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Abstract: Although a Multimodal Transport Terminal is a novel infrastructure experience to 

Sri Lanka; the concept of “Multimodal Transport” has now become a widely used in concept 

in international transportation for both passenger and cargo movements. The Government of 

Sri Lanka (GOSL) has taken policy measures to introduce Multimodal Transport Terminals 

(MTTs) to the country’s transport eco-system as it has been identified as a major solution to 

modernize and streamline the transport system in the country while improving the seamless 

transfer between different modes of transport serving such terminals. However no scientific 

research has been reported as yet to identify the desired profiles in ownership, facility 

management and terminal operation models for introducing such MTTs to Sri Lanka. This 

paper investigates how a suitable model can be designed taking in to consideration the roles to 

be played by both the public and private sector in each of these roles. The paper analyzes 

different global and local case studies from which seven alternative models including four 

public and three private-public models that can be applied in Sri Lanka.   

 

Keywords: Multimodal Transport, Ownership Models, Facility Management, Terminal 

Operations, Mapping, Framework. 

 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

 

“Multimodal Transport” can be defined as the use of two or more different modes to complete 

a trip between the respective origin and destination where the traveler/ freight makes a 

transfer (Nes, 2002). A “terminal” may be defined as any facility where passengers and/ or 

freight shipments are assembled or dispersed. More specifically it is ‘any location where 

freight and passengers either originate, terminate, or is handled’ (Slack & Rodrigue, 2017). It 

is also referred to as an ‘in-transit’ or ‘in-transshipment’ location between an origin and a 

destination. Due to the complexity associated with such multimodal facilities such as the 

processing and scheduling of different vehicles, consignments and passengers as the case 

maybe, the optimum operational outcome can only be achieved from the best combination of 

ownership, management and operation (OMO).  

Historically, the term “International Multimodal Transport” refers to international 

freight transportation. This occurred at the beginning of the development of the concept of 

multimodal transportation. In 1950’s the multimodal concept developed mainly because of the 

invention of the freight container by Malcom Mc Lean. Since then, certain important 

developments have influenced the modern development of multimodal transport (Barghout, 

2008).  
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The use of the term for passenger and domestic transport is more recent arising from 

the the interest of multimodality, typologies of hubs, interchange etc.  Multimodal  

transportation  uses  the  optimal  efficiency  as  a  goal  and  is  defined  as  the  

complete  transportation process, using at least two means of transport to create connection 

and transport together where a  critical  role  is  played  by  transport  interchanges  

(Yatskiv & Budilovich, 2016).   

Historically, the different transport modes in Sri Lanka have been developing in 

isolation of each other and without much integration. Though, there have been new terminals 

in recent years, the need for integration between different transport systems and a lack of 

holistic outlook for seamless mobility has led to the continuation of primarily unimodal 

terminals. However, during the last few years, the consideration of multi-modalism and 

multi-modal terminals (MMTs) has evolved with several such facilities under study or 

construction. This research seeks to;  

1) Map the existing ownership, facility management and terminal operation models that are 

practiced in MMTs in the global context, 

2) Map the existing ownership, facility management and terminal operation models that are 

practiced in different disciplines (including transportation) in the Sri Lankan context and 

3) To develop a best fit model for ownership, management and operation suitable for 

MTTs in Sri Lanka.  

 

 

2. METHODOLOGY 

 

A literature review was carried out to identify and examine the existing models of ownership, 

facility management and terminal operations in both global and local contexts. In each case, 

the general features of the respective contractual agreements and its impacts on the 

functionality have been analyzed together with the respective strengths and weaknesses.  

Owners of the facility in terms of the land and fixed assets standing thereon are the 

shareholders or the main stakeholders of the MTT. They could be government or private 

parties. Such owners, especially if they are private parties would expect to be rewarded 

through the profits/ dividends based on the share of the value of the facility. Such facilities 

also need to maintained and rehabilitated for which a facility manager is required. Such a 

manager should also be able to gain the maximum commercial benefit adequate to maintain 

the facility to achieve the main purpose of the terminal as well as to provide a dividend to the 

owners.  While both public and private operators could fulfil this role, their abilities in being 

successful will be different. Such a facility also needs a specialized terminal operator who 

provides the core technical and operating function of the MTT which requires expertise as 

well as technological know-how often creating a dilemma whether terminal operation should 

be kept in government hands or should be outsourced to a private party (Kumarage, 2014). 

The structure or the institutional framework proposed for a Multimodal Transport 

Terminal in Sri Lanka for the Strategic Cities Development Project (SCPD) (Kumarage, 

2014) is shown in Figure 1 and explained below. 

 



 

Figure 1: Institutional framework for proposed MTTs in Sri Lanka 

Owners: The parties (X1, X2, X3 and X4) that claim the ownership of the MTT are the 

owners. They are the legal shareholders and will be the ownership stakeholders of the MTT. 

Whoever the investors; government or private parties that contribute in providing land or 

towards the construction of the facility can be named as such owners. In the Sri Lankan 

context, the ownership ranges from state ministries and agencies that have owned such 

unimodal terminals such as railway stations, bus terminals, ports and airports as private 

parties are yet to invest in transport infrastructure development.  

 

Facility Managers: The MTT facility would have to be managed, maintained and 

rehabilitated when required, in order to provide a pre-defined service level for its different 

users. The facility itself is the main revenue generator and the manager should be able to gain 

its maximum commercial benefit whilst providing a high functionality of the terminal. Further 

the manager has to market the MTT to the general public and attract more users to the 

premises in order to enhance its commercial value without adversely affecting the desired 

core functionality of the MTT.    

 

Terminal Operators: This is the core functionality of a MTT in efficiently handing the 

different users in terms of people, vehicles etc. In some situations one operators dominates die 

to regulatory reasons such as the airport assigned to provide regulated aviation services, a 

railway station which has to provide safe railway operations and a port which is authorized to 

regulate shipping. Such services are often assisted by modern technology in the use of a  

Terminal Operating System or a Terminal Management System. However such systems tend 

to be unimodal often servicing only one modes of transport such as the aircraft handling on 

the airside of an airport or the rail side operations in a railway station etc. Since these are now 

becoming highly complex and technologically based, there is a dilemma is such terminal 

operations should be kept in government hands or handed over to a private party which will 

be better equipped to handle such technically high-end operations. 

 

Ownership Mapping 

 

Ownership of a MTT can range from being fully public owned to fully private owned or  

intermediate degrees of private-public ownership. This is represented in Figure 2.  



 

Figure 2: The Ownership Spectrum Map 

Pure public and pure private models are represented by the two extremes with the 

different types of partnerships identified in literature mapped in between. These have been 

further categorized under the different legal instruments shown in Table 1 through which they 

are implemented for existing assets and new asset separately as the requirements are different. 

Furthermore, the vertical axis denotes the magnitude of the investment whilst the horizontal 

axis denotes the degree of risk both of which also have a bearing on the suitability of the 

ownership model.         

Table 1: The Ownership Spectrum Map 

Models for Existing Assets Models for New Asset Development 

Service Contract Construction Contracts 

Management Contract Turnkey Contracts 

Operate- Maintain (OM) Design-Build (DB) 

Lease-Operate-Maintain (LOM) Design-Build-Maintain (DBM) 

Concession Design-Build-Operate-Maintain (DBOM) 

Privatization/ Regulation Design-Build-Own-Operate-Transfer (DBOOT) 

 Design-Build-Own-Operate (DBOO) 

 Licensing/ Regulation 

 

This Ownership Spectrum Map is used in this paper to map the existing ownership, facility 

management (OMO) in different MTT projects both globally and locally.   

 

 

3. OWNERSHIP, MANAGEMENT AND OPERATION (OMO) MODELS IN THE 

GLOBAL CONTEXT 

 

The literature review provided insight to several global case studies of different investment, 

ownership and management profiles of transport terminals selected on the basis of the Cost, 

Relevance (Transport Related), Funding Agencies (Reputed/ Reliable), Information 

Availability and are summarised below:  

 



3.1 Maritime Transport  

 

Figure 3 provides a mapping of the ownership profile of maritime ports where the vertical 

axis denotes the capital cost or size (indicated in USD million) of the investment while the 

horizontal axis denotes the ownership structure (ranging from public to private) of the project. 

The vertical axis is further divided in order to identify between new asset development or the 

improvement (renovation/ re-development) of an existing asset. Accordingly, in the maritime 

sector, the ports of Salalah in Oman, Vadhavan port in India and the Ports of Singapore 

Authority (PSA) are mapped as per their attributes and profiles. 

 

As reported by the World Bank (2001), the ownerships of all three ports are with the 

landlord; in this case the Port Authority or the Government of Singapore. Both Salalah (US 

$240 million) and Vadhavan (US $950 million) in the Jawaharlal Nehru Port Terminal 

(JNPT) in India are Build-Own-Transfer (BOT) contracts and clearly indicate the modern 

trend of crafting PPPs with external parties to share the cost, risk and rewards in order to 

maximize the efficiency and to gain the best returns for the nation.    

The PSA is an exceptional case where policy on both port and airport investments in 

Singapore has always been to keep ownership of those assets in government’s hand. World 

Bank (2001) also notes that there are very few public owned port authorities in the world that 

are running with significant profit margins. In fact loss making has been the primary reason 

for privatization of most ports in UK, USA, Australia and New Zealand by the respective Port 

Authorities and Governments. 

In terms of management profile, these ports have been managed by the respective port 

authorities except in the case of facilities (such as terminals and related premises) where the 

ownership has been transferred to private parties through PPP (BOT or similar) contracts. In 

such cases, the respective private partner has used the rights in those contracts to bring 

technology to improve operating systems to meet the efficiency targets stipulated in the 

contract. For example, the JNPT invited two international container terminal operators DP 

World and PSA (Salhotra, 2007), to build and operate two new container terminals, i.e., 

Terminal No 3 (Nhava Sheva) and Terminal No. 4 (Vadhavan) respectively. This resulted in 

Figure 3. Mapping of international maritime projects 
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the two container terminals running two different Terminal Operating/Management Systems 

(TMS); but both fulfilling the same overall objective of productivity improvement (World 

Bank, 2001). This is very similar to the relationship between SAGT (South Asia Gateway 

Terminal) and CICT (Colombo International Container Terminal) within the Port of Colombo, 

Sri Lanka where both SAGT and CICT are private terminal operators bonded through similar 

PPPs with the Sri Lanka Ports’ Authority (the landlord); running two different Terminal 

Management Systems, but both driven by the objective to make the Port of Colombo achieve 

to the next level of efficiency and hub status.  

      

3.2 Aviation Transport 

 

The aviation projects were taken from an assessment by the Asian Development Bank (2000) 

of the third passenger terminal at Philippine’s Ninoy Aquino International Airport (NAIA), 

Terminal 4 at John F. Kennedy Airport in New York and the upcoming development of 

Changi Airport Terminal 5 as global case studies to map the different profiles. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Under the provisions of the Philippine BOT law, unsolicited bids can be made to 

carry out financially viable public sector projects on BOT basis. In the case of Ninoy Aquino 

International Airport (NAIA), proposals were forwarded in 1996 by a group of Filipino 

businesses, to construct and operate a third passenger terminal to handle international traffic. 

The airport, a two-runway facility, currently handling around 12.3 million passengers per 

annum is owned and operated by the state-owned Manila International Airport Authority 

(MIAA). The proposal envisaged the construction and operation of a new international 

terminal alongside the MIAA’s existing airport operations. The BOT entity would be entitled 

to receive passenger charges, as agreed for passengers using the terminal. It would also 

receive revenues from commercial activities (retailing, car parking, office rentals) carried on 

in the terminal for a period of 25 years from the commencement of the concession. Use of the 

existing international terminal would be discontinued and all international traffic will be 

transferred to the new terminal upon its completion with a cost of US $640 million. The 

concession agreement would also commit the Government not to authorize any development 

Figure 4. Mapping of international aviation projects 



of new facilities for international traffic in the region until international traffic at NAIA had 

exceeded 10 million passenger per annum for three consecutive years. However, this terminal 

was finally awarded on BOT basis to a different consortium based on a lower competitive bid 

thereby rejecting the unsolicited bid (Asian Development Bank, 2000).      

Terminal-4 of JFK International Airport was the largest public-private airport 

infrastructure development in U.S. history, and marks the first time that a U.S. air terminal 

was financed, developed and constructed by non-airline private interests. The $1.4-billion 

terminal was financed with tax-exempt special project debt, public investment and private 

equity. The 1.5-million-square-foot facility is an achievement of a private consortium 

consisting of LCOR Incorporated, a national real estate company and an airport operator 

(NCPPP, 2016).    

The fully government owned Changi Airport Group (CAG) on the other hand has 

sought to keep public ownership of the new Terminal-5 in spite of the huge sunk cost (nearly 

USD 10 billion). Currently, all three existing terminals are built by the Government and run 

by Changi Airport Group (CAG), a corporate entity set up in 2009. CAG opened the Terminal 

4 at an operating cost of about $1 billion per annum expecting to be able to handle 135 

million passengers which is more than double the traffic volume at time of opening T5 

(REACH, 2016).     

In Australia, following a policy review in 1993, the Australian Federal Government 

decided to implement a radical airports privatization program to offer its airports on very 

long-term leases rather than to sell them on freehold basis. As a result the privatization of 17 

of its 22 airports took place in two phases in 1997 and 1998. The first phase involved the sale 

of the major international gateway airports i.e. Melbourne, Brisbane and Perth for a total 

revenue of AUD 3.31 billion (Asian Development Bank, 2000). 

 

3.3 Land Transport  

 

In the land transport sector, the Grand Central Terminal (GCT) at New York City, Tower City 

Center (TCC) development at Ohio, Ports Authority Bus Terminal (PABT) at New York, 

Alambagh Bus Terminal in Lucknow, Bus Depot in Rabale at Maharashtra; both from India 

and   Terminal Bersepadu Selatan (TBS) in Malaysia are used as global case studies to 

determine their different profiles. 

 



 
 

 

As shown in Figure 5, the Grand Central Terminal (GCT) in NYC is an extraordinary 

example of PPP concession of an existing asset where the Metropolitan Transit Authority 

(MTA) signed a PPP contract as a Joint Venture (JV) in order to modernize and manage the 

commercial aspects of this great train station  The MTA on the other hand continue as the  

terminal operations as they are the experts in that activity (NCPPP, 2016).      

Tower City Center (TCC) development at Ohio is also unique from other PPP since 

the building premises is owned by the main private party who is also the prime concessionaire 

of the PPP (NCPPP, 2016). The government-owned institutions including the Regional 

Transit Authority (RTA) is engaged to develop this MMT facility. The approach of this 

project was as a joint development effort, with commercial space located over a public 

transportation hub. Several other partners also came together at the different stages of the 

project and presently the MMT is operated by the RTA since the ownership of the Terminal is 

with them (NCPPP, 2016).  

The Ports Authority Bus Terminal (PABT) on the other hand is owned and operated 

by the Port Authority of New York and the New Jersey (PANYNJ) which is also government 

body. The terminal is the largest in the United States and the busiest in the world by volume 

of traffic, serving about 8,000 buses and 225,000 people on an average weekday and more 

than 65 million people a year. It has 223 departure gates and 1,250 car parking spaces, as well 

as commercial and retail space(NCPPP, 2016). 

Alambagh Bus Terminal in Lucknow, India was awarded on a Design Build Finance 

Operate and Transfer (DBFOT) Concession Agreement (World Bank, 2016). The 

Concessionaire is granted the exclusive right, license and authority to construct, operate and 

maintain the bus terminal and commercial complex for 32 years against an Upfront 

Concession Fee as well as an Annual Concession Fee (PPIRC, 2016). On the other hand the 

Bus Depot in Rabale, Maharashtra, India was awarded under a Design Build Operate 

Maintenance (DBOM) model where the private partner will pay an annual fee to the authority. 

The land for the depot in Rabale is to be procured by Navi Mumbai Municipal Transport 

(NMMT) which is exploring the PPP option for the development of this bus depot (ADB Tool 

Kit for India, 2011). The commercial premises of both projects are to be managed by the 

Figure 5. Mapping of International land transport projects 



private party until the end of the concession and thereafter will transfer all commercial 

facilities to the authority. 

Terminal Bersepadu Selatan (TBS) is Malaysia's first integrated the bus terminal 

integrating other forms of transportation in order to provide fast and efficient connectivity for 

travelers. It is integrated with the adjacent Bandar Tasik Selatan station (BTS) rail interchange 

station, forming the TBS-BTS integrated transportation hub. It is one of the most successful 

PPPs implemented in transport sector in Malaysia. Terminal Bersepadu Selatan (TBS) started 

its operation in 2011 the terminal has 60 bus platforms, 150 taxi bays and 1,000 parking bays 

(TBS, 2016).  

 

 

4. OWNERSHIP, MANAGEMENT AND OPERATION MODELS IN SRI LANKAN 

CONTEXT 

 

4.1 Maritime Transport 

 

Having recorded a double-digit growth during the second half of the 1990’s the Sri Lanka 

Ports Authority (SLPA), the regulatory body of the Port of Colombo took an important step to 

improve capacity in 1999 by establishing the South Asia Gateway Terminal (SAGT), a 

30-year concession agreement with a consortium consisting of P&O Ports, P&O Nedlloyd, 

Evergreen and John Keels Holdings, Ltd. (Sri Lanka). The concession includes the 

Reconstruction, Operation and Maintenance of the Queen Elizabeth Quay known as QEQ 

(which previously used to handle break bulk vessels or self-geared container vessels) with a 

capacity of one million TEUS. The contract was awarded under the Public Utilities Act of 

1998. The Landlord SLPA owns the land and 15% share of the SAGT shares with rights to 

appoint two directors to the SAGT Board. Though the SLPA owned terminal JCT was 

slightly hit at the beginning of the operation of SAGT due to the price wars; after a while all 

the matters got resolved and volumes got balanced and with operations going smoothly the 

port of Colombo started rising in the rankings (World Bank, 2001).       

Again, experiencing double-digit growth during the first half of the current decade, the 

Port of Colombo was expanded by the SLPA through the Colombo South Port Expansion 

project. The basic infrastructures (breakwater, entrance channels, etc.) had been developed by 

the SLPA with ADB funds and the first terminal; the south container terminal was awarded to 

China Harbour Engineering Company Ltd under a BOT concession for a period of 35 years. 

The Landlord SLPA owns 15% shares and all the structures of the agreement are very similar 

to the SAGT agreement. 

Initially the port of Hambantota located around 250 km away from Colombo was a 

100% SLPA owned private limited liability company named the Magampura Port 

Management Company (Pvt) Ltd (MPMC). According to the agreement; the MPMC could 

retain 40% of its revenue to manage the staff and facility and rest had to be transferred to the 

SLPA. The MPMC is given enough freedom to manage the port facility to its highest 

efficiency by this initial ownership model. MPMC itself is the terminal operator and the 

facility manager and the major investments and development were conducted by the SLPA. 

But now driven by the failure of the port to be commercially viable, the fully public 

ownership model has shifted near to the extreme end of the PPP spectrum; to a long-term 

lease contract. The Government of Sri Lanka has formally handed over this port to two 

Chinese firms - Hambantota International Port Group (HIPG) and Hambantota International 

Port Services (HIPS) - managed by the China Merchants Port Holdings Company (CM Port). 

The Sri Lanka Ports Authority will own the port and the Chinese Joint Venture owns 70% of 



the shares and with balance share remaining with SLPA. This is the first ever long-term lease 

contact in transportation sector which opened up doors for the ownership models that are very 

close to the privatization of public assets (SLPA 2017). 

 

4.2 Air Transport 

 

The Airport and Aviation Services (Sri Lanka) Ltd is a fully government owned company 

with statutory powers to manage and develop civil airports in Sri Lanka. The company in 

addition to being the aviation land lord has signed around 22 service level agreements and 

several duty free concessionaires with different private parties for the successful operation of 

airports (AASL, 2016). 

 

4.3 Land Transport 

 

The Multimodal Centre (MMC) for Makumbura project was recently completed on 8 hectares 

of abandoned paddy land close to Colombo and consists of an integrated bus terminal and 

railway station in addition will include ‘park and ride’ faculties, restaurants and rest rooms. 

There will also be a mixed development project involving the construction of hotels, shopping 

complexes, residential and commercial units, cinemas and other public convenience facilities. 

The construction of the MMC is funded by a loan of rupees 400 million obtained from the 

Japan International Corporation Agency (JICA). The facility will be managed by a private 

company formed under the Urban Development Authority which a fully state-owned 

institution which owns the land and is responsible for the construction with the terminal 

operations to be done by respective transport authorities (UDA, 2014). 

 

4.4 Non-Transport Scenario 

 

The Dambulla Special Economic Centre (DSEC) is managed by a Management Trust Board 

established by budgetary proposals in 1998, consisting of government representatives in the 

district where the DSEC is located. It is operated by staff under a manager appointed by the 

board in a comparatively flat organization structure. There are 144 vegetable trading stalls 

inside the facility. The initial investment was around SL Rs. 115 Million (JAICA, 2013).   

Four maritime, one aviation, one land and one non-transport projects are extracted 

from Sri Lanka to analyze the local context as shown in Figure 6. 
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5. DISCUSSION 

 

The features that can be identified in the ownership spectrum of all twenty global and local 

scenarios that have been discussed above, can be summarized into Table 2 and further 

explained in Table 3. Any project may have more than one feature (depend on the agreement 

they enter into) related to the ownership spectrum and it is represented in different cells on the 

table. It can be concluded that; 

 

I. The features of pure public are shown only in 7 of the 20 cases and the features of pure 

private is shown only in 2 cases. Specially, the features of the intermediate private-public 

hybrid models are shown in 17 cases.          

II. All most all the global scenarios follow or intend to follow the private–public hybrid 

model structures since they strengthen the projects to become self-sustaining entities. In 

other words, the global trend is neither towards pure public nor pure private investments, 

but towards hybrids.  

III. Though there are many local applications covering almost all the institutional structures in 

the ownership spectrum, GOSL intends to continue with such private-public hybrid 

models having already included it in its stated objectives.  

IV. The international lending agencies like WB, ADB and JAICA also promote hybrid 

initiatives around the world and encourage governments to develop such frameworks due 

to the higher success rates.  

 

Accordingly, the development of the Ownership, Management and Operation (OMO) models 

for Multimodal Transport Terminals in Sri Lanka in this paper is crafted by the following 

discussions.  

 

 

 

Figure 6. Sri Lankan Projects 
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Table 3: Different Partnership Options 

No. PPP Type Description 

1 O&M Operations and Maintenance 

2 OMM Operations, Maintenance & Management 

3  DB Design-Build 

4 DBM  Design-Build-Maintain 

5 DBO Design-Build-Operate 

6 DBOM Design-Build-Operate-Maintain 

7 DBFOM Design-Build-Finance-Operate-Maintain 

8 DBFOMT Design-Build-Finance-Operate-Maintain-Transfer 

9 BOT Build-Operate-Transfer 

10 BOO Build-Own-Operate 

11 BBO Buy-Build-Operate 

12 DF Developer Finance 

13 EUL Enhanced Use Leasing or Underutilized Asset 

14  LDO or BDO Lease-Develop-Operate or Build-Develop-Operate 

15 Lease Lease/Purchase 

16 Sale Sale/Leaseback 

17 Tax-Exempt Lease Tax-Exempt Lease 

18 Turnkey Turnkey 

Table 2. Summary of Global and Local Ownership, Management and Operation (OMO) projects 



5.1 Suitable Models for Proposed MTTs in Sri Lanka 

 

Based on the comprehensive literature survey conducted and the analysis of the different 

ownership, facility management and terminal operation models practiced globally as well as 

locally together with the ideologies of the industry experts obtained through interviews, the 

following models are crafted as MTTs suitable for Sri Lanka. In the models introduced below, 

the letter “G” and “P” stands for; G – Government, P – Private and stand in the sequence of 

Owner: Facility Manager: Terminal Operator as proposed by Kumarage, 2014.    

 

5.2 Public Models 

 

The following four alternative public ownership models are shown in Table 4. 

 

Table 4: Four Public Models for MTTs in Sri Lanka 

 
Model Owner Facility Manager Terminal Operator 

1) Model G: G: G G G G 

2) Model G: G: P G G P 

3) Model G: P: G G P G 

4) Model G: P: P G P P 

 

 In the fully public model; the ownership layer is government often represented by a 

public organization. The investment many be funded by the government or through loans 

from international financial institution. In such a case, all the public owners for different 

MTTs can create a single authority/ corporation/ management trust or a fully government 

owned holding company or joint venture for all the MTTs. That single institution/ venture 

could even own all the MTTs in Sri Lanka and manage the facilities and the terminal 

operations at the expected standards as elaborated above. Further different private parties can 

be engaged as facility managers and / or terminal operators; but not as owners since the 

ownership always lies with the government body as is the case of airports and ports in Sri 

Lanka.     

  

5.3 Public Private Hybrid models 

 

The suitable models are given in Table 5; 

 

Table 5. Hybrid models Proposed for MTTs in Sri Lanka 

 
Model Owner Facility Manager Terminal Operator 

1) Model (G + P): P: G G + P P G 

2) Model (G + P): P: P G + P P P 

3) Model (P: P: P) + G   P P P 



Unlike the public models; the private party is considered as a “Partner” in the hybrid 

models since he directly invests in the property/ asset development and becomes a legitimate 

shareholder of the MTT. Generally, in most MTT scenarios such as in India and Malaysia, the 

private partner invests more than 50% of the capital and take control of both ownership and 

operation in order to earn the required profits to justify the investment and thereafter transfer 

(BOOT) it at the end of the agreed period while the government partner is given a particular 

dividend per annum as agreed in the private-public hybrid contract. The projects are usually 

awarded to potential private partners based on competitive bidding process in order to 

generate the maximum benefits not only for the users but also for the government as well.  

A hybrid agreement on MTTs signed by public and private partners would indicate the 

roles of the different shareholders. As discussed, these types of hybrid projects are not novel 

to the transport sector in Sri Lanka but would be new to public transport terminal 

management. All seven alternative models introduced above have been mapped in Figure 7. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The mapping shows that the size of the investment increases along the spectrum from 

pure public towards pure private initiatives. Governments would be willing to accept 

successful private-public hybrid proposals if their risk is lowered along the spectrum from 

pure public to pure private and the Government is remunerated as per the contractual annum 

and society receives the targeted service and benefits. In the four government models, the 

“private party” is bound to the government through management or service contracts and in 

the three hybrid models the private partners are bound to the government through PPP 

contracts. 

 

5.4 SWOT Analysis for Suitable Models 

 

Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats of the seven alternate models introduced 

above have been summarized in Table 6 under fifteen different internal and external factors 

that directly relate to performance of a MTT which has been identified in the thesis.  

Strengths and opportunities are shown in positive marks and weaknesses and threats are 

shown in negative marks.     

Table 6 SWOT analysis for Suitable Models for MTTs 

Figure 7. Seven Alternative Models for MTTs  
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1 Financial/ Investment strength + + + ++ +++ ++++ ++++ ++++

2 Cost sharing + + ++ +++ +++ +++

3 Risk sharing * + ++ +++ +++ +++

4 Complying with Int'l Standards + ++ ++ +++ ++++ ++++ ++++

5 Technical competancy/ Expertise + ++ ++ +++ ++++ ++++ ++++

6 Return On Investment + ++ ++ +++ ++++ ++++ ++++

7 Project sustainability + ++ ++ +++ ++++ ++++ ++++

8 Incompatibility of partners - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

9 Government control over ownership ++++ +++ +++ +++ ++ ++ +

10 Government control over management ++++ +++ ++ ++ ++ ++ +

11 Government control over operation ++++ ++ +++ ++ ++ + +

12 Transparency + ++ ++ ++ +++ +++ +++

13 External inappropriate influences - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

14 Legal contradictions - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

15 Public or Union Stress - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
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Usually the strengths (first seven points) point towards the hybrid models than the 

government ownership while the major weakness is the incompatibility of the different 

partners which can be avoided through having a strong and fair agreement between them. The 

government assurance of several factors like investments; provides lots of opportunities that 

owned by fully private investor but generates unique threats like unnecessary union or 

government pressure. The external threats will get minimized when it comes to partnerships 

since it create a stronger platform for all partners to perform well.  

  Based on the international case studies discussed above, any of the above models in 

the spectrum of alternatives can be applied within existing Sri Lankan legislation except in the 

case of unsolicited PPP project proposals where the required processes may not be followed. 

Since these kinds of MTT mega projects have not been implemented in local context yet; it is 

doubtful whether the private partners would be willing to make large investments at a higher 

risk. Therefore, it is highly recommended to initiate the MTTs projects using one of the first 

four government ownership models which can be considered as an example for the private 

partners to invest in future. If the government can prove that the MTT can operate with 

adequate positive margins, then it will not be difficult to attract potential private partners for 

future projects. Furthermore the initiation with a government owned structure prevents the 

potential political and social unrest on privatization of public assets which is a sensitive social 

issue.   

Of the four alternative government models namely; GGG, GGP, GPG and GPP, 

starting a MTT project with model GGP or GPP appears to be the most favorable option. In 

this case the ownership remains with government and the facility management and terminal 

operations will be entrusted to competent private parties based on competency and cost. The 

facility management can also remain with the government entity if the necessary 



competencies for the particular task and the costs are more favorable than outsourcing to a 

private party. If the single government entity bears the required competencies like the AASL 

there would be no harm for it to manage the facility while allowing a private party for 

terminal operations.  

Another major advantage for GGP or GPP models instead of a GGG is based on future 

intention a government may have to attract more private partners through GPP and GGP 

models. This approach would therefore lay foundation for the participation of private partners 

in construction and operation of future MTTs. If the ultimate sustainable model for MTTs are 

PPP models when to move towards private partners from the government ownership also 

becomes a critical factor. These may be listed as follows: 

1) The MTT becomes a commercially viable and self-sustaining entity when the general 

public get used to it with the demand for the facility reaching an optimum level.   

2) When the government has well-understood the correct mechanism for engaging the 

respective private partners.    

3) When the legislationis re-crafted to facilitate PPPs for MTTs. 

4) When the project can achieve a better value for money than traditional government 

procurement. 

5) When all the stakeholders are agreed and ready for it. 

 

 

6 CONCLUSIONS 

 

The existing ownership, facility management and terminal operation models as practiced in 

transport terminals in the global context have been identified covering all three main transport 

modes namely maritime, aviation and land transportation together with discussion on several 

global case studies. It has been concluded that most of the successful global case studies for 

mega investments have followed private-public hybrid  frameworks except in cases such as 

the Port of Singapore Authority. Further the hybrid model provides enough freedom for 

private partners to improve their efficiencies while the public sector ownership keeps them on 

track to reach the socio economic outcomes.  

PPP initiatives are not novel to Sri Lanka; but they have been developed case by case 

to fulfill the requirements of the different partners at that particular point in time. The 

examination of the existing ownership, facility management and terminal operation models 

practiced in different disciplines in Sri Lanka reveals that there are several governments 

owned and partially government owned models that are already practiced. Unlike other 

countries with well-established PPP frameworks; Sri Lanka lacks common a private-public 

hybrid framework adopted by government which is crucial for infrastructure development 

projects that bear a commercial value and is able to attract potential private partners. However 

other global and regional interests can also have an influence in the selection of the models 

for mega projects.           

Having analyzed all the different scenarios from global and local contexts, seven 

optional models have been introduced at the end of the analysis including four public models 

(GGG, GGP, GPG, GPP) and three PPP models ([G+P]PG, ([G+P] PP, ([PPP]+G) that can be 

applied successfully with in Sri Lanka. It has been highlighted that the current socio-political 

environment of the country is not matured adequately to sustain some of the models 

introduced. Furthermore, having considered the existing environment for encouraging PPPs in 

Sri Lanka; “Public Models” like GGP or GPP are proposed as starting points that can be used 

to move towards a fully “PPP Models”.     
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