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Optimization of Process on Flange Sleeve Cold Extrusion

WANG Xingxing' ,LIU Shumei' ,CHEN Kai' ,HE Wentao', LIAO Shishao

(1. School of Materials Engineering, Shanghai University of Engineering Science , Shanghai 201620, China;
2. Shanghai Dongfu Cold Forging Limited Company , Shanghai 201100, China)

Abstract ; Flange sleeve has a phenomenon of fracture on its bottom during the production process. Through drawing

three-dimensional forming mould parts, application of Deform-3D software platform and analysis of finite element

simulation was conducted to find out the factors that could cause the flange sleeve fracture. Through comparison of

different factors, the feasibility of scheme 1 and scheme 2 were evaluated, and scheme 2 was confirmed. Processing

technology on the flange sleeve was optimized in order to improve the qualified rate, the utilization rate of the billet and

realize the work-piece mass production.
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Table 1 Mechanical property of 10 steel
JifEERE BURISREE/MPa JEMEREE/MPa LUBYSREE/MPa
BH =335 =205 275 ~392
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Figure 1 ~ Automobile flange sleeve mould and

reference of geomeltry dimension
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Figure 2 Comparison of two schemes’ workpieces
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Figure 3  Comparison of stain field
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Figure 4 Comparison of stress field
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Figure 5 Comparison of damage simulation
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Figure 6 Comparison of velocity simulation
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Figure 7 Comparison of displacement

simulation and state variable distribution
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Figure 8 Comparison of load prediction
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