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8:30 AM
Continental breakfast

9:00 AM
Welcome & Call to Order of Open Meeting,



Adrian Lund, Chairman

9:10 AM
Update on real world risk and benefit

· NHTSA report – Chip Chidester

· SCI now has 82 cases, 52 on website

· Still only one AIS3 injury attributable to airbag, and that system is out of production

· Two children in the database, both reportedly benefited from side airbag, one had minor (AIS1) injury from cover flap

· No injuries, even minor, attributable to deployed head protection in 22 cases

· NHTSA presentation will be made available on NHTSA’s website

· Transport Canada – No problems to report from Canada

· Other comments – none

· Discussion -- TWG members agreed that experience continues to be positive with regard to real world experience with side airbags

9:45 AM
Progress in meeting TWG agreement

· Scott Schmidt – Alliance status

· Alliance members still committed to meet TWG test procedures for all side airbags

· 76 percent of Alliance member vehicles have side airbags or curtains available.

· About 60 percent of the airbag/seating position combinations (head protection for a rear occupant would constitute one combination, thorax protection for that occupant a second combination) are reported to meet TWG recommended procedures.  This figure was based on information submitted to NHTSA for possible inclusion in the agency’s buying a safer car brochure and which was being reviewed by automakers and the agency [see discussion below] 

· Mike Cammisa – AIAM status – AIAM members continue to support the TWG procedures and are working to bring all systems into agreement

· George Kirchoff – AORC status – Airbag suppliers are reporting no insurmountable difficulties in meeting the procedures.  Greg Bayley of TRW gave the following summary of opinions from five suppliers surveyed by Greg:

· 3 yr old peek-a-boo position has been most difficult to meet, followed by 3 yr old lying down in seat with door mounted airbag

· Neck loads have been troublesome because spurious data appears occasionally – also observed occasionally for thoracic deflection rate measurements

· No unusual problems following dummy positioning procedures

· TWG consistent airbags can still do good job in FMVSS 214 test but not clear for new IIHS SUV barrier

· Manufacturers are asking for different tests and additional tests, not all tests appearing to be in the spirit of TWG procedures – for example, some manufacturers have asked for modifications of the surrounding seat or door trim to attain worst case information, even though those positions would not be possible in an unmodified vehicle

· Reiterated George’s point that the TWG procedures appear to be practical as test procedures.

· NHTSA “Buying a Safer Car” brochure – Joe Kanianthra

· Although TWG status is part of “blue line” copy of NHTSA’s buying guide, there are still discussions about whether it will be included.  [After the meeting, Nat Beuse notified us that NHTSA would not include the TWG material.  Beuse noted that NHTSA will reconsider and may ask automakers to submit test data to support statements about meeting TWG recommendations]

· The main issue is that some manufacturers have said they meet the TWG procedures but may not have conducted precisely the TWG tests.  After some discussion, it was agreed that Scott Schmidt and Mike Cammisa would try to ascertain exactly how their members were responding to NHTSA’s survey.

· Honda noted that they felt NHTSA should be satisfied with a manufacturers statement that their airbags did or did not meet the TWG test specifications – that it might be more appropriate to test some airbags with slightly modified positions that were documented to be worst case for those airbag installations

· Scherba (GM) noted a concern that everyone should nevertheless have conducted the TWG tests if they were claiming to have met the TWG recommendations

· Bayley (TRW) agreed with Scherba, noting a concern that manufacturers might become too lax in following TWG procedures if modified test positions were encouraged on the basis of engineers noodling the possible test configurations

· Honda noted that their certification of TWG acceptability was based on initial tests that indicated a different test setup was worst case for a given airbag installation, not simply noodling. 

· It was agreed there should be further discussion of this issue in the afternoon.  

· NHTSA Test plans – Joe Kanianthra reported that there is a desire to conduct side airbag tests to confirm that automakers are meeting the TWG recommendations.  Some of those tests will likely occur with vehicles from NHTSA’s frontal and side impact programs, where the passenger compartment is sufficiently undamaged.  Additional tests will be scheduled if the budget is available.

· Discussion

10:30 AM
Break

10:45 AM
Report of Comparison of Procedures Subcommittee – 

Review of NHTSA study of TWG Procedures

· Steve Rouhana, Chairman – copy of Steve’s presentation will be made available at http://www.highwaysafety.org/presentations/side_airbag_twg/twg.htm

· Careful review of NHTSA’s experimental tests with TWG procedures – noted NHTSA had invested considerable time, money, and resources in these tests

· Most conclusions of the NHTSA report supported the utility of the TWG recommended procedures

· One conclusion was that the NHTSA had found a modified test position for the 3 yr old dummy that would “fail” side airbags that the TWG procedures would pass.  This claim was considered unfounded for three reasons:

· First and foremost, the claim was based on the presumed failure of two airbag systems.  In neither case had the full suite of TWG tests been conducted, so that the TWG recommendations had not been met.

· Second, the exceedance for one of the airbag systems was, in fact, a “typo;” examination of the raw data indicated that the system had performed acceptably in both the TWG tests conducted and the NHTSA modified position test.

· Third, the exceedance for both cases occurred for an “injury research value.”  Injury research values were included in the TWG recommendations for tracking purposes; there is not broad agreement in the biomechanical field at this time that these values are meaningful and they were to be used only if subsequent real world experience were to show that the procedures based on the “injury reference values” had not been adequate to prevent OOP injury.

· However, one of the NHTSA modified positions was a very minor variation on the TWG position, involving some fore/aft movement of the seat and some adjustment of the seat back angle, which allowed the dummy to achieve a position more like that intended by the procedures.  The subcommittee recommended that the TWG consider the addition of language in the recommended procedures that specifically noted the possibility of obstructions to dummy positioning or airbag deployment path and that modifications of the seat position or seat back angle be considered to alleviate these problems.

· The CoPS subcommittee also noted that in one of the “failures” noted by NHTSA, the actual values were close to the TWG target for a “research value.”  The subcommittee questioned whether this was a real failure and suggested that such observed values might better be interpreted as a warning to review all test data to see if this was evidence of a real failure.   They suggested as well that the definition of being “close to the limit” should be left up to individual manufacturers.


11:30 AM
Report of TWG Document Revision Subcommittee –



Proposed revision of procedures

· Suzanne Tylko, Chairwoman

· The document revision subcommittee made several suggestions for editorial changes to the document:

· A new table outlining all the required tests for each specific airbag system has replaced the previous tabulations of test procedures to provide an ‘at a glance’ overview of what testing is required as a function of airbag system

· Clear succinct objectives presented in a consistent format for each of the test positions.

· Additional wording to guide any necessary divergences from the procedures have been replaced with specific instructions, eliminating phrases such as “modifications may be required”. For example, in some cases instructions advise that the seat track or the seat back angle may be adjusted to better meet the test objectives.

· Certain pre-test preparations found to be important in ensuring consistent repeatable results (for example, the taping of the skull-cap seam, to prevent airbag entrapment) have been included in the applicable sections.

· Clarification has been added for certain steps by replacing references to the right and left side with in-vehicle designations such as in-board and out-board.

· Because NHTSA’s testing had resulted in a damaged shoulder on the SID IIs in one test, it was suggested that the TWG consider removing the dummy’s arm in OOP tests.  

· An appendix was added that describes step by step the “accelerometer-based” calculation of chest deflection rate.

· Kazuhiro Seki of Honda gave a presentation illustrating two issues Honda had found in their examination of OOP injury likelihood.  A copy of the presentation will be made available at http://www.highwaysafety.org/presentations/side_airbag_twg/twg.htm

· In vehicles with narrow gaps between the outboard edge of the passenger seat and the door or quarter panel trim, the 3 year old dummy in the peek-a-boo position as specified by the TWG did not have the chest close to the airbag deployment location.  Turning the dummy outboard and allowing the head to enter the area between the seat and door increased chest loads considerably.  This was an example of what Honda had indicated earlier about finding a slight modification of the TWG procedure that was actually worst case for their vehicles.

· In testing curtain airbags, Honda had found that the dummy head skin appeared to have too great a coefficient of friction.  A curtain that curves toward the side windows as it deploys should logically (in their view) have lower risk of occupant injury, but their tests showed such a bag actually increased neck injury measures relative to a curtain that deployed straight down on the head.  Tests with a synthetic wig on the dummy showed much less friction, suggesting that the neck loads seen with the dummy were not indicative of human injury risk in a similar situation.   Honda suggested that the top of the dummy’s head should be covered with some material such as electrical tape or duct tape to achieve more realistic friction coefficients.
  

12:30 PM
Adjourn Open Meeting – the guests at the open meeting, Jerry Donaldson of Advocates for Highway and Auto Safety and Darmendra Ramcharran of AAA were thanked for their participation. 

2:00 PM
Reconvene (TWG members only)

· Discussion of what it means to meet the TWG recommendations.

· NHTSA (Joe Kanianthra) reiterated a concern that the information from manufacturers suggested different approaches 

· In discussion, it was generally agreed statements indicating the TWG recommendations had been met should typically mean that the specific tests had been conducted.

· However, it was also agreed that testing with a modified position when empirical data indicated the modified position was a more severe test was also in the spirit of the TWG recommendations.  Nevertheless, passing the modified test should imply full faith that an airbag system would also pass the TWG procedure.  Should an airbag tested in a modified procedure subsequently fail to meet TWG recommendations in a standard position test, that would be a failure of the system.

· Several TWG representatives indicated that they had misunderstood NHTSA’s question about head protection systems and were modifying their response to the survey about meeting TWG requirements for such systems.  

· Discussion of recommendations from the Comparison of Procedures Subcommittee.

· The TWG considered both recommendations from the CoPS subcommittee.  It was agreed that the specific language about modifying seat position and seat back angle was appropriate and should be included in the recommended procedures.

· No other changes in the TWG recommendations were seen as necessary to deal with NHTSA’s report on the TWG recommended procedures.

· The second recommendation was seen as superfluous in the overall TWG document.  The additional language would potentially confuse what is otherwise a straightforward recommendation – that observed values not exceed recommended limits (at least for injury “reference” values).  It was agreed that the CoPS subcommittee would withdraw its second recommendation.

· The TWG unanimously praised and thanked the subcommittee for its work on this issue.

· Discussion of recommendations from the Document Review Subcommittee

· The editorial suggestions were tentatively accepted by the TWG, with some minor tweaking and one major editorial change:  a revision of section 3.3.1 to combine paragraphs 1 and 3 and make clear that the adjustments to seat position and seat back angle are intended to be only large enough to avoid any airbag deployment obstructions and they should still result in, for example, seat back angles that are within a nominally normal range.  

· After discussion, it was decided that the arm should not be removed from the SID IIs dummy because it seemed that such removal would affect the dummy airbag interaction in unknown ways and be no more biofidelic than testing with the arm in place.  Moreover, there has been only one case of damage to the dummy’s shoulder, making the need for this change unclear.

· The TWG tentatively approved the “accelerometer-based” calculation procedure, expressing hope that this would make it more likely that all labs used a common procedure.  The TWG did note, however, that there was considerable support for an alternative “deflection-based” calculation method, which should be accepted as an alternative procedure.  Some TWG members noted that their practice was to calculate deflection rate both ways and make sure that both calculations indicated low risk.

· Suzanne indicated that it had been the subcommittee’s desire to replace the pictures used to illustrate test seating positions with pictograms that would be clearer.  Steve Rouhana agreed to head a small subcommittee that would see if artistic resources were available and work with those resources to develop the pictograms. 

· Discussion of Honda presentation

· It was generally agreed that Honda’s work with the modified 3 year old peek-a-boo position illustrated a reasonable approach to identifying a modified worst case position and proceeding with that test position for similar side airbag configurations.  However, it was felt that the recommendations already countenance this kind of activity and no revisions were necessary.

· Honda’s information about dummy skin friction and the possibility that it could lead to suboptimal designs of curtain airbag systems led to the development of a new subcommittee to address this issue.  Yoshiji Kadotani will head the subcommittee.  Volunteers for the subcommittee included Suzanne Tylko, Steve Rouhana, Marty Heitkamp, and Ayad Nayef.  Kadotani will also welcome additional members.

· Suzanne and Adrian agreed to collaborate to create a clean Revised Procedures document for review by the TWG within the next two weeks.  That document will be the May 2002 revision with the changes to the suggested revision highlighted for easy review.  It, of course, will not include any changes that might subsequently be seen as necessary in the dummy head skin (Kadotani subcommittee) or the pictograms (Steve Rouhana subcommittee).  Members will have two weeks to review the revisions after the document is sent out.  

The meeting was adjourned with notation that the next formal meeting was likely to take place in the summer, but the exact date would depend on the pace of developments with the subcommittees.
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