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Abstract 

A wheel load measuring mat of total length 38 m, incorporating 96 capacitative strip Weigh-in- 
Motion (WIM) sensors was installed on a test track in the USA. A total of 612 test runs was 
performed on seven different articulated heavy vehicles, for a range of speeds between 8 km/h and 
85 W. The wheel force data was analysed to investigate the performance of the individual 
sensors and the design and performance of WIM arrays with up to six sensors. 

The snip sensors were found to be very reliable and to measure the dynamic wheel loads with an 
accuracy of better than 4 % RMS. 

A theory was developed for the design of multiple-sensor WIM systems and the experimental 
results were found to agree closely with the theoretical predictions. 

It is concluded that a good design for multiple-sensor WIM systems is to use 3 sensors, spaced 
evenly along the road. The sensors should be spaced according to a simple formula which 
depends only on the average traffic speed The expected static axle load estimation errors for such 
a system are likely to be 30% to 50% of the errors of a single-sensor WIM system. 





Executive Summary 

Within the highway engineering community, there is considerable interest in the problem of 
measuring the static axle loads of heavy vehicles as they drive at highway speeds over a 
measurement system. 'Weigh-in-Motion' (WIM) systems have been developed during the last 
twenty or so years for this purpose. WIM systems are used widely for -c data collection and 
there exists the possibility that they could be used in future for enforcement of static axle load 
regulations. 

A WTM sensor measures the instantaneous dynamic force generated by the measured axle. This 
force can be considerably different to the static axle load which would be measured on a 
conventional static weighbridge (typically + 20% to + 50%). Thus the accuracy of a single-sensor 
WIh4 system is limited fundamentally by the dynainics of the vehicles being measured The advent 
of low cost WIM sensors provides the possibility of using 2 or more sensors along the road in 
order to compensate for the effects of dynamic forces in the determination of static loads. The 
main objective of the work described in this interim report is to investigate, theoretically and 
experimentally, the design and performance of multiple-sensor WIM arrays which are intended to 
measure the static axle loads of vehicles travelling at highway speeds. 

The 'load measuring mat' used in this project was developed by the Principal Investigator and his 
co-workers at Cambridge University in the UK in conjunction with Golden River UK Ltd. It 
incorporated novel capacitative strip sensors which are inexpensive, reliable and potentially more 
accurate than other existing low-cost WTM sensors. The load measuring mat was 1.2 m (4') wide, 
13 mm (0.5") thick and contained 96 strip WIM transducers, mounted transverse to the wheel 
path. The total length of the mat was 38.4 m (128'). 

Seven different articulated heavy vehicles were tested on the mat at a variety of speeds between 8 
km/h and 85 km/h and a total of 612 test runs was performed. The sensors performed very 
reliably and only 2.5% of the 374 400 individual WIM sensor measurements were lost. Of this, 
1 % was due to a single sensor which failed to function throughout. The individual sensors were 
found to measure instantaneous dynamic wheel loads with an accuracy of better than 4% RMS. 



A theory was developed for the design of evenly-spaced, multiple-sensor WIM arrays. The theory 
yielded a simple design formula, by which the optimum sensor spacing can be calculated, 
providing the average traffic speed is hown. The theory was found to agree quite closely with 
the experimental results. Both theory and experiment indicated that a very good WIM array design 
is to use 3 sensors, evenly spaced along the wheel path. Such a system is accurate for a wide 
range of vehicle types and speeds. The RMS static load estimation error of a 3-sensor system is 
likely to be only 30% - 50% of the RMS error of a single sensor WIM system. In the near future it 
should be possible to measure routinely the static axle loads of vehicles travelling at highway 
speeds with RMS errors of approximately 54%. This is a considerable improvement over 12% to 
20% for existing single-sensor WIM systems. 

SHRP/IDEA Project 15 was a collaborative project, funded jointly by six organisations: SHRP, 
Golden River (UK) Ltd, Michigan DOT, the Great Lakes Center for Truck Transportation 
Research, Navistar Technical Center and Cambridge University, UK. 

The mat was supplied by Golden River Ltd. and tested on the Navistar test track in Fort Wayne, 
Indiana during September and October 1989. 



Introduction 

Within the highway engineering community, there is considerable interest in the problem of 
measuring the static axle loads of heavy vehicles as they drive at highway speeds over a 
measurement system. Weigh-in-Motion' 0 systems have been developed during the last 
twenty or so years for this purpose. WIM systems are used widely for mc data collection and 
there exists the possibility that they could be used in future for enforcement of static axle load 
regulations. 

Existing WIM systems use a variety of force sensor technologies such as plates supported by load 
cells [1,2]1 capacitative pads [3], and piezo-electric cables [4,5]. Until recently, commercial WIM 
systems have usually incorporated a single wheel force transducer in each traffic lane. The 
transducer may be portable (stuck to the road surface), or permanent (buried slightly below the 
surface). 

A recent advance in WIM technology is the development of a narrow capacitative strip transducer 
(known as a 'WIMstrip') by the Principal Investigator and his co-workers at Cambridge University 
Engineering Department (UK) in conjunction with Golden River Ltd, (UK) [6,7]. Development 
work began in January 1987. Capacitative strips are relatively inexpensive, reliable and potentially 
more accurate than other existing low cost WIM sensors. 

The load measuring mat used in this project is a thin polymer 'carpet' of 1.2 m (4') width, 38.4 m 
(128') length, and 13 mm (0.5") thickness, containing a capacitative strip transducer every 0.4 m 
(16") along the wheel path. The mat is attached to a road surface and it measures the wheel forces 
of heavy vehicles that are driven over.2 

Numbers in parenthesis [I denote references listed in Section 7. 

For permanent WIM installations the sensors can be mounted in epoxy resin in slots cut across the road surface. 



A prototype mat of length 10 m was installed on the test track of the Transport and Road Research 
Laboratory (TRRL) during 1988. Preliminary test results for the prototype mat are published in 
[6-81. The 96 sensor mat installation for the SHRPDDEA project was the first use of the load 
measuring mat technology for a major research project. 

SHRPDDEA Project 15 was a collaborative project, funded jointly by six organisations: SHRP, 
Golden River (UK) Ltd, Michigan DOT, the Great Lakes Center for Truck Transportation 
Research, Navistar Technical Center and Cambridge University, UK. 

The mat was supplied by Golden River and tested on the Navistar test track in Fort Wayne, Indiana 
during September and October 1989. 

The project has three main objectives: 

(i) To test the performance and accuracy of the load measuring mat for measuring the dynamic 
wheel loads generated by heavy commercial vehicles and to assess the suitability and 
accuracy of the Golden River WIMstrip transducers for Weigh-in-Motion. 

(ii) To investigate the design of multiple-sensor Weigh-in-Motion systems for accurate 
determination of static loads from dynamic loads measured at highway speeds. 

(iii) To investigate the road damaging potential of the dynamic wheel loads generated by a 
number of representative US vehicles. 

This interim report describes the experimental programme and most of the work performed under 
objectives (i) and (ii). This is the work of interest to those concerned with WIM technology. The 
remaining data analysis for objective (iii) is currently in progress and will be described in the final 
report. 



Description of Experimental Programme 

Load Measuring Mat 

Hardware Description 

The load measuring mat utilised capacitative strip WIMstrip' wheel force sensors with 
approximate cross section 9 mm x 30 mm (0.35" x 1.2") and length 1.2 m (4'). The sensors were 
encapsulated in stiff polyurethane tiles of dimensions 1.2 m x 1.2 m x 13 mm thick (4' x 4' x 
0.5"), with three sensors per tile, laid transverse to the wheel path at a spacing of 400 mm (16") 
between strips. Thirty two tiles, containing a total of 96 sensors were obtained for the project. 
These were mounted end-to-end on the test track, to provide an instrumented test section of length 
38.4 m (128'). (Note that a load measuring mat of practically any length can be constructed simply 
by adding more tiles and data loggers.) 

A schematic cross section of a capacitative strip sensor is shown in Fig. 2.1. Tyre contact pressure 
applied to the top surface of the strip causes the top 'plate' of the aluminium extrusion to deflect 
and hence the air gap between the top plate and the inner conductor is reduced. This results in an 
increase in the capacitance of the device, which, with appropriate processing, can be related 
directly to the contact pressure change. In order to determine the instantaneous wheel load it is 
necessary to integrate the transducer output with respect to time for the duration of the tyre contact. 
Details of the sensor design and some sources of error are discussed in [a. This paper is also 
attached to this report as Appendix A. 

The mat installation utilised 6 Golden River Marksman 600' data loggers. Each sensor was 
attached to a data logger by a 5 m long, 3-core cable and each data logger processed the outputs of 
16 sensors, performed the integration described above and stored the results. The data loggers 
were connected into a network in a 'daisy-chain' configuration by RS232 serial data cables. An 
D M  PC/AT micro computer was connected to the network and used to upload the raw axle load 
infoxmation h m  the data loggers after each vehicle test run. 



Data Logging Procedure 

The 'Procomm' communications package on the microcomputer was used to issue high-level 
commands to the data loggers (in a special purpose language designed by Golden River) and to log 
the incoming data into files on the hard disk of the microcomputer. 

For each 'event' detected by a data logger (ie an axle crossing a sensor), four items of information 
were stored in the data loggers and subsequently transmitted to the PC after each vehicle test: 

(i) Sensor number 
(ii) Time of the event ('time tag') 
(iii) Sensor reference DC output level immediately prior to the event 
(iv) Integrated sensor output for the event (proportional to the wheel force.) 

A thermocouple was used to measure the surface temperature of the mat at regular intervals 
throughout the vehicle testing program. 

Field Data Processing Software 

Several 'user friendly' data handling programs were written to run on the PC: 

Raw date som'ng and scaling 

The raw data files contained the axle load information in chronological (event) order, for each box. 
It was necessary to sort this information according to the axle and sensor numbers, and to convert 
the raw sensor outputs into axle loads in units of force. The latter function required scaling by the 
calibration factor of each sensor and the vehicle speed 

A program was written for the PC in Fortran 77 to perform the sorting and calibration functions on 
the raw data files. The sensor calibration factors were read from a file, and the vehicle speed was 
calculated using a linear regression on the sensor 'time-tag' data. The program generated ASCII: 
output files in standard 'ERD' file format developed by UMTRI. This facilitated their processing 
with a number of standard UMTRI data handling, analysis and plotting programs. 

The data sorting program was written to cope with missing and/or spurious data points from one or 
more sensors. The resulting code was relatively complex, but reliably trapped virtually all data 
errors (see section 2.1.4), thus producing sorted and scaled output files automatically. 

A second program was written to sort and scale a large number of raw data files automatically 
using a 'directory' file containing a list of the names of the files to be processed. 

D ~ t a  plotting 

A straightforward program was written, using an existing UMTRI graph plotting utility, to view 
processed data h m  the ERD files on the microcomputer. This enabled viewing of the data in the 
field almost immediately after each vehicle test run. 



Automatic Field Calibration 

An automatic field sensor calibration method was devised as a convenient and efficient alternative 
to the hydraulic calibration procedures described in Section 2.5. The method requires a vehicle 
with known static loads to be driven over the sensor array a number of times at low speeds, so as 
to minimise the dynamic loads. 

A program was written to read-in any number of processed (ERD) data files associated with these 
tests and to calculate average calibration factors for each sensor using the static loads from one or 
more of the axles. The program writes out a calibration factor file. 

Many other computer programs were written during the course of the project to perform various 
elements of the data analysis, however they will not be described here because they were not part 
of the field testing system. 

Sensor and Data Logger Performance 

The mat and data logger system was the first large scale installation of its type (apart from a 24 
sensor prototype installation in the UK [6-81) and it functioned largely as designed. Intermittent 
problems were experienced with a few of the sensors, which occasionally generated spurious 
outputs, or.failed to detect an event. In addition, one sensor (number 11) failed to function 
correctly for most of the tests. This fault was traced to a problem in a data logger. Overall, 
approximately 2.5% of all axle load information was lost due to hardware problems (1% of this 
was due to sensor 11). This level of data loss was considered to be acceptable for the requirements 
of the project. 

Test Site 

Navistar Test Track 

The field tests were performed on the Navistar test track in Fort Wayne, Indianna. The oval track 
has 2 lanes and is 1.9 km (1.2 miles) long. Figure 2.2 shows the layout of the track and the 
location of the mat installation on the 4-lane straight. The 'forward' and 'reverse' arrows on the 
figure refer to the direction of testing (see later). The location of the mat was chosen to enable 
vehicle tests at speeds up to 85 km/h (53 mph) in both directions without unduly disrupting normal 
use of the track by Navistar personnel. 

Mat Installation 

Previous work [8] had shown the need to attach the mat tiles to the road surface as firmly as 
possible, so as to minimise movement of the sensors. The polyurethane mat tiles were attached to 
the test track with by the following procedure: 

(i) The asphalt surface was swept of stones, dust and loose debris. 



(ii) A roll sf 1.5 m wide, 1.6 mm thick (52" x 1/16") double-sided adhesive PVC foam sheet 
(by Gash Tape Inc, Elkhart, IN) was attached to the track surface in the outer wheel path. 

(iii) The mat tiles were placed end-teend along the sheet. In addition to the adhesive sheet, 
each tile was screwed to the asphalt surface using twelve 75 mm long (3") masonry 
screws. The screws were located by machined washers which fitted into 'counterbred' 
holes cast in the surface of the tiles. 

(iv) A total length of 19.5 m (64') of 1.2 m wide, 13 mm thick (4' x 112") timber sheet was 
screwed to the test track at each end of the mat installation. This ensured that the test 
vehicles were nominally horizontal when passing over the mat sensors, and that transient 
vibration due to the 13 mm step was reduced slightly. 

It was decided not to use an additional timber sheet in the second wheel path because of the 
relatively large transverse slope of the test track. 

(v) It was thought that there was a possibility that the sensor cables could be sheared-off at the 
edge of the mat if an axle ran sufficiently off-track. This danger was alleviated by screwing 
13 mm thick timber strips to the road surface, either side of every cable. 

Test Vehicles 
Three 6x4 tractors and three tandem axle semi-trailers were provided by Navistar for testing on the 
mat. The vehicles were arranged into six different tractor/semi-trailer combinations. The 
combinations were coded S 1  to S6 and are described in Appendix B. Two of the tractors had 
tandem '6spring' suspensions and the third had a 'trailing-arm' tandem air suspension with 
hydraulic dampers. Two of the trailers had 4-spring tandem suspensions, while the third had a 
pivoted spring 'single-point' tandem suspension. The vehicle combinations were selected to be 
relatively representative of the US truck fleet. 

Each vehicle was weighed on a static whole-vehicle weighbridge of length approximately 15 m 
immediately prior to, or after the testing. The weighing procedure involved driving the vehicle on 
and then off the weighbridge, one axle at a time, and recording the weight of each axle 
combination. This enabled two estimates of the static load of each axle to be obtained as well as 
the gross weight of the vehicle. The individual static axle loads are provided in Appendix B. 

A series of tests was also performed using the UMTRI Mobile Tyre Testing vehicle which has an 
instrumented axle, capable of measuring the vertical dynamic load between the tyre and road. The 
data from these tests has not been analysed yet but will be included in the final report. 

Matrix of Vehicle Tests 
Each articulated vehicle combination was driven over the mat at nominal speeds of 5, 10,20, 30, 
40 and 50 mph (8, 16, 32,48, 64, 80 km/h) in both the 'forward' and 'reverse' directions over the 



mat. In a few cases, a speed of 85 kmh (53 mph) was achieved. At least six repetitions were 
performed at each test condition and the matrix of tests is summarised in Appendix C. A total of 
460 test runs was performed on articulated vehicles during four days of testing. 

Sensor Calibration 
Three methods were used to determine calibration factors for the sensors: 

Laboratory calibration of bare sensors 

The bare sensors were calibrated by Golden River Personnel in the UK prior to encapsulation in 
the polyurethane tiles, using a hydraulic calibrator, developed in Cambridge. A calibration was 
performed at three locations along each sensor and the mean and coefficient of variation 
(standard deviationlmean) of the three measurements were recorded. The coefficient of variation 
a measure of the uniformity of the sensor and should ideally be zero. 

Laboratory calibration of encapsulated sensors 

A special purpose 'in-situ' static calibrator was manufactured at UMTRI for the project to a design 
developed in Cambridge. This device consisted of an alumhiurn alloy plate which supported a 
flexible polyurethane diaphragm. The plate was placed on the surface of the mat. A hydraulic 
hand pump was connected to the plate by a flexible hose and was used to pressurise the cavity 
behind the diaphragm with oil. This pressed a 185 mm x 40 mm (7.3" x 1.6") area of the 
diaphragm against the surface of a mat tile, above a sensor with a uniform contact pressure. It was 
necessary to react the resultant upward thrust by adding a dead load (weights or the wheel of a 
truck) to the top of the plate (see Fig. 2, Appendix A). The aluminium plate bridged the sensor so 
that the dead load was reacted approximately 40 mrn (1.6") either side of the sensor. This ensured 
that the sensor output was not affected by the size or exact position of the weights, but only by the 
contact pressure under the diaphragm. 

Each of the 96 sensors was calibrated in the laboratory at the University of Michigan prior to the 
field tests. Calibration factors were determined at three locations along each sensor strip to assess 
the uniformity. 

The steps involved in each calibration measurement were: 

(i) lining-up the calibrator plate above a sensor, (ii) placing a load M e  with weights on the plate 
and (iii) pumping-up and releasing the hydraulic pressure. The oil pressure and sensor output 
were recorded at no-load, half-load and full load (1.5 MPa). This was performed 3 times, and a 
linear regression used to determine the calibration factor for each of the 3 calibrator positions along 
the sensor. The mean and coefficient of variation of the 3 measurements was calculated for each 
sensor. 



Field Calibration using vehicle loads 

The automatic field calibration procedure described in section 2.1.3 (iii) was used to generate a file 
of average sensor calibration factors. The steering axle measurements on the six articulated 
vehicles were used All of the 5 mph (nominal) test results were averaged together. The static 
wheel loads were assumed to be half of the axie loads listed in Appendix B, irrespective of the 
vehicle speed or direction of travel. 

Histograms of the mean calibration factors for the three calibration methods are plotted in Figs. 
2.3a,b,c. It is apparent from the figures that the 'in-situ' calibration method (Fig. 2.3b) produced 
a significantly wider spread of data than the other two methods. It also produced a completely 
different mean calibration factor of 435.5 MPa, compared with 418.2 MPa for the laboratoq 
calibration of the bare sensors and 415.0 EMPa for the field calibration (Figs. 2.3 a,c). 

This inconsistency of the 'in-situ' calibration method is also apparent from Figs. 2.4a,b which 
shows the distribution of the Coefficient of Variation (COV) of the calibration factors measured at 
the three locations along each sensor (this should ideally be zero for 'perfectly uniform' sensors). 
Figure 2.4a shows the result of calibrations on bare sensors and Fig. 2.4b shows the results 
obtained with the 'in-situ' calibrator on the encapsulated sensors. The average COV of the bare 
sensors is 3.2% but for the encapsulated sensors the average COV is 4.5%. 

The only possible explanation for this behaviour is that the 'in-situ' calibration factors are 
unreliable. (The polyurethane tiles were cast to close tolerances and the variation in sensitivity 
cannot be explained by polyurethane thickness or stiffness variations.) It is not completely clear 
why this occurred, since the 'in-situ' calibration method had proved accurate and reliable in 
previous tests [8]. However it is known that the polyurethane diaphragm used in the 'in-situ' 
calibrator was slightly thicker than specified in the design. It is likely that this may have resulted in 
a small additional load being transferred to the sensor, depending on the exact position of the 
calibrator, hence causing calibration errors. 

Because of these problems, the calibration factors measured in the field (shown in Fig. 2 .3~)  were 
used in the remainder of the analysis in this report. 

T i e  constraints prevented measurement of calibration factors with the hydraulic calibrator after the 
mat sections were installed on the test track 
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Fig.2.1 Schematic cross-section of a capacitative strip 
wheel force sensor incapsulated in a polyurethane tile. 





200 250 300 350 400 450 500 550 608 
Calibration factor (MPa) 

200 250 300 350 400 450 500 550 600 
Calibration factor (MPa) 

200 250 300 350 400 450 500 550 600 
Calibration factor (MPa) 

fig. 2.3 Histograms of sensor calibration facton 
(a) Bare sensor calibrator (b) 'In-situ' calibrator 
(c) Field calibration with steer axles of 6 vehicles 
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Fig. 2.4 Histograms of sensor calibration factor coefficients of variation 
(a) Bare sensor calibrator (b) 'In-situ' calibrator 



Analysis of Average Wheel Forces 

Before examining the accuracy of WIM systems using a limited number of sensors, it will be 
useful to assess some possible sources of systematic enor by calculating the average of the loads 
measured by all of the sensors in the mat. Under most conditions, it is expected that the average of 
the 96 sensors should be a reasonable estimate of the true static load, with dynamic components 
largely averaged out. 

It should be noted, however, that the average wheel forces generated by trucks at highway speeds 
are not necessarily equal to the loads measured on a static weigh bridge. Even at steady speed, 
fore-aft static weight transfer can occur due to the driving torques and aerodynamic forces. Lateral 
weight transfer due to uneven load distribution or road surface camber and cross-fall can also cause 
significant differences in the loads measured on the two ends of a particular axle. It is also 
possible for static weighbridges to yield inaccurate results, particularly for individual axle 
measurements [2]. 

Effect Temperature 
The capacitative strip sensors were designed to be insensitive to ambient temperature variations. 
Previous unpublished measurements on 'bare' (un-encapsulated) sensors confirmed negligible 
temperature sensitivity over a reasonable temperature range. However there was still some 
uncertainty as to whether the thermal properties of the polyurethane encapsulating material would 
cause a systematic sensitivity variation with temperature. 

This question was investigated by analysing the steering axle data from each of the six articulated 
vehicle combinations for the lowest speed test runs, at nominally 8 km/h (5 mph). (The low speed 
steering axle data is expected to contain the least variation due to dynamic axle loads). The test 
runs in the 'Forward' (anticlockwise) and 'Reverse' (clockwise) directions around the test track 
were analysed separately: in most cases, these two sets of tests were performed several hours 
apart, with widely different mat surface temperatures. 



The mean and standard deviation of all of the sensor outputs were calculated for the steering axle 
for each of the twelve groups of low speed tests (6 vehicles, forward and reverse directions: i.e. 
runs S 1R0501-SlR0520, S 1F0501-06, S2R0501-06, . . . 36F0501-07 in Appendix C). These 
results are all plotted in Fig. 3.1 as percentage emrs h m  the static loads that were measured on 
the weighbridge (listed in Appendix 8). The error bars show one coefficient of variation (standard 
deviationhean) either side of the mean load The standard deviation is generally approximately 4- 
6% of the static load, and can be attributed to dynamic wheel loads and to random noise in the 
sensor measurements (see later). 

Ten of the twelve data points have mean loads within 4% of the static load and there appears to be 
little, if any systematic temperature dependence. The two outlying points correspond to vehicles 
S 1 and S4 in the 'Reverse' direction, It will be seen in section 3.4 that these larger errors were 
mainly caused by inaccuracies in the static loads measured on the weighbridge. 

Effect of Speed 
There are three likely causes of systematic speed dependence in static load measurements using 
conventional WIM systems. 

(i) Dynamic loadr: The approach to the WIM site (or the site itself) may be abnormally rough 
and induce dynamic loads which are dependent on the speed of the vehicle. This is 
particularly likely if the WIM sensor is mounted on top of the road surface and causes a 
step change in road surface height. 

(ii) Weight transfer: The average wheel loads of a fast moving vehicle may differ fsom the 
static loads measured on a static weigh scale, because of fore-aft weight transfer due to 
driving toques and aerodynamic forces. 

(iii) Sensor errors: The dynamic response of the sensor and instrumentation may not be 
sufficiently good to maintain accuracy as the vehicle speed increases and the duration of the 
measured load pulse decreases. 

In the following analysis, the effects of dynamic loads (i) are eliminated by examining the average 
forces measured for each axle by many sensors. The dynamic load conmbution is expected to 
average out. Thus any speed dependence in the following must be due to (ii) or (iii). 

Similar data processing to that described in the previous section was performed for each of the six 
nominal vehicle speeds md six vehicle combinations (S 1 to S6) in the 'Forward' and 'Reverse' 
directions. This involved processing 460 data files in the 72 groups, listed in Appendix C. The 
mean and standard deviation of each axle load was averaged over each gmup of files, and is shown 
as a marker symbol with enor bars on one of Figures 3.2-3.7. In these figures, the static load 
errors for each axle are plotted as a function of vehicle speed. The emr  bars indicate & one 
coefficient of variation (standard deviation/mean). 



If the sensors were perfectly accurate and noise free, the error bars would correspond to 1 
Dynamic Load Coefficient (as a percentage) either side of the mean wheel force, since 

Dynamic Load Coefficient = 
RMS Dynamic load 

Static load 

Several useful observations can be made from the trends in the mean values shown in Figures 3.2 
to 3.7. The lengths of the enor bars will not be discussed further in this section as they relate to 
the dynamic loads which are the subject of Chapter 5. 

(i) Overall, there seems to be little or no systematic dependence of the static load errors on 
vehicle speed. In some cases the average loads appear to increase slightly with speed (eg 
Figs. 3.2d,e), in other cases they are relatively constant (eg. Fig. 3.5b), in some cases, 
they appear to decrease slightly (Fig. 3.7b). and in others, they fluctuate (Fig. 3.2a). 

In most cases the variation in mean level is only a few percent and significantly less than 
the coefficient of variation of the measurements (size of error bars). There are no particular 
differences in the trends observed for the steer axle or the tractor or trailer groups. 

(ii) There is no evidence of fore-aft weight transfer affecting the static loads for higher speeds. 
This effect would be expected to cause an apparent lightening of the steer axle, and a 
corresponding increase in average load of the tractor drive axles. If such weight transfer 
did occur the effect on the trailer axles would be expected to be negligible. 

(iii) As a result of (i) and (ii) it seems reasonable to conclude that the calibration of the 
capacitative strip transducers is not affected signrficantly by vehicle speed 

Effect of Direction of Travel 
The single largest influence on the static load enors is direction of travel of the vehicle. Figures 
3.2 d,e indicate 15-20% difference in the average loads measured on the nearside and offside ends 
of the trailer axles (axles 4 and 5). This is almost certainly because the trailer on vehicle S1 was 
loaded unevenly. This fact is confirmed by Figs. 3.3 d,e for vehicle S2, which had the same 
trailer as S 1, but a different tractor. S2 displays a similar discrepancy between the average loads of 
the nearside and offside trailer wheels. 

A similar effect is observed for the tractor axles (2 and 3) on vehicles S4, S5 and S6 (Figs. 3.5 b,c 
to 3.7 b,c). These three vehicles all had the same trailer but different tractors. It appears that 
uneven loading at the front of the trailer was transmitted as a moment through the fifth wheel 
coupling to the tractor drive axles. The difference between nearside, and offside static loads is 
somewhat less in this case: approximately 10%. 

The load distribution explanation does not seem to apply to the peculiar behaviour of the trailer 
axles (4 and 5) on vehicles S4, S5 and S6 (Figs. 3.5 d,e to 3.7 d,e). In these cases, axle 4 is 
always heavier in the 'Forward' direction than the 'Reverse' direction, and axle 5 is heavier in the 



'Reverse' direction than in the 'Forward' direction. This is thought to be caused by some sort of 
misalignment in the trailer suspension which caused the nearside whed on axle 4 and the offside 
wheel of axle 5 to carry more of the static load than the other ends of the axles. (Thls is analogous 
to a table with short legs in opposite corners). The error is approximately 5-7% of the static loads. 

Effect of Weighbridge Errors 
The procedure used to measure the static axle loads is described in section 2.3. The static wheel 
loads were assumed to be half of the corresponding static axle loads. This procedure is inherently 
inaccurate for weighing individual axles, particularly tandem pairs, because the weighbridge is so 
long (15 m), and the accuracy is critically dependent on the road surface profile at the ends of the 
weighbridge [2]. However, the gross vehicle weight can be determined accurately. This 
inaccuracy in individual axle loads explains why the average errors on the nearside and offside 
wheels of some axles are not equal in magnitude and opposite in sign. For example, the average 
loads on axle 4, vehicle S 1 are approximately equal and opposite (Fig. 3.26) indicating that the 
weighbridge measurement of the static axle load is approximately correct (but the loads on the 
nearside and offside wheels are different due to uneven loading). Conversely, on axle 5, vehicle 
S1, the weighbridge measurement of the static load is approximately 7-9% low. Hence the offside 
wheel appears to have the correct load, but the static load of the nearside wheel appears to be 18- 
20% high. (Recall that the difference between nearside and offside axles is due to the uneven load 
distribution - previous section). 

The weighbridge errors appear to depend on the suspension system. The 4-spring trailer 
suspensions (all vehicles except S3) give a substantial e m  although not always with the same 
sign. This behaviour is expected from such suspensions because of the large friction forces 
between suspension elements which can cause substantial 'hysteresis' in the static load 
measurements. 

Conclusions 

(i) Temperature has no systematic effect on mat sensor accuracy in the range of 15 to 40 O C .  

(ii) The calibration of the capacitative smp transducers in the mat is not affected by speed in the 
range 8 to 85 km/h. 

(iii) No evidence was observed of fore-aft load transfer in the articulated vehicles due to speed. 

(iv) Two of the trailers were loaded unevenly causing differences between the static loads 
measured on nearside and offside axles. 

(v) The static weighbridge measurements were inaccurate, particularly for weighing individual 
axles from the tandem groups with 4-spring suspensions. 



Mat Surface Temperature (degrees C) 

Fig 3.1 Static load errors, steering axles, Vehicles S1-S6. 
The error bars indicate one standard deviation either side of the mean 
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Fig. 3.2 Static load error vs speed, Vehide S1 
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Enor bars indicate i 1 standard deviation 
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Fig. 3.3 Static load enor vs speed, Vehi'cie S2 
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Fig. 3.4 Static load error vs speed, Vehicie S3 
(a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 2 (c) Axle 3 (d) Axle 4 (e) Axle 5 
Error bars indicate k 1 standard deviation 
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Fig. 3.5 Static load enor vs speed, Vehicie S4 
(a) Axie 1 (b) Axle 2 (c) Axle 3 (d) Axle 4 (e) Axie 
Error b a n  indicate i 1 standard deviation 
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Fg. 3.6 Static load error vs speed, Vehicle S5 
(a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 2 ( c )  Axle 3 (d) Axle 4 (e) Axie 5 
Enor b a s  indicate 2 1 standard deviation 
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Fig. 3.7 Static load emr vs speed, Vehicle S6 
(a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 2 (c) Axle 3 (d) Axle 4 ( e )  Axle 5 
Enor bars indicate 2 1 standard deviation 





Theory of Multiple-Sensor Weigh-in-Motion 

Introduction 
Road surface roughness excites vibration of heavy vehicles which results in dynamic tyre force 
fluctuations. These have typical Root Mean Square (RMS) amplitudes of 10-30% of the static 
wheel loads [9-121. The dynamic tyre forces result from vehicle motion in two distinct frequency 
ranges: 

1.5 to 4.5 Hz: Sprung mass bounce and pitch vibration modes; 
8 to 15 Hz: Unsprung mass bounce and roll, 'load-sharing' suspension pitch modes. 

At 100 km/h, these modes of vibration are excited by roughness irregularities with wavelengths of 
6.2 m to 18.5 m and 1.9 m to 3.5 m respectively. Various experimental and theoretical studies 
[lo-141 have shown that the lower frequency sprung mass modes usually dominate the dynamic 
tyre forces generated by heavy vehicles on highways, except for vehicles which have axle group 
suspensions (particularly of the walking-beam type) with poorly damped bogie pitching modes. 

It is difficult to obtain accurate information on the popularity of the various suspension types, 
however, based on a survey of manufacturers, Monis [15] estimated the following dismbution of 
suspensions on new heavy vehicles in the USA: 

Estimated proportions of suspensions on new US heavy vehicles, from [15] 



From this data it may be estimated that approximately 10% of the suspensions on new articulated 
heavy vehicles in the USA are of the waking-beam type. This is consistent with the proportions 
of such suspensions observed by the Principal Investigator in Britain and several European 
Countries. Hence it can be stated with reasonable confidence that the majority of suspensions in 
current use on trucks are of the type which generate largely low frequency dynamic tyre forces. 
This is an important consideration in the design of multiple-sensor weigh-in-motion systems. 

A WIM system with one force sensor uses a single sample of a wheel force time history as an 
estimate of the static wheel load. For such a system, assuming 'perfectly accurate' sensors, it can 
be shown that the expected standard deviation of the error in static load estimation for a particular 
wheel is the RMS dynamic tyre force (see later). Thus the accuracy of a single sensor WIM 
system is limited funhentally by vehicle dynamics. One solution to this problem is to ensure 
that the dynamic loads are small by building a very smooth lead-up to the WIM site of up to 120 m 
in length [la. However, the advent of low cost WIM sensors provides the possibility of using 
two or more sensors dong each wheel path in order to compensate for the effects of the dynamic 
forces in determination of the static axle loads. 

There are a variety of ways in which the outputs of an array of sensors might be processed to yield 
an estimate of the static loads. Some possibilities are described by Glover 1171 who performed 
numerical simulations of the outputs of WIM arrays with 1,2,9, 19 and 8 1 sensors with a variety 
of spacing arrangements, including uniform, linear, geometric and logarithmic. Glover achieved 
good results for a 9-sensor, evenly spaced array, using a least squares procedure to correct the 
simulated forces for the dominant Fourier component. 

In this chapter, evenly spaced WIM arrays are examined. It is assumed that the outputs of the 
individual sensors are averaged to yield an estimate of the static loads. A general theory is 
developed which provides a straightforward design procedure for WIM mays, providing the 
average speed of the heavy vehicle traffic is known. The simple averaging method requires very 
few sensors and little computation to give comparable accuracy to more sophisticated 'curve fitting' 
methods [17]. However, it has the disadvantage that the accuracy can be dependent on the speed 
of the traffic. As shown later in this chapter, this is not an important limitation, providing 3 or 
more sensors are used. 

In Chapter 5, measurements from the load measuring mat will be used to examine the validity of 
the theory described here for six tractor/semi-trailer vehicle combinations. 



Theory 

Sinusoidal Input 

It is useful to begin the analysis by calculating the output of a multiple-sensor WIM array to a 
sinusoidal force p(t) defined by 

p(t) = Po + Psin (at  t $) (4.1) 

where Po=statictyreforce 

P = dynamic tyre force amplitude 

o = angular frequency 

$ = arbitrary phase angle 

t = time. 

The force is considered to move at constant speed V over an array of n sensors which are evenly 
spaced, distance A apart as shown in Figure 4.1. The sensors are assumed to be noiseless and 
perfectly accurate so that the output of each sensor is the instantaneous dynamic load applied to the 
sensor by p(t). The output of the array is taken to be the arithmetic mean of the individual sensor 
outputs, and is denoted F. Assuming that t = 0 when p(t) passes over the first sensor, the may 
output (average) is 

It is convenient to define the non-dimensional WIM error E by 

and the non-dimensional sensor spacing 6 by 

6 = 0422lcV = A/(V/f), 

where f = cyclic frequency corresponding to o. Then (4.2) becomes 
n- 1 

&(n,6,$) = C sin(j2n6 + 6). (4.5) 
j-0 

Assuming that $ is a random variable with a uniform probability density function g($), defined by 

k($) = (& -" < $ s x  
(0 elsewhere, 

the expected mean square error can be found from (4.5) and (4.6) using standard expectation 
equations (see, for example, [18]) as follows : 



where E[ I is the expectation operator. 

With a little manipulation this can be shown to have the solution 
n 

~[e(n,6,$)~]  = 1 + 1 (n-k) cos(k2x6). 
2n n2 k=l 

The Root Mean Square (RMS) error is then given by 

It is useful to define the peak or 'envelope' error ̂E from the RMS m r  as follows: 

A 
n 

e(n,6) = f fZ ems = 2 (n-k) cos(k2rS) 

Figure 4.2 shows a plot of eq. 4.5 for n = 7 with 5 different phase angles @ = 2x15, 4x15. . . . 2x, 
plotted as dashed lines. Superimposed on the plot is the envelope error ^E as per eq. 4.7, plotted 
as the solid lines. It can be seen that the solid lines surround all of the dashed lines, and that ^E is 
the largest e m  that can occur for any given value of 6. Thus an alternative interpretation of is 
the error corresponding to the 'worst-case' phase angle $ for an array with n sensors and non- 
dimensional spacing 6. 

Figures 4.3 a-d show the characteristics of 2(n,6) for n = 2 to 5. Three observations are made: 

(i) The error is unity for integer values of 6 . These points correspond to the sample points 
(sensors) being spaced an integer number of dynamic force cycles apart. 

(B) The 'unit cell' pattern for 0 5 6 < 1 repeats for each integer value of 6 and is symmetric 
about 6 = 0.5, 1.5, 2.5, etc. This is shown in Fig. 4.4 for n = 6.  The repetition is a form 
of aiiasing with a Nyquist spacing of 6 = 0.5. There is no apparent advantage in using 
6 >I in a WIM array. 



(iii) Within each 'unit cell', there are (n-1) zeros at values of 6 = 6k corresponding to 

Thus the range of 6 between the fmt and last zeros in a unit cell (81 = l/n to 
bl = (n-l)/n ) increases with n. This is the region in which 2 is consistently small. 

Stochastic Input 

For particular values of n, V and A, equation 4.7 can be considered to be a 'filter' transfer function 
which yields the worst-case error for dynamic force components of frequency o. Using the 
standard inputJoutput relationship for a linear system subject to ergodic random excitation [I  81, the 
mean square direct spectral density of the measurement enor See(@) due to the 'two-sided' input 
tyre force spectral density Spp(o) is given by 

The expected mean square value of a stationary random process is the area under the graph of mean 
square spectral density versus frequency, hence the worst case RMS array enor a for an n-sensor 
system is given by 

r f- 

Equation 4.10 can be evaluated numerically if the input force spectral density Spp(@) is known. 
Determination of Spp(w) is discussed in section 4.3. 

It should be noted that equation 4.10 yields the RMS error for one stationary random tyre force 
passing over an 'ensemble' of n-sensor WIM arrays. It can also be considered to be the expected 
standard deviation of the static load estimation error for many different axles passing over a single 
WIM site. This assumes that the wheel forces are sampled from an ergodic random process, 
which is reasonable under most circumstances [19]. It also assumes that the surface of the WIM 
array is not abnormally rough and that the individual suspensions all generate similar tyre force 
spectral densities. 

Measures of WTM System Performance 

It is useful to define some non-dimensional measures of WIM system performance. We define the 
'Error Coefficient of Variation' (ECOV) p, for an n-sensor system by 

where Po is the static axle load. 



A parameter which is used frequently to characterise dynamic tyre forces is the Dynamic Load 
Coefficient @LC) [9]: 

RMS dynamic tyre force 
statictyreforce 

For a single sensor WIM system (n = I), equation 4.7 yields ;(I,@ = 1.0 and equation 4.10 then 
gives 

which is simply the RMS dynamic tyre force, (the numerator of eq.4.12). Thus the BLC can 
alternatively be interpreted as 

DLC = o(l)/Po = ~ ( 1 ) .  (4.13) 

Hence the expected error coefficient of variation of a single sensor WIM system p(1) is simply the 
DLC of the dynamic axle loads. For highway conditions of road roughness and speed, DLC's in 
the range 0.1 - 0.3 are typical (ie. 10% to 30% RMS single-sensor WIM error), but DLC's up to 
0.4 have been measured for particularly poorly damped tandem suspensions [9,12]. 

The proportional improvement in static load measurement accuracy relative to a single sensor WIM 
system is denoted here as the 'Static Accuracy Coefficient' (SAC), q which is defined by 

q(n) = 
~(1)-p(n) - - DLC-p(n) 

DLC ' p(1) 
q is a measure of multiple-sensor WIM 

If p(n) = p(l), that is no improvement over a single sensor system, then q(n) = 0. Conversely, If 
p(n) = 0 (ie zero error), then q(n) = 1.0 which corresponds to 'perfect' WIM system 
performance. 

Simulation 

Calculation of Dynamic Tyre Force Spectral Densities 

For a linearised vehicle model, the wheel force spectral matrix [Sp(w)] can be found from the road 
profile input displacement spectral matrix [Su(o)] and a vehicle transfer function matrix [H(o)], 
according to [19,20] : 

where '*I denotes the complex conjugate and 'T' denotes the matrix transpose, [H(o)] is 
determined by standard methods from the equations of motion of the vehicle (see, for example, 
1211). 



The leading diagonal terms of [Su(w)] are the direct spectral density of the road profile 
displacement, given by [19,20]: 

sjj(w) = $ ~ u ( ~ l v ) ,  (4.16) 

where Su(y) is the road profde displacement spectral density at wavenumber y. 

For a 2-dimensional (pitch plane) vehicle model, the off-diagonal (cross-spectral) elements of 
[Su(o)] are simply [19,20]: 

where Ijk is the distance between axles j and k 

Vehicle Models 

It is important that the sensor averaging procedure is effective for a wide range of vehicles. The 
two simple generic vehicle models shown in Figs. 4.5a,b were chosen for this study because they 
represent the two main classes of truck suspensions. The 'V4-car' model in Fig. 4.5a represents 
those suspensions which generate a large low frequency wheel force spectral peak due to sprung 
mass motion. It has a 'sprung mass' natural frequency of approximately 1.9 Hz. The vast 
majority of current suspensions display this characteristic, as explained in Section 4.1. The 
'walking-beam' model in Fig. 4.5b represents those suspensions (in the minority), which generate 
large dynamic wheel loads due to unsprung mass motion (lightly damped pitching of the walking- 
beam in this case). 

The generic vehicle models do not contain the detailed suspension nonlinearities and complexities 
of sprung mass motion that are typical of heavy vehicles [7,13], however the wheel force spectral 
densities are sufficiently realistic for the purpose of this study of WIM systems. 

Derivation of the equations of motion and formation of the transfer function matrix [H(o)] are 
straightforward and will not be discussed here (see, for example, [13,21]). 

Road Surface Profile Spectral Density 

The road profile displacement spectral density Su(y) used in the simulation study is the tweindex 
function recommended in [22]: 

SU(Y) = { S(y0) I ylyo l-"1 1 yl Yo 
I S(YO> I YIYo l-n2 l Y I  > yo* 

The values used for the various constants are nl= 2.0, n2= 1.5, yo= 1.0 radlm and 
S(yo) = 1.275 x m3/rad, which correspond to the 'good' road surface classification in [22]. 
This profile may be likened to a UK 'A-class' road or fair motorway surface. 



Simulation Results and array Design Considerations 

Simulation Results for Vehicle Model 1 

Figure 4.6 shows the wheel force spectral density Spp(a) and the error spectral density Seeto) (as 
calculated by eq. 4.9) for vehicle model 1 travelling at 100 km/h over a 3-sensor WIM array with a 
sensor spacing of A = 4 m. The same data is plotted on both linear and logarithmic scales. On the 
linear graph, the area under the solid line is proportional to the D L C ~  and the area under the dashed 
lines is proportional to p(3)2. The logarithmic graph is provided to show more clearly the 

2 
attenuation of Spp(o) caused by ^E(n, w ~ ~ x V )  . Because the maximum value of;(n,6) is unity, 

(Fig. 4.3), See(CO) can never exceed Spp(a), hence the dashed line can never cross the solid line. 

'Fkis means that for 'perfectly accurate' sensors, p(n) can never exceed the Dynamic Load 
Coefficient (DLC). 

Performance data corresponding to this simulation were: DLC = 0.142, p = 0.051 and 
q =  0.645. Thus in this case, the 3-sensor m y  reduces the enor coefficient of variation from 
14.2% to 5.1 %, which coresponds to a 64.5% improvement in performance over a single sensor 
WIM system. This averaging scheme clearly improves substantially the accuracy of static wheel 
load prediction. 

Figures 4.7a,b illustrate the influence of the sensor spacing A on the Error Coefficient of Variation 
p, and the Static Accuracy Coefficient q, for n=3 and vehicle model 1 travelling at speeds of 60 
km/h and 100 W. It is apparent that for each speed, there is a range of spacings for which the 
WIM error (ECOV) is low, ie the system performs relatively accurately. 

The shape of the ECOV curves is closely related to the magnitude of the error envelope curve 
1 *c (n=3,6) / (shown in Fig. 4.3b), however because the system is subjected to an approximately 
narrow band random input (centred on the sprung mass natural frequency of the vehicle) instead of 
a single sine wave, the ECOV curve is a 'smoothed' version of I ; 1. 
The properties of the ^E curves, described in section 4.2.1 can be used to understand the features of 
the ECOV curves. From eq. 4.8, the fist  two zeros in ^E(3,6) occur when 
6k = 61 = 1/3 and = 2/3. We expect these points to correspond approximately to minima in the 
ECOV curves. Using the definition of 6 from eq. 4.4, with V = 16.7 m/s (60 km/h) and f=1.9 Hz 
(the dominant resonant frequency in S (a)), we expect the minima to occur approximately at 
A = V/3f = 2.9 m and A = 2V13f = l$ m. These points are labelled A and B on Figs. 4.7. The 
comsponding points for V = 27.8 m/s (100 kmh) are labelled A' and Bf. 

The worst errors are expected to occur when 1;(3,6) ( = 1. This happens when the dominant 
(resonant) fkquency component in S *(a) is sampled once every cycle (or once every two 
cycles), ie for integer values of 6. d e  points labelled C and C on Figs. 4.7 correspond to S3= 1. 



The labelled points on Fig. 4.7 are all slightly to the right of the maxima and minima of the ECOV 
curves at which they might be expected to occur. This is because Spp(o) is not symmetric about 
the main spectral peak, (see Fig. 4.6). 

It is important that the WIM array is designed m be accurate for the widest possible range of 
vehicles (frequencies) and speeds. For given values of A and f, it is possible to estimate the range 
of vehicle speeds V over which the system will operate in the 'plateau region' of the ECOV curve 
where the accuracy is consistently high (7 2 0.5). 

From eq. 4.8, the zeros in %n,6) occur when 

We will ignore values of k > n, since these represent large (often impractical) sensor spacings at 
which the wheel forces are sampled at frequencies well below the Nyquist frequency: ie less than 2 
sample points per cycle. Using eqs. 4.4 and 4.8, and assuming fixed A and f, the zeros occur at 
speeds Vk given by 

where ? is the mquency of the dominant spectral component in Spp(w). 

The 'plateau region' of the ECOV curve will be governed by the fmt and last zeros in ̂ e: k=l and 
k = n- 1. Thus the maximum and minimum speeds for which the WIM system will be reasonably 
accurate (operate in the 'plateau region') are given by 

and 
- 

V- = Vnml = fnA/(n- 1). (4.2 1) 

A good design procedure would be to select A such that the average speed of vehicles using the 
road corresponds to the average of V,, and V ,  Thus combining (4.20) and (4.21), 

2 (n-1)v 
A d d g * =  - (4.22) 

fn2 ' 
where -ij' = estimated average traffic speed (m/s). 

There is considerable variation in the dominant hquencies f in the dynamic wheel force spectra of 
common heavy vehicles. They are usually in the range 1.5 to 4.5 Hz and a suitable average value 
is ? =2.5 Hz. It is possible that a slightly hi@ average frequency (say f = 3.0 Hz) may be more 
suitable for WIM systems in countries where heavy vehicle suspensions are relatively stiffer. 

Figure 4.8 is design chart for multiple-sensor WIM arrays using eq. 4.22 with 7 = 2.5 Hz and 
n = 2-10. It yields values of Adsip for speeds of 20,40, 60, 80, 100 km/h. 



Sensitivity to Frequency and Speed 

Substituting the design spacing beaip (bm eq. 4.22) back into eqs. 4.20 and 4.21 gives 

and V- = 2v/n. (4.24) 
- 

If n=2, V,, = V,, = V. Thus a - Zsensor WIM system can only be designed to be accurate at one 
speed. If n=3, however, V- = $V and V,, =? and agstem with sensor spacing chosen 
according to (22) will be accurate for speeds of $v 5 V 5 iv . For example if = 80 km/h, this, 
would yield 53 I V I 107 lan/h. Similarly if n 4 ,  the range of accurate performance is given by 
psvsp. 
Figures 4.9a,b show the ECOV and SAC for 2-, 3- and 4-sensor WIM systems designed for an 
average speed of 80 km/h @ = 22.2 m/s) according to eq. 4.22 with ? = 1.9 Hz. The systems are 
traversed by vehicle model 1. Also shown in Fig, 4.9a is p(1) (the DLC) for comparison. 

Three observations are made: 

(i) In the vicinity of 80 km/h, an increase in the number of sensors yields a modest increase in 
accuracy (q = 0.6 for n = 2, 7 = 0,67 for n = 4.) 

(ii) The 2-sensor system loses accuracy quite quickly for speeds away from 80 km/h, whereas 
the 3-sensor system has an accurate 'plateau region' for 53 5 V I 107 km/h as expected. 
The 4-sensor system is accurate over an even wider speed range. 

(iii) For speeds less than about 30 kmlh, the ECOV (p) and SAC (7) curves fluctuate m ~ i d l ~  
due to aiiasing. 

From figure 4.9 it appears that 3 sensors is a g o d  choice, because the system is reasonably 
accurate and has a relatively wide operating speed range. The Csensor system yields a larger 
speed range with only a small accuracy improvement over the 3-sensor system. The additional 
cost of the 4th sensor may not be worthwhile in practice. 

The range of frequencies over which the WIM array will be accurate for a given vehicle speed 
can be found by rearranging eq. 4.19: 

and 



If A is replaced by Adcup from (4.22), then (4.25) and 4.26) give 

and 

- 
Thus if n=2, fmi, = fmax = f , that is the system can only be tuned to perfonn well at one input - 
frequency. If n=3, the operating frequency range (for a fixed speed) is approximately j f 5 f 5 i f. 
For f = 2.5 Hz this gives 1.9 I f I 3.8 Hz. Similarly if n=4, the operating frequency range is 
if 2 f I 2? which, for ? = 2.5 Hz, yields 1.7 i f I 5 Hz. Thus n=3 is a reasonable choice, 
although errors may occur when the frequency and speed take extreme values simultaneously, The 
worst error is likely to occur when V=Vmm and f = k  although the other extreme condition 
(V=V,i, and fsfma), may also yield significant errors. 

Figures 4.10a,b show the variation of ECOV (p) and SAC (7) with the number of 'optimally 
spaced' sensors, ie sensors spaced according to eq. 4.22. The vehicle (model 1) is travelling at the 
array design speed of 80 km/h. The design frequency is 7 = 2.5 Hz which is above the k t  natural 
frequency of the vehicle model (1.9 Hz). Figures 4.10a,b show that good performance can be 
achieved with a 2- or 3-sensor system (providing the 2-sensor system is operated close to its 
design conditions.) Figures 4.10 also show that diminishing benefits are achieved for larger 
numbers of sensors. In this case, p is reduced from 12.3% for a single sensor WIM system to 
3.9% for a 3-sensor array, but only to 3.0% for a 10 sensor system. Similar curves to Figs. 4.10 
can be obtained by running the simulation at other speeds. 

Simulation Results for Vehicle Model 2 

Vehicle model 2 has a walking-beam suspension which generates large dynamic tyre forces due to 
beam pitching at approximately 9 Hz as well as a lower frequency component, of smaller 
amplitude, due to sprung mass bounce at approximately 2.8 Hz. If the WIM array is designed for 
the lower frequency component, then ~ i ~ c a n t  errors may be expected due to the higher 
frequency loads. Conversely, an array designed to be accurate for the higher frequency tyre force 
component of this particular vehicle may be inaccurate for (the majority of) vehicles which generate 
predominantly low frequency dynamic loads. This trade-off is examined in the remainder of this 
section. 

Figure 4.11 shows the leading axle tyn force and error spectral densities, SpR(w) and See(@), for 
vehicle model 2 operating at 100 km/h on a 3-sensor WIM array designed for f = 2.5 Hz, 
according to eq. 4.22, with A= 5 m (see design chart, Fig. 4.8). Again the spectra are plotted on 
both linear and logarithmic scales. The peak in Spp(o) at o = 57 rad/s (9 Hz) is substantially 
larger than the peak at 18 rad/s (2.8 Hz). This is typical of the characteristics of walking-beam 
suspensions (see, for example, Ervin et al [lo]). 



The WIM m y  is suqrisingly effective at reducing the m r  throughout the frequency range, even 
though it is tuned to the lower frequency peak. In this case, DLC = 0.36, p = 0.13 and = 0.64. 
It should be noted, however that the higher frequency performance is very sensitive to Vlf, where f 
is the frequency of the beam pitching mode. 

Figure 4.12 displays similar information to Figure 4.9, (the ECOV and SAC plotted against speed 
for various arrays) but for vehicle model 2. In this case the may is designed according to eq. 4.22 
with = 80 irm/h and ? = 2.5 Hz. Unlike Fig. 4.9, the system is not well tuned for 80 km/h 
vehicles and the optimum speed depends on the number of sensors in the m y  (for 2 sensors, the 
optimum speed is approximately 100 kxn/h). This is the result of under-sampling (aliasing) the 
higher frequency loads. The various peaks and troughs in Fig. 4.12 can be predicted relatively 
well by considering 2(n,6) for loads at 9 Hz. 

Figure 4.13 shows the variation of WIM accuracy with the number sf sensors, for arrays which 
are spaced according to eq. 4.22 with = 80 kmih and? = 2.5 Hz. In this particular case, the 3- 
and 4-sensor systems perfom well but the 6-sensor system is quite inaccurate. This is because the 
spacing for 6 sensors with f = 2.5 Hz (according to eq. 4.22) is 2.47 m which coincides exactly 
with 6=1 for the 9 Hz peak (ie the worst possible spacing for the 9 Hz wheel forces). 

In Figures 4.11 to 4.13, the WlM arrays were designed to account for the low frequency dynamic 
wheel forces. An alternative strategy might be to tune the system performance to the high 
frequency forces by using mays with smaller spacings (around 1-2 m). This turns out to be 
unsatisfactory as illustrated in fig. 4.14, which shows the performance of WIM arrays designed 
with f = 9 Hz at = 80 irm/h according to eq. 4.22. It can be seen clearly that the accuracy is 
good for the walking-beam suspension (model 2) as expected, but poor for 114-car vehicle 
(model I). The heavy highway vehicle fleet consists largely of vehicles like model 1 and it is not 
worthwhile to compromise the performance of the WIM system for these vehicles in order to 
account for the small number of suspensions like model 2. 

Effect of Transducer Errors 

Real WIM transducers are not perfectly accurate or noise-free and may introduce small random 
errors into the dynamic axle load measurements. For well-designed sensors, these errors should 
be considerably less than the DLC and may be just a few percent [8]. They will be reduced further 
by the force averaging prwess. Assurning that the noise on each sensor in the array is not 
correlated with the noise on any other sensor, it is expected h m  the central limit theorem that the 
error standard deviation due to noise will fall approximately as 118. Hence there may be some 
benefit in using more sensors than indicated by the 'ideal sensor' theory outlined here, depending 
on the noise level (and cost of the sensors). The sensors should still be spaced according to 
equation 4.22. This issue is discussed in more detail in the next chapter. 



Conclusions 

(i) A general theory has been developed for the analysis of multiple-sensor WIM arrays with 
ideal, error-free force transducers, spaced evenly along the road. The theory yields a 
simple formula (equation 4.22) by which the sensor spacing can be chosen if the average 
traffic speed is known. 

(ii) A two-sensor WIM array can be designed to be relatively accurate for vehicles which 
generate dynamic loads at a known resonant frequency and travel at a known speed. Such 
a system becomes less accurate for speeds or frequencies away from the design conditions. 

(iii) The accuracy of a WIM array improves gradually as the number of 'optimally' spaced 
sensors is increased above 2, with diminishing improvements for large arrays. However, 
the robusmess (insensitivity) to speed and frequency variations improves markedly with 
more sensors. 

(iv) An array designed for low tiequency dynamic loads (1.5 Hz to 4.5 Hz) may be inaccurate 
for (a minority of) vehicles with poorly-damped tandem suspensions such as walking- 
beams, which generate large dynamic loads at high frequencies (8 to 15 Hz). For these 
vehicles the array accuracy will be quite sensitive to the speed and frequency of the 
dynamic loads. Conversely, an array which is tuned to be accurate for high frequency 
loads will consisrenrly be inaccurate for the majority of vehicles which generate their 
dynamic tyre forces at low frequencies. Thus it is preferable to design the spacing of WIM 
arrays to account for low frequency dynamic loads. 

(v) A good compromise for WIM array design is to use 3 sensors tuned to a mean vehicle 
resonant frequency of approximately f = 2.5 Hz. This yields reasonable accuracy for a 
wide range of speeds and dynamic loading frequencies. With such an arrangement, the 
theoretical coefficient of variation of the measurement error can be reduced to 30-50% of 
the error for a single sensor WIM system. 
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of the 'unit cd' panern (0 6 c 1) due to aliasing, 



Torsional 
damper c 

Fig. 4.5 S c h d c  diagram% of the two vehicfe modeis 
(a) Modd 1: 2 degrees of k d o m ,  l/&ar' 
(b) Modci 2: 3 dcgms of f ldom,  ' w a l k i n g - w '  



Fnq~ency (rad/s) Frequency ( n d / s )  
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Fig, 4.9 Influence of spttd on the performance of 2-, 3- and bsensor WIM systems, 

designed fcrr an average traflic speed of 88 kmfh, t r a v d  by vtfiicie model 1. 
(a) her Coefficient of Variation p. (b) Static Accuracy Coefficient q. 



Fig 4.10 V W o n  of WIM system pcxfcmanct for vehicle mrYtct 1 with the number of 
rensco~ in h e  array. The smsm are spaced acwrding m eq. 4.22 with ? = 2.5 
Hz and rhe vehicle is traveiling at the m y  design speed of 80 kmh. 
(a) Error Cocffiacnt of Variation p, (b) S taric Acnaacy Coeflicicnt 7. 



Fig 4.11 Leading y e  force and ermr Epecrral dmsitics Spp(o) and S,(o) for vehicle 
m a i d  2 travelling at 100kmhoveraWIM anay with n=3 andA = 5 m. 



Fig 4.12 Inflwnce of spetd on the p c r f m  of 2-, 3- and Csensor WIM systems, 
&gnd for ? = 2.5 Hz and = 80 kmh, ad mflicked by vehicle modei 2. 
(a) Ena Coefficient of Variation p, (b) Static Accuracy Coefficient 7. ............. n=l @LC), - n=2, n=3, ..-.-.-.-.-.- n-4. 
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Fig 4.13 V ariadon of W M  system performance for vchicfc mcdcl2 with the number of 

sensors in the array. The sensors arc spaced ac-g to q. 4.22 with - 
fs2.5 Hz and the vehicle is welling at the array design speed of 80 kmh. 
(a) Error Coefficiicnr of Vaxiation p, (b) Static Accuracy Coefgcicnt 7. 







WIM Performance for Six Test Vehicles 

In this setion, wheel force data collected with the load measuring mat is used to examine the 
design and accuracy of WIM systems with up to six evenly-spaced sensors. 

Data Analysis Procedure 
The calibrated and sorted 'ERD' data files for the six articulated test vehicles (section 2.1.3) were 
processed to determine the Enor Coefficient of Variation (ECOV = p) as a function of WIM array 
design parameters (n and A), for each axle at the six nominal testing speeds (5, 10,20,30,40,50 
mph). Figure 5.1 shows an example of the procedure, in which many 3-sensor WIM arrays (n = 
3) with A = 1.6 m can be obtained by averaging the outputs of appropriately spaced groups of 
sensors. (Eighty eight such averages (n = 3, A = 1.6 m) can be calculated for each axle from an 
ERD file with 96 sensors: 88 = 96 - 8, since each WIM array spans 8 sensors as shown in Fig. 
5.1). Averages of this type were calculated for sensor spacings, A = 0,0.4,0.8 .... 12 m and n = 
2 to 6 sensors, i.e. 155 different WIM array configurations in all. 

For each vehicle, the steps in the automated data analysis procedure were as follows: 

(i) Read all ERD files for each nominal testing speed in both 'forward' and 'reverse' directions 
around test track. 

(ii) For each axle, calculate 155 different ensembles of WIM force averages (n = 2 to 6 and 
A = 0 ,  0.4, 0.8 .... 12 m). 

(iii) Convert each ensemble into a frequency (probability) distribution of WIM force against 
number of occurrences. (Total of 155 frequency distributions for each axle.) 

(iv) Combine the frequency distributions for all ERD files at the same nominal testing speed. 

(v) Calculate the mean, standard deviation and enor coefficient of variation from each of the 
frequency distributions. 



(vi) Plot the error coefficient of variation p against sensor spacing A for n = 2 to 6, for each 
axle, 

Histograms of WIM force averages, step (iv) are provided for vehicle S 1 travelling at a speed of 32 
km/h (9 m/s) in Fig. 5.2a,b,c. Figure 5.2a shows the force distribution for the steering axle 
calculated by considering each transducer to be a separate WIM system (i.e. by setting A = 0). 
Figure 5.2b shows the result of analysing the same data as Fig. 5.2% but with 3-sensor averages 
(n = 3) and A = 1.6 m. Similarly, Fig. 5 . 2 ~  shows the result of analysing the data with 6-sensor 
averages (n = 6) and A = 0.8 rn. It is apparent from the figures that the spread of the probability 
distribution (Enor Coefficient of Variation) is reduced considerably by performing the 3-sensor 
averages. The ECOV p is reduced from 6.5% for the single-sensor system to 3.9% for the 3- 
sensor system and to 3.2% for the 6-sensor system. 

Similar results can be seen in Figs. 5.2 d,e,f which show the results for axle 5 on the trailer of 
vehicle S4 travelling at 85 kmh. The single sensor WIM force distribution in Fig 5.2 d has an 
ECOV p of 11.5%. This is reduced to 5.8 % for the 3-sensor average in Fig. 5.2 e and 4.2% for 
the 6-sensor average in Fig. 5.2 f. 

In each of these cases, the sensor spacing was was calculated from the design equation (4.22) with - 
V set to the testing speed and f = 2.5 Hz. The two cases presented here (S1 at 32 km/h and S4 at 
85 km/h) will be examined further in the following sections. 

Preliminary Comparison of Experiment and Theory 
A graph of p vs A for the steering axle of vehicle S 1 at 32 km/h (9 m/s) is provided in Fig. 5.3. 
(This Fig is repeated later as Fig. 5,14 a). The vertical lines on the figure labelled n = 2 - 6 
correspond to the design spacing as calculated from equation 4.22 with = 9 m/s and? = 
2.5 Hz. The value of p corresponding to Fig. 5.2 a is the y-intercept and the values of p 
corresponding to Fig. 5.2 b,c are the solid circles on the vertical lines for n = 3 and n = 6. 

Figure 5.4 shows theoretical curves which were calculated by equation 4.10 for the 'V4-car' 
vehicle model from Chapter 4, travelling at 32 km/h for comparison. The vertical lines on the 
figure again show the design spacings, calculated using eq. 4.22 with = 9 m/s and f = 2.5 Hz. 

Several comments can be made about Figures 5.3 and 5.4. 

(i) The general shapes and magnitudes of the experimental and theoretical curves are similar. 
This appears to verify that the 1/4-car male1 used in the theoretical analysis is a reasonable 
representation of the dynamics of the steering axle of vehicle S 1. 

(ii) The main differences between the tReoretical and experimental curves are the spacings at 
which the peaks and troughs occur. This is because the natural frequencies of the test 
vehicle and the theoretical model are different. The theoretical model had a s p m g  mass 
natural frequency of 1.9 Hz (section 4.3.2). The natural frequency of the experimental 
vehicle can be deduced from Fig 5.3 by considering the location of the first peak, which 



occurs approximately at A = 3.2 m. From eq. 4.8 (and point C on Fig 4.7a), this 
corresponds to 6 = 

Using eq. 4.4, the natural frequency of the vehicle is given by 

where A1 = sensor spacing corresponding to the first peak in the curve of p vs A. 

In the case of Fig 5.3, V = 9 m/s and A1 = 3.2 m, so f = 913.2 = 2.8 Hz. The second 
peak in the curves is expected to occur when 6 = 2, i.e. A = 2V/f = 6.4 m. This agrees 
with Fig 5.3. 

(iii) The spacings given by eq. 4.22 and shown by the vertical lines in Figs 5.3 and 5.4, would 
be reasonable choices for the m y  design spacings. The vertical line corresponding to 
n = 2 falls slightly to the right of the fmt trough in the p - A curve in Fig 5.3, because the 
natural frequency of the vehicle is 2.8 Hz, which is slightly greater than the design 
fkquency ? = 2.5 Hz. Conversely in Fig 5.4, the vertical line for n = 2 falls to the left of 
the fist trough, since f = 1.9 Hz and ? = 2.5 Hz. 

(iv) As explained in Chapter 4, arrays with 3 or more sensors are more 'robust' to frequency 
and speed variations because they have relatively wide, flat- bottomed 'plateau regions' 
(troughs). This can be seen in both the experimental and theoretical curves (Figs 5.3 and 
5.4). As a result, the vertical lines for n = 3 to 6 in Figs 5.3 and 5.4 lie at spacings which 
are appropriate choices to minimise the ECOV p, despite the fact that the operating 
hquencies are different to the design frequency f. It can also be seen that a small error in 
spacing of the 2-sensor system due to, say, a different vehicle speed, would cause a more 
rapid decrease in accuracy than for the systems with 3 or more sensors. 

A graph of p vs A for the steering axle of S1 at low speed, 9 km/h = 2.5 m/s is provided in Fig. 
5.5. (This figure is repeated later as Fig 5.12a.) Theoretical curves for the 114-car model 
travelling at the same speed are provided in Fig 5.6a. There are qualitative similarities between 
Figs. 5.5 and 5.6a, however the theoretical curves do not display the rapid fluctuation of the 
experimental curves. Again this is mainly because of the different natural frequencies of the 
experimental vehicle and the theoretical model (2.8 Hz and 1.9 Hz respectively.) This results in a 
different wavelength 'over the ground' A1 = V/f. Fig 5.6b shows the result of running the 
simulation at 1.7 m/s (6.1 kmh) so that 

This is approximately equal to V/f in Fig 5.5: 

Fig 5.6b shows closer similarity to the rapid fluctuation of the experimental curves in Fig 5.5. 



It is worth noting that 3' the sensors were more closely spaced than 0.4 m, (say at 0.2 m or less), 
then the curves in Figs 5.5 and 5.6b would be considerably smoother? and would resemble Fig. 
5.4 but with the cress and troughs packed together with A1 = 0.89 m. 

A third comparison between experiment and simulation is provided in Figures 5.7 and 5.8. Figure 
5.7 shows a graph of p vs A for axle 5 (on the trailer) of vehicle S4 travelling at 85 km/h (23.6 
m/s). (This figure is repeated later as Fig 5.3%). Fig 5.8 shows theoretical predictions using the 
114-car model of Chapter 4, with a speed of 85 km/h. From the y-intercept, it can be seen that the 
DLC is approximately 1 1.5%. 

Notes: 

(i) The sprung mass natural frequency of the experimental vehicle can be estimated from the 
fmt peak of Fig 5.7 (corresponding to 6 = 1) using eq 5.1: 

f = 23.6 = 3.9 Hz. 
6.0 m 

This is significantly higher than the array design frequency 7 = 2.5 Hz, but is within the 
expected range of 1.5 to 4.5 Hz discussed in section 4.1. 

(ii) As a consequence of (i), the design spacing for n = 2, at approximately 4.7 m in Fig 5.4, is 
far away from the optimum at approximately 3.0 m. (The latter is the spacing that would 
have been chosen for n = 2, if it was known beforehand that all vehicles had natural 
frequencies of 3.9 Hz). The RMS error for n = 2 at the design spacing is approximately 
8.8%. 

The design spacing for n = 3 (at approximately 4.2 m) is just within the 'plateau region' of 
the p - A curve for n = 3. Consequently the RMS error for n = 3 at the design spacing is 
approximately 5.7%, a substantial improvement over 8.8%, for n = 2. This illustrates the 
significant benefit, in terms of operating speed and frequency ranges, which is obtained by 
using a WIM may with 3 or more sensors. 

(iii) In Fig 5.8 as in Fig 5.4, the vertical line for n = 2 falls to the left of the trough in the ECOV 
curve for n = 2. This is because the natural frequency (1.9 Hz) is less than ? = 2.5 Hz. 

On first examination of Figs 5.3-5.8, the best sensor spacing for all values of A appears to be - - 
A = VQf, which conesponds to the trough in the p - A curve for n = 2. This spacing is 
approximately at the centre of the 'plateau region' for a l l  other values of n. 

It is important to recall, however, that the design spacing was calculated (in section 4.4.1) so that 
the array would be accurate over the widest possible speed range. The spacing calculated in this 
way turns out not to be at the centre of the plateau region of a p - A graph, but at the centre of the 
plateau region on a p - V graph, as in Fig 4.9a. 

The reason for this can be seen by reference to Figs 5.9 and 5.10 which show theoretical p - A 
curves for n = 3 and n = 6 respectively. In these graphs, the design spacing was calculated with 



- 
V = 22.2 m/s (80 km/h) and ? = 1.9 Hz, the sprung mass natural frequency of the vehicle model. 
(1.9 Hz was chosen instead of 2.5 Hz to simplify the following explanation). 

In Fig 5.9, p - A curves are shown for V = 60, 80 and 100 km/h, whereas in Fig 5.10, p - A 
curves are shown for V = 40,80, 120 km/hl. 

The 'solid' circles on Figs 5.9 and 5.10 correspond to the theoretical edges of the 'plateau' regions 
of the curves as defined by 6 = 113,213 in Fig 5.9 and 6 = 116,516 in Fig 5.10 (see eq 4.8 and Fig 
4.7a). 

It can be seen from Fig 5.9 that for n = 3, the design spacing h i p  = 5.2 m falls near to the 
middle of the plateau in the p - A c w e  for V = 80 W. This spacing is close to the left hand 
edge of the plateau (6 = 113) of the curve for V = 100 km/h and is close to the right hand edge of 
the plateau (6 = 213) of the c w e  for V = 60 kmh. Thus &dgn = 5.2 m is a suitable spacing for 
60 I V I 100 km/h. 

A similar argument applies to the curves for n = 6 and V = 40, 80, 120 km/h in Fig 5.10. In this 
case, however, the design spacing besign = 3.3 m falls between 6 = 116 for V = 120 km/h and 6 = 
5/6 for V = 40 km/h. Thus besign is suitable for speeds of 40 to 120 km/h (in fact, Vmin = 27 
km/h and Vm = 133 - km/h, - using equations 4.20 and 4.21). Had the design spacing been 
calculated from A = Vl2f = 5.9 m as suggested above (and shown dashed on Fig 5.10), then the 
array would be inaccurate for speeds less than approximately 50 km/h instead of 40 M. 

Magnitude of Baseline Sensor Errors 

There are two ways to determine the accuracy of individual sensors to measure the applied tyre 
forces: 

(i) Instrument the test axle(s) to measure dynamic tyre forces and relate the tyre force 
measurements to the sensor outputs (see for example [6-81); 

(ii) Roll a tyre with a known static load slowly over the sensors, so as to minirnise dynamic 
effects. 

In this section we will investigate the use of the indirect method (ii) with data collected for an 
articulated vehicle. 

Note that with these particular values of A = equations 4.20 and 4.21 give expected operating speed 
ranges of: 

Vmin = 53 krnh a d  Vma = 107 km/h for Fig. 5.9 
Vmin = 27 km/h a d  Vma = 133 km/h for Fig. 5.10. 



Assume that the random errors on the output of sensor x have zero mean and standard deviation 
a,. If these errors are statistically independent of (uncmlated with) the errors oy of sensor y, 
then the variance of the average of sensors x and y will be (from the rules governing variances) 

The errors on 2 sensors would be uncorrelated if they were caused by noise or random 
inaccuracies in signal processing which were not related to the vehicle loading. (Clearly dynamic 
axle loads do not fit into this category). 

Assume further that a WIM array consisted of n sensors, each having the same 'baseline' error 
standard deviation 0, due to noise and random calibration enors. Then (5.2) would become 

Hence the array error standard deviation would be 

o(n) = odK 

and n o d s i n g  by the static load Po, the Error Coefficient of Variation would be 

p(n) = p d a ,  (5.4) 

where p, = ofl, and p(n) = a(n)/P,. 

This result was referred to in section 4.4.4 and is a particular case of the central limit theorem. 

The p - A curves shown in Figs 5.12 - 5.47 have error components from four main sources: 

(i) Baseline sensor errors o, (or p,) due to noise and sensor calibration errors. 

(ii) Dynamic loads. 

(iii) Mean load enors due to uneven load distribution as described in Section 3.3. (This is 
because the runs in both directions over the mat were averaged together). 

(iv) Errors due to tyre tread effects, 

h order to use (5.3) or (5.4) to estimate the baseline sensor accuracy o,, it is necessary to 
mirnimise error sources (ii)-(iv) where possible: 



(i) Some dynamic loads are present even for low speeds. They are caused by road roughness 
and also by drive torque fluctuations due to small speed variations. The smallest dynamic 
loads usually occur on the steering axle of articulated vehicles, since this has a small static 
load and (usually) a relatively soft and well damped suspension. Furthermore, it is likely 
that the air suspended tractor on vehicle S4 would have the least sprung mass motion, and 
hence least dynamic steering axle loads at low speeds. 

(ii) In order to remove the mean load errors described in (iii) above it is necessary to plot a p - 
A curve for the vehicle travelling in one direction only. 

(iii) Sensor errors due to tyre tread effects cannot be eliminated, however they are expected to 
be small for 'highway' tread tyres, as per the steering axle of S4. (Tyre tread effects are 
discussed in section 5.4.3). 

Figure 5.1 1 is a p - A graph for the steering axle of vehicle S4 at a speed of 11 km/h. If the errors 
shown on this graph were due to baseline sensor errors only (po), then the ECOV lines would be 
horizontal (i.e. independent of sensor spacing) with values given by eq. 5.4 Furthermore, the y- 
axis intercept, which corresponds to the ECOV of the individual sensors p(l), would be equal to 
P 0- 
Plotted over the top of the p - A curves are dashed lines at levels p(l), p ( l ) m ,  p(1)fl  , ... 
p(l)/G. It can be seen that these horizontal lines are quite good fits to the appropriate p - A 
curves, thus venfylng that in this case the dynamic loads are relatively small and that the errors 
largely support the theory behind eq. 5.4. Note that this exercise does not work for any of the 
other low speed steering axle p - A curves because they all contain a significant enor component 
due to dynamic loads, It is concluded, therefore, that the average baseline error of all of the 
sensors in the mat is approximately 

This is the coefficient of variation of the error which is expected, on average, for any individual 
dynamic wheel force measurement by a capacitative strip sensor in the mat. This is an important 
result because it provides an estimate of the baseline sensor accuracy, which was one of the main 
objectives of the project. The value of 4% is comparable with the 3% to 5% established in 
previous experiments on a few sensors in the prototype load measuring mat in the UK [8]. 

The baseline sensor error is expected to increase slightly at higher speeds due to rounding enors in 
the signal processing system (see Appendix A, section 3.3.1). Conversely, po will decrease as the 
static axle loads are increased, for the same reason. (Note that the steering axle of vehicle S4 is 
relatively lightly loaded, at 25.6 kN per tyre, compared with 35-40 kN per tyre on most 'load 
carrying' axles in the USA.) 



Discussions of Results for Six Articulated Vehicles 
The p - A curves for all of the rest runs on the six articulated vehicles (460 runs total) are provided 
in Figs 5.12 - 5.47. For each vehicle, the data for six nominal testing speeds (5, 10,20,30,40, 
50 mph) are presented, one speed per page. 

For each speed, p - A curves are presented for axles 1,3 and 5: the tractor steer axle, second 
tractor drive axle and second trailer axle respectively. Each graph also shows the design sensor 
spacings calculated from equation 4.22 with ? = 2.5 Hz and with equal to the average testing 
speed in each case. 

These figures contain a large amount of information: each graph summarises the results of 
approximately 70 000 separate WTM m y  averages! A number of deductions can be made about 
the static and dynamic loads generated by the vehicles and the &sign of WIM arrays. 

The fint and most important observation is that not all of the graphs have the s a w  characteristic 
form as the theoretical predictions in Figs 5.4,5.6b and 5.8, presented previously. 

There are four reasons for this: 

(i) The baseline sensor errors (p,). 

(ii) Uneven loading of the test vehicle (section 3.3) 

(iii) Tyre tread effects 

(iv) inaccuracies in the theoretical vehicle model. 

These issues are discussed in detail in the following paragraphs. 

Influence of Sensor Errors 

The baseline sensor enws p,, will cause a constant offset in the p - A c w e s  independent of the 
vehicle speed or sensor spacing. At low speeds it is possible for the small dynamic loading effects 
to be swamped by the baseline sensor errors p,. 

If the error coefficient of variation for n-sensors due to dynamic loading alone is pd(n) then using 
similar reasoning to eq. 5.2, the overall ECOV due to p, and pd(n) combined will be 

where 
p, = 0.04 (4%). 

If pd(n) << pda ,  then p will be dominated by the baseline sensor errors p,. Conversely, if 
pd(n) >9 po/di, then p will be dominated by the dynamic loading effects, pd. 



In the cases where p, dominates, the p - A curves will show a sudden reduction in p between A = 
0 and A = 0.4 m 2. This effect can be seen in Fig 5.1 1 and in most of the other low speed p - A 
curves for the steering axles, e.g. Figs 5.18a, 5.24a etc. It can also be seen in some of the low 
speed p - A curves for axle 3, e.g. Figs 5.12b and 5.18b. 

Uneven Static Loading of the Test Vehicles 

The procedure used in this study to calculate the p - A curves (described in section 5.1) 
incorporated the data for both directions of vehide motion over the mat. This means that the 
results for both the nearside and offside tyres were included in the averages. This was considered 
to be the most practical way to combine all of the test data, without generating twice as many 
figures, 

The procedure has the drawback that static load differences, between the two tyres on an axle, 
appear as WIM system errors, An example of this effect can be seen in Fig 5.12~ which shows 
quite large errors of approximately 8-lo%, for a 6-sensor system at low speed. However, 
examination of Fig 3.2e (which corresponds to the same axle), shows that the difference between 
the static loads on the tyres at either end of the axle is approximately 17%. This difference will 
cause substantial spreading of the probability distribution, and hence an apparently large ECOV. 
The same problem causes large ECOV values in all of the cases where the vehicle is unevenly 
loaded: axles 3 and 5 of vehicles S 1 and 32; axle 3 of S3 and S4, axles 3 and 5 of S5 and S6 
(these were deduced from Figs 3.2-3.7). 

This problem would not occur in practice, providing the WIM sensors extended across the road 
and measured the loads generated by both sides of the vehicle. With such an arrangement the 
uneven loading errors would cancel out. 

It is possible that an alternative data analysis procedure could be developed in order to remove the 
problem. This possibility is being considered at present and may be adopted in the final project 
report. 

Tyre Tread Effects 

All of the tyres on the test vehicles had 'highway' tread patterns, except for the drive axles of the 
air suspended tractor (Vehicle S4), which had off-road tyres. 

The contact pressure distribution under a rolling tyre depends on the tread pattern. Off-road tyres 
can have quite large local contact pressure variations in the vicinity of the individual tread elements. 
When such a tyre rolls over the mat, some of the strip uansducers will come into contact with high- 

* A = 0 cormponds to a 'single-sensor' Whl average and A = 0.4 m corresponds to the spacing between adjacent 
sensors in the mat and hence is the smallest A for which experimental WIM averages can be calculated for the mat. 



pressure regions of the tyre contact area and others will come into contact with low-pressure 
regions. 

The wheel force measurement involves integrating the output of each strip sensor (which is 
proportional to the local contact pressure) throughout the period of contact between tyre and 
sensor. Thus if some sensors experience a high contact pressure, they will register an abnormally 
high load. Conversely some sensors will register an abnormally low load. 

This problem is dependent on the construction of the tyre and the tread pattern. It is expected to 
occur for any type of narrow strip WIM transducers, not just capacitative strips. Thus it can be 
considered to be a fundamental limit on the accuracy of strip sensors. Fortunately the majority of 
highway vehicles use 'highway' tread (rib) tyres and these do not display a significant variation of 
local contact pressure due to the tread elements. Thus for most vehicles, tyre tread effects are not 
likely to cause serious errors with strip WIM sensors. 

A graphic example of the tyre tread effect can be seen for axle 3 on vehicle S4 (see Figs 5.30b to 
5.35b). Because of the air suspension, this vehicle is expected to produce relatively small dynamic 
loads. Figure 5.30b, however, shows a large Error Coefficient of Variation p(1) of approximately 
16% at A = 0, for a speed of 11 km/h (p(1) = y-intercept of the p - A curves = the Dynamic Load 
Coefficient, from section 4.2.3). This was one of the largest ECOVs measured in all of the tests! 
It is interesting to note that the p(1) value for axle 3 of S4 remains approximately constant with 
speed, indicating that it is not influenced by the dynamics of the vehicle. For every other axle, 
there is a siWcant increase in p(1) with speed. 

The first peak in Fig 5.30b occurs at A1 = 2.0 m. If this peak was caused by dynamic loads, it 
would shift with speed. For example, if the speed increased from 11 km/h to 85 km/h as in Fig 
5.35b, A1 would be expected to increase to 

This clearly does not occur. In fact the position of the f k t  peak stays relatively constant for 
speeds up to 51 km/h (Fig 5.33b). It then decreases slightly with higher speeds, to A1 = 1.8 m in 
Fig 5.35b. 

The explanation of this behaviour is related to the tyre tread pattern as follows: 

Suppose the variation in normal contact pressure in the contact area has a sinusoidal component 
with amplitude P and wavelength h along the direction of motion as shown conceptually in Fig. 
5.48a. For typical off-road tyres, is likely to be approximately 75- 100 mm If distance 
measured along the direction of motion is x, then as the tyre rolls along the road, the peak pressure 
p(x) experienced at a point x will be approximately 



Following the notation of chapter 4 we can define the pressure error e(x) by 

hence 

The phase $ is unknown and for the purpose of this discussion it can be set to zero without loss of 
generality. (Alternatively, the procedure used in section 4.2.1 could be used to obtain the envelope 
error etc.) 

Suppose that there are exactly k cycles of wavelength h in A1 =2.0m (2 m = 5 sensor spaces, each 
of distance L = 0.4 m). Then 

If k is a prime number, then the maximum contact pressure can only coincide with the location of a 
sensor every k cycles, which will correspond to 2.0 m (or 5 sensors). For example, assume k = 
19 so that h = 0.105 m. Then ~ ( x )  will take the form shown in Fig 5.48b. This is an example of 
under-sampling or aliasing. The sensor array cannot distinguish between a pressure component 
with wavelength 0.105 mm and a pressure component with wavelength 2.0 m. 

The wavelength h is dependent only on the tread pattern and so the aliased wavelength of 2.0 m is 
largely independent of speed. Note, however, that for high vehicle speeds the driving torque and 
hence longitudinal 'creep' or 'slip' of the driven wheels becomes significant. This causes an 
effective reduction in h and the aliased wavelength decreases *om 2.0 m to 1.8 m in Fig. 5.35 b. 

A second example of the effects of tyres can be observed on measurements of the trailer axles of 
vehicles S 1 and S2. The tyres on this trailer had bad flat spots (due to previous braking tests) as 
noted in Appendix B. The result was a periodic component of wheel force with a wavelength of 
approximately 3 m, which corresponds to the circumference of the tyres. This causes peaks in the 
p - A c w e s  at A = 3,6,9 m in Figs. 5 .12~  - 5.23~. The positions of these peaks do not change 
with speed (as expected), however at some speeds, additional peaks occur, in between, due to 
dynamic loads. 

An interesting effect can be observed in Figs 5.19, where it appears that a 3 Hz pitching vibration 
mode, involving both the mctor and trailer was excited by the radial run-out of the trailer tyres. 
All axles on the vehicle displayed the same resonant frequency, which, at 17 kmh, corresponds to 
exactly twice the trailer wheel rotation frequency. This same resonant mode is also excited at 34 
km/h (Fig 5.20), when the wheel rotation frequency coincides with the natural fkquency at 3 Hz. 



Inaccuracies in the Theoretical Model 

One of the sources of inaccuracy in the theoretical WIM predictions in chapter 4 is the over 
simplicity of the vehicle models used in the analysis. As noted in section 4.3.2, these models were 
not intended to contain, the detailed suspension nonlinearities and complexities of sprung mass 
motion that are typical of heavy vehicles. They were intended to be broadly representative of the 
two main classes of heavy vehicle suspensions. 

There are three main differences between the theoretical models and the experimental results: 

(i) Not all of Figs. 5.12-5.47 display the distinct peaks and troughs predicted by the 
theoretical calculations. Apart from the sensor baseline errors and tyre effects, discussed 
previously, the main factor associated with vehicle dynamics is thought to be the presence 
of dry friction in the leaf spring suspensions. This modifies the dynamic behaviour of the 
vehicle sigmficantly, particularly near resonance, for low levels of excitation (low speeds 
on a relatively smooth road surface). One likely consequence is 'smearing-out' of the main 
sprung mass spectral peak (see, for example, [23]). 

(ii) The 'natural frequencies' of the test vehicles have been estimated from the p - A curves, 
using measured values of A1 and eq. 5.1. They are listed in Table 5.1 for all of the cases 
in which a distinct natural frequency can be deduced h m  the graphs. The two cases 
excluded h m  the analysis were the tractor axles of vehicle 54, which had the off-road 
tyres (see section 5.4.3); and the trailer axles of vehicle 53, which had the pivoted spring 
('single-point') suspension. The latter case is discussed separately in the next section. 

The frequencies in Table 5.1 range from 2.4 Hz to 4.4 Hz. They are all greater than the 
'sprung mass' natural frequency of the 1/4-car model (1.9 ~ 2 ) ~ .  It appears from Table 5.1 
that for the North American vehicles tested in this study, a better value of? for WIM array 
design purposes would be approximately 3 Hz. 

Most articulated vehicles have more than one resonant sprung mass mode of vibration in 
the 1.5-4.5 Hz range. The relative levels of vibration in these modes are dependent on the 
speed, because of the input road roughness, and 'wheelbase filtering' effects [14,24]. 
Thus the apparent 'natural frequency' of the vehicle (as measured from the p - A curves) 
can change with speed. 

Qne example of this can be seen in Figures 5 .33~  to 5 . 3 5 ~ ~  where the dominant frequency 
of axle 5, vehicle S4 appears to change from 4.4 Hz in Fig 5 .33~  to 3.9 Hz in Figs 5.34 
and 5.35~. Several other examples of this effect can be seen in the frequency data in Table 
5.1. 

The theoretical calculations in Chapter 4 were performed three months be$ore the experiments, when the 
characteristics of the test vehicles were not known. 



(iii) An unusual effect can be seen in the p - A curves for the trailer axles of vehicles S4, S5 and 
S6 (see Figs 5.30~-5.33c, 5.3&-5.40c, 5.42~-5.46~). In these curves, the WIM enors 
appear to improve (almost monotonically) with increasing sensor spacing. This behaviour 
is not predicted by the theory. It is important to realise that the same trailer was used on 
vehicles S4, S5 and S6 and is responsible for the unusual behaviour in each of these 
figures. This trailer was identified in Section 3.3 as showing strange load sharing between 
the axles in the tandem suspension, due to some sort of suspension misalignment. 

It can only be speculated that very low frequency weight re-distribution occurs as this 
vehicle travels over the mat. This weight transfer is a quasi-static effect which does not 
change with vehicle speed and appears to be related to the suspension misalignment. It 
seems likely that it is caused by the transverse road roughness (camber) in the mat test 
section. 

Pivoted Spring Suspension 

It is clear from Figs 5.24~ to 5.29~ that large dynamic loads are generated by the pivoted spring 
('single point') suspension on the trailer of vehicle S3, with p(1) @LC) values of 13% to 18%. 

Previous work [9,13] has shown that such suspensions can display lightly damped bogie pitching 
motion at 8-15 Hz. However the motion is not usually as lightly damped as wallcing-beam 
suspensions, because of dry friction at the spring 'slipper' ends which dissipates some energy 
U31. 

Figures 5.24~ to 5.29~ are difEcult to interpret for two main reasons: 

(i) Aliasing 

At low speeds the bogie pitching motion is undersampled (aliased) by the mat. (This is analogous 
to the tyre tread aliasing discussed in section 5.4.3). 

The frequency at which the dynamic loads are sampled by the sensors is 

where 

V = speed ( d s )  
L = spacing between adjacent sensors in the mat = 0.4 m. 

The highest frequency dynamic force component which can be resolved from the sampled data is 
known as the Nyquist frequency fc and is half of the sampling frequency: 



At low speeds, this can be quite a low frequency, for example at 2.4 rds (8.5 km/h) as in 
Fig. 5.24, it corresponds to 2.9 Hz. Any force component with a frequency higher than f, will 
appear to have a frequency lower than fc (much as shown in Fig 5.48b). 

It turns out that if a force component appears at measued frequency fm then it could be due to a 
force component aliased from any one of the frequencies [25]: 

Table 5.2 provides a summary of the speeds and estimated natural frequencies for the trailer axles 
of vehicle S3 (Figs 5.24~-5.29~). Where possible, equation 5.1 was used to estimate the 
predominant frequency component using values of A1 from the p - A curves. 

From the f i t  two rows of the table, it can be seen that for the lower speeds, the Nyquist 
frequency is considerably less than the expected natural frequency in the 8- 15 Hz range. The 
column of 'possible diased frequencies' indicates that the bogie pitch frequency is likely to be 13.2 
or 13.5 Hz (as shown in bold in the table). These are approximately in agreement with the 13.6 
Hz measured from Fig 5 .29~ and listed in the last row of the table. 

(ii) Mat-crossing fPequency 

As explained in the Introduction (Chapter I), the mat was made from 'tiles' of size 1.2 m x 1.2 m 
(4' x 4'). The tiles were fitted end-to-end with 'lap joints' between tiles which were not perfectly 
smooth and caused smail periodic inputs to the vehicles at a frequency of 

The last column of Table 5.2 lists the mat-crossing frequency and it can be seen that this is exactly 
the frequency that was measured from the p - A curves for vehicle speeds of 13.0 m/s and 17.1 
m/s. 

For most vehicles and highway speeds, the mat-crossing frequency is considerably higher than the 
predominant resonances in the dynamic tyre forces. Hence the small roughness caused by the 
joints between tiles is unimportant. For the pivoted-spring suspension at 13 m/s and 17 m/s, the 
additional excitation at the mat-crossing frequency is amplified by the suspension transfer function 
and causes measurable dynamic loads. 

This fact may be important in establishing a standard vehicle testing procedure using a load 
measuring mat. Care should be taken in the mat mounting prscedure to ensure that the roughness 
caused by the joints is mirnimised. Alternatively, vehicles should be tested at speeds where the 
mat-crossing frequency is substantially higher or lower than the tandem bogie pitch frequency. 



It is worth noting that the design sensor spacings shown in Figs 5.24~-5.29~ would generally be 
acceptable choices for this vehicle, as anticipated in section 4.4.3. It would not be worthwhile 
designing the WIM array specifically for the pivoted-spring or walking-beam suspensions because 
this would spoil the performance for the majority of vehicles which generate low frequency 
dynamic loads (see section 4.4.3). 

Design Sensor Spacings - Summary 

In this Chapter we have examined the main differences between the theoretical predictions of 
multiple-sensor WIM system perfomance and the experimental results from the mat. 

Overall, it can be seen that the theoretical predictions are reasonably accurate and that the design 
sensor spacings given by eq. 4.22 are quite a good choice for the vehicles examined. (The main 
exception is for off-road tyres.) It should be noted, however, that an average frequency of 3 Hz is 
likely to be more appropriate for US vehicles than the 2.5 Hz recommended in Chapter 4. 

The conclusion that an installation with three or more sensors is superior to a 2-sensor array, 
because of the improved 'robustness' to speed and frequency variations, holds true for the 
experimental data. Indeed, the design spacing for the 3-sensor systems in Figs 5.12 - 5.47 is 
almost always within the 'plateau region' of the p - A cwes ,  despite the fact that f was chosen to 
be slightly too low. This is in contrast with the p - A curves for n = 2, where the design spacing 
is never at the bottom of the p - A troughs! 



Conclusions 

(i) The capacitative strip sensors were found to have baseline random e m  of approximately 
4% RMS for a 26 kN steering tyre load. 

(ii) The capacitative strip sensors were found to give large systematic e m ,  with a coefficient 
of variation of approximately 1696, when traversed by tyres with an off-road tread pattern. 

This effect is expected to occur for any type of WIM sensor that is narrower than the tyre 
contact length when traversed by such tyres. It is afindQmental limitation of strip WIM 
sensor technology. The effect will depend on the details of the tyre tread pattern. It is not a 
serious source of e m s  for the majority of tyres with conventional highway tread profiles. 

(iii) The experimental results were found to agree quite closely with the theoretical predictions 
of WIM system perfomance in Chapter 4. The main discrepancy was due to the higher 
natural frequencies in the experimental tyre forces than generated by the theoretical vehicle 
model. 

(iv) The WIM m y  design equation (4.22) was found to yield a good choice for the sensor 
spacing in a multiple-sensor WIM system. 

(v) The average 'sprung mass' kquency ? of the 6 vehicles tested in this study is 
approximately 3 Hz. This would probably be an appropriate frequency to use in eq. 4.22 
for US vehicles. 

(vi) The experimental results verify the conclusion that arrays with 3 or more sensors are likely 
to have better performance than 2-sensor arrays, because of their robustness to speed and 
frequency variations. 



Table 5.1 Natural Frequencies Deduced From Experimental p-A curves (Figs. 5.12 - 5.47) 

Figure 
Number 
5.13a 
5.14a 
5.16a 
5.15a 
5.15b 
5.19a 
5.19b 
5.20b 
5.23b 
5.21b 
5 .19~  
5 . 2 0 ~  
5 . 2 3 ~  
5.26a 
5.29a 
5.28a 
5.27a 
5.26b 
5.29b 
5.28a 
5.33a 
5.34a 
5.35a 
5 .34~ 
5.3% 
5 . 3 3 ~  
5.38b 
5.41b 
5.39b 
5 . 4 1 ~  
5 .39~  
5.46a 
5.44a 
5.45b 
5.46b 
5 .47~  
5.4% 
5.46~ 

Speed 
0 

4.2 
9.0 

16.9 
13.1 
13.1 
4.7 
4.7 
9.4 

23.1 
14.0 
4.7 
9.4 

23.1 
9.2 

21.7 
17.2 
13.1 
9.2 

21.7 
17.2 
14.2 
18.6 
23.6 
18.6 
23.6 
14.2 
9.6 

23.1 
13.6 
23.1 
13.6 
17.2 
9.2 

13.1 
17.2 
21.9 
13.1 
17.2 

Vehicle 
Code 

S 1 
S1 
S 1 
S1 
S1 
S2 
S2 
S2 
S2 
S2 
S2 
S2 
S2 
S3 
S3 
S3 
S3 
S3 
S3 
S3 
S4 
S4 
S4 
S4 
S4 
S4 
S5 
S5 
S5 
S5 
S5 
S6 
S6 
S6 
S6 
S6 
S6 
S6 

Axle 
Number 

1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
3 
3 
3 
3 
5 
5 
5 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
3 
3 
1 
1 
1 
5 
5 
5 
3 
3 
3 
5 
5 
1 
1 
3 
3 
5 
5 
5 

Frequency 
(Hz) 

2.6 
2.8 
2.8 
3.3 
4.1 
3.0 
3 .O 
3 .O 
3.0 
4.3 
3.0 
3.0 
3.0 
2.9 
3.2 
3.4 
3.9 
2.9 
3.2 
3.4 
2.4 
2.6 
2.6 
3.9 
3.9 
4.4 
3.0 
3.2 
3.4 
3.7 
4.3 
2.7 
2.9 
4.1 
4.3 
3.7 
4.1 
4.3 



Table 5.2 Frequencies in p - A curves for pivoted-spring suspension on vehicle S3. 

Figure Speed Measured 
Freql fm 
0 

Notes: 
1 Frequency measured from figures using eq. 5.1, fm = VIA1 
2. fc = V/2L, L = 0.4 m (eq. 5.10) 
3% f ~ a  = 2fc + fm, 4fc f fm, 6fc k fm (eq. 5.1 1) 
4. fmat-crossing = VI1.2 (eq. 5.12) 

Nyquist 
~ reqz  fc 
(Hz) 

2.9 
4.4 
11.4 
16.3 
21.4 
27.2 

w 
I crossing' 
Frea (Hz) 

2.0 
1 2.9 

7.6 
1 10 .8  

1 4 . 3  
, 18.2 

Possible Aliased ~requencies3 
f w  
(Hz) 

15.9, 19.3 4.2, 7.6 
4.4, 13.2 
? 
Not aliased 
Not aliased 
Not aliased 

10.1, 13.5 
13.2, 22.0 



Fig. 5.1 Showing the calculation of 3-sensor WIM averages 
at a spacing of A = 4 x 0.4 = 1.6 m. 
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Fig. 5.2 Histograms of WIM average force, 
Vehicle S1, Steering axle, Speed = 9 m/s (32 kmih). 
(a) single sensor (b) 3 sensors, A = 1.6 m (c) 6 sensors, A = 0.8 m. 
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Fig. 5.2 Histograms of WIM average force, 
Vehicle S4, Axle 5, Speed = 23.7 m/s (85 kmlh). 
(d) single sensor (e) 3 sensors. A = 4.0 m (9 6 sensors, A = 2.4 m. 
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Fig. 5.5 Experimental WIM array Error Coefficient of Variation p vs sensor 
spacing A, vehicle S1, speed 9 km/h, steer axle. 
Vertical lines denote design spacings according to eq. 4.22. 
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Fig. 5.3 Experimental WIM array Error Coefficient of Variation p vs sensor spacing A, 
Vehide S1, speed 32 kmh, steer axle. 
Vertical lines denote design spaangs according to eq 4.22. 

Sensor spacing (m) 

Fig. 5.4 TReoreticaJ WIM array Enor Coeffiaent of Variation p w sensor spacing A 
'11- model (natural frequency = 1.9 Hz), speed = 32 krrvh. 
V e W  lines denote design spacings according to eq 4.22. 



Sensor spacing (m) 

Sensor spacing (m) 

Fig. 5.6 Theoretical WIM m y  Error Coefficient of Variation p vs sensor spacing A 
'I/- model (natural frequency = 1.9 Hz.) 
Vertical lines denote design spacings according to eq 4.22. 
(a) speed = 9 kmh (b) speed = 6.1 kmh. 



Fig. 5.7 

4 6 8 
Sensor spacing (m) 

Experimental WIM Error Coefficient of Variation p vs sensor 
spacing A, vehicle 54, sped 85 kmjh, axle 5 (on trader). 
Vertical lines denote design spacings according to eq 4.22. 
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Sensor Spacing' (m) 

Fig. 5.8 Theoretical WIM army Error Coefficient of Variation p vs sensor 
spacing 4 I/- model, speed = 85 kmh. 
Vertical lines denote design spacings according to eq 4.22. 
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Fig. 5.9 Theoretical graph of p vs A, for n = 3 and speeds of 60,80 and 100 kmh. 

The design spacing was calculated using an average speed of 80 kmh 
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Fig. 5.1 0 Theoretical graph of p vs 4 for n = 6 and speeds of 40,80 and 120 Wh. 
The design spacing was calculated using an average speed of 80 krrvh 
and an average frequency of 1.9 Hz 
The 'solid' circles on each curve correspond to 6 = 1 /6 and 6 = 36. 
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Fig 5.1 1 Experimental graphs of p vs A for the steering axle of vehicle S4, 
travelling in the 'Forward' direction at 1 1 kwh. The horizontal 
dashed lines show the values expected if the sensor enon were 
due to uncorrelated random noise with ECOV = p(1) only, with 
no contribution from dynamic loads. 
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Fig. 5.12 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicfe S1, 
Speed = 2.5 m/s (9 km/h) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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Fig. 5.13 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicle Sl , 
Speed = 4.1 m/s (15 krnlh) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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Fig. 5.1 4 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicle S1, 
Speed = 8.9 m/s (32 krnlh) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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Fig. 5.15 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicle S1, 
Speed 13.0 m/s (47 km/h) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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Fig. 5.1 6 WIM may error vs sensor spacing Vehicle S1, 
Speed 16.9 mls (61 km/h) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 



Sensor spacing (m) 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 
Sensor spacing (m) 

n = 6 5 4 3  2 

4 6 8 
Sensor spacing (m) 

Fig. 5.1 7 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicle S1, 
Speed = 21.8 mls (79 km/h) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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Fig. 5.1 8 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicle S2, 
Speed = 2.4 m/s (8;7 km/h) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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Fig. 5.1 9 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicle S2, 
Speed = 4.8 m/s (1 7 km/h) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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Fig. 5.20 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicle S2, 
Speed = 9.5 m/s (34 kwh)  (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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Fig. 5.21 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicle S2, 
Speed = 13.8 m/s (50 km/h) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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Fg. 5.22 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicle $2, 
Speed = 18.3 m/s (66 kmlh) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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Fig. 5.23 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicle S2, 
Speed = 23.0 m/s (83 kmlh) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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Fig. 5.24 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicle S3, 
Speed 2.4 m/s (8.5 km/h) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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Fig. 5.25 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicle S3, 
Speed = 3.5 rnls (1 3 krn/h) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c)  Axle 5 



Fig. 

Sensor spacing (m) 

Sensor spacing (m) 

Sensor spacing (m) 

5.26 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicle 33, 
Speed = 9.1 m/s (33 km/h) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 
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Fig. 5.27 WIM way error vs sensor spacing Vehicfe S3, 
Speed = 13.0 m/s (47 km/h) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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Fig. 5.28 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicle S3, 
Speed = 17.1 mls (62 km/h) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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Fig. 5.29 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicje S3, 
Speed = 21.8 mls (78 krnlh) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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Fig. 5.30 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicle S4, 
Speed = 3.1 m/s (1 1 km/h) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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Fig. 5.31 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicle S4, 
Speed = 4.0 mls (14 km/h) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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Fig. 5.32 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicfe S4, 
Speed = 9.9 mls (36 km/h) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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fig. 5.33 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicle S4, 
Speed = 14.2 mls (51 kmlh) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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Fig. 5.34 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicle S4, 
Speed = 18.6 m/s (67 km/h) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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5.35 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicle S4, 
Speed = 23.7 mls (85 kmlh) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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Fig. 5.36 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicle S5, 
Speed = 3.6 m/s (13 km/h) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axie 3 (c) Axie 5 
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Fig. 5.37 WIM array errorvs sensor spacing 
Vehicle S5, Speed = 4.9 m/s (1 8 kmlh) 
(a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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Fig. 5.38 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicle S5, 
Speed = 9.6 m/s (35 kmlh) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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Fig. 5.39 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicfe S5, 
Speed = 13.7 m/s (49 km/h) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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Fig. 5.48 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicle S5, 
Speed = 18.9 m/s (68 kmlh) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 
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Fig. 5.41 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicle S5, 
Speed = 23.0 m/s (83 kmlh) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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Fig. 5.42 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicle S6, 
Speed = 2.4 m/s (8.6 km/h) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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Fig. 5.43 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicfe S6, 
Speed = 3.6 m/s (13 km/h) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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i.44 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicle S6, 
Speed = 9.1 m/s (33 km/k) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 
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Fig. 5.45 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicle S6, 
Speed = 13.2 m/s (47 km/h) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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Fig. 5.46 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehide S6, 
Speed = 17.3 m/s (62  km/h) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (6) Axle 5 
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Fig. 5.47 WIM array error vs sensor spacing Vehicle S6, 
Speed = 22 m/s (79 km/h) (a) Axle 1 (b) Axle 3 (c) Axle 5 
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Fig 5.48 Illustrating the effect of undenampling (aliasing) the approximate pressure 
distribution under an off-road tyre. 
(a) Sketch of contact pressure variation along the contact patch 
(b) Sketch of peak pressure errors observed at various points along the mat 

surface as an off-road tyre rolls over, (eq. 5.8). 
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Overall Conclusions 

Sensor Performance 
(i) The calibration of the capacitative strip sensors in the load measuring mat was found to be 

independent of: (a) vehicle speed in the range 8-85 kmh, (b) mat surface temperature in 
the range 15-40 OC. 

(ii) The sensor baseline random errors due to noise and calibration errors were found to be 4% 
RMS for a 26 kN steering tyre load. 

(iii) The sensors were found to be inaccurate for tyres with an off-road tread pattern. This 
effect is a fundamental limitation of strip WIM sensor technology and is expected for any 
tyre of strip transducer. 

(iv) Approximately 2.5% of all data was lost out of 612 test runs over the 96 sensors. Almost 
half of the lost data (1%) was due to a single sensor which failed. The remainder was due 
to false triggers of the data loggers. This level of data loss was considered to be 
satisfactory. 

Vehicle Factors 

(i) No evidence was found of fore-aft static load transfer due to vehicle speed. 

(ii) Two of the test trailers were unevenly loaded, causing substantial differences between the 
static loads on the nearside and offside axles. 

(iii) The static weighbridge measurements were inaccurate for individual axles of tandem 
groups with 4-spring suspensions. 



Design of Multiple-Sensor WIM systems 

(i) A good choice for the spacing between adjacent sensors in a multiple-sensor WIM system 
is given by 

2 (n- 1) 
Adesign = - 

fn2 

where - 
V = average traffic speed ( d s )  - 
f = average frequency of dynamic wheel loads = 3 Hz for US vehicles 
n = number of sensors in the array. 

This result was derived from theoretical considerations and v d e d  by the experiments. 

(ii) The experimental results were found to agree quite closely with the theoretical models of 
multiple-sensor WIM system performance developed in this project. 

(iii) Arrays with 3 or more evenly-spaced sensors will be more robust to speed and frequency 
variations than 2-sensor systems. 

(iv) A good design choice is to use 3-sensor mays which are likely to give RMS errors of 30- 
50% of the enors for single-sensor systems. In the near future it should be possible to 
measure routinely the static axle loads of vehicles travelling at highway speeds with RVS 
errors of approximately 5-8%. This is a considerable improvement over 12% to 20% for 
existing single-sensor WIM systems. 
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d w c  raapoaaa. renai t ioi tp  t o  contur: w a  and 
prarmra, tup.rr+orr rea8itirrity, uniforsity , and 
rum of inrtallatiorr rod calibration. Whua data w a a  
not r+.iJablr, l abor r roq  t a r t s  varm ? d o r a a d  on 
material s u p l r a .  

Thr f a u i b i i i t y  1-7 conclrrdod *Art nona of 
tha r r i s t ing  r7r t .u  s a t i b i a d  thm ac-cp 
aad inatallation r-oats . Thr r a d p  did, 
howavu, point tha vaf t o  tho dmvalopmt of r 30va1 
clpacitative s t r ip  raaaor which is drrcribad k d r t a i l  
-Lrr tha aut r.ctioa. ?ha coacap of tha capuazative 
s t r i p  is to nonitor tha capacitmcr b a t ~ e a a  %PO 

nuruv rl.crrpdrr ( a p p ~ o z b a t r l y  30nn vidr md ! .3- 
1.5n long), which doflact r l u t i d p  u a d u  ?bad. 
Proridbg tha rl.crrodar at. mpponrd by a r tablr ,  
1in.u r l u t i c ,  and U o r a  satmal (such M an 
augia- s a t d l  , of conrtant cross-¶-ion, r t  
is porriblr to obtrin an o m  which is d i r w l y  
propomionrt to the Local tyia  contact prrraura. 

uin amponoat of tha reusor i s  r hollow high 
nt- daaaaim m i o n  vi th crorr-resriond 
diowrioor approxiaatdy loam x 30m. 5hr top r e a c r  
of tho m i o n  d d l o c t r  vhma r tyra r o l l s  over th r  
s t r ip ,  caw- r -a of e a p u i t m c r  vithin thr  
st-. Iha v h d  fore. L da tumhad  by amupring 
the rod duration of the c a p d t a c r  w. 
A r c h u t i c  ~ r r - s . e t i o n  of t h r  r w o r  is s h m  in 
figurm I. TAa r h q o  of tha m i o n  ou drrignad 
oith tha r id  of f U t a  d e u u t  rer lysis  t o  rchirro r 
mitabla  comprmha betow reaai t iPi ty and xrmgh.  
Tb-3 t 0  d a t a .  Coat- pZa8SUSml Vera 
p.rforn.d on r s r r r in  ga4.d pro+otlpa -ids using 
a ladm vohicla. TAr t a n s  alao coptirnmd that tha 
Mlumacr of r t p  on thm raaaor away tram tha contact 
a r m  is r q  nJ1; this mama that th r  renaativity to 
t p  width is low. 



Zar rrtrnaaon conrLtor an irmu coppu rlrctrodr vhich 
hC%S U On8 plat8 of '.ha C q a t o r ,  th8 0th- plat8 
brmg t h r  r r t m a o n .  Thr a i r  gap b r t v a a  thr  r l r e x u d r  
and th r  wrr r s ion  is a r i n t r i n d  to  J o r r  to i r rmcr .  
thus m m g  -am s m a t i v i t p  orriation dong th r  
?mgth of t h r  s m o r .  

??m ?r* s ignri  condAti- c i r d t  for  th r  
r w o r  is c o n t a d  dthh on8 a d  of t h r  u t m a o n .  
ms is a 8  posriblr b~ tho wr 0%' s u i l  ' e a c a -  
aount C-ODQY~S. m ws ap. nttd to 8& urd 
of the a r c m i o n  t o  provide m m r i r o n a m t 9  s a d  md 
prrvrnt u c r r r i v r  d d o m % i o n  of t h r  rndr , vbich arr 
a & u r n t l y  varlru thaa the rrrr of the w r u a o n .  

Thr longi tudiad :l&bUt]r of t h r  m i o n  is such 
that tha r m o r  w i l l  coafora to  r o d  c u b e ,  but not to 
drrp m t s .  The seasor urr br of any r ruonabl r  lmgth ;  
-ant applicationr r-r la@# of l,?s or 1. Sn 
f o r  nramramrnt of t p r  forerr  along On8 vhml path. 

i r e s  ia  t h r  l abora toq  showed the s w o r  to  havr loo 
sana=tioitg to  tuprratars changrr and t o  l q h v i s r  
banding, and to hay8 s rnr i t iv i tp  variation along the 
:mqrh typacrlly L*rr thaa 22%. 

738 output sagnu ef th r  s m o r  is fad inso a 1 0 4  
data-logging box. hch box c m  d a d  vi th q to 
tor lor  s a o r s .  Thr box contaiaa s r c o n d y  s i p d  
conditionhg, and a dcroprocrrror  t o  puforn  data 
proerrrmg. Thr nautrrmi v h d  forcr  v.1~88 a r r  
rtormd in the d a o p r o c r r r o r d s  nuory ,  and can be 
:murd t o  a porrablr c o q u t u  by a s u i d  link 
(U232) . ilhrn nor8 thn n r l v r  r rmors a r m  wed, data 
logging box88 c m  br ' *sy-chinedl t o g r t h u .  

Cornon vith W W  Str ip  s-on th8 o u t p t  
nun be iatr3ratrd thtoughou? th r  duzation of the 

contact, and t h r  v-clr q r a d  mat be nruurad,  
4 o r d u  to drtrrplinr the t o t  J whrrl forcr.  The 
intrgratxon is prrfomed v a t u  th r  d a t r l o q a a g  
30x88. Uhan two or mar8 srnrors M bring wad, 
rpacrd along t h r  r o d ,  :ha v*clr qaad cm be 
drtrmcinrd from thr  arrivab times of ae u l r  at  tach 
s a a o r .  Tf only on8 srnror 1s prramnz, and th r  axir 
srparation or v8haclr spaad is not h e m ,  additionrl 
i as t r~mmta t ion  aust b r  wad t a  U o v  the spaad t o  br 
n r u u r d .  

3 8  calibration f a n o r  is d r t m e d  by 888811rbg th r  
oarput of the sonsor vhm r h o r n  g r r r m r r  is r p p l i d  
to a boon  1 q h  of tho atr ip .  Tks operation un b- 
?rrformad s ta r ica l ly ;  it is not n u u r q  to apply an 
iqalsr o r  a morinq v h n l  forer.  A calibrator h u  baon 
drvrlopd vhich d l o v r  pr88rurr frum a h a d  opuatad 
hydraulic pum? to be a p p l i d  to  any 20- 1-h 
roction of r saaaor. It  is porriblr to  ra.mrr th8 
variation ia saaaitaviep dong  the Imgeh, aad to  gar8 
each sonsor a cal ibrat ioa f ac%or during nanutacturr. 

A second typr of c a l i b n t o r  a l l o w  a e a p d a t r d  
smaors t o  b r  ealibratrd. Ear calibrator is p l a e d  on 
tho a s t  dixretly above r sensor, and a l u g 8  nu8 (meh 
as the fmn% =h-1 of s lomy) i s  p l u d  (or drivaa) 
on top to rracc th r  fore8 fro. the hydradie  prramrr .  
v b e h  is agan proridad by a haad p9.p (figprr 2 ) .  

The o h a o r r t i d  puforrpracr of th r  srnror h u  bran 
invr8tig.t.cb ~ a n r i v r l y  , and the kaovn qurnt i i iablo 
sourcrr of U8 described in th r  n u t  
trcrioor. Thur  r r r  of c o ~ r  additional smdf rmdom 
t m r a  uroc ia tad  with calibration, data procrrrmg, 
and 8nvirona.0.t.l eff rc t r .  

3.3.1 sit  e r r g f ,  n8 p u s  a58 of a v h d  o r r r  rhr saaaor 
r r d e s  in r digatal output which is proporeionrl to 
( w k d  forer/vrhiclr spud) .  For -18, a vhral 
f o x o  of 40U t r r v d l a g  a t  2 W s  carrur an outpot 
o t  -0dy 250. A on8 b i t  orzet i n  the output 
r u d t a  in a 0.4% riror of t h r  w a d  forcr .  Thr 
a T o r  is p r o p o r t i o d  to (v.hiQ8 s p W v h n 1  f orcr) , 
aad t h w  the g n a t r s t  rirora ocmr f o r  a d 1  vhral 
forerr  t r r v e l l b g  rt high spaad. 

3.3.2 Str ip  ranson e m o r  arrourr 
v h d  fore88 i a n a a t m a o w l y ,  brsauro the m r i r r  t y r r  
contac% patch rove o v u  th r  I-or bdoro  th r  
fore8 caa br c d d a t o d .  If the v h n l  fore8 v u i r a  
s = ~ l w t l y  dPting contac  pith tha smnsor, th r  
m a d  forcr  vi13 br an a r u q r  of t h r  instantaneous 
forera sf the s h a d  (fi-8 3.) . Tigurr 3b shoo8 th r  
mruruuaut  umr, do8 to smoothaq, o f  a whrrl torcr 
conr i s tbg  of r s t a t i c  camponant and a srnruoidab 
dyarnic camponat. nr two group8 of l ines  at* f o r  a 
3% md r ISHz d-c coqomnt ( r a y a s m t i n g  viniclr  
sprmy nu8 botrner hud u l r  hop rrrp.cr ivaiy) .  Tho 
liars in rlch group npr r ron t  diff rrant rat ioa ( a )  
of dJDI.ie to  r t a r i c  fore8 q l i t n d r .  Thr -or shovn 
is calculatad for  tho u r r  vhon t h r  d m u i c  coaponont 
of t h r  v h n l  forcr ia rt its ainiana. ar i n  figrrrr 3a 
( th r  so- cam) . Thr moo- rff  r e t  is g r r a t a n  for  
low oaUQr spa&, Sigh :r.qmoncy forcr  comuononts , 
& Lrrgr ratioa of dynamic t e  s t a t i c  forcr.  Thrrr 
conditionr do not uaudly occur s W t m r o u s l y  
bruaur  th r  h i g h u  f n q u o n q  (vhrr l  hop) nodrr of 
v.hiclr m r p a i o n r  are only excatad significantly at  
hi@ s p W  on norad  road8 (Cola and Cabon (9)  ) . TZsr 
r m r ,  vhi& oc- :or U s t r i p  s a a o r s ,  is srprctrd 
t e  bo approxbatrly 1 .SX ia t p i c a l  YM applications 
a% Sighsay s p d .  

3 . 3 . 3  Bspdoa e m r  . ill8 s . ~ l o r  is not ?ufrC%ly noisr 
f rr- ,  and t h u a f o n  soar a d o .  noise is prraaat on 
thr  output. Thr r r ro r  c m  b r  qurntifiad by a r u u r m g  
thr  st- drriarion (RHS) of t h r  no-load o u z p t .  a t  
th r  prarrnt stag8 of drTrlopm.0.t t h r  RM errar c a u r d  
by the t l r n r l d  30isr is aboat 2%; it is hsped that 
thas urr b r  inprovad. 

3,3.4 Confact arwsaurr and wid* E th r  t7rr c o n t m  
pr r rmrr  actad o r u  th r  as in 1.ngth of the str5? 
than th r  ramor output vould thaor r t i c r l ly  br ? k r u .  
Io p n c t i c r ,  thr w h d  fore8 -Ices ooLy a prupoeron 
of the totab up.citmC8 .b-8 th. ty"8 CO&& 

Pidth is 188s th.e thr  t o t r l  1-h of the srnrer ,  
hud b . u r u a  soma of t h r  total a p u i z a c r  is due t o  
eBr q u o  Wow thm inn= rloczzodm. Thr c o a s t a t  

*A- ' d a d  cap.cit.rrcra . 38. pmsancr of t h r  drut 
c a p u i t w r  cawrs r sl ight  norrlinruary in  rhr 
smsor,  aad b u a w o  the mat of d a d  cqac i taacr  
d.p.ndr on th r  l o d d  oidth, t h u r  1s a s l ight  
r a n n i t i v i v  t o  ty r r  c o n t ~  d d t h .  Thr of f re t s  c+n 
br crlcalatod, and fo r  t h r  .rp.ct.d rlngr of contact 
p r a r m n r  a d  d d t h s ,  thr  rrror ia r taducd  is 18.8 
than 1.0%. 



A prototpa t i l a  con tahhg  t h t ~  remots ( n r u b u d  1 
to 3) w u  turd on a t a n  track uiag m inst-td 
l o w .  Unfosunataly the protot* sonsor u c r u i o n r  
had a slightly incorrect int.mrl shape, becatma of m 
error by the die mku. TUJ vror prevmtd  r d i a b l a  
location of tha int.raaA coqoaaats a ~ d  t h u d o r e  
chmgar in sensitivity .i th rue ware parribla. The die 
h u  now beau eorrmctd. 

Sha tom rohicla wu r two u l a  r igid l o r q ,  fnlly 
laden to r p a r  weight of 16 tonn.1. Tha front u l a  
vas itttd with ringla tpms,  md tha r e u  u l a  
vith dud  % F a r .  St- gauger and rcsa luoutora  
o u r  t i t t ad  to both u l a r  in ordar to ..uot. the 
dpae ic  cmpnaat  of v h d  f orem; the s ta t i c  toroo TU 

aauured r ta t icr l ly  vith raigh plates. Tha position 
o i  tha l o q  ralative to the aat v u  dat.rrinod by 
aemr of an i d n - r e d  t ranrcaivu wuated an the 
front u l a  of the low. ihe t rrorcr irer  d e t u t d  r 
rafl.criva s t r ip  on the road e m .  so tht u waat 
pulse occprred when the r e u  v h r l  w u  d i r l e t l ?  &ova 
the uddle  sensor. The outpots from the iortrp.aats on 
the v&cla w a r m  racordd w i r y  m RI tape r u o r d u .  

The mat na p l u d  on the nauaida shad  path of r 
long straight s e e i o a  of tha t a r t  track. The d 7  
a t t a c h a t  of tha ut to tha road ou a r u i p  of 
bitnniaous t a w  laid o v u  tho l a w  adp of tho u t ;  
thum wm no load-in or laad-out r q r .  Tha n u t r i d e  
vheels of the l o q  w a r m  driraa o r u  the m t  m v  
:ba r ,  at speeds :m 8 h / h  to  63Wh. 

4 . 4  Data ?roco& - 16- 

The data rocordod f r m  tha lo- v u  digitird us- 
a data loggar, md thm tranafured onto r .ridram 
computar for grocarriry . The w h d  f orca tL. history 
w u  crlculrted u the sua of the s ta t i c  weQht, the 
strain gang* torco, md the L h e u  md mgrlu i n m i a  
corractionr for the e u r  outbaud of the st- g q a  
(see (9) for da t . i l r ) .  

Tha vahicla r p . d  v u  d s p l a t e d  f w  the w h d b u e  
and tha m r r l  tin8 of the front md r e u  u l a r  a t  
each m u o r .  

Thua r u  dorm apemaat the crlibration 
factors aeuured bdora md J t a r  the t o n s  for 
$ w o n  1 rod 3, rod the r u f a t i o n  in sensitivity 
along each strip wu lar r  thn k0 .a. Bowover, the 
calibrations of rawor 2 bdora md aftu tho tests 

W L F  ! - Raaults for  sonaorr 1 md 

Sensor Std. Dadation W h t i o n  

differed by .bout LOX, md tha r e u i t i r i t ?  vu ied  
Jong the 1-h by up to f 10%. fbir v u  probably due 
to the incorract u t r ~ r i o n  shape (saction 4 .1 ) .  For 
thin reuon  the rarol t r  from r m o r  2 were ucloded 
from the U p i s .  

F i p  4 compuar the f o r e u  m e u d  by rensor 1 
md by the lo-, md :igur 5 J h T a  tha t z q u a a q  
d inr ibu t ion  of the rrrorr.  lh s w a r d  deviatiana 
and d i b n t i o n  r r r o n  for  s.nretr 1 md 3 m given in 
table 1. The m r  is d r i i n d  u: 
((rmuor f orca - l o w  f o r c a ) / l o ~  force) 100 . 
The 10- -tation md the s.nror both 
c o n u i k t e  to tha error. U P i o ~ t m A ~  it h u  not 
b..o possible to e r t i u t a  the error cansod by tha 
l o w  iortrmnntation alone, because tha two d p u i c  
torca cmpon.ots urn U f  u a n t  for er y mouuruaat  . 
The d i e  of r w u r t i e  -or v U  thur fora  ba 
d i f fu8nt  fo r  a v y  mermrumt ,  md rppeu t o  be r 
random uror. Convoaaioorl m r  b u r  emnot ba dram 
beeawe t h i r  would ignoro the s y s r u t i c  =tare of the 
m r .  I t  i r  d e u  tht the calibration s m n  crnnor 
be u c o ~ n t d  for  t o t J 1 y  by the l o r q  r u m % .  
Uork has since taken plum t o  -a tho of 
the erlibr8tioa procadwe. 

P u t  of the Mdon rrror  is cmsod by tha orcl l la tor  
noise (approximately 2% M). lnorhu socvsa of random 
m r  in thm nuarrmt by the semor is thought to  be 
h a t i o n  in eraad p a t t u n  uouad thm m a r a n c a  of 
the -a, fi tbir is the s u e ,  the o m  of tha seasor 
would d m  oa tha dim* of tha tread p a t t u n  to 
the sensor. Tlis &act ir m t l y  be* m o d  
m a .  A t  the t ine of writ- the ti- 1O. of r 5 0 .  
ut urn b a h #  innr l l ad .  The bitid t a n s  on this 
mat oill trrrrllu quaat the acmraq of the s m o r  
Jon.. 

i )  A novel u p u i t a t i r a  s t r ip  forca s a ~ o r  for  
u u u r i n g  row d p u i c  r h r l  torear h u  beon 
designed, dne lopd .  md t m o d .  

i i )  The principla i u t u r a r  of tha s-or u a :  
h a m i t i r e  to  l o w  d d t h  md porition 
b u r  reaponre with low saaai t i r i t?  to  
t v t u r a  md to- i r q u m q  
can be u l i b n t o d  s t a t i d l y  , both in tha 
t . c t o q  ma in the f i e ld  
Suitable for t q r y  or p.runror (buried) 
iMtr l l a t ioa  

i i i )  In tha f i r s  tomiry p r o w  the at- 
dadat ion of the embind  uror of the 10- md 
prozottp. ut a u m r a m f  s .u &out 9%. ard the 
u l fbra t roa  rrror na up t o  14 .n .  

ir) A nunbar of fortbe? t u t r  ~a pl-od to +%if7 
the r c m  of tha #-or dm. 

1. cabea,~. , i sm,  ' m o o m i &  road d u y a  duo to 
d-c tv torcar of h u r l  rmhicler . P u t  1 : 
d w c  U y a u  of rmhicler md road mriuem. 
P u t  2: si8aAatd d u y e  uaad r t a s d a - u l o  
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Appendix B 

Vehicle Data Sheets 





Vehicle S l  

Tractor Description Navistar cab over, 6x4 (CO 9670), 4-spring drive suspension 

Trailer Description Fruehauf Van (Navistar #44), 4-spring suspension 

GVW 321.93 kN (72 360 lbs) 

Test Date 29 Sept 1989 

Notes: 

1 . Total axle load 

2. Tyres had highway tread pattern unless otherwise noted 

3. Trailer tyres had bad flat spots due to previous braking tests 

4. OS = Off side @rivers side) NS = Near side (Passenger side) 

Axle Data 

2 

3 

4 

5 

4-spring tandem 

Multileaf, no shocks 

&spring tandem 

Multileaf, no shocks 

4-spring tandem 

Multileaf, no shocks 

4-spring tandem 

Multileaf, no shocks 

72.65 

66.38 

63.22 

74.88 

3.38 

1.31 

8.32 

1.25 

Dual 

275180R24.5 

Dual 

275180R24.5 

~ual(3)  

10R20 

Dual 

10R20 

102 0s 
96 NS , 

74 0s 
96 NS 



Vehicle S2 

Tractor Description Freightliner cab over, 6x4 (Navistar #E-817) 

4-spring drive suspension 

Trailer Description Fruehauf Van (Navistar #44), 4-spring suspension 

GVW 327.53 kN (73 620 lbs) 

Test Date 6 Oct 1989 

Axle Data 

I 
Notes: 

1. Trailer tyres had bad flat spots 



Vehicle S3 

TractorDescription Navistar cab over, 6x4 (C09670), 4-spring drive suspension 

Trailer Description Flat bed, (Navistar #46) 'single-point' pivotted spring 

GVW 295.32 kN (66 380 lbs) 

Test Date 12 Oct 1989 

Axle Data 

Tyre 
pressure 

(psi) 

107 0s 
100 NS 

102 0s 
96 NS 

74 0s 
96 NS 

74 0s 
72 NS 

82 0s 
74 NS 

Axle 
No 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Suspension type 

3-leaf 

shocks 

4-spring tandem 

Multileaf, no shocks 

4-spring tandem 

Multileaf, no shocks 

Pivotted multileaf 

tandem, no shocks 

Pivotted multileaf 

tandem, no shocks 

Static load 
(kN) 

46.58 

79.68 

76.30 

46.67 

46.09 

Spacing from 
Preceding 
Axle (m) 

0 

3.38 

1.31 

8.14 

1.3 1 

Tyre type 

Single 

275180R24.5 

Dual 

275180R24.5 

Dual 

275180R24.5 

Dual 1 1.00- 
20 Cross ply 

Dual 1 1.00- 
20 Cross ply 



Vehicle S4 

Tractor Description Navistar cab over, 6x4 (C09700), Air drive suspension 

Trailer Description Fruehauf Van (Navistar #25), 4-spring suspension 

G W  323.0 kN (72 600 Ibs) 

Test Date 12 Oct 1989 

Axle Data 

Tyre 
pressure 

(psi) 

94 0s 

Tyre type 

Single 

Spacing from 
Preceding 
Axle (m) 

0 

Axle 
No 

E 

Suspension type 

3-leaf 

Static load 
( k N )  

51.12 



Vehicle S5 

Tractor Description Freightliner cab over, 6x4 (Navistar #E-817) 

4-spring drive suspension 

Trailer Description Fruehauf Van (Navistar #25), 4-spring suspension 

GVW 323.17 kN (72 640 lbs) 

Test Date 13 Oct 1989 

Notes: 

1. Weighbridge measurements for axles 4 and 5 showed inconsistencies: static loads may be 
unreliable. 



Vehicle S6 

Tractor Description Navistar cab over, 6x4 (@09670), 4-spring drive suspension 

Trailer Description Fruehauf Van (Navistar #25), 4-spring suspension 

GVW 316.95 kN (71 240 Ibs) 

Test Date 13 Oct 1989 



Appendix C 

Matrix of Vehicle Tests 





Note: 

F = 'Forward' direction around the test track (Anti-clockwise), R = 'Reverse' direction. 





- -  - - 

Test Runs - Articulated Vehicles 



- 

Test Runs - Mobile Tyre Tester 

Vehicle 1) Diren- 11 Nominal / Speed 1 No. 1 File 11 

Notes: 
1 . Total Number of runs (all tests) = 612 
2. MSH = Mobile, Single tyre, Highway tread pattern 

MSL = Mobile, Single tyre, Lug tread pattern 
MD = Mobile, Dual tyres, (highway tread pattern) 

ion 1 ,  Load (lbs) 
4000 

(mph) 
5 

Runs 
15 

Names 
MSH4050 1 -MSH405 15 


