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Fatigue Analysis of the Core Support of a Contactor Breaker

Jung-Ho Son, Jinsoo Park and I1-Sung Yoon
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Abstract

Fatigue strength evaluation was carried out for the core support structure of a low voltage circuit
breaker. The impact load acting on the core support was calculated based on the strains measured
during operation. A three-dimensional finite element analysis was performed to determine local
peak stresses for fatigue evaluation. Fatigue safety factors were calculated using the modified
Goodman, Gerber, Soderberg, and modified Findley lines, considering the magnitude of the residual

stress and impact load.
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Fig. 2 FE models of the core support
structure (Model A & B)
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Fig. 4 Typical measured strain history
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Fig. 6 Principal stress distribution (Model B)
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