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Figure 1. Photo Py Q dummy contrast test
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Figure 2.Q1.5 vs. P1.5head acceleration curveFigure 3. Q1.5 vs. P1.5 neck tension curves
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Table 1.Q1.5 vs. P1.5damage performance
# 1.QL5VS. P15 HERN

QL5 P15 cv
HIC15 177 193 6%
HIC36 278 340 14%
Head-Acc 3ms(g) 46.4 53.32 10%
Fz(N) 563.9 1328 57%
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Figure 4.Q3 vs. P3head acceleration curve Figure 5. Q3 vs. P3 neck tension curves
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Table 2.Q3 vs. P3 damage performance
& 2.Q3VS. P3 fFERT

Q3 P3 CcVv
HIC15 458 389 12%
HIC36 671 551 14%
Head-Acc3ms(g) 65.78  61.53 5%
Fz(N) 1793 1794 0%
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Figure 6.Q10 vs. P10 head acceleration curve Figure 7. Q10 vs. P10 neck tension curves
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Figure 8.Q10 vs. P10 motion in the experiments
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f&F Q10.

Table 3.Q10 vs. P10damage performance
£ 3.Q10 VS. P10 5=k

Q10 P10 CV

HIC15 405 179 55%
HIC36 672 276 59%
Head-Acc 3ms(g) 63.98 44.7 25%
Fz(N) 3455 1437 58%
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