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El Salvador’s La Unión Port: Foundering in a sea of politics1
Introduction
It was early 2010, and Guillermo López Suárez was head of El Salvador‘s port authority under
the new FMLN (Frente Farabundo Martí para la Liberación Nacional) administration, the first
left-wing government2 since the country‘s civil war ended in 1992. The public was watching
carefully—for signs of leadership and for weakness. Amid all the expectations, López Suárez
had a single, pressing priority: To solve the La Unión port problem.
The $187 million state-of-the-art container port, begun in 2001 under the conservative ARENA
(Alianza Republicana Nacionalista) administration,3 was seen by some as a promising engine of
economic growth and by others as an expensive lark. ARENA leaders had built the port with
plans to lease it to an international operator, reasoning that a private company would have the
expertise and capital to attract global commerce and would invest the estimated $600 million
required to expand the facility over the next 25 years. La Unión would be larger and more
efficient than Acajutla, until then the country‘s main port, making El Salvador more competitive
in the Central American shipping market.
But the government would need a new law before it could enter into a concession agreement
with a private entity, and this was where the project had stalled. In 2008, when ARENA put the
proposal before the Salvadoran legislature, FMLN hardliners accused ARENA of giving away a
national asset. As in many other countries in which left-wing factions are opposed to privatizing
state-owned enterprises (SOEs), the FMLN was against ceding state control of the port.
In 2010, a new FMLN government was in power. The party that had opposed La Unión was
suddenly charged with fixing it. La Unión‘s docks sat idle, while the new administration paid $1
million a month in debt service, a tenth of the port authority‘s annual budget.i President Mauricio
Funes was considered a moderate, but his FMLN party was dominated by a radical Marxist wing
opposed to any plan that sounded like privatization. In addition to strong political opposition, the
port faced technical and economic challenges. Two outside reports—one by the International
Finance Corporation (IFC) and another by the Japanese development agency (Japanese
International Cooperation Agency, or JICA)—showed that expensive dredging and equipment
were required to get the port operating and ARENA‘s ambitious vision would have to be
modified.
López Suárez needed to convince the divided National Assembly to pass a concession law that
would attract private capital and expertise. A widely respected figure across the political
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spectrum, he had worked more than three decades in the private sector—in real estate
development, agro-business, and the international conglomerate known for Pollo Campero, one
of Central America‘s most successful fast-food chains. As treasury minister under the previous
ARENA administration, he had earned credibility with FMLN–and the ire of big business—
when he detected a pattern of tax evasion by large companies and implemented a successful
fiscal reform.
López Suárez knew his neutral reputation would help, but so would an awareness of the political
landscape. “The right and the left, they don’t see me as a politician per se, but as a person who
can give a technical opinion in a political context,” he said.ii
Box 1: Important people and groups involved in the La Unión port dilemma
People
Guillermo López Suárez: Executive Director of CEPA, El Salvador‘s port authority. He
previously worked as treasury minister under a right-wing president and as a successful
businessman.
Mauricio Funes: President of El Salvador. He took office in 2009 as the first representative from
the FMLN party to lead El Salvador, and the first leftist to be elected in two decades. A former
journalist, Funes is considered a moderate and has had public disagreements with more radical
members of his party.
Political parties
FMLN (Frente Farabundo Martí para la Liberación Nacional): The leftist party of El Salvador
that grew out of the guerilla movement of the 1980s. The political party was formed at the war‘s
end in 1992 as a coalition of several guerilla groups. It has moderate members, but also radical,
Marxist elements.
ARENA (Alianza Republicana Nacionalista): The right-wing party of El Salvador that controlled
the presidential office at the end of El Salvador‘s civil war and until Funes’ election. The party
has been associated with pro-free-trade policies and other measures that support business.
Agencies and organizations
CEPA (Comision Ejecutiva Portuaria Autonoma): El Salvador‘s port authority. Manages the
country‘s busiest commercial port, Acajutla, as well as the profitable San Salvador airport. Is
in charge of negotiating any concession agreement with a private port operator for La Unión.
IFC (International Finance Corporation): The private sector arm of the World Bank. CEPA
retained the IFC‘s advisory services to assess the shipping market and look for potential
concessionaires for the La Unión port.
JICA (Japanese International Cooperation Agency): Japan‘s development agency. The agency
provided loans for the construction of the La Unión port. It later was asked to provide
recommendations on management options for the port.
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Background
El Salvador, which faces the Pacific Ocean, is the only Central American country besides Belize
with a single coastline. [See exhibit 1.] It is home to 7 million people and its major exports are
sugar (and molasses) and ethanol. [See exhibit 2.] Most of El Salvador‘s trade is with the U.S.,
and the country‘s per capita income is $3,380. Remittances, mostly from Salvadoran migrants
working in the United States, make up about 20 percent of the country‘s GDP.
As with many of its neighbors, El Salvador‘s politics bear the stamp of 1980s civil war. The
fighting, which happened largely in rural areas, arose from resentment at a growing level of
social and economic inequality, and pitted the army against socialist guerillas. The conservative
ARENA party is associated with the military forces from those years; the liberal FMLN party
has its roots in the rebel movement.
The La Unión port renovation was conceived in the 1990s—in the aftermath of the war—as an
$80 million development project. [See exhibit 3.] It was an effort by an ARENA government to
bring economic prosperity to the eastern region of the country, which had suffered greatly in the
fighting and had few prospects for growth. Two decades after the war, eastern El Salvador still
held some of El Salvador‘s highest concentration of poverty.
To design and build the port, El Salvador enlisted the help of the Japanese government, which
provided engineering services and, in 2001, financed the port‘s construction. While the
government assumed the port would be run privately, it did not initially define how the port
operations would be transferred to a private operator. This early period of the port‘s development
coincided with a boom time for the country‘s export industry, which thrived under ARENA‘s
pro-free-trade leadership. El Salvador was a producer of basic products, such as textiles, and
between 1996 and 2000, manufacturing—or maquila—was the country‘s fastest-growing
industry, expanding by 5 percent per year.iii Industry leaders envisioned the country evolving
into a shipping hub for Central America, complete with packaging and marketing services.
At the time, El Salvador had one operating commercial port, Acajutla, southwest of San
Salvador. [See exhibit 4.] This port had long suffered from labor disputes and inefficiency,
though a 2003 labor reform had recently made it profitable after a pattern of losses. iv Even so,
Acajutla was small and lacked the space for expansion. It was designed mainly as a grain port,
serving cargo ships used to import wheat and corn and export sugar. It also served container
ships, but because the port opened directly onto the Pacific Ocean, unpredictable sea swells made
loading and unloading containers difficult.
The La Unión port was conceived as a more practical alternative to Acajutla. Its location in the
protected Gulf of Fonseca meant the water was calm. It also had plenty of land to accommodate
such logistics services as repackaging, labeling, and storage, as well as value-added industries,
such as assembly factories. With up-to-date docks and equipment, planners thought, the new
container port could make El Salvador a true regional hub, lowering prices for importers,
exporters, and consumers alike. v
Then, in 2006, the vision for La Unión changed dramatically. The government, in consultation
with private port operators, began to think more ambitiously. ―It occurred to us that the port of
La Unión should be a much bigger bet and one that was more aggressive,ǁ recalled López
Suárez, who was treasury minister at the time.
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Leaders began to envision the port as part of a ―dry canalǁ between the Pacific and Atlantic
oceans. [See exhibit 5.] Under this plan, a 230-mile, four- and six-lane highway would connect
La Unión and the Port of Cortes in Honduras, on the Caribbean. Proponents believed this
overland route could compete with the Panama Canal, the main transportation route across the
Central American isthmus. Key to their rationale was the assumed capacity of the crowded
Panama Canal, which placed width and depth restrictions on the ships that used it and wasn‘t
scheduled to expand until 2014. Increasingly, companies were building bigger ships that could
hold more cargo and go faster, but they could not fit through the canal.
The Salvadoran government decided to deepen La Unión to accommodate bigger ships and,
possibly, siphon off customers from the Panama Canal. Though the original design called for a
depth of 13 meters, the government instructed the engineers to make the port 15 meters deep.
This change came at a huge cost. It was against the advice of Japanese engineers, and its cost
meant the government would have to eliminate essential equipment from the project, such as
cranes.
―It was our invention,ǁ López Suárez said, referring to the ARENA administration‘s decision to
compete with the Panama Canal. ―And I participated, saying to the port authority president and
the president‘s chief of staff, ‗Fine, this is good…‘ It made sense with the information we had.
But when you deepen your understanding, you realize that, first, it‘s not true that Panama is over
capacity; and second, it‘s not true that Panama only moves cargo by sending ships through the
canal between the Atlantic and the Pacific—it has the option to move cargo [overland] by
railroad, a short distance of 40 kilometers.ǁ
The government had not prepared itself well academically or technically before committing to
build the port, López Suárez said. In addition to overestimating the port‘s potential role in the
region, the government lacked an understanding of the basic infrastructure–internet access,
electricity, and sewage treatment—needed to develop an industrial zone of this size and
complexity.
By 2010, the final cost of the project had ballooned from $80 million to nearly $187 million.
About $130 million was a yen-denominated loan from Japan, which had gotten more expensive
as the dollar weakened. Another $30 million was a loan from the Central American Investment
Bank.vi The rest came from the budget of El Salvador‘s port authority, CEPA (Comision
Ejecutiva Portuaria Autonoma), which was also responsible for running Acajutla, as well as the
country‘s busy airport.
As López Suárez pondered his options, the expense of La Unión was diverting about $40 million
from much-needed airport improvements. The government had even closed the airport at night to
cut costs.vii
The original concession proposal for the La Unión port
In 2008, when developing its plan to introduce private sector operations at La Unión, the
ARENA government had assumed that a private company would equip and operate La Unión
and Acajutla under a ―master concession.ǁ This type of privatization, in a broader sense, is
considered a public-private partnership, or PPP, rather than the full sale of a state asset to a
private company. [See Exhibit 6.] In the case of La Unión, the concessionaire would develop
both ports, as well as any manufacturing and logistics centers around the ports, but turn all
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property over to the government at the end of the 25-year concession term. The government
stipulated that any qualifying bidder must prove a net worth of $100 million and commit to
investing a minimum of $95 million in the ports during the first five years of the concession.viii
CEPA expected the La Unión port to be expanded twice. [See exhibit 7.] The government
estimated that between the expansions and maintenance of both ports, $655 million in
investments would be needed over the 25-years. [See exhibit 8.]
The proposal also required the concessionaire to make an initial payment to the government of
$40 million and then make monthly royalty payments of between 10% and 13.5% of gross
income, depending on the cargo processed. CEPA produced a number of estimates for container
traffic and revenues under this arrangement. The government assumed that shipping traffic
through El Salvador‘s ports would only grow and estimated that by the 25th year of the
concession, the two ports would be handling a total of 1.5 million containers. [See exhibit 9.]
The ARENA government estimated the project would generate between $1.3 billion and $2.2
billion in revenues for the government over 25 years and create 39,000 jobs. ix x [See exhibit 10.]
The political debate in the national assembly
When ARENA introduced its concession plan to the National Assembly in 2008, it met with
tough opposition. Not only did legislators question the details; they wondered if the port should
have a private operator at all.xi ARENA held 34 of 84 seats at the time; FMLN held 32. The
balance was held by smaller parties.xii
López Suárez, who observed the debate carefully, noted that the project hit a sensitive chord,
bringing out hard-line opinions on both ends of the political spectrum. FMLN, with its roots in
Marxist rebels, strictly opposed giving up government functions to the private sector.
Meanwhile, ARENA‘s far-right representatives believed the private sector could do everything
better than the state, a position López Suárez considered equally reckless.
In the debate, the nationalist party (PCN, or Partido de Conciliatión National), normally an
ARENA ally, joined FMLN in opposing the measure, saying the government would be giving
away a valuable part of its national sovereignty. Other opponents of the master concession plan
suggested that La Unión would not generate enough income to justify the government losing
control over the profitable Acajutla port.xiii Finally, they said they had ―unanswered questionsǁ
about the port construction and they wondered whether the government had enough money to
finish it.xiv
―They can look for votes elsewhere, but we are not going to give the ports as gifts to a private
company as they want to do,ǁ Orlando Arévalo, a PCN legislator, told one journalist.xv
FMLN proposed that the government enter a joint venture with a foreign company and run the
ports together. The government would hold 51 percent ownership and give the private company
49 percent, sharing profits and risks proportionately.
ARENA argued against this proposal, saying the government could not afford to contribute to
the investments the ports would need over the next 25 years. CEPA calculated a large difference
in revenues among the different options, assuming that any involvement by the state would
hinder investment and slow down port development. By CEPA estimates, a state-run port system
would bring in $222 million over 25 years; a public-private partnership with shared ownership
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would bring in $406 million; and a master concession, which would give the private operator the
most control of the port, would be the most lucrative for the state, providing $1.269 billion over
25 years.xvi
The master concession proposal died in the legislature‘s finance committee. To recover from the
political quagmire, Vice President Ana Vilma de Escobar headed a group to study the concession
options and report back to the National Assembly.xvii The committee, which included
representatives from businesses, unions, and the port authority, came up with a second proposal:
The government would enter a public-private partnership, with a private company holding 90
percent ownership and the publically-run port authority holding 10 percent.xviii
But the political battles continued. Opponents called for more transparency in the process and
accused the ARENA government of throwing up ―smoke screens.ǁ One legislator urged the
government to guarantee profits for the state and ensure fair wages for port workers.xix
One surprise detractor was Arturo Zablah, an ARENA vice-presidential candidate and an expresident of CEPA. He argued that the state should run both ports, pointing out that CEPA had
done a successful job of running the airport and the Acajutla port. He said that giving both ports
to a single operator would create a monopoly, and it would be unconstitutional to turn over such
a strategic state asset.xx
As the 2009 presidential election neared, the measure stalled. The government had invested $160
million in a ―white elephant,ǁ quipped one CEPA official.xxi Meanwhile, the Japanese were
getting anxious. They feared they had made a bad investment. ―We were seriously worried about
the situation,ǁ said Japanese Ambassador Shisei Kaku. ―There was no consensus.ǁxxii
Current situation and consultant recommendations
When López Suárez began his term as CEPA president in 2009, his first move was to ask for
outside help. He called on the Japanese development agency (JICA, or Japanese International
Cooperation Agency) to advise El Salvador on how to design the port‘s management structure
and overall strategy. And he engaged the World Bank‘s private sector arm, the International
Finance Corporation (IFC), to assess the shipping market and help put together a concession
structure that would be acceptable to international port operators.
His second move was to open the port, hiring a manager with 30 years experience in U.S.
container ports. This two-pronged approach was practical, but it also had a political calculus.
―It was a political compromise,ǁ Lopez Surarez said. ―We were opening the port to alleviate
some of the financial burden, and we were countering the attacks from the right, which were:
‗This was our grand bet, and now the left doesn‘t want it…‘ I stopped the attacks from the right,
saying, ‗No, here is the IFC of the World Bank, working on a law so that there can be a
concession.‘ǁ
In private conversations, López Suárez tried to keep FMLN legislators open to the possibility of
a concession with a private operator. At one meeting, he pointed out that the Cuban government
operated the Havana port under a private concession—a comparison he hoped would play well
with the party‘s left wing and make private participation in La Unión more politically
acceptable.xxiii
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In assessing the port‘s possibilities, JICA and the IFC had different missions. JICA focused on
the port‘s management structure more explicitly—considering both public and private
management options—while the IFC assessed the private sector market for a concession
agreement at La Unión. Between the two reports, however, five fundamental issues emerged.
These were the issues facing López Suárez as he prepared to present a plan to the National
Assembly:
1.
The role for Acajutla: Should CEPA create a concession just for La Unión,
or turn both ports over to private operation?
In pondering the future of La Unión, López Suárez had to simultaneously consider Acajutla, the
country‘s one functioning commercial port. ARENA‘s original plan had been to create a
concession agreement granting operating and financial responsibility of both ports to a private
operator, which was the private sector‘s preferred approach. Otherwise, if the government ran
one of the country‘s two ports, regulations and fees could be manipulated to favor the public
port.
The IFC recommended that if the government excluded Acajutla from the concession, it should
take steps to limit container traffic at that port. La Unión should handle all container traffic and
Acajutla should handle grains and other loose cargo. This would provide some assurance to a
private operator that the government would not intervene in the container business. The IFC
predicted it would also boost the flow of containers to La Unión by as much as 40 percent over
the alternative scenario in which both ports were permitted to serve container ships.
FMLN representatives, however, opposed any interference with Acajutla, which employed
organized workers and sustained a vibrant industrial complex. The JICA report, in contrast to
IFC‘s advice, recommended that the government to place only the La Unión port under private
concession so as not to siphon business away from Acajutla. Although not originally designed
for container ships, Acajutla increasingly depended on them for business. By 2008, container
traffic made up 27 percent of its traffic and provided 41 percent of its revenues.xxiv Any reduction
in income would hurt the surrounding economy, on which thousands of lives depended. FMLN
representatives thought Acajutla should be left to serve whatever shipping volume it could attract
in the market. They argued that the port should remain in the public sector‘s hands to curb
monopoly behavior by a private operator and allow the government to retain control over a
gateway to the country.
2.
Management structure: What type of concession agreement would be best
for El Salvador?
The JICA report focused on a discussion of the port‘s management structure. It weighed a
number of operational models for El Salvador‘s port system: master concession of both ports,
master concession of only La Unión, partial concession of La Unión, and public operation of
both ports. JICA‘s final advice was to place La Unión under a partial concession, with a private
sector operator leasing and operating the terminal and granting responsibility to the government
for developing the industrial area around the port. The JICA consultants also advised that
maintenance of the channel and other environmental and safety concerns remain in government
hands.
JICA found that, despite the benefits to a master concession—an ability to respond quickly to the
market and have maximum flexibility in terms of investment—a major drawback of this
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approach would be a loss of government control over development of the hinterland. This could
diminish the socio-economic benefits of the project. At worst, if not controlled by government
the property could be purchased by land speculators, who might decline to develop it. In
addition, a master concession would require the state to create a new regulator to prevent
monopolistic behavior by the private operator.
JICA and other observers pointed out that neither of the public-private partnership options
proposed by El Salvador‘s National Legislature had been palatable to the private sector. The
FMLN proposal calling for 51 percent state ownership would be a strong disincentive for any
reputable private operator to participate.
3.

How long should CEPA continue to run the La Unión port?

Under CEPA‘s management, the La Unión port was visited each week by only a single ship,
although it had the capacity to handle 500,000 containers a year. The revenues generated from
this underused facility barely covered operating costs. JICA recommended that CEPA continue
to operate the La Unión port for five years in order to learn how to run a modern container port
and build a successful commercial business. The consultants estimated the government could
buy the equipment necessary to get the port running for $13.8 million, including two ―ship-toshoreǁ cranes that would allow the port to load and unload containers efficiently.
JICA did not recommend that the government take on the long-term operation of the port, which
it believed would lead to inefficient operations and underinvestment. On the other hand, the
consultants believed that over the short-term the experience gained from running the port
operations would bolster the government‘s ability to negotiate an attractive deal with a privatesector operator. During the ―contingency period,ǁ with some revenues coming in, the
government would be able to make its loan payments and wait for the global financial climate to
improve before going through a bidding process.
Hard-line ARENA representatives, including business leaders, disagreed with the JICA proposal.
They believed the port should have been under private concession long ago, and therefore the
government should not delay efforts to put the port in private hands. CEPA was simply not
capable, they believed, of attracting the volume of shipping business necessary to make the port
commercially viable.
4.
Responsibility for dredging and other maintenance: Should the government
or the private sector have the responsibility?
One major technical question that would have to be resolved in any concession agreement was:
Who would assume the cost of dredging the 22-km access channel between the port and the open
ocean? The government had initially dredged the port and channel to a depth of 15 meters. Over
time, the sea had churned some of the silt back into place and made the channel too shallow for
navigation by large ships at certain points. The true cost of keeping the channel deep enough for
large Panamax and post-Panamax ships was unclear, but estimates ranged from $1 million to $12
million a year.
If CEPA continued to operate the port and serve large container ships, this cost would clearly fall
on the government. JICA advised that the government take responsibility for the dredging even
in a concession agreement, arguing that there was a high likelihood of underinvestment in
dredging if the responsibility were left to a private operator.
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5.
La Unión’s prospects in the international shipping market: Could El
Salvador successfully market the port to prospective private operators as a regional
hub, or would it be perceived as another national port, like Acajutla?
To negotiate a concession, the government needed to know what was realistic for the La Unión
port. Based on current shipping demand, would the port ever be part of a trans-isthmus corridor
through Honduras? Or would the port simply serve local import-export needs? Beyond that, what
kind of future investment—from dredging to buying specialized quayside equipment –would the
market expect? López Suárez needed a vision grounded in data.
Both JICA and the IFC assessed the shipping market for Central America. They collected and
analyzed data on shipping traffic, existing ports, and projected improvements to ports in the
region. [See exhibits 11 and 12.] Based on an estimated GDP growth rate of between 1.5 and 4
percent for the region, the JICA team concluded that under a concession El Salvador could
handle at most 1 million containers a year by 2030. [See exhibit 13.] It estimated La Unión
could reach 170,000-190,000 containers by 2015.
Neither consulting team thought that a dry-canal arrangement could compete with Panama, but
each had a different opinion on La Unión‘s potential to be used by larger Panamax and postPanamax ships. JICA believed shipping lines in the region would be slow to employ larger ships,
even after the expansion of the Panama Canal. If demand grew, shipping companies would just
put more ships in service to the region rather than invest in new, larger vessels.
The IFC, in contrast, believed La Unión could benefit by serving larger ships. Their report
predicted that the size of container ships serving the region would increase after the expansion of
the Panama Canal was completed in 2014. Shipping lines would update their fleets, buying
bigger ships to go through the canal and transferring the Panamax ships to feeder routes. [See
exhibit 14.] A major obstacle to upgrading fleets in Central America had been a lack of ports
capable of serving large ships—among West Coast ports, only La Unión had plans to put in
place large, land-based cranes to perform ―ship-to-shoreǁ cargo transfer. The other ports had
smaller cranes or served ships that carried their own cranes on board. To realize this role as a
large-ship port, however, El Salvador would need to maintain the depth of the channel
approaching La Unión.
The IFC determined that La Unión would be best suited as a transshipment port, in which large
ships could unload containers that might then be put on other, ―feederǁ ships to call at other
ports. It could provide a midway transfer stop for ships serving ports north and south of Central
America along the West Coast. But to do this successfully, La Unión would need to generate
more traffic through improvements to efficiency and road infrastructure.
In general, the IFC concluded that the La Unión port would provide a much-needed
improvement to port infrastructure in the region. The consultants found that the level of
container traffic was putting stress on existing port infrastructure in Central America. Ports that
would compete with El Salvador‘s La Unión, such as Quetzal (in Guatemala) and Cortés (in
Honduras) were operating at between 70 percent and 90 percent of capacity, with no concrete,
immediate plans for expansion.
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Conclusion
López Suárez, armed with the new analysis, would bring his proposal to a legislature that had
debated the concession issue just months before. The unfinished project was a source of public
shame and political embarrassment. The public wanted something done. The global economy
was weak, El Salvador‘s finances were tight, and the government had a long list of needs beyond
infrastructure, from public safety to education.
López Suárez was part of an administration with a mandate for change, but one that had a
strained relationship with its own party. Powerful leaders in the FMLN celebrated the party‘s
guerilla roots and maintained close ties with Cuba, Venezuela, and FARC rebels in Colombia.
As late as 2009, a party spokesman described a socialist vision for El Salvador in which
businessmen create wealth and the government ―distributes these riches equally.ǁ xxv In line with
this vision, many in the party took a dogmatic, pro-state-ownership position on the country‘s
ports.
Although President Mauricio Funes had campaigned with FMLN against the port concession,
once in office he and his team took a more pragmatic stance. The tension was clear. Not long
after his inauguration, Funes began to suspect hard-line elements within the FMLN of
intercepting his phone calls and threatening his safety.xxvi He was leery of breaking completely
with the FMLN, however, because of the risk of more overt subversion and street protests. xxvii In
addition, due to fractures in the ARENA party and new political alliances, the FMLN now held a
stronger position in the legislature, controlling as many as 57 of the 84 votes.xxviii
From the other side, business interests that were the crucial cornerstone of ARENA support were
nervous that the new government would backtrack on previous plans. Would this new
administration, which had opposed the port concession before, dismantle the successes of the
preceding years—low taxes, growing manufacturing sector, export-led development strategy?
These private sector stakeholders feared the state would try to run the port itself, scuttling the
grand plans of the previous administration. The post-crisis economic reality meant that the
private sector had less money to invest than it had in early 2008. The longer El Salvador‘s
political wrangling went on, the riskier an investment in the La Unión port would appear.
As López Suárez prepared his proposal for the National Assembly, he took stock of the players,
their interests, and the new data he had in hand. How would he make his pitch?
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Annexes
Exhibit 1: Map of Central America.

Source: Geology.com
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Exhibit 2: El Salvador‘s exports.

Top
Exports
($US
billions)

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

1. Maquila

0.76

1.06

1.19

1.33

1.61

1.65

1.76

1.87

1.92

1.82

1.78

1.80

1.93

2. Coffee

0.61

0.76

0.84

0.87

0.98

1.01

1.08

1.09

1.22

1.36

1.67

1.92

2.29

3. Sugar

0.34

0.52

0.32

0.25

0.30

0.11

0.11

0.11

0.12

0.16

0.31

0.19

0.26

4. Textiles
Total
exports fob

0.04

0.06

0.07

0.04

0.04

0.07

0.04

0.05

0.04

0.07

0.07

0.07

0.08

1.79

2.44

2.46

2.53

2.96

2.89

3.02

3.15

3.34

3.45

3.76

4.04

4.61

38%

13%

12%

21%

3%

6%

7%

3%

-5%

-2%

1%

7%

Percent
growth of
maquila
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Exhibit 3: Design for the Cutuco Port

Source: Jose Roberto Escalante Castro, ―Concesion Portuaria en El Salvador,ǁ Asociacion
Americana de Autoridades Portuarias, (San Salvador: 2008).
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Exhibit 4: Map ofEl Salvador with Acajutla and Cutuco ports marked.
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Exhibit 5: Planned route for the dry canal between the Cutuco Port and the Port of Cortes.

Source: Site Selection Magazine

17

El Salvador’ s La Unión Port

Exhibit 6: Spectrum of privatization and public-private parternships.

Source: Finance and Private Sector Development Vice Presidency, World Bank 2007
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Exhibit 7: The plan was to build La Unión in three phases over a 25-year concession term. The
portion in red shows the first phase. The sections with green grass and white buildings are the
port-related businesses, including two energy companies, expected to be part of the development.

PHASES OF THE PORT OF LA UNION

Source: CEPA
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Exhibit 8: Estimated investments needed in El Salvador‘s ports over the life of the concession.
YEARS

1-5

6 - 10

11 - 15

16 - 20

21 - 25

TOTAL

TOTAL BOTH
PORTS

$89.6

$75.2

$304.6

$154.3

$32.2

$655.9

68.6

65.4

97.3

138.1

14.0

383.3

PORT
INFRASTRUCTURE

16.0

6.5

200.5

11.5

8.9

243.4

TECHNOLOGICAL
DEVELOPMENT

5.0

3.4

6.9

4.6

9.3

29.1

% of total

14%

11%

46%

24%

5%

100%

EQUIPMENT

Source: CEPA
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Exhibit 9: CEPA‘s 2008 projections for container traffic under a master concession of both ports.
SUMMARY OF CONTAINER TRAFFIC
EL
ACAJUTLA SALVADOR

LA UNIÓN
LOCAL

REGIONAL
HUB

ADDED
VALUE

DRY
CANAL

TOTAL

TOTAL

GRAND
TOTAL

1

84,600

5,400

-

-

90,000

91,210

181,210

2

184,090

11,750

-

-

195,840

40,897

236,737

3

198,159

14,915

-

-

213,074

42,124

255,198

4

213,278

18,546

-

-

231,824

43,388

275,212

5

232,056

22,951

-

-

255,007

44,689

299,696

6

252,457

28,051

-

-

280,508

46,030

326,538

7

271,521

33,581

-

3,456

308,558

47,411

355,969

8

295,885

40,589

3,096

4,473

344,043

48,833

392,876

9

322,223

48,380

7,289

5,716

383,607

50,298

433,906

10

350,749

57,427

12,276

7,271

427,722

51,807

479,529

11

386,659

69,070

18,415

9,183

483,326

53,361

536,688

12

425,978

82,660

26,052

11,469

546,159

54,962

601,121

13

469,047

98,616

35,302

14,195

617,159

56,611

673,770

14

520,612

118,362

46,998

17,589

703,561

58,309

761,871

15

577,502

141,705

61,197

21,656

802,060

60,059

862,119

16

640,033

169,263

78,536

26,516

914,348

61,861

976,209

17

711,897

202,646

99,932

32,455

1,046,929

63,716

1,110,645

18

791,144

242,150

125,881

39,558

1,198,734

65,628

1,264,361

19

878,406

288,850

157,255

48,039

1,372,550

67,597

1,440,147

20

878,406

288,850

157,255

48,039

1,372,550

69,625

1,442,175

21

878,406

288,850

157,255

48,039

1,372,550

71,713

1,444,263

22

878,406

288,850

157,255

48,039

1,372,550

73,865

1,446,415

23

878,406

288,850

157,255

48,039

1,372,550

73,865

1,446,415

24

878,406

288,850

157,255

48,039

1,372,550

73,865

1,446,415

25

878,406
288,850
Source: CEPA

157,255

48,039

1,372,550

73,865

1,446,415
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Exhibit 10: Estimate of the government‘s revenues with 10 percent participation in a publicprivate partnership.

Income to the state

(25 years; minimum at
current value)
ACAJU LA
140.4
375.5
TLA
UNI
Royalt ies
(
(percent
of income for port services)

Advance

(minimum

award)

Dividends
Taxes

(for 10%

shareholding)

(value-added and

income)

Plus
investments

111.0

795.9

$2,201.
7

million
TOTAL

$515.9

33%

$60.0

4%

$63.0

4%

$906.9

59%

$1,545.8
$655.9
$2,201.7

Plus municipal
taxes
Source: CEPA
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Exhibit 11: Locations of Central American ports
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Exhibit 12: Container traffic at ports in the Central America region (excluding the top three ports
of Cristobal and Balboa, Panama; and Manzanillo, Mexico)
Container Throughput in Central America (excluding Top 3)
--+-Puerto Limon COSTA RICA
------ Veracruz MEXICO
Puerto Cortes HONDURAS
----IE- Altamira MEXICO
-------- Santo Tomas de Castilla GUA'IEMALA
._ Lazaro Cardenas MEXICO
--+--Puerto QuetZl!l GUATEMALA
--Puerto Barrios GUA'IEMALA
.......Acajutla EL SALVADOR
Caldera (Costa Rica) COSTA RICA
Ensenada MEXICO
Puerto Castilla HONDURAS
-..,._ Progreso MEXICO
---IE- Corinto NICARAGUA
._ Belize City BELIZE
Mazatlan MEXICO

900,000
800,000
700,000
0
0

E

;;
0.

":e::s"

600,000
500,000

F

400,000

-

300,000

i;

0

u

200,000
100,000

--Almirante PANAMA
--Tampico MEXICO

0

0'.

--+-Puerto Morelas MEXICO

Source: JICA
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Exhibit 13: Various estimates of the container cargo El Salvador could attract.

Comparison of Estimated Container Cargo
1,600,000
-+- JICA 2002

1,400,000
1,200,000

--- CEPA 2006

1,000,000

--.

800,000

Valencia 2006

-CEPA 2008

600,000

-CEPA 2009 (Exgovernment)
._ JICA 2009

400,000
200,000

--+--

JICA 2009(115%)

0
2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

Source: JICA

25

El Salvador’ s La Unión Port

Exhibit 14: Dimensions of Panamax and New Panamax vessels.

Source: IFC/ Panama Canal Authority
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