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Corrosion Ranking Evaluation of LC3 Aluminum Alloy
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Abstract: Aluminum alloy is widely applied in aviation industry. Aluminum alloy structure suffers from environmental

corrosion damage during service, which causes remarkable degradation in material mechanical properties. Due to the reduction of

budget, many aircrafts serve extensively beyond his designed life, during which process the influence of corrosion is the top factors.

Corrosion damage ranking evaluation of aluminum alloy is necessary for establishing relevant corrosion protection measures.
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Fig. 1 Dimension of the specimen
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Table 1 Nominal composition and mechanical properties of LC3 aluminum alloy
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Fig. 2 Corrosion damage morphology of specimen after different

time exposure
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Table 2 Correction factor for corrosion pit depth
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Table 3 Apparent corrosion damage ranking of aluminum alloy
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Fig. 3 Measurement of corrosion pit area
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Fig. 4 Variation of apparent corrosion damage ranking versus

exposure time
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Fig. 6 Variation of corrosion ranking versus residual life of

specimens
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Table 4 Average pit depth of specimen subjected to different

exposure time
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Fig. 7 Variation of average depth of specimen versus exposure

time
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Fig. 8 Variation of corrosion ranking and average pit depth

versus damage ratio
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