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PREAMBLE

Post Evaluation of this JBIC-funded project is part of a 1998 JBIC-AFD
Cooperation Program. It was carried out by Ph. COQUART from AFD (Post
Evaluation Division).
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ACRONYMS

GDP: Gross Domestic Product

GHC: Cedis (Ghana’s currency)

GPHA: Ghana Ports and Harbours Authority

GRC: Ghana Railway Company

HPC: Hambourg Port Consulting

IDA: International Development Agency

IMF: International Monetary Fund

JPY: Japanese Yen

MHE: Mechanical Handling Engineering

MPS: Master Plan Study

OECD: Organization for Economic Corporation and Development

JBIC: Japan Bank for International Cooperation

SWHC&P: Sir William Halcrow & Partners

USD: United States Dollar
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REPORT’S SYNTHESIS

1. Evaluation Outline

In this report requested by JBIC, the Agence Française de Development (AFD) as a third party
evaluates Ghana “Ports Rehabilitation Project” financed by JBIC and the World Bank.

2. Project description

From the mid 1970s until 1983, Ghana experienced a continuous decline in GDP and therefore
exports. This was a consequence of a severe drought in 1975 and 1976, and policy-related
problems which stunted the overall economy during that time. In order to support the economic
recovery plan carried out by the Government as Ghana was entering an Adjustment Program, in
1984 the World Bank approved an Export Rehabilitation Project amounting to USD 93.1, which
was devoted mainly to cocoa (USD 23.9M), gold (USD 23.6M), timber (USD 23.7M) and port
(USD 4.8M.) sectors.

The improvement of the ports was aimed at transporting particularly cocoa and timber products
more efficiently, and lowering shipping costs. With the support of the International Community,
this program was undertaken by the Government of Ghana, in line with its Economic Recovery
Plan.

JBIC participated in the rehabilitation of the Ports of Tema and Takoradi by providing ships,
cargo handling equipment and materials within the framework of the World Bank’s project plan.

The original estimated cost of the first phase (a second phase was undertaken afterward with
the participation of the WB, the Saudis and the European Union) was reaching USD 49.5M,
taking into account the IDA’s Export Rehabilitation Technical Assistance Project (ERTAP).
JBIC’s share was USD 24.1M (49% of the global project cost). IDA provided USD 21.9M
(44%) and the Ghanaian Government, USD 3.5M (7%).

In October 25, 1985, JBIC agreed to lend Ghana an amount not exceeding JPY 5,912M as the
Foreign Currency Portion of equipment and aterials needed for both ports to function properly
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(YJ 5,609M), plus Contingencies (YJ 303 M). The loan was for 20 years, bearing interest at a
rate of 3.5% per annum. At that time, the JPY’s loan amount was equivalent to USD 24.1M.

3. Project execution

The project implementation time table was far behind schedule, from preparation of
Specifications and Tender Documents (which were completed in June 1987 instead of January
1986) up to Site Setting (which took place in September 1990 instead of February 1988).

Due to a soaring JPY exchange rate against the USD in 1986-88, the Yen equivalent of USD
payments decreased greatly, thus, there was allowance for GPHA to expand the list of
equipment, port ships and material procurement. A new request by the Port Authority was
therefore submitted to JBIC which was considered fully justified for funding. Total amount
disbursed in USD amounted to USD 42.2M instead of USD 24.1M (+75%).

Delays experienced by the Project induced changes in the list of equipment to be procured in
order to better adjust procurements to real needs.

The JBIC financing initially provided twenty cranes, forty-five forklift trucks, ten tractors,
twenty-four trailers, thirty-five ships and other equipment and material, such as thirty-two
cocoa conveyors and some communication systems.

In addition to financing the consultancy for designing and controlling the project, the World
Bank also funded the procurement of some equipment and supported institutional changes, such
as the unification of the three entities which previously made up the Port organization into the
Ghana Ports and Harbors Authority. The Ports of Tema and Takoradi were given a semi-
autonomous status.
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< Supplement by JBIC>

The precise list of the main items procured under the ODA loan is shown in the table below.

Item At the time of appraisal Actual

Crane 23 21

Forklift 51 42

Tractor 19 24

Trailer 42 32

Cocoa conveyor ― 32

Bus and other vehicles ― 25

Barge for buoy ― 2

Communication equipment ― 2

    Source: JBIC material

4. JBIC equipment relevance to traffic volume increase

•  In 1995, GPHA’s cargo handling volume for the Port of Tema (excluding that of private
companies), exceeded by 2.3 times the forecast made by the consultant. On the other hand,
affected by the Government of Ghana’s ban on log exports, GPHA’s handling volume at the
Port of Takoradi did not reach the consultant’s forecast. Port of Takoradi GPHA’s activity
did not reach the Consultant prevision due to ban of log exports by the Government of
Ghana in 1995 (exports handled with GPHA Equipment peaked in 1994 at 1,017,065 metric
tons). Such a finding indicates that the Consultant handling equipment capacity forecast was
under-evaluated.

For both ports container and dry bulk cargo handling volume had increased, however, there
was a substantial decrease in other types of cargo such as General Cargo as well as packages.
Such a case was not anticipated by studies made prior to the project. In the port of Tema,
forecasts for container cargo traffic for 1995 was 51% lower than the actual figure while
General Cargo traffic was five times over the actual figures. In Takoradi, no containerization
was forecasted in 1995 but actual container traffic reached 167,500 metric tons.

It does not seem that these flaws in the forecast of the type of cargo had caused wrong
decisions being made in the choosing of ships and equipment. The ships and handling
equipment  outlined in a Master Plan Study carried out in 1994 and the JBIC Report were
found to be adequate to the kind of cargo being handled in both Ports. Procurement of gantry
cranes for handling of container is not considered an urgent requirement.

The main problem these two reports outlined is the lack of good maintenance and the timely
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provision of spare parts in order for the equipment to have a better availability rate. The
above-mentioned report states that the average breakdown rate per year has been 50% in
Tema and 41% in Takoradi. The JBIC experts point out that when they were in Ghana the
rate of out-of-order equipment was 39% in Tema (in addition to two handling equipment
units already scraped) and 15% in Takoradi. Things are likely to improve in the future
because of the recent computerization of spare parts procurement.

•  Vehicle Maintenance Control Sheets shed light on the fact that all JBIC Equipment is not
regularly maintained. When average repairs and maintenance interventions take place every
other year, it cannot be considered satisfactory. The maintenance schedule in Takoradi
seems better than in Tema. The five-year Corporate Plan which provides GPHA with a
development strategy also stresses these points of weakness.

One can wonder if the project donors, namely the WB and JBIC, particularly for JBIC who
provided more equipment than the WB, would be better off providing GPHA with guidance
and support to help this organization as soon as equipment was installed to strengthen its
maintenance system which seems to be its Achilles’ heel.  Survey by the Corporate Plan
and the JBIC Report of the staff equipment’s running skill, for example for equipment
drivers, shows that it often lacks efficiency, which indicates that training at the beginning
should have been more important and from time to time reinforced.

5. Project impact

•  The JBIC project has increased the GPHA’s ability to handle commodities in Tema by 1.6
times (3,286,024 metric tons) in 1997, and in Takoradi by 1.2 times (674,140 metric tons)
compared to 1987 traffic. Before banning log exports, the Port of Takoradi reached a
handling volume amounting to 1,017,065 metric tons. It can therefore be said that in this
domain the JBIC project was a success in facilitating both Ports to respond to the traffic
demand.

•  Technical performances have from a general point of view increased quite substantially in
the wake of the Ports’ rehabilitation. The average hours of ships at berth decreased by 6% in
1990 and 1991 and by about 15% in 1993 and 1994 in the Port of Tema, as compared to
1988 figures. Improvement in this domain only took place in the Port of Takoradi after 1993.
This type of indicator is correlated to staff and equipment productivity improvement.

The average tons per ship working-hour has continuously increased after 1989 in both Ports:
by 60% in Tema and 52% in Takoradi in 1994, compared to figures in 1989. Improvement
continued until 1995 in Tema and 1996 in Takoradi.
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Average tons per gang-hour also drastically increased for both Ports between 1990 and 1996,
with a peak in Tema at Index 319 and in Takoradi at Index 212, compared to a 100 Index in
1990. Concurrently, the staff position has decreased constantly from 1987 until 1993, and
most significantly in 1989 (-36%).

•  This WB/JBIC project was aimed at decreasing GPHA’s Operating Expenditures through
the streamlining of management, procedures and cargo handling productivity. A big
improvement in this area took place from 1988 to 1990: the operating expenditures
plummeted 67% in real terms over that period of time. Without Loan Charges, the net
Operating Expenditures in 1992 were still lesser than those in 1987.

Since 1988, GPHA has registered annual positive Operating and Net Profits which have
increased on a quite regular basis between 1988 and 1994.

6. General conclusions and recommendations

The Port Rehabilitation project of JBIC in Ghana was a success in the sense that it allowed for
economic recovery in exports and imports that the country enjoyed after 1986.

•  Procurement of new equipment, port ships and material to the Ports of Tema and Takoradi
just after the reorganization of the Port activity management and unification under a sole
authority made it possible for GPHA to streamline its activity and improve its performances.
The Ghanaian authorities were also able to make strong decisions in thinning out GPHA
staff.

•  In addition, support of maintenance organization, which includes spare parts procurement,
should have been provided to GPHA in order to help it improve equipment availability.

<Opinion of JBIC>

As was pointed out, there is a chance that the organization of maintenance scheme was
incomplete at the time of project implementation. However, JBIC carried out a detailed survey
between 1997 and 1998, as part of its post-monitoring activities, and proposed improvement
measures for the maintenance scheme. It is thought that whatever possible assistance has been
provided.
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1 PROJECT BACKGROUND AND MOTIVES

1.1 The Project

The Overseas Economic Cooperation Fund of Japan (JBIC) participated in the rehabilitation of
the Ports of Tema and Takoradi in Ghana which took place in 1987-1990 by provision of Ships,
Cargo Handling Equipment and Material within the framework of an Export Recovery Program
that was initiated by the World Bank in 1983.

This project was the first of a list of programs JBIC would fund in the transportation sector in
Ghana that indicate a strategic approach by the Fund seeking to ease one of the major economic
constraints Ghana has been hampered with. These projects were : four Road Rehabilitation
Projects in 1987, 1990, 1996 and 1998, plus a fifth one being currently evaluated ; and a
Railway Equipment Project aimed at strengthening of the Ghana Railway Company’s (GRC)
transportation capacity for mining outputs.

1.2 Economic Situation in Ghana prior to the Project

In 1983, the Government of Ghana took a new economic path supported by an adjustment
program signed with the International Monetary Fund (IMF) which, among other things,
introduced a dramatic devaluation of the Cedi currency and established ambitious rehabilitation
and development programs in strategic sectors, most of them export-oriented.

From the mid 1970s until 1983, Ghana experienced a continuous decline in output and therefore
exports as a consequence of a severe drought in 1975 and 1976 (having severe consequences
over the cocoa production) and policy-related problems which had stunted the overall economy
during that time period. Another drought impeded economic development in 1982/1983. The
yearly Gross Domestic Product (GDP) trend shrunk at an average annual rate of 3 % from 1979
to 1983. The annual rate of growth over the same period of time was the following :

GDP 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983

Annual real rate of growth (%) -2,5 1,2 -3,8 -6,1 -2,9
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Deterioration of domestic conditions reverberated in export and import figures as presented in
this table :

1980 1981 1982 1983

Exports (%) 4,0 -64,4 -8,5 7,2

Imports (%) 11,3 10,5 -38,3 -3,0

Source : IMF.

The crisis experienced by Ghana in terms of budget structural imbalance and therefore shortage
of resources for financing of public equipment entailed a serious deterioration in the country’s
overall infrastructure and specifically in the transportation infrastructure.

Even if the negative trend in international trading indicated in the above table cannot be fully
explained by the malfunctioning of Ports, nevertheless a high rate of breakdown of equipment
in the Ports of Tema and Takoradi hampered  evacuation of cocoa, timber and minerals ;
export figures were the following :

Exports (Metric Tons) 1980 1981 1982 1983

Cocoa Products 23 200 14 200 16 000 15 000

Bauxite 223 000 150 000 36 000 116 161

Manganese 183 000 143 000 130 000 127 000

Timber 185 000 219 000 111 000 103 303

Source: IMF.

In order to support the economic recovery plan carried out by the Government as Ghana was
entering  an Adjustment Program, in 1984 the World Bank approved an Export Rehabilitation
Project amounting to 93.1 M. USD and which was devoted mainly to cocoa (23.9 M. USD),
gold (23.6 M. USD), timber (23.7 M. USD) and port (4.8 M. USD) sectors.
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1.3 The Ports of Tema and Takoradi

1.3.1 Port of Tema

Tema Port construction began in 1954 with services being provided beginning in 1962. As
shown in Annex 1.1, its layout consists of Quay No 1 which has seven Berths in a line (Berth 6
to Berth 12), Quay No 2 (Berth 1 to Berth 4) and a water basin. A fishing harbor is East of the
commercial Port. 350 ha around belong to the Port of which 55 ha are the operational zone.

Berths of Quay 1 are too shallow and only permit small size ships to moor. Berth 11 consists of
two level lifting cranes which were funded by JBIC for container cargo and general cargo.
Berth 12 is used for unloading of clinker. Southern Quay 2’s Berths are the deepest and can be
used to moor large size container cargo ships. Other berths on this Quay are devoted to general
cargo.

Three sheds (7, 9 and 11) out of four remain on Quay 1 : sheds 7 and 9 are used for breaking
bulk cargo, shed 11 for export and transit cargo.
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1.3.2  Port of Takoradi

The Port of Takoradi is an artificial Port where construction began in the 1920s. Its present
framework was completed by the end of the 1950s. (See the Ports’ layout in Annex 1.2). Berth
1 on the leebreakwater is made of six Berths : Berth 1 is devoted to Manganese handling,
Berths 2 to 6 to general cargo.

In the inner Port area, three shallow water wharves are available: the North lighter wharf is used
for clinker, fishing boats and tug and pilot boats ; the West lighter wharf with four portal cranes
is used for cocoa exports ; the North log quay is where sawn timber storage sheds are built.

2 PROJECT PREPARATION AND DECISION MAKING

2.1 The World Bank Export Rehabilitation Project

The Port rehabilitation activity was in financial terms a minor part of the Export Rehabilitation
Project (cf. Chapter 1.2) but an important one as far as the national economic overhaul is
concerned because adequate entrance and exit capacity was essential to the goal of economic
recovery based on reviving export sectors. Such a revival was itself dependent on entry of
imports at the required level. Moreover, the alternative of using other regional ports such as
those in the Ivory Coast was impractical due to the bottleneck presented by inland transport.

The WB report to the Board points up that improvement of the ports was aimed at enabling
them to handle cocoa and timber traffic more efficiently and lower shipping costs which put
this program in line with the whole recovery effort the Government of Ghana was undertaking,
with the help of the International Community.

The Port rehabilitation activity designed by the WB was larger than its own financing and
included rehabilitation of cargo handling equipment, provision of floating crafts and
improvements to existing port superstructures as shown in the following Table (At that time,
three administrative structures were managing Ports activities: the Ghana Ports Authority
(GPA), the Ghana Cargo Handling Company (GCHC) and the Takoradi Lighterage Company
(TLC)) :
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M.  USD GPA GCHC TLC Total

Cargo Equipment 1,055 2,805 3,860

Marine Equipment 4,370 985 5,355

Civil works 1,000 1,000

Dredging 2,100 2,100

Takoradi dry dock & slipway 1,000 1,000

Contingencies 1,195 365 125 1,685

Total 10,720 3,170 1,110 15,000

Taking into consideration that 4.8 M. USD was provided by the WB, 10 M. USD was to be
obtained from other sources, about which JBIC was approached.

2.2 The JBIC Report (1984)

The JBIC report issued on December 1984 appraised material and equipment for handling
throughputs of 1.5 Million metric tons in the Port of Tema and 750,000 metric tons in the Port
of Takoradi in 1995. These projections came through a feasibility study by Sir William Halcraw
& Partner (SWH&P) for the future activity of Ghana’s Ports (1).

The JBIC Report (1984) provides a close description of material and equipment on hand, for
usable scrap, for rehabilitation and, finally, to be procured in order to achieve the above
throughput objectives. Detailed figures for every category of those materials and equipment in
the Ports of Tema and Takoradi are available in Annex 2.1.

It includes a list of specific equipment (specifications) to be funded by the Organization (See
Annex 2.2) in contrast to equipment the International Development Agency (IDA) was ready to
fund. As evidenced in that Annex 2.2, IDA was going to fund five Forklift Truck, eight Tractors,
twenty four Trailers and the Rail Car Shunting.

Handling capacity after completion of the project as estimated by SWH&C is broken down into
categories of cargo, as shown in the following Table :

                            
1/ This report was not available at the GPHA Headquarter.
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Type of Cargo Nbr of Moorings Nbr of Moorings Port of Tema
Port of

Takoradi

Year 1995 Tema Takoradi (Tons) (Tons)

General Cargo 6 3 864,000 432,000

Cocoa 2 1 288,000 144,000

Container 2 360,000

Lighter 210,000

Total 1,512,000 786,000

Cargo Volume expected in 1995 1,540,000 750,000

Source: JBIC Report.(1984)

What should be stressed here is that SWH&C dramatically underestimated the containerization
of the cargo trend which, for example, amounts for nothing in Takoradi in 1995.
Containerization, when the feasibility study was realized in 1983/1984, already was increasing
fast on  international shipping lines and could have been forecast as the main cargo evolution.

2.3 The Financing of the Project

The JBIC Project is part of a global Program of Port rehabilitation which consists of two phases
and includes the participation of Ghana, IDA, the Saudi and the European Union. Only the first
phase is presented and discussed in this report.

Far higher than figures put in the World Bank ERP (15 M. USD - See Chapter 2.1), the
estimated cost of the first phase reached 49.5 M. USD taking into account the Export
Rehabilitation Technical Assistance Project (ERTAP) participation by IDA to the Program :
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Item JBIC
(M.JPY)

JBIC
(M.USD)

IDA
(M.USD)

Government

(M.USD)

Total
(M.USD)

Spare Parts 4.8 4.8

Cargo Handling Equipment 3,296 13.5 13.5

Marine Equipment 1,768 7.2 7.2

Material and Equipment 545 2.2 2.2

Civil Work 3.5 3.5

Contingency 303 1.2 1.2

Technical Assistance
(ERTAP)

17.1 17.1

Total 5,912 24.1 21.9 3.5 49.5

Breaking Down  (%) 49% 44% 7% 100%

Source: JBIC Project Presentation & Completion Report.

JBIC is first in financing the first phase with a loan amounting 5,912 M. JPY (24,1 M. USD in
1985). Technical Assistance to the project through the World Bank ERTAP which is 35% of
the total cost comprised project appraisal and Consultant support to GPHA for project
implementation.

ERTAP aside, the estimated cost was 32.4 M. USD and JBIC participation 74%, IDA 15% and
the Government 11%.

2.4 Project Preparation Time Table

The JBIC Preparation Time Table ran from the first Ghanaian Government request for a loan in
January 1984, to the signature of a loan agreement in October 1985, thus stretching over a 22
months span. The Report is issued in December 1984. Such a short period of time to finalize a
project is remarkable for such a complex project which includes co-financing with another
donor, even if JBIC was building feasibility studies undertaken by the World Bank (WB). The
first request was 10 M. USD and a second request increased in October 1984 the amount up to
24.1 M. USD.

JBIC agreed on October 25, 1985 to lend Ghana an amount not exceeding 5,912 M. JPY as the
Foreign Currency Portion of equipment and materials needed (5,609 M. YJ) plus Contingencies
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(303 M. YJ). The 20-year loan bore an interest rate of 3.5 % per annum. At that time, the
JPY’s amount was equivalent to 24.1 M. USD.

The financing was untied, procurement being open to all member countries of the Organization
for Economic Corporation and Development (OECD) and the Developing Countries.

3 PROJECT EXECUTION

3.1 Increased project resources in USD

Due to the soaring Yen exchange rate against USD in 1986-88, costs which had to be paid in
the latter currency decreased in a large proportion when expressed in JPY giving the project the
opportunity to expand if needed its equipment procurement. The annual average JPY exchange
rate to USD produced an increase of 86 % in JPY’s value against the USD between 1985 and
1988 as shown below :

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989

USD/100 JPY 0.42 0.42 0.59 0.69 0.78 0.73

Therefore, a revised program as presented in the JBIC Completion Report was set up (specific
time for this Revision is unknown) (See Annex 2.2) after GPHA provided its new requirements.
Some original lots of equipment appeared too large and were scaled down (overhead cranes,
forklift trucks, trailers). Some others were expanded (log loaders, tractors, lighter tugs) and new
equipment not previously enlisted, such as personal launches or buoy barges, was considered
useful and added to the JBIC program financing. The process through which the revised
program was drawn up cannot be described.

As a result, the overall program financing evolved from 24.1 M. USD up to 42.2 M. USD as
shown in the following Table:
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1985 Original
Foreign Currency
Project Scope in

M. USD

1985 Original F.
C. Project Scope

in M. JPY

Revised F. S.
Project Scope in

M. USD

Revised F. S.
Project Scope

in M. JPY

Handling Equipment 13.5 3,296 21.2 2,964

Ships 7.2 1,768 12.4 1,733

Material 2.2 545 5.4 756

Communication
Systems

1.0 139

Spare Parts 2.3 320

Contingencies 1.2 303

TOTAL 24.1 5,912 42.2 5,912

Source: JBIC Final Report

The following Table, which is an outcome of Annex 2.2, presents the equipment and material
scope program for both Ports at three different stages of the project’s cycle, namely the
appraisal stage, the original and revised scope. A fourth category is taken into consideration
which is the list of items given by the JBIC  Report, dated February, 1998, which makes a
review of the equipment and ships provided through JBIC financing ((See Annex 3.1 [Tema]
and 3.2 [Takoradi]).
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The revised program was made for the following items as opposed to the original one: + eight
quay side and mobile cranes ; - ten overhead cranes ; - nine forklift trucks ; + four tractors ; -
ten trailers ; + two mooring launches ; - one lighter ; + one lighter tug; one personnel launch ;
two buoy barges ; - eight sets of material with regard to lighting systems, rails and repairing of
slipways and dry-docks ; twenty cocoa conveyors ; twenty cars and buses ; two trucks ; five
outboard motors and two communication systems.

TEMA+TAKORADI Evaluation Report Completion Report OECF Report GHPA's 

Eq. to be
procured

Specifi-
cations

Original
Scope

Revised
Scope

Figures (Ex-Post
Eval.)

Level Luffing Cranes 40 T 2 2 2 2 2 2
General Cargo Cranes 15 T 0 0 0 2 2 2
Mobile Cranes 3 1 1 4 3 3
Log Handling Cranes 0 0 0 3 3 3
Overhead Cranes 1 20 20 10 10 10
Log Loaders 20 T 3 0 3 0 0 0
Forklift Trucks 57 51 51 42 45 45
Tractors 26 18 18 22 10 10
Trailers 56 24 42 32 24 24
Tug Boats 2 2 2 2 2 2
Pilot Launches 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mooring Launches 2 2 2 4 4 4
Lighters (light loading op.) 37 15 15 14 13 14
Lighter Tugs 9 2 2 3 3 3
Water Supply Barge 1 1 1 1 1 1
Other Barges 0 0 0 0 8 8
Personal Launch 2 0 0 1 1 1
Buoy Barges 0 0 0 2 1 1
Rails (sets) 1 1 1 1 N.M. 1
Lighting System Container (sets) 5 5 5 0 N.M. 0
Rail for rehabilitation in the lot storage area (sets) 1 1 1 0 N.M. 0
Repair of Slipway & Dry-dock (sets) 4 4 4 2 N.M. 2
Fendering Wooden (sets) 1 0 500 490 N.M. 490
Cocoa Conveyors 0 0 0 32 N.M. 32
Bus + cars 0 1 1 20 N.M. 20
Trucks 0 0 0 2 N.M. 2
Outboard Motors 0 0 0 5 N.M. 5
Communication Systems 0 0 0 2 N.M. 2
Total Units Provided by OECF 215 152 673 700 134 689

Revised Completion Report Figures rendered comparable to SAPS Report Figures 146 134

N.M. = Not Mentioned
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3.2 Project Completion

Some discrepancies exist between figures provided in the JBIC Report (1998) and Completion
Reports as far as forklift trucks, tractors, trailers and some of the ships are concerned as shown
in the above Table (2). On the other hand, some of the items these Reports take into account are
not the same, which makes comparison between the two a bit difficult. Eliminating from the
Completion Report items the JBIC Report does not reckon, 146 units of equipment (Completion
Report) against 134 (JBIC Report) were funded by JBIC. All in all, around 700 units of
different pieces of equipment, ships and material were funded by JBIC.

JBIC program reckons for one fifth in number of cargo handling equipment both Ports are
currently using (33 units out from 264 -13%- in Tema Port, 42 units out of 101 -42%- in
Takoradi Port). Twenty two of the cranes available out of thirty seven (three out of six in Tema
Port and seventeen out of thirty one are JBIC cranes (See Annex 3.1 and 3.2). It means that as
far as heavy equipment is concerned, JBIC contribution one to Ghana Ports cargo handling
capacity represents more than one-half of the overall handling capacity.

                            
2/ Equipment, ships and material listed in the Completion Report are the same as those in the list provided in the
JBIC Final Report (October 1991). Both reports diverge from the JBIC Report as far as Quay Side Cranes are
concerned: four cranes were provided through JBIC financing instead of two mentioned in the Final and the
Completion Report.
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3.3 Project implementation

•  Project time table

The above time table shows that completion of the project which was forecast for December
1988 actually happened more than thirty months later. But Annex 3.3 shows a revised schedule
of the project implementation established by the World Bank in March 1986. This revised time
table is in accordance with the above «actual time table». Specific reasons for the
implementation to be postponed is not known by the Evaluator but it is likely that such a
rescheduling was related to appreciation of the Yen exchange rate against USD and revision of
the whole equipment procurement program, as described in Chapter 3.1.

Another delay in the project implementation was induced in 1988 by a change in provision of
overhead cranes as part of the overall Port crane lot (lot 2) from a Japanese to a German
Company. Lot 2 bid was accepted in February 1988 and its overhead crane component
reallocated in January 1989.

•  The WB Program Performance Audit Report (May 1991) indicates that achievements in the
area of training were disappointing : there was no early plan, later there were problems with
counterparts, and management courses were of limited effectiveness. Corporate Plans as
reported in Chapter 5.1 mention as weaknesses a low level of technical training and competence
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of equipment operators.

3.4 Project disbursements

•  The following Table, out of Annex 3.4, page 1, presents contracts and disbursement-related
amounts. Annex 3.4 also provides breakdowns of the main three contracts (Lot 1: Marine
Equipment; Lot 2: Port Cranes; Lot 3: Mobile Cranes, Tractors and Conveyors) into type of
equipment and material, training and spare parts.

Contracts Contract
Approval Date

Contract Amount
in JPY

Disbursed Amount Comments

JPY %

C-001 21-apr-88 1 975 844 324 1 975 844 324 33% Marine Equipment

C-002 21-apr-88 1 513 188 800 1 513 188 800 26% Port Cranes

C-003 21-apr-88 411 317 184 411 317 181 7%

C-004 21-apr-88 1 048 950 446 1 048 950 444 18% Mobile Cranes,
Tractors

C-005 21-apr-88 175 872 015 175 872 015 3%

C-006 21-apr-88 456 693 988 456 693 985 8%

C-007 21-apr-88 64 849 550 64 849 550 1%

C-008 21-apr-88 123 467 000 123 467 000 2%

C-009 21-nov-89 135 866 613 135 866 613 2%

TOTAL 5 906 049 912 100%

The 5,950,079 JPY balance between the JBIC allocation to the project (5,911,999,991 JPY) and
disbursed amount (5 906 049 912 JPY) is the 1% JBIC disbursement charge on the project.

More than two-thirds of the contracts were signed with only two providers, namely Damon
Shipyards (Dutch) for the Marine Equipment and C. Itoh & Co. (Japanese) for the Port Cranes
and Mobile, Tractors & Conveyors Lots.

•  85 to 95% of the contracts for which the Evaluator got information about are for cost of
equipment itself. Training expenditures represent a small portion of contract amounts : Lot 1
(marine equipment) [23 M. JPY, 1% of lot 1 disbursement], Lot 2 (port cranes) [55 M. JPY,
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4% of lot 2 disbursement] and Lot 4 (mobile cranes, tractors, conveyors) [3,8 M. JPY, 0,4%
of lot 4 disbursement]. Spare parts, on the other hand, which is an important component for
sustainability of the equipment (bearing in mind that replenishment of spare parts stock takes
time) goes from 14% of the contract amount (Lot 1) down to 2 % (Lot 4). Spare Parts for Lot
2 talls up to 6% (See Annex 3.4).

3.5 Other components

Through its Export Rehabilitation Technical Assistance Project, the World Bank financed the
Appraisal Report and Implementation consultant and also conducted institutional changes in
creating the Ghana Ports and Harbors Authority which unified the three previous organizations
under one Board of Directors, making the two Ports of Tema and Takoradi semi-autonomous.
Establishment of a new container handling company with majority participation of the private
sector was also put forward against the backdrop of privatization of the Ports activity. This
company never became active.

3.6 Global appreciation of the way the project was implemented

Delays in completing the project even if bearing an economic cost by the end produced
advantages which benefited the project and GPHA. Management by JBIC of the financing was
efficient.

Based on WB comments (see Chapter 3.4) about effectiveness of the training programs attached
to provision of equipment to GPHA (which comments are part neither of the JBIC final report
nor the Project Completion Report), these programs should have been streamlined and -
perhaps- amplified, even if the resources allocated to them were already important but not
equivalent in proportion (See Chapter 3.5).

Level of spare parts provision (as indicated in Chapter 3.5) seems  too short. Port Specialists
consider a 10 to 15% share of the global contract to be the standard in this domain.

Discrepancies in lists of equipment between different sources poses a question about JBIC’s
control system. It does not seem that figures provided in the project completion Report by
GPHA were compared to lists of equipment JBIC funded.
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4 JBIC EQUIPMENT RELEVANCE AND AVAILABILITY TO TRAFFIC
DEVELOPMENT

4.1 Traffic development

•  Annexes 4.1 to 4.5  present composition and development of Imports and Exports since
1987 in both the Ports of Tema and Takoradi.

•  A major part of the Dry Bulk throughput in Tema is handled with GPHA equipment. Only
Alumina is handled through private company’s equipment. In Takoradi, clinker, alumine and
bauxite cargoes are managed by private companies which use their own equipment.

•  First, effective throughputs for the Port of Tema under GPHA’s handling responsibility in
1995 (3) were 2.25 times over SWHC&P’s previsions. Port of Takoradi GPHA’s activity did
not reach SWHC&P’s prevision in 1995 due to ban of log exports by the Government
(exports handled with GPHA Equipment peaked in 1994 at 1,017,065 metric tons) :

Metric Tons Tema Takoradi

SWHC&P’s previsions 1995 1,540,000 750,000

Import/Export 1995 4,611,444 1,856,914

Import/Export 1995 handled with  GPHA’s
Equipment

3,461,763 684,889

•  Second, development of activities from 1987 to 1997 which fall under GPHA’s
responsibility, measured by the type of cargo’s yearly average growth rate as shown in the
Table below (See Annex 4.2 (Port of Tema) and Annex 4.4 (Port of Takoradi)) is widely
divergent :

                            
3/ Private company handling is not included.
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Tema
Imports

Tema Exports
Tema

Imp+Exp
Takoradi
Imports

Takoradi
Exports

Takoradi
Imp+Exp

Containers 15.84% 14.17% 14.43% 23.47%

Dry Bulk 12.43% 9.81%

Bagged Cargo 8.49% -4.94% 2.53% -2.76%

General Cargo -4.69% 7.65% -1.87% -38.36%

Forest Products -42.08% -5.93%

Liquid Bulk -10.24% 3.86%

Total 4.16% 7.07% 4.48% 7.99% -0.01% 2.19%

Port activity handled by GPHA is driven by imports which have rather efficiently expanded by
a 4% rate per year in Tema and 8% in Takoradi, the Tema import traffic being twelve times
higher than the Takoradi one. Exports, almost one third of import figures, have been subject to
ups and downs in relation to national production. Nevertheless, a 7% rate increase in Tema is
very high. Takoradi, because of ending of log export, has not yet offset the reduction with
increases in exported sawn timber.

Two cargo activities : Container and Dry Bulk handling have been subject to rapid annual
expansion over the period. Containerization of imports and exports in the Port of Tema and
imports in the Port of Takoradi have increased annually by 15% (doubling in five years) and
have replaced Bagged Cargo and General Cargo, which have tended to shrink heavily. The
figure for Container export increase in Takoradi has been 23 % per year. Dry Bulk, with a
yearly growth rate of about 10%, only concerns import traffic.

4.2 JBIC equipment relevance

Relevance is measured through adaptability of the equipment to the type and volume of cargo to
be handled. The latter also depends on the equipment productivity and its availability which is
examined in chapter 4.3.

4.2.1  Adaptability of the equipment to the type of cargo

•  The main observation to be made at this point is that a clear choice was made by project’s
developers not to equip the Ports with gantry cranes for container handling since
productivity was possibly considered too high with regard to future needs.
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•  The Table below compares traffic volume achievements under GPHA’s responsibility
against previsions of traffic broken down for both ports into different types of cargo :

Type of Cargo

GPHA Equipment

Port of
Tema

Port of
Tema

Port of
Tema

Port of
Takoradi

Port of
Takoradi

Port of
Takoradi

(Metric Tons) Previsions
Traffic
1995

Traffic
1995

Traffic
1997

Previsions
Traffic
1995

Traffic
1995

Traffic
1997

Container 360,000 735,944 994,537 0 167,497 244,860

General Cargo 864,000 171,210 265,978 432,000 21,601 30,741

Cocoa (Bulk Cargo) 288,000 34,926 20,344 144,000 43,805 57,300

Port Handling Capacity 1,512,000 3,461,763 3,286,024 786,000 684,889 674,140

* In Takoradi, the 1994 GPHA traffic reached 1 017 065 tons.

This Table clearly shows that GPHA has had to deal first in the Port of Tema with a far higher
global volume of throughput, second in each Port with a quite different compound of cargo type
than expected in 1985. Development of containerization was not viewed as offsetting Bulk and
General Cargo traffic and expanding so much.

The Port of Tema has been able to cope with traffic development, handling as much as 2.17
times the capacity of the equipment with which it theorically was equipped (SWH&C
prevision) , without the addition of specific equipment such as gantry cranes. It has been able to
accomplish 2,76 times more than expected as far as the loading and unloading of containers is
concerned with the same lifting equipment. It is even far better in Takoradi where no container
traffic at all was expected by the SWH&C’s consultancy. Therefore, that the Port of Takoradi
has been able to deal with 244,860 TEU net weight of container is remarkable.

Three different reasons may explain that traffic handled by GPHA after 1993 was far higher
than the traffic projected in 1985 as the basis for the project equipment scope : 1/
underestimation of the capacity of cranes, forklifts, tractors and trailers (such an
underestimation is even higher than what the above Table figures give evidence of, taking into
account the low rate of utilization of equipment as described in Chapter 4.2.2) ; 2/
underestimation of the Ports capacity to improve its staff productivity ; 3/ the buying of new
equipment after 1990 entailing enlargement of the global Ports capacity.
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The new equipment the Ports of Tema and Takoradi bought on their own since the end of the
JBIC project mainly consists in forklift trucks. Only one mobile crane was acquired in 1995
which means that as far as crane handling capacity is concerned, the two Ports still depend on
the equipment from the 80’s.

The Ghana Port experience shows that specific container equipment is not necessarily required
when volumes to be handled remain quite low. In addition to berth cranes, ship cranes also
rendered possible handling of large number of containers.

•  The Master Plan Study (MPS) and the JBIC Report (1998) address the ability of available
handling equipment to meet traffic needs.

 - Tema : the MPS recommends the efficiency of the container handling be improved through a
program for procurement of sufficient equipment units such as forklift trucks, trailers or
spreaders in order to meet the capacity of the calling ships cranes. Nevertheless, the main
way to obtain this purpose should be to improve maintenance and repair efficiency. The
same remark is made as far as the multi-purpose zone equipment is concerned, See Chapter
4.2.2.

In 1998, the JBIC Report stresses that the number of forklift trucks and trailers is enough to
meet the requirements but that there are few quay side and mobile cranes. The same kind of
observation is made with regard to the availability rate of equipment.

 - Takoradi : the MPS emphasizes that the equipment seems to be adequate for the cargo
handling but that its capacity is insufficient. The JBIC Report notes that the cargo handling
equipment is considerable which could be interpreted as it is too important for the traffic to
be carried. The mention that lighter and log equipment is not used efficiently comes to no
surprise because of the ending of log exportation and also the changes in the handling
system from a lighter handling system to ship gear at berth. But the rate of utilization of the
equipment is rather low (See Chapter 4.2.2).
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4.2.2 Availability and Rate of Utilization of the Equipment

•  As already mentioned, the MPS and the JBIC Report strongly  points out  that equipment
utilization rate in both Ports is quite low :

Equipment Tema Takoradi

Portal and Overhead Cranes Utilization Rate: small

Forklift Trucks Average Broken Days: 49 Utilization Rate: 30%

Trucks Utilization Rate: 38%

•  JBIC Equipment availability in 1998 (JBIC Report) is shown in the following Table :

Equipment Tema Takoradi

Cargo Handling Equipment: Average
Broken Down Rate/Yr

50 % 41 %

Cargo Handling Equipment: Current
Condition (Available; Broken Down;
Scraped Down)

18A (55%), 13B (39%), 2S
(6%)

56A (85%), 10B (15%)

Port Service Boats (Good; Satisfactory) 10G (71%), 4S (29%) 21G (100%)

 Source: Annex 3.1 & 3.2.

Generally, Equipment Utilization Rate is low (Specific figures for the Port of Tema are not
available in the JBIC Report) and the Average Breakdown Rate is high. The referred report
underlines that the Maintenance System does not work correctly: there is an insufficient stock
of spare parts and the internal procedures for Spare Parts Procurement is complicated and the
time required is long.

Two Cargo Handling Equipment Units provided by JBIC were scrapped which must be noted
and is particularly sad because of the relative newness of this equipment. On the other hand, the
Port Service Boats’ record in Takoradi in 1998 is good, but slightly worse in Tema where 29%
of the boats only are in a satisfactory condition.

It is worth acknowledging that GPHA in 1998 improved dramatically Spare Parts Procurement
services by computerizing its management and shortening the process to get an order shipped to
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providers,  which is said by heads of Procurement services in every Port to have significantly
reduced delays in ordering and receiving ordered pieces of equipment.

The Evaluator was given the Vehicle Maintenance Control Sheets from some units of the JBIC
Equipment, as listed in the Table on the next page. It can be stated that not all JBIC Equipment
is regularly maintained. When average Repairs and Maintenance Interventions take place every
other year (cf. the Mobile Crane in Tema), it cannot be considered satisfactory. From this point
of view, it seems that the maintenance schedule in Takoradi is better, but less Repairs and
Maintenance Interventions sheets have been collected in Tema.

The problem of maintenance is not recent. The MPS already brought up that question in 1994.
It therefore means that GPHA and to a certain extent the donors have not paid enough attention
to giving GPHA’s Technical Services efficient procedures and tools to have the equipment
available at an improved standard rate.
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First
Record's

Time

Last Record's
Time

Period Time
(Months)

Number of
Repairs and
Maintenance
Interventions

Average
Number/
Month

T E M A

Mobile Crane mar-90 jun-96 75 38 0,5

Boss Forklift apr-89 sep-97 101 65 0,6

Boss Forklift Truck aug-89 jun-97 94 35 0,4

T A K O R A D I

Metalna General Cargo Crane mar-95 sep-98 42 38 0,9

Metalna Log Handling Crane jul-96 jul-98 24 20 0,8

Mobile Crane feb-89 jun-98 112 344 3,1

Demag 90 T Mobile Crane feb-89 apr-98 110 359 3,3

Demag Overhead Crane jul-96 jun-98 23 17 0,7

Boss 5 Toner Forklift feb-89 sep-98 115 586 5,1

Mat 1 RoRo Tractor may-89 oct-92 41 189 4,6

Mat 1 RoRo Tractor nov-92 sep-97 58 264 4,6

Mati Tractor sep-97 sep-98 12 170 14,2

Source: GPHA

4.3 Appreciation of JBIC Equipment relevance

•  Choice of type of equipment provided can be seen as universally relevant. As already
mentioned, it was a good choice not to procure GPHA with gantry cranes, about which the
JBIC Report (1998) says that it will have to be installed in the not too near future.

It cannot be considered a mistake to have provided the Port of Takoradi with log handling
equipment not used anymore because of the Government decision in that area. Nevertheless,
the failure not to have anticipated the big traffic shift toward containerization has had the
effect of making some units funded through JBIC aid underutilized, such as the cocoa belt
conveyors. Port technicians think that if that trend had been taken into account the type of
cranes would have been a bit different.
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•  One can wonder if the project donors, namely the WB and JBIC -in particular JBIC who
provided more equipment than the WB- would not have been better off providing GPHA
with incentives and support to help it as soon as equipment was set up in order to strengthen
its maintenance system. This system, as evidenced in the above chapters, has been GPHA's
Achilles’ heel. In effect, the Broken Down Rate of JBIC Equipment is too high and therefore
not satisfactory.

Maintenance is a condition for sustainability of equipment and it is a well-known point in
developing countries where inefficiency is generally high. Therefore, the Evaluator is of the
opinion that along with the provision of equipment there should be workshops’
rehabilitation and Spare Parts procurement procedures.

•  It should be mentioned that the restructuring of the Port institutional framework into one
Authority, undertaken  under the WB financing, was a very useful tool for the coherent
implementation of the overall rehabilitation project. Therefore, the JBIC project deeply
benefited from the WB-ERTAP.

ERTAP also rendered possible hiring of consultants for preparation of specifications and
tender documents for equipment, materials and spare parts and for technical assistance to the
whole project, including the JBIC component.
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5 JBIC PROJECT IMPACT

The project’s impact can be measured through: 1/ capability of GPHA to respond to commodity
handling demand ; and 2/ increase in its technical and financial performances. These two
indicators meet the objectives the project was focused upon (cf. Chapter 2.1). Before addressing
these specific points, a presentation of what GPHA currently looks like is outlined in Chapter
5.1.

5.1 GPHA in 1997

Organization charts of the Port Authority and of the Port of Tema (the organization chart of the
Port of Takoradi is quite similar to the latter) are presented in Annex 5.1. The overall
organization seems correct but some overlapping is indicated in functions such as Human
Resource Management and Internal Auditing which certainly could be streamlined.

One must stress the importance of the Corporate Planning Unit at the Headquarters level which,
since 1989, establishes sliding five-year Corporate Plans and then provides GPHA with
objectives and strategies in such domains as profitability, efficiency, productivity. What is
interesting is that the last two, namely 1996-2000 and 1997-2001 (4) provide lists of strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities and threats which shed light on the Port Authority’s true situation.

                            
4/ The Evaluator was not given the opportunity to look up to prior Corporate Plans.
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Strengths : •  Financially viable,
•  Major part of the GPHA’s revenue in USD,
•  Improvement of information on costs and revenues through an Ongoing Financial

and Management Account Project,
•  Favorable position of the Port of Tema for transit and transshipment,
•  Appreciable amounts of expenditures committed to training the staff,
•  On-going Project of job description.

Weaknesses : •  Share handling rates in GNC not responsive to cost charges,
•  High stocks,
•  Financial and Accounting Systems not integrated,
•  Financial Reporting not timely produced,
•  Budgeting and budgetary control inadequate,
•  Credit Control System and Treasury management ineffective,
•  Lack of appreciation of financial issues by managers,
•  Low level of technical training and competence of equipment operators,
•  Absence of integrated engineering management information,
•  Inadequate cargo handling equipment with low availability,
•  Present layout of Port facilities not conducive to throughput container operations,
•  Absence of incentive scheme for workers,
•  Absence of Human Resource Plan and of career plan,
•  Lack of pro-active organizational culture,
•  Lack of market intelligence.

Opportunities : •  Serious attempt at development transport infrastructures,
•  Increasing cooperation with Ghana Railways Corporation,
•  Growing cooperation between Ghana and Burkina Faso,
•  Growing cooperation between GPHA and Shipping Lines/Port Users.

Threats : •  Frequent changes in the Director General,
•  Government interference in financial administration of GPHA,
•  Stiffer competition,
•  Increasing size of ships,
•  Slow pace of introduction of multi-modal transport in Ghana,
•  Lack of National Transport Strategy,
•  Unwieldy custom clearing procedures.

Financial weaknesses seem to remain very high and are made even stronger by the fact that
Strategic Business Units, which were supposed to encompass four to five sectors and pave the
way for analytic accountancy, are still limited to the experimenting of the Fishing Port Business
Unit.
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What is more related to JBIC project are points of weakness which consist of the low level of
technical training of equipment operators, absence of integrated engineering management
information, inadequate cargo handling equipment, unsystematic program of replacement for
broken down equipment and limited availability of this equipment, and the fact that the present
layout of Port facilities is not conducive to container operations.

Insufficient training programs included in the project were already stressed by the WB (See
Chapter 3.7) and are acknowledged by GPHA itself. Inadequate cargo handling equipment was
put under close scrutiny in Chapter 3 and, in fact, is not likely to be too much of a priority, not
to mention possible lack of equipment replacement. Other considerations stress that the Port
Authority urgently needs to set  up programs aimed at improving the whole engineering and
maintenance management.

5.2 Responding to the demand

No major investment by GPHA in the area of equipment has been undertaken since this
evaluated project was implemented, which means that JBIC equipment, material and harbor
ships are still one of the main elements for cargo handling in the Ports of Tema and Takoradi in
1998.

The JBIC project has brought about the capability of GPHA to increase handling of
commodities in Tema up to 1.6 times (3,286,024 metric tons) and in Takoradi up to 1.2 times
(674,140 metric tons) in 1997 compared to 1987 (5 ). These figures do not include private
handling cargo. Before ending of log exports, the Port of Takoradi reached a handling volume
amounting to 1,017,065 metric tons (See Annexes 4.1 to 4.5). Whatever the weaknesses
mentioned in this report with regard to the way the JBIC equipment was set up (staff training)
and maintained, without provision of this equipment Ghana would not have been able to deal
with the import/export trade increase - so important to economic recovery - the country enjoyed
over this period of time.

5.3 Increase its technical and financial Performances

5.3.1  Technical Performances

Annex 5.3 provides a Table with Productivity Performance Indicators over the 1988-1997
period which provides measurement of the improvement GPHA has registered. Indicator
evolution after the JBIC project was completed gives information on the project effectiveness in

                            
5/ These figures do not comprise private company handling cargo.
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this domain.

In page 2 of Annex 5.3 is the indicator evolution which shows after 1989 a significant
improvement of the Ports Performances. The Table hereafter presents the most significant
indicator indexes (100 =1989):

PORT OF TEMA 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997

A. SHIP TURNAROUND TIME

NO. OF SHIPS CALLED 103 100 129 130 121 110 120 139 104

AVER. HOURS AT BERTH 98 100 94 94 81 77 76 73 95

B. SHIP PRODUCTIVITY

AVER. TONES IMP/EXPORT 82 100 93 97 139 143 165 153 158

AVER. TONES PER SHIP
WORKING-HOUR

78 100 103 113 145 160 181 167 154

C. LABOUR PRODUCTIVITY

AVER. TONES PER GANG-HOUR
NET

71 100 71 143 205 260 306 319 278

D. LABOUR          TOT. NET
MAN-HOURS

118 100 102 80 82 68 73 76 63

E. BERTH OCCUPANCY (%)

OCCUPIED WORKING 139 100 98 83 100 119 98 121 152

PORT OF TAKORADI 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997

A. SHIP TURNAROUND TIME

NO. OF SHIPS CALLED 106 100 93 105 128 130 121 127 103

AVER. HOURS AT BERTH 114 100 112 103 105 99 72 44 43

B. SHIP PRODUCTIVITY

AVER. TONES PER SHIP
WORKING-HOUR

81 100 115 122 127 152 149 212 206

C. LABOUR PRODUCTIVITY

AVER. TONES PER GANG-HOUR
NET

77 100 117 131 140 147 124 193 232

D. LABOUR

TOT. NET MAN-HOURS 130 100 86 74 92 104 76 40 28

E. BERTH OCCUPANCY (%)

OCCUPIED WORKING 148 100 79 90 103 116 110 82 53 58

These figures do not comprise private company hanalling cargo.
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•  Apart from the year 1997 which seems to have experienced a sharp decrease in the number
of ships called and plummeting of other indicators such as the average hours at berth,
achievement of the JBIC project (associated to the WB project) provided GPHA with quite a
big impetus in most of the port performances.

•  If calling of ships does not have to do with performance per se but simply provides evidence
of the cargo traffic demand, the ship turnaround time as given by the average hours of ships
at berth decreased by 6% in 1990 and 1991 and by about 15% in 1993 and 1994 in the Port
of Tema. Improvement in this domain only took place in the Port of Takoradi after 1993.
This type of indicator is related to staff and equipment productivity improvement.
Nevertheless, the major impact is likely to have been brought about by equipment and staff
training for using of the equipment.

•  The average tons per ship working-hour indicator has continuously increased after 1989 in
both Ports : by 60% in Tema and 52% in Takoradi in 1994 compared to 1989. Improvement
continued till 1995 in Tema (Index 181) and 1996 in Takoradi (Index 212).

•  Average tons per gang-hour net grew sharply for both Ports between 1990 and 1996, with a
peak in Tema at Index 319 and in Takoradi at Index 212. Concurrently, the staff position as
shown in the following Table has decreased constantly since 1987 until 1993 and mostly in
1989 (-36%):

Years Headquarters Fishing Harbour
Tema

Tema Takoradi Total Annual
Increase rate

1987 157 2 792 1 994 4 943

1988 150 2 697 1 930 4 777 -3%

1989 125 1 677 1 249 3 051 -36%

1990 108 1 618 1 188 2 914 -4%

1991 103 1 599 1 164 2 866 -2%

1992 105 1 582 1 142 2 829 -1%

1993 103 1 556 1 117 2 776 -2%

1994 119 31 1 570 1 218 2 938 6%

1995 116 32 1 628 1 226 3 002 2%

Source: GPHA.

•  Berth occupancy shows an important decrease in Takoradi after 1994, likely to be linked to
the sharp decrease in the cargo handling volume beginning in 1995. Until 1991, this
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indicator in Tema was not good, but experienced an improvement up to 1997 with ups and
downs.

The JBIC project must be credited with improvement of Port performances as evidenced
above and therefore constitutes a resounding success. It would have been even more
important were the donors to provide some means toward managing the Port Authority and
the Ports of Tema and Takoradi.

5.3.2 Financial performances

Financial performances of GPHA are presented in Annex 5.4 which provides the Port Authority
Income Statements from 1987 to 1995. The Table below gives the three main Income Statement
elements:

Current M. GHC 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Revenue 4,290 7,205 10,660 16,649 18,086 24,370 36,401 48,891 60,173

Operating Expenditure 5,784 6,826 7,726 8,702 11,110 18,961 30,560 36,244 49,125

Net Profit 375 3,087 7,109 4,414 9,038 13,258 14,604

The last time GPHA ran a negative Operating Profit was in 1987. Afterward, positive annual
Operating and Net Profits became permanent.

Annex 5.5 gives GPHA’s deflated Revenue, Operating Expenditure and Operating Profit (Cedi
1987). Variance of Revenue and Operating Expenditures are presented below :

% (Cedi 1987) 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Revenue 26% 15% 19% -9% 21% 20% 4% -14%

Operating Expenditures -12% -12% -14% 6% 54% 29% -8% -5%
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One of the impacts of the overall WB/JBIC project should have been a decrease of GPHA’s
Operating Expenditures because of streamlining of management, procedures and cargo
handling’s productivity. A big improvement in this area took place from 1988 to 1990: the
operating expenditures plummeted 67% in real terms over that period of time. Without Loan
Charges, the net Operating Expenditures in 1992 were still smaller than those in 1987 (See
Annex 5.5).

In 1987 Cedi price without Loan Charges, the Operating Profit reached quite a high level as
shown below following a deficit in 1987:

This important and lengthy financial overhaul is due to the improvement of general conditions
in which GPHA and the functioning of the Ports of Tema and Takoradi was subject to during
implementation of the JBIC and WB project. From this point of view, the JBIC project can be
considered an important success.

6 GENERAL CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Port Rehabilitation project that JBIC drove in Ghana was a success in the sense that it
allowed for economic recovery in exports and imports that the country enjoyed after 1986.

•  Procurement of new equipment, port ships and material to the Ports of Tema and Takoradi
contiguous to reorganization of the Port activity management and unification under a sole
authority made it possible for GPHA to streamline its activity and improve its performances.
The Ghanaian authorities were also able to make strong decisions in thinning out GPHA
staff.

•  Nevertheless, support of maintenance organization, which includes spare parts procurement,
should have been provided to GPHA in order to help it improve equipment availability.
Training of equipment drivers should also have been a priority.
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① Tema Port (Berth 1)

② Takoradi Port (Whole Port View)

③ Takoradi Port
(Lee Breakwater Berth 1-6)


