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ABSTRACT 

This study assessed the impact of the port concession adopted in Nigerian ports in 

2006. The study is necessary in order to ascertain the impact of the model based 

on a painstaking study. Data was collected from the abstract of ports statistics on 

three major variables namely, cargo throughput, average berth occupancy and 

average turnaround time, from 1995 to 2012. The data was analysed using Mann-

Whitney Wilcoxon (WWW) Test. The result shows that on the average, all the 

indices (the cargo throughput, the average berth occupancy and the average 

turnaround time) improved from 28571417 tonnes to 67240231.82 tonnes, 

51.35% to 72.47% and 8.18 days to 4.83 days respectively, for the pre-concession 

and post concession periods.  It was also found that the concession of the ports 

has significantly improved the cargo throughput, the average berth occupancy 

and the average turnaround time of Nigerian seaports at 0.05 level of significance. 

The study emphasises the need for formulating and implementing effective 

policies tailored towards port improvement and providing enabling environment 

for the optimal performance of the concession model. 

 

Keywords: Analysis, Concession, Port concession, Port operations, Nigerian 
Seaports and Transportation.  
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CHAPTER ONE 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1  BACKGROUND  

Transportation is the life line of any nation. Any policy or activity that 

disrupts the smooth running of the transport system will definitely affect the 

efficiency and well being of the society and its inhabitants.  

Transport provides the driving force for the movement of people and flow of 

information, raw materials and finished products, which build and maintain 

society (Badejo, 1997). In general terms, transport is an essential ingredient for 

the socio-economic and political development of any nation. Development and 

transport are synonymous, and therefore, it is the trade mark of a developed 

society. A nation can be said to have attained a green level of development by the 

nature of its transportation network (Ogundana, 1997). 

 Generally, the economic development of any society is a complex process, 

which depends on several interacting forces. However, transport is a key stone to 

civilization, because the spread of trade and ideas and the economic ascendancy 

of mankind, all depend upon movement (Adeniji, 1996). Thus, as man develops, 

his modes of transport also develop. It is evident that efforts are constantly being 
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made to ensure that the transport sector remains positive, responsive, functional 

and relevant to societal needs (David, 1992). Basically, the provision of transport 

facilities and services is very crucial to the socio-economic political and cultural 

development of a nation. Hence, Munby (1968) had declared that “there is no 

escape from transport”. 

 Maritime activities all over the world could be seen as a major life wire of 

any developing economy. Shipping has become the most effective mode of 

transportation in the international exchange of goods. Transportation of bulk 

goods over a relatively long distance is most economically done by sea. This is 

further facilitated through advances in technology which has brought about more 

efficient, reliable and demand oriented transportation system. 

 It is estimated that over 90% of global commerce is seaborne (Komadina et 

al, 2006). This reflects the level of dependency on shipping for the movement of 

goods generated in international trade transactions.  Maritime industry is highly 

technical, professional, competitive, complex and capital and labour intensive. It 

is also subject to international conventions, rules and regulations. Hence, Nigerian 

ports could not meet up with the maritime demands of the country and 

international community. The reasons for their failure to meet up are obvious. 
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Some of the reasons include apparent fraudulent and sharp practices, 

inconsistency in government policies, over-invoicing and under-invoicing which 

results to capital flight etc. (Ndikom, 2004). 

Our ports were characterized by confusion occasioned by uncontrolled 

personnel and cargo management and various vices like sharp practices and 

apparent fraudulent behaviors. All these made our ports to be user unfriendly and 

notorious (Ndikom, 2004). 

Obviously, the concept of globalization in the maritime industry with its 

transcending reformations in its length and breadth has been an internationalized 

idea both in content and context. The port needs reformation to catch up with 

global demands. 

Despite the tremendous contribution of maritime transportation, which 

could be seen as a major artery and vein that support and sustains the move for 

the socio-economic development and growth of Nigeria economy, it cannot be 

described as a healthy environment. By implication, the present level of 

performance of the sector in this part of the globe could still be improved upon 

given the necessary tonic and impetus to do so. Maritime transportation is central 

to growth, development and civilization. It does not appear to have been 
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appreciated in Nigeria as much as it has been in many advanced nations. In 

concrete terms, maritime transportation is the potent ingredient for any nation. 

The sophistication and complexity, which characterized maritime transportation 

in this modern world, are the result of very long and sustained efforts by policy 

makers, operators and stake holders to improve on one of the most fundamental 

aspect of their existence. This is because for us as humans, to live, associate, 

trade and exchange the reflection of our interactions (cargo), which is very vital 

for the sustainability of the society, there is need for us to operate a competitive 

port for which the present exercise is anchored. Really, the existence of port 

operations depends on the availability of cargo, which is a critical factor in the 

logistic chain of the port system. There is urgent need to make this vital and all 

embracing clarification that, without existence of cargo and its availability, the 

operations of the port is meaningless. 

Concession as a tool for reform has been a factor for economic change and 

survival the world over, which has revolutionized the changing face and 

functionality of the port’s system (Setchell, 1994). 

Globalization of the world economy is now a reality in terms of apparent and lucid 

reforms that have taken place in most parts of the world, of which Nigeria is not 
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an exception. The concept of port reforms the world over, is to deregulate, 

revitalize, decentralize and privatize the sector and organize competition within it. 

Port reforms are policy measures by government that are aimed at revitalizing 

and strengthening operational and functional modalities at the ports, thereby 

resulting in increased efficiency and productivity (Ndikom, 2004). 

 It is also aimed at making our ports not only user  friendly but also investor 

friendly, which in turn leads the government into providing modern cargo 

handling plants and equipment to enhance smooth operations at the ports. It is 

highly imperative to state clearly that the operational functionality of the port 

terminal operations through the provisions of super structures and infrastructural 

facilities, have indeed increased the efficiency, performance and productivity of 

any port system, thereby registering an appreciable cargo throughput at the end 

of the day. Unfortunately, this has never been the case for Nigerian ports which 

over the years, have suffered neglect, lack of infrastructural facilities and funding. 

Regrettably, this ugly situation ignited a whole gamut of structural defects and 

fraudulent and sharp practices by operators and dock labour, resulting in low 

productivity and inefficiency of the port’s system. As a result, the ports were in 

dire need for structural reforms to make it function optimally and efficiently. 
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A port is not only the flag ship and gateway to our nation’s economy 

established for reception of import and export goods, but also a system of 

interested entities. All over the world, the port is seen as a transit area strictly 

meant for the convenience of its users. The main function of a port is that it acts 

as an interface between ocean and inland transport, and it provides 

complementary services to loading and dispatching operations such as storage, 

processing and distribution. 

The production of apples in Argentine, Chile, New Zealand and South Africa, 

and their export to North American creates competition between their individual 

production and distribution networks. If the costs of seed, fertilizer, water, 

harvest, road haulage, port labour or facilities are excessive in any of the 

production entities, or if productivity is slow, it could mean the loss of that 

market. The port system is vital to Nigerian’s import and export trade and to her 

productivity. It is indeed a lifeline. The concept of “No cargo, No port” is very 

obvious here as the presence and availability of cargo is a clear manifestation and 

affirmation of ports existence. 
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The port is a major employer of labour covering support organizations such 

as stevedores, port administration, truckers, customs, brokers, warehouse 

operators and freight forwarders (Ndikom, 2004). 

 Obviously, port Concession is not actually easy to be defined and it requires 

careful analysis. This is because the extent of private sector involvement within 

ports can vary. There are different models of port privatization. These models 

take account of and are based on the various essential elements involved in the 

effective functioning of ports. 

1.2.0 BRIEF HISTORY OF NIGERIAN PORTS AUTHORITY (NPA) 

 The development of sea ports in Nigeria started in the mid 19th century in 

the era of explorers. Though limited initially to the opening up of the Lagos 

Lagoon, it however resulted in the opening of Apapa and Port Harcourt. This led 

eventually to the establishment of the Nigerian Ports Authority in 1954 to 

maintain the ports, and as well, load and discharge cargo. The NPA commenced 

operations on 1st April, 1955 having assumed responsibility for certain ports and 

harbour activities earlier performed by eight departments of government of 

Nigeria. At the same time, NPA acquired the assets which had formerly been used 

by the government, in pursuance of her statutory duties. The NPA made 
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remarkable progress and on the 15th of June, 1992, the Nigerian Ports PLC was 

incorporated. However, in consideration of its full government ownership while 

recognizing its commercial responsibilities in October 1996 reverted to its former 

name, Nigerian Ports Authority. 

 The Nigerian Ports Authority today is a wholly government owned 

organization under the supervision of Federal Ministry of Transport, with the 

responsibility of providing specific ports and harbour services for the nation’s 

maritime industry. 

The statutory duties and major functions of the NPA are:  

- Provision and operation of cargo handling and quay facilities  

- Pilotage and towage services. 

- Supply of water and fuel to vessels at anchorage or mooring buoys  

 - Repairs and maintenance of vessels 

- Dredging of water ways 

- Navigational lighting of the port 

- Other ancillary services. 
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In pursuance of government’s intention to ensure the efficiency of public 

enterprises, the operations of the port authority became fully commercialized in 

May, 1997. 

There are eight major ports under the management of Nigeria Port 

Authority, with total cargo handling capacity of about 35millions tons per annum, 

excluding oil terminals. 

1.2.01 Lagos Port Complex 

Lagos Port Complex (LPC) is the premier and major port of Nigeria. Its history 

dates back to 1914, when the defunct Customs Wharf on the Lagos Island came 

into existence. The development of the Apapa site began in June 1921 with the 

first four deep water berths with a total quay length of 548.64 metres. However, 

782 metres was required to handle the projected cargo throughput of 1.5 million 

tons. Between 1956 and 1961, six berths with a total quay length of 943 metre 

were constructed, new warehouses were built, mechanized traffic operations and 

floating dock of 500 tons lifting capacity were installed for the repair and 

maintenance of ships. 

 The first National Development Plan between 1962 and 1968 saw the 

completion of the second extension of Apapa quays which provided five berths 
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with quay length of 828 metres, four sheds and two warehouses. This was meant 

to handle 85% of the total throughput handled by all the ports in Nigeria from 

1970-1971. The third wharf Extension project was commissioned on 24th April 

1979 with a total quay length of 1600 meters and 10.5 meters draught of water 

capable of accommodating six container vessels at a time.  

1.2.02 Tin-Can Island Port 

The oil boom experienced by Nigeria in the mid 70s coupled with the post civil 

war reconstruction needs gave rise to an astronomical increase in the volume of 

imports. The federal government of the Republic of Nigeria saw the need to build 

an additional port to cope with the high volume of import and export traffic that 

resulted in the congestion of the existing ports. 

 In 1976, the construction of the new port started hitherto on a desolate 

swampy island where tins and cans were dumped. Julius Berger Nigerian Limited 

constructed the new port within a time frame of 16 months at a cost of about 

₦200 million. It was commissioned on October 14th, 1977 and christened Tin Can 

Island Port. 

 Tin Can Island Port comprises the following: 
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i. The main port that occupies a total space of 73 hectares, with another port 

called RORO Port. 

ii. The kirikiri and Ikorodu Lighter terminals  

iii. A residential estate  

iv. Associated private jetties. 

 

 

1.2.03 Container Terminal Port Apapa 

 The history of containerization has come a long way in Nigerian ports, 

particularly the Lagos Port. However the first appreciable container traffic was 

recorded in 1968, when about 182 containers of various sizes with 1,079 tons of 

general cargo landed at Nigeria’s premier port. 

 In view of the phenomenal growth of containerization in Nigeria and the 

need for technical expertise for effective container operation, Nigeria Ports 

Authority (NPA) appointed the Container Terminal Company (Nigeria) Ltd (CTC) as 

her container management agent for the handling of all containers passing 

through Nigerian ports, with effect from November 1, 1973. 
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To effectively cope with the increasing container traffic, the Nigerian ports 

Authority provided modern container handling equipment in the ports. For 

instance, the third Apapa Wharf Extension Commissioned on April 24th, 1979 was 

designed for both general cargo and container operations. 

 When it became obvious that Nigeria ports Authority could no longer afford 

to leave container operations in the hands of the consultants, a number of 

Nigerian Ports Authority officials were deployed to understudy the operations of 

the container terminals company (Nig) Ltd, to facilitate a smooth take over from 

CTC. On January 1984, when CTC’s contract with the organization was finally 

terminated, Nigerian Ports Authority took over container operation with a stock 

of over 2000 laden containers. 

 After the takeover, NPA Container Terminal became solely responsible for 

the handling of all containers landed at Apapa quays while lily pond served as a 

transit storage terminal. Container Terminal has enhanced its efficiency to 

achieve a target average ships turnaround time of 1.8 days from 1.94 in 1996. 

 Container Terminal is effectively administered in operational depots 

namely: New Terminal, Adekunle way, Bull Nose, and Lily Pond. A terminal 
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manager heads each of the depots. The total installed capacity of the four storage 

depots is 22000 TEUs and spans over 44 hectares of land. 

1.2.04 Roro Port 

Roll-on/Roll-off operations, known in shipping parlance as RoRo, is one of 

the most modern and efficient systems of cargo handling in shipping the world 

over. In line with world technology development, the RORO Terminal was 

commissioned in 1977 as part of the ultra-modern Tin Can Island Port Complex. In 

the desire to meet the high level of efficiency required in the dynamic system of 

operations, the terminal was handed over to a private operator, the RORO 

Terminal Company (RTC) for a fee. 

 On May 1, 1991, the Federal Government directed Nigerian Ports Authority 

(NPA) to take over the management of the RORO Terminal. The takeover was 

informed by the need for the NPA management to increase its revenue in line 

with commercialization strategies. 

 With the takeover, the steering committee recommended that RoRo should 

be given the status of a port because of the complications involved in the Roll-

On/Roll-Off concept. The first RoRo ship to arrive at the port after the takeover 

was “MV TANA”. It berthed on May 3, 1991, and was laden with 6,341 metric 
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tons, including 26 vehicles and 300 containers. The takeover was a big challenge 

for the Nigerian Ports Authority because of earlier insinuation that Nigerians were 

incompetent and lacked technical and managerial ability to handle the RoRo 

concept. 

 Presently, these detractors have been proved wrong as this port now 

handled by Nigerians, continues to play a pivotal role in the development of 

international trade in Nigeria, a role that is subject to the dynamics of the 

shipping industry as a whole. 

 RoRo is uniquely equipped to handle large number of vehicles containers 

and general cargo. In fact, over 80 percent of vehicles imported into the country 

then passed through the port. The port consists of berth 9 and 10 at Tin Can 

Island and berth 19 at Apapa Port. The port has a quay length of 805 metres and 

maximum drought of 11.5 metres. There are also two warehouses of 6800 square 

metres each and modern administrative block for business transactions. 

1.2.05 Port Harcourt Port 

 The discovery of coal in Enugu led to the building of the Port Harcourt Port, 

which was commissioned in 1913. It is the third biggest port in the country after 

Apapa and Tin Can Island ports. It has 8 berths including one coal berth and one 



15 
 

dry bulk berth. The port has 7 transit sheds with a storage capacity of about 

26500 square metres. Apart from the transit sheds, it also has 4 back sheds and 4 

warehouses with a total space of 2214 square metres and 12485 square metres 

respectively. 

 The port has also bulk oil storage facility with 16 storage tanks capable of 

holding 37000 tons of oil at a time. It has cargo handling aids such as mobile 

cranes, freight lifters, forklift trucks, trailers, container handlers and locomotive 

engines. There is a rail link to the port and it is well served by road and water 

ways. 

1.2.06 Onne Ports Complex 

 Onne Ports Complex is Nigeria’s most strategic port facility having been 

conceived, designed and set up to cater for the special industry needs of the 

economy; specifically to meet the challenges of the country’s oil and gas free zone 

located in Onne. 

 Federal Ocean Terminal (FOT) as well as other ancillary jetties like the 

National Fertilizer Company of Nigerian (NAFCON) jetty, Buoy 53 anchorge and 

the Bonny Inshore Terminal are strategic ports. The Onne Ports Complex is the 
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largest oil service center in West Africa. It is 17N miles from Boney town, which is 

the closest point to the Atlantic Ocean. 

 

 

1.2.07 Federal Lighter Terminal (FLT) 

 The FLT was commissioned in 1982 and situated at Onne, about 40 

kilometers from Port Harcourt. This terminal caters for the special berthing needs 

of the country’s strategic oil industry, the petrochemical plant located at Onne, 

the Port Harcourt Refinery, NAFCON and other oil based establishments. The port 

has 3 berths with a quay length of 1,320 square meters for the discharging and 

loading of general cargo. It has 4 warehouses with a storage space of 18,000 

square meters which are hired to private shipping and oil companies. There is a 

large open space for cargo storage and 3 paved stacking areas offering about 

95,100 square meters of space. 

1.2.08 Federal Ocean Terminal (FOT) 

 The FOT was conceived as a deep ocean draught trans- shipment port 

capable of handling big, deep ocean-going vessel, which cannot berth in other 
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conventional ports in the country. The terminal is designed especially for ships 

which call in the country for crude oil and those conveying raw materials for the 

Ajaokuta Steel Rolling Mills, NAFCON, Petrochemical Plant at Eleme and 

refineries. It has a 30-metre long berthing space with a warehouse offering 7,112 

square metres of space. 

1.2.09 Delta Ports Complex 

 The Delta Ports Complex comprises the ports of Warri, Koko, Sapele, Burutu 

and the Crude Oil Terminals of Esccravos, Forcados, Pennington and Ukpokiti. 

Located 109 km from the Escravos are the main gateway to Delta ports. It has 

over the years, emerged as a major trade facilitator in the area, which is the 

major hub for petroleum exploration, refining and export activities. The complex 

is designed to service the catchments area of kogi, Abuja, Kaduna, Jigawa, Kano, 

Katsina, Anambra, Enugu, Benue, Plateaus, Bauchi and Yobe states, all of which 

are linked with good network of roads.  

1.2.10 Warri Port  

 This is a two-in-one port. There is the old port, which began operation in 

1969 as a private jetty run by John Holt, and the new port, which was 

commissioned in 1979. 
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1.2.11 Old Port of Warri 

 The port has a total quay length of 876 meters and eight berths which is 

made up of four main berths, three canal berths and one customs jetty. 

Associated with this old port is the Ogunnu Wharf developed at the cost of 16 

million naira, meant to handle exclusively, cargo for the Ajaokuta Iron and steel 

complex. 

1.2.12 New Port of Warri 

 The new port was built as an extension of the old port following the 

economic boom of the early 70s, which led to the congestion of the nation’s 

seaport. Built adjacent to the old one at a cost of N88 million, it was 

commissioned on June 16th 1979. It has six main line berths. Each of which is 

about 250 meters in length, and can accommodates up to nine cargo vessels and 

other service crafts. Both the old and new Warri ports have extensive mooring 

and berthing facilities including hard quays, jetties and midstream buoys capable 

of handling a throughput of about 2.5 million tons of bulk, break bulk and Roro 

cargoes. 
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1.2.13 Calabar Port 

 The Calabar port was commissioned in 1979. The port consists of the old 

and new Calabar ports. 

1.2.14 The Old Calabar Port   

This port has eight berths with a quay length of 643 metres for the loading 

and discharging of general cargo, dry and liquid bulk cargo and fish. There are 

seven transit sheds with a total storage space of 10,340 metres and four 

warehouses with a space of 2715 square metres. 

1.2.15 The New Calabar Ports 

This port has six general cargo berths with a total quay length of 772 

metres. There are three transit sheds and two warehouses with combined storage 

space of 31,680 square metres. It has a good number of cargo handling aids, 

including mobile and portal cranes, freight lifters, forklift trucks, tractors and 

trailers. The maximum draught of this port is 9 metres. 

 It should be noted however that with the coming of the ports concession, 

Lagos Port and Container Terminal Port were merged to form Lagos Port complex, 
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while Tin Can Island and Roro Port were merged to form the Tin Can Port 

complex. 

TABLE 1: NPA BERTHS DEPTHS AND QUAY LENGTHS  

S/N PORTS YEAR 

ESTABLISHED 

LOCATION MAXIMUM 

BERTH 

DEPT 

QUAY 

LENGTH  

1 Apapa Port 1992 Lagos 9.0m 2459m 

2 Tin Can Island Port 1977 Lagos 11.5m 204m 

3 RoRo port 1991 Lagos 11.5m 705m 

4 Container Terminal  1984 Lagos 10.5m 1005m 

5 Port Harcourt port  1913 Port 

Harcourt 

7.8m 1977m 

6 Delta Port  1979 Warri 11.5M 2506M 

7 Calabar Port 1979 Calabar 11.0m 1137m 

8 Federal lighter 1982 Onne  5.7m 1185m 
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terminal port 

Source: Nigerian Port Authority reports (various) 

 

 

 

 

1.2.16  STATUTORY DUTIES AND FUNCTIONS OF NIGERIAN PORTS    AUTHORITY 

 The statutory duties and functions of NPA as stipulated in the ports Act 

of1954 and as amended by relevant subsequent laws include the provisions, 

development, maintenance and operations of the following: 

1. Harbors for safe navigation, which include keeping all the channels leading 

to ports open to shipping all year round. 

2. Operational crafts such as marine dredgers pilot cutters, marine crafts, and 

survey vessels, etc. 

3. Pilotage and towage services. 

4. Berthing facilities for the reception of vessels. 
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5. Cargo handling plants and equipment to enhance speedy loading and 

discharging of cargoes. 

6. Transit sheds and warehouses to facilitate the safety and storage of 

cargoes. 

7. Manpower for operations management, documentation and other 

administrative requirements. 

8. Other ancillary services. 

1.3 STATEMENT OF PROBLEM  

The Concession of Nigeria Port Authority has remained a contentious issue that 

has put the union of the Authority and public enterprises on collision course in 

the past few years. However, the socio economic consequences of concession can 

be intriguing. A good example is the number of NPA staff that will lose their jobs. 

 The structural and operational inefficiencies in the Nigeria port system 

initiated the need for this research. Prior to the port   reform/privatization 

agenda, Nigerian ports were over regulated which resulted to loss of cargo traffic 

and diversion by shippers to the neighboring ports like Cotonuo. The ship waiting 

time for gaining access into Nigerian ports were also unbearable. 
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 The infrastructure and superstructure we have in our ports are obsolete, 

inefficient and seriously inadequate to meet our national and sub-regional and 

regional maritime responsibilities. Most of our present ports were designed and 

built for ships which are already being phased out by advanced countries. 

 Concession of port operations as an aspect of privatization is the way 

forward to modernization of our ports. Privatization is occurring on an increasing 

scale particularly in the continent’s airports, seaports and railways. As Nigeria 

embraces this idea, the present administration promises that appropriate and 

efficient regulatory frame work will be put in place to protect public interest. 

Concession is expected to avert the problems that have plagued the nation’s port 

system like: 

1. High tariff, dues and port charges.  

2. Inadequate maintenance of existing facilities. 

3. Obsolesce of plants and equipment. 

4. Environmental degradation and high operating costs. 

5. Government policy inconsistency. 

6. Poor quality of service, leading to service congestion. 
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7. Redundancy of port work force. 

8. Lack of competition between ports. 

9. Poor relationship between NPA and dock workers. 

10. Inefficient port services. 

The above stated problems and views characterized Nigerian port system and 

other government enterprises. Hence, there is need for privatization through 

concession. 

1.4 OBJECTIVE OF THE STUDY 

(1)  To examine the impact of port concession on cargo throughput in Nigerian 

seaports. 

 (2)  To assess the effect of concession on the berth occupancy of Nigerian ports. 

(3)  To evaluate the impact of port concession on turnaround time of vessels 

calling at the ports.  

 (4)  To draw inferences and make recommendations based on the    research 

findings. 
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1.5 RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

(1) What is the impact of the concession on the cargo throughput of 

       Nigerian seaports? 

(2) How was the berth occupancy of the ports affected by the concession? 

(3) What is the impact of the concession on the turnaround time of vessels 

      calling at the Nigerian seaports? 

1.6 HYPOTHESIS  

The study is governed by the following formulated hypotheses. 

1. Ho:  Concession of Nigerian ports has no significant impact on the 

        cargo throughput of the ports.       

          H1:  Concession of Nigerian ports has significantly increased the  

                   cargo throughput of the ports. 

              

2. Ho: The concession of the ports has no significant effect on the berth 
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       occupancy of Nigerian ports.   

H1:   The concession of the ports has significant increased the berth 

       occupancy of Nigerian ports. 

     

3. Ho:  The concession of the ports has no significant effect on the 

        turnaround time of vessels calling at Nigerian ports. 

H1:  The concession of the ports has significantly improved the   

       turnaround time of vessels calling at Nigerian ports.    

 1.7 JUSTIFICATION OF THE STUDY 

This research work will be very useful to students, scholars, NPA, NIMASA, 

Nigerian Shipper’s Council and the World Bank. It will highlight the essence of 

port concession and its contributions to ports development. 

1.8 SCOPE OF THE STUDY  

This study examines only the impact of concession on Nigerian ports operations. 

Attention has been drawn to the ways concession has improved the efficiency of 

services in the Nigerian ports, with recommendations capable of assisting in the 

actualization of the aims and objectives of the exercise. 

1.9 LIMITATION OF THE STUDY    
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The following were challenges encountered during the period of study. 

 (i) Financial constraints: Visiting parastatals for data collection was very costly. 

Also much fund was spent on internet research, printed works and photocopied 

materials. 

(ii) Distance constraints: The researcher covered a great deal of distance in the 

work, because he is based in Owerri and travelled to Lagos and Port Harcourt 

regularly for the research.  

(iii) Data collection: The collection of data or relevant information with respect 

to the research work was indeed a tug of war. Most parastatals were so 

confidential with their data. They maintained that it was against their 

organizational norms to disclose unpublished data even when it was basically for 

academic reasons. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

2.00      LITERATURE REVIEW 

The participation of the state in enterprises in Nigeria dates back to the colonial 

era. The task of providing infrastructural facilities such as railway, road, bridges, 

navigable waters, electricity and port facilities fell on the colonial government due 

to the absence of indigenous companies with the required capital, as well as the 

inability or unwillingness of foreign trading companies to embark on this capital 

intensive project. This involvement was consolidated by the colonial welfare 

development plan (1946-56) that was formulated when the labour party came to 

power in the United Kingdom. 

This trend continued after independence such that by 1999, it was estimated that 

successive Nigerian governments have invested up to 800 billion naira in public 

enterprises. 

 For a large part of the twentieth century, there were countries in the world 

(Eastern Bloc) that promoted state ownership of the means of production while 

others (Western Bloc) promoted private ownership of the means of production. A 
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good number of countries practiced what was termed a mixed economy i.e. a 

combination of public and private ownership of the means of production. 

However, at the end of the twentieth century with the end of cold war between 

the Eastern and Western Blocs, private ownership of means of production took 

ascendancy till date. It is believed that private ownership of the means of 

production is the only viable approach to efficient production of goods and 

services, economic growth and development. Consequently, there is a move all 

over the world to privatize erstwhile public enterprises. 

 For a thorough understanding of concession, there is a need to start looking 

at the concept of privatization since concession is one of the tools for 

implementing privatization. 

2.01 THE CONCEPT OF PRIVATIZATION  

Although the concept of privatization is an emotive and ideological one,reyg fhcf 

evoking sharp political reactions, its political origins, meaning and objectives are 

not ambiguous. Iheme (1997) defined privatization as any of a variety of 

measurers adopted by government to expose public enterprises to competition or 

to bring in private ownership or control or management into public enterprises 
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and accordingly reduce the usual weight of public ownership or control or 

management. 

However, in a strict sense, privatization means the transfer of the ownership (and 

all the incidence of ownership, including management) of the public enterprise to 

private investors. 

 The principle of privatization is anchored in structural transformation that is 

blowing the wind of change within the port’s system. The prohibitive costs 

involved in business operation in Nigeria are threats to both local and foreign 

investors. Consequent, the government has risen to the challenges of creating a 

congenial business environment, by introducing several measure aimed at 

minimizing such malaise in the port’s industry. 

The rational for the adoption of port privatization is to create an 

environment that would lead to the development of Nigerian Ports in line with 

the current global nature of the port services, which should be competitive, 

efficient, and safe and could attract private capital for its development and the 

development of the ports into industrial sites through targeted development 

plan. The target of concession is also geared towards bringing investors, which in 
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turn would lead to providing modern cargo handling plants and equipment to 

enhance smooth operation at the ports (Ndikom, 2006). 

Starr (1988) defines privatization as a shift from the public to the private 

sector. According to him, the conversion of a state agency into an autonomous 

public authority or state owned enterprise is not privatization neither is the 

conversion of a private nonprofit organization into a profit making form. 

 The Privatization and Commercialization Act of 1988 and the Bureau of 

Public Enterprises Act of 1993 defined privatization as the relinquishment of part 

or all of the equity and other interests held by the Federal Government or any of 

its agencies in enterprises whether wholly or partly owned by the Federal 

Government. Although privatization is not defined in the public enterprises 

(Privatization and Commercialization) Act of 1999, we can assume that it is 

deemed to have the same meaning.  From the definitions above, three things are 

clears about privatization. 

For privatization to take place there must be in existence public enterprises, 

which need to convert into private enterprises. There is a general opinion that 

private ownership or control or management would be better than public 

ownership. Privatization is premised on the fact that they are problems with 
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public ownership or enterprises and privatization is part and parcel of a reform 

agenda to turn around these enterprises, so that they can deliver goods and 

services more efficiently and effectively. This kind of reasoning is ideologically 

loaded and cannot be substantiated by the existential reality of Nigeria. 

2.02 PHILOSOPHICAL BASIS OF PRIVATIZATION  

As stated above, the concept of privatization is heavily loaded with 

ideology. According to Rodee (1983), ideology refers to ideas that are logically 

related such that one can identify those principles or values that are legitimate to 

political institutions of behaviour. Ideology may be used to justify the status quo 

or to justify attempts (violent or non violent) to change.  For a major part of the 

twentieth century, there were two opposing ideologies on how society should be 

governed and developed- capitalism and socialism. 

Capitalist ideology typified by liberalism insists that a self regulated system 

of market will bring about spontaneous process of development. On the other 

hand, the socialists and many other variants such as the interventionists bring 

about poverty, unemployment and excessive population, and there is the need to 

intervene to regulate the market. 
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2.03  PRIVATIZATION IN NIGERIA  

Many countries of the world have embarked on privatization programmes 

at different times. Chile introduced privatization programmes in 1974.  The United 

Kingdom implemented a rigorous privatization programme during the regime of 

Margaret Thatcher in the 1980s. As Iheme (1997) has argue, the British decision 

to embark on privatization programme was largely informed by the need to cut 

down on public spending rather than the need to promote efficiency and 

competition. 

The 1990s witnessed the implantation of privatization programme in many 

countries of the former Eastern Bloc like Russia, Romania, Zechoslovakia etc. It 

has been documented that more than 8,500 state owned enterprises in over 80 

countries have been privatized in the post 15 years. 

 Privatization in Nigeria was formally introduced with the Privatization and 

Commercialization Decree of 1988 as part of the Structural Adjustment 

Programme (SAP) of Ibrahim Badamoss Babanjida administration (1985-1993).  
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 The vision of a ‘global market’ was the reinforced by the policies of the 

major institutions of global economics and governments up to the mid 1990s. 

Underlying the Structural Adjustment Programmes has been a new liberal 

development strategy, which focuses on opening up natural economics of global 

market forces that requires limited government intervention in the management 

of the economy. The main objective of SAP was to pursue deregulation and 

privatization leading to the removal of subsidies and reduction in wage bills. 

  The Privatization and Commercialization Decree of 1988 set up the 

Technical Committee on Privatization and Commercialization (TCPC) under the 

chairman of Dr. Hamza Zayyad to privatize three public enterprises and 

commercialize thirty four others. In 1993, the TCPC concluded its assignment and 

submitted a final report, having privatized the three enterprises listed in the 

decree. Based on the recommendation of the TCPC, the Federal Military 

Government established the Bureau for Public Enterprises (BPE) and repealed the 

1988 Act and empowered the Bureau for Public Enterprises to implement the 

privatization programme in Nigeria. In 1999, the Federal Government enacted the 

Public Enterprise (Privatization and Commercialization) Act of 1999, which 

created the National Council on Privatization under the chairmanship of the Vice 

President. 
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2.04 ANALYZING THE EXTENT OF PRIVATE SECTOR INVOLVEMENT IN PORTS 

It is important to note that what tends to complicate privatization in any 

port is not only the different processes or methods which may be employed to 

bring about a transfer from public to private sector, but the fact that the extent of 

private sector involvement within and between ports can vary. 

Assessing the true extent of privatization within a port therefore requires 

careful analysis of the distinct activities, roles and responsibilities. There are three 

elements of port privatization which could be transferred from the public entity 

to the private sector. These elements, which can be privatized either individually 

or collectively, according to Bird (1998), are: 

 Port regulator  

 Port landowner 

 Port operator 

Regulatory activities within a port will generally combine a mixed bag of 

duties and responsibilities, most of which will have been established by statute. 
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The very nature of the regulatory role is somewhat appropriately reflected in the 

title ‘port authority’. In essence, the entity holding the responsibility for 

regulatory function (i.e. the port authority) is to a very large degree in control of 

the power within the area under the jurisdiction of the port. Typically a port’s 

regulatory duties and responsibilities include. 

 Maintaining the conservancy function – ensuring navigable approaches to 

the port are well maintained and improved where necessary and that 

conservancy fees are collected from port users. 

 Providing pilotage services and vessel traffic management or ensuring the 

safe passage of craft within the defined area of jurisdiction. 

 Enforcing applicable laws and regulations – particularly 

matters relating to health and safety, which may also include control of pollution 

within the port estate. The port may even have its own police force, as in 

Felixstowe and Liverpool. 

 Licensing port workers- the port authority may be able 

to block or promote, if it so desire, certain development within its defined areas 

of jurisdiction. 
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 Safeguarding port users’ interests against the risk of 

monopoly formation, and the controlling of natural monopolies- the port 

authority is expected to operate in a fair way towards all port users. 

In addition to the above, a port authority may also be expected to monitor the 

performance of the port, co-ordinate policy making with local and national 

government bodies, plan for future expansion, and promote and market the 

entire port and its facilities to users. 

 Port regulation is one essential obligation of a port which one might least expect 

to be transferred to the private sector. Given the inherently public nature of port 

regulation, it is a contradiction that such a key obligation of any port should be 

given to a private company, which will inevitably imply that the port company 

regulates itself and also competes within the port. 

 Convincing arguments have been made in favour of the retention of public 

port authorities in order that the regulatory functions be carried out effectively 

(Goss, 1990; Baird, 1994; Garratt, 1995) 

The second of the three elements which may be privatized is port land. 

Next to municipal authority ports are very often the largest landowners within a 

city. Port estates can be very significant indeed, as in Antwerp where the port 
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authority controls some 125km of berth length and occupies a land area in excess 

of 14,000 hectares, or in Los Angeles which has 45km of waterfront covering an 

area of 3,000 hectares. 

The dock estate within ports such as Rotterdam, Newcastle, Glasgow and 

Bremen may stretch for more than 40km from city to sea. Ports can have such a 

large land area that modern airports are easily be contained within the dock 

estate, as in Genoa, New York and London. In the special case of obsolete port 

city area (obsolete in a commercial maritime sense) such as London, Newcastle 

and Liverpool, the scale of redevelopment was so vast that separate and heavily 

funded Docklands Development Corporations had to be established by 

government in order to clean up and regenerate the areas concerned. In any 

event, regardless of whether the land area of a port is large or small, the key tasks 

a port landowner needs to undertake include: 

 Managing and developing the port estate. 

 Conceiving and implementing port policies and development strategies 

 Supervising major civil engineering work. 

 Providing and maintaining channels, fairways and breakwaters etc. 
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 Providing and maintaining locks, turning basins, berths, piers and wharves 

and 

 Providing or developing road and rail access to the port complex. 

The third essential function of a port which may be privatized is the physical 

transfer of goods and passengers between sea and land. Traditionally, this 

involves stevedoring services.  However, the ongoing shipping industry changes 

have led to the intrusion into this area of the business by specialist terminal 

operators. A number of shipping lines, especially in the container and ferry 

industries, now handle their own landside operations. Indeed it could be said 

that, the public port authority in the UK and in a number of other countries, was 

in some respect drawn into port operations and cargo-handling function of the 

business partly because of the nature of its role as ‘the employer of last resort’. In 

the UK, abolition of the National Dock Labor Scheme in 1989 and similar labor 

reforms in other countries (e.g. Italy, France, Spain, Chile, etc.) have paved the 

way for the public sector to withdraw from port operations, an area of the 

business in which it has seldom excelled in any case, with few notable exceptions 

(e.g. Singapore). 

Operations may also include, particularly nowadays, a range of value added 

activities within the port estate, such as warehousing, storage, packaging etc. 
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Additionally, a free trade or industrial zone may be located within the port estate, 

perhaps involving some manufacturing, or product assembly activities, as in 

Liverpool. A range of specialist port services might also be considered under the 

heading, port operations. Such services may include pilotage, towage and even 

ship repair (many ports have dry dock facilities within their estates). 

It is possible to ascertain the extent of privatization within any given port by 

establishing the nature of control over these essential port obligations. There are 

four relatively straightforward possibilities (as shown in Table 2). The first is 

termed public port, which may also be referred to as a ‘service’ or 

‘comprehensive’ port, which by implication, has no private sector involvement. In 

this instance, all the three elements; the regulator, landowner and operator are 

the responsibilities of the state. Examples of a public port can still be found in 

Singapore, Israel, India and some African states. 

 Generally, the first element of port activity that is usually transferred to the 

private sector is port operations. It gives rise to what is termed PRIVATE/I model, 

with the ‘I’ denoting that one element of the port has been privatized. This type 

of arrangement is also referred to as a ‘Landlord’ or ‘tool’ port. In this model port 
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land is still in public ownership and regulatory activities are also the responsibility 

of the public sector. 

Where two elements (operations and property rights) are controlled by the 

private sector, one might describe that as a PIVATE/II model. In this instance the 

private sector is dominant, with the public sector retaining only control of 

regulatory matters via the port authority. A single user bulk oil, coal, ore and 

aggregate terminals often correspond to this model. It is generally not considered 

appropriate in large multi-user ports. However, certain large multi-user ports in 

the UK appear to conform to this model. For example, Tilburg, Felixstowe and 

Harwich are owned and operated by the private sector, yet there exists for each 

of these ports a public sector port authority in control of the navigable 

approaches. 

The final possibility, referred to here as the PRIVATE/III model, is where all 

the three elements – regulatory, land ownership and operations                       

become the responsibility of the private sector. With this model, the state has 

virtually no involvement in the port other than perhaps to react in certain 

instances, such as sub standard vessels, pollution or serious accidents. The 

PRIVATE/III model implies the complete withdrawal of the state from port 
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planning or provision. This model therefore assumes that the market will identify 

opportunities for port enhancements. It assumes that such activities are not the 

role of the state, and that the private sector alone will provide new ports as at 

when they are required. Ports in the UK appear to be virtually the only examples 

anywhere ports are fully privatized.  

 

TABLE 2.0: KEY PORT ELEMENTS: PRIVATIZATION OPTIONS 

Port Models   Port Regulator  Port Landowner  Operator  

PUBLIC  Public  Public  Public  

PRIVATE/I Public  Public  Private 

PRIVATE/II Public  Private  Private  

PRIVATE/III Private  Private Private 

 

While the frame work provides a useful guide to the main options which appear 

to face the state in defining a ports policy, a degree of caution is necessary. 

Inevitably, not all ports will fit neatly into any of these four models. Ports will very 
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often exhibit a more complex mix of public and private sector roles and 

responsibilities and this requires closer analysis. For instance, Hamburg is a 

PUBLIC port in the sense that the port is owned by the state and the port 

authority functions are undertaken by the state, such that the largest stevedoring 

company in the port (HHLA) is owned by the state. But in Hamburg, there are also 

a number of terminals leased to private companies who employ their own cargo 

handling personnel. This means that Hamburg is both a PUBLIC and a PRIVATE/I 

port. 

Cass (1996) applied the frame work to establish the extent of private sector 

participation within the top 100 container ports. Table 3 shows that 88 of the top 

100 container ports conform to the PRIVATE/I model in which only port 

operations are carried out by the private sector, with the public sector retaining, 

(ultimate) property rights over port land and fulfilling the port authority 

regulatory functions. The PRIVATE/I model is therefore by far the most common 

arrangement among the top ports. 

Only seven of the top 100 container ports appear to conform to the PUBLIC 

model, they are mainly ports in South Africa, Israel and Singapore. Several of 

these ports, particularly in South Africa, are expected to progressively transfer 
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responsibility for cargo handling operations to the private sector. If this happens, 

the ports will also move towards PRIVATE/I model. 

Just two of the top 100 container ports, Tilburg and Felixstowe, conform to 

the PRIVATE/II model. These ports are privately owned and operated, but the 

regulatory function is carried out by a separate independent public port authority 

in both cases. Actually, both Tilburg and Felixstowe do have regulatory powers, 

but these are restricted to areas within their respective port estates only and do 

not extend to the navigable approaches outside the ports. Thus, it could be said 

that the regulatory element relating to these ports has been partially privatized. 

Only 3 of the top 100 container ports (Southampton, Liverpool and Thames 

port) conform to the PRIVATE/III model. In each of these three ports the private 

sector controls all the three key elements- land, operations, and regulation. It 

appears, therefore, that the UK has adopted a unique approach, extending the 

influence of the private sector within its ports industry further than any other 

country has done or indeed intends to do.  Many other ports in the UK also now 

conform to this  model, including Tees & Hartlepool, Forth, Clyde port, Dundee 

and Medway, plus the ports owned by associated British Ports, and the former 
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railway ports now owned by Sweden’s Stena Line. These ports account for 

majority of the UK ports industry. 

In essence the UK approach could be defined as a real privatization 

(although one might also use the term extreme privatization), whereas the 

alternative PRIVATE/I model which is preferred almost everywhere else merely 

results in private sector participation within the ports industry. However, outside 

of the UK, private sector participation in virtually all ports is confined to the most 

important element of ports activities (, i.e. port operations, as far as port users 

are concerned. 

Table 3.0  The extent of privatization within the top 100 container ports 

Port Models PUBLIC PRIVATE/I PRIVATE/II PRIVATE/III 

Number of ports  7 88 2 3 

Source: Cass (1996) 

 Cambridge International Dictionary of English defines privatization as a 

process by which government privatizes an industry, company or service that it 

owns and controls, and sells it so that it becomes privately owned and controlled. 
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  Vuylsteke (1988) argues that policy makers aiming for privatization in 

developing countries are faced with a dilemma. So rapid privatization to ensure 

implementation jeopardizes longer terms economic gains. On the other hand, a 

slowly and carefully thought out privatization programme designed to maximize 

long term economic impact jeopardizes the implementation of that policy. 

Aharoni (1988) addresses the political aspect of privatization. He argues 

that the success of any privatization programme can only be measured in terms of 

the objective that motivated it and that those objectives are likely to be different 

for different factors affected by privatization. 

Gayle and Goodrich (1990) defined privatization as a process of reducing 

the roles of government while increasing those of the private sector, in activities 

or assets ownership. In practice, privatization may include “load shedding or 

divestiture”. It implies the replacement of budgeted public activity by private 

market mechanisms such as consumer co-operatives, co-production, variously 

structured public private sector partnership, state management contracts such as 

monopoly, franchises for the private supply of public services, user change, lease 

purchase arrangements and even tax reduction, intended to stimulate private 

sector investment. 
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 Port concession is essentially, the transfer of ownership of assets from the 

public to the private sector or the application of private capital to fund 

investment in port facilities, equipment and system. 

2.05 TYPES OF PRIVATIZATION  

It is pertinent to note here that privatization as a global concept both in content 

and context are of two types and are as follows: 

(a) Total privatization: This policy is reflective of an outright transfer or sale of 

state ownership of public infrastructure into private hands. It is needful to note 

that this type of policy is never in the best interest of the state, as ports are the 

most critical national infrastructure and interest. It connotes a total loss or 

repudiation of state ownership of the infrastructure and transferring it to private 

hands. 

(b) Concession: This entails the actual contracting out the management of the 

port to private sector for a period of time. This is a clear reform concept that is 

aimed to improve the management and operational performance of day to day 

running of ports (Ndikom, 2004). It is an aspect of privatization policy, which 

connotes that port’s authority are advised to hire private companies to operate 

and manage their facilities, principally to reduce cost and increase productivity 
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and operational efficiency  (Ndikom, 2004). The Nigerian government adopted 

privatization so as to derive the benefits obtainable from the private sector and at 

the same time be able to retain the ownership and control of the port as a critical 

infrastructure. This work will therefore be focused mainly on concession, since 

concession is the adopted model. 

 

2.06 DEFINITION OF CONCESSION 

Concession is the process by which the public assets of state owned 

enterprise are entrusted for a limited period of time to private operator, whose 

responsibility is to manage them in good shape. It is pertinent to note that an 

appraisal of the company’s worth is not necessary as concession does not involve 

a re-purchase per-se, and the concessionaire is not taking over all the right and 

obligations, instead, he pays an annual fee for the duration of the concession, 

which will be based on the turnover and on future results. 

Concession can also be defined as a practice where by the government 

remains the owner of a transport facility and contracts out the management and 

operation of it to the private sector on competitive bases for a specified period of 

time. The contractual arrangement will specify the service criteria and ensure the 
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technical quality, the form of the service and the adequate practice expected 

from the concessionaire. In this, government ensures that its policy was 

implemented, not only in the technical aspects but also in social aspects. 

2.07 TYPES OF CONCESSION 

It is needful at this stage to note that concession concepts as an integral part of 

privatization policy consists of two parts and as follows:  

(i) BOT-Build, operate and transfer and 

(ii) LOT-Lease, operate and transfer. 

BOT: -This implies build, operate and transfer. BOT means that the investors will 

definitely build the port (in conformity to concession agreement) from the onset 

with all infrastructural facilities in place (Ndikom 2004). 

Operating is within a period of time, normally about 30 years and above. 

Assets by private developer will be handed over to government at the end of the 

concession agreement. A good example is the concession agreement on Apapa 

Containers Terminal, which is between AP Mollar, ENL Consortium Ltd and 

Nigerian Ports Authority acting on behalf of Federal Government. 
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LOT CONCESSION: This implies lease, operate and transfer. This is a sort of 

concession concept, which authorizes the concessionaire to actually operate the 

terminal the way he sees it and with the present facilities in place (Ndikom, 2004). 

It is pertinent that the concessionaire will by nature of the agreement has no 

impetus to upgrade and modernize facilities and equipment. It will be expected 

by tenet of the agreement to usually operate and manage facilities for a period of 

10-15 years. 

It also applies that an investment in terms of operational fee to government at 

the point of assets transfer is usually not too expensive. Obviously, assets 

construction by private developer will be handed over to government at the end 

of the concession agreement. Moreover, financial return to the government will 

be in form of rent and royalty. 

2.08 OBJECTIVE OF CONCESSIONING SCHEMES 

Where Concession is the chosen reform policy, whatever the mix of particular 

options or models, there are several important objectives in common, which 

include:  

(1) Efficiency, productivity and management capability improvements. 
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(ii) Reduction of a financial burden on the public sector, increased revenue 

generation without increased investment and risk. 

(iii) Service enhancement for users and price reduction for port services. 

(iv)  Ceding the specialized task of port management to the private sector, 

thereby reducing political exposure and gaining political kudos for a proactive 

approach to trade and globalization. 

(v) Redistribution of wealth and other social objectives such as curbing power 

and influence of labour unions and other monopolies involved in port operations. 

(vi) Trade and business development for the region, country and port. 

(vii) Risk and reward sharing between public and private sector. 

(viii) Stimulating investment in the country, enhancing the role of entrepreneurs 

and the private sector. 

(ix) Technology transfer, management skills development. 

2.09 DEMERITS OF PRIVATIZATION AND  

           CONCESSION POLICY  
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Though, privatization and concession strategy is aimed at meeting the national 

quest to catch up with the global competition, it s also important to note that 

privatization and concession strategy will reduce government’s investment and 

subsidies to the port’s industry. The following are the problems of privatization 

and concession policy. 

a. Lack of clear cut process of the entire programme 

b. Lack of specified requirements for kick starting the programme process. 

c. Lack of extant legal frame work for the programme 

d. Stringent conditionality for the programme take-off 

e. lack of political will and courage by government to prosecute the 

programme process. 

f. Obvious governments vested interest. 

g. Government obvious lack of commitment to the programme. 

h. International/foreign vested interest and pressure  

i. Lack of proper operational enabling environment  

j. lack of local/indigenous financing ability to the process. 
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k. Internationalized politics of policy shift. 

l. Cumbersome documentation requirements and process pressure.  

2.10 MERITS OF PRIVATIZATION AND CONCESSIONING 

          POLICY 

Concession as a form of privatization is one of the best form of port management 

system believed to be practiced world over. However, it is worth recalling, that 

private investment in infrastructure had been common in the 19th century. 

Examples are the construction of the Suez Canal in 1869 by a French company 

with a 99-year lease period from the Egyptian government and the construction 

of the port of El Callao in 1889 with a 40-year concession. 

 The following are some of the benefits achievable by privatization and 

concession policy. 

(1) Emphasis on the removal of cargo examination system from multiple 

agencies at the port (Decree 61 of 1999) and invitation of relevant agencies 

when necessary for cargo examination. 

(ii) Introduction of destination inspection and 100% destination inspection for 

all imported goods. 
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(iii) Reduced cost of production 

 (iv) Reduced time of delivery of goods  

(v) Improved quality of services to clients 

(vi)    Increased productivity and efficiency in the ports 

(vii) Increased cargo throughput. 

(viii) Reduction in loss of revenue to government  

(ix) User friendly and investor-friendly ports  

(x) Reduction in ports tariffs   

(xi) Encouraging differential port billing system for our various ports. 

(xii) Reduction in the use of multiple agencies at the ports. 

2.11 SUCCESSFUL BIDDERS AT THE NPA CONCESSION EXERCISE  

The port reforms programme of the Federal Government has been successfully 

concluded. The process mandated the Nigerian Ports Authority to transfer all 

terminal operations and cargo storage to private terminal operators while it 

concentrates on playing the role of a landlord and oversight functions. There are 

two aspects to the reform programme- transactions and operations. 
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The Transactional aspects which include expression of interest, due 

diligence, submission bids, opening of technical and financial bids, etc, were 

handled by the Bureau of public enterprises (BPE), while the operational aspect 

centered around institutional reforms which brought about the restructuring 

Nigerian Ports Authority internally. 

The following companies won the bids.  

Table4.0: Lagos Port Complex successful bidders 

 

S/N 

BIDDER LEASED 

TERMINAL 

BERTH  OFFER IN 

USED 

STATUS YEAR LEASED 

PERIOD 

% 

IMPACT 

1 ENL 

Consortium 

C &D 6-14 79,080,960 Sole 

Bidder 

2006 10 years N/A 

2 Dangote 

group 

E 18B-19 62.75m Preferred 

Bidder 

2006 25 years N/A 

3 Flour mills 

of Nig. Plc 

A & B 1-5 42,711,136 Preferred 

Bidder  

2006 25 years N/A 

 

Table 5 Container Terminal Port successful bidders 

S/N BIDDER LEASED 

TERMINAL 

BERTH OFFER 

IN USD 

STATUS YEAR LEASED 

PERIOD 

% 

IMPACT  
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1 A.P 

Moller  

Container 

Terminal  

15-

18a 

3.6 

billion 

Sole 

Bidder 

2006 25 years  N/A 

2 A.P 

Moller  

lily pond 

CFS 

 9,652,8

34 

Sole 

Bidder 

2006 10 years N/A 
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Table 6: Tin Can Island successful bidders  

S/N BIDDER  LEASED 

TERMINAL 

BERTH OFFER IN 

USD 

STATUS YEAR LEASED 

PERIOD 

% 

IMPACT  

1 Josdam Nig. Ltd A  22,513,697 Sole 

Bidder  

2006 10years N/A 

2 Tin Can Island 

Container Terminal 

B  174,512,67

9 

Sole 

Bidder  

2006 15years N/A 

3 Sifax C  164,980,80

0 

Preferred 

bidder  

2006 10years N/A 

 

Table 7: RORO Port successful bidders 

S/N BIDDER  LEASED 

TERMINAL 

BERTH OFFER IN USD STATUS YEAR LEASED 

PERIOD 

% 

IMPACT  

1 Cement 

Consortium  

  275,718,758 Sole 

Bidder 

2006 15 

years 

N/A 

 

Table 8: Green Field Development: Build, Operate and Transfer Model 

S/

N 

BIDDER  LEASED 

TERMINAL 

BERTH OFFER 

(USD) 

STATUS YEAR LEASED 

PERIOD 

% 

IMPACT  

1 Grimaldi 

Group 

BOT model  62m Sole 

Bidder  

2006  N/A 
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Table 9: Rivers Port successful bidders 

S/N BIDDER  LEASED 

TERMINAL 

BERTH OFFER IN 

USD 

STATUS YEAR LEASED 

PERIOD 

IMPAC

T  

1 Port and Terminal 

Ltd. 

A  166,584,7

00 

Preferred 

Bidder  

2006 15years N/A 

2 BUA international  B  25,123,00

0 

Preferred 

Bidder  

2006 20 years  N/A 

 

Table 10: Delta Port Complex successful bidders 

S/N BIDDER  LEASED TERMINAL BERTH OFFER 

(USD) 

STATUS YEAR LEASED 

PERIOD 

% 

IMPACT  

1 Intel  Warri old terminal A   Sole 

Bidder  

2006 25 

years  

N/A 

2 Intel  Warri new terminal B   Sole 

Bidder  

2006 

 

25 

Years 

N/A 
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Table 11: Calabar Port successful bidders 

S/N BIDDER  LEASED 

TERMINAL 

BERTH OFFER 

IN 

USD 

STATUS YEAR LEASED 

PERIOD 

% 

IMPACT  

1 Intel New 

Terminal A 

  Sole 

Bidder 

2006 25 

years 

N/A 

 

Table 12: Onne port: 

S/N BIDDER  LEASED TERMINAL BERTH OFFER  

(USD) 

STATUS YEAR LEASED 

PERIOD 

% 

IMPACT  

1 Intel  Federal Lighter 

Terminal (FLT) B 

  Sole 

Bidder  

2006 25 

years  

N/A 

2 Intel Federal Ocean 

Terminal (FOT) A 

  Sole 

Bidder  

2006 25 

years 

N/A 

  

Source: Ballack  (2007) 

 

The successful bidders for Lagos Port Complex were ENL Consortium, which 

took over terminals C & D comprising berths 6-14 for a 10-year lease period. The 

company emerged the sole bidder with US $ 79,080,960; while Dangote group, 

which emerged the preferred bidder with a bid of US $ 62.75 million took over 
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terminal E comprising of berths 18B-19 for a 25year lease period. The scope of 

improvement was expected at several levels. Terminals A & B comprising of 

berths 1-5 for a 25 year lease period, were taken over by Flour mills of Nigeria Plc, 

which emerged preferred bidder with the bid of US $ 42.71 million. AP Moller 

took charge of Container Terminal comprising of berths 15-18 for a 25 year lease 

period after emerging the sole bidder with a bid of US $9.65 million. 

Three preferred bidders took over Tin Can Island port. JOSDAM Nig Ltd took 

over terminal A for a 10- year lease period after offering US $22,513,687 as sole 

bidder. Tin Can Island Container Terminal took charge of Terminal B for a 15year 

lease which it emerged sole bidder with a bid of US $174,512,697. SIFAX took 

over terminal C for a 10 year lease period after emerging preferred bidder of 

US$164,98 million. Comet Consortium took over RoRo port for a 15year lease 

period with a bid of N275,718,758. Grimaldi group began a Greenfield 

Development of Build, Operate and Transfer Model after presenting a bid of 

US$62million. At Rivers port, PH Port and Terminal Ltd took over Terminal A for a 

15year lease period with a bid of N166,584,700. BUA International took charge of 

Terminal B for a 20year lease period with a bid of US $25,123,000 as preferred 

bidder. 
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INTELS Offered US$251.41million for 5 terminals namely Warri old Terminal 

‘A’ Warri New Terminal ‘B’, Calabar New Terminal ‘A’, Onne Federal Ocean 

Terminal ‘A’ and Onne lighter Terminal ‘B’. It should be noted however that the 

percentage impact of concession on the various ports are readily available. 

2.12 REASONS FOR PORT SYSTEM 

The role transportation plays in economic development and poverty 

alleviation in Nigeria cannot be over emphasized. There has been a substantial 

back log of structural reforms in the transport sector due to past neglect. For that 

reason, the focus of government was aimed at improved asset management and 

structural reforms, which would redefine the roles of government and private 

sector vis-à-vis the transport sector. 

Nigeria Ports Authority, vested with the ownership and development of 

ports and their facilities, was among the enterprises in the transport sector slated 

for reforms and privatization. However, the National Council for Privatization 

(NCP), recognizing the weakness of commercialization acted on powers vested on 

it, to upgrade the status of the Nigeria Ports Authority from full commercialization 

to partial privatization. 
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The new policy was to see the government divesting 60% (40% to core 

investors and 20% to the Nigeria public of its share held in NPA. 

Change in the form of reforms has always been a constant factor in the life of 

nations.  Concession as a tool for reforms has been a force of economic change 

the world over for over two decades now.  The under listed  are some of the 

reasons for port system concession in Nigeria. 

(1) The neglect due to the military era rendered many of the ports obsolete 

and the port system totally neglected. 

(ii) To attract huge investments desired by the port system to enable the ports 

achieve the hub status in the West African sub-region. 

(iii) To reverse the negative trends of cargo diversion to less equipped 

neighboring ports through private investment. 

Better management and port efficiency will bring about reduced tariff through 

high berth occupancy and high cargo and vessel throughput. This will be aided by 

less ship turn-around time. 

(iv) The need for recent trends to modernize and develop the ports. 
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(v) Government’s policy of withdrawing from direct involvement in the 

provision of goods and services that are better provided by the private sector. 

(vi) Government’s desire to transform ports in Nigeria into hubs for the West 

and Central African sub-region can only be achieved through private sector 

investment. 

2.13  BRIEF HISTORY OF PORT CONCESSION  

Private sector involvement in port concession has no doubt produced good 

results in various countries’ port systems. The results from such countries speak 

volumes. 

The present wave of concession in public enterprises began in the mid 

1980s in the energy sector with the Turkish Prime Minister at that time. Turget 

Ozal was credited with inventing the term BOT which stands for build, operate 

and transfer. The concession provides for the construction of the port and 

operation, and then transfer to the government at the end of the concession 

period. When the contract is for the rehabilitation of an existing infrastructure 

rather than a new project, the expression ROT may be used. This stands for 

Rehabilitate, Operate and Transfer. 
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 The first port terminal concession began in the early 1990s and there are 

now probably more than one hundred concession agreements all over the world. 

 The port authority or other competent body grants a concession to a 

private firm, usually through “calls for bids”, under which the firm can take over a 

facility for a given period, for a specific purpose such as container handling. The 

firm makes a fixed annual payment possibly with a variable payment related to 

throughput or revenue. 

The concession contract sets out mutual rights and obligation in details. 

2.14   PORTS CONCESSION IN SOUTH AMERICAN COUNTRIES.                        

Private sector involvement has without doubt produced good results in 

many cases. The following box summarizes two experiences from South America. 

In the port of Buenos Aires, Argentina, six terminals were created out of the 

existing ports and leased to private operators through a bidding process. In 

Colombia, the previous state monopoly was dissolved (at a high cost in 

compensation for those covered by the former collective agreements) and 

regional port companies formed with the obligation to permit the entry of private 

cargo handling operators. 
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Table 13: Port of Buenos Aires, Argentina  

Productivity 

Indicator 

Before reform After Reform % change 

Cargo throughput  4 million tons  6 million tons  50 

Container traffic 

statistics  

300,000 tons  540,000 tons  80 

Average time in 

port (containers) 

2.5 days 1.5 days  40 

Handling cost for 

container imports  

$ 450 $120 73.339 

Port tarrif for 

exports (per ton) 

$6.7 $3.0 55.22 

Port tarrif for 

imports (per ton) 

$ 2.1 $1.5 28.57 

Source: World Bank (2002) 
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Table 14: Colombia (five principal ports) 

Productivity  Indicator  Before Reform  After reform % Change  

Average ship waiting time  10 days  0.6 hours  99.75 

Working days per year  280 days  360 days  28.57 

Tons per ship per day in 

port  

- Bulk cargo  

- General Cargo 

 

 

500 

750 

 

 

2,500 

1,700 

 

 

400 

126.67 

Container per gross ship  

- Hours on berth 

16 TEU 25 TEU 56.25 

No. of containers the ship 

discharges on berth per 

gross hours daily 

384 TEU 600TEU 56.25 

Source: World Bank (2002) 

From the tables above, the following performance indicators were used to assess 

the pre and post concession performance of the port of Buenos Aires. 

(i) Cargo throughput 
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(ii) Container throughput  

(iii) Ship turn-around time  

(iv) Handling cost of import containers. 

(v) Port tariffs for exports (per ton) 

(vi) Port tariffs for imports (per ton) 

2.14.1 Cargo Throughput  

 The cargo throughput of the port of Buenos Aires before concession was 4 

million tons. This however increased to 6 million tons after the concession which 

translated to 50% increase in cargo throughout. 

2.14.2 Container throughput 

 Container throughout before concession was 300,000 Twenty Equivalent 

Units (TEUs). This figure rose to 540,000 (TEUS) after concession. This represents 

an increase of 80% over the pre-concession figure. 

2.14.3 Average turn-around time 

 The average turn-around time before concession was as high as 2.5 days 

per ship. This was not an attractive signal for shippers of international repute. 
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Concession improved this figure to 1.5 days. This represents an improvement of 

40% over the pre-concession figure. 

2.14.4 Handling cost of container imports 

 The cost of container imports into the country was $450. This was too high 

by any standard. This figure dropped to $120 after the concession, representing 

73% decrease in handling costs. This no doubt will attract shippers to the ports. 

2.14.5 Port tariff for exports (per ton) 

 Exports tariff, which was $6.7 before concession came down to $3.0 after 

concession. This represents 55% reduction. This situation will encourage exports 

and enhance the economic development of the country. 

2.14.6 Port tariff for import (per ton)  

 Imports tariff before concession was $2.1. This figure came down to $1.5 

after concession due to efficient management of human and material resources 

of the ports. This reduction in tariff will act as an incentive to importers and will 

help to enhance economic growth of the country. The above analysis of the Port 

of Buenos Aires shows the immense benefits to be derived from port concession 

and countries like Nigeria need to borrow a leaf from that country. 
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2.15 COLOMBIAN (FIVE PRINCIPAL) PORTS 

 From table 12 above, the following performance indicators were used to 

compare the pre and post concession performance of the five ports in Colombia. 

(i) Average waiting time  

(ii) Working days per year. 

(iii) Bulk cargo in tons per ship per day in port. 

(iv) General cargo in tons per ship per day in port. 

(v) Container per gross ship-hour on berth. 

 

2.15.1 Average ship waiting time 

 This is the time a vessel spends at anchorage waiting for a vacant berth. 

Before concession the average waiting time was 10 days. This figure dropped to 

0.6 hrs after concession, giving a 99% reduction in waiting time. This shows that 

sometimes vessels don’t wait at all, but sail straight to the berth, while at other 

times some berths are idle. 
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2.15.2 Working days per year 

 Before concession, the number of working days per year was 280. After 

concession, the number of working days per year rose to 360 days. This means 

that the ports were opened for business throughout the year. This also shows 

that the ports were busier after concession. 

2.15.3 Tons per ship per day in port for bulk cargo 

 The number of tons per ship per day for bulk cargo was 500 tons before 

concession. This figure however increased to 2, 500 tons, showing an increase of 

400% cargo throughput over the pre-concession figure. 

2.15.4 General cargo in tons per ship per day in port 

 General cargo throughput increased from 750 tons before concession to 

1,700 tons after concession. This shows an increase of 126% over the pre-

concession figure. This shows that the ports were busier after concession. 

2.15.5 Container per gross ship hour on berth 

 Container per gross ship hour on berth before concession was 16 and 25 

after concession. This shows an increase of 56% over the pre-concession figure. 

This shows a marked improvement in container throughput. 
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 The above analysis has once again proved beyond doubt that concession is 

one of the best privatization methods for port systems worldwide. 

2.16 CHILE 

 In 1982 the Chilean Government created competition in cargo handling and 

stevedore operations. It deregulated port labour, eliminating any difference 

between dockside workers and stevedores. It authorized the private sector to 

established stevedoring companies. The resulting productivity and asset 

utilization improvements eliminated the need for $50 million in infrastructure 

investments. Cargo handling of boxes of fruits increased from 2060 per hour in 

1979 to 65000 in 1986. This in turn caused a reduction in vessels waiting times 

from 129 to 40 hours and reduced per box charges from $0.54 to $0.26. 

 Fruit box volumes grew from 572,479 metric tons in 1985 to 1,256,811 tons 

in 1995 without any new investment in berths. 

2.17 NEW ZEALAND 

 The New Zealand Government deregulated transport in 1984 but cost 

structure remained unaffected because ports were still state owned and 

operated. In 1989 they were converted into limited liability companies. 
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Employment contracts for all labour and management were then introduced 

together with practical reforms, which yielded immediate improvements. 

For example, in 1990 the diary industries with an industry-wide annual freight 

charge of $ 107 million, made savings of $5 million or $3,500 per dairy farmer. 

The port of Tauronga was handling 60% more cargo per vessel per day; the 

productivity of  handling gangs has increased by 150%. 

2.19 PORT KLANG (KUALA LUMPUR, MALAYSIA) 

 The container terminal was transferred to the private sector in 1993. 

Numbers of TEUs handled are shown below 

1993 -19,867 

1994- 137,937 

1995 – 269,941 

1996 – 443,656 

 In 1996 Port Klang handled a total of 49 million tons of cargo. By 2000 this 

figure was expected to increase to 74.8 million tons; by 2010 to 113 million tons. 

Port Klang is now fully privatized. 
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2.20 UNITED KINGDOM  

 U.K adopted Registered Docks Labour Scheme in 1947 to give Dockers Jobs 

for life and to eliminate casual employment scheme prevalent until then. Average 

cost per metric ton for handling cargo at a “Scheme” port was between $12-$27. 

At the same time, same activities in Rotterdam and Antwerp cost $4.50-$60. Dock 

labor was estimated to have cost the UK economy more than $800 million. UK 

government began privatizing ports in 1983 and abolished the “scheme” in 1989. 

Following that change, productivity in container handling rose by 87% in 1990 and 

in general cargo by 28.4% per dockworker over the same period. 
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2.21 CONCLUSION  

In spite of the laudable achievements so far recorded in the industry, there are 

still some things that ought to be done to put the system on the right footing. 

These acts of omissions or commissions are what this research tags “challenges”, 

which have to be tackled headlong before the country can be said to have arrived 

on the world’s maritime map. 

It is not in doubt that the state has succeeded already in taking many 

commendable steps towards genuine improvement of the nation’s maritime 

industry both in terms of infrastructure and policy, but more still needs to be 

done to get to the promise land. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

3.0 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1 INTRODUCTION  

This chapter deals with the methods of data collection and the methodology used 

in the study. Data were collected from maritime bulletin, journals, magazines, 

seminar papers, newspapers, NPA handbooks, NPA Annual reports and NPA port 

abstracts. Others include research papers, publications and the Internet. The data 

were analyzed and subjected to relevant hypothesis tests to enable the 

researcher draw up inferences. 

3.2 SOURCE OF DATA 

For the purpose of this work, the secondary source of the data collection was 

employed. This consists of existing documents/published materials like NPA 

annual reports, hand books, abstracts of ports statistics, seminar papers journals 

and maritime bulletin. Some research works in the field of study were also 

reviewed. Statistical tables were prepared from secondary data source which 

served as meaningful, valid and reliable data for the study. 
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3.3 DATA ANALYSIS TECHNIQUE 

Mann-Whitney U test (also called Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon(MWW), Wilcoxon 

rank-sum test, or Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney test) is a non-parametric test for 

assessing whether two samples come from the same distribution. The null 

hypothesis is that the two samples are drawn from a single population, and 

therefore that their distribution are equal. It requires the two samples to be 

independent and the observation to be ordinal or continuous measurements. In a 

less general formulation, the Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney two-sample test may be 

thought of as testing the null hypothesis that the probability of an observation 

from one population exceeding an observation from the second population is 0.5. 

This formulation requires the additional assumption that the distributions of the 

two populations are identical, except for possibly a shift. (i.e.  = )     

Another alternative interpretation is that the test assesses whether the Hodges-

Lehman estimate of the difference in central tendency between populations is 

zero. The Hodges-Lehman estimate for a two-sample problem is the median of all 

possible differences between an observation in the first sample and an 

observation in the second sample. It is commonly thought that the MWW tests 

for differences in median, but this is not strictly true. The test involves the 

calculation of a statistic, usually called U, which distribution under the null 
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hypothesis is known. In the case of small samples, the distribution is tabulated, 

but for small sample size above 20, there is a good approximation using the 

normal distribution. For large samples, a formula can be used. All the 

observations are arranged into a single ranked series, without regard to the 

sample they are in. The ranks for observations which came from sample 1 are 

added. The sum of the ranks in sample 2 is also gotten by calculation. Since the 

sum of all the ranks equals 

R1 + R2 = N(N+1)/2 ………(1), where N is the total number of observations,  

Mann-Whitney statistics U is given by: 

U1 = n1n2 + (n1(n1+1) – R1)/2    ........................(2) 

                             OR 

U2 = n1n2 + (n2(n2+1) – R2)/2  .........................(3) 

Where n1 and n2 are the sample sizes for sample1 and sample2 respectively. R1 

and R2 are the sum of the ranks in sample1 and 2 respectively. 

U1 + U2 = n1n2 +(n1(n1+1) – R1)/2+ n1n2 + (n2(n2+1) – R2)/2 ....(4) 

The sample distribution of U is symmetrical and has a mean (µu) and variance 

(δ2
u). 
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However, if the elements of the samples to be considered are greater than 20, the 

U statistics could be converted to the Z statistics to make the computation 

reliable. 

The approximated value of Z is given by: 

           

                                          OR                         

                                                                        

   Where Z is the Z statistics value and N is the summation of the number of 

elements in the two samples.        

3.4 HYPOTHESIS  

The study is governed by the following formulated hypotheses. 

1. Ho:  Concession of Nigerian ports has no significant impact on the 

        cargo throughput of the ports.       

          H1:  Concession of Nigerian ports has significantly increased the  

                   cargo throughput of the ports. 

              



79 
 

2. Ho: The concession of the ports has no significant effect on the berth 

       occupancy of Nigerian ports.   

H1:   The concession of the ports has significant increased the berth 

       occupancy of Nigerian ports. 

     

3. Ho:  The concession of the ports has no significant effect on the 

        turnaround time of vessels calling at Nigerian ports. 

H1:  The concession of the ports has significantly improved the   

       turnaround time of vessels calling at Nigerian ports.    
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CHAPTER FOUR 

4.0 DATA PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION 

This chapter concentrates on the presentation and analysis of the data collected. 

The hypotheses stated in chapter 1 will be tested as a means of achieving the 

objectives of this research. 

4.1 DATA PRESENTATION 

Table 15: Data presentation 

YEAR 

NUMBER 
OF 
VESSELS 

CARGO 
THROUGHPUT 
(Tonnes) 

AVERAGE 
BERTH 
OCCUPANCY 
(%) 

AVERAGE 
TURNAROUND 
TIME (days) 

CONTAINER 
TRAFFIC 
(TEUs) 

GROSS 
DOMESTIC 
PRODUCT 
(₦billion) 

GROUPING 
DUMMY 

1995 3023 13273053 30.36 15.51 88436 2008.56 0 

1996 3202 15475301 39.8 6.33 86648 2799.04 0 

1997 3585 16582805 41.9 6.44 109518 2906.63 0 

1998 3972 19325718 38.21 6.01 129166 2816.41 0 

1999 3762 22232936 57.82 6.34 180306 3312.24 0 

2000 4087 28932880 50.96 7.4 129356 4712.33 0 

2001 4473 35940692 57.41 8.11 205415 4909.53 0 

2002 4143 36987241 64.58 11.34 251888 7128.2 0 

2003 4315 39765945 63.48 6.46 249605 8742.65 0 

2004 4553 40816947 61.84 7.57 207192 11673.6 0 

2005 4586 44952078 58.45 8.46 248476 14735.32 0 

2006 4800 46150518 73.14 3.52 166186 18709.8 1 



81 
 

2007 4644 57473350 87.21 3.83 266634 20874.2 1 

2008 4477 63982749 54.22 5.2 416476 24552.8 1 

2009 4620 65775509 72.1 6.61 543999 25102.94 1 

2010 4962 76744727 73.24 5.1 570018 29584.84 1 

2011 5935 83450032 76.05 4.32 709880 36552.4 1 

2012 4697 77104738 71.32 5.2 780678 43637.7 1 

Total 77836.00 784967219.00 1072.09 123.75 5339877.00 264759.19 7.00 

General Average 4324.22 43609289.94 59.56 6.88 296659.83 14708.84 0.39 

Pre-Concession 
Average 3972.82 28571417.82 51.35 8.18 171455.09 5976.77 0.00 

Post-Concession 
Average 4876.43 67240231.82 72.47 4.83 493410.14 28430.67 1.00 

Source: Computed from NPA Abstract of Port Statistic and CBN Statistics  

Dummy Variable: {Pre-concession = 0, Post-concession = 1} 
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4.2 DATA ANALYSIS 
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Figure 1: Time series plot of number of vessels that called at the port 

From figure 1 above, the number of vessels that called at the ports only increased 

appreciably after two years of concession and declined at the end of 2010. In 

other words, it took around two years after the concession before the port could 
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enjoy ample patronage of the calling vessels. As the other ports in the West 

African coast got privatized in 2010, the level of patronage given to Nigerian ports 

declined, because other port in the region became efficient and could effectively 

compete with Nigerian ports.   
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Figure 2: Time series model of cargo throughput 
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From figure 2, cargo throughput which is a measure of the ports’ productivity 

increased momentously after the concession exercise. This could be as a result of 

increase in the port’s efficiency and the level of patronage of the ports’ clients 

(shipping companies, shippers, and freight forwarders) after the concession. 

However, there was also a marginal decline at the end of 2010, which could be 

attributed to the fact that the ports patronage was shared by neighbouring ports 

when they got privatized in 2010. 
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Figure 3: Time series model of average berth occupancy  

Figure 3 shows that the average berth occupancy got to the peak after concession 

and declined in 2007. It bounced back in 2009 and appeared stable throughout 

the period. The substantial decline in 2007 can be seen as a natural trend or 
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pattern which could be observed in relationships portraying changes in demand 

and supply capacities of goods and services. 
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Figure 4: Time series model of average turnaround time 
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From figure 4 above, average turnaround time declined from 2005 to 2009. It got 

to the lowest immediately the ports were privatized. It increased marginally from 

2007 to 2009 and dropped from 2009 to 2011. It remained essentially low 

throughout the period considered, which was an impressive result.  
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Figure 5: Time series model of container traffic 

From figure 5 above, container traffic which is also another major output measure 

of performance was also caug                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

ht up in an outstanding upward swing from the beginning of the concession in 
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2006 to the end of the period considered. It appeared to be the measure that 

responded most to concession, which can be inferred by examining the gradient 

of the line trend. 

4.30 Nonparametric (NPr) Tests: Mann-Whitney Test 

 

Table 16: Mann-Whitney Test Ranks 

 

  Grouping Dummy N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 

Cargo Throuhput 0 11 6.00 66.00 

   

1 

7 15.00 105.00 

   

Total 

18     

Average Berth Occupancy 0 11 6.55 72.00 

   

1 

7 14.14 99.00 

   

Total 

18     

Average Turnaround Time 0 11 12.55 138.00 

   

1 

7 4.71 33.00 

   

Total 

18     
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Table 17: Mann-Whitney Test Statistics 
b 

 

  
Cargo 

Throughput 
Average Berth 

Occupancy 

Average 
Turnaround 

Time 

Mann-Whitney U .000 6.000 5.000 

Wilcoxon W 66.000 72.000 33.000 

Z -3.487 -2.943 -3.036 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .003 .002 

Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed 
Sig.)] 

.000
a
 .002

a
 .001

a
 

a  Not corrected for ties. 

b  Grouping Variable: Grouping Dummy 

 

4.40 DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

Hypothesis 1 

At 0.05 level of significance, the z value for the acceptance of the null 

hypothesis from the table is -1.96 ≤ Z ≤ 1.96. However, the Mann-

Whitney U-Test calculated the Z value for cargo throughput as -3.487. 

Hence, the null hypothesis is rejected. With a one-tailed p-value of 

0.000 < 0.05, the alternative is accepted.  It therefore holds that 

concession of the ports has significantly increased the cargo 

throughput of Nigerian ports. 
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Hypothesis 2 

The Z value of Mann-Whitney U-Test calculated for berth occupancy 

was -2.943, which is outside the acceptable range of the null 

hypothesis, the null hypothesis is therefore rejected on this basis. With 

a one-tailed p-value of 0.02 < 0.05, the alternative is accepted. Hence, 

the concession of the ports has significantly increased the berth 

occupancy of Nigerian ports. 

Hypothesis 3 

Also, the Mann-Whitney U-Test calculated the Z value for average 

turnaround time of vessels as -3.036. Since this value is not within the 

acceptable range of Z, the null hypothesis is rejected. With a one-

tailed p-value of 0.001 < 0.05, the alternative is accepted.  Hence, the 

concession of the ports has significantly improved the vessels’ 

turnaround time of Nigerian ports. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

5.0 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, RECOMMENDATION AND    CONCLUSION 

5.1 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

 In the research exercise, there are some facts that are worth highlighting. This 

part of the works attempts to make a summary of these important findings. 

i. Concession as a form of privatization has indeed revolutionalized Nigerian 

port system. 

ii. Concession has also improved the vessels traffic and container traffic of 

Nigerian ports. 

iii. The concession of the ports has significantly increased the cargo throughput 

of Nigerian ports. 

iv. The concession of the ports has significantly increased the berth occupancy 

of Nigerian ports. 

v. The concession of the ports has also significantly improved the vessels’ 

turnaround time of Nigerian ports. 

vi. Concession has introduced the healthy competition being experienced in the 

Nigerian port system today. So administrative bottleneck and prohibitive 

costs have been drastically reduced in the ports. 
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5.20 CONCLUSION  

This research has examined the impact of port concession on port operations. 

Concession is a vital means of improving port performance, productivity, and 

competitiveness of Nigerian ports. It has made the port more appealing to the 

shipping companies, importers and the freight forwarders, which are the major 

port operators. 

Ports concession impacts positively on ports operations, which in turn acts as a 

boost on the economy through revenue generation, reduction of importation cost 

and employment of the citizens. 

There are still opportunities for improvement of the productivity of Nigerian port. 

This can be achieved by formulating and implementing effective policies tailored 

towards port improvement. Effecting the recommendations of this research is 

also a good starting point. 

5.3 RECOMMENDATION  

Based on the research findings, the following recommendations were made. 

i. Government should created enabling environment for private sector 

participation by providing favourable policies and incentives. 
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ii. To make our ports user friendly, Government should encourage the 

terminal operators to provide modern cargo handling plants and 

equipment to enhance smooth operations at the ports. 

iii. Government should streamline numerous agencies, and other associated 

bodies constituting toll gates and adding to overall high cost of doing 

business in Nigerian ports. 

iv. Government should create the environment that would guarantee the 

training and retraining of the maritime labour, in line with the international 

practices. 
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