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A Study on the Correlation between Shiphandler’s

Subjective Evaluation and Transit Risk in Narrow Channel

Dong-Sup Lee , Jeom—-Dong Yun

Abstract

This study is a part of the risk management in planning a channel or
in verifying the adequacy of existing channel.

Generally the assessment of the safety of a ship’s transit in a narrow
channel is evaluated from maneuvering risk with some chances of running
aground or the maneuvering difficulty of shiphandlers.

In this study, the real time and full- mission shiphandling simulator of
the Korea Marine Training and Research Institute (KMTRID was utilized
as the tool for analvzing data acquired from ship’s maneuvering.

On the conning bridge of the shiphandling simulator, 50 experienced
masters conducted the modeled vessel of 60,000 deadweight tonnage along

the designed channel under 3 different environmental conditions.

Analysis of the data obtained from the simulation concludes that ;

(1) The frequencies of subjective evaluation shiphandlers are similar
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irrespective  of environmental conditions and they are able to be
represented as shiphandler’s subjective evaluation.

(2) It is possible to assess and analyze theoretically the correlation

between the shiphandler’s subjective evaluation and maneuvering risk/
maneuvering difficulty under each environmental condition by quantifying
the data obtained from the tests. The results are as follows:

@ The relation between maneuvering risk and difficulty a shiphandler’s
éubjective evaluation is roughly linear.

@ As the degree of maneuvering risk and maneuvering difficulty
increases, the shiphandler’'s stress increases sharply near the
curvature area of the designed channel.

@ The transit risk is the least under the environmental condition of
cross current andwind coming from portside.

@ In the area of the curvature of the designed channel, both
maneuvering risk and maneuvering difficulty increase sharply with
the danger of running aground under the environmental condition of

current and wind coming from the stern.

It will provide the basis for programming of assessment of various data
of ship’s maneuvering in harbour areas and further researches on
maneuvering ships in various channels under various environmental
conditions will be necessary for making any firm conclusion for each

special case.
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