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The Analysis on Competitiveness of Railroad Transport
Focused on Container, Cement, Steel

O
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Eun-mi Kim - Dong-joo Park - Young-seung Ko - Hyun-seung Kim - Hyeong-jun Park

Abstract The modal spilt of highway has been increased and the one of railway has been decreased from
17.2%(1990) to 6.3%(2006). In this context, it is meaningful to examine the competitiveness of  the railroad of Korea:
The objective of this study is to analyze the competitiveness of railroad transport compared with the highway so that
countermeasures improving the competitiveness of railroad could be suggested. For this, first of :all, 1nd1cat0rs
representing the competitiveness of the railroad transport are determined..The mai ‘
include transport time, transport cost and level of service. Three types of commodﬁy,,contamer,, ceme:
the target for the analysis. It was found that the overall competitiveness of railroad transport is weaker ¢
highway even for the main freight origin-destination pairs. It means that the freight transport '
road rather than railroad. Therefore, we need to remeasure the competitiveness of railroad transport
for freight railroad competitiveness improvement.

Keywords : Railroad Transport, Competitiveness Indicators, Transport Time, Transport Cost, Level of Service
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Fig. 1. Research process
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Table 2. The estimation methodology for freight transport time and cost
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Table 3. The estimation methodology for level of service
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Table 4. The characteristics of competitiveness indicator for
railroad transport
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Table 5. The average of railroad transport competitiveness in-
dicators for whole country
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Fig. 2. The average of railroad transport competitiveness indicators
for whole country
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Table 6. The container competitiveness indicator for railroad

transport
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Table 7. The cement competitiveness indicator for railroad

transport
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Table 8. The steel competitiveness indicator for railroad transport
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Fig. 3. The rate of O-D pairs where railroad is competitive com-
pared with highway

423 0D HEHELEAHY

2 HAL §B8 F2EL 0D Ao vet Ars)
FEAAYAT o WSS BASGA, Table 0% 5
Azl g 0D A Besheas AT E 3o
318 vhehiict. SOkm v]gke] B7le) 4ol A9 figo]
, 8], 7o) ARSHBLEAAAAE he 247 379,
154,352 3 715H0) S5 P4 A AErchs R
£ o olgekt A0 vl ¥, 0D A7t S5
$2 F2Y ARFSLEABAAL gho] Z7151E HF
& Rol FA2USE HE o] §7h5 40| SolRE oz
E4E e

of

B o

T rE 9

Table 10. The competitiveness indicators of railroad transport w.r.t.
transport cost as a function of O-D distance
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Table 11. The competitiveness indicators of railroad transport w.r.t.
level of service as a function of O-D distance
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Fig. 4. The competitiveness indicator of railroad transport of the
O-D pairs which are within 20km from railway station
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Table 12. The comparison of competitiveness indicators between
railroad and highway (container)
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Table 13. The comparison of competitiveness indicators between
railroad and highway (cement)
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Table 14. The comparison of competitiveness indicators between
railroad and highway (steel)
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