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Abstract - Korea has gradually been developing port distriparks in major domestic trade ports to diversify their finction and create
added-value. New tenant companies are needed to help achieve these goals, but no research has been done on selection criteria. To
provide such criteria, this study conducted a comparative analysis of the productivity of tenant companies in Busan New Port Distripark
based on their characteristics. SFP (single—factor productivity) was measured using the operational data of 67 companies in the distripark
over the past - three years (2017-2019). The results indicate that the logistics business and the manutacturing business have strengths
In cargo volume productivity and in sales productivity respectively. Also, Northern distripark, a relatively older facility, was found to be
more productive than Ung-dong distripark. Finally, the eflect of investment —both foreign and in FAC/EQ (ficility and equipment) —on
productivity showed an inverse relationship with productivity, with the companies with under-average investments being more productive
than those whose investments were above average. Therefore, to enhance the productivity and competitiveness of port distriparks, tenant
companies must be subject to supplemented system and law for increasing employment and cargo volume, and reestablished selection
criteria.
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Table 1 Summary of literature review
Study Analysis Analysis
Gt subject method target
Development Businesses
Choi et al. strategy and Descriptive related to
(2005) effects of port statistics shipping and
hinterland ports in Busan
Evalgatlon Of. B/C ratio,
Lee et al.| economic benefits NPV Busan New
(2008) | for investing port ’ Port hinterland
. IRR
hinterland
Jeung & L .
Choi Activation plan for| Policy Busan New
(2011) hinterland proposal | Port hinterland
Decision factors of Facto‘r
Choe moving into port analysis, Gwangyang
(2010) He P Logistics |Port hinterland
hinterland .
regression
Yoon et &l Drif)lvsilgn fifﬁorif Fuzzy-AHPp| 1ncheon New
(2016) ne D v Port hinterland
hinterland
Kim Decision factors of| Factor International
(2017) moving into port | analysis, distribution
hinterland IPA center
Kim & iiiiiirﬁor Domestic and
Kim .. g AHP foreign port
2011) competitiveness of hinterland
port hinterland
Park & iii[;;ii for Factor Busan New
Ha competitiverrllis of analysis, | Port Northern
(2015) port hinterland AHP hinterland
. Port
Kang & eEf}]:CIEI;t;?n (0)111 hinterlands in
Cho . P ANOVA |Busan, Incheon,
hinterland and
(2012) licv proposal and
PONCY Propo Gwangyang
Kang & | Lunctional dlj;;nrflzfgi
Kfn distribution of port theories Busan New
hinterland and Port hinterland
(2018) . among
solution proposal
government
. . . |Port distriparks
Comparison on Economic in Busan
Kim & | economic effects effects, Gwan any
Shin | by port distirpark | ANOVA, gyans,
. Incheon, and
(2018) using real Post-hoc Pveongtack-
statistical data analysis yeongta
Dangjin
Comparison on
‘ productivity Qf Single- Tena}nt .
This tenant companies companies in
. .. factor
paper in port distripark roductivit Busan New
using real = ¥ Port distripark
statistical data
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Fig. 1 Land use plan of Busan New Port Distripark
Source : Ministry of Oceans and Fisheries(2019), The
development plan of Busan New Port Distripark.
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Table 3 Average performance of tenant companies from
2017 to 2019

Cargo Foreign | FAC/EQU

Item | volume Em(glicc))y)ees (MSalKgsm investment |investment
(TEU) ) (M KRW) | (M KRW)

Total |1,977,826] 2914 | 430,068 | 140418 | 891,514
Northern |1,116642| 1,341 211677 | 45836 362,778
Ung-dong| 81,184 | 1573 218392 | HA532 528,736

Source : Busan Port Authority, Internal data(2017-2019).
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Fig. 2 Structure on productivity by characteristics of tenant
companies

Capital Productivity

Labor Productivity

1) FAC/EQ : Facility and Equipment
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Table 4 Comparison of productivity by business type

Item Capital productivity| Labor productivity
CPoy | CPy | LPny | LPg

Logistics 2.131 0.404 740.29 140.18
Manufacturing 0.340 0.514 140.39 212.34
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Table 5 Comparison of productivity by port distripark

Item Capital productivity| Labor productivity
CP.y | CPs | LP,, | LPs

Northern 2.7132 0.518 83269 | 157.8
Ung-dong 1.382 0.350 54748 | 138.84
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