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Logistics and trade

Trade and exchange facilitate economic life and 
living standards of individuals, corporates, and 
countries. Maximizing the potentials of trade, on 

the other hand, depends on the efficiency of the sup-
porting structure, namely transport, payment systems 
and warehousing infrastructure. The more efficient, 
these underpinning structures for 
trade are, all things being equal, the 
higher the overall economic growth 
opportunities. Goods and services 
are easily tradable when they are 
easily movable from one point to an-
other. Even when they are transport-
able, they need to be securely stored. 
But these logistics services must be 
delivered at the appropriate time and reasonable 
costs. That way, the prices of the goods traded will 
be competitive. Ultimately, efficient logistics support 
facilitates customer satisfaction and provides the in-
centive for enhanced product and service demand. 

Such demand growth benefits the economy. Albeit 
simplistic, this explains the role of logistics in trade 
facilitation. The complexity of the process intensifies 
with trade internationalization and therefore requires 
dedicated policy attention. Efficient logistics support 
also facilitates enhanced exploitation of the growing 
global value chains by providing the substructure for 
the sharing of production activities and product com-
ponents in different countries. In the same vein, ineffi-

cient logistics processes con-
stitute significant drawback 
as well as obstacles not only 
to domestic production but 
in global trade integration. 
Since 2007, the World Bank 
has published the logistics 
performance of the different 
countries of the world. The 

World Bank’s Logistics Performance Index [LPI] evalu-
ates the implementation of efficient logistics support 
structure by countries across six broad trade support 
indicators on a scale of 1 to 5. See figure 1. 

What has changed 
in Nigeria’s logistics 

and trade support 
performance? 

Monday, August 24, 2020 

“...average service quality 
deficiency in Nigerian sea-
ports, is about -38.5%. It is 
-40% for Tin Can Island and 
-37% for the port of Apapa” 
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The World Bank’s LPI

The World Bank LPI consists of a set of six indica-
tors that help countries in evaluating the quali-
ty of their trade support structure. And since the 

data coverage comprises virtually all countries of the 
world, it has become a crucial tool for countries in 
benchmarking against one another on their logistics 
performance. The six components that make up the 
overall LPI are [a] efficiency of the clearance process 
(i.e. speed, simplicity and predictability of formalities) 
by border control agencies, including customs, [b] 
quality of trade and transport-related infrastructure 
(e.g. ports, railroads, roads, information technology), 
[c] ease of arranging competitively priced shipments, 
[d] competence and quality of logistics services (e.g., 
transport operators, customs brokers), [e] ability to 
track and trace consignments, [f] timeliness of ship-
ments in reaching the destination within the sched-
uled or expected delivery time1.

Figure 1 shows the categorization of the six dimen-
sions of the LPI into two groups [inputs and outputs]. 
On the ‘input’ side are three areas – customs, infra-
structure, and service quality – which act as policy le-
vers. The expectation is that substantial improvements 
on the input side should deliver increasingly higher 
levels of logistics efficiency [time, cost, and reliability].

Figure 1: The World Bank LPI

Source:2

Logistics and trade performance: The 
place of Nigeria in Africa

 

Apart from the year 2012, Nigeria consistently 
outperformed the continental average. Howev-
er, since Africa warehouses, the highest number 

of underperforming countries on the logistics per-
formance index measures, its weak but slowly pro-
gressive average performance on various indicators 
is not a surprise. See figure 2. By 2018, Nigeria still 
trailed behind the performance levels of three of the 
top 10 African exporting countries, namely South Af-

rica, Egypt and its neighbour, Ghana. South Africa 
is clearly on a different league and has maintained 
more robust historical performance on the overall in-
dex. However, the story is different when Nigeria is 
head to head with Egypt. Although its performance 
was lower than Nigeria’s at the outset of the LPI as-
sessment in 2007, Egypt continued to make meteoric 
improvements each successive year until 2016. Vir-
tually all benchmark countries buckled in 2018. By 
2016, the country has already entered the enviable 
three points league. A somewhat similar pattern is 
observable in the case of Ghana. From an overall LPI 
index score of 2.1 in 2007, its 2016 and 2018 perfor-
mances are more than that of Nigeria.

Figure 2: Trend in Overall LPI 
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Again, Nigeria’s investment in critical logistics per-
formance inputs, namely the customs, transport, and 
warehousing infrastructure, as well as service qual-
ity, fall exceptionally far below that of South Africa. 
Thus, while Egypt, Tunisia and Morocco all crossed 
the 2.5-point threshold [50% or midpoint], Nigeria’s 
cumulative average score was not up to the average 
reference line. The implication is evident in the LPI 
outcomes, which appears to be consistent with the 
level of efficiency achieved at the input level. In any 
case, ongoing fiscal investments in rail and road in-
frastructure may improve Nigeria’s LPI scores for 
2020. Unarguably, without greatly enhanced levels 
of government’s spending and private investments 
on transport and warehousing as well as customs/
port infrastructure, the prospects of trade expan-
sion beyond our current level may remain a wish.
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Figure 3: LPI average input and outcome 
scores

Expectedly, South Africa has consistently recorded 
significant export product expansion relative to oth-
er leading African exporters. The ability of a country 
to systematically expand on the number of products 
that it exports is a measure of its product quality and 
acceptance, new market penetration capacity, price 
competitiveness, and the robustness of its logistics 
performance architecture. Figure 4 below shows the 
apparent clustering of Africa’s nine out of its ten lead-
ing exporters given their overall LPI and the level of 
their export product expansion. Based on these two 
dimensions, the four clusters that emerged are de-
scribable as [a] high-performing countries, [b] medi-
um level performers, [c] upcoming performers, and [d] 
poorly performing countries. South Africa is unargu-
ably the only country in the high-performing country 
category. The three North African countries of Egypt, 
Tunisia and Morocco belong to the medium level per-
forming category. Ghana’s efforts place it ahead of 
Nigeria, Guinea, Algeria, and Angola, which are the 
group of least performers out of the top nine leading 
exporters in the African continent.

Figure 4: Overall LPI and size of export 
products

Nigeria’s LPI: Areas for policy action

Despite being private sector driven, which has 
also enhanced its growth potentials,3 the Nige-
rian ports are yet to experience the desired level 

of efficiency in its operations. Based on its 2015 data, 
the import and export costs of Nigeria were 100% 
higher than that of East Asia and the Pacific region. 
Likewise, the 33 days that it takes to import into Ni-
geria was 81% higher than that of Latin America. The 
22 days of export time from Nigeria was equally 36% 
longer when compared with Latin America4. Similarly, 
costs related to inefficiencies make up 24 percent-
age points of the 30%, that is the average clearance 
and administrative expenses from the costs of the 
goods. The regular cost is only 6%5. Although there 
was an impressive improvement in 2020 in the time 
it takes to complete export documentation, not much 
has changed in terms of the associated costs of ex-
porting and importing into Nigeria. Figure 5 shows a 
wobbling trend in the efficiency of the customs clear-
ance process. Albeit being far below the 2.5 points 
performance threshold, it consistently dropped to 
less than two points between 2007 and 2012. After 
a seeming speedy recovery of 2016, it crashed back 
to its 2012 position. The International Monetary Fund 
[IMF] during its tour of the Nigerian ports as part of 
the data gathering process for its Economic Outlook 
review for 2020 attributed the challenging conditions 
in the Nigerian ports to the absence of national sin-
gle window platform, lack of scanning machines for 
customs operations, as well as poor logistics and road 
infrastructure6.

Figure 5: Patterns in Nigeria’s LPI input 
factors

Data from 82 maritime countries [including Nigeria] 
show a significant positive relationship between the 
performance of a country’s merchandise exports and 
its customs clearance processes. Consequently, the 
latter requires the highest priority attention if a coun-
try is to record maximum achievements in its export 
targets7. See figure 6 showing a strong association 
between the quality of logistics services and exports. 
As can be easily deciphered, similar association seem 
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to exist between the efficiency of the customs clear-
ance process and quality of trade and transport-relat-
ed infrastructure.

Figure 6: Relationship between service 
quality and exports

Service Quality at the Nigerian Sea-
ports

Service quality gap in the Nigerian sea-ports is also 
appallingly high. Based on customer survey data 
on the service quality of sea-ports in the ECOWAS 

subregion8 extracted from the responses of 429 custom-
ers for the port of Apapa and 254 customers for the Tin 
Can Island, port, average service quality deficiency in 
Nigerian sea-ports, is about -38.5%. It is -40% for Tin 
Can Island and -37% for the port of Apapa. These esti-
mates come from the perceived levels of service quality 
performance received by the customers relative to their 
expectations. Ideally, in service quality, the actual per-
formance should be entirely consistent with the expec-
tations of the customer or higher. As the king, customers 
expect that service providers perform 100% [or more] 
based on the agreed expectations. Figure 7 shows that 
the service quality of the Nigerian sea-ports falls far be-
low customer expectations in terms of reliability, assur-
ance, empathy, and transparency.

Figure 7: Customer service quality gaps 
at the Nigerian sea-ports

Source:9

Service quality gaps at the Nigerian 
airports

Domestic passengers appear to be satisfied with 
the reliability level of the services provided to 
customers at the Murtala Mohammed Airport 

(2) [MMA2]. However, service quality scores for the 
airport in terms of quality assurance, empathy, tangi-
bles, and responsiveness, reveal customer dissatisfac-
tion and performance deficiencies10. See table 1 be-
low. Since MMA2 is the only domestic airport terminal 
currently in concession to the private sector, and likely 
the most efficient, it is arguable but believable that 
the rest of the airport terminals in the country may 
have even more negative performance gaps.

Table 1: Service quality at MMA2

Source:11

Additionally, an evaluation of the performance of all 
the domestic airlines in 20 service quality attributes 
and seven process items that drive passenger satis-
faction indicated negative perceived service quality 
[gap] in all of them12. See table 2. For instance, while 
the customers have remarkably elevated expectations 
for prompt departure and arrival [4.25], the actual 
performance of the airlines is weak and leaves a 
negative performance gap of -1.62. The airlines put 
together failed to either meet or exceed customer ex-
pectations in all seven process indicators.

Table 2: Service quality of Nigerian air-
lines

Source:13

Nigeria’s LPI: Service delivery im-
provements

Nigeria’s performance on the logistics timeliness 
indicator shows a consistent upward trend since 
2007. By 2010, it crossed the 3.0 threshold 

and on average has continued in that trajectory. See 

Service Attribute Percep-
tion P

Expecta-
tion E

P-E

Ticket Purchase 3.52 4.18 -0.66
Pre-flight service 3.05 3.88 -0.83
Check-in 3.01 4.07 -1.06
Airport services 3.03 4.07 -1.06
Arrival/Departure 2.63 4.25 -1.62
In-flight service 3.01 3.68 -0.67
Post-flight services 2.85 3.91 -1.06
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figure 8. This performance is encouraging as timeli-
ness is crucial for price competitiveness and the min-
imization of attendant logistic costs. According to the 
World Bank, in 2009, “Nigeria speeded up exporting 
and importing by upgrading facilities at Apapa port 
in Lagos”14. 10 years later in 2019, “Nigeria reduced 
the time needed to export and import by implement-
ing joint inspections, the NICIS2 electronic system 
and around-the-clock operations at Apapa Port. This 
reform applies to both Kano and Lagos”. The coun-
try’s performance in international shipments does not 
appear to reflect a similar pattern [at least in absolute 
levels]. See figure 8. The tracking and tracing capacity 
of the country also improved after 2012.

Figure 8: Trends in LPI outcome indica-
tors

What has changed?

Nigeria no doubt had recorded significant im-
provements since the 2007 launch of the logis-
tics performance index. However, there is still 

a huge headroom for improvements. For instance, 
based on the World Bank doing business data, the 
number of hours that it typically takes to comply with 
export documentation dropped by almost 44% from 
its 2018 level. Between 2016 and 2018 it was ap-
proximately 131 hours. By 2020, the World Bank re-
cords show that it now takes about 74 hours. This per-
formance is closer to that of South Africa in terms of 
the number of hours it takes to accomplish the same 
task. Although improvement is slower in the number 
of hours it takes to complete import documentations, 
there is nevertheless approximately 30% reduction 
in that index. Compared however with South Africa, 
which takes around 36 hours to accomplish the same 
task, Nigeria’s with its 120 hours [regardless of the 
drop from 173 hours in 2018] time requirements is 
about three and a half times more inefficient.

Similarly, during the same period, Nigeria only im-
proved on the time required to comply with border 
requirements for exports by 5%. It now takes approx-
imately 128 hours to accomplish the task. That num-
ber is still 48 hours away from the 92 hours that it 
takes to deal with a comparable export processing 

situation in South Africa.

Despite the improvements in the timeliness factor, Ni-
geria, recorded zero gains in the costs of complying 
with documentary requirements either for imports or 
exports from 2016 to date. The costs of complying 
with documentary requirements for exports is five 
times that of South Africa. For Nigeria, it is $250, 
while it is $55 for South Africa. On the import side, it 
costs eight times more than that of South Africa.

The story is no different with the supporting infra-
structure. Nigeria’s infrastructure scores on the Glob-
al Competitiveness Index has been abysmally poor. 
Apart from Nigeria’s air infrastructure, which exceed-
ed the 50% mid-score from 2008 till about 2014, no 
other trade supporting infrastructure had measured 
up to an average performance to date. See figure 9.

Figure 9: Nigeria’s performance scores 
on infrastructure

Source: Global Competitiveness Index

So, what has changed? To what noticeable extent has 
the World Bank, logistics performance index scores 
influenced policy decisions in Nigeria to improve 
on the existing status quo? From every indication, 
it appears that we have regressed backwards from 
the earlier progress we made at the inception of this 
global benchmarking assessment.
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