDIADA_linear_regression.pdf from the Nov. 2019 skype confcall. 
Mr. Lee (Korea) stated there could be a big difference between actual HIT value and regressed HIT even though the R² value is close to 1, showing KNCAP OEM data. OICA wondered if WAD 2980 on the sedan is on DPPS. O. Zander stated, the other values are close to R²=1, so linear regression should be the favored method.
M. Harvey mentioned that the Coherent method is enforced since 2017, so maybe some older data from Korea may reduce the R2, and only statures that contact the DPPS should be used. H. Lammers confirmed to not consider areas outside the DPPS.
JASIC asked what the justification of regression method is compared to dot-to-dot method. O.Zander and OICA answered the regression method is applied to Euro NCAP and manufacturers are familiar with the method. Extrapolation could be an additional benefit.

CP positions:
Regression: UK, Netherlands, Germany, Spain (also OICA)
Dot-to-Dot: Japan, Korea
After the vote, the Chair proposed regression method but dot-to-dot in case R² ≥ 0.99. 
	· Decision by vote: linear regression
· based on HIT of the HBM statures which hit the DPPS only.
· between the 4 HBMs : 6yo and 95th % HBMs
· extrapolation of regression line with 2 or 3 points until end of DPPS is allowed
· dynamic test for below 6yo WAD point or above 95% WAD point: use HIT of 6yo and 95% HBM
· for HBM head contact, whole surface of DPPS is considered




Remarks: 
1) Any particular cases to be discussed in a specific confcall (e.g. WAD 1000: dynamic test; HIT<50ms; TRT= 50ms; linear regression line; WAD point between static & dynamic test would be different).
2) Euro NCAP protocol deals with the 6yo: if HIT>TRT => static; if HIT<TRT => dynamic
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5.3. Verification Impactor: 
O. Zander (BASt) presented the matrix for decision (IWG-DPPS-6-04) regarding the choice of the Sensing Impactor from WG-17 Legform, FlexPLI, WG-17 Upper Legform, Pedestrian Detection Impactor 2. 
· Germany supports the FlexPLI for the sensing verification ( LTS verification and TRT measurement initiation), provided that: 
1. proposed draft wording is included & consolidated; [image: ]
2. Contact biofidelity of Flex-PLI should be checked (acceleration, …) as a single study for decision.
Task BASt (pilot O. Zander): Provide a test plan to generate the justification to I. Dausse.  
Task OICA: Contribution required, financing and impactors 
3. Proper justification is drafted. 
- wording to be refined: “acting as intended”, e.g.  “based on simulation”, “due care”

· As the Flex-PLI is almost decided, the Chair asked the Contracting Parties for feedback.
IDIADA, Japan, Netherlands, UK, Korea: agreement to the principle, also for the study.	
6. Date and place of the next meeting: 	
· Skype: 15-16-17 Sep. 2020
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@ Marking of Bonnet in Deployed/Un-deployed Position

IWG-DPPS/6/09

Current Requirements

Example: Bonnet movable in longitudinal (x) direction — test zones

In a real accident, the pedestrian hits the vehicle with the hood in a deployed position

Deployable bonnet is moving in x-direction

Marking in undeployed position (grey) would lead to a wrong aiming point.

A correct determination and marking of HIC1000 zone and HIC1700 zone (2/3, 1/3) is not possibl
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Summary and next steps (1) I past

For the time being, the FlexPLI appears to be the best available pedestrian surrogate to be used as sensing
impactor, provided that
- a general wording for DPPS working as intended

“If the vehicle is equipped with a Deployable Pedestrian Protection System as defined in paragraph 2.19 of the
Regulation, the test provisions laid down for type approval can, due to the complexity of testing those systems, only

represent spot checks. Nevertheless it is due care of the car manufacturer that any active devices of passive pedestrian
safety will ensure the necessary protection (e.g. for a variation of speeds and pedestrian statures) in order to act as

intended in the event of a collision with a pedestrian.”

- a wording for the need of a number of pedestrian statures being detected by DPPS:

“Considering the unavailability of impactors validated for the detection of pedestrians, the Flex PLI shall be used for
the sensing verification of the system for the time being.

Nevertheless it is due care of the car manufacturer that the system will act as intended in the event of a collision for a

variation of pedestrian statures”

being included within the text of GTR9 and UN-R 127.
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