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Simplified Estimation of the Ultimate Strength of Ship Panels
using Statistical Data of Actual Ships
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Abstract

The ultimate strength formulas of ship panels are suggested in a simple and suitable
form, Firstly, these formulas are derived from a full description of the variables that govern
plate strength by using statistical data of actual ships. Secondly, under the assumption of
plate mid-edge collapse using the Von-Mises’ yield criterion and the new buckling formula,
a general equation for the ultimate strength estimation is also derived. The existing
test data are compared with these new formulas and a good correlation is shown.
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