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gtrencth of which T think ousht not to be taken as a aﬁ&ﬂﬂ&ﬁﬁﬁitj:

Atlontic wWork. The second vessel on the other hand is
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33rd June, 1903,

Dear 1. Do Rusett,

Thanks for your disgrams shoving the

comparative strength of various voessels,
With rerard to the same I may say that the S,0.

SEORTAY ond the §,2, "DBUTSCHELANLT are wiclassed vessela, ﬂlﬁ

Ve have no imowledre of the behaviour of the [irst vessel as
ghe has only lately besn ouilt, She is, however, not up to
onr atonderd and is intente’ for the Facifie¢, anl there is

no proof of the sufficlency of her seantlings for liorth

kno'm 1o have given o considerable amount of trouble at
varions =desas of tho structure,

Inn the case of the 8,5, ROCHARIC® I think ¥ou have
gonaiderabdly overestimated the banding moment, I uindarsatand
the ordinary load draft of this vessel 1s 20', 6%, whiﬂﬁ wvould
give a smaller displacement and reduce vour stress tc about
£ tonsg per aauars inch,

The §.8. WHILWAUXEE® ia not a very ¢ood vossel to
@72018
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talka ag & standard., The material at tha

(partly owine to the vessel being commence
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and forecastle ) not distributsd in so efficient a way a&s is

the practice now in the case of shelter deck vessels, The
saleulatod etress would therefore be greater then usual. The
nendins moment you estimate. for thia vaygel anvears var?‘ﬁiﬁh-
compared with other vessels of this type, and as I have not
1me astoilod drawings and particulars of your ﬁﬂiﬂﬂl&tiﬁnﬂ;fﬁ _
am unable to sae ths cause of this,

In the case of the 5,8, WIVERNTA® I 2150 think you
overeatinate the bending moment. Thé draft of this vessel

T understond is weuslly only 25 feot going out andl 20 fest

coming homa, Thia alcne would reduce vour estinatol stress
to ghout 8+ tons at the briige deck, The factor you usa

ror obtaining the bending moment, vizi- 28,85, is lower than
I would have expected from the results of ezlculations for '.
other vessels of this type.

we also mieke the bhending moment 1in the T.0, TGN TTANTIAY
somavat less than estlmated by you and the streass correcpondingly
legs.,

vou maks the Fector For the bending moment in the
o600 feot desliin the same as in the case of the 5.8, "?ILwﬁuggﬂf
anc the 8.8, "IVERIIAY, T woula ceritainly not have cxocoted }
tnis seeing that thers 1a a very groat deal of aifference in
the typas of thess vesaels, we ususlly £ind that the increase
in the stress due to the burning of tha conl 1is rroater in

the vessels with the greater cansumpticn of coal, and I take
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i+ that the relative bunker capacity In the
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is larger than that of the 70 other vessels,
I do not think it would be desirable in aeflging
LTl an important vessel of this kind to be guidad by a few
iﬁgj_-ﬂéﬂ*?ﬂmhﬁlﬂ, the stress of which 13 in sowe inatances beyona
the proper limit, I think 8% tons per square inch of solid

plate is a falr average stress for large vessels knovm to have

done their work satisfretorily. his 19 abovt what it would
ng on your basls in the case of the £,85, YIVIRNIA® asllowing
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Cor e memavhat gmalley darlacerent, and it is about haif
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ton more than the sireeson the £,9. *0CEANTIGHE.
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