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Abstract : In order to ascertain the effect of ship’s speeds in maneuver under the condition of strong cross current in the breakwater
channel of Busan port, this paper is to deal with the analyses of vessel proximity measures, vessel controllability measures, and ship
handlers’ subjective evaluation measures of simulated maneuvers, which were carried out by 76 ship handlers who conned Panamax bulk
carrier of 60,000 DWT, The set and drift of current are southwesterly and 2 knots. The speeds of the model ship are 5 knots & 10 knots
respectively. The followings are concluded (D In the approaches of the bredlavater of Busan port, ship handlers psychologically tend not
to give the drift angle of more than 10° because ship’s head points out of the entrance. (&) Ship handlers’ subjective evaluation, vessel
proximity and controllability measures are relatively larger under the speed of 5 knots than under that of 10 knots, due to direct pressure
of strong current. 3 A single index of controllability measures was suggested, by removing their units.

Key words : Proximity measures, Controllability measures, Ship handler’s subjective evaluation measures, Composite track plot analysis,
Single controllability index, Drift angle
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Fig. 2 Segment for analysis
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Table 4 Model ship’s heading

5 kts 10 kts
Course 289° 299° (17.0°) 298° (9.4%)
Course 305° 316° (20.2°) 315° (10.8°)
Note : The numbers in parentheses mean drift angles.
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