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Optimization and Economic Efficiency Evaluation of
Manganese Nodule Carrier using Genetic Algorithms

Jae-Hyung, Park

Department of Ocean Engineering, Graduate School,
Pukyung National University

Abstract

Since the Industrial Revolution, the land resources have been decreased rapidly as the
industrialization, And this phenomenon brings to our mind an interest in deep—sea
resource{manganese nodule}. Hence, Korea has been participated in the development project of
exploiting manganese nodule since 1983. For that reason, Hwang and cho(1998) stidied the it's
economic efficiency evaluation, But they used the TAMU(Texas AEM University) model, and
assumed deadweight and velocity of bulk-carrier. If we use some optimirzation technique, more
economic manganese nodule carrier can be selected and evaluated without their assumption, In
this study, we evaluated the economic efficiency of manganese nodule carrier using genetic
algorithms(GAs).

Above all, we compared four GAs for search efficiency. They were Simple Genetic Algori
the(SGA: Holland. 1975), Micro Genetic Algorithm(fiGA: Krisnakumar, 1989), Threshold Genetic
Algorithm (TGA: Pan et al.. 2000}, and Hybrid Genetic Algorithm(HGA: Lee et. al., 1994). LGA
used very small population size and TGA used different mutation probability using threshold
parapeter C. HGA combined SGA with HookfJeeves Method to make up for weak point in local
search,

To investigate the efficiency of each algorithm for optimization problem in ship design, a
total of 200 generations are executed for each running of all algorithms, With the different
initial populations. the experiments repeated with the total time 100. Then we selected a
suitable GA for optimization of ship design. In result, HGA showed the best efficient.

In addition, we studied to evaluate the economic of manganese nodule carrier using HGA. It
was formulated with equality constrain for annmual transport capacity, Finally, in spite of
the variation of the fuel cost from 208/BBL to 908/BBL. it was the best econmomic carrier for
manganese nodule to operate two ships with DWT 82,000ton and 14.53kmot. Furthermore, also
Variation of cargo handling's ahility and rest days showed no effect on optimal result.
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A8 Y olF FHIO wWE gFANoz QA &4 Aol ME £r=
1z HolFH) oldl 1960ASH Al £4 = AAFADHA)N F3
B4¢ AT AFdn 1970 d 5 #8238 2A7) o] FolA7] A FHr}, of
o $-2lvels 19833 849 #d sl ool AMHsta 1 & 1248 G
A4zt B %] Clarion-Clipperton #l92} ¢ 209t H4% Kmel] dig A
GALE FHdto] 4 28 A7 AF Fol sl

ol AaA FA AY Ao o] 2 AAA Frhrt atso] A, o]
1970 FeinE Falso] gor 1988d ZFxo @AFE vlxgtoz ¢
o4 FHHA WU, 2y VAT 3t 21998 ol HaA
FEAYD A9 AR FIHE FAHAY. A, o] ArlAAE HApx
Bt} AAA 371 282 TAMU(Texas A&M University) 28& EUl=Z A
2 SHolA olFolgeoy Fhdn 449 -9 bulk-carrier?] deadweight
g} A& Fol /A= vk olgt & B¢ bulk-carrier®] Ao digh o
T7t @o] o]Fo] Fx, A= At bulk-carrier®Y F71HQ :7be] Fu|z}
ol 8@t} strjEty ¥ut pbulk—carrier® ZAA4A Wt 2de] JAHYE T 5
4 Z2dd %= § o AAFQQ Avte MeEsis Ao sHEEAn.

Ayt 271 A B e ¢S FolA AA 2AC|&R @A, AF
o] 9327, A 4 5)g 9Kz HA Ak T4 AAH, F R
o, WAl S Ade oy, A FHd= Random search,
Parametric study, Hook&Jeeves Method2 AF&312c). o] W& S0 B
oA 2 Aol ZeAY Local optimumo] W2 7pgAdo]l =} ofo] ul3)
RE&FH0l1 Global optimumE #& 8o & #F&A L1 E(Genetic
Algorithms; GA)o] 1970dd] Z¥Hie 53] 248 o gl

olB g GAE FUldlAL ¢ F(1994)d AA F2Ed HELJHFH, o] 5
(1996)2 TEAFSs Ao &3P on, M(1998) At AAA H7} A
2| A8 Ra1, 1(2000) BHAE dubdAcl #8899}

s ol AFELS ST GAd #FF AE4L Yol AW AL
7} 2. A v GAE 1970 F9 o]F W4 §d U el5(Simple Genetic
Algorithm; SGA)7} 2 E o|F B F4d FALuFo] EA4 @} 28



O R B =FAAE 714 EAAQ de FAYSIYFE, vl A
2% (Micro Genetic Algorithm; uGA), Threshold 3% 32]F(Threshold
Genetic Algorithm; TGA), Hybrid A& el S(Hybrid Genetic Algorithm;
HGAYE A48 vl AEH BE Fo] Hesir.

HGA A$ frALd18E S 583 £33 ¥ Hook&Jeeves MethodE ©] &
gt e, ol FHF g ago] HolAE GAE Rg3s] A o]
o ol d WL FE3 48 dd3 vasr] 44 &7] did F33 A3l
FYPHE A% & wYolu], F71 F A GA9 Local search?] H]
& AE RASIIE 3 do A o] mEA Jded ol

¥ AT BALE 5 AR A8 2 F g, A, Ad dA9 FAY
w92 ojg&o] 47FA GA9 B4 f&F Y A F¥ ¢S ¥Ry,
Hook&Jeeves Method®} GAZ WHE¢ Hybrid GAY 729 Hook&Jeeves
MethodE Y FoT ALAOT GAEZE FHIAEE g 4, 7|S4
TAMU 23} & ANeE 549 AAdL o9 7HA§ 7HH g FAA%R
HAD S Foll T o AAAQ Murg MdEaio] Hristris g ol& e v}
5 2 A7HAE U

T4 SGA, pGA, TGA, HGAE Avt 4A AA4 2dd 43t 20714
2004917k A4 1003] W5 ST 4 A FFE4E il 2 GAS F8 F
9 s A 4 T¥HL AHEd. aw AGY AYIE 100, AU +E
500022 3o 1003 ¥WES 5 HAHFH WEE nws 2o o niger
713 Hold 452 nol: GAE Hdagr).

T BAY Bt feve A AAF 3009 ES JlElesE 4 ¥
4 438 FaA%zAcE o] 8714 CaseZ Uo] 714 AAlFHe Hulg
Addati, 71, 89%9, §F4d59 s w2 doke A,



2. 782107215 (Genetic Algorithms; GA)

2.1 iR

1960 ddi7 8 ddd A5 ZAE Adsr] dadd Fd dHSL Ful
W gaEsel AEHe g dER2 AEEE ¥ H(simulated
evolution) {Fogel 1966], f A% i12}&(genetic algorithms)[Holland 19751,
71 3}A FHevolution strategies)[Schwefel 1981], A E#d 8= o}d#(simulated
annealing) [Kirkpatrick et al. 1983], B}% E4(tabu search)[Glover 1986]
ol 97 dgdrt. £3 44 A 7 AAS st G4 g S0
3 oqrle] A Qe QRS A&Foes H3lE @A aedon AL
oz Abde Zerato] ol & ojls Bl ¥AlstEE x¥o] fAGTIYE
ol &t stAl € %7171 HA

FALTAFNT FRF AsH AERAolg= AAAYS dnE I
=2 2dygs 83 G4 E Fo $AF A2 24 Ado 4= AEg
A e A3 Sl Aolx, AEAPL AddA Az Hee 9
Eol7te oo AAA L U Aotk ol F9 AL AT o2
MZs7l el AW Hreproduction), A Mi(crossover), =W ol(mutation)2}
Z2 #4 dARE A4ET. 44 QVAE 59 AAE H9s T o e
ARYYH a@e ool AL AFFo=A o oz GA4L 2
At 53 A9 A AAEY Z2AS FHe d¢=E 4 padd

FAGEE] FH L d5A4, v, d8A "a:—J—]' Ed 4'1 Zre] A
ddoziE AGFETE Holth old# AW WFd fALTEL HT B
e A5 BAE 2 =72 43 #3442 ﬂ g l"‘ic' ofol] 4| 4
4oz ALEy Qo

T3 gueEe gARAE 374 Z7)3nitialization), A48 Hreproduction),
#l(crossover), SHWol(mutation) 49 A2 FEAY. 275 GAdME =
71 AAlGndividuaD &8 3 ¥ WA ¥Rz Ad9stay 2420 Byo
2 HEgd, 48 dAcdME &2 A7 B3 dHdecoding) Hol AYE
(fitness)& W718tiL, H@eo wet A YiHreproduction)& FHPL}, ol&
WHlj(crossover)E B3 I W] Auntoz WHE AwdA g} o F,
4 AR I FA437 fdA HA5 S (mutation)§ A E3HA
"Hrh o]FAl dA AFA FAE AL g4 FrEa HH-9 W 2a g



A4 $AE ddo] gL uwEsA fd. ol d¥e] ENHA el Fig
2.10] R,

>(mitialization |

|

( Reproduction J‘f [ Fitness Evaluation J

l TNO
r Crossover }—>{ Mutation J

lYes

Fig. 2.1 Search Procedure of genetic algorithm

olgld gARNYZe) ERL & #rl

) 2A9 sevge ARe|gar] noke o] & HA3 Asmds ogd.

2) e e g Ade AFe.

3) o|S@g Tk RZAGS FVL Waz ju, A4, nEstsAd, 434
59 2o vE ¥z AuE a7sA @t

4) §AARAE Agsi.

5) AojA Aae AAHoZRGgE FEFH et

°]'7—‘] 742 s WAAF @“&‘ﬂ 5 HE}%E} 847 22 Yol

gAL FIAT AT 238y o¢ = Fz i $dHs W
2o 345 AuEel A4 @ FAdoE 433§ A} A9 2
A(Local optimum value)¥d 7FsAe] @rli= Aol wahA AAAE AAdE
g0 2R o) PAS wpFol AU HAA éiﬂr% 242t Qo vlw, AFH
of 3= MARE FAL AXor @t ndm BAWS Fazt AAEFY
54 w9 uoA 233 AFRAL go] A Hu doid FAHXA HFA
Zrolx] £ A" zAX(Global optimum value)?1A 2| o] o9 oA
oo, 2000)



a9 #ALTAES B4 FE wolA BAUS @ W eAdos g
s ol ohl@} oA A& T FEGARs] WPl A%aA 21 A
An F44e 4A FA%E 3RS /A

2.1.1 oo H#S

4A dud=se A4d AgAALS 45 dgsr] Yl F AY w3 S
B35 F7Hcoding space)d 8] FZHsolution space) FolAd FAHEE ¢t
g9 gttt §3 AAREL FAAYL Ner FE FHAAAN FFHHI,
AR 58& Hiss Ags AL FHAPHEEAYE 7o 8 F3iol
A ol®ojzd). et & Fz3e spetvleE At Agd ¥3 33
A9 2w E(natural parameter)® B&H 3 FAErh H#AY ARE SEH
T AAadgE Rer oB goegn ~AER Yo HESL AAAY FAH
29 d8e ngdslA gt AEForRH AGEE ANIGE AAL A ¥
ZHoll A o] Fo)A 7] W] AERLE BEvHE W@}

B =RdAL o]x B3d FUE A% old 53 FdE 45 4o

® ojA 333}
@A 1 ¥4 52 AgAes [0, 26— 1] Aol AF w2 APIEch 4
(2.1)& o e FAIE LEE.

251

= e T (z,— z(F) j
u; x,“'” —zj(L) (z;— z}")) ,(1gji<sn) (2.1

@, Le 2z i @3 mE F, g0 5P 4 45 d3d Hogkd

HAagE& e
@A 2 AAdE wE o] 2ExgoR WHH v At

@ oA B33
@A 1 7t A HgYE 2EYL {31 1035 u= WaF
g4 2 A@28 5l wE 73 [5P,zf0] Aele] AFE R W@,



20 (1)
L. = 1;_(L) + _J___]___u_
7 7 21,_ 1 I

, (1 =5< n) (2.2)
A& 59, 7} 73t (1.8, 3.3]°l2 4H|E 2Egoz gAY x qe u,
=24, 1,=33% 258 & B

__2—1 _

s | (
“=33°-713

3.3-1.8)=15
olRAl 67 15% olFez WS 5 - 0110, 5= 11112 YehfolAx
AAH o= s=(01101111)E AA dr}. o8 4] Basjsid,

q=18+§%:%§x6:24

m=18+32—8 15233

9 ko] H}.
2.1.2 XJ| &H9] ¥y

BHTL 3] HES U8 E Yol 2899 g2 74 dAARE i)
287 fdd 27 AAPI S GYsE AR 279 AASo] A8
& 7= =234 A4 FAF 719 A (integral memory)Z A9 AFL P
A H3, B2 AdE AL Fdd FL ASADY A4S REA B
o 271 Ve A8 F4 BuHZont oY $88 P HH Bl
offd] whel 1 AAgurgol wolatAl dad AF o)gHE WHoz T
Z7)%{random initialization)§ % AAAA F= AP 7MoT d= $vd
Z7)3Hdirected initialization)§o]th. AAE W43 d4utlr o] AAde =
NeRG37] x GAA Dol o)A A4z A4 27584 Q).

ol W2 dof dig AlAAde] AAHAY Yz TAHE FHS A
& 27 @)z AGHE FHEE 44 2adEe 4L 9w w)



T2 olgdn.

2.1.3 JI8 R& AL}

oA 2z F4e FaArds Jd9 Az S angldE Uz F
g A sEaAds fAgdA dojvde dAUE Ade ugd £ 2
FA e FEsA vgadAE W4 F4 QA (genetic operator)& i %= 7
dlo] ofg Aolt}. whek om AdueFo] 4 duFolHL IR A
A "rRolgn Azet: die] dAdAEE AMEHA A, 2000). o} &
2 o Re @ GuTdE FFHAT OE FuAFTAA A, g
a29 Ax FAY 4747 AsA A4 @ 1 FZ9 Aite] T8
o ot Bl A= 7ol ZojAo] Utk A= HF-F £4 nYEES
A, e, Bl XA v

2 o rlo

(1) A2 (reproduction)

A AL AR WE(survival of the fittest) E= ZAd S H(natural selection)

A waaEs A dAYFIT o8 FRAFTLE Fae AN
A2kAH(reproduction operator)e A{E @& 7Hoz 4@ MASS A
A ZohpT 7% MAE dagesn olBe FAAS] ofF Aie] Fdd
A gA HAESE #Ed.

AR SdrEFos pAT YhRezE o 77 Yok Fe9g A9
(roulette wheel selection)[Holland 1975], &§lol 7]=@& A®(ranking-
based selection)[Baker 1985, Whitely 1989], EW1E A ®(tournament se
lection) [Goldberg 19891 %o| «17]d sidadrt.

=ogy Ade AT HFAddolgns dtd 2zt AAY AHg o wa
& $8= A& 3 754 i 2ot ol| A 7t 7zt Ae A
ol W A9E 8% p . A23eE Y 4 o

fi

;fe
AN f AA io AES LpEhdh
Ad ggo] BogE AHG “0"dA “1"F7 AleldAd dE A 7] L,

(2.3)

Pselect —



2 goll oEste] oW sAS oW AME AHE LA A AF &8
ol & MAle ojel WMo ;A FH7lstr] WEel 2 AR FE Foll Fi
Ho] it} Fig. 2.2 AgEo vald A J9E Yepd Rolth

e
By

Fig. 2.2 Based roulette wheel selection

9ol Zlzg AL FAds TAA FHES kel T &L 2= A
HA3 FAe APl FLRANG LS ALY AHMME SHE L =4
F Fojof atn], ghol Wzt wa} AFTo] Aojrt AL YA HE A9 ¢
Ao zA At dojtth o WL Y FL& AARH AdE ¢HUE F
o] 7 #9d ug Adda FEL Hojsts ol Yol w A€ FE2
FE o wel g £ v & Wyez FAZxe AMFZMAX), HAdk
(MIN)E o] 2 A2 23899 AASTE e §3F ez AA ALEE 5
e Piloltt. @ dE MAX=3.0, MIN=0.02% Fi, 2w AAFrt
00°cl®d Agxo] HAL 0.03¢] Hol, 7% F& AAE 3.0, UE F2 Adl=
297 223 &L 2947 A3, 7HF FA &2 A= 0039 HEEE R
k. 0|34 do 428 Aoz AEE 5 .

YA M L 2 40 B A9 FES o|2A F=uh EAAT, A
gt Aojdt £ 9 /P dSEAE s wgelet & 4 gl

EYHE Ade x~xxy Ao AF JAF F e dgHer AAE
Agste ot &, F Al B 2 o3 AAES vade 1 T4 A
24 AAE HAhss Wiold. 1 Axe d&d 2.

@A 1. BEUYE 37] K= 2)8 2484
@A 2. A 2 G0 Qe RE AAE Ao &AE Yguy.



@A 3. 1dd AAE FAA AL k9 A AEEE v, 2 Fo
P & AAE o Add AEA0G. 28 vad kA AR
& A g

@A 4. ddE AN 25 vaEHAoE @4 23d AHEL M=) 9
9o 4= vgdrh

GA 5. ot A aTSHE AAY FEF AAsE AEd g @A 3
W @A 48 uhE g

o4

1 RN ks stEE R, k9] 2709 g 2dde] g dude x
@ 5 . By & ko gk AEcte 377 v wide] gL 7
. S 1 3w ST FEEA A | A8h 5 Qo) o Al
22 A7 Beg AEsA "ok 23] k=28 A 43y ol oAkYy
Lig=

rEOJR B

I
i)

(2) 3} (crossover)

AAA ] BEBEL 259 FAAE A2 A 444 (sexual mating)2
Foted AEE AGEA Ha, old AA A GuEF FHlE FUE A
o] AN o}, wulE BNFL Fo 75 A= L 24 9
8o wWHlFdoz2YE R R(parent)FAA #S o=z Hdasn, wa) F o
Fo NEEE AR ug ARFo=N AE(offspring) S AL, A4S
Adste wulg 2 QAA doA oz dug}

] didAE 4 Wel(single point crossover), ©]3 mu(two point cro
ssover), B+ wMl(multi point crossover), ¥% A B(Uniform crossover) 5
o] it}

44 awje 7P 2R PYow F o FR ~xY9 FHAAE ¢
oo WAAAANA Haste] F yRo Ay @ FEO ~EgMNG AJétol
AEE A el AR wulel A9 9= Fig. 2.39 &t}

ol = U4 wujrl 1 d&d Wi ofAE EWA oj§=H QAW
o] WMl F HN QAA gt ¥AlEo] 9k ojWl FAARE AgIA £
T FHE BAsTE sy Aoy, mujA L AAA QoM TR A
a5lu], 2 dl7} Fig. 2.49) Jebdo,

ey o Aol ojd w2t Agd 5 e A5vAt 98 4 Ao



ol W= oA wulE H&aW 7

i;;zun:g lﬂﬂﬁ%‘i
» I o Moo 11
1 -

7 101100011 s 101 1| N
Fig. 2.3 Single point crossover

] oy
q o Il oo

!

-
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Fig. 2.4 Two point crossover

Fig. 2.5 Uniform crossover

24 ) £ ofAH oA Q7= 27ivp A FAE RaF F 4 ¢
t B gE 34A7 2% mdjold, #% wHlE B QAR go Mdd o
of AEDIE AL, "AER ol ‘I'o] Y= $iA49 B2 FAASE
Mz n@ste] A& AW Fig. 2.5 o] AAA9] A& BAFY, o
5 FAAE Aoz AER o5 ARHn ST 9oz WA
o] WFo] AF wujse} o] FujdlAE 2AAZ A FAFHE AAA Yo 2
Zso] = F2 B5A4(traine] 27|EEe] % aWdANE 44 ddds
Agko] Y},

(3) E49¥0o] (Mutation)

w9 As7h ALHE B4 ARLFE 2 GAAE A9 A% FaA o
F1 o2 Aste] FUATL A2 oAl Dt old@ WS Aol

_10_



A AS Ad 270 2ASA 99 fAANR Fd dYen &3
# 8l (suboptimal solutiomt} Ab8(dead corner)] WHAA s 89l A,
AQAT ww dads ¥t AdosyE Holud se WAUESS 7
A QA 9. GA gapd A o) d4AEY SAAR vES 2% 2
g At Tu) Ak o2 wAY & QA @ oldT 94X ¥+ §
2RE Yolurs] g dAUZSe] Sedoltt, 5] ddAE AAC A=
¢ AR} AAHAE Aoz, ¢ AAAA ofF AL 59 {iAE g2 W
A7 FRold. wepy whle @4 /AR e ARES olgsiA EAs
= Ao ud EdWel AFL WA FAdd EAIA g A2 FRE AT
@ = #4 GugZo SdHo): W FHE IYEA SMdE 4% @
o o] AL FHAJ YoluAD Fed FuE ARG F dow @A ¥
o] =2 HA#|(Local optimumE #& A$ 4714 RAYEE =& £
0o Fig. 2.6 AXE 37 dF4A ashte] AR g de 5ddols
Fasts AL el A

‘Mutation point

offspring 011 11110
Mutate offspring 0 1 1 11110

Fig. 2.6 A simple mutation

2.1.4 Mgt 8t

AdA A2ES AEAAL FU FAD FASH T A b
g @ 424 desde 1 239 A JLE(imes)E WAk B2
Hesde pALRATANE AN AFES Pl H4e T wgd
o A A A AR Aze Aol 94 2 duid AAEY Agwst 2
Afed ol tA SAGLIE At AgEs 2 A we »
A2 w2 5 92 waHolol G o & Asty A¥x BT AW A
Felz s1esolol 3 &9 &g AAME & Hnh o] HEA HYE FIE
97) e BAG4e A A (mapping)o] LTFHT,

s BA2 Asde BARF A, AUE BEE AL WE olE
WE Az ABFEA FAA F(s)2 0 9 BAS FFAATE A4l 4

_“‘l_.



adith ¥ =RodE H25)% 2o f(z)9 F3E 9E o
ol¥3te WHe ol 8w

F(s)= —f(z)+~ (2.5)
A71A y= BE 7 o W —f(z) +y =2 09 AAE WFATI= Frolth

(e
J
i
o

2.1.5 81X =4

Ado] ¥o] Wgs AFSEA # Foz FIAE u AA FAT LA
g dAsE AL gad] et PR add F5 24 A4 Ad ==
arE457 vle] AFE EA Adiped] =dstd FAsE Aol AAL
o] & 7l7tol= FHAMIH AASY diFES & AddA g3 Md= ofy
d WA glo] AEs o

2.1.6 AgIE M=

Kenneth De Jong(1975)°ll g8 #Hgoz A7le AUE A (elitism)>
GA7F Z+ AddlA 713 F& AAE FAZ §AA7IS Rolnt. @ef o
AASe] APNE 8] Aasiolx A A =+ weh EdWld o3
FHojAdE, o] AAES £4 49 ¢ v E}A] 2] &g Wi AAE A
daa wn @ Sddiole Auz EW 2 srt A= AE 97 A6
V4 FL HE 1A g Adel drle “J"ﬂc'l‘ﬂ. dutrdo g g 44
Wy st AHgd.

2% (Simple Genetic Algorithm: SGA)‘_ Hollandol] 23} 7H
o] guEddz 3 HAE FeE o] Ao} ofAE B

o 253 k. dAAA SGAE ﬂWffrﬂ Wi o %%1%1
g0 AQtH %MUP olZo] A&sy Y= 7IEAY HAYEFS A
e 94252 @81 9rh[Holland 1975, Goldberg 19891]:

B B
N do
28
ru,.
}:l
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O HArHE ¥-53

© =71 AAFG 44

© e W AAE] HY= J
© A AAAEY AHE

olfg AAEL g Her FEE F 3 FALGRYFY G5l 9
E 9% 3

SGAE GAY] 7]¥o] 1, o]F 3¢ AL Jeon, 2VJde T34
27185 AHSE. AWM Yoz e 299 A9E AEEy, w93
WM E, B HE EAWE AU AT dE Ao HS A
©ol 77t 3 golx A A4FE vA gornzg HAA Apgo] da
&t}

2.3 HoIA=2 R&2xnd

Ol

AF7HA thFe Eoplq dojue HAAs FAE A7) 93 e §
e fAgueEFEe] Ao gAw o Alx LY HA4E AgEe
b B ok ol fRGne]Fol A2 AAFGE ofFa z7] Aldld
Z2¢% A7 298 FLRE HaL o] AAE o= H BASA H, o
=9 HEE AF oz AL dFge dA et oldd EAE B
7l fis &3] JAde] Z7]= 30 7 200 AolelA #A| D} [Goldberg 1989al.
o] W ngsjojo} & A F st AAEHolr.

ol2] @ Al g FAE WMds7] A8 Goldberg: #F3 A FH(GAQL
AA A AdE 5&H0Z S 5 A& WHE AANSGY. FAARY] G
F4E 3] KA fiste] FAdo| o= & A Jel= FEEA FHA
@2 AFAsA GA AlEEA o o] W] 3L F Al fAAGE v
WIAY oMY RHFE wade PR 5HE F du. ¢ e 35
AAt WA AAEe] FAA vERD vlusted A2 OE HE $£7} 5%
vlgtold ¥ Fd oA HFHo] A9 Uz ARE FFHE 27]534
T48 A2 FEE A AAFE. olad “ANEH ANFT” FFLe OF
22§ 37} 14 w7A vEd.

ol HWHol 71%289] Krisnakumare "4 A2 JAGS HGsE vlola
2 FA¢7EE(micro genetic algorithm: uGA)S A|2ts+R o} [Krisnakumar

_13__



1989). uGAdA Fa2 59 gAA= T4 olg @4 A8d AAAY
EEY, 444, A2 g3 g

1) #9) ¥ : uGAE SGA®] & 3 E HulzA o|dad L AL gl
2) ALt daA  He AL JaS AT 9 AP FYPE B
3}, o] AT AEFE &I} AAE ALY A g5 2
g 2% AAZ 1AY HeAol 7] WiEe AFH EUUEHNAS o853
Aok, £ ddE HFe HEHT Q7] @I JAd o 58 FAAE HFH
MAE A&, AgE G Byn FF AArE 2AHE o 59 9A
o EAldch YriA 479 S4A(1-4) BEYAEAR oS Madg. A9 A
A oz 2§38 Hi, 44¢ 5 Agxr & Aol Ad¥dd. o
o] A AAx Bgo Fofei}

3) wuj A" uGAE dARNE AL ged AAIY FRruFo] A
28 gyFonz ddd ojwo] Bl wi=A Wiyl dojuyxs Wil E
p, =1 w3 oA}

4) B4 ARA  uGAE AAS0] o= & F Jlrelz FREA &9 F
FdE 29 Uy F3H AAY o= 24" YA a2 AFAHE =R
AEe AAx AAFS7] Qo o wrjct FEG Ax] dddol =ddd.
geia dee Edue] A4 Has A et} tA #ad E9d|gE
Pn=0 28 uFAC}

5) AE AL : o] AFL FAHGILFAA B Had AL oA F
& fAAe #83 &48 BAHFER uGAS o] AL vt

2.4 Threshold X2 ag|S

GAdIA, dgrzloz a7t AgAAdA AF3] Fag q4FL FdaAW
Ed¥ole Hades APAR AFH gk 2%y Eg9¥ole GA 3
AA 4%E F F Jor, O3 FL 27HA Fag &2 #vh Jdo] o
o ddzol osiA HAH ZAd =EHP L ul, EFWolE ASH R AH
o] FRREE 2P 5 Ak I3 ojd A FAWl FEZ A
2 &g ZHAoF @k 7 WA A€ oA e o] ukRge] ofs)
249 g FAZEY Asdelxn, 7] #3E A7 A8 Jdo wiE

_14_



FA €. ol SHAAE EPH E}%% ge = "art ;JJ:} o] R
2 A2 JutHoArnz Agg 598 < s 0131 < op71A
1t} [Fan et al, 2000]. ]l Fan T2 AHH HHA7} ¥ 3]’*‘017}%5 s
@3l gEdEE o] 889 ol Eduo] ] 35 AA 73'!“’“ uel ¢ ol
F8S d¥ FE Threshold §3d ¢18]E(Threshold Genetic Algorithm:
TGA)E A3t

f(x)& HAdgae= F4E 27198, TGAE g9 dAE we s34t

Step 1. Fa9 =713

Step 2. 2 /A g A A

Step 3. Y =3

Step 4. nAl) T3

Step 5. z} 7Al} dig o] gL A S 3
Step 6. Step 248 §H5 438

ol TGAHANA Step 55 ol AFH W&ol TgE. ©] Step2 vh&
o W& Sub-stepl® FHH}.

Sub-step 1. WM C() : (D=L —e, 4714 2= A Ade F
e AL, e= WE &2 ¢ Adold.

Sub-step 2. 7} Al digdo] AxS C(HE nludh. T} L(x)> C(H))
A, 2= Ppa, 0}d BN D= DOl D} D= 35
o},

#¢] sub-stepilA]l WABSF CE Fi= TU e o]l2F ol$ AL Fo|H
o, A dehg Folop §EAE 4 ] AN AdA 8THE AgEd 9
&4}, dntA oz TGAY Z7|AGdAE & & 7IAA Ha, 198 &
e EFL HAAE AZA 4T Aol vl¥o] 3 AAF o] HAojHd e}
g o] o F& HAHAS 5357 leﬂ "ﬂ’ﬁ o F& ge 7HAHAE 4%
ol

Aol A58 Aol "t TGAAA C7F FARL W ANE F4d 3= A
of diate] whop Hujg FAE Wad 3 FYgEsF VOrY AW olde 3

_15_



E 2 Ja2M adgolopech. g EAAA A dve] &8
B2 £ 59 g AAA @ VCrd FL A%x §5E HAE

of AL A& 2A7 AR oz GFojAo do. 1HF B
A EAMo] BBE FE A Folok @ TGANA eo] & Ao

0] A% AYSEA AFaA B9, Ast AW W e g
1, 2edue gdg 23 Ao FREHCAY. o dudF vx HHL
o AASe BAd MAS olF WA & BE ¥ 2 BA=YH
oA Erh o]2A B W, Threshold #74 Fmelze A= A=sh ol
2 gztd 5 A

AN ol B oo B
b
s‘-ﬁ

2.5 sl0I=dlE A 20dE

A guEEd G 45 7|HE ol & dnElFE F¥. Hybrid GA=
=714 AAM B 4 gud AAE TR A5 duZo) §H dudFY =
B HAH SHAA Y v 2L Fevke By, EAe 4 ¢nYFel
5 HA5 udEL S G 276 E AT dF 0. oY F IHA
#HL ulgoz $-4 5 &4 7142 Hook&leeves Method& @olR 1L, o] &
GASH W9 Hybrid %3 G225 Solr}

2.5.1 Hook &Jeeves method

Hook and Jeeves ¥R & wWig=of] 2kzb# o] A9 E Fol(Exploratory move),
B2AGS7 FA4 5= Weor d4-E WHA|A JH=(Pattern move) ' ool
AutAQl @A gL g 2.

Step 1. 2t ¥ AR W w2 step Ho] ARE AL, k=12 FX
Aole] A X, =[x, x, - x,]"F starting base pointZ Fi A&,

Step 2. fi=f(X,)E AT o] i i=1, Vg= X= T, Step 35
o] exploratory move® A&. 97|AH Y= Xi o] pHRL AR o]Fol <l
base point X2 5-¥] 78 A base pointE e

_16_



Step 3. ¥4 nE @AY YA base point Y, ; N A= A base
pointE #5387 948 A@.13} Fo] o] Fwrh

Yiio1+ Oz if f*=f(Yei_1+ Az
<f:f(Yk,i—1) )
| Y — Az if 7= (Y1 — Oz
Y, ={ k-1 z <f=’}(1;:.,4—1) 2.7
<ft=f(Yio1t+ Lz)
Yk,i—l if f :.f(l,k,i—-l) < min(f*,f_)

ol&}@ MZE A base pointE Fe AL zol oF Y o T A
HA i=1,2,---00 A} AQrt,
Step 4. 9% A Y, .0l X9} 29 step length ALE FAA7|A i = 12
¥i @A 32 A Y, o Ko gdagd A@28)% #ol MZEF base
point& #5381 @ASR i}
Xyi1= Y, (2.8)
Step 5. base point Xz} X, .9 98, pattern direction $& HQN% &
o] AaAx, .10 o3 A Y, ;0% 7 7 AUt
S= X1~ X (2.9)
Yii10= Xayot AS (2.10)
7|4, A 2HdEA 12 5 4 Qe step lengthold. ¢f& Whgoem,
direction S°} WisiA Sd¥F HaAH FAE Fo] 2109 Add HH
step length A" & AH4& 4 gich
Step 6. k= k+ 12 T f, = f(Yy) S A8, i=12 & F @A 353¢
et ghoF @] 39 miA g (Y ,) < f(X)ol#d MEE base point
24 X\, -~ Y. & Asta, @A 5= ok wdel, 99 [(¥i.) 2 f(X,)
#9, X, = X @ T step length AGE Fo|T k=k+12 Fi @A 2
2 3
Step 7. ©o] AL step length7} L F R} FolA wf FAJGy 714
9. anzg 3L 9ok A1) HEeYE FRd

max (Ax) < ¢
i

(2.11)
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Fig. 2.7 o] #A0o} Jehdr},

initial base point

v

[ Start at base point ]¢

¥

[ Make exploratory move J

{ Evaluate function of 1

v

Present
function value below
that at base point?

Yes *
—DE Set new base point }

6 Step size Yes
smail enough
( Make pattern move ] ue

+ No
[ Make exploratory move

Decease
+ step size

Yes Present
function value below No
that at base point?

Fig. 2.7 The flowchart of Hook&Jeeves Method

2.5.2 Hybrid method

=EoA Fig. 2.8 7o| Hybrid GA[al& 43 3to] Hybrid GA[bIE A}
239}, = B =504 Hybrid GAE Hybrid GA[b]E Yehdr).

(1) Hybrid GAlal

o](1994)F) 93 A<td Wyeo=m A GnFH AASNHE] FHE
FASAN @Hg wag uyeld. 93 {4 GnFE of g8t FetA
ARG s TR HHA] AT 7HeAdel ¥ J9E F¢ H A &x
g &e o]4dty oA HH P L Hook&Jeeves Method?] EdH oz AL 43

‘

“!8_



o HASE A R84 Ao AdriA GAY 5 2D 104} AR E
ol Ws7t 91 WE ddr

(2) Hybrid GA[b]

Hybrid GAlald A% #938 HF5 FAd QoA 2 AH30 53 3
9 71540 2A By Wy B @FdAE Hook&8Jeeves Methodd 38
olFof AZAoF GA AL FHFn °F HFgxe Wyt Y& v
Hook&Jeeves Method& ##3E 2 Q). nzuz AsA] & 44 #+3
2 =3 7494 §3, Hybrid GAlaldl W&l A43 FHAL & #FL
gdE 54 7 doh

GA
ﬁ
;w HOOkgLJ%eves

¢No

ook&Jeeves
execution
condition?

Generation enough

lYes
Hook&lJeeves
Method

Hybrid GAlal Hybrid GA[b]

Fig. 2.8 The flowchart of hybrid GAs
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3. ZJNEHMM 22 £540] IIMEN 22X

Wtk 4L Aol A loading UL &7 WEol bulk-carrierst %
2 AMute] A7 A FARZADPS)FY vzl gad Aeo|d. &A% DPS &
W A4 AF9] sled d&sn oy geos e AT Ade AR
8 o 74X DPSAYIE I Jle= A" Aot FATW & TFAME
DPSAu7E A g & 48S vAA geda /A&, FFARA AYE
F4 2203 8 buk-carrierd® AF 5o FAY S YhEr|z ik

7] Av dAe] FAge A, eFHE (%, deadweight, F), 7]
A geol A g9 2 wEdFes HAFH Mo F9 A<(principal
dimension)& Adtc AL Lo AARLLE A A% 293 FAY 24
S Agee AAA 222 HJ o] &(Maximum Yield)& AH&ste HHi
RFR(Requjre Freight Rate)& o| &3t ®iio] ot Ho o] &S Algst= 2

Ago]] Mutst o] qlo] o] Fopol oa HAAHO «F e

- ﬂ%ﬂﬂ RFR& bulk-carrier9} 3o} 2A 7|14 B¢ 79 dFo| o9

< o ALEEr)

3.1 EAS

Bulk-carrier®] %7} Aul A7} gloj RFRE o]&% HAIZEL 9H1979)
o] ¥ oA Fig. 3.1 QJr 2, Azveh 3w o ALt A Aibe] F
ZF A2 nl¥n &4 43 A W o FAIT, At 23 L st
o §& AAJNNE {“&?31'04 AAA dd.

3.1.1 0 ¢ & F3

ug FA87] QEAE SN F371E Addsieel @rh B =idAs
Direct drive slow diesel engine® A& on nAH XA G749 A
o2 3r}, Diesel engineZ A4 FH-$ AFvlA(BHPE FA3A &,
ol otdg ol AA Al FHE UYE F U

_20_



Set initial design

T -
\ 2

Estimation BHP

v

Estimation weight

v

Estimation transportation capacity

v

Estimation building costs

v

Estimation operating costs

v

RFR

v

Satisty constraint?

&Yes

Fig. 3.1 Flowchart of ship design using RFR in preliminary design

[ Change design ]

—_— T o Y Y Y
\ D S VU S G S R

No

- ARE YT Fo2 ZAAA AL FRAEA 94 A

- w3M ARds, AA AeA ARE Yol Data retrievald] WHE T
basis ship% 91 2IACZHE ZAA = B

- Methodical series®] A58 FAGA R Ade AANYL ojf6t=
iy

B =EAE H1979)°] oj4¢ HHe wek A AA s AgERe
o, AGASF, D4AGASFE Fisher’l A @ A5E AL 89«19 &
e AAL AG.DAAN AGLHZA=Z At & 5 3o

2
5= 1265+ /T 2 X0'05}>< L/EXTXCy (3.1)
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Ro=(Cp+ Cp) X %psv2 (3.2)

o) 714, Bre AA A%, Cre nl@dAdAE, Cpe JdGAHTGAS, Ve HAEo
2 ft/secHSIE 7RG,
Rrx Vg RpxV

EHP = 356 ~ 55D 3.3

47|14, EHPE { &7, Vet 4202 Knotd$ ol

Vg 1

— — 2“
QPO = 3605~ 3.24C)~ e X (3.4)
oA7|A, QPCe & FAEH
 EHP

oq71A, TE: & AY A& 0.99, SM2 sea margin®|t}.

F%e] 232 2o A7, 93, AFeR Pl ANsH Hed olF o
A g 345 AR 3 A5E olgH N2 ARE A 2AE 1
A=E AR AYAE ol g8el FAA Bt

A2ro] FFL hull steel, forecastle, deckhouse weight® Y-790] A4tE o
A A(3.6)% 3.

WS= WH+ WF+ WDH (3.6)
A&, WH, WF, WDHY Z}Z} hull, forecastle, deckhouse weighto] i,
WH = 3.28C,C,CS%®L % (1.104 — 0.016 L/B)
X (0.53 + 0.04L/D) X (1.98 — 0.04L/D)
X (1.146 — 0.0163L/D)

) 0.73  2.1C,B(Cy+0.7)
01‘1'0+_ﬁ’ (=1, G= 1000000
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3.0408175 4 0.014826515L — 0.0000173469 1% (L < 240)

Cy =1 1.32 + 0.298333 L — 0.00005 [? 240 < L < 300)
5.77 1> 300)

WF=004xLxB
WDH = 160 +0.0087T4 < Lx B

9] FHL AGDH 2ol FAY,
WO =2774+0.115xLx B (3.7
AH9 FRe 4@ 2ol FAR

_ 895 x BHP—0.0025 < BHP
WM = 10000 (3.8)

ATC= WP<VOY (3.9)
o714 WPE Payload, VOY+ @zt gapgolth.
At FASE T gol A3.10~43.12)0.2 Aol

_ 365— TOFF
VOY= soMET PTIME (3.10)
VOYL
STIME = ~ypeox (3.11)
PTIME = (=YL 1 TWAIT)
RIx24 (3.12)

o7A TOFF: A A4S, STIMES 183 d&d4:, PTIMES 183
Autl4 YOYLE g A, VKE A%, RES 89 % 4 (ton/hour),
TWAIT= 48 7] A zkel o},

_23_.



3.1.3 HIE Nt

)4 Ao 9lolAl: Benford(1967)¢ EHUl2 Al Axu|et gu|=
UyolAA i 2 Z4ztel AR 35 Table 3.1~3.23% Zt.

Table 3.1 Details of Building cost

Az} ’ﬂliﬂl |l esTL=1.32xu5

Az dadw CLST=2.25><8><10“x(W“%)”'85
23 Az | co=260<W0

o1& ¢1dv] | cro=2. 2555600~

)!)8

A A | o= 32103 (FaE

AN oz 2524500 (B )+

% Zﬂﬁﬁl R TCMAT=1.1x(CSTL+ CO+ CMD
ZF 2134 TCLAB=1.3x{CLST+ CLO+ CLM)
¥ | orVD=0.7<TCLAB

A7t | CONE=1.05<(TCMAT+ TCLAB+ OHVD)x1.04

Table 3.2 Details of Operating cost

| ccrEW=12100<NCREW
A sTvCE = 800<NCREW

— t1nde( CN Yot BHP 0.6
A CMR= 14x10%< (557507 + 6300= (1000
| esToR - 1500x( NCEEW s

|| WRINS=7x10~*xCONE

| Pvs = 1000<NCREW

W] | EMINS= 1x10* + 0.005x CONE

| cnsu= wrINS + PINS+ HMINS
| corv=1x10"+ 4.2
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d 44 84 | porT=2xvOY
& ‘ CPTV= PORTx(250 + 20 1000 )
CPTD= (PTIME ~0.5)< VOY<(20 + 10x 5o)
© $9%F QY | SFUEL= STIMEXVOY:3.076< S5
n : DISP 1.5
_ 73_—}% Agw] PFUEL= PTIMEx VOYx oo x 25
d8714 | crPB=2
Azt day CFUEL = CFPB<{SFUEL + PFUEL)
W gu| AOC— CCREW+ STNCE+ CMR + CSTOR + CINSU
- i + COHV+ CFUEL+ CPTV+ CPTD

¥ Ncrew: A ¥4, cNE& Cubic number

3.1.4 X=22l+E

2 7t FolA e W, Ud L@ FY AZ FAE € P7h ad B 35
b e w 2 9] A/PE A3 &(Capital Recovery Factor @ CRF)Z}
gt} o] A(3.13)9 Fig. 3.200] vhebdr)

crp= A _41+9)" (3.13)
P (1+4)"—1

'—>>

&,

n-

}

-

!

Y S

Prities

>

—
=1
i

Fig. 3.2 Capital Recovery Factor
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3.1.5 RFR(Required Freight Rate)

RFRE AF7} B¥ % &t o|&2 2 F Ut F4¢9 87 4oz A7
o] Azt E&€IF (7} 4], ol &, A $4EY /L A F 4 HEF
o7 UiF Fholth o] A(3.14)9] e,

AAC  CRF - P+ AOC

RFR = 76 = ATC

(3.14)

o714, AAC(Average Annual Cost)= dY HF WL, CRF(Capital
Recovery Factor)= A&, P+ % 27] A&, AO0C(Annual operating
cost)= Azt 29 B|§, ATC(Annual Transport Capacity)s |3t 245 §3
o]t}

ol FHFMutL AAadd Fad AAs} droh

3.1.6 2i8i8l GMAIA
AYATE 4 A S54A 2 g $#(1979)0] AHEE A& AEER
i, GM AL A(3.15)% o] Fisherd ¥hd3} 21(3.16)3 22 Nowacki W
Hol gloy B =FdAE Fisher?] Wo| ALg5 3t}
GM=BM+ KB - KG (3.15)

2
GM = 05157+ 08052 (1 - 22ELUB0) ) 595D (3.16)

3.2 A N SHIQ HAlgt

Aar AA 9 FA = oS4 2ol n|AY A8 FAgse] 23179 Zo
AAs & 4 Pdoh(F, 1979
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Find xeR" (n=1,...6)

Minimize RFR=AL,B,D,Cs, V,T)

Subject to 6.25<L/B<7.75 , 2.5<B/T<3.5
GM ., <GM<GM o, , 045<VIVL<0.9  (3.17)
FB_ <FB , LID<14

0.64<Cp=0.85
AOC=A0C,  ipeq

. T<13

At A7 AAGFAE vAYg A JHF FAolth FAWY GAE wlAt
FA3 FANE T £ dd. WA A HHs EAE wAG [ TA=
vlE SUMT-exterior method(£2H4 wlAjef HA4AH 7H-9hHE o8¢
t}. SUMT-exterior®8& Aekz g2l B (Penalty) & EH g0 §71
ato] nlAl} FAsstE Wyold. of WEY IFHE B9 ¥l #5e 539
F7t ¢ 99 dli(g; < 0)AAE ZE3A Yo, B8 o= Hoyd &
£3AE Hol Ut ol A(3.18)3 Fig. 3.3004 £ 5 9.

b(z) = [+ t- 3ai(z) + | gsl2)) P 3.18)

i
\

Penalty term feasible set Penalty term
9 > 0 g = 0 9 > 0

Fig. 3.3 SUMT-exterior Method
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(1) &n #9150 s8A

AAEF ) gdgol d§ AL 94 Mure 37kx FaFe(Ro], E,
E)E 7HA A AFsA €. ofdl 41(3.19)~(3.23)3} ).

2.5
BT <1.0 (3.19)

B/T 10 (3.20)
- < 1.0 (3.21)
LB ) (3.22)
LD 14 (3.23)
g £33, & Froude numbero] 4§ A% 2(3.24),(3.25)% &L,
g Alre] AL duta oz = 036904 0.9074A AMEZ|E s, o)A
+ 4(3.26),(3.27)3 o] A%& FAr}.

0.45

<1.9 (3.24)
v/
Vg\g/i < 1.0 (3.25)
0£4 < 1.0 (3.26)
B
Cg
ogg = 1.0 (3.27)

(2) JiaAlo] morx 2
GM9 A%z 4(3.28),(3.29% o] T, AL 7|9 H4: A

A o) it oz Ho] A(@E30FH ol FAY 27 e FAL s
70 AMekon 13me) E5E ABIDT 2ol Tk

_._28_



GM

5.068 = ' &2
2
32.17(0.8B)* _ | o (3.29)
TRIM® x GM
FB+T _ 9 (3.30)
D
T
T 3.3

(3) MF MAxA

AFd 9§ At AL BE Avo JRAFY, deadweightE FA)
P AFoxs 5T A A0 A(3.32),3.33)3 Fo] A FE ¥
Aoz A,

5]
F

o 5

AoC
—_i < 1.0 (3.32)
AOC, ..
required
—E_AOC < 1.0 (3.33)
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F-N
e
=
™
Bl
e
=
00
e
=
E

4.1 Atz

4744 SA GuEES e HE37] YA 74 A @5 diE Table 4.190
B Ri= A o] dA, AR, ¥, string AolE FA& 3t

Velocity 0.88 20.11 0.01 10
Block Coeff, 0.4953 0.9048 0.0001 12
Breadth 32.27 07.74 0.01 11
Depth 12.88 23.11 0.01 10
FreeBoard 10.72 13.27 0.01 8

FALDAT Agol %A A A FAZL Azt BAolnm, A% £
= W) QA QDS goldel AREg Avs wAR o FAB

F(z) = v—¢(z) (4.1

A7l v F(z) =2 054 & ALe9 ITola, ¢(z)x SUMT-exterior
Method®& o183 f(z)+ rlg(z)+ [ g(z)| o2 ARHAAE F5olrt.

Penalty parameter r& H3A ZuaFEoA HAA  constant penalty
parameter9} variable penalty parameter® W olA A Hed, £ dFdA
+ constant penalty parameter® A}43gow, olE o|45%e H$ A
qto] =712 FL & o] W77t TS0l AdMitsuo, Runwei, 1997). -}
A B3 G5 E log scaling® 53 penalty parameterd] 2o]&} A& Qo] A
Z71HA ¥E5F ot wEhA A(4.1D)2 A(4.2)% o] dPdr.

F(z) = v— logplé (z)] (4.2
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AAA Tdo gdojA AA W 2o dixEA<e 2 7}A constant param
eters A¥te] 4o e, $3AY, FHAANANL, FHALS, A8 FE
E 4 91y ol& Table 4.25% o] 71A T

Table 4.2 Constant parameters for ship design

Adute] 4rd 204 a7 A zE /4
d 739 14% FAadF 15¢
Tq A ¢ 58007+ 8195 8 4000ton/h

AL H A 1,500,000ton H75714 20%/barrel

4.2 HE 23 2 Hin 24

(L= 98 58

g4 §8&2 vwdr] 4¢ 2udEe] 9y 34E o 10080122 7 g
=2 2004 d7AA 10084 8o 2 Add Agse H#E FarH(Fan
et al., 2000). B8 &&& v udr] Yo dnEe ¢4 AHS Table 4.3
7z,

Table 4.3 The running schemes of each algorithm

Tournament |Roulette wheel
One-point One—point One-point
Bit None Bit
20 5 20
0.85 1.0 0.85
Dy = 0.6
Pm = 0.01 None
pm{ = 0.01
Binary Binary Binary
80 200 generation |200 generation| 200 generation




7zt ¢ugEY 27 AL w8 @ of vid} 24 YA S0, Threshold GA
9] A9 threshold parameter®] ezt A7} F&Po Wl A4 Ao
D455 % 5% 1 A7) Fig. 4.15} Table 4.40] 8o vl

Filness
895

. Jp—
e

15 / —

e /

e [ 67}
— A
a5 . . l . . .
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200

Generation

Fig. 4.1 The variations of the averaged best fitness value for each algorithm

‘Table 4.4 comparison of the result for each algorithm

#( ) : Generation
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Fig.d.19l4 8 F d%o] 7] Mde] TGAZt wlax =g F4 59
o] Et}, o]l TGAZ} 7jAldl Wl Ed¥c] §8& va4 F4 =H&d
Wo| o] & NASS g3A & GAS Hl&lA FAde 44 Fur
o ggar] Wi x7] 4% Hojd Aoz Beldg. A SGAoﬂ l
A A7t 2d7h H= AL AZE B o, JdA R TGAE 583
@ grneFeolg: Roz gddrt

pGAE L2 FJdd 93 P57 v AdE= i GARtE F2

5% BoFz 2, A AN A4 deMe & GAd 1A 1141
o ZA yehin=z Table 44904 Bo| A AAY SGA9 AN 358
234 800M AR Axtg A= SGA Hl%EA JEGAT dix FA] F
¢ drg RoFEr.

HGAE o 15MIU74A = SGAY Hlx@d 84 F8& nojdrt o 5047t
Ay FASA s Aol ddEu &g £ F gtk o] Aol Hook&
Jeeves Method?] 3 A|Foz Bao A} Fig 4.13 Table 44236 HGA
7t & 3714 gnEEol nsiA Hojd ¥4 588 S o 5

.....-

@) 9 284

dubxow §d guFos o @59 AHGY A= %‘?F ®¥ o
ol€et= 7140l 84S A7) FEV WEd dnAFLe £33 ¢ Yo
0 2RA G sHA g v agdEFe wE Taﬂz‘s}al 7t =
A@se A0 dig =g ARgesN £ A4 FrhEHFan et al
2000).

A B A 4 dudEe 1003 w2 FHs 2Hg5q 13
of Y@ WEE Jehd E}EH:LEH.IU} Fig. 4.200 Jehin, SAF 9x7}
Table 4.59 Ho] At}

g9 Age 27 4 582 9787 A6 A4S B4 Agd g §
dae, Ave) 7S 10002 dx, $8 7]FL 500002 st ALbatg
. & 7R uGAY By ¥ AN 3FE SGAY FYME] HaAA
Aol 3717 /2001822 Adi4E 200004 h7AA AXaie.
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Frequency

SN & o
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Fuction Value

MGA

48 51 54 57 6 63 66

Function Value

Frequency

MGA{100000 Gen.)

20
18
16
14
12
1o

Frequency

QN &

48 51 &4 57 6 63 6.6

Function Value

TGA

48 51 54 57 [ 6.3 6.6

Function Vatue

HGA

Frequency

48 51 54 57 6

Function Yalue

63 6.6

Fig. 4.2 Histograms of the final best
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Table 4.5 Statistical frequencies of the GAs in the given interval

Frequencies
Function interval [4.8 , 5.0] [4.8 , 5.3]
SGA 35 62
MGA 12 34
MGA(100000 Gen.) 20 53
TGA 4 11
HGA 50 70

Fig. 4.2904 29 TGAY A9 =7 &8 4% & uGAY SGAd vl&A F
& AdE oy B AdsE AXA 2 A$ £33 4344 dAxE )
A ZFA 42 BHE Heltl uGAYE SGAY HGAY nls] 53 A=l4o] AA
oz v, HGAZ} SGART = 739 MEAo] Fol B,

AghA z7) Avk Ao o] 4 {4 gneFe 27 84 sy -
d AHA AoA 8w, B AFA S T4 AdE ¢28gd x5 dd
AAl BAqA 9 HAZ] 9ol HGAZE 71HF Holud e 2L &9 & = ¢
o
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5. #ZiRy &840 HHY A

B A FEdY FAY AEE B9 £(1998)0 o3 HE € Ho| 9o
U ae £FA9 R, £2& /MR do 7] A2 2 H8LS TAMURE S
ol g3ta] AJFTH £ AFAME AN 7Y Hojdotn $EEHE= HGAE
ol &8t Brte712 @}

5.1 oy

B2 L Az E(x7] FAAE  CONBE)# Azt 29u)(AOC)E | &3t
of 2083t 488 F 88L& wEoR oug Aug B g7 g Aol
o] FAAAH A7 sl FrreeE 8 f7 WE, 395y, F4d5, Tl
uepx] o|RA WIE A AHREE Fio

A, reEivEe] g A3 A4S 3000Ee® Wn gews Hu
o] A7t 4 &3 (Annual Transport Capacity : ATC)E A x7Ao=E Fo
Tabie 5.13} o] 87}%] CaseE AHR7IZ g},

AA 2732 42 Table 458 7122 daL, F4 AdEs @o] &3 ¢
2 Clarion-ClippertonA Qo 2 3g fdFoz A 43 79 daifjrq
233t 58009td %t ALg-¢th, 7 7HE-& 20$/BBLYlA] 90$/BBL7A W5
A7, 89%3-& 4000, 6000, 8000, 10000, 12000ton/hour o #-§, FA4
A& 30, 15, 10, 5, 0¥€5 W8 AAA 11 gk dis] gojo}

Table 5.1 Cases of econcomic evaluation
JATCO300THE 1%

ATC)200%E 13 + (ATC)100%E 13
ATON150TE 23

ATC)1209HE 24 + (ATC) 60T 17
ATOL00%E 34

ATC)BOTE 33 + (ATO)60THE 13
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5.2 Zit 3 #)t

2A 5% 7120 204/BBLY di@ 2tz 47 4 £3& JMAE HAY
Aure A AdA 714 ZA&Ae] F2 HGA 98] ¢33t Table 5.2%
2ol Z ATCH deadweighte} A&, A7l 20dzF & wjge] AXEAd, 2
ATCo] W& EA 59 W7} Fig. 5.10] vehde

Table 5.2 Optimum of each ATC
hjsct | - T

3000000 | 6.486 | 119218 | 23.00 69.733 178.591
2000000 | 4.850 | 102272 | 16.10 34.821 838.868
1500000 | 4.831 | 81852 | 14.53 24.711 70.314
1200000 | 4.999 | 72473 | 1281 19.866 59.980
1000000 | 5.549 | 59940 | 12.76 18.038 56.611
800000 | 6.153 | 42195 | 14.41 14.238 55.457
600000 | 6.857 | 36230 | 12.36 11.874 46.431
500000 { 7.447 | 31883 | 11.63 10.323 43.290

S
M

r
N

45

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350
ATG(E™4)

Fig. 5.1 The variations of Object value for each ATC
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Fig. 5.1% Table 5.2& 4HRW, HAFFRFRVFCE %& | ATC 120
gtEoll} 150THE, 2009EQl Aulo]l FyzAe Aeld} disf wiwH FAH
9 A & F Ak
o] dHo]HE wigtoz &4 2z} CASE ¥ AAA §71g #e] Table 5.3¢%
Fig. 5.20] Jvehdol.

Table 5.3 Economic evaluation of each case

CASE 1 69.733 178.591 248.324
CASE 2 52.859 145.379 198.238
CASE 3 49.422 140.628 190.05
CASE 4 51.605 166.390 217.995
CASE 5 04.114 169.534 223.648
CASE 6 54.587 212.802 267.389
CASE 7 59.368 232.153 291.521
CASE 8 61.940 259.739 321.679
(9] %)

3s0¢

300

250

200

Cost(E*6)

L1
150¢”
100F”

L

50

0 CASE1 CASE 2 CASE3 CASE 4 CASES CASE6 CASE7 CASES

Fig. 5.2 Comparison of total cost for each case
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g)o] AA2RE §5F 713 <] 20$/BBLY 7% CASE 39 ATC 1509HE 2
, Z DWT 82,0008F 14.53knot A& 23 gste Aol 714 Fa|Ho|
t}. ol CASE 19 ul3 ¢ 24% A= CASE 89 ula| % 41% H%sH=
7t 8ot}

(1 7t ¥%5 9& 9%
Adg f7h wEed g drtds vk 4% vE 5 gley, &8

9] #polo] wiaiA i w]a ). weks 20$/BBLAA 90$/BBL7HA Wg A]A 7L
AA 2t ATCYE 29 0|49 Z71s 4¥RA Fig. 5.3% 3t}

140

120 |~ 1500000 /

— 1200000
— 1000000
100 |——800000

AOC(E"8)
8
Ig

Fuel Cost

Fig. 5.3 Variation of AOC for increasing fuel cost

Fig. 5304 BEo] £%7 mz1 g Aukd4E 29 6|49 F713L2 4|
2E FHA FA%E AL B 5 Qo 2399 o8 Wt 2z} Cased
Z v 8o ojmg FEFL u)xi=x] Fo}E Ao| Fig. 549 Table 5.50] Y
.
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Table. 5.4 Total cost in each case according to fuel cost increasing

¥TF/C : Fuel Cost

500

450}

©

L 20

§ W50
oo

O 4 ___
CASE CASE CASE CASE CASE CASE CASE CASE
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Fig. 5.4 A comparison of total cost in each case
according to fuel cost increasing

Table 5.4% Fig. 5425 79 7t4o] 90$/BBLo}] HUE o, CASE 1
9 A 2 njgo] AFEA F78A Hedl, ol ¢ AAE AVA HE
t}. H]E CASE 39 A9 CASE 2¥rt} 90$/BBL°] HUS W v g9 F/EFL&
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ZAA et g, ZA 717 £5 @9 sitidx 40$/BBL A= 1y 8
B o, 4749 ¥WFo] dojyr} sudx CASE 39 A7 7 AARA A
g9 9418 &g 4 gich

(2) 9ol 2 Y

A5 g AFow FAAH FE4de o= P& ol g, =t A™
q A4 39 F3UL s g EAAG. waAs E Ao #
7l 4R ow 40$/BBLE 1A 3, d9sdE 4000, 6000, 8000,
10000, 12000ton/hour® 314 &% Qo= ofw JFE A=A <&
ofr} 2 A#E Table 557 Fig. 5.5%

Table. 5.5 Total cost in each case according to

improvement of cargo handling's ability

239.913 179.075 168.863 0.30
160.171 157.952 154.824 0.03
152,409 147.060 145.521 0.05
177.504 175.903 177.979 0.002
178.5629 181.887 176.592 0.01
225.702 226.125 222.177 0.02
245.093 250.178 244.397 0.002
274.509 271.818 269.398 0.02

Table 5.67 Fig. 55004 & 4 5°] CASE 19 A% 89580 J5&
o wzlA ulgol FA ZA4sT 9oy 8000ton/hour °F-F vl Folxit} 3t
A% & WsEg BolA god, ofAF CASE 2d uvjdlA AAH0z FA4 &
e g9 & § gled, CASE 18§ AsnE vgd avdd & 43 uA
A Eate Aoew BojAn,

CASE 39] A% 9% 8ol 4000ton/hourd] X 8000ton/hour® WalH, <%
3.5%, 12000ton/hour2 WaH, of 5% Ax 9] ujg AL 7142
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501012000
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Cost(E™6)

100

50

-
0 CASE1 CASE2 CASE3 CASE4 CASES5 CASE6 CASE7 CASESB

Fig. 5.5 A comparison of total cost in each case according to

improvement of cargo handling's ability
(3) FAggol g & P

4 dre dH3A buk-—carrier?] A$E 15904 30 A== g= A
ol HEolt} ole] £ dFdAE 304, 15¥, 10¥ XL 0Ud sy 4
RES o, FAH 4948 38 @ 9, {71 40$/BBL, 9% 4000ton/hour
2 33P old W$ di}= Table 5.6 Fig. 5.67% 3t}

Table. 5.6 Total cost in each case according to rest days decreasing
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Cost(E~6)

150
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50

CASE 1 CASE 2 CASE 3 CASE 4 CASE 5 CASE 6 CASE 7 CASE 8

Fig. 5.6 A comparison of total cost in each case

according to rest days decreasing

Hol 2R Y CASE 1°] §4 713 94§ dstE soja glow, 1 9
o CASES2 1974 24 &2 W3E B CASE 39 3% #4447 0
dol 2 7 30¢ B} F vgo} o} 7% F2HT, 1090 2 F$ 304 B
o o 5ARAEZE Fadeh Aute FAAFE F2 59 A5 Gy A
4 71E 2dE olFR, § ¢ AAHA dube A9 & glg Aol

Av7tAe] ARes ¥ 2 o, F2d T%H" CASE 39| Z4¢7 713
AR, 716 A%, A%y, FHALFAE 9FL LA gt
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B Afde £ 7HA 4 $REAT A, 201 ddr A B34
HAAA FAE Fd glo 2R FAGzLFe] 4%S FA8U. A
o 3 4dnFLS Simple §3 SRF(SGA), WS e A Z7]E A
438 Micro 4 @12&(uGA), EdWo] FE9 & AA ¥ HHA
S ol & ¢ UAEE $A¢ Threshold 3 L1 Z(TGA), ZHE &4 ¥
o] HojAYE F4A <idEFY dHE Hook&leeves MethodE o438 1
4% Hybrid 4 €328FHGA)S AEd9 1 4% L vadqad.

T AR uGAE RS J4EE olge= oz s vud FA RE @Y%
g& yehiion, SGAg #4 At I4E 2 Aded Ak SGART T
A& 2 Y8 A7}t oA TGAE Z7)de egol gallA vjua tjoa
3 BRE FH53A &9 & ol 7F HolYA JdeErgey Adst 38
5o} ezto]l FAIFAA WHGE A% o] U A2 F Ak oldl edk
o] ¥gg AAdstA A HY 450 F3L /0 & B dAY HGA
o] A &4 Yol +9 AAA HiloA =% 584 deg dE 3709
dne]lF Hrp £ Ao AGggeod glo] Hojd Aoz v

o1& whFE HGAE ol&d 2dy F449 FAMLE FH7rs 2. &
SAgxAez A &5 SHATOE AHee $-Euerl d4s= 3009
E Ao 2% 31 87} Case® Uyo] AL s Bkl

A #7He 208/BBL= A ste] zbzhe] ATCH we Hz Hubg Hdsg
F=d 2 5EFFFRFR : Economic factor)E WS uwl, ATC 1209HE,
1509HE, 20098 Axo Mubo] Fizz] Hst=d AAAA Aoz g
W}

o]o] Z+zte] Cased® 20d3He] F v|RS ANXLsie vlwmd A7} CASE 3,
% DWT 82,0008+ 14.53knot A¥g 23 st Ao /1 HAA 4
Hole BT, o] CASE 19 ul3) % 24% 2759 CASE 8ol ul& <}
41% A== 713 ol

a3 §71 WS we ogA WA E AFHRYY. {7171 20$/BBL
o 4 90$/BBL7A ¥z} AH ZF ATCH 9] &g AAHs metsdl, ATC7}
5 71 ¥Fd & $3u g W] & How F5aE AL B £
Aoy FA 7= @A oF 20~30$/BBLE #4 1 f7F EFolzta &
X o 40$/BBLAXQ] 2L Fets] B 4w, Case 39 A$E {719 wisgs)
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