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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

BACKGROUND

In July 1983, Parsons Brinckerhoff prepared a feasibili ty study report for

rehabilitation of the Port of Kismayo, Somali Democratic Republic. A

financial evaluation of the project concluded that port revenues would be

insufficient to cover amortization. This Somali Port Tar iff Rate Structure

Study, carried out under a contract with 'the U.S. Agency for International

Development, examines and analyzes the current fee schedules of the Somali

Ports Author i ty (SPA)', a government agency that sets tar iffs for all Somali

I

ports, and suggests a rate readjustment program to provide port revenues to

cover operating costs plus amortization of present and planned port

investments, maximizing benefi ts to port users. Since SPA fees apply to all

Somali ports, the fees for Berbera and Mogadishu, in addi tion to those for

Kismayo, were analyzed.

As part of the study, voluminous data were gathered on ships, cargo, and

operations for all three ports. Information on SPA finances was obtained from

SPA offices and supplemented with data from other government agencies and port

users. The data were compiled, condensed, and analyzed, and form the basis

for this study and its conclusions.
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STUDY METHODOLOGY

The institutional context in which the SPA operates was examined first, along

with its present financial position. Subsequently, the current SPA fee

schedule was reviewed and compared with the fee schedules of other ports in

the region--Djibouti and the East African ports of Mombasa and Dar-es-Salaam.

In addition, interviews were conducted with ship agents, and shippers of

bananas and livestock for export to obtain their views on fee levels charged

by Somali ports, quality of services provided, and other items of concern to

port users.

wi th this information on hand, the next step was to formulate port charges.

From the national point of view, the most efficient basis for establishing

port charges is that of marginal cost pricing where the fee level of the last

uni t of service produced is equal to the cost of producing it. In practice,

this means setting fees equal to the financial cost. This cost-based method

of port pricing, which is also recommended by the United Nations Conference on

Trade and Development (UNCTAD), was adopted and used in the study, and the

cost/revenue centers representing the various services rendered by the port

were defined.

To provide input to the effort of formulating port charges, projections of

cargo and ship calls were made and the costs and revenues for all three ports

\'lere calculated and projected to 1986, assuming that at that time the Berbera

port extension, currently underway, and the Kismayo rehabilitation will have

been capitalized.
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In the financial analysis, the costs and revenues were brought together and

distributed among the various cost/revenue centers to show whether and to what

extent present fees and fee levels are sufficient or insufficient to cover

costs by cost center, by port, and for all three ports. together. This

information was used to determine how the existing tariff structure should be

readj usted, i. e., what port charges should be increased, left unchanged, or

decreased to cover costs. Sensitivity tests were performed at three levels of

cargo forecasts and pro forma financial statements were prepared. Finally,

the current fee schedules were analyzed in terms of individual fees charged to

ships and to cargo, and suggestions were developed for improvements.

STUDY FINDINGS

The major findings of the study are as follows:

1. Al though the SPA sets and collects port tar iffs, its financial autonomy

is circumscribed by its dependency on the government in areas of

decision-making and financing. Port tar iffs received by the SPA are

turned over to the government, which provides funds for port projects and

investments. Thus, in its accounting procedures, the SPA does not

amortize or revaluate its assets in a way that would adequately reflect

their replacement value, nor are costs discriminated so that they could

be related to specific port fees (Sections 2.2 and 3.6).

2. Following local currency devaluation in 1982, the fees in shillings

increased about 34 percent, but dropped about 41 percent in dollars

resulting in a significant decrease in total fees.
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3. SPA charges to ships are the lowest of any regional port, except

Djibouti. Charges to cargo are the lowest in the region except those to

petroleum. On the other hand, shipping agency fees imposed by the Somali

Shipping Agency (SSA) are the highest of any regional port. Also, there

is no coordination between the SSA and SPA in relation .to the levels of

their respective charges. Even so, the combined charges are lower than

such charges by other ports in the region (Section 2.4).

4. Port fees on major export products are 1m'! when compared with freight

costs, varying between 2 and 4 percent for livestock and 7 percent for

bananas. This suggests that small changes in port fees would have only a

marginal impact on CIF prices and consequently on the competitiveness of

export products (Section 2.5).

5. In 1977, the Pr ice Waterhouse study report enti tIed "Cost Based Tar iff

Structure" proposed a new tariff structure, following the cost-based

methodology. This included new tariff rates and a system of cost/revenue

centers intended to facilitate future modifications to the tariff rates.

The fee levels recommended by Price Waterhouse were not implemented

because the SPA felt that they were too high. The cost-based tariff

structure, the associated accounting procedures, and the asset

revaluation system were also not implemented, due to lack of trained

personnel. Thus, at present there is no data' base available for

determining and evaluating port charges.

6. Although the financial analysis showed a deficit at Kismayo port for 1984

(before capitalization of the Berbera and Kismayo projects), the surplus
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created by Berbera and Mogadishu ports was sufficient to cover all costs

at all three ports for that year, including present facility

amortization, and yield a surplus of 11 percent (Section 3.7).

7. Present fee levels are not sufficient to cover the amortization costs of

the Berbera extension and the Kismayo rehabili tation (Section 3. 7) • If

port fees were not increased, this would resul t in a defici t for all

three ports of 120 million shillings by 1986.

8. The cost center analysis showed that there was little relationship

between costs of various services and current fees charged for them

(Section 3.7).

9. Increasing fees at Berbera and Kismayo to amortize their own investments

in 1986 would cause considerable strain since fee level increasas of 84

and 407 percent, respectively, would be necessary. On the other hand,

cross subsidization, i.e., inclusion of Mogadishu to amortize these

investments, would mean only a 41 percent total fee increase for all

ports (Section 3.7).

10. Sensitivity tests, summarized in the table below, sho,.,ed that if cargo

flow levels increased at all ports by 5, 2, and 8 percent annually,

without a fee level increase, the SPA would break even with the cost of

the new facilities in 1995, 2013, and 1991, respectively.
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Break-Even Year

Annual Cargo
Growth

5%

2%

8%

With No Fee
Increase

1995

2013

1991

With 41% Fee Increase
in 1986

1986

1989

Before 1986

% Increase
Necessary in 1986

41%

47%

32%

The table also shows that if fees were increased 41 percent in 1986, the

break-even year would be 1986,.1989, and before 1986 for annual cargo

volume growths of 5, 2, and 8 percent, respectively. Conversely, fee

increases of 41, 47, and 32 percent would be needed in 1986 for annual

cargo volume growths of 5, 2, and 8 percent, respectively.

11. In analyzing the present tar iff schedules, some of the bases for· fee

calculations were found not to be optimal, specifically those related to

net registered tons (NRT) and length overall (LOA) for ship fees, and

tons in some cases for equipment rental (Section 3.9).

12. Statistical information and records on port operations \Y'ere found to be

lacking or inadequate.

SUGGESTIONS FOR RATE READJUSTMENTS AND OTHER IMPROVEMENTS

The following are the suggestions for rate readjustments and other

improvements by the SPA.

1. The SPA should follow the trend of ports in other countries and should

price services based on the costs related to them, including asset
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replacement. This can be accomplished through the implementation of the

accounting procedures outlined by Pr: ice Waterhouse in connection wi th

their 1977 study on "Cost Based Tariff Structure."

2. An amortization fund should be established and maintained by the SPA to

assure that money is available when needed for the replacement of

equipment and facilities (Section 3.6).

3. The income from fees today covers all current costs, including

amortization and revaluation of present assets. Therefore, no across­

the-board increase in general fee levels is necessary at this time.

However, following the implementation of the cost-based tariff structure

as mentioned in item 1, SPA port fees should be brought in line wi th

costs--some by increasing, others by decreasing. This also applies to

rental equipment fees which should reflect their true costs. For such

fees, a series of increases are suggested for various types of equipment,

specifically marine craft, cranes, forklifts, and cargo-handling gear

(Section 3. 7) .

4. Present fee levels are not adequate to cover the amortization of the

Berbera port extension and the Kismayo rehabili tation. Therefore, fees

should be readjusted to cover these costs at the time of their

capi talization. Calculations of projected costs and revenues suggest

that an increase of 41 percent in income would be necessary in 1986. As

the new facilities are quays used by both ships and cargo, the fee

increase should be spli t between them by increasing both occupancy and

wharfage charges, the latter represented by the harbor tax.

ES-7
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matters should be discussed by the SPA with port users and the SSA to

arrive at an equitable solution (Section 3.7).

5. A board should be established under the Ministry of Ports to review and

coordinate fee levels, charges, and increases between the SPA and the SSA

(Section 2.4).

6. In the future, fees should be maintained in accordance with cost

increases by incorporating the impact of any future local currency

devaluation in the cost of services provided, as well as that of

inflation of local costs. such as labor. Costs must be monitored

continuously and increases implemented as appropr iate. The different

cost items to be monitored are discussed in Section 3.2 where the

cost/revenues centers for cost-based tariffs are described.

7. As for the basis for charging- fees (Section 3.9) the following are

suggested:

a. GRT should be used as a basis for ship charges, instead of NRT, to

more accurately reflect the amount of services supplied by the port

to each vessel.

b. Berth occupancy charges should be changed from LOA to GRT to provide

a more equi table basis. Based on this method, berth occupancy

charges for vessels under 6000 GRT would remain equivalent to
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present charges based on LOA, while those for vessels over 6000 GRT

would increase. This would result in a significant increase in fee

revenues.

c. Equipment rental should be charged consistently on a time basis (day

or hour) rather than per ton handled.

8. The SPJ1. should take urgent measures to improve its data base for use in

determining and evaluating port charges, especially those related to

cargo handling, storage, and equipment utilization.

following data should be maintained: pilots I logs;

Specifically, the

ship waiting time

(demurrage); equipment utilization showing daily hours of operation by

each piece of motorized equipment, including downtime for repairs;

maintenance logs for each piece of equipment showing manhours for repair

and value of parts used; labor hours of stevedores, quay, and warehouse

gangs and tons of cargo handled; movement of cargo through sheds and open

storage areas by type of cargo; rental equipment logs by type of

equipment and number of billable hours.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 GENERAL

On January 1, 1983, the Uni ted States Agency for International Development

(USAID) retained Parsons Brinckerhoff International (Parsons Brinckerhoff) for

the rehabilitation design of the Port of Kismayo in the Somali Democratic

Republic. The final feasibility study report of the port rehabilitation was

submi tted on July 31, 1983. As par t of the study, a financial evaluation of

the port rehabili tation was performed. The financial evaluation concluded

that there was a serious problem of revenue shortfall for the projected

amortization and financing of the Kismayo rehabilitation, as well as the

amortization of existing facilities in Kismayo. This situation existed as a

result of the failure to readjust port fees proportionally to the nearly 100

percent devaluation of the Somali shilling at the end of 1982. Some

structural changes in the fee schedules had been implemented by the Somali

Port Authority (SPA), but were insufficient to make up the difference lost to

devaluation. The financial analysis i~ the feasibility study recommended that

fees be raised in real (dollar). terms to the pre-devaluation level "through a

surcharge per metric ton spread over all Somali ports, and/or direct

Government subsidy. However, these possibilities would have to be analyzed in

terms of projected resources and obligations of the Somali Port Authority."

As a condi tion for USAID financing of the Kismayo port rehabili tation, the

contract bebveen USAID and the Somali Government included a "CP" (condi tion

precedent) requiring that a study of the Somali port tariff structure be

undertaken. USAID officials were concerned that if the port tariffs were not
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raised, funds would not be available to replace the port's fixed assets at the

end of their useful life and it would be necessary, once again, to seek

extensive foreign financing.

As part of the scope of work in the final design contract signed between

Parsons Brinckerhoff and USAID on November 22, 1983, a Tariff Rate Structure

Study was included in the Contract scope of work.

After preliminary research in New York, the Parsons Br inckerhoff study team

arrived in Mogadishu on December 1, 1983.

submitted to AID in Mogadishu in April 1984.

The draft report was prepared and

Figure 1-1 shows locations of Somali and other regional ports.

1.2 OBJECTIVE AND SCOPE

The purpose of the study, according to the Contract, is to "prepare and

conduct a tariff rate structure study which will suggest a rate readjustment

program maximizing port revenue in the light of import and export incentives."

The scope of work for the Tariff Rate Structure Study includes the following:

Gathering necessary data on port fees and operation from ports in the

Somali Democratic Republic as well as those in neighboring countries.

Reviewing the accounts of each of the major Somali ports (Kismayo,

;'1ogadishu, and Berbera) to provide a basis for determining the adf~quacy

of port charges to cover costs at each 90rt.
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Analysis of the impact of port fees on Somali exports using data on

FOB-elF prices of the major Somali export products.

Preparation of cargo forecasts for the Somali ports through 1986 based on

available data.

Forecast of income and costs for the SPA and its individual ports through

1986.

Identification of revenue shortfalls at various levels of cargo

forecasts.

Testing existing tariffs against tariff practices in other ports.

Comparison of SPA fee levels with those of neighboring ports.

Determinaton of need for changes in port fee structure, including

differential increases.

Proposals for a series of across-the-board increases to overcome the

projected revenue shortfalls.

Evaluation of t.he effect of proposed rate increases on different levels

of cargo forecasts.
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Preparation of pro forma financial statements for the SPA and Kismayo

port separately to show the impact of the proposed increases at different

levels of cargo forecasts.

Preparation of draft and final study reports.

Section 2, Existing Conditions in Somali Ports, descr ibes the insti tutional

framework in which the Somali Port Authority functions and its implications on

port finances and operations, both of which have a direct bear ing on fees.

The present fee schedules are summarized and discussed, and present fee levels

compared wi th those existing previously. Present SPA fees and those of the

Somali Shipping Agency (SSA) are compared with fees of ports in neighbor ing

countries. The impact of fees on port users is analyzed, both quantitatively

and qualitatively.

The actual calculation of port charges and their evaluation is undertaken in

Section 3, Formulation of Cost-Based Port Charges. The theoretical framework

for the proposed fee changes is established, including the financial and

economi.c implications of port fee policy. The cost/revenue centers for a

cost-based fee system are then outlined. The development of costs, revenues,

resulting revenue shortfalls, suggestions for overall fee-level increases, and

their evaluation under different cargo forecast assumptions are presented.

The current charging methods and individual fee levels are reviewed and

suggestions presented for changes in individual fees.
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1.3 SOURCES OF DATA

Data necessary for the study were obtained from var ious sources. The SPA

headquarters provided data on assets, annual financial statements, salary

levels, and the operating plan and budget' for the current fiscal year. The

individual ports provided information on ship calls, characteristics of

vessels, cargo volumes for past years, and port operating equipment.

Information on port operations was obtained from direct observations and

discussions wi th gang foremen and port off icials. Opinions on fee levels,

methods of charging, and other related aspects were obtained through

interviews wi th port managers and SPA officials in the finance and planning

sections as well as agents for var ious' shipping lines and off icials of the

SSA.

The Ministry of Planning provided data on the costs of future port

improvements and on some aspects of import and export projections. Further

information on exports was obtained through interviews with livestock and

banana shippers.

Final,ly, the 1977 Price Waterhouse study report, "A Cost Based Tariff

Structure," for the SPA was reviewed.
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2. EXISTING CONDITIONS IN SO~~LI PORTS

2.1 ORGANIZATION AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE SO~~LI PORT AUTHORITY

The Somali Port Authority (SPA) was created on January 7, 1973 by Government

Law No.1 Article 3, paragraph 3, as an agency of the Ministry of Ports for

the purpose of administering Somali ports.

Its responsibilities include:

(1) the construction and maintenance of ports and channels,

(2) the purchase and repair of cargo-handling equipment,

(3) planning of port administration and facilities,

(4) setting tar iffs for services, both those performed for ships and those

for cargo,

(5) cargo handling and stevedoring and collecting fees therefor,

(6) custody of goods and storage, and

(7) security for ports.

The SP.~ headquarters is' located at the Old Port in Mogadishu, and houses

departments of finance, engineering, personnel, and planning. The SPA

organization chart is shown in Figure 2-1. Reporting directly to the Director

General are the managers of the three main Somali ports at ~logadishu, Kismayo,

and Berbera. Each port has its own accounting and operating sections.

Responsibilities for cargo handling, stevedoring, custody, storage of goods,

and securi ty, as well as the repair of cargo-handling equipment and port

maintenance, are delegated to the

-7-

individual ports. Construction,



Figure 2-1. Somali Port Authority - Organization Chart
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purchasing, planning, and setting tariffs are reserved to the SPA head office.

The existing organization chart for the Port of Kismayo is presented in

Figure 2-2.

In practice, the SPA has limited freedom to exercise its responsibilities.

The purchase of equipment, particularly that involving foreign currency

remi ttances, is handled through the Ministry of Ports. Construction of port

facili ties comes under the Ministry of Public Horks.

fees have to be approved by the Ministry of Ports.

f.1odifications of port

The ship charges in US dollars are collected by the Somali Shipping Agency

(SSA), the national forwarding and shipping agent, * in the following manner:

before a ship arrives, the SSA presents its estimate of the ship charges to

the ship owners, in practice overestimated by 10 to 50 percent, to be paid in

advance. When the ship is in port, the SSA receives requests for and keeps

track of the services actually supplied to the ship dur ing its stay. The

costs of these services are reported to the SPA port management. The SSA

submi ts an invoice for the actual services rendered to the ship owners who

*The Somali Shi9ping Agency "',as established in 1968 as a government shipping
agent replacing private agencies in providing services to shipping companies
and vessels. Like the SPA, the SSA is subordinateo to the Ministry of Ports.

The SSA's responsibilities include:

(1) supplying communications for ship owners and receivers, and making
bookings;

(2) treating claims against and protecting cargo;
(3) delivering cargo ~anifest to customs and harbor master;
(4) acting as broker between cargo owners and customs;
(5) keeping consignment records;
(6) billing ship and cargo charges, including freight commission; and
(7) attending to crew problems.
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Figure 2-2. Port of Kismayo - Organization Chart
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receive a refund or pay the difference, depending on whether the actual

services supplied cost less or more than the SSA estimate. After presen ting

the invoice, the SSA credits the SPA with the invoice amount in Somali

shil~.ings.

The fee for cargo handling and equipment rental is calculated and charged

directly by the SPA to the cargo owners, who pay the amount in Somali

shillings upon presentation of the invoice.

Unlike many other port authorities, the SPA is not financially autonomous; it

is; for all intents and purposes, another government agency. The autonomy is

circumscribed by its dependency on the government in areas of investment

decision-making and finances. Since port investnlents are provided by the

central government, the SPA is not required to replace its assets.

serious financial implications as will be shown later.

2.2 FINANCIAL OBJECTIVES AND CONSTRAINTS

This has

'rhe financial posi tion and objectives of' the SPA are linked to the financial

objectives and constraints of the ports; namely, cost coverage, governmental

constraints, liquidi ty constraints, utilization of assets, and establishing

reserves. These are discussed in the following paragraphs T;li th reference to

Table 2-1, wh ich pr esen ts a summary of the SPA prof i t and loss s ta temen t for

1982, the last year for which the statement is available.
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TABLE 2-1. SUMMARY OF SPA FINANCIAL POSITION AS OF DECEMBER 31, 1982
IN (000) SOMALI SHILLINGS

INCOME AMOUNT % GROSS INCOME

1 . Charges on Ships 22 158 14.5
2 . Other Maritime 1 043 0.7
3. Harbor Tax 27 014 17.7
4. Stevedoring 14 755 9.7
5 . Shore Handling 44 251 29.0
6 . Other Cargo Charges*~ 43 030 28.2
7 . Interest Income 171 .1

GROSS INCOME 152 422

Expenditures

1 . Salaries 9 292 6.1
2. Day Employees (stevedoring,

dockers) 25 157 16.5
3. Other Payroll 2 490 1.6
4 . Utilities, Consumables 17 882 11.7
5 . Depreciation 15 995 10.5

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 70 816

GROSS PROFIT 81 606 53.7

Administration 4 567 3.0
Financial Costs 2 943 1.9

NET BEFORE" TAX 74 096 48.6

Turnover Tax* 37 048 24.3
Government Share* 22 229 14.6
Reward and Housing* 3 704 2.4
Investment* 11 114 7.2

*Percent of NBT established by law.
**Included are storage, equipment hire, caryo shifting, and

port revenue.
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2.2.1 Cost Coverage

Cost coverage means that the port must generate enough revenue through port

charges to cover the operating expenses. As shown in Table 2-1, port charges

levied by the SPA not only cover expenditures, including depreciation, but

also yield a gross profit of 53.7 percent. Net before tax is as high as 48.6

percent of gross income.

2.2.2 Governmental Constraints

Governmental constraints concern the freedom granted to an individual port to

determine its own charges. In Somalia, this power is vested in the SPA and

not in the individual ports. However, since the Hinistry of Ports must

approve all rate increases and changes, the SPA's options in this area are

limited. As previously mentioned, the purchase of equipment and investments

must also be approved· and funded through the Ministry of Ports and the

Ministry of Finance. Cons truction must be approved and funded through the

Miriistry of Public Works.

2.2.3 Liquiditv Constraints

Liquidi ty constraints mean that cash outflow should not exceed cash infloYl.

Due to high income relative to expenditures, the SPA is solvent. Since the

government obtains loans for the port either directly, or through

international lending agencies, the SPA is not' required to amortize

investments or cover interest costs on the loans.

responsibility.

-13-
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2.2.4 Optimization of Asset Utilization

Optimization of asset utilization refers to the use of port fees to optimize

the employment of port assets. This is accomplished, for instance, by

lowering rates on under-utilized facilities and increasing rates on over-

utilized ones. This aspect has not been given much attention by the SPA due

to lack of a proper statistical base for determining the degree of asset

utilization.

2.2.5 Establishinq Reserves

The objective of establishing reserves is to cushion the port against falls in

revenues and rises in costs due to changing economic conditions such as

inflation or a fall in traffic, as well as against physical occurrences such

as damage to assets and management mistakes. Since the SPA·provides revenue

for, and its costs are covered by, the government, it does not maintain

reserves for obsolescence, for inflation of fixed asset replacement costs, or

for financing future improvements. Reserves are currently limited to

operational items, such as providing for bad debts. Thus, the financial

objectives of the SPA are limited; the primary function of the SPA is to keep

the ports in operation and provide revenue for the government.

2.3 FEE SCHEDULES - HISTORY AND CO~RENT STATUS

The only previous study and major revision of the tariff structure of the SPA

was prepared by Price Waterhouse in 1976-77. In reviewing the existing

tariffs, Price Waterhouse found that most of the rates had been unaltered

since their publication in 1970, and that some rates had been established as
-14-



far back as 1962. As a result, there 'Nas little correlation between the

tariffs and the actual cost of the services being provided. Additional

problems ~vere encountered in the billing because other government agencies

were also charging and collecting various port fees over which the SPA had no
i'

control.

To improve the situation, Price Naterhouse proposed a new tariff structure

following the methodology of cost-based tariffs outlined in the United Nations

Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) 1976 report on port fees. Price

Waterhouse calculated new tariff rates based on the SPA 1977 budget adjusted

for reevalua ted assets, a 5 percent return' on the arnor ti zed inves tment, and

projected cargo volumes. They developed a system of costs and revenue centers

to facilitate future revision of the tariff rates and prepared an

implementation schedule along with procedures for long-term monitoring and

revision.

·its use.

Several members of the SPA accounting department were trained in

In accordance with the Price Naterhouse study, the fee schedules, the fee

categor ies, and the changing bases were adapted to the recollunended format.

However, the fee levels suggested by Pr ice Waterhouse \oJere not implemented,

because the Somali authorities felt that they TNere too high when compare1 to

other regional ports. The cost-based tariff structure system, the accounting

procedures, and the asset revaluation methodology were not implemented due to

lack of trained personnel.

The fee structure recomrnended by Price ~·laterhouse and implemented by the SPA

is presented in Table 2-2. For each fee, the table describes briefly what the

charge covers, the unit which forms the basis for the charge (such as per day,
-15-



TABLE 2-2. SUMMARY OF CURRENT SPA FEES

SPA CHARGES TO SHIP

'--='r~Y=CpE=--:-O=-=F=-'-----.------::-N::-:"A--=T::-::"CU-R-=E-:-·----r--------::C;:;-;I:-;-IA;-;R~G::-:;I~N;-;:G=----------;--:;:;Bi\S~I=-::C::--T------------------·---.

CHARGE OF CHARGE BASE UNIT CHARGING SYSTEH

Pilotage For piloting
ship

Per ship GRT single
charge when entering
& when leaving

GRT Six tariffs between 2000 GRT and 10000+.
Compulsory for all except ships under200T,
fishing boats, dhows, warships. Ships
moving within harbor charged. Half of
extra charge for pilot detention waived,
if in port interest.

I
I~

0\
I

Towage For towing
ship

Per ship single
charge. For each
tug upon entering,
1eaving and shifting

ship
size
NRT

Table graduated according to NRT. Same for
all ports. Compulsory for all ships except
warships, dhows, ships under 200T, fishing
boats. Ship moving in harbor, one-half
rate; if in port interest, waived.

Entrance
Fee, Port
Dues

For entering
harbor

Per ship, as single
charge upon entering

ship
size
NRT

Table graduated according to ship size.
Different for each port. One-half rate
charged to Somali government ships, and
ships in for repairs. Emergency en­
trance charged 25 percent rate for time
greater than 12 hours. Passengers and
mail exempted, as are warships.

ship
size
NRT

Per ship, entering
and leaving port

For placing
ship at berth

Berthing or
Hooring

Table graduated ·according to ship size.
Same for all ports. Ship moving in har­
bor charged one-half rate. If in interest
of port, no charge made.

t--------+-----------t---------------f----+-~--.--------------------... - - -

Berth
Occupancy

Occupation of
berth by ship

Per day, per meter,
per ship

Meter One rate same for all ports. \-larships
LOA exempt for 24 hrs.
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TABLE 2-2. SUMMARY OF CURRENT SPA FEES (Continued)

CHARGES TO CARGO

TYPE OF
CHARGE NATURE OF CHARGE CHARGING BASE BASIC

UNIT CHARGING SYSTEM

Tonsl
animal

Tons except animals,
& kind of cargo,
rounded upward to
nearest ton

For moving cargo
from quay to
storage

Shore
Handling

Charge is by ton by product, except animals,
which is per head. Five categories of
weight cargo. Goods causing damage charqecl
20 percent more. Weight rounded up to
nearest ton. Thirty percent more for timber
not in bundles; 5 percent discount for tim­
ber. Three percent discount for goods on
pallets and in bags. Four percent discounL
for goods in containers. Forty percent re­
bate given if all goods are on one B/L.

t---------------jt---------------t-----------------1I------+---=-------------=-------------- ----

Stevedoring Removing cargo from
or placing on ship

Same as shore handling
Tons/
animal

Rates same for all ports, by type of product.
Overtime rates are charged.

I
~

-...J
I

Fixed
Cranes

For use of fixed
cranes, or mobile
cranes used as
quay cranes

By the hour, type
of cranes

Hour Charge by hour and for class of crane
capacity, from 3000T. to Jumbo. IIDur-·
ly rates same for all ports. Payment
made after each working day.

Mobiles
Cranes

For use of mobile
cranes

By ton and by hour Tons
Hours

Two different sets of charges, for use
in harbor and out of harbor. In port
by ton, out of port by hour.

Forklift Use of forklift By ton & hour Ton
Hour

Two rates used for tons & other for
hours. In port charged by torr of cargo,
ootofport by hour, but only day light hours.

Tractors &
trailers

Use of tractors &
trailers

By ton & by hour Ton
Hour

Two rates - by ton in harbor, by hour out
of harbor. Two kinds of trailers - 20T
and less than 20T. Same for all ports.

Cargo
handling
gear

Use of rope sling, Working day
wire, pallet,
chain

Day Rates same for all ports.

Tugs motor
boats

Use of same inside Day, hour
and outside harbor

Day
Hour

Tugs and motor -boats charged by hour.
Other boats by day. Rates for tugs for
emergency use outside harbor. Same rates
for all ports.
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TABLE 2-2. SUMMARY OF CURRENT SPA FEES (Continued)

CHARGES TO CARGO

TYPE OF NATURE OF CHARGING BASIC CHARGING SYSTEMCHARGE CHARGE BASE UNIT

Storage area, For keeping Cargo, Per day for Day Three rates, for 1st 10 days, 2nd 10
Sheds export & import, each 100 kg. days and thereafter, inside shed and

in port area both imports and exports exemptied for
for first 5 days.

Loading/ Unloading of cars, Per day/unit Unit Handling of all movable equipment is

unloading of lorries tractors, charged depending on size of equipment;
heavy lifts cranes, bulldozers same for all ports.

----_._-

Boat Rental Rental of launch By trip Trip All ports-charge the same rate for this
service.

Charges on For loading & un- 100 Kg. 100- Oil unloading more expensive than load-
liquid bulk loading petroleum kg. ing. but is the same for all ports.
cargos and molasses
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hour, gross registered ton), and the charging system indicating how the fee is

charged, who is exempted, and which ports have the same fee levels.

By the end of 1982 when the Somali shilling was devalued nearly 100 percent,

the SPA revised the fees and issued a new schedule on December 15, 1982. A

number of innovative changes, in addition to rate increases, were made. These

included rounding weight charges for cargo from the nearest 100 kg upward to

the nearest 1,000 kg, charges for mobile cranes and forklifts, and others. At

the time, no detailed estimate of costs for each category was made.

Table 2-3 shows the resulting-percentage change increases in each category for

ship and cargo charges in Somali shillings and US dollars, the latter taking

into consideration the difference bet'lleen the exchange rate of 7.647 at the

time of the 1982 devaluation, and 17.38 in January 1984. Changes in fee

levels varied considerably from one category to the next. For example, port

dues and entrance fees at Mogadishu and Kismayo remained unchanged from 1977

rates since the SPA did not believe that the traffic would bear higher fees at

At Berbera, port dues and entrance fees were decreased by one-these por ts •

third since at that port ini tial inves tments were much lower. Moorage and

pilotage charges were increased to compensate for devaluation and inflation,

especially that related to equipment costs. Towage and occupancy charges were

increased in Somali shillings, but not enough to offset devaluation. Shore

handling of animals was decreased from 1977 rates for Mogadi3hu and Kismayo as

the result of a government commission study of the cost of animal exports and

an effort to stimulate exports by lowering c::osts to exporters. This decrease

~'las partially offset by increases at Berbera, both for shore handling and

stevedoring of animals.

-19-
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TABLE 2-3. SUMMARY OF TARIFF RATE CHANGES 1983

Charges to Ships 1977 vs 1984 in Percent of Change

PORT DUES ENTRANCE MOORING TOHAGE PILOT OCCUPANCY
SHIP SIZE

Mogadishu Berbera Kismayo All Ports All Ports All Ports All Ports All Ports
-

NRT US$ . SaSh US$ SaSh US$ SoSh .US$ SaSh US$ SoSl US$ SoSh US$ SoSh US$ SoSh

1- 2000· (42%) 33% (70%) (33%) (56%) 0% (5670) 0% 17% 166% (42%) 33% (12%) 100% (/,5% ) 25%
2001- 4000 (3 it%) 50% (70%) (33%) (56%) 0% (5670) 0% 33% 200% (45%) 25% 17% 166% (i, 5%) 25% :
it001- 6000 (56%) 0 (70%) (33%) (561.) 01. (5670) 01. 3% 120% (47%) 20% 101. 150% ( 1,51. ) .251.
6001- 8000 (56%) 0 (72%) (381.) (56%) 01. (56%) 0% 46% 233% (49%) 16% 6% 1l,O% (it570) 2570
8001-10000 (56%) 0 (747.) (/t01.) (5670) 070 (5670) 0% 50% 242% (50%) lit % 370 13370 (4570) 251.
10000+ . (56%) 0 (79.% ) (53%) (56%) 070 (5670) 0% 5470 250% (501.) "13% (121.) 1001. ( i, 570) 257.
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27% 33% respectively

CARGO HANDLING SHORE HANDLING STEVEDORING

PRODUCT LOAD UNLOAD HOGADISHU BERBERA KISMAYO

US$ SaSh US$ sOShI US$ SaSh US$I SoSh US$ SoS:1

General Imports (Avg. ) (49%) 15% 10% 150% 10% 150% 10% 150%
Cement (45%) 26% 10% 150% 10% 150% 10% 150%
Dangerous Materials 0 (56%) 0 (30%) 60% (30%) 60% (30%) 60%
Canned Meat (49%) 16% -- 10% 150% 10% 150% 10% 150%
Camel * (69%) (20%)* (42%) 33% (27%) 66% (42%) 33%--

Cattle * (68%) (27%)* (47%) 20% (38%) 40% (47%) 20%--

Goats * (70%) (33%)*- -- (34%) 50% (34%) 50% (34%) 50%
Banana 100% --

General Export (Avg. ) (45%) 24% -- 10% 150% 10% 150% 10% 150%
Vehicle to 600 Kg 14% 160% -- -- --

600- 1000 Kg (34%) 50% -- -- --
1000-15000 Kg (31%) 56% -- -- --

ls000-20000-Kg (34%) 50% -- -- --

20000 Kg (38%) 41% -- -- --

~', Berbera +17%

]

]

] TABLE 2-3. SU~~~RY OF TARIFF RATE CHANGES 1983 (Continued)

] Charges to Ships 1977 vs 1984 in Percent of Change

]

]

]

]

]

J
]

]

]
EQUIPMENT RENTAL US$ SaSh

- Cranes - 3000 Kg (34%) 50%
- 5000 Kg (38%) 40%
- 10000 Kg (42%) 33%

- 15000 Kg (45%) 25%

- 15000 Kg (30%) 60%
Jumbo (34%) 50%-

Forklift Inside (10%) 150%-
Tractors (38%) 42%

- Trailors 1200%
- Tugs (45%) 25%

- Launches ( 9%) 108%
- Storage 0

- ,



An addi tional compar ison of the 1977 and 1982 schedules, showing charges to

general cargo ships, is given in Table 2-4. Here, the fees for a general

cargo vessel with characteristics shown in Table 2-5 are calculated using both

fee schedules and the changes compared in shillings and in dollars. The table

shows that ~"hile fees in shillings increased 33.'9 percent, in dollars they

decreased 41.1 percent.

It is to be noted that immediately following the 1982 devaluation, the SSA

increased its rate schedules significantly without having consulted the SPA.

'Even though the SPA had been author ized by the government to increase fees

propor tionally to the devaluation, the SP.l\ fel t that because SSA fees were

already so high, also increasing the SPA fees ~'10uld create problems Ni th

shippers and ship owners. As a resul t, the SPA implemented the maximum fee

increases it felt it could justify under the circumstances, ,,,hich were less

than the deval~ation.

2.4 COMPARISON OF PORT CHARGES IN THE REGION

Port fee levels are constrained significantly by'fees charged at other ports

in the same region. There may be competition between ports, particularly if

they have overlapping areas of influence. Fee levels may be set based on what

"the traffic can bear." Shippers and ship O\"ners who operate in several ports

can compare charges and service at various ports. Even though they can pass

on costs to cargo owners and through them to consumers, ship owners are quick

to point out that "port A" is more expensive than "port B." Ship owners,

charterers, and shippers can sometimes take their business elsewhere.

-22-



TABLE 2-4. COMPARISON OF SHIP CHARGES BEFORE AND AFTER
INCREASES, FOR GENERAL CARGO - MOGADISHU

IN SO.SH

FEE 1977 SCHEDULE 1983 SCHEDULE % INCREASE

Dues So.Sh 2000 So.Sh 3000
Entrance 10000 10000
Mooring 1500 2000
Occupancy 18200 22750
Pilot 3290 7900
Towage 8000 10000
Anchorage 2249 2249
Stevedor 29876 74690
Shore Handling 117370 149380
Storage 71702 71702

TOTAL 264 187 353 671 33.9.%

. Exchange Rate 7.649 17.38

= US$ 34539 US$ 20349

. Tons 2134 2134

= US$ 16.18/ton US$ 9.53/ton (41.1%)

-23-



TABLE 2-5. SHIP CHAPACTERISTICS FOR FEE COMPARISON

General
Product Cargo Livestock Petroleum Cement

GRT 6 583 6 298 17 177 5 723

NRT 3 749 3 716 10 465 3 416

LOA 130 132 166 116

Average Days
at Berth 7 3 3 11

Cargo in Tons 2 134 380 13 040 6 616
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These factors are seen in relation to Somali ports. Competi.tion is keen

between Berbera and Djibouti. Even though Hargesa, the-second largest Somali

city, is separated from Djibouti by more than 300 km of desert and mountains

traversed by mere tracks, merchants in Hargesa prefer to br ing bulk i terns

(such as rice and flour) by truck from Djibouti over such terrain, rather than

through Berbera, which is linked to Hargesa by 150 km of good asphalt highway.

When asked why, several truckers replied that it was "cheaper," though none

could give exact details of what it was that made the difference.

To quantify the difference between Somali and other regional ports, visi ts

were made to Mombasa, Dar es' Salaam, and Dj ibouti to obtain data on fee

schedules. To establish a uniform basis for comparison, four kinds of vessels

were chosen with the same characteristics as the average vessels that frequent

~1ogadishu port. \'Ii th the assistance of shipping agency personnel, each ship

was "run" through the fee schedules at each port. Since most fees are

identical for all Somali ports, Mogadishu was used for comparison. In spite

of considerable differences among ports in practice and organization, and

consequently in methods of charging fees as well as fee structure, the results

summarized in Table 2-6

follows:

are instructive. The conclusions are as

(1) Ship charges at Mogadishu are nearly three times higher than at Djibouti.

Ship charges at Mombasa and Dar es Salaam are more than t~Nice those at

r1ogadishu. The rates are higher in these East African ports because of

recent rate increases. At Mombasa the rates were increased to cover the

cost of new quay cranes. The port of Dar es Salaam, which traditionally

follows the rate structure of Mombasa, increased its rates in February

-25-
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TABLE 2-6. COMPARISON OF FEES AT AREA PORTS - CHARGES IN US$

GENERAL CARGO IMPORTS

Fee Category

Hogadishu
General
Cargo

Djibouti
General
Cargo

Mombassa
General
Cargo

Dar es
Salaam

General
Cargo

1. SHIP CHARGES
Navigational Aids, Entrance
Pilotage
Port Dues
Towage
Mooring
Berth Occupancy
Cleaning
Health Clearance
k,chorage Fees .6 (NRT)

252 278
668 558
613 653

1 353 1 561
168 198

3 694 4 616
74 87

Sub-Total Ship Charges
Percent of Mogadishu
Cost Per Ton

6 822
204.9%
3.19

7 951
238.7%

3.72

2. CARGO CHARGES
Stevedoring on Board
Shore Handling
Storage

Sub-Total Cargo Charges
Percent of Mogadishu.
Cost Per Ton

3. TOTAL PORT CHARGES
Percent of Mogadishu
Cost per Ton

4. SHIPPING AGENCY FEES
Cost Per Ton

5. GRAND TOTAL-AGENCY + PORT FEES
Cost Per Ton

4 297
8 594
4 125

$17 016
100%

$ 8.22

$20 346
100%

$ 9.78

$ 6 094
$ 2.85

$2::3 440
$ 12.63

17 072 10 826 10 062
14 475 5 492 8 685

in shore 16 884 29 494
handling

$31 547 33 202 48 241
179.7% 195.1% 283.5%
14.78 15.56 22.61

$32 783 40 024 56 192
157.0% 196.7% 276.2%

$ 15.38 18.75 26.33

$ 3 714 2 120 2 120
$ 1.72 0.99 0.99

$36 497 S·~2 144 $58 312
$ 17.10 $19.74 $27.32

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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TABLE 2-6. COMPARISON OF FEES AT AREA PORTS - CHARGES IN US$ .(Continued)

LIVESTOCK EXPORTS

Fee Category

Hogadishu
Livestock

Djibouti
Livestcc:':'

Dar es
Mornbasa Salaam

Livestock Livestock

1. SHIP CHARGES
Navigational Aids, Entrance
pilotage
Port Dues
Towage
Hooring
Berth Occupancy
Cleaning
Health Clearance
Anchorage Fees

Sub-Total Ship Charges
Percent of Mogadishu
Cost Per Ton

2. CARGO CHARGES
Stevedoring on Board
Shore Handling
Storage

Sub-Total Cargo Charges
Percent of Mogadishu
Cost Per Ton

3. TOTAL PORT CHARGES
Percent of Mogadishu
Cost per Ton

4. SHIPPING AGENCY FEES
Cost Per Ton

5. GRAND TOTAL-AGENCY + PORT FEES
Cost Per Ton

575
435
173
575
115
570

129

$ 2 572
100%

6.76

852
572

$ 1 424
100%

$ 3.74

$ 3 996
100%

$ 10.50

$ 3 722
$ 9.79

$ 7 71[3
$ 20.69

-27- .

21
137
205
234

70
255

8
13

$ 943
36.75%

2.48

4 373

4, 373
307.0%
11.51

5 316
133.0%
13.99

2 000
5.26

$ 7 316
19.25

241
639
347

1 353
168

1 607
31

4 386
170.5%
11.54

12 732
8 807

21 539
1512.6%

56.68

25 925
648.,8%
68.22

1 280
3.37

27 205
71.59

266
532
358

1 561
198

2 009
38

4 962
192.9%
13.06

10 798
7 073

17 871
1254.9%

47.03

22 833
571.4%
60.09

1 280
3.37

24 l13
63.46
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TABLE 2-6. COMPARISON OF FEES AT AREA PORTS - CHARGES IN US$ (Continued)

CE.\iENT I1v1PORTS

Somalia
Cement

Fee Category

Djibouti
Cement

Mombassa
Cement

Dar es
Salaam
Cement

1. SHIP CHARGES
Navigational Aids, Entrance
Pilotage
Port Dues
Towage
Mooring
Berth Occupancy
Cleaning
Health Clearance
Anchorage Fees

1 151
329
173
575

92
1 835

118

21
124
343
234

70
530

8
13

219 242
580 483
751 810

1 353 1 561
168 198

5 179 6 473
116 138

Sub-Total Ship Charges
Percent of Mogadishu
Cost Per Ton

$ 4 273
100%
.64

$ 1 343
31.4%
0.20

8 366
195.7%
1.26

9 905
231.8%
1.50

2. CARGO CHARGES
Stevedoring on Board
Shore Handling
Storage

Sub-Total Cargo Charges
Percent of Mogadishu
Cost Per Ton

3. TOTAL PORT CHARGES
Percent of Mogadishu
Cost per Ton

4. SHIPPING AGENCY FEES
Cost Per Ton

5. GRAND TOTAL-AGENCY + PORT FEES
Cost Per Ton

13 323
23 982

$37 305
100%

$ 5.64

$41 578
100%

$ 6.28

$ 8 516
$ 1.28

$ 50 094
r; 7.56

-28-

56 236 33 566 31 197
44 875 16 884 24 204

101 111 50 450 55 401
271.0% 135.2% 148.5%
15.28 7.63 8.37

102 454 58 816 65 306
246.4% 141.5% 157.1%
15.48 8.89 9.87

5 429 2 960 2 960
.82 .45 .45

107 883 61 776 68 266
16.30 9.34 10.32



TABLE 2-6. COMPARISON OF FEES AT AREA PORTS - CHARGES IN US$ (Continued)

PETROLEUN IMPORTS

Fee Category

1. SHIP CHARGES
Navigational Aids, Entrance
Pilotage
Port Dues
Towage
r100r ing
Berth Occupancy
Cleaning
Health Clearance
Anchorage Fees

Sub-Total Ship Charges
Percent of Mogadishu
Cost Per Ton

2. CARGO CHARGES
Stevedoring on Board
Shore Handling
Storage

Sub-Total Cargo Charges
Percent of Mogadishu
Cost Per Ton

3. TOTAL PORT CHARGES
Percent of Mogadishu
Cost per Ton

4. SHIPPING AGENCy FEES
Cost Per Ton

5. GRAND TOTAL-AGENCY + PORT FEES
Cost Per Ton

Somalia
Petroleum

2 014
2 021

460
1 035

161'
716

361

$ 6 768
100%
.52

3 751

$ 3 751
100%

$ 0.28

$10 519
100%

$ 0.80

$11 423
$ .88

$21 942
$ 1.68
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Djibouti
Petroleum

21
577
753
234

70
888

8
13

$ 2 564
37.8%
0.19

2 564
24.4%
0.19

1 257
.10

3 821
0.29

Mombassa
Petroleum

839
2 228

'1 196
2 206

168
2 021

31

8 689
128.3%

0.67

8 689
82.6%
0.67

1 045
.08

9 734
0.75

Dar es
Salaam

Petroleum

928
1 860
1 250
1 561

198
2 526

38

8 361
123.5%

0.64

8 361
79.5%
0.64

1 045
.08

9 406
0.72



1984. As shown in Table 2-6, these two ports charge similar fees on most

items.

(2) .Cargo charges vary considerably according to the type of cargo handled.

For all cargo, except petroleum, Mogadishu has the .lowest rate. For

livestock, Djibouti charges 3 times the Mogadishu rate; Dar es Salaam and

Hombasa 12 and 15 times , respectively, the Mogadishu rate. Of course,

the Somalis are more dependent on livestock exports than the East African

countr ies and Dj ibouti. At Mogadishu a small handling fee is charged

which is not found at the other ports. Cargo charges in Djibouti are US

$8.00 per ton, compared to US $2.00 in Mogadishu, because of the strong

stevedoring union SO~~D. Storage charges in East Africa are very high

compared to those at Mogadishu. In Dar es Salaam, storage charges 'are

progressive, and only three free days of storage are allowed compared to

five 'in f.1ogadishu. On the other hand, while Mogadishu storage charges

are the same for import or export cargo, in East Africa export cargo has

lower rates and more than double the free time is allowed for export

cargo.

Table 2-6 does not show wharfage charges, which in Somali ports and East

Africa are collected ad valorem. In both East African ports, ~',harfage

charges are currently 1.5 percent for imports and 1 percent for exports;

in Somali ports 3 percent for both im90rts and exports.

(3) Except for petroleum, total port charges -- ship plus cargo -- are less

in Mogadishu than in any other port visited.
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(4) The gap in total charges is narrowed considerably when shipping agency

fees are added to port charges. SSA fees have been and continue to be

the highest shipping agency fees of any regional port, irrespective of

the kind of cargo, and in some cases are equal to or greater than total

SPA port charges. High agency fees cause ill will among port users

because they in no way reflect the cost of agency services, especially

when compared with fixed facilities and services furnished by the port.

The Somali situation is complex because the SSA can increase fees without

consul ting the SPA. Even though both the SSA and SPA report to the

Ministry of Ports, it has been stated by the SPA that there is no

coordination between SPA andSSA fees. The foregoing problem could

probably be solved without loss of income by increasing port fees while

decreasing agency fees proportionally.

included in Appendix A.

A schedule of SSA fees is

(5) Due to recent fee increases at East African ports, the overall Somali

port charges are lower than those at other area ports. Therefore,

increases in SPA charges could probably be implemented without unduly

straining relationships with shippers, providing the shipping agency fees

are not further increased.

2.5 PORT USER BENEFITS

The port users ship and cargo owners -- place an important indirect

constraint on port fees. These users must be satisfied that they are

receiving a fair value in services rendered for the port fees charged. During

the course of this study, interviews were held wi th the agents of var ious
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shipping lines, cargo owners, shippers (pr incipally livestock dealers), and

representatives of the SSA.

The reaction of all persons interviewed was largely negative.

comments, the following were universal:

Among the

(1) All users felt that fee levels, including those of the SS~, were high

when compared to other ports in the region, such as Djibouti, Jeddah, Abu

Dhabi, and East Africa.

(2) All felt that fees were too high for the services actually provided by

the ports. Some recounted stories of tugs and pilots arriving late;

equipment, such as forklifts, although requested was not made available

because it was broken or being used elsewhere. Also, frequently

addi tional money had to be paid to obtain services such as stevedoring

and shore handling.

(3) There were many complaints by shipping lines about the slowness of the

bureaucratic processes in both the ports and the SSA in billing,

especially wi th regard to refunds of port disbursement fees t'1hich are

paid in advance. There \'1ere cases of funds being held for up to two

years before being refunded. In some cases, such refunds were made after

the Somali shilling had been devalued.

Apparently liners fare better than charter cargo vessels because their regular

dealings with officials allow them to work out their own long-term

arrangements.
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Hi th regard to comments received from those interviewed, while SSA fees are

indeed high compared with the other ports in the region, the combined SSA plus

SPA port fees are no longer higher than those in other East African ports

because of the recent fee increases there. In fact, present fees in dollars

are 40 percent lower than in 1982 (see Table 2-4). However, the operational

and bureaucratic problems previously mentioned were acknowledged by both SSA

and SPA officials.

Do existing Somali port fees, in, fact, have a negative impact on trade,

particularly exports? A case in point is that of livestock. The current

price in Mogadishu for a sheep or goat for export is SoSh 655 (US $38).

Shipping rates for sheep from Hogadishu and Kismayo to Jeddah are US $13 per

head, and from Berbera US $6. The rates for cows and camels are six and ten

times higher, respectively, for purposes' of calculation. The Government fixes

the cost and freight (C & F) value on the bill of lading as US $40 or US $42

per sheep or sheep equivalent, which is nearly equal to the FOB price.

However, the Government allows the livestock exporters to sell the sheep in

Jeddah for US $65, and deposi t the dif~erence over the official C & F value

($25 or $23) in a foreign account.

Using data from Table 2-6, total charges to ship an animal from Mogadishu to

Jeddah are compared in the following chart with the fee per animal charged at

Mogadishu. As can be seen, the impact of port fees is relatively small.
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Animal

Camel

Cattle

Sheep/Goats

Freight/Animal

US $230

$ 78

$ 13

Port Fees/Animal

US $4.65

$2.31

$0.32

Percentage

3.6

3.0

2.5

A more serious problem for Somali exporters is the current ban on animal

shipments to Saudi Arabia due to alleged disease among Somali animals. In

addition, sheep are now being brought from Australia to Jeddah at a C & F of

$39 per head. Whether the quality of Somali sheep is high enough to maintain

its market share remains to be seen, even if Saudi Arabia lifts the current

ban on Somali imports. There are other. problems, such as government exchange

rate policy and local inflation. To its credit, the government has made

efforts to lower costs to livestock shippers by reducing municipal transit

taxes and export taxes. Port shore handling and stevedore charges have also

been cut (paragraph 2.4). Thus, port fees appear to be only a small part of

the total problem. It is difficult to see how livestock export volumes could

be greatly impacted from increases in current port fee levels.

The impact of present port fees on banana exports is likewise very small. The

cost of port fees on banana exports is estimated at US $8.23 per ton, compared

~'1ith 1983 FOB Mogadishu prices of US $280 and freight rates of US $120 per

ton. This amounts to 3 percent of FOB and 7 percent of freight. Italian

consortiums are investing heavily in expanding banana production in the

Shebelli and Juba river areas. Banana export is not such a marginal operation

that port fees would have a significant impact on export volumes.
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While the operation of the Somali port system is not very favorable from the

point of view of its users, it appears that fee levels per se are not a major

factor in the costs of Somali exports. One ship's agent interviewed said he

would be happy to pay higher fees if the services for which they were charged

were provided more efficiently. Another said he ,.,ould be willing to pay a

surcharge earmarked for port improvements. What both authorities and users

agree upon is that the quali ty of port services is very low compared wi th

charges for them. Thus, the problem from the users' standpoint is not so much

the level of fees as the quality of the services provided.
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3. FORMULATION OF COST-BASED PORT CHARGES

3.1 PRELIMINARY CONSIDERATIONS

Ports form a link in a chain whereby goods are transferred from water to land

transport modes and vice versa. They require sizable investments in

breakwaters, quays, buildings, and equipment, and incur significant operating

costs. Ports benefit their users through the services offered and the degree

of efficiency with which services are provided.

Port services fall into two categor ies: those furnished to ships and those

related to cargo handling. Each service has specific costs associated with

it, such as facili ties, equipment, and labor needed to perform the service.

In addition, there are administrative and overhead costs that are not

specifically related to anyone service.

One of the pr incipal economic objectives of port pricing is the efficient use

of resources to keep down the overall cost of providing the services. Port

efficiency must be considered in terms of its irrmediate area of influence and'

its relation to the national economy. For instance, low fees at one port may

benefi t local users but at the same time may draw customers from another

national port, making costs relatively higher to the remaining users of that

facility.

A second economic objective of port pricing is to make sure that the benefits

generated by a port accrue to the national economy. Assuming that a port is

economically feasible, there will be an excess of benefits over the costs of
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providing the port services to users. The difference between total benefits

and port fees is called the net benefit. At one extreme, the government may

try to increase the net benefit to users by providing port services below cost

through subsidization. In that case, both economic objectives are

jeopardized; underpricing of services creates excess demand at the underpriced

facilities and inefficient use of port facilities as a whole, thus raising

costs to users. (Quay cranes and storage sheds, for example, are frequently

underpriced.) A subsidy may benefit foreign port users, such as ship owners,

particularly if freight rates do not reflect the lower fees. If subsidies

are used, they should be well documented and provisions should be made for

their withdrawal, or else they become permanent features maintained by and for

the benefit of special interest groups.

At the other extreme, if the port has a monopoly position and is facing a

freely competi tive market for its. services, .i t can charge as much as the

market can bear where its profi t is maximized, thus usurping the benefi ts

(consumer's surplus) derived by port users from the use of the port. Profit

maximization is also inefficient economically because price exceeds marginal

cost,causing resources to be rnisallocated in the production of other goods

and services in the national economy. Also, price of exports will reflect the

higher fees doubly through higher input prices and costs of exporting. As the

international demand curve for agricultural produce such as livestock and

bananas is quite elastic, a small increase in price may mean a proportionally

greater loss of market share externally' and consequent contraction of export

production, depending on the relationship beb'leen port fees and final market

price. As discussed in paragraph 2.5, in the - case of Somali exports this

effect would be minimal.
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Thus, from the national point of view, the most efficient basis for port

pricing is that of marginal cost pricing where the fee level of the last unit

of service produced is equal to the cost of producing it. In practice, this

cost-based method means setting fees equal to their financial cost. In the

analysis made as part of this study, marginal cost pricing was used to

determine to what extent current fee levels cover costs at each port.

Financial costs of Somali ports to be covered by fees are as follows:

(1) financial costs of the SPA, including operating costs and amortization;

(2) a "return on investment equal to the opportunity cost of capital invested

elsewhere;

(3) reserves to cover expected pr ice increases in replacement of existing

assets.

3.2 COST-REVENUE CENTERS

Cost-based port pricing necessitates the establishment of cost-revenue centers

which permit the management of fees by relating the fee level to the costs of

providing the service for which the fee is charged. The Pr ice Waterhouse

study on SPA fees suggested a series of revenue centers and their related

costs to establish cost-based port charges. This method, which is basically

the same as that suggested by the Uni ted Nations, was adopted wi th a few

modifications, as a basis for the cost-revenue centers used in this study.
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3.2.1 Cost CentersR~lated to Charges ~o Ships

1. Port Dues Cost Center

This cost center includes all costs associated with the harbor

master's office; 50 percent of port facili ties not charged in a

specific tariff; and 50 percent of the administration of the port.

The other 50 percent in both cases goes to the \~harfage cost center.

Harbor Master's Office

(1) Payroll costs

(2) Amortization of premises occupied and ship/shore communications

equipment (including provision for replacement)

(3) Maintenance labor and materials of premises occupied

Fifty Percent of General Port Facilities Not Charged in a Specific

Tariff

For example, roads, canteen, religious and training centers,

boundary fencing.

(4) Payroll costs of ancillary employees, such as road sweepers and

security staff

forprovision(includingfacilitiesof(5) Amortization

replacement)

(6) bperating supplies and services such as electricity and gas

(7) Port maintenance labor and materials (including spares)
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Fiftv Percent of Ad~inistration of Port

(8) Payroll costs of administrative staff at port and at

headquarters, such as accountants and engineers

(9) Amortization of facilities occupied (including provision for

replacement) •

2. Entrance and Anchorage Cost Center

This cost center includes fixed facilities necessary for the

entrance of ships into the harbor.

Lights, Buovs, Boats, Workshops

(1) Maintenance labor and materials (including spares)

(2) Amortization (including provision for replacement)

(3) Operating supplies such as fuel

Dredging

(4) Payroll cost of dredge operators and supervisors

(5) Dredge maintenance labor and materials including spares

(6) Amortization (including provision for replacement)

Initial Channel Dredging

(7) Amortization (provision calculated for replacement)

Breakwater and Harbor Protection

(8) Amortization (including provision for replacement)

(9) Breakwater maintenance, both labor and materials.
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·3. pilotage Cost Center

Costs of guiding the ship to and from the anchorage to the berth.

(1) Payroll costs for pilots and supervision

(2) Payroll costs for crew of pilot boats

(3) Operating cost of pilot boats (such as fuel and maintenance)

(4) Amortization of pilot boats (including provision for

replacement) •

4. Towage Cost Center

Towage consists of the use of tugs to bring the ship to and from the

anchorage to the berth.

(1) Payroll costs for tug crews and supervision

(2) Depreciation of tugs (including provision for replacement)

(3) Operating supplies for tugs (such as fuel and ropes)

(4) Maintenance labor and materials (including spares).

5. Mooring Cost Center

Costs of tying the ship in the berth.

(1) Payroll costs for line handlers

(2) Cost of operating I amortizing I and maintaining any equipment

used.
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6. Occupancy Cost Center

Occupancy is the cost of the ship's use of the quay. For

calculation purposes, half of the cost of. the quay is charged to

ships and half to cargo in wharfage (cost center 9). Ships are

charged 50 percent of:

(1) Amortization of quay (including provision for replacement)

(2) Maintenance labor and materials.

3.2.2

7.

Cost Centers Related to Charges to Cargo

Cargo Handling on Board Cost Center

Cargo handling on board consists of moving the cargo to and from the

hold of the ship to the quay. The expense may be incurred either by

'the ship or cargo owner depending on the contract.

(1) Payroll costs for stevedores, tallYmen, winchmen, and their

supervisors

(2) Services and operating supplies (such as slings and ropes).
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8. Shore Cargo Handling Cost Center

Shore handling includes the cost of moving the cargo from the quay

to the storage shed or storage area. It includes shore gangs, cargo

handling equipment, and operators.

(1) Payroll costs for laborers and drivers of mechanized equipment

(such as forklift trucks and mobile cranes)

(2) Amortization of equipment used (including provision for

replacrnent)

(3) Operating supplies (such as fuel)

(4) Maintenance labor and materials (including spare parts).

9. Wharfage Cost Center

,Wharfage consists of 50 percent of the costs incurred for the use of

the quay by cargo, not charged to ships under occupancy (cost

center 6). Also included are overhead and administration costs not

charged to ships under port dues (cost center 1). In Somalia,

wharfage is covered by the harbor tax which is charged ad valorem on

cargo as it passes through customs.

50 percent of the following:

Costs covered by \I1harfage are

Port Facilities Not Charged in a Special Tariff

For example, roads, canteen, religious and training centers,

boundary fencing.

-43-



(1) Payroll costs for ancillary employees such as road sweepers and

se.curi ty staff

forprovision(includingfacilitiesof(2) Amortization

replacement)

(3) Operating supplies and services (such as electricity and gas)

(4) Maintenance labor and materials (including spares).

Administration of Port

(5) Payroll costs for administration staff at port and at

headquarters (such as accountants and engineers)

(6) Amortization of facilities occupied (including provision for

replacement) •

(7) Amortizatiory of quay (including provision for replacement)

(8) Maintenace labor and materials.

10. Storage Cost Center

Storage includes the cost of maintaining, running, and amortizing

storage sheds and open areas where goods can be left and protected

while customs formalities are in process.
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(1) Payroll costs of operations and supervision personnel engaged

in registration, stacking, re-stacking, and surveillance

(2) Amortization of buildings, paved areas, and equipment used for

temporary storage (including provison for replacement)

(3) Maintenance labor and materials (including spares).

The various costs are apportioned to each of the foregoing cost/revenue

centers by port in paragraph 3.8.

3.3 DATA ON SHIPS, CARGO, FACILITIES, AND EQUIPMENT

To formulate a basis for the structur ing of port fees, it was necessary to

construct a profile of the number, sizes and kinds of ships that utilize the

port facilities: types of cargo: and data on the facilities and equipment. To

obtain these data, visits were made by the Parsons Brinckerhoff study team to

the ports of Kismayo, Berbera, and Mogadishu. At each port the pilot's log,

bills of lading, and other sources were used to compile data for each ship:

gross and net registered tonnage (GRT, NRT) , length overall (LOA): type and

size of each cargo: type of vessel: and number of days at berth. Data were

also sought on pieces of cargo-handling equipment i their number, condi tion,

and utilization.

The quality of records varied considerably from port to port, and the records

were often incomplete or nonexistent. For example, the pilot's logs at

Berbera and Kismayc were poorly maintained wi th much data missing (such as

cargo tons and ship specifications). Days at berth were not recorded in the

log at Berbera and this information had to be found vessel by vessel in the
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ship account files. Cargo data were located only in the bills of lading and

other documents, such as invoices. Data on equipment utilization at Berbera

and Kismayo were nonexis tent. At Berbera, no one could say what pieces of

equipment were available for use. In spi te of these problems, the quan1.:i ty of

data gathered was voluminous. Data from 1,125 ship calls at the three ports

for 1982 and 1983 were recorded, organized, and summarized., In addition, much

information was obtained on equipment, cargo volumes, and port operations.

The ship and cargo data obtained from each port were separated into five basic

categories:

1. General cargo included bagged, Ro/Ro, and containerized cargo, both

imported and exported. Volumes of exported general cargo, consisting of

hides, gum, fish, and canned meat, were too small to consider separately

and are included as part of imported cargo. Unfor tuna tely, the data

available did not allow for a more detailed breakdown.

2. Livestock included exports of camels, sheep, goats, and cattle.

3. Banana cargo consisted of exports of that product from Mogadishu and

Kismayo.

4. Petroleum included not only imports but exports of bunker oil from the

Mogadishu refinery.
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5. Cement imports were separated from general cargo and consisted of

shipments of cement in bags.

The ship and cargo data for each port are summarized in Tables 3-1, 3-2, and

3-3. In the tables, ship data for each cargo type were broken down into net

registered tons (NRT) categories as found in the present fee schedules. The

number of ships in each NRT category appears next "'lith percentage of total

vessels in that cargo category. Average/class summarizes the average

characteristics of ships in each NRT class with respect to NRT, length overall

(LOA), size of cargo carried in tons, and average days at berth. GRT refers

to the average gross registered tonnage of vessels within brackets of 1-2000,

2001-4000, 4000-6000, etc. tons and the percent of total ships of each cargo

type with GRT in that bracket. For example, in Mogadishu the average GRT for

ships with 1-2000 GRT was 750, representing 18 percent of the total number of

general cargo ships. The weighted average ship indicates the average

character is tics of vessels in each cargo class -- NRT, LOA., days at berth,

cargo size, and GRT.

3.4 CARGO PROJECTIONS

To determine how the present and proposed port fees t'lOuld function over a

period of time, especially in covering amortization of new investments such as

the Kismayo port rehabilitation and the quay extension in 3erbera, it was

necessary to formulate projections of income and costs through 1986, which for
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TABLE 3-1. MOGADISHU PORT - SUMMARY SHIP DATA FOR 1982 AND 1983

Class of Ship NRT 1-2000 2001-4000 4001-6000 6001-8000 8001-10000 10000 +
PRODUcr NRT IDA Cargo Days NRT IDA Cargo Days NRT LOA Cargo Days NIn' IDA Cargo Days NKl' LOA Cargo Days NKf IJOA Cargo Days

1. General Cargo
NlITIber of Ships

8~2 ~17 ~ ~3187 ~2053 1~ 5211Average/Class 750 7 2997 3 5050 215 9 6293 8 8615 6 10400 6
CRT 750 18% 2753 9% 5051 12% 7124 22% 9473 25% 11860 14%
Weighted Ave Ships 3749 130 21]4 1 ----

GRT 6583
2. Livestock Export

Number of Ships
70~ 1~84 1~55 1~

--- ---
Average/Class 530 3 3579 3 5811 3 6540 520 4
GRT 763 16% 2562 27- 5685 167- 6371 31% 9260 35% ---
Heighted Ave Ships 3726 }32 38U 3

CRT 6298

3. Banana Export

Number of Ships
9~6 1~69 1"42 1~1221Average/Class 1236 6 2916 3 4649 3 6971 2

CRT 1026 4% 3013 30% 5157 21% 7032 32% 9425 137.
Weigthed Ave Ship 2973 129 1141 3.4

CRT JJU3

4. Petroleum Import

Nl..irer of Ships
108Q906 11~5

---
1~5884 1~17448 ~9691Average/Class 1803 1 2482 2 --- 7398 2 8938 2 15825 4

GRT 3325 10% 4918 147. --- --- 21961 76%
Heighted Ave Ship 110465 166 13040 3

GRT 117711

5. Cem=nt Import
Number of Ships

69~20 6 llP&JOOO 1~867 1~3050Average/Class 793 2431 2 4568 21 6370 11
GRT 1170 33% 2408 7% 4319 7% 7686 7% 9408 46%
Heighted Ave Ship 3416 116 6616 11

GRT 5723
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TABLE 3-2. BERBERA PORT - SUMMARY SHIP DATA FOR 1982 AND 1983

Class of Ship NRT 1-2000 2001-4000 4001-6000 6001-8000 8001-10000 10000 +

PRODUGr NRT LOA Cargo Days NRT IDA Cargo Days NRT LOA Cargo Days NRT LOA Cargo Days NRT LOA Caq~o Days NRT LOA Cargo Days

1. General Cargo

J~l 5~ZJ 113q
Number of Ships

148~3 151q31 18~07
---

Average/Class 687 4 2584 4 5137 9 6661 9 8252 6 ---
CRT 807 39% 3625 29% 4804 67. 6626 87. 9137 10% 11810 8%
We1ghted Ave Ship 2]14 106 1073 5

CRT 4042

2. Livestock £Aport

Number of Ships [2578%1 I!Iilli ~ ~
Average/Class 1120 99 387 2 3248 134 506 2 5307 135 539 1.4 6255 156 589 1 --- ---
CRT 1095 33% 2993 47% 5430 67- 6574 5% 8894 7% 1135/1 2%
Weighted Ave Ship 1825 107 411 2

GRT 29114

3. Petroleum Inport

Number of Ships
13~0

---
16~45 16~2 17'P!621.SAverage/Class --- 2880 2 --- 7637 1.5 8810 2 12675

GRT --- --- 4856 29% --- --- 17525 71%
We1ghted Ave Ship 7901 158 5590 2

CRT 13851

4. Cement Import

Number of Ship ~ ~ ~ --- ---
Averag~/C1ass 1457 76 500 7 --- 4546 145 10204 13 6884 148 11000 17 --- ---
CRT 2465 20% --- --- 7534 20% 8850 40% 10721 20%
Heighted Ave Ship 4863 132 8582 13

CRT 76811
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TABLE 3-3. KISMAYO PORT - SU~mRY SHIP DATA FOR 1982 AND 1983

Class of Ship NRT 1-2000 2001-4000 4001-6000 6001-8000 8001-10000 10000 +

PRODUCT NRT LOA Cargo Days NRl' LOA Cargo Days NRT LOA Cargo. Days NRl' LOA Cargo Days NRT LOA Cargo D~s NRT IDA Cargo Days
1. General Cargo

Number of Ships
4~5 148~ l48qijJ l49~6

--- ---
Average/Class 145 5 3307 5 5225 5 6764 5
CRT 257 287- --- 5578 16% 7097 22% 9038 257. 10792 9%
WeIghted Ave Ship 3455 121 859 5

CRT 5756
2. Livestock Export

Number of Ships rem 14l~ l52rn=m 143~50Average/Class 1121 93 378 3 3385 3 5362 3 7005 3 --- ---
GRT 1428 167- 3634 67- 4946 6% 6230 30% 9144 427-
Weighted Ave Ship 3665 135 544 3

CRT b4~Z -
3. Banana Export

Number of Ships
10~68 128~ 150qfiJO 150~61 --- ---

Average/Class 1328 4 2791 4' 4335 4 6484 4 --,
GRT .2956 387- 5116 197- 6743 31% 9258 12% ---
HeIghted Ave Ship L~~L lU~ ~UI 4

CRT 5296

4. Petroleum Import

Number of Ships
7~63 108~ 154~94' 165~1

--- 17~IIO'Average/Class 642 2 2202 2 5465 2 7648 2 12207 ?
CRT 1238 167- 3620 167- --:- --- 9996 7% 16340 6170
Heighted Ave Ship 6616 143 1757 2

CRT 11444

5. Cffflent Import

Nurher of Ships UL1illZI --- II:2DIJ --- --- ---
Average/Class 383 58 377 6 --- 5132 150 1512 6 --- --- ---
GRT . 548 807. --- --- --- 8669 207- ---
WeIghted Ave Ship n:n /I 6Ul b

CRT "LIn..
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the purpose of the study was assumed to be the year for the completion of the

Kismayo port rehabilitation.

forecasts were made.

To estimate costs and revenues, ship call

Obtaining projections of cargo movement in the var ious Somali ports to 1986

proved to be a problem. The SPA Planning Department has an estimate for each

port for 1984, but not beyond. The Ministry of National Planning had

estimates of balance of payments through 1986, * but li ttle in the area of

volume proj ections •

outdated.

Forecasts prepared for the r-iogadishu banana pier were

As a result, the Parsons Brinckerhoff study team found it necessary to prepare

its own forecasts based on the information currently available. The SPA

Planning Department's estimate for 1984 was used as a basis to maintain

consistency wi th SPA's plan. 'For imports of general cargo, petroleum, and

cement, assumptions were taken from projections made by the Parsons

Brinckerhoff study team for the Kismayo port rehabilitation feasibility study

tempered by the recent National Planning estimate. Export projections of

general cargo and bananas were increas~d on the same basis as imports, and

petroleum exports from the Mogadishu refinery were kept constant. Livestock

exports presented special problems due to import restrictions imposed by Saudi

Arabia. In this case, the r-iinistry of National Planning assumptions \vere

*Ministry of National Planning. Development Strategy and Public Investment
Progrmfuue 1984-1986. Sept. 1983,.Mogadishu.
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used, which forecast 2.5 percent yearly increases for cattle, sheep, and goats

with camel exports constant. The resulting projections by each cargo category

are shown in Tables 3-4, 3-5, and 3-6 for Mogadishu, Berbera, and Kismayo

respectively.

The projections, which indicate the expected movement of each kind of cargo

through each port, formed a basis for determining the number of ships that

would visi t each port to carry a given volume of each kind of cargo. By

dividing the cargo projected for each year by the average cargo volume carried

by a ship shown in Tables 3-1, 3-2, and 3-3, the number of ships that would

visit each port in each of the three years was calculated. The results are

shown in Table 3-7.

The calculations assume that through 1986 there would be li ttle change in

average size of ship cargoes and in ship characteristics. This assumption is

reasonable, particularly since no significant trends were indicated in such

data for 1982 and 1983.

3 • 5 PROJECTED REVENUE

To evaluate the general level of fees charged by the SPA, an estimate was made

of the income that would be generated, assuming that the present fees and fee

structure would remain constant through 1986. Comparison of the resulting

income \'1i th fixed and variable costs projected over the same per iod is a

reasonably accurate indication as to the adequacy of the existing fee levels

as well as the performance of the cost/revenue centers.
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TABLE 3-4. CARGO PROJECTIONS (TONS)
MOGADISHU 1982-1986

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986
Actual Actual SPA Plan Projected Projected

IMPORTS 740518 529918 888300 935520 985901

General Cargo 386236 289260 438000 455520 473741
470!.l pr 9jected

Petroleum 251400 138100 300000 324000 349920
870 f1 proj ec ted

Cement 91961 102558 150000 156000 162240
470 L'1 proj ected

EXPORTS 81232 147184 166100 171520 177552

General Cargo 33829 16512 17000 18360 19830
270 IJ. projected

Banana 32254 29848 40000 44000 48400
1070 fI. proj ec ted

Livestock 15149 4600 9000 9160 9322
Plan projected

Petroleum -- 96224 100000 100000 100000
.070



I
U1
~

I

TABLE 3-5. CARGO PROJECTIONS (TONS)
BERBERA 1982-1986

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986
Actual Actual SPA Plan Pro; ected Pro.; ected

IMPORTS 153744 180554 354460 371038 388t.71

General Cargo 109939 92128 234460 234838 253591
4% 6 proj ected

"Petroleum 24220 43944 60000 64800 6998 t•
8% 6 proj ected .

Cement 19585 44482 60000 62400 64896
4%.6. proj ected

EXPORTS 39523 42359 62000 63395 6482t.

General Cargo 272 19465 30000 30600 31212
2% ..6 projected

Livestock 39251 22894 32000 32795 33612
Plan projected
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TABLE 3-6. CARGO PROJECTIONS (TONS)
KISMAYO 1982-1986

198L 1983 1984 1985 1986
Actual Actual SPA Plan Projected Projected

IMPORTS 67773 41810 70750 74580 786L.2

General Cargo
4% ~ proj ected 26821 20528 41750 L.3L.20 45156

Petroleum
8% ~ proj ected 14418 18868 25000 27000 29160

Cement
4% 6 proj ected 26534 2414 4000 4160 4326

EXPORTS 58476 48830 63400 68664 75433

General Cargo
2% .6. projected 21694 2826 3900 3978 4057

Banana
1070 6 proj ected 23988 37746 50000 55000 60500

Livestock
Plan projected 12794 8256 9500 9686 10876



TABLE 3-7. PROJECTED NUMBER OF SHIPS FOR EACH CARGO CLASS
BY PORT/YEAR

I Average Cargo If Ships* If Ships II ShipsI
I Size (Tons) 1984 1985 1986
I
I

i MOGADISHU

I General (Imp .. & Exp. ) 2134 213 222 231
1 Petroleum (Imp. & Exp. ) 13040 31 32 34

Cement 6616 23 24 25
Banana 1141 35 39 42
Livestock 380 24 24 25

TOTAL 326 341 357

KISMAYO

General Cargo 859 53 55 57
Petroleum 1757 14 15 17
Cement 607 7 7 7
Banana 907 55 61 67
Livestock 544 17 . 18 20

TOTAL 146 156 168

BERBERA

General Cargo 1073 246 256 265
Petroleum 5590 11 12 13
Cement 8582 7 7 7
Livestock 411 78 80 82

TOTAL 342 355 367

* Ships in 1983:

Mogadishu 287
Kismayo 82
Berbera - 186
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As previously described, fees to ships -- such as port dues, entrance, towage,

pilotage, and mooring are charged according to NRT or GRT brackets.

Therefore, in the calculations the rate in each bracket was weighted by the

percentage of the total number of ships in each cargo category in each NRT or

GRT bracket. The total of these gave the contribution to income to each fee

for the ships carrying each kind of cargo. The income from each cargo

category was then added to give the total income for each fee. In the case of

moorage and pilotage, the rates were doubled since ships pay upon entering and

leaving. Towage rates were mul tiplied by four, since two tugs are used when

entering and leaving port. Berth occupancy revenue was calculated by taking

the product of average LOA, days at berth, 25 shillings per meter, and the

number of ships per year.

S tevedor ing and shore handling incomes were calculated by mul tiplying the

average size cargo in each cargo category by the rate per ton multiplied by

the number of ships per year.

'For other charges, namely storage ,equipment use, the harbor tax, and other

ship charges (such as hatch opening and closing, cargo shifting, water, and

anchorage), no estimating base ~.,as available and the income projections from

the SPA 1984 budget were used. For the years 1985 and 1986, these values were

increased in accordance with the cargo projections. These calculations were

repeated for each of the three Somali ports. Income data for each cargo type

and by fee are shown in Tables 3-8, 3-9, and 3-10.
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TABLE 3- 8.- INCOME - MOGADISHU PORT
1984-1986 BY FEE

SO.SH

FEE PRODUCT 1984 1985 1986

Port,Dues

Gen Cargo 1 154 460 1 203 240 1 252 020
Livestock 131 040 131 040 136 500
Petroleum 350 300 361 600 384 200
Banana 113 050 125 970 135 660
Cement 88 090 91 920 95 750

TOTAL 1 836 940 1 913 770 2 004 130

Entrance
Gen Cargo 4 707 300 4 906 200 5 105 100
Livestock 495 600 495 600 5i6 250
Petroleum 1 441 500 1 488 000 1 581 000
Banana 390 250 434 850 468 300
Cement 330 050 344 400 358 750

TOTAL 7 364 700 7 6-69 050 8 029 400

Mooring

Gen Cargo 399 588 416 472 433. 356
Livestock 44 832 44 832 46 700
Petroleum 76 632 79 104 84 048
Banana· 58 800 65 520 70 560
Cement 52 072 54 336 56 600

TOTAL 631 924 660 264 691 264

Occupancy

Gen Cargo 4 845 750 5 050 500 5 255 250
Livestock 237 600 237 600 247 500·
Petroleum 385 950 398 400 423 300
Banana 451 500 503 100 541 800
Cement 733 700 765 600 797 500

TOTAL 6 654 500 6 955 200 7 265 350
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TABLE 3-8. INCOME - MOGADISHU PORT
1984-1986 BY FEE (Continued)

SO.SH

FEE PRODUCT 1984 1985 1986

Pilotage
Gen Cargo 1 545 201 1 610 490 1 675 782
Livestock 166 570 166 570 173 '510
Petroleum 977 616 1 009 152 1 072 223
Banana 198 768 221 485 238 522·
Cement 171 907 179 382 186 856

TOTAL 3 060 062 3 187 079 3 346 893

Towage
Gen Cargo 2 849 940 2 970 360 3 090 780
Livestock 356 160 356 160 371 000
Petroleum 840 100 867 200 921 400
Banana 351 400 391 560 421 680
Cement ·239 669 25 e 080 260 500

TOTAL 4 637 260 4 835 360 5 065 360

Stevedoring

Gen Cargo 15 908 970 16 581 180 17 253 390
Livestock 288 984 288 984 '301 025
Petroleum --- --- ---
Banana . --- --- ---
Cement 5 325 880 5 557 440 5 789 000

TOTAL 21 523 834 22 427 604 23 343 415

Shore
Handling

Gen Cargo 31 817 940 33 162 360 34 506 780
Livestock 197 424 197 424 205 650
Petroleum 181 908 187 776 199 512
Banana 3 194 800 3 559 920 3 833 760
Cement 9 586 584 10 003 390 10 420 200

TOTAL 44 978 656 47 110 870 49 165 902
I .
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TABLE 3-9. INCOME - BERBERA PORT
1984-1986 BY FEE

SO.SH

FEE PRODUCT 1984 1985 1986

Port Dues
Gen 'Cargo 496 920 517 120 535 300
Livestock 113 100 116 000 118 900
Petroleum 53 680 58 560 63 440
Banana --- --- ---
Cement 26 600 26 600 26 600

TOTAL 690 300 718 280 744 240

Entrance
Gen Cargo 548 580 570 880 590 950
Livestock 118 170 121 200 124 230
Petroleum 71 940 78 480 85 020
Banana --- --- ---
Cement 35 000 35 0'00 35 000

TOTAL 773 690 805 560 835 200

Hooring

Gen Cargo 339 480 353 280 365 700
Livestock 97 344 99 840 102 336
Petroleum 26 972 29 424 31 876
Banana· --- - -- ---
Cement 14 560 14 560 14 560

TOTAL 478 356 497 104 514 472

Occupancy
Gen Cargo 2 091 000 2 176 000 2 250 500
Livestock 417 300 428 000 438 700
Petroleum 86 900 94 800 102 700
Banana, --- --- ---
Cement 300 300 300 300 300 300

TOTAL 2 895 500 2 999 100 3 092 200
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TABLE 3-9. INCOME - BERBERA PORT
1984-1986 BY FEE (Continued)

SO.SH

FEE PRODUCT I 1984 1985' 1986

Pilotage
Gen Cargo 807 397 840 219 869 757
Livestock 174 061 178 524 182 987
Petroleum 217 267 237 018 256 770
Banana - -- --- ---
Cement 64 546 64 545 64 546

TOTAL 1 263 271 1 320 306 1 374 060

Towage
Gen Cargo 2 366 520 2 462 720 2 549 300
Livestock 677 040 694 400 711 760
Petroleum 157 520 171 840 186 160
Banana --- --- ---
Cement 84 000 84 000 84 000

-

TOTAL 3 285 080 3 412·960 3 5'3'1 220

Stevedoring

Gen Cargo 9 238 530 9 614 080 9 952 075
Livestock 1 507 974 1 546 640 1 585 306
Petroleum N/A N/A N/A'
Banana . N/A N/A N/A
Cement 2 102 590 2 102 590 2 102 590

TOTAL 12 849 094 13 263 310 13 639 971

Shore
Handling

Gen Cargo 18 477 060 19 228 160 19 904 150
Livestock 1 966 848 2 017 ·280 2 067 712
Petroleum 307 450 335 400 363 350
Banana - -- --- ---
Cement 3 784 662 3 784 662 3 784 662

TOTAL 24 536 020 25 365 502 26 119 874
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TABLE 3-10. INCOME - KISMAYO PORT
1984-1986 BY FEE

SO.SH

FEE' PRODUCT 1984 1985 1986

Port Dues

Gen Cargo 381 600 396 000 410 400
Livestock 114 750 121 500 135 000
Petroleum 191 800 205 500 _ 232 900
Banana 349 800 387 960 426 120
Cement 25 200 25 200 25 200

TOTAL 1 063 150 1 136 160 1 229 620

Entrance
Gen Cargp 601 550 624 250 646 950
Livestock 185 300 196 200 218 000
Petroleum 255 500 273 750 310 250
Banana 522 000 634 400 696 800
Cement 49 000 49 000 49 000

TOTAL· 1 613 350 1 777 600 1 921 000

Mos>ring

Gen Cargo. 93 916 97 460 101 004
Livestock 32 368 34 272 38 080
Petroleum 30 744 32 940 37 332
Banana . 91 740 101 748 III 756
Cement 7 840 7 840 7 840

TOTAL 256 608 274 260 296 012

O~cupancy

Gen Cargo 801 625 831 875 862 125
Livestock 170 850 180 900 201 000
Petroleum 100 100 107 250 121 550
Banana 709 500 786 900 864 300
Cement 80 850 80 850 80 850

TOTAL 1 862 925 1 987 775 2 129 825
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TABLE 3-10. INCOME - KIS~~YO PORT
1984-1986 BY FEE (Continued)

SO.SH

FEE PRODUCT 1984 I 1985 1986

Pilotage
Gen Cargo 270 290 280 490 290 689
Livestock 116 923 123 800 137 556
Petroleum 202 833 217 321 246 299
Banana 251 374 278 797 306 220
Cement a 122 9 122 9 122.,I

TOTAL 850 542 909 532 989 886

Towage
Gen Cargo 558 620 579 700 600 780
Livestock 176 120 186 480 207 200
Petroleum 186 200 199 500 226 100
Banana 558 800 619 760 680 720
Cement 61 600 61 600 61 600

TOTAL 1 541 340 1 647 040 1 776 400

Stevedoring

Gen Cargo 1 593443 1 653 575 1 713 705
Livestock 320 178 339 012 376 680
Petroleum N/A N/A N/A
Banana' N/A N/A N/A
Cement 92 365 92 365 92 365

TOTAL 2 005 986 2 084 952 '. 1 182 750

Shore
Handling

Gen Cargo 3 186 890 3 307 150 3 427 410
Livestock 251 440 269 400 305 320
Petroleum 12 306 13 185 14 943
Banana 2 939 200 3 259 840 3 580 480
Cement 166 257 166 257 166 257

TOTAL 6 556 093 7 015 832 7 494 410
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An additional item of SPA income is the harbor tax. This is an ad valorem tax

paid in cus toms and cred i ted to the SPA. Nominally, it cover s \'lhar fage,

although it is not based on wharfage costs but is calculated as 3 percent of

the value declared in customs for both import and export cargo. The amount is

substantial, earning 27 million shillings in 1982, or 17 percent of total

income (see Table 2-1).

3.6 OPERATING COSTS AND OVERHEAD

Operating cost calculations were made for four basic elements: fixed labor

costs, variable labor costs, variable equipment operating costs, and overhead.

The methodology used in the calculation of each of these is as follows.

Fixed labor costs are salaries and welfare for the permanent staff of each

port. To form a basis for projections, a list of the principal staff

positions, the number of people in each, and the total monthly salary paid to

each labor category was provided ~y the SPA. An estimate of the percentage of

social benefits was obtained through the 1984 SPA budget. Next, the monthly

sa1ar ies including social benefits were distr ibuted through the cost/revenue

centers, and multiplied by 12 to arrive at yearly figures. Estimates for 1985

and 1986 assumed an annual increase including inflation and new hirings of

12." percent, equivalent to the change from 1982 to 1983. This assumption may

in fact be conservative. The results of the calculations are shown in

Tables 3-11, 3-12, and 3-13 for Mogadishu, Berbera, and Kismayo respectively.
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TABLE 3-11. FIXED LABOR COSTS - MOGADISHU PORT
IN SO.SH

-
POST ION COST CENTER SALARY/ SOCIAL ANNUAL SALARIES AND BENEFITS-

ALLOCATION MONTH BENEFITS --r984-f-- 1985 1986 ._._---
Chief Pilot Dues 2665 (x 1.831 58,569 65,746 73,802
Port Managers Shore Cargo 6040 x 12 roonths 132,742 149,007 167,266
Accountant Shore Cargo 1620 = 21.977) 35,603 39,966 [.4 ,862
Clerks Shore Cargo 18517 406,951 456,817 512,793
Pilot Pilotage 6625 145,599 163,440 183,467
Tug Master Towage 9732 213,882 240,090 269,510
Crewmen Towage 34920 767,442 861,461 967,042
Line Winch Holders Mooring 11030 242,408 272,112 305, 1155

Foreman Mooring 1270 27,911 31,331 35,120
Quay Maintenance Occupancy 4841 106,391 119,428 134,062
Port Maint. Foremen Shore Cargo 1688 37,097 41,643 46,745
Port Maint. Horkers Shore Cargo 25147 552,560 620,268 696,223
Equip. Operators Shore Cargo 27660 607,888 682,375 765,990
Mechanic Foreman Shore C.argo 11000 241,748 271,371 304,623
Mechanics Shore Cargo 28639 629,403 706,527 793,102
Stevedor Supervisor Ship Cargo 26770 588,329 660,420 741,345
Stevedor Foreman Ship Cargo 1412 31,032 34,835 39,103
Storage Shed Storage 36033 791,903 888,939 997,865
TOTAL 73844 1.622,884 1.821,744 2.044,972
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TABLE 3-12. FIXED LABOR COSTS - BERBERA PORT
IN SO.SH

POSTION COST CENTER SALARY/ SOCIAL ANNUAL SALARIES AND BENEFlfrS-_..
1984 1985 1986ALLOCATION MONTH BENEFITS

----
Chief Pilot Dues 2859 23.322 66,678 74,813 83,940
Port Managers Shore Cargo 3522 (Welfare 82,140 92,161 103,405x
Accountant Shore Cargo 1580 12 IIDnths) 36,848 Lf 1,343' 46,387
Clerks Shore Cargo 9348 218,014 244,612 272,454
Pilot Pilotage 4525 105,532 118,407 132,852
Tug Master Towage 7140 166,519 186,834 209,628
Crewmen Towage 21732 50~,834 568,668 638,045
Line Winch Holders Mooring 4050 94,454 105,977 118,906
Foreman Mooring 1530 . 35,683 40,036 44,921
Quay Maintenance Occupancy 7441 173,539 194,711 218,465
Port Maint. Foremen Shore Cargo 1180 27,520 30,877 34,644
Port Maint. Workers Shore Cargo 11214 261,533 293,440 329,240
Equip. Operators Shore Cargo 11507 268,366 301,106 337,841
Mechanic Forem~n Shore C.argo 1673 39,018 43,778 49,119
Hechanics Shore Cargo 22987 536,103 601,507 674,891
Stevedor Supervisor Ship Cargo 2520 58,771 65,941 73,986
Stevedor Foreman Ship Cargo 1488 34,703 38,937 L.3 , 687
Storage Shed Storage 4072 94,967 106,553 119,552
TOTAL 120368 2.807,222 3.149,701 3.533,963
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TABLE 3-13. FIXED LABOR COSTS - KISMAYO PORT
IN SO.SH

POSTION - COST CENTER SALARY/ SOCIAL ANNUAL SALARIES AND BENEFPrS
ALLOCATION MONTH BENEFlrrs 1984 1985 1986

-- - ~ ~~---- ...• -_. ---
Chief Pilot Dues 2566 25.0107 6/. , 177 72,007 80,972
Port Managers Shore Cargo 2520 (Welfare 63,027 70,716 79 , 3/.3

Accountant Shore Cargo 1320 x 33,014 37,042 1.1,56112 tmnths)
Clerks Shore Cargo 5128 128,505 144,183 161,773
Pilot Pilotage 2120 53,023 59,492 66,750
Tug Master Towage 3132 78,334 87,891 98,614
Crewmen Towage 5600 140,060 157,147 176,319
Line Winch Holders Mooring 9060 226,597 254,242 285,260

Foreman Mooring 1270 31,764 35,639 39,987
Quay Maintenance . Occupancy 4287 107,221 120,302 134,979
Port Maint. Foremen Shore Cargo 1500 37,516 42,093 47,228

Port Maint. Workers Shore Cargo 6470 161,819 181,561 203,711

Equip. Operators Shore Cargo 3680 92,040 103,269 115,868

Mechanic Foreman Shore C.argo 1500 37,516 42,093 47,228
Mechanics Shore Cargo 8290 207,339 232,634 261,015

Stevedor Supervisor Ship Cargo 5140 128,555 144,239 161,836
'Stevedor Foreman Ship Cargo 1500 37,516 42,093 47 , 228

Sto~age Shed Storage 5287 132,231 148,363 166,463
TOTAL 70380 1.760,251, 1.975,006 2.216,135



Var iable labor costs consist of the' costs of stevedor ing on board a vessel,

paid according to the number of tons handled and the kind of cargo. Since

there were significant discrepancies between the SPA 1984 budget and the

calculations based on tons forecast by the SPA multiplied by the rates, the

higher SPA 1984 budget figures 'l'lere used. The budgeted income for 1984 was

then divided by the SPA cargo forecast excluding petroleum for that year, and

the resulting rate per ton was multiplied by the projected cargo to derive

variable labor costs for 1985 and 1986. Mogadishu port expenses also included

stevedore and overhead costs from Merca.*

Table 3-14.

The results are shown in

Var iable equipment operating costs compr ise fuel and maintenance for' cargo

handling equipment and tugs. Fuel consumption and maintenance estimates were

developed after consultation with manufacturers of equipment similar to that

used in the Somali ports, and were converted to local currency. The next step

related operating cost to tons of cargo handled. Unfortunately, the ports do

not keep records of equipment running time per day. The only information

available was a daily tally of equipment available and working in rwiogadishu

port for the years 1982 and 1983. At the suggestion of the port manager, each

piece of equipment was assumed to work 12 hours each day it was running. From

these daily records, the data were reworked and consolidated to give average

running hours per year for each piece of equipment for the two years.

*The situation of Merca port is unique. Located 110 km south of Mogadishu, it
was used to load bananas by lighter. Although the port is no longer in
operation, it maintains· offices, staff, and stevedores. ~'1henever there are
banana vessels at Mogadishu to be loaded, staff and stevedor~s come from Merca
to do the job. Fees from the banana boats and cargo handling are paid to
Merca with Mogadishu port providing free a berth, pilot, and tugs.
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TABLE 3-14. VARIABLE LABOR COSTS
IN SO.SH

MOGADISHU

KISMAYO

'BERBERA

27.50/per ton

Tons*

Cost

26/per ton

Tons*

Cost

17/per ton

Tons*

Cost

.1984

654.400

18.014.400

109.150

2.837.900

356.460

6.059.820

.1985

683.040

18.802.805

116.244

3.022.344

369.633

6.283.761

.1986

713.533

19.622.158

124.915

3.247.790

383.311

6.516.287

* Not including petroleum shipments.
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Next, the hours were multiplied by the cost per hour and divided by tons of

general cargo. The resulting rate of 6.63 shillings per ton of general cargo

was then multiplied by the general cargo volumes in each port to derive the

. total maintenance and fuel costs for each year for each port. It should be

noted that the foregoing methodology assumes the same mix of equipment,

labor/equipment ratio, and maintenance practices in all ports. Since

equipment utilization data were lacking for Berbera and Kismayo, the Mogadishu

assumptions were used, which -are bel ieved to be reasonable for all ports.

Equipment is rarely used for cement and bananas because they are taken to and

removed from the ship directly by the trucks that transport them to and from

the port. Livestock are herded to the ship's side for loading. However,

general cargo is nearly always taken to cargo sheds or container yards to

await customs processing and requires the use of shore handling equiPment.

3.7 AMORTIZATION AND REVALUATION OF ASSETS BY PORT

The asset records of the Somali Port Authority were the basic source of data

for the amortization costs by port. In 1977, all of the assets then in

existence had been revaluated during the Price Waterhouse study and the values

had been entered on cards. Unfortunately, this card file had not been

maintained and no revaluation of assets had taken place since, mainly due to

staffing problems. For some years, assets had not been entered •

. For calculation purposes, the value of assets that would be in existence

during the years 1984, 1985, and 1986 was obtained as follows. In addition to

the SPA asset records, the SPA 1984 budget was used for values added in that
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year. For estimates of major projects not yet completed, the Government

Planning Office provided a copy of their plan for Funding of Public Investment

through 1986, which is summarized in Table 3-15.

Expected investment in cargo-handling equipment for 1985-1986 was not

available, except for an estimate made for Kismayo port by Parsons

Bcinckerhoff. The assets by port were then distributed among the cost centers

defined by the different port fees, by year of capitalization, life, and gross

book value (GBV) in Somali shillings.

The GBV figures were then amortized assuming an interest of 7.5 percent which

was a weighted average of the interest paid on one year deposi ts in Somali

banks between 1979 and 1983. During this time, rates increased from 5.5

percent in 1979 to 9.5 percent in 1982. Where they differed, the amortization

per iods were changed to conform wi th the schedule of average asset lives

prepared by Price Waterhouse. The yearly amortization was summed for each

cost/revenue center and then for each port. Amortization of SPA headquarters

was distributed among the ports in accordance with the percent of total cargo

movement through each port in the 1984 SPA plan.

Since SPA assets had not been revalued since 1977, it was necessary to update

them to reflect present replacement costs. As an approximation, an index was

constructed based on the US capi tal goods index* to revalue the assets to

1984. Since SPA finances are reflected in Somali shillings, a second index

was constructed based on the shilling/dollar exchange rate so that the

*From International Financial Statistics, 1983.
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TABLE 3-15. SCHEDULE OF ~~JOR INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS INCLUDED IN STUDY*

(In Millions of US$)

1982

Kismayo Port Rehabilitation

Berbera Port Extension

1983

9.0

1984

6.0

21.0

1985

14.5

10.0

1986

21.5

Total

42.0

40.0

Mogadishu Port Extension 4.9 2.0 1.4 1.7 10.0

*SOURCE:

NOT,E:

National Planning Ministry

According to the Somali government plan, the Kismayo rehabilitation
was assumed to be capitalized by 1986. These assumptions were
maintained in the study even though capitalization is, in fact,
scheduled to take place in 1987.
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shilling revaluation would reflect the dollar equivalents. For the years 1984

through 1986, it was assumed that the dollar/shilling exchange rate would

remain constant at 17.38 and that inflation in us dollars would continue at 5

percent annually. The indexes are shown in Table 3-16. To account for price

increases during the years 1984 through 1986, an annuity was calculated based

on the revalued gross book value, assuming 5 percent annual inflation and 7.5

percent interest to be used as a reserve for replacement to cover price

increases in shillings. This annuity was calculated for each asset and added

to the amortization to obtain total amortization plus reserve for revaluation.

The relevant values for all the assets under a given cost center as defined in

paragraph 3.2 were summed and the totals entered in the line "Amortization" of

Tables 3-17, 3-18, and 3-19.

3.8 FINANCIAL ANALYSIS

3.8.1 Financial Results

The financial results of the present fee structure are shown in Tables 3-17,

3-18, and 3-19 for Mogadishu, Berbera, and Kismayo respectively. Costs and

revenues have been distr ibuted among the var ious cost centers in accordance

with the criteria outlined in paragraph 3.2. The costs for miscellaneous ship

charges and equipment are not shown separately, but are included in the other

cost centers. However, revenues for these items are shown separately. Totals

in each category are given for the years 1984, 1985, and 1986. Below the

total cost for each year is income from fees, harbor tax, and the difference

between costs and revenues.·
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TABLE 3-16. INFLATION-REVALUATION INDEX

For : 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984
From:
1977 1.00 1.076 1.205 1.378 1.511 1.573 1.636 1.701
1978 1.000 1.581
1979 1.000 N/A 1.412
1980 1.000 1.234
1981 1.000 1.125
1982 1.000 1.081
1983 1.000 1.040
1984 1.000

us $ INFLATION + SO.SH. DEVALUATION

For : 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984
From:
1977 1.000 1.076 1.205 1.378 1.511 2.129 3.951 4.702
1978 1.000 4.370
1979 1.000 N/A 3.902
1980 1.000 3.413
1981 1.000 3.110
1982 1.000 2.208
1983 1.000 1.190
1984 1.000
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TABLE 3-17. FINANCIAL RESULTS - MOGADISHU· NEW PORT: DISTRIBUTION OF VARIABLE AND FIXED
COST TO COST CENTERS IN SO.SH

cosr CfNI'ER PORT DUES ENfRANCE 'ltMAGE PII1JfAGE OCCUPANCY H)ORING Sl'EVF.JX)RING
1984

Labor Costs - Fixed 58 569 981 324 145 599 106 391 270 319 619 361
Variable 18 014 400 **

Equiplrent - Fixed 20 000 3 046 000 403 000
Variable 1 659 992 276 654

Facility/Amortization 1 135 250 1 071 000 8 834 500
Overhead/Distribution 9 243 250

1Uli\L COST 10 457 069 1 071 000 5 687 316 825 253 8 940 891 270 319 18 633 761
Fee lncane & Harbor Tax 1,836 940 7 364 700 4 637 260 3 060 062 6 654 500 631 924 21 523 834

Surplus/DefiCit ( 8 620 129) 6 293 700 (1 050 056) 2 234 809 (2 286 391) 361 605 2 890 073
7. of lncum ( 4697.) 857. ( .237.) 737. ( 347.) 577. 137.

T9lf5

Labor Costs - Fixed 65 746 1 101 551 163 440 119 428 303 4/,3 695 255
I Variable 18 802 805 **
~

Equiplrent - Fixed 20 000 3 046 000 50 000U1
I Variable 1 736 372 289 384

Facility/Amortization 2 221 500 1 071 000 10 304 500
Overhead/Distribution 10 352 440

TOTAL fiST 12'659'686 1 071 000 5 883 923 502 824 10 423 928 303 443 19 498 060
Fee IncOll'e & Harbor Tax 1 913 770 7 669 050 4 835 360 3 i87 079 6 955 200 660 264 22 /,27 604

SurplUS/Deficit (10 745 916) 6 598 050 (l 048 563) 2 684 255 ( 3 468 728) 356 821 2 929 5/,/,
%of lncare ( 561%) 867. ( 227.) 847. ( 50%) 5/,7. 13%

1986

Labor Costs - Fixed 73 802 1 236 552 183 467 134 062 340 625 780 448
Variable 19 622 158.**

Equipment - Fixed 3 046 000 50 000
Variable 1 817 844 302 912

Facility/Amortization 2 221 250 1 071 000 10 304 500
Overhepd/Distribution 11 594 733

'rorAL COST 13 889 785 1 071 000 6 100 396 536 379 10 438 562 340 625 20 402 606
Fee lncOire & Harbor Tax 2 004 130 8 029 400 5 065 360 3 346 893 7 265 350 691 264 23·343 415

SurplUS/Deficit (11 885 655) 6 958 400 (l 035 036) 2 810 514 (3 173 212) 350 639 2 940 809
7. of lncane ( 5937.) 8n: ( 207.) 84% ( 447.) 417. 13%

* spA Plan
**lncludes·Merca Port
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TABLE 3-18. FINANCIAL RESULTS - BERBERA PORT: DISTRIBUTION OF VARIABLE AND FIXED COST
TO COST CENTERS IN SO.SH

rosr CENI'ER PORT DUES ENI'RANCE T<:MAGE PIWfAGE OCCUPANCY MX)RI~ SI;EVEOOIUNG
1984

Labor Costs - Fixed 66 678 673 353 105 532 173 539 130 137 93 /17/1
Variable 6 059 820

Equipment Costs - Fixed 817 000 14 000
Variable 316 692 105 458

Facility Amortization 3 011 500 8 575 500
Overhead/Distribution 3 200 946

TOTAL msrs 6 279 124 1 807 045 224 990 8 749 039 130 137 6 156 291,

Fee InCOOle &Harbor Tax 690 300 773 690 3 285 080 1 263 271 2 895 500 478 356 12 8/,5 090

Surplus/Deficit (5 588 824) 773 690 1 478 035 1 038 281 ( 5 853 539) 31,8 219 6 688 796
%of Incane ( 809%) 100% . 44% 82% ( 102%) 73% 52%

1985
I

-.J Labor Costs - Fixed 74 813 755 502 118 407 194 711 H6013 104 878-.J
I Variable 6 283 761

Equipm::nt Costs - Fixed 817 000 14 000
Variable 328 730 109 467

Facility Amortization 2 988 500 42 936 000
Overhead/Distribution 3 585 059

TCYfAL msrs 6 648 372 1 901 232 241 874 43 130 711 1116 013 6 388 639
Fee Inccrne &Harbor Tax 718 280 805 560 3 412 960 1320 306 2 999 100 /,97 104 13 263 310

Surplus/Deficit (5 930 092) 805 560 1 511 728 1 078 432 (40 131 611) 351 091 6 874 671
%of Incane ( 826%) 100% 44% 81% ( 13387.) 71% 52%

1986

Labor Costs - Fixed 83 940 847 673 132 852 218 465 163 827 117 673
Variable 6 516 287

Equipnent Costs - Fixed 817 000 14 000
. Variable 339042 113167 --Faci1ity'Amortization 2 814 500 42 936 000Overhead/Distribution 4 015 266

TOTAL msrs 6 913 706 2 004 515 260 019 43 154 465 163 827 6 633 960Fee Income &Harbor Tax 744 240 835 200 3 531 220 1 374 060 3 092 200 514 472 13 639 971

Surplus/Deficit (6 169 466) 835 200 1 526 705 1 114 041 (40 062 265) 350 645 7 006 011
i. of Incane ( 829i.) 1007. 43% 81i. ( 1296%) 68i. 51%

* SPA Plan



TABLE 3-18. FINANCIAL RESULTS - BERBERA PORT: DISTRIBUTION OF VARIABLE AND FIXED COST
TO COST CENTERS IN SO.SH (Continued)

mST CENTER SIORE HANDLING WlIARFAGE SIDRAGE anIFR SHIP CHARGES EQUIPMENT RmrAL 'lorAL
1984 Labor Costs - Fixed 1 469 542 94 967 2 807 222

Variable 6 059 820
Equipment - Fixed 3 121 000 3 952 000

Variable 1 919 979 2 3/.2 129
Facility Amortization 11 587 000 529 000 23 703 000
Overhead/Distribution 3 200 945 6 I.m 890

TOTAL COST 6 510 521 14 787 945 623 967 1.5 269 062
Fee Incane & Harbor Tax 24 536 020 8 000 000 . 4 000 000* 190 000* 1 020 OOO-k 59 977 309

Surplus/Deficit 18 025 499 ( 6 787 945) 3 376 033 190 000 1 020 000 14 708 2/.5
%of Inca-ne 73% ( 847.) 847. 257.

1985
I Labor Costs - Fixed 1 648 824 106 553 3 11.9 701

-...J Variable 6 283 761co
I Equipment - Fixed 2 069 000 2 900 000

Variable 1 992 420 2 430 617
Facility Amortization 45 924 500 529 000 92 378 000
Overhead/Distribution 3 585 059 7 170 118

TOTAL fiST 5 710 244 49 509 559 635 553 Ill. 312 197
Fee Inca-ne & Harbor Tax 25 365 502 8 320 000 4 160 000 197 220 1 060 800 62 120 11.2

SurplUS/Deficit 19 655 258 (41 489 559) 3 524 447 197 220 1 060 800 52 192 055)
%of Inc~ 77% ( 495%) 85% B47.)

1986
Labor Costs - Fixed 1 815 337 119 552 3 499 319

Variable 6 516 287
Equipnent - Fixed 2 069 000 2 900 000

Variable 2 067 670 2 520 679
Facility Amortization 45 750 500 529 000 92 030 000
Overhead/Distribution 4 015 266 8 030 532

TOTAL COST 5 952 007 49 765 766 648 552 115 496 817
Fee Incane & Harbor Tax 26 119 874 8 652 800 4 326 400 204 714 1 103 232 6ft 138 383

SurplUS/Deficit 20 16] 867 (41 112 966) 3 677 848 204 714 1 103 232 ( 51 358 434)
%of Incane 777.. ( 475%) 857.. ( 80%)

* SPA Plan



TABLE 3-19. FINANCIAL RESULTS - KISMAYO PORT: DISTRIBUTION OF VARIABLE AND FIXED COST
TO COST CENTERS IN SO.SH

ffiST CENI'ER PORT DUES ENTRANCE TOOAGE PTI..OTAGE OCQJPANCY lvlXlRIt-K; Sl1.VEOORIl'K;
T91J4

Labor Costs -Fixed 64 177 218 394 53 023 107 221 258 36] 166 071
Variable 2 837 900

Equipment Costs - Fixed 3 324 000 47 000
Variable 743 432 123 900

Facility Amortization 3 306 500 14 435 000 6 617 000
Overhead 1 387 772

TOfAL COSI' 4 758 4/.9 14 435 000 4 285 826 223 923 6 724 221 258 361 3 003 971
Fee Incane &luu-bor Tax 1 063 150 1 663 350 1 541 340 850 5/12 1 862 925 256 608 2 005 986

Surplus/Deficit (3 695 299) (12 771 650) (2 744 486) 626 619 (4 861 296) 1 753) 997 985)
%of Incane ( 347%) ( 768%) ( 1787.) 737- ( 16!i.:) .7%) 50%)

1985

J
Labor Costs - Fixed 72 007 245 038 59 492 120 303 289 881 186 332

-..J Variable 3 022 3/.4
\D Equipment Costs - Fixed 970 000 47 000I

Variable 794 352 132 339
Facility Amortization 3 154 500 14 435 000 17 187 500
Overhead 1 554 304

1UfAL COSI' 4 780 811 14 435 000 2 009 390 238 831 17 307 802 289 881 3 208 676
Fee Incane & Harbor Tax 1 136 160 1 777 600 1 647 040 909 532 1 987 775 274 260 2 08/. 952

Surplus/Deficit (3 644 651) (12 657 400) 362 350) 670 701 (15 320 027) 15 621) (] 123 72/.)
%of Inc~ ( 321%) ( 712%) 22%) 74% ( 771%) 6%) ( 5370)

1986

Labor Costs - Fixed 80 972 274 933 66 750 134 979 325 247 209 064
Variable 3 2/.7 790

Equipment Costs - Fixed 970 000 47 000
Variable 855 456 142 519

Facility Amortization 4 242 000 16 691 000 34 375 000
Overhead 1 740 821

1UfAL CDSI' 6 063 793 16 691 000 2 100 389 256 269 34 509 979 325 2/.7 3 456 854
Fee Incane & Harbor Tax 1 229 620 1 921 000 1 776 400 989 886 2 129 825 296 012 2 182 750

Surplus/Deficit (4 83/, 173) (14 770 000) 323 989) 733 617 (32 380 1~) 29 235) (l 27/. 104).
%of Incanc ( 3937.) ( 769%) 18%) 74% ( 1520%) 10%) ( 58%)



TABLE 3-19. FINANCIAL RESULTS - KISMAYO PORT: DISTRIBUTION OF VARIABLE AND FIXED COST
TO COST CENTERS IN SO.SH (Continued)

roSY CENTER SIIOHE IIANOLING WHARFAGE SIORAGE OilIER SHIP CIIAHGES EQUIIW~r tfsI7iTl:NL~-njJ'AL--

1984
Labor Costs - Fixed 760 776 132 231 1 760 25l,

Variable 2 8)7 900
Equipuent - Fixed 857 000 5 228 000

Vadable 331 419 1 198 751
Facility Amortization 9 923 500 2 060 000 36 )l,2 000
Overl1ead 1 387 172 2 775 5l,l,

'JurAL COSY' 2 9l,9 195 11 311 272 2 192 231 50 l l,2 l,l,9
Fee Incane & Harbor Tax 6 556, 093 2 000 0001, 1 000 000* 210 000* 670 DOD"; 19 679 994

Surplus/Deficit 3 606 898 ( 9 311 272) ( 1 192 231) 210 000 670 000 ( 30 l,62 455)
Z of Incane 55% ( l,65%) ( 11970) ( 155%)

1985
I

c:> Labor Costs - Fixed 853 591 148 363 1 975 006
0 Variable ) 022 )l,l,
I

Equipment - Fixed 1 492 000 2 509 000
Variable 344 110 1 270 801

Facility Amortization 20 342 000 2 060 000 57 179 000
Overhead 1 554 304 3 108 609

'rurAL COST 2 689 701 21 896 304 2 208 363 69 OM 760
Fee Incane & HarbOr Tax 7 015 832 2 080 000 . 1 040 000 217 000 696 800 20 866 952

Surplus/Deficit 4 326 131 (19 816 304) ( 1 168 363) 217 000 696 800 ( 48 197 808)
%of Incane 61% ( 953%) ( 11270)

1986

Labor Costs - Fixed 957 727 166 463 2 216 135
Variable 3 247 790

Equipncnt - Fixed 5 216 000 6 233 000
Variable 357 286 1 355 261

Facility Amortization 38 617 000 2 060 000 95 985 000
Overhead 1 740 821 ) 481 6l,2

'IOTA!. COST 6 531 013 40 357 821 2 226 463 112 518 828
Fee Income &Harbor Tax 7 494 410 2 163 200 1 081 600 226 000 72l, 672 22 215 375

Surplus/Deficit 963 397 (38 194 621) ( 1 145 863) 226 000 724672 ( 90 303 453)
i. of IncclTlC 137- ( 1765%) ( , 1067.)

* SPA Plan



In comparing the three ports for 1984, the last "normal" year before the

impacts of the Berbera port expansion and the Kismayo rehabilitation,

Mogadishu and Berbera show surpluses in each cost center, with the exception

of occupancy, port dues, wharfage, and, in the case of Mogadishu, towage.

Occupancy costs are high because they include half the amortization of quays

in both por.ts. Towage in Mogadishu is negative due to the much greater tug

effort required in getting ships in and out because of strong currents, winds,

and high seas. With its better natural protection, Berbera harbor is easier

to enter and leave and tugs are often not required even for large vessels.

Ship income is generally lower in Berbera, even though a like number of calls

is projected for each port, because smaller sized ships \'1ith smaller cargoes

call there. Port dues are low relative to the overhead costs. The same is

true with wharfage, indicating that the harbor tax recovered in customs is not

sufficient to cover 50 percent of quay costs and overhead charged to cargo.

HO\,lever, income from shore handling is more than sufficient to cover the

difference.

Under "Surplus/Deficit," the surplus as a "percent of total income" is given

for each cost center. This indicates the comparative "profitabili ty" of each

center. Several items become apparent immediately. First, the most

"profitable" fees are entrance,storage, and pilotage. Since it is a natural

harbor, Berbera has no dredging and breakwater costs. Mogadishu has a

breakwater, but no dredging. Navigation aids are minimal in both cases; their

costs are not discriminated in SPA records. storage fees appear to yield good

income compared with labor and amortization costs of the sheds. Pilotage fees

are similar to towage, but the pilotage costs are far less since they include

only the pilots, boat crew, and boat.
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Finally, in spite of the negative cost centers, the overall results for both

Mogadishu and Berbera are positive, with surpluses of 32 percent and 25

percent, respectively, over costs for 1984.

°Kismayo port in 1984 ~s another matter. With the exception of port dues and

pilotage, all other cost centers are negative. The problem wi th Kismayo is

unique among the Somali ports -- a combination of high infrastructure cost and

low traffic volumes. In spite of Kismayo having the highest tariff rates for

port dues (from double to triple those of Mogadishu), in order to reach the

break-even point, traffic volumes would have to be at least one and a half

times their present volume. However, it can be seen that Kismayo charges

cover all costs except those of the amortization of the port facilities.

The financial situation in Berbera and Kismayo deteriorates very rapidly in

1985 and 1986, because the Berbera port extension and the °Kismayo port

rehabilitation are capitalized during those years. Berbera will be completed

in 1985 , and Kismayo was assumed to have t\110 berths in 1985 and two more in

1986. Amortization costs increase substantially, causing deficits for Kismayo

alone of 48 million and 90 million shillings in 1985 and 1986. Berbera

generates a defici t of over 50 million for the two years, less than does
,

Kismayo, due to its higher receipts.

The financial situation is summarized for all Somali ports, and by cost center

in Table 3-20. In 1984, the "normal" year, both Mogadishu and Berbera realize

surpluses that are sufficient to cover Kismayo and show a surplus of 11

percent. However, due to the negative balance of Kismayo and Berbera projects

in 1985 and 1986, the surpluses earned by Mogadishu are not sufficient. The
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FIGURE 3-20. FINANCIAL RESULTS - SURPLUS BY COST CENTER PER YEAR - ALL SOMALI POR'rS
IN (000 ) SO.SH

Cost Center 1984 1985. 1986
Income Cost Sur'plus % Income Cost Surplus % Income Cost Surplus %

Port Dues 3590 21494 (17904) (498%) 3768 24089 (20321) (539%) 3978 26868 (22890) (575%)

Entrance 9802 15505 ( 5703) ( 58%) 10253 15505 ( 5252) ( 51%) 10785 17762 ( 6977) ( 65%)

Towage 9464 11780 ( 2316) ( 24%) 9895 9794 101 1% 10372 10205 167 2%
Occupancy 11413 24414 (13001) (114%) 11942 70863 (58921) (L,93 %) 12507 88103 (75596) (60l, %)

Pilotage 5173 1274 3899 75% 5417 984 4433 82% 5711 1052 4659 82%
I Mooring 1367 658 709 51% 1431 739 692 48% 1501 830 671 45%ro

w
I Stevedoring 36375 27794 8581 24% 37776 29095 8681 23% 39166 3049L, 8672 22%

Shore 76071 30374 45697 60% 79493 21634 (57859) 73% 82780 26207 (56573) (68%)
Handling

Storage 25000 5668 19332 77% 26000 5793 20207 77% 27040 5933 21107 78%

Misc.Ship .1020 1020 1058 1058 1099 1099
Charge
(Anchorage,
etc. )

-
Equipment 4990 4990 5190 5190 5379 5379
Rental

Hharfage 26000 45312 (19312) ( 74%) 27040 94284 (67244) (248%) 28123 114244 (86121) (306%)

TOTAL 210265 184273 25992 11% 219263 272780 (53517) ( 24%) 228441 321698 (93257) ( 41%)
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result is a cumulative deficit for all three ports of over 120 million

shillings by the end of 1986.

3.8.2 Deficit Coverage Alternatives

How, then, can the deficits be covered? Assuming that this must be done from

internal funding, there are two ways it can be accomplished. The first is by

each port handling its own financing and the second is from cross

subsidization. Each will be examined in turn.

1. Individual Port Financing

Ideally, each port should be autonomous in the sense that it is

respons ible for its own operations and improvements. In this case, each

port would collect enough in fees to cover its investment amortization.

What this would mean to each port can be seen in Table 3-21. Since

Mogadishu has no deficit, no fee increases would be necessary. However,

Kismayo would be required to almost double its fees just to meet current

costs and more than quadruple them by 1986 to cover the costs of

rehabilitation. Berbera would have to double its fees by 1985.

The major problem wi th this is that traffic volumes \'lould fall both at

Berbera and Kismayo due to competition from other ports. Large increases

in Berbera rates would mean more cargo coming through Dj ibouti (see

paragraph 2.3) as well as through the small ports and non-ports (beaches)

on the north coast, resulting in losses not only in port fees but also in

customs revenues.

to Mogadishu.

Higher fees in Klsmayo \-lould probably divert traffic

-84-
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TABLE 3-21. 'ANNUAL PERCENTAGE INCREASES IN PORT FEES
NECESSARY TO OFFSET PROJECTED DEFICITS

PORT MOGADISHU BERBERA KISMAYO ALL PORTS

Year

1984 155 %

1985 84 % 30 % 24.4 %

1986 53 % 13.1 %

ACCUMULATED 84 % 407 % 40.8 %
INCREASES

-35-
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2. Cross Subsidization

The other alternative is cross subsidization, which generally means

covering the defici ts at some ports by those making surpluses. The

argument against this is that inefficiencies tend to be perpetuated when

the port concerned is not required to correct them. However, in the case

of Somalia, the question is not operational inefficiency but extensive

investments in port facili ties. This toge ther wi th the problems of

competition previously cited would suggest that cross subsidization would

be the prefer red al ternative. The annual percentage increases in port

fees necessary for all ports to offset projected deficits are shown in

Table 3-21. The table indicates that the fees should be increased 24.4

percent the first year in which the Berbera port extension and the first

two berths of Kismayo are capitalized, reaching 40.8 percent accumulated

increase over present fees by 1986 with completion of the Kismayo

rehabilitation.

The next question is where the burdens of the charge should be placed: on

ship, cargo, both, or something else. As the structures being built in both

Kismayo and Berber a are quays, used equally by ships as well as cargo, the

income should be borne by both. If so, the question becomes which fees should

be raised. Raising all fees proportionally creates problems because it

distorts the cost/revenue relationship of the cost centers; that is, the

revenue from any cost center should reflect the cost of providing that

service. Alternatively, since the investments are in quays, the cost centers

of occupancy and wharfage could each absorb 50 percent of the costs. . This

would, of 'course, raise these fees considerably.
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occupancy rates would have to be 176 shillings per meter LOA per day instead

of the current 25 shillings.

Another alternative is to include the amount as a surcharge per ton of cargo,

which would be 68.21 shillings per ton import plus export, or 83.13 shillings

per ton of imports. The objection to this method would be that it

discriminates against low-value/high-weight cargoes (such as cement) and

bagged cargo (largely food), and conversely favors high-value/low-weight items

(such as video sets). A final possibility would be to make it an ad valorem

tax, such as the harbor tax • The deficit could be covered by raising the

. harbor tax from 3 to 13 percent by 1986. Since it does not discriminate

against basic foodstuffs and bulky items (such as building materials and heavy

machinery) needed for development projects, and since it does not distort fees

by throwing some far out of line, it is the most reasonable alternative. The

higher harbor tax could also be coupled with increases in occupancy charges,

which would have the effect of shifting part of the burden to ship owners,

particularly if the port facilities, especially the port extension in Berbera,

do not result in lower freight rates due to reduced ship waiting time.

Ul timately, the best solution would be to distr ibute the burden bet\veen the

harbor tax and berth occupancy, the percent shared by each dependent upon

negotiations wi th both ship and cargo owners. Tables 3-22 and 3-23 shov7 the

summary financial statements for Kismayo and all ports respecti vely, assuming

equal increases in the harbor tax and ber th occupancy to cover the cos ts of

the Berbera port extension and the Kisrnayo .port rehabilitation. Nharfage fees

would increase from their present 3 percent to 6 percent in 1985 and to 8.2

percent in 1986. Occupancy, which is currently 25 shillings per meter LOA,

-87-
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TABLE 3-22. SUMMARY OF,SURPLUS BY COST CENTER PER YEAR WITH IMPACT OF FEE INCREASES - KISMAYO PORT

IN (000) SO.SH

1984 1985 1986--
Cost Center Income Cost Surplus % Income Cost Surplus % Income Cost Surplus %

Port Dues 1063 4758 ( 3695) (347%) 1136 4781 ( 3645) (321%) 1230 6064 ( 4834) (373%)

Entrance 1663 14435 (12772) (768%) 1778 14435 (12657) (712%) 1921 16691 (14770) (769%)

Towage 1541 4286 ( 2745) (178%) 1647 2009 ( 362) ( 22%) 1776 2100 ( 324) ,( 18%)

Occupancy 1863 6724 ( 4861) (161%) 6440 17308 (10868) (169%) 10564 34510 ( 23946) (227 90)

Pilotage 851 224 627 73% 910 239 671 74% ~ 990 256 734 74%

Mooring 257 258 ( 1) ( 1%) 274 290 ( 16) ( 6%) 296 325 ( 29) ( 10%)

Stevedoring 2006 3004 ( 998) ( 50%) 2085 3209 ( 1124) ( 53%) 2183 3457 ( 1274) ( 58%)

Shore 6556 2949 3607 55% 7016 2690 4326 61% 7494- 6531 963 13%
Handling

Storage 1000 2192 ( 1192) (119%) 1040 2208 ( 1168) (112%) 1082 2226 ( 1146) (106%)

Misc. Ship 210 -- 210 100% 217 -- 217 100% 226 -- 226 100%
Charge
(Anchorage,
etc. ) ~

Equipment 670 -- 670 10096 697 -- 697 100% 725 -- 725 100%
Rental .

Wharfage 2000 1131 ( 9311) (465%) 4160 21896 (17736) (426%) 5467 40358 (34981) (638%)

TOTAL 19680 50142 (30462) (155%) 27400 69065 (41665) (152%) 38954 112519 (78565 ) (231%)
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TABLE 3-23. SUMMARY OF SURPLUS BY COST CENTER PER YEAR WITH IMPACT OF FEE INCREASES - ALL SOMALI PORTS

IN (000) SO.SH

I -----
1984 1985 I 1986-- I --

Cost Center Income Cost Surplus % Income Cost Surplus % Income Cost Surplus &

Port Dues 3590 21494 (17904) (498%) 3768 24089 (20321) (539%) 3978 26868 (22890) (575%)

Entrance 9802 15505 ( 5703) ( 58%) 10253 15505 ( 5252) ( 51%) 10785 17762 ( 6977) ( 6590)

Towage 9464 11780 ( 2316) ( 24%) 9895 9794 101 1% 10372 10205 167 2%

Occupancy 11413 24414 (13001) (114%) 38730 70863 (32133) ( 83%) 59136 88103 . (28967) ( 499,;)

. Pilotage 5173 1274 3899 75% 5417 984 4433 82% 5711 1052 4659 82%

Mooring 1367 658 709 51% 1431 739 692 48% 1501 830 671 45%

Stevedoring 36375 27794 8581 24% 37776 29095 8681 23% 39166 30494 8672 22%

Shore 76071 30374 45697 60% 79493 21634 57859 73% 82780 26207 56573 68%
Handling

Storage 25000 5668 19332 77% 26000 5793 20207 77% 27040 5933 21107 78%

Misc.
r

Ship 1020 -- 1020 -- 1058 -- 1058 -- 1099 -- 1099 --
Charge

i

(Anchorage: I

etc. )

Equipment 4990 -- 4990 5190 5190 -- 5379 .,..- 5379 --
-Rental

Wharfage 26000 45312 (19312) ( 74%) 53828 94284 (40456) ( 75%) 74752 -114244 (39492) ( 53%)

TOTAL 210265 184273 25992 11% 272839 272780 59 0 J 321699 321698 1 0
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would be increased to 81 shillings per meter in 1985 and to 124 shillings in

1986.

3.9 SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

As previously stated, one of the study directives was to determine what

revenue increases would be necessary to cover the amortization of the Kismayo

port rehabilitation and the expansion of Mogadishu and Berbera ports, as well

as operating costs and expenses. Increases in revenue could be accomplished

in two ways. First, port fees could remain at current levels, with increases

in cargo volumes alone bringing revenues to a level where they covered costs.

This would happen because as cargo volumes. increase, revenues from more ship

calls and greater tonnage of cargo being handled increase. Although variable

costs also increase proportionately, re~lenues per ton are the greater amount

and there would be a cargo level at which the "break-even" point \lJould be

reached, i.e., the increasing revenues would become equal to fixed plus

variable costs.

The second method, as detailed in paragraph 3.8, is to increase current fee

levels sufficiently by 1986 to cover all costs, or "break even" by then. It

was sho\m that under basic assumptions of· an average 5 percent annual cargo

volume increase, fees would have to be increased by over 40 percent by 1986.

But, what if volumes are less or greater? In these cases, how much should the

increase be? The purpose of this section is to examine these questions under

assumptions of different levels of cargo volumes.

For the purpose of analysis, three alternative cargo volume levels were

assumed. The first was the base case, outlined in paragraph 3.4 which
-90-



postulated -a 5 percent annual increase in cargo volumes. The second

alternative assumed an annual increase of 3 percent less than the base case,

or effectively a 2 percent annual growth rate, \vhile the third alternative

assumed an annual growth rate 3 percent higher than the base case, or

effectively 8 percent per annum.

The 1986 costs and revenues per ton were used since this is the year in which

all projects are assumed to have been capitalized. Variable costs were

assumed to include all labor costs and equipment costs. Fixed costs consisted

of facility amortization and overhead costs.

for 1986.

Income was the average per ton

The first analysis determined when the break-even point would be reached,

assuming that present fee levels were maintained under the three alternative

hypotheses for cargo volume increases. . The results are shown in Figure 3-1.

Here, the fixed cost (FC) is shown along with income (Y) and variable co~t (C)

functions for each of the three cargo volume hypotheses.

points are in the following years:

The break-even

. On Figure:
Volume Hvpothesis Income Cost Break-Even Year

5% Volume Increase Yl Cl 1995
2% Volume Increase Y2 C2 2013
8% Volume Increase Y3 C3 1991

The second analysis involves two questions: (1) how will the projected volumes

affect the break-even point if the fees are increased by 41 percent by 1986,

and (2) assuming a break-even point is desired in 1986, how much greater or
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smaller must the increase be if the cargo volumes reflectin~ 2 percent and 8

percent increases are realized?

The answer to the first question is illustrated in Figure 3-2. Break even for

the 5 percent volume increase is 1986 by defini tioni that for the 2 percent

volume increase is 1989. The 8 percent volume increase breaks even before

1986 and, thus, is not illustrated.

Regarding the second question, if volumes increase 8 percent, a fee increase

of only 32 percent would be necessary in 1986 to cover all fixed and variable

costs instead of the 40 percent needed in the base case. Under the assumption

of a 2 percent volume increase, a fee increase of 47 percent would be needed

in 1986 to break even in that year.

An addi tional factor to be considered is that after breaking even, revenues

will exceed costs by a greater a~ount each year as cargo volumes increase. At

this point, the decision must be made as to what should be done with the

surplus. Depending upon the status of future port projects, the funds could

be placed into a reserve to help defray anti~~pated capital outlays, or could

be transferred to cargo owners in the form of progressive reductions in port

fees.

It can be seen from the first analysis that it is unwise to depend upon cargo

volumes alone to cover amortization costs of the new facilities. Therefore,

a fee increase is the preferred alternative to guarantee that funds \yill be

available to replace the facilities at Berbera and Kismayo when they reach the

end of their useful lives. As for the amount of the increase, 40. percent is
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Figure 3-2. Break-Even Years Assuming 41 Percent fee Increase·
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not unreasonable. Even considering the possible fluctuations in cargo

volumes, the plus 7 or minus 8 percent var iation in increases needed is not

great.

Finally, the foregoing analysis assumed that in the future port fees would be

var ied in accordance wi th any current devaluations and increases in local

costs that might take place. Corresponding adjustments for these occurrences

must then be added to the proposed increases.

3.10 ANALYSIS OF LEVELS AND METHODS OF CHARGING, AND SUGGESTIONS FOR

IMPROVEMENTS

As discusssed in par agraph 2.3, the SPA port tar iff structure has undergone

substantial revision following the Price Waterhouse studies of 1976-1977. The

SPA implemented most of the suggestions made by Price Waterhouse. While the

pr imary function of this study is to examine the adequacy of the level of

fees, a number of suggestions are offered for improvements in charges for

individual services to be made in view of recent trends in tariff structure in

major ports.

In addition, for certain fees, specifically those of equipment rental,

suggestions are made for increases to be implemented immediately so that the

costs of these services are covered. For those fees found to be higher than

necessary to cover present costs, no reductions are suggested until they could

be compensated by corresponding increases in under-recovered cost centers,

shown in Table 3-23, to maintain current overall SPA financial viability.
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3.10.1 Charges to Ships

First, the basis for ship charges, specifically dues, entrance, occupancy, and

towage, should be gross registered tonnage (GRT) rather than net registered

tonnage (NRT). NRT was suggested by Price Waterhouse on the basis of the

UNCTAD study on port pricing which showed that a majority of ports charged on

that basis. The trend nowadays, however, is to GRT. Mombasa, Dar es Salaam,

and Djibouti use GRT as the basis. The main reason for using GRT is that from

·the point of view of the port, it is the most reliable index of vessel size in

all three dimensions -- length, beam, and draft -- and thus the overall size

of the vessel for which port facilities and services must be provided. As

such, it provides a better indication of the depth of the channel for

entrance, t~g effort for towage, and general ship services for dues.

The present NRT tables can be converted to GRT tables by dividing current

charges by 1.5. This has been done in Table 3-24. The results are

approximate since the GRT ,groupings do not have a str ict relationship wi th

,current NRT brackets, consequently a dummy run should be made with the· GRT

rates to make sure that there are no revenue shortfalls. The conversion does

not affect the level of income, which is presently sufficient to cover all

costs. The income , ho\ye~,er , will have to be increased by the percentages

shown in Table 3-21 when the costs of the Berbera and Kismayo projects will be

capitalized.
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TABLE 3-24. SUGGESTED TARIFF RATES - SHIP ACCOUNT

Tariff Ship Sizes Un:'t for Mogadishu Berbara Kismayo
Charging So.Sh So.Sh So.Sh

Port Dues 1- 2000 GRT Per Ship/ 1333 666 1333
2001- 4000 GRT Per Call 2000 1333 4000
4001- 6000 GRT· 3333 2666 6666
6001- 8000 GRT 4000 3333 10000
8001-10000 GRT 4666 4000 13333

Above-10000 GRT 5333 4666 16666

Entrance 1- 2000 GRT Per Ship/ 3333 666 3333
2001- 4000 GRT Per Call 6666 1000 6666
4001- 6000 GRT 13333 3333 10000
6001- 8000 GRT 16666 4666 13333
8001-10000 GRT 20000 5666 16666

Above-10000 GRT 23333 6666 20000

Mooring 1- 2000 GRT Per Ship/
2001- 4000 GRT Operation
4001- 6000 GRT NO CHANGE
6001- 8000 GRT
8001-10000 GRT

Above-10000

Pilotage 1- 2000 GRT Per GRT/
2001- 4000 GRT Ship
4001- 6000 GRT NO- CHANGE
6001- 8000 GRT
8001-10000 GRT

Above-10000 GRT

Towage 1- 2000 GRT /Tug 1333 1333 1333
2001- 4000 GRT /Operations 1666 1666 1666
4001- 6000 GRT 2000 2000 2000
6001- 8000 GRT 2333 2333 2333
8001-10000 GRT 2666 2666 2666

Above-10000 GRT 3000 3000 3000

Berth 1- 2000 GRT Per GRT/ 2.03 2.03 2.03
-Occupancy 2001- 4000 GRT Ship .89 .89 .89

4001- 6000 GRT .66' .66 .66
Above 6000 GRT .63 .63 .63

Anchorage GRT Per Ship 40 40 40
Fees Per Month
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In the case of berth occupancy, GRT is better than length overall (LOA) as a

measure because, in addition to length of berth occupied, it indicates water

depth, space used on the quay, and width of the slip. While Somali ports do

not have slips, still the beam of moored vessels limi ts to some extent the

space in the basin available for maneuver ing other vessels, particularly in

Kismayo and Mogadishu. Using GRT for berth occupancy will also mean a

considerable increase in revenues to the SPA because LOA increases quite

rapidly up to about 140-150 meters, then levels off, whereas GRT continues to

climb. This is shown in Figure 3-3 where the relationship between LOA and GRT

is demonstrated for a sample of 200 ship calls in Mogadishu during 1983. The

relati.onship is less than pr.oportional, but increasing up to an LOA of about

15"0 m and a GRT of 6,000 tons. Beyond this point, LOA remains constant.

Thus, a ship of 11,000 or 12,000 GRT will pay the same occupancy charges as a

ship half the size. Since the current fee schedule does not increase above 25

shillings per meter per day, it discr iminates in favor of larger ships, the

majority of which are foreign owned, and against smaller national ships.

Larger ships are also more economical with more ability to pay higher charges.

Thus, besides discr iminating, the SPA is losing considerable income from the

present structure.

However, small ships should be maintained on an LOA or equivalent basis. This

is because they have low GRT but comparatively longer LOA, as can be seen from

Figure 3-3. Charging small ships the same rate per GRT as large ships not

only di.scriminates against the latter, but encourages small ships to occupy

berths for longer per iods, keeping larger ships with higher demurrage rates

wai ting. Therefore, many ports charge based on LOA for small ships and GRT

for large ones.
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Figure 3:3. LOA vs. G RT - Sample of 200 Ship Calls, Mogadishu
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A compar ison of three pass ible charging modes for the Somali por ts was made.

The first is the present system of 25 shillings' per meter of LOA per day. In

the first alternative to the present system, the same GRT groupings in

intervals of 2,000 tons were used up to 6,000 GRT, then one rate was charged
(

for ·all larger vessels. The rates up to 6, 000 GRT \'1ere calculated so that on

the average the same income is derived as with LOA. In the second alternative

to the present system, occupancy is calculated at 1 shilling per ton GRT for

all ships above 2, 000 GRT. One shilling per ton is equivalent to the average

occupancy rate charged at u.s. ports -- about $0.06 per GRT. To prevent loss

of revenue from small ships, the same fee is used as in the first alternative,

namely 2.03 shillings per GRT.

Table 3-25.

The two alternatives are summarized in

The results in terms of impact on income are shown in Table 3-26. The first

'alternative increases income over the present LOA based fee by S2 percent, or

over 6 million shillings in 1986, and the second alternative by 123 percent,

or over 15 million shillings in 1986. These increase.s would be insufficient

to cover the increase of 120 million shillings requ~red for the Berbera and

Kismayo projects.

3.10.2 Charqes to Cargo

The tariffs charged to cargo were also reviewed. As in the case of ship fees,

each table in the SPA Tariff Regulations of 1983 \'13S considered in terms of

normal charging practice as well as the level of fees relative to their

respective costs, as near as could be determined. The schedule letters refer

to those of the current SPA fee schedules shown in Appendix B.

fee levels and charging methods for each table are as follows:
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TABLE 3-25. TWO ALTE~~ATIVE R~TES FOR OCCUPANCY IN SO.SH. PER TON GRT

Tonnage (GRT)

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

1-2000

2.03

2.03

2001-4000

0.89

1.00
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4001-6000

0.66

1 .. 00

6000
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TABLE 3-26. COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT REVENUE LEVELS FOR
OCCUPANCY PER PORT

IN SO.SH

PORT BASE % 1984 1985 1986

Mogadishu
1 . LOA 6.654.500 6.955.200 7.265.350
2 . GRT Alt. (1) 9.547.763 10.100.261 11.036.877
3 . GRT Alt. (2) 14.534.361 15.209.501 15.922.335

Berbera
1 . LOA 2.895.500 2.999.100 3.092.200
2. GRT Alt. (1 ) 5.214.414 5.376.752 5.552.628
3 . GRT Alt. (2) 7.118.827 7.397.551 7.647.368

Kismayo
1 . LOA 1.862.925 1.987.775 2.129.825
2. GRT Alt. (1 ) 2.586.102 2.737.350 2.929.391
3 . GRT Alt. (2) 3.770.888 4.001.217 4.293.425

TOTAL
1 . LOA 11.412.925 11.942.075 12.487.375
2. GRT Alt. (1) 17.348.279 18.214.363 19.518.896
3 . GRT Alt. (2) 25.424.076 26.608.269 - -27 .863 . 125

Increase in
Income over
LOA, %

1 . GRT Alt. (1) 52% 5.935.354 6.272.288 7.031.521
2 . GRT Alt. (2) 123% 14.011.151 14.666.194 15.375.753
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Shore Handling Charges (Schedu~e A)

The present tar iff treats different kinds of breakbulk and bagged cargo by

metric ton and livestock per head, with rates both for loading and unloading.

As shown in paragraph 3.7, shore handling rates exceed costs in all ports by a

substantial margin. As a double check, calculations \vere made for var ious

kinds of cargo based on observations of hook cycle times, gang sizes, and

equipment used at both Mogadishu and Kismayo ports, and estimated costs. In

all cases for the selected types of cargo, revenue exceeded cost by a

substantial margin, as sho\>ln below. Therefore, as previously mentioned, no

reduction in shore handling rates should be made until compensated by

corresponding increases in wharfage rates.

Item Shore Handling Cost Existing Rate Percentage

Crate of Wire SaSh 82 SaSh 120 146

Crate of Fixtures 64 140 210

Fertilizer Barrels 36 78 210

Rolls of Fiberboard 30 56 180

Rolls of Paper 34 56 160

Rebar 86 120 139

50 kg Bags 23 56 240

Camel 3 6 .l00

Stevedoring Charges (Schedules C and R)

The basic uni ts for stevedor ing charges are the same as those used for shore

handling, i.e., by metric ton for general and bagged cargoes and per head for

livestock. A similar analysis ...,as undertaken for stevedoring as for shore

handling. In Mogadishu, costs related to general cargo were found to be 13.4
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So Sh per ton and 22.9 in Kismayo, due to a higher pay scale in the latter

port. This compares with a charge of 35 So Sh per ton. Livestock were more

marginal. Both Mogadishu and Kismayo lose on camels. Kismayo does slightly

better than break even on cattle, but recovers twice the costs of stevedoring

sheep and goats. Therefore, no increase in fees should be made for

stevedoring charges for the same reasons as stated for shore handling charges.

storage Charges (Schedule P). Storage charges are based on 100 kg of

cargo, both in open and covered storage (sheds) as shown below.

Days Basic Unit Open Storage Covered Storage

First Ten Days Per Day/lOa kg 0.30 0.50
After Free
Period

Second Ten Days Per Day/laO kg 1.60 1.00

Thereafter Per Day/lOa kg 1.00 1.50

As noted in paragraph 3.7, storage appears to be qui te profi table ~.,hen taken

in all Somali ports. Current income from storage is high in relation to

costs, and sheds and storage areas do no~ appear to be congested. No change

in rates should be made for the reasons given in paragraph 3.9.

Eauipment Rental

Th~ Somali ports provide equipment for rental to port users for work beyond

normal shore cargo handling. The types of equipment rented are cranes,

forklift trucks, tractors and trailers, cargo-handling gear, and marine craft.

The costs of ownership and utilization of each one of these i terns have been
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calculated and compared with the actual charges by piece of equipment

described below. The total income from equipment rental amounts to less than

2.5 percent of total' income in 1984.

Quav cranes are not available in Somali ports but a charge is included for

them in Schedule I. In practice, the tariff applies to mobile cranes working

ships alongside the quays. The cost calculation is based on the existing

types of mobile cranes. Fixed-cost components include annualized . replacement

and maintenance costs divided by average annual operating hours for 1982-83 at

Mogadishu port. Variable-cost components consist of fuel and operator salary

based on operating hours. An economic life of five years was assumed as well

as 7.5 percent interest on amortization, and maintenance as 10 percent of the

ini tial investment. The costs of the cranes per hour are shown below with

current and proposed rates.

Crane Caoacity Cost Present Rate Proposed Rate

Up to 3,000 kg SoSh 275/hr SoSh 300/hr SoSh 300/hr

Up to 5,000 kg 275/hr 350/hr 350/hr

up to 10,000 kg 458/hr 400/hr 500/hr-

Up to 15,000 kg 580/hr 500/hr 700/hr

Above 15,000 kg 1058/hr 800/hr 1100/hr

The proposed rates average about 110 percent of the costs to account for

overhead.

Rental of Mobile Cranes. Schedule K shows rates per ton for use inside the

port and per hour outside the port. Using tons as a charge base is not

recommended because' it is difficult to tell how many tons were actually
-105-
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lifted, especially where several lifts may be involved. Also, a crane may be

hired to lift a ton but kept wai ting and thus not be available for other

service. Time is a more practical and equitable basis fer. charging.

The following table presents costs and actual and proposed rates. The basis

for calculation was the same as for quay cranes.

Present Rate Proposed Rate
Crane Capacity Cost/Hour Inside Outside Inside Outside

SoSh SoSh SoSh SoSh SoSh

Up to 5,000 kg 275 60/ton 250/hr 350/hr 530/hr

5,001-15,000 kg 458-580 100/ton 400/hr 500/hr 750/hr

15,000-25,000 kg 580-1058 ISO/ton 500/hr 800/hr l200/hr

Above 25,000 kg 1174 100/ton 2000/hr l200/hr l800/hr

The proposed r~tes for use outside the port are based on a surcharge of 50

percent, as at present. A higher percentage is used here since the intent is

to use port equipment for port operations rather than for outside rental.

Rental of Forklift Trucks (Schedule L) as in the case of cranes, shows rates

per ton inside the port area and per hour outside.

For the same reasons it is recommended that rates per hour be used inside as

well as outside. Costs for forklifts were calculated on the same basis as

those for cranes. .The costs and actual and proposed rates are sho\'ln below.

Again, the proposed rates for use outside the port are based on a 50 percent

surcharge, while inside the port the surcharge is 10 percent.
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Present Rate Proposed Rate
Forklift Capacity Cost/Hour Inside Outside .Inside Outside

SaSh SaSh SaSh SaSh SaSh

3 ton 162 SO/ton l80/hr l80/hr 270/hr

S ton 211 SO/ton 180/hr 230/~r 340/hr

Rental of Tractors and Trailers (Schedule M) is based on an hourly rate. The

charges for tractors inside the port cover costs adequately ; however outside

the port they do not. Port officials explained that use outside the port is

practically nonexistent. However, this is no reason not· to cover costs.

Therefore, a rate high enough to recover costs is proposed. Trailers are

currently rented for outside use at very high rates in order to discourage

their use. Rates inside the port do not exist since trailers are kept

exclusively for cargo handling. Costs and present and proposed rates follow.

Present Rate Proposed Rate
Equipment Cost/Hour Inside Outside Inside Outside

t

SaSh SoSh SoSh SoSh SaSh

Tractors 168 300/hr* lOO/hr 300/hr* 250/hr

Trailers 20T 16 400/hr 400/hr

23 600/hr 500/hr

*With gooseneck.

Rental of Cargo Handling Gear (Schedule N) is charged on a per day basis.

Costs below have been calculated taking into aCCdunt the high misuse and loss

rates reported by port officials.
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Gear Cost Present Rate Proposed Rate

~et Sling SoSh 75/day SoSh 60/day SoSh aO/day

Rope Sling 90/day 70/day 100/day

Wire Sling 100/day 80/day 110/day

Pallet 23/day 10/day 30/day

Chain· 38/day 40/day 40/day

Rental of Marine Craft (S<;:hedule 0). Rental of marine craft, particularly

tug boats, is significantly undercharged, as can be seen from the cost center

analysis in Table 3-20. To determine more accurately the costs relative to

actual charges, calculations were made assuming the following:

Capital costs: $1,000,000 for tug boat, $100,000 for launch, and $50,000

for lighter.

Economic life: 15 years for tug boat, 10 years for launch and 10 years

for lighter.

Interest rate for amortization: 7.5 percent.

Maintenance cost: 10 percent of capital cost.

Utilization:

port) .

652 hours per year (average for 1982 and 1983, Mogadishu

Fuel: SoSh 7 per liter.
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Crew: 3 per tug boat, 2 for launch, and 2 for lighter.

Costs, current hire rates, and proposed hire rates, are as follows:

Current Rate Prooosed Rate
Marine Craft Costs Inside Outside Salvation Inside Outside Salvation

Tug boat (hr) 7,242 2,500· 3,000 4,500 7,500 11,000 15,000

Launch (hr) 504 250 800 500 750

Lighter (day) 1,188 500 1,000 1,200 1,800

The proposed rates for hire outside the harbor are 50 percent higher thaq the

rates inside the port, while the use of a tug boat for salvation is 100

percent higher.

Miscellaneous Services and Charges on Dhows (Schedules Q and S). These are

minor revenue components based mostly on cost of labor provided. A review

wi th port officials showed that the levels of charges are satisfactory and

need no change at present.

3.10.3 Suggestions Regarding ,Levels and Methods of Charging

The suggestions regarding levels and methods of charging are as follows.

The basis for charges to ships should be changed from LOA and NRT to GRT.

There is no need to increase current fee levels on compulsory charges, such as

those in the ship accounts, stevedor ing, shore handling, and storage for the

-109-



purpose of increasing income because at present the SPA has a surplus over its

costs. Increases and decreases in individual fees to bring them more in line

with their costs should be implemented when the cost-based tariff methodology

has been adopted by the SPA.

Equipment rental rates should be increased so that these costs will be fully

recovered, keeping in mind that the first priority of any port is that of

providing services, such as towing and cargo handling, for users. Rental is

incidental, diverting equipment and personnel from their priority tasks, and

therefore should reflect the full cost of the service provided.
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APPENDIX A

SOr1ALI SHIPPING AGENCY & LINE
AGENCY TARIFF

1) AGENCY FEES PER CALL

a - Liner Vessels irrespective of DWT

b - CHARTERED VESSELS

Whereas Inward Freight Commission is not
collectable under the Charter Party,
the Agency Fees shall be as' follows:

Sh.So. 24.000 per call

- For the first 3 days ••••••••••••••••••• Sh.So.

- Thereafter ••••••••••••••••••.•••••.••.• Sh. So.

48.000

4.000

- With a Minimum fees Sh.So. 60.000

c - For Vessels consigned to chartered or Owners
Agent where the other want to be attended
as Agent for themselves and for their
requirements, the latter shall be applied:

- First 3 Days Minimum •••••••••••••••••.• Sh.So

- Thereafter ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• Sh.So

,d - For Vessels on Charter or Tramping in
traditional Liner trades discharging full
or part mixed general cargoes with one
or many Bills of Lading, the Agency
will be in accordance with para (a)
above or as para (b) above whichever
is greater to the Agency.

e - TANKER

Discharging and/or Loading full or
part cargo of Bulk Liquids:

- First 2 Days •••••••••••••.••••.••...•. So.Sh.

- Thereafter ••.•••••••••.••••••.•...••.. Sh.So.

24.000

2.000 per day.

48.000

6.000 per day

- With a Minimum fees Sh.So 60.000

Cant .•.... 2 .
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f - PASSENGER SHIP

- For the first 24 Hours •..•.••••••••••••• Sh.So

- Thereafter ••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••• Sh.So.

- With a Minimum fees of •••• ~ ••••••••••••• Sh.So.

9 - REEFER VESSELS

- First 2 Days ••••••••••••••.••••••••••••• Sh.So.

- Thereafter •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• Sh.So.

- With a Minimum fees of •••••••••••••••••• Sh.So.

h - SHIPS CALLING FOR BUNKERS, WATER, STORES, ORDERS,
REPAIR, CREW CHARGES DELI'ffiRY 'OR REDELIVERY ONLY

40.000

6.000 per day

52.000

30.000

6.000 per day

60.000

- For the first 3 Days Sh.So. 24.000

- Thereafter ••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••• Sh.So.

i-SHIPS CALLING SOLELY FOR THE PURPOSE OF
LANDING SICK OR INJURED PASSENGERS

2.400 per day

- For the first 3 days •••••••••••••••••.•

- Thereafter •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

j - NAVY SHIPS IRRESPECTIVE OF TONNAGE

- Per call .

k - TRA~iLERS AND FISHING VESSELS

Sh.So.

Sh.So.

Sh.So.

12.000

1.200 per day

18.000

I - For the first 3 days •••••••••••.••

II - Thereafter ••••.•••......•.•.......

II - Fishery Boats First 3 days ...•....

III - Thereafter

III - Shows with Mechanical Propulsion.
First 3 days .••.....••.•.•.•..•.•

Thereaf ter .•...............•......

Sh.So. 12.000

Sh.So. 1.500 per day

Sh.So. 1.500

Sh.So. 500 per day

Sh.So. 300

Sh.So. 100 per day

Cont •••••• 3•••••••
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- IV - Shows without Mechanical Propul­
sion. First 3 Days •.•••••.••••••

- Thereafter •••••.••.•.••••••••••••

2) AGENCY COMMISSIONS

a - Agency Commission on Freight/Demurrage

Sh.So.

Sh.So.

200

100 per day

- Inward Freight Commission ••••••••••••••• Sh.So.

- Outward Freight Commission ••••••••••••• Sh.So

- Demurrage Commission ••••••••••••••••••• Sh.So

b - AGENCY COMMISSION OF PASSENGER FARE

2%

5%

5%

- Booking Commission ••••••••••••.••••••••

- Commission on Passengers disembarked •••

- Booking Commission. payable by Passengers
for each ticket ••••••••••••••••••••••••

c - AGENCY COMMISSION ON REMITTANCES

- On net amount of remittance on freight
and demurrage collected and irrespective
of Commissions under 2 (a) •••••••••••••

d - AGENCY FEES ON DELIVERY AND SHIPPING
ORDER PAYABLE BY SHIPPERS/RECEIVERS

I - Shipping Order

For each ton or CBM of Outgoing
cargo and whichever is greater .•••••

II - Shipping Order

For each ton or CBM of Outgoing
cargo and whichever is greater •••.••

III - Livestock Fees

Sh.So.

Sh.So.

Sh.So

Sh.So

Sh.So

Sh.So.

10%

4%

100

2%

4,00

5,00

- Camels Sh . So.
- Cattle Sh.So
- Sheep/Goats •••••••.•••.••••••••.••. _ Sh •So.

4,00 per head
2,00 per head
1,00 per head

Cont ••.••• 4 ..••.•
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IV - Bills of Lading -Fees

For the set of 3 negotiable and 3 non
negotiable Bills of ~ading for the
Shippers .

-
For each additional copy (from Stamp
duty due) ••.•••••.•••••••••••••.••••

v - Claims and Cargo Traces

- Claim Application foes

- Claim Settlement fees per Claim •••

3) CREW AND/OR STOWAWAY ATTEND~~CE FEES

a - Crew and/or Stowaway left behind

Minimum per person or per week .••••••
or part thereof.

b - Crew Embarkation/Disembarkation Attended

Minimum per person

c - Crew Signing on/or Off:

Minimum per person

r-tinimum/Maximum

4) MI SCELLANEOUS

a - Car Hire

Conveyance t%r from Ship Hospital
per tr ip ~ .

Conveyance to or from Ship/Center per
tr ip .

Sh.So.

Sh.So.

Sh.So.

Sh.So.

Sh.So.

Sh.So.

Sh.So.

Sh.So.

Sh.So.

Sh.So.

120,00

40,00

200,00

5%

1.400,00

600,00

600,00

12.000,00

200,00

200,00

Conveyance t%r from Ship/Airport
per trip Sh.So.

An Additional Standing Charges per day.. Sh.So.

200,00

400,00

- Car Hire for dhows .••••••••••.••..••. Sh.So. 60,00

Con t ..••.•..• 5 .
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b - Staff OVertime

Per day (24 hours) ••.••••••••••••••••.

c - Supervisor and Asst. Supervisor

Per day (24 Hours) ••••••••••••••••••••

d - I Free Pratique/Harbour Master Fees

Sh.So.

Sh.So.

1.200,00

560,00

Free Pratique per call ••.••••••••••••• Sh.So.

II - Harbor Master fees per .call ••••••.•• Sh.So.

e - Customs Overtime Fees

- The first day ••••••••'................... Sh. So.

- Thereafter per day..................... Sh.So.

- Customs Manifest Fees

- Per trip (Arrival and Departure) •••••••• Sh.So.

f - Petty Expenses

- Local Postage/Telex, Phone, Photocopies
and translation ••.•••••••••••••••••.•••• Sh.So.

g - Social Arnmenities Fees (Voluntary)

1.000,00

400,00

120,00

20,00

400,00

1.400,00

h

- Per Ship/Per trip

- Sundry Expenses

Sh.Sa.

Sh.Sa.

1.000,00

1.600,00

i Bank Charges/Commission or Remittance ••. Sh.So 1%

j - Clearance Fees Sh.So. '600,00 per call

k - Immigration Fees ••••••••••••••••••• '".... Sh.So. 300,00 per call
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1 - Brokerage Commission

- As per Agreement between the Agency and Broker(s)

m - General Average

- As per Agreement between the Agency and
the parties concerned and in consideration
to the extent of work involved.

1) Watchmen Sh.So. 280,00 per 24 Hours
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APPENDIX B

SOMALI DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC

TARIFF REGULATION OF 1983

SOMALI PORTS AUTHORITY

John M
Rectangle



,.' ,. ,,'". . .
(' • ,. y' '

/' .

:/'

, "S:~

'. \

HAVING SEEN

RAVING SBI::N

HAVING SEEN

.lAVING SEEN

IIAVING SE~~N

CONSIDERING

SOl-tALI DEHOCRATIC REPUBLIC

TAIUfo'F REGULATION OF 198)

=SOl-tALI PORTS AUTHORITY.

THF. HINISTER

OF MARINE TnANSPORT AND PORTS

The Constitution er The Somali Democratic Republic

Law No.1 o~ 21st october,1969.

Law No.1 o£ 7th January, 197J Article ),paragraph ,.

~ett.r (a) regarding the cr••tion .C the Somali Perta

Authority.

Law No.17 or 21at April,1974 recar4ins tho p~wer. e~

the Minister ever the activities or public Agenci•••

The propoaal or the president oC the Somali Pert.

Authority.

The neceasity to promulgate Tari££ regulatio~

concrning the servic•• rendere. by the Somal~ peria

Authority.

HEREBY PROMULGATES

This regulation and the TariCf rat•• attache. theret••

Articlo 1.

Purpose oC the Tari~~

The Minister haa recognised the urgent need t. ~aaue.

now tartCr regUlations Cor the Somali ports Authority,

with tho aim oC achieving it. objectivo ot atta~

an4 maintaining a solt-supporting p••ition.

Article II.

Abrogation

All internal regulation~ and erainancea which are

inconsistant with this tari:£'£ regulai:ion8 are horeby

obrogated.

Article III.

Coming into eCCeci:

Thi. tarirr regu~ation will be eCCeatiYe £r~ th.

I. t ,J h rJ1, .... " Y 1 ')n1 4

Article IV.

Publication

BESTAVAILABLE COpy
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Th18 regulation will be publish.. in the .££icial

bullettia .~ the government.

Mo;adiaho.15th December 1982

(Dr.ABDISALAN SHEKH HUSSEIN)
Minister or Marin. Tranapert &p~

B-2
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TARIFF RAT";S ON snIPS AND CARGO HANDLING SERVICES 198)

CHAPTER I

GENEHAL

Set below Are the principal charges an~ rates levie4

en Ship. an. Cargo passing through tho Major S.mali Porta o~

Mog••iahu,Berbera,anc Kismayo.

The•• rates ana chArges are shown in tabulation. 4rawn

up ~ the sequence .~ alphabetical or«er.A Number oC ru1•• an.

cen4ition. applying there to 'are also enumer~ted.

TAB L E S

- A -

C ­

D

- E
JI'

- G -
- H

I

Shore HanCling-or L~~ht.erage...

StQvedoring or Handling on Board...

Genoral Sorvice Cborgcs on Ship••

Entrance on Ship••

Mooring or nerthing.

Berth Occupancy Charges.

Pilotage Charg.~

TOWAge Charge .....··

Hire e£ Quay Cranea.,

Hire ef' Mobile Crane••

Hire e£ jo'orklit't••

Ilire o! Tractors anti Trailer.,

Hire e! Carse ltanctlit13 Gear.

Hire ot' Marine Crat't •

storage an Carge.

- J -

K

- p ­

Q Miscelaneous Service••

- R - Shore Handling an s.le propelle~ vehicles,car_,

Trucks,Tractors etc.

- 5 - Charge. en dhow••

- T - Port DUftll·on nu1k 11'1\1i". Rr 1-101.-"••••

- L -
}1

- N ­
... 0 -

B-3
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DEFINITIONS:- In this Tarier unless context otherwlae Requ~eal-

"TONS" NCUI nf' 1000 Kg.

" QUINTAL" Means 100 Kg.

It NRT 11 r>leans Net Registered Ton.
"GRT n Meana Gro88 negistered Ton.
" STORE 11 Mean. Sheds,w'arehouae.. aDd Stacking Ar_s.

11 DAY " 1-1e_n8 24 Hours oC CroDi o6.po - 06.00 AM.

II HOUR" l-leans Ilour. oC Daylight.

"So.Sh." Hean. 50cnali Shilings.

"OAL " 10IeaDs Overall Length.

11 OInTY CARGO" (EXAMPLES) • DatostCement,An1mals,Eclibl.,

netumen,oils,otc.

n BlL. 11 1'1ewm. Dill of: Lading.

, :
','1

'.1
. t:t

"" ISO

" Quay Crane." Maan.. Cranes £ued on tho vater Cront.aae

apron and can handle Cargo tr~ the Ship.

bold to the quay and vice ver.a.

f>laa~ Int.ernational Organization on StADdarlU.zatio i :

CHAPTER II

snorn~ IIANDLING/LIGlrrF.RAG{<~
;. ~,

1. All Cargo charge. on .hora hAnd1~ .r 1~6h~era&e w~1 b.

calc~.ted Oft the deadve!8ht.

3. All Charg•• in this TMri£~ where the b••is is en deadweight,

..hall be raised in units or 1000 ~. (Ton) or part thereo~.

,. Any traction o~ A Ton vill be treat•••• who1e number TOD

which i. tho 1owoot cbargabalc unit.

~. Where ~ormat.ioD in the oC£icial Shipping document.

appear.. to be in.ueCicient or doubtCu1.Tbe por~ Authority

reaerVea -th. right to make check voighmont or on apot

&l28aauroment,and .hore hand1ins 0: lighterage charge. w111

b••Dsease~ on which over i. greater .0 obtained.

Ax~icle 2

Empty Containers

Empty Containaros when lOAdnd or diechargod alSXaX!JUUIXX%

w.i~~ be churgca a. " g.,nera~ Curgo itor:ss at !'ul.l ratea as

ohown in tabla (A oC thio TQrifC.

B-4
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Surchargee

1. All dirty cargo that may leave atains,contaminating

etf'eets or damages 111:1 the surf'ace of' work aprons or

storage areastwiil be eharged a surcharge of' 20% on

the normal handling rates-shown in table ( A ).Tho

Somali Port. Authority is empewerecl te determ:1ne

••ich cargoes can be clasei1'ied as di~y Cargo.

2. Timber blank. dischArged or loade4 in loose piece.

or insue1'iciently. packe. will be charged a .urcharso

er JO~ en the er.inary rates speciCi•• in table ( A )

e1' this Tari!'f'.

Article It

Rebates an~ Reductions

1. Timber blanks .iacharge. or loa~e. in hard pres.e4

bundle. which may f'acilitate handling with .ecba~cal

equipment will b. given a rebate of' 5~ on the erdinary

han4ling chargee apecif'i~4 in table ( A ) of' th~a Tari£!'.

2. Geo4a .iacharge. er l.ade. pre-palletize4 that may ~acil­

itat. the ua. of' Mechanical equipment will be siven on

applica~ion a reba~ • • c J~ en the hand~ins rato speciCied

in t.b~e ( A ) e£ this TariCf'.Thore will be no rebate when

palletized unit ie broken .own or built in the Port.

,. Bagge4 Carge discharge4 er leade. pre-slung will b. a110we4

a rebate .C ," on the erdinary handling rate _pecifie4 in

table ( A ) ef' this Tarif'r.

~. cargo .ischarged er loade. in containers oC the ISO 41men­

ai.ns an4 apecif'ications v~ll be given a rebate o~ 4% en

the normal hanelling rates speciC~e. in table ( A ) .~ thi~

Tarif'f".

5. If" a complete consignment (Speci!'i eel n/L.c~uanti ty) 1_

delivered 4iract !'ro~ the Ship rail,a reba~e e~ qO~ ~ll

be allowe. en the ordinary handling rate in tabla ( A )

of' this Tari!'!.

ClIAPT!!:H III

Stevedoring or lIundling on Board

B-5
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1. stevedoring or handling on board charges will be

assesse4 on the deAdweight £or all go048 except

"
li£_ .n~ls w~ich are b••e. on the individual

2. Subject te condition. in th~ terms o£ carriage

betw.en the con.ignee and the carri.r ••ottl~ent

o~ at_veelering charge. will be the responsibility

o~ the vessel anel his Agent unl~s~ a written 1nele-

mnity i. receiveel by the Somali Porta Authority

au££iciently in ••vance.

J. overtime eperationa on bear4 Ships will be e££ecteel

to elischarge or loael go04. on1y aCter a written app-

licatien has beon received £rom the Ship' ....ter er

his agent.

4. oYert~e charges on steveeloring eperationa a••hOWD

in table ( Q ) o£ this tar1~£ will beceme due en the

£ellewinc time.:-

Friclay. And Other Holidays. 06.00

Noraaal Days • 18.00 IIRS 06.00 Has.

06.00 fIRS.

CHAPTER IV

'- Pert Dues on Ships anel Entrance Charge.

Ad1cle 6

Application

port Duo. on Ships an4 entrance charKO. _ill be

levieel on Ship. once 1n each trip at each Port o~ call.

Article 7

Reductions

1.Sh1ps bolonging to the S.~Mli N.tional Line and other

organs oC tho Somali Government W'hich are Wholly ownod
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by the Somali Gevernment will be allowe. a reduction o£

50~ on the rate. speci£ied in tables ( 0 & E lot thi.

Tar1C!.

2.Ship. Calling a~the Port on accoun~ ot stress oC weather,

or disabled,or with mutinous crews,or Cor medical assistance

~theut di.charging or loa4ing good. and p ••sengers will b.

char&ee 25~ ot the normal rates .rter 12 HRS o~ Cree stay.

'.Ships calling Cor Slipping.repairing.be.ching,ex~natioDt

cleaning or painting will be charge. one-balt o£ the or4~­

ary rates.

~.Ship. calling tor the .ole purpese oC takins Oil or co.l

Cor bunker.,Ship store.,provisions or water will be charge.

en.third eC the Normal rates specified in tables ( D a &
e. this Tari££.

Article 8

Excemp~ion.

1. Ships calling Cor the 801e purpose oC lea.ing,41.charg~•

• mbarklnc er di.embarking mail an. p~sseng.r. ~ the euter

ancher_l_ will b. excempte4 Crom entrance an4 general SorTie.

charge••But .heul4 any such vessel-lo•• er 4iacharge. Carse,

she will be chargeable in the ".ame manner •• i£ .he h••

entere. the inner harbour in Cull rate.

a. War ship• • t all nation. will ~e excempt•• Crom entrance

cha rge4 aD4 P.r~ 4ue. specitie. in schecul•• (D & E ).

CHAPTER V

MOORING CllAHGES

Article 9
Applicat.ien

1. Meoring charge. will be levie. en v ••••l .ntering er

le.Tine the harbeur.er making movement. within the barb.ar.
2. The Need t. use the m.orin~ £acilitie. whether it b. beats

er .t.~C,will be 4eci4ec by the hQrbour P'lo~ who i. han~ins

the ve••el at that time.

Artiele 10

Uf\duction".

Ship. moving £rom one berth' t ......nother or shifting t'rom

berth to buoyl!l and vic" ver~'" will be ch-.rged one-he-It'
_,. .A t~ _

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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Article 11

b:xcemption

Sho~. the use or Mooring racilities be Cor the 801.

purpose oC port convenience,there will be nG chArges tor

.such services.

CllAPTEU VI

Iiorth OccupancJr

Articl~ 12'

ApplicatiQn

1. Berth eccupancy charges will be levie4 en ships ~er the

perio. o£ time they remain €ast in the berth.

2. Berth Gccupancy charges will be ealcul._teca en the Ships

OAL ~ metera.Al traetian~ Q~ ~ ontnr will be cona1dere.

aa • meter (WHOLE NUMOAH) •

Artiole 1j

r.xet'lrnp~1~ns

""ar Ships oC all natiol\~ that UfJe the bert118 tor

the 801e p\tl·pose or courtesy ..~ald.ng bunker <Jr prov:i.Diona

er t"r m.41ic,ll .".~i"t"ne('l will. r;ot 1JC" c:h~(rr.f'llol ;,crth occu­

pancy Cor the Cir.t 2'. tiUS at't.or "hieh such char~e. will

b. levi~~ in ~"11 rat•••

Pil.otago

Art.icl. 1lt

Appl1catiC'\n

PilotAg~ will be·lcvi.~ on ship••nt~rin~ er le.Y1n~

the Port er whftn shitting within the harbour.

Art.icle 15
Compulsary Pilota&.

The us••~ pi~ot ••rv1cea is compulsory in all the

cleepa water harbours ot" the S"ru"li 1JesDJ8Caratic Uepublic.

Article 16

Jo:xc8mptionft

Compulsory {'ilot.nr:e ",i 11 he ~;,(cemnt"wI t'rctntt-
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(a) Vessels who"e NRT does not exeee« 200.

(b) All fishing Vesse15.

(e) All Sailing dhows.

(d) War Ships of all nations.

(e> Ships having valid certificate of Pilotage excemptioD,

issued by the Somali Ports Authority.

Article.17

Re.uetions

Ships Shifting berths·within the harbour wi1l b.

charge4 .nehalf oC the normal ratds spoci£i•• in tab1.

( H ) o~ thi. Tarirf.

Article 18

pilot Detention

W~er. the services ot a pilot have been reque.t.4

at • given tim. an4 providod at that time,antl. tbe ahip

through no CRul t of the port Manastement do.. Dot requJ.re

this service within hal an hour .r such t~e the cbarge.

specified in table ( Q ) • will be levied for eacbhal~

aD hour or part thereof .Cter the Cir.t baIt hour o~ ••t­

ention.The Port Management may torese this atten"nce

chargea wh~re it sees fit to 40 80 tor reason arising

tr~ act of go~4.

Art-tcle 19

Port CenvenieDce.

When a Ship 18 ~avee solely for the convenince

ot the Port,no char~•• will be ma~e for Pil.t~~e Sarvice

in respect of this movement.

~PTBR VIII

TOWAGE

Articl. 20

Th. u •• of tu~. for ves.l. enteri~ fer th.

purpo•• aC loa.~n~ or .i.charging ~oo4 and maLl,

embarking or .1~.mbArking pas••nger.,taki~ bunker_

or proyi.ion. or ttnt. ..rins eel' •• lIi.tance oC any kin4

wi11 be comp~8ury.
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Article 21

Towage Cor ShiCtins Vessels

For vessels shifting b~rth~ or moving Crom one

point to another within the harhour will be ehar~e~

one-half or thA norm~l to,~ag~ rat~s r,p~c1tie4 in table

( I ) ot this TariC~.

Article 22

f.xeemptions

(a) National war Ships.

(b) S~11ins 4howa.

(c) All ~ishing Vessals.

(.) Pleasure YAchts and dowe~tic craCt.

<e> Vessels whose NRT aoes not excee. 200

Article 2)

The Port Management may excempt compu1aory tus

services Cr.m a nominate. veasel on application in special

circumstances.

CllAPTI::R IX

Hire .r Cranes .nd other ~fechl1niclll Carp;o HantUins Equipment.

Article 24

Quay Cranee

The urse e!' Cluay cranes where available will be

compulsory Cor all vessele lQa"ing or cliachargins goo. in

.eep water p.rte.

.\rt1cl\1 ~5

The Port f.':lAnagelll"nt IDil)' rill .. ()\z t the- use of' quay

cranes where it sees incouvenient or uneconomical, e.g.

Cor aailing dhawB.In t1uch ca~",s,hC)wl)ver.theMonagament

may reco~Qncl ur instruct the U~~ oC mobile cran•• or

.\rticl~ :.:.G-------
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.Article 26

I~quipment u~e~ "utsicJe Ports

Charges on mobile cranes,forklift,tractora or trailers

used outside the Port area will levied during the hours of

daylight or the totul ~erio6 that the machine m~y rem.~

with the customer.

There will be no charge for ni~ht hourlS,unleslI it is

au:rficently proved that machine has been used. .~tively

4uring th~ night.

CHAPTER X

Cargo Handling Gear

Articl. ?-7

Cargo Handling,gear,such as pallets,rope slings,net

slings,wire .linS8 Qnd lashing chains may be provide. t.

veasels en hire alter a written reQue~t i. receiv•• from

the Ship'tJ maftter or hi. A~ent.

CliAPT~:l\ XI

lIire ot: [-tarine Crai't

Article ;lc]-------
1. outside nar.ubll Operu tlons Port' _ f·tarine craf't such .a tuss,

laUll\:has ,light,,,,:;, .,tc • !-lay be of'f'ere4 for hire, inai". or

outsi.e the po.rt 'limit:" at the rates _pecifi•• in table (0)

ot' this Tari!'!".

2. Where specill~ c!rcurua t;1I1C~S so require, such r;ate. 1I11ght b.

negotiate. an~ c~ver~. by .ep~rQte agreement under the s.1.

ciiscretion of tht" PQ1·t !I:OJnagement.

Article 29

Import Cllrge will be ~iv3n 5 d!tya of f'roe storago biginning

f'rom the day, the cOlrrying ve~8el l'I~art. d.isclu1rgin&.
-_. - --.. ..- ....
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Article JO

Export Cargo

Export Cargo will be given 5 cays· of free 8~orage

beginning £rom the day goods have en~ered the store.

Articlo 31

storago Premises

storage chargee on import and export cargo will b.
applicable to all transit sheds,open areas anQ over £low

warebous.a,and will remAin due until .hipmen~ or delivery

ia et'tecte4.

CHAPTER XIII

GARS AND OTHEH l-10~ILE PI..ANT

~.!£!.!-1~

Shorehand1~ Lighterase

Shere han.ling or lighterage charges on cara,lerriea,

trucks an4 the other itellls shown in table (H) will apply te

all such amchinery wheMther packe. or unpack•••

Ar~icle 3J

STEVEDORING

stevedoring charge. on tho it~ma in tablft (R) will be

collecte4 in the same m~nnftr .~ the rates on general cargo

state4 in t.ble (C).

CIIAPTlo-;ll XIV

Hulk Liquid.

Article )It

General Servicea

Crude oil and other reCine4 petrolum product. which

lAay be pumpe4 in Gr out by thf;t Ship's gc.-r in bulk will be

levie. Port 4ues charges a ••tat•• 1n table (T) o~ this Tarit't.

Article J5

Oil Bunker :for Ships

Oil pumpe4 from land inRtallations throURh pip•• lin"

."l'p.l.Lc" lo Dhlpo 111 ... ll Jell lcCII CUI' l.UlL .... tU·1.l1g purpOdeS ,.,ill

be chfltrg•• the SeAm" rute ~8 olhetr bulk liquius shotonl in table

(T) oC this T~r1rr.

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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CIIAPTEU xv

Niscoll~ncQua Charge~

Article 36

Cleaning ~r Shtp h~ld8

Cleaning a£ S!lip hollis ,.,il1 be made by the Pltr~

labeur a~t~r a ,~itten r~4ue~t m~d~ by tho Ship's master

~r hi:'l nge21t is r",r;.e3.ved,uud tht! ~~.~te~, sh;>wn in table (Q)

will be applicnble.

Article 37

RiKgirur; anll !In-.tching 4£ .ship derricks may be matle

by the Port labour a£ter a written requeathas been mA~e by

ship's master er hia agen~,ancl the rates shown in tab~e (Q)

will,be applicable.

I\rticle JA

opening land Closing of 3hip Hatchas

Ship hatches may be opened anti closed by the port

hlbour .:'\Cter " written rftC{uest ift made by tIle ShiP'. master

er his ag~nt,an~ th~ char~.~ ~pe~iri~~ in tnh~e (Q) or this

tariC£ will be applicable.

:'rticle 39,

In addition to uli ether l'elevi4111" c:iua-bea prtHJC1"lu••

elsewhere in this tari.f:f ,customftr:ol will l'.'Y he::lvy lift chargo.

por 1:on (UEAUWF.IC,ilT) on f1.ilch "inr;J e IUH',h:r.r;t" whot':et weight i. 5
tons or over.

The ra tea sp"cif'i..,. in t ..bl~ (Q) of this ~ar.1,t't' will be

appliell there~o.

Article Ito

l'lHUJ.,n~er ~lMI·~f':J

P;:lOUOIJ.g"" c;Iar~.,s prIH~r.r:i.ht':,1 1.n 't:lble (:.~) "c thi.,.

tArit"f will over u'ne person nnd :! Pack~~~8 or ;Jeruon<11 ef't'ect.

carri•• by hand.

L~ghterage Operations

:.;hor. h.Ul.Jllllg ChM&·g". cU' 1:""1'.09 tittJr.h;.r!I",d ",r lo..adotl

in lightere, frorn :Ih i p.") in f)U t l"'r '111c:!t.,)t'·"r. ~ or Olnr:horing in th.

prot~ct~d \"(.,tt>Cil\ ,,{' th,~ :.1111'-;' l".:'T': ...ur !1~!'Iin will ht! charged

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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25~ extra lighterage on the rates speci£ied in table

(A) .c tht~ TariCr.
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·,:,·.··•.'\'l)l· ..r:.·r, '''·if>· ("'.~J_ w .. .. I.!\' .11 .. , ...

~i.lJ:: ,u:n lH;j~::,:••~

l£~J:.ii~~: ,!H:;'i,i'.H..\ ti~r::':"j'\ YO

500

140

200

120

120

160 ­

)20

150 .

)20

120·

J20

72

96
400

170

6/

4/

1/
70
120

1=".0 •.\,,"1 ...

:·{).~.h. 10

so.Sh.

So.sh.

So.Sh.

So.Sh •

i.So.Sh.

~o.Sh.

So.Sh. 6)

. .so.sh. 28

.Sh.So. 56

. f;o.Sh.

. So.Sh.

o•• SO.5h.

~;o •.Sh.nO

:',0. She Jt-/O

~:o. sh .150

_____ D c: T 1\.-:--I-..o.;L.....S___. _

·,oIscnI\RGIr\

~:o .:":11.6/

, f~O.~-.11.41
;I ~;o.:-h.l/

I:'''. ~ .1.'~ r. ' I
'".'. :'. 1\1~j

__I+-1- ...'.: __r:~ I·

\) .: .~ I. 1 t!

. ::.:-
, !

:::

10UO "ti

to()O j;li

1QIJ!.i "

i,,'"

1000 ·.G

1000 1:(;

10UG •. tt

'lO(l{) .. 1.

vt'i)~iu ; l.

1Don . ti

1,DOll i< r.

~ i '.\." Ie ni<J1'

I , I/);,!)Ir:Gr-v-'- ..- --"'"---~~-~-'-;~--

I lOUO li~i ~;.o.~h.6J/

I. ~on(} :'[i ;~·:o.~'h.g3.

J

viooo :;G I~.:O.~~h. ~ll'
1000 ;:.l; ..)o.;,h.;)O. ..-

J y"'1CO~ i:~ =-io.~;h.1150

I tOGO ::li ~~(}.;:'h.1?O

I 10lW FG :;o.~:la.170
I 'lO{i() ;'li I~:.~.Sh.110.

. :.o.::!1.110,
r f;o.~~h.l10

I:.'; 0 • :~ h • 9,}
l ,'o.:~h.1JO

I.. . I 1'~O'
;;:(). fl.} '. _ ••'

I '. , •.•

CA'M'l.;';

TIWH::n

:'LASTIC ~)I~ES•.

'""1..~lt·1·Y Tn;s f. Ltw~

El~TY }~KXR :JI\.L!;S

~·Hl:CS fa ~;i\.';1JLL~i

$:·Ui~I;t·~~ .:,i.lit...... \0

1.:01·1'ONS \},\l.l:r,

D£SC~U:'TlnN

TEh LEAVt;:;

CEi\:£:lT

ANIf·L\L Hl:l-'U.sr·~ (nn; ~:CCL)

O/\GG~D CAllGO

c.;J\ra~BU :EAT

'TOIHFr I'.\:~cn

~({i';Gb 8, (;t:·AT SL 1:,6

r-X~)I.OSIV1·; ~ lJAN,a~W~us

TYH.E~ &; ~unr~:;

~\OIOS &. AC(;S5GiU i~S

'.Nl'CHCS

I

I
i

sm;r:p ,GG.\l'S I
~:1.·:iEH \6I':I~~:,\L 1:.\::(:0 I

.r .~... . l
~~U .• :., , L:. ,ee, ! .• IT~~ I
.., "',, ,. \ I
1,'-\10/\)', i\..· ..... \

-:';1~<i;\,;"'~;!1_"~;-·_---- .--. -----,. -.--.- '- .-

(. t) C;·.~t:L t..X~..x i ',', 0

(~) ~~~.\ ·P•. i", I

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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Clif\RG1~S .

I

DESCHIPTION ! DASIC {Jl\IT It ~·:uG,\DISHU J m::llllEnA J I~ISMAAYO
!

so.,sh. So.Sh. So.Sh. I

CEl-i£NT 1000 FC\ 351 35/. 3S/.
13M,GCU CARGO 1000 r:f; 351 35/- 35/.

",'
35/"-GI::~EItJ\L CAW~() 1000 i':G ~)r;1 35/.\:.: ..

gXIlLOSlvES DJ\NGI::1'~ 1000 hG ItO/' 4.O/D. ItO/.

CANNED NEAT 1000 i\.G 35/ 35/~ 35/. \

~~I
I

CAH~L HEAD 1~/D. 8/_ . .,

(
CAT"I1..E trEAD 6/ 7/•. 6/•. -
SHBr,p GOA'l'S I~E.AD 1/so 1/50 1/50.

. [>t;"e;.,41t4. -. .:0

I

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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SHIP

SISES su. SUe so. SU.

KISMAAYO

so. SUe------.-...-.----I------~--------
'0 :000/

II " ·50001 .

It (,000-1

" tI 7000/

u It Bonol

______1 .__... .

1. 2000 l'tHT

2001 • ljOOO NaT

4001 - 6000 NUT

600 1 - 8000 ~lrr

8001 - 10000 NRT

Anon 10000 ~mT

I', ,.\••< ~oOO/· 1000/

2000/
'JOOO/

5000/

6oo0/'

70001

2000/

6000/

10000/

15000/'

20000/

25000/

BEST AVAILADLE COpy
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,

;

SO!iALI i't;Hl':3 ,\CTWi!U'l'Y
!

W.;v~,;r~tJl·: ·i.';'... ::Il·~"'·S i
SCm·~Dm.C \I L: II I.

snIP C, ;:\j,Gl::; I
I. h~i"i;M·;CF. ' .l~

!
"

j
I

SHIP BASIC r %-JUCli' n I SHU OE1WEAA KISMAATO ,1

Li·:JT SO • .§H. SO.SH. so. Sit.

~

1 - 2000 ;;l:T i'L-h hli \/'I'i~:"i.' !:il>OO 1000 5000

2001 -4000 :;rtT II II " 10000 1500 10000

4001 -6000 xnl' I' 11 II ~oooo ~ooo 15000 -

6001 ..;: Booo m:T II '1 II I 25000 7000 20000

3001 . 10000 II " II )OUOO 3500 25000

ABC""l:: 10000 \I II " 35000 10000 '0000

---~.L-.--..__.,._~--

-

BEST AVAILABLE C~py
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/

SHIP 1 BAS!C ~~OG;\DISlro DLHnr·ltA KISJ.tAAYO

SIU U~:IT S(:. SH. SC'. sa. so. SHe

UP TO 2000 GH1' PEH SHIP o:'r:lf~T Ifoo 400 " /too
.:

2001 - 4000 GUT " " It 600 600 600

4001 • 6000 GHT " " " Boo 800 800

6001 -8000 GnT It " .. 1000, 1000 1000

8001 -10000 GnT ft " II 1200 1200 1200

AHQUE - 10000 GnT " " " 1400 1'.00 1/tOO -

~

--_ .._-- ----_.-- _.

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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SO~IALI _?OHTS AUTIIORITY

HI:.:VBC.;UE TARIFFS

SCHEDULB It G It

SHIP CfJAHG~S

nr-nTH OCCUPA~CY'

DESCRIPTION I OASIC ~ ~ !-IOGM:.I~1it· nfiWEAA J KISNAAYO

Sll. SO. 50. SHe SO. SHe

-
.

SHIP Pb:U DAY/~U-:'fi~R ~5/12 25/. 25/.

B-20



cm·~·.I.! POHTS AtJTHOIUTY

iU~Vl~i'\UE TAHIFFS

PILOTAGE SBRVICC

J)I1IP BASIC UNIT l>10GAOISHU l1EIWERA KISMAATO

\ SO. SHe SO. SHe SO. SHe

t - 2000 GIlT GHT 0.20 0.20 0.20

2001 - ljooo GnT GH'r 0.40 O/~O o.lto
4001 - 6000 GRT GRT o.so o.so o.so

iSOG1 - '8000 GUT GRT 0.60 . 0.60 0.60_·

8001 .- 10000 Gill' GUT 0.70 0.70 0.70
ABOVE 10000 GUT CAU1' o.BO 0.80 0.80

B-21
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S01·~r,l porn's AUTHOHITY

SClfEDUI.E It I II

SUIP CHAHG~S

1

SHIP DASIC U~IT NOGADISllU J ll£HBEHA XISMAAYO

_E.0. J~IJ. so. SH. so. SHe- --
1- 2000 NRT 11.lG/OPF.H I 2000/_ 2COO/. 2000/.

I -
2001 - /joao If II 2500/e 2500/. 2500/.

4001 - 6000 " n JOOO/: 3000/. 3000/11:

6001 - 800Q. " II 3500/: 3500/. 3500/.

8001 - 10000 " " 4000/, t.OOO/g 4000/.

ABOVE 10000 It II 4 Joo/. 4500/. 4,o0/•.

GUUL- trICTOltY' Pf;R HOUH 3500/=0 - -
I

._---- .

B-22



,

,

SOMALI PORTS AtrrHORl:TT

REVENUE TARIFFS

SCHEDULE tI J "

HIRE OF QUAY CHANES

CllANES I BASIC I MOGADISHU I BERBER" I DSMAAl'O

CAPACITY UNIT SO. Sit. SO. SHe SO. SH.

1 - 3000 KG PER nOUR' JOO/. '00/. 300/.

'001 - sooo m " " 350/. "0/. 3S01. - .

S001 -10000 E.G " " 4.00/_ 'to0/. ~o/.

10001 -1S000 KG " " 500/~ 500/- ~Ol.

ABOVE 15000 ltG " II 800/. 800/. 800/.

.JUMBO CnAm:S It " 1S00/e 1500/. 1'00/_

-
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SOMALI PORTS AUTHORITY

REVENUE TARIFFS

SCHEDULE II K "

MOBILE CRA~~S INCLUDING TRUCK ~OUNTED

SEllVICB S BASIC CRANE CAPACITY

UP TO '001-15000 15000-25000 ) ABOYa..
5000 XG. KG. KG. 25000 KG.

INSIDE PORT PER TON 60/. 100/. 150/. 1000/.
~~~

.' - ________ e

-- ... -_._-._. ----- _.. _.--- --~ -" ._-_._- ._-

•
2000/.OUTSIDE PORT PER HR 250/~ 400/. 500/.

B-24
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,
f

,

SO~tALI PORTS AUTHOIUTY

REVEMJE TARIFFS..
SCHEDULE " L "

HIRE OF FORKLIFTS

I
~

I
" j. ,

SERVICE BASIC RANGE 0' CAPACITY .

UNIT PER LIFTER
!

PROM I TON UP WARDS

-
INSIDE POR'!' PER TON SO.5n. e!!/-,i .
OUTSIDB PORT PER HR 50.5".180/.

:

:

i
..

:

-
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SOMALI PORTS AUTHORITY

REVENUE TAR! FrS

SCHEDULE " !of "

HIRE OF TRACTORS & TRAILERS

·-:.

,"
.,

SERVICE BASIC TRACTORS I TRAILERS [

UNIT UP TO ABOft

20 ~.nll 20 TONS

OUTSIDE PORT PER flOUR 100/. 400/. '00/. -
'--.,-- -----

J.
TRACTORS WITH ~

GOOSENGOIt PER HOUR JOO/... - ---

B-26



SOMALI PORTS AUTHORITY

fiCHE DULE tt N n

HIRE OF CARGO HANDILING GEAR

DESCRIPTION

NET SLINGS

ROPS SLINGS

WIRE SLING

PALLET

CHAINS

B-27

BASIC UNIT

PER NET/SLING/DAY

PER SLING/DAY

PER SLING/pAY

PEn/PALL£T/DAT

PER!PIECf:/UAT

I RATE

60ls t
i

70/. ~
r

80/.

I10/.
!

40/. T
~.

t

f
i
f
f·
t

r
I

;
\;

l
l.

~:.
I.

~
I

~
l
i·
!.
r
t
I
.f



SOMAl.! PORTS AUTHORITY

REVENUE TARIFFS

~CHCDULE tt 0 "

"

t .

CRAFT DASIC, ' WITH:CN OUTSIDE POR'!' A R E It.

UNIT POI~T :;.JIL"v\J.. SAL)!.,:"TION

CCAS'rAl. FOR SHIPS \

P.\THOL.tl\G .
,-~,

'.
TUGS noun ;:500/a: )000/2 "500/.

i

LAtJNCHKS HUliN 2;;0/. 800/3 -
LICBTr.ns DAY SOO/IE 1000/11 -

:

t
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SO?-1ALI PORTS AUTHORITY
,

lillVEr-.1JE TARIFFS

flr
SCHEDULE " Q " ~

;!
"1
L:
\~.

'1::'
~II SCELANEOUS SERVICES !i\

'~'1.~.;

~:

!i
~

~
!{

t
DESCRIPTION UASIC 1 R A TE S ..,

I
~t

UNIT NORMAL I FllIDArS OTHER r
~

DAYS HOLIDAYS it·

WATER SUPPLY FOR SHIPS TON 15/. 15/. 15/. k

CARGO SHIFTED ON BOARO- TON 20/., 20/. " 20/. .~
WEIGH BRIDGE SCALE ITEM 20/. 20/. 20/.

OfT. ONS'I'F.VEDORIING 51'V .A1-~uU 25" 50" 10~ ~
RWDAGING OF GOODS 1000 KG. 5/a 5/:11 SI. g

r"
CLEANING OF SHIP HOLDS PEH HOLD 1000/.' 1200/. 1500/. E
RIGGING SUIP DERRICItS PElt HO.o~ 400/. 500/. 600/. f.J- ,o!

1JET[~NTION PI:H Y.r fin 150/. 200/. 3°0/.
t:

PILOT r.
OPENING Slll1) IlATCU~~ PEn HATCH /joo/. ~OO/. 600/. ~,

t".

HEAVY LIFTS QUAY CRANS, l)~H LIP'T f:
ABUVE - 30/= '0/. '0/. f';
5 TONS P

18/. 18/a
',-)

PASSENGERS PERSON 20/. r.

STUFFING CONTAINERS PEH cornj I~lE 500/. 600/. 800/.
i j

STRIPPING CONTAINERS Pl:;R RECl£lVER 200/D )00/. '*00/. ;~ ~

PASSIl:NUEK HAGAGES u: I'En PAC~}.GF. 10/e: 10/. 10/. l)
I'

MAIL BAGS PER DAG 10/. 10/. 10/. r:.
SAIIAY SIINTA PACKAGE 5/50 5/50 '150

I.;
I;
~ .-
i:"

. ~.: t- f 0.

r

\
l
I

I

:
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:.... '-;" .. t

SOl-tALI PORTS AUTHORITY

REVENUE TAIUFFS

!'.

SCHEDUI..E " R "

:! LOADING AND OISCHARGI"-"G

CARS,LORRIES & OTHER MOBILE PLANTS

1/

601-1000mlSCRIPTXON I BASIC I UP TO 1001-1500 ~. 15°"-20001 AnOn ~

UNIT 600 KG. KG. m. KG. 2000 EG. i

-, ..
2.."0'0/.

,

· CABS PER NO !.j00/.. 600/_ 1000/.. 1'00/_
,

:

i
./joo/. '00/• '1000/. 1S00/. 2'~;c~{: l

LORRY TRUer.s PER NO r

........:~ .. ~. 4'.' . ,

T~CTORS. 'PER NO "00/. 600/. 1000/. 1'00/_ 2%oO/_~~ "

· ;

." .TilAXLERS .. PER NO -"CO/a 600/_ 1000/. 1S00/. 20\00/. ;-
~lmS

r PER NO .00/_ 600/. 1000/. 1'00/. 2%OO/sa1. i·.- ;
.h l". BtJLDOSERS PEa NO /tOO/II! 600/. 1000/. 1'00/. 2'00/.
/

;

r
~ i .. i,

\

t
,.

;,\ ....
.( .. ~

I' , .
:

.' j'! .. ,i:, ,
- . :,,·1

j
" :

I
i I

: II ...
I

I

;
!

.j,
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. ,'~ . ....

SOMALI PORTS AUTUORJ:TY
~ .,

j
I.,
I
i
I
I

j
i

" .~

.\'

•• :-1,
.1, i
:

"l

600/.600/.600/.

REVENUE TARXFFS

CHARGES ON DHOWS

SCIIEDULE n 5 ..

onow/

TlUP

i" ,
....

.!:'
-t j

•

~.

~.
~-----------1-------.;.------~------------------......;~

{~

~::..:

\~' .-

~f

~';

~'i
W:
~<t

f1
~:; :";'. ···~:JI
fg oj I

r~i-----------t------t-----------------~---------...i,!
r~' ~ I
~ DESCIUPTIO!l BASIC P 0 R T S i I

....... '.' i
:-.\ UNIT MOGADISHO I BERBERA J IaS!-1ATO MERltA;· ifi·. ~;.;;,;;:;.;;.---+--..;;;.;;,;;.;;;;.;;,;;.,;.;",~--.;;.:;;;;;;;,;;,;,;;,;,.._+_;;;;;;;;,;;,o;.,;;;.;,;; .....-+--;;;;;,;--.;;...----
r~i
~:..

~).
t}?
't!:
p
{Ii

~~, " SERVIa
!:j
M
~<!
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..
~. .'

, '
"0'

~~~...
~

SOM.....LI PORTS AUTHORITY

~._~ ..
i
f;

t
~?;' .i

',:- .,
lr. -0_,

REVENUE TARIFFS

SCHEDULE " T n

GENERAL SERVICES ON CRUD~ OIL AND PR-

TROLEum~ PRODUCTS IN BULg.

0.30'

o.so.0.50

O.3Q100 X-G

100 ltG.

MOLASESS

LOADING

DISCHARGING

t~.~ ,',
~,. ----__:----------------------""'1
fi:lj CR1lD& OIL • BASIC ~ MOGADISHU BE1lIlE11A ", nSMAATD '

f("~ ::.._P__&T_R,;,;.;,;,OL=.F.:.;..UM;;;;.:....p_n:;.o;;.n;;.U;;.C;;.T;:.;S;;....~+....;U;.;,rn:;.;,;;.;:.;T=--_+- --!f- -+ ~':·
t':~'

f~'

f<'" :
: I.··~ .
' ...... :1.;

f~.Y":
;.. ; .

'f"

SAARIS

DSJIN

100 KG

tOO KG

0.70

B-32

John M
Rectangle



,;

SOl-fALl PORTS AUTHORITY

REVENUE TARIFFS

SCHEDULE " P II

STORAGE CHARGES

~
"~
"i,
:}
;"'n

'If
.,
v
~,
r;:
:'
l-
i<'
~
~'.
~d

f;

t'
:~

...<f ii
!~
r'

~
r

~
~

F
~
r
~
-.;

.:~

:~-,I•.';..·

" t;OATS I BASIC UNIT I D It TA I S ,l
OPEN STORAGE ! COVERED STORAGE \;

I.
~

1ST'TEN PER DAY/tOO KG O.:JO 0 0.,50 ,1;
~
t;

OATS AFTER -~

~~
FRU P&RIOP ~;

i';
am> TEN DATS PER OAT/toO KG 0.60 0 , 1.00 ~

THERE AFTER PER DAT/100 KG 1.00 0 1/'0
I'
1

!
i
i
I,
I

~

!
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