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A Shock-Proof Evaluation of a Large Scale Motor for the Naval Vessel

using DDAM and Transient Response Analysis
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Fig. 3 Triple half triangle wave for shock analysis
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Table 1 Comparison of shock-proof results between DDAM and

transient response analysis

—

Part Information Axial Vertical Horizontal
DDAM 34.28 54.35 45.56
Frame Transient 16.00 51.20 47.60
D/IT 2.14 1.06 0.96
DDAM 42.89 38.24 42.96
B(%CEI‘)“ Transient 48.80 38.00 48.00
D/IT 0.88 1.01 0.89
DDAM 38.83 47.40 46.79
%{?gg Transient 42.00 43.40 50.60
D/IT 0.92 1.09 0.92
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