

















sade. The points scale will clearly identify those factors which have the greatest impact on
tability and this should help in this decision making process.

s an example of hew this would work, consider the steady speed cornering performance
»f & three-axle trailer. For rollover, the main determining factor is the CG height of the rig.
However, an operator cangot easily determine this. For a typical rig with specified tare, log
density, payload mass (the values used will be given), this Cg height is directly related to
the sum of the bolster bed height from the ground and the maximum load heéight from the
ground which are measures that the operator can easily determine. Figure 1 shows the
relative safety effect using a points scale related to crash risk for this paremeter.

The zero points level is based on 2 performance target for static roll threshold (SRT) of
0.4g. The tare weight used was 4.2 tonnes with a typical suspension configuration. This
graph illustrates the difficulty in getting a three-axle trailer to meet the desired stability
target. Other factors will be able to be adjusted to improve the rating but these will give
fewer points. For example, changing to the best available suspension (highest roll stiffness)
might gain one peint (this calculation has not yet been done so this is purely a speculative
value at this stage) which is equivalent to an increase of 0.08m in the bolster bed height +
payioad height parameter.

Similar graphs will be developed for other vehicle types and other crash risk parameters. In
specifying a vehicle the operator would aim to achieve an overall points tally which was
zero or positive indicating that the vehicle was as good or better than the recommended
standard.

7.0 DISCUSSION

Even with a clean sheet of paper and no state or territorial boundaries to worry about, the
setting of weights and dimensions is a complex task. Any Rule or regulation must be easily
understood, must be able to be administered and enforced, and must result in a high ievel of
compliance while ensuring road safety is not compromised.

We do not profess to have all the answers and would weicome any comments or
suggestions on the proposed Rule:

8.0 DISCLAIMER
The views expressed in this paper are entirely personal and should not be relied upon as
representing those of LTSA or Government policy. The Government has not to date

considered the issue of changing the requirements for heavy vehicle mass and dimension
limits.
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Figure 1: Safety Points versus the sum of bolster bed height and paylead height.
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