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FOREWORD

This report was prepared by the Lockheed-California Company, under
contract NAS1-16083, sponsored by the Federal Aviation Administration
Technical Center and NASA Langley. The report describes the effort per-
formed from November 1981 through July 1982. The work was administered

under the direction of C. Caiafa (FAA) and Dr. R. Thomson (NASA).

The Lockheed-California Company effort was performed by Gil Wittlin
with support from D. Lackey. The Lockheed effort was performed within

the Dynamics and Vibration Group, supervised by R.E. Donham.
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SUMMARY

Transport aircraft candidate crash scenarios were analyzed with Program
KRASH. Aircraft floor pulses and seat occupant responées are presented. The
study included 1) an evaluation of L1649 measured floor pulses during a six-
degree slope impact test, 2) an assessment of mass and size effects on the
peak responses, 3) analyses to determine responses of wide-body aircraft
candidate crash scenarios, 4) an evaluation of FAA-CAMI passenger seat test
results and, 5) an assessment of seat performance during potential crash
environments. A procedure by which crash environment dynamic pulses can be

related to equivalent step pulses and to static loads is demonstrated.
Results of the study lead to the following conclusions:

1. Longitudinal-only pulses can be represented by equivalent step
inputs and/or static requirements. Equivalences for vertical-
only and combined loading need to be determined. A prime occurrence
of failure for seats subjected to lateral loads is at the seat leg
attachment to the seat track.

2. The L1649 crash test floor longitudinal pulse for the aft direction
(forward inertia) is less than 9g static or an equivalent 5g step
pulse. The larger widebody floor pulse magnitudes are expected
to be lower than for the corresponding smaller narrow-body aircraft.
Aft inertia accelerations are extremely small (<3g transient) for
representative crash scenarios. Floor transient acceleration
pulses in the vertical, lateral and combined loading directions
need to be analyzed with regard to seat-occupant performance using
calibrated analytical models.

3. A viable procedure to relate crash scenario floor pulses to standard
laboratory test data using current state-of-the-art analysis and
test procedures has been demonstrated.

Recommendations are presented with regard to extending current analysis

capability and performing additional tests to support and verify analytical

methodology.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The results of a recent investigation of transport airplane accidents
(Reference 1) during the 1964-79 period resulted in the formulation of candi-
date crash scenarios. From Figure 1-1 it can be seen that the injury potential
in transport accidents determined from both National Transportation Safety
Board (NTSB) and Worldwide accident data is related to the accident condition.
Accidents that are initiated when the aircraft is on the ground or near the
runway, and where no hazards are involved, are not likely to be fatal. When
" the impact occurs at high speed and at a. large impact angle, the accident has
a high probability of fatality. 1In between the extremes, the outcome in
terms of occupant survivability depends on the surrounding hazards and post-
impact behavior. While no accidents are alike in every respect, there are
broad similarities for groups of accidents. From Figure 1-1 and Table 1-1
it can be seen that some accident types; i.e., controlled and uncontrolled
collisions with the ground, stalls and undershoots, and collisions with
obstacles, result in a relatively high percentage of fatal accidents. Acci-
dents, that occur on the airport runway or in the proximity of the airport
runway, rarely result in fatalities. Interestingly enough, several of these
latter types of accidents such as wheels-up and gear collapse accidents have
never resulted in a fatal accident. These accident types are addressed in
the Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR 25) (Reference 2) in Sections 25.561
and 25.721.

Of major importance are the conditions under which airplane accidents
occur. In particular, location of the accident relative to the runway, hazards
and/or obstructions surrounding the airport, operating procedures on and
around the airport, and warning systems on aircraft are significant. The
following grouping is possible: ‘

o Airplane Design Related - accidents which occur around airports;

i.e., on the runway or within 350 m of the runway are only
moderately influenced by hazards and surrounding obstructions.
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TABLE 1-1. - COMPARISON OF FATAL ACCIDENT PERCENTAGES FOR
NTSB AND WORLDWIDE ACCIDENT SUMMARIES

NTSB 1964 — 77 Worldwide (1964 — 79)*
No. Fatal No. Total No. Fatal No. Total
Accident Type Accidents Accidents % Fatal: Accidents Accidents % Fatal:
+ Controlled collision 26 32 81.3 58 100 58
Uncontrolled collision 20 23 87 27 40 67.5
Stall 4 15 26.7 16 33 485
Undershoot 4 26 154 14 37 37.8
Hard landing 2 30 6.7 2 51 3.9
Wheels up 0 20 0 0 27 0
Retracted gear 0 16 0 0 57 0
Gear collapse 2 47 4.3 4 152 26
Swerve 1 37 2.7 8 88 9
Overshoot 4 46 8.7 4 75 5.3
Collision with obstacle 10 52 19.2 16 51 314
*Thru March 1979

The terrain is easy to define and the airplane configuration readily
prescribed. The performance of the airplane for this type of crash
scenario is indicative of modern day jet transport crash capability
and an indication of the merits of current design requirements.

Airport Environs Related - accidents which occur in the vicinity of
the airport, either on the runway or beyond the runway, and the
resultant damage is significantly influenced by hazards and

terrain conditions. The performance of the airplane for these
scenarios is to a large degree dependent on the airport surroundings.
Additional effort is needed to determine how improved design of air-
port environs and operating procedures can be incorporated to reduce
severity of this type of accident.

Warning System Related - accidents that occur away from the airport,
result from loss of airplane control, are a result of pilot disori-
entation or are caused by unreliable warning systems generally invol-
ving impact at high speed, with a wide range of possible impact
attitudes and amongst hazardous terrain. The performance of the
airplane for these scenarios to a great extent is influenced by the
severity of the impact conditions, which in turn, results from the
pilot's inability to control the situation. Quite often this inabil-
ity on the part of the pilot is directly related to his "unawareness
of the situation' until it is too late to react in a manner to reduce
the vulnerability of the aircraft to the impact conditions.

1-3



Figure 1-2 shows the accident data organized into three areas: airplane
design-related such as aborts/overruns, airport off-runway hazards, and

accident avoidance or warning system related.

Accident avoidance or "warning system related" improvements have resulted
in a substantial reduction in the ratio of accidents to departures in the past
20 years. These include cockpit design and communication, improved simulators
and trainers, improved system redundancy and improved air/ground traffic con-
trol systems., TFurther improvements in the use of ground proximity warning
systems (GPWS) and early detection devices could have a significant effect on
reducing the number of severe impact accidents. Preventing airplanes from
crashing into hillsides and mountains appears to be more prudent than designing

the airplane to resist the crash loads from such inadvertent and severe accidents.

By the same token, "airport environs related" improvements can be made
to standardize airport surroundings, to minimize the prospect of airplanes
in overrun and/or overshoot situations from impacting embankments, vehicles,
steel fences or going over ravines. Reasonable clearances up to 1,000 meters

beyond the runway should be considered.

"Airplane design related" improvements involving the design and per-
formance of the airplane structural systems under mild to moderately severe
crash conditions are of paramount concern. Overrun and hard/landing crash
scenarios have been presented in which impact and terrain conditions are
specified which are considered "survivable'" in light cf current airplane
capability. Extending the airplane capability beyond this current range of
conditions to unsymmetrical attitude, higher sink speeds, and hazardous ter-
rain requires additional analytical effort and empirical verification for

what amounts to a new definition of a "survivable crash environment."

Notwithstanding the fact that the overall safety record of transport
aircraft is excellent as measured in relative terms, Figure 1-3, and is in
an improving trend, Figure 1-4, there is a need to assure the safety of
occupants for as wide a range of crash enviromments, as is practical. 1In

addition, it is important to maintain the industry's enviable safety record

1-4
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as advanced materials replace conventional metals, having improved strength
to weight ratios, but with possibly lesser energy absorption capability.

This could be particularly applicable with regard to seat qualification

tests where current practice is a FAR requirement for a specified inertia (g)
loading in the longitudinal (9 forward), vertical (4.5 down, 2.0 up), and
lateral (1.5) directions (Reference 2). 1In order to assess the adequacy of
current requirements, it is necessary to ascertain structural responses
during each of the candidate crash scenarios. In the case of seat/occupant
exposure, the floor dynamic pulses need to be obtained and compared to
equivalent static requirements. The formulation of static-dynamic relation-
ships have to be understood before a valid assessment of the current
requirements can be performed. Figure 1-5 illustrates that in a simple
representation, depending on the characteristic properties of the system
being excited and the excitation pulse amplitude and duration, an equivalence
to a static response can be developed. Since crash scenarios can produce a
wide range of floor pulses it is necessary to determine floor pulse amplitudes,

shapes, and durations as well as seat/occupant responses to such pulses.

The effort (Task V) described in this report is directed toward defining
floor pulses that can be anticipated for a wide range of crash conditions and
configurations. The overall task effort is shown in the flow diagram of

Figure 1-6.
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2. CANDIDATE CRASH SCENARIOS

The concept of defining crash conditions in terms of scenarios is not
new to transport aircraft. In fact, the emergency landing conditions
(Reference 2, Paragraph 25.561) describe a scenario for protecting an occupant
from serious injury in a minor crash condition. 1In this scenario the airplane
configuration (retracted wheels, design landing weight), airplane velocities
(descent velocity of 5 ft/sec, landing touchdown speed), and airplane atti-
tude (pitch, roll, yaw), are either stated directly or implied. For example,
for this scenario there are five different gear arrangements which are

applicable:
o All gears retracted
® Main gears retracted symmetrical
e Nose gear retracted

e Nose and one main gear retracted
asymmetrical

e One main gear retracted.
The scenario also specifies the ultimate-inertia forces that the occupant

can experience.

The review of the transport accident data from the pre&ious tasks re-
ported in Reference 1 and illustrated in Figure 1-1 indicates that occupant
safety for the conditions described in FAR 25.561 has been achie?ed. Of
concern now is whether additional scenarios should be specified, and if so,
in what manner. From the study described in Reference 1 it was noted that
there are several candidate crash scenarios which should be evaluated. These
scenarios are described as follows:

e Ground-to-Ground o&errun type accident, such as take-off.abort or

landing overrun, which occurs at a low forward speed (40-130 knots),
with the landing gears extended and the airplane in a level and



symmetrical attitude.

ground.

road or mound.
collapse or terrain impact, is
of pilot action to control impact severity is assumed to exist.

The accident occurs on paved runway or hard

Damage is sustained by the airplane as it traverses a ditch,
The effective normal velocity as a result of gear
1.5 m/sec (5 ft/sec). The availability

Air-

plane weight can range between landing and maximum take-off.

e Air-to-Ground hard landing accident such as touchdown just short of

or on the runway.
of 5.2 m/sec (17 ft/sec).
160 knots.
up symmetrical attitude ranging from 0 to 14°,
on a rigid flat surface with no obstacles or hazards.

be performed for maximum landing weight.

® Air-to-Ground Impact accident type on hard ground on or off the runway.
Sink speed can range up to 10 m/sec (33 ft/sec).
in the range of 126 to 160 knots.

retracted or extended in an unsymmetrical attitude.
unsymmetry is +10° for roll and yaw, with pitch attitude variations
from 0° to +14°.

On the average the sink speed is in the vicinity
Forward velocity is in the range of 126 to
The airplane lands with landing gear extended in a nose-
These accidents occur
Analysis should

Forward velocity is
Airplane can land with gears
Range of

In general terms, the candidate crash scenarios, in addition to those

already defined in the regulations, can be grouped as shown in Table 2-1.

TABLE 2-1. - IDENTIFICATION OF CANDIDATE CRASH SCENARIOS

Candidate Crash Scenario Impact Conditions Accident Type Terrain Hazard
Ground-to-ground, overrun Low sink speed Takeoff abort Runway Ditch
Low, forward velocity Landing overrun Hard ground Mound
Sym. A/P attitude Slope
Gears extended Stab
Light stanchion
Air-to-ground, hard High sink speed Hard fanding Runway None
landing Landing velocity Undershoot Hard ground
Sym. A/P attitude '
Gears extended
Air-to-ground, impact High sink speed Uncont/controlled - Wooded Trees
Landing velocity Grd collision Rilly Slopes
Unsym. A/P attitude Stall Bidgs
Gears extended/ret. Undershoot




A comparison of the crash scenario parameters is shown in Figure 2-1. For
each of the candidate scenarios there are several sequences of failure modes or
events that can occur. As noted earlier, the current emergency landing con-
ditions for transport airplanes (Reference 2) have provisions which are designed
to provide the occupants a reasonable chance of escaping a serious injury in a
minor crash. Paragraph 25.561 of Reference 2 specifies the emergency landing
condition as retracted wheels and an ultimate descent velocity of five fps at
design landing weight. Furthermore, Paragraph 25.721 states that the main
landing gear must be designed so that if it fails due to an overload (due to
up and aft loads) during taxi and landing, the failure is not likely to cause
spillage of enough fuel to constitute a fire hazard. During emergency landing
conditions, seats (Paragraph 25.785) and supporting structure for major mass
items (Paragraph 25.789) are to maintain integrity under the inertia forces

specified in (Paragraph 25.561).

This study is directed solely to the determination of transport aircraft
response to those crash scenarios which can be described as "airframe design

related."

2-3



Ta
9an3 T
- *1-¢
1edwo)

uost

08 YSelo 39
BUDIS

d otx

we e

*SI93°

2
o® o
> =¥ 2
£ &2 25 B
52 332 g3 g I
. M= 2
» nq [~} » o 2
> > o — & —_ == a T >
a9 > 2 oo 8% 2
- [2X=] = g e g )
= = = S |8
o = 5 [
> o <
c’ >
Ed 2
[t =
KEOFF 45,
O
LANDINg Ovegp
O
ARD Lanpy
O urvusnsuoor
o O STALL
OLLIgigy H 08sTAC ¢
0O CONTROITE; OR UNCONTRDLLED

SROUND LOLLig gy
0O LowFpp SPEED

20~ 130 k7g
CO o HIGH Py SPEE

120 - 160 7,

@) oW sy EED <5 pp
000 O
HIGH Sk 35 D
=27 Ffpg
O XCESsyg SINK spegp 30 fp

Yaw
000

Royg ANG(p
oXO)

LEvg, PiTey
o)e) 00O

HIGH pryey, ANGLE

O Pavep gy, Y
500 5 Nw4
0 NARD G UND
0O SBAssy pypr
o) SOFT
0 YD, sanp. WATER
S TRegs
O
AVINg, EMBANKMEN
'o)e) O
5 HILLYSLDPE
su:wuvcs, VEHIC gg
'oXO)

POST Fgyge Lignt
oXe O L ACH CONTou
000 00 SLAg, Moung

MOUNT Ay HiLigipe

GEARg EXTenpg,
00 oXe)

00 O RETRACTED
O
TAKE. o WeiGyy
00 00
00
5o O
O

LANDING WEIGHT




3. TRANSPORT CATEGORY AIRPLANE FLOOR PULSE DATA

3.1 Full-Scale Crash Test Conditions

A summary of transport category aircraft full scale crash tests which
have been conducted to date is shown in Table 3-1. All the tests were con-
ducted utilizing an airplane guided along a track and impacted into a sloping

dirt mound.

A comparison was made in Reference 3, using four aircraft (FH-1 fighter,
C-82 Cargo, unpressurized LodeStar, and a pressurized C-46) to compare longi-
tudinal deceleration pulse magnitudes and durations. To that comparison was

added L1649 transport crash test data.

The results plotted in Figure 3-1 indicate that the longitudinal decelera-
tion pulse magnitude might decrease as airplane mass and size increases.
Figure 3-2 shows the peak longitudinal acceleration as a function of impact
angle. Since the data are plotted in relation to aircraft size it appears to
also support the possibility of an inverse relationship between peak accelera-

tion and aircraft size.

The following observations have been made with regard to available trans-

port crash pulse data:

e The available test pulse data for transport airplanes are for one
particular accident situation, e.g., airplane impact onto sloping
dirt terrain.

e The pulse definition, as was shown in Reference 1, is very dependent
on the manner in which the test data are reduced and interpreted.

e The acceleration level and pulse shape are dependent upon such vari-
ables as airplane attitude, airplane structure, airplane velocity,
type of surface, and/or obstacles the airplane hits. Different



TABLE 3-1. - SUMMARY OF TRANSPORT CATEGORY AIRCRAFT FULL-SCALE
CRASH TEST CONDITIONS

Velocity
Approximate
Weights Longitudinal Vertical
Airplane Kg (ibs) m/sec (ft/sec) m/sec (ft/sec) Slope (degrees)
C-82 19,026 {42,000) 40.8 (133.8) 1.4 (37.3) 16
Lodestar 9,739 (21,500) 390 {127.9) 8.1 (26.7) 12
48.8 (160.2) 13.6 (44.7) 16
C-46 18.120 {40,000) 414 (136.7) 10.90 (35.7) 14
43.7 (142.6) 22.0 (72.0) 27
L1649 72,027 {159,000} 524 (172.0} 5.50 (18.0) 6
39.0 (103.0 10.0 (34.7} 20
nc-7 - 55,266 (122,000)* 67.2 {220.5) 9.4 {30.9) 8
49.3 (161.7) 16.5 {53.9) 20
*Max. Takeoff Weights, Test Weight Not Stated
40 —
(o]
O FH-1 FIGHTER, 10,000 LB,
- @ C82CARGO, 42,000 L8
A UNPRESSURIZED TRANSPORT, 21,500 L8
[ C-46 PRESSURIZED TRANSPORT, 40,000 LB
a QL1649 PRESSURIZED TRANSPORT, 159,000 LB
g —
2 g —
3
e ] .
§ [m]
- o)
0 1 L1 l 1 | l [ ] ] l 1 1 1 J

PULSE DURATION, SEC.

Figure 3-1. - Comparison of peak decelerations.
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accident conditions; i.e., hard landing on the runway versus an
overrun off the runway, will produce different pulses. The pulse
varies as a function of location along the fuselage and the relative
distance from the impact point.

e The trend with larger jet transports indicates an anticipation of
deceleration levels of lesser magnitude and longer duration than
the earlier vintage transports and lighter aircraft despite the
increase in weight and operating speed. The reasons for this are:
(1) the larger wider body jets accelerate over a longer period of
time and (2) there is more crushable structure between the impact
point and the floor location of the occupants.

3.2 L1649 Floor Pulse Test Data

Unfortunately, there is a limited amount of crash data available on
transport aircraft of substantial size. Tﬁe loss of data channels on the
DC-7 test(4) leaves only the L1649(5) crash test with any measured data.
This test was performed almost two decades ago and most of the available data
comes from published data which have been reduced in many different fashions.
The L1649 test involved two sloping terrain impacts. On the initial impact
the aircraft hits a slope of six degrees at a forward velocity of 172 ft/sec
(sink speed = 18 ft/sec) and the structure appears to remain intact. As a
result of the subsequent impact onto a 20 degree slope at 103 ft/sec (~35 ft/sec
sink speed) the aircraft fuselage breaks aft of the cabin (-FS 334) immediately
and at the aft fuselage (~FS 1014) later on. Figure 3-3 shows the crash test
velocity time history and depicts some significant events. Figure 3-4 depicts
the fuselage break-up locations. Longitudinal and vertical acceleration time
histories obtained from Reference 5 for both the 6° and 20° slope impacts are

*
shown in Figures 3-5 through 3-8.

The ultimate usage of the L1649 floor pulse data will be to help estab-
lish a range of magnitude and duration values of floor pulses for transport
aircraft which encompass a wide spectrum of design, size and weight. An

objective of this task is to analytically determine, with program KRASH,

*Inertial loads are opposite those shown on these and subsequent figures.
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floor pulses resulting from potential crash scenarios. The approach in
assessing L1649 floor pulse data consists of:

e Digitizing the reported L1649 time histories in. selected regions
of time for both the 6° and 20° slope impacts.

e Inputting the digitized data into program KRASH as unfiltered data
and obtaining filtered response at selected cut-off frequencies
(20 Hz, 50 Hz). This will allow comparison between L1649 test
data and analytical data generated by the use of program KRASH,
since both will be filtered in the same way.
The characteristics of a KRASH simple first order filter is shown in
Figure 3-9. Attenuation at the cut-off frequency, 100 Hz in the illustration,
is 3 dB. The amplitude reduction varies with the ratio of response frequency

to cut-off frequency (W/Wc) and may differ from that of a 2nd order system

or test filters.

Figures 3-10 and 3-11 illustrate the test data filtered and unfiltered

for the six-degree slope impact at FS685 which is the approximate airplane

INPUT FREOQ. Hz

10 20 40 70 100 200 400 700 1000 2000 4000 7,000 10,000
T T T T 1 T T LG L

KRASH 1" ORDER LAG

Wc=cutorp=100H: |

90 - ~ IaNLINdNY

p N 2™ ORDER

SYSTEM

1 1 1 ]
[ L 1.0 2 4 10
W/ FREQUENCY RATIO

Figure 3-9. — First-order KRASH filter response characteristics.
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center of gravity (cg). The duration of the longitudinal pulse is longer for
the unfiltered data than for the filtered data'(100—120 milliseconds versus

80 milliseconds). The peak amplitude shows a 20 percent reduction (from 10 g
to 8 g). The filtered vertical floor pulse shows a redﬁction of approximately
27 percent (from 11 g to 8 g) in the broad range response from time = 1.1 to
1.3 seconds. A higher, shorter duration (<0.020 second) vertical floor pulse
was reduced from 19 g to 8 g with the use of a 20 Hz filter. The longer
duration floor pulses (~0.080 seconds duration) should be of more concern

for the low frequency occupant response and, thus, will be emphasized in the

evaluation of L1649 crash test data and in comparisons with analytical results.

Table 3-2 summarizes the L1649 floor pulse unfiltered data as well as the
20 Hz and 50 Hz KRASH filtered data. The higher peaks are generally associated
with shorter duration responses. The data for the vertical pulses are more
limited and more difficult to assess than for the longitudinal pulses. Within
the cabin region (F.S. 460 to 923) the longitudinal aft responses are tri-
angular, ranging from 8 g filtered to 12 g unfiltered and with corresponding
triangular pulse durations of 0.040 to 0.120 seconds. There is practically
no forward response (<1 g). The vertical response would appear to decrease
from 26 g at the cockpit to 9 g at the cg to 5 g at the aft end based on a

triangular pulse of approximately 0.030 seconds duration.
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TABLE 3-2,

L1649 TEST FLOOR PULSE DATA

LONGITUDINAL @

®

VERTICAL
FORWARD FUSELAGE AFT FORWARD uP DOWN
FS 195
UNFILTERED 22 < 0010 15~002 | 30 < 001 15 ~0.02
50 Ha 17 ~ 0,040 12~002 | 26 ~ 004 1~002
20 Hz 12.5~ 0,050 8~004 | 22 ~ 0.10 8 ~0.04
Fs 460 < .
UNFILTERED 10 ~ 0.025 <1 ® ®
50 Hz g ~ 0.030 - ~
20 Hz 8 ~ 0.040 -
FS 685
UNFILTERED 11 ~ 0.060 <1 19 < 001 13 ~0.02
50 H2 10 ~ 0.080 - 12.5< 0.02 6 ~0.02
20 Hz 8 ~ 0.120 - 9 ~0.04 <2
FS 923
UNFILTERED 12 < 001 <1 @ ®
50 Hz 10 ~ 0.08 - =
20 Hz 8 ~ 0.120 - -
FS 1165 |
UNFILTERED 8 ~ 0.100 <1 5 ~003 <5 ~0.04
10 <001
50 Hz § ~ 0.100 - - -
20 Hz 8 ~ 0.100 - - -

@ Values shown are in peak g and approximate duration in seconds

@ Questionable
@ Not available
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4. TFLOOR PULSE ANALYSIS

)

4.1 KRASH Models

Analysis of aircraft crash dynamics using hybrid#* teéhniques, particularly
program KRASH, has shown favorable results for light fixed-wing and rotary wing
aircraft application. Full-scale crash tests (References 6, 7) have provided
data from which successful correlation and, consequently, verification of the
method have been achieved. Program KRASH has been used by many helicopter manu-
facturers to assist in showing compliance with the U.S. Army crash requirements

(Reference '8).

Advances in computer technology have facilitated the development of pro-
grams to analyze structural crash nonlinear behavior which, in turn, has maxi-
mized the utilization of data obtained from costly full-scale crash tests. The
techniques that have been accepted for crash analyses of the lighter, smaller
aircraft are applicable to the larger aircraft, but possibly with some modifi-
cations. Smaller aircraft, such as helicopters and general aviation airplanes,
have lower longitudinal velocities but higher vertical rates of descent during
a crash condition which can include stall/spin and emergency landings on pre-
pared terrain. The percentage of occupiable space in large transport greatly
exceeds that ofvsmaller aircraft. Furthermore, occupants of small aircraft are
much closer to the airframe/terrain impact point due to obvious airframe con-
struction differences. The crash pulses experienced by transport occupants
vary along the length of the fuselage more so than do the pulses of smaller
aircraft. Figure 4-1, based on reported crash test data, shows the variation
in peak normal acceleration as a function of distance along fuselage length, as

well as impact angle (and sink speed).

*Providing the user the flexibility of utilizing available data, experimental
and analytical, in developing a structural representation.
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Figure 4-1. - Effect of position in airplane and airplane configuration
on maximum normal accelerations during unflared landing
crashes.

Prior to this program no full-scale transport airplane crash test data have
been correlated with state-of-the-art computer analysis either hybrid, finite
element or modal.- This is understandable since the last transport airplane crash
test was performed in 1964.and the most significant crash dynamics analyses
achievements have been accomplished within the past several years. It is unlikely -
" that transport aircraft will be modeled in their entirety with the detail that
small aircraft have been, simply because the cost of preparing and performing
such an analysis would be prohibitive and may be unnecessary. A modal analysis
(Reference 9) of transport aircraft emergency landing conditions was accomplished
based on the following fundamental assumptions:

e The overall vehicle remains intact and, to a first approximatiorn
behaves linearly. »

e Nonlinear behavior is restricted to localized areas on the lower
extremities of the airplane in direct contact with the ground.

e Since the local crushing and nonlinear behavior is not sufficiently
widespread throughout the airplane to alter the basic linear behavior
of the overall structure, normal modes of vibration are used to predict
the dynamic response of the overall airplane structure.
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e These normal modes are driven by crash forces which are applied at
selected descrete locations and represent the local fuselage crushing
behavior. :

The major drawback to the current modal approach is that it does not treat

plastic deformation or post failure behavior. However, the modal approach
implies that the analytical approach for transport airplane crash dynamics does

not warrant a fully detailed mathematical model. The approach that is followed

in this task is outlined as follows:
e Establish three independent transport airplane KRASH models:
o Fuselage/airframe
o TFloor
o Seat/occupant

e Investigate the feasibility of performing each separately but dependent
on previous model results as well as combining the models.

e Establish a current wide-body representation since the structural data
and the form of the data are more readily available.

e Formulate an L1649 narrow body representation based on available data
and where L1649 data are not readily accessible scale down from wide-
body information. The L1649 crash test was performed in 1964. The
design of the aircraft occurred in the mid fifties. It is difficult
to obtain characteristic load-deformation stiffness and crushing char-
acteristics in readily usable form, particularly since the aircraft was
not modeled for the test.

e Compare the L1649 KRASH model (s) with the reported test data (six de-
gree and 20 degree slope condition) including the filter results de-
scribed in Section 3. Establish model and terrain conditions for which
test and analysis show reasonable agreement.

e Analyze the wide-body aircraft for a crash condition similar to that
for which L1649 analysis results seem reasonable.

e Extend wide-body analysis to include responses to the candidate-crash
scenarios.
Initial analyses were performed with individual airframe, floor, and
occupant models to obtain information regarding potential size and cost require-
ments. Figure 4-2 .shows the basic airframe model and Figure 4-3 depicts the

increasing detail in a region of a fuselage section. The floor-seat-occupant



B=y

OCCUPANT

SEAT
FLOOR
FUSELAGE

9 (N.G.)M )
% 3

{_ (DRI) 28 26 25 27 (DRI)

24 23

22 21
20 19
6 3

AFT FUSELAGE FWD FUSELAGE

FLOOR-SEAT-OCCUPANT
REPRESENTATIONS

NoO o ©

Mass Number
Node Point Number

Beam Number

Figure 4-2. - Transport category airplane analytical airframe model concept.



G-¥

F§ 171.5 426 677 955 1117 1424 1663

® ® —9- —-———0 —o o

1992

- 8 MASS FUSELAGE

==® 15 MASS FUSELAGE

-4 19 MASS FUSELAGE

O——0——0+0+0-+0+0—0—0—0—0—0—)——0——O—Q—OQ——@

MASS 1 29 213613013713 38 31 39 4 32 5 33 6 34 7 35
40 41 42 43 ,

Figure 4~3. - Variation in number of airframe fuselage masses.

-4 23 MASS FUSELAGE




representation in two locations (FS677 forward, FS1424 rear) account for
interaction between the fuselage shell and interior masses. The mass and stiff-
ness of the floor-seat-occupant representation in the fuselage/airframe model are
associated with a floor length of from 30 to 300 inches (depending on detail) and
assumes eight seats across a full length. The seat occupancy is aésumed to be

50 percent loaded with 90th percentile males.. The location of the floor-seat-
occupant representations were varied from masses three (FS677) and six (FS1424) to
two (FS426) and seven (FS1663) and four (FS955) and five (FS1117) to determine if
the fuselage responses would be affected. The fuselage responses were not signi-
ficantly affected since the occupant masses are relatively small compared with the
fuselage segment. As additional detail was developed for the fuselage the weight
and stiffness of the affected masses and beams were modified, accordingiy. The
fuselage crushing springs (masses 1-8) were maintained for each model. As antici-
pated, the integration step size had to be reduced as the detail increased.
However, the acceleration response and beam forces were not significantly affected
as the model detail increased, thus the initial fuselage studies are conducted

with the basic eight mass fuselage model.

One and three-row floor models, Figures 4-4 and 4-5 respectively, were
developed for the purpose of transmitting fuselage response through to the inboard
floor and outboard floor seat locations. Each of the models was pulsed with
accelerations obtained from a fuselage model analysis. Little difference in
floor and occupant responses was noted between the one and three-row floor models.
It was, therefore, decided to use the simpler of thetwo models. Seat/occupant
models for 1 and 3 passenger representations, Figure 4-6, as well as a two
passenger representation, Figure 4-7, were formulated to obtain comparative
responses and computing costs. These models are to be used later in the assess-
ment of the Federal Aviation Administration Civic Aero-medical Institute

{FAA-CAMI) seat tests results.

Table 4-1 compares the size and cost results for the models that were
evaluated. From Table 4-1 it can be deduced that if the KRASH model requirements
of each of the individual types of models were combined the result would be ‘an

extremely large model.

Table 4-2 has been prepared to indicate the range of model requirements
based on minumum size airframe, and depending on the number of floor
row 36 representations and seat-occupant representation. For a symmetrical
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TABLE 4-1. - MODEL SIZE AND COSTS
Airframe Floor Occupant/Seat
Total& Fuselage Single Row Triple Row Single Double A Triple
No. masses 2641 8-23 1 21 7 . 1 13
No. beams 21-421 1-22 2t I 12 34 26
Integration interval .00002 — .00020 .00004 - .00008 .00004 - .,00008 | .00002 - .00004 .00002 - .00004 .00002 - .00004
time required (sec.)
Simulation time required 5~ 15 .100 -.300 .100 - .300 100 - .200 .100 - .200 .100 - .200
CPU sec/msec analysis 6 — 525 12-24 1.2-17.2 08-16 1.35-2.17 1.1-22
Factor™™ 30 - 7.85 A2-12 36-2.16 .08 - .32 135 - 54 148

A Applicable to unsymmetrical model anly

A Includes wing, landing gears, engine, occupant/
seat masses (2 locations)

*  Unsymmetrical models size increase = 1.7 x symmetrical model

**  (CPU sec/msec analyses) x simulation required time

TABLE 4-2. - RANGE OF MODEL REQUIREMENTS

Symmetrical Unsymmetrical
{1 Location) {3 Location) {1 Location) (3 Location)
Masses Beams Masses Beams Masses Beams Masses Beams
airframe ANA| 18 19 18 19 2 37 36 27
Floor (1 row) 7 21 21 63 14 42 42 126
Seat (3 pax) A " 25 33 75 22 50 66 150
Combined 36 65 72 157 62 119 134 303
Airframe M 18 19 18 19 26 27 26 27
Floor (3 row) 21 73 63 216 42 146 124 438
Seat (3 pax) & 33 75 99 150 66 150 198 450
Combined 52 167 180 385 134 323 348 915
A Based on 8 mass fuselage.
Some masses and beams are eliminated when meode! combined.
& Based on 1 seat per row each side of centerline.
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model the minimum requirement is for 36 masses and 65 beams. For an unsymmetrical

model the requirement could go as high as 348 masses and 915 beams.

The KRASH models applicable to this section of anélysis are identified

in Table 4-3 with regard to:

e Case Number

e Data Set

e A/P configuration
o Weight
o Type (narrow body (NB) or wide body (WB))
o Full airplane or stubwing
o Gear positions (retracted or extended)
o Lift

e Terrain
o Ground flexibility
o Slope
o Coefficient of friction

e A/P velocities
o Forward
o Vertical
o Side

e A/P attitude

o Roll
o Pitch
o Yaw

e Notation for allowance of beam failure in math model representation.
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TABLE 4-3. - MATRIX OF ANALYSIS CONDITIONS, 6 AND 20-DEGREE SLOPE IMPACTS

Airplane Configuration Terrain Initial Conditions
1
Case Weight Ful A/® | Gear F(Ise;::::::jty Ff.‘iif;n Slope | veiocity FUSec Altitude, Degrees gizn:ué}
No. Data Set Lb Type | StubWing | Position | Lift In/Lb B Degrees | Fwd | Vertical | Side | Roll| Pitch | Yaw | Allowed
NB-1 |L1649.AEB1021 159,000 | NB Stub off No | 4.17x 10 1.0 6 172 180 0 0 0 0 No
NB-2 |L1649.AEB1032 159,000 | NB Stub off No | 1.04x10° 1.0 6 172 18.0 0 0 0 1] No
NB-3 |L1649G.AEB1032 | 159,000 | NB Stub off No Rigidl 0.7 6 172 18.0 0 0 0 0 No
NB-4 | L1649G.AEB1032X| 159,000 { NB Stub off No ; Rigid 1.0 6 172 18.0 0 0 ] 0 No
N8-5 |L1649.AEB1029 159,000 | NB Stub off No | 417x 105 1.0 20 103 34. 0 0 0 0 Yes
‘ NB-6 - L1649.AEB1030 159,000 | NB Stub off Ne | Rigid 0.5 20 103 34 0 ] 0 ] No
WB-1 | WT328,AEB1023 328,000 | WB Stub off No | 1.04x 10 1.0 6 172 18.0 0 0 0 0 No
WB-2 | WT432.AEB1023 432,000 | WB Stub off No | 1.04x 105 1.0 6 172 18.0 0 0 0 0| No
WB-3 | WT328.AEB1023 328,000 | wB Stub off No | Rigid ) 6 172 18.0 0 0 0 0 No
WB-4 | WT328.AEB1023 328,000  wB Stub oft No | Rigid g 6 172 18.0 0 0 0 0 No
WB-5 | WT328.AEB1023 328,000 | WB Stub off No | 4.17x10® 1.0 6 172 18.0 0 0 0 | 0 No
WB-6 WT432.AEB1023 432,000 | WB Stub Off No | 4.17x 10 1.0 6 172 18.0 0 0 0 0 No

A Yes is only when failure load is included for cutoff. All Shearsand Bending moments are monitored for comparison with airframe strength.




4.2 11649 CRASH TEST ANALYSES

The L1649 crash test model is similar to that shown in Figure 4-2. The
masses, stiffness and size have been modified to be consistent with the L1649
aircraft properties and test configuration. The weight of the simulated
airplane is 159,000 pounds. Prior to the slope impacts the gears were delib-
erately collapsed and the wing fuel tanks were penetrated by trees. The left
wing was severed inboard of the engines and the right wing was torn off out-
board of the inboard engine. The model was modified to reflect changes in the
configuration to match these initial conditions. These consisted of
removal of all gears (mass and connection to structure), severing of wing
outboard of masses 11 and 20 (Figure 4-2) and no lift. The analysis is
performed using a symmetrical half model. The fact that the L1649 has four
wing engines instead of two as shown in Figure 4-2 isn't of consequence in
this particular analysis because of the assumption that tree penetration
has fesulted in wing rupture. While there is no mention in the test report,
lift may have been deliberately suppressed to prevent lift-off, a procedure
not uncommon in simulated crash test, The initial impact conditions used

in the analyses are as follows:

e Six-de grée slope

forward velocity = 172 ft/sec
5

ground flexibility: rigid, 1.04 x 10_5 in./1b and 4.16 x 10 ° in./1b
flexibility
ground coefficient of friction = .7 and 1.0

e Twenty-degree slope _

forward velocity = 110 ft/sec

ground flexibility: rigid and 4.16 x 107> in/1b flexibility
0.5 and 1.0

ground coefficient of friction

The ground flexibilities equate to approximately 2 to 8 inches of

ground deflection in the analytical model.

The external crushing characteristics representative of lower fuselage

crushing were derived from the current widebody data which are available. The
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crushing force levels were assumed to be in proportion to the airplane weight.
The crushing distance was assumed to be in proportion to the depth of the

structure below the passenger floor.

The terminology used throughout the analysis and with subsequent test data,
with regard to the directions of force applied to the body, is as shown in
Figure 4-8. The resulting inertia forces act in an opposite direction to the

decelerative forces shown.

The analysis is performed considering variation in ground coefficient of
friction, ground flexibility and fuselage failure. The analysié is performed
for two levels of ground flexibility. While the test documentation does not
define ground flexibility, it would appear from observations of test photographs
and film that some flexibility should be included. Fuselage failure cutoff
values were included for the impact onto the 20-degree slope, since the result
of this test condition indicated two fuselage breaks. Figures 4-9 and 4-10
allow for a comparison of the longitudinal and vertical responses obtained
analytically with the test data for the 6-degree slope impact. The test data
are shown unfiltered and filtered at 20 and a 50 Hz cut-off frequency as noted

in Section 3.

HEADWARD
-6,) DIRECTION OF DECELERATIVE FORCE
A VERTICAL
: HEADWARD — EYEBALLS DOWN
BACK TO TAILWARD  — EYEBALLS UP
CHEST
(STERNUMWARD) LATERAL RIGHT TRANSVERSE
{+Gy) r (+6y) JRANoVENoL
LATERAL RIGHT — EYEBALLS
LEFT
LATERAL LEFT  — EYEBALLS
RIGHT
BACK TO CHEST — EYEBALLS
IN
CHEST 10 CHEST T0 BACK — EYEBALLS
LATERAL LEFT (SPINEWARD) out
6y 6y)
' NOTE: THE DECELERATIVE FORCES APPLIED
TAILWARD T0 THE BODY ACT IN THE SAME DIRECTION
(+6,) AS THE ARRGWS, THE RESULTING INERTIA
z FORCES ACT OPPOSITE.
Figure 4-8. - Deceleratiﬁe forces on the body.
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Transmissibility studies were also performed by exciting the floor models
with longitudinal and vertical pulses through a range of pulse durations. The
results showed peaks up to 1.10 times the excitation magnitude in both direc-

tions.

The results shown in Figures 4-9 and 4-10 indicate that the two conditions
which most closely approximate the L1649 six-degree slope accelerations
throughout the fuselage are conditions NB-2 and NB-3. In the longitudinal
direction the analysis underestimates the test peak values at the extreme
forward stations and overpredicts the test results at the extreme aft station.
In the passenger region from FS 460 to 923 there is good agreement in the
longitudinal direction regardless of which condition is used. 1In the vertical
.direction (Figure 4-9) the rigid ground condition NB-3 shows the agreement
at FS 195 and FS 685 where reliable test data are available but overestimates
the results at the extreme aft region (FS 1165). The flexible ground case
(NB-2) tends to underestimate the vertical response in the forward region
while showing good agreement from the mid to aft regions FS 685 to 1165. The
addition of ground flexibility tends to soften the vertical response while the
increase in ground friction coefficient causes an increase in longitudinal response.
The NB-1 condition appears to be too soft particularly in the vertical
direction. The rigid ground with p=1.0 (case NB-4) results in too high a
response particularly in the longitudinal direction. Table 4-4 summarizes

the unfiltered results for the six-degree impact condition.

Figures 4-11 through 4-14 compare the longitudinal and vertical responses
obtained analytically with the test data for the 20-degree slope impact. The
test data are filtered as described earlier. The analysis is compared to the
test data in two time frames. From the test data it can be seen that the peak
loads in the front of the aircraft occur at initial impact with the 20-degree
slope. In fact, break-up occurs at initial impact. The loads at the aft end
of the fuselage occur approximately 80 to 100 milliseconds after the slope is
first contacted by the aircraft. The comparison of the early time frame for
this impact is presented in Figures 4-11 and 4-12. From these data it can be
seen that the vertical accelerations are lower than reported in the test at the
forward fuselage but in good agreement at the aft region with a trend that is

consistent with the test data. From the test data (Figure 3-8) it can be seen
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L1649 6-DEGREE

SLOPE IMPACT UNFILTERED RESPONSES

Case NB 3

Case NB 1 Case NB 2 Cese NB4
Rey.un Lucation Gorection Peak g @ tune {durstion) Peak g @ time (durstion} Peak g @ time {duration) Peak _u@ time  {duratton)
gt | FS177 | Longuudma At | f-109 @ 150 (0801 - 81 @ 300 (080) -148 @ 080 (.040) -187 @ 030 (04D)
Station Fwd | 1+ 44 @ 430  (040) + 31 @ 410 (030) + 64 @ 170 (.020) + 95 @ 180  (.030)
Vertica! up | §-121 @ 080  (100) =187 @ 060  (090) -283 @ 050  (.080) -216 @ 050 (.070)
Down | 1+ 48 @ 330  (100) + 89 @ 140  (050) +179 @ 31 (080) +750 @ 130 (.050)
FS334 | Longrudnal  Aft {-7.70 @ 150  (050) - 80 @ 310 (100) -104 @ 080 (.040) -145 @ 080 (.050)
fwd | 1+ 33 @ 440 (030) + 26 @ 410 (030) + 52 @ 170 (030) + 80 @ .170  (.020)
Vertical up | J- 93 @ 030 (10 -136 @ 070 (.100) -15.1 @ 170  (.080) -150 @ 070 (p80)
Down | 1+ 21 @ 480  (060) +33 @ 160 (030 + 17 @ 180 (040 + 1.0 @ 280 (030)
Fwd FS4E0 | Longitudinal Aft | f- 7.0 @ .10  (.120) - 80 @ .080 (10 -89 @ 080 (100 -12.2 @ 080 (080)
Fwd |1+ 19 @ 430 (020) +13 @ 410 (.030) + 20 @ 170 (020) + 30 @ 140 (020
Vertical Up- (- 78 @ .10 (120) - 93 @ 080 (110) -118 @ 080 (.030) -114 @ 080 (090)
Down {+ 24 @ 430 ( 04) +40 @ 410 (040 + 63 @ 200 (030 + 60 @ 280 (.030)
FSE00 | Longitudinal  Aft {- 16 @ 100 (120) - 92 € 060 (120) - 87 @ 050 (.090) -122 € 050 (a0
Fwd |1+ 0.6 @ 450  (020) + 08 © 440 (030) +13 @ 200 (02 + 14 @ .40 (010
Vertical Up {- 66 @ .10  (120) - 70 @ 030 (120) -100 @ 320  (.060) -100 @ 330  (050)
Down | 1+ 27 @ 220  (070) +38 @ 210 (080) + 45 © 13 (080) + 40 @ .19 (070)
Mid FS685 | Longiudinal Aft |[f- 79 @ 100 (120) | -100 € 070 (1200 | -106 @ 05  (100) | -147 @ 050 (.080)
Fwd |1+ 10 @ 460  (020) + 14 @ 440 (.030) + 24 © 200 (020) + 33 @ 200 (020)
Vertica! Up - 59 @ 120 {130) - 87 .29 (070) -107 @ 230  (.080) -110 @ 340 (060)
Down | 1+ 32 @ 220 (060) + 43 @ 200 (070 + 68 € .19  (050) + 63 @ 190 (030)
FS923. | Longitudinal  Aft {- 78 @ 110 (120) -107 @ 070 {.100) -122 @ 060 (.060) -17.1 @ 080  (060)
Fwd |1+ 24 @ 470  (040) +121 @ 200  (030) + 60 @ 210 (020) + 70 @ 210 (030)
Vertical Up {- 41 @ 290 (080) - 96 @ 280 (.060) - 97 € 33 (1200 -114 @ 340 (100
Down [ 1+ 32 @ 500 (050) + 51 @ 460 (.050) +32 @ 490 (030) + 25 @ 500 (0200
Aft FS 1015 | Longitudinal  Aft {- 19 @ .10 (120) -11.0 @ 070  (100) -131 @ 060 (.060) -182 @ .060 (060)
Fwd |1+ 33 @ 210 (030) | + 31 @ 430 (030) | + 52 @ 210 (020 + 80 @ 210 (020)
Vertical Up |- 50 @ .38  (060) - 88 @ 280 (070) -187 @ 380 (.080) -109 @ 360  (.120)
Down ||+ 36 @ 500 (050) | + 64 @ 470 (050) | + 43 e 510 (.080) + 56 @ .100  (030)
FS 1165 | Longiudinal Aft | (- 86 @ .120  (.160) -117 @ 070 (.100) -138 @ .060 (.060) -194 @ 060 (050)
Fwd |1+ 38 © 340  (030) +27 @ 200 (030) + 60 @ 210 (020 +101 @ .140  (.030)
Aft Body Vertical Up {- 83 @ 220 (130) - 77 @ .35 (080) -143 @ 380 (120) - 13 e 380  (120)
Down | L+ 58 @ .130  (120) +63 @.10 (1200 | + 87 @ 100 (.100) + 63 @ 510  (.060)
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that there is a spike (2.010 seconds duration) occuring during the rupture of
the fuselage. The analysis does not reproduce this spike. The test results,
without the spike, would be closer to 15 g's trapezoidal for ~50 milliseconds,
which would be close to thebanalysis results if a floor transmissibility factor
were included. The longitudinal analyses results are consistent with the test
results in the forward region, but higher in the aft region. In the analysis,
the aft* section ruptures at an earlier time than it shoulﬂ. If the aft region
failure loads had occurred later in the analysis they would match better with
the test data at failure (see Figures 4-11 and 4-13) of the tail section. From
Figure 4-11 it can be observed that both the analysis and test are in reasonable
agreement except for the accelerations associated with the fuselage break-up.
Figure 4-14 shows the comparison of test and analysis results for the vertical
acceleration toward the:latter part of the 20 degree slope impact condition.

As is the situation in the longitudinal direction, the analytical peak values
in the aft fuselage region occur earlier than was indicated by the test results.
Both Figures 4-11 and 4-12 show analytical results for the rigid surface impact
(case NB-6 Table 4-3). The rigid surface appears to increase the vertical
accelerations, which provides a closer approximation to the test results. The

longitudinal results do not change significantly.

The results of the anaiyses indicate the sensitivity of the crash dynamics
modeling to such parameters as ground effects (flexibility and coefficient of
friction) as well as the representation of crushable structure. Additional
model refinements could be attempted to try to match or tune the analysis results
to the test results. However, while some improvement could be anticipated, it
is doubtful that a total agreement would be achieved. Within the framework of
reasonable assumptions, representations and utilization of available data, it
is felt that the model has demonstrated all the significant response phenomena
associated Qith the L-1649 full crash test. The six-degree slope impact, in
particular, is important since it represents a condition prior to structure

break-up, and, consequently, provides some insight into possible floor pulses.
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4.3 COMPARISON OF WIDE-BODY AND NARROW-BODY ANALYSIS RESULTS

The analysis of the L-1649 narrow body airplane establishes a baseline
KRASH model configuration for a particular crash condition. The baseline
model can now be used to compare to other airplane configurations, for which
current structural data are available and preliminary analysis was previously
performed, (Reference 1). The crash condition in the wide-body airplane

analysis are the same as those for the narrow-body: -
e Six-degree slope impact
e Wing rupture
e Loss of aerodynamic lift

. -5 ]
e Ground flexibility = Rigid and 1.04 x 10 ~ 1b/in
e Ground coefficient of friction = 1.0

e Forward velocity = 172 ft/sec.

The acceleration response results for two different aircraft weight,
328,000 1bs. landing and 432,000 1bs. takeoff, are provided in Figures 4-15
through 4-18 and Tables 4-5 and 4-6. Figure 4-19 shows the ratio of shear and
bending loads to estimateds ultimate values along the fuselage for both landing
and takeoff weight analyses. An upper and lower bound ratio is presented.
The lower bound values are obtained using KRASH internally calculated loads based
on input data. The upper bound is based on the design limit data projected to
ultimate values. The actual failure load (which is" input by the user into
KRASH) is most likely between the two. However, the actual values are not -

accurately known because tests to determine these values are not normally performed.

From the data presented in Figures.4-15, 4-16, and Table 4~5 which are
based on rigid terrain, the longitudinal pulses are observed to be lower for
the wide-body aircraft as compared to the narrow-body aircraft throughout the
fuselage. In a comparable passenger region encompassing the region between .20 to

.70 normalized fuselage length, the wide-body results show an amplitude decrease of
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Figure 4-15. -~ Longitudinal acceleration versus fuselage location, 6 degrees

slope impact, wide-body airplane, rigid ground.
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Figure 4-17. - Longitudinal acceleration versus fuselage location, 6 degrees
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TABLE 4~5. — SUMMARY OF NARROW-BODY AND WIDE-BODY ANALYTICALLY OBTAINED RESPONSES,

6-DEGREE SLOPE IMPACT, RIGID GROUND.

Casa NB:2 Cote WB-3 Case WB4
Location
Region @/@ Dirsction Peakg@ume  (duration) Peak g@time  (durstion) { Pask 9@ time {duration) | Pesk g@®ume (dumation)
Fiight | F§ 189/ | Longitudinal  Aft -148 @ 080 (D40) | -102 @ .10 (040) |-105 @ .030 (.040)
Station " Fwd {4 64 @ 110 (0200 | + 66 @ 130 (0200 |+ 52 @ 060 (.020)
Vertica! Up { -283 @ 050 (080) | -338 @ 050 (080) [-303 @ 050 {.080)
Down +178 @ 310 (080) | +210 @ .120 (060) (+243 @ .140 (.050)
F$ 334/ | Longitudinal  Aft {-10.4 6 080 (040} - 80 @ 020 (0200 |- 8.1 © .080 (030}
426 Fwd + 52 @.170 (030 | + 54 @ .140 (0200 |+ 33 @ .160 (.020)
Vertical Up { -151 @ 70 (080) | -158 @ .050 (080) |[-140 @ 030 (.090)
Down | L+ 7.7 @ 280 (040) | + 85 @ 380 (.100) [+ 82 @ .170 (050
Fwd FS460/ | Longitudinal  Aft -89 @ 080 (100) | - 58 @ 020 (040) |- €7 @ 080 (.040-.100)
677 Fwd {+ 20 @ 170 (0200 | + 37 @ .130 (0200 [+ 19 @ .t6D (010)
Vertical Up -11.8 @ 080 (090) | -145°@ 030 (090} [-113 @ 080 (.040-.090)
Down + 63 0280 (0300} + 75 @ 46 (050 [+ 78 e .170 (.050)
FS 600/ | Longitudingt  Aft - 87 @05 (090 | - 71 @ 040 (070) |- 53 @ .090° (.040—.100)
855 Fwd + 13 @ 200 (82 + 1.7 @ 150 (020 1§+ 15 @ 130 (D20)
Vartical Up { -100 @ 370 (060) | - 80 @ 040 (090) |- 66 @ 040 (05-.120)
Down + 45 @19 (080} | + 65 @ 270 (080) |+ 61 @ 320 (05-09)
Mid FS685/ | Longitudinal  Aft -106 @050 (100) | - 69 @ 050 (080} [- 63 @ 050 (07)
17 Fwd + 24 @ 200 (0200 | + 1.7 @ 200 (0200 [+ 19 @ .180 (02
Vertical Up { -10.7 @ 230 (080) - 67°© 050 (060) [- 66 @ 410 (060
Down + 68 ©.190 (0500 | + 54 @ 270 (08D) |+ 69 @ .320 (050
F$923/ | Longitudinal  Aft {-12.2 @ 060 (060) | - 75 @ 050 (070) |- 68 @ .050 (100
24 Fwd + 60 @ 270 (0200 | + 15 @ 110 (0100 |+ 03 @ .180 (020
Vertical Up { - 97 @ 33 (1200 | -114@ 360 (050 |- 67 @ .410 (070
Down + 32 © 430 (030 + 69 @ 230 (.060) [+ 58 @ 260 (.060)
At £S 1015/ | Longitudinal  Aft -131 @ 060 (060) | - 84 @ 060 (060) |- 83 @ 060 (070)
1663 Fwd +52 @210 (020 | + 27 @ .170 (0200 [+ 17 @ .310 (.020)
Vertical up { -10.7 @ 380 (080) | -105"@ 360 (D40) |- 638 @ 330 (.060)
Down + 48 © 510 (080) | + 68 @ 520 (030) [+ 31 e .120 (.050)
FS 1165/] Longitudinal  Aft {-13.8 @ 060 (060) | - 84 © 060 (DGD) [-106 @ .060 (.060)
1922F Fwd + 50 @ 210 (1200 | + 23 @ 280 (0200 [+ 39 @ .160 (020}
Aft Body Vertical up {-143 @ 380 (1200 ) - 80 @ 370 (040) |- 50 @ 350 (.07-.100)
Down + 87 @.00 (100) ] + 57 @ 53 (020 [+ 60 @ .170 (.170)
() Narrowbody

(@ widebody

* 50 Mz FILTERED DATA SHOWS -11.3, 5.1, 8.6 AND 8.0 “g” FOR MASS LOCATION FS677, 1117, 1663 & 1992, RESPECTIVELY.




TABLE 4-6. - COMPARISON OF NARROW-BODY AND WIDE-BODY ANALYTICALLY OBTAINED
RESPONSES, 6-DEGREE SLOPE IMPACT, FLEXIBLE GROUND.

1€-%

Cesa NB 2 Case WE1 Cuse Wh 2
Location
Reyion @I@ Direction Poak g @ time (duration) Pask g @ ume {duration) Pesk g & ume {duration) | Peak @ time  (dutat iy
Fligt | F5189/ | Longitudind At { 87 € .300 (080) | - 52 € .10 (070) - 58 @ .120  (.060)
Station 1 Fwd | L+ 31 @ 410 (0300 | +18 @ 180 (010 +20 @ 220 {0W0)
Virtical up { -187 @ 060 (080) | -181 @ 070 (100 -154 @ 070 {.100)
Down | 1+ 83 @ .140 (0500 | +11.0 @ .50  (.090) + 81 @ 440 (.130)
FS334/ | Longitudinat  Aht { 80 @ 310 (100) | - 68 @ .580 (.060) - 50 @ .30 (120
426 fwd | 1+ 26 @ .410 (030 | + 16 @ 320 (010 +10.@ 220 (010)
Vertical Up {-13.6 e 070 (1000 | -113 e 070 (100 -103 @ 080 (110)
Down | 1+ 33 @ 160 (0300 | + 46 @ 170  (.080) +37 @ 180 (.090)
Fwd FS460/ | Longitudinl ARt { 90 @ .080 (110) | - 55 @ 580 (.080) - a1 @ 430 (.160)
1 fwd | 1+ 13 @ 520 (0300 | + 44 @ 080 (.100) - - -
Vertical U {- 93 @ .080 (110) | - 67 @ 080 (110) - 64 @ 200  (140)
Down ) Y+ 40 @ 410 (060} | + 20 @ 310 (040) +15 @ 340 (.050)
FSE00/ | Longitudinal  Aft {- 92 @ 060 (120) | - 54 € 570 (080 - 44 © 090 (.160)
8ss | Fwd | 1+ 095 @ 440 (030 | + 51 @ 080 (110) - - -
Vertical Us { 70 030 (1200 | - 49 @ .100 (130) - 49 @ 450  (.140)
Down | 1+ 38 @ 210 (080) | +32 @ 280 (.080) +23 @ 33 L140)
Mid FS 685/ | Longiudinal  Aft {-w.u ®© 070 (1200 | - 53 @ 010 (.120) - 45 @ 080 (150)
" fwd | 1+ 14 @ 440  (030) - - - - - -
Vertical Up { -87@.29 (070 | -42 @ 380 (120) - 48 @ AT0  (150)
Down | 1+ 48 @ 200 (0700 | + 36 @ 230 (090) +28 @ 310 (120)
£5923/ | Longitudingl AN {-10.1 @070 (100 | -54 @ 080 (1200 | - 51 @ 080 (.160)
1421 Fwd +21 @ 200 (030) - - - - - -
Vertical Up { 96 © .280 (DEO) | - 64 € 570  (.060) - 67 @ 480 (08-.4)
Down | L+ 51 @ 460 (050) | + 28 @ 270 (.090) +21 @ 320 (080
Att FS 1015/ | Longitedinal ARt {-n.o e 070 (100 | - 58 @ 080 (120 - 55 @ 080 (.160)
1663 Fwd | 1+ 31 @ .49 (030) - - - - - -
Vertical up {- 9.80@ 280 (070} | - 68 @ 570 (.050) - 58 @ 430 (.0s0)
Down | 1+ 64 @ 470 (D50} | +42 @ 450 (050) | + 15 e .20 (120
FS 1165/ | Longitudinal AR {-11.7 @ .070 (100 | -59 @ 080 (1000 | - 58 @ .090 (.120)
1922 Fwd |1+ 27 @ 200 (D30) | +75 @ 600 (06 - - -
Aft Body Verticl Up {- 77 € 350 (030} | - 7.0 @ .6oo (.06 - 72 @ 600 (084
Down | 1+ 63 @ .110 (1200 | +47 @ a0 (160) | + 47 e .60 (200

Narrow-body
Wide-body




25 o 40 percent. In the vertical direction the responses are reasonably close
except in the mid to aft fuselage region (.40 to .70 normalized fuselage length)
where the widebody response is up to 20 percent less than the narrow-body
response. The analysis results using the flexible ground show a similar trend

as does the analysis wifh the rigid ground.

Figure 4-20 shows a forward fuselage cross-section for both a wide-body
and narrow-body aircraft drawn to the same scale. At a forward fuselage
station (FS 677) of the wide-body airplane the analysis indicates that an
amplification factor of =1.25 in the vertical direction exists between the in-
board seat floor location and airframe. The outboard seat location above the
floor posts shows about the same response as the airframe. Since the narrow-
body configuration seating arrangement results in occupants being closer to the
floor posts the corresponding amplification factor at a comparable forward
fuselage station is less than 1.1. Thus the peak floor vertical pulses could
be nearly the same. The pulse durations for both the narrow and wide body

analyses are reasonably close, in the range of 60 to 120 milliseconds.
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Figure 4-20. - Comparison of wide-body and narrow-body fuselage configurations.



5. WIDE-BODY CANDIDATE CRASH ANALYSIS

5.1 Candidate Crash Scenarios

The candidate crash scenarios formulated during the Reference 1 studies
are described in Section 2, There are many mode of failures that can be asso-
ciated with each of the scenarios. Figures 5-1, 5-2, and 5-3 illustrate the
structure related events that can lead to occupant trauma hazards for each of
the candidate crash scenarios. Some of the events which can lead to trauma
form the basis for the wide-body analyses studies. Table 5-1 provides a matrix

of conditions for which analyses are performed.

The ground-to-ground scenario analysis is performed for a range of forward
velocities from 80 to 110 knots, for rigid and flexible terrain, and a rate of
descent or Effective Normal Velocity (ENV) of from 6 to 18 ft/sec. For all
overrun conditions aerodynamic 1lift is assumed to be available at time of
impact, but will be ramped to zero in 1 second. Both take-off and landing
weight configurations are analyzed. Only the collapsed gear condition is

analyzed.

The hard landing grognd impéct scenario considers a landing weight config-
uration at a landing speed of 160 knots and an airplane pitch attitude of O,
6 and 15 degrees nose-up. The impact surface is rigid and aerodynamic lift is
available., The landing gears are extended in all cases. Two landing weights,

but at a different airplane c.g. are considered.

The air-to-ground impact scenario runs are similar to the hard landing
except that unsymmetrical conditions are introduced. No columnar, contour or

frontal impacts are analyzed for the air-ground impacts.
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Figure 5-2., - Air-to-ground, hard landing crash scenarioc sequence.
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Figure 5-3. - Air-to-ground, impact crash scenario sequence.



- MATRIX OF CANDIDATE CRASH SCENARIO CONDITIONS

TABLE 5-1.
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5.2 TFuselage Structural Arrangement

The fuselage structural arrangement for the widebody airplane to be
analyzed is shown in Figure 5-4. The fuselage is a conventional semi-monocoque
structure of aluminum alloy material, and has a circular cross-section,

235 inches in diameter for the major portion of the length. All of this
constant section plus the flight station and a small section where the fuselage
begins to taper at the aft end form the fuselage pressure shell, which is de-
signed for the pressure differential attained with an 8,000-foot cabin alti-
tude at an airplane altitude of 42,000 feet. Cabin pressurization loads
dictate the use of a skin thickness of 0.068 inches minimum in this constant-

diameter section fuselage to ensure a satisfactory fatigue life.

The fuselage shell is assembled from large bonded panel assemblies -
four of these being joined to make up a barrel section. Each of the quarter
panels consists of skin, doublers, and titanium fail-safe straps, which are

bonded together and reinforced with riveted stringers and splice plates.

AFTEHBODY

\ FUSELAGE

AFTERBODY

AFT PRESSURE

BULKHEAD
MID SECTION
SECTIONNO. 8

SECTIONNO. 8

FAIRINGS

SFCTION NO. 4
SECTIONNO.3 WING CENTER SECTION

FLOOR KEELSON

WL 200 00
SECTION NO. ) SECTION NO. 2
Fs FLIGHT STATION
123.50
FORWARD PRESSURE BULKHEAD

Figure 5-4. - Fuselage structural arrangement.
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Clad 2024-T3 aluminum alloy is used predominantly for the light-forgings
and extrusions. The frames are either 7075-T6 clad or 7178-T6 (bare or
clad), depending on location. Heavier frames are used around all doors, and

these are reinforced with doublers, intercostals, and fittings.

With the exception of the main frames and door members, the fuselage
frames are three inches deep at the sides of the cabin. They widen to a depth
of approximately six inches at the top of the fuselage and five inches at the

bottom.

Each frame consists of two basic parts: a formed channel without cutouts
for the stringers and an attaching clip angle which has the necessary cutouts.
This two-piece fail-safe construction provides improved structural integrity
since any cracks in the attaching clip éngle cannot propagate to the frame

proper.

The fuselage quarter panels are assembled into six barrel sections:
section one (the flight station) and section two form the forward fuselage;
the mid fuselage corsiste of barrel sections three, four and five; and section
six forms the aft fuselage. The afterbody extends aft of section six and the

aft pressure bulkhead.

Fpselage sections are joined through shear joints which are made by
bringing the two fuselége barrels flush, then using shqrt, errlapping
stringers, riveted through the fuselage stringers to hold the barrels together.
An aluminum alloy plate is also used outside or inside the fuselage, depending

upon the location of the joint, for additional strength.

The fuselage floor line is located 19 inches below the centerline of the
fuselage constant-section diameter. Transﬁerse beams support the floor at
each fuselage frame except in the areas of the wing box and main landing gear
wheel wells. Oﬁer the wing center box section, the floor is supported by fore
and aft intercostals attached to the upper surface of the wing box. Over the
main landing gear wheel wells, the flooring and the pressure deck below the
floor are supported by transverse beams that extend from side to side with
intermediate support afforded by keelson shear beams. These lower keelson

members bridge the main wheel wells and also carry the fore and aft loads in

5-7



this area of the fuselage. They continue fore and aft of the wheel well and
are tied to the lower wing surface by shear webs. The pressure deck over the
nose wheel well extends laterally to the sides of the fuselage, and is supported

by transverse beams.

Figure 5-5 shows the forward section structure (Section 3) and is also
applicable to fuselage Sections 2 and 6. The fuselage mid-section (Sections 5
and 6) is shown in Figure 5-6. The relationship of the Keelson structure
to the wing center section is shown in Figure 5-7 and the Keelson structure

itself is shown in Figure 5-8.

5.3 KRASII Model

The KRASH model (Figure 4-2) provides for crushing at several fuselage

stations including:

e Flight Station (FS 177)
e Section 2(FS 426)

e Section 3 (FS 677, 955)
e Section 4 (FS 1117)

e Section 5 (FS 1424)

® Section 6 (FS 1663)

e Aft body (FS 1992).

0f particular concern in the determination of floor pulses is the varia-
tion in peak amplitude and duration that can exist throughout the fuselage.
Two typical locations; one in Section 3 and one in Section 6, have been
selected to demonstrate floor response variations. 1In addition to the air-
frame model (Figures 4-2 and 4-3), representations of floor structure design

are also utilized in the analysis.
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5.4 Ground-to-Ground Overrun (GGO) Scenario

Table 5-2 shows a matrix of ground-to-ground overrun conditions in which
the case number, data set identification, airplane configuration, terrain, and
initial impact conditions are noted. Table 5-3 summarizes the results of the
overrun analyses with regard to peak accelerations at a forward and an aft
fuselage station location. The forward location (mass 3 in the model shown in
Figure 4-1) is at F.S. 677 and the aft location (mass 6) is at F.S. 1424,

These locations are representative of a forward cabin passenger station and
mid-aft cabin passenger station. Included in Table 5-3 is a summary of masses
which contact the ground and beam failures that occur during the run. The
analyses are each run for 1 second slideout duration. Since this is an overrun
condition it is assumed that Aerodynamic lift capability is available and that
the airplane is intact as it leaves the runway, except that the main gears have
collapsed. For purposes of analysis, the lift is assumed to ramp out in one
second, as forward velocity decreases., Figure 5-9 can be used to identify

nass and beam numbers referred to in Table 5-3 and subsedquent summary tables.
Some portiohé of representative time histories of unfiltered peak acceleration
results are shown in Figures 5-10 through 5-12, TFigures 5-13 and 5-14 show the
distribution of peak loads throughout the passenger floor region for 6 ft/sec
ENV* impacts (GG0-328 - 1 & 2). A comparison of fuselage shears and bending

moments for these two cases is shown in Figure 5-15.

A comparison of results for landing (328,000 1b) and takeoff (432,000 1b)
weight overruns indicate that for the conditions analyzed a decrease in peak
accelerations may be expected as weight increases. This result is consistent
with the mass and size relationships to be discussed in Section 6, C(Case numbers
GG0-328-4 and GGO-432-4 show ‘this comparison. These cases involve 18 ft/sec
ENV impacts which, with wings attached and landing gears lost are extremely
severe, as 1is noted by the potential failures of the wing both inboard and
outboard of the engine., The wing loss potential creates a fuel spillage and
post crash fire hazard as well. For the same symmetrical impact but at a sub-
stantially reduced (ENV)>(6 ft/sec) and ground flexibility, case GG0-328-1,
the acceleration levels are reduced to peak values of —3.3GX, +1.1GX, —2.3GZ

and +l.1GZ, without producing any structural failures. At an extremely

*ENV = Effective Normal Velocity
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TABLE 5-2. - MATRIX OF ANALYSIS CONDITIONS,

WIDE-BODY GROUND-TO-GROUND CANDIDATE CRASH SCENARIO

Airplane Configuration Terrain Initial Conditions

Ground Coeff. Velocity Ft/Sec’ Altitude, Degrees Beam

Weight Fult A/P Gear Flexibility | Friction Slope Rupture

Case No. Data Set Lb  |Type | StubWing | Position | Lift In/Lb u Degrees | Fwd | Vertical | Side | Roll | Pitch | Yaw | Allowed
GGO0-328-1 (WT328.AEB1022 | 328,000 ( WB | Full A/P off | Yes |1.05x 105 1.0 2.54 135 6 0 0 0 0 No
GGO0-328-2 {WT328.AEB1022 | 328,000 | WB | FullA/P Off | Yes | Rigid 07 2.54 135 6 0 0 0 0 No
GG0-328-3 |WT328.AEB1022 | 328,000 WB | FullA/P off | ves [ 1.05x100 | 07 6.0 172 18 0 0 0 0 No
GGO0-3284 (WT328.AEB1022 | 328,000( WB | Full A/P Off | Yes | Rigid 0.7 6.0 172 18 0 0 0 0 No
GGO0-328-5 |WT328.AEB1022 | 328,000f WB | Full A/P Off | Yes | 1.05x105 | 07 2.54 135 6 0 0 0 30 No
GGO0-328-6 |WT328.AEB1022 | 328,000 WB | Full A/P Off | Yes | Rigid 1.0 2.54 135 6 0 0 0 30 No
GG0-432-2 |WT432.AEB1023 | 432,000 WB Full A/P Off | Yes Rigid 0.7 6.0 172 18 0 0 0 0 No
GG0-432-4 |WT432AEB1023 | 432,000{ WB | Full A/P Off | Yes | Rigid 0.7 2.54 135 6 0 0 ] 30 No
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TABLE 5-3.

- SUMMARY OF GROUND-TO-GROUND ANALYSIS RESULTS

CONDITION PEAX ACCELERATIONS POTENTIAL FAILURES GROUND CORTACT CONDITION PEAK ACCELERATIONS POTENTIAL FAILURES GROUND CONTACT
G'S/TIME / DURATION BEAM/TIME / 0OF MASS POINT 'S/ TIME / DURATION BEAM/ TIME / DOF MASS POINT
GGO-328-1  EOKTS - 6 F/S - 0 ROLL - O PTCH - C YA¥ - NLG - SLP - 1E-5 GKD FLX [GGO-326~5 BOKTS - 6 F/S = © hOLL - 0 PTCii - 30 YAW - LLG - SLP - 10-5 il FLX
MASS.3 L AFT -3.3C6 G'SC .E00 FOR .060 10 MASS 3 L AFT -3.102 G'SC .€40 FCR ,05% 15 ¢ .338n 0
. FWC  1.743 3'SC .50 FOR .C35 z : FWC  .50% G'SE LM20 FCk .C10 10 0 JECS3 37
33 € L5050 :
V UP  -2.436 G'SC .360 FOR .095 S LFT -2.€52 '£2 .600 FCR .C35 3
CUN 1,063 G'SC .780 FOR .055 RGT 4.C09 G'SC .GHO FCR L0355 &
.
2
MASS 6 L AFT ~2.297 G'50 .900 FOR .070 V UP -3.440 G'SC .30 FCR .120 5
FWD 1,056 G'tl LG40 FUR .030 Lul 2.556 G'SC LE6C FUR LGTS 7
12
V UP -1.756 G'80 .520 FCR .050 KAS3 ¢ . AFT 2,264 G'5C .330 FCR L 117 13
OWN 1456 G'SC LG40 FGR .055 Fil .626 G'sC LHCD FCR .00
S LFT - .555 G'SL .70C FCR .030
RGT 1.526 G'5C .500 FCR .55
V UP  -2.8C5 G'SC .C5C FOR .CSC
GGO-328-2  &OKTS ~ 06 F/C - 00 ROLL - 00 PTCI - 30 YA - 4LG - SLP - RIGIE f_f,._‘.i; f‘;";; 205 oto Foa 070
" UASS 3 L &FT -8.112 G'SC .150 FCR .027 11 ¢ L7156 In & 15 —208. TOnTS - © - 00 ROLL - 00 PiCH - 30 YAL - %LG - SLP - RIGIC
S THIANG QeS¢ BBO FOR 030 3 GGC-328-6 30%TS - 06 F/S - 00 ROLL T 30 ¥ LS R1G1
; R .
¢ 1HASS KFT 4,895 G'S8 .GIC FCR 15 ¢ .5C0€ It 3 1%
V UP -9.923 G'SC .170 FCR .06y . U HASS 3 L FuB 2.:;35 G1ET 450 FOh 10 L0e5H 1 A o7
OWN  Z.7G1 G'SC .840 FOR .C75 " 33 € L7016 z
S LFT =7.681 G'SC .380 FCR .C%0 -
BASS 6 L AFT -4.351 G'SC .155 FCR .035 ® Rer ;_535 SvE¢ 2250 FOR L050 :
FWC  3.G17 G'SE .220 FCR .027 -
V UP -7.429 G'5C .200 FOR .C56
vV UP -4.70% G'SC .580 FCR .055 Lutl 4,165 G'SE .0S0 FOR .050
putl 4.955 G'SC .GKO FGR .C30
HASS & L AFT <4.EEL U .580 FCR .O040
Fub 1.6C¢ .220 FOR .C25
S LFT -2.365 G'SO .U70 FCh L 045
GGO-328-3 110KTS - 15 F/S - 0 ROLL = O PTCH - O YA¥ - NLG - SLP - 1E-5 GuD FLX %GT  5.344 3°'S5C .350 Fof 052
MASS 3 L AFT -11.42 G'SC ,220 FOR .017 6 C L1560 I 4 1% v 7 “.590 FOR .CHC
FWD  5.t4 G'SC .21C FCh .010 10 C L1728 I 8 2 H .712 FCR LC30
11 5102 Ik 3
VUP ~12.90 G'SG .150 FOR .G40 12 € L5976 It 3 i GGO-432-3 110KTS - 1€ F/S - € RCLL - 6 PTCH - 0 Ya¥ - ILG
DUl £.27 G .370 FCR .035 E WASS 3 L 230 FOb 235 .
KASS 6 L AFT -12.12 G'SC .250 FOR .C15 7 L5 FCR L035 :
FWD 5,87 'S0 .190 FGR .CI12 :T v 155 FCR .CT0
B . « 1D I . 3
vV UP - 8.00 .370 FCR .050 15 SZO5 FORL0AD
NN 5.3 .G10 FCR .C05 12 WASS 6 L AFT - 6.7¢ s Fon L cus .
RASS - 6,76 g ;
FUl 1,13 FCR .G3E R
1
vour  -13,00 FCh 07 i
- DLE 5.C3 FCK .90
ceoqma g — _ . v wpe i
GGC-323-4 110KTS 18 F/C 00 RCLL 00 PTCH - 30 YAW = LS SLP - RICIC GGO0-432-4 110KTS - 18 F/S - 00 RCLL = 00 PTCH - 03 YAYW - LLG - SLP - RIGID
WASZS 3 L AFZ -13.25 E';": .CEC FCR .CEE S E JIETE TI004 1¢ MASS 3 L AFT -15.23 S'SC .225 FOR .C30 NIRTITR L 1
ub 6.17 G'SC 155 FOR. .C2C ic g 2 T §.77 G55 .HGO FOK .035 0 % b ¢
Vep =21 'e 335 1h¢ 5102 I 3 e "¢ b
¥V UP  =21.85 3'SZ .0G0 FCL .03 It _17.68 Grg L :
DL 10.73 G'SE .160 FCi .C15 5 YR T TE Gis A ton L0012 i
4 o B
MAS3 6 L AFT -5.012 G'SC .240 FOR .C15 13 MASS 6 L AFT -10.39 G'SO .165 . :
n 3 mas o 3 S -10.39 G'SC .165 FCR ,0 -
FuD £€.792 G'3C ,175 FCL .C12 :l: ) 5.14 3'SC .22 FOR .C;é 1’
z 1
YV OUP  -14,2% G'S{ ,#2C FCR LOGT 15 V UP -10.8%5 5'SC .205 FOR .010 i
DWil 7,72 G'SE LEF0 FCR LOTC SUN 5.2% 3087 600 502 015 I
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Figure 5-9. - KRASH model arrangement showing beam and mass identification.
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Figure 5-12. - Airframe responses, ground-to-—ground overrun GGO-328-6.
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LONGITUDINAL ACCELERATION, G

FUSELAGE STATION

Figure 5-13. - Longitudinal acceleration versus fuselage location, overrun.
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VERTICAL ACCELERATION, G

Figure 5-14,

FUSELAGE STATION

Vertical acceleration versus fuselage location, overrun
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severe 18 ft/sec ENV but with ground flexibility the peak accelerations are
noted to be —11.4GX, +5.8GX, —12,9GZ and +6.3GZ. These accelerations exist
for extremely short periods of time (< 0.040 seconds) but substantial airframe

damage can be anticipated at this severe impact condition.

The overrun condition with a 30 degree yaw shows a 5Gy (side) acceleration
peak at the more aft passenger location (mass 6). The analysis also shows

potential failure of the engine pylon and wing, outboard of the engines.

5.5 Air-to-Ground Hard Landing (AGHL) Scenario

As noted in Table 5-1 the hard landing conditions were run for a forward
velocity of 160 knots, a nose-up attitude range of 0 to 15 degreeé, and at
15 ft/sec and 20 ft/sec sink speeds. All hard landing analyses are performed
for symmetrical impact onto a rigid surface. Aerodynamic 1ift is assumed to
be present for this crash scenario condition. Table 5-4 identifies the hard
landing conditions. Table 5-5 summarizes the results of the hard landing
analyses for the same two passenger cabin region locations noted earlijer.
Portions of representative time histories of the peak responses are shown in
Figure 5-16 through 5-20. Case numbers AGHL-328-1 and AGHL 358-1 represent
symmetrical 6-degree, nose-up and 15 ft/sec sink speed conditions at different
landing weights, the latter being the maximum design landing weight for the
particular aircraft. Similarly AGHL 328-2 and AGHL 358-2 compare different
landing weight results for a symmetrical 20 ft/sec sink speed and 15-degree
noseup impact condition. In both comparisons the results show a consistent
pattern of ground contact, main landing gear failure, and range of peak accel-
erations as well as time of occurrence, For the 6-degree nose-up impact with
a 15 ft/éec sink speed the aircraft remaiﬁs on the main landing gears after
impact. Consequently, the results may be more representative of an initial
impact, For the 15 degree—hose—up impact at 20 ft/sec sink speed, the aircraft
main gears, aft fuselage, and engine contact the ground in that sequence., A
potential overload failure of the wings outboard of the wing engines is indi-
cated. The maximum peak accelerations obtained are approximately t7.5GZ for
these conditions, both of which are for short duration (0.030 seconds). The
longitudinal acceleration levels are less than i2.3GX. With a low coefficient

of ground friction (p =.35) and a long slideout, this condition is not
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TABLE 5-4. - MATRIX OF ANALYSIS CONDITIONS, WIDE-BODY HARD LANDING CRASH SCENARIOS

Airplane Configuration Terrain Initial Condit}ons

Weight Full A/P Gear F?e:::::iy F(r:il:::if:n Slope Velocity Ft/Sec Altitude, Degrees Ri;iTre

Case No. Data Set Lb Type | StubWing | Position | Lift In/Lb i1 Degrees | Fwd | Vertical | Side | Roll | Pitch | Yaw| Allowed
AGHL-358-1 | AEA 1005A 358,000 | WB Full A/P | Extended | Yes | Rigid 35 Flat 270 15 0 0 6 0 Yes
AGHL-358-2| AEA 1006 358,000 | w8 Full A/P | Extended | Yes | Rigid .35 Flat 270 20 0 G |15 0 Yes
AGHL-358-3| AEA 1007 358,000 | WB Full A/P | Extended | Yes | Rigid .35 Flat 270 20 0 0 6 0 Yes
AGHL-358-4| AEA 1008 358,000 | WB Full A/P | Extended | Yes | Rigid 35 Flat 210 20 0 0 ] 0 Yes
AGHL-358-5| AEA 1005T 358,000 | wsB Full A/P | Extended| Yes Rigid .35 Flat | 270 15 0 0 |15 ] Yes
AGHL-328-1| AEA 1010 v 328,000 | wB Full A/P | Extended| Yes Rigid .35 Flat | 270 15 0 0 6 0 Yes
AGHL-328-2] AEA 1011 328,000( wsB Full A/P | Extended| Yes Rigid .35 Flat | 270 20 0 0 |15 ] Yes
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TABLE 5-5.

— SUMMARY OF AIR-TO-GROUND HARD

LANDINGS ANALYSIS RESULTS

PEAK ACCELERATIONS POTENTIAL FAILURES GROUND CONTACT PEAK ACCELERATIONS POTENTIAL FA]IURES GROUND CONTACT
CONODITION CONDITION
G'S | TIME / DURATION BEAM | TIME | DOF MASS POINT 6'S 1 TIME | DURATION BEAM | TIME | DOF MASS POINT
AGHL-358-1 160KTS - 15 F/S - 00 ROLL ~ 06 PTCH - 00 YAW - LG - 0 SLP - RIGID AGHL-358-5 160KTS - 15 F/S - 00 ROLL - 15 PTCH - 00 YAW - LG - O SLP - RIGID
MASS 3 L AFT - .998 G*'S@ .270 FOR .155 10 MASS 3 L AFT -1,023 G'S€ .300 FOR 060 10
FWD  .245 G'S€ .590 FOR .055 FWD 457 G'SE€ .540 FOR .040 '?
V UP -3.002 G*S@ .320 FOR .090 V UP -2.629 G'S@ ,240 FOR .095 17
DWN 1.290 G'S€ .790 FOR .055 DWN .803 G'Se@ ,860 FOR .080
MASS 6 L AFT -1.032 G'Se@ .280 FOR .155 MASS 6 L AFT - .930 G'S€ .260 FOR ,045
FWD .228 G'S€ .840 FOR .070 : FWD .247 G'S@ ,520 FOR .040
V UP -3.3X45 G*S@ .320 FOR .220 vV UP -4,285 G*S€ .180 FOR ,135
DWN 1.023 G'S@ .630 FOR .055 DWN 1.093 G'S€ ,340 FOR .065
AGHL-358-2 160KTS - 20 F/S - 00 ROLL - 15 PTCH - 00 YAW - LG - O SLP - RIGID AGHL-328-1 160KTS ~ 15 F/S = 00 ROLL ~ 06 PTCH - 00 YAW - LG - O SLP - RIGID
MASS 3 L AFT -2.203 G'S€ .980 FOR .0S5 11 € .2882 IN 3 10 MASS 3 L AFT -1.088 G'S@ .280 FOR .155 10
FWD 1.276 G'S€ .940 FOR .050 g FWD .296 G'S€é .840 FOR .045
V UP -5.017 G'S€ .200 FOR .070 17 V UP =2.262 G'S® .320 FOR .165
DWN 2.209 G'S€ .980 FOR .030 DWN .872 G'S@ .900 FOR ,130
MASS 6 L AFT -1.268 G'S€ .320 FOR .060 MASS 6 L AFT -1.064 G'S@ ,280 FOR .160
FWD .703 G'S€ .700 FOR .050- FWD .342 G'S€ .860 FOR .095
Vv UP -6.656 G'S@ .155 FOR .095 Y UP =3.064 G'S@ .300 FOR .240
DWN 3.668 G'S@ .320 FOR .065 DWN «890 G'S@1,000 FOR .060
AGHL-358-3 160KTS - 20" F/S - 00 ROLL - 06 PTCH ~ 00 YAW - LG - 0 SLP - RIGID AGHL-328-2 160KTS -~ 20 F/S = 00 ROLL - 15 PTCH - 00 YAW - LG - O SLP - RIGID
MASS 3 L AFT -1.825 G'S@ .840 FOR .035 17 € .2084 IN 1 10 MASS 3 L AFT -2.323 G'S@ .320 FOR ,060 11 € .2718 IN 3 10
FWD 1.098 G'S€ .310 FOR .010 16 € .8200 IN 3 T FWD 1.004 G'S& ,900 FOR .ONO 3
9
V UP -7.48% G'S@ .820 FOR .095 18 v JP «3.892 G'S& .360 FOR .065 1"
DWN 3.190 G*'S€ .310 FOR .045 6 DWN 2.308 G'S@ .880 FOR .075
~MASS 6 L AFT -3.697 G'S€ .710 FOR .010 MASS 6 L AFT -1.463 G'S€ .980 FOR .050
FWD 1.286 G'S€ .720 FOR .010 FWD 1.440 G'S@ .940 FOR .060
VUP -2,219 G*'S@ .760 FOR .090 V UP ~5.911 G'S@ .140 FOR .170
DWN 4,885 G'S€ .220 FOR .050 DWN 3.231 G'S€ .800 FOR .090
AGHL~358-4 160KTS - 20 F/S - 00 ROLL - 00 PTCH - 00 YAW - LG - 0 SLP - RIGID
MASS 3 L AFT ~3.494 G'S€ .920 FOR .Qu40 16 € .1126 IN 3 10
FWD 3.149 G'S@ .740 FOR .050 17 @ .2220 IN 1 9
10 € .2500 IN 4 18
V UP -5.290 G'S€1.000 FOR .020 2
DWN 4.372 G*'S€ .980 FOR .020 3
MASS 6 L AFT -5.199 G'S@ .880 FOR .035
FWD 5.070 G'S€1.000 FOR .040
Vv UP -8.655 G'S@1.000 FOR .095
DWN 4.492 G*S€ .240 FOR .030




ACCELERATION, G

ACCELERATION, G

—15.0

|
1 [
i /\ VERTICAL
i O LONGITUDINAL
-10.0
| TIME PERIOD FROM IMPACT
50
1
1 %{KA\A\&\ _ﬂ\ﬁn A 1Y
: : S S0 G BN
0.0 _"“ A
1 F.S. 677
]
5-0 T T T T T ] [] T + ] T ] ] T ]
: 0.20 0.25 0.30 0.35 0.40 0.45
TIME, SEC
-15.0 l
T I
] /\ VERTICAL
l O LONGITUDINAL
-10.0
] TIME PERIOD FROM IMPACT
-5.0
oof ~ i:::::::::é;ﬁbéﬁéiiil::g:g:g:g:é<§~e~e
: < A
. F.S. 1424
i
5-0 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
0.20 0.25 0.30 035 0.40 045
TIME, SEC

0.50

Figure 5-16. - Airframe responses, air-to-ground hard landings, AGHL-358-1.

5-25 .



-15.0 I

7 A\ VERTICAL
] O LONGITUDINAL
-10.0
o i
= ] [TIME PERIOD FROM IMPACT |
= B
=| -50 gA
w -
)
w -
[&]
Pxs -
< -

] F.S. 677
1 [ mass 3
5'0 ] T T T T T T T T T ™7 T Y T T T T T T T T T Y T
0.09 0.14 0.19 0.24 0.29 0.34 039
TIME, SEC.

~15.0 I
] A VERTICAL
] O LONGITUDINAL

-10.0- i
. | TIME PERIOD FROM IMPACT |

5.0 X Y A
_:A’AA RQ%’A X

o.o_:=o=-o-o.-_-0=-0—°’°‘°"°\o-0£

ACCELERATION, G

F.S. 1424
MASS 6

¥ L L 1 L] L] L ¥ ) L4 ] T T ¥ ¥ L} L] L) L L4 L) T

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30
TIME, SEC. '

Figure 5-17. - Airframe responses, air-to-ground hard landings, AGHL-358-2.

5-26




1
1 o /\ VERTICAL
] O LONGITUDINAL
-10.0

“ . : | TIME PERIOD FROM IMPACT |
g i
= J
= -5.0- 4
m -
o )
2 j
Q
(&)
<<

F.S. 677
i [ASS 3|
5.0 T T T T T T T ] T ¥ [} v 1 T T ] 1] T ] ] ] ¥ ] 1
0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90
TIME, SEC
-15.0 ] |
. /\ VERTICAL
] O LONGITUDINAL
-10.0
@ . [ TIME PERIOD FROM IMPACT |
g R
E -
< -50
: T ——A/f—ﬁ\[
w .
(& ]
< y .
! A
0.0- & v \\E/Z/@/e\@—‘é o —\IE’Z‘; ()
b ¢
I F.S. 1424
]
5.0 T T T T T T 1 T T T v T T T H T T T T T T T T H
0.67 0.72 0.77 0.82 0.87
TIME, SEC

Figure 5-18. -~ Airframe responses, air-to-ground hard landings, AGHL 358-3.

5-27




-15.0

[ | T
A\ VERTICAL [ TIME PERIOD FROM IMPACT |
O LONGITUDINAL
-10.0
(4=}
=
=]
2 2(\
= -50
w .
z M o
w
Q
(&)
<
4 S ~O=—0X
0.0 %
5.0
0.03 0.08 0.13 0.18 0.23 0.28
TIME, SEC.
-15.0 1 I
A VERTICAL [ TIME PERIOD FROM IMPACT |
O LONGITUDINAL
-10.0
g
=
o
=
= -5.0
-
3 M
(& ]
[&]
< E:::E=K};;
m
0.0 4 O
5.0
0.03 0.08 0.13 0.18 0.23 0.28
TIME, SEC.
Figure 5-19., - Airframe responses, air-to-ground hard landings, AGHL 358-4.

5-28




150
|

| TIME PERIOD FROM IMPACT |

LONGITUDINAL PULSE,
NOT SHOWN < —0.6, +0.32

-10.0

ACCELERATION, G
|
o
o

N ~N. SN

0.0
5.0
0.03 0.08 0.13 0.18 0.23 0.28
TIME, SEC.

~15.0
|

[ TIME PERIOD FROM IMPACT |

LONGITUDINAL PULSE,
NOT SHOWN <-0.64, +.27

-10.0
©
=
o
=
§ - ‘ﬂ'\
o
(&}
}/A'ﬁ’ A Ay
4 (3\\
0.0 =
5.0 -
0.015 0.065 0.115 0.165 0.215 0.265 0.315

TIME, SEC.

Figure 5-20. - Airframe response, air-to-ground hard landings, AGHL 358-5.

5-29



anticipated to produce high longitudinal acceleration. The 20 ft/sec impact
conditions can be expected to produce landing gear and/or airframe structural

failures,

Cases AGHL-358-2, -3, and -4 compare a 20 ft/sec hard landing for three
different nose—ﬁp pitch attitudes; 15-degrees, 6-degrees, and O-degrees. The
passenger compartment responses are shown in Figure 5-21 and 5-22 for the
longitudinal and vertical directions, respectively. All three airplane atti-
tudes at the 20 ft/sec impact speed show a potential for fuselage failure due
to shear and/or bending at stations which would approximate the locations of
the wing leading and trailing edges. The potential for failure would appear
to increase at the extreme forward and aft locations, such as aft of the cock-
pit and forward of the pressure bulkhead. As noted in the Reference 1 accident
data, these locations are vulnerable to break-up under extreme impact condi-
tions. KRASH results show that for the 15-degree impact condition the hori-
zontal stabilizer and the fuselage at stations 1636 and 1992, contacts the
ground after the first hitting on the main gears., Failure of the wing out-
board of the engines is possible. For the 6-degree impact the contact sequence
is main gears, fuselage station 1663, nose gear, engines and fuselage station
1424 with main and nose gear failures occurring. For the zero-degree impact
condition the sequence of ground contact is main gear, nose gear, engine and
fuselage at stations 426 and 677. Failure occurs for the main and nose gears
and wing, outboard of the engine. The sequence of ground contact and potential
failure regions are very much dependent on the pitch attitude and velocity at
impact. During this 15 ft/sec impact the loads do not reach ultimate exceﬁt
possibly aft of station 1117, For the 20 ft/sec impact the airplane main
landing gear contacts the ground initially, followed by the fuselage (FS 1663),
nose gear, engine and fuselage again (FS 1424 and 1663). However, during all
the 20 ft/sec, 6-degree nose-up impacts the shear loads in the forward section
and most bending loads could result in fuselage rupture. The KRASH model used
for these runs provides for landing gear and wing failures, but fuselage peak

loads are only monitored and compa}ed to strength envelopes.

Both the main and nose gear show the occurrence of failure at the 20 ft/sec

(0 and 6-degree nose) sink speed. These results are consistent with previous
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study (Reference 1) results where it was noted that for a symmetrical impact
(Roll angle -0 degrees), the main landing gear: would not ‘fail for sink speed up
to 17.5 ft/sec. Figure 5-23, obtained from reference 1, shows that failure
mode of the main gear depends on the roll angle. Furthermore, as the roll

angle increases the sink speed will decrease for gear failure to occur.

5.6 Air-to-Ground Impact (AGI) Scenario

Table 5-6 identifies the air-to-ground impact conditions. From the data
provided in Table 5-1 it can be noted that these cases are the same as the
hard landing except for the introduction of roll and yaw. Table 5-7 summarizes
the results of these analyses for the forward and aft passenger regions.
Portions of an applicable acceleration response history are shown in Fig-
ure 5-24., The peak side acceleration for the 15 ft/sec impact with both roll
(20 degrees) and yaw (30 degrees) reaches £2.4 Gy' During this condition the
aircraft outboard wing contacts the ground initially, followed by the MLG,
wing engines and wing inboard of the tip. Potential failures occur at the

wing outboard tip, inboard of the tip and for the MLG. The sequence of events

Wing Box Fails _ Wide-Body Jet
1.0 Design Landing Weight
Landing Impact
o 09k -Wing Box Fails
°Z
Q.
g(g 08p
zZ 9
if
3%53 0.7}
~
s Gear Side Brace Fails
0.6+ Sink Speed = 17.5 ft/sec /_ )
at 0° Roll Angle
05}
d 1 (]
0 10 20 30

Roll Angle, Deg.
Figure 5-23. - Envelope of sink speed versus roll angle. (Reference 1.)
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TABLE 5-6. - MATRIX OF ANALYSIS CONDITIONS, WIDE-BODY AIR-TO-GROUND IMPACT CRASH SCENARIOS

Airplane Configuration Terrain Initial Conditions
Ground Coeff. Velocity Ft/Sec Altitude, Degrees

Weight Full A/P Gear Flexibility | Friction Slope Rupture

Case No. Data Set Lb Type | Stub Wing | Position |Lift In/Lb I Degrees | Fwd | Vertical | Side Rolt | Pitch | Yaw | Allowed
AGI-358-1 |AEA 1005A 358,000 | WB Full/AP Extended | Yes Rigid .35 Flat 270 15 0 0 6 30 Yes
AGI-358-2 | AEA 1006 358,000 | WB Full/AP Extended | Yes Rigid .35 Flat 270 20 0 0 6 30 Yes
AGI-358-3 | AEA 1007 358,000 { wB Full/AP Extended | Yes Rigid .35 Flat 270 15 0 20 6 30 Yes
AGI-328-3 | AEA 1008 328,000 | WB Full A/P Ex;ended Yes Rigid .35 Flat 270 15 ] 20 6 30 Yes
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TABLE 5~7. - SUMMARY OF AIR-TO-GROUND

IMPACT ANALYSIS RESULTS

PEAK ACCELERATIONS POTENTIAL FAILURES GROUND CONTACT PEAK ACCELERATIONS POTENTIAL FAILURES GROUND CONTACT
CONDITION CONDITION
" 6'S/ TIME ] DURATION BEAM | TIME | DOF MASS PONT 'S | TIME / DURATION BEAM ] TIME | DOF MASS POINT
AGI ~358-1 160KTS ~ 15 F/S = 00 ROLL - 06 PTCH - 30 YAW - LG - O SLP - RIGID] AGI -358-3 160KTS - 15 F/S - 20 ROLL - 06 PTCH - 30 YAW - LG - 0 SLP - RIGID
MASS 3 L AFT -1.016 G*SE .420 FOR .130 10 MASS 3 - L AFT -1.279 G*'S@ .640 FOR .055 35 @ ,3048 IN 3 38
.314 G'S@ .640 FOR .080 2 FWD  .980 G'S@ .620 FOR .040 33 @ .3220 IN 3 29
F¥ 3 ¢ 8 S G'se .Th0 38 € .5320 IN 1 %
S LFT - ,790 G'Sé ,580 FOR .075 S LFT -1.157 G'se . FOR ,035 :
RGT 1.117 G'S@ .340 FOR .155 RGT 1.967 G'Sé .580 FOR .030
-2, 'se ., .170 YV UP <2.772 G'Se .660 FOR .030
VUry T2:353 G138 200 Fon 10 DWN 2,118 G'S€ .700 FOR .035
MASS 6 L AFT -1.024 G'S@ .420 FOR .160 MASS 6 L AFT -1.586 G'S@ .660 FOR .085
FWD .344 G'Se® .660 FOR .070 FWD .538 G'S€ .680 FOR .020
- f S LFT - .341 G'S@ .960 FOR .045
s '52; 1:3;3 2.25 ;§§‘; .’,2: ;223 RGT 2,300 G'S€ .540 FOR .040
<3.145 G'S@ . OR .210 VUP -1,995 G'Se@ .360 FOR .065
¥ Dow "3:483 Grae 1200 ron ovs DWN  5.356 G'S€ .5%0 FOR .040
AGI -358-2 160KTS - 20 F/S - 00 ROLL - 06 PTCH - 30 YAW - LG - O SLP - RIGID | AGI ~328-3 160KTS - 15 F/S - 20 ROLL - 06 PTCH - 30 YAW = LG - 0 SLP = RIGID
MASS 3 L AFT -1.374 G'S@ .720 FOR .075 17 @ .1896 IN 1 10 MASS 3 L AFT -1.514 G'S€ .660 FOR .075 34 @ ,3098 IN 3 34
F¥D  .792 G*S€ ,360 FOR .0X0 38 € .1938 IN 1 29 FWD  .495 G'S@ .620 FOR .017 33 € .3256 IN 3 29
33 € (7998 IN S 7 38 @ .5640 IN 1 37
S LFT -5.023 G'S€1,000 FOR .050 11 @ 8152 IN 5 18 S LFT -2.452 G'S@ ,620 FOR .040 33
RGT 2.878 G'S@ .940 FOR .0R0 10 € .8792 IN & 37 RGT 1.277 G'S® .600 FOR ,040
16 @ .8984% IN 2 6
V UP -4,225 G'SE .260 FOR .035 9 Y UP -3.386 G'Se .680 FOR .030
DWN 4,336 G*S@ .300 FOR .OkS DWN 3.788 G*Se .580 FOR ,035
MASS 6 L AFT =1.147 G'S® .720 FOR .100 MASS 6 L AFT -1,007 G'S@ .620 FOR .045
F¥D 1.201 G'S€ ,780 FOR .025 FWD  ,358 G'SE .700 FOR .020
S LFT -1.635 G'S® .940 FOR .060 S LFT -1,003 G'Se .640 FOR ,020
RGT 2.211 G'S€ .900 FOR .0k0 RGT 1,147 G'Se .660 FOR ,0k0 .
V UP -7.665 G'S@ .640 FOR ,090 V UP -2.628 G'Se@ .5%0 FOR ,080
DWN 4,565 G'S€ ,200 FOR .07S DWN 1.106 G'S€ .640 FOR .035
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and peak responses are generally the same for both the 328000 1b and 358000 1b
airplane configurations analyzed. For the 20 ft/sec impgct with 30 degree yaw,
a *5G_ side load is experienced at the forward location (mass 3). For this
highez sink speed case the aircraft sequence of ground contact is main landing
gears, aft fuselage, wing engines, fuselage again and nosegear. Several
potential failures are noted, including; main gears, wings outboard of engine
and nose gear. The yaw condition results in considerably more potential fail-

ures than does the symmetrical hard landing.
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SECTION 6

MASS AND SIZE SCALING TRENDS

Figure 6-1, obtained from Reference 1, shows the rangé of weight class
and classifications of transport aircraft. Some typical aircraft within each
of these classifications are shown in Table 6-1. From the data shown in
Table 6-1, it can be seen that even within a class of aircraft there can be
a significant variation in operating weight, size, loading configuration and
engine mounting configuration. 1In general, it can be assumed that mass and
size are related in the sense that the longer wider aircraft are designed for
the purpose of carrying a higher payload, coupled possibly with a longer
route structure which also means higher fuel capacity. However, there is a
limiting scale effect as can be seen when comparing different aircraft cross-
sections. The height within the passenger cabin regions can only be reduced
to a point. Another factor which makes scaling on size or mass difficult is
the location of engines which can influence the crash dynamic behavior of
aircraft. The currently available test data are from the L-1649 test in which
the wing'fuel tanks ruptured and the wing was severed due to pole and barrier
impacts. Earlier in section 4 the wide-body analyses were performed for what
is referred to as a stub wing configuration due to the loss of wing structure.
This configuration allows for an assessment of fuselage, floor and occupant
response on the basis of changes in basic airframe structure such as fuselage
diameter and length, floor design, seating arrangements, and underfloor crush-
ing characteristics. Accordingly the mass, size scaling trends are based on

the same impact condition as described in Section 4.2 which are:
e Six-degree slope

e TForward velocity 172 ft/sec.
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TABLE 6-1. -~ AIRPLANE SIZE AND WEIGHT CHARACTERISTICS

Weight x 103, Lb.

Approximate Size, Ft.

Below
Class or ' Empty Zero Max. Max, No. Fuselage Overall Wing Cabin PAX Engine
Category Aircraft Operating | Fuel Ldg T.0. Passengers Dia. Length Span Height | Figor | Configuration

B CVv440, 600 K]} - 44 57 -56 10 75-179 91-105 - 3 2
Viscount-800 41 54 58 73 -67 1 85 94 - 3 aw
BAC 111 46 71 69 105 -80 1 93 88 - 3 2F

C L-1649 85 116 123 156 -92 12 116 150 7 4 4w
B737 65 95 105 125 -115 12 100 93 1 5 2w
DC9 50 87 82 147 -90 12 119 93 7 4 2F
B-727 88 140 142 191 -89 14 133 108 7 5 3F

D B-720 110 156 175 235 -116 14 137 131 7 7 4w
B-707 125 230 190 366 -219 14 152 146 7 7 4w
DC-8 124 180 207 350 -179 14 151 143 7 7 4w
B757 131 184 198 220 -220 14 155 124 7 7 W
B767** 180 248 270 300 ~255 16 159 156 8 8 W
A300** 195 275 233 363 -345 18 176 47 8 9 W

E L-1011%* 240 | 320 358 | 500 256 — 400* 20 180 155 8 9 W, 1F
DC-10** 236 368 363 565 270 — 390* 20 180 155 8 9 2W, 1F
B-747** 350 525 465 785 385 — 500* 22 231 196 8 10 4w
W = Wing F = Fuselage

*All Tourist Configuration

**Wide-body aircraft




e Rigid ground

Ground coefficient of friction = .70

The premises for the trend analysis are as follows:

e The underside crushing spring length is related to the below
passenger floor distance.

e The fuselage underside crushing force is related to the aircraft
fuselage weight.

e The fuselage beam properties are obtained from aircraft section
properties. Where unavailable they are related to the fuselage
cross-section properties as follows:.

2 t,2

Area = Klﬁr E. (1- r) ]

. T 4 t 4

Inertia = K2 5t Br(l— r) ]

where:

r = radius of shell section

t = thickness of shell section

KI’ K2 = factors determined from available data

The term (t/r) can be thought of as an effective skin thickness ratio and

is obtained from ayailable information. It is different for the axial and

bending terms. Kj and K, can be developed from known data for different air-

craft configurations.

The fuselage weight properties are obtained from aircraft section-
properties, The fuselage stations are located in proportion to the
total length. Where unavailable, mass inertia properties are allocated
in proportion to aircraft weight distribution.

Two floor designs are used. One representative of a wide-body aircraft
and another representative of a narrowbody aircraft.

The same general two-passenger seat arrangement is used for all

analysis and it is assumed that each seat is fully loaded with 176 1b.
occupants.
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The airframe, floor and seat models, described earlier in Section 4, are
analyzed in sequence with each preceding model accounting for mass interaction;
i.e., occupant with floor or floor and occupant with airframe. The aircraft

model representations used are described below:

Maximum

Weight Fuselage Overall Fuselage Underfloor

Representation Lb X 103 Dia., in. Length, In. Distance, In.
B Type 80 130 1020 40
C Type 159 140 1367 50
*D Type 175 - 220 170 1566 78
*D Type 245 - 320 170 1746 78
E Type 328 - 432 . 220 2127 100

*Analysis to be performed in conjunction with B720 crash test program

The results of the trend analysis are shown in Figure 6-~2. The unfil-
tered and 50 Hz filtered peak accelerations in the longitudinal aft and verti-
cal up directions, averaged over four fuselage locations, (masses 3, 4, 5, and
6) which represent approximately the region from the forward to aft passenger
regions, are plotted. The trend indicated is a reduction in acceleration
level as the aircraft size and mass increase. Normalized to L-1649 filtered
data the variation in the vertical direction appears to be *20 percent. Nor-
malized to L-1649 filtered data the variation in the longitudinal direction
appears to be +15 percent to -30 percent for tlie gross weight range from 80K
to 432K. The results are sensitive to the assumptions regarding model property
relationships, particularly in the representation of the lower fuselage crush-
ing and the ground representation. Figures 6-3 through 6-6 show the response
obtained analytically for the "C" class aircraft throughout the occupant occu-
pied floor region. The pulse shape varies in magnitude, shape, and time of
peak occurrence. While differing in magnitude and duration slightly, the
pulse variation throughout the floor region is similar to the aircraft in the

other categories.
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SECTION 7

TRANSPORT SEAT TEST PERFORMANCE

7.1 FAA CAMI Test/Seat Configuration Description

The FAA Civil Aeromedical Institute (CAMI) recéntly completed a series
of static and dyﬂamic tests for several transport aircraft seat configurations.
The test program, described in Reference 10, is an attempt to expand the
available data base and is designed to obtain information regarding seat
performance for different conditions/configurations. No attempt is made
to relate the seat performance to the crash environment. The planned test
conditions are described in Figure 7-1. The seat configurations are described
in Table 7-1. The dynamic pulse, in all cases, is a trapezoidal shaped
acceleration-time history with a relatively short (30 millisecond) onset time
to generate a response approaching that of the acceleration step function, and
is one which can be easily generated in the laboratory. As long as the pulse
duration is sufficiently long, so that the maximum response and/or failure
of the seat-restraint-occupant system (SROS) occurs during the pulse, the
objective of the test will be achieved. A summary of the seat configuration

test combinations is shown in Table 7-2.
7.2 Evaluation of Test Results
The evaluation of the test results is presented with regard to:
e Dynamic versus static inputs

e Deformed versus underformed floor

e Unidirectional versus multidirectional loading



di Aft
Test Loading Deformed | Seated
Conditions | Static | Dynamic Fwd | Down | Side Floor Passengers Comments
X X : Static test, forward loading
2 X X X One track rolled 10 degrees, one
track pitched to 10 degrees US
Army Crash Survival Design Guide
3 X X Dynamic evaluation of Test 1
X X X Same as Test 3 with Aft Seated
Passengers
5 X X X Dynamic evaluation of Test 2
6 X X X X
7 X X X Yawed 30 degrees
8 X X X Dynamic Evaluation of Test 7
9 X X X X Same as Test 8, includes deformed
floor
10 X X X X Ratio of 9:4.5:1.5 in forward,
downward, and sideward
directions

Figure 7-1. - FAA-CAMI planned test conditions.

To assess the results, the following tests were compared:

e No. 1 vs No. 3 (étatic versus dynamic forward loading)

e No. 1 vs No. 2 (static, undeformed versus deformed floor)
e No. 3 vs No. 5 (dynamic, undeformed versus deformed floor)
e No. 3 vs No. 8 (dynamic, forward vs 30 degree yaw)

e No. 3 vs No. 10 (dynamic, forward vs 9:4.5:1.5)

o No. 8 vs No. 9 (dynamic, 30 degree yaw, undeformed versus deformed
floor)

To assist in the overall evaluation, tables were established to compare
loads and failure modes. 1In addition, a summary comparison of equivalent

. ®
acceleration levels, failures and ratio of loads is presented.
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TABLE 7-1. - FAA-CAMI TEST SEAT CONFIGURATIONS

No. Passengers

Seat | Configuration

No. Name 2 3 Description
1 | Hardman 9750- X From wide-bodied aircraft. The aisle side assembly is splayed out toward the
103735-8 aisle {30°). Seat uses rectangular torque tube as primary structural member,

with legs and seat belt/seat back brackets bolted to tube. Seat pan formed by
the tube and light sheet metal extensions fore-aft riveted to tubes. Lightning
holes in torque tube.

2 | Hardman 9750- X Similar to No. 1 except both legs vertical.
103735-023

3 | Hardman 9750- X Appears the same as No. 2.
106160-12

4 | Hardman 9750- X Similar in construction to No. 2 and No. 3 except no lightening holes in torque
106160-8 tube.

5 | Hardman 9750- X Similar in construction to No. 4 but with provisions for storage of oxygen
10500-3/4 generators in seat backs.

6 | Hardman 9500- X Coach seat. Primary structure is a rectangular torque tube. Seat pans are
102307 formed aluminum sheet metal, hinged at the aft support bracket. Legs

attached differently than Nes. 1-5.

7 | Hardman 9300- X First class seat with service console between seats. Primary structure is peri-

101433 phera! frame with formed, and extruded aluminum elements. Seat legs and

seat back/seat belt fittings attached to frame. Seat pan formed of perforated
aluminum sheet suspended between front and rear.

8 | TECO TE1003- X Unigue modular construction. Primary structural element is circular alumi-
2401 num torque tube. Seat legs, arm rests and seat bucket assemblies are clamped
(clamshell clamps) to tube to prevent rotation about the tube by a square

leg which fits in the keyway in the clamshell clamp. Legs are aluminum
forging of inverted “V" design with I-heam cross-section. Seat bucket
molded from foam filled fiberglass epoxy composite and carried structure
for lapbelt attachment seat bucket attached to torque tube by clamp which
incorporates an energy absorber. The absorber is an oversized hook designed
to separate a slot in a ductile stee! plate as the seat bucket rotated about the

torque tube.
9 |uorsie X Primary structure is welded steel frame.
10 |Weber 804002-615 X First class seat using an internallv reinforced full width sheet metal box as
the primary structure with legs, back and seat cushion suspended from the
box.
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TABLE 7-2. - SUMMARY OF FAA-CAMI SEAT CONFIGURATION/TEST CONDITION COMBINATIONS

Seat Configuration Tested

4L

Test :
Condition 1 2/3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
L81005
L81010 L8101 L81008 1.81006 L81001 L81003 (b) L81009 L81007
(a) (a) L81012 {c) L81002 L81004 (b) L81013 L81015
A81049 A81046 A81056 A81060 A81008 A81012 A81068 A81052 AB1063
A81050 AB1047 A81057 A81061 A81009 A81014 A81069 A81053 A81064
AB1048 A81058 A81010 A81015
4 (a) {a) A81073 {a) A81020 A81017 (a) {a) {a)
A81074 A81021 A81018
A81022 AB81013
AB1023
5 A81051 A81059 A81016 A81072 AB1054 A81065
(a) (c) (c) ' A81055 A81066
A81067
6 ’1 Not |
7 | Performed i
8 ) A81041 A81075 A81039 A81025 A81027 A81028 A81076 A81034
(a) A81042 A81026 A81029 A81035
A81030 A81036
9 (a) {a) A81080 (c) (c} (c) AB81031 A81077 A81037
. A81032 A81038
10 (a) (a) A81081 AB81092 A81088 A81089 A81096 A81085 . AB1094
A81083 A81093 A81090 A81086 AB1036
AB81084

(a)  Not tested

(b}  Not tested, body block too big for seat

{c) Failed during floor static deformation

(d) L series is static test, A series is dynamic test




The equivalent Gy of the occupant is obtained as follows:

(a) dynamic

X

(F_ Reaction Load - Seat Weight x Gx (input)
Occupant Weights*

(b) static

Block force
Occupant Weights#*

The equivalent Gy values are used for comparative purposes only.

7.2.1 Static Versus Dynamic (Test 1 vs Test 3)

The FAA-CAMI data comparing dynamic vs static tests is shown in Tables
7-3 and 7-4 for eight FAA-CAMI seat configuration tests. The results indicate
that an average dynamic amplification factor of 1.72 per 1G of loading exists,
as determined by dividing the equivalent Gx of the occupant by the dynamic GX

input. A value of 1.69 is reported in Reference 10.

The average equivalent static Gy, based on body block force is 16.3.
Correspondingly, the average equivalent dynamic Gy is 17.3. The ratio of the
dynamic to static results for these two equivalences from Table 7-4 is approx-—
imately 1.08. The average ratio for reaction loads and seat belt loads is
between 1.02 énd 1.20. The implication of a ratio greater than i.O is that
the seat failed at dynamic loads that were higher than for the corresponding
static test. However, this suggests that a 9G trapezoidal pulse (nearly step)
is expected to be more severe than a 9G static load. From a simple single seat/
occupant KRASH model one would expect a dynamic amplification factor of 1.7 to
1.85 for a 0,030 second onset of a pulse, which is pretty much in agreement
with the 1.69 to 1.72 test values noted earlier, Figure 7-2 shows a compari-
son of KRASH results for the single séat/occupant model subjected to step,
trapezoid and triangular pulses. Interpreting the analysis results in light
of the test results would indicate that a 9G dynamic step should produce a

more severe loading condition than the static case.

*0ccupant Weight = 165 1b., individual seat weight = 25 1b.
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TABLE 7-3. -~ SUMMARY OF LOADS, TEST CONDITIONS 1 AND 3, STATIC VERSUS DYNAMIC -G
X

~Gix SEAT BELT oy FWD LE((?"F%AC 10N REAR E((Sasm;l)EAc 10N
ACCELERATION, G's . |  LOADS (LB} x 10 NET LOADS = 102 LOADS x 10 L0ADS x 10
SEAT TEST_1 TEST_3 TEST1 | TEST3. TEST 1. TEST3_ TEST_1_ TEST_3 TEST L TEST_3
CONFIG.
(d ) (d) Fx l:Z Fx FZ Fx Fl F)( Fl Fx Fz FX F 2
1 - 9 ’ .
(18.5) | (16.8) 61 76 57| -17|-60}-11| -6} 41 | -12| L8 ]-51 | -58| -48 | ~59
23 - 12
(20.9) {(20.3) 69 92 67| -7} -7131-15¢{ -7 | 48 | -13]| 52 }{-60 | -65] -60 | -67
- 9
4 (17.2) (13.0) 85 64 ~9l -17{-71|-16]| -9 | 58 |-11} 62 [-70 | -75| -60 |-T8
5 - 9 '
(17.3) }(15.9) 57 43 shf -1k |-57]-23] -9 | 4o |-10] 35 |-45 | -54 | -47 |-58
gic) - 12 ,
(13.5) {(18.0) 67 112 -67{-12 |-98 {-28 | -121 65 | -14 | 83 {-55 | -77{ -84 {-111
7 - 12 '
(29.4) {(22.7) [an 87 -63| -1 | -81 {-14 | 11} 74 |-13 | 73 |-52 | -88 | ~68 | -87
8 No|smTlaTIC TEBT
gl - 9
(12.7) | (13.6) 63 62 66| -2)-74 |-13}| -161 91 |-12| 58 |-50 | -93{-62 | -71
10 - 9
(10.9) |(18.8) 36 52 -37] -bo|-62|-14 | -10] 50 | -12 | 53 |-27 | -54|-50 | -67

{a)
{b)

- F, = FWD. REACTION LOAD
+ F, = UP REACTION LOAD

{c)
-

THREE OCCUPANT SEATS, ALL OTHERS TWO OCCUPANT SEATS

EQUIVALENT -Gy
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TABLE 7-4. ~ COMPARISON OF TEST RESULTS, TEST CONDITIONS 1 AND 3, STATIC VERSUS DYNAMIC -G
: X

SEAT CONFIGURATION

PARAMETER
1 23 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 AVG
<10 -
z 10 - 12 _ 1
= 12-14 ' 22
=2 EQUIVALENT — 3 L 1
b ACCELERATION - 3
=8 LEVEL, G 16 - 18 3 1 1
g“n%‘ 18 - 20 1 3 1 [) 3
e >20 1,3 3
SEAT PAN 1 1 1 1
LAP BELT
- 1 1.3 1 1 3 3
=
REAR LEG ATTACHMENT
% ' 3 3 1,3 1 |1,3 1,3 1,3
FRONT LEG ATTACHMENT
3 1

TRACK

EQUIVALENT G,

.92 97 | .6 .92 1.33 | 1.17" 1.07} 1.56 | 1.09
VERTICAL REACTION, .

m| —*I F (REAR) 1.02 | 1.03 f1.04 | 1,07 | 1.26 | 1. 761 1.24 | 1.05

z|= VERTICAL REACTION,

== z (FORWARD) 1.17 | 1.08 |1.07 .88 | 1.28 | 1. O4 | 1.06 | 1.02
w:2|2 [ LONGITUDINAL REACTION )
258 Fy (SUM OF FWD. & REAR) 1.05 | 1.09 0.9 1.06 | 1.46 | 1.28 1.12| 1.67 | 1.20
Z2lL
==l BELT LOADS 1.25 | 1.33 | .75 75 | 1.67| 1.36 .98 1.hh | 1.19

AVERAGE OF RATIOS

1.08 1.10 .90 .9k 1.4 1.16 91| 1.ko




Gy TORSO EQUIVALENT
FWD SEAT | REARSEAT | TORSO FOR 9 Gy STATIC Gy TO
PULSE PULSE LEG LEG G,(=9) | ExciTATIon | PRODUCE9 Gy
CONDITION * s *x X TORSO RESPONSE
STEP g 1.79 1.85 1.70 15.3 5.3
.030 t, TIME '
TRAPEZOID 9 I\ 1.68 1.41 1.60 144 5.6
.04 06 .03t
TRIANGULAR |9 1.39 1.13 1.33 12.0 6.8
f—.120— t
TRIANGULAR |g {E .18 .62 i 7.0 1.6
| t i
04

*9G PEAK FOR ALL CONDITIONS, TIME IN SECONDS
** RATIO OF DYNAMIC LOAD TO STATIC BODY BLOCK FOR FORE-AFT DIRECTION REACTION LOAD,
BASED ON ANALYSIS

Figure 7-2. - Comparison of KRASH results for different
dynamic pulses.

The FAA-CAMI test results do not substantiate a need for dynamic tests

in lieu of static tests for the following reasons.

e Failure modes experienced in the static tests for seat configurations
1, 2/3, 4 and 5 all of which are basically the same type (except for
the seat pan), one different than the failure modes noted in the
dynamic test results. However, it is very likely that the body block
design for this type of seat can lead to this type of failure and not
the indicative of dynmamic vs static effects. In subsequent seat con-
figuration tests 7, 9 and 10, the static and dynamic test failures are
similar,

e Failures are predominantly tension type and occur at attachments to
the seat or at the base. Tension type failures are not as sensitive
to the rate of loading as are compression failures. This would:
indicate that static tests could account for the seat failure modes
experienced in a dynamic test, provided the body block is representa-

. tive of occupant motion loading.
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e The scatter in the data indicates that the results are very sensitive
to design construction and possibly load variations. For example,
for similar seat configurations 1 through 5, the variations in the
ratios of dynamic to static factors are:

o Equivalent G, -76 to .97
o Vertical reaction, .88 to 1.17
o Longitudinal reaction, .90 to 1.09
o Belt loads, .75 to 1.33
e There is no noticeable crunching of structure in either the static or
dynamic tests. ‘To some extent the test setup precludes this phenom-
enon. The test is designed to restrain the seat movement after
a failure occurs, and the lack of interaction of fore and aft seat

rows prevents additional deformation being experienced.

7.2.2 Deformed Versus Undeformed Floors (Test 1 vs Test 2 and Test 3 vs
Test 5

The FAA-CAMI data, comparing deformed floor versus undeformed floor
tests, are shown in Tables 7-5 and 7-6 for static tests and 7-7 and 7-8
for dynamic tests. 1In 3 of the 14 tests the seats failed during application
of floor static deformation prior to testing. Five seats (Nos. 4, 6, 7, 9,
and 10) were tested statically. In general, the seats with a deformed floor
failed at comparable longitudinal reactions and equivalent Gy values, except
for seat configuration No. 7. The failure locations are similar with perhaps
some track failures noted on the deformed floor condition not experienced with
an undeformed floor. Six of the seats were tested dynamically. Three of the
seats with deformed floors (Nos. 1, 4 and 7) failed at substantially lower
loads (reaction, belt and/or equivalent Gx) than the seats tested with
an undeformed floor. The other three seats (Nos. 8, 9, and 10) exhibited
equal, or greater, loads at failure with the deformed floor versus the unde-
férmed floor. The failure location and types appeared to be similar regard-

less of the floor deformation state.

While the tests may indicate that deformation of floors can influence
results for some seat configurations, there is a need to determine real-

istically what degree of floor deformation the crash environment will induce.
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TABLE 7-5. - SUMMARY OF LOADS, TEST CONDITIONS 1 AND 2, STATIC UNDEFORMED VERSUS DEFORMED FLOOR
(alib) falib) (alib)
-Gy SEAT BELT
: . L a2 LEG REACTION FWD. LEG REACTION REAR LEGS REACJION
ACCELERATION, G's LOADS (L8} x 10 NET LOADS x 102 LOADS x 10 LOADS x 10
SEAT TESTL | TesT2. | TESTL | Test2 | TEST1 TEST_2 TESTL TEST_2 TEST_1 TEST 2.
CONFIG.
(d) ) Fx F; Fx F2 Fx F2 Fx F2 Fx F2 Fx F2
1 No| DEFQRMED v
213 FLlooj TESTS
4lc) = ) =
(17.2) | (18.8) | 85 93 | -19|-17| -86] -36] -9 |+58 | -8 [ 46 | -70|-75 | -718] -82
° SEAT HATLED| DURIJG FLJOR DHFORMATION
glc)
(13.5) | (15.6) | 6T 78 -67 | -12 | -82] -25{ -12| 65| -11| 67 | -55 | -77 | -71] -92
7
(19.4) | (10.3) 64 34 63)-14 | -35] -8 | -11| 74| -4 | 44 | -52]-881} -31| -52
8
JOo |TEBT
() I -
) (12.7) | (13.3) | 63 66 |-66{-2 | -65| -10| -16| 91| -21| 89 | -50 | -93 | -uu| -99
10 . '
(10.9) } (10.9) 36 36 -37{-4 | -33] 4] -10] 50} -7 ] 52 | -27 {-54 | -26] -48
(@) - Fx = FWD. REACTION LOAD (c) THREE OCCUPANT SEATS, ALL OTHERS TWO OCCUPANT SEATS
(b) + F, = UP REACTION LOAD @ . EQUIVALENT-Gy
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TABLE 7-6. - COMPARISON OF TEST RESULTS, TEST CONDITIONS 1 AND 2,

STATIC UNDEFORMED VERSUS DEFORMED FLOOR

PARAMETER

SEAT CONFIGURATION

RATIO OF:

-2
T

TEST CONDITION
TEST CONDITION

213 4 5 6 7 9 10 AVG
<10 '
z 10 - 12 2 1,2
5 EQUIVALENT 2 u > =2
s VAL .
&5 ACCELERATION 1416 2
28 LEVEL, G 16- 18 T
Z29a 1
S<g 18 - 20 2
weo >20
SEAT PAN 1
LAP BELT ,
C‘?‘ .
g REAR LEG ATTACHMENT 1 1,2 1 1,2
L
de
FRONT LEG ATTACHMENT 1,2 2

~ EQUIVALENT G,

TRACK

1,00

1.2

VERTICAL REACTION,

F, (REAR) 1.09 1.19 | .59 1.05| .89 | .9%
VERTICAL REACTION,

F, (FORWARD) .79 1.03 | .59 .98 f1.04 | .88
LONGITUDINAL REACTION | |

 Fy (SUM OF FWD. & REAR) 1.09 1.22 | .56 1. .89 | .95
BELT LOADS 1.05 1.16 | .53 1.05 | 1. .96
AVERAGE OF RATIOS 1.02 1.16 | .56 1.02| .95
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TABLE 7-7. - SUMMARY OF LOADS, TEST CONDITIONS 3 AND 5, DYNAMIC‘—Gx,

UNDEFORMED VERSUS DEFORMED FLOOR

-Gy SEAT BELT AL " FWD. LEG REAC REAR LECS REACTION
ACCELERATION, G's LOADS (LB) = 102 NE O EACTION 2 D LEG REACTION EAR LEGS REAC
SEAT TEST3 | TEST S TEST_ 3 | TESTD TEST3. TEST_S TEST 3 TEST_S TEST3 . TEST_5
- CONFIG. -
‘ {d) (] Fx F2 Fx F, Fe Fy Fx F2 Fx F, Fx F,
1 8 6 ' :
(16.9) | (10.9)] 76 48 -60 | -11 | -39 |-21 | 12} u8|-6 | -25| -u8| -59 | -33 |-L6
2 No| T|E ST
4lc) - 9 6 I
(13.0) | (10.2) ] 64 3k 71| -16|-55] 24| -12| 62]-13| 34 | -60]| -78 | -k2 |-59
5 FATLED PURING
6lc) SHAT DEFORMAJTON
7 12_ T ) :
: (22.7) | {15.3)| 87 Lo 81| -1 |-56|-22 | -13|73 | -9 | 53| -68]-87|-47 |-75
5 6 6 |
(12.1) | (11.5) | 44 36 43}-19|-b1|-9 ]| ~-6]33 |-10]| 50| -37|-47]-31 |-59
g(c) 9 9 ' '
(13.6) | (13.2) 62 76 -k} -13 -T2 |-37 | -12| 58 | -21 1+_6 -62 | -71 | -51 |-83
10 2 12 | |
(17.4) | (18.5) | 52 67 -62| -14 | -67 |-20 | -12| 53 |-13 | 45 | -50] -67 | -54 |-65

(a}
(b}

- Fy = FWD. REACTION LOAD
+ F, « UP REACTION LOAD

{c)
d)

THREE OCCUPANT SEATS, ALL OTHERS TWO OCCUPANT SEATS

EQUIVALENT - Gy
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TABLE 7-8. - COMPARISON OF TEST RESULTS, TEST CONDITIONS 3 AND 5, DYNAMIC -Gx,
UNDEFORMED VERSUS DEFORMED FLOOR

SEAT CONFIGURATION
PARAMETER
1 23 4 5 8 7 8 8 10 AVG
<10
= 10 - 12 5 5 5
2 12-14 3 3 3,5
R EQUIVALENT 4= 16 5 *
S ACCELERATION
=28 LEVEL, 6 16-18 | . 3 3
3.z 18 - 20 ' 5
W >20 " 3
SEAT PAN
LAP BELT
@ 3
5 REAR LEG ATTACHMENT .
E 3,5 3,5 135 | 3,5 | 35

FRONT LEG ATTACHMENT

TRACK

EQUIVALENT G,

.65 .78 67 .95 97 1.06 .85
. VERTICAL REACTION,
mM F, (REAR) .78 .76 86 | 1.25 |1.17 .97 o1
z|= VERTICAL REACTION,
212 F, (FORWARD) .52 .56 73 | 1.8 | .79 .85 | .69
w 2(2 %oussmrgm gugmum
E% % x (SUM OF FWD. & REAR) .65 7T _-69 95 | .97 |1.08 | .69 |
il BELT LOADS .63 .53 48 82 |10 1.29 | .83
AVERAGE OF RATIOS 65 . Tl 68 | 1.0 |1.03 | 1.0




7.2.3 Unidirectional Versus Multidirectional Loading (Test 3 vs Test 8 and

Test 10)

The comparison of data from the FAA-CAMI tests with regard to directional

loading effects is shown in Tables 7-9 and 7-10 for forward versus 30-degree
yaw (combined forward and side) and Tables 7-11 and 7-12 for forward versus
combined forward, up and side loading. Eight seat configurations (all except
No. 1) were tested for comparison between forward-only versus forward with
30-degree yaw, For all the seat configurations the loads at which failure
occurs are less for the yaw condition than forward-only condition, in addi-
tion, the failure mode for the yaw condition is associated with the attachment
to the track as opposed to a fitting failure. The significant decrease in load
capability with a 30-degree yaw loading indicates an area of concern. The
crash scenario analyses should be related to the requirements for testing with

combined yaw and longitudinal forces,

For the comparison between the forward only versus the combined forward,
up and side load the results are more mixed. The equivalent Gx value and
reaction loads vary substantially for each seat configuration. Some show
increases in reaction loads while others show a decrease for the combined

loading.

Of interest is that three seat configurations (Nos. 6, 9, and 10), in
both tests 8 and 10, failed at the track, while seat configurations 4, 5 and
7 exhibited tension failures at the frame or base attachment for side or

combined loading, just as in the forward direction only loading condition.

7.2.4 Undeformed Versus Deformed Floor for Yaw Condition (Test 8 vs Test 9)

The comparison of data from the FAA-CAMI tests, with regard to the effect
of floor deformation for a yawed condition is shown in Tables 7-13 and 7-14.
Four seat configurations were tested. The data from seat configuration No. 8
are omitted since in both tests it was tested at two acceleration levels with
fix-up between tests which introduces some confusion with regard to the
results. The results for the other three configurations (Nos. 4, 9 and 10)
that were tested, indicate that track failures occur due to the yaw. Deforma-
tion of the floor does mnot appear to provide any further degradatioh. Thus it

appears that the yawing loads are more critical than floor deformation.
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- SUMMARY OF LOADS, TEST CONDITIONS 3 AND 8, DYNAMIC, —Gx

TABLE 7-9.
VERSUS 30° YAW
(al{b) {al(b) (a)(b)
-G SEAT BELT

Accmnnﬁon, G's LOADS (LB) x 102 NELTEEURAE[‘,“SCT,('U{“Oz Fw?ﬁkﬁ% fﬂ% JON REAFO%Gssf E1A['1: o
SEAT TEST_3 TEST_8 TEST_3 | TEST_8 TEST.3 TEST_S8 TEST_3. TEST_8 TEST_3 TEST_8
CONFIG.

(d) (d) F)( Fz l:)( Fz Fx F 4 Fx Fl F X Fz Fx FZ

1 NO T|E 8 ’
23 12 7.8

(20.3) (14.3) 92 4o 73} -15|-51|-12 |-13 | 52 |-12| 4o | -60| -6T | -39 -52
4lc) 9 5.2

(13.0) ( 9.9) 6L 46 -1} -16|-53|-22 {-11 {62 |-10| 3+ | 60} -78 | -u3] -56
5 9 2.2

(15.9) ( 9.2) 43 27 57| -23 | ~33 [+4+ |-10 | 35 | -7 32 | -47| -58| -26] -28
s(c) 12 6.2

(18.0) (12.8) | 112 68 -98] -28{-68 |-25 |-14 | 83 | -10 | s4 | -84} -111] -58] -79
; 12 6

(22.7) (11.8) 87 27 81| -4 -42|+3 |-13 |73 | -12| 50 | -68| -871 -30] -47
8 9 5.2 .

(11.7) (9.8) Lh 25 -43{ -3 |-35]|-18 |-8 22 | -6 33 | -35| -29 -33] -u47
glc) 9 . 5.2

(13.6) (9.7) 62 4L ~Th§ -13}-52)-13}-12 | 58 | -13 | 43} -62) -7§ -39 -56
10 9 7.8

(17.4) (17.0) 52 L8 62| -4} -60)-23 |12 | 53 | -12| 48| -50] -6 -u48| -T1

{a)
{b)

~ Fy = FWD. REACTION LOAD
+ F, = UP REACTION LOAD

{c)

d

THREE OCCUPANT SEATS, ALL OTHERS TWO OCCUPANT SEATS
BASED ON ZF, REACTION LDADS




91-L

TABLE 7-10. - COMPARISON OF TEST RESULTS, TEST CONDITIONS 3 AND 8, DYNAMIC, —GX VERSUS 30° YAW

SEAT CONFIGURATION

PARAMETER
1 213 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 AVG
<10 8 8 8
= 10 - 12 8 3
=
= 12-14 3 8 3
EE EQUIVALENT 416 8 3 :
& ACCELERATION
=8 LEVEL, G 16 - 18 3,8
3= 18 - 20 3 ’
weg o ] > 20 2 . q
SEAT PAN
LAP BELT 3 3 3

REAR LEG ATTACHMENT

FAILURES

FRONT LEG ATTACHMENT

TRACK

EQUIVALENT G,

.70 .76 | .58 .71 .52 .8k 71 .98 .72
- VERTICAL REACTION, :

| Fz (REAR) .78 72 | .48 .71 o5k 79 | 1.06 .73

z|= VERTICAL REACTION,

22 F, (FORWARD) JTT .55 ] .91 .65 .68 JTh .90 oTh
w2iZ LONGITUDINAL REACTION
oo F (SUM OF FWD. & REAR) .70 75 | .58 .69 52 | .81 .70 97 .71
< 3|8
== BELT LOADS 43 121 .63 .61 31 | .56 JL | w92 .61

AVERAGE OF RATIOS 67 .70 | .6k .72 .51 LT3 1 .96
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TABLE 7-11. - SUMMARY OF LOADS, TEST CONDITIONS 3 AND 10, DYNAMIC, -G_
VERSUS COMBINED 9:4.5:1.5
{a}ib) {al(b) (a)(b)
-G SEAT BELT

ACCELERATION, G's | LOADS (LB) x-102 NET DIIACTION , FWD LEG REACTION REAR LEGS REACTION
SEAT TEST_3. TEST10 TEST3 | TEST10 TEST 3. TEST1O TEST 3 TEST10 TEST 3. TESTLO
CONFIG.

(d) (d) Fx Fl Fx FZ Fx Fz FX I:l Fx Fl FX Fz
1 NbT '
2 ESTED
4lc) 9 9.6

(13.0) (1L.7) 6L 36 -71| -16}1-8) -5{-11 }62 {-12}| 7L | -60} -78| -68 | -76
5 12 9

(15.5) (10.2) 43 27 -57| -231-38] -2 |-10 |35 | -5 35 | -b7] -58] -33 | -57
glec) 12 10.6

(18.0) (15.8) | 112 92 -98| -281-86] -4 {-14 | 83 {-16| 8 | -84} -111 -70 | -84
7 9 10.6

(23.2) (15.4) 87 41 81| -4 -56| 6 }|-23 ]| 73 | -11| 62| -68} -87] -45|-56
8 9 5.3

(11.7) (12.8) Ly 27 -431 -3 | -b5} -5{-8 22 | -6 33| -35| -25| -39 | -38
glc) 9 9.6 |

(13.6) (14.5) 62 Lo -] -13| -79| -1]-12 § 58 | =13} 70| -62} 71| -66 | -T1
10 9 10.6

(17.4) (19.9) 52 46 62| -1 f -71| +1|-12 | 53 | -19) 73| -50}| -67} -52 | -2

(a)
{b}

- Fy = FWD. REACTION LOAD
+ F, = UP REACTION LOAD

(c)
(d)

THREE OCCUPANT SEATS, ALL OTHERS TWO OCCUPANT SEATS

EQUIVALENT - Gy
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TABLE 7-12. - COMPARISON OF TEST RESULTS, TEST
VERSUS COMBINED 9:4.5:1.5

CONDITIONS 3 AND 10, DYNAMIC, -—GX

SEAT CONFIGURATION

RATIO OF:

10

TEST CONDITION __3_

TEST CONDITION

PARAMETER
23 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 AVG
<10
= 10 - 12 10 3
Z EQUIVALENT 12-14 3 10 3
P~
=3 LEVEL, G 16 - 18 3
352 18 - 20 3 10
e >20 -3
SEAT PAN lO(b)
LAP BELT 3 3
@
ES REAR LEG NT .
g AR LEG ATTACHME 3.10 | 3.10 3,10 3 3 3,10

FRONT LEG ATTACHMENT

TRACK

EQUIVALENT Gy 1.13 .66 .88 .66 | 1.09 1.07| 1.1 0.95
VERTICAL REACTION, .

F, (REAR) .99 .64 .76 .64 1. 1.07 .85
VERTICAL REACTION,

F, (FORWARD) 1.151 1. .98 .85 1.21{ 1.38 1.1
LONGITUDINAL REACTION

Fy (SUM OF FWD. & REAR) 112 .67 | .88 .69 | 1.0k 1.07{1.15 .95
BELT LOADS 56| .63 .82 A7 | .61 65| .88 .66
AVERAGE OF RATIOS 99| .15 .86 .66 1.00{1.12
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TABLE 7-13. - SUMMARY OF LOADS, TEST CONDITIONS 8 AND 9, DYNAMIC 30° YAW,
UNDEFORMED VERSUS DEFORMED FLOOR

-Gy SEAT BELT LEG r‘ias);(\btz.nou FWD LE(g"géAC ON REAR Lsc(;aséﬂge:\c 0
: 102 : 10N
ACCELERATION, G's LOADS (LB) x 10 NET L0ADS 102 LoADS 10 P REAL
SEAT TESTR | TesTg | TEST8 | TESTQ TEST_8 TEST_Q TEST_8 TEST Q. TEST.8 |. TEST_9
CONFIG.
(d) (d) Fx F, Fx F2 Fx F; Fx F2 Fy F; Fx F;

! volr [TESTED '
213 volr lredTED
4lc) 5.2 6.1

( 9.9) (10.8) | 46 29 53 | -22 {-54 |-16 | -10| -34 |-12 | 41 | -43 [ -56 |[-k2 |-5T7
5 FATIED DURING §$TATI¢ FL.OJR DEFDRMATEON
gle)

Nolr |TEYTED

7 FATIED DURING FTATI{ DEFQRMATION
8 8.7 7.8 )

(12.9) J( 9.4) 28 Ll 47 | -8 }|-35 |-17 |-6 +33| 9 39 | -b1{-581|-4k |-56
glc) 5.2 5.2

( 9.7) [( 8.7) L ol -52 | -13 | =47 {-17 |-13 3] -21 | 30 | -39|-56 | -26 |-L47
10 708 8.7

(14.6) (18.4) | 48 4o -52 | -13}-65 |-39 |-12 481 -13 | 37 | -48|]-71}|-52 |-76

fal - Fy = FWD. REACTION LOAD ) THREE OCCUPANT SEATS, ALL OTHERS TWD OCCUPANT SEATS

®) - +F, = UPREACTION LOAD (d) . BASED ON £F, REACTION LOADS
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TABLE 7-14. - COMPARISON OF TEST RESULTS, TEST CONDITIONS 8 AND 9, DYNAMIC 30° YAW,
UNDEFORMED VERSUS DEFORMED FLOOR

SEAT CONFIGURATION

PARAMETER
1 213 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 AVG
<10 8 9 8,9
S 10 - 12 9
= EQUIVALENT -1 :
Eac
5o ACCELERATION |14 16 8
=3 LEVEL, G 16 - 18
3= 18 - 20 N 2
SEAT PAN
LAP BELT
@
= REAR LEG ATTACHMENT

FRONT LEG ATTACHMENT

TRACK

EQUIVALENT G,

1.10 73 .90 1.26 1.00
VERTICAL REACTION, .

cnlool F, (REAR) 1. | 1. | .8 | 1.07 .97

z|= VERTICAL REACTION,

212 F, (FORWARD) 1.2 1.18( .7 T .96
w212 LONGITUDINAL REACTION
228 Fx (SUM OF FWD. & REAR) 1. 9 -9 1.25 1.03
—wiwn
= BELT LOADS 69 5 | .55 88 .66

AVERAGE OF RATIOS

1.01 .92 .78 1.05




However, it must be recognized that this evaluation is based on only three

test comparisons.

7.3 Seat Test Versus Analysis Results

KRASH transport seat models for two passenger and three passenger occu-
pancy are shown in Section 4. The analytical model is a general representa-
tion in that it is not tailored after any particular seat configuration tested
by FAA-CAMI. The model represents a seat with stiff and straight legs, 20 inch
wide by 17 inch deep frame connected by beam members. Diégonal tension mem-
bers are used to represent the seat pan. The interaction between occupant and
seat during a forward loading condition is represented by unidirectional
compression-only members. Torso rotation is resisted by a torsional spring at

the pelvic location.

To help assess seat-occupant performance in a crash environment, the KRASH
two occupant seat model (Figure 4-7) was used to compare with available -6GX
test data (Test No. A81063). The results for seat reaction and seat belt
loads are shown in Figure 7-3. The analysis tends to shoﬁ consistently lower
values (19% to 497%) for the vertical loads and consistently higher values
(1.5% to 15.5%) for the longitudinal loads. The analytically obtained seat
belt peak load is approximately 12.5% lower than the corresponding test value.
The time history of load responses .is shown in Figures 7-4, 7-5 and 7-6. A
comparison of analysis and test occupant responses is shown in Figure 7-7 for
the pelvis and chest, Figure 7-8 shows occupant motion versus time for the
analysis. Cursory film analysis has been performed which shows the analysis
in agreement with the test up to .200 second of time. The data shown in Fig-
ures 7-3 through 7-7 is for the time period <.250 second. Since additional
model validation is required, comprehensive film analysis and comparisons of
occupant responses should be included. Also the effects of parameter changes
i.e. torsional pelvic resistance, and occupant-seat interface stiffness should
be fully evaluated. Thus the analytical results should be considered prelimi-

nary and used for comparative studies only.
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Figure 7-3. Comparison of Seat-Occupant Test and Analysis Results, —6Gx Step Pulse
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Forces, —6GX Ramped (.030) Step Pulse



YT-L

LEFT REAR LEG VERTICAL FORCE

RIGHT REAR LEG VERTICAL FORCE

Forces, ~6Gx Ramped (.030) Step Pulse

====—==KRASH SEAT - OCCUPANT
MODEL ANALYSES PEAK VALUE PEAK VALUE
FAA-CAMI SLED ANALYSIS | 2420 ANALYSIS | 920
TEST A81063 TEST 3000 TEST 1600
2800 - 2800 |~
O U 11]1] o TIME, MILLISECONDS 1400} TiME, MILLISECONDS
(721 (73
2 i 50 100 150 200 250 g
- ] | l ] 1 -~
w0 L A y 0
=4 ’ ==
o - =]
L -1400 Wiancaasii Y -1400
-2800 [ -2800~
LEFT FRONT LEG VERTICAL FORCE RIGHT FRONT LEG VERTICAL FORCE
PEAK VALUE PEAK VALUE
ANALYSIS | 1330 ANALYSIS 814
TEST 2200 TEST 1100
2800 |- 2800 |
B | »
8 1400 & 1400
N E
(&)
s 0 =t 1 ]
w - 50 100 150 200 250 =3 - 50 100 150 200 250
» (19
-1400 TIME, MILLISECONDS -1400 |- TIME, MILLISECONDS
-2800 2800+
Figure 7-5. Comparison of Test and Analysis Vertical Reaction




FORCE (ibs)

FORCE (Ibs)

3000 RIGHT DUMMY LAP LOOP

== = = KRASH SEAT — OCCUPANT
MODEL ANALYSES
F FAA-CAMI SLED
TEST A81063
2000 —
1000 |—
PEAK VALUES
ANALYSIS | 1760
B TEST 2000
0 L _ | I | ! l ! |
50 100 150 200 250
TIME, MILLISECONDS
300—
LEFT DUMMY LAP LOOP
200 |—
100 }—
J PEAK VALUES
= ANALYSIS | 1730
TEST 2000
0 L | 1 | | | | |
50 100 150 200 250

TIME, MILLISECONDS

Figure 7-6. Comparison of Test and Analysis Lap Belt Loop loads

-6G, Ramped (.030) Step Pulse
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Figure 7-7. Comparison Test and Analysis Pelvis and Chest Acceleratiomns,
-6G; Ramped (.030) Step Pulse
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Figure 7-8. Occupant Motion History, Analysis of -6GX Step Pulse
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SECTION 8
SEAT-OCCUPANT PERFORMANCE IN A CRASH ENVIRONMENT

The FAA-CMI transport seat test results are discussed in Section 7. The
tests provide data with regard to failure levels as related to a series of
loading conditions (see Table 7-1). The FAA-CAMI tests, however, do not
address seat-occupant behavior in an anticipated crash environment. Thus,
using the KRASH seat-occupant model, analyses were performed to obtain seat
reaction loads for various floor pulses. The unfiltered longitudinal floor
pulses used in the trend analyses (stub wing slope impact) are shown in
Figure 8-1, for the "B," "C," and "E" class aircraft. Figures 8-2 and 8-3
show the wide-body ground-to-ground overrun analyses floor pulses. The pulses
at floor locations near fuselage mass 3 (FS 460) and mass 6 (FS 925) are used
in the analysis. Figure 8-4 is the longitudinal pulse measured at FS 925 for
the L-1649 six-degree slope impact test. Also shown in Figure 8-4 is an
overly conservative enveélope of that pulse. From the measured longitudinal
pulse for the L-1649 test shown in Figure 8-4, the AV is =16 fps for the
unfiltered data. This AV is slightly higher than the analytical pulse
obtained from the class '"C" airplane analysis (15 fps) (Figufe 8-1). The
average FAA-CAMI longitudinal pulse for two-occupant seats is superimposed on
all the pulses shown.in Figures 8-1 through 8-4. Figure 8-5 shows the rela-
tionship between the rear leg combined Fx, Fz tension loads and seat belt loop
loads and the peak G value of an equivalent .030 second ramped step pulse.
The analysis showed agreement within the range of -12.5%7 to +15.5% with test
data for these two parameters. The solid line in Figure 8-5 represents
analytically obtained response loads as a function of input acceleration for
a .030 second ramped step pulse and a two-occupant seat KRASH mod€l. The
associated test step values at —6GX and -10 Gx amplitude are shown on
Figure 8-5. Using the KRASH seat-occupant model and analytically or L-1649
test determined floor pulses, rear leg tension and seat belt loads were then

obtained. Horizontal lines (dashed) from these values on the ordinate scale
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are drawn until they intersect their respective solid lines.. At this point
dashed vertical lines are drawn which intersects the abscissa. The value at
the abscissa is the equivalent —GX input needed from a .030 ramped step pulse
to produce the respective loads obtained analytically from the time-history
floor pulse study. Included in the plotted data are analyses results for
several ground overrun conditions, impacts onto a six-degree slope for stub
wing configurations of three different category aircraft, a reference L-1649
test measured pulse, and the reference L-1649 pulse conservatively enveloped.
For each of these unfiltered floor pulses a peak —Gx and AV are noted on
Figure 8-5. The wide-body aircraft analysis floor pulses tend to be equiva-
lent to a <-~4.8 GX step pulse while the narrow body analysis results as
depicted by Category "B" and "C" are closer to jf6Gx. The actual L1649
measured pulse at FS 925 shows an equivalent step pulse of z—5.7Gx. The
interpretation of Figure 8-4 plots is that the analytically produced floor
pulse for the '"C'" category aircraft yields seat leg and belt loop loads
equivalent to the L1649 test pulse, despite differences in peak G's.
Enveloping the L-1649 pulse as shown in Figure 8-4 produces an extremely
conservative result. The comparison of conditions "B" and "C" appears to be
consistent with the trend results provided in Figure 6-2. Based on a dynamic
amplification factor of 1.7 alluded to in Section 7 in comparing static and
dynamic test results it can be deduced that the equivalent static results
might be between -8.2 G, and -10.2 G for configurations "C" and "B",

respectively.

The analyses of the vertical and combined vertical/horizontal acceleration
impacts are more difficult to evaluate since the recent tests did not include
any vertical-only impacts and the combined 9:4.5:1.5 test included side loads
which may have contributed significantly to the failure. To evaluate the
‘effect of vertical impacts on seat-occupant performance, a single occupant
seat KRASH model was utilized. The analysis is for comparative purposes
only since two-occupant seats can be expected to respond unsymmetrically
and with different magnitude reaction loads. Without a calibration with
test data for vertical loading only, quantification of analyses results

could be misleading. The analyses are heavily dependent on the representation
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of the stiffness, as well as the occupant mass concentration. For the
analytical results presented, the occupant mass was located longitudinally
halfway between the seat center and rear legs. As the mass moves forward
toward the center of the seat, the compressive load is more uniformly reacted
by the front and rear legs. Changes in occupant-seat stiffness could affect
transmissibility factors, depending on the relative duration of pulse and the

occupant-seat system response.

The hard ‘landing conditions are primarily vertical-only impacts, and
thus, represent rational conditions to compare to idealized vertical-only
pulses. Table 8-1 shows the 5 hard landing analyses from which results are
used. The cases represent a spectrum of acceleration values and pulse shapes.
Only a segment of each pulse which is considered most severe is presented.
Figures 8-6 through 8-10 show the pulses used. For reference purposes an ana-
lytically developed floor pulse for the L-1649 six-degree slope impact at the
airplace CG, as well as unfiltered test data at FS 685 are presented in-
Figure 8-11. Figure 8-12 presents the results of the more severe floor pulses
obtained from the hard landing analysés in relation to equivalent .030
second - ramped step —Gz (headward deceleration) pulses'based on both the
total maximum compressive reaction loads and Dynamic Response Index (DRI) for

vertical-only loading. The same procedure as described for Figure 8-5 is

TABLE 8-1. PEAK -G ACCELERATION AND PULSE VELOCITIES FOR HARD LANDING
z CASES ANALYZED

AGHL3b8-
-1 -2 -3 -4 -5
ORIORIONICRION IO IONIONNO)
- -G, Peak 35 3.0 6.6 5.0 4.2 2.6 4.1 7.2 4.3 2.9

AV ft/sec @ 20.3 11.8 30.0 1na 138 | 1.1 15.4 215 20.6 8.1

@ Mass 6, FS 1424

(2) Mass3,Fs677
@ Velocity associated with pulse analyzed
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]
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Figure 8-12. Equivalent -G, Ramped Step Input for Amalytically
Obtained Hard Landing Pulses
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applicable for the interpretation of Figure 8-12 data. The results shown in
Figure 8-12 indicate that an equivalent ramped step acceleration of -4.2 Cz
would cover the spectrum of cases analyzed for a single occupant seat, provided
the effective vertical stiffness (seat pan and frame) between the occupant and
scat is 2000 lbs/in. For the measured test pulse the equivalent step pulse is
-4.8 G,, despite the peak magnitude reaching -20.7 Gz. The analytically
obtained pulse (Figure 8-11), while lower in amplitude, is more broad band
than the transient test pulse, and thus results in a higher DRI. Several
overrun analyses results are included in Figure 8-12. These cases represent
conditions for which the structural integrity of the fuselage is more likely
to be preserved during the crash scenario. The vertical pulses for these
overrun cases are shown in Figure 8-13. For cases GG0-328-1 and -5 the
analysis results indicate an equivalent —GZ of <3 exists and no fuselage

loads in excess of the respective allowables. However, for the GG0-328-6 case
the equivalent step is approximately -5.6 Gz and the fuselage bending moments
obtained via analysis exceed their allowables at fuselage stations forward

of FS 677. 1t is anticipated that two-occupant seats or unsymmetrically
loaded three-occupant seats would respond differently than the configuration
analyzed. However, until these analytical results are calibrated with test
data the extension of the analyses to two and three occupant seats would be
only an academic exercise. Futhermore, it must be recognized that in reality
there is a longitudinal component which could alter the seat reaction load
magnitude and distribution. This factor has not been taken into account in

the single-occupant seat analysis for vertical only loading floor pulses.

Figures 8-14 and 8-15 illustrate sample plots of the fuselage shear loads
and bending moments in the passenger region (FS 426 to FS 1663) for the
overrun and hard landing analyses, respectively, normalized to the ultimate
allowable loads. Since actual failure loads are not available, a region
has been afbitrarily designated in which fuselage deformation could be
anticipated. The data points at the high end of the deformation regime
indicate a high potential for fuselage break-up. The data points within the
deformation region can be interpreted as marginal performance with regard to
structural integrity. -The data points below the deformation region would be

indicative of satisfactory fuselage performance in that the fuselage would be
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expected to maintain its structural integrity. From the data shown in

Figure 8-14, the shear and moment responses from overrun conditions GG0O-328-1,
which represent an impact into a slope with flexible ground and an

ENV =6 ft/sec, are well below the deformation region. However, a similiar
impact onto a rigid surface (GG0-328-2) results in shears and bending moments
which potentially result in fuselage deformation. For higher effective
normal velocity impacts the resultant loads increase, along with more like-
lihood of fuselage breakup. From the data shown in Figure 8-15, the analyses
for the hard landing condition at the 15 ft/sec sink speed (AGHL-358-1),
indicate that the fuselage loads may not be severe enough to result in
deformation. However, at the 20 ft/sec sink speed impact (AGHL-3), the
analyses results show substantially increased fuselage shear and bending

such that fuselage break-up could occur. The two conditions illustrated

in Figure 8-15 are for a 6° nose-up attitude impact. Similar comparative

; 0 :
results exist for a more severe 15 nose-up attitude.
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SECTION 9

SUMMARY OF RESULTS

9.1 Overall Program

The overall program is diagrammed in Figure 1-5. The various tasks which

led to the conclusions and recommendations in the subsequent section are:
e Evaluation of existing floor pulse test data

e Analysis of narrow-body airplane and wide-body airplane response for
six—-degree slope impact

e Analysis of wide-body airplane response to candidate crash scenarios
e Trend analysis of airplane mass and size effects
e Evaluation of current transport seat test performance

e Evaluation of occupant-seat response to candidate crash scenario
conditions

The objectives of the program with regard to a) an assessment of trans-
port seat test performance and b) a definition of the crash environment pro-
duced flooé pulses for a range of trénsport aircraft were accomplished with
the use of available test and airplane data combined with the hybrid analysis
techniques associated with program KRASH. Figure 9-1 shows the relationship
of the available data for input and the methodology employed to meet the

objectives as well as the overall results and recommendations.

9.2 Existing Floor Pulse Data

The existing floor pulse data are limited. The L-1649 slope-impact test,
performed nearly two decades ago, represents the basis for available floor
pulses. The longitudinal direction pulses shown in Figure 4-5 are reason-

ably well defined . Within the passenger floor region an approximate triangular

9-1



¢-6

INPUT METHOD OBJECTIVE RESULTS RECOMMENDATIONS

ACCELERATION
L1649 SIX- DETERMINE FLOOR Vs REFINE ANALYTICAL AIRFRAME/FLOOR
DEGREE SLOPE ‘KRASH’ AIRFRAME/ PULSES FOR R TIME PULSES INTERFACE & VERIFY CRUSHABILITY
IMPACT TEST —>] FLOOR ANALYSES CANDIDATE CRASH b —— = = e e
DATA SCENARIDS OVERRUNS SECTION TESTS
HARD LANDING FULL SCALE CRASH TEST
UNSYMM. IMPACT
(WIDE-BODY)
\ 4
RESPONSE T0 LONGITUDIVAL o PERFORM SEAT TESTS
L TO ENVELOPE PEFORMANCE
"KRASH' EVALUATE TRANSPORT SEAT e SEAT REACTION LOADS ® REFINE & VALIDATE
FAA-CAMI SINGLE, DOUBLE TEST RESULTS AND o OCCUPANT RESPONSE KRASH - SEAT-OCCUPANT DEFINE SEAT TEST
TRANSPORT D TH DETERMINE »| ® EQUIVALENT STEP »|  REPRESENTATION FOR p| REQUIREMENTS
SEAT TEST |  AND TRIPLE . > > MAGNITUDE
SEAT-OCCUPANT o STATIC-DYNAMIC EQUIVALENCE MAGNITUDE VERTICAL & COMBINED o
RESULTS MODELS ® SEAT PERFORMANCE IN A @ STATIC EQUIVALENCE LOADING o DIRECTION
CRASH ENVIRONMENT RESPONSE T0 VERTICAL ® ASSESS SIDE LOAD URATION
DIRECTIONAL PULSE CAPABILITY & REQUIREMENTS
o TRANSMISSABILITY AS
RELATED TO SYSTEM MASS-
STIFFNESS PROPERTIES
AIRPLANE DATA ACCELERATION
L DETERMINE EFFECTS TIME PULSES VERIFY SCALING
L1011 ‘KRASH ARFRAME/ | |l OF AIRPLANE MASS i N ASSUMPTIONS
FLOOR ANALYSES AND SIZE ON e PPE— —
SCAUNG | FLOOR PULSES SLOPE IMPACT
ASSUMPTIONS (STUB WING),
AJP CLASSES B, C, E

Figure 9-1. Overall Program Summary



pulse between -8 Gx and -10 GX peak and with .07 to .100 seconds duration
appears likely. In the vertical direction, the passenger region floor pulses,
shown in Figure 3-6, appear oscillatory and are more difficult to define. At
best they can be characterized as -5 GZ to -13 GZ peak, triangular with a
duration of .02 to .04 seconds. Figures 9-2 and 9-3 show the floor pulse
data obtained from the L-1649 tests both unfiltered and KRASH low-pass

(20 Hz and 50 Hz) filtered in the longitudinal and vertical directions,

respectively.

9.3 Analysis of L-1649 Six Degree Slope Impact

Both narrow-body and wide-body airplane analyses have been performed.
The analyses are first performed in an attempt to compare wifh the available
L-1649 test data. Prior to impact with first a six-degree slope and, sub-
sequently, with a 20-degree slope, the model representation of the test
article is deliberately damaged to, a) remove landing gears and, b) simulate
wing tank rupture due to columnar type penetration. The analyses show that
an exact match of acceleration peak levels, acceleration distribution and
failure modes simultaneously, is difficult. However, within a range of
assumed configuration and ground representations, the acceleration levels,
particularly in the passenger region, are reasonably close to the test data
(Figure 4~9 and 4-10). For comparable impact conditions the analyses show
wide-body aircraft to have potentially lower longitudinal and vertical

responses (Figures 4-16 and 4-17) than those of a narrow-body aircraft.

The determination of floor pulses, particularly for the slope overrun
condition is sensitive to the assumed values of ground flexibility, ground
coefficient of friction and fuselage underside crushing. These parameters
were altered for the L-1649 model and the six-degree slope impact condition.
The results are plotted in Figure 9-4. One can observe from Figure 9-4 that
the higher longitudinal accelerations occur for the rigid gfound p=.7
condition and the lower accelerations for the rigid ground u=.5 condition.
The higher vertical accelerations are associated with the rigid ground condi-
tions and the lower accelerations with the flexible ground and greater crush
representations. Taking all representations into account the variztion in

longitudinal accelerations at a mid fuselage station (FS 700) is =9 #2g.
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The variation in vertical acceleration at the same fuselage station is =5 *2g.
When considering the flexible ground and increased crush representations only
the variation in accelerations is more like < 10 percent in the longitudinal
direction and < 25 percent in the vertical direction. Ground flexibility has
the effect of providing additional fuselage underside.crushing. The range

of +10 to *25 percent is realistically the quantitative assessment that can

be expected from a crash analysis.

9.4 Wide-body Airplane Candidate Crash Scenario Analysis

The candidate crash scenarios, depicted in Table 5-1, are analyzed to
obtain peak acceleration (1ongitudina1 and vertical) floor pulses. The
results are summarized in Tables 5-3, 5-5, and 5~7. Figures 9-5, 9—6, and
9-7 show the peak simultaneous longitudinal-vertical, longitudinal-lateral
and vertical-lateral responses at two floor locations for the ground-to-
ground symmetrical overruns, the air-to-ground symmetrical hard landings and

the unsymmetrical impacts, respectively.

The ground-to-ground overrun accelerations are shown in Figure 9-5. The
peak dynamic longitudinal pulses associated with slope impacts can be as high
as -13.4 Gx' However, as was shown in Section 8 (Figure 8-5), the effective

step pulse is more like -4.8 G, and with an equivalent static <-9 Gx. This

X
scenario condition produces combined vertical-longitudinal pulses which should

be considered in evaluating seat performance.

From Figure 9-6 it can be noted that the loading direction is primarily
vertical with maximum peak upward accelerations in the range of -3.5 GZ to
-7.5 GZ. The downward acceleration pulses are generally of short duration
(x .060). The peak longitudinal (dynamic) pulses are relatively small in

magnitude with all but one response less than -3.7 GX.

The results for the yaw condition for both air-to-ground and ground-to-
ground crash scenarios are shown in Figure 9-7. The peak side loads produced
in the air-to-ground analyses are generally < 5 Gy’ although an 8 Gy peak for
< .040 seconds is noted. The corresponding vertical and longitudinal accelera-
tions are comparable to their respective values produced in the symmetrical

impacts
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The time durations associated with the magnitudes, provided in Figure 9-5
through 9-7, are not shown. However, the response of both the seat and occu-
pant can be affected not only by the peak acceleration but also by the relative
durations of the seat-occupant system natural period and floor panel pulse.

The consequence of the various candidate scenario pulses on seat and occupant

performances is evaluated in Section 8.

9.5 Mass-Size Scaling Trends

Mass-size scaling trend analyses are described in section 6. The analyses
are performed for only one crash condition; the simulated L-1649 six-degree

slope impact. The assumptions for the trend analysis relate
e Crushing distance to available distance below floor
e Crushing force to aircraft weight

e Fuselage stiffness properties to aircraft cross-sectional
properties :

e Floor properties to aircraft type

The analyses based on these premises show a decrease in respohse as the size
and weight of aircraft increase (see Figure 6-2). The trend insofar as air-
craft, size and mass indicates poteﬂtially higher requirements for smaller
narrow-body versus larger wide-body aircraft. As a rule one would inherently
expect the larger aircraft design to reflect higher loads capability due to
increased weight, (via sizing of members), since all current aircraft must -
meet the same load factor requirements. However, larger aircraft contain more
crushable structure which overcompensates for impacts which occur at about

the same sink speed. Or, looking at it another way, one can visualize that
for the same sink speed the larger aircraft have the advantage of more

crushable structure.

9.6 Transport Seat Test Evaluation

The FAA-CAMI seat test results are evaluated in Section 7. Acceleration
(.030 second ramped step) pulse relationships for the longitudinal-only, the

combined longitudinal lateral and the combined longitudinal-vertical-lateral
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dynamic tests with unwarped floors are shown in Figure 9-8, 9-9 and 9-10,
respectively. The results of the seat performances in the FAA-CAMI test
series indicate that

o Body blocks for some seat configurations do not properly load

the seat and improvements in the design are needed. A potential
improved design used by the Navy is shown in Figure 9-11.

e Dynamic and static equivalence for longitudinal-only loading appear
to exist, notwithstanding differences due to static body block versus
anthropomorphic dummy loading. Failure modes for this type of loading
are generally rear-leg tension at the attachment of the fitting.

e Since no vertical-only or predominantly vertical loading tests were
performed, it cannot be ascertained what static equivalence to a
dynamic condition for this type of loading may exist.

o The failure mode for the yawed condition is primarily a track failure
which is different than the compression-tension type failures that
can be expected from vertical or longitudinal loading conditionms.

e While floor deformation could degrade seat performance, it
(a) Appears to be less influential than side loading

(b) Remains to be quantified in the crash environment

In conjunction with the seat test evaluation program, KRASH was used to
model two and three-occupant seats for comparison with available test data.
The analyses results duplicate the trends in the tests with regard to seat

reactions and occupant responses.

9.7 Seat/Occupant Performance

The candidate crash scenario response pulses obtained via analyses and
summarized in Section 7 were input into a KRASH seat-occupant representation.
The load reactions and occupant responses are compared with results obtained
from the use of the same analytical seat-occupant model with an idealized

.030 second ramped pulse input, for a range of peak accelerations up to 9 g's.

The results of the ground-to-ground overrun analyses for longitudinal
(—Gx) loading conditions; i.e., rear leg tension and seat belt loads, are
plotted as a function of equivalent —Gx ramped step input in Figure 8-5.
From the data in Figure 8-5, following the procedure described in Section 8,

it appears that an equivalent -4.8 Gx ramped step pulse could exist for the
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Figure 9-11. Potential Improved Body Block Design
most severe overrun condition analyzed. Based on a 1.7 static to dynamic
amplification factor discussed in Section 7, the corresponding static value
is -8.2 Gx' The results of these analyses indicate that the current 9G static
seat forward-only loading requirement is adequate. There is little evidence
that floor sternumward loads (aft inertia) are significant in the crash
environment. A nominal seat 3G static aft load requirement appears more

than adequate.

The air-to-ground hard landing analyses show higher vertical than longitu-
dinal acceleration responses. However, until analytical models are calibrated
with experimental data, it will be difficult to quantify equivalences. Analyses
to determine equivalent -G, ramped step input values for vertical only loading
are described in Section 8. The results of analyses for hard landing conditions
are shown in Figure 8-12. Based on a simple one occupant-seat analysis with an
occupant-to-seat vertical stiffness of 2000 lbs/in equivalent step accelerations
of approximately -4.3 Gz might exists for hard landing conditions. Using the
L1649 test measured pulse and the same single occupant seat model, the equivalent
step pulse is between -4.8 Gz and -5.3 Gz (Figure 8-12). Based on the analyses

of the overrun conditions the equivalent -Gz step value would be less using
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the same analytical model and approach. The analysis shows higher equivalent
step pulses; i.e. =5.6 Gz for condition GG0-328-G. However this condition

is accompanied by some indication of marginally high fuselage shear and bending
moments in the passenger region and thus the potential for fuselage deformation
and/or breakup. Higher floor pulses are developed for conditions GGO-328-3,
and -4, but as noted in Figure 8-13, the .shear and bending moments are high
enough to result in fuselage breakup, a condition which could invalidate the

use of these as realistic floor pulses.

The transmissability of the floor pulsé to the occupant is very dependent
on the pulse shape and system frequency. Figures 9-12 and 9-13 illustrate
this for a simple system. TFor the same ratio of tl/T the dynamic response
factor differs for the two pulses shown. Thus, to quantify seat-occupant
performance it is necessary to define both floor pulses and seat-occupant
stiffness/mass properties. Pure vertical loading can be expected to produce
leg compression loads. 1If the 1.7 amplification factor for longitudinal-
only loading is applicable, the seat performance for vertical loads produces
inertia loads approximately in the range of 7.0g to 9.0g down and 3.5g to
4.5g up, statically, with corresponding dynamic step pulses of =4.0g to 5.0g
and 2.0g to 2.5g, respectively. This direction of loading is extremely sen-
sitive to the crushable structure between the passenger floor and lower fuselage
impact point, as well as the stiffness of the seat pan. Additional passenger
seat tests for this direction of loading could determine the appropriate ampli-
fication factor to be used. The analyses results for vertical direction floor
pulses for hard landing and overrun conditions may be further altered if the
effect of combined longitudinal-vertical loading is taken into account. The
symmetrical overrun analyses results show a need for evaluating combined
longitudinal-vertical loading effects on seat-occupant performance. The unsym-
metrical impact condition analyses results show the need tb evaluate the effects
of lateral loads. As noted earlier the loading in the lateral direction results
in different failure modes than those associated with pure longitudinal loading.
Track related failures are associated with a lateral loading condition. Trans-
ient Peak'values of =5g lateral are noted in the analyses which may be equivalent

to something in the order of 3g static.
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9.8 Limitations of Analyses

The results of the various analyses are presented in Sections 4 through 8.
In evaluating the validity of the analytical results it is important to under-
stand the range of assumptions and the possible consequences of such assump-
tions. The following is a description of the peftinent assumptions which

were used.

e The L-1649 six-degree slope impact test results are matched in the
longitudinal direction in the passenger region. However, unless
ground flexibility is assumed, the vertical responses appear high.
Ground flexibility has the same effect as increased crushing distance
on reducing vertical responses.

e The response of the airframe and floor, particularly in the vertical
direction is significantly affected by the crushing characteristics
of the structure. The current models assume that the loads from the
impact point at the base of the fuselage underside are transmitted to
the passenger floor via the floor posts, which are flexible and the
airframe shell, which does not deform. Wherein loads can be high the
shell lower sidewall might deform, absorbing energy and reducing load.
A model which could account for shell deformation is shown below.

® Mass Paint
O Node Point

OAANO Element
or Spring




Obviously, this level of detail at several locations would enlarge the
modeling requirements significantly. Vertical impact tests, using

" available sections, could prove valuable in assessing whether addi-
tional modeling detail is required. If significant shell deformation
occurs one can expect that the peak accelerations obtained with a Iinear
fuselage shell representation may be on the high side.

o The stub-wing model and rigid ground assumption used in the trend
analyses simplify the KRASH model and allows for a comparison of
results based solely on fuselage characteristics. If flexible
ground were included, the results could be masked depending on the
characteristics of the ground. The assumptions used to scale the
aircraft math models are premises only and have not been verified
with experimental data.

e Fuselage failure potential in the current analyses is based on exceed-
ance of either a maximum shear or bending load. 1In reality a combina-
tion of simultaneous shear and bending will induce plastic deformation
and/or failure. The incorporation of combined loads failure criteria in
KRASH, as recommended in Reference 1, will enhance representations of
combined loading conditions.

e The 1lift condition for wide-body analyses assumes a uniform 1G
distribution. The actual aerodynamic lift condition is different and
could influence some results. The inclusion of an improved KRASH IC
subroutine, recommended in Reference 1, will allow this factor to be
fully evaluated in a straightforward cost-effective manner, as well as
enhance representations of test conditions in which initial loads or
deformations (i.e. floor pitch and roll) are acting.

e The KRASH seat-occupant analytical models represent the occupant in a
rudimentary fashion. The analytical results appear to compare favor-
ably with regard to seat loads and can show occupant fold-over motion.
However, without additional refinements occupant motion can not be
expected to be depicted in total as a detailed occupant model would.
Extending or combining KRASH capability with detailed occupant models
for calibration with test data is both feasible and desirable.

9.9 Proposed Verification Program

Based on the evaluation of the FAA-CAMI transport seat tests, available
floor pulse data and current candidate crash scenario analyses, a verification
program is proposed. The salient features of the program outlined in Figure
9-14 are as follows:

e Perform drop tests of sections typical of several airplane categories

to obtain crush characteristics which, in turn, can be utilized in a
refined KRASH analysis of the crash scenarios. 1Include representatively

loaded floor sections to ascertain transmissibility from the airframe,
as well as obtain measureable pulses. Refine the KRASH model as
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required to obtain floor pulses which are consistent with measured
data. For each category of aircraft structure, 3 tests may be required
to cover the range of sink speeds from 10 ft/sec to 20 ft/sec to 30 ft/sec.

Perform seat—occupant tests to validate analytical models and comple-
ment the recent FAA-CAMI transport seat tests. As a minimum, the
following tests are necessary.

1. G_ vertical (upward) forces static and ramp accelerations
dynamic, covering the range from 3 to 9 G's in intervals of 3G's
and varying the ramp rate from .0l to .10 seconds. The data from
these tests are to be used to verify seat stiffness properties on
static and dynamic conditions and facilitate combined loading
analyses.

2. Combined —Gz vertical (headward) and -G - longitudinal (spineward)
decelerations with the following combinitions.

—Gx —Gg

3 4.5 6 9
3 ° ° ™ °
4.5 ° ' ° °
6 ° ° ™ ™
9 ° o ° ™

3. Combined Longitudinal-Vertical-lateral tests with G_ @ *1.5 and
+3.0 in the following combinations: Y

_Gz

-G 3 4.5 6

4. Investigate track and fitting integrity for side and combined
loading conditions.
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The results of all seat tests shall be used to form an envelope of

performance such as illustrated below:

G =0, x1.5, 3.0

The seat test results should be used to validate analytical models so
that crash analysis pulses can be equated to equivalent ramp pulses.
Measured parameters that can be used include:

1. Rear leg tension lcads - longitudinal forces

2. Front and rear leg compression loads and deformation - vertical
and combined loadings

. 3. Occupant —Gz acceleration, Dynamic Response Index (DRI)-Vertical
loading

4. Seat belt loads, - occupant Gx accelerations, - longitudinal
loading

5. Track and fitting failure and deformation - lateral loading,
combined loading

For tension failures, such as in pure longitudinal loading conditions,

a static equivalence to a dynamic acceleration exists. In the case

of a ramped acceleration pulse, the static equivalence is approximately
1.5 to 2.0 times the dynamic value. For compression failures the
effect of dynamic instability, such as column buckling, as a function
of rate of loading has to be determined in order to assess whether a
static equivalence can be applied. For combined loading conditions,
the determination of the predominant directional force or combination
of forces which resulit in failure is needed.

e Perform airplane full-scale tests to verify analytical procedures.
The test condition ideally should encompass at least one candidate
crash scenario, result in fuselage underside crushing, floor damage,
seat failure and possibly occupant injury. A Ground-To-Ground impact
onto a 6 slope at 100 knots forward velocity would appear to be severe
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enough to provide significant damage and cause occupant injury. This
test condition is similar to the L1649 crash test impact conditions.
However, this type of test requires protrusions such as pole or mound
to ensure fuel spillage and breakaway of the landing gears prior

to slope impact. An alternative test impact condition is an air-to-
ground accident type. It would appear that a flight velocity >126
knots and a 51nk speed in excess of 20 ft/sec with a nose-up p1tch
attitude (>6 ) could be extremely severe on the aircraft. Of concern
on this test are 1) the failure mode of the landing gear, 2) the
potential for fuselage breakup and 3) a need to induce fuel tank
rupture. As noted in the air-to-ground hard landing analyses, this type
of impact condition may not induce significant longitudinal loads.
Thus, an overrun onto a sloped embankment while the airplane still

has substantial forward velocity will most likely be necessary. Prior
to the test, the potential impact conditions should be analyzed and
parameterized to bracket anticipated results and, if necessary, alter
the planned impact conditions.

Of prime importance is the need for a procedure to relate the crash
environment pulse to seat test procedures. The results of this study
illustrate a viable approach which utilizes state-of-the-art airframe
analysis methodology combined with test results from an easily defineable
test pulse. That procedure in stepry—step form is:

1. Obtain seat failure modes from a test process

2. Calibrate an analytical seat model with test data

3. Perform analysis to produce crash environment pulses

4. Analyze crash pulses using calibrated seat model to

determine failure potential of occupied seat (1 cg attachment
tension/compression, seat pan deformation, excessive lap belt

load, occupant motion)

5. Use calibrated model results to equate to a standard pulse;
i.e., step, triangular, trapezoid, etc.

In this manner, a series of arbitrary pulses each with a different peak G and
shape can be compared with regard to critical behavior as produced by the

standard pulse.

9-24




. CONCLUSTONS

1.

SECTION 10

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Crash Environment Analyses

A.

Floor pulses obtained from candidate crash scenarios range in
direction, magnitude and duration as a consequence of variations
in impact conditions and response locations.

L1649 crash test floor pulses in the longitudinal aft direction
(forward inertia) are less than 9g static and equivalent to <5g
dynamic step pulse. The longitudinal forward (aft inertia)
direction floor pulses are small (<3g transient). The equiva-
lences for vertical-only or combined loading conditions need

to be determined.

The larger wide-body aircraft are expected to show floor pulses
with magnitudes which are lower than the corresponding pulses
for the smaller narrow-body aircraft. The actual amplitudes
for floor response are strongly related to the amount of
fuselage underside crush and ground flexibility or friction.

The floor pulse shape, in addition to the peak acceleration
value influences seat-occupant performance.

Floor pulses for seat test requirements should be determined
for conditions which preclude fuselage breakup and separation.

Seat-Occupant Performance

A,

The differences between static and dynamic test results obtained
during the FAA-CAMI transport seat test program were primarily
due to differences between static body block and anthropomorphic
dummy designs.

For the longitudinal-only (-Gx) loading condition, the primary
failure mode is that of rear leg tension. This type of failure
should not be affected by rate of loading. Thus, a static
equivalence for -Gy, loading is appropriate for this conditionm,
provided body block design improvements are achieved.
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Performance of seats under combined longitudinal-lateral and
longitudinal-vertical-lateral loading is degraded primarily as
a result of track failure or leg pull-out from the track due to
the introduction of side loads. Floor warpage is less signifi-
cant than side loads in degrading seat performance, and more
difficult to quantify.

Validation and calibration of analytical transport seat-occupant
models with test data are feasible and practical approaches with
which to assess seat-occupant performance during the crash
environment, However, additional test data are needed to bracket
seat performance and calibrate analytical models.

Figures 10-1 and 10-2 illustrate some of the salient conclusions.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

Analyses

Refine KRASH analytical methodology to enhance the treatment of
all aspects of candidate crash scenarios including columnar
impacts, combined loading effects and initialized aerodynamic
loading.

Investigate the refinement of transport airplane KRASH analytical
modeling with regard to optimum fuselage mass segment representa-
tion as a function of airplane size, scaling parameters, airframe
shell deformation and floor warpage. '

Validate KRASH two and three-seat/occupant representations with
test data. Combine with an existing validated occupant model
to improve occupant motion simulation.

Extend KRASH analysis of candidate crash scenarios utilizing
section, segment or airframe data and with measurements from a
full-scale crash test.

Experimental Verification

Perform substructure, section and/or airframe tests to provide
substantiation of mass/size scaling trend premises and extend
validity of crash scenario analyses.

Perform additional seat tests to

a) Develop a complete envelope of seat performance for a standard
pulse
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b) Validate and calibrate analytical seat-occupant representation

c) Perform complete evaluation of crash environment floor pulse
severity envelope.

Perform full-scale crash testing to verify analytical capability

with regard to impact environment, airframe integrity, floor
response and seat-occupant performance.

10-7



10.

REFERENCES

Wittlin G.; Gamon, M.A.; and Shycoff, D.: '"Transport Crash Dynamics,"
NASA CR-165851, DOT/FAA/CT-82/69, Lockheed-California Co., March 1982.

Federal Aviation Regulations, "FAR 25-Airworthiness Standards: Transport
Category Airplanes," June 1974 (Amendments thru April 1982).

NACA Conference on Airplane Crash-Impact Loads, Crash Injuries and
Principles of Seat Design for Crashworthiness, April 1956.

Reed, W. H., et al "Full-Scale Dynamic Crash Test of a Douglas DC-7
Aircraft, Aviation Safety Engineering and Research,'" FAA Technical Report
ADS-37, Federal Aviation Administration, Washington D.C., April 1965.

Reed, W. H., et al "Full-Scale Dynamic Crash Test of a Lockheed Constella-
tion Model 1649 Aircraft, Aviation Safety Engineering and Research," FAA
Technical Report ADS-38, Feéderal Aviation Administration, Washington D.C.,
October 1965. '

Wittlin, G. and Gamon, M. A., "Experimental Program for the Development of
Improved Helicopter Structural Crashworthiness Analytical and Design
Techniques,” Lockheed-California Co., USAAMRDL-TR-72-72, May 1973.

Wittlin, G. and Gammon, M. A., "Full Scale Crash Test Experimental Verifi-
cation of Method of Analysis for General Aviation Airplane Structural
Crashworthiness," FAA-RD-77-188, Federal Aviation Administration,
Washington D.C., February 1978.

"Light Fixed-Wing and Rotary Wing Aircraft Crashworthiness," MIL-STD-1290,
January 1974.

"L-1011 Crashworthiness Studies of 5 FPS Landings with One or More Gears
Retracted," LR 24664, Lockheed-California Co., Burbank, California,
February 1974.

Chandler, R. F., Gowdy, R. V., "Loads Measured During Passenger Seat
Tests" Civil Aeromedical Institute, Federal Aviation Administration,
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma, Draft Report January 1982.



1. Report No. paA Report DOT JFAA / 2. Government Accession No. 3. Recipient’s Catalog No.
CT-83-23 NASA CR-166089

4. Title and Subtitle 5. Report Date
ANALYTICAIL, MODELING OF TRANSPORT AIRCRAFT CRASH ___April 1983
SCENARIOS TO OBTAIN FLOOR PULSES 6. Performing Organization Code

7. Author(s) 8. Performing Organization Report No.
Gil Wittlin, Dave Lackey LR 30141

10. Work Unit No.

9. Performing Organization Name and Address

Lockheed-California Company 11, Contract or Grant No.
Burbank, CA 91520 NAS1-16083
) 13. Type of Report and Period Covered
12. Sponsoring Agency Name and Address Nov. 1981 - July 1982

o U.S. Dept. of Transportation, Federal Aviation Admin.
Systems Research & Devel. Service, Wash. D.C. 20590
o National Aeronautics & Space Admin., Wash. D,.C., 20546 FAA, NASA

14. Sponsoring Agency Code

15. Supplementary Notes

FAA Technical Monitor - C. Caiafa
NASA Technical Monitor - Dr. R. G. Thomson

16. Abstract

Transport aircraft candidate crash scenarios were analyzed with Program KRASH.
Aircraft floor pulses and seat/occupant responses are presented. The study included
1) an evaluation of L1649 measured floor pulses during a six-degree slope impact
test, 2) an assessment of mass and size effects on the peak responses, 3) analyses
to determine responses of wide-body aircraft candidate crash scenarios, 4) an eval-
uation of FAA-CAMI passenger seat test results and, 5) an assessment of seat
performance during potential crash environments.

Results of the study showed that: 1) Longitudinal-only pulses can be repre-
sented by equivalent step inputs and/or static requirements, 2) the L1649 crash
test floor longitudinal pulse for the aft direction (forward inertia) is less than
9g static or an equivalent 5g step pulse. Aft inertia accelerations are extremely
small (<3g transient) for representative crash scenarios, 3) a viable procedure to
relate crash scenario floor pulses to standard laboratory dynamic and static test
data using current state-of-the-art analysis and test procedures has been demonstrated.
Floor transient acceleration pulses in the vertical, lateral and combined loading
| directions need to be analyzed with regard to seat-occupant performance using cali-
brated analytical models, and 4) floor pulse magnitudes are expected to be lower for
wide-body aircraft than for smaller narrow-body aircraft.

Recommendations are presented with régard to extending current analysis capa-
bility and performing additional tests to support and verify analytical methodology.

17. Key Words (Suggested by Author(s)) 18. Distribution Statement
Crashworthiness, Traneport Aircraft, Document is available to the public
Crash Dynamics, Analysis, Math Model, through the National Technical
Floor Pulse, Seat-Occupant Response, Information Service, Springfield, VA
Seat Test/Analysis 22161
19. Security Classif. (of this report) 20. Security Classif. (of this page) 21. No. of Pages 22, Price
Unclassified Unclassified 193

N-305 For sale by the Nationa! Technical Information Service, Springfield, Virginia 22161



End of Document



