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ABSTRACT Existing models for assessing ship collision risk involve complex calculations that complicate
the simultaneous qualitative and quantitative analysis of the factors affecting ship navigation safety. There-
fore, these models often exhibit slow generation of the risk index and evaluation results with reduced
accuracy. To resolve these issues, we model the ship collision risk based on the cloud model theory.
Specifically, we select ““distance of closest point of approach (DCPA)” and ““time to closest point of approach
(TCPA)” as the main factors affecting the ship collision risk and analyze the data of DCPA, TCPA, and
collision risk index (CRI) based on their cloud models. By combining these analyses with a double-condition-
single-rule generator, we construct a cloud model for ship collision risk and finally develop a cloud model-
based inference engine system to assess ship collision risk. This engine allows us to establish different
ship collision risk analysis models according to the scenario encountered by the ship, which can be used
to verify the feasibility of the proposed algorithm for ship collision risk modeling. Through comparisons
with traditional ship collision risk models, the proposed ship collision risk model is found to be superior
owing to its simple implementation, accurate results, and shorter time required to generate the risk model.
The model established in this study enables the crew to determine the key objects to be avoided in case of
potential collision with multiple ships. At last,analysis and research of cloud model ship collision risk based
on global sensitivity and uncertainty are done to reduce the dimension of the risk parameters and show
the main factors of unstable collision risk,therefore,the uncertain results in the calculation of the degree of
danger are avoided, some reasonable suggestions are proposed for real navigation safety. the maritime pilot
can make correct decisions promptly to reduce or avoid the occurrence of collision accidents.

INDEX TERMS Cloud model theory, distance of closest point of approach, double-condition-single-rule
generator, ship collision risk, time to closest point of approach.

I. INTRODUCTION

Fuzzy analysis, gray theory, comprehensive safety evalua-
tion, and fuzzy comprehensive evaluation have been used
extensively for safety assessment of ship navigation [1]-[3].
However, despite the many advances made in the field of ship
navigation safety assessment, several issues are encountered
during the assessment process [4]. Ship collision avoidance
is a complex problem that requires a comprehensive analysis
from many different perspectives. There are many influencing
factors associated with ship collision risk as well as numerous
indicators used in the system assessment of a ship collision
risk model. Although traditional mathematical methods do
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account for the fuzziness of the relevant influencing factors,
they fail to consider the randomness of these influencing
factors and often rely excessively on subjective decisions
made by humans during the evaluation process. Furthermore,
considering the high complexity of the different factors
affecting the safety of ship navigation, neither qualitative nor
quantitative factors should be used alone to assess ship col-
lision risk. When addressing problems with high uncertainty,
the fuzzy comprehensive evaluation method is considered to
be an oversimplification owing to the strong limitations of the
algorithm itself. In contrast, the gray prediction model is very
simple to implement, but it ignores the correlation among
various factors [S5] and relies heavily on historical data. Thus,
the gray prediction model may also yield huge errors during
risk assessment. In general, all the aforementioned methods
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have their own advantages and disadvantages for evaluating
and analyzing the safety of ship navigation. However, these
methods cannot combine qualitative and quantitative analyses
of the factors affecting ship navigation safety, which reduces
the accuracy of the evaluation results.

The cloud model theory, a method used for decision-
making, was first proposed by Deyi Li, an academician at
the Chinese Academy of Science, in 1995 [6]. The cloud
model theory offers many novel strategies for solving more
complex problems in the field of decision-making. It offers
an elegant approach to combine the advantages of fuzzy
mathematics and probability statistics while eliminating the
traditional concepts of membership functions. In addition, the
cloud model theory can adequately resolve the randomness
of factors, which cannot be achieved in fuzzy comprehensive
evaluation. In summary, the cloud model theory considers
both the fuzziness and the randomness of targeting entities,
which enables the combination and transformation of quali-
tative and quantitative descriptions [7]. Good quality must be
ensured during the conversion process between the qualitative
information and quantitative data to achieve a high degree of
consistency between the subjective and objective assessments
of the evaluation results.

The cloud model theory has been gradually applied to
many aspects of society since its inception. First, under the
influence of many intricate factors, the cloud model can
enable conversion between the qualitative concepts and the
quantitative data while simultaneously checking for loop-
holes in the traditional methods. Second, the cloud model
resolves the data collection issue during the evaluation pro-
cess. Specifically, by processing the data of a small sample in
the cloud model based on stochastic simulation calculation,
more accurate data support for the final evaluation results
can be obtained. Finally, the evaluation method based on
cloud model theory can transmit and retain the uncertainty
present in the evaluation process. Additionally, because the
number of calculations performed on cloud drops is directly
proportional to the accuracy of the evaluation results obtained
from the cloud model, the cloud model is superior to other
methods for use in evaluation. Considering these merits,
we propose a method to assess ship collision risk based on
cloud model theory.

Il. MULTI-CONDITION-SINGLE-RULE CLOUD GENERATOR
AND ITS ALGORITHM

The cloud generator is the most important component for
the cloud model-based inference as well as the model to
realize conversion between quantitative values and qualita-
tive concepts. There are three types of cloud generators;
namely, forward, backward, and condition cloud generators.
Condition cloud generators can be further divided into two
categories: X-condition and Y-condition cloud generators.
The multi-condition-single-rule generator is composed of
multiple forward cloud generators and one backward cloud
generator. Such a structure can be represented by “If Ap,
Ao, ..., An, then B.” According to the design requirements,
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FIGURE 1. Double-condition-single-rule generator.

two influencing factors are required for the inference in
the model. Therefore, a double-condition-single-rule gen-
erator is described here. Fig. 1 shows the structure of the
double-condition-single-rule generator comprising two for-
ward cloud generators and one backward cloud generator.
This can be represented by “If A; and A,, then B.” In
the figure, (Exaj, Enaj, Hear, Exaz, Enaz, Hes) represent
the membership cloud eigenvalues of the two-dimensional
qualitative concepts A1 and Aj, (Exp, Enp, Hep) are the
membership cloud eigenvalues of the backward qualitative
concept B, CGy is the X-condition cloud generator, and CGp
is the Y-condition cloud generator. When the qualitative rule
forward cloud generator CGy is stimulated by the inputs x4/
and x4, a random output (x4;, x42, i) will be generated and
used as the input for CGp. Subsequently, a random cloud drop
denoted as drop (xp, 1) will be generated by CGg.

In summary, the signal conversion process takes three
input conditions and generates one output condition. The
input conditions include the membership cloud eigenvalues
(Exaj, Expz, Engp, Engo, Heap, Heqz) and the quantitative
value (x47, x42) of the forward two-dimensional qualitative
concepts Aj and A, as well as the membership cloud eigen-
values (Exp, Enp, Hep) of the backward qualitative con-
cept B. The output condition is the quantitative value xp of
the backward qualitative concept that satisfies the degree of
certainty w[8].

1. Based on the input eigenvalue for the cloud drop,

a random number En; is generated from the normal
distribution with an expectation of En and a standard
deviation of He:

Enly; = N (Enay, Heap) (H

2. Based on the input eigenvalue of the cloud drop, a ran-
dom number Er,, is generated from the normal dis-
tribution with an expectation of Ens, and a standard
deviation of Hea>:

Eny, = N (Enaz, Hea>) )
3. The degree of certainty u is calculated as follows:

| (xaz — Exap)’

AN
n= p_a"(
2 (E”;xz)z
_ Gy *E)‘AIZ)Z
na=-e 24 3)
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4. Based on the input eigenvalue of the cloud drop, a ran-
dom number Enj is generated from the normal dis-
tribution with an expectation of Enp and a standard
deviation of Hep:

Enyy = N (Eng, Hep) 4)

5. If x4;7 and x4» each activate the rising edge of its cor-
responding cloud model, then the output value xp will
also activate the rising edge of the cloud model B. This
is expressed by the following equation:

If xa1 < Exar,  xa2 < Exao,

then xg = Exp — Enjgy/—21n p; 5)

6. If x4; and x4 each activate the falling edge of its
corresponding cloud model, then the output value xp
will also activate the falling edge of the cloud model B.
This is expressed by the following equation:

If xa1 > Exa1,  xa2 > Exap,
then xp = Exg + Enjgy/—21n p; 6)

7. If x4; activates the rising edge of cloud model A; and
generates a degree of certainty of ©;, While x4, acti-
vates the falling edge of cloud model A, and generates
adegree of certainty of u,, then the output value xp will
be related to both p; and w;, shown by the following
equation:

If xa1 < Exay,
_ Gar—Exgg)?
then pu; = e 25y ) ,
xp; = Exp — En};\/ —21nu;
_ Guz—Expn)?

2
M2 = e Z(En,,42) s

xp2 = Exp + Enjgy/—21n 2,

xp = (xpipes +xp2p2) /(g +up2)  (7)

xa2 > Exa2,

8. If x4; activates the rising edge of cloud model A; and
generates a degree of certainty of ©;, While x4, acti-
vates the falling edge of cloud model A, and generates
adegree of certainty of u,, then the output value xp will
be related to both p; and u;, shown by the following
equation:

If xa1 > Exayp,
_ Gag *EXAIZ)2
then u; = e (E0)” |
xp1 = Exg + Engy/—21npuy,

_ Gaz—Bxpn)?

xA2 < Exaz,

7 \2
M2 = € 2(EnAZ) s

xp2 = Exp — En};w —21n o,

xp = (xpipeg +xp2p2) /(g + p2).  (8)

221164

L vr
DCPAIL |

DCPA
FIGURE 2. Model of DCPA and TCPA before collision avoidance.

IIl. CONSTRUCTION OF SHIP COLLISION RISK CLOUD
MODEL

When a ship encounters multiple vessels in a complex marine
environment, the maritime pilot must make a series of deci-
sions instantaneously to determine whether the ship needs
to avoid collisions, which ship should be the key collision
avoidance target, and what is the correct operating sequence.
However, owing to the uncertain and random nature of both
the ship’s navigation environment and human behavior, ship
collision risk can vary with high uncertainty. Therefore,
a two-dimensional mufti-rule cloud model is constructed
based on distance of closest point of approach (DCPA) and
time to the closest point of approach (TCPA) in this paper
for determining the ship collision risk [9]. DCPA and TCPA
can reflect the relative distance (d), azimuth (c), and speed
ratio (k) of the two ships, which are commonly used in the
calculation of ship collision risk [19].

DCPA is the distance of the closest point of approach
between two vessels. In the relative motion radar, the size of
the DCPA is the vertical dimension from the center of the
circle to the relative movement line of the target ship, whose
unit is the sea mile (n mile), in which the CAP is the closest
point of the approach that represents the foot of a perpendicu-
lar [10]. The DCPA and TCPA models in Fig. 1 are built based
on the known information, such as the location information,
the navigation speed, and the heading. The implementation
process of the DCPA and TCPA is shown in Fig. 2.

The process is as follows. Set own vessel at initial posi-
tion (xg, yo), speed Vp, heading A, and collision avoidance
angleAg. Set the target ship at (x;, y;), speed V;, and head-
ing ¢;. Subsequently, the following equations can be derived:

1) The heading cross angle of the target vessel and own

ship is given by (9):

Cr = ¢r — @0 9

2) The components of the own vessel’s speed in the x-axis
and the y-axis directions are given by (10):

rb=mxm%+w 0

Vip = vo - cos(po + @)

3) The components of the target vessel speed in the x-axis
and the y-axis directions are given by (11):

(11

Var = vy - sin(gy)
Vyr = Vg - cos(g;)
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4) The speeds at which the target vessel is moving in the
x-axis and the y-axis directions of the own vessel is
given by (12):

/ ’
Ve =Vt —V

Xxr Xt x0

NG (12)
Vie = Vyr = Vg

5) The size of the relative movement speed of the target
vessel is given by (13):

Vv, = /vi +v3 (13)

6) The direction of the relative movement speed of the
target vessel is given by (14):
v/
¢; = arctan =~ 4«

Vi
0° Vi > 0, Vyr 2 0
w = 180° vy < 0,vy <0 (14)

180° vy =0,y <0
360° vy < 0,vy, >0

7) The distance between the own vessel and the target
vessel is given by (15):

D = Jtx =50 + 01 = 0 (1)
8) The azimuth angle for the target vessel relative to the
own vessel is given by (16):
Xt — X0
Yt — Yo
0° xt —x0>0,yt —y0 >0
180° xt —x0<0,yt —y0 <0
B=1 e ny (16)
180° xt —x0>0,yt —y0 <0
360° xt —x0<0,yr—y0>0

+ B

oy = arctan

9) The distance of the closest point of approach (DCPA)
is as follows:

DCPA' =D -sin (¢} — o — 1) (17)

10) The time of closest point of approach (TCPA) is as
follows:

TCPA' =D -cos (¢, — oy — ) /v, (18)

DCPA and TCPA are the main factors affecting the colli-
sion risk of cloud model ships, and TCPA is also determined
by DCPA. Therefore, it can be stated that DCPA is the main
sensitive factor and determines the magnitude of the collision
risk.

The qualitative linguistic variables used to describe the ship
collision risk can be transformed into quantitative knowledge
expressed by the cloud object via the inference mechanism
embedded in the cloud model. This quantitative knowledge
can be further mapped to specific expressions by the pre-
constructed mufti-rule cloud generator. In other words, after
processing the input variable by multiple forward cloud gen-
erators, a ship collision risk value will be output finally by the
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backward cloud generator. These mufti-rule cloud generators
together form the inference engine system of the mufti-rule
cloud model. By using the cloud model as the analysis tool,
this inference engine can convert the qualitative concepts
into quantitative values. In this study, two input variables are
required for the cloud model of ship collision risk. However,
different combinations of the two input variables would yield
different ship collision risks. Therefore, we adapted the the-
ories associated with the double-condition-multi-rule cloud
generators and established the inference mechanism of the
ship collision risk cloud model, as shown in Fig. 3.

(Exyi,Enyg, Hey, Exu, Enyy, Hewy)
¥
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FIGURE 3. Cloud model theory-based inference for the ship collision risk
cloud model.

In the model, the DCPA is expressed by M, the TCPA is
expressed by N, the collision risk index (CRI) is expressed by
0, CG-A represents the two-dimensional X-condition cloud
generator associated with DCPA and TCPA with membership
cloud eigenvalues of (Exys, Enyy, Heyy, Exn, Eny, Hey ), and
CG-B represents the one-dimensional Y-condition cloud gen-
erator associated with CRI with membership cloud eigenval-
ues of (Exg, Eng, Heg).

The input variables of the ship collision risk cloud model
are DCPA M and TCPA N, whereas the output variable is
the ship collision risk Q. After studying the “rules,” the
thinking modes of the ship pilot, i.e., the concepts associated
with natural language, will be classified by the cloud model
based on the navigation density, closeness to the shore, and
openness of the sea. These criteria are the three numeric input
and output variables of the cloud model. Afterwards, we also
classify the input and output variables of the CRI cloud
model by using different concepts. Specifically, we construct
m inference rules in the CRI cloud model and generate the
uncertainty inference rule library. The collision risk inference
mechanism of the CRI cloud model is given by

dM,N)— Q (19)

where @ represents the inference mechanism of the cloud
model, M and N are the input variables, and Q is the output
variable.
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When a specific set of DCPA and TCPA (i.e., (M, N))
are input to the cloud model, the corresponding forward
generators with different rules will be stimulated to yield a
set of certainty values w; randomly. These values will reflect
the extent to which the relevant qualitative rules are activated.
wi will stimulate CG-B to generate a set of cloud drops
drop (Q;, i) randomly. These cloud drops indicate that the
magnitude of the ship collision risk is Q; when the degree
of certainty is w;. Finally, these cloud drops will be merged
together into a single cloud drop via geometric calculation
as the output Q associated with this pair of (M, N). This
model reflects the relationship between the ship collision
risk and DCPA as well as TCPA. It can accurately describe
the uncertainty of the ship collision risk during the ship’s
navigation process. Therefore, under different potential col-
lision conditions, the variation in the ship collision risk can
be reflected by simply changing the heading parameters of
our ship and the target ships input to the cloud model. This
entire mechanism demonstrates the process of transferring
the uncertainty from input variables to output variables and
therefore enables the modeling of ship collision risk based on
the uncertainty and fuzziness of cloud model theory.

IV. INFERENCE MODEL REALIZATION IN THE SHIP
COLLISION RISK CLOUD MODEL

A. CONCEPT CLASSIFICATION FOR PARAMETERS USED IN
SHIP COLLISION RISK CLOUD MODEL

After examining the collision avoidance behavior and the
international collision avoidance rules at sea, we classify
DCPA, TCPA, and CRI into {small, relatively small, medium,
relatively large, large} via natural language concepts accord-
ing to the navigation density of the sea, as discussed in the
literature [11], [12]. The subsets of the concepts associated
with these three parameters are shown in Table 1.

TABLE 1. Subsets of concepts associated with parameters used in the
ship collision risk cloud model.

DCPA TCPA CRI
1 Small Small Small
Relatively ~ Relatively  Relatively

2

small small small
3 Medium Medium Medium
4 Relatively ~ Relatively =~ Relatively

large large large
5 Large Large Large

Assuming that the levels used to describe DCPA, TCPA,
and CRI are N, M, and Q, respectively, the subsets of
the aforementioned concepts and the numerical charac-
teristics of the associated cloud models are as shown in
Tables 2, 3, and 4. The cloud diagrams of the concepts asso-
ciated with each parameter are shown in Figs. 4, 5, and 6.

Taking the concept of DCPA = M3 (i.e., a medium DCPA)
as an example, we first select all the data (i.e., the cloud
drops) showing DCPA = M3 in the cloud model database
of DCPA to form the database of the thinking mode (i.e.,
natural language) of the ship pilot. Next, we determine the

221166

TABLE 2. Rating table for DCPA.

Content Numerical
Level described characteristic of the
by the cloud
level M(Exy, En,, He),)
Small 0, 0.25, 0.01
M DCPA (0, 6:23,0.00
Relativel (0.75, 0.25, 0.01)
M, y small
DCPA
)y Medium (1.5,0.25,0.01)
7 DCPA
Relativel (2.25,0.25,0.01)
M, y large
DCPA
Large (4,0.583,0.01)
Ms DCPA

TABLE 3. Rating table for TCPA.

Numerical characteristic of

Content
Level described by the cloud
the level N(Exy Eny, Hey)

(0,25, 0.01)
N, Small TCPA

Relatively (7.5,1.167,0.01)

Nz gmall TCPA

4 (12.5,1.167, 0.01)
Ny Medium TCPA

Relatively (16.5,1.333,0.01)

Ne' large TCPA

(24, 1.333,0.01)
Ns Large TCPA

TABLE 4. Rating table for CRI.

Content Numerical characteristic of the
Level described by cloud (ExQ, EnQ, He)
the level

(0, 0.1, 0.001)
(0.3, 0.067, 0.001)

Ql Small CRI
Q2 Relatively

small CRI
Q3 Medium (0.5, 0.067, 0.001)
CRI
Q4 Relatively (0.7, 0.067, 0.001)
large CRI
Qs Large CRI (1,0.1,0.001)
number of data N (i = 1,2,- - -, N) in the database with

a medium DCPA and use the inverse cloud algorithm to
calculate the cloud eigenvalues (Exy3, Enyz, Hep3) of con-
cept M3 (medium DCPA) as (1.5, 0.25, 0.01). The concept
of the membership cloud representing a medium DCPA is
shown in Fig. 7. A DCPA of 1.5 n mile between the target ship
and our ship is equivalent to the ““medium” expectation by the
ship pilot. The cloud models associated with other concept
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sets can all be calculated using a similar method to the one
discussed here.

B. ESTABLISHMENT OF RULE LIBRARY FOR SHIP
COLLISION RISK CLOUD MODEL

The results are classified according to the concepts of the
ship collision risk. The two input variables are DCPA and
TCPA. The concepts associated with these two parameters
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are divided into five layers. Combining different layers of
these two input variables yields 25 different qualitative rules
associated with DCPA, TCPA, and CRI. These qualitative
inference rules are presented in detail in Table 5. The shortest
encounter time is medium or large, which will not affect
the magnitude of the ship collision risk, in which case the
collision risk is relatively small. In the calculation process of
ship collision risk, TCPA can only affect the size of the ship
collision risk if DCPA is less than a certain threshold.

TABLE 5. Classification of the rules for the ship collision risk cloud model.

M, M. My M, Ms

We use one example to clarify the CRI inference rule. The
rule represented by “if M, N>, then Q3" implies the follow-
ing: if DCPA is “relatively small” and TCPA is “relatively
small,” then CRI is “medium.”

C. IMPLEMENTATION OF SHIP COLLISION RISK
ASSESSMENT BASED ON THE CLOUD MODEL

The cloud model-based inference mechanism is established
based on the concepts of DCPA, TCPA, and CRI. The qualita-
tive concepts are obtained from the constructed ship collision
risk database. The rule generators are constructed based on
the X-condition and Y-condition cloud generators. These
steps enable us to establish an inference rule library from
the 25 qualitative rules discussed earlier. When a certain set
of values is input to the model, the transitivity of the cloud
model-based inference mechanism allows the uncertainty and
fuzziness of the input variables to be transferred to the output
variables. The cloud model-based inference diagram of ship
collision risk is shown in Fig. 8.

Owing to the uncertainty involved in the inference pro-
cess, the same set of data inputs may yield different outputs.
As shown in Fig. 7, when given a set of precise input values
(M, N) for DCPA and TCPA, these input values can be used
to activate the qualitative concepts of the corresponding for-
ward cloud rule. An activation level of u; corresponds to the
clouds exhibiting the largest and the second largest degrees of
certainty. Because we have two input variables, four clouds
are generated during this process. Next, we calculate the
joint degree of certainty based on these four clouds and
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TCPA cloud
model

Activate the cloud with
largest certainty degree

DCPA cloud
model

Activate the cloud with
second largest certainty
deg

Activate the cloud
with largest certainty
degree

Activate the cloud with second
largest certainty degree

L I I T
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‘ Calculate joint certainty degree « ‘

—

Second largest
certainty degree 4

Largest certainty
degree u

—

Two Rules for the Activation of Maximum
and Sub-Maximum Degrees of Certainty

l

| Aceessrlebase |

Activate the concept of ship collision risk
degree

l

‘ Four cloud drop are produced ‘

l

The expectation and entropy of virtual cloud
are calculated by the outermost cloud drop

l

The expectation of virtual cloud regard as the
output of ship collision risk degree

FIGURE 8. Cloud model-based inference diagram of ship collision risk.

select the largest and second largest joint degrees of certainty
(w1, n2). These values activate two qualitative rules and drive
the backward cloud generators to produce four cloud drops.
Next, we select the two outermost cloud drops, (Qy, t1)
and (Q2, u2) , and calculate the ship collision risk Q via the
geometric method. The expression for calculating the output
Q is given by (20):

_ 01v/=2In(u2) + O2+/—21In (11)
V=2In(u1) + /=21In(u2)

The calculation process described above only yields a
single calculation result. Because the cloud model-based
inference process involves the generation of multiple random
numbers, using the same input will yield a slightly different
result for every new round of inference. This also represents
the uncertainty of the cloud model. To resolve this, we can
perform a finite number of iterative inferences in a practical
calculation and use the average of the calculated results as the
final CRI output for ship collision risk.

0

(20)

V. SIMULATION ANALYSIS OF SHIP COLLISION RISK BY
THE CLOUD MODEL

A. PROGRAM PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

The actual scenario encountered by a ship is classified by
the azimuth angle. Scenarios where multiple ships encounter
each other in the sea can be classified into the following three
circumstances by the “rule’’: head on situation, cross situa-
tion, and overtake situation. In a head on situation, the target
ship is sailing toward our ship with an azimuth angle of 180°.
In a cross situation, the target ship is sailing toward our
ship with an azimuth angle of 5° to 112.5°. In other words,
the target ship is traveling on the left front side or the right
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front side of our ship. In an overtake situation, the target ship
is sailing toward our ship with an azimuth angle in the range
112.5° to 247.5°, i.e., the target ship is following our ship
from the rear with an angle exceeding 22.5° [13], [14].

To validate the applicability of the program, different ship
encounter scenarios are discussed in the following sections.
Specifically, we simulate cases where the target ship encoun-
ters our ship at sea with the same navigation parameters but
different azimuth angles B. The change in the ship collision
risk is determined according to the output of the program. The
navigation parameters of our ship and multiple target ships
are given as follows. First, we assume that the velocities of our
ship, ship No.1, ship No.2, ship No.3, and ship No.4 are 14,7,
14, 21, and 28 kn, respectively. When analyzing the collision
risks under different situations, the relationship between ship
collision risk and distance is given by the following:

(1) In a head on situation, the relationship between ship
collision risk and distance is as shown in Table 6.

TABLE 6. Numerical values of ship collision risk in a head on situation.

Distance Ship Ship Ship Ship
D No.1 No.2 No.3 No.4
0 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
2 0.7646 0.7923 0.8689 0.9121
4 0.5523 0.6008 0.6887 0.7356
6 0.4688 0.5133 0.5621 0.6093
8 0.4265 0.4803 0.5136 0.5637

Using the data shown in Table 6, we can plot the change
in the ship collision risk as a function of the distance between
the two ships with the relative distance D as the x-axis and
the CRI as the y-axis, as shown in Fig. 9.
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FIGURE 9. Change in the ship collision risk as a function of the distance
between the two ships.

(2) When the azimuth angle is 30°, the change in the ship
collision risk with increasing distance is as shown in Table 7.
Using the data shown in Table 7, we can plot the change in the
ship collision risk as a function of the distance between the
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TABLE 7. Numerical values of ship collision risk with an azimuth angle
of 30°.

Distance Ship Ship Ship Ship
D No.1 No.2 No.3 No.4
0 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
2 0.8275 0.9271 0.9533 0.9687
4 0.5218 0.6824 0.7810 0.8245
6 0.4396 0.5446 0.6258 0.6849
8 0.4211 0.4828 0.5300 0.5887

two ships with the relative distance D as the x-axis and the
CRI as the y-axis, as shown in Fig. 10.
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FIGURE 10. Change in ship collision risk as a function of the distance
between the two ships with an azimuth angle of 30°.

(3) When the azimuth angle is 60°, the change in the ship
collision risk with increasing distance is as shown in Table 8.
Using the data shown in Table 8, we can plot the change
in the ship collision risk as a function of the distance between
the two ships with the relative distance D as the x-axis and
the CRI as the y-axis, as shown in Fig. 11.
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FIGURE 11. Change in ship collision risk as a function of the distance
between the two ships with an azimuth angle of 60°.

(4) When the azimuth angle is 330°, the change in the ship
collision risk with increasing distance as is shown in Table 9.
Using the data shown in Table 9, we can plot the change in
the ship collision risk as a function of the distance between
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TABLE 8. Numerical values of ship collision risk with an azimuth angle
of 60°.

Distance Ship Ship Ship Ship
D No.1 No.2 No.3 No.4
0 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
2 0.8968 0.9328 0.9723 0.9872
4 0.5323 0.6176 0.7682 0.8478
6 0.4670 0.5100 0.6155 0.6877
8 0.4105 0.4528 0.5324 0.5891

TABLE 9. Numerical values of ship collision risk with an azimuth angle
of 330°.

Distance Ship Ship Ship Ship
D No.1 No.2 No.3 No.4
0 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
2 0.7815 0.8575 0.9188 0.9511
4 0.5377 0.6535 0.7365 0.8522
6 0. 4489 0.5221 0.5813 0.6475
8 0.4175 0.4628 0.5157 0.5628

the two ships with the relative distance D as the x-axis and
the CRI as the y-axis, as shown in Table 10.

TABLE 10. Numerical values of ship collision risk calculated by cloud
model mathematical method.

i=1 i=2 i=3 i=4 i=5
Vi) 10 5 10 16 13
B(D) 300 224 160 100 300
IS0) 200 120 20 305 300
DG) 6 3.6 32 3 5
peeaiy  2.0521 3.2107 0.5473 0.705 3.6728
tceas  17.1754 7.3857 27.642  13.323  12.266
CRIG) 0.53426 0.4973  0.5733 0.5001 0.5343

Based on the above four data sets, we plotted the variation
in the ship collision risk for varying inter-ship distances; the
x-axis denotes the relative distance D, and the y-axis denotes
the CRI under different encounter situations. From the ship
collision risk model established based on the cloud model
theory in this paper, we can infer that (1) the CRI model
developed in this study can reflect the real situation where
multiple ships encounter each other at sea. The model can also
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demonstrate the risk level of our ship with respect to different
target ships; (2) when two ships are sailing with a constant
relative distance D and azimuth angle B, the ship collision
risk increases with the velocity of the target ship. This trend
is in accordance with the actual navigation characteristic at
sea. Therefore, the results confirm that the ship collision
risk model developed in this study is applicable. In addition,
the proposed model also provides a priority sequence of the
target ships as well as the key target ship to be avoided during
the navigation. This information will allow the pilot to make
accurate collision avoidance decisions promptly.

B. SIMULATION RESULTS AND COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

Case I: Assume that our ship is traveling with a velocity
of ¢; = 240° V = 10 kn and a course of Cy = 0°. Further,
assume that the total number of target ships is five. A multi-
ship encounter scenario is subsequently established in this
case study that includes the velocity V, azimuth angle B,
course angle C, and the relative distance with our ship D for
all the target ships. The detailed modeling process and results
are shown in Fig. 12.

—4—Ship No. 1
—8—Ship No. 2
=&—Ship No.:
—X—Ship No

—;M%
2 ———

. 6
E)istance Ii’(n)

FIGURE 12. Change in ship collision risk as a function of the distance
between the two ships with an azimuth angle of 330°.

The traditional mathematical algorithm introduced in the
previous section was also used to calculate the value of the
ship collision risk. The results are summarized in Table 11.
The values calculated by the traditional methods are used here
as reference for the comparative analysis [15].

TABLE 11. Numerical values of ship collision risk calculated by the
traditional mathematical method.

Ship Ship Ship Ship Ship
No.1 No.2 No.3 No.4 No.5
bepal 20521 32107 27713 07050  3.6728
(n mile)
TCPA 171754 73857  27.6421 133229  17.2662
/(min)
CRI 05613 05166 05739 05297  0.5601

Table 11 also indicates that the results obtained using
the cloud model theory are extremely close to the values
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calculated using the traditional mathematical methods. In par-
ticular, both approaches yield a similar level of collision risk
for ships No. 1, No. 3, and No. 5 with respect to our ship and
CRI2 < CRIA4. Because the collision risks of the simulated
ships in this group are all smaller than the ship collision risk
threshold of 0.6, but remain at the medium level, the pilot
should remain cautious and be alert for potential dangers.

For the target ship with DCPA of 2.05 and TCPA of 17.17,
the collision risk is 0.5613. For the target ship with DCPA
of 3.21 and TCPA of 7.38 the collision risk is 0.5166, which
is lower. As the DCPA plays an important role in the collision
risk index, the distance between the two vessels puts them in a
dangerous situation. Collision will occur with the own vessel
when the DCPA is less than the safe distance, and the TCPA
is used to express the urgency degree of the two vessels;
therefore, the TCPA determines whether or not a collision risk
exists when the DCPA is unchanged.

Two sets of multi-ship encountering scenarios were estab-
lished in this study. We modeled and calculated the ship
collision risk for each scenario using the cloud model theory
and compared the results with the values obtained using the
traditional mathematical models.

Case II: Assume that our ship is traveling with a velocity
of ¢; = 240° = 14 kn and a course of Cyp = 60°.
Assume that the total number of target ships is five. A multi-
ship encountering scenario is subsequently established in this
case study that includes velocity V, azimuth angle B, course
angle C, and relative distance with our ship D for all the target
ships. The detailed modeling process and results are shown in
Table 12.

TABLE 12. Numerical values of ship collision risk calculated by cloud
model mathematical method.

i=1 i=2 i=3 i=4 i=5
Vi) 15 16 15 18 16
B() 35 335 300 120 5
6 320 125 150 20 225
D) 3 3.75 35 2 5
pceag  1.24 1.372 1.79 0.466 0.4135
tceai)  7.375 12984  8.7938 10.092  10.55
CRIG) 0.5025 0.5447  0.547 0.7447  0.7222

The traditional mathematical algorithm introduced in the
previous section was also used to calculate the ship collision
risk. The results are summarized in Table 13. The values
calculated by the fuzzy methods are used as reference for the
comparative analysis.

Table 12 also indicates that the results obtained using
the cloud model theory are extremely close to the values
calculated using the traditional mathematical methods. The
order of ship collision risk of the five target ships calcu-
lated using the traditional mathematical method is CRI1 <
CRI2 < CRI3 < CRI4 < CRI5. However, the ship collision
risks of the five target ships calculated based on the cloud
model theory are 0.5025, 0.5448, 0.5473,0.7447, and 0.7343;
further, the order of ship collision risk follows CRII <
CRI2 < CRI3 < CRI5 < CRI4. Table 10 indicates that the
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TABLE 13. Numerical values of ship collision risk calculated by the fuzzy
mathematical method.

Ship Ship Ship Ship Ship
No.1 No.2 No.3 No.4 No.5
DePA/ 12395 13272 17907 04601 04135
(n mile)
TCPA/min) 73755 129843 87938  10.0917 10.0514
CcRI 05291 05867 05926 07008  0.7013

calculation differences in the collision risk for each ship with
respect to our ship are 0.0576, 0.0059, 0.1082, and 0.0005;
these values are not large. The calculation differences based
on the cloud model in the collision risk for each ship with
respect to our ship are 0.0422, 0.0025, 0.1974, and -0.0103.
Because the collision risks of ships No. 4 and No. 5 with
respect to our ship are similar and both greater than the ship
collision risk threshold of 0.6, these two ships are the key
targets to avoid in a potential collision.

The comparison of the above two groups demonstrate that
the results calculated based on the cloud model theory are
extremely close to those calculated using the fuzzy mathe-
matical method. Because the calculation process of the cloud
model theory involves the generation of multiple random
numbers, the fuzziness and uncertain nature of the input
data are preserved during the calculation process and well
transmitted to the output data. Repeating the calculation with
a finite number of cycles and estimating the average value can
improve the accuracy of the data. Therefore, the cloud model
theory-based method can replace the fuzzy mathematical
algorithm as it exhibits better accuracy.

In other words, the algorithm relies too heavily on the
subjective decision of human beings that prevents using the
results calculated using the traditional mathematical algo-
rithm in a real scenario.

Because the cloud model theory exhibits a certain level of
randomness and fuzziness, it conforms to the human mindset
and is easy to comprehend. After the qualitative and quantita-
tive processing of the data based on the cloud model, a set of
precise values can be input to the model to activate the largest
and second largest degrees of certainty. The virtual cloud
is then generated using the geometric relationship. Finally,
the calculation process can be repeated for a finite number of
cycles and the average output value can be used as the final
CRI result. Because the value is calculated on the basis of
the uncertainty transmission, the proposed method can more
accurately reflect the collision risk when encountering other
ships. Therefore, the results calculated based on the cloud
model theory is more consistent with the actual scenario.

Because the ship collision risk model established based
on the cloud model theory can calculate the exact value of
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ship collision risk, it is suitable for determining both the
ship collision risk when the two ships meet and the priority
sequence of the target ships to be avoided when multiple
ships encounter each other. Because considering too many
factors will yield logic issues, the uncertainty and fuzziness
are incorporated in the model solely considering the two
influencing factors including DCPA and TCPA. This strategy
leads to a clear logic, light computation task, high calculation
speed, and high accuracy of the proposed method.

VI. ANALYSIS AND RESEARCH OF SHIP COLLISION RISK
BASED ON GLOBAL SENSITIVITY AND UNCERTAINTY

The establishment of ship collision risk is a crucial prereq-
uisite for intelligent ship collision avoidance. To improve
the effectiveness and superiority of the model, sensitivity
analysis and uncertainty analysis are applied to the key links
of ship collision prediction and avoidance. This can improve
the accuracy and reliability of the calculation model of ship
collision risk based on model of cloud, providing reason-
able theoretical guidance for ship navigation safety in the
future [16].

A. GLOBAL SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS OF SHIP COLLISION
RISK BASED ON MORRIS SCREENING METHOD

Morris screening method is a widely used global sensitivity
analysis method and belongs to the one-time one-variable
method [17]. Specifically, a variable in the model is selected
while the other parameters are fixed; Then, the variable ran-
domly changes within its value range; Next, the value of
the objective function is obtained by entering the variable
and run the model; afterward, the influence value is used to
judge the degree of influence of the parameter change on
the output value. The process of global sensitivity analysis
of the overall ship collision risk is described as follows. First,
the various factors affecting the risk of ship collision and
the parameter value range corresponding to each factor are
determined; second, select any factor and divide the range
of disturbance within its value range, such as 2 changes:
+5% and —5%, respectively; on this basis, the corresponding
value of the parameter is input into the model to obtain the
corresponding model output value (the value of the collision
risk (CRI) of the ship at this time); next, the parameter value
after the disturbance change is input into the model calcula-
tion again to obtain the model output value result under the
disturbance; afterward, the calculation of the sensitivity to the
hazard of ship collision when the parameter changes is com-
pleted using the given calculation formula; then, the single
parameter sensitivity calculation has been completed. Next,
whether all the analysis processes of the required parameters
are completed under the expected conditions is considered.
If it is not completed, return to the foregoing process and
re-use the same method to calculate the sensitivity of differ-
ent parameters until all required parameters are calculated.
Finally, theoretical analysis of the results is performed, such
as the numerical division of the degree of influence of the
judgment and the sensitivity ranking of different parameters.
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TABLE 14. The numerical influence of five major variables on the degree
of collision risk

egree of | +20% +10% 0 -10% -20% Average
rate  of
hange change
(x10)

Parameters
DCPA=1.000 0.5605 | 0.5637 | 0.5667 | 0.5696 | 0.5726 | 0.301
TCPA=3.496 0.5160 | 0.5210 | 0.5271 | 0.5322 | 0.5370 | 0.145
D=10 0.5301 | 0.5370 | 0.5441 | 0.5513 | 0.5588 | 0.072
B=20 0.5621 | 0.5550 | 0.5475 | 0.5395 | 0.5309 | 0.040
K=1 0.5488 | 0.5486 | 0.5483 | 0.5479 | 0.5475 | 0.034

B. SIMULATION ANALYSIS OF GLOBAL SENSITIVITY TO
CLOUD MODEL SHIP COLLISION RISK

Global sensitivity analysis of ship collision risk is performed
based on the Morris screening method for quantifiable and
input able parameters. Five factors, DCPA, TCPA, the relative
distance between the two ships D, the relative azimuth B,
and the ship speed ratio K (the speed ratio of the target ship
to our ship), are selected as the research objects. Combined
with the established cloud model for calculating the collision
risk of ships, the basic Morris screening method is used as a
research method to identify the degree of influence of various
parameters on the collision risk of ships.

The position of our ship is taken as the origin of the
coordinate system, which is the reference position. The speed
V of our ship is initially set to 10kn, and the heading angle
Cp of our ship is set to 0°; then, set the number of target
ships and the motion parameters of the target ship: target ship
speed V, azimuth angle B, heading angle C, and the distance D
between own ship and target ship. Afterward, these parame-
ters are input into the calculation model to acquire the output
value. After changing the input parameters, the value of the
ship collision risk after the change is obtained. The output
results of case 1 are presented in Table .

The corresponding curves of the data in the above table
are exhibited in figures13. Among them, the abscissa is the
degree of change of the variable; the change of different
parameters reflects the different degree of change in the
numerical calculation results of the ship collision risk. The
abscissa is the degree of change of the variable; for example,
1 denotes +20%, 3 represents the reference value 0%, and
4 refers to -10%.

It is worth noting that the slope of the curve in the figure
does not directly correspond to the rate of change of ship
collision risk while it is obtained after dividing by the prod-
uct of the reference parameter value and the percentage of
change. The benchmark values of the five parameters are
1.000, 3.496, 10, 20, and 1, respectively, and each change
of the parameter is 10%. Finally, through the calculation of
the average rate of change of its various parameters, the val-
ues corresponding to the five parameters are 0.301, 0.145,
0.072,0.040, 0.034. Therefore, the different sensitivity results
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FIGURE 13. Trend chart of collision risk.

corresponding to the five parameters can be judged according
to the content of the Morris screening method as DCPA >
TCPA > D > B > K. Global sensitivity analysis is conducted
using the most basic Morris screening. For the change of
model output value caused by the change of a variable within
its value range, the rate of change ei reflects the degree of
sensitivity.

With the help of cloud model related algorithms, a com-
plete cloud model reasoning system is established. On this
basis, the global sensitivity analysis by Morris screening
method is used to obtain the sensitivity ranking corresponding
to various influencing factors. This analysis result can be used
to improve the cloud model establishment process to improve
the emphasis of the cloud model on parameter variables.

C. UNCERTAINTY ANALYSIS OF SHIP COLLISION RISK
BASED ON INFORMATION ENTROPY THEORY

Under the constraints of different ship environments and
encounter situations, the uncertainty of specific conditions
is expressed by transforming qualitative concepts into quan-
titative values based on the theoretical basis of information
entropy. It provides a ready-made scientific foundation for
the selection of collision avoidance decisions in the future
navigation field. The choice of ship avoidance method is
affected by the environment and the actor, and the con-
cept of “entropy” can be used for quantitative analysis and
research [18].

When analyzing ship avoidance actions, it is assumed that
all possible states in the decision of ship avoidance actions
are X ={X1, X2, X3, ..., Xn}, and the corresponding prob-
ability of each state is p = {pl, p2, p3....pn}. Then, the cor-
responding relationship S of the information structure of the
target ship can be obtained as:

x1 x2 x3 ... xn
|:p1 p2 p3 .. pn] @D

In the process of ship avoidance action, the uncertainty
can be expressed by the value of the average amount of

information “‘entropy (E).”
n
E=-)  pilnp (22)
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TABLE 15. Probabilities of various avoidance methods and
corresponding entropy values(2 left)

TABLE 16. Probabilities of various avoidance methods and
corresponding entropy values(2 right)

The greater the calculated entropy value, the greater the
uncertainty represented, and the greater the randomness of
the choice of avoidance action. Studying the uncertainty of
collision avoidance behavior is helpful for direct ships to
understand the uncertainties of multiple collision avoidance
behaviors when two ships are at different distances, different
DCPA and TCPA. Therefore, collision avoidance actions can
be taken calmly to avoid various collision accidents. The
encounter situation in the confrontation situation is selected,
and different action distance settings are set based on it,
helping us understand the entropy value of the encounter
in various situations and obtain scientific and reasonable
analysis results. The entropy values corresponding to the
various types of situation and distance encountered are listed
as follows, as well as the different types of ship avoidance
methods. Encounter situation: straight ahead, cross at a small
angle ahead, cross straight, near the cross, chasing, and being
chased; Action distance taken: 4-3, 3-2, 2-1, 1-0(n mile);

The modes of ship avoidance actions are: turn left, turn
right, slow down, turn left to slow down, turn right to slow
down, and keep speed and direction. In the above statistical
results, the avoidance method when the distance of action
taken is about 2 n mile is selected separately, and the selection
probability is provided as following.

Statistics obtained by the above form, corresponding to the
same kind of encounter situation, different ways of collision
avoidance makes the final calculation of the selection of prob-
ability entropy results vary, reflecting the different between
the driver for the uncertainty of collision avoidance mode
selection, high uncertainty, as a result of human factors we
should take various measures to try to reduce or even avoid,
so as to ensure the safety of ship sailing has higher degrees.

The selection probability of various collision avoidance
modes is different at different operating distances. The rele-
vant data of the incoming ship on the left side and the incom-
ing ship on the right side are shown in the tables below. The
entropy data is not completely symmetrical and has certain
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Situation | Turn | Turn Slow Turmn | Turn keep Entropy Situatio Turn | Turn | Slow Turn Turn keep Entrop
left right down | left right speed n left right | down | leftto | rightto speed y
to to slow | and slow | slow and
slow down direction down down direction
down Front 1% 81% | 8% 1% 9% 0% 0.68
Front 30% | 35% 26% 4% 4% 1% 1.38
Cross 9% 54% 25% 1% 10% 1% 1.21 Cross 10% 50% | 28% 1% % 5% 132
ata ata
small
small
angle angle
ahead ahga d
Positi 59 55% | 239 09 169 1 115
cfjs‘s‘izfg v ° %o | 0% v o Positive | 8% | 38% | 36% | 3% 7% 8% 143
Near 45% | 7% 25% | 10% | 4% 9% 148 crossing
the front
Chase 15% | 25% 40% 6% 12% 2% 1.50 Near 6% 52% | 20% 2% 8% 12% 1.37
over the front
Being 50% | 6% 24% 9% 2% 9% 1.37
chased Chase 19% | 25% | 42% 4% 6% 4% 1.45
over
Being 3% 54% | 27% 1% 5% 10% 1.21
chased

TABLE 17. Entropy analysis under different encounter situations and
different distances(left)

Situation 4-3 32 2-1 1-0 Mean value
n mile n mile n mile n mile

Front 0.08 0.29 0.63 1.06 0.52

Crossata | 1.01 1.12 1.26 1.39 1.20

small

angle

ahead

Positive 1.41 1.39 1.30 1.18 1.32

crossing

Near the | 1.01 1.24 1.31 1.26 1.21

front

Chase 1.40 1.45 1.47 1.22 1.39

over

Being 0.97 1.17 1.22 0.92 1.07

chased

TABLE 18. Entropy analysis under different encounter situations and
different distances(right)

Situation | 4-3 32 2-1 1-0 Mean value
n mile nmile | nmile | nmile

Front 1.01 1.31 1.37 1.14 1.21

Cross at | 0.72 1.07 1.27 1.27 1.08

a  small

angle

ahead

Positive 0.56 0.89 1.14 1.28 0.97

crossing

Near the | 1.25 1.32 1.34 1.20 1.28

front

Chase 1.30 1.40 1.51 145 1.42

over

Being 1.13 1.32 1.32 1.24 1.25

chased

deviation. We can compare the data of incoming ships on both
sides.

The change rule of entropy value can be clearly observed,
and the avoidance characteristics of different situations can be
summarized accordingly, as well as the reasons for the differ-
ence of uncertainty. The curves are shown in Figure 14 below.
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FIGURE 14. Graph of entropy change with distance of action (right).

The abscissa is divided into five values: 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5;
they represent the distance between ships as 4-3 n mile, 3-2n
mile, 2-1 n mile, 1-0 n mile, and the mean entropy of different
action distances in the same encounter situation, respectively;
the ordinate represents the results of different entropy values.
In the figures, different signs are used to distinguish different
encounter situations.

It can be observed through the above analysis that in most
cases, the decrease in the distance brings about an increase in
entropy, reflecting the increase in the uncertainty of collision
risk at different distances. Second, under different encounter
situations, the uncertainties reflected by the entropy results
are different from each other. For example, the front curve is
quite different from other curves when the ship arrives on the
left. Overall, there is less uncertainty in the encounter time
directly ahead; the degree of uncertainty is roughly the same
in other cases; the average uncertainty when the ship comes
on the right is greater; the entropy value is higher; the curve
is denser. Finally, in most cases, the degree of uncertainty
increases as the distance decreases. This is because when
the distance between ships is large, the ship’s pilot is calmer
about the situation. The selection of avoidance methods can
be conducted according to the elements such as "Rules",
and the decrease in the distance makes the driver’s judgment
and choice add more human factors. The short decision time
brings about an increase in the possibility of avoiding options,
leading to an increase in entropy. Nevertheless, the entropy
value decreases when it approaches 1 n mile. According to
the understanding of actual navigation conditions, when the
ship is very close, the singularity of the situation results in
the singularity of the driver’s choice of avoidance methods,
allowing most people to choose the same avoidance method,
reducing the entropy value.

It can be observed through the above analysis that in most
cases, the decrease in the distance brings about an increase in
entropy, reflecting the increase in the uncertainty of collision
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risk at different distances. Second, under different encounter
situations, the uncertainties reflected by the entropy results
are different from each other. For example, the front curve is
quite different from other curves when the ship arrives on the
left. Overall, there is less uncertainty in the encounter time
directly ahead; the degree of uncertainty is roughly the same
in other cases; the average uncertainty when the ship comes
on the right is greater; the entropy value is higher; the curve
is denser. Finally, in most cases, the degree of uncertainty
increases as the distance decreases. This is because when
the distance between ships is large, the ship’s pilot is calmer
about the situation. The selection of avoidance methods can
be conducted according to the elements such as "Rules",
and the decrease in the distance makes the driver’s judgment
and choice add more human factors. The short decision time
brings about an increase in the possibility of avoiding options,
leading to an increase in entropy. Nevertheless, the entropy
value decreases when it approaches 1 n mile. According to
the understanding of actual navigation conditions, when the
ship is very close, the singularity of the situation results in
the singularity of the driver’s choice of avoidance methods,
allowing most people to choose the same avoidance method,
reducing the entropy value.

Considering from the perspective of the uncertainty of
avoidance actions, the workers should observe various infor-
mation between ships and make scientific judgments as soon
as possible, and then propose reasonable collision avoidance
measures. This is the key to preventing or avoiding ship
collision accidents and the best way to ensure the safety of
people and property.

VIi. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we combined the fuzziness and uncertainty fea-
ture of a cloud model to establish a ship collision risk model
based on the cloud model theory. This model can provide
a ship collision risk order when multiple ships are present
at sea, which reduces the time required to determine the
key ships to avoid during navigation as well as the collision
avoidance sequence.

Sensitivity and uncertainty analysis for ship collision risk
cloud model is progammed. It can reflect the importance of its
influencing parameters, the emphasis on different parameters,
and the advantages of the established cloud model in variable
selection. Based on the content of the "Rules", the uncertain
results in the calculation of the degree of danger are avoided,
and some reasonable suggestions for real navigation safety
are proposed.

Therefore, the proposed method can alleviate or prevent
potential accidents from the source by helping the pilot of the
ship make correct decisions promptly. The proposed design
will effectively improve the ship collision avoidance system,
reduce ship collision accidents caused by human factors, and
further promote the development of a more intelligent and
automated ship collision avoidance system.

However, the errors of DCPA and TCPA are not currently
considered in the cloud model, which decreases the accuracy
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of the collision risk. In further work, we will solve this
problem. Furthermore, the simulation is a study of the risk
analysis of ship collision under the condition of one encounter
with multiple ships. However, after the ship completes a
risk analysis of collision avoidance and takes the collision
avoidance action, a new risk situation will be generated based
on the action. Therefore, in the process of collision risk
analysis, all risks should be predicted to obtain a total risk
assessment. Therefore, it should involve the selection of all
ship collision avoidance actions, on the basis of which the
overall risk assessment is completed. This will be dealt with
in follow-up research.
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