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Comparison simulation of container terminal truck operation modes

based on Flexsim CT

SUN Hong-yun', GUO Shu-juan®, ZHENG Peng-jun'"
( 1.Faculty of Maritime and Transportation, Ningbo University, Ningbo 315211, China;

2.College of Transportation Engineering, Dalian Maritime University, Dalian 116026, China )

Abstract: Based on five important evaluation indexes, we build simulation models using the software-Flexsim

CT to analyze and compare two operation modes of container terminal trucks, including operating line operation

mode and working plane operation mode. Data analysis reveals that some indexes are affected by the number of

the container ships’ interactions. It is found that each index of working plane operation mode is improved with

the same number of interactions. And with the number increasing, the trip in distance presents more obvious

advantages than operating line mode does. Quantitative analysis and qualitative study both indicate that working

plane operation mode achieves higher overall efficiency and lower cost.
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