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Arc-type Wheel Profile Design and Test Resulis
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Abstract

The rolling-stocks on conventional line have suffered wheel problems due to the incompatibility between wheel and
track condition. Especially, The 1:40 coned wheel proﬁle’s wear is very severe and these increase wheel maintenance
cost. Thus we designed several arc-type wheel proﬁles[{:oned 1:/20‘to reduce the wheel flange wear and analyzed the
dynamic performance of designed profiles. Tests carried out in service line to analyse the dynamic performance and
verify the wear reduction for two cases of profiles. Test results shows the equal level of dynamic performance and
the improvement of wheel flange wear compared with the conical wheel profile coned 1:40.

Keywords : Wheel Profile(}-52H 34, Flange ﬂﬁckﬁ#ss(%%llx]%?ﬂ); Flange Wear(%—%ﬂ]] v} 1), Equivalent Conicity
E7hgHTa)), Conventional Line(7]&4)
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Table 1. Geometric characteristics of profiles
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Table 2. Results of dynamic and FEM analysis
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