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PREFACE

Aircraft must maintain structural int>grity relative to many sources of damage such
' as, for example, fatigue cracking or corrosion. Military aircraft must also withstand, as far

i as is practicable, damage inflicted by hostile military weapons. The resistance of the
‘ structure to the impact of projectiles is an important parameter in considerations of
vulnerability. It is necessary to determine the impact failure characteristics of the structure
under load, aud its residual strength after damage. The detail design features of the
structure are important in determining the spread of the damage. Where neighbouring
systems or fuel tanks are vulnerable, the degree of penetration of the projectile into the
structure is important. Blast and fragmentation effects must be considered.

P This Design Manual has therefore been produced by the Structures and Materials
Panel to aid the designer in making assessments of the tolerance of the structure to various

_ threats and the probability of the aircraft surviving the impact, completing the mission and

‘ returning safely to base. It describes methods which exist to determine both the damage

; resulting from the impact of various types of projectiles and the resulting capabilities of
the damaged structure. It also embraces an analogous problem, arising mainly on transport
aircraft, of the resistance of the structure to impact of debris from engine disintegration.

i The Manual is divided into three Sections, Section I dealing with the projectile threats, .
Section II with anzlysis methods and Section 111 with design guidelines. :

The Structures and Materials Panel was very fortunate from the outset in securing the
services, as Coordinator, Compiler and Editor of the Manual, of Mr John G.Avery of the
Boeing Company, Seattle, who is world renowned as an-expert in the field of impact damage
tolerance of structures. An essential feature of AGARD activities is the pooling of relevant
knowledge with the NATO community aided by the bringing together of specialisis for
irtormed discussions. This occurred both within the Working Group on Impact Damage
. Tolerance of Structures and also at the Specialists’ Meeting held in Ankara in September
1975 (see AGARD Conference Proceedings CP-186). The Panel is therefore deeply indebted
f ) not only to Mr Avery, for his outstanding efforts, iargely single-handed, in compilirg this

Manual, but also to all those others who have provided valuable information and
contributions, especially those listed by name in the preliminary pages.

[ . N.F.HARPUR
Chairman, Working Group
| . on Impact Damage Tolerance
of Structures
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AUTHOR'S NOTE

This Design Manual was prepared as the primary task of the Impazt Damage Tolerance Working Group formulated by
the Structures and Materials Panel, with N. F. Harpur of British Aerospace serving as the originator and guiding light
of the effort. The objective of the Manual is to describe a methodology for incorporating projectiie impact damage
tolerance into structural design, with the aim of improving inherent survivability. The scope of the work includes
military projectiles and engine debris.

As its title implies, the Design Manual is intended for structural designers and technologists having little prior
knowledge »f projectile impact phenomena and weapon effects. An early goal was to avoid the necessity of security
classification, as it was felt that this would restrict its accessibility to designers. As a result, the data presented is
limited in scope. Within this context, the user should regard the Manual as a guide in defining methods and
identitying the type of data required for impact damage tolerant design, rather than as a source of data pertaining to
the nature and effects of specific threats.

The Manual was prepared in three sections using information available to the author, most of it developed under the
sponsorship of the U.S. Department of Defense. Each section was separately submitted for public release approval
and distributed to Working Group members for technical review. This process began in 1977, and has only recently
been concluded following fairly major revisions undertaken in 1980 to satisfy release requirements.
Mr. Keith 1. Collier, Deputy Director of the Flight Dynamics Laboratory, AFWAL, coordinated the final release
activity and deserves special thanks for his interest and effort.

The author would like to thank all those who read the manuscripts and submitted review comments. Mr. D. W. Voyls
of AFWAL spent many hours reviewing the entire Manual and the implementation of his suggestions has made a
significant contribution in content and releasability. Mr. K. T. Shaw of the RAE provided detailed commentary which
resuited in substantial improvements to Section I. Special thanks is also extended to Messrs. J. Olsen, C. Wallace,
and L. Kelly of AFWAL, and W. Kirkby and R. Anstee from the Structures Department of the RAE. Because of the
urgencies of the printing schedules, some excellent recommendations for improvement could not be implemented,
including the reduction of duplication between Sections I and 1I.

With regard to preparing the Manual, I would like to acknowledge the contributions of Mr. T. R. Porter of the Boeing
Military Airplane Company. Much of the format, content, and philosophy of the Manual remains from his prior
efforts. The same comments apply to Mr. R. J. Bristow, also of Boeing, whose early wok established the approach
used for later developments in ballistic damage prediction and residual strength assessment. Ms. S. J. Bradley, again
of Boeing, has been instrumental in preparing the Manual from all standpoints, including technical contributions,
editing, formatting and reviewing. The notable work of Messrs. M. J. Jacobson and M. M. Ratwari, and their
coworkers at North.op Corporation, J. R. Yamane and J. Brass, provided valuabie source material for portions of the
Manual, as did the work of E. A. Lundstrom of Naval Wea,;ons Center, D. McCarthy of Rolis-Royce, and P. C. Huang
of NSWC. Several researchers were particularly supportive of the activity, including J. Massmann of IABG,
D. F. Haskell of BRL, and R. W. Lauzze ard D. O. Fearnow of AFWAL. The technical -ommunications contributed by
Mr. Massmann were of great value to the effort. Considerable information presented in the Manual was developed
under contractual programs managed by A.J. Holten formerly of AFVAL, and Drs. A. Somoroff and D. Mulville of
Naval Air Systems Command. Special appreciation is extended to the Boeing Military Airplane Company, particularly
Mr. D. E. Strand, for supportive interest in the activity.

John G. Ave 8/1/81
Manager, Syrvifability/Vulnerabjfity
Research ineering

Boeing Militpry Airplane Company
Seattle, Washington 98124
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INTRODUCTION

Aircraft must maintain structural integrity relative to many types of damaging mechanisms including for example,
fatigue, non-detectable initial defects and in-flight damage such as that inflicted by military weapons or by debris
from disintegration of an engine. While the design methodology for some of these is well established within the
structural design disciplines, that for in-flight damage has not been widely distributed to designers,

The resistance of the structure to the impact of projectiles is an important parameter in consideration of the
vulnerability of military aircraft. Information on this subject is contained in AGARD Advisory Report AR-47
"Physical Vulnerability of Aircraft". However there is a need for considerable augmentation of this information,
extending the scope to include design methodology. The Structures and Materials Panel of AGARD, recognizing this
need, cornmissioned the preparation of this Design Manual.

The overall objective of the Manual is to inform designers of th¢ general character of projectile threats and available
analysis methods for predicting damage and strength degradation, and io outline a methodology for incorpcrating
projectile damage tolerance into the structural design of aircraft. Toward this end, the Manual contains three major

sections:
Section I - Description of Projectile Threats
Section I - Analysis Methods for Predicting Structural Response to Projectile
Impact
Section MI - Design Guidelines for Impact Damage Tolerance

Section | describes projectile types, important encounter parameters, and typical terminal effects, written primarily
for the aircraft designer rather than the vulnerability or weapons effects specialist. The intent is to provide a very
general overview useful to an individual having little familiarity with projectiles and their effects. Vulnerability and
weapons effects specialists have more specific and often classified dcta, and should be consulted as required in design
applications.

Section Il presents analysis methods and data available for predicting the response of metal and fiber composite
structure to projoctile impact. The analysis methods discussed are applicable to impacts by small arms projectiles,
missile warhead fragments, and the fragmentation and blast effects of high-explosive projectiles. The responses
addressed include penetration capability, damage size and type, strength and stiffness degradation of damaged
structure, and internal load redistribution.

Section Il summarizes a design methodology for implementing projectile damage tolerance within structural design
disciplines, developing methods and requirements within a format that is compatible with existing damage tolerance

procedures.
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SECTION 1
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECTILE THREATS
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SECTION |
1.0 DESCRIPTION OF PROJECTT.E THREATS

Evaluating the degradation of aircraft structure resulting from projectile impact requires a knowledge of the
threat and encounter conditions. This is necessary in understanding the failure mechanisms and structural response
modes induced by the various types of threats. The objective of this Section is to acquaint the aircraft structural
designer with projectile types, important encoun.er parameters, and typical terminal effects. The section provides basic
information that will be helpful in understanding the analysis of structural response to impact and the design guidelines
for impact damage tolerance presented tn Sections 1l and Il

Following the overall objective of the Manual, this Section is written for the aircraft designer rather than the
vulnerability or weapons effects specialist. The intent is to provide a very general overview useful to an individual
having little familiarity with projectiles and their effects. Vulnerability and weapons effects specialists have more
specific and often classified data, and should be consulted as required in design applications.

The subsequent discussion is organized as shown below, reflecting the two categories of projectiles addressed in the
Manual: military projectiles and engine debris. Military projectiles of concern in aircraft design can be loosely
cataloged into two generic types:

(a) Non-exploding projectiles;
(b) Exploding projectiles.

The non-expleding projectile is typically a penetrator that strikes the aircraft exterior intact and produces no
accompanying blast effects. Examples of military non-exploding projectiles include small-arms projectiles, certain AAA
(Anti-aircraft Artillery) projectiles, and missile warhead fragments. An exploding projectile contains an explosive
charge and a fuzing mechanism, and both fragment penetrators and blast overpressures are generated. Exploding
projectiles are fired from AAA weapons.

Engine debris projectiles are formed from the structural failure of rotating engine components, with subsequent
escape irom the engine case. These projectiles can resemble fragments generated from military threats, but have unique
characteristics which require separate consideration.

This section is organized as follows:

1.1 Military Projectiles

1.1.1 Non-exploding Projectiles

1.1.1.1 Types

2 Encounter Parameters
3 Typical Terminal Effects
1.1.2 Exploding Projectiles
t.2.1 .Types
1.2.2 Encounter Parameters
.1.2.3 Typical Terminal Effects
Debris Projectiles
1.2.1 Description of Engine Debris Projectiles
1.2.2 Encounter Parameters
1.2.3 Typical Terminal Effects

1.1 MILITARY PROJECTILES
1.1.1 Non-Exploding Projectiles
1.1.1.1 Types

An important category of non-explading projectiles are the “small-arms" projectiles, primarily the 7.62-mm, the
12.7-mm, and the 14.5-mm. These projectiles consist of a solid metal core (often called the "penetrator") usually
surrounded by a thin metal jacket. Non-exploding projectiles of caliber greater than 14.5-mm are generally classified as
AAA (Anti-aircrait Artillery) or cannon projectiles. The most notable of these is the 23-mm.

There are several types of non-exploding projeciiles including: ball (B), armor piercing (AP), incendiary (I), and
tracer (T). Ball projectiles, typically available in 7.62-mm only, have a relatively soft core designed to deform at
impact, and are intended for use against personnel. In forward area combat situations, however, they may be fired
against aircraft. Armor piercing projectiles have a hardened steel core designed for penetrating hard targets, including
aircraft. Incendiary projectiles contain a theimally active filler that functions at impact and can ignite on-board
flammables such as fuel or hydraulic fluid. Tracers contain material that burns brightly along the flightpath for
assistance in aiming and sighting. Many projectiles combine some of the above capabilities. For example, the 7.62-mm
APi is armor piercing-incendiary, and the 23-mm API-T is armor piercing-incendiary-tracer.

Photographs of typical small-arms projectiles are contained in Figures 1-1, 1-2, and 1-3. These figures show
sectioned projectiles, illustrating the relationship between jacket, core, and incendiary. In addition, Table 1-1 shows
typical weight and size characteristics of representative small-arms and AAA non-exploding projectiles. In most
instances, small-arms fire emanates from ground based weapons. 7.62-mm projectiles (both ball and armor piercing) are
typically fired by infantry using assault rifles or bipod mounted machine guns. The machine guns, in particular, can have
a high rate of fire and are a threat to slow and low flying aircraft within range., The 12.7-mm threat typically consists
of a carriage mounted heavy machine gun with quad barrels providing a fairly high rate of fire. Another anti-aircraft
defense weapon, the 14.5-mm heavy anti-aircraft machine gun, has been known to be effective against aircraft flying at
moderate subsonic speeds. The larger caliber projectiles are most frequently fired from ground-based weapons (AAA),
but may also be fired from airborne cannon. The 23-mm armor-piercing incendiary, fired from radar controlled AAA
guns having a very high rate of fire, is a significant threat.

The final type of non-exploding military projectile—-missile warhead fragments—emanate from surface-to-air
missiles (SAM) or air-to-air missiles (AAM). Missile fragmentation warheads often consist of an explosive charge
surrounded by a wall of preformed metal fragments, or a prescored or solid metal casing. Figure 1-4 shows some
warhead assemblies using preformed fragments.

M Mk st e i




! 2
!
|
US . 30 CALIBER 1.6 mm NATO
i ’ . Us 5.3 mm USSR 7.2x ¥ mm
L
itnitn ! T n]m‘m'm m

[V [21 m i '4! AN 1y

| Figure 1-1. Sectioned 7.62-nm Projectiles
COPPER-CLAD STEEL JACKET
; COPPER-CLAD STERL STESL CAN COPPEk-GLAD STEEL JACKET NOSE CAP
! et STEEL RING UAD  HARDENED STEEL CORE
F b —- -
{ STEEL CORE WADFILLER  {GNITION COMPOUND  INCENDIARY  INCENDIARY COMPOUND LEAD FILER
COMPOUND

E
!
E BA ACER ARMOR-PIERCING INCENDIARY
3

T g

F—’

Figure 1-2. Typical Sm:sll-Arms Projectiles

Lioh MM API-STEFL CORE 14,5 MM API-TUNGSTON 12,7 ¥ add
CARBILE CORE

!i
il

(o002 M APL 7.62 MM LIGHT 7.62 MM HEAVY BALL T:62 MM THACH:
BALL (RIFLE) (MACHINE GUN)

Figure 1-3. Typical Soviet Small-Arms Projectiles

kK AW E °F T Tttt S mw . mem iy s = s mnre e - = L s s am e = e e
rqmﬂ“ S = T ——— e s e T e —— . mtq—-:——rvv:-‘“—wj




i T o e e g e e

AT T e e

Table 1. Charscteristics of Small-Arms Projectiles

Projactile Weight(er) | Length(in} Matorisl
7.82.mm AP 120 1.08 Gliding metal-cled

12,7-mm AP| 738 28 Seme & wdow
14.5mm APIT e 268 Beras-clad sveel

23.mm APIT 3000 an Steel body and
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The warheads generally have a proximity fuze. At detonation, the fragments are propelied outward at high
velocities (10,000 feet per second in static detonation is not uncommon). The shape and weight of individual fragments
depend on the warhead type. Figure 1-5 shows some preformed fragment shapes. Cubical or diamond-shaped fragments,
ranging in weight from approximately 50 to 200 grains, represent typical warhead fragment threats.

Although missile warhead fragments are treated here as non-exploding penetrators, they may be accompanied by
blast overpressure from the detonation. The intensity of the overpressure depends on the warhead miss-distance. In
addition, it should be clear that warhead encounters invariably result in multiple fragment impacts, providing the
potential for interacting effects between impacts, and for damaging several structural members.

1.1.1.2 Encounter Parameters

Striking velocity, projectile attitude (yaw), and angle of obliquity are the encounter parameters that must be
specified in order to assess penetration and damage capability. These parameters are illustrated in Figure 1-6 and
defined below. Missile warhead fragments, representing multiple impact encounters, are additionally characterized by

fragment impact density; i.e., the number of fragments impacting per unit area,

INITIAL IMPACT SUBSEQUENT IMPACT

TV

PROJECTILE
FLIGHTPATH

= o o e

i et b e

Figure 1-6. Definition of Encounter Parameters

0 : Striking Velocity

The striking velocity is the relative velocity between projectile and aircraft at the instant of impact. Figure 1-7
shows a typical "range-velocity" chart for several small-arms projectiles. These curves are developed from ballistic
trajectories obtained from solutions to the equations of motion, given an angle of trajectory, an initial (muzzle) velocity,
and a ballistic coefficient. Once the striking velocity has been specified, the kinetic energy of the impacting buliet can

be found conveniently using the impact energy nomograph shown in Figure 1-8.
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Projectife Attitude (Yaw)

The projectile attitude or yaw is the angle between the projectile longitudinal axis and the projectile flight path,
and varies from "aligned" (0O-degree) to "fully tumbled" (90-degrees),

Angle of Obliquity

f Angle of obliquity refers to the angle between a normal to the target surface and the projectile flight path. For
1 example, an angle of obliquity approaching 90-degrees represents a "grazing" impact. The terms "angle of obliquity" and

"impact angle" have often been used interchangeably.

A frequent application of encounter parameters in design is to specify them as part of the design criteria, often
refle<ting anticipated typical or worst case conditions. For example, a typical encounter condition criteria for a low-

! ’ flying aircraft might read:

l Striking velocity: 2,000 feet per second,
? Angle of obliquity: Normal impact, ) i
: Projectile attituue: Aligned or fully tumbled. 3

An alternate approach is to determine encounter conditions from operational analyses wherein the aircraft is flown
through a postulated mix of weapon threats. These "end game" analysis results can be used to provide the most probable

conditions for use as design criteria,

Since both aijrcraft and projectile are moving at the time of impact, encounter parameters must be assessed
"relative to" the aircraft. For example, the relative velocity between aircraft and projectile introduces a yaw with
respect to the relative flightpath, even though the projectile may be unyawed with respect to its own flightpath.

Figure 1-9 shows a useful geometry for defining encounter conditions, specifying the projectile flightpath by azimuth and
! elevation angles. In Figure 1-10, equations derived from the flight path/trajectory geometry are used to solve for the
encounter parameters in a sample problem. The resulting values for striking velocity, obliquity angle and yaw can be
used for component penetration and damage assessment, since they are expressed in a reference system within the

v e

f aircraft.

t .
: . PLAN VIEW ‘
{ PROJECTION ;
! . OF PROJECTILE :
: FLIGHTPATH :
RELATIVE PROJECTILE {
' FLIGHTPATH !
Figure i-9. Geometry for Establishing Encounter Conditions !
- !
p . ;
B FIND:
- PROJECTILE STRIKING VELOCITY, ANGLE OF OBLIQUITY, AND :
' V‘ ATTITUDE (YAW), RELATIVE TO THE AIRCRAFT COMPONENT ;
v §___ - IMPACTED. ;
3 v . 2_y 2 20 2 ,'
G . -\7 - P VeV cosflcosy + \Cp = V€ (1~ cos Q2 cos® ¥) " :
- :
(V.) SUBSTITUTING INTO EQUAY1ON {1) YIELDS THE STRIKING VELOCITY:
e ————— -
Vw1012 fth ]
]
THE ANGLE OF OBLIQUITY, 0, IS CALCULATED FROM: @ ;
i H
V. = AIRCRAFT VELOCITY 10 0 V.Np - 587/2,000 = 0.20
v i
Vp PROJECTILE VELOCITY 6180 i
-
V' = VELOCITY OF PROJECTILE RELATIVE TO AIRCRAFT ASSUMING THE PROJECTILE iS NOT YAWED WITH RESPECT TO
GIVEN: ITS OWN TRAJECTORY, THE APPARENT YAW ANGLE CAN BE i
CALCULATED FROM:
AIRCRAFY VELOCITY = 400 nmi/h; HORIZONTAL FLIGHTPATH v2 ey 2_ v 2 i
{687 tt/s) $=arccos |——P 1| w170e &) !
PROJECTILE VELOCITY = 2,000 ft/s; VERTICAL TRAJECTORY 2v b 1
0=0,y=%0 {
M
1
h

Figure 1-10. Sample Problem Solving for Encounter Parameters Relative to Aircreft




The encounter parameters described above (striking velocity, yaw, and angle of obliquity) are applicable to ail
projectile impact encounters. An additional parameter, fragment ‘density, is significant for missile warhead encounters.
Figure 1-11 is a schematic representation of a fragment spray pattern resuiting from a warhead detonation. The angular
extont of the fragment pattern is determined by the characteristics of the warhead and the terminal velocity of the
missile. The corresponding area enclosing fragments increases with distance from detonation. Thus, the number
fragments impacting per unit area of aircraft surface js primarily dependent upon miss-distance; l.e., the distance
between missile and aircraft at detonation.

Figure 1-11. Schematic Representation of Missile Warhesd Detonation

i

1.1.1.3 Typical Terminal Effects ‘
1

Military projectiles have considerable capability to penetrate typical aircraft structure, and they will at least !
partially penetrate even the heaviest component. This penetration capability is illustrated in Figure 1-12 for a .50 ]
caliber armor-piercing projectile impacting steel or aluminum sheet. The ordinate of this curve is the V50 ballistic limit, 4

meaning the impact velocity at which 50-percent of the impacts result in complete penetration. The curve indicates
: that one-half inch aluminum plate can be penetrated at velocities as low as 1100 feet per second.

Projectile penetration damage consists of cracking and material removal including front and rear surface

) spallation. A special case arises when the projectile, enteirs a cell containing liquid, since the impact shock and the

! : dissipation of kinetic energy as the projectile slows down within the liquid leads to "hydrodynamic ram" pressdres acting
; - ’ against the cell walls. These pressures often result in additional structural damage.

Penetration damage has diverse characteristics depending on the projectile, the configuration of the structure, and
the encounter conditions. Damage can range from dents, cracks, and holes, to large petalled areas accompanied by
extensive out-of-plane deformation. The diverse character of projectile damage raises questions: How can it be
quantified? What should be measured?

St alion by 2. S e et

Although there are several meaningful measures of penetration damage, lateral damage is the measurement that
has been found most useful for vulnerability analysis. Lateral damage, as shown in Figure 1-13, is defined as the
diameter of an imaginary circle that just encloses the limits of cracking, perforation or spallation in the plane parallel to
3 the original surface of the sheet. The terms "lateral damage", "damage size", and sometimes simply "damage" are used
] synonomously.

A second significant measurement when stressed panels are impacted js the component of lateral damage
transverse to the applied load. This index is referred to as transverse lateral damage, often abbreviated as TLD.

Certain characteristics of projectile impact damage are described in the following pages, organized into three .
major topic areas:

(a) Non-Exploding Penetrators Impacting Metallic Structure;
(b)  Non-Exploding Penetrators Impacting Advanced Fiber Composite Structure;

1 . i . (c) Projectile Penetration into Fluid-Filled Containers.
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1.1.1.3.1 Non-Exploding Penetrators Impacting Metaliic Structure

The impact damage response of metals depends upon many interrelated parameters. Because of this, there is
appreciable scatter in the test data, and it is often difficult to isolate and quantify the effect of individual parameters.
An extensive investigation of impact damage induced in metals by small arms projectiles and fragments is reported in
Reference 1-2. This reference discusses types of damage and the parameters that influence damage. Some results from
that study are surmarized in the follcwing paragraphs.

Damage Type

Impact damage in metal sheet and plate can be cracks, spallation, petals, holes, dents or gouges. For a given
target material, the damage type depends on the sheet thickness, and the projectile velocity and angle of obliquity. This
is illustrated in Figure 1-14,
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Figure 1-15, Typical Variation of Damage Size
With Projectile Velocity

cffect of Projectile Velocity

For a given target sheet and projectile obliquity, the variation of projectile striking velocity can result in the
response shown in Figure 1-15, which also illustrates the concepts of incipient damage, maximum damage and high-~
velocity damage. This response is characterized by a maximum lateral damage size that occurs just above the ballistic
limit. Fur..er increases in projectile velocity result in lesser damage, until a plateau is reached called the high-velacity
lateral damage. Velority increases beyond this limit do not produce any significant change in damage size, ‘nless
velocities can be reached that result in appreciable projectile break-up. The size differential between the maximum
damage and the high velocity damage depends primarily on sheet thickness.
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Figure 1-16 is a photograph showing the effects of prcjectile velocity for .30-caliber AP impacting 0.090-inch
7075-T6 sheet. The increase in damage with reduced velocity is evident.

Figure 1-16. Effect of Projectile Velocity on Dsmage Sire
(0.90 7075-T6 Impacted by .30 AP)

Eifect of Projectile Obliquity

The angle of obliquity (or impact angle) has a pronounced effect on damage size. The following are generally true
regarding obliquity effects:

1. When impact angles are increased and other conditions held constant, the maximum lateral damage will also
increase as long as penetration occurs,

2. The velocities required for incipient lateral damage, maximum [ateral damage and the onset of high-velocity
lateral damage increase directly with obliquity increase.

Figure 1-17 illustrates this response schematically, and Figure 1-18 is a photograph showing 0.090-inch 7075-T6
impacted at several obliquities with velocity held constant. There is a dramatic reduction in damage size caused -y
projectile ricochet as the impact angle increases from 60 to 70-degrees.

Effect of Projectile Type

When projectiles are similar in shape and construction but differ in size, it is generally found that larger projectiles
produce greater damage. When this similarity is not present, however, it is not pcssible to make lateral damage
predictions based only on projectiles size. Projectile tvype must also be considered. A distinction must be made between
ogive bullets and compact fragments, for example, Spin-stabilized ogive projectiles can exert significant in-plane
wedging forces that contribute to panel cracking during projectile penetration, Compact fragments tend to punch
through the panel, even at relatively low impact velocities, causing a different mode and size of damage as illustrated in
Figure 1-19,

Effect of Sheet Thickness

Damage size is highly dependent on sheet thickness. A convenient thickness parameter is the ratio of thickness to
projectile presented length (t/Lp). Typically, as t/Lp ratios are increased beyond 0.1, the maximum lateral damage size
increases from a projectile-sized hole to a relatively large damage area. The maximum damage occurs at t/Lp values
between 0.3 and 0.4 for aluminum and titanium alloys. Increasing t/Lp ratios beyond 0.4 reduces the lateral damage to a
projectile-sized hole that may be accompanied by significant amounts of spallation.




et —
|
; g 93 >0, >0,
S "
;
|
i Q
' <
‘ g
f
| sl
; l VELOCITY
: ' Figure 1-17. Typical Effect of Obliquity
v on Damage Size

CALCTAL 090" A

- e g

Figure 1-18. Effect of Impact Angle on Damage Size
(0.90 7075-T6 Impected by .30 Caliber AP)

-

g O R

COMPACT FRAGMENT
OGIVE PROJECTILE
ACTS AS WEDGE ACTS AS PUNCH

TR
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The typical response is shown graphically in Figure 1-20(a). it should be kept in mind that since lateral damage
also depends on projectile velocity, this figure shows the largest damage (i.e., the maximum lateral damage) that occurs
for each given t/Lp ratio. The remaining illustrations in Figure 1-20 demonsirate the parametric effects discussed

previously, namely: the effect of projectile velocity, obliquity, and projectile type.

Effect of Sheet Material

The choice of material will have a marked effect on the resulting size and type of damags, since materials differ in
their resistance to impact damage. A cor sarison of damages produced under identical impact conditions, changing only
target material, will show large differences in damage size. It was shown in Reference |-2 that the damage sizes for
2024-T3, 2024-T81 and 7075-T6 aluminums have the ratios 1, 2.2 and 5.1, respectively. On the same basis, the ratio for
6A1-4V titanium was found to be 1.8 with regard to damage resistance, thes2 materials rank in the order shown below,

with the first having the highest damage resistance:

! 1. 2024-T3;

: 2. 6AL-4V;

! 3. 2024-T8l;
4. 7075-Te.
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Figure 1-20, Effect of Several Paramaters on Gunfire Darmnage of Metal Structure

Since damage tolerance also depends on material properties, material selection is an important means of ceducing
structural degradation due to battle damage.

Effect of Applied Stress

If the tensile stress level is sufficiently high, unstable crack propagation may occur at impact, resulting in an
extension of damage beyond that obtained from lower stressed paneis. Often, the stress level causing impact fracture
(called "impact fracture strength" or "threshold stress") is lower than the stress required to fracture the panel containing
equivalent damage inflicted without applied stress. Applied stress levels below this value may have a small influence on
damage size and orientation; however, the extent of these effects has not yet been established.

1.1.1.3.2 Non-Exploding Penetrators Impacting Fiber Composite Structure

There have been a number of programs investigating the response of advanced fiber composite structure (primarily
graphite/epoxy) to projectile impact (Ref. 1-3 for example). These studies have shown that the unique characteristics of
romposite materials can have a significant influence on damage response. Some of the properties that influence
projectile damage are (1) the orthotropic strengths and stiffness of the piies, (2) the low ductility of the fibers, (3) and
low interlaminar strength. Characteristic damage responses observed in fiber composite structural configurations are

discussed in the following paragraphs.

Damage Type

The results of examining graphite/epoxy laminates damaged by small arms projectiles and fragments are reported
in Reference !-3. The damage modes illustrated in Figure 1-2! were noted from this examination including perforation,

delamination, peeling, fiber fracture and gouging.
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Figure 1-21. Typical Ballistic Damage in Fiber Composites
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Projectile damage in fiber composites tends to conform to the contow of the projectile more closely than
experienced in most metals, which often exhibit considerable cracking emanating from the primary perforation. In
composites, damape is more likely to be confined to a region of perforation surrounded by delamination. There is often
peeling of the surface layers, but this may not be structurally significant relative to the penetration damage.

Effect of Projectile Velocity

Considerable testing with small arms projectiles and fragments fired into fiber composite laminates has shown that
visual damage size is relatively insensitive to projectile veivcity. Figure |-22(a) is representative of the results obtained
in thin laminates. These data were obtained for impact conditions well above the ballistic limits of the laminates.

Results of recently conducted tests with thick graphite/epoxy (Ref. 1-3), shown in Figure 1-22(b), indicate that
while the damage size increases rapidly for velocities up to V/VBL = 1.3 (Velocity/Bailistic Limit Velocity), it remains
relatively constani for higher V/VpL ratios. This is in contrast to metals, where the maximum damage occurs at
velocities near the ballistic limit ana diminishes before leveling at high velocities (Ref, 1-2).
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Figure 1-22. Etfect of Projectile Velocity on Damage Size in Advanced Fiber Compasites

Effect of Projectile Obliquity

As with metals, damage size in fiber composites varies with the obliquity angle at impact. This effect is shown in
Figure 1-23(a) for thin laminates and 1-23(b) for thick laminates.
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Figure 1-23, Effact of Obliquity Angle on Damage Size in Advanced Fiber Composites
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Effect of Sheet Thickness

Laminate thickness has a significant effect on damage caused by penetrators. Darmage size in thin composite
laminates tends to conform to the projected size of the projectile in the plane of the impacted laminate. This behavior ‘ 4
{ does not extend to :hicker laminates, because the exit face damage can be extensively increased by delamination,
! sometimes appearing as rear surface spallation. This is shown in Figure 1-24, As with metals, the ratio of thickness to
projectile presented length appears to be a useful parameter in describing thickness effects, as shown in Figure 1-25 for

a typical graphite/epoxy.
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Figure 1-24. Ballistic Penetration Damage in 0.50-in Thick Figure 1-25 Effect of Laminate Thickness and Projectile Size : :
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enters a fluid medium after passage through an adjacent element of structure. The term "hydrodynamic ram" refers to
These

s

Graphite/Epoxy, Exit Surface on Damage in Graphite/Epoxy ‘ . :
{ 1.1.1.3.3 Projectile Peretration Into Fluid Filled Containers i
_s L
In many aircraft. the structure serves the additional function of fuel containment, so that a penetrating projectile ) : -

the dynamic pressures cenerated within the finid as a result of energy imparted by a penetratir g projectile.
pressures are transmitted to the walis of the “uel tank, and they can cause severe structural damage.

The initial impact and penetration ol the en ¢y wail ger:rates a spherical shock wave in the fluid. The shock ; .
pressures dissipate with distance srom the entrv wall, buv sighificant damage may be inflicted by tlus "shock" phase of Vood
the ram phenomena, pa-ticularly to the ens v »ail. v !
Figues 1-26 and 1-27 show the recond phase of the hydrodynamic ram effect, referred to as the “drag" phase. In ; ;
Figure 1-26 the projectile is rapidly loting velocity as it travels in the fluid, and this rate of loss is augmented by i :
1 tumbling.  Figure 1-27 illustrates the corre ponding pressure pulse acting on the tank wails, cesulting from the 1 |
e conversion uf projectile kwetic energy to fluid kinetic and potential energy. : ‘
L
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Figure 1-26. Projectile Slowing and Tumbling Within Fluid Figure 1-27. Pressure Pulse Acting on Tank Walls
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Hydrodynamic ram must be considered as a damage mechanism for any structural element that'is werted by fluid,
or any element that is separated from fluid by a pressure transmitting component such as a flexible bladder. The
structural damage caused by ram consists of bulging and tearing, and fastener failure is common, Damage is especially
severe at entrance and exit walls because the internal pressures extend the damage caused by penetration.

Hydrodynamic ram damage due to fragments and sm.all-arms projectiles can be extensive and potentially catastrophic as .
suggested by Figure |-28.

Figure 1-28. Hydrodynamic Ram Damage in Fuel Tank !
Causod by Small Arms Projectile

1.1.2 Exploding Projectiles

- PnE AR ey O T g g e

High-explosive {HE) projectiles contain an explosive charge that is activated by impact. The detonation can occur
almost immediately (superquick fuze), or it may be delayed (delay fuze). The superquick fuzed projectile initiates

! detonation at the external side of the entry skin, whereas detonation is usually initiated inside the airctaft with the delay . ;
i fuzed round. .

1.1.2.1 Types

Common high-explosive threats for aircraft are the 23-mm HEIT, 30-ram HEL, 37-mm HEIT, and 57-mm HE. 1 i
Larger projectiles are still in use {though limited), but are generally not considered in structural analysis. The most . i
frequent weapon deployment consists of vehicle-mounted AAA guns in the forward area or in defense of missile sites. In
addition, the smaller calibers (20 to 30-mm) may be fired from airborne cannons.

DETONATING INITIATING PRIMER
e [E’EIE-AAIINT FIRING PIN i
TRACER EXPLOSIVE
THROTTLE STRIKER

/

S— Py FUZE
BASE MAIN SPRAY FUZE
ATTACHMENT

Figure 1-29, Cross Sectionel View of Typicsl HE! Projectile

g m

Figure 1-29 shows a cross section of a typical HEI-T AAA projectile and identifies several of the components. The
projectile consists of a time varying fuze mechanism, explosive charge, tracer element, and the outer casing surrounding
the explosive charge. The tracer acts as a pyrotechnic indicator of the projectile trajectory. i'he fuze functions when
the proje~tile impacts a surface. Momentum drives the striker which impels the firing pin into the initiating primer.

Gases escaping from the initiating primer may be channeled through a delay element before permeating the throttie and
igniting the detonating primer, thus creating a time delay.
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1.1.2.2 Encounter Parameters

The appropriate enco-.nter parameters for high-explosive projectiles are identical to those for non-exploding
projectiies, namely: striking velocity, obliquity, and attitude.

1.1.2.3 Typical Terminal Effects

The damage from high-explosive projectiles results from the combined effects of fragment impacts and blast
pressures. These effects are discussed in the following paragraphs.

1.1.2,3.1 Fragment Effects

Detonation of the explosive charge causes rupture of the outer casing at extremely high pressure and temperature,
creating fragments of various sizes and accelerating them to high velocities, Due to the configuration of the projectile,
the fragments can be categorized into major groups. For example, fragments from the fuze section and the projectile
base are generally expelled axially forward and aft (relative to the projectile), respectively, while the fuze attach
section and main spray are ejected primarily radially. The spray of fragments emanates from the point of detonation,
forming a cone of fragments. The angle of divergence relative to the projectile flightpath depends on the velocivy of the
projectile and the fragment ejection velocity. This latter velocity is characteristic of the projectile and can be obtained
from stationary detonations. The influence of projectile velocity on fragment cone formation is shown in Figure 1-30.
The cone is formed by superimposing the fragment ejection velocity (static detonation) and the projectile velocity at
detonation. Fragment distributions have been recorded for statically detonated rounds and typical results are shown in

Table 1-3.

Figure 1-31 shows a typical condition at impact for a wing. The HE projectile shown isof the superquick type and
has detonated immediately upon contact with the wing lower surface. A hole is formed in the lower surface due to
fragments and blast.

The size of the resulting damage zone (figure 1-32) depends on the extent of the fragment cone in the plane of the
structure, and is a function of:

{a)  The distance between the structure and the detonation point (stand-off distance)

(b)  The fuzing delay,
(c)  The angle of the fragment cone, @,
(d)  Orientation of the structure relative to the flight path.

Table 1-3. Static Fregmentation Date for Typical HE| Projectile

PROJECTILE |STATIC |MEAN NUMBER AVERAGE | TOTAL
SECTION VELOCITY | STATIC OF FRAGMENT | FRAGMENT
(fth) DIRECTION |FAAGMENTS | WEIGHT WEIGHT
{deg) {ar) {or)
FUZE 1,300 0 mn 118/20 208
FUZE
ATTACHMENT| 2,200 10 300
(a) STATIONARY (b) PROJECTILE WITH 2 8 0
PROJECTILE FCRWARD MAIN SPRAY | 2810 ) 004 1.90 1,202
VELOCITY, V,,
BASE 1,850 140 20 32 0

Figure 1-30. Fragment Cone Formation
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Figure 1-31. Typicel Encounter with HE Projectile
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Figure 1-32. Damaged Zone Due to HE Project//e Fragment Cone

Estimating the damage caused by HE projectiles requires consideration of the effects of each of the damage '
components illustrated in Figure 1-33, including: i
1. The typical damage size from the fragments in the cone; i
2, The upper-bound on damage from an individual fragment; "
3. The size and fragment density (fragments per square foot) of the fragment cone; ¢
4, The effects of the blast.

An estimate is also required of the degree of interaction between the damage components. For small fragment !
cones (with high fragment densities), the individual fragment damages will overlap, producing an effective damage size §
equal to the fragment cone diameter. With large cones, however, the fragment density will be low and the individual :
damages will have little interaction. The effective total damage size will not be much larger than the largest individual
damage size. There will be intermediate fragment densities (i.e., intermediate fragment conc sizes) where the individual
fragment damages are at the maximum separation for which interaction can occur, This condition will produce the i
maximum total effective damage size. The resultant effective damage size curve reflecting this behavior is shown
schematically in Figure 1-33.

Qualitative illustration of the effects discussed is given in Figure 1-34, showing damage done to honey comb skins
by a superquick-fuzed HE projectile, with the exit panel located 10-inches downstream of the detonation. The entry
pane| was stressed in tensjon and the exit panel was in compression at the time of impact. In Figure 1-34(a), the front
tace ot the entry panel shows damage induced by a narrow fragment cone. The rear face of the entry panel (Figure
1-34(b)) shows considerable damage from internal blast and fragments. In Figure 1-34(c) the size and density of the
fragment coffe are clearly defined, with only moderate interaction between outer fragment damages. In Figure 1-34(d),
the rear face of the exit panel has severe central damage and increased interaction between outer fragment damages.
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iy Figure 133, Effective Damage Sire Rest''ting From HE Projectiie Impact
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Figure 1-34. Fragment Cone Damage in Honeycomb Panels, inflicted by Typick!
HE Projectils, Exit Penel 10-in Downstresm of Detonation

1.1.2.3.2 Blast Effects

In addition to fragment effects, blast is a significant damage mechanism when structure is exposed to high
explosive projectiles. Regardless of whether the blast is internal or external, the structure will initially experience a
transient overpressure due to the shock wave. This overpressure can cause extensive structural damage in lightweight
aircraft structure. For internal blast only, the interior structure will experience a residual pressure after the shock wave
has dissipated, caused by the confinement of explosive gases. This confined gas pressure can also be a significant failure

mechanism.
Overpressure Due to Shock Wave

The detonation of an explosive causes a shock wave that travels radially outward from the center of detonation.
The shock wave travels '+ the local speed of sound, characterized by its Mach number. When the shock front arrives at a
location, the pressur. mediately jumps from ambient to a higher value. The overpressure is called “side-on
overpressure", and its magnitude depends on the type and quantity of explosive and the distance from the detonation.
Figure 1-35 shows estimated peak overpressure as a function of distance, for a representative HE projectile. However,
this is not a stable conditipn, and the overpressure immediately begins to decay, resulting in the classic pressure-time
response at a point shown in Figure 1-36. This "blastwave" response is characterized by a peak positive overpressure, a
time duration, a decay shape and a total impulse, All of these parameters change with distance from the detonation.
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Figure 1-35. Peak Overpressure Resulting From Dytonation of Typical HE Projectile
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In order to simplify loading analysis, it is common practice to transform the actual pressure pulse, which has an

exponential decay, into an equivaleat triangular-shaped pulse having the same total impulse as the actual pulse. This can

be done in two ways: 1) maintaining the peak overpressure of the actual pulse, or 2) maintaining the same time duration
as the actual pulse.

| EquaL Peak PrESSURE | | EQUAL TiME DURATION |

EQUIVALENT PEAK
PRESSURE

] _l||_| I

PEAK
OVERPRESSURE

w H H
% Q \ ~ EQUAL IMPULSE Q
g POSITIVE | 3 \ € EQUAL IMPULSE
£ PHASE \ EQUIVALENT
DURATION TIME
I-——'—"l DURATION
TIME OF |
ARRIVAL i TIME TIME
Figure 1-37. Two Methods of Developing Equivalent
L—— T ——‘-— AT -—4 TIME Tri lar Pulse

Figure 1-36. Typical Pressure-Time Response at Some
Location Away From Detonation

Figure 1-37 shows these two ways of forming an equivalent triangular pulse. A rule of thumb often used for
deciding which form is the best for a specific application is to select the triangular pulse that most nearly approximates
the actual pulse pressure at time T/16, where T is the natural period of the structure (Ref. 1-5).

From the standpoint of loading analysis, however, the side-on overpressure characterized above acts only on
surfaces parallel to the direction of travel of the shock. In general, the pressure loading felt by structural surfaces will
be either the'reflected overpressure or the Mach stem overpressure, as determined by the angle of incidence between the

shock front and the surface.

Figure 1-38 shows the case of reflected overpressure at an unyielding structural surface. As the incident shock
front intersects the surface the air particles stop. As a result, these particles now have a velocity relative to particles
further from the surface which are still moving. In other words, particles at point 0 have a velocity relative to particles
in region Y, referring to Figure 1-38. This relative velocity is directed toward Region Y, giving the effect of a new
shock front moving into Region Y. This is the reflected shock. The initial conditions for the reflected shock wave are
those resulting from the passage of the incident shock. Thus, the conditions in Region R, which are those felt by the

structural surface, are the result of a double shock.

REGION Y (P, oyt
y NN &y
\m\o*w\
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- STRUCTURAL
P SURFACE

P4
- MACH STEM

STRUCTURAL
& REGION X~AMBIENT CONDITIONS SURFACE
@ REGION Y-CONDITIONS CREATED BY INCIDENT SHOCK
® REGION R—CONDITIONS CREATED BY THE REFLECTED
SHOCK ENTERING REGION Y

Figure 1-39. Mach Stem Formation Resulting From Oblique

Figure 1-38. Incident and Reflected Shock Fronts at a Surface Impingement

’

However, as the angle of incidence, B, of the initial shock front is increased, a value is reached such that the
incident wave does not reflect, but instead travels along the surface, forming a "Mach stem". The pressur~ loading

behind the Mach stem is the Mach-stem overpressure, and acts directly on the structure.

Figure 1-39 shows a Mach stem situation. The critical angles of incidence for Mach stem formation depend on the
Mach number of the incident shock, and are available in the literature (Reference 1-5, and others). These critical angles
range from 90-degrees for acoustic shocks (M=1) to approximately 40-degrees for shocks of Mach number greater than
1.5, When B is greater than the critical value, Mach stem overpressures rather than reflected overpressures should be

used in the structural analysis.
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Residual Pressure Due to Confined Gas

When internal blast occurs, the expansion of the product gases is resisted by the structure. The gases may be
confined within the structure unless releascd by the venting that results from penetration or structural failure. The
result of this confinement is a quasistatic internal pressure acting on the structure. The penetratjon holes and vents act
as orifices, resulting in exponential pressure decay. In addition, rib or bulkhead failure can result in rapid expansion of
gas into an adjacent bay. The amplitude of the residual pressure depends on the enclosing volume. Figure 1-40 shows
estirnated residual pressures resulting from confining the blast of a typical HE round within the volumes indicated, with
no venting. The damage potential of the confined gas residual pressures is enhanced by their relatively long di~ tion.
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Figure 1-40. Hydrostatic Pressure From Explosions in Closed Cells

1.2 ENGINE DEBRIS PROJECTILES (Following Discussion is From P.efs, 1-6 and 1-7)

Non-contained engine failures, resulting in the escape of an engine fragment from the engine case, do not occur
very often, the average rate in commercial service has been less than one per million engine hours worldwide in recent
years, (Ref. 1#6). Further, the probability of this once-per-million-howx event causing an aircraft accident, defined as a
penetration of fuselage or damage to wings or vital components, has proved to be about one chance in 8.5. Figure 1-41
indicates the proportion of aircraft accident sources between 1954 and 1974, indicating that 97.2% of all aircraft
accidents have been the result of events other than non-contained engine failures.

PERCENTAGE CAUSE OF INCIDENT PERCENTAGE
OF ACCIDENTS BiRD STRIKE ON AIRCRAFT OF FATALITIES
0.62 AIRCRAFT STALL TESTING 0.35
0.62 PILOT HOMICIDE BOMB OR ENEMY AC 0.35
1.71— = AIRCRAFT FIRE (NON-ENGINE) 3.28
201 F—anuy ENGINE OR AUXILIARY FAILURE 4,01
249 /I 413 ENGINE NONCONTAINMENT / NIL
@2.79 COLLISION IN AIR OR ON GROUND 19.75 \00.1
1163 e 4.46

~— NOT KNOWN
ADVERSE FLYING CONDITIONS—] 12.35

7.78
\AIRCRAFT STRUCTURE OR /

EQUIPMENT FAULT

\ -

-~
PILOT OR INSTRUMENT ERROR

228

475
40

Figure 141, Analysis of Aircraft Accident and F atalities—1954 to 1974

Nevertheless, these incidents do occur and must be addressed. The effects of an uncontained projectile emanating
from an engine and subsequently striking an adjacent portion of the airframe, can be assessed in the same manner as for
nonexploding military projectiles. There is an important distinction, however, in that the engine debris projectile is
typically an irregular fragment (as opposed to a bullet), behaving more like a warhead fragment or the fragments
generated from & high-explosive projectile,
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1.2.1 Description of Engine Debris Projectiles

Rolls-Royce (Ref. 1-6) has made available the results of a study on non-containment incidents associated with their
comrnercial engines, in which they recorded the weightz of fragments, the direction of release, energy and size,
wherever such information could be obtained. These results are summarized in the following paragraphs.

Weight of Fragment

Figure 1-42 shows the weight of the largest fragment released in each incident as a percentage of the bladed disc
weight. The fragments vary from part of a blade to a complete disc. The incidents categorized as aircraft accidents are
indicated, showing that complete discs are less likely to cause a problem than disc fragments, but fragments of any size
are capable of causing unacceptable damage if they hit certain parts of the aircraft.

= TURBINE OINCIDENT RESULTING b

w « COMPRESSGRS ' IN AIRCRAFT ACCIDE
3 1 3 ] an
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gta
S35
3?‘ a [ ] . . o o ®
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§cs . .. ¢ ]
""--'-ﬂ'#- .l.-l-.l.-..;.lu e ® o
TIME— g

Figure 142 Noncontained Failure—1954 to 1974 Inclusive

Compressor and turbine non-containment are indicated on the plot and it shows that only turbine discs have been
released complete, probably because a turbine disc has easier access to freedom than a compressor disc.

Figure 1-43 gives the percentage of incidents in which the weight of the largest fragment released was a given
percentage of the bladed disc weight or less. It is a way of showing the reduction in the number of non-contained
failures that would be achieved by providing an ability to contain an increasing weight of fragment. For example, the
ability to contain a fragment weight 5% of the bladed disc weight would have prevented 56% of all non-containments. If
the former figure were 10% we would have prevented 72% of the non-containments. Thereafter the gains are less
spectacular.

i e td e o A .

PERCENTAGE OF INCIDENTS
COVERED BY CONTAINING
SPECIFIED FRAGMENT

W 0 % % B W B B j
WEIGHT OF LARGEST FRAGMENT
AS PERCENTAGE OF BLADED
DISC WEIGHT

Figure 1-43. Number of Incidents Versus Fragment Weight

e Lt i nL

When a fragment strikes the inside of an engine casing and it is not contained, it is sometimes deflected on its way
through the casing. Figure |-44 illustrates the effect of such deflection upon the subsequent path of a fragment.

Since the point of penetration of the casing is at a-random circumferential position, the probability of an aircraft
item in line with a disc being struck by a fragment is unaffected by deflection of the fragment by the casing. But the
axial deflection of the fragment is important in that it affects the axial length of the possible impact area on the
aircraft, .

A study of the axial deflection of debris in actual incidents produced the result shown in Figure 1-45 where axial
deflection is plotted against weight of fragment. It shows that only the lighter fragments were appreciably deflected, ‘
the maximum deflection being +33-degrees whereas the heavy fragments were not deflected more than +3-degrees. !

Thus, the situation may be as shown on Figure 1-46 where a pack of discs creates over-lapping fields of possible
debris distribution so that any protection or special measures taken by the aircraft designer will require sensibly uniform
application over a length slightly greater than the length of the rotor pack, tailing off to zero beyond each end of the
rotor.
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E . Energy of Fragment

A fragment has two kinds of energy when it leaves an engine, see Figure 1-47. It has kinetic energy along its flight
path which is tangential to the radius described by its center of gravity when it was part of the disc. It also t.as
rotational energy about its own center of gravity. Experience shows that for practical purposes it is the former, i.e., its
translational energy, that causes the real damage on impact and this is because the translational energy is in the
direction of the impact and, for realistic fragments, it is invariably much greater than the rotational energy. :

Figure 1-47 also shows a plot of disc sector size against its translational energy. The fragment with maximum
‘ translational energy is a disc segment subtending an angle of 133.6-degrees. An unbroken disc has no translational
] : energy unless it picks some up as a result of friction developed in rubbing against static parts which may throw it
- ' sideways out of an engine with a relatively low velocity.

The energy with which a fragment leaves an engine is less than its initial energy because it expends some energy in :
penetrating the engine casing. In calculating the energy of an emerging fragment a proportion ¢f the amount of energy ;
the engine casing is capable of containing should be subtracted from the initial energy of the fragment. !

] To determine the blade containment ability of a casing, Rolls-Royce plotted blade energy against a function of
blade dimensions and casing properti=s for all known cases of blade release, including experimental tests and service
experience. The result is shown in Figure 1-48 where contained and non-contained failures are identified.
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Figure 1-48. Blade Contasinment Criterion
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Unfortunately the behavior of a casing is not quite as straightforward as to absorb an equal amount of energy
regardless of the initial energy of the fragment. In containment tests a fragment with an energy level just beyond the
containment capabilities of a casing lost 90% of its energy in passing through the casing. But when a portion of a rotor,
comprising four blades and a piece of disc, was released from a rotor rotating inside a casing designed to contain a single
released blade, the fragment passed through the casing with a near-zero loss of energy.

That some energy was lost was shown by damage and distortion to the casing and to the blades in the fragment but
. the loss was too small to be measured in terms of fragment velocity before and after pen=tration. Evidently, the casing
f did not develop its full containment potential when subjected to loadings {ar bevord its capabilities.

Further containment tests are in progress to build up more data on this probiem and to establish a forrula for the b
amount of energy destroyed in a range of fragments when they pass through a casing of known blade containment ability. ;
Meanwhile, until .iore data becomes available it seems reasonable to assume that the loss of energy varies from 100%
for a single blade, to zero for the 4-blade fragment tested, or any larger fragment. The 4-blade fragment weighed 6.5%
of the weight of the bladed disc.

oy

There is an additional loss of energy in fragments that are deflected on passing through the casing. The amount of
this loss depends upon the degree of deflection, and from theoretical con.iderations and practical observations the
relationship between deflection and residual energy is as shown in Figure 1-49. This relationship can be used in
; . calculating the possible energy of deflected fragments in the forward and rearward fields covered by the possible axial
| ’ spread of debris.
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v Deflaction Strike

P

Size of Fragment

The maximum dimensions of a fragment thrown by an engine is important in terms of the probability of striking a

! given vulnerable item of the aircraft. Figure 1-50 shows that for a given aircraft layout the larger the fragment the
more likely it is to strike a given object. The chances of the small fragment striking the object are #] in 360-degrees,

but for the large fragment they are 2 in 360-degrees and clearly the larger the fragment the greater the probability of a

strike, }

- . Figure 1-51 shows actual non-contained failures in teims of the arc of disc released against percentage of
] Lt incidents. These results can be used for calculating the probability of impact of fragments of various sizes upon aircraft
vulnerable items for various aircraft/engine arrangements. The results for turbines and compressors are shown
separately to illustrate that compressors have tended to release larger arcs of disc rim than turbines. This is due to
factors such as disc proportions.
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1.2.2 Encounter Parameters
The important encounter parameters that must be defined for penetration and damage assessment are identical to
those needed for the projectiles previously discussed: striking velocity, angle of obliquity and attitude. Particular
emphasis must be placed upon attitude, however, as this can be a significant factor in the damage potential of fragments
An additional

having a high ratio of length to diameter, i.e., long, flat fragments such as a portion of a turbine blade.
consideration is the rotational energy of .the impacting fragment, as this can be a significant factor in penetration and
Encounter conditions for engine debris analysis can be predicted with greater certainty than for

damage potential.
encounter with military projectiles because of the fixed location and known operating characteristics of the engine.

1.2.3 Typical Terminal Effects

As with all fragment impacts, engine debris fragments can penetrate the airframe causing Jamage to skin and
substructure, and may penetrate and degrade system components, The potential exists for ignition of fuel or injury to
passengers or crew.

Figure 1-52 from Reference 1-7 gives an indication of the penetrating capability of engine debris tragments, based
on calculations using the empirical formula shown on the figure. Fragment energy is plotted against the weight of target
material required to centain the fragment.

To emphasize the damage potential of the fragments, typical weights of heavy wing and fuselage surfaces are
indicated on the diagram giving some idea of their respective energy absorbing capabilities. The resulting energies are
only approximate as both the curves and the test results are only concerned with flat plates. The stiffeners of the wing
and fuselage (included in the weight shown) may offer appreciably increased energy absorption due to their depth.

However, this does not alter the general inference of Figure 1-52 which is that even two or three layers of such
structure js not capable of stopping the smallest of the three debris forms.
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" 2.0 ANALYSIS METHODS FOR PREDICTING STRUCTURAL ;
RESPONSE TO PROJECTILE IMPACT

The purpose of this section of the Design Manual is to inform aircraft designers of the analysis methods and data
availahle for predicting the response of metal and fiber composite structure to projectile impact. The analysis
methods discussed are applicable to impacts from small arms pro;ectlles, missile warhead fragments, and the
fragmentation and blast effects of high-explosive projectiles, as described in Section I, The responses addressed
include penetration capability, damage size and type, strength and stiffness degradation of damaged structure, and
internal load redistribution. This section provides the tools needed to implement the impact damage tolerance design

guidelines presented in Section IIl.

2.0.1 General Approach to Impact Damage Tolerance Analysis .
' Figure 2-1 is the impact damage tolerance analysis methodology which is described in detail in Section Iif of this
Manual. The objectives of the analysis are to evaluate the structural capability of the damaged airframe and to
compare this with the structural performance requirements dictated by the mission. Both the requirements and the

capabilities can be expressed as load factors. ,
]
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Structural requirements are detcimined from analysis of the operational flight loads and the physical environment
associated with primary missions. Next the operating stress levels for critical structural elements are determined,
including levels corresponding to:

o  Operating loads at the time of projectile enccunter;
o Cyclic loads after projectile impact;
o Maximum loads after projectile impact,

These loads and the.physica\ environment (temperature, for example) are used to establish strength requirements at
impact, and the cyclic loading and residual static strength requirements of the damaged structure following impact.

Determining structural capability, however, requires predicting the size and severity of the induced damage and the
resulting structural degradation. The analysis methods subsequently described in this Section are used primarily to
establish the structural capability following damage, i.e., to quantify the right-hand portion of Figure 2-1, by
assessing the factors discussed below.

2.0.1.1 Factors Determining the Structural Capability of Projectile Damaged Structure

The first step in projectile damage tolerance analysis is to determine the type and size of the inflicted damage.
Analysis methods for predicting damage from projectiles are presented in Section 2.1 (Penetration Effects) and 2.2
(Damage Size and Type). Structural damage fvom projectile impact is a function of the type of projectile and
engagement conditions, as well as geometry and material of the structural configuration. The damage imposed can
also be influenced by the physical environment, applied loads, and compounding effects such as hydrodynamic ram
pressuies generated by passage of the projectile through the liquid portions of a fuel cell,

Damaged structure that does not fail at the time of impact will be subjected to cyclic loading from gust and
maneuvers during continued flight. These cyclic loadings may induce fatigue that can alter the size and character of
the imposed damage, thereby changing the residual strength of the structure. Methods for analyzing the effect of
cyclic loads on projectile damaged airframes are presented in Section 2,3.

The stiffness of damaged structure is also altered due to reduction of net section. This stiffness degradation can
cause aerodynamic instabilities and extensive load redistribution within the structure, Section 2.4 discusses analysis
methods and considerations associated with the stiffness degradation of ballistic damaged structure.

The damaged airframe must have sufficient residual strength to sustain the flight loads subsequently encountered.
Section 2.5 presents analysis approaches for pr:dicting the tesidual strength of projectile damaged structure,
including: fracture analysis methods and data for monolithic structure and stiffened {crack-arresting) structure; and a
review of recommended analysis methods for multiple-load-path structure including finite element techniques

applied to damaged configurations.

The final res'is of the structural capability asseasment can be presented as a "strength~ time history" (an example is
shown in Figure 2-2), The initial structural capability is the design ultimate strength. When the projectile penetrates
the structure, however, there is an instantaneous loss of strength which is initially influenced by dynamic effects,
including dynamic load redistribution and forces associated with the contact between the projectile and the structure.
The dynamic effects are soon dissipated, and if failure has not occured at impact the resulting strength capability is
the static residua! strength of the damaged structure. As flight continues, this strength may be altered by the
effects of cyclic loading and environmental factors as described above.

Once the structural capability assessment has been completed, the final task of the design analysis is to compare
capabilities with requirements. For example, Figure 2-3 shows, schematically, a comparison of stress-time
(requirements) and strength-time (capability) histories for a wing lower surface. The strength capability is reduced
by the impact, but does not fall below the strength requirement at the time of encounter. In this example, the
strength requirements exceed the strength capabilities in the landing-approach segment of flight and structural
failure occurs.

2.0.1.2 Incorporation of Probabilistic Events

Both the structura! requirements and the capabilities depend on probabilistic events, as illustrated in Figure 2-4. For
example, variability in damage size and severity arises from the potential range of projectile striking velocities,
obliquities, and hit locations, as well as the considerable scatter noted in the measured effects of projectile impacts.
The residual strength of damaged structure is subject to uncertainties in material composition, failure modes, notch-
sensitivity, and constraint. The probabilistic aspects of flight loadings are well known.

Figure 2-5 repeats the survivable structures analysis methodology shown earlier as Figure 2-1, with the iddition of
the probabilistic parameters involved in establishing the structural requirements and the structural capabilities.
Flight loadings, for exampie can be conveniently expressed as probability of exceedance, as shown in Figure 2-6, and
this is routinely done in fatigue and fail-safe design analyses. However, loading requirements for impact damage
tolerance analysis differ from fatigue and fail-safe requirements in two ways:

o Loading requirements for impact damage tolerance can be based on probable exceedances per mission or
sortie, rather than lifetimes or inspection intervals.

o The segment of the sortie during which impact occurs must be identified, so that loading requirements at
impact and subsequent to impact can be established.

As discussed earlier, structural capability is influenced by the location, size, and character of the damage. Assuming
that all regions of the airframe have equal probability of being hit by the projectile, the probability of hitting a
critical structural element can be established from element projected area and projectile trajectory considerations.
This is a method commonly used in vulnerability assessment. However, if the projectile threat scenario and mission
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profile are defined, more sophisticated methods such as threat encounter models can be used to determine the most
probable spatial distribution of hits on the aircraft, and the most probable engagement conditions. Figure 2-7 n~

Various Weapon Deliveries
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2-8 are typical results of this type of assessment for a ‘actical fighter performing an air-to-ground attack mission.

Damage size predictiors can be made for the probable encounter conditions. Statistical distributions for ballistic
damage response have not yet been adequately defined, but damage data obtained from ballistic testing is definitely
Figure 2-9 shows typical small arms projectile damage measurements in a
notch-sensitive high-strength aluminum alloy. The systematic variation of damage size with projectile velocity is
evident as indicated by the mean. The probabilistic representation shown in Figure 2-10 was developed assuming that
the variations in damage size at a given velocity were random and could be represented by a normal distribution,

amenable to statistical analysis.

Other distributions could be applied, of course.
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A similar piobability approach can be taken in predicting the residual strength of projectile damaged structure. For
7075-T6 tension elements containing small arms projectile damage, Figurz 2-11 shows a probabilistic representation
for the residual tensile strength using data from Ref. 2-2,

The final calculation of the structural capability of an element must include the combined effect of variability in
both damage size and residual strength. Figure 2-12 shows the completed residual strength prediction for 7075-T6
tension elements damaged by .30 caliber buliets in the 800-1,000 feet per second velocity range.

When the approach described above is applied to the entire airframe, strength capability can be expressed,
probabilistically, in terms of operational load factor as shown inFigure 2-13. A parallel assessment can be done for
residual stiffness capability in terms of operativnal speed. Once a capability has been developed in the form shown in
Figure 2-13, it can be combined with requirements which are also expressed statistically, such as the operational
loading requirements shown before in Figure. 2-6, The result of this final combination is the overall probability of
survival for the structure operating in a specified loading environment, accounting for variability in operating loads,
damage size, residual strength, and the probability of hitting critical structural elements.
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2.0.2 Overview of the State-of-the-Art in Impact Damage Tolerance Analysis Method:

A survey of the data and analysis methods availablie for implementing the impact damage tolerance methodology
described above was conducted during the initial stages of the Design Manual preparation. All the NATO member
nations were atforded the opportunity to contribute relevent work, and an AGARD Specialists Meeting on Impact
Damage Tolerance was held in 1976, The proceedings from this meeting are available.*

IABG of Germany has done significant work in devenping damage and residual strength prediction methods for
non-2xploding and exploding projectiles impacting air.raft structwe. This work includes applications of finite
elemert analysis techniques in establishing stress intensity factors for projectile impact damage, and full-scale
ballistic and structural tests for verification. Much of the IABG work is summarized in References 2-1, 2-4, 2-5, and
2-6,

The RAE of Great Britain has done ballistic testing to provide data defining the effects of applied loading on the
residual tensile strength of aluminum and fiber composite skin' panels. This work has involved primarily
high-explosive projectiles. Results of these studies were not available for inclusion in the Manual.

In the U.S., each of the military services has sponsored research programs developing design and assessment methods
for structural survivability to projectile weapon threats. This research includes ballistic testing for developing and
verifying damage models as well as constructing sophisticated analysis methods such as the BR-1 code for predicting
the response of aircraft structure to high-explosive anti-aircraft artillery projectiles.

The Air Force Flight Dynamics Laboratory reviewed and documented the state-of-the-art of analysis methods and
data as of 1974 in AFFDL-TR-74-49 and -50 (Ref. 2-7). There were many gaps in the available data and analysis
methods, resulting in difficulties in integrating impact damage tolerance into the structural design process. Some of
these gaps are being addressed in current programs, including damage models for composites, and analysis and
simulation of the ballistic impact response of full-scale structure. Figure 2-14 is a partial roadmap of U.S. Air Force
and Navy structural survivability design research conducted over the past 10-years. This AGARD Design Manual
contains the significant results of this research. Key developments associated with the programs are described
below.

As indicated in Figure 2-15, Air Force contract F33615-67-C-1660, performed by the Martin-Marietta Corporation,
established a methodology for quantitative assessment of structural vulnerability with respect to projectile impacts.
Residual strength results were obtained from finite element analysis of damaged structure and presented in
probabilistic form similar to the presentation in Figure 2-13. Testing was done to define damage from high- explosive
projectiles impacting stiffened panels under tension and compression loading.

*  See AGARD Conference Pruceedings No. 186, "Specialists Meeting on Impact Damage Tolerance of Structures,"
AGARD-CP-186, Jan. 1976.
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Air Force contract F33615-69-C-1581 "Aircraft Structural Combat Damage Model" (Ref. 2-2), developed the
ballistic damage and residual strength prediction models needed for implementing the methodology developed under
F33615-67-C-1660. This work, performed by Boeing, included substantial ballistic impact testing of aircraft
structural materials against small arms projectiles and provided computerized prediction models of damage size and
residual strength as indicated in Figure 2-16.

Substantial ballistic damage and residual strength test data for metals was developed under the Navy contract
"Aircraft Wing Structural Concepts with Improved Ballistic Damage Tolerance" (Ref. 2-8), performed by General
Dynamics/Convair Division. The data is for small arms proiectiles impacting several type: of st..ctural i
coniigurations.

Data on the ballistic damage response of advanced fiber composites began appearing in the early 1974's. Air Force
contract F33615-71-C~1111 (Ref. 2-9), performed by Grumman, provided residual strength data ior buron and
graphite/epoxy impacted by small arms projectiles. Other composite programs sponsored by the Air Force included
F33615-71-C- 1414 "Advanced Development on Vulnerability/Survivability of Advanced Composite Structures" (Ref.
2-10), and F33615-70-C-1570 "Evaluation of Ballistic Damage Resistance and Failure Mechanisms of Composite :
Structures" (Ref. 2-11).

I S

In 1974, Boeing incorporated the available analysis methods and data into a design handbook, AFFDL-TR-74-50,
"Survivable Combat Aircraft Structures Design Guidelines and Criteria" (Ref. 2-7). This work was done under
contract F33615-73-Q-3032 (see Figure 2-17). A design methodology was developed that incorporates structural
3 survivability into the aircraft design process, and this methodology provided the basic approach applied to this
Manual.

STRUCTURAL

® Deftined structursl S/V design REQUIREMENTS
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l CONFIGURATION |
o Summarized data and models )
STRUCTURAL STRUCTURAL .
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Figure 217 Survivable Combat Aircraft Structures Desiga Handbook j
(F33615-73-Q-3032) i
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One of the most comprehensive aircraft structural survivability programs was Navy contract N00019-75-C-0178
“Battle Damage Tolerant Wing Structure Development Program" (Ref. 2-12), sponsored by Naval Air Systcms
Command (NASC). This program, performed by Boeing, developed a graphite/epoxy wing-box structural de: :n
meeting stringent battle damage and weight reduction criteria. Considerable test data was generated defining he
damage and residual strength response of graphite/epoxy impacted by high-explosive projectiles, Damage toler nt
designs were developed using hybrid laminates combining graphite with fiberglass. A full-scale wing box .
fabricated and tested under load against a high-explosive projectile impact.

A major advance in impact damage analytical capability was made under Air Force contract F33615-72-C- 1045, and
-3060 "Effects of Internal Blast on Combat Aircraft Structure" (Refs 2-13, 2-14), done by Northrop for AFFDL. This
work, as shown in Figure 2-18, developed the BR-1 computer codes for predicting structural response to high-
explosive projectites. The BR-1 codes use advanced finite element techniques, and represent a state-of-the-art
analysis method readily .cepted by the structural design community. The capability of the codes was extended to
fiber composite materials by Boeing, under a modification to Navy contract N00O19-75-C-0178, in 1977 (Ref. 2-15).

Air Force contract F33615-76-R -3135, "Structural Flight Loads Sirmulation Capability" (Figure 2-19), currently being
worked by the University of Dayton, will provide the Air Force Flight Dynamics Laboratory with the capability of
loading full-scale structural components during ballistic testing.

An analysis method for residual strength prediction of metal skin panels impacted by high-explosive projectiles was
developed by Northrop for the Naval Air Development Center (NADC), under contract N62269-76-R-0272, using the
material crack growth resistance curve in terms of the J-integral and the elastic-plastic analysis of the damaged
structure (Ref. 2-91). The analysis method was verified by ballistic test.

Under Air Force contract F33615-78-C-3403, "Survivable Composite Structure for Combat Aircraft" (Ref. 2-17),
available test data on the ballistic response of advanced fiber composite materials was evaluated and used to
construct damage and residual strength analysis models incorporating structural design and threat parameters.
Deficiencies in the available data were identified.

As an additional step toward achieving survivable structure, a draft military specification for survivable combat
aircraft structure is being prepared under Air Force contract AFFDL F33615-78-C-3423 "Proposed Military
Specification for Survivable Aircraft Structures (Nonnuclear)," (Ref, 2-18).

STRESS
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AFFDL-TR- 76- 73
(Ref. 2-13)
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2.1 ANALYSIS METHODS FOR BALLISTIC PENETRATION

The need to determine whether the projectile can penetrate a structural member arises in damage analysis whenever
the structural element being analyzed is shielded by adjacent structure. For example, in assessing damage done to a
spar web, it is important to recognize that the attacking projectile must first penetrate the skin and that its velocity
and configuration will be aitered by the penetration. This alteration can influence the extent of damage inflicted to
the spar web. Thus, the penetration-related questions that arise in impact damage assessment are:

1. Did the projectile penetrate the shielding element?
2. What is the post-impact condition of the projectile after penetrating the shielding element?

If the projectile does not penetrate the shielding member, then its subsequent damage capability is zero. If
penetraticn does occur, the damage capability of the emergent projectile depends on its physical condition, residual
velocity, and attitude. Ballistic penetration criteria and post-impact projectile conditions are discussed in the

following subsection.
2.1.1 Ballistic Limit Assessment

There are several methods of defining projectile penetration and the cor <sponding threshoid velocity at which
penetration occurs, usually called the ballistic limit velocity., Projectile velocities greater than the ballistic limit
velocity result in penetration. Some of these definitions are shown in Figure 2-20. The various definitions are not of
great concern in structural assessment. Whatever the definition selected, the projectile velocity resulting in
penetration 50-percent of the time, designated V50, is the estimate of ballistic limit velocity most frequently used.

For a given projectile, the ballistic limit velocity depends on the material and thickness of the impacted structure,
and the angle of obliquity between the structure and the projectilec flight path. The probability is very high that
armor-piercing projectiles and warhead fragments will penetrate typical aircraft structure under most encounter
conditions.
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2.1.1.1 Ballistic Limit Assessinent for Metallic Structure

Ballistic limit prediction models are given in Reference 2-2 for several aluminum alloys, titanium, and steels
impacted by small-arms projectiles, and in many other available references. Reference 2-19, for example, has
penetration equations for armor-piercing projectiles impacting aircraft structural materials and Reference 2-20 gives-

prediction techniques for fragment projectiles which are widely used in the aircraft vulnerability community. C e

Because of the considerable technical fiterature and analysis models available for predicting ballistic limits, only an
overview will be presented here. The reader should consult with vulnerability specialists for specific ballistic limit
data. Figure 2-21 from Reference 2-21, shows the penetration capability of intumbled small-arms projectiles and
steel fragments as a function of tdrget sheet thickness and projectile angle of obliquity for several aircraft materials.
The angle of obliquity is the angle between the projectile flight path and a normal to the impacted surface, These
penetration curves, plotted on log-log coordinate scales, may be used for approximating purposes.

Figure 2-22 shows the penetration capability of certain missile warhead fragments impacting sheets of aluminum,
steel, and titanium. These curves were calculated using the Joint Technical Coordinating Group - Munitions
Effectiveness (JTCG/ME) penetration equations from Reference 2-22, with a fragment shape factor of 0.5687.
Because of the importance of the JTCG/ME penetration equations, a brief summary of the approach is given below.

The ITCG/ME penetration equations predict ballistic limit, projectile failure, projectile residual velocity and change
in obliquity following penetration. Projectile impact conditions are characterized by the three basic parameters V, 0,
and @, representing velocity, obliquity, and yaw angle, respectively. The parameters defining the configuration of the
projectile are the principal dimensions L and d (length and diameter), a nose-shape parameter, the nose angle, or the

nose length divided by the projectile diameter,

The general form of the ballistic limit equation for penetrators impacting with zero obliquity (V5O) iss

[C(g%/ia)b] + K

Vsphy =

where
C =  empirical constant;
o, = density of the projectile core;
t = target thickness;
AP = presented area of projectile;
W = weight of projectile;
b = empirical constant;
K = empirical constant.

The ballistic limit for oblique impacts is obtained by multiplying the above prediction by the secant of the obliquity
angle. An equation of similar form is used for fragments.
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2.1.1.2 Ballistic Limit Assessment for Fiber Composite Structure

At the time of this writing there is not enough data available to formulate an adequate ballistic limit model for tiber
composites. There is a test program underway in the U. S. to obtain the data needed, coordinated by AFFDL/FES for
the JTCG. Some preliminary test results from that program were obtained from AFFDL and used with several
graphite/epoxy ballistic limit test results available from Reference 2-12 to develop a very preliminary ballistic limit
model for compact steel fragments impacting graphite/epoxy laminates (see Ref. 2-17),

Formulation of the model was based on the penetration equations presented in the "Penetration Equations Handbook" :
(Ref. 2-22), mentioned above, released in draft form by the JTCG/ME, The model for ballistic limit (V50) is given
below. Its application is hmned to compact mila steel fragments impacting 0,+45,90 graphite/epoxy laminates.

PtA_  1.58
Vspcos 0 = 3925(‘TL) , (Eqn. 2-1)
- f
where

T T e gy v e e g g

laminate density (lbs/in3),

b = (0.056 1bs/in3 for graphite/epoxy),
t = laminate thickness (in),
Ap = average presented area of the fragment, based on ITCG/ME recommendations as follows:
. ‘Ap = 3L2/2 for cubes;
- = 'rrdz/l& for spheres;
d2 [E (L/d) + E (—lﬂfor cylinders ;
E where d equals the diameter of a sphere or cylinder, L equals the length of one side if the
3 fragment is cubical, or the length if cylindrical;
L PR ,fragment weight (Ibs), ‘
0 = angle of obliquity. '

Figure 2-23 compares model predictions with the (very limited) available test data. The following example will
clarify the use of the model:

Given: Fragment: 1/k-inch mild steel cube: !

psu = -283Ibsfin’, }

9 = O-degrees, M

Laminate: Graphite/epoxy: i
P = 0.056 Ibs/in’, i

t = 0.25-inch. l
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Calculations for V50:
W, = Py L7 = (02890297,

- 0.004422:Ibs;
Ay = 7= 20.25% = 0.0%-in%,
tA L.
Vs = 3925 ( QWTAP) 58sec 9,

- 3925 [‘&%ﬂ)]"”um,

576 ft/s.

2.1.2 Projectile Degradation Due to Penetration

The interaction between the projectile and the structure during penetration causes physical changes in both, The
alteration of the projectile configuration is of importance in that it influences the potential for further damage
following the initial impact. For most armor-piercing small arms projectiles, there are two principal degrading

mechanisms:
1. Stripping the jacket from the projectile (this is a factor in incendiary functioning).

2. Breaking the penetrator. This failure mechanism has the most effect on subsequent damage and penetration
capability.

Several available methods for predicting the extent of degradation are described in the fallowing paragraphs.

Jacket Stripping. Figure 2-24, from Reference 2-2, is a regime diagram showing the condition of U.S. .30 caliber
bullets after impacting aluminum panels. Regimes, in terms of projectile velocity and panel thickness, are shown for
a nearly intact projectile (i.e., little detectable physical Jamage after impact), and projectiles with partially and fully
stripped jackets. The regime diagram was developed by examining projectiles recovered after penetration. It is
evident that increasing the angle of obliquity causes significant increases in the probability of jacket stripping.
Figure 2-05 shows a representative collection of damaged projectiles, indicating the effect of velocity and obliquity

on projectile degradation.
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2,2 ANALYSIS METHODS FOR BALLISTIC DAMAGE SIZE AND TYPE

E The following paragraphs define the parameters which influence the size and character of projectile impact damage,

i and describe techniques for analytical prediction. Predicting damage size is the first step is assessing the structural
capability of impacted structure, since damage size determines net section strength loss, stiffness loss, and the flaw
size for failure analysis, The discussion is organized according to projectile type as follows:

2.2.1 Non-Exploding Projectiles;
2.2.2 High Explosive Projectiles; )
2.2,3 Engine Debris Projectiles.

.

Within each projectile category the responses of both metallic and fiber composite structure are discussed. Section ]
2.2.4 discusses the effects of fluid pressure in causing damage, a phenomenon known as hydrodynainic ram. j

' 2.2.1 Damage Caused by Non-Exploding Projectiles

There has been considerable development of analysis methods for predicting damage resulting from non-exploding
projectile impacts, particularly for metal structure. Significant progress has also been made recently with regard to

predicting damage in advanced fiber composites such as graphite/epoxy.

2.2.1.1 Non-Exploding Projectiles Impacting Metals

' [
! An extensive characterization of damage from nonexploding projectiles impacting metals is reported in Reference

2-7, including definition of the types of damage and the parameters that influence damage size. -Analysis models
were developed for predicting: (1) upper and lower limits of damage size; (2) the character of the resulting damage,
€., holes, cracks; and (3) the probable orientation of the damage relative to the applied loading, the material grain
direction, and the projectile trajectory. Some pertinent results from Reference 2-2 are suinmarized in Sections )

2.2.1.1.1 and 2,2.1.1.2 below.

2.2.1.1.1 Nan-Exploding Projectiles Impacting Metals - Discussion of Parameters
Influencing Damage

Figure 2-27 illustates some of the characteristic features of projectile impact damage in metal sheet. Three
components of damage can generally be identified: 1) a hole through which the projectile has passed, 2) cracks
emanating from the hole, 3) spallation, i.e., material removed by transverse delamination. The region between two
cracks often forms a "petal," particularly in thinner gage materials. In many cases, the petal may detach, thus
increasing the size of the hole. Spallation is invariably most extensive on the exit surface of the sheet, although

small regions of spallatioi. are often present on the entry surface.
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Figure 2.27. Representative Projectile Impact Damage in Metsl Shest
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The size and severity of the damage depends on the relative prominance of the three components, which, in turn,
depends on the material of the impacted structure, the type of projectile, and the velocity and obliquity of impact.
For example, materials and conditions which augment the extent of cracking result in increased damage size, and also
increase the significance of the damage as a flaw causing degradation of residual strength.

The encounter and structural parameters which are most significant in determining projectile damage size are:

6. Applied stress,

7. Target sheet rolling grain direction,
8. Target structural configuration,

9. Temperature.

1. Projectile type,

2, Projectile velocity,

3. Projectile obliquity,

4, Target sheet thickness,
5. Target sheet material,

The following paragraphs describe the manner in which these parameters influence the damage resulting from an
impact. The damage referred to in the discussion is the maximum visual damage as measured in the approximate

plane of the impacted sheet,

Effect of Projectile Size and T - With projectiles that are similar in construction but of different size, it is
generally Tound that larger proiectlla produce larger damage. When similarity is rot present, however, smaller
projectiles may indeed produce more damage. For example, the deformability of the projectile as it penetrates can
be a factor. Ball projectiles, which have a relatively soft core, often produce greater damage than armor-piercing

projectiles of identical size. Similarly, projectiles with jackets tend to cause more damage than jacketiess projectiles
of the same size.

Evidence of the effect of projectile type (as opposed to size) on damage is shown in Figure 2-28 which compares the
damage in 0.250-inch 7075-T6 aluminum sheet due to three types of 20-mm projectiles, fired under similar

condi tions:

1. Finnish Lante-type armor-piercing tracer (APT) - weight 2320 grains;
2, U.S.M-53armor-piercing incendiary (APD) - 1550 grains;

3. U.S.M-55-A2 training round - 1520 grains.

The maximum damage produced by these projectiles under similar impact conditions was 1.38, 5.0 and 2.6 inches,
respectively, The largest damage was produced by the M-53, which has a deformable nose cap. None of the

projectiles had a complete jacket.

Impact damage from fragment penetration differs from that caused by bullets because of the difference in the
geometric shapes of the projectiles, and also because of frequent differences in striking velocity. Spin-stabilized
ogive projectiles can induce significant in-plane wedging forces that contribute to crack and petal formation.
Fragments from missile warheads and high-explosive projectiles come in diverse sizes and shapes, so that it is
difficuit to generalize. However, compact (chunky) fragments, particularly cubical fragments, tend to penetrate by a
shearing mechanism, thus "punching" through a 1netal panel. Spallation will likely occur on the exit surface, even at
relatively low striking velocities. Representative damage patterns from compact fragments are shown in Figures
2-29 and 2-30, showing typical shear damage patterns, with little cracking adjacent to tae perforation,

US M-54-A2 TP US M-53 AP FINNISH LARTE-TYPE AMY

Figure 2- 28. Damage in 0.25 7075-T6 Due to 20-mm Projectile Impacts (Similar Impact
Conditions)
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Eftect of Projectile Velocity. For a given target material and projectile obliquity,
can result in the damage size variation shown in Figure 2-31 which also illustrates
2 maximum damage and high-velocity damage.

the variation of projectile velocity
the concepts of incipient damage,
The response is characterized by a maximum damage size that occurs
just above the penetration (ballistic) limit. Cracking is the predominant damage component at this velocity. Further
increases in projectile velocity result in lesser damage (due to less cracking), until a plateau is reached called the
high-velocity damage. The high-velocity damage is a relatively smooth hole, only slightly larger than the projectile
diameter. The increase in damage with reduced velocity is evident. Further velocity increases do not produce any
significant change in damage size, unless velocities can be reached that result in appreciable projectile break-up.

The difference between the maximum damage and the high-velocity damage depends primarily on sheet thickness.
Figure 2-32 is a photograph showing these for ,30-caliber AP bullets impacting 0.090-inch 7075-T6 sheet, with
velocities ranging from 800 to 2500 feet per sec

ond. The behavior described is most pronounced for spin-stabilized
, small-arms projectiles impacting relatively notch-sensitive sheets such as 7075-Té. However, it is generally true
that maxirium crackin,

g occurs when the striking velocity of the projectile is slightly above the ballistic limit
velocity. Reference 2-7 presents supporting data from fragment impacts.
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Effect of Projectile Obliquity. The angle of obliquity (or impact angle) has a pronounced effect on damage size. The

following are generally true regarding obliquity effects:

When impact angles are increased and other conditions held constant, the maximum damage will also increase as

1.
long as projectile velocities are sufficient to cause penetration.

The projectile velocities associated with incipient damage, maximum damage, and the onset of high-velocity
damage increase directly with obliquity angle increase.

Figure 2-33 illustrates these ohliguity effects, and Figure 2-34 is a photograph showing 0.090-inch 7075-T6 impacted
at several obliquities with velocity held constant. There is a significant reduction in damage size as the obliquity
angle increases from 60- to 70-degrees because the projectile richochets off the sheet rather than penetrating.

2,

DAMAGE SIZE

PROJECTILE VELOCITY
Figure 2.33. Typical Effect of Obliquity on Damage Size
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Figure 234, Effects of Obliquity on Damage Size (,090 7075-T6, .30 Cal AP}
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Effect of Sheet Thickness, Damage size is highly dependent on the thickness of the impacted sheet. A convenient
thickness parameter is the ratio of sheet thickness to projectile diameter (t/d) or other characteristic dimension. For
small arms projectiles, when t/d is less than about 0.1, the hole component of damage predominates, with little
cracking or spallation. As t/d is increased beyond 0.1, the damage size increases until a maximum is reached at t/d
ratios of approximately 0.4, The typical response is shown in Figure 2-35(a). It should be kept in mind that since
d/agnage size also depends on projectile velocity, this figure shows the maximum damage that occurs for each given
t/d ratio.

The remaining illustrations in Figure 2-35 demonstrate the effects of all the parameters discussed, namely: the
effect of projectile velocity, obliquity angle and projectile type. Figure 2-35(b) illustrates the extent of scatter in
damage size ‘est results near the ballistic limit.

Effect of Sheet Material. The choice of material will have a marked effect on the resulting size and type of damage,
since materials differ in their resistance to impact damage. A comparison of damages produced under identical
impact conditions, changing only target material, will show large differences in damage size. It was shown that the
damage sizes for 2024-T3, 2024-T81 and 7075-T6 aluminums have the ratios 1/2.2/5.1, respectively, On the same
basis, the ratio for 6A1-4V titanium was found to be [.8. These materials rank in the following order of damage
resistance, with the first having the highest:

2024-T3,
6A1-4Y,
2024-T81,
7075-Té.

£ W N —
FwNT

Since damrage tolerance is also dependent on material oroperties such as notch-sensitivity, material selection is a
means of reducing structural degradation due to battle damage.

Effect of Ralling Grain Direction. Data for 7075-Té showed that there is a higher than random probability that the
lateral damage (ie., the greatest damage dimension) will align with the grain direction aprarent in rolled sheet
aluminum. The probability was higher yet (0.69) when the supports were also parallel to the grain direction. The
probability increased to 0.83 if a tensile stress field was applied normal to the rolling grain direction at the time of
projectile impact.

Effect of Applied Stress. There is evidence that the level of externally applied load existing at the time of impact
can have a significant influence on the induced damage. However, this influence has not yet been quantified
sufficiently for incorporation into analysis methods. The available evidence consists of the results of firing
projectiles into tension paneis under {oad. These tests have shown that there is generaily a threshold stress level
causing the panel to fracture immediately upon impact (Ref. 2-23, for example). This threshold stress may be lower
than the static residual strength of similarly impacted unstressed panels. Section 2.5.1.4.3 discusses this effect in
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more Jetail, from the standpoint of residual strength analysis. From the standpoint of damage assessment, it is at
least certain that applied stresses equal to or greater than the threshold level will very likely cause an increase in the
induced damage size, depending on the potential for crack extension. There is currently no analysis method which
relates applied stress (either tension or compression) to damage size.

Effect of Structural Configuration, Typical aircraft structure consists of skin with stiffening elements. Limited test
results tend to indicate that damage size in skin is influenced by the proximity of stiffeners. The damage size in the
skin is smaller for impacts near the stiffener; however, the damage can be larger if the stiffener is also impacted.

There is currently no verified analysis method which addresses the effect of adjacent stiffening on damage size and
type.

Effect of Temperatyre. Reference 2-7 reports damage-assessment testing of 2024-T3, 7075-T6, 6A1-4V and 4130
steel chilled 1o -35‘EF. The aluminum and the titanium alloys did not show increased damage size at the reduced

:mi;l)e;?ure. The steel, however, showed an appreciable increase. Further definition of this &ffect is not currently
ailable,

—_— . P TR SRR
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2.2.1.1.2 Non-Exploding Projectiles Impacting Metals - Damage Size Prediction

e T 1
B —d
i

The previous section described the parameters influencing the size and character of ballistic impact damage. The
tollowing paragraphs present analysis models for predicting damage size which, in general, incorporate the
parameters of major importance. The methods presented are applicable to small arms projectiles and compact
fragments such as generated by some types of missile warheads and engine debris. Small arms projectiles are treated
first, reflecting the most advanced analytical development, This is followed by a fairly well-developed method for
predicting damage size from compact fragments. In both cases, the analysis methods predict a measur: of damage
which is considered most influential in causing structural degradation.

This raises a fundamentzi question in regard to ballistic damage assessment. Ballistic damage is complex, and
ducisions must be made concerning what components of damage should be measured and incorporated into analytical
models. This question is probabiy never resolved to everyone's satisfaction. However, a purely engineering approach
has been of some value, in which the appropriate damage measure is defined as a dimension parallel to the original F
surface of the impacted sheet that encompasses either: 1) the tip-to-tip length of a crack, or 2) the diameter
defining the extent of spallation, or 3) the diameter defining the extent of combined cracking and spallation. The ;
largest such dimension is defined as the "damage" resulting from the impact being considered. The term "lateral
damage" has been used in the literature. i

B D

: Small Arms Projectiles Impacting Metals - Damage Size Prediction. A damage size model for buliets impacting
! ! metals, LATDAM, is presented in Reference 2-2. This model has been applied in many aircraft vulnerability

assessments to predict the upper and lower bounds on the damage size caused by projectile impact. The predictions
"t . given are the largest extent of the damage within the plane of the target.

The damage size, which is subject to large scatter ranges, is represented by two fourth-order polynomial equations
that bound the expected damage size. Each equation is controlled by the damage and velocity coordinates of three
points, These three points, shown in Figure 2-36, are:

1. The point of incipient damage (for the upper bound damage prediction) or the point of guaranteed damage (for
th= lower bound damage prediction); {

}
E
i
r
{
:

2.  The point of maximum damage; and

3. The point of onset of high-velocity lateral damage (modest velocity increases beyond this point cause little
change in damage).

' 70 :
| |
: ' Q.o - 1‘
) UPPER LIMIT :
{ MODEL PREDICTION ' o
¢ < 501 !
4
Y| I ;
w
< 0 for V* <V
i ao|- ' -
E‘ a DAMAGE SIZE = Ky NIMLD fay v4 +8, v3+9, v2+5, v) : :
. UPPER : -
20} LOWER LIMIT ¢ LIMIT) for V, <V* <V, :
MODEL PREDICTION :
10 HVLD for V*> Vg
s 1
0 i : 1 ‘
() 1,000 2,000 3,000 : :
; PROJECTILE VELOCITY (FT/S)V
! d
i | {A) TYPICAL TEST RESULTS %,
|
i
: ,.-—vz__-i POINT NO. 2:
- MAXIMUM DAMAGE WRERE:
MAXIMUM, POINT NO, 3: V® = V[ cos )07
D AMAGE ONSET OF HIGH- V = PROJECTILE IMPACT VELOCITY
1 W VEL E
B MW OCITY DAMAG ¢ DBLIQUITY ANGLE
g POINT NO v y—
.1 *Vi-v,
g INCIPIENT DAMAGE 3™
NIMLD = Cyd fay (eAi)® + 8y (A3 & v, (AP + 8y () + ¢ §)
HIGH-VELOCITY
DAMAGE HVLD =d[Cy+ 0.8ivk)?)
- nvm' d = PROJECTILE DIAMETER
, t = PANEL THICKNESS
—=| v, |=-RANGE OF EXTENSIVE omms——1 VELOCITY
V3 {

(8) DAMAGE MODELING PARAMETERS
Figure 2-36. Summaery of LATDAM. Damage Size Mode!
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The coordinates of these points, both velocity and damage, are functions of: (1) impact condition parameters such as
velocity and angle; (2) projectile parameters including size, type and shape, and (3) structural parameters including
thickness and material. All of these have been incorporated into the damage model through the use of suitable
constants and functions. The basic form of the damage size equation is defined in Figure 2-36, where:

*

v = impact velocity multiplied by (cos @) 0.7 : i

r T T S e e e e e e - .
f

g

f :

t

é

r

' [} impact angle (obliquity),

n

MLD = maximum damage = NIMLD Kg,

: NIMLD = maximum damage under normal impact; a function of t/d ratio, target material, and projectile 1
) , type, ]
i

3 a,B,Y,6 = constants that depend on the relation between the points of maximum damage and onset of high-

; velocity damage,

{ . KO = ;:orrection factor for oblique impact; a function of impact angle, t/d, target material and projectile

i ype.

; The empirical constants needed in the damage prediction equation have been developed for U.S. .30 and .So.cali_ber
! armor piercing and ball projectiles impacting sheets of 2024-T3, 2024-T81, 7075-T6 aluminums and :’-.'Al-»lov titanium

at impact angles up to 70 degrees. The damage prediction equation has also been developed for a series of su.nula.ted

warhead fragments using the length to diameter radio of cylindrical fragments for projectile characterization.
i Extension of this model to other materials will require additional ballistic testing. However, the range of damage
f ) sizes represented by the 2024-T3 and 7075-T6 aluminum alloys should cover the sizes expected for many metals. )
That is, few metals will show less ballistic damage than 2024-T3, and few will show greater damage than 707 5-Té.

The following paragraphs give a more detailed description of the LATDAM damage size model, including a sample
damage size calculation.

: : Model Statement

L Upper Limit:
3 [ o or V* <V)) ;
j o, =4 K, . NIMLD (ay* + Bv? + Y,v2 48,0 (Eqn. 2-2a) |
i uL ¢ 0" % 4 4 4
[ forV, & V* g Vy
EE [ HvLD (Hor vV, < V*) § ?
‘ Lower Limit: g 0 (for V* < Vl*)
'y * 4 * 3 * 2 *
; . b, - NIMLD (@, v' + By v’ + Y, v « 8§ W (Eqn. 2-2b)
‘ ' GorV, § W g Vy
L HVLD" (forVy < V¥
Input Parameters
V = impact velocity (ft/s), r
A Ve = Vicose)®, o
3 = impact angle (degrees), s
: = projectile diameter (in), 1
; t = target thickness (in), |
v = normalized impact velocity, !
V (cos 9) 0'7-Vl | 1
i Vay, ’ |
NIMLD = Cid(oy () s B () s ¥, ) e 8 () 4 € ) .
B ke B RO T LR B § T RO W i
HVLD = d(C, + 0.6(t/d)D), | j
HVLD' = 3/4 (HVLD), '
* * * .
NIMLD = HVLD + 1/4 (NIMLD-HVLD ), {
Vi = v, o+ 2001Ys. "
Although constants are available only for U. S. projectiles, the models provide reasonably accurate damage ] ’
predictions for 7.62, 12.7, and 14.5 mm projectiles when the constants for the most closely related projectile are used ;
along with the actual projectile diameters. The validity of the model for projectiles larger than 14.5-mm has not |
been definitely shown. The available information indicates that only the HVLD portion is needed to predict normal |4
impact lateral damage for solid, nonjacketed projectiles of any size. | 3
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There are several possibie approaches that could be used to predict damage from oblique impacts by projectiles larger
than 14.5-mm. One approach would be to apply the Kg correction directly to the HVLD prediction. Another would
be to modify the appropriate Kp constants based on projectile diameter and use the model as is, Lastly, the

' predictions provided by the .50 caliber projectiles could be used directly.
§ Damage predictions for the impact of yawed projectiles can be estimated by substituting a projection of the
; . projectile length for the diameter d. At normal impact angles, the full projection can be used, The projection length

- should be reduced for oblique impact angles since the model already accounts for an increased projectile diameter
caused by tumbling during oblique impact. However, there is insufficient experim.. (al verification for confident

application to yawed projectiles.

The following Tables 2-1 through 2-11 present the equations and constants required for applying the LATDAM model.
Those interested in implementing the damage model should consult Ref. 2-2.

R —

Table 2-1. Laters! Deamage Model-Upper Limit

i

] ¢ 2 2

| : Agm {t-kgP 8y= K] ( -K,Y-K3A4

! !

4 ' ® Equation number: 22

' -1 {x, -3

: @ Basl form 0 - v< W ns \43 4,

; Lo= Mo (gt 0P 1y R B v, <V <V, ;

! 2

: VLo Va<v V#,-m,*z 2K3+4x3+4 ) i

i Ba™ + ¥ )

! © Caicul stion form: 4 |S 43 ]
i

-

.K’*‘z“*“)) ,

2

:"‘a“)
T4 "

43

LD = Ky * NIMLD [v{ 6‘ + ¥ [1‘ +v (B +a‘v)] ]]

@ Input and constants (in order of use):

re

(=4)
i) ;

Y

NIMLD  from equation 2-7

L from aquations 2-10 or 2-11
HVLD uation 29

LD . "a("‘a")") , [Raletary Y Ks | "a("a”) ]
ey 2,

2
V1,V ,Va from equation 28 vz-v' - 3*2‘3 . 2K34‘K3 . ;,
Ky < solution to equation 2-5] 4 Ay W ,

solution 10 squation 24 <
Va-Vy

: Vo 0197 v
: ' V= vV ! V = impact velodity, <2K3 (‘ - 2"3)) W( Ky (2 KS))] '
3~V . = * '
' 0 = impact angle Ay Ay \ !

Table 23, Limitson K¢ and K3

Table 2-2. Lateral Demage Model—Lower Lirnit

3 o Equation number: 2:2b o Equation number: Ky, 2:3; K3, 24, 25
¢ Baric form:

s N

o Baslc form:
0 v o< vy (o8y - a3y + a2y - .
L0 = “LD'.@a"‘*h'a*‘m’*hv) Vi< v ‘<v3 Lowar Nmit—tolution ot{icy - 43y + 8Ky - 4K +1 = 0}
HVLD v >V, Upper Wh—solution ot {¥K? (K -2) -2 + 1= 0}

® Csiculstion forms:

Lowsr timit— Ky =14 {1+ 9K (8%, (8- )}
Iterate starting with KLL = 0.26

Uppwr timit— K, = 172 {1+ 9K, 3 (K, - D))
Iterate starting with KuL = 0,60

@ Calculation form:

| or o[ oot

¢ Inputs and constants:

MLD® = HVLD" for .30-caljber bell

B el s e T PR S e |

PP S

NIMLD from equation 2.7
HVLD*® from eguation 2.9 ) 1
3 * ¢ » .0 ® tnput:
! 0q. 04 .74 1 84 . w00 squation 2-2 using MLD* and
4 Pa 274
‘ ¥ = HVLD*MLD"® Equation 24,28 y=-y hU:m b;:\‘ndm 2-2s calculations. ]
MLD® = HVLD® + 1M (NIMLD - HVLD®) Equstion 2.3 ¥ =1y from eq b 27 . i

B e S
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Table 24. Velocity Limits Vy, Vg, V3

e e e ——————— . r
R - - e e T o

® Equation number: 2-6

* Basic torm:

Vi = G Inivdl = Ciy > V| (ftAec)
V] = Vy+200 (tthec)

¢ Input:

t = sheet thickness
d = projectile diameter

Velocity of Velocity of Vslocity of

inciplent maximum oneat of high-
L] H

m’.‘: penatration Iateral velocity
and materiel v damage lateral damage
1 Va V3

Cn G2 Yy Cy Cp V' Gy Gy Vg
.30-caliber armor-pisrcing
2024-T3 550 800 100 600 1,340 500 600 2,500 1,800
2024-T81 850 750 100 600 1340 500 500 2,180 1,800
7076-T6 850 750 100 728 1,680 500 1,128 3,280 1,800
GAI4V titanium 600 1,100 100 728 2,000 600 580 3,200 2,400
30-caliber ball
2024.T3 660 1280 100 728 1,806 6500 500 2,180 1,800
2024-TA1 860 1,250 100 728 1,800 600 500 2,180 1,800
7076-T6 650 1,350 100 728 1,640 500 870 2,500 1,800
.50-caliber bail
and armor plercing
2024-T3 650 1,080 100 726 1,800 500 600 2,180 1,500
2024-T81 650 1,080 100 725 1,800 500 500 2,180 1,500
7076-T6 660 1,080 100 725 1,580 500 870 2,500 1,500
BAI4V titanium 500 1,100 100 725 2,320 800 580 3,200 2,000

Table 2-5. Normal Impact, Maximum Lateral Damage

® Equation number: 2-7

Ky = solution to equation (2.3)

2 2
3 3
e Basic form: A = (1K) A=K (1 -Ky =Kqy14,
¢ td < u 2 ( 1) [ | 1 ( )
(o] 3K, -1 K1 -3
NIMLD=Cy d (a3 + 8y A3+ T2 +EA )k S W< uthy a0 o|——) ¢4
<v 2 A
C, T {] 1
4K,-4K1+2 -2K1+4K1+4
» Calculation form; B =
NIMLD = Crd A[s; 2 [7; +)\(§;+)\a;)]] 2-4K n+x,) <+x,(4 x,)
® Inputs and constants (in order of use): )
-Ky -1 K, + K 8K
Co from equation 2-14 y . 8K1 1 < 1 17 ™
Cy from equation 2-12 2
C, from equation 2-13
2
x,(ax, “1)-1 x,[&,(x,u)-q
n = CalCy - +
A‘ Az
2 3 2
4K} +2K, 2K + 4K,
Aluminum | Titanium 5 - 2 n _—Az
: 015 0.10 2
K 2K, (1 - 2,) 2K, (2-%,)
¢ 0.70 0.80 - ‘n
A1 A2
t/d ~p
A = t = targst thickness
& d = projsctile dismeter

e ad B ks B e i
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Table 2-6. Normal Impact Lateral Damage Mode!

eBasic form:

2

eCalculation form:

einput and constants:

e Equation number: 2.8

c0 from equation 2-14
Cy from equation 2-12
Cy from equation 2-13

%o 4 3 2
NIMLD = § Gy~ dfay {t/d) +51 {t/d) +7, {t/d) +51 {t/d) +€1]
C

td < u

B S Yd < p+iy

td > y+$1

NIMLD = Cyed | €, + (t/d){é, + (dd){:n +(vd) (ﬂ, ‘o’ xld)] ]

@3 Po. 72,69, £y 4 -sve equation 2.7

a2

RS
LR
TEY )

T2 % H202

n= =) - l—

«f) &R T\

82 2u 72 3u252 4u3 ay

YCRGE W

€

2 3
M8\ %y, KBy “40.,2.

Table 2-6a. Constants for NIMLD Eguation

Table 2-7. High-Velocity Lateral Damage

Material and

projectile ay By 2 8, L3

.30-caliber armor-piercing Kp = 1.0

2024-T3 .27.693 76.150 -74.162 20.033 -2.929

2024-T81 -30.639 83.635 -80.633 31.032 -3.107

7075-T6 -32.782 89.336 86.697 32.578 -3.243

6AL4V mill anneal (Ti)  .124.320 238.604 -160,9568 42.869 -2.904

.30-caliber ball Kp = 2.1

2024-T3 -29.838 81.720 -79.044  30.544 -3.064

2024-T81 31.700 86.539 83,258  31.835 -3.178

7075-T6 -32.880 89.588 85916  32.645 -3.249

.B0-caliber armor. piercing and

ball Kp = 2.1

2024.T3 +20.838 81.720 -79.044 30.544 -3.064

2024-T81 +31.700 86.639 -83.268  31.835 -3.178

7076-T6 -32.880 89.588 -86.916  32.645 -3.249

BAI-4V (Ti) -129.082 247.199 -166.205  43.972 -2.069
Material Km K £y
202473 1 0.15 0.70
2024-T81 2.2 0.156 0.70
7075-T6 6.1 0.16 0.70
BAI4V 1.80 0.10 0.50

® Equation number: 29

© Basic forms:

HVLD = d [c3 +0:8 h/a)’]; HVLD"® = 3/4 ( HVLD)

® Input and constants:

d = projectile diameter
t = target thicknes

Material Cs
2024 15
7075-T6

SA-4V 176
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Table 2-8. Ky Correction—7078-T6 Aluminum
o Equation number: 2-10 hy = C‘od +10
o Basic form: hp = 1.0+285(6%012-190 :‘m’
by "< by € = [1.0-0004200) (d/.30)
KOS a3 e gy i erg 483 > gy K2 = bty
hy - Ny
o Calculation form: r -
1-Ky)
Ky -{sauwb[yaﬂw (a,m/d) a,)“ Lo
ay "
@ Input end constants {in order of use): (‘3’
Projectile Cio ty . ~3(1+ky)r
.30-caliber armor- 3 (;:r 1
plercing 0.006 o
,30-caliber bell 0 - L
. R I
.50-celiber srmor ‘
piercing 0.001 0.35 ‘25)
5, = hy-| (K Y¥(3-K,)r !
e 2 = o EPe-xy] |
t = target thickness 1
d = projectile diameter ‘
3

Tabie 2.9. K, Correction for 2024 Aluminum and 6A[-4V Titanium i

i
® Equation number: 2-11 ‘ h' - clO’CT +10 ‘
* Basic form: hz = ¢ {#Cr+10 J‘

hy , \ vd < & s Ky = &k
ag {U/d)” + 85 (t/d) + v3 (td) + & _ !
Ky = 3 b 3 3 g < W< g S T :
(1~ hg (vd - E)? 1 -ky)3 1
hg ¢ ——————— g, < wd
3 2 2
{4.5 - h3) o 2r
3 -
o Calculation form: (62)3
3(1+K,)
Kg =183 + (t/d)| 75 + (1A} (33 +{t/dlay >] ] B = __Tzl !
(&) :‘
e Inputs and constants (in order of use): :
n mzf 3
Material and projectile Yq = —— !
Cio Cy ¢ &3 & K2 3 (&)
2024 0.0187 003 1.0 0.4 0.8 0.887 ;
BAI4V 0.08 0.025 — 0.1 0.3 2 )
.30-caliber srmor-piercing 1.0 83 = hy- [(KZ) 3- KZ"]
.50-caliber armor-plercing
and ball 0.5
70 deg
20 70dw 20
15 15
K¢ Ke
_—
10 Mﬁ\ ‘\ N 10 \ \,
LY \ .
J30-CALIBER BALL—J 70 deg 0 deg40 9% 20dey 70deg B0dey *0dey
| ALL ANGLES) { '
1 1 1 J 1 A 1 od
o 0.5 Y 15 o 3.6 1.0 15 -

TARGET THICKNESS/PROJECTILE DIAMETER (t/d)

{s) 30-CALIRER, ARMORPIERCING AND BALL

Figure 237. Kg for 72075-T6 Aluminum (Swe Ref. 2-2 For Other Materisis)

TARGET THICKNESS/PRC 'ECTILE DIAMETER (t/d)
(b} BOCALIBER ARMOR-PERCING AND BALL
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Table 2-10. NIMLO Constants Co, Cy, Cz Table 2-11. Constants Co, Cy, Ca C3
» Equation numbers: 2:12,2-13, 2-14 Materisl and projectile | Co ¢ ) Cy
® Bamic form: ,30-caliber srmor-plercing
2024.73 14 29 1.48 16 )
Thinsection NIMLD = Cj = 1.0+K_, (0.40) {2:14) 2024-T81 19 5.1 20 15
7076-T6 30 10.6 33 1.76
Principal NIMLD =G T 1OHIIK K, {212) 8AI4V mill anneal 17 4 18 "8
Thicksection NIMLD = C, = 1.0+046K,, (213) .30-callber ball
R 2024-T3 14 50 20 15
o Comtants: 2024-T81 1.9 9.8 an 1.6 i
Projectiie Ky Torget materia) Km 7076-T6 3.0 08 58 1.76
.50-caliber armor-plercl i
30-callber armor- Aluminum 2024-T3 10 ||| B n ,
orcl 1.0 !
Plercing 1 2024-781 22 2024-73 i 50 20 18 !
-30-caliber befl 11 | 707678 5.1 2024.T81 19 08 3.1 15 i
. 50-caliber srrmer- Titanium SAI4V mill snneal 18 7076-T8 3.0 218 58 1.% 1
plercing 2.1 A4V mill anneal 1.7 8.2 2.7 1.78 ;
50-caliber ball 21 BAI-4V special anneal 1.8 i
' ' ’ BAl-1V-1Mo duplex anneal .78 J*
8AL1V-1Mo mill anneal 10 ?
Sample Calculation

The use of the damage model is best demonstrated by the folowing example calculation of the damage resulting from
a .30 caliber bullet impacting a wing panel. The conditions are:

Projectile: .30 caliber AP, Kp = 1.0 (Table 2-10), .
Impact Velocity: 2080 ft/s, i
Impact Angle: 59./ degrees, f
Target Material: 7075-T6 aluminum, K = 5.1 (Table 2-10), )
Target Thickness: 0.090 inches. 1

The calculation procedure is:
1. Calculate t/d = 0.090/0.300 = 0.30 3

2. Determine Kg from Table 2-8, noting that t/d = 0.3 is greater than § 3 = 0.21.

Cpp = 0.005
h = L0 + (0.005) (59.7) = 1.299
b= 10+ 285 2D L e B2 | Les
2 = L B Eg) - L Eg) = L
t, - [1.0 - (0.00429 (59.9 ] (303012 = o.708
2
0.21
KZ = 0.788 ° 0.282
o . L2998 - 1.93;g . 76
(1-0.282)
ay - 2 (-1.732) . 8561 7
(0.744) ,
8, - ) (l+0.282)2(-l.762) - 12,250 *
(0.774)
0.282) (- 1.762 !
v, - QLBBLIA . o i
83 = 129 [(02827(3-0.282) (-1.762) ] - 1.680 |

Kg= &3 + (t/d) [73 + W - [8y - (t/d)“’]]

= 1.630 + (0.30) {-4.012 + (030 [12.250 + (0.30)(-8.561)]]
= 148
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Calculate Cl from Table 2-10, noting that t/d is greater than y = 0.15,
c, = L% Kme +1 = (L90) (1.0) (5.1) + | =10.6
Calcutate NIMLD from Tabie 2-6 using constants from Table 2-6a.

NIMLD - Cld[CI + (t/d)[6l + (t/d) [Yl + (t/d) (Bl i B (_t/d)]]]
(0.300) (10.6) {-3.243 +(0.9) {32.578 +(0.3) [-85.697
+ (0.30) (89.336 +(0.3) (-32.782»]”

= 3.06 inches

Calculate HVLD from Table 2-7:
HVLD = d (C, + 0.6 (t/d)z) = 0.300 (1.75 + 0.6 (0.300)2)
= 0.541 inches
Calculate Vl’ V2, and V3 (see Table 2-4):
Vi = 6501n(0.30) + 750 = -782 + 750 = -32ft/s
Use Vi = Vv, = 100ft/s (alimiting value)
Vo = 7251n(0.30) + 1580 = 707.1ft/s
Vy = 11251n(0.30) + 3250 = 1895.5ft/s
Vy-vy o= 1795.5 ft/s

ve = v(Cos9)®7v, - 2080 (Cos 60) ®7-100 = 1180 tt/s

1180 N
1795.5

v - HVLD
NIMLD-K; ~

0.657

0.131

;%vv—'- - 0.338

ER!

Calaulate K (see Table42-3): ,
Obtain solution ot: { K, *- 4k Y+ 6K Y- 4K, 1 - o]— 0.261
Obtain solution of: § -2K, + 1+ § K,y%(K,-2) = o}= 0.513
Since 0.261< 0.338<0.513
Ky = 0.338

Calculate remaining constants defined in Table 2-i:
by = (03382 -0.339) - 0.033

a, - (10-0.3387-0.2%

(3) (0.338)-1

0.338 -3
04 = W—— +(0-131)

0.290 ° -0.788

2 2
g, - 00339 0038 22 (g (-2 (0.338)°41) (0.338) + 4

= 8.073

Y, = (800339703381

33 aam?
.338) . (o131 [0:338°4(0.338)°-8(0.338)

0.290

= -13.944

2 4
§, =  -4(0.388)"+ 2(0,338) -2(0,388)+4(0,338) "
4 0,033 + (0.131) 0.250
= 6,780

Calculate the Upper Limit on Lateral Damage (see Table 2-1):

LDUL = {(3.06) (1.35) (0.657)[6.780 +(0.657)[-13.944 + (0.657) [8.073 + (0.657) (-0.778)]]]
LDUL = 2.39 inches




E 60
‘ 10) Calculate coefficients for Lower Limit on Lateral Damage
v,' = 100 + 200 = 300 ft/s
V-V, * = 1595.5 {t/s
; 37N 0.7
: VA = 2080 (cos 59.7) ~°"-300 = 980 ft/s
L
: v = 980/1595-5 = 0.614
HVLD* = 3/4 (0.541) = 0.406 inches
NIMLD* = 0.406 + 1/4(3.06-0.406) = 1,070 inches
; v = 0.406/1.070 = 0.379
iL K, = 0,289
b 4, = 0.030
' 4, = 0.359
. a, = -7.289
L B, = 22.246
N 1 =
. | \ = -23.005
. 6, = 8427
11) Calculate the Lower Limit on the Lateral Damage (see Table 2-2) )
; D, = (LoD (6w [8.427 + (0.610) (-23.005 + (0.614)
: [22.246 + (0.614) (-7.289)]
i’ = 0.658 inches

In Reference 2-2, upper- and lower-limit damage prediction curves were calcul.ayed and graghed by computer for
conditions listed below. Figure 2-38 is an example of the type of graph. The conditions graphed were:

e -

Projectiles: .30-ccliber AP,
.30-caliber ball,
.50-caliber AP and ball;

10,0 — -
PANEL TYPE = 7075-T6
R D = 0.50 CAL. AP 7 '
| - /D = 05000
THICKNESS = 0.250
80— i
b . 0 j
3 _ :
L Iy N
- § ]
so}— ;
= 20 i
w !
9
g 0
o
3
»: § 40—
5 e :
, 3 g :
3
£
L_' =] 20—
§
| 0 1 1 L 1 l
\ 0 1000 2000 3000

IMPACT VELOCITY IFT,'S)

Figure 2.38. Sample Damage Prediction From LATDAM Model
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Materials: 2024-T3 aluminum,
2024-T381 aluminum,
70.5-T6 aluminum,
6AL-4V titanium (except .30-caliber ball)

e . o

Thickness: 0.032, 0.063, 0.090, 0.125, 0.160, 0.190, 0.250,
0.375, 0.500, 0.750, 1.000 inches;

.

Impact Angles: 0, 20, 40, 60, and 70 degrees.

As a convenience, the upper-limit damage-size predictions have been reformulated in terms of maximum upper-limit
damage for varying panel gages over a specified velocity range. The results are presented in Figures 2-39 through
2-42. These curves provide a condensation of the prediction curves in Reference 2-2, This is made possible by
transforming the velocity variation into a velocity range (0 to 3200 ft/s), and plotting the maximum damage within

the range,

Test data reported in Reference 2-7 have been used to extend the damage size prediction capability of P.eference 2-2
to additiona ctructural materials and several foreign projectiles, A limited number of damage evalua‘ion tests were

conducted using the folowing materials:

s

: 7475-T761, 4130 steel (83 ksi),
7475-Té61, 4130 steel (178 ksi).
2219-T87, !
Based on analysis of the data in Reference 2-7, it appears that the maximum damage in 7475-Tél, 7475-T76!,
2219-T87 and 4130 (83 ksi) is approximately one-half that of 7075-T6 for identical small arms projectile impacts. On )

the same comparison basis, 4130 steel heat-treated to 178 ksi, shows maximum damage one and one-half times that
of 7075-T6. The latter result demonstrates the effect of heat treatment on damage size in a high-strength steel, "

These conclusions are tentative, and further test verification is desirable.
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TITANIUM 6 Al-4V MILL ANNEAL .30 CAL AP
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Figure 2-40. Maximum Upper Limit Lateral Damage for Titanium 6 Al-4V Mill Annesl
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Figure 242 Maximum Upper Limit Lateral Damage for 2024-T3

Compact Fragments Impacting Metals - Damage Size Prediction. Photographs of typical damages from compact
fragments were shown previously in Figures 2-29 and 2-30. Compact fragments are those having a length to
diameter ratio of approximately unity. Damage prediction techniques for fragments impacting metal are not as well
developed as the prediction techniques for small arms projectiles. This is partially due to the diversity of fragment
sizes and shapes, ranging from cubes to continuous rods. Although the dimensions of preformed or controlled
fragments are relatively precise, fragments generated by natural fragmentation have somewhat random shapes.

An analysis model was developed in Reference 2-7 for predicting damage size in aluminum due to singly impacting,
high-velocity compact fragments, and verified by ballistic test data available in 1973. In total, the fragment damage
data available encompassed two materials (7075-T6, 2024-T3), sheet gages from 0.032 to 0.375 inches, three
fragment types (cubes, cylinders, spheres), angles of obliquity from 0 to 80 degrees, and velocities up to 6,000 feet
per second. The mode] is described below, and should be applicable to low-density fragment impacts from missile
warheads, particularly surface-to-air missiles. High-density impacts induce interactions between adjacent damages,
and there is currently no general method available for quantifying the resul ting damage.

As explained in Reference 2-7, examination of the fragment damage data indicated that the lateral damage is
essentially independent of projectile velocity in the high-velocity range (2,000 to 6,000 ft/s). This behavior is similar
to that established for small arms projectiles in Reference 2-2, The data also indicated that material effects were
not pronounced in this range, as the damage sizes for 2024-T3 and 7075-T6 were nearly the same. These observations
led to the development of a fragment damage model for aluminum alloys similar in form to the high-velocity damage
model for small arms projectiles given in Reference 2-2, The final expression is:

L 2
. P b . 2-
LD = =3 [1.16 + 0.6 (Lp) | (Eqn. 2-15)
wheres

LD = lateral damage size (inches),
Lp = the maximum projected frontal dimension of the fragment (inches),

@ = obliquity angle, measured between the flight path and a normal to the target surface,

t = target thickness (inches).

The parameter Lp depends on both the size and shape of the fragment. For example, Lp equals the diameter when
the fragment is spherical; when the fragment is a cube, Lp equals V'3 times the length of a side. For a cylinder

having a length-to-diameter ratio of unity, Lp equals V'Z times the diameter. Figure 2-43 shows the Lp equations for
several common shapes.

Approximately 60 data points were available for establishing the validity of the model predictions, as shown in Figure
2-44. The correlation is considered to be good, considering the several sources of data and the extent of scatter
usually found in damage-size test data.
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Figure 243. Presented Lengths for Common Projectiles.

o STEEL CUBES, 2600-6200 ft/s;
6 =0, 30, 80°;
0.063-0.250 7075-T6

® STEEL CUBES, 23005046 ft/s;
=0, 30, 60°
0.063-0.260 2024.T3

® STEEL SPHERES, 3000-6000 ft/s;
0 = 0, 45, 50, 80, 70, 80°
0.126 2024-T3
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2.2.1.1.3 Non-Explading Penetrators Impacting Metals - Damage Type Prediction.

Reference 2-2 presents a model for estimating the type of damage resulting from various impact/target conditions.
Damage type refers to whether the damage is a clean hole, a hole surrounded by a spalled area, a petalled hole, a
crack, or a gouge. The model is presented in the form of the regime diagram shown in Figure 2-43, which correlates
damage type with projectile impact velocity and target thickness (or t/d ratio). The input parameters are:

Impact velocity, Target material,
Obliquity angle, Projectile size and type.
Target thickness,

| The damage type ‘model is limited to .30 caliber AP projectiles impacting 7075-T6 aluminum. Only two obliquity

. ' angles are presented; interpolation techniques can be used for other angles. The normalized sheet thickness, t/d, can

E be used to extend this diagram to othar fully-jacketed AP projectiles, :
i
i

|

2.2.1.1.% Non-Exploding Penetrators Impacting Metals - Damage Orientation Prediction.
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Figure 245, Damage Type Regime Dicgrams (Small-Arms Projectiles Impacting 7075-T6)

A technique for estimating the probable orientation of the largest damage dimension is given in Reference 2-2. This
technique is represented in the data presented in Tables 2-12, 2-13, and 2-14. The tables give probabilities for the
largest damage direction to be oriented: :

1. Within +30 degrees of adirection, Q, defined below;
¥ 2. Within +30 degrees of a normal to the Q-direction;
3. Within +15 degrees of a line 45-degrees from the Q-direction.

The directions, Q, selected for the assessmeni were:

1. Maximum damage parallel to support direction;
2. Maximum damage paralle! to flight path;
3. Maximun damage normal to applied stress.

ay

The tables were formulated from the results of small arms and cylindrical projectiles impacting 7075-Té aluminum
alloy. The tables are used by Jocating similar impact combinations within the tables. Most combinations of applied
stress direction, material grain direction, and support direction will be found, except for the case where all three are
parallel. No test data were available for this condition. In addition, the oblique impact tests consisted of flightpaths
that were, (1) parallel to the support direction; (2) normal to the applied stress direction (when stressed), and (3)
either parallel or normal to the grain directions.

The pertinent data from Table 2-12 shows a 0.52 probability for the largest damage to be parailel to the flight path.
The influence of stress field, shown by the data of item D in Table 2-12, indicates a 0.44 probability of the damage
being normal to the stress field. However, the combination of parallel grain and support directions provide a 0.67
probability for the damage to parallel the grain (see item A -2 of Table 2-13), perpendicular to the direction indicated
by the stress. It is believed that for these impact conditions, the effect of stress and support conditions will
counteract each other and the relative flight path will be more influential. Thus, the most likely orientation of the
maximum damage will be about 65-degrees from the grain. The orobability associated with this shouid be 0.52.
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2.2.1.2 Non-Exploding Projectiles Impacting Fiber Composites

There have been a number of programs (Ref. 2-9 through 2-12, 2-17, and 2-24 through 2-30) investigating the
responsc of laminated fiber composite structure to projectile impact. These studies have shown that the unique
characteristics of composite materials can have a significant influence on damage response, and that damage models
developed for metal structure are not applicable. Some of the properties of composite structure that influence
projectile damage are (1) orthotropic strength and stiffness characteristics, (2) the low ductility of certain fibers such
as graphite/epoxy, and (3) low interlaminar strength. The following sections discuss characteristic damage responses
observed in fiber composites, and existing analysis methods for damage size prediction.

2.2.1.2.1 Non-Exploding Projectiles Impacting Fiber Composites - Discussion of Parameters Influencing Damage

The results of examining graphite/spoxy laminates damaged by small arms projectiles and fragments are reported in
Reference 2-12. The damage modes illustrated in Figure 2-46 were noted from this examination. They include:

-Perforation, -Fiber buckling,
-Delamination, -Gouging.
-Peeling,

Figures 2-47 and 2-48 show representative entrance and exit damages in thin graphite/epoxy and boron/epoxy
laminates impacted by fragments and small arms projectiles. The relatively smooth perforation, conforming closely
to the shape of the projectile, is characteristic of penetrator damage in thin laminates. The exit surface may often

show peeling and splitting.
PERFGRATION DELAMINATION PEELING

SEVERED; WITH OR
WITHOUT MATERIAL 1 ﬁ
REMOVAL A A A
L J OFTEN
90

_— = .

AA AA
PARTIAL  THROUGH
FIBER BUCKLING GOUGING
A
ENTRY (
SURFACE
A

sxk \
SURFACE

A-A

Figure 2-46. Typical Ballistic Damage in Fiber Composites

ENTRY DAMAGE EXIT DAMAGE

Figure 247. Typical Camage in Thin Graphite/Epoxy Laminate Impacted by Fragment
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Figure 2-48. Typical Small Arms Projectile Penetration Damage in Boron/Epoxy Sandwich

Delamination in composites results from their relatively low interlaminar strengths, which is largely dependent on the

resin, and can be especially significant in reducing the compression strength of impacted laminates. Delamination :
caused by the penetration of a small arms projectile is shown in Figure 2-49 where the internal delaminations around :
the perforation were revealed by ultrasonic inspection. The white areas appearing in the scan are delaminations. !
Holes, removed surface plies, and intact laminate are dark. The figure shows a delaminated area around both the 0- :
degree obliquity impact damage and the 80-degree obliquity damage. However, the 30-degree impact caused far :

more delamination than the impact at 0-degree obliquity.

R —

£45 T300/934 TAPE
10 PLIES

o i

80-dey O-deg

Figure 2-49. Uitrasonic C-Scan of Ballistic Damaged Graphite/Epoxy Panel




Internal delamination may exist even though there is no externally visible damage, as shown for low-velocity, non-
penetrating, projectile impacts in Reference 2-31. These test results were obtained by !mpacting 0.146-in
graphite/epoxy laminates with a 5/8-in diameter spherical head indentor at impact energy ievels ranging from $ in-lb
to 74 in-1b. Figure 2-31 shows ultrasonic scans defining the extent of internal delamination. Internal delamination is
pronounced at impact energies as low as 13 in-lb, but no external damage was visible until impact energies reached 33
in-Ib, Even at 33 in-lbs, the external damage was limited to a small, smooth dent approximately X-inch in diameter
1 (as shown In Figure 2-50 yet the extent of internal delamination was 1%-inch in diameter (as shown in Figure 2-351),
i Figures 2-352 and 2-53 show the internal delamination revealed by sectloning 55 and 135 in-l1b impacted specimens,
¢t respectively. The rasults of static tension and compression tests show that the barely visible 55-in-1b damage caused j
! strength reductions of twenty-five and sixty percent respectively. '

b
Figure 2-50. External Damage Resulting from Low Velocity Impact of 85 in-Ibs Energy !
[ (5/8 Dia Spherical Indentor) |
| i
é .
! IMPACTOR
;
‘ SPHERICAL HEAD }
(DIAMETER = /8 IN.)
. ]
: TO BE ;
1 IMPACTED 3 | e A . 1
SPECIMEN © ' i ' i
SUPPORT i
FIXTURE 1
1
i
8 m.—-li-t.zs_.J }_3,, N, !
|
1
!
;
i
3

5 in-1b 15
WO VISIBLE EXTERNAL  (NO VISIBLE EXTERNAL
DamAGE) DAMAGE) DAMARE)

Figure 2-51. Ultrssonic Scens Showing Delamination Caused by Low Velocity Impacts
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Measures of Projectile Damage in Fiber Comggi_ta As a prelude to deveioping quantitative damage prediction
models, measures of visual damage in fiber composites have been defined as indicated in Figure 2-54. These
measures are:

1. Maximum Perforation - The maximum dimension of thru-the-thickness material separation. This dimension
corresponds approximately to a "see-through" capability.

2. Maximum Perforation Plus Deep Delamination - This dimension includes the Maximum Perforaiion defined abkove
plus any adjacent region that is delaminated deep into the thickness. This measurs defines laminate that is most
likely ineffective from a structural standpoint.

3. Maximum Transverse Perforation - The maximum perforation width traisverse to the Maximun: Perforation.

4. Maximum Extent of Visible Damage - The maximum extent of visual ballistic impact damage including surface
peeling. ;

MAXIMUM PERFORATION
MAXIMUM PERFORATION PLUS DEEP DELAMINATION

MAXIMUM TRANSVERSE PERFORATION
MAXIMUM EXTENT OF VIQIzlbl DAMAGE
{Wnciutse pesling of arface ply

B e S

Figure 2-54. Rapresentative Messiires of Ballistic Damnage in Composite Materials




Effect of Laminate Configuration on Dun# Several design parameters are associated with laminate configuration,
ncluding the r/resin system, the ply orientations, the thickness of the laminate, and the practice of combining
several types of fibers to form a hybrid laminate. The effect of these parameters on the extent and character of
ballistic damage is an important question that remains unanswered in many aspects. Some data Is available, however,

leading to the results described in following paragraphs.

Effect of Fiber/Resin System. Fiber composite laminates can be constructed from various flbers and resins. For
example, T Narmco) and AS (Hercules) are commonly used graphite fibers. Glass fibers and, more recently,
Kevlar, have frequent application. Representative 35C°F resins include 5208 and 934 epoxies. For high temperature
applications, polymide rather than epoxy is a more appropriate resin, T300/934, T300/5208 and AS/3501 are

representative graphite/epoxy systems for aircraft.

There are no comprehensive evaluations available that isolate and quantify the relative response of the different
fiber/resin systems to ballistic impact damage. However, ballistic tests are reported in Reference 2-12 comparing
the ballistic damage characteristics of several graphite/epoxy and Kevlar/epoxy systems. Steel cubes or 0.50 caliber
armor plercing bullets were fired into 0,05-inch panels at angles of obliquity of 0- and 30-degrees. The comparisons
are shown in Figure 2-33. The "maximum perforation plus through delamination” is the most significant damage
measure for structural degradation, and it is apparent that there is little difference between the three graphite/epoxy
systems. The Kevlar/epoxy laminates consistently showed less damage than the graphite/epoxy.
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Effect of Tape or Fabric Construction. Composite laminates can be constructed using either preimpregnated tape or
fabric.” The tape typlcally consists of unidirectional fibers, and desired ply orientations are obtained by aligning the
tape during layup. Fabric typicaily consists of a 0/90 woven con‘iguration.

The limited data available for comparing the relative ballistic damage resistance of tape and fabric indicates that
graphite/epoxy laminates constructed from tape exhibit greater visual damage than corresponding laminates made
from fabric. However, in most applications the differences between the ballistic damage response of tape and fabric
would not be structurally significant because the greater damage was primarily a surface effect due to the greater
tendency of the tape laminate to peel. This is illustrated by comparing Figures 2-56 and 2-57.

Effect of Laminate Thickness. Laminate thickness has a significant effect on damage caused by penetrators.
Damage size in thin composite laminates tends to conform to the projected size ot the projectile on the plane of the
impacted laminate (i.e., the minimum damage size allowing passage of the projectile through the panel). This is not
true with thicker laminates, because the damage to the exit face can be extensively increased by delamination,
frequently resulting in rear surface spallation.

In tests to determine the effect of laminate thickness on damage size (Ref. 2-12), damage was induced by firing steel
rods into 0.25 and 0.50-inch 0/+45/90 AS/350! laminates. The 0.50-inch laminate showed far greater damage than
the 0.25-inch laminate. Exit damage was much greater than entry for both thicknesses.

Etffect of Impact Conditions on Damage. Ballistic impact conditions including projectile type, velocity, and angle of
obliquity have a significant effect on the size and character of impact damage in laminated composites, as in metals.
In many situations the influence of the impact conditions depends on the laminate coniguration. For example, the
variation of damage size with projectile impact velocity is more pronounced in thick laminates than in thin laminates.
The following discussion is based on evaluations of available data. In most cases, the data is not adequate to fully
defiz the effects of impact conditions on damage except as qualitative trends applicable only to the conditions
tested,

Etfect of Projectile Size and Type. Projectile damage in fiber composites tends to conform to the contour of the
projectile more closely than experienced in most aircraft quality metals, which often exhibit considerable cracking
emanating from the primary perforation, In composites, damage is more confined to a region of perforation plus a
region of delamination around the penetration area. The latter increases in size with increasing laminate thickness as
described above.

ENTRANCE

0° OBLIQUITY
1500 FPS

EXIT

ENTRANCE

00° OBLIGWNTY
1800 FPS

%P OBLIGUITY
1800 FPS

Figure 2-57. Typical Projectile Impact Damage

Figure 2.56. Typical Projectile Impact Damage
in Graphite/Epoxy Fabric Laminate

in Graphite/Epoxy Tape Laminate
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in assessing the influence of projectile size on damage, it is useful to represent the projectile by its maximum
presented iength, termed L. As a result of an evaluation of available ballistic testing of thin graphite/epoxy and
boron/epoxy laminates, the maximum perforation plus deep delamination on both entry and exit faces was found to be
slightly larger than Lp, and it was proposed ir Reference 2-27 to add some constant 8 to Lp to give a prediction of
the damage indured by any projectile. The value which best fit the test data was 0.2-inch. For thin laminates
impacted at 0-degree obliquity, then, maximum perforation plus deep delamination is related to projectile presented
length by:

_ . (Thin laminates of graphite/epoxy or
LD =Ly, + 0.2-inch o0 Jepoxy, normal obliquity).

Thicker laminates exhibit increased maximum perforation plus deep delamination on the exit face. Experience with
metals (Ref. 2-7) has shown that damage size can vary as a function of the ratio of panel thickness to projectile size,
and this has proved to be true of exit damage in composites also. Figure 2-39 shows this effect for 0/3_@5}90 AS/3501
graphite/epoxy.

[
g s
S 0-deg Obliquit, 0/¢45/80  AS/3501
o
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i | »
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Figure 2-59. Effect of Laminate Thickness and
Projectile Size on Exit Damage

Effect of Projeccile Obliquity. Considerable test data is available (Ref. 2-27) showing that damage size in thin fiber
~omposite laminaes varies inversely with the cosine of the angle of obliquity. This type of variation is shown in
‘igure 2-60. The line represents the projectile maximum presented length L, divided by the cosine of the angle of
obliquity, 9. The actual damage (maximum perforation plus deep delamination) plots somewhat above this line, and
can be pradictcd reasonably well using the constant g identified for normal impacts. The damage can then be
describec as:

L

= B
LD = Coso + 0.2

Figure 2-61 shows a sin Ilar comparison for a thick graphite/epoxy laminate.

3.0 3
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BORON/EPOXY % F €.258-in THICK
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Figure 2.60. Effect of Projectile Obliquity on Penetratic. Figure 2-61. Effect of Projectile Obliquity on Penetration
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f Effect of Plo!ectile Velocity. Considerable testing with small arms projectiles and fragments fired into thin (less

than 0.2-inc er composite laminates has shown that visual damage size is relatively insensitive to projectile
velocity. Figure 2-62 is representative of the results obtained in thin laminates, These data were obtained for
impact conditions well above the ballistic limit.

Testing of graphite/epoxy was recently conducted (Ref. 2-12) to determine it damage size becomes more sensitive to
projectile velocity as the ballistic limit (VpL) is approached. Mild steel cubes were fired into laminates ranging in
thickness from 0.25-inches to 1.0-inches, at velocities between 500 and 5,000 feet per second. The results, shown in
the right-hand portion of Figure 2-62, show that while the damage size increases rapidly with Increasing velocity for
velocities such that 0.7 < (V/vpL) < 1.3 (approximately), it remains relatively constant for higher V/Vpy, ratios. This
is in contrast to metals, where the maximum damage occurs at velocities near the ballistic limit and diminishes

before leveling at high velocities (Ref. 2-2).
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2.2.1.2.2 Non-Exploding Penetrators Impacting Graphite/Epoxy - Damage Size Prediction

;

;

f As discussed in Section 2.2.1.2, penetrator damage in thin graphite/epoxy or boron/epoxy laminates tends to conform
; to the contour of the projectile. This behavior has been used to develop a damage size prediction model that
i
|
3
:

correlates well with experimental results, and provides an equivalent flaw size for residual strength predictions. The
: . damage model, published in Reference 2-17, is quite comprehensive and was developed from a substantial quantity of
P test data reported in Reference 2-12. Parameters used in developing damage models for metals, and early damage

models for thin composites were used where applicable in developing the present model. The result is a prediction of
mean damage having a fairly high degree of confidence for many laminate configurations and impact conditions.

The basis for the model is an early damage prediction method for thin laminates presented by Avery/Porter in Ref.
i ' 2-17. They determined that both entry and exit damage size in thin laminates is best described as maximum
' perforation plus deep delamination, and that this damage can be closely represented by the presented length of the
¥ projectile in the plane of the impacted laminate plus a constant, 8, as illustrated in Figure 2-63. They found that 8
f = 0.2-inch gave the best correlation with test data. Later test data showed that this relationship provides a fairiy
; good prediction of entry damage in all thicknesses of laminated graphite/epoxy. The resulting model is:
4 L
: LD, = EET + 0.2-inch {All Laminate Thicknesses) (Egn. 2-16)
; : When test data for thicker laminates ranging from 0.25 to 1.0-inches was obtained, it became obvious that while
i entry damage still followed Equation 2-16, exit damage was much larger. In metals, the parameter t/l.
“ (thickness/projectile size) had been used (Ref. 2-2) in damage prediction, and as previously discussed, this paramete 4
is applicable for correlating damage in graphite/epoxy also. For metals, the damage model has the forn: 1

L
LD = —B—f( E‘— ) (Metals) )
p

cos@
For graphite/epoxy, the form is:

T e oo e

LD, = LD, f(Lil;) (All Laminate Thicknesses)
Where: i
LDex = Maximum exit Jamage size (maximum perforation pius deep delamination);

LDen = Maximum entry damage size;
L = Maximum presented length of the projectile (see Figure 2-43) (inches).

t = Laminate thickness (inch)

i : The available ballistic impact data was analyzed to evaluate the necessary parameters, and a least-squares curve fit
: was made to determine f (t/Lp), as indicated in Figure 2-64%. The damage measure used was maximum perforation
plus deep delamination normalized by (Lp/cos Q) + 0.2. To assure that velocity effects were isolated, only data for

impacts well above ballistic {imits were included in the analysis.

[t

: The resulting expression for exit damage prediction is:

; 2 3

5' : LD = (LD_) (0.95+0.57 —— 4+0.63 1) so.08 (<) ) (Equ. 2-17)

; ex en L L L

; p p P i

E This equation has considerable verification for values of t/L, less than 0,8, although data is limited above that ratio. .

E For values of t/Lp less than 0.2, Equation 2-16 can be used fg' both entry and exit damage. . i

This damage model does not include a paraineter representing the influence of projectile velocity on damage size. As
¢ was shown in Figure 2-62, damage size remains constant for velocities above approximately 1.3 Vpy, where Vpy is :
i . the ballistic limit. Below 1.3 Vp1, damage size diminishes rapidly to zero; however, no equation has been developed ’
: to predict damage size in this region due to lack of data. (See Section 2.2.1.2.1.)

.- hlt i

r j>— LOen —=| *When t < 0.2 L, LDy ™ LD
62~ '- LpCOS ow{ l-‘— B2

¢*

T

L,, = The maximum presented
length of the projectile:

Lp depends on the size and shape
of the projectite: (See Fig. 2-43)

g =0.2 - in for entry damage
LD g, = Entry damage
LD gy = Exit damage

e
3
1

T,‘B

S e S

NORMAL

ANGLE OF
oBLIQUITY, § —— o]

Lp B
LDcn' cos 8 +8 4

Figurs 2-63. Model for Predicting Entry Damage in Graphite/Epoxy
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L SR L B A
LDgy = Maximum exit face perforation plus deep delaminstion
—  _ LD = Maximum pressnted length of projectiie
g @ = Obliquity angle (deg)
+ t = Laminate thicknes R
L. 1S
Q“ Y 4 { ‘00'
=S8 &
. X 7
< . & L
~ Obliquity, 8 $f ‘
,&‘ w @ 0Ody .@ '
: N ¥ 0-deg : ﬂ
] @ 3 @ 70.deg .
] \ g ¢ 80dwg ;
4 3 v ~,
' 3
| IR
f 42 2 . i
| g ° d D
H : o *
‘ ‘ z + h
¢ [ J { Potynomial for Least Squares Curve ! [
" ' | 5 '
: 8x 2 3 . ;
; ¢ ({Jcos 8+ 0.24n} ~ 0.95 + 057 (p3) + o.s:s!c:ho.m,_?. )
; ' 3 7
k3 t
F
] 6 02 04 06 QB 1o Wz 14 1.6 18
} !
} LAMINATE THICKNESS/PROJECTILE SIZE {t/l) !
r ¢
; P
: Figure 2.64. Damage Size Model for Graphite/Epoxy :
b i i
The following example shows how the damage prediction model is used: i
_-‘ Given: Fragment:  1/4-inchnild steel cube (L = 0.25-in) %’ {
Vo= 13V (Vp - Ballistic Limit Velocity) o
A 0 = U5-degrees R
{ E O
; Laminate:  Graphite/Epoxy 1
: t = D.25-inch i
’ :
N I
4
! Calculations for LD, and LD, 3
- |
= 3L = ¥30.25 = 0.433-in S
L, = V3 VES :
cos @ = cos 45 - 0.707 :
LDy, = B 02 = 2432+ 02 = 0.312 ;
en” o5 * 02 = gpy 2 =0, ;
] .02 .. !
4 L * m = 0.5977 g
P
t t z 1 3 5
LD, = LD, (0.95+0.57 (&) +0.63 () +0.14 (T.‘) ) i
3 |% p P ;
r i
= 0.812  (0.95 + 0,57 (0.577) + 0.63 (0.332) + 0.14 (0.192)) i
= 0.812  (0.95 +0.329 + 0.209 + 0.027)
g = 1.23-in.
1
i
{
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2.2.2 Damage from High Explosive (HE) Projectiles

High explosive {HE) projectiles are fired from anti-aircraft artillery (AAA) or from guns mounted in aircraft (air-to-
air). The projectiles have a contact-activated fuze which may contain a mechanism providing a brief delay before
detonation is initiated. Those HE projectiles which & not have a delay mechanism are termed "superquick" or
"instantaneous". The detonation of a superquick fused projectile is actually started outside the impacted structure.
Delay fuzed projectiles usually detonate within the structure.

The structural damage done by HE projectiles (20~ to 30-mm, for example) is the result of muitiple fragment
penetrations and internal blast pressures, acting separately and in combination. The fragments are created as the
meta) casing surrounding the explosive bursts due to the intense pressures generated by the detonation. Fragment

damage degrades structural strength and stiffness, and blast pressures added to the existing flight loads can cause
excessive deformations and element failures.

The nature and extent of structural damage from HE projectile fragments and blast pressure depend upon these i
variables:

o  Material type and thickness;

Projectile size and delay characteristics;

Striking velocity and obliquity;

Distance from detonation to impacted structure (standoff);
Internal volume of structural cell and extent of venting.
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The significance of each of these variables will become clear in the paragraphs below. Qualitative descriptions of HE
projectile damage in metallic and fiber composite structure are presented followed by a discussion of damage
prediction analysis techniques for blast and fragments given in Sections ».2.2.1 and 2.2.2.2, respectively.

Characteristics of HE Projectile Damage in Metallic Structure,  Qualitative illustration of damage ir metallic
v structure due to HE projectile impacts is presented in Figures 2-65, 2-66, and 2-67. Figure 2-65 shows typical entry
L damage in 7075-T6 stiffened skin panels. Impact into a stiffener gererally causes severence, and considerable
B damage can be done to adjacent stiffeners as seen in Figure 2-65(c), depending upon the spacing between stiffeners.

Figures 2-66 and 2-67 show typical damage from the dispersed fragment cone resulting from the stand-off distance
between the detonation point and the surface impacted. The panels shown were located 10-inches downstream of the
detonation. The skin/stiffener panels were 0.050-inches thick, and the integrally stiffened panel shown in
Figure 2-66(d) was 0.060-inches thick.

- g s

: In Figure 2-66(a) the size and density of the fragment cone are clearly defined, as are the typical damages from the
' fragments and the large central damage. Only moderate interaction between these damages is evident. This panel
i was fabricated from 6Al-4V annealed titanium. Figures (), (c) and {d) show increased interaction between the
several damage components, including the probable influence of blast. The panel in (b) is 2024-T3, and the panels in

(c) and (d) were 7075-T6. All panels were stressed in tension or compression at the time of impact. Figure 2-67
v shows typical damage in honeycomb panels.

b

: - S i ana, T _ ’ )
: {a) IMPACT INTO STIFFENER, FRONT FACE OF {b) IMPACT INTO STIFFENER, REAR FACE OF ¢
{ ENTRY PANEL, 7075-Td ENTRY PANEL, 7075-T6

{c) IMPACT ADJACENT TO STIFFENER, 7076-T6

Figure 2-65. Typical Entry Damage From HE Projectile, Instantaneous Fuze, Zero Obliquity :
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(a) BAI-4V ANNEALED

{c) 7075-T8 {d) 7076-T6, INTEGRALLY STIFFENED
Figure 2-66. Fragment Cone Damage From HE Projectile Impact, 10-inches Stand-off

{c) FRONT FACE, EXIT PANEL (d) REAR FACE, EXIT PANEL
Figure 2-67. Fragment Cone Darnage in Honeycomb Panels From HE Projectile Impact, 10-inches Standoff




Characteristics of HE Projectile Damage in Fiber Composite Structure. Reference 2-12 reports extensive invest-
igation of HE projectile impact damage in advanced fiber composite aircraft structure, including ballistic testing
with HE projectiles, blast testing, and the development of analytical methods for predicting the effects of internal
blast and fragments. Significant characteristics of HE projectile damage in composites determined from this and

other programs are summarized below.

For all the graphite/epoxy configurations tested using superquick projectiles, it was found that damage to the entry
face tends to be induced mainly by the fragment spray, and the area of removed material is generally bounded by the
fragment cone intersection. The extent of exit face damage wac controlled by the thickness and strength of the
panel. As a function of stand-off, high local blast pressures combined with fragment penetration can destroy

relatively large portions of the exit face.

Typical damage caused by HEI projectile fragments in a thin graphite/epoxy laminate is shown in Figure 2-68. The
panel was a 0.066-in T300/934 (tape) laminate impacted with a superquick round while held by simple supports
without an enclosing structure. The effect of the angle of obliquity of the fragments can be seen by the elongated
individual damages near the edge of the fragment impact zone. From the data available, there is some evidence that
entry face damage is inversly proportional to projectile velocity (see Figure 2-69). This is due to the narrowing of
the fragment cone with increasing velocity, resulting in a smaller area removed on the entry face.

Figure 2-68. HEI Projectile Impact Into 0.066-in Graphite/Epoxy Laminate

{Fabricated from Tape)

3000
SUPERQUICK FUSED HE PROJECTILE
GRAPHITE/EPOXY
2
£
2000
k
g
>
d
t 1000 I
d
=
o A d N L
0 2 4 [} ] {<]

ENTRY DAMAGE SIZE (AVENAGE HOLE DIAMETER) (Inches)

Figure 2.69. Effects of Velocity on Entry Damage Size
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A comparison of the damage characteristics of tape and fabric luminates can be made from Figure 2-70, showing a

0.070-inch T300/934 panel fabricated from preimpregnated fabric impacted in a manner similar to the laminate
fabricated from tape shown in Figure 2-69. The fabric constructed laminate experienced less delamination, but the

! penetration damage was nearly identical.

h. Ballistic testing has been done (Ref.2-12) on wing-box segments having 0.125-inch thick graphite/glass hybrid
; laminate skins. A schematic of the impact condition and the resulting damage is shown in Figure 2-7]1 for a
For ]

i superquick fuzed HE projectile impacting a 15-inch by 30-inch double-cell box at 30-degree obliguity.
; comparison with thin-skin damage response, HEI projectiles were fired into two wing box cells having skins
b constructed of 50-plies of 0/145790 AS/3501 graphite/epoxy. As shown in Figures 2-72 and 2-73, there was still
; significant fragment damage, but there were no skin detachment failures. The two test boxes shown were exposed to

f identical impact conditions, but one box was impacted by a superquick and the other a delay fuzed rovnd. There are i
{ significant differences in the type of damage resulting from each type of fuze, as se2n in the photographs.

: As shown in Figure 2-74, the ultimate strain capability of graphite/epoxy is much lower than that of high-strength
| aluminum alloy, resulting in less ability to absorb the energy of blast loadings without rupture. The interlaminar-
shear strength is also lower, and internal delamina‘ions due to blast loadings can be a significant degruding ;

mechanism. Blast induced damage processes for composites include:

| Detormation failure;
2.  Delamination;

3. Failure at attachments; :
4 Penetration. )

Fanel deformation failure refers to fiber and/or resin failure due to exceeding ultimate strain during bending or
membrane response. Delamination means separation between plies. Delamination under blast loading may cccur with
(or be caused by) degradation of the matrix, resembling a “crumbling" action. Internal uclaminations may be
undetectable except by non-destructive inspection or cross-sectioning techniques. Extensive delamination, however,
may cause a pronounced thickening and softening of the panel. External delaminations appear as plies stripped from

the surface, and is generally referred to as peeling.
|

P

Failure at attachments may occur as a result of panel deformation similar to the failure modes experienced in metal
structures. This results froni edge fixity and cross-section reduction at attachment holes. However, bolted
attachments in composites exposed to internal blast exhibit a "skin detachment" failure mode. In this failure mode, i
the composite skin fails in bearing at the bolt, causing enlargement of the bolt hole and subsequent separation of the :
skin from the substructure. Penetration, in the context of biast damage, refers to "blowing a hole" in a composite
panel by a concentrated blast wave, Tests illustrating these damage processes are reported in Reference 2-12, using i

f both bare explosive charges and HEI projectiles. !
! ‘
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Figure 2-70. HEI Projectile Impect into 0.07-in Graphite/Epoxy Laminate
(Fabricated from Fabric)
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Figare 2-72. HE| Projectile Impact Into Thick-Skinned
Box Structure (Entrance Face)
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Figure 2-74. Ultimate Strain Capability of Graphite/Epoxy
Compared with Aluminum Alloy
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Figure 2-.73, HE! Projectile Impact Into Thick-Skinned
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2.2.2.1 Prediction of Damage Caused by Fragments from HE Projectiles

The spray of fragments trom the detonation of a moving HE projectile forms cones with their axes along the
projectile flight path. In order to predict the damage resulting from these fragment impacts it is necessary to
determine the extent of the fragment spray on the structure, the number and sizes of the fragments and their impact
locatiors, the damage size inflicted by each fragment, and the spacing and resulting interactions of the fragment
domages. Section 2.2.2.1.1 discusses some of the analytical aspects of predicting fragment distributions. Following
that discussion, Section 2.2.2.1.2 describes one of the most comprehensive of the available analysis methods for
predicting fragment damage from HE orojectile detonations; namely, the BR-2 computer code (Ref, 2-14),

2.2.2.1.1 Characteristics of the Fragment Distributions Frormn HE Projectiles

Figure 2-75 shows a typical HE projectile, identifying major segments of the case (e.g, base, sidespray, fuzc
attachment, and fuze). When the projectile detonates, these segments are the sources ot fragments which can be
represented with reasonable accuracy as emanating within distinct radial cones. This representation is as a

convenience in formulating models for fragment generation.

Characteristic velocities and cone angles for the fragments from each of the major case segments can be determined
from static firings. Table 2-16 presents representative static firing information for an HE projectile, including the
number of fragments, their weights, size, velocity and cone angle. Data of this type can be used to develop
fragmentation models such as shown in Figure 2-76. This fragmentation model is used in the BR-2 code described
later in Section 2.2.2.1.2. Note that the point of origin is not the same for all fragment cones emanating from the
projectile. This should be considered when assessing the distance between structure and detonation point for the

fragment cones.

TRACER EXPLOSIVE INITIATING PRIMER
DETONATING
PRIMER
STRIKER

==
S FIRING PIN
FUzE
N ) e \3
~ ‘:UZ 3
BASE SIDE SPRAY WTTACHMENT
L DELAY
ELEMENT
LTHROTTLE

Figure 2-75. Cross-section of a Typical HE Projectile

FUZE FRAGMENTS:

1 @ 470 grains
4 © 196 graim SIDE SPRAY
3 0 35 gnairs 2693 ti/s 2593 ft/s
SIDE SPRAY: // (o
745 fragmaents, Mott distribution 00
7.07 grains average 86°
BASE SPRAY: L, laots
14 @ 82 grains {average) 2 I BASE SPRAY
j A‘ﬂ v 43°
@ 750 fs  7.8° A7 1
_ _INTn N +__ -
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Figure 2-75. Typical Model for HE Projectile Fragmentation (Static Firing)
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Ta0le 2-16. Fragment Distribution Date Obtained from Static Detonation of HE Projectite
Projectile Segment | Static 9. Cone Angle Numbrof | Promeet | rosemmd
Contributing Velotity ¢|(|nmr) dp(Outer] dMesn |  Fragments Weight ‘Length (Lp)
F t -
reamen )| 0eg) | (oeg) | dem =) Tinch)
P FUZE 10 | - 18 0 2 1 113
: 3 ‘13 .
FUZE
ATTACHMENT| 2200 87.6 72.6 (1 k] 10 .50
i
b b SIDESPRAY | 2610 | 865 | 1008 0 804 2 29
:
E BASE 1550 | 1315 | 1478 140 2 3 .n
f

i The intersection of the fragment cones with the structure results in damage zones defined by conic sections as shown
in Figure 2-77. The extent of the damage zone, as indicated in Figure 2-78, depends on:

o The angle of the fragment cone, which depends on projectile velocity;
o The distance between the structure and the detonation point (standoff distance)

o The orientation of the structural surface relative to the projectile flight path (defined by the obliquity angle, ).

In formulating fragment distribution models, it is necessary to assume that the fragments are uniformly spaced
around the circumference of the conic circle because of insufficient data. This appears to be a reasonable

assumption, judging from the fragment pattern shown in Figure 2-79,

e i e e
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3 Figure 2-77. Bounduries of the Fragment Damage Zones on a Plane Surface are Conic Sections ;

: / Edge of Structural Plane ‘
3 }
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R = The distance between
the structure and the
detonation point
measured along the
projectile tlightpath
{slant-range standotf)

r = The distance between
the structure and the H
detonation point

ad measured normal 1

\ the structural {normal

At aisen iz

starclotf)
8 = The angle made between
the projectile flightpath
and a line normat to the 1
> structure (obliquity)
¢ = The angle made between
the fragment flightpath
and the projectile flight-
| path {cone angle)

Figure 2.78, Parameters Determinirg Extent of Fragment Damage Zone
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Figure 2-79. Fragment Pattern From HE| Projectile,
10-inch Stand-off {0-Degree Obliquity)

The factors described above indicate the influence of key parameters in deteimining the distribution of fragment
damages on the structure. This distribution has a pronounced influence on the resulting strength degradation, and can
best be characterized by an "eftective" damage size as indicated in Figure 2-80. This is discussed in more detail in

Section 2.5.

The next six fi;ures, 2-81 through 2-86, give a step-by-step procedure using graphical and manual caiculational
rnethods_ to estlmate'the fragment damage distribution on structure impacted by HE projectiles. Equations or
instructions for graphical constructions are given on each figure, presented in the order required for application.

The procedure presented in the figures may be summarized as follows:

1. (Figure 2-81) The projectile velocity is added to the static firing velocity of the fragment cones. This gives the
fragment cone angles measured from the projectile flight path, and the velocities of the fragments. Fragment
cone angles and velocities have been computed for a typical HE projectile listed in Table 2-17, and are given in
Figure 2-82. (Eqn. 2-18, Eqn. 2-19)

2. (Figure 2-83) The obliquity angle, 9, the cone angle, § (from Step 1), and the normal standoff distance, r, are
used to calculate the lengths of the major and minor axes of the conical fragment damage zone. (Eqn. 2-20, Eqn.
2-2D)

3. (Figure 2-84) Given the orientation of the projectile flight path relative to the intersected structural plane, the
point on the structure defined by the intersection of a perpendicular from the detonation point, and the major
and minor axes from Step 2, the location and orientation of the fragment damage zone can be defined
graphically, including the location of the center of the conical section. (Eqn. 2-22)

4. (Figure 2-85) (Xp, Yn), the coordinates of the nth fragment on the perimeter of the conic section can be
calculated if the total number of fragments is known and a uniform circumferential spacing is assumed. The X
value is then used in the ellipse equation from Step 2 to solve for Y. (Eqn. 2-23)

5. (Figure <-86) The (X, Y,) coordinates of the nth fragment are used to calculate the obliquity angle of nth the
fragment relative to the structure, @n. The fragment velocity found in Step 1 is now used with each 9y, to
predict the size of the damage caused by the fragment impact, as described in Section 2.2.

The procedure above can be used for any cone angle or cone sub-angle. Where there are a large number of fragments,
it may be best to divide the region defined by the inner and outer cone angles into several sub-cone angles. In this
case, a normal distribution of fragments between the inner and outer angles could be assumed if no data were
available, with the mean of the distribution located at the radius of the mean cone angle.
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(2200 8= [tan (8 + ¢)-tan (0-9)]
cos un’o]*

(2221 b=a [
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Edge of Structural Plane
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Figure 2-83. Calculation of the Major and Minor Axes of the Conic Section
Defining the Fragment Damage Zone

Major axis of ellipes oriented slong a line defined
by the perpendiculer Intercep: N end the flight

h=8 +ctani{f-¢)

Figure 2.84. Graphicel Procedure for Orienting the Major Axis of the Fragment Damage Zone
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Figure 2-85. Fragment Impact Coordinates Can be Determined Assuming
Uniform Distribution Around Fragment Cnne

Figure 2.86. Obliquity Angle of Fragment is Calculated from Fragment Impact Coordinates
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2.2.2.1.2 The BR-2 Computer Code for Predicting Fragment Damage (Extractions from Refs. 2-13 amd 2-14)

The BR-2 computer code, Reference 2-14, developed by Northrop for AFFDL/FES in 1975, is an analysis tool for
predicting the area removed by fragments from HE projectiles impacting metallic structure, BR-2 was developed
from the fragmentation subroutine of the BR-1 computer code which predicts structural deformation due to blast
pressure loadings and fragment impacts. (See section 2.2,2.2.3 for a description of BR-1). The two codes together
are designed to assess the effects of HE projectile detonations.

Figure 2-87 is a flow diagram showing the calculational steps contained in BR-2. The structure is modeled using
rectangular or triangular elements, each containing additional interior grid points that are used for fragment pattern
development, HE projectile characteristics are stored within the code in the foem of static firing data as indicated
in Table 2-18. The side-spray is represented by a Mott size distribution rather than by discrete fragments. Fuse
attachment and base fragments are discrete.

Projectile velocity, flight path and detonation coordinates are program inputs, The code then calculates the resultant
velocities and angles of the fragment cones. The obliquity angle, distance from detonation center, and threshold
penetration criteria are calculated for the centroid of each finite element. BR-2 then determines whether any of the
grid points associated with a given finite element are within the hit zone for each fragmentation source, and if so,
whether penetration occurs.

Penetration criteria are based on Thor-type equations, with constants stored for aluminum, titanium and steel. The
area of material removed by a fragment perforation is the projected area (i.e., the "footprint") of the impacting
fragment at the target surface for velocities less than 1,000 feet per second, with an adjustment applied for
velocities greater than 1,000 feet per second. The percentage of the total area of each finite element removed by
fragment impacts is calculated. The primary use of this information is in adjusting the stiffness of the finite
elements in subsequent structural response analysis.

[ INPUT DATA FOR STRUCTURE |

| CEFINE INDICES AND STORE INPUT DATA IN DATA SETS I

[

| INPUT DATA FOR FRAGMENTATION |

7

COMPUTE: 1. DYNAMIC VELOCITIES OF FRAGMENTS
2. DYNAMIC PHASE ANGLES OF FRAGMENTS
3. COORDINATE DATA OF ORIGIN OF FRAGMENTS

I
i
| COMPUTE COORDINATE DATA FOR PENETRATION TEST POINTS OF AN ELEMENT
1
|
FOR CENTROID OF AN ELEMENT, COMPUTE:
1. OBLIQUITY ANGLE OF THREAT

2. DISTANCE FROM DETONATION CENTER
3. CRITICAL MASS OF ATTACKING FRAGMENT

|

L

| APPLY PENETRATION CRITERION TO EACH PENETRATION
LTEST POINT TO DETERMINE THE PENETRATION ZONE

IF PENETRATION OCCURS, COMPUTE SMEAR AREA, AVERAGE MOLE SIZE,
NUMBER OF PENETRATING FRAGMENTS, AND MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM MASS
OF PENETRATING FRAGMENTS

I COMPUTE MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM POSSIBLE HOLE AREAS j

|

COMPUTE SEMIMAJOR AXIS OF ELLIPTICAL HOLES AND LONG
SIDE OF RECTANGULAR HOLES

LOOP FOR EACH ELEMENT

LOOP FOR THE FOUR FRAGMENT SOURCES

{ CALL FOR GRAPHICAL DISPLAY IF REQUESTED B

Figure 2-87. Flow Chart of the BR-2 Computer Code
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Table 2-17. Fragmentation Data for Typicel HE Projectile

ATIC  |MEAN AV!IAG!? TOTAL
PROJECTILE  VELOC ATIC INUMBER OF [FRAGMENTIFRAGMENT| -
SECTION IRECTION p AGMENTS{WEIGHT _ | WEIGHT ZE SASE
() (deg) (GRAINS) [ (GRAINS) \ L t U /
FuzE 1,300 0 wm | nwo n | °* —
FUZE E |
ATTACHMENT | 2200 o5 2 10 300 U2ZE / 1 { ‘ ‘ \
SIDE SPRAY a] 2610 93 04 19 1,202 .
SIDE SPRAY
BASE 1,550 140 2 n 00
REF: AFFDL-TR73138 & NOTT SIZE DISTRIBUTION
“EFFECTS OF INTERNAL BLAST ON * ASSUMED TO BE CONSTANT

COMBAT AIRCRAFT STRUCTURES"

The code incorporates many of the principles described in the previous section. The concepts and equations used in
BR -2 warrant the detailed description below, as they define a cohesive approach to HE fragment damage prediction
that is complementary to the information provided in 2.2,2.1.1. The ‘opics addressed are:

Fragmentation from side spray of projectile;

Fragmentation from fuze, fuze attachment, and base;

Dynamic fragment velocity and direction;

Mott size distribution {or side spray fragmentation;

Minimum perforation velocity;

Penetration dynamics;

Total surface area removed by Mott size distribution penetration;
Impulse loading from fragmentation - penetration fragments;
Impulse loading from fragmentation - non penetrating fragments;
Mott size distribution fragmentation on individual target elements;
Establishment of percent hit of a target element from side spray;
Stiffness and mass change of perforated elements.

-

CETSTm

The nomenciature used in this discussion is defined below,

AP Presented area of fragment of projectile,
C.C2 Empirical constants,

E. Elastic modulus of a core material,

) Empirical constant,

Q, Dimensionless parameter,

T Target thickness,

v Impact velocity,

Vr Residual velocity after impact,

Vo The ballistic limit (at any obliquity),

(Vjo)n The ballistic limit at normal incidence,
ab,c, Empirical constants,

d The diameter of a projectile,
d. The diameter of the core of a projectile,
g Gravitational constant.
k,m Empirical constants,
a An empirical constant, -
8 An angle parameter,
-] The obliquity of impact,
6, The obliquity after impact,
0, An obliquity parameter,
Aro Ratio of applied bending moments to moment required for failure,
P Density of the target element,
Pc Density of the projectile core,
a. Strength of the projectile core.
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P ation from Side of Projectile. Fragmentation is assumed to spray out from the side of the projectile
a v:el;l :!s !{:l'\'l‘ th:e nose uﬁ ;lhe Baiue. “The side spray emanates from an assumed line source o! length and Is
contained within the spray angles and + The criterion that a particular target point (X.., Y

by this spray is determined as followszm nt GMCR P et point { ror ZT) 18 it

Figure 2- 88 Fragment Side-Spray Pattem

The hit criterion i3, as seen from Figure 2-88, is:
Yont € Prront 9 Ok € Phack (Eqn. 2-25)

Now the nature of the spray is such that @feont<@pack for all of the HE projectiles of interest. Identifying the two
end points as | and 2, then:

Ul = min miront' aback) (Eqn. 2-26)

9, = max @ront’ Wack’ (Eqn. 2-27)
and the hit criterion will be

(Eqn. 2-28)

9,29, and 0,490,
where 8, > 9, as guaranteed in the discussion below.

Using the center of the explosive charge (Xp, Y ps ZP) and the directional cosines of the axis of the projectile (DX,
Dy, Dz), the points | and 2 are given by:

Z, = Zp + (R/2D, (Eqn. 2-29)

Y, = YP - /2Dy

2, - Zp - (.Q./Z)DZ (Eqn. 2-30)

Then, using the dot product of two unit vectors, one obtains:

01 - cos 7 3 EL (Eqn. 2-31)
[xp-x? o vy 2 (22?1
Dy (X-X5) + Dy(Yo-Y,) + Do(Zr-Z,)

o, - cos! X 22 X TZ‘ 22k (Eqn. 2-32)
[(xg-X* ¢ (Ypv? o (24-2)° ]

Both Ol and 02 will be limited to values between zero and v .
Alsos
2 2 2
Dx + DY + DZ = 1

mus: hold. 1f, and only if, (;Il < Oz,then use 01 E ~Oland0 =N -02.

The total smear area of the fragment spray at distance R is determined from Figure 2-89.
Y

I
[, ,

Figure 2-89. Side-Spray Geometry
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The coordinates of points 3and 4 in Figure 2-89 are:

Xy = Rsin$,
Yy = L + Roos$
X,‘ = Rsin 02
Y, = Rros#,
The length S is obtained from:
S = 2 + AYz %
2. 2 2
S = [R Ging, - sing)" + (& + Ricos® - cos 02))]
or
(si in 9,)? 2\ "
S - R[sm f, - sinBy)° + (L/R +cos 'l - cos By (Egn. 2-33)

The smear avea is then approximately:
ASMEAR = ®WRS (sin ’l + sin ’2) (Eqn, 2-34)

where the radius R is approximated as the distance between the target point and the center of the projectile, Thus:

%
R - [xp - xp? o g - ¥R o iz - 200 ?] (Eqn. 2-35)

F_}:_ammtation from Fuze, Fuze Attachment and Base. In addition to the side spray which emanates from the side of
the projectile, there are also fragments emanating Trom:

a. the projectile fuze;
b. the projectile fuze attachment;
c. the base of the projectile.

Fragment Velocity and Direction. Table 2-17 gave the velocity and mean direction of the fragments for a static
detonation of the projectile. If the projectile is moving with a velocity relative to the target at the time of
detonation, the velocity and direction of the fragments must be altered to account for the dynamic consideration.
Only the case of the projectile motion (relative to the target) in the direction of the projectile axis will be
considered. For forward motion of the p-ojectile (relative to the target), the forward velocity of the fragments
increases in magnitude and the cone angle is reduced. In general,

Vp = (V02 + VPZ + 2V Vp cos ) d (Eqn. 2-36)
and
Vp + V_cos @,
¢D = arccos [—l-)-———vo*—‘\’-}, (Eqn. 2-37)
D
where
Vp =  the dynamic velocity {ft/s)
Vo ~  the fragment static velocity (ft/sk
Vp = the projectile velocity at time of detonation, relative to the target (ft/s);
Uy = the fragment dynamic direction (degrees);
Gs = the fragment static direction (degrees).
Mott Size Distribution for Side Spray Fragmentation. The Mott size distribution equation is of the form:
i (zm 4
N(m) = Ny e = (Eqn. 2-33)
where:
Ny, = total number of fragments;
m = average fragment weight;
N = number of fragments with weight greater or equal to m.
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Typical numerical values of N, and m for a side spray are listed in Table 2-17,

The Mott size distribution equation can also be written as:

%
logN - logN_ - Ztm log e . (Egn. 2-39)
m
Solving equation (2-39) for m, one obtains:
2 2
— logN_ - logN = N
m - - . m _9 _

m o= 3 [ log e ] B 7—[)03e N] . (Egn. 2-40)
Minimum Perforation Velocity. The criterion for fragment penetration is assumed to be governed by the empirical
equation;

o) C, G Cy

Vo5 10t Af) m (sec @) (Eqn. 2-41)
where:

Vc = minimum fragment velocity for penetration (ft/sec)k

t = the targe: plate thickness (in.;

Af = average presented area of fragment (in 2);

my = fragment weight (grainsh

0 = the obliquity angle (degrees),

The average presented area of the fragment can be related to fragment weight by the empirical formula:
Ay = Kk W23 (Eqn. 2-42)
ghere K is a fragment shape factor and is approximately equal to 700 for the projectile described in Table 2-17.
efining:
Cy - (23)C,; + Cy 3 (Eqn. 2-43)
then
C C Cc Cc
Voo 10 Pak V) seco) Ym0 (Eqn. 2-44)

c
The constants Cl’ CZ’ C3, Cu, and (35 for typical target materials are in Table 2-18.

Teble 2-18, Minimum Perforstion Velodty
Constants

Twm ol G |G el |0

1. Al
M::M 6.185 ] 0.903) 0.941]1.008}-0.338] 0.028
alloy

2 Thankm) 7 882 1.328 | -1.314|1.043| 0.431 | 0.08

3. Stesl §.001 | 0.908| 0.903| 1.208| 0.369] 0.08

*c used In ricochet calculation:.

Penetration Dynamics. Since the velocity of the fragments hitting the target is specified by vp, the minimum
perforation velocity equation, Equation (Egn. 2-44), can be .used to compute a critical mass me which satisfies this

equation with Vo = Vp. In particuar, )
- ' <
B (Egn. 2-45)

c C C C
10 Lt k"23) %sec o)

Cs is always negative; therefore, for a given velocity, m¢ represents a minimum for the fragment weight that wiil
perforate the target (i.e., any fragment lighter than this critical weight will not perforate the target; it will either

imbed into the target or ricochet).

From the Table 2-17 data and the values of m¢ for each of the projectile sections, the numbgr of fragments apd thgir
weight which penetrate the target are determined. For other than the main (side) spray, this de‘termgnat'\on is quite
For the side spray where the fragment size distribution is according to the Mott size distribution, the

explicit,
determination is as follows:
1f: ) 2
— -1 -1
¢ m [lBNo -l (Eqn. 2-46)
c 2 log e
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then there is total penctration. If:

o | leg N, - log (1) 2 o~ | 108N, 2
m. > 3 —Toge = 7 | Toge (Eqn. 2-47)
then there is no penetration. (Caution: m. varies from element 10 element as each element has its own t and 0.)

If there is neither 100% penetration nor 0% penetration, then for the side spray:

(me) ™
N. = Nye\ o . (Eqn. 2-48)
The ratio of Nc/Ng is the ratio of the total number of fragments penetrating the target element to the fragmen:s
hitting the target elements. (For 100% penetration, use Ne = No')

If N¢ is the total number of fragments penetrating, according to the Mott size distribution the total mass penetrating
is:

N:=N_ _ 2

s Ne logN, - logN
Mrp = Total Mass - m(N) dN = = Tlepe dN
' Penetrating g

m 2 2
T3 (In No) Nc' 2In NO(NC In NC - Nc) + N (In Nc) - ZNCln Nc + ZNC]
(Eqn. 2-49)
In this notation, Inis the natural log, i.e., loge-

For the total mass penetrating a target, it is necessary to know the total area made by the holes of all penetrating
fragr[nenlts. The average presented area of a fragment in terms of its mass is given by the empirical formula given
previously:

A K-2/3 m2/3

(Eqn. 2-50)

-

where 2
Af = average presented area of fragment (in“)
K = fragment shape factor;
m = fragment weig': (grains).

The hole size (Figure 2-90) produced ir the target, Ap, in terms of surface area in the target, is given by the
empirical formula:

Ay = Agseco if Vp < 1000 tt/s (Eqn. 2-51)

Ay - A [1 s kv, - 1000)] Zseco  if Vp > 1000 /s (Egn. 2-52)

where k is a material constant given in Table 2-19 and Vp is in units of ft/s.

Table 2-19. Material Constants for Determining Target Hole Size

Material k

Aluminum 00036
Titanium .00032
Steel .00030

From the above equations, the hole size in the target in terms of the fragment mass is:

A K-2/3 Qm, 2/3 (Eqn, 2-53)

H

where

- sec@Q if VD £ 1000 ft/s (Eqn. 2-54)

il

[1 vk (Vg - 1ooo)] 2 sec 0 if Vy > 1000 ft/s

FRAGMENT WITH
PRESENTED AREA A,

n

I @

S
<1,/
(2 i

[/

Figure 2-9Q. Hole Produced in Terget
{Vp < 1000 ftA}
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[ Total Surface Area Removed by Mott Size Distribution Penetration. The total surface
area removed from a target being hit by a Mott size distribution is given by

N, N,
-2/3 23
Aut - f AgN - fK Qm PN

] N N
. < [= 2
- kq f [? [inng - ] 2] oN

N 23 (e[ N]us —\ 2/3
K‘”’Q(L“I) _‘” [m l\T"] Nk g (L_‘}) L i

(Eqn. 2-59%)

Lo AR,T

The evaluation of the integral for AT j is performed by nhumerical integration; unity must be used as the lower limit

of integration.

,” Impuise Loading from Fragment impacts - Penetrating Fragments. When a fragment penetrates the target, material
of weight n?ls removed from he target where:

A m, = ps Ag tg (Eqn. 2-56)
- The momentum transferred to the plate is approximately (neglecting the change in direction of the fragment); 1
2 2] * )
h = my (VD - [VD - Ve ] ) (Eqn, 2.57)

{ The direction of this transferred momentum is in the same direction as the velocity vector VD (neglecting the change
' in direction of the fragment due to penetration).

“ For a Mott size distribution of the fragmentation, the total impulse imparted is:

N N :

¢ ¢ 2 2\ %] 4
oy = f lpdN = f m; | Vp - (VD - Ve ) N ,
I 1 ,

or
, Ne N, vy T n

. 1 = . i
; T f m, dN VDf |- (VQ) my dN (Eqn. 2-58) ;
! D .
: 1 1 i
| Using equations (Eqn. 2-44) as shown and withm - m,, ie, Vo = Vpk ‘

Nc Ne mey 2Cy h
'lP,T = Vp f mg dN - Vg f 1 - (;“_c) mdN (Eqn. 2-59) .
1 i _

} Using equation (Egn. 2-40) in the above equation: "

N
- -
Ne m Nc loge N—g 4Cs N, 2

T Vp f mgdN -7 Vp f - —N, log, | dN ‘
1 1 loge 1 |

- m
* Vp|Mrp -7l (Eqn. 2-60)
The evaluation of the integral 13 is carried out by numerical integration.

E‘ Impulse Loading from Fragment Impacts - Non-Penetrating Fra ts. [f the fragment does not penetrate, it will
1 en%er ricochet off the target or imbed into the target. For aluminum plates and fragment velocities greater than or

equal to 2000 ft/s, no ricochets will occur for @ $50°%, The fragments will imbed into the target and the impulse
transterred (in the direction of the velocity vector VD) is:

Al ettt 1,

I, = mg Vpy (mf in units of mass) (Eqn. 2-61)
k For a Mott size distribution of the fragmentation, the total in-pulse imparted is (with m and MT p in units of mass)
No
4 — ) i
i hr: Vo S MmN = v (m N, - MT'P) (Eqn. 2-62) '
N
c

For aluminum with vp < 2000 ft/sor @ > 50° or for titanium or steel, the non-penetrating fragments will ricochet.
The ricochet mechanics are as follows:
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Figure 2-81. Ricochet Geometry

The ricochet angie is given by the empirical equation:

sin@. = 1- (€79 (Eqn. 2-63)
Where the constant Cy is given in Table 2-18 and Q 1s in degrees.

The ricochet velocity is given by :

VRio = Vpsin@sin?o, (Eqn. 2-64)

The impulse transferred into the target plate is then:
1 = AmgV) (Egn. 2-65)
Resolving the impulse into two directions, the normal component is;

I, = m; (AV) = mg (VycosQ + Vp;. cos @) (Egn. 2-66)

and is in the direction opposite to the normal shown in Figure 2-91. The tangential component is:

L = mp (AVY = my (Vusin@ - Vpiosin Q) (Eqn. 2-67)
As an approximation, the tangential component of the impulse is neglected for the case of ricochet. If the target
plate is steel, this is an excellent approximation. For a steel target, the ratio of I/l is 0.15, 0.05 and 0.0l for an
obliquity angle @ of 20-, 50- and 80-degrees respectively. For an aluminum target, the ratio of I¢/ly is 0.32, 0.53 and
0.64 for an obliquity angle of 20-, 50- and 80-degrees, respectively (for aluminum, for 8  50-degrees, there usually
will be no ricochet and this approximation is not made.) For a titanium target the ratios of I¢/l, are intermediate to
those for steel and aluminum. In addition to cunsidering the ratio of 1¢/Iy, 2 given amount of normal impulse loading
is wsually always a more severe loading on the structure than the same amount of tangential impulse.

Thus the impulse imparted for a fragment that ricochets off the target is:

= ™ Vp [(cosO + sin 0 sin20_ cos or)] (Eqn. 2-68)
-G8 4 3 :
or using sin 0, = e 77, ie., (Eqn, 2-6%) then:
%
-c,012 -C,0 2
g - meD[coso . sino[l Se ! ] [l~ (t-e 7)) ] ] (Eqn. 2-69)

For a Mott size distribution of the fragmentation, the total impulse imparted is:
()
'R,T= f leN = VD [coso + sin0 (1 - e

NC
21 % (Eqn. 2-70)
-C,0 —
[l-(l-e A ] ] [mNo'MT,p]

The direction of the ricochet impulse is normal to the target plate.

-C,0 2
7) x

Mott Size Distribution for Fragment Impacts on Individual Target Elements. The previowsly determined total
quantities AR, T, Ip,T» [, T» andIg T are in terms of a single angle 9 and for a single target material. These terms are
to be computed for each element hit by fragmentation for the purpose of establishing the surface area removed and
the impulse imparted to each element. If the target element is at an obliquity angle Q reletive to the fragmentation
spray, the effective smear area for that target element is multiplied by the factor cos 9. Thus for a target element
that is 100% hit by the fragmentation, the ratic of the quantities to that element to the total quantities are:

f\_l'l__,ﬂ ] AN cos 0
An,T ASMEAR (Eqn. 2-71)
or
A,, cos Q
AN G ﬁTN— AuT (Eqn. 2-72)
' SMEAR b qn. 2-
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100
K where
AN = surface area of element N;j

; AN,H = surface area removed from element N.
' Likewise:
| 1 - Mﬁ 1 X = P,LorR (Egn. 2-73)
} XN Asmear T '
: , where:

. l’XN = ::;;;Lfmisr;\.partcd to element N (from perforation fragments, imbeding fragments or ricocheting

The above equations are also applicable to fragmentation from other sections of the projectile by defining ASMEAR
as the total area hit by all fragments from the particular section of the projectile,

Establishment of Percent Hit of a Target Element from Side Spray. With regard to rectangular elements, each panel
element s evenly divided into a 3 X g grid h—'[gure 2-52). Each of these grid points is given the hit criteria test for

each fragment source. g
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T f
A s —- 8 j
-1 e} 1 3o} -1 /3] ;
Eo Figure 2. 92. Grid for Extablishing Percent of i
| Hit on Penel Element !
Define: »

efine (Eqn. 2.74) \

1. if hit criteria are satisfied;
hRy) =
0. 1f hit criteria are satisfied.

The percent hit of the element in fractional form is then given by:
- n. 2-75)
H = Hp + Hy + Ho + Hp (Eq ;
where

HA = [1/u h{-1/2,-1/2) + 1/2h(- 1/6,-1/2) + 1/2h{-1/2,-1/6} + h(-1/6,- 1/6) ]/9; (Eqn. 2-76)

i e

Hy = [1/2h(1/6,-1/2)+1/uh(1/2,-1/2)+h(1/6,-1/6)+1/2h(1/2.1/6)]/9; (Ean. 2-77)
: He = [h(l/6,l/6) + 1/2001/2,1/6) + 1/2h(1/6,1/2) + 1/ah(1/2.1/2)]/9; (Eqn. 2-78)
, g Hp = [1/2(-1/2.1/6) +h(-1/6,1/6) + 1/4h(- 1/2,1/2) + 1/2h(-1/s,1/2)]/9. (Eqn. 2-79)

HAs Hp, Hc and Hp represent the distributions of the percent hit of the entire element to the corners A, B, C and D,
respectively.
Stiffness and Mass Change of Perforated Elements. The elements that are perforated undergo both a change in their

stiffness and mass. Tt is assumed in the BR-T code, Reference 2-13, that only the plate elements are perforated. The
amount that an element is perforated is measured in terms of the amount of surface area removed from, the element

as given by equation (Eqn. 2-72).

Let:
A = surface area removed from element n by fragments from projectile section1 (I = 1, 2, 3, 4).
TNI {Eqn. 2-30)

Then detfine kn as:

(Eqn. 2-81)

1

The term kp is the ratio of the elements surface area after all fragments have struck to the original surface area of
the element. Equation (Eqn. 2-81) is of the product form since once some of the surface area has been removed by
fragmentation from one of the proiectile sections, the surface area then available for perforation has been
a'scordinlgly (rieduced. If an element is not perforated by fragments from a projectile section, ATN] iS set to zero in
the BR - 1 code.
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For expediency of running the code and minimization of code size, it is assumed that all perforation (from all of the
four potential sources)occurs at the same time. The selected time is the time that the element is first perforated by
fragments from any of the four projectile sections. Actually, it is anticipated that many of the elements in most

cases are hit by fragments from only one f the projectile's sections,

The stiffness of any plate element can be corrected to allow for the perforation of the element by multiplying §cj
(see equatior. Eqn. 2-82) of the element by kp. This also properly corrects the pressure loading on the element since
the total pressure loading, ff‘j. is dependent on the surface area of the element. The last two terms on the right
band side of equation (Eqn. 2-82) resulted from an integration of the element's strain energy over the element's (mid-
plane) surface area. With the assumption that the perforations are located randomly over the element's surface and
the individual perforation holes are small relative to the total surface area of the clement, the effective strain
energy in the perforated element can be estimated by multiplying the strain energy as evaluated for the non-
perforated element by the factor kp. As the element's stiffness comes into the equations of motion through the
strain energy terms and the strain energy includes both the membrane and bending strain energy, both the membrane

and bending stiffness are thus taken into account,

Consider now the effect of mass change due to perforation. The BR-1 code mass matrix is based on the mass lumped
to the node points. It is desirable to make an "adjustment" to the inverted mass matrix for ~omputer operating
expediency. The lumped mass matrix, as well as the inverse lumped mass matrix, is of diagonal format of its
submatrices, Each of these submatrices corresponds to the mass lumped to each node. Each of these :ubmatrices is
of size 6 X 6. The upper left 3 X 3 corner of the mass matrix will always be a 3 X 3 diagonal of the form

m 0 O
{_UL] =0 m o (Eqn. 2-82)
0 0 m
3X3

This part_of the mass matrix will not be altered by the post and pre-multiplication of the *ransformation
matrix \:_3] due to the “orthogonality" of the[;\] matrix; it also will not be altered by the offset aransformation
matrix (see Appendix F of Reference 2-13). The lower 3 X 3 matrix (of these 6 X 6 submatrices) corresponds to the
rotary inertia mass at the node and the remaining two 3 X 3 matrices, which are non-null only if there is an offset at
the node, is a cross-term involving rotation and deflection of the node, It is generally the case that the rotary inertia
energy of a system is of secondary significance to the translation kinetic energy. Thus, as a way to expediently
incorporate mass change in the code due to perforation, for a node point without offsets, it is apparent that by
multiplying the inverse (6 X 6) mass matrix by a quantity that properly corrects only m (which is the lumped mass for
the node} the primary part of the kinetic energy which is due to translation is properly taken into account and
secondary kinetic energy due to rotary inertia is ai least approximataly taken into account. For a node point with
offset(s), all terms in the mass matrix involving offset distances are proportional to the translational mass quantity
m. Thus again using the principle of rotational kinetic energy (defined now as explicitely excluding offset) being of
secondary significance the (6 X 6) mass matrix is approximately proportional to m and the (6 X 6) mass matrix (or its
inverse) can with good approximation be corrected for perforation bv a quantity tnat properly correzts only m.

The "quantity", Kr, to correct the inverse (6 X 6) mass matrix is given as follows: (it is used as a multiplication

factor on the (6 X 6) inverse mass matrix.)

m (Eqn. 2-83)

L kym,

v

where t defines the node, r is the summation over all elements i.e. trying into the node t, kn is given by squation
(Egn. 2-81) and is autornatically unity for beam elements, and m is the total lumped mass for the node. Though each
element has its "own" tirie associated with kp, the BR-1 code will use a single time for each node which will be
approximated by the average time at which the perforated elements of that node are perforated by the source that

first perforates an element of that node.

K =
r

In the above discussion of mass adjustment for nerfcration, it is assumed that the perforaticns are randomliy located
over the surface of each element,
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2.2.2.2 Predicting Damage Caused by Blast from HE Projectiles

There are two components of blast pressure generated by HE projectiles: a shock overpressure and a confined gas
pressure that occurs when gases produced by the detonation are confined within enclosed cells. Figure 2-93 shows an

f : idealization of the shock and confined gas overpressure components. The parameters affecting the intensity of these
pressure loadings are described in Table 2-20. Damage occurs when these transient pressure loadings combined with

existing flight loads exceed the strength capability of structural elements, resulting .n rupture, attachment failures,
and buckling failures.

Regardless of whether the detonation is initiated internally (delay-fuzed projectile) or externally (superquick-fuzed
projectile or missile warhead), the structure will initially experience a dynamic overpressure, often referred to as a
t shock wave. This pressure loading is of very short duration, typically lasting one. vmdred microseconds or less.
However, the peak pressure can be very high, and extensive damage can result. The contineu gas pressure typicaily
i has a lower peak value than the shock overpressure, but it has a much longer duration and may continue to act against
interior structure after the shock wave has dissinated. As a result, confined gas pressure can be a significant failure j

mechanism in cellular structure,

i : The following paragraphs describe the dynamic pressure loadings induced by blast and some of the general features of
structural response to these loadings, and several analysis methods available for blast damage assessment and design.
Available analysis techniques for predicting blast damage in structure are less precise than those available for
projectile penetration damage. In fact, predicting blast damage per se is an intractable problem. This is partly due
to the fact that blast damage is more dependent upon configuration than projectile damage, and partly due to the

L Sl Ty

fact that very little parametric empirical data is available.
! {
{ H
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g |
SHOCK CONFINED GAS TOTAL ]
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2.2.2.2.1 Dynamic Pressure Loadings Induced by HE Projectiles

The character of the shock overpressure and confined gas pressure pulses resulting from the detonation of HE
projectiles is described in .his subsection. These are transient pressure loadings, of course, consisting of a nearly
instantaneous increase of pressure to a peak value followed by a rapid decay of pressure. The structure responds in a
dynamic manner. [t will be evident from the discussion of the response of structural members to transient pressure
pulses (Sections 2.2.2.2.2 and 2.2.2.2.3) that the time duration of the pressure pulse, the peak pressure, and the total
impulse are significant parameters for analysis.

2.2.2.2.1.1 Shock Overpressure

: The shock overpressure or shock wave is the classic "blast wave" shown in Figure 2-94, consisting of A peak
; overpressure that immediately begins to decay. This wave propagates outward from the center of detonation
E travelling at the local speed of sound, i.e., the sonic velocity corresponding to the peak overpressure, which is always
! ) greater than the sonic velocity of the medium at ambient conditions. The pressure pulse is characterized by a peak
positive overpressure, a time duration, a decay shape and a total impulse. Values of these parameters depend on the
strength and shape of the explosive charge as well as the distance from detonation. For certain situations, most
! notably spherical and point charges, tabulated values of these parameters may be found in the literature (Ref. 2-34,
. for example), typically presented as TNT equivalents. These are generally unsatisfactory for describing explosions
: ’ generated by high-exploding projectiles, however, because of asymmetric effects caused by the construction of the
| ! projectile case and the velocity of the projectile, plus the general unreliability of explosive pulse characterization
within distances near the center of detonation. Further experimental work will be required hefore this deficiency can
be corrected.

The overpressure pulse described above represents the pressure response of a point within the medium, i.e,, in free-
ir. [t is not direction-dependent, and is sometimes called "side-on" overpressure. When the shock wave strikes an
element of structure, however, the pressure loading initially acting on the structure will be either the reflected
N overpressure or the Mach stem overpressure, depending on the angie of incidence between the shock front and the
{ surface. For nearly head-on in¢idence, the incoming shock wave is reflected from the surface of the structure, as
: shown in Figure 2-95, and the superposition of the incident and reflected waves causes a pressure amplification on
¢ the surface. This amplified pressure is the reflected overpressure. However, as the angle of incidence,B, of the
‘ initial shock front is increased, a value is reached such that the incident wave does not reflect, but instead travels
; along the surface, forming a "Mach stem" as shown in Figure 2-96. The pressure loading behind the Mach stem is the
Mach-stem overpressure, and acts directly on the structure.
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In order to simplify structwal analysis, it is common practice to transform the actual pressure puise, which has an
exponential decay, into an equivalent triangular-shaped pulse having the same total impulse as the actual pulse.
Figure 2-97 shows two methods for doing the transformation.

Numerical Values of Shock Overpressure, Normal Incidence. Figures 2-98 and 2-99, present shock overpressure pulse
characteristics for a typical HE projectile and for one pound of TNT, both detonated at sea le.21 and at altitudes of
10,000, 20,000, 30,000, and 60,000 feet. The figures give the foilowing information:

1. Pulse time duration {positive phase)

2. Peak incident overpressure, i .., the peak "side-on" overpressure;

3. Peakreflected overpressure of equivalent triangular pulse, based on normal (non-oblique) incidence,

These values are plotted as functions of distance from detonation. The numerical data was obtained from operation
of the computer code BLAST, described in Reference 2-32. BLAST is the most comprehensive analysis tool currently
available for predicting pressure pulses from HE projectile detonations. The projectile characteristics that were
input to the BLAST code were obtained from Ref. 2-14. This information included charge weight, explosive number,

L/D ratio, and case/charge weight ratio.

Numerical Values of Shock Overpressure, Oblique Incidence. The data in Figures 2-98 and 2-99 is for normal (nc.a-
oblique) incidence of the shock front (B =0, Figure 2-95), as oblique incidence is not treated in the BLAST comput 'r
code. The validity of available methods ior assessing the effects of obliquity is uncertain. For qualitative
assessments, Figure 2- 100 presents reflection coefficients for oblique incidence, giving N, the ratio of peak reflected
overpressure at the angle of incidence B to the peak reflected overpressure at normal incidence. The data is
presented for ‘Jetonation altitudes from sea level to 60,000 feet. In developing this data, the BLAST code was used to
establish the ratio of incident nonoblique overpressure to relected overpressure as a function of altitude. The ratio of
reflected overpressure to incident pressure for oblique incidence was obtained from Reference 2-33. This figure

from that reference appears in modified forrn as Figure 2-101.

The parameter N, appearing in Figure 2-100, was then calculated from the relationship:

P P P
n- _R8 - "RA i (Eqn 2-84)
Pro By Pro
where,

PRB = reflected overpressure from obiique ihcident shock wave;

pRO = reflected overpressure from nonoblique incident shock wave;

PRQ _ ratio of reflected overpressure to incident overpressure, oblique incident shock wave
P, " (obtained from Figure 2-101);

P - S

_RO . ratio of reflected overpressure to incident overpressure, nonoblique incident shock wave
P (obtained from NOL BLAST code, Ref. 2-32).

N can be used to compute the peak pressure of the cquivalent triangular pulse for oblique incidence, once the
corresponding value for nonoblique incidence has been obtained from Figure 2-98 or 2-99. This is done from:

P, = P
AB NP a, {Eqn 2-85)
where,
FZ\B = peak pressure of equivalent triangular pulse, obligue incidence;
n = reflection coefficient from Figure 2-100;
PAo = peak pressure of equivalent triangular pulse, nonoblique incidence, from Figure 2-98 or 2-99.
This relationship is based on the following:
Pp = =1
8" T RO (Fqn 2-26)
Py = -2 IRB (Eqn 2-87)
a8 i

where 1RO and IR
The time duration of the pulse, tyr is assumed to be independent of angle of incidence. It follows that:

Pag IR Peg - n (Egn 2-88)

Pho lro Pro

PAB = '\PAO

ALk s bt s S0 s s s ks a e s oot e s

are the impulses corresponding to the normal incidence and obligque incidence reflections.
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2.2.2.2.1.2 Confined Gas Plessure

Expansion of the hot gases generated by an internal explosion may be restricted by the enclosing structure, creating
an internal pressure loading. The gases are confined until released by the venting available through fragment
perforations, existing vents to adjacent cells such as lightening holes in webs, or the failure of internal structure
resulting in the availability of additional volume for expansion. The penetration holes and vents act as orifices,
resulting in exponential decay of the internal pressure as the contined gases exit through the orifices.

As a first approximation, confined gas pressures can be represented as an instantaneous pressure rise followed by
pressire decay at a rate controlled by the availabiiity of venting. Prediction of the amplitude of confined gas
overpressures and the rate of pressure decay due to venting are presented in Figures 2-102 and 2-103, generated
using BLAST (Ref. 2-32) computer code and explosive characteristics from Ref. 2-14, These curves can be used to
establish the pressure-time history for confined gas overpressures resulting from internal detonations of a typical HE

projectile,
Figwe 2-102 gives peak confined gas overpressure within unvented enclosuwres of variable volume, assuming no
venting and no heat transfer through the walls of the enclosure. Figure 2-103 shows the decay of the confined gas

overpressure that results from venting of the encloswe. The degree of venting is represented by the vented surface
area, A, and the time-histories are developed for various values of the ratio of vent area to enclosed volume.
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2.2.2.2.2 Fundamental Aspects of the Response o1 Structure to Blast Pressure Loadings

This subsection discusses, in general, the dynamic behavior of structure which is subjected *o transient pressure
loadings of the type described in 2.2.2.2.]. Some understanding of this behavior will be of value in comprehending the
deformation analysis methods presented in 2.2.2.2.3,

Structural Response to Transient Pressures. The deformation of a structure exposed to transient pressure loadings
depends on the amplitude/time characteristics of the loading and the mass distribution and stiffness properties of the
stiucture. Some general information on the response of the structure to loadings of this type can be obtained by
studying the response of the one-dimensional linear elastic system idealized in Figure 2-104. This system has a
characteristic natural frequency, w, and a corresponding natural period of free vibration, T.

Figure 2-105 shows a typical blast pressure pulse, which is to be applied to the linear oscillator, The pulse is defined
by a force (P_) per unit mass, a time duration (t), a decay function (f), and an impulse (1). The resulting displacement
of the oscillafdr can be written as (Ref. 2-35):

Pm
X = a—-,— i, (2-89)
where,
2
f= g—)r; (X0 + A)coswt+ (—)8— + B)sinwt
A< P ‘ﬂ(t) sinw tdt
- w
B - Pm f¢(t) cosw tdt
- w
If a static force Pg is applied to the oscillator, the displacement is:
p
s (2-90)
Xs "2
Taking the maximum dynamic displacement from (2-89) and dividing by the expression for static displacement (2-90)
ives:
& X P
Jmo__m
Xy By max (2-91)

From (2-91), the ratio of dynamic (P ) and static (Ps) loads which cause the same maximum displacement is:

Ps ~ “max (2-92)

l)m f -1

Similarly, it can be readily shown that if a purely impulsive load is applied tb the oscillator (i.e., an ideal pressurc
nulse has impulse lo, but zero time duration) the maximum displacement js:

Xn® o (2-93)
This corresponds to the displacement caused by a static load of magnitude:

Ps = low (2-94)

For any applied pressure pulse, the impulse can be written as:

1=P_q (2-95)
where,
q-= f ft)dt
Combining 2-94 and 2-95 gives:
I - piwq Peryeit)
lo Ps M

T

STIFFNESS 2 y o DEFLECTION

PRESSURE

w = NATURAL FREQUENCY
T = 4 = PERIOD

Figure 2-104. One-Degree-of-Fresdom Linesr Figure 2-105. Typicsl Blsst Pressure Puks
Elstic Structure
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The two equations (2-92 and 2-96) give the peak amplitude/impulse combinations which produce the same maximum
disp:acement of a linear oscillator. These relations can be used to illustrate sbme basic aspects of dynamic structural
respiase by constructing pressure-impulse diagrams defining the displacement of the osdcillator to different types of
transient loading pulses. Figure 2-106, from Reference 2-335, shows a pressure-impulse (PI) diagram for the linear
elastic oscillator responding to triangular pressure pulses of varying peak pressures and time durations. Points along
the curve represent different pulse durations, and these durations can be compared with the natural period of the
oscillator. Point A, for example, corresponds to a pulse duration of approxiniately 1/5 of the natural period of free
vibration, while Point C corresponds to a duration of nearly twice the natural period. The figure indicates that:

l.  For very short-duration loadings, say durations less than /5 of the natural petied, response depends only on the
impulse of the pulse and is independent of the peak pressure.

2. For longer pulse durations, say twice the natural period of the oscillator, response becomes insensitive to
impulse, depending primarily on peak pressure.

3. For intermediate durations, response d=pends on both peak pressure and impulse.

These general observations hold for any type of pressure/time history, but structural response is also influenced by
the shape of the pressure/time curve as determined by the decay function. This can be seen from Figure 2-107
which shows the Pl diagrams for rectangular, triangular, and exponential pulses. Figure 2-108 presents a Pl diagram
for a rigid-plastic structural system, an idealization appropriate when elastic deformations are negligible relative to
plastic deformations. These Pl curves are similar in shape to those of the elariic system, but have shifted outward
from the origin, indicating the greater capacity for absorbing energy due to the plasticity. This generality of Pl
relationships has resulted in their use as damage criteria by a number of investigators (References z-36 and 2-37).

In most applications involving HE projectiles the shcck overpressures from either internal or external blast will be of
a very shori or intermediate category, and the residual confined gas pressure from internal blasts can be regarded as

a step function loading.

Figura 2-106. Pressure-Impulse Diagram for Trisngular Pulse
Causing the Same Maximum Deflection

10

] RECTANGULAR

P
-,-.'l'- I\TRIANGULAR
10
, DN ExPONENTIAL
/ P, = STATIC YIELD LOAD
1 2 v 10
11,

Figure 2-107. Effect of Pulse Shape,
Elastic Structure

Figure 2-108. Effect of Pulse Ehope,
Rigid-Plastic Structure
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2.2,2.2.3 Analysis Methods for Predicting Structural Response

A general approach for predicting the damage done to structural elements by blast pressure is shown in Figure 2-109.
This approach includes assessing the stresses or deformations induced by both shock overpressure and confined gas
pressure, and superimposing these with the stresses or deformations due to applied flight loads. The resulting
i condition is then compared with design allowables to determine if a failure has occurred.

Some of the analytical methoas available for predicting structural response to blast loadings include:

1.  Finite Element Analysis
! 2. Finite Difference Analysis
3.  Dynamic Plate Analyris
4. Equivalent Static Load Analysis
5. Critical Impulse Failure Criteria
6. Empirical Failure Criteria for Components

Finit: element analysis, specitically the BR-1 series of codes and also general purpose codes with dynamic capability
such as MARC and NASTRAN, is the most accurate approach available, particularly for assessing multi-element
structure. However, this accuracy is achieved at the expense of time and resources. Dynamic analysis using finite
element and finite difference codes is costly in terms of computer time, because of the small tiine steps required to
mairtain stability. Because of this, iess expensive (and hence, less accurate) approaches are required for many
applications, particularly for trade studies and other conceptual and preliminary design applications. These less-
accurate approaches are usually based on the response of a simple structural element such as a plate or beam.
: Methods 3, 4, 5, and 6 below fall into this category.

e TR

T

2.2.2.2.3.1 Finite Element Analysis for Predicting Structural Response to Blast

The BR-1 and BR-1A computer codes (Ref. 2-13, 2-14) were developed by Northrop and released to the technical
community in 1974, The BR-1FC computer code is a modification of the BR-1 code extending the capability to fiber
composite structure, developed by Boeing in 1978 (Ref. 2-15). The codes are designed to predict the stresses and
deflections in aircraft structure caused by HE projectile detonations.

The BR-1, BR1-A and BR-1FC computer codes provide the most comprehensive analysis approach now available for
predicting the blast response of metallic and fiber composite structural configurations, and correlation with test data
has been good. They are all dynamic response codes using elastic-plastic stress/strain laws. The BR-1A is a
modification of the BR-1 which includes triangular plate elements. All use library routines t. compute the blast
pressure and fragment dispersion on each element as a function of time for several high-explosive projectiles. In
t addition, BR-1FC uses the method developed by Sandhu to calculate stresses and strains in each layer of a laminated

fiber composite plate, providing the laminated orthotropic elastic-plastic capability lacking in the other two. The
following is a summary of the BR-1 code family.

Description of BR-1 Input. The BR! code is designed to predict transient response of skin-rib-stiffener type aircraft
! ) structure subjected to impulsive forces or pressure. The user has the option of either selecting the torce as direct
' input data or letting the code compute the pressure by specifying the size and type of an explosive. The structural
elements included in the program are regular axial, torsional, and bending load carrying beams; offset beams,
isotropic rectangular and triangular plates with both in-plane and bending load carrying capabilities. In addition, the
BR-1FC accepts laminated orthotropic plate elements.

The BR-1 code accepts structural data in the form of (1) joint coordinates, (2) structural elements as identified by
terminal joints and ineir physical and dimensional data, and (3) constraints at given joint lacations. [f the user
chooses the option of providing predetermined external force data, he can input each impulsive force or pressure at
each corresponding time. On the other hand, if the user wishes to use the blast pressure prediction subroutine, he
must select an explosive and let the program compute the external force.

Lt ittt A

Description of BR-1 Output. The BR-1 code prints out all the input daia in an edited format. Data includes
structural information, control codes to the program, bar data, plate data, joint data, constraint data, fragmentation
data, convergence of the eigenvalue and the stable time increment, blast data, load data and initial stress data. The
computed data are printed out in the following order:

1. Deflections at all node points (Printed as each time step is completed);
2. Stress-strain data for panels (Printed after completion of all time stepsk
- 3. Stress-strain data for bars.

The types and coniigurations of finite elements in the BR-1 code, the number of Gaussian stations per finite element,
the nunber of points for which stresses are computed at each Gaussian station, the total number of points (per finite
eleme i) for which stresses are computed are all presented in Table 2-21.

For fzilure ssessment, stresses are computed at all Gaussian stations and at various locations through the thickness
of the plate elements and the beam element as indicated in Figure 2-110. At each point for which stressec are
computed an automated check is made to determine if failure has occurred. If failure has occurred, a statement of
the structural failure is made in the printout and the stresses at points for which stresses are printed are thereafter
listed as zero. The location and identification of points within beam and plate elements at which the test for failure
is made are shown in Figures 2-111'and 2-112. The program checks for failures in the longitudinal, transverse and shear
directions of each layer at each station point. A longitudinal failure is indicated whenever the strain in the fiber
diraction exceeds the largest strain input on the longitudinal tension or compression stress-strain curve, depending on
the sign of the strain. Transverse and shear failures are similarly defined as the exceedance of the largest strain on
the transverse and shear stress-strain curves.

Three different failure criterion may be used to halt the program before the specified number of time sieps have
elapsed. These are point failure, station failure and node failure. Table 2-22 gives a description of each.

113

T ame n ki et omim n a

!
i
]
]
|



DR T,

e et

114

PROJECTILE
PARAMETERS

STRUCTURAL
CONFIGURATION

o Expiosive Weight
o Case Geometry
® Fuse Type

o Distance From
Datonation

o Natural Period
o Internal Volume

s

SHOCK
OVI+rHESSURE

{

STRESS/STRAIN

1

CONFINED GAS
OVERPRESSURE
{internal)

Tin.»

1

STRESS/STRAIN

-~ E g ““" |
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FLIGHT LOADS

o Tension
¢ Compression
o Chear

[]

STRESS/STRAIN

!

ELEMENT RESPONSE
TO
COMBINED STRESSES

'

ELEMENT FAILURE

o Exceeds Allowables

1

NO ELEMENT FAILURE

®  Within Allowables

Figure 2-109. General Approach to Predicting Structural Response to Blsst
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Table 2-21: Points Where Stress are Computed and Failure May Be Predicted
Number of Numbsr of
Finite Cross Gaussian points ata Nurmber of points for
] t lon stations par Gaussian which stresses are computed
finite slement station per finite~sioment 1
isotropic 3
plate Rectangulsr [} 4 36
Orthotropic
plate Rectanguler ] 1 18-144°
Beam Rectanguiar 3 8 24
Beam i-section 3 10 30
Beam Teesaction 3 7 il
s Depends on number of layers
E
Y
Y
3 21— P 1 S——
3
2 A -z z
N ) ab I3 L 4

PLATE ELEMENT

Figure 2-110. Location of Points for Which Stresses and Strains are Printed Out

BEAM, RECTANGULAR CROSS-SECTION  BEAM, | CROSS-SECTION

Table 2-22. Description of Types of Failure

BEAM, TEE CROSS-SECTION i

NOTE: ONE A’ MTIONAL POINT WHICH IS NOT
AN EX . IEME FIBER POINT IS SELECTED
FOR THE TEE CROSS SECTION SO EACH
BEAM ELEMENT HAS PRINTED DATA FOR
FOUR POINTS.

e n s e

Type of Types of failure
structure Number 1 Number 2 Number 3 :
{roint fallure} (station faiture) (node failure)
Besm Any point of the For any beam element, All bearn slements tising into any one nods
slements | structure falls ol crose-section points have at least one station fallure. :
only st any (x) station fail,
Plate Any point of the For any plate slement, All piate slements tising into any one node :
slements structure fails. oll crosesection points have at least three station failures. i
only at any of the nine stations i
fail. B
Beam and | Any point of the All cross-section roints All beam and plate elements tising into any !
plate structure fails, ot any (x) station of one node nave in the bearn elements st least 3
slements any beam slement or any ona station fallure and in the plate .
{x. vy} station for any dlements at least three ststion fellures.
plate slement tail.
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Structural Response Theory (Extracted From Ref. 2-13). The scheme used to determine the transient structural
response in the BR-1 code is similar to the method presented by Wu and Witmer (Reference 2-38), While Wu and
Witmer limit their development to "one-dimensional" planar analysis and infinitesimal strains, the BR-1 analysis uses
a "two-dimensional" (structure and structural deformations defined in terms of two independent spatial variables)
theory of structures in three-dimensional space, and also considers finite strains. Both theories consider the
nonlinear geometric aspect of large deflections and nonlinear material properties,

The BR-! response equations are obtained by considering the structure to be modeled by finite elements. In
particular, the finite elements are restricted to flat finite plate elements and straight finite beam elements, These
finite elements are assumed to have dispiacement patterns through their thickness according to the Bernoulli-Euler
hypothesis, and it is this restriction which renders the geometrically three-dimensioral finite elements as "“two-
dimensional” mathematical elements. Element node points are defined at the corners of the plate elements and at
the end points of the beam element.

The theory used is known as the assumed displacement finite element method since the displacement pattern over the
surface (or length) of the finite element is prescribed in terms of the displacements at the node points of the
element. The total structure is modeled by an assemblage of these finite elements connected to each other only at

their node points.

Each element faithfully retains the material properties of the structural continuum and the geometry is faithfully
preserved by the model within the limitations of the finite element method. The approximation in the theory lies
principally in the continuity conditions between elements and the displacements of the finite elements.

Using the Principle of Virtual Work together with D'Alembert's Principle, the dynamic equations of equilibrium are
obtained. In particular, the dynamic equations of equilibvrium which give rise to the transient response are‘the form:

[v] [a*}z [C] (Eqn. 2-97)

le) - {7} - {e)- () for)
F| consists of the external and body forces. {P] and {H] [q*] consist of the nodal forces resulting from the

internal stresses within the structure, q*] is the matrix of generalized displacements at the nodes. The lumped
mass approach is used in developing [M .

where:

The constitutive equations for the BR-1 code were developed for isotropic materials and incorporate the von Mises
yield condition, the Prandtl-Reuss normal flow rule, and isotropic work hardening. Furthermore, the constitutive
equations are developed for finite strains and are based on the approximation that the terms of the order of the stri‘n
squared are of infinitesimal (negligible) magnitude relative to unity. Such an approximateion is deemed acceptable
when the strains are limited to less than ten percent.

The sirain-displacement equations that were used in the development of the BR-1 code were chosen to avoid the
limitation that deflections be small compared to the plate surface dimensions. The equations are deemed suitable for
strains up to approximately ten percent and rotations up to approximately twenty pertent.

The integration of equation (2-97) is carried out numerically in the BR-1 code with the use of the central-finite-
difference method to obtain displacement increments at the end of each time increment. From the incremental
displacements and the strain-displacement equations, incremental strains are computed. The incremental strains are
used in combination with the constitutive relations (and strain rate considerations, when appropriate) to determine
incremental stresses. The total displacements, strains, and stresses are then updated by the BR-1 code at the end uf
each time increment.

Finite strain is included in the BR-1 response theory. This means that strain is not assumed to be infinitesimal
relative to unity. However, the theory does assume that the product of strains is negligible compared to unity which
is deemed acceptable when strains are limited to the order of 10-percent. With finite strain the Kirchhoff stress
required in the strain energy term can be properly obtained. Furthermore, the von Mises yield criterion can be
written in the true invariant form with stress definition based on the deformed cross-sectional areas.

The same finite strain approach (without the BR -1 simplification that the finite strains be moderate, i.e., less than 10
percent) has been successfully backed up by experimental verification with straining into the failure region under the
condition of uniaxial tension, (Reference 2-39).

In developing the BR-1 code, considerable attention was directed to establishing a time increment that would result
in a numerically stable solution. Leech (Reference 2-98) has presented the criterion that would be applicable in
determining the maximum time increment for the time integration in the BR-1 code. An iteractive technique was
developed in the BR-1 code to automate the utilization of this criterion,

Blast Pressure Loading (Partially Extracted From Ref. 2-13). The BLAST code (Reference 2-32) was developed by the
Naval Ordnance Laboratory to describe the overpressures resulting from the detonation of an HE projectile internal
to an aircraft structure., The BLAST code is used as a subroutine in the BR-1 codes to determine the transient
pressure (or impulse) resulting from the internal detonations. The BLAST subroutine of the BR-1 code analytically
divides the internal explosion into two damaging mechanisms - the shock wave and the confined explosion gas
pressure. For the shock, the code generates the incident and normally reflected pressure-time history and impulse
for the positive phase duration at specified distances. State-of-the-art explosion theory and experimental data were
used to develop the shock calculation model.

The code reduces the shock calculation for all cases to the reference data from a free field, bare spherical 1-1b TNT
explosion at sea level ambient conditions. The pressure-time history during the positive phase duration is given by
the empirical equation (Reference 2-32).

-t/t (228/R-0.95)
AP/AP; = (1-t/ty) e d[l + -ro—jL:m? ] (Eqn. 2-98)
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: ' where;
; AP - instantaneous incident overpressure;
i APi = peak incident shock overpressure;
1 t = time measured from shock arrival;
’ ty = positive phase duration;
} R = distance from explosion, cm (the minimum R for calculations is 65).
The code has provisions for converting the incident overpressure to normally reflected pressure which is applied to

! panel element surfaces.
The confined gas overpressure that is computed in the BLAST code accounts for the chemical reaction of the
explosive with the surrounding air until the final gas temperature is reached. The code 1ses the final temperature ;
and amount of gas in the structural volume to determine the final pressure. The BLAST code has the capability of b
calculating the variation of the overpressure with time for venting due to holes in the entry and exit walls, but this
feature of the BLAST code is not incorporated into the BR-1 code because venting effects are not important in the ]

transient response of the order of 1 millisecond which is characteristic of the problem that the BR-1 code is expected . 1

B R

to solve,
BR- 1FC Modification for Fiber Composites. The existing BR-1A code used isotropic, elastic-plastic plates providing
Blast response analysis of composites, however, requires the »
S R

Ty g

good characterization of most metal structure.
laminated orthotropic elastic-plastic capability provided by the BR~IFC modification, as indicated in Figure 2-113,
The BR-1FC (Fiber Composite), developed by Boeing (Ref. 2-15) replaces the isotropic elastic-plastic stress-strain

relations with nonlinear orthotropic laminated plate equations of the type developed by Sandhu in Reference 2-41. In
the Sandhu method, stresses and strains are computed in each layer of the laminate (Figure 2-114) at a given load . )

fevel and are used to determine the moduli in the layer coordinate system. These moduli are then used to calculate
the laminate stiffnesses for use in determining incremental stresses and strains due 1o the next load increment.

A spline fit method was used to interpolate between input points in the stress-strain curves to determine stresses and
moduli. A layer is defined as having failed in a given direction (fiber direction, transverse to fiber direction or shear)

!
I3
i

when the strain in that direction is greater than the maximum value input for its stress-strain curve. The BR-1FC
program requires inputting tension and compression stress-strain curves in the fiber direction and transverse to the
{iber direction, and a shear stress-strain curve to define the stress-strain behavior of a laminate.
Correlation of BR -IFC Predictions with Test Data. Panel deflections and failure observations from blast tests of
graphite/epoxy and aluminum panels were used to verify the predictions of the BR-~1 and BR-1FC codes. Figure )
2-115shows the BR-IFC finite element model of the graphite/epoxy test panels and the aluminum supporting beams.

The test setup for the bare charge tests consisted of a charge suspended in the center of a spherical blast chamber,
with the test panel positioned at the desired standoff distance and supported by an aluminum angle frame mounted on
support beams. C-4 explosive charges wete sized to provide approximatelv the explosive capability of a typical HEI

{3-incn by 13-inch test panels were bolted to the angle frame on one-inch centers. Pane!

projectile. The
displacement was measured by photographing the rear surface of the panel in silhouette with a high-rate framing

7 Rl e PR,

! ’ camera.
The test conditions and measured deflections are summarized in Table 2-23. Fhotographs of the damaged test panels

are shown in Figure 2-116, including aluminum panels tested for camparison. BR1-4 panels, which were 0.098-inch

0/90 T300/934, showed considerable delamination and cracking between fibers, although no fractured fibers were
seen. The BRI-7 and BR!-8 panels were thinner and of balanced tayup (0.062-inch 02/+45/90 T300/934 and 077 -inch ;

0/+4572/90 T300/934, respectively). These showed much more extensive damage, with massive regions of delamination

and many broken fibers. The BR1-7-3 panel was blown out of the test frame,

The aluminum panels (BR1-6 and BR1-9) showed iess damage than the graphite/epoxy panels, although they exhibited
The BR1-6 panels (0.063-inch 7075-Té) had

T i ——— e,
T

L 4
' permanent deformation which the composite panels did not.
approximately C.4-in of permanent set. Corresponding values for the BR1-9 panels (.040~inch 7075-T6) were: 9-1 = ~
0.85~in; 9-2 = 0.5-in; 9-3 = l.1-in. v
L
FIN(TE ELEMENT MODEL ) : ‘11
. OF STRUCTURE LAYER 4 LAYER 3 LAYER 2
LAYER 1
il 6
» 2
2 —— X i
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Y
. LAYER
Y BR1A — {sotropic siastic-plastic capability
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Figure 2-113. BR-1 Modification for Fiber Composite
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Figure 2 - 115. BR-1 Finite-Element Model of Blast Panel
Table 2223 Blast Test Results of Graphite - Epoxy and 7075-T6 Panels
Peak reflected Maxim
: Standotf overpressure (Ib/in?) d.f:”tm
: P Thickness distance
; anel Laminate (i) anc messured
n {in) Gage 1 |Goge2(3Bin|
i {center) | off center)
i ‘ 2R1-1-1 (£48) 0.143
: 2 (145) 0.143
-3 (146) 0.143
|
{ BR-1-2-1 (0/+45/90) 0.119
i 2 | (0/+45/90) 0.19 6 3.081 - 0.82A
-3 {0/+45/90) 0.119 (] 4216 1900 0.62
1 BR1-3-1 {0/+45/0/20) 0.148 8 2410 2,107 0.23
' -2 (0/+45/0/90) 0.145 6 - - 0.80A
: -3 (0/+45/0/90) 0.145
b - ‘ BR1-4-1 (0/90) 0.008 [ 1,900 3,010 1.20A
: : 2 | (om0) 0.098
-3 {0/90) 0.008 (] - 810 0.468
BR1-6-1 7076-T8 0.100
-2 7075-T6 0.100
-3 7078.T¢ 0.100 o 2964 - 0.2
BR1-6-1 7075-T6 0.063 () 2,722 1,904 0.68
-2 7075-T8 0.063 [] 3,458 1941 1.00A
-3 7075-T6 0.063
3
BR1-7-1 (0-/045/90) 0.082 [} - 1,398 0.688
. -2 (OQIMENO) 0.082 10 1,108 -
-3 (02IH6DO) 0.062 ) - 3,124 1978
BR1-8-1 (0/“52/”) 0.077 8 - 3,100 0918
-2 {0/+45,/90) 0.077 10 - 003
-3 (OIMSTM) 0.077 6 4,400 4,300 1.18A
. BR1-91 7075-T6 0.040 [.] - 1,582 1ABA
. -2 7076-76 0.040 10 m 623 0.88
' 3 | ro78-Te 0.040 10 - 1,710 1.30

A = passed peak deflection
B = panel fractured
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Figures 2-117 to 2-120 show measured and predicted panel deflections including failure points, and Table 2-24
summarizes failure results compared with BR-1FC predicted failures. Considering the variables involved in this type
of testing, BR-IFC predictions show good agreement with the test results.
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Table 2-24. Correlation of Blast Panel Failures with Predictions

‘ Panel Test resuit BR.IFC prediction
i BR1-2 No visible damage Small number of matrix failures prodicted
BR1-3 No visible damage No failures predicted
BR14-1,2 Cracks, some fibers broken Many matrix failures, small number of fiber tailure
, BR1-7-1,3 Blown out of frame Many station tailures, node failure
, BR1.£-1,3 Many fibers broken Many fiber failures, 2 station failures

Mat.ix failure =
Fiber failure =
Cralion failure =

Node failure =

Transverss or shear failure in a layer
Fiber fracturs in & layer

Inability of laminate to carry load at
one of the nine statiors in the plate

At least thres station failures in all elements
connecting to a node

: Application of BR-1FC to Full-Scale Structural Configuration. The BRI code family is ideally suited to assessing the
f damage and residual strength capability ot full-scale structure. The BR-IFC code was used in a further step in the
4\ verification of the codes. A section of the three-spar wing test box described in Ref. 2-12 was modeled using the
1 BR-IFC and BR-2 (fragment damage) codes. This graphite/epoxy box, shown in Figure 2-121, was tested by loading
!; to 40-percent limit bending load and shooting with a HEI projectile. The ultimate strength of the damaged box was

determined following the shot.

The section of the box modeled with BR-1FC is shown in Figure 2-122. The box design consists of +45 graphite fabric
skin with spar chords of 0-degree graphite tape encapsulated in +45 fabric. Glass fabric stiffeners are used between
spars to support the skin and feed the blast pressure loads into the ribs. The BR-1FC model of the box consists of 72
nodes, 60 plates and 36 beams. Only the exit skin was modeled, since the damage to the entrance skin is almost
entirely due to fragment effects. Figure 2-123 shows the predicted nodal deflections.

Figure 2-121. Full-Scale Graphite/Epoxy Wing-8Box Component Assembly
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2.2.2.2.3.2 Finite Difference Analysis

Typical of the finite-difference analysis methods for blast response are those developed

ped by MIT beginning in the ear|
1960.'5._ These programs and their derivatives (References 2-38, 2-52, 2-66, 2-56) have been mg:-d er)‘(stenslvely foz"
predicting the response of beams, rings, plates, and shells to blast, and there is considerable experimental

\l::rlficatlon. The technique is a straightforward application of finite-difference methods, and is available to all
ers.

These computer codes provide for material behavior through the specification of one of several "STRESS"
subroutines. The three subroutines most commonly used are:

1. The elastic, perfectly plastic model (EL-PP);
2. The elastic, strain-hardening model (EL-SH)
3. The elastic. sirain-hardening, strain-rate-dependent model (EL-SH-SR).

The (EL-SH-SR) material code uses a power law dependency of flow stress on strain rate. In all cases, provision for
unloading exists. For biaxial stress states, the von Mises yield criterion is used along with the associated flow rule
fo_r plane stress. In application, the panel to be analyzed is divided conceptually into a number of layers in the
thickness direction. This division into laycrs allows a stress gradient in the thickness direction. The stresses in each
layer are considered constant, and are obtained from the strains at mid-thickness. Internal forces are calculated by a
through- the-thickness summation rather than the usual integration.

Although the finite-difference programs provide a very useful tool for analyzing structural response to blast, they
have two limitations:

. Finite-difference techniques generally are unsuitable for analyzing complex, built-up structure such as
frequently found in aircraft application. Finite element analysis is more appropriate for this application.

2. Finite-difference techniques are inconvenient for parametric and configuration studies, in that considerable
labor is required to alter loadings, boundary conditions, and structure.

2.2.2.2.3.3 Dynamic Plate Analysis

Important contributions to the undeistanding of the response of structure to transient pressure loadings of large
amplitude have been made using dynamic plate models such as developed by Haskell, Massmann, Ankeney (Refs. 2-54,
2-70, apd 2-33) and others. These models address the dynamic response of a single structural element, namely a
_plate w1_th tractable boundary conditions such as simply supported or clamped edges. The advantage of this approach
is that it can provide good analytic simulation of certain struciural configurations, particularly skin panels, and this
can of ten be done in terms of explicit mathematical equations containing the significant design parameters. In other
words, many good results may be obtained rapidly and inexpensively.

Certain requirements must usually be met, however, in order to achieve useful analytical validity, including:

a. Bending and membrane response;

b. Preferabiy finite deflection capability;

c. Appropriate material response characterization extending into the plastic deformation regime (for metals).
Elastic-perfectly plastic or elastic-linear plastic response may be appropriate. In many materials .he elastic
deformation may be negligible and rigid-plastic response can be applied.

An approach which greatly enhances the credibility of dynamic plate analytical models is to correlate them with
more comprehensive analysis methods such as the finite element techniques {s5R-1, MARC, for example). Following
this correlation (even calibration), the simple model can be used to good advantage in lieu of the more expensive
approach, provided the simulation capability of the plate representation is not exceeded.

Massmann (Ref. 2-70) has shown good correlation between the predictions of a dynamic plate analysis and the MARC
finite elocment computer code. The plate analysis applies elastic-perfectly plastic material behavior, and the dynamic
response of the plate is represented by a one-dimensional spring-mass system incorporating two non-linear springs.
The stiffness of one of the springs simulates elastic-perfectly plastic plate bending, and the stiffness of the other
soring describes elastic-perfectly plastic membrane response of a thin plate uniergoing large deflections. For square
plates with clamped =dges, loaded by a transient pressure pulse applied uniformly to the surface of the plate,
predicted maximum deflections were within 10-percent of predictions obtained using MARC finite element analysis.

The dynamic plate model eveloped by Haskell is well-documented in Ref. 2-54, including verification of strain
predictions by testing instrumented panels, using explosive charges.

2.2.2.2.3.4 Equivalent Static Load Method of Analysis

The equivalent static load meihod consists of analytically converting the dynamic overpressure loading into a static
load that will cause the san-e deflection of the structural element. This conversion typically involves simulating the
dynamic response of ihe eleraent by a one-dimensional spring-mass system having the same natural frequency as the
element, as indicated previcusly in Section 2.2.2.2.2. Once determined, the equivalent static load is used to calculate
stresses using routine stress analysis methods. The equivalent static Joad method is widely used in dynamic structural
analysis because it provides a useful corrciation between static and dynamic capability.

For first-cut approximations, the two overpressure components of an internal detonation, shock and confined gas, can
be separately converted into equivalent static pressures, and their sum used as the total equivalent static pressure
acting on the structure. The equivalent load method can be summarized as follows:

a. Determine fundamental natural pericd of free vibration of the structural element being analyzed;

b. Determine equivalent triangular pressure pulse corresponding to reflected shock overpressure. The equivalent
triangular pressure pulse has the same impulse as the actual pressure pulse;

c. Determine equivalent static pressure loading for shock overpressure;
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d. Determ@ne equivalent triangular pressure pulse corresponding to confined gas pressure;
e. Determine equivalent static pressure loading for confined gas pressure;

1. Add the results of c)and e), forming the resultant equivalent static pre- we loading;
g. Calculate corresponding stresses.

Calculation Steps for Equivalent Load Method

1.

The first step in developing the equivalent loading is to determine the natural period, T, of the structwral
element. Many closed form analytic solutions for the natural modes of vibration of plates are available.

The expressions for natural period of vibration from Reference 2-42 have been evaluated for aluminum plates
and 0/+45/90 and +45 graphite/epoxy laminates. Results are given in Figures 2-124 through 2-135. The
corr.espondmg equations and terminology are shown in Figure 2-136, with elastic properties for some selected
laminates given in Table 2-25. Table 2-26 gives constants required for the natural period calculations.

The next step is to determine the pulse duration and the equivalent triangular pulse pressure corresponding to the
reflected shock overpressure. The pulse duration is a function of explosive type and quar: 'ty, and the distance
between the center of detonation and the structural element. The equivalent triangulas ressure, howeer, is
also a function of the angle of incidence of the shock front, 8, defined as the angle between a tangent to the
shock front and the structural plane.

Figures 2-98 through 2-112, shown previously, present curves for several threats and detonation altitudes giving
the pressure pulse time duration, td, the incident overpressure, Pj, and PA the peak pressure of the equivalent
triangular pulse for a normal shock impingement (B - 0), plotted as functions of distance from detonation. If
the shock angle of incidence B is zero, then Pp can be used directly. If @ is not equal to zero, PA must be
adjusted. This is done as follows:

a. Find PAand Pj on Figures 2-93 or 2-99.

b. Go to Figure 2-100 and find the reflection coefficient,N, correspunding to the angle of incidence, 8, and the
incident pressure, Pj.

c. The adjusted PAis given by:

28" a0
The adjusted shock overpressure can now be used with tq in Step 4.

The third step is to determine the equivalent triangular pulse for the confined gas pressure. The peak confined
gas pressure and the time duration of the pulse varies with explosive quantity, altitude, cell size, the amount of
venting area relative to the cell size. The venting area includes openings inherent in the structure plus any cell
wall area removed by projectile detonation and fragmentation.

The confined gas peak pressure, Pcg, for a totally confined explosion, can be read from the curves in Figure 2-
102. The pulse duration is found from Figure 2-103, by reading the time required for the pressure in the cell to
return to ambient. This pulse duration depends on the ratio of vent area o cell volume for the given cell size.

The last two steps resulted in values for the peak overpressure and time duration of the equivalent triangular
pulses for the shock overpressure and confined gas overpressure. Step one resulted in a value for the natural
period of vibration of the structural element. These values can now be used in Figure 2-137 to determine the
equivalent static pressure loading. The curve is used separately for shock and confined gas, then the equivalent
static loads are added to get the total equivalent static load acting on the structure.

For many cases of practical interest, the confined gas pressure is of long duration relative to the natural period
of the structure, The result is that the structure perceives the residual gases as a "step" pressure loading. The
ratio Pstatic/pA will be large (ie. greater than 1) for these long duration pulses.

When using Figure 2-137, it is useful to note that fiber composite laminates containing 0-degree fibers have
essentially elastic deformation to failure, so a ductility ratio of unity applies for these laminates.
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Figure 2-136. Natursl Period of Specially Orthotropic Rectangular Plates
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Table 2-25. Elastic Properties of Selected Graphite/Epoxy Laminates j
PERCENTAGE Ex Ey Gxy !
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. Tuple 226, Coefficients for Natural Period Equations (Ref. 2-42)
BOUNDARY : :
é CONDITIONS 4 K] % m n : :
; H 4730 1513 4.730 1 1 3
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i ¢ {m+.5}x (ayay (@ —2.)° {n+ .5y et i ! ;
x {ay -2)) i :
; y | ;
b : ..- 4730 12.30a,(0 1) {n+.265)n i 1,23 ! i
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3 [ [
s . (m+.B)x n? rzq, {ay ~2.) ne 2,34... 1,2,3..
v
(m+.26)x {ayoglay —~1.)° {n+.26)x 1,2,3... 1,23. q
s , :
lay~1.))
[ 8
L x
y ‘l
- (m+.26)x o, lay-1.) nx 1,2,3.- 1,23..
[ L]
3 x .
| i
T mr mén? x4 nx 1,2,3. 1,23 3
. '
s x : “
|
Ref: “Theory of Laminated Plates,” Progress in Material Sclence Series, Vol, I\_I, Technomic Publishing Co,, 197V ;

4 c — e e e L e ey .
L et > B e e St L SR
BRI, SRV T T ) [ i i et s




_...T—--»~ e e e e L —— —_ e e A T R

134 !
(Curve from Ref 2-34) :
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2.2.2.2.3.5 Critical Impulse Failure Criteria

An interesting dynamic failure criterion is presented in Reference 2-36 and further described in Reference 2-33. ;
This criterion essentialy states that structural failure under transient loadings can be correlated to a critical impulse
applied for a critical t me duration where the latter is assumed to be one-quarter of the natural period of free
vibration of the structure. The critical impulse can be expressed as:

14 A
lc=(p/E) toy (Eqn. 2-99)

where

: v E = elastic modulus; P
] ) p = mass density of the material;
¥ t = thickness;

cy = "dynamic" yield strength.

In applying this method to skin panels supported by transverse and longitudinal members, for example, one first
] calculates the critical impulse and natural period of the panel. Incident pressure pulses having a duration of one-
1 quarter of the natural period or more, having an impulse at least equal to ¢, Will cause rupture of the panel at the
attachments.

G

2.2.2.2.3.6 Empirical Failure Criteria for Components L

Failure criteria have been developed by detonating explosive charges within or near parked aircraft. The result of

this testing, much of which was conducted at the U.S. Army Ballistic Research Laboratory, is 1 visual assessment and

5 judgement of lethality. In other words, an engineering estimate is made of whether o n( t the resulting damage

{ would have killed a flying aircraft. An example of this type of criteria is shown in Figure 2-138. This figure, from

: Reference 2-7, shows estimated kill thresholds for typical wing and fuselage structure resulting from internal

detonations of bare charges of TNT. The correlating parameters depend primarily on skin gage and volume or cross-
section.
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2.2.3 Damage From Engine Debris Projectiles

Non-contained engine failures do not occur very often, the average rate in commercial service has been less than one
per million engine hours worldwide in recent years (Reference 2-43). Further, the probability of this once-per-
million-hour event causing an aircraft accident, defined as a penetration of fuselage or damage to wings or vital
components, has proved to be about one chance in 8.5. Figure 2-139 indicates the proportion of aircraft accident
sources between 1954 and 1974, indicating that 97.2% of all aircraft accidents have been the result of events other

than non-contained engine failures.

Nevertheless, these incidents do occur and must be addressed. The effects of uncontained projectile emanating from
an engine and subsequently striking an adjacent portion of the airframe, can be assessed in the same manner as for
nonexploding military projectiles. There is an important distinction, however, in that theiengine debris projectile is
typically an irregular fragment (as opposed to a bullet), behaving tnore like a warhead frugment or the fragments

generated from & high-explosive projectile.

2.2.3.1 Description of Engine Debris Projectiles (Extracted From Refs. 2-43 and 2-44)

Rolls-Royce (Reference 2-43) has made available the results of a study on non-containmeht incidents associated with
their commercial engines, in which they recorded the weights of fragments, the direction of release, energy and size,
wherever such informatiorn could be obtained. These results are summarized in the following paragraphs.

Weight of Fragment. Figure 2-140 shows the weight of the largest fragment released in each incident as a percentage
of the bladed disc weight. The fragments vary from part of a blade to a complete disc. The incidents categorized as
aircraft accidents are indicated, showing that complete discs are less likely to cause a problem than disc fragments,
but fragments of any size are capable of causing unacceptable damage if they hit certain paris of the aircraft.

Compressor and turbine non-containment are indicated on the plot and it shows that only turbine discs have been
released complete, probably because a turbine disc has easier access to freedom than a compressor disc.

Figure 2-141 gives the percentage of incidents in which the weight of the largest fragment released was a given
percentage of the bladed disc weight or less. It is a way of showing the reduction in the number of non-contained
failures that would be achieved by providing an ability to contain an increasing weight of fragment. For example, the
ability to contain a fragment weight 5% of the bladed disc weight would have prevented 56% of all non-containments.
If the former figure were 10% we would have prevented 72% of the no -containments. Thereafter the gains are less

spectacular.
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When a fragment strikes the inside of an engine casing and it is not contained, it is sorietimes deflected on its way
through the casing. Figure 2-142 jllustrates the effect of such deflection upon the subsequent path of a fragment.
Since the point of penetration of the casing is at a random circumferential position, the probability of an aircraft
item in line with a disc being struck by a fragment is unaffected by deflection of the fragment by the casing. But the
axial deflection of the fragment is important in that it affects the axial length of the possible impact area on the

aircraft.

A study of the axial deflection of debris in actual incidents produced the result shown in Figure 2-143 where axial
deflection is plrtted against weight of fragment. It shows that only the lighter fragments were appreciably
deflected, the maximum defiection being +33 degrees whereas the heavy fragments were not defiected more than +5

degrees.

Thus, the situation may be as shown on Figure 2-144 where a pack of discs creates overlapping fields of possible
debris distribution so that any protection or special measures taker, bv the aircraft designer will require sensibly
uniform application over a length slightly greater than the length of the rotor pack, tailing off to zero beyond each

end of the rotor as shown in the figwe.

Energy of Engine Debris Fragments A fragment has two kinds of energy when it leaves an engine, see Figure 2-145,
It has kinetic energy along its flight path which is tangential to the radiuws described by its center of gravity when it
was part of the disc. It also has rotational enargy about its own center of gravity. Experience shows that for
practicai purposes it is the former, i.e., its transtational energy, that causes the real damage on impact and this is
because the translational energy is in the direction of the impact and, for realistic fragments, it is invariably much

greater than the rotational energy.

Figure 2-145 also shows a plot of disc sector size against its translational energy. The fragment with maximum
translational energy is a disc segment subtending an angie of 133.6 degrees. An unbroken disc has no translational
energy unless it picks some up as a result of friction developed in rubbing against static parts which may throw it

sideways out of an engine with a relatively low velocity.

The energy with which a fragment [eaves an engine is less than its initial energy because it expends some energy in
penetrating the engine casing. In calculating the energy of an emerging fragment a proportion of the amount of
energy the engine casing is capable of containing should be subtracted from the initial energy of the fragment.
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To determine the blade containment ability of a casing, Rolls-Royce plotted blade energy agairst a function of blade
dimensions and casing properties for all known cases of blade release inciuding experimental tests and service
l . experience. The result is shown in Figure 2- 146 where contained and non-contained failures are identified.

¢

i
-
et e e Gl

_ Unfortunacely, the behavior of a casing is not quite as straightforward as to absorb an equal amount of energy

L regardless of the iritial energy of the fragment. In containment tests a fragment with an energy level just beyond 3
i the containment capabilities of a casing lost 90% of its energy in passing through the casing. But when a portion of a

! ' rotor, comprising four blades and a piece of disc, was released from a rotor rotating inside a casing designed to

L contain a single released blade, the fragment passed through the casing with a near-zero ioss of energy.

That some energy was lost was shown by damage and distortion to the casing and to the blades in the fragment but
the loss was too small to be measured in terms of fragment velocity before and after penetration. Evidently, the
casing did not develop its full containment potential when subjected to loadings far beyond its capabilities.

Further containment tests are in progress to build-up more data on this problem and to establish a formula for the
amount of energy destroyed in a range of fragments when they pass through a casing of known blade containment
ability. Meanwhile, until more data becomes available it seems reasonable to assui ‘e that the loss of energy varies
from 100% for a single blade, to zero for the 4-blade fragment tested, or any larger fragment. The 4-blade fragment
weighted 6.5% of the weight of the bladed disc.

R s ol A0 S s Aai il o Lt

: There is an additional loss of energy in fragments that are deflected on passing through the casing. The amount of
this loss depends upon the degree of deflection, and from theoretical considerations and practical observations the
relationship between deflection and residual energy is as shown in Figure 2-147. This relationship can be used on )

calculating the possible energy of deflected fragments in the forward and rearward fields covered by the possible
axial spread of debris.

Size of EgEne Delxis Fraéments The maximum dimensions of a fragment thrown by an engine is important in terms
of the probability of striking a given vulnerable item of the aircraft. Figure 2-148 shows that for a given aircraft
layout the larger the fragment the more likely it is to strike a given object. The chances of the small fragment

striking the object are 8, in 360 degrees, but for the large fragment they are 92 in 360 degrees and clearly the larger ‘
the fragment the greater the probability of a strike. ;
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Figure 2-149 shows actual non-contained failures in terms of the arc of disc released against percentage of incidents.
These results can be used for calculating the probability of impact of fragments of various sizes upon aircraft
vulnerable items of various aircraft/engine arrangements. The results for turbines and compressors are shown
separately to illustrate that compressors have tended to release larger arcs of disc rim than turbines. This 1s due to
factors such as disc proportions.
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2.2.3.2 Encounter Parameters

The important encounter parameters that must be defined for penetration and damage assessment are identical to
those needed for the military projectiles previously discussed: striking velocity, angle of obliquity and attitude.

Particular emphasis must be placed upon attitude, however, as this can be a significant factor in the damage
potential of fragments having a high ratio of length to diameter, i.e., long, flat fragments such as a portion of a
turbine blade. An additional consideration is the rotatio-al energy of the impacting fragment, as this can be a

significant factor in penetration and damage potential.

Encounter conditions for engine debris anaiysis can be predicted with greater certainty than for encounter with
military projectiles because of the fixed location and known operating characteristics of the engine.

2,2.3.3 Typical Terminal Effects

As with all fragment impacts, engine debris fragments can penetate the airframe causing damage to skin and
substructure, and may penetrate and degrade system components. The potential exists for ignition of fual or injury to
passengers or crew. !

Figure 2-150 from Reference 2-44, gives an indication of the penetrating capability of engine debris fragments, based
on calculations using the empirical formula shown on the figure. Fragment energy is plotted against the weight of
target material required to contain the fragment. .

To emphasize the damage potential of the fragments, typical weights of heavy wing and fuselage surfaces are
indicated on the diagram giving some idea of their respective energy absorbing capabilities. The resulting energies
are only approximate as both the curves anu test results are only concerned with flat plates. The stiffeners of
the wing and fuselage (included in the weight shown) may offer appreciably increased energy absorption due to their
depth.

However, this does not alter the general inference of Figure 2-150 which is that even two or three layers of such
structure is not capable of stopping the smallest of the three debris forms.
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2.2.4 Hydrodynamic Ram Damage

Hydrodynamic ram is a phenomenon that may cause extensive structural failure of aircraft fuel cells when they are
subjected to ballisic impact. During impact and penetration of the fuel cell, intense pressure waves are generated
within the liguid by the projectile. The response of the fuel cell to this pressure loading varies according to its
construction. For example, the walls of an integral fuel cell are formed by the aircraft skin, which is usually
constructed of high-strength, metal designed to withstand normal flight loads. This type of structure can fail
catastrophically in response to hydrodynamic ram pressure loading due to fracturing of the walls of the cell. Self-
sealing fuel cells can also be defeated due to hydrodynamic ram by gross tearing of the material or by misalignment
of the wound edges, thereby defeating the self-sealing process. Both of these effects become increasingly severe as
fuel cells become smaller, or projectile kinetic encrgies increase.

Fuel-cell failure can lead to numerous modes of aircraft kill. One particularly effective mode is fuel starvation from
the failure of a cell which contains a large proportion of the total fuel. Other possible kill modes are explosion and
fire, ignited by an incendiary projectile or by secondary ignition sources within the aircraft. In addition, the
hydrodynamic ram pressure pulse can directly damage critical components, such as pumps and valves within the cell,
or it can indirectly damage components that lie outside of and adjacent to the cell walls.

At present there are no analysis models that can predict the extent of hydrodynamic ram damage under general
conditions. Damage size cannot be predicted in the manner defined in the previous sections for air-backed panels.
However, development programs are underway to acquire this capability.

Lundstrom of NWC has developed an analysis method to predict hydrodynamic ram pressures generated by small arms
ammunition. Reference 2-45 describes the analysis, and a computer code is available. The analysis method is based
on the conversion of projectile kinetic energy to pressure field energy and includes the efiects of reflections from the
tank walls. In addition, pressure prediction analysis methods are reported in Reference 2-45. The remainder of this
scction discusses hydrodynamic ram from a qualitative standpoint, with a description of hydrodynamic ram
phenomenology, followed by a summary of available analyses.

2.2.4 \ Hydrodynamic Ram Loadings and Response

Figure 2-151 is a schematic representation of the events leading to hydrodynamic ram structural damage. Figure
2-152is a failure-mode diagram corresponding to these events. A detailed description of ram phenomenology is given

in Section 2.2.4.2.

Figure 2-152 shows typical pressure measurements at various distances downstream from the entry wall. The
projectile was a 3/8-inch steel sphere impacting at 4,800 feet per second. Figure 2-154 shows the variation of
damage size in the entry wall with projectile velocity. The entry wall was a monolithic nanel, and the projectile was
a 3/8-inch fragment simulator. The step-function response in damage size ‘s typical for entry walls. At low velocity,
the damage is a simple puncture with a diameter slightly greater than the projectile. Above a certain velocity this
minimal damage suddenly jumps to spectacula proportions. The response of the exit wall .to projectile velocity is
quite different. As shown in Figure 2-155, the demage increases linearly with incredsing velocity.

The effect of tank length is shown in Figure 2-156. An overkill condition occurred until the length of the tank was
greater than 12 inches. Beyond this length, the damage decreased in a fairly linear manner with increasing length.

ENTRY WALL PENETRATION TRAVERSE AND TUMBLE

29
FLUID SHOCK DRAG PRESSURE PULSE
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Figure 2151 Schematic of Typical Hydrodynamic Ram Events
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2.2.4.2 Hydrodynamic Ram Phenonenology

Since design models are not yet available for predicting hydrodynamic ram damage extent in structure, it is relevant
to describe in some detail what is known about the physics of hydrodynamic ram. Although this discussion does not
answer design questions, it should enable the designer and analyst alike to better understand the direction of
hydrodynamic ram research and analysis. N

2.2.4.2.1 Shock Waves

The sudden impact and penetration of the projectile generates a shock front in the fiuid about the impact point. The
shock front propagates away from the impact point in a somewhat hemispherical shape and its strength diminishes
rapidly as it travels lobservations indicate that the peak pressure at the front decays more rapidly transversely, i.e.,
along the wall, than in the fluid). This event is termed the "shock phase", It is a short-duration effect resulting in
the apolication of an impulsive pressure load to the penetrator-damaged entry wall. This impuisive load can cause
extensive entry wall damage.

2.2.4.2.2 Drag Pressure

As the penetrator travels in the fluid, its velocity is reduced by fluid drag pressures, of ten augmented by the tumbling
of the projectile. The fluid acquires a radial velocity at the projectile/fluid interface, typically forming a “cavity" as
shown in Figure 2-157. The dissipating kinetic energy of the projectile appears as a transient pressure pulse in the
{luid, as indicated in Figure 2-158. This "fluid drag" phase is of longer duration than the shock phase, and less
localized, creating a complex pressure field within the fluid, including reflections from the tank walls. Extensive
structural damage can be done by the drag-induced pressures, particularly at exit walls which may become
prestressed by the fluid pressire prior to the arrival of the projeciile. Figure 2-159 shows typical drag-phase
hydrodynamic ram damage in thin gage aluminum web structure, and Figure 2-1€0 shows hydrodynamic ram damage
in graphite/epoxy wing structure induced by an HEI superquick projectile.
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Figure 2-157. Photograph of Cavity Formation Behind Tumbling
14.5-mm AP! in Water-Filled Tank
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f 2.2.4.2.3 Fluid/Structure Interaction :
L Cd
i The pressure waves described above travel through the fluid and ultimately impinges on fluid/structural interfaces, !
i namely the tank walls. This situation is shown schematically in Figure 2-161, showing an oblique planar wave for ease L
t of graphical presentation. The incident wave generated by a source within the fluid has travelled through Regionl, Lo
. and the fluid in Region | has acquired corresponding pressure increases and particle velocity. The fluid in Region 1l,
‘ ahead of the incident wave front is undisturbed. '
*
f Region Il demonstrates the area of fluid/structure interaction. The incident wave has impinged on the wall, and a !
! reflected wave has been generated at the wall surface and is travelling back through the fluid initially set in motion ;
i by the incident wave. Thus, the pressure at the wall results from the effects of superimposing an incident and )
reflected pressure wave. Neglecting cavitation effects, the component of the fluid velocity normal to the wall :
! surface must equal the normal component of the wall velocity. Thus, the motion of the fluid and the wall are
! "coupled,” so that the pressure "felt" by the wall depends on wall motion as well as incident conditions,
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2.2.3.2.4 Structural Response and Failure

, From the structural standpoint, hydrodynamic ram generates high-intensity, transient internal pressure loads on the
i fuel tank walls, which are typically skin panels, spar webs, and rib webs for integral tanks. Figure 2-162 shows a

. typical projectile impact into a wing cell containing fue!, using a multi-rib wing-box configuration as an example. It is
assumed that the tank is completely full. The projectile has entered from above, penetrating the upper surface,
. traversing the liquid fuel and emerging from the lower wing cover.

The entire cell will experience ram generated incident pressures, and these will be most intense near the trajectory
of the projectile. The effective pressure loads depend on the time-duration of the pressure application reiative to the
natural period of the structural deformation modes, and the ratio of elastic-to-plastic response. As mentioned )
previously, the effective pressure loadings from typical threat encounters are sufficient to cause massive structural 1

failure by deformation and rupture in certain configurations, :

It is convenient to address the structural response of the entry wall, the exit wall, and the side walls:

A r— e e

1. Entry wall (the upper wing skin in the example in Figure 2-162)

! Prior to impact, the entry wall is stressed by operational loading conditions, which may include internal pressure.
The projectile penetrates the wall, imposing a ballistic damage. The shock pressure generated in the fluid Joads

the damaged wall immediately, supplemented by drag-phase pressure loadings as the projectile ioses kinetic

energy in the fluid. The combined effects of the ram pressures, the operational loads, and the damage can

induce failure by several potential mechanisms:

o

: a. Compression (instability) failure can occur due to a combination of compression end-loads (flight ioadings)
and the transverse loadings induced by ram.
3

! b. Tension failure can occur in response to ram-induced membrane and bending stresses combined with flight- i
induced stresses, leading to rupture. In particular, membrane stresses combined with transverse pressure ;
represent a severe loading condition for fracture failure initiating from the ballistic damage, because the
transverse pressure increases the stress-intensity at the damage. The severity of this effect increases as

the curvature of the wall increases during deformation. !
i

2. Exit Wall (the lower wing skin in the example in Figure 2-162)
The exit wall is also stressed by operational loads prior to impact, but it is additionally stressed by ram pressures
before penetration. Analysis has indicated (Ref. 2-53) that these ram-induced pre-penetration stresses can be
large, and the effects of pre-load at impact are certainly of significance. The exit wall must be regarded as a
pre-stressed, pre-deformed surface at the time of projectile impact. Of course, it is possible that the exit wall is
never penetrated, because of trajectory alteration within the fluid.

B e

With the added emphasis on pre-impact stress/deformation, exit wall failure modes are qualitatively similar to
those of the entry wall. Quantitatively, however, the exit wall is less influenced by the shock phase ram-
pressures and more influenced by the drag-phase pressures, particularly with tumbling projectiles.

T

' 3. Side Walls (the rib and spar webs in the example in Figure 2-162)
Side walls are primarily exposed to the drag-phase pressures, which can be very intense for walls near the
trajectory. Side walls are not penetrated, so they do not contain ballistic damage. Primary failure mechanisms

are excessive deformation and rupture.

i
!
!
{
i
]
i
i

ENTRY WALL EXITWALL SIDE WALLS :
® Ballistic damage @ Ram pressure loading @ Ram pressure loading
® Shack and drag © Ballistic damage 3

pressure loading ® Continued ram loading K

Figure 2-162. Hydrodynamic Ram Damage Mechanisms for Typical Integral Tank
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2.2.4.3 Status of Hydrodynamic Ram Analysis

This section describes the analysis mettodologies required to predict damage from hydrodynamic ram. The elements
of the required analysis are shown in Figure 2-163, borrowed from Reference 2-45. consisting of:

prom

Trajectory analysis,

Fluid (source) pressure analysis,
Fluid/structure interaction,
Structural response and failure.

W —

The trajectory analysis tracks the location and dynamics of the projectile traveling in the fluid. The fluid pressure
p analysis defines the pressure-time history at selected points within the fluid. The fluid/structure interaction relates
the pressure acting on the structure to the incident source pressure and the motion of the structure, and defines the
resulting deflection, and stress/strain history of the wall. Structural response and failure criteria predict wall failure
in terms of the deflections, stresses, and imposeda ballistic damage. The following paragraphs summarize certain key
developments pertaining to the overall analysis of hydrodynamic ram structuwal damage and some of these are
E detailed in the following subsections. The Naval Weapons Center (NWC) developed the basic trajectory analysis and

: drag-phase source pressure prediction theory (Ref. 2-45), which was publisted in 1971. This was followed by their
: release of tha NWC Hydraulic Ram Program Version One (HRP-V1), a computer code which uses the developed theory
. to predict drag-phase pressures generated by a penetrator, and accounts for the influence of projectile tumbling. The
) ' NWC Hydraulic Ram Program (Version One) does not predict pressures acting on the fluid/structure interfaces. The
S method of images used to establish reflected pressure pulses provides good prediction of reflection effects at points
‘ . within the fluid away from the wall, but the wall itself can only be rigid, transmissive, or a free-surface.

f Dr. Ball of the Naval Post-Graduate School applied BR-1 (Ref. 2-13) to predict structural response to hydrodynamic )
d ram pressures, by modifying the code to accommodate the "piston theory" approach for fluid/structure coupling. The
modified code, designated BR-1HR, accepts source’ pressure-time histories from the NWC HRP-VIl. The HRP-V!

; code is run first to develop the incident pressures at the wall, which are then manually input to BR-1HR, which

develops wall pressures at the nodes of the finite element model. Wall deflections predicted by BR-1HR have been

much less than observed experimentally, and it is generally agreed that piston theory is an inadequate representation

of fluid/structure coupling.

| e et b

NWC returned to the problem of fluid/structure coupling and developed the variable image methodology (Ref. 2-46). :
This method alleviates some of the planar assumptions associated with piston theory, and provides a more accurate 1
and versatile fluid/structure coupling model. Variable image coupling was combined with a small deflection, linear :
elastic, dynamic plate structural model, to formulate the UHRSR computer code {Ref. 2-47).
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Figure 2-163, Methodology for Hydrodynamic Ram Analysis (Ref. 2-45)
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2.2.4.3.1 Trajectory and Fluid Pressure Analysis

e —

Drag phase pressures are caused by deceleration of the projectile as it traverses the fluid. E. A. Lundstrom
(Ref. 2-45) applied the classical hydrodynamic theory of a travelling object in a perfect fluid to predict drag-phase
pressures. Hydrodynamic ram pressures are calculated from Bernoulli's equation, using the potential function for a
line of pressure sources along the trajectory of the projectile. The strength of the sources is calculated from the
kinetic energy loss of the projectile in travelling incremental distances along the trajectory.

‘ Certain aspects of the problem, such as proiectile tumbling, jacket-~stripping, and cavity dynamics, required empirical
definition. Extensive testing was done at the Naval Weapons Center (NWC) to quantify these effects and incorporate
the results into the fluid pressure prediction analysis. The final methodology was developed into a computer code for
rectangular fluid-filled tanks impacted by singie penetrators. Figure 2-164 shows the prirnary elements of the code,
hereafter referred to as the NWC hydrodynamic ram program or the HRP-V1 code. The code includes both trajectory
analysis to determine the strength of the moving sources, and the solution of the Bernoullis equation to obtain fluid
pressures and velocities throughout the tank. A mirror image of the line of sources is used. A brief summary of the
NWC hydrodynamic ram program is given below, and a complete development is available in Reference 2-48.

e e

HRP-V1 (MAIN)

.

oy

IMAGE

et

,_.v..
——

TRAJ 1 !
| v
; ]
; ]
¥ MIRROR T | i

f{ ’ INTERP IPLOT

Figure 2-164. NWC Hydraulic Ram Program Version One (HRP-V1)

Three primary parameters which must be determined in order to calculate fluid pressure caused by a projectile

A MR it b Etie e .

E . traveling a tank of fluid are velocity, rate of kinetic energy loss, and time of arrival of the projectile as a function of
i : distance along the trajectory. The projectile velocity is determined by Newton's second law:
m z_:’: D (Eqn. 2-100) 1
where .

m = projectile mass,
V = projectile velocity,

D = drag, :
t = time. i
- _ Qrag is a f‘mction of_the projectile velocity, the fluid density, and the size and orientation of the projectile. The “
time at which the projectile starts to tumble and at which it becomes fully tumbled must be known. Substituting a
function for drag into Equation 2-100 gives:
av v (Eqn. 2-101)
dx, =" BVy

where B is called the velucity decay coefficient. Because of the tumbling action of the projectile an empirical
function was developed forB . Then, Equation 2-101 was integrated to give:
- BI xb
V=V e (Eqn. 2-102)
where
Vb = velocity at X

V0 = initial velocity,

X, = position of the projectile along the trajectory.

The rate of kinetic energy loss due to the velocity decay is:

dE
dxb

(Eqn. 2-103)
=m 81 Vg, B

where
E = kinetic energy,
m = mass of the projectile.

The stripping of the projectile jacket causes a change in kinetic energy. An approximation fcr the energy deposition
due to stripping is used. The total energy deposition is:
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E. -gixp-x.)
dE 2 s Bj\*p%s -
dx, = ™ Be Vg +a Y e (Eqn. 2-104)
)
where
m. = mass ot the core,
E.. = . m V2
is ZMYs
VS = velocity of the projectile at the stripping location,
mg =  mass of the jacket,
@ = obtained empirically to be 1/3

The flow field is described by a potential function which satisfies the wave equation:

2

2, 13°¢
V0=

c2a+t?

where @ is the potential function and ¢ is the speed of sound in the fluid. The effect of the projectile and cavity on
the fiuid is approximated by a line of sources along the projeciile path. This source is a function of the distance
along the trajectory and the retarded time, T = t - r/c where r is the distance between, the source point and the
present position of the projectile. The strength of the source is developed by a conservation of energy equation.
Although the effect of the cavity is contained in these calculations, the absence of fluid in the cavity is not
accounted for, which results in the theory being invalid during cavity collapse. Therefore, all negative pressures
resulting from the theory should be set to zero. Because the effect of the walls was not included on the cavity size
calculations, as the cavity approaches maximum size the source strength becomes increasingly erratic. Using the
conservation of energy method by combining the work done by difference between ambient pressure and cavity
pressure and the energy deposited in the fluid by the projectile, the total differential energy is calculated. Due to
the mathematical difficulty of the boundary counditions of the walls, they are approximated by mirror images of the
line sources (Rcf. 2-438).

(Eqn. 2-105)

At this point, with some mathematical exercises, all the terms of Bernoulli's equation are known, so that pressure can
be calculated from:

p-py=E %g- 7602 (Eqn. 2-106)
where:
£ = source strength,
f = potential function,
pp = am bient pressure,
u = fluid velocity.

The fluid pressures generated by the prejectile are governed by Bernoulli's equation, but the limitations of the theory
should be remembered. Since the effects of the projectile are modeled by a line of sources, the pressure will
approach infinity at the projectile. Because of the absence of fluid in the cavity, the negative pressures generated by
the theory should be set to zero. This gives the assumption of bulk cavitation in the cavity,

The subroutines used by the HRP-V1 code, diagrammed in Figure 2-164, are described in Figure 2-165. NWC, NPG§,
UDRI and Boeing have all made comparisons of HRP-V1 pressure predictions with test data.\. All are gene::ally in
agreement that the results correlate well. The following are results from a Boeing comparison study done in 1977

(Ref. 2-49).

Test data on hydrodynamic ram pressures generated by small arms projectiles was available from previ'om Boeing test
programs (Ref. 2-50). Figure 2-166 shows the hydrodynamic ram test tank in the lmpac.t Mgchamcs_Laboratgry.
High-speed motion pictures were made with two 10,000 frames/second Hycam cameras with tlme-callpr_ated nl.m.
Pressures were measured with acceleration-compensated quartz transducers. Pressure signals were conditioned with
charge amplifiers and displayed on oscilloscopes wsing a fast-rise preamplifier. Velocities were computed by elapsed
time through a two foot segment measured from the entry diaphragm.

Figure 2-167 shows the correlation of the predicted peak pressu-cs with the experimental results. The errors were
evaluated and the root mean square (rms) found, and this evaluation demonstrated good correlation. Maval Weapons
Center did a rms analysis of peak pressures and impulse, showing a similar correlation (Ref.. 2-51): Figure 2-168
shows comparison plots of pressure vs. time curves for several tests. Insome of the figures a time shift can be seen.
This is probably due to uncertainties in predicting tumbling behavior. From this evaluation, it appeared that the
program can predict pressures which correlate well with experimental data.
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ROUTINE

HRP-V1

IMAGE

TRAJ

DESCRIPTION

MAIN Calls the subroutines necessary to gensrate hydraulic rem induced
pressure-time curves at user soecified points within 8 bodv of fluid.

o lawit

SUBROUTINE Computes the coordi of the proj it
points in the three-dimensions! image volumes with respect to the actual
volume whuere lower front corner is 8t 0,0,0.

SUBROUTINE Computes ths {cliowing quantities as a function of hullet
distances along trajectory; time ot oullat arrival; bullat velocity; maximum
cavity radius; time of cavity collapse; drag psrameter ss & function of time

SUBROUTINE (Calted by TRAJ)
Computes the value of the velocity decay parameters, then integrates the
tions of motion to obtain bullet velocity a3 a funct’on of time.

B

MIRROR

q

SUBROUTINE Computes: Total pressure at a user-specified point us @
function of time; pressure dus to the time derivative of the velocity poten-
tial; total fluid velocity as a function of time; and x, y and z components
ot fluid velocity.

SUBROUTINE {Called by MIRROR) Interpolates the following quantities

INTERP

IPLOT

between discrete points alony the bullet trajectory: distance and valocity
of bullet as a function of retarded time; radius of attached cavity a5 2

function of retarded time.

SUBROUTINE (Called by MIRROR} Generates graphic presentation
of the iotal pressure versus time at each point in the fluid body specified
by the user.

Figure 2-165. Description of Routines in NWC Hydraulic Ram Program Version One {HRA-V1)
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2.2.4.3.2 Fluid/Structure Coupling

The fluid pressures and velocities obtained from solutions of the wave equation and Bernoullis' equation as described
above satisfy boundary conditions at the projectile and cavity sur{aces only, and not at the tank walls. The two
boundary conditions at a wall/fluid intertace are (ignoring cavitationk

1. The fluid pressure equals the pressure acting on the wall,
2.  The component of fluid velocity normal to the wall surface equals the normal component of the wall velocity.

In order to predict wall loading due to hydrodynamic ram, solutions to the wave equation satisfying these conditions
are needed, and it is clear from the nature of the boundary conditions that the fluid and wall motions are coupled.
Lundstrom, in Reference 2-45, applied Kirchoff's general solution of the wave equation to outline an approach for
obtaining wall pressures. However, because of anticipated computational labor, attention has been directed toward
less complex coupling models, notably piston theory. Piston theory assumes that the reflected wave is a plane wave
propagating parallel to the wall normal. For such a wave, the relationship between the fluid pressure and velocity
behind the wave is:

P = -PCUuyy (Eqn. 2-107)
where P is the fluid mass density and ¢ is the sonic velocity. At the wall, the pressure is the sum of the incident
pressure (pi), and the reflected pressure:

(Eqn. 2-108
P = P, +P Eq )
= Pp - Py
If the second boundary condition above is written as:
, (Egn. 2-109) E
Un = Uin + Urn = Wn,
so that: 3
Un = ¥y o Ui (Eqn. 2-110)
then:
P = Py Py -W) (Eqn. 2-111)

The incident fluid pressure and normal velocity (ujp) are considered to be known from the solution for sources within
the fluid volume. A structural response model is now required to complete the solution, by providing the link between
applied pressure and wall velocity.

If the incident wave is also planar and traveling parallel to the wall surface normal, Equation 2-111 becomes:

P = 2, - po¥, . (Eqn. 2-112)

2.2.4.3.3 Structural Response Analysis

The next step in the analytical development is to introduce a structural model to predict wall motion, stresses, and
failure resulting from the transient hydrodynamic ram pressures. The structural model must satisfy a dynamic
equation of equilibrium which includes the fluid/structure coupling terms as a minimum requirement, In addition, in
order to adequately treat the problem, the structural model needs large deflection, elastic/plastic capability, and i
analytical sophistication to represent the boundary conditions of multi-element aircraft structure. In the course of '
hydrodynamic ram analytical development, a number of structural models have been ised, ranging from one-
dimensional harmonic oscillators to the BR-1 series of finite-element computer codes. Experience with these models
has resulted in increased knowledge and further definition of development requirements and goals.

The general nature of hydrodynamic ram structural response can be illustrated most conveniently from a simple
harmonic oscillator structural model. The one-dimensional equation of dynamic equilibrium is:

MY + Kw = F(t) (Eqn. 2-113)

AR an s e i sty ks e et am e

where M is the mass, K is the stiffness, F(t) is the externally applied force resulting from the ram pressure at the
wall, and w is the deflection. Analytical expressions for the wall pressure loading come from consideration of
fluid/structural coupling as described in the previous section. The piston theory coupling can be written as:

pt) =p; + pcu; - pew (Eqn. 2-114)
Substituting into (2-113) and placing all of tne wall-motion dependent functions on the left side of the equation gives
the following form of the dynamic equation of equilibrium for the oscillator:

s st kit Rt ' e

M® + pcAW + KW = p.A 4 pcAy; (Eqn, 2-115)

where A is the appropriate surface area.

The dynamic equation of equilibrium defines the forces acting on the oscillator. These include an inertial force
involving structural mass and acceleration, a stiffness term expressing the capability of the structure to resist
external forces by developing internal loads during deflection, and the fcrces associated with the fluid/structure
interaction, which depend on the incident pressure and the velocity of the structure,
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In principal, this incorporation of the fluid/structure coupling relations into the dynamic equation(s) of equilibrium is
applicable to any structural response formulation.  Appropriate dynamic structural response models can be found in
References 2-47, 2-52, and 2-15. The latter is the BR-IFC blast response computer code described previously in
Section 2.2.2.2.3.1. This code has the requisite orthotropic as well as isotropic large defiection, elastic-plastic
capabitity for measuring the response of structures to transient pressure loadings. To date this code has not been
used with hydrodynamic ram pressure prediction codes, but is the best structural response model available for this

purpose,

Section 2.2.2.2.3 of this Manual also describes several additional methods for assessing the response of structure to
transient pressure loadings. These methods are presented in the context of application to transient pressures induced
by explosive detonation, but they are also applicable for the case of hydrodynamic ram, provided the proper i
fluid/structure algorithms are incorporated. 3
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It has been demonstrated that when ballistic-damaged metal panels are cyclic loaded, fatigue cracks can initiate at
the edge ot the damage. Forman (Reference 2-55) showed through test and analysis that there may be a minimum
number of cycles required to initiate these cracks. However, there is no analytical technique available to predict the

153
¥ 2.3 EFFECTS OF CYCLIC LOADING ON PROJECTILE IMPACT DAMAGE
!
: The cyclic loading induced during tlight can influence the severity of existing impact damage by initiating fatigue-
£ cracks at the damage site, subsequent crack sharpening or blunting, and crack growth. There can be significant time-
' dependent changes in the residual strength of the structure due to thes - alterations in the size and character of the
: impact damage.
;‘ ' Projectiles produce a wide variety of damage types, including cracks, holes, tears, large deformations, r ven totally 4
: severed structural elements. The response of the damaged structure when exposed to cyclic loads reflects this wide
variety of structural damage. For example, the cyclic loading can result in immediate growth when the projectile
damage is a crack. There may bz, however, a time (number of cycles) devoted to crack nucleation,
; The following subsections describe several important aspects of the fatigue response of impact damaged structure in
i ! terms of crack initiation and extension, and suggest an approach which basically consists of assuming immediate
f fatigue crack initiation at the damage site, and then applying conventional crack growth analysis.
; 2.3.1 Fatigue Crack Initiation
P A certain amount of flight time (humber of cycles) may be required before fatigue cracks initiate in the vicinity of
: projectile damage. This interval is defined as the initiation phase. Two types of fatigue crack initiation may occur in
f ‘ impact damaged structure:
r a. Fatigue crack initiation at some point on the periphery of the damage;
, b. Fatigue crack initiation in undamaged structure adjacent to damage structure. ;
f !
; 2.3.1.1 Crack Initiation From Ballistic Damage ) !
i
]
H

cycles required.

Therefore, it s recommended that immediate crack initiation be assumed for establishing subsequent damage growth.
This means assuming zero initiation time, and represents an upper bound for ballistic-damage severity from a fatigue-

crack initiation standpoint.

2 s -

2.3.1.2 Cr.ick Initiation in Aojacent Undamaged Structure

Projectile penetration of Inultiple-element structure creates a configuration consisting of severed, damaged, and ) :
undamaged elements. Because of the load redistribution throughout the structure, the remaining unfailed elements !
may experience significant increases in loading. Fatigue damage (crack initiation, element failures) in these
remaining structural elements can seriously degrade their performance, significantly reducing the residual strength
capability, Analysis of these elements rcquires determination of the load redistribution and the fatigue performance :

of the elements when subjected to these new loadings.

1 by g o e e - -

2.3.2 Futigue Crack Growth

Fatigue crack growth is the progressive extension of the crack due to cyclic loadings. The term "fatigue crack" will
) be wsed with the understanding that it is not strictly correct for laminated fiber composite materials such as
I graphite/epoxy. The direction of growth is generally normal to the maximum principal stress direction in metaj :
structure. With composite materials, however, fiber orientation influences the growth direction. !

T L e e

1 - Fatigue crack growth data are presented as the change of crack length with applied load cycles. This parameter is
3 , called the crack growth rate (inches/cycle). Integration of the estimated growth rate from an initial to a terminal
! crack size will define the required number of cycles (time) for the crack to exiend to the terminal size. The terminal
4 size used in the analysis could correspond to the critical crack length, as defined by fracture mechanics. The analysis

of fatigue crack growth in metals has been developed in sorne det.i! " similar techniques are under development

for fiber composites.

Al e b e

Fatigue crack growth is influenced by a number of variables. These inciude:

a. Load ¢. Environment

Temperature Maximum
Minimum stress Temperature
Direction Atmospheric
Spectrum Pressure
Frequency L
b. Geometry d. Material Properties
Material type - metal, composite

Crack size
Alloy and chemistry i

Crack configuration
Structural size and configuration Heat treat and processing
Microstructure and grain direction

The analysis methods for predicting fatigue crack growth must consider ail these variables. Load and geometry are
basic factors that must be defined for the specific structure analyzed. Ei vironmental and metallurgical factors are

included in the crack-growth data used for the analysis.
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2.3.2.1 Crack Growth Analysis for Metallic Structure

1f zero crack initiation time is assumed for projectile damage, as recommended in 2.3.1.1, the prediction of damage
‘ extension rates under cyclic loading can be done using the same analysis methods appropriate for conventional crack
{ growth. Many methods have been proposed in recent years for correlating fatigue-crack growth-rate datain terms of
! . the loading and geometric variables, and definitive description of any method is beyond the scope of this Manual. The
stress intensity factor (ie., the {racture mechanics approach) is summarized below. This method has gained the
widest acceptance and is adaptable to a wide variety of structural configurations. The approach assumes that the
fatigue-crack growth rate is governed by the crack-tip stress field as given by linear-elastic fracture mechanics
theory. In this analysis the crack-tip stress field is directly related to the stress intensity factor, K, and this factor is
related to growth rate by:
an | g, (Egn. 2-116)

AN

where; an | fatigue-crack growth rate (inches/cycle)
AN

F(K) = a functional relationship determined by test.

e e e e v

The stress intensity factor is a function of the panel geometry, crack length, and applied stresses, Solutions for the
stress intensity factor for various geometries and loadings are presented in Section 2.4. Additional information may

be found in References 2-56 and 2-57, among many.
) 1

g e

The influence of material properties and environment is included in the functional relationship. Test data must be
used to define this information for each condition. Fatigue crack growth-rate curves defining this relationship for a
number of cases are presented in Figures 2-1€9 theough 2-171, for several structural materials. The growthrate is a
function of maximum stress intensity factor; that is, the stress intensity factor corresponding to the maximum value
of appiied stress in the load cycle, In cases where sufficient data was available an estimated upper bound on fatigue-

crack growth rate was included.
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The crack growth in a particular structural element is estimated by integrating the appropriate crack growth-rate

data for the specira of loadings and environments imposed on the structure. This is done using an iterative technique.
Satisfactory estimations can be made quickly by hand for many cases. However, computerized analysis methods, such
as described in Reference 2-58, provide the capability for evaluating a more complex loading environment. The
computer techniques also permit efficient investigation of several vaiiations of the problem. In many cases, only
limited or perhaps no applicable fatigue crack growth data are available. In these cases, estimates must be made.
The effects of some variables that influence growth are discussed in the follawing paragraphs to help in making these

et .

estimates,
The crack-growth-rate versus stress-intensity-factor curves are based on the maximum stress intemsity factor in the :

load cycle (corresponding to the maximum stress). Each curve is defined for a stressratio R = 0, where
(Eqn. 2-117) o

Omin/ O max
Km’m/Kmax

The majority of the available test data in the literature are for this condition. When data for the required values of
R are not available, Figure 2-172 can be used to estimate the crack growth behavior. In the case of reversed loading
{Omin < 0 and R negative), using the solutions for R ~ 0 will give good resuits. This is equivalent to neglecting the

R

0o

ners e

ﬁ negative stress part of the cycle.

Physical environment has a significant influence on fatigue crack growth rate. Generally, the influence of moisture
or high humidity is the most important. Experience from the behavior of commercial aircraft has shown that in-
service crack growth is often representative of the high~-humidity or *wet" condition. Crack growth rates for the wet
conditions can be several times that experienced in the laboratory air environment. Data from Reference 2-59
showing the influence of moisture on fatigue crack growth in two aluminum alloys are presented in Figure 2-173. As
seen in the figure, the growth rate is accelerated in the 7075-T6 matenial by the environment. A similar result is

shown in Figure 2-174 for titanium alloy 6A1-4V,
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Cyclic frequency generally is not considered to be a major variable in fatigue crack growth analysis. Test data
supporting this conclusion are shown in Figure 2-175 for 7075-T6 aluminum alloy (Reference 2-60). Exceptions are
encountered in the case of long cycle times within a reactive environment. For most crack-growth estimates !

conducted in support of impact damage analyses, cyclic loading frequency need not be considered.

L J
The influence of temperature on fatigue crack growth is generally small. Aluminum alloys, however, do show an
increase in growth rate with. increasing temoerature. Other materials, such as titanium alloys and steels, have
E_ variable performance with temperature. The temperature influence on cyclic load damage extension for these
materials, however, can generally be neglected for the normal range of operating temperatures on aircraft.

TWALT e e o

T T

The data presented in this section were generated with constant amplitude loading; that is, the load applied to the
test speciinen was repetitive in size and shape. In aircraft structure, however, the loading has randomly sequenced
variable amplitudes with a changing mean stress. Estimating fatigue cack growth under these loading conditions
requires an estimate of the cycle loading spectrum, and method of estimating the growth with variable load cycles.

The loading spectrum should be developed tn reflect the usage and configuration applicable to the aircraft evaluated.
These requirements may come from procurement specifications or from an evaluation of the aircraft and mission. A

discussion of these loading variables is presented in Section III.
!

It has been shown (Reference 2-61) that fatigue crack growth can be correlated on a cycle-by-cycle basis

corresponding to the individual load increases (that is, the portion oi the cycle with a positive slope) see Figure . !
2-176. 1t is suggested that the spectrum loading be analyzed using the individual load increases rather than the . i
complete cycle in the developed spectrum. The crack growth is then estimated progressively in sequence with the

{oad spectrum.

Load-cycle sequence has been shown (Reference 2-62) to influence fatigue-crack growth behavior. This is in part due
to the fatigue-crack growth for a given cycle being a function of previous loading history. It is suggested that the
interaction effects be neglected and the constant amplitude data be used directly for projectile damage tolerance

analysis.
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2.3.2.2 Damage Extension Analysis for Fiber Composite Struciure

Composne marerials such as glass-reinforced plastic, boron/epoxy, boron-polyimide, and graphite/epoxy, consist of a
brittle. " ..-.nodulus fiber imbedded wiinin a low-strength matrix. The matrix is generally more sensitive to fangue
damag.. then the fibers. When exposed to cyclic loading, the interaction of matrix and fibers causcs varying

For example, the direction of crack propagation is dependent on the fiber orientation as well as the

responses,
loading direction. Undirectional fiber-composite materials experience damage propagation between the fibers in a
direction which is generally parallel to the loading direction.

Cyclic loading of ballistic-damaged, crossplied, advanced composite materials often does not produce any discernible
Consequently, the residual strength of ballistic-damaged fiber-composite structwre may not
change with cyclic loading. 'n fact, in some cases an increase in strength can occur. This increase has been shown
for some layups of boron/emoxy, glass/epoxy, and steel-wire-reinforced aluminum. The data available ar2 not
sufficient to allow a quantitative assessment of behavior. However, it does illustrate the complex behavior of
composite structure and the care that must be exercised when evaluating its behavior,

damage extension.
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2.4 STIFFNESS DEGRADATION OF IMPACT DAMAGED STRUCTURE

Stiffness reduction in impact damaged structural elements can be important from two standpoints. The first is the
alteration of load distribution within the structure, potentially causing overloading and failure of undamaged
elements. The second area of potential concern is the residual stiffness of major structural components, since
stiffness degradation may lead to instability and control inadequacy. These two topics are discussed in the following
sections, However, there are few verified analysis methods for predicting stiffness degradation associated with !
ballistic damage. Both of these stiffness degradation effects, but particularly the latter, become increasingly

significant as the extents of the inflicted damage becomes larger. Stiffness degradation may well be a problem for

HE projecille impacts, but it is generally insignificant with small arms, ]

!
i

2.4.1 Stitfness Degradation of Damaged Structural Elements

Stiffness reduction due to loss of area and deformation of the elements can cause significant redistribution of the

internal loading in multiple-element structure. Analysis of structure containing damaged elements requires

} evaluation of their stiffness alteration. Finite-clement structural analysis techniques, for example, require a
v definition of the stiffness of each individual element in the structural model. Section 2,2.2.1.2 describes a technique

for altering the stiffness of perforated elements,

Stiffness degradation of axially loaded panels due to projectile damage was studied previously by Martin-Marietta
under Air Force contract F33615-67-C-1660. From this study the following expression was developed for constant
cross-section, tension-loaded panels as shown in Figure 2-177.

T T e gy e

8 5 TLD b TLD

A ! 33 - sfana " atana [%Be [1 T Th ] (Eqn. 2-118)

: where 82 - change in compliance (deflection of element after damage divided by ;
84 defection before damage) ) i

This expression assumes an ineffective area around the damage and constant stress on the remaining cross section.
The value of @ for use in this expression was approximately 20-degrees, as determined by test. For finite-element
structural modeling it is suggested that this expression be used for partially damaged plate elements. ]

i T o+

Similarly, for shear elements, the following expression was suggested:

S

L R (Egn. 2-119)
N, £-
3 | _ 0785 (TLDY : |
- ab b

Rod elements (or those axial-loaded structural elements for which the cross-section is small relative to the length)
generally will not suffer significant stiffness changes prior to element failue. Therefore, for finite-element
evaluations, the stiffness of those that are not severed (but are partially damaged) would be equal to the undamaged

value.

TR R T W iy,

Beam elements (elements carrying bending) can experience significant changes in bending stiffness due to partial
damage. When developing a finite-element structural model it may be necessary to include this stiffness change if

bending elements are included in the idealization.
2.4.2 Stiftness Degradation of Damaged Structural Components

Aircraft structure that is damaged by large caliber HE projectiles, can experience significant changes in stiffness at
¥ ' the component level. For example, severe skin damage (panel detachment or rupture) in a wing can reduce the

torsional stiffness below the flutter requirements of the operating envelope. Severance of a wing spar could have a
similar effect. Empennage structure, because of the generally low flutter margins, also could be similarly vulnerable.

It is beyond the scope of this Manual to present flutter analysis techniques for damaged structure. The relationship .
14

L«
: between projectile damage and wing flutter requirements was considered in Reference 2-63, using finite-element |
techniques for developing the stiffness matrix of the damaged configuration. That study will provide guidance for b
3 assessing flutter capability. 1
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2,5 STRENGTH DEGRADATION OF IMPACT DAMAGED STRUCTURE

Projectile damage destroys a portion of the joad-carrying capability of the structure, alters the distributior. of
internal loads, and introduces a flaw which may cause failure by locally disturbing the stress field. The latter effect
is most significant with regard to the relatively small damage induced by small arms projectiles and dispersed
warhead or engine debris fragments. High-explosive projectiles can often create damage of sufficient size to
substantially degrade structural performance by all three effects. Estimating the residual strength of structure

damaged by projectile impact is a major step in predicting structural capability.

Predicting residual strength loss due to the destruction of load-carrying material is straightforward provided the
damage has been accurately determined. Thus, this aspect of the problem reduces to the prehlem of predicting
damage, using methods discussed in Section 2.2. The same comment applies to establishing the effects of internal
load redistribution. Once the damage is known, finite-element or other analysis methods can be used to determine

redistribution.

Unique problems do arise, however, with regard to assessing the effects of the flaw introduction aspcct of prejeciile
damage. These problems center around estimating the effective flaw size represented by the ballistic damage.
Historically, investigation in this area was initially directed at determining the effects of ballistic damage in
monolithic metallic tension members. This priority was established because tensife failure due to unstable crack
growth emanating from a ballistic damage is the m.ost probable mechanism for causing structural failure due to
projectile impact in metallic structure. Consequently, most of the analytical development available for presenting in
this section pertains to tensile failure, or more precisely, fracture of tensile elements containing flaws induced by

projectile penetration.

In the early 1970, attention was directed toward establishing the response of advanced fiber composite materials
(graphitefepoxy, for example) to projectile impact. Because of the high notch-sensitivity of many graphite/epoxy
laminate configurations, and the past experience with metallic structure cited above, the initial consideration was
tensile failure of damaged structure. Quite recently, the effect of delamination in degrading compression strength
has teen identified as a serious problem. But again, the analysis methods for composites presented herein reflect the

early concern for tensile failure.

The analysis methods presented in this section for evaluating strength capability have been somewhat arbitrarily
organized according to structural complexity: 1) analysis of monolithic panels, 2) analysis of multiple load-path
panels, and 3) analysis of multi-element structure. The application of conventional and modified fracture mechanics
analysis to ballistic damaged panels is discussed under the first category (2.5.1). The extension of these approaches
to the requirements of panels having discrete stiffening members is discussed under the second category (2.5.2).
Finally, the analysis of damaged components using finite element methods is discussed under the last category {2.5.3).

2.5.1 Analysis of Monolithic Panels Containing Impact Damage

This section addresses analysis methods for predicting the effect of projectile damage on the residual tensile strength
of single structural elements. The topics presented include fracture mechanics analysis as applied to projectile
damaged panels, the significance of the dynamic loading effects induced by impact and blast, and the influence of
combined stress conditions. The methods apply directly to monolithic components, but are distinct from the
strength-prediction methods presented later for multi-element structure which include consideration of the

interaction between elements.

Some fundamental aspects of the residual strength bchavior of tensile panels are shown schematically in Figure
2-178, identifying two limiting cases denoted as "notch-insensitive" and "notch sensitive". In ductile materials, or
when the type of damage results in low stress concentration, residual strength is determined by the net cross-
sectional area of the member. This represents notch-insensitive behavior, a. s the least-severe condition (greatest
residual strength). Predicting residual strength resulting from notch-insersi -.- behavior is straightforward once the

size of the projectile damage has been determined.

The most severe strength reduction occurs when sharp-edged cracks exist  “rittle materials. Failure in this case is
characterized by unstable, rapid crack growth, and the residual streiigth may be much lower than net area strength.
This is termed notch-sensitive behavior, and is associated with fatigue-crark damage in metals. Linear elastic
fracture mechanics analysis is commonly used for assessing the notch-sensitive response of aircraft structure

containing sharp-edged flaws.

The residual strength of ballistic-damaged tension members does not usually fit either of these categories, but is
rather cften located in-between, referred to as transition behavior. The transition behavior of baliistic-damaged
members is due to the initial bl:intness of the flaw created by ballistic penetration. Two distinct analysis approaches,
each involving linear elastic ir«cture mechanics (LEFM), have been applied to predicting residual strength resulting
from ballistic impact. The first approach is a direct app'ication of conventional LEFM, endeavoring to characterize
the geometric nature of the ballistic flaw so that failure can be predicted using K¢ (critical stress intensity factor)
determined from fracture toughness tests of specimens containing sharp-edged cracks. The second approach is a
modified application of LSFM, mai.ing use of an empirically determined "effective" critical stress intensity factor,
Ac, peculiar to ballistic tiaws and found from tensile tests of panels containing ballistic damage.

There is an additional cousideration which is ‘inique to prejectife damage tolerance assessment: the apparent
strength of the structurc is influenced by the dynamic loadings and rate effects induced by the impact. Because of
this, structural elements :* 1y not be ablc to carry as great an applied load during impact as immediately after
impact. "Impact fracture™ is the term -ed to describe the fracture of a stressed panel at impact. This type of
fracture nccurs when local cracks initiated by the impact immediately propagate across the panel. The impact
fracture .ailure mechanism is distinct from residual strength failure, in that residual strength failures occur when
surviving (but damaged) panels are subjected to increased loadings. Figure 2 .179 depicts this distinction. From the
available data, a threshold level termed "impact fracture sirength" can be defined, and this strength in some

materials is significantly lower than the corresponding static residual strength.
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Since the effects of combined stress conditions are also significant in the assessment of strength degradation,
particularly when blast or hydrodynamic ram pressures are imposed on damaged structure, the discussion that follows
is organjzed into four categories:

2.5.1.1 Conventional Fracture Mechanics Applied to Ballistic Damage;

2.5.1.2 Modified Fracture Mechanics Applied to Ballistic Damage;

2.5.1.3 Dynamic Effects Associated With Strength Degradation

2.5.1.4 Combined Stress Effects

2.5.1.1 Conventional Fracture Mechanics Applied to Ballistic Damaged Panels

In the context of this discussion, conventional fracture mechanics means developing fracture criteria using a critical
stress intensity factor for plane stress determined from fracture toughness tests of panels containing a shar p-edged
central crack. Since projectile damage is generally not a sharp-edged crack, appropriate expressions for the stress
intensity factor associated with the damage pattern must be established. In principal this is not a particularly
difficult task, as demonstrated by the successful results of several investigations discussed below. Application,
however, requires the capability to predict the damage patterns resulting from diverse impact conditions. This latter
requirement is difficult to meet, leading to the moditfied fracture mechanics approach described in 2.5.1.2.

Equations for the stress field near a sharp-edged crack tip as given by linear elastic fracture mechanics (LEFM)
theory are shown in Figure 2-180(a). Based on this theory, any cracked structure that satisfies the basic assumptions
of isotropic, linear elasticity has the same stress distribution near the crack tip, and the amplitude of the stress is
directly proportional to the stress intensity factor, K. Fracture criterja are based on the assumption that a material-
dependent value of the stress intensity factor exists, termed K¢ (the critical stress. intensity factor), at which the
cracked panel will fail. The critical stress intensity factor is determined by test, and treated as a material property

subject to certain geometric limitations.

The stress intensity factor (K) depend; on the applied stress condition and the geometry of the structural element.
For the case of an infinite panel containing a sharp-edged crack, and subjected to gross tensile stress as indicated in
Figure 2-180(b), the stress intensity factor is:

K = o0VTWa, (Eqn. 2-120)
where:
0 = gross tensile stress;
a = half crack length.
0
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In many important applications, however, the panel to be analyzed is not of infinite extent and the flaw is not a
simple sharp-edged crack. For these applications, corrections are generally available and may be applied to the basic

equation above, providing the more general relationships

|
}

K =ovia a)F (Egn. 2-121)
: where
G(‘:—v) = a function providing correction for finite geometry
F = a function providing correction for the deviation of the flaw shape from a simple sharp-edged E:

' crack.

The crack length, 2a, must often be corrected for slow crack-growth that may occur prior te final fracture, and the
developmer+ f a plastic zone at the tips. This underscores the fact that measurable physical damage cannot always
be used d° tly in damage tolerance analysis, and this is particularly true with regard to ballistic damage. In fact,
P translatin e ballistic damage into an effective crack length is the fundamental problem of residual strength

predict’ -

, : Rela*’ .ships for calculating the stress intensity factor for various geometric configurations are available ir the

i} fracture mechanics literature, References 2-56, 2-57, and 2-64, for example. Values of the critical stress intensity

factors are available for most aircraft materials. However, there are several important factors that must be

considered when applying fracture mechanics analysis to projectile impact damage. References 2-2, 2-4, 2-8, 2-16,

2-65 and others discuss various aspects of the application. The most significant of these factors are the effect of )

damage geometry since ballistic damage seldom corresponds exactly to a sharp-edged crack, and the effect of
damage spacing which may become significant in the case of multiple impacts from HE projectiles or missile
warheads. Additional factors include the effects of plasticity, panel thickness, temperature, and the influence of a
reactive environment. The latter factors are of significance regardless of the source of the damage, and are

discussed herein primarily for completeness.

R U

2.5.1.1.1 Effect of Damage Geometry

Ballistic impact darnage ranges from cracks to smooth hoies depending on the material and geometry of the impacted :
structure and the projectile impact conditions, as described in Section 2.2. Because of this, characterizing the flaw !
shape is . . important step when applying conventional fracture mechanics analysis to impact damage. Relevant
characterization is reported in Reference 2-65 describing an investigation to establish effective flaw sizes for
aluminum and titanium panels impacted by small-arms projectiles. Residual strength tests were conducted of
damaged paneis and the results were analyzed using linear elastic fracture mechanics. Following, in part, the
terminology from Reference 2-65, the following measures of ballistic damage will be useful:

SR e ey e .

Ho = maximum transverse extent of through-hole;
3

S0 = maximum transverse extent of spall;

L_ = maximum transverse extent of cracking;

TLD= maximum extent of structurally significant transverse damage without regard to type (but limited
to the three types above).

T e r— e e+ o

The term "transverse," as used above, means normal to the applied tensile load.

Figure 2-181 summarizes the results of work reported in the reference. The fracture mechanics equations shown in
The user may, of course, elect to

* the figure incorporate specific finite width and plasticity zone corrections.
reformulate the equations using alternate forms of the corrections. Four types of ballistic damage in metals were
1 considered: ' ‘
1

1. Crack-like damage in thin aluminum alloy sheets. This type of damage was induced by high-obliquity {
impacts, with the obliquity plane in the longitudinal direction of the sheet. In this case, the damage looks
and behaves like a crack. The half-crack length is taken as one-half the total transverse damage, aug-
mented by plasticity zone corrections. Good correlation between analytic predictions and test results were
obtained for 0.25-inch 2024-T851, 7178-T651, 7075-T7351, and 7075-T65! aluminum alloys.

1 2.  Smooth, round holes in thin aluminum sheet. This type of damage has little back or front surface spallation,
and no visible cracks on either face. High velocity armor-piercing bullets at nearly zero obliquity may i
produce damage of this form. It was found that the residual strength of 0.25-inch 2024-T851 containing \
t
i

smooth, round holes from .50 caliber AP impacts, could be predicted by net area, similar to the behavior of
drilled holes in a ductile alloy.

k 3. Ragged hole with cracks in thin sheet. This type of ballistic damage is frequently generated in thin sheets, t
d and consists of through-cracks extending in several directions from an irregularly shaped hole. The cracks i
3 change direction as they radiate from the hole. The term "petalling" is sometimes used to describe this i

damage pattern. Good correlation was obtained with test resuits for O.{14-inch 6Al-4V titanium by }
applying a correction fator dependant upon the minimum tip angle at the farthest damage extent, as 1

indicated in Figure 2-181. :

™

4. Through-hole with surrounding spall in thick plate. Damage of this type occurs when thick aluminum plates
(3/3-inch and thicker, for example) are penetrated by armor-piercing projectiles or fragments. The back
surface spall surrounding the hole may be extensive, and may or may not contain visible cracks. Good
correlation for 0.50-inch and 0.75-inch 7075-T651 plate (impacted by .50 caliber AP bullets) was obtained }
using Bowie's (Ref. 2-67) analysis for a circular hole with edge cracks. The jength of the edge cracks is not i
known, a priori, and must be determined in a way that provides test correlation.
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Figure 2.181.

Smooth, Round-Hole Damage in Thin Aluminum Shoves
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Net Section Failure:
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Through Hole With Surrounding Spell in Thisk Plate
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Critical Stress: Critical Stress: %
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Equivalent Crack
Equivalent Crack Malf .
Halt-Length: Length H
02 a= o.ts(.T.LD_ - _q)
TLD o NTLD 2 2
[ R RN OO, S RANLE S
270, ""( - ) See Table 2-27 for F (For Xoin Plate)
' H
- 0.3 (.n.n_ _g.)
2 2
{For ¥rin Plate)

Residual Tensile Strength Pradictions for Seversl Types of Projectile Damage ( REF(2-85))

Table 2-27. Factor for Through-Hole With Surrounding Spall

(Using Bowie’s Analysis, Ref, 267)
2
Ho F
0.00 339
a0 273
0.20 241
a3 2.16
040 1.96
0.50 1.83
.80 L7
0.80 1.68
1.00 145
1.50 129
2,00 12
a00 114
600 1.07
10.00 1.03
- 1.00
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Elliptical and Rectangular Damage Shapes (Extracted FFrom Ref. 2-14)
Many ballistic impact damages, particularly those resulting from HE projectile fragments, appear to be elliptical or\

rectangular, with cracks emanating from the elliptical or rectangular hole. Reference 2-68 reports some ana[ytical
characterization of the stress intensity factors for these types of flaws, ard these results are presented in the

following paragraphs.

The stress intensity factor for an elliptic hol: with edge cracks may be presented in the form

mDF (Eqn 2-122)

Values of Fe for the configuration and notation of Figure 2-182 is presented in Figure 2-183 ond Table 2-28. The
stress intensity factor for a rectangular hole with edge cracks may be presenied in the form:

(Eqn. 2-123)

with Fp for the rectangular flaw in Figure 2-182 corresponding to Fe for the elliptic flaw in Equation (1). Values of
Fr are shown in Figure 2-184.

A nondimensional crack length can be defined such that:

e oDy (Eqn. 2-124)

and the parameter s can be introduced (Ref. 2-69):

(D/2)-c
s —— (Eqn. 2-125
D/2 Eq )
Upon subsituting Equation (Eqn. 2-124) into Equation (Eqn. 2-125), one obtains:
s - % (Eqn. 2-126)

The parameters Fe and Fr as a function of s and A are given in Table 2-29. Table 2-29 was weveloped with the use of
curves in Reference 2-69.

For values of s greater than 0.4 (see Table 2-29), the flaw shape and dimensions have little effect on Fe and Fy which
are approximately unity. Furthermore, for this condition, thc stress intensity factor, in effect, depends only on the
crack tength plus hole length (i.e., the total damage) and not the ratio of crack length to hole length. As s decreases
below 0.4, for all practical purposes the crack-flaw interaction parameters in Table 2-29 decrease monotonically with
decreasing s. In situations with D/2 »c (i.e., A + 1), the crack lengths are quite small relative to the flaw length and
Fe and Fy approach zero. Thus, the effect of the crack diminishes as s approaches zero in the sense that the
computed stress intensity factor becomes quite small.

ELLIPTIC FLAWWITH RECTANGULAR FLAW WITH
TWO CRACKS TWO CRACKS

a

Figure 2-182. Goemetric Definition of Ellipticsl and Rectangle Holes with Two Edpe Cracks
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1 | FB-o)| Fde-08) | Fy(e-1) | Fi(8-2) | RE-9)
1.02 0.9050 0.8767 0.4814 0.3088 0.2114
1.03 0.9597 0.7742 - - -
1.04 0.9006 0.8308 0.8082 0.4207 -
1.06 0.0013 0.8881 - - 0.3137
1.08 1.0008 0.9200 0.7104 0.5184 -
1.08 1.0179 0.9004 0.7843 0.5843 0.4483
1.10 1.0208 0.9926 0.8400 0.8401 0.5027
1.18 1.0202 1.0268 0.86322 0.7478 0.5001
1.20 1.0178 1.0367 0.9851 0.8241 -
1.26 - - - - 0.7248
1.30 - 1.0308 1.0358 0.9258 -
1.40 -- 1.0317 1.083¢ 0.9000 0.8404
1.50 - - 1.0682 1.0248 -
188 - -~ - - 0.9279
1.80 - - 1.0871 1.0483 -
1,80 - - 1.0405 1.0714 1.0063
2.00 - -~ 1.0400 10777 -
250 - - - - 1.0851
220 - - 1.0336 1.0708 -
240 - - 1.0251 1.0722 l 1.0788
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Figure 2-183. Stress Intensity Correction Factors for Cracks Emanating
from an Elliptical Hole in an Infinite Plate Subjected to
Uniaxial Stress

Table 2-28. Correction Factors for an Elliptical Hole with Edge Cracks
{Infinite Plate Subjected to Unisxisl Stress)

g

K= o@ L

] Ref. 2-14, 2-68
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Refs. 2-14
1.1¢
1 /
o 4 \/ o
R e
u_‘ 0’ \ %- 028
é 0.7 / / ‘—\\\ * =05
e / \ N S { |-.— °
“ o8 b |
S / N— % -2 }'—— < +
g 0% ' 1 vy
e
- F
03 7 K=o ‘? r
02
03 o —_—
0
1.0 1.2 14 18 1.8 2.0 22 2.4 2.6
O2¢
Figure 2-184, Correction Factors for a Rectanglar Hole with Edge Cracks
{Infinite Plate Subjected to Uniaxial Stress)
Table 2-29. Crack-Flaw Interaction Parameters For Elliptic And Rectangular Flaws
blc 4.0 20 1.0 0s 0.26 0.12%

b \ F, F, f F, F, F, Fy F, f F, Fo ¥,
10 1.00 A 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | wo | 100 | w0 | nall 100
0.6 26 1.00 N.A. 1.09 1.04 1.06 1.01 V.83 1.0 0.93 1.01 N.A. 1.01
05 20 1.06 N.A. 1.10 1.01 1.08 101 0% 1.0 0.90 1.0 NA. | 100
0.4 1.60 0.99 NA. 1.01 0.95 1.05 1.02 1.00 1.03 1.00 1.03 NA. | 1.0
0.3 143 0.87 N.A. 098 0.88 1.04 0. 1.00 1.04 1.00 1.08 N.A. 1.08
0.2 1.26 0.72 NA. 0.87 071 102 | o082 100 | 092 1.00 0.98 NA. | 101
01 1 052 N.A. 0.65 0.49 088 | 0860 100 | 070 102 | ore N.A. | 087
0.08 1.09 048 N.A. 0.69 0.44 0.80 0,54 0.95 0.62 1.02 0.69 NA. | 0,80
0.08 1.083 0.40 N.A, 0.52 0.38 0.72 047 081 0.54 0.08 0.61 NA. | o
0.0¢ 1.042 0.33 N.A. 0.44 0.3t 0.81 0.38 0.84 0.44 0.93 0.51 N.A. | 060

0.02 1.02 0.23 N.A, 0,31 0.22 0.45 0.27 0.68 0.31 0.87 03?7 N.A. 0.42

{1) N.A. means not available Ref, 2-14, 209
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2.5.1.1.2 Effect Of Damage Spacing - Multipie Impact Damage

This section addresses the residual strength of structure containing closely spaced multiple impact damages. The
discussion is applicable to damage from HE projectile fragments or from warhead fragments impacting in close
proximity. Because of this proximity, the damages may interact with each other, either by direct physical intersec-
tion or by the superposition of the local stress fields about adjacent dainages. When this occurs, the damages can no
longer be treated as isolated flaws as described in the previous section.

! The method described here for assessing the residual strength of multiple impact damaged structure was developed in
association with the BR-2 computer code (Reference 2-14)., It employs a linear elastic fracture mechanics
methodology applicable to isotropic metallic structure, but could possibly be applicable to fiber composites with
quasi-isotropic symmetric lay-ups. There is very little substantiating test data available for either metals or

! composites.
Figure 2-185 illustrates the multiple damage phenomena and the concept of an effective damage size. The figure

! shows fragment impacts generated by detonation of an HE projectile, but the concept is applicable to any threat. In
! . (a), because of the very high areal density of the impacting fragments, individual fragment damages do not occur.

e e e < e

. The effective damage controlling structural degradation is essentially a single shasz-edged hole. In (b), individpal
! ‘ damages are apparent and, significantly, they are spaced quite closely so that t_hexr separate stress concentration
fields can superimpose. The effective damage size in this case depends on the size and spacing of the damages. In
(c), at a still greater stand-off distance, individual damages are still cvident, but they are wndely. separated.
Interaction between damages will be negligable, and the eifective damage size will be largely determined by the
largest single damage size, as with the case of single penetrations.

! In order to quantitatively establish the effective damage size resulting from a fragrpem pattern, the gffegt of |

H superimposing the local stress fields associated with adjacent damages must be determined, as indicated in Figure ;

3 2-186 for the case of two collinear damages. In this case, the local stress {ields are additive, causing a highe!' stress

it at the interior edges of each damage. The initial failure mode anticipated would be a transverse fracture initiating

f at these inner edges, causing the two cracks to merge. Subsequent panel failure would depend on the capability of
the panel to contain the merged crack at the stress levels induced by the flight envelope.

i The significance of stress field superposition depends on the size of the individual damages and their spaqing and
} arrangement relative to each other, The result of superposition is not always an increase in local stress; in some
cases a reduction may result from the shielding of a damage by surrounding damages.

DAMAGE NO INTERACTION
INTERACTION<— |—"BETWEEN DAMAGE

FRAGMENT
MAXINUM CONE 1€
EFFECTIVE —
RESULTANT
- EFFECTIVE
DAMAGE 812€
NDIVIDUAL
&
€A BOUND
SZE

DETONATION

DAMAGE $IZE

g v

DISTANCE FROM CENTER OF DETONATION

® THE EFFECTIVE DAMAGE SIZE, TDa ¢4
DETERMINES RESIDUAL TENSILE :
STRENGTH OF THE PANEL p

] TOgtt — T
{A) INDIVIDUAL IMPACTS NOT  {R) INDIVIDUAL DAMAGES {C) NO INTERCONNECTION
DISTINGUISHABLE TEND TO INTERCONNECT OF INDIVIDUAL DAMAGES

Figure 2.185.  Variation of Fragment Impact Density With Stendoff Distance '




B ST

- ——
T e e

170

LOCAL STRESS
o LOCAL STRESS

DUETO A

Figure 2-186, Closely Spaced Darmages Showing Resultant
Superposition of Locel Stress Fieids

Reference 2-14 presents analytical predictions of damage interaction effects for isotropic, homogenous materials
(e g, metals), based on linear elastic fracture mechanics analysis described in Refs. 2-111, 2-112. This is, of course,
the same approach described in the previous section for application to single damages. For the case of multiple

damages it is convenient to define the ratio:

n - X
K, {Eqn. 2-127)
where
K = The stress intensity factor at the tips of cracks comprising the multiple damage pattern;
KO = the corresponding stress intensity factor for a single crack;

= O \’—%—-D , for the case of uniform tension loading,

Values of n for various damage patterns are available in Reference 2-14, and several of these damage patterns plus
others are presented on the following pages (Figures 2-187 to 2-196). Application of these results in predicting

residual strength following muitiple impacts entails the following steps:

Define the impact locations anG impact conditions of the multiple penatritors, based on threat characteristics
and engagement conditions.

1.
2. Determine the probable effective sizes of the individual damages using suit:ble damage size models.

Examine the damage pattern, and estimate local failure regions leading to damage merging, based on the
information presented in Figures 2-187 to 2-196 and suitable values of the critical stress intensity factor for the

materials considered.

3.

4. Assess overall panel failure, based on the most probable overall failure moua,

The analysis described above is not a simple one if a complex damage pettern in involved. Results are very
configuration dependant, and computer-aided analysis supported by testing m:>: well be required to generate design
information of broad application. The following detailed discussion of Figur.::, © 187 through 2-196, extracted from
Ref. 2-14, is provided to develop a qualitative understanding of the interactions >f crack-induced stress fields.

It is convenient to refer to a normalized opening mode stress-intensity factor

K - K
= (Eqn. 2-128)

o a—C——J—%_D_

with D being the crack length. In the case of a single through-crack (or if the crack interaction effect is negligible),
Ko equals unity. In the case of multiple cracks, Ko is a measure of the effect of the crack interactions on stress-

intensity factor, and Ko may be greater than, less than, or equal to unity.

With regard to a pair of collinear, equal length cracks in a tensile stress field normal to the cracks (Figure 2-187), the

effect of the interaction is to raise Ko above unity av all the crack tips. Furthermore, when ~ach of a pair of equal
f

cracks is parallel to the other, and the applied tensile stress is perpendicular to the cracks re 2-188), the effect
of the interaction is to decrease Ko below unity. The decrease of Ko below unity is a rest’ 1 one crack successfully

shielding the other crack from the applied tensile stress field.
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Figure 2. 195, Strass Intensity Factor at the Inner and Outer Edge of the
Collinear Cracks (All Crack: Equal Length)
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Figure 2-195. Stress Intensity Facior for the Upper and Lower Cracks

In contrast to the two equal paralle! cracks in Figure {87 is the case with three equal paralle! cracks in Figure 189,
As a result of the interaction of the central crack with the other two criucks, the stress intensity factor at the outer
cracks is somewhat reduced from the values in Figure !87. Furthermore, the nuter cracks shield the inner crack,
which has a stress intensity factor (Figure 189) substantially below that of an outer crack.

The single crack, vhe pair of collinear cracks, and the pair of parzliel cracks may be taken as the starting point of an
investigation of the effect of the interaction of multiple ~tacks having more comple: gecmetrical patterns. When a
pair of collinear cracks is superimposed on a pair of parallal cracks (Figure 2-190), the nes effect of the interaction
depends on the length of the crack as well as the spacings between the cracks. For the geometry in Figure 2-190, K
will be less than unity if the parallel cracks have a greater effect on the interaction than the collinear cracks have
Shielding is effective (i.e., Ko > 1) if the parailel spacing parameter D/2ST 1s greater than 0.5, even in cases for which
the collinear spacing parameter D/S} is as large as 3/4 {where D is the crack length transverse to the siress field).

The line of centers of paraller ~racks of equal length does not have to be parailel to the applied stress in order to
produce efrective shieiding (i.e., %o >1). The normalized stress intensity factors at the inner ard outer edges of a
pair of collinear cracks that interact with each other and a crack that is parallel to each of them are shown in Figure
2-191. For some combinations of D/Si, and D/2ST the shielding by the lower crack results in Ko less than unity,
towever, for other combinations of D/Sy, and D/2Sy the shielding is not effective (i.e., Ky < 1)

The effect of the shielcing by th collinear cracks on the single cracl: beneath them is shown in Figure 2.192. As a
result of the interartion, Kq at the crack'edges of the lower crack may be greater than, cqual to, or less than unity.

The pattern of the five cracks in Figures 2-193 and 2-194 differs from the pattern of three cracks only because of
the additional pair of collinear cracks. It appears that the added shimlding resuiting from the add‘tional pair of
collinear cracks lowers the stress intensity factor at the outer cracks for all combinztions of D/SL and D/2St.
However, the regular pattern of the aJdditional shielding raises the stress intensity factor at the edges of the centrai

crack of the five cracks for many combinations of D/Sy and D/25T.

e
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In contrast to the three-crack pattern is the four-crack pattern of Figures 2-195 and 2-196. The additional crack is
parallel to the other cracks and results in a diamond pattern. The introduction of the fourth crack increases the
stress intensity factor at the edges of the collinear cracks for many combinations of D/Sp and D/2ST. Hnwever, the
introduction of the fourth crack tends to reduce the stress intensity factor at the edges of the other non-collinear

crack.

The multiple crack patterns in Figurcs 2-187 through 2-196 are much too regular to simulate the flaws that can be
induced by the detonation of a high explosive projectile in a structural compartment. However, some of the analytic
results that are exhibited may be generalized for application when there are many penetrations of the structure. For
example, when there is a high density of damages in a plate, it may be hypothesized that the outer cracks

successfully shield the cracks in the interior (i.e., Ko will be less than unity for the cracks throughout the interior of &

. the damaged zone).

When fragment penetrations occur following an internal blast of a high explosive projectile, there is uncertainty as to
the exact location of the largest fragment penetrations, especially from the side spray. However, it is clear that if
the shielding of the interior flaws is effective, the most severe strength degradation will occur if the largest cracks
occur on the periphery of the penetration zone and are oriented in such a way as to promote the onset of fracture.
Therefore, in analyses for predicting the onset of fracture when there is a densely penetrated zone, one may assume

that the most damaging flaws and cracks are located on the periphery of the predicted penetration zone with the i

cracks oriented in such directions that will induce an early fracture.

e e

F? o

Because of the projectile velocity and/for the target plate properties such as thickness, there may be situations w hen

there is a sparsely penetrated zone rather than a densely penetrated zone. When there is sparse penetrarion, Figures !

2-187 threugh 2-196 may be used without extrapolations for predicting the inteiaction effect on the stress intensity ) ‘
3

factors.

2.5.1.1.3 Additional Factors Influencing Tensile Fracture ]

e e S P

Altl ough darnage geometry and spacing are the most unique factors, there are other important factors which must be
considered in any applicatior: of fracture mechanics. For example, testing has shown that material chemistry
variations within the allowable compesition limits produce significant variations in fracture thoughness. In addition,
fracture toughness values vary with the grain (rolling) direction. The degree and direction of variation is dependent
on the material and heat treatment considered. The differences resulting from grain directions can be as large as }
two to one for many structural materiais, with the short transverse direction (i.e., through the thickness) generally :
experiencing the low values. When evaluating structural periormance, care should be exercised to obtain data ior the i
Additional factors influencing fracture toughness, including plasticity, thickness, .
[}

"

same crack and load orientations.
temperature, and reactive environment, are summarized below.

Etfects of Plasticity

The assumptions of linear elastic behavior are not strictly true in many cases due to the plasticity near the crack tip. ;
For the critical case of brittle behavior, the plastic zone is small and the inaccuracies of the analvsis due to :
plasticity are assumed to remain constant for a given material and thickness, ther by allowing the use of the analysis ;
meti-od in these terms. In cases where the plastic zone at the crack tip is a significant fraction of the crack length, ;
however, the plasticity will alter the crack-length/stress relationships presented. This situation may exist for small i
cracks or for materials tihat exhibit large plasticity. In these cases additional empirical data is required for . i

bl

predicting failure stress levels.

e g =

Effect of Panel Thickness
3

. Panel thickness has a significant influence on fracture behavior. In thin-gage panels the crack tip is in plane stress, » )
while plane-strain conditions exist in thicker panels due to the increased constraint. The thin panels fracture by :
shear, resulting in ar inclined fracture face. Thick panels fail by plane-strain cleavage (opening mode), resulting in a i
flat fracture surface. The opening mode (cleavage) critical stress intensity factor is termed Kic or "the plane-strain
fracture toughness". Due to the increased plasticity {less constraint), the plane stress fracture toughness, K¢, result
in higher toughness for thin-gage materials. With intermediate panel thicknesses there is a transition where the
fracture surface will be partiaily flat. This effect of thickness is illustrated in Figure 2-197. Figure 2-198 presents
fracture toughness values from References 2-71, -72, -73 for several structural materials as a function nf thickness.
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Effect of Temperature

The influence of temperature has a notorious history in the performance of cracked structures. A classic example of
this is the temperature-augmented fracture of the Liberty Ship hulls of World War II. Aircraft structure in service
operates in a wide range of environments. These environments must be considered in the residual strength analysis to

ensure realistic performance estimates.

Generally, fracture toughness will decrease with decreasing temperature. An example of extrsrne temperature-
sensitive fracture response produced by unusual processing is shown in Figure 2-199. Available data (References 2-71
through 2-78) for fracture toughness (Kc) as a function of temperature for several structural materials are presented
in Figures 2-200 and 2-201. The data shown are not allowables, but they do define trends for the materials
considered. This information can be used in residual strength predictions for damaged structure. It is anticipated
that impact-fracture behavior will follow the same trend.
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Figure 2-199.Temperature Sensitive Fracture Response
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Figure 2-201. Fracture Toughness Variation With
Temperature

Effect of Reactive Environment

Possible reactive environments applicable to aircraft structure include high humidity, water, salt solution, cleaning
solvents, fuel and hydraulic fluids. Structural materials that have cracks and are exposed to reactive environments
have demonstrated quite different behavior than that for basic undamaged materials. An example of this is titanium
alloy 8Al-1Mo-1V. Smooth specimens have showr a high resistance to stress corrosion in salt water. However,
specimens with a crack have failed in salt water at loads significantly below the failure load in air. These failures
result from the combination of stress and environment at the crack tip causing the crack to extend with time.
Titanium alloys and high-strength steels are subject to this behavior for certain conditions. An example of extreme
stress corrosion cracking behavior is shown by the data presented in Figure 2-202.

The data for stress corrosion cracking is usuaily presented as shown in Figure 2-203 for titanium 6Al-4V. The data
from Reference 2-77 define the time to failure for given initial values of stress intensity factor. As can be seen
there is a threshold value for stress corrosion cracking (KISCC). Test data for several stecls from Reference 2-78
are presented in Figure 2-204 for a simuiated sca water environment. Aluminum alloys generally are mor 2 resistant
to stress corrosion cracking behavior. These data were obtained in the short transverse loading direction for a salt

water spray environment. Figure 2-205 presents some results from Reference 2-79 where the growth rate is relaied
to the stress intensity factor K.

' P
2
FATIGUE
\ CRACK
\\ 38"

16}
" S
¢ I
n‘-
] TITANIUM B ALIV-IM,
g 10 MILL ANNEAL N
- .020 SKINS BONDED "0
w ALUMINUM HONEYCQOMB
z 12 x 36 INCH PANELS
-

3,5% NaCl SQLUTION
\ﬂ\.
0 |

0 i3 30 45 60
TIME TO PANEL FAILURE, MINUTES

Figure 2-202. Titanium 8 Al-1V-IMQ in 3.5% NaC/ Sustaines
Load Behavior

Ak i ot

e et o M D e dtiande o abee i e st o

FR Y.

il k Foans e e



177

N.}

200 .
'g /(c [
¥170 k—
g \\\ . .-
< 140 ———__.%'—— 3
w
t -
‘é’ 10 j
i}
-
z
a o 1 100 1000
::‘ TIME TO FAILURE IN 3.5 % NaCl SOLUTION (MINUTES)
&

Figure 2.203. Sustained-Loadirg Behavior Ti-6 Al-4V, Mil Annealed,

0.125-Inch Thick
120, - 1
9Ni- 4 Co- o_ﬁ
Lo-04

110
N k\ )
100 9 NI 4 Co ~0.45C (BeinTich AN
Ky ~ I
90 9Ni4 45C [
2 Ca045C (Q+T AGING 250 ]
\N\ ;
80 DN\ ‘
\\4 \H—II MOD ;
ol - 4330 V- MOD |
[~ 300m
60
10! 10? 109 T :
TIME TO FAILURE IN 3.5% NaCl SOLUTION (MINUTES) ,
Figure 2-204. Sustained Loading Behavior for Several Steels
I
T
7079— T651— ‘
A} N 5

W%
N

0tf
07&- T6I61

[ /A2024. T35

P L U S

001}

CRACK GROWTH RATE da/dt, INCHES/HOUR

NI N

-

2 & 10 20 50 100
STRESS INTENSITY FACTOR, KS| VIN

Figure 2-205. Sustain Load Stress Corrosion Cracking Behavior
of Several Aluminum Alloys

e as - . . : " . J



-y

178

2.5.1.2 Modified Fracture Mechanics Approach

This section presents several residual strength methods which are modifications of the conventional fracture
mechanics approach described in Section 2.5.1.1. These methods have proved useful in predicting the residual tencile
strength of metallic and fiber composite structure containing projectile damage. The first modified approach
discussed (2.5.1.2.1) makes use of an effective critical stress intensity factor for projectile damage. This parameter
is determined empirically, and is used in lieu of the critical stress intensity factor Kc. The second topic presented
i (2.5.1.2.2) addresses additional analysis methods for predicting the residual tensile strength of projectile damaged
: fiber composite panels. These methods are included in this section because they are, indeed, modifications of
conventional linear elastic fracture mechanics analysis.

2.5.1.2.1 Effective Critical Stress Intensity Factor For Projectilc Damage

; ! As mentioned in the previous sections, ballistic damage is physically dissimilar to -sharp-edged cracks, and the
. geometry of ballistic damage is complex and difficult to predict by available analysis methods. As described in
; 2.5.1.1.1, the successful application of conventional fracture mechanics analysis to ballistic-induced damage
| consisted of:

l. Determining a value of K. for the material by conventional fracture toughness tests using sharp-edged cracks;

i 2. Determining measures of damage that, when used as effective crack lengths, provide accurate prediction of the
critical fracture of the ballistic damaged panel.

P The advantage of this approach is that it makes use of available fracture toughness data, i.e., values of K¢ are

; gencrally available, or are routinely determined as part of the structural development of an aircraft. The

; disadvantage is the difficulty of determining stress intensity factor relationships for complex ballistic damage shapes, )
and then developing the further analysis capability needed to relate the ballistic damage geometry to the projectile

impact conditions and the structural configuration. This latter capability is important, since the final analytical

objective entails predicting residual strength given the projectile impact conditions and the structurai contiguration.

In view of this, a more direct approach was taken in the work reported in References 2-2 and 2-8, by adopting a
simple measure of damage as the effective crack-length, treating all ballistic damages as central cracks, and
empirically determining an effective critical stress intensity factor from tensile tests of ballistic damaged panels.
The measure of damage used in this approach (Ref. 2-2) is the transverse lateral damage, i.¢., the maximum extent of
structuraily significant damage (holes, cracks, spall) transverse to the applied tensile stress. The effective critical i
stress intensity factor, called A herein and in Reference 2-2, is defined as:

Ac = V5 TLD (Eqn. 2-129) ';
Bl

gross stress at failure i

’
H
i
t
;
¢

Q
0
1

TLD = maximum transverse damage, as shown in Figure 2-206.

TLD = TRANSVERSE DAMAGE
A= o, (ZTLD)*

g
L4

L i
TLD :
O = GROSS STRESS AT FAILURE i
i
!
\ j
—— PROJECTILE
DAMAGE

LS PRI

b

[§
Figure 2-206. Critical Stress Intensity Factor for Projectile Damage
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Values of Ac For Metallic Structure

Numerical values of Ac must be determined experimentally from tension tests of damaged panels.
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The

experimentally determined critical stress and the initial transverse damage size are used in EqQ. 2-129t0 calculate Ac.
Reference 2-2 presents a detailed analysis of Ac determinaticns for 2024-T81, 7075-T6, and 6A1-4V., The average
values of Ac obtained are summarized in Table 2-30. It is felt that these values of A are representative of the
materials tested, and may be used for more accurate predictions of residual strength than may be obtained from
lower-bound predictions using the fatigue-crack stress intensity factor, K. The test data is presented in Tables 2-31
and 2-32, consisting of over 80 fracture tests including a wide range of panel thicknesses. The predominant projectile
used in these tests was .50 caliber AP impacting at velocities between 1200 cnd 1600 feet per second.

Table 2-30. Values of l\c for Several Metals

s:mmno
A STANDARD | ERROR
MATERIAL e DEVIATION | OF THE "‘F”““”‘
(ksi ) ‘kW) MEAN OF YESTS
(ksh/in. )
2024.T81
{TRANSVERSE GRAIN) 53.5 83 42 4
7075-T6 )
{TRANSVERSE GRAIN) 85.6 12,8 28 2
707576
{LONGITUD INAL GRAIN} 919 149 27 N
S AIAV
{TRANSVERSE GRAIN) 1620 255 5.3 23

Table 2-31. Experimental Dats, Residual Static Fracture

TRRGET |
BALLISTIC THREAT RESPORSE
TARGET THICKNESS (INCHES) PROJECTILE MEAN
TARGET TOTAL AND NUMBER OF TESTS AT THICKNESS TYPE IMPACT | MEAN | MEAN
MATERIAL | NO.OF .30] (€0 1,50 | 20 | VELOCITY o | o
TESTS |wlolgl=lel2lR R 2|8 R EA]CALICAL (M| (FPS) | W | oy
Sl lm=In|~ N\ |~ AP [AP (BALL
7075-T6 (M
TRANSVERSE 20 [3j1]e 2 1({5f2)2 151 3§21 1359 |0.208{0.537
GRAIN
7075~T6 M)y a2}
LONGITUDINAL| 1 2 'EEARRERE 21| 4 1543 10.191/0.757
GRAIN
2024-T81 :
TRANSVERSE 4 1 3 4 1292 |0.200)0.479
GRAIN
2024-18)
LONGI TUDINAL 1 1 1 1270 {0.303{0.533
GRAIN
2024-T3
TRANSVERSE 1 1 1 1500 |0.158]0.895
GRAIN
EA1-4V {3)
TRANSVERSE 23 |2 5184 4 1119 3 1559 |0.204{0.759
GRAIN
6A1-4V
LONGITUDINAL} ) ) 1 632 0,093/0.800
GRAIN

(2) SOURC® REFERENCE (2-56)
(3) SOURCL. REFERENCE (2-8)
{1) SOURCE: REFERENCE (2-65)
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Tadle 2.32. Calculations for Residua. tatic Fracture Model!

e e T T————— Y

~ WWW‘“’W

TARGET
TEST TARGET TARGET | WIDTH X | PROJECT-{IMPACT | IMPACT [ TLD I o Ac
NO. MATERIAL  |THICKNESS| LENGTH |ILE VELOCITY| ANGLE (1N) N
(IN) (IN) |TYPE (fns) [(DEGREES) (ks1) [{xS1VIN)
REF, | 7075-T6 0,032 {12 X 36].50 AP 576 0 3.50 0.291 | 20.0 46.9
2-2 TRANSVERSE | 0.032 |12.X% 36,50 AP 1310 0 1,63 0.128 | 37.8 58.6
GRAIN 0.032 (12 X 36,50 AP 1105 60 1.44 0.120 [ 41.0 61.7
0,063 12 X 36,50 AP 1875 0 1.05 0.087 | 48.9% 62.9
0.090 |12 X 36/.50 AP 1216 0 2,16 0.180 | 41.2 76.0
0.090 |12 % 36,50 AP 1017 60 2.70 0.225 [ 29.4 60.6
0.125 |12 X 36,50 AP 1248 0 4.10 0.342 | 23.8 60.5
0.125 {12 X 36[.50 AP 1369 0 2,30 0.192 | 34.0 64.6
0.250 |12 X 36(.50 AP 1410 0 3.70 0.308 | 25.0 60.3
0.250 |12 X 36).50 AP 1644 0 1.90 0.159 | 37.5 64.6
0.250 |12 X 36| 20 mm 1370 0 1.58 0.132 | 49.4 77.8
0.250 |12 X 36| 20 mm M6 0 1.80 0.150 | 35.3 59.4
0.250 |12 X 36{.50 AP 1985 0 0.84 0.070 | 51.9 59.6
0.375 | 9 X 36/.50 AP 1650 0 2.40 0.267 | 52.0+ | 101.0+
0.375 | 9 X 35/.50 AP 1580 0 3.55 0.395 | 29.6 70.0
0.500 | 7 X 36/.50 AP 2040 0 1.60 0.229 | 45.0 71.3
0.500 | 7 X 36].50 AP 1840 0 1.73 0.247 | S51.0+ | 84,0+
REF. | 7075-T6 0.190 | 18 X 36).50 BALL| 1M1 0 4,80 0.267 | 23.7 65.2
2-55 | TRANSVERSE | 0,190 |18 X 26(.50 BALL| 1127 0 2.60 0.144 | 30,7 62.6
* GRAIN 0.190 |18 ¥ 36/.50 BALL| 1250 0 2.70 0.150 | 21.5 44,3
p—— o e e e e e e — e — e ——— e e L B P e
REF] 7075-T6 0.090 { 12 X 36(.50 AP 1120 20 1.46 0.122 | 52.0 78.8
24 LONGITUDINAL | 0.125 |12 X 36 870 | 0 1.52 0.127 | 58.6 90.5
f GRAIN 0.125 |12 X 36 082 0 2.35 0.195 | 43.3 83.2
0,375 | 9 X 36/.50 AP 1370 0 1.50 0.167 | 56.6 86.9
REF. 0.190 (18 x 36 |.50 BALL| 677 0 3.45 | 0.192 [ 29,3 68.3
2-55 0.190 {18 X 36 |.50 BALL| 175 0 2,85 v.159 | 45,0 95.2
* 0.190 |18 x 36 |.50 BALL| 1105 0 1.70 0.094 41,5 67.9
0.190 [18 X 36 /.50 BALL| 1265 0 3.35 0.18 | 28,5 65.5
REF. 0.250 |12 x 32| .5C AP | 1265 0 1.87 0.157 53.8 92,0
2-8 0,250 |12 x 32| .50 AP | 1351 0 1,45 | 0.122 | 60,7 9.9
0.250 |12 x 32| .50 AP | 1320 0 2,24 | 0.188 | 49.8 93.4
! 0.25¢ |12 x 32 .50 AP | 138) 0 2,42 | 0,204 | 45.4 8.7
l 0.250 112 X 32| .50 AP 1266 0 1.91 0.15) 62,3 107.9
, 0.250 {16 X 32 .50 AP | 1333 60 2,85 | 0.179 | 48.2 | 102.2
‘ 0.250 [16 X 32| .50 AP | 1408 60 3.58 | 0.225 | 40,1 95.0
0.500 |12 x 32| .50 AP | 1787 0 1.79 | 0.150 | 58 7.2
| 0.500 |12 X 32| .50 AP | 1810 0 1.58 | 0.133 | 64.8 [ 102.0
0.500 | 8 X 32| .50 AP | 182 0 1.70 | 0.213 | 60.7 99,2
! 0,500 112 X 32 | .50 AP | 1779 0 1.47 | 0,124 | 56.5 8€.0
I 0.500 |12 x 32| .50 AP | 1817 40 1.86 | 0,156 | 51.5 88.0
0.500 |12 x 32| .50 AP | 1804 40 1.92 | 0,162 | 47.8 a3.0
’ 0.500 112 x 32| .50 /P 180) 40 2.14 0.180 | 38.5 70.6
0.500 112 x 32 .50 AP 1819 40 1.95 0.164 4.4 72,6
0.750 | g x 32| .50 AP | 1936 0 237 | o.ann | 64,3 | N8.S
0,750 | 8 X 32| .50 AP 1976 0 2.12 0.265 | 62.8 | 114.3
0.750 | 8 x 32 | .50 AP 194 0 2.25 0.28) 57.6 | 08.2
0.750 1 B x 32| .50 AP | 1920 0 1.91 0,239 | 5.7 89.6
0.750 | g x 32| .50 AP 1920 15 2.19 0.274 62.0 | 15,0
7075-T6 0.750 | 8 x 32| .50 AP | 1916 15 2.31 0.289 | 63.0 | 120.0
LONGITUDINAL | 0.750 | 8 X 32| .50 AP | 1937 15 2.4 0.268 | 55.7 | 102.0
|1 __L GRAIN [ 0.750 | s x32|.50 AP | 1912 ; 1s | 2.32 |_0.290 | 44.5 85.0 _|
REF 2024-78) 0.160 Fi X361 .50 AP | 1285 0 1.30 | 0.108 | 41.8 59,7
2.2 TaANovERsE | 0.250 |12 X 36| .50 AP | 1080 0 2,75 | 0.229 | 27.5 57.3
- GRAIN 0.250 |12 X 36| .50 AP | 1364 0 305 | 0.263 | 20.4 45,3
0,250 " [12 X 36| .50 AP | 1438 0 3.15 | 0.263 | 23.4 52,0
2024-T81 LONG~

B NAL GRAIN | 0+250 |12 X 36| .50 AP 1270 0 3.64 0.303 | 31.4 750

2024-T3 TRANS -

VERSE SRAIN 0.250 [12 X 36| .50 AP | 1500 0 .90 0.1583| 45.0 7.5
6AL-4Y 0.032 |72 X 36 | .50 AP | 1680 60 1.40 0.1167| 96.2 | 142.8
TRANSVERSE | 0.032 .30 AP | 1489 60 2.67 0.223 | 63.1 | 129.5
GRAIN 0.090 .50 AP 727 0 2.68 0.223 90.6 | 186.0

0.090 .50 AP | 1165 0 5.95 0.496 | 49,5 | 151.4
? 0.090 .50 AP | 888 0 3.9 | 0.325 | 82.5 | 204.0
0.090 .50 AP | 1225 0 2.40 0.200 | 100.3 | 195.0
0,090 20 MM 121 0 1.5 0.096 | 106.4+ | 143.2+
0.125 .50 AP | M52 60 4.70 0.391 62.8 | 1n.0
0.125 .50 AP | 1339 60 1,62 0.135 | 117.2 | 167.0
0.125 .50 AP | 1358 60 1.88 0.157 | 112.4 | 193.5
0.125 |12 x 36| .50 AP | 1100 0 2.10 0.175 | 117.2+ | 213,
0.250 | 8 x 36| .50 AP | 2350 0 1.15 0.144 95.6 | 128.8
0.250 8 X 36| .50 AP 1940 0 1.77 0,222 95,6 159.5
0.250 | 8 X 36 | 20 MM 434 0 1.20 0.150 | 95.8+ ] 131.6+
0,250 | 8 X 36 | 20 MM 207 0 1.75 0.219 | 99.4 | 165.0
REF. 0.174 | 9 x 9 | .50 AP | 2200 0 0.92 0.102 | 108.3 | 130.0
2-65 0,014 | 9%X9 | .50 AP | 2200 0 1.43 0.159 | 105.2 | 158.0
0.114 | 9x9 | .50 AP | 2200 0 2.48 0.276 | B1.4 | 161.0
0,118 | 9 x g | .50 AP | 2200 0 1.15 0.128 | 102.5 | 138.0
0,114 [ 9x9 | .50 AP | 2200 0 2.50 0.278 { 74.6 | 47,9
6A1-4V 0.114 | 9x 9 | .50 AP | 2200 0 1.55 072 | 98.5 | 153.9
TRANSVERSE | 0,114 | 9x 9 | .50 AP | 2200 0 1.5} 0.168 | 109.3 | 168.0
GRAIN 0,114 | 9x 9 | .50 AP { 2200 0 1.33 0.148 | 116.0 | 168,0
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Values of Ac for Fiber Compoaite Structure

A survey of available test data on the residual tensile strength of ballistic damaged graphite/epoxy and boron/epoxy
laminates was completed in 1974 (Ref. 2-27). Following the approach just described for metals, the relationship
shown beiow was investigated for application to advanced fiber composites containing ballistic damage:

AMF
9c ¢ w (Eqn. 2-130)

’
Fuo LI
where:
oc = gross tension stress causing fracture;
Ftu = ultimate tensile strength of laminate (undamaged);
Ac = critical stress intensity factor for ballistic impact damage;
TLD = the length of the effective ballistic damage transverse to the applied tension stress.
It was found that this relationship provided good correlation of residual strength test results obtained from thin
faminates ot the 0, +45, 90 fayup family, as indicated in Figures 2-207 to 2-210. The measure of effective damage that !
best correlated the test data was: j
.= = LD, ) ‘
where;
l.Den = Predicted mean entry damage from the model given in Section 2.2.1.2.2
1
i
)
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Average values of

Ac/Fy were found tor each material.
material to establish allowable values as presented beiow:

In addition, statistical data was generated for each

Ac/FrymMn STANDARD .90 CONFIDENCE
MATERIAL AVERAGE DEVIATION .90 PROBABILITY
Graphite/Epoxy 0.574 0.098 0.393
Boron/Epoxy 0.509 0.059 0.401

A very significant rcsult was determined concerning the numerical ' alue of A for graphite and boron/epoxy
laminates, and this has been further substantiated by subsequent data. Most test data involving the 0,+45,90 layup
family (with O-degree fibers in the tensile direction) can be correlated well using a constant value for the ratio
Ac/Fy. The value selected for best overall correlation was:

Ac

Ac (Egn. 2-131)
Fiu

= 0.5 (Approximately).

This results in the following expression for residual tensile strength:

Ac 05 040
F, x NETT S
tu y 51D yTLD
The above relationship provides a simple and uscful method for predicting the residual tension strength of ballistic
damaged laminates that are controlled by O-degree fibers in the tensile direction.

{Eqn. 2-132)

Application of Ac in Residual Strength Assessment

Once values of A have been established which reflect the impact conditions and structural materials of interest,
they are used in lisu of K¢ in residual strength assessment. The transverse effective damage is used as the crack
length, and this may be obtained from the damage prediction analysis methods presented in this Manual. The success
of this approach depends in part on the degree of scatter in experimental values of A. This scatter has been found to
be small enough that A can bo regarded as a pseudo-material property within the range of ballistic conditions
investigated. (Ref. 2-2)

Several programs (References 2-2, 2-12, 2-55, 2-4, 2-65 and 2-67) have investigated the correlation between Ac and
Kc. Experimental values of K¢ were determined in References 2-7 and 2-55 from specimens also used for ballisiic
strength testing, providing a direct comparison of K¢ and Ac. The results from Reference 2-55 are shown in Figure
2-211 for both transverse- and longitudinal-grain C.190-inch 7075-T6é. Although the residual strength behavior of the
b. “istic damaged panels is muchk closer to notch-sensitive than notch-insensitive response, all the data points are
clearly in the transition region.

&\ RESIDUAL STRENGTH OF
~ IMPACT DAMAGED PANEL
7075-T8 (TRANSVERSE GRAIN)
70} .50 AP PROJECTILE IMPACTS 70
0.19- x 18- x 36-in PANELS

7075-T6 (LONGITUDINAL GRAIN)
0.50 AP PROJECTILE IMPACTS
0.19- x 18- x 36in PANELS

60 - (1] o
50 50}~
= 3
3 x
240 01
2 4
¢ :
- m -
530
~ 57 ksivin
20} ' 20}~ 56 keiVin
Ke = 39 ksi ViR
wl 10}-

ol 1 4 1 b8 ¢ ) 11
2 3 4 65 8 7 8 9 10 v 2 0

TRANSVERSE _ATERAL DAMAGE (in)

1 ol 1 d4 )1y
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Figure 2-211. Comnparison of Ballistic Damage ( A¢ ) and Fatigue Damage (K;) Residual Strength
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It is believed that this behavior is typical and that the relative magnitude of A. depends primarily upon the extent o
cracking inflicted by the impact. In general, the tendency to cr:?:k decrease: asp:hlckrg:ss lncryeng:: beyond a t/c!l
ratio of approximately 1:3. Consequently, it would be expected that the fracture response of impact damaged sheets
will appear to be more notch-insensitive as thickness is increased. The available experimental data confirm this
expectation, as mav be seen from Figures 2-212 and 2-213 for 7075-T6. These figures compare A c with values of K
gbt;’med from References 2-72 and 2-73, The values of A . were computed from References 2-2, 2-23, 2-635, 2-8 mg

Figures 2-212 and 2-213 can also be used to demonstrate the probable effects of fatigue cycling on the residual
strength of ballistic damaged panels, since, A ¢ defines the strength with projectile damage while K defines the
strength with a fatigue-sharpened notch. As shown by the data, for thicker gages the value of Kc is muéh ;ower than
Ac. Cyclic loading can produce a significant reduction in strength by changing the character of the damage without

! a significant increase in damage size. This may occur quickly (with few cyclic load applications) making it
appropriate to use K¢ rather than Ac for residual strength evaluations at times other than immediately after threat
exposure, to assure conservatism. The reader should also refer to 2,5.1.3.1 at this point, as it is shown there that
dynamic effects induced by the existence of applied tensile stress at the time of impact also cause an apparent
reduction in Ac.

[} .

120

RANGE OF A, (BALLISTIC DAMAGE)

s

7076- T6 TRANSVERSE GRAIN

.60 CAL AP DAMAGE FOR A
¢ A A, TEST DATA POINTS

CRITICAL STRESS INTENSITY FACTOR (KStVIN.)

o
| DK TEST DATA POINTS !
L 1 4 3 1 i 4 d i
0 0 .20 .40 .80 50 !
PANEL THICKNESS (in) H
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2.5.1,2.2 Additional Residual Strength Prediction Techniques for Fiber Composites

Reference 2-17 describas several analysis methods for predicting the residual tensile strength of ballistic damaged
advanced fiber composites, chiefly grapiite/epoxy. These methods are, in most cases, modified versions of linear
elastic fracture mechanics. None of the methods are completely verified by test, reflecting the overall uncertainties
with regard to predicting failure in these materials, regardless of the source of damage.

Method #1. This method was developed by K. King (Ref. 2-12), using experimental data from several sources,

including Taminates damaged by ballistic projectiles, sawcuts, and drilled holes. The approach is fully documented in |
Ref. 2-12 and applies to composite laminates containing 0-degree fibers that control the laminate strength and

stiffness in the tensile direction. There are many applications of this type of laminate in aircraft design, including 1
the 0,+45,90 family, and +45 graphite hybridized with 0-degree fiberglass or Kevlar,

The prediction can be expressed in the following way:

E .
LR | Z0y2/3 2/3 n. 2-133
! R = 0397 ()77 (D) (Eq 3)
;
lE ; where, ‘
;
P R = Critical stress ratio )
! ) {
| O, ;
E = .F-E, with
! tu
f O. = Bros: tension stress causing fracture
‘F Ftu = ultimate tensile strength of laminate (undamaged) !
! E0 = Modulus of elasticity of a uniaxial laminate of the 0-degree material :
1
. G = Shear modulus of elasticity of the hybrid laminate :
i |
&
i TDeff = The length of the effective ballistic damage transverse to the applied tension stress field (inches), i.e., ‘
' length of a sharp-edged crack causing equivalent structural degradation, i
'b: TDeff = LD, for all laminate thicknesses (Eqn. 2-16, page 77) : !
{ ; f
i This model was formulated from residual strength testing of laminates having a wide range of fiber/resin systems and ;
; layup configurations. The formulation incorporates the following assumptions:
f > j
! a. The model applies only to laminates whose tensile strength and stiffness is controlled by 0-degree fibers; 3
} !
: b.  The stress distribution in the vicinity oi the damage is parabolic, with ultimate stress at the damage tip when '
fracture initiates at the critical gross stress. i
1
: !
c. The region of stress concentration extends away from the damage tip to a lateral distance determined by the :
parametersg /F._, G, and I/E .
: . ¢t o s
F :

The relationship may also be written as:

O¢ L

Ftll

[
1« (0397) (D% (1o ¥ (Eqn. 2-134)
3 As seen above, the method predicts thal the ratio of fracture stress to ultimate strength depends on Eq/G, and the
i damage size. In an all-graphite laminate of the 0,+45,90 family, the ratio Eo/G depends only on the percentage of

+45 fibers, since Eq is determined by the fiber/resin system (typically, Eq is about 17(10)” psi for graphite/epoxy).

Figure 2-214 shows predicted vaiues of O¢/Fyy for several 0,+45,90 laminates, using Method 1. Available test data is
also shown, obtained from Ref. 2-12, for 0/+45/90, 02/+45, and 02/+45/90 laminates. The correlation is very good.
Predictions for residual tensile strength using the Avery/Porter method are also shown, represented by the

relationship Kc¢/Fyy® 0.5. The two methods converge for the quasi-isotropic laminates plotted, but differ
substantially for the 0/90 laminate.

Figu e 2-215 was extracted from the Advanced Composites Design Guide, AFML, Nov. 1971, and may be used to
estimate Eg, G, and Fy, of graphite/epoxy laminates in cases where specific test data is not avai:aule.
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Method #2. Waddoups, et al, (Ref. 2-104) proposed that there is an inherent flaw f(or intense energy region)
associated with a particular composite laminate that can be used in the prediction of the fracture stress. This
inherent flaw was assumed to control the static strength of the undamaged laminate and was analogous to the crack
tip plastic zone in metals. The inherent flaw size (ap) was assumed to exist at the edge of holes and was used to

correlate fracture strength with hole size. This resulted In the following expressions for fracture,

For slits (through center cracks):

(Eqn. 2-135)

K, - 1 [ﬂ(a+ao)] # |
For holes: : |
noo.
K, = 1 [ 23,]" Fay R (Eqn. 2-136) s
!
For unnotched strength:
]
K S [“o] (Eqn. 2-137)
where:
a, = one-half inherent flaw length
f. = fracture stress;
Kc = critical stress intensity factor;
a = one-half slit length (for through center cracks); ! ?
)¢
R = hole radius; i1
]

F@ /R) Bowie function for cracks emanating from a hole.

Method #3. Another view of fracture in composites was presented by Whitney and Nuistner (Ref. 2-105).
development, fracture is assumed to occur when the stress at some characteristic distance do ahead of the notch is

In this

equal to the ultimate tensile strength of the laminate. This analysis is applied to both holes and cracks and makes use .
of the "exact" linear elastic stress distribution around the discontiniity. This results in the following expressions for !
fracture. §
For slits: (Eqn. 2-138) -‘
~ 2,1%
Kq - F, [ﬂa a-gh ]
a
El = 5 (Egn. 2-139)
o
For holes:
«
Oc —___Zz |
- 2+£22+3E2“;where £2=R-5-3- i
tu *9% (Eqn. 2-140) ;

For unnotched strength:

e A s L it i et o]

9 = Fu

where:
KQ = the apparent critical stress intensity factor;
Ftu = ultimate tensile strength;
a = half crack length; ]
do = characteristic distance; ,
o, = critical fracture stress; ;
R = hole radius.

Whitney and Nuismer also presented a fracture criterion where failure is initiated when the average stress ahead of
the notch over some characteristic distance ag is equal to the unnotched laminate strength. This analysis yields the

following resuits when develjoped for through cracks and hole=:

For siits: !
K = F [ﬂa g]” (Eqn. 2-141) {

Q T T %5 n. 2- ]

1

£, - a (Eqn. 2-142) {

2a +a j}
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For holes:
', oc - 21- £y, (Eqn. 2-143)
= 2 b
{ Fiu (2-&y- &)
i : = R
; ty Tra,

For unnotched strength: L
oc = Fu
Comparing the data developed in Reference 2-7 for holes and slits over a range of damage sizes gives the results

shown in Figure 2-216. As shown in the figure for damage sizes greater than one inch, analysis predicts a difference
in fracture stress due to flaw shape hole vs. slit). Available test data for panels containing holes and slits confirm ]

: this result.
; |
; 1.0
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; _.I ) l.._ O SIRCULAR
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0.1 0.25 0.5 1.0 5 :
i . . .
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Figure 2.216. Effect of Flaw Shape on Fracture Response ’
of Grmhim/g;oxﬁ.‘mimm :
. Method #. This rrbethod developed by Konish (Ref. 2-109) includes experimentally determining the critical stress .
J

intensity factor (K" o) for a uniaxial laminate. The critical stress intensity factor for each layer in the laminate is
then calculated as follows. i

). = K Q./ £, 1= layer number (Eqn. 2-109)

€ —
¢z B [Tij]i [Qij]l [ﬁij] f,,/p" (Eqn. 2-110) {

3 £ 0

i

coordinates, |Qjj|i is the stiffness matrix of each ply in the global coordinate system, and }Bij]i is th‘e la‘minate

compliance matrix relating laminate strains to laminate stresses. It should be noted that the abové& equation is for a

laminate with a crack in the global y-direction and must be transformed by 90 degrees to obtain the Kl of a
F

laminate loaded in the x-direction.

Tij)i is the_ transformation matrix relating layer stresses in principal coordinates to lay rItresses in global

pr—

Figure 2-217 shows a comparison of predicted K¢ values with test results for several graphite/epoxy and
graphite/glass hybrid lJaminates. Correlation is poor for this data.




v ——

Py

i M e e+ e e o
T

Gl g L

188

-
v
+ 8
OCqg We

(]

3

s oox*sB 0 +0p DO

LAMINATE
0/ 484/%0, G/
0/¢28,/90 G/E
0/465,/00, G/
04/¢85, G/
05-8GL /2 55, G/E
0- SGL/t45, 0%
0-KEV/+ 45, G/
0,-KEV/+45, G/E
0,-8GL /48, G/E
0-8GL/s 48, G
Og~ SGL /448y G/E

0y SGL/t 60, G

MEASURED Ke (ksiy/3 )

I A

e e w w W
PREDICTED Ke (ksi /in )

PREDICTIONS USING KONISH METHOD
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Analysis Method 4

Metlnd #5. A fundamental approach toward predicting fracture in composites has been developed by Cruse (Ref.
is method consists of computing the strain energy release rate of the laminate (GQ) as the weighted sum

of all the layer strain mnergy release rates, G. i

(Eqn. 2-146)

n
G = 'E Giti/T, (n = number of plies)

’zz 1 2812 . Py
—_r ! (Eqn. 2-1471)
’22 2"zz

t. = the thickness of the ith ply;

T =  the laminate thickness;

the experimentally determined critical stress intensity factor of laminates of each ply orientation;
i for example, K \'s determined from fracture tests of O-deg laminates, 90-deg laminates, and
+lo5-deglam-natg

ﬂii is the transformed compliance matrix of each layer. The fracture toughness of the laminate is then:
K~ = 3
Q V (..Q/C
where C, and Cj in cquation 2-147 are similar except that laminate compliances are used in place of layer

compliances.

Figure 2-218 shows a comparison of predicted critical stress intensity values with test results for several
graphite/epoxy and graphite/glass hybrid laminates. Correlation is good for mast of the laminates tested.
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2.5.1.3 Dynamic Effects Associated With Strength Degradation

: There are two phenomena loosely catagorized as "dynamic" effects which can have a significant influence on the
strength degradation caused by projectile impact. The first phenomena influences the strength of the panel at the
time of impact, and is associated with the dynamic effects of the impact combined with the applied stresses existing

; in the panel. These applied stresses are, of course, due to the operational flight loads. The second dynamic effect

: arises when transient pressure loadings due to hydrodynamic ram or blast impinge on panels containing damage. The

! transient loadings introduce a dynamic stress field in the vicinity of the damage, requiring the consideration of

dynamic stress intensity factors when assessing residual tensile strength.

2.5.1.3.1 Effect of Applied Tensile Load

, Available experimental data (Ref. 2-2) shows that metallic panels, under tensile load epplied prior to the impact,
frequently fail at impact, even though the applied stress levels are below those required for residual strength failure,
This behavior is clearly shown in Figure 2-219, which shows test results for 7075-T6é aluminum impacted by small
arms projectiles. in this figure, it can be seen that impact fractures occurred at stress levels significantly below
those required for the residual static fracture of similar panels which were first damaged without applied load. This
is an effect of obvious significance, since it implies that failure predictions based upon residual strengih data will

tend to overestimate the strength of stressed panels.

} . 7075-T8
, 0,250 IN.
70 ¢ ® IMPACT FRACTURE
. | ® IMPACT NO FRACTURE
A RESIDUAL STATIC
FRACTURE
& T
B A !
f x& Y = RESIDUAL STATIC !
1 S FRACTURE
; "
| 8 %k |
} = ‘J
| 2 . |
i a
i g 2 |
| © IMPACT !
r FRACTURE -:‘
| . |
i H
%
: ol | .
! — 1 L —L LJ ‘
\ 3 5 ' 2 3 ‘“ 8
TLD, INCHES i
| i
!

Figure 2-219. Typical Impact Fracture and Residual Strength Data

{

Test data is very limited. At presert, the controlling parameters and their influence upon impact-fracture behavior .
are not fully understood. One reason for this is that the applied loads in the vicinity of the damage are complex, due !
to the dynamic interaction between the impacting projectile and the structural merrber. In addition to the applied i
static load, the dainage area may experience dynamic stresses caused by:

l

o Local bending or "denting"
o Gross dynamic bending and twisting
o In-plane "wedging" forces from projectile penetration.
In addition to the loading considerations mer.cioned above, the following factors are thought to influence impact- 1
fracture.
I.  The dynamic conditions of a running or suddenly appearing crack produce a dynamic increase in the crack tip
stress field.
R
2.  The dynamic conditions at the crack tip can result in a more brittle material response. 4
3. The dynamic stress conditions will be cyclic, which can result in fatigue damage extension.
Impact Fracture Analysis Methods

A lirpited amount of test data are available for characterizing impact fracture of 7075-T6, 2024-T81, 6A].4Y
titanium and some fiber composite materials. The most comprehensive set of test data is for 7075-T6 as reported in r
References 2-2. Data for other materials are limited, and additional testing is required to verify prediction methods

and to establish design allowables.

In Reference 2-2 and others, the possibility of predicting impact fracture in a manner analogous to that used for
residual static strength was examined. The static fracture behavior (residual strength) of ballistic damaged metal
panels has been characterized by A ¢ (see Section 2.5.1.2.1), the effective critical stress intensity factor for ballistic
damage. A similar characterization for impact fracture is given by the formula:

It Lo sines -
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AL =l \’“}‘ TLD (Eqn. 2-148)

threshold applied stress for impact fracture

-
"

O¢

’
I\C = threshold stress intensity factor for impact fracture
TLD = damage transverse to the applied stress

The table below. (from Ref. i-2) compares Ac and AL for transverse grain 7075-T6 panels impacted by .50 caliber AP
projectiles. These are very rough estir.ates from incomplete data, However, the estimated values of Al are

appreciably below the A values.

7075-T6 ALUMINUM
ROLLING GRAIN TRANSVERSE TO APPLIED LOAD
Estimated Estimated
Impact ijracture Static Fracture
Thickness N Ac
{in.) (ksi/\?fn‘) (ksi Vin)
0.090 48.9 68.3
0.125 42.6 62.5
0.250 34.0 66.6
0.375 51.4 87.0
(Ref. 2-2)

Additional comments on the observed impact fracture response of several aluminum allcys and some preliminary
results for advanced composites are presented below.

Longitudinal Grain 7075-T6. Review of the limited available data indicates that the estimated lower bound for A%
falls within the range of typical K¢ values. The results of this review are presented in Figure 2-220. The typical K¢
values were established from available test data. Based on the data presented, it would be reasonable to use K¢ as a
lower bound for threshold impact fracture for longitudinal grain 7075-T6 in thicknesses up to 0.750 inches. Further,
it is noted that the experimental lower bounds on A% tend to lie in the upper portion of the K¢ envelope as the panel
thickness in increased. This indicates that using K¢ for a lower bound may cause an unnecessarily severe penalty for
thicker sections; i.e., the impac. {ailure predictions may prove to be too conservative. 7o avoid this conservatism,
the data indicates that it would be reasonable to use "typical" or actual K¢ values for thin sections to predict a lower
bound for threshoid impact fracture for panel thickness up to 0.75 inches. As seen in the figure, A% for longitudinal-
grain 7075-T6 ranges between 55 and 75 ksi Vin., with no appreciable thickness effect evident.

Transverse Grain 70?5—1’6. Reference 2-2 provides considerable impact-fracture data for transverse-grain 7075-Ts,
and several data points are reported in Ref. 2~55. Evaluations of A’c are compared with a K¢ data envelope in Figuré
2:22!. The A estimates fall within the K¢ envelope, as with the case of lorzitudinal-grain 7075-T6; however, the
A’ data tends to fall in the lower rcgion of the envelope. The range of A for transverse-grain 7075-T6 is bet\’ween
33 and 50 ksi Vin., as compared with 55 to 75 ksi Vin. for the lower-bound range of A’c for the longitudinal-grain

configuration,
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Figure 2.220, Impact Fracture Toughness A  and K. of Longitudinal Grain 7075-T6"
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Figure 2.221. Impact Fractura Toughness A¢ and K¢ of Transverse Grain 7075-T6

2024-T81 Aluminum. In Reference 2-2, a number of transveise-grain 2024-T81 panels were tested for impact
fracture. The t. ilts were for thicknesses of 0.160 and 0.250 inches. The average A¢ for these data is 41 ksi Vin,

6A1-4V MIL Anneal Titanium. Considerable transverse-grain 6A1-4V impact-fracture data is reported in Reference
2-7. In general, impact fracture did not occur in this material and it appears that the residual static strength

predictions may be used.

Fiber Composite Materials. Experimental work with certain layups of fiber composite laminates has shown, as with
metals, that the impact-fracture strength can be below the residual static strength. This is illustrated by some
available impact-fracture and reridual strength data shown in Figure 2-222. Test data for stressed boron/epoxy
panels impacted with .50-caliber AP projectiles are shown, indicating the bracketing of the impact-fracture
threshold. The residual strength of the ballistic-damaged panels and saw-cut notched panels are shown for

comparison.

Using the available data for boron/epoxy and graphite/epoxy given in References 211, 2-12, 2-99 through 2-101 and
2-16, an analysis using the A’c approach as described for metals was developed. It was found that the impact
fracture toughness ( A%) could be established by using the effective damage size (TDetf) due to the projectile impact.
The etfective damage size is defined as the equivalent idealized flaw causing structural degradation. This is normally
set equal to the predicted penetrater damage size, thus assuming that the maximum damage is oriented transverse to
the stress field. As shown for residual strength, normalizing the test data to ultimate strength can be used to

correlate materials having diverse layups and strength levels.

The numerical results of this assessment of test results are summarized in Table 2-33. The test date covers a range
layup configurations and ultimate strength values. As seen in the table, there was some variation in A'c/Fyy with
different fiber systems and loadings. It should be noted that the impact-fracture toughness ( A'c) was not a constant
percentage of ballistic-damage residual fracture toughness ( Ac) for these test results, but demonstrated some

variation with fiber/matrix types.
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Figure 2-222. Strength of Boron-Epoxy Sandwich Panels Impacted by .50 Caliber Bullet
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Table 2-33. Impect Fracture Data for Composite Pansh
Materlsl N IV I
Graphite/Epoxy
T300/034 wm = ﬂ>~='°51/!1’-0m
T80-5/5208 0.84 0.8 2
AS/3801 10 B> 1o TOyq¢ = damege size
HT-S tibee 0.38 0.81 0, = thrashhold stress for impact fracture
HM-S tiber >0.19 0.83
<3 B> A - o Tip0
%yz et
Boron/Epoxy
0, = static residual fracture
Tonslun o4 0.81 ©  strom after Impact damage
Beams, bending 0.48 0.83
B> Test results are reported in Reterence
Hybrids 212, Thess results indicated thet
. the Impaect fracture threshold stress
0,SGL/%4B, AS3B01 | 1.07 [ 107 was not below the static residual
0,5GL/t00, ASRBO | 124 B>| 1. fracture stres.
07SGLA4SB, TIOR3 | 107 B>| 107
L

2.5.1.3.2 Dynamic Stress Intensity Factors (From Reference 2-14)

When stresses are suddenly applied to a plate containing a crack and maintained at constant value for some arbitrary
length of time, the stress-intensity factor is a variable function of time. in the case of suddenly applied extensional
(i.e., membrane) loading there is a peak (Reference 2-81) in the opening mode membrane stress-intensity factor at
the nondiinensional time, r = 2.9, where:

(Eqn. 2-149)

T = 2c2t/D
where:
D = Damage size
t = Actual time (seconds).

c, is the distortional wave speed given by:

I (Eqn. 2-150)
©2=V5

where G = Shear modulus

p = Mass density (e.g.. -iugs/ftj)

Thus, the time required to obtain the peak in the membrane stress-intensity {actor is
(Eqn. 2-151)

t = 2.9D/2C2

In the case of the suddenly zpplied bending moment (Ref. 2-82), the dynamic bending stress-intensity factor
approaches the static stress-intensity factor without experiencing a peak. When r = 2.9, and with Poisson's ratio =
0.3, the dynamic bending stress-intensity factor is 65-percent of the static value if 2h/D = 0.5, and is 73-percent of
the static valuc if 2h/D is unity. Ratios of the dynamic to the static bending stress-intensity factors are not

available for other 2 h/D ratios.

As a consequence of this, and the discussions presented in and in Sections 2.5.1.1.1 and 2.5.1.4, it is recommended
that the peak dynamic stress-intensity factor be computed from

Y2 %
D -1
K= on 5P Fo-050, 3 AL ) FL0GOI R, (Eqn. 2-152)

1.0if 2h/D>»land ¢ = 2.9

Fd b 0.73if 0.5<2h/D<Il and 7= 2.9 (Eqn. 2-153)
¥

0.65if 2h/D<0.5and 1= 2.9
if the peak dynamic stresses o, and dp are maintained for the nondimensional time r = 2.9. However, if the

duration of the application of the stresses om and 0} is such that r exceeds 2.9, it is recommended that Fqb = |
be used in Equation (2-152) in ordet not to underestimate the effect of the bending on the stress-intensity factor.
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In Equation (2-132), Fc (A)G(A) accounts for the interaction between the crack and flaw. For a pair of cracks from
the ends of an elliptic flaw. replace Fc with Fa from Figure 2-183 or Table 2-28, For a pair of cracks from the ends !
of an axis of a rectangular flaw, replace Fc with Fe from Figure 2-184. Until new experimental data becomes i
available for the fragment penetrations of high explosive projectiles, let the crack length be 0.03 inch in the

computation of A.

A e A 1

Insofar as @ m and Op in Equation (2-152) are concerned, as stated previously, let Om and Q) be the peak values

that are maintained continuously for at least t 2 2.9 D/2c, (see Equation 2-1351). An alternate approach is to use 1
time averaged stresses that are maintained continuously fgr 1 22.9 D/2c,. Fracture is predicted to occur if K from

Equation (2-152) is greater than K¢. Otherwise, the absence of fracture i? predicted.

The concept of time-average stresses in Equation (2-152) is based on heuristic reasoning, in order to arrive
subsequently at predictions of fracture. Test data from carefuily controlled tests are needed to assess the accuracy
' of fracture predictions based on the use of peak and/or average stresses in Equation (2-1352).

2.5.1.8 Effect of Combined Stress (From Reference 2-14)

In panels subjected to internal pressures from the detonation of high explosive projectiles nr from hydrodynamic ram,
there will generally be combined bending and membrane stresses. Crack propagation or catastrophic failure will be
due to the combined state of stresses, and, the failure criterion should take into consideration the interaction
between stress-intensity factors due to the membrane response and the bending response.

! For an infinite plate with a crack of length D that is subjected to an in-plane extensional (i.e., membrane) stress Om
o that is oriented normal to the crack, the opening mode stress intensity factor is:

- 1, (Eqn. 2-138%) :
Km * O _g‘ D g |

If the membrane stress O n is replaced by a bending moment per unit length, Mb, such that the axis of the bending
moment is parallel to the crack,the opening mode stress-intensity factor is (Ref. 2-80):

DAL LRI J A

. n (Eqn. 2-155
b % V=2 P q )
with @, - 6Mb/h2 (Eqn. 2-136)

ST T T TR T e T v e et o

Ii the aforementioned crack were replaced by a radial crack of iength D emanating from each end of a diameter of
the circular flaw of radius R, then

?- .. Ky =0 \H— D F(D/2R) (Eqn. 2-157)

‘ where F(D/2R) is a monutonically decreasing function given in Table 1 of the Roberts and Rich r (Ref, 2-
E Equation (2-157) reduces to Equation {2-155) when R = 0, paper (Re 30).

Using the notation from Section 2.5.1.1.}, an alternate form for Kp can be developed, namely:

kb °b1,?‘ lxl F(A-1) (Eqn. 2-158)

In the case of cracks emanating from rectangular or elliptic flaws rather than circular flaws, there are no equations
available for determining Kp because of the lack of the analytic function F(A-1) in Equation (2-158). Until exact
analytic solutions become available for Kp in cases of cracks from the axes of elliptic and rectangular flaws, it is
recommended that Equation (2-159) be used elliptic flaws and Equation (2-160) be used for rectangu'ar flaws. Thus, ‘
for an elliptic flaw, ;

D A-l C
Ky - °b\E 5 Fe(X)G(A) (Eqn. 2-159) :

where Fel A) can oe obtained from Figure 2-183 or Table 2-28 from Section 2.5.1.1.1. G( A) is obtained from Figure ;
2-223. Appendix C of Reference 2-14 includes additional information on G(\). For a rectangular flaw:

D Al . .
K, = 9y \E—-A_ Fr(A)G(M (Eqn. 2-160) X
|

with Frto be obtained from Figure 2-184 ot Section 2.5.1.1.1.

For circular flaws with cracks, Kp from Equation (2-157) will equal Kp from Equation (2-150) because of the
definition of G(A). With the use of G(A) in Equations (2-159) and (2-160), the error in K for elliptic or rectangular -
flaws is unknown; hrwever, it is believed that the error in Kp will not be of major significance. Moreover, it is 'y
believed that in many practical problems, membrane effects will predominate over bending effects and consequently 1
thedler:lors introduced by the use of Equations (2-159) and (2-160) will be of secondary importance in fracture ii
predictions. }
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ASYMPTOTE, G (M) = t
A A (- A [ 1 | A 1
1 2 3 4 ] [ ] 7 ] ) 10 1"
' NONDIMENSIONAL CRACK LENGTH i

o ——

Figurs 2223. Values of G (\) For Eqn, 2-159

From elementary stress analysis, based on linear theory, the total extensional stress on the outer fibers of a plate
under combined membrane and bending loads is
(Eqn. 2-161)

0 = 0+ 0
: If 6o is the extensional stress on the outer fiber and 0j is the extensional stress on the inner fiber at a plate cross
. section, then )
0, = (o + 02 (Eqn. 2-162) i
i
! and

0, = 0, =0, /2 (Eqn. 2-163) !

Analogous to the concept of superimposing a bending and membrane stress to obtain a total extensional stress, one
may superimpose an opening mode bending stress-intensity factor, Kp, with an opening mode membrane stress-
intensity factor, Ky, to obtain a total opening mode stress-intensity factor, namely,

K' = Koo+ Ky (Eqn. 2-164)

In general, the opening mode stress-intensity factor is computed and compared with the fracture toughness K¢ in
order to predict the presence or absence of fracture for a particular problem. When comparisons with K¢ are to be Lo
made for fracture predictions, i is recomended that K' from Equation (2-16&) be replaced with: i 3

- .l_ (E n, 2- : ]
!‘ K=K, +3 Ky qn. 2-163)

The reason for introducing 1/2 before Kp in Equation (2-163) is based on experimental data and the recommendation

in Reference 2-113 that for a quick estimate o1 crack growth rates in plates under cylindrical bending, one may use :
the extensiona: (i.e., membrane, data by merely replacing K(m) by Kb/2. »
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2.5.2 Analysis of Multiple Load Path Panels Containing Impact Damage

Many structuraj configurations cannot be represented as monolithic panels in assessing strength degradation from
impact damage. The wings of transport aircraft, for example, often consist of skin with riveted stiffeners. The
stiffeners can provide damage-containment or crack-arrestment capability that is not considcred in the element
residual strength analysis procedures presented in Section 2.5.1, Since the crack-arrestment capability cen
significantly improve the residual strength of damaged structure, the stitfening must be included in the analysis. This
section discusses the response of stiffened panels to projectile damage, and available analytical techniques for
residual strength prediction.

Figure 2-I24 shows several typical damage configurations involving skin and stiffeners. In Figure 2-224(a), the
damage is confined to the skin between the stiffening elements. This would be typical of a small-arms impact into
the skin between stiffeners, or an entry damage from a dejay fuzed HE projectile. In (b) the damage is confired to
the skin but reaches into two skin bays. This damage configuration, often used in fatigue-damage analysis, is
probably not typical for projectile impact damage. When the skin damage extends into more than one bay, the
intermediate stiffener normally would be damaged. This is illustrated in (C) where both the skin and stiffener are
damaged with the skin damage extending into two bays. Damage of this type will generally be the critical case for
projectile impact damage tolerance analysis.

HE projectiles have the capability to damage several skin bays, and sever all the intermediate stiffening elements,
For the particular case investigated, the threat and structural parameters such as stiffener spacing must be used to
establish the extent of damage.
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~STIFFENER INTACT
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C) DAMAGE ACROSS A STIFFENER — STIFFENER FAILED

Figure 2-.224. Typical Damage Configurations Involving Stiffeners and Skin

2.5.2.1 Analytical Approach

The following discussion of the tensil~ failure of damaged stiffened structure is drawn from H. Vlieger (Ref. 2-88,
2-107 and 2-108), In a cracked stiffened panel, the stiffener tends to decrease the stress at the crack tip by
permitting the transfer of load from sheet to stiffener. In this connection, two dimensionless parameters are
significant: the tip stress reduction factor and the stiffennr load concentration factor. The tip stress reduction
factor, Y, is defined as the ratio of stress intensity factors for sheets with and without stiffeners.

K.,
Y = Rstnﬁened < 1. (Eqn. 2-166)
unstiffened
The stiffener load concentration factor is defined as the ratio of the maximum stiffener load and the load in the
stiffzner at the end of the panel, remote from the damage:
TF (Eqn. 2-167)

max

F .

stiffener
The values of both Y and C depend on the relative stiffness of shzet and stiffener and on the ratio of crack length and
stiffener pitch.

C = > 1.

Two basic cases of stiffened panel failure will be considered. The residual strength diagram for the stiffener critical
case is shown in Figure 2-225 and the skin critical case is shown in Figure 2-226. For the stiffener critical case
consider a simple panel with two stiffeners, containing a central crack. When this panel contains a crack that is
small at the onset of instability, the stress condition at the crack tip will hardly be influenced by the stiffeners, and
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Figure 2.225. Residual Strength Diagram for Stiffened Panel
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Figure 2-226. Panel Configuretion with Heavy Stiffeners, ‘Skin-Critical” Case

the gross stress causing unstable crack propagation will be the same as that of an unstiffened sheet. When the
unstably growing crack approaches the stiffener, the ioad concentration in the stiffener will be so high that the

stiffener fails without stopping the crack.

When the panel contains a crack extending almost from one stiffener to the other, the stiffener will be extromely
effective in reducing the stress intensity at the crack tips, resulting in a higher value of the gross stress at crack
growth initiation compared with the unstiffened sheet, With increasing panel load, the crack tip will get closer to the
stiffener and due to the inherent increase of stiffener effectiveness, the crack growth will remain stable. Fracture
of the panel will occur at the stress level indicated by § due to the fact that at this level the maximum stress in the
stiffener has reached the ujtimate strength of the stiffener material.

When the crack is of an intermediate size (2a), there will be unstabje crack growth at a stress slightly above the
tracture strength of the unstiffened sheet, but this will be stopped under the stiffeners, After crack arrest the panel
load can be further increased. During the application of this final load increment, the tip stress is also raised and
some additional stable crack growth may occur before the ultimate stiffener load is reached, again at the stress

level.

For the simple example in Figure 2-225, the foregoing considerations imply a predicted residual strength curve of the
shape indicated by the heavy line. This curve contains a horizontal part determined by the stitfener strength and the
tip stress reduction at panel failure after crack arrest. For initial crack lengths smaller than the stiffener pitch, this
flat part constitutes a lower bound of the residual strength. It intersects the vesidual strength curve of the
unstiffened panel at a crack fength Za. Assuming that the effect of the stiffener on the stress condition at the crack
tip will be negligible for this crack length, this value of Za will constitute a lower limit of crack lengths for which
crack arrest will occur. For this reason, 2a is called the “threshold crack length.' This value of Za divides the range
of crack lengths considered here into an interval containing short crack lengths for which panel behavior is not
affected by the presence of stiffeners and an interval of long cracks that, after some unstable growth, are stopped

under the stiffeners.
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For heavy stiffening ratios, skin failure may be the critical event as shown in Figure 2-226, Due to a low stiffener
load concentration, the stiftener failure curve and fracture of stiffened panel curve do not intersect. In Figure 2-226
| a crack size of 2a will show stable growth at point B and become unstable at point C. Crack arrest occurs at D from
; where further slow growth can occur if the load is raised. Finally at point E the crack will again become unstable,
resulting in panel fracture.

: The "threshold crack length," Za tor the skin failure case is determined by projecting point E horizontally until it
intersects the unstiffened panel fracture curve. This horizontal line, T, constitutes a lower bound of tne residual
strength. This value of 2a divides the range of crack lengths considered into an interval containing short crack
lengths for which panel behavior is not affected by the presence of the stiffeners and an interval of long cracks that,
after some unstable growth, are arrested. It should be clear from the above discussion that it is not essential for
! ! crack arrest that the crack runs into a fastener hole. Crack arrest is basically a result of the reduction of crack tip
3 stress intensity due to load transmittal to tie stiffener. The criterion for crack arrest has to involve the two
i alternatives of stiffener failure and skin failure, depending upon the relative stiffness of sheet and stiffener. The
! above discussion assumes that the tastener loads do not exceed fastener capability.

P So far, only the panel configuration with two stiffeners and a central crack has been considered. However, similar
r considerations are valid for cracked panels with more stiffeners and other locations of the crack with respect to
' intact and broken stiffeners.

t For this methodology, the residual strength of a stiffened panel is determined from the (esidual strength of the
: unstiffened sheet by accounting for the sheet-stiffener interaction in the cracked region. The residual strength
characteristics of the relevant material are sometimes not available but can be determined by & small number of )

. tests. The interaction of sheet and stiffener is expressed by the values of Y and C.

'E To construct the residual strength diagrams in Figure 2-225 and 2-226, the unstiffened panel fracture curve, Y and C
i are needed. Basically, the sti/fened panel fracture curve can be obtained by raising all points of the unstiffened
i panel fracture curve by a factor, 1/Y. The stiffener failure curve can be obtained by dividing the ultimate tensile

stress of the stiffener by C. The stiffener curve is usually modified by a constant correction factor to account for
i load eccentricity and notch effects,

e ks b a1

] The finite element method or an analytical method proposed by Vlieger (Ref. 2-88), can be used to calculate Y and C.
{ fhe analytical method has an advantage over the finite element method in that the effect of different panel
parameters on the residual strength of a certain panel configuration can easily be assessed so that the stiffened panel !
can be optimized for battle damage. The finite element method has an advantage in that it is relatively easy to
incorporate such effects as stiffener eccentricity, hole deformation and yielding.

The analytical method proposed by Vlieger for calculating Y and C consists of dividing the stiffened panel into its
; composite parts, the skin and the stiffener. In the area of the crack some load from the skin will be transmitted to
] the stiffener. This load transmission takes place through the fasteners, which implies that the skin will exert forces
on the stiffener and the stiffener will exert forces in the opposite direction on the skin. o

¥ : The ceoblem is reduced now to that of an unstiffened plate loaded by a uniform stress and fastener forces, Fj...Fp.
i This case can be considered as a composition of three separate cases: 1) a uniformly loaded cracked sheet, 2) a sheet
without a crack, loaded with forces, F1...Fp, and 3) a cracked sheet with forces on the crack edges given by the
tunction, p(x). The forces, p(x), represent the load distribution exerted on thc edges of the slit to provide the
necessary stress-free crack edges. The stress conditions at the crack tip in these three cases have to be determined.
In terms of stress intensity factors it can be seen that for case 1)K - g ViF& and for case 2K = 0. The stress
intensity factor for case (3)is a fairly complicated expression and the integral has to be solved numerically. To
determine Y and C the fasteners forces have to be known. Compatibility requires equal displacement at the o
coresponding fastener locations of sheet and stiffener. These compatibility requirements deliver a set of n o
(n = number of fasteners) independent algebraic equations from which the fastener forces can be solved. After the i
fastener forces have been determined, the calculation of C and L are easily completed. Additional problems and :
refinements in adapting the methodology to a particular type of material and panel configuration are covered in Ref. ;
2-88.

1
i
In the analytical method adhesive bonded and integral stiffeners can be treated by assuming uniformly distributed i
4 fasteners forces, F}...Fy, along the stiffeners. It should be noted that the criterion of stiffener failure is not relevant i
in case of integral stiffeners, since the crack can run right through the stiffeners. In that case there will only be a
skin crack propagation criterion, but this will still be different from the case of mechanically fastened stiffeners. In
the case of adhesively bonded stiffeners the criterion of fastener failure will be important. Load transmittal from
skin to stiffener in the cracked area will set up high shear stresses in the bond. This may lead to decohesion and
consequently, a decrease of the effectivity of the stiffener to take load from the skin. Decohesion will alter the
residual strength diagram as in the case of fastener ailure.

Arrest of unstable crack growth at the next stiffener is governed by three criteria: 1) stiffener failure, 2) fastener
failure or bond failure, and 3) skin crack propagation. If any of these three criteria are met, total failure will occur.
Application of the above methodology has shown good correlation with test results for metal stiffened panels.

2.5.2.2 Finite Element Analysis of Damaged Multiple Load Path Panels

Finite element methods have been developad (2-89, for example) for predicting the stress intensity factor for cracks 1
and stress concentration factors for sti‘feners, A finite element analysis is effective in applications where b
complicated boundary conditions and geometry rule out an exact solution for the crack tip stress intensity factor.
Skin panels are idealized using constant strain triangular membrane elements, typical stiffeners as rod elements and
fasteners as shear spring elements. A special element, known as a cracked (or singular) element is used at the crack
tip. This element has special properties which allow the stress at the crack tip to approach Infinity, hence an J
accurate idealization of the structure can be realized without using a very tine mesh of elements at the crack tip.
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Once the Internal loads akd deflections have been obtained from the finite element solution, the stress intensity
factor may be calculated usiyg the following equation:

Rt

where: K| is the Mode I stress intensity factor, "v" is the crack opening displacement along the crack surface at a
radial (in this case, along the crack) distance "r" from the crack tip, and E is the elastic modulus of the material.

Bach displacement (v], v2, v3..) along the crack Is substituted in the above equation with corresponding radial
distance (ry, r2, ra..) and the values of the stress intensity tactor (K|, K2 K3....) are determined, These values are
then plotted versus the radial distances. A least square straight line fit of the data is then performed snd by
extrapolating ior the value of X at r = 0, the stress Intensity factor at the crack tip can be found. Figure 2-227
shows the procedure. It shonld be noted that the stress (stress concentration factor) carried by each stiffener is
determined directly by the finite element program.

CRACK TIP
Ko STRESS INTENSITY
_ FACTOR
X oK
g 1
L
3 E Ky |=———"
_'2 | g
' G Ky fem——
- z
V4 V. v v
’ 1:a 2 g’ Ky L__._.1
l |
Crack ' L
Centerlines | CRACK TIP 0 "

' RADIAL DISTANCE ALONG CRACY. FROM CRACK TIP, 1,

a) CRACK-TIP DISPLACEMENTS b) EXTRAPOLATION OF RADIAL STRESS INTENSITY FACTORS

TO FIND CRACK-TIP STRESS INTENSITY FACTOR

Figure 2-227. Finite Elernent Method for Determining Crack-Tip
Stress Intensity Factors in 8 Damaged Stiffened Skin

The stress intensity and stress concentration factors can be found in this manner for any built-up structure, and

stress intensity and stress concentration correction factor curves, such as those shown in Figures 2-228 and 2-229,
can be constructed.

To use these curves, the stress intensity factor, K, at the crack tip is calculated using:

K = o0VRAY Y,
where:
K = the stress intensity factor
0 = the applied skin stress
a = half the damage size (shown as L on Figure 2-228)
Y

SR’ Yo = the correction factors for the bay width and remote siress influence on the stress intensity factor
(from curve, see Figure 2-228).

The stress in the stiffener, ¢, is calculated using:

g' = L1 CS CU
where:
o' = the stress in the stiffener
¢ = the applied stiffener stress
Cs, Co = the correction factors for the bay width and remote stress influence on the stiffener stresses (from

curve, see Figure 2-229).

The residual strength of the structure can be determined by comparing the computed stress intensity or stress
concentration factor with known critical values.
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2.5.2.3 Engineering Analysis Method (Porter, 1974)

An alternate analysis method has been developed (Reference 2-7) from empirical data, by T. R. Porter. This method
{ is useful because of its compatibility with the monolithic panel analysis presented earlier, and its simplicity. Figure
; 2-230 illustrates the technique. The "plateau" strength (o ¢ Stiffened) is related to the unstiffened critical fracture
stress for a full-bay crack (o c Unstiffened) by the ratio termed Cgyp,.

The value of CExp is determined from the relationship shown in Figure 2-23] where CExp is related to stiffener area,
skin gage, stiffener spacing, and yield strengths. It should be noted that the value of ¢ (Unstiffened) is determined
from fatigue-cracked (notch-sersitive) data even for evaluating ballistic-damaged panels. In stiffened panels
containing smail ballistic damages where the critical stress given by A ¢ (or A’c) is greater than oc Unstiffened, the
panel strength evaluated by A < (or A'C) would apply. This is illustrated in the figure.

!
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» : Figure 2-230. Residual Strength Assessment of Projectile Damaged Stiffened Panel
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Figure 2-231. Empirical Determination of the Residual Strength of Stiffsned Panel
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2.5.3 Analysis of Multi-Element Structure Containing Impact Damage

The methods presented previously for predicting the structural capability of damaged elements and crack-arresting
structure can be applied directly to many areas of the aircraft. However, the infliction of damage in highly
redundant aircraft structural elements can cause a complex redistribution of internal loads among the elements. The
: availability of alternate load paths results in enhanced residual strength capability even though element failures
| : occur.

2,5.3.1 Finite Analysis Techniques for Damaged Structure

B A powerful tool for the residual strength analysis of damaged structural components (a wing or wing segment, for
example), is the general purpose finite-element structural analysis computer program. These programs are commonly
used in structural design analysis. Their application to damaged or altered structure is a logical extension, and has
been demonstrated in several investigations (References 2-12, 2-63). Every major airframe manufacturer has finite-

{ element program suitable for this purpose.

| The operational theory of finite-element structural-analysis computer programs will not be discussed in detail here,
as it is well known and well documented (Reference 2-84, for example). The basic approach is to develop a model or
"structural idealization" of the component, using discrete structural elements such as plates, beams and rods. The
: discrete elements are connected at node points that have been established from a three-dimensional grid layout of
{ the structural component. The elements and their properties are selected so that they duplicate the stiffuess
8 properties of the actual structure between node points.

! Loads, calculated so that they provide reactions equivalent to the flight-loading conditions of the actual structural
component, are applied at the node points. The matrix manipulation routines included in the computer program then
develop the overall structural response of the component, by formulating the component stiffness matrix from the
collection of element stiffness matrices. The output of the computer program is typically the deflections at the node
points and the stresses in the elements. In essence, the computer program provides the stresszs in the model
elements, and these can be translated to stresses in the actuai structure elements by the analyst.

The utility of these techniques for impact damage tolerance analysis lies in the fact that impact damage can be
incorporated into the model by altering the stiffness properties of the damaged elements. This alteration must be
made using damage models of the type discussed in Section 2.2, that relate damage size to threat, and of the type
discussed in Section 2.4 that relate stiffness degradation to damage.

A -

Using the altered eiement stiffness properties, the finite-element computer program can then reanalyze the structure |
and develop the redistribution of element stresses caused by the damage. The strength capability of the damaged j
structural component for any desired flight loading condition can then be determined by comparing the redistributed :
element stresses with structural failure criteria, including those defined in Sections 2.5.1 and 2.5.2 for damaged :
elemynts and crack-arresting structure,

Figures 2-232 to 2-234 show key aspects of the application of finite-element structural analysis to damaged i
structure. F.gure 2-232 is a wing plan view showing the section to be analyzed for survivability to typical HE ;
projectile impact. Figure 2-233 is the nodal diagram for the wing section. Considerable engineering judgment must
be applied in preparing a nodal diagram that will ensure realistic results. Figure 2-234 is the element diagram,
indicating the various elements selected for the idealization. Typical element selection might include;

1. Upper and lower skin plates -- Stiffened plates carrying shear and axial load. Stiffeners are included as part of
the plate properties.

2. Spar and rib web plates -- Spar webs may be modeled as plates capable of carrying shear only.

3. Spar and rib stiffeners -- These elements may be modeled as beams carrying axial load.

4.  Spar chords -- All spar chords are modeled as beam elements carrying both axial and bending load.

Figure 2-235 shows the loads applied at the nodes for a particular flight-loading condition. For example, these loads
may be selected to represent flight conditions at limit load factor, or any load factor of interest.

ST

The modeling developed at this point is that of the damaged structure. The program should now be run so that
3 : element stresses and deflections for the undamaged case are available for comparison with the damaged cases.
Following this, elements are altered as shown in Figure 2-236, in accordance with a damage model, and the reanalysis
was completed for comparison with element failure criteria.

Figure 2.232.. Wing Plan View
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Figure 2-236, Schematic of Damaged Wing

2.5.3.2 Application of Finite-Element Techniques to Damaged Structure

Dr. Pao C. Huang, in Reference 2-114, has introduced a "Patching Technique" for the development of a finite element
model representing a battle-damaged aircraft. This technique is summarized here and the applications of
preprocessors PING and BING to the automatic generation of input data for NASTRAN analyses are also briefly
described. Finally, the importance of modeling technique is addressed.

Finite Element Program - NASTRAN. NASTRAN, a general purpose finite element program for structural analysis
developed by NASA, can be used as an example of a program for which data generation can be an overwhelming task.
NASTRAN is versatile and applies to a large class of static and dynamic problems as follows:

a. Static response to concentratad and distributed loads, thern.al expansion, and enforced deformation;

b. Dynamic response to transient loads and random excitation;

¢. Determination of real and complex eigenvalues for use in vibration analysis and stability analysis.

However, preparing NASTRAN input for a complicated problem is a large effort in itself. It includes a layout of a
grid mesh; calculations of grid point locations; generation of element properties and their connectiv s to grid points;
preparation of input sheets; and, finally, punching of input cards. All this work is time consuming and requires the
effort of a team of specialists. Furthermore, possible occurrences of human errors together with unavoidable

redesign cycles make the analysis formidable.
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To remedy these difficulties, special input generation programs have been developed to automatically generate finite
element models and their associated NASTRAN input for air vehicle structures.

: . %r_em!w NASTRAN, A Plartorm Input Generator (PING) (Reference 2-115) which can rapidly develop a
t : nite eflement model for an arbitrary wing planform of an air vehicle, and a Body Input Geiterator (BING) (Reference
i 2-116) which performs the same functioi: for any type of shell body are currently operational. Utilizing tnese two
: ’ preprocessors, a complete vehicle such az shown in Figure 2-237 can be easily and quickly generated for rigorous
. . structural analyses, These two preprocassors contain meny useful features which can be utilized to facilitate the
development of a mode} to truly simulate a real missile.

! The efficiency of PING is demonstrated in Figure 2-238 where a finite element model of a double wedge, solid,
: sweptback wing is shown as an example. This finite element model has 277 grid points, 260 plate elements, and 1400
degrees of freedom. PING was employed in the development of this mode . It only took five manhours and a few

seconds of computer time to produce 1137 input cards for NASTRAN analysis.

S RN

Without PING it would take at least 360 manhours to produce the same number of cards manually. The capability of
developing a finite element model rapidly and economically is an essential requirement ior such complicated work as

the vulnerability study of battle damaged structures,
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Figure 2.237. A Complate Sinite Element Model For Structural Analysis
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: Figures 2.239 to 2-200 show some of the sample finite element models developed by PING and BING, Figure 2-239
demonstrates the useful feature of a mixed mesh which can be used to reduce the degrees of freedom in less
important areas. Figure 2-240 shows a model of a curved Jelta wing. Figure 2-241 illustrates how patches with a
circular or ellipitical hole can be used with a finer 1nesh around the hole for more detailad stress distribution. Figure
v 2-242 shows a wing with an elliptical hole which can be developed in two stages, First, a wing mode} without hole is
. developed and the elements around the hole are removed; then a patch with the hole can be developed to fit in the

opening. Figure 2-243 shows a compiicated but realistic missile body generated by BING. It has a nose cone and a
! cylindrical shell with an engine housing. Figure 2-244 shows a finite element model of a BQM 34A wing. This built- o
up wing has three spars connecting two curved panels. Again, a mixed mesh is used in the wing panels to reduce the I
degrees of freedom without sacrificing the accuracy in the important wing root area.

; , Using the preprocessors and NASTRAN, reliable analytical results can now be obtained easily and rapidly. Figure 2- :
: 245 shows the good correlation of the theoretical and experimental data. The latter were provided by the Naval i
; Research Laboratory from a complete vibration test of the actual missile. The theoretical results were obtained by .
! NASTRAN on & finite element model developed by PING and BING. It only took 40 manhours to complete the !
! vibration model and 1200 seconds of CDC 6500 computer time to obtain the first six vibration modes. With these {

powerful analytical tools, elaborate structural analysis certainly becomes practical in the development of a

i complicated air vehicle system,

b | REQUIRED INPUTS CARDS 4 't’:‘: '
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Figure 2-240. Planned Finite Element Mode!

P : Figure 2-239. Sparrow 11 Solid Wing Plan Form
of a Cyclindrical Wing

Figure 2-241. Sample Patches Developed by Ping
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Figure 2.243, Fusslage with Engine Housing Developed by Bing
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o F=a1.1 Hz
TEST DATA =38 Hz %‘ TEST DATA =39 Hz TEST DATA =52 Hz

: Figure 2-245. Comparison of the Theorsticel and Experimental Data of a Vibration Model
' Developed by Ping and Bing

Patching Technique. On a demanding task such as the vulnerability study of battle damaged structures, precise stress
data around the damaged area will be required to determine the possibility of crack propagation which may lead to
catastrophic failure. Finite element analysis techniques will be of great value in furnishing detailed information for
such a study. .Therefore, an elaborate finite element model must be developed to accurately represent the damaged
structure. Using PING, this task can be easily achieved. Figure 2-246 shows the procedure for the development of a
damaged wing structure. First, a finite element model of the undamaged wing must be generated and the plate
elements around the damage removed. Then patches of damaged components having smaller plate elements can be
generated to fit the cutout. Finally, these patches are inserted into the proper locations to complete the finite
element mode! for the damaged wing. This modeling procedure is designated as the "Patching Technique". The
: ;ogpn;?nt gridp:eints hc;n tfhe cutout bou::larla are not joined by compatibility conditions but by using a common
i (y nt number, therefore, no constraint equations are required. This feature not cnly e t

cards, but also yields a much better finite ele?n‘ent model. A nly eliminates many Input data

B SR

i o T s

= H

' |

| FINITE ELEMENT MODEL OF WING PATCH OF DAMAGED COMPONENTS
%‘ ! ROOT SECTION GENERATED BY PING GENERATED BY PING TO 4
FIT THE CUT-QUT :

Y -
i
\‘ !
F
PLATE ELEMENTS AROUND :
DAMAGED AREA REMOVED COMPLETED FINITE ELEMENT MODEL :
3 FOK A DAMAGED WING i
4 {
r’ Figure 2.246. Davelopment of Finite Element Model for 8 Damaged Wing with Fing
; i
k : Analyses of Battle Damaged Structures. A damaged BQM 34 wing was analyzed oy NASTRAN under lg loading. The
finite element model of the undamaged wing had 846 grid points, 349 plate elements, and 4602 degrees of freedom.

This model not only took into account the curvatures of the skin panels, but also the varying skin thickness. Five
PING runs and approximately 64 manhours were taken to complete this job. The damaged wing had a slot 1.5 inches
wide in the upper skin panel and extended five inches diagonally inward from the front spar to a point where the
middle spar cap was completely cut. In addition, all three spars were damaged to different degrees. Using the
patching technique, the finite element model for this damaged version was quickly generated by removing elements
and adding patches. The final model is shown in Figure 2.247. The NASTRAN analyses showed significantly higher
stresses in the root area of the damaged wing than those in the corresponding region of the undamaged wing.
However, the most critical point was found at the slot tip with a peak stress of 10,000 psi as indicated in the plot of
iso-stress-lines. The actual damaged wing was tested to destruction, which occurred at a 3g loading. A crack was
first formed at the tip of the slot then propagated toward the wing root at the rear spar. This was adequately
predicted in the stress contour plot whereby a peak stress of 30,000 psi was obtained at 3g level; a value which was X

thought to be the strength of the material at that state.
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ISO-STRESS-LINES FOR DAMAGE COVSR
OF THE BQM 34 AWING
G LOADING

BOM 34A DRONE

BQM 34 A DAMAGED WING COVER

CRACK DUE TO
3G LOAD

Fiqure 2-247. Vuinerability Study of a Damaged Missile Wing

The structural response of a damaged semimonocoque fuselage was analyzed from a model by the same patching
technique. A vertical slot between the second and third frames near the tail end was cut in the tu..lage skin, The
cut extended from the crown down to a point at 108 degrees on each side. The patch had a width convering the last
three bays of the fuselage and a circumferential length longer than that of the slot. As can be seen in Figure 2-243,
much smaller elements are used in the patch especially around the tip region where high stress concentration is
anticipated. This finite element model was subsequently analyzed by NAS#RAN for a 1g load condition. Proper
resultant forces were placed on the four cut ‘.oundaries to transmit air pressures from the nose, wings, and tail
assembly which were omitted in this truncated fuselage. Stress concentrations were found around the slot tip area
with sutficient intensity such that a crack would form a: this point. Catastrophic failure seems certain to o~cur
because there is no crack arresting structural member in the propagation path between frames, and the peak stress of

26000 psi shown in Figure 2-249 would inrrease rapidly as the crack enlarges.

To demonstrate the importance of the patching technique which provides stress concentration data, another analysis
was made on a model obtained simply by removing the plats elements between the two frames to siraulate the
damage Inflicted on the fuselage, This simple model, Figure 2-250, had a cutout wider than the slot but was bounded
on fou sides by smooth edges. NASTRAN analysis revealed much higher stresses than those of the undamaged model,
however, no danger could be detected for any catastrophic failure in this analysis, This contradictory conclusion, of
course. was not totally unexnected, esperially when the simple model had a structuraily sound configuration.

However, it did point out t! = danger of undar-modeling and the importance of a tr Je simulation.

DAMAGE PATCH FOR FUSELAGE

FINITE ELEMENT MODEL OF
A DAMAGED FUSELAGE

Figure 2-248. Development of Finite Element Mode! for 8 Dameged Fuselage
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The study of structural vulnerabllity of battie-damaged aircraft by projectile hits can be conveniently treated in two
phases. In the impact fracture phase damage criteria of instantaneous failure, i.e. the upper bound of vulnerability,
are of interest. Then the assessment of local damages to the structure must be determined for subsequent survival
analyses. The prediction methods in these areas are inadequate at the present time, however, some guidelines are
available for a quick estimate. In the continued flight phase where residual strength, loss of control, dynamic and
aerodynamic instabilities are a concern, the finite element techniques become extremely valuable. To attack these
problems two distinct finite element models should be employed. A "Static Model" with sufficient damage details can
be developed for residual strength anlaysis while a "Kinematic Model", being much simpler than the former, can be
used in the anlayses of structural response. The Kinematic model is definitely the cheaper one to run, yet would yield
sufficiently accurate results in stiffness or dynamic analysis. For completeness, many different analyses must be
performed on a large structure, these models must be carefully designed for optimization in terms of accuracy and
economy.
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Figure 2-249. Vulnerability Study of @ Damaged Missile Body
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0Oz 1,000PsI

Figure 2-250. Damage Model with Smooth Sides
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3.0 DESIGN GUIDELINES FOR IMPACT DAMAGE TOLERANCE

As indicated in Figure 3-1 aircraft must maintain structural integrity relative to many types of damaging
mechanisms, including for example:

{. Fatigue,
2. Non-detectable initial defects,
3. In-flight damage, such as that inflicted by military and engine debris projectiles.

The objective in designing for fatigue is to prevent wear-out during the anticipated usage of the aircraft. The
objective of the second structural integrity requirement is to prevent an airplane from unexpectedly failing as a
result of an undetected flaw or defect. In both cases, the benefits of successful design are improved safety and
economics,

With respect to projectile impact damage, the objective is to prevent structural failure from damage suddenly
inflicted during flight. A substantial portion of combat aircraft attrition for example, has been caused by structure-
related failures induced by projectile impact. Projectile damage may cause loss of strength and stiffness, often
amplified by the interaction between primary structure and engine fuel storage, creating damage mechanisms such as
hydrodynamic ram, vanor explosions and fire.

In spite of the importance of the projectile damage threat to combat aircraft, this category of damage is
addressed in only a limited way by existing structural design guidelines and specifications. Although vulnerability
analysts have always been concerned with the effects of projectiles, this often represents unfamiliar ground for
structural designers. Because of this, effort is required to integrate projectile damage tolerance within the
structural design process, along with related fatigue and fail-safe criteria, as indicated in Figure 3-2.

The remainder of this section presents an overview of a methodology for projectile damage tolerant design and
certain of the techniques and guidelines available for implementation.
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Figure 3-1. Aircraft Structural Integrity Requirements Include Several Types of Damage Mechanisms
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Figure 3-2, !mpact Darnage Tolerance Can be Incorporated into Structural Design Procedures

3.1 DESIGN METHODOLOGY FOR ACHIEVING IMPACT DAMAGE TOLERANCE

Projectile impact damage tolerance can be achieved most etficiently by incorporating ballistic damage
assessment, resistance, and tolerance analysis methods into existing structural design methodology. This entails
developing these methods and requirements within a format which is compatible with existing structural damage
tolerance procedures. An approach has been developed which accomplishes this, as summarized in the following

paragraphs.
3.1.1 Design Methodology Overview

To achieve structural survivability with minimum weight and cost penalties, a quantitative assessment of
structural survivability should be included during all design phases of the aircraft. This requires implementing a
design and assessment methodology permitting designers to determine the survival capability o. a current design.
The objectives of the methodology are to evaluate the structural capability of the damaged airframe, and to compare
this with structural performance requirements as dictated by mission criteria. Figure 3.3 is a flow diagram
illustrating the steps required to evaluate the survivability level of a structural design using a methodology that is

consistent with structures design methods.

Based on the conceptual goals for the aircraft, specific mission and threat requirements must be defined. These
requirements are used as input data in establishing the detailed requirements and capabilities of the structure. The
steps for implementation are described in the following paragraphs.

3.1.1.1 Determination of Structural Requirements

Structura) requirements are determined by the operating ~nvironment of the aircraft as dictated by the mission.
For survivability analysis, three basic types of load information are required for each structural component

considered. These are:

(a) The loads and the physical environment at the time of projectile impact;

(b} The cyclic loading spectrum after projectile impact;
(¢) Thke maximum lcad and the associated physical environment that will be enccuntered after projectile impact;

This information is obtained by constructing the anticipated operational history for the aircraft, including the
1-g loading conditions, gust loadings, and maneuver load factors for the prescribed missions. .\ sample stress/time
history for a structural element is shown in Figure 3-4, determined from the loading assessment. From this
information, and an assessment of probable encounter scenarios, stress level requirements can be defined for critical

structural elements at the time of impact.
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Figure 3-4. Sample Stress-Time History for Structural Element,
Defining Stress Requirements for Mission Completion

The maximum loadings anticipated from the time of damage occurrence until mission completion or repair
determine the residual strength requirements for the airplane. Likewise, the operating stresses from damage
occurrence until the airplane is repaired define the cyclic loading requirements.

Physical environment, particularly temperature, can affect the residual strength of damaged structure because it
influences the failure behavior of aircraft materials. Other possible degrading physical environments include:
humidity, moisture, cleaning fluids, hydraulic fluids, and fuel, especially during the application of cyclic loads.

The requirements addressed above pertain to the probable loadings encountercda during a sortie. This is one of
the distinguishing features of projectile damage tolerance, as contrasted with fatigue or initial defect damage
tolerance. The latter damage mechanisms are most often related to aircraft lifetimes or periods of time established
by prescribed inspection intervals. Although deferral of combat damage repair can be an important factor, leading to
the requirement for engaging in several sorties following damage, the operating intervals with projectile damage will
always be short relative to the other damage mechanisms.

3.1.1.2 Determination of the Capability of Damaged Structure

Determining structural capability requires an evaluation of structural degradation due to weapon damage, using
analysis techniques discussed in Section Il. The required analysis steps were shown on the right side of Figure 3-3.
Several unique technical disciplines come into operation at this point, because evaluating structural degradation due
to projectile impact damage requires an undeistanding of the mechanics of projectile damage and damage tolerance.

The first step is to determine the type and extent of the damage inflicted by the projectile. This damage
constitutes a flaw which reduces the remaining strength and stiffness of the structure. Structural damage from
projectile impact is a function of the type of projectile and the engagement conditions, as well as physical
environment, applied loads, and compounding effects such as hydrodynamic ram.

Damaged structure that does not fail at the time of impact is subjected to subsequent cyclic loading as a result
of gust and maneuvers during continued flight. These cyclic loadings induce fatigue that can influence the damage
size and character, thereby changing the severity of the induced flaw. In metal structure, cyclic stresses will
generally increase the damage size and severity, thus reducing the strength of the ballistic-damaged structure during
operation,

The damaged airframe must have sufficient residual strength to sustain the maximum flight loads subsequently
encountered. This residual strength is related to damage size and :he inherent damage tolerance of the structure as
determined by material selection and design configuration. The stiffness of aircraft structure that has been damaged
is also altered by projectile damage. Stiffness degradation can induce several failure mechanisms, including flutter,
loss of control, or extensive intecnal load redistribution.

The final results of the structural capability determination can be presented in a manner analogous to the
stress/time requirements history presented in Figure 3-4. This is termed the "strength-time" history (an example is
shown in Figure 3-5). As shown in the figure, the structural capability is the design ultimate strength before
encountering damage. After projectile impact, however, the structural capability may be severely degraded. The
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Figure 3-5. Strength-Time History for a Structural Elsment, Indicating Structural Capability

initial degradation is the strength at the instant of impact when dynamic effects are prominant. Immediately after
impact, the structural capability is the static residual strength, which may degrade further due to the fatigue damage
caused by cyclic loadings.

3.1.1.3 Structural Survivability Assessment
The final survivability assessment compares the stress/time and the strength/time histories; that is, the

requirements and the capabilities. A typical comparison is shown in Figure 3-6. This figure shows the stress/time
and strength/time histories for a wing structural elemeny. At time "A", although the strength capability is reduced
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Figure 3-6. Compavrison of Stress-Time and Strength-Time Histories To Assess Requirementy-vs-Capabilities
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significantly due to damage inflicted by projectile impact, the structural element did not faif catastrophically. In
this example, the strength requirements exceed the strength capability in the landing approach, and structural failure
occurs at that time, A design iteration is required to correct the failure condition. The final assessment depends on
the impact damage tolerance criteria selected for the aircraft, and criteria selection and specification is an
extremely important aspect of impact damage tolerant design.

3.1.2 Design Methodology Elements

As indicated in the overview above, the requirements for survivable structure must be integrated within the
earliest phases of aircraft design by implementing a structural survivability assessment into the design process, and
performing design iterations to achieve desired final results. To be effective, the procedures used must address the

following factors:

o The procedures must be applicable to each design phase (conceptual, preliminary and detail). The requitements
imposed in each phase must also be achievable with the level of vehicle definition, analysis tools, resources, and
verification techniques employed within that ghase.

o  The procedures must be based on a well-defined desigh and analysis methodology that is consistent with current
structural design procedures, including the methods employed in durability and damage tolerance.

The structural design parameters and measures implemented must be capable of being efficiently integrated into
the assessment of total vehicie survivability., The measures of structural hardness adopted must be
understandable to structural designers, survivability specialists, and system analysts. This requirement has
become very important due to the increasing need to demonstrate the cost-effectiveness of alternate
configurations and technology developments in terms of system life-cycle cost improvements.

Design procedures which incorporate these factors are presented below, defining the specific implementation of the
survivable structure design methodology summarized in the previous paragraphs. These procedures include:

1. Structural Survivability Assessment,
2. Threat Definition,

3. Mission Definijtion,

4, Threat Encounter Definition,

5. Critical Structure Identification,

6. Damage Size Determination,

7. Residual Strength,
8. Cyclic Loading After Impact,
9. Rigidity and Stiffness After Impact.

3.1.2.1 Structural Survivability Assessment

To verify that the damaged aircraft can sustain the speeds and load factors required for mission performance, the
structural capability of the damaged aircraft must be greater than the structural requirements of the appropriate
combat missions. Verification must be performed at each phase of system development. The methods used must be
consistent in level of detail with the structural definition and sizing procedures used during each development phase.
The verification must incorporate the probabilities associated with impact location, damage size, material
performance, residual streng*h and stiffness capability, and external loading requirements. The elements defined

below must be addressed.

3.1.2.2 Design Threat Definition

A Aesign threat must be established for structural survivability assessment. The design threat is used to determine
the specific projectile induced effects which the structure will be designed to survive. Selection of the design threat
must be based on an assessment of the probable threats encountered in the intended operational environment of the
aircraft. However, this is not the only consideration. An additional consideration is the capability to quantitatively
define the effects of the threat. If there is insufficient available data to do this, the threat is unsuitable for use in
conceptual and preliminary design. It must be kept in mind that the threat specification is for use in design, and does
not represent a vulnerability level for the aircraft. For example, an aircraft structure designed using a single hit by a
.50 caliber bullet as the design threat will have some level of survivability against multiple impacts, and against

larger threats.

3.1.2.3 Mission Definition

The mission profile(s), defining aircraft altitude and air speed from take-off to base-return and landing, must be
established for structural survivability assessment.

3.1.2.4 Threat Encounter Definition
Using the design threat and the established mission profile(s), the following must be established:

a. Mission segments where the threatls) will be encountered, including the weapon deployment density and the

anticipated rate of fire at each encounter point.
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b.  Aircraft configuration at each projectile encounter polint, including weight, distribution of fuel and depth of fuel
in each tank, description and location of ordnance and external stores.
¢. Aircraft altitude, speed, and physical environment at each projectile encounter,

d. Probable obliquity, projectile striking velocity, and apparent yaw relative to the aircraft coordinate system.

3.1.2.5 Critical Structure identification

A failure modes and effects criticality anaiysis (FMECA) of the aircraft structure must be conducted to identify
and classify all flight and mission critical structural elements with regard to level of criticality. Failure modes
should be defined for each critical structural element relative to the damage mechanisms associated with the

threat(s) defined in 3.1.2.2,

3.1.2.6 Damage Size Determination

A damage prediction analysis must be performed to estimate the extent of damage to critical structural
elements resulting from the threat and encounter conditions determined in 3.1.2.2, 3.1.2.3, and 3.1.2.4. As a
minimum, the analysis should includes:
An estimation of the maximum damage, least damage, and mean damage, inciuding their associated probabilities

of occurrence resulting from uncertainties in encounter conditions and the locations of the impact. The damage
estimates should include percent of section remcved and the corresponding effective flaw size for determining

residual strength for the primary loading conditions.

a.

b. An assessment of the effects of projectile striking velocity and obliquity, structural material, configuration and
thicknesses. Sensitivity factors should be determined. Interaction between penetrator damages should be
considered if the analysis defined in 3,1.2.4 indicates a significant probability of multiple penetrator impacts.
Interaction between projectile impact and blast pressure loading should be considered when applicable.
Hydrodynamic ram effects should be assessed based on the results obtained from 3.1.2.4.

A consideration of the type of structure. Uniess analysis demonstrates that the projectile damage wiil not
propagate, the entire damaged load path shall be assumed destroyed in multiple load path structure and the
damage shall be assumed to propagate to the next undamaged crack stopper for crack arrest type structure.

d. A consideration of the effects of impacting loaded structure. The damage size prediction should include the
potential damage augmentation associated with the specified load level at impact.

3.1.2.7 Residual Strength

For each design threat, mission, and encounter condition, the residual strength capability oi the damaged
aircralt structure should be determined. The assessment results should be expressed in terms of prchability of
structural survival given a hit as a function of load factor, incorporating the probability associated with striking
strength critical structure combined with the probability associated with the damage size resulting from the threat
encountet. An example of this presentation is shown in Figure 3-7. Redistribution of the internal loads in the
damaged structure should be determined where appropriate, The effects of transient and steady-state heating should
be included. Unless other criteria are specified by the procuring activity, aircraft damaged by the design threat

should sustain the loading requirements defined below.
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}

f 3.1.2.7.1 Strength Requirements At impact
i

]

The aircraft should be capable of sustaining a single impact by thc design threat without falling strength critical
structure when loaded at the time of impact to two-~thirds of limit load.

3.1.2.7.2 Strength Requirements After impact
The damaged aircraft should be capable of sustaining limit load without failing strength critical structure during
the remaining mission profile. : {
4

: 3.1.2.8 Cyclic Loading After Impact
1

' The alteration or extension cf the projectile damage caused by the cyclic loading environment should be
determined for the mission segment between projectile impact and return to base or sortie completion, and the
effects of this alteration or extension should be considered in determining the strength requirement of 3.1.2.7.2, and

the stiffness and rigidity requirements of 3.1.2.9.
3.1.2.9 Rigidity and Stiffness After Impact

: After being damaged by the design threat, the aircraft should be free from flutter, divergance, and other

{ aeroelastic instabilities at all speeds up to the limit speed for the remainder of the mission profile for each threat,

mission and encounter condition specified. Freedom from flutter, divergence and other aeroelastic instabilities of

. the damaged aircraft should be verified for the minimum altitude at which the limit speed can be obtained and the

‘ minimum altitude at which the maximum dynamic pressure can be obtained. The effects of transient and steady-

' state heaing should be included. Verification should be based on measured vibration modes when available. A

sufficient number of nodes should be used to assure accurate representation of the important dynamic characteristics

of the damaged aircraft. Results should be expressed as a probability of structural survival, incorporating the
probabilities associated with damaging stiffness critical structure cornbined with the probability of encountering ’

aerodynamic conditions sufficient to cause the unacceptable degradation.

-~ DESIGN TECHNIQUES FOR IMPROVING PROJECTILE IMPACT DAMAGE TOLERANCE

ey

The previous paragraphs outlined procedures for assuring that the consequences oi projectile damage ate
quantitatively considered in structural design. This section presents some design techniques which are useful in
improving the survivability of structure to projectile impact. The designer can employ several techniques for
improving the capability of aircraft structure impacted by projectiles, including:

a. Reducing the probability of hitting critical structural elements, :

b. Improving the damage resistance of structure, : !

¢. Improving the damage tolerance of structure. . :
H

Reducing the probability of hitting critical structural elements can be accomplished by reducing the size of
critical elements, locating critical elements so that they are shielded by less critical components, or locating critical
elements so that they are removed from a probable projectile flight path. These techniques can be highly effective,
but they will not be discussed further here because they are too dependent upon design configuration to permit

generalization.

A e e cagen

e

The damage resistance of a structural element, as shown in Figure 3-8, is measured by the extent of damage

! inflicted by a given threat. The importance of damage size in the assessment of structural survivability cannot be
over-emphasized, since failure criteria for structure depends on damage size. This is in contrast to failure criteria

for many other aircraft system components that can often be rationally based solely on penetration. Material

properties and geometric configuration determine damage resistance. For example, 2024-T3 aluminum is more

damage resistant (exhibits less cracking) than 7075-76 aluminum when exposed to projectile impact. In general, the

* . use of high-toughness materials will improve damage resistance.
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Damage tolerance, on the other hand, is measured by the ability of the structure to contain or "tolerate" damage
of a given size while completing mission requirements. A damage-tolerant structure is obtained by careful attention
to both detail design and material selection. Multiple load paths, and multi-element configurations such as skin with
stiffeners capable of limiting or containing damage extension contribute to improved damage tolerance. Damage
, tolerance should be considered in the design of every major primary structural component. Multiple-load-paths
i should be separated to minimize the possibility of critical damage from a single impact. Short load paths are
recommended to minimize total vulnerable area. Flammable and/or explosive components should not be placed near

primary load paths.

In areas where both members of a dual load path could be damaged by a single impact, and where design
(geometry) limitations restrict the use of redundant structure, special effort should be made to provide damage
This is achieved by minimizing the exposed area and using damage-resistant materials. Good damage

ke i ;
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; resistance.
. resistance will also enhance repair capability, since repair times are frequently proportional to damage size.
3
1 i The above general design considerations are deceptively simple. Their application in specific circumstances is
complex, ana requires both design awarzness and inventiveness. Designers need analytical tools in order to

implement the structural survivability design mathodology. and these tools must be formulated in terms of design
parameters, sc that the effects of design alternatives can be evaluated. Basic design techniques which provide
survivable structure are: [ assuring that sufficient load paths remain after damage infliction, and 2) assuring that

the damage is contained at the maximum loading condition following damage infliction.

et e s it 2 bl

The second technique makes use of damage tolerance approaches which are also applicable to fail.safe design
relative to fatigue and/or initial defect damage, with the exception of inspection for damage, plus the additional need
to consider dynamic effects. The first technique, however, entails some analysis approaches that are more unique to
projectile damage, particularly when the design threat can impose large damage, causing significant internal load
redistribution. The development of projectile damage resistant/tolerant load paths for a structural component might

proceed in the following way during preliminary design:
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b,

Develop a damage size analytical mode] for the design threat impacting the structural materials teing
considered for the component.

Using the damage cize model, define the layout of primary load paths in such &« way that the destruction of load
paths is minimized for a hit by the design threat. For example, spar spacing might bz defined such that only one
spar can be destroyed by the impact.

Use a finite-element structural analysis model of the component to determine the distribution of internal loads
at the loading conditions corresponding to the projectile damage critical design requirements.

After the finite element model to incorporate the effects of the imposed projectile damage, and determine the
internal loads existing in the damaged configuration. Resize structural elements, if necessary, to assure
sufficient residual load-path capability.
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