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Abstract
This study investigates the effectiveness of retention bonds as an alternative to traditional retention fee practices
in evaluating public project completion and quality for safe closure in North-Central Nigeria. The aim is to
assess the comparative impact of both financial mechanisms on project delivery outcomes such as quality,
timeliness, and defect resolution. A descriptive research design was adopted. Data was collected from 384
construction professionals through structured questionnaires, with 361 valid responses received (94% response
rate). The data was analyzed using descriptive statistics (mean, frequency, percentage, and rank) and inferential
statistics (linear regression) to determine the effects of both retention systems. This study is geographically
limited to the North-Central region of Nigeria. Further research could explore other regions or private sector
projects for comparative analysis. The findings reveal that retention bonds have a more significant impact
(89.8%) than traditional retention fee practices (69.5%) on public project delivery. Retention bonds enhance
cash flow, minimize disputes, and ensure quicker completion and better contractor performance, while
traditional retention often leads to payment delays and administrative burdens. The study emphasizes that
retention bonds provide superior financial protection to clients and simultaneously improve contractors’
financial health by freeing up working capital. Their adoption can streamline project execution and quality
assurance. Wider adoption of retention bonds may reduce financial strain on contractors and subcontractors,
preventing insolvency, project abandonment, and related social-economic consequences in the construction
sector. This study contributes empirical evidence supporting the transition from traditional retention fee
practices to retention bonds. It advances knowledge on how contractual financial tools influence project
outcomes and proposes actionable policy recommendations for stakeholders in public infrastructure delivery.
__________________________________________________________________________________________
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INTRODUCTION
In the pursuit of inclusive and sustainable
development across sectors such as health,
environment, science, and project planning, robust
capacity-building mechanisms are essential—
particularly within the construction industry, which
underpins national infrastructure and socioeconomic
advancement. A critical aspect of project financial
management in construction is retention, a form of
financial security—commonly in the form of
withheld cash—maintained by clients or contractors
to ensure that project deliverables meet agreed
contractual standards. Retention serves as a
protective mechanism, ensuring that contractors or
subcontractors return to rectify defects or incomplete
work within a specified liability (1). In standard
construction contracts, typically 5% of the payment
due is withheld as retention. This amount is often
split into two halves—one released upon practical
completion of works, and the other after the defect
liability period. JCT (2) While this practice is

designed to uphold project quality, evidence
indicates that prolonged withholding of retention
funds has contributed significantly to cash flow
challenges, project delays, and even insolvencies
within the construction sector (2). Addressing the
issues around retention is critical to sustainable
project delivery. These issues include delayed
payments, lack of transparency, administrative
inefficiencies, and limited contractual awareness,
especially among subcontractors. According to
Hadee [3], such challenges undermine project
sustainability and inclusiveness, particularly for
small-scale contractors who often play key roles in
community-based or local development projects.
Innovative mechanisms such as retention bonds and
performance bonds offer potential solutions. These
financial instruments can reduce the adverse impacts
of traditional cash retention by improving liquidity,
ensuring quality assurance, and strengthening
stakeholder relationships. Demtse [4] notes that
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retention bonds enable contractors to access withheld
funds while still guaranteeing defect rectification,
thereby enhancing their ability to contribute to
multiple or larger development projects
simultaneously. Forero [5] and Lohstroh et al. [6]
further emphasize that performance bonds help
ensure projects meet agreed standards and timelines,
supporting effective execution in line with
sustainable development principles.

A retention bond is a kind of surety bond used in the
construction sector. It serves as a guarantee, provided
by a bank or surety firm, to the project's employer or
customer. The bond guarantees that the contractor
will fulfill the project in accordance with the
stipulated conditions and address any flaws that
emerge within a designated defects liability period.
According to Swai [7], retention bonds provide a
more streamlined and effective substitute for
conventional cash retention. They alleviate prevalent
challenges such as tardy payments, conflicts over job
quality, and the administrative complexity associated
with handling retentions, thereby optimizing the
completion and handover process. Traditionally, a
portion of the cash owed to the contractor would be
retained by the employer throughout the project and
for a certain duration thereafter. The withheld funds
are referred to as “retention.” A retention bond
obviates the need for the employer to retain these
monies. Wilmot-Smith [6] explains that this bond is
issued by a third party, usually a bank or an
insurance firm, which guarantees the contractor’s
obligation to correct any flaws. Should the contractor
neglect to rectify these flaws throughout the defect
liability period, the employer may invoke the bond to
recoup the expenses associated with remedying the
defects. Azizgaoglu [8] states that employers may
find it more beneficial to use a retention bond rather
than withhold monetary retention. It mitigates the
danger of forfeiting the retained amount in the event
of the contractor’s bankruptcy, ensures resources are
accessible for corrective work, and shows confidence
in the contractor—thereby enhancing the working
relationship. From the contractor’s standpoint,
Demtse [4] emphasizes that retention bonds offer
substantial benefits by enhancing cash flow through
the release of normally withheld money, enabling
contractors to undertake larger or multiple projects
concurrently. Furthermore, Bandaraa et al. [9] argue
that the use of retention bonds can improve a
contractor’s reputation as a reliable and trustworthy
business associate. Magazi and Kikwasi [10] also
support the claim that retention bonds strengthen
collaborative engagement between employers and
contractors in modern project delivery.

A performance bond is an essential financial
assurance often used in construction projects. It
protects the employer (often the project owner)

against financial detriment if the contractor neglects
to meet their contractual responsibilities. According
to Chadee [11], this includes ensuring project
completion, as the bond guarantees the project is
executed in accordance with the established plans,
specifications, and timelines. Forero [5] adds that the
bond plays a critical role in maintaining the quality
of work by ensuring that construction adheres to the
requisite standards and specifications. Additionally,
Lohstroh et al. [6] highlight the bond's function in
enforcing compliance with the contract—addressing
breaches such as the failure to obtain permits or
comply with safety regulations. Urban and
Ratsimanetrimanana [12] further note that
performance bonds provide a safeguard that upholds
both the legal and operational integrity of a
construction project, making them indispensable
tools in sustainable infrastructure development. The
objectives of this study are;

1. To determine the impact of traditional
retention fee practice on public projects
completion and quality for safe closure

2. To investigate the impact of retention bonds
on public projects completion and quality
for safe closure.

3. To compare retention bonds and traditional
retention fee practices in the delivery of
public projects.

This paper argues that reforming retention
practices—through policy interventions, adoption of
retention bonds, and enhanced contractor capacity—
will contribute to more inclusive, efficient, and
sustainable project delivery. This directly supports
the theme of Capacity Building for Inclusive
Sustainable Development, as it equips project
stakeholders with the financial tools and knowledge
necessary to ensure timely project completion,
quality assurance, and equitable compensation across
the construction value chain.

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY
This study holds considerable significance in the
context of improving public project delivery and
advancing sustainable development in Nigeria's
construction industry. By empirically assessing the
comparative impact of retention bonds and traditional
retention fee practices, the study provides valuable
insights into how financial mechanisms influence
project outcomes such as timeliness, quality, and
defect resolution. The findings underscore the
practical advantages of retention bonds, including
enhanced contractor cash flow, reduced disputes, and
more efficient project closure—factors that directly
contribute to increased contractor performance and
safer public infrastructure. Furthermore, the study
contributes to policy and decision-making by
providing a strong empirical basis for the adoption of
retention bonds in public project contracts. This shift
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has the potential to reduce the high rate of insolvency
and project abandonment often associated with
delayed retention fee payments. For stakeholders
such as government agencies, contractors, and
regulatory bodies, the research offers actionable
recommendations that can foster financial
transparency, contractual accountability, and
operational efficiency. This study supports capacity
building and policy innovation in public
infrastructure delivery, thereby aligning with broader
goals of inclusive and sustainable development in
Nigeria.

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY
While this study provides important insights into the
use of retention bonds as an alternative to traditional
retention fee practices in evaluating public project
completion and quality, several limitations must be
acknowledged. Firstly, the study is geographically
limited to the North-Central region of Nigeria, which
may restrict the generalizability of the findings to
other geopolitical zones or to private sector projects
with different contractual practices and regulatory
conditions. This regional focus, although justified by
logistical and contextual relevance, may not fully
capture the diversity of retention practices across
Nigeria or in other developing economies.

Secondly, the study relies primarily on self-reported
data collected through structured questionnaires from
construction professionals. While efforts were made
to ensure validity and reliability, such responses are
subject to potential biases including respondent
subjectivity, social desirability, and non-response
bias. These factors may influence the accuracy of the
perceptions recorded regarding the performance of
retention bonds and traditional retention fees.
Additionally, the study uses a cross-sectional
research design, which limits its ability to establish
causality between retention mechanisms and project
outcomes over time. A longitudinal approach could
offer more robust conclusions about the long-term
effectiveness of retention bonds in project delivery
and defect resolution.

Finally, the study does not fully explore the legal,
institutional, or policy barriers that may hinder the
adoption of retention bonds, such as the financial
literacy of contractors, regulatory gaps, or resistance
from government agencies accustomed to traditional
methods. Future research could expand on these
dimensions by including legal analyses and policy
impact assessments to support more comprehensive
reform recommendations. Despite these limitations,
the study offers a significant empirical contribution
and forms a strong foundation for further
investigation into contract financial instruments that
promote sustainable public infrastructure delivery.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Retention Fees in Nigerian Construction Projects

Retention fees, often used in construction contracts,
are a percentage of the payment that the client
(usually the government in public projects) retains
from the contractor throughout the project’s
execution. Funds are often retained until the end of
the defect liability period, at which time they may be
disbursed, provided the contractor addresses any
identified deficiencies within the specified timeframe.
According to Samson [13], the retention fee mainly
functions as a financial incentive to ensure that
contractors promptly and effectively address any
post-construction defects or deficiencies. In Nigeria,
particularly in the North-Central region, retention
fees are often set between 5% and 10% of the total
contract value. This amount is retained by the
governmental agency overseeing the project. Osifio
et al. [14] uncovered significant problems associated
with retention fee practices in Nigeria, including
delays in disbursing retention funds, a lack of
transparency in the release process, and poor
supervision of deficiencies after project completion.
Chadee et al. [15] explain that these issues often
result in strained relationships between contractors
and government agencies, prolonging the project
lifecycle and leading to cost inefficiencies. Retention
fees are rooted in the principles of contractual
compliance and quality assurance. Oloruntoba et al.
[16] argue that retention fees are essential for
motivating contractors to uphold high-quality
standards even after a project is completed. The
retention of cash acts as a risk mitigation measure for
clients, ensuring contractors are financially
compelled to rectify any deficiencies. This approach
promotes accountability in project execution,
especially in public works where government
investment is substantial.

Retention Fee Policies and their Impact on
Construction Project Outcomes
Retention fees function as a crucial method for
ensuring accountability and quality assurance in
construction projects. According to Osifo et al. [14],
retention fees typically constitute a percentage of the
total contract value withheld until the completion of
the defect liability term. These fees serve as an
incentive mechanism that encourages contractors to
maintain high standards throughout the project and
address any post-construction issues. Swai [7]
contends that proficient administration of retention
fees may significantly influence the performance and
outcomes of construction projects, especially in the
public sector, where the government's primary
objective is to ensure value for money. However,
improper management of retention fees has shown
the potential to undermine the initial purpose of these
funds. According to Elazouni et al. [17], the
postponement or absence of retention fee payments
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by government entities may put financial strain on
contractors, impeding their ability to promptly
resolve problems or undertake additional
maintenance tasks. Furthermore, Yahaya [18]
explains that when retention payments are deferred
for extended periods, contractors may disregard the
timely rectification of flaws, leading to substandard
or incomplete work quality. This negatively impacts
the overall quality and durability of public
infrastructure. Oloruntoba et al. [16] argue that
management strategies for retention fees in North-
Central Nigeria, similar to other regions, face
significant challenges, including bureaucratic delays,
inadequate transparency, and the withholding of
payments without justifiable cause. These practices
result in disputes, strained relationships, and project
delays, ultimately eroding public trust in government
initiatives. Asare et al. [19] suggest that the release of
retention fees should be tied to performance
evaluations that determine whether contractors have
sufficiently met their obligations within the defect
liability period.

THEORETICAL REVIEW
Contingency Theory
Contingency Theory, proposed by Lawrence and
Lorsch [20], asserts that the optimal strategy or
organizational structure is dependent on the external
environment and internal conditions faced by the
organization. The theory emphasizes that enterprises
must tailor their operations to align with specific
environmental conditions, rather than applying a one-
size-fits-all approach. According to Liu et al. [21],
the adaptability and flexibility of management
strategies are crucial for ensuring organizational
performance in dynamic environments. In the context
of construction, Adula et al. [22] argue that
Contingency Theory implies the management of
retention fees must be customized based on specific
project characteristics. The size, complexity, and
legal framework of public construction projects may
significantly influence how retention fees are
implemented and supervised. Pahlefy et al. [23]
suggest that larger and more complex projects may
require alternative retention fee structures and
oversight mechanisms compared to smaller, simpler
projects. The concept asserts that the imposition of
retention fees should be contingent upon the
contextual factors associated with the project.

According to Caulfield [24], this study employs
Contingency Theory to elucidate how various project
characteristics—such as size, complexity, and local
regulatory frameworks—affect retention fee practices.
Urban and Ratsimanetrimanana [12] further
emphasize the need for flexibility in the organization
and administration of retention fees across diverse
public building projects. This approach provides a
contextual framework for analyzing retention fee
practices in North-Central Nigeria.

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
A conceptual framework is a tool adopted by
researchers to guide their inquiry; it involves a set of
concepts that organize the research and serve as a
schematic representation. According to Nayak and
Singh [25], the researcher’s perspective on the
subject directs the investigation and may involve the
adaptation of a previously established model to suit
the present inquiry. Luft et al. [26] emphasize that
the conceptual framework not only defines the
direction of a study but also clarifies the relationships
among the various constructs planned for
examination. This is further supported by
Muhammed et al. [27] and Kamaludin et al. [28],
who explain that a well-developed framework
highlights how research variables interact. This study
assesses the use of retention bonds as an alternative
to traditional retention fee practices in evaluating
public project completion and quality for safe closure.
The fundamental objective of retention practices is to
ensure project delivery is achieved on time, within
scope and budget, and at the required quality
standard. This study explores the impact of
traditional retention fee practices on public project
completion and quality, and investigates how
retention bonds influence the same outcomes. In line
with Muhammed et al. [27], Contingency Theory
significantly informs the direction of this research by
tracing the influence of both retention bonds and
traditional retention practices on the quality of work
and their role in facilitating the safe closure of
construction projects. The varying effects of
retention bonds versus traditional practices on project
outcomes will be analyzed and compared in this
study to determine which provides more value and
reliability. Therefore, the flow of the study is
depicted by the construct in Figure 1.

Figure 2: Study’s Model
Source: Author’s Construct, (2025)

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
Research Design
Creswell and Plano [29] describe research design as
the procedures used by the researcher to collect data

in order to achieve the study’s specified goals. Thus,
the arrangement of parameters for data collection and
analysis is intended to align significance with the
objectives of this research. This study utilized both
descriptive and inferential statistics to assess the use
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of retention bonds as an alternative to traditional
retention fee practices in evaluating public project
completion and quality for safe closure. The
descriptive design was adopted to enable the
researcher to observe construction professionals in
their natural setting without exerting influence on the
variables under investigation. Meanwhile, inferential
statistics were employed to draw empirical
conclusions and deductions. The data collected were
quantitative, acquired via a questionnaire from a
primary data source, and analyzed using descriptive
statistical tools such as frequency, mean, and rank, as
well as inferential analysis through regression
analysis, in accordance with Muhammed et al. [27].

Population of the Study
The population comprises all entities relevant to the
statistical inferences to be made. According to Ajayi
[30], it represents a comprehensive listing of all units
within the sampling frame from which the research is
conducted. Bryman [31] also emphasizes that the
population includes all elements that are eligible for
selection and analysis. The population of this study
consists of construction professionals in the North-
Central region, including Project Managers, Quantity
Surveyors, Engineers, Builders, and Architects
actively involved in the delivery of construction
projects.

Sampling Technique and Sampling Size
The sampling plan delineates the execution of the
sampling unit, sampling frame, sampling processes,
and the sample size for the study. The sampling
frame represents a comprehensive list of all
population units from which the sample was drawn.
According to Creswell and Plano [29], the sampling
frame in this study comprises designated construction
professionals in the North-Central region of Nigeria.
However, due to the indefinite number of such
professionals in the area, the exact population size
cannot be determined. Ganti [32] defines a sample as
a subset of a population or a representative portion of
a broader group. The Cochran [33] sample size
formula was adopted to determine the appropriate
sample size for this study. This approach is suitable
when the population size cannot be precisely known.
Using the parameters p = 0.5, e=0.05, and a 95%
confidence level, a Z-value of 1.96 was derived from
the standard Z-table. This method is consistent with
practices adopted in similar research studies by
Yusuf and Diugwu [34], Deinne [35], and
Muhammed et al. [27].

Where e = precision level (i.e. the
margin of error),
p = the proportion of the population which has the
attribute in question, q = 1 – p

Thus, = 384

Therefore, the sample size for this study is 384
respondents.

METHOD OF DATA COLLECTION AND
ANALYSIS
Data gathering is essential in every study and is
generally categorized into two types: primary and
secondary data. Kasabov and Benson-Rea [36]
explain that primary data are collected directly by the
researcher, while secondary data are sourced from
existing materials. This study utilized primary data,
obtained through the administration of meticulously
structured questionnaires. The respondents consist of
construction professionals, including Project
Managers, Engineers, Quantity Surveyors, Builders,
and Architects. A 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1
to 5 was used in the questionnaire, as recommended
by Enshassi et al. [37] and implemented by
Muhammed et al. [27]. The scale consists of the
following categories: “5 = Extremely Significant”, “4
= Very Significant”, “3 = Moderately Significant”,
“2 = Slightly Significant”, and “1 = Not Significant”.
The statistical method applied is descriptive statistics,
involving the use of frequency, percentages, mean,
and rank.

VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY
Validity indicates whether the questions accurately
assess what they are intended to evaluate. According
to Taherdoost [38], the researcher employed content
validity to ensure that the research instruments
effectively addressed the study’s core topics. To
enhance content validity, Ganti [32] notes that
modifications and improvements were made to the
instruments through consultations with the research
supervisor.Reliability, on the other hand, reflects the
consistency of research outcomes and the extent to
which findings can be duplicated. Taherdoost [38]
further explains that a reliable instrument
consistently yields similar results under similar
conditions. To ensure high instrument dependability
in this investigation, the researcher personally
gathered the data. A Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
greater than 0.7 was generated for this study’s
questionnaire, indicating that the instrument is
sufficiently reliable for decision-making.

Table 3.1: Cronbach's Alpha for Each Construct

Individual Construct Cronbach's
Alpha

The impact of traditional retention fee practice on public
projects completion and quality for safe closure .814

The impact of retention bonds on public projects
completion and quality for safe closure .881

Source: Author’s Field Survey, (2025).
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ANALYSIS AND RESULT
Background Information of the Respondents
This study shows that384 questionnaires were
distributed of which 361 responses were received
denoting a response rate of about 94% which is
sufficient for making conclusion and deduction.
Abdullahi et al. [39] and Babalola and Aigbavboa
[40], had response rates of 85%, and 77%
respectively in their study which shows the response

rate retrieved for this study is adequate for
conclusion and deductions. the gender of the
respondents denotes 291 Male and 70 Females
denoting a response rate of 80.6 and 19.4 percent
respectively. According to Muhammed et al. [27], the
muscular nature of the construction industry makes it
more endearing to men that women and this is
confirmed by the responses gotten for this study.

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics for the Background Information of the Respondents
Variables Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Gender of the Respondents
Male 291 80.6 80.6 80.6
Female 70 19.4 19.4 100.0
Total 361 100.0 100.0
Age of the Respondents
20 – 30 years 60 16.6 16.6 16.6
31 – 40 years 129 35.7 35.7 52.4
41 – 50 years 99 27.4 27.4 79.8
51 – 60 years 73 20.2 20.2 100.0
Total 361 100.0 100.0
Profession of Respondents
Project Managers 57 15.8 15.8 15.8
Quantity Surveyors 59 16.3 16.3 32.1
Architects 56 15.5 15.5 47.6
Engineers 53 14.7 14.7 62.3
Urban and Regional Planners 51 14.1 14.1 76.5
Estate Surveyors 47 13.0 13.0 89.5
Builders 38 10.5 10.5 100.0
Total 361 100.0 100.0
Highest Academic Qualification of the Respondents
ND 25 6.9 6.9 6.9
HND 95 26.3 26.3 33.2
First Degree 106 29.4 29.4 62.6
Master’s Degree 130 36.0 36.0 98.6
PhD 5 1.4 1.4 100.0
Total 361 100.0 100.0
Nature of Job of Respondents
Permanent 297 82.3 82.3 82.3
Contractual 64 17.7 17.7 100.0
Total 361 100.0 100.0
Organizations of Respondents
Contracting Firms 143 39.6 39.6 39.6
Consulting Firms 80 22.2 22.2 61.8
Client Organization 80 22.2 22.2 83.9
Government
Ministry/Parastatals/Institutions 46 12.7 12.7 96.7

Building Material
Manufacturers/Vendors 12 3.3 3.3 100.0

Total 361 100.0 100.0
Experience in Construction Industry (in years)
Above 5 Years 103 28.5 28.5 28.5
Above 10 Years 123 34.1 34.1 62.6
Above 20 Years 135 37.4 37.4 100.0
Total 361 100.0 100.0
State of Domiciliation of the Respondents
FCT 68 18.8 18.8 18.8
Kwara 46 12.7 12.7 31.6
Kogi 59 16.3 16.3 47.9
Niger 62 17.2 17.2 65.1
Nasarawa 42 11.6 11.6 76.7
Plateau 41 11.4 11.4 88.1
Benue 43 11.9 11.9 100.0
Total 361 100.0 100.0
Knowledge of Retention Fee
Yes 330 91.4 91.4 91.4
No 31 8.6 8.6 100.0
Total 361 100.0 100.0
Source: Author’s Field Survey, (2025).



Journal of Emerging Trends in Engineering and Applied Sciences (JETEAS) 16(6):199-208 (ISSN: 2141-7016)

205

The age of the respondents shows 20 – 30 years (60),
31 – 40 years (129), 41 – 50 years (99) and 51 – 60
years (73) showing a response rate of 16.6, 35.7, 27.4
and 20.2 correspondingly. This means that the
construction industry is dominated by people of
youthful age and agreed with Muhammed et al. [27].
The profession denotes Project Managers 57),
Quantity Surveyors (59), Architects 5(6), Engineers
(53), Urban and Regional Planners (51), Estate
Surveyors (47) and Builders (38) outlining a
response rate of 15.8, 16.3, 15.5, 14.7, 14.1, 13.0 and
10.5 percent congruently. Similarly, the academic
qualification of the respondents posits ND (25), HND
(95), First Degree (106), Master’s Degree (130) and
PhD (5) positing a response rate of 6.9, 26.3, 29.4,
29.4 and 1.4 percent consistently while the nature of
job indicates 297 permanent jobs and 64 contractual
jobs at a response rate of 82.3 and 17.7 percent
simultaneously. The organization of the respondents
shows Contracting Firms (143), Consulting Firms
(80), Client Organization (80), Government
Ministry/Parastatals/Institutions (12.7) and Building
Material Manufacturers/Vendors (3.3) showing a
response rate of 39.6, 22.2, 22.2 46 and 12 percent
respectively. The experience of the respondents in
construction industry contracting depicts above 5
years (103), above 10 years (123) and above 20 years
(135) at a response rate of 28.5, 34.1 and 34.1
percent consistently.

Consequently, the state of domiciliation of the
respondents shows FCT (68), Kwara (46), Kogi (59),
Niger (62) Nasarawa (42), Plateau (41) and Benue
(43) showing a response rate of 18.8, 18.8, 16.3, 17.2,
11.6, 11.4 and 11.9 percent correspondingly. This
denotes that the construction professionals in Abuja
provide more responses than any of the other states.
The respondent’s knowledge of retention fee denotes
330 positive response and 31 negative responses
indicating a response rate of 91.4 and 8.6 percent
congruently.

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS
The impact of traditional retention fee practice on
public projects completion and quality for safe
closure (TRFP)
Table 2 shows thedescriptive statistics for TRFP and
denotes the topmost factors for TRFP to include
‘payment delays (M = 3.6866)’, ‘promotes better
contractor performance (3.5927)’, and ‘unjust
deductions (M = 3.2866)’ ranked 1st, 2nd and 3rd
respectively. The medium ranked factors include
‘administrative burden (M = 2.8890)’, ‘traditional
retention system ensures project completion and
quality (M = 2.4700)’ and ‘traditional retention
system causes fewer delays in final payment to
contractors (M = 2.2683)’ positioned 4th, 5th and 6th
correspondingly.

Table 2: Descriptive Statistics for TRFP
Mean SD Rank

Payment delays 3.6866 1. 19434 1
Promotes better contractor
performance 3.5927 .98127 2

Unjust Deductions 3.2866 1.34194 3
Administrative Burden 2.8890 1.47191 4
Traditional retention system ensures
project completion and quality 2.4700 1. 70586

5

Traditional retention system causes
fewer delays in final payment to
contractors

2.2683 1.86705
6

Source: Author’s Field Survey, (2025).

The Impact Of Retention Bonds On Public
Projects Completion And Quality For Safe
Closure (RBPP)
Table 2 shows thedescriptive statistics for RBPP and
denotes the ranking of the factor to encompass
‘retention bonds help in timely release of funds,
leading to quicker project completion (M= 4.8354)’,
‘use of retention bond reduces disputes between
clients and contractors (M = 4.5366)’, ‘retention
bonds promote better cash flow and improve
contractor performance (M = 4.2134)’, ‘retention
bond is more effective in protecting clients’ interest
(M = 4.0010)’, ‘projects that adopt retention bond
tend to complete faster (M = 3.9780)’ and ‘method
causes fewer delays in final payment to contractors
(M = 3.811)’ ranked 1st, 2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th and 6th
correspondingly.

Table 3: Descriptive Statistics for RBPP

Source: Author’s Field Survey, (2025).

Public Project Delivery (PPD)
According to table 4 that showed the descriptive
statistics forPPDand it shows the ranking of the
factors to entails ‘public project scope acceptance (M
= 4.5297)’, ‘public project on-time delivery (M =

Mean SD Rank

Retention bonds help in timely
release of funds, leading to quicker
project completion

4.8354 .37199
1

use of retention bond reduces
disputes between clients and
contractors

4.5366 .93592
2

Retention bonds promote better cash
flow and improve contractor
performance

4.2134 1.3095
5

3

retention bond is more effective in
protecting clients’ interest 4.0010 1.3611

6
4

Projects that adopt retention bond
tend to complete faster 3.9780 1.6754

5
5

Retention bond method causes fewer
delays in final payment to
contractors

3.811 .80955
6
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4.4521)’, ‘public project on-cost delivery (M =
4.3973)’, ‘public project on-quality delivery (M =
4.2922)’, public project zero defects (M = 3.9548)
and public sector construction project labour
sufficiency (M = 3.3804) ranked 1st, 2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th
and 6th correspondingly.

Table 4: Descriptive Statistics forPPD
FACTORS Mean SD Rank

Public project scope acceptance 4.5297 1.06348
1

Public project on-time delivery 4.4521 1.09261
2

Public project on-cost delivery 4.3973 .773533
Public project on-quality delivery 4.2922 .805084
Public project zero defects 3.9548 1.41962

8

Public sector construction project labour
sufficiency 3.3804 .9759211

Source: Author’s Field Survey, (2025).

INFERENTIAL STATISTICS
Hypotheses Testing
H01:There is no significant statistical impact of
traditional retention fee practice on public projects
completion and quality for safe closure
H02:There is no significant statistical impact of
retention bonds on public projects completion and
quality for safe closure.

Linear Regression
The Model Summary presented in Table 5 shows that
there is a linear correlation (R = .664; R = .898) for
both traditional retention practices and retention bond
respectively with the criterion. The R Square of these
models are .695 and .898 which means that this
model explains 69.5 and 89.8% respectively of the
total variation on each of the variables studied. This
implies that the stochastic disturbance error term (ε)
covers the rest (Muhammed and Adindu, 2021;
Yusuf et al., 2022).

Table 5:Model Summary

Source: Author’s Field Survey, (2025).

According to table 6 which indicates the coefficients
of this study indicates a Sig (<0.05) signifying the
rejection of all the hypotheses such as the H01 and
H02 of this study while the regression line for PPD
model 1 indicates PPD = 1.834+.653(TRFP) which
indicates that TRFP is a positive predictor of PPD
while for the PPD model 2, it shows that PPD = .677
+ .623(RBPP) indicating that RBPP is equally a
positive predictor of PPD.

Table 6:Multiple Regression Variable Coefficients

Model

Unstandardize
d Coefficients

Standa
rdized
Coeffic
ients t Sig.

B Std.
Error Beta

1.
Constant 1.834 .194 11.231 .000

2.
Constant .677 .134 6.244 .000

TRFP .653 .032 .739 1.112 .000

RBPP .623 .043 .726 6.244 .000

Source: Author’s Field Survey, (2025).

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS
This discourse focuses on the comparison between
retention bonds and conventional retention practices.
The results indicate that the respondents saw the
retention bond as superior to the conventional
retention procedure, as shown by their individual R-
Squares. Yan et al. [41] concurs that contractor, often
positioned near the conclusion of payment chains, get
substantial advantages from the use of retention
bonds. They guarantee that subcontractors are not
excessively punished by retention withholdings,
enabling them to sustain improved liquidity and
financial stability over the project's lifetime.
Subcontractors may also be obligated to provide
retention bonds to a primary contractor. According to
Elazouni et al. [17], the recovery of retention funds
may be extremely intricate and protracted. Retention
may not be disbursed timely, or justifiably, by the
employer at the designated phases (often practical
completion and the conclusion of the defects liability
period). This may lead to significant financial
pressure on contractors. Retention bonds
considerably facilitate the recovery process,
indicating that the contractor has a direct recourse to
claim against the bond, if necessary, rather than
facing possible conflicts or protracted delays with the
employer (Latif et al. [42]).

The surety firm, following verifying the claim,
guarantees that the contractor obtains the stipulated
retention irrespective of the employer's actions. Thus,
the expiry date of a retention bond often coincides
with the conclusion of the defects liability term
outlined in the construction contract (Aphane [43]).
This duration may fluctuate, although it is generally
6 or 12 months after the project's practical
completion, after which the bond terminates and the
surety business is absolved of its responsibilities.
Latilo et al. [44] said that the cost of a retention bond
generally varies from 1% to 3% of the bond amount,
with this premium being determined by variables
such as the contractor's financial stability,
performance history, and particular project risks.
Notwithstanding this expenditure, the advantages of
enhanced cash flow and diminished administrative
load often surpass the costs (Adula et al. [22]).

Model R R
Square

Adjusted
R
Square

Std. Error of
the Estimate

1 .664 .695 .687 .32153
2 .879 .898 .899 .24012
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Ameyaw et al. [45] observed that the contractor
typically covers the premium for a retention bond,
with the expense being included into the total project
offer. The retention bond and typical retention
practice exhibit variances, with impacts of 69.5% and
89.8% respectively on public project delivery,
indicating that the retention bond is more influential
in enhancing public project outcomes.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This study that assessed the use of retention bonds as
an alternative to traditional retention fee practices to
evaluate public projects completion and quality for
safe closure concluded that 69.5 and 89.8% are the
respective impact of each of the traditional retention
practices and retention bondon the delivery of public
projects in North-Central region of Nigeria. This
study recommended that;

1. The use of a retention bond provides
customers with essential financial security
in lieu of cash retention, while
simultaneously enhancing a contractor's
financial position by allowing them to retain
their cash reserves.

2. This research also recommends the use of a
retention bond, since it guarantees that the
contractor will be informed of the alleged
problem and have the chance to rectify it
within a certain timeframe. That is the
conclusion. Similar to Performance Bonds,
the Surety evaluates the financial ability,
offers financial protection, and pursues
financial recovery for the bonded contractor

3. By using explicit terminology, utilizing
technology, and investigating alternative
options, both contractors and project owners
may achieve more efficient procedures and
enhanced partnerships, as shown in this
research.
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