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BUTIOHN D
Re: Comparison of Two TX-41 Forward Stirts With Different Additivs
Finishss Under HRigh Humidity Conditions

Ref: WMemo, C. D. Kistler, ACF Ipdustries, Albuquerque, New Meoxico to
E. A, Aas, 8162, Sandia Corporation, Tivermore, California,
dated 2-4-59

Object of Tesi

This test was performsd in order to determine the adequacy of the additive
finishes and to make & choice between the two, if one wvas perceptibly better
thar the other., It was arranged by work request from Division 1218, 12-8-53
and 1=21-53, Mr. A. E. Sensel of that organization wes the consultant.

Procedure and Results

The origiral test plan was tc subject the %two skiris to the ssme 20-day
hunidity test that TX-41-TRM #4 had been through. This would have allowed
a comparison of the resistance of the test items and the TX-41 to the mumi-
dity exposure.

The urgency of the test was such that a delay of a few days could not be per-
mitted., The particular test chamber desired for the test was in operation on
epother humidity cycle st the time, differemt from the 48-hour SCEIL-:cyecle.

The two skirts were therefore placed in the chamber for exposure to the humid
conditions of the test then in process., The test conditions st this time were:
Copstant relative hunidity of 100% and & temperature of 83°F for 12 hours, then
a linear charge to 50°F in 4 hours foliowed by 10 hours at 50°F, then back to
8C°F as socon as possible., This cycle was being repeated approximately every
24 hcurs, ' o

The tvo skiris could only te compered to each other becauss the test conditions
outlinsd abova ars not nearly as severe as those of the SCEl. cycle,

After 22 dasys of this exposure the corditions in the chamber were charged to
the 48-hour SCEI cycle and maintaiped for the remaining 8 days available for
the test. :

The refaerence mexo outlines the finishes on the two gkirts, Esseutially, ths

differonce was that one (Serial Number 62016} included a wash primer in the

painting process and the otheRIEHED Bumber 62023) did not. ,
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Procedvras end Results (Coud. )

Bremination of tha %o skints following $he test exposure revealed thadb

both okirts were in accepiable canﬁ tion, Hewever, corrosicn had begun

on each one. sgpecially adjacen » Whe r;ve»s of tne assanbliies. The
skizt assembly with the wush primez {Sarial Numbsr £201%) was betier than
The corresion on the vorst unit ves cheraetsrized by the
vexture of the paint covering these aress. The percentage of
a mahibiting this ¢axture ves quite smell conpared o the over-all

. &.D. Lo s
Tast Engincer: LRNEST GRAVES - 1411-=2
Original Svgner] R‘J
M. A. RIZHS
T Approved by: 4. A. RICHTER - 16112
EDG11611:jb
Copy ‘o

P, ¥, Jones, 1218
Attn: A, E. Sensel

W. A. Gardner, 1610

d. Me Wieser, 1592

C. L. Giomel, 5522

Aps, 8162 °
Szoltzer, 4721-3

Ui \J.L.-M_ﬁ.w)\,‘ki—‘ ED




	Page 1
	Page 2

