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A Study on the Factor of Short Term Demand Variability on Transshipment

Cargo(The case of Busan port)
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Abstract

Variability factors of transship cargo in the container transportation market analysis short term factors. In
the past, studies on the factor of variability in container cargo volume have focused on long term volume
forecast and increase in investment and competitiveness from strategic perspectives. Unlike previous studies,
this paper analyzes factors of variability in transshipment volume rapidly varying in short term and seeks
measures. Since it was identified that transshipment volume depends on vessel operation cost and port
volume in long term but effectively on special strategies launched by port authorities in short term, the
port authority experienced rapid drop in volume should continue to observe strategies of competition ports
and to make use of strategies seeking appropriate countermeasures.
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<Table 1> Volume Trend of Container of Busan Port in Last five years

Year Volume Processed (unit in thousand TEU) TS Share
Import Export TS Total
2007 3,752 3,690 5,811 13,254 43.8%
2008 3,853 3,784 5,807 13,445 43.2%
2009 3,266 3,302 5,372 11,941 45.0%
2010 3,913 3,922 6,276 14,112 44.5%
2011 4,402 4,305 7,352 16,060 45.8%
2012 4,382 4,426 8,142 16,950 48.0%
Qyerage 3.2% 3.7% 7.0% 5.0%
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<Table 2> Transshipment Cargo Volume in Busan Port by Countries and Compositions in 2012

Composition TS Import TS Export TS SUM
Country Full Empty Full Empty Full Empty
China 2,381,797 144,060 | 1,653,137 51,141 728,660 92,919 2,525,857
Japan 1,177,860 56,416 | 486,948 41,476 690,912 14,940 1,234,276
USA 1,159,236 55,575 | 482,017 35,259 677,219 20,316 1,214,811
Canada 247,385 9,198 | 73,950 7,932 173,435 1,266 256,583
Russia 229,525 14,257 | 66,323 11,560 163,202 2,697 243,782
Germany 106,155 1,803 | 59,687 1,483 46,468 320 107,958
Vietnam 96,548 1,489 | 54,132 1,120 42,416 369 98,037
India 135,560 4,329 | 62,626 3,335 72,934 994 139,889
Mexico 158,212 13,098 | 72,406 12,228 85,806 870 171,310
Indonesia 140,310 5919 | 62,394 4,712 77,916 1,207 146,229
Others 1,832,509 176,309 | 784,267 101,008 1,048,242 75,301 2,008,818
Total 7,665,095 482,451 | 3,857,886 271,252 3,807,209 211,199 8,147,546
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<Table 3> Increase/Decrease Rate Analysis on Transshipment Cargo Volume in Busan Port by Countries
and Compositions in 2012

Composition TS Import TS Export TS SUM
Country Full Empty Full Empty Full Empty
China 0.6% -18.9% 1.6% -23.4% -1.8% -16.3% | 31.00%
Japan 3.1% 3.1% 3.6% 11.9% 2.7% -18.0% | 15.15%
USA -10.0% -18.2% -10.3% -10.9% -9.8% -29.5% | 1491%
Canada 11.3% 698.6% -47.5% 1396.0% 52.8% 40.2% | 3.15%
Russia -3.1% -60.4% 123.0% -81.1% -30.1% 349.3% | 2.99%
Germany 50.8% -79.2% 35.4% -76.0% 73.6% -92.3% | 2.10%
Vietnam -19.1% 1153.6% -20.5% 846.7% -17.2% | 12100.0% | 1.79%
India 29.5% -89.5% 39.6% -97.4% 21.5% -503% | 1.72%
Mexico 3.8% 84.9% 116.3% 113.6% -43.3% -154% | 1.33%
Indonesia 34.2% 791.5% -46.7% 604.1% 205.9% | 10772.7% | 1.20%
Others -2.4% -28.0% -8.3% -3.9% 2.2% -52.4% | 24.66%
Total 0.1% -16.1% -0.8% -3.4% 0.9% -30.2% | 100%
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<Table 4> Transshipment Cargo Volume in Busan Port by Cities and Compositions in 2012

Composition TS Import TS Export TS SUM
Country Full Empty Full Empty Full Empty
Tianjin 815,201 23,811 584,946 8,566 230,255 15,245 | 839,012
Qingdao 521,242 34,847 365,848 21,749 155,394 13,098 | 556,089
Dalian 412,125 15,172 296,191 4,907 115,934 10,265 | 427,297
Shanghai 216,617 30,480 124,764 9,323 91,853 21,157 | 247,097
LA 223,922 10,923 73,147 9,996 150,775 927 | 234,845
Vancouver 194,519 4,386 82,841 2,153 111,678 2,733 | 199,405
LB 163,375 9,043 45,814 8,615 117,561 428 | 172,418
Seattle 155,845 16,308 46,693 2,384 109,152 13,924 | 172,153
Ningbo 126,343 21,236 91,957 2,438 34,886 18,798 | 148,079
Singapore 65,583 28,298 26,731 27,006 38,852 1,292 | 93,881
Others 4,769,823 287,447 | 2,118,954 174,115 2,650,369 113,332 5,057,270
Total 7,665,095 482,451 | 3,857,886 | 271,252 3,807,209 | 211,199 8,147,546

<Table 5> Increase/Decrease Rate Analysis on Transshipment Cargo Volume in Busan Port by Cities and
Compositions in 2012

Composition TS Import TS Export TS SUM
Country Full Empty Full Empty Full Empty
Tianjin -4.7% -3.3% -5.6% -47.4% -2.2% 34.8% 10.3%
Qingdao 4.1% 6.0% 1.7% -8.1% 9.9% 34.7% 6.8%
Dalian -19.1% 116.5% -15.4% 103.4% -20.9% 394.2% 5.2%
Shanghai -6.7% -12.0% 124% | -20.1% 15% | -81% 3.0%
LA 5.2% 8.7% 5.8% -11.5% 3.7% 19.9% 2.9%
Vancouver -1.8% -48.1% 6.0% | -472% 0.1% | -63.7% 2.4%
LB -6.9% 277.3% -10.9% 233.5% -3.9% 318.6% 2.1%
Seattle -3.5% -6.6% -22.0% -14.1% 17.2% 23.2% 2.1%
Ningbo 3.3% 412.6% 27.3% 9.1% -32.9% 3583.9% 1.8%
Singapore -54.9% -30.6% -47.8% 309.2% -58.1% -96.8% 1.2%
Others 3.5% -25.7% 1.5% 1% | 52% 472% | 62.1%
Total 0.1% -16.1% -0.8% 34% | 0.9% -30.2% 100.0%
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<Table 6> Transshipment Cargo Volume in Busan Port by Shipping Companies in 2012

Composition TS Import TS Export TS SUM
Country Full Empty Full Empty Full Empty

Maersk 906,401 87,134 454,495 55,225 451,906 31,909 993,535
Hanjin Shipping 834,101 53,084 441,271 30,781 392,830 22,303 887,185
APL 640,434 24,047 324,111 12,720 316,323 11,327 664,481
CMA & CGM 594,142 39,395 299,496 21,054 294,646 18,341 633,537
Hyundai 587,377 21,602 291,696 11,043 295,681 10,559 608,979
Korea Marine 496,703 22,154 250,039 10,717 246,664 11,437 518,857
Hapag-Lloyd 355,260 20,421 178,519 10,120 176,741 10,301 375,681
MSC 262,822 66,026 132,350 32,950 130,472 33,076 328,848
NYK-Line 331,124 29,007 165,833 14,838 165,291 14,169 360,131
Heung-A 303,587 1,229 152,346 736 151,241 493 304,816
Others 2,353,144 118,352 1,167,730 71,068 1,185,414 47,284 2,471,496

Total 7,665,095 482,451 | 3,857,886 271,252 3,807,209 211,199 8,147,546

<Table 7> 1H to 2H Increase/Decrease Rate Analysis on Transshipment Cargo Volume in Busan Port by
Shipping Companies Compositions in 2012

Composition TS Import TS Export TS SUM
Country Full Empty Full Empty Full Empty
Maersk 1.0% -17.1% 1.5% 31.2% 0.5% -65.6% 12.2%
Hanjin Shipping -3.4% -21.6% -14.5% -10.6% 10.8% -34.9% 10.9%
APL 0.2% -85.0% -0.3% -83.9% 0.8% -86.2% 8.2%
CMA & CGM 31.7% -20.8% 34.5% -14.5% 28.9% -27.6% 7.8%
Hyundai -12.7% 197.8% -13.2% 116.6% -12.1% 343.7% 7.5%
Korea Marine 2.9% 131.2% 3.0% 136.2% 2.8% 126.6% 6.4%
Hapag-Lloyd -12.1% -98.5% -11.9% -98.4% -12.3% -98.5% 4.6%
MSC 71.6% -51.1% 74.6% -51.6% 68.6% -50.6% 4.0%
NYK-Line -8.2% 1.1% -8.5% -2.7% -7.9% 5.2% 4.4%
Heung-A -7.9% 165.5% -5.9% 208.6% -9.8% 115.7% 3.7%
Others -6.0% 27.0% -6% 39% -6% 11% 30.3%
Total -0.3% -17.9% -1.27% -5.33% 0.76% -31.92% 100.0%
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