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Crack Growth Analysis and Crack Arrest Design of Stiffened Panels(III)
— Experimental Evaluation of Crack Arrest Design Chart

Eui-Jong Rhee*, Hwan-Woo Rhee”

ABSTRACT

In order to assess the validity of fatigue crack arrest design charts obtained from our previous numerical
approach to fatigue crack arrest condition, an extensive fatigue crack growth/arrest test was performed using
CT-type integrally stiffened panels. The results are presented as fatigue crack growth rate and non-dimensional
crack length relationship, and these are compared with numerically simulated crack growth rates. The measured
values of da/dN at the moment of fatigue crack arrest occurred in stiffened panels are good agreement with
those numerically simulated crack growth rates.

Key Words : Stiffened Panel(3.7+3}), Crack Arrester(+ < A th), Fatigue Threshold(Z] 2F 243 313HA| =),
Load Shedding Technique(3}5-7+4~71¥), Effective Stress Intensity Factor(&
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Table 1 Mechanical properties of SA-508 class 3
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(C) | (kg/mmd) (kg/mm?) (%) (kg/mm?)
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