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Abstract
The structural response of naval surface ships subjected to underwater shock loadings
is a very important problem in viewpoint of ship survivability. In practice, among others
the case of noncontact underwater explosions is the only one shock loading considered in
designing naval surface ships to resist underwater explosions. In order to efficiently
design naval surface ships and their equipment to resist such shock loadings it seems
necessary to prepare theoretical analysis tools and/or empirical design criteria which can
predict the three dimensional transmission of shock waves. This paper describes a
simplified method to analyse shock responses for ship hull girder, which uses a loading
function to approximate the shock loadings on ship structures due to noncontact
underwater explosions. A couple of examples to applv this method are provided
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Table 1. Characteristics and test
conditions for FSP/LFSP
FSP FSP
(Floating [(Large
Items Shock Floating
Platform) {Shock
latform)
Length(ft 28.0 50.0
Breadth(ft) 16.0 29.75
Draft(ft) | about 4.0 |about 5.15
Light bout
) ~ ol
Chérécter weight |about 38.6 3268
istics (ton) -
Max. Load about
about 27.2
(ton) 1814
Material steel HTS
wcase 1:
Test Load mbout 51.1
about 16.2
(ton) lcase 2:
about 80.2
Test Charge 601bs 3001bs
conditions Charge HBX-1 | HBX-]
Depth 10, 20, 30 20
(ft)
Stand-off 20, 30, 40,
45, 70, 120
(ft) , 80
14
charge depth  cal. mesas.
o
12 F ‘ 201 °
N 0 a
10 F o

average peek velocity (R/s)

20 30 40

Fig.

50 60

charge standoff {ft)

response for FSP

4 Comparison of peak velocity
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