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Abstract : In order to effective transportation of goods & smooth traffic in west sea area, it is a plan to build
Pyeongtaek bridge. Basically ship-handling operators have a mental difficulty and hazardous for navigation under
bridge which is constructed across on the fairway. Therefore this study aims to propose the traffic safety
assessment of navigation under the bridge by using full mission ship-handling simulator and also investigate the
bridge design regulations of certain countries on the fairway.
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Fig. 1 FMSS in KMU

Table 1 Ship’s Particular

Table 2 Environment condition
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Fig. 2 Model ship
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AASHTO (American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials)o| A 27+3 “Guide Specification
and Commentary for Vessel Collision Design of Highway
Bridges”®] Volume I Final Report Section 8 F7Z7+3
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Fig. 3 Main span of AASHTO Rules
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Fig. 4 Entry route of IABSE Rules
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Fig. 5 Main span of IABSE Rules
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Table 3 An example of Foreign's bridge Main span

Akashi kaikyo dE 1,991m
Great belt east dinl =3 1,624m
Humber A= 1,410m
Verrazano narrows u)= 1,298m
Golden gate 0= 1,280m
Mackinac straits o] = 1,158.2m
Minami bisan-seto IR 1,100m
George washington o] = 1,066.8m
ord :;';{u;:ima DL 1,030m
2rd ::ilu;:ima OES 1,020m
Forth road il 1,005.8m
Kita bisan-seto AdE 990m
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Table 4 Analysis of ship collision with bridges
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Sersund Bridge L.
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Second N Railway Brid 1350 771
econd Narrows Raltway Bneee| [ pan Erica|  152m ™ 1 175m | 087 1979. 10.12
(Canada) 350m 2.00
Sunshine Skyway Bridge(U.S.A) - 263m 1300m | 165m | 159 | 7.88 | 1980. 26
Summit
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Fig. 6 3D image & Approximation point for

collision probability Analysis
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Table 5 Collision probability by bridge

A (A 1546 | 4819 | 0.0007 (1916 {19.70 0.0000
3 (B)| 2120 5192 | 0.0000 | 181.8125.72| 0.0000
A ()] 116.0| 2267 | 0.0000 [179.023.96| 0.0000
A (D) 2206 | 5527 | 0.0000 {186.0{15.22{ 0.0000

Fig. 7 The nearest distance to approximation point

[eloss:]

Fig. 8 Collision probability by bridge
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Table 6 Assessment of ship control
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Fig. 11 An Example of bridge light

Fig. 12 An Example of LED establishment
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