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ABSTRACT : This paper aims to evaluation o order for allocation of rescue unit using Analytic Network Process. For evaluation,
in this paper, assess dabout person, ship and environment related risk by fuzzy logic and AHP(Analytic hierarchy Process).
Also, quantity and quality operation efficiency assess by DEA(Data Envelopment Analysis) and Liquate scale. finally total weight
calculate by ANP. At the result, Rescue Units of MP, YS RCC/RSC is order Hgher. Thus, it needs to have more rescue ships and

rescue devices for relieving the risk in the future.

KEY WORDS : AHP(Analytic hierarchy Process), DEA(Data Envelopment Analysis), ANP(Analytic Network Process), Fuzzy logic,
RCC/RSC(Rescue Co-ordinator Center/ Rescue Sub Center)
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Fig. 1. Evaluation area for order allocation of rescue unit.
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Fig. 2. Flow chart for order allocation of rescue unit.
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IC_ | 0.092 | 0.063 | 0.085 | 0.111 | 0.059
TA | 0.013 | 0.042 | 0.038 | 0.058 | 0.064
GS | 0.065 | 0.087 | 0.083 | 0.069 | 0.052
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US| 0.090 | 0.094 | 0.060 | 0.067 | 0.091
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Table 10. Weight of each scenario
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Table 11. Expressed weight by super—-matrix

S S, E R IC 1 YD
5 0 0 0 0 0.146 | -+ 0.527
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Table 12. Total weight by markov
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Yyo| o0 0 |0.060] -{0.060] 0 0
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Table 13. Ranking comparison of evaluation model
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YD 70.00 9 0.060 11 -2
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