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(Fig. 1) Table 1 Natural Frequencies of bridge models
Table 1 Moo No Rationalized bridge Conventional bridge
29 3 15 "] frequency Pattern of mode frequency Pattern of mode
I — 1 1.331 Hz Horizontal bending 1st 1.544Hz | Horizontal bending 1st
(Fi g. 2) 6 2 1.535 Hz Horizontal bending 2nd 1.780 Hz | Horizontal bending 2nd
3 2371 Hz Horizontal bending 3rd 2.312Hz | Horizontal bending 3rd
( 129 ) 4 | 2621z | Vetical bending Ist__ | 2.867Hz | Vertical bending Ist
4.5m/s 2 5 2.816 Hz Vetical bending 2nd 3.588 Hz Vertical bending 2nd
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Fig. 2 Idealized monorail train model with 15DOF
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1 Table 2 Frequency of train (Legal capacity)
. Natural frequency (Hz)
Flg. 4 1/3 Legal capacity
i Bouncing : f,; 0.968
Flg- S Lateral translation : fy,, 0.729
3),4) . Rolling : fy.; 1.384
Table 3 Fig. 4 ——
9 Pitching : fy,1, 1.886
Yawing : f9z11 2.529
Axle hope : f,51,f,2, 4.601
4.5m/s Bogy sway : f,51,f,2, 4.116
. Axle tramp : foxo1,fox22 6.574
Fig. 5 Bogie windup : fo,01,foy2 6.210
Bogie tramp : fy,01,f0,22 5.661
Table 3 Category of riding comfort
4.5m/s 1
1 1.5
1.5 2
2 3
3
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Fig. 4 Horizontal acceleration of the head train Fig. 5 Vibrational sensibility of monorail train
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