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Design strategies of SUV for the protection of pedestrian’s lower limb and
improvement by using optimization
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(a) Original Model

(b) Modified Model

Fig. 2 Comparison of original and modified car model
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Fig. 3 Normalized force-displacement curves for simulation set
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Fig. 4 Comparison of reaction force between original and optimal
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More information can be found at: http://ec.europa.eu
More information can be found at the EEVC web
site(www.eevc.org) EEVC Working Group 17 Report -
Improved Test Methods To Evaluate Pedestrian Protection
Afforded By Passenger Cars (December 1998 with September
2002 updates)

EuroNCAP, Pedestrian testing protocol version 3.1.1, January
2002
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