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Abstract

Open-cell cellular solids are porous structures with a large variety of applications, from
energy absorption to medical engineering. In an attempt to identify isotropic configurations
with high low and large strain mechanical properties, detailed numerical simulations are
conducted on a wide range of mesostructures of cubic symmetry. Results are partially
validated through uniaxial compression of specimens made of 316L stainless steel via
selective laser melting. In a first study the large deformation responses of four different
mesostructures of relative density 20% are compared: an octet truss-lattice, tube-lattice, a
sphere assembly and a tube/sphere hybrid. It is concluded that periodic shell structures
provide superior strength and energy absorption capacity for the same weight, as compared
to truss-lattices. Another conclusion is that to avoid concentrations of plastic strains that
are detrimental to the overall energy absorption of the structure, it is best to avoid peaks in
curvature. Based on these conclusions, a shell-lattice is developed that resembles a
smoothened Triply Periodic Minimal Surface of FCC symmetry. Its properties are
compared to those of the octet-truss for a wide range of relative densities, revealing the
shell-lattice as superior to the octet-truss in almost all cases. The FCC shell-lattice is then
compared to its BCC and SC equivalents. It is found that the structures all present high
anisotropic properties. For a given structure, directional difference factors of up to 4.1 in
uniaxial stiffness, 2 in yield strength and 1.8 in specific energy absorption are observed.
However the directional averages of their properties are very similar. Irrespective of the
specific type of cubic symmetry, the shell-lattices are remarkably stiff, strong and energy-
absorbing, particularly at relative densities above 0.1. To address the problem of
anisotropy, novel families of shell-lattices that contain the previous examples are proposed.
Design maps are established and reveal that the elastic anisotropy of shell-lattices can be
conveniently tailored. As a result, isotropic topologies are identified. The elastically-
isotropic shell-lattices feature similar overall performance that their TPMS-like
counterparts as well as a significantly reduced plastic anisotropy. The structures obtained
are believed to be the best performing open-cell topologies to date.
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1. Introduction

1.1.Micro, macro and meso-structure

Material properties are a function not only of the material’s chemical composition but
also its internal structure. Perhaps the most striking example of is that of carbon, which
exists in nature as two different materials, graphite and diamond, with vast differences in
their properties. Another famous example is the grain boundary strengthening (or Hall-
Petch effect) observed in polycrystalline metals: as crystal grains grow smaller the overall
material grows stronger. It should be noted that the two afore-mentioned examples relate
two different length-scales: typical grain sizes in polycrystalline metals are typically
expressed in micrometers while the lattice constant for diamond is a few angstroms.
However they both refer to the microstructure of the material. As pointed out by Lee et al.
(2010), tailoring the microstructure of materials is one of two original strategies that
mankind has used to modify their properties, as exemplified by the manufacturing of
amorphous glass windows or of special steels with highly anisotropic microstructures. The
other approach is at a completely different scale: that of the macrostructure of an
application, best exemplified by the use of beams and arches by architects. As
manufacturing techniques advanced, mankind was able to produce composite materials,
such as concrete blocks reinforced by metal fiber. At a scale larger than that of the
microstructure of either of its constituent materials, and smaller scale than that of the
macrostructure of the building and the beams, plates or staircases it composes, the
arrangement of steel bars in the concrete matrix is referred to as the mesostructure. The
mesoscale, is that of the arrangement of the different materials within the composite. In
more recent developments, materials whose mesostructure allows them do develop
uncommon sets of properties have been referred to as metamaterials. A common goal of

metamaterial design is to advantageously combine the properties of two different materials.

1.2.Cellular materials

Cellular materials constitute one special class of metamaterials, where one of the

constituents is air (or void). They are porous solids, but with high porosities that often make
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up for most of the material volume. Because of this cellular solids are in essence clusters
of cells of air (hence their name), delimited by a solid structure composed of either beams
or shells. Note that while simpler, cellular materials with prismatic cells (2D cellular
materials) escape the scope of this thesis. The reference text on cellular materials is the
book Cellular solids: structure and properties by Gibson and Ashby (1999). As they point
out, cellular solids are widespread in nature and among the oldest materials used by man:
examples include wood, cork, and sponge. Man-made cellular solids include widespread
examples such as honeycombs used as sandwich cores for lightweight applications, and
polymeric foams used in packaging. Less straightforward applications of cellular materials
rely on mutltifunctionality and include metal foam coatings designed for orthopedic
implants, heat exchangers, and the development of porous scaffolds for tissue engineering,
among others (Gibson and Ashby 1999, Gibson et al. 2010). It should be noted that the last

two mentioned examples imply permeability of the cellular material to a fluid.

1.3.Mechanical properties

1.3.1 Relative density

Due to the high porosity of cellular materials it is often more relevant describe them in
terms of their relative density, instead of their porosity, i.e. the ratio of their density to the
density of the constituent material. For a cellular solid of porosity ¢, its relative density is

equal to:

_p
=—=1-
p=L é (1.1)

In fact, any given topology is usually referred to independent of its relative density,
where it is understood that one parameter — the shell-thickness to length ratio, or the beam

diameter to length ratio — controls the relative density of what is now a family of structures.

1.3.2 Linear properties

This thesis is mostly concerned with the determination of the mechanical, quasi-static
properties of certain families of metallic cellular materials, notably under uniaxial

compression. As such there are essentially three parameters that we are in interested in
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determining: the stiffness, the strength and the specific energy absorption. Their respective
scaling is expressed in terms of the relative density. The elastic moduli of isotropic
composite solids are bound in terms of the stiffness of the constituent materials. From
variational principles, Hashin and Shtrikman (1963) derived inequalities that in the case of

porous materials reduce to:
-1

1 35
0<K<K+1-9) (5 +3p330) (-2
-1
1 (K +2G5)p
0<G<G+(1-p)| - ék+4am (1.3)
S

Where K and G are the bulk and shear moduli of the cellular material, and K, and G,
are those of the constituent material. Given that the isotropy of the composite, a similar

bound can be obtained for the Young’s modulus E, using the relation:

_ 9KG
" 3K+G
For demonstrations the reader is referred to Walpole (1966) or Willis (1977).

(1.4)

Equivalents for strength exist (e.g. Suquet 1993). Stiffness and strength of cellular
materials are essentially linear properties, and they are easily obtained from elastic
simulations. As such they are fairly easy to obtain, and the results (their scalings) are

essentially independent of the constituent material.

1.3.3 Energy absorption

This generality is lost for specific energy absorption which is on the contrary,
intrinsically nonlinear. Energy absorption relates to mechanical energy effectively
dissipated by the material through either plastic work (metals), viscous effects (polymers)
or fracture (ceramics) — this property relates to large-deformation, inherently non-linear
behaviors of both the structure and the constituent material. As a consequence, it is useful

to explore some concepts drawing from a couple of uniaxial examples.
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1.3.3.1 Uniaxial examples

Figure 1.1a presents a typical engineering stress-strain curve corresponding to uniaxial
compression for a bulk steel. Past the yield point there is a constant increase in the
engineering stress, due to both strain hardening and the increase in area. Figure 1.1b
presents the typical response of structural elements used in practice for crashworthiness, in
this case a prismatic column. It is a convenient prototype structure to study because the
apparently straight plate assembly is converted upon crush into a double curvature shell
assembly. Figure 1.1c presents a view of a honeycomb, along with a diagram of the cross-
section and a typical force displacement curve. A photo of a partial crushed column, along
with a diagram of the cross-section are presented next to a typical load displacement curve.
In both cases after reaching a peak load due to elastic or plastic buckling, the force drops
down and then fluctuates around an average value, where the mean crushing force P, is

defined by:

1 (%
P,=—| P(8)dé (1.5)
8¢ Jo

Where &; is the final crush distance of the compressed column. The energy

effectively absorbed, through plastic flow, during crushing is approximately equal to:

The energy per unit mass is thus:
=2 1.7
V=7 (1.7

Where V is the volume of the prismatic column and p is the density of its constituent
material. Similar load-displacement curves are obtained for various cross-sectional shapes
such as circular, rectangular, single hat, double hat and hexagonal cross-section with
flanges. The average crushing stress is defined as the mean average crushing force divided

by the tributary area:
P

=, (1.8)

Om

Where the tributary area A; is the cross-sectional area effectively occupied by the
structure or honeycomb, included void areas. The honeycomb is a very efficient energy

absorbent material in axial crushing. The crushing force in the lateral (in-plane) direction
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is one or two orders of magnitude smaller depending on the aspect ratio. This gives rise to
the very pronounced anisotropy of honeycombs. There is a large body of literature on
predicting the mean crushing strength of simple prismatic columns subjected to axial
compression. For example, for a square cross-section with a wall thickness t, and the width
of a flange b, assuming a constituent material of density p and the energy equivalent flow
stress gy, the closed form solution for the mean crushing form is:
F =120,t"/3b"/3 (1.9)
The range of validity of the above simple equation is 10t < b < 100¢t. For such a

column the relative density (portion of space effectively occupied by the constituent

material) reads:

The energy per unit mass therefore reads:
2

The scaling is valid up to relative densities of 20%, up from which fhe column reacts
through bulging rather than through crushing. This simple result illustrates that scalings of
specific energy absorption with relative density in the power 2 / 3 emerge naturally when
crushing modes are the dominant response.

Another useful measure of the energy absorption capabilities is the engineering stress:

2/3

a=§= 30, (%) (1.12)

Where A = 4bt is the actual area of the cross-section of the prismatic column (and not
of the tributary area). The upper limit of the engineering stress is the so-called squash stress
0 = dg, , which occurs when b = 5.2t. Such a thick-walled tube will flow plastically with
no elastic or plastic buckling. The maximum stress is the in-plane compressive membrane
stress. Thinner columns (b > 10t) will buckle plastically. The structure then finds a new
bending-dominated equilibrium path, with local areas of tensile and compressive
membrane stresses. While not discussed in the core of the thesis, a numerical investigation
into the respective contributions to plastic dissipation of membrane and bending actions

for the structures developed herein, was conducted. Its results are presented in Appendix
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3, revealing similar trends: membrane action is dominant (70% to 80% of energy
dissipation) for thick, stable structures, while for thinner structures the associated buckling

leads to even contributions of membrane and bending actions to the dissipation.
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Figure 1.1: a) Stress-strain curve of bulk steel under uniaxial compression. b) View of a
compressed prismatic column, typical corresponding force displacement curve, along with
diagram of the cross-section. ¢) View of an aluminum honeycomb, corresponding stress-
strain curve, and diagram of cross-section.
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1.3.3.2 A few words on energy absorption

Cellular materials have uniaxial behavior that that fall between the extreme examples
presented in the previous paragraph. At large relative densities, they present a bulk-like
response, with hardening throughout. At low relative densities, the engineering stress
quickly reaches a peak, after which it drops to a plateau value around which it oscillates.
Deterministic structures such as the prismatic column, present large and repeatable
oscillations that correspond to a repeated crushing mode of successive layers of the
structure, while stochastic structures such as foams (as will be shown later) have small
oscillations, given that they present a large number of cells with different topologies and
thus a large number of crushing mechanisms and associated forces, which blurs the
response.

A difficult point concerns what measure of energy absorption should be used. Aside
from cost, two quantities influence the design and choice of material: the energy dissipated
per unit mass (specific energy absorption) and the energy dissipated per unit volume
(volumetric energy absorption). For any material, as the material gets compressed and
compacted, the forces involved will diverge to infinity — in that sense the energy needed to
fully compress the material is infinite. For the measure to have meaning, there needs to be
a cutoff-strain & . If one neglects elastic energy, the specific energy absorption will then
read:

D 1%
lp—;—l—)fgzoa.de (1.13)

Where D is the plastic dissipation per unit volume. How should that cut-off strain be
defined? This decision oftentimes driven by applications. In energy absorption
applications, Kinetic energy is absorbed by the structure in order to protect an object or a
person from an impact and both the large forces associated. It makes sense, then to define
the cutoff strain as the strain for which the maximum acceptable force is first observed.
The energy absorbed per unit volume is then maximal if the stress-strain curve presents a
long plateau, with a stress corresponding to the maximum acceptable, up to a very large
densification strain. As explained above, all geometries will present that desirable plateau
for low enough relative densities — however the poor scaling with relative density in that

regime will lead to poor specific energy absorption.
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In this thesis we not will attempt to estimate the densification strains of the cellular
materials investigated. Instead we resort to a simpler definition of specific energy

absorption that relies on a fixed cutoff strains for all structures.

1.4. Stochastic foams

Until about two decades ago, stochastic foams with cell sizes at the millimeter level
were the only man-made cellular solids with nearly isotropic mechanical properties. Metal
foams can be made through a variety of processes from vapor deposition or
electrodeposition on a polymer foam (that is subsequently removed) to injecting bubbles
of gas in molten metal (for more details, see Ashby et al. 2000). Two categories of foams
can be distinguished. Open-cell cellular solids consist in a set of nodes connected by
ligaments that exhibit a beam-like mechanical response, while closed-cell foams are
composed of thin-walled plate-like elements. In their pioneering work, Gibson and Ashby
(1999) provide scalings for the mechanical properties of both categories. Those are based
on structural analysis of cells representative of the two architecture types. In what follows
the subscripts X,. and X, correspond to open-cell and closed-cell foams while X

corresponds to the constituent solid phase.

Open-cell Closed-cell
Young’s modulus:  E E
PRESIOTIE T g S+ (1= )P (1.14)
E, E,
Sh dulus: G G
I 7= G o= 0t + (1= )P (1.15)
GS ES
Poisson’s ratio: 1 1
1sson’s ratio Ve % = Voo & = (1.16)
3 3
Elastic collapse: afl al!
P o¢ . 0.0552 2% ~ 0.0552 (1.17)
E, Es
Plastic collapse: ot oPt
= 0.3p%32 = =x03(¢p)¥?+04(1—-¢)p (1.18)
Oy, Ty

Where ¢ is here a geometrical parameter accounting for excess matter in the ligaments
bordering the cell walls. In the expressions for closed-cell foams, the contributions of the
gas trapped within the cells has been omitted. The typical stress-strain curve for a low-

density foam is provided in Fig 1.2, featuring an elastic loading followed by a plateau
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region, ended by a densification phase. The energy absorbed corresponds to the grey area

under the curve in the plateau regime, up to a cutoff strain (here the densification strain).

Engineering stress

Energy absorbed D

€D
Engineering strain

Figure 1.2: Typical stress compression stress strain curve for a low density foam, showing
elastic loading, a stress plateau and a densification regime.

In the correlations above, the estimated plastic stress corresponds to the plateau stress.
Given our definition of energy absorption, ignoring elastic strains and for a cutoff strain
&n, below the densification strain, the plastic dissipation would read:

D = poyen, (1.19)

As can be seen above the mechanical properties of idealized closed-cell foams are far
superior to those of open-cell foams, with linear scalings of both stiffness and strength
(before plastic collapse dominates at extremely low relative densities). Using the more
precise example of a tetrakaidecahedron foam, Simone and Gibson (1998) even estimated
that at low relative densities:

occ = 0.44poy ¢ (1.20)
E. = 0.33pE, (1.21)

However these close-to-optimal predicted behaviors are not observed in practice (e.g.
Gibson (2000), Ashby et al. (2000)). In Metal foams: a design guide, Ashby et al. give the
following correlations for experimental data:

E~aEptwith1l8<n<22 (1.22)

oy = aoy p with1.5 <m <2 {1.23)
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Gibson (2000) notes that experimental data for closed-cell foams is better represented
by open-cell foams equations, and attributes the discrepancy to the influence of bending in
the response of curved cell walls. Evans et al. (1998) similarly attributes this knockdown
in properties to morphological defects. Ashby (2006) summarizes that the actual behavior
of open- and closed-cell stochastic foams is bending dominated (with the associated

sublinear scaling).

1.5. Lattice-materials

1.5.1 Truss-lattices and plate-lattices

Different from stochastic structures, lattice-materials are deterministic periodic
cellular materials. Truss-lattices are the deterministic equivalent of open-cell foams, just
as plate-lattices are deterministic closed-cell foams. Perhaps due to manufacturing
constraints, truss-lattices have received have been predominantly studied in the past two
decades. Deshpande et al. (2001a) showed that stretching-dominated truss-lattice materials
significantly higher stiffness and strength than foams, with linear scalings of stiffness and
strength properties (see also. Evans et al., 2001).

In engineering practice, metallic truss-lattices can be built from three-dimensionally
formed perforated sheets (e.g. Sypeck and Wadley (2002), Wadley et al. (2003)).
Alternatively, truss lattice metamaterials with solid struts can be readily obtained through
additive manufacturing (e.g. Yan et al. (2012), Gumruk and Mines (2013), Stankovic et al.
(2015), Tancogne-Dejean et al. (2016)). The smallest achievable feature size of state-of-
the-art selective laser melting with metals is still of the order of about 30um. Metallic
structures with finer structural features can be fabricated by depositing metallic layers onto
free-standing polymer scaffolds through electroless-plating, atomic layer deposition or RF
sputtering. After removal of the polymeric support, hollow shell-like structures with
nanometric wall thicknesses are obtained. It is noted that the same process also applies to
making hollow ceramic nanostructures. The fabrication of porous solids with
mesostructural features in the submicrometer range is mostly explored to leverage size
effects in the solid base constituent. For example, Schaedler et al. (2011) produced a lattice

scaffold with strut lengths of a few millimeters using a self-propagating photopolymer
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waveguide technique. Using electroless plating, they deposited thin nickel films with an
average grain size of a few nanometers. Multiphoton lithography has been employed by
Jang et al. (2013) and Montemayor et al. (2014) to produce solid polymer lattice templates
with a few microns long struts. Jang et al. (2013) applied about 75xm thick ceramic layers
onto the octet truss scaffold, thereby producing hollow TiN octet truss metamaterials with
a base constituent strength of 1.7GPa. Bauer et al. (2014) employed 3D laser lithography
along with atomic layer deposition to create cellular polymer mesostructures with 10nm to
200nm thick alumina coatings that exceeded the compressive strength of foams at effective
densities below 1g/cm?.

Perhaps the best-known example is the octet-truss, of which Deshpande et al. (2001b)
investigated the elastic and failure response both experimentally and analytically. The
octet-truss’s properties have been widely studied, including its macroscopic plastic
behavior (Mohr, 2005), fracture toughness (O’Masta et al., 2017) and buckling-to-yield
failure transition (Carlton et al., 2017). Elsayed and Pasini (2010) elaborated design maps
for octet-truss-inspired lattices with simultaneous yield and buckling limits. This
accumulated knowledge as well as its popularity make it an ideal candidate for
comparisons, and it is the structure of choice for numerous studies on related topics. For
example, scale effects in octet truss lattices made from copper with strut diameters of a few
microns have been investigated by Wendy Gu and Greer (2015), while He et al. (2017)
made use of molecular dynamics simulations in conjunction with theoretical models to
assess the compressive response of copper nano-lattices with strut diameters of a few
nanometers only, reporting significant property enhancement as compared to bulk copper.

However, the linear scaling of truss-lattice properties often breaks down at low relative
densities due to buckling instabilities (Deshpande et al. 2001b). This issue has been
partially addressed by the design of hierarchical metamaterials which feature different
levels of structure (e.g. Meza et al. (2015), Zheng et al. (2016)). Hierarchical design allows
low relative densities to be reached for the overall structure while keeping mesostructural
feature-level aspect ratios low enough to retard instability-driven failure. By hierarchically
combining octahedral and octet-trusses, Meza et al. (2015) have been able to achieve the
linear-scaling of the elastic and elastic limit properties down to relative densities of about

107*.
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It is now known that even optimal truss-lattice materials (Gurtner and Durand, 2014)
cannot achieve the theoretical Hashin-Shtrikman stiffness bounds for isotropic cellular
solids. At low relative densities, the highest achievable Young’s modulus of stretching-
dominated isotropic truss-lattice materials is about three times lower than the theoretical
upper limit (Tancogne-Dejean and Mohr, 2018a). The latest studies on the stiffness and
strength of mechanical metamaterials revealed that plate-lattices can attain the Hashin-
Shtrikman and Suquet bounds (Berger et al. 2017, Tancogne-Dejean et al. 2018b).
However, the closed-cell nature of optimal plate-lattices complicates their manufacturing
through powder-bed or liquid-bath additive techniques. Moreover, similar to closed-cell

foams, their lack of permeability limits their potential for multifunctional applications.

1.5.2 Shell-lattices

Another emerging category of metamaterial architectures next to truss- and plate-
lattices are shell-lattices, i.e. periodic structures composed of non-intersecting shells (e.g.
Han et al., 2015). These open cell shell structures have the particularity of separating two
fluid phases. This feature facilitates their production through additive manufacturing
techniques that require the extraction of powder or liquids. Moreover, it makes them
suitable for applications requiring multi-functionality such as mechanical resistance
combined with heat exchange capability. Such surfaces naturally emerge in block
copolymers where two macromolecules arrange at equilibrium by forming cocontinuous
domains (e.g. Thomas et al. 1988). Constant mean-curvature surfaces, including the best-
known Triply Periodic Minimal Surfaces (TPMS), and (mathematically simpler) level-set
surfaces have been proposed as an approximation to the separating surface (e.g. Lambert
et al. 1996). Following from those findings, cocontinuous composites, i.e. two-phase
composites wherein each phase occupies the volume on one of the two sides of the limiting
surface, have been proposed and their mechanical properties studied for a range of
constituent materials.

Maldovan et al. (2007) studied the stiffness of microframes (solid/air composites) with
several interface topologies, including some defined by level-set surfaces approximating
the Schwarz P, I-WP and F-RD surfaces. Wang et al. (2011) used the same geometries to

print glassy polymer/rubber polymer composites, where the volume fraction of the
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respective phases was varied leveraging one degree of freedom in the level set function.
They reported enhanced properties as compared to particle-reinforced composites,
including increased damage tolerance. Topologically similar carbon/epoxy bicontinuous
composites were produced by Lee et al. (2012) via a combination of 3D direct laser writing,
pyrolysis and infiltration, and revealed to present specific energy absorptions of up to 720
kg/kJ. A similar approach consists in reinforcing a soft matrix through a uniform-thickness
shell with the analytical surface as a mid-surface instead of using ‘“skeletal” truss-
structures. Abueidda et al. (2015) analyzed numerically the thermal expansion of such
cocontinuous composites, revealing a low coefficient of thermal expansion of interest for
applications. Dalaq et al. (2016a, 2016b) studied numerically and experimentally the elastic
modulus, strength, strain at failure and toughness of such composites (with varying
TPMSs) consisting of a Tango-Plus matrix reinforced by TPMS-shaped Vero-Plus.
Foam-like shell-lattice materials can be obtained by retaining only the non-intersecting
shell structures of uniform thickness. With the goal of identifying superior scaffold designs
for tissue engineering, Kapfer et al. (2011) designed such shell-lattices and estimated their
elastic properties, as well as their fluid permeability, numerically and compared those to
TPMS-based skeletal networks of the same porosity, revealing superior mechanical
properties. Han et al. (2015) proposed ultra-low density shell-lattices consisting of Schwarz
P- and Schwarz D-surfaces. They optimized these structures for stiffness along one
direction by reducing the nozzle size between neighboring cells while breaking down the
cubic symmetry by elongating the unit-cell along the direction. Lee et al. (2017)
investigated the stiffness and yield properties of shell-lattices based on the Schwarz-P
minimal surface. Al-Ketan et al. (2017) studied the compressive behavior of steel-based
BCC metamaterials, including a BCC truss-lattice, and shell-lattice structures based on a
level-set approximation of the I-WP TPMS. They showed that the shell-lattice presented
superior mechanical properties as compared to the truss-lattices. Bobbert et al. (2017)
fabricated sixteen types of TPMS shell-lattices from Ti-6Al-4V, reporting low elastic
properties, high strength, high fatigue resistance, and high permeability, thereby mimicking

the properties of trabecular bone.
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1.6. The importance of isotropy

As pointed out by Lee et al. (2012), an important aspect of mechanical metamaterials
is the ability they give to design for structural anisotropy — giving the example of Damascus
steel blades benefitting from an anisotropic microstructure. Metamaterials offer the
opportunity to locally tailor the anisotropy to further enhance the performance in given
applications. In cases where loadings are expected in one direction or within a plane, the
desirable elastic response would likely be transverse isotropic. Given an elastically-
isotropic material, a particularly simple way to obtain transverse-isotropic metamaterials
is provided by results on foam elasticity (Gibson and Ashby, 1999). Most foams have
structural anisotropy where their cells are more elongated in one direction than in the
transverse plane. For a foam with an anisotropy ratio R, where R is the ratio of the longest
to the smallest cell size in given directions, the ratio of their Young’s moduli in the
direction of anisotropy E; to the transverse Young’s moduli E; is given by:

E,  2R?
E, 1+ (1/R®

Similarly, one could use elongate the mesostructures of elastically-isotropic

(1.24)

metamaterials to tailor their anisotropy to the application. This further enhances the
importance of finding high performance isotropic configurations.

However most configurations, even the most studied, are far from isotropic, despite
often having cubic symmetry. For example the octet truss lattice is often perceived as an
isotropic metamaterial, but it is worth noting that its mechanical response can be highly
anisotropic. Two strategies have been used to obtain elastically-isotropic configurations: a
superposition approach, and a variation approach.

Isotropic truss- and plate-lattices are typically through the first approach: two
mesostructures of opposed anisotropy are combined to obtain an isotropic hybrid. To
design isotropic truss lattices materials, Gurtner and Durand (2014) derived topology
constraints that guarantee optimal isotropic elastic properties. Aside from introducing a
general methodology, Messner (2016) provides selected examples of optimized lattice
architectures of high stiffness-to-density ratio that are elastically-isotropic. Isotropic truss-
lattices of cubic symmetry have been obtained by Zok et al. (2016) by combining simple

cubic, body-centered cubic and face-centered cubic elementary trusses. Similar elastically-
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isotropic structures have been obtained by Tancogne-Dejean and Mohr (2018a). A similar
approach has been used on plate-lattices (Berger et al. 2017, Tancogne-Dejean et al.
2018b).

The other approach consists in finding a continuous family of topologies that maintains
a high level of performance. Given that cubic symmetry materials have anisotropy
controlled by only one parameter, it is likely that isotropic configurations can be found.
Such an approach has been used recently to obtain SC, BCC and FCC tube-lattices
(Tancogne-Dejean and Mohr, 2018c).

1.7.Statement of contents

This thesis is concerned with the development and mechanical characterization of
isotropic metallic cellular materials with high performance at both low and large strains
with respect to those of the constituent material. A first step towards isotropy is taken by
considering only mesostructures with the maximum number of internal symmetries, i.e.
metamaterials of cubic symmetry. A second restriction is taken by ignoring the effects of
fracture: as a consequence most of the large-strain results developed herein relate only to
cellular solids formed with very ductile metals. Given that assumption, the precise
modeling of the constituent material is not an issue we need to be concerned with and the
current numerical methods offer a fast and convenient way to explore the behavior of vast
numbers of geometries. Unfortunately the geometries considered herein are often complex
and only defined implicitly. The absence of clearly defined structural elements add to the
difficulty of a “pen and paper” analytical approach. As a consequence most of the results
presented herein are derived from finite element modeling and analysis of the structures.
The results are punctually validated by compression experiments on additively
manufactured specimens.

Chapter 2 presents some of the methods used throughout the thesis. First, an account
of the consequences of cubic symmetry on both the development of structures and their
mechanical behavior is given. Then, the general numerical approached used, involving
periodic boundary conditions unit-cell simulations as well as multi-cell simulations, is
detailed. Finally useful information on both the experimental methods as well as the

constituent metamaterial used for experiments is given. Chapter 3 is concerned with the
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comparison of the mechanical properties of ad-hoc structures of relative density 20%: one
truss-lattice, one tube-lattice, and two assemblies of spheres linked to one another by tubes,
with different aspect ratios. From the quantitative comparison of the four structures’
behaviors, but also through careful analysis of the qualitative behaviors, design rules are
derived to obtain structures with smooth stress distributions that are less prone to plastic
strain concentration at the mesostructural level. In Chapter 4, these guidelines are followed
to develop a novel FCC metamaterial. The obtained structure is a shell-lattice with
properties very similar to a TPMS with similar boundary conditions. However the scope
of the study, which reveals the low and large strain anisotropy of the structure as a major
factor, through the careful numerical analysis in a wide range of loading scenarios and
relative densities, sets it apart from previous studies on TPMS shell-lattices. The shell
lattice’s properties are contrasted to those of the octet truss-lattice, revealing far superior
stiffness and strength but most of all, a more stable and more energy absorbing large-strain
response. Chapter 5 and 6 are concerned with the generality of these findings. Chapter 5
explores the influence of the topology (here, the node connectivity) on the mechanical
properties of the shell-lattice. It is shown that the BCC, FCC and SC shell-lattice all show
very large anisotropy, with different preferred orientations, which complicates their
comparison. However if average directional properties are considered, the structures
essentially have the same performance. Chapter 6 considers for a given node connectivity,
the influence of the (implicit) definition of the shell mid-surface on the properties of shell-
lattices. It is shown that the anisotropy, a major effect for the original configurations, can
be tailored without losing the overall mechanical performance, and that isotropic shell-
lattices can be found. To the author’s knowledge, these shell-lattices are, among open-cell

cellular structures, the best mechanically-performing isotropic topologies to date.
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2. Methods

Parts of this chapter are adapted from Bonatti and Mohr (2019a, 2019b).

2.1.8tructures of cubic symmetry

2.1.1 Primitive unit-cell, and fundamental domain

This thesis is concerned with the design and numerical mechanical characterization of
lattice-materials, i.e. of triply -periodic structures. Such structures are represented by a
combination of a motif and a lattice. The lattice is an arrangement of regularly spaced
discrete points at which the motif is repeated to recreate the lattice-material. The motif is
typically represented within a domain of a minimal volume called a primitive unit-cell (e.g.
Ashcroft and Mermin 1976). In practice the shape of primitive unit-cells can be complex,
and for simulation purposes it is easier to use a non-minimal unit-cell with larger volume

but simpler shape.

On top of being triply-periodic, the geometries considered in this thesis all have cubic,
that is to say octahedral symmetry (group Oh, see Kittel 1996). As such they have a
symmetry order of 48 when reflections are accounted for, meaning that a primitive cell can
be decomposed into 48 volumes that can be deduced from one another through a
combination of reflections and rotations (reference needed). Such a minimal volume is

called a fundamental domain.

The structures fall into either of the three possible categories of Bravais lattices with
cubic symmetry (Kittel 1996) simple-cubic (SC), body-centered cubic (BCC) or face-
centered cubic (FCC). While there are many ways to choose primitive unit-cells, the
Wigner-Seitz cell is a natural choice (e.g. Ashcroft and Mermin 1976). It is centered around
one node of the lattice and contains all the points of space closer to this node than to any
other lattice node. As such it corresponds to the Voronoi tessellation of the lattice. Unit-
cells with their decomposition (through symmetries) into fundamental domains are

presented in Figure 2.1 for the three cubic lattices.
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Figure 2.1 Views of a) SC b) BCC and c¢) FCC unit-cells decomposed by symmetry. Red
volumes represent the fundamental domain.

While the SC unit-cell is primitive, it is not the case for BCC and FCC structures: the
conventional unit-cell then contains respectively twice and four times the volume of one
primitive unit-cell. As a consequence the SC unit-cell contains 48 times, the BCC unit-cell
contains 96 times, and the FCC unit-cell contains 192 times the minimal information

needed to define the structure.

All structures considered herein take advantage of this simplification. The geometries
as well as their discretization (e.g. tessellation, solid-element or shell-element mesh) are
always defined on a fundamental domain, and the various models (including unit-cell

models) are obtained through a combination of copies, reflections and rotations.

2.1.2  Illustration in the case of FCC structures

Herein we take a closer look at the FCC lattice and its representations. There are
many geometric decompositions that can be useful when trying to explain and analyze the

behavior of metamaterials that belong in this category. They are presented in Figure 2.2:
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Figure 2.2: Selected decompositions of the FCC geometry. Blue spheres represent the nodes
of the lattice, yellow bars represent the links between closest-neighbor nodes. (a) cubic unit-
cell, (b) rhombic dodecahedral unit-cell, (¢) fundamental tetrahedron, (d) irregular
octahedron obtained by collecting all fundamental tetrahedra resting on a midpoint between
next-neighbor nodes, (e) cube obtained by collecting all fundamental tetrahedra resting on a
tetrahedral site of the lattice, (f) rhombic dodecahedron obtained by collecting all tetrahedra
resting on an octahedral site of the lattice.

The cubic unit-cell. Figure 2.2a presents a unit-cell of the FCC lattice with the
nodes shown in blue, and the line segments joining closest-neighbors shown in
yellow. Once the unit-cell of an FCC metamaterial is defined, the periodic
lattice is obtained by translations along the edges of the cubic unit-cell. The
cubic unit-cell contains four nodes of the FCC lattice (eight eighth-nodes at the

unit-cell corners, and six half-nodes on the unit-cell faces).

The rhombic dodecahedral unit-cell. The Wigner-Seitz cell of the FCC
lattice is the simplest volume allowing one to recreate an FCC metamaterial
through translations only. It takes the form of a rhombic dodecahedron centered
around a single node of the lattice (Fig. 2.2b). As such it is the smallest volume
containing all the geometric information necessary for computing the

homogenized mechanical behavior of periodic FCC metamaterials.
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e The fundamental tetrahedron. Taking into account the full set of FCC
symmetries (including rotations and mirror transformations in addition to
translations), a tetrahedron can be identified as the fundamental domain
defining a periodic FCC metamaterial (Fig. 2.2c). Figures 2.2a and 2.2b show
how the fundamental tetrahedron (shown in red) integrates into the cubic and
the rhombic dodecahedral unit-cells, respectively. In Fig. 2.2¢, the four vertices
of the fundamental tetrahedron are identified by letters. Vertex A is the only
vertex that is situated at a node of the FCC lattice. Vertex B is located at the
mid-point between two first neighbors of the FCC lattice, vertex C is situated
at an octahedral site and vertex D lies on a tetrahedral site of the FCC lattice.
Using Miller notations to describe the FCC lattice directions, we note that the
edges [AB] and [BC] are aligned with the [110] direction, [AC] and [BD] are
aligned with the [100] direction, and [AD] and [CD] are aligned with the
[111] direction. The full FCC metamaterial is then obtained as a collection of
copies of this fundamental tetrahedron, each of them translated, mirrored and

rotated into a particular configuration.

e Other useful substructures of the FCC lattice are obtained when considering all
fundamental tetrahedra around the vertices B, C and D. The collection of all
fundamental tetrahedra around the tetrahedral site D form a cube that features
eighth nodes at four of the eight cube corners (Fig. 2.2d). Different from the
cubic unit-cell described above, the entire FCC structure cannot be composed
through translations only when using the smaller cubic cell obtained from
collecting all fundamental tetrahedra around a tetrahedral sites of the FCC
lattice. Another rhombic dodecahedral unit-cell is formed by the collection of
all fundamental tetrahedra around vertex C (Fig. 2.2¢), while an octahedron is

formed by all fundamental tetrahedra around vertex B (Fig. 2.2f).

[llustrations of the resulting FCC metamaterials for different motifs included in the
fundamental tetrahedron are shown in Fig. 2.3. In the case of struts placed on the edges of
the tetrahedron, the widely-studied octet truss (FCC) lattice structure is obtained when

positioning a straight strut along the edge [AB] (Fig. 2.3a), or equivalently along edge [BC]
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(Fig. 2.3d), while a skeletal rhombic dodecahedron (RD) truss lattice is obtained by
selecting the opposing edges ([CD] and [AD], Fig. 2.3f and 2.3¢). A simple cubic structure
1s obtained when positioning a straight strut either along the edge [AC] (Fig. 2.3b) or edge
[BD] (Fig. 2.3e).

a)

Figure 2.3: Resulting FCC metamaterial architectures for different motifs included in the
fundamental tetrahedron: (a) edge AB — octet-truss, (b) edge AC — simple cubic truss, (c)
edge AD — rhombic dodecahedron truss, (d) edge BC — octet-truss, (e) edge BD — simple
cubic truss, (f) edge CD — rhombic dodecahedron truss, (g) surface A — rhombic
dodecahedral foam, (h) surface B — foam with irregular-octahedral cells, (i) surface C —
rhombic dodecahedral foam, (j) surface D — simple cubic foam.
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2.1.3 Elastic properties

The structures’ cubic symmetry imposes constraints on their elastic properties, which
are recapped in some details in what follows. The stiffness tensor € of cubic structures has
only three independent components C;,C,, C;3 . In an orthonormal coordinate system
aligned with the principal axes of symmetry (i.e. parallel to the edges of the cubic unit-

cell), the stress-strain relationship can be written as:

_211_ -Ell- —Cl CZ CZ 0 0 01
Sss| = |Ess ool o0 0 0
s, =ClE, ) Wit C=lg o o ¢ 0 o0 (2.1)
Tps E,s 0 0 0 0 C O
v lEs 0 0 0 0 0 Cs

where Z; jare the components of the macroscopic stress vector in the natural coordinate
system, E;; are the corresponding macroscopic strain tensor components, and € is a matrix

representation of the stiffness tensor. To express remarkable quantities it is preferable to

invert this relation and reason in terms of compliances:

E,s s S, S S, 0 0 0
Ess| |23 o= 1S S, s, 0 0 0
Eo|=S|za with =0 00 5 o o 2.2)
E,s T3 0 0 0 0 S; O
Exl 1555 0 0 0 0 0 S
Where:
C.+C C 1
S, = 1 2 S, = — 2 S;=— (2.3)

(C1—C)(2C, + Cy)’ (€, — C)(2C, + €)'’ T Cs

A direct consequence is that traditional measures of stiffness, such as the Young’s
modulus or the shear modulus, are direction dependent. Values for important directions,

for which Miller indices are used, are given below:
e Bulk modulus:
K=1/(3S,+6S;)=(C, +2C,) /3 2.4)
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e Young’s modulus:

(€, — C)(Cy + 267)

C,+C,

C.(CL+ C, + C3) — C?

CS(Cl - CZ)(ZCZ + Cl)
3C5(Cy + 2C,)

Al 1117*: E,.;; = 28 25.) = 2.7
ong [ ] 111 =3/ (81 + 28, + 253) 4C, + 2C, + C; (2.7)

|

Along [100]*: ElOO =1 /51 = (25)

—~ Along[110]: Ei10=2/(S1+S,+53) =2 (2.6)

e Shear modulus: with non-zero principal stresses along:

[110]/[110]*: Grr0/170 = 1/ (253) = C3 / 2 (2.8)

[100]/[010]*: G1o0/010 = 1/(28; — 2853) = (€, — C3)/2 (2.9

Where the quantities marked with * are extremal. For linear isotropic we have the

relationship:
3KE
= 2.10
G=5K—F (2.10)
Which provides the isotropy criterion:
§$1—=8,-5;=0 (2.11)

It can be rewritten in different manners to obtain different estimates.

S, + 28, + 25,
3 =1

S, —S,=5; or (2.12)

The community prefers to estimate the anisotropy of cubic structures using a quantity
called the Zener ratio, which corresponds to the ratio of extremal values of the shear

modulus:

‘= S1+ 52 Gi10/170

= 2.13
S5 Cioojore (2.13)
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Where isotropy corresponds to { = 1. However one could prefer using the equivalent

in terms of Young’s modulus:

Sy + 25, +255 _ Eygq
351 Ei1q

(2.14)

2.1.4 Other properties

Other properties of the structures than stiffness will in the general case be anisotropic
as well, and that even in the event that the elastic isotropy condition is met. However those
properties have to respect the cubic symmetry themselves. One interesting case is that of
uniaxial properties, such as tensile strength, or even energy absorption in uniaxial
compression along one given direction. If one considers a direction as a unit vector in 3D
space, one only has to evaluate such a property on a triangle drawn on the unit-sphere, with
vertices along one edge of the unit-cell (shorthand [100]), one face diagonal ([110]) and
one cube diagonal ([111]). The remaining directional properties can then be deduced from
symmetry. The directional dependency of the property can thus be fully described through

the use of an inverse pole figure.

2.2 Finite-element Analysis

The mechanical characterization of truss-lattices herein rests mainly on finite-element
analysis of the geometries. All finite-element simulations are performed using the

commercial software suite Abaqus.

2.2.1 Periodic micro-displacement boundary conditions

In order to describe the behavior of the various structures used herein, we wish to use
the vocabulary of continuum mechanics. However the structures are not themselves a
continuum as they are heterogeneous, composed of material and void. In this thesis we
only resort to a basic application of homogenization theory, for which only an intuitive
notion of “averaging” the structure’s behavior is needed. The structures considered here

are periodic and therefore have an intrinsic length-scale a, which is the side-length of the
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unit-cell. The intuitive assumption is that while the structures’ behavior remains stable, the
deformation field resulting from uniform far-field boundary conditions will respect the
periodicity of the lattice, and that no phenomena will develop on larger length-scales. As a
result the structure’s effective behavior can be deduced from simulations performed on just
one unit-cell, which is treated as a representative element volume. In the sequel, such

simulations are referred to as “unit-cell simulations”.

2.2.2 Implementation in Abaqus/Standard

Periodic micro-displacement boundary conditions are applied in the following manner.

With E denoting the macroscopic strain, the local displacement field u is decomposed as
u(x) =td(x) +u(x) =ug+ H.x + 1i(x) (2.15)

where the macroscopic displacement gradient H is equal to E up to a rotation, & =
uy + H. x is the macro-displacement that corresponds to the applied strain, and %(x) is a
micro-displacement. The unit-cell simulations assume that in the bulk of the material, we

have
W(x + alse;) = u(x) (2.16)

for all integers A; and all positions x. With a denoting the unit-cell length and e;
denoting the principal directions of the lattice, Eq. (10) ensures that the micro-displacement
field shares the periodicity of the lattice. The meshes are designed such that for each node
k lying on first face of the unit-cell there exists a node [ on the opposite face with normal
vector n, with the initial position vectors respecting the relations x; = x, + a - n. The

difference in displacements then reads:
u;(x) —ulxy) = ulxy + an) — u(xy) + t(x, + an) — U(x;) =aH.n (2.17)

The periodicity of micro-displacements is enforced by kinematically constraining the
difference in the displacements of paired nodes, and setting this difference as equal to the
displacement deduced from the macroscopic strain: w;, — u, = aH - n. Three dummy

nodes (one per pair of opposing faces of the unit-cell) whose degrees of freedom
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correspond to the components of the displacement gradient H. Kinematic constraints on
the dummy nodes are used to enforce the symmetry of this tensor and make it equal to the
macroscopic small strain tensor E. As a result, the forces applied to the dummy nodes
correspond to the components of the Piola stress tensor P. In practice, an additional layer
of dummy nodes, with their degrees of freedom kinematically linked to that of the initial
layer through linear equations corresponding to the associated rotation matrix, is used to

easily change the loading orientation.

2.2.3 Implementation in Abaqus/Explicit

The previous paragraph refers to the implementation of periodic boundary conditions
in the implicit solver Abaqus/Standard. However there are cases for which the use of an
explicit scheme is preferable: in the case of large models for which large amounts of
memory are needed, or for example in the presence of instabilities that provoke a rupture
of symmetry, which can lead to non-convergence of the implicit solution. Unfortunately
Abaqus/Explicit does not accept large numbers of inter-connected kinematic constraints in
the form introduced above, where all surface nodes are interconnected to just three dummy
nodes. To resolve this difficulty, a different dummy node is used for every pair of surface
nodes. This modification is made at a price, as the ability to control the Piola stress tensor
is lost. Such simulations therefore include no stress-free boundary conditions, and are

completely strain-led.

2.2.4 Multi-cell specimens

2.2.4.1 Motivation

As explained above, periodic micro-displacement boundary conditions are only
realistic if the structure’s response does not include features of larger length-scale than that

of the unit-cell. However this is an unrealistic assumption in a number of cases.

One of them involves uniaxial compression of structures of relative density sufficiently
low (typically p < 0.1), for which the stress response obtained through unit-cell

simulations will feature a local maximum followed by a phase of softening. Ultimately the
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geometry will be compressed enough for internal contact to be initiated and the unit-cell
will harden again when compaction occurs. In this case once again, localization will occur
in one plane of unit-cells. Once the unit-cells of this plane harden again, another plane
starts to localize. In practice the compaction of one plane changes the boundary conditions
on the neighboring planes and lowers the force necessary to compact them. What follows
in the case of a perfect geometry (and in simulations) is a compaction regime marked by a
first peak in stress, followed by lower peaks, revolving around a plateau value. In actual
experiments, defects in the specimens lead to an averaging-out of the response which
materializes by a stress plateau, much similar to the behavior observed on foams (e.g. Mohr
and Doyoyo 2004). Such behavior will be observed during experimental testing of low
relative density structures, see for example Fig. 3.15, where a p = 0.2 octet-truss develops
compaction zones in the form of shear bands, reflected in the associated stress-strain curves

by stress oscillations around a stress plateau.

This behavior, including the level of the stress plateau, cannot be captured by unit-cell
simulations which typically have only one layer (and thus only the first peak). To remedy
this, larger samples consisting in stacks of several unit-cells are used. Multi-cell
simulations are typically realized using Abaqus/Explicit, because of both the large number
of elements and the prevalence of contact. Figure 2.4 presents an example for an octet-truss
with p = 0.1, comparing the results of a unit-cell simulation under uniaxial compression
and a multi-cell simulation consisting in a cubic block of three unit-cells in side under
compression between two platens. While the two simulations agree up to the observed first
peak in stress, the unit-cell shows strain-softening up to the maximum investigated
engineering strain of 0.6. The multi-cell simulation shows multiple peaks corresponding to
the successive crushing of the different layers. It is interesting to note the local minima
observed do not correspond to the minimum post-peak stress observed for the unit-cell,

highlighting the necessity of such an approach.
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Figure 2.4: Numerical results of the uniaxial compression along [100] of an octet-truss of
relative density 10%. a) Comparison of stress-strain curves obtained with unit-cell, and
multi-cell simulations. b) Deformation pattern and partial equivalent plastic strain
distribution on a multi-cell simulation at engineering strain 0.3. ¢) Deformation pattern and
equivalent plastic strain distribution on a unit-cell simulation at engineering strain 0.3.

2.2.4.2 Oriented multi-cell specimens

To evaluate the large strain response of the metamaterial structures along these three
directions, we consider three distinct multi-cell specimens that feature the same shell
structure, but with different lattice orientations with respect to the specimen edges (and
hence the directions of loading). They are generated from three different parallelepipedic

unit-cells whose face normals are given by the following sets of orthonormal vectors.
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e The [100]-unit cell is the regular unit-cell:

Y

e For the [110] unit-cell:

1 ~1 0
Bi10 = {H/x/i,[ 1 ]/\/E,H} (2.19)
0 0 1

e And for the [111] unit-cell:

1 1 1
B = {H/\E, [—1]/\/5,[ 1 ]/\/E} (2.20)
1 0 -2

By selecting proper edge-lengths, namely (v2,v/2,1) for the [110] unit-cell, and
(v/3,v2,V6) for the [111] unit-cell the components of the edge vectors have integer
coordinates and the resulting bricks respect the periodicity of the lattice. The three oriented
unit-cells for three selected structures are depicted in Fig. 2.5. While this approach is more
precise than unit-cell simulations, it is also much more costly both computation-wise and

requires much more complex modeling to obtain the structure’s mesh.

2.2.5 Summary

The quasi-static mechanical behavior of periodic cubic structures is investigated
through means of finite element simulations. The methodology is tailored towards metallic
structures. Unit-cell simulations with periodic boundary conditions are used to obtain both
the elastic properties and an estimate of the yield surface of the metamaterial. Large-strain
behavior is estimated either through similar unit-cell simulations, or using multi-cell
models for which no periodic boundary conditions are used. The multi-cell specimens can

be cut with different angles to investigate the metamaterial’s anisotropy.
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Figure 2.5: View of oriented unit-cells for three types of cell-lattices.

2.3.Experimental methods

All specimens used herein were manufactured using out of a 316L stainless steel
powder (CL 20ES, ConceptLaser), with a particle size distribution in the range 20 — 50um
on a commercial Selective Laser Melting (SLM) machine (ConceptLaser M2). Attempts
were made to fabricate specimens using stereolithography (SLA). The manufacturing
process involved a post-build curing step involving UV light. Due to the intricacy of the
shell specimens this resulted in uneven curing. This suggests that heat-based post-build
steps, or even single-step methods, would be better adapted to the manufacturing of shell-

lattice geometries.

Specimens usually consist in cubic or nearly-cubic blocks containing several unit-cells
of the metamaterial at hand. Those are tested in compression between two rigid platens.

Further details are given in each relevant paragraph.
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2.3.1 Material behavior

2.3.1.1 Material model

An elastoplastic model is with a simple von Mises yield criterion and isotropic
hardening is chosen to model the additively-manufactured 316L stainless steel. We choose
a Young’s modulus of E = 200 GPa, a Poisson’s ratio of v = 0.3, and a Swift hardening

law:
ks(8P) = A- (5, +&)" 2.21)

with the Swift parameters A = 842.5 MPa, &, = 0.036 and n = 0.176. These values are
chosen based on information provided on the material datasheet for the selected powder,
available on Concept Laser’s website, specifically at the time of this thesis’ writing, at this

address:

https://www.concept-laser.de/fileadmin//user upload/Datasheet CL. 20ES.pdf

For the present constituent material and corresponding to a standard uniaxial tension
test, the data sheet indicated in October 2016 a yield strength of 470MPa, an ultimate
strength of 570MPa and a ductility of 0.15. The corresponding stress-strain curve is
provided in Figure 2.6a. Fracture events are neglected in all simulations — and were not

observed experimentally with this constituent material.

It should be noted that updates of the above-mentioned datasheet appeared during the
completion of this work, including variations on the above-mentioned numbers. As of
October 2018, it reads for the yield stress, 374MPa in the building direction, 650MPa for
the ultimate stress and a corresponding elongation of 65%. For the sake of consistency of
this thesis the updated values have been ignored herein, and the same stress-strain curve is
used in all corresponding simulations. As a consequence numerical results can be compared
from one study to another. Experimental curves showed in this thesis are always obtained
from specimens printed within the same machine cycle (in the case of large experimental
studies, e.g. Part 5, two consecutive cycles with one repeat of each specimen geometry per

cycle).
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2.3.2 Experimental validation on a honeycomb-like specimen

In order to gain insight into the stress-strain response of the as-manufactured cell wall
material, uniaxial compression experiments are performed. Given that the material
properties of additively manufactured materials usually depend on the wall thickness, a
2D-cellular structure with prismatic cells of triangular section (triangular honeycomb) with
the same wall thickness t,, = 400um as that of the manufactured shell-lattice specimens
is employed (instead of manufacturing cylindrical compression specimens). Note that
despite the complex sample geometry, the stress-state for compression between two flat
loading platens is expected to be uniaxial compression in all cell walls. A relative density
of 67% is selected to guarantee a high structural stability of the honeycomb specimen for
compressive strains of up to 0.2. Preliminary simulations suggested that lower density
specimens would respond by cell buckling at lower strains. The resulting honeycomb
specimen (Fig. 2.6b) features a truss length of 1.64mm. The specimen comprises 13 X 8
triangles for total in-plane dimensions of 11.94mm X 11.76mm, and measures 10mm in
height. For comparison purposes, we also extract standard tensile specimens from 1.5mm
thick, cold-wrought and annealed, stainless steel 316L sheets (AISI 316L Finish 2B,
provided by Aperam, France). The tension experiments with optical strain measurements

are performed on a universal testing machine at a strain rate of 1073571,

The honeycomb specimen is tested on a hydraulic universal testing machine (Instron,
model 8801), and one face of the specimen is monitored using a high-resolution digital
camera (4240 X 2824 pixels, Model GS3-U3-120S6M-C, PointGrey). Macroscopic
engineering strains are estimated through digital image correlation using software Vic-2D
(Correlated solutions), by relying on the natural contrast of the specimen face. Based on
the measured force history F(t) and the logarithmic axial strain &, (determined through

surface DIC), the true axial stress in the cell wall material is computed,

F
=— 22
%= 5a exp(&q) (2.22)

with the initial macroscopic cross-sectional area A, and the relative density p. The

identified stress-strain curve is shown by solid dots in Fig. 2.6a. It is in reasonable
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agreement with the red stress-strain curve that has been derived from the manufacturer-
provided data and used in all numerical simulations. The blue curve in Fig. 2.6a depicts the
true strain-strain curve obtained from testihg the specimens extracted from 1.5mm thick
stainless steel 316L sheets. The particular feature of the additively-manufactured stainless
steel 316L is that it displays a significantly higher yield point than conventional sheets with
the same alloy composition. This yield strength advantage vanishes as the material is
deformed. Due to the lower hardening of the additively-manufactured material, the two
stress-strain curves (black dots and blue curve) cross at a true strain of about 0.2. The
observed superior strength/ductility trade-off is in line with the results from previous
studies on additively-manufactured stainless steel (e.g. Hanzl et al. (2014), Suryawanshi et
al. (2017), Wang et al. (2018)). It is worth noting that this contrasts with other materials
manufactured via SLM, for which the additively manufactured material typically compares

unfavorably with conventionally manufactured alternatives (e.g. Mower et al. 2016).

2.3.3 Microscopic analysis

Single unit-cell specimens of an FCC shell-lattice with p = 0.3 and t,, = 400um are
manufactured for microscopic analysis. The specimens are embedded in a conductive resin,
grinded and polished. Electron Back-Scattered Diffraction (EBSD) analysis is performed
with a step size of 0.5um in the central part of a cell wall’s cross-section. A microscopy
specimen is prepared as well from the conventionally manufactured stainless-steel sheet-
metal mentioned in the above paragraph. A single unit-cell honeycomb specimen is

similarly embedded and polished and to check for internal porosity and surface roughness.

EBSD analysis is performed to gain further insight into the difference between
additively-manufactured and rolled stainless steel. The inverse pole figure for a cell wall
region of about 300 x 900 um? (Figs. 2.6c, 2.6d) shows a highly heterogeneous
microstructure with large variations in grain size (ranging from smaller than 1um to more
than 100um) and grain aspect ratios (ranging from 1 to greater than 10). The corresponding
inverse pole figure for the sheet material (Fig. 2.6e) is very different: a uniform
microstructure is observed with predominantly equi-axed grains with grain sizes in the

range of 5 to 30um. As discussed by Suryawanshi et al. (2017), the refinement of
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additively-manufactured microstructures due to the high cooling rates during
manufacturing is one source of strengthening. However, when comparing the
microstructures shown in Figs. 2.6d and 2.6e, refined grains are only seen in small regions.
The strengthening can thus not be exclusively attributed to a Hall-Petch effect associated
with the EBSD-identified grain sizes. Microstructures with highly unconventional grain
shapes and sizes spanning several orders of magnitude have also been observed in
additively-manufactured stainless steels by Wang et al. (2018). They argued that solute
strengthening and low-angle grain boundaries contribute to the increased yield strength in
additively-manufactured stainless steel 316L. Furthermore, they emphasize the potential
of strengthening in additively-manufactured stainless steel due to subgrain level structures

such as solidification cells.

The microscopic images also show the surface roughness of the additively-
manufactured specimens. It is characterized by irregular creases of a depth of about SOum
(Fig. 2.6¢), which corresponds to the particle size of the powder. The surface roughness is
partly due to a balling effect, with powder particles attached to the cell wall edges. Defects
in the form of porosity are also visible on the polished cross-section of the honeycomb

specimen (Fig. 2.6f).
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Figure 2.6: a) Experimentally-measured stress-strain curves for additively- and
conventionally-manufactured stainless steel 316; b) view of a triangular honeycomb
specimen, c) view of the cell-wall of a shell-lattice specimen, d) inverse pole figure obtained
through EBSD analysis on a cell wall of an additively-manufactured shell-lattice specimen,
and e) for a conventionally-manufactured 316L stainless steel sheet; f) micrograph of a
polished section of single-cell triangular honeycomb specimen showing important surface
roughness and internal porosity.
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3. Compared analysis of several FCC metamaterials

This chapter is adapted from Bonatti and Mohr (2017).

In the present chapter, we explore the mechanical behavior of cellular solids with Face-
Centered Cubic (FCC) symmetry. In particular, we consider the octet truss lattice with solid
and hollow trusses, hollow sphere assemblies and hybrid truss-sphere structures. The large
deformation hydrostatic and confined compression responses of these mesostructures is
analyzed for relative densities ranging from 0.2 to 0.6, and for high and low strain
hardening base materials. Uniaxial compression experiments are performed on porous
stainless steel 3161 mesostructures to validate our non-linear finite element models and to
demonstrate the superior weight specific energy absorption capabilities of continuous shell

mesostructures over the conventional octet truss lattice at 20% relative density.

When discussing the mechanical response of a metamaterial, it is useful to distinguish
among three length scales: (1) the macroscopic level, where the porous material is
considered as a homogeneous solid, (2) the mesoscopic level, where the porous material is
considered as a two phase material composed of a mesostructure made from a homogenous
solid base material and a fluid phase (pores), and (3) the microstructural level, where
heterogeneities (e.g. polycrystalline grain structure or microporosity) within the base
material are considered. In this chapter a particular attention is given to the macroscopic
features of the deformation (whether it is homogeneous or displays strain localization) as
well as mesoscopic details that reveal insights into the potential weak points of the

structures.

3. 1.Structures considered

3.1.1 Material used in the experiments

All specimens tested are made from stainless steel 3161 powder using Selective Laser
Melting (SLM). As shown by Tancogne-Dejean et al. (2016), substantial base material
property gradients may prevail within SLM made structures due to locally different

temperature histories. As a first approximation, it is expected that the average base material
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response in the experiments is similar to the HH material behavior assumed in the

simulations.

An attempt has also been made to manufacture polymer specimens through
stereolithography (SLA). However we abandoned this approach due to the high number of
support structures required to stabilize numerous over-hanging surfaces during the

manufacturing process.

3.1.2 Material models considered in the computational analysis

The mechanical stability of plastically-deforming structures is strongly affected by the
strain hardening of the base material after first yield. We anticipate that a higher strain
hardening capacity of the base material will favorably affect the stability of the
mesostructures considered. We therefore carry out all our simulations for two distinct base
materials that represent two rather extreme cases (among engineering materials) of high

strain hardening and low strain hardening (nearly perfectly plastic) at small and moderate

strains,
a 800 : . : : b 160
7001 140 b
" 600} =120}
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Figure 3.1: Stress-strain responses used in numerical simulations for a) the high strain
hardening constituent material corresponding to 316L stainless steel b) the low strain
hardening constituent material corresponding to Accura Xtreme, a glassy polymer used in
stereolithography.
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1. High strain Hardening (HH) base material: the assumed uniaxial stress-strain
response for the HH material is shown in Fig. 3.1a. The relationship between the
von Mises equivalent stress & and the work-conjugate equivalent plastic strain &P

is described through the Swift law presented in Chapter 2.

2. Low strain Hardening (LH) base material: the uniaxial stress-strain response for
the LH material is represented through a piecewise-linear, monotonically
increasing function (Fig. 3.1b), while its elastic response is described through the
constants £ = 2GPa and v = 0.3. The assumed response has been adapted from

experiments on a PE-like polymer which is used for stereolithography.

Both the HH and LH materials are modeled using the standard finite strain plasticity
model of the Abaqus material library (Simulia, 2015), which assumes a von Mises yield

function, associated plastic flow and isotopic strain hardening.

3.1.3 Metamaterial architectures

We limit our attention to four mesostructures of FCC symmetry. The fundamental

domain of the FCC geometries is a tetrahedron T,

x=0

z=>20
T =1(xy,72) € R3/ oy : 3.1)

V2x +V2y+2z2=0

with L denoting the closest neighbor distance in the FCC lattice. In particular, we

investigate the mechanical behavior of the following FCC mesostructures:

1. Solid Octet Truss (SOT) lattice: The SOT is obtained by connecting the closest
neighbors in an FCC lattice through cylindrical solid struts (Fig. 3.2a). As
shown by Deshpande et al. (2001b), the relative density p, i.e. the ratio of the

density of the porous solid and the solid base material, is controlled by the strut

diameter-to-length ratio D/ L,

3

b= 25(2) (2
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where the cubic correction coefficient C =13.6 has been identified by

Tancogne-Dejean et al. (2016) from fitting Eq. (3) to CAD calculations.

2. Hollow Sphere Assembly (HSA): this configuration is obtained by placing
hollow spheres at the vertices of the FCC lattice (Fig. 3.2b). The outer diameter
of the spheres is equal to the closest neighbor distance L. The relative density
of the HSA material is then controlled by the sphere wall thickness-to-diameter
ratio ¢/ L. In our simulations and experiments, hollow cylindrical joints are
included between adjacent spheres, with outer diameter L/5 and of wall
thickness ¢. These joints ensure the cohesion of the assembly while being
compatible with the use of powder-bed and liquid-bath additive manufacturing
techniques (as the non-molten material inside the spheres can still be extracted
through these joints). Neglecting the mass contribution of the joints between

adjacent spheres, the theoretical estimate of the relative density reads

=75 (2(0)-4() +30) 33
Pusa = 2 L L 3\ .
A derivation for equation (1.3) is provided in Appendix 1. In addition to these two extreme

cases of solid struts and hollow spheres, we consider two intermediate configurations:

3. Hollow Octet Truss (HOT) lattice: when substituting the solid struts of the SOT
by hollow struts, the HOT configuration is obtained (Fig. 3.2c¢). In addition to
the D/ L ratio, the relative density of the HOT lattice depends on the inner-

to-outer strut diameter ratio d/ D,

=D (1-(5) )-136@) (1-()) 09
Pror = S\T D O\L D ‘
Equation (3.4) is readily obtained when subtracting an SOT of strut diameter

d from an SOT of strut diameter D.

4. Hybrid Truss-Sphere (HTS) assembly: Hollow spheres are placed at the
vertices of the FCC lattice and connected by hollow struts (Fig. 3.2d). The
relative density of the HTS is then controlled by four ratios: (i) the normalized

strut outer diameter d,,; / L, (ii) the strut inner to outer diameter ratio d;,, /
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dout, (ii1) the normalized sphere outer diameter D,,,,; / L, and (iv) the sphere
thickness to the strut thickness ratio tspy / tstr = (Dout — Din) / (Aour —
d;). For the particular case of D;, /L = 2/3, dip/doye = 1 / V2 and tgpy, =
tstr = t, the theoretical estimate of the relative density reads

2 3

t t t
s - - - hd 35
Purs ~ 1.975 ( L) +57.7 ( L) 4469 (L) (3.5)

when neglecting terms of higher order in #/L.

A solid sphere-based assembly is not considered due to its high relative density

(p=m/ 32 = 0.74). It is worth noting that the SOT features a single continuous porous

phase while all other architectures (HSA, HOT and HTS) each feature two separate porous

phases.
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Figure 3.2. Composition of metamaterial architectures: (a) solid octet truss, (b) hybrid sphere
assembly, (c) hollow octet truss, and (d) hybrid truss sphere assembly.
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3.2. Finite element analysis

Three basic types of simulations are performed to investigate the mechanical behavior

of porous solids:

(1) Estimation of the macroscopic elastic moduli: Implicit small-strain analysis of the
unit cell subject to uniaxial tension, hydrostatic tension and pure shear loading (using

Abaqus/Standard solver);

(2) Determination of the large strain response: Explicit finite-strain analysis of the unit

cell subject to hydrostatic and confined compression (using Abaqus/Explicit solver);

(3) Determination of specific energy absorption: Explicit finite-strain analysis of cubic
specimens comprised of 27 wunit cells subject to uniaxial compression (using

Abaqus/Explicit solver);

3.2.1 Unit-cell models

An automated meshing scheme has been developed to generate solid element meshes
of the respective FCC unit cells. Starting from a mesh of the primitive cell (Fig. 3.3), the
full unit-cell mesh is generated through a series of mirror operations (see Fig. 3.2 or

paragraph 2.2 for details):

e SOT unit cell meshes are created for three relative densities, p = 0.2, 0.4, 0.6.
The SOT meshes feature three first-order elements along the radial strut
direction. Maintaining an element aspect ratio close to one, the respective total

number of elements per unit cell are 57.600, 37,440 and 28,800.

e HSA unit cell meshes are created for three relative densities, p = 0.2,0.4,0.6.
The HSA meshes feature eight first-order elements along the sphere thickness
direction. Maintaining an element aspect ratio close to one, the respective total

number of elements per unit cell are 276,864, 104,256 and 66,240.

e HOT and HTS unit cell meshes are created for a relative density of p =0.2

only. A minimum of three elements through thickness is used in the respective
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meshes. For element aspect ratios close to unity, this results in a total number

of elements per unit cell of 165,888 and 266,304, respectively.
Implicit analyses are performed to compute the macroscopic elasticity constants. To
estimate the macroscopic Young’s modulus E, the shear modulus G and the bulk
modulus X , three distinct sets of boundary conditions are applied. With {el,ez,e3}

defining a Cartesian coordinate frame that is aligned with the unit cell edges, the respective

boundary conditions read

{FH =l+g_,

Uniaxial tension: .. (3.2)
=0V (0, /)#(1]D)

Simple shear: F,=¢_,¢€ e, (3.3)
Hydrostatic: F, :g'T“a"(e] Re, +e,RQe, +e,Qe;) (3.4)

In the explicit finite-strain simulations, we define self-contact with a friction
coefficient of 0.2 within the unit cells. The gradient F,; is also applied to determine the

large deformation response under hydrostatic compression, while the macroscopic

deformation gradient
F..=-¢,¢ Qe (3.5)

is applied to assess the material response to confined compression. In the large deformation
simulations, £, is chosen such that about half of the unit cell porosity is absorbed at the

end of the simulation. Mass scaling is used to solve the quasi-static boundary value
problems with about 200,000 stable explicit time steps. The reported macroscopic stresses
are computed from the work-conjugate forces at the master nodes. Note that we always

report true strains and stresses when showing unit cell simulation results.
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Figure 3.3: Details of the building blocks of the meshes used to discretize the geometries. Each
unit-cell model consists in 96 rotated and translated copies of the shown details, combined
with 96 copies of its mirror mesh. a) SOT b) HSA ¢) HOT d) HTS.

3.2.2 Uniaxial compression specimens

As explained in Paragraph 2.2, the periodic boundary conditions imposed onto the unit
cell models are potentially confining as far as the localization under uniaxial compression
is concerned. We therefore generated uniaxial compression specimens comprising multiple
unit cells. With regards to the limitations of the high performance computing infrastructure,

cubic specimens comprised of 3 x 3 x 3 =27 unit cells are generated based on the unit cell
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meshes for a relative density of p =0.2. Note that the largest specimen model included

about 7.5 million solid elements. The virtual specimen is placed between two parallel flat
surfaces (analytical rigid surface). A friction coefficient of 0.2 is assumed between the
specimen and the rigid surfaces. The lower surface is kept stationary, while the upper
surface is moved downward at a constant velocity. Using automatic mass scaling, the base
material density is adjusted such that a maximum macroscopic compressive engineering
strain of 0.6 is reached after about 500,000 time steps. As in the explicit unit cell
simulations, self-contact with a friction coefficient of 0.2 is defined within the cellular

structures.

3.2.3 Simulation results

3.2.3.1 Elastic moduli

Recall that we created models of different relative densities for the SOT and HSA
configurations only. Consequently, the relative modulus versus relative density plots are
only provided for these two materials (Figs 3.4a to 3.4c). It is worth noting that the curves
are not in hierarchical order. For example, the Young’s modulus of the SOT is lower than
that of the HSA material at low relative densities, while the shear and bulk moduli of the
SOT are always higher irrespective of the relative density. The differences are most
pronounced at a relative density of 0.6, where the SOT shear and bulk moduli are about
60% higher. The comparison of the moduli of all four mesostructures (Fig. 3.4d) at a
relative density of shows that the HTS structure exhibits the highest Young’s and bulk
moduli, while its shear modulus is 30% lower than that of the shear stiffest material (SOT).
Overall, the HOT architecture exhibits the lowest elastic properties, in particular its shear
modulus is 40% lower than that of the SOT. The widest spread in moduli among different
structures is observed for hydrostatic loading. Here, the bulk modulus of the HSA is only

half that of the HT'S material.
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Figure 3.4: Comparison of the computed macroscopic elastic properties: (a) Relative Young’s
modulus, (b) relative shear modulus, and (c) relative bulk modulus of the Solid Octet Truss
(SOT) and the Hollow Sphere Assembly (HSA) as a function of the relative density. Each
open symbol highlights a simulation result, while the dashed lines indicate the trends. (d)
Comparison of the moduli for all four metamaterial architectures at a relative density of 0.2.

3.2.3.2 Large strain response to hydrostatic compression

Simulations are performed for all four mesostructures {SOT, HSA, HOT, HTS} for a

relative density of p = 0.2, while the mechanical response of the first two structures is also

analyzed forp = 0.4 and p = 0.6. The simulations are stopped when the initial porous

volume is reduced by 50%. In the sequel, we discuss selected simulation results in detail.
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Solid Octet Truss (SOT) lattice: Figures 3.5a and 3.5b show the computed

macroscopic pressure versus volumetric strain relationships for the high strain

hardening (HH) and low strain hardening (LH) base materials, respectively. In

addition, selected contour plots of the equivalent plastic strain distribution at

the mesostructural level are shown. The hydrostatic loading condition at the



macroscopic level puts all struts under uniaxial compression. The stress state
within the ‘nodes’, i.e. the joints connecting 12 struts, is almost perfect
hydrostatic compression as long as the struts are straight. The plastic
deformation is therefore confined to the struts as the von Mises base material
does not deform plastically in the regions of locally hydrostatic stress states.
For small strut length to diameter ratios (e.g. Figs. 3.5¢ and 3.5d), the struts
remain straight even at large plastic strains. Slender struts buckle plastically
(e.g. Figs. 3.5¢ and 3.5f). As a result, plastic hinges form within the struts and
the nodes undergo a rigid body rotation (so-called ‘twist mode’, see Tancogne-
Dejean et al. (2016)). The pressure versus volumetric strain curves are
monotonically increasing for ‘stable’ mesostructures, while it exhibits a more
or less pronounced peak for ‘unstable’ mesostructures that respond through
strut buckling. The stability of the mesostructure is not only a function of the
relative density; it also depends on the strain hardening capacity of the base
material. For example, at a relative density of g = 0.4, the computed response
of the SOT made from the HH material is still stable (Fig. 3.5d), while that
made from the LH material is unstable (Fig. 3.5¢).
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Figure 3.5: Solid Octet Truss (SOT) subject to hydrostatic compression: Stress-strain
response for the (a) high, and (b) low strain hardening base material. (c)-(f) selected deformed
configurations with equivalent plastic strain contour; the macroscopic stress and strain
corresponding to each subplot have been highlighted by an open dot in (a) and (b).
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Hollow Sphere Assembly (HSA): Figure 3.6 summarizes the simulation results
for the HSA. All macroscopic pressure-strain curves exhibit a low and a high
strain hardening phase. In the low hardening phase, the geometry of the
mesostructure changes dramatically. The hollow spheres are progressively
transformed into a hollow dodecahedron (Fig. 3.6f). In the two-dimensional
section views shown in Figs. 3.6¢ to 3.6e, this mesostructural evolution
corresponds to the transformation of a circular central pore to a square pore.
The contact area between two neighboring spheres increases throughout this
bending-dominated transformation. Once all spheres surfaces are in contact,
the high hardening phase sets in. For the g = 0.2 (p = 0.6) structures, this
change occurs at a volumetric strain of about 0.23 (0.11). As compared to the
SOT material, the response of the HSA is initially much softer, but it quickly
exceeds the macroscopic deformation resistance of the SOT as soon as the high

hardening phase sets in.

Hollow Octet Truss (HOT) lattice: As compared to the SOT, the strut cross
sections of the HOT lattices have a significantly higher moment of inertia for
the same relative density. As a result, we did not observe any buckling when
subjecting the HOT unit cells to hydrostatic loading. The macroscopic pressure
versus volumetric strain curves for all HOT lattices (high and low strain
hardening base materials) are monotonically increasing for a relative density
of p = 0.2 (Figs. 3.7a and 3.7b). As opposed to the highly pressure-resistant
solid nodes of the SOT, the hollow nodes of the HOT mesostructure are weak.
Plastic deformation initiates early at the nodes. As a consequence, the
macroscopic pressure resistance of the HOT material is even lower than that
of'the SOT material at small volumetric strains (Figs. 3.7a and 3.7b). However,
due to its positive strain hardening at the macroscopic level, it can carry higher

pressures than the unstable SOT lattice of the same weight at large strains.
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Figure 3.6: Hollow Sphere Assembly (HSA) subject to hydrostatic compression: Stress-strain
response for the (a) high, and (b) low strain hardening base material. (c)-(f) selected deformed
configurations with equivalent plastic strain contour; the macroscopic stress and strain
corresponding to each subplot have been highlighted by an open dot in (a) and (b). (f)
presents the view of an individual sphere.
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Hybrid hollow Truss-Sphere Assembly (HTS): The HTS material architecture
is very similar to that of the HOT material. The main modification is an
increase of the size of the nodes, which leads to both an overall reduction in
surface area (and corresponding increase in wall thickness) and a reduction of
the angle sharpness. The former explains this structure’s higher elastic
properties (Fig. 3.4d), while the smoother node geometry reduces plastic strain
concentration at the nodes, providing a significantly higher pressure resistance
at small volumetric strains (for a same relative density of p = 0.2). The large
deformation response of the HTS mesostructure remains stable irrespective of
the strain hardening capacity of the base material (Figs. 3.7¢ and 3.7f) which

results in a monotonically increasing macroscopic pressure-strain response.

3.2.3.3 Large strain response to confined compression

The hydrostatic loading condition is special in the sense that the struts of octet trusses

(SOT and HOT) are all subject to axial compression only. In other words, the mechanical

loading includes the symmetries of the mesostructures. We therefore repeated our

simulations for confined compression, i.e. a loading condition where the material is

compressed along a first direction while the macroscopic deformation must be zero along

the other two orthogonal directions. Despite the change in the loading condition, most of

the previously reported deformation mechanisms for hydrostatic compression are also

observed for confined compression. However, the following differences are worth noting:

60

Solid Octet Truss (SOT): for all relative densities and base materials
considered, the nodes of the SOT deform elastically only and do not contribute
to the plastic dissipation (Fig. 3.8). In the case of the high density structure
(p = 0.6), the sturdy struts are primarily sheared (Fig. 3.8c). For lower relative
densities, the increased strut slenderness shifts the strut deformation mode
from shear-dominated (Figs. 3.8c and 3.8d) to bending-dominated (Figs. 3.8¢
and 3.8f). Due to the evolution of the mesostructural geometry (strut rotation
with respect to the loading direction), the overall load carrying capacity is

reduced. Base material strain hardening can partially compensate for this



geometric softening. The HH-SOT therefore still exhibits macroscopically
positive strain hardening, while the LH-SOT material is already at the limit to
macroscopic softening. The latter is observed for both base materials at a
relative density of p = 0.2. The LH-SOT responds in a twist-mode, while the
bending deformation localizes in one half of the unit cell for the HH-SOT.

Hollow Sphere Assembly (HSA): As for the hydrostatic loading, the
macroscopic stress-strain response of the HSA material is characterized
through two positive hardening phases that are related to the initial growth of
contact area between neighboring spheres (Figs. 3.9a and 3.9b). As illustrated
in Fig. 3.9e, the shape of the spheres still transforms towards a dodecahedron,
but with non-congruent faces due to the deviatoric loading. The plastic

deformation is highly localized in the vicinity of the joints between spheres.

Hollow Octet Truss (HOT): The high second moment of the hollow cross-
sections is also advantageous under confined compression, while the hollow
nodes are flattened (Figs. 3.10c and 3.10d). At the macroscopic level, all HOT

structures exhibit a positive strain hardening response (Figs. 3.10a and 3.10b).

Hybrid Truss-Sphere Assembly (HTS): Its deformation response is very similar
to that of the HOT material except that the flattening of the nodes is less
pronounced while the node walls respond by bending (Figs. 3.10e and 3.10f).
At the macroscopic level, the HTS exhibits positive strain hardening for all
densities and base materials considered. It is also the strongest up to an axial
strain of about -0.2, beyond which the HOT reaches similar strength, while the
hardened HSA material surpasses both for axial compressive strains greater

than about 0.3.
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Figure 3.8: Solid Octet Truss (SOT) subject to confined compression: Stress-strain response
for the (a) high, and (b) low strain hardening base material. (c)-(f) selected deformed
configurations with equivalent plastic strain contour; the macroscopic stress and strain
corresponding to each subplot have been highlighted by an open dot in (a) and (b).
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3.2.3.4 Large strain response to uniaxial compression

The uniaxial compression simulations are performed to estimate the specific energy
absorption capacity of the porous materials. To account for possible far field buckling

instabilities, these simulations are performed using cubic virtual specimens composed of

3%3%3 ynit cells (close to limit of computational feasibility). Figure 3.11 summarizes the
results for uniaxial compression for all materials. The results are reported in terms of the
average axial engineering stress and strain. Except for the SOT materials, all other
materials exhibit a monotonically increasing engineering stress-strain response under
uniaxial compression. Due to the possible lack of macroscopic homogeneity of the
deformation fields in the compression specimens, the reported axial strains must be

interpreted as average strains or normalized axial displacements.

The oscillations in the stress-strain curve for the SOT material are characteristic for
cellular materials such as metallic foams that exhibit true strain softening followed by
important hardening during densification. The instability related to the force peak causes
the localization of deformation in narrow bands. The width of the localization bands
equates to the height of a single unit cell. The equivalent plastic strain contour plots
extracted from simulations confirm this mesostructural deformation mechanism (Fig.
3.11c). The other mesostructures remain stable under uniaxial compression. The
deformation is therefore unifdrmly distributed at the macroscopic level. For example, the
contour plot of the equivalent plastic strain for the HOT material (Fig. 3.11d) is periodic at
the mesoscopic level which corresponds to a homogeneous field at the macroscopic level.
The advantage of the HTS over the HOT at small strains is less pronounced under uniaxial
compression than for hydrostatic compression. For the HH material at 5% engineering
strain, the HTS macroscopic deformation resistance is only 15% higher than that of the
HOT (20% for LH, Fig. 3.11), against 20% (30% for LLH) for confined compression (Fig.
3.10a) and 40% (60% for LH) for hydrostatic compression.
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Figure 3.8: Solid Octet Truss (SOT) subject to confined compression: Stress-strain response
for the (a) high, and (b) low strain hardening base material. (c)-(f) selected deformed
configurations with equivalent plastic strain contour; the macroscopic stress and strain
corresponding to each subplot have been highlighted by an open dot in (a) and (b).
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The specific energy absorption is defined as the ratio of the mechanical work

performed under uniaxial compression up to an engineering strain of -0.5 and the mass,

1 0.5
‘P=—J ode
pJo

We find Wy, = 10.6,14.5,15.1, and 16.3] / g for the SOT, HSA, HOT and HTS
materials made from the high strain hardening steel alloy. For the low strain hardening
polymer, the corresponding values are ¥, ; = 6.15,8.8,9.5, and 9.3 ] / g for the respective

meta-materials.

3.3.Experiments

The main purpose of the experiments is to support the conclusions drawn from our
computational study. Instead of using experiments as a primary means to investigate the
deformation response of additively-manufactured metamaterials, the experiments are just

performed here to validate the main qualitative features.

3.3.1 Specimens

Cubic compression specimens are manufactured for all four material architectures for
a target relative density of p = 0.2. All cubic specimens are composed of 5 X 5 X 5 unit
cells. The specimen edge length is 47.1mm which corresponds to a unit cell edge length
of 9.43mm, and an inter-nodal distance of 6.67mm. Characteristic geometric features of

the meso-structures are as follows:
e strut diameter D = 1.3mm for the SOT material,
e sphere wall thickness t = 340um for the HSA material,

e outer and inner strut diameters D = 2.17mm and d = 1.53mm for the HOT

material (i.e. a wall thickness of t = 320um),

e wall thickness t = 350um, sphere outer diameter 5.15mm, and an outer strut

diameter of D = 2.39 mm for the HTS material.
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Figure 3.12: Stainless steel compression specimens comprised of 5x5x5 unit cells fabricated
through selective laser melting: (a) solid octet truss, (b) hybrid sphere assembly, (¢) hollow
octet truss, and (d) hybrid truss sphere assembly.
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The specimens tested are made from stainless steel 316L using Selective Laser
Melting. All specimens except for the SOT are built with layers parallel to two of the cube
faces. After manufacturing, all specimens are cleaned in an ultra-sound bath. Figure 3.12
provides a 3D view of representative specimens along with detailed side views of the

respective unit cells.

Even though the overall linear specimen dimensions are met with an uncertainty of
less than 0.2%, we observe systematic deviations in the specimen weight. The measured
relative density of the SOT specimens is only 0.19, while it is 0.21 for all other specimens.
The slightly higher weight of the specimens with two distinct porous phases is tentatively
attributed to a combination of residual non-molten powder within the structure, and
additional material attached to the overhanging, down-facing surfaces of the structures.
The powder bed supports the structure during its layer-by-layer build-up. Inevitably some
of the supporting powder is partially molten. As a result, we observe residual powder at
downward facing cell walls (Figs. 3.13a and 3.13b), while no traces of partially molten
powder are seen on upward facing walls (Fig. 3.13c¢). To facilitate the interpretation of the
traces seen on the photographs (Figs. 3.13a-3.13c), the corresponding depths profiles are
provided in the subsequent row of figures (Figs. 3.13d-3.13f). In the side view (Fig. 3.13b),
the residual powder is only seen on the downward facing walls. Traces of some excess
powder in the HTS structure are shown in Fig. 3.13g. We also observed some strut diameter
variations in the SOT structure (Fig. 3.13h) and hollow struts of the HOT structure that are
obstructed by excess powder (Fig. 3.13i), while in some cases some thin-walls collapsed

(Fig. 3.13c¢).
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Figure 3.13: Printing defects on SLM-produced specimens. a-c¢) Surface finish and defects on
HSA structure on a) bottom face b) side face c) top face. d-f) Surface defects with elevation
measurements on HSA structure on d) bottom face e) side face f) bottom face. g) Detail of
excess molten powder on an overhanging, down-facing surface of the HTS structure. h) Detail
of uneven cross-section on a strut of the SOT structure. i) Angled view of the top face of the
HOT structure: evidence of some obstructed channels.

3.3.2 Experimental procedures

3.3.2.1 Young's modulus measurements

A series of non-destructive compression experiments is performed to measure the
effective Young’s moduli of the metamaterials. Given that the wave propagation response
of the present metamaterials is not known yet, we take a conventional static testing
approach instead of measuring wave propagation speeds to deduce the Young’s modulus.
The specimen is placed between two polished steel platens of a hydraulic universal testing
machine (Model 8800, Instron, USA). It is subsequently pre-loaded up to an axial stress of
about 9MPa to ensure good contact between the specimen and the loading platens. A
sinusoidal force loading history of a frequency of 0.1Hz is then applied with an axial stress

amplitude of +6MPa. Two cameras are employed to monitor the deformation of two
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opposing specimen sides (front and back sides). The corresponding strain response is then
measured using virtual extensometers. As illustrated in Fig. 3.14a, the virtual
extensometers are positioned around the central row of unit cells, where the possibly
confining effect due to the friction at the specimen boundaries is the lowest. The weighted
average of all virtual extensometers is reported as the axial strain, thereby reducing
experimental uncertainty related to the non-parallelism of the top and bottom loading
platens. The camera system took images at a framerate of 5Hz with 1500 pixels along the
vertical frame direction. With the cameras (2448x2048 pixels, Model GS3-U3-51S5M,
PointGrey) positioned at a distance of about0.45m, the size of one pixel is 30 um. This
corresponds to 300 pixels along one unit cell length. For a stress increment of 12MPa, we
expect a relative displacement of at least 9.43mm x 12 / 0.2 X 200000 = 2.8um, i.e.
about 0.1 pixels which is still in the range of the subpixel resolution of the VIC2D
algorithm. To approach the optimal measurement accuracy of the DIC code, a speckle
pattern with an average black speckle size of about 60 um is applied. Preliminary
experiments using an optical microscope (mounted horizontally at a distance of less than
25mm) were not successful due to significant artificial strains related to the out-of-plane

displacements (due to the Poisson’s effect).

—
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Figure 3.14: Results of experimental measurement of Young’s modulus. (a) Face-view of a
SOT specimen with virtual extensometers. (b) Comparison of numerical estimates and
experimentally measured values of Young’s modulus for the four metamaterials considered.
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3.3.2.2 Large deformation response

The compression experiments are performed on a screw-driven universal testing
machine (Model RME250, Zwick) equipped with two flat loading platens and a 250kN
load cell. No grease or lubricant are applied to the polished steel platens. Two high
resolution digital cameras (2448x2048 pixels, Model GS3-U3-51S5M, PointGrey)
equipped with lenses (Model AF-X M100 Pro D, Tokina) are employed to monitor two
orthogonal specimen surfaces at a spatial resolution of about 30um / pixel. A constant
crosshead velocity of 6mm / pixel is applied (which equates to a constant engineering
strain rate of about 2.1 X 1073 / s for specimens with homogeneous macroscopic strain
fields). Different from the simulations which were all stopped at a strain of -0.6, we
continued the experiments until the maximum machine loading capacity of 2504N had been
reached. Average engineering stresses are obtained from the force measurements, while
average engineering strains are deduced from the top platen displacement measurement

after correction for a machine stiffness of 100kN /mm.

The main purpose of the optical system is to monitor the deformation mode, but we
also make use of the natural contrast in the images to estimate surface strains through planar
Digital Image Correlation (DIC) with the software VIC2D (Correlated Solutions). Given
the depth to the monitored surfaces, only the points located on the closest surface (on the
foreground) are extracted and used for DIC. In the DIC algorithm, Gaussian weights are
used over a window of 13 pixels in size and one measure every 5 pixels. Strains are
calculated using Gaussian derivative estimators of size 5. In all experimental figures, we
show the effective surface strain. Contour bars are omitted as the sole purpose of the DIC
results is to highlight regions of severe plastic deformation. Higher quality images and 3D
correlation would be needed to draw quantitative conclusions from the DIC in the large

deformation experiments.

3.3.3 Experimental results

3.3.3.1 Elastic response
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After determining the strain history from the vertical extensometers, we verified that it
has the same frequency as the applied stress history. Furthermore, the applied stress and
measured strain histories are found to be in phase, i.e. possible viscous effects are
negligible at a frequency of 0.1Hz. In other words, we may use the relation

_ds
de

to determine the Young’s modulus. Due to the noise observed on the strain
measurements, sinusoidal signals are fitted onto both force and strain signals. The obtained
moduli for the four meta-materials are depicted as red solid dots in Fig. 3.14b. The SOT
material exhibited with 7.1GPa the lowest modulus. The measured moduli of the HSA and
HOT materials are about 9GPa, while the highest modulus of 10.4GPa is observed for the
Hybrid Truss-Sphere (HTS) structure. Experiments were performed on one specimen per

mesostructure only.

3.3.3.2 Large deformation response

Figures 3.15 to 3.18 summarize the engineering stress-strain curves obtained from
uniaxial compression experiments on all four metamaterials at a relative density of 0.2.
These figures also include the photographs (with superposed surface strain fields) that
show the front and side view of the specimens at different stages of loading. For each of
the four geometries, two tests are performed to verify the repeatability of the reported
experimental results. The main experimental observations are:

e For the SOT material, an oscillating stress-strain response is observed at the

macroscopic level (see red and blue solid curves in Fig. 3.15). After deforming in
a linear-elastic manner up to a stress of about 20MPa, the stress-strain curve
becomes non-linear, reaching a first peak in stress at about 35MPa. The
deformation fields are still macroscopically uniform at this point, i.e. the surface
strain variations are in phase with the periodicity of the mesostructure. After
reaching a first peak in stress, a diagonal localization band forms of the width of
approximately one unit cell (stage (1), Fig. 3.15). A minimum stress of 21MPa is

reached at an engineering strain of about 0.17. A second peak of 33MPa is then
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observed at a strain of about 0.22. Thereafter, a second localization band becomes
apparent (stage (2), Fig. 3.15). After the second peak, the stress-strain curve
exhibits shallow oscillations in stress prior to the densification at a strain of 0.6.
The first two localization bands in the SOT material are not adjacent to each other.
Instead they seem to have formed independently, triggered by imperfections at the
top and bottom boundaries, respectively (stages (1) and (2), Fig. 3.15). They are
also not flat. On the front plane, they are composed of segments that are either
aligned with the (1,1,1) or the (1,0,0) directions of the FCC structure. After the
formation of the first two bands of localization, the truss structure is progressively
crushed, i.e. the zones of localization broaden through the collapse of the cells that
are located at the interface towards the regions of intact mesostructure (stage (3)).
During crushing, the mesoscopic deformation mode is clearly bending-dominated.
In the struts within the interface zones between crushed and intact regions, plastic
hinges form near the nodes. The latter are supported by the struts in the intact
regions in a way that their rotation is prevented.

The experimentally-measured macroscopic engineering stress-strain curve for the
HOT material (Fig. 3.16) is monotonically increasing. The surface strain fields
preserve the periodicity of the mesostructure at all stages of deformation, with no
localization visible at the macroscopic level. The only feature that is reminiscent
of a cellular solid is the steep increase in hardening rate due to densification, at an
engineering strain of about 0.5. The deformed configurations of the HOT material
show the change of the unit-cell geometry, which involves the rotation of the struts
and the flattening of the nodes.

The response of the HTS assembly (Fig. 3.17) is very similar to that of the HOT
material, i.e. the macroscopic stress-strain response is monotonically increasing
and the deformation fields respect the periodicity of the mesostructure.
Mesoscopic features of the deformation response include a concentration of plastic
deformation at the spherical nodes (see green zones at stage (1) in Fig. 3.17) which
are compacted by folding.

The macroscopic stress-strain response of the HSA (Fig. 3.18) is also

monotonically increasing. However, the specimen responds in a global shear



mode. This can be clearly seen in the side views of the deformed configurations in
Fig. 3.18. Due to the shearing, the normal stress distributions along the specimen
boundaries also become non-uniform at the macroscopic level. For example, the
compressive stress at the bottom left corner of the specimen (in the side views) is
expected to be higher than the normal stress at the top left corner. As a result, the
surface strain fields in the front view are graded, with the largest compressive
strains near the bottom platen. This gradient effect is potentially amplified in the
surface strain field due to artificial strains related to the change in camera to surface

distance during shearing.
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Figure 3.15: Uniaxial compression response of SOT specimens: Engineering stress-strain
curve as obtained from experiments (red and blue solid curves) and numerical simulations
(dashed lines). The photographs in the left column show the front view of the deforming
specimen. The corresponding side views are shown in the right column. The color indicates

the deformation intensity as obtained from planar DIC.
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Figure 3.16: Uniaxial compression response of HOT specimens: Engineering stress-strain
curve as obtained from experiments (red and blue solid curves) and numerical simulations
(dashed line). The photographs in the left column show the front view of the deforming
specimen. The corresponding side views are shown in the right column. The color indicates

the deformation intensity as obtained from planar DIC.
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Figure 3.17: Uniaxial compression response of HTS specimens: Engineering stress-strain
curve as obtained from experiments (red and blue solid curves) and numerical simulations
(dashed line). The photographs in the left column show the front view of the deforming
specimen. The corresponding side views are shown in the right column. The color indicates
the deformation intensity as obtained from planar DIC.
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Figure 3.18: Uniaxial compression response of HSA specimens: Engineering stress-strain
curve as obtained from experiments (red and blue solid curves) and numerical simulations
(dashed line). The photographs in the left column show the front view of the deforming
specimen. The corresponding side views are shown in the right column. The color indicates

the deformation intensity as obtained from planar DIC.
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3.3.4 Comparison of experiments with simulations

Figure 3.14b shows the comparison of the Young’s modulus estimates obtained from
experiments and finite element simulations. The experimental results are systematically
lower than the simulation results, with a maximum difference of 18% for the HSA
structure. However, the same trends are observed in the experiments and simulations, with

the SOT and HTS structures being the softest and the stiffest, respectively.

For large deformations, the experiments confirm the main qualitative conclusions
drawn from our computational study. In both the simulations and experiments, the
deformation in the SOT structures localizes at the macroscopic level when subject to
uniaxial compression, while all other structures exhibit a macroscopically homogeneous
deformation mode. Differences are the 3D nature of the crushed regions (localization
bands) in the SOT experiments (Fig. 3.15) which reduce to a planar band of growing width
in the simulations (Fig. 3.11c). Boundary imperfections clearly affected the formation of
the first two localization bands in the experiments. Larger specimens would be needed to
reduce the effect of boundary imperfections on the crushing of the SOT structure. Different
from the simulations (Fig. 3.11f), the HSA structure goes into a shear mode in the
experiments which is also attributed to imperfections. It is striking in both the simulation
and experimental results that the deformation fields in the HOT and HTS structures follow
the periodicity of the mesostructure at all stages of deformation. The comparison of the
surface deformation fields (e.g. compare Fig. 3.11d with configuration (2) in Fig. 3.16 for
the HOT structure, and Fig. 3.11e with the configuration (2) in Fig. 3.17) shows qualitative
agreement of the simulations and experiments with regards to the strain concentration
patterns at the mesoscopic level. It is also worth noting that the macroscopic stress-strain

curves lie perfectly on top of each other for repeat experiments.

The experimentally-measured stress-strain curves (colored solid curves) also agree
reasonably well with the numerical predictions (dashed back curves). The quantitative
agreement is surprisingly good given that the hardening response of the base material had
just been estimated based on rudimentary material data provided by the manufacturer. The
simulations systematically overestimate the stress level for the HOT and HTS

configurations by up to 12% (see Figs. 3.16 and 3.17). Even smaller differences are
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observed for the HSA (Fig. 3.18), where the simulation curve meanders around the
measured stress-strain curves. Aside from the uncertainty in the base material behavior,
quantitative differences are due to the assumption of a spatially-uniform base material
property distribution, the absence of imperfections in the simulations, and the difference in
the size of the compression specimens. Recall that the simulation models included only

3x3x3=27 unit cells while the experiments comprised 5x5x5=125 unit cells.

. . % - 8

stable normal localization shear localization

Figure 3.19: Schematic illustration of possible deformation modes of the Solid Octet Truss
(SOT) structure when subject to uniaxial compression: (a) stable response with uniformly
distributed macroscopic strains throughout the entire specimen, (b) normal strain
localization band, and (c) shear localization band.

The influence of the specimen size on the macroscopic stress-strain response is
expected to be most pronounced for the SOT structure because of the localization of
deformation at a length scale that is set by the unit cell size. We therefore repeated the
simulations for the SOT structure using a FE model with 5° unit cells. The 3*-simulation
(thin dashed curve) overestimates the initial peak stress, while an improved estimate is
obtained with the 5*'model (thick dashed curve). Knowing the localization mechanism in
the SOT structure, the width of the first peak is expected to be monotonically related to the
ratio of the unit cell size and specimen height. Consequently, the macroscopic strain (or
normalized displacement, which is the more appropriate term in the case of the SOT
specimens) at the first valley is smaller and closer to the experiment for the 5°*-model than
the 3*-simulation. The minimum stress in the first stress valley is significantly lower in the
experiments (21 MPa versus 30MPa in the simulations). This is attributed to the difference

in the mesostructural deformation mode (inside the localization bands). In the experiments,

81



the unit cells predominantly respond in a shear localization mode (see Figs. 3.15 and
3.19b), while a normal localization mode is observed in the simulations (see Figs. 3.11c
and 3.19c¢). Kinematic constraints due to the small specimen size and non-planarity of the
initial bands of localization prevent the progressive crushing of the SOT structure in a shear
mode only. As a result, the initially pronounced quantitative differences between the
simulations and the experiments vanish at large macroscopic strains. Densification also
sets in earlier in the simulations than in the experiments which is consistent with the

reported differences in the mesostructural deformation modes.

3.3.5 Discussion

The numerical simulations and the experimental results elucidate the poor mechanical
performance of the conventional octet truss architecture at large macroscopic strains. The
initial small-strain strength of the SOT is among the highest of the 20%-relative density
metamaterials considered, but its mesostructure collapses in the plastic range. This
behavior is observed for hydrostatic compression, confined compression and uniaxial
compression. Overall, the large strain response of the SOT material at a relative density of
20% is still reminiscent of that of conventional cellular solids such as metallic foams or
low density honeycombs. (e.g. Jang and Kyriakides, (2009a, 2009b)). The response of the
SOT structure becomes stable at larger relative densities. At the mesoscopic level, the 3D
connections of the SOT struts (nodes) are usually subject to stress states close to hydrostatic
loading. In the case of incompressible base materials (such as most metals), the nodes will
thus not deform plastically which is a major drawback of the SOT structure as far as weight

efficient energy absorption is concerned.

The other three metamaterials exhibit a stable mesostructural response within the range
of relative densities considered. All structures feature FCC symmetry, but the
mesostructural configuration of the HSA, HOT and HTS materials is fundamentally
different from that of the SOT material. The first three fall into the class of continuous shell
structures. As compared to foams, their continuity order is still low, t.e. the surface
curvatures are still discontinuous. However, despite their discontinuous surface curvature,

the low order shell structures exhibit already a significantly higher stability under
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compression than the solid octet truss lattice. The simulation results also show that the
plastic deformation concentrates near sharp angles (i.e. at curvature discontinuities) within
the mesostructures, which is particularly inefficient from a specific energy absorption point

of view.

As compared to the SOT material, the hollow sphere assembly (HSA) exhibits almost
the opposite qualitative features: its small strain strength is low, but due to the progressive
increase in internal contact within its compressed mesostructure, the HSA shows a
macroscopically stable large deformation response that is accompanied by high
macroscopic strain hardening under hydrostatic and confined compression. Since the high
hardening commences after transforming the spheres into dodecahedra, we also repeated
the unit cell simulations for g = 0.2 assuming a Rhombic DodecaHedron (RDH) as initial
mesostructure. As shown by the dashed lines in Figs. 3.7a, 3.7b, 3.12a and 3.12b, the
dodecahedron shell mesostructure is by far the strongest. The estimated small strain
strength of the RDH is at least 75% higher than that of the other metamaterials. At large
strains the RDH is prone to cell wall buckling which reduces its load carrying capacity, in
particular in case of the low strain hardening base material. However, the overall stress
level still remains high which makes it an attractive alternative to the metamaterial
architectures studied in the previous sections. Unresolved issues encountered during the
additive manufacturing of RDH specimens prevented the experimental confirmation of the

exceptional mechanical performance of the dodecahedron shell mesostructure.

It is reemphasized that results from compression experiments on cellular solids are
potentially specimen size dependent. In the hypothetical case of zero friction between the
specimens and the loading platens, a free lateral boundary is less constraining than another
column of unit cells, i.e. the formation of macroscopic localization bands is more prone to
occur in small specimens. In the case of non-zero friction, the specimen cannot expand
freely in the lateral direction and lateral compressive stresses are expected to build up. This
friction boundary effect leads to the macroscopic barreling which we observed in our
experiments. The friction effect is expected to stabilize the specimen response. The
comparison of the simulation results for 3x3x3 and 5x5x5 SOT specimens suggest that the
specimen size effect is not significant for the SOT structures, while the experimental

demonstration for all structures is deferred to future research.
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The development of analytical models is also deferred to future research. Possible
starting points are Gurson’s (1977) approximate solution of the plastic response of a thick-
walled hollow sphere. It will provide a valuable basis for developing an analytical model
for the Hollow Sphere Assembly (HSA). There exists also an approximate analytical
expression for the macroscopic yield surface of the SOT material (Mohr, 2005) which

could also be extended to HOT materials.

3.4.Conclusions

The large deformation response of four different mesostructures of FCC symmetry are
analyzed. The analysis includes the widely-used octet truss lattice material with solid and
hollow trusses, a closed-packed hollow sphere assembly and a hybrid hollow truss sphere
assembly. The unit cell simulations for hydrostatic compression reveal that the
conventional octet truss lattice is prone to buckling failure for relative densities below
about 0.3, with the exact transition density depending on the base material hardening
capacity. As aresult, the twisting mode, i.e. the rotation of the connecting nodes is observed
at low relative densities due to the excessive plastic bending of individual struts. The
mesostructures of the hollow sphere assembly turned out to remain stable for all relative
densities considered (from 0.2 to 0.6), but it underwent substantial geometric changes.
Individual spheres actually transformed into rhombic dodecahedra. This transformation
maximized the contact surface between the constituent spheres which is accompanied by

step increase in the hardening rate at the macroscopic level.

Both the simulations and experiments on stainless steel metamaterials made through
selective laser melting demonstrated that the solid octet truss lattice material is the weakest
among all 20%-relative density configurations considered. Its specific energy absorption
capacity is 35% lower than that of the hybrid hollow truss sphere assembly. It is also shown
computationally that the hollow dodecahedron shell mesostructure provides the highest
specific small-strain strength and energy absorption capability among all metamaterials
considered. This leads to the tentative conclusion that periodic shell structures provide

superior strength and energy absorption capacity for the same weight.
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It is also noted that mesoscopic localization of the deformations is associated with an
overall decrease in the energy dissipated by the structures, with notably softening in the
case of the solid octet-truss. Despite the high stress-values observed, the rhombic
dodecahedron structure shows unstable behavior, marked with peaks in the observed force
reminiscent of those of the octet-truss, suggesting that the straight plates it is composed of
do not provide much more stability than the straight beams of the octet-truss. Moreover,
the intersections presented by those structures did not contribute to plastic dissipation.
More stable responses are observed when utilizing curved shells with no intersections,
which is exemplified by the two hollow-octet-truss architectures presented herein.
However those structures presented localization of mesoscopic level deformations around
sharp angles, limiting the overall energy absorption. A strategy to address this concern is

investigated in Chapter 4.
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4. From Octet-Truss to FCC shell-lattice

Parts of this chapter are adapted from Bonatti and Mohr (2019a).

Based on our conclusions from the previous chapter that plastic deformation often
localizes at corners and non-smooth intersections instead of distributing the plastic
dissipation in a uniform manner throughout the entire structure, we develop new family of
shell-lattices. It is obtained through the smoothening of the geometry of a hollow FCC truss
(octet-truss). . The elastic, yield and large deformation properties of this Smooth Shell FCC
(SSF) metamaterial are investigated numerically through finite element analysis. For
reference, all computed mechanical properties and scaling laws are contrasted with those
of octet truss lattice material. Furthermore, the simulation results are partially validated
through compression experiments on cubic stainless steel specimens manufactured through

selective laser melting.

4.1.Generation of smooth-shell structures

4.1.1 Method outline

Our objective is to design a porous FCC metamaterial by embedding a smooth
curvature shell surface in the fundamental domain (tetrahedron). For this we need to an

optimization problem, with boundary conditions and a functional:

¢ Boundary Conditions. The shell structure of the hollow octet truss lattice,
which rests on all four faces of the fundamental tetrahedron (Fig 4.1a), is taken
as starting point. The defining surface Q of a smooth shell-lattice shall rest on
the faces (opposite to vertex) A, B, C and D of the fundamental tetrahedron, in
that order and with no hole, separating the tetrahedron into two volumes with
edge [AB] on one side and edge [CD] on the other. The intersections with the
tetrahedron’s faces (which correspond to the borders of the surface) are
submitted to orthogonality to the face they lie on, in order to ensure smooth
connections (Ci-continuity) after applying the mirror transformations required

to recreate the FCC lattice material. Recall from Fig. 2.2 that the octet truss
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lattice structure is obtained by placing a strut along the edge [AB] of the
fundamental tetrahedron, while placing a strut along the edge [CD] yields a
skeletal rhombic dodecahedron. Similar to the F-RD (FCC-Rhombic
Dodecahedron) minimal surface, the structures defined herein will be generated
by a surface (see Fig. 4.1c to 4.1f) that can at the same time be seen as a
smoothened hollow-truss FCC network (Fig. 4.1d), and a smoothened hollow-
truss RD network (Fig. 4.1e). The exact shape of the motif inside the
fundamental tetrahedron of the novel smooth shell structure (Fig. 4.1b) is

determined by the choice of a functional that will be minimized.

e Basic functional. We choose to minimize the surface integral
J (k2 + k?)?dA 4.1
Q

with k; and k, the principal curvatures at any given point on the surface (). It is noted that
the integrant has an interpretation in mechanics: for an elastic material of zero Poisson’s
ratio, it represents the square of the strain energy required to bend an initially flat platelet

into the shape of the smooth shell surface.

a) B

Figure 4.1: Proposed Smooth Shell FCC (SSF) metamaterial architecture: (a) shell structure
inside the fundamental tetrahedron used as initial guess (hollow octet-truss), (b) double-
curvature surface of the SSF minimizing the function in Eq. (1), (¢) cubic unit-cell of the SSF,
(d) fluid phases separated by the shell structure, (e) first fluid phase, (f) second fluid phase.
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The minimization problem defining the surface geometry is solved approximately

using an in-house Matlab script.

4.1.2 Implementation

4.1.2.1 Mapping definition

In a first step a 2D square mesh is defined and projected into the fundamental

tetrahedron (Fig 4.2).

Y |
t(i,j) =5

i
o hGpH=-

D

Figure 4.2: a) A 2D square grid is projected onto a surface embedded in the fundamental
domain of the FCC lattice. b) Choice of coordinates within the fundamental tetrahedron.

88



Similar to Chapter 4, we specialize the definition given in Chapter 3 and take our

fundamental tetrahedron T° with the following coordinates:

T=<{(x,y,z) ER3 y<1 (3.2)
\/Ex+\/§y+22 =0

The original grid is parameterized with two coordinates 0 <t <land0<h<1.In
practice a n X n grid is used, with n an integer (typically 6 < n < 100). The coordinates
in the grids are then for (i,j) € {1,2,...,n}?, h(i,j) = i/n and t(i,j) = j / n. We define a
temporary set of coordinates within the tetrahedron, of which the first two are the angles 6
around axis (AB) and ¢ around axis (CD), as depicted in Figure 4.2. Due to the definition
of T, 6 varies between 0 and 7 / 4 while ¢ varies between 0 and w / 3. In the natural

coordinate system, planes of constant 8 are defined by equation:
Pg: {cos(0) - x —sin(B) - z = 0} (3.3)

While planes of constant ¢ are defined by equation:

Py {— Siil/%(p) - x + cos(p) -y — @\}%@ -z = cos(p) — sir\1/(gcp)} 34

A point x € T of coordinates 8, and ¢, has to lie on the segment of vertices P; and

P,, where P, is at the intersection of (AB) and 7,:

0
P, = [1 — tan(gp) / \/§] (3.5)
0

And P, lies at the intersection of (CD) and Py:

sin(#) / (V2 cos(8) + sin(8))
P, = 1 (3.6)
2 cos(8) / (V2 cos(8) + sin(H))

We therefore choose our last coordinate A such that:
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X = (1 - Ax)Pl((px) + AxPZ(Bx) (3-7)

We choose to constrain our mapping by assuming that the surface’s 6 coordinate
evolves linearly with t, and ¢ linearly with h through the mapping, as expressed in Figure
4.2a. In other words we have 6;; = jm / 4nand ¢,; = im / 3n, and there is only one free
parameter A;; per point in the grid. As stated above the surfaces we are looking for form at
the same time, a tube around axis (AB), and a tube around axis (CD). Given that the
surfaces we are interested in are obtained through some form of curvature minimization,
we don’t expect them to form unnecessary loops and meanders. Therefore this assumption
seems reasonable. Additionally the continuity boundary conditions on the different faces

are now embedded into the parameterization of the surface.

Now that we have chosen a parameterization we can summarize the situation. Given
a choice of n? scalars 0 < Aij < 1with (i, /) € {1,2, ..., n}?, we can express matrices X, Y

and Z of surface coordinates, with:

Xij = A;jsin (%) / (\/_2-(:05 (1—7:1) + sin (1—7;)) (1.8)
¥y = A+ (1= 25) (1-tan (;—7;)/\/5) (3.9)
Z;ij = 24;j cos (i—rfl) / (\/fcos (1—7;) + sin (%)) (3.10)

4.1.2.2 Computation of the cost-function

First order derivatives, surface normal and curvatures are estimated using a finite

difference scheme.

e Symmetric boundary conditions: In a first step, extended coordinate matrices

of size (n + 2)?: X,, Y, and Z, are defined by mirroring the second next row
(resp. column) through the corresponding surface. This ensures that the
curvatures computed on the edges of the grid reflect the symmetries of the final

surface.
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Calculation _of first and second order derivatives: In a second step, first and

second order derivatives of the mapping are estimated, through the use of
matrix convolution (symbol *). For example, the derivative dx / dt is

represented by:
dXdT2 = X, *»dT?2 (3.11)

Where dT2 is the kernel corresponding to second order differentiation with

respect to grid parameter t. A chosen kernels are:

;-1 1
dT _n[ o o (3.12)
o O _1
an'=n[ 7| (3.13)
0 0 0
dT2 =n%|1 -2 1|, (3.14)
0 0 o0
0 1 0]
dH2 =n?{0 -2 0], (3.15)
o 1 o
n? 1 0 -1
dTdH=—-10 0 0| (3.16)
-1 0 1

The first order derivatives are not properly defined yet - the quantities of the
form dXdT' have size (n+ 1)? and have a half-grid point offset. Proper

derivatives are obtained by applying two further steps, for example the
quantity:

Zaxdr «[] (3.17)

Yields dXdT through cutting off the surplus column (resp. line for dH).
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~dXdH" dxdr’
1 'l_'{Y(.ff'J” d }(I'T’

~dZdH'};; dZdT'}; i1
s o :

Figure 4.3: The area vector of the red triangle’s image on the surface is estimated using the
calculated offset derivatives. The same is performed at each point for each of the four
triangles lying on the point.

e Calculation of the surface vectors: The quantities of the form dXdT' are used

to estimate at each point the surface vectors of the four triangles lying on the
grid point. This is done as shown in Figure 4.3. As a result twelve matrices in
the form N, X, N,Y, ..., N,Z are determined at each point. The surface vector at
each point is the average of the four corresponding triangles’ surface vectors,
divided by half (since every point on the surface is counted twice). It is

decomposed in surface normal n;j, and local area a;; .

e [Estimation of curvatures: The operations to obtain the principal curvatures is
best expressed formally. We compute the coefficients as of the first

fundamental and second form according to the following definitions:

_ax ox dx Ox dx Ox

b= ol ~m "o ot

(3.18)

2%x %y d%x

I =L =, 3.19
oz "M =5mn MV =™ G5

L

We compute the following quantities at each point:
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_[E F L M

F, = [F o] and F, = [M N (3.20)

To finally obtain the shape operator at each node (i, j):
A=F1-F, (3.21)

e Cost function: The local cost function can then be calculated:

2 2

ey = (k2 +12,;)" = (Tr(4%) (3.22)
From which the global quantity is derived:
/= Z ejjaij (3.23)
Lj

The obtained approximation of the cost-function is then minimized by alternating

between a Nelder-Mead algorithm and a gradient-descent.

4.1.3 Structure description

The unit-cell of the obtained shell-lattice is shown in Fig. 4.4f. The corresponding
coordinates for an 8 X 8 element mesh of the surface (n = 9), are provided in Table 2.1.
The fluid volumes separated by it have roughly equal volume, and it resembles the TPMS
alternative (Schoen F-RD). As a matter of fact, their mechanical properties are also very
similar — this point will be addressed in further detail in Chapter 6. In the sequel, the
structure will thus be referred to as the “TPMS-like” shell-lattice. The thickness of the

obtained shell structure is varied to achieve different relative densities.

4.2.Computational models

In order to gain insight into the mechanical behavior of shell-lattice materials over a
wide range of relative densities, finite element simulations are conducted on unit-cells

using the non-linear finite element software Abaqus/Standard. The same procedure is
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applied to the widely-used octet truss-lattice metamaterial for both comparison and

validation purposes.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
[0.00007 [0.0463] [0.0922' [0.1366] [0.1781] [0.2149] [0.2442] [0.2633] I0.2696'

1 1.0000( |1.0000| (1.0000( |1.0000| [1.0000] |1.0000| |1.0000| [1.0000( |1.0000
10.23281 10.2328] 10.2225] 10.2044) 10.1781] [0.1436J 10.1012] 10.0524] 10.0000.

[0.00007 [0.0468] [0.0929' [0.1376] [0.1794] [0.2165] [0.2465] [0.2665] [0.2743'

2 0.9559( 10.9596| [0.9620| |0.9631| |0.9626| |0.9604| |0.9561( [0.9497| |0.9411
10.2388] 10.2352] 0.2244J _0.2059J 10.1794] 10.1447] 10.1021] 10.0530J L0.0000.

r0.00007 [0.04827 [0.09537 [0.1406] [0.1832] [0.2215] [0.2533] [0.2761] [0.2880]
3 0.9119] [0.9192| [0.9241| |0.9262| |0.9253| |0.9208| [0.9123] |0.8994| |0.8822
[0.2480) 10.2424] lo.2300/ lo.2105) lo.1832) Lo.1480] Lo.1049) lo.0549] lo.0000.

[0.0000] [0.0507] {0.0993} '0.1459] [0.1899] [0.2302] [0.2650] [0.2922] [0.3104]

4 0.8678| (0.8788| |0.8861| (0.8893| (0.8879( |0.8813| (0.8684| |0.8490| |0.8234
10.26361 10.25471 10.23971 10.2183] 10.18991 10.1538] 10.1097] 10.0581J 10.0000]

[0.00007 [0.05427 [0.1051] [0.1536] [0.1997] [0.2428] [0.2817] [0.3146] [0.3410]
5 0.8238| [0.8384| |10.8481| (0.8524( |0.8505| (0.8417( |0.8245| |0.7987| |0.7645
10.28621 10.2724] 10.2538) 10.2298] 10.19971 [0.1622] 10.1167]1 10.0626] L0.0000.

0.00007 [0.05907 [0.1131] [0.1643] [0.2133] {0.2601' [0.30407 [0.3434] [0.3789_'
6 0.7797| (0.7980( 10.8101| (0.8154| {0.8132| |0.8021| (0.7807( |0.7484| |0.7056
10.31651 10.2964) L0.2731] 10.2458] [0.2133) 10.1738] [0.1259] 10.0683] L0.0000.

[0.00007 10.06527 [0.1239] [0.1788] [0.23167 [0.28307 [0.3322] [0.3784] [0.4233]
7 0.7357| |0.7576] |0.7722( |0.7785| |0.7758| [0.7625| |0.7368| |0.6981| |0.6467
10.35471 10.32801 10.29911 10.26751 10.2316] 10.1891J 10.1376] 10.0753] 10.0000.

[0.0000] [0.0733] [0.1383] [0.1985] [0.2563] [0.3126] [0.3671] [0.4195] [0.4735]
8 0.6916| [0.7172| |0.7342] [0.7416| [0.7384| |0.7229] |0.6929| [0.6478| |0.5879
10.4016] 10.3685) 10.3339] L0.2970J L0.2563]1 10.2089) L0.1520) 10.0834) L0.00004
[0.00007 [0.0834] [0.1577] [0.2261] [0.2904] [0.3513] [0.4093] [0.4663] [0.5290]

9 0.6476( |0.6767| |0.6962| |0.7047| |0.7011| (0.6833| |0.6491( |0.5974| [0.5290
10.4579] 10.4195] 10.3808]) 10.3384] 10.2904) 10.2348] 10.1695J 10.0927] 10.0000.

Table 2.1: Coordinates of approximate solution for a 9 X 9 node grid.

4.2.1 Constituent material

All simulations are conducted using the high hardening material model described in
Chapter 2 and corresponding to the additively-manufactured 316L stainless steel (CL20ES
powder, Concept Laser) used for experiments. Recall that it is a simple elastoplastic model
with J2-plasticity, a Young’s modulus of E = 200 GPa, a Poisson’s ratio of v = 0.3, and

isotropic hardening described by a Swift law
kylz,1= (g, +5,)" (3.24)
with the Swift parameters A = 842.5 MPa, gy = 0.036 and n = 0.176.
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4.2.2 Unit-cell models

Cubic unit-cells are considered due to the simplicity of boundary condition
implementation they offer. The meshes are generated directly in Matlab, based on the 2D
mesh within the fundamental tetrahedron. Solid elements are created by thickening the
smooth shell structure along the local surface normal directions. The total volume of the
mesh is estimated and compared to that of the tetrahedron, and the Newton-Raphson

method is applied to find the appropriate thickness for the desired relative density.

p 0.01 0.02 0.05 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6
2.09 418 1.05 2.09 421 6.39 8.64 1.10 1.36
-107% .107%® .1072 .10"2 .10"2 .10"2 -1072 -10"! .107!

ty/ls

Table 2.2: Wall-thickness to unit-cell side-length ratio of the FCC TPMS-like shell-lattice as
function of the relative density.1.

Once the appropriate thickness is determined for a given relative density (Table 2.2),
the 2D mesh is copied, mirrored and translated to produce a shell mesh filling the unit-cell.
Using the same method as above to convert from 2D to 3D elements, five elements through
thickness are used in all meshes. The number of 2D elements used in the tetrahedron varies
with the target relative density. A grid of 25 X 25 elements is used for relative densities of
0.01, 0.02 and 0.05 (Fig. 4.4a), 15 X 15 elements for relative densities of 0.1 and 0.2 (Fig.
4.4b), and 8 x 8 elements for relative densities of 0.3, 0.4, 0.5 and 0.6 (Fig. 4.4¢c). C3D8I
elements are used in simulations. Given the slenderness of the lightest shell structures and
the resulting high element aspect ratios, the elastic results are compared to those obtained
with a mesh featuring 50 X 50 elements (2°400°000 elements in the unit-cell). The mean
elastic properties with both discretizations are within 1% of each other. Meshes of the octet-
truss lattice unit-cell are similarly deduced from automatic meshes of the tetrahedron

contents (see previous Chapter).

Periodic micro-displacement boundary conditions are applied as described in

Paragraph 2.2.1.
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4.2.3 Elastic small-strain simulations

Elastic simulations are performed to determine both the homogenized elastic response,
and the local stress field. The basis material is modeled as purely elastic without any
plasticity. For both the shell- and truss-lattice unit-cells, six simulations are performed. In
each simulation, one component of the small strain tensor is set to reach a value of 107,
while the other components are kept equal to 0. Those simulations are performed for

relative unit-cell densities of 0.01, 0.02, 0.05, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5 and 0.6.

From these simulations, all components of the macroscopic elastic stiffness matrix are
readily obtained from the computed macroscopic stress-strain response. An estimate of the
structures’ yield surface is also determined using the procedure described in Paragraph
From these simulations, all components of the macroscopic elastic stiffness matrix A, are
readily obtained from the computed macroscopic stress-strain response. In addition, the
stress response is recorded at integration points of each element n. This linear localization
relationship, i.e. the relation between the local stress tensor 6, and the applied macroscopic
strain tensor, is described by the matrices A,. The local stress response can then also be

related to the applied stress P at the macroscopic level,
o = ALALLP (3.29)

We note that the macroscopic Piola stress is equal to the macroscopic Cauchy stress

for small strains.

We make use of (6) to estimate the macroscopic yield stress. To obtain a high
resolution pole figures of the macroscopic yield stress of FCC metamaterials, a
correspondingly high number of directions a® needs to be considered. With the
availability of (6), we can then compute the local stress field for any arbitrary macroscopic
stress tensor P without running additional elasto-plastic finite element simulations. Based
on the elastic solution of the unit-cell problem, the macroscopic yield stress for a direction

a® js then defined as the minimal value of | P(”’ for which the local von Mises equivalent

stresses @, due to the macroscopic loading by the stress tensor P = PMWa(®) @ a®

exceeds the basis material yield strength within 5% of the volume of the solid phase. The
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pole figures shown in the present paper have all been generated based on data for about

217000 directions of loading.

b)

[100]

[001]

[010]

Natural state Uniaxial Uniaxial
[100] [111]

Uniaxial Pure Shear Pure Shear
[110] PS1 PS2

Figure 4.4: a-c) 3D mesh contents of the fundamental tetrahedron for g = 1. 2a) 25 x 25 grid,
p=0.05 b) 15x 15 grid, p=0.2 ¢) 8x8 grid, p=0.4. d-i) Loading scenarios
corresponding to the extrema of the stiffness and yield strength in uniaxial tension and pure
shear. d) reference configuration, e) uniaxial tension/compression loading along the [100]
direction, f) uniaxial tension/compression loading along the [111] direction, g) uniaxial
tension/compression loading along the [110] direction, h) pure shear loading (PS1) with
principal stress directions along the [110] and [110] axes, i) pure shear loading (PS2) with
principal stress directions along the [100] and [010] axes.
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4.2.4 Elastoplastic finite-strain simulations

Large strain simulations assuming an elasto-plastic material behavior are performed
on all unit-cell models (covering relative densities of 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5 and 0.6). Three
basic loading scenarios are considered: uniaxial tension, uniaxial compression and pure

shear, to be understood in the sense of the Piola stress P (engineering stress). Introducing

a scalar parameter A that evolves from 0 to A, during the simulations, the loading

conditions may be written in terms of the components of the macroscopic displacement

gradient H and the stress tensor P in the coordinate frame {e,,ez,e3}:

e Uniaxial tension:

H11=A.
3.26
{P12=P13=P23=P22=P33=0 (3.26)

e Uniaxial compression:

Hy; = =4
3.27
{P12=P13=P23=P22=P33=0 ( )

e Pure shear:

{ Hi; =Hy =24

Pyy = Pi3 = Py3 =Py = P33=0 (3.28)

Uniaxial tension and compression simulations are performed for three different unit-
cell orientations, i.e. with the e, -direction being parallel to the [100], [110] and [111]
directions. Pure shear simulations are performed in the unit-cell’s natural coordinate frame
(case PS1), as well as with a rotation of 45 degrees around the 3™ coordinate axis (case

PS2). All loading scenarios are illustrated in Fig. 4.4.

To evaluate and compare the specific energy absorption capability of metamaterials,
the plastic dissipation is computed up to the same applied macroscopic strain. In particular,
we chose the loading parameter A such that a von Mises material would exhibit the same
energy dissipation for all loading cases, with a final equivalent plastic strain of € = 0.36.
This lead to maximal values of A of 0.3 in uniaxial compression, 0.43 in uniaxial tension

and 0.32 in pure shear.

The specific energy absorption y is then defined as the total plastic dissipation per

unit mass,
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w== (3.29)

with D denoting the plastic dissipation density, and p denoting the mass density.

4.3.Experimental procedures

The main purpose of the experiments is to validate the computational results. Given
the high level of confidence in the reliability of non-linear finite element analysis, only a

small subset of the computational results is reproduced experimentally.

4.3.1 Specimens

In order to confirm the numerically-estimated scaling of large-deformation properties
of the shell-lattices, uniaxial compression experiments are performed on shell-lattice
specimens oriented in the [100] direction, for relative densities of 0.1, 0.2, 0.3 and 0.4. The
specimens are tested along the building direction. Cubic specimens consisting each of 5 X
5 X 5 unit-cells are produced. All specimens have been manufactured out of 316L stainless
steel using a selective laser melting system (Model M2, Concept Laser) using CL 20ES
powder (Concept Laser). In an attempt to minimize variations of the basis material
properties related to the manufacturing process, the same wall thickness of 400um is
chosen for all specimens. This leads to cube edge lengths of 95.6 mm, 47.5 mm,
31.4mm, and 23.2mm , respectively. Figure 4.5a shows a photograph of the
manufactured specimens. The external overall dimensions of the produced specimens are
found to be within 1% of the prescribed ones. The measured masses of the specimens are

within 2% of the prescribed ones assuming a basis material density of 8¢g / cm?3.
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Figure 4.5: (a) View of untested uniaxial compression specimens produced via selective laser
melting using a 316L stainless steel powder. Each specimen consists of 5x5x5 unit-cells with
400pm wall thickness, with relative densities from left to right: 0.1, 0.2, 0.3 and 0.4. (b)
Position of virtual extensometers used to determine compressive strains via digital image
correlation.

4.3.2 Macroscopic compression experiments

The shell-lattice specimens are tested using a screw-driven universal testing machine
(Model RME250, Zwick) equipped with two flat steel loading platens and a 250kN load

cell. No grease or lubricant is applied to the platens. For each specimen a crosshead velocity

corresponding to a constant engineering strain rate of 2x107 is applied. A high-
resolution digital camera (4240 x 2824 pixels, Model GS3-U3-120S6M-C, PointGrey) is
installed to monitor one face of the specimen, with a resolution of about 500 pixels per
unit-cell. Macroscopic engineering strains are estimated through digital image correlation

using the software Vic-2D (Correlated Solutions). Five virtual extensometers are placed
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between the centers of the unit-cells of the top and bottom row (Fig. 4.5b). The reported

engineering strain corresponds to the average of all five extensometers

4.4.Results

4.4.1 Scaling of the elastic properties

Recall that due to the cubic symmetry of the structures at hand, commonly-used elastic
constants such as the Young’s modulus E and the shear modulus G depend on the

orientation of the loading direction with respect to the cubic unit-cell.

0 shell-lattice

a) Normalized Young's modulus E/E |- b) Normalized Young's modulus E/E H C) ThE---
7 o) o = ‘O\ \( 1/()

1.2 3
[1.1.1]
1.1
1
octet-truss
409 shell-lattice
[1,0.0] i [1,0,0]

[1.1.0] ) [1,1,0]) 0.01 0.1 0.5
Relative Density p |-

[1.1.1]

octet-truss h 9\ ¢
~ \0

of

Zener ratio ¢ [-]

shell-lattice o O g

Figure 4.6: Elastic anisotropy: pole figures of the Young’s moduli (as normalized by the mean
for all directions) at relative density p=0.2 for (a) the octet-truss and (b) the FCC shell lattice;
(¢) Zener anisotropy ratio as a function of the relative density.

This direction-dependency for the anisotropic shell-lattice and the octet truss-lattice
are shown in Fig. 4.6. which includes pole figures of the Young’s modulus for both
metamaterials at a relative density of 0.2. It becomes immediately apparent from Fig. 4.6
that the octet truss-lattice is stiffest when loaded along the [111] direction, and softest when
solicited along the [100] direction. The opposite trend is observed for the TPMS-like shell-
lattice (Fig. 4.6b) despite the fact that it features the same FCC symmetries as the octet
truss. A similar qualitative difference is observed with regards to shear loading: the octet
truss shows the highest shear modulus in the PS1 configuration and its lowest in the PS2

configuration, while the opposite order is observed for the shell-lattice.

The degree of elastic anisotropy of cubic metamaterials can be conveniently measured

by Zener’s anisotropy ratio:
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T C, -G,

¢ = G1/G; (3.30)

which corresponds to the ratio of the shear moduli for the loading cases PS1 and PS2.
The scaling of the Zener anisotropy ratio with relative density is presented in Fig. 4.6¢. For
the octet truss, it decreases from a value of 2 at very low relative densities to 1.4 for a
relative density of 0.6. A similar trend is observed for the TPMS-like shell-lattice, i.e. the
anisotropy decreases as the relative density increases. The ratio of the maximum to
minimum shear modulus is 2.4 at low density, i.e. the TPMS-like structure exhibits a
slightly higher anisotropy than the octet truss at low relative densities. However, the two
curves intersect at relative density of about 0.15. In other words, the shell-lattices are less

anisotropic than the truss-lattices at relative densities above 0.15.

The scaling of the elastic moduli, i.e. their evolution as a function of the relative
density, is shown in Fig. 4.7. To highlight the scaling and to ensure a good readability of
our plots, the computed macroscopic moduli are normalized by the Voigt bounds (basis
material modulus times the relative density). To allow for meaningful comparisons of the
stiftness of the anisotropic metamaterials, the maximum, minimum, and average values of
the Young’s and shear moduli are reported for each relative density. It transpires from the
results that the shell-lattices exhibit high specific stiffness at high relative densities; it
approaches the Hashin-Shtrikman (HS) bounds (Hashin and Shtrikman, 1963) much faster
than the stiffness of the octet trusses. At low relative densities, the mean stiffness of the
TPMS-like shell-lattice is still slightly higher than that of the octet trusses of equal mass,
but it is far from the HS bounds. Moreover, while the octet truss response enters the sub-
optimal, but linear scaling regime at low densities (e.g. the theoretical E-Modulus scaling
factor is 1/5 when the octet truss is loaded along the [111] direction), the scale factor of the

shell-lattices continues to decrease as the relative density decreases.
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For all relative densities considered, the shear modulus of the TPMS-like shell-lattices
is also higher than that of the octet trusses (Fig. 4.7b). The highest mean shear stiftness
advantage of more than 40% is observed at relative densities of 0.2 to 0.3. The maximum
longitudinal and shear stiffness of the shell-lattices is always higher than the highest
stiffness of the octet trusses of the same relative density. The same is observed for the lower
bounds: the softest direction of the TPMS-like shell-lattice is always stiffer than the softest
direction of the octet truss for the same relative density. The differences are even more
pronounced for the bulk moduli (Fig. 4.7¢), where the shell-lattice is more than twice as
stiff as the octet truss at low relative densities. The bulk modulus of the shell-lattice is

actually close to the theoretical HS limit (dashed line) for porous solids.

The above stiffness estimates are partially validated by comparing the computational
results for the octet-truss lattice at p = 0.01 with the analytical results by Deshpande et al.
(2001b), which apply in the limit of infinitesimal relative densities. It is found that the
numerical modulus estimates are close to the analytical values (maximum difference of

less than 8%).

4.4.2 Scaling of the initial yield stress

Figure 4.8 shows the direction dependency of the yield stress for uniaxial tension of
structures of relative density 0.01 (results for other relative densities are qualitatively
similar, while less anisotropic). The results depicted in Fig. 4.8a show that the octet truss
exhibits only 80% of the average yield stress when solicited in the [110] direction, while
pronounced yield strength peaks (= 145% of the mean) are observed for loading along the
[111] and [100] directions (thevstiffest and softest directions, respectively, see Fig. 4.6a).
The TPMS-like shell-lattice (Fig, 4.8b) displays a less pronounced yield strength peak
(about 120% of mean) in the [100] direction (that of highest stiffness), while the [110]
direction is the weakest with only 88% of the mean yield strength. The yield strength of

the shell-lattice for the [111] direction is close to the mean.
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Figure 4.8: Anisotropic yield under uniaxial loading (normalized by the mean for all
directions): (a) pole figure of normalized yield stress of the TPMS-like shell-lattice at relative
density p = 0.01, (b) pole figure of normalized yield stress of the octet-truss at relative
density p = 0.01.

Figure 4.9 provides an overview on the scaling of yield properties for both
metamaterials in a variety of scenarios. Similar to the elastic properties, the yield strength
of the TPMS-like shell-lattice is higher than that of the octet truss in almost all cases
investigated. Figure 4.9a presents the scaling of yield stresses under uniaxial loading with
relative density. As already indicated by the pole figures (Fig. 4.8), the directional spread
of yield values is more pronounced for the octet truss than for the shell-lattice: for the octet
truss, the maximum to minimum value ratio is 1.23 for p = 0.6, and 1.83 for p = 0.01, to
be compared with 1.13 and 1.42 for the anisotropic shell-lattice at the same relative
densities. Overall the shell-lattice shows higher yield values than the octet truss. Taking

the ratio of mean values for yield stress, we find 1.26 for 5 = 0.6 and 1.15 for p = 0.01.

Figure 4.9b shows the scaling of maximum, mean and minimum yield properties under
pure shear loading with relative density. The smooth structure is consistently stronger in
these conditions for relative densities above 0.1; for example, its mean value is 1.20 times
that of the octet truss for p = 0.6, while its poorer scaling leads to a value of 0.98 that of
the octet-truss forp = 0.01. Finally, Fig. 4.9c presents the scaling of yield stress with
relative density under hydrostatic pressure. In this case, the TPMS-like shell-lattice is
always stronger than the octet-truss lattice: 33% stronger for § = 0.6, and 17% stronger

for p = 0.01.
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The above results are partially validated by comparing numerical estimates for the
octet truss (at the lowest investigated relative density of g = 0.01) to the analytical pin-
jointed truss model proposed by Mohr (2005). Comparing maximum, average and
minimum yield strengths under uniaxial, pure shear and hydrostatic loading, the numerical

and analytical values are in agreement with a maximum relative difference of 5%.

p=03 p=02 p=0.1

L
=
-
[
=
o
—_—
[+ ]
=]

Lzl
—
[#&]
o

Z £ F2
= = 60 =
f 100 Z 22
e Z40 24
£ 50 g £1
w 22 Ei

0 0
0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0 0.1 0.2 0.3

Engineering Strain |- Engineering Strain |- Engineering Strain |-|

-y
—
-y
o

[011] =& [111] =0~ [001] =~ ssnu-1310
[011) > [111] -0~ [00T] =<~ @M1-swdL

Engineering Stress [MPa|
Engineering Stress [MPal
[

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0 0.1 0.2 0.3

Engineering Strain [-] Engineering Strain |-] Engineering Strain |-|

-]

—
[o:]
o

x
—
3
~
o

e
o

= 60

w
(=]

nN

o
n
o

Enginecering Stress [MPa|
B
o
Engincering Stress [MPa)
Engineering Stress [MPa]
ki
o

=)
¢-Sd & 1-Sd =~
¢ Sd - 1-Sd <

0%
0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0 0.1 0.2 03 0 0.1 0.2 0.3

Enginecring Strain |-] Engineering Strain |[-] Engineering Strain |-]

Figure 4.10: Macroscopic engineering stress-strain curves of the TPMS-like shell-lattice and
the octet-truss, for different loading scenarios: (a, b, ¢) uniaxial compression, (d, e, f) uniaxial
tension, (g, h, i) pure shear; and different relative densities: (a, d, g) p = 0.3, (b, e, h) p =
0.2, and (c,f,i) p = 0. 1.
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4.4.3 Large strain response

Figure 4.10 presents the macroscopic engineering stress-strain curves obtained from
elastoplastic simulations, for three scenarios (with different orientations) and the three
relative densities (0.3, 0.2 and 0.1) at which the metamaterials start exhibiting unstable
behavior. Stability is understood here in the non-conservative sense of sustained hardening
in a given loading scenario. When unit-cell simulations display a peak in the macroscopic
stress, localization bands are expected to form in structures containing multiple unit cells.
While the elastic and elastic limit properties presented above are fairly general (for an
isotropic elasto-plastic basis material with J2 yield criterion), the large strain response is
not. In particular, the stability of metamaterials is expected to depend on both the geometry
of structure, and on the hardening behavior of the basis material. It is safe to assume that
for a basis material with lower hardening modulus the two metamaterials considered herein
would present a transition from stable to unstable behavior at higher relative densities.

The simulation results (Fig. 4.10) show that the TPMS-like shell-lattice is stronger and
more stable than the octet truss, and confirm the loading direction dependency of the initial
yield stress. For the shell-lattice, the hardening rates rank in the same order as the yield
stresses. The [100] direction displays the highest hardening rate and appears stable at
densities of 0.3 and 0.2, but unstable at 0.1. The weakest [111] direction is still stable with
positive but very low hardening up to a compressive strain of 30% at a relative density of
0.3, and expectedly displays unstable behavior for lower relative densities. The same is
true of the slightly-higher hardening [110] direction, which loses stability at a relative
density of about 0.2. The initially stronger [111] and [100] directions of the octet truss
show qualitatively similar (but quantitatively weaker) behaviors, with the former
displaying unstable behavior starting at a relative density of 0.2, and the latter at 0.3. In all
of these cases, as relative density diminishes the stress-strain curve gradually displays less
hardening, until stability is lost. A remarkable exception to that rule is the stress-strain
curve obtained when loading the octet truss along the [110] direction: some struts are then
perfectly aligned with the loading direction, leading to a behavior that is up to a factor that
of the bulk material, with important increase in force, as seen for relative densities of 0.3

and 0.2. Although this direction displays the lowest yield point, it has the highest hardening
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rate for the octet truss at those relative densities. The transition to unstable behavior (as
seen for p = 0.1) is sudden, as it is triggered by buckling at the strut level.

The advantages of the TPMS-like shell-lattice become even more pronounced for
uniaxial tension (Figs. 4.10d-f). All engineering stress-strain curves for the shell-lattice
exhibit a monotonically increasing response well past the basis material’s maximum
elongation (15% strain), and, up to a multiplicative factor, the response at different relative
densities remains notably unchanged. A similar qualitative response is also observed when
loading the octet truss along the [100] direction, but at a significantly lower stress level.
For the two other loading directions, the tensile response exhibits an engineering stress
peak at a strain of about 0.15, which corresponds to the peak force for the base material,
associated with necking at the strut level, with the [110] direction lying at much lower
stress levels (about 25% less at p = 0.3 and 40% less at p=0.4) than the [111] direction,
and both of them well below the stress-levels shown by the shell-lattice.

The shear stress-strain responses are depicted in Figs. 4.10g-i. The shell-lattice shows
monotonically increasing stress for p > 0.2, with lower relative hardening and larger stress
difference between the two directions as the relative density decreases. Its response stays
well above that of the octet truss for any of the two orientations considered. At p = 0.1 it
exhibits unstable behavior as a peak stress is reached around 10% strain. The octet truss
displays an unstable response in its strongest orientation (PS1) at all relative densities
shown (and already at p = 0.4). The weaker orientation (PS2) is stable at p = 0.3 and
unstable at lower relative densities.

The blue macroscopic stress-strain curves shown in Figs. 4.10a, 4.10d, 4.10g are
representative for the shell-lattice response at relative densities above g = 0.3. Note that
all curves increase monotonically, irrespective of the loading scenario. For g = 0.2 the
material response becomes instable in compression in the [110] and [111] directions, in the
sense that the macroscopic stress-strain response for uniaxial compression exhibits a stress
peak followed by a softening phase. And for g = 0.1, all loading cases considered lead to
an early (<30% strain) peak force except for uniaxial tension. The comparison with the
results for the octet truss (red curves in Fig. 4.10) reveal the higher stability of the large
deformation response of the TPMS-like shell-lattice. For the octet truss architectures, all

force-displacement curves exhibit stress peaks for g = 0.2, and some already for p = 0.3.
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4.4.4 Scaling of the specific energy absorption

To evaluate the Specific Energy Absorption (SEA) capability of the proposed
metamaterials, we computed the plastic dissipation from the simulations for different
relative densities. In Fig. 4.11, the plastic dissipation per unit volume (as normalized by
the plastic dissipation of the basis material times the relative density) is plotted as a function
of the relative density. This measure is identical to the ratio of the specific energy

absorption of the metamaterial and that of the basis material,

D Dp;

Dsp Dsp

=2 3.31
= (3:31)

For uniaxial compression (Fig. 4.11a), it can be seen that the SEA of the TPMS-like
shell-lattice is almost always higher than that of the octet truss — irrespective of the loading
direction and relative density. The SEA for the weakest direction of the shell-lattice
structure is approximately equal to the SEA for the strongest direction of the SOT structure.
It 1s worth noting that the overall structural efficiency increases as the relative density
increases. For a relative density of p = 0.5, we have Drpys = 0.55pD,, while it is only
about 0.2pD; at a relative density of p = 0.1. Moreover it is expected that for
configurations that show a local peak in force, the overall response of larger scale structures
comprising several unit-cells would differ slightly: localization bands, shear bands, and a

resulting plateau in force that would impact the SEA of the structure.

In the case of uniaxial tension (Fig. 4.11b), the energy absorbed by the shell-lattice is
significantly higher than that of the octet truss for all directions of loading. Moreover, the
scaling is more stable (nearly linear) for uniaxial tension than for uniaxial compression. It
should be noted that the comparison point is beyond the maximum force of the bulk
material: the bulk dissipation value assumes uniform strain and would be an overestimate
in the case of an actual component loaded in tension, where the necking and fracture are
likely to limit the energy absorption capability. The same is true of un-stable directions for
the metamaterials (here, for the octet truss only). At a relative density of g = 0.5, we have
D¥fys = 0.75pD;, which drops only slightly to D¥%,,c ~ 0.6pD, at p = 0.1. As for
uniaxial compression, the specific energy absorption under uniaxial tension is the highest

for loading along the [100] direction of the shell-lattice structure. The octet truss has widely
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different energy absorption depending on the loading direction, due to localization within
the struts depending on their alignment with the loading direction, and in any case much

lower absorption capability in tension.

At a relative density of p = 0.5, the scaling of the energy absorption capability of the
shell-lattice for shear (Fig. 4.11c) is comparable to that for uniaxial tension, i.e. Dfpys =
0.7pD,. However, it decreases to DF35,s = 0.3pD; for loading a TPMS-like shell-lattice
of p = 0.1 in the PS1 plane. In any case, it is always higher than that of the octet truss, in

particular at low relative densities.

4.4.5 Experimental validation

Figure 4.12a shows the measured engineering stress-strain curves for uniaxial
compression along the [100] direction of the additively-manufactured TPMS-like shell-
lattice specimens. The experimental results for p = 0.3 and p = 0.4 are in reasonable
agreement with the unit-cell simulations. For strains between 5% and 30%, the
experimentally-measured and numerically-predicted stresses are within 10% of each other.
The simulation for p = 0.2 consistently overestimates the stress by 15% over that range,
which is attributed to a larger sensitivity to imperfect boundary conditions. Switching from
unit-cell models with periodic boundary conditions to models of cubic specimens
composed of 3 X 3 X 3 unit cells (blue curves in Figure 4.12a) reduces the maximum
difference in stress to less than 9%. The overall stress level for o = 0.1 is also similar for
the experiment and the simulation, but the specimen size-dependent oscillation of the
stress-strain curve is not captured by the unit-cell simulation (as expected). Photographs
taken during the compression experiments (Fig. 4.12b) confirm that shell-lattice structures
remain stable at relative densities above 0.2. As anticipated from the simulation results, the
response of the p = 0.1 specimen is unstable, i.e. the deformation localizes within a narrow
band at the unit-cell level. In the photographs shown in Fig. 4.12c, the void phase of the
specimen becomes apparent as black spots within those unit-cells that experienced the

highest deformation.
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Figure 4.12: Results from uniaxial compression experiments of the TPMS-like shell-lattice
along the [100] direction: a) experimental and computational stress-strain curves. b) selected
photographs of the deformed specimen for p = 0.3 c¢) selected photographs of the deformed
specimen for p = 0.1.



The yield strengths are estimated through a 0.2%-offset definition using the theoretical
elastic modulus. All experimental results (black open triangles in Fig. 4.9a) fall within 5%
of the estimated initial yield values. Black open triangles are also included in Fig. 4.11a to
show the experimentally-measured plastic dissipation at 30% strain next to the simulation
results. For the largest relative densities (p = 0.3 and 0.4), these measurements fall within
3% of the numerically predicted ones. The experimentally determined SEA at 30%
engineering strain is 7.3, 10.5, 13.2 and 15.3 J/g for the p = 0.1, 0.2, 0.3 and 0.4

specimens, respectively.

The Young’s modulus estimates fall within 30% of the theoretical values. However,
these are not presented as a model validation since the experiments were not designed for
measuring elastic properties. As described in Bonatti and Mohr (2017), the combination of
cyclic elastic loading along with local optical strain measurements appears to be more
appropriate for obtaining reliable Young’s modulus estimates from experiments on porous

metamaterials.

4.5.Conclusions

Smooth shell structures of FCC symmetry are obtained by locally smoothening the
geometry of thin-walled hollow octet trusses. Even though the surfaces are defined through
a function that minimizes the total curvature, the resulting surface turns out to be similar
to a Triply-Periodic Minimal Surface (TPMS). We compare the effective mechanical
properties of the TPMS-like shell-lattice with those of the widely-used octet truss-lattice.
Paying special attention to anisotropy, the elastic stiffness, yield strength and the large
deformation response of these metamaterial structures is determined through detailed finite
element simulations for relative densities ranging from 1% to 50%. Both structures display
an important anisotropy with max-to-min stiffness ratios of up to 2 as a function of the
direction of loading. The results reveal that the mechanical properties of the shell-lattices
are almost always superior to those of the stretching-dominated octet truss-lattices of equal
mass. In particular, the shell-lattices outclass the octet trusses in terms of plastic dissipation
(p > 0.1). For example, at a relative density of 20%, the energy absorption (under
compression) of the TMPS-like shell-lattice is 80% higher than that of an octet truss-lattice
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of the equal mass when comparing the strongest and weakest directions. The computational
results are confirmed through compression experiments on additively-manufactured

stainless steel 316L shell-lattice specimens.

The good mass-specific mechanical properties observed for high relative densities
along with the absence of discrete joints make the anisotropic and isotropic shell-lattices a
strong candidate for hierarchical designs. Their open structure also allows the shell-lattices
to be fabricated using powder-bed and liquid bath based additive manufacturing
techniques, as opposed to the closed-cell structure of plate-lattices. From the point of view
of multi-functionality, it is worth noting that the shell-lattices have the particularity of
separating two fluid phases of approximately equal volume which is of interest to (heat-,

chemical-) exchanger applications.

In the following chapters, we will extend those results. A first question concerns
whether and how the choice of topology (or genus, e.g. Grosse-Brauckmann 2012) of the
surface affects the macroscopic mechanical properties. This question is partially addressed
in Chapter 5. A second question concerns the choice of the functional that defines the
middle surface of the shell-lattices. We will begin an investigation of this question in
Chapter 6. Finally, some studies (e.g. Lee et al. 2017) comment on the stretching- or

bending-dominated nature of shell-lattices. A tentative answer is presented in Appendix 2.
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5. Mechanical behavior of cubic shell-lattices

This chapter is adapted from Bonatti and Mohr (2019b).

The present chapter investigates the effect of the type of cubic symmetry on the
stiffness and large deformation response of shell-lattices. Numerical simulations are
performed to characterize the elastic and plastic properties of shell-lattices of Body-
Centered Cubic (BCC) and Simple-Cubic (SC) symmetry, covering relative densities
ranging from 1% to 80%. Furthermore, we extend the results of the previous chapter for
shell-lattices of FCC symmetry to enable the comparison of the full material property
spectra of FCC, BCC and SC shell-lattices. Special efforts are made to account for the
important effect of anisotropy of the TPMS-like lattices. Design maps for tailoring the
elastic anisotropy of cubic shell-lattice topologies are also developed and used to provide
an analytical description of new topologies yielding elastically-isotropic shell-lattices of
cubic symmetry. Large strain compression experiments are performed on additively-
manufactured stainless steel 316L shell-lattices of FCC, BCC and SC symmetry to validate

selected simulation results.

5. 1. Metamaterials investigated

5.1.1 Smooth shell-lattices of cubic symmetry

The shell-lattices described herein are obtained from smoothening the topology of
tube-lattices (also referred to as hollow truss-lattices). Details on the generation of smooth
FCC shell-lattices are provided in in the previous Chapter. The shell-surfaces defined by
tube-lattices are meshed and used as an initial condition. Subsequently, the nodal positions

of the mesh are adjusted such as to minimize the cost function:

1/2
] = U (k? + k%)sz] (5.1
9]

Introduced earlier, where (Q is the surface, and k; and k, are its principal curvatures.
For each of the cubic structures, its symmetryes are leveraged when carrying out the

optimization, i.e. instead of meshing the full cubic unit-cells, the shell surfaces comprised
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in smaller volumes (see red tetrahedra in Fig. 5,1) are smoothened. This means that the
parameterization provided in Paragraph 4.1.2.1 is adapted to the special cases of the SC
and BCC shell-lattice, respectively. They follow the same logic and are not presented here

for the sake of concision.

Simple
Cubic

Body
Centered
Cubic

Face
Centered
Cubic

Figure 5.1: Decomposition of the geometries using structural symmetries. a) Simple Cubic
structures. b) Body Centered Cubic structures. c) Face Centered Cubic structures.
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Figure 5.1 also presents the unit-cells of the obtained smooth-shell structures. They are
reminiscent of triply periodic minimal surfaces as they share the same boundary conditions
and symmetries. Specifically, the BCC shell-lattice resembles Schoen’s I-WP surface, the
SC-shell is a modified Schwarz Primitive surface, and the FCC-shell is similar to Schoen’s
F-RD structure. The differences between the obtained smooth shell structures and their

TPMS counterparts become apparent when evaluating the local curvature measure

lk1 + ksl

— 52
A ©2)

While it is always zero for the TPMS structures, we find that this value has an average
of 8% for the SC-shell, 14% for the BCC-shell, and 15% for the FCC-shell. Given that our
cost-function aims at eliminating peaks in local principal curvatures, the obtained
structures may also be seen as smoothened TPMS structures. It is also worth noting that
each of the obtained surfaces separates the unit-cell into two domains of approximately

equal volume (see Figure 5.2b):

e The FCC-shell separates a smooth FCC truss (octet-truss) from a smoothened

rhombic dodecahedral truss (alternating 8-way and 4-way nodes).

¢ The BCC-shell separates a smooth BCC truss, from a “wrapping package” truss,
with planar 4-way nodes located at the center of the faces and on the middle of the

edges of the unit-cell.

e The SC-shell is particular in that it separates two smooth SC trusses.

5.1.2 Shell-lattice metamaterials

Shell-lattice metamaterials are obtained by symmetrically extruding the smooth shell
surfaces along their local surface normal. Figure 5.2a shows a detailed plot of the shell

thickness t,, normalized by the unit-cell side-length [, as a function of the relative density,

p = p/pp (5.3)

with p and p, denoting the density of the shell-lattice and constituent material,
respectively. To avoid overlapping surfaces, the shell thickness must be smaller than twice
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the smallest radius of curvature found on the surface. This determines the maximum
achievable relative density: 0.85 for the SC-shell, 0.75 for the BCC-shell, and 0.65 for the
FCC-shell. The surface area of the mid-plane of the shell structure comprised in a unit cell
is 4.801Z for the FCC-shell, 3.4612 for the BCC shell, and 2.34(2 for the SC-shell. This
implies that for the same relative density and shell thickness, the unit cell of the SC-shell
is significantly smaller (1/8" of the volume for low relative densities) than the FCC unit

cell. Conversely, for the same relative density and unit cell size, the SC shell is twice as

thick as the FCC shell (at low relative densities).
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Figure 5.2: a) Ratio of wall-thickness to unit-cell side-length as a function of the relative

density. b) View of the two phases separated by the (top-to-bottom) FCC, BCC and SC shell-
lattices.

From a manufacturing perspective, it is noted that the proposed shell structures are free
from internal low-hanging surfaces in any building direction. Due to the smoothness of the
surfaces, the shell walls are always perpendicular to the planes of symmetry of the
structure. As a consequence, parts that are cut along those planes do not possess
unsupported features that may lead to problems during additive manufacturing (e.g.

selective laser melting, stereolithography or binder jetting).
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5.2. Numerical

Finite element simulations are conducted to identify the stiffness, yield strength and
energy absorption capability of the shell-lattices. The relative density grid considered
includes every percent from 1% to 10%, followed by steps of 10% up to the maximum
achievable relative density. Two types of simulation models are built: unit-cell models with
periodic boundary conditions, and multi-cell specimen models to assess the large strain

compression response.

5.2.1 Basis material

The material model used in simulations is the elasto-plastic model used in earlier

chapters to model additively-manufactured 316L stainless steel.

5.2.2 Unit-cell meshes

The oriented unit-cell geometries correspond to the ones introduced in Figure 2.4. The
shell-lattices are meshed with hexahedral elements C3D8I with five elements through the
thickness. The in-plane density of the mesh is chosen so that less than 1% difference in
stiffness is observed with a four-times coarser mesh. This results in [100] unit-cell meshes
composed of 245760 elements for the SC-shell, 491’520 elements for the BCC-shell and
600’000 elements for the FCC-shell, respectively. Four times coarser meshes are used for
the models of structures featuring relative densities above 10%.

The implicit solver Abaqus/Standard is used to perform the unit-cell simulations.
Contact is defined between all surfaces with a friction coefficient of 0.2. Periodic micro-
displacement boundary conditions are applied following the methodology detailed in

Chapter 2.

5.2.3 Multi-cell specimen models (for large strain compression only)

The results from unit-cell models are expected to become invalid in case the
metamaterials exhibit a foam-like crushing behavior under uniaxial compression. In the

previous chapter, this materialized through an important difference between numerical and
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experimental results on the FCC shell-lattice at relative density 0.1. To obtain more
meaningful results, the uniaxial compression response is investigated using full specimen
models comprising multiple unit-cells. The multi-cell specimen is then quasi-statically
compressed between two platens that are modeled as geometric rigid surfaces. The multi-
cell assemblies are meshed by triangular shell elements (type S3 of the Abaqus element
library). The commercial software Abaqus/Explicit is used, with semi-automatic mass
scaling corresponding to a target number of 500’000 time steps for completing the
compression analysis. The multi-cell specimens consist of bricks featuring a side-length of
about three times the side-lengths of the corresponding unit cells. The edge lengths and

volumes of the multi-cell specimens are
e 3 X 3 x 3 =27 for the [100] specimens,
e 2v2 x 242 x 3 = 24 for the [110] specimens and

e 2v/3 x 242 x V6 = 24 for the [111] specimens.

The meshes used contained about 7°000, 14’000 and 12’000 elements per [100] unit-
cell (i.e. per unit volume) for the SC-, BCC- and FCC-multi-cell specimens, respectively.
The [100] BCC multi-cell specimen therefore features the largest number of shell elements
(about 370°000 elements). The contact definition assumes a friction coefficient of 0.2 for

both internal and platen-to-specimen contact.

5.2.4 Identification of elastic stiffness tensor and yield stress estimation

For each metamaterial configuration (combination of structure type and relative
density), six strain-driven elastic simulations are performed on a [100] solid-element unit-
cell in which a small strain increment is imposed. The applied macroscopic strain tensors
read

e;Qe;+e;Qe;
2

E=¢ e Q;ej,wheree; Q;e; = (5.4)

with i,j = 1,2,3. From these simulations, two types of metamaterial properties are

determined.
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Firstly, the anisotropic macroscopic stiffness tensor is deduced. To visualize the
anisotropy of the elastic properties, we compute the direction dependency of the Young’s
and shear moduli. In addition to the macroscopic moduli, the macroscopic-strain-to-
microscopic-stress stiffness tensors are extracted from the results of the unit-cell
computations. For each integration point n of the unit-cell mesh, the local strain evolves
linearly with the imposed macroscopic strain, which can be summarized by the relation
o, = A,: E, with g, denoting the average stress in element n, and A, being a local
stiffness tensor. Given that o, and E are both symmetric, 4, has 36 independent
components that are obtained by evaluating the 6 components of the local stress response
under each of the 6 loading scenarios. Realizing that o,, = 4,,: E = A,;: A"1: X, one can
deduce an estimate of a microstructure-based yield stress under any loading condition,
which corresponds to the initial yield strength of the material. The elastic limit is herein
considered to be reached when elements accounting for 5% of the initial volume of the
mesh present a von Mises equivalent stress superior to the bulk material’s yield stress.
Instead of extracting the entire yield surface, we provide estimates of extremal and mean
yield values under uniaxial and hydrostatic loading, as well as the distribution of initial

yield strength with loading orientation in the uniaxial loading case.

5.2.5 Identification of the large strain tensile response

For each mesh considered with a relative density above 10%, elastoplastic simulations
are performed for uniaxial tension under various loading orientations. Mixed boundary
conditions are applied, with the non-zero component of the stress-tensor being strain-

driven,

{ Hy; =2

5.5
Pig = Py =Py = P33 =P;3 = P33 =Pp3=P3, =0 (5-5)

These boundary conditions are applied in the By, B11o and By, coordinate systems

to identify the large strain tension response for uniaxial tensile loading along the [100],

[110] and [111] directions. Recall from Chapter 2:
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5.3.Experimental

Uniaxial compression experiments are performed on FCC-, BCC- and SC- specimens
at relative densities of 10%, 20% of 30%. The main purpose of these experiments is to

verify the numerical results under large strains.

5.3.1 Specimen description

In a first step, the metamaterials are compressed along their stiffest direction only. To
verify our model’s capability to capture the directional-dependency of the large strain
compression response, compression experiments are also performed along the [100], [110]
and [111] directions for 30% relative density BCC-structures. Two specimens of each type
are tested. Nearly-cubic specimen geometries in the different orientations are obtained by

stacking the respective unit-cells. For BCC and SC specimens, we have
e 7 X7 X7 = 343 unit-cells for the [100] specimens,
e 5v2 x 52 x 7=350 for the [110] specimens, and

e 43 x 512 x 3v/6 = 360 for the [111] specimens.

Given their low t,,, / [ ratio, the FCC [100]-specimens are designed with 5x5x5 unit-

cells, only.
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Figure 5.3: a) View of untested specimens of relative densities 10%, 20% and 30%. b) View
of untested BCC specimens of relative density 30% with different orientations. c¢-d) Scanning
electron micrographs of a polished cross-section of a BCC shell-lattice specimen of relative
density 20%, revealing surface roughness as well as internal porosity.
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Type Relative Orientation Dim. 1 Dim. 2 Dim. 3 Error on
density (mm) (mm) (mm) mass (%)

FCC 0.1 100 95.53 95.53 95.53 -1.7

SC 0.1 111 64.64 65.96 68 -12.0

BCC 0.1 100 96.12 96.12 96.12 -6.9

FCC 0.2 100 47.50 47.50 47.5 -6.1

SC 0.2 111 32.15 32.82 34.10 -7.2

BCC 0.2 100 47.84 47.84 47.84 -8.2

FCC 0.3 100 31.35 31.35 31.35 -5.4

SC 0.3 111 21.25 21.69 22.54 -7.2

BCC 03 100 31.64 31.64 31.64 -7.3

BCC 0.3 110 31.96 31.96 31.64 -6.5

BCC 0.3 111 31.32 31.96 33.22 -10.7

Table 5.1: Dimensions of the specimens and reported error on mass.

All specimens are additively-manufactured from stainless steel 316L using selective

laser melting. Specimens are fabricated for three different relative densities: 10%, 20% and

30%. Photographs of the specimens are given in Figs. 5.3a and 5.3b. A summary of the

material geometry and the weight properties (as designed and measured) is provided in

Table 5.1. All verified outer dimensions are within 1% of those prescribed. However, the

specimens have a significantly lower mass than expected (between 5% and 12% lower).

This is attributed to the effects of internal porosity (Fig. 5.3d) and high surface roughness

(Fig. 5.3c). All specimens featured a targeted wall-thickness of 400um while the surface

roughness of the additively-manufactured shell-lattices is only one order of magnitude

lower.
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Figure 5.4: Left: diagram of the experimental set-up. Right: experimental picture with
position of extensometers.

5.3.2 Experimental set-up

Figure 5.4 provides a diagram of the experimental set-up. Each specimen is loaded
using a crosshead velocity corresponding to an engineering strain rate of 1.67 - 1072s™1.
The specimens are tested using a screw-driven universal testing machine (Model RME250,
Zwick), equipped with two flat steel loading platens and a 250kN load cell. Tungsten
carbide platens of a diameter closer to the dimensions of the specimens are added in the
case of the smaller specimens. No grease or lubricant is applied. A speckle pattern is
applied to the side of the platens. A high resolution digital camera (4240 x 2824 pixels,
Model GS3-U3-120S6M-C, Point Grey) is used to monitor both the movement of the
platens, as well as one face of the specimen. The displacements of both platens are
estimated via digital image correlation. The difference in their displacements is used to

estimate engineering strains.
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Figure 5.5: Pole figures showing the directional distribution of the Young’s modulus of (from
top to bottom) the FCC, the SC and the BCC shell-lattices at relative density 20%, reduced
by the bulk material’s Young’s modulus times the relative density.
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5.4. Results

5.4.1 Elastic properties

The elastic properties are determined for all three types of shell-lattices (FCC, BCC,
SC) covering 15 to 17 different relative densities ranging between 1% and 80%. Given the
cubic symmetry of the metamaterials, the directional dependency of the structures is
represented by pole figures for the Young’s modulus, with the corners of the pole figures
representing the moduli for uniaxial stress loading along the [100], [110] and [111]

directions.

Figure 5.5 shows the pole figures for all three structures for a relative density of 0.2.
Both the FCC and BCC-shells exhibit their stiffest uniaxial behavior when solicited along
the [100]-direction, while their softest elastic response is observed for loading along the
diagonal direction [111]. The opposite trend is observed for the SC structure. The previous
result implies that the FCC and BCC structures have their stiffest shear behavior when
changing the angle between the first two base vectors of the B¢ frame (modulus G3z,, ),
and the softest when changing the angle between the first two base vectors of the Bjgo
frame (modulus Gz, ); the opposite holds true for the SC shell structures. The pole figures
shown in Fig. 5.5 are representative for all relative densities in the sense that the ordering
of the strongest and weakest directions is the same irrespective of the relative density. A
common measure of a cubic material’s anisotropy is the Zener ratio, { = Gz, /Gz,,,-
Figure 5.6a presents a plot of the anisotropy level of the structures as a function of the

relative density, using a symmetric version of the Zener ratio,

GBmo/GBuo =¢ife=1

-1 5.6
GB110/GB100 ={ 1 if(<1 (5.6)

{* = Gnax/ Gmin = {

For all structures, the degree of elastic anisotropy increases as the relative density
decreases. Below a relative density of 40%, the SC structure exhibits the highest degree
of elastic anisotropy. It is also worth noting that the FCC structure reaches a plateau at
about {* = 2.3 (or { = 0.43) as the relative density decreases, while the anisotropy of the

other two structures keeps on increasing.
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Figure 5.6: a) Modified Zener ratio as a function of the relative density. b-d) Variations with
relative density of mean value and range of the normalized Young’s modulus of the b) FCC
¢) SC and d) BCC shell-lattices, as compared to the Hashin-Shtrikman bounds, isotropic
tube-lattices of the same kind, and an isotropic truss-lattice. ¢) Comparison of (normalized)
maximum and minimum Young’s moduli of the shell-lattices as a function of relative density.
f) Variations of the (normalized) bulk moduli of the shell-lattices with relative density,
compared to that of isotropic truss-lattices and the Hashin-Shtrikman bound.
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Figures 5.6b, 5.6¢ and 5.6d show the scaling of the maximum, average and minimum
(over all directions) Young’s moduli with relative density of the FCC, SC and BCC shell-
structures, respectively. Those values are compared with the scaling for isotropic tube-
lattices of the corresponding kind (dashed colored curves), and for isotropic truss-lattices
(dotted black curves). In each case, the minimum directional stiffness remains above the
value for isotropic tube-lattices for all relative densities. The average stiffness of the shell-
lattices (solid color lines) is always higher than that of the isotropic tube- and truss-lattices
for relative densities greater than 2%. At a relative density of 10%, the FCC, SC and BCC
shell-lattices have a maximum stiffness exceeding more than two times that of the

corresponding isotropic tube- and truss-lattices.

Figure 5.6e compares the maximum and minimum stiffness scaling of all three shell-
lattices. At a relative density of 10%, the BCC structure has the best overall uniaxial
stiffness, with its directional average attaining 61% of the Hashin-Shtrikman Bound (HSB)
compared to 54% for the SC and FCC shell-lattices. At this relative density, the Young’s
modulus for the stiffest direction of all three metamaterials reaches about 80% of the HSB.
However, at a relative density of 1%, the BCC structure performs poorer than the two
others (attaining less than 37% of the HSB). In terms of HSB, the ranges obtained over all
possible directions at that density are 19%-69%, 18%-58% and 28%-60% for the SC, BCC
and FCC shell structures, respectively. At relative densities above 10%, the performances
of all three structures are very close to the theoretical limit. At a relative density of 30%,
the maximum Young’s moduli of all three structures stand between 85% and 90% of the
HSB. At 50% relative density these numbers reach 90% (SC) to 96% (BCC) for the
maximal values, and 70% (SC and BCC) to 79% (FCC) for minimal values.

For completeness, we show the scaling of the bulk moduli in Fig. 5.6f. All three
structures exhibit approximately the same bulk modulus. Most importantly, the scaling for
relative densities greater than 10% is such that the bulk modulus is always within 15% of
the corresponding HSB. The SC structure even preserves the high structural efficiency
when decreasing the relative density to values as low as 1%, while the efficiency of the
BCC and FCC structures deteriorate such that the respective bulk moduli reach only 70%
and 80% of the HSB at 1% relative density.
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5.4.2 Yield properties

The results from the 288 unit-cell simulations are also used to estimate the initial yield
strength of the metamaterials. Figure 5.7 shows the pole figures for the initial yield stress
for the FCC, SC and BCC shell-lattices for selected relative densities. Figure 5.8 presents
the variations of yield anisotropy (Fig. 5.8a), uniaxial yield strength (Fig. 5.8b) and yield

pressure (Fig. 5.8¢) with relative density. Several points are worth noting:
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Figure 5.7: Pole figures showing the directional distribution of the uniaxial yield strength of
the (from left to right) FCC, SC and BCC shell-lattices at a relative densities of (top to bottom)
50%, 20%, 5% and 1%.
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For the lowest relative density shown, the ranking of the yield strength
extremal points is the same as that of the respective Young’s moduli. This

applies to all three structures.

For the SC structure, the same holds true for all relative densities considered,
i.e. its plastic anisotropy remains qualitatively unchanged. The ratio of
maximum-to-minimum yield stress, y = max(ay) / min(ay), is y = 2.1 at
1% relative density. It decreases as the relative density increases (Fig. 5.8a).
We have y = 1.6 and y = 1.3 at a relative density of 10% and 30%,

respectively.

For both the FCC and BCC structures, the highest yield strength is always
found for loading along the [100] direction (Fig. 5.7). The weakest direction of
either structure is always found between the [110] and [111] directions.

However, the exact direction depends on the relative density.

For the FCC structure, the [110] direction is the weakest for p = 0.01 and p =
0.05 (Fig. 5.7). At 20% relative density, it appears to transition towards the
[111] direction, which gives the lowest yield stress at a relative density of 50%.
The min-max ratio for the FCC structure (Fig. 5.8a) is only y = 1.4 at a
relative density of p = 0.01. It then decreases further to 1.3 and 1.15 for p =
0.1 and p = 0.3, respectively.

For the BCC structure, the weakest direction is usually close to the [111]
direction (Fig. 5.7). Here, the yield stress ratio decreases from y = 1.7 for p =

0.01toy = 1.3 forp = 0.1.

Irrespective of their relative density, the shell-lattices have their minimal yield
strength on a similar level or above the mean strength of elastically-isotropic
tube-lattices (Figure 5.8b). Their mean strength is about 30% higher than that
of tube-lattices for p = 0.1, with the difference increasing at lower relative

densities.

The scaling of the hydrostatic yield stress is shown in Fig. 5.8c. The relative

scaling is qualitatively similar for all structures. However, as for the bulk



modulus, we observe a superior performance of the SC shell-lattice. Its
hydrostatic yield stress is more than 50% higher than that of the FCC and BCC
structures at § = 0.01 and about 10% higherat p = 0.3. All structures present
far higher yield pressure than the corresponding tube-lattices. The difference
increases from about 20% at 5 = 0.5 to more than 100% for relative densities

below p = 0.1.

e For low relative densities, the scaling of the yield stress is well approximated
by a power-law fit,

o P\
< (L) 53
Op Pb S

Table 5.2 gives estimates for the fitting parameters a and b for all three shell-lattices.
The approximations for parameter a suggest that the behavior of shell-lattices is closer to

that of stretching-dominated (a = 1) than to bending-dominated (a = 1.5) structures.

Property FCC SC BCC
Model parameter a b a b a b
Minimal yield 108 031 117 039 127 0.5
strength

Average yield 1.08 0.37 1.14 0.47 1.20 0.56
strength

Maximal yield 107 043 107 051 106 040
strength

Yield pressure 1.13 0.72 1.04 0.66 1.18 0.77

Table 5.2: Parameters of power-law fit for data points between 1% and 10% relative density,
for yield properties of the three structures.
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Figure 5.8: a) Variation of the max-to-min ratio of direction-dependent uniaxial yield
strengths as a function of relative density. b) Variations of mean values and range of uniaxial
yield strength of shell-lattices with relative density, as compared to mean values for isotropic
tube-lattices. ¢) Variations of yield pressure of shell-lattices with relative density, as compared
to isotropic tube-lattices.

5.4.3 Large deformation behavior

5.4.3.1 Large strain tension (simulations only)

Figure 5.9 shows the stress-strain curves obtained from unit-cell simulations for
uniaxial tension up to an engineering strain of 0.3. The results from large strain unit-cell

analysis are in line with the conclusions drawn with regards to the initial yield strength.
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The comparison of the upper three curves in Figs. 5.9a (p = 0.1) and 10b (p = 0.3) reveals
that the stress-strain response for tension is both qualitatively and quantitatively similar
when loading the structures along their strongest direction. At a relative density of 10%,
there are still differences of up to 15% in stress level among the stress-strain curves for the
weakest material directions. At that density, the SC shell-lattice exhibits the highest degree
of anisotropy. Consequently, its stress-strain response for uniaxial loading along the [100]

direction corresponds to the lowest curve of all presented in Fig. 5.9.

The maximum of the engineering stress-strain curve for an elasto-plastic material
subject to uniaxial tension usually corresponds to the onset of plastic localization. It is
worth noting that in Fig. 5.9a and 5.9b, all engineering stress-strain curves exhibit a
positive slope until an axial strain of at least 0.3, i.e. twice the ductility of the constituent
material. To gain further insight into this phenomenon, we plotted the stress triaxiality field

(ratio of hydrostatic and von Mises stress)
n=-p/d ©)

for a BCC shell-lattice with p = 0.3 after 30% uniaxial tension along [100] (Fig. 5.9¢).
At the mesoscopic level, the cell walls are subject to a wide range of local stress states,
including generalized shear (blue zones), compressive states (grey zones), uniaxial tension
(green) and biaxial tension (orange to red zones). The comparison of exterior (left) and
interior (right) views reveals that the stress state varies through the thickness, meaning that
bending of the walls plays a crucial role. The corresponding distributions of the equivalent
plastic strain are shown in Fig. 5.9d. Most of the plastic dissipation takes place in
interconnected bands (in green) that roughly correspond to the zones experiencing uniaxial
tension, and in which cell-wall necking is observed (see cross-sections visible in Fig. 5.9d).
However, at 30% engineering strain, those are still separated by bands with significantly
lower plastic strains (blue bands on interior view in Fig. 5.9d), thereby preventing full
structural failure through necking. Peaks (red zones) with éP > 0.5 are observed in the
parts of unit-cell subject to generalized shear, as well as uniaxial tension, but are confined

to one side of the cell-wall, once again revealing bending action.
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Figure 5.9: a-b) Stress-strain curves from unit-cell simulations of uniaxial tension along the
stiffest and softest directions of the FCC, SC, and BCC shell-lattices, at relative densities of
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uniaxial tension (30% strain) along its strongest direction, with color-coded distributions of
c) stress triaxiality d) equivalent plastic strain. A cut is made perpendicular to the loading
direction and both half-unit cells are presented.
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It is also interesting to see that, for all three types of shell-lattices, the macroscopic
stress-strain curves for the initially weakest directions exhibit significantly higher strain
hardening than the initially strongest directions. At an axial strain between 0.25 and 0.30,
we therefore observe the intersection of the stress-strain curves for the respective weakest

and strongest directions.

5.4.3.2 Large strain compression (simulations and experiments)
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Figure 5.10: Large strain compression: Stress-strain curves obtained from multi-cell shell-
element simulations in compression between two rigid surfaces, for three orientations, at
relative densities (left to right) 0.01, 0.1 and 0.5. Top-to-bottom: FCC, SC and BCC shell-
lattices.
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Figure 5.10 provides an overview of the stress-strain response for compression
(engineering) strains of up to 0.5 as obtained from multi-cell simulations with shell
elements. For relative densities smaller than 10%, the response of all structures is
reminiscent of the crushing response of metallic foams and low-density honeycombs (e.g.
Mohr and Doyoyo 2004). The stress-strain curve initially shows a high peak stress,
followed by oscillations in stress around an approximately constant average stress, with
local peaks that are substantially lower than the initial threshold stress. At high relative
densities (e.g. Fig. 5.10, right column subplots for p = 0.5), a fundamentally different
stress-strain response is seen; it is mostly smooth and monotonically increasing, similar to

that of fully-dense metals.

The sequences of deformed configurations in Fig. 5.11 provide more insight into this
fundamental difference. The plateau stress (average value was taken) for the SC shell-
lattice with p = 0.1 is 80% higher when crushing along the [110] instead of the [100]
direction. When loaded along its weak direction, the structure is progressively crushed in
a layer-by-layer fashion (Fig. 5.11c¢). The vertical tube-like sections within such layer
respond through tube inversion, a process throughout which the load carrying capacity first
decreases and then builds up again through internal contact after partial completion of the
inversion. The tube inversion mode cannot be activated when loading the same structure at
a diagonal direction (such as the [110] direction). As a result, the deformation is more
uniformly spread throughout the entire specimen (Fig. 5.11d). Drops in the macroscopic
stress level due localization events at the mesoscale are then also less pronounced (compare
dashed and solid curves in Fig. 5.11a). The tube inversion mode becomes also inactive
when increasing the relative density, i.e. when increasing the wall thickness. The deformed
configuration for the SC shell-lattice of 30% relative density (Fig. 5.11e) at a macroscopic
compression strain of 0.3 shows an approximately periodic distribution of the local
equivalent plastic strain (i.e. a homogeneous strain distribution at the macroscopic level).
The corresponding stress-strain curve (solid line in Fig. 5.11b) is oscillation free and has

nearly zero slope while the axial strain increases from 0.1 to 0.5.
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Figure 5.12: Experimental stress-strain curves from compression between two plates, for
(left-to-right) densities of about 0.1, 0.2 and 0. 3, and of (top to bottom) the FCC, the SC and
the BCC shell-lattices. Dashed lines represent numerical results.

The experimental stress-strain curves for large strain compression are shown as solid
lines in Figure 5.12. The corresponding multi-cell simulation results are shown as dashed
lines. Overall, we observe good agreement of the experimental and numerical results. For
the two highest relative densities (20% and 30%), the difference between the
experimentally-measured and numerically-predicted curves is comparable to the difference
between the two experimental curves. It is particularly reassuring to see that the simulation
models agree well for all three orientations of the BCC specimen, thereby partially
validating the models’ ability to capture the effect of anisotropy. The experimentally-

measured stress-strain curve also shows less pronounced oscillations. As discussed by
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Mohr and Doyoyo (2004), such differences can be attributed to a combination of
differences in specimen size and dimensional imperfections. In the simulation, the
specimen is uniformly loaded which results in the simultaneous collapse of all unit-cells
within a specimen cross-section, In the experiments, it is impossible to introduce the load
with the same degree of uniformity which results in the successive crushing of neighboring
cells, leading to the recording of a smeared out stress-strain response when using multi-
cell specimens. As far as the plateau stress level over the strain interval [0.1, 0.4] is
concerned, the relative difference between the experimental and numerical predictions is
less than 15%. The observed deformation modes in the experiments are also consistent
with the numerical predictions. An example of the progressive crushing of an [100] BCC
specimen of relative density 10% is shown in Fig. 5.13, which confirms the layer-by-layer

crushing.

£=0.1 £=0.2 £=0.3 e=0.4

0.1

p

Figure 5.13: Experimental pictures of large strain compression deformation patterns of a
BCC shell-lattice [100]-specimen of density 10% under compressive engineering strains of
(left to right) 10% to 40%.

5.4.3.3 Specific Energy Absorption (simulations and experiments)

The Specific Energy Absorption (SEA) is defined as the mechanical work performed
(per unit mass) when deforming a material up to 30% (engineering) strain under uniaxial

loading,

0.3
1 od£&?

Y=_ f de. (5.8)
p de

£=0

We evaluate the above integral for simulations and experiments for large strain

compression. The resulting plots of the SEA as a function of the relative density are shown
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in Fig. 5.14 for all three types of shell-lattices. The anisotropy of the structures also
becomes apparent in the SEA plots. For the FCC and BCC shell-lattices, the ordering of
directions follows that of their stiffness (and up to a certain degree, yield strength).
However, for the SC shell-lattices of high relative densities, the most energy absorbing
direction out of the three investigated, is the [110] direction, with the [100] direction the
weakest. This result is surprising as this direction is extremal neither in terms of stiffness

nor strength.

At a relative density of p = 0.5, the difference between the most and least absorbing
directions is 17%, 24% and 54% for the FFC, SC and BCC shell-lattices, respectively. At
p = 0.3, the corresponding percentages are 27%, 41% and 55%. The maximum difference
is observed for the SC shell-lattice with p = 0.1; here, the difference is 80% when
comparing the energy absorbed after loading along the [110] and [100] directions. This
large directional dependency of energy absorption capabilities is confirmed by
experimental data on the BCC shell-lattice at p = 0.3 (dots on Figure 5.14c). The
pronounced difference between the strongest and weakest directions vanishes at low
relative densities where a foam-like crushing behavior is observed. The accelerated
reduction in SEA starting below a relative density of p = 0.2 is also confirmed by the

experimental results at p = 0.1 (solid dots in Fig. 5.14) for all three type of shell-lattices.

For reference, we also computed the SEA for uniaxial tension along the strongest
direction, using the same engineering reference strain of 0.3. Due to the absence of
mesostructural instabilities, the SEA for tension is significantly higher than that for
compression at low relative densities. At high relative densities, the difference between
compression and tension decreases. In case of the BCC shell-lattices, the SEA for

compression even becomes higher than that for tension at relative densities higher than

40%.

There is little difference between the SEA of the FCC and BCC shell-lattices when
these are loaded along their strongest [100] direction (Fig. 5.14d). For the SC structures,
the stress level for loading along the weaker [110] direction is 10% to 20% lower in the
p = 0.2 range, but that gap vanishes at lower relative densities. Despite the narrow scope

of the study, it may be concluded that smooth shell-lattices of FCC, SC and BCC symmetry

142



exhibit a similar energy absorption capacity. The differences observed in specific cases can

be mainly attributed to their anisotropy.
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Figure 5.14: Specific energy absorption at 30% strain as a function of relative density, under
uniaxial tension (strongest direction only), and uniaxial compression along the [100], [111]
and [110] directions for a) the FCC, b) the SC and ¢) the BCC shell-lattices. d) Comparison
of the most absorbing directions of each structure under uniaxial compression.

5.5. Discussion

The stiffness, yield strength and energy absorption capabilities of the three original,

TPMS-like shell-lattices are determined for relative densities ranging from 1% to 80%
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using detailed finite element simulations. The results are partially validated through

compression experiments on additively-manufactured stainless steel 316L specimens.

All three structures achieve remarkable properties, particularly at high relative
densities: above 30%, the mean Young’s modulus of the smooth shell structures exceeds
70% of the theoretically-achievable highest stiffness (85% for the bulk modulus), 40%
higher than that of optimal trusses with solid struts, and 30% higher than that of trusses
with hollow struts, see Figs. 5.6b to 5.6d. The high uniaxial stiffness of the smooth shell
structures is lost at low relative densities (i.e. below 10%). Similar trends are observed for
both yield and energy absorption properties. Above 20% relative density, the structures
exhibit a bulk-like, highly efficient large-strain behavior. When compressed, lighter
structures show a foam-like crushing behavior, associated with a much poorer scaling of
their specific energy absorption. The only exception to this trend is the bulk modulus,

which remains close to the theoretical limit at all relative densities.

It is reemphasized that the newly-proposed metamaterial architectures have been
identified by smoothening the curvature of the constituent shell surfaces. Different from
plate and beam networks, the mechanical fields at the mesoscopic level are therefore free
from stress concentrations, which is expected to provide substantial advantages with
regards to fatigue life (and brittle fracture for ceramic structures). Smooth shell-lattices
offer a combination of high mechanical properties (close to those of closed-cell foams) and
a potential for multifunctionality, which was, until recently, a feature of open-cell foams

and lattices only.

One striking feature of these structures is their high anisotropy, with differences in
energy absorption capability under compression of up to 80% for the same structure
depending on the loading direction. This makes the structure-to-structure comparison
difficult, particularly when one structure’s strongest direction is the other’s weakest. When
anisotropy is accounted for, our conclusion is that the mechanical performances of all three
structures are very similar, both qualitatively and quantitatively. Strategies to reduce the

anisotropy of those three shell-lattices will be introduced in the next chapter.
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6. Towards isotropic shell-lattices

Parts of this chapter are adapted from Bonatti and Mohr (2019a, 2019b).

In Chapter 4 we developed a methodology to design smooth shell-lattices through a
minimization of a the quadratic norm of the bending energy on the surface. In Chapter 5
we examined the effect of the choice of boundary conditions on the surface, revealing that
the mean properties of the structure remained unaffected. In this chapter, we are interested

in the effect of the functional on the mechanical properties.

As stated in both previous chapters, the structures considered bear an uncanny
resemblance to better-known shell-lattices that rest on different definitions, be it a zero
mean-curvature or an equation on the coordinates of the surface points (level-set surfaces).
We will start by investigating these similarities. As we will see, changing between those
three definitions does not affect much the response of the shell-lattices. Despite that fact,
the previous chapters’ contribution remains, as no investigation of the effect of anisotropy
on the large strain behavior of shell-lattices (TPMS or otherwise) had been undertaken

elsewhere.

6. 1.Smooth-shells, minimal surfaces and level-set approximations

6.1.1 Structure generation

The structures investigated in Chapter 4 and 5 are Visually extremely similar to some
TPMS. Shell-lattices based on TPMS have emerged in the literature fairly recently (e.g.
Bobbert et al. 2011), however most of the work is even more recent (e.g. articles by Abu
al Rub, since 2015). Given that no studies on TPMS shell-lattices investigates their
anisotropic large-strain behavior, it is of interest to compare the shell-lattices developed
herein to these more common topologies. The FCC shell-lattice corresponds to the TPMS
known as “Schoen F-RD”, the BCC shell-lattice corresponds to the “Schoen I-WP” and
the SC shell-lattice to the “Schwartz P (P for Primitive Cubic). Minimal surfaces are

defined by their zero mean curvature, that is:
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ki +ky,=0
e 6.1)

As a consequence we obtain the three TPMS equivalents by relying on the method

detailed in Chapter 4, and simply modifying the functional to:
J(@) = f ey + keg)*dV = f Tr(4)*dv 6.2)
0 0

Some studies that refer to the mechanical behavior of TPMS-based composites, prefer
to use an alternative definition (e.g. Nguyen et al. 2017) and readily ignore the difference
in mechanical behavior (to the author’s knowledge, a comparison of the mechanical
behavior shell-lattices based on TPMS and corresponding level-set approximations does
not exist in the literature). Level-set surfaces, are defined as isocontours of a function of
3D space. Approximations for a number of TPMS have been developed, and for the three

structures herein Maldovan et al. (2007) give:

fsc = cos(x) + cos(y) + cos(z)

(6.3)

- % (cos(x) cos(y) + cos(y) cos(z) + cos(z) cos(x)) + t
fece = cos(x) cos(y) + cos(y) cos(z) + cos(z) cos(x) + 2t (6.4)
free = 4 cos(x) cos(y) cos(z) + cos(2x) cos(2y) + cos(2y) cos(2z) 65)

+ cos(2z) cos(2x) + t

The surfaces correspond to the domain f = 0, and t is a paremeter used to vary the
surface (and in practice the volumes of the two phases separated). The structures
approximate the corresponding TPMS for t = 0. A factor 2 has been added to the last term
in the BCC function for numerical convenience. In practice obtaining level-set surfaces is
much more convenient than the structures considered so far. The criterion is purely local
and, keeping the parameterization expressed in Chapter 4, one can simply optimize

separately the last coordinate for each node.
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In what follows the comparison we will limit ourselves to the FCC shell-lattice. To
preserve clarity of the figures we will separate the comparison in two parts. We will first
compare the smooth shell-lattice from Chapter 4 to the corresponding F-RD shell-lattice,
then we will compare the smooth shell-lattice to the corresponding level-set shell-lattice.
A view of the three middle-surfaces is proposed in Figure 6.1. The TPMS shell-lattice (Fig.
6.1b) presents flat sections along with steep saddle points, while the bending-energy
inspired shell-lattice (Fig. 6.1a) is smoothly curved throughout. The level-set surface (Fig.
6.1c) presents larger four-way nodes, and smaller 8-way nodes, than the other two. A

comparison is presented in Fig. 6.1d to highlight those differences.

Figure 6.1: View of the middle-surface of FCC shell-lattices. a) Smooth shell FCC. b) TPMS
F-RD ¢) Level-Set FCC d) Superposition of a)-c).
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0.1.2 Comparison: FCC smooth-shell and F-RD minimal surface
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Figure 6.2: Comparison of the smooth shell-lattice and the TPMS Schoen F-RD based shell-
lattice. View of the undeformed unit-cell mesh at relative density 0.2 of a) the smooth shell-
lattice and b) the TPMS Schoen F-RD based shell-lattice; ¢-d) Deformed configuration and
equivalent plastic strain distribution under uniaxial compression along [100] at an
engineering strain of 30% of ¢) the FCC smooth shell-lattice and d) the F-RD shell-lattice at
relative density 0.2.

Numerical simulations are conducted for the F-RD shell-lattices in the exact fashion
described for the FCC smooth-shell in Chapter 4. A view of both structures is presented in
Figs. 6.2a and 6.2b. Both structures present a similar level of anisotropy, as well as similar
directional Young’s moduli at all relative densities from 0.01 to 0.5 (Fig. 6.3a). A
maximum relative difference of 6% is observed at relative density 0.1. The same is true of
both structures” bulk moduli (maximum relative difference of 8%) with once again the F-
RD shell-lattice over-performing the smooth shell-lattice slightly, as shown in Fig. 6.3b.
The comparison of both materials’ response to large strain loadings shows this ranking
reversed. While preserving similar levels of anisotropy and very similar responses overall,

the smooth-shell structure provides slightly higher macroscopic stress-levels in the cases
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investigated. Figures 6.3c and 6.3d provide evidence of such findings for uniaxial
compression at relative densities of 0.2 and 0.5, respectively. Figures 6.2¢ and 6.2d
compare the equivalent plastic strain distribution for both structures at relative density 0.2,
under uniaxial compression in the [100] direction. At an engineering strain of 0.3, the
smooth-shell structure displays a smoother distribution of plastic dissipation (&5, =
0.63). as the F-RD shell-lattice presents concentration zones around the saddle points in
which curvature is concentrated, with a notably higher peak in equivalent plastic strain
(&F.ax = 0.94). These findings justify the use of “TPMS-like” to refer to the smooth-shell

lattices in this document.
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Figure 6.3: Comparison of the FCC smooth shell lattice and the TPMS Schoen F-RD based
shell-lattice. a) Scaling of the maximum, minimum and directional average value of Young’s
modulus with relative density for both structures. b) corresponding scaling of the bulk
modulus. c-d) Comparison of stress-strain response under uniaxial compression for a relative
density of ¢) 0.2, and d) 0.5.
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6.1.3 Comparison: FCC smooth-shell and F-RD level-set surface
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Figure 6.4: Comparison of the FCC smooth shell-lattice and the Level-Set FCC shell-lattice.
a) Scaling of the maximum, minimum and directional average value of Young’s modulus with
relative density for both structures. b) corresponding scaling of the bulk modulus. c-d)
Comparison of stress-strain response under uniaxial compression for a relative density of ¢)
0.2, and d) 0.5.

Numerical simulations are now conducted for the level-set FCC shell-lattices in the
exact fashion described for the FCC smooth-shell in Chapter 4. A comparison of its
mechanical behavior to that of the smooth-shell lattice of Chapter 4 is presented in Figure
6.4. Both structures present a similar scaling of the Young’s modulus (Fig. 6.4a) with near-
identical maximum Young’s modulus (less than 2% difference), however at small relative
densities the minimum Young’s modulus of the LS shell-lattice is slightly higher (15% at
p = 0.01), leading to a higher mean value (10% at p = 0.01). This also makes the LS

shell-lattice less anisotropic than both the TPMS and the smooth shell-lattices. In terms of
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the bulk modulus (Fig. 6.4b) this ranking is reversed: the LS shell-lattice has a sublinear
scaling of its bulk modulus, leading to increasing differences with the smooth-shell lattice
(—40% at p = 0.01): in this particular case using a level-set approximation comes with
the cost of losing one of the most striking mechanical properties of triply periodic minimal
surfaces. Fig 6.4c-d) present results for uniaxial compression simulations at relative
densities 20% and 50% respectively. In all cases, the behavior is essentially the same, with

the smooth-shell lattice being slightly more energy absorbent.

6.2.Varying the functional

Given that the anisotropy of cubic structures is represented by one and only one
parameter, in order to obtain elastically-isotropic structures one only needs to find a
parameterized definition of the structure that affects its anisotropy significantly. It is with

this in mind that we explore a continuous variation of the functional.

6.2.1 Anisotropic measures of curvature. the B-parameter

Recall from Chapter 4 the functional used to derive smooth shell-structures:
J(Q) = f (k% + k3)?da (6.6)
Q

As explained in §4.1.2.2, this takes the form in our implementation in an estimation of
the trace of the square of a tensor A called the shape operator, defined at each node of the
original grid. The formulations are equivalent and we can rewrite the functional J to reflect

that fact:
J(Q) = f (Tr(AZ))Zda (6.7)
Q

Now, recall from Chapter 5, that for all three of the geometries considered (FCC, SC

and BCC) the surface separates two sets of trusses, specifically:

e The FCC-shell separates a smooth FCC truss (octet-truss) from a smoothened

rhombic dodecahedral (RD) truss (alternating 8-way and 4-way nodes).
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e The BCC-shell separates a smooth BCC truss, from a “wrapping package” (WP)
truss, with planar 4-way nodes located at the center of the faces and on the middle

of the edges of the unit-cell.
e The SC-shell separates two smooth SC trusses.

The shell-lattices can be seen at the same time, as smoothened tube-lattices of both
kinds. The idea central to the proposed modification of the functional, is to favor one
interpretation over the other. Specifically, we constructed the original functional in order
to avoid concentrations of principal curvatures in the directions that carry the stresses. We
will now introduce a bias in our measure of curvature, in order to favor one load-bearing
direction over the other. In order to effectively do this, two directions on the surface are

taken as representative of the direction of the truss.

For clarity we focus now on the case of the FCC shell-lattice. The direction “along the
FCC lattice” at point x on the surface is taken as the intersection of the surface and plane
P, where P is the plane containing x and edge [AB] of the tetrahedron. It is represented by
its direction vector at x, er. Conversely the direction “along the RD lattice” at point x on
the surface is taken as the intersection of the surface and plane P, where P is the plane
containing x and edge [CD] of the tetrahedron, and is modeled by its direction vector at x,
er. The same approach is used for the BCC shell-lattice with respect to the BCC and WP

trusses, and for the SC shell-lattice with respect to the two SC-trusses it separates.

To introduce a bias in the measure of the integrand, the respective weights of
curvatures along those directions are modulated by a scalar parameter. In order to effect
this, we multiply the expression of the shape operator of the surface A taken in basis

{er, eg}. The new cost function is:

[ (([x/f 0] -a-[V7 ‘1)])2)2 da )

Conveniently, due to the choice of parameterization given in §4.1.2.1, our measure of

the shape operator is already expressed in that basis, which simplifies the implementation.
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Figure 6.5: Views of the effect of parameter 8 on the unit-cells of SC, FCC and BCC shell-
lattices.

Figure 6.5 presents the effect of parameter 8 on the unit-cells of the three shell-lattices.
Looking at the BCC shell-lattice, when £ is large the curvatures along the BCC truss
become more costly in the functional, and thus larger. The curvatures in directions normal
to the axis of the truss are less weighted and the tubes become narrower. As a result the
structure resembles more closely a BCC tube-lattice. The opposite trend is observed for
low [ values, for which the structure resembles and hollow “Wrapping-Package™ truss.
The case of the SC shell-lattice is particular in that it separates two similar truss-lattices,
and the f-family is therefore symmetric in the sense that 8; and 8, = f8; yield the same

structure — only translated by a half cube diagonal in Fig. 6.5.
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Figure 6.6: Contour plots of various elastic properties of (from left-to-right) the SC, the BCC
and the FCC shell-lattices, varying with 8 and p. a) Zener ratio { b) ratio of mean Young’s
modulus to Hashin-Shtrikman bound ¢) ratio of bulk modulus to Hashin-Shtrikman bound.
d) Measure of overall effective stiffness. Red dashed lines in b-¢) correspond to the isotropic

solutions ({ = 1).

154



6.2.2 Design maps for shell-lattices

6.2.2.1 Simulations

For each type of structure (SC, BCC and FCC), finite element models of shell-lattices

are built and their elastic properties estimated, covering the following grid:

e 25 values of f ranging between 0.2 and 5 (by increments of 0.05 from 0.2 to 1,
then every 0.5 from 1 to 5), and

e Relative densities 1%, 2%, 5%, 8%, 10%, 15%, 20%, 25%, 30%, 40%, 50%,
60%, 70%, 80% up to the maximum density possible for the structure.

This corresponds to a total of 806 distinct shell-lattices. Five elements through
thickness are used, and the unit-cell meshes are composed for g = 0.1 of 61440 elements
for SC and BCC shell-lattices, and 245760 elements for FCC shell-lattices. For relative
densities lower than 0.1, four-times finer meshes are used: 245760 elements for BCC/SC
and 983040 elements for FCC shell-lattices. Elastic-step simulations are performed
following the method given in Chapter 2, for only two cases (one constrained tension and
one pure shear). This is enough to determine three elastic constants per structure and thus

the stiffness tensor.

6.2.2.2 Results

From the simulation results, smoothened design maps are derived (Fig. 6.6) where
elastic quantities are color-coded as a function of the relative density p (ordinate) and the
shape factor f8 (absissa). Fig. 6.6a (top row) provides contour plots of the Zener ratio .
When considering horizontal paths in Fig. 6.6a (i.e. paths of constant relative density, but
varying [3), elastically-isotropic shell-lattices ({ = 1) are found. For example, at a relative

density of 0.2, the Zener ratio varies between:
e 0.49 and 2.24 for the SC shell-lattice,
e 0.23 and 1.76 for the BCC shell-lattice,

e (.57 and 1.59 for the FCC shell-lattice.
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The isotropy lines (contour lines corresponding to { = 1) are depicted as thick solid
lines. For FCC and BCC a single isotropy line is observed that is almost vertical, meaning
that the f;5, value corresponding to isotropic configurations is approximately independent
of the relative density (B5¢ ~ 0.4, and BEC¢ ~ 2.5).The design-maps for the SC shell-
lattices are symmetric with respect to the f = 1 axis, due to the symmetry of the
transformation as explained in the previous paragraph. In this case two symmetric isotropy
lines are observed. Both of them reveal a strong dependency of the f§;, values on relative

density, which get out of the investigated range for p < 0.05.

The ratios of (directional) average Young’s moduli and bulk moduli to the
corresponding Hashin-Shtrikman bounds are plotted in Figs. 6.6b and 6.6¢ respectively.
The contour lines are not horizontal, meaning that 8 influences the stiffness. This effect is
more pronounced at low relative densities (p < 0.1). For SC structures and for a given
relative density, the stiffest configuration is always f = 1. This is not true for BCC and
FCC structures, meaning that in some instances shell-lattices stiffer than f = 1 ones of

same relative density are found.
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Figure 6.7: Comparison of the elastic properties of isotropic shell-lattices identified from the

design maps, to the mean elastic properties of the f = 1 equivalents. a) Young’s modulus b)
Bulk modulus.

The solid curves in Fig. 6.7a show the scaling of the Young’s modulus of the isotropic
shell-lattices (the closest values computed are used) as a function of the relative density.
For comparison purposes, we also depict the average moduli for the TPMS-like structures

(8 = 1) as dashed lines. SC-isotropic shells are only depicted for the relative densities at
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which they have been identified (5 = 0.08). In that range already, an important drop in
stiffness is observed, consistent with Fig. 6.6b. For FCC and BCC structures however, the
isotropic shell-lattices are close to the average for the TPMS-like structures for high
relative densities, and even perform slightly better at low relative densities. The bulk
moduli of the isotropic shell-lattices (Fig. 6.7b) are all substantially lower than those of

their f = 1 equivalents (e.g. by 15% in the case of FCC structures of 2% relative density).

6.3.Behavior of an isotropic shell-lattice

In this section we explore further the comparison between the FCC isotropic shell
lattice and the f = 1 FCC shell-lattice. Once again simulations are repeated for the
isotropic shell-lattice following the protocol established in Chapter 4. Additionally uniaxial

compression experiments are performed to confirm the findings.

6.3.1 Scaling of stiffness and plastic dissipation

Figures 6.8a,b present the scaling of the Young’s and bulk moduli as a function of the
relative density. The comparison with the results for the TPMS-like lattice (blue curves)
reveals that the Young’s modulus of the iso-shell (black lines) of equal density is always
higher than the mean stiffness of the TPMS-like structures (Fig. 6.8a). It is also always
higher than the stiffness of optimal isotropic truss-lattices (dashed line) and exceeds 60%
of the Hashin-Shtrikman bound for relative densities greater than 10%. The bulk stiffness
of the iso-shell is also close to that of the TPMS-like structures for relative densities greater
than 10%, while it proves less stiff at low relative densities (Fig. 6.8b). In terms of yield
strength the iso-shell lattice is strongest along [100] and [111] while [110] is the weakest
direction (not shown). The max-to-min ratio of yield stresses (1.28) is reduced as compared

to the TPMS-like structure (1.4).

Figure 6.8c depicts the monotonically-increasing stress-strain response of an iso-shell
structure of 30% relative density for uniaxial compression along three different lattice
directions (black curves). Even though elastic-isotropy does not imply plastic isotropy, we

observe a substantially reduced plastic anisotropy as compared to the TPMS-like structure
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(blue curves). For example, at a compressive strain of 0.2, the stress level varies by 5%

for the iso-shell, while variations of +18% are seen for the TPMS-like structure.
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Figure 6.8: a) Comparison of Young’s modulus for the smooth shell structure with # = 1 and
the isotropic smooth shell structure. b) Comparison of bulk modulus for the smooth shell
structure with # = 1 and the isotropic smooth shell structure. ¢) Comparison of uniaxial
compression stress-strain curves for the shell-lattice with # = 1 and the isotropic shell-lattice
at a relative density of 30%. d) Comparison of energy absorption under uniaxial compression
for the shell-lattice with 8 = 1 and the isotropic shell-lattice. Black dotted lines in a-b)
represent (top) the Hashin-Shtrikman bounds, and (bottom) the solution for stretching
dominated isotropic truss-lattices.
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The reduced plastic anisotropy of the iso-shell also becomes apparent when comparing
its plastic dissipation per unit volume (for compressive strains of up to 0.3) to that of the
TPMS-like structures (Fig. 6.8d). The three black curves for the iso-shell are much closer
to one-another than those of the TPMS-like structure (the respective max-to-min ratios are
1.11 and 1.31 for a relative density of p = 0.2). While the curves for the iso-shell are
sandwiched between the curves for the strongest and weakest directions of the TPMS-like
structures at relative densities greater than 20%, its plastic dissipation for loading along the
[100] direction is even higher than that of the TPMS-like structure at a relative density of
10%.

6.3.2 Experimental validation of reduced large-deformation anisotropy

6.3.2.1 Specimens

To confirm and compare the numerically-observed plastic anisotropy of shell-lattices,
uniaxial compression experiments are conducted on specimens of relative density 0.3 for
B =1 (TPMS-like) and B = 0.375 (iso-shell). For each structure, the experiments are
conducted on specimens oriented in the [100] and in the [111] directions. The [100]
specimens consist in cubic blocks of 5 X 5 X 5 unit-cells, while the [111] specimens
included 4.95 X 5.2 X 4.90 unit-cells. For a wall thickness of 400um, the TPMS-like and
iso-shell specimens feature an edge length of about 31mm, and 29mm. To avoid the use
of building supports, the [111]-oriented specimens are built with the tested direction
transverse to the building direction. To allow for meaningful comparison, all specimens of
this batch are therefore tested transversely to the building direction. Two repeats of each
experiment are performed to confirm the repeatability of the response. The measured outer
dimensions of the specimens are within 1% of the prescribed ones, while the weight

measurements suggest relative densities ranging from 27% to 28%.

6.3.2.2 Experimental setup

Similar to compression experiments in previous sections, the specimens are loaded

using a crosshead velocity corresponding to an engineering strain rate of 2 - 1072571, A
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hydraulic press (Instron 8801), equipped with two flat tungsten carbide loading platens and
a 100kN load cell. Tungsten carbide platens of a diameter closer to the dimensions of the
specimens are added in the case of the smaller specimens. No grease or lubricant is applied.
A high resolution digital camera (4240 X 2824 pixels, Model GS3-U3-120S6M-C, Point
Grey) 1s used to monitor one face of the specimen. Digital image correlation is used to
estimate a measure of the strain, which is taken as the average value of about 10 virtual

extensometers spanning the specimen’s height.

6.3.2.3 Experimental results

The manufactured iso-shell and TPMS-like specimens all had a measured relative
density of about 28%. Quasi-static experiments with two repetitions are performed along
the [100] and [111] directions. The recorded engineering stress versus engineering strain
curves are shown in Fig. 6.9a. Both structures show a stress-plateau (dg/0d¢ =~ 0) at
around 15% strain when loaded along the [111] direction. For the [111] direction
specimens, we also observe the band-type localization of deformation at the macroscopic
level as reflected by the non-periodic surface patterns in the photographs of the specimens
at 30% strain (Fig. 6.9b). The [100] specimens show a more uniform deformation pattern
at the specimen surface (Fig. 6.9¢) and positive strain hardening (da/de > 0) throughout
the entire experiment (solid curves in Fig. 6.9a). As in the numerical simulations, we
observe a lower degree of anisotropy in the stress-strain response for the iso-shell
specimens than for the TPMS-like specimens. In particular, the elasto-plastic response of
the iso-shell is almost the same for the [100] and [111] specimens for engineering strains
of up to 15%. The two repeats per testing scenario fall on top of each other, confirming

the robustness of the manufacturing and experimental procedures.
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6.4. Summary

In this chapter we have explored the influence of the choice of functional on the
properties of the shell-lattices. It is found that (at least in the case of the FCC structure) the
smooth-shell structures developed in Chapters 4 and 5 have very similar properties to those
of the corresponding TPMS, with the smooth-shell lattice distributing stresses better which
results in less concentration of the plastic strain at the mesostructural level. It is also found
that the popular level-set approximation to triply periodic minimal surfaces leads to
different elastic properties. A moderate gain is observed in terms of Young’s modulus, at
the cost of an important loss in terms of bulk modulus. Both structures (LS and TPMS)
showed a similar (slightly inferior) behavior to that of the FCC smooth-shell structure

under uniaxial compression.

In a second step, the issue of anisotropy is addressed. Design maps are provided for
families of modified shell-lattices of each geometry, based on a modification of the
functional that considers anisotropic measures of the surface curvature. They reveal that in
all cases elastically-isotropic variants can be found. The identified FCC and BCC iso-shell-
lattices each have mid-surfaces almost independent of their relative density. They display
average elastic performances close to those of their original, anisotropic counterparts.

However the SC family features a much poorer scaling.

The comparison is pushed further in the case of the FCC iso-shell. As compared to the
TPMS-like architecture, the elastically-isotropic shell-lattice also features a significantly
reduced plastic anisotropy, a property that is preserved even at large strains. The
computational results are confirmed through compression experiments on additively-

manufactured stainless steel 316L shell-lattice specimens.
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7. Summary and outlook

7.1.Summary

Open-cell cellular solids are porous structures with a large variety of applications, from
energy absorption to medical engineering. In an attempt to identify isotropic configurations
with high low and large strain mechanical properties, detailed numerical simulations are
conducted on a wide range of mesostructures of cubic symmetry. Special attention is
dedicated to the response to large strain uniaxial compression. The results are partially
validated through uniaxial compression of specimens made of 316L stainless steel via

selective laser melting.

In order to identify features of mesostructures that impede their mechanical
performance, the large deformation response of four different mesostructures of FCC
symmetry of relative density 20% are analyzed, including an octet truss-lattice, tube-lattice,
a sphere assembly and a tube/sphere hybrid. The numerical simulations reveal that for
hydrostatic compression, the octet-truss lattice is prone to buckling failure already at 20%
relative density. The effect of the constituent’s strain hardening on the metamaterial’s
stability are highlighted, i.e. a high hardening material leads to increased structural
stability. It is shown that the nodes of the octet-truss do not contribute to plastic dissipation.
Furthermore, it is shown that for the other three structures plastic dissipation is
concentrated in zones featuring sharp angles. It is concluded that periodic shell structures
provide superior strength and energy absorption capacity for the same weight, as compared
to truss-lattices. Another conclusion is that to avoid concentrations of plastic strains that
are detrimental to the overall energy absorption of the structure, it is best to avoid peaks in

curvature.

Based on these conclusions, a shell-lattice is developed. Starting from an octet tube-
lattice, a novel structure is obtained by minimizing a functional that reduces peaks in
principal curvatures. The structure resembles a smoothened Triply Periodic Minimal
Surface. Its properties are compared to those of the octet-truss for a range of relative
densities from 1% to 60%. The results reveal that the shell-lattice is superior to the octet-

truss in almost all cases. However both structures present an important anisotropy.
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The FCC shell-lattice is then compared to equivalents obtained by smoothening BCC
and SC tube-lattices. It is found that the structures all present highly anisotropic properties.
For a given structure, directional difference factors of up to 4.1 in uniaxial stiffness, 2 in
yield strength and 1.8 in specific energy absorption are observed. Anisotropy is a major
factor and given that one structure’s strongest direction is the other’s weakest, erroneous
conclusions are likely to be drawn when only one direction is considered, as in often the
case in the literature. To meaningfully compare the mechanical performance of structures
with different degrees of anisotropy, the directional averages of their properties are
evaluated. It is found that the differences in average performance of the SC, FCC and BCC
shell-lattices are negligibly small. Irrespective of the specific type of cubic symmetry,
TPMS-like shell-lattices are remarkably stiff, particularly at high relative densities. For
example, at 30% relative density, their average Young’s modulus attains 70% and their
bulk modulus reaches 85% of the corresponding Hashin-Shtrikman bound. As such their
performance stands between those of ideal truss-lattices and those of ideal plate-lattices.
Similar conclusions are drawn regarding yield strength. Above 20% relative density, the
shell-lattices exhibit a bulk-like large-strain compression response with positive strain
hardening at the macroscopic level, associated with high specific energy absorption.
Lighter structures show a foam-like crushing behavior, leading to poorer specific energy

absorption capabilities.

A family of variations of the shell-lattices is proposed, which make uses of a functional
that minimizes an anisotropic measure of the curvature. Design maps are established and
reveal that the elastic anisotropy of shell-lattices can be conveniently tailored through the
parameterized surface-defining functional. As a result, isotropic topologies of SC, FCC
and BCC symmetry could be identified. The Young’s modulus of the isotropic BCC and
FCC shell-lattices is higher than the average modulus of their original counterparts, while
the opposite is observed for the SC structures. As compared to the TPMS-like architecture,
the elastically-isotropic shell-lattices also feature a significantly reduced plastic anisotropy,

a property that is preserved even at large strains.

To close, we point out that most members of the shell-lattice metamaterial family do
not only offer higher average stiffness, strength and energy absorption capabilities than

truss- and tube-lattices. The geometric smoothness of shell-lattices and the absence of
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intersections prevent stress concentrations. Shell-lattices are expected to provide
substantial advantages over truss- and plate-lattices with regards to fatigue life (for metallic
structures) and fracture strength (for ceramic structures). Due to their open cell topology,
shell-lattices provide multi-functionality (e.g. fluid permeability) and can be conveniently

manufactured using powder-bed and liquid-bath based additive manufacturing techniques.

7.2.Outlook

In what follows we explore a few of the possibilities for future research on shell-
lattices. Those can be separated into two categories: further characterization of the

structures, and further improvements on design.

7.2.1 Investigating the properties of shell-lattices

While the present thesis presents extensive data on the quasi-static behavior of shell-
lattices, this represents only one branch of properties relevant to applications. Previous
studies on TPMS-based shell-lattices also investigated their permeability, thermal
conductivity, or fatigue properties, showing good and sometimes excellent behavior. The

extent to which isotropic shell-lattices conserve those qualities remains to be investigated.

From the purely mechanical point of view, an important challenge consists in a proper
description of shell-lattices’ elastoplastic behavior. The mesostructures of shell-lattices are
too complicated to allow their full modeling in applications — an equivalent model is
needed. Ideally such a model should be versatile enough to be applied to various
mesostructures — as such it is important not to rely on structural analysis of the unit-cell’s
contents, instead relying on a more general potential energy approach, while leveraging the
structure’s symmetries. Other challenges concern the large strain dynamic (impact)
behavior of these structures, their fracture behavior in the case of less ductile constituent

materials, as well as their wave propagation properties.

165



7.2.2 Opportunities for further design improvement

The design possibilities offered by today’s most advanced manufacturing techniques
are, to say the least, vast. In what follows we propose three possible projects to develop

superior shell-based cellular solids.

7.2.2.1 Optimized topologies

It is almost certain that the shell-lattices developed here are not in any sense optimal.
Topology optimization can certainly be used to obtain stiffer, or stronger, isotropic
structures. One important constraint we put on shell-lattice topologies was to limit
ourselves to the case of uniform thickness shells. However it is not clear that the effect on
large-strain properties will be favorable. Unfortunately, large-strain simulations are
computationally costly, and their numerical complexity can force the engineer to change
strategies before a proper result can be obtained. This makes their combination with
optimization techniques unlikely. A less conventional approach could consist in
maximizing the (anisotropic) elastic collapse stresses, through Bloch wave analysis, aiming

at optimal structural stability.

7.2.2.2 Mitigating fracture in shell-lattices

Uniaxial compression experiments (not shown herein) on shell-lattices made of a less
ductile behavior (selective laser melted titanium and aluminum) reveal that when fracture
occurs, the fracture path follows a plane of symmetry of the lattice, leading to complete
failure of the specimen. In a sense, whenever a periodic material is designed, periodic
weaknesses are engineered into it, leading to systematic and thus sudden failure. Three

strategies are proposed to remedy this problem.

A first approach rests on arresting cracks through thickness variations. In TPMS-based
structures, the lattice is a smoothened version of two locally orthogonal truss-lattices and
thickness variations make little sense, as both in-plane directions of the shell are load-
bearing. However the isotropic designs. Thickness variations at the mesostructural level,
which thicker bands aligned with the load bearing truss-lattice, could be introduced. A first

step manageable step could be the study of crack growth on flat sheets with parallel
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grooves. A variant approach consists in larger-wavelength variations of thickness, leading

to periodic functional grading of the shell lattice density.

A second approach would be based on a recent, thought provoking article. Yoo and
Kim (2015) provide an algorithm based on Volumetric Distance Field and Beta Growth
Function that allows to model smooth transitions between different TPMS-based lattice-
materials. While their work focuses on skeletal TPMS (one side of the shell is solid), it is
not hard to imagine adapting this method to the design of shell-lattices, using isotropic
shells instead of TPMS to construct the volumetric distance fields. The direct consequence
is the development of polycrystalline shell-lattices. The different crystals would not share
the same weak planes, preventing complete failure through one plane of the lattice. The
interface is a weak point in Yoo and Kim’s approach, however it is perfectly possible to
locally reinforce it via functional grading (i.e. using a larger thickness at the grain

boundary).

The third approach finally, consists in removing periodicity altogether. Scientists have
made use of randomly distributed points and the associated Voronoi tessellation, to
generate both open and closed random foams. One important advantage is that anisotropy
can be tailored through the probability density of the points — an isotropic choice will lead
to an isotropic structure. The proposed approach consists in generating random open-cell
foams with tubes instead of struts through this method, and subsequently obtaining a
random shell-foam by minimizing a function of the curvature on the surface of the tube
assembly. While design rules have been established on both truss-lattices and plate-lattice
to obtain enhanced properties, those do not exist for shell-lattices. The three examples of
shell-lattices treated in this thesis are shown to have similar average properties. Therefore

it is not clear to what extent a property loss would be observed.

7.2.3 Hierarchical and composite shell-lattices

The linear scaling of ideal lattice properties often breaks down at low relative densities
due to buckling instabilities (Deshpande et al. 2001b). This issue has been partially
addressed by the design of hierarchical metamaterials which feature different levels of

structure (e.g. Meza et al. (2015), Zheng et al. (2016)). Hierarchical design allows low
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relative densities to be reached for the overall structure while keeping mesostructural
feature-level aspect ratios low enough to retard instability-driven failure. By hierarchically
combining octahedral and octet-trusses, Meza et al. (2015) have been able to achieve the
linear-scaling of the elastic and elastic limit properties down to relative densities of about
107

The above approaches rely on the combination of truss-lattices within truss-lattices.
However even ideal truss-lattices have lower-than ideal behavior. This knockdown is
multiplied at every hierarchical level. As seen in this thesis, shell-lattices of relative density
above 1% fare better. Additionally, shell-lattices have the advantage that the neighborhood
of every material point is similar: it is a shell. This allows the integration of a second level
of hierarchy without the trouble of designing for intersections. The natural way to perform
this is to transform the shell cross-section into a sandwich panel. Preliminary simulations
(not shown) show that an increase in stability, and thus in energy absorption, can be
expected. For the same reason, shell-lattices are particularly suited to the design of

composite cellular solids via conformal deposition techniques.
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8. Appendix

8. 1.Relative density derivation for the HTS structure

The volume is separated into struts and spherical shells. We note V; the volume of one
strut, V; the volume of one hollow-sphere, V;,; the material volume occupied, and V,,pe
the total volume of the unit cell. As explained in the submitted article, we have taken the

arbitrary constraints:

ro=\/§ri
To —T1; =RO""R[' =t (Al])
Ri=L/3

Where 7, is the outer truss radius, 7; is the inner truss radius, R, is the outer sphere

radius, R; is the inner sphere radius, t is the shell thickness.

Figure Al.1: HTS geometry and its decomposition for the analytical derivation of a relative
density estimate.

e Step #1: Individual half-strut volume

Given our choices of geometry, the volume of a half-strut reads:
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2
V. =n@?— Tiz)l = (7_27(%;)—2[ (A1.2)

With [ the length of the half-strut, which corresponds to half the internode distance to
which is substracted the inner sphere radius:
l~L/2-L/3=L/6 (Al.3)
Corrections to [ depend on the cosine of the angle 8, and the first correcting term will
be in (t/L)?. Given that V, already scales in (t/L)?, those correcting terms (which
correspond to the volume in green in the supporting drawing) are in (t/L)* and are thus

neglected. Thus we have:

@ o

e Step #2: Individual sphere volume

The sphere volume reads:
4
Vs-_-U‘T(RS—R?) (AL5)

Where 7 corresponds to the solid angle left after the spherical caps corresponding to

the truss connectors are taken out.

_ 2n(1 — cos(6))
n=1-12- = (A1.6)

Different choices of 8 lead to neglecting different volumes — we chose it arbitrarily

as corresponding to the intersection of the inner shell of the sphere to the medium-plane

of the half-strut.

2 2 2
cos(8) = /1 - sin?(8) ~ Jl—(i(rz—zr—)) - 1—M(%) (AL7)

Vz-1)’
1 (V24 1)" 9 /e\? t\*
cos(@) = 1—5(\/_7'1)—22(2’-) +0<<Z) ) (A1.8)
Which leads to:
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=1 27 (VZ+1)" (%)2 +0 ((%)4) (A1.9)

The other factor is rewritten;

3

s (LN 1 s
(Rg—R,.)=(§+t) —(-3-) =§-L2t+Lt +t (AL.10)

From which we can re-write:
2
4t 4 4 3(V2+1 £\*
VS=—L2t+—Lt2+<———-£——)2)t3+O((—) ) (A1.11)
9 3 3 (\/7 _ 1) L
e Step #3: Approximate relative density

In one unit-cell, there are 4 nodes, and each node has 12 half-strut connectors. As a

consequence:
Viee = 4V, + 48 -V, (A1.12)
16n , [(16m  8n , (16 12(VZ+1)'m) |
VtOt =—Lt+ + 2 Lt + - > t
? 3 (V2-1) 3. (V2-1)

» <®4> (A1.13)

Given that the volume of the cube is:

Veupe = 2V213 (Al1.14)

We have the relative density:

Vi 42wt 4\/f7r+ 2V2m (t)z
Py .- "9 17| 3 Vi-17) =
, (A1.15)
s 6(V2Z+1)m| (t)? ty*
+l3v 2 (z) +ol@)
V2 2(VZ-1)
Which in turns gives:
5 ~ 1.975 t+5771 £y’ 446.9 (t>3 (Al.16)
p2FiopT ol (Z) L '

A comparison between numerical values obtained from 3D models of the structure,

and this approximation, is shown in Figure A1.2.
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Figure A1.2: Comparison between numerical estimate, and numerical values obtained from
3D modeling, of the relative density of the HTS structure as a function of the thickness to
nearest-neighbor distance ratio.

8.2. Shell-lattice materials: bending or stretching dominated?

Following the findings of Deshpande et al. (2010) on the bending or stretching
dominated nature of truss-lattice’s response to uniaxial compression, a number of studies
have used that term to refer to shell-lattices. Are shell-lattices bending or stretching
dominated structures? The present study aims at exploring this question quite literally. We
will start by introducing some concepts on the behavior of plates and shells. We will then
evaluate through numerical simulations the portion of plastic dissipation at large strains

that are attributable to bending or membrane action in shell-lattices.

8.2.1 Fundamentals on the plastic theory of shells

The plastic theory of shells is based on the assumption of the plane state of stress. The
in-plane components of stress and strain are g, and £,5 where @, € {1,2}. In other
words, out-of-plane stress components g33 and g, are neglected both in the equation of

equilibrium and yield conditions. For thin shells it is assumed that the Love-Kirchoff
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hypothesis of “planes remain plane” and “normals remain normal” which can be expressed
yp

as:
Eap = Eqp + 2" Kag (A2.1)
Where €2 s is the in-plane (membrane) strain component on the mid-plane, z denotes
the through-thickness coordinate, and k4 is the component of the curvature tensor.

Those two quantities constitute generalized strains, to which the corresponding

generalized forces are the membrane forces Ny and bending moments M, defined by:

h

2

Nyp = jhaaﬁdz (A2.2)
h/2

Mg =J Oqp2dz (A2.3)
~h/2

Neglecting elastic energy, the rate of plastic energy dissipation per unit surface is
defined as:
. h/2 h/2
Ds = f Ddz = f Oapéapdz (A2.4)
~h/2 ~h/2
Substituting the Love-Kirchoff hypothesis gives the following expression:
Ds = Nogégp + Mypkag (A2.5)
The first term of the right-hand expression represents the membrane dissipation,
while the second term relates to the bending dissipation. During plastic flow, the
components of the generalized stresses Ny and Mg are related through the material’s
yield condition.
30430ap — Oaa0pp = 205 (A2.6)
In the specific problem of pure membrane action, the above equation can be integrated
over the shell thickness to give:
3NggNyp — NogNpp = 2N¢, (A2.7)
where Ny = ayh is the fully plastic membrane force. Likewise, the yield condition for
the pure bending response is given by:

3MaBMaB - M(ZaMﬁB = ZMg, (A28)
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Gohz

where M, = . In the general case of combined membrane and bending

deformation, simple expressions for the yield condition f(Ngp, Map) =0 are not
available. Various approximate yield conditions were proposed in the literature and
described in Sawczuk (1989).

In the concept of the associated flow rule, the yield condition is the flow potential
which allows the components of stresses and strains to be determined in terms of strain rate
ratios.

Using the associated flow rules, one can express the rates of membrane and bending
energy dissipation in simple cases. In the case of pure membrane action, the rate of

membrane plastic dissipation writes:

: 2 . . .
D, = \/;—No\/éaﬁsaﬁ + Eaatpp (A2.9)

While in the case of pure bending action, the rate of bending plastic dissipation

writes:

: 2 . p
Dy = \/—;MO\/KaBKaB + KaaKpp (A2.10)

In the general case however, these terms are coupled and no simple expression exists
to describe them. In finite element applications, the integration through the thickness is

done numerically.

8.2.2 Large strain contributions of membrane and bending action

In order to evaluate the relative contributions of bending action and membrane action
in plastic dissipation of shell-lattices under large strains, unit-cell simulations with periodic
micro-displacement boundary conditions (see Chapter 5) are performed for a BCC shell-
lattice corresponding to the TPMS-like geometry described in Chapter 5, for relative
densities 1%, 2%, 5%, 8%, 10%, 15%, 20%, 25%, 30%, 40%, and 50%. The geometries

are meshed with shell elements (S4R of the Abaqus element library). The unit-cells are
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subjected to uniaxial compression with a maximum compressive engineering strain of 0.5,

along directions [100], [111] and [110].

) Bending b) Membrane
Pb Pm
(Avg: 715?33 - D (Avg: 75%)
- +1.103e +3.4610+02
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Figure A2.1: Deformed configuration and color-coded distributions of a) bending dissipation
b) membrane dissipation c) total dissipation from calculated rates and d) Abaqus solution for
the elastoplastic material, corresponding to uniaxial compression at an engineering strain of
€ = 0.25 of a BCC shell-lattice of relative density 0.25, under uniaxial compression along the
[110] axis.

For every frame i corresponding to an engineering compressive strain i / 100, the
fields corresponding to incremental curvature SK,., and in-plane strains SE} are saved to
the file. From these, the respective increments are calculated and serve as an approximation
of strain rate and rate of curvature change, as follows:

dE. = SE}, — SEL™? (A2.11)
dK} = SK} — SK}~1 (A2.12)
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From those, are calculated the following increments:

* Rate of bending dissipation:

apf = [2my [(aki)’ + (aKD)" + aicaics + (di) with by = 2 (A213)

* Rate of membrane Dissipation:

aDfy = [$No|(aBE)” + (dBL)° + By} + (dEE) with No = oyt (A2.14)

Those equations correspond to the plastic dissipation in a rigid perfectly plastic
material. However due to numerical issues, such simulations could not be performed.
Instead, an isotropic elastoplastic perfectly plastic material model with von Mises plasticity
was used, with Young’s modulus E = 200GPa, Poisson’s ratio v = 0.3 and yield strength
g, = 500MPa. It is assumed that the curvature changes and strains computed numerically
constitute a reasonable approximation of those for a rigid plastic model. However as a
consequence, the plastic dissipation in the material is vastly overestimated as compared to
the elastoplastic model. Nevertheless the comparison of the distributions of total plastic
dissipation density computed through the formulas, to the plastic dissipation reported by
the numerical solver, show good qualitative agreement, as exemplified by Figure A2.1. It
is therefore possible to compare the relative contributions of membrane action and bending

action to the plastic dissipation. Figure A2.2 provides that quantity:
D,

=525 (A2.15)

n

At engineering strains of 0.1, 0.2, 0.3 and 0.5 for all the cases considered. Membrane
action contributes between about 50% and 80% of the total dissipation in all cases
considered. For each structure, that percentage decreases with increasing compressive
strain. For a given loading direction, 7 increases when p decreases from 0.5 to about 0.2,
then decreases sharply at lower relative densities. Interestingly, this point corresponds to

the loss of stability of the material (0.2 < p < 0.3, not shown).
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Figure A2.2: Contribution of membrane action to the overall plastic dissipation under
uniaxial compression.

Using Eq. A2.9 and A2.10 and introducing a set of approximating assumptions,
Wierzbicki and Abramovicz (1989) calculated analytically the relative contribution of the
membrane and bending energy. Recall the closed for solution for the mean crushing form
of the prismatic column:

F = 120,t5/3p1/3 (A2.16)

For the square prismatic column the ratio is exactly 2 / 3 in the range of applicability
of equation A2.16. This result, shown in Fig. A2.2 as a nearly-horizontal line, cuts through
the middle of computed points for the BCC shell-lattice. It is therefore hard to design a

shell-like structure that relies on membrane action alone. In the best case observed ([11 1]
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orientation, p = 0.15) the ratio of membrane-caused dissipation to total energy dissipation
reaches 0.8. This is significant, because for the first time it is shown that the present
optimized shells can absorb a larger fraction (by over 0.1) of the total dissipation in the
membrane mode than the prototype prismatic column with the same relative density. It is
here where optimization of the curvature norm, provided the desired shift towards more

membrane action and thus, higher energy absorption.
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