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Abstract

The instrument panel skin flying out, the instrument panel body fragmentation, the airbag bracket
hinge fragmentation, and the airbag bag rupture in the instrument panel airbag static explosion
test are analyzed and discussed. The results show that for the foamed instrument panel, improv-
ing the performance of the skin and the adhesion between the skin and the foam layer can prevent
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the skin from flying out, and increasing the width of the airbag bracket hinge stop ribs will relieve
the hinge fracture. For hard instrument panels, an energy-absorbing structure on the upper body
can reduce the risk of the airbag door smashing the upper body. Increasing the fabric density of
the pouch and the number of base fabric layers will reduce the probability of pouch holes.
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Figure 1. Dashboard airbag area components and related process
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Figure 2. Flow chart of airbag static burst test
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Figure 3. Skin flying out
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Figure 4. Laser trimming section view
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Table 1. Laser weakening process verification test
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Table 2. Mechanical properties of the body on the dashboard
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Figure 5. The upper fragmentation
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Figure 6. Section view of airbag area
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Figure 7. Airbag flying out
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Figure 8. Schematic diagram of airbag chute
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Figure 9. Airbag broken hole
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Figure 10. Disassembly diagram of airbag
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Figure 11. The attachments on the airbag
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