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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The purpose of this document is to provide the Maize Trust with a final report of the results of the 

abovementioned project. The project was formally approved by the Maize Trust in March 2008 and 

has just been completed. Eugene du Preez was the project leader and Henriette Badenhorst the 

project manager. This document will provide an update of the results up to February 2011. 

One of our most important goals to ensure the success of the project was to establish and 

maintain good relationships with our stakeholders. We were very pleased with the positive 

response of the majority of Agricultural businesses throughout the project and especially with 

regards to the presentations that were made on the results of the telephonic surveys. The 

feedback from the Agricultural businesses was invaluable in determining how far we were from our 

final list of producers.  

In the past year we were focusing on the larger Agricultural businesses for producers with new 

storage capacity and were also contacting fertilizer suppliers, seed suppliers, silo suppliers and 

grain traders that we have not contacted before for new information. We have noticed that in most 

instances we already had more than 90% of the producers in our database of the new data we 

received. 

 

The provinces that were identified as focus areas in the past year were Mpumalanga, Eastern and 

Northern Free State. We were able to obtain data from both the Eastern and Northern Free State 

quite easily but Mpumalanga was once again the most challenging province and the producers and 

smaller Agricultural businesses were very negative and reluctant to provide any information. We 

managed to obtain the information of 223 new producers with possible storage capacity. 

We spent a great deal of time in cleaning our database, updating incorrect contact details and 

removing duplicate records in the preparation of the telephonic survey. The telephonic survey was 

conducted successfully at the start of November 2010. As we viewed this as a very important 

survey we retrained all our surveyors just before the survey to point out certain trends that were 

picked up in the previous survey and to go through different possible scenarios. We also wanted to 

prepare the surveyors on how to approach producers that might be uncooperative or suspected of 

providing inaccurate information. 

A general trend that was picked up with both the 2009 and 2010 telephonic surveys was that in 

certain areas some grain farmers have changed to livestock or vegetable farming. Also a couple of 

smaller producers stopped farming or sold their property and almost always the properties were 

sold to existing larger producers and not new producers. We are in these instances thus losing 

producers from our list but storage capacity is remaining unchanged. 

The final adjusted total storage capacity figure for 2010 was 1 657 773 tons (excluding silo bags) 

and the number of producers with storage capacity 1 942. 

As the storage capacity figure is constantly changing, we strongly recommend that options for 

additional funding should be investigated to keep the current database of producers with storage 

capacity up to date. 
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2 Progress summary 

The table below provides an updated progress summary of the activities of the past year:  

Milestone/Activity: Proposed 

Completion 

Date 

Actual 

Completion 

Date 

Comments 

1. Feedback to key stakeholders. Aug ‘10 Aug ‘10  

2. Determining the spatial location of the 

SAGIS Premises Codes list. 

Dec ‘10 Dec ‘10 Geo-referenced 

all the SAGIS 

premises that 

we could with 

our sources but 

were not able to 

geo-reference 

the remaining 

sites without 

SAGIS’ 

assistance. 

3. Development of a list frame of 

producers from existing data and 

determining their spatial location. 

Oct ‘10 Oct ’10 Geo-referenced 

all the points 

that had 

sufficient data. 

4. Development of a list frame of 

producers - gathering of new data,  

verification of data and determining the 

spatial location of the data from 

Agricultural businesses and producers: 

 Final list frame for sampling Nov 10 

 

 

 

31 Oct ‘10 

 

 

 

31 Oct ‘10 

Data gathering 

took place in 

the quiet times 

from producers 

and Agricultural 

businesses. 

5. Utilising existing systems to update list 

frame. 

Feb ’08 – Feb 

‘11 

Feb ‘11 Existing 

systems to be 

utilised on a 

continuous 

basis. 

6. Data cleaning and quality control 

process -2010. 

20 Oct ‘ 10 20 Oct ‘ 10  

7. Communication campaign for 

telephonic survey 2010. 

25 Oct ‘10 – 

5 Nov ‘10 

25 Oct ‘10 – 

5 Nov ‘10 

 

8. Execution of the telephonic survey 

 Finalisation of questionnaire 2010 

 Sourcing of surveyors 2010 

 Allocations of points 2010 

 Training of new surveyors 2010 

 

 

22 Oct ‘10 

1 Oct ‘10 

25 Oct ‘10 

27 Oct ‘10 

 

 

22 Oct ‘10 

1 Oct ‘10 

25 Oct ‘10 

27 Oct ‘10 
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 Telephonic survey 2010 

 Quality assurance 2010 

1 Nov ‘10 – 

14 Nov ‘10 

22 Nov ‘10 

1 Nov ‘10 – 

14 Nov ‘10 

22 Nov ‘10 

 

9. Presentation of results to CEC 2010 25 Nov ‘10 25 Nov ‘10  

10. Processing of data 2010 Feb ‘11 Feb ‘11 This was quite a 

time consuming 

process to 

integrate and 

update the 

existing data 

with the 

surveyed data. 
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3 Progress report 

3.1 Flow diagram 

The following flow diagram indicates the flow of the actions for the period March 10 to Feb 11: 

Data cleaning and analysis

Feedback and negotiations with 

key stakeholders

Data gathering and determining of 

spatial location of data

Determining the spatial location 

of SAGIS premises codes

Development of a list frame of 

producers

Utilising existing data and 

systems, including georeferencing 

of data

Gathering of new data from 

agribusinesses and producers, 

verification and georeferencing of 

data 

Data cleaning and Quality 

assurance

Telephonic survey

Quality assurance and 

processing of data

Presentation of results

Communication campaign for 

telephonic survey

Adjustment of existing 

software and processes for 

more efficient data processing 
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3.2 Identification and negotiations with key stakeholders: 

We have learned out of past experience that one of the most important steps in ensuring the 

success of a project is to identify the relevant stakeholders and have discussions with them to 

obtain their commitment and collaboration towards the project. For this project specifically it was 

extremely important as one could not execute this project independently and needed the 

assistance from producers and Agricultural businesses. The most important stakeholders that were 

identified for this project were: 

 The larger Agricultural businesses operating in the main maize areas 

 Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (DAFF) 

 Grain SA 

 The Grain Silo Industry (GSI) 

The Grain Silo Industry (GSI) supplied all the contact information of the key Agricultural businesses 

and promised continuous support. The larger Agricultural businesses were contacted yearly and a 

very good relationship was built with most of these businesses. Data was obtained even from the 

Agricultural businesses that initially did not want to provide comprehensive information of 

producers with storage capacity.  

The Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (DAFF) provided all the data of producers 

with storage facilities that were gathered through the Maize Utilization survey that is sent to 

producers in October each year. DAFF was consulted throughout the project for their inputs and 

advice and regular feedback was given to them. 

In the beginning of the project a presentation was given to Grain South Africa (Grain SA) to inform 

them about the project and to ask for their support. The management of all the regions agreed to 

assist with the project and to bring us into contact with the farmers unions’ management for us to 

be able to directly gather data from the producers. Grain SA also invited us to promote the project 

at their district conferences in 2008 and a short presentation was made regarding the project at 

five of the six conferences. A great deal of data was gathered and contact persons obtained to 

approach for further data gathering at these conferences. The support and the exposure received 

through Grain SA have been priceless. 

At the end of every telephonic survey feedback of the final results was given to key stakeholders to 

show them the value of their contribution and to also ensure future collaboration. Presentations 

were made to the larger Agricultural businesses like Senwes, Suidwes, NWK and Afgri. 

Presentations were also made to Noble Resources, Silostrat, Grain Silo Industry and other smaller 

Agricultural businesses. The response and feedback from all these businesses were excellent and 

future collaboration was promised. During the feedback sessions the stakeholders were asked to 

give their view on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the figures.   

 

3.3 Development of a communications strategy: 

The development of a communication strategy was vital to ensure the collaboration of the 

producers. Grain SA suggested that SiQ publish an article in the SA Grain magazine explaining the 

purpose and the process that would be followed for the project. This article was published in the 

May 2008 issue of SA Grain. Dr Kobus Labuschagne (General Manager of Grain SA) also wrote an 

article about the importance of the project in the September 2008 issue of Grain SA.  

A communication campaign was launched before producers were contacted for the telephonic 

survey in all three years. Methods that were used in informing producers of the project were: Grain 

SA mentioning that producers would be contacted for information in their Newsletter; SMS notices 

being sent by SiQ; announcements over the radio and press releases in local newspapers. The 

notice published by Grain SA in their Newsletter is attached under Annexure A. 
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3.4 Gathering of data: 

The main purpose of the project was to compile a comprehensive list of producers with on-farm 

storage capacity for maize with the spatial location of their farms. A secondary task of the project 

was to geo-reference all the commercial sites on the SAGIS premises list (Geo-referencing is the 

allocation of a geographical location / coordinate to a specific premise.). 

3.4.1 Determining the spatial location of the SAGIS premises codes (commercial silos): 

616 of the 969 (64%) SAGIS premises codes list have been geo-referenced.  225 (37%) of the 

premises were captured by means of the PICES survey and 295 (48%) through the help of the 

internet and Agricultural businesses. SAGIS captured the GPS coordinates of 96 (16%) of the 

premises during their visits to the sites in 2009, but did not capture the coordinates of the 

remaining sites. They were also not able to assist us to geo-reference the remaining sites. We 

have geo-referenced all the sites that we could with our sources but were not able to geo-

reference the remaining sites without their assistance. All the commercial silos of the large 

Agricultural businesses were captured.  

  

The map below gives an indication of the distribution of the SAGIS premises codes list (commercial 

silos) that has been geo-referenced. 

 

 
 

3.4.2 Development of a list frame of producers with on farm storage capacity: 

Our primary focus (95% of our time) for this project was to develop a list frame of producers (not 

registered with SAGIS) with storage capacity for maize on their farms.  
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3.4.2.1 Existing data 

 Development of a list frame of producers from existing data 

At the start of the project there was existing data of producers with storage capacity available that 

could be used. The sources of this data were DAFF and SiQ. The DAFF data was a list of producers 

who indicated on DAFF’s Maize Utilization survey that is sent to farmers in October each year that 

they had storage capacity. The data available from SiQ were producers who indicated on the 

Harvested Production and Maize Utilization telephonic survey that is done for the National Crop 

Statistics Consortium in November each year that they had storage capacity. SiQ also had a list of 

spatial locations with photos of points placed on storage facilities that were observed from the 

aircraft during the Producer Independent Crop Estimate System (PICES) survey done twice yearly 

for the National Crop Statistics Consortium. The details of who the producers were of these points 

needed to be confirmed through the farmer unions / producers.  

A summary of the existing data that was available at the start of the project is as follows:  

Source Producers with storage capacity 

DAFF data 187 

SiQ harvested telephonic 

survey data 606 

SiQ PICES data 315 

TOTAL 1 108 

(Please take note that there is some duplication of data between the various sources.)  

 

An example of the photos that were taken of storage facilities during the PICES survey. The photo is linked to 

the point that was placed.  

 Geo-referencing of the list frame of existing data 

SiQ’s telephonic survey and PICES survey data was geo-referenced already and could be used as 

is. 170 of the 184 points of DAFF were geo-referenced quite easily because of geographical 

coordinates or comprehensive physical addresses that were available. The outstanding 14 points 

were geo-referenced through the assistance of the Agricultural businesses and producers.  
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3.4.2.2 New data 

 Gathering of new data: 

2008: 

 

During the first year of the survey, our main focus was on the larger Agricultural businesses, 

producers and producer unions. It was almost the easiest year to process data as all data obtained 

could be used because we did not have that much data and hardly had to check for duplicates. Our 

main focus areas were the Central Free State, Mpumalanga, North West, the western parts of 

KwaZulu-Natal and the eastern parts of the Northern Cape. The amount of producers that were 

contacted for the 2008 telephonic survey was 1 684.  

 

2009: 

 

In the second year it was essential to identify focus areas of where there were gaps in the data to 

prevent gathering the same data over and over again. A complete process was followed to identify 

focus areas. By applying expansion statistics to determine estimated storage capacity we came to 

the conclusion that the areas we had to focus on in 2009 were Mpumalanga, Eastern and Northern 

Free State, North West and parts of the Northern Cape provinces.  

The larger Agricultural businesses were contacted again and some of them were confident that the 

data of producers with storage capacity in their service areas was complete. We managed to 

obtain some data from the larger Agricultural businesses that did not provide us with data in the 

previous year. Silo bag suppliers, seed and fertilizer suppliers and a couple of grain traders were 

approached for data as well and we manage to also obtain data from them. The amount of 

producers that were contacted for the 2009 telephonic survey was 1 873.  

 

2010: 

As one’s database becomes more complete, it becomes more challenging to obtain new data. By 

applying expansion statistics to determine estimated storage capacity the central and western 

parts of Mpumalanga and the Northern and Eastern Free State were identified as the primary focus 

areas in 2010.  

 

More detail of the areas that were focused on per province is as follows: 

 

o Mpumalanga: 

The focus was again on the central and western parts of Mpumalanga. Representatives 

from all the regions of Agri Mpumalanga, Agricultural businesses as well as farmer 

unions were contacted again. Mpumalanga was the most challenging province 

throughout the project as most of the producers and smaller Agricultural businesses 

were very negative and reluctant to give information. 

o North West: 

Some of the sources contacted mentioned that new silos and silo bags were observed 

in the Christiana, Bloemhof, Wolmaransstad and Schweizer-Reneke areas and 

Agricultural businesses were contacted to confirm this.  

o Northern Cape: 

Some farmers mentioned that they observed new silo bags in the Northern Cape and it 

was also observed with the PICES survey. The latest data were obtained from the larger 

Agricultural businesses. 

o Free State: 

Our focus was on the Northern and Eastern Free State as well as the Bultfontein, 

Hoopstad and Boshoff magisterial districts. 



 

 

 11 

o KwaZulu-Natal: 

New data of producers with storage capacity was received for the Bergville, Winterton, 

Bloedrivier, Vryheid and Paulpietersburg areas. We believe that we have a 

comprehensive list of producers of the important maize areas in KwaZulu-Natal. 

       The following sources were approached for information: 

 

o Agricultural businesses: 

Presentations were given to the larger Agricultural businesses and new data requested. 

The Agricultural businesses verified our data and advised us on whom to contact for 

more information in certain areas. The smaller Agricultural businesses were also 

contacted again for their latest data. 

The following image is an example of the data presented to Senwes with the total 

storage capacity and maize retained indicated per magisterial district in their service 

area. The focus areas that were identified in their service areas are outlined in red. 

 

                 
 

o Silo bag suppliers: 

Only one of the silo bag suppliers that were contacted provided us with information as 

most of the silo bag suppliers did not want to share client information. There was not 

the increase in silo bags sales in 2010 as was initially predicted. 

The challenge with silo bag capacity is that it varies from year to year as it is not a fixed 

structure and also that sales figures cannot be utilized as capacity for a specific season. 

o Seed and Fertiliser suppliers: 

Seed and fertiliser suppliers were also targeted again. Agents were contacted 

telephonically from Pannar, Link, Pioneer, Monsanto, Laeveld Agrochem, Sasol, Omnia, 

Dowagro and Tsunami. In most instances the agents that were prepared to help us 

provided us with data that we already had in our database.  
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o Grain Traders: 

A small number of grain traders were contacted again and the data they provided us we 

already had. 

o Silo suppliers: 

Most of the companies that were contacted did not want to provide client information, 

but gave total storage capacity per area of new silos that were erected in the past year. 

These figures helped us to direct our focus to specific areas. One of the silo suppliers 

did however provide us with a list of producers with storage capacity. 

o Grain purchasers: 

A small number of grain purchasers were contacted who were unfortunately not able to 

help us with information, but referred us to other sources to contact.   

o PICES points: 

The PICES points have been a tremendous help in identifying where silos were located. 

The total amount of PICES points in our database of producers not registered with 

SAGIS is currently 396 and we have comprehensive contact details for 95% of them. 

We are continuously updating our database with new points and photos with every 

PICES survey. 

o Utilising aerial photography 

Unfortunately not a lot of new aerial photography became available in the past year to 

utilise to identify storage structures. 

A summary of the new producer points with possible storage capacity that were gathered in 2010 

is as follows: 

 

New producer points gathered in 2010 with possible storage 

capacity 

Source No of producers Percentage 

Grain Traders 2 0.9% 

DAFF 16 7.2% 

SIQ  16 7.2% 

Farmers Unions 25 11.2% 

Small Agricultural businesses 27 12.1% 

SIQ PICES 54 24.2% 

Large Agricultural businesses 83 37.2% 

TOTAL 223 100.0% 

 

It can clearly be seen that our main contributors of data are the large Agricultural businesses and 

PICES.  

 

3.4.2.3 Verification of data: 

All the data received from our sources were either used to verify our data or to add new producers 

with storage capacity to our database. We noticed that in most instances we already had 85 - 90% 

of the producers in our database of the new data we received. 

Our strategy was to at least obtain a spatial location of producers with possible storage capacity 

from our sources where they could not provide comprehensive information of the producers. We 

then verified it with the PICES survey and obtained more comprehensive information from 

producers or producer unions. 
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3.5 Capturing of data: 

 Capturing of data on paper maps: 

Large paper maps with satellite imagery as backdrop and the farm cadastre information were 

printed and taken to meetings with producers and Agricultural businesses to plot farms with 

storage capacity and to verify their data. What worked the best was to identify individuals who 

knew an area well through the farmers unions and to meet with these individuals to point out 

producers with storage capacity on our maps. 

 

An example of the paper maps that were made. 

Some of the producers or Agricultural businesses just provided us with a list of producers with 

storage capacity with the area that the producers were farming in. These producers’ farms had to 

be geo-referenced by utilising the farm cadastral layer, the internet or asking producers or 

Agricultural businesses to help us.   

 Capturing of data electronically: 

ArcGIS software was utilised to capture and geo-reference the data from paper maps and from 

producer lists. A questionnaire template was designed that was linked to the ArcGIS software with 

a hyperlink. When a new point of a producer with storage facilities is created in the ArcGIS 

software, it is possible to link to the questionnaire by clicking on the point and then to capture all 

the details in the questionnaire.  
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New point of producer with storage facilities created with geographic coordinates in the ArcGIS software. 

 

Access to the questionnaire in Access through a hyperlink by clicking on the point that was created in the 

ArcGIS software. 

3.6 Cleaning of existing and new data: 

In preparation of the telephonic interviews in November a lot of time and effort was spent to work 

through the database to clean the data and to ensure that all the records were updated with 

correct contact details and that all duplicate records were removed. One of the bigger challenges 

was to match the data of the Retention database with the SAGIS premises code list and to ensure 
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that all producers registered with SAGIS were categorised as commercial producers. The focus of 

the project was to obtain an accurate figure of maize retained on the farms of producers not 

registered with SAGIS and the figures of the commercial producers were not be included in our 

statistics. 

In the November 2009 telephonic survey there were 108 producers that could not be reached 

mostly due to contact numbers that had changed. We sent a list of the producers with outstanding 

contact numbers that we could not find ourselves to the Agricultural businesses and received some 

feedback on the producers that they were familiar with. We also phoned producers who were 

familiar with their areas for outstanding contact details. We managed to update the details of most 

of these producers.  

 

3.7 Adjustment of existing software and processes for more efficient data processing: 

Many changes were made to the design of the database in the previous year to be able to access 

information, draw queries and compare data more easily. A couple of changes were also made to 

the process of importing the data gathered with the telephonic survey from the SQL database to 

the ArcGIS software to simplify and streamline the process. 

3.8 Questionnaire design: 

Slight changes were made to the questionnaires to be able to streamline the flow of the questions, 

minimise confusion and to ensure that all the fields were captured correctly. (See Annexure B) 

These adjustments were communicated to the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry 

(DAFF) to adjust their questionnaires as well to keep the questionnaires compatible.  

 

3.9 Telephonic survey: 

The telephonic survey was conducted from 1 November 2010 to 14 November 2010 with a 

reference date for the retentions of maize on farms of 31 October 2010. Thirteen of the surveyors 

that were appointed for the previous year’s survey were appointed again together with four new 

surveyors.  

As 2010 was the final year of the project we viewed this survey as extremely important and 

decided to retrain all the surveyors in the week just before the survey. It was noticed in the 

previous year that some producers were more negative and reluctant to give information than 

before because of the lower maize price and economical situations and we wanted to prepare the 

surveyors on how to approach the producers. Typical scenarios were discussed during the training 

and trends that were picked up were pointed out. The adjustments to the questionnaire were also 

discussed. The surveyors had to follow the exact sequence of the questionnaire to ensure that 

nothing was missed and they also had to make sure that the producers understood exactly what 

was being asked. The producers had to be made aware that the total storage capacity and maize 

retained of all his farms in a specific province had to be provided. 

The surveyors were provided with the storage capacity that the producers indicated in the previous 

years’ surveys to be able to query the producer if he provided no capacity in the current year’s 

survey. A manual with information about changes, points to pay attention to and different possible 

scenarios were given to the surveyors. 

Each surveyor was, where possible, allocated with the same producers that he contacted the 

previous year plus some new points. A paragraph was written again for the surveyors to read to 

the producers explaining the purpose of the project before they started with the survey. The 

surveyors were provided with a call list of all the producers that had to be phoned, a questionnaire 

for each producer, the previous year’s survey data and a CD with the data capturing software that 

had to be installed on their computers. All the data of the questionnaires had to be captured on the 

data capturing software and uploaded via the internet to SiQ. A dedicated support person was 

available for any queries / problems regarding the software or the telephonic survey.  
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The total amount of producers that were contacted during the telephonic survey was as follows: 

PROVINCE Total producers on the contact list 

  2008 2009 2010 % of total 

Eastern Cape           7         11         12  0.6% 

Free State       822       890       930  46.7% 

Gauteng         40         58         61  3.1% 

KwaZulu Natal         93         95       130  6.5% 

Limpopo         40         60         57  2.9% 

Mpumalanga       247       274       299  15.0% 

Northern Cape       101       116       124  6.2% 

North West       334       421       377  18.9% 

TOTAL  1 684    1 873   1 990  100.0% 

 

The reasons why there is not such a big year-to-year increase in the amount of producers on our 

contact list are because of the following producers being removed from our list: 

o producers who indicated in previous surveys that they did not plant maize  

o producers who indicated that they did not have storage capacity 

o producers who refused information 

o producers who were actually registered with SAGIS 

o producers that we discovered were duplicates 

3.10 Quality assurance and processing of the data: 

During telephonic survey quality assurance was done on the data as it was uploaded by the 

surveyors. Automatic quality checks were done in the SQL database as data was received as well 

as manual checks. Continuous feedback was given and queries sent to surveyors as necessary. 

This is a very important step to ensure high quality and accurate data. All surveyors were 

evaluated at the end of the survey on their general quality and a report sent to them.  

After all the quality assurance was done, the new data of the telephonic survey was integrated 

with our original dataset and the data updated where necessary.  

3.11 Final results: 

 The map below gives an indication of the producers with potential storage capacity captured to 

date per data source: 
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 The following table gives an indication of the percentage contribution of all the different sources of 

all the data in our database. 

 

Main source of all the producer points in the database 

Source Percentage 

  SIQ  2.4% 

  Grain Traders 2.5% 

  Small Agricultural Businesses 7.2% 

  DAFF 9.5% 

  Farmers Unions 9.8% 

  SIQ PICES 17.3% 

  Large Agricultural Businesses 23.3% 

  SIQ Harvested Telephonic Survey 27.9% 

  TOTAL 100.0% 

   

 

 As was indicated before, 1990 producers were contacted telephonically in 2010. Out of the 1990 

producers 1 858 (93.4%) were interviewed successfully, 79 (4%) could not be reached and 53 

(2.7%) refused an interview. The refusal and not reachable rates were quite low. An article 

questioning the accuracy of the Crop Estimate Committee’s figures was published in the 

Landbouweekblad just as the telephonic survey started. Luckily the article did not have too much 

of an impact on the refusal rate.  

The main reason producers refused information was because they believed that giving information 

will have a negative effect on the maize price. Some of the producers refused because they were 

caught at a bad time. A conclusion that can be made is that some of the producers refused 

information because they have something to hide and that a figure should be estimated for them. 

The main reasons why the producers could not be reached were because of nobody answering, the 

producer being on holiday or away, the telephone number not existing anymore or being wrong.  
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The table below gives a summary of the producers interviewed successfully, producers who could 

not be reached and the refusals of the past three years’ telephonic interview: 

 

Producers contacted per province 
     

PROVINCE 
Producers interviewed 

successfully 
Producers that could 

not be reached  
Refusals 

  2008 2009 2010 2008 2009 2010 2008 2009 2010 

Eastern Cape  5 11 12 2 
     

Free State  757 843 884 26 24 25 39 23 21 

Gauteng  31 54 57 6 3 3 3 1 1 

KwaZulu Natal  78 75 110 14 17 14 1 3 6 

Limpopo  35 38 47 2 10 7 3 - 3 

Mpumalanga  216 246 278 20 22 11 11 12 10 

Northern Cape  76 101 112 13 8 6 12 6 6 

North West  302 345 358 28 24 13 4 7 6 

TOTAL 1 500 1 713 1 858 111 108 79 73 52 53 

% of total 89.1% 91.5% 93.4% 6.6% 5.8% 4.0% 4.3% 2.8% 2.7% 

 

 

 The table below gives an indication of the amount of producers that were contacted who planted 

maize. 94% of the producers contacted in 2010 and 2009 planted maize and 93% in 2008. 

Producers that planted maize 
    

 
 

2008 2009 2010 

PROVINCE 

Producers 
interviewed 
successfull

y 

Producers 
that 
planted 

maize 

Producers 
interviewed 
successfull

y 

Producers 
that 
planted 

maize 

Producers 
interviewed 
successfull

y 

Producers 
that 
planted 

maize 

% of 
producers 
interviewed 

successfully 

Eastern Cape  5 5 11 11 12 10 83.3% 

Free State  757 715 843 806 884 843 95.4% 

Gauteng  31 30 54 50 57 53 93.0% 

KwaZulu 
Natal 

78 69 75 68 110 99 90.0% 

Limpopo  35 26 38 25 47 29 61.7% 

Mpumalanga  216 209 246 235 278 264 95.0% 

Northern 
Cape  

76 73 101 88 112 95 84.8% 

North West  302 275 345 331 358 346 96.6% 

TOTAL 1 500 1 402 1 713 1 614 1 858 1 739 93.6% 

 

 The results of the storage capacity for maize for every year’s telephonic survey are always lower 

than what is expected and the reasons for this are as follows: 

o An amount of producers with a previous storage capacity (31 134 tons in 2010) 

stopped farming or changed to another crop or livestock farming. 

o In general a more negative attitude is observed from the producers to give accurate 

information. One of the main reasons for this is the lower maize price and that giving 

information would further negatively influence the maize price. Some producers would 

then instead of refusing information just give a lower figure. Others would say that they 

did not have capacity where they did in fact have. 

o Some producers didn’t give a capacity if at times they stored maize in store rooms, 

grain dams, on trailers and in bags, as they see these as a variable capacity that might 
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or might not be used. The definition of storage capacity was explained to them clearly, 

but they still did not give the capacity. Many of the producers with these non-

permanent structures gave the same figure for the amount of maize that was retained 

as for the storage capacity. 

o Some of the producers who only use their silos for flow through don’t see themselves 

as having storage capacity as they don’t use their silos for longer term storage.  

o Farmers who did not retain maize in the year would sometimes say that they did not 

have storage capacity.  

o Some farmers would say that the amount of maize that was retained was also their 

storage capacity instead of giving the correct storage capacity.  

o Many of the refusals in the current year did have capacity in the previous year. The 

conclusion is thus that the producers who refuse information usually do have storage 

capacity. 

o The capacity for silo bags was a problem for some producers as they said that the 

capacity could be unlimited. In most instances the amount of maize retained in silo 

bags was also given as the storage capacity. 

It was decided to make adjustments to the capacity of some of the figures to get a more accurate 

picture of what the actual storage capacity was. The following guidelines were followed: 

o For producers who refused information in the current or previous years, but gave 

information in a previous year, the previous year’s capacity was used. For producers 

who refused information and were contacted for the first time, a value for capacity was 

allocated only if it was from a reliable source or a PICES point. 

o For producers who said that they did not have storage capacity, but indicated that they 

had storage capacity in the previous year, the previous year’s figure was used except in 

cases where the producers indicated that the structure was taken down. 

o For producers who said that they had lower storage capacity than the previous year, 

the previous year’s figure was used except in cases where the producers indicated that 

part of the structure was taken down. 

o For producers who indicated that they did not have storage capacity in the current and 

the past year the value indicated by our original source was allocated, but only if it was 

from a reliable source like an Agricultural business. If we did not have a capacity to use 

we would only allocate an average value calculated per province, if it was a PICES 

point.  

o For producers who could not be contacted the value indicated by our original source 

was allocated, but only if it was from a reliable source like an Agricultural business. If 

we did not have a capacity to use we would only allocate an average value calculated 

per province, if it was a PICES point. 

o For producers who did not plant maize in the current year, the previous year’s capacity 

was used. For producers who were contacted for the first time, the value indicated by 

our original source was allocated, but only if it was from a reliable source like an 

Agricultural business. If we did not have a capacity to use we would only allocate an 

average value calculated per province, if it was a PICES point. 

The following table provides a summary of the actual results of the storage capacity (excl silo 

bags) of the November 2010 telephonic survey with adjustments to get to a more accurate figure 

with regards to capacity. The different adjustments that were made are indicated separately.  

 



 

 

 20 

Total adjusted storage capacity (excl silo bags) for 2010    

Province 

Total storage 
capacity 
(excl silo 
bags ) 
indicated 
with the 
2010 survey 

Adjustment 
where a 
lower 
capacity 
was 
indicated 
in the 
current 
year than 
in previous 
year   

Adjustment 
for 
producers 
that could 
not be 
reached 

Adjustments 
for 2008, 
2009 and 
2010 
refusals 

Adjustment 
for 
producers 
that don't 
plant 
maize but 
has 
storage 
capacity 
according 
to a 
reliable 
Agri 
business 

Adjustment 
for 
producers 
who 
indicated 
that they 
had no 
storage 
capacity 
but reliable 
source 
indicated 
that they 
did 

Total 
adjusted 
capacity 
(excl silo 
bags) 

Eastern Cape  12 410 270 - - - - 12 680 

Free State  481 276 40 423 15 324 98 344 58 355 96 999 790 720 

Gauteng  32 585 230 154 9 600 2 715 5 147 50 431 

KwaZulu-
Natal  

89 075 1 330 8 921 4 927 7 579 9 101 120 933 

Limpopo  26 310 560 100 10 604 18 598 2 060 58 232 

Mpumalanga  181 979 9 595 6 514 36 268 11 575 22 453 268 383 

Northern 
Cape  

95 660 2 610 6 678 13 286 10 398 10 030 138 662 

North-West  118 088 17 564 11 918 13 476 26 700 29 987 217 732 

TOTAL 1 037 382 72 582 49 609 154 102 135 919 175 776 1 657 773 

% of Total 62.6% 4.4% 3.0% 9.3% 8.2% 10.6% 
  

The following table is a summary of the adjustments that were made to the storage capacity (excl 

silo bags) of the November 2009 telephonic survey. There has been an increase of 296 272 tons in 

adjusted capacity (excl silo bags) from 2009 to 2010. 

 

Total adjusted storage capacity (excl silo bags)       

  Adjustments on 2009 figures (excl silo bags)   

Province 

Total 
storage 
capacity 
(excl silo 
bags ) 
indicated 
with the 
2009 
survey 

Capacity 
indicated 
in 
previous 
year, but 
none in 
current 
year   

Producers 
that could 
not be 
reached   Refusals 

Lower 
capacity 
indicated 
in 
current 
year 
than 
previous 
year   

Maize 
not 
planted 
in 
current 
year, 
but will 
in 
future   

No 
capacity 
indicated 
in 
current 
year and 
previous 
year   

Adjustment 
for 2008 
refusals 

Total 
adjusted 
capacity 
(excl silo 
bags) 

Eastern 
Cape      11,265                    5                11,270  

Free State    439,633      22,814       23,810     33,020      19,767  
    

12,120  
     

69,340          51,030      671,533  

Gauteng      29,368             75            100       3,000        1,910            -          1,435            2,100        37,988  

KwaZulu-
Natal      78,590           100       11,574       2,000        3,960  

      
2,470        5,750            3,050      107,494  

Limpopo      21,380           800            100           -          2,280  
    

11,000        1,250            3,500        40,310  

Mpumalanga    150,947        9,744         7,310     24,200        5,895  
      

1,006  
     

14,303          12,135      225,540  

Northern 
Cape      88,154           330         8,350       4,450        5,246  

      
6,700        5,750            6,080      125,060  

North-West      98,450        4,253         6,726       2,800        9,940          873  
     

11,132            8,130      142,304  

TOTAL   917,787     38,116      57,970    69,470     49,003  
   

34,169   108,960         86,025  
 

1,361,500  

% of total 67.4% 2.8% 4.3% 5.1% 3.6% 2.5% 8.0% 6.3% 100.0% 
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 In the table below the average storage capacity (excl silo bags) per producer per province for 2010 

is calculated. 

Average storage capacity per producer per province 

  

Total 

adjusted 

storage 

capacity 

(excl silo 

bags) 

(tons) 

Percentage 

of total 

Total 

adjusted 

amount of 

producers 

with 

capacity 

(excl silo 

bags) 

Average 

storage 

capacity 

per 

province 

(excl silo 

bags) 

(tons) 

  

  

  

  

  

  

Province 

Eastern Cape  12 680 0.8% 
              

10  
1 268 

Free State  790 720 47.7% 
            

930  
850 

Gauteng  50 431 3.0% 
              

58  
870 

KwaZulu-Natal  120 933 7.3% 
            

121  
999 

Limpopo  58 232 3.5% 
              

50  
1 165 

Mpumalanga  268 383 16.2% 
            

276  
972 

Northern Cape  138 662 8.4% 
            

115  
1 206 

North-West  217 732 13.1% 
            

382  
570 

TOTAL 1 657 773 100.0%         1 942  854 

 

 

 For the retentions of maize on farms (including silo bags) adjustments were made where it was 

not possible to obtain figures. The actual retentions data was used as guideline for the allocation 

between the type of maize and the reason for retaining the maize. Adjustments were made for the 

following: 

o Producers that could not be reached 

o Producers who refused 

o Producers indicating that they had no storage capacity but a reliable source indicated that 

they did have storage capacity. 

The table below is a summary of the adjusted total retentions on farms (including silo bags) of the 

white and yellow maize on 31 October 2010.  

We know that we might not have all the maize retained in the smaller provinces like the Eastern 

Cape and that is one of the reasons why our figure is lower than the Department of Agriculture’s 

figure. 

68.6% of the total retentions on farms was for own use and 31.4% for future deliveries. 

39.3% of the total maize retained was white maize and 60.7% yellow maize. 
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Total Maize retained 2010 

      
 

White maize Yellow maize Total Maize 

Province 
Own 
Use 

Future 
Deliveries 

Own Use 
Future 

Deliveries 
Own 
Use 

Future 
Deliveries 

Total 
Maize 

% of the 
total 

Eastern Cape  4 294 580 3 752 1 620 8 046 2 200 10 246 1.7% 

Free State  58 600 73 038 127 151 37 077 185 751 110 115 295 866 48.5% 

Gauteng  4 462 7 087 8 648 1 548 13 109 8 634 21 744 3.6% 

KwaZulu-
Natal  9 461 4 278 37 889 8 682 47 350 12 959 60 309 9.9% 

Limpopo  1 576 1 206 3 811 888 5 387 2 094 7 481 1.2% 

Mpumalanga  15 122 14 001 41 356 16 849 56 479 30 850 87 329 14.3% 

Northern 
Cape  5 601 9 240 24 902 4 280 30 503 13 520 44 023 7.2% 

North-West  24 766 6 631 47 790 4 435 72 557 11 066 83 623 13.7% 

TOTAL 123 883 116 061 295 299 75 378 419 181 191 439 610 620 100.0% 

% per maize 

type 51.6% 48.4% 79.7% 20.3% 68.6% 31.4% 
  Total per 

maize type            239 944            370 677           610 620  

  % of total 
maize 39.3% 60.7% 

    

The relationship of maize retained per province expressed as a percentage of the total is the same 

as the relationship of storage capacity per province expressed as a percentage of the total. 

 

The total maize retained figures for 2009 is as follows: 

 

Total Maize retained 2009 

      
 

White maize Yellow maize Total Maize 

Province Own Use 
Future 
Deliveries 

Own Use 
Future 
Deliveries 

Own Use 
Future 
Deliveries 

Total 
Maize 

% of the 
total 

Eastern Cape  1,130 2,575 1,877 275 3 007 2 850 5 857 1.1% 

Free State  68,186 74,632 85,019 34,578 153 205 109 210 262 415 51.1% 

Gauteng  11,161 10,010 5,064 700 16 225 10 710 26 935 5.2% 

KwaZulu-
Natal  7,656 1,150 20,939 3,710 28 595 4 860 33 455 6.5% 

Limpopo  1,167 - 5,958 4,000 7 125 4 000 11 125 2.2% 

Mpumalanga  14,286 14,215 41,580 22,000 55 866 36 215 92 081 17.9% 

Northern 
Cape  1,011 - 9,805 8,550 10 816 8 550 19 366 3.8% 

North-West  21,456 16,050 21,738 3,400 43 194 19 450 62 644 12.2% 

Total 
126,053 118,632 191,980 77,213 318 033 195 845 

513 

878 100.0% 

% per maize 
type 51.5% 48.5% 71.3% 28.7% 61.9% 38.1% 

  Total per 
maize type 244 685 269 193  513 878                      

  % of total 
maize 47.6% 52.4% 
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 As can be seen in the table below the most popular storage facility is silos. The reason for the 

decrease in silo bags is because of Noble Resources’ silo bag figures that were included in 2009 as 

they were not registered with SAGIS then and in 2010 their figures are not included because they 

are now registered. 

Year   Other bags   Silos   Store rooms   Other   Silo bags  

2008 3.3% 58.3% 12.1% 13.4% 12.9% 

2009 2.8% 58.1% 9.0% 6.8% 23.4% 

2010 3.0% 57.7% 14.2% 6.9% 18.3% 

 

A trend that was picked up was that Agricultural businesses erected grain dams on producers’ 

farms and that the ownership of the stored grain in the dams was already vested in the 

Agricultural business. 

 The following table is a summary of the total maize retained in silo bags. The Free State followed 

by the Northern Cape retained the most maize in silo bags. As mentioned before one of the 

reasons the figure for silo bags for 2010 is lower than 2009 is because of the silo bags of Noble 

Resources (35 150 tons) that was included in 2009 and is now not included. 

Total maize retained in silo 

bags  

Province 

Total 

adjusted 

maize 

retained 

in silo 

bags 2009 

Total 

adjusted 

maize 

retained 

in silo 

bags 2010 

Eastern Cape  130 - 

Free State  54 624 43 567 

Gauteng  1 200 1 000 

KwaZulu-Natal  - 100 

Limpopo  46 30 

Mpumalanga  21 939 3 208 

Northern Cape  5 501 9 800 

North-West  27 786 3 790 

Total 107 952 61 494 

 

During the PICES winter aerial survey a lot of silo bags were observed. After investigating where 

the silo bags were, we came to the conclusion that most of these silo bags were on-farm storage of 

commercial Agricultural businesses that were registered with SAGIS. This trend where the 

Agricultural businesses take ownership of the harvested grain of the producer and then storing it 

on the producer’s farm is becoming very popular. 
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An example of on-farm storage of an Agricultural business. 

 The table below gives a summary of the spread of the adjusted storage capacity (excluding silo 

bags). 59% of the producers have storage capacity that is less than 500 tons and 18.7 % have 

storage capacity between 500 and 1000 tons.  

 

 

2010 
          

Storage 
capacity in 

tons (Excl 
silo bags) 

ECape  
Free 

State  
Gauteng  

KwaZulu 

Natal  
Limpopo  Mpum 

North 

West  

Northern 

Cape  
TOTAL 

% of 

total 

0 – 100 1 240 17 15 6 60 151 11 501 25.8% 

101 – 500 2 321 19 43 10 83 129 37 644 33.2% 

501 – 1000 3 174 11 15 14 60 58 29 364 18.7% 

1 001 - 1 500 0 40 2 26 9 28 10 11 126 6.5% 

1 501 - 2 000 3 68 4 10 8 21 9 12 135 7.0% 

2 001 - 3 000 0 41 3 7 0 8 9 6 74 3.8% 

3 001- 4 000 0 23 0 3 0 5 9 5 45 2.3% 

4 001- 5 000 1 8 0 1 1 4 4 1 20 1.0% 

5 001 - 6 000 0 2 1 0 1 1 1 1 7 0.4% 

6 001 - 7 000 0 4 0 0 1 2 0 0 7 0.4% 

7 001 - 8 000 0 4 0 0 0 2 1 2 9 0.5% 

8 001 - 9 000  0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 3 0.2% 

9 001 – 10 
000 

0 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 4 0.2% 

> 10 000 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0.2% 

TOTAL 10 930 58 121 50 276 382 116 1942 100.0% 
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4 Assessment of adequacy of funding to complete the execution of the project: 

The table below is a summary of the budget for the three years of the project. The budget was 

sufficient to complete the project successfully. 

Please take note of the reduced figures indicated in yellow for the expenses that were originally 

budgeted for in year 3, but brought forward to year 2. These expenses were already incurred in 

year 2. 

Expense 

Actual 

expenses 

for year 1 

Actual 

expenses 

for year 2 

Actual 

expenses 

for year 3 Total 

Labour         

Compile and 

Georeference initial  

List Frame 

     

85,200.00      

        

85,200.00  

Training and 

continuous geo- 

referencing of list 

frame 

    

145,000.00  

    

322,712.00       0.00  

      

467,712.00  

Additional Survey  

on PICES to  

capture storage 

    

137,000.00  

    

146,590.00  

    

158,317.20  

      

441,907.20  

Sample selection 

     

11,436.00  

     

12,236.52       13,215.44  

        

36,887.96  

Field / telephonic  

Survey 

    

220,000.00  

    

235,400.00  

    

254,232.00  

      

709,632.00  

Quality assurance 

     

40,000.00  

     

42,800.00       46,224.00  

      

129,024.00  

Statistical /  

analysis and  

reporting 

     

24,700.00  

     

26,429.00       28,543.32  

        

79,672.32  

Database Design 

     

47,500.00  

    

105,716.00  0.00    

      

153,216.00  

Instrument design 

     

12,225.00  

     

27,207.96  0.00    

        

39,432.96  

Project management 

     

65,075.49  

     

61,426.01       66,340.10  

      

192,841.60  

TOTAL 

   

788,136.49  

   

980,517.49  

  

566,872.06 

  

2,335,526.04  
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5 Keeping the current database up to date: 

As the storage capacity figure is constantly changing we recommend that options for additional 

funding should be investigated to keep the current database of producers with storage capacity up 

to date. 
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ANNEXURE B 


