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Failure criteria This study presents reviews of the failure criteria to capture the resulting response due
ship collision to the catastrophe of ship collision and grounding using the finite element. Researchers
Damage characterization have introduced several failure criteria, for instance, the Det Norske Veritas (DNV)

Finite element analysis

X RP-C204 criterion, Germanischer Lloyd criterion, Peschmann, Rice-Tracey and
Crashworthiness

Cockcroft-Latham (RTCL), Bressan-Williams-Hill (BWH) instability criterion, and
Liu criterion. As in the mathematical formula, each criterion has a difference. The
choice of failure criteria will depend on the simulation's specific requirements and the
analysis's goals. Liu's criterion can be used to evaluate the failure of materials in ship
collision simulations, for example, when large element sizes (i.e., 20 mm) are
considered in the simulation.

1 Introduction

Ship collision modeling involves simulating and analyzing the potential outcomes of a collision
between two or more ships. This can include factors such as the ship's speeds and trajectories, the sea
conditions, and the actions taken by the ship's crews [1-3]. The goal of collision modeling is to identify
potential hazards and develop strategies to prevent collisions from occurring. This can include developing
new navigation systems, implementing new safety procedures, and training crew members to react quickly
and effectively in the event of a collision [4].

The mesh size used in the Finite Element Analysis (FEA) method significantly impacts the results
obtained, with different mesh sizes yielding different outcomes compared to experimental results.
Conducting nonlinear finite element simulations of ship collisions requires several essential input
parameters, including the definition of the material, such as the actual characteristic stress-proper strain
behavior and representative failure criteria, to estimate the critical failure strain of the finite elements. Other
critical factors that influence finite element predictions include the type of finite elements used for collision
simulations, the boundary conditions, the definition of the contact, and the associated static friction. Studies
have shown that an accurate definition of material nonlinearities and finite element size is essential for a
practical nonlinear finite element ship-to-ship collision simulation [5].
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Nevertheless, other input parameters, such as approximations of external dynamic loadings and
modeling of structural details, also affect finite element predictions. In a study by Jones [6], various factors
that impact the credibility of finite element predictions for structures subjected to significant dynamic
loadings were discussed. Although Jones discussion was for a general dynamic design application, and the
evaluated dynamic loadings may be more substantial than those anticipated in a real ship collision scenario,
the conclusions and ideas presented in the study are relevant to ship collision analyses.

The problem of direct experimentation requiring much money to analyze the response in a ship
collision scenario can be overcome using finite element analysis. As a result, ship structural crashworthiness
analysis and estimation of safety limits accounting for ship collisions can be obtained, which usually
requires much money for direct experimentation. Finite Element Analysis (FEA) is a numerical method
used to analyze the structural behavior of ship hulls during a collision. The FEA model simulates the ship's
response to impact loads, such as those encountered during a collision, by dividing the ship's structure into
smaller, manageable components called finite elements. These elements are then analyzed using
mathematical equations to determine their behavior under different loads [7-12]. The analysis results can
be used to evaluate the strength and integrity of the ship's structure and identify potential areas of weakness
that may need to be reinforced. The FEA can be used to simulate different types of collisions, such as head-
on, quartering, and oblique collisions, and can be used to evaluate the safety and performance of both new
and existing ships [13-14]. In recent years, several failure criteria can be used in numerical Finite Element
Analysis (FEA) to evaluate the structural behavior of a ship during a collision or grounding event. Some
standard failure criteria include the DNV RP-C204 criterion [15], Germanischer Lloyd criterion [16],
Peschmann criterion [17], Rice-Tracey Cockcroft-Latham (RTCL) criterion [18], Bressan-Williams-Hill
(BWH) instability criterion [19], and Liu criterion [20].

It should be noted that the choice of failure criterion depends on the type of material, loading
condition, and the level of accuracy required for the analysis. Also, it is essential to consider that these
criteria are based on the assumptions and simplifications of the real-world scenario. The results should be
compared with experimental data and real-world observations.

This work presents a comprehensive review of the main failure criteria used in finite element
modeling of the structural behavior of ships in a collision scenario. The primary focus of this study is to
compare and contrast the different failure criteria used in the field based on their basic calculations,
methodology, failure criteria, maximum strain, and mesh size dependency. This research aims to critically
assess the various methods, highlighting their strengths and weaknesses to facilitate more informed
decision-making when selecting the appropriate failure criteria for a given application. By evaluating the
various methods, this study hopes to contribute to the advancement of finite element modeling techniques
for ship collision scenarios. The findings of this research are presented in a conclusive discussion, followed
by future research directions that could expand on the work presented in this paper.

2 Failure Criteria

The science of material failure theory predicts the conditions that lead to the failure of solid material
due to external load. Ship collision modeling employs several failure criteria related to crack initiation
models, including those based on accumulated strain, triaxial stress state dependence, and forming limit
diagrams. Among these, the maximum plastic strain criteria are the most used in ship collision modeling.
This is due to its simplicity, as it relies on only one variable (equivalent plastic strain) and can be calibrated
easily using a uniaxial tensile test. The maximum plastic strain criteria are also based on material properties,
such as uniform and necking strain. For the implementation of failure criteria, material model 123 of
ANSYS LS-DYNA [21] can be used. Material 123 is a modified piecewise linear plasticity model that uses
the stress versus strain curve and allows fractures based on plastic thinning. The material definition requires
the input of pre-calculated critical strain values.
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2.1 DNV RP-C204 criterion

A simple fracture criterion based on the relationship described in Equation 1 with the following
coefficients is given in DNV RP-C204 [15].

te le
g =002+065;, £2>5 1)

le e

However, whether this is an equivalent or principal strain criterion is not specified in Equation 1.
2.2 Germanischer Lloyd criterion

The through-thickness strain criterion, based on the experimental measurement of the through-
thickness strain of damaged plates in actual ship structures subjected to ship collision and grounding
accidents, was initially proposed by Germanischer Lloyd [16]. The expression for the maximum equivalent
plastic strain obtained by

te
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Equation 2 is also expressed as a function of the element size by employing two components, where &, the
constant through-thickness strain and &, is the necking strain. These two components were obtained
experimentally so, resulting in g, = 0.056 and &, = 0.54 for shipbuilding steel (considering plate

structures), £, = 0.079 and &, = 0.76 if beams or trusses. t, and [, are the thickness and length of the
element, respectively. Furthermore, the ratio [, /t, = 5.

2.3 Theoretical background of the criterion based on Peschmann

The following expression can be used to estimate the equivalent plastic strain at failure, which is the
basis for the Peschmann criterion [17]

t
g(le) =g ta l—e 3)

e
where & is the constant strain, a = ¢, - (x,/t) is a factor that depends on the necking strain and length of
the neck, t, is the thickness of the plate, and [, is the length of the individual elements. Experimentally
measured parameters for this expression in the hull tanker collision test resulted in e, = 0.1 and « = 0.8
for plate thicknesses < 12 mm and &, = 0.08 and a = 0.65 for plate thicknesses between 12.5 and 20
mm.

2.4 Theoretical background of the criterion based on RTCL

The RTCL criterion, developed by Térngvist in 2003 [18], combines two well-known failure models,
the Rice-Tracey [22] and the Cockcroft-Latham criteria [23], with the intent of covering an extensive range
of triaxialities. The Rice-Tracey criterion predicts well failure by void growth at high triaxialities, while the
Cockcroft-Latham criterion gives good predictions for ductile shear fracture at low triaxialities. The RTCL
criterion is given by Equations 4 and 5.

D= f(“—”) de @
RTCL
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Where D; is the integral function of damage, &, is the uniaxial damage strain. The ratio = is called
Oeq
triaxiality, where the hydrostatic stress and the equivalent stress are defined in Equations 6 and 7.

Oii

O = 3 (6)
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The deviatoric stress tensor is defined as s;; = 0;; — 6; ;0,4 Where §;; is Kronecker’s multiplier.

and

()

Due to its strong influence, Tornqvist [18] formulated the critical value for the integral function of
damage D dependent on the element length in the loading direction [, as in Equation 8.

t
Dcr=n+(€n_n)l_e (8)
e
where D, is the critical value of the integral function of damage. The power law determines the uniform

necking strain (¢ = k&™) exponent n. Considering a uniaxial tensile test, ¢, is the failure strain obtained
from :—e = 1, where t, is the element thickness, and [, is the element length. For shipbuilding steel, n =

0.205 and ¢, = 0.67.
2.5 Bressan-Williams-Hill (BWH) instability criterion

The onset of local instability (incipient necking) can be estimated by combining Hill's local necking
analysis [24] with the Bressan-Williams shear stress criterion [25] as proposed by Alsos et al. [19] in the
BWH instability criterion for —1 < g < 1. The following formula (Equation 9) expresses the Bressan-
Williams-Hill instability criterion:
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A geometric mesh scaling factor is incorporated as a selectable option in the formula where the critical
strain &; can be assumed to be equal to the power law coefficient n following Hill's criterion [22], in which

&; In Equation 9 scales with the factor %(E—e + 1) as a remedy for coarse meshes that do not capture the
actual local strain concentrations.

2.6 Liu criterion

Liu et al. [20] introduced a new failure criterion for ship collision assessment. A new expression was
provided to predict the effective critical failure strain & of coarse meshed by the new criterion.
l
g = 0.50 — 0.01= (10)
te
Equation 10 shows that the failure strain decreases linearly with the mesh size, which indicates that
the necking strain is 0.50 and that the I, is the length of the finite elements and ¢, is the plate thickness.

3 Overall Discussion

Review the main failure criteria used in finite element modeling of the structural behavior of ships in
a collision scenario that is being conducted, Table 1. The failure criteria proposed by the researcher have
differences in the basic failure strain calculations. For example, suppose the ship collision simulation uses
an element length of 10 mm and a plate thickness of 2 mm. In that case, the DNV RP-C204 criterion,
Germanischer Lloyd, Peschmann, and Liu will give failure strain values of 0.15, 0.164, 0.26, and 0.45,
respectively. These results follow the study conducted in the literature [20,26-28]. As seen in Figure 1, the

Liu criterion will give a failure strain of around 0.45 if the ratio i—e = 5.
e
Figure 2 shows the results of generated energy during the quasi-static indentation experiments of
stiffened plates and double-hull structures [20]. The tests by Liu et al. [20] used a rigid cone indenter with
a hemispherical nose to punch the small-scale specimens. The reported results include force-displacement
responses and deformation modes. As can be seen, the Liu criterion showed a more reasonable prediction
regarding energy-displacement capacity when a smooth and large indenter is used.

Table 1. Comparison of failure criteria

Parameters DNV RP- Germanischer- Peschmann RTCL BWH Liu Criterion
C204 Lloyd (GL) Criterion Criterion
Criterion
Author D. N. Germanischer Eike Lehmann, Rikard Alsos (2008) Liu (2017)
Veritas Lloyd (2002) Jorg Peschmann Tdornqvist [19] [20]
(2010) [15] [16] (2010) [17] (2003) [18]
History of - An empirical The maximum Derived The Bressan- To  conduct
how the criterion is strains attained analytically — Williams the same
criterion  is presented by in sheet metal based on criterion was simulations
made GL to evaluate forming before virtual local initially for plates
the critical thru localized necks intended for modeled with
thickness strain  necking are appearing the positive larger mesh
at the moment called the within quadrant of sizes (5, 10,
of fracture, forming limit significant the forming 15, and 20t)
where &g is the strains. The elements, the limit since  while
constant strain, desired  shape RTCL diagrams, but the  necking
£, is  the Must be criterion the strain is
necking strain, ¢ obtained without combines mathematical detected easily
is the plate tearing in sheet two expression is when a small
metal forming.  continuum also valid for  mesh is
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Table 1. Cont.
Parameters DNV RP- Germanischer- Peschmann RTCL BWH Liu Criterion
C204 Lloyd (GL) Criterion Criterion
Criterion

thickness, and Peschmann damage negative used (<2t), itis

l, is the experimentally ~ models: the values. difficult to

individual obtained those Rice-Tracey However, as find the

element length.  forming  limit and the strain rate change in the
diagrams, Cockceroft- ratio becomes slope of the
evaluating the Latham negative, the curve ‘strain’
equivalent damage validity of the versus
plastic strain at mode. BW criterion ‘displacement’
different Together, becomes when a coarse
locations at the they cover questionable. mesh is
moment of the full- Hence, the selected (>5t).
fracture of the stress Hill and BW Consequently,
damaged ships. triaxiality criteria have a different
Here, t is the range, been methodology
plate thickness, defined by combined is required to
le is the hydrostatic into one capture  this
individual stress. Here, criterion, localized
element length, ¢, is the referred to as strain
a=¢g, (x,/ failure strain the BWH concentration
t) is a factor at t/l =1 at criterion, to for a finite
depending  on uniaxial cover the full  element model
the necking stress, and n range of f. discretized
strain and the is the power This  new Wwith a large
length of the lawexponent criterion s mesh.
neck, and &, is for the formulated
the constant diffuse regarding the
strain. necl_<ing strain rate

strain. ratio, ﬁ

On the other hand, the response of Peschmann and Germanischer Lloyd improves when a sharper
indenter is used. The failure criteria are also affected by the mesh size used, Figure 3. As shown in Figure
3 (b), the failure strain occurred at 0.27, 0.34, and 0.39 for the Germanischer Lloyd (GL), Peschmann, and
RTCL criteria, with 2.5 mm mesh size, respectively. The simulation using the coarser mesh of 10 mm
appears to produce rupture strains at 0.11, 0.15, and 0.25, respectively.
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Figure 1. (a) Failure strain with Liu criterion for coarse meshes [20], and (b) Force — displacement response using

different element sizes [20]
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Figure 2. Energy-displacement curves for (a) Specimen P-300 [18], and (b) Specimen P-100 [20]. Comparison of
Liu criterion with Peschmann and Germanischer Lloyd; the element size is 9t [20]

The study conducted by Prabowo et al. [26] was aimed at assessing the failure strain under different
failure criteria. The researchers compared the results obtained using four different failure criteria:
Germanischer Lloyd (GL), Peschmann, Rice-Tracey, Cockcroft-Latham (RTCL), and Liu. Figure 4 (a) was
used to present the results of the study. The study showed that the failure criteria selection significantly
impacted the failure strain's value. Specifically, the Liu criterion resulted in a much higher value of failure
strain (0.417) than the other criteria evaluated, including Germanischer Lloyd (GL) (0.157), Peschmann
(0.190), and Rice-Tracey and Cockcroft-Latham (RTCL) (0.289). These results suggest that the Liu
criterion may be more suitable for assessing failure strain than the other criteria, particularly in scenarios
where high failure strain values are expected. However, it is essential to note that the study's results may
not apply to all scenarios. Further research is needed to determine the most suitable application failure
criteria. Nonetheless, the study highlights the importance of carefully selecting the appropriate failure
criteria for accurate and reliable analysis of structures.
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Figure 3. Variation of the critical failure strain used for FE simulations as a function of the mesh size. (a)

Simulation by Calle and Alves [2], and (b) Simulation by Prabowo et al. [27]
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Figure 4. Effect of the element size to failure criteria (a) Failure strain (data based in [26]), and (b) Energy ratio
Egim/Eexp (data based in [14])

In the study of ship collisions, the energy ratio Eg;,,/E.x, is a key parameter used to evaluate the
accuracy and reliability of the test models [14], Figure 4 (b). This ratio compares the simulated energy of
the collision, E;,, with the experimental energy of the collision, E,,,. The energy ratio is an essential
metric for assessing the performance of the models since it indicates the degree to which the model's
predictions match the actual behavior of the ship during a collision. The benchmark study conducted by
Ehlers et al. [14] reported on the test models energy ratio Eg;, /E.xp. This study aimed to evaluate the
accuracy of the models in predicting the behavior of ships during collisions, and the energy ratio was a
crucial factor in determining the reliability of the models. The study's results provided valuable insights
into the performance of the different models, which can be used to improve the accuracy and effectiveness
of ship collision simulations in the future.

The use of failure criteria in analyzing structures has become increasingly popular due to its simplicity
and Central Processing Unit (CPU) efficiency. Its easy implementation into finite element codes makes it
an attractive choice for analyzing structures with limited material and failure data. This has made it a
valuable tool in various applications, including crashworthiness analyses, accidental analysis involving
large-scale ship structures, and simple estimations on forming operations [19,28-37]. However, since
different failure criteria were introduced in different years, there has yet to be a comprehensive comparison
of the characteristics of each criterion in one scenario. Thus, it is necessary to conduct future research to
compare each failure criterion in a ship collision scenario to determine which criterion is the most suitable
for this application. This comparison will help determine the most efficient and accurate failure criterion
for analyzing the structures involved in a ship collision, which is crucial for ensuring the ship's and its
passenger's safety [38-41]. Therefore, it is essential to continue to investigate and develop failure criteria
to improve the safety and reliability of structures.

4 Conclusions

Previous researchers developed failure criteria to capture the resulting response due to collision and
grounding in the simulation of the catastrophe of ship collision and grounding, which is very complex. The
most widely used failure criteria are the DNV RP-C204 criterion, Germanischer Lloyd criterion,
Peschmann, Rice-Tracey Cockcroft-Latham, BWH instability criterion, and Liu criterion, as the resulting
response can be in the form of energy generated during the collision and also in the form of hull damage to
the ship. The DNV RP-C204 criterion, Germanischer Lloyd, Peschmann, and Liu will give failure strain
values of 0.15, 0.164, 0.26, and 0.45, respectively, as shown in this study, using an element length of 10
mm and a plate thickness of 2 mm in the ship collision simulation. When conducting a simulation analysis
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on a ship structure, the choice of failure criteria is a critical aspect that needs to be carefully considered.
The decision regarding failure criteria should be based on the simulation's specific requirements and the
analysis's goals. This is because different failure criteria will have different levels of sensitivity and
accuracy in detecting various types of failure modes.

In some cases, it may be necessary to use multiple failure criteria to ensure that all potential failure
modes are adequately considered. This is particularly true in applications such as crashworthiness analyses
of the ship structure or accidental analysis involving large-scale ship structures. By using multiple failure
criteria, engineers can more confidently evaluate the safety and reliability of the ship structure, which is
essential for ensuring the protection of human lives and the prevention of environmental disasters.

5 Acknowledgment

This work was supported by the RKAT PTNBH Universitas Sebelas Maret Year 2023, under the
Community Service Scheme of “Program Kemitraan Masyarakat” (PKM-UNS), with the grant/contract no.
229/UN27.22/PT.01.03/2023. The authors gratefully acknowledge the support.

References

1. P. T. Pedersen, “Review and application of ship collision and grounding analysis procedures,” Mar. Struct.,
vol. 23, no. 3, pp. 241-262, 2010.

2. M. A. G. Calle and M. Alves, “A review-analysis on material failure modeling in ship collision,” Ocean Eng.,
vol. 106, pp. 20-38, 2015.

3. A. Prabowo, H. Nubli, and J. Sohn, “On the Structural Behaviour to Penetration of Striking Bow under
Collision Incidents between Two Ships,” Int. J. Automot. Mech. Eng., vol. 16, pp. 7480-7497, Dec. 2019.

4, A. R. Prabowo, T. Tuswan, and R. Ridwan, “Advanced development of sensors roles in maritime-based

industry and research: From field monitoring to high-risk phenomenon measurement,” Appl. Sci., vol. 11, no.
9, article no. 3954, 2021.

5. S. Zhang, P. T. Pedersen, and R. Villavicencio, Probability and Mechanics of Ship Collision and Grounding,
Oxford: Butterworth-Heinemann, 2019.

6. N. Jones, “The credibility of predictions for structural designs subjected to large dynamic loadings causing
inelastic behaviour,” Int. J. Impact Eng., vol. 53, pp. 106-114, 2013.
7. R. Ridwan, A. R. Prabowo, N. Muhayat, T. Putranto, and J. M. Sohn, “Tensile analysis and assessment of

carbon and alloy steels using fe approach as an idealization of material fractures under collision and
grounding,” Curved Layer. Struct., vol. 7, no. 1, pp. 188-198, 2020.

8. Ridwan, T. Putranto, F. B. Laksono, and A. R. Prabowo, “Fracture and Damage to the Material accounting
for Transportation Crash and Accident,” Procedia Struct. Integr., vol. 27, pp. 38-45, 2020.
9. R. Ridwan, W. Nuriana, and A. R. Prabowo, “Energy absorption behaviors of designed metallic square tubes

under axial loading : Experiment - based benchmarking and finite element calculation,” J. Mech. Behav.
Mater., vol. 31, no. 1, pp. 443-461, 2022.

10.  A. R. Prabowo, R. Ridwan, and T. Muttagie, “On the Resistance to Buckling Loads of Idealized Hull
Structures: FE Analysis on Designed-Stiffened Plates,” Designs, vol. 6, no. 3, article no. 46, 2022.

11. A. R. Prabowo, T. Tuswan, D. M. Prabowoputra, and R. Ridwan, “Deformation of designed steel plates: An
optimisation of the side hull structure using the finite element approach,” Open Eng., vol. 11, no. 1, pp. 1034-
1047, 2021.

12. F. H. A. Alwan, A. R. Prabowo, T. Muttaqie, N. Muhayat, R. Ridwan, and F. B. Laksono, “Assessment of
ballistic impact damage on aluminum and magnesium alloys against high velocity bullets by dynamic FE
simulations,” J. Mech. Behav. Mater., vol. 31, no. 1, pp. 595-616, 2022.

13. A. R. Prabowo, S. J. Baek, H. J. Cho, J. H. Byeon, D. M. Bae, and J. M. Sohn, “The effectiveness of thin-
walled hull structures against collision impact,” Lat. Am. J. Solids Struct., vol. 14, no. 7, pp. 1345-1360, 2017.

14. S. Ehlers, J. Broekhuijsen, H. S. Alsos, F. Biehl, and K. Tabri, “Simulating the collision response of ship side
structures: A failure criteria benchmark study,” Int. Shipbuild. Prog., vol. 55, no. 1-2, pp. 127-144, 2008.

15. DNV, DNV-RP-C204: Design against accidental loads, Berum: Det Norske Veritas, 2010.

16. M. Scharrer, L. Zhang, and E. D. Egge, AbschluBbericht zum Vorhaben MTK0614, Kollisionsberechnungen
in schiffbaulichen Entwurfssystemen (Collision calculations in naval engineering design systems) Bericht Nr.
ESS 202.183 ; Version 1/2002-11-22. Hamburg: Germanischer Lloyd, 2002. (in German).

38



Volume 22 (1) 2023

Carvalho et al.

17.

18.
19.

20.

21.
22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

217.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

E. Lehmann and J. Peschmann, “Energy absorption by the steel structure of ships in the event of collisions,”
Mar. Struct., vol. 15, no. 4-5, pp. 429-441, 2002.

R. Toérngvist, Design of crashworthy ship structures, Lyngby: Technical University of Denmark, 2003.

H. S. Alsos, O. S. Hopperstad, R. Térnqvist, and J. Amdahl, “Analytical and numerical analysis of sheet metal
instability using a stress based criterion,” Int. J. Solids Struct., vol. 45, no. 7-8, pp. 2042-2055, 2008.

B. Liu, R. Villavicencio, S. Zhang, and C. Guedes Soares, “A simple criterion to evaluate the rupture of
materials in ship collision simulations,” Mar. Struct., vol. 54, pp. 92-111, 2017.

ANSYS, ANSYS LS-DYNA user’s guide, Pennsylvania: ANSY'S Inc., 2019.

J. R. Rice and D. M. Tracey, “On the ductile enlargement of voids in triaxial stress fields*,” J. Mech. Phys.
Solids, vol. 17, no. 3, pp. 201-217, 1969.

M. G. Cockcroft and D. J. Latham, “Ductility and the workability of metals,” J. Inst. Met., vol. 96, no. 1, pp.
33-39, 1968.

R. Hill, “On discontinuous plastic states, with special reference to localized necking in thin sheets,” J. Mech.
Phys. Solids, vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 19-30, 1952,

J. D. Bressan and J. A. Williams, “The use of a shear instability criterion to predict local necking in sheet
metal deformation,” Int. J. Mech. Sci., vol. 25, no. 3, pp. 155-168, 1983.

A. R. Prabowo, R. Ridwan, T. Tuswan, and F. Imaduddin, “Forecasting the Effects of Failure Criteria in
Assessing Ship Structural Damage Modes,” Civ. Eng. J., vol. 8, no. 10, pp. 2053-2068, 2022.

A. R. Prabowo, R. Ridwan, T. Tuswan, J. M. Sohn, E. Surojo, and F. Imaduddin, “Effect of the selected
parameters in idealizing material failures under tensile loads : Benchmarks for damage analysis on thin-walled
structures,” Curved Layer. Struct., vol. 9, no. 1, pp. 258-285, 2022.

S. Patel, V. R. Vusa, and C. G. Soares, “Crashworthiness analysis of polymer composites under axial and
oblique impact loading,” Int. J. Mech. Sci., vol. 156, pp. 221-234, 2019.

Y. Deng, Y. Ren, X. Fu, and H. Jiang, “Bionic-bamboo design for enhancing the crashworthiness of composite
tube with groove trigger subjected to oblique load,” Int. J. Mech. Sci., vol. 206, article no. 106635, 2021.

M. P. M. Ahmed, S. T. Ince, and J. K. Paik, “Computational models for the structural crashworthiness analysis
of a fixed-type offshore platform in collisions with an offshore supply vessel,” Thin Wall. Struct., vol. 154,
article no. 106868, 2020.

B. Liu, R. Villavicencio, P. T. Pedersen, and C. G. Soares, “Analysis of structural crashworthiness of double-
hull ships in collision and grounding,” Mar. Struct., vol. 76, article no. 102898, 2021.

M. A. Mansor, Z. Ahmad, and M. R. Abdullah, “Crashworthiness capability of thin-walled fibre metal
laminate tubes under axial crushing,” Eng. Struct., vol. 252, article no. 113660, 2022.

T. Ali, Y. Peng, Z. Jinhao, L. Kun, and Y. Renchuan, “Crashworthiness optimization method for sandwich
plate structure under impact loading,” Ocean Eng., vol. 250, article no. 110870, 2022.

J. Magliaro, W. Altenhof, and A. T. Alpas, “A review of advanced materials, structures and deformation
modes for adaptive energy dissipation and structural crashworthiness,” Thin Wall. Struct., vol. 180, article no.
109808, 2022.

P. B. Ataabadi, D. Karagiozova, and M. Alves, “Finite element modeling of crushing of CFRP cylindrical
tubes under low-velocity axial impact,” Compos. Struct., vol. 280, article no. 114902, 2022.

M. M. Abedi, R. J. Nedoushan, M. Sheikhzadeh, and W. R. Yu, “The crashworthiness performance of thin-
walled ultralight braided lattice composite columns: Experimental and finite element study,” Compos. Part
B. Eng., vol. 202, article no. 108413, 2020.

A. Riccio, A. Raimondo, F. D. Caprio, M. Fusco, and P. Sanita, “Experimental and numerical investigation
on the crashworthiness of a composite fuselage sub-floor support system,” Compos. Part B. Eng., vol. 150,
pp. 93-103, 2018.

X. Wang, Z. Liu, J. Wang, S. Loughney, Z. Zhao, and L. Cao, “Passengers’ safety awareness and perception
of wayfinding tools in a Ro-Ro passenger ship during an emergency evacuation,” Saf. Sci., vol. 137, article
no. 105189, 2021.

M. 1. Uddin and Z. 1. Awal, “Systems-theoretic approach to safety of inland passenger ship operation in
Bangladesh,” Saf. Sci., vol. 126, article no. 104629, 2020.

M. Ahola and R. Mugge, “Safety in passenger ships: The influence of environmental design characteristics
on people’s perception of safety,” Appl. Ergon., vol. 59, pp. 143-152, 2017.

H. Arshad, J. Emblemsvag, G. Li, and R. Ostnes, “Determinants, methods, and solutions of evacuation models
for passenger ships: A systematic literature review,” Ocean Eng., 263, article no. 112371, 2022.

39



