DREDGING NEW YORK HARBOR

Exhibit 4
Distribution of New York Draft for Maersk’s “M” Vessels
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case, the under-keel clearance was mini-
mal.!? Maersk’s draft distribution, as well
as that recorded for most lines, was bell-
shaped with an upward skew. The model
reflects this draft distribution by employ-
ing a theoretical statistical distribution
of the Beta family.!?

Exhibit 4 presents the density and
cumulative distribution of the draft of
Maersk vessels in New York.

Current Channel Restrictions

An analysis of 1994 New York Mari-
time Association data indicates that 1.2%
of the containerships drew 38 feet or over;
13.9%, 35 feet and over; and 58%, 30 feet
or over. Presumably, the present 40-foot
channel, assuming 2 feet of under-keel
clearance and without taking advantage
of the tide, does not constrain the lines
except in rare cases. However, actual draft
data already reflect the lines’ response to
constraints. That is, lines have been al-
ready calling with partially loaded ships,

as evidenced by their complaints.

Exhibit 5 presents the density and
cumulative distribution of the draft of
containerships calling at New York in 1994,

Response to Channel Restrictions—
Present Fleet

The draft response model focuses on
the trade-off between remaining and relo-
cating costs, according to the lines’ regional
rotations (FI, LO and MID). For the sake
of clearer discussion, Philadelphia is se-
lected here as the port of relocation.'*

Decision to Relocate—FI Service

The decision by a FI service to quit
New York and relocate to Philadelphia is
based on comparing:

¢ revenue loss due to reduced load-
ing; with

+ feedering cost of New York cargo to/
from Philadelphia.'s
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