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ABSTRACT : Container terminals keenly compete with other ones because of the continuous increase of container flows and the
appearance o large-sized vessels. Major port equipment manufacturers are interested in the development of new conceptual equipment to
greatly increase the productivity. In this study, a two-phase procedure is suggested for selecting the optimal development alternatives,
when there are various development alternatives for container cranes, typical equipment in ports. The first phase removes the dternatives
that violate essential requirements and the second phase selects final dlternatives by using AHP (Analytic Hierarchy Process). Finally, an
example applying the procedure is provided

KEY WORDS : container crane, selecting alternatives, AHP(Analytic Hierarchy Process), container terminal, cargo handling
equipment
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Table 1 The specification of container cranes: past and

future(®] - &, 2004 A 5, 2005)
1st 2nd 3rd 4th
generation | generation | generation | generation Future

v 1960~ 1984~ 1994~ 2004~ 2014~
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Super
S Post
Ship size| Panamax Post Maersk -
Panamax Panamax

e

oa - - -
(long 35 Over 406 [406~508| 50~60 60~75
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Outreach | 39 S~47 | 8~5 | & | 0~
Span(m) | 16~30 30 30 30.48 40
Lift(m) | 21~28 32 34~36 4 50
Hoist

speed 36~45 55 60~75 | 90~180 | 200~300
(mpm)
Trolley

speed | 120~150 | 180~210 | 180~210 | 240~300 | 300~400
(mpm)
Weight | 4g0~ | o0~ | %0~ | 1,100~ | 1550~
ofcrane| g | 100 | 1250 | 1480 | T80
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Fig. 2 A procedure for selecting the container crane
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Fig. 3 A hierarchy of the criteria for selecting the container

crane
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