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A B S T R A C T
Wave impact loads on a maritime structure can cause casualties, damage, pollution of the sea
and operational delays. Their extreme (or design) values should therefore be considered in the
design of these structures. However, this is challenging because these events are both rare and
complex, requiring high-fidelity computation and long analysis durations to obtain such design
loads. Existing extreme value prediction methods are not tailored or validated for wave impacts.
We therefore introduce the new Probabilistic Adaptive Screening (PAS) method for predicting
extreme non-linear loads on maritime structures. The method introduces a probabilistic approach
to multi-fidelity screening, allowing efficient linear potential flow indicators to be used in the
low-fidelity stage, even for strongly non-linear load cases. The method is validated against a
range of cases, including non-linear waves, ship vertical bending moments, green water impact
loads, and slamming loads. It can be concluded that PAS accurately estimates both the short-
term distributions and extreme values in these test cases, with most probable maximum (MPM)
values within 10% of the available full brute-force Monte-Carlo Simulation (MCS) results. In
addition, PAS achieves this performance very efficiently, requiring less than 4% of the high-
fidelity simulation time needed for conventional MCS. These results demonstrate that PAS can
reliably reproduce the statistics of both weakly and strongly non-linear extreme load problems,
while significantly reducing the associated computational cost. The present study validates the
statistical PAS framework; further work should focus on validating the full procedure including
CFD load simulations, and on validating it for long-term extremes.

1. Introduction and background
1.1. Wave impacts

A wave impact on a ship, offshore, or coastal structure is a dynamic loading event that occurs when a water wave
hits the structure, causing a rapid transfer of momentum. It may occur when such a maritime structure encounters
large and steep waves, experiences large wave-induced motions, or some combination of both (see Figure 1). The
resulting loads can cause significant damage, endanger crew or inhabitants, cause pollution of the sea by lost cargo,
decrease performance of the structure, or (in rare occasions) endanger the structure itself. Examples include green
water and slamming on ships, wave-in-deck loads on offshore structures, and impacts on wind turbines, breakwaters,
dams, jetties, bridges, and other coastal infrastructure. Severe wave impact accidents are documented on sailing ships
[1–4] and offshore structures [5–9]. Wave impacts also affect the structural reliability of various coastal structures,
ranging from breakwaters [10, 11], offshore wind turbines [12], bridges [13], port infrastructure [14], lighthouses [15],
to residential buildings [16, 17]. This makes accurate prediction of the distributions and extreme values of strongly
non-linear loads, such as those due to wave impacts, essential. Waves and wave-induced processes are stochastic, so
designing for them requires probabilistic design methods. The aim of such methods is not to avoid all accidents, but to
ensure that the probability of failure of the considered structure remains below an acceptable level.
1.2. Requirements for accurate prediction of extreme wave impact loads

As also discussed in [18], obtaining extreme (or design) values for wave impact loads is very challenging because
such events are both rare and complex. Converged statistics of rare events can only be obtained from long-duration
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Figure 1: Two examples of wave impacts on marine structures: a wind turbine foundation near Fécamp in 2023 (left, photo:
K. King) and research vessel Discoverer on the Bering Sea in 1979 (right, photo: R. Behn / NOAA).

𝑥′ / 𝑥′′ LF / HF version of variable 𝑥 RWE Relative Wave Elevation 𝑛𝑤 # wave encounters in MCS
𝑥 MPM of variable 𝑥 VBM Vertical Bending Moment 𝑁 # seeds in MCS

𝑃exp PoE level corr. to 𝑇exp and 𝑇𝑝,𝑒AS Adaptive Screening method 𝐶 Wave crest height 𝑅19𝑝 RWE at station 19 (from potential flow)
CFD Computational Fluid Dynamics 𝐶(𝑢, 𝑣) Fitted copula model 𝑇exp Target / exposure duration
EVPM Extreme Value Prediction Method [𝐝∗,𝐡∗] Predicted HF distrib. 𝑇𝑝 / 𝑇𝑝,𝑒 Peak wave (encounter) period
HF High-Fidelity

[

𝐝cop
𝐻,𝑏,𝐡

cop
𝑏

]

Distrib. HF copula draw 𝑏 𝑉𝑠 Forward speed of the ship
LF Low-Fidelity [

𝐝mcs
𝐿 , 𝐥mcs] Distrib. all LF samples in MCS 𝑉ℎ𝑜𝑔 / 𝑉𝑠𝑎𝑔 Hogging / sagging VBM

MCS Monte-Carlo Simulation [

𝐝sel
𝐿 , 𝐥

sel] Distrib. present LF samples 𝑧 # bootstrapping copula draws
MD Acquisition function 𝐹𝑥 Green water force 𝜖1 / 𝜖2 Case-specific stopping criteria limits
MVPD Acquisition function 𝐹𝑝41 Bow-flare slamming force 𝜇 Wave heading w.r.t. structure
MPM Most Probable Maximum 𝐡sel Present HF samples 𝜔 / 𝜔𝑒 Wave (encounter) frequency
PAS Probabilistic Adaptive Screening 𝑚 # present HF samples
PoE Probability of Exceedance 𝑛 # LF indicator peaks in MCS

Box 1: Most important nomenclature, where distrib. = distribution.

analysis, whereas we need high-fidelity (HF) simulations to resolve complex physics. HF models in this context can be
Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD) or basin experiments. The ability of CFD to reproduce wave impact loads in a
given wave event improved rapidly in recent years (see e.g., [19]), but simulating durations in the order of the lifetime
of a maritime structure is not yet feasible in practical design contexts. Using a dedicated extreme value prediction
method (EVPM) can reduce the HF simulation duration, and such an EVPM for strongly non-linear loads should:

1. Be a multi-fidelity method, integrating elements of HF models for accurate loads, and LF models to handle rare
event statistics;

2. Account for the practical limitation that only a few wave events can be simulated with a HF model during the
design stage;

3. Allow for some wave non-linearity in the LF model, since linear models neglect important factors such as wave
breaking and higher-order interactions that drive wave impact complexity;

4. Preserve consistent LF and HF time profiles, because peak loads are not always most relevant for structural
dynamics (rise times or impulses can be more critical);

5. Have a flexible framework that allows case-specific LF and HF models while preserving the overall methodology,
enhancing general applicability;

6. Provide accurate extreme values for strongly non-linear loads, validated using real-world cases;
7. Be efficient and practical for use in design.

1.3. Existing methods and their shortcomings
A literature review of maritime EVPMs can be found in [20], and [18] added recent literature on both EVPMs

and related reliability methods. Summarising, some existing methods satisfy multiple EVPM criteria, but their
implementations remain case-specific and untested for strongly wave impact loads. Given these gaps, industry practice
for extreme wave impact loads follows standards (e.g., [21–28]), specifying plate thicknesses, or alternative direct
analysis methods using experiments with multiple 0.5 to 3 h wave seeds for short-term extreme response estimates.
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To address the limitations of existing methods relative to the requirements in Section 1.2, we previously developed
the Adaptive Screening (AS) method [18]. AS is a multi-fidelity approach for predicting extreme non-linear HF wave-
induced loads on maritime structures. It uses an LF variable as an indicator to select critical wave events, which are then
evaluated with an HF tool to obtain non-linear loads. The framework constructs a surrogate HF distribution from these
events, from which probabilistic design loads are derived. The procedure is iterative, adding new HF samples until
convergence. AS was validated through a weakly non-linear case (second-order waves) and a moderately non-linear
case (vertical bending moments), and further assessed in a third pilot study on a strongly non-linear case (green water
impact loads on a containership)1. Further work [29] studied the effect of the acquisition function, one of the elements
of AS. Most data and all scripts are available in [30, 31]. The strength of AS for strongly non-linear loads lies in
its flexibility (it allows for a wide range of LF indicator variables, including non-linear ones) and in its efficiency
(it is optimised to minimise the number of HF simulations). These make the method well-suited for problems with
significant non-linearity and sparse datasets. This was supported by [18], which demonstrated good performance for
a range of non-linear cases. However, the method also has limitations for complex problems. Selecting an appropriate
indicator may require a relatively expensive ‘LF’ model, such as the coarse-mesh CFD used in Case 3 of [18]. This
produced accurate results, but the LF MCS became costly. While AS remains far more efficient than a full HF MCS,
this additional cost can reduce its practicality in early design stages when computational resources are limited. A poorly
chosen indicator may also lead to a non-conservative bias in the estimated design loads. This can be mitigated with a
safety factor, but this is not ideal. Thus, AS meets all requirements in Section 1.2 for simple cases, but it cannot always
be efficient and accurate simultaneously in complex cases (it either fails on accuracy or on efficiency).

The existing methods (including AS) generally do not account for the full dependence structure and joint extremes
of the LF and HF variables. This may be the reason for some of their shortcomings, for instance the bias introduced by
AS when it is applied to complex cases. Copula models offer a flexible way to describe such dependencies. A copula
model is a statistical framework for multivariate distributions that decouples marginal behavior from dependence.
Compared to directly fitting a joint distribution, copulas can more effectively capture tail dependence, even with
limited samples. Copula modelling of joint dependencies was e.g., recently used in reliability analysis of slopes in
spatially variable soils based on limited sample data [32, 33], in reliability analysis of systems consisting of dependent
equipment parts [34, 35], in reliability-based design optimisation for correlated variables [36, 37] and to study the joint
risk of different relevant variables for the overtopping of breakwaters [38]. In extreme value analysis, copulas were
used in similar ways to model the joint tail distribution of different variables (e.g., [39]) and to model the dependence of
loads in a mooring line and sea state parameters [40]. Copula models have been used by oceanographers to model the
joint statistics of dependent environmental variables (e.g., [41–44]) or to handle spatial dependency between extreme
environmental variables (e.g., [45–47]). Considering wave impact loading, copula models have also been used to model
the joint distribution of the quasi-static and impulsive contributions of experimentally measured vertical wave impact
pressures on a deck box [48], wave impact maxima on a coastal bridge conditioned on a minimum wave impact rise
time [49], extreme wave-induced stresses simultaneously measured at two different deck locations of a container vessel
[50], the interaction of different parameters of an experimental dam break wave impact event [51], the joint probability
of the maxima and rise times of wave impact loads on breakwaters [52], and to derive the most likely wave impact
load profile on a floating wind turbine as a function of the wave parameters [53]. Copula models have also been
combined with multi-fidelity modelling before: [54, 55] defined multi-fidelity forms of importance sampling, and [56]
used multi-fidelity modelling for reliability problems combined with a copula model to establish the model hierarchy.
Earlier studies also combined copula modelling with adaptive sampling: [57, 58] combined Bayesian model updating
with Monte Carlo Simulation (MCS) and copulas in reliability analysis, and [59] used a Bayesian model with a copula
to capture the joint annual extremes of climate variables that change over time.

Despite their promise, copula-based approaches have, to our knowledge, not yet been combined with multi-fidelity
or adaptive sampling frameworks to improve the efficiency of extreme value prediction (or reliability analysis) for
wave impact loading (or other strongly non-linear loads). The work done by [54, 55] is closest to this, but these studies
rely on importance sampling rather than adaptive sampling and have not been tested on real-world strongly non-linear
cases similar to the wave impact problem. Adaptive sampling is generally considered more flexible and robust than
importance sampling for complex tail behaviour.

1In the AS papers, we used non-linear responses to emphasise the method’s applicability to hydrodynamic motions, accelerations, green water
loads etc. However, as discussed in Section 1.3, extreme value prediction aligns with reliability analysis, where loads is the standard term. We
therefore now use loads for all hydrodynamic responses.
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Figure 2: Some of the possible statistical levels where multi-fidelity methods can derive or learn the relation between a LF
indicator variables (black) and HF non-linear loads (red), including the location of AS and PAS. Modified from [18].

1.4. Paper objectives & contribution
As discussed above and in [18], we need a new EVPM for wave impact loads. Serious incidents with maritime

structures still occur at sea, and existing EVPMs are not suitable and / or validated for this problem. Therefore
we propose a modification to AS that addresses its limitations in complex, strongly non-linear cases. AS relies on
LF order statistics as surrogates for HF order statistics, making performance highly sensitive to the choice of LF
indicators (often requiring relatively expensive ‘LF’ models). Our new approach keeps the efficient screening and
adaptive sampling components, but replaces the order-statistics assumption with a copula model linking LF indicators
and HF loads. This enables us to derive the full HF distribution from a limited HF sample, reducing sensitivity to
indicator choice, decreasing bias, and ensuring any remaining bias is conservative (unlike the non-conservative AS
approach). Consequently, the modification reduces dependence on relatively expensive LF models (e.g., allowing the
use of indicators from linear potential flow instead of from coarse mesh CFD), while improving both accuracy and
applicability in design contexts. This especially benefits strongly non-linear problems, where suitable LF indicators
for AS are computationally costly to obtain. The related objectives of this paper are to:

1. Introduce a modification of AS, called Probabilistic Adaptive Screening (PAS), which improves the prediction
of extreme values of strongly non-linear loads, and complies with the requirements in Section 1.2.

2. Validate that the method can (more) accurately and efficiently predict short-term extreme values (than AS) for a
range of realistic strongly non-linear applications.

3. Show that this can also be done in combination with indicators derived from linear potential flow calculations
instead of from coarse mesh CFD.

The novelty of PAS lies not in the individual method elements, but in the integration of screening, adaptive
sampling, and copula fitting to multi-fidelity data. Combining screening and adaptive sampling provides efficiency,
while copula fitting ensures that joint extremes between LF indicators and strongly non-linear HF wave-induced loads
are properly captured. In theory, PAS can predict both long-term (over a ship’s lifetime in various wave conditions or
sea states) and short-term (within single sea states) extreme values. However, in this work we validate it for short-term
extremes, since only HF short-term wave-impact data are available (and even those were difficult to obtain). Still, this
provides a clear demonstration of the method’s capabilities. Summarising, this work contributes a new, efficient, and
accurate EVPM specifically tailored to wave impact loads and validated for that purpose.
1.5. Layout

Section 2 presents the new PAS method, and Section 3 introduces four case studies that are used to validate PAS,
and to compare it to AS. These include two applications from [18] (second-order waves and vertical bending moments),
and add two new strongly non-linear wave impact cases (green water impact forces and bow-flare slamming forces on
a sailing ship). Subsequently, Section 4 explains the metrics we used to validate the method’s performance, after which
Section 5 presents and discusses the results. Finally, Section 6 draws conclusions.

2. The Probabilistic Adaptive Screening (PAS) method
Multi-fidelity methods connect LF indicators and an HF loads at different statistical levels (see Figure 2). To the

left of this figure: retaining more information leads to greater accuracy but requires complex solution strategies and
more HF samples. To the right: simplifying the system reduces HF samples but risks losing critical information. [18]
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Figure 3: Schematic illustration of PAS, where the numbers roughly correspond to the method steps in Section 2.1. The
left plot only shows a small part of the MCS time traces, and only a few HF samples are included in the middle and right
distributions to illustrate the principle.

explained that AS was developed at the cumulative distribution level, but in complex cases this approach may have
discarded too much information. It may be easier and more robust to model the joint distribution of paired LF-HF peak
values than to model differences between their marginal cumulative distributions. In practice, a single LF value may
correspond to multiple HF outcomes. This variability is naturally represented in the joint distribution framework but
not in the AS method, which implicitly assumes a one-to-one mapping between LF and HF values. In the Probabilistic
Adaptive Screening (PAS) method, we therefore apply our model for the LF-HF relationship at the level of the LF and
HF peaks instead. We use a copula model to do this, and include the copula basics in Appendix B: general theory,
formulations of the copulas used in the PAS method, a description of the parameters in each of these copula, and the
relation of these parameters to the dependence structure of the fitted data.
2.1. Steps

A schematic overview of PAS is provided in Figure 3, and the method involves the steps described below. The
numbers in the figure roughly correspond to these steps. Each step is labelled to indicate whether it is inherited from
the AS method or new.

Step 1 LF indicator, unchanged: Define a LF indicator with a strong statistical relation to the target HF response, as
would be done in a screening method or AS. The indicator signal is not necessarily the same signal at a different
fidelity level as the target HF response; it can also be another signal with similar order statistics as the target
HF response. An ideal LF indicator has identical order statistics as the target HF non-linear response, where
the highest LF indicator value appears in the same wave event as the highest HF non-linear response value, and
so on. See [20] for a review of suitable wave impact indicators. The similarity requirements between the LF
indicator order statistics and the HF load order statistics are less stringent in PAS than in AS. This simplifies
indicator selection and, by permitting lower-fidelity indicators, accelerates Step 2.

Step 2 LF Monte-Carlo simulation, unchanged: Perform LF Monte-Carlo Simulations (MCS) for a large number 𝑁
of wave seeds, each with the same exposure duration 𝑇exp. This exposure duration is the duration for which you
want to obtain the extreme value of the response in a single sea state. This is generally the duration for which
the hydrodynamic response is expected to remain ergodic (roughly 15 min to 3 h, depending on wave ergodicity,
speed and course changes, etc.). The total MCS should be significantly longer than 𝑇exp to obtain converged
extreme values. See [60, 61] for an example of the required 𝑁 for wave crests, green water impact forces, and
wave-in-deck impact forces. The total MCS duration 𝑇tot follows from 𝑇tot = 𝑁𝑇exp.

Step 3 LF peaks, unchanged: Identify all 𝑛 LF indicator peaks in the full MCS duration 𝑇tot. This can be done in
different ways; here we use peak-over-threshold crossings. Also find the number of zero up-crossing encountered
wave crests 𝑛𝑤 within 𝑇tot, which can be estimated from Equation (1) if there is no explicit wave record available.
Here 𝑇𝑝,𝑒 is the peak wave encounter period, which is different from the peak wave period 𝑇𝑝 if the (ship) response
has forward speed. They are related using the absolute wave frequency 𝜔 = 2𝜋∕𝑇 and Equation (2), where 𝜔𝑒 is
the wave encounter frequency, 𝑉𝑠 is the forward speed of the ship and 𝜇 is the wave heading with respect to the
ship (𝜋 is head waves in the sign convention). 𝑛𝑤 is the basis for all distributions presented from here on, which
enables us to use LF indicators and HF responses with a different number of peaks.
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𝑛𝑤 ≊ 𝑁𝑇exp∕𝑇𝑝,𝑒 (1)

𝜔𝑒 = 𝜔 − 𝜔2𝑉𝑠 cos𝜇∕𝑔 → 𝑇𝑝,𝑒 = 𝑇𝑝
/(

1 − (2𝜋𝑉𝑠 cos𝜇)∕(𝑇𝑝𝑔)
) (2)

Step 4 LF distribution, unchanged: Calculate the LF probability of exceedance (PoE) for all indicator peaks 𝐝mcs
𝐿 =

{𝑑mcs
𝐿,𝑖 |𝑖 = 1, 2, ..., 𝑛}, related to the number of wave encounters, by applying Equation (3). The largest LF

indicator peak value has a PoE of 1∕𝑛𝑤 and the smallest 𝑛∕𝑛𝑤. We now have a LF indicator peak PoE distribution
dataset [𝐝mcs

𝐿 , 𝐥mcs], where 𝐥mcs contains all indicator peak values, in descending order corresponding to the
ascending PoE values in 𝐝mcs

𝐿 .

𝐝mcs
𝐿 = 𝑃 (𝐥mcs ≥ 𝑙) ⋅ 𝑛

𝑛𝑤
(3)

Step 5 Initial LF samples, unchanged: Select initial samples from the LF MCS dataset of the previous step. The
selected set is called [

𝐝sel
𝐿 , 𝐥

sel], where 𝐝sel
𝐿 = {𝑑mcs

𝐿,𝑘 |𝑘 = 1, 2, ..., 𝑚} and 𝐥sel = {𝑙mcs
𝑘 |𝑘 = 1, 2, ..., 𝑚}. Different

sampling strategies can be used to determine these indices 𝑘. Here we select these events around the PoE
corresponding to 𝑇exp based on the LF MCS dataset: the probability of interest. This 𝑃exp is given in Equation (4).
We pick 𝑚 PoE values that span a range around 𝑃exp and call them [𝑝1, 𝑝2, ..., 𝑝𝑚]. Now we use Equation (5) to
add the elements in 𝐝mcs

𝐿 closest to these values to the selected set, and the corresponding elements from 𝐥mcs.
The resulting selected set [𝐝sel

𝐿 , 𝐥
sel] is a subset of the full available LF MCS set [𝐝mcs

𝐿 , 𝐥mcs]. Note that selecting
samples around 𝑃exp is also used in alternative RCM’s such as those by [62, 63].

𝑃exp = 𝑁∕𝑛𝑤 ≊ 𝑇𝑝,𝑒∕𝑇exp (4)

𝑑mcs
𝐿,𝑘 =

[

arg min
𝑑∈𝐝mcs

𝐿

|𝑝𝑘 − 𝑑|

]

for 𝑘 = 1, 2, ..., 𝑚 (5)

Step 6 Corresponding HF samples, unchanged: Find the corresponding HF response for the wave events correspond-
ing to [

𝐝sel
𝐿 , 𝐥

sel], by running CFD calculations or experiments for these selected events. This new dataset of HF
samples is called 𝐡sel = {ℎ𝑘|𝑘 = 1, 2, ...𝑚}, here ℎ𝑘 is the HF non-linear response value maximum for event 𝑘.

Step 7 Copula fitting, new: Fit a bivariate copula to the LF-HF data [𝐥sel,𝐡sel]. Let 𝐹𝐥sel and 𝐹𝐡sel denote the fitted
marginal distributions of the LF and HF samples, respectively, obtained here as kernel-smoothed cumulative
distribution functions. These marginals are used to transform the original data into pseudo-observations 𝐮 and 𝐯
on the unit interval [0,1] (see Equation (6), where rank() denotes the statistical rank of the LF or HF elements).
This is a necessary step since copula models are defined on [0, 1]2. A dynamic copula selection procedure
(see Section 2.2) is then applied to choose, at each iteration, the best-fitting copula 𝐶(𝑢, 𝑣) for the paired data
[𝐮, 𝐯] from among the bivariate Gaussian, Clayton, Gumbel, and Frank copula models. The fitting workflow is
illustrated in Figure 4. The selected copula model may vary between iterations.

𝑢𝑖 =
1

𝑚 + 1
rank(𝑙sel

𝑖 ) ≈ 𝐹𝐥sel (𝑙sel
𝑖 )

𝑣𝑖 =
1

𝑚 + 1
rank(ℎsel

𝑖 ) ≈ 𝐹𝐡sel (ℎsel
𝑖 ), 𝑖 = 1,… , 𝑚

(6)

Step 8 Draw HF samples, new: Draw a set of HF values from the fitted copula model, conditioned on the full set
of LF values in the MCS lmcs from Step 4 (with elements 𝑙mcs

𝑗 |𝑗 = 1, ..., 𝑛𝑤). This sampling is performed 20
times in a bootstrapping procedure to reduce sampling uncertainty (𝑧=20). First, we construct 𝐮mcs, the pseudo-
observations obtained by evaluating the fitted LF marginal distribution at the LF values in lmcs (see Equation (7)).
For each bootstrap realisation 𝑏 = 1, 2, ..., 𝑧 and each conditioning point 𝑗, we draw a random variable 𝑟(𝑗,𝑏) from
the uniform distribution (Equation (8)), where 𝜀 is a small constant introduced to prevent numerical instabilities.
We then compute the conditional copula quantile (i.e., the inverse conditional CDF) using Equation (9), where
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𝐶(𝑢, 𝑣) is the best-fitting copula selected in the previous step. Finally, the bootstrap realisations of the predicted
HF datasets, 𝐡cop

𝑏 , are obtained using Equation (10).

𝑢mcs
𝑗 ≈ 𝐹𝐥sel (𝑙mcs

𝑗 ), 𝑗 = 1,… , 𝑛𝑤 (7)

𝑟𝑗,𝑏 ∼ U(𝜀, 1 − 𝜀),where: 𝜀 = 10−6 (8)

𝑣cop
𝑗,𝑏 = 𝐶−1

𝑉 |𝑈 (𝑟𝑗,𝑏 ∣ 𝑢
mcs
𝑗 ) (9)

ℎcop
𝑗,𝑏 = 𝐹−1

𝐡sel
(

𝑣cop
𝑗,𝑏

)

(10)

Step 9 HF distribution, new: Calculate the HF PoE distribution of the HF copula-drawn samples of Step 8 for each
bootstrapping realisation, using Equation (3) applied to 𝐡cop

𝑏 . Similar as for the LF distribution in Step 4, the
largest HF sample drawn from the copula has a PoE of 1∕𝑛𝑤 and the smallest 𝑛∕𝑛𝑤 (the number of HF copula-
drawn samples is equal to 𝑛). For each draw in the bootstrapping process we now have a HF PoE distribution
dataset

[

𝐝cop
𝐻,𝑏,𝐡

cop
𝑏

]

. Then we compute the mean distribution and its U95% sampling uncertainty over these
bootstrapping realisations. The result of this procedure is a mean estimated HF distribution [𝐝∗,𝐡∗], and its
sampling uncertainty in the present iteration.

Step 10 Estimate MPM, unchanged: Estimate the target short-term extreme value from [𝐝∗,𝐡∗] of Step 9. As explained
in Section 1.4, our primary target is the HF MPM value 𝐻̂ , found using Equation (11). The sampling uncertainty
of the MPM can be derived from the bootstrapped copula draws in the same way. This is illustrated by the
horizontal line in the right subfigure of Figure 3.

𝐝∗(𝐻̂) = 𝑃exp, therefore: 𝐻̂ = 𝐝∗−1(𝑃exp) (11)

Step 11 Adaptive sampling, unchanged: Start the adaptive sampling procedure, iterating over Step 5 to Step 11. In
each iteration, an acquisition function is applied to define a new sample, unless convergence is reached. The
new samples are selected from [

𝐝mcs
𝐿 , 𝐥mcs] defined in Step 4, without replacement. The required formulations

are discussed in Section 2.4 (acquisition function) and Section 2.5 (stopping criterion). When a new HF sample
is defined as discussed there, it is added to the LF selected set [𝐝sel

𝐿 , 𝐥
sel] in Step 5, after which Step 6 to Step 11

are repeated.
Step 12 Convergence, unchanged: When convergence is reached according to the criterion, the result is the converged

prediction for the HF distribution 𝐡∗ over prediction range 𝐝∗, the associated MPM value 𝐻̂ , and the MPM
uncertainty.

A key advantage of both AS and PAS is the integration of adaptive sampling with screening, which enables efficient
generation of new HF samples at targeted low PoE values and avoids the need for extensive HF simulations, which is
not possible with adaptive sampling alone. This feature makes the methods especially effective for extremes of strongly
non-linear responses. The additional advantage of PAS over AS is that the copula fitting provides a stronger statistical
foundation and makes the method less sensitive to the choice of indicator. This enables the use of linear potential flow
indicators to predict design loads for wave impacts, which is very computationally efficient.

The steps of PAS are presented in general terms, making the method flexible and adaptable to any strongly non-
linear problem with suitable LF and HF analysis tools. To apply this general method, several choices must be made: the
indicator variable and its calculation tool in Step 1, the MCS length in Step 2, the event definition method in Step 3, the
selection of initial critical events in Step 5, the HF tool and initialisation of this tool based on the LF wave event in Step
6, the type of copula and fitting method in Step 7, the number of bootstrapping realisations of the copula-generated
samples in Step 8, the target extreme value in Step 10, and the acquisition function, number of samples per iteration,
and stopping criterion in Step 11. Sections 2.3 to 2.5 provide suitable choices for the wave impact problem.

The MPM predicted in Step 10 corresponds to the 𝑞 = 𝑒−1 ≈ 0.368 quantile of the short-term distribution for
linear Gaussian processes (following the Rayleigh distribution, see e.g., [64]). This means that the probability that
van Essen, Seyffert: Preprint submitted to Elsevier Page 7 of 27
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Figure 4: Example copula-fitting procedure (here shown for case 3a of the present paper at 40 iterations), with from left to
right: scatter diagram of the LF-HF data, the corresponding pseudo-observations in uniform U,V-space, the fitted copula
model in U,V-space, and the transformed data from the copula model in the ‘real’ data space.

the maximum response over the target exposure duration exceeds the MPM is 62.3%. The offshore industry often
prefers higher quantiles for design. We can estimate these by replacing 𝑃exp in Equation (11) with 𝑃𝑞 = 1− 𝑞𝑚∕𝑛 [23].
However, this necessitates an even longer LF MCS to achieve converged results. More research is needed to evaluate
the applicability of the method for higher quantiles.

A challenging aspect of all screening-based methods, including (P)AS, is the initialisation of HF event simulations
in Step 6. This requires reproducing LF wave events in CFD or experiments and raises the question of how to define
HF input conditions for a (statistically) equivalent LF event. Several possible solutions are discussed in Section 5.
2.2. Copula selection

In Step 7, we do not know in advance which copula best fits the paired LF-HF dataset. This may also change per
iteration. As we want to limit the number of HF samples as much as possible, we cannot rely on formal bootstrap-based
goodness-of-fit tests such as Cramér–von Mises or Kolmogorov–Smirnov (these have low power on small datasets). The
goal of our selection is not to prove that one copula is the true one, but to pick at a given iteration the most plausible
copula model. We compared four candidates (bivariate Gaussian, Gumbel, Clayton, and Frank, see Appendix B.2).
Both the Gaussian and Frank copulas are used for symmetric, linear-type dependence without tail emphasis, but Frank
has more uniform spread in the data than Gaussian. Clayton is used for strong lower tail dependence and Gumbel for
strong upper tail dependence. First, each copula was fitted to the paired pseudo-observations [𝐮, 𝐯] from Equation (6).
We estimate the parameters of the candidate copulas using the method of moments (MoM) based on Kendall’s 𝜏.
This is formulated in Equation (12), where 𝜃(𝜏) denotes the copula family’s analytic relation between Kendall’s 𝜏
and its parameter (see Appendix B.2). Next, we use the maximised log-likelihood 𝓁(𝜃̂) in Equation (13) to select the
best-fitting copula out of the four candidates, where𝐶 is the copula density evaluated at the pseudo-observations [𝐮, 𝐯],
and 𝜃̂ is the estimated copula parameter. The copula with the largest 𝓁(𝜃̂) is selected in each iteration.

𝜃̂ = 𝜃(𝜏), 𝜏 = 2
𝑚(𝑚 − 1)

∑

1≤𝑖<𝑗≤𝑚
sign

(

(𝑢𝑖 − 𝑢𝑗)(𝑣𝑖 − 𝑣𝑗)
) (12)

𝓁(𝜃̂) =
𝑚
∑

𝑖=1
log𝐶(𝑢𝑖, 𝑣𝑖; 𝜃̂) (13)

2.3. Initial sampling
The outcome of Bayesian or adaptive / sequential sampling methods (such as PAS) can depend on the initial

sampling, because the initial data shape the first prediction, which in turn influences subsequent updates. If the initial
samples do not sufficiently represent the true variability of the system, the prediction may converge more slowly or
toward a biased region. To avoid this, we selected a relatively large initial sampling pool of 9 LF samples in Step 5
(so also 9 initial corresponding HF samples in Step 6). These LF samples were selected as follows: the 4 largest LF
indicator values in the MCS, plus 5 samples that were selected using uniformly spaced indices over the remaining part
of ln(𝐝mcs

𝐿 ) from Step 4.
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2.4. Adaptive sampling and acquisition function
To limit the number of costly HF calculations for strongly non-linear loads, the acquisition function in Step 11 is

used. We use a function that selects one new HF sample per iteration. In [29], AS was evaluated using seven acquisition
functions. Functions that distribute samples uniformly along the logarithmic PoE axis or that concentrate around 𝑃exp,
were found to be effective. These insights are also useful for PAS. However, the HF distribution in PAS is constructed
differently, making several of those functions unsuitable. Copula fitting requires HF samples over a wider range than
just around 𝑃exp. For this reason, PAS uses the maximum-distance MD acquisition function, which selects new samples
based on their largest separation from existing HF points on the logarithmic PoE axis. This aligns with the construction
of the initial sample pool described above.

For each iteration 𝑖 in Step 5, we define 𝑝new,𝑖 as the optimal PoE for adding a new LF sample to the existing
set of selected samples 𝐝sel

𝐿 . We drop the iteration index 𝑖 for convenience. The HF samples available in the current
iteration are then written as [𝐝sel

𝐻 ,𝐡
sel], with 𝐝sel

𝐻 = {𝑑𝑠1, 𝑑
𝑠
2,… , 𝑑𝑠𝑚} ordered such that 𝑑𝑠1 < 𝑑𝑠2 < ⋯ < 𝑑𝑠𝑚. The MD

function is then formulated in Equation (14). The new point is located halfway between ln(𝑑𝑠𝑘) and ln(𝑑𝑠𝑘+1), where the
gap [ln(𝑑𝑠𝑘+1) − ln(𝑑𝑠𝑘)] is the largest among all pairs of consecutive selected samples. The function operates on the
logarithm of PoE to focus on the tail of the distribution.

𝑝md
new = argmax

𝑘∈{1,…,𝑚−1}

( ln(𝑑𝑠𝑘+1) − ln(𝑑𝑠𝑘)
2

+ ln(𝑑𝑠𝑘)
)

(14)

This would be the best new sample value to add to 𝐝sel
𝐿,𝑖 in Step 5 (including iteration subscript 𝑖 again). However,

in PAS, we only have the LF samples in the available LF MCS sample pool of Step 4. We therefore always select
the sample from 𝐝mcs

𝐿 closest to 𝑝mdnew,𝑖, without replacement (see Equation (15), where 𝑑 ∈ 𝐝mcs
𝐿 ⧵ 𝐝sel

𝐿,𝑖 indicates that
𝑑 is chosen from the set 𝐝mcs

𝐿 excluding the elements in 𝐝sel
𝐿,𝑖). The new sample 𝑑𝐿,𝑖 is added to the existing LF pool

[

𝐝sel
𝐿,𝑖, 𝐥

sel
𝑖

]

in Step 5 for the next iteration.

𝑑𝐿,𝑖 = argmin
𝑑∈𝐝mcs

𝐿 ⧵𝐝sel
𝐿,𝑖

|

|

|

ln(𝑝md
new,𝑖) − ln(𝑑)||

|
(15)

2.5. Stopping criterion
We stop the procedure when new iterations no longer produce significant changes in the predicted PoE distributions.

A similar stopping criterion was used in [18] for AS, but some changes were made to match it to PAS. For PAS, we
use a stopping criterion consisting of two parts. The first part sets a limit for the mean absolute difference between
each set of subsequently predicted distributions. The second part was based on the coefficient of variation (COV) of
the MPM value over a number of the last iterations. The complete formulations for this stopping criterion are detailed
in Appendix C. This appendix also explains how this criterion is different from the criterion used for AS in [18].
2.6. Assumptions

The most important assumption in PAS is the similarity between the order statistics of the LF indicator and the HF
response in Step 9. Most alternative methods, such as response-conditioning methods and other screening techniques
discussed in [20], also rely on this assumption. Its validity depends on the indicator choice; a poorly chosen indicator
can significantly reduce the result accuracy. However, introducing the copula fitting technique in PAS reduces the
weight of this assumption, as it makes the LF-HF coupling probabilistic instead of deterministic. This reduces the
impact of outliers in the order statistics comparison. Another critical assumption in Step 6 is that the HF tool accurately
calculates the true HF event response. Previous studies have shown that CFD can effectively predict wave impact loads
if wave kinematics and ship motions are modelled well (see e.g., [19, 65, 66]). Additionally, [67] demonstrated that
screening results could serve as effective inputs for such calculations. Finally, PAS assumes that the LF-HF mapping
of each problem fits one of the candidate copula models (bivariate Gaussian, Clayton, Gumbel or Frank). The dynamic
best-fitting selection procedure in Step 7 already reduces the method’s reliance on a single copula model. The present
study shows that this assumption works for a wide range of considered test problems.
2.7. Implementation

The PAS framework, including iterative procedure, acquisition functions and stopping functions were implemented
in custom Python scripts. We used the Python copulas package (v0.12.0) to define and fit the Archimedean copulas
van Essen, Seyffert: Preprint submitted to Elsevier Page 9 of 27
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Table 1
Summary of considered cases, where AC = accommodation, BF = bow flare, BW = breakwater, GW = green water,
PF = potential flow, RWE = relative wave elevation at station 19 of the ferry, VBM = vertical bending moment,
𝑇MCS = MCS duration, 𝑇exp is defined in Step 2 of PAS, 𝑛𝑤 in Step 3 and 𝑃exp in Step 5. Cases 1a,b and 2a are identical
to those evaluated with AS in [18].

Case Structure HF variable HF source LF indicator LF source Cond. 𝑇exp 𝑇MCS 𝑛𝑤 𝑃exp
Table 2 [h] [h] [-] [-]

1a - 2nd-order waves Analytical Lin. waves Analytical A 1:00 50:00 16364 3.06 × 10−3
1b - 2nd-order waves Analytical Lin. noisy waves Analytical A 1:00 50:00 16364 3.06 × 10−3
2a Ferry Hogging VBM Non-linear PF Hogging VBM Linear PF B 0:30 30:00 14359 4.18 × 10−3
2b Ferry Sagging VBM Non-linear PF Sagging VBM Linear PF B 0:30 30:00 14359 4.18 × 10−3
3a Ferry GW force AC Experiments RWE Linear PF C 0:30 34:49 15198 4.58 × 10−3
3b Ferry GW force AC Experiments RWE Linear PF D 0:30 23:43 10900 4.35 × 10−3
4a Ferry Slam force BF Experiments RWE Linear PF C 0:30 34:49 15198 4.58 × 10−3
4b Ferry Slam force BF Experiments RWE Linear PF D 0:30 23:43 10900 4.35 × 10−3

Table 2
Summary of irregular wave conditions (all with a JONSWAP spectrum) and operational conditions used in the cases, where
𝐻𝑠 is significant wave height, 𝑇𝑝 is peak wave period, 𝑠 = 2𝜋𝐻𝑠∕(𝑔𝑇 2

𝑝 ) is the non-dimensional wave steepness, 𝛾 is the
peak enhancement factor of the JONSWAP spectrum, ℎ is water depth, 𝜇 is the ship-fixed wave direction (180 deg is head
waves), 𝑉𝑥 is the forward speed of the ship or structure, 𝑉𝑦 is its transverse drift speed, and 𝑇𝑝,𝑒 is the corresponding peak
wave encounter period.

Name 𝐻𝑠 [m] 𝑇𝑝 [s] 𝑠 [-] 𝛾 [-] ℎ [m] 𝜇 [deg] 𝑉𝑥 [m/s] 𝑉𝑦 [m/s] 𝑇𝑝,𝑒 [s] Comment

A 10.0 11.0 0.053 3.3 30.0 - - - - No ship
B 13.2 10.0 0.085 3.0 1000.0 180 5.1 0.0 7.5
C 8.1 9.4 0.059 3.3 179.9 150 2.4 0.4 8.2
D 8.3 10.0 0.053 3.3 179.9 150 5.0 0.6 7.8

(Gumbel, Clayton, Frank). For the bivariate Gaussian copula we defined a custom class. All scripts are available in the
4TU repository: [68].

3. Cases
As explained in the introduction, we applied PAS (and AS for reference) to four cases, each with a variation. Table 1

provides an overview of these cases, where the corresponding wave and ship operating conditions are listed in Table 2.
These particulars are explained in more detail in the corresponding sections below. For all cases, we used the settings
in Section 2 for PAS, and we used 2 initial samples and MF-GPR for AS. The ground truth MPM values from the
validation dataset for all cases are included in Table 3 (the rest of this table is explained later).
3.1. Case 1 (weakly non-linear): second-order wave crest heights

Case 1 from [18, 29], with related datasets in [30, 31], addresses a weakly non-linear problem. We predict extreme
values of ‘HF’ second-order wave crest heights 𝐶 ′′, in long-crested steep waves (condition A in Table 2). The HF
validation dataset consisted of analytical second-order wave time traces according to [69]. Two LF indicators were
defined: linear Gaussian wave crests 𝐶 ′

good (case 1a) and crests in the same linear Gaussian waves including an
additional noise wave system 𝐶 ′worse (case 1b). The LF MCS of Step 2 was done for 50 hours duration. Since the
HF variable is analytically tractable, it was easy to generate long HF ground truth time traces for this example case.
Appendix D shows a scatter plot of LF indicator versus HF validation response peaks. This plot shows that the LF and
HF order statistics align closely, but not perfectly. Linear wave crests are a good indicator for second-order wave crests,
so this is logical. To generate a new HF sample in each iteration, we used the matched LF and HF peaks. When an
event was selected based on its LF indicator value (in Step 5 or Step 11), the corresponding HF value was drawn from
the matched LF-HF peaks. This is only possible because we have an analytically traceable HF variable; in reality, each
iteration would require a new HF event calculation. We aim to predict the HF one-hour MPM value 𝐶 ′′. Summarising:

• HF target extreme value: one-hour MPM second-order wave crest height 𝐶 ′′.
• LF indicator: linear waves 𝐶 ′

good (1a), linear noisy waves 𝐶 ′worse (1b).
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To monitor convergence, we set stopping criteria limits for 𝑆(𝑗) in Equation (27): 𝜖1 = 0.1 m for the maximum
absolute wave crest distribution difference (around 0.7% of the maximum HF value in the validation dataset), and
𝜖2 = 0.05 for the coefficient of variation of the one-hour MPM value (standard deviation 5% of mean). These limits
are more lenient than those used for AS in [18]. To ensure a fair comparison, we applied these to both AS and PAS.
3.2. Case 2 (moderately non-linear): vertical bending moments

Case 2 from [18, 29], with related datasets in [30, 31], studies a moderately non-linear problem. We predict extreme
values of hogging vertical bending moments (VBM) on a 190 m ferry in extreme irregular head waves (condition B
in Table 2). The HF VBM in hogging mode 𝑉 ′′

hog and sagging mode 𝑉 ′′sag were generated using a non-linear (Froude-
Krylov) potential flow simulation, while the LF VBM in hogging mode 𝑉 ′

hog and sagging mode 𝑉 ′sag were generated
using a linear potential flow simulation. The hogging peaks were defined by the zero up-crossing troughs in these VBM
simulations; the sagging peaks by the zero up-crossing peaks. Unlike in case 1, this HF response is not analytically
tractable, but 30-hour HF MCS non-linear simulations to produce validation material were feasible. The LF-HF peak
scatter plots are shown in Appendix D. This shows that, as expected, the LF and HF VBM peaks have less similar
order statistics than those of the first- and second-order wave crests in case 1. For further details on the case, see [18]
(which only included the hogging peaks). We aim to predict the HF 30-minute MPM values 𝑉 ′′

ℎ𝑜𝑔 and 𝑉 ′′
𝑠𝑎𝑔 . As this

case concerns a sailing ship it would be unrealistic to assume constant wave conditions, heading, and speed for longer
than a 30-minute duration. Summarising:

• HF target extreme value: 30-minute MPM weakly non-linear hogging 𝑉 ′′
ℎ𝑜𝑔 (2a) and sagging 𝑉 ′′

𝑠𝑎𝑔 (2b) VBM.
• LF indicator: linear hogging 𝑉 ′

ℎ𝑜𝑔 (2a) and sagging 𝑉 ′
𝑠𝑎𝑔 (2b) VBM.

To monitor convergence (see Equation (27)), we limited the maximum absolute distribution difference to 𝜖1 = 2×
107 Nm (around 1-2% of the maximum HF value in the validation dataset for both modes) and coefficient of variation
of the MPM value to 𝜖2 = 0.1 (standard deviation 10% of mean). These criteria are again more lenient than in [18]
for AS, and they are applied both to AS and PAS.
3.3. Case 3 (strongly non-linear): green water impact forces

Case 3 studies a strongly non-linear problem: we predict extreme values of the green water impact forces on the
front of the accommodation of the same 190 m ferry from case 2, sailing in two extreme irregular bow-quartering
wave conditions (condition C and D in Table 2). The HF green water impact forces in longitudinal ship direction
on the accommodation, called 𝐹 ′′

𝑥 , were obtained from long-duration experiments. The impact forces were measured
using 40 force panels on the front of the accommodation (total area 9.0×14.4 m full-scale), and 𝐹 ′′

𝑥 is the instantaneous
summation of all these measurements. Details of the HF experiments are described in [60, 70], and an overview of
the test conditions is provided in Tables 1 and 2. The experimental durations were 34:49 hours (Heavy test condition)
and 23:43 h (Extreme test condition). As discussed in [60], this is sufficiently long enough to have a converged HF
validation reference for the half-hour MPM. Some pictures of the experiments are shown in Figure 5. The LF indicator
used in this case was the relative wave elevation (RWE) at station 19 of this ship on the windward side, called 𝑅′

19𝑝,generated using a linear potential flow simulation. It was shown in [18] that the pilot green water impact load case
combined with AS required an LF indicator generated using coarse mesh CFD. If linear potential flow can be used
instead to generate an indicator for green water impact loads (in combination with PAS), this can have a large advantage
in computational time. The LF-HF peak scatter plots are shown in Appendix D. The plot shows that, as expected, the
LF and HF peaks for this case have less similar order statistics than those of case 1 and 2. Again, we aim to predict
the HF 30-minute MPM value 𝐹 ′′

𝑥 for the sailing ship. Because the experimental green water force peaks (the ground
truth HF validation data) have a large tail variability, the true MPM values in Table 3 for this case were derived from
a Generalised Pareto distribution fit to the 30% highest force peaks in these cases. Summarising:

• HF target extreme value: 30-minute MPM green water impact force 𝐹 ′′
𝑥 in the Heavy (3a) and Extreme (3b)

condition.
• LF indicator: linear potential flow relative wave elevation at station 19 𝑅′

19𝑝.To monitor convergence (see Equation (27)), we limited the maximum absolute distribution difference to
𝜖1 = 100 kN (around 1-2% of the maximum HF value in the validation dataset of both conditions) and coefficient of
variation of the MPM value to 𝜖2 = 0.05 (standard deviation 5% of mean). Considering the lack of reliable alternative
methods, a 30-minute MPM prediction with an accuracy in the order of 5% would be a very good result.
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Figure 5: MARIN ferry 2 and the relevant instrumentation around the bow before the CRS SCREAM experiments (left),
example green water impact (middle) and example bow-flare slamming impact (right).

3.4. Case 4 (strongly non-linear): bow-flare slamming forces
Case 4 studies another strongly non-linear problem, based on the same experiments as case 3. Here we predict

extreme values of the bow-flare slamming forces on the same 190 m ferry from case 2 and 3, sailing in the same two
extreme irregular Heavy and Extreme bow-quartering wave conditions (C and D in Table 2). The HF slamming impact
forces, called 𝐹 ′′

𝑝41, were obtained from the long-duration experiments. The impact forces were measured on force
panel 41 of size 1.8x1.8 cm full-scale located in the bow flare (see Figure 5). Again, details of the HF experiments
are described in [60, 70], and an overview of the test conditions is provided in Tables 1 and 2. The LF indicator used
for this slamming case was the same indicator as used in case 3 for green water impacts: 𝑅′

19𝑝. It was suggested by
e.g., [71, 72] that the rise time or rise velocity of the relative wave elevation could be more suitable as indicator for
slamming loads. We also tried this, but did not find a significant improvement compared to 𝑅′

19𝑝 itself. To simplify
as much as possible, we therefore used 𝑅′

19𝑝 as indicator. The LF-HF peak scatter plots are shown in Appendix D.
The plot shows that the LF and HF peaks for this case have a distinctly different relation than those of the other cases.
Again, we aim to predict the HF 30-minute MPM value 𝐹 ′′

𝑝41 for the sailing ship. The true HF MPM values from the
experiments in Table 3 were again derived from a Generalised Pareto fit to the 30% highest force peaks. Summarising:

• HF target extreme value: 30-minute MPM bow-flare slamming force 𝐹 ′′
41 in the Heavy (3a) and Extreme (3b)

condition.
• LF indicator: linear potential flow relative wave elevation at station 19 𝑅′

19𝑝.To monitor convergence (see Equation (27)), we limited the maximum absolute distribution difference to 𝜖1 = 4 kN
(around 0.3% of the maximum HF value in the validation dataset of both conditions) and coefficient of variation of the
MPM value to 𝜖2 = 0.02 (standard deviation 2% of mean). These criteria are stricter than for the other cases, because
the results kept converging very slowly. Selecting a too lenient criterion for this case would have led to less accurate
results.
3.5. Implementation details for these cases

For case 1, the HF validation dataset of second-order wave elevation time traces was analytically generated with the
Python PySeaWave package, using the random phase method and a frequency bandwidth of 0-5 rad/s for second-order
interactions. The linear wave LF indicator time traces for case 1a were also derived from this package; the additional
noise time traces for case 1b were added to this. For case 2, the HF validation dataset of non-linear VBM time traces
was generated using the PRETTI_R program (v19.0.1), which is a non-linear Froude-Krylov solver using linear RAO
inputs (in this case from linear frequency-domain potential flow diffraction method SEACAL). The linear VBM LF
indicator time traces were also generated with SEACAL (v7.2.0) in the zero speed Green’s function mode. For case 3
and 4, the HF validation datasets of green water impact forces and slamming forces were generated using experiments
with a scale of 1:35.986 in the Seakeeping and Manoeuvring Basin of MARIN in Wageningen, The Netherlands. More
details about these experiments can be found in [60, 70]. The linear RWE LF indicator time traces used for both cases
were generated with SEACAL in the Rankine-source mode. For cases 3 and 4, the Generalised Pareto fit to the ground
truth HF validation data was made using the Python scipy.stats.genpareto package.
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4. Method used to validate PAS
In a real design procedure for a maritime structure, HF CFD simulations would need to be performed for new

wave events (or a few events) at every iteration in Step 6 to obtain the required HF loads. In the present validation
study, however, we circumvent this requirement: rather than running CFD simulations, we extract the corresponding
HF load responses directly from a validation dataset for each selected wave event at every iteration. This allows us to
focus on validating the statistical framework of the PAS method without mixing it with CFD load prediction accuracy
(following the same approach used in [18] for AS). We have shown before that accurate HF wave event impact loads can
be obtained with CFD (see e.g., [19, 67]). For cases 1 and 2, obtaining identical deterministic wave inputs for the LF and
HF variables was straightforward. For cases 3 and 4, this was achieved by combining experimentally measured waves
recorded next to the ferry, propagated to the vessel’s centre of gravity, with the linear frequency-domain potential flow
database of RWE response functions. This ensured that the wave phasing of the LF RWE time traces closely matched
that of the experimental waves. These simulations were previously carried out for [70], where the full procedure is
described in detail.

The performance of PAS relative to the validation material is assessed in terms of efficiency and accuracy using
three metrics: 𝑀1 for efficiency, and 𝑀2 and 𝑀3 for accuracy. 𝑀1 (Equation (16)) is the ratio of HF samples required
to reach convergence, 𝑛𝑐 , to the total number of HF samples without PAS, 𝑛𝑤 (the total number of wave events in
the validation dataset). 𝑀2 measures the deviation of the MPM prediction at convergence, 𝐻̂𝑖𝑐 , from the ground truth
𝐻𝑡 (Equation (16)), where 𝑖𝑐 is the converged iteration number. Finally, 𝑀3 quantifies the maximum deviation of the
predicted distribution from the ground truth over a PoE range [0.5𝑃exp, 2𝑃exp] (Equation (17)), with 𝐡∗ran,𝑖𝑐 (𝑘) and
𝐡𝐭,ran(𝑘) denoting the predicted and true distributions over this range with elements 𝑘, respectively. Smaller absolute
values of all three metrics indicate better performance. Note that𝑀2 and𝑀3 may also be negative, indicating whether
predictions are conservative. In theory, the convergence criteria should take care of the accuracy of the prediction.
However, 𝑀2 and 𝑀3 are used to check whether the results converge towards the ground truth and not towards a
biased value. These criteria are similar, but not identical, to those used for AS in [29].

𝑀1 =
𝑛𝑐
𝑛𝑤

𝑀2 =
𝐻̂𝑖𝑐 −𝐻𝑡

𝐻𝑡

(16)

𝚫(𝑘) = 𝐡∗ran,𝑖𝑐 (𝑘) − 𝐡𝐭,ran(𝑘) → 𝑘absmax = argmax
𝑘

|𝚫(𝑘)| → 𝑀3 =
𝚫(𝑘absmax)

𝐻𝑡

, (17)

As explained in the introduction, PAS was based on AS. This AS method was published in [18] (with associated
scripts in [30]), and fine-tuned in [29] (with associated scripts in [31]). The performance of PAS is compared to that of
AS in the present publication. An overview of the steps in AS that differ from PAS and some relevant formulations are
included in Appendix A. It is important to note that, throughout this study, PAS and AS are evaluated using the same
analytical and linear potential-flow LF indicators. For brevity, this is not reflected in the method names; whenever AS
is referenced, this indicator choice is implied. This represents a deviation from the approach used for pilot case 3 in
[18], where the AS method employed an LF indicator derived from coarse-mesh CFD simulations. That AS-coarse
mesh CFD combination yielded accurate distributions of green water impact loads on a containership in the pilot study.

5. Results and discussion
The resulting converged distributions from AS and PAS for all cases are presented in Figure 6 (case 1a,b), Figure 7

(case 2a,b), Figure 8 (case 3a,b) and Figure 9 (case 4a,b), together with the iterative convergence of the MPM for each
case. The performance of the methods for all cases is summarised in Figure 10, using the metrics defined in Section 4.
As a reminder,𝑀1 quantifies the efficiency of the methods relative to the HF ground-truth simulation,𝑀2 quantifies the
deviation of the predicted HF MPM from the ground-truth MPM, and 𝑀3 quantifies the maximum deviation between
the predicted and ground-truth distributions over a range of PoE values. The ground truth for each case is always
derived from the HF validation MCS datasets. The numerical values underlying Figure 10 are also included in Table 3.

These figures show that AS and PAS both provide accurate MPM and distribution predictions for all variations of
cases 1 and 2. This was also demonstrated in [18] for AS. However, the results obtained using AS with the USMV
acquisition function were slightly more accurate than the present AS with MVPD results for case 2a. 𝑀2 in Figure 10
van Essen, Seyffert: Preprint submitted to Elsevier Page 13 of 27
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Figure 6: Case 1 - waves: convergence of one-hour MPM as a function of number of samples (top) and final converged
distributions (bottom) from AS and PAS. The copula in the name of the PAS results is the used model in the last iteration.
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(a) Case 2a, hogging mode
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(b) Case 2b, sagging mode
Figure 7: Case 2 - VBM: convergence of one-hour MPM as a function of number of samples (top) and final converged
distributions (bottom) from AS and PAS. The copula in the names of the PAS results is the used model in the last iteration.
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Figure 8: Case 3 - green water: convergence of one-hour MPM as a function of number of samples (top) and final converged
distributions (bottom) from AS and PAS with indicator 𝑅′

19𝑝, where GP fit = Generalised Pareto fit to 30% highest true
validation peaks. The copula in the name of the PAS results is the used model in the last iteration.
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(b) Case 4b, Extreme condition
Figure 9: Case 4 - slamming: convergence of one-hour MPM as a function of number of samples (top) and final converged
distributions (bottom) from AS and PAS with indicator 𝑅′

19𝑝, where GP fit = Generalised Pareto fit to 30% highest true
validation peaks. The copula in the name of the PAS results is the used model in the last iteration.
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Figure 10: Performance metrics 𝑀1, 𝑀2 and 𝑀3 defined in Section 4 for all considered cases.

shows that both methods produce MPM results with accuracy well within 5% for these two cases, which is acceptable
for design purposes. However, the results for cases 3 and 4 clearly highlight the advantage of PAS over AS combined
with linear potential flow. The inclusion of probabilistic copula fitting in PAS significantly reduces the bias introduced
by the quality of the screening indicator in AS. The 𝑀2 values show that PAS is able to predict the target extreme
MPM values with an accuracy within 10% for all variations of cases 3 and 4, whereas AS shows deviations of up to
40%. The figure also clearly shows the inherent non-conservative tendency of AS (which is problematic for design
load estimation). This trend is not present in the results from PAS; the small deviations observed in the MPM and the
distributions can be either conservative or non-conservative. Similar results are observed for𝑀3, which highlights that
the maximum deviations of the PAS distributions compared to the ground truth are within 18% for all test cases, and
those of AS within almost 80%. It should be kept in mind that the present results rely on combining both PAS and AS
with linear potential flow indicators. [18] demonstrated that AS, when combined with a coarse-mesh CFD indicator,
can yield accurate green water load distributions. However, obtaining indicators from 3D coarse-mesh CFD is far more
computationally expensive than using linear potential flow, which highlights the advantage of PAS over AS.

When comparing the extreme values from the validation datasets with those obtained using (P)AS, the respective
uncertainties of these values must be considered. The distributions in Figures 6 to 9 also show the U95% MF-GPR
uncertainty for AS, and the U95% sample uncertainty based on 20 draws from the fitted copula model for PAS. These
uncertainty measures are not directly comparable, but they show that the sample uncertainty from PAS is small around
𝑃exp for all eight case variations (whereas the MF-GPR uncertainty band from AS is larger around 𝑃exp). For case 1, the
HF validation sample uncertainty is 0.1 m (∼1% of the true MPM value, see Table 3 and [18]). The U95% uncertainty
of the PAS results is 0.06 m (case 1a) and 0.21 m (case 1b), which corresponds to ∼0.6% and ∼2% of the true MPM
values, respectively. For case 3, the root-mean-square sample errors (RMSE) of the extreme values in the HF validation
data are discussed in detail in [60], showing that these converge to well below 100 kN for the 30-minute MPM in both
test conditions. This roughly translates2 to an U95% uncertainty around 200 kN (∼7-15% of the true MPM values).
The U95% uncertainty of the PAS results is 96 kN (case 3a) and 292 kN (case 3b), which corresponds to ∼7% and
∼10% of the true MPM values, respectively. The uncertainty of the extreme values in the HF validation data was not
evaluated for cases 2 and 4, but it is expected to be between case 1 and 3 for case 2, and comparable to case 3 for case
4. The validation uncertainties reported above for cases 1 and 3 relate to the sample variability over many different
realisations of the same wave condition. This does not relate directly to the present validation, as we reproduced the
same wave realisation with the LF tools (see Section 4). We should therefore consider the repetition uncertainty of
the experimental results in case 3. We do not have this information directly, but we know from e.g., [73] that this
uncertainty can be in the same order as the sample variability for wave impacts measured in a seakeeping basin. Based
on this, both the experimental and PAS uncertainties are considered to be sufficiently small for all cases to make the
validation comparison meaningful.

2Assuming a normal distribution, RMSE is equal to standard deviation error, and U95% ≈ 1.96 RMSE.
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Case 1a Case 1b Case 2a Case 2b Case 3a Case 3b Case 4a Case 4b
Predicted MPM at convergence for case-specific 𝑇exp

HF MCS* 10.53 m (U95% 0.10 m) 1.05 × 109 Nm 8.55 × 108 Nm 1.37 × 103 kN 3.79 × 103 kN 361 kN 479 kN
AS 10.55 m 10.51 m 1.00 × 109 Nm 8.27 × 108 Nm 0.76 × 103 kN 2.47 × 103 kN 214 kN 283 kN
PAS 10.64 m 10.58 m 1.08 × 109 Nm 8.62 × 108 Nm 1.17 × 103 kN 3.66 × 103 kN 387 kN 440 kN

Required number of HF samples for convergence
HF MCS (all waves) 16364 16364 14359 14359 15198 10900 15198 10900
AS 7 18 7 28 34 98 30 67
PAS 35 47 35 36 73 103 254 144

LF duration to simulate (analytical / linear potential flow)
HF MCS - - - - - - - -
AS 50 h 50 h 30 h 30 h 34:49 h 23:43 h 34:49 h 23:43 h
PAS 50 h 50 h 30 h 30 h 34:49 h 23:43 h 34:49 h 23:43 h

HF duration to simulate (CFD / experiments)
HF MCS 50 h 50 h 30 h 30 h 34:49 h 23:43 h 34:49 h 23:43 h
AS (estimate**) ∼2 min ∼6 min ∼2 min ∼9 min ∼11 min ∼33 min ∼10 min ∼22 min
PAS (estimate**) ∼12 min ∼16 min ∼12 min ∼12 min ∼24 min ∼34 min ∼85 min ∼48 min
* Ground truth.
** Assuming HF events with a duration of 20 s each as discussed in Section 5.

Table 3
Summary of the results for all cases (more details about the cases themselves can be found in Table 1), where ‘HF MCS’
refers to the present validation datasets.

When accuracy would be the only indicator for the performance of an extreme value prediction method, MCS would
always be preferred. The objective of (P)AS is to make accurate predictions in a more efficient way. 𝑀1 in Figure 10
shows that both methods significantly reduce the required number of HF samples that need to be evaluated compared
to the HF validation data: the number of wave events to evaluate with an HF tool is below 1.7% compared to those
required in the MCS for all cases and both AS and PAS. The figure also shows that AS is consistently more efficient
than PAS when combined with potential flow indicators. However, [18] demonstrated that using the coarse-mesh CFD
indicators required to obtain accurate results for the more complex cases substantially reduce the efficiency of AS. Still,
it can be interesting to use AS with potential flow for relatively simple problems such as cases 1 and 2, where it can
provide accurate results, and quicker than PAS. PAS is the more reliable method for accurate and efficient predictions
across all cases, particularly the complex ones. PAS needs evaluation of less than 0.3% of the HF events compared to
MCS for case 1a,b and 2a,b, and less than 1.7% of the HF events compared to MCS for case 3a,b and 4a,b. The exact
number of required events depends on the limits set for the stopping criteria. These were defined per case in the present
study; the optimal stopping limits for a new case depend on the designer’s requirements, acceptable risks, considered
quantiles, and probably requirements by class societies.

In all cases, this is a considerable reduction in the required number of HF events to simulate compared to MCS,
or to conventional experimental approaches (as discussed in [18]). However, to assess whether the full PAS procedure
is feasible during the design stage of a new vessel, these numbers need to be translated to simulation durations. As
explained in Section 4, we focused the validation on the statistical framework and did not perform the CFD calculations
for the selected HF events. We can therefore only estimate the required durations. As also discussed in [18], there is
a substantial body of literature showing that HF CFD can accurately replicate wave impact loads when it accurately
reproduces the wave and ship motion data from experiments. The duration per event varies in these studies, ranging
from 4𝑇𝑝 [74], 50 s [75], 35 s [65], ∼20 s [19], to even as short as 3 s [66]. There are also studies that initialise the CFD
simulations from a LF tool instead of experiments (as done in a screening method); this can be done with 52 s [76]
or 12 s [67] event durations. When fully non-linear wave-event kinematics near the structure and the corresponding
ship motions are available from the LF tool, only a short simulation duration is needed. In contrast, if the waves and
motions must be initialised from linear wave elevations or at locations further from the structure, a longer duration may
be necessary. In our study, it is reasonable to assume that the waves in CFD can be initialised close to the structure (as
discussed in more detail below), and that the ship motions can be imposed from the linear potential flow simulations.
This should make it possible to reduce the duration per HF event to ∼20 s (following the procedure in the green
water impact study [19]). Using this assumption, we can translate the required number of HF events to HF simulation
durations (see Table 3). This results in total durations to simulate with HF CFD in the order of 2 to 85 minutes, which
seems feasible in the design stage of a ship. In comparison, the HF validation datasets used between 23 and 50 hours
of HF experiments. The PAS requirements correspond to between 0.1% and 4% of the HF MCS durations across all
cases. Note that these percentages are roughly twice the𝑀1 values, because with typical wave periods of around 10 s, a
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(d) It. 80 (89 HF samples)
Figure 11: Fitted copula models (and the histogram of the associated marginals) at different iteration numbers for green
water case 3a from the full PAS procedure, where it. = iteration. This case was converged with 73 HF samples.
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Figure 12: Predicted distributions at different iteration numbers for green water case 3a from the full PAS procedure.

20 s event corresponds to two wave encounters. The computational time required for these simulations (in CPU hours)
also depends on the CFD tool used, as well as the chosen grid size, domain, and time-step settings for each case.

Because the results of PAS partly depend on the fitted copula, and because this part of the method is different
from AS, we provide some insight into the influence of the fitted copula in Appendix E. This demonstrates that it is
not necessary to wait for the procedure to converge to the ‘true’ copula model. Instead, the most likely copula model
among the four candidates already provides a sufficiently accurate estimate to produce reliable distribution predictions,
and it does so using fewer HF samples than full convergence of the copula model would require. This is supported by
Figure 11 (evolution of HF samples and fitted copula model with an increasing number of iterations for case 3a) and
Figure 12 (evolution of predicted distributions for the same case). These plots show that the distributions already
converge to accurate results with the Frank copula, even though Figure 14 in the appendix shows that the Gumbel
copula may fit the full HF validation dataset better.

As noted in Section 2.1, initialising HF event simulations in Step 6 of PAS using the LF screening results is not
straightforward. In this paper, we bypassed this challenge by selecting HF events from the validation dataset rather
than performing the CFD calculations. However, for applying PAS to a new ship design, a method to initialise HF
simulations from LF output will be required. There is no universally accepted and statistically sound way to correlate
linear (or weakly non-linear) wave events with equivalent fully non-linear wave events. Still, we need to define input
conditions for the HF CFD calculations or experiments, based on the selected LF wave events. Potential solutions
for this include event matching procedures as discussed by [74, 77], or using coarse mesh CFD as an LF tool (see
e.g., [67]). The first method may be useful for offshore structures but less for sailing ships, and the second method
requires relatively expensive coarse mesh CFD as LF screening tool (as demonstrated in combination with AS in
[18]). A potential alternative approach involves first performing MCS with a fully non-linear wave-only tool (such as
a higher-order spectral method, HOS) as in Step 2, followed by linear potential flow screening applied to the resulting
wave time trace. When LF events are subsequently selected in Step 5 or Step 11 and evaluated with a HF tool in
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Step 6, the HF simulation for each event could be initialised using the corresponding HOS simulation. However, this
initialisation approach requires further investigation, which is beyond the scope of the present study.

As noted in Section 1.4, the present study only validates PAS in a short-term extreme value setting. In a future
real application, we also need to select sea states and handle their long-term statistics properly. In theory, this can be
done using PAS as well. Alternatively, a version of the environmental contour method, as described in [78] or [79, 80],
could be used. This approach is widely accepted in the offshore industry (e.g., [21]), though it can sometimes fail
to accurately characterise the joint distribution of environmental variables [81–83]. Another option is to use another
adaptive sampling method, as proposed by [84, 85].

6. Conclusions
Based on the present work, it can be concluded that the newly proposed extreme value prediction method PAS

provides accurate estimates of the short-term distributions and extreme values compared to the available full brute-
force MCS datasets for a range of validation cases. The method introduces a probabilistic approach to multi-fidelity
screening, allowing efficient linear potential flow indicators to be used in the low-fidelity stage, even for strongly
non-linear load cases. PAS achieves a most probable maximum (MPM) accuracy within 10% for all considered cases
in the present study, including variations of non-linear waves, vertical bending moments, green water impact loads,
and slamming loads. In addition, PAS achieves this performance very efficiently, requiring less than 4% of the high-
fidelity simulation time needed for conventional MCS for all cases. While PAS is similarly accurate and slightly less
efficient than its predecessor AS for the simpler cases (non-linear waves and vertical bending moments), it proves
significantly more reliable for the more complex cases (green water and slamming loads). These results demonstrate
that PAS can reliably reproduce the statistics of both weakly and strongly non-linear extreme load problems, while
significantly reducing the associated computational cost. The present study validates the statistical PAS framework;
further work should focus on validating the full procedure including CFD load simulations, and on validating it for
long-term extremes.
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Appendices
A. Details of the Adaptive Screening (AS) method

Here, the steps of AS are briefly summarised. This is a shortened reproduction of the full description and
formulations in [18]. Steps 1 to 6 of AS are identical to Step 1 to Step 6 described in Section 2.1. The next three
steps are different. They are described here in general terms (for details, see [18]). Step 7 estimates the sample HF
distribution, by assuming that the order statistics of 𝐥sel and 𝐡sel are identical. This is a critical screening assumption
that only works if a suitable indicator signal is chosen. It indicates that the HF distribution [𝐝sel

𝐻 ,𝐡
sel] can be estimated

using 𝐝sel
𝐻 ≈ 𝐝sel

𝐿 . Step 8 defines a range 𝐝∗ of PoE between 1 and 0 around 𝑃exp, over which to estimate the HF
distribution. Step 9 constructs the surrogate HF distribution 𝐡∗ over ln (𝐝∗) using single- or multi-fidelity Gaussian
Process Regression (GPR). With single-fidelity GPR, we use the HF sample dataset [ln (𝐝sel

𝐻 ),𝐡sel] as input. With
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multi-fidelity MF-GPR, we use the same HF sample dataset [ln (𝐝sel
𝐻 ),𝐡sel] as input, and LF dataset [ln (𝐝mcs

𝐿 ), 𝐥mcs]

from Step 3. After that, steps 10 to 12 of AS are identical to Step 10 to Step 12 of PAS again. Similarly as explained
for PAS in Section 2.4, AS used an acquisition function to obtain one new HF sample in every iteration. In [18],
we employed an acquisition function that balanced selecting samples based on the uncertainty band of the previous
iteration and drawing from the upper tail (function USMV). In [29], we explored variations of this acquisition strategy
and concluded that a function that balances sampling around the acceptable probability level with upper-tail sampling
is more efficient (function MVPD). The latter function is used in the present study for AS, combined with MF-GPR.
This is formulated in Equation (18), where 𝐡∗𝑛 is the normalised mean HF distribution prediction from the previous
iteration. Similar as in PAS, the closest sample from the available MCS pool is then selected, and the new sample is
added to the existing LF pool of samples for the next iteration.

𝑝mvpd
new = argmax

[

𝐡∗𝑛 ⋅
( 𝐟𝟐

max(𝐟𝟐)
)]

where:
{

𝐟𝟏 = 1 − (ln(𝐝∗) − ln(𝑃exp))2
𝐟𝟐 = 𝐟𝟏 − min(𝐟𝟏)

(18)

B. Copula basics
B.1. General theory

Copulas were introduced by Abe Sklar in 1959 [86]. They are multivariate distribution functions with uniform
marginals on the interval [0, 1]. Let 𝐹 be a joint cumulative distribution function (CDF) with marginals 𝐹1, 𝐹2,… , 𝐹𝑑 .
Then there exists a copula 𝐶 defined in Equation (19). If the marginals are continuous, then the copula 𝐶 is unique and
can be written as Equation (20) (Sklar’s theorem).

𝐹 (𝑥1, 𝑥2,… , 𝑥𝑑) = 𝐶(𝐹1(𝑥1), 𝐹2(𝑥2),… , 𝐹𝑑(𝑥𝑑)) (19)
𝐶(𝑢1, 𝑢2,… , 𝑢𝑑) = 𝐹 (𝐹−1

1 (𝑢1), 𝐹−1
2 (𝑢2),… , 𝐹−1

𝑑 (𝑢𝑑)) (20)
Copulas are widely used in finance, hydrology, engineering, and related fields to model dependence between

random variables. Their main advantage is the separation of marginal distributions from the dependence structure,
allowing flexible and accurate modelling of joint behaviour (especially for tail-dependent data). Compared to empirical
joint distributions, which require large sample sizes, copulas offer a more efficient framework. They enable robust
interpolation and extrapolation of joint behaviour, even in regions where data is sparse and empirical methods fail. This
makes them valuable for surrogate modelling, uncertainty quantification, and extreme value analysis in multivariate or
multi-fidelity settings. A helpful analogy for hydrodynamicists is the common practice of fitting theoretical univariate
distributions to experimental data (e.g., GEV or Weibull) to enable reliable interpolation and extrapolation of the
extremes. Copulas offer similar benefits. They are also associated with similar risks. Poor fits can lead to misleading
extreme value predictions. A well-known example is the 2008 financial crisis, where underestimated tail dependence
in loan portfolios contributed to large failures (see e.g., [87]). Ensuring a good fit, particularly in the tails, is therefore
essential when using copulas to model extremes.

Dependence in the lower and upper tails of any copula is measured using the lower / upper tail dependence
coefficients 𝜆𝐿 and 𝜆𝑈 , respectively. An upper tail dependence coefficient 𝜆𝑈 = 0.81 means that there is a 81% chance
that if one variable is in the extreme upper tail, the other is too. A measure for the overall dependence of two variables
is Kendall’s tau 𝜏. This can be estimated from an empirical distribution, after which it can be used to estimate the
copula parameters using the formulations below.
B.2. Copula families and formulations

Several copula families exist, most of which belong to the two main classes: elliptical and Archimedean copulas.
Elliptical copulas are derived from elliptical distributions (e.g., the multivariate normal or 𝑡-distribution); they are
symmetric and mainly capture linear or elliptical dependence. An example is the Gaussian copula used in this study.
Archimedean copulas form a flexible family defined through a generator function𝜑 in𝐶(𝑢, 𝑣) = 𝜑−1(𝜑(𝑢)+𝜑(𝑣)). They
can be used to model various types of tail dependence. The Clayton, Gumbel, and Frank copulas applied here belong to
this class. Although copulas can model dependence among multiple variables, we use only their bivariate forms. The
Gaussian copula is derived from the multivariate normal distribution and is defined in Equation (21), where Φ denotes
the standard normal CDF and Φ𝜌 the joint CDF of a bivariate standard normal distribution with correlation 𝜌. This
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copula has a single parameter 𝜌 ∈ [−1, 1], equal to the Pearson correlation coefficient. The Gaussian copula models
symmetric dependence but has no tail dependence, meaning its tail dependence coefficients are 𝜆𝐿 = 𝜆𝑈 = 0. This
does not mean that there is no dependence in the tails, but that dependence weakens rapidly in the extremes, and joint
extremes are not more likely than implied by the overall correlation. Parameters 𝜌 and 𝜏 are related: 𝜏 = 2

𝜋 arcsin(𝜌).The Clayton copula captures lower tail dependence. It is defined in Equation (22), where 𝜃 ∈ (0,∞) measures the
strength of the dependence. The lower tail dependence coefficient is related to the Clayton parameter: 𝜆𝐿 = 2−1∕𝜃 .
There is no upper tail dependence (𝜆𝑈 = 0), and 𝜏 = 𝜃∕(𝜃+2). The Gumbel copula captures upper tail dependence. It
is defined in Equation (23), where 𝜃 ∈ [1,∞) again measures the strength of the dependence. The upper tail dependence
coefficient is related to the Gumbel parameter: 𝜆𝑈 = 2 − 21∕𝜃 . There is no lower tail dependence (𝜆𝐿 = 0), and
𝜏 = 1 − 1∕𝜃. The Frank copula is symmetric, without tail dependence. It is defined in Equation (24), where 𝜃 can be
any real number except 0, 𝜃 > 0 means positive dependence, and 𝜃 < 0 means negative dependence. There is no tail
dependence in the Frank copula (𝜆𝐿 = 𝜆𝑈 = 0), and 𝜏 = 1 − 4∕𝜃

(

1 −𝐷1(𝜃)
), where 𝐷1(𝜃) is the Debye function:

𝐷1(𝜃) = 1∕𝜃 ∫ 𝜃0 𝑡∕(𝑒
𝑡 − 1)𝑑𝑡.

𝐶gaussian
𝜌 (𝑢, 𝑣) = Φ𝜌(Φ−1(𝑢),Φ−1(𝑣)) (21)

𝐶clayton
𝜃 (𝑢, 𝑣) =

(

𝑢−𝜃 + 𝑣−𝜃 − 1
)−1∕𝜃 , 𝜃 > 0. (22)

𝐶gumbel
𝜃 (𝑢, 𝑣) = exp

(

−
[

(− ln 𝑢)𝜃 + (− ln 𝑣)𝜃
]1∕𝜃) , 𝜃 ≥ 1. (23)

𝐶 frank
𝜃 (𝑢, 𝑣) = −1

𝜃
ln
(

1 +
(𝑒−𝜃𝑢 − 1)(𝑒−𝜃𝑣 − 1)

𝑒−𝜃 − 1

)

, 𝜃 ∈ ℝ ⧵ {0}. (24)

C. PAS stopping criterion
The stopping criterion in PAS has two components: one monitors the convergence of the predicted distribution

shape, and the other monitors the convergence of the resulting MPM value. The first component is based on the mean
absolute difference𝐸(𝑗) between successive predicted distributions over a PoE range, 𝐡∗ran(𝑗−1) and 𝐡∗ran(𝑗) for iteration
𝑗. This range is taken between𝑃exp∕2 and𝑃exp⋅2, to focus on the distribution shape around𝑃exp. Part one of the stopping
criterion 𝐸𝐾1

(𝑗) is then defined in Equation (25), by taking the average 𝐸(𝑗) over the last 𝐾1 iterations. This is done
to ensure a smooth convergence. When 𝑗 < 𝐾1, all available iterations are used, but we set a convergence threshold at
𝐾1∕2 (convergence can only be declared after this number of iterations).

𝐸𝐾1
(𝑗) = 1

𝜓

𝑗
∑

𝑖=𝜒
𝐸(𝑖) where:

⎧

⎪

⎨

⎪

⎩

𝐸(𝑗) = mean |
|

𝐡∗ran(𝑗) − 𝐡∗ran(𝑗 − 1)|
|

𝜒 = 1 and 𝜓 = 𝑗 for 𝑗 = 1, 2, ..., 𝐾1 − 1
𝜒 = 𝑗 −𝐾1 + 1 and 𝜓 = 𝐾1 for 𝑗 ≥ 𝐾1

(25)

The second part is based on a convergence criterion on the coefficient of variation (COV) of the MPM value over
the last 𝐾2 iterations: 𝐶𝐾2

(𝑗). This is expressed in Equation (26), where 𝐻̂(𝑗) is the MPM value predicted in iteration
𝑗. Again, we took the COV over the available iterations when 𝑗 < 𝐾2.

𝐶𝐾2
(𝑗) =

𝜎𝐾2
(𝑗)

𝜇𝐾2
(𝑗)

where:

⎧

⎪

⎪

⎪

⎨

⎪

⎪

⎪

⎩

𝜇𝐾2
(𝑗) = 1

𝜓
∑𝑗
𝑖=𝜒 𝐻̂(𝑖)

𝜎𝐾2
(𝑗) =

√

1
𝜓
∑𝑗
𝑖=𝜒

(

𝐻̂(𝑖) − 𝝁𝐾2
(𝑖)
)2

𝜒 = 1 and 𝜓 = 𝑗 for 𝑗 = 1, 2, ..., 𝐾2 − 1
𝜒 = 𝑗 −𝐾2 + 1 and 𝜓 = 𝐾2 for 𝑗 ≥ 𝐾2

(26)

The total stopping criterion𝑆(𝑗) is provided in Equation (27), where limits 𝜖1 and 𝜖2 are case-dependent, and where
𝐾1 = 𝐾2 = 50 limit the influence of outliers and the minimum number of iterations for which convergence can be
detected.
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Figure 13: Scatter plots of LF indicator peaks and matched HF validation peaks for all cases.

𝑆(𝑗) =

{

stop if
(

𝐸50(𝑗) < 𝜖1
)

∩
(

𝐶50(𝑗) < 𝜖2
)

continue otherwise (27)

Compared to the stopping criterion used for AS in [18], we removed the rejection criterion for distribution shapes
that violate distribution assumptions (as drawing from the copula model in Step 8 of PAS always produces a proper
distribution), we added a range over which Equations (25) and (26) are calculated (this was natural in AS because most
steps considered such a range, but not in PAS), we used the mean absolute difference instead of the maximum absolute
difference in Equation (25), we used𝐾1 = 𝐾2 = 50 instead of 20 (to ensure smoother convergence), and we added the
convergence threshold.

D. LF-HF scatter plots
The scatter plots of LF indicator peaks and the corresponding matched HF response peaks from the validation

material are plotted for all cases in Figure 13. This relation is not known in the design stage of a new ship, but it is
available from the HF validation material for the cases in the present study. These plots illustrate the validity of the
screening assumption that the order statistics of the LF and HF peaks are comparable. If the order statistics were exactly
identical, all samples would lie on a single, monotonically increasing line in both x and y. Instead, the plots show that
the test cases span a range of LF-HF pairs, from cases that satisfy the assumption almost perfectly to cases that do so
only approximately.

E. Influence of copula fitting on the results
First, we evaluate how the iterative copula selection procedure converges for all considered cases (Appendix E.1).

Next, we discuss how the predicted distributions depend on the selected copula models (Appendix E.2)
E.1. Convergence of copula selection

The selection procedure of the copula model in Step 7 of PAS is explained in Section 2.2. It is based on the
log-likelihood of the four candidate copulas compared to the HF samples in the considered iteration. The aim of this
exercise is not to prove which copula model fits the full validation dataset best; it is to evaluate which copula suits the
presently available set of HF samples the best. It is therefore not necessarily required that this converges to one single
copula model for each case; new insight gained in the Bayesian adaptive sampling procedure from the newly added
HF samples may change which model is most likely.

How this works out is visualised by the log-likelihood in one case (green water case 3a) as a function of the number
of iterations, as shown in Figure 14. This figure shows that the Gumbel copula is most likely for the first few iterations,
after which the Frank copula is most likely up to around 150 HF samples and the Gumbel copula again after that.
Section 5 shows that the predicted distribution for this case was considered converged and quite accurate at 73 HF
samples already. It is therefore not necessary to arrive at a ‘true copula model’ before predicting the distributions;
the most likely model with fewer HF samples already produces a good enough result. For completeness, Figure 15
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Figure 14: Log-likelihood of the four copula candidate models as a function of the number of HF samples, for green water
case 3a (which is converged at 73 HF samples).
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Figure 15: Selected copula per case and iteration, plotted until convergence in each case.
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Figure 16: Different fitted copula models (and the histogram of the associated marginals) to the HF samples generated
with the full PAS procedure at 20 iterations (29 HF samples, not converged yet), for green water load case 3a.

provides an overview of the most likely copula models for each case and each iteration (up to a number of iterations
past convergence).
E.2. Influence of selected copula model on results

For a given set of HF sample data in one of the iterations of PAS, the predicted distribution depends to some extent
on the fitted copula model in that iteration. To evaluate how large the influence of this copula choice can be on the
results, we dive into this for one case (green water case 3a). Figure 16 plots the 29 HF samples generated with the
PAS procedure for this case at 20 iterations (the procedure is not yet converged at that point), together with all four
candidate copula models fitted to these samples. This shows that the shape of the fitted copula models looks very
similar. However, Figure 17a shows that the tail of the distributions drawn from these models can be significantly
different for 20 HF samples. Selecting the most-likely copula model per iteration instead of a priori selecting one
model can therefore pay off in the prediction of the extremes. The same distribution with the copula models fitted to
100 HF samples for the same case in Figure 17b shows that the difference in the upper tail reduces with an increasing
number of samples. In other words, for a large number of samples, all copula models seem to converge to a similar
distribution. Around 𝑃exp, the differences are especially small with 100 HF samples.
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(a) Iteration 20 (29 HF samples)
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Figure 17: Exceedance probability distributions (mean and 95th percentile) resulting from 20 draws of each of the four
copulas fitted to the 29 HF samples from iteration 20 and 100, for green water load case 3a.
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