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Abstract : Recently the building of ultra large container ship are discussed among ship buillding companies and ship operating company
who have a tendency to pursue the advantage of large scale of economy. These tendency will be continued for the time being, if
ship—-building skill and economical efficiency are available. As the enlargement of container ship size becomes hot issues in ship-building
markets, the needs for re-arrangement of accommodation house in large container ship are proposed carefully in some researches. This
study examined economical efficiency of re-arrangement of accommodation house in ultra large container ship. The separation between
accommodation and engine room is proposed through out drawing works in initial design stage and we examined the merits and demerits
of the separation 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 are analyzed in the view of ship operator and shipvard respectively.

Key words : RFR(Required Freight Rate), TEU(Twenty—foot Equivalent Units), ULCS(Ultra Large Container Ship), Midship
Accommodation Arrange, Operation Cost
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Fig. 1 Shifting of accommodation area
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Table 9 Result of Economic Evaluation by Various Type
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