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Abstract

:

Ships and offshore structures are subjected to impact loads, such as slamming and sloshing. High impact pressures can cause permanent hull deformation by a single impact event. In addition, significant fatigue damage can be accumulated via repeated impact pressures. In this study, the plastic deformation behavior of flat plates under slamming impact is numerically investigated using a coupled Eulerian–Lagrangian method. The dynamic impact pressure of the flat plates by weight and drop height is investigated under the assumption of viscous and compressible fluids. To evaluate the plastic deformation of the plate, contact between water and the plate is removed after a certain duration after dropping, and then the remaining deformation is measured. Optimized finite element models for drop simulations are selected via a mesh sensitivity study, and the simulation results are calibrated and compared with experimental data. Results of the simulation and the experiment show good agreement in general in terms of deflection range. However, because the initial condition of the plate is not reflected in the simulation, some discrepancy is observed in maximum deflections. Finally, a discussion is presented for a more accurate fluid impact analysis model based on the comparison results with the experimental data.
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1. Introduction


Ships and offshore structures are subjected to impact loads such as slamming and sloshing. High impact pressures can cause permanent hull deformation in a single impact event [1,2]. In addition, significant fatigue damage can be accumulated via repeated impact pressure events [3,4].



For decades, researchers have experimentally investigated structural damage due to fluid impact [5,6,7,8,9]. Chuang [5,6] performed a series of wet drop tests on rigid and elastic flat-bottom plates to estimate peak pressure values. Based on the experimental results, a design load evaluation method that can reveal the plate thickness of the ship hull was presented. Shin et al. [3] investigated slamming impacts on flat bodies. They dropped a flat steel box onto water and investigated the deformation of the box.



Recently, numerous studies have been performed to evaluate plate slamming via numerical analysis techniques. This is because numerical analysis is less expensive and less time consuming than experiments and can be implemented to efficiently evaluate various situations [4,10,11]. Typically, numerical analysis for evaluating the soundness of a structure after slamming impacts is performed in two primary stages: fluid analysis and structural analysis. In fluid analysis, the slamming pressure exerted on the structure is calculated via computational fluid dynamics (CFD) simulation [12,13,14]. Liao et al. [15] investigated the slamming behavior of a trimaran in oblique regular waves using the CFD method. The analysis model was based on the unsteady Reynolds-averaged Navier–Stokes method combined with the realizable   k    –    ε   turbulence model, and the results obtained were compared with those of conventional monohull ships.



Seo et al. [16] predicted slamming loads in large container ships via CFD simulation. They compared the slamming pressures obtained numerically with those obtained using an empirical formula provided by the Classification Society. Once the slamming pressure for a specific situation is determined numerically, the structural integrity can be evaluated by applying pressure to the target structure [17,18]. Yu et al. [19] proposed an analytical model to estimate the hydro-plastic response of beams and panels subjected to water slamming. They solved the proposed equation in a numerical way based on the fourth- order Runge–Kutta method and analyzed the results. Kim and Choung [20] evaluated the shock-resistance response of Frigate equipment caused by underwater explosion. They predicted the structural response to shock using a one-dimensional finite element model. Farhangi and Karakouzian [21] applied rehabilitation techniques to improve the structural resistance against slamming impact in a corrosive environment.



As the fluid flow field is affected by the solid boundary that is to be deformed in real time, the deformation of the solid boundary should be considered in CFD simulations. Therefore, two-way coupled fluid–structure interaction (FSI) analyses have been performed increasingly recently. Jang et al. [22] performed FSI analyses to analyze vortex-induced vibrations for ship rudder applications. They simulated the fluid flow on the rudder using an open-source CFD program and investigated the structural behavior using the finite element method (FEM). Hwang et al. [23] investigated the impact of thruster jet flow for ultra large container ships using the arbitrary Lagrangian–Eulerian (ALE) method. The ALE method combines the advantages of Lagrangian algorithms, which are typically used in solid mechanics, and Eulerian algorithms, which are primarily used in fluid dynamics. In the ALE method, the nodes of a mesh can be moved arbitrarily to manage significant distortions with high resolution [24].



Additionally, the coupled Eulerian–Lagrangian (CEL) method can be used for FSI applications [25,26,27]. The CEL method analyzes the structural behavior of a Lagrangian domain fluid flow in the Eulerian domain like the ALE method. However, the CEL method is different from the ALE method in that the fluid node and Euler mesh remain stationary while the material moves based on the Euler volume fraction. As the fluid mesh does not deform nor does it require remeshing, the computational cost can be reduced, and the fluid element distortion problem can be avoided. As the CEL method is based on an explicit time integration scheme based on operator splitting, its accuracy is relatively low compared with that afforded by conventional CFD simulations; however, it is gaining wide acceptance owing to the simplicity and efficiency of its numerical calculations [28].



There are many previous studies that calculate the sloshing pressure or evaluate the structural behaviors for a given sloshing impact pressure level; however, there are very limited studies available to deal with sloshing pressure and structural assessment simultaneously in single simulation. As it is very difficult to find a relevant method that satisfies analysis accuracy with time efficiency, it is necessary to find the strength and weakness of each method based on studies through various numerical analyses techniques. The CEL technique used in current study is particularly rare for sloshing simulations due to relatively less accuracy than conventional CFD for the fluid domain application; however, it is worthwhile to use the CEL method for structure design purpose.



In this study, the plastic deformation of a flat plate for a slamming impact was numerically investigated using the CEL method. The dynamic impact pressure of the flat plates by weight and drop height was investigated under the assumption of viscous and compressible fluids. To evaluate the plastic deformation of the plate, contact between water and the plate was removed after a certain duration after dropping, and then the remaining deformation was measured.



Optimized finite element models for the drop simulations were selected via a mesh sensitivity study, and the simulation results were calibrated and compared with the experimental data. Finally, a discussion is presented for a more accurate fluid impact analysis model based on the comparison results with the experimental data.




2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Experiments


In this study, numerical analysis was performed under the same shape and conditions as those used in an experiment by Shin et al. [3], and the results were compared with the experimental data. In the study by Shin et al. [3], a 2 m  ×  1.2 m steel box was dropped from heights of 1 and 2 m into a 3 m  ×  4 m rectangular water tank, as shown in Figure 1. To fix the top of the open-section box, six beams were attached to the top of the box, as shown in Figure 1b. They tested three different steel box thicknesses, i.e., 3, 5, and 8 mm. The principal dimensions of the steel boxes used in the experiments are listed in Table 1. More details regarding the experiment are available in previous publications by Shin et al. [3].




2.2. CEL Method


The slamming simulation of the steel plate included the significant deformation of a fluid, the stress analysis of the structure, and the contact between the fluid and structure. Modeling a fluid region using the classical traditional Lagrangian formulation, which is generally applicable for solid mechanics applications, is almost impossible owing to excessive distortion in the fluid element. Therefore, the fluid region is typically modeled using the Eulerian formulation, which can express the flow of matter within a fixed mesh system. A Lagrangian formulation, in which the nodes are fixed to the material and the element deforms against material deformation, is typically applied to calculate the stress and strain levels for a steel plate. In Eulerian analysis, a material is expressed using the volume-of-fluid technique, and the elements do not deform the material. In the Lagrangian method, the governing equation is based on momentum conservation.



The principle of virtual work in finite element methods for this study can be expressed as shown in Equations (1)–(3).


      ∫ V    ρ  x ¨  δ x d V =  F  ext   −  F  int         



(1)






    F  int   =    ∫ V    σ : δ ε d V       



(2)






    F  ext   =    ∫ V    ρ b δ x d V    +    ∫   S τ      τ δ x d S       



(3)




where V is the volume of the domain,  ρ  the density,  σ  the stress, and  ε  the strain,  b  the body force,  τ  the shear stress, S the surface,    F  int     the internal force, and    F  ext     the external force.



In the FEM, the displacement, velocity, and acceleration are assumed to be interpolated from nodal values using the interpolation function NA, which is associated with node A, as expressed in Equation (4).


    x =   ∑ A    N A   x A  ,        x ˙  =   ∑ A    N A    x ˙  A  ,        x ¨  =   ∑ A    N A    x ¨  A  ,       δ x =   ∑ A    N A  δ  x A  .      



(4)







The inertial term in Equation (1) and external force in Equation (3) can be obtained using Equation (4), and the internal force in Equation (2) can be obtained by evaluating the virtual strain. One can refer to any standard text regarding the FEM for a detailed calculation process.



Three fundamental Lagrangian conservation equations, i.e., the conservation equations of mass, momentum, and energy for fluid motion, are presented in Equations (5)–(7), respectively. To translate the equations to Eulerian formulations, the relationship between the Lagrangian and Eulerian time derivatives should be determined using Equation (8) [29].


    D ρ   D t   + ρ ∇ ⋅ v = 0  



(5)






  ρ  (    D v   D t    )  = ∇ ⋅ σ + ρ b  



(6)






    D E   D t   = ∇ ⋅  (  σ ⋅ v  )  + ρ b ⋅ v  



(7)






    D φ   D t   =   ∂ φ   ∂ t   + v ⋅  (  ∇ φ  )   



(8)




where  v  denotes the material velocity;  σ  denotes the Cauchy stress;  E  denotes the total energy per unit volume;  φ  is an arbitrary solution variable;   D φ / D t   and   ∂ φ / ∂ t   are the material and spatial–time derivatives of  φ , respectively.



Equation (7) can be simplified using the strain rate tensor  R , as shown in Equation (9), because the internal energy is obtained by subtracting the kinetic energy from the total energy. Subsequently, the conservation equations with Eulerian time derivatives can be obtained, as shown in Equations (10)–(12).


    D e   D t   = σ : R    



(9)






    ∂ ρ   ∂ t   + ∇ ⋅  (  ρ v  )  = 0  



(10)






     ∂ ρ v   ∂ t   + ∇ ⋅  (  ρ v ⊗ v  )  = ∇ ⋅ σ + ρ b    



(11)






     ∂ e   ∂ t   + ∇ ⋅  (  e v  )  = σ : R    



(12)







To solve this problem, Equations (10)–(12) can be written in the general conservation form, as shown in Equation (13).


     ∂ φ   ∂ t   + ∇ ⋅ Φ = S    



(13)




where  Φ  is the flux term, and  S  is the source term. In the CEL method, the operator split method is adopted to solve partial differential equations. This method separates Equation (13) into two equations, i.e., Equation (14) for the Lagrangian step involving the source term, and Equation (15) for the Eulerian step, which involves the convective term [21].


     ∂ φ   ∂ t   = S    



(14)






     ∂ φ   ∂ t   + ∇ ⋅ Φ = 0    



(15)







Figure 2 shows the operator split method for each step of the CEL method. The deformed mesh based on Equation (14) is remapped to the original position in the Eulerian fixed mesh based on Equation (15). The Lagrangian solution variables, such as mass, momentum, and energy, are adjusted for material flow between adjacent elements [30].



To describe the hydrodynamic response of water, a constitutive equation based on the governing equations shown in Equations (10) to (12) is required. The constitutive equation of water assumed in this study is shown in Equation (16).


   σ = − P  (  x ,     t  )  I + 2 μ R    



(16)




where   P  (  x ,     t  )  I   is the pressure at location x and time t,  μ  the dynamic viscosity of water, and R the strain-rate tensor.



The hydrodynamic properties of water can be described using an equation of state (EOS). ABAQUS/Explicit uses the Mie–Gruneisen EOS, as shown in Equation (17), with the linear    U s  −  U p    Hugoniot form, as shown in Equation (18).


   P −  P H  = Γ ρ  (   E m  −  E H   )    ,   



(17)




where  P  denotes the pressure stress, which is defined as positive in compression;   Γ =  Γ 0     ρ 0   ρ   , where    Γ 0    is a material constant, and    ρ 0    is the reference density;    E m    is the internal energy per unit mass, where    P H    and    E H    are the Hugoniot pressure and specific energy, respectively;    E H  =    P H  η   2  ρ 0     , with   η = 1 −    ρ 0   ρ   .



A typical fit to the Hugoniot data is shown in Equation (18).


    P H  =    ρ 0   c 0 2  η      (  1 − s η  )   2       



(18)




where    c 0    and  s  relate the linear shock velocity    U s    and particle velocity    U p   , as shown in Equation (19).


    U s  =  c 0  + s  U p     



(19)







By combining Equations (17) and (18), the linear    U s  −  U p    Hugoniot form can be written as shown in Equation (20).


   P =    ρ 0   c 0 2  η      (  1 − s η  )   2     (  1 −    Γ 0  η  2   )  +  Γ 0   ρ 0   E m     



(20)







Equation (20) is simplified to Equation (21) by setting    Γ 0  = 0   and   s = 0   [30].


   P =  ρ 0   c 0 2   (  1 −    ρ 0   ρ   )     



(21)







Hence, the steel plate is modeled in the Lagrangian domain, whereas water is modeled in the Eulerian domain based on the Mie–Gruneisen EOS with the linear    U s  −  U p    Hugoniot form.





3. Numerical Analysis


3.1. Finite Element Model


In this study, the CEL method was adopted to simulate the deformation of a plate against free fall into water using ABAQUS, which is a commercial finite element analysis program. The dynamic explicit solver of ABAQUS was applied for the simulation [30]. Figure 3 shows the computational domain and boundary conditions of the finite element model. Water, which undergoes a significant deformation, was modeled in the Eulerian domain, whereas the steel box, whose deformation was relatively insignificant, was modeled in the Lagrangian domain. Water was assumed to be viscous and compressible fluid. Air was not modeled separately, and the empty space was set to the initial void region. The displacement and rotation of the wall of the water tank were all fixed. The initial deformation condition of the steel plate was not considered in the simulation. In the simulation, to enable efficient calculations, the steel box was placed 0.001 m from the free water surface, and the secondary velocity considering the actual drop height, i.e., 1 or 2 m, was applied in the simulation. Both the water and steel box meshes were constructed with an optimized size via a mesh sensitivity study (see Section 3.2). The steel box was modeled using shell elements. The penalty contact method between the Lagrangian elements and the Eulerian elements was used in Abaqus.



The multilinear plasticity model was applied to the material model of the steel box, as shown in Figure 4 with Table 2, to calculate the amount of plastic deformation on the bottom plate due to impact after its fall onto the water tank. The material properties of each plate based on thicknesses of 3, 5, and 8 mm were obtained from Shin et al. [3].



The    U s  −  U p    EOS was used to simplify the properties of water in terms of density and dynamic viscosity, as shown in Table 3. Furthermore, it was used to simulate the Navier–Stokes flow without considering turbulent flow. As the primary force component should be pressure for water impact, a suitable approximation can be obtained using this EOS [27].



The parameters for the speed of sound of water (c0), constant coefficient(s) of the impact velocity equation, and material constant (   Γ 0   ) of the Gruneisen EOS are provided in Table 3 [27].




3.2. Mesh Sensitivity Study


In finite element analysis, a suitable mesh size must be determined as it significantly affects the analysis result. In particular, because the mesh size significantly affects the pressure exerting on the steel box, the stress, and the corresponding permanent deformation on the steel box, the optimal size must be determined via a sensitivity study.



In this study, a mesh sensitivity study was performed on water and steel box, as shown in Figure 5 and Figure 6, respectively. For the water model, the 25 and 12.5 mm meshes showed similar results.



As the number of Eulerian elements significantly affects the overall calculation time, element size 25 mm was used in consideration of the calculation efficiency. Meanwhile, similar results were obtained for plate mesh sizes of 25 and 12.5 mm. The plate mesh did not significantly affect the overall analysis time; hence, 12.5 mm was selected as the mesh size for an accurate stress analysis. The deformation of the plate is indicated by the relative displacement, with both edges of the plate fixed at zero. The overall finite element model is shown in Figure 7.





4. Analysis Results and Discussion


This section presents the results of the numerical simulations and a comparison between the numerical and experimental results.



Figure 8 shows images of the water–steel box interaction as time progresses for a drop height (h) of 2 m and a plate thickness (t) of 3 mm. Figure 9 shows the pressure value at each stage shown in Figure 8a–d, i.e., the pressure exerting on the center of the bottom plate.



Two peak pressures were observed in the wet drop test of the flat plate owing to the air pocket effect immediately after immersion at the water surface. In general, the second peak pressure was higher than the first peak pressure owing to the air pocket effect. However, only one peak pressure response was observed in this study because no air pocket was considered.



The primary purpose of this study was to examine the plastic deformation of a plate during a slamming impact event. The plastic deformation of the plate was investigated after the dynamic impact of water on the plate had disappeared.



Figure 10 shows the plastic deformation contour in the vertical (plate thickness) direction. For comparison with the experimental results, the relative displacement was calculated by fixing both ends of the plate centerline to zero, as shown in Figure 11. The formula used to calculate the relative deformation is shown in Equation (22).


     X ′  = cos α  (  X −  X 0   )  + sin α  (  Y −  Y 0   )       Y ′  = − sin α  (  X −  X 0   )  + cos α  (  Y −  Y 0   )     



(22)







Figure 12 shows a comparison of the simulated relative deformation results derived using Equation (22) with the experimental results. It is observed that the plate deformation becomes increased as drop height is higher and plate thickness is thinner. In addition, various deformation patterns were observed for experimental works; whereas simple deformation patterns were found in FE simulations.



Figure 12c,e,f show excellent agreement in terms of deformation between the simulation and experimental results, i.e., one deformation peak, whereas Figure 12a,b,d show discrepancies between the simulation and experiment, i.e., different numbers of deformation peaks.



The different deformed shapes shown by the experimental and numerical results are thought to be attributable to the initial deformation, which was not reflected in this study. As the current test specimen is an unstiffened flat plate, the initial imperfection mode and shape significantly affect the dynamic structural behaviors.



If the initial imperfection mode of the test specimen shows a three-half-wave cycle pattern, then better simulation results can be expected by applying a similar initial imperfection pattern. However, the simulation results agreed well with the experimental results for cases involving a low amount of initial imperfection or a one-half wave cycle pattern of the initial imperfection.



Further study is required to accurately reflect the initial shape of the bottom plate before performing the simulation. In addition, the air pocket effect, which is primarily observed in the wet drop of a flat plate, is attributable to the difference between the experiment and simulation [31]. Generally, when a flat plate is dropped, an air pocket is generated in the middle, and the edges of the plate establish contact with water, which may change the deformation of the plate. In particular, the presence of air pockets can significantly affect the deformation of the plate, which exhibits an initial imperfection. In this study, an air pocket was not implemented because air was not considered in the simulation. Additional numerical studies are required to realize an air pocket by considering air, which is a compressible fluid.



The different deflection patterns between the experiments and simulations shown in Figure 12a,b,d are attributable to the different initial imperfection shapes; however, a comparison of the maximum deflection ranges, i.e., the difference between the maximum and minimum deformation for each case, indicates consistency between the simulation and experimental results, as shown in Figure 13a. Figure 13b shows the distribution of error rates for each case using a Box-Whisker plot. The mean and median of the error rates are approximately 22%, and the 75th percentile is 32%. However, all cases with a large error rate are the cases where the absolute value of deflection range is small, i.e., the error is less than 4 mm. It can be seen that the error rate is very low for relatively large deflection range. The effect of the initial deformation is considered to be larger when the amount of deformation is small due to the low drop height.



Better predictions via simulations for slamming impact events are expected when the precise initial imperfection measurement and air pocket are considered.




5. Conclusions


In this study, the plastic deformation of a flat plate under slamming impact was investigated numerically. To simulate fluid–structure interactions, the CEL method, which combines the advantages of Eulerian and Lagrangian formulations, was applied, and the permanent deformation in the plate was measured and compared with previous experimental results. The following conclusions were obtained:




	
Similar to the experiment, the simulation result showed that the relative deformation of the plate increased as the drop height increased and the plate thickness decreased. In the experiment, various patterns of deformation were observed, while the simulation results all showed deformation of the same shape.



	
A comparison between the CEL-based simulation and experimental results indicated good agreement between them in terms of the maximum deflection range. Two cases (h: 1 m, t: 5 mm and h: 1 m, t: 8 mm) show relatively large differences, where the amount of deflection was small. The result of this study presents that the CEL technique is suitable for analyzing slamming impacts and the resulting deformation on a plate.



	
Various shape deformations, i.e., deformed shapes with one or two peaks, were observed in the experiment, whereas the simulation results primarily indicated deformations with only one peak. The difference in the maximum deformation might be due to the difference in the deformation shape.



	
Two additional studies can be performed in the future. One is to accurately measure the initial deformation of the plate before an experiment and apply it to a simulation study. This would allow various modes of deformation to be observed in the simulation. The other is to consider air pockets, which are primarily caused by the slamming of flat plates, in the simulation. In this regard, air, which is a compressible fluid, must be included in the analysis. By performing the two studies above, the deformation of the flat plate due to slamming can be predicted more accurately.
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Figure 1. Wet drop test setup [3]. 
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Figure 2. Schematic representation of operator split method adapted from [22]. 






Figure 2. Schematic representation of operator split method adapted from [22].



[image: Applsci 12 07270 g002]







[image: Applsci 12 07270 g003 550] 





Figure 3. Computational domain and boundary conditions. 
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Figure 4. Multilinear plasticity model for steel box. 
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Figure 5. Mesh sensitivity study for water model. 
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Figure 6. Mesh sensitivity study for steel box model. 
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Figure 7. Finite element model for wet drop test. 
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Figure 8. Images of water–steel box interaction in CEL analysis (h: 2 m; t: 3 mm). 
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Figure 9. Pressure time history for center of bottom plate (h: 2 m; t: 3 mm). 
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Figure 10. Plastic deformation contour in vertical direction. 
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Figure 11. Calculation of relative deformation. 
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Figure 12. Comparison of relative plastic deflections between experiment and simulation. 
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Figure 13. Comparison of maximum deflection ranges. 
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Table 1. Principal dimension of steel plate used in current study [3].
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	Model
	Steel





	Dead-rise angle (°)
	0



	Length (m)
	2



	Width (m)
	1.2



	Height (m)
	0.3



	Mass (kg)
	340



	Thickness (mm)
	3, 5, 8
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Table 2. Material properties for steel box [4].
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	Thickness (mm)
	Elastic Modulus (MPa)
	Poisson Ratio
	Yield Strength    (   σ   y   )     

(MPa)
	Ultimate Strength    (   σ   T   )   

(MPa)
	Ultimate Strain    (   ε   T   )   





	3.00
	
	
	299.5
	448.7
	0.1894



	5.00
	205,800
	0.3
	312.4
	455.0
	0.1959



	8.00
	
	
	280.8
	433.2
	0.2151
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Table 3. EOS parameters for water [19].






Table 3. EOS parameters for water [19].





	Density    (  ρ w  )   

(kg/m3)
	Dynamic Viscosity   ( η )  

(kg·s/m2)
	Speed of Sound    (  c 0  )   

(m/s)
	      Γ  0     
	s





	1000
	0.001
	1450
	0
	0
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