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ABSTRACT

Nuclear Power Plant Mechanical Components such as piping, vessels etc. are subjected to complex multi-
axial cyclic loading during normal operation and other transients and events considered in design. Fatigue damage is
generally evaluated according to the design codes, where Rankine, Tresca or von-Mises theory along with fatigue
life curves (S-N curve based on axial tests) and linear damage accumulation rules are used. However, due to
complex geometries and loading, at structural discontinuity locations, the induced stresses/ strains are multi-axial
and the principal directions rotate during a loading cycle. The rotation of principal direction is known to cause
additional fatigue damage. In view of this, a systematic investigation on multi-axial fatigue is underway where a
series of fatigue tests is being conducted on SA333Gr6 carbon steel material under tension-torsion loading,
proportional and non-proportional loading conditions. A Multi-axial fatigue analysis software has been developed
for fatigue evaluation using various critical plane based models and ASME Code procedure (Tresca Criteria, von-
Mises models). In addition to in-house multi-axial fatigue test data on SA333Gr6, test data from literature also was
analysed using these fatigue models. It is observed that the fatigue life observed in tests under varying principal
direction loading are shorter when compared to predictions of most of the fatigue models using the best fit fatigue
life curve generated from uniaxial tests. Based on the test data and their analyses, a critical plane based fatigue
model is proposed which provides better and conservative correlation of fatigue life under varying principal
direction loading with respect to the best fit axial fatigue life curve. The new model was validated for 5 different
materials and under multi-axial — non proportional loading conditions.

INTRODUCTION

Under cyclic loading, fatigue is the most common cause for failure initiation in these components. Nuclear
Power Plant Mechanical Components such as piping, vessels etc. are subjected to cyclic stresses/strains during the
day to day operation loading and several other transients and events considered in designing of these components.
Due to complex geometries like structural discontinuity locations, and asynchronous loadings, the induced stresses/
strains are multiaxial and non-proportional. The non-proportional loading is one when, the principal directions rotate
during a loading cycle. The fatigue damage is more under non-proportional loading. In most of the design codes,
fatigue damage is evaluated using a multi-axial hypothesis such as Tresca or von-Mises along with fatigue life
curves (S-N curves) evaluated from the material’s uniaxial fatigue tests and safety factors are used to account for
ignorance / uncertainties. The fatigue damage assessment under multi-axial non-proportional loading is not well
understood and continues to be investigated by many researchers. A literature study showed availability of more
than 40 models for multi-axial fatigue analyses. These models have used different definitions for a fatigue
equivalent parameter or Fatigue Parameter (FP). In the present work, systematic investigations have been carried out
at LCF conditions. Different fatigue assessment models such as ASME Sec.lll NB procedure, von-Mises /ASME
Sec.Ill NH Appendix-T procedure, selected critical plane based models like Fatemi-Socie, Smith Watson-Topper
(SWT) etc. have been used to predict the fatigue crack initiation life. A Multi-axial Fatigue Analysis (MFA)
software has been written for multi-axial fatigue assessment using ASME Sec Il NB /NH fatigue models and
several critical plane based fatigue models. Results from 230 fatigue tests which include pure axial, pure torsion and
axial-torsion with different phase shifts loading conditions, have been used to evaluate these fatigue models. In this,
about 50 numbers of fatigue tests were from in-house tests on SA333Gr6 Carbon steel (Indian PHWR piping
material) by Gupta [1]. The remaining data of about 180 multi-axial fatigue tests on SS347 austenite stainless steel
(see Hoffmeyer [2, 3]), SA406N high strength structural steel (see Hoffmeyer [2, 3], Jiang [4] ), Al 5083 aluminium
alloy see (Hoffmeyer [2,3]) and SA302B carbon steel (see Gao [5]), have been taken from literature and used for
evaluation of above fatigue models. The ASME Sec 111 procedure, along with the best fit fatigue life curve (without
use of safety factors, obtained from axial fatigue tests), yields reasonable prediction results for the proportional
loading axial-torsion tests. However, for the varying principal stress directions cases, longer lives than recorded in
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the experiments are predicted. Therefore, there arises a need for defining the fatigue damage parameter to provide
good correlation with the proportional as well as non-proportional multi-axial loading conditions. The critical plane
based models have been evaluated with respect to this data base. The critical plane based approaches provide
information of the cracking plane and thus the direction in which the fatigue crack initiates. The Fatemi-Socie model
gives reasonable prediction, except for austenite stainless steel. In the present work, a critical plane based fatigue
model, which is a modification of the well-known SWT model, has been proposed. The new fatigue parameter

yields good and mostly conservative predictions of fatigue lives for several tension-torsion fatigue tests on five
different materials.

OVERVIEW OF FATIGUE MODELS

A literature study showed that the fatigue under complex loadings continues to be investigated by many
researchers and presently more than 40 models for multi-axial fatigue analyses are available in literature [4-44].
These proposals have used different definition for fatigue equivalent parameter or Fatigue Damage Parameter (FP).
The FP in these approaches is based on the macro parameters such as stresses, strains, their invariants or strain
energy or multiple of stress and strain cycle parameters such as amplitudes or maximum values etc. The Table 1
provides a summary of the fatigue models based on their definition of equivalent Fatigue Parameter (FP). FP may be
based on the principal components of stress and strains; however in critical plane models FP is defined using
stress/strain on an oblique plane considered to have maximum fatigue damage. Some models are based on the stress

invariants or second order stress terms. In some models the FP depends on the average / integral value of the certain
stress or strain components at material point.

Table 1: Summary of various fatigue life evaluation approaches available in literature and design codes
Fatigue Model
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The critical plane based approaches use resolved stress / strains (normal and shear components) on the an
oblique plane and obtained by maximizing a parameter such as shear stress or shear strain or Fatigue Parameter FP
(function of stress, strain) etc. by rotating the oblique plane in both azimuth and meridian direction. Hence, the
critical plane models also provide the information of direction and plane in which the fatigue crack initiates. The
invariants and energy-based approaches represent the damage, over all the planes, in an average sense. These
approaches correlate the stain energy dissipation with the fatigue damage. However they do not provide information
about the plane and direction of crack initiation. Recently [6- 8] scientists are trying to combine the strain energy
and critical plane concepts to develop fatigue parameter based on terms representative of strain energy and evaluated
on critical plane. The commonly used fatigue life estimation techniques are based on strain or combination of stress
and strain, for example, equivalent strain, maximum principal strain, the critical plane based criteria proposed by
Smith Watson & Topper [9], Brown & Miller [10], Fatemi & Socie [11, 12], Glinka [13], Chu [14], Jiang [6],
Varvani-Ferhani [7, 8] as well as the energy criteria given by Ellyin [15, 16], Park [17] etc. These criteria are
sometimes extended to high-cycle fatigue, where the plastic strain contribution becomes negligible. On the contrary,
most of the multi-axial fatigue criteria devoted solely to high-cycle fatigue are based exclusively on stress, such as,
maximum shear stress, normal stress, von-Mises stress, the criteria proposed by Sines, Gough & Pollard, Dang Van,
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Lee, Grubisic & Simburger, Zenner [18, 19], Papadopoulos [20], and the critical-plane-based criteria proposed by
Findley, Matake, McDiarmid [21], Papadopoulos [22-24], Dietmann, Susmel [25], Carpinteri & Spagnoli [26, 27 ],
Liu [28, 29], Ninic [30, 31], Morel [32] etc. In the present article, fatigue evaluation using only few models, like
ASME NB and NH procedure, SWT model, Fatemi-Socie etc. have been presented.

MULTI-AXIAL FATIGUE EVALUATIONS

Because of the high number of fatigue theories reviewed that use of different input parameters for defining
a FP, it is found useful to give first a complete set of definitions of the stress and strain quantities arising in the
various criteria. Consider a material point on the specimen surface and assume an Orthogonal Cartesian Coordinate
System O.y,, such that the X-axis is aligned with the specimen axis, Z- axis points radial outward and Y-axis is
perpendicular to X and Z (the tangential direction to the specimen surface), as shown in figure 1a. The material point
‘O’ is subjected to periodic stresses and at time‘t’ the stress tensor is oij(t).

Jx(t) Txy(t) sz(t)
o) = [06(O)] = |1yx () 0y (1) Ty,(1) )

T (1) Tgy () 0(8)
Where, Ty, = Tyx, Ty = Tz and 7,, = T, , however, they act in different planes and different directions.
Consider an oblique plane at above material point ‘O’, defined by unit vector 1 which makes an angle y with

direction Z, as shown in figure 1c. The projection of vector i on XY plane, vector fi,, makes an angle ¢ with

direction X. The orientation of the plane can be visualized in spherical system as shown in figure 1b &1c .The new
Coordinate system O.; is right-handed Orthogonal Cartesian.
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Fig. 1: Oblique plane and local coordinate system used in Fatigue analysis

The rotation tensor / matrix for rotation of stress/strain tensors from O.xyz system to O.nlr system is given by eq. 2.

n Ny Ny N siny cos @ siny sin @ cosy
Qij:[Q]z{l}z[lx Iy lzlz[ —sin@ cos @ 0 2)
r Iy Iy Iy —cosycos® —cosysin®  siny

The subscript i and j are free indices in the index notation scheme of rotation tensor Q. The Traction Vector (or
Stress Vector) TT, on the oblique material plane, will be

Thx OxNy + TyxNy + TN,
Tai = Tn = { Tny ¢ = 0jin; = [n|[o] = { TxyNx + OyNy + Ty, 3)
Ty Tzt TyzNy + 0,0,

The projection of traction vector T,, on to vector & will provide the normal stress acting on the obligue plane, given
by eq. 4. Similarly the Traction Vector TT{ can be projected on direction Tand 7 to obtain the two orthogonal shear
stress components on oblique-plane, given by eq. 5&6. The resultant shear stress t,q, and its angle, 8,,, with
direction 1 is givenbyeq. 7 & 8

—

Op = Ty. T = Tpeny + Tyyny +Tp,n, = [n][c]{n} = ojinjn; (4)
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T = T = Ty + Ty ly +Togl, = Inl[o] {1} = onyl; ®)
Tor = T T = Tl + Toy Iy +To 1, = [nl[0]{r} = ojimyr ()
Tho = VTui? + Tnr? Y]

0, =tan™?! Cﬁ) ®)

The quantities, TT On » Tl »Tnr »The and 0, are varying with time and are also dependent on the orientation of
the material plane that is defined by angle y and ¢. In multi-axial fatigue models, the mean and amplitude
components of the normal and shear stress on oblique plane are needed. The figure 2a plots of the variation of tip of

the total traction vector ﬁ in one time period. It is a closed 3D curve. The projection of ﬁ curve on plane Ixt
gives variation of total shear stress t,q. This clearly shows that the direction of the shear stress continuously

changing with time and hence the principal direction will also rotate. The projection of tip of T? on to the normal
vector i provided the periodic variation of normal stress o,,. The tip moves between two extreme, minimum and
maximum, points and does not changes it direction. Hence the mean and amplitude components of the normal stress
o, can be evaluated using following equations.

03(8,y) = ;[ max, 0,(8,, ) — min, 0, (@, v, V)] ©)
oR(@,v) = [max, 0,(8, v, ) + min, 0,(0, v, V)] (10)

The IS @ periodic vector which is changing its direction 6, with time t. The tip of the vector t,q if plotted will

describe a closed curve in the T x & plane as shown in figure 2b. Evaluation of Mean and Amplitude of t,q is
complex since both magnitude and direction changes under non-proportional loading conditions. The longest chord
(LC) approach is one of the well-known approaches as summarized by Papadopoulos [24], which defines the shear
stress amplitude as half of the longest chord of the loading path. The Minimum Circumscribing Circle (MCC)
approach of Papadopoulos [24] defines the shear stress amplitude as the radius of the minimum radius circle
circumscribing to the loading path and has given algorithm to obtaining centre and radius of the MCC. The figure 2b
plots the LC and MCC methods of determining mean and amplitude components of shear stress on the oblique
plane. The definition of the fatigue damage parameter, FP, of few selected multi-axial fatigue models has been given
below.

Traction Vector
Curve

(On T Tnr)

Shear Stress
Curve

Fig. 2a: Traction vector T, and shear stress T, in O.nim Fig. 2b: T, Mean & Amplitude evaluation using minimum-
coordinate system circumscribed circle & longest chord method

SWT Model: Smith Watson Topper [9], has defined the fatigue damage parameter, FP, as given below

Critical Plane (9, ,\VC) : {gm)([sg] ; the oblique plane where normal strain amplitude is maximum

Al
Fatigue Damage Parameter, FP :  FPsyp = €203 (evaluated on critical plane) (11)
Fatigue Life Curve . Best fit curve between FPgyt vs. N using pure axial and pure torsion tests

Fatemi-Socie Model: Fatemi and Socie [12] performed multiaxial fatigue tests with Inconel 718 and proposed the
following fatigue model

Critical Plane ((z)C ,\yc) : Ega))([YnmaX] ; the oblique plane where shear strain amplitude is maximum
A
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Fatigue Damage Parameter, FP : FPgg = yIa* (1 + k“flax ) ;  (evaluated on critical plane) (12)
ys
Fatigue Life Curve : Best fit curve between FPgs vs. N using pure axial and pure torsion tests

The equation by Fatemi and Socie accommodates the effect of normal mean stress. The material constant
‘k’ is a tuning / adjustment parameter and is determined from a set of uniaxial and pure torsion tests such that the
fatigue parameter FPgs versus fatigue life Ny data from these tests falls in narrow band.

ASME Sec-111 NB procedure:

The ASME Sec. |1l NB procedure is based on maximum shear stress (Tresca) theory. The fatigue damage
parameter, FP, is taken as half of the largest range of stress intensity. The ASME code has given procedure for
fixed-principal direction (that is proportional loading) and varying principal directions (out of phase or non-
proportional loading) conditions. Both these procedures are valid with pseudo elastic stress reflecting the actual
strains at the material point. The pseudo elastic (pe) stresses can be evaluated from the applied strain tensor history
gij(t) using the Lame’s equations of elasticity as given by eq.

o (D) = A (D8 + 2Gey (V) (13)

In above equation A is Lame’s constant and G is Shear modulus of elasticity. It may be noted that for
proportional loading, both the procedures give same result, hence only varying principal direction procedure was
programmed. Based on the pseudo elastic stress tensor history, a’;.e(t), the alternating stress intensity is evaluated
using the procedure for varying principal direction loading as given below

- Choose a reference point, t; in time, generally correspond to extreme of the cycle. The stress components (oy,

Gy, Oz, Tuys Tyz & Ty At time “t;” are (0", 6,7, 6., ", Ty & T5x")

- Evaluate offset stresses: 6'x =0y" - G, 6'y= 6" - Gy etc. vs time

- Find principal stresses (1, 6'2, '3 ) vs. time from ¢y, 6y, 6'7, Ty, T'yr & T'x

- Determine Stress Differences vstime: S’ =6’ - 6", ; S'23 =065 - 6'3; S'31 =63 - 6’1, for complete cycle

- Alternating Stress Intensity (Sa) is one half of the largest absolute value of any stress difference at any time.

In the Varying Principal Stress Direction procedure, guideline for choosing the reference time which gives
largest Alternating Stress Intensity (Say) is not available for complex loading condition, hence every point is taken as
reference, and the largest value of alternating stress intensity evaluated. The fatigue life curve is evaluated by best
fitting the FP (that is S,y) vs. fatigue life (N¢) data derived from the uniaxial fatigue tests data for each material.

von-Mises/ASME Sec-111 NH procedure:
Evaluation of the equivalent strain amplitudes in case of varying principal direction condition, has been
given in Appendix-T of ASME Section-I11, subsection NH

ety = ma oo i [ ) = (- )]+ [ ) - (2= )] (- ) - (& -

N wo[( - ) +(-en) + (a-)] ) 14)

Here ‘t;’ and ‘t;” are different time instances in one time period. The fatigue life curve, here is obtained by best
fitting the FP (that is £2,) Vs. fatigue life (Ny) data derived from uniaxial fatigue tests data for each material.

Multi-Axial Fatigue Analyser (MFA) Software:

The calculation procedure of different fatigue models has been split into smaller modules such that, the
common steps, resolved c-¢ parameters, can be evaluated by common script/function and be shared by different
models. These modules are, Input module for inputting the material constants and the complex cyclic loading in
various ways like time history, cycle parameters etc., Oblique Plane Analyses Module (OPAM) to evaluate resolved
strain-stress cycles, their amplitude and means on the rotated planes, Fatigue Analyses Module (FAM) to perform
assessment of fatigue life, crack initiation plane orientation etc. using different fatigue models, and Visualization
Module (VM) to visualize, 2D, 3D plots of parameters in different modules. The variation of the Poisson ratio, with
changing proportion of elastic and plastic strains has been incorporated using an iterative procedure to evaluate
effective Poisson ratio at each calculation point. The figure-3 show the organization and flow of the developed
Multiaxial fatigue Analysis (MFA) Software.
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Fatigue Tests Analysed:
The calculations using MFA software for ASME NB/NH, SWT and Fatemi-Socie models were made for

about 230 fatigue test data sets, which include results from pure axial, pure torsion and axial-torsion tests with
different phase shifts. Out of these, about 50 fatigue tests were from in-house tests on SA333Gr6 Carbon steel
(Indian PHWR piping material) by Gupta [1]. The remaining data of about 180 multi-axial fatigue tests on SS347
austenite stainless steel (see Hoffmeyer [2, 3]), SA406N high strength structural steel (see Hoffmeyer [2, 3 ], Jiang
[4]), Al 5083 aluminium alloy (see Hoffmeyer [2,3]) and SA302B carbon steel (see Gao [5]), have been taken from
literature and used for evaluation of above fatigue models. The basic material properties of these materials are given
in table 2. Gao [5] has conducted a series of fatigue experiments on 16MnR, typical low carbon manganese steel
(similar to ASME SA302B) in ambient air. Hoffmeyer et al. [2, 3] presented tension and torsion tests on tubular
specimen made of three materials, the micro alloyed fine grained structural steel S460N (FeE460), aluminium
AI5083 (AIMg4.5Mn) and SS347 stainless steel (X6CrNiNb18-10). Jiang et. al. [4] presented fatigue calculations on
the S460N tests data.

Axlal-Fatigue i g1
Torslon-Fatigue | Life Curve l

¥

FE
analysis

Fatigue
Life
Prediction

Time
History

Wave
parameters

Hysteresis
Data

Fig. 3: Multiaxial fatigue Analysis (MFA) Software organization

Table 2: Summary of Material properties and tests summary used in multi-axial fatigue analyses

Sr. | Material |Young’s| Poisson | Yield |Ultimate| No of Tests/Loading condition | Reference
No. Modulus| Ratio v | Strength | Strength _ < + 5 | Phase Angles
E(GPA) Gys Outs S| % |25 Degree
(MPa) | (MPa) | < 2 é 2
1 SA333Gr6 203 0.3 304.5 502.6 22 6 22 0, 45, 90 Gupta [1]
2 SS347 200 0.3 251 588 30 3 19 0, 45, 90 Hoffmeyer et
3 S460N 208.5 0.3 500 643 5 4 35 0, 45,90 _ al. [2], [3]
4 Al5083 68 0.33 169 340 5 4 36 0,45,90 iang [4]
5 SA302B | 2125 0.31 324.4 5445 [ 12 [ 10 15 0,90 Gao [5]

ANALYSES RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Using the MFA software, analysis of all tests, table-2, was performed for ASME NB and NH procedure,
SWT model, Fatemi-Socie etc. The fatigue damage parameters, FP, were evaluated for all tests including pure axial,
pure torsion. Using the pure axial fatigue tests, that is fatigue damage parameter, FP vs. fatigue life N, a best fit
curve (Axial Fatigue Fit Curve) was obtained for each material and fatigue model. This axial fatigue fit curve, was
subsequently used to predict fatigue life for axial-torsion and pure torsion load cases. This is in line with the current
design philosophy. It may be noted that no safety factor on the fatigue life or on FP was used. The fatigue tests
generally have a data scatter band of 2 (with respect to mean) even under controlled test conditions like material
heat, polished specimen, same size, air environment, room temperature etc. In view of it, the upper and lower bound
data scatter bounds (factor of 2 on fatigue life cycles) have also been plotted about the fitted mean axial fatigue life
curve. For stainless steel SS347, and carbon steel SA333Gr6 material, the ASME mean curve (without safety
factors) and mean curve recently proposed by, Argon National Laboratory (ANL), Chopra [42] has also been
plotted. The SS347 (X6CrNiNb18-10), ASME SA302B and SA333Gr6 steels are used in various nuclear
components. Figure 4 & 5 plots the FP Vs. Ny, using ASME NB and von-Mises (ASME Sec 111 NH Appendix-T)
fatigue procedures. These clearly show that the 90° and 45° phase-shift cases are on the non-conservative side and
mostly outside the scatter bounds. The use of the ASME Sec 111 NB elastic alternating stress intensity and von-Mises
strain procedures for the materials investigated may lead to over prediction of fatigue life under out of phase non-
proportional loading conditions. Hence, for realistic fatigue assessment under multi-axial non-proportional loading,
critical plane based models need to be investigated. The critical plane models are realistic since the fatigue crack
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initiates in a certain plane and certain direction, generally associated with Persistent Slip Bands (PSB) formation.
The PSB forms along the planes with highest shear strain cycling and leads to initiation of microstructure cracks
which further grow to mechanical size where the normal stress also assists. The fatigue evaluations were made using
the two most popular critical plane based models, SWT and Fatemi-Socie and the resulting FP Vs. N were plotted in
figure 6 and 7, respectively. Figure 6 show that the SWT model poorly correlates the combined axial torsion and
pure torsion tests. This is due to that fact that it does not use the maxima shear strain / stress which are important
parameter of fatigue crack initiation.

Stress Intensity Amplitude (ASME Sec Il NB Varying
Principle Direction Procedure)Vs Experimenal Fatigue Life

Von Mises Strain Amplitude (ASME Sec-lll NH Appendix-T, Varying
Principle Direction Procedure) Vs Experimenal Fatigue Life
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Fig. 4: FP Vs. Nf, for ASME NB and von-Mises model for SS347, SA333Gr6 and SA302B material
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Fig. 7: FP vs. Nf, using Fatemi-Socie model

Figure 7 show that the Fatemi-Socie model fairly correlates all data sets except the SS347 stainless steel.
Although on a closer look, it was noticed that mostly, the non-proportional cases lie below the best fit curve. To
understand it, the o-¢ hysteresis loops under different non-proportional loading conditions were investigated. Figure
8 plots the o-¢ loop corresponding to half life of axial-torsion fatigue tests on SA333Gr6 material with 0°, 90° and
45° phase-shifts. This figure clearly shows the extra hardening due to non-proportionality/ phase-shift in the loading.
The von-Mises stresses versus strain amplitudes evaluated for axial, torsion and axial-torsion fatigue tests have been
plotted in figure 9a &9b for SA333gr6 and SS347 material. The stress-strain data of pure axial and pure torsion tests
are in good agreement. However, the axial-torsion phase shift tests clearly show extra hardening due to non-
proportion (out of phase loading). Since the ASME Sec Ill NB that is Tresca theory (with pseudo elastic stress
evaluated from strain tensor) and von-Mises models (ASME Sec 111 NH Appendix-T ), use only strain components,
the additional cyclic hardening due to the rotation of the principal axes during non-proportional loading cannot be
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accounted for. The Fatemi-Socie model, since real normal stress and shear strain components used, better accounts
for the non-proportional cyclic hardening. However, it does not include shear stress and normal strain, which would
be needed to completely represent non-proportional hardening. Also, the y@*cX?* quantity does not convey any

physical meaning as in case of SWT model, quantity e2oTa*

is representative strain energy due to normal

deformation. This argument is further extended to shear process and a new fatigue damage parameter FP, is defined
as €20 4 yat2 . The new model, Biaxial SWT (BSWT), fatigue parameter, FPgswr, IS representative of the total
strain energy that is sum of strain energy dissipation in normal and shear deformation modes, on the critical plane.
Since the proposed FP, includes all the resolved normal and shear stresses/strains, it can fully reflect the non-
proportional strain hardening phenomenon. The critical plane is defined as a plane where the FPgswr takes its

maximum value.
Critical Plane (@C , \vc)

Fatigue Parameter, FP
Fatigue Life Curve

: max [sa o
(e)
. — a
o FPpswr = €.0¢

. Best fit curve between FPgswr VS. Nf using pure axial and pure torsion tests

max

+Ya‘ta]

max

+vyite 5 (evaluated on

critical plane) (15)
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Figure 10a and 10b plot the FP Vs. Ny, results from the new proposal, biaxial SWT model, for all the five
materials and about 230 tests data. It clearly shows that all tests data including the 45° and 90° phase shift tests, are
better correlated and mostly are on the conservative side with respect to the axial fatigue data for all the 5 materials.
The reason is that, in addition to strain, the inclusion of both normal and shear stress components account for the
non-proportional cyclic hardening if necessary, and the FP would increase accordingly. Higher FP will subsequently
predict shorter fatigue life when used with axial fatigue fit curve, which was also observed in tests.

CONCLUSION

It was established that the fatigue life under non-proportional loading conditions depends on the non-
proportional hardening characteristic of the material and hence the solely pseudo-elastic stress or strain based
models like Tresca / von-Mises are in-adequate for fatigue life assessment under such conditions. This study was
further extended to develop a critical plane based fatigue damage parameter which accounts for the additional
hardening/ damage caused in case of varying principal direction loading. A simple parameter representation the sum
of shear and normal energy dissipation was identified as fatigue damage parameter and a critical plane based
procedure was used for evaluation of its maximum value for given complex loading conditions. This parameter is an
extension of the idea used in SWT models. The predicted fatigue life using the developed parameter, for varying
principal direction tension-torsion tests, is found in good agreement and mostly on the conservative side. The
validation was performed on about 230 fatigue tests data of five different materials, which includes pure axial, pure
torsion and axial-torsion test with different phase shifts and strain paths. The new fatigue parameter yields better and
conservative correlation of calculated and experimental fatigue lives for proportional as well as non-proportional
tension-torsion loading tests on all five materials investigated. Hence the proposed biaxial SWT model can be
adopted for improving the fatigue design of power plant mechanical components.

REFERENCES

[1] Suneel. K. Gupta, Punit Arora, V. Bhasin, K. K. Vaze, S. Sivaprasad, and S. Tarafdar,”Multiaxial Non-
Proportional Fatigue Studies on Indian PHWR’s PHT Piping Material”, Paper No.- ST-16, 4th National
Conference on Nuclear Reactor Technology (NRT-4), Mumbai-India , 4-6 March 2011

[2] Hoffmeyer J. Anrisslebensdauervorhersage bei mehrachsiger Beanspruchung auf Basis des
Kurzrisskonzepts. PhD-Thesis, TU Darmstadt; 2004

[3] J. Hoffmeyer, R. Doring, T. Seeger, M. Vormwal, “Deformation behaviour, short crack growth and
fatigue lives under multiaxial nonproportional loading”, International Journal of Fatigue, 2006

[4] Jiang Yanyao, Olaf Hertel, Michael Vormwal, “An experimental evaluation of three critical plane
multiaxial fatigue criteria, International Journal of Fatigue”, 2007

[5] Zengliang Gao, Tianwen Zhao, Xiaogui Wang and Yanyao Jiang ‘“Multiaxial Fatigue of 16MnR Steel”,
Journal of Pressure Vessel Technology , 2009

[6] Y.lJiang, “A fatigue criteria for general multiaxial loading”, Fatigue Fract Engng Mater Struct, 23, 1999

[7] Varvani-Farahani , A new energy-critical plane parameter for fatigue life assessment of various metallic
materials subjected to in-phase and out-of-phase multiaxial , International Journal of Fatigue , 2000

[8] Varvani-Farahani, A method of fatigue life prediction in notched and un-notched components , Journal of
Materials Processing Technology, 2005

[9] Smith, R. N., Watson, P., and Topper, T. H., "A Stress Strain Function for the Fatigue of Metals," Journal
of Materials, Vol. 5, No. 4, 1970, pp. 767-778.

[10] Kandil, F. A., Brown, M. W., and Miller, K. J., 1982, ‘‘Biaxial Low-Cycle Fatigue Fracture of 316
Stainless Steel at Elevated Temperatures,”” The Metals Society, London, 280, pp. 203-210

[11] D F Socie , Multiaxial Fatigue Damage Models , Journal of Engineering Material and Technology , 1987

[12] Ali Fatemi and Darrel F Socie , A critical plane approach to multiaxial fatigue damage including out-of-
phase loading , Fatigue Fract Engng Mater Struct , 1988

[13] Glinka, G., Wang, G., and Plumtree, A., 1995, ‘“Mean Stress Effects in Multiaxial Fatigue,”” Fatigue
Fract. Eng. Mater. Struct., 18, pp. 755-764

[14] C C Chu , Fatigue Damage Calculation Using the Critical Plane Approach , Journal of Engineering
Materials and Technology , 1995

[15] D. Lefebvre and F Ellyin, A criteria for Low Cycle fatigue Failure under biaxial state of stress , Journal
of Engineering Material and Technology , 1981

[16] F. Ellyin, In-Phase and Out-of-Phase Multiaxial Fatigue , Transactions of the ASME , 1991

10



Transactions, SMIRT 21, 6-11 November, 2011, New Delhi, India Div-11: Paper ID# 624

[17]
[18]

[19]
[20]

[21]
[22]
[23]

[24]

[25]
[26]
[27]
[28]
[29]
[30]

[31]
[32]

[33]
[34]
[35]
[36]
[37]
[38]
[39]
[40]
[41]
[42]

[43]

[44]

Jinsoo Park, Drew Nelson, “Evaluation of an energy-based approach and a critical plane approach for
predicting constant amplitude multiaxial fatigue life”, International J. of Fatigue, 2000

H. Zenner a, Armin Simburger , Jiping Liu , On the fatigue limit of ductile metals under complex
multiaxial loading , International Journal of Fatigue , 2000

H. Zenner , Multiaxial Fatigue Methods hypotheses and applications , Germany , 2005

loannis V. Papadopoulos , A new criterion of fatigue strength for out-of-phase bending and torsion of hard
metals , International Journal of Fatigue , 1994

D.L. McDiarmid , A general criterion for high cycle multiaxial fatigue failure , Fatigue of Engineering
Materials , 1991

loannis V. Papadopoulos , A comparative study of multiaxial high-cycle fatigue criteria for metals ,
International Journal of Fatigue , 1997

loannis V. Papadopoulos , Long life fatigue under multiaxial loading , International Journal of Fatigue ,
2001

loannis V. Papadopoulos , Critical plane approaches in high-cycle fatigue: on the defnition of the
amplitude and mean value of the shear stress acting on the critical plane , Fatigue & Fracture of
Engineering Materials & Structures , 1998

L SUSMEL , A bi-parametric Wo hler curve for high cycle multiaxial fatigue assessment , Fatigue Fract
Engng Mater Struct , 2001

Andrea Spagnoli , A new high-cycle fatigue criterion applied to out-of-phase biaxial stress state ,
International Journal of Mechanical Sciences , 2001

Andrea Carpinteri , Multiaxial high-cycle fatigue criterion for hard metals , International Journal of
Fatigue , 2001

Yongming Liu , Multiaxial high-cycle fatigue criterion and life prediction for metals , International
Journal of Fatigue , 2005

Yongming Liu , A unified multiaxial fatigue damage model for isotropic and anisotropic materials ,
International Journal of Fatigue , 2007

Dejan Ninic , A stress-based multiaxial high-cycle fatigue damage criterion , International Journal of
Fatigue , 2006

Dejan Ninic , A multiaxial fatigue damage function , International Journal of Fatigue , 2007

F Morel , A critical plane approach for life prediction of high cycle fatigue under multiaxial variable
amplitude loading , International Journal of Fatigue , 2000

C. H. Wang and K. J. Miller, “The effect of mean shear stress on torsional fatigue behaviour”, Fatigue
Fract. Engng Muter. Struct , 1991

Bong-Ryul You and Soon-Bok Lee , A critical review on multiaxial fatigue assessments of metals ,
International Journal of Fatigueigue , 1996

Varvani-Farahani , Fatigue damage analysis and life assessment under variable amplitude loading
conditions , Mat Sce Eng -, 2005

Li Zhang , Investigation of the low-cycle fatigue life under multi-axial nonproportional , Materials
Science and Engineering , 2003

Y.-Y. Wang and W.-X. Yao , Evaluation and comparison of several multiaxial fatigue criteria, ,
International Journal of Fatigue , 2004

Ying Yu Wang , A multiaxial fatigue criterion for various metallic materials under proportional and non
proportional loading , International Journal of Fatigue , 2005

Sines, G., and Ohgi, G., 1981, ‘‘Fatigue Criteria under Combined Stresses or Strains,”” ASME J. Eng.
Mater. Technol., 103, pp. 82-90.

De-Guang Shang , Multiaxial fatigue damage parameter and life prediction for medium-carbon steel
based on the critical plane approach , Int. J. Fatigue , 2007

Jing Li, A new multiaxial fatigue damage model for various metallic materials under the combination of
tension and torsion loadings , International Journal of Fatigue , 2009

O. K. Chopra and W. J. Shack, “Effect of LWR Coolant Environments on the Fatigue Life of Reactor
Materials”, Argonne National Laboratory, NUREG/CR-6909, 2007

E. Roos, Fesich T. H., Schuler X., « Life assessment of complex multiaxial cyclic loading and
comparision with experiments”, 6" Indo-German theme meeting on Structural Integrity of pressure
retaining components, Ooty, January 2010

Suneel K. Gupta , “Fatigue life evaluation under complex multiaxial cyclic loading”, 6" Indo-German
theme meeting on Structural Integrity of pressure retaining components, Ooty, January 2010

11



