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The global performance of various ships estimated by simplified formulae of classification societies is compared with the numerical

results by a strip—theory—based whipping analysis program including slamming impact(USLAM). Heave acceleration, pitch angle and the

vertical acceleration are compared and the effectiveness of simplified formulae is evaluated, Four different ship models are used for

comparison study, which include S175, Flokstra, 6000TEU and 8100TEU container ships, In order to verify the numerical results, the

vertical bending moment of S175 is compared with the results of ITTC workshop data,

* Whipping(Z2[&), Momentum  slamming(Z2HIE <2H2),
bending moment(=2] =8l ZHE)
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