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ABSTRACT

In sheet metal forming processes with complex strain paths, a part is subjected to large plastic deformation. This
severe plastic deformation leads to high plastic strain localization zones and subsequent accumulation of those
strains. Then internal and superficial micro-defects and in other words ductile damage is created. This damage
causes quality problems such as fracture. Therefore, design engineers need to accurately estimate the damage
initiation and its growth. In this paper, initiation and evolution of damage has been predicted using Lemaitre’s
damage and forming limit diagram (FLD) damage models for automotive panel forming, because of its
nonlinear strain paths. Lemaitre’s damage criterion has been implemented as a subroutine for an elastic-plastic
material and plane stress and finite strain theories. Using this subroutine in explicit finite element code, damage
initiation and evolution is predicted for the above mentioned process and the results obtained by FLD and
Lemaitre models are compared. In this paper, FLD and Lemaitre damage models results show the fact that the
damage localization zones are corresponding to the equivalent plastic strain distributions. Comparison of the
FLD damage and Lemaitre damage results show that in an automotive panel forming process, both models
predict initiation of cracks in the edges of a sheet. Hence, it is concluded that finite element method combined
with continuum damage mechanics can be used as a reliable and rapid tool to predict damage evolution in sheet
metal forming processes with nonlinear and complex strain paths such as automotive panel forming.

KEYWORDS. Prediction of damage evolution, FLD damage, Lemaitre damage, Automotive panel forming,
Nonlinear strain paths

" To whom correspondence should be addressed. E-mail:bjamshidi83@hotmail.com

37


mailto:E-mail:bjamshidi83@hotmail.com

JCARME B. Jamshidi, et al. Vol. 1, No.1, Sept. 2011

NOMENCLATURE

D Damage variable Y damage energy release rate
Emejor Maximum principle strain W, elastic strain energy

o cauchy stress tensor E Young’s modulus

o effective stress tensor O VOn Misesequivaent stress
¥ potential of dissipation R, function of triaxiality ratio
&, elastic strain tensor v Poisson’s ratio

&, plastic strain tensor o, hydrostatic stress

T temperature D damage evolution

o back strain tensor S damage parameter

INTRODUCTION

Continuum damage mechanics (CDM), as one of the new branches of mechanical engineering, is a
powerful complementary for fracture mechanics. Microstructure of materials includes some crack and
voids. These defects can be created during loading or manufacturing of material [1]. The main goal of
damage mechanics is investigation of damage evolution and its effect on the mechanical strength of
material. Definition of microstructure defects by continuous field variables are common practice in al
of the CDM models. According to CDM, in the existing constitutive equations, the effect of damage
evolution in materia is considered as deterioration of mechanica properties such as strength and
stiffness [2]. Prediction of rupture modes is a major challenge in metal forming processes.

Each car contains between the 200 and 300 sheet meta formed parts. Finite eement simulations have
been developed to move the trial-and-error procedure from the factory to the computer which makes
the process design much faster and cheaper [3]. The implemented numerical model must dea with the
fact that the onset of rupture is strongly dependent on the strain paths imposed on the parts [2]. The
use of numerical methods, such as the finite-element method, to predict the damage initiation and
evolution has created the possibility to analyze with relative success a forming process during its
development stage. This numerical prediction can provide a faster and more cost-effective
development of high quality products, imperative in today’s strong competition.

FLD DAMAGE MODEL

A forming limit diagram (FLD) isaplot of the forming limit strainsin the space of principa (in-plane)
logarithmic strains. The FLD damage initiation criterion is intended to predict the onset of necking
instability in sheet metal forming. The maximum strains that a sheet material can sustain prior to the
onset of necking are referred to as the forming limit strains. According to Fig. (1), under the following
condition, general FLD damage initiation criteriawill be satisfied:

EA'
D = &mr _4 (1)
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Fig. 1. Forming limit diagram.

LEMAITRE DAMAGE MODEL
The principles of CDM arefirst reviewed for the case of uniaxia stress. In this case, isotropic damage,

D, is assumed throughout the represented volume element (RVE). Based on the concept of effective
stress and the hypothesis of strain equivalence, the effective stress tensor, &, can be represented as [4]:

~ (o
) @

where o is the true stress in the undamaged RVE. In addition, for the undamaged state, D =0 and
completefailure, D =1. Hence:

0<D<1 3)

The evolution law for the internal variables can be derived from a potential of dissipation. Now the
Helmholtz free energy, ¥ , can be considered as a scalar function of state variables:

5”=‘P(ge,5p,T,r,a, D) 4

Inwhich &, and &, arethe elastic and plastic strain tensors associated with the stress tensor, T isthe

temperature associated with the entropy density, I isthe damage accumulated plastic strain associated
with isotropic strain hardening, and « isthe back strain tensor associated with kinematic hardening.

Lemaitre showed that the strain energy release rateY may be related to the elastic strain energy W,
through the following equations:

_1dw, W,

= = 5
2 dD 1-D ®

o=const

Considering the Von Mises equivalent stress for plasticity, Y will be equd to:
Y=—9 _R (6)
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In which E is the Young’s modulus, o, isthe Von Mises equivalent stress. R, is a function of
triaxiality ratio defined as:

O

R :§(1+V)+3(1_zv)["_H} (7

Where v is the Poisson’s ratio and o, is hydrostatic stress. Considering Lemaitre’s damage
criterion, equations of damage evolution in terms of internal variables are:

. 1 (Y)Y P
D=y~ | X]:y=¢ 8
yl—D(r]}/ = ®)

Where ;/ is the plastic consistency parameter andr and s are the damage parameters of the material
[1,5].

NUMERICAL SIMULATION

This example considers the simulation of automotive panel forming process. Blank was modeled with
atotal of 4743 elements using reduced integration 4-node; bilinear finite strain elements (type $4R).
Tool surfaces were considered rigid bodies and discretization was performed using 3-node rigid
elements (type R3D3). In this process during stamping, the rectangular blank is formed to the shape of
a matrix. Concerning material modeling, the sheet material has been assumed as isotropic St14 steel.
The elagtic- plastic- damage material properties are presented in table (1).

Table 1. Material properties of St14[6].

Young’s modulus, E(GPa) 180
Initial yidd siress, &, (MPa) 159
Ultimate stress, &, (MPa) 283

Hardening coefficient, K (MPa) 630

Hardening power, N 0.36
Damage parameter, S 1
Damage parameter, I (MPa) 2.532

0.434

Critical damage parameter, Dcr

Theinitid flat sheet blank dimensions are 1.38mx0.28mx0.00147m. Penalty friction law was assumed
and u=0.15 was used for the friction coefficient between blank and tools.
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RESULTSAND DISCUSSION

Multiple simulations were performed in order to investigate the development of damage in the work
piece during the stamping process. Fig. (2) shows the distribution of both equivalent plastic strain and
damage for various punch travels. It can be seen from Fig. (2a) that the region of maximum equivalent
plastic strain is located at the zones which come in contact with the sharp matrix corners. It appears
that both damage models predict the crack initiation in these sites. In Fig. (2b), by increasing of punch
travel, these fracture bonds propagate a ong the sheet edges. In Fig. (2¢), it is observed that in the last
step of forming, these fracture bonds are highly pronounced aong the sheet walls. On the other hand,
rupture will appear in the sheet metal.

Equivalent Plastic Strain

FLOCRT
SHEG, ifracticn = -1.07
(Rvg: 75%)

FLD damage

SOVS
SHEG, ifraction = -1.0)
g

B61e-01
+1.5%e-01
+1.331e-01
+1.C -01

Lemaitre damage
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PEEC

SNEG, (fraction = -1.0)

(Avg: 75%)
+5.013e-01
+4.611e-01
+4.208e-01
+3.808e-01
+3.404e-01
+3.002e-01
+2.599&-01
+2.197e-01
+1.7%5e-01
+1.393e-01
+9.903e-02
+5.880e-02
+1.858e-02

FLDCRT

SMEG, (rachon = -1.0)

(Avg: 75%)
+1.000+00
+9.171e-01
+H.243e-01
+7.514e-01
+6.5085e-01
+5.857e-01
+5.0282-01
+4.199e-01
+3.371e-01
+2.542e-01
+1.713e-01
+8.847e-02
+5.608e-032

SOVS

SMNEG, (fraction = -1.0)

(Avg: 75%)
+4.340e-01
+3.979e-01
+3.618e-01
+3.257e-01
+2.896e-01
+2.535e-01
+2.174e-01
+1.812e-01
+1.451e-01
+1.090e-01
+7.292e-02
+3.681e-02
+7.008e-04
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PEEQ

SHEG, (fraction = -1.0)

(Avg: 75%)
+9.530e-01
+B.752¢-01
+7.973e-01
+7.194-01
+6,416e-01
+5.637¢-01
+4,859e-01
+4,080e-01
+3.301e-01
+2.523e-01
11.744c 01
+9.655e-02
+1.8069¢-02

Equivalent Plastic Strain

FLDCRT

SNEG, (fracnon = =103

(Avg: 75%)
+1.000e+00
+9.171e-01
+8.343e-01
+7.514e-01
+6.685e-01
+5.857¢-01
+5.028e-01
+4.19%e-01
+3.371e-01
+2.542e-01
+1.713e-01
+8.847e-02
+5.608e-03

FLD damage

SDVS

SMNEG, (fraction = -1.0)

(Avg: 75%)
+4.340e-01
+3.979e-01
+3.6186-01
+3.257e-01
+2.696e-01
12,535¢ 01
+2.174e-01
+1.812e-01

+7.0376-04

Lemaitre damage

(©)

Fig. 2. Equivalent plastic strain and damage distribution for various punch travel, (a) crack initiation, (b)
crack evolution and (C) rupture.

Fig. (3) shows the strain paths for three different nodes. According to this figure, strain paths are nonlinear
and complex in this process.
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Fig. 3. Strain paths for three different nodes.

The results show that, in the automotive panel forming with complex strain paths, the sheet metd is
subjected to large plastic deformation. Both models predict that the initiation of crack will appear at
the zones with the maximum localization of equivalent plastic strain. By increasing the punch travel,
these fracture bonds progress along the sheet walls and are inclined closer to each other. In addition,
the equivalent plastic strain in these regions will reach the maximum amplitude.

CONCLUSIONS

Comparison between FLD damage and Lemaitre damage models for prediction of fracture in
automotive paned forming shows that both models predict damage initiation, its growth and fracturein
walls of the panel. In these sites, the equivalent plastic strain accumulation is obseved much higher
than the safe zones. The location of crack initiation in this part with nonlinear and complex strain
paths was successfully identified from the prediction of damage evolution and verified by the
equivalent plastic strain distribution. Therefore, it is concluded that finite element analysis, in
conjunction with damage continuum mechanics, is a rapid and reliable tool for predicting the damage
evolution and rupture in sheet metal forming processes with nonlinear and complex strain paths.
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