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Performance improvement of a transmission
synchronizer via sensitivity analysis and Pareto

optimization

Muhammad Irfan®*, Viktor Berbyuk® and Héakan Johansson®

Abstract: Gear-shifting mechanism has a key role in transmission system of a vehicle.
During gear shifting, there is a risk of losing the engine optimal speed that will ulti-
mately lead to more emission from the vehicle. It is demanded for optimal performance
of transmission systems to increase quality of synchronizer used for gear shifting.
Especially in the case of heavy vehicles, the synchronizer performance needs to be
robust more even during different operating scenarios. Synchronization process varies
by changing its parameters values. So one of the ways to improve performance of the
synchronizer is to optimizing its parameters. In the paper, a generic synchronizer
mechanism (GSM) is considered. Mathematical model of GSM is presented based on
constrained Lagrangian formalism (CLF) and detailed kinematics of synchronization
process in transmission system. Speed difference at the end of the main synchroniza-
tion phase and synchronization time are chosen as two objectives. The following eight
parameters of the synchronizer have taken as input parameters: cone angle, cone
coefficient of friction, cone radius, rate of shift force, blocker angle, blocker coefficient of
friction, gear moment of inertia, and ring moment of inertia. Influence of the para-
meters on objectives is studied. The values of the objective functions decrease with
increasing some of the parameters and increase with increasing others. Not only the
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objective functions have opposite behavior between the parameters but also have
opposite behavior with variation of the same parameters. For example, the synchroni-
zation time decreases but the speed difference increases with increasing cone coeffi-
cient of friction. The Matlab routine of multi-objective optimization is applied to obtain
the optimized parameter values of the generic synchronizer at different operating
conditions. In the first case, the sleeve is considered as a master, in the second case the
gear is considered as master, and in the third case both sleeve and gear are considered
as slaves. In each case, three different operating conditions are studied which are
nominal, transmission vibrations, and road grade. The obtained results of biobjective
optimization (Pareto fronts, Pareto sets, and corresponding performance diagrams) are
analyzed and the most influencing synchronizer parameters have been identified.

Subjects: Dynamics and Kinematics; General Systems; Automotive Technology and
Engineering

Keywords: generic synchronizer; quickness; smoothness; Pareto optimization; road grade;
vibrations

1. Introduction

The synchronizer is a mechanism that is commonly used in heavy vehicles’ transmissions to ensure
quick and smooth gear shifting. New engine designs developed to meet demands for higher power
output and reduced fuel consumptions require more frequent gear shifting under higher loads. To
this end, enhancing the performance of the synchronizer mechanism is crucial and is, therefore,
receiving increasing attention in the engineering community as well as academia (Abel, Schreiber,
& Schindler, 2006; Berbyuk, 2015; Gong, Zhang, Chen, & Wang, 2008; Gustavsson, 2009;
Hdggstrom, Sellgren, Stenstrém, & Bjorklund, 2015; Haggstrom, 2016; Haggstrom & Nordlander,
2011; Hdggstrom, Nyman, Sellgren, & Bjorklund, 2016; Hoshino, 1999; Irfan, Berbyuk and
Johansson, 2015a, 2015b; Irfan, Berbyuk, & Johansson, 2016; Kelly & Kent, 2000; Liu & Tseng,
2007; Lovas, 2004; Razzacki & Hottenstein, 2007; Sahlholm & Johansson, 2010; Sandooja, 2012;
Sharma & Salva, 2012; Stenvall, 2010; Yuming, 2011).

Lovas (2004), for instance, highlighted the importance of synchronizer behavior by pointing out
the problems of stick-slip, double bump, etc., incorporated mathematical models in a numerical
simulation software, confronted simulation results with test bench results, and gave some sugges-
tion to improve the synchronizer performance. Abel et al. (2006) addressed comfort optimization
challenges of the dual-clutch transmission system and illustrated modeling solutions. Gong et al.
(2008) analyzed synchronization theoretically and with shift robot. Gustavsson (2009) focused on
control design to obtain a smooth movement of the synchronizer sleeve. A simulation technique
developed to clarify abnormality of the shift force in Hoshino (1999; Liu & Tseng, 2007). Hdggstrom
and Nordlander (2011) developed user-friendly Matlab program for synchronization. (Kelly and
Kent (2000) presented a dynamic model to highlight the gear-shifting problems. Razzacki and
Hottenstein (2007) established a mathematical relationship between the synchronizer parameters
and verified those experimentally. Sandooja (2012) provided simulation of higher level of gear-
shifting performance and analytical results. Sharma and Salva (2012) dealt with techniques to
reduce the double bump. Yuming (2011) introduced working principle, listed the designing formula
and parameters and designing principle. Irfan, Berbyuk and Johansson (2015a, 2015b; Irfan et al,,
2016) have developed a mathematical model of the generic synchronizer with five degrees of
freedom based on constrained Lagrangian formalism (CLF) and studied sensitivity of the synchro-
nization time and speed difference with respect to three synchronizer parameters and optimize the
synchronization. The development of two types of numerical models for the synchronization
process, namely fluid-structure interaction to simulate the presynchronization phase and
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Figure 1. Generic synchronizer
(Irfan, Berbyuk and Johansson,
2015q).

thermomechanical FE models to simulate the main synchronization phase, are presented by
Hdggstrom (2016).

However, these studies do not address the design problem of finding the most suitable set of
structural parameters to optimize the synchronization process. Main focus of the study is to
optimize the synchronization process and highlight the most influencing parameters of the syn-
chronizer performance. The generic synchronizer presented in Irfan, Berbyuk and Johansson
(2015a) has been used for analysis. Performance of synchronization process is measured by
noticing the time for complete gear shifting and the speed difference at end of the main synchro-
nization. Sensitivity of the parameters is studied based on two performance measures; synchroni-
zation time and speed difference. The mathematical statement of the biobjective Pareto
optimization problem is given and Matlab routine of multi-objective optimization is used to obtain
Pareto front between the synchronization time and the speed difference. The values of eight
parameters from Pareto set analyzed with Pareto front to find out the trends. The most influencing
parameters found by looking at the trends of parameters, percentage change of their values within
the optimized range, and trends of the objectives with increasing parameters. Three scenarios
under three cases are studied. The three scenarios are nominal case, road grade and transmission
vibrations. The three cases are sleeve as a master, gear as a master and both sleeve and gear as
slaves. The most influencing parameters in each scenario at every case are presented at the end.
2. A generic synchronizer and synchronization
A generic synchronizer introduced in Irfan, Berbyuk and Johansson (2015a) is considered for sensitivity
analysis and optimization. The generic synchronizer as shown in Figure 1 consists of three main bodies:
engaging sleeve, synchronizer ring, and gearwheel. The sleeve has engaging teeth and a frictional
cone, the ring has a frictional cone and blocker and the gearwheel has blocker and engaging teeth. The
synchronization process is the process of engaging the sleeve and gearwheel teeth after reducing the
speed difference between the engaging bodies. To reduce the speed difference frictional cones slide
over each other. A blocker contact is used to stop the axial movement of the sleeve from going further
for teeth engagement until the speed difference reduces to a certain level.

A multibody system modeled the generic synchronizer has five degrees of freedom where the
sleeve and the ring can rotate and translate but the gearwheel can only rotate. Three cases of
synchronization process are considered. In the first two cases, the master rotational speed is
prescribed throughout the synchronization process while the slave’s speed is adapted to the
master’s. In the third case, both the sleeve and the gearwheel are free to rotate. The sleeve and
the ring also move axially during synchronization except during phase 2 (see Figure 2).

Engagine
Sleeve
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Figure 2. Position of detent,
spring, slot, gear chamfer, and
ring chamfer before synchroni-
zation (Irfan, Berbyuk and
Johansson, 2015a).
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Kinematics of a synchronization process is presented schematically in Figure 3. In the synchro-
nization process, the sleeve starts to move axially by applying the shift force and the ring gets its
axial indexing position during phases 1a and 1b. Lubricant oil is squeezed out from the cones after
the ring gets its angular indexing position during phases 1c -1le. In phase 1f, the shift force
overcomes the spring axial resistance. During phase 2, movement of the sleeve is blocked due to
blocker contact between the ring and the gearwheel. The speed difference reduces between the
cones due to friction torque. The system shifts from phase 2 to phase 3 when the sleeve again
moves axially. During phases 3a -3c, the sleeve travels axially, passes the blocker contact, and
reaches at engagement of the teeth. The sleeve teeth and the gearwheel teeth come in contact
during phase 4 until end of the synchronization process as shown in Figure 3.

The vector of generalized coordinates of the system is
T
q= [X5795, Xr, O, ‘99} (1)

Here, 65,6, and 6, are angular coordinates of sleeve, ring, and gearwheel, respectively; xs and x, are
translational coordinates of the sleeve and ring, respectively. Due to the design of synchronizer,
motion of the system is restricted by a set of holonomic kinematic constraints ®(q,t) = 0. By
introducing 1 as the Lagrange multiplier vector (same dimension as @), motion of the system is
described by a set of differential-algebraic equations (DAE)

{gt(gg)gﬁ[ggp:of* @
®(q,t) =0

where L(q, q) is the Lagrangian of the system and Q* is a vector of generalized forces due to non-
conservative applied loads. Vector of non-conservative forces Q* is further divided into
* = Qg +Q’f‘n.c, where Q’f*ﬁc are generalized forces arising due to friction between bodies and
other losses and Q,,
the generic synchronizer under consideration, the DAE is written as follows:

are generalized forces due to applied forces arising from external stimuli. For

ms 0 0 0 07 [xs F, 7 %P For 19P Csa SigN(Xs)
0 I, 0 0 O 0Os 20 0 M¢ Cs'es .
0 0m O O X | + {Fq] A 0 — | Fr — | —Cyp s:gn(x,) (3)
0 0 0 I O Or 0 M C 6,
0 0 0 0 I |6 0 Ngs Cq 0y
o- [ S| 0. 0.0 o @

Notations and constraints in Egs. (3) and (4) are presented in Tables 1 and 2.
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Table 1. Internal constraints during subphases of the synchronization

Phase Constraint: 0(q,t)™™= 0 Phase Constraint: ®(q, t)"™™= 0
10 [Xf]:O 2 X’ - BGX
Xs — X; — dq =0
6, — 65 — Bang
1b [ Xr 1 -0 3a Xs — X, — dg o
|6 — 6 — Bang | 6, — By — Bang — X—”,EB'“ tan 8
1c [ xs — X — dyis ':0 3b Xs — Xy — dq -0
| 6r — 65 — Bang | G,fengangf%tanﬁ
1d [ % —Bax ] 3c X — X, — dg ™
Xs — X — dmix | =0 6, — 6y — Bang — XV:ﬁBax tan B
| 6r — 65 — Bang |
le [ X —Bax ] 4 Xs — Xy — dy
X5 = X; — do =0 97 - 95 + er_s =0
_9,7997&1,,9_ 9,76978‘,,,9%»994
1f B Xy — Box 7]
Xs — Xy — dg =0
[ 6 — 65 — Bang |

The synchronizer process is complex to understand because of nature of interaction of the
bodies. To simplify the understanding of the interaction of each part the synchronization process
is divided into several subphases, as shown in Figure 3. Cut views of each subphase in Figure 3

Table 2. Parameters for the synchronization process

Variable Name Variable Name

ms = 1.5 kg Sleeve mass m, = 0.5 kg Ring mass

lg = 0.2 kgm? Gear moment of I; = 0.01 kgm? Sleeve moment of inertia
inertia

I, = 0.004 kgm? Ring moment of inertia | rg = 0.07 m Chamfers mean radius

reg =0.1m Cones mean radius dyis =1 mm Viscous clearance

b=5mm Cones contact length o =2 mm Cones Initial clearance

B = 60° Chamfer angle hmin = 0.1 mm Mixed friction clearance

oa=7° Cone angle Bang = 5° Angle clearance

C, = 0.003 Ring oil splash losses Ug = 0.17 Cones friction coefficient

Cg=5 Gear oil splash losses | G =1 Sleeve oil splash losses

C,s = 0.002 Ring sliding friction Csq = 0.02 Sleeve sliding friction

ws = 1000 rpm Sleeve rotational speed | wy = 700 rpm Initial gear rotational speed

X Sleeve axial speed Xs Sleeve axial acceleration

X Ring axial speed X Ring axial acceleration

o, Sleeve rotational speed | g, Sleeve rotational acceleration

6, Ring rotational speed | 6, Ring rotational acceleration

FJPP Applied shift force 8, Gear rotational acceleration

6, Sleeve rotational displ. | w?™® Sleeve prescribed speed

g = 0.09 Blocker friction Te = Acons MoFs Cone Torque (Lovas, 2004)

coefficient

phase 2

Fy = 16Tpx, sin(a) rc (2)°

Axial force at viscous friction (Lovas, 2004) phase 1d and

le

My = 4Tpxsr? wy 2 (1 - %)

Torque at viscous friction (Lovas, 2004) phase 1d and 1e
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Figure 3. Phases of the syn-
chronization process (Irfan,
Berbyuk and Johansson,
2015q).

—> Phase 1 1a b
b L
Start of drr Bmuy - ar-ag * i
Synehronization x=0 — L

Phase 2

3e
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o - ¥ . Fae
= - 5'ng/2 i i ronzaten
s = “eng

show only those sections of the bodies where the contact changes its nature. Detail description is
given in Irfan, Berbyuk and Johansson (2015a). Figure 2 shows an example that how the ring and
the gear can have internal contact through blockers, detent, and spring.

3. The generic synchronizer performance

A synchronizer performance is modeled by applying the developed mathematical model and
numerical algorithm in Irfan, Berbyuk and Johansson (2015a). All input parameters are considered
same as in Irfan, Berbyuk and Johansson (2015a) and are shown in Table 2. The sleeve, ring, and
gear move to perform the gear shift by engaging the teeth. The generic synchronizer performance
diagram obtained from simulation of the synchronizing process for a down shift gear change is
presented in Figure 3.

As follows from Figure 4, the sleeve translates because of applying the shift force. The sleeve
keeps its rotational speed constant throughout the synchronization process. Before the fluid
friction (phase 1c), rotational speed of the gearwheel decreases and rotational speed of the ring
increases. The sleeve does not translate during phases 1f and 2 but speed of the gearwheel
increases with increasing shift force. From phase 3, the sleeve moves axially again. Engagement
of teeth starts before ending phase 3 which complete during phase 4.

4. Validation

The generic synchronizer depicted in Figure 1 was modified to be able to use available experi-
mental data for model validation. The modified generic synchronizer has cones between the ring
and the gear and blocking chamfers are shifted from slave to master side. The kinematics of the
synchronizing process of the modified synchronizer is shown in Figure 5.

The shift force is applied on the modified synchronizer to obtain the synchronizer performance.
Experimental and simulated results of sleeve axial displacement and gear rotational speed are
compared as shown in Figure 6. The results show that synchronizer model developed in Irfan,
Berbyuk and Johansson (2015a) is reasonably predicting motion of the synchronizer mechanism.

A brown thick line shows axial movement from test rig and a black thin line shows simulated axial
movement of the sleeve. Both lines are close to each other particularly at end of the process. A blue

thick line shows speed difference from test rig and a magenta thin line shows simulated speed of the
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Figure 4. Generic synchronizer
performance diagram.

Figure 5. Kinematics of the
modified synchronizer.

Generic Synchronizer Performance Diagram
1400 14 _— 1105
. t]',q
- ~ o~
4100
1200 12+ = E
l {95
——— Sleeve ax. displ (mm)
f00F  10f ; +-0— Gear rol. speed (rad/s)
) =-=-=Sleeve rot. speed (rad/s) 190
£ : = = = Ring rot. speed (rad/s)
Z soo} = st +— Acluator force (N) as
A
= '
Z 60l © 6l 1%
& 1
2 '
7] ’ 175
400 } 4%
{70
200l 2 | %
1 1 65
|
ok 0 - i i L i i 2 1 g
0 001 002 003 004 005 0.06 0.07 0.08
Time (sec)

gearwheel. There is a noticeable gap between the experimental and simulated results and the gap is

because of the experimental errors which cannot be adjusted in the simulated model.

5. Sensitivity analysis

One of the main objectives under all circumstances is to shift the gear as quick as possible. But it is
also demanded to make the gear shift as smooth as possible.

-—w Synchronization

= ==

Phase
b and 3¢
AR
\ {
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Figure 6. Performance diagram
of the modified synchronizer.
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To this end, two objectives to measure the generic synchronizer performance are defined as
follows:

(1) Synchronization time, (tsnch), as a measure of quickness; time from neutral to full engage-
ment of the teeth.

(1) Speed difference, (Aws_g), as a measure of smoothness; the difference between rotational
speed of the master and the slave at end of phase 2 from where the sleeve starts to move
axially again.

Eight parameters of the generic synchronizer are selected as variable parameters to study their
influence on the objectives (tsyncn) and (Aws_g).

(2) Rate of applying shift force (Frate)

(3) Cone angle (a)

(4) Cones coefficient of friction (u,)

(5) Blocker angle (5)

(6) Blocker coefficient of friction (y/,)

(7) Mean cones radius (r,)

(8) Moment of inertia of the slave I; or Iy
(9) Moment of inertia of the blocker ring (Iy)

The developed model is used to perform sensitivity analysis with eight parameters and two
chosen objectives. Synchronization time (tsy,,ch) and speed difference (Aws_g)in Figure 7(f-h) have
same trends with respect to each other where tg,c, and (Aws_g) increase with increasing gear
moment of inertia (I;) and ring moment of inertia (I,) but decrease with increasing cone radius
(fa)- tsynch and Aws_q have opposite trends in Figure 7 (a-e) with respect to each other where tgnc,
decreases with increasing cones coefficient of friction (u,), rate of force (Fae) and blocker
coefficient of friction <,uﬁ) but increases with increasing cone angle (a) and blocker angle, (5)

whereas Aws_g increases with increasing u,, Frate and ., but decreases with increasing @ and g. As it
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is follows from Figure 7 tync, and Aws_g have conflicting behavior not only within some parameters
but also between parameters. A quick synchronizer will be less smooth and a smooth synchronizer
will be less quick. A trade-off is obtained between two conflicting objectives in form of Pareto front
by applying the optimization technique in the next sections.

In Figure 8, each parameter is analyzed with respect to tync, to illustrate the degree of influence
within the given bounds of parametric variation. Change of r, from 0.07 m to 0.27 m can change
tsynch from 0.077 s to 0.07 s while change of a from 4° to 30° can change tgync, from 0.05 s to 0.15
s. It is predicted that « is more influencing parameter than r,. In the case where effect of eight
parameters on tg,c, is analyzed; r,, I, and Iy are less influencing parameters than a, p,, ug B

and Frate.
Figure 8. Variation of synchro- o T o
i [ B < W s
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Figure 9 shows an effect of each parameter on Aws 4. In this local sensitivity analysis
I;, Frate; #o: Ig and a have less influence than uy, r, and g because the former parameters can
bring less change in Aws_g4 than the later parameters.

6. Pareto optimization

Multi-objective optimization of the synchronizer with respect to the two conflicting objectives, tsnch
and Aws_g, is studied. In particular, variations of parameters along the Pareto front is analyzed. To
obtain optimal performance of the synchronizer, it is necessary to determine the optimized value of X
which gives minimum of the functions tg,,,(X) and Aws_4(X) at the same time subject to DAEs and
constraints. Mathematical statement of the bi-objective optimization problem is formulated as follows:

min

X (tsynch (X)7 Aws—g (X))
tan(a) > u,

TC(ay Ha> ra) > TI (ﬂu“/})
Xl <X< Xu

T
where X = [Ir7Igvra7M/iaﬁ7 avﬂmFrate] )

X, =[0.003, 0.1,0.1,0.05,40,6,0.1,6000,}T

X, = [0.01,0.3,0.3,0.25, 60, 15, 0.3, 20000]"

Lower and upper parameters boundaries, X; and X,,, are reasonably chosen for commercial vehicle.

R B 1 — pgtan(p)
n_gm@’n_“&(w+mmm

Here T. is cone torque and T; is indexing torque (Irfan, Berbyuk and Johansson, 2015a). The
constraint tan(a) > u, stands for wedging condition and T, > T; must be hold during gear shifting
otherwise the synchronizer will produce clashing of the engaging teeth in every gearshift. The
stated Pareto optimization problem is solved by using a Matlab routine of multi-objective optimi-
zation with genetic algorithm.

Figure 9. Variation of speed —=_@ 8 Doy
difference with each ’ =
parameter.

——Cone angle (o)
7‘“‘ - = =Cone friction (i )

' / = Rate of force {F;m:
* ,'J Blocker angle ()
/-' Blocker friction (s )

/ - Cone radius  r )
/ T
.f" e Gear moment of inertia ug:
..ﬁn Ring moment of inetia (1)

a5l 18} oal15)

a0t 10}

s st
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Table 3. 8 cases with different setting of master and slave

Sleeve as a master Gear as a master Both slave
Nominal Nominal Nominal
Vibrations Vibrations Vibrations
Road grade Road grade

Eight cases are considered as shown in Table 3 to optimize the synchronization process where
sleeve/gearwheel can be considered as master/slave under three operating conditions: nominal,
available transmission vibration, and road grade.

7. Results of optimization

7.1. Sleeve as a master

In synchronizer mechanism, different settings of master/slave are possible to support working
environment of the transmission line in the vehicle. Initially, as a nominal case sleeve is considered
as a master.

7.1.1. Nominal case

In nominal case, the synchronization process is studied without introducing the vibrations and
road grade in the mathematical model of the synchronizer. Figure 10 shows the trade-off between
tsynch and Aws_g obtained by solving Pareto optimization. The synchronizer with minimum tg,, can
be selected from point 1 but Aws_g is maximum at the same point. At point 3 the synchronizer has
minimum Aws_g but has maximum t,..,. The synchronizer selected at point 2 illustrate a trade-off
values of synchronization time and speed difference.

The synchronizer selected at each point of the Pareto front has corresponding values of the eight
parameters. Figure 11 shows variation of the cone angle (r,) along the Pareto front. r, has no trend
because it goes up and down along the Pareto front from point 1 to point 3.

Figure 10. Pareto front between tsynch Vs Aws-g
speed difference and synchro- 300 - - - - . -
nization time. 1
ZSCE\ J
ol ey |
& -
T o150} 2 1
o
: 7
100 } @G 4
Q
o ‘!-
5
50 O/) % 1
3
0 i i i I i i i
0.08 0.09 0.1 0.1 0.12 0.13 0.14 0.15 0.16
tsynch (sec)
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Figure 11. Variation of cone
radius along the Pareto front
Figure (c).

As shown in Figure 12(h), Pareto sets points for F4 uniformly increases along the Pareto front from
point 3 to point 1 but g, 8, and y, nonuniformly increase along the Pareto front (see Figure 12(d-g)).
Pareto sets points for parameters I, I and r, do not have significant trends (see Figure 12(a-c)). It can
be concluded that the parameters g, By py and Fy.te depend more on the quickness-smothness
trade-off of the synchronization process than upon the parameters I,,I; and r,.

Nonuniform behaviors show that small change in considered input parameters of the generic
synchronizer can bring a significant change in ty,c, and Aws_g which can be seen by scattering of
points in Figure 12 except Fgte-

Degrees of influence also depend on percentage change of parameters in optimized range of
values. If the parameter with higher degree of influence from Figure 12 has less percentage change,
the parameter will not be considered to have higher degree of influence on the objective functions.
Percentage changes in input parameters and objectives are chosen to be calculated as follows

(maximum — minimum)
nominal

%A = x 100

As shown in Figure 13, the percentage change of Fyqte is higher than the percentage change of
I, Ig,ra, g, p, e and p,. Percentage change in Aws_q is higher than percentage change in tgyncy. From
Figures 12 and 13, it can be concluded that pg, @, 1, and Fiee are most influencing parameters.
Percentage change of tscn, and Aws_4 shows performance improvement level of the synchronizer.
All 8 variable parameters together can decrease Aws_g from 258 rpm to 14 rpm and ty,c, from
0.16 s to 0.08 s.

Figure 14(b) shows variation of objective functions with rate of applied force in optimized range
of Pareto front. Side view 01 shows variation of tg ., with respect to Fiqte and side view 02 shows
variation of Aws_g with respect to Fiate. Figure 14(b) is obtained by plotting side view 01 and side
view 02 together from Figure 14(a). Because of the highest influencing of parameter Fqte trends of
toynch and Aws_g are uniform.

In Figure 15(d-g) tsncn decreases but Aws g increases with increasing uy, 5, a,p, and Frate. In
Figure 15(a-c) tsnch and Aws_g do not have significant trends with increasing I, I and r,.
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A synchronizer with optimized values of the input parameters can be selected from Pareto sets
points as shown in Figure 15. Points 1, 2, and 3 of t;,cp and Aws 4 in Figure 15 (a-h) show that
quicker synchronizer will be less smooth and smoother synchronizer will be less quick because
point 1 belongs to 0.0805 sec synchronization time and 258 rpm speed difference with one kind of
synchronizer and point 3 belongs to 5 sec synchronization time and 14 rpm speed difference with
another kind of synchronizer.

Figure 13. Normalized percen- - Normalized percentage change - Normalized percentage change
tage of input parameters and o '
objectives.
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Figure 14. Variation of t,,, and
Aws_y with F. in optimized
range of Pareto front.

vs Aw, vs F o . tynen 3Nd Dw Vs F
 Speed difference
® Synchronization ime 1
o -
3 & .

<&

2
0.15 a2 ot 200

L
_ 1 6? o® &
3 % E
@ E
¢ 288, 2 F
? P ™ q
“ "JWQ.’ ’GWO; |
0.1 oy %0 4100
l.. Oty
1
.. @
3
0.05 - - . . 0
0.6 08 1 1.2 14 16 1.8
Rate of Force (N/s) «10*
(b)

In Figure 15(f,g), tsynch and Aws_g have most of the points almost along a vertical line at a
particular value of the parameters a and u,. This kind of feature shows that « and g, can be
ignored from selection process of the optimized synchronizer by adjusting only remaining 6
parameters. In the same way there are some points in Figure 15 which are almost along the
horizontal line having same value of t, ., and Aws_g but having different values of the parameters.
To select a synchronizer with same quickness (tsnc,) and smoothness (Aws,g) there are several
combination of parameter values that give the same performance.

In the area between points 3 and 2 in Figure 15(h) t;y,c, and Aws_4 are more rapidly vary than in
the area between points 2 and 1. Half of total changes in ty,, and Aws_g are between 7867 N/s
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and 10,000 N/s corresponding to point 3 and point 2. Half of total changes in tg,c, and Aws_g are
between 10,000 N/s and 16,741 N/s corresponding to points 2 and 1. The synchronizer selected in
the right side area between points 1 and 2 is more expensive than the synchronizer in the left side
area between points 2 and 3 because change of Fyqte in the right side area is 6741 N/s and change
of Frate in the right side area is 2133 N/s.

7.1.2. Road grade

To take into account the road grade on the synchronizer mechanism performance, the computa-
tional model was updated by applying additional resisting torque at synchronizer. It is assumed
that the resisting torque is due to the following forces: tire rolling resistance (F,,), air drag force
(Fair) and gravity induced force (Fgray) (Sahlholm & Johansson, 2010; Stenvall, 2010).

Tres = (F roll + Fair + F, grav)r tire
Tres = (CRW cos(¥) + 0.5CppA,v? + W sin(d)) e (5)

where T,s-resisting torque considered at synchronizer, W-vehicle weight, Cz- rolling resistance
coefficient, Cp-air drag coefficient, p- air density, A,-vehicle front area, ry-tire radius, ¥- angle on
road grade, and v-vehicle speed. The parameter values for road grade are given in Table 4. Because it
is considered that the master part of the synchronizer is connected with wheels of vehicle through
output shaft therefore T, is applied on the sleeve which is a master in this case. The master loses its
rotational speed because of slowing down of vehicle in a road grade case with angle ¥:

¥ =tan"1(h/d)

Here, h is vertical displacement of the road and d is horizontal displacement of the road. If the
slope is given in percentage, the ¥ can be written as

9 = tan~1(% slope/100)
The imposed constraint on the master is
<D(q, t)imposed -0, — wé)rest — wres t

where wyes is the speed because of the road grade and obtained from Tes.

Some results of Pareto optimization and sensitivity analysis of synchronizer mechanism perfor-
mance with effect of road grade are presented in Figure 16-20. In total, 100% road grade is
studied to see the effect on the synchronizer performance. In Figure 16 generic synchronizer
performance is similar to Figure 4 except the sleeve continuously losses its rotational speed
because of the road inclination. Pareto front goes down with increasing road grade as shown in
Figure 17. Pareto front decreases more in tycn than in Aws_g.

In Figure 17(e-h) Pareto sets points almost have a uniform trend with increasing g, a, u, and Fqte
but in (b,d) Pareto sets points almost have nonuniform trend with increasing I and p,. In (a,c)
Pareto sets points do not have significant trends with increasing I, and r,.

In the case of road grade g, a, u, and Frate are more influencing than I, Iy, r, and p,; because of

the uniform trend. Pareto sets Points of I, Iy, r, and u; are more scattered than Pareto sets points
of B, a,u, and Fyte. As shown in Figure 17(e-g) §, a and u, are more influencing parameters at lower

Table 4. Parameters values for road grade

W (N)

Co

plkg m?)

Ay(m?)

v (km/h)

Ttire (m)

0.0076

49,000

0.9

1.2

4.94

85

0.43
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Figure 16. Generic synchronizer
performance diagram at 100%
road grade.

Figure 17. Pareto fronts with
varying road grade.
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values than at higher values. For example y, increases from 0.1 to 0.19 with few Pareto sets points
and after u, stays around 0.19 with many Pareto sets points. In similar manner in (a) I, is more
influencing parameter at higher value than at lower value.

As shown in Figure 18 percentage changes of a, u,, fa, 5, and Frate are higher than percentage
changes of I;,I; and . The higher percentage change cannot endorse the degree of influence from
Figure 19 because increase in values of the parameters is very small.
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Figure 18. Normalized percen-
tage change of input para-
meters and objectives.

Figure 19. Variation of Pareto
sets points of eight parameters
along objectives at 100% road
grade.
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It is concluded that to keep the synchronizer in the optimized performance range during road grade
@, H, Fas Mg, ANd Frare are important parameters to consider in addition to other influencing parameters.

Higher value of x, during road grade condition can help to keep the optimal performance of the
synchronizer same as during the nominal case.

Percentage change in Aws_g is higher than percentage change in tgy,cn. During road grade the
synchronizer is smoother than the nominal case.
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In Figure 20(h), Pareto sets points of ts,;, decrease uniformly but Pareto sets points of Aws_g
increase uniformly with increasing Fqte. In (e-g) Pareto sets points of t,,c, and Aws_q have opposite
trends with increasing , @ and y,, than those of Fqte. , @ and p,, not only have lower rate of change but
also stay at a certain value. For example t,,, and Aws_q of p, varies up to almost 0.17 and after y,
almost stays at 0.17.1In (a-d) trendsinI;, Iy, r, and Hg are not clear because of scattering of the points.

An optimal performance synchronizer at 100% road grade with optimized values of the input
parameters can be selected from Pareto sets points as shown in Figure 20. In Figure 20(a-h), the
synchronizer selected between crossing point and point 1 has almost higher quickness and lower
smoothness but synchronizer selected between crossing point and point 3 has lower quickness and
higher smoothness.

In Figure 20, total span of t ., is shifted down a little than the nominal case while Aws_g4 stayed
at almost same level at 100% road grade. Because of slower rate of change in t;y,cp and Aws_4 the
area between point 3 and point 2 increased and the area between point 2 and point 1 decreased.
It can be seen that crossing point of tg,c, and Aws_g in Figure 15 is at point 2 and in Figure 20 the
crossing point is shifted towards left of point 2.

Because of scattering of points and having insignificant trend, with same smoothness and
quickness of synchronizer, more than one combination of values of the parameters I,,Iy,r, and
g can be selected. In Figure 20 (e-g), most of the points are around a vertical line that shows at
fixed value of g, a and p, in range of the vertical line the synchronizer can be selected with different
tsynch and Aws_g just only adjusting the values of I, 1y, uy, Ig and Frate. Most of the points in Figure 20
(a-g) are around the horizontal line that shows at same value of ty,, and Aws_g more than one
value of I, ry, p,Ig, p, and p, can be selected but there is no more options than a single value
while choosing Fqte because of the uniform trend.

7.1.3. Transmission vibrations
A prominent problem in synchronizer design is the case of transmission vibrations. To study the

effect of transmission vibration on synchronizer performance it is assumed that the sleeve
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Figure 21. Generic synchroniza-
tion performance diagram with
vibration.

rotational speed is subject to periodic excitation. Therefore, we here study the effect of a periodic
variation of the master rotational speed as follows:

04 = R’ + Agmp Sin(2aft + ) (6)

where é:”’ is sleeve rotational speed induced vibrations, é; sleeve rotational speed, Agmp is ampli-
tude of speed vibrations in rad/s, f is frequency in Hz, t is time in sec and ¢ is phase of the
vibrations in rad. With CLF to get the synchronization performance diagram the imposed constraint
in the mathematical model is written as

imposed pres Aamp
@mposed — fresy TP

2
2nf cos(2zft+ ¢)
The synchronizer performance in Figure 21 is similar to Figure 4 except the sleeve which has
rotational speed with vibrations.

As shown in Figure 22 Pareto fronts in the case of transmission vibrations with a fixed phase shift
have jumps with increasing frequency but at a 100-Hz frequency the jumps disappear again. The
bifurcation (jumps) in the Pareto fronts is due to vibrating nature of the sleeve rotational speed.
Let’s consider the shift force which meets at end of phase 2 near trough of ws as shown in
Figure 21. If Fqe is considered to increase, the shift force at end of phase 2 will meet 65 at left
of trough. But if Fye continues to increase, the shift force cannot meet s at crest even further
cannot meet d; between crest and trough because of vibrating nature of 0s.

As shown in Figure 23, percentage changes of It fa, 0, g, s and Frare are higher than
percentage changes of I; and g. The average percentage changes of I, r,, @, 4y, 45 aNd Frate
are also higher than theirs corresponding percentage changes in the nominal case that shows
the higher variability of the parameters in the case of transmission vibrations than in the
nominal one.

Generic Synchronizer Performance

1200 14 4120
I
Vg
1000 122 el
i
[ =4
10+ :: 4 100
BOOEF o~ §
& b
_ E [}
= = 8 § a0
@ & &
4 k=]
& 600 g &
& ] &
= © 6f :, 80
@ i
2 Fy
a0} @ k e
4% ' 170
8 1
200 ”
2r ==mem Sleave rot. speed (rad/s) v
= = = Ring rot. speed (rad/s) ™| <
+ Shift force (N) m o
o- 0 L i A mx Licd il 50
0 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 041 0.12
Time (sec)

Page 20 of 46



Irfan et al.,, Cogent Engineering (2018), 5: 1471768 O.ZK;' Cogent —~ 2N g | Nnee ri N g
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311916.2018.1471768

Figure 22. Pareto fronts at
transmission vibrations with
varying frequency.

Figure 23. Normalized percen-
tage change of input para-
meters and objectives.
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Percentage change of Fqt. is less in the case of vibration than in nominal case that shows Fige is
the main agent to determine the trade-off between objectives in the case of different operating
conditions.

Percentage change in Aws_g is higher than percentage change in t,c, but less than the nominal
case that shows by introducing the vibrations with higher frequency will make the performance of
synchronizer more smoother.
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In Figure 24 (c,e,f,h), Pareto sets points have almost trends with increasing r,, 8, @ and Fyqte. In (q,
b,d,qg), Pareto sets points do not have significant trends with increasing values of I, I, u; and p,.
Pareto sets Points of I, I, ug, p,a and p, are more scattered than Pareto sets points of r, and Fgte.
Because of scattering of the points synchronizer has more than one option to select the values of
It I, 5,5, and p, for the same amount of quickness and smoothness. There are also some

missing areas in trends of the Pareto sets points of the parameters due to vibrating nature of 6s.

In Figure 25(c,e,f,h), Pareto sets points of ty ., decrease with increasing r,,$, @ and Frate, while
Pareto sets points of Aws_4 increase with increasing r,, 8, @ and Frqee. In (a,b,d,g), Pareto sets points
of tsyncn and Aws_g do not have significant trends with increasing values of I, I, u; and u,.
Figure 25(c) shows that r, has no effect on the synchronizer performance during vibrations.

The area belongs to the synchronizer with lower smoothness and higher quickness between the
points 2 and 1 is larger than area of the synchronizer with higher smoothness and lower quickness
between the points 2 and 3. In Figure 25(h), there are four set of points of Aws_q and the sets are
almost vertical. Let’s consider the set containing point 2 where F,q can be taken as 1.2 10% N/s but
Aws_g changes from 140 rpm to 180 rpm. There is also the similar consideration in Figure 25(a-g).
If the selected synchronizer has to be within the range of any set of points as mentioned above,
some of the parameters can be ignored from the selection process of the parameters value.

In Figure 26, Pareto fronts decrease with increasing amplitudes of transmission vibrations. The
generic synchronizer can perform better at higher amplitude than at lower amplitude of the
vibrations. These results depend upon the phase shift.

As shown in Figure 27, percentage change of I, u4, f and Fiqte is higher than percentage change
of ry, Iy, and p,. With increasing amplitude changes in the parameters I, u;, # and Fyqte are higher
than in the nominal case to optimize the synchronization performance.

In Figure 28(h), Pareto sets points increase significantly with increasing Fiqte. In (a-g) Pareto sets points
do not have a significant trends with increasing a, y,, pg, B, Ig, Ir and r,. In the case of transmission
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vibrations with changing amplitude the parameters a, i, 14,5, Ig, Ir and r, have almost same level of
variability. There is also a bifurcation because of vibrating nature of the sleeve rotational speed.

In Figure 29(h), Pareto sets points of t, ., decrease but Pareto sets points of Aws_g increase with
increasing Frqte. In (a-g) Pareto sets points of ty,, and Aws_g do not have significant trends with
increasing a, u,, pg, B, Ig, Iy and r,.

Figure 26. Pareto fronts at

Pareto Fronts at varying amplitude

transmission vibrations with 350 !
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Bifurcation in the case of increasing amplitude is more than in the case of increasing frequency.
There are three sets of points because of bifurcation in Figure 29. In each set points of t ., tend to
be horizontal and points of Aws_g tend to be vertical in Figure 25(b,c,f,g,h).

It is concluded that the most prominent parameters to control the synchronizer performance
can be found by analyzing the Pareto optimization results through a different perspective. In this
perspective of analyses trends of Pareto sets points are found along Pareto front which is a trade-
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Figure 29. Parameters with
objectives in the optimal range
at 5 rad/sec amplitude.
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off between two conflicting objectives, percentage change of parameters are calculated and
behavior of objective functions is studied along the Pareto sets points.

At the nominal condition uy, §, @, 1, and Free have higher degree of influence than r,, I and I, at
road grade condition r,, ug, B, u, and Frate have higher degree of influence than «,I; and I, and at
vibration condition I, us,a, u, and Free have higher degree of influence than g,r, and I4. In three
conditions u,, #; and Frate are common which have higher degree of influence than other parameters.
So it is concluded with the setting of sleeve as a master that the synchronizer performance can be
controlled by varying just the parameters of higher degree of influence which are the following:

7.2. Gearwheel as a master

In the case of split gear in the front of the gearbox, the split synchronizer gearwheel is connected
with wheels while the sleeve is connected towards the disengaged clutch which is a case of
gearwheel as a master. To see effect of the master/slave setting in this case the gearwheel is
considered as a master and the sleeve is considered as a slave.

7.2.1. Nominal case
The synchronizer performance diagram is obtained without road grade and vibration conditions.

Figure 30 shows the generic synchronizer performance during upshift where gearwheel is
considered as a master and sleeve is considered as a slave.

Because the sleeve has less moment of inertia, tync, is less than the case where the sleeve is
considered as a master. The sleeve will get a rotational turn to proceed further in axial direction for
engagement during phase 3 as shown in Figure 30.

For the cases where gearwheel is considered as a master, upper and lower bounds of the input
parameters are given as follows:

X, = [0.001,0.1,0.1,0.1, 60, 25,0.1, 8000]"
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Figure 30. Generic synchronizer
performance with gearwheel as
a master.
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X, =[0.01,0.3,0.35,0.35,60, 25,0.3,20000]

In Figure A1(d), Pareto sets points have clear trend with increasing y,; that shows higher degree
of influence of the parameter than other parameters. In (a-c) and (e-h) trends of Pareto sets
points are nonuniform because of some floating points with increasing I, Is, ry, 8, @, 4, and Frgte.

As shown in Figure A2, percentage change of I, §, us, a and p, are higher than percentage change
of Is,r, and F.e that shows the synchronization performance can be kept in optimized range by
allowing the parameters I, 5, 15, @ and p, to change their values more than the parameters I, r, and

Frate. Percentage change of t, ¢, is much less than the percentage change of Aws_g.

In Figure A3(a-h) tsncn and Aws_4 have opposite trends with increasing I, Is, fq, 5, B, @, 1, and
Frate- In (d) the trends are more clear than in (a-c,e-h). The synchronizer selected at point 1 with
eight parameters values is more quicker and less smoother and the synchronizer at point 3 is less
quicker and more smoother.

7.2.2. Transmission vibrations
In Figure 31, the generic synchronizer performance is similar as in Figure 26 except the gearwheel

(master) has vibrating rotational speed.

We here study the effect of a periodic variation of the master rotational speed as follows.
(9;"’ =" + Aamp SIN2zft + @)

In Figure 32, Pareto fronts with transmission vibrations are moving down and right with increas-
ing frequency. At higher synchronization time there is not higher decrease of Pareto fronts in tgy,ch
as comparing to Pareto fronts at lower synchronization time while Aws_4 decreases by reasonable

value at all frequencies.

For further cases where gearwheel is considered as a master upper and lower bounds of the
input parameters are given below
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In Figure A4 (d), Pareto sets points have significantly an increasing trend with increasing py.
There are not clear trends of Pareto sets points in (a,b,c,e,f,g,h) because of floating of points and
vibrating nature with increasing I, Is, rq, u,, B, @ and Frte.
Figure 32. Pareto fronts at Pareto Fronts
transmission vibrations with 350 ; d
varying frequency. <] Amplllude 7 rad:‘sec 50 Hz frequency
70 Hz frequency
300t i!i& 90 Hz frequency | 1
250 i 4

200 1

Speed difference (A""s-g) (rpm)

) %
|

0.03 0.035 0.04 0.045 0.05 0.055 0.06
Synchronization time (t (sec)

synch)

Page 27 of 46



Irfan et al., Cogent Engineering (2018), 5: 1471768 0‘1&? Cogent Y=l g | nee ri N g

https://doi.org/10.1080/23311916.2018.1471768

Percentage changes of §, a,u, and p; are higher and percentage changes of I, I, r, and Fyate are
lower as shown in Figure A5. In the case of transmission vibration with increasing frequency the
optimized synchronizer performance can be obtained by allowing g, a,u, and y; to change their
percentage values more than other three parameters. On other hand, I;,Is,r, and Fye can be
ignored from the optimization process because of very lower percentage change. Effect of increas-
ing frequency on Aws_g is higher than t, .., on because percentage change of Aws_g is high and
percentage change of tg .y, is less.

In Figure A6(a-c,e-h), Pareto sets points of ty,, and Aws_4 do not have clear trends because of
scattering of the points and vibrating nature but in (d) there are clear trends of objectives with
increasing ;. In the case of vibrations u; is the parameter with higher variability.

In Figure 33, Pareto fronts are moving down and right with increasing amplitudes. Increase in
toynch is less and increase in Aws_g is large.

In Figure A7, I, and p,; have highest percentage changes than other parameters which show the
synchronizer performance can be kept in optimized range by allowing I, and y;, to change their values
more than the other parameters. Percentage change of ty 1 is less with increasing amplitude case
than in increasing frequency case but percentage change of Aws_g is higher in comparison.

In Figure A8(d), Pareto sets points have significantly an increasing trend with increasing ;. In (a-
c,e-h) Pareto sets points do not have clear trends with increasing I, I, r,, 3, , u, and Fygte.

7.2.3. Road grade
In Figure 34, the generic synchronizer performance is similar to Figure 30 except the phenomenon
that gearwheel (master) continuously loses its rotational speed because of the road grade.

In Figure 35, Pareto fronts stay almost at same level with increasing road grade in the case of
gearwheel as a master with upshifting.

Figure 33. Pareto fronts at Pareto Fronts
transmission vibrations with 250
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Figure 34. Generic synchronizer e 1 Generic Synchronizer Performance at 100% Road Grade
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In Figure A10(a,e), Pareto sets points have trends with increasing I, and g and in (b-d,f-h) Pareto
sets points have no significant trends with increasing Is, fq,u4,a,p,, and Frate. Variability of the
parameters I, and g are higher than the other parameters in the optimized range of Pareto front.

As shown in Figure A1l I, and y; is the most important parameter to keep the synchronizer
performance in optimized range because of higher percentage change. The percentage change of
Aws_g in Figure A1l is higher but not important because Aws_g in Figure 35 changes from 80 to

130 rpm.
Figure 35. Pareto fronts with Pareto Fronts
increasing road grade. 140 ! J
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Figure 36. The generic synchro-
nizer performance with sleeve
and gearwheel as slaves.

In Figure A12(b,c,f,g), most of points of I, r,, a and u, are along the vertical line that indicates
Is, r,, a and u, can be ignored from the input parameters for optimization of the synchronization.

7.3. Sleeve and gearwheel as slaves

There can also be practical cases when both sleeve and gearwheel are slaves (such as the split
gear synchronizer that is not connected with the wheels). It is found in the previous case where the
sleeve is considered as a slave that the synchronization time is 0.09 sec as shown in Figure 4 but in
the case where the gearwheel is considered as a slave the synchronization time is 0.04 s as shown
in Figure 30. The decrement in time is more than 50%. So it is quite curious to study the case where
both the sleeve and the gearwheel should be considered as slaves.

7.3.1. Nominal case
The generic synchronizer performance in Figure 36 is similar to Figure 4 with exception of shorter
synchronization time when the sleeve and the gearwheel are slaves.

For the case where sleeve and gearwheel are considered as slaves upper and lower bounds of
the input parameters are given as follows:

X, = [0.001, 0.1,0.1,0.1,40,7,0.1,8000]"

X, = [0.01,0.3,0.35,0.35, 60, 25, 0.3, 20000]

In Figure A13(a,d,f,h), Pareto sets points have trends with increasing I, us, @ and Frare and in (b,c,
e,9) Pareto sets points do not have significant trends with increasing I, r,, # and p,,.

In Figure Al4, percentage changes of I,,Is,u; and a are higher than other parameters. The
percentage change of Aws_4 is higher but not important as comparing to other cases because
Aws_g changes from 1 rpm to 140 rpm. The percentage change of ty,, is also less than other
cases and percentage changes of all parameters are less than percentage changes in other cases
where one of the rotating body considered as a master.

Generic Synchronizer Performance Diagram
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Figure 37. The generic synchro-
nizer performance with trans-
mission vibration.

7.3.2. Transmission vibrations

Before engaging to next gear, the sleeve must be disengaged from the previous gear. There are
chances of producing the vibrations during disengagement and also because of the disengage-
ment of the clutch. These vibrations will also affect the gear-shifting process. So the effect of
vibrations is studied when both the sleeve and the gear are considered as slave.

In Figure 37, the generic synchronizer performance is similar to Figure 4 with an addition of
transmission vibrations for rotational speed of the sleeve and the gearwheel.

In Figure A16, Pareto fronts decrease with increasing frequency. At higher frequencies Pareto
fronts decrease more than at lower frequencies.

For further cases where the sleeve and the gearwheel are considered as slaves, moment of

T
inertia of sleeve is taken into the vector input parameter (X = It Is, Fay g, By @y Frate| ). Upper

and lower bounds of the input parameters in the Pareto optimization problem are given below
X, =1[0.1, 0.25,0.1,0.1,40,7,0.1,8000], X, = [0.3,0.5,0.2,0.3,60,25,0.3,17000]

In Figure A17(e, f, h), Pareto sets points have clear trends with increasing 3, @ and Fyqte Whereas
in (a-d, g) Pareto sets points do not have clear trends with increasing I, r,, Ig, u, and pg.

In Figure A18, I, f, pu; and Frare have percentage changes are 37, 13, 18, and 27, respectively.
Others 4 parameters have very small percentage changes therefore those parameters can be
ignored from the input parameters for the optimization of the generic synchronization process.
Percentage change of Aws_g4 is higher than change of tgnch.

In Figure A19(a-d, g), Pareto sets points of Aws_g and t,,c, do not have significant trends with
increasing Iy, f,, Is,u, and u,. Pareto sets points of Aws g and tg,, have clear trends with
increasing B, a and Fgte.

Pareto fronts stay almost at same level with increasing amplitude as shown in Figure A20. tgync,
and Aws_g do not vary with Pareto fronts.
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Table 5. Parameters with higher degree of influence in eight cases

Sleeve as a master Gear as a master Both slave
Nominal Nominal Nominal
He, B, &, Mo aNd Frgte I, Ug, B, a and g Iry s, pg and o
Vibrations Vibrations Vibrations

Ir‘,l‘lﬁ7 av“a Gnd Frate

IH“B7B7“G and o

Isvuﬂ»ﬁ and Frate

Road grade

Road grade

’a«,l-‘/hBﬁ a, Hg and Frate

’r-,IJﬂ and B

In Figure A21(e), Pareto sets points have trends with increasing g while in (a-b,f-h) Pareto sets
points do not have clear trends with increasing I, Is, ro, a, pg, s, AN Figte.

In Figure A22, I, u;, ff and Frare have highest percentage change but in Figure A19(a) Is and g,
have no trends. So I, us, § and Frate are the parameters which can keep the synchronizer perfor-
mance in optimized range than the other parameters.

In Figure A23(e), Pareto sets points of Aws_g and t,,n, have trends with increasing g while the
Pareto sets points do not have significant trends with increasing I, Is, a, 4y, 4, g and Frate.

Most influencing parameters in each case are given in Table 5.

As shown in Table 5, Frate, f, @, and uy, are the most influencing parameters in most of the
cases. For example in a case where gear is master at nominal condition I, f, a,u, and u, are the
most influencing parameters whereas in the case where sleeve is master at road grade condition
Ta, P, Hp; Mo AN Frare are most influencing parameters. While some of the parameters have very
less influence in few cases for example r, has very less influence in the case of vibrating sleeve/
gear as a master. When both the sleeve and the gear are slave, the gear-shifting process will not
have any effect of the road grade. So the road grade is not studied in the case where both the
sleeve and the gear are considered as slave.

8. Conclusions and outlook

The most important outcome of the study is the identification of degree of influence of the
parameters under different scenarios. The following eight parameters of the generic synchro-
nizer are considered: cone angle, cone coefficient of friction, applied shift force, blocker angle,
blocker coefficient of friction, cone radius, gear moment of inertia, and ring moment of
inertia. The developed computational model of a generic synchronizer based on CLF is used
to study the gear-shifting process. In local sensitivity analysis, effect of each parameter is
analyzed on the objective functions. It is found that all eight parameters have reasonable
effect on the objective functions. In the optimization process, eight parameters are consid-
ered as input parameters. Eight cases are studied under different scenarios of master/slave
and different operating conditions of road grade, vibrations, and nominal. To find the degree
of influence of the parameters from the results of optimization three different approaches are
used; Pareto sets points are plotted along the Pareto front, percentage change of the
parameters are calculated within the limits of variation of the parameters values and objec-
tive functions are plotted along the parameters. It is found that all eight parameters do not
have same degree of influence on the objective functions. Some parameters have very high
degree of influence and some parameters have very low degree of influence. The parameters
with lowest degree of influence can be ignored while deciding about the optimized perfor-
mance of the generic synchronizer. The parameters which cannot be ignored are given in
Table 5.
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It is suggested for future work to verify the developed synchronizer model and relevant results
with industrial simulation tool. It is also proposed to implement the friction model developed in

Hdggstrom et al. (2016).

Definitions/abbreviations

O s Displacement difference between ring and sleeve
Seng Engaging teeth axial length
0g_s Displacement difference between gear and sleeve
Xeng Full engaging length
T Index torque
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Appendix

Gearwheel as a slave

Optimization results in the case where the gearwheel is considered as a slave are shown in
Figure A1-12.

t

Aw, _vs | Aw _vs | Aw _vsr

synch V= 39 r ‘nynen " s-g s ‘!'p\:ll i s-g a tsynch Ve Aw, o ve Pa

Figure Al: Variation of Pareto
sets points of parameters with
Pareto front.
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Figure A16: Pareto fronts with Pareto Fronts
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Figure A18: Variation of objec-
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Figure A20: Pareto fronts with Pareto Fronts
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Figure A22: Normalized percen- t and Auw vs | t .ln?;:“imr*s”f““r;“ﬂw Vs T t and Aw VS
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