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The Sokoine University of Agriculture convened a workshop titled: Evidence-Based
Policy to Unlocking Agricultural Trade Potential, which provided a platform for
strong and policy-relevant insights on agricultural trade restrictions affecting
Tanzania’s competitiveness, market efficiency, investment incentives and regional
integration. The workshop, held on 23 April 2026 in Dar es Salaam, brought together
government institutions, private sector actors, researchers and academia to interrogate
Tanzania’s agricultural trade policy environment and develop practical
recommendations for improving policy predictability and trade facilitation (Sokoine
University of Agriculture [SUA] & ANAPRI, 2026).

The central argument emerging from the workshop is that Tanzania has significant
agricultural trade potential, but this potential is constrained by policy unpredictability,
overlapping regulations, high compliance costs, logistical inefficiencies, weak
standards systems and fragmented institutional coordination. The workshop
participants recognized that trade restrictions are often justified by food security
concerns, consumer price stabilization and protection of domestic producers.
However, the dialogue also concluded that the design and implementation of these
measures frequently produce unintended consequences: lower farm-gate prices,
reduced production incentives, increased informal cross-border trade, delayed
investment decisions and weakened credibility in regional markets (SUA & ANAPRI,
2026).

This framing is especially important because Tanzania’s agricultural trade prospects
sit within multiple regional and continental integration frameworks, including the
East African Community, SADC, COMESA and the African Continental Free Trade
Area. The AfCFTA is intended to accelerate intra-African trade, strengthen
continental market integration and reduce tariff and non-tariff barriers across African
markets (African Union, n.d.). Tanzania’s ability to benefit from these opportunities
will therefore depend less on market access commitments alone and more on whether
domestic policy systems become predictable, transparent, coordinated and facilitative.

Tanzania’s Agricultural Trade Opportunity: Strong Production
Base, Weak Trade Conversion

Agriculture remains a central pillar of Tanzania’s economy. The sector contributes
about 26 percent of GDP and employs more than 65 percent of the population. Major
export commodities include cashew nuts, coffee, cotton, tobacco, tea, cloves,
horticultural products and sesame. Regional trade within EAC and SADC also
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provides important markets for staples such as maize and rice, helping to absorb
surplus production, stabilize prices and create incentives for value addition and agro-
processing (SUA & ANAPRI, 2026).

This production base gives Tanzania a credible platform for agricultural trade
expansion. The country is strategically positioned to supply regional markets in East,
Central and Southern Africa, while also maintaining global market opportunities in
traditional export crops. However, production potential is being undermined by
restrictions and frictions that weaken competitiveness. These include export bans,
discretionary permits, licensing requirements, multiple levies, lengthy customs
procedures, inconsistent standards enforcement and limited access to trade-related
services such as finance, logistics, storage, laboratories and export support (SUA &
ANAPRI, 2026).

The World Bank has similarly emphasized that Tanzania’s agriculture sector has
considerable potential to support inclusive growth and poverty reduction, but that
realizing this potential requires stronger productivity, market systems, value chains
and private sector participation (World Bank, 2019). Tanzania’s policy challenge is
therefore to move from a control-oriented trade system toward a competitiveness-
oriented trade system. This does not mean abandoning food security. Rather, it means
managing food security through predictable, evidence-based instruments that do not
suppress farmer incentives or undermine regional trade credibility.

Trade Barrier One: Policy Unpredictability and Sudden Export
Restrictions

The most prominent barrier identified in the Tanzania is policy unpredictability.
Stakeholders repeatedly described Tanzania’s agricultural trade policy as
unpredictable, unclear, contradictory, restrictive, politically influenced, disruptive and
untimely. Sudden export bans, emergency regulations, discretionary permit
requirements and unexpected levies were identified as major obstacles to investment,
contracting and long-term planning by farmers, traders, processors and exporters
(SUA & ANAPRI, 2026).

This is not simply a private sector inconvenience. Agricultural trade requires forward
contracting, aggregation, finance, storage, transport booking, quality assurance and
buyer relationships. When trade rules can change abruptly, businesses price in policy
risk or withdraw from formal trade altogether. Farmers respond to lower or uncertain
prices by reducing production, shifting crops or selling through informal channels.
Trade restrictions can lead market actors to reduce production or resort to illegal
cross-border trade, thereby weakening formal market systems (SUA & ANAPRI,
2026).

Maize export bans in Tanzania reduced the national food price index by only 0.6-2.4
percent, while producer prices fell by 7-26 percent, disproportionately affecting rural
households and increasing poverty risks (Diao et al., 2013). This finding is important
because it shows that export bans may generate limited consumer welfare gains while
imposing large costs on producers. Other research has similarly found that Tanzanian
maize farmers affected by export bans experienced lower prices, more unpredictable
markets and reduced incentives to produce maize for commercial sale (Makombe &
Kropp, 2016).

The practical solution is to establish a transparent, rules-based trade policy
framework. Export restrictions should not be discretionary or open-ended. They
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should be triggered only by objective indicators such as production forecasts, food
balance sheets, domestic stock levels, strategic reserve thresholds, price trends and
verified supply risks. Any restriction should be time-bound, publicly communicated,
reviewed regularly and accompanied by mechanisms to protect already-contracted
trade. Where restrictions impose clear losses on farmers or traders in the name of
national food security, compensation or support mechanisms should be considered.

Trade Barrier Two: Overlapping Regulations and Fragmented
Institutional Mandates

Overlapping regulations and fragmented institutional mandates is a major constraint.
Stakeholders cited multiple agencies with overlapping responsibilities, including the
Tea Board, Tanzania Bureau of Standards, Tanzania Food and Drugs Authority,
Occupational Safety and Health Authority, National Environment Management
Council, Basin Water authorities and other sector regulators. These overlapping
mandates create duplication, conflicting requirements, multiple inspections and
procedural delays (SUA & ANAPRI, 2026).

This is particularly burdensome for small and medium enterprises. Larger firms may
have the administrative capacity to navigate complex regulatory systems, but SMEs
often lack dedicated compliance teams and working capital to absorb repeated fees,
inspections and delays. Rising inspection fees and compliance costs
disproportionately burden SMEs and reduce their ability to compete (SUA &
ANAPRI, 2026).

For example, the avocado sector is characterised by complex documentation
requirements, including 38 regulations for avocado exports, compared with a much
faster clearance process in Kenya. Whether interpreted as a precise regulatory count
or stakeholder illustration of administrative burden, the point is clear: Tanzania’s
regulatory system is perceived as too complex, too fragmented and too slow for
competitive agricultural trade (SUA & ANAPRI, 2026).

The solution is institutional rationalization and regulatory simplification. Tanzania
should map all regulatory steps required for priority export commodities and identify
duplications, redundant approvals and agencies with overlapping mandates. This
should be followed by a single-window trade facilitation system that allows traders to
submit documentation once, pay fees once, track applications digitally and receive
coordinated inspection schedules. Regulatory agencies should also move from
revenue-oriented performance indicators to facilitation-oriented indicators, including
clearance time, cost reduction, compliance support and trader satisfaction.

Trade Barrier Three: Multiple Levies, Local Government Charges
and High Compliance Costs

A major concern raised by the private sector was the accumulation of levies and
charges across districts, including crop cess imposed by local governments. Multiple
levies increase the cost of moving agricultural commodities and reduce Tanzania’s
competitiveness in regional markets. These levies contribute to uncompetitive prices,
reduced profit margins and higher costs for both businesses and consumers (SUA &
ANAPRI, 2026).

The cumulative effect is significant. Even where individual charges appear small,
their multiplication across districts, checkpoints and agencies can create a large tax-



equivalent burden. These costs are especially damaging for bulk commodities such as
cereals, where margins are thin and transport distances are long. They are also
damaging for perishable commodities such as horticulture, where delays reduce shelf
life and product quality.

An example is the sharply rising phytosanitary inspection fees, which increased from
TZS 4.4 million to TZS 900 million, forcing wheat importers to pass costs on to
consumers (SUA & ANAPRI, 2026). This illustrates the broader problem of
regulatory charges being treated as revenue instruments rather than facilitation tools.
When compliance systems become revenue-generating barriers, they undermine trade
competitiveness and encourage avoidance.

The practical solution is levy harmonization and compliance cost discipline. Local
government levies should be harmonized across districts and capped to prevent
cumulative cost escalation. Inspection and certification fees should be cost-reflective,
transparent and predictable. Government should conduct a trade cost audit for major
agricultural value chains, quantifying all formal and informal charges from farmgate
to border or port. This would allow Tanzania to identify which charges are justified,
which are duplicative and which should be removed.

Trade Barrier Four: Logistics Bottlenecks, Infrastructure Gaps and
Weak Cold Chain Systems

Infrastructure and logistics constraints is a major barrier to agricultural trade. These
include inadequate cold chain facilities at ports and airports, underutilization of rail
and lake transport, high transport costs, port and border delays, and shortages of
accredited laboratories. These constraints increase transaction costs, reduce
profitability and undermine Tanzania’s ability to compete in regional and global
markets (SUA & ANAPRI, 2026).

The logistics challenge differs by value chain. Time-sensitive horticultural products
are highly affected by delays, cold chain gaps and clearance inefficiencies. Bulk
commodities such as cereals are more affected by transport costs, pricing distortions
and movement restrictions. Quality-sensitive exports face higher compliance costs
linked to testing, certification and standards systems. Trade reform cannot be generic;
it must be tailored to commodity-specific realities (SUA & ANAPRI, 2026).

Tanzania has strategic logistics assets, including ports, road networks, rail systems
and lake transport routes. However, rail and lake transport remain underutilized
despite potential cost advantages. This is a major missed opportunity. For bulky
agricultural commodities, shifting some trade flows to rail or lake transport could
reduce costs, improve predictability and ease road congestion. For horticulture, fish
and other perishables, cold chain investments at airports, ports and aggregation points
are essential.

The solution is a trade corridor approach to agricultural logistics. Tanzania should
identify priority agricultural export corridors and map the specific infrastructure,
certification, storage and clearance bottlenecks affecting each corridor. Investments
should focus on cold chain facilities at ports and airports, certified warehouses,
accredited laboratories, digital cargo tracking, coordinated border inspections and
improved rail/lake integration. These investments should be tied directly to export
potential, not treated as isolated infrastructure projects.
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Trade Barrier Five: Weak Standards, Quality Systems and
Laboratory Capacity

Stakeholders identified quality, standards, packaging and inconsistent compliance as
major reasons Tanzanian agricultural products struggle to compete in regional
markets. Imports were perceived to dominate high-value retail markets because they
are often cheaper, more reliable, better branded and more consistent in quality. Local
products, by contrast, face high production costs, inefficient technology, limited value
addition and inconsistent quality (SUA & ANAPRI, 2026).

Standards are therefore both a barrier and an opportunity. Weak compliance capacity
limits Tanzania’s ability to access high-value markets. At the same time, stronger
standards systems could enable Tanzanian products to compete on quality, safety and
brand identity. The shortage of accredited laboratories is particularly problematic
because it forces traders to test products abroad, increasing costs and delays (SUA &
ANAPRI, 2026).

The practical solution is to strengthen quality infrastructure. Tanzania should invest
in accredited laboratories, product testing facilities, certification services, grading
systems, packaging support and export advisory services. Standards agencies should
provide compliance support rather than merely enforce penalties. SMEs need
practical guidance on export requirements, product specifications, labelling, food
safety and certification procedures. For horticulture, fish, meat, cereals and processed
foods, certification systems must be fast, credible and affordable.

Under AfCFTA, cooperation on technical barriers to trade, sanitary and phytosanitary
measures, customs and trade facilitation is central to reducing barriers and
strengthening predictable market access (African Union, n.d.). Tanzania should
therefore align national standards reform with regional harmonization efforts under
EAC, SADC, COMESA and AfCFTA.

Trade Barrier Six: Limited Value Addition and Import Dominance
in High-Value Retail Markets

Imported processed foods dominate high-value retail markets in Tanzania because
they are perceived as more affordable, reliable, better branded and more consistent in
quality. This reflects a deeper structural weakness in domestic agro-processing. Local
producers face high costs, inefficient technology, limited value addition and policy
unpredictability (SUA & ANAPRI, 2026).

This is a critical competitiveness issue. If Tanzania exports raw agricultural products
while importing higher-value processed foods, it loses opportunities for
industrialization, jobs, branding and value capture. For a country with strong
production potential in cereals, horticulture, livestock, fisheries, cashews, sesame,
coffee, tea and other commodities, agro-processing should be a central trade strategy.

The solution is to link trade reform to agro-industrial upgrading. Tanzania should
prioritize processing investments in commodities with strong domestic and regional
demand. This includes grain milling, animal feed, edible oils, horticultural
processing, cashew processing, dairy, meat, fish and packaged foods. Export
promotion should support packaging, branding, quality certification and market
development. Special economic zones and agro-industrial parks should provide



integrated services: processing infrastructure, laboratories, storage, cold chains,
customs support and logistics.

Value addition also requires predictable raw material supply. If trade restrictions
suppress producer incentives, processors may face inconsistent input availability.
Therefore, trade policy predictability and agro-processing are mutually reinforcing.
Farmers need predictable markets; processors need reliable supply; exporters need
quality and scale; and consumers need competitive prices.

Trade Barrier Seven: Food Security Measures That Shift Costs
onto Farmers and Traders

There exists some policy tension between food security and open trade. Public sector
stakeholders explained that restrictions are intended to protect local industries,
address trade imbalances, safeguard producers and protect citizens. Researchers
acknowledged that food security and domestic production concerns are legitimate
policy objectives. However, stakeholders also emphasized that restrictions can
backfire when they suppress producer prices, reduce future output and encourage
informal trade (SUA & ANAPRI, 2026).

The current approach appears to place a disproportionate burden on farmers and
traders. Farm-gate prices can drop by 10-30 percent, farmers effectively subsidize
national food security without compensation, and restrictions reduce future output as
farmers respond to negative price signals (SUA & ANAPRI, 2026). This is consistent
with the broader evidence that maize export bans in Tanzania have tended to reduce
producer prices substantially while generating limited reductions in national food
prices (Diao et al., 2013; Makombe & Kropp, 2016).

The solution is to separate food security management from routine market
suppression. Tanzania should use scientific forecasting, strategic reserves, buffer
stocks, targeted consumer support and transparent food balance sheets rather than
sudden export bans. If restrictions are unavoidable during genuine emergencies, they
should be temporary, predictable and accompanied by support to farmers and traders
who bear direct losses. Buffer stocks should be managed in a way that distinguishes
national food security reserves from commercial stocks for processors and traders.

AfCFTA, EAC, SADC and COMESA Implementation Barriers

Tanzania’s agricultural trade policy must be understood within regional and
continental commitments. Stakeholders emphasized that ad hoc restrictions weaken
Tanzania’s credibility within EAC, SADC and AfCFTA frameworks. They also
identified poor regional connectivity, limited SME awareness of AfCFTA
opportunities and high logistics costs as barriers to implementation. One striking
comparison is that shipping to Ghana can cost twice as much as shipping to China,
reflecting the continuing weakness of intra-African logistics (SUA & ANAPRI,
2026).

This finding underscores an important point: continental integration is not only about
tariff schedules. It is also about transport, customs, standards, payments, information,
dispute resolution and trust. The AfCFTA’s non-tariff barrier mechanism allows
businesses and governments to report, monitor and resolve NTBs, while broader
AfCFTA instruments aim to support customs cooperation, trade facilitation, technical
standards and SPS cooperation (African Union, n.d.; AfCFTA Secretariat, n.d.).



Tanzania should therefore strengthen domestic capacity to use these mechanisms.
SMEs, exporters, cooperatives and sector associations need training on AfCFTA
market opportunities, rules of origin, NTB reporting, standards requirements and
export documentation. Government agencies should also establish a domestic
AfCFTA agricultural trade helpdesk to resolve practical trader problems and escalate
unresolved barriers through EAC, SADC, COMESA and AfCFTA channels.

Policy Package: Practical Steps to Resolve Tanzania’s Trade
Barriers

The Tanzania agricultural trade situation calls for a consolidated set of
recommendations into a practical reform package with the following interventions:

First, Tanzania should establish a rules-based agricultural trade policy framework.
Export restrictions should be based on scientific forecasts, national food balance data
and transparent thresholds. They should be time-bound, publicly communicated and
subject to review.

Second, Tanzania should create an integrated single portal for agricultural trade
documentation and payments. This portal should bring together permits, licences,
certificates, inspections, payments and approvals across agencies and reduce
duplicate submissions.

Third, inspections should be streamlined through coordinated agency visits and risk-
based inspection systems. Compliant traders should not be subjected to repeated
inspections by multiple agencies.

Fourth, local government levies and crop cess should be harmonized across districts.
A national framework should prevent cumulative charges that undermine
competitiveness.

Fifth, regulatory agency KPIs should be reformed. Agencies should be assessed not
only on revenue collection but also on clearance time, cost reduction, trader support,
compliance efficiency and contribution to export growth.

Sixth, Tanzania should invest in trade-enabling infrastructure, including cold chains
at ports and airports, accredited laboratories, certified storage, and better integration
of rail and lake transport.

Seventh, regulations should become crop- and value-chain specific. Horticulture,
cereals, livestock, fisheries and quality-sensitive products face different trade risks
and therefore require tailored regulatory systems.

Eighth, stakeholder engagement should be institutionalized earlier in the policy
process. Farmers, processors, exporters and SMEs should be consulted during policy
design, not only at validation stage.

Ninth, Tanzania should strengthen export support services for SMEs. These should
include advisory services on documentation, standards, packaging, certification,
market intelligence and AfCFTA opportunities.



Finally, Tanzania should adopt a balanced food security strategy based on
forecasting, buffer stocks, targeted support and compensation mechanisms rather than
broad, sudden trade restrictions.

Toward a Predictable and Facilitative Agricultural Trade System

The Tanzanian agricultural trade synthesis presents a clear message: the country has a
strong agricultural production base and significant regional trade opportunities, but
trade restrictions and regulatory inefficiencies are weakening competitiveness.
Sudden export bans, discretionary permits, overlapping mandates, multiple levies,
high compliance costs, weak logistics, limited laboratory capacity and poor
stakeholder engagement raise the cost of doing business and reduce private sector
confidence.

The most important policy shift required is from control to facilitation. Tanzania can
still protect food security, support domestic producers and manage consumer price
risks, but these objectives should be pursued through evidence-based, transparent and
targeted instruments. Broad and discretionary trade restrictions may appear
administratively simple, but they impose hidden costs on farmers, traders, processors
and the country’s regional reputation.

Tanzania’s agricultural trade future depends on building a system that is predictable
enough for farmers to produce, reliable enough for traders to contract, efficient
enough for processors to invest, and credible enough for regional buyers to trust. If
Tanzania can harmonize regulations, digitize trade processes, reduce duplicative
levies, strengthen logistics and standards infrastructure, and align national policies
with EAC, SADC, COMESA and AfCFTA commitments, it can convert agricultural
potential into stronger regional competitiveness, higher farmer incomes, deeper agro-
processing and more resilient food systems.

This policy brief draws on the Sokoine University of Agriculture's substantive
contributions in Tanzania, whose work in convening national dialogues and
synthesising country-level evidence was instrumental in elevating country-specific
agricultural trade issues into a regional policy agenda. It also draws extensively on
discussions and contributions from the SUA-convened workshop titled Evidence-
Based Policy to Unlocking Agricultural Trade Potentials. This convening is part of
the broader efforts of the Africa Network of Agricultural Policy Research Institutes
(ANAPRI) to promote evidence-informed policy dialogue to strengthen agricultural
trade across Africa.
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Annex 1: Implementation Matrix: Policy Issues, Recommendations, Actions and Institutional Responsibilities

KEY POLICY ISSUE

PROPOSED
RECOMMENDATION

ACTIONS AND IMPLEMENTATION ACTIVITIES

LEAD INSTITUTIONS

SUPPORT AND
COORDINATION ACTORS

POLICY UNPREDICTABILITY
AND SUDDEN EXPORT
RESTRICTIONS

DISCRETIONARY PERMITS
AND UNCLEAR TRADE
PROCEDURES

OVERLAPPING
REGULATORY MANDATES

MULTIPLE LEVIES, CROP
CESS AND SUBNATIONAL
CHARGES

HIGH COMPLIANCE AND
INSPECTION COSTS

WEAK LOGISTICS AND
HIGH TRANSPORT COSTS

INADEQUATE COLD CHAIN
INFRASTRUCTURE

Establish a rules-based
agricultural trade policy
framework that balances food
security with market
confidence.

Streamline and digitize
licensing, permit and approval
systems.

Rationalize institutional roles
and reduce duplication across
agencies.

Harmonize levies across
districts and reduce cumulative
trade costs.

Reform regulatory fees and

agency performance incentives.

Invest in trade-enabling
logistics and agricultural
corridors.

Develop cold chain facilities for
perishable agricultural exports.

Develop transparent criteria for imposing restrictions
based on food balance sheets, production forecasts,
stock levels and price trends. Require advance public
notice before restrictions. Ensure measures are time-
bound and reviewed periodically. Protect already-
contracted trade where possible.

Create an integrated digital portal for permits,
licences, certificates and payments. Allow traders to
submit documents once. Publish clear requirements,
fees and processing timelines. Introduce electronic
tracking of applications.

Conduct a regulatory mapping exercise for key
agricultural value chains. Identify duplicate
inspections, approvals and fees. Establish inter-agency
service protocols. Develop coordinated inspection
schedules.

Develop a national framework for crop cess and local
government charges. Cap cumulative fees. Eliminate
duplicative district charges along trade routes. Publish
all official fees and penalties.

Review inspection and certification fees to ensure they
are cost-reflective and transparent. Replace revenue-
oriented KPIs with trade facilitation KPIs. Measure
clearance times, cost reductions, trader satisfaction
and export growth contributions.

Map priority export corridors for cereals, horticulture,
livestock, fisheries and cash crops. Improve road, rail,
lake and port connectivity. Promote use of rail and
lake transport where cost-effective. Reduce border
and port dwell times.

Invest in cold storage at airports, ports and
aggregation points. Support refrigerated transport.
Prioritize horticulture, fish, meat, dairy and other
perishables. Link cold chains to export certification and
logistics services.

Ministry of Agriculture;
Ministry of Industry and
Trade; Cabinet-level
economic policy coordination
structures

Ministry of Industry and
Trade; TanTRADE; Tanzania
Revenue Authority

Prime Minister’s Office;
Ministry of Industry and
Trade; Ministry of Agriculture

Ministry of Finance;
President’s Office—Regional
Administration and Local
Government; Ministry of
Agriculture

Ministry of Finance; Ministry
of Industry and Trade;
regulatory agency boards

Ministry of Works and
Transport; port authorities;
Ministry of Agriculture

Ministry of Agriculture;
Ministry of Industry and
Trade; Tanzania Investment
and Special Zones Authority

SUA; ANAPRI; TanTRADE;
COPRA,; private sector
associations; farmer
organisations; EAC, SADC,
COMESA and AfCFTA bodies

COPRA; TBS; TFDA; OSHA;
NEMC; port authorities;
border agencies; private
sector associations

TRA; TBS; TFDA; OSHA; NEMC;
sector boards; local
government authorities;
business associations

Local Government
Authorities; TRA; private
sector associations; farmer
organisations; research
institutions

TBS; TFDA; OSHA; NEMC;
COPRA; TRA; private sector
representatives

TanTRADE; TRA; logistics
firms; corridor agencies; SADC
and EAC transport bodies;
development finance
institutions

TAHA; private cold chain
providers; airport and port
authorities; investors;
development partners
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SHORTAGE OF ACCREDITED
LABORATORIES

WEAK QUALITY,
STANDARDS AND
PACKAGING SYSTEMS

LIMITED VALUE ADDITION
AND IMPORT DOMINANCE
IN HIGH-VALUE RETAIL
MARKETS

INSUFFICIENT SUPPLY
VOLUMES AND
UNPREDICTABLE
PRODUCTION

INFORMAL CROSS-BORDER
TRADE DRIVEN BY HIGH
COSTS

FOOD SECURITY
MEASURES THAT DEPRESS
PRODUCER INCENTIVES

WEAK STAKEHOLDER
ENGAGEMENT IN POLICY
DESIGN

LIMITED SME AWARENESS
OF AFCFTA
OPPORTUNITIES

WEAK REGIONAL MARKET
CREDIBILITY

Strengthen testing, certification
and laboratory infrastructure.

Strengthen quality
infrastructure and SME
compliance support.

Promote agro-processing and
product upgrading.

Strengthen market-led
production and aggregation
systems.

Reduce formal trade costs and
improve incentives for
compliance.

Use scientific forecasting,
buffer stocks and targeted
support instead of broad
restrictions.

Institutionalize early and
structured public-private
dialogue.

Build SME export readiness and
AfCFTA awareness.

Align national trade policy with
regional and continental
commitments.

Establish and accredit laboratories for priority export
commodities. Reduce need for testing abroad. Develop
fast-track testing for perishables. Improve laboratory
coordination with standards and SPS agencies.

Provide training on standards, packaging, labelling, SPS
and certification. Create export support desks for
SMEs. Harmonize standards with EAC, SADC, COMESA
and AfCFTA requirements.

Support investment in processing for cashew, sesame,
cereals, horticulture, fisheries, dairy, meat and
packaged foods. Provide incentives for packaging,
branding, quality certification and technology
upgrading. Link processors to reliable farmer supply
systems.

Support farmer aggregation, contract farming and
cooperative marketing. Improve access to inputs,
irrigation, extension and finance. Link production
planning to market demand and export windows.

Simplify border procedures. Reduce duplicative fees.
Provide small trader support desks. Promote simplified
trade regimes where applicable. Increase awareness of
formal trade benefits.

Produce regular food balance sheets. Define strategic
reserve thresholds. Separate food security stocks from
commercial stocks. Consider farmer compensation or
targeted subsidies where restrictions impose losses.
Establish regular agricultural trade policy forums.
Consult farmers, processors, exporters and SMEs
before regulations are drafted. Publish draft
regulations for comment. Track responses to
stakeholder inputs.

Create training programmes on AfCFTA rules, NTB
reporting, standards, documentation and market
opportunities. Establish an agricultural export
helpdesk. Disseminate market intelligence in
accessible formats.

Avoid ad hoc restrictions that undermine regional
supply reliability. Use EAC, SADC, COMESA and AfCFTA
mechanisms to resolve NTBs. Publish trade policy
changes through regional notification systems.

TBS; Ministry of Agriculture;
Ministry of Health/regulatory
authorities where applicable

TBS; TanTRADE; Ministry of
Industry and Trade

Ministry of Industry and
Trade; Ministry of Agriculture;
Tanzania Investment and
Special Zones Authority

Ministry of Agriculture; local
governments; cooperative
authorities

Ministry of Industry and
Trade; TRA; border agencies

Ministry of Agriculture; food
reserve institutions; Ministry
of Finance

Ministry of Agriculture;
Ministry of Industry and
Trade

TanTRADE; Ministry of
Industry and Trade

Ministry of Industry and
Trade; Ministry of Foreign
Affairs; Ministry of Agriculture

TFDA; COPRA; TAHA;
exporters; universities;
development partners

SUA; TAHA; ACT; ANSAF;
cooperatives; business
associations; EAC and SADC
standards bodies

SAGCOT; private processors;
cooperatives; SMEs;
development finance
institutions; research
institutions

Farmer organisations;
Tanzania Federation of
Cooperatives; private
aggregators; processors; SUA;
development partners

EAC and SADC secretariats;
small trader associations; local
governments; private sector
bodies

NBS; SUA; IFPRI-type research
partners; farmer
organisations; private grain
traders; processors

TanTRADE; COPRA; ANSAF;
ACT; TAHA; SAGCOT; SUA;
ANAPRI

AfCFTA Secretariat; EAC;
SADC; COMESA; chambers of
commerce; SME associations;
development partners

EAC Secretariat; SADC

Secretariat; COMESA
Secretariat; AfCFTA
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WEAK IMPLEMENTATION
COORDINATION

Create a Tanzania Agricultural
Trade Reform Task Team.

Assign reform owners, timelines and progress
indicators. Track priority reforms on permits, levies,
inspections, laboratories, logistics and stakeholder
engagement. Convene quarterly public-private
progress reviews.

Prime Minister’s Office;
Ministry of Agriculture;
Ministry of Industry and
Trade

Secretariat; private sector
associations

SUA; ANAPRI; TanTRADE;
COPRA; ACT; ANSAF; TAHA;
development partners
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