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Abstract

:

Core panels inspired by origami have the advantages of force allocation and energy dissipation. Used as a sandwich core, the three-dimensional panels could be created using various origami patterns. The panel is composed of the element whose structure is inspired by origami. The orthopyramid-like origami element has a tip of joined-together side triangles. Through shape deformation, it could exhibit potential mechanical performances. Owing to its deformation when collision occurs, the structure could be employed for load damping conditions. This study focuses on nine different orthopyramid-like core panels through changing the similarity parameter value and the number of edges. The experiment and numerical simulation of compression and impact tests are carried out to perform the parametric study on the influences of the similarity parameter and the number of edges. The results show that with the increase of these two parameters, the panel tends to be softer, greatly influencing the load damping ability. Moreover, the structure parameters are optimized by the Genetic Algorithm integrated with the finite element analysis model.
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1. Introduction


Sandwich core structures, customarily consisting of two thin faces and the thick lightweight core between them [1], are widely used for energy-absorption applications [2,3,4,5]. Conventional sandwich core structures with honeycomb, foam, and so on have been well documented [6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13], and there are new studies [14,15] into the fire- and water-proof properties using recycled materials [14,15]. However, honeycomb cores suffer from an unwanted moisture accumulation problem, which leads to deterioration of mechanical performance [16]. Recently, many new forms of core structure have appeared, such as truss core panels, functionally graded foams, and folded cores [17]. Among them, with the new manufacturing methods, the folded cores are more promising to be employed [17]. Origami, the ancient art of paper folding, has inspired the design of engineering devices and structures for decades [18,19]. Rigid origami, as one of the subdisciplines of origami, considers creases as hinges and the material between creases as rigid, restricting it from bending or deforming during folding [20,21]. Origami structures as periodic cellular structures have the ability to absorb impact and compression energy via the deformation of tessellation patterns [22]. Because of the complexity in nonperiodic origami patterns, most studies focused on the periodic pattern. There are countless ways to create periodic origami patterns to produce a different 3D structure [23,24,25,26,27,28], like Miura and Ron-Resch. Therefore, they have attracted many researchers to study their geometric characteristics and mechanics. Extensive work has been carried out in the study of folded cores at Tupolev State Technical University [29,30,31], in which different folded cores have been discussed for mechanical properties and applications. Inspired by the kirigami tessellation, Wang [32] proposed two design methods that could map the target three-dimensional geometries into two-dimensional patterns of cuts and creases. Nassar [33] presented a method, which output a set of nonlinear differential equations governing the parametrization, metric, and curvature of surfaces that the initially discrete structure could fit. Employing the Miura pattern, Zhang [34] studied the sandwich beam with the origami-inspired core and found it has unique mechanical properties that can be used as programmable materials to fit specified engineering demands. Kshad [35] presented the experimental investigations and finite element analysis (FEA) simulation of the effect of the base material on the mechanical properties and the impact resistance of Miura-Origami sandwich cores. In another work [36], he studied the force allocation and energy dissipation properties of the Ron-Resch-like origami tessellations through compression and impact tests and FEA simulation. Inspired by the structures raised by Saito [37] and Li [38], an orthopyramid-like core panel was proposed by Liu et al. [39] based on origami geometry. They also studied the evaluative mechanism of it, by changing the parameters of the folded element to make it adapt to different circumstances. Using the same geometry, Qiu et al. [40] proposed a computational solution to develop a shape that meets some design performance criteria. Another study by Yap [41] investigated the shape recovery effect in different 3D-printed honeycomb shapes. In addition, studies on the different aspects of origami materials were highlighted and the challenges ahead discussed [42,43]. Zeng [44] proposed a method for programming the deformation of a temperature-driven bilayer structure, which provided a great possibility for fabricating complex origami and foldable structures.



In the present work, we investigate various orthopyramid-like core panels by changing the similarity parameter value and the number of edges. Three-, four-, and six-edged folded origami elements were studied with three different similarity parameters (1/2, 3/4, and 5/6). The flat panels were formed by the selected geometries. The orthopyramid-like origami elements are periodic in the planar direction. The panel material, panel thickness, and element thickness are considered constants in this study. The models of panels were fabricated by the method of 3D printing with the material of PLA (polylactic acid). To study the compressive properties of the prepared samples, a compression and impact test was conducted. The results revealed that the panels can resist high stress in compression during the collapse. The impact test shows that the panels can exhibit a high degree of energy dissipation due to the deformation of the tips. Moreover, a simulation of the compression test of the models was conducted using ANSYS finite element package. The impact event was simulated by an explicit dynamics analyzer. In addition, the optimal similarity parameters for each element with a fixed edge were obtained through the finite element method integrated with the genetic algorithm.



The main contribution of our paper to the field of sandwich core structure can be summarized in two parts. First, we investigated the load damping properties of the orthopyramid-like origami core, which was proposed in our previous work, for the first time. The other contribution that makes our paper novel is that the orthopyramid-like origami cores’ load damping properties were studied not only in conventional ways but also in a joint simulation method, which inherits the advantages of the Genetic Algorithm (GA) and the strong solution ability of FEA software.




2. Experimental Work


2.1. Orthopyramid-Like Origami Element Geometry


As one form of orthopyramid-like origami element, the triangular pyramid is shown in Figure 1. The origami element geometry can be parametrized by the height H, the tip angle β, the similarity parameter w, the edge number n, the bottom surface side length L, and the element thickness t. For a selected set of H and w, the parameters L and S can be calculated. According to our previous work [39,40], the different configurations could be obtained through the similarity transformation based on origami. Figure 2 illustrates the process of the similarity transformation based on origami. In this paper, we obtained different elements by changing the similarity parameter w and get the designed pattern through a close periodic arrangement.



This study only considered the tightly arranged tessellation patterns. The side length S and the height of origami element H are given by:


   S =  L  2 sin  β 2     ,  β ∈  (  0 ,   360  n   )    



(1)






  H =  L 2     1    tan  2   β 2    −  1    tan  2   π n       



(2)







For a fixed n, the different shape can be obtained by the similarity parameter w, which can be calculated by:


  w =   n β   360    



(3)








2.2. Orthopyramid-Like Origami Element and Panel Configurations


The height H of the element and the thickness t are set to be constant, and the structure of the orthopyramid-like origami element is parameterized by w and n. According to [45], regular triangles, regular quadrilateral, and regular hexagons are considered in this paper, in order to arrange the elements tightly in the plane. The overall size of the panel is   60 × 60 × 11   mm. The geometric detailed parameters of the origami element and panels are shown in Figure 3 and Figure 4. As shown in Figure 4, taking OL-4-3/4 as an example, OL is an abbreviation of orthopyrimid-like, 4 represents the n, and 3/4 stands for the w. The sizes of the elements are listed in Table 1, and the devised panels of different elements are shown in Figure 5.





3. Fabrication of the Panel


State-of-the-art 3D printing, also known as fused deposition modeling, was employed to fabricate the panels. We used the parallel robot 3D printer provided by Zhejiang Province’s Key Laboratory of 3D Printing Process and Equipment with PLA diameter of 1.75 mm. Here are the fabrication conditions: The temperature of the extruder is 230 °C, the height of the layer is 0.2 mm, the speed of printing is 80 mm/s, the thickness of the printed structure is 1 mm, there is no structure chosen to reinforce the main origami structure. Figure 6 illustrates the 3D-printed orthopyramid-like origami-inspired core panel and the orthopyramid-like element. The models of the fabricated panels are shown in Figure 7.




4. Mechanical Testing Procedure


4.1. Compression Test


In order to estimate the fabricated panel performance under compressive loads, the compression test is conducted here. A compression-testing general machine WDW-100 (Bairoe, Shanghai, China) was employed to test the origami-inspired panel samples. For the load to be uniformly applied to the core panel structure, two thick steel plates were placed on both sides of the panel. A 1.5 mm/min stroke was used in the test, consistent with ASTM (American Society of Testing Materials) D1621/10 standards. Five specimens were tested for each origami structure.




4.2. Impact Test


Impact tests were conducted with each sample sandwiched and covered with a stainless steel plate on the tips of the panel. The tested panels were placed on the testing zone of the impact device. A CEAST9340 drop hammer impact test machine with a 16 mm diameter impact head was used to measure the load versus time. The impact test was conducted according to ASTM D7766/D7766M standards, with an impact velocity of 2.049 m/s and a testing drop weight of 4.765 kg. Five specimens were tested for each origami structure.





5. Finite Element Simulation


5.1. Material Properties


The fabricated part’s mechanical properties were tested by the Zwick/Roell Z020 tensile machine according to the ASTM D638, with part of the mechanical properties provided by the manufacturer. The mechanical properties are given as follows: Young’s modulus E = 2489 MPa, density ρ = 1240 kg/m3, Poisson’s ratio v = 0.3, initial yield stress σy = 15.56 MPa, ultimate stress σu = 38.20 MPa. The sample after tensile testing is shown in Figure 8.




5.2. Simulation of Compression Test


The ANSYS R18.2 software was used to carry the compression simulation. The panel was placed over a thick steel plate. The load is a displacement load applied as 4 mm on the top of the model. The steel plate is represented by solid elements. The six-degree freedom of the bottom of the steel plate is fixed. The panels are represented by shell elements. For the compromise of precision and efficiency, we chose the element size to be 2 mm. The compression model is shown in Figure 9.




5.3. Simulation of Impact Test


The ANSYS explicit dynamics solver was employed to do the impact test simulation. The origami-inspired panel is represented by shell elements. The impactor, the sandwich top panel, and sandwich bottom panel are modeled as a rigid body. The impactor mass is 4.765 kg, the drop distance is 21.4 cm, and impact speed is 2.049 m/s. We used mapped meshing where possible; otherwise, we used free meshing to get the meshed geometry. The load between the impactor and the top panel were recorded. The impact model of the panel is shown in Figure 10.





6. Result and Discussion


6.1. Result of Compression Test


The compression test of orthopyramid-like origami-inspired panels was conducted. Figure 11 shows the relationship of stress–strain of the tested panels in compression. The Young’s modulus of 9 panels are listed in Table 2. As shown in Figure 11a–c, the number of edges markedly affects the modulus value. It can be observed that Young’s modulus of panels decreases with the increase of the similarity parameter, as show in Figure 11d. Table 3 illustrates the comparison of the specific compressive modulus in regard to the similarity parameter and the number of edges, and it can be observed that the specific modulus of elasticity of 1/2 similarity parameter is almost the same with each of them.



Figure 12 shows the plastic deformation on the tips of the pyramid. It can be observed that the the tips of the element is the most deformed part of the panel. Due to the high-stress concentration on the tips of the bottom, the upper part of the plane does not show large plastic deformation. The OL-3 exhibits the highest modulus compared with four (OL-4) and six (OL-6) edges. The OL-3 models have higher Young’s modulus values compared with the others with the same similarity parameter. The explanation is that the OL-3 panels consist of more elements than the other two in the same area. This means that the intensity of the elements of OL-3 panels is larger.




6.2. Result of Impact Test


The produced force changes versus time during the impact test was recorded. The force–time data were received by the sensor on the machine Figure 13 shows the force-time response received by the force sensor. As shown in Figure 13, a positive relevant relationship can be identified from the plot with similarity parameter and force fluctuation. However, the 1/2 similarity parameter configuration does not show apparent trends as the other two. Figure 14 compares the maximum force produced by the panels. For a fixed similarity parameter, the maximum force decreases with the increase of edge numbers. This means that the OL-3 panels produced the largest impact force and the OL-6 panels produced the smallest impact force. Among all the nine structures, OL-4-1/2 produced the maximum force of 6911.042 kN, and the minimum of maximum force produced is 2890.3 kN by OL-6-5/6. The values of the maximum forces produced are listed in Table 4. The panels produced lower impact force, however, with the expense of tips plastic fracture.




6.3. Simulation Result and Comparison


The ANSYS structural static solver was used to conduct the compression simulation of the orthopyramid-like core panels. The results revealed that the panels present large plastic deformation in compression, and the deformation presents a circular distribution on the tips. The distribution of stress on the element shows that the maximum stress occurs on the tip of the element. As illustrated in Figure 15, the simulation is accordant with the experimental results.



The total deformation of the OL-4-3/4 model is illustrated in Figure 16a. The maximum total deformation is 4 mm at the bottom. The directional deformation of the OL-4-3/4 model is shown in Figure 16b. The maximum mechanical strain and the maximum equivalent stress of the designed panels during compression simulation are compared in Table 5. It is apparent that the similarity parameter affects the stress and the deflection on the simulated panels. It was found that the maximum equivalent stresses all decrease with the increase of w for 3-edged and 6-edged elements. For the 4-edged element, the minimum stress appears in a similarity parameter of 3/4.



The impact property of the nine panels and their deformation were revealed using finite element simulations, too. Figure 17 illustrates the impact simulation of the OL-4-3/4 model. The ability of the structure to absorb energy and allocate force is explained by the collapse of the tips and stress concentration of the side edges. It indicates the effect of similarity parameter and the number of edges on the produced force. The table shows that the maximum produced force shows a decreasing tendency with the increase of edge numbers.



Figure 18 shows the comparsion of the deflection degree of the tips in impact simulation. It is consistent with test results that the most deformed place of the orthopyramid-like element is the tip. The deformation value depends on the similarity parameter and the number of edges. The element with small similarity parameters exhibited high deformation on the tip and a small deformation distribution along the side edges. The elements with bigger similarity parameters exhibit lower deformation near the tips and the deformation spread along the side edges. Figure 19 shows the simulated results of the maximum plastic strain of the panels. It can be observered that there is no apparent relationship between the maximum plastic strain and the similarity parameter.




6.4. Optimize the Best Geometric Parameters


Section 6.3 finds that the influence of similarity parameter to 4-edged elements’ maximum equivalent stress, in compression simulations, are different than the other two. The stress value does not decrease with the increasing of the similarity parameter as shown in Table 5. The GA [46,47,48,49] integrated with the FEA model (using ANSYS software) was employed to find its optimal similarity parameters corresponding to the minimum equivalent stress. The individual fitness was increased with the decrease of the stress value. The basic flow chart of the algorithm is shown in Figure 20, which inherited the advantages of GA and the strong solution ability of FEA software.



The calculation steps are as follows:



Step 1: The running parameters of the Genetic Algorithm are set. The optimization variables were the population size; the cross probability; and the evolution termination parameter.



Step 2: Generate initial populations according to the selection strategy.



Step 3: The ANSYS parameter design language is used to calculate the maximum stress.



Step 4: The stress is used to calculate the individual fitness value and evaluate the population. If the iterative termination principle is satisfied, the iterative will stop. Otherwise, the process is switched to the next step.



Step 5: Operate the GA operation and get a new population. Go to Step 3.



In this specific implementation of the algorithm, our goal was to minimize the maximum stress. The optimization variable is the similarity parameter w, whose range is set to 1/2,5/6. Using the algorithm above, we find that the optimal similarity parameter w is 0.8104. The corresponding tip angle β is 72.94 °, the bottom surface side length L is 21.95 mm, and the side length S is 19.56 mm. The comparison of the non-optimal and optimal solutions is shown in Figure 21.





7. Conclusions and Prospect


Investigating the origami-inspired core panels could lead to the production of structures used in loads and energy damping applications. In the present work, 3D printing with PLA filaments was used to fabricate origami-inspired orthopyramid-like core panels. The compression and impact test was carried out on the fabricated panels. Finite element modeling was conducted using static structures for compression tests and explicit dynamics for an impact event. The results showed that the tips are the stress concentration zones. The deformation of the tips explains the load damping ability. The optimal similarity parameter for the 4-edged element was obtained via the GA algorithm. We found that the optimal similarity parameter w is 0.8104. The corresponding tip angle β was 72.94 °, the bottom surface side length L was 21.95 mm, and side length S was 19.56 mm.



However, there are also some limitations to our work. During the study of the load damping properties, several design hypotheses have been made, such as the panel material, panel thickness, and element thickness. We lack a generic mathematical formulation of the design problem. Further, more optimization objectives of the optimization algorithm should be included, not only the stress index.



In the future, different materials’ influences of the compression behavior should be studied. Multiobject optimization towards the geometry parameter in compression and impact simulation should be conducted, and it is important to investigate the tessellation pattern model toward a variety of edges.
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Figure 1. Origami element of triangular pyramid. (a) Front view; (b) top view. 
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Figure 2. The process of the similarity transformation based on origami. 
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Figure 3. The designed orthopyramid-like origami element. (a) OL-3; (b) OL-4; (c) OL-6. 
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Figure 4. OL-4-3/4 model as an example. (a) Three-dimensional picture; (b) the top view; (c) the detailed dimensions. 
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Figure 5. The devised panels of different elements. (a) OL-3-1/2; (b) OL-3-3/4; (c) OL-3-5/6; (d) OL-4-1/2; (e) OL-4-3/4; (f) OL-4-5/6; (g) OL-6-1/2; (h) OL-6-3/4; (i) OL-6-5/6. 
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Figure 6. 3D-printed panel and element. 
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Figure 7. 3D-printed core panels. (a) OL-3-1/2; (b) OL-3-3/4; (c) OL-3-5/6; (d) OL-4-1/2; (e) OL-4-3/4; (f) OL-4-5/6; (g) OL-6-1/2; (h) OL-6-3/4; (i) OL-6-5/6. 
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[image: Applsci 09 04619 g007]







[image: Applsci 09 04619 g008 550] 





Figure 8. Samples after tensile testing. 






Figure 8. Samples after tensile testing.



[image: Applsci 09 04619 g008]







[image: Applsci 09 04619 g009 550] 





Figure 9. Compression model of the panel (OL-4-3/4). 
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Figure 10. Impact model of the panel (OL-3-3/4). 
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Figure 11. Comparision of stress–strain and Young’s modulus. (a) Stress–strain curves of OL-3; (b) stress–strain curves of OL-4; (c) stress–strain curves of OL-6; (d) Ccmparision of Young’s modulus. 
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Figure 12. The panel plastic deformation. 
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Figure 13. Produced force versus time in impact. 
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Figure 14. The experiment maximum impact forces. 
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Figure 15. The compressive deformation of the OL-4-3/4 panel compared with the tested sample. 
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Figure 16. The compressive deformation of OL-4-3/4 panel. (a) The whole compressive deformation; (b) the z-directional compressive deformation. 
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Figure 17. The impact simulation of OL-4-3/4 model. (a) The total deformation plastic strain in impact event; (b) The equivalent von-Mises Stress distribution on the panel. 
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Figure 18. Comparison of the maximum produced force. 
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Figure 19. The FEM results of the maximum plastic strain of the panels. 
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Figure 20. Basic flow chart of the algorithm. 
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Figure 21. Comparison with the optimized panel. 
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Table 1. The sizes of the designed orthopyramid-like origami elements.
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	Sample
	H (mm)
	L (mm)
	S (mm)
	w





	OL-3-1/2
	10
	12.25
	12.25
	1/2



	OL-3-3/4
	10
	24.50
	17.32
	3/4



	OL-3-5/6
	10
	32.85
	21.44
	5/6



	OL-4-1/2
	10
	9.10
	11.90
	1/2



	OL-4-3/4
	10
	17.96
	16.16
	3/4



	OL-4-5/6
	10
	23.93
	19.65
	5/6



	OL-6-1/2
	10
	6.05
	11.69
	1/2



	OL-6-3/4
	10
	11.89
	15.54
	3/4



	OL-6-5/6
	10
	15.82
	18.72
	5/6
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Table 2. Young’s modulus.






Table 2. Young’s modulus.





	
Edge Number

	
Similarity Parameter

	
Young’s Modulus (MPa)






	
OL-3

	
1/2

	
2442.9 ± 160.8




	
3/4

	
1399.2 ± 247.3




	
5/6

	
357.6 ± 117.3




	
OL-4

	
1/2

	
2632.6 ± 245.2




	
3/4

	
870.8 ± 105.9




	
5/6

	
290.3 ± 93.8




	
OL-6

	
1/2

	
2456.5 ± 110.3




	
3/4

	
629.6 ± 97.8




	
5/6

	
271.7 ± 63.0
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Table 3. Specific modulus of elasticity.






Table 3. Specific modulus of elasticity.





	
Edge Number

	
Similarity Parameter

	
Specific Modulus of Elasticity (MPa/kg)






	
OL-3

	
1/2

	
195,800 ± 11,340




	
3/4

	
128,300 ± 22,680




	
5/6

	
66,150 ± 11,660




	
OL-4

	
1/2

	
203,500 ± 19,330




	
3/4

	
869,100 ± 10,570




	
5/6

	
30,800± 9955




	
OL-6

	
1/2

	
199,700 ± 8999




	
3/4

	
64,230 ± 9979




	
5/6

	
29,360 ± 6811
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Table 4. The maximum impact forces produced by the panels.
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Edge Number

	
Similarity Parameter

	
The Maximum Impact Forces (N)






	
OL-3

	
1/2

	
6851.8 ± 122.8




	
3/4

	
5128.6 ± 442.0




	
5/6

	
4699.6 ± 662.6




	
OL-4

	
1/2

	
6911.0 ± 80.4




	
3/4

	
3906.4 ± 339.4




	
5/6

	
3448.2 ± 767.2




	
OL-6

	
1/2

	
6620.8 ± 191.9




	
3/4

	
3627.0 ± 104.4




	
5/6

	
2890.3 ± 166.2
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Table 5. Comparision of maximum mechanical strain and maximum equivalent stress.






Table 5. Comparision of maximum mechanical strain and maximum equivalent stress.





	
Edge Number

	
Similarity Parameter

	
Maximum Equivalent Strain

	
Maximum Equivalent Stress (MPa)






	
OL-3

	
1/2

	
0.685

	
2330




	
3/4

	
0.550

	
1650




	
5/6

	
0.453

	
913




	
OL-4

	
1/2

	
446

	
1970




	
3/4

	
0.544

	
1100




	
5/6

	
0.676

	
1380




	
OL-6

	
1/2

	
0.602

	
2890




	
3/4

	
0.692

	
1490




	
5/6

	
0.422

	
1000
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