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Simulation of Motorcycle Low Speed Frontal Collision
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Predicting and assessing the collision
phenomena of automobiles by computer simulation
has been useful for various reasons. This paper
presents the results of a similar study applied to
motorcycle folks and frames.

“Light collision” tests, involving a simple
frontal barrier impact at low speed, have been
performed as one method for evaluating the
structural properties of a motorcycle body in
the development stage. The test destroys one
motorcycle per test, which can be inefficient,
and the basic layout of the frame can be altered
depending on the result. Alternatively, it would be
desirable to predict the structural properties of the
motorcycle body in a light collision to possibly
reduce the cost and increase the efficiency of
development.

A dynamic simulation for the plastic deformation
of a motorcycle body has been attempted for a
light collision using Finite Element Method (FEM)
and the practical method is illustrated in this paper.
This simulation considers the motorcycle alone, and
the rider and possible rider-related crashworthiness
issues are not included.
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