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Summary

Analysis is presented for the impact of a wedge with elastic side walls dropped against liquid free surface. The
deadrise angle of the initially undeformed wedge is small. The problem is considered within the Wagner theory
[1]. The liquid flow is two-dimensional, symmetric and potential. The side walls of the wedge are modelled by
simply supported Euler beams. Hydroelastic behavior of the beams is of main interest. In order to evaluate the
maximum bending stresses, not only the impact stage but also the penetration stage, during which the wedge
surface is totally wetted and the wedge platings continue to vibrate, are considered. Different approximate
approaches are tested against the numerical solution obtained by normal mode method. It is shown that for
thin platings the maximum bending stresses occur at the penetration stage but for the thick plating they can
be evaluated from the solution of the problem at the impact stage. Approximate models are concern with the
case of thick platings, when the wedge can be treated as almost rigid. It is demonstrated that the simplified
decoupled model, which does not account for the beam inertia and assumes the hydrodynamic loads being
calculated within the rigid-wedge impact problem, provides reasonable estimates of the maximum bending
stresses for thick wedge platings.

Introduction

The plane unsteady problem of an elastic wedge penetrating an ideal and incompressible liquid is considered.
Initially (¢ = 0) the wedge touches the horizontal free surface of the liquid at a single point and starts to move
down thereafter with a constant velocity V. The initial contact point is taken as the origin of the Cartesian
coordinate system z’Oy’ (dimensional variables are denoted by a prime). The line y’ = 0 corresponds to the
liquid free surface at ¢’ = 0. The flow caused by the wedge impact is symmetric with respect to the line 2’ = 0.
Initial position of the wedge side walls is described by the equation y’ = |z'|tan~y, |2'| < Lcos~, where ~ is
the deadrise angle of the equivalent rigid wedge and L is the length of the side walls. The side walls of the
wedge are modelled by simply supported Euler beams. Due to the symmetry, the right side wall can only be
considered. Normal deflection of the beam is denoted by w’(s’,t"), where s’ is the coordinate along the initially
undeformed side walls, s’ = 0 corresponds to the wedge tip and s’ = L to the beam end point. The beams are
deforming owing to their interaction with the liquid.

Figure 1. Scheme of the impact.

We shall determine the liquid flow, the pressure distribution in the liquid region, deflection of the wedge,
the stress distribution in the wedge platings and the dimension of the wetted part of the entering wedge.

Non-dimensional variables are used below. The beam length L is taken as the length scale and the impact
velocity V' as the velocity scale of liquid particles. Assuming that the wedge is rigid and the free surface is
undeformed during the penetration, we obtain that the wedge is totally wetted at instant T'= (L/V)sin~v and
the vertical displacement of the wedge is equal to Lsin~y at this time instant. The quantity T is taken as the
time scale and the product Lsin~y as the displacement scale. We denote € = sin~y and consider the coupled
problem of elastic wedge interaction with the liquid in the case € < 1. The pressure scale is pV2e~!, where p
is the liquid density.

Formulation of the Wagner problem
The plane and potential flow generated by the wedge penetration is described by the velocity potential ¢(z, y, t)
which satisfies the following equations within the Wagner theory

Ap=0 (y<0), (1)

=0 (y=0lz|>c(t)), (2)



oy = —1+w(|z|;t)  (y=0, [2] <c(t)), (3)
p(z,y,t) = —pi(x,y,t)  (y <0), (4)
e—0 (2?7 +y® — ). (5)

Equations (1)-(5) represent the hydrodynamic part of the problem, which can be solved once the deflection
w(z,t) and the function c¢(t), which describes the dimension of the contact region, are known. The beam
deflection is governed in the non-dimensional variables by equations
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W=w =0 (z=0,z=1, ¢t >0), (7)
w=w=0 (0<z<1, t=0). (8)

These equations represent the structural part of the problem, which can be readily solved once the hydrodynamic
pressure p(z,0,t) is given along the wetted part of the wedge surface. Here o = (pyh)/(pL), 8 = EJe?/(pL3V?),
pp is the density of the beam, & is the beam thickness, E is the elasticity modulus, J is the inertia momentum
of the beam cross section, J = h3/12 for the beam of constant thickness.

The boundary-value problem (1) - (5) is considered under the additional condition that the elevation of the
free surface is equal to the vertical position of the deformed wedge at the intersection points. The Wagner
condition can be reduced to the equation [2]
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The bending stress distribution on the upper side of the beam o(s,t) is given in the dimensionless variables
as o(x,t) = wgy(x,t)/2 with 2eEh/L being the stress scale.

The hydrodynamic part (1) - (5), the structural part (6) - (8) and the geometrical part (9) of the Wagner
problem are closely connected to each other and have to be treated simultaneously in general case. For almost
rigid wedge, when the parameter 3 in (6) is large in some sense, which has to be clarified, the structural part of
the problem can be approximately separated and treated after the solution of the hydrodynamic problem (1) -
(5) and (9) has been obtained. In order to study applicability of this approximate solution and others available,
one need to solve accurately the Wagner problem (1) - (9). This can be done with the help of the normal mode
method.

Normal mode method
Within this method the beam deflection w(x,t) is sought in the form

w(z,t) =Y an(t)ihn (@), (10)
n=1
where eigenfunctions ¢, (x) are given as
Yn(x) =sin(Apz), \p=mn (n=1,2,..) (11)

and represent the eigen modes of simply supported beam - so called 'dry’ modes. It is convenient to take the
principal coordinates a,(t) of the beam deflection as the new unknown functions and to express other quantities
with their help [3,4].

As a result, we arrive at the infinite system of ordinary differential equations with respect to the principal

coordinates @ = (ay, as, as,...)T and auxiliary vector-function @ = (vy, v, vs,...)T:
d(_i —1 - 2
i (al + S)"(BDT+ f), (12)
dv
= —_3 13
dt @ (13)

where I is the unit matrix and D is the diagonal matrix, D = diag{\}, A3, A3, ...},
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By differentiating equation (9) with respect to time, we obtain

i (@,v,c). (14)

The initial conditions for the system of ordinary differential equations (12)-(14) are
@=0, =0, c=0 (t=0). (15)

The initial-value problem t(12)-(15) is suitable for numerical simulations of hydroelastic behaviour of elastic
wedge entering liquid. An efficient algorithm to compute the functions S, (c) and f,,(c), where 0 < ¢ < 1, has
been developed in [5].

Approximate models
Equations (12)-(15) are referred to as the ”full model” of the elastic wedge impact problem. Below the results
obtained within the full model are used for testing several approximate models. Numerical results obtained
within the full model are referred as exact ones. Three approximate models are considered:

A1. Within this model the added-mass matrix S(c), which appears in equation (12), is evaluated with the
help of approximate formula S(c) = ¢2S(1). This approximation highly reduces the CPU time but is still in a
good agreement with exact solution for all values of the parameters o and .

A2. In the case of almost rigid wedge the corresponding decoupled problem, within which the hydrodynamic
pressure and the dimension of the contact region are determined without account for elastic deflections of the
wedge platings, can also be reduced to system (12),(13) with S = 0 and ¢ = $t. This model can be used only
at the impact stage. At the penetration stage S = S(1).

A3. Quasi-static model is derived from A2 in the limit & — 0. At the impact stage equation (6) gives

cé(c? — x?)~1/? 0<z<e)

pu' = p(,0,1) = { 0 (c<z <) (16)

and (7) provides
w=uw"=0 (x =0,1). (17)

Note that the hydrodynamic pressure distribution is taken from the solution of rigid-wedge entry problem,
where ¢ = $t.

Solution of the boundary-value problem (16), (17) was obtained in analytical form. At each time instant
during the impact stage the maximum of non-dimensional bending stresses is

2
TCE 5, (C W
Wi ae(c) = Olgjgcw”(a:) =5 sin (5 - Z) .

The maximum occur at the point x,,.,, = ccosc, which is well behind the jet root region.

The absolute maximum of bending stresses occur at ¢, =~ 0.8 and is given in microstrains as
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Numerical results
The initial-value problems for the full model and the approximate models Al and A2 are solved numerically by
the Runge-Kutta method. In all cases S = S(1) at the penetration stage.

Calculations were performed for impact of a wedge with the deadrise angle of 10°. The wedge plating
length is 0.5m and the beam thickness changes from 0.6cm to 3cm. The platings are made of mild steel with
pp=T7850kgm 3 and E=21-10'°Nm~2, the impact velocity is 4ms~!. Scaling is identical for any model in use.
In transforming the measured strains to stresses, 1000 microstrains correspond to a stress level of 210N /mm?.

Maximum bending stresses (in microstrains) calculated with the help of the full model are presented in Fig.2
as a function of non-dimensional time. Upper line corresponds to h = 0.6¢m, middle line is for A = 1.2cm and
the lower line is for h = 2.5c¢m. The vertical lines separate impact stage from the penetration stage.

Absolute maximum of the bending stresses as function of the beam thickness is shown in Fig.3 against the
maximum stresses at the impact stage. It is seen that only the impact stage can be considered for estimating
the stress maximum when h > 1.5¢m and a reasonable estimation can be obtained for h > 1.2c¢m. Dotted line
presents maximum stresses obtained with the help of the model A3.

Fig.4 shows the maximum bending stresses at the impact stage as function of the beam thickness h (in
meters). It is seen that the model Al predicts the maximum bending stresses quite well. The decoupled
model A2 can be used for A > 1.2¢m. Surprisingly, the quasi-static model perform better then A2 and can be
recommended for h > 8mm.
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Evolutions of maximum bending stresses calculated within different models are shown in Figures 5-7 for
different beam thickness. We may conclude that the model Al can be used instead of more time-consuming full
model (F) almost for any impact conditions. The analytical model A3 correctly describes the stress evolution
for thick platings.

Conclusion
Impact of elastic plates onto liquid free surface has been intensively studying within the hydroelasticity theory
during last decade. The present analysis has the goal to clarify limits, beyond which simplified models provide
reasonable estimates of maximum bending stresses in the impacting body. The analytical model A3, which is
of common use at preliminary design stage, gives surprisingly acceptable estimation of absolute maximum of
bending stresses. New simplified model A1l was derived, which may substitute the full model for any impact
conditions.
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Question by : T. Miloh

Is it (eesly) possible to extend this 2% solution to a 3% axisymmetric cone, and if not, where
do you expect to encounter the main difficulties?

Bascdly the parameter b is much larger than a . | beieve that it is intereting to aso

invedtigate the limit of b =O(a) where both (@ ,b )* 0 or ¥ . Isthere a boundary layer type
behaviour at the edge?

Author’sreply:

The axisymmetric cone problem will be consdered in the next presentation by 1.M. Scolan.

We did not congdered the limit (a ,b)® ¥ . On the other hand, you can see in my dide that
solutionsfor a* 0 and a =0 are close to the rigid plates walls. (a =0(h),b :O(h3)) . We
congdered gpplicability domains for modds without inetid terms (a =0) for the case of the
floating plate and we found that a can be equa to O, if a <<1, but it isnot the case a << b .

| believe that in this case we shdl obtain the same reaults. In the future work, we will present
plane (@ ,b) with gpplicability domains for various approximate gpproaches.



