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Studies on the hauling equipment in difficult terrain (2)

—The calculation of hauling cost on the cable

system with three supports
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Résumé

In the present report we have studied the caleulation of hauling cost and the most
suitable condition between the power of yarder PS(HP) and the weight of wire rope
o (kg/m) on the eable system with three supports. The hauling cost is considered to be
a function of p and PS as equation (15) and (16). Equation (16) is considtred to be a
function of length of side(r), angle(a), hauling volume (q), load (w), and eycle time
according to equation (2),(3), (4),(5), and(12). A cyecle time is caleulated by equation(11)
and (13) so that is affected significantly by average skidding distance as equation(13).
Equation (17) may be used to determine the minimun hauling cost so the solutions are
shown in Fig.4. Fig.6 and Fig.7 show relation between the hauling eost and the weight
of wire rope at a constant power. These curves of hauling cost are not very much change
between 0.9 and 1.8 kg/m and less than 0.5 man-day/nj. Fig.9 and Fig.10 show relation
between the hauling cost and the power of yarder at a constant weight of wire rope.
These curves are not very much change. Rearranging the caleulation results, the most
suitable eondition of the powerof yarder is 50HP and weight of wire rope is 1.2-1.5kg/m.
The results of the hauling cost are show in Fig.11.



