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A Study on the Quantification of Master Subjective
Evaluation in the Safety of Ship’s Transit
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Abstract

Assessment of the safety of ship’s transit in the narrow channel consist of the maneuvering
safety determined by the chance of running aground, the maneuvering difficulty determined by
ship's workload and master’s subjective evaluation. To examine the relation between master’s
subjective evaluation and maneuvering safety, this utilizes a real-time and full-mission
shiphandling simulator in the Korea Marine Training & Research Institutes(KMTRI). The vessel
chosen was 60,000-ton, Panamax-type ship. i

The findings regarding master’s subjective evaluation were as follows:
- Relation between master’s subjective evaluation and common logarithms of stranding

probability is linear.

- Stranding probability with more than 0.001 is master’s subjective evaluation with more than
5.
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Master Subjective Evaluation Rating Scale
Pilot No. :
Scenario No.
Run No. :
Date :
Low High
I | 1 | 1 I 1 I |
STRESS LEVEL
Easy Difficult
| 1 1 1 | 1 1 i §
TASK DIFFICULTY
Easily Difficult
Controlled to control
| 1 1 L 1 ] I | ]
VESSEL CONTROLLABILITY
Little Very High
L 1 1 1 | 1 i 1 3
OVERALL WORKLOAD
(Fig. 2> Subjective Evaluation Rating Scale
4. AMEdlo|Md ZI & F4 A7)M x& H2Y FF, a b AF ¥ F
T3 yrlegolct,
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y= A + Blog(x) (3)

At

(Table 2> Coefficent of linear model in sub-
jective evaluation

Item of
Lo . Coeff. of A | Coeff. of B
Subjective evaluation
Stress level 6.4984 0.3831
Task difficulty 6.4838 0.3618
Vessel controllability 6.5904 0.3837
Overall workload 6.1559 0.3611
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(Table 3) Subjective evaluation at strand-
ing probability 0.001

Task Vessel Overall

Value | Stress Leve | e ity | ontrolability | workload
Model 5 5 5 5
(Observation 6 6 5 6
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