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Abstract

Wheel loaders are everyday off-road machines heavily used worldwide for several different
reasons.

This thesis aims in the development of both a numerical and an analytical model for the
digging system of a generic wheel loader. Knowing the geometric configuration (boom
and bucket angles or lift and tilt cylinders extensions) at each instant, both the models
are able to compute the location, in a two-dimensional plane, of a set of points belonging
to the system. These points are then used to calculate the forces required at the hydraulic
cylinders to balance the external forces which can be either, in the simplest case, just the
component weights, or the forces exchanged at the bucket during a normal loading cycle.
The models are subsequently validated through a comparison between experimental field
test data and data generated through the simulated models.

Finally, the aforementioned models serve for computing external forces acting on the
bucket. The models will start from the geometric configuration (boom and bucket angles
sensed from the reference machine) and the tilting and lifting cylinder pressures (sensed
from the cylinder rods and pistons) to compute the forces along z and z axes acting at
the bucket center of gravity. This represents the inverse procedure with respect to the one
that computes the cylinder pressures starting from the geometric configuration. Thus,
in addition, with this work it would be possible to estimate how the forces exchanged
at the bucket are reflected into the vehicle dynamics since these models compute the
reactions forces acting at every hinge of the implement, including the chassis-implement
connection.

In conclusion, the models developed will not be just useful for having a general idea
of the excavation system behavior by itself, but might as well be used for improving
other currently ongoing investigations, such as: developing better traction control models,
vehicle dynamic models, active oscillations damping, etc.

As part of a further work, a concept for a work pile model able to express all the forces
exchanged between bucket and pile itself during digging operations is investigated here.
Thus, as future work it is here proposed trying to validate, through the utilization of
the digging force models, this new concept of pile model that focuses on the pile-bucket

interaction forces.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

The development of well-designed vehicle systems always maintains in tension three dis-
tinct goals: productivity, safety, and cost. Often these objectives tend to work against
each other, with solutions that improve one factor negatively impacting the other two.
However, innovation in vehicle systems occurs when systems are developed which can si-
multaneously benefit all three of these metrics. Recently, academic and industry research
groups in other fields have begun investigating the feasibility of incorporating geometric
and dynamic force models into their existing systems. This is particularly true of off-road
vehicles such as construction equipment machineries (Fig. 1.1), where safety, produc-
tivity, and cost are emphasized to a heightened degree, due to the breakneck pace and
the immense loads and forces which are involved in their day-to-day operations in many

industries.

1.1 Problem Definition

Off-road machineries are subjected to several studies in order to generally increase pro-
ductivity, safety and reduce cost. The field in which on-going researches are aiming is
wide due to the high working principle difference of these machines. For the purpose of
this work, a narrow analysis to wheel loader vehicles is performed. The research team was

donated a wheel loader with two main research purposes:

1. Develop an electro-hydraulic traction control system. Due to the usually heavy
ground conditions and critical working operations of these machines, wheel loaders
are one of the main off-road vehicle types with traction control on-going researches.

The system basically prevents the tires wear decreasing costs also for the gas needed

1



Chapter 1. Introduction 2

and increases the machine efficiency (no or less tire slip leads to faster manoeuvres

and easier working operations).

Heavy
Duty

_Vehicles

FiGURE 1.1: Examples of off-road heavy duty machines

2. Develop an active ride control. Due to the mechanical configuration of a wheel
loader, being it not equipped with a suspension system, several and critical vi-
brations are characteristic working conditions, especially after the completion of a
digging cycle when moving the dirt in the bucket from one part of the site to another
one. Without going into much details, an active ride control system tries to decrease

the oscillations magnitude by playing with the hydraulic actuators pressures.

The chassis-implement interaction model was developed for improving these two on-going

researches and to simplify their work as follows:

e TC system — in the previously developed model of the traction control system,
the pile was modelled simply as a spring-damper parallel connection fixed at a cer-
tain high. Therefore, it is clear how, for example, all the vertical forces acting
on the bucket were not considered. Hence, with a chassis-implement interaction
model, a clearer trend of the exchanged forces could be achieved and, consequently,
could improve the overall performance of the traction control system. Moreover,
while developing the TC system, only the boom position was computable and nec-
essary. Now, by also knowing the bucket position for each configuration, several

other computations can be performed as, for example, measuring highs, computing
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power required by the tilting actuator at each digging cycle, optimize the scooping

procedure by finding the best bucket-pile trajectory, etc.

e AR control system — in the currently used and under study active ride control
system, the main goal is trying to isolate the implement from the rest of the ma-
chine in order to not propagate oscillations coming from the payload on the bucket.
By increasing or decreasing the lifting cylinder pressures, it is possible to reduce
the oscillations seen at the boom-chassis and lifting cylinders-chassis attachments.
Therefore, since the chassis-implement interaction model computes also reaction
forces at every hinge in the vehicle, it is clear how my work could be useful and
powerful for an improvement of the aforementioned active ride control system. By
controlling the meter in (flow going from the pump into the actuator piston side)
and the meter out (flow going from the actuator rod side to tank) based on pres-
sure or acceleration feedbacks, the system is able to cut or at least minimize the

oscillations seen at the operating cabin.

Hence, it is clear here how a model expressing the geometry configuration (a set of point
location) and the inter-exchanged forces inside the implement could be useful for these two
on-going researches. It is important to say that these are just two of the many possible
utilization of the model that has been developed. Nevertheless, this was exactly the main
reason behind the start of my project. In the following sections an overview in how the

models have been developed and validated is explained.

1.2 Research Goals

The goal of this work is to develop and describe a sound methodology for the design
of a chassis-implement interaction system for heavy duty off-road machines. In order to

achieve this, the following objectives were defined:

e Determine the behaviour of bucket-pile exchanged forces, with the purpose of un-

derstanding the interaction forces magnitude.

e Develop and simulate an analytical model able to represent pre-defined points of the
system in space as function of either the hydraulic actuators displacements or the
boom and bucket angle. Furthermore, reaction forces at those points are added in

order to have an overview of the whole system dynamics.

e Develop and simulate a numerical model able to validate the analytical model as-

certaining the its geometric properties and dynamic ones (actuating forces).
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e Design and perform experiments to demonstrate that both the models behave cor-
rectly with respect to the reference machine for which they have been developed

for.

e Design a work pile model that takes into account all the forces inter-exchanged with
the working machinery. This model would substitute an elementary one used for

the traction control on-going research.

To this end, one of the original contributions of this work is the creation of a work pile
model that takes into account all the forces inter-exchanged with the working machinery.
Model parameters are chosen based on excavation and milling data to ensure that the
model matches the pile behaviour as closely as possible. The simulation makes it possible
to understand the force interactions between the machine and the pile without having
to conduct tests for each case. Moreover, an analytical and a numerical model of the
chassis-implement interaction are developed in order to understand the vehicle dynamics
during steady state and digging operations. Finally, the system was implemented on a
real-world machine in order to assess the tangible benefits of having such working models
in realistic conditions. The reference machine available to the research team was modified

to create a prototype with the installation of the several needed sensors.

1.3 Reference Machine

The machine used as a reference vehicle in this work is a wheel loader. Wheel loaders are
large front-loading tractors used primarily for digging and transporting material at work
sites. They can also be used for pushing and pulling in applications such as demolition,
ground grading, and snow removal. In all of these operating modes, large forces on
both the hydraulic actuators and on the implement itself are in play. Because of the
prevalence of these machines and their propensity for heavy duty cycles as scooping and
transportation, they represent one of the most significant cases for the realization and
design of a chassis-implement model. The incorporation of a chassis-implement interaction
system will aid the operation of the wheel loader, potentially cutting down costs, while
increasing productivity (in terms of controllability). Despite the relatively narrow focus
on wheel loaders for this research, the work presented here is applicable to a wide array of
off-road systems with similar implement realization (meaning boom and bucket connection
through a link and bellcrank). The overall simulation process and controls methods are
generally valid for many different machines. A 16-metric ton wheel loader (Fig. 1.2) was

donated to the research team for use as the development prototype. It is equipped with
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FIGURE 1.2: Wheel loader used as a reference vehicle in this research

a standard configuration boom and bucket as the front implement, which is actuated by
a high-pressure hydraulic circuit. Power is transferred from the combustion engine to the
wheels through use of a torque converter, a locked transfer case to transmit torque to the

driveshaft, and open differentials at each axle.



Chapter 2

Dynamic System Model

Having seen the main reasons behind the necessity of this work, we can now focus or
attention on the dynamic system model that has been developed for the traction control
research. Without going into much details on every block of all of the various components
of the vehicle dynamics model, a diagram showing the connections among the various

sub-models (designed for simulating the vehicle dynamics) is shown in Fig. 2.1:

Linear
Dynamics
VX
I |
] ]
] P |TBi _ —
' — I > <>
Yi > L. = Wheel
EH Braking —>|_| Brake Torque Dynamics
System =171 Calculation NL/ Ki
- A+
Inputs
|
Te
Transfer >
> Case > Differential

FI1GURE 2.1: Block diagram of full vehicle dynamics model

where the primary inputs to the system are the engine torque 7T and the commands
to the brakes u;. The brake commands can come either from the operator pressing the
brake pedal or from the TC system utilizing the electro-hydraulic capacity of the modified
system. The engine torque is distributed to each of the wheels through the transfer case

and differentials, then those distributed torque values are summed with the braking torque.

6



Chapter 3. Dynamic System Model 7

The resultant torque is used in the equations of motion for the wheels. Using the wheel
slip at each wheel k;, the longitudinal force F); is calculated. From that and other forces,
the linear motion of the simulated vehicle is updated. All of these various sub-models
work together to generate a suitable estimate of the wheel loader behavior under various
conditions and inputs. Part of this work therefore aims in modifying and enhancing the
Vehicle Dynamics block: by having a more accurate external interaction force estimate on
the bucket edge, the system overall behaviur tends to achieve a better simulated dynamics.
It is worth saying that this work improves the vehicle overall behaviur just during digging
operations (or when there is an inter-exchange of forces between implement and external
world). Inside the Vehicle Dynamics sub-model, we can find a Vehicle Velocity sub-sub-

model, as shown in Fig. 2.2:

5 FpIN]

Fy ,[N] Vehicle m
. N s
Velocity s

FIGURE 2.2: Sub-system computing the vehicle velocity

where the only input is the longitudinal pushing force of all the four wheels and the
outputs are the horizontal acceleration a,, velocity v, and the force coming from the pile

Fp (or more in general any external force acting on the bucket).



Chapter 3

Analytical Model

The goal of this chapter is to introduce the analytical model developed for the excavation
system of a generic wheel loader. Firstly, the geometry computation of the system is
investigated. After that, a static force analysis is performed in order to find the force
required at the actuators to balance the system. Once the math behind these computations
is validated through a comparison with a numerical model and experimental tests, the
procedure is inverted in order to find the external forces exchanged at the bucket center
of gravity, starting from the system configuration and the cylinder pressures (forces). For
the purpose of my research, a 16-tons wheel loader dimensions and data sheets are used.
Nevertheless, the model is capable of switching into another wheel loader configuration,
keeping its correctness, just by changing a small set of predefined lengths and weights.
This decoupling from a very specific machine was one of the main priorities during the

model developing phase.

3.1 Methodology

The analytical model expressing the system geometry is developed as follows: the project
sponsor furnished a file in which every point location was represented with respect to
a fixed point (usually one of the hinges belonging to the implement system) with their
respective lengths. This geometric data was given for every hinge composing the system
plus the centers of gravity of boom, bellcrank and bucket. Thus, starting from the point
locations of each sub-system, boom, bucket and bellcrank, a MATLAB/Excel code is
developed. Every relevant point needed for the system (hinge on the implement and
centers of gravity) is therefore expressed in a two dimensional plane (x and z axes) with

respect to a fixed reference frame called O, being the boom-chassis attachment. So,

8
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in conclusion, the main goal of this model is obtaining a continuous point location as
function of the cylinders displacements. All the computations performed on the needed
triangles, as we are seeing in the next section, rely just in sine and cosine laws and basic
trigonometric rules. After that, in section 3.4, on each hinge reaction forces are included
(vertical and an horizontal force o = and z axes, respectively): the main goal becomes
computing the needed forces at the hydraulic actuators in order to balance the system.
The disturbance, being the external forces acting on the system, can be either just the
weight of a sub-systems (boom, bellcrank and bucket) or, in addition to those, any exterior

force exchanged at the bucket center of gravity.

3.2 System Definition

The main purpose of the analytical model is having a continuous geometric computation
of predetermined point positions as function of the hydraulic cylinder extensions, in order
to always have a snapshot of the particular geometric configuration in which the wheel
loader excavation system is. The convention chosen for the points representation, that
is going to be used from now on to simplify the equations and notations, of any generic

wheel loader is expressed in Fig 3.1.

FiGURE 3.1: 2D side view of the excavation system and reference points
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Points O, A and C are, respectively, the boom, lifting and tilting cylinders attachments
to the chassis. The other points belonging to the boom are B, rod termination of the
lifting cylinders, point E, inter exchanged with the bellcrank, and H, bottom hinge for
the bucket connection. The bellcrank, being the mechanical structure allowing the bucket
tilting, is composed by points D, rod end connection of the tilting cylinder, point E, inter
exchanged with the boom, and point F, semi direct connection with the bucket through
the FG linkage. The remaining point is G, coupled with the tilting system due the link
FG, placed at the revolute joint on the bucket top part, completing the system with the
bucket edge. Finally, highlighted in blue, we find points T and P, boom and bucket centers
of gravity, respectively. Since the bellcrank CoG lies at a maximum distance of ~ 2mm
along the three axes with respect to point E, for simplification it will be considered exactly
in E, due to the negligible lever arm. Besides, the link F'G weight, being ~ 82kg, is not
taken into account for simplification purposes as we will better see in the force balance
section. Therefore, its center of gravity is not represented in Fig. 3.1. Besides, as it
is going to be expressed in the next section, a simplification for representing lifting and
tilting cylinder extensions is performed, being L; and Ly respectively.

As shown in Fig 3.2, the model computes boom and bucket angles starting form the
cylinder displacements. The boom angle is considered as, with respect to horizontal axis
x, the angle given by the boom position measured by the OH displacement, since both

points O and H lies on the same line.

Boom angle

— Cylinder displacements

—
Bucket angle

e
SyS 1 External Forces (E,, F,)

Cylinder forces EE—
—_—

FIGURE 3.2: Overview of the direct kinematic model

Qboom Z 07 if Hz Z 0
- (3.1)
eboom < 0, if HZ <0

eboom

The boom angle strictly depends on just the chassis-boom distance AB:

eboom = f(Ll) (32)



Chapter 4. Analytical Model 11

Similar reasoning is valid for the bucket angle, being, again with respect to the horizontal

axis z, the angle given by the bucket plate inclination:

ebkt Z 07 if Hz 2 Edgez + Zof fset

Qbkt - (33)

O <0, if H, < Edge, + 2ot fset
where z,7fse¢ Tepresents the offset angle characteristic of the mechanical design of the
bucket, as it is expressed clearly afterwards.
The bucket angle however depends on both lifting and tilting cylinder displacements,

therefore is going to be a function depending from two variables, meaning:

Opit = f(Ly, Lo) (3.4)

Besides angles computation, and therefore every point location of the system, a set of
force and moment balances is solved, leading our system to calculate the forces needed
on the lifting and tilting cylinders in order to balance the parts composing the implement
system weights in that particular configuration (that can be expressed either with the
cylinders extensions or with the boom and bucket angles). In the next sections, the
method in which the geometry and the hydraulic actuator pressures (thus the actuating

forces) computations are calculated is explained.

3.3 Kinematic Analysis

The geometry computation provides, in terms of x and z coordinates, the points location
for each cylinder extension dataset. For the purpose of simplifying the convention, from
now on, the boom cylinder length (AB) is referred as L; whilst the tilting one (C'D) as
Lo. Therefore, the respective extensions are going to be Ly, and Ly.,. So, since for our
machine we have:

0 <Ly, <0828m (3.5)

0 < Loy < 0.6294 m (3.6)

and therefore, given the closed lengths of both the cylinders, we will have:
Licosea =1.39m — 1.39m < L1 <2218 m

Locoseq = 1.1699 m — 1.1699 m < L2 < 1.7993 m



Chapter 4. Analytical Model 12

In this section all the points belonging to the implement system shown in Fig. 3.1 are
computed and the procedure is explained. Center of gravity locations are going to be
computed too. It is worth of mention anyways that they will be used just for section 3.4,
where forces are going to be included into the system.

First of all, the computation of the boom angle is required in order to express the position
in space of all the points belonging to the boom. In Fig 3.3, recalling the convention

defined in 3.1, the logic behind the boom angle computation is shown:

F1GURE 3.3: Triangles solved for the boom angle computation

being;:
—2 2
OA” +OB" — L1?
-1
Q = cos ——— 3.7
o8 ( 204 OB ) (3.7)
BKpg
« = tan~* 3.8
(252 o
[ AK 4
then, it is clear that the boom angle can be computed as:
T
Opoom = — (5 — (0B — aa0K,) + OéHOB) (3.10)

where the sign before the parenthesis recalls the boom angle sign convention expressed
in equation 3.1. It is clear how the boom angle magnitude changes in relation with the
lifting cylinder extension AB. Consequently, all the points belonging to the boom are
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computable, respectively in x and z directions, just as product between corresponding

lever times cosine and sine of their relative angles as follows:

Hm — O_H 0 oom
H=[H, H]= OH c05 (Bhoom) (3.11)
Hz = OH sin (Gboom)

since point H is the other reference point for the boom angle computation. For points B
and E, since they lay on the boom with a different z with respect to OH, an offset angle

has to be computed and taken into account:

O_B 0 oom
B =[B,,B.] = OB 08 (oo + a105) (3.12)
OBs

B,
B in (eboom + OéHOB)

where, regarding point B, ayop barely influences the final result due to its small value.
For the last point on the boom E, the offset angle is first shown in Fig 3.4:

AGC

FIGURE 3.4: Triangles solved for the point E offset angle computation

where:

EK
QAFOKp — tan_1 (OKE) (313)
E

and hence E location it can be computed as:

E, = OF cos (Opoom +
E=[E,, E.] = OF eon(h o] (3.14)
Ez = OFE'sin (Qboom + OéEOKE)
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We can now step forward to the next subsystem, being the bellcrank. One out of three
points belonging to the bellcrank is already known (E). In order to find the remaining
two, since the position of C is now known too, it is possible to use again the lever and
sine/cosine method but now with respect to the known point E.

First of all, the angle of point D with respect to the fixed tilting cylinder chassis attachment
C and the boom connection E has to be found. The Fig 3.5 shows the geometry and

triangles needed:

FIGURE 3.5: Triangle solved for the point D computation

thus, by applying the cosine law and remembering that the length CD is Ly, we obtain:

—2 —_—2
CE +ED™ —[2?
= cos ! — 3.15
eED 2CEED (3.15)

where the link ED is a fixed distance given by the geometry of the bellcrank and where
the length C'E, changing in time, can be easily computed through the Pythagoras theorem
as:

CE =+/(E. - C.)?+ (B, + C,)?
since both E and C are known for every boom configuration.
Hence, since point C is fixed and E known, the angle between these two, keeping point E
as fixed reference frame, with respect to the horizontal axis z, can be found as follows:

Ez - Cz .
apc, = tanfl (ﬁ) % 0 if Ez 2 Cz (316)

since, due to mechanical constraints of the system, configurations where F, < C, are not

achievable. Therefore, point D can be easily computed as:

Dm:Ex+ﬁcosoz . — Q
D (D, D] ED (ame, — acep) (3.17)
D, =FE,+ EDsin(agc, — acep)
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C

FIGURE 3.6: Angles and triangles for F computation

Since the bellcrank geometry is fixed and not changing in time, the computation of point
F location is performed as follows: the angle between D and E, being it apg, , is computed
through simply an atan2 function; then, since the bellcrank triangle is independent, we
know from factory data the appr angle and the FD length, as shown in 3.6. Therefore,
once again with the same method but adding now the two angles and with respect to D,

we have:

Fm:DI—I—ﬁcosa e e’
P [Fx, FZ] _ o ( DE, EDF) (318)
F,=D,+ FDsin(apg, + appr)

Finally, we can move to the last remaining component, the bucket. Point H, the bottom

attachment with the boom has already been computed so, point G, the bucket tip location

and the bucket angle are the last information required.

G

FIGURE 3.7: Angles and triangles for G computation

Once again, since both H and F are known, by using the atan2 function we can directly

compute ayp, and, being angle apye computable too (Fig. 3.7), we obtain point G
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location as:

GGl - GH cos (agp, — QFpG) (3.19)
G,=H,+ GHsin(ayp, — arpg)

As shown in Fig. 3.8, due to the mechanical design of the bucket, we do not have a

null bucket angle when H, = G,, that is to say there is an offset angle that has to be

considered also in here. Then, the bucket angle can be computed as:

G

F1GURE 3.8: Bucket geometry and angles needed

Opiet = CHF, — OpHG — ®HGO (3'2())

where:
425.8

2290) ~ 84194 3.21
433) S4.19deg (3:21)

QGO = tan* (

is the absolute value from H to G when the bucket plate is parallel to the ground (offset
angle among z axis). Finally, the bucket edge location can be found, taking into account
its own offset angle:

—0.28

O HEdged = tan ™! (W) = —12.53deg (3.22)

therefore, we have:

FEdge, = H, + HEdge cos (Oyi; — « o
Edge = [Edge,, Edge,] = g g (B i5dge0) (3.23)
Edgez = Hz -+ HEdge sin (Qbkt — aHEdgeO)

Now, as stated before, even if they are just going to be used on the static force analysis
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A O

F1GURE 3.9: Angles and triangles for T computation

section, the boom and bucket center of gravity T and P, respectively, are computed as
follows: T lies on the boom at a certain height with respect to the line OH. So, its

computation is basically the same done for points E and B:

T, = OT cos (Bpoom — @
T [Tx’TZ] _ o ( b OTKT) (324)
T, = OT sin (6boom — @OTK ;)

In Fig. 3.9 the overview of the trigonometry needed and solved is shown. Regarding the

bucket center of gravity P, it rotates around hinge H with a radius HP (Fig. 3.10).

G

F1GURE 3.10: Angles and triangles for P computation
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Therefore, P is almost known a priori. It is easily computable as:

P, = H,+ HP cos (a :
P=[P, P]= o (@np.) (3.25)
PZZHZ+HPSiH((IHPI)

where agp, is computable since both the other two points of the rotating triangle are
known, being those H and G.

The whole system geometry is now achieved. All the points are expressed as function of
either just the boom or both the boom and bucket angles, recalling equations 3.2 and 3.4,
depending if they belong just to the boom or not.

Since now the point locations are given, we can take into consideration the reaction forces

(along = and z axes) to the hinges and begin with the force balances.

3.4 Static Force Analysis

The purpose of this section is to explain how intensively the hydraulic actuators support
the system during non-digging operations, that is to mean, which are the forces at the
cylinders for different configurations in order to keep the system steady at that position.
In first place, for every hinge shown in Fig. 3.1, an horizontal and a vertical reaction force
is considered. Weights are hereby added too. Therefore, boom, bellcrank and bucket

centers of gravity now are characterized by a vertical force acting on them given by:

Wb:;om = Mboom 57 [N] (326)
Woett = Myt § [N (3.27)
Wikt = Mgy § [N] (3.28)

where Moo, and My, represent, respectively, boom, bellcrank and bucket weight in
kilograms; ¢ is the gravity acceleration vector:
m

g=—-9817 |—= 3.29

: H (3.20)
Starting from the bucket, moving to the bellcrank and finally to the boom, we can compute
the reaction force, as  and z terms composition, at every point in the system. The reaction
forces at points D and B will be nothing less then the actuating forces demanded by the

actuators, respectively, by the tilting and lifting one. A few assumptions are made in

order to slightly simplify the system: as stated before, the linkage F'G weight is neglected,
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therefore, the force seen at point F will be exactly equal in magnitude and opposite in
verse at point G, that is to say link FG is considered as a two-force member. Frictional
and inertial effects are neglected too since we can suppose that the implement movements
are very slow or at constant velocity (— a & 0, thus I ~ 0) and, since in our research
we work with a 16 tons machine, the forces exchanged at the hinges would be so much
higher with respect to the frictional effects that these could be neglected too. Finally, we
suppose the machine always on a perfect even ground condition, otherwise some of the
angles computed in the model would not always be completely accurate and the gravity
vector ¢ would not reflect the physics properly. Besides, regarding the cylinder forces and
the one on F and G, since we know the direction among which the force is transferred
(mechanical fixed link), we will have just one unknown since there is a mathematical direct
relation between the vertical, the horizontal force and their respective angle, as shown in
Fig. 3.11:

-~

N
TN N

sassssnnnnnnnslp

\aCD : -
anssinnnnnnpps C TTIITILIL
HB HD HF

FI1GURE 3.11: Mechanical relation between cylinders and link force and their respective

angle
where it is possible to state that:
Vp = Hptan(aasp) (3.30)
VD = HD tan(acp) (331)
VF = HF tan(&pg) (332)

Under these assumptions, we can now start solving the three system of equations, one for
each subsystem. In Fig. 3.12 is shown the first balance that has to be solved. Noteworthy
that for this section the external forces F, and F, acting at the bucket center of gravity P
are here null, meaning that we are just computing the forces for non-digging operations.
The necessity of their presence will be explained in 3.5, where the model goal is going to
be actually evaluate an estimate of those two external forces depending on the geometric

configuration and on the hydraulic cylinders pressures. Therefore, we can write the first



Chapter 4. Analytical Model 20

HG = HF Go
q
T \\ E, + Wyt
Ve =Vp \\ 1
P

FIGURE 3.12: Bucket balance

system of equation:

>, Hr+Hpg=0
Zz HF tan(&pg) + VH = kat (333)
H HG Hp(tan(apg) cos(apgg) — sin(aHG)) = HP Wy cos(agp)

thus, by solving for the unknowns Hp, Vi and Hpy, recalling 3.32, we can calculate the
reaction forces on hinges F' and E. These forces become known values that will be used for
the other two remaining balances. Thus, we can move one step forward to the bellcrank
balance shown in Fig. 3.13:

Fi1GURE 3.13: Bellcrank balance
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It is notable how the reaction forces in point F are now known values with opposite verse
with respect to Fig. 3.12 due to the aforementioned properties of the fixed link FG. Thus,

we obtain:

Zx Hp+ Hp = Hp
>.. Hptan(acp) + Ve = Wi + Vi

E me(tan(aCD) cos(agp) — sin(&ED)) = W(VF cos(aglF) — Hp Sin(aEF)) =0
(3.34)
where, recalling the assumption we made about the bellcrank center of gravity, the

Tilting Force

351

Force [kN]

5 1 1 1 1 1 1 ]
0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7

Cylinder extension [m]

FI1GURE 3.14: Tilting cycle with lift cylinder extension fixed at 0.5m

moment balance equation around E can be impose equal to zero. Therefore, thanks to
equation 3.31, we achieve the force demanded by the tilting hydraulic actuator, as we can
see in Fig. 3.14, where a tilting cycle is performed keeping a fixed lifting cylinder extension
at 0.5m (arbitrary value chosen just to shown the trend of the demanded tilting force).
As we can see, the curve is increasing until it reaches a maximum (cylinder extension is at
~ 0.1 m): this is because the bucket center of gravity during a tilting phase moves among
a circumference centered in H with HP as radius. The maximum force is demanded
when the center of gravity is at the furthest distance with respect to H. After that, P
gets closer to H from the top part and the required tilting force from the actuator starts
decreasing (the load enters in a semi-overrunning configuration where its force and its
velocity contribute to the tilting).

The reaction forces on E found from 3.34 are now used as known values for the last system

of equations, the one on the boom, as shown in Fig. 3.15:
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FIGURE 3.15: Boom balance

(S Ho+ Hp=Hp+ Hy

Y., Hptan(aap) + Vo = Wieem + Ve + Vi

8 OBHp ( tan(aap) cos(app) — sin((JzOB)) = OT Whoom cos(aor) + O_H(VH coS(Gpoom ) —
—Hy sin(&boom)) + @(VE cos(apg) — Hg sin(aOE))

(3.35)
By solving this system, we finally obtain the reaction force on hinge O and the forces

Lifting Force
120

100

Force [kN]
8

80

1 | |

60 1 1 1 1 1
0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8

Cylinder extension [m]

Ficure 3.16: Tilting cycle with tilt cylinder extension fixed at 0.4m
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required by the lifting cylinders. Since our computations are made in a two-dimensional
plane but we actually have two lifting actuators, the force demanded by each of them
is going to simply half of the one given by 3.35. In Fig. 3.16 we can see how the total
lifting force curve, over L, extension, is increasing as the cylinder extends until it reaches
a semi-plateau where the lifting phase is simulated keeping a fixed tilt cylinder extension
at 0.4m.

3.5 External Force Estimate

Section 3.4 described how, for every possible implement position, the system in Fig.
3.2 is able to compute the force required by the actuators to balance the steady state
configuration. Another fundamental goal of this research was, by inverting the procedure
just illustrated, meaning that we start from the geometric configuration and the forces
at the actuators, obtain an estimate of the external forces acting at the bucket center of

gravity P. Thus, our new reference system is shown in Fig. 3.17:

Boom angle

: Cylinder displacements

Bucket angle
ﬁ
Sys2
External Forces (E,, F;)

Cylinder forces
y > —

FIGURE 3.17: Bellcrank inverse balance

The methodology for obtaining all the reaction forces and, consequently, the payload
and horizontal force estimate, is similar as before: two system of equations are solved.
The bellcrank subsystem is the first one to be resolved (Fig. 3.18). It is noticeable how
now the known values are the component weight and the force provided by the hydraulic
actuator and the unknowns are the forces at hinges E and F. Consequently, we can solve

the following system of equations, recalling 3.32, for the unknowns Vg, Hg and Hp:

>.. Hr—Hp=Hp
>.. Hptan(apg) — Ve = Vb — Wi

E WHF( sin(agr) — tan(apg) COS(aED)) = E(VD cos(agD) — Hp sin(aED)) =0
(3.36)
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FIGURE 3.18: Bellcrank inverse balance

The situation for the other system of equations is slightly more intricate since boom and

bucket balances need to be solved simultaneously, as shown in Fig. 3.19:

FiGURE 3.19: Boom and bucket simultaneous balance

This is because if we moved directly to solve just the boom balance, we would wind up
with a statically indeterminate system since we would have four unknowns (Vp, Ho, Vi
and Hpy) in just three equations (vertical, horizontal and moment balance). A solution to
this problem relies in solving boom and bucket balances as one, since reaction forces on H
are inter exchanged between the two components, achieving six equation is six unknowns.
Hence, a 6 x6 matrix is constructed and solved for the unknown values Vo, Hp, Vg, Hy,

F, and F,, taking into account that the forces at F and E have already been computed
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from 3.36:

(Boom:

> Ho—Hy=Hg—Hp

>, Vo—Vu=Ve+ Wiem — Vg

8 OH H 80 (0poom) — Vir c08(boom) = OT Whoom cos(aor) — O_B(VB cos(aop)—
{ —Hp sin(aOB)) + ﬁ(VE cos(aor) — Hg sin(aOE))

Bucket:

> Hp—F,=-Hp

>, V=W —Vp

| H W(FZ cos(agp) — F, sin(aHp)) = HPWyy, cos(app) + H_G(HF sin(agg) — Vi cos(aHg))
(3.37)

In order to check the consistency and correctness of our equations in a very simple way, i
run a co-simulation between the code implementing system 3.2 and the one implementing
3.17.

Direct vs Inverse Error

Error [N]

Tilt cylinder extension [m]

Lift cylinder extension [m]

FIGURE 3.20: Error between direct and inverse computation on F

Clearly, since i am imposing a null external force along the x and z axes for section
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3.4, i am expecting null or very low force at the bucket center of gravity for the second
system. That being said, i am here basically computing the actuator forces for a certain
configuration and inputting those in the inverse procedure method to double check for
null forces at the bucket. Fig. 3.20 shows the expected result: the external forces are
oscillating among zero with a maximum amplitude of 2N (meaning a mass of ~ 200gr)
clearly brought by intern numerical errors of the CPU. The horizontal estimate results are
exactly equivalent to the vertical ones, where another heavy oscillating force is witnessed

for the whole simulation.
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Numerical Model

The goal of this section is to introduce the methodology used for the design and realization
of a complementary numerical model. Starting from the software environments and tools
used, the focus moves into how the CAD files have been generated starting from just
essential data provided by the sponsor that donated the machine used for my research.
The attention is finally moved into the actual generation of the Simulink file containing
the numerical model: a few operations were needed in order to exploit its powerfulness,
such as commanding the implement motion, sensing positions, velocities, accelerations,

forces, etc. as it is going to be expressed later on.

4.1 Methodology

In order to validate and double check the analytical model, a numerical solution has
been designed through the utilization of MATLAB/Simulink environment. The Simme-
chanics/Simscape toolbox can generate automatically a numerical model by importing
three-dimensional files of the components: therefore, this was the methodology key for
the numerical model generation. The creation of a CAD file for each part composing
the implement was performed starting from a file given by the sponsor containing all the
geometric properties needed: distance between the hinges, center of gravity of the differ-
ent implement components, material properties and inertia matrices. All the individual
parts are consequently matched into a single system through an assembly phase. With
respect to section 3.4, in here there was no need to simplify the system with the simplifi-
cation assumptions made before since, taking into consideration the fact that our model
is not so complex/non-linear, the solution is completely provided by the Simmechanics

toolbox. Therefore, the main difference between analytical and numerical model relies on

27
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weights: the link and actuators masses are here considered. The only assumption still
valid is neglecting inertial components since also for the numerical model i ran relatively
slow motion simulations (a = 0 <— [ = 0). Hence, what we are expecting from the
numerical model simulations is to see, with respect to the analytical one, a positive offset
on the demanded actuating forces that is brought by the small (but still present) weight

difference between the two systems.

4.2 3D Model Generation

The CAD file generation has been performed through SolidWorks software environment.
A total of nine components was designed: chassis, essential for the boom and hydraulic
actuators attachments, boom, bellcrank, link, bucket, lifting and tilting cylinders (each

of them composed by case and rod).

FIGURE 4.1: CAD file of the chassis

The main problem to face for the CADs design was that, since several classified information
about the sponsor machine were involved, all the components had to be realized starting
from zero and without any reference to the machine used. Therefore, a very basic and
simplified version of the above mentioned components have been made with maximum
priority in keeping the point distances to the desired values. Material properties and
inertia matrices data were not used but, after the completion of the component, centers of
gravity and mass properties were overridden to the desirable values. Doing so, we wind up
having a completely unrelated (in terms of shape and sponsor logos) system, with respect

to our reference machine, behaving exactly as it. The chassis, shown in Fig. 4.1, is the first
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component developed: As we can clearly see, the shape of the part is heavily simplified

FIGURE 4.2: CAD file of the boom

but again, the purpose here was having a similar shape but exact properties component.
Recalling 3.1, we can highlight points O, A and C, being, respectively, boom-chassis
attachment, lifting and tilting cylinders chassis attachments. The second component is

the boom, as shown in Fig. 4.2: where we can clearly distinguish point O, B, E and H.

FIGURE 4.3: CAD file of the bellcrank

All the points inter exchanged between the components are subsequently matched during
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the assembly phase. In Fig. 4.3 the bellcrank is shown, where the center point E does
not match any more with its center of gravity (even if the difference is still significantly
small), as it was assumed for the analytical model. Tilting rod D and link F attachments
are highlighted. After that, due to its extremely simplicity, the link is the only component

reflecting very precisely the actual shape, as shown in Fig. 4.4. Besides point F, exchanged

FIGURE 4.4: CAD file of the link

with the bellcrank, point G is highlighted. The last component is shown in Fig. 4.5, where

FIGURE 4.5: CAD file of the bucket

the bottom holes correspond to the boom attachment H and the top ones are for the link

one.
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Finally, in Fig. 4.6 we can see the hydraulic actuators developed for the numerical model:
in the top image the lifting actuator with its chassis-boom attachments, respectively A
and B, is shown. In the bottom picture the tilting cylinder with its chassis-bellcrank

attachments, respectively C and D, is shown.

QG

(a) Lift cylinder

(b) Tilt cylinder

FIGURE 4.6: CAD files of hydraulic actuators
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Once all the necessary components are developed, the matching phase to compose a single
assembly file takes place. Without going into much details for the several matches needed

for the parts, the overall system is shown in Fig. 4.7.

FIGURE 4.7: CAD file of the overall assembled system

It is just worth of mention that all the mates needed for the assembly file are performed
in order to reflect the physics behavior of the real-world machine (e.g. rods staying inside
the cases, non-overlapping components, etc.). Everything is now ready for the actual

numerical model generation.

4.3 Model Architecture

Once the three-dimensional file of the system has been created, the numerical model can
finally be generated. The MATLAB/Simulink environment is used: in order to have the
softwares (MATLAB and SolidWorks) able to inter exchange data between them, the Sim-
Mechanics Link toolbox (with the proper version of MATLAB running on the computer)

has to be downloaded from Mathworks website:

https://www.mathworks.com/products/simmechanics.html


https://www.mathworks.com/products/simmechanics.html

Chapter 5. Numerical Model 33

then, in order to install the add on, a few operations have to take place. First of all, the
downloaded files from the Mathworks website will be a .zip and a .m. Thereafter, the

first operation, that has to be performed as computer administrator, is the following:

install_addon(smlink.r2018a.win64.zip) (4.1)

where again it varies depending on the MATLAB version, the computer operating system
(Windows, UNIX or Mac OS) and architecture type (32 or 64 bits) used. To finally

connect the two pieces of software another function has to be run:
regmatlabserver (4.2)

which basically registers the current MATLAB executable as automation server. The final

step remaining is enabling the Simscape MultiBody Link plug-in, through:
smlink_linksw (4.3)

Now, if everything has been completed successfully without errors, in the add-ins section
of SolidWorks, being in the tool section of the menu bar, the SimMechanics Link option
should be available. Therefore, through its usage, an .xml file representing the system
components with their respective weights, properties and matches, is created. Conse-

quently, the Simulink model is generated through:
smimport (multibodyDescriptionFile) (4.4)

where 4.4 expresses the function used to perform the import of the multi body descrip-
tion file into MATLAB environment. In Fig. 4.8 we can see the overview of the Simulink
system after the import operation: where in light blue background the different single
components are highlighted. The several cylindrical and revolute joints are automati-
cally created by Simscape depending on the matches properties given from SolidWorks.
Some additional blocks were needed in order to import simulation data to MATLAB for
processing; besides, some adjustments for the calibration of the angles and cylinders dis-
placements computation were included, as shown in Fig. 4.9:

where it is noticeable how the complexity of the overall system, with respect to 4.8, has
considerably increased. The sets of blocks going into the cylinders hinges, both on the
lifting and the tilting, are strictly necessary and used for simulation purposes. To those
hinges, a motion (position) control simulation is performed; the other big sets of blocks
are used for calibration and storage purposes. From th cylinders joints, the extension

displacement is firstly measured and managed for storing data into MATLAB workspace.
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FIGURE 4.8: Bare Simulink numerical model

Same reasoning stays for boom and bucket angles: after a radians-degrees conversion

and a calibration, the data is stored into MATLAB workspace for post processing op-

erations. The simulations ran with the numerical model were performed by inputting

the motion desired (both cylinder displacement extensions) and their respective first and

second derivatives (velocity v and acceleration a of the rods): Simscape thereafter auto-

matically computed the forces required by the hydraulic actuators in order to have the

desired motion trajectory.
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FIGURE 4.9: Simulink numerical model
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Results and Validation

The main purpose of this chapter is to explore the results obtained throughout the an-
alytical and numerical models developed. Simulations were run and output data is here
compared and discussed. Furthermore, in-field data has been collected from experimental
tests: the final comparison is therefore performed between both the simulated models and
data coming from the reference machine. Here an explanation on what was expected and

what was achieved is also carried out.

5.1 Simulation Model Comparison

The first section of this chapter aims in checking a match between analytical and numerical
model, The comparison criteria relies on both kinematic and dynamic quantities. All the
data coming from the numerical model developed with Simscape is exported, for every
simulation, into MATLAB for easier and faster post processing operations. The solver

configuration parameters for Simulink simulations are here expressed:

Initial and final time — T;=0s Ty=28s
Type: Fixed-step with Automatic solver selection (5.1)

Fixed-step size (fundamental sample time) — 75 =5 ms

therefore the simulation window time AT = 8 s with a sampling frequency of f, = 200H,
generates time-vectors of 1600 elements. Regarding the analytical model, two MATLAB

function has been generated for simulation purposes:

36
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[eboomv ebkt] = kin (Llex7 L2ex> (52)

[FAB’ FCD] - dyn (Llema LQex) (53)

Firstly, the geometry ascertainment is realized: boom and bucket angles of the two models
are compared for every reachable configuration. Recalling equations 3.2 and 3.4, we will
have a two-dimensional plot comparison for the boom angle (since it is strictly related
just from the lifting cylinder extension L., ) and a three-dimensional surface plot for the
bucket angle (since it is strictly dependent from both tilting and lifting cylinder exten-
sions, Loe, and Ly, respectively). The two angle comparisons have been carried out as
follows: the first simulations were done in Simulink, through the use of Simscape; then,
since all the data is stored in the MATLAB workspace, the cylinder displacements have
been inputted in equation 5.2 (and in 5.3 for the force comparison). The output has been
thereafter compared with the one coming from Simulink; doing so, we achieved a perfect
input correspondence. Therefore, for the boom angle comparison, the lifting cylinder is
extended from null to maximum stroke, no matter the tilting cylinder extension (kept
constant at 0.5m here). Thus, throughout the use of function 5.2, as shown in Fig. 5.1,

we obtain two overlapping curves in the two-dimensional plot:

Analytical vs Numerical Boom Angle
50
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o
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Dynamic boom angle
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0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8

Cylinder extension [m]

FIGURE 5.1: Analytical vs Numerical boom angle plot over Li.,

where it is pretty neat how the behavior of both the curves is basically identical. In fact,

as shown in 5.2, the difference between the models is negligible:
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03 Analytical vs Numerical Boom Angle
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FIGURE 5.2: Analytical vs Numerical boom angle difference plot over Li.;

where a maximum “error”of ~ 26 °is achieved. We cannot really talk about error here
because we do not have a reference model that we know for sure is right (even if most
likely is the analytical model from a geometric point of view), hence, the term difference
is here used. In order to perform this first comparison just one Simulink-Simscape simu-
lation was needed: with the 1600 elements vector containing the lifting cylinder extension
coming from it, function 5.2 was run (clearly, for 1600 times).

Slightly more complicated is the bucket angle simulation since it is function of two vari-
ables. Therefore, for having comparable data, 1600 Simulink-Simscape simulations were
run: a complete tilting phase (from null to maximum stroke) keeping a fixed the lifting
cylinder extension (increasing at every iteration from null to maximum stroke). Hence,
function 5.2 was run 1600 x 1600 storing the data in a matrix at every iteration.
Besides, due to mechanical constraints of the reference machine, we have unreachable
areas of the surface plot as shown in Fig. 5.3, where the bucket angle surface plot of the
analytical model is shown: it is notable how, if we have a null tilting cylinder extension
(bucket completely dropped) we can raise the boom until a certain threshold, around
~ 0.58 m. After that, the lifting phase is locked by mechanical constraints and then, if we
want to keep raising the boom, we need to have some extension coming from the tilting
hydraulic actuator.

Hence, in our comparison between the two model bucket angles, as shown in Fig. 5.4,
we obtain a triangle shaped area not highlighted because those particular configurations

cannot be reached.
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FIGURE 5.4: Analytical vs Numerical bucket angle difference surface plot over Li¢, and
L2ex

We can notice how, with respect to the boom angle comparison, here we achieve higher dif-
ference values, reaching somewhere a maximum “error”of ~ £1.5 °. First of all, it should
be mentioned that higher differences are reached at extreme configurations: positive high
difference for tilting phases with null or very low lifting cylinder extension and negative

high difference during the forced transition of lifting phases with null or minimum tilting
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cylinder extension (allowing the achievement of reachability for that particular boom posi-
tion). That being said, in here we also have to consider that the bucket angle computation
requires a higher volume of calculations, most of them being non-linear due to presence of
sines, cosines, square roots and exponentials, and some part of the “error”could be actu-
ally brought by CPU internal errors. Nevertheless, we are still achieving a very acceptable
result since for the most part of the surface the difference oscillates between ~ +0.5 °,
and even where it reaches the highest values, we are still having a negligible discrepancy
between the models.

Once we obtained a more then acceptable result for the geometry, and therefore for the
point locations, the next step is comparing how the reaction forces behave for both the
models. What we expect is to see higher fores on the numerical model for same configu-
rations with respect to the analytical model: due to the absence of the link FG and the
three hydraulic actuators weights, the analytical model is going to require lower actuation
forces on both lifting and tilting phases.

Firstly, the lifting force between the models is compared: the bucket position is not a
predominant factor here since its center of gravity modifies in a slight way the overall one.
Therefore, a lifting phase simulation with an arbitrary tilting cylinder extension at 0.6 m

is run, as shown in Fig. 5.5:
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FIGURE 5.5: Analytical vs Numerical lifting force plot over Li., with a constant
Lgex = 0.5m

where the curves represent the lifting overall force required to balance the system, being

that the force sum coming from both the lifting hydraulic actuators. It is noticeable how
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the plot starts with a higher force for the analytical model with an offset of ~ 1 kN
with respect to the numerical model. Nevertheless, by increasing the lift cylinder length
we start having a steeper trend for the numerical model until it crosses the line of the
analytical one at &~ 0.2 m. The gap between the curves increases until maximum cylinder
extension where a difference of ~ 15 kN is reached. The overall behavior reflects what
expected: the numerical model has higher lifting force values for most part of the available
range due to the additional weight non included in the analytical model. The maximum
difference of 15 kN is reasonable considering that just the link and cylinder weights are
around 620 Kg total. Besides, in the analytical model inertia is not considered and this
could be the closing gap between the curves. We can now move forward into the tilt-
ing forces comparison: anyways, the assumption made for the lifting phase is here not
valid anymore since the boom position heavily influence the magnitude and trend of the
required tilting force. In order to solve this problem, three tilting phases with different

boom positions were run as shown in Fig. 5.6:
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FIGURE 5.6: Analytical vs Numerical lifting force plots over Log, with a different
constants Lieg
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First of all, it is notable how, for all the plots, we obtain a very similar behavior between
analytical and numerical model, regardless the boom position. Moreover, a higher force
is achieved by the numerical model in mostly all the parts of the plots. Moreover, all the
plots witness a significantly lower offset between numerical and analytical model. This
is due to mainly two reasons: firstly, during a tilting phase, the actuator has to bear
just its own weight since the lifting cylinder ones do not influence the tilt actuating force
required. Secondly, the FG link weight here is just something that the cylinder has to
move as a rigid body in order to tilt the bucket and not a weight that has to be supported
as was happening for the lifting forces. Furthermore, as it has been shown in Fig. 3.14,
also here, more visible in Fig. 5.6(b) and Fig. 5.6(c), the tilting force trend increases
steeply from null extension until it reaches a maximum around Lo, = 0.1-+0.15 m. After
that, by keep increasing the cylinder extension, the tilting force required decreases almost
linearly. This is due to the bucket center of gravity location during the phase: it moves on
a circumference centered in H and radius HP. With null extension, the center of gravity
it is located beneath the hinge H: by increasing the cylinder extension, P starts following
the circumference curve until it reaches, with respect to the horizontal axis x, the further-
est distance to H, where the maximum force demanded is reached. After this point, the
center of gravity starts getting closer, still with respect to the horizontal axis x, to hinge
H but above it, not below as was happening in the tilting phase start: the bucket is now
actually helping the tilting operation since its weight is not more completely resistive but,
as soon as P, > H,, meaning it crosses the horizontal axis given by the position of H,
it becomes semi-overrunning load. That being said, we can finally state that the models

match in a very acceptable way also for the tilting cylinder force given by Fep.

5.2 Experimental Setup

In the previous section a solid match between the analytical an numerical simulated models
has been achieved. Therefore, the next step is now to move into field test data collection
for pursuing experimental comparison match with the simulated ones. Since the lifting
and tilting force values in the simulated models are steady state, the goal of this research
part is to obtain equal or similar force values for the same geometric configuration keep-
ing the machine implement still. Throughout the use of several sensors, a LABVIEW
code developed is able to compute the geometric configuration of the implement and the
required forces at the actuators. The reference machine was modified in several ways to
create the new functions which were needed to run the tests, as well as adding instrumen-
tation for acquiring the desired data. This section enumerates the various sensors needed

and installed on the wheel loader system for the purpose of my research. Nevertheless,
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since there are other on-going researches on the reference machine, it is worth to say that
several other sensors were already installed on it. Anyways, they will not be listed here
since they were not used for the model experimental validation. The table below shows

the list of sensor needed and installed:

Sensor Qty Description
Lifting Pressure
Tilting Pressure

Boom Angle
Bellcrank Angle

400 bar measuring range
400 bar measuring range
180 “measuring range
180 °measuring range

=N DN

TABLE 5.1: List of sensors for development testing

Table 5.1 lists all the sensors used on the development prototype along with brief descrip-
tions of their functions and ranges. The bellcrank and boom angle sensors are installed
in order to compute the implement geometric configuration: starting from the angles, the

LABVIEW code can compute the lifting and tilting cylinder extensions Li., and La.,.

FiGURE 5.7: Bellcrank angle sensor

A direct installation of the bucket angle was not possible due to the heavy cycles per-
formed by wheel loaders: if installed directly on the bucket, the sensor would have been
victim of early wearing that most likely would have brought a premature failure. That is
the main reason behind the installation of a sensor measuring the bellcrank angle (Fig.
5.7), and indirectly the bucket one. The boom angle, being the absolute angle between
hinge O and H along horizontal axis x, is installed directly on the chassis-boom attach-

ment O, as shown in Fig. 5.8:
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FiGurk 5.8: Bellcrank angle sensor

Both of the angle sensors have been calibrated with high accuracy: by measuring manually
the cylinder extensions, a fitting curve was generated through the use of the analytical
model, outputting a boom and bucket angle values for every lifting and tilting cylinders
extension. Hence, the voltage read via the LABVIEW code has been converted to degrees

throughout the fitting curve.

pressure

FIGURE 5.9: Tilting rod and piston pressure sensors

Easier from a reasoning point of view was the installation of the pressure sensors since the
only issue was actually to find a feasible spot in the pipe bringing the actuating pressure
for the installation of the sensors on both the tilting and lifting lines. As shown in Fig.
5.9, the piston and rod pressure sensors have been installed through the addition of a T

connection on the driving lines. Same reasoning is valid for the lifting pressure sensors,
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as shown in Fig. 5.10:

FiGURE 5.10: Lifting rod and piston pressure sensors

The calibration of the pressure sensors was easier since a normalization of minimum and
maximum voltage range with respect to minimum and maximum bar output pressure was
needed. Fig. 5.11 shows all of the instrumentation for the reference vehicle system, along

with the approximate location of each sensor.

Bucket pressure —

+ LabVIEW

Boom angle -
Bellcrank angle —
CAN bus data

FIGURE 5.11: Sensors overview on the machine
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5.3 Model Validation

Once all the sensors are installed, calibrated and the vehicle setup is ready, the first
experimental comparison can be done. This section goal aims to validating the system
seen in Fig. 3.2 at page 10: starting from the geometric configuration of the implement,
tilting and lifting pressures are sensed through the LABVIEW code in order to compute
their respective forces. All the data coming from the test is stored into Excel files and

passed through the usage of a MATLAB function to its workspace:
data = xlsread(filename) (5.4)

All the post processing operations, including force computations starting from the pres-
sures, comparisons and plots are therefore performed into the MATLAB environment.

The stored values coming from the sensors are:

e Cylinder extensions Li., and Lo., — the code developed for the inverse procedure
is able to compute the cylinders extensions depending on the boom and bucket

angle, due to their reciprocity and recalling equations 3.2 and 3.4, we have:

Ly = f(eboom) (55)
LZex = f(ebooma Qbkt) (56)

Collecting these values allow a easier post processing operation since the function

5.3 can be called n times, being n the test vector length.

e Hydraulic actuator pressures p,oq and ppiston, — through the use of function 5.7
developed in MATLARB, it is possible, by knowing the annulus and piston surfaces,

computing the cylinder force simply with an internal force balance, as shown in Fig.

5.12:
F., = pressure2force (Dpiston, Prod) (5.7)
Fcyl
= Ppis Apis
| :
—
Prod Aan

FIGURE 5.12: Cylinder internal force balance
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Therefore, the cylinder force is computed as:

Fcyl = Dpis Apis — DProd Aan where Aan = Apis - Arod (58)

The LABVIEW code runs with a sampling frequency of &~ 20H, so for 10 seconds of test,

200 element vectors are generated.

5.3.1 Test Description

The tests performed for the model validation are in steady state operations since the
output coming from the MATLAB model is a value that is computed just considering
the implement location and the components respective weights (no movement and no
inertial terms). Therefore, for both the lifting and tilting force validation, a complete
cycle is performed (L; and Ly are respectively extracted from null to maximum stroke)
as follows: the not reference cylinder, being the tilting for the lifting phase and the lifting
for the tilting one, is kept fixed to an arbitrary displacement. The operational cylinder is
extracted /=~ 10 cm at a time in which, for every small extraction, when the implement is
not moving (steady state), data coming from the sensors is recorded and stored. Doing

so, we achieve comparable data that can be used to validate the simulated models.

5.3.2 Results Comparison

The first force to be analyzed is the lifting one, considered at just one of the two cylinders,
since the sensor were mounted singularly on only one of them. In the following test
performed, the tilting cylinder extension has been set to 0.37 m, value that could have
been computed thanks to the LABVIEW code. After that, the lifting cylinder has been
extended from null to maximum stroke, as shown in Fig. 5.13 where in yellow we can
see the numerical model trend, in red the kinematic simulated one, in blue a continuous
lifting cycle (no steady state measurement performed here, just boom completely raised
with constant velocity) and in green the steady state samples taken during a lifting cycle.
First of all, it is noticeable how the measured data plots are shifted with respect to the y
axis and start at Li., = 5 cm. This is because the location in which the test has taken
place was with a even ground and therefore the boom minimum extension was reaching
~ 0.05 m because of the bucket bottom plate touching the ground.

Besides, it is worth of mention that the continuous lifting plot has been recored just to
have an idea of how the frictional and inertial effects contribute on the force demanded

by the hydraulic actuator. That being said, we clearly can see from the plot how, for the
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FiGURE 5.13: Experimental lifting force comparison on one actuator

available cylinder extension range, the measured data follows the expected trend given by
the simulated models. Besides, it is evident how all the four plots follow an essentially
identical trend for the first half of the extension. The second half of the plot shows how
the measured steady state data aligns its trend close to the analytical model instead of the
numerical model that here should be the one closest to the real behavior of the machine.
Anyways, the difference between steady state measured data and numerical model varies
in a 3 + 5 kN range, which could be a reasonably small number since we are managing a
16 tons machine and the forces acting on the system are always very high in magnitude,
even for steady state situations where the machine is not moving at all. Moreover, during
the experimental tests performed, the bucket was missing the cutting edge-on for wear
prevention so, the bucket weight inputted into the code was not perfect. This could have
easily led to a reduction of the lifting force needed. Besides, sensor and/or measuring
errors could have effected the result too but again, all the plots follow a very similar trend
with low offset between them so the result obtained can be assumed acceptable.

A more satisfying outcome is achieved on the tilting force measurements as shown in Fig.
5.14 where a complete cycle is performed keeping a fixed L., = 0.44 m.

First of all we can notice how here, with respect to Fig. 5.13, both the steady state and
the continuous measurements start at null cylinder extension. All the plots follow a pretty
neat trend during all the tilting phase. In the first half of the test, being from L., = 0 to

Loe, = 0.3 m, we obtain the maximum difference between the four plots: the steady state
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FIGURE 5.14: Experimental tilting force comparison

measurements are anyways very close to the numerical model, as expected, even during
this first crucial part of the test. The analytical model is the one obtaining the lowest
demanded force. As soon as we move into the second half of the plot, we can clearly
see how all the four plots converge to almost the same values, decreasing distinctly the
difference between them. It is correct to state here that the result obtained for the tilting
force Fep is more than adequate. Besides, an interesting behavior is the one brought by
the continuous tilting where we witness always a higher force demanded by the actuator:
this could be probably due to the frictional effects acting on the cylinder, here more visible
with respect to the lifting ones.

The overall result of the model validation is positive since a very similar trend of the
expected curves has been achieved for both the lifting and tilting phase. The data values
computed are also very close to either the numerical or the analytical model so, by using
the models developed, we can now move forward and try to validate the inverse procedure

computing the external forces acting on the bucket.

5.4 External Force Estimate

Having validated the analytical model, it is possible now to make one step forward and

validate the system shown in Fig. 3.17 at page 23, being the inverse procedure of the
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analytical model: starting from the implement geometric configuration, measuring Gyoom
and Oy, and the hydraulic actuator pressures p,oq and ppision, the system is able to
compute if any external disturbance force is acting on the bucket center of gravity and to

get its magnitude along the x and 2 axes.

5.4.1 Test Description

The field tests were run into a Purdue University ABE (Agricultural and Biological En-
gineering) department complex. The availability of a heavy off-road machine scale led to
appropriate reference measurements. The external force validation is made up of a four

point test:

Completely empty bucket

Medium-low load

Medium-high

Completely full bucket (Fig. 5.15)

FIGURE 5.15: Field tests at the Purdue ABE complex with reference machine

For every of the four loading situation, the vehicle was brought to a proper scale, having
a maximum error of + ~ 60 lbs and being located around 500 m from the digging pile, to
get the reference payload quantity. Thus, for every test set, the current load was measured
firstly with the model developed, secondly with he state of the art present on the machine,
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This tool gets an estimate of the payload on the bucket by lifting the boom from minimum
to almost maximum extension and depending on parameters as boom pressures, lifting
velocity and engine rpm. Finally the vehicle was brought to the scale in order to get
the proper measurement. Therefore, some factors have to be taken into account as gas
consumed during the way to the scale, possible small dirt losses during the state of the art
measurements and during driving operations. The data recored was thereafter processed
and analyzed at the Maha Fluid Power Research Center by converting all the recorded
measurements into the same SI (kN) and by creating a table expressing the respective

errors (of the state of the art and the model) with respect to the scale.

5.4.2 Results Comparison
Table 5.2 shows the data recorded for the four tests: it is clear that the scale is weighting

the whole machine whilst the state of the art and the model measurements are strictly

related to just the load on the bucket, as shown in Fig. 5.16:

FIGURE 5.16: F, and F, forces acting on the bucket

Test Scale [lbs] | State of the art [lbs] | Model [kN]
Empty bucket 32320 160 0.669
Medium-low 35300 3020 12.37
Medium-high 39020 6630 30.32
Full bucket 42280 9840 44.9

TABLE 5.2: Four point test raw results

Some data processing was necessary in order to have comparable data: firstly, the machine

weight, given by the empty bucket measurement of the scale, has been subtracted to all
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the scale measurements in order to get purely the payload on the bucket. Moreover, for
both the state of the art and the scale the conversion from Ibs to kN has been performed
as follows:

Wiy = 0.4536 - Wi - ¢ [kN] (5.9)

where ¢ is the gravitational acceleration and 0.4536 is the 1bs to kg conversion ratio. Per-

forming this operation we obtain Table 5.3:

Test Scale [kN] | State of the art [kN] Model [kN]
Empty bucket 0 0.712 0.669
Medium-low load 13.26 13.44 £=1.34% 13.55 &€= 2.19%
Medium-high load 29.81 2950 &= -1.04% 30.32 &E=1.70%
Full bucket 43.946 43.785  E£=-1.20% 44.32 E= 1.31%

TABLE 5.3: Four point test post processed results

where all the data is expressed in kN. First of all, it is noticeable how a maximum error
of ~ 1.3% and ~ 2.2% is achieved for state of the art and model, respectively. Besides,
we can clearly see how the model error decreases with an increase of the payload: this
more significant error at low payloads can be explained by small oscillations of the sensor
pressures for lower payloads. The overall result for the payload F, is quite good for the
developed model: a maximum difference of ~ 0.9% is obtained with respect to the state of
the art. In addition, we have to consider that the measurements achieved from the state
of the art require a boom raising in order to have an output result while the ones obtained
by the model jut require the wheel loader bucket to exit from the pile. This is a crucial
aspect if we think about efficiency terms: state laws constrain the semi-trucks carrying
dirt to maximum predefined loads in order to prevent premature road wearing. Thus, if
a wheel loader is loading a semi-truck and gets a total weight exceeding the allowed one,
it will have to drop some dirt before moving to the next truck. It is clear how, with the
model developed, the driver operator can immediately recognize an exceeding load as soon
as he/she finishes the loading cycle and drop almost simultaneously some dirt. By relying
on the state of the art instead, a complete boom raised would be needed and, in case of
exceeding weight, the operator should have to drop some dirt, lower the boom and raise it
again in order to achieve a new measurement. Therefore it is pretty evident how, spanning
the operations for work operating hours and days, the model payload computation could
bring to a solid efficiency improvement.

As shown in Fig. 5.16, our external force computation does not only apply for the payload
but, always with respect to the bucket center of gravity, calculates an estimate of the hor-
izontal force F, acting on it. Nevertheless, the external force validation has brought some

issues in terms of criteria. Since no horizontal scale was available, no proper measurement



Chapter 7. Results and Validation 53

reference was possible. For the four points test of 5.3, an almost null constant horizontal
force was obtained, as shown in table 5.4:

Test F, [kN] | F, [kN]
Empty bucket 0.669 0.55
Medium-low load 12.37 0.359
Medium-high load | 30.32 0.437
Full bucket 44.9 0.14

TABLE 5.4: Four point test for horizontal and vertical estimate

Therefore, we can state that the horizontal force estimate validation is given by the verti-
cal one since erroneous horizontal estimate values would have brought to wrong payload
computations. However, an approximate trend result of the horizontal estimate was com-
puted with a few in-lab tests as follows. The test rig shown in Fig. 5.17 has been built
for an on-going research project aiming in developing an electro-hydraulic traction control

system for the reference machine.

%

FI1GURE 5.17: Horizontal force F), test rig

The tractor wheels fixed to the ground are supposed to simulate the behaviour of a pile
giving a purely horizontal counterbalance force during digging operations, as shown in
Fig. 5.18 where the force F}, [N] is the horizontal force given by the wheels, modelled as
a damper-spring parallel connection and h, [m] is the height at which F}, is applied. It is
also noticeable the presence of four plates attached to the concrete: their purpose was to
allow the wheels slip after achieving a certain maximum horizontal force by the tires (the

whole set-up was built for traction control purposes).
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FIGURE 5.18: Reaction force given by the wheels simulating a pile

So, in order to perform the tests, another modification to the reference machine was
needed. A steel plate was mounted on the bucket edge-on attachments vertically with
respect to the horizontal plane, as shown in Fig. 5.19 so that an homogeneous pushing
force could be achieved. The boom and bucket angles for all the tests were set so that

the plate was fully pushing into the wheel system.

FIGURE 5.19: Reference machine with steel plate on

Therefore, a few tests were run as follows: the acquisition system was turned on with the
vehicle approaching the wheels with a predefined and fixed boom and bucket angle. Thus,
the wheel loader was reaching the wheels at starting pushing against them with, clearly,
a linear velocity reduction due to the force coming from the wheels. A maximum pushing

force was achieved before the tires slip and after that, the throttle was released in order
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to decrease the horizontal pushing force. The pushing/releasing procedure was performed
three times. The Fig. 5.20 shows the results achieved from the test:

160 Horizontal Force Estimate
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FIGURE 5.20: Horizontal force F) for in-lab test

First of all, we can notice how the trend behaviour reflects the expected one: the horizon-
tal force estimate starts and ends with an almost null value, meaning when the vehicle is
not touching the wheels system and is just approaching or receding it. That being said,
we can clearly see how we achieve three similar peaks that are due to the three push and
release phases. The main problem here with the validation, as stated before, is that we
do not have any reference pushing force magnitude with can compare our data with. So
we will assume that, besides the coherent trend achieved, we are also getting a correct
magnitude value since the payload measurements were very accurate. Besides, without
going into much detail, the model was used also for the traction control project and very
relevant results were obtained for non linear-controllers when the horizontal pushing force
was computed with the model.
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Work Pile Simulation Model

This chapter aims in explaining the old pile model deficits and therefore the need of a
new study for the interaction forces acting during a digging cycle. The first subsection
will introduce the current pile model whilst the second one introduces the work done for
a better and more complex one. It is worth of mention that, the current approach found
before my work was purely designed and used for traction control simulations. Therefore,
even if very simplified, this model had brought solid results for the needed and performed

simulations.

6.1 Current Approach

The current pile model present in the vehicle dynamic system is the one expressed in Fig.
6.1 where the reaction force given by the pile Fp [N] is completely horizontal (along z
axis) and acting at a certain predefined high h, [m], 2Fy; 2F,; [N] and 2Fyy 2F,5 [N]
are the normal and axial forces acting at the front and rear wheels, respectively, and they
were needed for the pushing force given by the machine computation; mg [N] represents
the vehicle weight whereas ma, [N] its inertial term.

The pile force is modelled as a parallel connection of spring and damper working only in

one direction (positive z), being it:

F = kpx, + Bpxp, if x, >0and 2, >0 (6.1)
0, else

where k, [N/m] and £, [Ns/m] represent the stiffness and damping coeflicients related to

the resistive force of the pile. This model clearly shows a lack of accuracy since many

56
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FIGURE 6.1: Reaction force of the pile model

terms (hereby some of them are cited) are neglected: frictional forces, any force exchanged
between bucket and pile that is not along the = axis, moments along the z axis, etc. As
cited in [1], [2], [3] and other papers/books, a general digging cycle of a wheel loader can
be divided in three simplified phases, as shown in Fig 6.2:

Phased /=

FIGURE 6.2: The three phases of a digging cycle

e Crowding (phase 1) — the bucket penetrates inside the pile with a null or
negligible angle with respect to the ground through wheel revolution. This one lasts
until the human operator feels an exceeding resistive force: once a critical digging

depth or forward speed is reached, the transition to phase 2 is triggered.
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e Bucket filling (phase 2) — the bucket moves inside the pile following a line
or curve path (usually tending to minimize the energy consumption) with a fixed
or varying tilting angle. The trigger between phase 1 and 2 can be modeled as
the actuation of either the lifting and/or tilting cylinders by the hand of a human
operator. When the bucket is completely filled phase 3 is active.

e Rollback (phase 3) — tilt cylinder actuated until the fully rolled position is
reached. Consequently (or simultaneously) the lift cylinders are actuated bringing

the overall behavior almost to a straight vertical movement exiting the pile.

Hence, taking into account this phase division, it is clear that the force model expressed
by Fig. 6.1 neglects completely phases 2 and 3 (and their respective non-horizontal forces
terms). Moreover, it is not granted that the horizontal reactive force of phase 1 grows
linearly with displacement and velocity so, a priori, we cannot assume accurate and cor-
rect a model designed through purely just spring and damper. Nevertheless, for the initial
purpose of the system, this was an acceptable simplified assumption that brought to satis-
fying in-lab test results on the EH traction control since the actual pile, unavailable at the
Maha Fluid Power Research Center lab, was substituted with a set of tires perpendicular

to the ground, as shown in Fig 6.3.

FI1GURE 6.3: Experimental setup for the lab tests run for the traction control

In conclusion, the investigation of a new pile model that took into consideration all of

these aforementioned neglected terms was necessary.
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6.2 Multi-Component Digging Force Analysis

The investigation presented in this section presents a new formulation of a more complex
pile model. This one is coded and implemented into a MATLAB/Simulink software envi-
ronment and moreover a simple simulation, in order to show how the forces change their

contribution during a scooping cycle, is run and discussed.

6.2.1 Model Composition

The model presents five forces that are continuously inter-exchanged between pile and
bucket. These five forces are not a novel concept in literature since they are cited, used
or taken into account in many works and papers as in [1] and [3]. The overall view of the

force-system is shown beneath in Fig 6.4:

Sliding
surface

Bucket

FI1GURE 6.4: Bucket snapshot showing the 5 forces acting on it

where the forces are generated by the pile during a digging cycle. Hence, the wheel loader
will have to provide proper counter reacting force in order to move boom and bucket
through the dirt. A useful screen of the system geometry properties proposed by [1] is
illustrated in Fig 6.5 where  [°] is the pile angle with respect to ground (considering a
linear increment of its high), o [°] is the angle between the bucket plate and the dirt inside
it, H [m] is the digging depth measured from the bucket tip to the pile surface, x [°] is the
motion direction angle and finally ¢ [?], angle between ground and bucket tip. Thanks to

[4] and [5] it is possible to express these five forces as follows:
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Motion ‘
direction \

Slide
surface

Bucket \
\

FIGURE 6.5: Bucket geometric parameters

e Penetrating force at the bucket tip F1:
F1 = Kcos(k)yHSg (6.2)

where H [m] is the bucket depth with respect to the pile surface, K [/] is the

coeflicient related to the penetration resistance for each material, v [%] is the dirt

specific gravity, g[%] is the gravitation acceleration and S[m?] is the cross sectional
area of the bucket’s tip. However, a problem raises immediately: in fact, with this
empirical formula, the uncertainty related to the parameter K is so high that finding
a proper range of K values for the various configurations is not possible. For this

reason, the sinkage empirical formula in [6] is introduced:

P= <% + k¢) 2" (6.3)

where p [Pa] is the pressure acting on the bucket’s tip surface, n [/] is the exponent of
deformation, z [m] is the sinkage depth, b [m] is the width of penetrating surface and
ke[EX] and ky[25] are the cohesive and frictional moduli of deformation, respectively.
By multiplying the load pressure for the cross sectional area S obtained by equation
6.3, we can obtain F1. Bekket’s empirical formula is preferred due to the higher
knowledge behind the factors composing it. Clear useful tables are exploited for
the moduli of deformation, the exponent of deformation is almost always assumed
unitary and the width of penetrating surface, playing a critical role in the formula,

has been found to be optimal if set to half the cutting blade thickness.

e Resistance force at the bottom of the bucket F2: it appears just when x > (.

However, such configuration is normally not reached at practice operation. Anyhow,



Chapter 6. Work Pile Simulation Model 61

even if sometimes present, this specific force would actually help the bucket rotation,
since it contributes by giving a positive momentum around the bucket rotation
motion. A lot of on-going studies are aiming in finding an empirical formula to

describe F2. In any matter, this force will be neglected in our work.

e Weight load of the material inside the bucket F3:

F3=M(t)g (6.4)

where M(t) [kg| is the load, varying in time, inside the bucket and g[%] is the
gravitational acceleration. The payload mass is highlighted to be time dependent
since we wanted to avoid any assumption or misunderstanding of fixed load during
scooping operations. It is worth of mention that all these five forces composing the
model are clearly time dependent since there is a strict correlation with the bucket

motion inside the pile.

e Frictional force between bucket and dirt inside it F4:
FA=pF3cos(()+pF5cos(p—C¢) if x>0 (6.5)

where ¢ [°] is the soil internal friction angle characteristic of the particular dirt and
condition (dry sand, wet sand, gravel, rocks, etc.) and p [/] is the friction coefficient
between the bucket plate and the dirt inside the bucket. The relative velocity
between materials and bucket’s plate x,., impose the frictional force presence (if the

bucket stays still, clearly no frictional effect is witnessed).

e Force required to move the material in front of the bucket F5:

vH? 1 sin?(¢ + B)

2 sin2(B)sin(f — 6) [1 L \/sm(?;a()s;m(g—ﬂz;)r

F5:PPAbk;t:

Apit (6.6)

where 7[%] is the material density, Ay[m?] is the area related to the virtual plane,
H [m] is the sinkage depth, 5 [°] is the pile inclination, ¢ [°] is the internal friction
angle of the soil and § [°] is the angle related to the shear stress. In phase 2, which
is the most critical, the material inside the bucket generates a fictitious face, called
virtual plane, pushing the pile. F5 is hence computed using the passive soil pressure
formulated by Coulomb, which can be applied with consideration to the virtual
plane as the wall. On the virtual plane, no shear stress is supposed to be appeared.
Hence F5 is obtained by equation 6.6 with 6 = 0. The Coulomb pressure times
the surface of the virtual wall, considered as the perpendicular plane covering the

bucket face, gives the force F5.
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6.2.2 Model Implementation

The following subsection illustrates how the five force system seen before has been devel-
oped into MATLAB/Simulink environment.

Solid density Y ———» F1
—_—
Tilt command u =
) Pile model —> F3
Bucket velocity x » system > F4
1 > [5
1 s

Path profile x

FIGURE 6.6: Pile model system with its inputs and outputs references

The overall system overview is shown in Fig 6.6 where the system inputs are the material
solid density v[24], the tilting command u [] (usually provided by the operator), the
bucket velocity @[] in which it is moved inside the pile and its relative path profile z[m)].
The outputs are clearly the four forces seen in 6.2.1, keeping in mind that the force F2

acting underneath the bucket is here neglected.

6.2.3 Simulation Results

As stated before, a simple simulation in order to see and understand how the forces behave
during a complete digging cycle is run. Table 6.1 illustrates all the parameters needed to
simulate the pile model. Some of the quantities seen in the section exploring the force
formulations are directly computed in the Simulink sub-blocks.

A perfect linear pile is here assumed with a certain height h, and a arbitrary depth ,. The
trajectory path performed by the bucket inside it is a parabolic trend with a constant rel-
ative velocity v,.¢ (and therefore, null acceleration a,; = 0). Bucket parameters as cutting
edge and width are directly taken from the reference machine data-sheet (remembering
that from Bekket’s formula, the ideal width of penetrating surface is given by the half of
the cutting edge). The dirt is here assumed to be dry sand (any other bulk material could
have been chosen) with its relative properties as solid density, internal friction angle and
the consequent friction coefficient between it and the bucket plate. Frictional and cohesive
moduli of deformation complete the parameters needed for Bekket’s pressure formulation.

It is worth of mention that, in order to enter in the metric system, the solid density had
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Wheel Loader relative speed Urer = 0.25 [m/s] = constant
Pile height h, =3 [m]
Penetration depth l, = 1.5 [m]
Bucket width bktwian, = 2.7 [m]
Bucket cutting edge b = 0.03 [m]
Friction coefficient between
bucket and dirt pore = 0.28 [/]
Solid density p =267 [ 2]
Soil internal friction angle Gsoir = /6 [rad]
Pile inclination a = tan™! };—p = 63.44]°]
Cohesive moduli of deformation ke = 5.27 [E]
Frictional moduli of deformation ks = 1515.04 [2]
Exponent of deformation n=1[/|
TABLE 6.1: Parameters needed for pile model simulation
to be turned into kilograms and meters, hence:
gr kg
p=267|—=| > p=2670— (6.7)
cm m

The solver and simulation properties for the Simulink software environment are the fol-
lowing;:
Initial and final time

— T,=0s Ty=6s

Type: Variable-step with Automatic solver selection (6.8)

Sampling-step size (fundamental sample time) — 7Ty =1 ms

The sampling time is referred to the frequency with which data is sampled and stored
into MATLAB workspace. Therefore the obtained vectors from the simulation will be
made up of 1x6000 elements, since the window for the simulation is exactly 6 seconds.
The window time is not decided a priori but, depending on the pile, bucket trajectory
and relative velocity properties, it may vary. The values assumed here, expressed in table
6.1, were taken and simplified by real-world applications. Anyways, this passage to MAT-
LAB is done in order to perform some post-processing operation, as, for example, simply
plotting the desired values. So, the simulation consists in a digging cycle performed by
a wheel loader keeping a constant velocity during the whole operation; the path covered
my the bucket is a parabolic trend starting from the pile bottom and ended when the
bucket exits the pile, ash shown in Fig. 6.7. The bucket profile for the purpose of this

simulation is considered to be the trajectory given by just the edge. Besides, as shown
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FIGURE 6.7: Pile and bucket trajectory profiles over time

in Fig. 6.6, our model gets as input also the tilting command performed by the operator
in the vehicle cabin. Again, data recored from real-world applications brought to this
simplification: the bucket is tilted from 6y = 0 °to Gy = 1rad = 57.3 °in a linear trend,

lasting 4 seconds (Fig. 6.8).
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FiGure 6.8: Tilting command u over time
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We can now focus our attention on the forces in play: as seen in equation 6.3, the pen-
etrating force at the bucket tip F1 exponentially (linearly here, due to the unitary value

for the exponent of deformation n) depends from the sinkage depth H.

Sinkage Depth
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FIGURE 6.9: Sinkage depth trend over time

Therefore, as shown in Fig. 6.9, a maximum value is reached during approximately half
simulation, where H,,,, = 0.73 m. Hence, we expect from F1 a similar trend since the
other parameters in the equation stays constant during time. The result is shown in Fig.

6.10(a) whereas in Fig. 6.10(b), F1 trend is given using the empirical formula seen in 6.2.

F1 F1
120 . ; : ; . 120 ; ; ;
100 - 1 100 -
80+ 1 80+
z z
= 60 = 60
- -
w 'S
a0t 1 a0t
20+ 1 20+
0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000 0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000
Time [ms] Time [ms]
(a) F1 trend over time using Bekket’s pressure for- (b) F1 trend over time using the empirical formula

mula
FIGURE 6.10: F1 trends over time
The uncertainty related to parameter K is here avoided since it has been tuned in order

to match, in amplitude, the values obtained from Bekker’s formulation. We can clearly

see how both the plots follow a very similar trend, achieving a peak when H,,,, is reached.
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Nevertheless, the empirical formula of 6.2 it has been used here just as double check. It
also makes sense that F1 is increasing during the first half of the plot, since during phase
1 its value reaches criticalness. Besides, both the trend goes to zero when the simulation
is finished, meaning that there is no resistive force, of course, when the bucket exits the
pile. Moreover, the tilting command creates a failure in the resistive force at the bucket
tip, therefore, its decrease in the second half of the simulation when the bucket angle has
reached a relatively high value that brings a drop for F1 magnitude. Again, we recall
the fact here that no accurate verification or validation can be performed here, but just
the trend and the magnitude of the forces are investigated (whilst the validation is left
as future work). Nevertheless, regarding the payload force F3, a mathematical validation

can be performed.

F3
60 ; ; . .
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=30 .
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0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000
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FicURE 6.11: Payload F3 trend over time

Fig. 6.11 shows the payload trend during the digging operation: as expected we have a
monotonic trend increasing over time until it levels out around ~ 53.04 kN. As stated
before, a mathematical verification can be performed for the payload since it can be com-
puted easily by integrating the area between the two trajectories seen in 6.7. Multiplying
the area by the bucket width, we obtain the volume scooped; gravitational acceleration
and solid properties complete the procedure and should give us the same value of &~ 53.04
kN.

Ty
A= / Pile(s) — Bkt(s) dt = 0.75 m* — V= Abktyign = 2.025m>  (6.9)

T;
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thus:
F3=V gp=~>53.04kN (6.10)

Hence, we can state the the payload computation reflects the expectations. Moving to
the frictional force F4, as shown in Fig. 6.12, we obtain a sensed trend since we have
an increasing amplitude reaching a maximum value at half simulation, when the payload
starts being consistent and the force given by the virtual wall is at its maximum, as we

will see shortly.

F4
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FIGURE 6.12: Frictional force F4 trend over time

The constant velocity during the whole operation leads to an always present x,., that,
recalling equation 6.5, implies the presence of frictional effects inside the bucket. If the
bucket stopped, F4 would drop to zero since no relative velocity between materials and
bucket would be present. As stated for the resistive force F1, also here we can also
assume correct values and trend for frictional effects leaving a more concrete validation
to the future works proposed in chapter 8.

Finally, the attention can be moved to the last an most important plot, shown in Fig.
6.6, expressing the force given by the soil pressure using Coulombs formulation.

As for F1, also F5 depends on the sinkage depth, but quadratically. Therefore, the overall
trend that we are expecting is the one obtained, meaning that a climax is reached when
H,,.. is obtained. The force required to move the material in front of the bucket increases
with the machine entering into the pile; afterwards, also due to the tilting command that
after three seconds from the simulation start reaches a considerable value of 30 °, the

force required starts decreasing until a null value when the bucket exits the pile, as it was
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FIGURE 6.13: Force required to move the material in front of the bucket F5 trend over
time

happening for the resistive force at the bucket tip F1.

It is important to state one more time that this simulated model has been developed in
order to increase the performance of an overall traction control system. Due to the lack
of available time, this new concept of pile model could not have been validated or verified
neither via simulated software tools, nor via experimental data. Nevertheless, an solid part
of the design has already been performed and the validation should not be too difficult,
as it will be explained in a more complete way in the future work section. In conclusion,
we can state that the overall behavior of the model is anyways acceptable, since at least
the force trends reflects the expectations and moreover, the payload computation was

validated throughout a few simple mathematical steps.



Chapter 7

Conclusions

This work outlines the activities involved in the development and experimental valida-
tion of an implement-chassis interaction model designed for heavy duty off-road vehicles.
Using a 16-tons wheel loader as a reference machine, the system was developed firstly
through the construction of an analytical simulation model. A basic vehicle dynamics
simulation model was developed too, accounting for all the forces exchanged between the
implement itself and the external world through the bucket during excavation cycles, and
the reaction forces acting on the implement hinges. This was further improved by the val-
idation brought through a developed simulated numerical model. By using MATLAB and
Simulink as software environments, a comparison between the analytical and numerical
simulated models have been performed bringing positive results. Thanks to this, the ac-
tual realization of the model for real-world system was possible. After some modifications
needed to bring the model into an available tool for the reference machine, a LABVIEW
code was developed in order to reflect the functionalities achieved in the MATLAB model.
In order to bring the model to real-time operation some modifications and tunings to the
reference machine were needed: the installation and calibration of pressure and angle
sensors. Once all the set-up was completed, a final experimental test validation was per-
formed in order to verify the results obtained for the simulated models. Acceptable and
solid comparison data was the final outcome of the experimental validations. The lifting
and tilting resulting forces matched in a smooth trend the simulated ones with clearly
some expected and explained differences. Nevertheless, a possible future work could inte-
grate some additional informations here neglected bringing the aforementioned differences

to be homogeneously negligible, as will be mentioned in the next chapter.

69
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Moreover, as final work, an investigation to develop a new pile model with a multi-
component digging force analysis was successfully performed. By starting from works
found in literature, a Simulink model was developed and simulated. Clearly, since we are
discussing on a simulated model, no experimental verification was possible. Nevertheless,
a few validation aimed possibilities are left and discussed for research plan and future

work in the following chapter.



Chapter 8

Future Work

This work represents the results obtained after an eight months window but it is intended
to be expanded upon in the future by new students and researchers. To that end, this
chapter outlines some work enhancements available for the developed model that are
catalogued as worth to be completed in order to achieve a more complete and better
performing operating system. Some of the limitations on the work done by the research
team on the reference machine thus far have been imposed by the fact that it was funded
by an industry sponsor, with their requirements dictating the focus of the research. Most
of the work yet to be accomplished deals with expanding the scope beyond that set by the
sponsor. Therefore, the nature of the future work is relatively theoretical and esoteric.
These topics aim in improving the system overall behavior by expanding its complexity

and taking into consideration features that had been neglected for simplification purposes:

1. Include inertial and frictional effects on the static force analysis for the
analytical simulated model — with the assumption of slow movements or con-
stant velocities, during the development phase of our model, inertial terms have
been neglected. Moreover, since the reference machine was a 16-tons wheel loader
(discretely big vehicle), the assumption of small frictional forces with respect to
the ones always in play during steady or scooping operations was done. These two
assumptions were mainly made for accelerating the project development phase and
were reasonable for the aforementioned reasons. Nevertheless, including these two
terms in the analytical model equations should not require too much time and effort.
Besides, especially by including inertial terms, the overall system behaviur would
gain also correct dynamic measurements without performing them just in steady
state operations. By doing so, it is also worth of mention that a possible experi-

mental validation of the new concept of pile model explained in chapter 8 could be

71
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achieved. Currently, since the system is developed just for steady state operations,
this validation was not an option since, in order to validate the pile model, reaction
forces exchanged during all the digging operation would be required. Therefore, it
is clear now how by just including inertial terms into the system model, the power-

fulness and usefulness of this would strongly increase.

2. Include FG link and hydraulic actuators weights — assumptions of weight-
less components were made during the project phase. In order again to simplify
the system and decrease the development time required, some of the components
with relatively low weight (all of them < 100kg, that for a 16-tons machine could
be easily considered low weight) were assumed just fixed rigid bodies transmitting
the forces acting on them along their structure. Again, this was a good assumption
that did not bring any unexpected or undesired relevant error (with respect to the
numerical model, that was including them all). Nevertheless, with some extra time,
including this resistive gravitational forces to the system would take too long and

would surely increase the accuracy and precision of the overall system.

3. Implement a test rig able to validate with accuracy the horizontal force
estimate — regarding the vertical and horizontal external force estimate through
the use of the inverse procedure explained and exploited in chapter 5.4, we saw how,
throughout the utilization of a mine scale, a proper payload verification was possible
and accurate achieving a percentage error with respect to a guaranteed reference.
The horizontal force estimate was assumed to be correct within a reasonable range:
if a wrong horizontal estimate was recorded, also a wrong payload would have prob-
ably achieved. Nevertheless, having a proper test rig validating with accuracy the
horizontal force too would be a nice feature. For example, renting or buying a pre-
known very stiff spring and having the wheel loader pushing through it would be
a reasonable verification with proper measured data comparable as it was done for

the payload.

4. Pile model validation through the use of EDEM software — EDEM is
the market-leading Discrete Element Method (DEM) software for bulk material
simulation. Used for tons of different simulation purposes, this powerful software is
able to simulate excavation cycles for every off-road machinery. With the utilization
of a co-simulation motion software, data is inter-exchanges between them: EDEM
provides the forces exchanged during the scooping while the motion simulator gets
those inputs in order to compute the respective motion properties as displacement,
velocity and acceleration. Therefore, with a co-simulation through Simulink and
EDEM, a validation of the pile model expressed in chapter 6 could be possible
since the EDEM output exactly matches the force sought to be expressed by the
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pile model. A final double-check can also be performed after the incorporation of
inertial effects into the analytical model: pile model and EDEM software can be
compared to data obtained through real-world digging cycles achieved by the use of
the completed analytical model.
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