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APPLIED TECHNOLOGY LABORATORY POSITION STATEMENT

The high replacemsnt cost of helicopter transparencias in terms of maintunance, asircraft avallability, mission performance,
and dollars is a serious problem. Recognizing this, the Applied Technology Laboratory funded PPG incustries and Good-
year Aerospace Corporation to assess the probism and recommend remedial action. They reported that abrasion is a
serlous problem, and many windshields with degraded visibility are "lived with" in the field - partly beceuse interchangesble
parts are virtually nonexistent. Helicopter windshields are being repiaced every 200 to 200 flight hours. This generally low
reliability was largaly attributed to the fact that the Army had neither a specification nor any design guidelines addressing
helicopter cockpit enclosures as a subsystem. instead. eacir Army halicopter has its own Army/contractor negotiated model
specification, giving risc to a genersily low raliability. The needs were for a spacification with “teeth’ in its qualification
and acceptance criteria, together with a design handbook giving designers and procuremant asgencie; alike insight into what
is required for a better performing, more relisble product.

The objectives of this contract were to develop a draft specification and a comprehensive design handbook. The results are
published in two reports: TR 78-26, Design, Test and Acceptance Criteria for Helicopter Transparent Enciosures; and TR
78-26A and B, Helicopter Transpsrent Enclosures, Violume | being the Design Handbook and Volumae 1} being the General
Soecitication.

In this prcgram, emihasis was devoted to structural integrity, including the interactive effects of airframe stiffness, odge
attachments, structural loads, thermal variations, vibration, and windst'ald manufacturing tolerances based on induced loads
restiting from windshisld/airframe contour mismatch. A NASTRAN finita element analysis of a windshield and its airframe
support structure was used to anslyze the structural interaction between fuselage deformation, airframe/cockpit anclosure
Iozs. and windshield strains and deformations. Subsequent tests demonstrated the naed tor more refined NASTRAN
modeling.

A General Specification has been developed with minimum performance levals stated for thoss characteristics/features con-
sidered common to all transparent enclosures, together with a set of qualification and acceptance test criteria to ensure
conformance. The key aspect of the qualification and accentance tests is the development of an integrated-endurance test.
This test realistically combines operational loads and environmental extremes cyclically in a severely accelarated life cycie
axposing failure modes, permitting an assessment of expected service life. This test puts “‘teeth’’ into the specification,
and its implementation thould afford a cost-effective means for substantiating windshield reliability. A realistic windshield
wiper abrasion tost has been embodied in the General Specification. At this wime, there is insufficlent data for relating
results from this test tc service life.

The General Specification and Design Handbook are responsive to the Army's need. Their implementation is encouraged.

This program wes conducted under the technical cognizance of Joseph H. McGarvey, Military Operations Technology
Division.’
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The findings in this report are not to be construed as an official Department of the Army position unless so
designated by other authorized documents.

When Government drawings, specifications, or other data are used for any purpose other than in connection
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permission, to manufacrure, use, or sell any patented invention that may in any way be related thereto.
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DISPOSITION INSTRUCTIONS

Destrov this report when no longer needed. Do not return it 10 the originator,

‘I




' A s

“F1. REPORT NUMBER

_LusARTL&{R—n -26] v
4. TITLE cand Subtitls)

e

Unclassified
SECURITY-CLASIFICATION OF THIS PAGE (When Data Hntersd)

READ INSTRUCTIONS
BEFORE COMPLETING FORM

(1" [/ REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE

2. GCVY ACCESSION NO| 3. REC|PIENT'S CATALOG NUMBER

P

T & PERIOD

7. AUTHOR(e)

o o S ¢

yBruce r/l(ay ,f
lemaes ave i

8. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME AND ADDRESS
Sikorsky Aircraft Division v

United Technologies Corp.

& WORK UNIT NUMB

et o it it

RAM ELEMENT, PROJ!ECST TASK

Stratford, Conn. 06602 —~. 0300
1. CONTROLLING OFFICE NAME AND ADDRESS / 1 REPORT DATE -~
Applied Technology Laboratory, US Army Resear 1.{ November=i978 ( j ) j
and Technology Laboratories (AVRADCOM) " ouseER oF P AGES .
Fort Eustis, Va. 23604 326
T8 MONITORING AGENCY NAME & ADDRESS(if differant from Coatrolling Otfice) 18. SECURITY CLASS. (of this report)
Unclassified
Sa. DECLASSIFICATION/DOWNGRADING
SCHECULE

18. DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of this Report)

Approved for public release; distribution unlimited.

17. DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of the abstract entered in Block 20, 11 ditfereat from Heport)

18, SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

19. KEY WORDS (Continue cn reverse aide If necessary and Identify by block number)

Transparent Enclosures Fail Safety Endurance Testing
Abrasion Ballistic Impact Usage Spectrum
Interlayers Optical Factors Adhesion
Finite-Element Analysis Spall Edge Attachments

ABSTRACT (Contisue e reverse side } neswroary md

This report describes a series of analytical and experimental studies that
were performed to develop and substantiate the design, acceptance, and test
criteria for Army helicopter transparent enclosures. Primary emphasis was
placed on structural subctantiation methods and the airframe interface. Wind-
shield endurance tests were performed in a manner intended to duplicate actual
service conditions. Suitable instrumentation was used to determine critical
loading combinations. .

e

y by block number)

YV (over)

4 m OVERED . .
o e / L Final,lepos-t, 27 Jan '](A.. o0 Tutd 7 )
ESIGN EST, AND AQ(I;CEPTANCE gRITERIA FOR 67277 26776 T
ELICOPT IRANSP NT ENCLOSURESo \ ' S, . EEAFOAWINGONG. n;eon'r NUMBER

DD,

FORM
JAN 73

Y73

EDITION OF ' NOV 65 |5 OBSOLETE Unclassified

b
%
7

(Y

-
a8
£
-

=,

79 02

e

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE (When Data Entersd)

J/‘/’




vy y o
hihanbs ¥ YT T T TR T > wrrTrYay " ora
TR BT P R AT T I YT R T T T RO 5

alocsalilad
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF YHI3 PAGK(When Date Entered)

. 20. ABSTRACT - Continued

A NASTRAN finite-element analysis was performed to demonstrate the appli-
cability of this type of structural analysis for helicopter cockpits. The
analysis showed the benefits of using NASTRAN to evaluate transparency
stresses in curved panels, and stresses resulting from fuselage wracking.

As abrasion has been the primary cause for helicopter transparency
replacements, a series of tests were conducted to enable simulation of
the various forms of abrasion in the laboratory. The tests were con-
ducted on glass, acrylic, and polycarbonate; the acrylic and poly~
carbonate materials were with and without abrasion-resistant hard coats.

Ballistic tests were performed on a variety of transparent materisls to
quantify spall characteristics. The test data were compared to empirical

relationships used to equate spall energy with probability of skin
penetration, \

R
s White Section

rod Bt Sectios [}
L IMANNOUNCFD =)
JUSTLEICATION o

erammsmnmevats
aaseenaanenave®

® BSTHRTAA LB CBES |

Dot AiL._and /ot

Unclassified

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE(When Data Entered)

o Tt sl et -
x ANITITTN T g T ey
T RS T T T




PREFACE

The work reported herein was authorized by Contract DAAJ02~74-
C~0065 awarded by the Eustis Directorate, U. S. Army Air Mobil-
ity Research and Development Laboratory (USAAMRDL)*, Fort
Eustis, Virginia. The work was performed by the Sikorsky Air-
craft Division, United Technologies Corporation, Stratford,
Connecticut,

This work was performed under the supervision of Mr. B. F. Kay,
hAirframe Design & Development Section, who served in the
capacity of Program Manager and Principal Investigator. The
Technical Monitor for this program was Mr. J. H. McGarvey,
Military Operations Technolecgy Division, USAAMRDL.

Grateful acknowledgement is extended to the following
corporations, Government agencies and individuals at Sikorsky
Aircraft that contributed information used in this report:

INDUSTRIAL

PPG Industries, Huntsville, Alabama
Sierracin/Sylmar, Sylmar, California

Swedlow, Inc., Garden Grove, California

Triplex Safety Glass Co. Ltd., Birmingham, Endgland
Goodyear Aerospace Corp., Phoenix, Arizona
Remington Arms Corp., Bridgeport, Conn.

Gentex Corp., Carbondale, Pennsylvania

GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

Army Materials & Mechanics Research Center, Watertown,
Masgs.

Army Aeromedical Research Laboratory, Fort Rucker,
Alabama

Army Test Board, Fort Rucker, Alabama

Army Flight School, Fort Rucker, Alabama

Ballistic Research Laboratory, Aberdeen, Maryland

SIKORSKY PERSONNEL

A, Stave, Human Factors Section

Dr, P, Dinyovszky, Structures and Materials

C. L. DeGeorge, Structures Analyvsis

J. T. Abbe, Loads and Criteria

R, T, Welge, Airframe Design & Development

W. G. Degnan, Materials

A. Thompson, Ground Test

J. Perschbacker, Ground Test

H. Kearney, Ground Test
¥Redesignated Applied Technology Laboratory, U. S. Army
Research and Technology Laboratories (AVRADCOM), effective
1 September 1977.

3




Preceding Page Blank

M\""“——w_\_“_\v
TABLE OF CONTENTS
P age
P RE F ACE e 8 8 e @ e e e s+ e s s s e 2 4 s ¢ o o s o o 3
LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS . ¢ ¢ o « o 4 o o o o o o o o o 2 8

LIST OF TABLES v « o o o o s o o o o o o o o o o o s o & 20
INTRODUCTION . & o o o o o o o o o o o o o 3 o o« o s o & 24

ABRASION TESTS . . [ . . . . . - L] . L] - . . - . . [} . . 2 6

Abrasion Test Methods . « . « ¢« « o ¢ o o o & o o & 29
Abrasion Test Results e e e s e e e e e e e e e 29
Correlation of Test Results e e e e e 5 e e s e e 42
Abrasion Test Conclusions . . . « « « « « « « o « @ 43

STRUCTURAL ADHESION TESTS « &« « o o o o o s o s s s s s 44

Bond Tensile TesSt . . « « o« « o o ¢ o o o ¢ o o o 47
Bond Shear TeSt « « o « o « o« o o s 6 o o o o s o o 51
Bond Cleavage TeBt . . « & ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o o o o 56
Flexural TestsS . . « « « o . . e o o o o o o o 60
Structural Adhesion Test Conclusions C e e e e e s 84
NASTRAN FINITE ELEMENT ANALYSIS . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o = 85

Investigative Study . . . . . . « .

NASTRAN Finite Element Theory . . . . . . . 87
NASTRAN Finite Element Capabilities for

Nonlinear Problems . . « « « ¢« o « o« s o ¢ o o o & 88
Structural Description . . . ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o 90
NASTRAN Models Description . . . . . « v ¢« ¢« ¢ « o 93
NASTRAN Output FOrmat . . « o« « o« « « « « « « « o o 100
Loading Conditions . . . « ¢ & ¢« « « &« o« « « « o« o 103
Results . . . e X X
NASTRAN CONCluUSiONS . . » o o o o o o v v v w v v 127

THERMAL EXPANSION, INSTALLATION PRELOAD AND ASSEMBLY
TESTS L] . . L ] L] L ] » L Ll . L] L] » [ 4 . . . L] . L] L L4 -* * 128

Tensile Stiffness TeSt . « ¢« « « « o« « « « « « « o 130
Thermal Tests . . . . . e e e s e e a s s e o o o 134
Installation Preload Test . A Y
Assembly Tests . . . . e e e e e e e e e o e o . 143
Thermal Expansion, Installation Preload and

Assembly Test Conclusions . . . . « « « + « « « o 157



TABLE OF CONTENTS (Continued)

ASSESSMENT OF RESIDUAL VISIBILITY THROUGH FRACTURED
Gmss PANELS . * L] L] L] » [ ] * L - L] L] L] L] L] * L] L L L] L] 1 5 8

Objective Measures . . . o + ¢ ¢ o « o s o o o o o 165
Subjective Measures . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 4 ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o o 166
Results . . . e 2 4 s 4 e o e s s 166
Residual Visibility COnclusions e o+ o o e o o s o ® 168

FIELD SURVEY OF ARMY HELICOPTER TRANSPARENCIES . . . . . 169

Pilot Haze Ratings . . . . e e o o o 4 o b ® 169
Tinted Window Light Transmission « e s+ o o o o o @ 172
Pilot Questionnaire . . . ¢« « o ¢ ¢ ¢ 2 ¢ v o o o o 173
Photographic Data . . . . ¢ o s s e s o o o o & o 182
Discussion and Observations e s o s & s s s v s e e 199
Field Study Conclusions . . . . . ¢+ « ¢« o ¢ o o o @ 201
BALLISTIC DAMAGE TOLERANCE TESTS . . . e o+ o o & e o @ 202
Screening Test . . . s e e e s s s e o % s e 206
Ballistic Impact Test Procedure e s s s o e s e s = 208
Fail safe Test * . . [ L] [ ] L L ] - L ] L] L] L[] L ] L] 1 2 L] L] 208
ReSULES . . ¢ ¢ o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o s o s o o o o s o v o @ 211
Spall Criteria . . . . 5 o o s s e s e o e o e 230
Ballistic Test Conclusions e e o+ + s e ¢ s+ e o o u 233

LOW-ENERGY IMPACT TESTS . . . - s o . . . . . . @ . - . 2 3 4
Test Procedure@ . . o ¢ ¢ + « o o s o o o o s o o o 237
Results - L] * . * e L] L] L ] L] L] [ ] L] L ] Ll L] L] L] . . . 2 39
Impact Test Conclusions « o & & o o o s o o s s e e 253

U5AGE SPECTRUM » [ ] L ] . . - L ] L] * ’ - - L] L ] L] L] - L . L] - 2 5 4

Temperature Environment From Natural Climatic

Conditions . . . e s s+ s o & s s e o @ 254
Structural Loading Conditions « s s e o 4 o e s o u 258
Vibration . . . e s s & 2 o a4 s s e e e e 260
Structural Loading Spectrum © o e + & o & e o o s o 262




TABLE OF CONTENTS (Continued)

Page

INSTRUMENTED WINDGHIELD TESTS . + + « ¢ + o o« s « o« « 263
Test Specimens . . . . + o « ¢ ~ o o o o o o o « 263
Specimen Installation . . . « « ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ o +» o 267
Test PArameters . . . « o« ¢ > 2 s o o o o o« s o « 267
PrOcedurao e 4 e 6 o ® e e 9 & 6 e ®© & ® e & & 269
Test Facllity . . + ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o s o o &« 272
Instrunentation . . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 2 4 o o o o « 278
RESULIES . . & . ¢ ¢ & « o o o o o o o o s o ¢« o « 283
Analysis of Results . . . . + ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o s o ¢ » 287
Instrumented Test Coriclusions . . . . ¢« ¢« ¢« « « «» 295

WINDSHIELD ENDURANCE TESTS . &+ ¢ « o o o o ¢ o o o o o« 297
Test Description . . . . . ¢« & v ¢ ¢ ¢ v « o « « 297
Results * L ] L] L ] L] [ ] L [ ] * -« L] ] L ] L[] L] L ] 3 L] L] L ] L] 2 9 8
Endurance Test Conclusions . . . . + « « « « » « 303

MAJOR CONCLUS IONS L ] - [ ] L] L ] L ] » [ ] L ] [} L] [ ] - - . - L] L ] 3 0 8

RECLUMMENDATIONS &+ & ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o 6 o o o o o « o 310

APPENDI1XES

A ABRASION TEST METHODS . . « ¢ « o « ¢ « o« » 313

Dry Rubbing Abrasion Test . . . . . . o . . 313
Falling Sand Test . . + « « ¢ « ¢ o « o « o 315
Windshield Wiper Test . . . . « « « « « « o 316
Wat Rubbing Abrasion Test . . . . . . « . & 2;8

Blowing Sand and Dust Tast

B ANALYSIS OF INSTRUMENTATION DIFFICULTIES WITH
STRAIN MEASUREMENTS AT NONAMBIENT TEMPERA-
TURES L L] . L] L] L] L] L L] ° L] - L4 . - L L] L . 32‘1

e N S T ST e




Figure

[, w [ 3 [ N [ and

O oo

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

18
19
20

21
22
23

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS

Windshield Wiper Abrasion Damage .

Dry Rubbing Abrasion Test Results

Specimen From Dry Rubbing Abrasion Test

Falling Sand Test Results

Windshield Wiper Test Results

L4

Windshield Wiper Test Abraded Sample .

Wet Rubbing Abrasion Test Results

Specimen From Wet Rubbing Abrasion Test

Baldwin Model 3LH PIE-132 Universal Testing Machine 46

Bond Tensile "T" Blocks
Test Coupon-Tensile Bond
Bond Tensile Test Setup
Bond Shear Test Fixture
Bond Shear Test Specimen

Bond Shear Fixture . . .

Shear Stress Distribution in

Interlayer

Cleavage Test Fixture With Restrainer to
Prevent Loading Pin Deflecting Away From

Cleavage Test Fixture .

Bond Cleavage Test Specimen.

Cleavage Test Setup Shown in

Chamber on the Baldwin .
Flexural Test Setup . .

Flexural Test Fixture. .

Strain Measuring Equipment .

Environmental

56
57
57

58
61
61
62



Figure
24

25
26

27
28

29
30
31
32
33
34
35

36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS {(Continued)

Strain Gauge Thermal Compensation . . . . . .
Flexure Test Specimen . . . . ¢« ¢ & ¢ o ¢ o &«

Flexure Test Setup Shown in the Environmental
Chamber on the Baldwin . . . . . « ¢ « & « o &

Beam Loading Geometry . . .« . « ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o« o

Load Deflection Test Data, Polyester/PVB/Acrylic

Laminate with Coating . . . . ¢« ¢« . ¢ ¢« ¢« « &

Load Deflection Test Data, Glass/PVB/Acrylic
Laminate with Coating . . . . . . ¢« ¢« ¢ &« + &

Load Deflection Test Data, Glass/PVB/Acrylic
Laminate, No Conductive Coating . . . . . . .

Load Deflection Test Data, Glass/ETP/Poly-
carbonate Laminate with Coating . . . . . . .

Variation in Stiffness With Temperature,
Polyester-PVB-Stretched Acrylic . . . . . . .

Variation in Stiffness With Temperature,
Glass~-ETP-Polycarbonate . . . . + « ¢ « o« « &

variation in Stiffness With Temperature,
Glass-pPVB~Stretched Acrylic . . . ¢« &« ¢ « « &

Strain Distribution in Uncoupled and Partially
Coupled Composite Beam . . . . ¢« « « o o « + &

Sikorsky YUH=60A UTTAS . v « ¢ o o « « o o o &
Sikorsky YUH-60A Structural Arrangement . . .
Cockpit NASTRAN Model . . . . ¢ ¢ « & o & o &
Cabin NASTRAN Model . . . . . ¢ ¢« ¢« & o o o &
Cockpit NASTRAN Model Without Windshields . .
Refined Model of Center Windshield . . . . . .
NASTRAN Numbering Sequence for Windshields . .

Cathode Ray Tube Display . .« « ¢ « ¢ o & « o &

9

65
67

70

71

72

73

75

76

77

82
90
92
93
94
96
96
97
99



Figure

44
45
46
47
48

49
50
51
52

53

54

56

57

58

59
60

61
62

63

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS (Continued)

Missing Element Detection by CRT . . . . « « « =+« &
Reference Coordinate System . . . . ¢ + &+ ¢ ¢ o« o
Force Output for BAR and Plate Elements . . . . .
Stress Output for Plate Elements . . . . ¢« « & « &

Resolution of Normal Stresses into Bending
and In-Plane Stresses o o e o 0 « s o @ e e o e e

bDistinction Between Normal and Principal Stresses.
Stress Pattern in Flat Windshield . . . . . . . .
Support Constraints for Plate Analysis . . . . . .

Deflections, 1 psi Pressure lLoad, Glass/Glass
Windshie ld ® [ ] L] L ] L] * L] * » * L] . * L] L] L] . L2 L) . L[]

Stress Distributions, 0.3 psi Pressure Condition,
Glass/Glass Windshield . . . . ¢ « ¢ ¢ & o o ¢ o+ &

wWindshield Deflections Under 0.3 psi Pressure,
Outboard Glass/Glass Panel . . . ¢ ¢« ¢« o o « o o« &

In~-Plane Forces Normal to B.L. 10 Post,
0.3 psi Pressure Loading Condition - - - - « . . .

Differential Stiffness Effects on Center
Windshield Deflection . . . ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢« « ¢« o o o &

Major Principal Stress, 1 psi Pressure on Center
Windshie ld L] - L ] L] L L] . L] L] L] L] L ] * L) * L] L] L) L] *

Displacements, 1 psi Pressure on Center
windshield L] * L L] . L) . L] L] . . L2 L L) L * [ ] L] * e

Symmetrical Pullout Maneuver . . . . . « ¢« o o o o

Schematic Representation of Windshield Structure
Reaction to Inertia loading . . . . . . . « « ¢ &

Moment Definition for Posts and Sills . . . . . .

Displacements, Vertical Bending, Differential
Stiffness Solution . . . . &« ¢ + ¢ « 4 o o o o o

Deformed Shape of Windshield Cavity . . . . . . &

10

100
101
102

102
103
106
107

109

112

113

113

114

115
117

118

120
120

122
123



Figure
64

65
66

67
68
69
70
71

72
73
74

75
76
77
78

79
80

8l

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS (Continued)

Daeflection Mode for Windshield Post . . ¢« « « «

Major Principal Stresses, Vertical Bending
COndition L] - L] L4 L] » L] L] L] * L] L] L] [ ] [ ] L] L] L] L] []

in-Plane rorces Normal to B.L. 10 Post, Vertical

Bending Condition . . . ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o & 125

Laminated Test Specimen Edge Configurations . . . 131

Stiffness Test SetUP . « . « « « « ¢ o « o« o « o o 132

Spring Rate Tast Data . . « « + o o o o « o o o o 132

Load vs Stress Test Datad . « + « « o « o « o o o o 133

Laminated Windshield Thermal Test at Low

Tempe rature . ® . . . L] L] . . . . L] . [} . [ L] 3 [ 1 35

Thermal Test, Temperature vs Stress, Glass/

Acr}'lic Specimen e & e e o & & e ¢ & o s s e . o 136

Thermal Test, Temperature vs Stress, Glass Panel

With Rigid EAing . + « + o « o o o 5 & « o« » . o 138

Thermal Test, Temperature vs Stress, Glass Panel

With Flexible EAging . . o « ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o s o o o o 139

Schematic Representation of Cambering Fixture . . 140

Contour Mismatch Test Setup . . . « . . « . . . . 140

Torquing Sequence . . . « + & « ¢ o o ¢ o o ¢ o o 141

Windshield Installation Preload Test, Induced

Stress Vs CAMDELr . . . o « o « o o o o o « » « » » 142

Assembly Test S@tUD . . . « + o« « « « o« o o « o o 144

Assembly Tensile Test, 1/8" Neoprene Gasket, 0.190"

Dia Holes, 30 in.-1b Torque, Glass/Acrylic

specimen * * L] L] L] L L] L] L] L) . L] L] L L] L L] L . . L] 1 4 6

Assembly Tensile Test, 1/8" Neoprene Gasket, 0.190"
Dia Holes, 30 in.-1lb Torque, All-Glass Laminatad
Specimens. . . . .+ « ¢ ¢ o o o o o e s o o o 8 e 147

11



LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS (Continued)

Figure Page
82 Uneven Torquing of Bolts . . . . . « « « « « + « . 148
83 Assembly Thermal Tests, 1/8" Neoprene Gasket, 0.190"

Dia Holes, 30 in.-1lb Torque, Glass/Acrylic
Specimen . . ¢ . ¢ ¢ s et 4 e e e s s e e o s o « 149

84 Assembly Thermal Tests, 1/8" Neoprene Gasket,
0.190" Dia Holes, 30 in-1lb Torque, All-Glass
Laminated Specimen . . . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o« & « o o o 150

85 Assembly Tensile Tests, 1/8" Neoprene Gasket,
0.310" Dia Holes, 30 in.-1b Torque, Glass/Acrylic
Specimen . . . . . ¢ 4 4t 4 4 e e o e s s e e o o a 151

86 Assembly Tensile Tests, 1/8" Neoprene Gasket,
0.310" Dia Holes, 30 in.-1b Torque, All-Glass
Laminates 3 * ® * L] * . . L] L ] . L3 L ] > [] L] L] L] L] - 1 52

87 Assembly Tensile Tests, EC-1675 Wet Sealant,
0.310" Dia Holes, 30 in.-1b Torque, Glass/
Acrylic Specimen . . . . . + ¢ ¢ & ¢ o o ¢ o o @ 153

88 Assembly Tensile Test, EC~1675 Wet Sealant,
0.310" Dia Holes, 30 in.-1lb Torque, All-GGlass
Laminates L] L] [ ] > [ ] L] L] . L] L] . L 2 L] ® [ ] L] L] L] [ ] 1 5 4

89 Assembly Tensile Test, EC-1675 Wet Sealant,
0.310" Dia Holes, 10 in.-1lb Torque, Glass/
Acrylic Specimen . . . ¢« ¢« + o ¢ o ¢ o o o o o @ 155

90 Assembly Tensile Test, EC-1675 Wet Sealant,
0.310" Dia Holes, 10 in.-1lb Torgue, All-Glass
Laminates [ ] . L ] [ L] L] L] [ ] L] L] . [ ] L] L] . ® ® L ] L ] 1 5 6

91 Thermally Tempered Glass (16,000 psi) Fracture
Patterﬂ . L] . L] [] L] L] © L[] L] L] . L) L L] L] * - L] [ ] 159
92 Thermally Tempered Glass (20,000 psi) Fracture
Patterrl * L ] L] L ] - L] L] L] [ ] - L L] L ] * . L] [} L ] L] L] 159
93 Chemically Tempered Glass 540,000 psi) Fracture
Pattern - 250 Particles/ft s 6 s o & s e & o 160
94 Chemically Tempered Glass (505000 psi)} Fracture
Pattern - 30,000 Particles/ftc . . . . . « « & & 160
95 Fracture Pattern From Pressure Test . . . . . . 161
?
12 ;




LIST OUF ILLUSTRATIONS (Continued)

Figure Page
96 Particle Density, 250 Per Square Foot . . . . . l62
97 Particle Density, 1600 Per Square Foot . . . . . 162
98 Horizontal Cracks, Particle Density, 4300 Per

square Foot o L * L] L L] L] . L ] L] L L L 2 L) . © L 1 6 3

99 Vertical Cracks, Particle Density, 5200 Per
SQUAYE FOOE « « o« « o o o o o o« o o o o« o o o o 183
) 100 Particle Density, 18,000 Per Square Foot . . . . 164
101 Particle Density, 30,000 Per Square Foot . . . . 164
102 Typical Target Card . . « « « « « o o « o o o« o« 165
103 Effect of Crack Density on Visual Responsa Time. 167

104 Lateral Crack Pattern vs Angle of Incidence
(Effects on Residual Visibility) . . . . . . . . 167
105 Viewer for Rating Haze Levels . . . « « + o o+ & 169
106 Plot of Unsatisfactory Pilot Ratings vs Haze . . 171
107 Army Pilot Haze Ratings . . . « ¢ « o & o & « » 172
108 Test Grid Used to Measure Distortion . . . . . . 182
109 CH-53 Windshield Delamination . . . . . ., . . . 183
110 External View of CH53 Delamination . . . . . . . 184
111 AH-1 Cobra, Overall View . . . « « + « < « « o o 185
112 AH-1. Left Side Window . . . . « « « ¢« ¢« &« « o« o 185
113 AH-1 Front Windshieid, Bulls Eye Distortion . . 186
114 AH-1 Windshield Scratches . . . «. . ¢« « « o . . 186
115 UH-1 Windshield Wiper Scratches From Vibration . 187
116 UH-1, Front Door Window, Wave Distortion. . . . 188
117 UH-1, Crew Door Window Abrasion . . . . . . . . 188

13




Pt lasi Ll "‘:"1 T T

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS (Continued)

Figure Page
118 UH-1, Overall View . . . . « ¢ ¢ ¢ & o « ¢ o & o 189
119 OH=-58, Overall View ., . . o « ¢ o ¢ ¢ o o o o & 190
120 OH-58, Bottom Front Window, Edge Distortion . . 190
121 OH~58, Stone Strike, Grid Distortion . . . . . . 191
122 OH-58, Stone Strike, External View . . . . . . . 191 .
123 CH-47, Windshield Delamination . . . . . . . . . 192
124 CH-47, Center Windshield Distortions . . . . . . 193
125 CH-47, Center Windshield Scratches . . . . . . . 193
126 CH-47, Windshield Deletion Line . . . . . . . . 194
127 CH-47, Overall View . . . . . . « ¢ & ¢« ¢ &+ o & 194
128 TH-55, Overall View . . . . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ & o o & 195
129 TH-55, Front Windshield Distortions . . . . . . 196
130 TH-55, Repaired Cracks . . « « ¢ ¢ « ¢ o o o o & 196
131 TH-55, Grid Distortion From Repaired Cracks . . 197
132 OH-6, Bottom Window Distortion . . . . . . . . . 198
133 OH-6, Overall View . . ¢ ¢ « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ s o o 198
134 OH-6, Side Window Obstructions, Plastic

Stiffeners . . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o e s e 0 e e 199
135 Patch Method of Repair . . . « ¢« ¢ ¢ o« o« ¢« o o & 200
136 Pressure Box and Pump . . . « « ¢ ¢ o o o ¢ o 204
137 Methods of Attaching Test Specimens . . . . . . 204
138 Mann Barrel and Mount . . . . . . o ¢ .+ o « o . 205
139 Velocity Measurement Equipment . . . . . . « . & 205
140 Multiple Ballistic Impacts . . . . . « « ¢ « « & 207

14




ot e T Y

B

145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153

154

155

156

157

158
159

160

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS (Continued)

Screaning Test Fixture . . « ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ o o +
Damaged Ballistic Test Specimen . . . . . . . .
Ballistic Impact on Damaged Specimen . . . . . .

Soft Rubber Patch Maintains Vacuum for Fail Safe
Test [ ] . L] L ] L L] L] L) L] . * L ] [ ] [ ] * . . [ ] - L] L ]

Ballistic Penetration of Polycarbonate . . . . .
Pallistic Penetration of Stretched Acrylic . . .
Ballistic Psnetration of 0.080 inch Cast Acrylic
Ballistic Penetration of 0.187 inch Cast Acrylic
Ballistic Penetration of All-~Glass Laminate . .
All-Glass Laminate After Ballistic Impact . . .
Penetration of Glass~Acrylic Laminate . . . . .
Glass-Acrylic Laminate After Ballistic Impact .

Fail-Safe Test of 3lass-Acrylic Laminate at
1 pSi [ ] L] L] L] L] L] L L] L] L] * L] L] L] L ] L] L] L ] L] L] L]

Typical Witness Sheet Penetration for
Polycarbonate . . . . « ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ s o s o o o

Typical Witness Sheet Penetration Pattern for
Stretched Acrylic . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢« s o o »

Typical Witness Sheet Penetration Pattern for
Cast ACrylic . & v ¢ 4 ¢ v ¢ o o 6 o s 4 e o o

Typical Witness Sheet Penetraticn Pattern for
Glass/Acrylic Laminate . . . « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o 4 o .

Typical Witness Sheet for All-Glass Laminate . .

Typical Witness Sheet Penetration Pattern for
All-Glass L&n‘linatﬁ * » s & . . * e e o o . .

Typical Witness Sheet Penetration Pattern for
Clamped All-Glass Laminate . . . . . « . + « & &

15

211
213
214
214
215
215
216
216
217

217

220

220

221

221
222

222

223




LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS (Continued)

Figure Page
161 Typical Spall Fragments From All-Glaas Laminate. 225
162 Typical Spall Fragments From Glass/Acrylic

Laminate - . . L ] L] L] L ] L] [ ] . L ] * * . L ] L] L ] . L ] 9 229
163 Typical Spall Fragments From Acrylic Specimen . 229
164 Wounding Model, Skin Laceration By Glass Fragments 230
165 Spall Data Compared to Wounding Model . . . . . 232
166 Dart Impact Test Setup . . . « « « o o o « o o o 235
167 Clamped Attaching Arrangement . . . « + « o . . 235
168 Bolted Attaching Arrangement . . . « . « « . « o 236
16 9 Impact Dart L ] * [ ] . L ] L[] L] [ ] - - [ 2 L ] L] * L] L ] . . 2 36
170 0.080~-Inch Stretched Acrylic Specimen, Low-

Temperature Impact Test . . . « « o o« o« o« o« o . 246
171 0.080-Inch Stretched Acrylic Specimen, High-

Temperature Impact Te€St . . . « « « « « « « o . 246
172 Glass/Glass Laminate, Ambient-Temperature

Imp&ct Test e @& e @ © e ® @ & & 0 € &6 o & o o o 247
173 Glass/Acrylic Laminate, Ambient-Temperature

Impact Test ] * L] L ] L] [ ] L ] L] L ] [ ] L ] L ] L] L] L] L] L] . 247
174 Class/Acrylic Laminate, Low-Temperature Impact

Teat [ ] [ ] . L] L] L] [ ] L] L] L] L ] L] L] [ ] L] . L ] » L] . L] L] 248
175 Glass/Acrylic Laminate Broken in Environmental

Chamber at Low Temperature . . . . « « . « « . . 248
176 Close-Up of Glass/Acrylic Laminate Impact Area . 249
177 Close-Up of Glass/Glass Laminate Impact Area . . 249
178 Glass/Glass Laminate, High-Temperature Impact 251

Test . L » L] . . . L] L L L] * L] L] L L ] . L] L - . L]

179 Glass/Acrylic Laminate, High-Temperature Impact

Test L] L4 L] L L] L] L L] L . L . L] L] L] - . L L] L] L L4

251

16




2 r—— m 0 malaceat
T WY TR TI Ty O T Eiaa e Badkibd il "' T

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS (Continued)

Figure Page
180 0.125-Inch Cast Acrylic Specimen, Ambient-

Temperatur® IMPact « « « « « « « o« « o o o o o o252

181 Typical Moderate Climate, Annual Diurnal
Temperature/Humidity Variation . . . . . . . . .256

182 Typical Extreme Cold Climate, Annual Tempera-
ture/Humidity variation . . . . . . « « « . o .256

. 183 Typical Hot/Dry Climate, Annual Diurnal
Temperature/Humidity variation . . . . . . . . .257
184 Typical Hot/Wet Climate, Annual Diurnail

Temperature/Humidity Variation . . . . . . . . .257

185 Aerodynamic Pressure Ground-Air-Ground Cycle,
MTAS Helicopter - L ] - L ] L] L L] * L L] L] . v L ] L] L 259

186 Windshield Vibration vs Aircraft Velocity,
l. o g Level Flight L] L] * L] L] * L] . * » » * L] L] . 261

187 windshield Test Specimens . . . . . . . « . . .264
188 Hot and Cold Spot Locations . . . « . « . « . .265
189 Assembly of Windshield, Canopy Structure, and

Reinforcing RING . « v ¢« v ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o « « « o » .268
190 Schematic View of Basic Testing Facilities . . .273

191 View of Edge Loading Attachment Showing 8-Point
Load Input and Load Cell . . . . ¢« ¢« « « o o+ « 4275

192 View of Mechanism for Applying Load to Edge
Load sys tem [ ] [ ] L] L] L] L] L L L] L ] L] ] L] . L ] L] L] L] 2 7 6
193 Schematic View of Frame Support and Mass

Balancing System . . « « « + ¢ ¢ o 4 ¢ o o o o o277
194 wWindshield Installation and Pressure Box . . . .279
195 View of "Bungee" Loops to Restrain Floating

Canopy Structure in Neutral Attitude When

Pressurized . . . . « o« « o o+ o o o« « o« o o + «280

Location of Instrumentation . . . . . . . . . .281

17




ARSI o B A £ A G B A A it bk A bkl T

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS (Continued)

Figure Page
197 Failure of Glass/Glass (-10l1) Windshield, Serial 8
NO. 7"10"'75"4' Dutinq CaSQ 21 e o o o & o & e e 2 5
198 Failure of Glass/Acrylic (-~102) Windshield,
L Serial No. 002, During Installation . . . . . . 286
T 199 Strain Gauge Data, Glass/Glass Windshield
r\ (_101)' Themal ShOCk * e s & e o " o o o . e @ 291
¥/
B 200 Time to Cocl-Down, Glass/Glass Windshield 2
("101)' C°1d ShOCk . e o & o o e @ e e o & & o @ 29
201 Failure of Polyester/Acrylic (-103) Windshield
During Low-Temperature Test Spectrum . . . . . . 301
202 Failure of Polyester/Acry.ic (-103) Windshield
During Low-Temperature Test Spectrum Also
Showing Nib Seal Separation . . . . . . . . . . 302
203 Overall View of Interlayer Bubbling on Polyester/
Acrylic (-103) wWindshield After Prolonged
Humidity EXPOSUXe . . « ¢ v v o o o o o o o o o 304
204 Close Range View of Interlayer Bubbling on
; 4 Polyester/Acrylic (-103) wWindshield After
S Prolonged Humidity Exposure . . . . . « « . . . 305
205 "Dished" Shape of Polyester/Acrylic (-~103)
Windshield After Prolonged Humidity Exposure . 306
206 Delamination of Acrylic Edge on Polyester/
Actylic Wind8hield (-103) . . - . . . . - . . 306
A-1 Apparatus for Dry Rubbing Abrasion Test . . . 314
A-2 Gardner Hazemeter . . . . o « « « ¢ o o o o @ 314
A-3 Apparatus for Falling Sand Test . . . « . . . 315
A-4 Windshield Wiper Test Apparatus . . . . . . . 316
A-5 Windshield Wiper Locating Mask . . . . . . . . 317
A-6 Wet Rubbing Abrasion Test Setup . . . . . . . 318
A-7 Digital Readout Hazemeter and Wet Rubbing

Abrader . . . . i ¢ ¢ 4 4t e e e e s s e e e . 319

18




R P LAt oL S h e o TPSEYIFTY R M ST S TR T T

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS (Continued)

Figure Page
B-1 Temperature Induced Apparent Strain on

Stretched Acxylic . . ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ o o o ¢ o @ 322
B-2 Temperature Induced Apparent Strain on

Polyester . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ v o o + o o o o s o o @ 323

19




+- 1o qrem o e r———T T

LIST OF TABLES

Materials For Abrasion Tests . . . . « « + « &
Summery of Abrasion Test Results . . . . « . .
Results of Dry Rubbing Abrasion Tests . . . .
Results of Falling Sand Test . . . . « . + « &
Results of Windshield Wiper Tests . . . . . .
Number of Revolutions Which Produced 30% Haze.

Material Combinations Used in Structural
Adhesion TeBt8 . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o s « o s o o o

Structural Adhesion Test Matrix . . . . . . .
Results of Bond Tensile Tests . . . « + « « &
Results of Shear Tests . . « . « « & o ¢ « o o
Results of Cleavage Tests . . . « « ¢ s o o

Strain Gauge Test Results, Polyester-PVB-
Stretchad Acrylic . .« ¢ ¢ 4 ¢ ¢ « o o o v o o

Strain Gauge Test Results, Glass-PVB-Stretched
Acrylic [ ] L[] L] L ] L] L ] L] L] L L] L] L] * L] . L] L L] L]

Strain Gauge Test Results, Glass-ETP-Polycar-
bonate * . * L L L] - L] L] » . L] L) L] L] L L] * L] L

Strain Gauge Test Results, Glass~-PVB~-Stretched
Acrylic (No Coating) . . + ¢ v ¢ ¢ ¢ & o o o o

Summary of Flexure Test Results . . . . . . .
Section Properties of Side Posts and Sills . .
Maximum Displacements for Flat Windshields . .

Stresses and Edge Forces in Windshields,
-3 p’i Pre’sure . . 1] . . . . L] . . . L] [} L) .

Edge Forces in Windshields, 1 psi Pressure on
Center Wind!hield . . s o . ¢ e . . Q s s &

YUH-60A Linear and Angular Accelerations For
Two Design Flight lLoad Conditions . . . . «

20

45
45
50
55
59

78

79

80

81
83
94
105

110

116

118



LIST OF TABLES {(Ccntinued)

Comparison of Loads in Windshield Support
Structure, Vertical Bending Condition . . . .

Comparison of Linear Static and Differential
Stiffness Solutions, Vertical Bending Condition 121

Edge Forces in Windshields, Vertical Bending

Condition » L] L] * * . [ ] © . L[] L L] L L] [ L d L] L] 12 5

Daflections and Stresses for Three Loading
conditions L] L] L] L] L L] L] L 4 ] . L ] * L] > a - L ] L] 126

Edge Attachment, Thermal Expansion and
Installation Preload Tests . . « « « « « « o & 129

Assembly Test Conditions . . . ¢« ¢ « ¢ o ¢ « & 143

Face Ply Materials Used in Residual Visibility
study * L] - L] a L] ° L ] L . L] L ] - * . » L ] L L] L]

158
Pilot Ratings of Residual Visibility . . . . . 168
Scale for Rating Haze Specimens . . . . . . . 170

Light Transmission Measurements for Helicopter

Overhead Windows . . . « « « ¢ « o o« o 2 s o 173
Pilot Exposure to Aircraft Evaluated in
Questionnaire . . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ e o ¢« @ e 0 . . 174
Material Descriptions for Ballistic Tests . . 203
206

Results of Preliminary Screening Test . . . .
Test Conditions for Ballistic Tests . . . . . 210
visibility Data From Ballistic Tests . . . . . 212

Dispersion of Penetrations in Witness Sheet . 219

Fcam Penetration Data . . ., ¢ ¢ v o o o o « & 224
Total Weight of Spall Fragments . . . . . . . 226
227

General Description of Spall Fragments . . . .

21

TR R T TY T Y S YT T e adel oLl S ka1 ]



R et} ath it b A ALAN

B o s it sEe a (el itad

Table

41

42

43
44

45
46

47
48
49
50

51
52
53
54

55
56
57

58

59

LIST OF TABLES (Continued)

Velocity Necessary to Penetrate Various
Combinations of Witness Material, Fragment
Mass - 0.05 Gram * L] L ] L] L[] L ] L] . L] [ ] » [ ] L ] - L[]

Material Description for Low Energy Impact
Tﬁsts [ ] L] L] . ® L ] * L L ] L] L] - ® - L ] - ® L] . L]

Test Conditions for Impact Tests . . . « « . .«

Specimen Appearance After Ambient Temperature
Tests L] » - L] » L L] . L] L] L] . . * L] L] L] L] L] L]

Specimen Appearance After High-Temperature
Tests L] ] L] L L] L L] L] * L] e L] » L . L] L] L] ® *

Specimen Appearance After Low-Temperature
Tests . [ ] L . L ] L] * L] L] L] L] [ ] L] L4 L] L] L] L] [ ] *

Spall Data, Ambient-Temperature Tests . . . ,
Spall Data, High-Temperature Tests . . . . . .
Spall Data, Low-Temperature Tests . . . . . .

Summary of Temperature and Relative Humidity,
Diurnal Extremes . . . ¢ ¢ + « ¢ ¢ ¢ o o » o

Cold Climate Temperature Distribution . . . .
Hot Climate Temperature Distribution . . . . .
Flight Load Spectrum for a UTTAS Helicopter .

Windshield Vvibration Sensitivity to Aircraft
Load FACLOY . ¢ ¢ ¢ & o o o o o o o o o o &

Typical Utility Helicopter Loading Spectrum .
Part and Serial Numbers of Test Specimens . .

Windshield Temperature Uniformity
Measurements . . . . ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ o o o ¢ s o o =«

Loading Parxameter Matrix for the Glass/Glass

("101) w1nd8hield . o o . - a e - « o . ) ) )

Loading Parameter Matrix for the Glass/Acrylic

("'102) Windshield . . . . . . . . [y o . . - .
22

232

237

238

239

240

241
242
243
244

255
258
258
260

261
262
265

266

270

271



LIST OF TABLES (Continued)

Loading Parameter Matrix for the Polyeste
Acrylic (-103) Windshield . . . . . . .

Summary of Maximum Recorded Stresses . .
Modulus of Elasticity of Facing Materials

Strain Gauge Data, Glass/Glass Windshield
(-101) Aerodynamic Pressure . . . . . .

High~Temperature Endurance Test Spectrum
Low-Temperature Endurance Test Spectrum
Deflection Measurements (Center Relative

Edge) Taken During Low-Temperature Test
Spectrum on Specimen Serial Number 007 .

23

x/

to

271
288
289

293
297
298

300



T !

INTRODUCTION

Helicopter transparencies have a relatively poor service record
and represent an exceptionally high percentage of airframe main-
tenance costs.

The Army, recognizing this deficiency, funded two parallel
studies conducted by PPG Industries, Inc., and Goodyear Aero-
space Corporation to document the scope of the problem and to
recommend action in the form of design, test and acceptance
criteria. Results of thes? studies, publis?g? in USAAMRDL
Technical Reports TR 73-19 1) and TR 73-65, showed that
windshields were a major source of airframe problems -

B particularly heated windshields. Some heated windshields had
i/ a mean time between failures (MTBF) as low as 200 to 300 hours.
Furthermore, many scratches, pits, scores and overall optically
degraded transparencies were "lived with" in the field. Thus,
the reported time between removals was artificially higher than
warranted. Some of these deficiencies persisted well after the
helicopter was put into service. These studies also pointed
out that no specifications or design guidelines addressing
helicopter transparent enclosures as a subsystem exist. Further,
for a given type or class of helicopter, there was no generally
accepted method for ranking the relative importance of trans-
parency characteristicvs leading to an effective trade-off of
the many conflicting requirements. The necessity for a major
effort to develop design, test and acceptance criteria for
helicopter transparent enclosures was evident.

The Eustis Directorate, USAAMRDL, awarded a contract in June
of 1974 to Sikorsky Aircraft, which was intended to establish
validated design, acceptance and test criteria based upon

o 3 additional research and extensive laboratory and analytical
AR studies. Emphasis was placed on structural substantiation

. methods and the airframe transparency interface. The effort
B was accomplished in three major tasks:

. Establishment of Preliminary Criteria
. Verification of Criteria by Analysis and Test
. Preparation of a Design Handbook

(I James, H. C., et al, Goodyear Aerospace Corp., '"Design,
Test and Acceptance Criteria for Army Helicopter Trans-
parent Enclosures," USAAMRDL-TR-73-19, U. S. Army Air
Mobility Research and Development Laboratory, Fort
Eustis, Virginia, May 1973, AD 767242.

(2) Cook, L. M., et al, PPG Industries, "Development of
Design, Test and Acceptance Criteria for Army Helicopter
Transparent Enclosures,” USAAMRDL-TR-73-65, U. S. Army
Air Mobility Research and Development Laboratory, Fort
Eustis, Virginia, September 1973, AD 772936.
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Preliminary criteria were established by consolidating the
design, acceptance and test criteria frcm Refarences {1) and
(2} into a single document. Subsequent efforts were then
directed toward resolving discrepancies and making additions,
deletions and changes. The finalized criteria are included in
a comprehensive Design Handbook and a ?S?eral Specification
for Helicopter Transparent Enclosures, prepared in conjunc-
tion with this report. A system for ranking criteria was also
developed for inclusionyin the Design Handbook.

(3) Kay, B. F., Sikorsky Aircraft Div., "Helicopter Transparent
Enclosures," Volume I, Design Handbook, and Volume II, General
Specification, USARTL-TR-~78-25A&B, Applied Technology Laboratory,
US Army Research and Technology Laboratories (AVRADCOM), Ft.
Eustis, Va., November 1978.
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ABRASION TESTS

Existing field service has demonstrated that the most prevalent
problem experienced with Axmy helicopter windshields is abra-
sion resulting in loss of transparency. Thus, the ability of
helicopter transparencies to withstand abrasion, with minimal
loss of optical quality, is of fundamental interest. Abrasion
may be caused by windshield wiper action, impingement of sand
or dust particles, and improper cleaning procedures. Figure

1 is an example of the type of abrasive damage caused by wind-
shield wipers.

24

Figure 1. Windshield Wiper Abrasion Damage.

Laboratory sinulation of these conditions is required as part
of component qualification so that service performance can be
reagsonably predicted prior to introduction to service. The
series of tests described herein were conducted with this pur-
pose in mind.

The five abrasion tests performed were:

l. Dry Rubbing Abrasion Test

2, Falling Sand Test

3. Windshield Wiper Test

4, Wet Rubbing Abrasion Test

5. Blowing Sand and Dust Test

26
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The tests were performed by Swedlow, Inc., Garden Grove,
California, and Gentex Corporation, Carbondale, Pennsylvania,
with specific materials as shown in Table 1. Using identical
materials, selected abrasion tests were also performed by the
Army Materials and Mechanics Research Center (AMMRC), Water-
town, Massachusetts, to evaluate repeatability of the test
methods.

It should be noted that the intent of these abrasion testa was
only to develop means to predict the performance of trans-
parent materials when exposed to abrasive environments, and
not to select materials for that purpose. Accordingly, com-
plete gqualification testing was not implemented for the hard-
coats. Prior to production commitments for any hard--coated
plastica, it is recommended that thorough qualification test-
ing be performed. This would include, in addition to the
tests described herein, rigorous environmental testing.

The most pronounced effect of abrasion on transparent materials
is to increase the surface haze. Haze is generally defined in
terms of the percentage of light scattered and therefore lost
in passage through the material. To provide a frame of
reference, a material with 30% haze would be considered trans-
lucent rather than transparent.

Periodic haze measurements were taken at intervals correspond-
ing approximately to each 5% increase in haze during each test
until a level of 30% was reached to determine relative
tolerance of transparency materials to different types of
abrasion.

Material

Five specimens of each of seven generic materials were tested
tco evaluate their comparative performance. The generic
materials were:

Acrylic

Hard-coated acrylic

Hard-coated acrylic (artificially weathered)
Polycarbonate

Hard-coated polycarbonate

Hard-coated polycarbonate (artificially weathered)
Glass

Two different hard coatings were used in these tests, Dupont
Abcite and Swedlow 8S-6590. In addition, each coating was also
tested after artificial weathering that consisted of 250 hours
exposure to 100% relative humidity at 160°F, Similar test
conditions have shown that typical hard-coats may degrade
significantly with respect to adhesion and abrasion resistance
after this type of environmental expousure.

27
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ABRASION TEST METHODS

The following abrasion tests, described in detail in Appendix
A, were performed.

Dry rubbing abrasion test: This type of test was performed to
evaluate EE- rubbing abrasion resistance of the different

materials to simulated dry wiping or cleaning of dirty trans-~
parencies.

Falling sand test: This type of test was performed to svaluate
the effect of Impingement by falling abrasive particles repre-
sentative of wind-blown sand and dust.

Windshield wiper test: As the name implies, this type of test
was performed to simulate the effect of windshield wiper opera-
tion on dirty windshields.

Wet rubbing abrasion test: This type of test was performed to
simulate the effects of wiping dirty, wet windshields, wherein
the dirt contains abrasive particles.

Blowing sand and dust test: This type of test was performed

to simulate the effects of high velocity sand and dust particles
impinging on a heiicopter transparency characteristic of
recirculating downwash of a heliccpter operating in a dusty
environment.

ABRASION TEST RESULTS

The tests showed that the tolerance to abrasion of uncoated
acrylic or polycarbonate material is very poor as measured by
the falling sand, rubbing abrasion, and windshield wiper tests
that were conducted. The application of hard coats to

acrylic and polycarbonate glazing material imparted a signifi-
cant increase in the tolerance to abrasion as indicated by the
test results. The effect of artificial aging, 250 hours
exposure to 100% humidity at 160°F environment was found to
severely degrade adhesion of the SS-6590 hard coat to the
polycarbonate substrate. Marginal adhesion of unag=2d SS-6590
hard coat to polycarbonate was also noted during the windshield
wiper test. Glass material was found to be vastly superior

to the hard-coated materials during the rubbing abrasion and
windshield wiper tests, but not as good as the hard-coated
materials when subjected to the falling sand impingement tests.

A summary of the results of all four abrasion tests is pre-

sented in Table 2, follonwed by a detailed discussion of the
individual test results.
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF ABRASION TEST RESULTS (

Test
Slurry¥*
Dry** Rubbing Wind-+*+ .
Falling* Rubbing Abrasion shield
Material Sand Abrasion (30% haze) Wiper
Polycarbonate 110 gm 15-27% 60 50-30%
Polycarbonate
ard coated) 5500 €00-11% 750 50,000-25%
Aged Polycarbonate
(Hard coated) 7500 500-10% -— 500~30%
Acrylic 190 24-30% 70 350-30%
Acrylic
ard coated) 6500 1500-14% 200 25,000-25%
Aged Acrylic
(Hard coated) 7509 1500-11% —— 25,000~25%
Glass 1300 1500-1.5% 3600 50,000~5%

Grams of sand required to produce 30% haze.
Average number of test cycles or revolutions
to produce the percent of haze listed.
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Dry Rubbing Abrasion Test Results (Test 1)

Five specimens of each material were tested to evaluate the
consistency of the results. The scatter in test measurements
was approximately 3% haze throughout the test. This variation
is expreased as haze percentage points. For example, a nominal
30% value would have experimental limits of 27% to 33% haze.

Teat results are summarized in Table 3 and Figure 2. The
dashed linea shown in Figure 2 are the average results from
the AMMRC tests. Figure 3 shows a polycarbonate test specimen
where the lighter rectangular shaped region is the abraded
area,

Some of the differences in the dry rubbing abrasion test
results cbtained from Swedlow and AMMRC can be attributed to
changes in abrasives medium. The AMMRC test used a larger 60
grit abrasive as compared to the 400 grit abrasive used in the
Swedlow tests.

The materials tested can be placed in three groups in accord-
ance with their relative resistance to abrasion. The lowest
group contains uncoated polycarbonate and acrylic, which showed
almost immediate degradation from rubbing abrasion. The next
group contained the coated materials which exhibited a

definite improvement in abrasion resistance over those which
were not coated. Glass was found to be virtually unaffected

by the test, and is in a class by itsalf.

TABLE 3. RESULTS OF DRY RUBBING ABRASION TESTS

Number of Average

Material Test Cycles Haze (%) Min Max
Polycarbonate 15 27 23 32
Polycarbonate

(Hard-coated) 600 11 9 14
Aged Polycarbonate

(Hard-coated) 500 10** 9 13
Acrylic 24 30* 29 30
Acrylic (Hard-coated) 1500 14 11 16
Aged Acrylic (Hard-coated) 1500 11 9 12
Soda Lime Glass 1500 1.5 1l 2

Average of 3 specimens

Lk One specimen developed coating adhesion breakdown,
and was not included in avarage
AMMRC test results not included in this table.
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Artéficially aged (250 hours exposure to 100% humidity at
160"F) hard-coated acrylic was more abrasion resistant than
the unaged hard-coated acrylic. However, the effect of
artificial aging was found to degrade adhesion of the hard
coat to the polycarbonate substrate. Massive adhesive failure
between the hard coat and the pPolycarbonate resulted in very
high haze values after 1200 cycles.

Figure 3. Specimen From Dry Rubbing Abrasion Test.
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Falling Sand Test Results (Test 2)

Test results are summarized in Table 4 and Figure 4 as a func-
tion of the amount of sand required to produce a given level
of haze,

Hard-coated materials were found to be superior to the uncoated
materials and glass in abrasion resistance. The effect of
artificial aging did not cause any degradation of the hard coats
during the test.

TABLE 4. RESULTS OF FALLING SAND TEST

Quantity of Sand* Hase**
(grams) L

Material Average Min Max
Polycarbonate 110 26 30
Polycarbonate (Hard coated) 5500 31 32
Aged Polycarbonate (Hard coated) 7500 30 32
Acrylic 190 28 31
Acrylic (Hard coated) 6500 30 31
Aged Acrylic (Hard coated) 7500 29 32
Glass 1300 28 31

" Quantity of sand required to produce nominal 30%

haze level.
bl Range of haze readings for number of grams noted.
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Windshield Wiper Test Results (Test 3)

Considerable variation in measurements occurred during the wind-
shield wiper test. Fluctuations in readings of over 10% haze
were noted for measurements taken from the same specimen, and
also from specimen to specimen. (Note, this scatter is ex-
pressed as haze percentage points.)

Some of the factors causing the variability are inherent to
the type of abrasion, and others are related to the character-
istics of the wiper blade, the flatness of the test specimen,
and the wetting action of the abrasive slurry on different
substrates.

Test results are summarized in Table 5 and Figure S. The
dashed lines shown in Figure 5 are the average results obtained
from the AMMRC tests.

Some of the differences in the windshield wiper test results
can be attributed to wiper blade angles. In the Swedlow test,
the wiper blades were parallel to the wiper arm, while the
AMMRC wiper blade was offset approximately 45° to the arm.

TABLE 5. RESULTS OF WINDSHIELD WIPER TESTS

Haze No. of
(%) Test
Material Average Min Max Cycles
Polycarbonate 30 11 38 50
Polycarbonate (Hard coated) 25 11 51 50,0090
Aged Polycarbonate
(Hard coated) 30 26 38 500
Stretched Acrylic 30 16 34 350
Stretched Acrylic
(Hard coated) 25 16 37 25,000
Aged Acrylic (Hard coated) 25 14 33 25,000
Glass 5 1 16 50,000

AMMRC tests not included in this table.
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Uncoated polycarbonate and stretched acrylic suffered immediate
degradation from the wiper actions. The tests showed no
significant difference in abrasion resistance between aged or
unaged hard-coated acrylic specimens. However, the aging
process had an apparent deleterious effect on the hard-coated
polycarbonate, as evidenced by marginal adhesion of the coat-
ing to the substrate on some specimens. The marginal adhesion
of the hard coat adversely affected the testing of two out of
five specimens at 10,000 cycles, whereas the other three ex-
hibited high readings only after 50,000 cycles.

Glass was found to be virtually unaffected by the test.
An abraded specimen is shown in Figure 6. The circles on the

specimen indicate the locations where haze measurements were
taken.

o «.“; ‘

R [

Fiqu

t Abraded Sample.

s

re 6. Windshield Wiper Tes
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Wet Abrasion Test Results (Test 4)

In this test, inconsistency of ubrasion caused deviations
greater than 11% haze, and an averags deviation of approxi-
mately 5% haze. Test results are shown in Table 6 and Figure
7 for each material.

TABLE 6. NUMBER OF REVOLUTIONS WHICH PRODUCED 30% HAZE

No. of Haze* (%)
Material Revolutions Min Max
Polycarbonate 60 27 37
Polycarbonate (Hard coat) 750 20 55
Acrylic 70 23 34
Acrylic (Hard coat) 200 11 45
Soda Lime Glass 3600 27 37

¥ Range of haze readings for number of revolutions noted.

The relative performance of the coated versus uncoated
materials showed that significant benefits were obtained from
the hard coats. The hard-coated polycarbonate was found to be
superior to the hard-coated acrylic. It is also interesting
to note that it was possible to abrade the glass specimen to
30% haze with this test, while the dry rubbing abrasion test
could only achieve 2% haze after 10,000 abrasion cycles.
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Pigure 7. Wet Rubbing Abrasion Test Results.
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The characteristic abrasion marks produced by
illustrated ir Figure 8.

the test zre

Figure 8. Specimen From Wet Rubbing Abrasion Test.

Blowing Sand and Dust Test Results (Test 5)

After more than 24 hours of exposure, the test was terminated :
because there was little or no measurable change in haze on ?

any of the specimens.
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CORRELATION OF TEST RESULTS

A realistic correlation between the test methods for rubbing
abrasion and windshield wiper abrasion can be made with actual
service experience. For example, several cycles of windshield
wiper operation on dry cr dirty acrylic helicopter windshields
will have immediate effect in producing objectionable haze.
The windshield wiper test performed duplicated this condition
by increasing the original haze level in stretched acrylic by
5% after orly 25 cycles of cperation. Likewise, the dry
rubbing abrasion tests produced an increase in haze of 8%
after only 3 cycles and the slurry abrasion test produced 12%
haze aftar 10 cycles on stretched acrylic, which is repre-
sentative of the damage produced by wipinc plastic trans-
parencies with dirty rags.

Correlation of the falling abrasive to field service experience
was difficult because this failure mode is rare in comparison
to the other forms of abrasion. However, some estimation of
the severity of the test can be obtained by calculating the
flux of the impinging abrasive particles and comparing it to
Army gpecifications for density of blowing sand which is 0.1
gm/ft3, Using this approach, 1 gm of falling abrasive can be
roughly equated to 4 minutes exposure to blowing sand at

11 ft/sec or 7.5 mph.

An increase in haze of 10% was measured for the stretched

acrylic material after exposure to 5 gm of falling abrasive
which might be likened to 3 hours expcsure to dense blowing
sand. When one ~onsiders that sand storms can induce higher
impingement velocities, notwithstanding flight througn the

storm, the potential hazard from impinging sand can be fully
apprecjiated. Note that the kinetic energy of the impinging
particles is proportional tc the square of their velocities.

It is felt that the reason impingement abrasion damage to
helicopter transparencies has not been documented as a serious
problem is that there has been only minimal exposure to con-
ducive environments. In addition, the ASTM 673-70 test
abrasive, silicon carbide,was used instead of silicon dioxide
common sand, although silicon dioxide is a softer material.
This possibly increased the amount of abrasion experienced in
the test.
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ABRASION TEST CONCLUSIONS

1.

The abrasion rezistance of uncoated acrylic and poly-
carbonate was very poor in comparison to the hard-coated
materials and glass,

Prolonged exposure to heat and high humidity caused a
deterioration in adhesive strength of the $S-6590 coated
polycarbonate.

Glaes was vastly superiocr to the hard-coated materials
in the rubbing abrasion tests, and was virtually
unaffected by the windshield wiper tests.

The Swedlow £5-6590 cozted anrylic and polycarbonate
materials were superior to glass in resisting impinge-
ment abrasion; apparently due to ductility of the coating
which minimized spallation.

The windshjeld wiper and rubbing abrasion tests
realistically produce failure modes characteristic of
field service abrasion damage and the test methods are
useful for predicting comparative performance of trans-
parent materials. However, correlation to service

life in terms of flight hours or calendar time is not
possible due to operational and environmental variables.

The MIL-STD-810, Method 510, blowing sand and dust test
is unsuitable for evaluating the effects of blowing
sand on transparent materials. The fineness of the
sand and the agitation created in the test chamber were
insufficient to abrade even the soft polycarbonate
material.

Considerable variations in test results occur during
abrasion tests, some of which are inherent to the
phenomena, and gome of which result from variations in
procedure.
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STRUCTURAL ADHESION TESTS

Due to problems with delamination of windshields, it is
necessa:y to perform bond peel, shear and tension tests as
part of development and acceptance testing. Therefore, a
serises of tests was conducted to obtain structural character-
istics of laminated transparent coupons and to evaluate
standard methods of testing for adhesive properties. Several
cross-sectional configurations wera tested which represent
actual windshield configurations currently in service as well
as those planned for the near future and within current state-
of-the-art capabilities. The tests conducted and rsported
herein include bond tension, bond shear, and clevage strengths
as well as flexural characteristics for the selected laminated
consg;uctions. Specimens were tested at -65°F, +70°F and
+125°F,

Strains and deflections were measured during the flexural
tests and compared to solutions obtained by analytical methods.
Separate analyses were performed which considered the intex-
layexr as both coupled and uncoupled.

These tests were performed by Sierracin/Sylmar, Sylmar,
California, in accordance with Sikorsky specifications,

Materials

Test specimens consisted of two basic combinations of
materials

(a) Face Ply (b) Face Ply
Coating Interlayer
Interlayer Face Ply
Face Ply

The specific materials used in the specimens are given in
Table 7.
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TABLE 7.

MATERIAL COMBINATIONS USED IN

STRUCTURAL ADHESION TESTS

Number Material Combination
1 Face Ply -~ .062-inch-thick polyester, CR-39
(LP-516a, Class 3)
Coating -~ Standard Sierracote 303 system
Interlayer-- .075~inch-thick 38 pph DBS (PVB)
Face Ply -- ,150-inch~thick stretched acrylic
(MIL-P~25690)

2 Face Ply =-- .085-inch-thick Chemcor 0401 glass
Coating -- Standard Sierracote 303 system
Interlayer-- .075-inch~thick 38 pph DBS vinyl (PVB)
Face Ply =~- ,.080-inch-thick stretched acrylic

(MIL-P-~25690)

3 Face Ply =-- .085-inch-thick Chemcor 0401 glass
Coating -~ Standard Sierracote 303 system
Interlayer~-- .075-inch~-thick Ethylene Terpolymer

(ETP) , NOXO78
Face Ply -- .063-inch-thick polycarbonate 9030-112

4 Face Ply =- .085-inch-thick Chemcor 0401 glass
Interlayer-- .075-inch-thick 38 pph DBS (PVB)

Face Ply -~- .080-inch-thick stretched acrylic

(MIL-P-25690)

Each of the four specimen configurations was subjected to
the following test matrix in the quantities indicated (see

Table 8). A total of 156 specimens were tested.
TABLE 8. STRUCTURAL ADHESION TEST MATRIX

No. of No. of Samples of Each Configuration

Configura-~

tions at

Each Tem- -65°F Room (70°F)  +125°F

perature
Bond Tensile 4 3 3 3
Bond Shear 4 3 3 3
Bond Cleavage 4 3 3 3
Flexure * 4 4 4 4

*One specimen at each temperature was instrumented with strain
gauges on the upper and lower flexural surfaces; the other
three specimens were tested to destruction.
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Test Machine

A BLH Universal Testing Machine, Model PIE1l2 (Figure 9), was
used in 2ll tests. This testing machine was equipped with the
necessary drive mechanism for imparting to the crosshead a
uniform, controlled velocity with respect to the base. 2Also,
it incorporated a load-indicating mechanism capable of showing
the total load carried by the test specimen, This mechanism
was esgsentially free from inertial lag at the specified rate

of testing and indicated the load within the specified accuracy
of +1.0 percent of the indicated value.

Figure 9. Baldwin Model 3LH PIE-~132 Universal Testing
Machine.

Conditioning

The test specimens were conditioned at 23 + 2°C (73.4° + 3,6°F)
and 50 + 5% relative humidity for a period of 24 hours prior
to start of testing. After conditioning, the low-temperature
tests were conducted after the temperature had been stabilized
at -65°F + 50F, and the high-temperature tests were conducted
after the temperature had stabilized at +125°F + 5°F. Tempera-

tures were monitored using iron/constantan thermocouples and
a Doric Model DS-500 indicator.
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BOND TENSILE TEST

This test establishad the bond tensile strength of laminated
coupons. Bond tensile strength is the adhesive or cohesive
strength of the bond between the interlayer and outer layer
when subjected to a mechanical load in a direction perpendicular
to the plane of the bond. '

Aggaratus

Metal blocks were made using an aluminum "T" section cut to
a 2-inch square. A hole was drilled in the upright section
of each "T" block (see Figure 10) to accommodate a metal pin
or holding device correlative to the test machine used.

Force
1/2 in. Dia. Hole
/(Typical)
t
”
]
Test
Specimen \{
“~Rresinbond
Reusable 907 Adhesive

Aluminum

"T" Block
(2.0 x 2.0) éEY

Force
Figure 10. Bond Tensile "T" Blocks.
Materials

The coupon specimens for this test were fabricated as shown
in Figure 11.
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2.00 in.
(typ.)

/— Face Ply
—s Interlayer

\_ tInner Ply

Coating System
(if used)
Figure 11. Test Coupon, Tensile Bond.

PREPARATION OF TEST ASSEMBLIES

The cross-sectional area of the test specimen was deteimined
in a plane parallel to the surface to within +0.01 in.“ using
Vernier Calipers or similar measuring instruments. The
specimens were then assembled to the holding fixture as
follows:

Both sides of the specimen and the aluminum metal of the "T"
block contact surfaces were roughened by sanding while taking
care not to abrade or round the edges and corners of the
specimen,

All contact surfaces of the specimens and "T" blocks were
cleaned with a soft cloth saturated with isopropyl alcohol.
They were untouched afterward. A thin coating of Rasinbond
Adhesive, Number 907, was applied toc both the contact surfaces
of the specimen and the blocks with a spatula or similar tool,
and all air bubbles were removed from the adhesive. After the
specimans were aligned on the blocks, they were clamped in
place and allowed to cure for a period of 16 hours.
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Procedure (Bond Tensile Test)

1.

2,

3.

Three specimens of each configuration were tested at each
temperature.

The specimens were each placed in the tensile testing
machine with self-aligning holders, Figure 12, and loaded
to failure at a rate of 0.2 inch/minute.

Step 1 was repeated at a temperature of -65°F + 5°F.

Step 1 was repeated at a temperature of +125°F + 5OF,

Figure 12. Bond Tensile Test Setup.
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Results

The effect of temperature on polyvinyl butyral was extremely
significant. Maximum strength was obtained at -65°F and
minimum strength was obtained at +125°F. The effect of
different substrates was not as significant as temperature,
although the presence of a conductive coating tended to reduce
strength at room temperature and +125°F.

The tensile strength of the ethylene terpolymer laminates was
relatively constant with respect to temperature.

The results of the bond tengsile tests are presented in Table
9.

TABLE 9. RESULTS OF BOND TENSILE TESTS

si)

Average Tensile Strength (g
F

Material Combination -650F +720p +125

Polyester - PVB - Stretched
Acrylic with Conductive
Coating 870 300 150

Glass - PVB - Stretched
Acrylic with Conductive
Coating 770 390 150

Glass -~ PVB - Stretched
Acrylic, No Conductive
Coating 770 580 240

Glass - ETP ~ Polycarbonate 380 470 480
with Conductive Coating
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BOND SHEAR TEST

This test established the bond shear strength of laminated
coupons. Shear strength is the maximum adhesive or cohesive
strength of the bond between the interlayer and the outer
plies when subjected to mechanical load in the plane of the
interlayer.

Aggaratus

The shear test fixture was a sliding type constructed so that
it imparted a shearing load on each side of the interlayer
directly to the rigid outer plies. A cross section is shown
in Figure 13.

Force

NOERNNY

il —=

| -Slide Glide
Groove

Stop-Adjustable

41,,f*’Bond Shear

Test Specimen

/Slide

N
[/

L L&
7 L

N
i

77

fa\

]
~— [Tl
.

Force

Figure 13. Bond Shear Test Fixture.
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Materials

The coupon specimens for this test were fabricated as shown
in Figure 14.

Interlayer

Coating System If Used

Inner Ply

w2, 00" —m]

Face Ply

Figure 14. Bond Shear Test Specimen.

Procedure

1. The length, width, and thickness of the bond area were
measured to the nearest 0.001 inch and recorded.

2. The specimen was mounted in the test fixture, Figure 15,
by carefully aligning the loaded end of the specimen
parallel to the loading bar. A dial indicator, capable
of measuring deflections to 0.001 inch,was mounted on
the machine to measure crosshead motion.

3. The rate of motion was set at 0.05 inch per minute and
the machine was started.

4, The maximum load was applied to the specimen and the
deflection of the specimen up to the pcint of rupture
was recorded.

5. The test specimen was removed and examined for evidence
of premature failure due to edge chipping or slippage
of the specimen in the fixture.

6. The bond strength was calculated by dividing the
maximum load by the total bond area.

7. The shear modulus of rigidity was calculated by
dividing the shear stress by the shear strain.
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N Figure 15. Shear Fixture.

Results

In all tests, the bond shear strength and modulus of
elasticity was substantially reduced at elevated temperatures.
The presence of a conductive coating was also shown to reduce
the strength of the bond.

The results of the shear tests are presented in Table 10.

It should be noted that the bond shear test results obtained
for these small samples include interlayer stress concentra-
tions at the sample edge as shown in Fiqure 16(a). That is,
for small samples such as those tested, the stress concentra-
tion region is a much larger portion of the total shear area
than it is for full-scale panels. Therefore, the gross shear
strength data determined from the small 2-inch-square specimens
could be considerably higher.
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Figure 16. Shear Stress Distribution in Interlayer.
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BOND CLEAVAGE TEST

This test established cleavage strength data based on a loading
condition similar to that which occurs in designs that con-
tain an unreinforced extended edge attachment.

Bond cleavage strength is the adhesive or cohesive strength of
the bond between the interlayer and the facings when subjected
to a mechanical load applied to the edge of one face ply in

a direction perpendicular and away from the bond. The test
measured the load necessary to0 cause a cleavage failure when
the load was applied to an overhanging face ply.

Aggaratus
¢ !

A test fixture was provided as shown in Figure 17. It was |
constructed so that on®s specimen was held rigidly againset
a stationary metal block while a moveable ram applied a locad

to the extended edge of the specimen, Fiqure 18. }

Materials

The coupon specimens for this test were fabricated as shown
in Figure 19.

}
i

3
!
i

Figure 17. Cleavage Test Fixture With Restrainer to
Prevent lLoading Pin Deflenting Away From
Coupon.




Force

Test
Specimen

Adhesive

Contact
Surface

Figure 18. Cleavage Test Fixture.

Interlayer
,-t 2.00"—w
F 50"
A A}
Inner Ply

1 4.00"
] J’f Face P1
‘ ace Ply
: Coating System If Used—/// "/’_ _}

Figure 19. Bond Cleavage Test Specimen.
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Preparation of Test Assemblies

The width of the test specimens and the thickness of the inter-
layers and extended face plies were all measured to within
0.001 inch. The specimens were then assembled to the holding
fixture as follows:

The surface of the shorter facing and the metal block werae
roughenad by asanding. Care was taken not to abrade the edges
or to round the corners. The contact surfaces between metal
blocks and specimens were cleaned with isopropyl alcohol and
theraafter not handled except by mechanical means. Each
specimen and block received a thin coating of Resin Bond No.
907 adhesive on faying surfaces. Care was taken to eliminate
all air bubbles from the adhesive. After the specimen was
aligned on the block, it was held in place by a spring clamp
for a minimum of 16 hours while the adhesive cured.

Procedure (Bond Cleavage Test)

1. The assembly was placed in the test fixture, Figure 20.

2, The testing machine was sot at a rate of .05 inch' per
minute and started.

3. The maximum load carried by the specimen up to the
point of rupture was recorded.

4. The test specimen was examined for evidence of premature
failure due to edge chipping.

5. Calculations of the bond cleavage strength (lb/in.)
were made by dividing the maximum load by the width of
che bond. s —— -

Figqure 20. Cleavage Test Setup Shown in the
Environmental Chamber on the Baldwin.
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6. Steps 1 through 5 wera repeated at a temperature of
-65°F,

7. Steps 1 through 5 were repaated at a temperature of
+1259F,

Rasults

Table 11 shows the average cleavage strength for each group
of specimens at each of the three test temperatures.

TABLE 1l. RESULTS OF CLEAVAGE TESTS

Average Cleavage Strength (1lb/in.)
Material Combination -65CF +729F +125°p

Polyestar - PVB - Stretched
Acrylic with Conductive
Coating 33 62 25

Glass - PVB - Stretched
Acrylic with Conductive
Coating 13 28 14

Glass - PVB ~ Stretched
Acrylic, No Conductive
Coating 30 84 35

Glass - ETP - Polycarbonate
with Conductive Coating 18 60 47

The low values of clisavage strength obtained in this test

" indicate that some form of overlapping edge reinforcement is

desirable for laminated transparencies to preclude delamina-
tion from edge forces.

The polyester/stretched acrylic configuration exhibited
substantially higher strength than ths glass/stretched

acrylic design. This can bs attributed in part to differences
in base ply thickness (0.150 inch vs 0.080 inch respectively).
A stiff inner ply tends to spread the load over a greater area
while a thin inner ply concentrates the load as peel forces.
However, it should be noted that this was an extremely conser-
vative test since the outer ply was rigidly held to the support
fixture. In a typical design, the outer ply is unrestrained
and will deflect with the face ply to reliave some of the
loading appiied to the interlayer.
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FLEXURAL TESTS

This series of tests provided data for the design and analysis
of composite transparencies subject to flexural loading.
Unique analytical solutions are required to determine deflec-
tions and stresses for composite windshields. Composite
transparencies, because of their laminated construction, do not
resist flexural bending loads as monolithic structures. In-
stead, the load is distributed to each lamina in proportion

to the stiffness, EI, of each constituent ply. An extreme
condition is when the interlayer is very soft relative to the
facings. Then the facings carry all the shear and bending
loads as two parallel beams with the interlayer behaving as

a viscous fluid to space them apart.

Between the extremes of homogeneous beams and laminates con-
taining interlayers of negligible stiffness is the typical
composite windshield. The typical composite windshield has
an interlayer with sufficient stiffness to provide some
coupling betwaen the two face plies, particularly at low
temperatures.

Analytical solutions for stress and deflections were detier-
mined for compcsite beam specimens for two cases, coupled and
uncoupled. This data was then compared to the results of
instrumented tests conducted on similar specimens. Destructive
tests were also conducted to determine breaking strength at
different temperatures.

Aggatatus

A four-point beam loading setup was provided to load the
specimen as shown in Figures 21 and 22. The distance between
the lower supports was 8 inches and the distance between the
loading bars was 1 inch. All supports were constructed in
accordance with the method shown in ASTM D-690.

A Starrett 0 to 1 inch (0.001 inch subdivisions) dial indicater,
calibrated to + 0.001 inch, was used to measure deflection. A
Magnaflux Bridge and Balance Unit, Model GB-100 (Figure 23),
with an accuracy of +1 microstrain; a Strain Indicator Model
GA-100, accurate to +l1 microstrain; and Strain Gauges, Mode)
PA06-250BA-120, accurate to +1%, were used to determine strain
characteristics during flexural testing.
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Figure 21. Flexural Test Setup.

Figure 22. Flexural Test Fixture.
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Figure 23. Strain Measuring Equipment.

Strain Gauge Temperature Compensation

To allow for strain gauge thermal compensation, a quarter
bridge, three-wire circuit (Figure 24), using the indicator
internal dummy, was used; this caused temperature changes to
appear equally in adjacent arms of the bridge and resulted
in a strain measurement that was unaffected by changes in
lead resistance caused by changes in temperature.

Magnaflux
GA~-100

] Indicator

(Dumy )
Internal

Figure 24. Strain Gauge Thermal Compensation.
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Materials

The coupon specimens for this test were fabricated as shown
in Figure 25.

maid 10.00" -

Face Plies
Interlayer
F #— =
= 1
~Cogting System
(If Used)

Figure 25. Flexure Test Typical Specimen.
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Procedure

l.

2.

6.

7.

The width and individual laminate thicknesses were
measured tc within +0.001 inch.

The testing machine (Figure 26) was started; caution
was used not to overload the specimens.

The defiection and strain under load was measured at
midspan and recorded at increments of 0.025 inch
deflection.

Steps 2 and 3 were repeated with the temperature at
+1250F,

Steps 2 and 3 were repeated with the temperature at
-GSOF-

With the outer surface of the plastic ply toward the
tension side, loading of the specimen was continued
until failure. Breaking load and maximum deflection
were recorded for each specimen. This test was
performed on three specimens of each cross section.

StegFG was repeated with the specimens hot soaked at
125°F,

Step 6 was repeated with the specimens cold soaked at
-650F,
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Figure 26. PFlexure Test Setup Shown in the Environ-
mental Chamber on the Baldwin.

Analysis

The analysis was ccnducted as a two-phased effort calling for:

1. The derivation of analytical solutions to deter-
mine deflections and stresses for four types of
composite transparency beams subjected to flexural
loading.

2. The correlation by test of the derived analytical
solutions.

The scope of effort and time for performance of this program
was limited and so was the extent to which plausible non-
linear relationships based on time-independent and time-
dependent theories could be analyzed. It was felt that
rigorous applications of such theories to composite windshields
would involve complex relationships. In turn, the resulting
complicated equations would require accurate nonelastic
material properties data such as for creep and relaxation with
precise definition of the applied loads and timing involwed,

a difficult situation at present.

Instead, it was considered that for the present, technical
solutions resulting from this program would be based on an
empirical approach to the elastic beam theory without con-
sideration of visco-elastic effects. The relationships so
developed were based on a constant rate of loading and provide
a reasonable represantation of these effects without concern
for time-dependent phenomena such as creep, relaxation and
recovery.
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Analytical Approach

Composite bonded beams frequently encountered in structural
practice use engineering materials having well defined elastic
properties. The theory of bending of beams is relatively
simple, following the classical theory within the elastic

range of the constituent materials. Here, such bonded beam
plies are considered as fully coupled; that is, each laminate
carries its share of the shear and in-plane forces created by
the bending loads. In turn, the composite transparencies used
in windshield and window applications use materials having both
elastic and visco-elastic properties. Here, one set of plies
can be considered elastic within the range of deflection and
stress of interest with adjacent plies or layers behaving as

a viscous material with extremely limited mechanical properties.
Such composite beams carry practically all the load in the

main plies, with minimum support by the viscous interlayers,
and are to be considered as partially uncoupled. A bonded
composite beam consisting of parallel spaced plies separated

by weak nonfunctional interlayers would be considered as

fully uncoupled.

Temperature plays a major role in the analysis since the
candidate composite structures consist of a variety of trans-
parent materials, most of which have mechanical properties
that vary widely within the range of operating temperatures.
As an example, the coupon interlayers tested in this program
all varied with temperature to the extent that they provided
almost ideal (total) coupling (elastic) at extreme low temper-
atures to practically no coupling (viscous) at 125°F.

The analytical approach consisted of four elements: (1) the
deflection and stress relationships for the four-point beam
loading were derived:; (2) the characteristics of coupled
composite beams of uniform section were developed on the
basis of pure bending (here the effort was to develop a means
for calculating the position of the neutral axis and the
composite beam stiffness, EI); (3) the characteristics of
"uncoupled" composite beams were defined in terms of the beam
test configuration; and (4) the stress relationships for both
coupled and uncoupled heams were enumerated. The rationale

for these elements is presented in this section of the
report. '
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Four-Point Beam lLoading

The four-point method of beam loading represents a useful
test method for determining small strain bhehavior in beams.
This same technique is used to evaluate flexural properties
of plastic (ASTM D790-71) and has the advantage of providing
a region of the beam undergoing pure bending without shear.

The test fixture used for the tests reported herein had the
load points spaced 1 inch apart and thus the stress and
deflection equations had to be determined spacifically for
this test series.

Using the geometry shown in Figure 27, the following relation-
ship was derived:

8 10.21 P

EI (1)
where
P = total applied load (1lb)
E = modulus of elasticity 1psi)
I = moment of inertia (in.”)
§ = beam deflection at midaspan (in.)

P/2 P/2

[=-3. 50"—-#1 : 0”1

e

Figure 27. Beam Loading Geometry.

Positive
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Beam Stress

For a fully coupled laminated beam, the stress at any point
within the beam is given by Egquation (2):

E, My
on = 3 (2)

where

flexural stress (psi)

modulus of elasticity (psi)

applied moment (in.-1b) ’
distance from neutral axis to the fiber

being strained (in.)

subscript represents thﬁ nth laminate of the beam

= moment of inertia (in.?%)

= EI

nH3 <L Tm®a

Based on convention, a negative value of stress represents
compressive stress and a positive value represents tensile
stress.

Coupled Beam Flexural Stiffness

The analytical derivation of flexural stiffness (EI) of
multilayer composite beams can be obtained using either
tabular or algebraic techniques. The tabular technique is
derived from the parallel axis theorem for moment of inertia.

2

S = EI = [ Ep I, + IAn2p° - Z IAn A (3)

where

Epbph, (1b-in.?)

width of laminate (in.)

thickness of laminate (in.)

distance from base to each element centroid

(in.)

distance from the base to the neutral axis of the
complate cross secticn

N ;‘D’U’_zg’
L I

Uncoupled Beam Stiffness

The behavior in bending a completely uncoupled composite

beam is that of a series of freely stacked plies, the left
spring concept. That is, each ply acts independently and
slips with respact to its neighktor as it deflects, except that
it is assumed to deflect identically as the other plies and
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to take up its portion of total load in relation to its
stiffness. Thus, the flexural stiffness of the uncoupled beam
is merely the sum of the individual stiffnesses:

(EI), “ IEpIpn (4)

Deflaction Test Results - Flexural Loading

A major objective of this task was to develop analytical
solutions for deflection and stress distribution and to
calculate these characteristics at the various thermal
conditions.

The analysis and testing showed both the sensitivity of the
data to bsam thickness variations and the material modulus of
elasticity. In order to minimize the data spread between
successive samples of each beam type, the deflection loading
and flexural stiffness calculations were normalized to the
beam design thickness by the relationship

3
hgesign bdesign
Pplotted ™ Ptest | hrest “Drest
The data reduction procedure was to plot the normalized load

versus deflection and tc determine the slope (m) of the
resulting line as

P] - Py
L N
1 2

Calculation of deflection and/or loading for each bheam cross-
gsection, considering the beam as coupled and uncoupled, was
based on the relationship defined in Equation (1).

P
§ = 10.21 FY

This also allowed for determining the beam's apparent
stiffness factor, S, by combining both formulas to yield

S = (EI) = 10.21m

Figures 28 through 31 show the load deflection lines derived
from the test data. The slopes;, m, and the EI were determinod
for each test temperature. “

Sample Number 3 in Figure 31 showed inordinately high values
when tested at -65°F and +125°F. Since these were broken
during test, reruns were not possible. Therefore, the slope
and stiffness results for this test disregard the data from
these samples.
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Figure 28. Load Deflection Test Data, Polyester/PVB/
Acrylic Laminate with Coating.
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Figure 29. Load Deflection Test Data, Glaas/PVB/
Acrylic Laminate with Coating.
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Figure 30. Load Deflection Test Data, Glass/PVB/
Acrylic Laminate, No Conductive Coating.
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Figure 31. Load Deflection Test Data, Glass/ETP/
Polycarbonate Laminate with Coating,
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Figures 32, 33 and 34 show curves of the expected stiffnesses
for the ideal coupled and uncoupled beams as well as the
equivalent stiffnesses derived frcm the load deflection curves.
The glass-PVB-gtretched acrylic specimens, with and without
conductive coatings, are plotted on the sama curve since the
coatings do not affect stiffneas. The calculations for the
theoretical stiffnesses were obtained from Equations (3) and
(4).

The material modulus of elasticity with respect to temperature
was determined from data in MIL-HDBK-l7, Part II, or the manu~-
facturer's data wherever possible.

These curves show that at low temperatures the interlayers
provided almost total coupling, while at high temperatures
coupling effects were minimal. At rcom temperature, partial
coupling was apparent for all cases.

Strain Gauge Results

The theoretical stresses for each beam cross section were
calculated using Equations (2), (3) and (4), and are shown

in Tables 12 through 15. Each table includes the applied load,
calculated facing stresses based on the strain gauge results,
the load-stress relationship for fully coupled bsams, and the
load-stress relationship for uncoupled beams. Each set of
loads in the tables corresponds to deflections of 0.10 and
0.15 inch respectively.

The tables show that flexural stresses based on uncoupled
section properties were conservative in comparison to measured
stresses for equivalent loading conditions. However, the
conservatism applied to the dominant (stiffest) structural
ply only.

When there is a significant difference in stiffness between
the two facings, partial coupling creates a strain distribu-
tion similar to that shown in Figure 35. Here the neutral
axis remains within the dominant structural facing, and the
interlayer coupling induces a higher strain in the softer
ply than would occur if it wera considered uncoupled.
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Figure 33. Variation in Stiffness With Temperature,
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Figure 35. Strain Distribution in Uncoupled
and Partially Coupled Composite Beam.

Destructive Test Results

The results of the flexure tests that were conducted until
failure occurred are presented in Table 16. For each material
combination and temperature, the average breaking load and
deflection at failure is presented.

The test data indicated that a very substantial increase in
fiexural strength occurred at low temperatures. Deflection
capability was also snown to increase at low temperaturas,
This can be attribut2d to interlayer coupling, increased
material strengths at lower temperatures and differential
thermal contraction. The latter condition occurs because the
irterlayer contracts rore than the facings. This induces a
compressive preload in the facings which effectively reduces
the magnitude of the tensile stresses from flexure.
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5.

7.

STRUCTURAL ADHESION TEST CONCLUSIONS

Temperature had a very significant effect on interlayer
adhesion. Maximum strength occurs at low temperatures
and minimum strength occurs at high temperatures.

Interlayer adhesion was also shown to be sensitive to
substrate material. Electrically conductive coatings
caused a reduction in shear and tensile strengths.

The shear and tensile test procedures are suitable
for comparative and quality control purposes although
they do not correspond to actual transparency loading
cgnditions due to differences in stress concentration
effects.

The cleavage tests demonstrated, in a conservative
manner, how iow magnitude transverse loads applied to
an unreinforced edge of an extended base ply laminate
can promote delamination.

The flexure tests showed that at low temperature,
laminates using PVB and ETP interlayers were
structurally coupled, and at high temperatures there
was only slight coupling.

Flexural stresses will be conservative when calculated
on the basis of uncoupled section properties. However,
if the face plies differ greatly in stiffness, the
congservatism applies only to the stiffer ply.

Load and deflection capabilitias of the laminated

coupon specimens increased substantially at low
temperatures.
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NASTRAN FINITE ELEMENT ANALYSIS

The study described herein was conductad to investigate the
suitability and limitations of the NASTRAN (NASA STructural
ANalysis) finite element analysis for calculating stresses and
displacements in helicopter transparent enclosures.

The expansive transparent areas found on most helicopters offer
potentially significant savings in weight when aerial densities
are minimized. In order to achieve this objective, while main-
taining structural integrity, the magnitude of the design
operating stresses in the transparent enclosure must be
reliably known. Conventional "hand" methods of rigid body
stress analysis have significant deficiencies when applied to
typical helicopter transparencies. Also, in the past, canopies
for helicopiers have been considered secondary structure, and
analyzed only for local airloads and inertia loads. Influence
on overall cockpit bending was assumed negligible, and usually
ignored during structural analysis. Howaver, since canopies
are rigidly fastened to the primary structure, secondary loads
can be induced as a result of primary structure Jdeflections
from application of flight loads.

with the advent of computer capabilities, the analysis of
complex loading conditions and interactions in structures has
become more efficient and reliable. Use of finite element
analyses has shown weight savings in the design of airframe
structures because it has been possible to investigate addi-
tional cases in more detail than has hithertc been possible.
Therefore, a NASTRAN finite element analysis is a potential
tool for saving weight while maintaining structural integrity
in the transparency and its supporting structure.

INVESTIGATIVE STUDY

Specific factors that were investigated in this study are
enumerated below:

Effects of large displacements on analytical accuracy
Effects of elastic supports on windshield stress

Interaction between membrane and bendjr ; stresses due
to transparency curvature

Effect of fuselage deformation on windshield stress
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The state of stress in any transparency, plate or membrane type, ;
is strongly influenced by the elasticity of its supports. When :
windashield or window edge members are loaded, they deflect, with

the result that support constraints for the transparency aras

shifted. It was shown that thiz condition had significant

effects on the internal stress distribution for helicopter

windshields.

Helicopter cockpits can undergo severe deflections during

flight manuevers. Depending upon the helicopter configuration

and specific loading case, vertical bending, lateral bending,

or torsion, or any combination thereof, can be applied to the
transparent enclosure. Using the Sikorsky YUH-60A as a case

study, the effect of maneuver loads on windshield stress was .
evaluated.

Many helicopter cockpit transparencies have second-degree
curvature, either compound or conic. When subjected to
pressure loading, these structures support loads partially by
membrane action, and partially by bending. Classical handbook ,
equations do not apply to these shapes, and unique analytical :
8olutions are required to determine stresses. Frequently,

however, the mean radius of curvature is used in conjunction

with circular or hemispherical pressure vessel equations, or

equivalent flat plate analogies are used to calculate stresses.

This study showed how the NASTRAN finite element analysis can

be used to obtain both in-plane membrane loads and bending

loads in a curved second-degree conic windshield subject to

uniform pressure loading.

Y e b B Aty g P ' eV E b wromem

Nonuniform aerodynamic pressure distributions generally apply
to helicopter cockpits. In order to facilitate stress analysis
idealized uniform pressures are frequently used in calculations,
which can introduce errors. The NASTRAN format readily accepts
discrete pressure loadings applied to each finite element with
no compromise in distribution. However, to accomplish the
objectives of this study which were primarily concerned with
windshield/airframe interactions and analytical accuracy, only
the simpler case of uniform pressure was studied.

A NASTRAN differential stiffness approach was used to evaluate
the effects of large displacements on the analytical deter-
mination of internal stresses and deflection for typical
helicopter windshields. Bennet has shown in Reference 5 that
the changes in geometry of an aixcraft canopy cross-section
greatly affect the internal member loads within the structure.
In order to obtain correct design operating stresses within a
canopy, deformation of the canopy under loading must be
accounted for.

(5) Bennet, R. D., LTV Aerospace Corp, "NASTRAN Differential
Stiffness Analysis of an Aircraft Canopy," NASA TM-X-2378,
National Aeronautics and Space Administration, Washington,
D.C., September 1971.
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NASTRAN FINITE ELEMENT THEORY

NASTRAN uses the displacement or stiffness method to calculate
the forces in the structural elements. This method consists

of modeling a structure as a collection of finite elements

that ars mathematically ccnsidered to have the elastic
properties of the structure they represent. Thess elements

are connected at joints or nodes called grid points. The
force-displacement equations for the various connected elements
are compiled in matrix form.

(F) = (K) (&)
where

(K) = gstiffness matrix
(§) = displacements at node points
(F) = forces applied at the node points

The nodal displacements are ths unknowns in this problem, so
the stiffness matrix must be inverted and multiplied by the
applied load vector to yield

(8) = (K)~1(P)

When the displacements are known, the extensions of each
finite element can be found and the stresses determined fxom
the stress/strain relationships for the alements.

In the development of this finite element method for the
analysis of linearly elastic structures, it is assumed that:

1. Displacements and strains developed in the
structure are small. Physically, this means that
during the loading process, the geometry of the
structure remains basically unchanged, so that the
infinitesimal, first-order linear strain-displace-
ment relations may be used, and the equations
of equilibrium written for the undeformed
structure remain valid.

2. Stress/strain relationships for the material are
linear. This assumption, loosely speaking, can
be thought of as following from the first, since
the stress/strain relations for most engineering
materials can be considered linear when the
stresses are below the elastic limit and the
displacements are small.
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In many instances, thase assumptions may fail, even though the
actual strains and displacements may be small and the elastic
limits of the structural material are not exceeded. For
example, stresses due tv membrane action which are usually
neglected in plate bending may cause a2 considerable decrease

in displacement when compared to the linear solution even
though the displacements are amall. Thus, in order to accurate-
ly determine the rtresses and displacements, nonlinear effects
may have to be considered in the analysis of the structure.

From the abhove discussions, it is seen that there are two
basic types of nonlinear static effects occurring in structural
problems:

Material nonlinearities
Geometric nonlinearities

Material nonlinearity effects occur because the stresses are
nonlinear functions of the strain resulting from the non-
linear elastic or plastic behavior of the structural material.

Geometric nonlinearity effects occur because the strains and/
or displacements at the points of applied loading are non-
linear functions of the degrees of freedom used to describe

the motion of the structure. That is, geometric nonlinearities
occur when the loads applied to the structure are large enough
to give rise to relatively large displacements. Wwhen the
deflections are large, they cause significant changes in the
geometry of the structure, and in this case, the equations of
equilibrivms must be formulated for the deformed configuration.

NASTRAN FINITE ELEMENT CAPABILITIES FOR NONLINEAR PROBLEMS

In addition to a linear static analysis (Format 1), NASTRAN
1180 offers:

Differential Stiffness Analysis (Format 4)
Piecewise Linear Analysis (Format 6).

These capabilities have not been combined.

The differential stiffness capability (Rigid Format 4) includes
the stiffening or softening effects of static in-plane loads.
Thus, the differential stiffness wmatrix may be interpreted as
an effective stiffness created by the interaal stresses
existing in the structure, which is added to the standard
elastic element stiffness matrix. This added stiffness is
calculated from the geometry and internal loads existing in the
element, and is assumed to be proportional to the magnitude of
the applied loads. The total stiffness of the structure is

the sum of the elastic stiffness matrix and the geometric
stitfness matrix.
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In the NASTRAN differential stiffness apprcach, the nonlinear
solution is obtained in the following mannar:

1. The linear elastic stiffness matrix /(Kg) is formed
for the entire structure.

2. Using (Xg), the solution for the linear response
of the structure is obtained, and the internal
forces for the elements are calculated.

3. Knowing the internal forces for the elements and
the displacements at the grid points, the geometric
stiffness matrix (Kg) for the structure is formed.

4. (KG) is added to (Xg) to obtain a total stiffness
matrix which is used to calculate the final
nonlinear solution.

This two-step approach is not iterative and because of this,
the differential stiffness approach can only be expected to
give reascnably accurate answers for those problems where the
effects of geometric noniinearities are not too severe.

Finally, it should be noted that for the BAR (NASTRAN beam
element) and TRIA]l (Plate Bending element), the geometric
stiffness matrices for these elements are functions of only
the axial or in-plane loads determined frum the linear solu-
tion. The changes in the axial and in-plane strains due to
transverse loads are considered as higher order effects and
are ignored in the geometric atiffness matrix formulation.
Physically, this means that in the case of perfectly flat
plates with no prescribed in-plane loading, membrane effects
arising from transverse pressure loads cannot be predicted.

The piecewise linear analysis option is available in NASTRAN
as Rigid Format 6 and is used to solve problems involving
material plasticity. 1In this approach, the nonlinearity of
the materials is defined in the program in the form of a

tabular stress/strain curve. Tha load is applied in increments

such that the stiffness properties of the elements can be
asgumed to be constant over each increment. The stiffness
matrix for each increment is dependent on the current states
of stress in the elements, and displacement increments and
stresses are accumulated to produce the final nonlinear
result.

The piecewise structural stiffness matrix must be reformulated

and decomposed for each load increment. From the analysis
standpoint, however, the most serious drawback is the fact
that for each load increment, tle coordinates of the grid
points in the undeformed state a-e used to calculate the
element stiffness matrix. Because of this, many piecewise
linear solutions are only gross approximations of the true
response of the structure. However, it should be pointed out
that even if the coordinates of the grid poiints ware updated,
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the solution would still be only an approximate (albeit a much
batter one) of the true response unless the effects of differ-
ential stiffness were included.

Detailed instructions for the use of NASTRAN are given in the
NASTRAN Users' Manual®, Extensive explanation of the
theoretical aspect, of NASTRAN is provided in the NASTRAN
Theoretical Manual’ and the NASTRAN Applications Manual8,
Manuals are available from NASA and the MacNeal Schwendler
Corporation.

STRUCTURAL DESCRIPTION

The aircraft selected for this study was the Sikoraky YUH-60A
Utility Tactical Transport Aircraft System (UTTAS). UTTAS
represents the newest generation of Army helicopters, has
relatively large windshields supported by slender posts (Figure
is)é and is subjected to high aerodynamic pressure and maneuver
oads.

Figure 36. Sikorsky YUH-60A UTTAS.

{8) McCoxrmick, C.W., "NASTRAN Users' Manual,"” MSR-39, The Mac
Neal Schwendler Corp., Los Angeles, Calif., March 1974,
(7) macNeal, R.H. "The NASTRAN Theoretical Manual," MSR-40,
The MacNeal Schwendler Corp., lLos Angeles, Calif., May 1974.
(8) Josenh, J.A. "MSC/NASTRAN Application Manual," MSR-35,
The MacN=al Schwendler Corp., Los Angeles, Calif., Nowv.
1972.
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The primary area of concern was the windshield and its immedi-
ate surrounding support structure. However, to properly con-
sider the influence of airframe stiffness on the behavior of
the canopy structure, the analysis was expanded to include the
lowar cockpit and the forward mid-cabin section as shown in

Figure 37.

The windshield was constructed in three sections; the center
section, betwseen B.L. +10,was a flat plate; and the outboard
sections, betwesen B.L. 10 and the outboard posts, were loft
conic shapes. Three different typea of laminated windshields
wers considered in the analyses:

a. two layers of glass, 0.095 inch in thickness

b. a face ply of glass, 0.085 inch in thickness with &
0.060~-inch-thick stretched acrylic base ply

c. a base ply of stretched acrylic, 0.160 inch in
thickness with a 0.060"inch polyester face ply.

All three configurations were laminated with a polyvinyl butyral
interlayer.

The principal structural components of the canopy shown in
Figure 37 were the canted bulkhead at Station 184.75, the fore
and aft "A" frames at butt line +10, the Staticn 205 box frame
above water line 215, the windshleld, the windshield sills and
posts and the canopy rocof structure. The lower windshield sill
was a reinforced fiberglass "2" section, while the upper sill,
the B.L. 10 posts, and the outboard posts were fiberglass box

beans.

The canopy roof structure was covered with fiberglass skin and
contained an aluminum frame at Station 241, and deep fiberglass
beams at B.L. +10, running fore and aft from the upper sill to
the frame at F.S. 247. The window area batween the upper sill,
the B.L. 10 beams, and the Station 241 frame was not modeled
rince its stiffness was negligible.

The lower cockpit was that section of the aircraft between
Stations 162 and 247 and below W.L. 215. The lower cockpit
was sssentially camtiievered from Station 247 and provided the
main support for tne canopy. It consisted of four main
longitudinal beams at B.L. +10 and +30 and transverse bulk-
heads.

The mid-cabin structure was that section of the aircraft aft
of Station 247, For analytical purposes, the structure was
terminated at F.S. 308, since the remaining cabin structure
had little influence on the canopy load-deflection character-
istics. The forward cabin was a conventional semi-monocoque
construction utilizing frames, beams, skin and stringers as

primary structure. 91
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NASTRAN MODELS DESCRIPTION

Three separate NASTRAN models were constructed which varied in
size and degree of refinement. The basic model contained the
upper cockpit, laminated glass windshields, lower cockpit, and
forward cabin up to Station 308. This model is shown in
Figures 38 and 39. Note that although the cockpit and cabin

sections are shown separately in the photographs, they are both
part of the same model.

WA A
NP RSN
MV VY VN
ZMIRNAMY
Tolio

Figure 38. Cockpit NASTRAN Model.
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Isometric ‘ ) Side View

Figqure 39, Cabin NASTRAN Model.

The sills and the posts were constructed of fiberglass having
an elastic modulus of 2.0 x 106 psi and a Poisson's Ratio of
0.4. Typical section properties used in the analysis for these
members are summarized in Table 17. In this table, the moment
of inertia I corresponds to bending about an axis in the plane
of the windshield, and I] corresponds to bending about an axis
perpendicular to this plane.

TABLE 17. SECTION PROPERTIES OF SIDE POSTS AND SILLS

Moment of Moment of Torsional
Inertia Inertia Moment of Inertia
Area I3 Iz
(4n.2)  (in.hH (in. %) (in. %)
Upper Sill .525 .5667 .2004 .140
L?wer sill .339 .0625 .2516 .050
B.L. 10 Posts .510 .1947 .3176 .066
Outboard Post .490 .440 .078 .082

Another model, identical in all respects to the basic model
except for omission of the windshields, was constructed to
obtain displacements of the windshield support structure.
This model is shown in Figure 40.
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The third model, shown in Fiqure 41, was a refined version of
the center windshield and the surrounding portion of the upper
and lower sills and butt line 10 posts. Restraint was provided
by pin supports at the four corners. This model was used for
correlating the NASTRAN results with those of instrumented
tests performed on a section of the same structure represented
by the model. The composite and plastic windshield=, as well
as the glass windshield, were analyzed with this model.

NASTRAN Finite Elements

The finite elements used to model the canopy and its surrounding
structure were the CONROD, BAR, SHEAR, TRMEM and TRIA]l elements.
The CONROD is a line element capable of carrying axial and
torsional loads. It is used to model stringers and stiffeners.
The BAR is also a line element, which in addition to carrying
axial and torsional loads, can react bending and shear loads

in its principal and secondary planes. The BAR element was
used to model all of the main bending members in the upper
cockpit and cabin. Other members modeled with BAR elements
were the windshield sills and posts, the outboard intercostals
between the canted bulkhead and the lower sill, the B.L. 10
beams and the frames in the main cabin.

The SHEAR is a quadrilateral membrane element defined by four
coplanar grid points. It is able to react in-plane tension,
compression and shear loads. SHEAR elements were used to model
the sheet metal panels in the Station 184.75 canted cabin. The
main fore-and-aft members in the cabin structure were modeled
a8 SHEAR panels framed by CONRODS.

The TRMEM is a triangular membrane element which can take in-
plane tension, compression, and shear loads. The TRMEM was
useful in modeling curved skins because it can be defined by
any three nodal points. TRMEMS were used to model areas of the
canted bulkhead and the fiberglass skin below the windshield.

The TRIAl is a triangular plate bending ezlement which allows
for independent specification of membrane and bending proper-
ties. The windshield in the basic model wae composed of 200
TRIAl triangular plate bending elements having six degrees of
freedom. The outboard curved windshields centained 76 TRIAL
elements each and the center flat windshield contained 48
elements. 1020 TRIAl elements were used in the refined model
of the center windshield. The numbering sequence for the
basic windshield model is shown in Figure 42.
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Figure 40. Cockpit NASTRAN Model Without Windshields.
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Figure 41. Refined Model Center Windshield.
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Modeling Assumptions

The laminated glass windshields were idealized as monolithic
structures. At room temperature, the polyvinyl butyral inter-
layer bonding the two face plies together is highly elastic
and acts as a viscous fluid, serving only to separate the
facings, and hence provides only minimal structural coupling.
This causes the two plates that comprise the windshield to
act together in reacting in-plane loads but separately in
reacting bending loads. For the all-glass laminate, the
properties input into the NASTRAN model wers 0.19 inch for
membrane thickness, which gis ths combined thickness of the
two plates, and 1.428 x 10 in.*/in. for the moment of
inertia, twice the inertia of a singla .095-inch plate.

The composite glass/stretched acrylic and stretched acrylic/
polyester windshields were idealized as monolithic glass, and
monolithic stretched acrylic, respectively. These assumptions
were made because in the glass/plastic configuration, the
stiffness of the plastic ply was small in comparison to the
glass, and in the case of stretched acrylic/polyester, the
polyester stiffness was small in comparison to the stretched
acrylic structural base ply. Omissicn of the nonstructural
plies and interlayer coupling effect created a built-in
conservatism for stress and deflection computations.

It was assumed that the windshield perimeter plate elements
were rigidly clamped to the BAR elements used to represent

the supporting silils and posts. The neutral axes of the BAR
elements were located on the outside mold line surface of the
aircraft for simplicity of analysis. Techniques are available
within NASTRAN to simulate flexible edge restraint and
structural offsets if their effects are expected to be
significant, based on the structural configuration being
evaluated.

Model Development Procadure

Coordinates used to describe model geometry were obtained

from an Automatically Programmed Tool (APT) computerized .
definition of the YUH-60A basic contour lines. Analytic

geometry definition by computer was an extremely efficient

and rapid method for tabulating the large number of data

points required. Total computer time required to generate

the approximately 1200 coordinates for the windshields was

only 19 minutes using a UNIVAC 1110 computer. Accuracies

to five decimal places were also routinely achieved with

this procedure.
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Prior to running the model with applied loads, the geometry
inputs were verified. A CRT, cathode ray tube display, was
used to aid in this process. As shown in Figure 43, the
analyst used a light pen to identify specific elements and
> coordinates of the model. By rotating the model about any
oA axis on the display, missing elements, improperly connected
¥ elements, and erroneous coordinates were readily detected.
For example, Figure 44 shows a CRT display with a misaing
NN elament on the right side, outboard of the forward cockpit
- 3 bulkhead.

The final step in debugging was to run a unit load condition
to verify the internal load distribution of the structure.
After making any necessary final adjustments, the model was
then ready to be used for the more complex loading cases.

Figure 43, cCathode Ray Tube Display.

Figure 44. Missing Element Detection by CRT.
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NASTRAN OUTPUT FORMAT

?7,f'¥ Results from the NASTRAN analysis wers output in three main
S subdivisions:

Dispiacements
Forces in Elements
Stresses in Elements.

Three translational and three rotational components of dis-

. placement were output for each grid point. Translational dis-~
S placements were tabulated in the aircraft coordinate system,
o measured relative to model support points at Station 308, as
k¢ illustrated in Figure 45. Rotational displacements for each
~ model element were tabulated as slopes, measured relative to
the element’'s initial orientation. *Z

STA
08

Figqure 45. Reference Coordinate System.

The forces output for each element varied between element types.
For the BAR elements, used to model the sills and posts, bend-
ing moments in the primary and secondary planes at both ends

of the element were listed. Average horizontal and vertical
shear, average axial load and twisting torque were also output.
A positive sign designates a tension load or stress, and a
negative sign indicates compression. The positive and nega-
tive conventions for bending moments are shown in Figure 46.

For the TRIAl plate element, bending moment per unit length

on the x and y faces, twisting moment per unit length and shear
force per unit length on the x and y faces were output.
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Figure 46. Force Output for BAR and Plate Elements.

In the "stresses in element" section of the NASTRAN output,
normal and shear stresses for both the upper and lower surfaces
were listed for each TRIAl element, as shown in Figure 47.
Resolution of these stresses into bending and in-plane stresses
was possible since the normal stress at each surface is equal
to the algebraic sum of its in-plane component plus its bend-
ing component at each surface as shown in Figure 48. There-
fore

f1 = £, - fp and (1)
£2 = fn + £ (2)

£1 = normal stress, top surface
b ) = normal stress, bottom surface

10l




Combining equations (1) and (2), a solution for the in-plane
stress, f,, is obtained:

fm = 1/2 (L) + £2) (3)

Figure 47. Stress Output for Plate Elements.

In-Plane and Bending Stresses

Normal Stresses

Figure 48. Resolution of Normal Stresses into
Bending and In-plane Stresses.
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Figure 49. Distinction Between Normal and Principal Stresses.

In addition to normal and shear stresses, the major and minor
pPrincipal stresses were tabulated for each element (see Figure
49). Strength analyses for glass windshields are based purely
on material tensile strengths, whereas most other materials
can be analyzed with combined shear and normal stress loadings.
This anomaly occurs because the shear strength of glass is
very difficult to measure, arnd is seldom used.

LOADING CONDITIONS

Five loading conditions were analyzed using the forward fuse-
lage model. Both linear static and differential stiffness
approaches were used in each analysis.

1. Flight inertia loading (windshield omitted from
model)

2, Flight inertia loading (windshield installed)

3. 1l psi aerodynamic pressure on center windshield
only

4, 0.3 psi aerodynamic pressure applied to windshields

5. Condition 2 (vertical bending) & ccndition 4
(pressure) combined.
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In addition, three refined center windshield models represent-
ing the all-glass laminate, composite glasi/plastic lamirate,
and all-plastic laminate were analyzed with 1 psi pressure
loading. A differential stiffness analysis was not performed
on this model because in the absence of in-plane lcads and the
flatness of the plate, the differential utiffrness solution
would prnduce results identical to those of the static solution.

RESULTS

Results of these analyses have been grouped according to their
Trelationships to the factors of interest.

Large Displacement Effects on Analytical Accuracy

The effects of large displacements on analytical accuracy were
checked with the flat center windshield models.

In order for the results of the NASTRAN analysis to be valid,
it is necessary that the deflections satisfy the assumptions
used in the thin plate theory: (1) the deflactions are small
in comparison with the thickness of the plate, or (2) the
defiections are small in comparison to the width of the plate.
These assumptions are based on the mid-plane of the part being
free of strain. That is, there are no membrane stresses, and
only bending stresses are present.

To determine whether the NASTRAN analysis was valid, the three
center flat windshield configurations (glass/acrylic, acrylic/
polyester, and glass/glass) were analyzed for a pressure
loading of 1 psi. 1In addition, the glass/glass windshield was
analyzed under 0.3 psi pressure. These constructions and
pressures covered a2 range of conditions that were considered
generic to helicopter windshields.

Pressure was applied to the NASTRAN finite element model using
PLPAD bulk data cards. This feature of NASTRAN takes a
uniform pressure for an slement, calculates the total force,
and distributes the force to the nodal points that define the
element.

The maximum principal stresses and displacements for the flat
windshields are given in Table 18, along with the value of the
ratio of deflection to thickness and the ratio of deflection

to width. Examination of Table 18 reveals that the calculated
deflection to thickness ratios were much greater than one, and
the NASTRAN analysis must be considered invalid. These flat
windshield configurations support the pressure load by combined
membrane-bending action which the NASTRAN program, as presently
structured, cannot analyze.
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The presence of membrane stresses Was confirmed during
instrumented windshield tests conducted on a laminated glass
windshield identical to that used in the NASTRAN aralyses.

In these tests, membrane stresses of approximately 180 psi
were noted, along with principal stresses and dJdeflections

that were significantly lower than the NASTRAN values. For
the 1 psi pressure load case, the maximum principal stresses
from the instrumented tests were 2300 psi versus 6843 from the
NASTRAN analysis, and the maximum test deflection was .098
inch measured relative to the center of the horizontal supports
versus a calculated deflection of .623 jinch.

The instrumented windshield tests are described in a subse-
quent section of this repcrt. Also, using test results, a
visual correlation of stress patterns can be observed in
Figure 50 which compares a NASTRAN generated stress contour
plot and a glass fracture pattern from a test conducted on a
specimen loaded under similar conditions.

f AR '
m:]m::mj

Fracture Pattern Computer Generated

from Pressure Test Stress Contour Plot

Figure 50, Stress Pattern in Flat Windshield.
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A simple method that may be used to determine whether or not
an analysis is valid is to check the mid-plane stress. If
the mid-plane stress is low in comparison to the NASTRAN
computed element stresses; the analysis is valid. Mid-plane
stress can be calculated by first calculating the strain
between elements based on their relative deflections and
spacing and then multiplying that value by the modulus of
elasticity for the material.

When the mid-plane stresses are high in relation to the
NASTRAN calculated values, the results are invalid and other
means must be used for analysis. This was shown to be the
case for typical helicopter flat windshields.

Effects of Elastic Supocrts

Conventional structural analyses of plates are based on the
assumption that the plate is supported along its perimeter by
a rigid member. 'he plate edges may be considered either
simply supported or clamped. However, helicopter windshields
are actually supported by structures having considerable
elasticity as shown in Figure 51. In the extreme case, a
rigid plate mounted to a flexible substructure is supported
only at its corners.

Cla.rﬂped Edge
Support

NS |
|

Simple Edge
Support

Elastic Supports

Figure 51. Support Constraints for Plate Analysis.
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To gain perspective on how windshield loading and substructure
elagticity interact, the analysis of the flat laminated glass/
glass windshield under 1 psi pressure is reviewed. Even though
NASTRAN could not accurately predict stresses and deflections
for the windshield, the effect of the pressure loads on the
structure supporting the windshield are within NASTRAN's
capability. The structure supports windshield presasure loads
as beams in bending, a structural condition for which NASTRAN
analyses are considered to be reliable.

Two structural effects of elastic windshield supports are
readily detectable in the computer generated displacement

plot shown in Figure 52. In the illustration, the total
deflection is divided into 14 equal increments, with each
increment, or iso-displacement, represented by one line forming
a contour plot of the deflected windshield. First, it may be
observed that several iso-displacement lines intersect each
edge of the windshield, indicating a pronounced sagging of the
supports. For example, the maximum displacement midspan on the
long edges is 0.178 inch, a value which by itself exceeds the
thickness of the windshield, and would therefore be suspected
to have a significant effect on analyses based on rigid supports.

The second observation, of less significance, is that the
maximum displacement is not at the center of the windshield,
but more towards the lower sill, This is due to the bocttom
8ill having a lower stiffness than the upper sill.

Transparency Curvature Effects

The effects of transparency curvature on windshield stresses
were evaluated by examining the 0.3 psi aerodynamic pressure
load analysis of the laminated glass/glass center and outboard
windshield panels.

Table 19 summarizes maximum windshield deflections, stresses,
and edge forces from this analysis. The edge forces are the
in-plane edge lcads perpendicular to the windshield edge, and
the shear forces are parallel to the edge of the windshield.
They are used to establish fastener and edge reinforcement
requirements.

Peak stresses for this condition occurred at the approximate
geometric centor of the flat center windshield. Since the
aerodynamic pressure loading was assumed to be inward acting,
the highest stresses for this condition were compressive. The
maximum compressive stress in the center windshield was 2345
psi, while the maximum compressive stress in the outboard
curved windshields was only 942 psi, despite the outboard
panels having approximately twice the area of the center panel.
To bring these values further into perspective, the ratio of
normalized bending stresses for flat windshields having plan-
form areas equivalent to the center and outboard panels,
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was calculated. The bending stresses wers considered to be
proportional to KbZ, where b is the shortside length of the
panel, and K is a shape factor, equal to 0.482 for the
rectangular center windshield, and 0.237 for the square out-
board panel. Using these relationships, the bendingy stresses
in the larger outboard panel would have been approximately 20%
higher than those in the center panel were it not for the
effects of curvature.

Curvature has the effect of creating in-plane forces that tend
to relieve bending stresses. This effect can be seen in
Figure 53,which shows a distribution of normal stresses for
selected elements of the windshields. The numbered "points"
in the figure refer to triangular plate elements, and the
stresses reported are the average stresses occurring in each.
Bending and in-plane components of the normal stress are also
given. The illustration shows that the stresses in the out-
board panel were predominantly in-plane, while the stresses

in the center panel were predominantly bending. It is
interesting to note that the YUH~60A windshield used in this
example has mild curvature, transitioning from a flat shape at
B.L. 10 to a l6-inch radius of curvature tangent to the out-
board post.

Figure 54 shows corner and center deflections for the outboard
windshield. The relative displacement between the center of
the windshield and each corner is also shown in the illustra-
tion. The maximum deflection measured relative to a corner
(lower left) was 0.048 inch, which is less than half the panel
thickness, and therefore within the limits of acceptability
for thin plate stress analysis.

The effects of the complex geometry and structural elasticity
on the windshield stress distribution can be seen in Figure
55, which shows windshield in-plane loads normal to the B.L.
10 posts,

Differential stiffness showed only slight changes for the
stresseg in the outboard area of the windshield, but signifi-
cant increases for the center panel. This cccurred bacause
the large displacements and stresses in the center region had
a greater effect on altering geometry than the small loads and
displacemeants in the outboard region, as shown in Pigure 56.
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Normal Stress, Y
Direction (psi)
NASTRAN Outer Inner In-Plane Bending
Point Element No. Surface Surface Component Component
(psi) (psi)
1l 5887 -182 92 30 -122
2 5884 ~-570 510 -30 -540
3 5881 =240 -~232 -236 4
4 5877 -28 =170 ~99 71
5 4875 759 ~769 ~5 764
6 4872 ~866 809 -28 -837
7 4869 ~-1220 1309 40 -1260
8 4965 801 -788 6 794
9 4899 -126 41 -42 -83
10 4896 91 -148 -28 119
11 4893 -260 -191 =225 -34
12 4889 -26 -170 -9 72
13 4923 ~231 296 32 -2613
14 4920 27 2 39 -2
15 4917 166 91 128 37
16 4913 ~143 120 -11 -131
17 4948 -46 50 2 ~48
18 4945 -104 -148 =126 22
19 4942 -84 -4 -44 ~40
20 4937 - - - -
21 4957 -21 10 -5 -15
22 4953 108 -133 ~-12 120
23 4954 ~51 ~-450 =250 199

Figure 53. Stress Distribution, 0.3 psi Pressure
Condition, Glass/Glass Windshield.
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Figure 54. Windshield Deflections Under 0.3 psi Pressures
Outboard Glass/Glass Panel.

B.L.
10

-—4 lat—57 1b/in, Compressior

e
_.I 79 1b/in |eg—

Tension

Figure 55. In-Plane Forces Normal to B.L. 10 Post,
0.3 psi Pressure Loading Condition.
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Figure 56. Differential Stiffness Effects on Center
Windshield Deflections.

Panel Interaction/Load Sharing Effects

The entire cockpit structure was analyzed for a 1.0 psi
pressure applied to the laminated glass/glass center wind-
shield only to show panel interaction or load sharing effects.
Although the calculated stresses in the center windshield were
known to be unreliable, for reasons discussed earlier, load
sharing trends between the center and outboard windshields
were clearly discernable. For this case, the outboard wind-
shields, like the center windshield, were also glass/glass
laminates.

Figure 57 shows the distribution of major principal stresses
in both windshields. The maximum stress calculated for this
condition was 7807 psi located approximately in the middle of
the center windshield. The effect of panel interactions was
evident by the presence of stresses of up to 2757 psi in the
unloaded outboard windshields. The stresses in the outboard
panel diminished as the distance from the center panel
increased.

Maximum and average windshield edge forces are presented in
Table 20. These are the forces that are transmitted from the
loaded center windshield to the adjacent outboard windshielad
and structure.
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22
Major Principal Streas
(psi)
NASTRAN Outer Inner
Point Element No. Surface Surface
1l 5887 1973 1547
5883 3018 -762
3 5877 1784 1562
4 5875 3260 1532
5 5871 ~5166 7807
6 5965 2729 637
7 4899 1560 942
8 4894 2141 -383
9 4893 2757 ~-507
10 4889 1021 1003
11 4923 -22 423
12 4920 215 213
13 4917 510 359
14 4913 -7 268
15 4948 48 ~-14
16 4946 75 30
17 4942 3 12
18 4937 522 -179
19 4961 110 288
20 4957 165 -80
21 4953 99 -78
22 4964 175 -11

Figure 57. Major Principal Stress, 1 psi Pressure
On Center Windshield, Differential
Stiffness Solution.
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TABLE 20. EDGE FORCES IN WINDSHIELDS, 1 PSI PRESSURE
ON CENTER WINDSHIELD (DIFFERENTIAYL STIFF-
NESS SOLUTION)

Center Windshield Outboard Windshield

Maximum Average Maximum Average

Parameter Value Value Value Value
Normal Edge Load

(1b/in.)

Lower Sill 157 152 92 91

B.L. 10 Post -109 65 103 63

Upper Sill -85 76 ~69 31

Outboard Post - - -54 21
Edge Shear Flow

(1b/in.)

Lower Sill -19 10 49 13

B.L. 10 Post -23 18 87 57

Upper Sill -10 9 39 18

Outboard Post - - 19 10

The distribution of displacements for selected points on the
windshields are shown in Figure 58. This distribution shcws
how pressure applied to the center windshield caused the
entire structure to deform, thereby causing adjacent trans-
parencies to share the load.

Fuselage Deformation Effects

To evaluate the effects of fuselage atructural deformation on
windshield stress, a NASTRAN analysis of the airframe under-

going a severe flight maneuver, with and without windshields

installed, was conducted.

Two flight conditions for the YUH-60A were initially investi-
gated. The first condition represented the inertial loading
on the airframe during a symmetrical pullout maneuver. This
condition produced critical down-bending loads in the area of
the cockpit. The second condition was for the aircraft per-
forming a rolling pullout to the right. 'Thig condition
produced critical side-bending loads in the cockpit.

Table 21 shows the accelerations on the airframe under these
conditions.
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) 3 Displacements
: 4 NASTRAN (in.)
3 % Point Grid No. x Yy z
{ 1 9510 .061 . 000 -.149
% 2 8390 . 085 .000 -.175
4 3 8510 .060 .000 -.149
1 4 8630 .017 -.003 -.102
f 5 8750 -.008 -,010 -.075
6 8800 -.010 -.011 -.073
7 9490 .110 .000 -.202
8 8370 .361 .000 -.471
9 8490 .110 .000 -.202
10 8610 003 -.006 -.088
11 8730 -.008 -.010 ~.076
12 8850 -.023 -.023 -.062
13 9470 .102 . 000 -.193
14 8350 . 394 .0900 -.507
15 8470 .102 .000 -.193
16 8590 .000 -.007 -.084
17 8710 -.009 .01 -.074
18 8830 -.028 -.027 -.057
19 9080 .038 .001 -.123
20 8020 .062 . 000 -.150
21 8080 .030 ~.000 ~-.124
22 8140 .008 -.004 -.093
23 8200 -.014 -.013 -.069
24 8330 -.025 -.022 ~.060
Figure 58. Displacements, 1 psi Pressure on Canter

Windshield, Differential Stiffness Solution.




TABLE 21. YUH-60A LINEAR AND ANGULAR ACCELERATIONS FOR
TWO DESIGN FLIGHT LOAD CONDITIONS

Linear Accelerations on Aircraft (g's)

Condition Ny Ny N,
Symmetrical Pullout Maneuver 0.77 0.069 2.514
Rolling Pullout to Right 0.255 0.650 0.235

Angular Accelerations on Aircraft (Rad/Secz)

Condition ay ay Gz .
Symmetrical Pullout Maneuver 1.96 1.89 -0.2786
Rolling Pullout to Right -0,.7044 -0.3542 1.3646

Preliminary analysis of canopy displacements resulting from
these two loading conditions indicated that vertical bending
produced the most critical loading for the windshields. As
a result, only the symmetrical pullout condition was used in
subsequent analyses. The symmetrical pullout maneuver is
schematically depicted in Figure 59.

Vertical and horizontal shears, drag loads and bending moments
were obtained for this condition at stations along the aircraft
from computerized load calculations. These loads were resolved
into components that were applied at grid points corresponding
to the panel points of the aircraft. A panel point is a mass
center of gravity at a specified station.

Flight Path //////
‘.K\\\\\\ “'“\ s

Vertical Acceleration

N = 2.51g
z

Pitching Acceleration

= 1.89 rad/sec2
Xy

Figure 59. Symmetrical Pullout Maneuver.
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Table 22 compares the maximum internal loads in the windshield
support structure from cockpit vertical bending for two cases,
with and without a windshield. For the with-windshield situa-
tion, the glasa/glass laminated construction was assumed.
These cases are shown schematically in Figure 60. Two moments
are listed for each element. The primary value is for bending
in the plane of the deepest dimensions, and the secondary value
is for bending in the plane of the shortest dimensions, as
shown in Figure 6l1. These results show that significant re-
distribution of internal loading occurred, which can only be
attributed to the stiffening effect of the windshield on the
overall structure.

TABLE 22. COMPARISON OF LOADS IN WINDSHIELD SUPPORT

STRUCTURE, VERTICAL BENDING CONDITION
(DIFFERENTIAL STIFFNESS SOLUTION)

Load With Load without
Windshield wWindshield
Axial Load (1b)-
Lower Sill 95 1443
B.L. 10 Post 51 520
Upper Sill -124 112
Outboard Post -217 19
Moments (in.-1b)
Lower Sill* 94 -5053
Lower Sill** 1203 640
B.L. 10 Post* 19 897
B.L. 10 Post** 946 2078
Upper Sill* 1653 1031
Upper Sill#* 1024 492
Outboard Post* 721 380
Outboard Post** 799 905
* Bending moment about smallest bhending section.

ol Bending moment about largest bending section.

Table 23 compares the differential stiffness solution and
linear static solution for maximum axial loads and bending
moments in the windshield supports for the no-windshield
loading case.

The differential stiffness analysis showed moderate changes

in all loads as compared to the linear static solution, except
at the lower sill., The loads in the lower sill were shown to
increase substantially when differential stiffness was used,
with displacements also drastically changed. The reason for
this was because the lower sill was located on a contour
crease line and was basically unstable without support from
the windshield.
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Windshield Post
Reactions

Inertia Force

Figure 60. Schematic Representation of Windshield
Structure Reaction to Inertia Loading,

Primary Moment

Secondary Moment

|

Figure €1. Moment Definition for Posts and Sills.
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TABLE 23. COMPARISON OF LINEAR STATIC AND DIFFERENTIAL
STIFFNESS SOLUTIONS, VERTICAL BENDING
CONDITION (WINDSHIELD OMITTED FROM MODEL)

Linear Static Differential Stiffness
Solution Solution i
Maximum Maximum Maximum Maximum
Location gomefg Axial Load Moment Axial Load
(in.~-1b) (1b) (in.~1b) (1b)
Lower Sill 491 -293 640 1443
B.L. 10 Post 2525 588 2078 520
Upper Sill 1094 ~253 1031 112
Outboard Post 822 163 905 19

While the loads induced in the canopy structural elements were
small in relation to the cve.all cockpit loading, they were
significant with respect to the individuval members. More
important, however, were the displacements that occurred
around the perimeter of the windshields. Fiqure 62 compares
displacements for the same flight condition, with and without
the windshields installed.

Insight as to the significance of these displacements can be
gained by observing the deflection modes of the structure.
Figure 63 shows the deformed outboard windshield structure
superimposed on the undeformed shape. This illustration shows
graphically how fuselage racking tended to warp and twist the
windshield's cavity. Although windshields are normally mounted
with a certain degree of flexibility via oversize holes and
gaskets, for the conditions analyzed, the displacements and
loads were large, and could nct be absorbed entirely by edge
attachment flexibility.

Figure 64 is a profile view of the center post deflected shape.
Note that the post had a maximum camber of approximately 1/16
inch. Since the post was atiffer than the windshield, this
camber was certain to induce windshlield stresses, and when the
vertical bending condition was reanalyzed with the windshield
in the model, maximum tensile stresses in the windshield were
calculated to be approximately 2000 psi. The highest stresses
were located at, and adjacent to, the edges, which was to ke
expected since the loads are applied at the edges. The dis-
tribution of major principal stresses for this case is shown
in Figure 65.

The distribution of in-plane windshield forces normal to the
center posts is plotted in Figure 66. Additional edge force
data is presented in Table 24. These distributions are
indicative of how cockpit deflections induced in-plane
bending loads in the windshields.
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Displacements (in.)24
NASTRAN Wwithout WindsﬁIeEE With Windshield
Point Grid No. x Y 2z x Y P
1l 9510 .125 .000 ~1.144 .084 -.006 -,.889
2 8390 .104 .000 -1.198 .135 -.006 ~.945
3 8510 .128 »,001 =-1.,158 .088 -,006 -.996
4 8630 .030 -,004 -1.034 -,033 -,015 .766
5 8750 -.062 -,029 -0.855 -.109 -,032 -.675
6 8800 -,082 -.034 -0.718
2 9490 .097 .028 =-1.119 .095 ~,006 -.902
8 8370 - - - .169 -,005 -.982
9 8490 .102 -.041 -1,135 ,101 -.005 -.9%10
10 8610 - - - -,04 -,017 -.758
11 8730 - - - -.101 -.037 = 4692
12 8850 .009 -~,064 ~G.779 -.134 -.078 -.648
13 9470 -.057 .050 =~0.963 .061 -,005 -.864
14 8350 - - - .112 -,005 -.921
15 8470 -.051 -,109 -0.981 .068 -.005 -.874 .
: 16 8590 - - - -.,030 ~,015 -.770
3 17 8710 - - -  -.086 -.038  -.707
; 18 8830 -.127 -.062 ~0.688 -.144 -,106 ~-.635
1 19 9080 -.158 -.,039 -0.863 .013 -.003 ~-.814
20 8020 .231 -.,043 -0.498 .049 -.004 -.852
21 8080 -.152 -,047 -0.879 .021 -.005 -.824
22 8140 -.183 -,040 -0.854 -.014 -.01l1 -.788
23 8200 -.197 -~.053 ~0.787 -.070 -.041 -.715
24 8330 -.142 -,053 -~0.681 -.126 -.091 -.648
Figure 62. Displacements, Vertical Bending, Differential |
Stiffness Solution. j
122 5
3
3

oy T T T T P T N T TP S S P




RIS

eld cavity.

hape of windshi

Figure 63. Daformed S

.11 in.
Displacement

06 in.
Canmber

or wxndshield Post.

jection mode £

pef

rigure 64.
123

s s Wt hsead i b ks IO




- P ———— T TS e i inauiic bl )

I =18
4 7 I CANYA
le
12
SPANEC ,
9 8 I3 2
e '7
3 6 0 4 - 2i
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22
Major Principal Streas
(psi)
NASTRAN Outer Inner
Point Element No. Surface Surface
1l 5887 ~-269 1047
2 5883 =375 505
3 5877 1765 1392
4 5875 ~-459 494
5 5871 ~-852 1039
6 5965 546 1738
7 4899 ~404 1528
8 4894 -174 418
9 4893 -87 1055
10 4889 1654 2132
11 4923 202 146
12 4920 604 239
13 4917 606 228
14 4913 767 1387
15 4948 36 128
16 4946 425 281
17 4942 339 326
18 4937 225 -28
19 4961 491 1848
20 4957 724 ~226
21 4953 800 -482
22 4964 1145 -289

Major Principal Stresses, Vertical Bending

Figure 65.
Condition, Differential Stiffness Solution.

124

J O A O e mu“




R aamat RN

TABLE 24, EDGE FORCES IN WINDSHIELDS, VERTICAYL BENDING
CONDITION (DIPFERENTIAL STIFFNESS SOLUTION)
Center Windshield Outboard Windshield
Maximuam Average Maximum Average
Paramater value Value value Value
Normal Edge ILoad (1lb/in.)
Lower Sill 147 198 299 118
B.L. 10 Post 140 52 153 52
Upper Sill -74 40 -195 134
Outboard Post - - 346 143
Edge Shear Flow {1b/in.)
Lower Sill 150 129 263 59
B.L. 10 Post 108 97 102 81
Upper Sill 29 22 200 64
Outbeard Post - - 144 75
B.L.
10 . 90 1b/in.
| Compression

Figure 66.

I 140 o

Ib/in.
Tension

In-Plane Forces Normal to B.L. 10 Post,

vertical Bending Condition.

Interactive Effects of Combined Loading

As would be expected, when the pressure loading and vertical
bending cases were combined, the resultant stresses were

higher than for aither case alone.

The highest tensile stress,

4231 psi, for this condition again occurred in the cente ' flat

panal.

given in Table 25.

A comparison of stresses for the three conditions is

However, it should be kept in mind that

the calculated stresses in the center windshield for 0.3 psi
pressure wers inaccurate, and the information is therefore
useful only for trending purposes.

125

i, s i e .Y



bt dan

R S P N

1 869¢~ 869¢ Zh6- Pive LiB 96¢1 9oejansg paeoqux
; 09ST- 09sT (321 8¢ZS~ 80LT~- syee- odvjans uunonuwo
(¥sd)
889135 TwdIoUTId IOUTW X®H :
, 9L82 STI 989 ) § 204 6991 vZsel 90¥vJaINg pavoqur )
: 8¥6T 012 L6 v8SZ €18t 108 8dejang Euonumo 3
E (Tsd)
1 889135 Tedioutxqd Jolew xel
i
] eZ6°0- FeEg 0~ L60°0~- gce 1~ Z86°0- sZZ°0- jusuodwod z L
E <10°0- 800°0- 000°G 0100~ 900°0- g00°0 Jusuodwod A M
3 090°0 0€0°0 $C¢0°0 23 23 1] 60T"0 S61°0 3uauodwod x '
3 LT6° SE8°0 GOT°0 €8C°1 ¥s0°7 L9C°0 (*uy) uoT3VATISG Te3z0l

M peutqwo) buypusg sanzsvxg pauTquo) bujpueg sansseag
, (T) 3 (1) 71eo1338A  ¥y8d £°¢ {Z) ® (T) Teo¥3TeA ¥sd g°0
(€) (Z) (1) (€) (2) (1)

T PISTUSTUTH pISOqQING PISTUSDUTH ISoTI85

SNOILIUNOD ONIQVOT FFYHL ¥O0d SISSTIALS ANY SNOILOTTJIIA *ST ITIgVL

AR A S b 210 il kA

e s i P Gl o — g it e e




NASTRAN CONCLUSIONS

1. The NASTRAN finite element analysis was found to be
suitable for the analysis of homogeneous transparencies
of the following types:

a. Flat plates and curved shells where the transverse
deflections are small in comparison to the thick-~
ness of the part.

b. Curved shells where the pressure loads are
reaisted by in-plane forces (similar to hoop
tension or compressive arch).

2. It was found that the NASTRAN analysis was not suitable
for the analysis of transversely loaded flat plates where
the load is carried partially or entirely by membrane
effects. Flat helicopter transparencies generally fall
into this category.

3. The NASTRAN analyses conclusively showed how fuselage
racking can and does induce loads into transparencies.
For the specific loading and airframe stiffnesses
analyzed, these loads were found to be approximately
the same magnitude as the primary pressure loads.

4, The effect of complex geometry and elastic support
constraints on transparency stresses and deflections
were readily analyzed by NASTRAN.

5. It is essential to use diffarential stiffness in the
analysis of helicopter transparent enclosures because
of the relatively large displacements that occur.

These displacements significantly alter the geometric
matrices used for computing stresses and deflections,
and must be compensated for to obtain accurate results.
It was shown that differential stiffness solutions can
alter the results of a linear static analysis by over
100%.

6. It is essential to have a very accurate model repre-
sentation of the stiffness of the windshield's backup
structure. This is necessary because windshield
stresses and deflections calculated by NASTRAN are
sensitive to structural support constraints.
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THERMAJ, EXPANSION, INSTALLATION PRELOAD AND ASSEMBLY TESTS

The purpose of this series of tests was to measure the stress
levels induced in three different windshield design configura-
tions from:

Differential thermal expansion between windshield
material and support structure

Loading of the windshield attachment supports
Contour mismatch on installation

A typical composite windshield is generally composed of three
plies, including a glass facing, an interlayer, and a glass or
plastic facing, which are attached to the airframe by an edge
reinforcement. The thermal expansion coefficient and the
modulus of elasticity of each of these laminate materials are
significantly different from each cther and result in
different rates of expansion with temperature .ariation. The
edge reinforcement introduces still another component
influencing thermal expansion. The thermal expansion stresses
in such configurations are not readily determined by analysis,
and a series of tests were conducted to measure them,

Axial loads applied to transparency support structures can
induce secondary loads in the transparency when tight-fitting
fasteners are used for installation. The series of tests da-
scribed herein were performed to determine the amount of
structural isolation provided by typical laminated edge
reinforcements.

During assembly, windshields do not exactly match the contour
of the canopy structure because of manufacturing tolerances.
The effects of induced stresses due to various degrees of
contour mismatch between windshields and structure were also
evaluated to provide data for establishing installation
tolerances.

Table 26 lists the different tests that were performed.
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TABLE 26. EDGE ATTACHMENT, THERMAL EXPANSION AND
INSTALLATION PRELOAD TESTS

Number Description Paramaters
1 Tensile Stiffness Measure axial spring rate of
edge attachment
2 Cold Soak Determine facing stresses at
-65
3 Hot Soak Determine facing stresses at
+160°F
4 Installation Pre- Determine facing stresses as a
load function of contour mismatch
5 Assembly Test Compare facing strain with

support strain when axial load
is applied to support (tight
fitting fasteners, neoprene
gasket, 30 in.-1lb torque)

6 Assembly Test Determine facing stresses at
-65°F (fastened to post)

7 Assembly Test Determine facing stresses at
+160C0F (fastened to post)

8 Assembly Test Same as 5 except loose fitting
fasteners, 30 in.-lb torque

9 Assembly Test Same as 8 except wet sealant
used between transparency and
support

10 Assembly Test Same as 8 except 10 in.-1b

torque on fasteners

.
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Materials

Three different 24-inch-square laminated sample windshield
configurations (Pigure 67) were tested. The first configura-
tion consisted of a glass outer surface, a pclyvinyl butyral
(PVB) interlayer, a plastic (stretched acrylic) inner surface,
with a bonded Acrylonitrile Butadiene Styrene (ABS) edge rein-
forcement. The second configuration had glass inner and outer
surfaces, a PVB interlayer and a bonded fiberglass edge
reinforcement. The third configquration was the same aes the

gsecond except for a bonded flexible impregnated fabric edge
reinforcement.

TENSILE STIFFNESS TEST

Tensile stiffness tests were conducted on each of the three
specimens by application of incremental tensile loads to one
edge of each specimen using a hydraulic cylinder. A calibrated
load cell in series with the cylinder and the test article

was used to measure applied load. 500-1b incremental loads
were applied to a maximum of either 5000-1b load, 0.010-inch
specimen elongation or 3000 psi resultant stress in the
windshield. Resultant strains and specimen elongation between

points 10 inches apart were measured at each load increment.
Figure 68 shows the test setup.

Results (Tensile Stiffness Test)

The laminated glass with rigid fiberglass edge reinforcement,
the second configuration in Figure 67, was found to be the
gstiffest design and exhibited a spring rate of approximately
233,000 1b/in. The composite glass/plastic design had a
spring rate equal to 7700 1b/in. and the laminated glass panel
with flexibla edging had a spring rate of only 2100 1lb/in.

The spring rates are compared in Figure 69.

Figure 70 presents plots of resultant stress vs load for each
configuration. Testing of the glass/acrylic configuration
was stopped at 500-1b load when the deflection limit was
reached. The initial ccmpression stresses in the glass in
this configquration were attributed to a warped condition of
the specimen prior to loading. In the free state, the glass/
acrylic panels were slightly bowed, and the initjial tensile
loading caused the panels to straighten out, which induced a
compressive stress in the glass facing. The effect of
straightening was more pronounced for the glass ply because
of its higher modulus, which is an order of magnitude greater
than that for stretched acrylic.
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ABS Plastic Edge

Reinforcement
Outer Ply - 085" Interlayer
Chem. Str. Glass /.075" 38 PPH
(Chemcor 0LO1) - DBS PVB
— p |

Inner Ply .08
Stretched Acrylic
MIL-P-25690

Glass/Acrylic
.093 ~ .107"Glass
MIL-G-25667 .150“Fiberglass "
.020 Fiberglass
I Class A (4
Type Polyester P600 Polyester P60O
; —"— SRCESTASCC
4
Interlayer-//r M
.080"PVB .130 Fiberglass [—1,00 —#"
Polyester P600
Glass with Rigid Edging
.093 - .107"Glass .OlS"Sili:one
MIL-G-25667 Adhesive

Type I Class A
C . -
e — —=r |
I“te‘—'}”er/ l-"-l.oou

.080"pPVB

.022" stainless Steel
30 Megh

Glass with Flexible 'Edging

Figure 67. Laminated Test Specimen Edge Configurations.
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Straps
Load Cell’;7 ’//f_ 10" Strain Gauges .
1/ | I | I

C —E‘—&f—+ + )
Hydraulic | [1 |

Cylinder %7 :
Strain
Gauges
\\T\

A 2

Windshielé/////'r
Specimen
"—"—-2h"————ﬂ4

_——

""“’NJ
Figure 68. Stiffness Test Setup.
+10 —
.09 _| Glass, Flexible Edging
~~ 008—
g .07
- . Glass/Acrylic
a 06
S 05
5 ol
c: L] ———
S .03
m 1] — -
02,
.01 Glass, Rigid Edeing
0 r1v v v v vy 1 17 *
200 600 1000 140oO 1800 2200

Load (1b)

Figure 69. Spring Rate Test Data.
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Testing was stopped at 2230-1b load on the glass with rigid
edging when there were indications of debonding of the
fiberglass edge reinforcement. The two plots for this
configuration represent data from gauges on each side of the
specimen. The uneven load sharing between the two glass
plies was attributed to slight eccentricities in the test
setup. Although these effects were significant in comparison
to overall strains, the magnitude of the deviations was about
0.001 microinch, which is considered to be small.

Testing of the glass with flexible edging was stopped at 200-
1b load because of excessive elongation of the flexible
impregnated fabric reinforcement.

THERMAL TESTS

Samples of each type windshield construction were placed in

an environmental chamber at room temperaturg and subjected to
incremental changes in temperature from -65"F to +160°F.
Resultant thermal strains were measured after the specimen had
stabilized at each temperature level. The test setun is shown
in Figure 71. Note that the flexibility of the edging on one
of the glass panels is apparent by its waviness as seen in the
right-hand side of the photograph.

Results (Thermal Tests)

The most significant effacts observed were for the composite
glass/plastic specimen. The glass/plastic specimen is an
unsymmetrical laminate and when heated or cooled, differential
thermal expansion creates a severe bow in the unrestrained
part. This condition is apparent in Figure 71. At both
temperature extremes, the facing stresses were relatively

high (about -9500 psi) for the glass, but low (about 1000 psi)
for the plastic.

Positive stresses are tension, and negative stresses are
comprassion.
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Figure 71. Laminated Windshield Thermal Test
at Low Temperature.

When temperatures were increased, glass stresses increased to

a maximum of approximately 1200 psi at 120°F and were observed
to drop off with increasing temperature to 160°F, as shown by

the so0lid line in Figure 72. When the specimen was cooled

back to room temparature, residual stressas of -660 psi and

60 psi were recorded for the glass and acrylic._ The decrease

in stress with increasing temperature above 120°F was attributed
to softening of the PVR interlayer. The residual stresses were
attributed to relieving of built-in manufacturing stresses in
each facing.

A second specimen was tested; it exhibited similar decreases

in glass stress at temperatures above 120°F. Residual

stresses for the second specimen were -~1220 psi and 20 psi

for the glass and plastic, respectively. Each specimen was
tested again to 160°F, and glass stresses of approximately 1700
psi were achieved at 120°F to 130°F. These runs are shown
(dashed line) in figure 72.

&
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3

(psi x 107)

Resultant Stress

{W Dashed Line is
Second Specimen

Q| Stretched Acrylic

0| Glass

-60 =40 -20 0 20 kLo 60 80 100 112G 140 160

Temperature { °F)

Figure 72, Thermal Test Data, Temperature vs Stress,
Glass/Acrylic Specimen.
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In the glass panel with rigid edging, temperatures to ~-65°F
rasulted in glass facing stresses of -1600 psi. Initial runs
te 1600F resulted in glass facing stresses to 2000 psi as

shown by the dashed lines in Figure 73. Manufacturing residual
stresses were 1100 psi during the first run to 160°F. Sub-
saquent tests to 1609F (solid line,Figure 72) resulted in

glass stresses of approximately 1050 psi.

Temperatures to ~65°F resulted in glass stresses of approxi-
mately ~-1000 psi on the glass panel with flexible edging.
During initial runs to 160°F (dashed lines) manufacturing
residual stresses were 2930 psi. Subsequent tests resulted
in stresses to 500 psi as shown in Figure 74 (solid line).

INSTALLATION PRELOAD TEST

Installation preload tests were conducted to determine a method
for establishing recomuwended windshield dimensional manufactur-
ing tolerances based on induced stresses resulting from wind-
shield/airframe contour mismatch. A cambering test fixture,
shown schematically in Figure 75, was fabricated with an
adjustable surface contour to simulate varioua degrees of
contour mismatch. Strain gauges installed on opposite sides

of the teat specimens at the flexed edge were used to measure
flexural stress.

Each specimen was attached to the test fixture shown in
Figure 76, and strains were recorded to provide a reference
poeition. After each specimen was removed, the test fixture
was adjusted tc prcvide a smooth curvature and to produce a
1/15-inch camber. The test specimen was torqued to the fixture
for each camber configquration following the forque sequence of
Figuare 77, and the resultant strains were recorded at incre-
ments of 1/16 inch camber until the camber was 0.5 inch, or
3000 psi was measured on the glass material. Micrometer
measurements were also taken to measure the change in laminate
thickness at tha unflexed edge as shown in Figure 77,
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Adjustable Turnbuckle

Figure 75. Schematic Representation of Cambering Fixture.

. LS

Fiqure 76. Contour Mismatch Test SQtup.
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Strain Gauges on Opposite
Surfaces of Specimen

Interlayer

Inner Ply

Micrometer A
location to ‘J

Outer measure growth
in overall

Installation
tbickness

o Sequence

et EdgeFixedTighten screws 1in

Section A-A sequence shown to
seat windshield. After
seating windshield,
torque screws to 30

! in.-1b in same
sequence.

Figure 77. Torquing Sequence.

Results (Installation Preload Tests)

Figure 78 shows plots of stress vs camber for each configura-
tion. The abscissa also shows the normalized ratios of camber
to panel length. Testing of the glass/acrylic specimen, which
had a built-in 3/16 inch camber from manufacture, was discon-
tinued at 3/8 inch camber when limit stress was reached in the
glass. Testing of the glass panel with rigid edying configura-
tion was discontinued at 1/16 inch camber when limit stress was
reached in the glass. Testing of the glass panel with flexible
edging cenfiguration was started at 3/8 inch camber due to the
flexibility of the fabric edge reinforcement. Testing of this
configuration was discontinued at 7/16 inch camber when the
attachment bolts tore through the fabric edge reinforcement.
There were nc measurable changes in laminate thickness in any
windshield configuration.

These tests showed that the more rigid the edge reinforcement,

the higher the facing stresses would be for a given contour
mismatch.
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Figure 78. Windshield Installation Preload Tests,
Induced Stress vs Camber.
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ASSEMBLY TESTS

Each of the test specimens was assembled in turn to a repre-
sentative aluminum post c¢cnfiguration, Figure 79. The posts
were 1.00 inch x 1.00 inch x 0.125 inch 2024-T3 aluminum angle
extrusions that are similar in crcss-sectional area to typi-
cal helicopter transparency support structures. The specimens
ware assembled with AN-3 bolts torqued to 30 in.-1lb, except as
noted. Hole size was 0.190 +,002/-.001 inch and the gasket
material was 0.125 inch neoprene sponge rubber except where
noted otherwise.

Following assembly, each specimen was subjected to axial
loadings and temperature tests to measure the strxains inducad
by tensile and thermal loads. Axial loads were applied to each
post to develop a maximum windshield stress of 3000 psi or

an applied load of 5000 1b, whichever was lower. Strain

gauge readings were obtained at each 500-1b increment of load.

Following this, each specimen was subjected to temperature
environmental tests with strain gauge measurements taken at
stabilized temperature increments to -65°F and +160°F,

In order to evaluate the effert of hole size, fastener torque
and sealant, each assembly was also tensile tested after
the configuration variables were changed as follows:

1. Hole size: 0.190-in.-dia holes increased to
0.310~in.-dia.

2, Fastener Torque: 30 in.-1lb torque loosened
to 10 in.-1b

3. Gasket: Neoprene rubber replaced with ECl675
polysulfide sealant.

A matrix of the assembly test configuration is shown in Table
27.

TABLE 27. ASSEMBLY TEST CONDITIONS

Condition Hole Size Temperature Torque Gasket Axial

(in.) (°F) (in.-1b) Load
1 0.190 70 30 Rubber Yes
2 0.190 -65 30 Rubber No
3 0.190 160 30 Rubber No
4 0.310 70 30 Rubber Yes
5 0.310 70 30 EC1675 Yes
6 0.310 70 10 EC1675 Yes
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Results (Assembly Test)

Condition 1 - 0.190 inch holes, 30 in.~1b torque. Figures 80
and 81 present plots of appiied load vs resultant stress for
sach configuration. Testing of the glass/acrylic configura-
tion was stopped at 4500 1lb when limit stress was reached in
the glass. Testing of the all-glass specimens was limited to
5000-1b load.

The all-glass laminate with flexible edging offered viitually
complete isolation from axial loads that waere applied to the
posts. Glass faciny stresses remained exceptionally low
(<100 psi) for all loading conditions up to the maximum post
load of 5000 1lb.

Facing stresses measured in the all-glass laminate with rigid
edge treatment were approximately 1100 psi when a 50690-1b load
was applied to the post section. Comparison of the strain

measured in the glass (320 u-in./in.) with the strain measured
at an adjacent point on the post (1700 u-in.-in.) indicates

that the rate of strain for the glass was only 7% of that for
the post. Thus, a high degree of structural isolation against
axial loads was present even in a so-called rigid edge attach-

ment:..

For the glass-plastic composite design, the most pronounced
effect was the appearance of preload stresses in the facinys
when the specimen was torqued to the post. This condition
occurred because of two reasons:

1. The panels were initially bowed and became prestressed
when they were fastened to the straight post.

2. lLocal preload stresses were induced from uneven torquing
of fasteners. In a subsequent series of ballistic tests,
this condition actually caused the glass to fracture.

The magnitudes of these stresses are highly variable

and can be either tension or compression depending on
individual fastener preloada. The condition can be seen
in Figure 82 as a waviness alony the adge of the panel.

As a result, the stresses induced from applying a load to the
post appear less significant than the initial stresses induced

during assembly.
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Figure 82. Uneven Torquing of Bolts.

Conditions 2 and 3 - Thermal Test, 0.190-inch-dia Holes, 30~
in.-lb torque. Figure 83 presents plots of temperature vs
resultant stress for the glass/acrylic specimen. Preload
effects of the bowed specimen were observed when the specimen
was torqued to the post and resulted in stresses of 2700 psi

and 1800 psi in the glass and aluminum post, respectively.
Thermal effects of the post were significant at low temperatures
when smaller stresses were noted in the glass ply of the
restrained specimen as compared to stresses in the unrestrained
specimen previously tested.

Figure 84 presents plots of temperature vs resultant stress
for the all-glass specimens. Resultant stress magnitudes for
both configurations were similar to the results of +harmal
tests without aluminum posts within the limits of hysteresis
and experimental error.

Conditions 4, 5 and 6 - Hole Size, Fastener Torque and Sealant
Material. The results of these tests, plotted in Figures 85
through 90, indicate that a high degree of isolation from
axial loads is present with each type of post attachment.

The effects of hole size, fastener torque, and sealant material
were evaluated, and the following observations were noted.
Axial loads transmitted from the post to the facings diminished
with increasing hole size. After the holes had been enlarged,
fastener torque and sealant material had negligible effect on

facing stresses.
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Resultant Stress (psi x 103)

Stretched Acrylic

o
;f Ol¢lass Ply Ply
_Q_Aluminum Post

"8\

-80 -60 -40o -20 0 20 LO 60 80 100 120 1ho 160 180
Tempersature (OF)

Figure 83. Assembly Thermal Tests, 1/8~Inch Neoprene

Casket, 0.190~Inch-Dia Holes, 30-in.-1b
Torque, Glass/Acrylic Specimen.
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Resultant Stress (psi x 103)

§Bst for
Rigid Edging

8 —J Post for
// Flexible
a¥—1 Edging

AN
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o
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Glass with Rigid Edging
——t —
Glass with Flexible Edging
1
Aluminum Post

©0|D

-60 -4o -20 0 20 4o 60 80 100 120 1L0 160
Temperature (°F)

Figure 84, Assembly Thermal Tests, 1/8-Inch Neoprene

Gasket, 0.190-Inch-Dia Holes, 30-in.-1lb

Tcrque, All-Glass Laminated Specimens.
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Resultant Specimen Stress (psi x 103)
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Figure 85. Assembly Tensile Tests, 1/8-Inch Neoprene
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Gasket, 0.310-Inch-Dia Holes, 30-in.-1b
Torque, Glass/Acrylic Specimen.




[ ——

(psi x 103)
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Resultant Aluminum Post Stress (psi x 104)
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Figure 86.

1 2 3 L p 6

Applied Tensile Load (1b x 103)

Assembly Tensile Tests, 1/8-Inch Neoprene
Gasket, 0.310-Inch-Dia Holes, 30-in.-1b
Torque. All-Glass Laminates.
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Resultant Specimen Stress (psi x 102)

22

20
¢ Aluminum Post

18 g Glass Ply l -
O Stretched Acrylic Ply

16

1h

Resultant Aluminum Post Stress {psi x th)
N

Applied Tensile Load (1b x 103)

Figure 87. Assembly Tensile Teat, EC-1675 Wet Sealant,
0.310-Inch-Dia Holes, 30-in.-1lb Torque,

Glass/Acrylic Specimen.
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Resultant Aluminum Post Stress {psi x loh)

Resultant Specimen Stress (psi x 102)

Applied Tensile Locad (1b x 103)

Figure 88. PRssembly Tensile Test, EC-1675 Wet Sealant,
0.310-Inch-Dia Holes, 30-in.-1lb Torque,
All-Class Laminates.
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Figure 89. Assembly Tensile Test, EC-1675 Wet Sealant,
0.310=-Inch-Dia Holes, 10-in.-1lb Torgue,
Glass/Acrylic Specimen.
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Figure 90. Assembly Tensile Test, EC~1675 Wet Sealant,
0.310-Inch-Dia Holes, 10~in-1b Torque,
All-Glass Laminated Specimens.
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THERMAL EXPANSION, INSTALLATION PRELOAD AND ASSEMBLY TEST

Stresses resulting from differential thermal expansion
in laminated transparencies are significant and must
be considered during design and structural substantia-

Significant residual stresses are present in laminated
transparent assemblies as a result of manufacturing

Installation preload forces can create critical loading
conditions for certain types of laminated transparencies,
particularly those containing glass plies. The streases
can be induced from mismatch of contours between the
panel and the airframe, or from uneven torquing of
fasteners. These conditions are highly sensitive to
edge attachment design.

C LU
1.
tion.
2.
processes.
3.
4.

All of the edge attachment configurations evaluated
provided good isolation from axial loads applied to the
support structure.
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ASSESSMENT OF RESJDUAL VISIBILITY THROUGH FRACTURED GLAS3 PANELS

Transparencies that are designed with redundant load paths or
materials possessing good fractura toughness can suffer crack-
ing and still majintain structural integrity. In such cases,
the decision on whether or not to abort a mission is bhased on
residual visibility through the cracks, assuming the fear of
imminent cave-in does not take precedence. This gtudy was con-
ducted to astablish a threshold crack density for use in
seie~ting materials that will provide adequate post fracture
residual visibility. During the satudy, two types of data were
collected: subjective (pilot opinion), and objective (visual
acuity).

Materials Evaluated

The problem of dense crack patterns restricting vision is
inherent to certain types of tempered glass. The amount of
dicing is a function of tempering, thickness and state of
stress existing in the part during fracture. Therefore, in
order to obtain a variety of crack patterns for study, five
different laminated glass panals were procured from PPG
Industries. All panels were 24 inches square with 0¢.250-inch-
thick annealed glass base plies. The face ply materials
varied as shown in Table 28 and were laminated with a 0.100-
inch-thick polyvinyl butyral interlayer.

TABLE 28. FACE PLY MATERIALS USED IN RESIDUAL
VISIBILITY STUDY

Thickness Modulus of Rupture

Material (in.) (psi)
Chemically Tempered Glass 0.085 50,000
Chemically Tempered Glass 0.109 40,000
Thermally Tempered Glass 0.110 16,000
Thermally Tempered Glass 0.109 20,000
Annealed Glass 0.110 -

The five specimens were mechanically fractured by striking the
center of each panel with a center punch. The resultant
fracture patterns ave shown in Figures 91 through 24. The
annealed glass and 16,000 psi thermally tempered glass panels
developed identical chips at the point of impact. Therefore,
in order to obtain a reasonable variation between specimens,
an additional specimen was added to the lot. The additional
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Figure 91.

Figure 92.

Thermally Tempered Glass (16,000 psi MOR)
Fracture Pattern.

Thermally Tempered Glass (20,000 psi MOR)
Fracture Pattern.
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Figure 93. Chemically Tempered Glass (40 noon psi MOR)
Fracture Pattern - 250 Particles/Ft

Figure 94. Chemically Tempered Glass (50, 000 psi MOR)

Fracture Pattern - 30,000 Particles/rt
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[ o specimen consisted of two plies of 0.095-inch soca lime glass
3 "4 laminated with a PVB interlayer, which fractured as a result
3 i of an ultimate pressure loading test. The fracture pattern
| was moderately dense and was divided into graded zones as
be shown in Figure 95.
] ) ‘i Each specimen was classified relative to the fracture density
| in particles per square foot, as shown in Figqures 96 through
L3 101.
iy
Figure 95. Fracture Pattern From Pressure Test.
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Figure 96.

Particle Density, 250 Per Square Foot.

Figure 97.

Particle Density, 1600 Per Square Foot.
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Figure 98. Horizontal Cracks, Particle Dansity,
4300 Per Square Foot.
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Figure 99. Vertical Cracks, Particle Density,
5200 Par Square Foot.
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Figure 107. Particle Density, 18,000 Per
Square Foot.
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OBJECTIVE MEASURES

In the objective test,data was collected by having subjects
view a targst through each of the specimens held at spacific
angles of incidence to the viewer. The viewer errors and time
to read the chart were the scoring factors.

Targets

Seven eye charts containing five lines of random letters on
each, similar to that shown in Figure 102, were used in this
test. The size of the characters corresponded to acuity
levels for 20/10 through 20/40 eyesight.

Figure 102. Typical Target Card.

Procedure for Objective Measures

1. The charts were placed about 14 feet from the viewer's
head and perpendicular toc the line of sight.

2. The subject read the charts, and his performance was
recorded on the basis of errors in reading the letters
and the time it took to complete the chart.

3. The specimens were then placed in front of the subject
perpendicular to the line of sight and the process was
repeated. Different starting points were used on each
trial to minimize learning effects.

4. Step 3 was repeated twice with the specimen tilted 30°
and 45° to the vertical.
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SUBJECTIVE MEASURES

Subjective measures were taken by having five test pilots view
an outside scane through each of the test panels. As in the
objective measures, the panels were tilted at 30° and 45° to
the line of sight as well as perpendicular to it. Subjects
were asked to rate visibility through the panels according to
the following set of instructions:

"Rate your confidence in your ability to fly back to
an airfield and make & satisfactory landing if you
had to look through the windscreen in front of you.
Do this by selecting a number from 0 to 10 indicating
the confidence you have. Below are word descriptions
of various ratings to give you a standard on which

to base your ratings."

Rating Description

10 Can fly home easily with not much more effort than
normal flight.
7.5 I can see well enough to fly. I would not declare

ari emergency.
5 Safe flight would be difficult, I would declare

an emergency.

2.5 Safe flight is very difficult, I'm not sure I could
land safely.
0 Ssafe flight is impossible.
RESULTS

A comparison of time scores for untilted and tilted glass is
shown ir Figure 103, Examination of the data showed that as
the angle of incidence increased, the subjects took longer to
read the chart. For the vertical case, it can be seen that
time to read the charts increased with particle count. 1In the
tilted column, the results still varied in a predictable manner
except for the case in which the fractures formed a horizontal
pattern, Horizontal fractures are particularly sensitive to
window +ilt because the action of tilting the window increases
the visual angle obscured by each fracture. Crack patterns,
especially horizontal ones, tend to obscure targets rather
than to reduce the acuity of vision through the glass. Those
areas not crossed by fractures have the same acuity as
unfractured glass. This condition is shown in Figure 104,

Scores based strictly on the number of errors in reading the
resolution chart had no meaningful relationship with angle of
incidence of fracture pattern. This was probably due toc the
effects of learning. That is, subjects were able to find a
clear facet in the fracture pattern and move their heads in a
way that allowed them to view the letter they were trying to
read through the spot.
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Figure 103. Effect of Crack Density on Visual
Response Time.
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After examining the pilot subjective data, it was decided that
the most meaningful way to categorize pilot reactions was to
divide them into groups: Satisfactory and Unsatisfactory.
This was done because it was felt that a transparency specifi-
cation should call out materials that will not cause pilots to
declare an emergency after a fracture pattern propagates
across their primary viewing area. Thus, all pilot ratings

of 5 and below were classified as unsatisfactory, and those
above 5 ag satisfactory.

The data in Table 29 show the percentage of pilots giving a
satisfactory rating. Ratings of 100% and 0% show total agree-
ment. Data between these values show the percentage of pilots
giving a satisfactory rating. In general, the ratings became
moxre unsatisfactory azs the angle of incidence increased. As
the number of particles per square foot increased, the number
of pilots rating the glass as unsatisfac’ory increased until
at about 20,000 particles per square fo , all of the pilots
judged the glass to be unsatisfactory. .t is assumed that the
fracture patterns on which pilots did not agree represent
borderline areas.

TABLE 29. PILOT RATINGS OF RESIDUAL VISIBILITY

Particle Angle of Incidence

Count 900 30 45° Comments

0 100% 100% 100%
2 100% 100% 100%
250 100% 100% 100%

1,600 100% 80% 40%

4,300 80% 0% 0% Horizontal Cracks
5,200 100% 100% 100% Vertical Cracks
18,000 80% 0% 0%
30,000 0% 0% 0s

100%-All Agree Window is Satisfactory

0%-All Agree Window iz Unsatisfactory

RESIDUAL VISIBILITY CONCLUSIONS

The results of this effort showed that glass with fracture
patterns of less than 1,000 particles per square foot are

judged to have satisfactory residual visibility. A satis-
factory pan:l was defined as one which cracks but does not
cause the declaration of an emergency.
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FIELD STUDY OF ARMY HELICOPTER TRANSPARENCIES

Army helicopter transparencies under actual service conditions
ware studied at Fort Rucker, Alabama. Four types of data

were collected: pilot ratings of haze in sample specimens,
measurements of light transmitted through tinted windows,
photographs of optical distortions caused by transparencies,

and pilot responses to a questionnaire., 1In addition, informal
discussions were held with pilots and maintenance personnel

to discover problems and techniques used to maintain windshields.

PILOT HAZE RATINGS

The amount of haze in transparencies can be measured very
accurately, but the point at which haze starts to interfore
with pilot function is not known. To determine this level,

a standardized measure of pilot opinion was needed. This was
accomplished as follows:

A set of eight abraded acrylic specimens with varying degrees
of scratch intensity, ranging from clear (0.4% haze) to almost
opaque (52% haze), were preparad. Specimen haze was measured
by the U. S. Army Aeromedical Research Laboratory at Fort
Rucker. The scratches were produced by pulling steel wool
across the surface of the specimen under a constant pressure.
A viewer consisting of a flat black tube with a holder to
support the specimen at a fixed distance from the eye was con-
structed (Figure 105). Pilots were asked to look through the
device at external scenes and were given the following
instructions to rate the haze specimens.

Figure 105. Viewer for Rating Haze Levels.
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"hs part of a study of windshield criteria, we would
like vour reaction to various amounts of surface
scratches on glass. To do this, we will show you
eight samples of glass and ask you to rate them on a
scale of one to nine. 1In assigning your rating to
each pimce, use the table below (Table 30) as & guide.
?hila jgdqing, move the tube to look at varying light
avels.

TABLE 30. SCALE FOR RATING HAZE SPECIMENS

Rating Description

1l Good: Unaware of alass scratches.

2

3 Satisfactory: I am aware of scratches but

they are not annoying.
4
5 Poor: The scratches are annoying but do not
prevent seeing.

6

7 Marginal: Very annoying, can still fly but
would crab the glass after the
fiight.

8

9 Unsatisfactory: I would not take off with

a windshield this bad.

Data was collected from thirty-eight helicopter pilots. Al-
though the data was divided between three types of aviators
(single engine, multi-engine and test pilots), only the
results of the test pilots were different from those of the
group as a whele. 2As a group, test pilots were more tolerant

of haze than others.

Since the gocal of the study was to determine the level at

which haze would cause pilots to request corrective action,

the ratings were divided into two grcups. Ratings of 1 through
6 were considered satisfactory and ratings 7 through 9 ware
unsatisfactory. Figure 106 is a plot of the percent of unsatis-
factory ratings against the percentage of haze in the chips.
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Figure 106. Plot of Unsatisfactory Pilot Ratings vs Haze,

The point at which the curve begins to rise rapidly is indica-
tive of how much haze will be tolerated by flight personnel
before a removal is effected. The data collected showed that
a level of haze between 15% and 20% was accepted by 2t least
80% of the Army pilots tested. Comparison of the test chips
with helicopter windows at Fort Rucker showed that almost all
windows exhibited haze levels of less than 12%.

Figure 107 is a plot of pilot ratings against percentage of

haze in the samples. It is provided to show the consistency
with which pilots reacted. The vertical bars show the range
between the 10th percentile and the 90th percentile for each

sample.
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Figure 107. Army Pilot Haze Ratings.

TINTED WINDOW LIGHT TRANSMISSION

Specifications for tinting the helicopter overhead windows have
not been controlled by the government. As a result, consider-
able variation in light transmission and color exists on Army
helicopters. In order to evaluate the acceptance cf tinting,
light transmission measurements were taken through tinted
windows on nine different helicopter models.

The method of measurement involved using a modified flashlight
as a standard light source and a photographic light meter as

a senscr. Both the flashlight and the meter were mounted on
cardboard tubes to isolate them from ambient light. Measure-
ments were taken with the light held directly against the
séengor and then repeated with a window placed between the
light source ané the sensor. The difference between the two
readings represented the loss in light transmitted through the
window. The light from the flashlight was defused and reduced
in brightness to coincide with the most accurate portion of
the light meter's range. In tests made prior to field measure-
ments, the system was shown to be accurate within 3% of the
true value of the samples tested.
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The sversge light transmittance measured through the tinted roof
windows o* Army helicopters and some Sikorsky Navy helicopters
18 sumes in Table 31, The amount of light transmitted ranged
frar .i:% to 8.%. The darkest tinting was in the OH-6, where

the -_.sxss was so dark that it was difficult to see through
excepr .n bricnt environments. The lightest tint was in cobra
cockDi =1,

THBLE 31. LIGHT TRANSMISSION MEASUREMENTS FOR HELICOPTER
OVERHEAD WINDOWS

Al rey=t- Location Average Light Transmittance
AF-) Whole Canopy 85.5%
UR-1 Roof 66.3%
OH-5% Roof 76.3%
OR-6 Roof 15.8%
TH~55 Roof 27.4%
CH-47 Center Windshield 77.4%
CH-3 Roof 29.2%
CH-54 Roof 30.3%
CH-53 Roof 28.9%

PILOT QUESTIONNAIRE

The objective of this effort was to obtain information on
pilot reactions to transparencies in present Army helicopters.
This was done by obtaining responses to a questionnaire on
five aspects of cockpit transparencies:

distortion

haze

small imperfections

tinted windows and reaction to cockpit windows in general.

Forty-six aviators were involved representing a cumulative
flight experience of 130,000 hours, approximately 16,000 hours
of which were night flight.

It was also desired to categorize some of the information by
specific helicopter models. To do this, pilot experience with
each type of helicopter had to be taken into account. This was
done by using the number of hours flown in various types of
helicopters. A pilot was considered to be exposed to a
specific helicopter only if he had at least 70 hours flight
time in thet vehicle.

The data was roughly divided into four categories: high
exposure/high complaint, high exposure/medium complaint,

high exposure/low complaint, and low exposure/no complaints,
as shown in Table 32. It was “elt that conclusions could be
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drawn from the first three categories, while the last group
could only ba used with caution. One might conclude that the
aircraft in the last group had very good windows or one might
conclude that not enough exposure was involved to elicit any
comnents.

TABLE 32, PILOT EXPOSURE TO AIRCRAFT EVALUATED
IN QUESTIONNAIRE

Total Flt
No. of Time by
Alrcraft Pilots Model Percent
Category Type Exposed (hrs) Comﬁl?ininq

b ]
OH-58 10 7055 90
High Exposure/ AH-1 10 12040 90
High Complaint  CH-47 11 8491 82
UH~1 43 53435 70
OH-6 4 1250 25
High Exposure/ OH-3 12 5415 25
Medium Complaint CH-53 12 4390 25
H~-34 14 6220 14
High Exposure/ OH-13 12 6130 8
Low Complaint TH-55 13 3475 8
OH-23 15 3285 7
CH--19 8 3725 0
Low Exposure/ CH-54 6 3300 0
No Complaint CH-21 4 3236 0
CH--37 2 800 c

It should be noted that the UH-1 was a dominant factor in
pilot experience. Almost all pilots reported UH-1 experience,
and the number of flight hours of the pilots as a group showed
more than four times as many hours in the UH-1 as in the next
nearest helicopter (AH-1l). The resulting comments were
therefore heavily influenced by UH-1 experience.

A summary of the replies obtained for each question is
included in the appropriate spaces following the question in
the sample questionnaire which follows. The percentages noted
represent the fraction of pilots responding affirmatively to
the particular question.
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"COCKPIT WINDOW QUESTIONNAIRE"

I. As you view objects through helicopter windows, do they
chanye shape or become wavy due to distortions in the
glass or plastic?

A. YES 708  NO__

B. If they do, please check the location, severity,
and helicopter model in the below matrix.

Severity Location

Helicopter Random
Model Window Slight Moderate Major Edge Center Throughout

* Main 20% 14% 2% 27% 23 11%

Windshield

* Side 10% 16% 4% 23 4% 23%

bd Roof 6% 6% 2% 4% 0 7%

* Chin 6% 10% 6% 7% 0 11%
Total 41% 45% 14% 40% 7% 52%

*Response te this question was distaibuted by helicopten
models as shown below.

Window Helicopter Model
Main Windshield AH-1 - 10% CH-47 - 3% CH-3 - 10%
UH-1 - 34% OH-13 - 3% CH-53 - 14%
OH-58 - 17% CH-34 - 7%
Side Windshield AH-1 - 13% CH-34 - 7%
Uu#-1 - 60%
oH-58 - 20%
Roof Windows AH-1 -~ 12% CH-34 - 12%
U”H-1 - 5¢0%
, OH-58 - 75%
F Chin Window UH-1 - 53% CH-47 - 7%
3 oH-6 - 7% CH-3 - 7%
' OH-58 - 20% CH-53 -~ 7%
E 175
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C. Have these distortions affected your performance?
YES 32% NO

D. If they have, please fill out the matrix below.

Difficulty — Effect -
Slight Moderate Severe

¥ Takeoff 17% 2% 2%

b Landing 9% 11% 4%

» Reconnaissance 11% 4% 2%
Navigation 9% 2% 2%
Formation 6% 6% 2%
Weapon Use 9% 0 0
Other
Total 54% 28% 17%

E. Has this type of distortion caused you any perscnal
discomfort such as:

Airsickness
Fatigue
Headache
Annoyance
No Effects
Other

3335

(Please describe briefly in
the space below)

About one pilot in four made a comment in this section.
About half{ of those had to do with autorotations, Landinga
on depth penrception. This 4indicated that distontions
caused most problems when the vehicle was near anothen
object (ground aircraft, ete.).

F. Have you had any proklems looking through electric-
ally heated windshields?

VG T S R

YES 78§ NO __ WHICH MODEL AIRCRAFT _CH-47
If yes, briefly describe the problem.

Only two pilots commented on the anti-ice system effects.
Both concerned delaminations of the windshdield.
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G. Have you had any vision probiems with windows
deflecting due to wind pressure in flight?

YES 3% NO

If yes, which model aircraft OH-6
Briefly describe in the space below.

One pilot indicated that he had problems at high
dpeeds in the OH-6.

4 H. Do you have any general comments on window distor-
tionsg?

Thinty-two percent of the pilots made negaiive nesponses.
0f these, over half commented on wipers scratching the
windsercen., In addition, two pilots commented on
problems duning night {Light and neflections caused by
Lights from the ground. ALL of the othear comments wenre
on diffenent aspects of distontion with no two the same.

I

'

B

3
3

B
|
5

II Have you flown vehicles with tinted windows?

A. YES 75% NO

| S B. If yes, which vehicle AH-1, CH-47, UH-1, OH-58,
- - CH-34, SH-3, CH-54,

C. Which windows were tinted?

Windshield 32% What Color? Blue, Gold,
- “Green

Roof 53%

Other 15%

D. Has the tinting adversely affected your performance?

YES 21% NO

E. 1f yea, please fill out the matrix below.

, I Effect Time of Day
1 g Twi- Sun- Over-
‘ : Difficulty Slight Moderate Major light light cast Night
Recognizing Ob- 12% 12% 12% 7% 7% 7% 11%
) jects
See Colors 12% 0 12% 7% 7% 7% 7%
Range of Vision 0 0 25% 7% 7% 7% 11%
Other (describe) 12% 3% 3%
Total 25% 12% 62% 25% 25% 21% 28%
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F. General comments on tintec windows.

30% of the comments recedived on tinted windows wexre
positive 4in natunre, L.e., compliments nathen than
complaints. Thus, when combined witn the pilots who
did not respond to this question, one can say Zthait
about three-quanrtens of the pilots edithen §{elt that
tinted glass was a good thing or had a neutral atti-
tude toward Lit.

0f the 21% who complained about the <inted windows,
modt remplaints comceaned the tendency gecn tinted
windows to intenfere with night vision and a tendency
zo getecx dint and scratches more nreadily on tinted
windows .

III DnNefects on the surface or within win‘ows sometimes cause
windows to become hazy or foggy in appearance. Have
you ever noticed this in the vehicles you have flown?

A. YES 76% NO

s s

B. If yes, describe the location and severity below:

Helicopter Severity

Model Window Slight Moderate Major
¥ Main 7% 27% 7%

Windshield

* S4ide 5% 11% 9%
* Roo § 5% 7% 7%
* Chin 3% 7% 3%

Total 20% 52% 26%

*Response to this question was distaibuted by helicoptex
mczels as shown below.
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Window Helicopter Model
Main Windshield u’-1 - 50% AH-1 ~ 15% CH-34 - 9%
OH-58 - 12% CH-47 - 38 CH-53 - 6%
TH-55 - 3% CH-3 - 6%
Side windshield us-1 - 43% AH-1 - 26%
0ti-58 - 14% CH~3 - 5%
TH-55 - 5% CH-34 - 5%
Roof Window UH-1 - 60%
OH-58 - 30%
AH-1 - 10%
Chin Window ud-1 - 67%
OH-58 - 25%
TH-55 - 8%

C. Has the occurrence of haze cr foq in windows
affected your performance?

YES 65% NO

D. If yes, please fill out the matrix below.

Effect Time of Day
Twi~ Sun- Over-

Difficulty Slight Moderate Major light light cast Night

Glare 6% 16% 16% 6% 11% 33 8%
Identifying

Objects 12% 14% 4% 6% 9% 6% 1]
General

Annoyance 8% 16% 10% 11% 13% 7% 108
Other
Total 26% 46% 3C% 234 33% 16% 26%

E. Is the haze worse with the sun in certzin locations?
YES 75% NO
Where?

No neplies.
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F. What in your opinion is the cause of hazy windows?

Poor Window Materials 19%
Lack of Cleaning 7%
Too Much Cleaning i
Windshield Wipers b1 )
014 Age T9%
Don't Know —§%
Other 13

G. General comments on haze in windows:

About one pilot in thaee made general comments on
haze. Mosl of these comments conceaned the
impontance of haze free windows in peamitting pilots
Lo see for Nap-of-the-earth and night §Lying, The
remaining comments wene divided between ccmplaints
about window maintenance and observations that
betjeg wipers on hander windshield materials anre
needed.

IV. Sometimes aircraft windows have small imperfections
within the glass (bubbles, scratches, discolorations,
etc.). Have you ever noticed such imperfections in
ships you have flown?

A. YES 76% NO

B. If you have, indicate the severity and location below:

Helicopter Severity
Model Window Slight Moderate Major
* Main
Windshield 20% 27% 6%
¢ Side 13% 11% 0
¢ Roo 7% 4% 2%
¢ Chin 7% 6% 2%
Total 47% 43% 10%

*Responses to thit question wene distributed by helicoptenr
model as4 shown below.

180




WYY T

Window Helicopter Model
Main Windscxreen OH-58 - 19% AH-1 - 6% CH-3 - 8%
UH-1 - 51% CH-53 - 84
CH-47 - 13% Ci-34 - 3%
Side Windshield OH-58 - 14% AH-1 - 24%
UH-1 -~ 48% CH-3 - 5%
CH-47 - 9%
Roof§ Window OH-58 ~ 18% AH-1 - 15%
UH-1 - 55%
CH-47 - 9%
Chin Window oH-58 - 23%
UH-1 - 69%
CH-47 - 7%
c. Has this type of imperfection ever affected your
flight performance?
YES 26% NO
D. If yes, briefly describe the defect and problem,

About one pdilot in foun made a comment. The
following window defects were mentioned:
defaminations, scratches, dint, craze, bubbles.

The folLowing tashs wene affected: formation, NOE,
night {Light, autorotations, forced Landings, Ztake
0§48, depth perception, {Light in marginal weathenx.

How would you rate helicopter windows in general?

A.

Good 23%
Satisfactory 7%
Adequate 7%
Poor T7%
Unsatisfactory 99

Do you have any general complaint: about helicopter
windows?

Oven 70% of the pilots nresponded to this questdion.
Almost allt of the nesponses had to do with scratches
on cleaning of the taanspanency to improve visibility
through the windshield.
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c. What improvements would you like to see in the
future?

Most of the pilots responded to this question with
requests for scratch free materials or easdien
cleaning materials or better wipers, etc. These
responses were mainly the nesult of UH-1 expendence.

PHOTOGRAPHIC DATA

A series of photographs were taken at Fort Rucker to document
the condition of existing transparencies in an operational
environment. The photographs showed flaws such as cracks,
delaminations, scratches and distortions resulting from
optical imperfections.

A portable grid for evaluating optical distortion, shown in
Fiqure 108, was used to locate and quantify optical distortion.
Considerable experimentation was required to develop a tech-
nique for producing photographs with resolution adequate for
measuring grid slope variation. The procedure finally adopted
wag to place the grid board approximately ten feet from the
transparency with the camera at the pilot's eve .position. A
4x telephoto lens was used to enable the grid to completely
fill the picture. High-speed film with a shutter speed of
1/250th of a second was found to be necessary to prevent
blurring lines due to motion of the grid or camera.

[ 4

Figure 108. Test Grid Used to Measure Distortion.
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The survey examined six types of helicopters at Fort Rucker
and one type at Sikorsky, as follows:

CH-53: Prior to the visit to Fort Rucker, phetographs
of Sikorsky helicopters located at the factory were
taken, both for practice and to examine distortions
exhibited by cargo helicopters. Since most of the
Sikorsky helicopters were new and had not been used in
the field, little in the way of scratches or flaws was
seen, although minor amounts of edge distortion were
found in most helicopters photographed.

However, Figure 109 shows a delamination in the left
front canopy of a CH-53A that was in for overhaul. The
photograph shows that delaminations do not cause dis-
tortions, but increase opacity of the window. The
picture also shows some edge distortion next to the
delamination spot. Figure 110 is an external view of
the aircraft showing the location of the delaminations.l

Figure 109. CH-53 Windshieid Delamination.
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Figure 110. CH=53, External View of Delaminations.

AH-1: Figure 111 is a photograph of the entire aircraft.

Pictures taken through the canopy showed little dis-
tortion except around the window edges as seen in Figure
112. The photograph, taken from the aft seat, looks out
the left sice of the helicopter and shows distortion

on the front edge of the canopy. The lighter spots on
the grid are caused by dirt and abrasions on the canopy
surface.

Impact by a hard object on the canopy surface caused
a bull's eye distortion as shown in Figure 113. The
physical appearance of the defect was a small dent
with a white spot in the center.

F In addition to optical defects, Cobra canopies were

] characterized by many small scratches that tended to
: increase the haze level of the canopy. This is shown
4 in Figure 114.

T
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Left Side wWindow.
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AH-1 Cobra, Overall View.
Cobra,

Figure 111.
Fiqure 112.




Figure .13. AH-1 Front Windshield, Bul 's Eye Distortion.

Figure 114. AH-1 Windshield Scratches.
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UH-1 (Huey): The most frequent complaint voiced by
pliots and maintenance officers was the tendency of the
UH-1 windshield wipers to scratch the window when used.
Most of the helicopters observed, however, showed no
evidence of this problem. The reason for this was that
the wiper switches at Fort Rucker are safety wired to
prevent use except when absolutely required. Two
instances were observed in which the wipers had scratched
the plastic simply from vibratory motion (Figure 115).

Figure 115. UH-1, Wiper Scratches From Vibration.

As in the Cobra, optical distortion could be found around
the edges of the canopies. Figure 116 shows a typical
gituation at =he adge of the front window in the UH-1
door. Measuremer=s of the distortion showed a slope of
about 1:10, which meets existing criteria for door
windows.

A common observat.on of the UH-1 at Fort Rucker was a
series of scratches on the side door windows. This
window opens by siiding down into the door structure.
Figure 117 is a view from inside the aircraft and shows
translucent bands due toc the scratches. Some of the
pilots complained about side vision through this window.
This defect was uncorrected in most aircraft because
repair of the window requires replacement of the entire
door since the window is not removable.

Figure 118 shows the entire vehicle and the relative
locations of cockpit windows.
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Figure 118. UH-], Overall View.

OH-58: An overall view of the OH-58 is shown in Figure

Examination of the OH-58's at Fort Rucker showed edge
distortion, as was found in all vehicles (see Figure 120).
Figures 121 and 122 show the results of an impact by a hard
object on the lower surface of the right window. As can

be seen, the effact is one of localized distortion and

an obscuring of the view.
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OH-58, Stone Strike, Grid‘bistortion.

Figure 121.

OH-58, Stone Strike, Outside View.
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CH-47: The windshield anti-~icing systems in the CH-47's
&t Fort Rucker have been deactivated due to delamination
problems. Figure 123 shows an example of front window
delaminaticn found in the CH-47. 1In the vehicles
observed, center windshields were usually in relatively
poor condition. The defects seen were scratches, edge
distortions and wave-like imperfections in tha center of
the window. Figure 124 shows typical results. The dis-
tortions along the edges were measured to be 1:4 or
worse. The wave-like distortions in the central part of
the grid were 1:10. Apparently these distortions were
not considered unsatisfactory since only about 5% of

the main windshield distortion complaints were from
CH-47 pilots.

Figure 125 shows the effects of scratches on vision
through the center window. The scratches in this
window were compared with the haze chips evaluated by
pilots, and it was estimated that this window had a
haze level of about 12%.

Figure 126 shows the appearance of the deletion line

in the center windshield of a CH~47. This is an

area where the windshield coating has been left off

for electrical reasons. As can be seen, it caused
little or no distortion. Figure 127 is an overall view
of the CH-47 nose section.

Figure 123, CH-47, Windshield Delamination.
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CH-47, Windshield Deletion Line.
CH-47’

Figure 127,

Figure 126.
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TH~55: The TH-55 (Figure 128) is used as a training
alrcraft and has a windshield made of relatively thin
plastic. Figure 124 shows the appearance of the test
grid through the front windshield. The grid does not
show large distortions, but careful observation shows
many small bends in the grid pattern throughout the
entire window. This was typical of the TH-55's at

Fort Rucker. 1In all other aircraft types, the central
portion of the windshield usually showed no distortions
at all. Measurement of the local distortion grid slopes
in Figure 129 showed them to be 1:8. However, exanmina-
tion of the questionnaire data showed that no TH-55
pilots complained about windshield distortion.

Figure 128. TH-55, Overall View.
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TH-35, Repaired Cracks, Grid Distortion.

Figure 131,
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Figure 132. OH-6, Bottom Window Distortions.

Figure 133. OH-6, Overall View.
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Figure 134. OH~-6, Side Window Obstruction,
Plastic Stiffeners.

DISCUSSION AND OBSERVATIONS

During data collection, several informal discussions were held
with maintenance and flight personnel to assess their feelings
and practices with regard to cockpit windows. The following
information emerged:

1.

Only a few passes of a Ul-1 wiper over dry plastic will
scratch the window so badly that it has to be re-
placed. To prevent this, wiper switches are safety
wired in the off position. If wipers are needed

in flight, the pilot must cut the safety wire to
activate them.

Scratched windshields are repaired by buffing the
scratches out. This can be done only once because the
process results in distortions in the plastic which
become unacceptable after the second time.

Windshield replacement required 8 to 14 man-hours and
takes at least one day to accomplish.

To reduce the need for wiper use, a silicone and alcohol
mixture called "Repcon" (FSN-6850-136-5297) is applied
to all Huey and Cobra windows. This must be removed

and reapplied every 50 hours. This material acts as a
rain repellant and surface conditioner. It covers
scratches and permits rain drops to run off the wind-
shield in flight without use of the wiper.
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The officer in charge of maintenance at Fort Rucker
indicated that most of the vehicles at the base had
been there only for about one year. The aircraft were
in very good shape because of the decision to safety
wire the UH-1l wipers. If the base were visited the
previous year, the UH-1 windshields would have appeared
much worse.

The method of repairing cracks in plastic windshields has
been to glue a patch over the crack as shown in Figure
135. These patches are translucent but not transparent.
Patches such as this were found in the OH-58, TH-~55 and
CH-47. This type of repair solved maintenance problems
but tended to degrade operational use of the vehicle.

The windshield heating system in the CH-47 has caused
delamination malfuactions. To prevent this, the systems
have been disconnected at Fort Rucker. A CH-47 was
observed with a delamination in the center windshield

of about 3 inches in diameter. The inspector indicated
that the cost of replacing the window was about $800

and he was not going to incur that cost until it was
absolutely necessary.

Figure 135. Patch Method of Repair.
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PIELD STUDY CONCLUSIONS

l.

3.

The majority of the pilots interviewed complained about
excessive haze in transparencies, and 65% of them felt
that it affected their performance. The major problems
causing this reaction were scratching of the windshield
by its wipers and poor cleaning of the windshields by
naintenance personnel.

Subjective evaluation by helicopter pilots indicated
that abraded transparencies containing 15%t to 20% haze
will be "lived with" before transparency replacements
are ordered.

Tinted overhead windows currently installed in Army
helicopters have visible light transmittance ranging

from 16% to 85%. In general, tinting was found to be
comforting during operations under a bright sun. However,
problems were encountered during reduced light conditions.

Most pilots have noticed some optical distortions when
looking through helicopter transparencies, although only
about 35% of the pilots interviewed said that the dis-
tortions caused any performance effects, most of which
were rated as slight or annoying in character.

The grid line slope for distortions occurring in the
central regions of transparencies were generally better
than 1:10. Objectionable distortions were primarily
confined to the panel edges and local imperfections or
reworks.

Most pilots noticed small imperfections in trans-
parencies, but only about one-fourth of them felt that
their performance was affected. The reasons given for
degradation were diverse in nature, but the one mentioned
most was delamination.

When asked for reactions to windows in general, most
pilots rated helicopter windows somewhere between
"adequate” and "satisfactory.” The most common complaint
concerned restrictions on windshield wiper use. Pilots
wanted some better method of rain removal, or glass
windshields so that wipers could be used as needed.
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BALLISTIC DAMAGE TOLERANCE TESTS

The purpose of this series of tests was to evaluate ballistic
damage criteria for helicopter transparent enclosures, es-
tablishing limits on

The amount of spall consistent with aircrew safety.
Visibility after ballistic impact.

Spall consists of many small fragments that are produced and
ejected when a material is impacted by a high~speed projectile
or shock wave. Transparencies that necessarily enclose large
portions of the crew-occupied helicopter areas are particularly
susceptible to spallation.

pata’, 10 compiled during the hostilities in the Republic of
Vietnam indicated that spall from the transparencies of U. S.
Army helicopters posed a significant hazard to the aircrews

and passengers. This spall was generated primarily by small
arms fire impacting on the aircraft cast acrylic transparencies.
Although spall rarely caused permanent injury, it nonetheless
hindered aircraft operations. Aircrew wounding was the

primary cause cited for aborted missions.

Several transparency materials were ballistically tested to
quantify spallation characteristics, residual visibility, and
the ability of the panel to support aerodynamic pressure loads
after impact. 1In addition, the following conditions were
varied, in turn, during the test to evaluate their effects.

a. Edge attachment (bolted vs clamped edges)
b. Pressure vs zero pressure during impact
c. Impact velocity

d. Ammunition (ball vs armor piercing)

Test Specimens

The test specimens consisted of approximately two-foot-square
pancls of various transparency materials. Table 33 is a list
and description of specimen types. The abbreviations listed
will be used to represent these materials in all subsequent
tables of this report.

9. Bernler, P. G., Smith, H. C., "U. S. Army Casualities
Aboard Aircraft in the Republic of Vietnam (1962 through
1967)," BRL MR 2030, Ballistic Research Laboratories,
Aberdeen Proving Ground, M4, March 1970.

10. Malick, D., et al, Falcon R&D Corp, "U. S. Army
Casualties Aboard Aircraft in the Republic of Vietnam
(1968 through 1970)", BRL CR-257, Confidential, Ballistic
Research Laboratories, Aberdeen Proving Ground , M4,
August 1975,
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TABLE 33. MATERIAL DESCRIPTIONS FOR BALLISTIC TESTS

Source Type Thickness Material Abbreviation
(in.)
PPG Industries laminate . 095 Semitempered

soda lime glass
.075 Polyvinyl butyral GG
.095 Semitempered

f soda lime glass

|/ Sierracin laminate . 085 Chemcor 0401

& glass
.075 Polyvinyl butyral GA
.080 Stretched acrylic

S MIL-P-8184 monolithic .080 Cast acrylic CA
A MIL-P-8184 monolithic .187 Cast acrylic CA
MIL~P-25690 monolithic .080 Stretched acrylic SA

MIL-P-83310 monolithic .080 Polycarbonate PC

Test Equipment

All specimens were mounted to a pressure box as shown in
Figure 136. The test specimen could be attached to the pres-
sure box in two ways. By one method, the specimen was drilled
and bolted to a support frame which was bolted in turn to the
pressure box as shown in Figure 137. By the alternate method,
the specimen was placed over the support frame gasket. Then
a gasketed aluminum retainer was placed over the specimen
periphery and bolted to the support frame to clamp the
specimen in place. A vacuum pump was also connected to the
pressure box. This enabled a differential pressure to be
applied to the specimen, simulating aerodynamic loading.

The ballistic rounds were fired from the mount and barrel
shown in Fiqure 138. The round velocity was determined by the
device shown in Figure 139, which measured the time of flight
over a three-foot distance. Each round was either 7.62mm

ball or 7.62mm armor-piercing ammunition.

7.62mm weapons are standard issue for hostile ground forces,
and constitute the most Prevalent threat faced by helicopters
operating in combat zones. The criteria and test methodologies
described herein are nevertheless suitable for evaluating

spall generated by larger caliber threats even though ballistic
damage would be considerably greater.
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Figure 138. Mann Barrell and Mount.
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The pressure box was designed to aid in determining the energy
of any spall fragments ejected from the specimen at impact.
Six inches behind the specimen was a 0.002-inch-thick aluminum
foil witness sheet for recording spall dispersion patterns.

A wooden frame maintained a l-inch space behind the witness
sheet. The presence of this void aided in differentiating
between those fragments which merely punctured the foil and
fell back and those which fully penetrated the foil. Behind
the spacer were five layers of one-half-inch~-thick expanded
polystyrene foam (1 1lb/cu ft density). This foam was also
used to characterize the energy of spall fragments.

SCREENING TEST

Before conducting the primary tests, it was necessary to deter-
mine the most damaging angle and velocity of ballistic impact
for the various specimen types. Consequently, two specimens,
each of the all-glass laminate, glass-acrylic laminate and
monolithic cast acrylic (0.080 inch), were subjectad to multiple
ballistic impacts at velocities ranging from 800 to 2750 ft/sec
and angles of obliguity ranging from 0 to 60 degrees (see

Figure 140). The bullet exit hole from the pressure box is

also shown in Figure 140. These holes were subsequently

plugged with modeling clay and tape during the pressure tests.

Some of the screening tests were performed with a wooden test
box shown in Figure 141. An aluminum foil witness sheet and
layers of wall board were placed in the box to evaluate spall

damage. The criteria for ballistic damage included size,
amount and density of spall as well as reduction in visibility.

The results of these screening tests are given in ‘rfable 34,

TABLE 34, RESULTS OF PRELIMINARY SCREENING TEST

Most Damaging Condition
Material Velocity %ﬁg!e of Obliquity

(fps) (deg)

All-Glass laminate 1000 60

Glass-Acrylic laminate 1200 60

Cast Acrylic 1200 0
206
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BALLISTIC IMPACT TEST PROCEDURE

Each specimen was attached to the support frame, set at a
specifisd angle of obliquity, and pressurized as recorded in
Table 35. An attempt was made to impact specimens at incre-
mental velocities around those found most damaging during the
screening tests. However, since the ammunition used was hand
loaded, a large variance in velocity was observed. The types
of ammunition and measured velocities are also recorded in
Table 35. The final three rounds for each material were
intended to be fired at a velocity close to that which caused
the most damage.

After a round was fired, the specimen was photographed and a
fail-safe test was performed. The specimen was first examined
for residual visibility, noting severity of crack patterns and
dicing. Then the witness sheet was studied to determine the
amount and density of spall penetration. Finally, the foam
backup sheets were examined for spall fragments. The spall
fragments found in various portions of the pressure box were
weighed and qualitatively studied.

Two glass/acrylic panels were cracked before testing during
installation. The damage occurred because the flexibiiity of
the edge reinforcement was sufficiently low to permit exces-
sive bending toc occur between fasteners when they were
torqued. This created undue stresses which cracked the

glass. However, the resultant cracks in the glass were widely
spaced and did not interfere with the target area, which
enabled the damaged panels to be successfully tested (Figures
142 and 143).

FAIL-SAFE TEST

After ballistic penetration, each specimen was subjected to a
fail-safe test to determine whether or not the damaged speci-
men was capable of supporting the required aerodynamic loads.
The entry hole created by the test round was sealed by a soft
rubber gasket, as shown in Figure 144,and the original pressure
was reinstated. 1In most cases where the specimen supported
this load, pressure was maintained for one minute to test for
any time-dependent effects.
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Figure 142. Damaged Ballistic Specimen.
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Figure 143. Ballistic Impact on Damaged Specimen.
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TABLE 35. TEST CONDITIONS FOR BALL1STIC TESTS
7.62mm Velocity Obliquity Pressure
Specimen Ammunition (ft/sec) Attachment (deg) (psi)
GGl Ball 1254 bolted 60 1
GG2 Ball 1048 bolted 60 1l
GG3 Ball 1284 bolted 60 1l
GG3a* Ball 705 bolted 60 1
GG4 AP 1278 bolted 60 1l
GG5 Ball 1064 clamped 60 1
GG6 Ball 1207 bolted 60 0
GAl Ball 1505 bolted 60 1l
GA2 Ball 1254 bolted 60 1l
GA3 Ball 1124 bolted 60 1
GA4 AP 904 bolted 60 1
GAS** Ball 1050 clamped 60 1
GAG** Ball 1138 bolted 60 0
sal Ball 1485 bolted 0 .25
SA2 Ball 1262 bolted 0 .25
SA3 Ball 1104 bolted 0 .25
SA4 AP 1467 bolted 0 .25
SAS Ball 1077 clamped 0 .25
SA6 Balil 1138 bolted 0 0
CAl Ball 1497 clamped 0 .25
CA2 Ball 1289 clamped 0 .25
CA3 Ball 1075 clamped 0 .25
CA4 AP 1432 clamped 0 .25
CAS*** Ball 1155 clamped 0 .50
CA6 Ball 1066 clamped 0 0
PC1l Ball 1501 bolted 0 .25
PC2 Ball 1299 bolted 0 .25
PC3 Ball 1098 bolted 0 .25
PC4 AP 1479 bolted 0 25
PC5 Ball 1080 ¢clamped 0 .25
PCé6 Ball 1254 bolted 0 0

*No penetration, bullet ricocheted

**Damaged on installation
***iged 0.187-inch-thick sheet
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Figure 144. Soft Rubber Patch Maintains Vacuum for
Fail Safe Test.

RESULTS
Visibility Results

The extent to which visibility through the test specimens was
reduced is presented in Table 36. Three types of data are
summarized: bullet hole diameter, maximum dimension across
the pulverized opaque area adjacent to the bullet hole, and
the maximum dimension circumscribing areas of poor visibility.
Areas of poor viesibility are defined as regions where the
dicing density is greater than 1000 particles per square foot.

The polycarbonate showed excellent residual visibility. No
surface cracks occurred and the entry hole closed up to become
smaller than the round itself, as shown in Figqure 145.

The stretched acrylic also behaved well. The penetration hole
was equal to the round diameter. In several cases two fine
radial cracks less than one-half inch long developed, as shown
in Figure 146.
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TABLE 36.

VISIBILITY DATA FROM BALLISTIC TESTS

Maximum Dimension

Maximum Dimension Circumscribing
Across Pulverized Region of Poor

Bullet Hole Size Area Visibility

Specimen (in.) (in.) (in.)
GGl 1l 3 k

GG2 2-1/2 3-1/2 7-1/2
GG3 2 2-3/4 4~1/2
GG4 2 4 4 .
GGS5 1-1/2 3-1/2 3-1/2
GG6 1l 2-1/2 3

GAl smaller than round 2 2

GA2 smaller than round 2 2

GA3 smaller than round 2-1/2 2--1/2
GA4 smaller than round 3 3

GAS smaller than round 2 2

GA6 smaller than round 2-1/2 2-1/2
SAl round diameter 0 0

SA2 round diameter 0 0

SA3 round diameter 0 0

SA4 round diameter 0 0

SAS round diameter 0 0

SA6 round diameter 0 0

CAl 1l 0 0

CA2 1-1/2 0 0

CA3 1-1/2 4] 0

CA4 1 0 0
CAS* ., round diameter 0 0

CA6 ‘ 1l 0 0

PCl smaller than round 0 0

PC2 smaller than round 0 0

PC3 smaller than round 0 0

PC4 smaller than round 0 0

PC5 smaller than round 0 0

PC6 smaller than round 0 0
*Used 0.187-in.~thick sheet.
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f ;; Figure 145. Ballistic Penetration of Polycarbonate,

The cast acrylic specimens suffered primarily localized
damage. The entry holes were typically about one-inch across
with some material being torn out by the round. Little
damage was sustained beyond a 3-inch diameter for the 0.080-
inch sheets (Figure 147). Cracking was somewhat more exten-
sive for the 0.187-inch sheets, as shown in Figure 148.

The glass/glass laminates sustained considerably more surface
: damage than any of the monolithic specimens. The entry holes
; were from 1 to 2 inches across (Figure 149). Since the
specimens were shot at a 60-degree angle of obliquity, the
pulverized areas were oblong, ranging up to 4 inches across.

' In some of the glass/glass specimens, areas of poor visibility
appeared. The largest such area, as noted in Table 36, was
7 1/2 inches across, as shown in Figure 150.

The glass/acrylic laminates sustained considerable surface
damage from ballistic impact, as shown in Figure 151. Entry
holes were very small with the soft interlayer tending to
close the hole, as shown in Figure 152. The pulverized area
of each specimen was from 2 to 3 inches across. The crack
patterns outside the neighborhood of impact did not exceed the
poor visibility level, although in many areas they did reach
about 800 particles per square foot.
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Figure 146.

Ballistic Penetration of Stretched Acrylic.

Figure 147,

Ballistic Penetration of 0.080 Inch Cast
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Acrylic.
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Figure 148.

Figure 149.

Ballistic

Inch Cast

Penetration

Acrylic.
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1 Figure 150. All-Glass Laminate After Ballistic Impact.

: . Figure 151. Ballistic Penetration of Glass/Acrylic Laminate.
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Figure 152. Glass/Acrylic Laminate After Ballistic Impact.

Fail-Safe Test Results

In all cases, the impacted specimens were able to support the
pressure load applied to them originally. Most tests were held
for 1 minute to check for creep. It should be noted that the
glass/acrylic laminate, although holding the load, deflected
severely under pressure. Deflections went up to 6 inches, and
caused tearing in the acrylic layer, as well as considerable
secondary cracking in the glass layer. The magnitude of the
deflections are evident in Figqure 153 by the rubber patch
being partially obscured from view due to the sunken shape of

the panel.

Figure 153. Fail-Safe Test of Class/Acrylic Laminate at 1 psi.
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witness Sheet Damage

A measure of witness sheet damage for each specimen is refiect-
ed in Table 37. Two dimensions are listed. The first repre-
sents the maximum distance measured across the penetrated area
of the witness plate. The second dimension represents the
diameter of a circle which rould be circumscribed around 80
percent of the penetrations.

The monolithic polycarbonate showed little spall damage to the
witness sheet. One or two particles generally made minute
penetrations of the sheet within 2 inches from the impact
position. A typical polycarbonate witness sheet pattern is
shown in Figure 154.

The stretched acrylic sheets also exhibited minor witness
sheet damage. Generally, about six small penetrations were
made within 5 inches of the impact center. In this same
region, a large number of particles dented the sheet but were
unable to penetrate. A typical penetration pattern for
stretched acrylic is shown in Figure 155.

The cast acrylic specimens caused several penetrations in a
compact area. In general, ten or more particles penetrated
the aluminum foil within 4 inches of the impact center.

Also within that area was a number of dents roughly equal to
the number of penetrations. The 0.187-inch specimen exhibited
the same pattern but appeared to cause slightly larger penetra-
tions. A typical witness sheet for the cast acrylic is shown
in Fiqure 156.

A typical witness sheet for the glass/acrylic laminate is shown
in Figure 157. Since the specimens were impacted at a 60-
degree angle of obliquity, the damage is located in an oblong
area of the foil. Typically, this area was thickly covered
with a mixture of dents and various sized penetrations, most
being less than a quarter inch across. Most damage occurred
within a 10- by 6~inch rectangle, the more serious being done
closer to the impact point. The zero pressure round seemed

to cause less scatter than the others. The AP round caused
fewer penetrations.

The witness sheets for the glass/glass laminates sustained
serious damage. For every round., a large piece of the inter-
layer, weighing at least two grams and measuring at least an
inch and a half across, was blown free from the specimen.
This projectile caused severe rips in the foil. A large
number of additional penetrations occurred within a l4-inch
by 10-inch area, the most serious being in the nesighborhood
of ballistic impact. A typical witness sheet is shown in
Figure 158. The penetration pattern for this sheet is shown
in Figure 159. It should be noted that the amount and
scatter of damage were much less for the clamped specimen, as
raflected in Figure 160.
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TABLE 37. DISPERSION OF PENETRATIONS IN WITNESS SHEET

Maximum Dispersion Maximum Dispersion Acroas
Across Penetrations Area Containing 80% of

Specimen (in.) Penetrations (in.)
, GGl 28,5 23,0
GG2 28.0 22.0
GG3 38.0 30.0
GG4 28.0 20.0
GG5 9.0 7.0
' GG6 24.0 13.0
GAl 24.0 18.0
GA2 9.0 13.0
GA3 22.5 15.0
GA4 16.5 14.0
G5 16.0 13.0
GA6 19.0 12.0
SAL (11.0) 7.7 (8.0)
SA2 (11.0) 5.0 (8.0)
SA3 (11.0) 8.2 (8.0)
SA4 (12.0) 7.5 (8.0)
SAS5 (13.0) 8.0
SA6 (14.0) (10.90)
cal 8.2 5.5
CA2 8.5 5.8
CA3 8.5 4.5
ca4 8.2 5.5
CAS 6.5 5.0
CA6 7.8 4.5
PC1l 4.8 4.6
PC2 3.2 3.2
PC3 1.5 1.5
, PC4 0 0
PCS 2.5 2.5
PC6 0 0

NOTE: Numbers in parsntheses include dents.
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Figure 154, Typical Witness Sheet Penetration
Pattern for Polycarbonate.

Figure 155. Typical Witness Sheet Penetration
Pattern for Stretched Acrylic.
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Figure 156. Typical Witness Sheet Penetration
Pattern for Cast Acrylic.

-t

Figure 157. Typical Witness Sheet Penetration
Pattern for Glass/Acrylic Laminate.
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Figure 159.

»

Typical Witness Sheet Penetration
Pattern for All-Glass Laminate.
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Figure 160. Witness Sheet Spall Penetration
Pattern for Clamped All-Glass Laminate.

Foam Penetration

No penetration of foam sheets occurred for either the poly-
carbonate or the stretched acrylic specimens.

In tests conducted on the cast acrylic, from two to six frag-
ments penetrated the foam, some going into the second sheet.
For the 0.187-inch specimen, one fragment reached the third
sheet. All fragments were found within 4 inches of the impact
center,

For the glass/glass laminates, from one to five fragments
penetrated as far as the fourth sheet. All fragments were in
relatively close proximity to each other. For the glass/
acrylic laminates, from one to nine fragments penetrated as
far as the fourth sheet, the fragments occasionally being
dispersed over the oblong damage area.

The number of fragment penetrations for each foam sheet and
general dispersion ir.formation are presented in Table 38.
These numbers do not include very tiny fragments which could
only ba partially collected. Their presence is noted by "»>".
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TABLE 38. FOAM PENETRATION DATA

No. of Fragments
in Foam Sheets*

Specimen (#1, #2, #3, #4) Scatter in Foam (in.)

GGl 3, 0,0, 0 Close

i GG2 4, 0, 0, O Close

Y GG3 >0, 3,1, 1 Close

N GG4 >0, 2, 0, O Close
GG5 >1, 0, 0, O Close
GG6 >, 3,1, 0 Close
GAl 2, 1,1, 0 Dispersed
GA2 4, 1, 0, O Dispersed
GA3 4, 2, 0, 0 Close
GA4 1' 0, 0' 0 -
GAS 8, 0, 0, 1 Close
GA6 1,1, 1, 0 Close
SAl ——— ——
SA2 - -
SA3 -——- —-———
SA4 - -~
SAS5 - -
SA6 ik -
cal 4, 0, 0, 0 4
CA2 3, 0, 0, 0 3-1/4
CA3 4, 2, 0, 0 2
CA4 2, 0, 0,0 2-1/2
CAS 2r 41 11 O 3"'1/4
CAS 2' 3' 0' 0 2-1/2
PCl —— -——
PC2 - -
PC3 —— -——
PC4 - -
PC5 - -
PC6 —— -

*> indicates presence of very small fragments.
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Spall Weight and Description

For each test, spall was collected from the area in front of
the aluminum witness sheet (pre-witness sheet area), behind

the aluminum witness sheet (post-witness sheet area), and
imbedded in the foam sheets. The weights of these fragments
are listed in Table 39. During the glass/glass laminate tests,
the large pieces of soft interlaysr previously mentioned tore
large holes in the witness sheets. Consequently, the spall
weights in the post-witness sheet area may include some spall
that passed through thess holes rather than actually penetrating

the foil.

Table 40 contains a general description of the spall fragments
collected for each type of material. These fragments can be

seen in Figures 161, 162 and 163.

Figare 161. Typical Spall Fragments From
All-Glass Laminates.
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TABLE 39. TOTAL WEIGHT OF SPALL FRAGMENTS

Pre- Post-
witness witness
Specimen Sheet Sheet Foam 1 Foam 2 Foam 3 Foam 4
GGl 4,363 9,748 .060 - -- --
(1.730)
GG2 16.93) 4.243 2.998 - —— -
(.712, 2.033)
GG3 5.619 10.645 061 2,951 —— .189
(2.882)
GG4 12,363 4.452 .045 2.827 —-—— ——
(2.801)
GG5 14.173 2.052 110.975 - - -
(10, 388)

GG6 8.908 2.322 1.853 .007 .015 -
GAl l1.165 .233 .018 .013 007 | ===
GA2 1.483 . 398 .138 .023 —-——— -
GA3 1.184 .678 .094 .038 —— ——
GA4 1.250 .476 .010 ——— - -
GAS .788 . 306 .342 - - .076
GA6 1.920 .610 .005 .051 <109 ——-
SAl .089 .012 -—— ——— - -
SA2 .109 - - - - -
SA3 117 ——- -—— ——— - -———
SA4 .113 .017 - -—— - -
S5 .114 - - ——— - ——
SA6 .010 —— - —— - ——
Cal «265 .075 .039 —~—— -— -
CA2 590 .129 .269 - - -——
CA3 .519 .071 .150 .052 —— -
CA4 397 .007 .052 ——— -—— ———
CAS .176 .071 . 359 .065 .024 ——
CA6 .252 . 096 .065 .088 - ——
PCl - - —— - - ———
PC2 .001 - - - - -—
PC3 - ——— - ——— - ———
PC4 .013 ——— ——— - —— -
PC5 .008 —-—— - ——— - ——

PC6 - -— - bnkad -— - - - e wm

NOTE: Numbers in parentheses indicate portion of spall
weight contained in large chunks of PVB interlayer.
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Figqure 162. Typical Spall Fragments From
Glass/Acrylic Laminate.

...... L

. O SRR

T
v .

[Cho s IS Sh 2 prews ISR

Figure 163. Typical Spall Fragments From

Acrylic Specimen.
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SPALL CRITERIA

The areas of the body most vulnerable to spall wounding are
those which are not protected by clothing: the head, neck,
hands and arms. In particular, the eyes must be protected by
visors or goggles. Even the smallest of spall fragments
hitting the eye can temporarily incapacitate a pilot and have
serious consequences.

Figure 164 shows combinations of fragment mass and velocity e
that represent a threshold for lacerating or penetrating the

skin. The model was derived from several wounding models and
empirical data.!l/12 Fpragments whose mass and velocity de-

scribe a point below the threshold line have less than a 5- .
percent chance of effecting a wound. The model may, therefore,

be considered as a conservative criterion for evaluating the

spall resistance of candidate transparent materials.
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Figure 164. Wounding Model, Skin Laceration
by Glass Fragments.

11 FPeinstein, D. I., "Personnel Casualty Study, "IITRI
Report J6067, IIT Research Institute, Chicago, Ill.,
July 1968.

12 White, C. S., et al, Lovelace Foundation for Medical
Education and Research, "The Environmental Medical
Aspects of Nuclear Blast," DASA 1341, November 1962.
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Incapacitation caused by spall hitting the eyes must be con-
sidered a special casg, because temporary blindness can result
from extremely minute particles normally categorized as dust.
Thus, to be completely effective, the criteria should specify
that no measurable aspall be generated from ballistic impact.
However, this requirement is considered too stringent for
currently available transparent materials other than thin
polycarbonate, and since the eyes represent a very small per-
centage of the total vulnerable area, alternate methods of
protection in the form of fragment resistant visors or goggles
can be used effectively.

Foil and Foam Calibration

After the spall data had been collected, it was important te
correlate this data with the potential for causing wounds or
injuries. Thus, it became necessary to associate a velocity
with the spall fragments. A precise calibration of the foil
and foam witness plates was considered to be impractical
because of the number of impact variables (size, shape, weight,
velocity and orientation). Therefore, the following procedure
was used to obtain rough estimates of the energies necessary
to penetrate various combinations of witness materials.

To obtain a fragment penetration velocity range for a given
foil-foam configuration, four different projectile geometries
were used. Their characteristic shapes were:

1. A blunt end as found on a retracted ball point pen. This
shape was representative of the largest fragments.

2. A sharp wedge as found in a typical fragment. An actual
opall fragment was attached to a thin metal wire to
simulate this shape.

3. A conical shape, as found on a sharpened pencil.

4, A sliver-like shape. This configuration, which exhibited
the greatest ease of penetration, was represented by a
long, hard, sharpened drawing lead.

Each projectile was welghed and then dropped onto the foil and
varying numbers of foam sheets. The height at which a dropped
projectile just penetrated the foil-foam configuration was
measured. In most cases, weights were added to the projectiles
to decrease the necessary height. Once the height and mass

were known for each situation, the potential energy was computed.
This was then equated with the kinetic energy of an average
spall fragment to determine its impact velocity.

The average spall fragment was found to weigh about 0.05 gram.
The velocities required to give an 0,05 gram mass sufficient
kinetic energy to penetrate the various foil-foam combinations
were calculated and are presented in Table 41.
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TABLE 41. VELOCITY NECESSARY TO PENETRATE VARIOUS
COMBINATIONS OF WITNESS MATERIAL, FRAGMENT
MASS = 0.05 GRAM

Witness Combination Fragment Shape Velocity (ft/sec)

Blunt Wedge Cone Sliver
Foil 150 120 120 60
4 Foil + 1 foam 450 290 240 150
2 Foil + 2 foam - 410 420 250
) Foil + 3 foam - - - 370

Using this data and the test results contained in Table 38,
the spall characteristics for the five materials tested are
compared to the wound model in Fiqure 165.

Spall Fragments Resulting  oLlaminated Glass

from 30 Caliber Impact On © Laminated Glass/Acrylic
A Cast Acrylic
V Stretched Acrylic

Polycarb

1000 { Polycarbonate
| [] A o 5
: &ﬁa b
Fragment B
: Velocity v v Skill L&c;r Woqujn
— atj g M,
J (ft/sec) 100§+ - o8 by Glagdel

slvragm\qent —
S e
10 - .
.01 .1 1.0 10

Fragment Mass (am)

Figure 165. Spall Data Compared to Wounding Model.
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BALLISTIC TEST CONCLUSIONS

1,

All materials tested exhibited satisfactory residual
visibility after ballistic impact. However, the
laminated specimens contained small regions adjacent
to the point of impact that were difficult to see
through.

All specimens tested showed acceptabls fail-safe
behavior.

The monolithic polycarbonate and monolithic stretched
acrylic produced negligible spall.

The monolithic cast acrylic, the glass/acrylic laminate
and the glass/glass laminate each produced spall of
sufficient energy to be a potential source of injury to
pexsonnel.

The two types of ammunition used produced generally
negligible differences in test results.

The greatest amount of spall was produced at relatively
low impact velocities (approximately 1000 ft/sec).
However, differences in spallation were not apparent
for small (<500 ft/sec) incremental velocity changes.

Only slight differences could be observed between the
pressurized and the nonpressurized test results.

Except for a reduced dispersion of spall during one
glass/glass laminate test, the method of attachment
showed no significant differences in test results.

The test criteria and test methods provided realistic
correlation to service experience.
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LOW~ENERGY IMPACT TESTS

Impact characteristics of transparent materials are of interest
for the following reascns:

a. Foreign Object Damage (FOD) resulting from low
impact strength adversely affects aircraft
operational readiness and reliability.

b. Grose postcrash deformations that cause breakage
of transparencies could produce sharp edges which
would hinder rascue or emergency egress operations.

. Secondary fragments ejected from a transparency as
a result of impact by stones, toolis, and other
low-energy projectiles can be hazardous to
personnel.

A series of low-energy impact tests were performed tn study
the impact strength and fracture mechanisms of severzl common
transparent materials in an effort to establish design and
test criteria. The tests were conducted at room temperature,
as well as high and low temperatures, to evaluate any tempera-
ture-dependent effects.

Test Equipment

The basic test setup for the impact tests is shown in Figure
166. The test specimens were secured to an aluminum box
designed for ballistic and impact tests. The specimen was
Feld rigidly in place by two different methods. In both
cases, the specimen rested on a support frame rimmed by a
rubber gasket. A metal retainer £it over the periphery of

the specimen, leaving most of it expored. 1In one configuration,
this frame was secured to the tert box by twelve spring clamps
(Figure 167). In an alternative configuration, the metal
retainer was bolted to the box by capascrews placed in drilled,
tapped holes along the frame rim (Figure 168).

A 0.002-inch aluminum foil witness plate and five layers of
1/2-inch~thick expanded polystyrene foam (1 lb/cu ft density),
respectively, were placed é inches below the specimen to
characterize the energy of any eljected fragments.

The impact prcjectile was a 2-pound cylindrical steel dart

as shown in Figure 169. This dart was dropped from a height
of 10 feet above the specimen through the pipe shown in Figure
166. The impact energy of the dart was therefore 20 £t-1lb,
which was arbitrarily chosen as baing representative of FOD
hazards and also sufficient to enable characterization of
material shattering effects.
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Figure 167.

Clamped Attaching Arrangement.
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Figure 169. Impact Dart.
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Test Specimens

The test specimens were 2-foot-square panels of various
laminated and monolithic transparent materials. Their de-
scriptiona are contained in Table 42. The abbreviations
listed will be used to represeant these materials in all
subsequent tables of this report.

TABLE 42. MATERIAL DESCRIPTION FOR LOW-ENERGY
IMPACT TESTS

Source Type Thickness Material Abbreviation
(in.)
PPG Industries laminate . 095 Semitempered GG

soda lime glass
.075 Polyvinyl butyral
.095 Semitempered

soda lime glass

Sierracin laminate .085 Chemcor 0401 glass
.075 Polyvinyl butyral GA
.080 Stretched acrylic

MIL-P-8184 monolithic ,080 Cast acrylic CA (.080)
MIL-P-8184 monolithic .125 Cast acrylic CA (.125)
MIL-P-8184 monolithic .250 Cast acrylic CA (.250)
MIL~P-25690 monolithic .080 Stretched acrylic Sa
MIL~P-83310 monolithic .080 Polycarbonate PC

TEST PROCEDURE

The test specimen was either clamped or bolted onto the test
box. Then, the 2-pound dart was dropped onto the specimen
from a height of 10 feet, creating an impact energy of 20
ft-lb. The specimen was subsequently examined for crack
patterns, dart penetration, and visibility characteristics.
Approprlate photographs were taken.

Any spall was collected, weighed, and qualitatively examined.
The witness sheet was checked for spall penetration or other
damage. Finally, where necessary, the foam sheets were studied
to detect any imbedded fragments.
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High-temperature tests were performed using an identical
procedure except as modified herein. Prior to testing, the
specimens were placed in an environmental chamber at 150°F and
allowed to soak overnight. This temperature was maintained
during installation by a heat lamp. Temperature just prior to
impact was recorded by means of a thermocouple bonded to the
specimen surface.

Low-temperature tests were also performed using the same basic
proceadura excegt the specimens were placed in an environmental
chambar at -65°F and allowed to soak overnight. Tamperature
just prior to impact was recorded by means of a thermocouple
bonded to the specimen surface.

A complete list of test conditions is found in Table 43,
Forty-nine specimens were tested.

TABLE 43. TEST CONDITIONS FOR IMPACT TESTS

Temperature (°F)/Configquration

Specimen Ambient High Temperature Low Temperature
GGl Bolted 136/clamped -52/clamped
GG2 Clamped 141/clamped ~-42/clamped
GG3 Bolted 134/bolted -50/clamped
GAl Bolted 140/clamped -52 clamped
GA2 Clamped 126/bolted *

GA3 Clamped 140/clamped -52/clamped
sal Bolted 137/clamped -25/clamped
SA2 Bolted 142/clamped -50/clamped
SA3 Clamped 139/clamped -46/clamped
CAl (.080) Bolted 140/clamped -44/clamped
CA2 (.080) Clamped 134/clamped -49/clamped
CA3 (.080) Clamped 139/clamped -48/clamped
CAl (.125) Bolted = = = ==s=--sssmes 0 csecceocoe
CA2 (.125) Clamped @ =  =====-==ce=~ = scocecmceme.
CA3 (.125) Clamped = =  ===-;=c=cee  ecccececeee--
CAl (.250) Bolted 140/clamped ~44/clamped
CA2 (.250) Clamped wemmm—————— emeeecacce--
CA3 (.250) Clamped =--rc=c-mee= 0 esccccseccses
PCl Bolted 140/clamped -46/clamped
PC2 Bolted = —s-memsmcceae | scccccceeeo
PC3 Clamped = = =s=sscr;emee- 0 ceceececeea-

*Specimen damaged during low-temperature soak in environmental
chamber. '
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RESULTS

Visibility and fragment dazta for the 49 test specimens are
presented in Tables 44 through 49. Whenever a specimen was
damaged by impact, a photograph was taken for subsequent
analysis. A discussion of each parameter follows.

‘ TABLE 44. SPECIMEN APPEARANCE AFTER AMBIENT
TEMPERATURE TESTS

Pulverized Poor Visibility

R Surface Diameter Diameter Dart
Speacimen Cracks (in.) (in.) Penetration
GG1 Yes 1/2 172 No
GG2 Yes 3/4 1-1/2 No
GG3 Yes 1/2 1/2 No
GAl Yes 3 3 No
GA2 Yes 1-1/4 1-1/4 No
GA3 Yes 1-3/4 1-3/4 No
SAl No 0 0 No
SA2 No 0 0 No
SA3 No 0 0 No
Ccal (.080) Yes 0 0 Yes
CA2 (.080) Yes 0 0 Yes
CA3 (.080) Yes 0 0 Yes
CAl (.125) Yes 0 0 Yes
CA2 (.125) Yes o) 0 Yes
CA3 (.125) Yes 0 0 Yes
CAl (.250) No 0 0 No
ca2 (.250) No 0 0 No
CA3 (.250) No 0 0 No
PC) No 0 0 N¢
PC2 No 0 0 No
PC3 No 0 0 No
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TABLE 45. SPECIMEN APPEARANCE AFTER HIGH-TEMPERATURE

TESTS
Pulverized Poor Visibility
Surface Diameter Diameter Dart
Specimen Cracks (in.) (in.) Penetration
GG1 Yos 3 ? No**
GG2 Yes 1-1/2 5-1/2 * No
GG3 Yes 1l 4 No
GAlL Yes 1 Most Areas No N
GA2 Yes 1-1/2 13-1/2 No
GA3 Yes 1l Most Areas No
SAl No 0 0 No
SA2 No 0 0 No
SA3 No 0 0 No
CAl (.080) Yesn 0 0 Yes
CA2 (.080) Yes 0 0 Yes
CA3 (.080) VYes 0 0 Yes
CAl (.250) No 0 0 No
PCl No 0 0 No

*Scattered areas of poor visibility exist.
**Dart made 1/2 inch indentation.
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TABLE 46. SPECIMEN APPEARANCE AFTER LOW-
TEMPERATURE TESTS
Pulverized Poor Visibility

Surface Diameter Diameter Dart
Specimen Cracks (in.) (in.) Penetration
GGl No 0 e No
GG2 Yes 1-3/4 7-3/4 No
GG3 Yes 1-3/4 7-3/4 No
GAl Yes 1/2 4-1/2+4corners No
GA2 Specimen broken in environmental chamber
GA3 Yes 1-1/2 corners No
SAl Yes 4] 1/2 No
SA2 Yon 0 0 No
SA3 Yes 0 0 No
CAl (.080) Yes 0 0 Yes
CA2 (.080) VYes 4] 0 Yes
CA3 (.080) VYas 0 0 Yes
CAl (.250) No 0 0 No

No 0 0 No
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TABLE 47. SPALL DATA -~ AMBIENT TEMPERATURE TESTS

Spall Weight Witness Sheet Spall
Specimen (grams) Damage Description
GGl 0 None ——-
GG2 .067 None snmall slivers
most < 1/16 inch
GG3 .021 None small slivers
most < 1/16 inch
GAl 0 None -
GA2 0 None -
GA3 0 None -
SAl 0 None -
SA2 0 None ——
SA3 0 None -
CAl (.080) o* Dart Tear -
CA2 (.080) o* Dart Tear —-———
CA3 (.080) o* Dart Tear -
CAl (.125) o Dart Tear -

Large Frag-
ment Tears

CA2 (.125) ,008* Dart Tear 3 small flat chips
Large Frag- < 1/8 inch diameter
ment Tears

CA3 (.125) 0 Dart Tear ——
CAl (.250) 0 None ——
CA2 (.250) 0 None ———
CA3 (.250) n None -
PCl 0 None -
PC2 0 None -——
PC3 0 None O

*Does not include large pie-shaped fragments.
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TABLE 48. SPALL DATA - HIGH~TEMPERATURE TESTS

Spall Weight Witness Sheet Spall
Specimen {grams) Damage Description
GGl 1.085 None Jagged fragments up
to 3/8 inch
. 742 None Jagged fragments and
slivers up to 3/8 inch
.006 None Small jagged fragments
less than 1/16 inch
0 None ——
0 None —
. 0 None -
) None ——
0 None ———
0 None ———
0 Dart Tear -
0 Dart Tear -
0 Dart Tear ———
0 None -
0 None ——
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TABLE 49, SPALL DATA - LOW-TEMPERATURE TESTS

Spall Weight Witness Sheet Spall

Spacimen (yrams) Damage Description

GGl 0 None -

GG2 .011 None 3 small jagged frag-
ments less than 1/4 inch

GG3 .078 None Small jagged fragments
less than 1/4 inch

GAl 0 None — ’

GA2 Specimen broken in environmental chamber

GA3 0 None ——

SAl .154 None Thin, jagged fragments
up to 1/2 inch

SA2 .014 None Small jagged fragments
up to 1/8 inch

SA3 0 None ———

CAl (.080) .148%* Dart Tear 1l clean fragment

Large Frag- 1/2 inch long, .080
ment Tear inch thick

CA2 (.080) o* Dart Tear ———
Large Frag-
ment Tear
CA3 (.080) o* Dart Tear _———
cal (.250) 0 None —
PCl 0 None —_——

*Does not include large pie-shaped fragments.
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Surface Cracks

The polycarbonate and 0.250-inch cast acrylic sheets were the
only materials sustaining no damage throughout the test. The
stretched acrylic was undamaged at high temperatures and
ambient conditions. However, at low temperatures, this
material did crack. The typical cracks were long, jagged and
sheared in a layer-like fashion similar to mica, as shown in
Figure 170.

The 0.125-inch and ¢.080-inch cast acrylic cracked at all
temperatures tested. The cracks were long and clean, usually
four or five, radially emanating from the impact point, as
shown in Figure 171.

The glass/glass laminate exhibited surface cracks at all
conditions. In most cases, large numbers of fine, long,
radial cracks were present in both glass layers, as shown iu
Figure 172. The resistance to cracking was somewhat tempera-
ture deper.dent as evidenced by one specimen sustaining no
impact damage when tested at -52°F.

The glass/acrylic laminate exhibited varying crack patterns.
The ambient and high-temperature tests exhibited radial

patterns as shown in Figure 173. However, the low-temperature

tasts, due to high thermal stresses, produced concentric
patterns (Figure 174). One specimen was actually broken in
the environmental chamber by these high thermal stresses
(Figure 175).

Surface Pulverization

Only the laminates sustained such damage, their glass layers
being pulverized locally by the dart. Close-up shots of this
damage are showr in Figures 176 and 177.

In ths all-glass laminates, the diameter of pulverization was
least at ambient conditions, being about three or four times
greater for both hot and cold conditions. The glass/acrylic
laminate showed more pulverization at ambient conditions.
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Figure 170. 0.080-Inch Stretched Acrylic ;
- Specimen, Low-Temperature
Impact Test.

.

Figure 171. 0.080-Inch Stretched Acrylic
Specimen, High-Temperature
Impact Test.

244




Figure 172. Glass/Glass Laminate, Ambient-
Temperature Impact Test.

Figure 173. Glass/Acrylic Laminate, Ambient-
Temperature Impact Test.
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Figure 174. Glass/Acrylic Laminate, Low-
Temperature Impact Test.

o St

; Figure 175. Glass/Acrylic Laminate Broken in
i Envirormentali Chamber at l.ow Temperature.
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Figure 176. Close-up of Glass/Acrylic
Laminate Impact Area.

Figure 177. Close-up of Glass/Glass
Laminate Impact Area.

249

Y SR, R T ST VOV o



Impaired Visibility

Impaired visibility was a result of any combination of surface
cracks and pulverization which yielded a severely distorted or
obscured view. 1In previous tests, described earlier in this
report, a study was made of the residual visibility through
cracked and shattered transparency materials. It was deter-
mined that a particle density of 1000 per square foot was
the threshold for impaired visibility. In the impact tests,

- this critical level was reached only by the laminated specimens.

g In most cases, this damage occurred only in the immediate

' vicinity of impact or other isolated areas.

"y Severe cracking occurred in the all-glass laminate at both
temperature extremes. It extended typically two to three
inches beyond the diced area as shown in Figure 178. Such
damage was generally limited to the impact center and specimen
edges in the glass/acrylic laminate at cold and ambient condi-
tions. However, at high temperatures, the glass layer was
severely shattered, badly impairing visibility as shown in
Figure 179.

Dart Penetration

Dart penetration occurred only for the 0.080-inch and 0,125~
inch cast acrylic sheets. Particularly at low temperatures,
the 0.080-inch specimens showed little resistance to penetra-
tion. The dart gernerally made a clean entry, leaving radial
cracks that closed on themselves, except for occasional large
pie-shaped fragments which were broken off.

The ali-glass laminate was almost penetrated at high tempera-
tures, and the dart made a 1/2-inch indentation in one case.

Spall Weight and Description

Very little spall occurred during the impact tests. Except
for isolated instances as noted in the tables, only two
materjials exhibited spall. The stretched acrylic at low
temperatures gave off a small number of thin jagged chips
less than 1/8 inch across.

The glass/glass laminate spalled at all temperature conditions.
Most fragments were small and jagged, some in the form of
slivers. All ware less than 3/8 inch across. The most spall
occurred at high temperature (almost a gram) and at low
temperature (almost a third of a gram). Ambient temperature
spall was typically less than .05 gram.
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Figure 178. Glass/Glass Lamirate, High-
Temperature Impact Test.

Figure 179. Glass/Acrylic Laminate, High-
Temperature Impact Test.
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Spall Enerqgy

Spall fragments had low energy and did not penetrate or
significantly damage the witness sheet during any test.

Witness sheet damage occurred only in the tests of the 0.080-
5 inch and .125-inch cast acrylics. This was primarily due to
L dart penetration. However, for certain specimens, primarily
S of the .125~-inch thickness, the witness sheet was occasionally
punctured or torn by large pie-shaped fragments broken off by
. the dart. The clean sharp points of these acrylic chunks
/ could possibly cause tissue injuries to aircraft personnel.
: The area vacated by such fragments can be seen in Figure 180.

sy N

Fiqure 180. 0.125~Inch Cast Acrylic Specimen,
Ambient Temperature Impact.

Attachment Method

Based on the ambient temperature tests conducted on the
laminated specimens, the bolted specimens generally appeared
to sustain less damage than the c¢lamped snecimens.
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IMPACT TEST CONCLUSIONS

1. The 0.080-inch cast acrylic material was very susceptible
to impact damage, as evidenced by extensive cracking

] and ejection of large pie-shaped fragments. Impact

S strength improved drastically as the thickness was

. increased.

2, Polycarbonate material was unbreakable for the conditions
tested.

3. Stretched acrylic material showed good impact strength
and cracked only at low temperatures; even then, the
dart did not penetrate the sheat. However, cracks
tended to be jagged and sharp.

4. The all-glass and glass/acrylic laminates exhibited good
impact strength. Spall ejection was insignificant.

5. Large areas of closely spaced cracks that restricted
visibility were noted only on the glass/acrylic laminates
during high temperature impact tests.

6. With the exception of polycarbonate, all materials
exhibited temperature dependent effects.

7. Based on the performance of the materials tested, a 20-ft/
lb dart impact appears to he a reasonable standard for

evaluating impact characteristics of helicopter
transparencies.
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USAGE SPECTRUM

The purpose of this task was to prepare a typical heliccpter
windshield usage spectrum as a basis in formulating endurance
tests.

In order to formulate meaningful endurance tests for trans-
parencies, the magnitude as well as frequency of occurrence
for all loading conditions must be known. This total loading
environment for helicopters includes the effects of aero-
dynamic pressure, maneuvers and gust loads, temperature,
humidity and vibration, all of which may be coupled to various
degrees. )

For test purposes, environmental conditions were generalized.
However, a structural environment cannot be generalized and
it was, therefore, based on a specific aircraft's character-
istics and mission profile.

TEMPERATURE ENVIRONMENT FROM NATURAL CLIMATIC CONDITIONS

The effects of temperature environment on structural integrity
for helicopter windshields can be considered as short term

and simulated in real time during endurance tests. Critical
temperature conditions result from exposure to natural weather,
and operation of windshield heating systems.

A single usage spectrum of temperature and humidity could not
be developed due to the wide variations in world weather
conditions and lack of criteria to place the aircraft in any
one environment for a given period of time. Undue conserva-
tism would result if extreme MIL-SPEC!3 environments shown

in Table 50 were assumed to occur continuously and simultan-~
eously with all structural loading conditions.

Helicopter operations are essentially conducted at low

altitude where local geographic weather conditions prevail.
Therefore, to establish a realistic temperature spectrum,

actual worldwide climatic variations were reviewed and typical
climates were analyzed. Figures 181 through 184 show a sampling
of representative annual temperature distributions for the
different climates!* that were analyzed during this study.

13 TResearch, Development, Test and Evaluation of Material
for Extreme Climatic Conditions,”" AR-70-38, July 1969.

14 Anon, "U. S. Naval Weather Service Worldwide Airfield
Summaries,"vol. I, VII, IX.
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SUMMARY OF TEMPERATURE AND RELATIVE HUMIDITY
DIURNAYL EXTREMES

TABLE 50.

OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS STORAGE AND TRANSIT

CONDITIONS
AMBIENT AIR AMBIENT INDUCED AIR INDUCED
TEMPERATURE RELATIVE TEMPERATURE RELATIVE
CLIMATIC op HUMIDITY op HUMIDITY
CATEGORY % 1
Wet-Warm Nearly 95 to 100 Nearly 95 to 100
censtant constant
75 80
Wet-Hot 78 to 95 74 to 100 90 to 160 10 to 85
Humid-Hot
Coastal 85 to 100 63 to 90 90 to l60 10 to 85
Desert
Hot~-Dry 90 to 125 5 to 20 90 to 160 2 to 50
Inter-
mediate 70 to 110 20 to 85 70 to 145 S to 50
Hot-Drvy
Inter- Tending Tending
mediate -5 to -25 toward -10 to -30 toward
Colad gsaturation saturation
Tending Tending
Cold -35 to =50 toward ~35 to ~-5¢ toward
saturation saturation
Tending Tending
toward ~60 to -70 toward
saturation saturation
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From this analysis, two idealized climates were conservatively
created tc represent a hot climate and a cold climate for
structural endurance testing. Tables 51 and 52 summarize this
effort. High temperature (160°F) exposure is omitted from the
hot-climate tabulation bhecause it is not representative of
flight conditions, but only ground or storage conditions.

TABLE 51. COLD CLIMATE TEMPERATURE DISTRIBUTION

Temperature Percent of Time
+40°F 45
+25°F 25
-25° 25
-65°F 5

TABLE 52. HOT CLIMATE TEMPERATURE DISTRIBUTION

Temperature Percent of Time
100°F 95
125°F 5

STRUCTURAL LOADING CONDITIONS

The structural loading conditions for the usage apectrum were
based on an analysis of ground-air-ground (GAG) cycles. By
definition, a GAG cycle contains the maximum loads that are
encountered in a single flight. Since absolute maximum load
conditions do not occur every flight, a load spectrum was also
generated to show frequency of occurrence for critical
conditions.
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Aerodynamic Pressure

Asrodynamic pressure loads are predominantly a function of
airspesed and aircraft attitude (pitch and yaw), and are
calculated by the following equation:

2

(C,) eV

p = 788
where

p = pressure, psi
Co = coefficient of pressure
P = density of air (.00238 slug/ft )
V = velocity, ft/sec

For cargo or utility helicopters, the basic mission calls for
level flight at cruise speed between origin and destination,
and the aerodynamic pressre GAG cycle for this ccndition
would simply appear as shown in Figure 185. The average
pressure coefficient was assumed to be 1.0 for this case.
Similar GAG cycles for other airspeeds were constructed in a
like manner.

1.0
Cruise Speed
Velocity 160 6o
(knots) ’

Pressure
(psi)

Time

Figure 185, Aerodynamic Pressure Ground-Air-Ground
Cycle, UTTAS Helicopter.
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Alrcraft Velocity and Load Factor

Data on aircraft velocity and load factors were obtained for
an Army Utility Tactical Transport Aircraft System (UTTAS)
mission profile.!%:16 A 1oad spectrum was then derived using
the UTTAS criterion of four landings per flight hour, coupled
conservatively with the 20,000 peak flight load occurrences
pgr 5000 flight hours. The load specirum is shown in Table

5 L]

TABLE 53. FLIGHT LOAD SPECTRUM FOR A UTTAS HELICOPTER

Corresponding Maximum Number of Exceedances

Velocity Range Vertical Load Factor per 5000 Flight Hours .
(kts) (Nz)
176-211 1.0 1000
151-175 2.25 1000
0-150 3.0 1000
0-150 2.25 7000
0-150 1.5 10000
VIBRATION

Flight test data from the NH-3A!7 (high speeds) and the
CH-53A18 (low speeds) were used to generate a curve of wind-
shield vibration level versus velocity as shown in Figure 186.
The increment in vibration above the l1-g level as a function
of lcad factor was also estimated from flight test data and
is presented in Table 54. The dashed lines in the figure
indicate the range of data for the condition. This increment
was assumed to be zero for load factore equal to or less than

1.0 q.

For the 1.0-g baseline curve, vertical vibrations were assumed N
to be equal to those of lateral and twice those of longitudinal.
15 Structural Design Criteria Report, YUH-60A," SER-70534,
Sikorsky Aircraft Div, Stratford, Conn, January 1973,
16 Anon, Prime Item Devalopment Specification for UTTAS,
DAAJ(C1-73-C-0006 (P40), Attachment 2, Army Aviation
Systems Command, St. Louis, Mo, July 1972.
17 Anon, "NH-3A Vibratory Airloads and Vibratory Rotor
Loads,” SER-611493, Sikorsky Aircraft Div, Stratford,
Conn, January 1970.
18 Anon, "CH53A Main Rotor and Stahilizer Vibratory Airloads
and Forces," SER-65593, Sikorsky Aircraft Div, Stratford,
Conn, June 1970.
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TABLE 54. WINDSHIELD VIBRATION SENSITIVITY TO AIRCRAPT
LOAD FACTOR

Vibration Increment

Velocity Range Vertical Ag!ihéégﬁgii Tongltudinal
(kts) Component Component  Component
0 to 88 .15 .15 .10
89 - 150 .20 .20 .15
151 - 210 «25 .25 .20

Note: Nz = vertical load factor.

——

1.2k,
1.12 35 Kts 88 Kts 150 Kts175 Kts 210 Kts
.96 1
.8l — —
Vertical T2 -
Acceleration
(+g) .60+
Transition | Mean Levels
148 - Region used for
‘5 Vibration
-~
.36 ,,’ \ Calc, /-1/3
o
[}
"\ V
Cruise
0 T

0 20 L0 60 80 100 120 1ko 160 180 200
Velocity {Kts)

Figure 186. Windshield Vibration vs Aircraft
! Velocity, 1.0 g Level Flight.
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STRUCTURAL ILOADING SPECTRUM

The complete structural loading spectrum for the windshield is
presented in Table 55. The effects of load factor are shown
as in-plane running loads applied to the edges of the wind-
shield. Typical edge loads were obtained from a NASTRAN
analysis of a Sikorsky UTTAS airframe under similar loading
conditions.

The vibration was assumed to be orthogonal to the windshiaeld,
with a magnitude equivalent to the vertical component pre-
viously derived. Frequency of vibration was considered to
fall in a range between 9 and 30 hartz, being a function of
main rotor blade speed.

TABLE 55. TYPICAL UTILITY HELICOPTER LOADING SPECTRUM

Velocity Vertical Load Aerodynamic In-Plane Vibration Percent

Range Factor Pressure Edge Load (g) Time
{kts) (Ng) (psi) (lb/in.)
176-210 1.0 1.0 70 0.84 5
151-175 2,25 0.75 50 0.61 5
0-150 3.0 0.60 40 0.80 5
0-150 2.25 0.60 40 0.61 35
0-150 1.5 0.60 40 0.42 50
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INSTRUMENTED WINDSHIELD TESTS

This series of tests was formulated to establish the effacts
of combined structural and environmental loadings on a selec-
tion of windshisld configurations.

Various parameters were simulated, beth singly and in combina-
tion, on each of three types of windshield construction, all
of which wers fully instrumented.

The first part of the program was to establish which param-

eters were sigqnificant, and to determine which of these would
be most useful for future gqualification testing. The second

part of the program was to subject a selected windshield to
repeated applications of a complex loading combination, con-
sidered to most accurately represent helicopter service con-
ditions.

The tests were performed by the Triplex Safety Glass Co, Ltdé,
Birmingham, England. Windshield specimens were supplied by
PPG Industries, Huntsville, Ala, and Sierracin/Sylmar, Sylmar,
calif.

TEST SPECIMENS

Three different types of flat, heated, anti-ice windshield
designs were tested:

~101, Two-Ply Glass Construction.
~102, Glass Faced Stretched Acrylic.
-103, Folyester Faced Stretched Acrylic.

The anti-ice integral heating film of each windshield type
operated from a 195-volt, A.C. supply and gave a nominal power
density of 366 watts/sq in. Each windshield incorporated one
300-ohm temperature-sensing element.

Detail deaign was based on the requirements of the Sikorsky
YUH60A Utility Tactical Transport Aircraft System (UTTAS).

Four windshields of each of the three types were provided;
Table 56 lists the serial numbers and relevant manufacturers;
Figure 187 illustrates the configuration details of all three
types. Temperature uniformity checks had been conducted prior
to testing, either by the manufacturer or by Triplex, and the
results are given in Table 57. The locations of the hot spots
correspond to the dimensions shown in Figure 188.
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TABLE 56. PART AND SERIAL NUMBERS OF TEST SPECIMENS

Drawing Ceonfiguration Sarial
Suffix (Outside/Inaide) Manufacturer Numbers

-101 Glass/Glass PPG 6~24-75-9
7-1-75~5
7=-7-75-1
7-10-75~4

-102 Glass/Acrylic Sierracin 001
002
003
009

~-103 Polyester/Acrylic Sierracin GOS
006
007
008

et————— 18.80 Ref.— o

et ) s

— A r-—

Cold Spot

31.97 Ref.

(::)Hot Spot

Loocking Inboard,
Figure 188. Hot and Cold Spot Locations.
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SPECIMEN INSTALLATION

All specimen windshields were raquired to be installed in a
fully representative portion of canopy structure. An actual
section of the YUH60A cockpit structure was used for this pur-
pose. A cross-sectional view showing a typical part cof this
structure with a windshield installed is shown in Figqure 189.

On windshields of glass/acrylic (-102) and polyester/acrylic
construction (-103), a steel reinforcing ring was required to
be fitted around the windshield aperture to represent the
stiffness of the adjacent structures. This was necessary
since these windshields had relatively low transverse stiff-
ness and behaved more as a membrane than a plate. The re-
sulting in-plane membrane locads would thus be reacted by the
reinforcing ring.

Windshieldes of glass/glass configuration, being far stiffer,
and thus likely to behave as a plate, did not require any such
edge reinforcing.

TEST PARAMETERS

The following requirements for environmental and loading
parameters were used:

Parameter 1. Low Temperature

Reduce airstream temperature to provide an external
air temperature of -659F (-54°C) vhils maintaining an
internal air temperature of +40°F (+4°C).

Parameter 2. High Temperature

Raise airstream temperature to provide an external
air temperature of +125°F (+52°9C) while aliowing the
windshield inner and outer surfaces to achieve a
stabilized condition approximating this level.

Parameter 3. Thermal Shock

With an outside air temperature of -65°p (-54OC) and an
internal air temperature of +40°F (+4°C), apply full
electrical power to the windshield until operational
teamperature, as indicated by the temperature sensing
element, is reached. The thermal shock is applied in
quiescent air conditions.
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Parameter 4, Cold Shock

This parameter requires the simulation of a rapid down
shock, as would be experienced when flying from dry
cold air into cloud formation containing supercooled
moisture. Conditions are initially stabilized at +25°F
(-4°C). Full electrical power is then applied and the
temperature is allowed to stabilize at operational
semperature. The airflow temperature is reduced at a
minimum rate of 20F/second (approximately 1°C/secong)
until the outer glass surface is lowered to 32°F (0°C).

Parameter 5. Aerodynamic Pressure

Subject the windshield to an outward acting pressure
differential of 1 psi.

Parameter 6. Edge Loading

On the glass/glass (-101l) windshield only, apply an
inplane load of 2000 1b uniformly distributed along
the windshield's longer edge.

Parameter 7. Vibration

Excite the windshield and its supporting canopy structure
at a +1g vibratory amplitude. Conduct a frequency sweep
over the range of 9 to 30 Hertz to determine whether a
resonant frequency is present in this range.

Parameter 8. Installation Preload

Simulate a contour mismatch by installing a tapered
shim, designed to introduce a bow of 0.10 in. between
one long edge of the windshield and the supporting
canopy structure.

PROCEDURE

The preceding schedule of parameters was applied as relevant
to each of the three windshield configurations. Then, various
combinations of parameters were applied to establish their
interaction. As testing proceeded, some loading conditions
were seen to create only negligible effects and in such cases,
they were subsequently omitted from the program. Tables 58,
59 and 60 show the loading matrix finally evolved for each of
the three configurations and inciude both single and combina-
tion tests. For simplicity, each parameter is identified by
the preceding parameter numbers, and each test, whether
involving single or multiple application of parameters, has
been allocated a 'Case Number.'
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TABLE 58. LOADING PARAMETER MATRIX FOR THE GLASS/GLASS
(-101) WINDSHIELD

Case No. Parameters Included

(Low Temperature)
(High Temperature)
(Thermal Shock)

(Cold Shock)
(Aerodynamic Presaure)
(Edge Loading)
(Vibration)
(Installation Preload)
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TABLE 59. LOADING PARAMETER MATRIX FOR THE GLASS/
ACRYLIC (~102) WINDSHIELD

Case No. Parameters Included
1 1 (Low Temperature
2 2 (High Temperature)
3 3 (Thermal Shock)
‘ 4 4 (Cold Shock)
5 5 (Aerodynamic Pressure)
7 7 (Vibration)
9 1,5
¢ 11 1,7
13 2,5
15 2,7
17 3,5
21 4,5

TABLE 60. LOADING PARAMETER MATRIX FCR THE
POLYESTER/ACRYLIC (-103) WINDSHIELD

Case No. Parameters Included

(Low Temperature)
(High Temperature)
(Thermal Shock)

(Cold Shock)
(Aerodynamic Pressure)
(Vibration)

(RS RS R SR RN T 3 WK Sy
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Ingspection Requirements

During and after each loading cycle, the windshields were
visually inspected for any sign of degradation. Particular
attention was made to observe delamination, cracking, bubbling,
and seal or edging separation.

Calibration Requirements

Calibration of all test equipment was required to be in
accordance with MIL-C-45662A. This specification, in turn,
permits other countries' National Standards, provided they
align with International or U. S. National Standards.

The U. K. Ministry of Defense (Procurement Executive)
Specification DEF. STAN. 05-26, under which Triplex is
qualified, provides for calibration traceability to U. K.
National Standards and thus falls into this category.

TEST FACILITY

The test rig was essentially a continuous loop of ducting with
a -working section to accept a test specimen mounted parallel
to the airflow. Each specimen was mounted in an individual
pressure box that was inserted into this working section and
surrounded by suitable fairings to maintain a flush surface
around the specimen.

The basic circuit of the loop was a rectangular cross section
with radiused bends. The loop was efficiently lagged to
minimize thermal losses within the rig itself. Careful atten-
tion was given to the transition zones between the rectangular
and the working sections of the system so as to provide a con-
stant velocity profile in the working section. The circulating
air was driven around the endless loop by a centrifugal fan,
and the air was heated or cooled as required. Velocity was
constant at approximately 70 knots (120 ft/sec) with a 2
corresponding heat transfer coefficient (h) of 28 Btu/hr-ft“-

For heating, a bank of electrical resistance elements were
mounted in the duct. Cooling was achieved by the controlled
injection of gaseous nitrogen, fed from a liquid nitrogen
bulk storage tank. A general achematic of the facility is
shown in Figure 190. All of the required parameters could be
controlled manually if necessary with a master programmer
defining the sequence and control of the various operations
for cyclic testing.

Details of special features incorporated in the rig for this
program are discussed in the following paragraphs.
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Edge Loading

The in-plane edge loading was applied to an ocutside flange of
one of the canopy posts, which because of its relatively low
stiffness, transmitted a significant proportion of the load
o the windshield. Load was applied, nominally distributed
evanly along the post, via eight bolted attachments, locslly
reinforced to further distribute the point load concentration.

The total load was applied by a pneumatically actuated dead
load system, acting through a suitable lever mechanism and
incorporating a ioad cell in the circuit. General views of
this system are shown in Figures 191 and 192. The three
pneumatic actuators shown in Figure 192 allow automatic
selection of three differing load levels, if required.

Mounting of Canopy Structure

Basically, the structure was supported at its four corners,
i.e., at the ends of the windshield's hnorizontal upper and
lower sills. On the side remote from the applied in-plane
load, the supports were pin-jointed, and the end attachment
plates incorporated universal ball joints on these pins to
give full rotational freedom. The ball joints themselves
could slide on the pins to remove the risk of any degree of
binding.

The other two corners were fully floating, although a spreader
beam was attached between tham. This also incorporated full
freedom of movement and provided (&t its center point) a means
of attaching:

a) the vibratory input

b) a balance system to react the applied aerodynamic
pressura load

c) a mass balance system to react the welght of the
windshield and its adjacent structure.

This is shown schematically in Figure 193.

Wwindshield Installation and Pressure Box

The windshield was attached to the canopy structure using
0.187-inch~diameter screws at approximately three-inch-
spacings. Hole diameter was 0.312 inch for the glass/glass
(~101) windshields, and 0.201 inch for the polyester/acrylic
and glases/acrylic windshields. 1In the case of the glass/glass
windshields, anchor nuts were provided, prefixed to thin
aluminum strips. TIn all other cases, the fastenars attacaned
directly into threaded holes in the steel reinforcing plate.
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Figure 191.

T VAR e ey

View of Edge Loading Attachmen
8-Point rLoad Input and Load ce
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Figure 192,

View of Mechanism for Applying Load
to Edge Load System.
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Becauss it was important to maintain the correct edge stiff-
ness and because the entire windshield structure had to float
under vibratory excitation, the pressure box had to be
structurally independent. This was achieved by attaching the
posts and sills of the structure to the steel pressure box with
a reinforced neoprene "skirt," as illustrated in the typical
edge shown in Figure 194.

Vibration System

The vibratory input was on the free edge of the pin-joint
mounted canopy structure. The vibrator itself was firmly
anchored on a subframe off the main rig framework.

It was necessary to carefully mass balance the loads applied
to the windshields either beacause of the aerodynamic pressure
or the specimen and structural dead weight. This was to
ensure that the exciter commenced its action from a neutral
unloaded condition. Bungee loops and inflated air bags
provided a good means of achieving this condition. These are
shown schematically in Figure 193 and photographically in
Figure 195.

INSTRUMENTATION

Instrumentation as described herein was provided to monitor and
record the following test parameters:

Strain

Three-arm rosette strain gauges were selected, manufactured by
Micro-Measurements Inc., Romulus, Michigan. They were of the
temperature-compensating type since the "dummy bridge"
principle was not practicazl due to the presence of severe
temperature gradients, both in-plane and normal to the wind-
shield surface.

The following Inc. part numbers were used:

For glass, WK-~05-250RA-350W
For acrylic, WK-15-250RA-350W
For polyester, EA-50~250RD-350W

Gauges were bonded to the surface using 'M' Bond AEl0/15
adhesive (manufactured by Micro-Measurements Inc.) and the
gauges were held in contact during adhesive curing by the use
of a vacuum bag. A thin protective coating of silicone rubber
was applied over the gauges. Gauges were positioned and
orientated as shown in Fiqure 196.

278




‘Xog aanssexg pue uorjRTTeIsuUI PTOTYSPUTM °p6T 9InbTg

T7 7777777, w\uﬁ&;\ o Smeeid (3973

3IT9S audadoay padaoyutey —_—

AR RS ARG ML Al i LU o M O D M AL S bl b L e A LA A i At RO e heianind 2 b o - . o

arnjonxlg Adoume)

279

Sury Buroxojutey

f e — —— —— 2—— -

R S L il b LA e




,‘ 4
.“‘QO-Q

b
‘]

Figure 195. View of “"Bungee"” Loops to Restrain Floating
Canopy Structure in Neutral Attitude
When Pressurized.

Strain gauge signals were fed through a carrier amplifier
system to U. V". Chart Recorders that ran continuously through

a given test,

Ags far as possible, the temperature-compensating factors of
these gauges had been selected to suit the materials used.
However, this was only achieved accurately in the case of

glass. It was considered that any error in gauge/coefficient
matching could be allowed for by establishing an apparent strain
curve for each material type and applying this as a cocrrection
to the resuits. This would assume that the precise tempera-
ture of the gauge at any moment was known.

As testing proceeded, it rapidly became apparent that the
presence of the instrumentation itself could cause errors, and
accurate temperature compensation proved to be virtually im-
possible at temperatures other than ambient, particularly in
the case of transient conditions.

These problems are discussed in greater detail in Appendix B
of this report.

280



*UOTITIUSUMIJISUI JO UCTIVOO]

*961 @anbya

(49VKHI WOWHIW) JTISNI

AqIS1.00

CRELEL IR EY ERTL

safinen
aTesiy

saydnooourayyg

281




Strain Gauqe Limitations

All tests conducted at or near ambient conditions were capable
of being instrumented with acceptable accuracy. Tests which
applied a certain parameter at stable elieviated or depressed
temperatures could only be reliably instrumanted for strain in
part. That is, the strain induced by temperature alone coulad
not be proven, but, providing a zero setting was obtained once
the test temperature stabilized, the strain caused by the
application of other parameters at that temperature could be
determined.

Any test cases involvirg transient effects, such as thermal .
shock or cold shock, could not he instrumented for strain

within the present limitations of equipment and strain gauge
availability. Test cases where results were thought tc bde

suspect were treated as proof loads, with instrumentation

employed for such aspects as deflection, acceleration and
temperature.

Temperature

Copper-Constansian thermocouples were used at positions as near
as possible to the strain gauge locations shown in Figqure 197.
Thermmcouples were also used to determine inside and vutside
air temperatures, and, in some cases, not and cold spots on

the windshield were monitored. Ter eratures were recorded on
comtinuously running chart recorders.

Edge Load

™ ir-plane edge Zoad was measured by a calibrated load cell,
irstalled in the lsading linkage. The cell generated a signal
tha= was ontinuously displayed on a digital voltimeter scale.

Aeraxdynamic Pressure

Tn.s was similarly measured by a calibrated pressure trans-
durer in conjuncticn with a digital voltmetar display.

Deflection

The central deflection of a windshield was monitored using
dial indicatcrs. Three instruments were used, one at the
panel center and one each at the top and bottom windshield
edges on the longitudinal center-line. Since the entire wind-
shield structure was flcating about its pin-jointed mounting,
it was necessary to install the indicators in a line parallel
to the hinge line. The latter two gauges were therefovre
necessary to provide a datum plane.
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Linear transducers had initially been amployed, but these were
discarded after considerable problems were experienced over
the temperature range required,

Vibration

Five accslercmeters were bonded to the outside surface of the
specimen in use at positinns as close as possible to the strain
gauge locations shown in Figure 196. As a control, a sixth
accelerometar was installed on the floating support described
in Figure 193, exactly in line with the vibratory input.

The accelercmeters provided a signal that was fed through
normalizing amplifiers and 'g' meters and presented a con-
tinuous trace on U. V. chart recorders.

Windshield Controller

The test facility incorporated an electronic Fielden controller
to maintain the windshield operating temperature at its correct
level. The countroller was modified to be compatible with the
Westinghouse (300 ohm) AVK 1160 sensing element within each
windshield. Control temperature was maintained at 118 + 1°F
(47.5 + 0.5%). -

RESULTS
Glass/Glass (-101) Windshields

As this was the first windshield to be tested; many test runs
were found to be necessary in order to set up procedures and
to remove minor problems. Only the definitive test runs were
reported, however,

During application of Case 21 (cold shock and aerodynamic
rressure) . a failure of the facing ply occurred on windshield
serial number 7-10-'5-4, As shown by the overall view from
outside in Figure 1-7, only the outboard glass ply was broken.
Fracture started in the vision area 6-1/2 inches from the
right edge and 8-1/" inches from the top edge. Subsequent
analysis revealed tlhiat the fracture origin was located on the
outboard surface at a severe scratch 0.40 inch long. Fissures
from this damage were about 0.017 inch deep which almost com-
pletely penetrated tne (0.020-inch compression layer. Because
of this severe surface damage, very little mechanical or
thermal load was required to cause fracture. This is supported
by the fact that the origin fracture face revealed that the
tension stress at failure was less tnan 1500 psi.

The sequence of testing was slightly altered at this stage, and

other types of windshield were tested prior to installing the
second glass/glass (-101) item, Serial No. 6-24-75-9.
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Regular inspections of the specimen during subsequent testing
revealed no signs of degradation.

Glass/Acrylic (-102) Windshields

When these windshields arrived at Triplex, it was discovered
during unpacking that specimens 001 and 003 had broken facing
plies, probably due to inadequate packaging materjal. The
remaining specimens were permanently bowed in both directions.
When placed on a flat surface with the windshields' outer face
down, the gap from the surface of the table was in the order
of 0.5 inch on the long edges and 0.25 inch on the short
edges.

During installation, the facing ply of specimen serial number
002 cracked, despite meticulous efforts to remove the bow
uniformly during bolting in. This windshield is shown in
Figure 198.

Prior to installing the next glass/acrylic windshieid, serial
number 009, its strain gauges were adjusted to zero with the
windshield in an unrestrained state. This procedure enabled
strains to be monitored as the windshield was installed. Using
extra care, the windshield was successfully installed, and
measured strain levels equivalent to approximately 3000 psi
were recorded in the glass. Thus, all subsequent tests for
this specimen were conducted with a built-in prelocad stress
that could not be removed.

Testing was conducted in accordance with the matrix previously
presented in Table 59. This matrix of tests was substantially
abbreviated as compared to the matrix of tests for the glass/
glass windshields, as shown previously in Table 58. This was
due to the recording of very small strains during the single
parameter tests, which allowed the number of multiple parameter
tests to be reduced. Only the definitive test runs are re-
ported, and the most cost-effective sequence of testing was
used.

For the reasons previously mentioned, strain measurements on
this windshield (and subsequently also on the Polyester/
Acrylic, -103, windshield) proved to be suspect at nonambient
conditions. In such cases the test run was treated as a proof
load, and instrumentation did not include strain measurement.
In certain cases, where instrumentation difficulties at non-
ambient temperatures were encountered, the strain recording
equipment was zeroed onca the high or low temparature had been
stabilized, and strain was then recorded to indicate the incre-
ment due to the application of a second parameter only.
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Figure 197.

Failure of Glass/Glass (-101) Windshield,
Serial No. 7-10-75-4, During Run 61, Case 21.
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Figure 198. Failure of Glass/Acrylic (-102) Windshield,
Serial No. 002, During Installation.
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Inspection of the specimen windshield during testing did not
show degradation of any kind.

S After testing was completed, this specimen suffered a broken
i facing ply during removal despite extremely careful precau-
oy tions being taken to allow it to return to its natural state

uniformly.

Polyester/Acrylic (-103) Windshields

Specimen serial number 006 was tested in accordance with the
3 matrix shown previously in Table 60 which shows only the
k! definitive test runs. This matrix was also condensed for the
: same reasons given for the glass/acrylic windshields.

The inspections, conducted during testing, did not reveal any
defects or degradation.

ANALYSIS OF RESULIS

For comparative purposes, a summary of the maximum stresses
obtained for each condition is presented in Table 61. The
4 highest individual strain measurement for each case was con-
1 verted to stress by multiplication with an appropriate modulus
i of elasticity as listed in Table 62.
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TABLE 62. MODULUS O™ ELASTICITY OF FACING MATERIALS

Tempsrature Modulus of

Material (°F) Elasticity (psi)
Glass (Thermally Tempered) All 10.3 x 10°
Glass (Chemically Tempered) All 10.7 x 106
Stretched Acrylic 70 .5 x 10°
Etretched Acrylic -65 .8 x 106
Stretched Acrylic 125 .45x% 106
Polyester 70 .45x 106
Polyester -65 . 75% 108
Polyester 125 .3 x 10°

Deflectionas for the glass/glass windshield ranged from 0.0795
inch to 0.301 inch for the pressure load conditions. Tempera-
ture was the most important variable, with deflections increas-

ing in proportion to temperature.

Deflections for the glass/acrylic windshield ranged from
0.1125 inch to 0.3425 inch under pressure load conditions.

Deflections for the polyester windshield ranged from C.177 inch
to 0.772 inch under pressure load conditions.

Individual parameters are discussed below for each windshield
configuration.

Glass/Glass {-101) Windshields

Low Temperature - Of all the parameters examined, low tempera-
ture effects, creating substantial temperature gradients,
induced the most significant strains. The compressive
stresses shown on both inside and outside windshield surfaces
reached a maximum level of approximately 4200 psi compression.
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High Temperature - With only slight temperature gradients
through the windshield, strain levels were very low. The
maximum (tensile) stresses noted were in the order of 600 psi.

Tharmal Shock - This parameter indicated the highest relative
change in strain levels. Changes in surface strain measure-
ments occurring during windshield warmup reached a maximum of
600 microinches per inch as shown in Figure 199.

Cold Shock - Owing to the very short time scale during which
the cold shock occurs, highly significant hysteresis effects
were considered to be present in the strain gauge circuits.

The analysis of strain gauge signals naturally depends upon
the gauge itself being at the temperature of the glass surface.
Bacause of rap .dly changing temperature gradients this was not
so; thus, large errors could be present. Surface temperatures
during cool-down are shown in Figure 200.

Aerodynamic Pressure - The maximum principal stress seen on

the outside glass surface for this condition was about 2300

psi. Generally, predominantly bending strains were seen, but
some additive diaphragm effects were present. These diaphragm
stresses, which were in the order of only 180 psi, significantly
reduce the stresses that wnulé occur due to pure bending.

Strain gauge data is shown in Tahle 63.

Edge Loading - Edge loading effects were low. Strains were
generally tensile in the direction of the appiied load, although
at the loaded edge, some local bending was indicated. This was
probably attributable to the slight affset of the applied load
relative to the windshield‘’s neutral plane. The maximum stress
level observed was 721 psi.

Vibration - During vibration sweeps (9 Hz to 30 Hz) strain
levels were exceedingly low. They approximately varied pro-
portionally to the applied 'g' load, and also varied inversely
as the frequency. NO resonance was seen, although some 'g'
magnification, relative to the input level, was seen. It was
apparent from viewing the vibration tests that transparency
dither would become visually disturbing to flight crews prior
to posing any structural problems.

Installation Preload - The specimens, although substantially
flat, showed slightly more strain induced on their original
ingtallation than they did due to the intenticnally installed
contour mismatch. Generally, however, the strain level was
low and very local bending effects were evident. The maximum
stress secn was &pproximately 1000 psi.
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TABLE 63. STRAIN GAUGE DATA
GLASS/GLASS WINDSHIELD (-101)
AERODYNAMIC PRESSURE, CASE NO. §

- 4 Outside Face Inside Face
ﬁf Gauge No. Microstrain Gauge No. Microstrain
N M-in. M=-in.
: In. “In.
L [ s
1 + 215 16 - 170
2 + 165 17 - 25
3 + 30 18 - 90
' 4 + 195 19 - 215
¥ 5 + 225 20 - 205
6 + 205 21 - 185
? 7 + 180 22 - 165
8 + 170 23 - 145
9 + 150 24 - 130
10 + 95 25 - 80
11 + 75 26 - 45
12 + 50 27 - 35
13 + 110 28 - B85
14 + 150 29 - 140
15 + 85 30 - 175

Deflection at Center = 0,098 in.
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Combined Effects -~ Basically, combined parameters behaved such
that the mathematical addition of strains appeared logical.

No magnification effects were evident, indicating strain levels
no greater than the sum of the constituent parameters. The
most sevare conditions were those combinations which occurred
at low temperature.

Glass/Acrylic (~-102) Windshields

Low Temperature - Inside surface strains on the acrylic
material were not reliably recorded. Outside surface strains
in the glass were noted at a maximum level of 550 micreostrain
(compressive), which was significantly higher than those
recorded on glass/glass (-101) windshields.

High Temperature - As with the glass/glass (-101) windshields,
strains in the outer glass surface were fairly low, reaching a
maximum value of 140 microstrain (compressive). Inner surface
strains were not reliably recorded.

Thermal Shock ~ The highest changes in outer surface strains
were noted for this panel, and these were very similar to the
glass/glass (-101) item; a transient tensile strain of 640
microstrain was the maximum noted. Inner surface values were
not considered reliable.

Cold Shock - For the reasons stated previously, instrumented
values for this parameter were not meaningful, although it
would be expected that transient strains would be high. No
specimen damage was noted.

Aerodyvynamic Pressure - Compared with the glass/glass (~101)
configquration, the strains indicated more diaphragm effect.

The maximum tensile stress seen on the outer (glass) surface
was 2935 psi microstrain, whereas the peak stress on the inner
(acrylic) surface was compressive, being 290 psi. This
indicated that most of the lcad was supported by the glass ply.

Vibration - In common with the glass/glass (-101) windshield,
the level of strain was very small, being at a maximum level
of only *+45 microstrain on the outer glass surface and +125
microstrain on the inner acrylic surface.

Installation Preload - Although no tests were conducted with
the 0.10-inch shim installed, owing to exceedingly low pre-
dictions for the strain likely to result, measurements made
before and after installation indicated substantial bending
strains. Tensile strains of up to 550 microstrain were seen
on the inner (acrylic) surface, with up to 300 compressive
microstrain noted on the outer glass.
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Combined Effects - Addition of the strain levels recorded for
the various parameters did not produce any magnification
effect exceading the values obtained by straightforward math-
ematical addition. However, this can only be said for the
outer surface strains as no reliance could be put on strains
recorded for the acrylic inner surface.

Polyester/Acrylic (~103) Windshields

Thermal Tests -~ No reliable strains were recorded during these
tests, although the panel was satisfactory after the tests.

Aexodynamic Pressure - Owing to the basic flexibility of the
specimen, strains were not very significant, although a central
deflection of 0.375 inch was noted. Stresses were predomin-
antly diaphragm although bending stresses were also present.
Stresses of 664 psi (tensile) were noted on the outer poly-
ester surface, with 514 psi (compressive) noted on the inner
acrylic surface.

Vibration - As with the other types of specimens, strains were
relatively low at a maximum level of +260 microstrain on the
outer polyester surface and +140 microstrain on the inner
acrylic member.

Combined Effects - No strains greater than those obtained by
straightforward mathematical addition of the componsant para-
meters were observed. However, in general the correlation in
this manner was not as good as that for the glass/glass (-101)
specimens. This was attributed to the basic difficulties
encountered in the strain measurement techniques.

INSTRUMENTED TEST CONCLUSIONS

1. It was generally noted that the strains recorded for all
three types of construction were relatively low. In no
case did any particular loading parameter indicate a
strain level which by itself could be considered as
likely to promote a failure. No combination of loading
parameters induced any significant multiplying effects
on the three variants tested.

2. The strain levels induced by vibratory inputs were

exceedingly low, and no resonances were noted for any
of the windshields tested.
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The affect of curvaturs mismatch was very significant,
particularly on the glass-faced plastic windshields.
Strain values could be obtained while bolting in
badly matched contours that were of a magnitude
equivalent to that induced by any of the loading
parameters.

Temperature was shown to have a major effect on the
strain levels induced in the windshields when applied
separately and in combination with other loading
conditions. Maximum strain levels were obtained at
elevated and reduced temperatures.

Accurate strain measurement of stretched acrylic and

polyester materials could not be obtained in dynamic
thermal environments.
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WINDSHIELD ENDURANCE TESTS

A series of endurance tests was performed on -103 polyester/
acrylic windshields to demonstrate how cyclically applied
combinations of structural loads and agressive environments

can be used to simulate the useful design life of a component
in the laboratory. By condensing the time between applications
of loads, service time is greatly accelerated to enable the
early detection of potential design/process flaws, thereby
permitting corrective actiong to ba implemented and verified

in an expeditious,cost-effective manner.

TEST DESCRIPTION

Two endurance tests were performed: a cold weather test and

2 hot weather test. The loading schedules for these tests

are presented in Tables 64 and 65, which were derived from the
loading spectrum and climates previously presented in the
section on Usage Spectrums. Each load application represented
one ground-air-ground cycle. Some modifications were made to
t?e original loading spectrum based on the following considera-
tions.

In-plane edge loads from fuselage wracking (inertia, maneuvers)
were assumed to be nonapplicable due to the polyester/acrylic
windshield's compliant flexibility.

Vibration and aerodynamic pressure were conservatively applied
at maximum levels throughout the test since their worse effacts
were found to be only minimal during the instrumented tests.

High-Temperature Endurance Test

During the high-temperature endurance test, the airspeed was
held constant at 70 knots, with the vibration held constant at
a frequency producing the worst effect.

Aerodynamic pressure was then applied for a duration long
enough to reach the required level, and then reduced to zero
bentween cycles.

TABLE 64. HIGH -TEMPERATURE ENDURANCE TEST SPECTRUM

Aerodynamic Relative

Nvmber Pressure Vibration Temparature Humidity
of Cycles (psi) (+9) (°F) (%)
— 380 1.0 0.9 + 100 5%
20 1.0 0.9 + 125 95
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Low~Tenperature Endurance Test

Table 65 dascribes the required test spectrum, representing
100 hours of flight (or 400 flight cycles) in arctic conditions.

During this spectrum, the airspeed was held constant at 70
knots, together with a constant frequency vibration similar
to that in the high-temperature endurance test. The loading
sequence was as follows:

a) wWith the air temperatures stabilized, the wind-

shield temperature, as indicated by the tempera-
ture sensing element, was allowed to stabilize.

b) Aerodynamic pressure was applied.

c) When required, full anti-ice power was applied
until operational temperature was achieved,
allowing the power to cycle off and on once.

d) When specified in Table 65, a cold shock (as
described in the section on Windshield Instru-
mented Tests) was applied.

e) Aerodynamic pressure was removed.

TABLE 65. LOW-TEMPERATURE ENDURANCE TEST SPECTRUM

Aerodynamic Outside 1Inside
Number Pressure Vibration Temp Temp Colad
of Cycles (psi) (+9) (°F) (°F) Shock Power
180 1.0 0.9 + 40 + 70 No No
100 1.0 0.9 + 25 + 70 Yes Yes
100 1.0 0.9 - 25 + 50 No Yes
20 1.0 0.9 - 65 + 40 No Yes

Inspection

The windshields were visually examined after the end of the
first load application and then after each 50 cycles or on
completion of each loading condition. The inspection criterion
was the same as that described in the section on Instrumented
Tests. .

RESULTS

The final test schedule comprised three high-temperature test
spectra and one low-temperature test spectrum.

Minor modifications were made to the test procedures as test-
ing progressed due to unforeseen complications in the loading

ssquences.
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First High-Temperature Test Spectrum

Specimen serial number 008 was used for this spectrum and the
procedure was as described previously with vibration held con-
stant at 9 Hz + 0.9 g.

No damage was observed other than some apparent partial
breakdown of the bond between the terminal blocks and the

acrylic face.

Low-Temperature Test Spectrum

Specimen serial number 007 was used for this spectrum, and for
zhe firat 280 cycles, the procedure vas as specified in Table
5.

The remaining cycles at lowar OAT's were carried out to the
following procedure after difficulties were encountered in-
volving failure of the windahield to attain control tempera-
ture due to the high heat transfer coefficient of the test

facility.

a) Windshield temperatures stabilized with -25°F
(-329C) OAT and +40°F (+10°C) IAT.

b) Aerodynamic pressure and vibration applied at
9 Hz + 0.9 g.

c) Duct air circulation stopped.

a) Windshield power on and controller allowed to
cycle off and on twice.

e) Windshieid power off,

£ Air circulation restarted.

g) Aerodynamic pressure removed.

h) Windshield temperatures stabilized.
Inspection of the windshield after 230 cycles showed, on the
long sides, a gap between the rubber edge seal and the edge
reinforcement of 0.010 inch at ambient temperature and 0.050
inch at +259F (-4°C). After 280 cycles the windshield had
dewveloped a permanent outward bow of 0.080 inch measured at
the center of the windshield. After 330 cycles the bow had
irrcreased to 0.32 inch.

Deflection measurements taken under various conditions after
345 cycles are shown in Table 66.
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During cycle 355 an apparent heating film failure occurred.
Inspection revealed a failure of the polyester component
caused by a film fuse, which in turn led to massive delamina-

tion due to local overheating.
Damage to the windshield is recorded in Figures 201 and 202.

TABLE 66. DEFLECTION MEASUREMENTS (CENTER RELATIVE
TO EDGE) TAKEN DURING LOW-TEMPERAT'RE TEST

Condition Deflection (Inches)

Ambient Pressure, Ambiont Temperaturs,
Heat Off 0.32

Ambient Pressure, -25°F OAT, 40°F IAT,
Heat Off 0.13

One psi Pressure, -25°F OAT, 40°F IAT,
Heat Off 0.35

Ambient Pressure, -25°F OAT, 40°F IAT,
Heat On 0.45

One psi Pressure, -25°F OAT, 40°F IAT,
Heat On 0.74

Second High-~Temperature Test Spectrum

Specimen serial number 008 was subjected to a second high-
temperature climate test spectrum as defined previously with
the addition of a ten-minute "power on" period at the end of

each batch of 50 cycles. The "power on" period simulated
defog conditions.

No further damage was observed upon completion of tha test.

Third Tropical Climate Test Spectrum

In an attempt to accelerate a fajilure under tropical conditions,
a further modified test spectrum was implemented.

The modification was a prolonged exposure to high relative
humidity at elevated temperature and was conducted on two
specimens simultaneously. The specimens were serial number
0028, previously subjected to two test spectra, and serial

number 005, which was "as new" and includad for control pur-
poses.
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Ficgure 202.

Failure of Polyester/Acrylic (-103)
Windshield During Low-Temperature Test
Spectrum, Also Showing Nib Seal Separation.
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The test conditions were 908 relative humidity and 158°F (70°c),
maintained for seven days, after which the specimena were in-
spected and ono was selected for testing. On both specimens,
excessive bubbling of the interlayer had occurred. This was
apparently caused by moisture absorbtion via the acrylic
component, thereby increasing the moisture content of the
interlayer which subsequently gassed off at the elevated
temperature.

Also, both specimens had developed a considerable "dished"
shape approximately 2 inches and 1/2 inch measured on the long
and short sides, respectively. The damage to both specimens
is illustrated in Figures 203 through 206.

The degree of damage being apparently equal on both specimens,
serial number 008 was selected for the additional spectrum as
being the most likely to produce a classic failure,

However, no further damage occurred during the test spectrum.

Whan the specimen was removed from the test frame, the dis-
tortion was considerably less but returned to the pre-test
extent within 48 hours.

Approximately one week after completion of the spectrum, it
was noticed that delamination cf the acrylic material had
occurred around the perimeter of the windshield. Inspection
of the other windshield exposed to high humidity also showed
damage of a similar nature and extent. Figure 206 illustrates
the degree to which the specimens were affected.

ENDURANCE TEST CONCLUSIONS

1. The low-temperature endurance test produced a massive
delamination failure at 355 cycles, which corresponds
to about 355 hours flight time for a cargo helicopter.
The failure mode and time to failure were considered
to be realistic for polyester/acrylic windshields.

2. The delamination failures during the low-temperature
tests, taken in consonance with the instrumented test
findings, show that the most severe windshield loadings
occur at low temperature.

3. Accelerated humidity testing of polyester/acrylic wind-
shields produced interlayer bubbling which was similar
to service failures experienced in tropical climates.
However, the test conditions (158°F, 90% relative
humidity) were severe compared to even extreme hot-wet
conditions found in the tropics (100°P, 1008 relative
humidity), and the rate of acceleration for moisture
permeation was therefore unknown.
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Figure 203. Overall View of Interlayer Bubbling on
Polyester/Acrylic (~103) Windshield After
Prolonged Humidity Exposure.
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Figure 204. Close Range View of Interlayer Bubbling on

Polyester/Acrylic (~103) wWindshield After
Prolonged Humidity Exposure.
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Figure 205. "Dished" Shape of Polyester/Acrylic (-103)
Windshield After Prolonged Humidity Exposure.

Figure 206. Delamination of Acrylic Edge Material
on Polyester/Acrylic Windshield (-103).
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During the high temperature endurance test, an equivalent
of 1200 hours of cargo helicopter flight time was
simulated on the acrylic/polyester windshield with no
failures. This was approximately three times greater
than the historical MTBF for this type of windshield in
effect when this program was initiated in 1974. How-~
ever, since that time, the windshield manufacturers

have incorporated changes in the laminating process

used to fabricate their plastic windshields, and recent
reiiability data indicates that windshield MTBF's have
been substantially improved as a result. It is now

felt that the tendency for acrylic/polyester windshields
to delaminate under moderate to hot environmental
conditicns has largely been overcome.

Endurance testing of windshields prior to making

production conmitments is an extremely cost-effective
method for substantiating component reliability.
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MAJOR CONCLUSIONS

Major conclusions reached in each program task are summarized

here:

Abrasion Tests

1. The rubbing abrasion, windshield wiper and fallin¢ sand
tests realistically simulate aggressive mechanisp of
abrasion, yield failure modes expsrienced in ser .ce,
and are viable tests for assessing or comparing the
abrasion resistance of candidate materials.

2, Due to the random nature of abrading phenomenon, it is
not possible to correlate test results with service
life.

NASTRAN Analysis

1. The NASTRAN finite element analysis was found to be
suitable for anzlyzing homogeneous transparencies
of the following types:

a. Flat plates and curved shells where the transverse
deflections are small in comparisen to the thick-
ness of the part.

b. Curved shells where the preasure loads are
resisted by in-plane forces (similar to hoop
tensicn or compresaive arch).

2. The NASTRAN analysis was not suitable for analyzing
transversely loaded flat plates where the load is
carried partially or entirely by membrane effects.
Flat helicopter transparencies generally fall into
this category.

3. The NASTRAN analyses conclusively showed how fuselage
racking can and does induce loads into transparencies.
For the specific loading and airframe stiffnesses
analyzed, these loads were found to be approximately
the same magnitude as the primary pressure loads.

Thermal Expansion, Installation Preload and Assembly Tests

Installation preload forces can create critical loading
conditions for certain types of laminated transparencies,
particularly those containing glass plies. The stresses
cen be induced from mismatch of contours between the
panel and the airframe, or from uneven torquing of
fasteners. These conditions are highly sensitive to
edge attachment design.
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Field Survey of Army Helicopter Transparencies

The most common Army helicopter pilot complaint concerned
rastrictions on windshield wiper use. They want a better
method of rain removal, or glass windshielde so that wipers
could be used as needed. Wipers and poor cleaning practices
abrade transparencies, yielding excessive haze. The threshold
of haze acceptability, the point at which most flight crews
will demand replacement, was found to be 30%.

Ballistic Damage Tolerance Tests

The criteria (spall mass-velocity relationships) and test
methods developed for evaluating spall provided realistic
correlation with actual service experience.

Low-Energy Impact Tests

Based on the performance of the materials tested, a 20 ft-
1b dart impact appears to be a reasonable standard feor use in
evaluating impact characteristics of helicopter transparencies.

Inastrumented Windshield Tests

1. Temperature was shown to have a major effect on the
strain levels induced in the windshields when applied
separately and in combination with other loading
conditions. Maximum strain levels were obtained at
elevatad and reduced temperatures.

2, The strain levels induced by vibratory inputs were
exceedingly low, and no resonances were noted for any
of the windshields tested.

3. The effect of curvature mismatch was very significant,
particularly on the glass-faced plastic windshields.
It was seen that strain values could be obtained while
bolting in badly matched contours that were of a
magnitude equivalent te that induced by any of the
loading parameterxs.

Windshield Endurance Tests

1. Low temperature endurance testing was shown to be the
most severe test condition.

2. Endurance testing of windshields prior to making

production commitments is an extremely cost-effective
method for substantiating component reliability.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The findings derived from iyis program have been iggorporated
in a general specificatirn and a design handbook for
helicopter transparent enclcsures. It is recommended that
the criteria and design information contained in these docu-
mants be adopted for use on future helicopter development

programs.

In addition, during the course of this program, several areas
needing further research were discerned. They are summarized
below along with some of the major recommendations that were

incorporated in the general specification and design handbook.

1. Abrasion Tests

The rubbing abrasion, windshield wiper, and falling sand tests
that were evaluated should be adopted as a means for ranking
abrasion resistance of candidate transparent materials.

2. Effect of Impingement on Structural Integrity of Glass

g Thin chemically tempered glass is susceptible to pitting from

b impingement by blowing sand or foreign objects which can cause

E severe loss of strength and/or cracking. Tests should be
developed to quantify the relatinonship between particle size,
energy, and losses in glass strength.

3. Hard Coats

Hard coats provide significant improvements in abrasion
resistance. However, they are subject to environmental
deterioration. Development of more durable hard coats are
required, or alternatively, nonscratching rain removal
systems.

4, Chemical Attack on Transparent Materials

Certain chemicals commonly used in aircraft environments can
attack transparent materials. A comprehensive documentation
of the effects of chemical contact with such materials would
help to avoid such chemicals and subsequent damage to
transparencies.

17 Xay. B. F., Sikorsky Aircraft Division, "Hellcopter

Transparent Enclosures, Volume II, General Specification,"
USARTL-TR-78-25B, Applied Technology Laboratory,
U. S. Army Research and Technology Laboratories
(AVRADCOM) , Ft. Eustis, Virginia, November 1978.

N 18 Kay, B. F., Sikorsky Aircraft Division, "Helicopter

SR Transparent Enclosures, Volume I, Design Handbook,"

‘ USARTL-TR~-78-25A, Applied Technology Laboratory, U. S.
Army Research and Technology Laboratories (AVRADCOM),
Ft. Eustis, Virginia, November 1978.
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5. Finite Element Analysis of Fuselage Deformations

Finite element analyses should be adopted as a means to
determine the structural effects of fuselage wracking on

transparencies.
6. Finite Elament Analysis of Curved Trangparencies
: Finite element analyses should be used to analyze curved
B ‘ transparencies where pressure loads are resisted by in~plane
N forces
", hd
N ) 7. Finite Element Analysis of Thin Windshields

Current state-of-the-art finite element analysis cannot ana-
lyze flat membrane-like structures subject to pressure loads.
A nonlinear finite element analysis should be developed to
handle this deficiency.

8. Installation Preload and Thermal Stresses

The effects of installation prelocad and thermal stresses
should be considered during structural design, and appropriate
manufacturing tolerances, stress allowances:. or design features
should be adopted to prevent service difficulties.

9, Ballistic Spall Criteria

The test methods and criteria developed in this program for
evaluating ballistic spall should be applied to combat heli-
copter transparencies.

10. Spall Resistant Windshields

Ballistic tests conducted on current generation laminated
windshield configurations indicate none to be spall resistant.
Development is required for advanced composite heatad panels
that will meet this requirement.

ll. Low-Energy Impact Tests

The 20 ft-1ib dart impact should be adopted as a standard for
evaluating impact characteristics of helicopter transparencies.
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12. Effect of Temperature on Fail-Safety

Fail-safe tests conducted on ballistically damaged trans-
parencies at room temperature showed current generation trans-
parencies to be inherently fail safe. Since transparency
material properties change with temperature, fail-safe tests
should also be performed at low temperatures and high tempera-
tures to evaluate any temperature-dependent effects.

13. vibration Testing

Structural vibration testing is not recommended for helicopter
transparencies because it was apparent from instrumented
vibration tests that transparency dither would become

visually disturbing to flight crews prior to posing any
structural prcblems.

14. Wwindshield Endurance Tesats

Heated windshields should undergo endurance testing prior to
making production commitments. These tests should include
simultaneous cycling of anti-ice heating systems, application
of pressure loads, and exposure to temperature extremes.

15. Humidity Testing

Certain transparency materials are susceptible to damage from
prolonged exposure to moisture. During qualification testing
the effects of moisture can be accelerated by increasing the
temparature; however, the rate of acceleration is unknown.
Accelerated humidity tests should be correlated with actual
service environments.

16. Birdproofing

As helicopter speeds are increased, the hazards from potential
bird strikes also increase. A study should be undertaken to
cgrrelate the probability of helicopter/bird strikes against
airspeed.

17. Glint Intensity

Current techniques for evaluating glint signatures utilize
maps of sun reflection contours relative to the helicopter.
Procedures do not adequately consider relative size, intensity
and background illuminance, which are necessary to determine
whether or not the object can be detected. Additional
analytical/experimental work should be aimed at including the
latter parametars.
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APPZNDIX A
ABRASION TEST METHODS

Abrasion test methods and procedures are described in this
Appendix.

DRY RUBBING ABRASION TEST (TEST 1)

This type of abrasion test method was performed to evaluvate the
I rubbing abrasion properties of the different materials from
A simulated dry wiping of dirty transparencies.

Apparatus

The apparatus consisted of a reciprocating motion abrader
designed to provide a wiping action that simulates conditions
encountered during field cleaning of transparencies by aircraft
personnel. Abrading head pressure was adjustable up to 1 psi
(see Figure A~1l). The abrasive was 400 grit boron carbide
impregnated in a dry felt pad with 500 grams of load. The
Gardner Hazemeter, shown in Figure A-2, was used in Tests 1,

2, and 3 to measure haze.

Procedure

Prior to testing, haze measurements were obtained for all
samples.

A l-inch -diameter disc of 100% wool felt, 1/8 inch thick,
cemented to the abrading head was impregnated with dry 400
grit boron carbide. The head was weighted with 500 grams of
load.

The test was run at a speed of approximately 50 cycles per
minute. The abrading head was reimpregnated after each 25-
cycle period.

Periodic haze measurements were taken at intervals correspond-
ing approximately to each 5% increase in haze.

Testing continued until a haze level of approximately 30% was
measured. Testing hard-coated materials was terminated in
some cases prior to reaching 30% haze because further testing
served only to polish the specimens and did not produce a
measurable increase in ha:ze.
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Figure A-1. Apparatus for Dry Rubbing Abrasion Test.

Figure A-2. Gardner Hazemeter,
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FALLING SAND TEST (TEST 2)

This type of abrasion test method was performed in compliance
with ASTM D673-70 (except that the measurement of gloas was
not required) to evaluate the effect of impingement by
falling abrasive particles.

Apparatus

The apparatus consisted of a hopper and glass tube rotating
about 7 rpm, which allowed abrasive to free fall at 200 to
250 grams/minute from the fixed height of 25 1nches. The
test specimen was 3 x 6 inches and was held at a 45° position
to the falling abrasive particles (see Figure A-3),

Figure A-3., Apparatus for Falling Sand Test.

Materials

The abrasive was Silicon Carbide, No. 80 Mesh, Type GG. It was
selected for its "blockiness", which assures a more even flow
in the tester. The "blockier” silicon carbide particle was
found to be less apt to spall and otherwise bhreak than would

be expected were silicon carbide dendrites used.

Procedure

The ASTM test method procedure required that particles adhering
to the surface or imbedded in it be removed before making any
measurements; it suggests that a mild air blast may be effec-
tive. This procedure removed all silicon carbide particles used
in the falling sand test, and the values reported reflect this
procedure. The samples tested had a fine dusting of material
spalled from the samples themselves, which required solvent
washing for removal. Thay appeared to be held on by a static
charge. Their removal would have vielded a lower effective
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haze value for each material. This was not done, as the pro-
cedure appeared at variance with the aim of the ASTM standard
test procedure. Published literature appears to yive this
value for many materials, but it is believed that the test
data as reported is more representative of the haze which
would be present on a part.

WINDSHIELD WIPER TEST (TEST 3)

This test method was performed to simulate the effect of wind-
shield wiper operation on dirty windshields. Th= presence of
an abrasive medium was used in this test because soft rubber
wiper blades would otherwise be incapable of abrading nost
windshield meaterials.

Appa:atus

The apparatus consisted of a specimen holding fixture mounted
at approximately 45¢ with provisions to mount material
specimens. A l2-inch Hycar rubber wiper blade (30 to 40 shore
hardness) and & windshield wiper driver arm were attached to an
aircraft type motor which was mounted to the test fixture. A
gystem for regulating and discharging the abrasive slurry

onto the 16~-x-21-inch test specimen at 300 ML/minute rate was
attached to the test fixture (see Figure A-4). A peristaltic
pump was used to recirculate and apply the slurry. The haze
measurements were confined to specific locations by the use

of a marking mask. Eight holes weras located on the mask
periphery, Figure A-5, as well as in the mwiddle of the mask.

Ficure A-4. Windshield Wiper Test Apparatus.
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Figure A-5. Windshield Wiper Locating Mask.

Materials

The specimen size was 16 inch x 21 inch. The abrasive slurry
mixture was 100 grams of AC air cleaner test dust, coarse
(50% 30 to 80 micron) size, mixed with 1 liter of water.

Procedure

The windshield wiper blade pressure was adjusted to 0.5 1lb per
linear inch of blade length, and the operating speed was 100
cycles per minute. Every 12,000 cycles, the windshield wiper
blades were changed and additional slurry was added as
required. During the operation of the test, vigorous stirring
of the reservoir was raquired to prevent settling of the
abrasive,
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WET RUBBING ABRASION TEST (TEST 4)

This test was performed to simulate the effacts of wiping dirty,
wet windshields, wherein the dirt contains abrasive particles.
The specimens were mounted on a turntable and rotated at 10

rpm, while continually applying a slurry of water and fine

sand through a 3~inch tube pPlaced vertically over the specimen.

Aggaratus

The apparatus consisted of a 3.0-inch-diameter slurry tube,
17 inches long, positioned with its centerline vertical and
located 1-1/2 inches out frem the center of a circulsr rota~
ting platform as shown in Figure A~6. A piece of foam rubber
was wrapped around and fastened to the bottom of the tube
which rested on the specimen during the test. Pressure was
maintained at 1 pound per square inch by keeping the slurry
level at 15 inches.

This simulated a wiping effect which reasonably duplicated
field service conditions.

A Hazemeter as specified in ASTM, Method D-1003, was used to
obtain all haze measurements as shown in Figure A-7.
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Figure A-7. Digital Readout Hazemeter and
Wet Rubbing Abrader.

Materials

Specimen size was 6 in. x 6 in. The abrasive and slurry
mixture consisted of white sand and three other ingredients
to keep the sand in svspension. The mixture and the mixing
procedure were as follows:

Water 3 liters
Milk of Magnesia 125 grams
Bentonite U.S.P. 300 grams
White Sand 2.5 liters

The combination was mixed with a ball mill for 3 hours,
then left standing in a closed container for 24 hours prior
to use. Water was added as required during testing. Size
characteristics of the white sand were as follows:

2.0% greater than U.S. Std. 30 mesh sieve (0.0232 in.)
15.0% greater than U.S, Std. 40 mesh sieve (0.0164 in.)
64.0% greater than U.S. Std. 60 mesh sieve (0.0098 in.)
15.0% greater than U.S. Std. 100 mesh sieve (0.0059 in.)

4.0% less than U.S. Std. 10C mesh sieve (0.0059 in.)
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Procedure

1, Initial haze measurements were taken prior to abrading
& clean specimen,

2. One specimen was mounted on the centarline of the
turntable, and the slurry tube was positioned to seat
firmly on the specimen.

3. The tube was filled to the 15-inch ievel with the
slurry mixture and the foam rubber pad was moistened.

4. The abrader was turned on, and the slurry mixture was
kept at 15 inches in height as the specimen was
abraded.

5. The abrader was turned off, and the specimen was removed
to record the haze measurements.

6. The spaecimen was washed and dried thoroughly.
7. Haze measurements were taken and recorded.
8. The specimen was replaced on the turntable.

9, Steps 2 through 7 were repeated until a 30% haze
was recorded.

BLOWING SAND AND DUST TEST (TEST 5)

This test was conducted to simulate sand and dust blowing at
40 mph against a transparency.

Apparatus

The test facility was a chamber with accessories to control
dugt concentration, velocity, temperature and humidity of
dust-~laden air in accordance with MIL-STD-810B, Method 510.
Materials

The abrasive used was "140 Mesh Silica Flour", as listed in
MIL~-STD-810B, Method 510.

Procedure
The test was conducted in accordance with the MIL-STD-810
procedure, except that the chamber was oparated at an airflow

setting of 3500 fpm. Haze measurements were taken initially
for all specimens and periodically during the test.
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APPENDIX B

ANALYSIS OF INSTRUMENTATION DIFFICULTIES WITH STRAIN
NT AT NONAMBIENT T ERATURES

During the windshield instrumented tests, strains ware measured
under a wide range of loading and temperature conditions.
Three types of windshield material ware used; namely, glass,
stretched acrylic, and polyester. On completion of a series
of tests on glass windshields, the first tests on plastic
rmaterials at nonambient temperatures showed such divergent
results that their validity was questioned. In the following
analysis, it was found that the instrumentation requirements
to accurately measure strains in polyester and stretched
acrylic material in a dynamic thermal environment have ex-
ceeded the state of the art.

Background to Choice of Strain Gauge Method

During the preparation of the test plan for this project, the
test subcontractor, Triplex Safety Glass Co, Ltd, considered
the use of:

a) Strain gauges plus "dummy" temperature compensating
gauges.

b) Temperature compensating strain gauges with
matching expansion coefficients.

Alternative a) was quickly discarded since it was incorrect to
assume that the dummy gauge would be at the temperature of the
active gauge. This was not only due to the temperature grad-
ients both through the windshield thickness and in the wind-
shield plane, but due tc the fact that the dummy was more
likely to be at air temperature than windshield temperature.
Therefore, the decision was made to use temperature compen-
sating gauges, and numerous discussione were held with strain
measurement suppliers regarding the best gauges to use. Al-
though no gauges were traceable, worldwide, with exactly
matching coefficients, three types of biaxial gauges with
properties most suitable for use with giass, polyester and
acrylic were eventually selected. For glass only, the match
was good. For the other materials, cdifferences were apparent.

At that time, it was considered that any error in gauge/co-
efficient matching could be allowed for by establishing an

apparent strain curve for each material type and applying this
as a correction to the results. This would assume that the
precise temperature of the gauge at any moment was known.
Correction curves were established and these are shown in
Figures B~l1 and B-2.
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Probleme Experienced

Corrections required to temperature compensate the strain
gauges were found to exceed the value of the strains actually
being measured. For example, as shown in Fiqure B-1, at 1250F
the strain gauge correction factor for stretched acre lic is
approximately 30 u-in./°F. Measured strains were on the order
of 150 uy~in. This meant that a temperature variation between
thermocouple and strain gauge as small as 5°F could create an
error of 100%. Even more of a problem was the non-regular
correction curve for polyester. Because of the apparent
illogical wave-form seen, the calibration plot was repeated

13 numerous times using three different gauge arms and completely
i Separate instrumentation methods. All of these repeatedly

o indicated the same trend.

Compounding this problem was the basic difficulty of deter-

i : mining the actual gauge temperature. Laterally, there was

r— ] some nonuniformity of panel temperature, and in the worst

; ‘ case there was a Ky factor at the 1.30 limit level. As the
thermocouples were at the side of the rosette, there were also
temperature gradients which could be siightly different from
that at the thermocouple itself. In addition, it was considered
that the combined bulk of an accelerometar, a thermocouple,

and a strain gauge rosette, together with their leads,

locally affected the temperature gradients both laterally and
through the thickness of the specimen by unrepresenta-

tively disturbing the boundary layer of the airflow around

2 given instrumentation point. This altered the local heat
transfer coefficient, giving rise to further nonrepresentative
effects. The net result was that the strain gauge and its
adjacent thermocouple experienced different temperatures which,
linked with their differing hysteresis rates, made any tempera-
ture correction near meaningless.

This phenomenon was most significant during transient tempera-
tures, but even at stable elevated or depressed temperatures,
the evidence indicates that little reliance could be put on

the results.

Implications on Existing Results

Since the difficulties discussed thus far highlight the signifi-
cance of temperature gradient effects and hysteresis delays,

the failure of the Type -10l1, glass windshield (Serial No.
7-10-75~-4) was further considered. It was thought that, at

the moment of failure, the strain gauges on the surface may

have been acting at temperatures nearer those of the air stream
than those of the glass surface and thus indicate lower than
actual strain levels. This was particularly liRely under the
very high rate of temperature drop of 2°F/sec (minimum).
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Recorded strains at the time of fajilure were very low and were
nowhere near the levsl expected at rupture, although some glass
bending would have occurred under this temperature gradient:;
and in the absence of strain (or temperature) gauges within

the laminate, this was impossible to extrapoclate.
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Alternatives Evaluated

The following possible alternatives for strain measurements
were evaluated.

Alternative Gauge Type - Special universally tempera-

; ture compensating gauges capable of working in conjunc-
) tion with any material, over a wide temperature range,
: were considered. However, these gauges required an
input signal based on temperature and therefore did

not offer any significant advantages.

Brittle Lacquer Techniques - More commonly, these
techniques are difficult to accurately quantify and the
lacquers usually need fairly sophisticated temperature
maintenance. The nature of Triplex's facility was also

3 very restrictive for such an application, since the

‘ test windshield is enclosed out of sight during running.
Apart from removing the specimen from the test rig after
each parameter application, it would be impossible to
assess inside surfaces for lacquer cracking. The con-
cept would be further invalidated by any setting up run
or stabilizing period.

b A AR Era W e e

.~ Photo-Elasticity - Similar comments apply as in the

] brittle lacquer technique. Although photoelastic
methods are used within Triplex's parent group, readily
adaptable equipment was not available for this type of
facility. In addition, stress profiles, through an
assembly embodying three types cf material, would be
exceedingly difficult to determine.

Imbedded Temperature Sersors - For any new test specimens
tco be procured in the future, it is suggested that these
might include further instrumentation within the inter-
layer of the laminate. This has been found in the past
to provide valuable data on such Parameters as internal
temperature, which permit a more accurate assessment of
internal interlayer forces.
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Strain Measurement Conclusions

It is considered that the requirements for achieving the
level of instrumentation intended stretched available
technology beycnd the limits imposed by budgetary considera-

tions.

The inability to provide matching strain gauges for the
materials concerned has been the prime cause of this. Tempera-
ture gradient effects, both laterally and through the

laminate, have further compounded the difficulties.
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