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Fig.1 Cyclist behavior in car-bicycle collision (40 km/h)
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Fig.3 Acceleration and deformation in drop simulation
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Fig.4 Acceleration and deformation in impact against A-pillar
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Table.1 HIC and maximum acceleration of with and without
helmet in FE simulation
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Fig.5 Contact force and inertial force
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Fig.6 Comparison of skull deformation with and without helmet in
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Fig.7 Effective strain distribution of brain in impact against front
pillar with helmet
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Fig.8 HIC with helmet liner yield stress and front pillar strength
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