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The development of improved landmine protective footwear requires an appro-
priate test apparatus and an understanding of the physics and damage mecha-
nisms associated with a close proximity blast event. A Simplified Lower Leg
(SLL) isunder development, which will mimic the response and failure mecha-
nisms of ahuman leg under the extreme loading conditions of an AP blast mine.
The surrogate SLL isintended to provide an appropriate means for testing cur-
rent protective boot designs and evaluate new approaches. Numerical model-
ling techniques are being utilized to assist in the development of thisleg.

The short duration response of the SLL to blast loading has been predicted
using a Lagrangian numerical model, and compares well with experimental
tests. However, it isnecessary to model longer durationsto determine the effec-
tiveness of the protective footwear.

To consider the longer duration loading, a Lagrangian model of the SLL has
been coupled to an Arbitrary Lagrangian Eulerian model of the explosive, soil
and surrounding air. The landmine blast has been modeled separately and com-
pareswell with the experimenta datawithin 70 cm of the blast. Short-term mo-
delling of the effect of the expanding explosive gases on the tissue has also
been successful.

INTRODUCTION

Since the Ottawa Convention in 1997 [1], several demining efforts have begun to al-
low agricultural and industrial development in previously “contaminated” areas. Several
protective footwear designs currently exist, however thereis no standard for testing their
effectiveness. A surrogate leg with appropriate biofidelic response is necessary to evalu-
ate protective footwear.

In order to support the development of the SLL, numerical models are under develop-
ment. The long-term goal of this modelling is to allow the numerical simulation of va
rious boot designs on different sized charges to screen different designs. Relatively short
analyses (100 ps) have been completed using Lagrangian formulation models of the SLL
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subject to blast loading [2,3]. The preliminary Lagrangian models of buried 100 g C-4
charges (surrogate mines) compared well with the experimental tests[2,3], but only for a
very short duration.

In the current work, an Arbitrary Lagrangian-Eulerian (ALE) formulation has been
used for models that were cost-effective to run as long as 2 ps. These models have allo-
wed the longer-term effects of AP mine blasts to be investigated. Two models will be di-
scussed in this paper: the first includes only an explosive charge surrounded by air and
soil. The second model couplesthefirst to alL agrangian model of the SLL.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Experimental Data

Detailed experimental data related to AP blast mines and their effect on leg structures
isrelatively limited. There has been some cadaver testing in the United States [4] to eva-
luate blasts on the human body. A preliminary SLL physical model has been devel oped
and experimental data has been collected on its behaviour when placed on 50 g and 100 g
surface-buried C-4 charges|[5].

The most recent blast mine data has been obtained by Bergeron et al [6] at the Defence
Research Establishment Suffield (Canada). This data contai ns pressure-time rel ationships
and soil gecta behaviour when surrogate land mines (100 g C-4 charges) are buried at
three depths: surface, 3 cm below, and 8 cm below the sand surface.

Solution Techniques

Lagrangian models of the surrogate charge have been created [3] to compare with the
SLL test seriesresults[5] and blast mineresults[6].

The first Lagrangian models of the blast were using axisymmetric solid elements. The
use of axisymmetric elements allowed for avery fine (0.5 mm) finite element mesh to be
used in the areas of interest to determine the explosive behaviour in the short-term. The
SL L was coupled to the mine blast model using an automatic contact algorithm.

ALE Formulation in LS-DYNA

The finite element code LS-DY NA has two variations of the ALE method implemen-
ted [7]. The first is the Simplified-ALE (SALE) formulation developed by Benson [8],
which alows internal remeshing of an area with Lagrangian (deformable) boundaries.
This method was considered, however it was quickly discovered that the deformation of
the explosive and soil wastoo large for this formulation, and the computational cost was
far too high. The second formulation consists of an Eulerian code, including multi-mate-
rial elements, which can be coupled with Lagrangian meshes. This formulation differs
from the “ Arbitrary Lagrangian-Eulerian” (ALE) formulation described by Benson [9] in
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that it maps all mesh deformation to theinitial mesh geometry after each solution step, ad-
vecting material to the appropriate location. Thus, a single element can contain varying
quantities of the explosive, soil and air materials.

Material Models

The C-4 explosive has been modeled with a JWS equation of state [8,10]. Since the
experiments [6,7] used sand to bury and surround the charges, a material model for sand
had to be developed. The sand pressure-volume was modeled using experimental data
from amixture of MgO and silica[11]. It should be noted that the sand was modeled as a
continuous material using the soil and foam material model in LS-DY NA. A failure crite-
rion can be specified in this model to prevent the soil from carrying tension, however we
were unableto implement it inthe ALE models.

A Mooney-Rivlin model was used for the rubber pad while the bone was modeled
using an elastic material model. The deviatoric strength of the tissue simulant (gelatin)
was neglected and the material was modeled as a viscous fluid with the equation of state
of water. The air was modeled as a perfect gas using a polynomial equation of stateto en-
sure appropriate air pressure.

NUMERICAL MODELLING OF EXPLOSIVES IN SOIL

Model Description

TheALE models used a one-quarter solid mesh consisting of 8-node quadrilateral ele-
ments. Each of the 0 cm, 3 cm and 8 cm depth of burial geometries were analysed.

Dueto the nature of 3D AL E models (many elementswith a higher computational cost
per element than other formulations), it was imperative that the mesh be coarsened to al-
low for reasonable cal culation times. Comparison of several mesh densities showed that a
5mm cubic element size at the explosive coarsening gradually to the edges of the mesh
improved computational time significantly and did not adversely affect the results.

The ALE model consisted of three parts: explosive, sand and air. The explosive part
was a cylinder of 3.1 cm radius and 2.35 cm height. The detonation point was selected
5 mm above the bottom edge of the explosive to mimic the actual detonation point in the
experiments. Sand was modeled to 20 cm below the bottom of the explosive and 85 cm
radially from the explosive. The air was model ed with the same outer diameter asthe sand
and 2 m tall to ensure that boundary reflections would not interfere with the predictions
within 70 cm of the blast.

Boundary conditions were applied such that material could not flow out of the mesh.
Otherwise, the air pressure leaked out of the model very quickly, reducing the accuracy of
theresults.
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Results: Pressure-Time Relationship in Air

The peak pressuresin air for the different depths of burial have been shown in Figure
1, below. The surface-buried model compares well with the experimental results, and ex-
hibits the exponential decreasein pressure with height expected for a shock wave travel-
ling through air. This behaviour has been highlighted by the trendline in the figure. The
buried charges, however, compare poorly with extremely low peak pressure values. This

isdueto the containment of the expl osive gases by the sand in thismodel.
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Figure 1: Peak pressuresvs. height above soil for all depths of burial.

Figure 2 showsthearrival timesin air for all depths of the buried-charge models. Note
that all of the numerical models compared well with the experimental data.
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Figure 2: Peak pressure arrival timesvs. height above soil for al depths of burial.

Results: Pressure-Time Relationship in Soil and Soil Ejecta Behaviour

The soil pressure magnitudes have not been compared with the experimental data due
to issues regarding the damage to in-soil pressure transducers in the experimental study
[6]. The peak pressure arrival timesin the soil were compared with the experimental data
and the numerical results are reasonable for al charge depths.
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The soil deformation compared well with the experimental data for both of the ALE
predictions of 0 cm and 8 cm depth of burial models. Figure 3 shows the output of the nu-
merical model compared with a photograph from the experimental series for the surface
buried charge at 50 s after detonation.
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Figure 3: Soil deformation for the 0 cm depth of burial charge, 50 s after detonation.

Figure 4 shows a similar comparison for the 8 cm depth of burial charge, 250 us after

detonation.
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Figure 4: Soil deformation for the 8 cm depth of burial charge, 250 ms after detonation.

MODELLING OF EXPLOSIVE INTERACTION WITH THE SLL

Model Description

The surface-buried explosive mesh from the previous ALE mine only model was in-
cluded in this model to ensure that the explosion would be modelled correctly. To mimic
the experiments[5], arubber pad 2.54 cm tall and 20 cm in diameter was placed immedia-
tely above the explosive to simulate a normal boot. The bone was modeled as a cylinder
4 cm in diameter and 70 cm tall, with the tissue surrounding it as atube 4 cm inside dia-
meter and 20 cm outside diameter and 60 cm tall.

Due to the nature of the model, two element formulations were required. An ALE
mesh was necessary to model the explosion for long periods of time without increased
computational cost due to element distortion. In order to model the failure of the rubber,
and the damage to the bone and tissue, a Lagrangian formulation was required. Conse-
quently, the SLL parts were modeled using a Lagrangian formulation and coupled to an
ALE mesh of the explosive, sand and air. Since there was negligible shear force transmis-
sion, coupling was donein the normal direction only.
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Results: Mesh Coupling

TheALE model predicted that the shock wave impinged on the bottom of the SLL ap-
proximately 10 ms after detonation, agreeing with the experimental results[5].

Pressure transducers and strain gauges measured the pressure-time history in the bone
23.75 cm and 43.75 cm from the distal end of the leg. Photos taken every 100 ps tracked
the shock wave in the gelatin (the gelatin turns opague under shock).

The ALE model predictions are compared with the experimental data in Figure 5.
Notethat the pressure-time history in the bone compares well. The wave speedsin the ge-
latin also compared well (1940 m/s experimental, 1850 m/s numerical).
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Figure5: Shock front location in SLL tissue and bone simulants.
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The ALE-Lagrangian mesh coupling appeared to work well. One issue that has not
been satisfactorily resolved isthat of mesh leakage; after 10 s, the explosive material be-
ginsto leak through the rubber pad. Fortunately, density plots have shown that only 6% of
the material leaks out; indicating that thisis not a significant problem, athough it will be
addressed in future studies.

Figure 6 compares the experimental and numerically predicted deformation of the
SLL 200 pus after detonation. Sections of the SLL not visible in the experimental photo
have been sketched in with dashed lines. Note that the rubber material model in the ALE
model does not consider failure and has deformed to an unrealistic strain state at thistime.
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Figure 6: Deformation of the SLL 200 s after detonation.
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CONCLUSIONS

1

2.

The surface-buried ALE models provided acceptable results within 70 cm of the ex-
plosive. Thisisadequate for determining the effects of AP mine blasts on theleg.

The buried charge ALE models predicted reasonable peak pressure arrival timesin the
air and soil, but the pressures were far too low. The sand model is containing and di-
recting the explosive gases, which isnot realistic.

The SLL model behaviour has compared well with the results obtained by Bourget
[5], within 200 ps of detonation. The distortion of the Lagrangian mesh in the coupled
ALE model limits the run. Future research will investigate the use of Simplified ALE
meshesfor the SLL to extend the run-timeto 1.5 milliseconds.
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