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Abstract  

Purpose: The purpose of the current study is to compare the protective performance of helmet 

designs with different sizes and cushion materials for skull and brain injuries in children.  

Methods: A 6-year-old child head finite element (FE) model with high biofidelity was used to 

conduct impact simulations under the protection of helmets with different sizes (small, medium 

and large) and cushion materials (EPS-expanded polystyrene, PU-polyurethane and airbag) 

according to the testing conditions specified by the standard. Then the protective performance of 

different helmet designs was evaluated by assessing skull and brain injury risk calculated based 

on the kinematic and biomechanical response of the child head model.  

Results: The skull fracture risk of children under the protection of airbag helmets is lower 

than that of EPS and PU helmets by more than 50%. Large-sized helmets, with thicker padding, 

show better protective capability for skull injury compared to small-sized helmets. The risk of 

brain injury under airbag helmet protection is significantly lower than EPS and PU helmet under 

4.8m/s sharp drill impact test condition, and small sized helmet could generally reduce brain 

injury risk under the 6.2m/s flat drill impact test condition. However, no obvious effect has been 

found of helmet size and material to brain injury risk in the impact scenarios at 6.2m/s. 

Conclusions: The size and cushion material of the helmet have a significant influence on its 

skull injury protection performance, but their effect pattern on brain injury protection capability is 

not obvious. The use of airbag helmets with larger buffering stroke can effectively reduce both 

the risk of skull and brain injuries under relatively low impact loads. 
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1. Introduction 

Traffic safety has become a globally issue, and within the entire transportation system, 

vulnerable road users (VRUs) such as pedestrians and cyclists face extremely high risks of 

injury. According to the World Health Organization (WHO) report, 1.19 million people died 

in traffic accidents in 2021, of which about 35% were two/three wheeler riders [22]. In China, 

two wheeler and three wheeler riders account for 35% of total road traffic fatalities [15]. In 
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urban traffic scenarios, the accident rate involving all cyclists remains high, with an average 

of 40% serious accidents related to cyclists [24]. At the same time, a large amount of traffic 

accident data analysis shows that head injuries are the most common cause of death and 

serious injuries for two wheeler riders [4] [9] [21]. In the United States, approximately 

26,000 children seek emergency treatment for head injuries caused by cycling each year, with 

traumatic brain injury being the most common cause of death [9]. Therefore, research on 

head injury protection for two wheeled cyclists deserves special attention. 

As early as the 1980s, researchers began to pay attention to the design of helmets for two 

wheeled vehicles [18], the focuses are mainly on helmet structure design and material 

selection [6] [8] [13] [25]. and the mainstream methods used include drop tests based on 

regulatory conditions and finite element (FE) simulation analysis [2] [23]. For example, 

Fahlstedt et al. studied the impact of bicycle helmet design and materials on the risk of head 

injury in accidents and found that appropriate helmet design and materials can significantly 

reduce the risk of head injury for cyclists, especially in reducing skull strain [5]. Recently, 

Mathon et al. proposed a novel air-filled bicycle helmet and found that the air-filled helmet 

significantly reduced the maximal linear acceleration when compared to an traditional EPS 

(expanded polystyrene) helmet [11]. Though, the protective effects of helmet on head injuries 

are well known, current helmets still show limitations. Han et al. studied the protective 

performance of helmets for electric two wheeler riders in accidents and found that helmets 

can effectively reduce the risk of skull fractures under normal impacts, but the effect is not 

good under severe impacts, and the protective effect on diffuse axonal injury and concussion 

is limited [6]. Wang et al. used computational biomechanics modeling to evaluate the 

protective effect of bicycle helmets in accidents and found that helmets can reduce the risk of 

skull fractures, but the protective effect on brain injuries varies depending on the helmet and 

impact scenario [20-21]. Existing researches have emphasized the important role of helmets 

in reducing skull fractures and brain injuries, and providing a wealth of reference for helmet 

design. However, previous studies have mostly focused on adult helmets, with little attention 

paid to the design of children's helmets. As a special and vulnerable part of VRUs, school-age 

children are the main group of passengers in China's two wheeled vehicles, and their head 

injury protection issues have not received sufficient attention [17]. A large number of 



 

  

children suffer from head injuries caused by cycling, among which head injuries are one of 

the important causes of death and disability in cycling accidents [4]. 

Therefore, the current study intends to analyze the influence of different helmet designs 

on the risk of head injury in children from the perspectives of size and cushion materials. 

Specifically, a 6-year-old child's head finite element model with high biofidelity was used as 

the evaluation tool to conduct impact simulations under helmet protection with different sizes 

and cushion materials according to the testing conditions specified by a Chinese National 

Standard GB 24429-2009 (the helmet assessment regulation) [1]. Then the dynamic and 

biomechanical responses output from the child's head model were extracted to compare and 

analyze the protective performance of different helmet designs on skull and brain injuries. 

2. Methods and Materials 

2.1 Pediatric head model 

The head model extracted from the THUMS 6YO (6-year-old) Version 4 human body 

model was employed to simulate the mechanical responses of a child head during collisions. 

The THUMS 6YO head model features a comprehensive structure that encompasses 

numerous human head components, including the scalp, skull, cerebral white matter, cerebral 

gray matter, lateral ventricles, and the third ventricle, as depicted in Figure 1. During the 

modeling process, high-resolution CT scan data from the University of Michigan were 

utilized to precisely construct the geometric [19]. For mesh generation, appropriate element 

types were chosen based on the distinct tissue characteristics, and strict size control was 

implemented. Specifically, the brain region was simulated using tetrahedral elements, with 

the element length regulated within the range of 0.75-4.2 mm [19]. When defining the 

material properties, the mechanical behaviors of each tissue were thoroughly considered. For 

instance, damage materials were used to simulate the skull, while incompressible and 

viscoelastic materials were selected for the brain [19]. 

To guarantee the reliability of the THUMS 6YO head model was subjected to extensive 

validation through simulated biomechanical tests which include lateral head compression, 

drop tests in various directions, and neck axial loading tests [19]. The validation results 
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indicated that there were discrepancies between the 6YO and 10YO head models in terms of 

parameters such as force and acceleration, however the trends of change were reasonable. 

Moreover, the simulation results of the 10YO head model showed well agreements with the 

experimental data. This strongly suggests that the THUMS 6YO model is highly accurate in 

representing the head impact mechanical responses of children at this age and reliable for 

in-depth investigations into the head injury mechanisms of children during vehicle collisions. 

 

Figure 1. The THUMS 6YC head model. 

2.2 Helmet models 

To comprehensively assess the protective performance of various helmet designs, this 

study developed helmet models featuring two distinct energy-absorbing cushion designs: 

expanded polystyrene (EPS) foam cushion, polyurethane (PU) foam cushion and airbag 

cushion. The geometry of the helmet model was sourced from geometric point-cloud data of 

a half-face helmet acquired through laser scanning technology in the earlier stage. Based on 

this data, corresponding FE models of the shell and cushion surface were established using 

2D elements. Then the space between the shell and cushion surface was filled with solid 

elements for the EPS and PU foam model (Figure 2a), while for the airbag helmet model this 

space was set as multiple small chambers with a pressure of 0.6 Mpa (Figure 2b). The 

selected half face helmet is the most popular helmet type in China for child passengers on 

electric two wheelers, while EPS and PU are the main materials for helmet liner. The 

selection of airbag pressure was from preliminary analysis of the authors, where the constant 

pressure of 0.6 MPa showed better protective capability. It is worth noting that the three 

different helmets have the same volume of the energy absorbing part and the innermost layer 



 

  

of all helmet models was simulated using shell elements to represent the comfort liner for 

contact with the head.  

The material properties of each component of the helmet were defined under the 

LS-DYNA software environment according to the data from the literature. Particularly, the 

material parameters of the acrylonitrile-butadiene-styrene (ABS) of the helmet shell 

(represented by the elastoplastic material model) and EPS foam cushion (simulated using the 

crushable foam material model) were sourced from the reference [21], the PU foam was 

simulated using the Fu-Chang foam material model according to the reference [10]. and the 

airbag skin material was defined as a sealed woven fabric material model [3]. The 

stress-strain curves for the EPS (adapted from [21]) and PU (adapted from [10]) foam are 

shown in Figure 2c, which were obtained from quasi-static compression tests. It should be 

noted that the FE model of the EPS helmet was previously validated against impact test data 

[21], Figure 2d shows the validation results in one of the loading conditions. 

 

 

Figure 2. The FE modes of the EPS/PU (a) and airbag (b) helmet, the stress-strain curves of 

EPS and PU material (c) and the validation result of the EPS helmet model (d). 
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2.3 Simulation matrix 

Given that the size classification of children's helmets has a relatively wide range (e.g., 

for children aged 6-12 years), and there may be cases where the helmet size does not match 

the head circumference during usage, the original helmet model of each cushion design was 

scaled to three different sizes (small, medium and large) to mimic different levels of tightness 

when children wear helmets in real-world situations. Figure 3a shows the dimensions of the 

helmets in different sizes, where the small and large sized helmets were generated with 

scaling ratios of 0.95 and 1.05 from the medium-sized helmet, respectively. The large size 

represents a loose fit, the small size represents a tight fit, and the medium size represents a 

normal fit. To cover different impact locations on the helmet, four drop-impact simulation 

models corresponding to different test conditions stipulated in China National Standard GB 

24429-2009 [1]. The impact scenarios are illustrated in Figure 3b, where the impact velocity 

of the helmet (together with the head model) against the flat anvil (Scenario A and B) was set 

at 6.2 m/s, while the velocity against the pointed anvil (Scenario C and D) was set at 4.8 m/s. 

Taking the above factors into account, a total of 36 (3 sizes * 3 cushion types * 4 scenarios) 

simulations were conducted in this study. In all simulations, the anvil was fixed at six degrees 

of freedom and an initial velocity was applied to the helmet and head model freely. Similar to 

previous studies [20-21], the friction coefficient between the head model and the cushion was 

set as 0.3, and the friction coefficient between the helmet and the steel anvil was set as 0.4.  

 

Figure 3. The dimensions of the helmets in different sizes (a) and the impact scenarios (b). 



 

  

2.4 Injury risk assessment parameters 

To assess the protective performance of different helmets, the parameters of HIC (Head 

Injury Criterion) and maximum principal strain (MPS) were used as the predictors for skull 

fracture and brain injury, respectively. HIC was proposed for skull fracture assessment, 

which accounts for both the peak and duration of the head linear acceleration [12]. The 

formula for HIC calculation is given by Eq. 1, where at represents head resultant linear 

acceleration, and t2-t1 is 15 ms. The skull fracture risk curve as a function of HIC developed 

from cadaver test data [12] and the AIS2+ brain injury risk curve as a function of MPS 

proposed from reconstruction of sports and vehicle crash injuries [16] were employed to 

quantify the protective performance of different helmets, as these are the main injury types 

observed in real-world accidents [4][6]. It should be noted that the resultant linear 

acceleration was captured at the center of gravity of the head model, the MPS was output 

from the gray matter, white matter and lateral ventricle of the brain. 
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3. Results 

3.1 Protective performance for skull injury 

Figure 4 shows the head linear acceleration time histories of all the 36 impact simulations. 

The peak linear acceleration (PLA) values of the head wearing airbag helmets are lower than 

those of the EPS and PU helmets in all scenarios, while the head PLA values under the 

protection of the PU and EPS helmets are quite close. In most instances, the head PLA value 

in cases of airbag helmet is merely 60% of that of the EPS and PU helmets. When the 

cushion material remains the same, variations in helmet size also exert a certain influence on 

the head PLA value. Generally, the head PLA value of a large-sized helmet is higher than that 

of a small-sized helmet with the same cushion material. Specifically, in test Scenario A, the 

head PLA value of the large-sized EPS helmet is 76.1 g lower than that of the small-sized 

EPS helmet. 
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According to the HIC data, for all scenarios, the HIC values of the airbag helmets are also 

significantly lower than those of the EPS and PU helmets, and the HIC value of the PU 

helmet is notably higher than that of the EPS helmet. Quantitatively, in most cases, the HIC 

value of the airbag helmet is approximately 30%-40% of that of the EPS and PU helmets. 

Helmet size also shows certain influence on the HIC value, the HIC values of large-sized 

helmets under all scenarios are generally smaller than those of small-sized helmets with the 

same cushion, and the maximum difference in HIC values resulting from helmet size exceeds 

400 (for the PU helmet). 

Figure 5 illustrates the risk of skull fracture (Rf) calculated based on the HIC values and 

the injury risk curve reported in the literature [12]. It is evident that the risk of skull fracture 

for the airbag helmets are lower than that of the EPS and PU helmets across three different 

sizes and four operating conditions, and all Rf values are below 40%. Quantitatively, for 

large-sized helmets, in test Scenario A, the average risk of skull fracture for the airbag 

helmets is 22.9%, while this value is 67.3% and 97.9% for EPS and PU helmets, respectively. 

In test Scenario B, the average risk of skull fracture for the airbag helmets is 21.3%, which is 

also significantly lower than that of the EPS (51.3%) and PU helmets (60.95%). Under these 

two scenarios, the risk of skull fracture when protected by the airbag helmets is relatively 

reduced by more than 60% compared to that protected by the EPS and PU helmets. Since the 

risk of skull fracture in test Scenario C and D is lower than 10%, it will not be elaborated 

upon here. However, the airbag helmet has a significantly greater advantage in protecting 

against skull skull compared to the EPS and PU helmets in Scenario C and D. 

In terms of the influence of helmet size, as the helmet size increases from small to large, 

the risk of skull fracture generally exhibits a downward trend. In test Scenario A, the risk for 

the airbag helmet decreases from 26.70% to 22.90%, the EPS helmet decreases from 80.3% 

to 67.30%, and the PU helmet decreases from 99.4% to 97.90%. In test Scenario B, when the 

helmet size increases from small to large, the skull fracture risks for airbag, EPS, and PU 

helmets show decreases of 14.8%, 15.1%, and 20.5%, respectively. It can be observed that a 

large-sized helmet with the same cushion material can reduce the risk of skull injury by 

nearly 50% at most compared to a small-sized helmet (the airbag helmet in Scenario B). 

Scenario C and D will not be analyzed either.  



 

  

 

Figure 4. The predicted head linear acceleration curves and HIC values of all impact 

simulations. 

 

Figure 5. The calculated skull fracture risk of all impact simulations. 

3.2 Protective performance for brain injury 

Figure 6 depicts the strain contour map of brain tissue and the MPS under each simulated 

impact. Among the four scenarios, in most cases, the maximum strain is observed at the 

junction of the white matter of the left and right cerebral hemispheres. In test Scenario A and 
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B, most of the brain MPS values fall within the range of 0.5-0.6. In test Scenario C and D, the 

brain MPS values are mostly fluctuate within the range of 0.2-0.4. When the helmet size is 

the same, the difference in the brain MPS protected by helmets with different cushions in test 

Scenario A and B is generally negligible. In contrast, in Scenario C and D, the strain MPS 

values protected by the airbag helmet are obviously lower. It can also be observed that in test 

Scenario B the white matter in both cerebral hemispheres undergoes significant deformation 

in all cases, while in test Scenario A, C, and D, brain deformation is not obvious. 

Figure 7 illustrates the AIS2+ brain injury risk calculated based on the MPS values and 

reported in the literature [16]. The results indicate that: under test Scenario A and B, the 

AIS2+ brain injury risk for all helmets exceeds 50%, changes in helmet size and cushion 

material generally have a negligible effect on the brain injury risk, and the probability of 

AIS2+ brain injury when protected by the EPS helmet is slightly lower than that of the other 

two helmets. In test Scenario A, the AIS2+ brain injury risk of large-sized helmets is 

generally higher than that of small-sized helmets. Conversely, in test Scenario C and D, the 

risk values of AIS2+ brain injury when protected by the airbag helmets are all below 20%. 

The average AIS2+ brain injury risk for the airbag helmet cases (11.7%) is less than half of 

that of the EPS (26.0%) and gel (25.8%) helmets. However, the influence of helmet size on 

the brain injury risk varies depending on the cushion material. 



 

  

 

Figure 6. The predicted brain strain distribution and MPS values of all impact 

simulations. 
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Figure 7. The calculated AIS2+ brain injury risk of all impact simulations. 

4. Discussion 

The current study compared the protective performance of different helmet designs for 

children head injuries with skull fracture risk and brain injury risk being distinguished, the 

following discussion aims to understand the trends observed in simulation results from a 

mechanical perspective. 

In terms of the influence of the cushion material on the protective performance of helmets, 

altering the helmet cushion material can remarkably influence its protective capabilities, 

particularly having a most pronounced effect on reducing the risk of skull injury. Under all 

test scenarios, the airbag helmets demonstrate a better protective performance against skull 

injury than EPS and PU helmets. The advantage of the airbag helmets stems from the 

continuous buffering capacity provided by the constant pressure within the airbag [11], which 

reduces the peak head acceleration through an equal buffering stroke, whereas foam materials 

tend to harden during compression deformation and consequently lose their protective 

efficacy (see stress-strain curves in Figure 1c). The superiority of airbag helmets over EPS 

helmets has also been proved in a previous study [11], where the PLA recorded during the 

test on the airbag helmets was significantly lower than that of the EPS helmets. By comparing 

the stress-strain curves (Figure 1c) and protective performances of EPS and PU helmets 

(Figure 5), it is evident that EPS, with a higher stress plateau under the same strain conditions, 



 

  

offers superior protection against skull injury. However, both EPS and PU helmets show poor 

protection to skull injury in test Scenario A and B. That is largely due to the high impact 

speed, since many studies have proved that ordinary EPS helmets are still limited for 

protecting skull injuries in the scenarios with high collision loads [6] [21]. Additionally, the 

airbag helmet exhibits a distinct advantage in protecting against brain injury in test Scenario 

C and D (Figure 7). However, in test Scenario A and B, its brain injury protective 

performance is comparable to that of other helmets. This is primarily because that in test 

Scenario A and B, the impact energy is substantial, and the impact is from a flat anvil 

(resulting in minimal significant rotation of the helmet), the advantage of airbags in 

restraining the head cannot be fully demonstrated. These results imply that the protective 

capability of helmets for brain injuries is not sensitive to helmet design when the impact load 

is high, this finding is similar to that reported in previous studies of helmet protective 

capability in simulated accidents [6] [20-21]. 

Regarding the influence of helmet size on its protective performance, large-sized helmets 

exhibit a clear advantage in reducing the risk of skull fracture. Conversely, they show a slight 

drawback in protecting against brain injury.  The superiority of large-sized helmets in 

safeguarding against skull fracture can be attributed to several factors. Firstly, the advantage 

of increased buffering space is pivotal [21]. A larger helmet provides more room for the 

buffering material, enabling it to more effectively absorb and disperse the impact force during 

a collision and preventing the buffering effect from being compromised due to excessive 

tightness. Secondly, there is a significant synergistic effect between material properties and 

size. For instance, the large-sized airbag helmet demonstrates a lower risk of skull fracture as 

it can more efficiently disperse the impact force. Finally, the physiological characteristics of 

children's heads necessitate more effective protection. A looser-fitting helmet can better 

conform to the shape of a child's head, reducing local pressure concentration and thereby 

enhancing the protective effect. Consequently, large-sized helmets can significantly mitigate 

the instantaneous high acceleration impact on the head. This characteristic is not only 

reflected in the smoother variation of the head PLA value but also corroborated by the 

reduction in the HIC value (Figure 4). This finding is consistent with that of reference [7], 

which indicates that helmets with thicker EPS perform better in reducing the peek linear 
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acceleration. However, previous analysis indicates that better fitness of a helmet can enhance 

the fixation of it on the head, which could improve the protective effect [14]. This may imply 

that the fitness of a helmet could not be reflected only by the size, more detailed geometry 

needs to be discussed in further analysis. On the other hand, although large-sized helmets 

show significant advantages in reducing the risk of skull fracture, their ability to restrain head 

movement is relatively weak. Under specific test scenarios and cushioning designs, 

large-sized helmets may increase the rotational motion of the head during a collision, leading 

to relatively higher strains and injury risks in brain tissue. However, this negative impact does 

not manifest as a consistent pattern across all test scenarios (Figure 7). 

The current study is still limited in the following aspects. Firstly, only one half-face 

helmet geometry was used, future study would focus on other styles of helmets (such as the 

full-face helmet). Secondly, only the test scenarios defined in a standard were simulated, 

future analysis would pay close attention to helmet protection capability in real-world 

accident collisions. Finally, only the 6-year-old child head model was used for assessment 

and the 6-year-old child head model was validated indirectly, it is necessary to conduct 

research on head protection for children of other age groups and future research needs to 

further improve the validation methods to enhance the accuracy and reliability of the human 

body model. 

5. Conclusions 

The current work compared the protection performance of helmets with different sizes 

and cushion materials based on assessment of the risk of skull fracture and brain injury using 

the predictions from a 6-year-old child head FE model. The results imply that both the size 

and cushion material have a significant influence on head injuries, especially the designed 

airbag helmets show remarkable advantages in protecting skull fractures at all tested 

scenarios and brain injuries in the cases with a relatively low impact load. For a given 

cushion material, the large-sized helmets, with a thicker pad, are better for protection of skull 

structure. However, the influence of helmet size and material on the risk of brain injury is less 

pronounced under high impact loads than under low impact loads. 



 

  

Integrating the above analysis with the key conclusions from previous research on helmet 

design and protection, this study proposes that, on one hand, research into the design of the 

interior of helmets should simultaneously consider material and structural optimization to 

comprehensively enhance the helmet's protective performance against overall head injuries. 

On the other hand, given the significant disparities in the protective performance of helmets 

under different test conditions, real-world accident scenarios should be considered as 

extensively as possible when evaluating helmet performance. 

Acknowledgements 

This study was supported by Natural Science Foundation of Hunan Province (Grant No. 

2023JJ30246 ). 

References 

[1] AQSIQ. GB 24429-2009 Sports helmets-safety requirements and testing methods for 

sports helmets for cyclists and users of skateboards and roller skates. China: 

Administration of Quality Supervision, Inspection and Quarantine, 2009. 

[2] Baker CE, Yu X, Patel S, Ghajari M. A review of cyclist head injury, impact 

characteristics and the implications for helmet assessment methods. Ann Biomed Eng, 

2023, 51(5): 875-904. 

[3] Borrvall T, Ehle C, Stratton T. A fabric material model with stress map functionality in 

LS-DYNA. In: Proceeding of 10th European LS-DYNA Conference, Würzburg, 

Germany, 2015. 

[4] Carone L, Ardley R, Davies P. Cycling related traumatic brain injury requiring intensive 

care: Association with non-helmet wearing in young people. Injury, 2019, 50(1): 61-64. 

[5] Fahlstedt M, Halldin P, Kleiven S. Importance of the bicycle helmet design and material 

for the outcome in bicycle accidents. In: Proceeding of International Cycling Safety 

Conference, Gothenburg, Sweden, 2014. 

[6] Han Y, He W, Shi L, D Pan, H Huang. Helmet protective performance via reconstruction 

of electric two-wheeler rider’s head-to-ground impact accidents. Int J Crashworthines, 

2019, 25(5): 493-504. 

[7] Jung C, Stark N, Gagliardi S, Begonia M, Rowson S. Quantifying effects of design 

features on youth bicycle helmet performance during oblique impacts. Ann Biomed Eng, 

2025, DOI: 10.1007/s10439-025-03730-1. (online ahead of print) 

[8] Kostopoulos V, Markopoulos Y P, Giannopoulos G, Vlachos DE. Finite element analysis 

https://sc.panda985.com/citations?user=JYdXpR8AAAAJ&hl=zh-CN&oi=sra


 
 

 17 

of impact damage response of composite motorcycle safety helmets. Compos Part B-Eng, 

2002, 33(2): 99-107. 

[9] Lee L K, Flaherty M R, Blanchard A M, Agarwal M. Helmet use in preventing head 

injuries in bicycling, snow sports, and other recreational activities and sports. Pediatrics, 

2022, 150(3): e2022058878. 

[10] Luo W, Niu K, Mo F, Li G. Pelvis and thoracolumbar spine response in simulated 

under-body blast impacts and protective seat cushion design. Acta Bioeng Biomech, 

2024, 26(1): 143-151. 

[11] Mathon B, Duarte Rocha V, Py JB, Falcan A, Bergeret T. An air-filled bicycle helmet for 

mitigating traumatic brain injury. Bioengineering (Basel), 2023, 10(7): 762.  

[12] Mertz H J, Prasad P, Nusholtz G. Head injury risk assessment for forehead impacts. SAE 

Technical Paper 960099, 1996. 

[13] Milne G, Deck C, Bourdet N, Carreira RP, Allinne Q, Gallego A, Willinge R. Bicycle 

helmet modelling and validation under linear and tangential impacts. Int J 

Crashworthiness, 2014, 19: 323-333. 

[14] Romanow NR, Hagel BE, Williamson J, Rowe BH. Cyclist head and facial injury risk in 

relation to helmet fit: a case-control study. Chronic Dis Inj Can, 2014, 34(1): 1-7. 

[15] Sui B, Zhou S, Zhao X, Lubbe N. An overview of car-to-two-wheeler accidents in China: 

Guidance for AEB assessment. In: Proceeding of 25th International Technical 

Conference on the Enhanced Safety of Vehicles (ESV), Eindhoven, Netherlands, 2017. 

[16] Takhounts E, Craig J, Moorhouse K, McFadden J, Hasija V. Development of brain injury 

criteria (BrIC). Stapp Car Crash J, 2013, 57: 243-266. 

[17] Tan P, Huang Y, Tang J, Long Y, Liu Y, Zhou Q. Kinematic responses of child as second 

rider of electric-two-wheelers underlateral impact with vehicle. Accid Anal Prev, 2023, 

192: 107258. 

[18] Tinard V, Deck C, Bourdet N, Willinger R. Motorcyclist helmet composite outer shell 

characterisation and modelling. Mater Design, 2011, 32(5): 3112-3119. 

[19] Toyota Motor Corporation. THUMS 6YO Pedestrian/Occupant Model Version 4. Toyota 

Central R&D Labs., Inc. January, 2021. 

[20] Wang F, Peng K, Zou T, Li Q, Li F, Wang X, Wang J, Zhou Z. Numerical reconstruction 

of cyclist impact accidents: can helmets protect the head-neck of cyclists. Biomimetics, 

2023, 8(6): 456. 

[21] Wang F, Wu J, Hu L,Yu C, Wang B, Huang X. Evaluation of the head protection 

effectiveness of cyclist helmets using full-scale computational biomechanics modelling 

of cycling accidents. J Safety Res, 2022, 80: 109-134. 

[22] WHO. Global status report on road safety 2023: Summary. World Health Organization, 

2023. 

https://sc.panda985.com/citations?user=REFby3YAAAAJ&hl=zh-CN&oi=sra
https://sc.panda985.com/citations?user=vzbeF6sAAAAJ&hl=zh-CN&oi=sra
https://sc.panda985.com/citations?user=V5_UlXIAAAAJ&hl=zh-CN&oi=sra
https://sc.panda985.com/citations?user=duiWEkEAAAAJ&hl=zh-CN&oi=sra
https://sc.panda985.com/citations?user=nJd7SvsAAAAJ&hl=zh-CN&oi=sra
https://sc.panda985.com/citations?user=kuA86u4AAAAJ&hl=zh-CN&oi=sra


 

  

[23] Whyte T, Gibson T, Eager D, Milthorpe B. Response of a full-face motorcycle helmet FE 

model to the UNECE 22.05 chin barimpact test. Int J Crashworthines, 2016, 21(6): 

555-565. 

[24] Yuan Q, Gao Y, Zhu J, Xiong H, Xu Q, Wang J. Summarizing vehicle driving 

decision-making methods on vulnerable road user collision avoidance. DTS, 2023, 2(1): 

23-35. 

[25] Zhang X, Yang B, Wu J, Li X, Zhou R. Research progress on helmet liner materials and 

structural applications. Materials, 2024, 17(11): 2649. 

 

 

https://sc.panda985.com/citations?user=AdGnZiUAAAAJ&hl=zh-CN&oi=sra
https://sc.panda985.com/citations?user=cVDF1tkAAAAJ&hl=zh-CN&oi=sra
https://sc.panda985.com/citations?user=7XuJsS8AAAAJ&hl=zh-CN&oi=sra

