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In general, an inspection schedule is established based on the long—term fatigue life during the design stage. However, in the

design stage, it is difficult to clearly identify the uncertainty factors affecting long—term fatigue life, In

this study, the

probabilistic fatigue life assessment was conducted in accordance with the methodology of DNV—GL. Firstly, The initial crack

distribution estimated through the initial crack propagation analysis was updated by reflecting the results of crack inspection,
Secondly, the updated crack distribution was compared with the initial crack distribution, and the probability of failure was

updated with the effect of crack inspection,
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Parameters Value

Length between perpendiculars(Z,,) 320.0m
Molded breadth(B) 42.8m
Depth(D) 24.8m

Draft( 7) 13.0m

Block coeff. for L (C;) 0.6637
Speed — full load at 7 (0) 25kn
Plate A

o—Refinemesh Plate B

’
Where crack happens p

%

Fig. 6 Hatch corner structure of ship (Yan et al., 2016)

Table 4 Dimensions of hatch coner structure
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Fig. 7 Results of initial crack growth analysis
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(c) Updated probability of failure
Fig. 8 Results of updated crack growth analysis
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