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Abstract: This study focuses on the structural analysis of the front single-sided swingarm of a new
three-wheel electric motorcycle, recently designed to meet the challenges of the vehicle electrification
era. The primary target is to develop a swingarm capable of withstanding the forces applied during
motorcycle’s operation and, at the same time, to be as lightweight as possible. Different scenarios
of force loadings are considered and emphasis is given to braking forces in emergency braking
conditions where higher loads are applied to the front wheels of the vehicle. A dedicated Computer
Aided Engineering (CAE) software is used for the structural evaluation of different swingarm designs,
through a series of finite element analysis simulations. A topology optimization procedure is also
implemented to assist the redesign effort and reduce the weight of the final design. Simulation results
in the worst-case loading conditions, indicate strongly that the proposed structure is effective and
promising for actual prototyping. A direct comparison of results for the initial and final swingarm
design revealed that a 23.2% weight reduction was achieved.

Keywords: swingarm; single-sided; Finite Elements Analysis (FEA); three-wheel motorcycle;
topology optimization

1. Introduction

Motorcycle technology advancements have been evident throughout the years, following or even
exceeding the trends of automotive technologies. Accordingly, electric motorcycles are becoming a
reality and they already have an important market share (over 30% in 2019) [1]. Several technology
breakthroughs have been introduced up to now, providing numerous production vehicles and
stimulating a huge effort towards their research and development by motorcycle manufacturers and
startups. Electric motors, batteries and powertrains, are the key factors mainly researched by the
industry. But electrification of powertrains also enables the redesign of several critical motorcycle parts.

One critical structural part of all motorcycles is the front suspension system that connects the chassis
with the front wheel. Several alternative concepts of front suspension can be found, such as girder
forks, leading link and hub center steering [2], introducing various advantages in motorcycle handling.
The majority of the production motorcycles globally install telescopic forks, as front suspension systems,
even though this entails specific disadvantages [3]. As the choice of the suspension system has major
effects on the performance and handling of the motorcycle, alternative front suspension systems
have been researched and have also been installed on production motorcycles [2,4]. Another issue of
motorcycle design is the use of two or three wheels and specifically the setup of two wheels front and
one rear. These kind of motorcycles can be considered as trikes or motorcycles, depending on the way
they tilt as well as the lateral distance between the front wheels. Trikes are a different vehicle category,
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due to different handling and cornering. It is clear that up to now, two-wheel motorcycles dominate
the market. However, in the last years different three-wheel concept vehicles have been introduced
(Honda Neowing, Tokyo, Japan, Kawasaki J, Tokyo, Japan), production models are already on the road
(Yamaha NIKEN, Shizuoka, Japan), and motorcycle magazine reviews have highlighted the advantages
of two front wheels for handling, braking and safety feeling of the riders [5]. Linked to the above facts,
extensive research on three-wheel motorcycles and their front suspension systems design, is needed
and should be carefully evaluated. On this track, our research team have been focusing on the design
and development of a new three-wheel electric motorcycle [6], with an innovative two-wheel front
system arrangement using a single-sided swingarm for each front wheel and hub center steering.
This motorcycle was developed to meet the challenges of future electric vehicles’ and the development
of the two-wheel front system arrangement was customized for installation on the specific vehicle.
It must be noted, that the replacement of a gasoline engine by an electric powertrain in the same space,
provides additional freedom in chassis design of future electric motorcycles, which makes it easier to
install such an alternative front system. The work presented here is mainly focused on the structural
analysis of the swingarm, which is a critical component of the front system.

Research on three-wheel motorcycles reported in the literature is limited. Related studies are
mainly focused on dynamic modelling and stability analysis of these vehicles [7,8]. Simple and
advanced dynamic models of three-wheel motorcycles are developed and specific modes of operation
(capsize, weave and wobble) are recognized and evaluated compared to two-wheel vehicles through
simulation. Other researchers are focused on the effects of passing over low friction coefficient surfaces,
where the riders of three-wheel vehicles have indicated that one noteworthy characteristic is the
vehicle’s stability when cornering, over a low friction surface, like slippery or wet road. As indicated,
under these conditions the decrease in lateral force on one front tire, passing over the low friction road
surface, is compensated by the other front tire [9].

As mentioned, swingarm structural behavior is the main topic covered in this research. Based on
related literature there are several publications focused on swingarm structural analysis, but they all
explore single-sided [10–14] or double-sided [15–17] rear swingarms. Double-sided swingarms hold
the rear wheel by both sides of its axle, while single-sided ones are a type of swingarm which lies
along only one side of the rear wheel and hold it in one side, allowing it to be mounted like a car wheel.
In all cases, a static analysis is considered, presenting stress and displacements based on different
loading conditions. Focusing on the single-sided swingarms, in [10] the loads applied correspond to
maximum traction and lateral bending forces, comparing an aluminum and Carbon Fiber Reinforced
Plastic (CFRP) version. A multi objective optimization is performed for the redesign of the carbon fiber
version targeting maximum stiffness and minimum weight. Bedeschi [14] presented a similar analysis,
towards weight optimization, considering CFRP material. Smith [11,13] also used a static analysis
based on torsional and vertical loads, trying to achieve higher torsional stiffness and minimum weight.
Considering double-sided swingarms, a relative procedure is followed where structural analysis is
based on braking and cornering [15], torsional loads [16], or extreme loading such as performing a
wheelie [17]. Regarding material use, the majority is focused on aluminum alloys such as 7075-T6 [15],
CFRP [18] and comparisons of aluminum and steel versions [16,17]. Based on the aforementioned
literature, other valuable information was also gathered (Table 1), including: a) weight of swingarms
developed, b) vehicle motor power and c) safety factor. It is evident that rear swingarm’s weight
depends on the motor power used on the motorcycle, as well as if it is single or double-sided. In Table 1,
double- or single-sided swingarms are defined as (D) or (S), respectively. For motor power less than
40 KW, only double-sided can be found and their weight is 2.6–2.7 kg for aluminum and CFRP versions,
respectively. On powertrains ranging between 130 and 185 KW, single-sided swingarms weight is
4.1–4.2 kg for CFRP and 5 kg for aluminum, while double-sided swingarms are 5.3–6.85 kg for different
aluminum versions. The safety factor targeted by most researchers, even though data are limited,
has values close to N = 2.
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Table 1. Rear swingarm specifications in the literature.

Reference Double (D)/Single
(S) Sided Material Weight

(kg)
Safety
Factor

Motor Power
(KW)

Airoldi [10] S Aluminum A356.0T6
CFRP

5
4.1 129.7

Patiil [12] S Steel AISI 1018 9.26 2.07 -
Bedeschi [14] S CFRP 4.2 - 158.1
Smith [11,13] S CFRP 4.3 - -
Hasaan [15] D Aluminum 7075-T6 22.80 1.95 185

Risitano [16] D

Aluminum S2008
Aluminum MS 2008

Aluminum BNG
2008

5.265
6.85
5.65

138

Swathikrishnan [17] D AISI-4340
Aluminum 6061-T6

4.17
2.6

1.53–2.37
2.34–2.39 10

Nigel O’Dea [18] D CFRP 2.7 - 33

Braking and cornering forces are accounted for in most of the literature for rear swingarms.
The magnitude of these forces is related to tire-ground friction and a simplification called “friction
circle or ellipse” can be used to understand the maximum forces available for braking and cornering [2].
It assumes that the maximum tire friction force possible in any direction is a constant, which means
that a tire can support a specific maximum force either for cornering, or braking, or any combination
of steering and braking forces that result to the same maximum resultant force available, which is a
simplification of reality. Other research findings exist, where more accurate tire models for combined
braking and steering force components can be found, such as the Pajecka Magic formula [19] and
BNP-MNC [20]. But according to the above and considering that, in our case, we are exploring the
use of a front swingarm, the maximum loading scenario can be defined under emergency braking
conditions in a longitudinal driving direction.

Basic theory of braking forces calculation can be found in various publications, including related
books [21–23], as well as research focused on evaluation of the effects of braking loads applied on
single-sided swingarms [12]. It must be noted though, that when brake forces are calculated, motorcycle
tires and especially tire coefficient of friction are important as detailed in Section 2.3. Another important
factor, directly linked to braking conditions, is the effect of deceleration. Braking deceleration of
motorcycles is differentiated according to vehicle brake design and driver’s ability to avoid skidding
during braking [21]. Experimental brake tests have been conducted by different research teams
measuring deceleration values, revealing the effect of the driver but also the differences that occur
by using front, rear or both brakes simultaneously [24–26]. This part is exclusively presented in the
following sections of this work, highlighting the importance of deceleration on braking calculations,
in order to adequately define the loads applied on a swingarm.

To the best of our knowledge, there is no other analysis of a front single-sided swingarm in
the relevant literature, as the majority of research is related to rear swingarms. Comparing the
loads applied on a front or rear swingarm, several differences exist, such as: (a) the effect of torque
during acceleration, which is not considered on a front swingarm, (b) motorcycle weight distribution
loads, as also (c) higher braking forces applied on the front wheels. It can be easily understood,
that weight and stiffness of rear swingarms cannot be directly compared to those of a front swingarm.
Hence, the main contribution of this work is to present valuable results and insights, regarding stress
and displacements calculated for the front single-sided swingarm design proposed. To cope with the
forces applied during vehicle operation and at the same time to be lightweight, different designs are
evaluated under different loading scenarios. Since braking conditions correspond to a major factor
of forces applied, this is the worst-case loading scenario considered. For the evaluation procedure,
a dedicated CAE (ANSA, Beta CAE Systems, Thessaloniki, Greece) software is used for a series of finite
element analysis simulations. Based on preliminary results obtained, the redesign of the swingarm is
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discussed, targeting higher structural effectiveness and lower weight. For this purpose, a topology
optimization procedure is carried out to assist and shape the new design. Finally, an evaluation of
different swingarm versions under specific loading conditions is discussed, considering simulation
results of stresses and displacements, which depend on design modifications.

2. Calculation of Forces on a Motorcycle

For the definition of the loadcases used in the simulations, the weight distribution and brake
forces acting on the front swingarm must be calculated. In this section, a brief analysis of the relevant
theory and experimental results found in the literature is presented.

2.1. Weight Distribution

Assuming a simple motorcycle model, the basic loads acting from weight distribution and braking
can be determined as shown in Figure 1, where the motorcycle and the rider are modeled as a single
rigid body. Supposing a flat road and ignoring the contribution from rolling resistance and aerodynamic
forces, the loads on the vehicle’s wheels are then calculated as shown below [21].

Figure 1. Simple motorcycle model of acting forces during braking.

In Figure 1, a represents the distance of front wheel from Center of Gravity (CoG), b is the distance
of rear wheel from CoG and h measures the height of the CoG. Applying the sum of forces with respect
to axes X and Z and sum of torques at the center of gravity, we obtain the following equations:

S f + Sr = md (1)

N f + Nr = mg (2)

Nr b−N f a +
(
Sr + S f

)
h = 0 (3)

where, Sf is the front braking force, Sr is the rear braking force, Nf is the reaction from the ground to the
front wheel, Nr the reaction from the ground to the rear wheel, d represents the deceleration, m the
total mass and m × d the inertial force from the deceleration.

Rewriting the Equations (1)–(3) with respect to Nf and Nr, results in:

N f = mg
b

a + b
+ md

h
a + b

(4)

Nr = mg
a

a + b
−md

h
a + b

(5)

Using the above equations, the weight distribution resulting in the loads acting on the front and
rear wheels can be obtained.
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2.2. Braking Forces and Tire Friction

As found in Equation (1), the total braking force (Stot) is:

Stot = S f + Sr = md (6)

A condition that should be avoided to maintain driver safety during braking is tire skidding,
resulting in a loss of tire grip with the road [21]. Tire traction limit D is based on tire characteristics
and is related to the ratio µ, which is the friction force (or otherwise the normalized braking force),
effected by the braking force S and the vertical load N. In order to maintain road grip during braking,
this ratio should not exceed a maximum available value of D, for the front (Df) and rear (Dr) tire
traction, respectively:

µ f =
S f

N f
< D f (7)

µr =
Sr

Nr
< Dr (8)

As the total brake force (Stot) increases, tire skidding may occur either in the front or in the rear
tire depending on braking force distribution [21]. In order to examine this phenomenon, the ratio of
braking balance (ρ) is introduced, linking the braking force on the rear wheel and the total braking
force:

ρ =
Sr

S f + Sr
=

Sr

Stot
(9)

By using Equations (1)–(3) and (7)–(9), normalized braking force µ may be expressed as a function
of the deceleration d and the braking balance ρ, as follows [21]:

µ f = (1− ρ)
(a + b)d
ag + hd

(10)

µr = ρ
(a + b)d
ag− hd

(11)

When ρ = 0 then µr = 0 meaning only the front brakes are applied, while if ρ = 1 just the rear brakes
are applied.

In order to calculate the brake ratio at the verge of skidding, the actual deceleration at this point
must be known [22]. Assuming the tires (front and rear) have the same coefficient of friction, the total
braking force at the point of skidding is calculated by Equation (2):

Fskid =
(
N f + Nr

)
µ = mgµ (12)

By equating (6) with (12), the expression for maximum deceleration is obtained:

Fskid = Stot => d = −µg (13)

The negative sign is an indication that the vehicle is in a state of deceleration.
In general, tire friction data are linked to road conditions (dry, wet, ice), as also on different road

material types (such as asphalt, gravel etc.) [7,9,27]. Nevertheless, motorcycle tires are different than
car tires and have different shapes of contact patch on the road [27,28]. Experimental results focused
on motorcycle tire friction coefficient (µ) calculation, indicate values close to µ = 0.8 [22]. Experimental
and theoretical results for car tires in contact with a road made from tarmac in dry conditions can
be found in [23,27], presenting a range of values 0.7 < µ < 1.0. Research on motorcycle tires can also
be found [22,27], indicating that for a dry road µ = 0.8. Considering all the above information, for
our calculations the reference coefficient of friction used for the front and rear tires is µf = µr = 0.8.
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Therefore, based on Equation (13) and assuming µ = 0.8 as a reference value, the maximum theoretical
deceleration so that no tire skidding occurs is calculated at d = 0.8 g.

2.3. Urgent Braking in Real Conditions

The way motorcycle drivers use brakes in emergency situations affects motorcycle response and
differentiates deceleration magnitude. For this purpose, several experimental tests have been conducted
by different researchers, using professional or ordinary drivers, different sport or sport-touring
motorcycle models and different braking conditions (using front, rear or both brakes) [24,29–36].
Relevant experiments on low-power motorcycles (100–150 cc) were conducted in [26], as well as in
wet road conditions where decelerations are lower [25]. These tests reveal the range of decelerations
achieved in reality (minimum–maximum) and can be compared to theory. A summary of these
results is presented in Table 2 and at the last row the mean value for all minimum and all maximum
decelerations is calculated. In this calculation, we have not accounted for the tests conducted in [26]
due to the low power of motorcycles used in the tests. Also all values included are without the use of
an anti-lock braking system (ABS).

Table 2. Braking deceleration rates in g reported in the literature (dry and wet road).

Deceleration (g)

Reference Front Brake Only Rear Brake Front and Rear Combined

Bartlett [31] 0.88–0.89 0.38–0.46 0.96
Ecker [32] - - 0.51–0.75

Vavryn [33] - - 0.67
Bartlett, Baxter, Robar [34] 0.44–0.76 0.31–0.43 0.59–0.89

Anderson, Baxter, Robar [35] 0.65 0.42 0.71
Dunn, et al. [36] 0.518–0.709 0.345–0.386 0.61–0.71
Ariffin et al. [26] 0.5 0.35 0.48–0.83

Min-Max decelerations 0.44–0.89 0.31–0.46 0.51–0.96
Mean values of min and max 0.62–0.75 0.34–0.42 0.57–0.78

Combined braking (front and rear brake use) is considered as the best way to brake in an emergency
situation and this is represented in the results, where the maximum deceleration achieved is 0.96 g.
Lower values are found for rear brake use (0.46 g), considered as the worst choice. Finally, using only
front brakes results in maximum decelerations up to 0.89 g. It can be seen that the range of decelerations
vary from test to test. For this reason, a mean value of all maximum and all minimum decelerations is
calculated in the last row of Table 2 and is considered as a more adequate magnitude of reference. Based
on that, when only front brakes are applied, the mean value of maximum deceleration is d = 0.75 g.

Comparing this experimental reference value (0.75 g) with the theoretical value of deceleration
(d = 0.8 g) calculated in the previous Section 2.2, we observe that theoretical calculations are 5.8%
higher than the experimental. Due to the small difference, we choose the worst case (theoretical
deceleration value d = 0.8 g), as the reference value used for the maximum braking forces applied in
calculations hereafter.

3. Testbed Vehicle Specifications and Loading Scenarios

The proposed swingarm design is installed on the front suspension system of a three-wheel electric
motorcycle (Daedalus). Using two wheels at front, two identical single-sided swingarms are used to
hold the wheels. The top and side view of this assembly is shown in Figure 2a,b, respectively. In order
to calculate the forces acting on the testbed vehicle, the technical specifications and corresponding
dimensions of CoG related to Figure 1 are presented in Table 3.
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Figure 2. Front swingarm assembly: (a) top view; (b) side view.

Table 3. Testbed vehicle (Daedalus) technical specifications.

Chassis Aluminum

Motor 100 KW-Brushless electric motor
Max motor torque 230 Nm
Max motor RPM 5200 RPM

Dimensions (L ×W × H) 2.1 × 0.8 × 1.2m
CoG Dimensions (a, b, h) 795mm, 804mm, 541mm

Weight 240 kg (excl. Driver)

3.1. Front Swingarm Design and Materials

The initial design of the single-sided swingarm is presented in Figure 3, while the assembly of
related components that are included in the simulation, is shown in Figure 4. As shown, at the back
side the swingarm is connected to the chassis through an axle inserted in the spacers, while on the front
it is connected to the wheel through the swingarm axle. The front axle is attached on the swingarm
with two bearings and its other side is connected to the wheel using a hub center steering system.

Figure 3. Front swingarm initial design.

Figure 4. Front swingarm and related components assembly.
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3.2. Weight Distribution Forces—First Loading Scenario

As explained in Section 2.1, the weight distribution forces on the wheels are determined by the
position of the center of gravity (CoG) and the mass of the motorcycle including the driver, in our case
340 kg. By subtracting the unsprung mass of the wheels (21 kg), the total mass acting on the CoG is
m = 319 kg. Weight distribution on the front and rear wheels is calculated using Equations (4) and
(5), assuming deceleration d = 0, resulting in Nf = 1572.9 N and Nr = 1555.9 N. Force Nf is distributed
equally on the front two wheels, resulting in Nfleft = Nfright = 786.45 N. These forces correspond to the
first loading scenario considered in the simulations.

3.3. Braking Forces—Second Loading Scenario

Using Equation (4) force Nf can be calculated for different deceleration values (d). In addition,
using Equation (10), the coefficient of friction (µf) can be obtained, related to different braking
distribution factors (ρ) and decelerations. The brake force acting on the front wheels (Sf) is then
calculated based on Nf and µf. The same procedure is used to calculate the rear braking force Sr.
The worst-case scenario of forces applied is considered when only the front brake is used (ρ = 0).
Assuming a friction factor µf = 0.8 and a maximum deceleration of d = 0.8g, results in Sfleft = Sfright =

Sf/2 = 1251.75 N on each front wheel. The brake moment (Mbr) generated by Sf, considering the front
tire radius (R = 0.32 m), is Mbr = Sf × R = 400.5 Nm. The vertical load is also found equal to Nfleft =

Nfright = 1210 N. These forces correspond to the second loading scenario considered in the simulations.
Using Equation (13), the maximum deceleration that can be achieved in order to avoid tire skidding
would be d = 0.8 g, assuming µ = 0.8.

4. Modelling and Simulation

Finite elements modelling requires specific steps, depending on the pre-processor used, in order
to prepare a CAD part for Finite Elements Analysis (FEA) simulation. This includes modelling of
forces, constraints, connections of parts in the assembly, material specification and mesh generation.
All these steps are detailed in the following paragraphs. A dedicated CAE software (ANSA, Beta CAE
Systems, Thessaloniki, Greece) is used for this purpose [37], providing adequate results.

4.1. Geometry Mesh and Materials

The ANSA pre-processor is used for the development of the geometry mesh and volume elements
are used for higher results accuracy (Figure 5). The mesh of the swingarm has 97,259 volume elements,
from which 87,475 are Tetras and 9784 are Pyramids elements. The total mesh of all the components
included in the swingarm assembly has 116,818 volume elements (Figure 6).

Figure 5. Mesh of the initial swingarm design.
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Figure 6. Mesh of components assembly for the swingarm design.

The modelling of material properties used for the preliminary simulations can be found in
Table 4, where the required properties used by the pre-processor are: (a) Elastic modulus, (b) Poisson
ratio, (c) Shear modulus, (d) Density and (e) Yield strength. The materials initially considered are:
(a) aluminum 7075-T6 for the swingarm and the suspension link, (b) stainless steel AISI-304 for the
swingarm axle and the bearings, (c) steel AISI-130 for the suspension, all modelled as isotropic materials.
Suspension has been simplified to a steel round beam (shown with a line in Figure 6) in order to reduce
mesh elements number and is assumed to be a rigid component.

Table 4. Materials properties used in preliminary simulations.

Aluminum 7075-T6 Stainless Steel AISI 304 Steel AISI 4130

Elastic modulus, E(GPa) 71.7 200 205
Poisson ratio, v 0.33 0.29 0.29

Shear modulus, G(GPa) 26.9 86 80
Density, ρ (×103 kg/m3) 2.81 8 7.85

Yield strength (MPa) 503 215 435

4.2. Connections and Contacts

The connection of different components in the assembly is defined using bolts, related to suspension
and suspension link, or contact functions for spacers and bearings. Figure 7a presents bolts connections
placement and Figure 7b depicts the contact connections as modelled on the assembly.

Figure 7. Connections modeled: (a) with bolts; (b) with contacts.
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4.3. Forces and Constraints

Constraints are modelled as shown in Figure 8a, placed as fixtures on the rear part of the swingarm
connected to the chassis. Suspension movement is also fixed using a constraint on the suspension
link. The forces are applied considering the calculated values of the vertical force Nf (first loading
scenario) and a clockwise moment Mbr (used with Nf for second loading scenario) placed on the end of
the swingarm axle (Figure 8b).

Figure 8. Finite element analysis model: (a) constraints; (b) loads.

The assumption that suspension is rigid and that no tire modelling is considered, is a simplification
used to reduce computational time under the static analysis presented here. Stress and displacements
calculated in this way are expected to be higher than in the case when the suspension was operating
normally and tires could also compensate part of the loads. These assumptions help us on evaluating
different swingarm designs, which is the main target here, but in order to obtain more precise results
and achieve higher weight reduction, these modelling procedures should be applied.

4.4. Topology Optimization

A general optimization problem is identified firstly as a problem of finding the optimal topology
and then as a problem of finding the optimal shape or finding the optimal cross sections [38].
Topology optimization is a mathematical process that aims to find the optimal distribution of the
material of a construction, while satisfying its support conditions and loads. It is implemented by
combining finite elements for analysis and mathematical programming techniques for solving [38,39].
ANSA’s SOL200 was used to conduct topology optimization simulations in the present work [37].
The first important parameter defined is the design area, corresponding to the area of the part where
the problem of topology optimization will be solved, while areas not included in the solution are
called non-design areas [38]. In our case, the design area is the swingarm excluding the rear brackets
connected to the chassis. The second parameter is the definition of the objective function and constraints.
The objective function for this application corresponds to the minimization of the weighted deformation
energy (min compliance). Using this objective function, the residual mass percentage and the static
loading scenario are taken as constraints. The first restriction refers to the percentage of mass removed
from the original mass of the swingarm.

5. Results

The linear static analysis of the front swingarm is based on the previously mentioned modelling
of forces, materials, connections and constraints and the solver calculates the stresses (Von Misses) and
the displacements. Two loading scenarios are conducted and discussed related to the forces applied.
The first scenario includes the weight distribution of the forces (weight) resembling a vertical bending
scenario, while the second investigates the effect of maximum braking forces. For the representation
of the results, META post-processor was used. The first part of results shows the initial swingarm
design under the two loading scenarios (Sections 5.1 and 5.2). In Section 5.3, details of the redesign
process towards the final swingarm design are presented, based on topology optimization results and
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alternative designs evaluation. Finally, in Section 5.4 simulation results of the final swingarm design
are shown and a detailed comparison to the initial design is discussed.

5.1. Initial Swingarm Design—First Loading Scenario

In this part, the force applied is Nf = 786.45 N, which corresponds to weight distribution on the
front wheel (Section 3.2). Stress results and related displacements for the swingarm are shown in
Figure 9.

Figure 9. Stress (a) and displacement (b) results in 1st loading scenario.

A normal stress distribution is observed on the swingarm, where a maximum stress of 23.78 MPa
occurs on one of the constrained points that connects it to the chassis. This result has a low magnitude
that needs no further evaluation. The displacement results show a maximum value of 0.32 mm for
the swingarm.

5.2. Initial Swingarm Design—Second Loading Scenario

Considering the case of braking, the forces applied are calculated in Section 3.3. As mentioned,
the highest braking forces occur at deceleration of d = 0.8 g when using only the front brakes.
According to this, the forces applied in the simulation are Nf = 1210 N and Mbr = 400.5 Nm. The results
of stresses and displacements obtained are presented in Figure 10.

Figure 10. Stress (a) and displacement (b) results in 2nd loading scenario.

The maximum stress is 98.6 MPa placed on the right rear bracket, far lower than the material
yield stress (503 MPa), corresponding to a safety factor N = 5.1. This yields that excess of material
should be removed. Another important observation is that on the rest of the part stresses distribution
are less than 60 MPa, while displacement results show a maximum value of 1.27 mm. According to
these insights, certain modifications can be made on swingarm design in order to reduce weight.
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Additionally, a change of material could be recommended in order to cut down raw material and
production costs.

5.3. Final Swingarm Design

Considering the forces applied on the different loading scenarios, we mostly depend on results
obtained for the worst-case scenario which is under emergency braking conditions. A swingarm
redesign and material replacement is decided, targeting lower weight and production cost. It is clear
that stress and displacements will be raised, but the objective is a safety factor close to N = 2 and at the
same time to keep displacements as low as possible. A topology optimization procedure was used at
first, so as to assist on redesign of the swingarm and obtain valuable results regarding specific areas of
material removal (Figure 11). Modelling and simulation were conducted based on parameters referred
in Section 4.4. The finite element model was solved using the second (worst) loadcase scenario for
various topology optimization parameters and the new form obtained was again validated (solved) in
a static analysis. In this way it was possible to fine tune certain parameters such as the percentage of
mass removed from the swingarm, which was finally set to 40% reduction compared to the original
mass. It must be noted that we also experimented with higher reduction percentages, but the results
indicated: a) even more complex swingarm forms, which were difficult to manufacture with our
production capabilities (CNC machining) and b) similar stresses and displacements. For these reasons,
the specific percentage of mass reduction (40%) was chosen. As seen in Figure 11, material was mostly
removed on the front part of the swingarm as well as in the middle, indicating that hollow parts
should exist at these points. Most of the features of the form obtained through this procedure were
incorporated in the new design.

Figure 11. Topology optimization results for the swingarm.

Various designs were considered and evaluated and two new alternatives are shown in Figure 12a,b.
Their analysis was based on loads of the first loading scenario and the material used was aluminum
7075-T6. The results obtained are presented in Figure 12c,d, respectively.
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Figure 12. Different swingarm versions and results: (a) 1st alternative swingarm design;
(b) 2nd alternative swingarm design; (c) results of stresses and displacements for 1st alternative
swingarm; (d) results of stresses and displacements for 2nd alternative swingarm.

The first alternative design showed a weight reduction of 13% (4.94 kg), while the second
alternative provided even higher weight reduction of 18.5% (4.62 kg). Considering the results of
analysis, the first one presented higher maximum stress (37.2 MPa—first, 25.63 MPa—second) while
both had almost the same displacements (0.38 mm—first, 0.37 mm—second). It is evident that the
second design alternative was the type of design we should focus on for the final version. The final
form was slightly changed, mostly affected by our production capabilities, where CNC machining
manufacturing was chosen. According to the redesign procedure followed, the final swingarm design
is presented in Figure 13.

Figure 13. The final redesigned single-sided front swingarm.
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As mentioned, low stress distribution and a high safety factor of the initial design gave us the
flexibility to choose a new aluminum alloy (5083-H116) for the swingarm, targeting lower production
cost. The modelling of the isotropic material properties used for the new swingarm assembly can be
found in Table 5. Four different materials are used: (a) Aluminum 5083-H116 (swingarm and link),
(b) Stainless steel 304 (suspension), (c) Stainless steel SS-A4-80 (swingarm axle), (d) Steel AISI4130
(bearings). The required properties used by the pre-processor are: (a) Elastic modulus, (b) Poisson ratio,
(c) Shear modulus, (d) Density and (e) Yield strength.

Table 5. Materials properties used in the final modelling.

Aluminum
5083-H116

Stainless Steel
AISI 304

Steel
AISI 4130

Stainless Steel
A4-80

Elastic modulus, E(GPa) 71 200 205 193
Poisson ratio, v 0.33 0.29 0.29 0.29

Shear modulus, G(GPa) 26.4 86 80 86
Density, ρ (×103 kg/m3) 2.66 8 7.85 8

Yield strength (MPa) 228 215 435 600

5.4. Final Swingarm Design Results

An identical modelling process is followed for the new materials applied, as in the initial design.
Only the worst-case scenario (second loading scenario) is used for the evaluation and comparison to
the initial version. The forces applied are again Nf = 1210 N and Mbr = 400.5 Nm and the results of
stresses and displacements are presented in Figure 14.

Figure 14. Stress (a) and displacement (b) results in 2nd loading scenario for the final swingarm design.

The maximum stress calculated on the swingarm has a magnitude of 117.2 MPa, resulting in a
safety factor N = 1.95 (yield strength is 228 MPa). As expected, maximum stress is once more observed
on one of the constrained points that connects the swingarm to the chassis, as was the case in the
simulation results of the first design. It must be also noted that stress distribution on the rest of the
swingarm is below 70 MPa. The maximum displacement results in a value of 1.59 mm. Even though
there are no comparative results for front swingarms on the literature, these displacements under heavy
braking conditions are evaluated as acceptable. That means that no driving or handling problems
would be noticed by the driver in braking conditions. A comparison of results from the simulations
conducted for the initial and final swingarm design, can be found in Table 6, including maximum
stresses, displacements, weight and safety factor.
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Table 6. Results comparison of the initial and final swingarm design.

Max Stress (MPa) Max Displacement (mm) Weight (kg) Safety Factor

Initial swingarm
design

98.6 1.27 5.67 5.10

Final swingarm
design

117.2 1.59 4.35 1.95

Difference +19% +25% −23.2%

As shown, the maximum stresses are 19% higher in the final design, as also displacements are
raised by 25%. These results were expected but at the same time do not raise any concerns, since they
are lower than the material yield strength. Safety factor is reduced, which is normal for this kind
of structure and ensures structural rigidity safety levels. The main target was of course to lower
weight, which is accomplished, considering that a 23.2% reduction was achieved. Finally, the change
of materials decided had minimum overall effects on our results, but on the other hand will help the
most on reducing production costs.

The development procedure presented and decisions taken towards the final design, were based
on finite element analysis simulations that were modeled based on our knowledge and experience.
Due to the lack of relevant research on front single-sided swingarms, no real comparison can be made
to similar research or tests in order to validate our results. One engineering parameter found from rear
swingarm analysis (as referred to in Table 2 and used for validation in our case), is the safety factor.
In rear swingarms it ranges from 1.53 to 2.39 with a mean value of 1.95, which is an important parameter
that we successfully met on our new design. The next step would be to set up an experimental testing
procedure on a custom test rig, which would provide additional strain and displacement data for the
validation and tuning of our finite element model. We should also mention that since the suspension
and tire effects are not considered in our model, the results of stresses and displacements are higher,
providing additional certainty that we can further reduce the weight. According to the above, we are
confident that the proposed design will provide the needed safety during driving and braking.

6. Discussion

The work presented is focused on the design and development of a front single-sided swingarm
used on a new three-wheel electric motorcycle. To the best of our knowledge there is no literature for
front single-sided swingarm analysis, since most of the research found is related to rear swingarms.
Comparing a front and a rear swingarm, loading conditions are differentiated. One difference is the
effect of loads from the motor through the chain on a rear swingarm and on the other hand higher
braking forces applied on the front wheel of a motorcycle.

The main targets set for the development of this part, are structural safety and low weight.
A dedicated CAE software was used for the modelling of loads, constraints and materials applied,
in order to evaluate a front swingarm design through series of finite element analysis simulations.
Results of stresses and displacements were calculated and presented. A review of braking conditions
was also presented, in order to identify the braking forces applied and investigate their effects on
the structural strength of the part under consideration. In the simulations conducted, two loading
scenarios were performed. The first scenario included weight distribution forces, while the second
scenario investigated the effect of braking forces, considered as the worst-case scenario. At first, an
initial swingarm design was evaluated. In the worst-case scenario, the maximum stress calculated
was 98.6 MPa, far lower than the yield stress (503 MPa), corresponding to a safety factor of N = 5.1.
Displacement results showed a maximum value of 1.27 mm on this design. A swingarm redesign
and material replacement was decided, targeting lower weight and production cost. A topology
optimization procedure was used, so as to assist the redesign of the swingarm and obtain valuable
results regarding specific areas of material removal. The final form was also affected considering our
production capabilities, targeting manufacturing with CNC machining. In the final swingarm design,



Appl. Sci. 2020, 10, 6063 16 of 17

exactly the same modelling process was followed and only the worst-case scenario (second loading
scenario—braking) was used in the simulations. A direct comparison of results for the initial and final
swingarm design revealed that, the maximum stresses are 19% higher in the final design (117.2 MPa),
as well as displacements were raised by 25% (1.59 mm). Safety factor was reduced to N = 1.95, which is
normal for these type of structures (as related to rear swingarm literature) and ensures structural
rigidity. The main target was of course to lower weight, which is accomplished since a 23.2% reduction
was achieved, resulting in a weight of 4.35 kg.

The main contribution of this work was to present valuable results and insights, based on finite
element analysis simulations, revealing stress and displacements that are calculated for various
versions of a new front single-sided swingarm design. The results presented indicate strongly that the
proposed structure is effective and promising for actual prototyping. For a future work, the modelling
of suspension and tires could be applied, in order to obtain more refined results and target further
weight optimization.
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