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Effects of Inflation Pressure on Tractive Performance
of Bias-Ply Tires
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Fig 1. Conceptual diagram of tractive performance test
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Table 1. Soil conditions of test sites

. Mean moisture
Mean cone index

Test Surface Soil 2 content
at depth of, kg/cm
site type type P & at depth of, %
Ocm | S5cm |15 cm 5cm |20 cm
Site 1 Rotary sandy | 1 77 | 239 | 216
cultivated loam
. Paddy field I | sandy
Site 2 with stubble loam 5.1 6.5 7.9 31.3 20.1
Site 3 | Faddy field I\ loamy | 5 | 454 | g - -

with stubble sand

Site 4 Concrete - - - - - _
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Table 2. Inflation pressures and travel speed varied for tests

Test site Inflation pressure, kPa Travel speed, km/h
Rotary cultivated 70, 100, 130, 160 3, 4, 55
Paddy field I with stubble 40, 70, 100, 130, 160 3, 4, 55
Paddy field I with stubble 50, 100, 150, 200, 250 3, 4, 55
Concrete 40, 100, 130, 160 3, 4, 55
Table 3. Specifications of tested tractor and bias-ply tire
NY Ed Efol o]
Model TA4140 Model Field master
Power 41PS Size 13.6-28 6PR
Wheel base 1920mm Lug type R2
Weight Ratio 718/1027kg Lug height 45mm
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Table 4. Increase in footprint area of tires by the reduction of
inflation pressures

Inflation
pressure, L, mm b, mm A, ecm® | Increment, %
kPa
200 268 250 522.6 0
150 275 254 544.8 4.3
100 279 276 600.6 149
50 283 305 673.3 28.8
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