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Analysis of Offshore Tubulars Subjected to Collision Impacts Using a
Spring-Beam Model

Sang-Rai Cho* - Jong-Sig Kwon**
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Abstract

A simplified numerical procedure have been proposed to trace the dynamic behaviour of
offshore tubulars subjected to lateral collision impacts. The local denting and overall
bending deformation of the struck tubular are represented by a non-linear spring and an
elastic visco-plastic beam respectively. In this method a temporal finite difference method
and a spacial finite element method are employed. Using this method various boundary
conditions are able to considered and their effects on the extent of damage can be
quantified.

The extent of damage due to collision can be obtained as results of the dynamic
analysis. The predictions using the proposed method have been correlated with existing
test results and then the reliability of the procedure has been substantiated. The
characteristics of the dynamic response of tubulars under lateral impacts are compared for
simply supported roller and fixed end conditions and their effects on the extent of damage

are specfied.
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Table 1. Measured Model Geometry and Materal Properties {from ref. 3]
. . . Maximum i oung’'s
Length ) Qutside | Diameter {Thickness |™ pyji;q) Tsetr?stuce Mo
model L b Thickrr)less t S t?a?gt;h(grfl ess géreécsi S E D/t L/D

mm mm mm mm n%;‘l N /r(rjlfn?‘ N/mm?
A3 1350 50.88 49.65 1.23 0.37 472 200000 404 27.2
A4 950 50.89 49.69 1.20 0.28 472 200000 414 19.1
Bl 1350 50.86 49,66 1.20 0.72 491 205000 414 27.2
B3 950 50.92 49.72 1.20 0.50 482 204000 414 19.1
B4 1350 50.86 49.66 1.20 0.28 482 204000 414 27.2
Cl 950 50.97 49.76 1.21 0.91 44] 232000 41.1 19.1
C2 950 50.91 49.69 1.22 0.31 441 232000 40.7 19.1
C3 1350 50.86 4964 122 3.68 441 232000 40.7 272
C4 1350 50.85 49.63 1.22 0.25 441 232000 40.7 27.2
D1 1350 50.91 4971 1.20 0.43 480 211000 41.4 27.2
D2 950 50.98 4977 1.21 0.14 480 211000 41.1 19.1
D3 1350 50.91 49.70 1.21 0.64 485 210000 41.1 27.2
D4 1350 50.90 49.69 1.21 0.28 485 210000 41.1 272
E3 1350 5091 48.86 2.05 0.15 467 221000 23.8 276
F1 1350 50.91 48.88 2.03 0.49 425 222000 24.1 276
Flp 1350 50.91 48.88 203 0.49 425 222000 24.1 276
F2 950 50.90 48 87 2.03 0.71 LA25 222000 24.1 194
F3 1750 50.86 48.84 2.02 2.83 425 222000 24.2 35.8
Gl 950 50.85 4891 2.04 0.17 429 200000 24.0 19.4
G2 1350 50.92 4887 2.05 0.12 429 200000 238 276
G3 1750 50.93 48.89 2.04 0.16 429 200000 24.0 358
Hi 1350 50.90 48.86 204 0.49 431 216000 24.0 27.6
H2 1350 50.92 43.90 202 343 421 212000 24.2 276
H3 950 50.89 49.69 120 0.28 472 200000 414 19.1

* Note ' the indenter for the tests in ref. 3 had a knife edge
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Table 2. Measured Model Geometry and Material Properties [from ref, 4]

Length | Outside Dlame.ter Thickness Maan.um Stat'lc Young's
. to Mid- Initial Tensile
Diameter . . Modulus
Thickness ) Out-of Yield
model L t o D/t L/D
D Straightness| Stress E
N D d()i o_v 2
mm mm mm » | N/mm
mm mm N/mm

53 2000 106.32 101.86 4.46 — 438 207000 22.8 | 196
62 3000 106.32 101.86 446 — 438 207000 228 | 295
81 3000 106.32 101.86 4.46 — 438 207000 228 1 295
% 2000 10541 101.71 370 — 403 207000 275 | 197
105 3000 10541 101.71 3.70 — 403 207000 275 | 295
134 2000 104.61 101.68 2.93 — 386 207000 24.7 | 197
138 3000 10461 | 10163 2.93 — 386 207000 ] 247 | 295
155 2000 10446 | 101.88 2.58 — 419 207000 | 395 | 196
159 3000 104.46 101.88 258 — ‘ 419 207000 395 | 294
176 2000 104.00 101.91 2.09 — v 407 207000 488 | 196
180 3000 104.00 101.91 2.09 — J 407 207000 488 | 294

* Note : the indenter for the tests in ref. 4 had a round edge
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Table 3. Correlation with Test Data of Calculated Results Obtained Using the Spring-Beam Model
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< Simply Supported Roller End Condition : from ref. 3 >
Mass | Initial RESULTS
of | Velocity
of Experimental Theoretical
modell sy riker| Striker pe
(EZ) (H\]//‘S) o) d ) o o) opk Tl) Vr é d ) o 1) opk TD Vr
A3 18.8 2.34 0071 00029 00147 336 094 0050 00026 00115 250 1.71
A4 188 2.43 0093 0003 00131 250 116 0094 00026 00090 173 1.39
B1 235 2.52 0.062 00028 00144 378 147 0.057 00062 00154 298 158
B3 283 1.57 0056 00017 0.0068 28 0 0. 89 0.076 00001 0.0062 200 1.12
B4 28.3 2.63 0044 0.0017 — 0.065 0.0098 0.0191 348 1.32
Cl 41.1 1.18 0.040 00011 0.0177 31.3 0.53 0.099 0.0087 00131 346 054
C2 41.1 2.32 0209 00150 00256 514 034 0.137 00090 00151 275 099
C3 41.1 0.92 0.010 0.0001 00086 456 0.69 0.021 0.0001 0.0066 365 0.84
C4 41.1 2.06 0.137 0008 0.0180 617 104 0.068 00080 00163 390 1.10
D1 283 1.16 0004 00004 00075 378 104 i 0.021 00000 00070 298 1.05
D2 28.3 2.52 0.125 0.0059 — 305 1.12 0.127 0.0050 0.0119 216 1.32
D3 28.3 2.55 0.107 00056 0018 419 1.24 0065 0.0073 00174 337 150
D4 41.1 2.59 0.183 00148 00270 69.7 1.09 0081 00129 00226 408 135
E3 28.3 2.49 0008 00004 00121 305 214 0.024 00041 00130 242 170
F1 50.0 0.55 0.000 00000 00033 398 031 0.003 0.0006 00035 288 052
Flp 41.1 191 0016 00008 00134 361 113 0022 00028 00117 293 136
F2 41.1 1.78 0.043 00020 00094 234 145 0.041 0.0028 0.0088 183 115
F3 28.3 2.53 0025 00015 00254 422 170 0.025 00020 0.0198 342 155
Gl 28.3 2.24 0035 00017 00109 114 134 0.037 00041 00102 160 139
G2 283 2.59 0037 00024 00164 320 184 0024 00048 0.0137 246 170
G3 41.1 1.69 0004 -0.0003 0.0135 522 141 0.016 00036 00119 410 127
H1 188 2.90 0006 00003 00130 253 — 0.028 0.0040 00119 194 211
H2 41.1 2.55 0065 00043 00173 39.1 1.39 0.029 0.0099 00183 312 145
H3 41.1 1.08 0.000 0.0000 00062 231 064 0016 0.0001 00048 17.1 092

Table 4. Correlation with Test Data of Calculated Results Obtained Using the Spring-Beam Model

< Fully Fixed End Condition :

from ref. 4 >

Initial RESULTS
(It/flass Velocity
Model Strlkcr S(t)rf1k er | Experimental ) Theoretical
) M ;
(r]’]/s) o) d 9 [ ) opk TD \/ r ) d ) [ 6 opk Tl) Vr
53 806.0 1.42 0.078 0.0063 0.0085 560 0.71 0.057 0.0054 0.0078 424 0.61
62 806.0 1.39 0.085 0.0039 0.0106 79.0 091 0.052 0.0035 0.0073 59.3 0.80
81 806.0 1.41 0.067 00016 0.0113 780 0.72 0064 0.0069 0.0087 558 060
% 806.0 1.34 0.202 00027 0.0070 67.0 061 0.159 00017 0.0014 418 070
105 806.0 1.42 0.206 0.0051 0.0106 102.0 0.69 0.081 0.0063 0.0078 678 041
134 806.0 1.40 0.221 00071 0.0112 790 065 0.160 0.0065 0.0079 636 035
138 806.0 1.38 0.262 0.0041 0.0076 110.0 0.68 0.155 0.0047 0.0079 815 054
155 806.0 1.36 0208 0.0078 0.0119 870 059 0218 0.0027 0.0054 654 048
159 806.0 1.39 0.201 0.0068 0.0141 1220 0.69 0.103 0.0073 00117 924 067
176 806.0 1.37 0.255 0.0054 0.0120 1020 062 0.270 0.0077 00102 874 0.36
180 806.0 1.39 0.376  0.0104 0.0159 182.0 0.53 0.257 0.0076 00125 127. 047
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Table 5. Theretical Investigation of the Effects of Boundary Conditions on the Response of Offshore

Tubulars
Mass Initial \ .
of Velocity RESULTS
model Striker of _
S Str\i/ker Simply Supported Roller End Cond. Fully Fixed End Condition

(Kg) (m/S) ) d 9] 9 o) apk TD Vr 9] d 0 [ ) opk Tl) \[r
A3 18.8 2.34 0.050 00026 00115 250 1.71 0191 0.0020 0.0034 125 068
A4 18.8 2.43 0.094 00026 0.0090 17.3 1.39 0.161 0.0010 0.0032 135 097
Bl 235 2.52 0057 0.0062 0.0154 298 158 0176 0.0056 0.0097 263 0.22
B3 283 1.57 0076 0.0001 0.0062 200 1.12 0129 0.0000 0.0026 157 065
B4 28.3 2.63 0065 0.0098 0.0191 348 1.32 0.147 0.0051 0.0094 219 124
C1 41.1 1.18 0.099 0.0087 0.0131 346 054 0.127 0.0030 0.0065 197 0.34
C2 41.1 2.32 0.137 0.0090 0.0151 275 099 0259 0.0021 0.0047 212 0.75
C3 41.1 0.92 0.021 0.0001 0.0066 355 084 0.047 0.0005 0.0032 229 061
C4 41.1 2.06 0.068 0.0080 0.0163 39.0 1.10 0.237 0.0014 0.0058 234 099
D1 28.3 1.16 0021 0.0000 0.0070 298 1.05 0.044 0.0007 00034 191 0.76
D2 28.3 2.52 0127 0.0050 00119 216 1.32 0.200 0.0037 0.0099 23.1 049
D3 28.3 2.55 0.065 00073 00174 337 150 0.151 0.0062 0.0101 236 1.15
D4 41.1 2.59 0081 0.0129 0.0226 408 1.35 0281 00035 0.0089 260 1.32
E3 28.3 2.49 0024 00041 00130 242 1.70 0.045 0.0033 0.0071 150 131
F1 50.0 0.55 0.003 00006 0.0035 288 052 0.010 0.0002 0.0018 171 044
Flp 41.1 191 0022 00059 00117 293 136 0069 00031 0.0059 179 086
2 41.1 1.78 0.041 0.0028 00088 183 1.15 0.097 0.0021 0.0039 125 0.74
F3 28.3 2.53 0025 0.0080 0.0198 342 155 0.042 0.0022 0.0083 208 0.85
Gl 28.3 2.24 0.037 0.0041 0.0102 160 139 0.116 0.0010 00021 101 1.16
G2 283 2.59 0024 0.0048 00137 246 170 0.070 0.0038 0.0071 157 1.23
G3 41.1 1.69 0016 00036 00119 410 1.27 0046 0.0007 00059 226 1.36
H1 18.8 2.90 0.028 0.0040 0.0119 194 211 0051 00023 00066 124 1.78
H2 41.1 255 0.029 0.0099 0.0183 312 145 0134 0.0038 0.0071 185 1.17
H3 41.1 1.08 0016 0.0001 0.0048 171 092 0.033 0.0013 00025 121 044
53 306.0 1.42 0.037 0.0055 0.0114 580 080 0.057 0.0054 0.0078 42.4 061
62 806.0 1.39 0.016 0.0057 0.0140 9%6 09 0.052 0.0035 0.0073 593 080
81 806.0 1.41 0.018 0.0045 0.0140 978 1.01 0.064 0.0069 0.0087 558 0.06
96 806.0 1.34 0.049 0.0060 00118 665 0.70 0.159 0.0017 0.0014 418 0.70
105 806.0 1.42 0.029 0.0101 0.0173 122. 0.70 0.081 0.0063 0.0078 67.8 041
134 806.0 1.40 0.082 0.0084 00141 802 064 0.160 0.0065 00079 636 035
138 806.0 1.38 0.042 0.0072 0.0167 124. 0.85 0155 0.0047 0.0079 815 054
155 8306.0 1.36 0.121 0.00% 0.0123 828 0.70 0218 0.0027 00004 654 048
159 806.0 1.39 0.058 0.0081 0.0179 134. 0.80 0.103 0.0073 00117 924 067
176 806.0 1.37 0.131 0.0125 0.0176 105 0.50 0.270 0.0077 00102 874 0.36
180 806.0 1.39 0.070 0.0148 0.0223 163. 0.60 0.257 0.0076 0.0125 127. 0.47

of NEEPELo] FHT oAl mF 24w 53 AAxZel L
Y728 el o 2R ¥ 5 sleh
Table 5ell+ w3 39 24/ 28]z Fad

Table 3¢ F12 FEFHE(V)R} HEANEE(V)
-3 3¢ /215-]0“/(1

& o) gale] Al B9 HaR
B FEAUA F UFET

%z 5o

} F8k o2 20

-87%7} "k FAL 2@ i3k o] BA Ak

A= 20-82%7F &
4o Foi3) A 4] A= APAs)

ok gir}. 18] 3 Table
o] 2 %]

7} Zt7} 57-85%, 67-94%2] WY& o = 9ok

&

defAl Ty

142} 114
AR 30

=

F 37k PR

Ao
e

Apgstol ofst XA
Az Gty AARA Aol sl %
A%e A48T 1 ARE

Aelstglct. Aabd 2t
&3 AAFHEAE Fig 4 94 5ol

z¥7y golFa glch. Table 59F Fig. 4, 5044 2
BN 2Ea A

% %ol Yol AAZRe

3|



£EY-R BYE ol AYTEE UEVA 2F A4 33

_ ) . . 0.028 — -
o wlAE odge] Fais) P zAAA
AAzAL) A% weAA AAZAS vlmajy 0
FHA) $1HAe 60-150% =@ HAFIHy o 0020 .
& 30-50%3- 2% o+ 9lor] FAAEAE 0.016 h
60-70% =} 6012
0.008
03
° 0.004
o Simply . & - S
3, © Fixed 0.000 !
e ° © 0 0 0 30 40 timetmis
0.2t e
©
£Te® © — dent(Simply) - bend(Simply) —- dent(Fixed) — bend(Fixed)
P A4 e ©
© ° o
01F © . e
:e . o, ° . o Fig. 6 Effects of Boundary Conditions on
o o
&, % °° Deformation History ( Model B4)
9@ oo o
(]
A n 1 n 1 L i 1
1 2 34 5 6 7 89 T ey
P ~ al
2 -
M Vi %10 ° 0010
oydtL 0.008
0000
. . . . 0.004
Fig. 4 Comparison of Local Denting Damage 0.002

(84) for Simply Supported Roller and 0.00Y

Fully Fixed End Conditions

5 o Simply o
< Fixed
001} x °
P o % R
0o ©
60 © o
oo
0.005} °d” o ¢
00036 & o s
o 0665 = s
¢ @ o f: &
227, . . .
0 5 30 15 20
L M s V? ) 3
P T % 10
oydt
Fig. 7 Effects of Boundary Conditions on
Fig. 5 Comparison of Overall Bending Damage Overall Bending Shape History( Model

(68, ) for Simply Supported Roller and C4)
Fully Fixed End Conditions (a) Simply Supported Roller End

(b) Fully Fixed End



34

&)
o

sl e s

o

e 23

e 47&‘3 = Sith Fig. 7ell+= E3

AF3) Fake] A7le o2 W B

I agelM o 4 glFe] @A
= AAEFZ gAalo] Ao =)
A7 Wt R wAA R AAEA

Ao gw aglaw T Ex Wiy

A3& & 5

°E1

o
o[-_] oﬁ N

Zi ok o?- l~N
K

Alz

b oo

B AN 2

_d_—{moﬁ,

u > lﬂ -1°

=]

o) ojziztx] 77
st} ket
g Alg3t

FAs5e T %1%
izioﬂ i - A
=) .}F_;‘qg}]/dmg 7”

—{m

R B
#vt
o A %A
o & sl

$SAfol &

1

) ot sk e} gtuAte] Tz AAE
A& "|zstd g9 wA AR AAzAL] #=AA
S A oA A9 60~150% AR
A FEEYs FAANEALE 2h2 30~50%
2t 60~T0% 2 Fole= AL B =g
AL Atz e o 5 olvh sy AA) ok
282 Aol oAz o] F AAIZAL Alo]d
EAEL FEFNE AR AA FREY A

_{

2 AAL Aolct web vl A
ZZ6 Wk F7b A77F B ashe}

b HFTEE AR ﬂl
®E AT Slsted 72
13 AAZA gk tﬂ

g olﬂsw Fhe) 2

o

nP"

2 olgal w4
5ol A sk pos

7

o

o} al-7o] o= FFwpslAete] ‘HofTR
A B0 A% AF-(FAWE 1 903-0916-004- 2)
o] Autydg wsln Aol 7Hale] =g H¥ch
S

1) Mavrikios, Y. and de Oliveira, J.G. 'Design

Against Collision for Offshore Structure’,

MIT Sea Grant Report MITSG 83-7,

Massachusetts Insitute of Technology, Apr.

1983.

Standing, R.G. and Brending, W. ’'Collisions

of Attendant Vessels with Offshore Instal-

lations @ Part 1 - General Description and
Principal Results’, Dept. of Energy(UK)
Offshore Technology Report OTH84208,
HMSO, London, 1985.

3) Frieze, P.A. and Cho,
Impacts to Tubulars and Their Residual
Strength’, Proc. 4th Intl Symp. on Practical
Design of Ships and Mobile Units(PRADS
'89), Varna, pp 50/1-50/7, Oct. 1989.

4) Allan, J.D. and Marshall, J. 'Ship Impact on
Steel Dept of Energy(UK),
Offshore Technology Information Series,
OTI8E532, HMSO, London, 1988.

5) Arochiasamy, M.,

S.-R.  ’'Dynamic

Tubulars’,

Swamidas, A.S.]. and



6)

7

2xg-y B g o4 YF2E dEFA FF M 35

El-Tahan, H. 'Response of Offshore Struc-
tures to Bergy-Bit and Iceberg Impacts’, in
Behaviour of Offshore Structures (Proc.
BOSS ’85) ed. Battjes, J.A., Elsevier Science
Publishers, Amsterdam, pp 951-961, 1985.
Ueda, Y. Murakawa, H., Hsu, C.Z. and
Ohno, K. 'Fundamental Study on Elastic
Response of Offshore Structures under
Collision’, Jour. Society of Naval Architects
of Japan, vol. 160, pp 275-285, Dec. 1986(in
Japanese).

ZA4 'Development of a Simplified Dy~
namic Analysis Procedure for Offshore
Collisions’, W&z EE3A A 278 A43,

pp. 72-82, 1990.

8) Cook, R.D., Malkus, D.S. and Plesha, M.E.
‘Concepts and Application of Finite Element
Analysis’, Chap. 13, 3rd Ed. John Wiley &
Sons, New York, 1989.

9) Timoshenko, S. P., Woinowsky-Krieger, S.,
"Theory of Plates and Shells’, Chap. 12, 2nd
Ed., McGraw-Hill, New York, 1984.

10) Cowper, G.R. and Symonds, P.S. ‘Strain -
Hardening and Strain - Rate Effects in the
Impact Loading of Cantilever Beams’, Tech.
Rep. No. 28, Brown Univ., 1957,

11) Johnson, W. ‘Impact Strength of Materials’,
Chap. 4, Edward Arnold, London, 1972.



