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Development of Dynamic Analysis Program Considering
| Vehicle-Bridge interaction
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Abstract
Analysis program to estimate the dynamic characteristics of bridge is investigated by
using three-dimensional analytical model considering. vehicle-bridge interaction. A
dynamic interaction models of the vehicle-bridge system are established, which is
composed of a vehicle element model and a finite element bridge model. The vehicle
models are established according to the structure and suspending properties of vehicle.
The dynamic responses of the bridge are calculated. But the computer simulation
program is being verified with field tests results, it must be corrected according to

them.
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