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ABSTRACT : As ship builder companies have a tendency to pursuit the effect of scale economy, recently the ultra—large sizea
container ship is discussed very actively among them. It is expected that these situation will be continued for the time being. The need of
accommodation re—arrangement is carefully proposed according to the tendency of ultra—large sized ship. In this paper, accommodation
re-arrangement of ultra—large container ship Is examined in the view of economy. We proposed separation of engine room ana
accommodation part through review and supplementation of a drawing generation in initial design stage. Also we investigated its merits
and demerits to find out whether it can be realized or not in the view of economical efficiency. The RFR(Required Freight Rate) is
considered as the objective function to evaluate the re—designed vessel. The economical benefits for increasing the number o!
TEU(Twenty—foot Equivalent Units)'s and the re—arranged space are analyzed in the view of ship owner and shipyards respectively.

KEY WORDS : RFR(Required Freight Rate), TEU(Twenty—foot Equivalent Units), ULCS (Ultra Large Container Ship),
Midship Ac¢ommodatlbn Arrange, Operation Cost
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e T AN qgs € 19A sa0 be A% B4, (3
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FOC= Fuel Oil Convention

BHP= Break Horse Power

SFOC= SpecificFuel Oil Convention
NTEU= Nominal TEU

Table 7 Fuel Efficiency between Accommodation arrange
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Table 9 Result of Economic Evaluation by Various Type

TE N.S M.S N.T M.T
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() 240
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rate 1 [1004] 1.09 | 1.094
Hubl8/2-3H1(US$) 3,400,000
Feederd /&3] (US$) 1,000,000
rate 102 ] 1 | 112 | 11
P (E) 240
% &3] (MUS$) 1,821 [ 2014 [ 1,676 | 1,867
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Fig. 6 Economic Evaluation regarding Accommodation
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