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Abstract : The result of probabilistic maritime risk evaluation is represented by the probability(P=0.0~1.0) These results are shown by an index
using Risk Acceptance Criteria(RAC) to base the evaluation generally to know the risk level easily. Current RAC is divided into 3 steps, 5 steps, 7
steps, etc. Despite need to evaluate whether the number of RAC for risk evaluation is reasonable, there is not a related research yet. In this study, It
was proposed the evaluation method to determine the optimum index number of RAC using the Sensitivity distribution characteristics and the
Sensitivity by the index number of RAC. As application result from the proposed method for probabilistic risk evaluation data obtained from the prior
studies, It could be determined the optimum index number of RAC by Sensitivity below 10 times and confirmed that the proposed method is
reasonable by this study.
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Fig. 1. 7 calculated at Mokpo VTS area in prior study

(Gang et al., 2014).
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Fig. 2. Cumulative distribution(%) on semilog x axis for 7.
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Table 2. Simulation scenario for 4 cases

Case Index number of RAC
1 6 steps RAC
2 5 steps RAC
3 4 steps RAC
4 3 steps RAC
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