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A Study on Analysis of the Equipment Combination
of Stevedoring System in Port Container Terminal
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ABSTRACT : The objective of this paper is to analyze the equipment combination of stevedoring system at port ccntainer
terminal. In general, the productivity of container terminal is evaluated by productivity of container cranes at apron, but there
are other equipment such as transport vehicles and yard cranes. Therefore, a method that can estimate the optimal equipment
combiration of stevedoring system in container terminal is required. We perform various simulation experiment and analyze
equipment combination to improve the productivity. From the application of the case study, we demonstrated the savings
effect using mean waiting time rates by the equipment combination
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Fig. 1 Operation flow of container terminal
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Fig. 2 Trends of CC productivity

Table 2 Stevedoring system and CC productivity in Pusan port
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Fig. 3 equipment ratio and CC productivity by container

terminals

Fig 39148} o] JFH CC Mol 7V
7 CCH TCHE 7H8 ¥UA® CCF YTHE A4z 7}
Y wgth 2YAY HGA2YE FHsHE Pl
woha 4 CC Aol
A drel A BaFge
ek weksly] ozl gu,
Wl AHgElE CC, YT, TCO) shdAado] A 2goz 7
gl RAST A gthn #EY 4 glow, e
e wAY & UAES sdAag T4 PuEY AWAS

H7he WAL 2 7He

HAHoE ¥e RS ohic. we
2 CC ANEE HAUE 23
RIAAE, olFAIAE, HAAlx

3. "ot

CCY Artdell d@g vA= d7lATY ZF$5 YT o
71X 3 i3St Hastete WS H sk, drAEe
Hrz e YTUFE AH8she Wix ALsAHHEY
2], 2004).

Iy B AFedA Aeolyeude] ARAANAY £4
A% Mg By CC, YT, TC7 Aso] Yehes A
2 Aolats, o7]d ehe] R ARE ) A%

&0 38 o)F e AMayoz spAEch mebA g
o] Hfrgol HulE % uit = AEAE AT W
o =g

L X2 jo mp

L1 XN
I=h=1

oo

—291—



c/iC

Discharging

Fig. 4 Concept model for analysis of combined productivity
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Table 3 Input data of equipment

Table 7 Mean waiting time rate of TC( I/K(TC))
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Table 11 Waitirg value of yard(Y,)
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Table 13 relatively savings effect
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Fig. 6 Graph of savings effect
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