Report No. NADC-93042-60 @

AD-A271 9
R Ml!ullll

A COMPARISON OF SULFURIC ACID/BORIC
ACID ANODIZE AND CHROMIC ACID ANODIZE
PROCESSES

Stephen J. Spadafora and Frank R. Pepe*

Aerospace Materials Division

Air Vehicle and Crew Systems Technology Department
NAVAL AIR WARFARE CENTER

AIRCRAFT DIVISION WARMINSTER

P.O. Box 5152

Warminster, PA 18974-0591

(*Jaylords Inc.
1080 N. Delaware Ave. DT ‘ C
Philadelphia, PA 19125) cLECTE

22 JUNE 1993

FINAL REPORT

Period Covering March 1992 To June 1993
Program Element No. 0603721N

Work Unit No. 100337

Approved for Public Release, Distribution is Unlimited

93-27

Prepared for:

NAVAL AIR SYSTEMS COMMAND ")!M’" i ”m’!’"l” "l "

Washington, DC 20361-0001




NOTICES

REPORT NUMBERING SYSTEM — The numbering of technical project reports issued by the
Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Warminster is arranged for specitic identification
purposes. Each number consists of the Center acronym, the calendar year in which the
number was assigned, the sequence number of the report within the specific calendar year,
and the official 2-digit correspondence code of the Functional Department responsible for
the report. For example: Report No. NAWCADWAR-92001-80 indicates the first Center
report for the year 1992 and prepared by the Air Vehicle and Crew Systems Technology
Department. The numerical codes are as follows:

COOE OFFICE OR DEPARTMENT
00 Commanding Officer, NAWCADWAR
01 Technical Director, NAWCAD ¥AR
05 Computer Department
10 AntiSubmarine Warfare Systems Department
20 Tactical Air Systems Department
30 Warfare Systems Analysis Department
50 Mission Avionics Technology Department
60 Air Vehicle & Crew Systems Technology Department
70 Systems & Software Technology Department
80 Engineering Support Group
90 Test & Evaluation Group

PRODUCT ENDORSEMENT — The discussion or instructions concerning commercial
products herein do not constitute an endorsement by the Government nor do they convey
or imply the license or right to use such products.

Reviewed By: - A Date: m_

Branch Head

1}

Reviewed By:

Date: lrL?Z 7 3

Date: 7ji'2‘lq 3

Reviewed By:




UNCLASSIFIED

CECURTY CLBSCF (AT . OF T FAGE

form Approved
REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE OMBNo 0704-0188
13 REFORT SECUR:TY CLASSFICATION 1b RESTRICTIVE MARK.NGS
Unclassified N/A
23 SECURITY CiASSIFiCAT:0ON AUTRORITY 3 DSTRIBUTION:AVAILABILITY OF REPOPT
N/A Distribution Unlimited

2b DECLASSIFICATION DOWNGRADING SCHEDULE APPYOVEd for Public Release

f72 PERFORMING ORGANIZATION KEPORT NUNMBER(S! 9 MON'TORING QROQANIZATION REPORT NUMBER(S)

NAWCADWAR-93042-60

62 NAME OF PERFORMNG ORGANIZATION 6b OFFiCE SYMBOL | 7a NAME OF MONITORING ORGAN:ZAT'ON
Air Vehicle and Crew Systems| (/ eppicable)
Technology Department 6062

6C ADDRELS (City, Statc, and ZiP Code) 7b ADDRESS (City, State. ang 21P Code)

Naval Air Warfare Center Aircraft Division
Warminster, P.0. Box 5152
Warminster, PA 18974~0531

8a NAME OF FUNDING - SPONSORING 80 OFF-C: SYMBOL [ 9 PROCUREMENT INSTRUMENT IDENTIFICATION NUMBER
ORGANIZATION (tf applicable)
Naval Air Systems Command
8¢ ADDRESS (City. Stare, and 21P Code) oSO BCI OF FUNDIG WUV RERS
1213 Jefferson Davis Highway BLOCRLY, PROJECT A WOy YN'T
Crystal Gateway 4, Suite 1414 (Code 09Y3B) ELEMINT IO NO ~o ACCESSION NO
__Arlington, VA 22202 0603721N 100337

1V NITLE (incluge Serurity Ciassification)

A Comparison of Sulfuric Acid/Boric Acid Anodize and Chromic Acid
Anodize Processes

12 PERSQI4_. LuTHORS:
Stephen J. Spadafora and Frank R. Pepe

133 TrPE OF R{PORT 30 VML (OVERED 4 DATE OF REFQR™ (vear Month Day) |15 PAGE COUNT

Final FROV Mar 92 'C _Jun_93 1993 June 22

16 SUPPLENENITARY NOTATION

W7 COSa™ (OO 18 SUBLECT TERYS (Continye on reverse f necessary and identity by blotk number)
FELD GRO F SoB GPOLP Inorganic Coatings Surface Pretreatments
11 03 Anodic Films Environmentally Compliant Materials
! Organic Coatings

19 ABSTRALT (Continue on reverse 1f necessary and «dentify by block numbet)
Chromic acid anodizing (CAA) is an aluminum surface pretreatment currently used on
Navy aircraft and weapon systems. This anodize process forms a thick oxide filom which
provides protection against environmental degradation. This is particularly important
due to the severely corrosive naval aviation operational environment. Chromium VI,
however, is a carcinogen and its wide spread use as a corrosion inhibitor in this
process is being restricted. The Navy has targeted chromated maintenance operations
for reduction of hazardous waste generation. Several alternative candidates have been
identified: Phosphoric Acid Anodizing, Boeing Aerospace Corp.'s Boric-Sulfuric Acid
Anodize (SBAA) and thin film sulfuric acid anodizing. The Boeing SBAA process was
selected for optimization and service demonstration. The Naval Air Warfare Center
Aircraft Division Warminster analyzed the performance properties of SBAA and CAA both
sealed and unsealed on various substrates with and witnout standard Navy coating

20 USTRBUTION A vaital 31 OF 4By TRACT 20 ABSTRALT SICURITY (LASSF.CATION
B onCeassinonn itn O sani a2 e D) ome Lseas Unclessified
22a NGNE OF FESPONYE.E IND Wil bl 22L TELERHCNE (include Arga Coge) | 0lc OFRICE $¢M480.
I Stephen J, Spadafora (215) 441-2704 6062E
‘DD Form 1473, JUN 86 Frevicus edihions are obsorele _SECUMTY (LASS (ATl O Trey ACE

S/N OLIN2-LI-01a-6603 L
Unclassified




UNCLASSIFIED

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION CF THIS PAGE

19. Abstract (Continued)

ystems. The results of this program show that SBAA effectively provides equivalent
orrosion resistance and paint adhesion while maintaining the existing mechanical
fproperties provided by CAA. Replacement of CAA eliminates the need for expensive

control equipment required by 1994 under current AQMD laws, resulting in SM's
in cost avoidance for the Navy.

DD FOorm 1473, JUN B6 =z CECURITY CLASSFICATION UF TH:S PAGE

UNCLASSIFIED




NAWCADWAR-93042-60
TABLE OF CONTENTS

LIST OF TABLES ...ttt esevetscccsosssessssenssssnsssossscsscssssanasa i
INTRODUCTION. ¢« ¢ vttt sveevossnasssoessnesssassnassassasasanessecseass 1
DESCRIPTION OF SURFACE PREPARATION AND ANODIZE PROCESSES....... 2
EXPERIMENTAL. ¢ ¢t st ocetassncnsossacsesasossonsesascns teeanen cesves 2
MATERIALS...... e
ANODIZE SEALS. ... v eeenreonsonns e
EXPERIMENTAL PROCEDURES. ... ¢¢tstecsvesosessssssssnasscsacsacss I
Coating Weight Determination........iieiiiiienanns ceteces 3
Adhesion and Water ResiStanCe.....eeevvievcvocccnnscocnses 3
Corrosion Resistance.......c.v0e... -
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION.ceeeasessas s e s esas e s s et asas s et ane s 5
Coating Weights...... Sttt e et ae s s ettt e s S
Adhesion and Water Resistance....... et e s e e ceaeans 5

Bare Corrosion Resistance........ccveeereennnsosns ceeeess 7

Painted Corrosion ResSistanCe....ieeeeeervenceseccs ceasens 7

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT'I... ....... 4 8 & 0 8 0 4 9 & 0 5 8 00 9 0 B s gt e e s * & & & 0 & 0 0 & ¢ b 10
REFERENCESI.OO.... ...... * & 2 2 O 4 6 0 ¥ 8 ® 9 8 5 8 & 0 o & o s 8 % 0t BB 06 " 9 8 s P9 D ll

APPENDIX Alcc.0oooootcvonlooobooooogoooo;-.-ooalnoc.oct.co-oooo 12

, Acgession Yor N

© NTIS GRAAI &
a
O

i DPIC TAB
Upannounced
Justification_

!
By __ . ~

Bisgfipuyion/u__
Availabd!liiy Coden
Avall nudsor
Dint Speciul
I

M




TABLE

" TABLE

TABLE
TABLE
TABLE
TABLE

TABLE

NAWCADWAR-93042-60

LIST OF TABLES

ORGANIC COATINGS SPECIFICATIONS.....cceevveevsases
ASTM D3359 ADHESION RATINGS......cticavesennsocsns
COATING WEIGHT RESULTS .t ctvsesoseotsrosscsnssssns

ADHESION/WATER RESISTANCE TEST RESULTS..eceeeseus
5% SALT SPRAY RESULTS FOR UNPAINTED PANELS.......

CORROSION RESISTANCE TEST RESULTS (5% SALT SPRAY)

CORROSION RESISTANCE TEST RESULTS (S0,/SALT SPRAY)..



NAWCADWAR-93042-60
NTRODUCTIO

With the recent increase in environmental awareness, federal, state
and local environmental agencies (EPA, California’s Air Quality
Management Districts (AQMD), etc.) have issued legislation governing
the handling, use and disposal of hazardous materials and wastes.
National regulations such as the Clean Air and Water Acts, Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act, and local rules like California’s
South Coast AQMD Rule #1169 limit or prohibit the hazardous
emissions generated from the use of these materials. The Department
of Defense (DoD) has determined that the majority of hazardous
materials and hazardous waste generated by the DOD comes from its
maintenance depots and operations (Ref 1). The bulk of these
hazardous compounds are associated with cleaning, pretreating,
plating, painting and paint removal processes. Chromium is one of
the major components in the waste generated from these processes. A
national regulation on emissicns from chromium electroplating
operations is being pursued by the Environmental Protection Agency
(Ref 2) with limits similar to the SCAQMD Rule #1169. Chromic acid
anodizing 15 « common surface pretreatment for aluminum, winich is
currently used on Navy aircraft, weapon platforms and ground support
equipment. This anodize process forms a thick oxide film which
provides more protection against chemical degradation than chemical
conversion coatings. MIL-A-862SE "Anodic Coatings, for Aluminum and
Al Alloys" Type I covers the performance requirements of chromic
acid anodizing (CAA). While this chromated anodize process offers
satisfactory performance, future restrictions necessitate the
elimination of chromium emissions from this process.

Two approaches are available to attain this goal. One approach is
through the incorporation of process emission controls. The other
approach is to eliminate the source of the hazardous material (i.e.
CAA). This can be accomplished by material substitution or by the
use of alternative technologies, which provide the same overall
properties. While both of these methcds reduce the amount of
hazardous material released, only the former solves disposal and
handling concerns. In addition, the elimination approach to chromic
acid anodizing will significantly reduce the total amount of
chromium emitted from Navy operations and is in direct support of
Navy and DOD hazardous waste minimization policies and directives.
The need for expensive control equipment required by 1994 under
current AQMD laws would be eliminated, resulting in significant cost
avoidance. Control equipment for the six Navy Depots was initially
estimated at $4.5-6M for capitol costs and $2.5-4M for annual
operating costs. An adequate replacement would provide protection
against excessive environmental degradation. This is particularly
important considering the severely deleterious environment in which
the Navy operates, as well as the cost of the aircraft, weapon
systems and ground support equipment.

The Naval Air Warfare Center Aircraft Division at Warminster
(NAVAIRWARCENACDIVWAR) has an extensive environmental materials
program aimed at the elimination of hazardous materials from Navy
aerospace processes (Ref 3). An evaluation effort under these
programs was established at NAVAIRWARCENACDIVWAR to demonstrate an
alternative technology as a replacement for CAA. The following is a
description of this program.
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DESCRIPTION OF SURFACE PREPARATION AND ANODIZE PROCESSES

Surface preparation is an essential step in the process of forming
protective pretreatments for aluminum. Surface preparation consists
of several steps: cleaning, etching (optional) and deoxidizing.
Alkaline cleaners, etchants ard deoxidizers were used to remove
organic contaminates and any remaining surface oxides prior to
chemical treating. The materials used in the preparation of the
test specimens were non-silicated, non-chromated alternatives which
are described in reference 4. The chromic acid anodizing control
process used in this investigation is covered by MIL-A-8625E Type I.
Specific details on chromic acid anodizing of aluminum are provided
in references 5-6.

Two potential alternatives have been identified for replacement of
chromic acid anodizing. These alternatives are: Boeing Aerospace
Corp’s Boric Sulfuric Acid Anodize (SBAA) and thin film sulfuric
acid anodizing (Refs 7 - 9). During the initial stage of this
effort, the available test data on the two processes was analyzed.
Due to the greater volume of existing SBAA data, this process was
selected for demonstration.

To evaluate this process, a laboratory scale sulfuric/boric acid
anodize process line was set up at NAVAIRWARCENACDIVWAR. This
operation was used to analyze the performance properties of
sulfuric/boric acid anodizing in comparison to chromic acid
anodizing, both sealed and unsealed on various substrates. These
films were examined as pretreatments for standard Navy coatings
using the procedures described below. Also, the fatigue
characteristics of the SBAA and CAA oxides weve characterized to
determine any detrimental effects. Several c¢rating weights were
examined for their effect of fatigue life deyradation. A test
report on the full scale fatigue tests is being prepared as a
separate document, however a summary of the tests is included in
Appendix A.

In addition, a 3,200 gallon production scale SBAA line was installed
at the North Island Naval Aviation Depot in San Diego, CA. This
facility was used to process selected test components for evaluation
and optimization of the SBAA process. These results were used to
determine the effectiveness of this non-chrome alternative to
provide equivalent corrosion resistance and paint adhesion, while
maintaining the existing mechanical properties provided by chromic
acid anodizing.

EXPERIMENTAL

The performance of both the SBAA and CAA processes was evaluated on
common aluminum alloys and with standard Navy coating systems.
Physical performance tests (i.e. bare and painted corrosion
resistance, coating adhesion, coating weights, etc.) were used to
evaluate the anodize films. The following is a description of the
substrates, coatings, and experimental procedures used in this
investigation.
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Materials

With the exception of those panels which were used to determine

coating weights, the substrates used in this study were bare 2024 T-
3 and 70?5 T-6 aluminum alloys. Table 1 lists the coatings applied
to these substrates in this investigation. Sets of test specimens
were prepared at NAVAIRWARCENACDIVWAR and North Island NADEP
following the manufacturers’ recommended procedures. A non-
silicated, non-chromated alkaline cleaner and non-chromated
deoxidizer were used in the preparation of all specimens (Turco’s
4215-NC-LT and Smut-Go-NCB products, respectively). Chromic acid
anocdized control specimens represent a common pretreatment found on
military aircraft prior to painting.

Anodize Seals

The chromic acid anodlzed specimens were sealed using the standard
5% dichromate seal at 93°C for 15 minutes as specified in MIL-A-
8625E. The sulfuric/boric acid anodize specimens were sealed with a
dilute chromic acid seal described in reference 7.

Experimental Procedures

Coating Weight DPetermination

Coating weights of the anodize films were obtained using the test
procedure outlined in MIL-A-8625E. Weights for sealed and unsealed
films were determined on several different alloys. Both agodlze
processes were included and weights were recorded in mg/ft

Adhesion and Water Resistance

Adhesion of organic coating systems tc the ancdize films was
evaluated using two methods: wet tape adhesion and scrape adhesion.
The wet tape test is a modified version of the American Society for
Testing and Materials ASTM D 3359, method A. This test was
performed by immersing a specimen in distilled water for a period of
time at a specific temperature. Three immersion conditions were
used for this test: 24 hours at 23°C, 96 hours at 49°C, and 168
hours at 65°C. Upon removal, two parallel scribes, 3/4 inch apart,
were cut through the coating and intec the substrate. An "X" was
subsequently scribed through the coating between the two initial
scribes. A strip of 3M 250 masking tape was applied firmly to the
coating surface perpendicular to the scribe lines and immediately
removed with one quick motinn. The specimens were examined for
removal and uplifting of the ccating from the substrate and the
adhesion rating was recorded. Table 2 gives the performance
description for these adhesion ratings. In addition, the water
resistance of the pretreatment/coating systems was characterized by
examining the test panels for softening, uplifting, blistering, and
other coating defects and substrate corrosion which may have
resulted from the exposure.

The scrape test was performed in accordance with ASTM D 2197, method
A on specimens with a section of the substrate surface exposed. The
instrument used to perform this test was a SG-1605 Scrape Adhesion
Test Apparatus manufactured by Gardner Laboratory The test was
performed by guiding a weighted stylus at a 45° angle to the
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- TABLE 1: ORGANIC COATINGS SPECIFICATIONS

1. MIL-P-23377D, Type 1 "Primer Coatings, Epoxy Polyamide, Chemical and
Solvent Resistant." Film thickness: 15.2 to 22.9 microns (0.0006 to
0.0009 inches).

2, MIL-P-85582A, Type 1 "Primer Coatings: Epoxy, Waterborne." Film
thickness: 15.2 to 22.9 microns (0.0006 to 0.0009 inches).

3. TT-P-2760, Type 1 "Primer Coating: Polyurethane, Elastomeric." Film
thickness: 20.3 to 30.5 microns (0.0008 to 0.0012 inches).

4. MIL-P-23377D, Type 1, Film thickness: 15.2 to 22.9 microns (0.0006 to
0.0009 inches).
MIL-C-85285B, Type 1, "Coating: Polyurethane, High Solids." Film
thickness: 45.7 to 55.9 microns (0.0018 to 0.0022 inches).

The above coatings were applied by conventional air spray and were
allowed to cure for seven days prior to testing.

TABLE 2. ASTM D3359 ADHESION RATINGS

Rating Description
SA No peeling or removal
4A Trace peeling or removal along incisions
3A Jagged removal along incisions up to 1/16

in. (1.6 mm) on either side

2A Jagged removal along most of incisions up
to 1/8 in. (3.2 mm) on either side

1A Removal from most of the area of the X
under the tape

0A Removal beyond the area of the X
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specimen along the exposed substrate into tlie ccating system. The
scrape adhesion was recorded as the heaviuest weight used without
shearing the coating from the substrate,

Corrosion Resistarnce

Five aluminum specimens 3"x10" of each anodize process were exposed
in 5% salt spray (ASTM B 117) for 336 hours. Upon removal, the
panels were inspected for evidence of corrosion. In addition, four
aluminum specimens of each unsealed anodize film/coating system were
scribed with a figure "X" through the coating intoc the substrate.
Two specimens were exposed in 5% salt spray (ASTM B 117) for 2000
hours and two were exposed in SOy/salt spray (ASTM G 85) for 500
hours. The panels were then inspected for corrosion in the scribe
area and blistering of the coating. Subsequently, one panel from
each exposure was chemically treated to remove the organic coating
without disturbing the substrate and the specimen was examined for
corrosion.

u N SCUSSION

Test panels were processed with non-chromate cleaners and
deoxidizers, then chromic acid anodized or sulfuric/boric acid
anodized. Coating adhesion, water resistance, & corrosion %tests
were performed using MIL-P-23377 epoxy primer, MIL-P-85582
epoxy/waterborne primer, and TT-P~2760 polyurethane/elastomeric
primer. Also, tested were specimens primed with MIL-P-I3377 and
topcoated with MIL-C-85285 high solids polyurethane. These coatings
are described in references 10-13. All materials met the corrosiocn
resistance and coating adhesion requirements of MIL-A-8625 anodic
coatings, for aluminum and aluminum alloys. The following is a
summary and discussion of the results.

Coating Weights

Table 3 shows coating weights for the two anodize processes on
different aluminum alloys. Coating weight gives an indication of
oxide film_thickness and is determined by processing variables such
as amps/ft©, time, etc. Both processeg resulted in films within the
current proposed limits (200-700 mg/ft“) for the F revision of MIL-
A-8625 specification. Some of the sealed SBAA specimens were not
evaluated due to a problem (leak) with the seal tank in the
demonstration process line. However, the relative coating weights
for unsealed specimens indicate that these would be in line with the
proposed limits.

Adhesion/Water Resistance

Enhanced coating adhesion is one of the primary function of a
surface pretreatment. These coating adhesion tests were performed
on unsealed anodize films immediately atfter the 7 day cure time for
the coatings. With further aging of the finishing system, adhesion
normally improves, so these results are considered the minimum
values. The results of the adhesion/water resistance tests are

provided in Table 4. A standard aerospace requirement for scrape
adhesion is 3 Xg. The scrape adhesion results for chromic acid

anodize ranged from 0.5 Kg to >10.5 Kg. This indicated that other
factors (such as the coating edge etfecte, pretreatment thickness,
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TABLE 3. COATING WEIGHT RESULTS

Sulfuric/Boric Acid Anogize Chromic Acid Anodize
AL ALLOY Coating Weight (mg/ft€) Coating Weight (mg/ftz)
2024-T3 (Sealed) 372.8 576.4
7075-T6 (Sealed) 576.0 567.2
6061-T6 (Sealed) ====- 366.9
7075-T6 Alclad (Sealed) =  ====-= 436.3
3003 ‘Sealed) = ====- 359.5
1100 (Sealed) = =e=-- 449.6
2024-T3 (Unsealed) 150.¢ 416.C
7075-T6 (Unsealed) 429.9 315.5
6061-T6 (Unsealed) 568.8 370.9
7075-T6 Alclad (Unsealed) 635.5 421.1
3003 (Unsealed) 488.5 357.1
1100 (Unsealed) 584.5 428.8

TABLE 4. ADHESION/WATER RESISTANCE TEST RESULTS

Sulfuric/Boric Acid Anodize Chromic Acid Anodize

WET WET WET WET WET WET
ALLOY/ SCRAPE TAPE TAPE TAPE SCRAPE TAPE TAPE TAPE
COATING (Kg) (24*) (96) (168) (Kg) (24) (%6) (168)

2024-T3 Al Alloy

MIL-P-23377
MIL-P-85582
TT-P-2760
23377/MIL~C-85285

7075-T6 Al Alloy

MIL-P-23377 . S5Aa 5A 5A
MIL-P-85582 . Sa SA 5A
TT-P=-2760 . 52 5A 5A
23377/MIL-C-85285 5A 5A 5A

~-- Test not performed
* Hours immersion 1in deionized distilled water

Results are for panels processed at NADEP North Island, San Diego, CA
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pre=paint surface cleanliness, etc.) affected the outcome of the
tests. The resulte from tha sulfuric/boric acid anodized process
ranged {rom 1.5 Kg to 7.0 Kg and was comparable to chromic acid

anod i3, The 24 hour tape tests performed on these processes
showed adhesion values of 5A for all thraee primers evaluated. These
results. Indlcate virtually no susceptibility to coating-substrate
disbondaant upon axposure toc water, In the expanded adhesion tests
(4 L 7 d1yn) both anodize processes, with various coating systems,
cont. ity to exhibit excellent adhesion « water resistance. This is
evider 4 by the tape test 5SA rasults attur extended immersion in
walol ,

Harue Corvosfion Resistance

Lanle.d, unpainted specimens from both procegses were exposed to 5%
Balt npoay (ABTM B117) on 6° racks and examined at 24 hour intervals
fo, evilince of corromion, Total exposure time was 336 hours.

Thews 1c3ults are summarized in Table 5. Both anodic processes on
all nll s specimens passed 3)6 hours of exposure without any

eviden « of surface corrosjon, indlcating excollent anodic coating
TR EZINER T4 '

Falnteu dorrosion Resistance

Cuttwuni-n resletance is an important property for Navy aircraft
goat 1y due Lo the severe operational environmont in which the
aljcralt are deployed., Tharafore, most aircraft primer
st ) -tions have a minimum of 1000 hours expomsures to salt spray
ay the corrowfon reslstance reguirement, Tha anodic coating plays
an Intvgral role in mouting this rﬁ?ulrem@nt by maintaining the
fmoyr ity of the coating/substrate intserface., To avaluate this
prupeerty, painted spacimens for both anodize processes were exposed
to b8 va't epray (ASBTM Bl17) and examined for corrosion in the
uCribie nrea and blistering of the coating. These results are

murmat i 4 {n Table 6, both of the snodize procusses, with all
thive . mars and the epuxy primer/polyurethanc topcoat coating
yeler, , apsed 1000 hours of exposure, There were little to ro
cultunlon produute in the scribe and no blisterinyg of the coatings.
Hinca 1+ h aysteoma performed well for over 1000 houre on both
pubutyat @, the test was continued for anothor 1000 hours. At 1500
hodwt v o 2000 hours, thure ware little to no corrosion products in

the ucr i e or bliutering of the coating on any of the specimens.
fhawquotly, the vontings were carefully removed from the surface
with n (1 emical strippar, without disturbing the underlying
subutintc, Upon turther examination, thore wae no evidaence of
undeg )y oo g corronjon on thesu panels. At 2000 hours, ull of the

Iimed a0 d o primed/topuoated specinens passed the corrosion test

tuyudrcionte, ;
\

Falnted  poclmans exposnd Lo L0-/ualt epray (ALTM G8%Y) were also

wrainl el fur Jdamaya Lo the uogtinq and corroelon in and away from

L wer i@, and thees results are summurized in Table 7. Tha

bu,funll spray cnvironment simu)ates industrial stack gasos, such as

thona - Aad on diese) povered afreraft carriors, and it is an

olre i, ayyrestive anvironwent. Mowt avicralt, coating

spuc b icatiung do not have exposure Lo 69;/uvalt spray as u corrosion
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TABLE 5. 5% NACL SALT SPRAY RESULTS FOR UNPAINTED PANELS

ALLOY - ANODIZE PROCESS 336 HOUR TEST RESULTS
2024-T3 -~ Sulfuric/Boric No surface corrosion
2024~T3 -~ Chromic No surface corrosion
7075-T6 - Sulfuric/Boric No surface corrosion
7075-Té - Chromic No sur.ace corrosion

Results for panels processed at NADEP North Island

TABLE 6. CORROSION RESISTANCE TEST RESULTS (5% SALT SPRAY)

SULFURIC/BORIC ACID ANODIZE CHROMIC ACID ANODIZE
ALLOY/ HOURS OF EXPOSURE HOURS OF EXPOSURE
COATING 500 1000 1500 2000 500 1000 1500 2000

2024-T3 Al Alloy

MIL-P=-23377 P P P P ) p ) 4 P
MIL-P-85582 P P P P P P P P
TT-P-2760 P P P P P P P P
23377/MIL-C~85285 P P P P P P P P
7075-T6 Al Alloy
MIL-P-23377 P P P P P P P P
MIL-P-85582 P P P P P P P P
TT=-P=2760 P P P P P P P P
23377/MIL-C-85285 P P P P P P P P

P » Pass (no blistering, pitting or uplifting of coating, but trace amounts
of corrosion permitted in scribe)
+ = Borderline Pass (some corrosion in scribe, but no blistering or pitting
on panel)
- = Borderline Failure (corrosion in scribe with initiation of blistering
or pitting on panel)
F = Failure (corrosion and/or blistering in scribe and on panel surface)

Results are for panels processed at NADEP North Island, San Diego, CA
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TABLE 7. CORROSION RESISTANCE TEST RESULTS (SO;/SALT SPRAY)

SULFURIC/BORIC ACID ANODIZE CHROMIC ACID ANODIZE
ALLOY/ HOURS OF EXPOSURE HOURS OF EXPOSURE
PRETREATMENT 168 336 $00 168 336 500

2024-T3 Al Alloy

MIL-P-23377
MIL-P-85582
TT-P-2760
23377/MIL-C-85285

d ' ‘g
o ig

7075-T6 Al Alloy

MIL-P-23377
MIL-P-85582
TT-P=-2760

23377 /MIL-C-85285

omi 9
‘U + o

(P = Pass, + = Borderline Pass, - = Borderline Failure, F = Failure)

Results are for panels processed at NADEP North Island, San Diego, CA
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resistance requirement, therefore, the exposure periods selected
vere based on differences in finishing system performance.

Primed panels, after being exposed for 168 hours, were examined for
signs of corrosion. All specimens (both alloys & both processes)
primed with MIL-P-85582 and primed with TT-P-2760 had some scribe
corrosion and slight blistering of the coating at 168 hours. These
primer specimens failed, except for the MIL-P-85582 on 7075 which
was a borderline result for both processes. All MIL-P-23377 primed
specimens passed at 168 hours. Primed and topcoated 7075 specimens
with both processes failed completely at 500 hours or less, while
the primed and topcoated 2024 specimens with both processes were
considered a borderline fail at 500 hours. Here again both anodize
processes failed at relatively the same exposure time.

In general, the corrosion resistance of the sulfuric/boric acid
anodize processed specimens in combination with the standard epoxy
primer or the epoxy primer/polyurethane topcoat cocating systems was
equivalent to the performance of the chromic acid anodize controls.
This equivalent performance for this non-chromated ancdic coating as
compared to the chromated anodic coating, is due to a high degree of
interfacial integrity between the coating and substrate.

Finally, the fatigue results in Appendix A show that the SBAA
process provided equivalent fatigue characteristics to the CAA
process. A statistical analysis of variance performed on the
results showed no significant differences in performance between the
two anodize processes, although the mean value for fatigue life of
the SBAA appeared to be slightly better than CAA.

SUMMARY

The goal of this project was to demonstrate a non-chromated
alternative for chromic acid anodizing used orn current aerospace
structures. The results from this evaluation show that the two
anodize processes have comparable performance properties. Having
successfully demonstrated this process at the North Island Naval
Aviation Depot, the full scale use as an alternative to chromic acid
anodizing is being pursued. Transitioning and full implementation
of this process for use in fleet maintenance operations is being
accomplished through the modification of the MIL-A-8625 military
specification. The use of this non-chromated process will allow the
Navy to meet stringent environmental standards while maintaining
operational readiness and efficiency of system performance. In
addition, significant cost savings ($M) will be recognized by
avoiding the need to implement emission control eguipment.
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APPENDIX A

FATIGUE TEST RESULTS*

ANODIZE COATING WEIGHT MEAN FATIGUE LIFE
PROCESS (mg/sqg ft) (Cycles)
None N/A (Baseline) 93,000
SBAA 200 74,000
CAA 200 . 67,900
SBAA 500 67,500
CAA 500 64,400

* See Test Report for More Details
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