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« CV values for all upper neck parameters were repeatable within 5% for all neck tensions (Figure 3).
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the HIIl 6YO upper neck response with varied neck tension. » The head CG X-acceleration and upper neck Y-moment time history plots for all neck tension conditions

(Figure 4) exemplify the differences in response across neck tensions. An asterisk in the mean value plots
denotes a significant deviation from the 2.0 in-lb condition (Figure 6).

MATERIALS & METHODS
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Figure 6. Head CG X-acceleration and upper neck Y-moment for 1.6, 1.8, 2.0, 2.2 and 2.4 in-lb.

CONCLUSIONS

* The HIIl 6YO head and neck responses to a frontal impact were repeatable for each condition with neck
cable tension at 1.6, 1.8, 2.0, 2.2, and 2.4 in-lb [4].

« After observing significant differences in sled velocity across neck tensions, the upper neck responses
were normalized by sled velocity. The data showed significant deviation (significance level .05) from 2.0 In-
Ib response for 1.6 and 2.4 in-Ib for all criteria, while the 1.8 in-Ib did not deviate for upper neck Fx and 2.2
In-Ib did not deviate for any.

« Future work will include TEMA localized displacement analysis to further characterize localize
displacement to understand the trends in Figure 5.
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Figure 2. Images of testing response with a rigid T1 joint at 0, 60, and 120 ms.
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