
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Issues Paper  

Southern Africa El Niño Preparedness 

~ Regional Supply Chain Assessment 

March 2016 

http://oceanservice.noaa.gov/facts/ninonina.html


 

 

 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS  
 

Executive Summary .............................................................................................................................. 1 

1. Objective and scope ...................................................................................................................... 2 

2. Background ................................................................................................................................... 2 

3. Assessment parameters................................................................................................................. 3 

4. Key supply considerations ............................................................................................................ 3 

4.1 Projected cereals deficits ......................................................................................................... 3 

4.2 GMO practices ........................................................................................................................ 4 

4.3 Regional supply characteristics ............................................................................................... 5 

5. Covering the deficits ..................................................................................................................... 5 

5.1 Countries likely to have sufficient cereals .............................................................................. 6 

5.1.1 Tanzania .......................................................................................................................... 6 

5.1.2 Zambia ............................................................................................................................ 6 

5.2 Deficit countries supplied through the RSA sub-regional market .......................................... 7 

5.3 Other deficit countries to import direct ................................................................................... 8 

5.3.1 Angola ............................................................................................................................ 8 

5.3.2 Mozambique .................................................................................................................. 8 

5.4 Deficit countries to import through the regional logistics network ........................................ 8 

5.4.1 Malawi ............................................................................................................................ 8 

5.4.2 Zimbabwe .................................................................................................................... 10 

5.5 Impact on regional ports/corridors ........................................................................................ 11 

6. Logistics options for overseas imports ...................................................................................... 12 

6.1 RSA ports and corridors ........................................................................................................ 13 

6.1.1 Durban and East London ports ................................................................................. 14 

6.1.2 Other RSA ports.......................................................................................................... 15 

6.1.3 Rail and road transport .............................................................................................. 15 

6.2 Mozambique ......................................................................................................................... 16 

6.2.1 Nacala port and corridor ............................................................................................ 16 

6.2.2 Beira port and corridor .............................................................................................. 17 

6.2.3 Maputo port and corridor .......................................................................................... 18 

6.3 Dar es Salaam port and corridor ........................................................................................... 19 

6.4 Walvis Bay and its corridors ................................................................................................. 20 

7. Cost of logistics services .............................................................................................................. 20 

7.1 Indicative rates for comparison ............................................................................................. 20 

7.2 Further cost considerations ................................................................................................... 21 



 

 

 

8. Findings and conclusions ............................................................................................................ 22 

8.1 Covering the deficit ............................................................................................................... 23 

8.2 Port and corridor operational capacities ................................................................................ 24 

8.3 Capacity allocation ............................................................................................................... 28 

9. Way forward ................................................................................................................................ 29 

MAP: SOUTHERN AFRICA PRIMARY TRANSPORT CORRIDORS BY MODE ................. 33 

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS ........................................................................................... 34 

ANNEX A:  GM GRAIN PRACTICES BY COUNTRY ................................................................... i 

ANNEX B:  INDICATIVE TRANSPORT COSTS BY SELECTED DESTINATIONS .............. iii 

ANNEX C:  SUMMARY OF PORT AND CORRIDOR OPTIONS................................................ v 

ANNEX D:  CAPACITY ALLOCATION SCENARIOS ................................................................. vi 

ANNEX E:  DISCUSSIONS HELD .................................................................................................. vii 

 

 



 

   1 

  

 

Executive Summary 

 

This assessment considers the cereals shortfalls expected within the southern Africa region over 

the coming year as a consequence of the impact of the current El Niño effect.  The consequent 

need for imports by the countries most affected, and the impact of these additional imports on the 

regional supply chain is examined and some of the issues that may need to be addressed are 

identified. 

 

It is now apparent that a massive import programme will be necessary to meet the shortfalls.  

Approximately 10 mn mt of cereal imports is now expected for the region, including more than 7 

mn mt for South Africa and its inter-connected markets of Botswana, Lesotho, Namibia, Swaziland 

and parts of Mozambique. An estimated 1.6 mn mt is also needed by Zimbabwe and up to 0.5 mn 

mt for Malawi.  Because of the poor harvest throughout the region, it is unlikely that substantial 

imports will come from Tanzania and Zambia, which have exported some of their surpluses to 

other SADC countries in the past.  While the requirements for RSA and much of its larger market 

are expected to be met through commercial imports, the split between commercial, government 

purchases and international assistance for Malawi and Zimbabwe is still unclear. 

 

The assessment considers the various port and corridor options from a cost, timeliness, reliability 

and capacity perspective and indicates which options might be most appropriate.  Particular 

attention has been given to Malawi and Zimbabwe as they are expected to require the most imports 

after RSA and, being landlocked, must compete for corridor capacities with others.  Corridors in 

Mozambique, in particular, will be required to take on much of the added burden, though there 

remain concerns with effective capacities.   

 

Owing to the large import programme planned by South Africa itself, considerable pressure will 

be placed on that country’s corridors, with much of its considerable capacity consumed.   

 

While handling the additional imports is a formidable task, the combined regional capacities are 

believed sufficient to meet the needs, providing a coherent approach with strong coordination is 

put in place.  To this end, a prominent role is expected of SADC, though others will be expected 

to contribute to the effort. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
The author of this report, Rick Corsino, is a consultant to WFP and former WFP staff member.  Prior to retirement 

he served in various capacities within WFP's Division of Transport and Logistics, and later as Country Director in 
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Commission. 
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1. Objective and scope 

 

This assessment considers the likely cereals shortfalls expected within the southern Africa region 

over the coming year as a consequence of decreased domestic production aggravated by the 

2015/2016 El Niño effect.  From the estimated deficits, together with the explicit or tacit intentions 

of the several regional states to address the shortfalls, a better understanding of the likely supply 

chain challenges can be obtained and some of the issues identified that may need to be addressed. 

This may help inform importing entities, those responsible for delivering logistics services and 

allocating capacities, and organisations considering providing material and financial support to the 

effort even at this still early stage in the mitigating response. 

 

The scope comprises the entire southern Africa region and looks explicitly at the 2016/17 

consumption season – the 12 months from April/May 2016.  Owing to the focus on the regional 

supply chain, specific attention is accorded to those countries where the import needs are greatest 

and where supply challenges are most acute.  Although the assessment is oriented to the entire 

supply chain, the focus is on the downstream segment, from the point that imports arrive within 

the region until they reach the destination country, thus domestic distribution within the recipient 

state has not been addressed.  As little information was available at the time of this writing 

regarding the upstream part of the supply chain, this has also not been covered in any detail.  

 

As this report is intended as a stand-alone document, brief overviews of crop forecasts, shortfalls 

and government response initiatives are provided for each country.  These are extracted from 

multiple sources, including the WFP report “El Niño: Undermining Resilience - Implications of El 

Niño in Southern Africa from a Food and Nutrition Security Perspective” released in late February 

2016.  In fact, this assessment is intended as a supplement to that earlier document. 

 

While benefiting from some field visits and discussion with many public and private sector partic-

ipants engaged in the drought response, this high level assessment has relied heavily on previous 

examinations of supply chain components, including WFP’s initial examination of late 2015. 1  

 

Finally, although this assessment has been commissioned by WFP, it has been done in 

consideration of the needs of a wider group of stakeholders involved in the regional preparedness 

and response effort. Thus information on imports through commercial means, government direct 

purchases, as well as possible international assistance have all been factored in.  

 

2. Background 

 

The current El Niño effect, now assessed as the strongest of the past 35 years, has contributed to 

an especially erratic rainy season resulting in delayed planting, reduced areas of cultivation, and 

lower productivity throughout much of southern Africa.  The situation encountered in early 2016 

has been made worse by the late rains of the previous agricultural season which led to dramatically 

reduced grain yields throughout much of the region.  For example, grain production in South Africa 

in 2014/15 was down by nearly 14% from the average over the previous five years, while Malawi 

suffered a reduction of 21% and Zimbabwe 37% over the same period.  Perhaps most worrying, 

regional grain stocks declined by about 60% - to 1,750 million metric tonnes (mn mt) – between 

2013/14 and 2014/15.  

                                                 
1 “Supply Chain Corridor Assessments in Southern Africa”, WFP Regional Office Johannesburg, December 2015. 
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The southern part of the region has been particularly hard hit for the coming harvest.  Planting has 

been delayed in numerous areas and there has been obvious stress on many crops.  There have also 

been significant decreases in areas planted. Most affected are Botswana, Lesotho, Malawi, central 

and southern Mozambique, South Africa, Swaziland and Zimbabwe. This signals what might 

become one of the worst droughts on recent record in southern Africa.  

 

Recognising the severity, Lesotho, Swaziland, and Zimbabwe have all declared drought emergen-

cies and indicated the need for international assistance, while Mozambique has also requested 

international support. Most of the countries in the region are reporting accelerated depletion of 

livelihood assets and an increased reliance on food related coping strategies.  So far seven 

provinces of South Africa have declared drought emergencies, with further declarations expected. 

 

The full extent of the current El Niño event will be better understood as the post-harvest assess-

ments are completed in April and May.  However, governments have been reviewing and updating 

their contingency plans, with those expected to be hardest hit already examining practical financial 

and logistics measures to meet anticipated shortfalls.  The Southern Africa Development 

Community (SADC) Secretariat is also augmenting contingency and preparedness planning and 

engaging with its member states in an effort to coordinate responses. 

 

3. Assessment parameters 

 

The following parameters define the scope of the assessment: 

 eleven southern African states are included: Angola, Botswana, Lesotho, Malawi, 

Mozambique, Namibia, South Africa, Swaziland, Tanzania, Zambia and Zimbabwe; 

 the focus is on the production and consumption of cereals, primarily maize, though 

consideration is also given to other large volume staples, including wheat;  

 the agricultural season considered is 2015/16 - the crop harvested in the first half of 2016;  

 the consumption season considered is 2016/17 – April/May 2016 through March/April  2017; 

 grain supply sources include both inter-regional trade and that sourced overseas, irrespective 

of buyer; 

 the regional logistics network considered includes deep sea ports, national rail lines and trunk 

roads, as well as major handling, storage and transhipment facilities capable of accommodating 

large grain movements. 

 

The examination of projected grain production and requirements in the region indicates consid-

erable disparity amongst the several states.  Using best estimates at this early point a summary of 

the current situation follows. 

 

4. Key supply considerations 

 

4.1 Projected cereals deficits 

 

While signs of a likely poor harvest were already surfacing in mid 2015, the severity of its 

consequences were confirmed starting the end of 2015 when the rainy season failed to commence.  
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Even at the time of this writing - mid March – the full impact of the poor harvest throughout much 

of the region is still to be determined by the forthcoming annual assessment exercise in April/May.  

 

As the season progresses, the publication of accurate national and regional information concerning 

potential production and supply deficits will prove essential.  A bias in information released can 

work in both directions.  In some cases there is fear that overstating, or even accurately reporting 

on a large shortfall, might push up prices and alarm the population.  On the other hand there is 

potential for prejudice in overstating the extent of the deficit as a means to already begin mobilizing 

international support to mitigate the shortfalls. 

 

The biggest concern arising from the poor current season is that it follows a poor 2014/15 season 

which will steeply increase regional cereal deficits from the current estimated. 7.9 million mt. And 

although the cropping conditions are favorable in some areas of the region, such as northern 

Zambia, northern Malawi and most of Tanzania,  2015/16 cereal production will be insufficient to 

cover the needs from all affected areas given the main surplus producing areas are affected. 

 

To examine the impact of significantly greater import volumes on the regional logistics network, 

it has been necessary to make some estimates of the short-falls even though the data available is 

premature. The estimates make use of a variety of sources, though rely primarily on governments’ 

own forecasts.  Most significant are the large shortfalls for Malawi and Zimbabwe, for which 

government, and perhaps international interventions, will be needed to address, and the shortfall 

in South Africa which will place additional stress on that portion of the regional supply network 

that lies within that country. 

 

4.2 GMO practices   

 

Policies governing growing and importing GM grain are generally similar throughout southern 

African as most countries subscribe to the “Cartagena Protocol to the Convention on Biological 

Safety”.  The exception is RSA, which does allow cultivation and importation of GM grain within 

certain tolerances.  However, the actual practices in the various countries do vary considerably.  

Annex A summarises these practices as they presently stand. 

 

In the context of addressing cereal shortages in the coming months the following factors must be 

taken into consideration: 

 RSA mainly grows GM grain, with well less than 15% of the total annual domestic crop 

being non-GM.  Mainly after milling, this grain is exported to several neighbouring countries 

including Botswana, Lesotho, Namibia and Swaziland, as well as parts of Mozambique.   

 Tanzania and Zambia exclusively grow non-GM grain.  In previous years they have been 

able to supply some of the needs of the countries to the south, especially Malawi and 

Zimbabwe. 

 The Governments of Malawi, Mozambique and Zimbabwe have concerns with GM 

products, and especially whole grain, from entering their countries, though exceptions have 

been formally authorised, especially during times of acute food shortages.   
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4.3 Regional supply characteristics 

 

From a supply perspective the eleven southern African countries can be divided into three groups, 

each with its own set of characteristics. 

 

RSA, Botswana, Lesotho, Namibia, Swaziland and southern Mozambique – In terms of cereals 

production and consumption, these countries comprise a single, largely interconnected market that 

relies on RSA production and the sub-region’s integrated and well developed transport network. 

During periods when imports are required, RSA suppliers typically build the needs of the smaller 

adjacent markets into their plans to address demand. 

 

Independent sea-girt countries2 – Angola, Mozambique and Tanzania, are large sea-girt countries 

with adequate port capacities which can be used to accommodate increased grain imports should 

they be required.  Angolan ports are not effectively connected to interregional corridors, and thus 

would not burden those networks even if a large scale import programme was needed.  Southern 

areas of Mozambique make use of the RSA market and hence may not need to import substantial 

volumes of cereals from abroad.  While the central portion of the country may have some need for 

overseas imports, at this point volumes are not expected to overstress port logistics capacities.  

Tanzania does not appear to be in need of major imports but, in any event, the country’s port, rail 

and road capacities are such that some additional imports would not jeopardise its ability to assist 

its neighbours.   

 

Large land-locked states with corridor options – 

Malawi, Zambia and Zimbabwe are land-locked 

states with relatively large populations and which 

depend on the regional network to accommodate 

imports.  While Zambia is unlikely to need to im-

port cereals during the coming year, Malawi and 

Zimbabwe are of particular interest in this assess-

ment as both are expected to import significant 

volumes. Consequently these countries feature 

prominently in the capacity analyses.  

 

5. Covering the deficits 

 

The adjacent table categorises the southern 

African countries based on their likely approach to 

covering cereal import needs over the coming 

year. 

 

 

 

                                                 
2 While Namibia is also a sea-girt country with adequate port capacity for its needs, it has been included within the 

RSA-market sphere even though some small share of imports may still come from abroad. 

Cereal Deficit Coverage by Country 
 

Countries with sufficient cereals 

Tanzania 

Zambia 

 

Deficit Countries covered through the RSA 

Sub-regional Market 

South Africa 

Botswana 

Lesotho 

Namibia  

 

Swaziland 

 

Swaziland 

Mozambique (parts of the south) 
 

Deficit Countries to import direct from abroad 

Angola 

Mozambique (apart from that supplied thru RSA) 

 

Deficit Countries to import through regional 

ports/corridors 

Malawi 

Zimbabwe 
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5.1 Countries likely to have sufficient cereals 

 

Although only Tanzania and Zambia are currently expected to have sufficient grain for their 

domestic needs for the coming period, it is helpful to take a closer look at their projected balances 

and current approach to cereals trade.  This is because some countries with anticipated deficits 

have turned to Tanzania and Zambia in the past for supply. 

 
It is noteworthy that some domestic trade policies in the region remain inconsistent with the free 

movement of foods within the region. Non-Tariff Barriers, such as the requirement of export 

licenses for maize and maize-meal, are a critical barrier to intra-regional trade. The imposition of 

import and export bans on agricultural commodities, including export bans on maize and maize 

products, impede cross-border trade-in maize and maize-products. Free flow of food 

commodities across borders is thus essential.  

 

 

 5.1.1 Tanzania 

 

Grain is not an especially important export commodity for Tanzania.  However, since 2011 the 

country has produced more maize than its domestic needs in all but one year, when it recorded a 

small deficit relative to requirements.  Annual surpluses have ranged between 360,000 mt and 

850,000 mt over this period, allowing the export of part of the surplus.  While most has gone to 

countries to the north, some has found its way into the SADC region. 

 

Current indications are that the National Food Reserve Agency (NFRA) is concerned with the level 

of maize stocks, though it is understood that the country has sufficient supplies to cover its strategic 

reserves until the new harvest.  As a precaution, the NFRA has recently begun to restrict sales of 

maize, including to millers, and new export permits are being restrained. 

 

Even with a good harvest, exports are unlikely to commence until at least after the new crop is in 

– around mid-year.   Should the harvest be good, it is possible that exports may again resume, 

though to what extent remains uncertain.  Tanzania might therefore emerge as a possible source to 

help cover the deficits of countries in the south, especially Malawi where access is viable. 

 

5.1.2 Zambia 

 

Over the past five years Zambia has produced on average more than 2.9 mn mt of cereals annually, 

of which about 90% is maize, essentially all non-GM.  Compared to average annual gross domestic 

needs of about 2.5 mn mt, this affords a generally comfortable surplus which has allowed the 

country to become a reliable supplier of maize for its neighbours, especially Malawi and 

Zimbabwe.   

 

Early indications, however, are that the 2016 harvest in Zambia could be well below normal, 

though an accurate assessment can only be expected by early May.  Given these circumstances the 

government has been cautious in approving maize exports as the need to cover deficits later in the 

year through its own imports would prove costly. 

 

Despite these emerging concerns, the Zambia Government has been endeavouring to fulfil previ-

ously agreed arrangements, especially those with countries facing imminent shortfalls in the 
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coming months.  It is understood that earlier contracts to supply some maize to both Malawi and 

Zimbabwe continue to be honored.   

 

The conclusion is that Zambia is unlikely to be a significant exporter of maize in the 2016/17 

marketing year, thus affecting commercial supplies to Malawi and Zimbabwe.  However, as long 

as Zambian maize grain and maize meal remain relatively inexpensive, informal exports will 

continue into those countries.  There is also optimism that the Zambian Government, to the extent 

possible, will maintain a humanitarian export window, which may benefit aid agencies seeking to 

purchase within the region, including the World Food Programme (WFP). 

 

5.2 Deficit countries supplied through the RSA sub-regional market 

 

Apart from RSA itself, this group includes Botswana, Lesotho, Namibia and Swaziland. Southern 

Mozambique is also covered in large part through the RSA commercial market although the 

situation for that country is described separately below. 

 

Figures regarding the 2016 grain harvest in South Africa continue to adjust as more information 

becomes available.  Nonetheless, it is clear that the country will face its second consecutive major 

grain shortfall.  At present the grain deficit for the period May 2016 through April 2017 is projected 

at 7.3 mn mt.  

 

While there may be some improvement as the tail end of the growing season unfolds and a better 

appreciation of stocks retained in silos and on larger farms emerges, a major import effort is 

unavoidable.  This is presently estimated to include about 3.8 mn mt of (mainly yellow) maize and 

1.9 mn mt of wheat.  As RSA is traditionally a large wheat importer, this latter amount is only 

marginally higher than in normal years. 

 

Botswana, Lesotho and Swaziland all import half, or more, of their cereal requirements each year.  

For Botswana the import share is close to 80%, or more than 300,000 mt annually.  For Lesotho 

the imports are about 75%, or about 225,000 mt per year.  Owing to these normally large import 

percentages, the poorer harvest also forecast for these countries will not present a sizable increase 

in absolute import volumes.  In both cases, these domestic needs are expected to be covered 

through purchases through RSA commercial suppliers and have already been factored into the 

overall RSA import requirement. 

 

For Swaziland the import share of gross needs has been just above 50%, or around 90,000 mt per 

year.  However, for 2016/17 the National Maize Corporation (NMC) has already been authorised 

by Government to purchase up to 100,000 mt from outside the country.  While much of this is 

expected to be sourced in RSA, and is thus included in that country’s import plan, the NMC is 

currently exploring the possibility of buying some amount directly from abroad, including Mexico 

and Tanzania. 

 

Namibia’s estimated gross domestic cereals requirement for the coming marketing year is about 

325,000 mt.  Of this, about 240,000 mt is for white maize.  Current projections are that the harvest 

will yield just 15% of needs, necessitating importation of about 275,000 mt, of which about 

165,000 mt will be white maize.  The situation is seen to be considerably worse than recent years 

when domestic production covered close to 40% of needs.  It is expected that the shortfalls will 
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mainly be made up through increased importation from RSA, though this may be supplemented 

with some direct purchases, including millet sourced in India. 

 

 

 

 

 

5.3 Other deficit countries to import direct 

 

5.3.1 Angola 

 

Angola routinely imports large amounts of cereals to supplement its domestic production.  Over 

the past five years annual domestic production has averaged just about half of the country’s 

requirements of about 2.2 mn mt.  In fact the 2014/15 harvest was considerably better than the 

recent average, posting a shortfall of just 25% of that year’s needs. 

 

As of this writing it has not been possible to obtain an estimate of the current year’s harvest.  

However, owing to Angola’s isolation from the logistics network of the rest of the region any 

extraordinary imports may be expected to come directly through one of the country’s main sea 

ports – principally Lobito or Luanda - hence no material impact is anticipated on the regional 

network. 

 

5.3.2 Mozambique 

 

Over the past five years Mozambique has met about two-thirds of its total cereals needs through 

domestic production.  Maize typically accounts for about 60% of total cereal consumption and the 

country has generally produced close to its maize needs, with rather small deficits occurring from 

one year to the next. 

 

Very early indications are that the current maize harvest has also been badly affected by the 

drought and may be down by between 15% and 20% compared to recent years.  To address the 

shortfalls a sizeable import programme will likely be required.  Apart from the share that would 

come through normal commercial channels, especially RSA, a portion may need to be sourced 

directly through Government and, perhaps, international agencies, to help address accessibility 

concerns.  While firm estimates are still to come, an import planning figure of 350,000 mt is used 

in this assessment. 

 

5.4 Deficit countries to import through the regional logistics network 

 

5.4.1 Malawi 

 

Shortfalls 

 

The Malawi Ministry of Agriculture, Irrigation and Water Development conducts annual crop 

estimates for all main agricultural commodities and the estimates are refined over the course of 

three separate surveys.  The first, an assessment conducted from September to January, is based 

on farmers’ intentions to grow a particular crop on an indicated number of hectares.  These esti-

mates are highly indicative and can be expected to change based, amongst other things, on actual 
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area planted and weather conditions during the crucial growing months. Nonetheless, the first 

round can provide an important, advanced indication of national food security that may allow early 

mitigating action if needed.  

 

Maize accounts for about 95% of the cereals grown and consumed in Malawi each year.  For the 

2014/15 marketing year FEWS NET, together with the Government of Malawi, estimated a maize 

shortfall of close to 425,000 mt when measured against gross domestic production alone.  The first 

round estimate for the 2016 crop, released by the Government on 18 February, projected national 

maize production to be lower by about 2% than the actual for 2015.  Particularly badly hit is the 

south of the country, where some areas are reporting a near complete crop failure, though condi-

tions appear progressively better further north. 

 

Assuming similar domestic requirements to the previous year, this suggests the maize deficit could 

reach 435,000 mt or more.  While there remains the possibility of some improvement in the current 

crop should late rains materialize, early estimates are known to have often overstated actual 

production.  Because of this, and to ensure that the potential demand for logistics capacities are 

not underestimated, especially if the majority of the deficit must be covered from abroad, an overall 

planning deficit of 500,000 mt has been adopted for the purposes of this assessment.  However, 

should other measures being pursued by the Government, including promoting the growth of a 

second crop on irrigated lands (see below), then this estimate may need to be reduced accordingly.   

 

Initial measures 

 

The Government is approaching the problem in two phases.  The immediate phase involves the 

purchase of additional maize from within the region, in particular Zambia and Tanzania.  Despite 

the caution of Zambian authorities on exporting more maize than it can risk given the uncertainty 

with its own harvest, Malawi has recently taken delivery of about 30,000 mt through a contract 

concluded through its Agriculture and Marketing Corporation (ADMARC) earlier in the year.  

However, the expectation is that further major purchases from Zambia may be doubtful. 

 

Recent discussions have also taken place between the Malawi National Food Reserve Agency 

(NFRA) and private grain traders in Tanzania for the purchase of an additional 50,000 mt of maize.  

At the time of this writing a contract had not yet been confirmed.  However, if ultimately arranged 

this may satisfy shortfalls into May or June, by which time the new harvest, though diminished, 

will have come in.  

 

In the meantime the Government is pursuing other options, including incentivizing producers to 

grow a second maize crop on already irrigated lands.  Nonetheless, imports to cover a sizeable 

share of the deficit remain a likely option.  For the purpose of examining the impact on the regional 

supply chain it has been assumed that Malawi’s shortfall will be met through imports from abroad. 

 

Import origins 

 

Malawi has been steadfast in its commitment to its non-GM policies.  Unlike Zimbabwe, which 

has established a capacity to monitor against unintended GM grain importation and, where such 

import is officially authorized, to ensure milling takes place before distribution, Malawi does not 

have such capacities.  Hence authorities are more reluctant to risk exposure to GM grain, some of 

which may end up as seed.  Although it is understood that the possibility of importing whole GM 
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maize has not been totally ruled out, this is still considered an exceptional measure which would 

only be adopted if the country is faced with extreme shortfalls.  Consequently, to cover its import 

needs, and assuming that additional volumes of non-GM grain may not be forthcoming from 

Zambia or Tanzania, Malawi will likely first need to look at procuring against its deficits in those 

countries which have non-GM grain available for export. 

 

5.4.2 Zimbabwe 

 

Shortfalls 

 

Firm figures on the magnitude of the current maize crop will not be available for some months.  

However, based on early assessments by the Zimbabwe Government an initial planning estimate 

of 1.6 mn mt of imports over the coming 12 months has been projected and this requirement has 

been adopted in this assessment.  

 

Initial measures  

 

In early February the Government of Zimbabwe formally declared a drought emergency while at 

the same time appealing for external assistance to help cover its expected maize deficit.  Amongst 

the initial measures was the creation of a Grain Importation Task Force operating under the 

auspices of the Office of the President and Cabinet.  This body has been charged with examining 

options by which Zimbabwe can best meet the projected shortfalls.   

 

As early as January the Gov-

ernment engaged in discus-

sions with the National Rail-

ways of Zimbabwe (NRZ) 

with the aim of assuring rail 

capacity on key corridors to 

accommodate potential maize 

imports from abroad.  More 

recently, NRZ and Portos e 

Caminhos de Ferro de 

Moçambique (CFM) have 

engaged in joint planning 

efforts to look at maximizing 

the utilization of both the 

Beira and Maputo ports and 

corridors.  The Task Force has 

dispatched technical teams to 

both Mozambique and South 

Africa to assess firsthand the 

various logistics components on the ground and it is understood that a team plans to visit Angola 

and Namibia for the same purpose.  

                                                 
3 Figures are taken from government estimates where available.  Where not available, a rough estimate was made 

based on historic FEWS NET data, adjusted with a qualitative view of the current year’s harvest prospects. 
4 There remains a possibility that Zambia may need to import some amounts to cover shortfalls that emerge later.  

Summary of Projected Cereal Imports - 2016/17 ('000 mt)3   

      
 Commercial Govt/Other Total 

 Volume Origin Volume Origin   

Country        
        

Angola na  na  na 

Botswana 320 RSA 0  320 

Lesotho 230 RSA 0  230 

      

Malawi na  

Tan, Zam, 

Intl 

na Tan, Intl 500 

Mozambique na RSA, Intl?  na RSA, Intl 350 

Namibia 275 RSA, Intl? 0 na 275 

        

RSA 7,300 Intl 0  7,300 

Swaziland 100 RSA, Intl? 0  100 

Tanzania 0  0  0 

        

Zambia 4 0  0  0 

Zimbabwe 600 Zam?, Intl 1,000 Zam?, Intl 1,600 
 

na = information is not available.  
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Import origins 

 

Zimbabwe has taken considerable measures to preserve its non-GM policies, including the estab-

lishment of a surveillance system operated by the National Biotechnology Authority (NBA), which 

routinely checks for compliance on major grain consignments entering the country.  While in the 

past the Government has permitted the import of both whole and milled GM grain, this has been 

on an exception basis, controlled by the Ministry of Agriculture and the NBA.  The possibility of 

importing additional whole GM maize has not been effectively ruled out, though if it were to 

happen it would likely need to be monitored from the point of entering the country until it has been 

milled and dispatched.  It is understood that such importation would be an extreme measure, born 

by clear necessity. 

 

In the meantime the Government, through its Grain Marketing Board (GMB), has begun to assess 

potential international sources of supply for non-GM maize.  It is understood that initial contacts 

have been made with suppliers dealing with maize sourced from Mexico, Russia and the Ukraine, 

with other possible sources still to be considered. 

 

 

5.5 Impact on regional ports/corridors 

 

From the estimates described above a sense of the overall magnitude of drought related cereals 

imports can be summarised for the entire region as per the following table.  The table also indicates 

the expected impact of these additional imports on the regional logistics network.  
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6. Logistics options for overseas imports 

  

From the above examination it is clear that significant additional traffic will be placed on the 

regional transport network, in particular due to the import needs of  RSA (and its inter-connected 

cereals market), Malawi and Zimbabwe.  The challenge is to ensure this is handled in an expedient 

and cost effective manner given the competing demand for capacities.  For example, apart from 

efficiently handling a considerable share of RSA trade, Durban port would also be a practical 

option for southern Zimbabwe maize imports.  Equally, under certain conditions Beira port may 

be favoured for both Malawi and Zimbabwe imports. 

 

Compounding the assessment of preferential port, corridor, and transport mode are capacity limi-

tations of individual logistics components (eg. storage facilities, railway motive power and rolling 

stock); demands placed by other users, especially if they are seasonal; the overall cost of purchase 

and delivery of the commodity to port; operational efficiency; and security.  The following 

considers these factors in the light of the projected imports needs.  Somewhat more descriptive 

detail is provided for those options which are found to be most preferred. 

Summary of Likely Approaches to Cover Deficits  

 Projected    

 Imports    

Country (mn mt)   Likely approach Impact on Regional Logistics Network 

     

Angola Not avail 

 

Increase commercial imports from both 

RSA and abroad 

Negligible 

Botswana 320 

  

Increased commercial imports from 

RSA.  Included in RSA imports. 

Negligible 

Lesotho 230 

  

Increased commercial imports from 

RSA.  Included in RSA imports. 

Negligible 

Malawi 500  Mainly procure from abroad Increased demand likely on Nacala and 

Beira, and possibly RSA and DSLM, 

corridors 

Mozambique 350  Partly covered though commercial 

imports from RSA 

Possible some additional demand on 

domestic ports, especially Maputo/Beira 

Namibia 275   Increased commercial imports from 

RSA, though possibly some direct 

imports.  Included in RSA imports. 

Negligible 

RSA 7,300  Exceptional imports from abroad Increased use of domestic ports, road 

and rail capacities. Possible congestion 

at Durban and other ports, and rail 
     

Swaziland 100  Increased commercial imports from 

RSA (incl in RSA imports), though 

possible direct Govt imports from 

abroad 

Negligible 

     

Tanzania 0   Minimal exports to region expected Negligible 

Zambia 0  Minimal exports to region expected Negligible 

Zimbabwe 1,600  Mainly procure from abroad Increased demand on Mozambique and 

RSA ports and corridors. 
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6.1 RSA ports and corridors 

 

South Africa operates a high standard and extensive port and land transport corridor system that 

serves its own domestic needs as well as supporting much of the rest of the region.  Central to the 

operation of the system is Transnet, wholly owned by the South African government5 but operating 

as a corporate entity engaged in all aspects of freight logistics.  Transnet operates five independent 

divisions: 

 National Ports Authority (NPA)  •    Rail engineering  

 Port Terminals (TPT) •    Pipelines. 

 Freight Rail (TFR) 

 

The NPA is responsible for the development and management of the national ports system. As 

such, it serves the function of port “landowner”.  The Port Operations Division (TPT) focusses on 

cargo handling and port operations.  Main commercial ports under Transnet include:  Richards 

Bay, Durban, East London, Ngqura, Port Elizabeth, Cape Town and Saldanha Bay.  Of these, 

Durban and East London specialize in high volume, agro-bulk commodities, though more limited 

bulk grain capacities are also available at Port Elizabeth, Richards Bay and Cape Town. 

 

Although normal grain traffic moving through the combined Transnet ports has recently been at 

about 5 mn mt/year, in response to the projected import demands assurances have been made that 

more than 7 mn mt could be accommodated over the coming 12 month period.  The most recent 

estimates of RSA’s needs alone indicate close to that volume, though this also includes adjacent 

countries which typically purchase through the RSA commercial market. While the operators 

believe that well in excess of 7 mn mt is doable, careful scheduling of arrivals so as not to conflict 

amongst grain consignments, as well as with other bulk movements (eg. sugar, wood chips), would 

be necessary.  Equally important is rapid offtake of cargo from port areas so as not to congest the 

grain storage facilities. 

 

TFR is the rail operating arm of Transnet.  Apart from linking all main South African ports by high 

capacity lines with major export and import centres within the country, the rail network connects 

to adjacent state railways including: 

 TransNamib, at Nakop 

 Botswana Railways, at Ramatlabama 

 National Railways of Zimbabwe and the private Beitbridge-Bulawayo Railway, at Beitbridge 

 Mozambique Ports and Railways at  Ressano Garcia; 

 Swazi Rail, at Goela and Mananga  

 Maseru (Lesotho) branch line (owned by Transnet). 

 

Since 2011, Transnet has invested more than SAR 200 bn as part of its Market Demand strategy 

that aims to improve the capacity and efficiency of the country’s rail services. The focus has been 

on operating longer and heavier trains to help reverse a prolonged loss in the long distance haulage 

share to road operators. 

                                                 
5 Administered under the South Africa Department of Public Enterprises. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/TransNamib
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nakop
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Botswana_Railways
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ramatlabama
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/National_Railways_of_Zimbabwe
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Beitbridge_Bulawayo_Railway
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Beitbridge
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mozambique_Ports_and_Railways
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mozambique_Ports_and_Railways
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Swazi_Rail
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Maseru
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South Africa also boasts an extensive high standard road network that links to the main road 

systems of Botswana, Lesotho, Mozambique, Namibia Swaziland and Zimbabwe.  All major port 

corridors are generally served by high capacity, multi-lane roads and South African road hauliers 

together, with those in adjacent countries, have continually increased their share of long-haul 

traffic over the past several years at the expense of the railways. 

 

6.1.1 Durban and East London ports 

 

Durban 

 

The Port of Durban occupies the central position in the South African transport and logistics chain 

with 60% of all RSA imports and exports passing through it.  It is the country’s premier multi-

cargo port and is among the busiest in Africa, handling over 80 mn mt of cargo per annum.  

Together with East London, Durban boasts high volume, purpose-built dry bulk handling facilities, 

especially catering for grains.  Owing to its proximity and more than adequate bulk handling 

capacities, Durban is the preferred RSA port for traffic to and from the north. 

 

Large volume, principally privately owned and operated bulk handling facilities, are available in 

the port for the import and export of free-flowing bulk commodities, especially grain.  South 

African Bulk Terminals (SABT), a major business unit within Bidfreight, owns and operates two 

large terminals - Rennies Bulk Terminals (RBT) and Durban Bulk Shipping (DBS).  RBT has 

effective storage capacity of more than 110,000 mt with a discharge rate of about 700 mt/hr.  DBS 

can accommodate a further 70,000 mt discharging at about 350 mt/hr.  Storage includes both silos 

and flat stores.  AgriPort, operated by TPT with joint private ownership, has a capacity of about 

90,000 mt with 350 mt/hr discharge. 

 

Despite the offtake capacities, the berths available for bulk have draught limitations that must be 

considered.  While DBS has a 12.2 m limit, AgriPort and RBT are more restricted with draughts 

of 10.3 m and 9.3 m, respectively.  This may influence vessel size, though there is also the possi-

bility of lightening before berthing at these main facilities. 

 

Although the combined capacities are considerable, routinely performing at about 130,000 mt/ 

month, facility operators stress that rapid offtake from silos and stores is essential to maintaining 

high throughput.  Punitive charges are built into storage fees to encourage the movement of cargo 

out of the port as quickly as possible and thus help ensure that the desired efficiencies are attained.  

Further, there is strong preference against bagging in the port environs as this impedes other 

operations and the rapid flow of cargo. Nonetheless, bagging would be possible at Durban if the 

grain is stored off the port premises, though this would contribute to handling costs. 

 

It is understood that the bulk facilities operate on a “first come, first serve” basis in terms of 

commitment to capacity utilisation, hence there would not necessarily be a bias in favour of RSA 

cargo against, say, that of Zimbabwe, provided that early commitments are formally made. 
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East London 

 

Despite being situated 460 km south of Durban, and thus adding to overland transport costs and 

travel times for cargo destined to the north, East London affords a viable alternative should Durban 

become congested.  However, handling and storage capacities are markedly lower.  

 

Essentially designed for the export of dry bulk commodities, the port has an overall throughput 

capacity of well over 1 mn mt/year for dry bulk cargo.  Vessels may be loaded to a draught of up 

to 10.7 m.  The grain elevator has more than 80 silos with a total storage capacity of 75,000 mt 

and a conveyor belt on the quayside allows for import and export to take place simultaneously. 

East London could feature prominently in handling Zimbabwe traffic should Durban’s capacities 

become stretched. 

 

6.1.2 Other RSA ports 

 

Although Durban and East London are specifically designed to handle large volumes of dry bulk 

cargo, Richards Bay, Port Elizabeth, and even Cape Town, could contribute to a major grain import 

effort.  However, this would generally come with diminished efficiency and higher costs.  Unlike 

the former two ports, without dedicated handling and storage facilities Richards Bay and Port 

Elizabeth would require moving grain from the berth, likely with tipper trucks, to flat stores where 

either bagging or onward transport in bulk could proceed.  Though capable of moving grain in 

volume, owing to its location Cape Town is better situated to serve the southern areas of RSA.  

Certainly the preference for Zimbabwe-bound cargo would be Durban, then East London, with the 

others brought into the mix if needed. 

 

6.1.3 Rail and road transport 

 

The market share of road transport for long haul in RSA and, for that matter, all of southern Africa, 

has grown dramatically over the past several years at the expense of rail.  Broadly owned private 

hauliers, though with some very large enterprises participating in the sector, have demonstrated 

resilience to market forces.  Growing capacities have kept costs to customers at attractive levels 

owing to the strong competition.  Although more expensive than rail to many destinations, 

including those in Zimbabwe, road capacities are believed to be more than adequate to take on the 

additional burden of drought imports should the ports manage the challenge and rail capacities 

prove inadequate. 

 

As described above Transnet’s Freight Rail arm (TFR) has benefited from the more than ZAR 200 

bn investment in upgrading rail capacities over the past few years.  TFR has also been a key 

participant in the early planning for the drought response and has already identified sufficient bulk 

wagons to accommodate the additional RSA grain imports.  At this stage no wagons have yet been 

committed to Zimbabwe traffic as the numbers needed will depend on overall tonnages, starting 

date of the main movements and off-loading tempo at destination.  TFR also has indicated that no 

open-top wagons will be used for cross-border movement into Zimbabwe.  Rather, CFR-type 

wagons covered with tarpaulins will be allocated for maize when the major movements begin.  To 

safeguard against prolonged wagon retention at destination, it is expected that a “one out, one in” 

practice will be instituted, whereby a limit will be established for the total number of wagons 

permitted outside the TFR system at any time.  
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6.2 Mozambique 

 

Three deep sea ports are operated under the authority of Mozambique Ports and Railways (CFM), 

though with private ownership of key components of the logistics chain.   

 

6.2.1 Nacala port and corridor 

 

Operated by Corridor Desenvolvimento do Norte (CDN) the port of Nacala serves portions of 

northern Mozambique through a limited road network, Malawi by rail, and even Zambia by way 

of the CDN and the Central East African Railways (CEAR) networks.  The port itself, the deepest 

in Southern Africa (up to 16 m alongside) and with excellent natural protection from the sea, has 

three separate wharves: - general cargo, with four berths and a theoretical capacity of 2.4 mn 

mt/year; - container, with two berths capable of handling 75,000 TEUs per year; and - liquid bulk, 

which is connected by way of a 3.5 km pipeline to liquid bulk silos.  The privately owned coal 

terminal, for which much of the main line rail corridor capacity is dedicated, is separated from the 

general purpose port area by a narrow inlet.  Based on location it is by far the best entry point for 

Malawi imports from abroad. 

 

Over the past four years a USD 100 mn port rehabilitation and improvement programme with 

funding provided through JICA has been undertaken and completed, with a second phase valued 

at more than USD 200 mn now underway.  The investment has already led to greater port 

efficiencies and has been complemented by investments of more than USD 2 bn in the rail link 

between the port and the Tete province of Mozambique where the lucrative coal deposits are 

located, as well as CEAR lines to the north and south of Malawi. 

 

The Bakhresa Group has established a grain handling and bulk storage facility within Nacala port 

under a sub-concession with CDN. The facility has a 600 mt/hr grain receiving capacity and more 

than 30,000 mt storage capacity.  Grain can be loaded in bulk and in bags from this facility.  The 

facility has been mainly used for wheat imports for Malawi and it has yet to be determined what 

capacities might be available for maize imports over the coming year.  Owing to a lack of 

appropriate sheds within the port environs that might be used for the temporary storage of bulk 

grain in place of the silo, there is concern with Nacala’s capacity to handle large volumes of bulk 

grain.  This deficiency would necessarily lead to bagging on discharge or inefficient handling of 

the grain to temporary storage which, apart from adding time and cost to the operation, might also 

contribute to losses. 

 

The rail line, jointly operated by CDN and CEAR, and under management of Vale Logistics Ltd, 

extends from the port to the Moatize coal concessions in Tete, a distance of over 900 km.  The line 

intersects the north-south CEAR line at Nkaya, giving access to the north through Lilongwe all the 

way to Chipata in eastern Zambia, and to the south through Blantyre to Makhanga on the border 

with Mozambique.   

 

The main line to Moatize has been upgraded to allow heavier and longer trains to operate at higher 

speeds to move the coal exports.  The north and south lines in Malawi have also benefited from 

significant upgrade although some of the rehabilitation work is still to be completed.  Construction 

of high capacity sidings at Nkaya is also nearly finished.  These will facilitate cargo moving from 

the port to the north-south CEAR line.  Although there has also been investment in motive power 
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and, to a lesser extent, rolling stock, there is concern that wagon availability for maize imports 

may prove insufficient, especially if turn-around times at destination are not greatly improved. 

 

CDN and CEAR believe that the recent massive investment in the corridor has led to a current 

over capacity.   While hopefully to be taken up over time as routine traffic moves to Nacala from 

less attractive alternatives, it may offer the opportunity to accommodate the spike in grain imports 

now expected.  It was indicated that the rail corridor could dedicate up to two trains per day for 

maize movements to Malawi – each carrying about 2,000 mt.  To ensure security, all trains moving 

between Nacala and Malawi have armed security on board. 

 

An option was also suggested for moving Nacala traffic into Zimbabwe, though this was consid-

ered as a fallback solution.  It involves rail to Moatize and then road into Zimbabwe.  Apart from 

the added distance (about 400 km by road from Moatize to Harare), the need to transship would 

contribute to the time and cost.  Nonetheless, at this point no practical option should be excluded 

from consideration. 

 

6.2.2 Beira port and corridor 

 

Beira port serves central Mozambique and connects to the National Railways of Zimbabwe (NRZ) 

system at Machipanda a distance of just over 300 km.  Location-wise it is the best option for 

northern and eastern Zimbabwe destinations, though there are concerns with overall corridor 

capacity.  

  

The Beira Container Terminal and General Cargo Terminal are operated by Cornelder de 

Moçambique, a joint-venture between the Dutch company Cornelder (70%) and CFM (30%). The 

General Cargo Terminal extends over 670 m in length with four berths and is designed to accom-

modate close to 2 mn mt per year.  However, the depth alongside is just over 9 m.  Access to the 

port is limited by tides and continuous dredging is needed to maintain the required operational 

depth.  Beira is hampered by the rather shallow draughts, which limit vessel size and often require 

larger vessels to lighten at another port, such as Maputo, before berthing.   

 

There are several covered warehouses with a combined capacity of over 15,000 m², as well as 

more than 12,000 m² paved open space for ferro chrome, granite, steel and other break bulk 

cargoes.  While in the past port congestion has occasionally been an issue, especially between 

November and February or March, this has become less of a problem in recent years owing to a 

general decrease in transit and import traffic. 

 

The Container Terminal extends over a length of 650 m with four berths and handles in excess of 

160,000 TEUs per year.  The depth alongside is 12 m.  There is one bonded transit warehouse of 

8,400 m² for stuffing and stripping containers, and close to 4,000 m² of covered storage area.  The 

use of Inland Container Depots (ICDs) has also proven an efficient solution at Beira.  Several 

operators have large ICDs serving most countries within the region. 

 

There is some concern with accommodating bulk grain shipments owing to the absence of 

appropriate stores and handling facilities.  Bulk grain arriving at the port will mainly need to be 

bagged at the vessel or moved to flat stores for later bagging or loading in bulk on road vehicles 

or rail wagons, if available. 
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Beira corridor enjoys excellent availability of road transport, with operators from Mozambique, 

Malawi, Zimbabwe and elsewhere plying the trade.  This has also kept freight rates at attractive 

levels.  On the Mozambique side the road may be affected during the rainy season and given that 

most of the cargo for DRC, Malawi, Zambia and Zimbabwe transits through the 

Machipanda/Forbes border post, congestion there can sometimes be a problem 

 

The rail service linking Beira with Zimbabwe’s NRZ at Machipanda struggles to be competitive 

with road transport.  Rail movements have been hampered by delays at the border, inspections and 

locomotive switches.  Availability of locomotives and wagons has also been a concern. 

 

Although ocean freight rates and port and clearing costs are more expensive for Beira than Durban, 

the overland transport cost from Beira to Zimbabwe, Malawi and Zambia is considerably lower 

given the shorter distances.  In fact, the Beira corridor has generally been the lowest overall cost 

for these countries.   

 

Recent months have seen an increase in politically motivated insecurity in the Manica and Sofala 

provinces of Mozambique, through which the corridor passes.  Some measures have already been 

taken to protect rail and road movements (eg. armed guards accompanying trains through 

Mozambique, and the formation of road vehicle convoys with armed escort).  Thus far there have 

been no significant disruptions to cargo movements.  However, the problem appears to be 

increasing in severity and there is concern that it could escalate to a level where traffic is impeded 

and added costs are incurred. 

 

Following requests from the Government of Zimbabwe, CFM and NRZ recently agreed to look at 

dedicating block trains to move imported grain along the corridor.  The plan is to operate up to 

two trains per day, each loaded with about 1,000 mt of grain.  Owing to wagon limitations, as well 

as constraints in handling bulk grain at the port, a two-prong approach was developed by which 

both bulk and bagged maize might move by rail with sided wagons loaded first with bulk grain 

and then topped with bags.  Although the planning figure for such movement was set at 500,000 

mt for the year, this is considered optimistic. 

 

6.2.3 Maputo port and corridor 

 

Maputo port serves much of southern Mozambique and connects to the South African rail network 

at Resanno Garcia (90 km) and to NRZ at Chicualacuala (about 500 km).   

 

The port annually handles close to 15 mn mt of cargo, with containers at about 75,000 TEUs per 

year.  There are two main components to the port:  Maputo Cargo Terminals, which include the 

citrus, sugar, container, ferro and scrap terminals; and 6 km further upriver, the Matola Bulk 

Terminals with four deep water berths for handling bulk minerals, petroleum, aluminum and grain.  

In total the port has 16 berths with a combined length of approximately 4,000 m.  All are served 

by road and most by rail.    

 

Although geographically nearer to Swaziland and Zimbabwe, Maputo struggles to compete with 

Durban because of generally higher ocean freight costs and higher port and overland transport 

costs to final destinations. The higher overland costs are partly explained by a scarcity of back-

loads, but also by the attraction of South African Rand (SAR) based services. 
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When considering bulk grain movements, Maputo port has greater handling capacity as well as 

more port storage options when compared to Beira.  The grain terminal at Matola, with dedicated 

berth space of 380 m and a draught of 10.5 m, has an annual capacity of about 400,000 mt and a 

25,000 mt capacity silo.  However, damage to the conveyance system has impeded efficiency until 

repairs are completed.  Flat stores which may also be suitable for staging bulk grain of about 40,000 

mt combined capacity also exist and could be used, though incurring additional handling costs. 

 

CFM and NRZ have also developed a plan to operate up to three dedicated trains per day from 

Maputo port into Zimbabwe.  A similar two prong approach as that described for Beira would be 

followed.  Like for Beira, concerns over the adequacy of both motive power and rolling stock 

persist.  In particular, wagon turnaround times need improvement.  While investments are taking 

place on the track, the rail service remains irregular and the rail costs are not competitive for 

general use. However, in case of increased grain requirements, this corridor is an obvious alter-

native to Beira and Durban and thus should be examined further. 

 

Because of distances and road conditions, road haulage from Maputo to Zimbabwe does not at 

present constitute a viable alternative for large grain movements.  However, the possibility of using 

some of this capacity if other corridor and mode options cannot keep up with demand should not 

be completely excluded.   

 

6.3 Dar es Salaam port and corridor 

 

Dar es Salaam is the main port for Tanzania, handling nearly 15 mn mt of cargo in 2014 through 

11 deep-water berths.  Apart from adequate general cargo and container capacities the port has a 

Grain Terminal with automated silos for handling import and export grains. Discharge is by a 

grab/hopper system and grain is transferred from the quay by tipper tractors. The silo has a holding 

capacity of 30,000 mt.  

 

Dar es Salaam has demonstrated itself to be a practical option for the DRC (Katanga), Burundi, 

Rwanda, Zambia and also northern Malawi.  Despite the inherent capacities, to relieve periodic 

congestion Tanzania Ports Authority (TPA) has encouraged the establishment of ICDs by major 

forwarders and shipping lines, which has proven beneficial.   

  

The port is served by Tanzania Railways Corporation (TRC) as well as the TAZARA rail line that 

runs south into Zambia.  TRC links both the ports of Dar es Salaam and Tanga (near the border 

with Kenya) with a narrow gauge line that predominantly serves the north and northwest of the 

country.  Consequently it does not feature into consideration for traffic to/from other SADC states.  

TAZARA operates a 1,860 km line from Dar es Salaam to Kapiri Mposhi in Zambia with a 3 ft 6 

in narrow gauge track that is similar to the southern African networks, though it does not connect 

to the Zambia Railways network. 

 

Despite the possibility of using TAZARA to Mbeya, and then transship from there to Malawi via 

road, in recent years direct road haulage over the 1,800 km route from Dar es Salaam to northern 

Malawi has proven to be a preferred option.  Because of strong competition on the route haulage 

rates have remained attractive given the distance. 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Narrow_gauge_railway
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While not a first choice for Malawi imports owing to distance and cost, Dar es Salaam does afford 

an opportunity for that country’s imports should other corridors prove unable to cope with the 

increased demand. 

 

6.4 Walvis Bay and its corridors 

 

Walvis Bay is Namibia's largest commercial port, handling about 5 mn mt of cargo in 2014, 

including more than 250,000 TEUs.  With a stipulated capacity of 8 mn mt, congestion has not 

been a concern.  Owing to limited cargo opportunities, however, major shipping lines make 

infrequent calls to the port. 

 

The Ports Authority of Namibia (Namport) is a state owned enterprise and the operator of both 

Walvis Bay and Lüderitz.  Walvis Bay has two privately owned and operated bulk terminals.  The 

Walvis Bay Bulk Terminal, designed as a multi-product facility, is used for coal imports from 

RSA, as well as the export of copper and lead concentrates, manganese and sulphur.  The TCL 

Terminal is used mainly for the export of bulk salt.  As such, the port is not equipped for bulk grain 

movements, hence grain would mainly need to move forward to a destination in bags. 

 

Because of its location on the west coast of southern Africa, more than 1,800 km distant from 

Bulawayo by road, depending on the route taken,6 and with limited possibilities for backloads, 

Walvis Bay has not yet become an important outlet to the sea for Zimbabwe.  However, the Walvis 

Bay Corridor Group is actively marketing the corridor and some commercial road hauliers have 

begun to operate a service for western and southern Zimbabwe destinations.   

 

Apart from the road networks, the port is linked by rail to both Grootfontein, along the Trans-

Caprivi Corridor, and to Gobabis, via Windhoek along the Trans-Kalahari Corridor.  Although 

transhipment facilities are available at both railheads, this option, with additional handling 

involved, has not featured for traffic to Zimbabwe. 

 

7. Cost of logistics services 

 

7.1 Indicative rates for comparison 

 

Because of the many factors that enter into determining the rates charged for the array of logistics 

services required (eg. consignment form (eg.  bulk, break bulk, containerized), size of the consign-

ment, season of movement) it was not possible to obtain a precise indication of the actual costs of 

movement and handling.  Nonetheless, a set of indicative rates were obtained by which the relative 

cost of the various port and corridor options might be compared.  Annex B sets these out based on 

the assumption that the grain would move in bags in containers from arrival port to representative 

destinations in Malawi and Zimbabwe.  As it is expected that the majority of the imported grain 

will arrive and move toward destination as bulk, these numbers should be treated as purely 

illustrative and used only for comparison. 7 

 

 

 

                                                 
6 Harare is about 430 km beyond Bulawayo. 
7 These parameters were adopted as the component rates were more readily available within the time frame of this 

assessment.  
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Of particular interest from this comparison: 

 

for Malawi 

 the port of Nacala, with movement direct by rail to main destinations in the country, is by far 

the least cost alternative; 

 the second most attractive option from a cost perspective is through Beira, moving by road to 

destination, though this would be at least one-third more expensive than from Nacala by rail;  

 should these two options be unable to meet the needs, then road haulage from either Durban 

or Dar es Salaam (though at least 75% more costly than the best solution) or by road from 

Nacala (also far more expensive and subject to seasonal conditions and consequently higher 

rates) can be considered. 

 

for Zimbabwe 

 the port of Beira, with movement by rail or road are best solutions for cargo destined to the 

north and east of Zimbabwe; 

 next best alternatives for these destinations include moving from Durban by road and from 

Durban or Maputo by rail; 

 for traffic for the south of Zimbabwe, Durban port, moving either by rail or road, and Maputo 

port, moving by rail, are the best options; 

 second best options for the south are road or rail from Beira; 

 although Walvis Bay was also considered as a possibility to add capacity, this alternative would 

likely be more than double the cost of the preferred options, and thus would only be entertained 

if all other options failed to meet demand. 

 

7.2 Further cost considerations 

 

When examining the best port and corridor alternatives some other cost-related factors should also 

be weighed in addition to the port handling and comparative transport rates themselves. 

  

The current transport market is generally favourable to importers 

With the slow-down in the mining sector, the regional transport market has turned more favourable 

for importers on certain corridors.  This has led to additional capacities being on offer and has 

opened the possibility to negotiate more attractive freight rates. 

 

Shipping to busier locations may reduce costs 

Ocean shipping costs themselves are not reflected in the comparison of indicative rates described 

above and compared in Annex B.  However, they may factor into the overall cost of movement 

from origin to destination.  Shipping charges using liner services may be lower when ports with 

more business opportunities are used.  For example, rates to Durban are often better than to Maputo 

owing to the opportunities for other business and return hauls at Durban.  Road transport rates will 

also benefit whenever the opportunity for back haul exists. 

 

 

 



 

   22 

  

 

Transport by road may have some inherent cost advantages   

Also not reflected in the above comparison is the advantage that road transport may have over rail, 

depending on final destination.  Rail coverage in much of the SADC region is limited to the few 

main lines.  Hence commodities conveyed by rail must be off-loaded at existing stations and 

sidings along these lines, with onward transport by road then required.  Shipments moving by road, 

however, may be sent nearer to destination, perhaps reducing, or eliminating all together, 

secondary movement.  It is also easier to split loads by destination when using trucks than when 

using rail, which adds to the versatility of road transport. 

 

Congestion adds costs 

The costs ultimately paid by customers usually correspond to operational efficiency as wasted 

resources mean higher costs.  This is especially the case when expensive assets like ocean-going 

vessels, and even rail cars, are in use.  Port congestion and slow offtake from vessels leading to 

demurrage; slow off-take from port silos or stores leading to higher storage fees; and prolonged 

turn-around at origin or destination for railway rolling stock resulting in wagon demurrage; can 

add considerably to the cost of commodity movement.   

 

Seasonality must be factored 

There are at least two perspectives related to seasonality to be considered.  Depending on the port 

and corridor, certain months may be customarily busy with predictable traffic (eg.  fertilizer 

imports, sugar exports).  Scheduling of grain imports should take this into consideration as not 

only may some charges increase for a period, but resulting congestion may lead to the costs 

mentioned above.  The second consideration relates to the rainy season when weather conditions 

may slow, or temporarily stop all together, movement on some corridors. 

 

The cheap Rand favours RSA corridors 

Over the past two years the South African Rand has diminished in value by about one-third against 

the USD.  As the costs incurred by service providers using RSA corridors are largely Rand-based, 

this has meant a significant reduction for those paying in USD.  Further, services provided by the 

main competitors with RSA – the corridors in Mozambique - are essentially USD-based.  

Consequently the cost differential between moving through RSA and through Mozambique has 

shifted dramatically in the recent past in favour of South Africa. 

 

8. Findings and conclusions 

 

The following sections set out the main findings and conclusions drawn from this assessment.  It 

is hoped these might assist in moving forward in the evaluation of best options to accommodate 

the expected increased import demands and point to early actions that might be taken. 

 

Although the full extent of the drought and the ensuing consequences on food needs continues to 

unfold, there is no longer doubt that the region is facing massive challenges to ensure that popu-

lations do not run out of staple foods in the coming year.  These challenges are considerable and 

span the full spectrum of response - from identification of shortfalls, resourcing to cover the 

deficits, implementing distribution schemes to ensure those most at risk are looked after, and effi-

ciently managing the supply chain.  For the latter, the current projection is that close to 10 mn mt 

of cereals will need to be brought into the region and distributed before the 2017 harvest comes in. 

 



 

   23 

  

 

While handling such volumes presents a formidable task, a reasonable conclusion is that the 

combined capacities appear to be available. The real challenge, therefore, is to make the best use 

of these capacities to ensure deliveries are expedient and costs are minimised.  This is achievable, 

but a coherent approach and enhanced coordination is needed.   

 

To place this in some perspective, during the 1992/93 operation 11.6 mn mt of drought-related 

commodities were imported and transported across southern Africa over a 12 month period, of 

which about half was for RSA and half for the then SADCC countries.  Although some impedi-

ments exist today that did not need to be addressed 20 plus years ago, there have also been con-

siderable improvements to the regional supply chain.  In balance, the regional logistics components 

are more robust, and have greater capacities, than they did at that earlier time.  

 

8.1 Covering the deficit 

 

The flow of imported grain into the region will dramatically increase pressure on the regional 

logistics network over the coming year, or even longer should the subsequent harvest prove less 

than expected.  Following is a summary of the likely extent and characteristics of these imports. 

 

Import projections 

i. Depending on the country, and even region within some countries, mid-March (the time of 

this writing) is still premature for a full appreciation of the grain harvest and thus the 

shortfalls.   Although a more accurate estimation will be at hand by late April or early May, 

the estimates available today are considered sufficiently accurate by which a supply 

response may begin to be planned.  

ii. The current best estimate for South Africa is that about 7.3 mn mt of cereals, including 3.8 

mn mt of maize, must be imported to meet domestic needs.  This includes the requirements 

of those countries that regularly engage in the South African commercial distribution 

network (ie. Botswana, Lesotho, Namibia, Swaziland and parts of Mozambique). 

iii. Substantial imports of maize will also be required by both Zimbabwe, estimated at 1.6 mn 

mt, and Malawi, presently projected at up to 500,000 mt, to meet their needs over the 

coming year.  

iv. Although Mozambique is also expected to import maize to make up for its own poor 

harvest, the extent of the shortfall, and where it will impact geographically (ie. the south of 

the country is especially hard hit, though the north appears to be spared from the worst of 

the drought effects) remains unknown.  Also unclear is from where the shortfall will be 

sourced, given that RSA has been a regular supplier to Mozambique’s south. 

v. Zambia also has experienced drought effects and is concerned that its usual surpluses will 

not only fail to materialize this year, but that it may experience some domestic shortfalls.   

vi. At this juncture it appears that the harvest in Tanzania will be largely unaffected by the 

drought conditions prevailing further to the south.  However, the country has expressed 

worry with the level of its grain reserves and consequently has begun to control exports. 
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Sourcing constraints 

i. It is unlikely that either Tanzania or Zambia will be able to export meaningful quantities 

of maize during the coming year as both are concerned with their own grain reserves.  This 

development has impacted those most in need – Malawi and Zimbabwe, which had 

imported from these countries in the past. 

ii. GM policies and practices continue to play an important factor in resourcing alternatives, 

especially for Malawi and Zimbabwe, which have indicated their intention to continue to 

restrict the importation of GM grain and even products, if at all possible.  This suggests 

that efforts will first be made to procure non-GM maize from the limited sources abroad. 

iii. RSA imports will be covered through increased commercial purchases from overseas.    

The deficits in Malawi and Zimbabwe will likely be satisfied through a combination of 

commercial imports, direct government purchases and, perhaps, humanitarian assistance, 

also mainly from abroad.  How these components might be split remains largely unknown, 

though a better understanding is important as the characteristics of each, as they relate to 

logistics, may be very different (eg. commercial consignments may arrive in smaller 

parcels in bulk form and move on in bulk if possible, while aid consignments might be 

larger and may be bagged in advance, or upon arrival at discharge port). 

 

Availability versus accessibility 

i. Being supply chain oriented, this assessment has focused exclusively on the availability of 

enough cereals within the region over the coming year.  Although having ample staple food 

must be of paramount concern, there is also the accessibility element that must be 

considered.  Rising prices and other factors will inhibit some segments of the population, 

especially those in rural areas, to meet their requirement for nutritious foods, even if 

markets are well stocked. 

ii. A concern, therefore, must be that adequate and timely funding is available to cover the 

shortfalls once commercial supplies are taken into account.  Such shortfalls will need to be 

made up through a combination of government purchases and humanitarian assistance.  

Failure to cover this gap will not only mean deprivation for segments of the population, 

but also that less grain will be moving along the corridors than anticipated.  Financial 

resourcing also for current government safety net programmes, remains a major concern 

given the precarious fiscal situation of some of the countries most in need of imported 

cereals. At the same time, international donors are besieged by competing demands for 

humanitarian resources due to the increase in chronic crises, prolonged conflicts, and 

climate-change related emergencies. 

 

8.2 Port and corridor operational capacities 

 

Following from the examination of the various port and corridor alternatives it is possible to make 

an initial assessment of the capacities and constraints which might be encountered for each.  These 

are described in the following sub-sections and the conclusions are summarised in Annex C. 
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8.2.1 Mozambique ports/corridors 

Nacala - Malawi 

i. Owing to its proximity and cost advantages, the Nacala port/corridor, with a high capacity 

main line connecting to the recently rehabilitated north-south CEAR rail network in 

Malawi, is clearly the preferred option for Malawi imports.  Nonetheless, there are 

concerns with capacities despite the recent investments in both the port and rail.  

ii. A key concern is the absence of port storage for bulk cargo.  There is a 30,000 mt private 

silo complex operated under a sub-concession with CDN, though it is unclear what capac-

ities might be afforded for maize imports.  If available, grain can be loaded in bulk and in 

bags from this facility which can expedite onward movement and control costs.    

iii. Apart from the silo, there are limited flat stores on the port premises which are not espe-

cially suited for handling bulk grain, hence the likely need to bag on discharge, or to move 

some into the stores for either bagging there or onward movement in bulk wagons.  Both 

options would incur additional costs. 

iv. There is concern with the number of appropriate rail wagons available to move grain to 

Malawi, especially considering past experience with slow wagon turn-around.  Although 

CDN/CEAR has indicated sufficient wagons would be made available, this needs to be 

demonstrated and, in any event, few would be purpose-built for bulk carriage. 

v. Attention will need to be given to the risk of theft from the covered wagons proposed for 

the service.  To limit such losses precautions are necessary at loading. 

vi. A positive development has been the placement of rail operations for the two lines (CDN 

and CEAR) under a single management structure.  This should streamline movements and 

reduce wagon turn around, thus reducing delays.  

vii. Nacala offers the least cost solution for Malawi’s overseas imports when compared with 

other corridors.  Through-rates for the corridor may be expected to come in at 75%, or less, 

than the next best alternative.   

viii. Although there is a road transport option from the port into Malawi, sections of the route 

are very difficult and may become impassable during the rainy season.  This has contrib-

uted to a reluctance of operators to provide a service and the consequent high rates when 

the service is offered.DS 

ix. In summary, if solutions are found to the above concerns, Nacala port and rail corridor is 

the obvious option for Malawi traffic.   

 

Beira – Zimbabwe/Malawi 

i. Beira is the nearest and most cost effective port for imports destined for the east and north 

of Zimbabwe, whether moved by rail or road.   

ii. However, like Nacala there are concerns with capacities.  For Beira these are especially 

related to possible port congestion, port handling capacities and offtake, rail movements 

and corridor insecurity. 

iii. Also like Nacala, Beira port has limited facilities for handling bulk grain.  This means that 

less efficient transfer methods must be used, likely adding to delays and increasing costs. 
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iv. NRZ and CFM have recently agreed on a plan that would allow up to two block trains to 

run each day to support Zimbabwe’s grain import needs.  However, there is concern that 

the motive power and wagons needed for such frequency are insufficient.   

v. The corridor benefits from strong interest by commercial road hauliers and this has helped 

maintain capacities and keep freight rates at levels that can compete with rail. 

vi. In past years the corridor, both the road and rail line, has suffered occasional disruptions 

due to seasonal flooding.  Although mitigating measures have been taken, there is concern 

that some risk remains.   

vii. Accurate estimates of Mozambique’s own cereals shortfall, and incidence of greatest needs 

for the coming year are not yet available.  However, it is possible that some additional 

burden may be placed on Beira port to accommodate the needed imports.  This would add 

to port demand, and hence contribute to possible congestion. 

viii. The heightened insecurity in Manica and Sofala provinces through which the corridor 

passes presents another worry.  Should prolonged, or even intermittent, disruption to 

transport services arise, the efficacy of the corridor comes into question.  Perhaps for this 

reason, there is an expectation that the Mozambique Government will priortise corridor 

protection. 

ix. In summary, Beira port and the rail/road corridor is a preferred option for much of 

Zimbabwe’s imports, especially to the north and east of the country, providing the concerns 

expressed above are satisfactorily addressed.   

 

Maputo – Chicualacuala - Zimbabwe 

i. Together with Durban, Maputo appears to be the best option for southern Zimbabwe based 

on the cost of delivery.  The rates for transport by rail to Bulawayo, for example, would be 

expected to be at least 10% lower than the next best option (after Durban), which is Beira. 

ii. Maputo also has a potential advantage in handling bulk grain through its Matola terminal, 

though the current state and capacity of its grain conveyance equipment needs to be 

confirmed. 

iii. As for the Beira corridor, NRZ and CFM have recently agreed on a plan that would allow 

dedicated block trains to run each day from Maputo to Zimbabwe.  Also as for Beira, there 

is concern that the motive power and rail wagons needed for such frequency are insuf-

ficient.  Also, it is unlikely that wagons designed for bulk grain will be available. 

iv. Because of the routing and road condition, road haulage from Maputo is far more expensive 

than rail, and therefore unlikely to feature in any significant way into the grain import plan.   

v. As mentioned for Beira, Mozambique’s own cereals shortfalls for the coming year remain 

unknown.  It is possible that some added burden may be placed on Maputo port to 

accommodate needed imports, though it is believed that the port has adequate capacity to 

accommodate this.   

vi. In summary, Maputo port, with the rail link into southern Zimbabwe through 

Chicualacuala, is one of the preferred options for southern Zimbabwe grain imports if the 

concerns expressed above are addressed. 
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8.2.2 RSA ports/corridors 

 

Durban 

i. Because of its impressive bulk grain handling capacities and relative proximity, from an 

operational efficiency perspective Durban is a preferred port for grain imports for southern 

Zimbabwe.  However, the massive imports required by RSA itself over the coming year 

will likely consume much of the port’s handling capacities.  Nonetheless,  despite the added 

South African demand, Durban may still feature in helping to satisfy part of Zimbabwe’s 

needs. 

ii. At least one advantage that is unique to Durban, though also to a lesser extent East London, 

is the array of handling options for bulk grain received.  This includes direct from vessel 

to silo, then onward by bulk conveyance (either rail wagon or road vehicle), movement to 

off port sheds for either bagging or onward movement in bulk, and receipt already bagged.  

Each option has a different set of costs associated. 

iii. As mentioned in the section on Maputo, the Durban option comes very close to Maputo in 

cost terms when considering southern Zimbabwe destinations.  Also, road and rail 

conveyance from Durban to the south of Zimbabwe are highly competitive with one 

another and attractive in absolute terms.  While more costly, Durban can also work as a 

back-up option for Malawi with transport by road. 

 

iv. TFR have already begun developing an approach to accommodate Zimbabwe imports from 

RSA ports.  No open-top wagons will be used for this trade, but rather CFR-type wagons 

covered with tarpaulins.  Once the Zimbabwe import programme is known and gets 

underway, TFR will look at reserving a certain number of wagons for the trade. 

v. Road haulage should also be able to contribute importantly to capacities, though this will 

depend to some extent on the season.. 

vi. In summary, Durban port with either rail or road conveyance to Zimbabwe, especially the 

south, is an attractive option, though the extent to which this might be used will relate to 

available capacities at Durban port. 

 

Other RSA ports 

vii. Clearly Durban remains the preferred RSA port for grain imports for Zimbabwe.  However, 

it is also favoured by a large segment of the South African market.  Though somewhat 

more expensive for Zimbabwe destinations owing to its location more than 450 km south 

of Durban, East London presents a viable alternative. 

viii. Like Durban, East London has dedicated and efficient bulk grain handling capabilities, 

though its throughput capacities are well less than Durban.  Nonetheless, it may be possible 

for some Zimbabwe imports to make use of the port should Durban become congested. 

ix. Richards Bay, Port Elizabeth and Cape Town could theoretically be brought into the effort 

though none have the handling and location advantages of Durban and East London.  For 

planning purposes these should be treated as potential fall back options. 
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8.2.3 Other port/corridor options 

Dar es Salaam 

i. Dar es Salaam affords an operationally viable alternative for Malawi traffic, though at a 

cost premium of close to 75% when compared to the least cost alternative of Nacala. 

ii. The corridor may be particularly interesting if use could be made of the bulk handling 

capabilities at the port, and if road vehicles capable of transporting bulk could be brought 

into the effort. 

iii. Despite the high cost, the port, combined with the road haulage capacity available along 

the route, is generally reliable and capable of taking an important share of Malawi’s needs 

should other options be unable to handle all of the demand. 

 

Walvis Bay 

i. The road corridor linking Walvis Bay with Zimbabwe is slowly gaining significance as 

part of the regional transport network.  Although the distance is considerable – in excess 

of 1,800 km to Bulawayo, the road condition is reported to be good throughout. 

ii. Although Walvis Bay does not have suitable bulk grain handling facilities, the port capacity 

exceeds traffic and hence is unlikely to suffer from congestion.  However, grain would 

need to be bagged for onward shipment to Zimbabwe. 

iii. The obvious drawback is the high cost of the overland haulage due to both distance and 

absence of reliable backhaul.  Even for movements to the south of Zimbabwe the cost 

would be more than double that of the least cost options of Maputo and Durban.  For Harare 

the differential would be even greater when compared with Beira. 

iv. While Walvis Bay may be able to accommodate some of the needs, it would only become 

a consideration should other options fail to reach targets  

  

8.3 Capacity allocation 

  

From the above assessments of capacities and relative costs an approach begins to take shape as 

to how the imports for Malawi and Zimbabwe might be accommodated.  This remains an 

approximation owing to several uncertainties including:  how RSA will utilise its ports for its 

own import needs; the form, volume, timing and tempo of the Malawi and Zimbabwe imports; 

and the performance of the various logistics components over the duration of the import 

programme. 

 

As an illustration, the expected tonnages for the two countries were allocated against the various 

port, corridor and transport mode options for two different scenarios – one “optimistic” and the 

second “conservative”.  The assumptions are as follows and the results are set out in Annex D.   

 

Optimistic 

 the import needs of Malawi will not be as high as assumed earlier in this assessment as 

mitigating measures taken by the Government will yield some results; 

 some grain exports will emerge from Tanzania and/or Zambia as the year progresses; 
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 for Malawi, the preferred corridor of Nacala will perform at, or near, expectations.   

 for Zimbabwe, the preferred corridors of Beira and Maputo will perform at, or near, expecta-

tions.   

 

Conservative 

The second scenario is more cautious in that the more optimistic assumptions mainly do not 

prevail and less preferred port and corridor alternatives must be used. 

 

The conclusion is that there appears to be sufficient overall regional capacity to handle the 

combined demand, though inefficiencies in preferred routings will necessarily lead to more 

costly and time consuming alternatives.  

 

9. Way forward 
 

This high level assessment was prepared for broad readership and is thus not targeted at any partic-

ular segment of the drought response community.  The intention has been to identify key supply 

chain issues that may affect one or more parties engaged in the response to help foster a shared 

awareness and, hopefully, concerted action.  For this reason no specific recommendations are 

included. 

 

Nonetheless, below are a few areas where early attention might be beneficial to the overall effort, 

irrespective of what body is mandated or chooses to act.  These are neither exhaustive nor 

necessarily placed in order of importance.  However, their ordering does suggest a chronological 

sequence that might be useful to follow.  

 

 Agree on coordination arrangements 

The drought will impact all countries within the region to some extent, many specifically from the 

supply chain perspective.  Past experience has demonstrated the value of a coordinated approach 

involving government policy makers, food import agencies, commercial food importers, transport 

operators and aid agencies. 

 

For southern Africa the Southern African Development Community (SADC) has a mandate for 

taking such a lead.  At its mid-March meeting the SADC Council of Ministers approved the 

Declaration of the Regional Drought Disaster and imminent issuance of a Statement of Appeal for 

assistance.  The Council also approved the establishment of a regional Logistics Team to 

coordinate a regional response in close collaboration with SADC member states and international 

cooperating partners.  While the form remains to be defined, this is a positive step in the direction 

of a necessary cohesive response.  

 

A lot has been written about the response to the severe southern Africa regional drought of the 

early 1990s. The consensus was that the overall effort was successful, in large part because of the 

coordination arrangements quickly put into place.  However, the landscape has changed since then, 

especially when considering the supply chain.  Some of the changes have made the imminent effort 

easier – important corridors, especially in Mozambique, have better facilities and greater capacities 

than 20 plus years ago.  But others have complicated the job – many logistics components are now 

privately owned and operated rather than being controlled by a few state enterprises.  Also, in 

South Africa the Maize Board was essentially a single buyer which allowed mostly seamless 



 

   30 

  

 

control over maize procurement and movement for that sub-region.  This has been replaced by 

several independent enterprises each operating in its own best interest. 

 

Nevertheless, the earlier approach offers some guidance and learning.  First, there were multi levels 

of coordination.  From the SADC/SADCC side there was the Logistics Advisory Centre (LAC) 

established in Harare with the SADCC Food Security Unit.  The LAC established and maintained 

close contacts with the various SADCC member states to keep up to date information on needs 

and resourcing efforts.  It tracked and reported on the location of relief consignments and, 

importantly, served as a central public information body, producing reports for donors and for 

wider circulation, as well as assisting with advocacy. 

 

There was also an operational logistics coordinating unit established in the Grain Operations 

Control Centre in Spoornet (GOCC) in Johannesburg.  The GOCC served a vital role as it brought 

together representatives of all main ports and railways and included WFP logistics professionals 

who assisted with that agency’s own massive relief programme. 

 

As SADC advances its intentions to bring a coordinated effort to the drought response, it might 

look at what worked well before.  Careful thought, ideally with broad consultation, will need to be 

given to where the bodies are located, what their exact mandates should be, as well as their 

constituencies and leadership.  Advantage might also be taken of existing regional coordinating 

entities. 

 

 Sharpen crop projections and import needs and agree on numbers 

Even early in the process, when external factors may still influence the harvest, all southern 

African states have some capacity to identify concerns with the coming harvest.  RSA, for example, 

has a highly sophisticated system that involves coordinated inputs by different levels of national 

and provincial government, as well as independent bodies such as Grain SA.  Though such capacity 

is not necessarily matched in neighbouring countries, each has established a mechanism of its own 

to obtain the earliest and most accurate data within their means.  As well, WFP, FAO, FEWS NET 

and other international bodies contribute to the assessments through their own systems and 

engagement with individual governments. 

 

To plan a regional supply response it is important to have the best information at any point in time 

regarding import needs, even though it is understood that refinement of the projections will 

continue even beyond the actual harvest.  To be most useful, the projections should be based on 

scientifically underpinned observations and thus avoid any bias that might enter the forecasts. 

 

It is important that a collective assessment of cereals shortfalls, which includes all countries within 

the region, is prepared, made public and updated as new information comes to light.  The 

coordination mechanisms suggested above may help ensure that this is done and that there is active 

follow-up with individual countries when data is not updated or where there is concern with its 

validity.  

 

 Undertake common advocacy  

Indications are that not all countries with projected deficits will be able to afford the imports 

needed to cover their shortfalls.  Some states have already expressed the need for external support 

and others may follow.  SADC has agreed to declare a Regional Drought Emergency. Because of 
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the considerable time often required to convert a request for assistance, whether cash or in-kind, 

to placing food in the hands of an intended recipient, it is imperative that appeals be made just as 

soon as clear justification is to hand.  There may be merit in channeling such requests through a 

single entity, and perhaps this may be one of the roles assigned to the coordination unit mentioned 

earlier.  If this is not acceptable, the requests to the international community should at least be 

collated and monitored by the coordinating unit. 

 

 Assess likely import channels 

For RSA and most countries with smaller deficits, commercial supplies will largely fill the short-

falls.  For Malawi and Zimbabwe it remains unclear what share of the projected grain shortfalls 

will be covered through commercial imports and what may need to be met through direct govern-

ment purchases or even through international humanitarian assistance.  As the characteristics of 

these various options may vary from the supply chain perspective (eg. consignment size, 

packaging, preferred port/corridor/transport mode, timing of delivery) it is important to obtain an 

accurate understanding of the split as quickly as possible so that logistics capacity planning may 

be optimized. 

 

 

 

 Undertake thorough assessments of key logistics components 

This assessment was only able to provide an overview of key facilities and services, largely based 

on interviews with users and service operators and review of published data and documents.  While 

commercial enterprises have an in-depth and real-time understanding of this environment, 

decisions on grain procurement and routing should only be taken by those leading the import effort 

on behalf of their governments and international agencies after the several concerns raised in this 

assessment have been more carefully examined. 

  

 Communicate import intentions to operators 

As an enormous increase in demand for logistics service in the coming months is expected it is 

advantageous to communicate import intentions to key service providers as soon as possible.  This 

not only will help operators to prepare, but perhaps allow the importing bodies to reserve capacities 

and even obtain preferential terms.  This information should include details related to volumes, 

packaging form, and timing.  Regional ports, railways and corridor authorities should be 

approached as soon as sufficient information is to hand.  Major grain handlers and storage 

operators should also be contacted.  Earlier is better to ensure that scarce capacities are best 

allocated. 

 

 Identify institutional constraints 

While further thought must be given in this area, the SADC Secretariat has already begun to 

identify institutional constraints that may impede the smooth flow of imports throughout the region 

unless early action is taken.  These include the following, though others may be added: 

 introducing special “drought relief cross-border permits” for vehicle movements 

 issuing special visas for drought relief crews, as well as IDs for crews and logos that identify 

relief vehicles 

 introducing customs pre-clearance procedures for drought relief cargo 
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 harmonising cargo inspection, fumigation and certification procedures 

 lifting “cabotage” restrictions and suspending the “third country rule” 

 providing military escorts for rail and road convoys travelling through insecure areas 

 providing GIS mapping of ports and routes and, as well as cargo tracking and monitoring 

systems. 

 ensuring free movement of foods within the region; non-tariff barriers and import/export 

bands, such as export licenses for maize and maize-meal, are a critical barrier to intra-regional 

trade.  
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MAP: SOUTHERN AFRICA PRIMARY TRANSPORT CORRIDORS BY 

MODE 
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

 

ADMARC   Agricultural Development and Marketing Corporation (Malawi) 

bn    billions 

CEAR    Central East African Railways 

CDN Corridor Desenvolvimento do Norte (Northern Development 

Corridor, Mozambique)  

CFM    Portos e Caminhos de Ferro de Moçambique (Mozambique Ports 

and Railways) 

 

DRC    Democratic Republic of the Congo 

FEWS NET   Famine Early Warning System Network    

GMB    Grain Marketing Board (Zimbabwe) 

GM(O)   Genetically Modified (Organism) 

GOCC    Grain Operations Control Centre 

 

ICD    In land Container Depot 

IPC    Integrated (Food Security) Phase Classification 

JICA    Japan International Cooperation Agency 

LAC    Logistics Advisory Centre 

m2    square metres 

mn    millions 

mt    metric tonnes 

 

NBA    National Biotechnology Agency (Zimbabwe) 

NFRA    National Food Reserve Agency (Malawi, Tanzania, Zambia) 

NMC    National Maize Corporation (Swaziland) 

NRZ    National Railways of Zimbabwe 

RSA    Republic of South Africa 

 

SADC     Southern African Development Community 

SADCC   Southern African Development Coordination Conference 

SARA    Southern Africa Railways Association 

 

TEU    Twenty food equivalent unit (shipping containers) 

TFR    Transnet Freight Rail 

TPA    Tanzania Ports Authority 

TPT    Transnet Port Terminals 

 

UNWFP   UN World Food Programme  

USD    United States Dollar 

ZAR    South African Rand 
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ANNEX A:  GM GRAIN PRACTICES BY COUNTRY 

  

 Current Practices (as per available information) 

  
Angola Importation of all GM grains and seeds, including food aid with GMO content of 

any variety (genetically modified or transgenic), is prohibited unless milled prior to 

arrival.  

 

Botswana 

 

GM products are prohibited in principle through the country’s subscription to 

international protocols on biosafety, although there are as yet no applicable 

national laws restricting GM.  In practice, milled GM grains from South Africa are 

widely consumed within the country. 

 

Lesotho GM products are prohibited in principle through the country’s subscription to 

international protocols on biosafety, although there are as yet no applicable 

national laws restricting GM.  In practice, milled GM grains from South Africa are 

widely consumed within the country.  Food aid must be milled or otherwise 

processed prior to arrival. 

 

Malawi Only non-GM grain is grown domestically.  Importation of GM grain is prohibited, 

though exceptions are possible for pre-milled products. Government is reluctant to 

relax restrictions except under conditions of extreme shortage. 

 

Mozambique Non-GM grains are grown domestically.  GM products intended to be used for 

food, animal feed or for processing can be imported with authorization from the 

National Biosafety Authority, which is not uncommon owing to the supplies com-

ing from South Africa.  If GM food grain is imported to meet emergency needs, it 

must be processed prior to distribution to avoid utilization as seed. 

 

Namibia Like most other SADC states, Namibia also follows the “Cartagena Protocol to the 

Convention on Biological Safety” which is encapsulated within its own Biosafety 

Act.  The Act contains provisions which require permits to be issued by the 

Minister “responsible for science and technology” (and exemptions to be granted) 

following recommendation by the Biosafety Council, in matters of import, export, 

conveyance and release into the environment (planting) of GMO products. While it 

is unclear to what extent the exemptions are granted, it is understood that both 

RSA grain and milled products (with GM characteristics) routinely entire the 

Namibian commercial market. 

  

South Africa GM grains are grown domestically with a limit of quantification not to exceed 1%.  

GM grain products intended for human consumption, animal feed or processing, 

may also be imported if authorized by the Department of Agriculture, again with 

quantification limit of 1% applied.  There is currently some discussion within 

government re the possibility of relaxing the current GM limits. 

 

Swaziland The importation of GM products for human or animal consumption is permitted if 

specifically authorized by Government.  In the past authorization was given for the 

distribution of non-milled GM food aid, with a public warning that the grain 

should be consumed and not used for cultivation.  

 

Tanzania Only non-GM grain is grown domestically.  However, the importation of GM 

products for human consumption or animal feed below a quantification level of 

0.9% is permitted with explicit government authorisation.  This does not apply to 

imported grain where there is a high probability that it may be used for cultivation.   

GM grain for food aid must be milled prior to distribution to beneficiaries.  
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Zambia 

 

Importation of all GM grains and seeds, of any variety (genetically modified or 

transgenic) is prohibited, including food aid, even in a processed form.  

 

Zimbabwe 

 

Only non-GM grain grown domestically.  Importation of GM grains is prohibited 

though exceptions are common for pre-milled products. During periods of extreme 

shortage provision may be made for import of GM grain for movement and milling 

under government control. In recent years, WFP has not been allowed to import  

GM processed maize. 
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ANNEX B:  INDICATIVE TRANSPORT COSTS BY 

SELECTED DESTINATIONS  

(USD/mt bagged maize in containers)     

      

 Malawi  Zimbabwe 

Port/Corridor Lilongwe Blantyre  Harare Bulawayo 

       

Nacala       

       

Port Costs/Handling 29 29       

Rail Haulage 75 65      

Total - Rail Only 104 94       

       

Port Costs 29 29   29 29 

Road Haulage 155 130  210 233 

Total - Road Only 184 159   239 262 

       

Port Costs/Handling       29 29 

Rail Haulage      71 71 

Transhipment (Moatize)      10 10 

Road Haulage      60 100 

Total - Rail/Road       170 210 

       

Beira       

       

Port Costs/Handling       23 23 

Rail Haulage      60 105 

Total - Rail       83 128 

       

Port Costs/Handling 23 23   23 23 

Road Haulage 110 102  80 100 

Total - Road 133 125   103 123 

       

Maputo         

         

Port Costs/Handling       30 30 

Rail Haulage      130 85 

Total - Rail       160 115 

       

Port Costs/Handling       30 30 

Road Haulage      165 178 

Total - Road       195 208 
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Durban 

       

Port Costs/Handling       28 28 

Rail Haulage      130 85 

Total - Rail       158 113 

       

Port Costs/Handling 28 28   28 28 

Road Haulage 160 150  100 90 

Total - Road 188 178   128 118 

       

 

Dar es Salaam       

       

Port Costs/Handling 26 26       

Road Haulage 155 168      

Total - Road 181 194       

       

Walvis Bay       

       

Port Costs/Handling       47 47 

Road Haulage      230 200 

Total - Road       277 247 

      

Note:  Most rates were obtained from recent market quotations.  

Where this was not available approximations were made based on mt-km rates charged 

under similar conditions. 
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ANNEX C:  SUMMARY OF PORT AND CORRIDOR OPTIONS  
 

  Dar es Salaam 

 

Nacala Beira Maputo RSA Ports Walvis Bay 

            

Malawi Fallback option to consider if 

other corridors cannot deliver 

 

- Costs are higher than other 

options though service may be 

more reliable 

Overall preferred option for 

Malawi 

 

- Shortest distance/lowest 

cost 

 

- Not especially suited for 

bulk movements 

 

- Concern with rolling stock 

wagon availability 

 

- Possibility for road, though 

at higher cost 

Good secondary option for 

Malawi 

 

- Movement by road to 

Malawi is at acceptable cost 

 

- Several concerns with the 

port/corridor (see Zim 

below) 

Not viable owing to distance/ 

cost 

 Fallback option to consider if 

other corridors cannot deliver 

 

- Costs are higher than other 

options though service may be 

more reliable 

Not viable owing to distance/ cost 

              

Zimbabwe Not viable owing to distance/ 

cost 

Generally not suitable owing 

to distance and access  

 

- possible multi-model 

(rail/road) thru Moatize but at 

higher cost 

Preferred option for north-

ern and eastern Zimbabwe  

 

- Shortest distance and 

lowest cost for north/east 

 

- Suitable to move by rail or 

road at attractive rates 

 

- Concern with availability 

of motive power/wagons 

 

- Concern with growing 

insecurity in the area 

Good option for southern 

Zimbabwe 

 

- Concern over availability of 

bulk handling at port 

 

- Concerns with adequacy of 

motive power/rolling stock 

 

- Rail rates make this 

attractive but road too costly 

 

Good option for southern 

Zimbabwe 

 

- Efficient bulk handling 

facilities 

 

- Concern with possible 

congestion due to RSA cargo 

 

- But multiple port options 

could be used 

 

- Both rail and road options  at 

competitive rates 

Possible fall back for south-ern 

and western Zimbabwe 

 

- Distance and high cost makes 

this a generally undesirable option 

 

- Only suitable as remote backup 
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ANNEX D:  CAPACITY ALLOCATION SCENARIOS  
            

                   

                   

                   

    Supply from Abroad - by entry Port  ('000 mt - for the 12 month period from Apr 2016)    

 
Import 

Needs  

Regional 

Supply 

Dar es 

Salaam Nacala Beira Maputo RSA (Various) 
Walvis 

Bay 

Total 

Allocated  

    Road Rail Road Total Rail Road Total Rail Road Total Rail Road Total Road    

                           

Optimistic                          

                           

Malawi 350 50 50 200  200   50 50    0       350  

Zimbabwe 1,600 100      0 350 150 500 500  500 400 100 500   1,600  

                           

Total 1,950 150 50 200 0 200 350 200 550 500 0 500 400 150 550 0 1,950  

                                     

Conservative                          

                           

Malawi 500   150 100 50 150   50 50       150 150   500  

Zimbabwe 1,600        0 300 100 400 400 50 450 650  650 100 1,600  

                           

Total 2,100 0 150 100 50 150 300 150 450 400 50 450 650 150 800 100 2,100  
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ANNEX E:  DISCUSSIONS HELD 

 

 
Botswana 

 

SADC Secretariat, Gaborone 

Mapalao Mokoena, Senior Prog Officer (Transport) 

Lovemore Bingandadi, Technical Advisor (Transport) 

 

Malawi 

 

WFP, Malawi 

Coco Ushiyama, Representative/Country Director 

Mietek Maj, Deputy Country Director 

Orison Mapemba, Head of Logistics 

 

National Food Reserve Agency, Malawi  

Nasinuku D. Saukila, Chief Executive Officer 

 

Central East African Railways, Blantyre 

Kennedy Kwerani, Commercial and Marketing Manager 

 

Vale Logistics Limited, Blantyre 

Armado Mabasso, Chief Executive Officer, CDN and CEAR 

Joyce Malongo, Senior External Affairs Analyst  

 

Bolloré Africa Logistics 

Armando de Oliveira, Branch Manager Lilongwe 

William Gondwe, Assistant Branch Manager Lilongwe 

 

Road Transport Operators Association of Malawi 

Aha Lambert, President 

E. M. Viola, Teasurer 

 

Cargo Management Logistics, Malawi 

Jones Chikoko, Branch Manager, Blantyre  

Gloria Kamala, Marketing Consultant 

 

Mozambique 

 

WFP, Mozambique 

Abdoulaye Balde, Representative/Country Director 

Ute Meir, Deputy Country Director 

Mohamed Razak, Logistics Officer 

Kirsi Junilla, Logistics Officer (on leave) 

 

Mozambique Ports and Railways (CFM) 

Maria Alice Mangore, Administrative Executive 

Antonio Bie, General Manager (South) 

Antonio Fernando Rungo, Commercial Department 

David Gomes, Advisor to CFM Board 

 

Port of Maputo 

Johan Botha, Commercial Director 

Ricardo Roberts, Commercial Manager 

 

Manica Freight Services (Mozambique) 
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A.Y. Chothia, Managing Director 

Bolloré Africa Logistics (Mozambique) 

Jason Scully, Sales and Marketing Director 

 

South Africa 

 

WFP Regional Bureau, Johannesburg 

Chris Nikoi, Regional Director 

Brenda Barton, Deputy Regional Director 

Sarah Longford, Senior Regional Programme Advisor 

Morrris Oduor, Regional Logistics Officer 

Elra Dejager, Supply Chain Officer  

Andrew Odero, Regional VAM Officer 

 

Daniel Stolk, Deputy Chief of Shipping, WFP Rome (by telephone)  

 

GrainSA (by telephone) 

Wandile Sihlobo, Ecomomist 

 

AgriSA (meeting held with RBJ staff on behalf of consultant) 

Johan Pienaar, Deputy Executive Director 

Kosie van Zyl, Advisor from AgriSA. 

 

Transnet Freight Rail, Johannesburg 

Nisha Jones, General Manager (Commercial) 

Albert Swart, Executive Manager (Agriculture) 

 

NMVE Capital (Logistics Consultants), Johannesburg 

Nathan Mariemuthu, Managing Director 

 

Transnet Port Terminals, Durban 

Boysie Mthembu, Agribulk Terminal Manager 

Jen DeJongh, Agri Terminals Commercial 

 

South African Bulk Terminals Ltd, Durban 

Hampie Lourens, Managing Director 

 

FreightMax Multi Modal Solution, Durban 

Hilton Ritson, Director 

 

King and Sons Freight Agents, Durban 

Veronica Bastion, National Line Manager 

Faisal Dawood, National Line Manager 

 

 

Pride Milling Ltd, Nigel 

Angie Oldewage, General Manager 

Monique Van Rooyen, Procurement Export Admin Manager 

 

Zimbabwe 

 

WFP, Zimbabwe 

Eddie Rowe, Representative/Country Director 

Niels Balzer, Head of Programme/Deputy Country Director 

Tendai Hamandishe, Head of Logistics  

Joao Manja, Regional VAME Officer 

Rudo Sagamba, VAME Officer 

Marco Marroni, EPR Consultant 
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Government of Zimbabwe Grain Importation Logistics Task Force 

Rekerwi Moyo, Economist, Office of the President 

Fungayi Makuyana, Logistics Officer, Ministry of Defense 

Webster Mhondiwa, Principal Admin Officer, Ministry of Agriculture 

Felton Kamambo, Regional Manager, Northern, Grain Marketing Board 

 

Grain Marketing Board of Zimbabwe 

Simba Mhonde, Acting Deputy General Manager (Operations) 

Felton Kamambo, Regional Manager Northern) 

Charles Muchechewera, Quality Assurance Manager 

Tapson Mharidze, Distribution Officer 

 

Agricultural Marketing Authority (Zimbabwe) 

Nancy L. Zitsanza, Director, Marketing and Research 

 

Government of Zimbabwe National Biotechnology Authority 

Dr. Jonathan Mufandaedza, Director 

Ana Takomba 

 

National Railways of Zimbabwe 

Steven N. Mupondi, Manager, Eastern Area 

Joshua Mhandire, Regional Manager (Eastern) 

 

J&J Transport (Harare) 

Vikram Singh, General Manager 

Dickson Kamune, Assistant Operations Manager 

 

National Foods Ltd 

Mukai Mahachi, Finance Manager 

 

FEWS NET (Regional office, Harare) 

Yvonne Vhevda, Regional Food Security Specialist 

 

University of Zimbabwe Faculty of Agriculture 

Tungamirirai Rukumi, Lecturer and Researcher 

Alex Chigoverah, Researcher  


