2003 8

1.1
5,656km 11t Major Ports 139
(Minor Ports) 1963
(Port Trust Board)
94 8,220 41.7%
3,480 (17.7%) 2,990 (15.2%) 1,540 (7.8%)
1,060 (5.4%) 80 8,030
95 2 1,530 2.7 93
84 330 4.7
2005 1 810
5 92 96
6 1 2
2 8.24m
9.14m 12.80m
1
79 240 96
920 4 550 3
. 1 12



1.2

1.3
1) (Approach Channel)
58 m’
2.7km 1.4km
183m
12.5m 10.2 11.4m
2) (Harbor Basin)
122 m
(Turning Circle) 688m
7
11.9m 10.6m
11.3m
3)
Bulk(dry) 230m > 32.5m > 10.7m
Bulk(liquid) 236m > 32.5m > 10.7m
Container 220m > 30.0m > 10.7m
4)
(Cutter Suction Dredger)
2 Dumping Spot
82 3,800 27 8,700
42 1,600 70 300 85%

9.5m



1.4

Tuticorin Port Trust

15
70 300 60 2,600
1997 10 1997 12
2.3 30 10
2002 3
2.1
5 1992 96
4
5 (97 2001 )
3 4,440
2 8910 5 02 06
5 07
4 1,500 6%
5
+ 1990 96 1.8 1.5
5 1999 7 12
PSA/SICAL 7 1
2000TEU
600 700TEU



2.2

221
12.5m 2.5km 13m
2.7km 2.5km
11.9m
688m 488m
17 30 ha
ha
2,087ha
9,463
2.2.2
(1)
2
2000 5 1999 11
2000 5 1999 11
1999 5 1999 5
2000 5 2002 12 31
2.2.3
63
24 1,600
17 7,000




2.3

231

1. 202 663 127 11 636
2.
663 1,698 373 - 1,935 5,773
3 1,385 3,375 779 - 4,043
4. 0 0 23 57 79 935
5. 0 0 24 8 81
6. 225 0 145 - 720 0
7. 312 290 127 - 744 290
2,787 6,026 1,598 76 8,238 6,298
1997 4 1Rs=3.41 9 5 1Rs=3.56



\ 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
1. 10
(A D) 92.9 91.7 99.7 101.5 99.9 122.8 130.2 132.9
A) 7.6 9.0 11.2 12.1 16.3 15.7 22.0 23.0
B) 11.9 10.8 11.6 12.9 16.7 18.9 21.0 19.7
C) 63.7 62.6 66.4 65.4 57.1 77.2 77.8 80.9
D) 9.7 94 10.6 111 9.9 11.0 94 9.3
2. 68,619 88,769 | 102,464 | 99,512 | 136,612 | 156,978 | 213,509 | 212,925
(TEU) °©
3. 982 968 1,092 1,128 1,106 1,236 1,421 1,458
4, 100.3 103.3 116.9 114.1 101.3 129.5 137.8 141.4
GRT '
10
5. 154.3 155.8 177.3 185.6 165.3 203.0 218.4 224.1*
10
6. 8.2 9.8 11.2 12.0 16.3 12.8 16.9 17.3
%
7. 2.3 1.6 1.7 1.6 3.0 14 1.6 14
1997 2002 5
8.4 5.3
8 1,650 1,302
80.5%
Indian Oil
6 Twenty-foot Equivalent Unit 20
7 Gross Tonnage
8 ““Major Points of India A Profile”
9 SIPCOT  State Industries Promotion Corp of Tamil Nadu 17
15km 30km




2.3.2

@ FIRR
FIRR 18.2%
13.3% FIRR
26
@ EIRR
EIRR 25.4
2.4
2.4.1

sircot  °

10

10



SPIC 3 5,000
20
Sterlite Copper 18
(Copper anodes)
Kilburn 4
Chemical (Titanium 7,500
( ) | dioxide)
DCW 55
(Caustic soda)
Nila Sea Food 5,500
Tuticorin Salt 5,000 (raw salt)
and 5
Marin Chemical
St. John Freight 50
System
5
50 100
1 25 4
4
SIPCOT
1997 53




26

26
1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001
15 4 5 3 10 5 3 2 6
5
24.2
2.4.3
244
1999 5.9 2001 32.6
55
2.5
251
1)
Dredging Corporation of India
(Engineering Dept.)
)
2,370
2003 1,549
1999 12
7 PSA/SICAL




®)

2001
4 1997 1.7
1999 2000 2001
498.1 579.6 564.7
292.0 463.6 498.2
135 15.3 18.9
97.6 87.0 88.5
901.4 1,145.6 1,170.5
1155 119.4 108.9
155.9 195.1 197.9
13.7 16.4 16.2
46.0 59.4 66.5
191.1 210.5 191.1
522.4 601.2 580.8
378.9 544.4 589.6
120.3 167.1 183.3
130.2 337.7 368.0
368.9 373.8 404.9
1999 2000 2001
4,483.8 4,691.1 5,020.1
1,090.8 1,417.8 1,519.0
540.1 694.1 853.3
6,114.8 6,803.0 7,392.5
2,536.4 3,142.5 3,516.1
499.0 555.4 636.5
2,440.1 2,240.0 2,392.8
355.2 500.1 565.5
283.8 364.8 281.3
6,114.8 6,803.0 7,392.5
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1999 2001 3 33%

2 1
/
2.5.2
maintenance dredging
1
2
3.1
3.2
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1) 1)
58 m® 69 m
2.7km 2.5km
183m
12.5m
2) 2)
122 md 160 md
11.9m
3) 3)
17ha 30ha
4) 4)
2,087ha 9,463
1997 12 1997 12
1997 5 2000 5 1997 5 1999 11
1998 6 1999 5 1998 6 1999 5
1998 2 2000 5 2001 9 2002 12
27 8,700 60 2,600
54 5,100 2 7,200
15 9,800 7,640
82 3,800 62 9,800
70 300 60 2,600
1 3.41 1 3.56
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Third Party Evaluator’s Opinion on
Tuticorin Port Dredging Project

Mr. SAUMITRA CHAUDHURI
Economic Advisor
ICRA Limited

Effect

The most prominent aspect of the project clearly lies in the prompt and cost-saving execution of
the components that primarily yield the project effects (channel and harbour dredging), with
significant gains in freight volumes in 1997 (May though December) itself and accompanied by
a large (23.5%) saving in planned costs. The savings in project cost holds a lesson perhaps as to
the gains that can be had from a well designed bidding process.

In estimating the physical gains from the project effects, | have compared the average figures
for freight handled in 1995 and 1996 and compared them to the average in 2001 and 2002. What
emerges is that total freight handled has risen by 42.5% in tonnage terms, while the total
shipping tonnage (GRT) has risen by 37.1% and the maximum vessel size by 42.7%. It also
turns out that the number of vessels calling at the port increased by 47.6% — a factor larger than
the gains on the other handling parameters. Average waiting time fell by as much as 23.1%.

There are indications that the dredging project has been able to nearly double the port capacity.
This follows from the fact that if the increased number of port calls (1.476) is multiplied by the
increased maximum vessel size (1.427), the cumulative expansion should have been 110.7%.
This follows from one of the justification for the project which is that low available draught in
the channel and harbour was responsible for “vessels (being) forced to operate by limiting their
payloads ... efficient port management was hampered due to the high frequency of cargo traffic
from reduced carrier vessels and the small volume of cargo being off-loaded per landing” [p.1
of Field Survey (August 2003)]. However, following on the completion of the project, the
biggest expansion was in the number of vessels, which factor was larger than that of the total
freight handled or total shipping tonnage or even of vessel size. If payload restriction was to be
mitigated by the project, one would have expected freight volume expansion to have much
exceeded the number of port calls.

A possible explanation as to why the fully capacity expansion effect of the project has not
manifested itself yet, is that there might be an absence of adequate demand. In terms of type of
cargo, container freight has risen by 171% in both tonnage terms and volume (TEU) terms.
General cargo has gone up 79.3%, but dry cargo which is still the most important category has
risen by only 25.7%, while liquid cargo has actually declined by 2.1%. The Field Survey (Aug
2003) notes that “gross cargo handling volumes are lower than initial forecasts” resulting in port
dues being “26% lower” than expected and hence a lower FIRR (p.7).

Given that water depth at 2.5km point was 13m (p.4), the extent of dredging has enabled the
port to maximise capacity in so far as draught is concerned. The construction of a new berth and
container yard should be able to create more offsetting shore-based capacity to cater to growing
container, general and dry cargo handling demand. Aside from the fact that positive economic
externalities have materialized as in the case of significant financial savings by Tuticorin
Thermal Power Plant (p.8), the materialization of even al13.3% FIRR on the basis of actually
realised freight volumes within three years after project completion, for what is a very long-term
port capacity augmentation, is an exceptional achievement. Given that India’s external trade is
rising at a rapid pace, the current demand limitations facing the Tuticorin Port are bound to ease
in the years to come and the full benefits of the project would come into play, albeit over a
longer period of time than might have been visualised originally.



