TRADING UP:
Policy innovations to expand food
and agriculture trade in Africa

A Malabo Montpellier Panel Report

2020

TRADING UP:
Policy innovations to expand
food and agriculture trade
in Africa

Acknowledgements
The writing of the report was led by Katrin Glatzel (Akademiya2063), Mahamadou Tankari (Akademiya2063)
and Meera Shah (Imperial College London) under the guidance of Ousmane Badiane and Joachim von
Braun, co-chairs of the Panel. The input and advice of Panel members Debisi Araba, Karim el Aynaoui,
Noble Banadda, Gordon Conway, Ishmael Sunga and Rhoda Peace Tumusiime is especially acknowledged.
We would also like to thank Sunday Odjo (Akademiya2063), Antoine Bouet (IFPRI), David Laborde (IFPRI),
Fousseini Traore (IFPRI), Mbaye Yade (IITA), Greenwell Matchaya (IWMI) and Lukas Kornher (University of
Bonn) for their input and feedback on the report and the case studies. This report was designed by Tidiane
Oumar Ba (Akademiya2063) with support from Minielle Nabou Tall (Akademiya2063).

Malabo Montpellier Panel Trade Report 2020

iii

Foreword
Two years ago, in 2018, African governments signed
an agreement establishing the African Continental
Free Trade Area (AfCFTA), which is regarded as a
turning point for African regional and international
trade. Implementation of the — delayed by the
COVID-19 pandemic — is set to restart in January
2021. When it comes into effect, the AfCFTA will
be one of the largest free trade areas established
since the World Trade Organization (WTO),
covering a market of more than 1.2 billion people
and up to US$3 trillion in combined GDP, with the
potential of increasing intra-African trade by over
50 percent and adding an estimated US$76 billion
to global income.1,2
Taking advantage of their proximity and brought
together by shared cultures, needs, values,
languages and preferences, African nations have
already made determined efforts to increase
trade among themselves, including through the
eight regional economic communities (RECs)
that are officially recognized by the African Union
(AU), and a plethora of additional regional trade
agreements. In this context, intraregional food
and agricultural trade — within Africa’s RECs — has
played an important role in boosting economic
growth, improving incomes and livelihoods,
and strengthening the resilience of smallholder
farmers, rural and urban populations, and thus
economies against the next shock or prolonged
crisis. The RECs have provided the framework
within which neighboring countries have rapidly
developed and implemented interventions at
scale to minimize the impacts of the COVID-19
pandemic. By keeping trade flowing and ensuring
that the food supply is not disrupted, RECs have
delivered much needed resilience and social
protection against the potentially disastrous
impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic. Countries
across Africa now have the opportunity to harness
the benefits of intraregional trade and scale the
successes across the continent. Three leading RECs
— COMESA, ECOWAS, and SADC — have adopted
unique and contextualized approaches in the
design and operationalization of their institutions,
as well as in the formulation and implementation
of policies and programs within their respective
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Co-Chair, Malabo Montpellier Panel

regions. Important lessons can be learned from
them, not only for the remaining RECs, but also for
the implementation of the AfCFTA.
This report — Trading Up: Policy innovations to
expand food and agricultural trade in Africa
— provides options for sustainably, yet rapidly,
increasing intraregional agricultural trade in
Africa, drawing on the experience of COMESA,
ECOWAS and SADC in terms of institutional
and policy innovation as well as programmatic
interventions. The report highlights several
key recommendations, including a focus on
information across borders, digital opportunities
for trading, learning from the experiences of the
RECs and of market integration in other parts of
the world, including Europe. It is also critical to
have systems in place for technical and institutional
innovations in the sector and regulations to
spur intraregional trade while safeguarding the
environment, maintaining quality standards, and
ensuring that smallholder farmers are included in
opportunities. To fully harness the opportunities
of increased intraregional trade, within a coherent
rules-based policy framework, support must be
given to information sharing, trade financing and
small and medium-sized enterprises.
The Malabo Montpellier Panel convenes 17 leading
experts in agriculture, engineering, ecology,
nutrition, and food security to facilitate policy
choices by African governments to accelerate
progress toward food security and improved
nutrition. The Panel identifies areas of progress and
positive change across the continent and assesses
what successful countries have done differently.
It identifies the most important institutional and
policy innovations and program interventions that
can be replicated and scaled by other countries.
The related Malabo Montpellier Forum provides
a platform to promote policy innovation by using
the evidence produced by the Panel to facilitate
dialogue among high-level decision-makers on
African agriculture, nutrition, and food security.
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The core mission of the Malabo Montpellier Panel, a group of leading African and international experts from
the fields of agriculture, ecology, food security, nutrition, public policy and global development, is to support
evidence-based dialogue among policy makers at the highest level. The Panel’s reports seek to inform and
guide policy choices to accelerate progress toward the ambitious goals of the African Union Commission’s
Agenda 2063, the Malabo Declaration and the global development agenda. The Panel works with African
governments and civil society organizations to provide support and evidence-based research that facilitate
the identification and implementation of policies that enhance agriculture, food security and nutrition.

Ousmane Badiane
Senegal | co-chair

Executive Chairperson, Akademiya2063

Joachim von Braun
Germany | co-chair

Director, Center for Development Research
(ZEF), University of Bonn

Sheryl Hendriks -SOUTH AFRICA

Debisi Araba -NIGERIA

Managing Director
African Green Revolution Forum (AGRF)

Tom Arnold - IRELAND

Chair, Irish 2030 Agri-Food Strategy
Committee

Noble Banadda - UGANDA

Chair, Department of Agricultural and
Bio Systems Engineering, Makerere University

Head, Department of Agricultural Economics,
Extension and Rural Development; and
Director, Institute for Food Nutrition and
Well-being, University of Pretoria

Muhammadou M.O. Kah - THE GAMBIA
Vice President of Academic Affairs/Provost
and Professor of Information Technology &
Computing, American University of Nigeria

Agnes M. Kalibata - RWANDA

President, Alliance for a Green Revolution
in Africa (AGRA)

Elisabeth Claverie de Saint-Martin - FRANCE
Director General for Research and Strategy
and vice CEO at CIRAD (Agricultural Research
Centre for International Cooperation)

Nachilala Nkombo - ZAMBIA

Country Director for the World Wildlife Fund
(WWF)

Gordon Conway - UK

Professor for International Development,
Imperial College London

Wanjiru Kamau-Rutenberg - KENYA
Director, African Women in Agricultural
Research and Development (AWARD)

Gebisa Ejeta - ETHIOPIA

Distinguished Professor of Plant Breeding &
Genetics and International Agriculture,
Purdue University

Karim El Aynaoui - MOROCCO
President, Policy Center for
the New South

Ishmael Sunga - ZIMBABWE

CEO, Southern African Confederation of
Agricultural Unions (SACAU)

Rhoda Peace Tumusiime - UGANDA

Former Commissioner for Rural Economy and
Agriculture, African Union Commission (AUC)

Ashok Gulati - INDIA

Infosys Chair Professor for Agriculture at
Indian Council for Research on International
Economic Relations (ICRIER)

Malabo Montpellier Panel Trade Report 2020

v

1. Introduction
Agricultural trade is a connector and a key avenue for
addressing global challenges. It offers opportunities
for actors to integrate into international markets
through global value chains, creates new employment
opportunities, catalyses backward and forward
investments along various value chains and reduces
the cost of goods and services, including food. In this
respect, trade is a critical enabler of socioeconomic
activity, resulting in positive impacts on income,
livelihoods and welfare along the agrifood value
chain. Hence, trade is considered a magnet as well
as an engine for poverty reduction and economic
development and crucial during times of crisis — such
as the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic — to ensure a
stable supply of nutritious food to rural and urban
populations.3 Beyond these direct impacts, trade also
releases important resources through tax revenues,
private investments, and foreign direct investments,
all of which can be deployed for other social and
environmental development targets.
Strengthening intraregional trade can foster
economic growth through productivity increases,
while generating new and much-needed employment
opportunities; for smallholder farmers, it can reduce
entry barriers to regional value chains and markets,
while potentially improving food security and nutrition
by facilitating access to more affordable, diverse and
nutritious foods. More indirectly, through the benefits
outlined above, intraregional trade can increase
resilience to shocks at micro and macro levels and
serve as an important risk management tool when
shocks hit. However, the adjustment costs associated
with increased trade, particularly in value chains that
may not be able to compete against incoming imports,
need to be factored in and managed carefully when
designing and implementing new trade policies for
the agriculture and food sector.
Currently, about 80 to 90 percent of African
exports are destined for global markets. Although
agricultural exports from Africa rose over the last two
decades and found new markets in the Near East
and Southeast Asia, they are eclipsed by the large
value and volume of exports of minerals and other
precious commodities, as well as petroleum and
petroleum products. Moreover, processed products
account for 50 percent of recorded intra-African
agricultural exports, while primary commodities and
semi-processed products account for 90 percent of
recorded extracontinental exports.4,5 In comparison,
intra-African trade remains at under 20 percent,
composed also primarily of minerals and petroleum
products, and dominated by a small number of
countries. However, there is also a growing share
of agricultural products — both, raw and semiprocessed. Given the continent’s growing population,
rapid urbanization, and the potential to tap into high-

value markets, raising the competitiveness of Africa’s
rapidly growing agro-processing sector has become
an urgent priority. Although over half of the labor
force is engaged along the agriculture value chain,
Africa continues to import approximately US$72
billion in food and agricultural products a year, and
imports are growing by 3.6 percent annually.
At the time of writing this report, the largest share of
intra-African agricultural trade is channeled through
the RECs, which have expanded trade liberalization
programs. The RECs also benefit from geographic
proximity, cultural similarities, a shared destiny and
complementarity, historical trading relationships,
and preferential trade agreements. Indeed, for every
REC, the share of intraregional agricultural exports
is significantly larger than the share of non-African
agricultural exports to the REC.
The first part of this report begins with an overview
of the benefits of increasing intraregional agricultural
trade in Africa, including productivity gains,
easier access to inputs, business opportunities,
better nutrition outcomes, increased resilience,
and empowerment of women. The chapter also
addresses the costs and challenges of trade and
offers suggestions on how to mitigate those. The next
chapter analyzes trade patterns and trends, including
primary trading partners as well as the significant role
of informal cross-border trade and trading during
times of crises, such as the COVID-19 pandemic.
Next, the report discusses what is required at national
levels to strengthen participation in intraregional
trade, including transport infrastructure and financing
thereof, productive infrastructure such as energy,
water and telecommunications, trade logistics, and
capacity strengthening through improved technical,
business and management skills, as well as removal
of barriers to informal cross-border trade. This is
follows by a presentation of existing policy agendas
as the continental and global level that can function
as frameworks within which African countries could
develop or strengthen their trading relationships. In
particular, the role of the AfCFTA is explored.
The second part of the report highlights the
experiences of three RECs — COMESA, ECOWAS and
SADC — that are considered the most successful and
active in terms of intraregional agricultural trade and
that offer some important lessons and experiences
for implementation of the AfCFTA and spurring trade
in other RECs. The report closes by drawing some key
lessons and offering recommendations for action by
African governments, in co-operation with the private
sector and development partners.
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2. Action Agenda
Important lessons can be learned from the governance systems, institutional policy innovations, and programmatic
interventions implemented by Africa’s leading RECs: SADC, COMESA and ECOWAS to strengthen intraregional
agricultural trade in Africa. By adapting these lessons to scale, African governments can accelerate their progress
toward the targets set under the African Union Agenda 2063, in particular the AfCFTA, and the Sustainable
Development Goals and can ensure that their economies are better equipped to deal with future shocks and
crises. Drawing on the findings of the three case studies presented in this report, the Malabo Montpellier Panel
makes six recommendations for action by national governments and the RECs.

1 - IMPROVING INFORMATION AND DATA FOR TRADING PARTNERS ACROSS BORDERS
Information is critical for efficient price formation in markets that cut across borders. For trading partners and
governments to make informed decisions on informal trade — including informal cross-border trade — data
on its scale, quality of products, and patterns of trade flows need to be collected on a regular basis so as to
devise policies that provide adequate support systems to traders. In addition, simplifying regulations, providing
training on food hygiene, enhancing access to finance, and addressing entrepreneurship skills can enable better
integration of informal food traders into agriculture value chains. Specific interventions are needed to ensure
the safety and security of women traders, including improved design and maintenance of border infrastructure,
gender-sensitivity training to address discrimination against women, and capacity building for women crossborder traders and support for their collective voice.

2 - ADDRESSING TARIFF AND NONTARIFF BARRIERS
Digital innovations will be game changers of intra-African trade. In order to achieve that, standard setting of
products and trading platforms require attention. A set of nontariff trade barriers (NTBs) including quotas,
cumbersome customs procedures, roadblocks, subsidies, and technical barriers such as sanitary and phytosanitary
(SPS) rules continue to hamper smooth intraregional and intercontinental trade. Fast-tracking trade facilitation
arrangements at REC level — by lowering tariff and NTBs, harmonizing quality and SPS standards, and developing
regional and continental information systems and disseminating them among transport service providers and
along key transport corridors, as well as activating and resourcing online and phone-based helplines — would
greatly expedite the elimination of NTBs and hence facilitate trade and greater integration. Finally, adopting the
use of coordinated ICT systems within regional partners would also greatly reduce the bureaucratic blockages at
border posts, and meet the aims of the African Union’s Free Movement Protocol.

3 - EXPANSION AND OPTIMIZATION OF EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE
Good quality, accessible trade infrastructure is at the heart of flourishing agricultural trade. This includes physical
transport infrastructure, such as roads, rail, air and seaports, as well as productive infrastructure such as energy,
irrigation and telecommunications. Infrastructure programs must therefore be designed to address the specific
needs of the agriculture sector and rural areas. Moreover, to ensure that the agriculture sector optimizes its
use of existing infrastructure and maximizes the benefits accrued from improved “hard” infrastructure, “soft”
infrastructure such as regulations and institutions must also be strengthened to ensure that the supporting logistics
systems are efficient and effective and that people have the capacity to successfully exploit the opportunities
created. While the private sector can be an important source of financial resources for hard infrastructure, it can
also be deployed to enhance workforce training and education, promote higher product standards, advance
regional integration programs by leveraging its regional distribution networks, and harness digital technologies
to develop solutions in trade logistics and facilitation.

4 - SUPPORTING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE INTEGRATION AGENDA
Africa’s RECs have a wide array of tools and policies to deepen regional integration and increase the intensity of
(agricultural) trade. The execution of intraregional agricultural trade and integration agendas can be accelerated
through greater emphasis on aligning national and regional priorities — reflected in the National Agriculture
Investment Plans (NAIPs) and the Regional Agricultural Investment Plans (RAIPs). In addition, financial incentives
need to be set that accelerate their delivery while technical capacity at the national level needs to be enhanced.
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5 – ENHANCING VALUE CHAIN COMPETITIVENESS
To meet the African Union’s goals on trade, it is essential that supply side constraints are also addressed. In
addition to increased productivity in farming, regional food processing capacities and overall value chain
competitiveness also need to be strengthened. In particular, emphasis should be placed on those food products
that are of high value and contribute to improved nutrition at the same time. This calls for investments into the
design and development of technologies that improve both the quantity and quality of food. Furthermore, the
provision of training facilities needs to be enhanced to expand access to opportunities for skill development and
innovation capacity along the value chain. Moreover, in value chains fairness needs appropriate attention, such
as the prevention of exploitation of workers.

6 – STRENGTHENING CRISIS PREPAREDNESS AND RESILIENCE
To maximize the benefits of intraregional trade for countries’ resilience against crises and shocks, coordinated
policy responses within RECs and at the continental level are crucial. Dedicated coordinating centers and
taskforces at regional and country levels can improve the level of preparedness, response capacity, and provision
of human and financial resources to maintain intraregional trade and to ensure that trade corridors remain open
even in times of crisis. The REC secretariats and the AfCFTA need to play a leading role in the formulation of such
joint policy responses. Moreover, the adjustment costs of trade need to be carefully considered when designing
and implementing new regional trade policies for the agriculture and food sector. In particular, attention must be
paid to ensuring that all actors along the agriculture value chain — especially smallholder farmers — benefit from
increased intraregional trade.

What works at the REC level?
African countries have made significant efforts and progress to eliminate trade barriers and increase agricultural
trade through the RECs and numerous other regional and bilateral trade agreements. Currently, the largest
share of agricultural trade across Africa is channeled through the RECs. The experiences of three leading RECs
that have been at the forefront of intraregional agricultural trade through dedicated and effective actions at the
policy, institutional and programmatic levels hence offer a wealth of lessons. The specific policy and institutional
innovations as well as programmatic interventions by COMESA, ECOWAS and SADC are discussed in depth in
section 7. The table below offers a summary of some of the key actions:

COMESA

COMESA has developed a sound institutional framework that supports agricultural development
as well as agricultural trade. The REC has adopted a pragmatic approach to addressing key
barriers to agricultural trade. Focusing on unlocking finance for trade through robust banking
and insurance institutions is a unique and innovative approach. Similarly, developing sectorfocused interventions have significantly improved the productivity of the leather and staples
sectors, especially of cassava. Finally, complementing these with a wide range of solutions to
ease transit across and between countries has further strengthened intraregional trade.

ECOWAS

ECOWAS is financially self-sufficient. This provides immense capacity to lead and implement
policies and programs that benefit intraregional agricultural trade. Supported by an evolving
institutional framework, the REC has created an enabling environment for intraregional trade
that facilitates access to finance, attracts investment, and ensures fair competition, in tandem
with a judiciary to settle investor–government disputes. Dedicated efforts to harmonize quality
standards and a reduction in transit time along key trade corridors are strong signals for
expanding agricultural trade and regional integration.

SADC

Intraregional trade in SADC is the highest within the eight RECs officially recognized by the
African Union. SADC’s institutional framework includes both, a top-down approach for smooth
co-ordination, and an inclusive approach that empowers stakeholders within member countries
to engage in the formulation of regional policies and strategies. Moreover, the REC has invested
significant efforts and resources in strengthening the effectiveness of its institutions. By actively
aligning national and regional priorities reflected in the National Agriculture Investment Plans
(NAIPs) and the Regional Agricultural Investment Plans (RAIPs), respectively, the REC ensures
that trade and other agricultural sector interventions are optimized.
Malabo Montpellier Panel Trade Report 2020
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3. The case for strengthening intraregional
agricultural trade in Africa
If organized and managed carefully, intraregional agricultural trade in Africa can improve socioeconomic
development and livelihoods across the continent, benefitting all actors along the value chain as well as
consumers in rural and urban areas. Strengthening intraregional trade can foster economic growth through
productivity increases, while generating new and much-needed employment opportunities; for smallholder
farmers, it can reduce entry barriers to regional value chains and markets, while potentially improving food
security and nutrition by facilitating access to more affordable, diverse and nutritious foods. More indirectly,
through the benefits outlined above, intraregional trade can increase resilience to shocks at micro and macro
levels and serve as an important risk management tool. However, the risks associated with increased trade,
including environmental degradation, automation, and dependencies on trading partners may undermine the
benefits of trade and increase exposure to new and unexpected shocks. These risks need to be factored in when
designing and implementing new trade policies for the agriculture and food sector.

Box 1: The impact of trade on productivity, employment and economic growth
The positive link between trade and economic growth is generally well recognized. A 2012 study by
the World Bank assessed the links between overall trade (that is considering both agricultural and
nonagricultural trade) and economic growth in Africa south of the Sahara (SSA) and found that
a one percentage point increase in trade openness, calculated as the ratio of trade over gross
domestic product (GDP), is associated with an annual increase in economic growth of 0.5 percent
over the first 10 years and up to 0.8 percent per year after 10 years.6 Trade can incentivize countries
to specialize in the production of agricultural goods and services where they have a comparative
advantage, thereby leading to production efficiencies. Moreover, the economies of scale achieved
under intraregional trade — that is the reduction of costs with output increases — can significantly boost
agricultural production levels.7
Recent studies have also found that participation in trade activities within Africa’s RECs (RECs) positively
affect the economic growth and development of member states. A 2018 study shows that intraregional trade
within the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) is positively associated with both per capita
income growth and overall economic growth, with an exponential impact when intraregional trade takes
place through regional value chains.8 And a 2019 study highlighted that membership in a REC — including
the Community of Sahel–Saharan States (CENSAD), the Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa
(COMESA), the East African Community (EAC), the Economic Community of Central African States (ECCAS),
the Southern African Development Community (SADC), and ECOWAS — could increase individual country’s
exports by up to 175 percent and imports by up to 200 percent.9 For example, SADC member states traded
94 percent more maize among themselves than they traded with the rest of the world, while South African
maize exports to Zimbabwe in 2009 alone reached US$309 million.10
Country analyses also show the positive effect of intraregional trade on the productivity of individual businesses
in Malawi, Rwanda, Senegal and South Africa. Businesses trading regionally show a higher propensity to innovate
and stay in business, a faster growth in labor productivity, and a higher level of total factor productivity, that is,
the productivity of all inputs. For example, in Senegal, between 2003 and 2007, the total factor productivity of
regional exporters was 60 percent higher than that of those who did not export.11
Moreover, a 2020 ex ante evaluation of the AfCFTA’s impact on employment shows that its effective
implementation could increase the number of workers in energy-intensive manufacturing by 2.4 million, public
services by 4.6 million, recreational and other services by 0.28 million, and trade services by 0.13 million. In
addition, although the share of employment in the agriculture sector as a percentage of total employment in
Africa would decrease, its output volume would increase in 15 of 24 countries considered in the simulations.12
It is therefore not surprising that a simulation (involving 24 countries) on the potential impact of the AfCFTA
shows an increase in overall African economic output of US$211 billion by 2035. In particular, by 2035, the
services and manufacturing sectors would grow by US$147 billion and US$56 billion, respectively. Although
agricultural production would decline by 0.5 percent, the study also found that in 14 of the 24 countries
analyzed, the relative importance of the agriculture sector is set to increase. For instance, several East African
economies would specialize in agricultural production and services, with a reallocation of productive factors
such as labor and capital.13
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3.1 Access to inputs and technologies
In order to increase agricultural productivity and
incomes, farmers require easier access to affordable
and high-quality inputs — such as improved seeds
and fertilizer — as well as new technologies that
can enable them to make more informed decisions
about when and where to sell their produce and at
what prices. In fact, limited access to modern means
of farming has been identified as one of the main
constraints preventing smallholder farmers from
effectively participating in regional value chains.14
Evidence shows that trade barriers can delay the
dissemination of new seed varieties and hence their
adoption by two to three years.15
In addition, prices of modern inputs and production
technologies in Africa, particularly in landlocked
countries, are significantly higher than in other
developing regions and countries that are able to
produce these inputs at an economically efficient
scale.16 For example, because fertilizer production and
blending by individual countries at small scale is not
profitable, African countries are heavily dependent
fertilizer imports. Facilitating intraregional trade of
inputs through quality infrastructure and standards
harmonization, such as fertilizer blend specifications,
would ease their movement between countries and
allow for economies of scale.17
Intraregional trade can thus make new technologies
more readily available in local markets and at
affordable prices by lowering the cost of imports, with
positive impacts on smallholder farmer productivity
levels.18 Evidence from Ethiopia, for example, shows
that the use of improved hybrid maize traded within
COMESA has the potential to quadruple productivity.
Models predict that if improved hybrid maize were
adopted by half of Ethiopia’s farmers, the resulting
increase in domestic maize production could
reduce Ethiopian maize imports to zero.19 Moreover,
improved access to modern inputs can facilitate the
integration of smallholder farmers and other actors
into regional value chains with greater income
opportunities, at times more than global markets.20

3.2 The economics of agricultural trade
The potential of intraregional trade to generate
economic growth is greater when agricultural
products are processed as opposed to trading raw
materials. The export of processed products — for
example cocoa butter or chocolate instead of cocoa
beans — is generally more profitable.21 The foodprocessing sector can drive value addition in a way
few other sectors can. In Tanzania, for example, a
study found that investment in agro-processing
had a more sizable impact on the total economy
than investment in any other industry.22 In 2019,
an analysis of the contribution of processed and
unprocessed agricultural exports to economic
growth in South Africa found a positive effect of

processed agricultural exports on economic growth
compared to unprocessed agricultural exports often negatively associated to economic growth.23
In addition, in 2020, a study covering SSA found
that trade of manufactured products, including
processed agricultural products, increases economic
growth while trade in primary goods slows growth.
A doubling of the manufacturing trade share in GDP
would increase economic growth by 1.9 per year,
while a doubling of the primary product trade share
would increase growth by only 1 percent per year.24
Intraregional trade can therefore act as a catalyst to
increase countries’ efforts in developing processing
industries that could tap into regional, continental
and global markets and significantly reduce African
countries’ import bills for processed food.
According to one estimate, half of the food purchased
in southern and eastern Africa will be processed by
the year 2040 (up from 36 percent in 2017).25 This shift
is linked to both the growth of urban populations and
changes in dietary habits. For agricultural products,
processing means that a product goes through
different stages of value addition, with each stage
adding additional value to the product, and with each
stage demanding different skill sets s and expertise,
thus creating new and additional employment
opportunities.26 The growing demand for processed
food therefore presents an enormous opportunity for
African countries to support the development of a
competitive food-processing sector, driving demand
for the produce of smallholder farmers, creating
formal jobs,27,28 and increasing incomes as well as the
availability of affordable, safe and nutritious food.

3.3 Food security and nutrition
Africa’s middle class is growing rapidly, having more
than doubled between 1990 and 2010, and is driving
a rapid change in dietary habits, demanding not
only more food but also more varied food, including
meat, eggs and dairy products.29 However, a 2020
study analyzing 45 African countries found that
ineffective trade facilitation increases the prevalence
of undernourishment and widens the food deficit
gap.30 Increased trade has the potential to improve
rural households’ access to more diverse and
nutritious foods. Furthermore, trade lowers prices for
consumers by linking food-deficit areas with foodsurplus areas and improves the diversity and quality
of products available.31 For example, as pointed out
in the Malabo Montpellier Panel’s 2020 report on
livestock, livestock resources are unevenly distributed
across the continent — with over half of Africa’s
livestock located in East Africa.32,33 This presents great
potential for increasing intraregional and intra-African
trade of animal-sourced products and live animals to
improve food security and nutrition.
Removing nontariff trade barriers boosts the
availability of diverse and nutritious foods. It is
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estimated that about 40 percent of food produced in
Africa is lost or wasted each year. When appropriate
trade infrastructure, facilitation and logistics are in
place, postharvest losses would fall and the availability
of perishable food products would increase in urban
areas. Intraregional trade can also increase the
consumption of fruits and vegetables throughout the
year as seasonal complementarities among countries
enhance the variety of agricultural products available
in both rural and urban markets. Furthermore, a
greater number of trading partners can enhance the
diversity of food. For instance, as Ghana increased the
number of its global trading partners, it increased the
number of different food products imported from 310
in 1998 to 491 in 2013.34

3.4 Intraregional trade as a resilience and risk
management tool
African countries have several independent bilateral
trade agreements with states and regions beyond
continental borders. These agreements provide
access to high value markets, for example in Europe
and the United States (see Box 6) and allow goods
to enter African markets. Although several benefits
accrue from these agreements, bilateral agreements
can complicate the process of intensifying
intraregional trade and integration. Overcoming this
challenge requires regional policy innovation and
cooperation to ensure that spill overs are large, and
domestic losses are minimized.35
As agricultural trade intensifies, food systems
benefit from more robust supply chains and lower
price volatility. Uninterrupted intraregional trade
therefore also functions as a critical risk management
and resilience tool during times of crisis or shock.36
Evidence shows that the 2007/08 food crisis was
exacerbated in Africa by export bans and trade
restrictions, which limited the extent to which
intraregional trade could stabilize food markets and
reduce food price volatility.37,38 Learning from that
experience, some countries across Africa have rapidly
developed and implemented interventions at scale to
minimize disruptions to food trade during the current
COVID-19 pandemic. However, and as discussed in
detail in chapter 5, the smooth and reliable movement
of goods requires solid regional transport and trade
infrastructure.
In 2014, a study comparing the variability of cereal
production in individual countries with the average
regional production volatility in COMESA, ECOWAS
and SADC showed the potential of intraregional trade
in stabilizing food supplies through greater market
integration. The study found that national production
variability was considerably higher than regional-level
variability for the majority of countries in the three
RECs.39 The Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) and
Côte d’Ivoire were the only countries experiencing
lower variability in cereal production than the regional

variability in SADC and ECOWAS40. Moreover, in
Guinea-Bissau, yearly domestic supply of cereals is
70 times more volatile than the consolidated African
supply, while in Nigeria, local supply is 60 percent
more volatile.41 This suggests that both small and
larger economies can gain from regional trade.
Trading is also an effective risk management
mechanism in the face of climatic, health and
socioeconomic shocks, as well as sudden policy
changes. Rising global temperatures, changing
rainfall patterns, and more extreme weather events
sparking more frequent and intense floods and
droughts will continue to disrupt food production.
Estimates show that, without substantial additional
investment in irrigation, climate change could increase
the share of people at risk of hunger in Africa could
increase by 5 percent by 2030 and by 12 percent by
2050.42 The reliance of African farmers on rainfed
agriculture makes them particularly vulnerable and
susceptible to extreme weather events.43 In addition,
interannual rainfall variation means that the size of
local harvests can vary from year to year.44 Because
there is considerable heterogeneity in the impacts of
climate change across countries, farmers in countries
that are less severely affected by particular weather
outcomes may be able to sell excess supply to meet
the excess demand from consumers in the more
severely affected regions.45 Trade can thus serve as an
important risk management strategy by mitigating the
impact of negative shocks on domestics markets.46
Moreover, there is evidence that the more regional
trade agreements that are in place, the more
beneficial they become, providing a form of
insurance for trade liberalization. As regional groups
of countries form alliances, they promote peace and
stability. If countries become increasingly reliant
upon each other, the likelihood of conflict decreases.
Furthermore, alliances among African countries will
help them in multilateral negotiations: by increasing
communication and co-operation among countries
with similar interests, the mutual interests of members
can be more easily voiced in the World Trade
Organization (WTO). This could be particularly useful
for African countries as they set out to increase their
share of international agricultural and food product
trade.47

3.5 Women’s empowerment through trade
Increased intraregional trade can be a powerful
tool to empower women farmers and women
along entire agriculture value chains across the
continent. As discussed above, intraregional trade
is an opportunity to generate new employment
opportunities along agriculture value chains and thus
can be an opportunity to significantly reduce gender
inequalities in labor market participation. In the short
run, export-oriented firms and industries in the textile
and agriculture sectors tend to increase the share of
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female labor to take advantage of the large gender
wage gap.48 However, a 2020 ex ante evaluation
of the implementation of the AfCFTA found that its
implementation would increase wages, in particular
the remuneration of unskilled labor, which would
grow at a faster rate than that of skilled labor in East,
West, and Central Africa. Furthermore, women would
benefit more, particularly in unskilled professions.
It is estimated that, by 2035, wages for skilled and
unskilled female labor would increase by 4 percent
and 3.7 percent respectively, while men’s wages
would increase by only 3.2 percent. In some countries,
this translates to approximately two weeks’ additional
pay per year for women.49 Specifically, in Côte
d’Ivoire, the wages of unskilled women would grow
by 0.89 percent per year and wages of unskilled men
by 0.86 percent, compared to 0.68 percent and 0.62
percent for skilled men and women, respectively.50
Likewise, nonfarm agrifood system jobs are often
more easily accessible for women and poor workers
leaving the farm, given their proximity and low entry
requirements in terms of capital and skills.51 In fact, a
2018 study identified agri-manufacturing, transport,
and trade as the most poverty-reducing subsectors
outside of agriculture, although none of these
dominates across the different countries studied in
terms of their contribution to GDP.52
In some African countries, women contribute 60 to
80 percent of food production. Yet, women are most
likely to face major constraints in access to productive
resources, which seriously limits their capacity to
take advantage of opportunities in the sector.53 This
gender gap ultimately undermines the continent’s
productivity and inhibits women’s equitable and
profitable participation in intra-African agricultural

trade as well as regional and global agricultural value
chains. Thus, while women make up a significant
share of Africa’s agricultural labor force, they are
primarily involved in informal trade activities, which
are often dangerous, time-consuming, and poorly
renumerated. For instance, trade between the
DRC and its Great Lakes neighbors is dominated
by women, and for most of them it represents
their main source of income. Estimates show that
women represent between 60 to 70 percent of
informal cross-border traders in the SADC region.54
However, a 2012 study revealed that 85 percent of
female cross-border traders between the DRC and
Rwanda, with an average age of 32, have to pay a
bribe to cross the border, and that more than half
reported being subjected to some form of physical
harassment. A baseline study of women cross-border
traders in Liberia revealed that 37 percent of women
had experienced sexual violence at border crossings,
and 15 percent had been raped.55 Greater support
and protection for women traders, including at
border posts, would bolster their ability to trade and
contribute more equally to economic development.

3.6 Adjustment costs and risks of greater trade
liberalization
While greater trade liberalization offers a wide range
of benefits, economies may incur costs in adjusting
to new trading relationships – in turn contributing
to an overall reduction in net gains. For example,
as countries eliminate tariffs and border taxes, their
revenue generation from these sources falls. In
addition, trade liberalization requires a reallocation
of production factors (labor and capital) within and
between sectors, creating both opportunities and
potential hazards for actors.
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For example, a 2020 ex ante evaluation of the
AfCFTA’s impact on employment in 24 countries
shows that its effective implementation could
increase the number of workers in energy-intensive
manufacturing by 2.4 million, public services by
4.6 million, recreational and other services by 0.28
million, and trade services by 0.13 million. Although
the share of employment in the agriculture sector as
a percentage of total employment in Africa would
decrease, its output volume would increase in 15 of
24 countries considered in the simulations.56
The study proceeds to reveal that the potential
impact of the AfCFTA shows an increase in overall
African economic output of US$211 billion by 2035.
In particular, by 2035, the services and manufacturing
sectors would grow by US$147 billion and US$56
billion, respectively. However, while agricultural
production would decline by 0.5 percent, the study
also found that in 14 of the 24 countries analyzed, the
relative importance of the agriculture sector is set to
increase. For instance, several East African economies
would specialize in agricultural production and
services, with a reallocation of productive factors
such as labor and capital.57
Other factors may exacerbate the negative impacts of
these transitions. The drive for efficiency, combined
with access to, and adoption of, new technologies
can lead to an increase in greenhouse gas emissions
as well as a reduction in demand for labor. The share
of workers in Africa at high risk of losing their jobs
to automation is 40 percent among those with a
lower-secondary education and above 50 percent
for those with primary or less education.58 However,
greater demand for processed and prepared foods
may open up new employment opportunities off
the farm, in food processing, marketing, logistics,
food retail, and food services. Lower prices for
agricultural automation, including harvesting
robots in developed countries, could also lead
to a “re-shoring” of agricultural production from
developing to developed countries and a fall in
wages.59 Therefore, while some jobs may become

redundant over time, new employment opportunities
will emerge. Upskilling (see section 5.4), greater
access to modern production inputs, technologies
and methods, innovative sustainable supply chain
models60 and the development of complementary
activities and productivity-enhancing investment
in agriculture must accelerate in the lower-income
countries and proceed at least in tandem with the
movement of workers off the farm elsewhere.
It is critical that policy and programmatic
interventions are designed to take full advantage
of the new trading opportunities and ease the
burden of adjusting to reforms, particularly for
disadvantaged groups. In principle, the gains from
trade generate the resources that can be used by
governments to do so. But additional resources are
also available to compensate for the losses incurred.
For example, development partners and regional
trading bodies offer direct payments to amplify the
positive outcomes of trade liberalization. The WTOled Aid for Trade initiative mobilizes resources from
development partners to mitigate the costs associated
with tariff reductions, preference erosion, or declining
terms of trade as well as build trade capacity and
infrastructure that would enable countries to harness
the benefits of opening trade.61,62 Similarly, COMESA
has implemented a Regional Integration Support
Mechanism (RISM) to help countries joining the REC
and the East African Commission (EAC) Customs
Union Common Markets to deal with significant direct
and indirect costs resulting from the adjustment to
new trade structures and procedures (see case study
below).
The benefits of intraregional trade for economic
growth can be substantial for African countries,
provided the associated costs outlined above
are carefully considered when devising and
implementing intraregional trade policies and
interventions. In particular, and as the next chapter
will show, the contribution of RECs to intraregional
trade and development can be significant.
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4. African agricultural trade patterns and
trends
4.1 Africa’s primary trading partners
About 80 to 90 percent of African exports are
destined for global markets.63 A large share of
these are minerals and other precious commodities,
petroleum, and petroleum products. Exports of
agricultural products to the rest of the world also rose
over the last two decades and entered new markets
in the Near East (Saudi Arabia, United Arab Emirates,

Turkey) and Southeast Asia (Malaysia, Viet Nam). For
countries in eastern Africa, food products such as
coffee, grains, livestock, and soft drink concentrates
are the primary exports. Morocco, Tunisia and Lesotho
rely heavily on exports of clothing, shoes and textiles,
while cotton is vital to the economies of Mali, Togo
and Benin.64

Box 2: Trade patterns with Europe, the United States, China, and Latin America
About 80 percent of Africa’s agricultural exports are destined for one of four regions: Western
Europe (around 45 percent), South and East Asia (20 percent), the Middle East (10 percent), and
North America (5 percent).65 Of these, the Netherlands, France, the United States, Germany,
and China are the top five partners, together accounting for 30 percent of Africa’s agricultural
exports in 2016–2018.66 The top products exported to these regions were fruits, vegetables and
nuts; cocoa; fish, seafood and meat; coffee and tea; oil seeds and grains; and sugar and flowers —
together valued at US$35–40 billion.67 Remarkably, of the EUR 12 billion (US$14.2 billion) worth of
agrifood exports that went to the European Union (EU) in 2019 from SSA, EUR 5 billion (US$6 billion)
alone was for the purchase of cocoa beans, paste and powder.68
On the other hand, SSA imported over US$11 billion worth of agrifood products from the EU in 2019,
15 percent of which was accounted for by wheat imports, and nearly 11 percent by infant food and other
cereals, flour, starch or milk preparations. Poultry meat accounted for a further 6 percent of imports to Africa,
representing nearly a quarter of all meat products in the African market. Furthermore, EU spirits and liqueurs
have seen the greatest growth in exports to Africa, increasing over 32 percent between 2015 and 2019.69
Although the balance of payments on agrifood products between the two regions currently leans in favor of
Africa, it is important to note that EU exports to Africa grew faster than imports from Africa between 2009 and
2019. This growth is explained in part by the EU Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), which continues to promote
food exports with subsidy payments, and direct market interventions. The CAP is particularly disruptive for
dairy production and exports from the EU which, in some cases, supplies more milk to African countries than
they produce domestically.70 Moreover, while African countries can export primary commodities to the EU,
processed products must meet the “rule of origin” (RoO) principle to be exempt of duties, which involves
demonstrating proof of production stages and ingredients. This requirement is exceptionally punitive for small
farmers who lack the technologies and capacities to meet it. Yet, the EU remains a key market and source of
agricultural products for Africa, although it is likely that this relationship will change significantly following two
key developments: a reform of the CAP in 2020, and the exit of the United Kingdom from the EU at the end
of 2020. Several independent negotiations and interventions are already underway in Ghana (for ECOWAS)71
and Kenya72 to maintain preferential access and a smooth transition for African agricultural products to the UK
market.
In comparison, agricultural exports to the United States under its African Growth and Opportunity Act (AGOA)
were valued at US$2.5 billion in 2019. AGOA provides access for 28 beneficiary countries, of which the largest
exporters in 2016 were Côte d’Ivoire, South Africa, Ghana, Madagascar, Ethiopia and Kenya. The primary
products exported were citrus fruit (mainly oranges and mandarins), grapes, nuts (including macadamia),
fresh vegetables, cassava and peppers.73 In October 2018, Prosper Africa was established as a US government
initiative to substantially increase two-way trade and investment between the United States and Africa. Once
fully operational, Prosper Africa will be a one-stop shop to facilitate increased trade and investment between
US and African businesses. Between June 2019 and October 2020, the initiative has directly supported around
270 deals across more than 30 African countries for a total value of over US$22 billion.74,75 This includes at least
28 deals in the agribusiness sector, which comes second after energy-related trade deals. The initiative has
linkages with the AfCFTA, which if implemented fully and embraced, could generate important benefits.
Following the creation of the Forum on China-Africa Cooperation (FOCAC) in 2000, China–Africa trade rose
from US$2 billion to US$170 billion in 2017.76 Trade is concentrated around the export of minerals from Africa to
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China, while Chinese imports to the continent are primarily manufactured products. For agricultural products,
the pattern is similar, with Africa exporting meat, vegetables, and skins and hides while importing processed
food and leather. Among the top 20 products exported from SADC, COMESA and EAC to China between
2005 and 2014 were tobacco, oil seeds, cotton, and raw hides, skins and unfinished leather. The EAC also
supplied raw vegetable fibers (coconut and hemp) as well as coffee and animal products.77 In addition, Africa
imports agricultural inputs, including agrochemicals, and farm equipment from China.78 Despite deepening
trade relations between Africa and China, accurate data on the intensity of agricultural trade is not available.
Within Latin America, Africa has strong trade links with Brazil. In 2019, Brazil’s agricultural exports to Africa
were valued at over US$4.2 billion and were composed of sugar (US$2 billion), maize (US$860 million), beef
(US$623 million), and poultry meat (US$489 million), as well as soya, coffee beans, live animals, and spices. In
return, Brazil imported chemical fertilizers from Africa, valued at US$1.35 billion and unprocessed fertilizers
worth US$89 million. Nearly a quarter of Brazil’s exports arrived in Egypt, followed by South Africa (15 percent),
while the largest exporters to Brazil were Morocco (30 percent) and Algeria (21 percent).79
Overall intra-African trade is less than Africa’s trade
with the rest of the world. In 2017, intra-African
exports were 16.6 percent of total exports, while the
average of intra-African exports and imports hovered
around 15.2 percent over 2015–2017.80 However, as
outlined below, these figures may not capture the
exact intensity of trade on the continent, given that a
large share of trade is informal.
Intra-African trade is composed largely of agricultural
products. At the time of writing this report, the largest
share of agricultural trade across Africa is channeled
through the RECs, driven by trade liberalization
programs. RECs also benefit from geographic
proximity, cultural similarities, historical trading
relationships, and preferential trade agreements.
In fact, for every REC, the share of intraregional
agricultural exports is significantly larger than the
share of world agricultural exports to that REC.81
The most active of the AU-recognized RECs are SADC,
ECOWAS and COMESA, which respectively trade

84, 79 and 66 percent of their agricultural exports
within the REC. At 60 percent, AMU’s intraregional
exports are slightly lower than those of COMESA,
while ECCAS only exports 46 percent of its traded
agricultural products within the REC.82 Improving
trade complementarity would allow intraregional and
intercontinental agricultural trade to increase. This
requires building regional value chains based on a
regional competitive advantage, rather than nations
specializing in the same individual products.
Although the level of trade within Africa varies greatly
among RECs, their respective contributions to intraAfrican trade have remained largely stable during
the past two decades, as shown in Figure 1. Between
2003 and 2018, SADC and COMESA accounted,
respectively, for nearly 46 percent and 31 percent of
intracontinental agricultural exports, while the share
of ECOWAS was estimated at 14 percent, that of
AMU at 6 percent, and that of ECCAS at a meager 1
percent.83
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Figure 1: Intra-African agricultural exports by region of origin, 2003–2018
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Union. With these five RECs, all countries across the entire continent are covered in this analysis.
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Table 1 displays the ranking of the top 10 intraAfrican exporters and importers of agricultural
products in 2005–2007 and 2016–2018.84 About
70 percent of intra-African agricultural exports in
2016–2018 originated from only 10 countries. IntraAfrican imports are also concentrated among a few
countries, with half of total intracontinental imports
arriving in just 10 countries. Within this context,
South Africa is responsible for nearly a third of all

intra-African exports and receives about a tenth of
all agricultural goods sold within Africa. Overall,
countries in eastern and southern Africa as well as
in the Maghreb are leading intra-African agricultural
trade. As Table 1 shows, the market shares of imports
and exports in countries across Africa have varied
between 2005–2007 and 2016–2018, although South
Africa continues to rank highest.85

Table 1a: Top 10 intra-African exporters of agricultural products, 2005–2007 and 2016–2018
2005–2007

2016–2018

Export share (%)

Rank

Export share (%)

Rank

South Africa

29.8

1

32.2

1

Egypt

5.6

4

8.7

2

Uganda

3.6

8

6.4

3

Kenya

5.3

5

6.2

4

Côte d’Ivoire

6.3

3

4.6

5

Zambia

4.1

7

3.8

6

Tanzania

2.2

10

3.1

7

Namibia

6.5

2

2.8

8

Tunisia

4.4

6

2.6

9

Ethiopia

2.8

9

0.5

10

Total

70.6

71.0

Table 1b: Top 10 intra-African importers of agricultural products, 2005–2007 and 2016–2018
Import share (%)

Rank

Import share (%)

Rank

South Africa

11.5

1

8.3

1

Kenya

4.3

5

6.7

2

Namibia

6.7

3

5.7

3

Egypt

2.0

10

5.4

4

Botswana

6.9

2

5.3

5

Zimbabwe

4.2

6

4.8

6

Mozambique

2.6

9

4.3

7

Libya

4.6

4

3.6

8

Dem. Rep. Congo

3.3

7

3.6

9

2.6

8

2.3

10

Nigeria
Total

48.7

50.2

Source: Adapted from Bouet et al., 2020b. Africa Agriculture Trade Monitor, p46.

4.2 Key products traded
About 38 to 39 percent of all intercontinental
agricultural trade is made up of only 20 products. Of
these, the most exported products include sugar and
sugar products, tobacco (cigarettes), tea, maize, and
palm oil, as shown in Table 2. Between 2005 and 2018,
the proportionate values of sucrose and sugars, black
tea, wheat, flour, maize seed, soups and broths, food
preparations, and vegetables in intra-African trade
increased. Conversely, the shares of maize (other
than seed), tobacco products, rice, beer, coffee, and
cotton, by value, all decreased.86 A comparison of the
shares of the top 20 exported agricultural products
in Africa with their corresponding share in the South

Asia region shows that intra-African agricultural trade
is more diversified than South Asia’s intraregional
trade. In South Asia, the top 20 agricultural products
represent 65.4 percent of total regional exports.
Although these statistics do not necessarily capture
the full extent of trade in staples and livestock,
which are often traded informally, there is clearly a
gradual transition underway toward increased trade
in semi-processed and processed foods to satisfy
changing demand structures. Intra-African exports
are dominated by processed products with a 50
percent share compared to extracontinental exports,
which are largely composed of primary commodities
or semi-processed products, making up 90 percent
of exports.87
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Table 2.Top 20 HS6-level products traded between African countries, 2005–2007 and 2016–2018
2005–2007
HS6
Code

2016–2018

Export

Export

Share

Share

Short description

(%)

Rank

(%)

Rank

170199

Sucrose, no flavoring or coloring matted added

3.06

4

5.00

1

240220

Cigarettes, containing tobacco

4.24

1

3.42

2

090240

Tea, black and (partly) fermented

1.80

11

3.34

3

100590

Maize (corn), other than seed

3.03

5

2.65

4

151190

Palm oil, other than crude

2.26

8

2.62

5

110100

Wheat or meslin flour

2.03

9

2.49

6

210690

Food preparations

1.96

10

2.20

7

090111

Coffee, not roasted or decaffeinated

3.17

3

2.03

8

210410

Soups and broths and preparations therefor

1.34

13

1.73

9

2.50

6

1.68

10

1.31

14

1.66

11

7

1.63

12

220300

Beer, made from malt

170113

Cane sugar, raw

240120

Tobacco, stemmed or stripped

2.34

520100

Cotton, not carded or combed

3.94

2

1.34

13

100510

Maize (corn), seed

0.80

17

1.20

14

010229

Cattle, live

0.84

16

1.20

15

170490

Sugar confectionery

1.19

15

1.16

16

080810

Apples, fresh

0.68

19

1.11

17

151219

Sunflower seed or safflower oil

0.73

18

0.75

18

100630

Rice, semi-milled or wholly milled

1.43

12

0.66

19

070999

Vegetables, edible

0.04

20

0.17

20

Total

38.7

Recent data on the composition of African exports
also shows that most of Africa’s RECs increased
specialization in the agriculture sector between
2005 and 2017. In addition, evidence shows that
Africa has a comparative advantage in sesame seeds,

38.0

legumes and pulses. Its comparative advantage has
been stable for cashew nuts, cocoa, cotton, and tea
between 2005 and 2017, while it has been low but
increasing for sugar and tomatoes, steady for grapes,
and declining for coffee.88

Box 3: Barriers to African agricultural trade: tariff and nontariff barriers
One key challenge in increasing intracontinental and intraregional trade in Africa is the high prevalence
of tariff and nontariff barriers. Although significant efforts have been made to reduce tariffs within
the RECs, by 2019 no REC had met the requirements of the Abuja Treaty to establish a common
external tariff within customs unions and fully functional free trade agreements by the end of
2017. In 2016, tariffs on intraregional agricultural exports within the eight AU-recognized RECs
ranged between 0.1 percent in EAC and 16.6 percent in AMU. Tariffs on extra-REC exports are even
higher. For example, imports from AMU into IGAD and EAC are charged tariffs of as high as 44.3 and
41.9 percent, respectively.89
Furthermore, nontariff measures such as quotas, subsidies, and phytosanitary regulations continue to
hamper smooth intraregional and intracontinental trade with potentially more prohibitive and distorting
impacts than tariffs measures. One study estimates that nontariff barriers to trade may increase the cost
of trade in Africa by as much as 283 percent.90 For example, importing a 20-foot container of goods into
Africa nontariff measures impost US$700 in costs for administrative fees, customs clearance, technical controls,
terminal handling charges, and inland transport costs. Similarly, for African exports, nontariff measures add
approximately US$600 to the cost of exporting one container.91 Specifically for agricultural products, ad valorem
costs of nontariff measures are estimated at over 19.2 percent on vegetables, 18.3 percent on livestock, and
nearly 12 percent on fats and oils.92
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In fact, most African countries impose nontariff measures, albeit to a varying degree. In Algeria, Cabo Verde,
Ethiopia, Morocco and Tunisia, more than 60 percent of agricultural products imported from other African
countries face nontariff measures. In Botswana, Burkina Faso, Guinea and Zimbabwe, on the other hand, less than
30 percent of products are affected. A study of 23 countries estimates that nontariff measures add on average
21 percent to the cost of goods, as shown in Figure 2. When disaggregated, these nontariff costs were as high as
52 percent in Algeria — almost three times the continental average and almost double the average of other AMU
countries like Morocco and Tunisia — 48 percent in Nigeria, and 44 percent in Senegal.93
The combination of tariff and nontariff measures represents exorbitant costs for trade in Africa. For instance, in
COMESA and SADC, total ad valorem import duties on agricultural products can be as high as 25.5 and 13.56
percent, respectively. In comparison, in the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) and the European
Union, these costs are estimated at just 8.54 percent and 10.63 percent, respectively.94
Figure 2: Average ad valorem equivalent of nontariff measures affecting agricultural products,
selected African countries, 2009 (percent)
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Source: AATM 2020 Report. Authors, based on Bouët, Cosnard, and Laborde (2017, Tables 2.5 and 2.6, pp. 14-15).

4.3 The role of informal cross-border trade
Much of Africa’s intraregional trade takes place at
border towns or border posts, often by unregistered
(informal) traders. The nature of informal cross-border
trade (ICBT) complicates the process of capturing
adequate data on its magnitude. Nevertheless, ICBT
represents an important share of intraregional trade,
sometimes higher than official registered trade. For
instance, in Benin, informal trade represented 40
percent of total trade with all its neighbors in 2010.
With Nigeria, Benin’s main trading partner, ICBT
represented more than 50 percent of export flows
and 57 percent of import flows.95 Furthermore, in
2011, Rwanda’s informal exports to four neighbors
across 53 border posts were 51 percent greater than
formal exports.96 Similarly, Uganda’s informal exports
to its five neighbors were equal to 86 percent of
the value of official exports, while a quarter of trade
flows between Kenya and Ethiopia in 2011 took
place through informal channels.97,98 In 2012, ICBT
accounted for 30 to 40 percent of total intra-SADC
trade, with this informal trade valued by some studies
at US$17.6 billion per year.99

ICBT is also an important source of employment
and income generation.100 In 2010, ICBT in West
Africa was estimated to contribute from 20 percent
of GDP in Nigeria to 75 percent of GDP in Benin.101
At a smaller scale, a majority of informal cross-border
traders in Rwanda live on more than US$2 per day
— an amount that is higher than they would earn
through formal employment.102 Since women — often
poor and without formal education — make up a large
share of informal cross-border traders, this activity
is an important tool for their empowerment and
productive engagement in society.
A vast range of merchandise is exchanged through
ICBT, including unprocessed goods, manufactured
goods, and re-exported goods. Staples such as beans,
rice and maize, as well as livestock, are particularly
popular items for exchange, and add substantially
to the volume of intraregional agricultural trade.
Between 2005 and 2012, total annual ICBT across
29 borders in 10 SADC countries averaged nearly
118,000 tons of maize, and 12,000 tons each of rice
and beans.103 Furthermore, about 3 million tons of
staples were traded in 2013 in East Africa.104 Across
the Kenya–Somalia border, informal traders earn
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nearly US$12 million per year from informal livestock
sales. In eastern Ethiopia, this value reaches US$25
million.105 More recently, over the period 2008–2019,
21 to 50 percent of Uganda’s total informal exports
were staples, such as maize and beans, and fish
products. In 2014, 59 percent of Rwanda’s informal
exports to its four neighboring countries were largely
of maize and livestock.106 In Zambia, approximately
40 percent of trade at three border crossings —
Mwami/Mchinji (Malawi), Chirundu (Zimbabwe), and
Livingstone/Victoria Falls (Zimbabwe) — is informal,
valued at over US$3 million.107,108
There is significant evidence that ICBT plays an
important role in alleviating poverty, generating
employment and income, and empowering women,
despite the fact that governments may not be able to
collect revenues from this trade. But the impacts may
vary. For example, on the one hand, consumers may
benefit from access to goods at lower prices. On the
other hand, not having been subjected to customs
clearances or sanitary and phytosanitary (SPS)
measures, informally traded goods might pose health,
safety and environmental risks. From the perspective
of producers, ICBT can develop markets that would
otherwise be inaccessible due to onerous regulatory
requirements. However, imports of cheaply produced
and contraband goods through informal channels
might make local products uncompetitive. While
some risks and disadvantages do exist, especially for
women the in general the prevalence of ICBT has a
positive impact on economic growth. Several African
countries are acting to recognize the importance of
ICBT and to provide appropriate services to support
its growth, as described in section 6.5.

4.4 Trade in times of crisis
Over the short to medium term, the current positive
trends in intraregional trade across Africa are
likely to be adversely impacted by the COVID-19
pandemic. As shown in chapter 3, intraregional trade
can increase the resilience of countries to crises or
shocks. However, crises can also disrupt trade. As
a result of COVID-19, Africa’s trade volumes are
projected to decrease by 8 percent for exports and
about 16 percent for imports in 2020.109 Measures
taken by governments to combat the pandemic
— including border closures and curfews — have
significantly disrupted intraregional trade, with an
especially strong impact on ICBT. These COVIDrelated measures forced many small traders to give
up trading over several months.110 Although trade
of goods by road was not halted, disruptions were
caused by sanitary controls at borders and by curfews,
which caused delays in the delivery of products, with
losses of fruits and vegetables and other perishable
products. Moreover, the disruption of trade and
hence the food supply led to increased prices for
many main staples in East Africa. For instance, the

average price of maize in Nairobi rose from US$312
per ton in April 2019 to US$343 in April 2020 — a 10
percent increase.111
The Ebola outbreak in Guinea, Liberia and Sierra
Leone in 2014 likewise highlighted the disruptive
effect of such crises on intraregional trade. An analysis
of seven value chains — rice, potato, cassava, palm oil,
domestic animal-sourced products, bushmeat and
cocoa — showed that the Ebola outbreak negatively
impacted the collection of agricultural produce and
transport to consumption areas. Due to reluctance to
travel to contaminated zones, the number of traders
decreased by 20 percent at the peak of the outbreak.
In addition, the delivery times for products increased
because of additional checkpoints, quarantine zones,
and border closures, leading to delays in reaching
consumers and produce losses.112
Moreover,
uncoordinated
policy
responses
within RECs during crises can negatively impact
intraregional trade. For instance, in August 2019,
when Rwanda closed its border with the DRC after a
second death linked to Ebola, the price of fruit and
vegetables surged in border towns.113 RECs can play
an important role in mitigating regional crises and
hence the impacts of shocks on intraregional trade.
During the Ebola crisis, the established outbreakcoordination center under ECOWAS enhanced
the level of preparedness, response capacity, and
provision of human and financial resources within
the region to facilitate intraregional trade. Similarly,
the EAC’s 2007–2012 and 2015–2020 strategies to
contain the spread of HIV/AIDS along its transport
corridors is another example of REC intervention
during a crisis.114 Furthermore, during the current
COVID-19 crisis, EAC and ECOWAS are assessing
the option of jointly opening all land borders and
port services to enable free movement of agricultural
inputs, including fertilizers and pesticides.115
Crucially, agricultural trade patterns and trends at
the continental and regional levels, as outlined in
this chapter, are guided and shaped by continental
and global policy frameworks that govern trade
partnerships. In particular, the establishment of the
African Continental Free Trade Area (AfCFTA) will
be a determining factor in efforts to bolster regional
and continental economic integration and accelerate
Africa’s economic growth and development, and
will likely play an important role in protecting the
continent against future shocks.

As a result of COVID-19, Africa’s trade volumes are
projected to decrease by 8 percent for exports and about
16 percent for imports in 2020.

Malabo Montpellier Panel Trade Report 2020

15

5. Strengthening national-level participation
in intraregional trade
For agricultural trade to flourish, buyers and suppliers
must be well connected, either in person or virtually.
For producers, connection with their input suppliers is
just as important as having access to service providers,
such as extension agents, and to markets. Similarly,
intermediaries and processors also benefit from rapid,
affordable, efficient and seamless access to suppliers
and off-takers so that their operations — whether in
goods or services — can thrive. Traditionally, these
connections relied on physical transport infrastructure
such as roads, rail, air and seaports. Increasingly,
these connections are made through telephony and
digital services, often through the Internet, and via
mobile phones. Whether physical or digital, (good
quality) infrastructure remains at the heart of booming
trade. Conversely, inadequate infrastructure can cost
Africa about 2 percent of GDP growth per year.116 To
maximize the benefits accrued from improved “hard”
infrastructure, “soft” infrastructure such as regulations
and institutions must also be strengthened to ensure
that the supporting logistics systems are efficient
and effective and that people have the knowledge
and capacity to successfully exploit the opportunities
created.

5.1 Transport: ports, roads, rail and air
Transport connectivity is a critical element in achieving
sustained and inclusive growth. Access to transport
infrastructure improves market access, increases
agricultural productivity, and contributes toward
inclusion, poverty reduction, and growth.117,118 Since
food (and livestock) products tend to be heavy, bulky
and often perishable, moving them from rural areas to
urban and international markets requires overcoming
significant logistical challenges. Similarly, the import
of inputs and food relies on robust and efficient
distribution infrastructure. Simplifying this logistical
process in a way that increases efficiency and
reduces costs can improve the supply and demand
of food, enhance returns on investment, promote
diversification, and provide greater livelihood options
for rural communities.

largest one in Shanghai processing over 42 million
TEUs in 2018.120
Ports provide access for Africa’s exports to highvalue and international markets. At the same time,
they are critical access points for domestic markets
and vast hinterlands beyond, including Africa’s
16 landlocked countries. Their viability is linked
to overall transport infrastructure capacity, which
determines how efficiently goods can be imported
and exported. Robust transport corridors are
especially important for the landlocked countries,
for which road and rail connections are a vital lifeline,
allowing participation in international and high-value
markets as well as imports of inputs and food. In East
Africa, investments in improving port access and
efficiency would be beneficial for export crops such
as coffee, tea, tobacco and cotton, particularly those
originating from regional landlocked countries such
as Rwanda, Burundi and Uganda. For example, a 10
percent reduction of transport costs to Mombasa or
Dar es Salaam could boost the export of coffee from
Burundi, Rwanda, and Uganda by over 10 percent.
In addition, improving rural accessibility in Kenya
and Tanzania would benefit specific crops such as
cassava in Tanzania’s Mbeya Region and coffee in
both Kenya and Tanzania.121 Similarly, in the ECOWAS
region, a 1 percent increase in the quality of roads in
trade-originating countries is rewarded with average
growth in intraregional exports of US$0.91 million.
More specifically, if the average road quality along
the Lagos–Dakar corridor (Trans–West African Coastal
Highway) were raised to match the average road
quality in South Africa — that is, a 391 percent increase
in quality — intraregional trade could increase by
US$356 million, equivalent to a 4.79 percent increase
over 2012 levels.122

Ports provide an important gateway for African trade.
They are a vital link in global supply chains, so their
location and efficiency play an important role in
ensuring that both inbound and outbound goods
flow seamlessly. In Africa south of the Sahara (SSA),
there are only 10 ports that handle more than 500,000
TEUs (20-foot equivalent unit)* per year, and only two
of those (Durban and Mombasa) handle more than 1
million TEUs per year.119 In comparison, 7 of the top
10 largest ports in the world are in China, with the
* A 20-foot equivalent unit (TEU) is an inexact unit of cargo capacity based on the volume of a 20-foot-long (6.1-meter-long)
intermodal container. TEUs are used to describe the capacity of container ships and container terminals.
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Box 4: Trade, transport and growth corridors
Transport corridors are a collection of routes that link seaports to major inland markets within
countries and with neighboring countries, including those of landlocked countries. They include
both physical infrastructure (such as roads, railways, warehouses, border posts, seaports, and
intermodal facilities) and “soft” infrastructure such as institutional agreements on transit and
border procedures.123 Corridors provide an opportunity for governments to cluster public and
private investments around logistics, service provision, and market integration. Where combined
with processing, packaging, and storage infrastructure suitable for agricultural inputs and outputs
— as well as policy and fiscal interventions — these agricultural growth corridors can fast-track the
transition of farmers to commercially oriented producers in global supply chains, hence driving the
transformation of agricultural value chains.124
Several logistics and agricultural growth corridors have been constructed in Africa, including the
Southern Agricultural Growth Corridor of Tanzania (SAGCOT); the Beira Agricultural Growth Corridor
(BAGC) and the Nacala Development Corridor in Mozambique; and the Lamu Port, South Sudan, Ethiopia
Transport Corridor (LAPSSET) based in Kenya. Agriculture was more central to the original design of
SAGCOT and BAGC than the Nacala and LAPSSET corridors. However, there is little evaluation or evidence
of their impact, especially on agriculture. Despite being scaled down in scope, BAGC was more inclusive
of smallholder farmers by providing irrigation infrastructure for medium- and small-scale rice cultivation
and horticulture. It also distributed funds to 675 horticulture farmers and 250 rice farmers for the purchase
of seeds, fertilizers, tractors, plows and animal traction. The Maputo Development Corridor was more
successful. It includes a toll road from Pretoria to the port at Maputo (see section on financing below),
the port, and a railway line from Ressano Garcia — all of which were upgraded and rehabilitated over 10
years. The corridor is one of the most successful regional integration programs in southern Africa.125 The
overall renovation program for the Maputo Development Corridor stimulated trade, allowing Mozambican
producers to access South African markets and the region’s producers to access global markets through
the port. The volume of goods crossing between the two countries grew exponentially from 29,000 tons
in 1997 to 2.25 million tons in 2007 — creating new employment opportunities. The main products being
hauled to the port include sugar, maize and fruit. Trade also shifted to higher value-added sectors, such as
chemicals and machinery.126,127,128
It is essential when formulating corridors — particularly those that bundle logistics and agricultural
production — that efforts be made to identify mutually acceptable compromises, that strong planning and
governance frameworks be in place, and financial models designed for long-term returns (i.e., “patient”
capital), particularly for the first-mile infrastructure such as farm roads and irrigation connections.129,130
Moreover, to ensure that smallholder farmers benefit equally from corridors, additional opportunities
and support — such as upgrading feeder-roads and storage facilities — must be provided alongside large
infrastructure developments.
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The development of rail and rural roads expedites
the adoption of productivity-enhancing technologies
(fertilizers, seeds, irrigation, and mechanization),131,132
facilitates greater crop diversification133 and
a transition from subsistence to commercial
agriculture,134 and facilitates access to services such
as finance and extension. Lower rural transport costs
can raise farmgate prices, reduce postharvest losses,
increase farmer incomes, and help reduce the price of
food in urban areas.135 However, a lack of rural feeder
roads can add as much as US$2 per ton-kilometer
to the cost of produce.136 In Kenya, for example,
where the transport of onions by foot, motorcycle,
or animal cart costs 16 to 30 times more per ton-km
than transport by truck, low quality “first mile” road
infrastructure — impassable during the rainy season
— means that trucks are unable to access farms.137
However, access for trucks may only be necessary
and financially viable from aggregation points or
for high-value products travelling a relatively long
distance, rather than directly from the farmgate of
smallholder farms that produce only small amounts
of staples. Good transport connectivity, especially
of roads, can also encourage greater diversification
of livelihoods into non-agricultural sectors,138 create
further opportunities for employment along food and
livestock value chains, and lead to a growth in local
GDP.139
Despite significant progress in the provision of rural
roads over the past 10 years, only one in three rural
Africans has access to an all-season road, severely
hindering agricultural production and further isolating
remote communities.140 Distance from roads also has
a negative impact on the quality of diets, particularly
among remote and isolated communities. A study
in Ethiopia showed that households in remote areas
were more likely to have less diverse diets. Worse,
children in those communities consumed less
diversified diets than adults, exacerbating potential
long-term health impacts.141
While roads offer more flexibility than railways,
some African transit corridors are conducive to
freight transport. Railways provide high-capacity
freight corridors and have contributed toward the
development of rural areas in several African countries,
including Ethiopia, Kenya, Mozambique, Nigeria, and
Tanzania.142,143 Railways are also indispensable tools to
foster economic development and take full advantage
of the continent’s natural wealth. Rail transport often
offers a more cost-efficient transport option for bulky
and agricultural products.144 For example, the cost
of transporting freight on the Ethio-Djibouti railway
ranged from US$0.03–0.04 per ton-km, whereas the
cost of road transport ranged from US$0.08–0.10
per ton-km.145 Consequently, agricultural inputs and
outputs constituted about 40 percent of rail freight
traffic in Ethiopia. This included about 50,000 tons of
coffee and vegetables in exports and imports of about

5,000 tons of fertilizer.146 Equally, the Tanzania-Zambia
Railway (TAZARA) is a key conduit for all kinds of bulk
imports from all over the world, including fertilizers
and other critical inputs for the agricultural farmlands
of the DRC, Malawi, Tanzania, and Zambia.147
Although Africa’s aviation sector remains severely
underdeveloped and utilized, especially for regional
trade, some promising developments demonstrate
its potential in increasing trade, and in driving
greater integration with global value chains. These
include rising cargo capacity (South Africa, Ethiopia
and Kenya), greater participation by regional lowcost operators, and the implementation of e-freight
and paperless cargo systems to fast-track the transfer
and movement of cargo through airports. The most
advantageous characteristic of air transport in the
context of agriculture is speed. When transporting
perishable products such as horticulture and cut
flowers, moving them rapidly from producer to
consumer is vital. Africa is the second largest supplier
of cut flowers to Europe, after European producers.
All African flowers — from Ethiopia, Kenya, South
Africa, Tanzania and Uganda — are shipped by air,
often via Nairobi.148 Strengthening these air links has
enabled UK-based retailers to bypass Dutch flower
auction houses and establish their own supply chain
networks with producers in Africa.149 Nevertheless,
there are still significant gaps in institutional
and regulatory frameworks, as well as physical
infrastructure, that must be addressed in order to
optimize the use of aviation for regional agricultural
trade in Africa. It is expected that the signing of an
agreement among 23 states to co-operate in a Single
African Air Transport Market (SAATM) in January 2018
and the establishment of the AfCFTA will significantly
improve the continent’s aviation supply chains.150
5.1.1 Financing transport infrastructure
Despite the importance of infrastructure to realizing
key development goals, Africa continues to suffer
from a large infrastructure gap that threatens the
achievement of social and economic development
goals. According to the African Development
Bank (AfDB), an annual deficit of US$108 billion
undermines the roll-out of infrastructure projects
across the continent.151 Yet, following a hiatus,
investment in infrastructure development in Africa
has taken off again over the last decade, breaching
the US$100 billion mark for the first time in 2018.152
This investment is underpinned by new sources
and innovative models of financing, designed to
enhance returns on investment and reduce the risks
involved. As development funding and international
investments in African infrastructure projects tend to
be proportional to domestic GDP, it is likely that this
source will shrink, at least temporarily, as a result of
COVID-19-induced economic downturns.
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Figure 3: Infrastructure Commitment Trends in Africa by Source ($bn), 2014-2018

Source: Created by authors using data from The Infrastructure Consortium of Africa (2018), p4.
Figure 4: Commitment Trends by Sector ($bn), 2014-2018

Source : Adapted from The Infrastructure Consortium of Africa (2018), p10.

National commitments were the largest source of
financing for infrastructure development in 2018.
Debt financing through state-owned banks, equity
stakes in projects, and upfront capital grants saw
national government spending (of 48 countries)
rise from US$24 billion in 2014 to US$37.5 billion in
2018. Over half of these commitments were directed
to the transport sector. Commitments from China
(US$25.7 billion) and members of the Infrastructure
Consortium of Africa† further boosted investments

in SSA’s infrastructure. These included nearly US$8
billion in commitments from the World Bank Group,
and over US$4.5 billion from AfDB. Moreover,
between 2005 and 2015, OECD-DAC commitments
also rose to more than US$4 billion per year.153 Of
these, in 2018, the AfDB approved funds of US$27
million (approximately 61 percent of total cost) for the
tarring of over 200 kilometers of the “cotton road,”
building two toll/weighing stations, and developing
over 150 kilometers of feeder roads — all of which

† Members of the ICA include the G20 countries, World Bank Group, African Development Bank, European Commission, European
Investment Bank, and Development Bank of South Africa.
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serve Benin’s three main cotton producing regions.154
In 2018, stand-alone private sector financing was also
at the highest level since 2014, amounting to US$11.8
billion. At the same time, in the decade preceding
2015, private investments in SSA’s infrastructure grew
by 9.5 percent on average — almost twice the 4.5
percent growth rate of GDP.155
Despite the need for large-scale investments in
transport infrastructure, commitments to this sector
have tapered off over the last few years. In contrast,
investments in energy have risen significantly, driven
by commitments to large a hydropower project
in Nigeria funded by a loan from China, and a coal
project in Egypt. Although still small, commitments
to the telecommunications sector have also grown,
more than half of which came from the private
sector.156
Public-private partnerships (PPPs) are increasingly
deployed to finance infrastructure projects in
developing countries. PPPs leverage resources,
skills and efficiencies from the private sector,
multilateral development institutions, banks, and
development finance institutions, while government
participation reduces risk. PPPs offer an effective
way to design, build, finance, operate and maintain
(new) infrastructure.157 For example, in Mozambique,
a PPP was successfully deployed in 1997 to upgrade,
rehabilitate and operate, for a period of 30 years, a
toll road from Maputo to Pretoria. The PPP allowed
commercial risk to be shared among a wide range
of investors, raised as 20 percent equity (of which
three companies provided ZAR 331 million [US$70
million]) and 80 percent debt from, among others,
South Africa’s four major banks and the Development
Bank of Southern Africa. Finally, the debt and some
equity were guaranteed jointly by the governments
of Mozambique and South Africa — resulting in the
biggest project finance deal in southern Africa at
the time.158 The use of PPPs as a means of financing
cross-border and intra regional trade infrastructure,
for example through a (regional) trade facilitation
fund, would therefore expedite the progress in
removing physical barriers to trade.
In Uganda, the AfDB has partnered with the private
sector to finance the renovation of the Kampala–
Jinja highway. The financing model is innovative,
composed of 50 percent “viability gap funding” and
50 percent private capital. Although it will operate
as a limited-access toll expressway, the project is
expected to benefit both imports and exports to and
from the country — 90 percent of which are carried on
this single route.159
Although countries like Morocco and Botswana have
opted for a public approach to their railway sectors,
founded on robust technical capacities and attractive
business environments, PPPs can also play a role in
the expansion and operation of rail projects in Africa.
For rail PPPs to thrive, the financial and contractual

responsibilities on rail infrastructure, rolling stock, and
operations must be split such that they harness the
capacity of each investor appropriately, and ensure
that users benefit from private sector participation.
For example, outsourcing of non-core activities such
as maintenance and ticketing to private partners,
exploiting the commercial property value of stations,
and leasing rolling stock all provide alternative models
for maximizing returns on investments. These in turn
require a strong institutional environment. In addition,
sophisticated financial markets would allow greater
diversity in investors and products. For example,
international financial institutions and multilateral
banks can offer a wide spectrum of products, such
as risk management products, project bonds, loans,
multilateral guarantees, and political risk insurance,
that can support railway development.160
Additional sources of financing for transport can
include pension funds and specific asset classes
dedicated to impact investors and sovereign wealth
funds. Given the long-term commitment required for
infrastructure development, pension funds can — with
suitable governance, regulation, and instruments
to manage the risks — take on a greater role in
transforming Africa’s infrastructure landscape.161 It is
also critical that projects be bankable in order to attract
the desired upfront investment and ensure long-term
sustainability. Bankability requires both the skills and
knowledge to develop and present well-rounded
projects, and must also be founded upon a holistic
policy environment that offers comprehensive longterm guidance on related policy priorities. In other
words, the bankability of projects relies both on the
immediate project, and on linked and indirect policy
interventions such as irrigation, energy provision, and
telecommunications (see below).

5.2 Productive infrastructure: energy, irrigation
and telecommunications
In conjunction with investments in transport
infrastructure,
the
provision
of
productive
infrastructure
for
energy,
irrigation
and
telecommunications will enable farmers and
countries to maximize the benefits from enhanced
agricultural trade. Access to energy, water (through
irrigation), and digital technologies can transform
productivity and outputs across all segments of food
value chains to meet growing demand created by
vibrant trade.162 At the same time, energy, water and
telecommunications have a more direct role to play in
facilitating trade, as discussed below.
5.2.1 Energy for agricultural trade
One of the largest energy costs in the food system
is associated with the transport and distribution of
agricultural products. The so-called “first mile” (the
distance from farm to the collection point) often
represents only 0.4 to 10 percent of the logistics chain
length, but 20 to 37 percent of the transport cost for
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high-value crops such as French beans, bananas, and
potatoes.163 Ensuring that producing regions are wellconnected to market hubs and that transport service
providers operate unhindered by bureaucratic and
exploitative barriers (see Box 14) would generate
greater profits for producers and foster greater trade
overall.
The use of energy in agricultural trade is not limited
to transport. Most businesses in SSA cite the lack of
energy access as a major obstacle to their growth and
development, particularly in the food sector. About
29 percent of food-sector firms considered the lack
of electricity a constraint to investment, compared
to just 15 percent of businesses in other economic
sectors.164 The lack of reliable and affordable energy
greatly reduces the ability of agriculture value
chain actors to trade at their optimum. For instance,
without continuous refrigeration, fresh produce —
including meat and dairy — loses value and spoils.
This is particularly challenging for small, informal and
mobile traders who are unable to access or afford grid
electricity regularly. In addition, regular blackouts
and brownouts disrupt value addition activities such
as milling and processing or force operators to opt
for more expensive and polluting generators. The
high cost of energy in Senegal, equivalent to up to
60 percent of operational costs, severely impacts
the profitability of mini-dairies, which use diesel for
generators or butane for pasteurizing.165 Street food
sellers in Rwanda, Senegal and South Africa find that
the use of modern appliances (matched with modern
energy services) increases the attractiveness of their
business as they improve the sanitary conditions
under which food is cooked, thereby drawing
more customers. In other words, access to modern
energy services is directly correlated to the level of
formalization.166 Finally, for women traders at border
posts, simply adding lighting infrastructure provides
much-needed safety and enables them to continue
trading for longer hours. Therefore, to facilitate
trade among all food value chain actors, regardless
of their size or mode of trading, the availability of
reliable and affordable energy is critical. But, when
designing energy solutions for traders along the
whole agricultural value chain, it is essential that
these actors be consulted and involved as much
as possible to ensure that the solutions serve their
needs appropriately.
5.2.2 Water infrastructure for trade and irrigation
Africa is seeing a surge of interest in irrigation
among small-scale farmers as climate change brings
more erratic weather. At the same time, a growing
population across the continent demands a more
reliable and continuous supply of food. Investments
in the distribution networks for irrigation equipment
and in maintenance facilities are urgently needed
for smallholder farmers in remote areas to be able

to harness the opportunities provided by greater
agricultural trade.167
Apart from water’s importance in production, it
also plays a huge role in value addition activities
such as food processing and transformation. While
production of food and livestock consumes greater
amounts of water, water required for processing
during the operation of equipment such as boilers
and cooling towers, and for cleaning purposes, must
be of higher quality so that it does not pose any
health risks. It is important to note that water demand
for processing varies by product. For instance, a study
in Rwanda showed that the production of maize flour
consumes 1.7—2.0 m3 of water per ton of output,
meat production at abattoirs consumes 5.0 m3 per
ton, and breweries require 4.0 to 4.5 m3 per ton of
final product. Although water use for these products
is below global benchmarks, sugar production in
Rwanda consumes as much as 29 m3 of water for 1 m3
of output, significantly higher than the recommended
best practice of 25 m3 for 1 m3 of output.168 As food
value chains advance toward greater value addition
and processing to satisfy urban and trade-enhanced
demand, it is essential that the relevant water
infrastructure be in place, efficiency measures be
introduced and maintained, and polluting impacts
minimized. Safeguarding the quality of water used in
processing strengthens the marketability of products.
In addition to providing water for agricultural
production and processing, Africa’s rivers are sources
of food and energy and provide transport routes. For
example, the Gambia River is the primary transport
route for Gambia’s main cash crop, groundnuts.169
The Nile River, which sustains millions of farmers
along its banks, is also a trading route, albeit of
declining importance. For South Sudan, the Nile was
a vital route to transport 4,500 tons of locally sourced
humanitarian food aid in a cost-effective manner.170
Similarly, the Congo River provides livelihoods for
millions and is sometimes the only navigable link
to major cities to ferry iron rods, cement, and food
products.171 But despite the vast networks of rivers
and waterways that crisscross the continent, they are
used very little for trade. In comparison, around 60
percent of US agricultural exports reach their port
destinations via 12,000 miles of major rivers and
their tributaries.172 On the Senegal River for example,
although large irrigation projects have transformed
rice production, the use of the river for navigation
and trade among the three countries in its watershed
— Senegal, Mauritania and Mali — is minimal. Yet,
when a cost-benefit analysis was conducted for
construction of the Manantali and Diama reservoirs
on the Senegal river, more than half of the economic
benefits were estimated to be from navigation.
Bearing in mind that the Senegal River is almost
entirely navigable, investments in the appropriate
infrastructure, technology and institutions to harness
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this potential would release significant returns.173
In Nigeria too, river ports could yield significant
benefits for economic growth, especially if the
institutional and business operating framework is
aligned.174 Importantly, coordinating the roles of
various authorities and ministries that supervise
inland waterways across Africa, such as the Ministries
of Transport, Agriculture, Irrigation and Water, and
Tourism, could transform the use of Africa’s rivers for
agricultural trade.
5.2.3 Telecommunications and technology adoption
for greater agricultural trade
New digital technologies and services are already
having considerable impact on how food is
being produced, processed, marketed, traded
and consumed across the continent. How African
countries position themselves to harness and
deploy digital technologies will also determine the
future competitiveness of African agriculture and its
contribution to African economies. Central to this will
be the availability of the foundational infrastructure,
such as access to electricity, network coverage, and
connectivity. Forty percent of the population in SSA
did not have access to the internet at all in 2018,
and only 21 percent actively used the internet.175
Furthermore, the type and speed of internet
connection available in SSA is lagging behind.
In 2018, 60 percent of coverage was on 2G, 36
percent on 3G, and just a small fraction — 4 percent
— was covered by 4G. In comparison, Latin America’s
coverage is 43 percent 3G coverage and 23 percent
4G, while coverage in the Asia–Pacific region is 25
percent 3G and 34 percent 4G.176 Slow internet
speed can hamper productivity and business growth
and limits the ability of users to access particular
internet-based services and websites. Moreover,
mobile phone ownership in SSA was 75 percent
in 2017, while smartphone ownership was just 34
percent, albeit up from 20 percent in 2014.177 And

although the rate of smartphone adoption is likely to
double by 2025, affordability of handsets is a major
limitation for smartphone ownership, especially in
rural areas.178 There are, however, signs of progress
across the continent: countries like Kenya have moved
toward creating services to facilitate more inclusive
infrastructure for the population. Senegal has set a
target of generating 10 percent of its GDP from the
digital economy by 2025. Rwanda has rolled out 4G
and fiber connectivity to deliver online e-government
and other services across the country.179
Technologies and modern information and
communications technologies (ICTs) increasingly
play an important role in trade facilitation. In their
simplest use, ICTs enable the adoption and use of
electronic data and documents rather than paperbased transactions. As the volume and diversity of
shipments grow, ICTs become increasingly critical
to maintain trade competitiveness and reduce costs
while addressing relevant control and logistical
challenges.180 In Nigeria, AFEX Commodities
Exchange Limited has designed an electronic
warehousing system that is both tradeable on the
Exchange as well as used by farmers as collateral to
access finance. Established through a public-private
partnership with the Federal Ministry of Agriculture
and Rural Development (FMARD), AFEX Commodities
Exchange had traded 48 billion tons of grain by
2016, of which 85 percent was maize, reflecting
approximately 0.5 percent of Nigerian production.
Other products traded included sorghum, millet,
soybeans, peanuts, cowpeas, ginger and chili.181,182
In addition, digital technologies instantly reduce the
cost of transport and logistics in obtaining market
information and provide access to new buyers and
markets. ICTs are also being deployed to improve
traceability and compliance with quality and safety
standards.

Box 5: Livestock identification and traceability systems
Livestock identification and traceability systems (LITS) can enhance livestock production and trade
through improved surveillance, management of infectious diseases, and control of livestock
movement. Animal identification and traceability can further increase animal health and food
safety. While traditional methods use hot-iron livestock branding, digital technologies use radio
frequency identification (RFID) or microchips to track animals. RFID technology, which is inserted
into each animal’s ear or rumen, can be scanned by handheld readers. A unique identification
number on each tag records a full history of the meat’s production, distribution, processing and sale,
as well as the health of the animal. While there are recent trials on the northern Tanzania–Narok–Nairobi
trade route, only a few African countries (Botswana, Namibia, and South Africa) already use the new
LITS technology successfully and export chilled and frozen beef to the European Union. The Namibian
Livestock Identification and Traceability System (NamLITS) also helped to minimize the impact of a severe
outbreak of foot-and-mouth disease in 2015/16. Using digital technologies, animal technicians were
able to accurately track the movement of cattle and detect the exact radius of contamination and possible
contamination points to prevent further spread. Strict monitoring and controls minimized the impact of the
outbreak, and previously quarantined areas were allowed to export again.183
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Over 2014–2016, the Revenue Authorities of Kenya,
Uganda and Rwanda together introduced an
electronic cargo tracking system to enable real-time
monitoring of cargo from the point of loading to
that of discharge. The system uses a combination of
GPS, GPRS and RFiD (radio frequency identity) tags,
monitored by a central system, to prevent theft and
dumping of goods in transit between the partner
countries. Importantly, this technology also expedites
clearance of cargo as it passes through checkpoints
and optimizes trucking services. There are also fewer
opportunities for bribery and corruption to take
place. Additional benefits include higher tax revenues
collected from goods that were previously stolen or
diverted, and greater clarity on the status of trade as
data collection and processing improves.184,185
In Senegal too, a digital platform (GANIDE) has
handled customs clearance since 2010. The system
is integrated with an electronic payment system
as well as a “risk analysis and treatment of goods
system,” which processes the transit of goods based
on the nature of the product, its origin, the identity
of the importer, and other criteria. The introduction
of GANIDE has facilitated the transition to paperless
procedures, speeding up the clearance process from
8 to 2 days.186
5.2.4 Bundled solutions and financing
The provision of advanced telecommunication
infrastructure is essential for developing countries to
achieve trade integration within the global economy.
Rural communities need to be better connected to
electricity, reliable telecommunications, and internet
services, including fiber optic, to bridge the digital
divide. Energy and telecommunications connectivity
and equal access to digital solutions, including the
Internet of Things (IoT), can help farmers to boost
their productivity, mitigate risks such as changing
and extreme weather, and reach new, larger and
wealthier markets.187 Combining small-scale bottomup power generation and supply with Africa’s
mushrooming digital market, small-scale, micro, and
nano solutions offer tailored services for the specific
needs of farmers.188 Considering complementarity
among several types of infrastructure, for instance
transport and communication or telecommunications
and energy, jointly developed (macro and micro)
infrastructure can have a greater impact.189 For
example, solar-powered charging points with WiFi
connectivity are becoming more common across
Africa. Examples include the Shiriki Hubs190 in Rwanda
and Microsoft’s Mawingu project in Kenya.191
Several unique models are being applied in providing
this infrastructure to cater to local contexts. Traditional
grid extension programs have successfully connected
millions of citizens in countries such as Côte d’Ivoire
and Tunisia as a result of sustained government
commitments, effective prioritization and planning,

lower construction and operation costs, sustainable
financing, and maintaining a customer focus.192
On the other hand, Ghana took a more bottom-up
approach, responding to grid extensions based
on demand from local communities.193 A hybrid
model adopted by Ethiopia and Zambia allows for
a combination of centralized and off-grid and minigrid initiatives to connect remote communities. For
digital technologies, Kenya has focused on creating
an enabling environment for the private sector
to thrive, while Ghana’s interventions focused on
ensuring gender inclusivity, and Rwanda has invested
in the creation of ICT centers to provide farmers
with relevant information. While Mali and Kenya
have focused on developing large-scale irrigation
schemes, Niger and Ethiopia have prioritized smalland medium-scale systems; Morocco is noted for
promoting efficiency in water use.
5.2.5 Shared infrastructure for regional integration
Productive infrastructure can also contribute
toward greater regional integration. For instance,
irrigation from transboundary watersheds such as
the Zambezi, benefits from collaborative governance
and joint infrastructure development, thereby
bolstering regional co-operation.194 This approach
can be applied to other large watersheds too, for
example the Congo and Niger, which are shared
by 11 countries each, and the Nile, which is shared
by 10 countries. Similarly, regional power pools
— aggregated markets for energy generation and
distribution — enable sharing of power across national
boundaries. Power pools foster a diversification of
energy sources, collaborative innovation, and greater
efficiency and stability, making systems more robust
overall. They also allow governments to achieve
economies of scale in meeting domestic energy
needs. Studies have found that by increasing regional
energy integration in SSA, countries could reduce
capital spending by more than US$40 billion and
save nearly US$10 billion in costs for consumers per
year by 2040.195 Several power pools have already
been established on the continent, including the East
Africa Power Pool, Southern Africa Power Pool, Central
Africa Power Pool, and Electricity Committee of the
Maghreb (COMELEC) and the West Africa Power
Pool (WAPP). Yet none is actively trading significant
amounts of energy: even within the most active
power pool, the South African Power Pool, only 7.5
percent of power crosses borders, while the Central
and East African Power Pools trade less than 1 percent
each.196 Finally, ensuring digital safety has driven the
development of regional regulations for data privacy
and use, including the Southern African Development
Community (SADC) Model Law on Data Protection;
Supplementary Act A/SA.1/01/10 on Personal Data
Protection Within ECOWAS; and the East African
Community’s Framework for Cyberlaws.197
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With appropriate national and shared regional
infrastructure in place, trade within Africa’s RECs
can be further strengthened by upgrading and
streamlining systems, processes and policies.

•

5.3 Trade logistics and facilitation
To maximize the benefits accrued from investments
in hard infrastructure, it is critical that the supporting
logistics systems be efficient and effective. This in turn
expedites the movement of goods across and within
borders and ensures that food is delivered on time and
in a cost-effective manner. The combination of a sound
infrastructure network and better trade facilitation
can contribute to food security through a reductionin
transaction costs, lower relative prices of imported
foods, the availability of consistent, efficient, and
timely food supplies and, for exporters from African
countries, higher income and profits. Furthermore,
improved trade logistics can also increase the diversity
of food products available in markets.
However, the use of nontariff barriers (NTBs) continues
to constrain the smooth flow of goods and services.
Fundamentally, NTBs reflect legal, regulatory, and
institutional frameworks governing trade in each
country. NTBs manifest in various forms, including
cumbersome customs procedures, roadblocks,
import quotas, subsidies, customs delays, and
technical barriers such as sanitary and phytosanitary
(SPS) rules. Studies have shown that SPS measures
raise the price of African foodstuffs by 14 percent.
Rice and other cereals, poultry meat, and edible
oils are particularly vulnerable to high ad valorem
charges. When disaggregated, SPS measures have
been shown to raise the cost of living by 9 percent for
poor households in Kenya.198
Thus, NTBs add both a financial and a time cost to
trade and welfare:
•

Moving an export container to the closest
port takes an average of 116 days from
Bangui, 75 days from Chad, and 71 days
from Ouagadougou, compared with 16 days
from Port Louis, Mauritius. Each 10 percent
increase in export time reduces exports of
time-sensitive agricultural products by about
3.5 percent.199,200

•

•

At the border between Kenya and
Uganda, roadblocks and other unforeseen
circumstances can add over 20 hours to
transit times. In addition, a lack of capacity
and procedural clarity at weighbridges (truck
scales) increases the overall transit time
between Mombasa and Kampala by just over
7 hours — adding approximately 0.16 to 0.86
percent to the price of the product. Bribes
can cost a further US$35 per trip.201
In East Africa, NTBs added US$0.09–0.15 per
ton-km to the cost of maize and US$0.17–
0.31 per ton-km to the cost of beef in Kenya,
Uganda and Tanzania, largely as a result
of the time and financial costs incurred at
roadblocks.202
In West Africa, it is reported that there were
50 checkpoints along the 1,000-km trade
corridor between Ouagadougou and Accra
in 2015, with average illegal payments at
these checkpoints amounting to around
US$141 per every 100 kilometers in Burkina
Faso and US$30 in Ghana.203 For the livestock
being transported on these routes, these
delays and costs not only make them more
expensive for the end consumer, they also
cause stress and mortality, thus reducing the
overall quality of the meat.

While processed food and other bulk products are
less time sensitive, fresh fruits and vegetables as
well as cut flowers require prompt transit as they
are subject to rapid deterioration. This problem is
further intensified where products are a part of large,
specialized global value chains.204 At the Kazungula
border between Zambia and Botswana, refrigerated
trucks ferrying frozen fish, poultry and other food
products to the DRC were often delayed for up to five
days, forcing them to re-route via Namibia, adding
to the overall cost of transit, and losing potential
income for Botswana.205 Hence, NTBs prevent costeffective and timely delivery of diverse and nutritious
food items from both regional and global markets.
On the other hand, for every day inland travel time is
reduced, exports grow by 7 percent.206

Studies have shown that for each extra day that an import consignment is delayed due to
NTBs, there is a corresponding increase in the population facing undernourishment of 0.013
percent, the food deficit gap widens by 0.014 percent, and dietary energy supply adequacy
declines by 0.003 percent.
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Box 6: ePhyto
Sanitary and phytosanitary (SPS) measures are essential to safeguard human, animal, and plant
health and biodiversity by certifying that food products travelling across borders are free of pests
and diseases and safe to import.207 SPS measures can be imposed in a variety of formats, such
as traceability, compliance and alignment with regulations in the importing country, registration,
and labelling. For example, Botswana’s beef industry has invested heavily in tracking technology,
infrastructure, and institutions to meet the disease prevention and detection standards required
by its most valuable trading partner, Europe. While SPS measures cannot be used to overtly block
trade, countries are allowed to adopt regulations provided there is a scientific justification. This
loophole is persistently exploited, unjustly impacting smallholder producers, causing food waste, and
creating significant costs for African countries in compliance systems.208 To reduce these costs, systematic
inspections can be replaced with risk profiling, bureaucracy can be simplified and consolidated, and licensed
private sector labs can be deployed when testing is unavoidable.209 In July 2019, the International Plant
Protection Convention introduced a digital solution known as ePhyto to streamline the storage and exchange
of phytosanitary certificates. The ePhyto system creates uniform certificates that can be stored centrally
and transmitted quickly, accurately and among multiple countries, eliminating the use of nonstandardized
paper certificates. This solution prevents fraud, increases transparency, and improves border processes as
certificates can be shared well in advance of a commodity’s arrival at the post. It also eliminates the need for
bilateral agreements for countries to trade their products.210 In March 2020, Morocco became the first African
country to utilize the ePhyto system in an exchange between its Office National de Sécurité Sanitaire des
Produits Alimentaires (ONSSA) and the United States’ Department of Agriculture. To support this, ONSSA has
developed a new online portal through which companies can apply for phytosanitary certificates, making the
process faster and simpler.211
Not only do NTBs affect trade, they also impact
production, welfare — including nutrition and health
— and GDP. In Tanzania, a single unit increase in
transaction costs associated with NTBs such as
roadblocks, weighbridges, police checkpoints,
custom procedures and council permits reduced the
production of maize by 16 percent. These impacts
are more acute in surplus regions such as Songwe,
where NTBs caused smallholder farmers to incur
losses in taking their produce to market. Moreover,
these additional costs lead to a reduction in income
and profitability for farmers and depress further
investments in the crop.212 Further downstream,
Tanzania’s rice exporters can lose up to 20 percent
of gross profit due to NTBs, while those selling within
Tanzania lose up to 5 percent of gross profit.213
Studies have shown that for each extra day that
an import consignment is delayed due to NTBs,
there is a corresponding increase in the population
facing undernourishment of 0.013 percent, the food

deficit gap widens by 0.014 percent, and dietary
energy supply adequacy declines by 0.003 percent.
Consequently, poor trade facilitation can significantly
exacerbate food insecurity in Africa, whereby a 1
percent increase in the trade “disfacilitation” index
can cause a 1.6 percent increase in the prevalence
of undernourishment, a 0.36 percent decline in the
adequacy of dietary energy supply, and a 1.8 percent
increase in the food deficit.214
On the other hand, appropriate use of SPS and
other quality standards can unlock access to new
markets, upgrade production processes, and
create jobs. According to the World Bank (2003),
“by participating in international standards, and
implementing acceptable international rules, it is
estimated that Africa could gain up to US$1 billion
a year from higher exports of nuts, dried fruits and
other agricultural commodities.”215

Box 7: Unlocking trucking services
Reliable and affordable trucking services are essential for the agriculture sector to maximize the
benefits from well-developed road infrastructure. However, Africa’s trucking sector is riddled with
regulatory and operational complexities that can limit its competitiveness or diversity. While
regulations are necessary to reduce pollution and traffic congestion and to increase safety,
measures such as excessive licensing and limits on the number of trucks per company can unduly
restrict competition, degrade the quality of service provided, and increase costs. Yet, competition is
a critical precondition for the development of transport services and accessibility for the poorest.216
Smart regulations balance licensing and safety requirements with quality and cost to ensure that the
transport of agricultural products can be optimized and completed in a time- and cost-friendly manner.
Importantly, ensuring that regulations across borders are aligned is essential to support seamless regional
trade.217 In East Africa, the cost of trucking on the Mombasa–Kampala route dropped by 30 to 40 percent
between 2013 and 2017, due to increased competition in the sector combined with a fall in oil prices.218
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In sum, the intranational transfer of goods and
resources within many African countries incurs
exceptionally high trade costs due to the prevalence
of extensive NTBs. Hence, reducing the burden of
NTBs on production and trade would require broader
reforms of these tools. In addition, as the World Bank
(2012) outlines, short-term measures would include,
“simplifying and harmonizing laws and regulations,
rationalizing clearance and inspection regimes
through the adoption of risk-based approaches,
reducing administrative barriers, making broader
use of information and communication technology
to support transparency and fewer human
interactions.”219, 220
In 2015, the East African Community adopted the
EAC Elimination of NTBs Act to facilitate and enhance
the trade of goods within the region. It is estimated
that transport-related NTBs reduce the region’s trade

potential and cost the EAC economies between 1.7
percent (Rwanda) and 2.8 percent (Kenya) of GDP.
The Act aimed to support removal of the conditions
and restrictions that complicate or limit trade and the
creation of an enabling environment to support the
movement of goods. Since implementation of the
Actin 2017 in tandem with the Customs Union and
Common Market regulations, the region has made
progress in eradicating obstacles along key trade
corridors. For example, Burundi abolished the entry
fee for vehicles from partner states; the ports of
Mombasa and Dar es Salaam implemented national
single window systems; and a mutual recognition of
quality marks by partner states were all implemented
through the EAC systems. There has also been a
reduction in the number of weighbridges in Kenya,
Uganda and Tanzania, although problems with
calibration persist.221

Box 8: One stop border posts
The success of cross-border trade depends on efficient logistical systems as well as competent
customs and other border agencies. In Africa, administrative failures and ensuing corruption pose
major obstacles across all modes of transport.222 To overcome the challenges presented by
inefficient systems at borders, several countries are fast-tracking the creation of one stop border
posts (OSBPs). OSBPs streamline the legal and institutional framework, facilities, and associated
administrative procedures to ease the crossing of goods, people and vehicles from one country to its
neighbor. Rather than enforcing checks and bureaucracy on both sides of a border, an OSBP offers a
single facility — usually at the point of entry — where goods undergo necessary controls. Africa’s first OSBP,
the Chirundu Border Post, was created at the Zambia–Zimbabwe border in 2009. Since its establishment,
crossing time has fallen from 4–5 days to as little as a few hours up to 3 days.223 In addition, the number
of trucks crossing increased from 260 per day in 2010 to 470 in 2011. Faster processing has also resulted
in a reduction of administration costs and in the potential for illicit activities while transport operators wait
to complete the procedures.224 More OSBPs have since been created across East and West Africa, connecting
Kenya and Tanzania (Namanga), Benin and Niger (Malanville), Rwanda and Tanzania (Rusumo), and Togo and
Burkina Faso (Cinkansé). Furthermore, the EAC adopted an OSBP Bill in May 2010, setting the legal framework
to establish 15 OSBPs within its (five) member states. It is estimated that by 2014/15, trucks plying the Mombasa–
Kampala route were able to complete a return journey in 4 days down from 18 days previously, while the time
taken for commodities to clear customs fell from 3 days to 12 hours.225 Although OSBPs have eased trade across
several borders in Africa, their design and operationalization require infrastructural, institutional, administrative
and political changes between the two neighboring countries and among the staff, communities, and users. As a
result, their implementation and impact has been inconsistent.226

5.4 Human capital: technical, business
management and enterprise skills development
Every year, between 10 to 12 million young Africans
enter the job market, vying for one of only about
3.1 million jobs created.227 Although agriculture and
informal sectors are already the largest employers on
the continent, employment creation in these sectors
is likely to accelerate as demand for food across the
continent rises.228 In addition, as mechanization and
digitalization expand across food systems, there are
new opportunities for agriculture-related job creation
beyond the farm. At the same time, increased trade
intensifies agriculture value chains and stakeholders
maximize returns as actors move along the segments
of value chains.229

The future of food systems will almost certainly be
knowledge and technology intensive and will require
a wider range of professional, technical and artisanal
skills. For example, both crop and livestock sectors will
necessitate more agribusiness and farm management
skills, as well as financial literacy. In addition, as
processes are increasingly mechanized, engineers,
electricians, plumbers, operators and technicians will
also see greater demand. For food transformation,
food technology, quality management, and greater
attention to nourishment will be combined with
greater innovation and R&D skills and knowledge
to meet the demand from growing urban middle
classes for more nutritious and varied food. Finally,
harnessing the potential of greater regional and
international trade opportunities will require
professionals trained in marketing strategies,
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including packaging, labelling, communications, and
compliance.230 Importantly, policymakers and senior
trade specialists will require advanced negotiation
and legal skills to ensure effective participation in
international fora and agreements.
African governments will therefore need to invest
in education and skills development in order to
build a workforce that can successfully enter the
labor market, innovate, enhance productivity and
seize trade opportunities in more sophisticated
products and markets. As digital technologies and
data applications proliferate across the food system,
accelerated in part by the COVID-19 crisis, digital
skills and data analytics will form the core of future
employment in Africa’s agriculture sector. There is an
urgent need to equip people with the skills necessary
to gain meaningful employment in the short term,
as well as empower them to develop the skills and
competencies that are essential for jobs in the
medium and longer term.
Figure 5 Agribusiness training requirements at different
levels

Many levels
Academic Institutions
(BSc, MSc, PhD)

Students
Agribusiness
Executives
SMEs/
Entrepreneurs
Farmers

University distance
education programs
NGOs offering business
development services
Government SME
development programs
Agricultural extension
services
Practical
Training

Academic
Education

Source: Adapted from Mabaya, Christy and Bandama,
2010. Mabaya, E.T., Christy, R.D., Bandama, M., 2010. The
Current State of Agribusiness Education and Training in
Africa. Presented at the Joint 3rd African Association of
Agricultural Economists (AAAE) and 48th Agricultural
Economists Association of South Africa (AEASA)
Conference, AgEcon Search, Cape Town, pp. 1–21.
https://doi.org/10.22004/ag.econ.96433

Addressing the skills gap must be a priority across
government policy, with close collaboration and
input from business and educational institutions.
Continued investment in quality rural education will
ensure that the future farm workforce is prepared
for changing approaches. Agricultural extension
programs (in person and digital) are essential to build
capacity where traditional education systems have
been less successful. In addition, carefully designed
and well-compensated farmer-to-farmer programs

can also expand the reach of traditional public-sector
extension approaches.231
While tailor-made “up-skilling” programs, enterprisebased training, and apprenticeships will address
short-term gaps, earnest efforts will be required to
update and upgrade higher learning programs and
institutions.232 In an effort to facilitate employment
for young Africans in agriculture and agribusinesses,
several governments and development partners
have introduced innovative training programs on the
continent. These programs often combine capacity
enhancement with financial support for startups and
mentorship to steer successful youth-run agribusiness
projects.233
For example, in Morocco, strengthening technical
education and vocational training in agriculture is a
key element of the Plan Maroc Vert (PMV). A network
of 52 institutions with 24 different curricula has been
set up across the country to improve the uptake and
efficiency of agribusinesses. Eight secondary schools
prepare young people for the baccalaureate degree
in agricultural sciences, and 30 middle schools in
rural areas are dedicated to training young people
in agricultural technology. The trainings seek to
improve the overall understanding of the various
employment and business opportunities within the
agriculture sector in Morocco and to encourage
young people to pursue studies or training in this
area. All agricultural vocational training institutions
provide apprenticeships to improve the employability
of rural youth who are not in school but have basic
literacy skills. Each year, 10,000 young people receive
training in 20 professions.234
In Ethiopia and Uganda, Danish experts partnered
with African academic institutions to provide shortterm training on greenhouse management, fertigation
(fertilization and irrigation), postharvest handling, and
pest control for employees in floriculture industries.
During this process, obsolete curricula had to be
replaced by new processes and problem-solving
approaches, especially using digital technologies.235

African governments will therefore need to invest in
education and skills development in order to build a
workforce that can successfully enter the labor market,
innovate, enhance productivity and seize trade opportunities
in more sophisticated products and markets.
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The Universities, Research and Business in
Agricultural Innovation (UniBRAIN) initiative links
universities, research institutions, the private sector,
farmer organizations, and agricultural extension
services to conceive and scale-up innovations in
sustainable agriculture. UniBRAIN is a pan-African
initiative developed by the Forum for Agricultural
Research in Africa (FARA) in partnership with the
African Technology Policy Studies Network (ATPS),
African Network for Agriculture, Agroforestry
and Natural Resources Education (ANAFE), and
the Pan African Agribusiness and Agro Industry
Consortium (PanAAC). Among other activities, the
initiative works to improve tertiary education and
graduate training in entrepreneurial and business
skills in five African countries (Ghana, Kenya, Mali,
Uganda and Zambia) to produce solutions-oriented
graduates, strong decision-makers and successful
entrepreneurs. In Zambia, the initiative has matched
jobs with the required skills, established strong
partnerships among universities and private sector
actors, championed business startups, and scaled up
agribusiness activities in Zambia.236
At the Songhai Centers in West Africa, farmers,
young people and women receive training on crop
production, animal husbandry, food processing,
machinery design, or renewable energy production
to facilitate their participation in sustainable
agribusinesses. In addition, they are also trained
in managerial and organizational skills, innovation,
and financial management to become self-reliant
entrepreneurs engaged in meaningful careers.
First established in 1985, there are now 6 Songhai
centers in Benin, 11 in Nigeria, and one each in the
Republic of Congo, Liberia, and Sierra Leone. The
Centers are themselves productive enterprises,
growing and transforming their own food (crops
and animal-sourced foods), generating their own
fertilizers and energy, and recycling water where
possible. Therefore, they provide practical, hands-on
training in establishing sustainable agribusinesses. In
Benin alone, the Centers employ over 1,500 people
and train 500 individuals every year.237 Out of 300
graduates annually, 70 percent had succeeded in
engaging in agribusiness activities when assessed
after five years.238

5.5 Exploiting the untapped potential of informal
trade
In Africa’s cities, informal food trade offers a vital
lifeline to maintain food security, especially for the
urban poor. Not only does informal trade offer
employment and income opportunities, it is also a
key avenue to provide access to relatively cheap food.
Despite supermarket expansion and the preference
for imported and processed foods among the
growing urban middle class, the urban poor continue
to depend very heavily on informal markets and street
vendors for their daily food.

5.5.1 The significance of informal agricultural trade
Most of the dairy products, fish and meat bought by
the urban poor are from informal markets. In Kenya,
Mali and Uganda, for example, 80 to 90 percent of
raw milk is purchased from vendors or small-scale
retailers, and a recent study has shown that 70
percent of urban households regularly buy their food
from street vendors.239 Informal food traders are more
directly connected to local farmers, bars and shops,
and hence contribute to the growth of the local
communities.240 The informal market is also one of
the biggest employers, accounting for 72 percent of
non-agricultural employment in Africa. It is therefore
an important source of income for many and enables
financial independence, especially for women.241 In
South Africa alone, the informal food sector is worth
approximately R 360 billion (US$20 billion) a year.242
Despite the importance of informal markets, many
African governments have had a difficult relationship
with the sector. Many vendors and marketers operate
in settings without access to electricity, clean water,
or appropriate sanitation practices. This increases the
risk of foodborne diseases and in turn contributes
to micronutrient deficiencies. However, crackdowns
and harassment of street vendors, as seen in some
countries, do not necessarily improve or change
those conditions.243 As the COVID-19 pandemic has
unfolded, informal food trade has been a salvation
for those who have lost their sources of income
elsewhere. But informal market vendors and traders
have also borne the brunt of lockdowns instituted as
a response to COVID-19, raising the risk of growing
malnutrition as cities and countries emerge from the
pandemic.244
Not all informal trade is illegal, however. It is simply
trade that takes place without a formal record in official
trade statistics or procedures. Indeed, it can be argued
that its pervasiveness is justified by the persistence
of punitive tax rates inefficient tax administration,
and complicated business registration, licensing and
inspection requirements. Furthermore, limited access
to finance and technology combined with low skill and
education levels as well as inadequate infrastructure
all contribute to the continued prevalence of informal
trade in Africa.245
With appropriate support systems, including
institutions, planning and infrastructure, informal food
traders can thrive and transition into formality over
the long term. In addition, simplifying regulations,
providing training on food hygiene, enhancing access
to finance, and addressing entrepreneurship skills
can enable a more beneficial integration of informal
food traders into value chains.246 For example,
in Durban, South Africa, a central transport hub,
Warwick Junction, was renovated and transformed
by the local municipality in close consultation with
local informal and street traders. The resulting
market space is carefully designed to create a safe,
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less congested, and healthy environment for the
traders, about 60 percent of whom are women.
Providing sheltered spaces reduces spoilage for
fruit and vegetable sellers, while well-designed
cooking spaces alongside a food court ensure that
meat products can be consumed fast and safely.247 In
Kenya, informal traders received training on the basics
of milk hygiene and simple quality tests, thereby
qualifying them for milk vending licenses.248 Similarly,
in Nigeria, butchers associations received training
from the International Livestock Research Institute
to improve hygiene, earning them a certificate for
public display.249 Moreover, the role of engaging
local governments and authorities in overseeing the
sector is central to market siting, building trust and
transparency among vendors and the regulatory
system, collecting revenue, and providing the
necessary frameworks for ensuring that the informal
food trade system is inclusive and profitable.250,251,252
For example, in Zambia, the 2007 Markets and Bus
Station Act forms the basis for representatives of
local authorities, vendors, and consumers to jointly
manage the operations at markets and bus stations.
The resulting improvement in transparency and
accountability can lead to greater earnings from stall
fees and other taxes, which can be directed toward
the improvement of infrastructure in those spaces.253
5.5.2 Informal cross-border trade
Informal cross-border trade (ICBT) is trade that takes
place at border posts or markets close to the border
but does not go through formal processes such
as customs. ICBT is a key avenue for imports and
exports, particularly in staples such as beans, rice and
maize, as well as livestock. If properly harnessed, ICBT
can contribute to economic growth, job creation,
and poverty alleviation across SSA. ICBT is also a
concrete step toward integration of economies, even
if considered “invisible.”

For traders at border posts, processing and clearance
fees pose as an expensive barrier, affecting small
traders most intensely. The World Bank estimates that
small informal traders pay around 62 percent more
per ton to transfer goods across borders than large
traders. However, if they switched to small formal
trading, they would pay double the current informal
rate.254 Several countries are working toward the
elimination of discriminatory practices that affect
informal cross-border traders.
Simplified trade regimes (STR) established in
the ECOWAS region have streamlined the rules
and procedures for small traders and provide tax
incentives for trading within the formal sector. For
example, STRs allow vehicles to move freely between
countries by mutually recognizing insurance across
the region. Other countries like Ghana, Liberia,
Rwanda, and Uganda are more progressive: they
provide small traders with market information,
promote direct engagement with informal crossborder trader representatives, link traders directly
with international markets, and include their needs in
policy and legislative design.255
In 2014, the governments of Malawi and Zambia
along with the World Bank, borders agencies, trader
associations and civil society organizations piloted
the Charter for Cross-Border Traders to address
the challenges of ICBT, including high duties,
burdensome bureaucracy, corruption, harassment
and discrimination. The Charter outlines a basic set of
rights and obligations for traders and border officials
to improve the treatment of traders at the borders
and introduce mechanisms for reporting abuses, all
toward gradual formalization of this trade. In addition
to intense training and awareness raising, the Charter
promotes the use of modern technology, including a
mobile-based SMS mechanism to report abuses and
enhance transparency.256,257
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Box 9: Informal cross-border trade, nontariff barriers, and women
ICBT offers a vital source of employment and livelihoods for the poor, especially for low-income and
low-skilled women, and plays an important role in women’s empowerment. Women account for
about 60 percent of informal traders at border checkpoints in West and Central Africa, and 70
percent in SADC.258 Between Malawi and Zambia, three in four informal cross-border traders are
women, while in the Great Lakes region, women can account for 80 percent of traders.259, 260
The prevalence of NTBs at border posts therefore puts a heavier burden on women than men. In
addition, women experience NTBs differently than men. Women face discrimination, harassment and
extortion in order to continue trading across border posts. Lengthy and complicated procedures and
documentation (in foreign languages) provide easy avenues for unfair and illegal practices to persist,
including sexual harassment, violence, imprisonment, and confiscation of goods. This often affects illiterate
women more intensely. With a gender-based specialization in the goods that women trade in, such as rice,
wheat flour and beverages, they are often faced with higher taxes, unclear rules of origin or misinterpretation
of rules of origin, and non-uniform SPS standards.261
The elimination of NTBs is therefore likely to generate several benefits for female informal cross-border traders
as it would minimize the conditions that can be manipulated against women. For instance, the provision of
ID cards can improve both safety and access to markets and services, as has been done for 8,000 women in
EAC.262 In COMESA and EAC, product lists are displayed at border posts and available at the offices of the crossborder traders’ associations and customs both at the border and in the main towns nearby.263 In Zimbabwe,
associations were established to increase 960 women traders’ knowledge on safe border crossing, strengthen
their financial capacity and economic security, and provide health services related to reproductive health
and HIV/AIDS.264 In Rwanda, border management and the design and maintenance of border infrastructure
were improved and customs officials were provided with gender-sensitivity training to address discrimination
against women. Several other interventions have been trialled, including awareness-raising and information
sharing with women cross-border traders as well as building the capacity of these traders and supporting their
collective voice.265
For African countries, agriculture continues to play a
central role in employment and income generation,
as well as achieving food security and nutrition
goals. Agricultural trade is a key element to ensure
that the sector is profitable and delivers widespread
socioeconomic benefits for African economies. There
are several opportunities for countries to facilitate
trade across borders in Africa, thereby contributing
toward greater regional integration. Three key
pillars form the foundation upon which trade on
the African continent can flourish: physical (”hard”)
infrastructure, “‘soft infrastructure” such as robust
systems, institutions and policies, and human capital
to harness the opportunities. While investments in all
three pillars are critical, in a post-COVID-19 regime,
more effort will be required to leverage new sources
of funding — whether (patient) private capital, pension
funds, or sovereign wealth funds — and in developing
innovative instruments to do so. Projects will have
to be scaled up, bundled, and simultaneously
disaggregated where possible to ensure that multiple
benefits can be accrued concurrently and to involve a
diverse range of stakeholders. This in turn will require
appropriate technical capacity to design and deliver
“investible” projects.

However, the potential role of the private sector in
growing regional trade is not limited to providing
financial resources. Creative approaches would also
engage the private sector in workforce training and
education, promoting higher product standards,
and leveraging its regional distribution networks to
advance regional integration programs. Moreover,
harnessing the skills of the entrepreneurial digital
technology sector — most of which is in the private
sector — could fast-track the development of solutions
in trade logistics and facilitation. Hence, it is essential
that the private sector be comprehensively and
credibly engaged throughout the processes of trade
facilitation and regional integration, and that a safe
and supportive environment allow the sector to reach
its potential.266
Fundamentally, however, the overarching framework
for investments in infrastructure and human capital
requires a clear vision, sustained by strong political
will and translated through strong policy signals, and
an appropriate enabling environment. Regulatory
oversight is also key to ensuring that those on the
margins of agricultural trade ecosystems, such as
women, informal workers and informal cross-border
traders, are protected and receive the services they
require to continue trading.
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6. Continental and global policy frameworks
There are a variety of policy frameworks in place
at both continental and global levels that govern
trade agreements and relationships in order to
facilitate intraregional, intra-African, and international
agricultural trade. The importance of trade in meeting
countries’ growth and development targets is
anchored within the Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs) and, crucially, the agreement establishing the
AfCFTA.

6.1 The African Continental Free Trade Area
The most significant development in continental
frameworks for trade in Africa has the been the
establishment of the AfCFTA in 2019. The AfCFTA is a
flagship program of the First Ten Year Implementation
Plan of the African Union Agenda 2063 to bolster
regional and continental economic integration
and accelerate Africa’s economic growth and
development. The AfCFTA envisages a 52 percent
boost in intra-African trade simply by eliminating
import duties. Moreover, if NTBs are eliminated too,
this trade could be doubled.267 Most importantly, the
AfCFTA will strengthen Africa’s common voice and
claim to policy space in global trade negotiations.

The idea of the AfCFTA was first conceived in 2012
to achieve Aspiration 2 of the African Union Agenda
2063: An integrated continent, politically united and
based on the ideals of Pan-Africanism and the vision
of Africa’s Renaissance, which aims to achieve a
threefold increase of intra-African trade, especially in
agricultural value-added products, by 2023. Phase 1
of negotiations began in 2015 and culminated with
the presentation of the Agreement Establishing the
African Continental Free Trade Area in 2018 in Kigali.
The Agreement was signed by 44 of 55 Member
States,268 with a further 10 Member States signing it
in the following 24 months. The Agreement entered
into force on May 30, 2019. As of December 2020,
Eritrea is the only Member State that has not signed
the Agreement. Phase 2 of the negotiations, expected
to be completed by January 2021, cover investment,
competition policy, and intellectual property rights.
Trading under the AfCFTA Agreement was due to
commence on July 1, 2020, but this was postponed
to January 1, 2021, due to the COVID-19 pandemic.
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Box 10: Action Plan for Boosting Intra-African Trade
The Action Plan for Boosting Intra-African Trade (BIAT) is a sister initiative to the AfCFTA, and a precursor
to the creation of a pan-African free trade area. Endorsed in 2012, BIAT is a continental framework
formulated to address the development of key sectors such as agriculture, trade, transport, energy
and mining. The BIAT Action Plan aims to deepen Africa’s market integration and significantly
increase the volume of trade among African countries, “from the current levels of about 10–13%
to 25% or more”269 by 2022. It addresses seven priority areas (both supply-side and demandside), also known as clusters, to kick-start intra-African trade to drive regional integration, structural
transformation, and economic development. These are: trade policy, trade facilitation, productive
capacity, trade-related infrastructure, trade finance, trade information, and factor market integration.270
Each cluster details an indicative list of programs and activities that need to be implemented in the short
to long term at the national, regional and continental levels.271 BIAT was reaffirmed within the Malabo
Declaration in June 2014: Heads of State and Government of the AU committed to tripling intra-African trade
in agricultural commodities and services by 2025 by fast-tracking the establishment of a Continental Free
Trade Area; facilitating greater investments in markets and trade infrastructure; and strengthening platforms
for multi-actor interactions.272
The AfCFTA goes beyond the remit of conventional
free trade agreements. The main objectives of the
AfCFTA are to create a single continental market for
goods and services, with free movement of people
and investments. The Agreement is thus more
akin to a comprehensive partnership agreement
and provides a prelude to the establishment of a
continental customs union. When fully implemented,
the AfCFTA will unite 1.3 billion people and have
an estimated combined GDP of US$2.5 trillion. The
54-country trading forms one of the largest free trade
areas established since the WTO.273
An autonomous secretariat — funded by the African
Union (AU) and based in Ghana — is responsible
for the administration and coordination of the
Agreement’s implementation. The Secretariat is
selected by the Assembly, which is the highest
decision-making authority in the AU. The Assembly
will also provide strategic guidance to the AfCFTA.
A Council of Ministers, comprised of ministerial-level
representation nominated by Member States, will
ensure effective implementation and enforcement
of the Agreement, and make recommendations
to the Assembly for authoritative adoption of the
Agreement. It reports to the Assembly through the
Executive Council of the AU. A Committee of Senior
Trade Officials will implement the decisions of the
Council of Ministers, with technical support from
relevant committees.274
The success of the AfCFTA will be founded on
overcoming the challenges to improving Africa’s trade
and investment environment, including removal of
nontariff barriers, standards harmonization, customs
co-operation, and trade facilitation.275 Specifically,
the Agreement outlines a pathway to progressively
eliminate tariffs on 90 percent of tariff lines within
five years. Tariffs on 7 percent of the remaining lines
can be removed over the long term (up to 10 years),
while the remaining 3 percent of tariff lines can be
maintained, provided that the value of trade under
these does not exceed 10 percent of a country’s total
trade with Africa.276

Implementation of the AfCFTA is expected to result
in several positive outcomes. Over the long run, GDP
is expected to grow by 0.66 to 0.97 percent and
employment by 0.82 to 1.17 percent. Real wages are
also projected to increase by 0.54 to 0.8 percent.277
Simply removing tariffs on goods is expected to
increase the value of intra-African trade in 2040 by 15
to 20 percent, equivalent to US$50–70 billion.278 IntraAfrican trade in agricultural products, especially sugar,
vegetables, fruits, nuts, beverages and dairy products
is expected to benefit from improvements in customs
procedures and logistics, and projected to rise by 20
to 30 percent by 2040.279 Beyond agriculture, access
to a larger market will boost productivity and efficiency
gains, and create jobs for the continent’s youth. At
the same time, the AfCFTA will also promote more
sustainable and inclusive trade, as countries diversify
away from extractive commodities toward more
value-added products, which are less vulnerable to
external price fluctuations. Hence, the establishment
of the AfCFTA will help to meet the SDG targets by
2030 and consolidate progress toward the African
Union’s Agenda 2063.
To maximize the opportunities and mitigate the
potential challenges arising from the establishment of
the AfCFTA, Member States are advised to develop an
AfCFTA Strategy to complement their broader trade
policies. In turn, countries will also have to update
domestic policies to ensure that their citizens can
actively take advantage of the AfCFTA. For example,
citizens will require appropriate skills and capacity
building to engage in skill-intensive manufacturing
industries.280 In addition, participation in economic
diversification will be underpinned by innovation,
so policies to encourage and protect innovation
(intellectual property rights) will need to be updated
and implemented.281
Implementation of the AfCFTA will also be supported
by two complementary initiatives: the African Trade
Observatory (ATO) and an online mechanism for
reporting and monitoring, of elimination of nontrade

Malabo Montpellier Panel Trade Report 2020

32

barriers (NTBs). The ATO, launched in July 2019,
will provide up-to-date and reliable data and
information on trade and trade-related measures
to inform decision-making and to monitor the
impact of implementation of the AfCFTA.282 The
online mechanism (https://tradebarriers.africa/),
established in January 2019, allows traders and
businesses moving goods across the continent to
instantly report the challenges they encounter, such
as quotas, excessive import documents, or unjustified
packaging requirements.283

6.2 Sustainable Development Goals
The importance of trade in achieving the UN 2030
Development Agenda is evident in the widespread
application of trade-related targets in the SDGs;
trade-related indicators appear both as “outcome”
targets and as “means of implementation” targets,
which support the delivery of outcome targets. In the
context of agriculture, food security, and nutrition,
trade is at the heart of SDG 17 “Strengthen the
means of implementation and revitalize the global
partnership for sustainable development,” which
endorses an equitable and transparent multilateral

trading system and an increase in exports and calls
for greater access to markets for all least-developed
countries. Similarly, SDGs 2b and 2c also advocate for
reduced barriers and distortions in world agricultural
markets and call for interventions in food commodity
markets that would limit extreme food price volatility.
In addition, SDG 14 on Life Below Water denounces
the misuse of subsidies that lead to illegal, unreported
and unregulated fishing. Trade-related targets are
also included in SDG 3: Good Health and Wellbeing,
SDG 8: Decent Work and Economic Growth, SDG 10:
Reduced Inequalities, and SDG 15: Life on Land.
To achieve the ambitions and vision of the SDGs
and the AfCFTA, governments will have to craft
appropriate national-level interventions to facilitate
trade, for example by eliminating barriers and
investing (in partnership with the private sector)
in the necessary infrastructure — both “hard,” such
as transport, energy and telecommunications, and
“soft,” such as skills development and access to
finance.
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7. Findings from the REC-level analysis
As shown in the previous chapters, improving
intraregional agricultural trade is crucial for African
economic growth and development, and has been
recognized by the African Union (AU) through the
establishment of the African Continental Free Trade
Area (AfCFTA). RECs in particular play a decisive role
in driving Africa’s regional and continental integration
process forward by facilitating regional economic
integration among their member states. As such, RECs
are the pillars of a successful AfCFTA. By investing in
them and strengthening their performance, RECs
offer immense opportunities for African producers
and consumers beyond their own borders. Eight
RECs are officially recognized by the AU:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Arab Maghreb Union (UMA)
Common Market for Eastern and
Southern Africa (COMESA)
Community of Sahel–Saharan States
(CEN–SAD)
East African Community (EAC)
Economic Community of Central African
States (ECCAS)
Economic Community of West African
States (ECOWAS)
Intergovernmental Authority on
Development (IGAD)
Southern African Development
Community (SADC)

The largest share of agricultural trade across Africa
is channeled through the RECs. Several among them
have shown strong commitment to improving the
flow of agricultural trade within their regions. Their
experience in terms of regional policy and institutional
innovations and programmatic interventions provide
important lessons for other RECs, countries, and the
AfCFTA as they seek to increase agricultural trade
and progress toward continental and international
development goals. Three RECs were chosen for case
studies — SADC, ECOWAS and COMESA — based on
their high levels of intraregional agricultural exports
— at 84, 79 and 66 percent‡ respectively. These three
RECs also play an important coordinating role for
Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development
Programme (CAADP) implementation and NEPAD.
The RECs are the operational arms of the AU in
the regions, and within the CAADP framework are
mandated to facilitate the country and regional
processes at an early stage. Several RECs have
stood center stage in designing the CAADP country
roundtable processes and have been instrumental
in moving the CAADP agenda forward. The capacity
of the RECs for CAADP facilitation varies from
region to region. While some RECs have developed
specialized knowledge and are driving the CAADP

agenda, others have put less emphasis on CAADP.
Developing the capacity of the RECs to be effective
facilitators is an ongoing process.284

Box 11: The Tripartite Free Trade Area
(TFTA) Agreement
The Tripartite Free Trade Area (TFTA)
Agreement, which was signed in
Sharm El Sheikh, Egypt, in 2015 —
just five days before the African Union
launched negotiations for the AfCFTA —
has been regarded as a major milestone
in Africa’s efforts to overcome the
challenges of small and fragmented markets
and overlapping REC memberships. The
TFTA consolidates the markets of three RECs —
COMESA, EAC and SADC — into a free trade area.
At the time of writing, 22 countries have signed
the TFTA Agreement, while 8 have both signed and
ratified it. When fully implemented, it would create
Africa’s largest free trade area. In 2016, the TFTA
area had a total population of 683 million people
and a combined GDP of US$1.2 trillion (in 2015
US$). This represents more than half (54.3 percent)
of Africa’s total GDP, and 58 percent of Africa’s
population.285, 286 The TFTA thus constitutes a very
significant market and collectively places the bloc
as the 14th largest economy in the world. The TFTA
also aims to tackle nontariff barriers to trade and
foresees a diversification of agricultural production
as well as increased processing capacities among
member states. However, GDP within the bloc is
not evenly distributed — indeed, the two largest
economies (Egypt and South Africa) together
account for more than half of the TFTA’s total GDP.
The seven largest economies (South Africa, Egypt,
Angola, Sudan, Ethiopia, Kenya and Tanzania)
together account for more than 80 percent of the
GDP of the total area, the remaining 19 countries
accounting for just 20 percent.287
While some studies suggest that the TFTA will
play a catalyzing role in the implementation of the
AfCFTA, there have also been calls for a roadmap
for the phasing-out regional FTAs, such as the
TFTA, consolidation of the AfCFTA, and clarifying
the relationship between AfCFTA and customs
unions at the REC level as well as the pathway for
AfCFTA itself to evolve into a continental customs
union.288 However, it is yet to be seen how future
trade relationships, at both intraregional and intraAfrican levels, will be governed and regulated.

‡ The figures are from the 2020 Africa Agriculture Trade Monitor report, which considered a number of RECs for its analysis.
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The Common Market for Eastern and Southern
Africa (COMESA) is the largest regional economic
community (REC) in Africa by membership, land
area, and population. It encompasses 21 member
states,§ stretching the full length of the continent,
covering over 11.8 million km2, and including at
least 583 million people. It is the second largest
player in intracontinental agricultural trade, after the
Southern African Development Community (SADC),
contributing on average 34 percent of total intraAfrican agricultural exports by value in 2016–2018,
compared with SADC’s 45 percent. COMESA was
initially established as the Preferential Trade Area for
Eastern and Southern Africa (PTA) in 1981. Fourteen
of the 21 countries form a free trade area (since 2000),
working toward the elimination of tariffs and other
barriers to trade. This has led, in part, to an increase in
intra-COMESA trade, which rose from US$3.1 billion
in 2000 to US$19.3 billion by the end of 2015.289
Unlike SADC and ECOWAS, COMESA’s trade is
not dominated by a single anchor member state,
but rather two countries lead trade in COMESA,
presenting a more balanced relationship. Egypt and
Kenya are the primary regional agricultural exporters
and importers, together totaling 44 percent of
intraregional export supply and 37 percent of import
demand in 2016–2018. Uganda, Zambia and Ethiopia
follow closely behind as the next top exporters.
Table 3. Top 5 intra-COMESA exporters and importers of
agricultural products in 2016–2018

2018.290 The three largest items of agricultural trade
are black tea, sucrose and live animals — which
together account for over 20 percent of intraregional
trade.291 The predominance of intraregional trade
over extraregional trade reflects the relatively easy
access that agricultural exporters have to their
regional markets. This can be attributed to COMESA’s
achievements in setting up institutions and regional
integration arrangements for trade facilitation.

Institutional innovations
COMESA has developed a comprehensive,
intergovernmental institutional structure designed
to drive its integration agenda forward and
overcome specific challenges that face a region of
such diversity. The highest authority for decisionmaking is the Authority of the Heads of State and
Government (the Authority), whose decisions are by
consensus and binding. A Council of Ministers (the
Council) comprised of ministers assigned by the
member states reports directly to the Authority. The
Council is responsible for policymaking, monitoring
and reviewing the functioning of the REC. It has the
power to pass binding regulations, directives and
decisions, by consensus (or in some cases by twothirds majority). A Secretariat advances policy and
programmatic implementation with input from five
technical divisions: trade and customs, information
and networking, infrastructure and logistics,
agriculture and industry, and gender and social
affairs.

Exporters

Importers

Country

Contribution
(%)
Rank Country

Contribution
(%)
Rank

Egypt

23.5

1

Kenya

19.0
18.0

Kenya

21.0

2

Egypt

Uganda

18.7

3

DR Congo 9.5

Zambia

11.5

4

Sudan

Ethiopia 1.7
Total

76.4

5

7.0

Somalia

4.5

Total

58.0

Source: Authors’ calculations based on 2020 AATM
database.

Remarkably, intra-COMESA agricultural exports
almost tripled between 2003 and 2018, growing
at 7.3 percent per year on average, compared to
intra-African agricultural exports that grew at 5.8
percent per year. Intraregional exports account
for up to 66 percent of COMESA’s intracontinental
agricultural exports. Rising from US$1 billion in 2003,
intra-COMESA agricultural trade peaked at nearly
US$4.7 billion in 2013, falling to US$3.1 billion in

Agricultural trade addressed at crossinstitutional levels

Stimulating agricultural trade in COMESA
is a cross-institutional endeavor. While the
2
trade and customs division is responsible
for expediting economic integration by
3
reducing trade barriers, the infrastructure
4
and logistics division aims to expand physical
5
connectivity, reduce the cost of doing
business, and enhance competitiveness by
improving the quality of ICT, energy and transport
infrastructure across the region.
1

The agriculture and industry division within the
Secretariat focuses specifically on the productivity
and marketing of agricultural products in the
region to drive inclusive industrialization, private
sector development, and agricultural growth and
transformation. To boost trade, the division supports
harmonization and compliance with regional and
international quality standards, as well as the sanitary
and phytosanitary (SPS) requirements of trading
partners through training programs across public

§ Member states include Burundi, Comoros, Democratic Republic of Congo, Djibouti, Eswatini, Egypt, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Kenya, Libya,
Madagascar, Mauritius, Malawi, Rwanda, Sudan, Somalia, Seychelles, Tunisia, Uganda, Zambia, and Zimbabwe.
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and private sectors, resulting in a network of skilled
plant and animal health professionals. In addition,
the division seeks to address supply-side constraints
by attracting investments to raise productivity and
increase processing and value addition in both crop
and livestock value chains, as well as promoting
diversified industrial development.
Within the agriculture and industry division of the
Secretariat, the Alliance for Commodity Trade in
Eastern and Southern Africa (ACTESA) is a specialized
agency focused on increasing COMESA’s trade in
commodities. ACTESA leads COMESA’s efforts to
increase staple food production and marketing
by facilitating the availability of inputs, improving
marketing for outputs, and increasing access to
financial markets for smallholder farmers. In order to
integrate smallholder farmers into domestic, regional
and international markets, ACTESA advances
harmonization of standards for inputs such as seeds
and fertilizers, as well as quality outputs (primarily
maize, beans, cassava, rice and livestock products292).
ACTESA also expands market access for agricultural
products by strengthening market services and
facilities and stimulating private sector investments
in knowledge, technology and capacity transfers to
support farmers and suppliers. Finally, the Agency
channels policies between the public and private
sectors, acting as an information hub and facilitating
and coordinating activities by partners at the national
and regional levels, including mobilization of
resources for staple food development.

Unlocking access to finance
To support the integration program, COMESA has
established financial institutions to provide not just
much-needed credit (the Trade and Development
Bank), but also insurance for noncommercial risks
(the African Trade Insurance Agency), re-insurance,
to facilitate international payments (the Regional
Payment and Settlement System), and to underpin
competition in the region (the COMESA Competition
Commission) — all of which have received very positive
assessments from international ratings agencies.
The Eastern and Southern Africa Trade and
Development Bank
Established in 1985 as the PTA Bank, the Eastern and
Southern Africa Trade and Development Bank (TDB)
is a multilateral, treaty-based development finance
institution that aims to advance regional integration
and sustainable development by providing trade
finance and business advisory services, and investing
in infrastructure. Over the years, the number and
diversity of investors in the bank has grown, as has its
portfolio of projects. Sovereign members from within

the COMESA region, nonregional members including
the People’s Bank of China, and other institutional
members (such as the African Development Bank)
all contribute to the TDB and support the delivery
of its overall goals. In 2018, TDB held assets worth
over US$5.6 billion, and 25 percent of its loan
disbursements went to the agribusiness sector and
14 percent to infrastructure. The remaining priority
sectors include manufacturing and energy.293 Since
2008, TDB has extended nearly US$12 million to
the Tanganda Tea Company in Zimbabwe to finance
mechanization, upgrading and crop diversification. 294
In addition, Consolidated Farming — a sugar mill in
Zambia — has received over US$20 million since
2001, allowing for an expansion in production from
1,500 tons per day to 2,500 tons per day.295
African Trade Insurance Agency
Launched in 2001, the African Trade Insurance Agency
(ATI) provides risk insurance for investors specifically
to facilitate trade, investment, and other productive
activities in Africa. Within its first decade of operations,
ATI had supported over US$2.5 billion worth of trade
and investments across the continent and secured
an investment grade rating of “A” from Standard &
Poor’s. The comprehensive risk management tools
made available by ATI reduce the costs of borrowing
and boost investor confidence. Specifically, ATI offers
trade credit insurance to protect against payment
default risks, investment insurance to protect against
political risk including trade embargoes, and political
violence insurance to cover risks from conflict and
terrorism. Among its beneficiaries are smallholder
farmers seeking to export their produce,296 as well
as an international agribusiness that insured its rice
supply to Côte d’Ivoire for US$8 million.297 An MoU
between India’s Export Credit Guarantee Corporation
(ECGC) and ATI in 2013 has contributed to a better
enabling environment for Indian exports and
investments in Africa’s agriculture, agro-processing,
and other sectors.298
COMESA Clearing House and the Regional Payment
and Settlement System
The COMESA Clearing House (CCH) was established
in 1993 through the COMESA Treaty to facilitate the
settlement of trade and services payments using local
currencies among member states. It was subsequently
restructured to offer new services applicable to more
liberalized financial markets. One of these services
is the Regional Payment and Settlement System
(REPSS). REPSS is a unique and innovative approach
to expediting payments between regional members
securely and in a cost- and time-efficient manner.
Launched in 2009, the System directly links all the
participating central banks so that they can send or
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receive financial transactions on behalf of commercial
banks in their respective countries. This results in
greater competition among the banks, better financial
services, and lower costs — all of which contribute to
the expansion of trade among member countries. 299
Not only does REPSS facilitate the transfer and receipt
of funds among member states, it also provides
the same access for retail customers. For example,
for individual A to make a payment to individual
B in another COMESA member state, individual A
presents a request for the cross-border payment to
their local commercial bank. The local commercial
bank then submits the equivalent payment to the
country’s central bank which, with COMESA-REPSS
acting as a clearing house, processes and sends
the funds to individual B’s central bank. Individual B
receives the payment as soon it has been transferred
from the central bank to their commercial bank. In
some instances, this process can be completed in one
day.300 Over the five years ending in January 2020,
REPSS had recorded over US$138 million and nearly
EUR 1 million (US$902,000) in transactions through
the nine¶ participating central banks.301 Although this
is a fraction of the value of COMESA’s intraregional
trade, REPSS has the potential to play a vital role in
stimulating agricultural trade in COMESA. If overlaid
with digital and mobile-phone access, this tool can
connect producers and traders across the region.

Regulating trade and implementation
The COMESA Competition Commission (CCC) is the
first regional competition authority in Africa and the
second in the world, after the European Competition
Authority. Operationalized in 2013, the CCC is charged
with enforcement of the COMESA Competition
Regulations to ensure efficient operation of markets,
prevent restrictive business practices, and enhance
consumer welfare. For instance, in 2018, following a
listeria outbreak caused by processed meat imported
from South Africa, the CCC banned further imports
from the company involved until it had resolved its
quality and safety issues.302 To meet its objectives, the
CCC is established as an autonomous body with an
international legal personality. Through the COMESA
Treaty, the CCC has the legal capacity to operate
within the territory of each member state, although its
interventions are effectively restricted to cross-border
trade between member states. However, since 2013,
the competition regulations require that all crossborder transactions be notified to the Commission
for approval. Thirteen commissioners nominated by
member states report to the director of the CCC.
While this may appear to create an additional layer of
bureaucracy, the intended impact is rather to provide
a “one-stop shop” for cross-border transactions,

thereby easing the cost of doing business in REC. The
COMESA regime also provides the only and most
extensive network of national competition authorities
in Africa.303 Moreover, the Commission plays an
advocacy role in handling complaints relating to
anticompetitive business practices and other unfair
business practices; and it has established a “fast-track”
platform to deal with day-to-day complaints. Finally,
the CCC also oversees mergers and acquisitions
(M&A) within the region. Mergers represent one the
most favored methods for investing in Africa. Hence,
the rate of M&As taking place in all the COMESA
member states is an indication of the attractiveness
of investing in the Common Market. Over the period
2013–2019, over 20 agriculture sector M&As took
place in the region, in addition to over 15 in food and
beverages, and 5 in retail.304,305
Established in 1994, the COMESA Court of Justice
(CCJ) is in charge of enforcing compliance with
regional trade and economic commitments by the
member states. In the case of a dispute between
member states — for example, due to infringement
of a regional agreement or failure to implement
regional regulations — the matter is referred to the
Court, which may impose sanctions. As yet, the CCJ
has not ruled on any compliance or competitionrelated disputes or appeals, and infringements have
not been sanctioned.

Leather and Leather Products Institute
Livestock and livestock products are key contributors
to the economies of eastern and southern Africa.306
However, few countries have a sophisticated leather
industry, relying instead on exports of unprocessed
skins and hides. To advance the region’s leather value
chain and industry, COMESA formed a specialized
Leather and Leather Products Institute in 1990,
rebranded as the Africa Leather and Leather Products
Institute (ALLPI) in 2018. ALLPI’s mission is to enhance
the value addition, sustainability and competitiveness
of leather producers through knowledge-sharing and
innovation. In addition to offering training programs
and environmental, health and safety advice, ALLPI
also supports the development of clusters and service
centers to build a downstream market for finished
leather and stimulate intraregional trade. By 2015,
LLPI contributed toward greater intraregional trade
in leather products by supporting the formulation
of leather industry strategies in nine member states,
developing a curriculum for vocational training in
Burundi, Kenya and Sudan, conducting training
programs on leather footwear technology and
pattern-making for SMEs, and training over 150
artisanal producers.307 LLPI also partnered with the
International Trade Center and COMESA to pilot

¶ DRC, Egypt, Kenya, Malawi, Mauritius, Rwanda, Eswatini, Uganda and Zambia.
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a comprehensive reform of Zimbabwe’s leather
sector. A participatory multistakeholder process in
Zimbabwe led to the creation of a national sector
strategy, a public–private platform to define priorities
and identify potential challenges, and local SME
clusters through which more established value chain
actors could support SME growth. The success of this
approach is being scaled out and can be adapted for
other priority sectors that share a common interest
among member states (see policy innovations section
below).

Gender inclusivity
Women in business play an important role in
advancing the regional integration agenda in
COMESA. The Treaty recognizes women as key
players in agriculture, industry and trade. Gender
mainstreaming across COMESA’s member states
has therefore been commended, having set and
surpassed targets higher than those outlined in the
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs).308 Created
in 2009, the Gender and Social Affairs Division in
the COMESA Secretariat champions COMESA’s
gender policy, gender mainstreaming, advocacy, and
capacity building to achieve regional, continental
and global commitments.
In addition, an institution connected to the COMESA
governance system — the Federation of National
Associations of Women in Business (FEMCOM)
(previously the Federation of National Associations
of Women in Business in Eastern and Southern
Africa) — aspires to integrate women into trade and
development activities in eastern and southern
Africa.309 FEMCOM is piloting cassava cluster
programs in 10 COMESA countries to enhance
the competitiveness of cassava micro, small, and
medium-sized enterprises by building their capacity
for integration in intraregional trade. The clusters
offer training, resource mobilization, and investments
in trading centers and additional facilities to foster
women’s involvement in cassava value-chain
development. Of these, the Tangakona Commercial
Village Cassava Cluster in Kenya’s Busia County
successfully scaled up production and quality of
output with support from FEMCOM, COMESA and
Farm Concern International. Between 2015 and 2019,
the cluster’s farmers registered their value-added
products with the Kenya Bureau of Standards, thus
meeting the required quality standards for national
and regional markets. They also began supplying
10,000 tons of cassava per month to a processing
company in Nairobi.310

Policy innovations
Agriculture is one of the main economic activities
in COMESA, employing nearly 60 percent of its
total workforce and contributing over 20 percent
of total GDP.311 As one of the AU’s strategic RECs,
COMESA is playing an increasingly important role
in coordinating and facilitating support for member
states’ national implementation of CAADP. From
2008–2010, the COMESA Secretariat partnered with
the Food, Agriculture and Natural Resources Policy
Analysis Network (FANRPAN) to design a regional
compact following a multistakeholder consultation
process. The draft regional compact identified three
priority areas for intervention: productivity along
value chains, infrastructure and trade development
corridors, and human capacity enhancement for all
actors involved in food systems.312

A regional compact for COMESA
Since 2010, COMESA has been working with other
development partners, including the International
Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI), to move the
CAADP agenda from a simple framework document
to an on-the-ground operation guided by highquality, locally based research and evidence.313
Notwithstanding a brief a halt in progress and a
down-scaling of ambitions, COMESA signed a
regional CAADP compact in November 2014. Its
overarching goal is to contribute to regional food
security and integration through better policy coordination, effective policy implementation, and
budget support. The regional compact leverages the
potential of COMESA to co-ordinate and facilitate
strategic interventions that individual member
countries cannot achieve on their own. For example,
it enables COMESA to initiate programs that are
transboundary in nature, such as enhancement of
production and productivity of commodity value
chains along the transport corridors that enable
free flow of staples from surplus to deficit areas.
In addition, the regional compact aims to boost
agricultural trade by addressing nontariff barriers to
agricultural trade, such as SPS measures, and to link
smallholder farmers to regional markets.314

Driving CAADP implementation
COMESA has also been fundamental in driving
forward the implementation of CAADP within
member states, while coordinating regionwide
investments through the regional CAADP compact.
For instance, Kenya’s ascension to the CAADP process
in July 2010 was influenced greatly by COMESA.
This in turn provided additional credibility to the
launch of Kenya’s own national agriculture policy.315
In addition, COMESA mobilized technical, financial
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and organizational support to successfully establish
the Strategic Analysis and Knowledge Support
System (SAKSS) platform in Zimbabwe. The platform
strengthens statistical, data and monitoring capacity
for the country’s agricultural sector.316

A solid Regional Agricultural Investment Plan
Finally, this process has culminated in the formulation
of a Regional Agricultural Investment Plan (RAIP)
covering the period 2018–2022. Formulated
in partnership with the Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the RAIP is
a pragmatic, instrument-based investment plan that
identifies specific, targeted and costed interventions
— the implementation of which is likely to have a
concrete and constructive impact.317
Aligned with the priorities set out in the regional
compact as outlined above, the RAIP also has three
regional investment program areas (RIPAs):
•
•
•

Production and productivity of commodity value
chains within selected agricultural corridors
Agricultural trade and markets
Resilience, food and nutrition security

A fourth RIPA captures six cross-cutting issues
for
improving
co-ordination
and
efficient
implementation, including: gender and age,
institutional capacity development, information
and knowledge management, resource (financial
and technical) mobilization, and effective sector coordination.
Each priority area is further disaggregated to
investment/intervention areas, and specific tools and
measures are identified to achieve defined outcomes.
Within RIPA 2 on agricultural trade and markets, the
RAIP presents five key intervention area, namely private
sector participation, market information systems,
infrastructure in corridors, regulatory environment,
and capacity at SPS laboratories. These interventions
are expected to contribute toward reducing barriers
to agricultural trade and improving farmers’ linkages
to markets, particularly near corridors.
The Council and relevant technical committees are
responsible for fiduciary oversight of the RAIP, while
the day-to-day co-ordination of RAIP implementation
resides within the Secretariat’s Agriculture and
Industry Division. Of a total budget of US$19 million
for implementation of the RAIP at COMESA level, 30
percent is allocated to RIPA 2 (US$5.5 million plus a
5 percent contingency allowance), demonstrating the
importance of agricultural trade in achieving regional
food security and integration.318

A systemic approach to regional agricultural
integration through MTSPs
In parallel to the CAADP processes, COMESA also
publishes Medium Term Strategic Plans (MTSP) to
drive its regional integration process, with a focus
on diversifying and enhancing the competitiveness
of agricultural production, industry (including agroprocessing) and service sectors. Bolstering the
systemic approach adopted by the REC, each MTSP
presents key actions (programs) and targets for the
three priority areas in the regional compact and
the RAIP: increasing production and productivity
along corridors and supporting agricultural trade by
harmonizing technical, quality and SPS standards.
For example, the MTSP covering the period 2011–
2015 reinforced efforts to harmonize technical
standards and SPS measures by setting targets for 14
member states to adopt and implement regional SPS
measures by 2015, and for 19 countries to implement
mutually recognized SPS certificates. It also aspires to
implement regional programs to attract investment in
R&D on agro-processing.319
Similarly, the MTSP covering 2016–2020 highlights
SPS measures in order to maintain momentum in
achieving trade-related objectives, with focus on
supporting the implementation of regulatory reforms
to advance mutual recognition and equivalence
agreements for specific SPS measures and standards.
In addition, the MTSP 2016–2020 calls for advancing
the implementation of initiatives such as Yellow Card,
One Stop Border Post (OSBP), and single customs
transit bonds for COMESA (see programmatic
interventions below) to facilitate greater regional
agricultural trade. Agricultural productivity and agroprocessing are also featured as key intervention
areas in the 2016–2020 MTSP to enhance supply-side
capacity and meet its industrialization objectives.
Building on the four pillars in the COMESA Industrial
Policy adopted in 2015 (see below), the MTSP
emphasizes the importance of increasing investment
in agriculture and agribusiness, as well as fostering
public–private partnerships, to support value addition
and cluster-led development.320

Emphasis on value addition
The COMESA Industrial Policy (2017–2026) aims to
support the structural transformation of regional
economies through sustainable and inclusive
industrialization. Its specific targets are: increase
value-added products and exports from 9 percent
of GDP in 2015 to 29 percent by 2026; increase the
share of manufacturing in GDP to at least 20 percent
by 2026; and increase intraregional manufactured
exports relative to total manufactured imports to
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the region from the current 7 percent to 20 percent
by 2026.321 To achieve these, the policy’s approach
has four pillars: value addition and value chains,
growth poles, small and medium-sized enterprises
(SMEs), and industrial linkages and industrial support
services — all of which could enable firms to exploit
economies of scale from markets accessible through
the REC. The policy also targets eight priority sectors,
including agro-processing, leather and leather
products, and chemicals and agro-chemicals.322
Industrialization, especially within several of the
priority sectors such as agro-processing and leather,
has a broad appeal among COMESA member
states, and aligns with their national goals. Providing
financial and technical-capacity enhancement for
sectors that are already prioritized at a national level
offers a clear entry point for implementation of the
regional policy. The success of targeted interventions
within the leather value chain are a case in point.
Moreover, growth and capacity building of SMEs
and their integration into formal value chains is also
a common objective of COMESA member states’
industrial development strategies, creating potential
for swift and effective implementation of the COMESA
Industrial Policy.323
Studies have shown that as intra-COMESA trade
increases, so does the likelihood of industrialization
within those countries, unlike trade between
COMESA member states and nonmembers. The
relationship between trade and industrialization
is mutually reinforcing. While industrialization is
essential to supply growing agricultural trade within
COMESA, industrialization also contributes to
greater trade. Although slow, COMESA’s programs to
advance industrialization are bearing fruit and should
continue. Drawing on external assistance through
technology transfer would expedite the rate of
industrialization and the transition into intermediate
or high-value production. However, this requires a
robust business environment for investments, as well
as improved transport and corridor infrastructure.324

Private sector engagement
Another key institution of regional integration is the
COMESA Business Council (CBC), which represents
the interests of the private sector at a regional level. The
CBC operates as a membership-based organization
to actively promote business participation in regional
integration, investment and global trade. CBC was
established in 2005 to provide business support
services and linkages, influence policy, and share
market information and intelligence. It convenes
sectoral and multisectoral dialogues to engage the
public and private sectors on key constraints and
challenges faced by businesses in the region.325

Recommendations from these discussions and other
engagement with the private sector is collated via 11
technical workgroups,** and then conveyed to the
COMESA Council for adoption.
In addition to the services provided above, CBC
has also implemented several projects to address
trade-related challenges in the region. For example,
with support from the African Development Bank,
it has compiled a mapping and assessment report
on potential agri-business and other industry
partnerships along the transport corridors of eastern
and southern Africa. The report demonstrates
the potential of transport corridors to generate
economies of scale within the agriculture sector. A
key output of the project titled Towards Fostering
Business and Trade within the Supply Chain Networks
along the Transport Corridors in COMESA: An AgroIndustry Corridor is a business guide to facilitate the
development of sustainable supply chains within
the region.326 In addition, since 2015, the CBC has
been implementing the CBC Local Sourcing for
Partnerships Project in Ethiopia, Kenya, Malawi,
Rwanda, Uganda and Zambia. The project aims
to build the technical capacity of agrifood SMEs
on quality standards and to promote business
linkages into the supply chains of larger businesses,
specifically in the tourism and food and beverage
sectors.327 Within the first year of its implementation,
824 SMEs were trained on food-safety standards, 10
companies were negotiating supplier contracts with
buying partners; and 3 companies had their products
sold by regional companies.328

Programmatic interventions
Supporting trade policy implementation
Regional Integration Support Mechanism
COMESA has implemented a Regional Integration
Support Mechanism (RISM) to help countries joining
the REC and the East African Commission (EAC)
Customs Union Common Markets to deal with
significant direct and indirect costs resulting from the
adjustment to new trade structures and procedures.
The RISM program constitutes the operationalization
of the COMESA Adjustment Facility (CAF), the
second window of the COMESA Fund. The program
was funded through a Contribution Agreement
between COMESA and the European Union (EU)
in 2007 with €78 million (US$94.7 million). RISM is
designed to address tariff revenue losses resulting
from the implementation of the COMESA Free Trade
** SM-Enterprises; Manufacturers Work Group; AgricultureSeed, Horticulture; Agro Industry - Tobacco; Tourism; Transporters and Logistics Services; Financial Services; Digital Services
Industry; Professional Services Industry; Trade Facilitation and
Non-Tariff Barriers; and Coalition of Services Industries.
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Area and the COMESA and EAC Customs Unions.
It also supports policy reforms for greater efficiency
of domestic markets and assists firms in complying
with new obligations and addressing the social and
economic costs of liberalization. In addition, RISM
seeks to improve the global competitiveness and
resilience of economies and industries, in order to allow
them to benefit from new market opportunities, by
supporting improvement of productive infrastructure
and investment in new product development.329
Countries implementing the tariff reforms were thus
provided budget support. However, as only revenue
losses during the implementation of the reforms
were compensated, the majority of member states,
which had already carried out the reforms when
RISM was established, did not benefit. Only Burundi
and Rwanda, which joined the EAC Customs Union
more recently, benefited from RISM. However, in
2012, a RISM rider was signed to enable RISM to
serve as an ex post compensation mechanism to
support member states that aligned their national
trade structures and procedures with regional ones.
Countries were also incentivized through RISM to
better report and monitor the implementation of
COMESA commitments. In fact, to benefit from
RISM support, COMESA member states have to
report annually on the implementation of regional
commitments. An evaluation of RISM in 2014 showed
that the program has incentivized countries to quickly
adopt regional trade structures and procedures that
would otherwise be implemented at a slower pace.
Between 2008 and 2016 the RISM program has
supported the implementation of 11 projects in 10
countries on capacity building for domestication
of regional provisions, and on developing
corresponding national policies and regulations on
transport, investment, trade and industrialization.330
Finally, RISM has provided member states with a
platform to improve their own monitoring of and
reporting on national implementation progress.331

Facilitating the movement of goods and people
Transport insurance
COMESA has significantly improved its transport
system by adopting a regional transport insurance
mechanism, which encourages and facilitates the
transport of traded agricultural products across
borders. In 1985, drawing on the successful
experience in Europe and other parts of the world,
COMESA member states agreed within the Protocol
on Transport and Communications to adopt a
regional third-party motor vehicle insurance scheme
for goods and vehicles. In 1986, the third-party
motor vehicle insurance scheme, implemented as
a Yellow Card Scheme, was signed by 14 countries

in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. This scheme was then
expanded to the Preferential Trade Area for Eastern
and Southern African (PTA). The Yellow Card is
designed to overcome challenges arising from
intraregional traffic by providing liability insurance
for foreign motor vehicles within the region. It also
compensates for medical expenses related to traffic
accidents caused by foreign motorists. The COMESA
Yellow Card Scheme is currently operational in
12 COMESA member states, recognized as valid
insurance coverage, and supplied by around 180
insurance companies across the region. Its success
in facilitating interstate traffic has incentivized over
147,000 non-COMESA motorists, particularly from
SADC countries, to adopt it when visiting or transiting
through the COMESA member countries.332
The Regional Customs Transit Guarantee Scheme
In pursuing its trade facilitation efforts, COMESA
designed and implemented the Regional Customs
Guarantee Scheme (RCTG) in 2012 to facilitate the
movement of transit goods under customs seal
within the COMESA region, including agriculture and
food products. Under the RCTG, customs bonds are
developed and are used as guarantees to ensure
that countries recover duties and taxes from the
guarantors, for example if goods in transit are illegally
disposed of, such as for consumption in the country of
transit. Therefore, the RCTG Scheme serves as a tool
to ensure that transport operators, freight forwarders,
and clearing agents safely and reliably deliver goods.
In addition, it provides customs administrations with
a secure regional system protecting the revenue of
each country through which goods transit. The RCTG
is part of the operationalization of the COMESA
Protocol on Transport, Trade and Transit Facilitation,
which requires that all member states implement
transit and customs measures to remove barriers to
trade and transport in the region. By December 2020,
12 COMESA member and nonmember states had
signed and ratified the RCTG Agreement, including
Burundi, Djibouti, DRC, Ethiopia, Madagascar,
Malawi, Kenya, Rwanda, Sudan, Tanzania, Uganda
and Zimbabwe.333
COMESA Virtual Trade Facilitation System
COMESA has also emphasized the use of digital
services and tools to improve the movement of
goods within the region. The COMESA Virtual Trade
Facilitation System (CVTFS) is an electronic trade
facilitation tool and platform that was developed
to monitor consignments along different transport
corridors across the region. The system is important
for agricultural trade, in particular of perishable
products, as it considerably reduces delays in transport
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and hence food loss. CVTFS is an online platform that
integrates COMESA instruments relevant to transport
and trade including: Yellow Card, RCTG, Transit Data
Transfer Module, Carrier License for road freight
operators, COMESA Certificate of Overload Control,
and the Customs Declaration Document. The CVTFS
allows trade actors to monitor all information on
goods in transit anywhere in the region, thereby
significantly reducing the cost of doing business. All
trade actors can access the system, including customs
authorities, freight forwarders, insurance companies,
banks, port authorities, container freight stations,
and traders themselves. CVTFS therefore improves
the tracking of goods by providing full visibility in
real time of all tagged consignments from source
to destination. The system is currently operational in
Djibouti, Ethiopia, Malawi, Tanzania, Zambia and the
Northern Corridor states of DRC, Kenya, Rwanda, and
Uganda.334

Improving small-scale cross-border trade
Through several programmatic interventions,
COMESA has committed member states to improving
small-scale cross-border trade (SSCBT), which is often
dominated by women and the trade of agricultural
products. In its efforts to address the difficulties often
faced by female cross-border traders, COMESA
implemented the Simplified Trade Regime (STR) in
2010 applicable to trade valued at US$2,000 or less.
Under the STR, traders are required to complete a
simplified customs document; in return, they receive
a certificate of origin signed and stamped by a
customs official of the exporting country. However,
traded goods should also comply with the normal
food safety, plant and animal health regulations,
including environmental protection.335

In addition, the traded goods must be on the
official list of products considered under the STR
arrangement at the customs offices. STR benefits
include fast clearance at border posts, reduced
clearance costs, and reduction of informal and illicit
trade and its related risks for traders, such as loss
of goods and harassment. STR also improves the
collection of data on imports and exports, which can
inform planning and policy design. STR is currently
operational at the borders of Burundi, DRC, Kenya,
Malawi, Rwanda, Uganda, Zambia, and Zimbabwe.336
Improving access to inputs
COMESA implemented the COMESA Regional
Agro-Inputs Programme (COMRAP) in 2010–2011,
through the Alliance for Commodity Trade in Eastern
and Southern Africa (ACTESA). The program was
funded by the European Commission with the aim
of improving food security and livelihoods in the
COMESA region through capacity building for civil
servants in all member states and targeted training
activities for regional input providers. The program
was piloted in eight countries, including Burundi,
Eswatini, Ethiopia, Malawi, Rwanda, Uganda, Zambia
and Zimbabwe. COMRAP sought to improve their
access to inputs and services, while agro-dealers were
trained on needs assessment and delivering inputs
in a timely manner. To scale up seed production and
distribution rapidly across all COMESA member
states, COMRAP provided seed multiplication and
laboratory equipment. The program also sought to
strengthen the capacity of financial and insurance
market actors to deliver credit to smallholders and
supply weather-index-based insurance against
drought and other weather extremes. Furthermore,
COMRAP introduced seed regulations and
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harmonization frameworks at the regional level,
drawing on the experience of other RECs. Over the
duration of COMRAP, 755 agents were trained on
delivering credit to smallholders, and over 1,700
insurance and bank personnel received training on
weather-index-based insurance. In addition, about
25,000 tons of seed were produced, and more than
7,500 people received training, of whom 5,686 were
agro-dealers.337

Conclusion
COMESA has a sound institutional framework
that supports agricultural development as well as
agricultural trade. The REC has adopted a pragmatic
approach to addressing key barriers to agricultural
trade by developing targeted institutional responses
as well as solid programmatic interventions. Focusing
on unlocking finance for trade through robust banking
and insurance institutions is a unique and innovative
approach. It can have a transformational outcome if
combined with digital technologies, which can make
solutions more accessible to smallholder farmers and
enable data collection on usage and reach. Similarly,
instituting a competition commission, which provides

a one-stop shop for implementing regulations and
protecting consumer welfare, could further facilitate
agricultural trade. Complementing this with a wide
range of solutions to ease transit across and between
countries (such as Yellow Card, RTCG and CVTFS) has
further strengthened intraregional trade. In addition,
sector-focused interventions, such as those for
leather and cassava, have resulted in robust solutions,
tailored for local contexts. Moreover, working across
governments nurtures the motivation for regional
integration.
Despite these innovations and successes, there is
a clear need to frame interventions in long-term
policies that are subsequently evaluated. While using
a programmatic approach may work on specific,
targeted trade barriers, crafting comprehensive
policies with clear targets and support mechanisms
can provide a wider vision for the region and
its member states to work toward. Importantly,
independent evaluations of progress would compel
implementation and accountability.
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Created by the Treaty of Lagos in 1975, the Economic
Community of West African States (ECOWAS) is the
oldest regional economic community (REC) in Africa.
Covering over 5.1 million km2, ECOWAS unites 15
West African countries.†† It represents a combined
GDP of US$689 billion and a population of over
397 million people in 2020, about 43 percent of
whom are employed in the agriculture sector.338
The Treaty of Lagos was revised in 1993 to expand
the remit of ECOWAS beyond pure economic cooperation to include social, security and political
aspects. Under the revised treaty, ECOWAS “aims…
to promote co-operation and integration, leading
to the establishment of an Economic Union of West
Africa.”339 The revised treaty aspires to improve the
living conditions of West Africa’s population, build
a resilient economy, increase co-operation between
Member States, and contribute to development of
the African continent.340
To achieve these objectives, trade and market
integration are key instruments under ECOWAS action
plans. Through the revised treaty, ECOWAS plans to
remove trade barriers and harmonize trade policies
to successively establish a free trade area, a customs
union, a common market, and finally a monetary
and economic union in West Africa.341 Therefore,
since its formation, ECOWAS has been committed to
increasing trade volumes and developing economic
activities within the region to improve the welfare of
its citizens.342
There are strong complementarities in agricultural
production among the ECOWAS countries, due to
the difference in agroclimatic conditions among
and within these countries. Consequently, important
agricultural trade flows are created, connecting
for example, the coastal areas in the south with the
northern Sahel regions.343 According to the 2019
Biennial Review by the African Union, 14 out of
the 15 ECOWAS countries are currently on-track
to meet the Malabo commitment on Intra-African
Trade in Agricultural Commodities and Services.344
The main traded agricultural commodities within the
region are cereals, roots and tubers, and livestock
products, while coffee, cocoa, cotton, rubber, fruits,
and vegetables are mostly exported outside the
region.345 The contribution of ECOWAS exports to
total intracontinental agricultural exports is estimated
at 14 percent on average between 2003 and 2018.
In addition, 79 percent of ECOWAS intracontinental
agricultural exports are within the REC itself,
demonstrating a strong level integration.346
†† Benin, Burkina Faso, Cabo Verde, Côte d’Ivoire, Gambia,
Ghana, Guinea, Guinea Bissau, Liberia, Mali, Niger, Nigeria,
Senegal, Sierra Leone, and Togo.

Progress across ECOWAS can be attributed to a set
of institutional reforms, trade policy innovations,
and programmatic interventions, designed and
implemented at the regional level to increase the
trade intensity of agricultural products.

Institutional innovations
Institutional arrangements have evolved over time to
allow the REC to achieve its ambitious goals, including
trade development within the region. At the start,
the main institutions in ECOWAS were the Authority
of Heads of State and Government (the Authority),
the Council of Ministers (the Council), the Tribunal
of the Community, the Executive Secretariat, and
Specialized Technical Commissions (STCs). Following
the revision of the ECOWAS treaty in 1993, four new
institutions were added — the Community Parliament,
the Economic and Social Council (which is yet to be
set up), the Community Court of Justice replacing the
Community Tribunal, and the Fund for Co-operation,
Compensation and Development. In addition, the
STCs were expanded to cover eight themes:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Food and Agriculture
Industry, Science and Technology, and Energy
Environment and Natural Resources
Transport, Communications and Tourism
Trade, Customs, Taxation, Statistics, Money
and Payments
Political, Judicial and Legal Affairs, Regional
Security and Immigration
Human Resources, Information, Social and
Cultural Affairs
Administration and Finances

The STCs prepare ECOWAS-wide projects and
programs, which are submitted to the Council through
the Executive Secretary. In addition, they ensure
the harmonization and coordination of projects and
programs within ECOWAS. The STCs also monitor
and facilitate the application of the provisions of the
Treaty and related protocols under its responsibility.
Like the other STCs, the trade STC is composed of
representatives from each member state. It submits
regular reports and recommendations through the
Executive Secretary to the Council of Ministers, either
on its own initiative or upon the request of the Council
or the Executive Secretary.347
Furthermore, the Executive Secretariat was
elevated to a Commission in 2007 (see below). The
Parliament, the representative organ of the citizens
of the Community, pays great attention to the various
activities of the Commission, including the free
movement of people and goods, the implementation
of the single currency, and the standardization of
export products.348 The evolution of these institutions
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has supported consolidation of the integration
process and the community spirit in their respective
areas of action.349

Greater responsibility for the Executive
Secretariat (the Commission)
In 2007, the Authority restructured the Executive
Secretariat into a Commission, with increased
responsibilities to move the integration process
forward. Rather than playing a secretarial role for
decision-making institutions, the Commission
became responsible for more strategic activities,
including coordinating the activities of ECOWAS
institutions, driving implementation of the Treaty,
and closer collaboration with the African Union.
The Commission, headed by a president assisted
by a vice-president, has seven departments each
headed by a commissioner. Since policy documents
and legal instruments are all channeled through the
Commission to arrive at the Council, the office of
the President of the Commission gained substantial
importance with the restructuring.
A subsequent restructuring in 2013 converted
the operational departments to sector-focused
departments, and increased in the number of
commissioners to 15 in order to have a representative
from each member state. There are 13 sectors of
activity that are managed by commissioners other
than the president and the vice-president of the
Commission namely:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Agriculture, Environment and Water
Resources
Education, Science and Culture
Energy and Mines
Finance
General Administration and Conference
Human Resources Management
Industry and Private Sector Promotion
Infrastructure
Political Affairs, Peace and Security
Macro-Economic Policy and Economic
Research
Social Affairs and Gender
Telecommunication and Information
Technology
Trade, Customs and Free Movement

Dispute settlement
The ECOWAS Community Court of Justice (ECCJ)
is mandated to ensure the observance of law and
the principles of equity and the interpretation and
application of the provisions of the Revised Treaty
and all other subsidiary legal instruments adopted by
Community.350 While the court was initially composed
of nominated individuals, a subsequent amendment

introduced a selection and interview process to
reduce political influence. The ECCJ has jurisdiction
over investor–State disputes under a Supplementary
Act on Investments, which gives the usual range of
protections to intra-ECOWAS investors.351 Through
this Act, investors can bring their case to the ECCJ
to protect their investments against actions of their
host States. Decisions made at the ECCJ are final
and binding on all parties involved. In addition,
evidence shows that the ECCJ has considerable
advantages over national courts in investment
dispute settlement.352

Funding ECOWAS
ECOWAS operations are almost entirely self-sufficient.
Shifting away from member state contributions
and donations from development partners, a new
ECOWAS Community Levy introduced in 2003
requires that member states deduct and pay 0.5
percent on all imports from non-ECOWAS countries
to the ECOWAS Community Fund, which is used to
finance the activities of the Commission and other
institutions. This change has transformed the financial
sustainability of REC, with 95 percent of its 2014
budget coming directly from the community levy.
The balance was funded by development partners
including the AU, the African Development Bank, the
World Bank, and some bilateral partners.353
Access to finance and attracting investment
The Fund for Co-operation, Compensation and
Development was created under the initial Treaty,
elevated to the status of a Community Institution
in 1993, and then restructured in 1999, as an
international financial institution, the ECOWAS Bank
for Investment and Development (EBID), located
in Togo. EBID has two subsidiaries: the ECOWAS
Regional Investment Bank to promote private
sector businesses, and the ECOWAS Regional
Development Fund to support development of the
public sector.354 Funded projects and programs are
related to infrastructure, industry, poverty alleviation,
environment and natural resources. EBID is also
committed in increasing regional trade in ECOWAS
by financing trade sector activities. It also finances
agriculture to achieve food self-sufficiency.355 For
example, in 2012, EBID extended a loan worth US$ 3
million to a Nigerian company to purchase, renovate
and upgrade a flour mill in Niger.356
In 2009, to boost production factor movement for
trade and investment uptake, ECOWAS launched
a vision to create a Common Investment Market
(CIM) by harmonizing investment codes across all
ECOWAS member states. CIM provides the legal
framework for treatment and operation of investment
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in the ECOWAS Common Investment Market (ECIM)
and for implementation of the policy.357 However,
although the code can promote greater trade, its
implementation is still lagging as national laws on
trade and investment in some member states are
not aligned to CIM. For instance, in Ghana all foreign
investors in the country’s retail sector (including
small and informal food trade), including ECOWAS
nationals, are required to finance their businesses
with a minimum of US$1 million, while Côte d’Ivoire’s
national investment laws exclude foreign investors,
including ECOWAS nationals, in some sectors.358

Special focus on agriculture
In 2013, ECOWAS set up the Regional Agency for
Agriculture and Food (RAAF), a specialized agency
tasked with implementing the ECOWAS Agricultural
Policy (ECOWAP). Under its mission, RAAF strengthens
the technical capacity of the ECOWAS Commission,
including the Department of Agriculture, Environment
and Water Resources (AEWR), to implement the
Regional Agricultural Investment Programme
(RAIP). Its capacity-strengthening activities focus
on providing strategic direction, training on trade
law and regulation, monitoring and evaluation, and
strategic intelligence. It also supports the capacity
strengthening of various stakeholders and actors in
member states in the preparation of records, and the
implementation and monitoring of activities.359

Competition
ECOWAS has also strengthened its institutional
frameworks by developing codes and rules to
guide reforms in the region to improve the regional
investment climate and the region’s competitiveness.
In 2008, during the Summit of Heads of State and
Government, the ECOWAS Regional Competition
Rules were adopted. These were designed under the
ECOWAS Regional Competition Policy Framework,
adopted in 2007, to promote, maintain, and encourage
competition and enhance economic efficiency in
production, trade, and commerce at the regional
level. The laws were based on recommendations
from a Ministerial Monitoring Committee regarding
the harmonization of policies through a community
regulatory framework on competition. In 2019, the
Competition Rules were institutionalized with the
establishment of the ECOWAS Regional Competition
Authority (ERCA) headquartered in Gambia. ERCA
aims to implement the Regional Competition Rules
adopted in 2008. A Consultative Committee on
Competition (CCC) composed of national experts
in charge of trade and competition was created as a
technical body to help direct the affairs of ERCA.360

Policy innovations
Removal of tariff and nontariff barriers to trade
Achieving trade liberalization has been a goal of
ECOWAS since its inception in 1975. The process of
establishing a free trade area (FTA) began in 1979,
aiming to remove tariff barriers that were limiting the
trade of locally produced goods. Taxes and other
duties on intraregional trade were set to be eliminated
over a 10-year period. Because of significant delays
in implementation, a new trade liberalization scheme
was adopted at the ECOWAS Summit of January
2003. As part of the scheme, a new compensation
mechanism was developed to offset the loss of
customs revenue caused by the removal of tariffs
on intraregional trade over a period of four years.
However, as the compensation mechanism relied
entirely on contributions by member states, it has
not been as effective. Under the trade liberalization
scheme, products exempted from custom duties
also have to comply with the ECOWAS rule of origin
(RoO) — with agriculture and animal-sourced products
exempted from the RoO requirement. A procedure
to regulate the settlement of disputes arising from
the implementation of the liberalization plan was
subsequently put in place in the form of the ECOWAS
Community Court of Justice, which has the right to
make a final decision without the possibility of an
appeal.361,362 ECOWAS also initiated the formation
of a customs union to achieve greater economic
integration, setting a common external tariff (CET)
in 2013, and thereby greatly facilitating intraregional
trade of more goods and products.363

Boosting agricultural productivity in line with
CAADP
In addition to removing tariff and nontariff barriers
to trade, ECOWAS also committed to increasing
agricultural production across the region. In 2005,
its first regional agricultural policy (ECOWAP)
was developed as an instrument for CAADP
implementation. ECOWAP specifically aims to
improve livelihoods and reduce food insecurity
and malnutrition as well as import dependencies
by strengthening the agriculture sector. ECOWAP
also sought to sustainably intensify production
systems and reduce the vulnerability of West African
economies by limiting factors of instability and
regional insecurity. An evaluation of the progress and
the impact after 10 years of implementation found
that the food supply had increased, largely due to a
productivity increase in cereal production estimated
at 21 percent between 2005 and 2014, compared
with an increase of 15 percent in cereal production
in the 10 years (1995–2004) preceding ECOWAP
implementation. The increase in cereal production
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was mainly driven by changes in rice and maize
production, which increased by 96 and 68 percent,
respectively, over the same period. However, the
livestock sector saw only a 20 percent increase in
total meat production between 2005 and 2013, lower
than the 35 percent production increase between
1995 and 2004.364
In 2010, the West Africa Common Industrial Policy
(WACIP) was developed and adopted. The WACIP
vision is to “maintain a solid industrial structure,
which is globally competitive, environment-friendly
and capable of significantly improving the living
standards of the people by 2030.”365 The policy
aims to diversify and broaden the region’s industrial
production base, and to increase the share of
processed local raw materials from 15–20 percent
to an average of 30 percent by 2030. It also seeks
to promote quality standards across the region.
To meet these targets, new large-scale production
capacities are set to be built, while expanding and
upgrading existing ones. Through the interventions
under WACIP, it is expected that intraregional trade
will grow from less than 12 percent to 40 percent by
2030. To ensure that the region’s exports globally
continue to increase, WACIP foresees an emphasis
on skill development and industrial competitiveness
enhancement through standardization, accreditation,
and certification, while supporting the development
of quality ICT infrastructure and transport.366 In 2013,
the Standards Harmonization Model (ECOSHAM) was
implemented to define quality standards for a range
of products, including enriched oils, tomato puree,
natural mineral water, frozen fish fillets, smoked fish,
and shea butter, as well as a Code of Good Practices
on the fortification of fish and meat, mangoes, raw
cashew nuts, and Irish potatoes.367

Regulating fertilizer blends and seed quality
To develop a fully functional and strong regional
market for seeds and fertilizer, ECOWAS has made
provisions for trade of inputs within the region. An
ECOWAS regulation on seed outlines harmonized
procedures for the release of new varieties and
certification and provides for mandatory licensing of
all operators in the seed supply chain. Regulations
on the trade of fertilizer set out harmonized quality
control standards and labeling requirements across
the REC.368
In 2010, the ECOWAS and West African Economic and
Monetary Union (UEMOA) Commissions embarked
on a program to develop a regional regulatory and
policy framework to harmonize national regulations
and quality control standards among the region’s
countries. Specifically, the program aimed to combat
problems with fertilizers including poor quality

of fertilizers, adulteration, and poor bag weight
compliance in the region, which were resulting in
reduced availability and use of fertilizers. The fertilizer
quality control regulation (C/REG.13/12/12) was
adopted in 2012 by ECOWAS and then mandated
by the Commission to be implemented in national
fertilizer regulations in 2013. Furthermore, four
implementing regulations were adopted in 2016,
including rules on labeling, inspection, analysis, and
the role of a West Africa Committee for Fertilizer
Control. By 2018, with support from the International
Fertilizer Development Center (IDFC), 12 member
states published the main ECOWAS regulation in
their national gazettes and began the process of
harmonization, and 6 countries formed technical
committees to advise respective ministries of
agriculture on fertilizer manufacture, inspection,
sampling, analysis, and marketing.369 With a common
regulation on fertilizer blends within the region,
private companies can now trade fertilizers in the
region unhampered.

Programmatic interventions
Agricultural trade in ECOWAS plays a central role
in regional integration. As outlined above, the
agroecological complementarities of the region drive
the exchange of agricultural produce between the
northern Sahelian countries — Burkina Faso, Mali, and
Niger — and the southern, coastal countries — Benin,
Côte d’Ivoire, Ghana, Nigeria, and Togo. Moreover,
ECOWAS and development partners have initiated
several programs to drive infrastructure development
and ease the business of agricultural trade.

Building a comprehensive regional quality system
Since the turn of the century, ECOWAS has embarked
on an ambitious program to design and implement a
quality system for the region, to manage the quality
of outputs and goods traded using standards,
regulations, policies, infrastructure, and technical
skills. The West Africa Quality System Programme
(WAQSP) is a major program of the ECOWAS
Commission, created to support the implementation
of the Quality Policy of ECOWAS (ECOQUAL) and the
West African Common Industrial Policy (WACIP).370
ECOQUAL was adopted in 2013 to facilitate greater
intraregional and international trade while protecting
consumers and the environment. To do so, ECOQUAL
offers guidance on the development and operation
of adequate and relevant infrastructure to oversee
the quality of products and services being traded
(referred to as “quality infrastructure”).371 This aligns
with the ambitions of WACIP, adopted in 2010, to
accelerate the industrialization of West Africa with
greater transformation of local raw materials; and
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with the Harmonization Procedures of the ECOWAS
Standards (ECOSHAM).
The first two phases of the West Africa Quality
Programme (WAQP) spanning 2001–2005 and
2007–2012 achieved significant progress to
facilitate compliance with international trade rules
and technical regulations. Successes included the
formulation of a regional quality policy (ECOQUAL),
accreditation of 21 testing/calibration laboratories
meeting international standards, and capacity
building for over 4,000 technicians on metrology and
inspection.372 These successes provided the impetus
for continued efforts in developing and implementing
regional quality infrastructure.
The current phase of WAQSP, implemented since
2014, is supported financially by the European Union
(EUR 12 million/US$14.3 million), and in terms of
technical capacity by UNIDO’s Trade Capacity Building
Branch. In line with previous ambitions, WAQSP aims
to drive forward the establishment of suitable quality
infrastructure and national quality policies to protect
consumer health and the environment, as well as
improve private sector competitiveness and foster
greater access to foreign markets.373 WAQSP also
advances gender mainstreaming — more than 30
percent of program beneficiaries are women.374
WAQSP has five key elements, one of which is
supporting the harmonization of standards initiated
through ECOSHAM in 2013. Six technical committees
have been set up within the ECOSHAM framework to
advance the harmonization process, including one
on agricultural products and one on food products.
By 2017, 94 standards had been formulated through
ECOSHAM,375 including several on enriched oils,
tomato puree, natural mineral water, frozen fish
fillets, smoked fish, and shea butter. In addition, a
code of good practices on fish and meat, mangoes,
raw cashew nuts, and Irish potatoes has also been
outlined.376 Furthermore, two resolutions on the
industrial development of cocoa and cashew nuts
were adopted in 2017 through WAQSP.377
Over 2016–2017, WAQSP achieved several additional
key ambitions on an accelerated pace, including:

• Finalization of the National Quality Policies
in Ghana and Guinea, in addition to 10
other countries, including Burkina Faso,
Cabo Verde, Gambia, Mali, Mauritania, and
Senegal, where national quality policies
were already adopted.
• Establishment of the ECOWAS Agency for
Quality (ECOWAQ) in 2017.
• Design of the Quality Infrastructure Scheme.

• Training of 105 participants, including 40
women, across 15 countries in food safety
management systems, and the application
of 26 regional food standards on rice,
cassava, meat, milk, groundnuts, and sugar
among others.378
In addition, WAQP also facilitated the establishment
of the West African Accreditation System (SOAC) in
2010. SOAC is the sole multicountry accreditation
body serving eight West African countries: Benin,
Burkina Faso, Côte d’Ivoire, Guinea Bissau, Mali,
Niger, Senegal, and Togo. By 2019, six food quality
control laboratories were accredited, five of which
were directly supported by the WAQSP. Furthermore,
1,000 experts were trained on quality management
in the region and eight National Accreditation Focal
Points (NAFPs) were appointed by their respective
ministries.379

Easing transit and trade across borders
A regional Economic Partnership Agreement (EPA)
between the 15 member states of ECOWAS and
Mauritania, UEMOA, and the EU was concluded
in 2014. To support countries in maximizing the
benefits from this EPA, Côte d’Ivoire, with assistance
from the EU, implemented an ambitious trade and
regional integration support program, Programme
d’Appui au Commerce et à l’Intégration Régionale
(PACIR). 380‡‡ One of the goals of PACIR was to
improve regional transit. To achieve this, Côte
D’Ivoire, Burkina Faso, and Mali initiated the Customs
Interconnection Project (ALISA) in 2015 to trace
operations, streamline procedures, reduce red tape,
and coordinate data collection and sharing across
their borders. Specifically, the project sought to
connect the IT systems used at borders so that they
could communicate with each other over a secure
system.381, 382 Following the design of functional and
technical specifications, ECOWAS entered into a
project agreement with UNCTAD in 2017 to adapt
the ASYCUDA (Automated System for Customs Data)
World regional transit module for the three countries
involved. The ASYCUDA system is a digital solution
that oversees the whole customs process, from the
dispatch of goods for transit through arrival at border
posts, warehousing, and subsequent release for
delivery upon payment of duties and taxes.383 Not only
does it reduce the prevalence of smuggling and fraud,
thereby improving the overall business environment,
ASYCUDA also expedites customs clearance and
reduces costs at border crossings.384 The new module
was piloted in 2019 along the Abidjan–Ouagadougou
‡‡ PACIR was renamed to SIGMAT (Regional Customs
Network for Transit Trade) in March 2019. https://www.ecowas.
int/32318/
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corridor with support from the World Bank, and then
extended to two more transit corridors connecting
Burkina Faso and Togo, and Benin and Niger. Within
a month of implementation, average transit time
between Burkina Faso and Côte d’Ivoire fell from
1.37 days (about 33 hours) to 0.95 days (about 23
hours), and revenue collection at the Benin–Niger
borders increased by 16 percent. Discussions are
currently underway to extend the system to Senegal
too.385 In addition, training elements included within
the program have resulted in the training of five
developers with in-depth knowledge of the design
of the computerized transit trade system who can
provide support to any other ECOWAS member state
wishing to adopt the new IT solution.386

Food Across Borders Program
Alongside the PACIR/SIGMAT program above,
ECOWAS also introduced an initiative specifically
targeted at improving the transit of food in the
region. The Food Across Borders Program (ProFAB)
was launched in 2015 by ECOWAS and UEMOA to
raise the value and volume of intraregional trade in
agricultural products by improving the economic
and regulatory environment for trade. Funded by
the US Agency for International Development and
the Government of Canada, ProFAB is implemented
by several regional organizations including Le Hub
Rural, the African Center for Trade, Integration and
Development (ENDA/CACID), and the Borderless
Alliance — all of which are coordinated through the
Permanent Intergovernmental Committee for Drought
Control (CILSS). To achieve its aims, the program
seeks to: build a stronger understanding of trade
patterns and barriers with enhanced data collection;
support the implementation of agreements on free
movement of agricultural products and people;
and where required, contribute to the formulation
of regional policies and strategies to promote
agricultural trade. The primary focus of the initiative
has been on addressing the barriers to trade such
as checkpoints, illegal taxes, and red tape along
specific trade and transport corridors, including the
Abidjan-Accra-Lome-Cotonou-Lagos route, AbidjanYamoussoukro-Ferkéssedougou-Zegoua-SikassoBougouni-Bamako route, and Dakar-Louga- Saint
Louis-Rosso-Tiguent-Nouakchott route. The program
is due to end in 2020.387,388,389,390

Access to market information
ECOWAP was implemented through the National
Agricultural Investment Plans (NAIP) and the Regional
Agricultural Investment Program (RAIP). While the
NAIPs reflect national-level priorities on investments
in the agriculture, livestock, fisheries, and forestry

subsectors, the RAIP focuses on investments and
public policy instruments at the regional level. It
specifically promotes strategic commodities for
food security and self-sufficiency in products such
rice, maize, cassava, livestock, meat, poultry, milk,
and fisheries and a global environment conducive
to agricultural development.391 Under the RAIP,
the ECOWAS Regional Integrated Agricultural
Information System (ECOAGRIS) was developed
to give decision-makers in the region access
to reliable and up-to-date data and analysis for
better formulation and monitoring of agricultural
development policies and strategies. ECOAGRIS
is also designed as a tool to promote trade among
all the actors (public and private) of the agriculture
sector within ECOWAS. The ECOAGRIS agricultural
markets component aims to enhance the functioning
of markets by improving market actors’ access to
information that can strengthen the bargaining
power of producers, broaden consumer choices
and enable traders to ensure a better flow of cereals.
The agricultural markets component also targets to
improve evidence-based decision-making by policy
makers, the cereal boards and development partners.
The data includes information on cereal prices,
supplies and stocks. In addition, regular analyses of
markets and food supply are published on a weekly,
monthly and quarterly basis through bulletins.392 All
ECOWAS members and non-members - including
Mauritania and Chad - have been included in the
system allowing the interconnection of their national
agricultural information systems. The system is
expected to publish a yearly report on agricultural
products within ECOWAS.393
The ECOWAS Trade Information System (ECOTIS)
is another initiative with the aim to improve access
to timely and relevant trade related information
and intelligence for informed business decisions,
policy formulation and academic research. ECOTIS
is a centralized portal developed by the ECOWAS
Commission to respond to the increasing need of
trade information and data analysis in understanding
the functioning of world markets and value chains.
ECOTIS compiles all trade information available in
the region and from different sources in an online
system. The keys areas around which ECOTIS is
structured include trade agreements, trade policy,
trade statistics, trade promotion, trade capacity
building and resources. 394

Market access facilitation for livestock
Under the Regional Sahel Pastoralism Support Project
(PRAPS), initiated in 2015 and being implemented
in four ECOWAS member states (Burkina Faso,
Mali, Niger, and Senegal) and two nonmember
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states (Mauritania and Chad), national activities
were aligned with regional priorities defined by
ECOWAP.395 PRAPS aims to improve access to
important productive assets, services, and markets
for pastoralists and agro-pastoralists in cross-border
areas and along transhumance routes, and to
strengthen national capacities to respond efficiently
to crises or emergencies. The Permanent Inter-State
Committee for Drought Control in the Sahel (CILSS)
is responsible for coordination at the regional level.
The project seeks to improve the living conditions for
more than 2 million pastoralists and agro-pastoralists,
at least 30 percent of whom are women. Under its
market access facilitation component, the project
aims to increase producers’ access to competitive,
inclusive markets and to increase trade in pastoral
products (especially live animals). In the short term,
the aim is to increase the number of reference
markets; and in the medium term, to increase the
number of animals sold at reference markets.396 In
Mali — one of the leading exporters of livestock in
ECOWAS — a project report shows that the building
and rehabilitation of seven markets increased the
number of animals sold.397

Conclusion
Improving intraregional trade, including trade of
agricultural products, is one of the priorities of
ECOWAS in achieving economic integration and
social development in the region. The evolution of

ECOWAS institutional frameworks provides clear
evidence of the importance of trade for the REC.
In addition, ECOWAS has created an enabling
environment for intraregional trade that facilitates
access to finance, attracts investment, and ensures
fair competition, in tandem with a judiciary to settle
investor–government disputes.
The establishment of the free trade area is another
key achievement of ECOWAS in promoting
intraregional trade with the removal of tariff and
nontariff barriers for agricultural products originating
within the region. ECOWAS has also made significant
progress in the formation of a customs union by
adopting a common external tariff, and significantly,
has implemented a regional agricultural policy.
Moreover, the harmonization of quality standards
and a reduction in transit time along key corridors,
achieved by digitalizing customs procedures, are
strong signals for continuing regional integration.
Furthermore, progress has been made within the
region in improving access to regional market
information through ECOAGRIS.
However, increasing the volume of intraregional
agricultural trade remains a challenge for the
ECOWAS region, requiring increased agricultural
productivity, larger investments in trade infrastructure,
and continued dedication to reducing trade barriers,
along with more effective enforcement of regional
trade rules and regulations.
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The Southern African Development Community
(SADC) was formally launched in 1992 by nine heads
of state. It is one of the eight regional economic
communities (RECs) recognized by the African
Union that facilitate regional economic integration
among member states. By 2019, SADC membership
included 16 countries,§§ representing nearly 354
million people, over 40 percent of whom were
employed in the agriculture sector. The region’s total
GDP amounted to more than US$721 billion, growing
at an average of 3.8 percent from 2011 to 2019, with
agriculture contributing more than 11 percent.398
Intraregional trade within SADC is among the largest
on the continent.399 In 2019, intra-SADC trade was
valued at US$16.5 billion, about 45 percent of which
went through South Africa alone.400 Almost 85 percent
of SADC’s trade within Africa took place within the
REC itself, signifying a deep level of integration.401
Intra-SADC trade is largely in petroleum, agricultural
products, electricity, and some textile products. The
agricultural products most commonly traded within
SADC are sugar, live animals, vegetables and fruits,
and cereals, and intraregional trade in staples such
as maize has effectively replaced imports from the
rest of the world. Intra-SADC agricultural and food
imports account for 19 percent of total agricultural
and food imports to the region. Yet, high-value
products like coffee, tea, cocoa, spices, processed
foods, and vegetables as well as dairy products and
eggs continue to face the highest tariffs within the
REC.402 At the same time, trade in other agricultural
and food products such as beef have benefitted those
countries with a greater comparative advantage.
In 2016, South Africa’s meat exports were valued at
ZAR 3.6 billion (US$244 million), of which nearly half
went to regional SADC neighbors: Mozambique (17
percent), Lesotho (14 percent), Namibia (10 percent),
Eswatini and Botswana (4 percent each).403
Beyond SADC’s borders, trade with the Asia–Pacific
markets is highest, followed by the European
Union. Extra-SADC trade consists mainly of natural
resources such as coal, manganese, precious metals
and diamonds, manufactured goods that are high
in resources, some textiles, and from the agriculture
sector, tobacco.
The flourishing intraregional trade and regional
integration in SADC has been supported by a
robust institutional set up, holistic policymaking, and
effective programs.

§§ Angola, Botswana, Comoros, Democratic Republic of
Congo, Eswatini, Lesotho, Madagascar, Malawi, Mauritius,
Mozambique, Namibia, Seychelles, South Africa, Tanzania,
Zambia, and Zimbabwe.

Institutional innovations
SADC aims to build a more prosperous, sustainable,
open, equitable, safe and secure future for the people
of southern Africa. To realize this vision, SADC seeks
to achieve greater co-operation and integration
across borders combined with good governance
and lasting peace and security, as well as efficient
production systems. These overarching ambitions
provide the foundation for thematic areas of cooperation and are reflected in formal structures. Five
strategies guide the harmonization of political and
socioeconomic policies, mobilize resources, facilitate
the free movement of capital, labor, and goods and
services, and accelerate the development, transfer
and adoption of technology. In addition, a robust
and synchronized institutional framework has been
established to guide and implement these goals in a
transparent and inclusive manner, and to ensure that
the core principles are preserved. As a result of the
inclusion of more economically advanced countries
in the REC, SADC benefits from greater access to
domestic funds to support institutional development.
At the same time, its institutions have also garnered
support from international partners to continue
refining their operations.

Top-down coordination with inclusive
engagement
SADC’s institutional framework includes both a topdown approach for smooth coordination and an
inclusive approach that empowers stakeholders
within member countries to engage in the
formulation of regional policies and strategies. In
this respect, the overall policy direction and control
of functions of the REC are overseen by the Summit
of Heads of State or Government, in turn managed
by a troika comprised of the former, current, and
forthcoming (current deputy) chairpersons, who
rotate on an annual basis.404 A Council of Ministers
representing every member country, and drawn from
the respective ministries of foreign affairs, economic
planning, or finance, ensures effective domestic
implementation.405 A Secretariat provides strategic
planning, management and administrative support
for executing, monitoring and evaluating SADC’s
policies. It also designs harmonized policies and
programs for adoption by the Council of Ministers. 406
To ensure that the development of regional policies
and strategies is inclusive and reflects the priorities
of member states, the National Committees serve as
a platform for government, private sector and civil
society stakeholders to provide inputs and guide
the implementation of programs domestically. The
National Committees are a key link between member
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states and the Secretariat, as they marshal national
consensus on regional initiatives and channel the
inputs of domestic stakeholders into the SADC
institutions via the Secretariat.407

Institutional reform and quality standards
In 2012, the SADC Secretariat was officially recognized
for having achieved international standards in
accounting, audit, internal controls and procurement.
A comprehensive reform process spearheaded by the
Council of Ministers and managed by the Secretariat
ensured that institutional compliance was achieved.
Financial and technical assistance from the European
Union (EU) and Germany through GIZ (Deutsche
Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit) was
critical to facilitate the process and build capacity
within the Secretariat. In addition, a Secretariat
Institutional Reforms Coordinating Committee was
formed to coordinate the process and implement
the recommended changes, while Technical Working
Groups enabled external parties to support the
redesign of policies and frameworks. The accreditation
signals the adoption of international best-practices
to enhance governance and accountability. It also
contributes to improved efficiency and effectiveness,
hence greater impact. Most importantly, this process
qualified the Secretariat to access significant funds
from Contribution Agreements from the EU. Following
the achievement of international standards, the
EU committed EUR 84 million (US$109 million) for
regional political co-operation, regional economic
integration support, and project preparation and
development facilities. In addition, the EU extended
a further EUR 12 million (nearly US$16 million) to
support continued institutional compliance processes
over 2013–2105. GIZ offered a further EUR 4 million
(US$5 million) to boost policy dialogue among
regional stakeholders and strengthen collaboration
between the Secretariat and the member states over
the period 2013 to 2016.408, 409

Cross-sectoral coordination
Regional integration in SADC is organized through
six Sectoral and Cluster Ministerial Committees
comprised of ministers from each member state for:

• Trade, Industry, Finance and Investment
(TIFI)
• Infrastructure and Services
• Food, Agriculture, Natural Resources and
Environment (FANR)
• Social and Human Development and Special
Programmes
• Politics, Defense and Security
• Legal Affairs and Judicial Matters

Drawing on their expertise, ministers provide input
and advice into the formulation and implementation
of regional plans.410
Approximately mirroring the Sectoral and Cluster
Ministerial Committees, five directorates situated
in the Secretariat coordinate the implementation
of policies and programs. The mandates of each
directorate, outlined in individual protocols,
are linked with the overarching aim expediting
integration and unlocking trade opportunities.411
To enhance agricultural trade specifically, the TIFI
directorate is responsible for the development of
regional value chains and increased value addition for
agricultural products as well as greater compliance
with international standards and sanitary and
phytosanitary (SPS) measures.412 The FANR directorate
manages the production and protection of crops
through intensification, irrigation, mechanization,
sustainable use of fertilizers, and better seed quality
and distribution (including through seed trade); and
increased livestock trade supported by improved
animal disease control and health services and
development and dissemination of a SADC Livestock
Information Management System.413

Dispute settlement
In 2005, a Protocol on the Tribunal established a
SADC Tribunal, composed of appointed judges from
member states. The Tribunal’s key role is to ensure
accurate interpretation of the provisions of the SADC
Treaty — the founding declaration and treaty that
led to the establishment of SADC — and subsidiary
instruments and protocols, including the Protocol
on Trade. It is an independent forum and has the
authority to make rulings on the correct interpretation
and application of the legal instruments available in
SADC. The Tribunal thus performs the function of a
court and a judicial organ. For each dispute brought
to the Tribunal, a panel of nominated and selected
representatives are assembled.414
In the case of the Republic of Zimbabwe v. Mike
Campbell (Pvt) Ltd and Others415 regarding the loss
of farmland, the Tribunal concluded that 78 white
Zimbabwean farmers could keep their farms because
Zimbabwe’s land reform program had discriminated
against them. The Zimbabwean government
rejected this ruling. It questioned the legality of the
decision and persuaded the Summit to suspend the
Tribunal in 2010 while an independent review of its
role, functions and terms of reference was carried
out.416 Following several delays, a new Tribunal
was convened in 2014. However, its mandate was
restricted to disputes between member states
only, as opposed cases brought by any natural and
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legal persons against member states. Since African
governments are unlikely prosecute each other, the
new Tribunal has little potential impact. Worse, it also
limits the degree to which the rights of private parties
are protected by SADC’s legal framework.417
However, a further twist occurred in December
2018 when the South African Constitutional Court
invalidated the withdrawal of South Africa from the
original Tribunal and its subsequent signing up to the
new one. Similarly, the Tanzanian government also
concluded that the disbanding of the original Tribunal
undermined the Rule of Law, in itself a founding
principle of SADC. Consequently, at the time of
writing, SADC remains without a functional Tribunal,
especially as the new one, although convened, had
not been deployed.418

Budget and financing
The coordination function of SADC is primarily
funded by member states, proportionate to the
share of their GDP in the combined SADC GDP.
In addition, development activities are funded
by International Cooperating Partners (ICPs), of
which the EU, the African Development Bank, the
World Bank, the Commonwealth, the World Health
Organization, the Food and Agriculture Organization
of the United Nations, and the Global Fund to Fight
AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria are leading partners.
In addition, regional institutions such as the Forum
for Agricultural Research in Africa and the Southern
African Trust also provide technical and financial
support.419

SADC’s institutions are relatively well funded,
although not consistently. For instance, the budget
for the 2014/15 fiscal year stood at US$88 million,
of which US$34 million was funded from member
states’ contributions and US$54 million from ICPs.420
However, following an economic downturn in
several member states, the budget for the fiscal year
2016/17 shrank to approximately US$72 million.421
Nevertheless, in 2017, SADC launched a longawaited SADC Regional Development Fund (RDF)
to provide seed funding and mobilize additional
and new resources for infrastructure development in
the region.422 Although not yet operational, the RDF
will include a share for disaster preparedness and
response, and one for agricultural development.423

Gender mainstreaming
In addition to the roles outlined above, the Secretariat
is also responsible for gender mainstreaming in all
SADC policies, programs and activities. A Gender
Unit within the Secretariat, accountable directly to
the Executive Secretary, was established in 1998 to
facilitate, coordinate and monitor the implementation
of SADC’s gender commitments — as outlined in a
Protocol on Gender and Development — within SADC
institutions; regional integration priorities, including
on agriculture and trade; politics and decisionmaking; and access to and control of productive
and economic resources.424 The Protocol on Gender
and Development explicitly calls for national
trade and entrepreneurship policies to be made
gender-responsive by 2015. It also requires that the
economic value of persons engaged in agricultural
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and domestic work be recognized and remunerated
appropriately.425 Moreover, member states are also
required to develop subsidized training programs
to develop women’s entrepreneurial skills and
provide opportunities to enhance the production,
marketing and export of quality products (including
across agricultural value chains) by women. Regional
women’s networks are required to be included in
trade policy structures and gender quotas have to be
created for all trade missions.426
A 2010 study by the UN Economic Commission of
Africa showed that there is an elaborate enabling
environment as well as clear institutional frameworks
across Malawi, Mozambique, Namibia and Zambia
for dealing with gender-related issues in general
terms. Although little progress had been made in
directly addressing gender within trade frameworks,
the implementation of strategies within the Protocol
on Trade, such as elimination of nontariff barriers, had
indirectly benefitted women by empowering them to
participate in intraregional trade activities.427
In addition, a study in Malawi, Zambia and Zimbabwe
showed that these concerted efforts at the regional
level have resulted in agricultural and trade policies
across SADC that consider gender equality and
empowerment. The countries have also acceded
to international conventions that address gender
equality. However, the application of these is not
always consistent or coordinated within government
departments nor among policy tools. In addition,
efforts are more readily implemented through
agriculture sector interventions than trade. Hence
it is urgent to mainstream gender issues into trade
policy, which in turn will initiate the collection and
management of gendered trade data. Comprehensive
data will form the basis of policymaking, while closer
collaboration between sectoral policymakers will
ensure that there is coherence between gender
responsiveness in agriculture and trade.428

Policy innovations
Since its formation, SADC’s institutions have
designed, evaluated and refined an array of longterm plans and protocols to harness the economic
and social potential of the region. The Regional
Indicative Strategic Development Plan (RISDP) forms
the core guiding framework upon which the regional
integration agenda is constructed, and through which
policy harmonization is initiated. In addition, the
Regional Agricultural Policy and the Regional Trade
Protocol provide further impetus toward expanding
intra-SADC agricultural trade.

An evolving Regional Indicative Strategic
Development Plan
The Regional Indicative Strategic Development
Plan (RISDP) is a 15-year roadmap providing a
comprehensive outline of policies, strategies,
principles and specific targets that provide a
regionwide impetus to deepen integration,
accelerate poverty eradication, and meet economic
and social goals. RISDP was adopted by the SADC
Summit in 2003 and implemented beginning in 2005
over three 5-year phases. Although RISDP does not
specify sources of funding for the implementation
of all activities, it does present a broad menu of
conventional and alternative pools of capital, as well
as mechanisms through which they can be mobilized.
Importantly, RISDP also outlines a comprehensive
plan to monitor and evaluate the implementation of
the actions at political and policy level, operational
and technical level, and stakeholder level.429
The original RISDP identified 12 priority action
areas, composed of 4 sectoral and 8 cross-sectoral
intervention areas. In this context, RISDP included
sustainable food security as a priority intervention
area within the first group and outlined five strategies
to promote (fair) trade in agricultural products, in
addition to strategies to raise productivity, transform
subsistence agriculture, improve food safety, and
reduce the impact of food-related disasters. These
include strategies to: improve rural infrastructure,
eliminate trade barriers on agricultural products,
mobilize public and private investments in the
sector, bolster farmer support systems, and foster
partnerships between commercial and smallholder
farmers. In addition, RISDP also called for the
completion of the annex to the Trade Protocol on
Sanitary and Phytosanitary measures, and set two
targets to unlock trade: (1) reduce the prevalence
of transboundary animal diseases such as footand-mouth disease by half in 2015, with the aim
of ultimately eliminating them, and (2) meet SPS
measures and standards as per WTO Agreements —
both of which would improve the trade of food and
animal-sourced products. 430
Two evaluations of RISDP have taken place to date. The
Secretariat conducted a desk assessment covering
the period 2005 to 2010, and an independent midterm review was carried out for the period 2005 to
2012. The former concluded that implementation
of RISDP over the first phase had been satisfactory
and progress had been made toward the targets.
Specifically, for agricultural trade, achievements
include:
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•

•

•

•

Marketing: initial grants had been made for
research for improving marketing of livestock
(from small-scale producers) and commodities.
Migratory pests and phytosanitary measures:
strategies for managing migrant pests in
crops had been developed and approved,
along with a plan to assist member states in
implementing the measures. Advocacy efforts
on phytosanitary measures had resulted in
more member states adhering to international
treaties on plant protection.
Food safety: a project on harmonizing food
safety guidelines and processes had been
launched to foster greater regional trade and
facilitate access to EU and world markets,
and the Secretariat mobilized EUR 7.5 million
(US$10 million) toward these efforts.
Transport infrastructure: guidelines on rural
accessibility had been developed.431

The independent review of the RISDP, completed
in 2014, also recorded moderate progress toward
enhancing SADC intraregional trade and economic
diversification. The review recommended a
consolidation and realignment of priorities, bringing
forward strategies for industrialization, accelerating
market integration, and infrastructure development.
Maintaining the original vision and mission, a revised
2015–2020 RISDP condenses 12 priorities to 4, with
a focus on regional value chains and value addition
for agricultural and non-agricultural products, and
on intraregional and intra-African trade. Although
the priority for sustainable food security is no longer
specified, productivity, competitiveness and market
access for agricultural products feature within special
programs for the region. In this context, the revised
RISDP specifies interventions in access to and use
of land, inputs, capital, and entrepreneurship skills,
as outlined in the Regional Agricultural Policy.432
As RISDP comes to an end in 2020, a review of
its implementation is on-going, parallel to the
formulation of the new 10-year framework for 2021–
2030.433

Regional Agricultural Policy
The SADC Regional Agricultural Policy (RAP) was
approved by the SADC Council in 2014 as the
overarching framework for the region’s agriculture
sector. Like the Protocol on Trade (see below), the
RAP is founded on the direction set in the RISDP
and implemented in five-year cycles. In addition to
setting out priorities and proposed interventions
for enhancing productivity, increasing investments
in the sector, and addressing vulnerabilities posed
by climate change, gender inequalities, HIV/AIDS,

migration, and youth unemployment, the RAP also
outlines comprehensive, innovative and inclusive
avenues for improving trade and access to markets
for farmers in SADC. Specifically, policy guidance
focuses on increasing the efficiency and effectiveness
of input and output markets, transforming the regional
and international trade environment, and upgrading
relevant infrastructure. Key measures facilitating
greater agricultural trade in the RAP include:
•

•

•

•

•

Input and output markets: supporting
the development of national and regional
commodity exchanges; extending and
harmonizing the use of commodity grades
and standards (including for grains), quality
specifications, traceability, and environmental
norms for trade; and facilitating the
participation of informal traders, small and
medium enterprises, and marginalized groups
such as women and youth.
Infrastructure: in addition to investing in
infrastructure and designing infrastructure
in a way that takes agriculture into account,
improving agriculture’s utilization of existing
infrastructure such as intercountry transport
corridors, sanitary and phytosanitary (SPS)
facilities, and shared water resources for
agriculture such as cross-border irrigation
schemes.
Price management and stabilization: investing
in storage and related infrastructure; boosting
contract farming with more robust value chain
governance; and designing market-friendly
food emergency policies.
Reduction of barriers to trade: promoting
mutual recognition of member states’ SPS
certificates and simplifying Rules of Origin
(RoO).
Sustainability: reducing external tariffs on
selected production factors such as green
technologies.

Across the board, the approach of the RAP is to
support and complement member states to achieve
related national goals. Where national goals require
updating to align with regional plans, the RAP
proposes support for their development, as well
as financial and technical assistance toward their
implementation.434 To drive implementation of the
RAP forward, the Council of Ministers approved a
corresponding Regional Agricultural Investment Plan
in July 2016, with a total budget of US$1.3 billion.435
The RAIP and national agricultural investments plans
(NAIPS) are thus mutually aligned such that NAIPs
form the basis for disbursements of resources under
the RAP.436
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Protocol on Trade: pragmatic and ﬂexible
Building on the direction provided in the RISDP,
SADC’s Protocol on Trade (PoT) is the founding
legal instrument guiding trade liberalization in the
region, with the goal of establishing a free trade area
by 2008, a customs union by 2010, and eventually
a common market and monetary union. Signed in
1996, implemented from 2000 and amended in
2010, the PoT obliges member states to (gradually)
reduce customs duties and other intra-SADC trade
barriers on goods and services, create an attractive
environment for investments, and drive diversification
and industrialization. By 2008, about 85 percent of
goods traded in the region had attained zero duty, and
a Free Trade Area was launched by 12 of 15 member
states on schedule.¶¶ Furthermore, a tariff phasedown process for sensitive products was completed
by 2012, which marked maximum tariff liberalization.
However, due to capacity constraints, the formation of
a customs union, and hence the common market and
monetary union, have been delayed.437 Nevertheless,
to further facilitate intra-SADC trade, the PoT proposes
adoption of common rules of origin, streamlining
and harmonization of customs rules and procedures,
including SPS measures, and elimination of nontariff
barriers, as well as recourse and avenues for dispute
settlement.438 The PoT adopts a pragmatic approach
to addressing nontariff barriers by excluding
more sensitive measures such as local content
requirements, levies, and other border charges and
import and export licensing arrangements, as long
as the trade-distorting effects are minimal. While this

approach may have expedited the transition to a free
trade area, it has also led to a multiplicity of nontariff
barriers which, in turn, have had a debilitating effect
on intraregional trade.439,440
Protecting vulnerable sectors: the Sugar Agreement
On the other hand, the PoT incudes special
agreements for products or industries from the
region that are ”sensitive” to external market forces.
One such agreement is on sugar. Sugar production
has significant socioeconomic impacts across
several SADC countries, particularly in rural areas
and small nations where it provides substantial
employment, including to low-skilled workers. The
sector contributes as much as 6 percent of GDP
and 93 percent of agricultural GDP in some SADC
member states. It also optimizes comparative
advantages and contributes toward diversification
(energy and bio-chemicals). However, on the global
stage, sugar is a heavily subsidized product and its
average world market price is consistently below
the average cost of production. Hence, its separate
treatment in the PoT protects regional producers
from dumping and ensures that the sector continues
to grow in the face of cheap extra-SADC imports. The
Sugar Agreement (Annex VII of the PoT) negotiated
an extended period of preferential access to the
Southern African Customs Union (SACU) market,
comprised of Botswana, Eswatini, Lesotho, Namibia,
and South Africa. The Sugar Agreement allowed nonSACU surplus producers such as Malawi, Mauritius,
Mozambique, Tanzania, and Zambia to export

¶¶ Angola, DRC and Seychelles are being assisted by the Secretariat to accede.
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an agreed portion of that surplus sugar to SACU
member countries on a duty-free basis, thereby
fostering greater competitiveness domestically.
Access quotas are calculated based on the share of
total SADC sugar surplus. Until 2012, access was also
based on a steady increase in the volume of exports
into the SACU market, to be reviewed pending a
positive assessment of the state of the world sugar
market. A review began in 2017.The future of the
Sugar Agreement will also be impacted by reforms of
the sugar regime of the EU, as the largest importer of
sugar from SADC, as well as post-Brexit relationships
with the United Kingdom.441,442,443

Programmatic interventions
Support Towards Operationalization of the SADC
Regional Agricultural Policy
To operationalize the RAP, the Secretariat launched a
program of support in March 2019, in partnership with
the EU and FAO. The EUR 9 million (US$10 million)
program titled Support Towards Operationalization
of the SADC Regional Agricultural Policy (STOSAR)
has three key components: evidence-based decisionmaking with more robust agricultural information
systems; managing transboundary plant pests and
diseases to improve access to markets; and executing
the Regional Food and Nutrition Security Strategy.444
The program provides technical assistance to the
Secretariat’s ongoing efforts to create a regional
Agricultural Information Management System (AIMS).
AIMS collects, analyses, disseminates and integrates
information on crop and livestock production, pests
and diseases, vulnerability and other socioeconomic
data, as well as national budgets, so as to enhance
policy development, emergency preparedness, and
decision-making. In addition, the program supports
member states’ efforts to solve phytosanitary issues,
thus increasing productivity and exports, and
preventing the entry and spread of pests. Finally,
STOSAR aims to control three of the most damaging
transboundary animal diseases — foot-and-mouth
disease, PPR (peste des petits ruminants/sheep and
goat plague), and highly pathogenic avian influenza
(HPAI) — in order to improve the productivity and
market access for livestock and livestock products.445
In 2020, STOSAR funded biopesticide trials in
Tanzania against the fall armyworm, the successful
completion of which paved the way for its registration
in June 2020.446 Tanzania’s livestock sector is also
benefitting from interventions to strengthen disease
surveillance and control in the north and central
zones of the country, thereby contributing to the
sector’s sustainable growth.447

Strengthening institutions for risk management of
transboundary animal diseases
Livestock is a key source of food, employment and
income for millions of southern Africans. Hence,
the region has long focused on facilitating trade
in livestock within the region. For example, from
2007 to 2012, the Secretariat, in partnership with
the Emergency Centre for Transboundary Animal
Diseases, implemented the Transboundary Animal
Diseases (TADs) project to promote livestock as a
safe and tradeable commodity in Angola, Malawi,
Mozambique, Tanzania and Zambia. Funded by the
African Development Bank, the project implemented
five key activities to strengthen the capacity for
detection, identification, monitoring and surveillance
of (TADs):

• Developed a comprehensive framework for the

•

•

•
•

Southern African Commission for the Control
of TADs, including financing, sustainability and
legal formation.
Introduced the Digital Pen Technology and
provided training on its use for efficient and
rapid transmission of disease data from the
field. A study conducted between September
2009 and August 2010 concluded that,
although expensive, the new technology was
found to improve timeliness and frequency
of reporting. With regular maintenance and
replacement of equipment, and better access
to the appropriate forms, the technology
would have a greater impact in monitoring the
prevalence of disease.448
Conducted training for 50 lab technicians and
over 100 veterinary field staff on improved risk
analysis and mapping, including a simulation
exercise to strengthen the capacity of countries
to respond to PPR.
Analyzed and harmonized national TAD
preparedness plans.
Established National Virtual Centres —
networking and collaboration hubs for the
institutions involved in the project.449,450

Seed Trade Project
In 2015, USAID initiated the Feed the Future Southern
Africa Seed Trade Project, in partnership with the
Crop Development Unit of the Food, Agriculture
and Natural Resources Directorate. The project
aims to improve access to and availability of highquality seeds across the region by promoting seed
trade and consolidating small and marginal markets
into one large regionwide market. To do so, the
Seed Trade Project is engaged in efforts to provide
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technical assistance to align policies and regulations
covering seed trade across all member states with
the SADC Harmonized Seed Regulatory System
(HSRS), which includes seed certification and quality
assurance, quarantine and phytosanitary measures,
and variety release. By 2020, the Seed Trade Project
had established the SADC Seed Committee, which
oversees the regional seed system and the SADC
Seed Centre; worked with 13 seed companies
and registered 55 seed varieties, all eligible for
regional trade; facilitated the production of the first
hybrid maize seed under the HSRS, which can be
produced relatively easily in Zambia but not in the
DRC; trained more than 1,500 technicians on HSRS
and improved business management practices.
The project also facilitated the transfer of new seed
varieties and online seed certification systems as
well as new laboratory technology.451, 452 In addition,
in 2018, Seed Co. Zambia Ltd planted the hybrid
maize seeds in a pilot within the Seed Trade Project.
The pilot produced over 200 tons of certified hybrid
maize seed, 60 tons of which were then successfully
and without incident exported to neighboring DRC
in September 2019, confirming the success of the
quality control, certification and assurance process.453

Conclusion
Intraregional trade in SADC is among the highest
within the eight RECs officially recognized by the
African Union. SADC is also pursuing a resolute
integration agenda. A robust and inclusive institutional
framework complemented by synchronized policies
underpins this success. However, some challenges
persist, such as the proliferation of nontariff
measures, complexities in aligning national policies
where countries are part of several regional trade
agreements, the political economy difficulties of
implementing regional directives — as seen in the
case with Zimbabwean farmers — which have led to
a weakening of institutions and changing dynamics
with external trading partners such as the EU and
United Kingdom.
With more committed implementation of SADC’s
protocols and policies, the region has the potential to
achieve even greater success in improving agricultural
trade. In the immediate term, there is an urgent need

to invest in greater data collection, particularly on the
impact of NTBs, so as to unblock trade, particularly
in agricultural products.454 Moreover, to build
resilient regional value chains and develop a regional
competitive advantage, SADC institutions can work
with member states to identify and build regional
complementarities. For instance, where Malawi
and Zambia prioritize soybean production, other
countries in the region can participate in up- and
downstream value addition along the soybean value
chain.455 Finally, forward-looking engagement with
the United Kingdom will ensure access to its markets
after its departure from the EU. This is particularly
vital for SADC’s sugar sector for which the United
Kingdom is a key market.456
In the medium to long term, it is also essential
to revisit the composition and authority of key
institutions such as the Tribunal to ensure they are
able to reach and exert decisions that are beneficial
to the region. The Secretariat would also be more
effective with the authority to drive policymaking and
implementation (rather than administer the process),
as well as legislative powers to propel greater
integration.457 Similarly, given the central function
of National Committees in ensuring an inclusive
governance system, it is vital that they receive the
requisite human, financial and technical resources
for effective engagement.458 Although SADC’s
institutional and policy frameworks are relatively
advanced on gender mainstreaming, some key
challenges persist. Including gender perspectives
in the Protocol on Trade would ensure that gender
mainstreaming is truly cross-cutting, rather than
sidelined to specific sectors like agriculture.459
Reinstating monitoring and evaluation frameworks,
including the Gender Monitor, would also keep
up the pressure to continue implementation of the
Protocol on Gender and Development. Although the
EU has already committed substantial support for
strengthening SADC’s institutional framework, it can
also be — as the most influential donor of SADC and
trading partner of several member states — a useful
partner is designing coherent policies for the region.
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8. Conclusion
Agricultural trade is a key driver and enabler for
agricultural growth, economic development and
transformation in Africa. While smallholder farmers
benefit from lower entry barriers to regional and
global markets, consumers benefit from improved
food security and nutrition as more affordable, diverse
and nutritious foods become available through
trade. If combined with advances in agro-processing
and packaging, the benefits of food trade can spill
into other sectors too. Flourishing agricultural trade
therefore has the potential to generate much-needed
employment opportunities and wealth, thereby
significantly improving socioeconomic development
and livelihoods across the continent. It can also
reinforce the resilience of African countries to better
withstand socio-economic, climatic and health
shocks, such as the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic.
African countries have already made significant
and determined efforts to eliminate trade barriers
and increase agricultural trade through the
RECs and numerous other regional and bilateral
trade agreements. Currently, the largest share of
agricultural trade across Africa is channeled through
the RECs. This will be further catalyzed by the AfCFTA
when it starts trading on 1 January 2021. The success
of the RECs can therefore offer important lessons in
boosting intracontinental agricultural trade too. At
the same time, strengthening the implementation
and further integration of the RECs themselves in a
way that drives sustained agricultural and economic
growth can enable a successful AfCFTA.
It is also critical to have systems in place for
technical and institutional innovations in the sector
and regulations to spur intraregional agricultural
trade while accounting for the adjustment costs
and safeguarding the environment, maintaining
quality standards, and ensuring that smallholder
farmers, youth and informal traders are included in
opportunities. To fully harness the opportunities of
increased intraregional trade, and within a coherent
rules-based policy framework, support must be given
to information sharing, trade financing and small and
medium-sized enterprises.

COMESA has developed a sound institutional
framework that supports agricultural development
as well as agricultural trade. The REC has adopted
a pragmatic approach to addressing key barriers to
agricultural trade. Focusing on unlocking finance
for trade through robust banking and insurance
institutions is a unique and innovative approach.
Similarly, developing sector-focused interventions
have significantly improved the productivity of the
leather and staples sectors, especially of cassava.
Finally, complementing these with a wide range of
solutions to ease transit across and between countries
has further strengthened intraregional trade.
ECOWAS is financially self-sufficient. This provides
immense capacity to lead and implement policies and
programs that benefit intraregional agricultural trade.
Supported by an evolving institutional framework,
the REC has created an enabling environment for
intraregional trade that facilitates access to finance,
attracts investment, and ensures fair competition, in
tandem with a judiciary to settle investor–government
disputes. Dedicated efforts to harmonize quality
standards and a reduction in transit time along key
trade corridors are strong signals for expanding
agricultural trade and regional integration.
Intraregional trade in SADC is the highest within
the eight RECs officially recognized by the African
Union. SADC’s institutional framework includes both,
a top-down approach for smooth co-ordination, and
an inclusive approach that empowers stakeholders
within member countries to engage in the formulation
of regional policies and strategies. Moreover, the
REC has invested significant efforts and resources
in strengthening the effectiveness of its institutions.
By actively aligning national and regional priorities
reflected in the National Agriculture Investment Plans
(NAIPs) and the Regional Agricultural Investment
Plans (RAIPs), respectively, the REC ensures that
trade and other agricultural sector interventions are
optimized.

Important lessons can be learned from trading blocs
to boost agricultural trade in Africa:

Malabo Montpellier Panel Trade Report 2020

59

The Malabo Montpellier Panel has identified a set of actions summarized below that, if brought to scale, could
have a significant impact on driving sustained intraregional agricultural trade.

1- Improve data and information collection and provision to support efficient price
formation and informed and inclusive policy design and decision making.

2- Fast-track trade facilitation arrangements at REC level and adopt coordinated

ICT systems to expedite the elimination of tariff and non-tariff barriers for facilitating
agricultural trade and greater integration.

3- In conjunction with robust systems, institutions and policies, design and adapt

innovative models for financing the expansion and use of hard infrastructure to drive
intraregional and intracontinental agricultural trade.

4- Better align national with regional priorities as set out in the NAIPs and RAIPs to

accelerate the implementation of intraregional trade and integration agendas.

5- Invest in the design and development of technologies as well as skill and

innovation capacities to strengthen Africa’s emerging food processing sector and
overall value chain competitiveness.

6-

Coordinate policy responses to crises and shocks within RECs and at the
continental level through designated centers and taskforces to improve the level
of preparedness and response capacity and to maintain agricultural and food trade
flows across borders.

Malabo Montpellier Panel Trade Report 2020

60

Reference
1 World Bank, 2020. The African Continental Free Trade Area: economic and distributional effects. World Bank Group, Washington D.C.
2 UNECA, 2019. African Continental Free Trade Area - Questions & Answers. UN Economic Commission of Africa, Addis Ababa.
3 WTO, 2018. Mainstreaming Trade to Attain the Sustainable Development Goals. World Trade Organization, Geneva. https://doi.
org/10.30875/9c96f135-en
4 Bouët, A., Odjo, S.P., Zaki, C., 2020b. Africa Agriculture Trade Monitor 2020. International Food Policy Research Institute, Washington, DC. https://doi.org/10.2499/9780896293908
5 Ibid
6 Brückner, M., Lederman, D., 2012. Trade Causes Growth in Sub-Saharan Africa (Policy Research Working Paper No. 6007). The
World Bank, Washington D.C. https://doi.org/10.1596/1813-9450-6007
7 UNECA, AU, AfDB, UNCTAD, 2019. Assessing Regional Integration in Africa 9: Next Steps for the African Continental Free Trade
Area, Assessing Regional Integration in Africa (ARIA). UN Economic Commission for Africa, African Union, African Development Bank
and UN Conference on Trade and Development, Addis Ababa.
8 Tinta, A.A., Sarpong, D.B., Ouedraogo, I.M., Hassan, R.A., Mensah-Bonsu, A., Onumah, E.E., 2018. The effect of integration, global
value chains and international trade on economic growth and food security in ECOWAS. Cogent Food & Agriculture 4, 1465327.
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311932.2018.1465327
9 Admassu, S., 2019. An empirical analysis of the trade-creation effect of African regional economic communities. Empir Econ 56,
843–863. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00181-017-1382-7
10 Fadeyi, O.A., Bahta, T.Y., Ogundeji, A.A., Willemse, B.J., 2014. Impacts of the SADC Free Trade Agreement on South African Agricultural Trade. Outlook Agric 43, 53–59. https://doi.org/10.5367/oa.2014.0154
11 te Velde, D.W., 2015. Regional trade and infrastructure and firmlevel productivity in Sub-Saharan Africa: A background research
paper in the project Regional infrastructure for trade facilitation – impact on growth and poverty reduction (Report). ODI, London.
12 Op. cit. World Bank, 2020. The African Continental Free Trade Area.
13 Ibid
14 Elitcha, K., 2018. The Private Sector and Regional Integration in Southern Africa: Accelerating Opportunities for Investment and
Growth: Background Paper Prepared for the Southern Africa Regional Integration Stakeholder Forum: Lilongwe (Malawi) 11-13 June
2018. UNECA, Lusaka.
15 The World Bank, 2012. Africa Can Help Feed Africa: Removing barriers to regional trade in food staples. The World Bank, Washington D.C.
16 Ibid
17 Engel, J., Jouanjean, M.-A., 2013. Barriers to trade in food staples in West Africa: an analytical review. ODI, London.
18 Op. cit. The World Bank, 2012. Africa Can Help Feed Africa.
19 Alemu, D., 2010. The Political Economy of Ethiopian Cereal Seed Systems: State Control, Market Liberalisation and Decentralisation (Working Paper). University of Sussex, Brighton.
20 Black, A., Edwards, L., Gorven, R., Mapulanga, W., 2020. Agro-processing, value chains, and regional integration in Southern Africa (WIDER Working Paper No. 2020/36). UNU-WIDER, Helsinki. https://doi.org/10.35188/UNU-WIDER/2020/793-4
21 Cheong, D., Jansen, M., Peters, R., 2013. Shared Harvests: Agriculture, Trade and Employment. International Labour Office and
UNCTAD, Geneva.
22 Kaliba, A.R., Mbiha, E.R., Nkuba, J.M., Kingu, P.M., 2008. Economic multipliers for Tanzania: implications on developing poverty
reduction programs.
23 Mlambo, C., Mukarumbwa, P., Megbowon, E., 2019. An investigation of the contribution of processed and unprocessed agricultural exports to economic growth in South Africa. Cogent Economics & Finance 7, 1694234. https://doi.org/10.1080/23322039.2019
.1694234
24 Calderón, C., Cantu, C., Zeufack, A., 2020. Trade Integration, Export Patterns, and Growth in Sub-Saharan Africa (World Bank
Policy Research Working Paper No. 9132). The World Bank, Washington D.C.
25 Tschirley, D., Reardon, T., Dolislager, M., Snyder, J., 2015. The Rise of a Middle Class in East and Southern Africa: Implications for
Food System Transformation. Journal of International Development 27, 628–646. https://doi.org/10.1002/jid.3107
26 Op. cit. Mlambo, et al., 2019.
27 UNECA, AUC, AfDB, 2010a. African Trade Flows and Patterns, in: Assessing Regional Integration in Africa IV: Enhancing Intra-African Trade. UNECA, Addis Ababa.
28 Op. cit. Elitcha, 2018. The Private Sector and Regional Integration in Southern Africa.
29 Traub, L., Yeboah, F.K., Meyer, F., Jayne, T.S., 2015. Megatrends and the future of African economies, in: Badiane, O., Makombe, T.
(Eds.), Beyond a Middle Income Africa: Transforming African Economies for Sustained Growth with Rising Employment and Incomes,
ReSAKSS Annual Trends and Outlook Report 2014. International Food Policy Research Institute, Washington D.C, pp. 38–61.
30 Bonuedi, I., Kamasa, K., Opoku, E.E.O., 2020. Enabling trade across borders and food security in Africa. Food Sec. 12, 1121–1140.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-020-01095-y
31 Ibid.
32 East Africa Trade and Investment Hub, 2019. Livestock Trade in East Africa: Transforming livelihoods through structured trading
systems [WWW Document]. Exposure. https://thehub.exposure.co/livestock-trade-in-east-africa (accessed 12.15.20).
33 Malabo Montpellier Panel, 2020. Meat, milk and more: Policy innovations to shepherd inclusive and sustainable livestock systems
in Africa. International Food Policy Research Institute/Akademiya2063, Dakar. https://doi.org/10.2499/9780896293861
Malabo Montpellier Panel Trade Report 2020

61

34 Martin, W., Laborde Debucquet, D., 2018. Trade: The free flow of goods and food security and nutrition, in: 2018 Global Food Policy Report. International Food Policy Research Institute, Washington D.C, p. Chapter 3. Pp. 20-29. https://doi.
org/10.2499/9780896292970_03
35 Kornher, L., Kalkuhl, M., 2019. The gains of coordination - When does regional cooperation for food security make sense? Global
Food Security 22, 37–45. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2019.09.004
36 FAO, 2019. Intra-regional trade, a key driver of food and nutrition security in Africa [WWW Document]. FAO Regional Office for
Africa. http://www.fao.org/africa/news/detail-news/en/c/1200150/ (accessed 12.9.20).
37 Minot, N., 2011. Transmission of world food price changes to markets in Sub-Saharan Africa (IFPRI Discussion Paper). International Food Policy Research Institute, Washington D.C.
38 Anderman, T.L., Remans, R., Wood, S.A., DeRosa, K., DeFries, R.S., 2014. Synergies and tradeoffs between cash crop production
and food security: a case study in rural Ghana. Food Sec. 6, 541–554. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-014-0360-6
39 Badiane, O., Odjo, S.P., Jemaneh, S., 2014. More resilient domestic food markets through regional trade, in: Badiane, O., Makombe, T., Bahiigwa, G. (Eds.), Promoting Agricultural Trade to Enhance Resilience in Africa. ReSAKSS Annual Trends and Outlook
Report 2013. International Food Policy Research Institute, Washington, D.C.
40 Ibid.
41 Deason, L., Laborde Debucquet, D., Minot, N., Shahidur, R., Torero, M., 2014. Food price volatility: Effects and response mechanisms in Africa, in: Badiane, O., Makombe, T., Bahiigwa, G. (Eds.), Promoting Agricultural Trade to Enhance Resilience in Africa.,
ReSAKSS Annual Trends and Outlook Report 2013. International Food Policy Research Institute, Washington D.C, p. Chapter 3. Pp.
18-37.
42 Malabo Montpellier Panel, 2018. Water-Wise: Smart Irrigation Strategies for Africa. International Food Policy Research Institute,
Dakar.
43 Ringler, C., Rosegrant, M. W., Perez, N. and Xie, H., unpublished. The Future of Irrigation: Farmer-Led. In preparation for publication by the World Bank as a background paper for the WFIF conference. International Food Policy Research Institute.
44 Morrison, J., 2016. Managing food security risks and intra-regional trade in Africa. FAO, Rome.
45 Ahmed, S.A., Diffenbaugh, N.S., Hertel, T.W., Martin, W.J., 2012. Agriculture and Trade Opportunities for Tanzania: Past
Volatility and Future Climate Change. Review of Development Economics 16, 429–447. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.14679361.2012.00672.x
46 Op. cit. Deason, et al., 2014. Food price volatility.
47 Barnekow, S.E., Kulkarni, K.G., 2017. Why Regionalism? A Look at the Costs and Benefits of Regional Trade Agreements in Africa.
Global Business Review 18, 99–117. https://doi.org/10.1177/0972150916666881
48 Fofana, I., Odjo, S.P., Traore, F., 2019. Gender and trade in Africa: Case study of Niger (IFPRI Discussion Paper No. 1885). International Food Policy Research Institute, Washington, DC. https://doi.org/10.2499/p15738coll2.133507
49 Op. cit. World Bank, 2020. The African Continental Free Trade Area.
50 Ibid.
51 Christiaensen, L., Rutledge, Z., Taylor, J.E., 2020. Viewpoint: The future of work in agri-food. Food Policy. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2020.101963
52 Dorosh, P., Thurlow, J., 2016. Beyond Agriculture Versus Non-Agriculture: Decomposing Sectoral Growth–Poverty Linkages in Five
African Countries. World Development 109. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2016.08.014
53 FAO (Ed.), 2011. Women in agriculture: closing the gender gap for development, The state of food and agriculture. FAO,
Rome.
54 UNCTAD, 2019a. Borderline: Women in Informal Cross-border Trade in Malawi, the United Republic of Tanzania and Zambia. UN,
Geneva.
55 Njobe, B., 2015. Women and Agriculture: The Untapped Opportunity in the Wave of Transformation (Background Paper). African
Development Bank, Abidjan.
56 Op. cit. World Bank, 2020. The African Continental Free Trade Area.
57 Ibid
58 Kenny, C., 2019. Automation and AI: Implications for African Development Prospects? (CGD Note). Center for Global Development, Washington D.C.
59 Banga, K., te Velde, D.W., 2018. Digitalisation and the Future of Manufacturing in Africa, Supporting Economic Transformation.
ODI, London.
60 Neven, D., 2014. Developing Sustainable Food Value Chains: Guiding Principles. FAO, Rome.
61 WTO, n.d. Aid for Trade fact sheet [WWW Document]. Development. https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/devel_e/a4t_e/
a4t_factsheet_e.htm (accessed 12.15.20).
62 Lemi, A., 2018. Aid for trade and Africa’s trade performance: Evidence from bilateral trade flows with China and OECD countries.
JAT 4, 37. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joat.2017.12.001
63 UNCTAD, 2019a. Facts & Figures (UNCTAD/PRESS/IN/2019/2/Rev.1) [WWW Document]. Press Release. https://unctad.org/
press-material/facts-figures-0 (accessed 12.15.20).
64 Myers, J., 2016. Which are African economies’ biggest exports? [WWW Document]. World Economic Forum. https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2016/05/which-are-africas-biggest-exports/ (accessed 12.11.20).
65 Pais, G., Jayaram, K., van Wamelen, A., 2020. Safeguarding Africa’s food systems through and beyond the crisis [WWW Document]. Featured Insights. https://www.mckinsey.com/featured-insights/middle-east-and-africa/safeguarding-africas-food-systemsthrough-and-beyond-the-crisis# (accessed 12.11.20).
66 Op. cit. Bouët, et al., 2020b. Africa Agriculture Trade Monitor 2020.
Malabo Montpellier Panel Trade Report 2020

62

67 Pais, et al., 2020. Safeguarding Africa’s food systems through and beyond the crisis.
68 Directorate-General for Agriculture and Rural Development, 2020. Agri-food Trade Statistical Factsheet. European Union,
Sub-Saharan Africa. European Commission, Brussels.
69 Ibid.
70 Kornher, L., von Braun, J., 2020. EU Common Agricultural Policy - Impacts on Trade with Africa and African Agricultural Development (SSRN Scholarly Paper No. ID 3613628). Social Science Research Network, Rochester, NY. https://doi.org/10.2139/
ssrn.3613628
71 Jalloh, A.-B., Suuk, M., 2020. West Africa is keen to feed the UK post-Brexit [WWW Document]. DW.COM. https://www.dw.com/
en/west-africa-is-keen-to-feed-the-uk-post-brexit/a-54901042 (accessed 12.11.20).
72 Lanktree, G., 2020. UK-Kenya deal triggers East African trade tensions [WWW Document]. POLITICO. https://www.politico.eu/
article/uk-kenya-trade-deal-threatens-trade-in-east-africa/ (accessed 12.11.20).
73 African Growth and Opportunity Act, tralac, n.d. Sector Data: Agriculture [WWW Document]. Data Center. https://agoa.info/data/
sector-data-agriculture.html (accessed 12.11.20).
74 Prosper Africa [WWW Document], n.d. Increasing Trade and Investment Between the United States and Africa. https://prosperafrica.dfc.gov/ (accessed 12.11.20).
75 Moore, G., Kenewendo, B., 2020. Meet the World’s Largest Free Trade Area. Foreign Policy. https://foreignpolicy.
com/2020/11/13/afcfta-free-trade-africa-economics/ (accessed 12.11.20).
76 African Development Bank, 2019. China’s Presence in Africa: A Boon or a Bust? Africa Economic Brief 10, 3–4.
77 Mureverwi, B., 2016. Africa-China trade data (Spreadsheet). tralac (Trade Law Centre), Johannesburg.
78 Cook, S., Lu, J., Tugendhat, H., Alemu, D., 2016. Chinese Migrants in Africa: Facts and Fictions from the Agri-Food Sector in
Ethiopia and Ghana. World Development, China and Brazil in African Agriculture 81, 61–70. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2015.11.011
79 Ministry of Economy, Brazil, 2018. ComexStat [Database]. ComexVis. URL http://comexstat.mdic.gov.br/en/comex-vis (accessed
12.16.20).
80 UNCTAD, 2019b. Economic Development in Africa Report 2019: Made in Africa – Rules of Origin for Enhanced Intra-African
Trade. UNCTAD, New York.
81 Op. cit. Bouët, et al., 2020b. Africa Agriculture Trade Monitor 2020.
82 Ibid.
83 Ibid.
84 Ibid.
85 Ibid.
86 Ibid.
87 Ibid.
88 UNCTAD, 2019a. Key Statistics and Trends in Regional Trade in Africa (No. UNCTAD/DITC/TAB/2019/3). UN, New York. https://
doi.org/10.18356/080aadf4-en
89 Ibid.
90 Sommer, L., Calabrese, L., Mendez-Parra, M., Luke, D., 2017. Smart industrialisation through trade in the context of Africa’s transformation (Policy Briefing). ODI, London.
91 Op. cit. UNCTAD, 2019b. Economic Development in Africa Report 2019.
92 Cadot, O., Asprilla, A., Gourdon, J., Knebel, C., Peters, R., 2015. Deep Regional Integration and Non-Tariff Measures: A Methodology for Data Analysis (Research Study Series No. 69), Policy Issues in International Trade and Commodities. United Nations, New
York and Geneva.
93 Bouët, A., Cosnard, L., Laborde, D., 2017. Measuring Trade Integration in Africa. Journal of Economic Integration 32, 937–977.
94 Ibid.
95 Brenton, P., Dihel, N., Hoppe, M., Soprano, C., 2014. Improving Behavior at Borders to Promote Trade Formalization: The Charter
for Cross-Border Traders (Policy Note No. 41). World Bank Group, Washington D.C.
96 Ministry of Industry and Trade, 2018. National Cross-Border Trade Strategy—A Comprehensive Strategy to Support Rwanda’s
Exports to Neighbouring Countries. Republic of Rwanda, Kigali.
97 Op. cit. Bouët, et al., 2020b. Africa Agriculture Trade Monitor 2020.
98 Bouët, A., Cissé, B., Traoré, F., 2020a. Informal cross-border trade in Africa, in: Bouët, A., Odjo, S., Zaki, C. (Eds.), Africa Agriculture
Trade Monitor (AATM) 2020, Africa Agriculture Trade Monitor. International Food Policy Research Institute, Washington, DC. https://
doi.org/10.2499/9780896293908_05
99 Afrika, Jean-Guy K, Ajumbo, G., 2012. Informal Cross Border Trade in Africa: Implications and Policy Recommendations 3, 13.
100 Lesser, C., Moisé-Leeman, E., 2009. Informal Cross-Border Trade and Trade Facilitation Reform in Sub-Saharan Africa (OECD
Trade Policy Papers No. 86), OECD Trade Policy Papers. OECD, Paris. https://doi.org/10.1787/225770164564
101 UNECA, AUC, AfDB, 2010. Gender and Intra African Trade: The Case of West Africa, in: Assessing Regional Integration in Africa
IV: Enhancing Intra-African Trade. UNECA, Addis Ababa, p. Chapter 12. Pp 423-464.
102 Informal Cross-Border Trade - Innovative Interventions Achieve Positive Results [WWW Document], n.d. Imani Development. https://imanidevelopment.com/informal-cross-border-trade-innovative-interventions-achieve-positive-results/ (accessed
12.15.20).

Malabo Montpellier Panel Trade Report 2020

63

103 FEWS NET, ACTESA-COMESA, WFP, 2012. Informal Cross-Border Food Trade in Southern Africa (Issue No. 78). FEWS NET
Regional Office, Alliance for Commodity Trade in Eastern and Southern Africa, and World Food Programme, Pretoria, Lusaka, Zambia;
Afrika and Ajumbo, 2012. A Potential Market for Agrifood Products from Africa.
104 Market Analysis Subgroup, Food Security & Nutrition Working Group, 2014. East Africa Crossborder Trade Bulletin
105 Little, P.D., 2015. Unofficial Trade When States Are Weak_the Case of Cross-Border Commerce in the Horn of Africa (Research
Paper No. 2005/013). UNU-WIDER, Helsinki.
106 Bouët, et al., 2020a. Informal cross-border trade in Africa.
107 Njiwa, D., Nthambi, T. and Chirwa, J., 2011. Reconnaissance Survey Report of Informal Cross-Border Trade at STR Implementing
Borders of Zambia, Malawi and Zimbabwe. Unpublished report prepared by the CBT/REFORM project team. COMESA Secretariat,
Lusaka.
108 The World Bank Group, 2014. Diagnostic Trade Integration Study (DTIS) (Main Report), Draft prepared for the Enhanced Integrated Framework. The Republic of Zambia, Lusaka.
109 Banga, K., Keane, J., Mendez-Parra, M., Pettinotti, L., Sommer, L., 2020. Africa trade and Covid‑19: The supply chain dimension
(Working Paper No. 586). ODI, London.
110 Luke, D., Masila, G., Sommer, L., 2020. Informal traders: a balancing act of survival [WWW Document]. African Business. https://
african.business/2020/05/economy/informal-traders-a-balancing-act-of-survival/ (accessed 12.11.20).
111 Ibid.
112 Alpha, A., Figuie, M., 2016. Impact of the ebola virus disease outbreak on market chains and trade of agricultural products in
West Africa. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, Dakar.
113 Brenton, P., Chemutai, V., 2020. Trade Responses to the COVID-19 Crisis in Africa. World Bank, Washington, DC. https://doi.
org/10.1596/33548
114 Ibid.
115 Bouët, A., Laborde, D., 2020. COVID-19 border policies create problems for African trade and economic pain for communities.
https://wca.ifpri.info/2020/05/14/covid-19-border-policies-create-problems-for-african-trade-and-economic-pain-for-communities/
(accessed 12.11.20).
116 World Economic Forum, 2015. Project Overview: Accelerating Infrastructure Development in Africa, Africa Strategic Infrastructure Initiative. P3. World Economic Forum, Cologny/Geneva.
117 Jouanjean, M.-A., 2013. Targeting infrastructure development to foster agricultural trade and market integration in developing
countries: an analytical review. ODI, London.
118 Berg, C.N., Deichmann, U., Liu, Y., Selod, H., 2017. Transport Policies and Development. J. Dev. Stud. 53, 465–480. https://doi.org
/10.1080/00220388.2016.1199857
119 PwC South Africa, 2018. Strengthening Africa’s gateways to trade: An analysis of port development in sub-Saharan Africa. PwC
South Africa, Johannesburg.
120 World Shipping Council, n.d. Top 50 World Container Ports [WWW Document]. About the Industry. https://www.worldshipping.
org/about-the-industry/global-trade/top-50-world-container-ports (accessed 12.11.20).
121 Iimi, A., You, L., Wood-Sichra, U., Humphrey, R.M., 2015. Agriculture Production and Transport Infrastructure in East Africa: An Application of Spatial Autoregression, Policy Research Working Papers. The World Bank, Washington D.C. https://doi.
org/10.1596/1813-9450-7281
122 Akpan, U., 2014. Impact of Regional Road Infrastructure Improvement on Intra-Regional Trade in ECOWAS: Impact of Regional
Road Infrastructure Improvement. Afr. Dev. Rev. 26, 64–76. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8268.12093
123 Peterson, J., 2015. Transport Corridors Have Improved Trade in Sub-Saharan Africa, but Issues Remain (USITC Executive Briefing
on Trade). U.S. International Trade Commission, Washington D.C.
124 Serraj, R., Byers, B., Engel, P., Molina, P.B., Rampa, F., Sayer, J., n.d. Agricultural Growth Corridors and Agricultural Transformation
in Africa: research needs for impact, implementation and institutions. Independent Science and Partnership Council of the CGIAR
and ecdpm.
125 Mommen, B., 2012. The Maputo Corridor Regional Integration that Works. GREAT Insights 1.
126 Osei – Kyei, R., Chan, A.P.C., 2016. Developing Transport Infrastructure in Sub-Saharan Africa through Public–Private
Partnerships: Policy Practice and Implications. Transp. Rev. 36, 170–186. https://doi.org/10.1080/01441647.2015.1077288
127 Maléne, D., Hauptfleisch, D.A., Marx, H.H., 2009. The Impact of the Maputo Development Corridor on Socio- economic Development: A Review of the Legislative and Regulatory Framework, in: TG59 People in Construction. Presented at the Impact of Maputo
Development Corridor on Socio-economic Development, Port Elizabeth.
128 Campbell, M., Maritz, J., Hauptfleisch, D.A., n.d. The Impact of The Maputo Development Corridor on Wealth Creation Within
The Region It Serves. University of the Free State, Bloemfontein.
129 Smalley, R., 2017. Agricultural Growth Corridors on the Eastern Seaboard of Africa: An Overview (Working Paper No. WP 01),
APRA. IDS, Brighton.
130 Op. cit. Serraj, et al., n.d. Agricultural Growth Corridors and Agricultural Transformation in Africa.
131 Ali, R., Barra, A.F., Berg, C.N., Damania, R., Nash, J.D., Russ, J., 2015. Agricultural Technology Choice and Transport (Policy Research Working Papers No. 7272). Agriculture Global Practice Group, World Bank, Washington D.C.
132 Iimi, A., Adamtei, H., Markland, J., Tsehaye, E., 2019. Port rail connectivity and agricultural production: evidence from a large
sample of farmers in Ethiopia. J. Appl. Econ. 22, 152–173. https://doi.org/10.1080/15140326.2019.1591814
133 Tankari, M.R., Glatzel, K., Demmler, K.M., 2019. Crop diversification and poverty reduction: The role of access to road in Niger.
https://doi.org/10.22004/AG.ECON.295774
134 Ali, R., Barra, A.F., Berg, C., Damania, R., Nash, J., Russ, J., 2015. Highways to Success or Byways to Waste: Estimating the Economic Benefits of Roads in Africa. The World Bank. https://doi.org/10.1596/978-1-4648-0654-4
Malabo Montpellier Panel Trade Report 2020

64

135 Partnership on Sustainable Low Carbon Transport, 2015. Rural Transport and Agriculture Fact Sheet. London.
136 African Development Bank, n.d. Better access to roads in rural areas is critical to raising agricultural productivity [WWW
Document]. Africa Infrastructure Knowledge Program. http://infrastructureafrica.opendataforafrica.org/okjwesf/better-access-to-roads-in-rural-areas-is-critical-to-raising-agricultural-productivity (accessed 12.11.20).
137 Njenga, P., Wahome, G., Hine, J., 2014. Pilot Study on First Mile Transport Challenges in the Onion Small Holder Sector. ReCAP,
London.
138 Castaing Gachassin, M., Najman, B., Raballand, G., 2015. Roads and Diversification of Activities in Rural Areas: A Cameroon Case
Study. Dev. Policy Rev. 33, 355–372. https://doi.org/10.1111/dpr.12111
139 Berg, C.N., Blankespoor, B., Selod, H., 2016. Roads and Rural Development in Sub-Saharan Africa (Policy Research Working
Papers No. 7729). Development Research Group Environment and Energy Team, World Bank, Washington D.C.
140 Op. cit. African Development Bank, n.d. Better access to roads in rural areas.
141 Stifel, D., Minten, B., 2017. Market Access, Well-being, and Nutrition: Evidence from Ethiopia. World Development 90, 229–241.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2016.09.009
142 Agbaeze, E.K., Onwuka, I.O., 2014. Boosting Railway System Infrastructure in Nigeria: ThePublic-Private Partnership Option.
Journal of Business Administration and Management Sciences Research 3, 184–193.
143 Op. cit. Smalley, 2017. Agricultural Growth Corridors.
144 African Development Bank, 2015. Rail Infrastructure in Africa: Financing Policy Options. African Development Bank, Abidjan.
145 Iimi, A., Adamtei, H., Markland, J., Tsehaye, E., 2019. Port rail connectivity and agricultural production: evidence from a large
sample of farmers in Ethiopia. J. Appl. Econ. 22, 152–173. https://doi.org/10.1080/15140326.2019.1591814
146 Ibid.
147 Op. cit. African Development Bank, 2015. Rail Infrastructure in Africa.
148 Hortiwise, FlowerWatch B.V, 2012. Study on the Kenyan-Dutch Horticultural Supply Chain. The Dutch Ministry of Economic
Affairs, Agriculture & Innovation, The Hague.
149 Evers, B., Amoding, F., Krishnan, A., 2014. Social and economic upgrading in floriculture global value chains: flowers and cuttings GVCs in Uganda (Working Paper No. 42), Capturing the Gains. Manchester, UK.
150 Button, K., 2020. The economics of Africa’s floriculture air-cargo supply chain. J. Transp. Geogr. 86, 102789. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2020.102789
151 Programme for Infrastructure Development in Africa, 2019. PIDA Progress Report 2019: Summary Update. AUC, NEPAD Planning and Coordinating Agency (NPCA), AfDB, and UNECA, Addis Ababa.
152 The Infrastructure Consortium of Africa, 2018. Infrastructure Financing Trends in Africa - 2018. African Development Bank, Abidjan
153 Gutman, J., Sy, A., Chattopadhyay, S., 2015. Financing African Infrastructure: Can the World Deliver? Brookings, Washington D.C.
154 African Development Bank Group, 2019. Infrastructure and Urban Development: Annual Report 2018. African Development
Bank, Abidjan.
155 Op. cit. Gutman, et al., 2015. Financing African Infrastructure.
156 Op. cit. The Infrastructure Consortium of Africa, 2018. Infrastructure Financing Trends in Africa.
157 Committee on Innovation, Competitiveness and Public-Private Partnerships, 2018. Standard on Public-Private Partnerships
in Railways: Implementing the United Nations Agenda for Sustainable Development through effective “People-first Public Private
Partnerships.
158 OECD Development Centre, 2006. Mozambique, in: African Economic Outlook 2006. AfDB and OECD, Paris.
159 Op. cit. African Development Bank Group, 2019. Infrastructure and Urban Development.
160 Op. cit. African Development Bank, 2015. Rail Infrastructure in Africa.
161 Sy, A., 2017. Leveraging African Pension Funds for Financing Infrastructural Development. Brookings, NEPAD and OSAA, Washington D.C.
162 Malabo Montpellier Panel, 2018. Water-Wise: Smart Irrigation Strategies for Africa. International Food Policy Research Institute,
Dakar.; Malabo Montpellier Panel, 2019a. Energized: Policy innovation to power the transformation of Africa’s agriculture and food
system. International Food Policy Research Institute, Dakar. https://doi.org/10.2499/p15738coll2.133506; Malabo Montpellier Panel,
2019b. Byte by byte: Policy innovation for transforming Africa’s food system with digital technologies. International Food Policy Research Institute, Dakar. https://doi.org/10.2499/9780896296848.
163 Baudron, F., Sims, B., Justice, S., Kahan, D.G., Rose, R., Mkomwa, S., Kaumbutho, P., Sariah, J., Nazare, R., Moges, G., Gérard, B.,
2015. Re-examining appropriate mechanization in Eastern and Southern Africa: two-wheel tractors, conservation agriculture, and
private sector involvement. Food Secur. 7, 889–904. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-015-0476-3
164 Banerjee, S.G., Malik, K., Tipping, A., Besnard, J.S.G., Nash, J.D., 2017. Double dividend: power and agriculture nexus in
Sub-Saharan Africa (No. 114112). The World Bank.
165 Scarlat, N., Kougias, I., 2018. Water-Energy-Food-Ecosystem Nexus in Western Africa: Small-scale sustainable solutions and
energy from agricultural organic waste (JRC Technical Report No. JRC111857). European Commission, Ispra.
166 University of Twente, University of Cape Town, MARGE, ENDA Energie, 2019. Productive Uses of Energy and Gender in the
Street Food Sector in Rwanda, Senegal and South Africa (Research Report No. RA2). ENERGIA, The Hague.
167 Op. cit. Malabo Montpellier Panel, 2018. Water-Wise
168 Munderere, E., Munyaneza, O., Wali, U.G., 2016. Industrial water demand for agro-processing and beverage industries in Rwanda. Smart Water 2, 2. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40713-017-0006-x
169 Center for International Earth Science Information Network, Columbia University, n.d. Water Resources [WWW Document]. The
Atlas of the Gambia. http://www.columbia.edu/~msj42/WaterResources.htm (accessed 12.11.20).
Malabo Montpellier Panel Trade Report 2020

65

170 WFP-contracted barges carry 4,500 tonnes of food from Nile to South Sudan [WWW Document], 2019. . Logistics Update Africa.
https://www.logupdateafrica.com/wfpcontracted-barges-carry-4500-tonnes-of-food-from-nile-to-south-sudan-shipping (accessed
12.11.20).
171 Draper, R., 2015. The Main Road Through the Heart of Africa Is the Congo River—For Those Who Dare to Take It. Magazine.
172 Gordon, K., Lewis, M., Rogers, J. and Kinniburgh, F. (2015), Heat in the Heartland: Climate Change and Economic Risk in the
Midwest, a Risky Business report, http://riskybusiness.org/site/assets/uploads/2015/09/RBP-Midwest-ReportWEB-1-26-15.pdf
(accessed 6 Jul. 2016); Grier, D. (2009), The Declining Reliability of the US Inland Waterway System, Institute for Water Resources, US
Army Corps of Engineers, http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/archive/Conferences/MTS/4A%20GrierPaper.pdf (accessed 6 Jul.
2016).
173 Yu, W., 2008. Benefit sharing in international rivers: findings from the Senegal river basin, the Columbia river basin, and the Lesotho highlands water project (Africa Region Water Resources Unit Working Paper 1 No. 46456). Africa Region Sustainable Development Department, World Bank, Washington D.C.
174 Nze, I., Ogwude, I., Nnadi, K., Ib, C., 2016. Cost Optimization Models of Port Operations in Nigeria: a Scenario for Emerging
River Ports. Journal of Maritime Research 39–46.
175 Global System for Mobile Communications 2018, State of Mobile Internet Connectivity 2018, GSMA, London.
176 Global System for Mobile Communications 2019, The Mobile Economy 2019, GSMA, London.
177 Global System for Mobile Communications 2018, The Mobile Economy: Sub-Saharan Africa 2018, GSMA, London.
178 Ibid.
179 Op. cit. Malabo Montpellier Panel, 2019. Byte by byte.
180 Duval, Y., Utoktham, C., Kravchenko, A., 2018. Impact of implementation of digital trade facilitation on trade costs (Asia-Pacific
Research and Training Network on Trade Working Paper No. 174/2018). ESCAP, Bangkok.
181 AFEX Nigeria 2019, AFEC About Us, AFEX. http://afexnigeria.com/about-us/. [17/05/2019].
182 African Development Bank 2017, Agricultural Market Access Sub-Strategy for Africa: Commodity Exchanges, Warehouse Receipt Systems, and New Standards. AfDB Group, Abidjan.
183 Op. cit. Malabo Montpellier Panel, 2020. Meat, milk and more.
184 Kenya Revenue Authority (KRA) Electronic Cargo Tracking System (ECTS), n.d. Borderless Tracking. https://borderlesstracking.
com/our-services/electronic-cargo-tracking-systems/ (accessed 12.11.20).
185 Siror, J.K., Huanye, S., Wang, D., Jie, W., 2009. Application of RFID Technology to Curb Diversion of Transit Goods in Kenya, in:
2009 Fifth International Joint Conference on INC, IMS and IDC. Presented at the 2009 Fifth International Joint Conference on INC,
IMS and IDC, IEEE, Seoul, pp. 1532–1539. https://doi.org/10.1109/NCM.2009.84
186 WTO Secretariat, 2017. Senegal, in: Trade Policy Review. World Trade Organization, Geneva, p. 410-469, Annex 7.
187 Op. cit. Malabo Montpellier Panel, 2019. Byte by byte.
188 Op. cit. Malabo Montpellier Panel, 2019a. Energized.
189 Jouanjean, M.-A., te Velde, D.W., 2015. Regional infrastructure for trade facilitation: impact on growth and poverty reduction Policy summary (Briefing Paper). ODI, London.
190 ARED 2019, ARED home, ARED Connect Share Transact. http://www.a-r-e-d.com/. [14/05/2019].
191 Abraham, C & Marks, P 2013, ‘Microsoft brings solar Wi-Fi to rural Kenya’, NewScientist Technology blog. https://www.newscientist.com/article/mg21729045-900-microsoft-bringssolar-wi-fi-to-rural-kenya/ . [14/05/2019].
192 ESMAP, 2009. Grid Extension, in: Session 1. Presented at the Africa Electrification Initiative Workshop, World Bank, Maputo.
193 Lenz, L., Munyehirwe, A., Peters, J., Sievert, M., 2017. Does Large-Scale Infrastructure Investment Alleviate Poverty? Impacts of
Rwanda’s Electricity Access Roll-Out Program. World Dev. 89, 88–110. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2016.08.003
194 CIWA, 2016. Collaborative Management of the Zambezi River Basin.
195 Castellano, A., Kendall, A., Nikomarov, M., Swemmer, T., 2015. Brighter Africa: The growth potential of the sub-Saharan electricity sector, Electric Power and Natural Gas. McKinsey & Company, London.
196 Bungane, B., 2018. Africa’s power pools can capture energy trade. ESI-Africa.com.
197 Collaboration on International ICT Policy for East and Southern Africa 2018, ‘Challenges and Prospects of the General Data
Protection Regulation (GDPR) in Africa’, CIPESA Policy Brief. https://cipesa.org/2018/08/challenges-and-prospects-of-the-general-data-protection-regulation-gdpr-in-africa/ (accessed 11/12/2020)
198 Cadot, O., Gourdon, J., 2014. Assessing the Price-Raising Effect of Non-Tariff Measures in Africa. J. Afr. Econ. 23, 425–463.
https://doi.org/10.1093/jae/eju007
199 World Bank. 2011. Doing Business 2012: Doing Business in a More Transparent World. Washington, DC: World Bank.
200 Djankov, S., Freund, C., Pham, C.S., 2010. Trading on Time. Review of Economics and Statistics 92, 166–173. https://doi.
org/10.1162/rest.2009.11498
201 ODI, 2017. Resolving the unresolved non-tariff barriers in the East African Community. London.
202 Karugia, J., Wanjiku, J., Nzuma, J., Gbegbelegbe, S., Macharia, E., Massawe, S., Freeman, A., Waithaka, M., Kaitibie, S., 2009.
The Impact of Non-tariff Barriers on Maize and Beef Trade in East Africa (Working Paper No. 29), Regional Strategic Analysis and
Knowledge Support System (ReSAKSS). International Livestock Research Institute, Nairobi.
203 CILSS, 2015. Report on road harassments of livestock and agricultural products in the Sahel and West Africa, Regional Program
of Support for Market Access. Sahel Research Institute (INSAH), Ouagadougou.
204 Nathan Associates Inc, 2007. Calculating Tariff Equivalents for Time in Trade. United States Agency for International Development, Washington D.C.

Malabo Montpellier Panel Trade Report 2020

66

205 Infrastructure Consortium for Africa, African Development Bank, NEPAD Agency, 2016. One-Stop Border Post Sourcebook,
Second. ed. Tralac.
206 Freund, C., Rocha, N., 2011. What Constrains Africa’s Exports? World Bank Econ. Rev. 25, 361–386. https://doi.org/10.1093/
wber/lhr016
207 Mutume, G., 2006. New barriers hinder African trade [WWW Document]. Africa Renewal. https://www.un.org/africarenewal/magazine/january-2006/new-barriers-hinder-african-trade (accessed 12.11.20).
208 Babatunde, M.A., 2018. Complying With Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures For African Smallholder Farmers’: Challenges and
Constraints. In: M.A. Babatunde and B. Fowowe (eds) Growth without development: A Trajectory Analysis of Africa‟s Development
Path since Independence. Essays in Honour of Professor Ademola Ariyo.
209 Cadot, O., Gourdon, J., 2014. Assessing the Price-Raising Effect of Non-Tariff Measures in Africa. J. Afr. Econ. 23, 425–463.
https://doi.org/10.1093/jae/eju007
210 FAO, International Plant Protection Convention, 2020. The IPPC ePhyto Solution: Investing in trade facilitation. FAO and IPPC,
Rome.
211 Morocco leads the way in Africa as digital phytosanitary certificates go live [WWW Document], 2020. Global Alliance for Trade
Facilitation. https://www.tradefacilitation.org/article/morocco-leads-the-way-in-africa-as-digital-phytosanitary-certificates-go-live/
(accessed 12.11.20).
212 Maziku, P., Mashenene, R., 2020. Effect of Non-tariff Barriers on Maize Production and Marketing by Smallholder Farmers in
Tanzania. Glob. Bus. Rev. 097215092095354. https://doi.org/10.1177/0972150920953545
213 CARI, 2017. Implication of Non-Tariff Barriers (NTBs) on Profitability and Market Access among Rice Processors in Tanzania (CARI
Policy Brief). Killimo Trust, Kampala.
214 Bonuedi, I., Kamasa, K., Opoku, E.E.O., 2020. Enabling trade across borders and food security in Africa. Food Secur. 12, 1121–
1140. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-020-01095-y
215 Wilson, J., Abiola, V., 2003. Standards and Global Trade : A Voice for Africa. World Bank, Washington D.C.
216 Jouanjean, M.-A., 2013. Targeting infrastructure development to foster agricultural trade and market integration in developing
countries: an analytical review. ODI, London.
217 The World Bank Group, 2014. Transporting agricultural goods, in: Enabling the Business of Agriculture 2015: Progress Report.
The World Bank Group, Washington D.C.
218 Op. cit. ODI, 2017. Resolving the unresolved.
219 Subramanian, U., 2012. Trade Logistics Reforms: Linking Business to Global Markets (Note Number 335), viewpoint. Financial
and Private Sector Development, The World Bank Group, Washington D.C.
220 Donaldson, D., Jinhage, A., Verhoogen, E., 2017. Beyond borders: Making transport work for African trade (Growth Brief No.
009). International Growth Centre, London.
221 Op. cit. ODI, 2017. Resolving the unresolved.
222 African Development Bank, n.d. Logistical services are in their infancy in Africa, and their development is impeded by administrative, regulatory, and governance barriers [WWW Document]. Africa Infrastructure Knowledge Program. http://infrastructureafrica.
opendataforafrica.org/hmbobhf/logistical-services-are-in-their-infancy-in-africa-and-their-development-is-impeded-by-administrativ
(accessed 12.11.20a).
223 Programme for Infrastructure Development in Africa, 2017. One-Stop-Boarder-Posts (OSBP). Virtual PIDA Information Centre.
https://www.au-pida.org/one-stop-boarder-posts-osbp/ (accessed 12.11.20).
224 Muqayi, S., Manyeruke, C., 2015. The Impact of the Chirundu One Stop Border Post in Addressing Border Protectionist Challenges. Mediterr. J. Soc. Sci. https://doi.org/10.5901/mjss.2015.v6n6s2p11
225 Nugent, P., Soi, I., 2020. One-stop border posts in East Africa: state encounters of the fourth kind. J. East. Afr. Stud. 14, 433–454.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17531055.2020.1768468
226 Ibid.
227 African Development Bank, 2016. What is the Jobs for Youth in Africa Strategy? [WWW Document]. Jobs for Youth in Africa.
https://www.afdb.org/en/topics-and-sectors/initiatives-partnerships/jobs-for-youth-in-africa/what-is-the-jobs-for-youth-in-africastrategy (accessed 12.15.20).
228 Jayne, T., Yeboah, F.K., Henry, C., 2017. The future of work in African agriculture: Trends and drivers of change (Working Paper
No. 25). International Labour Organization, Geneva.
229 Conway, G., Badiane, O., Glatzel, K., 2019. Sustainable Intensification: Value Chains, in: Food for All in Africa: Sustainable Intensification for African Farmers. Cornell University Press, New York.
230 ILO, 2016. Skills for trade and economic diversification: the Malawi oilseeds and horticulture sectors. International Labour Office, Geneva.
231 Christiaensen, L., Rutledge, Z., Taylor, J.E., 2020. Viewpoint: The future of work in agri-food. Food Policy 101963. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2020.101963
232 Op. cit. ILO, 2016. Skills for trade and economic diversification.
233 Yami, M., Feleke, S., Abdoulaye, T., Alene, A., Bamba, Z., Manyong, V., 2019. African Rural Youth Engagement in Agribusiness:
Achievements, Limitations, and Lessons. Sustainability 11, 185. https://doi.org/10.3390/su11010185
234 Agency for Agricultural Development, 2015. Investor’s Guide in the Agricultural Sector in Morocco. Ministry of Agriculture,
Fisheries, Rural Development, Water and Forests of Morocco. Rabat, Morocco.
235 The World Bank, 2013. Growing Africa: Unlocking the Potential of Agribusiness (No. 75663). The World Bank, Washington D.C.
236 Ozor, N., 2013. The Role of Agribusiness Innovation Incubation for Africa’s Development. Afr. J. Sci. Technol. Innov. Dev. 5,
242–249. https://doi.org/10.1080/20421338.2013.796742

Malabo Montpellier Panel Trade Report 2020

67

237 de Luca, L., Sahy, H., Joshi, S., Cortés, M., 2013. Songhaï, Benin, in: Learning from Catalysts of Rural Transformation, Rural Employment and Decent Work Programme. ILO, Geneva.
238 Op. cit. The World Bank, 2013. Growing Africa.
239 Resnick, D., 2017. Governance: Informal food markets in Africa’s cities, in: 2017 Global Food Policy Report. Chapter 6., Global
Food Policy Report. International Food Policy Research Institute, Washington D.C, pp. 50–57.
240 Wegerif, M.C.A., 2020. “Informal” food traders and food security: experiences from the Covid-19 response in South Africa. Food
Secur. 12, 797–800. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-020-01078-z
241 IFPRI, 2017. 2017 Global Food Policy Report. International Food Policy Research Institute, Washington, DC. https://doi.
org/10.2499/9780896292529
242 Wegerif, M.C.A., 2020. “Informal” food traders and food security: experiences from the Covid-19 response in South Africa. Food
Secur. 12, 797–800. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-020-01078-z
243 Glatzel, K., 2017. Why supporting Africa’s informal markets could mean better nutrition for poor city dwellers. Malabo Montpellier Panel. http://www.mamopanel.org/news/blog/2017/jun/22/why-supporting-africas-informal-markets-could-mean/ (accessed
12.15.20).
244 Wegerif, M.C.A., 2020. “Informal” food traders and food security: experiences from the Covid-19 response in South Africa. Food
Secur. 12, 797–800. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-020-01078-z
245 Koroma, S., Nimarkoh, J., You, N., Ogalo, V., Owino, B., 2017. Formalization of informal trade in Africa: Trends, experiences and
socio-economic impacts. FAO Regional Office for Africa, Accra.
246 Skinner, C., Haysom, G., 2016. The informal sector’s role in food security: A missing link in policy debates? (Working Paper No.
44). PLAAS, UWC and Centre of Excellence on Food Security, Cape Town.
247 Dobson, R., Skinner, C., Nicholson, J., 2009. Working in Warwick: including street traders in urban plans. School of Development
Studies, University of KwaZulu-Natal, Durban, South Africa.
248 Blackmore, E., Alonso, S., Grace, D., 2015. Legitimising informal markets: a case study of the dairy sector in Kenya (Briefing No.
17316IIED). IIED, London.
249 Robinson, E., Yoshida, N., 2016. Improving the Nutritional Quality of Food Markets through the Informal Sector: Lessons from
Case Studies in Other Sectors (Evidence Report No. 171). IDS, Brighton.
250 Resnick, D., Sivasubramanian, B., Idiong, I.C., Ojo, M.A., Tanko, L., 2019. The Enabling Environment for Informal Food Traders in
Nigeria’s Secondary Cities. Urban Forum 30, 385–405. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12132-019-09371-7
251 Rousseau, M., Boyet, A., Harroud, T., 2020. Politicizing African urban food systems: The contradiction of food governance in
Rabat and Casablanca, Morocco. Cities 97, 102528. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2019.102528
252 Resnick, D., Sivasubramanian, B., 2020. Negotiating the Social Contract in Urban Africa: Informal Food Retail Trade in Ghanaian
Cities. https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/DKDUU9
253 Resnick, D., 2017. Governance: Informal food markets in Africa’s cities, in: 2017 Global Food Policy Report. Chapter 6., Global
Food Policy Report. International Food Policy Research Institute, Washington D.C, pp. 50–57.
254 Op. cit. The World Bank Group, 2014b. Diagnostic Trade Integration Study (DTIS).
255 Op. cit. Koroma, et al., 2017. Formalization of informal trade in Africa.
256 Ibid.
257 Op. cit. Brenton, et al., 2014. Improving Behavior at Borders.
258 Op. cit. Afrika and Ajumbo, 2012. Informal Cross Border Trade in Africa.
259 Njiwa, et al., 2011. Reconnaissance Survey Report.
260 World Bank, 2012. De-fragmenting Africa: Deepening Regional Trade Integration in Goods and Services. World Bank, Washington D.C.
261 EASSI, 2016. Scorecard on Implementation of EAC Elimination of Non-Tariff Barriers Act. Eastern African Sub-regional Support
Initiative for the Advancement of Women, Kampala.
262 Phillips, R., 2018. EABC Calls For Change To Improve Agriculture In East Africa. African Leadership Magazine. https://www.
africanleadershipmagazine.co.uk/eabc-calls-for-changes-to-improve-agriculture-in-east-africa/ (accessed 12.14.20).
263 Fundira, T., 2018. A Look at the Simplified Trade Regimes in East and Southern Africa. Volume 7(4), Bridges Africa. International
Centre for Trade and Sustainable Development, Geneva.
264 Migration Health Research Portal, n.d. Building Resilience - Enhancing the Health, Safety, and Livelihoods of Female Informal
Cross-Border Traders in Southern Zimbabwe [WWW Document]. International Organization for Migration. https://migrationhealthresearch.iom.int/projects-search?f%5B0%5D=filter_by_region_country_implementing_%3A990&f%5B1%5D=filter_by_region_
country_implementing_%3A1186&f%5B2%5D=filter_by_start_date%3A2008 (accessed 12.14.20).
265 Jacobson, J., Joekes, S., 2019. Violence against Women Traders at Border Crossings (WOW Helpdesk Query No. 31). WOW
Helpdesk, London.
266 UNCTAD, 2015. Strengthening the Private Sector to Boost Continental Trade and Integration in Africa (Policy Brief No. 33). UNCTAD, Geneva.
267 UNECA, 2019. African Continental Free Trade Area - Questions & Answers. UN Economic Commission of Africa, Addis Ababa.<OP CIT ENCA 2019
268 tralac, 2019. Frequently Asked Questions about the African Continental Free Trade Area (AfCFTA): An update. tralac (Trade Law
Centre), Stellenbosch.
269 The African Union Commission, n.d. Continental Frameworks [WWW Document]. Agenda 2063. https://au.int/agenda2063/
continental-frameworks (accessed 11.25.20).
270 Ibid.
Malabo Montpellier Panel Trade Report 2020

68

271 African Union, 2011. Action Plan for Boosting Intra-Africa Trade. African Union, Addis Ababa.
272 African Union Summit, 2014. Malabo Declaration on Accelerated Agricultural Growth and Transformation for Shared Prosperity
and Improved Livelihoods. African Union Commission, Addis Ababa.
273 Sahel and West Africa Club Secretariat, 2019. The African Continental Free Trade Area (AfCFTA) (Maps and Facts No. 82). OECD,
Paris.
274 tralac, 2019a. The African Continental Free Trade Area: A tralac guide, 6th ed. Tralac (Trade Law Centre), Stellenbosch.
275 African Trade Policy Centre, UNECA, 2020. Written evidence (ZAF0037) [WWW Document]. House of Lords Enquiry on the UK
and Sub-Saharan Africa. https://committees.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/1603/html/ (accessed 12.14.20).
276 Abrego, L., de Zamaroczy, M., Gursoy, T., Nicholls, G.P., Perez-Saiz, H., Rosas, J.-N., 2020. The African Continental Free Trade
Area: Potential Economic Impact and Challenges (IMF Staff Discussion Note No. SDN/20/04). IMF, Washington D.C.
277 Lunenborg, P., 2019. ‘Phase 1B’ of the African Continental Free Trade Area (AfCFTA) negotiations (Policy Brief No. 63). The South
Centre, Geneva.
278 Songwe, V., 2019. Intra-African trade: A path to economic diversification and inclusion. Brookings. https://www.brookings.edu/
research/intra-african-trade-a-path-to-economic-diversification-and-inclusion/ (accessed 11.25.20).
279 Ibid.
280 Ibid.
281 Songwe, V., 2020. A continental strategy for economic diversification through the AfCFTA and intellectual property rights.
Brookings. https://www.brookings.edu/research/a-continental-strategy-for-economic-diversification-through-the-afcfta-and-intellectual-property-rights/ (accessed 11.25.20).
282 Mureverwi, B., 2019. The African Trade Observatory [PowerPoint]. 2019 tralac Annual Conference, Nairobi.
283 UNCTAD, 2020. Online tool to remove trade barriers in Africa goes live [WWW Document]. UNCTAD. https://unctad.org/news/
online-tool-remove-trade-barriers-africa-goes-live (accessed 12.14.20).
284 NEPAD, 2010. Accelerating CAADP Country Implementation: A Guide for Implementors. New Partnership for Africa’s Development, Midrand.
285 Mold, A., Mukwaya, R., 2017. Modelling the economic impact of the tripartite free trade area: Its implications for the economic
geography of Southern, Eastern and Northern Africa. J. Afr. Trade 3, 57. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joat.2017.05.003
286 Zamfir, I., 2015. The Tripartite Free Trade Area project: Integration in southern and eastern Africa (Briefing No. PE 551.308).
European Union, Brussels.
287 Op. cit. Mold and Mukwaya, 2017. Modelling the economic impact of the tripartite free trade area.
288 Luke, D., Mabuza, Z., 2018. The Tripartite Free Trade Area and the African Continental Free Trade Area: The Case for Consolidation. UN Economic Commission for Africa and African Development Bank, Addis Ababa.
289 Adika, G., 2020. Sustaining Economic Growth in COMESA: Challenges and Prospects. Int. J. Finance Econ. ijfe.2153. https://doi.
org/10.1002/ijfe.2153
290 AATM 2020 database
291 Authors calculations using World Integrated Trade Solution (WITS) database, accessed December 4, 2020.
292 COMESA, 2009. Food Security in Pastoralist Areas: Livestock and Mobility. Comprehensive African Agricultural Development
Programme (CAADP): Regional Livestock and Pastoralism Forum Meeting, 4-5 March 2009, Nairobi.
293 TDB, 2018. Annual Report and Financial Statements 2018. Trade and Development Bank, Bujumbura and Ebene.
294 TDB, n.d. Tanganda Tea Company. Trade and Development Bank. https://www.tdbgroup.org/project/tanganda-tea-company/
(accessed 12.14.20).
295 TDB, n.d. Consolidated Farming Limited. Trade and Development Bank. https://www.tdbgroup.org/project/consolidated-farming-limited/ (accessed 12.14.20a).
296 African Trade Insurance Agency, 2010. A Kenyan Agro-producer weathers the financial crisis & turns a profit - African Trade
Insurance Agency. https://www.ati-aca.org/blog/a-kenyan-agro-producer-weathers-the-financial-crisis-turns-a-profit/ (accessed
12.14.20).
297 African Trade Insurance Agency, 2020. Corporate Snapshot.
298 African Trade Insurance Agency, 2013. India partners with ATI to increase investments and trade to Africa [WWW Document].
African Trade Insurance Agency. https://www.ati-aca.org/blog/india-partners-with-ati-to-increase-investments-and-trade-to-africa/
(accessed 12.14.20).
299 UNECA, AUC, AfDB, 2010a. African Trade Flows and Patterns, in: Assessing Regional Integration in Africa IV: Enhancing Intra-African Trade. UNECA, Addis Ababa.
300 CMA, 2012. COMESA’s Regional Payment and Settlement System (REPSS) [WWW Document]. News. https://www.cma.se/
news/139.html (accessed 12.14.20).
301 Lungu, M., 2020. Over $100m Transacted Through the Regional Payment System. Common Market for Eastern and Southern
Africa (COMESA). https://www.comesa.int/over-100m-transacted-through-the-regional-payment-system/ (accessed 12.14.20).
302 COMESA Competition Commission, 2018. Warning Notice to the Public on Listeriosis Outbreak in South Africa (CCC-CP-NOTICE 1 of 2018) [WWW Document]. COMESA Competition Commission. https://www.comesacompetition.org/?p=1741 (accessed
12.14.20).
303 COMESA Competition Commission, 2014. Background [WWW Document]. COMESA Competition Commission. https://www.
comesacompetition.org/?page_id=375 (accessed 12.14.20).
304 COMESA Competition Commission, 2020. Fact Sheet.

Malabo Montpellier Panel Trade Report 2020

69

305 COMESA Competition Commission, 2020a. Merger Statistics, 2018-2019 [WWW Document]. COMESA Competition Commission. https://www.comesacompetition.org/?p=2546 (accessed 12.14.20).
306 Op. cit. Malabo Montpellier Panel, 2020. Meat, milk and more.
307 Africa Leather and Leather Products Institute (ALLPI), 2016. Performance Report - COMESA/LLPI Activities and Impacts. Africa
Leather and Leather Products Institute (ALLPI), Addis Ababa.
308 Cheluget, K., Wright, S., 2017. COMESA and the Tripartite Free Trade Area: Towards an African Economic Community? South
Afr. J. Int. Aff. 24, 481–499. https://doi.org/10.1080/10220461.2017.1413590
309 FEMCOM, 2020. FEMCOM Adopts New Name, Appoints New Board. COMESA Federation of National Associations of Women
in Business. https://www.femcomcomesa.org/femcom-adopts-new-name-appoints-new-board/ (accessed 12.16.20).
310 FEMCOM, 2019. FEMCOM’s Cassava Cluster Project Transforming Lives in Kenya [WWW Document]. Federation of National
Associations of Women in Business in Eastern and Southern Africa. https://www.femcomcomesa.org/femcoms-cassava-cluster-project-transforming-lives-in-kenya/ (accessed 12.14.20).
311 UNCTAD, 2016. Module 4: Trade and Gender Linkages: An Analysis of COMESA, in: Teaching Material on Trade and Gender.
UNCTAD, Geneva.
312 Rampa, F., Afun-Ogidan, D., van Seters, J., 2012. Regional approaches to food security in Africa: The CAADP and other relevant
policies and programmes in COMESA (Discussion Paper No. 128a). ecdpm, Maastricht.
313 IFPRI, 2010. Supporting Evidence-Based Policy Planning and Implementation in Africa. International Food Policy Research Institute, Washington D.C.
314 Ngwenya, S., Rampa, F., 2015. COMESA fully behind CAADP Vision 2025. GREAT insights Magazine 4 (2).
315 Poulton, C., Berhanu, K., Chinsinga, B., Cooksey, B., Loada, A., 2014. The Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme (CAADP): Political Incentives, Value Added and Ways Forward (Working Paper). University of Sussex, Brighton.
316 COMESA Secretariat, 2017. COMESA Biennial Report 2017-2016. COMESA, Lusaka.
317 FAO, 2019. Regional Agriculture Investment Planning in Africa. UN Food and Agriculture Organization, Rome.
318 COMESA Secretariat, 2016. Regional Agriculture Investment Plan 2018-2022. COMESA, Lusaka.
319 COMESA Secretariat, 2010. Medium Term Strategic Plan: Towards an Integrated and Competitive Common Market, 2011 2015. COMESA, Lusaka.
320 COMESA Secretariat, 2015. Medium Term Strategic Plan 2016-2020: In pursuit of Regional Economic Transformation and Development. COMESA, Lusaka.
321 Gakunga, M., 2019. COMESA Industrial Strategy Cleared for Implementation. News. https://www.comesa.int/comesa-industrial-strategy-cleared-for-implementation/ (accessed 12.14.20).
322 COMESA Secretariat, 2018. 2018 Annual Report: COMESA – Towards Digital Economic Integration. COMESA, Lusaka.
323 Woolfrey, S., Verhaeghe, E., 2017. Understanding the COMESA industrialisation agenda: Regional integration, cooperation or
learning?, Political Economy Dynamics of Regional Organisations (PEDRO). ecdpm, Maastricht.
324 Shinyekwa, I.M.B., Lakuma, C.P., Munu, M.L., 2019. The Effects of Regional Economic Communities on Industrialization: The Case
of COMESA. Afr. Dev. Rev. 31, 506–516. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8268.12407
325 CBC, n.d. Public-Private Dialogue [WWW Document]. COMESA Business Council. http://comesabusinesscouncil.org/public-private-dialogue/ (accessed 12.14.20).
326 CBC, 2019. Promoting Agro-Supply Chains Networks Along The Transport Corridor [WWW Document]. COMESA Business
Council. http://comesabusinesscouncil.org/promoting-agro-supply-chains-networks-along-the-transport-corridor1/ (accessed
12.14.20).
327 CBC, 2017. Agriculture Sector Brief (CBC Sector Brief). CBC, Lusaka.
328 COMESA Secretariat, 2018a. Framework for the Comprehensive Support for Women and Youth Cross Border Traders in the
COMESA Region. COMESA, Lusaka.
329 COMESA, n.d. Programme Activities: Financial and Monetary Systems. Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA). https://www.comesa.int/programme-activities-financial-and-monetary-systems/ (accessed 12.14.20).
330 COMESA, 2019. Programme Report and Financial Statements for the Year Ended 31 December 2017, Regional Integration
Support Mechanism (RISM) Programme Funded by the European Union (EU). COMESA, Lusaka.
331 Woolfrey, S., 2016. The political economy of regional integration in Africa: Common Market for Eastern and South Africa (COMESA) Report. ecdpm, Maastricht.
332 COMESA, n.d. Home [WWW Document]. The COMESA Yellow Card Scheme: Regional Third Party Motor Vehicle Insurance.
https://ycmis.comesa.int/ (accessed 12.14.20a).
333 COMESA Secretariat, n.d. Programme Activities: Trade Facilitation [WWW Document]. Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA). https://www.comesa.int/programme-activities-trade-facilitation/ (accessed 12.14.20).
334 Ibid.
335 Ministry of Trade, Industry and Cooperatives, n.d. Simplified Trade Regime Toolkit and list of products eligible for Cross border
Trade between Uganda and Democratic Republic of Congo, Great Lakes Trade Facilitation Project. Government of Uganda, Kampala.
336 Op. cit. COMESA Secretariat, 2018a.
337 Mukuka, J., 2014. COMESA Seed Harmonization Implementation Plan (COM-SHIP): A COMESA 2014-2020 Strategy to Implement COMESA Seed Trade Harmonisation Regulations Leading to Increased Seed Production, Reliability, Trade and Competitiveness
of the Seed Industry in the COMESA Region. Alliance for Commodity Trade in Eastern and Southern Africa (ACTESA), Lusaka.
338 World Development Indicators, 2020. GDP (current US$) and Employment in agriculture (% of total employment), World Bank,
Washington D.C.

Malabo Montpellier Panel Trade Report 2020

70

339 ECOWAS, 2010. ECOWAS Revised Treaty. ECOWAS, Abuja. https://www.ecowas.int/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/Revised-treaty.pdf
340 Ibid.
341 UNECA, n.d. ECOWAS Trade and Market Integration [WWW Document]. Regional Economic Communities. https://www.uneca.
org/oria/pages/ecowas-trade-and-market-integration (accessed 12.16.20).
342 Karaki, K., Verhaeghe, E., 2017. Understanding ECOWAS Trade Policy and Trade Facilitation. European Centre for Development
Policy Management, Maastricht.
343 Ibid.
344 African Union Commission, 2020. Biennial Report to the AU Assembly on implementing the June 2014 Malabo Declaration. The
2nd Report to the February 2020 Assembly. African Union Commission, Addis Ababa.
345 Economic Community of West African States, n.d. Trade. Trade. https://www.ecowas.int/ecowas-sectors/trade/ (accessed
12.15.20).
346 Op. cit. Bouët, et al., 2020. Africa Agriculture Trade Monitor 2020.
347 ECOWAS, 1975. Treaty of the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) 1975 (No. 14843), 1010, I-14843.
ECOWAS, Lagos.
348 UNECA Subregional Office West Africa, 2016. ECOWAS at 40: an assessment of progress towards regional integration in West
Africa. UNECA, Addis Ababa.
349 Ibid.
350 ECOWAS, n.d. Community Court of Justice | Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) [WWW Document].
https://www.ecowas.int/institutions/community-court-of-justice/ (accessed 12.15.20).
351 Happold, M., 2020. Investor–State Dispute Settlement using the ECOWAS Court of Justice: An analysis and some proposals
[WWW Document]. https://bilaterals.org/?investor-state-dispute-settlement-41351 (accessed 12.15.20).
352 Happold, M., Radović, R., 2018. The ECOWAS Court of Justice as an Investment Tribunal. J. World Invest. Trade 95–117. https://
doi.org/10.1163/22119000-12340078
353 Open Society Foundations, 2016a. The Economic Community of West African States, in: The Civil Society Guide to Regional
Economic Communities in Africa. African Minds, London, p. Chapter 3. Pp 51-94.
354 Ibid.
355 ECOWAS, n.d. ECOWAS Bank for Investment and Development (EBID). https://www.ecowas.int/institutions/ecowas-bank-forinvestment-and-development-ebid/ (accessed 12.15.20b).
356 Op. cit. Open Society Foundations, 2016a. The Economic Community of West African States
357 ECOWAS, n.d. ECOWAS Common Investment Code and Policy. ECOWAS Trade Inf. Syst. ECOTIS. https://ecotis.projects.
ecowas.int/policy-development/agreemenst-under-negotiations/ (accessed 12.15.20d).
358 Ortsin, E.A., 2020. The ECOWAS Common Investment Market Vision: A Conceptual Preview, in: Seck, D. (Ed.), Financing Africa’s Development, Advances in African Economic, Social and Political Development. Springer International Publishing, Cham, pp.
221–245. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-46482-0_12
359 ECOWAS, n.d. Regional Agency for Agriculture and Food (RAAF). Reg. Agency Agric. Food RAAF. https://www.ecowas.int/
specialized-agencies/regional-agency-for-agriculture-and-food-raaf/ (accessed 12.15.20a).
360 ECOWAS Regional Competition Policy Framework, n.d. https://ecotis.projects.ecowas.int/policy-development/
ecowas-trade-competition-policy/ (accessed 12.15.20).
361 Op. cit. UNECA Subregional Office West Africa, 2016. ECOWAS at 40.
362 Ibid.
363 ECOWAS, 2016. The Common External Tariff (CET). Structures, Benefits, Challenges and the Way Forward. CET. https://www.
ecowas.int/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/CET_Factsheet_EN.pdf
364 Nelson, S., Kambou, S., Ekpei, P., 2016. Has ten-year implementation of the regional agriculture policy of the Economic Community of
West African States (ECOWAP) contributed to improve Nutrition? Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, Accra.
365 West African Common Industrial Policy (WACIP), n.d. ECOWAS Trade Inf. Syst. https://ecotis.projects.ecowas.int/policy-development/west-africa-common-industrial-policy/ (accessed 12.15.20).
366 Review of ECOWAS policies in the agricultural and industrial sectors, 2015. OSIWA, Dakar.
367 Op. cit. UNECA Subregional Office West Africa, 2016. ECOWAS at 40.
368 Maur, J.-C., 2015. Connecting Food Staples and Input Markets in West Africa: A Regional Trade Agenda for ECOWAS Countries.
World Bank Group.
369 Diagana, B., Alognikou, E., Fuentes, P., Sanabria, J., 2018. Fertilizer Regulatory Framework: Implications for the Development of
Private Sector-Led Supply of Quality Fertilizers in West Africa. IFDC, Muscle Shoals.
370 ECOWAS, n.d. Dakar will host from January 29th to February 1st, 2018 The first Regional Forum on the ECOWAS Quality Infrastructure | Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS). https://www.ecowas.int/dakar-will-host-from-january-29th-tofebruary-1st-2018-the-first-regional-forum-on-the-ecowas-quality-infrastructure/ (accessed 12.15.20).
371 ECOWAQ, n.d. ECOQUAL [WWW Document]. http://www.waqsp.org/en/node/579 (accessed 12.15.20).
372 UNIDO, 2015. West Africa Quality System – Support for the implementation of the quality policy of ECOWAS (Component 2 of
the EU Support Programme for the Private Sector in West Africa). Vienna.

Malabo Montpellier Panel Trade Report 2020

71

373 ECOWAS, n.d. The Department in charge of Industry and Private Sector Promotion of the ECOWAS Commission, through the
WAQSP, mobilizes stakeholders to take stock of the quality policy in the 15 countries of ECOWAS and Mauritania. https://www.
ecowas.int/the-department-in-charge-of-industry-and-private-sector-promotion-of-the-ecowas-commission-through-the-waqsp-mobilizes-stakeholders-to-take-stock-of-the-quality-policy-in-the-15-countries-o/ (accessed 12.15.20).
374 Khalid, S., De Bruyn, F., 2017. Mid-Term Evaluation of the West Africa Private Sector Competitiveness Support Programme. European Union.
375 ECOWAQ, n.d. ECOSHAM [WWW Document]. Standardization. http://www.waqsp.org/en/content/standardization (accessed
12.15.20).
376 Op. cit. UNECA Subregional Office West Africa, 2016. ECOWAS at 40.
377 Bau, B., 2017. Support for the Implementation of the ECOWAS Quality Policy (ECOQUAL): Implementation Report for 29 August
2016 – 31 July 2017. UN Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO), Vienna.
378 Ibid.
379 SOAC: Successfully strengthening accreditation in the ECOWAS region, 2019.
380 EEAS content [WWW Document], n.d. EEAS - European Union External Action. https://eeas.europa.eu/delegations/ivory-coast/13577/Ivory%20Coast%20and%20the%20EU_da (accessed 12.15.20).
381 ECOWAS, 2019a. ALISA Project Network launch holds in Abidjan. ECOWAS Info. https://www.ecowas.int/alisa-project-networklaunch-holds-in-abidjan/ (accessed 12.15.20).
382 Customs Directorate, n.d. Regional Trade and Integration Support Program (PACIR) [WWW Document]. Ministry of Economy
and Finance. https://douanes.gouv.ml/programme-dappui-au-commerce-et-l%E2%80%99int%C3%A9gration-r%C3%A9gionale-pacir (accessed 12.15.20).
383 Kituyi, M., 2020. Annex I: Review of activities undertaken in 2019. (Report by the Secretary-General of UNCTAD No. TD/B/
WP/305/Add.1), Review of the technical cooperation activities of UNCTAD and their financing. UNCTAD, New York.
384 ECOWAS, 2017. Projet d’Interconnexion des Systemes Informatiques des Administrations Douanieres du Burkina Faso, des la
Cote d’Ivoire, du Mali, du Senegal et du Togo.
385 Division on Technology and Logistics, 2019. ASYCUDA Newsletter. UNCTAD, Geneva.
386 ECOWAS, 2019b. The ALISA Project has been named SIGMAT following the meeting of directors-general of customs of the
ECOWAS. ECOWAS Info. https://www.ecowas.int/32318/ (accessed 12.15.20).
387 Food Across Borders Program (PROFAB) [WWW Document], n.d. Feed the Future Initiative. https://2012-2017.usaid.gov/
sites/default/files/documents/1860/Feed%20the%20Future%20PRO-FAB%20Fact%20Sheet%20Nov%202015.pdf (accessed
12.15.20).
388 ECOWAS Commission, 2016. 2016 Annual Report: ECOWAS Common External Tariff (CET): Achievements, Challenges and
Prospects. ECOWAS, Abuja.
389 Torres, C., van Seters, J., Karaki, K., Kpadonou, R., 2017. An exploratory analysis of measures to make trade facilitation work for
inclusive regional agro-food value chains in West Africa (Discussion Paper No. 214). ecdpm, Maastricht.
390 Lange, P., Dietz, T., Rau, M.-L., 2016. Improving the perspective for regional trade and investment in West Africa: the key to food
security, economic development and stability in the region (Scoping Report). African Studies Centre Leiden, Wageningen University
and ecdpm, Leiden, Wageningen, Maastricht.
391 ECOWAS, n.d. Agriculture & Environment [WWW Document]. ECOWAS Sectors. https://www.ecowas.int/ecowas-sectors/agriculture/ (accessed 12.15.20).
392 ECOAGRIS, n.d. Agricultural Markets [WWW Document]. Description. http://www.ecoagris.org/index.php?option=com_secteur&systeme=5 (accessed 12.15.20a).
393 ECOAGRIS [WWW Document], n.d. Regional integrated agricultural information system. http://www.ecoagris.org/ (accessed
12.15.20).
394 ECOTIS, n.d. What is ECOTIS. ECOWAS Trade Information System (ECOTIS). https://ecotis.projects.ecowas.int/what-is-ecotis/
(accessed 12.15.20).
395 The World Bank, 2015. Project Appraisal Document: Regional Sahel Pastoralism Support Project (P147674).
396 Blanfort, V., Lasseur, J. (Eds.), 2018. GASL – Action Network: Restoring Value to Grassland, in: Multifunctionality of Pastoralism:
Linking Global and Local Strategies through Shared Visions and Methods. Presented at the International Rangeland Congress, INRA:
CIRAD, Saskatoon.
397 Plante, C.A., 2019. Disclosable Restructuring Paper - Regional Sahel Pastoralism Support Project - P147674 (No. RES38872),
Regional Sahel Pastoralism Support Project (P147674). The World Bank, Washington D.C.
398 Authors’ calculations. World Development Indicators, 2020. GDP (current US$), World Bank, Washington D.C.
399 Op. cit. Bouët, et al., 2020b. Africa Agriculture Trade Monitor 2020.
400 Gitau, M., 2020. Intra-SADC FTA trade and SADC FTA trade with the rest of Africa 2019 [WWW Document]. tralac Trade Law
Centre. https://www.tralac.org/news/article/15016 (accessed 12.14.20).
401 Op. cit. UNCTAD, 2019b. Economic Development in Africa Report 2019.
402 ATPAF-ESA, 2013. Informing Regional Agricultural Trade Policy in Eastern and Southern Africa (Bulletin No. 1). Eastern African
Grain Council, Nairobi.
403 NAMC, DAFF, 2017. Trade Probe (Issue No. 70). National Agricultural Marketing Council (NAMC), Pretoria.
404 SADC, n.d. Summit of Heads or State or Government [WWW Document]. SADC Institutions. https://www.sadc.int/about-sadc/
sadc-institutions/summit/ (accessed 12.14.20).
405 SADC, n.d. SADC Council of Ministers [WWW Document]. SADC Institutions. https://www.sadc.int/about-sadc/sadc-institutions/
council/ (accessed 12.14.20a).
Malabo Montpellier Panel Trade Report 2020

72

406 SADC, n.d. SADC Secretariat [WWW Document]. SADC Institutions. https://www.sadc.int/about-sadc/sadc-institutions/secretariat/ (accessed 12.14.20a).
407 SADC, n.d. SADC National Committees [WWW Document]. SADC Institutions. https://www.sadc.int/about-sadc/sadc-institutions/national-committees/ (accessed 12.14.20a).
408 SADC Secretariat, 2013. SADC Secretariat’s Institutional Reform.
409 SADC, n.d. SADC Secretariat Meets International Standards of Institutional Compliance [WWW Document]. Institutional Strengthening. https://www.sadc.int/sadc-secretariat/institutional-strengthening/#Booklet (accessed 12.14.20a).
410 SADC, n.d. Sectoral & Cluster Ministerial Committees [WWW Document]. SADC Institutions. https://www.sadc.int/about-sadc/
sadc-institutions/sectoral-cluster-ministerial-committees/ (accessed 12.14.20a).
411 SADC, n.d. Deputy Executive Secretary Regional Integration [WWW Document]. Directorates and Units. https://www.sadc.int/
sadc-secretariat/directorates/office-deputy-executive-secretary-regional-integration/ (accessed 12.14.20a).
412 SADC, n.d. Industrial Development and Trade [WWW Document]. Deputy Executive Secretary Regional Integration. https://
www.sadc.int/sadc-secretariat/directorates/office-deputy-executive-secretary-regional-integration/trade-industry-finance-investment/ (accessed 12.14.20a).
413 SADC, n.d. Food Agriculture & Natural Resources [WWW Document]. Deputy Executive Secretary Regional Integration. https://
www.sadc.int/sadc-secretariat/directorates/office-deputy-executive-secretary-regional-integration/food-agriculture-natural-resources/ (accessed 12.14.20a).
414 Open Society Foundations, 2016. The Southern African Development Community, in: The Civil Society Guide to Regional Economic Communities in Africa. Chapter 4. African Minds, Cape Town.
415 Mike Campbell (Pvt) Ltd and Others v Republic of Zimbabwe (2/2007) [2008] SADCT 2 (28 November 2008)
416 Op. cit. Open Society Foundations, 2016. The Southern African Development Community.
417 Hartzenberg, T., Mwanza, W., 2015. Review of SADC’s market integration agenda: opportunities and challenges for regional
industrial development. tralac (Trade Law Centre), Stellenbosch.
418 tralac, n.d. South Africa withdraws its Signature from the Decision to abolish the SADC Tribunal. tralacBlog: Perspectives on
Africa’s trade and integration. https://www.tralac.org/blog/article/14240-south-africa-withdraws-its-signature-from-the-decision-toabolish-the-sadc-tribunal.html#_ftn2 (accessed 12.14.20).
419 Op. cit. Open Society Foundations, 2016. The Southern African Development Community.
420 SADC, 2014. Council Approves SADC Business Plan and Budget for 2014/15 [WWW Document]. News. https://www.sadc.int/
news-events/news/council-approves-sadc-business-plan-and-budget-201415/ (accessed 12.14.20).
421 SADC, 2016. SADC Annual Corporate Plan and budget 2016/17 approved [WWW Document]. News. https://www.sadc.int/
news-events/news/sadc-annual-corporate-plan-and-budget-201617-approved/ (accessed 12.14.20).
422 Markowitz, C., Wentworth, L., Grobbelaar, N., 2018. Operationalising the SADC Regional Development Fund (Policy Briefing).
GEGAfrica.
423 SADC, 2017. South Africa’s Minister for International Relations and Cooperation outline Council agenda, ahead of the
37th SADC Summit [WWW Document]. News. https://www.sadc.int/news-events/news/south-africas-minister-international-relations-and-cooperation-outline-council-agenda-ahead-37th-sadc-summit/ (accessed 12.14.20).
424 SADC, n.d. Gender Unit [WWW Document]. Executive Secretary. https://www.sadc.int/sadc-secretariat/directorates/office-executive-secretary/gender-unit/ (accessed 12.14.20a).
425 SADC Secretariat, 2008. Protocol on Gender and Development 2008 (Protocol). SADC Secretariat, Gaborone.
426 Kiratu, S., Roy, S., 2010. Beyond Barriers: The Gender Implications of Trade Liberalization in Southern Africa. iisd, Winnipeg.
427 https://www.uneca.org/sites/default/files/PublicationFiles/atpcworkinprogress88.pdf
428 Southern Africa Trust, 2018. The Experiences and Challenges of Women in The SADC Region: The Case of Trade and Agriculture Sectors. Southern Africa Trust, Midrand.
429 SADC, n.d. Regional Indicative Strategic Development Plan. Southern African Development Community, Gaborone.
430 Ibid.
431 SADC Council, 2011. Desk Assessment of the Regional Indicative Strategic Development Plan 2005 - 2010. SADC Secretariat,
Gaborone.
432 SADC Secretariat, 2017. Summary of the SADC Revised Regional Indicative Strategic Development Plan 2015-2020.
433 Ngwawi, J., 2019. Vision 2050 and RISDP 2020-30 … Compass for SADC strategic direction. SANF 19.
434 Food, Agriculture and Natural Resources (FANR) Directorate, 2013. Regional Agricultural Policy. SADC Secretariat, Gaborone.
435 FAO, 2016. Supporting Southern Africa in agricultural investment planning [WWW Document]. Support to Investment. http://
www.fao.org/support-to-investment/news/detail/en/c/434424/ (accessed 12.15.20).
436 Food, Agriculture and Natural Resources (FANR) Directorate, 2013. Regional Agricultural Policy. SADC Secretariat, Gaborone.
437 SADC, n.d. Trade in Goods [WWW Document]. Economic Development. https://www.sadc.int/themes/economic-development/
trade/ (accessed 12.15.20a).
438 Op. cit. Hartzenberg and Mwanza, 2015. Review of SADC’s market integration agenda.
439 CTA, ECDPM, 2010. Agricultural Trade Adjustments: Lessons from SADC experiences (Discussion Paper No. 95), Aid for Trade
and Agriculture. CTA and ecpdm, Wageningen and Maastricht.
440 Kalaba, M., Kirsten, J., Sacolo, T., 2016. Non-Tariff Measures Affecting Agricultural Trade in SADC. Agrekon 55, 377–410. https://
doi.org/10.1080/03031853.2016.1243059
441 Wood, C., 2013. The Southern African Sugar Sector (PERSIA Case Study No. 3), Private Sector. South African Institute of International Affairs and ecdpm, Johannesburg and Maastricht.
Malabo Montpellier Panel Trade Report 2020

73

442 Kalenga, P., 2004. Implementation of the SADC Trade Protocol: A Preliminary Review, in: Hansohm, D., Breytenbach, W., Hartzenberg, T., McCarthy, C. (Eds.), Monitoring Regional Integration in Southern Africa Yearbook. Namibian Economic Policy Research Unit
and the Konrad-Adenauer-Stiftung, Windhoek, Namibia.
443 RAS, 2018. How the UK can support and further develop the sugar industries in Southern African Development Community
(SADC) countries.
444 FAO, n.d. Support towards operationalization of the SADC Regional Agricultural Policy (STOSAR) [WWW Document]. In Action.
http://www.fao.org/in-action/stosar/en/ (accessed 12.15.20).
445 SADC, n.d. Support towards operationalization of the SADC Regional Agricultural Policy (STOSAR) [WWW Document]. Opportunities. https://www.sadc.int/opportunities/support-towards-operationalization-sadc-regional-agricultural-policy-stosar/ (accessed
12.15.20a).
446 FAO, 2020b. Biopesticide against fall armyworm registered in the United Republic of Tanzania [WWW Document]. Fall armyworm. http://www.fao.org/fall-armyworm/highlights/detail-events/en/c/1295663/ (accessed 12.15.20).
447 FAO, 2020a. Promoting meat exports through SPS compliance of beef value chains in Tanzania’s Northern and Central Zones
[WWW Document]. Support towards operationalization of the SADC Regional Agricultural Policy (STOSAR). http://www.fao.org/in-action/stosar/news-and-events/news/news-details/en/c/1308232/ (accessed 12.15.20).
448 Simwanza, C., Mlangwa, J.E.D., Simuunza, M., 2013. Evaluation of the implementation and performance of the Digital Pen Technology (DPT) in livestock disease reporting in Zambia. Tanzania Veterinary Journal 28, 62–72. https://doi.org/10.4314/tvj.v28i2.
449 Op. cit. SADC Council, 2011. Desk Assessment.
450 FAO, 2014. Strengthening Institutions for Risk Management of Transboundary Animal Diseases in the Southern African Development Community Region.
451 Chinembiri, E., Tassew, T., Makanda, I., 2020. USAID’s Seed Trade Project Supports SADC’s Commitment to Plant Health in 2020
and Beyond [WWW Document]. Southern Africa Regional. https://www.usaid.gov/southern-africa-regional/news/usai-seed-tradeproject-support-sadcs-commitment-plant-health-2020 (accessed 12.15.20).
452 DAI: International Development, n.d. Feed the Future Southern Africa Seed Trade Project [WWW Document]. Projects. https://
www.dai.com/our-work/projects/southern-africa-feed-future-southern-africa-seed-trade-project (accessed 12.15.20).
453 USAID, 2019. From Seed in Zambia to Fields in The Democratic Republic of Congo [WWW Document]. News. https://www.
usaid.gov/southern-africa-regional/news/seed-zambia-fields-democratic-republic-congo (accessed 12.15.20).
454 Kalaba, M., Kirsten, J., Sacolo, T., 2016. Non-Tariff Measures Affecting Agricultural Trade in SADC. Agrekon 55, 377–410. https://
doi.org/10.1080/03031853.2016.1243059
455 Markowitz, C., 2018. Linking soybean producers to markets: an analysis of interventions in Malawi and Zambia (SAIIA Occasional Paper No. 291). South African Institute of International Affairs (SAIIA), Johannesburg.
456 Op. cit. RAS, 2018.
457 Afadameh-Adeyemi, A., Kalula, E., 2011. SADC at 30: Re-examining the Legal and Institutional Anatomy of the Southern African
Development Community, in: Bosl, A., du Pisani, A., Erasmus, G., Hartzenberg, T., Sandrey, R. (Eds.), Monitoring Regional Integration
in Southern Africa: Yearbook 2010. Trade Law Centre for Southern Africa, the Konrad-Adenauer-Stiftung, Windhoek, pp. 5–22.
458 Nagar, D., Malebang, G., 2016. SADC: Obstacles to Regional Integration, in: Region-Building and Peacebuilding in Southern
Africa. Centre for Conflict Resolution, Cape Town, pp. 11–13.
459 SADC, SARDC, 2006. Monitoring Implementation of the Beijing Commitments by SADC Member States. (Issue No. 3), SADC
Gender Monitor. Southern African Development Community; Southern African Research and Documentation Centre, Gaborone and
Harare.

Malabo Montpellier Panel Trade Report 2020

74

The Malabo Montpellier Panel is generously supported by the African Development Bank (AfDB), the German
Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ), and UK aid from the UK Government. This
report was produced by the Malabo Montpellier Panel.

AKADEMIYA

The Malabo Montpellier Panel
AKADEMIYA2063 - Kicukiro/Niboye KK 341 St 22 I P.O. Box 1855 Kigali-Rwanda
ww.mamopanel.org
For further information, please contact mamopanel@akademiya2063.org
Please follow the Panel on social media:
Facebook: MaMoPanel

Twitter: @MamoPanel

LinkedIn: The Malabo Montpellier Panel

Recommended citation: Malabo Montpellier Panel (2020). Trading Up: Policy
innovations to expand food and agricultural trade in Africa. Dakar, Senegal:
AKADEMIYA2063.
Copyright 2020 AKADEMIYA2063, Imperial College London, and Center for Development
Research (ZEF) University of Bonn. This publication is licensed for use under a Creative
Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (CC BY 4.0).
This report is peer reviewed. Any opinions stated in this report are those of the author(s) and are not
necessarily representative of or endorsed by AKADEMIYA2063.

Photo-credits: P1,P3,Cover image, https://images.theconversation.com/files/258700/original/file-20190213-181627-1he3gjm.
jpg?ixlib=rb-1.1.0&q=45&auto=format&w=1200&h=675.0&fit=crop - P7,P42 and P60,By Tidiane Oumar BA, Akademiya2063; P8,By
Akintunde Akinleye / REUTERS.-P10, By Judd Irish Bradley, https://miro.medium.com/max/9486/1*ex6hEcNRNUxZaGp1qyvIFg.jpeg.P11,https://www.thebridgesofhope.com/shared/media/editor/image/bohhomeimagewomanloadbanana.jpg - P16,https://mobile.
nation.co.ke/business/Clearance-glitch-at-port-costing-traders-billions-in-charges/1950106-4835888-item-1-10ygh01/index.html P17, https://www.tuko.co.ke/263024-top-shipping-companies-kenya.html - P29, SIA KAMBOU/AFP via Getty Images - P33, https://
cdn.simplesite.com/i/9a/93/284008257252332442/i284008264548599982.jpg. - P43, www.developmentprogress.org - P50, By Joe
Penney / REUTERS, https://www.guinee7.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/fronti%C3%A8re-Guin%C3%A9e-Mali.jpg. - P53, https://
www.africanliberty.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/Makola-Market-Accra.jpg. - P56, https://www.howwemadeitinafrica.com/wpcontent/uploads/2015/06/Choppies-600x300.jpg

