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Abstract: A helmet is the main protective equipment for a child pillion passenger. A safe helmet must
be able to mitigate head and brain injuries resulting from high head impact loading. A lightweight
helmet is preferable, especially for children. This paper proposed to study the effect of materials,
liner thickness, and friction at the head–helmet interface on linear and rotational accelerations using
reduced-order modelling. A child head–helmet finite element model was developed and validated
against an experiment. Finite element simulations were conducted to generate training data for
the establishment of reduced-order models which were subsequently used to predict the linear and
rotational accelerations for various helmet parameters. The prediction could be performed in a very
short time compared to its corresponding finite element simulation. The use of aluminium foam
enhanced mitigation of the linear and rotational accelerations as well as weight reduction. This
study also revealed that the head–helmet friction coefficient had a strong effect on the rotational
acceleration, while the liner thickness predominantly affected the linear acceleration. However, the
liner thickness had less influence on the rotational acceleration when the head–helmet friction was
low. The risk of brain concussion as well as diffusional injury could be reduced by enabling low
friction at head–helmet surface.

Keywords: motorcycle helmet; finite element model; reduced-order model; head and brain injuries;
friction; metal foam

1. Introduction

Road traffic fatalities involving motorcycles are the most common in Thailand. They
accounted for 74% of traffic deaths as reported by the World Health Organization in 2018 [1].
Motorcycle accident analysis in Thailand has gained more interest from many researchers
over the past 4 years [2–10] in order to suggest the development of countermeasures
for reducing motorcycle crashes and fatalities [11,12]. Champahom et al. [10] recently
investigated factors affecting the severity of motorcycle accidents. They concluded that
age, road lanes, and helmet wearing were significant factors that influenced the severity of
motorcycle accidents on Thailand’s arterial roads. Wearing a helmet could likely lead to
less severity during crashes [13]. Jomnonkwao et al. [8,9] studied helmet-wearing intention
and behavior among students in an urban and rural areas and suggested that activities for
promoting helmet intention should emphasize that parents could increase the helmet use
intention of their children. Save the Children Thailand reported that there were 1.3 million
child pillion passengers on motorcycles in 2018 [14]. Child pillion passengers were among
the road accident victims. Koetniyom et al. [2] performed motorcycle crash tests with a
child pillion passenger behind and before the rider to study the kinematics of the rider
and passenger. Their results revealed that the child sitting at the back of the rider had a
higher risk of severe head injury, while the child sitting in front of the rider had a higher
risk of thorax and neck injury. They recommended the child sitting behind the rider with a
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safety helmet and a child seat would be safer [2]. The most effective strategy for child head
protection during impact is a helmet. However, inappropriate head protection equipment
for small child pillions may cause disability or slow brain development process among child
pillions. Nevertheless, most helmets sold for children are reduced-size adult helmets which
have not taken into account the different anthropometry. In addition, the injury mechanism
of children and adults has some differences [15]. The cervical spine of children is weaker
than that of adults. A lightweight helmet is preferable for a child to reduce the load on
the neck. The helmet should also have high energy absorption with a mechanism that can
mitigate head acceleration. Apart from the head linear acceleration, the head rotational
acceleration is also a critical response that can lead to mild traumatic brain injury [16].
Carmai et al. [3] analyzed overall kinematics and injury mechanisms of a rider and a child
pillion passenger in various accident configurations. They reported a high risk of diffuse
axonal injury (DAI) for the child pillion passenger during the car impacting motorcycle.
The rotational acceleration on the brain causes a shear effect which induces diffuse axonal
injury [17]. An oblique impact which is the most common type of head impact occurred
during real-world motorcycle accidents [16]. The normal and tangential force induced in
an oblique impact can lead to translational and rotational head motion [18–21]. The latter
is thought to be the main cause of traumatic brain injury [18–21].

A good performance child helmet must be able to mitigate linear and rotational
accelerations as well as be lightweight. A helmet normally consists of two main parts, an
outer shell and an inner liner. Acrylonitrile butadiene styrene (ABS) is basically used as an
outer shell material to resist penetration and to distribute the impact load on a wider area,
while the inner liner is usually made of expandable polystyrene (EPS) foam to absorb most
of the impact energy, hence lowering the linear acceleration. A weight reduction in the
helmet can be achieved by decreasing liner thickness or introducing an innovative material
such as aluminium foam (Al-foam) which has a high strength-to-weight ratio and good
energy absorbing capability [22,23].

In the oblique impact conditions, velocities are connected with rolling and sliding
phenomena. Friction, therefore, plays important role in reducing the rotational acceleration.
The friction coefficient between the outer shell and ground has been recently investigated
and reported that the friction between the helmet and the ground was among the factors
that control the head rotational acceleration in oblique impacts [24–27]. Meng et al. [27]
also revealed that a lower friction coefficient between the helmet outer shell and ground
led to a higher reduction in brain tissue strain in the sliding regime. However, with
similar underlying mechanics, the tangential component of the contact force can also cause
rolling/sliding motion between the head and the helmet liner interface too [28]. Juste-
Lorente et al. [29] investigated the effect of friction at the interface between the interior
of the helmet and the headform on head impact biomechanics using the bare and the
covered headform. They reported that the effects of the headform surface depended on the
magnitude of the tangential velocity [29]. The coefficient of friction between the helmet’s
interior and the head, therefore, plays an important role in the head rotational acceleration.

This paper aims to study the effect of advanced materials, liner thickness and the
friction coefficient between head–helmet interaction on linear and rotational accelerations
using a combined finite element and model reduction technique. Parametric studies or
optimization problems require a number of cases, hence the high computational costs.
The combined approach resulting in a so-called reduced-order model was introduced to
address the time-consuming issue of the finite element simulations. The reduced-order
model was used to generate a large number of data so that the effect of liner thickness and
the head–helmet friction coefficient on head accelerations can be investigated continuously.

2. Materials and Methods

Numerical modelling together with the model reduction techniques were employed
in this study. Finite element model of the helmet impact test was developed and validated
with the experimental tests. Effects of material used for the outer shell and the inner liner
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was investigated first. Then, the commercial child helmet was slightly modified and used
to generate a set of training data to establish a reduced-order model based on the proper
orthogonal decomposition and the Kriging methods. The training data were generated
from finite element simulations with various inner liner thickness and the head–helmet
interface friction coefficients. This reduced-order model was subsequently used to generate
a large set of data with a range of liner thickness and head–helmet friction coefficients as
input parameters. The head injury responses measured in this study were the peak linear
acceleration and the rotational acceleration. The linear acceleration relates to the skull
fracture and brain contusion. However, the brain can be injured due to concussion and
diffuse axonal injury (DAI) without a skull fracture. The rotational acceleration and the
brain principal strain relate to brain injury [19–21]. In fact, the rotational kinematic outputs
are correlated to brain strains [30–33]. Kelkar et al. [31] reported that the cumulative strain
damage measure (CSDM) and the maximum principal strain (MPS) were the two brain
strain measures which were proportional to peak rotational accelerations [31]. The CSDM
is based on the brain’s cumulative volume fraction calculation, which has experienced a
specific level of stretch (the maximum principal strain). They can also be used for predicting
risk of brain injuries [31–33].

2.1. Finite Element Model Preparation and Validation

A commercial motorcycle helmet available for pre-school children in Thailand was
selected as a reference in this study. It was a typical half helmet type with a 52-inch
circumferential, as shown in Figure 1. The shell and foam liner of the helmet were scanned
in 3 dimensions in order to obtain the correct profile of the helmet and liner. The liner was
cut in half to measure the thickness, as shown in Figure 1b. The liner thickness was not
uniform. The total weight of the outer shell and inner liner was 0.355 kg. The CAD model
was created based on the 3D scan surface. The outer shell as well as the liner thickness
were measured.
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Figure 1. (a) A child motorcycle helmet sold in Thailand (b) the half section of the inner liner.

The outer shell was modelled using shell elements of 3.3 mm thickness, while solid
elements were used for the inner liner. The inner liner had non-uniform thickness that
varied from 12 mm at the front to 20 mm in the vertex, as shown in Figure 1b. The outer
shell was made of acrylonitrile butadiene styrene (ABS). Its behavior was described using
the plastic kinematics material model [34] in LS-DYNA with a mass density of 1200 kg/m3,
a Young’s modulus of 4000 MPa, and a Poisson’s ratio of 0.37 [35]. The inner liner was
made of expanded polystyrene (EPS). Its compression behavior was described using the
low-density foam material model in LS-DYNA [34] with a mass density of 90 kg/m3, a
Young’s modulus of 8.64 MPa, and a Poisson’s ratio of 0 [35,36]. The head of a 6-year-old
child human body model (6YO THUMS) was employed as a tool to measure the injury
during the impact. The head was developed by Toyota Motor Cooperation and validated
in terms of compression and drop tests as reported in [37]. The peak linear acceleration
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was measured at the centre of gravity (C.G.) of the head, while the rotational acceleration
was obtained by calculating the interpolation of the values from all nodes of the brain parts,
as shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. A 6-year-old child human body head model with the location of C.G.

The 6YO THUMS head was assembled to the helmet. The head–helmet model was set
to simulate the impact tests. Two protocols of impact tests, the department of transportation
(DOT) FMVSS 218 helmet safety standard [38] and the modified helmet drop test to reflect
an oblique impact proposed by Bourdet et al. [16], were considered. The standard helmet
drop test based on the DOT FMVSS 218 required an anvil to place horizontally, while
the modified drop test required a flat anvil to make an angle of 45◦ with the horizontal
plane. This head–helmet finite element model was validated against the DOT drop tests
conducted by Prasartthong et al. [39].

2.1.1. Impact Configurations According to the DOT FMVSS 218

The DOT drop test requires four locations of the helmet to be assessed. They were
crown, front, rear, and side locations. A flat anvil was used for the crown and the front
locations, while a hemisphere anvil was used for the rear and side locations. The head–
helmet model was set to impact the rigid flat and hemisphere anvils at 5.86 and 5.08 m/s,
respectively, to simulate the experiments of Prasartthong et al. [39]. The anvil was restricted
to move in all directions. The coefficient of friction between helmet and head as well as
helmet and anvil were 0.35 and 0.50 [40], respectively. The model setup for each impact
location is shown in Figure 3. The linear acceleration was measured at the C.G. of the head.
The DOT drop test adopted the maximum force as a guide to set the maximum allowable
peak linear acceleration at 400 g.
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2.1.2. Impact Configurations According to the 45◦ Inclined Anvil Drop Tests

In real-world accidents, oblique impacts are the most common type of head impacts
occurred during motorcycle collisions. Kleiven [40] discovered that the oblique impact
induced the head rotational acceleration. The rotational kinematics have more influence
on the brain injury than the translational kinematics [40]. However, there is no motorcycle
helmet test standard that considers and assesses according to the head rotational accelera-
tion [41]. In order to study the helmet protection performance of brain injury, additional
tests proposed by Bourdet et al. [16] were also employed. This new drop test configuration
was developed based on the real-world accidents. The helmeted head was dropped against
a 45◦ inclined flat anvil. Four impact locations, crown, front, rear and side, were proposed.
The finite element model for the 45◦ inclined flat anvil drop test is shown in Figure 4. The
flat anvil made a 45◦ angle with the horizontal plane and was constrained to move in
all directions. The coefficient of friction between helmet and head was 0.35. While the
coefficient of friction between helmet and anvil was 0.50. The head–helmet model was
dropped at a speed of 6.5 m/s.
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2.2. Simulation Cases According to Various Helmet Design Parameters

A good head protection performance helmet must be able to mitigate skull and brain
injury as well as resist penetration. The lightweight helmet is also preferable for a child to
reduce the load on the neck. Materials used for producing helmets must have the ability to
absorb energy during impact [36,42]. Al-foam is among the potential materials that have a
great ability in impact energy absorption. Al-foam also possesses low density with good
shear and fracture strength. This paper considers two materials, ABS and Al-foam, for the
outer shell as well as EPS with two densities and Al-foam for the inner liner. The thickness
of the inner liner and friction between the head and helmet were also investigated.

2.2.1. Simulation Cases for Studying the Effect of Materials

Two material types, ABS and Al-foam, with 140 kg/m3 density were used for the outer
shell of the baseline helmet model, while EPS of 90 and 50 kg/m3 densities and Al-foam
were considered for the inner liner. The model setup is shown in Table 1. Each model was
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used to simulate the DOT and inclined drop tests at 4 impact locations as illustrated in
Figures 3 and 4. Forty finite element simulations were conducted.

Table 1. Helmet model with various combination of materials.

Model Name Outer Shell Material Inner Liner Material Weight (kg)

ABS_EPS90 ABS EPS 90 kg/m3 0.346
ABS_EPS50 ABS EPS 50 kg/m3 0.317
ALF_EPS90 Al-foam EPS 90 kg/m3 0.103
ALF_EPS50 Al-foam EPS 50 kg/m3 0.073
ABS_ALF ABS Al-foam 0.413

2.2.2. Simulation Cases for Studying the Effect of Inner Liner Thickness and Head–Helmet Friction

To study the effect of liner thickness, the liner was modified to have a uniform thick-
ness. As a result of material effect, the helmet model for further studies employed 4 mm
Al-foam as the outer shell. However, a 0.5 mm thin layer of ABS was also included as the
first outer layer of the helmet shell. This was to enhance the penetration resistance of sharp
objects. The inner liner material was EPS 50 kg/m3. In addition, the original half helmet
shape was modified by extending the rear part to 72 mm to cover 3/4 of the skull. It is more
like an open-face helmet which provides better head injury protection than the half-helmet
type as reported by Hsu et al. [43]. The modified helmet model is shown in Figure 5. The
inner liner thickness was 10, 15 and 20 mm. The friction coefficient between helmet and
head was 0.05, 0.35 and 0.65.
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Nine helmet models were setup according to variation of the thickness and friction
coefficient as illustrated in Table 2. They were used in simulations of the DOT and the
inclined anvil drop tests. Nine simulations were required for each impact location for each
category of drop test. A total of 72 simulations were conducted. To investigate the optimal
rage of the inner liner thickness and the head–helmet friction, a number of simulations were
required so that the effect of the parameters on the output responses can be investigated
more continuously. The reduced-order model (ROM) was introduced with the use of these
finite element simulation results as the training data. The establishment of the ROM is
described in the next section.

Table 2. Model setup to generate training data.

Model No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Liner thickness (mm) 10 10 10 15 15 15 20 20 20
Head–helmet friction coefficient (µ) 0.65 0.35 0.05 0.65 0.35 0.05 0.65 0.35 0.05

Weight (kg) 0.143 0.175 0.231
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Apart from the training data, the validation data were also required for compar-
isons with the ROM predictions. The simulation cases were given in Table 3. A total of
24 simulations were required to assess the prediction performance of the ROM.

Table 3. Model setup for validation data.

Impact Location Front Side Crown Rear Crown Front Rear Side Crown Side Front Rear

Thickness (mm) 10 10 10 10 15 15 15 15 20 20 20 20
Friction coefficient 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.5

2.3. Reduced-Order Model Establishment

The finite element simulations for various thicknesses and friction coefficients were lim-
ited due to calculation times. A short calculation time with acceptable prediction accuracy
would benefit the parametric studies. A predictive model which provides output response
in a much shorter time is preferable. In this study, a predictive model was established
based on a model reduction technique proposed by Kayvantash [44]. The reduced-order
modelling consists of a learning step and a predictive step as in the case of a supervised
learning algorithm. For the learning step, the proper orthogonal decomposition (POD) algo-
rithm was employed to decompose the original dataset from the physical reference frame
onto a new set of basis with special and useful properties. The result of decomposition and
projection was a decouple version of the original dataset in another vector basis. Predictions
of new space-time responses were reconstructed via multiplication of two interpolated
uncouple fields. The Kriging method was selected for the spatial interpolation. The algo-
rithm was implemented using the ODYSSEE software [45] for ROM modelling. Figure 6
shows the process of ROM establishment. The upper block was the process of obtaining the
training data which were provided by the finite element simulations. Thirty-six training
data were the finite element simulation results with 3 thickness and 3 friction coefficients
with 4 impact configurations for each type of drop test. Two ROMs were established.
One for the DOT drop test to predict the head linear acceleration. The other was for the
45◦ inclined drop test to predict the rotational acceleration. The inputs were the impact
configuration, the liner thickness and the head–helmet friction coefficient. Comparisons
of the prediction with the finite element calculation were performed to validate the ROM.
Finite element simulation results with the conditions illustrated in Table 3 were utilized for
validation purposes.
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The validated ROM model was then used to generate more data as illustrated in the
lower block of Figure 5. The ROM was used to predict the output responses based on the
liner thickness ranging from 10 to 20 mm with an increment of 0.5 mm and the head–helmet
coefficient ranging from 0.05 to 0.65 with an increment of 0.05. A total of 5124 cases were
generated for each type of impact test.

3. Results
3.1. Finite Element Model Validation with the DOT FMVSS 218 Drop Test

The head–helmet model was first validated with the DOT drop test results of Prasar-
tong et al. [38]. Comparisons of the linear acceleration obtained from the experiments and
the simulations at four impact locations are shown in Figure 7.
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Figure 7. Comparisons of the linear acceleration obtained from the DOT drop test and the finite
element simulations at (a) crown, (b) front, (c) rear, and (d) side impact locations.

The linear acceleration obtained from the simulations showed a slight discrepancy
with the experimental results. The highest difference in the peak linear acceleration was at
the crown location, with a difference less than 7%. Good agreement with the experimental
results in terms of the linear acceleration was achieved. However, the head contact time
during the first peak for all impact locations expressed some differences. This is because
the head used in the experiment was a rigid headform, while the head model is deformable
as a real human head. The larger contact time period led to a 20–25% higher head injury
criteria (HIC) value. However, the DOT test adopted the maximum force as a guide to set
the peak linear acceleration at 400 g as passed criteria. In addition, the results shows that
the peak linear acceleration obtained from the frontal impact was higher than the maximum
allowable value of 400 g. This child helmet failed the DOT drop test. The headform used
in the experiment cannot measure the rotational acceleration but the deformable head
model can provide the rotational acceleration, skull stress and brain strain. The peak values
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of both linear and rotational accelerations at each impact location are shown in Figure 8.
The rotational acceleration is related directly to the concussion and diffuse axonal injury.
Margulies et al. [46] proposed that the peak rotational acceleration above 8000 rad/s2 could
cause DAI. Zhang et al. [47] also proposed a limit of 7900 rad/ s2 for 80% probability of
sustaining a mild traumatic brain injury. The rotational accelerations from the simulations
at the front and side impact locations just exceeded 8000 rad/ s2 which implied the risk of
mild traumatic brain injury. The safety performance of this child helmet was not acceptable.
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tests at four impact locations.

3.2. Simulation Results from the Drop Test with 45◦ Inclined Flat Anvil

The resultant accelerations were extracted from the node at the C.G. of the 6YO
THUMS head. The peak values of both linear and rotational accelerations for each impact
location are shown in Figure 9. The peak linear accelerations at all impact locations were
below 200 g, while all rotational accelerations were high and above 8000 rad/s2. There was
a high risk of mild traumatic brain injury. The inclined flat anvil caused a large rotational
acceleration compared to the horizontal anvil. However, the peak linear acceleration was
low compared to the DOT drop test.
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drop tests at four impact locations.

The maximum principal strain (MPS) of the brain is also another injury measure
related to brain concussion and DAI [48]. Figure 10 shows the brain MPS at each impact
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location. The brain MPS, which exceeded 0.25, implied a high risk of brain DAI [38]. The
red area in Figure 10 indicated the brain area with the MPS greater than 0.25. It was found
that 55.78% of brain volume experienced a maximum principal strain greater than 0.25 (i.e.,
CSDM-0.25 = 55.75%) for the rear impact location. This implied a 50% risk of DAI [49].
The results expressed the risk of concussion and DAI in all four location drop tests. These
corresponded to the high value of the rotational acceleration, which exceeded the limit
of 8000 rad/s2. At the rear impact location, the rotational acceleration was as high as
13,143 rad/s2 and the volume of brain with the MPS greater than 0.25 was also very high.
However, the peak linear acceleration at this location was only 137.2 g.
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From the simulation results, the DOT drop test provided critical loading conditions
for the skull fracture, while the inclined drop tests provided critical loading conditions
for brain injury. In the next section, the study of the effect of helmet parameters would
consider the peak linear acceleration obtained from the DOT drop test and the rotational
acceleration obtained from the inclined anvil drop test.

3.3. The Effect of Materials on the Peak Linear Acceleration and the Rotational Acceleration

The original geometry of the child helmet was employed to study the effect of materials.
Comparisons of the peak linear acceleration obtained from the DOT drop test are shown in
Figure 11 for all five combinations of helmet materials.
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For the same density of EPS, it was found that the simulations with the Al-foam outer
shell (AlF_EPS90 and AlF_EPS50) showed an 18–20% lower peak linear acceleration than
those with ABS outer shell (ABS_EPS90 and ABS_EPS50) at the crown and the front impact
locations, while the simulations with ABS outer shell showed a 10% lower peak linear
acceleration than those with the Al-foam outer shell at the rear impact location. If the
ABS was used, the peak linear acceleration at the side impact location was 30% lower.
When comparing the model with the different density of the inner liner EPS, the one with
50 kg/m3 (ABS_EPS50 and AlF_EPS50) expressed a little lower peak linear acceleration
compared to EPS 90 kg/m3 (ABS_EPS90 and AlF_EPS90) for both outer shell materials.

The drop tests for the rear and side locations employed the hemisphere anvil. The
impact area was localized, hence resulting in localized deformation. ABS usually resists
penetration better than Al-foam. The peak linear acceleration was smaller for the helmet
with ABS outer shell than the helmet with the Al-foam outer shell. When comparing the
inner liner material with ABS outer shell, it was found that the Al-foam inner liner showed
a much lower peak linear acceleration at the side location only.

Figure 12 shows comparisons of the rotational acceleration obtained from two different
outer shell materials, ABS and Al-foam. The simulations with ABS outer shell showed a 7%
lower rotational acceleration than those with the Al-foam outer shell only at the inclined-
crown location. The simulations with the Al-foam outer shell a expressed significantly
lower rotational acceleration at the other impact locations. The simulations with ABS outer
shell expressed the rotational acceleration more than 8000 rad/s2 threshold at all impact
locations. The 50 kg/m3 density EPS liner showed to a slightly lower rotational acceleration
than the 90 kg/m3 EPS. It can be seen that the inner liner with 50 kg/m3 showed a lower
peak linear acceleration and rotational acceleration, while the Al-foam outer shell showed
a lower peak linear acceleration and a rotational acceleration in most of impact locations.
The Al-foam outer shell with 50 kg/m3 EPS liner was selected for later parametric studies.
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3.4. Effects of Liner Thickness and Head–Helmet Friction

The modified helmet was used to study the effect of the liner thickness and head–
helmet friction. The work employed the POD and Kriging method to obtain a reduced-order
model using the training data from finite element simulations. Nine training data were
required for each impact locations. The peak linear acceleration was extracted from the DOT
FMVSS 218 drop test, while the rotational acceleration was extracted from the inclined flat
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anvil drop test. Table 4 illustrates the training data obtained from finite element simulation
for the establishment of two ROMs.

Table 4. Finite element simulation results for a ROM training data.

Inner Liner
Thickness

Head–Helmet
Friction Coefficient Peak Linear Acceleration(g) Rotational Acceleration (rad/s2)

Crown Front Rear Side Incl-Crown Incl-Front Incl-Rear Incl-Side

10 mm 0.65 287.5 339.1 216.7 259.7 12,161 6738.5 10,312 8904.3
10 mm 0.35 285.9 347 210.4 258.7 10,909 6821.1 9888.5 7971.8
10 mm 0.05 278.5 324.9 124.8 234.4 6025.5 4564.3 5769.9 4281.9

15 mm 0.65 254.9 252.9 169.9 158.9 10,885 7035.3 9336.4 7830.4
15 mm 0.35 253.8 252.4 167.3 158.3 9370.1 6763.5 9087 7052.1
15 mm 0.05 251.6 217.4 108.1 138.4 5511.6 3919.4 5598.6 4198.3

20 mm 0.65 243.9 198.5 145.4 133.3 11,160 6798.9 9200.6 7035
20 mm 0.35 243.3 196.8 141.9 132.3 9479.8 7059.1 8818.9 6204
20 mm 0.05 248.7 152.2 100.9 126.9 5184.9 4047.2 6160.2 4188.2

Two ROMs were established to predict the linear and rotational accelerations and
validated against the finite element simulations. Figure 13 shows comparisons of finite
element calculation and the prediction from the ROMs for various impact locations, liner
thickness, and the friction coefficient as stated in Table 3. The prediction errors for both
linear and rotational accelerations were within ±5% corridor.
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The ROMs for the helmet drop test were employed to predict the peak linear accel-
eration and the rotational acceleration for a helmet with the inner liner thickness ranging
from 10 to 20 mm and the head–helmet friction coefficient ranging from 0.05 to 0.65. The
prediction results are shown in Figures 14 and 15. The peak linear acceleration decreased
with the increasing of the liner thickness for all impact locations. However, at the range of
17–20 mm thickness, the peak linear acceleration changed insignificantly with thickness
for all friction coefficients. The peak linear acceleration hardly increased with the friction
coefficient. The effect of the friction coefficient on the peak linear acceleration was more
obvious at the front and the rear locations than the others. All predicted cases gave the
peak linear acceleration lower than the 400 g criteria as stated in the DOT FMVSS 218.
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Figure 14. Relationship between helmet parameters and the peak linear acceleration predicted by the
ROM with the DOT drop test at (a) crown, (b) front, (c) rear, and (d) side impact locations.
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The peak rotational acceleration increased with the friction coefficient for all impact
locations, as shown in Figure 15. It slightly decreased with increasing of the liner thickness.
However, for the friction coefficient below 0.2, the liner thickness hardly affected the peak
rotational acceleration for all impact locations. Similar trend was observed apart from the
one at the front impact location. With the rotational acceleration criteria of 8000 rad/s2 [31],
the suggested ranges of both helmet parameters are presented in Table 5.

Table 5. Suggested ranges of a suitable friction coefficient and liner thickness.

Impact Location Head–Helmet Friction Coefficient (µ) Liner Thickness (Th)

Inclined-crown

µ ≤ 0.23 Th ≥ 10 mm
0.23 < µ ≤ 0.28 Th ≥ 13 mm
0.28 < µ ≤ 0.33 Th ≥ 15 mm
0.33 < µ ≤ 0.36 Th ≥ 17 mm

Inclined-front µ ≤ 0.65 Th ≥ 10 mm

Inclined-rear

µ ≤ 0.21 Th ≥ 10 mm
0.21< µ ≤ 0.23 Th ≥ 13 mm
0.23< µ ≤ 0.25 Th ≥ 15 mm
0.25< µ ≤ 0.27 Th ≥ 18 mm

Inclined-side

µ ≤ 0.33 Th ≥ 10 mm
0.33< µ≤ 0.4 Th ≥ 13 mm
0.4 < µ ≤ 0.5 Th ≥ 15 mm

0.4 < µ ≤ 0.65 Th ≥ 16 mm
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For the crown location, the maximum allowable head–helmet friction coefficient was
0.36 with the liner thickness greater than 17 mm. For a liner thickness of 10 mm, the friction
coefficient must be 0.23 or lower. The friction coefficient could be as high as 0.65 for the side
location but the thickness must be greater than 16 mm. However, the critical location was
the rear location—the maximum friction coefficient was allowed to be 0.27 and the thickness
must be greater than 18 mm to maintain the rotational acceleration within 8000 rad/s2.

4. Discussion

A commercial child helmet was modelled and validated with the DOT drop test
experiment. This child helmet safety performance was not acceptable due to the peak linear
acceleration exceeding 400 g at the front location. All existing helmet test standards have
not yet assessed according to the head rotational acceleration which can induce brain injury.
Although the peak linear acceleration was low, but the head rotational acceleration can
be high as found at the side impact location where the peak linear acceleration was only
220 g, but the rotational acceleration was above 8000 rad/s2. These implied a high risk
of brain concussion. In addition, the most common type of head impacts in a motorcycle
crash is the oblique impact which induces a high head rotational acceleration [5]. The drop
test of the head–helmet on the inclined flat anvil well represented the oblique impact. The
head rotational acceleration resulting from the inclined anvil drop tests was very high
(above 10,000 rad/s2) in all four impact locations. However, the peak linear accelerations
were below 200 g. The maximum principal strain of the brain also exceeded 0.25 which
implied a high risk of DAI [33]. This MPS value showed a good correlation with the high
value of the rotational acceleration. This case is a good example of the condition that
could lead to brain injury without the risk of skull fracture. The results emphasized that
the existing child helmet was not able to effectively protect child head-brain injury. High
energy absorption and head rotation reduction capabilities as well as be lightweight are
required for the safety of a child helmet. Al-foam was introduced to the helmet outer
shell and inner liner. It showed overall better performance in terms of the peak linear and
rotational accelerations with a much lighter weight than the one with ABS when used as
the outer shell. In addition, the corresponding peak linear acceleration obtained from the
front impact location was reduced below 400 g when applying Al-foam as outer shell. The
porous structure of Al-foam enhanced an energy absorption capability as well as reducing
the head–helmet sliding motion. However, the thin layer of ABS still needed for penetration
resistance. Applying Al-foam as the inner liner showed some higher linear and rotational
accelerations when compared to the EPS 50 kg/m3 in most impact locations. The EPS
density did not significantly affect the rotational acceleration.

The inner liner thickness and the friction between the helmet and head were also
considered as helmet design parameters. They affected the peak linear acceleration and the
rotational acceleration of the head. The results showed that the head–helmet friction had
slight effect on the peak linear acceleration, while it was affected more by the thickness of
the liner. The larger the liner thickness, the lower the peak linear and rotational accelerations
were. Oppositely, the head–helmet friction coefficient significantly affected the rotational
acceleration. Low friction allowed the helmet and head to slide during impact, hence the
reduction in the rotational acceleration. The results showed that the impact locations also
affected the acceleration since different impact locations led to different head motions. The
results revealed that the rear impact location was critical for the rotational acceleration.
If the coefficient of friction was greater than 0.27 the rotational acceleration would go
beyond 8000 rad/s2 for the entire range of the liner thickness. It was found if the friction
coefficient below 0.2, the liner thickness had no influence on the rotational acceleration in all
impact locations. Hence, the liner thickness could be reduced to 10 mm. Non-uniform liner
thickness could enhance weight reduction. The weight of the optimum helmet was 0.143 kg,
which was 60% less than the baseline original one with much better safety performance.

In addition, this paper also demonstrated the use of a model reduction technique which
significantly benefit the parametric studies in design and optimization. The predictive
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model was established based on the POD and the Kriging method. The predictive capability
of the reduced-order model was good and the calculation time was drastically reduced
compared to the corresponding finite element simulation. The discrepancy was within
±5%. With a wide range of helmet parameters, the linear and rotational accelerations of
5124 cases were predicted within 20 min. The optimization process could be performed
effectively with a large amount of data.

The presented study has the following limitations. The head–helmet finite element
model was only validated against the DOT drop test. It has not yet been validated against
the 45◦ inclined drop test. Strain-based injury metrics are desirable for assessing brain
injury, this study only looked into kinematics-based metrics (acceleration). However, there
have been some studies investigating the correlation between head rotation and brain strain
measures [23]. Another limitation is that this work only considered the half helmet type,
and the results from this study may vary for other helmet types.

5. Conclusions

The main objective of this paper was to investigate the effect of helmet parameters, in-
cluding materials, the liner thickness and the head–helmet friction on head and brain injury.
The investigation processes involved the use of combined finite element simulation and a
model reduction technique to produce the reduced-order models which could predict the
output responses in a much shorter time than its corresponding finite element simulation.

The commercial child helmet finite element model was validated against the DOT
FMVSS 218 experiment. This existing child helmet did not pass due to the high linear
acceleration at the front location. In addition, the helmet experienced a high rotational
acceleration exceeding the brain injury criteria in all locations when dropping onto the
45◦ inclined anvil. The results revealed the benefit of using Al-foam as it enhanced the
mitigation of the linear and rotational accelerations. The design criteria for the majority of
the helmets often consider the peak linear acceleration and HIC, which are related directly
to skull fracture. However, the rotational acceleration related to brain injury is rarely taken
into account. This study showed that the head–helmet friction coefficient had a significant
effect on the head motion, hence the rotational acceleration. The lower the friction, the
lower the rotational acceleration. The thickness of the liner mainly affected the peak linear
acceleration. A thicker liner could absorb more energy, hence lowering the peak linear
acceleration. It was also found that at low friction, i.e., below 0.2, the liner thickness hardly
affected the head rotational acceleration. With the use of Al-foam together with EPS foam
and low friction between the head–helmet surface, the risk of severe head and brain injury
could be reduced. In addition, the weight of the helmet also significantly decreased.
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