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Abstract: Non-conventional machining processes are considered as reliable alternatives to the
established conventional ones in the case of processing of difficult-to-cut materials. Especially,
Abrasive Waterjet Machining (AWJM) is advantageous for this purpose, as it can handle a wide
range of workpiece materials and does not cause heat affected zones. In order to study the
phenomena occurring during AWJM, numerical simulations should be carried out along with
experiments. As machining processes involve significant material deformation, Coupled Eulerian-
Lagrangian (CEL) Finite Elements (FE) models have been proven significantly accurate for this
purpose, compared to pure Lagrangian models. Thus, in the present study it is attempted to
compare the predicted results of CEL and pure Lagrangian models in the case of AWJM and
determine whether this method is applicable for the process or not. Simulation cases based on
experimental results are employed and discussion on the predicted cutting zone dimensions, stress
and temperature field is conducted.

Keywords: Abrasive Waterjet Machining, Finite Element Method, Coupled Eulerian-Lagrangian
Formulation.

1. Introduction

Abrasive Waterjet Machining is one of the most frequently employed
non-conventional machining process, along with laser cutting and Electrical
Discharge Machining. Compared to the conventional machining processes,
such as turning or milling, AWJM has several advantages, as it does not
require the utilization of a cutting tool, it is able to process a variety of material
types and it is considered as a cold machining process, as it is not associated
with the development of heat affected zones in the workpiece [1]. Furthermore,
AWJM enables the creation of complex features on workpieces and is regarded
as an environmentally friendly process, as it does not produce or employ
harmful substances such as lubricants or coolants [1, 2].

During AWJM, material is removed from the workpiece by the impact of
a high speed water jet, which contains abrasive particles, on the workpiece
surface. As a pure water jet is only able to process soft materials, in AWJIM the
high-pressure waterjet is mixed with the abrasive particles in a mixing chamber
and after the jet is homogenized; the accelerated abrasive particles impact the
surface, removing material by erosion. In AWJM, two different mechanisms of
material removal can be observed.
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More specifically, during ductile erosion, the material undergoes plastic
deformation, so micro-machining takes place by removal of microscopic chips,
whereas during brittle erosion, crack growth, crack propagation and
intersection cause material to be removed, even near the impact zone [1]. The
fundamental process parameters of AWJM are the flow rate and pressure of the
water jet, the nozzle characteristics, the traverse speed, the stand-off distance,
the material type and geometry of abrasive particles, as well as the material of
the workpiece [1, 3].

Apart from experimental studies, for the purpose of understanding and
optimizing AWJM process, interest on the theoretical study of AWJM, as well
as the development of reliable numerical models has begun to grow. After the
first theoretical models describing the results of abrasive particle impact on the
surface of metallic or ceramic workpieces, such as the works of Finnie [4] or
Zeng and Kim [5] were created and validated, there was a need for more
detailed simulations, in order to be able to predict the deformation of the
workpiece and the material removal mechanisms under various conditions.
Thus, FE models were created to simulate the impact of abrasive particles on
workpiece surfaces, with the first models, such as the one presented by Hassan
and Kosmol [6], including a single abrasive particle. These models were able to
determine the correlation between waterjet pressure and depth of cut and depict
the time evolution of the depth of cut. Apart from metallic workpieces, the
effect of AWJIM process on ceramic workpieces was studied firstly by
Gudimetla and Yarlaggada [7], who developed a FE model with a single
abrasive particle impacting a polycrystalline alumina workpiece. They showed
that the model can predict the erosion rate with a sufficient accuracy, compared
to theoretical models and it could depict the material removal mechanism in a
realistic way. Later, researchers developed more advanced models, taking into
consideration multiple abrasive particles. Kumar and Shukla [8] conducted a
study on the effect of particles impact angle and velocity during AWIM of
titanium alloy specimens with steel abrasive particles. They concluded that
crater geometry varied considerably with impact angle and velocity until the
17th impact and then the variation was reduced or eliminated.

As in AWJIM fluid-structure interaction takes place, other researchers
considered the more accurate modeling of the waterjet as important and
modeled it by coupled FE formulations or meshless methods. For example
Shahverdi et al. [9] and Wenjun et al. [10] created Arbitrary Lagrangian-
Eulerian (ALE) models, by modeling the workpiece by a Lagragrian
formulation and the abrasive waterjet with an Eulerian mesh. Accordingly,
Jianming et al. [11] and Feng et al. [12] presented models for AWJM process
in which the abrasive waterjet was modeled with SPH method and the
workpiece with Lagrangian FE formulation. These approaches were
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particularly useful in order to model the flow of abrasive particles [11], as well
as their movement starting from the mixing chamber until their impact on the
workpiece surface [12]. Another method, suitable for fluid-structure
interactions, which has also been used for machining simulations, is the
Coupled Eulerian-Lagrangian method. CEL method involves the use of both
Lagrangian and Eulerian regions in the same model and is able to overcome the
problems associated with simulations with large deformations, as it does not
require element deletion or remeshing technique for material removal. In CEL
formulation, material removal is conducted as a continuous flow of material,
due to forces occurring from interaction of different bodies or other force fields.
Up to now, several works on simulation of machining processes with CEL
have been published [13, 14], even on waterjet-assisted machining [15].

In this paper, an investigation on the applicability of CEL formulation in
AWJIM simulations is attempted. Results from CEL simulations will be
compared to those of the more established Lagrangian formulation, in order to
determine whether CEL model can achieve high accuracy in the prediction of
cutting zone dimensions, stress and temperature fields and also depicts the
phenomena occurring during AWJM realistically. For the Lagrangian models,
element deletion will be employed, whereas for the CEL model the abrasive
particles are formulated as Lagrangian bodies and the workpiece is formulated
as Eulerian. After the simulations are carried out, results between CEL and
Lagrangian models and compared and discussed.

2. Methodology

In the present work, 3D explicit thermo-mechanical models were created
in Abaqus software for both cases. The comparison of the results of Lagrangian
and CEL models will be conducted for three different experimental cases from
the relevant literature [16]. In the Lagrangian model, both the abrasive particles
and the workpiece were modeled using the Lagrangian formulation, whereas in
the CEL approach the particles were Lagrangian and the workpiece was
Eulerian. In both cases, the particles were modelled with a single C3D8RT
mesh element, which had diagonal dimension of 0.2 mm (Grit 80). The
workpiece had the same mesh size in both cases (210,120 elements), with a
minimum element size of 4x102 mm and a maximum element size of 0.1 mm;
mesh type of the workpiece in the Lagrangian formulation was C3D8RT and in
the Eulerian formulation EC3D8RT. Finally, dimensions of the workpiece
were 6 mm height, 4 mm length and 6 mm width for both cases.

In order to be able to simulate the abrasive particle flow realistically for
the various simulation cases, calculations were carried out. Steady abrasive
mass flow was divided by particle weight, in order to calculate the abrasive
particle quantity per second. Then, the number of particles used within the total
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simulation time was calculated with a simple division. To calculate the initial
position of the particles, it was assumed that they were spaced evenly in the
direction of travel, with their distance calculated by multiplying their velocity
with the simulation time and dividing with the number of particles in that time.
For the horizontal position of the abrasive particles, a Gaussian distribution
was assumed, keeping the particles within the nozzle diameter range. The jet
impact position was in the middle of the top left edge and the angle was 90° in
both cases.
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Figure 1 — Model assembly with the two different formulations

In the CEL model, in order to create the Eulerian workpiece, a workpiece
Eulerian part and a slightly larger void Eulerian part were created. Then, the
workpiece part was placed in the void part, with 1 mm clearance in the jet
impact area, to allow for material movement, since any material reaching the
boundary would be deleted otherwise. After that, the volume fraction tool in
Abaqus was utilized. This tool compares the two instances and creates a scalar
discrete field, based on the percentage of occupation of the void instance by the
workpiece instance, so then an initial material assignment condition can be
created, in order to fill that created space with the workpiece material. In the

40



ISSN 2078-7405. Pizanns ma incmpymenm ¢ mexnono2iunux cucmemax, 2019, sunyck 91

Lagrangian formulation, the workpiece was constrained at the bottom and right
face. In the Eulerian formulation, material movement was constrained at the
bottom and right face as well. Fig. 1 presents the assembly of the two models
side by side, including boundary conditions.

To model the workpiece material response to the process, the Johnson-
Cook plasticity and damage model was chosen for both cases [17]. Material
constants for AISI 1018 steel were adopted from literature [18]. In the
Lagrangian model, when an element reaches 100% damage, it is deleted from
the simulation. However, there is no element deletion or relevant feature in the
CEL formulation workpiece in Abaqus software [19]. The abrasive particle
material parameters were adopted from literature as well [20]. In addition to
normal parameters, a deletion criterion was adopted, to reduce computation
time due to particle movement after collision with the workpiece. When the
particle reached a critical stress of 150 MPa, it was deleted from the simulation.
Furthermore, coefficient of friction between the particles and the workpiece
was considered to be 0.1. Due to high strain rates, adiabatic heating of the
workpiece is considered, with a coefficient of 90%, converting that percentage
of plastic work to heat [20] and initial model temperature was set to 20°C. An
initial vertical velocity was given to each abrasive particle, according to
waterjet pressure value in each case, and the same jet traverse speed was
applied in all simulations, namely 3.83x10* m/s. These values were adopted
from literature [16] and are presented in Table 1.

Table — Particle Velocities for each simulation case

Simulation case Pressure (MPa) Velocity (m/s)
1 100 400
2 200 620
3 350 810

3. Results and discussion

At first, simulation results were compared to experimental ones, in order
to assess their validity. The simulation time of 1 ms was sufficient to start the
erosion process on models of both formulations. Comparing the predicted
cutting forces for models of both formulations to the experimental ones [16], it
was verified that the present model simulates the initial stages of abrasive
waterjet cutting. In the simulations, cutting forces never exceeded 1N,
therefore indicating that the models do indeed fall into the initial cutting stage.

Then, the investigation on the applicability of CEL formulation for
AWJIM simulations was carried out, based on data from the three different
experimental cases. In Fig. 2, resulting dimensions of the cutting zone for all
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cases and both formulations are presented. In respect to Fig. 1, width direction
is in the z axis, traverse direction is in the x axis and depth of cut in the y axis.
It is noted that width of cutting zone and cutting zone length along the traverse
axis are almost identical for both formulations in most cases. This is justified,
as due to the relatively low traverse speed, the main cutting action during the
simulation time is towards the depth of cut direction rather than the other two
directions.

An obvious difference, though, is that although both models predict
correctly the increase of depth of cut with increased abrasive particle speed, the
predicted depth of cut is significantly lower in the CEL formulation than in the
Lagrangian one. A probable explanation for that outcome is that, as in the CEL
formulation no element deletion can be specified, the brittle erosion
mechanism, present in experimental works, cannot be properly represented in
the simulation. Thus the resulting dimensions of the cutting zone for the CEL
formulation are only caused by ductile erosion, especially due to plastic
deformation.

Dimensions of the cutting zone

5.00E-03
4.50E-03
4.00E-03
3.50E-03
3.00E-03
2.50E-03
2.00E-03
1.50E-03
1.00E-03

5.00E-04
ipadi P Hae 0 al. 1
400 m/s 620 m/s 810 m/s
CEL Lagrangian CEL Lagrangian CEL Lagrangian

B Width (m) = Depth (m) Traverse (m)

Figure 2 — Dimensions of the cutting zone for all cases for both formulations

In order to further observe the differences between the two types of
models, snapshots from several stages of the AWJM process with both models
are presented in Fig. 3. In both cases, material removal takes place as expected,
caused by the impact of abrasive particles on the surfaces and craters are
formed and widened as time progresses. However the shape and dimensions of
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the cutting zone differ considerably, even from the first stages of the
simulations.

Figure 3 — Comparison of snapshots of the AWJM simulation with Lagrangian
(upper row) and CEL models (lower row)

More specifically, in the case of Lagrangian model, the depth of cut is
considerably larger in any case and the cutting zone has distinctive erosion
marks produced by deleted elements and further erosion of the new surfaces.
Although material removal is more evident in the direction of depth of cut,
erosion occurs sometimes in lower regions perhaps due to the intense stress
propagation as well as in regions near the main cutting zones, perhaps due to
reflected abrasive particles. Nevertheless, in the case of CEL model, it seems
that the workpiece material is only compressed due to the particle impacts and
the deformation of the workpiece is considerably smaller and more uniform,
with an initial crater being widened towards the depth of cut and traverse
direction and with an almost symmetrical stress field developing away from the
main cutting zone. Thus, in conjunction with the results presented in Fig. 2, it
becomes clear that CEL models can account for only the plastic deformation
due to particle impacts and propagation of erosion cannot be represented.

After the differences between the CEL and Lagrangian formulation
models regarding the predicted dimensions of cutting zone and material
removal mechanisms were discussed, the differences regarding the prediction
of stress and temperature distribution by the two different formulations are also
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discussed afterwards. Fig.4 presents the von Mises stress distribution
comparison for the CEL formulation on the left and the Lagrangian one on the
right. In the figure concerning CEL, plastic deformation zone is visible at the
center of the top edge. Stresses are concentrated around that area, as for the
Lagrangian model, depicted on the right figure. However, the previously
mentioned brittle erosion mechanism is missing in the CEL model results. Thus
no material removal is noticed around the deformed area, in contrast to the
Lagrangian model results, where elements around the impact zone have been
deleted and the evolution of the erosion process is visible near the edges.
Furthermore, stress values are slightly lower for the CEL model; for example
in Fig.4 maximum stress value in the cutting zone is 209.8 MPa, whereas for
the Lagrangian is 253 MPa.

Lagrangian

Figure 4 — Comparison of the cutting zone morphology for the CEL (left)
and the Lagrangian (right) formulations of the workpiece for the 810 m/s
abrasive velocity case and VVon Mises stress distributions

Regarding temperature distribution, Fig. 5 presents the maximum
predicted temperature in all cases. Since 90% of plastic work is converted to
heat, temperatures in all CEL formulations are almost identical, with only 2°C
difference per case and 4°C maximum change. Temperatures of the Lagrangian
models on the other hand increase almost 20°C from the lowest velocity to the
highest velocity. A probable explanation for this is that, after an element is
deleted, nearby elements gain more free degrees of movement, so their plastic
deformation is higher compared to the constrained CEL ones, something that
results in higher temperature increase as well. Furthermore, in higher abrasive
velocities cases, elements deform more and thus the difference of the
predictions of the two methods becomes higher. Finally, it is worth mentioning
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that all predicted temperatures from the simulations are in compliance with
experimental literature results for the same material [21].

Temperature (°C)

Lagrangian Lagrangian Lagrangian

400 m/s 620 m/s 810 m/s

Figure 5 — Maximum temperature results for all cases

By taking into account all the previous comparisons between the CEL and
Lagrangian formulation models, it becomes obvious that the Lagrangian model
is more appropriate for the simulation of AWJM and especially material
removal process from the workpiece. Although it had been proven that CEL
formulation is superior to the Lagrangian one for cases with high plastic
deformation, it was shown that the underestimation of the dominant erosion
phenomenon during AWJM finally results in a significant underestimation of
the depth of cut as well as workpiece temperature. The contribution of the
present study can be regarded as important as, to the authors’ knowledge, no
study on AWJM with CEL formulation has been yet presented and definitely
no comparison of its results with results of Lagrangian models has been yet
conducted in the relevant literature.

4. Conclusions

In the present paper an investigation regarding the applicability of CEL
approach in AWJM simulations was carried out. CEL and Lagrangian
simulation models were developed based on experimental data and comparison
between them were conducted, in respect to prediction of cutting zone
dimensions, stress and temperature distributions and accuracy of representation
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of material removal mechanisms. Based on the simulation results various
conclusions were drawn.

The simulation results indicated that Lagrangian model is more adequate
than CEL, regarding depth of cut prediction in AWJM process. Although
material removal after the impact of abrasive particles occurred from the initial
stages, as with the Lagrangian model and the trend of increase of depth of cut
with increasing pressure was captured, only the plastic deformation mechanism
was able to be observed with CEL, whereas the erosion and its propagation in
the workpiece material was not simulated. Furthermore, comparison with
results from the Lagrangian model showed that depth of cut was significantly
underestimated while width and traverse length were similar between the two
types of models. Finally, relatively lower stress values were observed in the
CEL model and temperature variation was minimal as the additional plastic
deformation occurring in the newly created surfaces of the cutting zone due to
erosion was not calculated. In conclusion, although CEL has been proven
sufficient for machining simulations it is deduced that it not as successful in
simulating material removal due to erosion as it occurs in AWJM.
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JTOCJII)KEHHSI BACTOCOBHOCTI PIBHSIHHSI EMJIEPA -
JIATPAHKA TP MOJEJIOBAHHI ABPA3UBHOI
BOJOCTPYMEHEBOI OBPOBKH

AHoTauiss. Hempaouyitini npoyecu 00poOKu po3210aromsbcs K HAOIUHI  AlbMepHAmueu
3A2ANbHONPUIHAMUM — MPAOUYIIHUM — CNOCOBAM  0OPOOKU  BAICKOOOPOOIIOBAHUX — MAMEPIANIE.
3okpema, ons yiei memu euciona abpasusHa eodocmpymenesa o0bpooka (AWJIM), ockinvku yum
MemoOoM MOICHA 0OPOOAAMU WUPOKUL CHeKmp Mamepianie 3a20moeKu i He BUKIUKAMU 30H
mepmiuHo2o enaugy. [l eusueHHs ssuwy, wjo 6iobysaromvcs nio yac AWJIM, crio npogooumu
yucenvbHe MOOeno8aHHa Nopso 3 excnepumenmamu. OCKinbKu npoyecu 06podKu nos'ssai 3i
sHaunoro nazpandcesumu (CEL) xinyesumu eremenmamu (FE) euseunucst 3Hauno 0inbus moyHuMu
ons yiei degpopmayicio mamepiany, Mooeni 3 CNOLYHEHUMU ellIepO6O- Meni 8 NOPIBHAHHI 3 YUCMO
nazpamxcescokumu mooenamu. OOHAK 04eBUOHA GIOMIHHICMb NOA2AE 8 MOMY, WO X04a 06UO8I
MoOeli npasuibHo nepedbadaoms 30iIbUeHHs 2AUOUHU PI3AHHA Npu 30LIbUEHHI WEUOKOCTI
abpazusHux 4acmuHox, nepedbayena enubuna pizanns 6 cepeoosuwyi CEL snauno nuoicue, nisc 6
nazpandice8Cobkiil. Moxcaueum nosACHeHHAM Yb020 pe3yibmamy modxce Gymu me, wo, OCKIIbKU 8
opmymosanni CEL ne mooice 6ymu 3a3uaueno 6uOaieHts enemMenma, Mexamizm Kpuxxkoi eposii,
AKUL  NPUCYMHILL 6 eKCNePUMEHMANbHUX pobomax, He Modice OYmu HANeMHCHUM HUHOM
npedcmasienuil 8 MOOen06anti. Takum YUHOM, pe3yIbmyoui posmipu 30HU PI3aHHA Ol MOOeNi
CEL obymogneni minbKu niacmuyHolo epo3i€io, 0cobauso uepes niacmuuty oegopmayiro. V pasi
mooeni Jlazpandica, enubuna pizanns @ 6yOb-AKoMy 6UNAOKy 3HAUHO Giibute, | 30HA Pi3aHHA MAE
xapakmepHi criou eposii, SUKIUKAHI UOANEHUMU eNeMeHmamu, i noOaibuly epo3ilo HOBUX
noeepxonn. IIpome, 6 pasi mooeni CEL, 30aembcs, wo mamepian 3a20mo6Ku CIMUCKAEMbCA MiNbKu
uepes yoapu 4acmuHok, i 0eopmayis 3a20mosKu 3HAYHO MeHwa | 6inbul 0OHOPIOHA, NPU YbOMY
NOYAMKOBULL Kpamep po3UUPIOEMbCA 8 HANPAMKY 2IUOUHU PI3AHHA | NONEPEYHO20 HANPAMKY. i 3
matidice  CUMEMPUYHUM  TOTEM  HANPYICEeHb, WO PO3BUBAIOMbCS 0ANeKO 6i0 OCHOBHOI 30HU
pizannsn.Takum  uunom, 6 yboMy OoCHiOdCenHi 3pobaeno cnpoby nopisuamu nepedbaueni
pesynomamu mooeneti CEL i yucmo nacpanscescokux 6 pasi AWJIM i eusnauumu, uu moogwce 6ymu
3acmocosanuii yeti mMemooO Oxs npoyecy udu Hi. Bukopucmosyiomvcs 6unaoku mooeniosamnms,
3acHo8ani HA eKCnepUMeHMANbHUX pe3yIbmamax, i npoeooumvcs 062060peHHs NPOSHO306AHUX
PO3MIpI6 30HU PI3aHHS, NOIE HANPYIICEHb | meMnepamypu.

KarouoBi ciaoBa: ciopoabpaszuena o6pobka; memoo Kinyegux enemenmis; pignannsa Eiinepa-
Jazpanorca; enubuna pisanna, KOMRO3UYis, epo3is Mamepiany, HANPYHCEeHHS.

47



