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Foreword 
Agricultural trade within Africa and beyond is critical to the economic development of the 
continent. This is recognised in the Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development 
Programme, and is reiterated in the African Union’s 2014 Malabo Declaration on accelerated 
agricultural growth and transformation, with a commitment to “harness markets and trade 
opportunities locally, regionally and internationally”.  Intra-regional trade is particularly 
important in achieving food security and improving livelihoods, a basis for the Tripartite Free 
Trade Area being negotiated between COMESA, EAC and SADC.  

Biosecurity is a priority area in the Tripartite Agreement (Annex 10 on Sanitary and 
Phytosanitary Measures), as we know that pests and diseases can destroy the produce on 
which trade depends, as well as create trade barriers. The magnitude of the threat means 
we must work together to confront it, and the African Union and its technical agency the 
Inter-African Phytosanitary Council has a key coordinating role. But it is in the Member 
States where action must be taken, by farmers, traders, regulators and many others.  

The Australia-Africa Plant Biosecurity Partnership is thus timely and welcome. It directly 
supports COMESA’s goals and objectives, and I trust that the partnership will be an enduring 
and fruitful one for all parties. COMESA is pleased to be a partner in the initiative, and this 
report shows that an excellent start has been made.  
 
 

 
Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA) 

 
 
  



3 
 

Abbreviations 
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AIFSRC Australian International Food Security Research Centre 
BecA Biosciences Eastern and Central Africa 
BXW Banana Xanthomonas Wilt  
CABI CAB International 
CEO Chief Executive Officer 
COMESA Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa 
COPE Centre of Phytosanitary Excellence 
CPC Crop Protection Compendium 
CSIRO Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation, 

Australia 
DFAT Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Australia 
EAC East African Community 
EU European Union 
FAO Food and Agricultural Organisation of the United Nations 
GDP Gross Domestic Product 
HE His Excellency 
IAPSC InterAfrican Phytosanitary Council 
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Introduction 
This is a report of the “Australia-Africa Plant Biosecurity Partnership Prioritisation Workshop” 
held at the Windsor Hotel, Nairobi, Kenya, 27-28 October 2014. The workshop was the first 
activity under the new partnership (see Annex 1). The report provides a record of the 
proceedings, the participants, speeches, presentations, discussions and conclusions, as well 
as the workshop communique which was agreed during the meeting.  

A separate report provides a summary and synthesis of the workshop; both reports will be 
available from the project web page http://www.pbcrc.com.au/research/east-africa. 

1. Opening  
Dennis Rangi, Executive Director, CABI, welcomed 
participants.  He noted that there were 10 countries 
represented at the meeting, as well as COMESA, African 
Union, IAPSC and FAO. He also welcomed the project partners 
from Australia. The Australia-Africa Plant Biosecurity 
Partnership is of great interest to CABI for several reasons. 
CABI has been involved in plant health since its origins over 
100 years ago, and continues to do much in the area, such as 
the global Plantwise programme operating in 12 countries in 
Africa including several represented at the workshop. CABI is 
an intergovernmental organisation, and its African Member 
countries have identified trade and market access issues as a 
priority area, so this initiative is responding to that demand. 
Most of the 10 countries at the meeting are CABI members, as well Australia. So CABI is 
very pleased to be part of the partnership and looks forward to its continuing development. 

After Dr Rangi’s welcome, participants introduced themselves (see list at Annex 2). 

Ms Mellissa Wood, Director, Australian International Food Security Research Centre 
(AIFSRC) expressed satisfaction that the project was now starting, as it had been a long 
time in gestation. Its origins were in a high level conference on African agriculture and food 
security held in Australia in 2012.  The partnership is about capacity development, and 30 
years’ of work by ACIAR has shown that institutional capacity is critical for achieving impact.  
Agriculture is key to growth, trade and job creation in many countries in Africa, and GDP 
growth in agriculture is four times as effective as in other sectors.  Africa currently spends 
$35bn/year on food imports, and loses $4bn/year post harvest, emphasising the potential 

gains to be made in moving African agriculture from 
subsistence to a commercial orientation. The AIFSRC 2012 
conference, involving African Ministers and other senior 
government and international participants, had identified 
insufficient biosecurity institutional capacity as a constraint to 
expanding trade. A scoping study by ACIAR in 2013, 
involving consultations with a range of stakeholders in Africa, 
had pinpointed plant biosecurity as a priority area, and thus 
the basis for the partnership was established. Ms Wood 
therefore looked forward to the partnership being a 
successful venture.  
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Dr Michael Robinson, CEO, Plant Biosecurity Cooperative Research Centre (PB-CRC), 
described the concept of plant biosecurity, pointing out 
that it includes addressing both exotic and endemic 
plant pests, and so contributes to trade, food security 
and economic growth.  The PB-CRC has 27 Australian 
and international partners from government, industry 
and research. Its strength is that all relevant national 
and state level plant health organisations are part of 
the CRC, and all have committed resources. The 
centre promotes “biosecurity built on science”, and has 
4 programmes based around the biosecurity 
continuum: 

• Early warning, including identification and 
assessment of threats 

• Effective detection and response, tools to underpin surveillance, diagnostics and 
incursion response 

• Safeguarding trade, including market access issues and management of established 
pests 

• Secure future, covering engagement with community, governments and industry 

Capacity development is a part of PB CRC activities, and over 50 PhDs have been 
completed or are in progress. Dr Robinson looked forward to the new Australia Africa Plant 
Biosecurity Partnership being long lasting and beneficial to everyone involved.  

A keynote address by the Cabinet Secretary, Ministry of Agriculture Livestock and Fisheries, 
Kenya, was read by the Principal Secretary for Agriculture, Ms. Sicily Kanini Kariuki.  
Ms Kanini commended Australia for the new initiative, as agriculture is important for the 
production of food, of which there is not yet sufficient in Kenya and Africa. There are various 

threats to agricultural production, including pests and diseases 
such as the Asian Fruitfly that appeared in 2003, Tuta absoluta 
that was first recorded in Kenya this year, and Maize Lethal 
Necrosis Disease (MLND) which is having profound 
socioeconomic impacts. Such problems require a collective 
response, nationally and regionally. Pests and diseases also 
pose a threat to agricultural exports which are important to 
Kenya, and recently there have been interceptions of quarantine 
pests and pesticide residues above the maximum permitted 
levels.  Kenya has made progress in this area, with KEPHIS and 
NCST providing the regulatory framework, although fulfilling all 
commitments under the IPPC can be difficult. In seeking to 
implement the IPPC, it is important to keep in mind that 70% of 
agriculture in Kenya is in smallholdings, and smallholders’ needs 
must be considered.  Ms Kanini reiterated that her Ministry is 
committed to long term partnership, and so thanked HE The High 
Commissioner for the new initiative.  
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HE Mr Geoff Tooth, Australian High Commissioner to Kenya, emphasised the 
importance of trade to economic development, and highlighted the commitment made in the 
2014 Malabo declaration to tripling intra-African trade in agricultural commodities and 
services by 2025. East Africa already 
accounts for around half of intra-
African trade, but there is potential for 
much more.  To achieve this requires 
removal of barriers to trade, and this 
needs strong and effective biosecurity, 
but official control capacity is not yet 
adequate. Australia supports capacity 
development in African agriculture in 
various ways, including the AIFSRC, 
support to Biosciences Eastern and 
Central Africa (BeCA), Australia 
Awards Scholarships, as well as 
funding for the private sector. He 
noted that in addition to the funds for 
the partnership provided by AIFSRC, the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade was 
intending to contribute an additional AUS$1.2m. The need to include biosecurity in capacity 
development work is evident from the damage that pests can cause – invasive species are 
estimated to cause $400bn of damage a year, and initiatives addressing this are under way 
at national, regional and international levels. The new partnership should provide benefits in 
both directions. Australia is interested in developing trade and investment in Africa, while 
Africa should benefit from improved trade and food security. Biosecurity is a global 
challenge, especially to trading nations such as Australia and many countries in Africa. HE 
the High Commissioner officially opened the workshop, and extended an invitation to 
participants to a reception at his residence in the evening.  

2. Project overview, workshop aims, mapping thematic areas 

2.1 Project overview and Workshop aims 
Michael Robinson gave an overview of the project, and described the phases.  The 
workshop is the main activity in Phase 1, on the basis of which the subsequent Phase 2 
activities will be developed. 

After agreeing basic rules of procedure, the facilitator, Mr Twalib Ebrahim, presented the 
workshop programme (Annex 3) and the aims.  

• Identify and prioritise areas of capacity development for plant biosecurity in 10 African 
countries 

• Match the country needs with Australian biosecurity expertise 
• Outline and agree appropriate capacity development processes and activities in phase 

two of the program 
• Identify the best mechanisms for positive change in National Plant Protection 

Organisations (NPPOs) and private sector organisations to support improved trade and 
phytosanitary compliance, taking into account practical realities 
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• Discuss how individuals who gain knowledge and expertise through the partnership can 
have the most impact in their country and the wider region.   

2.2 Pre-workshop questionnaire 
Roger Day (CABI) presented a summary of the results of the pre-workshop questionnaire 
(Annexes 4 and 5), thanking those who had taken the time to complete it. The questionnaire 
had two parts, the first on pests and pest risks affecting production and trade, the second a 
rapid assessment of plant biosecurity capabilities. Seventeen respondents had answered 
from a country perspective, and 6 from a regional or sub-regional perspective. The aim had 
been to collect some preliminary information on biosecurity problems, and to start thinking 
about capacity development needs and priorities. It was emphasised that this was a non-
scientific survey, and the results should not be over-interpreted. The IPPC’s Phytosanitary 
Capacity Evaluation (PCE) tool provides the recognised formal method for assessing 
capacity, and its application can provide governments with specific identification of gaps and 
needs in national plant health systems.  However, the results of the pre-workshop 
questionnaire provide useful general observations, particularly on the pests reported as 
problematic and plant health issues of regional significance. 

• Some pests were mentioned by several countries as they are common, widespread and 
serious (see Annex 4). Other pests were only mentioned by one country, although they 
may be serious in that country.  

• Most information was provided on pests affecting production. Respondents provided less 
information on pests affecting market access, and less again on quarantine pest risks. 

• Most of the pests listed as affecting market access also affect production. However, 
management approaches are not necessarily the same in the two contexts. 

• Most of the pests listed as having a risk of being introduced are already in Africa; they 
are in some but not all countries. This affects intra-regional trade.  Few risks from further 
afield were identified, but there was wide agreement on the risks presented by the import 
of seeds and planting materials.   
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2.3 Mapping priorities 
Participants were divided into 3 groups within the workshop in order to consider national 
plant biosecurity capacity in the 10 countries as follows: 

Group A: Malawi, Mozambique, Zambia, Zimbabwe 

Group B: Ethiopia, Kenya, Tanzania 

Group C: Burundi, Rwanda, Uganda 

A preliminary list of possible areas for capacity development had been provided based on 
the biosecurity continuum (pre-border, border, post-border, market access). Participants 
were encouraged to add other areas and/or leave out the areas not felt to be relevant. 

For each country, the status for each area was discussed and indicated according to the key 
shown in Table 1.  

 
Table 1. Key to capacity needs assessment mapping 

Initial Assessment 
❶Red A critical activity for success in our country (urgent) 
❷Pink Need knowledge and resources  
❸Orange Have knowledge and resources but needs better implementation  
❹Green  Have knowledge and resources and well implemented 
❺Blue Non critical at this point for our country 
Further Assessment 
❻Yellow Top priority 
☼Flower Good fit with Australian expertise 

 

Tables 2, 3 and 4 show the results.  
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Table 2. Prioritisation of themes by Group A 

Focus Area Zambia Zimbabwe Malawi Mozambique 
☼Risk Analysis 
and pest 
prioritisation 

❶❻Commodity specific 
interventions. Accessibility 
of relevant data. Formal 
PRA unit/expertise. 
Communication & 
consultation. 

❶❻ ❶❻No proper structures 
for effective information 
exchange and mechanisms 
of communication.  

❶❻Difficulties to 
monitor and inspect goods 
movement in the country -  
inadequate capacity.  

Risk 
management 

❸ 
 

❸ 
 

❸ 
 

❶❻How to mitigate the 
pest already recorded. 

Biosecurity 
planning 

❸ 
 

❸ 
 

❶ ❸ 
 

Pest freedom ❷ ❷ ❷ ❸ 
 

☼Surveillance ❶❻Funding, eg for 
fruitfly, equipment, 
diagnostics (sending 
samples abroad) 

❶❻Pest list? ❶❻Main challenges 
funding (fruitfly) lack of 
capacity for diagnostics & 
identification 

❶❻Need to update a 
national pest list. 

Diagnostics & 
indentification 

❶ ❶ ❶ ❶ 

Early warning ❸ 
 

❸ 
 

❸ 
 

❶ 

Reporting system ❶ ❶ ❶ ❹Timely notification & 
compliance to national 
reporting obligations 
(fruitfly, coconut lethal 
yellowing, FocTR4) 

Commodity 
disinfestation 

❸ 
 

❸ 
 

❸ 
 

❸ 
 

Regulatory 
system 

❸ 
 

❸ 
 

❸ 
 

❸ 
 

Gaining market 
access 

❹ Grapes and honey 
export to SA. Good 
interagency collaboration, 
private sector engagement, 
documentation (evidence 
for PRA) and negotiation. 

❸ 
 

❸ 
 

❸ 
 

☼Emergency 
Response 

❶❻Communication at 
all levels, networking of 
relevant institutions, 
awareness 

❶❻Many impending 
problems from surrounding 
countries (TR4, MLND, 
BXW). 

❶❻Communication at 
all levels, impending 
problems, policy not very 
proactive in this. 

❷ 

Eradication 
 

❶ ❶ ❶ ❶ 

Stored product 
pest control 

❸ 
 

❸ 
 

❸ 
 

❸ 
 

Biological control ❶ ❶ ❶ ❸ 
 

Sterile insect 
technique 

❶ ❶ ❶ ❸ 
 

Integrated pest 
management 

❶ ❶ ❶ ❸ 
 

Policy & legal 
frameworks 

❸ 
 

❸ 
 

❸ 
 

❸ 
 

Interagency 
collaboration 

❸ 
 

❸ 
 

❸ 
 

❹NPPO collaborates with 
research and university on 
phtytosanitary issues 
affecting market 

Institutional 
capacity 

❸ 
 

❸ 
 

❶ ❸ 
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Table 3. Prioritisation of themes by Group B 

Focus Area Ethiopia Kenya Tanzania 
☼Risk Analysis and pest 
prioritisation 

❶❻Currently not doing RA 
(import horticultural seeds, planting 
material). RA needs to be 
appropriate to Ethiopian conditions 
and data 

❸In house PRA capacity 
(KEPHIS) 
 

❷Limited PRA: importation of 
seeds. Not accredited to  
export seed/planting material 
(+field inspection) 

 
☼Risk management and 
biosecurity planning 

❷❻Regulations and decree old-
need updating. Need national 
biosecurity plan. 

 ❸❶Regulatory framework  
in development – urgently  
needed. 

☼Pest freedom Have some technical knowledge ❸ Have knowledge ❷Limited capacity and 
Experience 

Surveillance1 ❷but limited border capacity 
 
 

❷ but limited resources  
 

❶ Fruitflies, Banana 
Xanthomonas Wilt, MLND 
Potato pests 

Diagnostics & 
identification 

Need resources, equipment Especially in diagnostics- 
viruses, bacteria 

Need knowledge enhancement 
and equipment 

Early warning ❷❶Need for well developed 
contingency plan 

Uncoordinated approach, 
lack of resources 

❶ 

Reporting system ❶  ❶ 
☼Emergency response, 
management and 
containment 

❶Need for contingency plan and 
management plant 

❶ Coordination. Lack of 
resources 
❷Virus, Bacteria 

❶❷ 

Stored product pest 
management 

❷❶Good for exports ❸ ❸ 

Biological control ❷❸Some systems in private 
sector; resources, knowledge 
needed in public sector 

❹Good systems, regulations 
in place 

❷❸No resources,  
equipment for laboratory.  
Limited knowledge. 

Sterile insect 
technologies 

❶Not for agric. Pests ❶ Not for agric. Pests ❶Training and equipment  
for biological control centre.  

☼Integrated pest 
management 

❸Have IPM for some pests/crops.  
Mealy bug, spider might, maize stork 
borer, Parthenium, Striga. 

❸❷Have IPM for some 
pests/crops. 

❷❸Fruitfly, Tuta absoluta, 
Striga, Parthenium,  
Chromolaena 

☼Commodity 
disinfestation 

❸Have several systems/crops in 
place 

❸Have several 
systems/crops in place 

❸Have some standards and 
systems 

Regulatory system ❹Yes, esp for flowers ❹Yes, for everything ❹Yes. Need for p.sector 
standards setting 

Gaining market access ❹Generally well developed ❹Generally well developed ❸Need for accreditation 
1Specific pests mentioned by Ethiopia in relation to pest freedom, surveillance, diagnostics, early warning and reporting were Fruitflies, Maize 
Lethal Necrosis Disease, Tuta absoluta, cotton mealy bug, citrus mealy bug, grain borer 

 

 

  

❻ 

❻ 

❶ 
❻ 

❻ 
❻ 

❻ 

❻ 
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Table 4. Prioritisation of themes by Group C 

Focus Area Uganda Burundi Rwanda 
Risk Analysis ❸ 

 
❹Staff trained but need updated 
database (CPC) 

❹We have well trained staff, only 
need updated CPC 

Pest prioritisation ❶❻ Impacts of the different 
pests on priority crops. Regulated 
pests for incoming/outgoing 
commodities (trade) 

❶ ❶❻☼ Regulating pests for 
incoming & outgoing commodities 
(trade). Keeping updated national 
pest list (PRA & trade). Emerging 
new pests 

Risk management ❶ ❶❻☼ Lack of resource in 
charge of risk management 

❶ 

Biosecurity planning  ❸ 
 

❶ 

Emergency Response ❹Gov’t gives priority. PPP. 
Resources available. Awareness. 

❸ 
 

❸ 
 

Eradication ❶ ❶ ❶❻☼ Lack of capacity to 
eradicate grain pests (MLND) and 
horticulture pests (fruitflies) in 
incoming products 

Stored product pest 
management 

❺ ❶ ❷ 

Biological control ❶ 
 

❶ ❶ 

Sterile insect 
technique 

❶❻ Lack an appropriate control 
measure for major commodities in 
trade. Environmental factors 
favour pests 

❶ ❶ 

Integrated pest 
management 

❸ ❸ 
 

❷ 

Pest freedom ❶ 
 

❶ ❶ 

Surveillance ❶ ❹Phytosanitary inspectors 
trained and present in all 
provinces and at main border 
posts 

❶ 

Diagnostics & 
identification 

❶❻☼ Infrastructural 
challenges. Skills in identification 
inadequate. Policy environment 
on motivating staff. 

❸ 
 

❶❻☼. Lack of capacity (training 
& infrastructure) in pest 
identification for incoming grain 
(MLND) and horticultural produce 
(fruitflies, thrips). 

Reporting system ❶ ❸ 
 

❶ 

Early warning ❶ ❶❻☼ Lack of resources and 
capacity 

❶ 

Commodity 
disinfestation 

❸ ❶❻☼ Lack of quarantine 
infrastructure 

❸ 
 

Regulatory system ❹Capacity building, training. Self 
regulation. PPP 

❸ 
 

❸ 
 

Gaining market 
access 

❸ ❸ 
 

❶ 

 
The groups made the following additional points when presenting their findings. 

Group A 

• Risk analysis and pest prioritisation were considered closely related so were merged 
• A number of areas considered as important were missing from the list, so were added: 

o Policy and legal frameworks 
o Interagency collaboration 
o Institutional capacity 

• Risk analysis is commodity dependent 
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• Risk management needs good public-private partnership; the role of the private sector needs 
clarifying 

• Information and communication is important in several areas, such as between border posts 
and HQ in relation to procedures 

• Risk analysis capacity can affect biological control, as introduction of a biocontrol agent 
requires a risk analysis to be conducted 

 
Discussion included what is meant by “policy”. One participant observed that it is a big issue and 
not something that can be dealt with in a 2 day workshop.  
 
Group B 

• Post-border and market access areas are generally stronger than pre-border 
• Emergency response is a problem area 
 

Discussion centred on the importance of the private sector. This is seen particularly where the 
market is valuable but demanding (eg horticultural exports to Europe).  A participant noted that the 
private sector tends to work faster than the public sector, and this can sometimes cause friction.  

Group C 

• The need for training and awareness on aflatoxins was emphasised 
• Information sources for PRA were mentioned, including the need for the latest version of the 

Crop Protection Compendium 
 

Top priorities subsequently agreed were indicated with yellow stickers, and explanatory notes 
added for yellow and green stickers (areas of strength). Table 5 shows a summary of the prioritised 
areas for the different countries. Overall it was noted that more or less all countries have major 
capacity development needs. Most of the stickers were either red, pink or orange, indicating 
improvements are needed, in many cases urgently.  

Table 5. Summary of prioritisation of themes (merged cells indicate combined priority) 

Themes Group A Group B Group C 
Zam Zim Mal Moz Eth Ken Tan Uga Bur Rwa 

Risk analysis           
Risk prioritisation     
Risk management          
Biosecurity planning         
Pest freedom           
Surveillance        
Diagnostics & identification        
Early warning           
Reporting system          
Emergency response           
Eradication           
Biological control           
Sterile insect technologies          
Integrated pest management          
Commodity disinfestation           
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The priorities of the countries were subsequently grouped into 6 areas as follows: 
 

i. Diagnostic skills for identification of key pests of concern 
Several countries identified diagnostic skills as a priority area for capacity development. 
Australia can provide assistance in this area, both through fellowships to train African 
biosecurity officers in contemporary diagnostic techniques, but also through the use of 
communication and knowledge management systems which can connect expertise in 
different regions of Africa to quickly diagnose new and emerging pest threats.   

 
ii. Risk analysis and risk management with a focus on seed and live planting material 

Issues discussed at the workshop included the absence of structures to support information 
exchange, difficulty accessing the data required for pest risk analysis, and current import 
pathways not supported by adequate scientific assessment of the associated pest risks.  
Specific example provided were the need to have a better understanding of the pest risks 
and management options in relation to imports of seed and live planting material.   

 
iii. Emergency response and eradication 

The workshop revealed that improved capacity for emergency response and eradication is 
an important regional priority – highlighted by inadequate communication between relevant 
institutions across the region, and the recent spread of new pests. Another area of need is 
to develop standard operating procedures to guide emergency response. 

 
iv. Surveillance and management of key pests affecting production and trade  

Several countries identified the need for comprehensive lists of the pests already present in 
their country.  Surveillance programs and pest identification capacity are needed to update 
pest lists, which then underpin risk assessment activities, pest management programs and 
export market access submissions.   

 
v. Early warning and biosecurity planning  

The absence of coordinated early warning systems and biosecurity plans has contributed to 
the incursion and spread of new pests, a recent example being the tomato leaf miner (Tuta 
absoluta). Early warning systems are an excellent example of where regional collaboration 
and communication could greatly assist in minimising the entry and spread of new pests.  

 
vi. Listing and prioritisation of key pests on traded commodities, to reduce biosecurity 

constraints to imports and exports 
Several countries raised this priority area to address pest threats on current and future 
pathways of trade, but also to support their aspirations for access to new export markets. 
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3. Australia’s expertise 
Bill Magee, the project leader, made a presentation on Australia’s biosecurity system. 
Attention was also drawn to Chapter 6 of the Workshop Resource Document (see Annex 6). 
Government, industry and the public all play a role, with strong public-private partnership 
essential for effective plant biosecurity. Commitment and incentives are important in 
ensuring each plays their role. Overall compliance along the supply chain is important, but 
this can’t happen if risk management methods are impractical or not commercially viable. A 
brief summary of Australia’s agriculture sector was provided, which biosecurity aims to 
protect.  The different activities in the biosecurity system were described, including risk 
assessment and setting of import conditions, border controls, post-entry quarantine, 
surveillance, diagnostics, management of key pests, emergency response, and export 
inspection and certification.  

4. Matching opportunities 
Having heard about the Australian biosecurity system, the groups then reviewed the 
identified areas of capacity development and considered in which areas there is a match 
between the countries’ needs and the experience and expertise available in Australia.  
Those areas were indicated with a pink flower sticker as shown in Tables 2, 3 and 4. 

5. Priorities in context 

5.1 Challenges for exports and imports 
After a recap of Day 1, and a review of the programme for the day, participants selected 
which of three groups to join, to discuss the practical challenges facing NPPOs and the 
private sector for three scenarios regarding plant health and trade. Groups were asked to: 

• Identify where in the process NPPOs need to be most active 
• Identify the “real life” organisational and national challenges that are faced in being 

effective at those points.  

5.1.1 Long range imports such as grain (from Australia or elsewhere) 

NPPO activities 

• Setting and enforcing appropriate phytosanitary measures. Import permits and the 
conditions therein 

• Harmonisation of measures. Grain is often bulked en route (eg Australia-Dubai-Rwanda) 
so harmonisation is particularly relevant 

• Communication of measures, including at government level 
• Collaboration with other NPPOs (trust is important). For example, imports to Rwanda 

would come through Kenya, so Kenya could do the inspections etc at the port 
• Sampling and inspection of consignments 
• Analysis of pathways, which can be complicated for grain. For example, grain imported 

by Burundi might have originated in Ukraine, and been bulked in Pakistan. 

Challenges 

• Infrastructure, such as laboratories.  Some border posts might have the necessary 
facilities, but others don’t 
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• Agreements between NPPOs needed on how consignments in transit are handled to 
avoid duplication 

• Need to put agreements in a database for easy access 
• Common protocols for grain movement.  For example, COMESA has common protocols 

for seed movement, but not yet for grain. The ISPM on grain will take probably several 
years to be completed. 

• Lack of ownership of international agreements by governments 
• Trade pathways of grains, such as wheat, rice, etc, are complicated, and there may be 

many channels.  One country may be regulating a pest, but if the grain is bulked, it 
becomes hard to know if a shipment is safe or not. 

5.1.2 Long range exports such as horticulture (e.g. to Australia, China, Europe) 

NPPO activities 

• Regulating import of seeds, planting materials 
• Regulating imports of other inputs, such as biocontrols, pesticides, fertilisers 
• On farm inspections 
• Export certification/diagnostics (at ports of exit) 
• Communication and awareness on procedures and standards to stakeholders 
• Standardization, harmonization 

Challenges 

• Policy framework level.  Low awareness amongst policy makers and some in industry 
• Time lags; industry often ahead of public sector on information, knowledge 
• Reviews of regulatory framework slow. Eg, some regulations haven’t changed since the 

1960s. They need updating 
• Institutional frameworks differ in the region 
• NPPO capacity and efficiency. Where the horticultural industry is expanding, the NPPO 

can get left behind.  
• Collaboration between different governmental agencies can be limited or undermined 

5.1.3 Intraregional trade, such as maize and horticultural products  

NPPO challenges 

The maize lethal necrosis disease was considered as a case study 
• Complexity of the trade pathways, both exports and imports 
• Inadequate communication between public and private sectors 
• Official reporting of the diseases not done by some countries 
• Knowledge gap of understanding disease/pest 
• Lack of updated lists of pests on the commodity in each country 
• Lack of capacity (human, infrastructure) 
• Lack of autonomy of NPPO (political interference) 

Solutions  

• Collective/regional action  
• Translation of ISPMs into standard operating procedures (SOPs) 
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• Training/capacity building on implementation of SOPs 
• Regional inspection/audit teams (e.g every 3 years) 
• Risk based inspections 

5.2 Success stories 
Although many challenges were noted in the above exercise, there are also success stories. 
Three countries related specific instances of where they have been successful in addressing 
a challenge (Boxes 1, 2 and 3).  

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

Box 1. Success story from Uganda : Tackling interceptions on flower exports 
Due to interceptions of Spodoptera on flower shipments to EU, Uganda ended up on a black list. 
This triggered the public and private sector to start working on the problem. The private sector 
started a system of notifying all companies when one has an interception, to generate peer 
pressure. A task force of 2 scouts per farm does an audit when there has been an interception. A 
partnership fund was also established by the industry to pay for the NPPO to visit farms for 
inspections, and there is a monthly update meeting with the Ministry of Trade. The NPPO has 
developed 14 SOPs for implementing standards (such as surveillance, emergency measures) in 
collaboration with industry. The NPPO has built its skills (eg for inspections), using the Centre of 
Phytosanitary Excellence (COPE), and with technical assistance from the importing country 
(Netherlands).  The aim is to get more scouting done on farms, so that by the time a consignment 
comes for export certification, it is known that it will comply.  In general a key element of the 
success has been dialogue and cooperation between the NPPO and industry. 

Box 2. Success story from Zambia: Securing market access for honey and grapes 
A number of factors were reported as contributing to success (technical details were not provided). 
• Collaboration between the NPPO and other stakeholders including farmers was initiated from 

the time market access negotiations began, so that everyone was aware of the whole process 
• In the case of honey, the NPPO also collaborated with other public sector agencies for animal 

health and food safety 
• Communication channels to the importing country were kept open (SMS, WhatsApp) 
• Documentation was important, to provide evidence in negotiations and to demonstrate 

transparency 
• Diplomacy and patience were needed.  COMESA was involved, so that it was not just the 

NPPO but a collective effort. 
 

Box 3. Success story from Mozambique: Responding to a new banana disease 
Panama disease Tropical Race 4 was first found on a farm in the north of the country.  The NPPO 
and University jointly identified the disease, but the identity of the race was confirmed at 
Stellenbosch University. On the basis of this information, a meeting of all stakeholders was called 
at which an action plan was developed, which was submitted to the government. The NPPO 
worked with the farm to mitigate the damage, and to train the workers to avoid spreading the 
disease. This collaboration enabled a pest free area to be established, so that despite the disease 
being present in the country, the enterprise can continue to export bananas.  
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6. Agents of change 
Plant biosecurity fellows to be supported under the partnership can be seen as agents of 
positive change. To support them in this process, they will be mentored.  This raises 
questions about the fellows, the mentors, and how the programme is organised. In groups 
participants discussed the following issues.  

• What knowledge, skills, and experience do fellows need to be able to act as change 
agents?  

• What do fellows expect of mentors, and what do mentors expect of fellows?  
• What does this imply for choosing the fellows who will be able to have most impact, and 

how the fellowships might be clustered or organised?   

All groups discussed the same questions, so the findings of the groups are consolidated 
below. 
 
Knowledge, skills and experience of fellows 
Knowledge 
• Institutional set up and policy 
• Technical expertise  
• International – ISPM 
• SPS Measures 
• WTO/SPS Agreements 
• Pest and disease management  
• Trade 
• Direct involvement in NPPOs 
• Knowledge of institutional set up in Africa  
• Understanding of regional trade processes  
Skills 
• Advocacy 
• Leadership and networking skills  
• Communication  
• Passion 
• Negotiations 
• Resource mobilisation  
• Team player 
• Mentorship/trainer  
Experience 
• 3-5 years minimum in management 
• Phytosanitary field 
• Private sector experience in technical/business 
• Public private partnerships 
• Regional experience 
 
Expectations of fellows and mentors 
Fellows 
• Gain practical knowledge 
• Enabled with resources/facilities 
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• Network support/linkages  
• Have fun  
• Get practical knowledge 
• Get knowledge on how to operationalise trade agreements/negotiations  
Mentors 
• Commitment  
• Results 
• Open communication  
• Feedback 
• Open minded 
 

Implications for organisation of fellowships 
• Nominated and supported by a network  
• A team per country – clustered according to industry – commodity and pest, policy 

matters and private sector  
• One off or continuous? 
• Budgetary issues 
• How much time will a fellowship require? 
• Workshops 
• Online schools  
 

7. Pathways to impact 
To explore issues of how the partnership will create impact, a “fishbowl” discussion was 
held, in which the facilitator put questions to a panel in plenary, supplemented with questions 
and comments from the floor. The panel was:  

Dennis Rangi, Executive Director, CABI 
Mellissa Wood, Director, Australian International Food Security Research Centre 
Michael Robinson, CEO, Plant Biosecurity Cooperative Research Centre 
Dennis Bittisnich, Manager, Biosecurity & Food Safety, ACIAR 
 
Q. What is your vision for the Australia-Africa Plant Biosecurity Partnership? 
• That we leverage Australian expertise to strengthen biosecurity systems in Africa to 

support development, but also that relationships would be established and maintained 
between professionals in Africa and Australia 

• Build technical capacity in Africa with Australia supporting change agents/champions 
• Participants owning the workshop outcomes and agenda for the partnership during the 

project and after it ends 
• Provide support through mentors to a network of technical experts in Africa that lasts 

beyond the 2-3 years of the project 
• “Mother of all” biosecurity initiatives to sell to African Governments! 
 
Q. What will success look like? 
• The initiative gets replicated, scaled up and out 
• Alumni continue assisting and mentoring others in the region without reliance on 

Australia 



19 
 

• Other key organisations and donors to join the partnership 
• The Tripartite Free Trade Area gets used for scale up  
• The private sector is on board and compliant with better practice 
• Working in collaboration with other projects such as FAO’s Africa Solidarity Trust Fund 

project, and COMESA’s AfDB trade capacity building initiative 
• Performance of all plant biosecurity agencies is improved 
• Increased trade/business; pest free areas established 
• Institutional and country level impacts 
 
• Q. How will success be measured? 
• Impact assessments and studies by ACIAR 
• Individual impacts (salary, promotion); opportunities to grow and improve 
• Precise success indicators are yet to be developed and used 
• More networking and communication between participants regardless of whether directly 

involved  
• More positive collaboration between private sector and NPPOs, decreased rivalry and 

competition, resulting in more trade 
• Reduced interceptions and inspections, NPPOs well resourced and keep fellows in 

NPPOs 
• Commonality on commitment to policy and inclusion of biosecurity 
 
Q. Who is responsible for success/failure  
• No room for failure! 
• All of us through the biosecurity chain, including the AAPBP 
• PBCRC, but all of us  
 
Q. What effort should be made to help change agents after the training? 
• Discussions held with Ministries of Agriculture in 2012 – could be repeated 
• Africa’s Ambassadors in Australia can be kept informed and updated as from now. 
• Maintain linkages with other key African organisations with similar objectives 
• Need to generate support for increasing funding to plant biosecurity. Possible avenues 

are: 
o CABI’s intergovernmental meetings, where work on trade and market access has 

been prioritised 
o Highlight links to Malabo statement principles and targets 
o AAPBSP can work with key regional organisations at this workshop (eg AU-

IAPSC, COMESA etc) to mobilise support 
 
Q. How might fellowships be organised? 
• One option is to have teams of 2 fellows (1 with technical focus, 1 with policy focus) to 

complement each other and provide mutual support 
• Another possibility is to have “Associate fellows”.  This option might be appropriate for 

NGOs or private sector organisations.  The private sector must be involved one way or 
another 

• Fellows could be nominated and/or supported by a network 
• Fellowships could be clustered around a commodity or pest, and/or at a higher level 
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• The structuring of fellowships will need to take account of the time commitment expected 
of fellows, as well as the budgetary limits within which the project will operate 

 
Q. What happens next after the workshop? 
• Decide how to structure fellowships and training; themes, clusters/regions, skills 
• Decide on soft skills development needs for full group of fellows 
• Communique gets used by participants in their own institutions and countries 
• Learn lessons from other initiatives in designing the details of this one 
• Based on the workshop outcomes, action should be taken regardless of the current 

partnership 
• See the next steps below (section 8.4) 

8. The way forward 

8.1 Communique 
A draft workshop communique was presented and discussed. After making the changes 
suggested by participants, the final text read as shown in Box 4.  A soft copy was sent to all 
participants the day after the workshop. 

  

Box 4. Workshop communique 
• The Australia - Africa Plant Biosecurity Partnership workshop, held 27 -28 October in Nairobi, 

Kenya, underlined the direct relationship between plant biosecurity and food security – an 
essential area for government and private sector investment to facilitate safe trade and 
improve returns to farmers. Plant biosecurity thus has a direct contribution to the achievement 
of the targets set in the African Union’s Malabo declaration. 

• Representatives from the National Plant Protection Organisations of Burundi, Ethiopia, Kenya, 
Malawi, Mozambique, Rwanda, Tanzania, Uganda and Zambia, joined by private sector 
organisations with an involvement in plant biosecurity, identified the following priority areas to 
guide planned capacity development activities: 
1. Diagnostic skills for identification of key pests of concern. 
2. Risk analysis and risk management with a focus on seed and live planting material. 
3. Emergency response and eradication. 
4. Surveillance and management of key pests affecting production and trade. 
5. Early warning and biosecurity planning. 
6. Listing and prioritisation of key pests on traded commodities, to reduce biosecurity 
constraints to imports and exports. 

• It is clear that enhanced plant biosecurity is important to the region and in the national interest 
of the countries of Africa. Such interests are best served when countries accept national 
responsibility and collaborate to improve plant biosecurity. 

• The involvement of the private sector in the workshop reinforced the vital roles and 
responsibilities of commercial entities to ensure that the supply chains for trade in plant 
products embrace sound biosecurity principles. 

• In addition to these priority technical areas, workshop delegates noted the importance for 
African countries to address institutional impediments in order to improve regional and national 
plant biosecurity capacity. 

• The workshop recognised the vital contribution of the African Union’s IAPSC, AfDB, Regional 
Economic Communities, such as COMESA, EAC & SADC, and other development agencies 
such as FAO involved in plant biosecurity development activities. 

• Workshop delegates recognised the importance of scaling up effective plant biosecurity 
systems that result from this partnership, and identified continental initiatives that could offer 
such opportunities. 

• Workshop delegates developed a set of principles to guide the selection of biosecurity fellows 
and a process to provide ongoing mentoring for biosecurity fellows, and agreed on the 
creation of an alumni group to promote harmonised plant biosecurity measures in the region. 
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8.2 Workshop evaluation 
Participants completed a workshop evaluation form.  The results are shown below. While 
most people felt that the workshop had been successful and was well organised, a few 
participants gave poorer ratings. Participants are invited to provide further details if they 
wish.  
 

Table: Rating of the workshop content (table shows the number of participants giving each 
score). 1=strongly agree 2=agree 3=neither agree nor disagree 4=disagree 5=strongly 
disagree 
Statement  Ratings 

1 2 3 4 5 
The workshop met the objectives 12 10  3 1 
We have identified the correct priority areas for capacity building in my 
country/ region 

8 14 2 3  

I am clear how the partnership can increase capacity in these chosen 
areas  

8 7 3 3 2 

We agreed the best capacity development processes and activities 8 9 4 4  

We came up with good principles for identifying fellows 6 13  3  
I am confident that they will learn useful knowledge and skills in 
Australia  

15 7  2 1 

I am confident we have thought of ways they can maximise their impact 
for positive change when they return  

5 10 5 4  

If selected, I would like to be a fellow 13 5  2 3 
The workshop brought out all the issues needed to make the 
partnership effective  

5 12 4 4  

The collaborative role of the private sector within the partnership is 
clear  

4 14 4 2  

The workshop sessions were well planned and executed  14 9 1 1 2 
I felt fully involved and participated throughout  11 13  1 2 
I want to be part of the on-going programme of activities  15 9  1 2 
I will continue to network with new professional colleagues  16 8  2 1 
 

Table: Rating of the workshop organisation (number of respondents giving each score) 
1=Excellent 2=Very good 3=Good 4=Fair 5=Needs improvement 
 
Aspect of workshop organisation Ratings 

1 2 3 4 5 
The information and materials before the workshop  15 9 1  1 

 Workshop venue  15 8 3  1 
 Accommodation and food  12 11 3  1 
 Administration and Travel Arrangements 14 5 4  1 

Overall Satisfaction 14 10 3  1 
 

Other comments 
• I love the commitment of all involved (African Industries and individuals) 
• I strongly believe that after fellow selection and being trained in Australia or Africa, the 

mentor or Australian expert has to make sure the information is transferred to Africa.  It 
needs a push from Australian parties to be implemented  

• It will be better if fellows are placed according to the most important issue or commodity 
affected in each country. 
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• Need to involve more stakeholders who touch on activities of NPPO such as private 
sector 

• Ensure that even those not selected as fellows are actively kept engaged in ongoing and 
future biosecurity activities between Africa and Australia  

• Since not all the countries are at the same level technically, you may need to group them 
according to their specific needs and capacities. 

• Before starting, make physical consultation with some countries to identify more 
synergies. 

• I really thank the organisers for this important workshop 
• The training should be practical, taking into consideration the diversity of the region 
• I would love it if the report of the workshop be sent to my organization for management 

decisions 

8.3 Comments from participants 
 
Dr Jean Gerard Mezui M'Ella, Director of the AU InterAfrican Phytosanitary Council said 
that as the continental technical agency for plant protection, IAPSC was very much a partner 
in the initiative.  With support from FAO, IAPSC has recently developed and adopted a new 
strategic plan, to which this partnership will contribute, and he noted that there will be a 
planning meeting for implementing the new strategy in December to which members from 
the Partnership would be invited. 
 

Ms Martha Byanyima, SPS Expert in the COMESA Secretariat, noted that it is important for 
the partnership to be aligned to ongoing initiatives in the region, including those under the 
AU, IAPSC, RECs and the Tripartite.  Action plans are needed that are evidence based, and 
that show trade impact. Funding mechanims, such as Aid for Trade, and development 
banks’ regional integration strategies sometimes overlook SPS (including plant biosecurity) 
issues, so this initiative is welcome.  A chain is only as strong as its weakest link, so we must 
all work together to strenghten all countries.  This may require sharing of resources and 
infrastructure, so that we all move forward together.  
 

Mr Gerald Musyoki Nyumu, Technical Manager at Finlays Hort Kenya Ltd felt that the 
workshop was a milestone, and the start of productive partnership in addressing common 
problems. He recognised that Australia has expertise in the area of plant biosecurity and 
was ready to tap into this expertise.  He urged everyone to contribute in whatever way 
appropriate, as he expected all parties to benefit from the partnership. 
 
Mr Moses Mwale, Director of the Zambia Agriculture Research Institute said that the 
partnership will not fail; it is not an option.  Ensuring plant biosecurity would lead to 
enhanced competitiveness in trade of plants and plant products, and that in turn would lead 
to poverty alleviation. He wished everyone travelling mercies.  
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8.4 Next steps and closing 
Michel Robinson summarised the next steps.  

Workshop report. This will be prepared in the next few weeks and will be distributed widely.  
It will include the communique agreed in the workshop, which will also be e-mailed 
immediately to participants for them to use in reporting back on the workshop to their 
colleagues and managers.  The workshop outcomes will also provide the basis for the 
business/plan proposal for the next phases of the project, which is to be submitted by the 
end of December 2014.  

Phase 2. This will start in 2015. Fellows will be selected, aligned with the needs identified at 
this workshop and the available expertise in Australia amongst the PBCRC participants.  
Mentors will be identified, and an alumni for fellows established.  

Phase 3.  Fellows will take the lead in this phase, acting as “champions of change”, 
developing action plans, and taking part in training workshops. This is expected in late 2015 
to 2016.  

In closing the workshop, Dr Robinson listed his “take-home” messages: 

• More funds from DFAT had been announced by the High Commissioner, expanding the 
possibilities for the Partnership 

• The biosecurity continuum that provides a framework in Australia is more difficult to 
implement in Africa because of the multiple borders, and some countries being totally 
landlocked.  

• Industry input is critical. They must be fully involved and engaged, and lead the way in 
relation to trade.  

• Biosecurity systems are complex.  However, if getting things done was easy, they would 
have already been done, so we should not be surprised that there are challenges in 
making change. 

• The technical areas in which improvement is sought are both broad and deep. Capacity 
development needs were identified in a large number of the technical areas discussed. 

• Communication, collaboration, dialogue, leadership and knowledge sharing are all 
important in generating impetus for change.  

• “Lots of love”. The workshop had created new links, positive interactions, and there was 
much enthusiasm for what the Partnership could achieve.  
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1. The Australia-Africa Plant Biosecurity Partnership (AAPBP) 

2. List of workshop participants 
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4. Summary results of the pre-workshop questionnaire 

5. Full list of pests reported in the pre-workshop questionnaire 

6. Workshop resource document 
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Mango is an important domestic and 
export crop that is vulnerable to attack by 

pests and diseases (Photo: ACIAR) 

Annex 1. The Australia-Africa Plant Biosecurity Partnership 
 
The Australia-Africa Plant Biosecurity Partnership is a capacity development 
program that will use Australian expertise to strengthen skills and capacity of 
professionals within African plant biosecurity agencies and institutions in order to 
address critical plant pest and disease issues.  

The project is the result of representations from African stakeholders to the Australian 
Government who noted that the world-class strength, experience and comparative 
advantage of Australian biosecurity agencies could be leveraged to enhance African plant 
biosecurity capacity. Target countries include Burundi, Ethiopia, Kenya, Malawi, 
Mozambique, Rwanda, Uganda, Tanzania, Zambia and Zimbabwe. 
 
In line with Australia’s aid framework, the partnership aims to enhance plant biosecurity 
capacity in target African countries in order to lift agricultural economic productivity and 
promote safe trade in crops and plant commodities in Africa and abroad. The partnership 
will also build valuable links between Africa and Australia, including through a participant 
alumni program.   
 
The two-year $A800,000 project is led by Australia’s Plant Biosecurity Cooperative 
Research Centre (PBCRC) and funded by the Australian International Food Security 
Research Centre (AIFSRC) within ACIAR (the Australian Centre for International 
Agricultural Research). The program is being delivered by a consortium comprising 
PBCRC, ACIAR, CSIRO, the Crawford Fund and CABI.  
 
Prioritisation workshop 
 
To ensure that activities in the Partnership program are 
matched against needs, the consortium will host a 
prioritisation workshop in Nairobi in October 2014.  
 
Representatives will be invited from a number of African 
government plant protection agencies, regional trade and 
international bodies, and the private sector. The project 
recognises the importance of collaboration between 
government and the private sector, which is vital to achieve 
good biosecurity outcomes. 
 
The objectives of the workshop are to: 

• Identify areas of plant biosecurity need in Africa; 
• Match African areas of need with Australian biosecurity expertise; 
• Prioritise areas to be addressed in phase two of the program, through a range of 

capacity development activities. 
 
Activities under the Partnership program are likely to include:  

• Short-term placements of African biosecurity specialists in relevant Australian 
biosecurity agencies and related institutions;  

• Workshops in Africa on priority plant biosecurity issues;  
• A mentoring system for African participants to support adaptation and 

application;  
• Follow up funding to assist participants develop biosecurity action plans at 

national and regional level. 
 

For more information on the workshop, please contact Roger Day, Deputy Director, CABI 
Africa: r.day@cabi.org or Bill Magee, Project leader, PBCRC: b.magee@pbcrc.com.au 
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Annex 2. Participants 
 
Mr Epitace Bizimungu 
Head of Phytosanitary Control 
Directorate of Plant Protection 
Bujumbura 
BURUNDI 
Tel: +257 22402036/79978525 
Email: bizimunguepitace@yahoo.fr;  
bigaranya@gmail.com 
 
Mr Hamissi Hamim Kahondogoro 
Head of Control and Registration of Pesticides 
Department of Plant Protection Services 
Bujumbura 
BURUNDI 
Tel: +257 22402036/79964684/77734252 
Email: kahondogoro.hamimhamissi@yahoo.fr; 
khamim.hamissi@gmail.com 
 
Dr Jean Gerard Mezui M'Ella 
Director 
AU InterAfrican Phytosanitary Council 
Yaounde 
CAMEROON 
Tel: +237 22211969/773275853 
Email: jeangerardmezuimella@yahoo.fr;   
au-cpi@au-appo.org 
 
Ms Diana Oyena Akullo 
Policy Officer 
African Union Commission 
Addis Ababa 
ETHIOPIA 
Tel: +251 924842965 
Email: AkulloD@africa-union.org 
 
Ms Aster Kenea Feyissa 
Post Harvest Consultant 
FloraHolland 
Addis Ababa 
ETHIOPIA 
Tel: +251 930098772/911800086 
Email: asterkeneafeyissa@floraholland.ne 
 
Dr Adhanom Negasi 
IPM Component Manager 
Ethiopian Horticultural Produce Exporters 
Association 
Addis Ababa 
ETHIOPIA 
Tel: +251 116636750/936010957 
Email: adhanomm@ehpea.org 
 
Ms Haimanot Abebe 
Animal and Plant Protection Directorate 
Ministry of Agriculture 
Addis Ababa 
ETHIOPIA 
Tel: +251 116462417/911882839 
Email: abebehaimanot@ymail.com 
 

 
 
Ms Joyce Mulila Mitti 
Plant Production and Protection Officer 
FAO Regional Office for Africa 
Accra 
GHANA 
Tel: +233 302610930/541499773 
Email: Joyce.Mulilamitti@fao.org 
 
Mr Stephen Musyoka 
Head, Research & Development 
Oserian Development Company 
Nairobi 
KENYA 
Tel: +254 700000377 
Email: stevemusyoka@speedpost.net;  
stevebotu@yahoo.com 
 
Mr Moses Ndirangu 
Group Technical Manager 
East Africa Growers 
Nairobi 
KENYA 
Tel: +254 735337526/0720372015 
Email: moses@eaga.co.ke 
 
Mr Gerald Musyoki Nyumu 
Technical Manager 
Finlays Hort Kenya Ltd, Naivasha 
Nairobi 
KENYA 
Tel: +254 722417662 
Email: gerrym22001@yahoo.co.uk 
 
Dr Chris Prideaux 
Director of Research and Partnerships 
icipe 
Nairobi 
KENYA 
Tel: +254 208632505/0719754502 
Email: cprideaux@icipe.org 
 
Ms Stella Simiyu 
Director Regulatory Affairs 
Croplife 
Nairobi 
KENYA 
Tel:  
Email: stella@croplifeafrica.org 
 
Mr David Kariuki 
Sales and Operations Manager 
K-net Flowers Ltd 
Nairobi 
KENYA 
Tel: +254 720683370/722178471 
Email: info@k-netflowers.com 
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Dr Mary Githinji 
Senior Plant Inspector 
Kenya Plant Health Inspectorate Service 
Nairobi 
KENYA 
Tel: +254 203597201/2/3 
Email: mgithinji@kephis.org 
 
Dr Paul Greener 
Agricultural Productivity & Markets Specialist 
Australian High Commission 
Nairobi 
KENYA 
Tel: +254 204277296/705154189 
Email: paul.greener@ausaid.gov.au 
 
Ms Davine Minayo 
Market Linkages Officer 
East African Grain Council 
Nairobi 
KENYA 
Tel: +254 710607313/0733444035 
Email: dminayo@eagc.org 
 
Ms Anna Dorney 
Head of Aid 
DFAT, Australian High Commission 
Nairobi 
KENYA 
Tel: +254 204277296 
Email: anna.dorney@dfat.gov.au 
 
Dr Tesfaye Legesse 
Senior Programme Manager, Food Security 
DFAT, Australian High Commission 
Nairobi 
KENYA 
Tel: +254 204277296 
Email: Tesfaye.Legesse@dfat.gov.au 
 
Ms Liz Ogutu 
Regional Manager, Africa 
ACIAR 
Nairobi 
KENYA 
Tel: +254 20 2177782 
Email: liz.ogutu@aciar.gov.au 
 
Dr Sue Canney Davison 
Observer 
Nairobi 
KENYA 
Email: sue@pipal.com 
 
Mr Ian Dan Oyondi 
Cameraman 
Kenya News Agency 
Nairobi 
KENYA 
Tel: 0720693544 
Email: iandan2210@gmail.com 
 

Mr Dennis Bett 
Reporter 
Kenya News Agency 
Nairobi 
KENYA 
Tel: 0729804335 
Email: dennisbett78@gmail.com 
 
Mr George Ngundo Wabere 
Plant Quarantine and Biosecurity 
Kenya Plant Health Inspectorate Service 
Nairobi 
KENYA 
Tel: +254 203597201/2/3 
Email: gngundo@kephis.org 
 
Mr Twalib Ebrahim 
Facilitator 
Nairobi 
KENYA 
Email: twalibebrahim@yahoo.com 
 
Mr Daglaus Mamunane 
Journalist 
Kenya News Agency 
Nairobi 
KENYA 
Tel: 0712991784 
Email: namunaned@yahoo.com 
 
Mr Misheck Soko 
Chief Agricultural Research Scientist 
Department of Agricultural Research 
Bvumbwe 
MALAWI 
Tel: +265 1471257/999958122/888958122 
Email: m.soko@bvumbweresearch.com;  
misheck_soko@yahoo.com; mmmsoko@gmail.com 
 
Mrs Antonia Vaz 
Head of Plant Protection Division 
Ministerio da Agricultura (MINAG) 
Maputo 
MOZAMBIQUE 
Tel: +258 21460591/846988646 
Email: avaz5099@gmail.com 
 
Mr Armando Marcos 
Head of Quarantine Services Division 
Ministerio da Agricultura (MINAG) 
Maputo 
MOZAMBIQUE 
Tel: +258 21460591/21415103 
Email: a.come34@gmail.com 
 
Ms Beatrice Uwumukiza 
Director General 
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Annex 3. Workshop Programme 
 

Australia-Africa Plant Biosecurity Partnership  
Prioritisation Workshop 

27-28 October 2014, Windsor Hotel, Nairobi, Kenya 
 

Background 
 
The Australia-Africa Plant Biosecurity Partnership is a capacity development programme 
that will use Australian expertise to strengthen skills and capacity of professionals within 
African plant biosecurity agencies and organisations to address critical phytosanitary issues. 
Active countries include Burundi, Ethiopia, Kenya, Malawi, Mozambique, Rwanda, Uganda, 
Tanzania, Zambia and Zimbabwe. To ensure that activities in the Partnership programme 
are matched to countries’ most relevant needs, a prioritisation workshop is being held. 
Participants are from government plant protection agencies, the private sector, and regional 
and international organisations. 
 
The Workshop 
 
The main objectives of the workshop are to:  
• Identify priority areas of capacity development for plant biosecurity in 10 African 

countries 
• Match the country needs with Australian biosecurity expertise 
• Agree the capacity development processes and activities for the programme 
• Identify mechanisms for positive change in National Plant Protection Organisations 

(NPPOs) and private sector organisations to support improved trade 
• Identify the best ways for individuals, who gain knowledge and expertise in the 

partnership, to have the most impact in their country and the wider region 
 
Some suggested capacity development activities under the partnership programme include:  
• Short-term placements of African biosecurity specialists in relevant Australian biosecurity 

agencies and related organisations  
• Workshops in Africa on priority plant biosecurity issues 
• A mentoring system for African participants to support learning and application 
• Follow up funding to assist participants develop biosecurity action plans at national and 

regional level.  
 
The collated results of a pre-workshop questionnaire will form the basis of early discussion 
on the most important capacity development activities. The workshop will use participatory 
approaches to ensure a wide range of views is considered and consensus is reached. 
Although participants are not official representatives of their countries or their organisations, 
they are encouraged to make inputs based on their understanding of national and industry 
needs, rather than personal interests. Sharing of specific examples of plant biosecurity 
challenges, interventions or approaches will be welcomed, especially to the extent that they 
reflect industry-wide practices and potential.  
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Day 1 : Monday 27th October 
08:30-09:00 Registration 

09:00-10:00 
 

Session 1. Opening 
Welcome and outline of the purpose and process of the workshop.   
Dr Dennis Rangi, Executive Director, CABI (Session Chair) 
Introductions  
Remarks 
Dr Michael Robinson, CEO, Plant Biosecurity Cooperative Research Centre 
Ms Melissa Wood, Director, Australian International Food Security Research Centre 
Keynote Address 
Cabinet Secretary, Ministry of Agriculture Livestock and Fisheries, Kenya 
Official Opening 
HE Australian High Commissioner to Kenya 

10:00-10:30 Group photograph and break 

10:30-13:00 
 

Session 2. Project overview and workshop aims; mapping thematic areas 
Project objectives, expected outcomes, phases 
What this workshop needs to achieve 
Results of self-assessment questionnaire 
Mapping themes, country strengths, capacity development opportunities 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-15:30 
 

Session 3: Completing the map; Australia’s expertise 
Completing the list of opportunities 
Identifying indicators that will underpin reflection and M&E 
Australia’s plant biosecurity system and areas of expertise 
The mentoring vision 

15:30-16:00 Break 
16:00-17:00 

 
Session 4. Matching opportunities 
Comparing the map with the expertise that is available 

18:30-20:30 Reception at Australian High Commissioner’s Residence (Bus departs hotel 18:15) 
 

Day 2 : Tuesday 28th October 

09:00-10:45 
 

Session 5. Priorities in context 
Recap of Day 1 and programme for the day 
What are the real challenges facing the NPPOs and the private sector?  

10:45-11:00 Break 

11:00-13.00 
 

Session 6. Agents of change 
Plant biosecurity fellows as positive change agents 
Fellows and mentors: what’s expected? 
Final prioritisation of themes at national level  

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-15:30 

Session 7. Pathways to impact 
Finalising prioritisation process 
Other capacity development processes for Phase 2 
M&E for learning and impact 
Capturing impact stories: how will it be done? 
Securing extra funding for implementation 

15:30-16:00 Break 

16:00-17:00 
 

Session 8. The way forward 
Communique on the workshop outcomes  
Workshop evaluation 
Action plan for next steps 
Closing remarks 

 Workshop Cocktail 
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Annex 4. Summary results of pre-workshop questionnaire 

Thank you to all those who submitted responses.  Some respondents chose to submit a combined 
response, others submitted individually. The number of responses is shown below: 

National Responses 
Burundi 2 
Ethiopia 2 
Kenya 5 
Malawi 2 
Mozambique 2 
Rwanda 1 
Tanzania 0 
Uganda 2 
Zambia 1 
Zimbabwe 0 
Regional 

 Africa 2 
East Africa 3 
West Africa 1 
Australia 

 Asia Indo Pacific 1 
Australia 2 
Grand Total 26 

Australian participants were also invited to complete the questionnaire, one of whom chose to answer for 
the Asia Indo Pacific Region.  

Results : Plant Biosecurity Status 

A full listing of all responses to the four questions has been compiled, a few copies of which are available 
for reference by working groups if necessary. For ease of presentation in the summary tables below, only 
pests mentioned by at least 2 countries or regions are shown.  This does not necessarily mean other pests 
are not high priorities.  

1. Pests Affecting International Market Access 
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Aspergillus
Cassava brown streak disease
Cassava Mosaic Virus (CMV)
Fruit flies (B. invadens, B. zonata, C. capitata )
Larger grain borer
Maize lethal necrosis disease/MCMV
Thrips (T.palmi, P. marginatus )
Whiteflies
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2. Pests Affecting Crop Production 

 
 

3. Pests with Risk of being Introduced 

 

 

4. Imports and Associated Phytosanitary Risks 
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Banana Bunchy Top Virus (BBTV)
Banana Xanthomonas Wilt (BXW)
Cassava brown streak disease
Cassava Mosaic Virus (CMV)
Fruit flies (B. invadens, B. zonata, C. capitata )
Larger grain borer
Lepidoptera larvae (vegetables)
Maize lethal necrosis disease
Migrant pests (Quelea, armyworm, locusts)
Mites
Thrips (T.palmi, P. marginatus )
Tomato leafminer (Tuta absoluta )
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Fruit flies (B. invadens, B. zonata, C. capitata )
Maize lethal necrosis disease
Panama disease TR4 (Fusarium wilt)
Potato cyst nematode
Tomato leafminer (Tuta absoluta )
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Nematodes (potatoes, roses)
Seed diseases (various types, sources)
Citrus pests on planting material from S Africa
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Results : Assessment of Plant Biosecurity Capability 
Part 3 of the pre-workshop questionnaire (adapted from Performance Vision and Strategy IICA, 2006) requested an 
assessment of 27 areas of plant biosecurity capacity as follows. 
 
A. Technical Capability. The capability of the NPPO/country to establish and apply phytosanitary measures and science-based 
procedures 
1. Diagnostics. The capability of the NPPO/country to identify pests of plants and plant products 
2. Emergency. The capability of the NPPO/country to detect and rapidly respond to unexpected pest outbreaks or other 
phytosanitary emergencies. 
3. Quarantine. The capability of the NPPO/country to prevent the introduction and spread of pests in the country. 
4. Surveillance. The capability of the NPPO/country to detect and monitor pests, and to report pest status to other neighbours and 
trading partners.  
5. Emerging issues. The capability of the NPPO/country to identify in advance phytosanitary problems which may affect the 
phytosanitary status of the country and/or trade of plants or plant products. 
6. Risk Analysis. The capability of the NPPO to make decisions and carry out actions based on scientific principles and evidence, 
including the assessment. communication and management of risk. 
7. Innovation. The capability of the NPPO to update its service in line with scientific advances and the standards of the IPPC and 
relevant provisions of the WTO/SPS Agreement. 
B. Human and Financial Capital. Institutional and financial sustainability as evidenced by the level of professional talent and 
financial resources available 
8. Human talent. The capability of the NPPO to carry out professional and technical functions, measured by qualifications 
(academic and others) of its professional staff.  
9. Training. The capability of the NPPO to keep its personnel up to date through regular training.  
10. Funding sources. The ability of the NPPO to finance its operations, independent of any pressure from users.  
11. Stability. The capability of the NPPO to implement and sustain policies and programs over time without frequent 
reorganisation.  
12. Contingency. The capability of the NPPO to access extra resources to respond to emergency situations or emerging issues.  
13. Independence. The capability of the NPPO to carry out its duties without interference in staff appointments and technical 
decisions. 
14. Capacity to invest and grow. The capability of the NPPO to secure additional investment over time that leads to a sustained 
improvement in the entire service.  
C. Interaction with the Private Sector. The capability of the NPPO to collaborate and involve the private sector in the 
implementation of programs and activities 

15. Information. The capability of the NPPO to effectively inform its users of activities, programs and phytosanitary developments. 

16. Communication. The capability of the NPPO to maintain open channels of communication with the public and private sectors.  

17. Official representation. The capability of the NPPO to participate in and follow up on meetings of the WTO/SPS committee and 
IPPC. 

18. Accreditation. The capability of the NPPO to delegate specific official services to third parties (eg laboratories etc). 

19. Responsiveness. The capability of the NPPO to collaborate with its users to develop new programs and services in response to 
changing priorities and opportunities. 

D. Access to Markets. The capability and authority of the NPPO to provide support in order to access, expand and retain markets. 

20. Compliance. The capability of the NPPO to ensure that users comply with phytosanitary laws, regulations, policies etc. 

21. Formulation of norms. The capability and authority of the NPPO to formulate and adopt regulatory norms for processes and 
products within its mandate. 

22. Harmonisation. The capability of the NPPO to harmonise national regulations with the relevant international standards, 
guidelines and recommendations.  

23. Certification. The capability of the NPPO to certify products, services and processes in accordance with national and 
international standards, guidelines and recommendations. 

24. Equivalency. The capability and authority of the NPPO to negotiate, implement and maintain phytosanitary equivalence 
agreements with other countries 

25. Traceability. The capability of the NPPO to track the history, location and distribution of plants and plant products. 

26. Transparency. The capability of the NPPO to notify the WTO/SPS committee and the IPPC of its national regulations and 
phytosanitary status as required. 

27. Regionalisation. The capability and authority of the NPPO to establish and maintain pest free areas or areas of low pest 
prevalence in accordance with IPPC standards.  
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Assessment of Plant Biosecurity Capability 

Each area was rated on a 5 point scale.  For purposes of analysis, these were converted to numbers as follows: 1=Low, 2=Fairly Low, 3=Medium, 4=Fairly High, 5=High. 
Where there was more than one respondent for a country or region, the results were averaged (including Australia). The Grand Total is the average over all countries and 
regions in Africa. 
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Burundi 3.0 3.0 1.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 1.0 3.0 3.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 4.0 1.0 3.0 4.0 1.0 
Ethiopia 2.5 1.5 2.0 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 3.5 3.5 1.5 1.5 2.5 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.5 2.5 1.0 
Kenya 3.2 2.6 2.6 3.0 3.4 3.2 3.2 3.5 3.5 2.5 3.0 3.5 3.5 3.8 3.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 3.7 3.7 4.3 3.8 3.5 3.3 2.7 
Malawi 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 3.5 2.0 3.5 2.5 3.5 3.5 2.0 3.0 2.5 3.5 3.5 3.0 3.5 3.0 3.5 2.5 2.0 
Mozambique 3.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 1.5 2.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 
Rwanda 3.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 1.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 3.0  4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0 2.0 3.0 
Uganda 3.0 2.0 2.5 2.5 3.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 2.0 3.0 3.5 3.0 1.5 1.5 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.5 3.0 1.5 
Zambia 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
East Africa 3.0 2.0 2.3 2.0 2.0 2.7 2.3 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.0 2.3 1.7 3.0 3.0 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.3 2.0 2.3 1.7 2.3 1.7 
West Africa 2.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 
Africa 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 3.0 3.0 2.5 1.5 3.0 2.5 2.5 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.5 2.0 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 4.0 3.5 2.5 2.0 2.5 
Grand Total 2.9 2.4 2.3 2.6 2.8 2.7 2.5 3.0 2.9 1.9 2.8 2.2 2.6 2.3 3.1 2.9 2.7 2.0 2.5 3.0 2.8 3.0 3.3 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.0 
 

Asia Indo Pacific 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 
Australia 5.0 4.0 4.0 3.5 5.0 5.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.5 4.5 3.5 4.5 3.0 4.5 4.5 5.0 4.5 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.5 4.5 4.5 5.0 5.0 4.0 
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Annex 5. Full list of pests from pre-workshop questionnaire 
1a. Pests Affecting International Market Access (National) 

Country Crop Pest Effect on market access 
Burundi Coffee Coffee bug 

(Antestiopsis) 
Reduction of quantities exported 

Burundi Coffee Coffee bug 
Antestiopsis 
lineaticolis 

Depreciation and lower exports 

Burundi Fruits Fruit fly ( Bactrocera 
invendes) 

Reduction of quantities exported 

Burundi Fruits Fruit flies Bactrocera 
invadens and 
Ceratitis capitata 

Depreciation and lower exports 

Ethiopia Flowers Thrips The insect is a quarantine pest in most countries 
Ethiopia Fruit Fruitflies distribiuted in Ethiopia and it is a polyphagous insect. 
Ethiopia Herbs Thrips Quality reduced and chemical pesticide residue 
Ethiopia Hypericum Whitefly Quality reduction and chemical pesticide residue 
Ethiopia Niger 

seed(Guizotia 
abyssinica) 

Dodder The weed is major weed in nigerseed in Ethiopia and it is a 
quarantine weed in most countries 

Ethiopia Roses Spider mite Quality reduced and chemical pesticide residue 
Kenya Cut-flowers Thrips  
Kenya Erygium Leafminer interceptions 
Kenya flowers Thrips trade to the EU in these products is affected 
Kenya Flowers and 

Herbs( Basils) 
Leafminers Cause rejections and ban on the products 

Kenya flowers and 
vegetables 

whiteflies (non-
european) 

trade to the EU in these products is affected 

Kenya fruits and 
cucubits 

fruit flies Interceprions in the export markets 

Kenya Fruits- mangoes Fruit Fly Cause rejections and ban on the products 
Kenya Gypsophilla Leaf miner  
Kenya Roses Whiteflies  
Kenya vegetables thrips, fruit flies trade to the EU in these products is affected 
Kenya Vegetables  Cause rejections and ban on the products 
Malawi Fruits/mango Fruit fly Restricted/prohibited export 
Malawi Ground nuts Aspergillus requirement of of low MRLs 
Malawi Maize LGB restricted unless fumigated 
Malawi Tobacco Tobacco beetle Pest of quarantine importance in all counttries 
Mozambique Banana Panama 

disease/Fusarium 
wilt Tr4 

quarantine disease 

Mozambique Banana Panamá disease/ 
Fusarium wilt TR4 

low production 

Mozambique cereals larger grain borer 
Prostephaus 
trunchatus 

quarantine pest and potencial damage in storage grain 

Mozambique coconut coconut lethal 
yellowing disease 

low production 

Mozambique Fruits and 
Vegetables 

B. invadens Fruit Fly lost of the market with trade partners 

Mozambique Fruits and 
vegetables 

Fruit fly Lost of the market due to the pest 

Rwanda banana  importing 
Rwanda Cassava Cassava brown 

streck virus 
importing 

Rwanda Maize MLN Importing 
Uganda Banana Bactrocera invadens No market access especially to USA and South Africa 
Uganda Flowers Spodoptera littioralis increased inspection quota hence increased inspection 

charges, market access- threat to blacklist - roses,  delayed 
release of flower, increase compliance cost, suspension of 
non-compliant exporters 

Uganda Flowers Helicoverpa Not a regulated pest but continue to be intercepted - delayed 
release of flowers, increased inspection charges 
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Uganda Hot pepper 
(Capsicum) fruits 
and vegetables 

Trioza spp. False 
codling moth and 
fruit fly 

Total ban on export to certain markets, Loss of money due to 
destruction of non compliant items 

Uganda Peppers Codling moth increased inspection quota hence increased inspection 
charges, market access- threat to blacklist - roses,  delayed 
release of flower, increase compliance cost 

Uganda Roses Spodoptera littoralis Volumes of exports reduced, limited access to profitable 
markets, more expensive for apply control measures, 

Zambia Fruits Bactrocera invadens 
and other related 
fruit flies 

Could not meet USA requirements to export certain crops due 
to the presence of the fruit flies 

Zambia Maize Prostephanus 
truncates 

Costs in doing fumigations and to some extent resorting of 
maize to collect good quality 

Zambia Maize maize chrolotic 
mottle virus 

unable to export seed maize/intercepted 

 

1b. Pests Affecting International Market Access (Regional) 

Region Crop Pest Effect on market access 
Africa Cassava cassava virus 

diseases ( CBS, 
CAMV..) 

infected planting material rejected 

Africa cereal 
crops/cassava/groundnut 

Aspergillus 
flavus/A. 
parasiticus 

infected commodities rejected at international market 
because of Aflatoxin 

Africa french beans/roses maize lethal 
necrosis virus 

quaratine restrictions 

Africa Fruit trees Fruit flies infected fruits are rejected at international market 
Africa fruit/veg fruitflies quaratine restrictions 
Africa Maize MLND/large grain 

borer/ striga 
quaratine restrictions/gemplasm exchange 

Asia Indo 
Pacific 

various horticulture fruit fly limits market access for export 

Australia cotton/horticulture helicoverpa 
armigera 

production loss/risk to other countries 

Australia Grains annual rye grass production loss/ spread herbicide resistant seeds 
Australia  horticultural commodities Queensland Fruit 

fly 
restiricted markets, cost of treatment 

Australia host horticultural 
commodities 

Meditteranean 
fruit fly 

restricted markets, cost of treatment 

Australia Multiple fruitflies production, interstate trade & internat market access 
Australia seeds for sowing/ grains weed seeds area freedom requirements restrict sourcing 
East Africa Cereals - Maize Large Grain 

borers. 
Crop loss and post harvest wastage. 

East Africa  Mealy bugs Reduces productivity 
East Africa  Stem borer Reduces cereal productivity 
East Africa Cut flowers,Vegetables. Thrips Supply disruptions,Market Interceptions. 
East Africa Fruits White flies Chemical sprays (MRls),Supply disruptions,Reduced 

pricing. 
East Africa Groundnut Aflatoxin Export market is affected considerably 
East Africa Maize Aflatoxin Inter-country, inter-regional and international trade is 

affected seriosly 
East Africa Plant product Fruit fly Rejection of export at international markets 
West Africa Cassava Cassava Mosaic 

Virus 
Within Africa substantially as a result of reduced 
production 

West Africa Fruits- various Fruit-fly Ban on exports to Europe and within Africa 
West Africa Yams Anthracnose- 

fungus 
Within West Africa largely-quantity and quality reduced 
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2a. Pests Affecting Crop Production (National) 

Country Crop Pest Effect on Production 
Burundi Banana Banana Xanthomonas Wilt Very significant reduction in production, 

disparution cultivars 
Burundi Cassava root Cassava Brown Streak Disease harvested cassava can not be consumed 

because it causes stomach aches, vomiting 
and diarrhea 

Burundi Cassava root Cassava Mosaic Virus Very significant reduction in production 
Burundi COFFEE COFFEE BUG ( Antestriopsis) Reduction and depreciation of production 
Burundi Fruits Fruit fly (Bactrocera invendes) Reduction and depreciation of production 
Ethiopia Chilli Thrips low quality and reduced yield 
Ethiopia Fine beans pod borers poor yield and quality 
Ethiopia Maize, Sorghum Stem borer (Busseola fusca) Loss due to stemborers ranged from 30-

40% for maize and 20 to 40% for sorghum 
Ethiopia Sorghum, Maize Striga hermonthica Striga on average causes 50-60% loss and 

often the damage is greater on maize. 
Ethiopia Tomato Tuta absoluta poor quality and reduced yield 
Ethiopia Wheat rust diseases ( Puccinia spp.) It causes 58 to 96% yield loss on wheat 
Kenya Citrus Aphis Lower yields 
Kenya Cut flowers Thrips  
Kenya Cut-flowers Mites  
Kenya Flowers Mites Reduce the production and affect the 

quality of flowers 
Kenya French Beans Catterpillar affects production leading to low harvest 
Kenya Gourds Thrip species poor product quality, hence hard to get the 

right market 
Kenya Mango Fruitflies Marketability 
Kenya Mango Fruit flies Loss of market due to poor product quality 
Kenya Potatoes tuber moth lower yeilds and quality 
Kenya Vegetables Thrips Affect and reduce the productions pre- 

harvest 
Kenya Vegetables Caterpillers Affect the quality of production 
Malawi Banana BBTV Complete loss of the crop 
Malawi Cassava Cassava mosaic virus Serious yield losses 
Malawi Citrus Gumosis death of plants 
Mozambique Cabbage Plutella xylostella afect crop in the field, reducing the quality 

and production 
Mozambique Cereals migratory pests affecting the crops with negative impact on 

food security 
Mozambique Coconut Lethal yellow disease low production 
Mozambique Cruciferas/Cabbage Plutella xylostela low production and quality 
Mozambique Maize Large grain borer afecte storage grain 
Mozambique sorghum, rice, wheat 

and corn including 
annaully grass 

reb billed quelea quelea feeding ripesorghum, rice, wheat and corn 
including annaully grass 

Rwanda Banana Bacterial  Bacterial Wilt 
(Xanthomonas) 

 

Rwanda Cassava Virus  
Rwanda Maize maize lethal necrosis virus poor quality and reduced yield 
Uganda Banana Banana bacterial wilt (BXW) Loss of plantations, reduced row material 

for the Banana Factory in Western Uganda 
Uganda Cassava Cassava brown streak virus loss of yield, reduced quantity of raw 

material for processing, Poor quality 
cassava processed products 

Zambia Cassava cassava mosiac virus affects yields 
Zambia Maize Prostephanus truncatus Low yields and poor quality grade for 

processing 
Zambia Maize Army-worm (outbreak) low yields 
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2b. Pests Affecting Crop Production (Regional) 

Country Crop Pest Effect on Production 
Africa Banana and plantain Banana bunchy top yield lost 
Africa cereal crops Desert locust yield lost 
Africa Fruits Fruitflies 30-80% yield loss 
Africa Maize maize lethal necrosis 

virus/large grain borer/ striga 
crop failure in absense of management 

Africa Maize  Maize chlorotic mottle virus 
(Machlomovirus: 
Tombusviridae) 

complete yield lost 

Africa veg (e.g. tomato) tuta absoluta/whiteflies crop failure in absense of management 
Asia Indo 
Pacific 

various cereal crops rust and other viral diseases reduced productivity and export access 

Australia Grain rust fungi production losses, cost of chemical control, 
bredding and research 

Australia Grain storage pests, cost of treatment, research 
Australia horticulture Queensland fruit fly treatment, restriction on interstate trade 
East Africa Cereals - 

Barley,oats,wheat 
Aphids Reduced production,Increased costs of 

sprays. 
East Africa Cereals & Pulses - 

Maize,peas,beans,green 
grams. 

Grain borers Post harvest losses. 

East Africa Maize Aflatoxin The entire value chain is affected seriosuly 
with effects on human health 

East Africa Vegetables and Cut 
flowers. 

Red spider mites Reduced production,Increased costs of 
chemicals,wastage. 

West Africa Banana Bacterial  Bacterial Wilt 
(Xanthomonas) 

both quantity and quality of bananas 
affected 

West Africa Cassava Mosaic Virus Particularly affects the yield significantly 
West Africa Fruits- various Bactocera Invadens Quality  and quantity of fruits significantly 

reduced 
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3a. Pests with Risk of being Introduced (National) 

Country Pest How it might be introduced 
Burundi Maize lethal necrosis diseases By seed, insect from neighbouring 
Burundi Maize Necrosis Lethal Disease propagated by seeds, insects 
Ethiopia Agro-bacterium planting/propagating materials, Kenya 
Ethiopia Fusarium planting/planting materials, Israel 
Ethiopia Great grain borer maize grain/seed, Kenya 
Ethiopia Larger grain borer It might be intruduced though imported infested grain from Kenya 

along the Ethio-Kenya border 
Ethiopia polyphagous insect pests through flower planting materials from variuos sources 
Ethiopia virus - MLN (Maize Lethal Necrosis 

virus) 
It is considered to be seed borne hence, might be introduced 
along with seeds 

Kenya Bactrocera sonata THOUGH  FRUITS FROM EGYPT 
Kenya BANANA BUNCH TOP VIRUS FRON  

RWANDA 
IMPORT OF TISSUE CULTURE 

Kenya Cyst nematodes affecting potato Potato is an important crop 
Kenya Phytoplasmas  
Kenya Tomato viruses tomato is important crop for small and large scale farmers 
Kenya Xanthomonas oryzae for rice Through import of plant materials 
Malawi FOC TR4 in bananas from the region as it ihas been found in one of the countries 
Malawi Fusarium wilt TR4 in Banana planting material, vehicles and soil transfer - Mozambique 
Malawi Maize lethal necrosis from the region since it has been found in some of the the 

countries 
Malawi Maize Lethal necrotic virus insects/aphids from Tanzania 
Malawi Xanthomonas Wilt in Banana Planting material - Tanzania and Uganda 
Mozambique Citrus green infested material from america and Asia infested areas 
Mozambique Clabrot introduced by infested materials from malawi 
Mozambique Clabrot Malawi 
Mozambique Maize lethal necrosis Kenia, Tanzania 
Mozambique Tuta Absoluta infested material from Tanzania and Kenia 
Mozambique Tuta absoluta Kenia 
Uganda Globodera rostociensis Potato seed from EU countries 
Uganda Liriomyza trifolii All crops/plants for planting from Kenya,Tanzania, Italy, Benin 
Uganda Tilletia indica In Wheat grain/seed imported into Uganda from India Iran 

Turkey 
Zambia Maize Lethal Necrosis Disease High. From East Africa. Trade 
Zambia Potato Cyst Nematode High. Trade of seed potatoes from South Africa 
Zambia Tuta  absoluta High, From East Africa. Introduced through illegal trade 

3b. Pests with Risk of being Introduced (Regional) 
Region Pest How it might be introduced 
Africa Aleurotrachelus atratus Coconut import from Southern Africa 
Africa armyworm risk of spread to other african countries 
Africa Fruit flies - Bactrocera zonata, 

Drosophila suzuki 
Citrus import from North Africa; fruit import from Europe 

Africa Maize chlorotic mottle virus 
(Machlomovirus: Tombusviridae) 

risk of spread is high in Africa member states 

Africa Thrips palmi + Paracoccus marginatus Fruit import from Southern Africa and Europe 
Africa Tuta absoluta risk of spread in many african countries 
Australia asian longhorn beetle imported timber, solid wood packaging material 
Australia Bactocera sp. illegal fruit imports 
Australia Giant African snail shipping containers 
Australia karnal bunt shipping containers/grain import 
Australia khapra beetle shipping containers/grain import 
Australia khapra beetle transport systems, stored products 
East Africa Japanese beetles Importation of flower cuttings or mother plants. 
East Africa Tomato Miners. Imports from other east african nations - Uganda. 
East Africa Wild Garlic Fruits imports. 
West Africa Cassava Brown Streak Disease Medium- through planting materials from East Africa 
West Africa Foc TR4 of banana Low- through planting materials from Mozambique 
West Africa Maize Lethal Necrostic Disease Low- from East Africa- through seed 
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4a. Main Imports and Associated Phytosanitary Risks: (National) 

Country Import Origin Possible Pest Risk 
Ethiopia Fine beans Kenya Bruchides 
Ethiopia Flower planting materials 

(rooted or unrooted cuttings, 
stems) 

Netherlands, Kenya, USA, 
Portugal, Guatemala, 
Germany etc. 

Recently an exotic insect pest called 
European Pepper Moth has been found 
on Genarium in one of the flower farms.  

Ethiopia Planting materials (scion, 
seedlings) for fruits (mango, 

India, Israel white mango scale has been 
introduced. 

Ethiopia Rose propagating materials Kenya Nematodes 
Ethiopia Strawberry Israel Fusarium, 
Ethiopia vegetable seeds Netherlands, Italy, USA the introduction of seed born diseases 
Kenya all vegetable seed Europe Viruses and Phytoplasmas 
Kenya Apples South Africa  
Kenya Beans Import from USA catobacteria sp(Bacterial wilt) 
Kenya maize seed Southern Africa MLND causing viruses 
Kenya Oranges Egypt  
Kenya Potatoes Netherlands Cyst nematodes, viruses and others 
Kenya Rice (corn) Phillipines Alternaria 
Kenya wheat india,USA karnal  bunt. flag smurt 
Malawi Citrus plants South Africa Citrus Red Scales (Aonidiella aurantii) 
Malawi Potaoto seed America Golden nematode (Globodera 

rostochiensis) 
Malawi Tobacco seed Zambia, neighbours Blue mold (Peronospora tabacina) 
Mozambique citrus/propagtion matrial south Africa  
Mozambique Citus- propagation material South Africa introduction pests and diseases 
Mozambique rice, wheat india, pakistan, thailand  
Mozambique potato seed & for consumption South Africa seed borne disease 
Mozambique seed potato-  South Africa introduction of seed borne disease 
Mozambique Seed vegetables Japan, Holand, Portugal, 

France 
seed borne disease 

Rwanda banana Srilanka  
Rwanda maize seeds zambia/Kenya  
Uganda Maize seed Kenya, Zimbabwe, South 

Africa 
Maize dwarf mosaic virus, maize lethal 
necrosis 

Uganda Onion seed South Africa Ditylenchus dipsaci 
Uganda Ornamental plants for planting Netherlands Fireblight 
Zambia seed maize Kenya/Tanzania introduction of maize lethal necosis 
Zambia Seed potato South Africa Introduction of potato cysts nematode 

4b. Main Imports and Associated Phytosanitary Risks: (Regional) 
Region Import Origin Possible Pest Risk 
Africa apple Europe, SA Risk of diseases spread 
Africa Citrus, litchi, peach North and Southern Africa 

and Indian Ocean Island 
Bactrocera zonata, white flies, 
Paracoccus marginatus 

Africa Potato seed, Ornamentals Europe Potato seed diseases, Thrips palmi 
Africa rice Asian countries risk of pest spread if no good inspection 

at points of entry 
Africa Rice, maize, wheat Asia, Europe, US Storage pest 
Africa Wheat Europe, USA, Wheat rust may be spread 
Asia Indo Pacific hort products se asia various insect and microbial diseases 
Asia Indo Pacific wood products se asia and n america various insects and diseases 
Australia apple fruit   
Australia cut flowers India, Asia, South 

America,  Africa 
insect pests, pathogens 

Australia Fodder, grains   
Australia nursery stock and seed various countries insects /weed seed contaminants 
Australia Timber north america, asia timber pests 
East Africa Fruits - Apples,Oranges,Peach Europe,South africa,Egypt. Citrus aphids,Fungal infections 
East Africa Groundnut Malawi Aflatoxin 
East Africa Maize Tanzania, Kenya Aflatoxin 
East Africa Rice. Egypt,Pakistan Weed seeds. 
East Africa Seeds EU,South Africa Fungi,Weeds. 
West Africa cassava planting materials East and Central Africa Source of CBSD 
West Africa potato tubers (Irish) Southern Africa Potato blight- soil contamination 
West Africa wheat seed East Africa Spread of wheat stem rust 
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Annex 6. Workshop Resource Document 
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1. Introduction 
 
The Australia-Africa Plant Biosecurity Partnership (AAPBP) is a capacity development program 
aiming to enhance plant biosecurity skills and planning in Africa by linking African professionals 
with their counterparts in Australia. Plant biosecurity is the management of risks to the economy, 
environment and community from plant pests and diseases entering, emerging, establishing or 
spreading. Improved plant biosecurity can reduce the risks from new plant pests and weeds, 
increase crop production and enable African farmers to secure and maintain market access for 
their produce, contributing to improved food and income security. 
 
The AAPBP covers 10 countries in Eastern and Southern Africa: Burundi, Ethiopia, Kenya, Malawi, 
Mozambique, Rwanda, Tanzania, Uganda, Zambia and Zimbabwe. These countries are members of 
the East African Community (EAC), the Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa 
(COMESA), and the Southern Africa Development Community (SADC).  
 
The partnership aims to provide a range of capacity development activities: 
 

 Short-term placements of African biosecurity specialists in relevant Australian biosecurity 
agencies and related organisations 

 Workshops in Africa on priority plant biosecurity issues 
 A mentoring system for African participants to support long-term learning and application 

of knowledge 
 Follow-up funding to assist participants develop plant biosecurity action plans at national 

and regional level 
 
The first activity of the partnership is a prioritisation workshop to be held in Nairobi, 27-28 October 
2014. This document provides background information to support workshop participants in the 
identification and prioritisation of partnership activities that will be relevant to the needs of the 
region and lead to the desired impacts. 
 
Chapter 2 presents information on capacity development and technical assistance, and the role of 
individual capacity development as envisaged in the AAPBP. It also identifies the need to develop a 
Theory of Change for the partnership, and an accompanying monitoring and evaluation framework. 
 
Chapter 3 describes the results of past assessments of plant biosecurity capacity needs undertaken 
in the region by different agencies using various approaches.  
 
Chapter 4 summarises recent plant biosecurity capacity development activities in the region.  
 
Chapter 5 identifies, from the information in the preceding chapters, a preliminary list of thematic 
areas for capacity development. These will be the focus of further discussion revision and 
prioritisation at the workshop. 
 
Chapter 6 provides an overview of the Australian plant biosecurity system and lists areas of 
Australian plant biosecurity expertise that could be deployed in the AAPBP. 

1.1 Australian aid investments1  
 
Australian aid has a strong “aid for trade” focus whereby development of private sector capacity 
assists economic and human development. Agriculture productivity is key to strengthening global 
food security and improving nutrition; both important pathways out of poverty. The Australian aid 
program includes investments in better quality education, training and support for effective 
governance, providing a regulatory environment that supports stronger private sector growth and 
enabling young people to get the skills they need to contribute to the economy. The aid program 
also works to reduce risks and promote preparedness and supports initiatives which promote 
gender equality and empowerment of women. 

                                            
1Australian aid: promoting prosperity, reducing poverty, enhancing stability 
http://aid.dfat.gov.au/Publications/Documents/australian-aid-development-policy.pdf 
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2. Capacity Development 

2.1 Capacity development and aid effectiveness 
  
In the last two decades, capacity development has come to be seen as an essential component of 
development assistance. Capacity development is central to the Paris Declaration on Aid 
Effectiveness (2005) and the Accra Agenda for Action (Box 1; 2008). It was noted that “Without 
robust capacity – strong institutions, systems, and local expertise – developing countries cannot 
fully own and manage their development processes”. It was also agreed that capacity development 
is the responsibility of developing countries, with donors playing a supportive role, and that 
technical co-operation is one means among others to develop capacity. Together, developing 
countries and donors committed to a set of actions to strengthen capacity development.  

2.2 What do we mean by capacity? 
 
OECD (2006) defines capacity as “the ability of people, organizations and society as a whole to 
manage their affairs successfully”, while UNDP defines it as “the ability of individuals, organisations 
and societies to perform functions, solve problems, and set and achieve objectives in a sustainable 
manner” (UNDP, 2009). The UNDP definition is widely used and adapted in different situations, and 
these definitions clearly indicate that capacity is more than the knowledge, skills and tools of 
individuals or organizations. It is a property of a system comprising a range of different actors and 
the formal and informal linkages and interactions between them.  
 
The IPPC’s Commission on Phytosanitary Measures has adopted a definition of national 
phytosanitary capacity based on the above ideas (IPPC, 2010): “The ability of individuals, 
organizations and systems of a country to perform functions effectively and sustainably in order to 
protect plants and plant products from pests and to facilitate trade, in accordance with the IPPC”. 
In the AAPBP, plant biosecurity capacity is taken as equivalent to phytosanitary capacity.  

2.3 Good practice in capacity development 
 
Capacity development has often been taken to mean training, but the definitions of capacity above 
make it clear that training is just one of various approaches. UNDP (2009) describes capacity 
development as “the process through which individuals, organizations and societies obtain, 
strengthen and maintain the capabilities to set and achieve their own development objectives over 
time”.  
 
With substantial resources being directed to capacity development, it is appropriate to consider 
what approaches are likely to be most effective. With relevance to the AABPB the Standards and 
Trade Development Facility (WTO, 2008) examined SPS capacity development work, to identify 
elements of good practice (Box 2).  
  

Box 1. Accra Agenda for Action 
Actions to Strengthen Capacity Development 
a) Developing countries will systematically identify areas where there is a need to strengthen 
the capacity to perform and deliver services at all levels – national, sub-national, sectoral, and 
thematic – and design strategies to address them. Donors will strengthen their own capacity 
and skills to be more responsive to developing countries’ needs. 

b) Donors’ support for capacity development will be demand-driven and designed to support 
country ownership. To this end, developing countries and donors will i) jointly select and 
manage technical co-operation, and ii) promote the provision of technical co-operation by local 
and regional resources, including through South-South co-operation. 

c) Developing countries and donors will work together at all levels to promote operational 
changes that make capacity development support more effective. 
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Box 3. Training, Learning and Capacity Development (from Pearson, 2011) 

Context defines the limits of training and learning practices 
 In many circumstances resources are wasted on inappropriate initiatives because complex 

contextual factors negate the potential effectiveness of training and other learning-based 
interventions. The design of any intervention should be informed by in-depth 
understanding of the context and the identification of opportunities and constraints, and 
appropriately aligned to broader CD initiatives 

 Training individuals is rarely an adequate CD response in and of itself. Training is best used 
as one component of work at multiple levels of organisation and country systems 

Some conceptual shifts are needed 
 The ability to learn has been recognised as both a capability in its own right and an 

essential, underpinning capability for other aspects of sustainable CD. Activities need to go 
beyond training towards processes that support learning 

 Achieving sustainable CD impact calls for long-term perspectives. There is a need (a) to 
ensure that short-term activities, such as training courses, contribute to long-term learning 
and change strategies and goals for sustainable CD impact; (b) to facilitate the continuity 
of long-term relationships that can make valuable contributions to success and enable 
persistence through difficulties 

Training needs to be relevant and of good quality 
 The quality of training design and management of the training cycle are fundamental to 

success  
 Training has often been both inappropriately used and poorly implemented as the response 

to CD needs. Taking a results orientation can help to ensure that proposed training 
activities will meet identified needs, and that progress and the contribution to overall CD 
can be monitored and evaluated 

 When translating resources and materials, greater attention needs to be paid to adapting 
concepts to the local context as well as into the local languages. This can be achieved 
through more effective use of local resource providers 

Box 2. Good practice elements in SPS-related technical cooperation (WTO, 2008) 

Project design 
 Paying attention to the country context and absorptive capacity 
 Promoting ownership 
 Systematically assessing and prioritizing needs 
 Ensuring transparency, connectivity and sequencing of activities 
 Adopting a value chain approach to maximize the market access impact 
 Promoting the active involvement of all concerned stakeholders including the private sector 
 Considering the challenges and potential benefits of a regional vs. national approach 
Project implementation 
 Use strengthened country expertise and systems 
 Ensure flexibility in implementation 
 Pay attention to results-based management including monitoring and evaluation 
 Promote active learning and link skills development to practice. (Strengthening managerial 

capacity in the agencies responsible for SPS-related technical assistance was emphasized). 
Project outputs and the achievement of higher-order objectives 
 Maximize impacts and sustainability through greater participation of beneficiaries 
 Consider market distortions and promote sustainability in project activities and impact 
 Follow a multi-tiered structure of objectives. 

 

2.4 The role of training in capacity development 
 
Training aims to develop the knowledge and skills of individuals, and has been widely used in 
capacity development. An evaluation of FAO’s capacity development work in Africa (Muir-Leresche 
et al., 2010) found that 75% of capacity development projects had focussed on individuals. FAO 
subsequently adopted a new capacity development strategy (FAO, 2010) based on a wider 
interpretation of capacity development.  
 
Training is one way through which learning can take place, a personal process which trainers or 
other outsiders can influence and support. The fields of adult education and lifelong learning 
recognise that learning includes not only technical aspects, but also the less easily defined areas of 
social and political functioning. Pearson (2011) summarised the “emerging consensus” on training, 
learning and capacity development (Box 3).  
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2.5 Mentoring and coaching 
 
Mentoring and coaching also address capacity development of individuals. Mentoring involves an 
experienced professional providing structured support and guidance to another professional’s 
learning, while coaching develops an individual not by providing content but by supporting 
processes to assist personal development and problem resolution. Perceived overlap in the two 
terms leads to them sometimes being misused interchangeably. The Centre for Research and Use 
of Evidence in Education lists the following as elements of mentoring: 
 

 Identifying learning goals and supporting progression 
 Developing increasing learners’ control over their learning 
 Active listening 
 Modelling, observing, articulating and discussing practice to raise awareness 
 Shared learning experiences 
 Providing guidance, feedback and, when necessary, direction 
 Review and action planning 
 Assessing, appraising and accrediting practice 
 Brokering a range of support 

 
A mentor is usually experienced and knowledgeable in the learner’s field, but must also have skills 
that enable a constructive relationship to be developed, for example through effective listening and 
using open questions. 

2.6 Process to achieve expected outcomes for the Australia-Africa Plant Biosecurity 
Partnership 
 
There are four key elements of the process through which outputs lead to achievement of 
expected outcomes (Vogel 2012). 
 

a. Context for the initiative, including social, political and environmental conditions, the 
current state of the problem the project is seeking to influence and other actors able to 
influence change. NPPOs and biosecurity professionals in Africa cite many operational and 
regulatory reasons why existing biosecurity systems do not perform to their full potential.  

 
b. Long-term change: goal definition, defining who will benefit, and mapping outcomes that 

will lead to that goal. The AAPBP seeks to catalyse changes in the way in which plant 
biosecurity systems work in the region, so that they more effectively protect agricultural 
and natural resources from plant pests, and can manage the pest risks of trade in plants 
and plant products.  

 
c. Process/sequence of change anticipated to lead to the desired long-term outcome. 

AAPBP activities will lead to outputs such as improved knowledge and skills of plant 
biosecurity professionals and linking those skills to relevant new technologies. These skills 
can be used in the organisations where the professionals work and more generally in the 
community to improve practices (outcomes) that contribute to sectoral, national and 
regional plant biosecurity systems. 

 
d. Assumptions about how these changes might happen, as a check on whether the 

activities and outputs are appropriate for directing change towards the desired goal. The 
AAPBP focuses on building individual knowledge and skills, so assumes that the individuals 
will be in a position to put the knowledge and skills into practice and to influence 
community of practice.  

  
The AAPBP thus needs to elaborate the expected changes including all these elements, indicating 
how the planned activities will lead to outputs that contribute to outcomes and impacts, and what 
contextual factors may assist or constrain such change.  
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2.7 Monitoring and Evaluation 
 
Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) addresses three main questions: 
 

1. Are we doing what we said we would do? (Internal validity) 
2. Are we making any difference? (Impact assessment) 
3. Are these the right things to do? (Strategic relevance) 

 
The first question is in the realm of monitoring project implementation, and will need to be 
undertaken by plant biosecurity professionals in the 10 countries, as well as the project managers. 
The second question requires information to be collected about changes that have occurred, at the 
level of outputs and outcomes. Measuring impacts as described above is difficult, because many 
other activities may also be working towards the same impacts, creating problems of attribution. 
Thus information collection will need to focus on outputs and outcomes, such as improved 
knowledge and skills (output level), and new or improved procedures, systems and behaviours 
being adopted in biosecurity organisations (outcome level). This will be linked to action plans that 
are developed. Outcome mapping and other M&E approaches focussing more on behavioural 
change may be appropriate for this. 
 
Answers to question 3 will require reflection by all partners, with the aim of improving relevance 
during the lifetime of the initiative, as well as providing guidance for future, similar programmes. 
 
  



8 
 

3. Plant Biosecurity Capacity Needs Assessments in East and Southern Africa 

Many discussions on capacity development emphasise the importance of a diagnosis or 
assessment of the current situation, from which needs can be identified. There is less agreement 
on how those needs should be prioritised, including whether it is best to focus on strengthening 
areas where there are weaknesses or gaps, or to build from existing strengths. Here we describe 
some of the main approaches and results of plant biosecurity needs assessments that have been 
documented for the region. 

3.1 IPPC’s Phytosanitary Capacity Evaluation (PCE) tool 
 
The PCE was developed in 1999 and officially adopted by the then Interim Commission on 
Phytosanitary Measures in 2001. It is the main tool supporting identification of national 
phytosanitary capacity development needs. As of 2006 when the use of the tool was reviewed, the 
PCE comprised 11 modules covering legislation, human resources, equipment and facilities, 
documentation and procedures, and organisation of the NPPO. Technical areas covered included 
pest risk analysis, surveillance, pest free areas (and places and sites of production), pest 
reporting, pest eradication, import and export inspections and certification. Templates were 
provided for a SWOT analysis, a priority matrix and a logical framework, though there was no 
guidance on how priorities could be determined for a particular context. Since 2006 the tool has 
been enhanced and now has 13 modules available on-line, but it is no longer publically available. 
Results of using the PCE are confidential. Under an STDF-funded project, over 60 PCE facilitators 
are to be trained globally, to support IPPCs recommendation that the PCE is repeated every 3-4 
years. Potential facilitators are currently being recruited. 
 
Of the 10 AAPBP countries, Kenya, Mozambique, Tanzania, Uganda and Zambia had already used 
the PCE by 2006. Since then it is understood that Rwanda has also used the tool. As detailed 
results are not available, Box 4 shows the global priorities from an analysis of PCE use in over 50 
countries, and Box 5 shows the top priorities identified from the earlier use of the PCE in an 
African country.  
 

 

3.2 IPPC Implementation Review and Support System Surveys 
 

The IPPC’s Implementation Review and Support System (IRSS) has conducted a number of 
surveys to assess implementation of the IPPC. The detailed studies of the implementation of 
specific standards (ISPMs 4, 6, 13, 17 and 19) provide much information of relevance to the IPPC’s 
Capacity Development Committee, as well as to other capacity development initiatives such as this 

Box 4. Global Ranked Priorities for Capacity Development from PCE  
1. Review and update of national plant protection legislation 
2. Improvement of institutional aspects (sustainability) 
3. Development of a regulatory framework 
4. Implementation of operational and management procedures 
5. Training and improvement of technical skills 
6. Addition or improvement of infrastructure and equipment 
7. Increased participation in international/regional organizations 

(from ICPM02/3) 

Box 5. Top priorities identified in an African country using the old version of the PCE 
 Revise/update plant protection legislation, including in relation to surveillance, PRA 
 Establish mechanism for revenue retention by NPPO 
 Inventory of staff capacity for pest eradication 
 Build capacity to set up and manage pest free areas, including funding mechanisms 
 Establish a national pest diagnostic system 
 Strengthen pest reporting, using computerised formats and an NPPO website 
 Establish surveillance data management unit 
 Strengthen facilities and resources for inspections at 5 ports of entry 
 Hold regular stakeholder meetings on phytosanitary issues including export certification 
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(see http://irss.ippc.int/activities/). Of interest is information on the priority that countries give to 
standards, and to the level of their implementation (Table 1).  
 
Table 1: Results of IPPC survey amongst NPPOs: Global ranking of the importance of standards, 
and the top 9 most effectively implemented standards in Africa. 
 

International Standards for Phytosanitary Measures (ISPMs) Global 
priority 

Impl'n 
in Africa 

ISPM No. 6 (1997) Guidelines for Surveillance 1 9 
ISPM No. 7 (1997) Export certification system 2 1 
ISPM No. 23 (2005) Guidelines for inspection 3 6 
ISPM No. 2 (1995) Guidelines for pest risk analysis 4  ISPM No. 15 (2002) Guidelines for regulating wood packaging… 5 4 
ISPM No. 11 (2004) Pest risk analysis for quarantine pests… 6  ISPM No.17 (2002) Pest reporting 7  ISPM No. 36 (2012) Integrated measures for plants for planting 8  ISPM No. 1 (2006) Phytosanitary principles for the protection of plants… 9 2 
ISPM No. 12 (2001) Guidelines for phytosanitary certificates 10 3 
ISPM No. 20 (2004) Guidelines for a phytosanitary import regulatory system 11 5 
ISPM No. 31 (2009) Methodologies for sampling of consignments 12  ISPM No. 8 (1998) Determination of pest status in an area 13  ISPM No. 34 (2010) Design… post-entry quarantine stations for plants 14  ISPM No. 13 (2001) Guidelines for the notification of non-compliance… 15  ISPM No. 24 (2005) Guidelines for … equivalence of phytosanitary measures 16  ISPM No. 27 (2006) Diagnostic protocols for regulated pests 17  ISPM No. 4 (1995) Requirements for the establishment of pest free areas 18  ISPM No. 9 (1998) Guidelines for pest eradication programmes 19  ISPM No. 5 (2006) Glossary of phytosanitary terms 20 7 
ISPM No. 19 (2003) Guidelines on lists of regulated pests 21 8 

 
The data in this table support the contention that in developing countries there has been greater 
emphasis on standards that support exports than on those related to imports and pest status 
including risk analysis and surveillance. The separate study on surveillance identified a number of 
strengths and challenges in Africa (Table 2). 
 
Table 2: Strengths and challenges in surveillance in Africa (from IPPC, 2012) 
 

Strengths % respondents 

Other organisations mandated to take part in pest surveillance 79 

In an emergency, stakeholders are included in the planning team 86 

NPPO has a specific manager for surveillance 75 

Challenges  
NPPO doesn't coordinate surveillance with other organisations 46 

No strategic or operational plan for surveillance 68 

NPPO doesn't have surveillance data management system 86 

NPPO doesn't have operational manual for general pest surveillance 90 

No agreements between NPPO and industry to cover surveillance costs 93 

No agreements between NPPO and public organisations to cover surveillance costs 82 

NPPO pest diagnostic labs not accredited to ISO 17025 82 

3.3 Diagnostic Trade Integration Studies (DTIS) 
 
Under the Enhanced Integrated Framework for trade related assistance to least developed 
countries, in the period 2003-2007 all AAPBP countries except Zimbabwe have undertaken a DTIS. 
Burundi, Malawi, Uganda and Zambia conducted updates in 2012. A DTIS is wide ranging, but SPS 
issues are frequently identified as areas for intervention. Summaries of those countries that have 
recently updated their DTIS are reported. 
 
Burundi’s updated DTIS identified the need to raise awareness on SPS issues in the horticultural 
and other export crop sectors, and the establishment of a regulatory and operational framework 
for SPS compliance. Vocational training was recommended to strengthen skills related to the 
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production, processing and transport of horticultural products, including pest management and 
SPS compliance.  
 
Malawi’s DTIS was completed in 2003 and recommended actions under institutional capacity 
included supporting Malawi’s participation in SADC and COMESA regional standards and technical 
regulations initiatives, and specific export-sector measures in relation to standards for tea, 
groundnuts and spices and cotton. The main SPS hazard identified was aflatoxin in groundnuts, 
paprika and macadamia. The update notes that little SPS and standards capacity has been 
developed over the last 10 years, partly due to standards being viewed as a means to consumer 
protection or revenue generation, rather than for trade facilitation. The update also quotes an ITC 
(2012) study that showed there can be significant delays in required testing by regulatory 
agencies including the NPPO. 
 
Uganda’s updated DTIS also addresses trade facilitation issues. The report points out that 
harmonisation can have both positive and negative effects, and suggests that mutual recognition is 
preferable to harmonisation in the long run, but requires a level of trust and cooperation between 
countries’ competent authorities. The use of private sector laboratories for testing and verification 
is recommended. Maize is emphasised as a major opportunity for regional exports, and existing 
policies are identified that need full implementation, including those in relation to SPS issues. 
 
Zambia’s DTIS listed floriculture, horticulture, cotton and agro processing as priority areas. It 
included a study paper reviewing the phytosanitary management system, and made 
recommendations in the following areas: 
 

 Legislation that affects the structure and organization of the NPPO, including funding. 
 Management of specific functions that the NPPO performs. 
 Pest and disease surveys. 
 Documentation needs to be updated to facilitate the NPPO’s performance. 
 Establishing good communications and coordination within the NPPO and with relevant 

external bodies such as bureau of standards 
 Regular updates of the performance of the NPPO, both internally and externally. Staff 

retention was identified as a major constraint. 

3.4 STDF work 
 
STDF has undertaken country studies including “SPS Balance sheets” for Kenya, Tanzania and 
Uganda which identified needs by commodity as well as by SPS sector.  
 
Priority areas in Kenya’s balance sheet for the plant health area were: 
 

 Intensification of efforts to build farmers’ awareness of plant protection and plant health 
matters through regular awareness programs, especially for small growers. 

 Institutionalization and preparation of manuals and guidelines for all aspects of export 
certification, development of a computerized data management system and information 
about the requirements stated by main trading partners. 

 Enhancing and coordinating the ongoing training programmes by different institutions 
(KEPHIS, HCDA, FPEAK, etc.) 

 Streamlining regulations on agricultural inputs and seed and pesticide certification 
processes to regulate price and informal markets and reduce bureaucratic purchasing 
procedures. 

 Updating the existing plant health related regulation in line with SPS and IPPC 
requirements and streamlining to avoid possible duplication, to enhance enforcement 
mechanisms and optimally utilize the available resources. 

 Strengthen the on-going effort for development of a pest surveillance and pest risk 
analysis system including a regular reporting mechanism, proper documented procedures, 
a surveillance database system, etc. in line with the international standard 

 Enhancing the certification schemes and the technical competence of KEPHIS and HCDA 
inspectors. 

 Promote and strengthen the analytical services provided by KEPHIS. 
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Priority areas in Tanzania’s balance sheet for the plant health area were: 
 

 Development of modern horticulture research and training institute (Horti Tengeru) 
 Development of structured and costed national farm-level training programme with 

appropriate budgetary support 
 Support for Horticulture Development Council 
 Review of existing institutions including considering creation of a semi-autonomous NPPO 

(TAPHIS) 
 Budgetary and technical support to implement and enforce legislation (including support to 

local government authorities) 
 Support (budget and technical assistance) to enhance field inspection (capacity, training, 

equipment and infrastructure, internal auditing procedures) and to develop proper pest 
surveillance, pest risk analysis and reporting/data management systems 

 
Priority areas in Uganda’s balance sheet for the plant health area were: 
 

 Further develop and implement awareness and training programmes 
 Collaborate more closely with National Environmental Agency 
 Participate more in international meetings 
 Finalize and enact new plant protection legislation – including implementing regulations as 

necessary 
 Provide adequate and timely budget allocation to implement new legislation (staffing, 

participation in regional and international activities, partnership with private sector, etc.) 
 Review proposal to link issuance of phytosanitary certificates with mandatory adoption of 

GlobalGAP standards 
 Procure and install inspection equipment, training in contemporary inspection procedures, 

and develop inspection manuals 
 Initiate cost recovery scheme, develop database and provide training on PRA 
 Provide diagnostic facilities and specialized training, develop diagnostic guidelines and 

increase international collaboration  
 Constitute surveillance team, establish pest free areas, develop phytosanitary security 

system, and develop database for information storage and retrieval 
 
An STDF paper on Mozambique (2008) stated that the phytosanitary control system was weak, 
causing major annual losses to pest damage and restricting further access to foreign markets. 
Developing capacity to undertake pest risk analysis, updating the national pest list, developing 
national surveillance programmes and establishing and/or maintain pest free areas in accordance 
with international (IPPC) requirements were identified as priorities. The coconut industry was 
noted as being severely affected by Lethal Yellowing Disease.  
 
The paper on Rwanda (2008) summarised the DTIS and PCE results, noting that diversification of 
exports into higher value-added products such as horticulture would need strengthening SPS 
management capacities. The country was stated as being unable to secure its borders against the 
introduction of pests and diseases, and having insufficient capacity to provide confidence to 
trading partners that agricultural exports were pest and disease-free. Capacity development in 
pest risk analysis and the establishment of pest free areas was cited as necessary.  
 
As part of its work to improve the targeting of SPS capacity development, STDF has developed a 
Multi-Criteria Decision Analysis (MCDA) tool. The MCDA is not a capacity assessment tool, but 
provides a framework and process for prioritizing amongst possible SPS (not only plant health) 
interventions. Table 3 shows the results for AAPBP countries. 
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Table 3: Prioritised SPS interventions using Multi-criteria Decision Analysis 
 

Country Top priorities 
Ethiopia Dairy exports to region (COMESA standards) 

Oilseed, cooking oil and cereals good agricultural practices 
Vegetable exports traceability 
Good agricultural practices and traceability in coffee 
Livestock management for foot and mouth disease 

Malawi Pesticide controls for tea.  
Compliance with SPS requirements for chilli sauce exports.  
Virus indexing capacity for planting material.  
Aflatoxin controls for groundnuts. 

Mozambique Determine the pest status of bananas. 
Maintain the pest‐free status of bananas. 
Biological control of B. invadens. 
Mycotoxin controls for groundnuts and maize 
Post‐harvest treatment for mangoes 
Hygiene controls for crustaceans. 

Rwanda Drying services for a range of stored crops 
Providing domestic capacity within Rwanda for third party certification 
Detection of potato flavour in coffee beans 
GAPs for procurement of cereal and cassava 

Uganda Biological control of Bactrocera invadens 
Extension and implementation of maize good agricultural practices 
Biological control of aflatoxin 
Agro input product and supplier certification 
Oilseed good agricultural practices - implementation and awareness raising 
Awareness of pesticide usage and its potential impact on fish 

Zambia 
(preliminary 
results) 

Pest control and honey exports 
Pest status of bananas 
Animal health status and beef/maize bran exports 
Pest status for maize and bean seeds 
Compliance with codex standards for milk and dairy products 

3.5 IAPSC’s capacity development strategy and strategic plan 
 
The African Union’s InterAfrican Phytosanitary Council is the Regional Plant Protection Organisation 
(RPPO) for Africa, as referred to in Article lX of the IPPC text. With support from STDF, IAPSC 
developed a continental phytosanitary capacity development strategy identifying 11 areas: 
awareness; advocacy; resource mobilization; policy, legislation and regulations; roles and 
mandates of regional and sub-regional organisations; human resources; infrastructure, facilities 
and equipment; risk analysis, surveillance and emergency response; import and export control 
systems; standard setting; networking and information exchange.  
IAPSC has recently developed a strategic plan for 2014-2017 with a substantial element of 
capacity development in four programmatic areas, each with a number of specific outputs: 
 

1. Phytosanitary Accordance: Recognizing the increasing importance to facilitate market 
access and to increase chances for African plant products, but also to prevent the incursion 
of exotic plant pests into the continent through imported goods and packing materials. 

2. Plant Pest Risk Reduction: Recognizing early detection of pest outbreaks as a 
prerequisite for preventing socially and economically unacceptable damage to crop 
production. 

3. Human Capacity Development: Recognizing the importance of human capacity building 
to carry out plant protection work more efficiently and to make knowledge of pest 
identification and management options available to the lowest level. 

4. Awareness Creation: Recognizing the need of bringing the significance of plant 
protection matters back onto national, regional and continental agendas. 

 

3.6 ACIAR’s scoping study 
 
In preparation for the current initiative, ACIAR undertook a scoping study. Priority areas were 
identified against the following criteria: 
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 The benefits that would accrue at both national and regional level of capacity development 
in African-nominated biosecurity areas – in particular to agricultural productivity and trade 

 The comparative advantage of Australian biosecurity systems, institutions and agencies in 
the African-nominated biosecurity areas 

 The potential alignment, interest and readiness in Australian and African biosecurity 
institutions and agencies in partnering in capacity development, and 

 Alignment and linkage of the African nominated biosecurity areas with ACIAR/AIFSRC and 
related Australian agricultural research for development projects in Africa 

 
Table 4 shows the areas identified and possible capacity development activities.  
 
Table 4: Identified African plant pest and disease problems/needs, strategic actions, and target 
activities from ACIAR’s scoping study. (Information on African and Australian expertise and 
organisations has not been included here).  
 
African plant pest and 
disease problem  

Strategic action  Possible capacity development activities  

Plant biosecurity capacity, 
systems and infrastructure vary 
significantly in Africa. 
Plant pest and disease 
surveillance is constrained by 
lack of frameworks for survey, 
identification and reporting. 
This creates differences in 
control capacity that 
undermines food security. 

Establish consistent 
national and regional 
approaches to plant 
pest and disease 
surveillance, early 
warning systems, pest 
risk analysis, pest lists, 
certification systems  
 

Capacity building activities to deliver: 
 Frameworks for pest and disease surveillance 
 Pest list development 
 Mentoring of African National Plant Protection 

Offices 
 Standardised Inspection and certification 

protocols 
 Regional/national partnership dialogue 

meetings 

Lack of capacity and 
frameworks to conduct pest and 
disease risk analysis (PRA) – 
including for contaminants: 
foremost aflatoxin  
 

Use Australia’s 
reputable pest and 
environmental risk 
analysis expertise to 
guide development of 
model PRA systems for 
Africa  
 

Capacity building to deliver:  
 Develop standardised approaches across 

countries for PRA to link plant health systems 
and surveillance and guide management 
approaches  

 Mentoring of specific PRAs  
 Implementation of PRAs  

Aflatoxin detection and 
management remain 
fragmented despite significant 
investment  
 

Develop systems and 
approaches to aflatoxin 
management to enable 
sustained monitoring for 
mycotoxins thru the 
production and supply 
chain  

Capacity building activities to deliver:  
 Design action plans and mentor institutions 

with aflatoxin control mandates  
 Assist develop criteria for monitoring aflatoxin 

contamination in traded and domestically 
produced and consumed grains (contaminant 
monitoring plans)  

 Promote adoption of quick test kits, post-
harvest processing and storage technologies  

Lack of effective fruit fly 
surveillance systems undermine 
production and market access 
for numerous crops 

Leverage Australia’s 
expertise in fruit fly 
surveillance and 
management  
 

Use Australia’s expertise in fruit fly surveillance 
and control to:  
 Design and implement common surveillance 

systems and management programs  
 Target crops of high value such as mango, 

avocado, paw paw  
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4. Recent Plant Biosecurity Capacity Development Activities in the Region 

A range of plant biosecurity capacity development activities have taken place in East and Southern 
Africa in recent years. Some are focussed on a particular aspect of plant biosecurity, while many 
are part of a wider project or programme that has a different overall goal. Table 5 shows 9 types 
of activity, and provides example projects, although often a project involves more than one 
activity. The table also identifies donors supporting development activities in brackets. 
 
Table 5: Examples of plant biosecurity capacity development activities 
 

Activity type Example projects 
Legal frameworks. Revision or introduction 
of plant protection acts and regulations to 
ensure that they: reflect national priorities; 
align with obligations under the IPPC and SPS 
Agreement; assign responsibilities and 
authority; provide enforcement powers.  

Malawi: Review and update the integrated trade and 
industrial policy, and selected trade related laws (including 
Plant Protection Act) (EU) 

Regional harmonization. Development of 
regional agreements, protocols and standards 
with the aim of promoting intra-regional 
trade. 

COMESA, EAC and SADC have all undertaken work to 
harmonise phytosanitary (and other) standards. COMPETE 
(USAID funding) supported a regional PRA for rice to 
promote intra-regional rice trade.  

Capacity assessment, planning, 
prioritisation. Use of one or more tools and 
approaches, with the aim of developing 
strategies and identifying priority 
interventions. 

Ethiopia, Malawi, Mozambique, Rwanda, Uganda, Zambia: 
Application of the MCDA tool for prioritising SPS 
interventions. STDF/COMESA/USAID. 

Infrastructure. Provision of building, 
facilities and equipment with which to 
undertake plant biosecurity functions, 
particularly in the public sector. 

Kenya: Supply of laboratory and surveillance equipment to 
KEPHIS (EU). 

Organizational development. Building the 
administrative, financial and technical 
capacity of organizations in the public or 
private sector, and enabling operationalization 
of procedures and systems. 

Tanzania: Establish the Horticultural Development Council 
(STDF).  
Kenya: Standards and Market Access Programme (EU) 
COMESA: Breaking barriers, facilitating trade (Egypt, 
Kenya, Malawi, Sudan, Uganda, Zambia, Zimbabwe 
(STDF). 

Training. Short to long term training for 
individuals or groups, usually on technical 
functions. Individuals are often from the 
public sector, but other actors are also 
included. 

Africa: PAN SPSO (Phase II) - Participation of African 
Nations in Sanitary and Phytosanitary Standard Setting 
Organisations (EU).  
Africa: WTO training on the SPS Agreement.  
See Table 6 for recent training by COPE. 

Value chain development. Addressing 
phytosanitary compliance issues in the 
context of strengthening a particular value 
chain, usually with a strong private 
sector/producer focus, and usually addressing 
a range of issues affecting competitiveness. 

Ethiopia: Support for Agricultural Marketing Development 
(EU). 
Rwanda: Horticultural export standards (STDF) 
Cluster Competitiveness Program (CCP), Tanzania. Private 
sector focus on 6 industry clusters. Initial focus on 
horticulture, food processing, tourism. 
 

Private standards compliance. Supporting 
development, implementation and certification 
in relation to private standards. 

East Africa: Translation of GlobalGAP into Swahili 
(TradeMark East Africa),  

Specific problems. Research, capacity 
development and implementation of solutions 
to a specific plant biosecurity problem that 
affects production and/or market access. 

Malawi: Developing virus indexing capacity for planting 
materials (STDF).  
Mozambique: Establishment of coconut lethal yellowing 
disease pest free areas. (STDF) 
Eastern Africa: Development of a communication and 
training resource kit for the awareness campaign on 
Cassava Brown Streak Disease (ASARECA) 
Eastern Africa: Developing and upscaling management of 
Maize Lethal Necrosis Disease (ASARECA) 
Regional: Fruit fly surveillance, diagnostics etc. (USAID). 
Kenya, Mozambique. Implementation of ISPM15. (STDF). 
Regional: Bean diseases and regional trade (Canada). 
Mozambique: Panama disease containment (USAID, BMGF) 

 
The Centre of Phytosanitary Excellence (COPE) in Kenya (which is also COMESA’s designated 
regional phytosanitary reference laboratory under COMESA’s SPS regulations) conducts training 
courses on request, often for other funded projects (Table 6). The courses are based on the 
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curricula devised during the STDF-funded project to establish the centre, and are delivered by 
KEPHIS staff and national experts from the countries concerned. 
 
Table 6: Recent training courses conducted by COPE  
 

Course Date Notes 
International Treaties and 
Standards in Phytosanitary 
Systems and PRA 

May-June 2014 In Kenya. Participants from Kenya, Rwanda, 
Uganda, Zambia. In association with EAPIC 

PRA December 2013 Zimbabwe. Under FANRPAN Harmonized Seed 
Security Project (HaSSP) 

PRA December 2013 Zambia. Under FANRPAN Harmonized Seed 
Security Project (HaSSP) 

PRA November 2013 Malawi. Under FANRPAN Harmonized Seed 
Security Project (HaSSP) 

Surveillance and diagnostics October 2013 In Kenya for Burundi’s NPPO. 
Virus indexing and certification of 
planting material 

October 2013 In Kenya for Tanzanian staff 

Phytosanitary inspections, export 
certification, import controls etc. 

May 2013 In Kenya for Uganda’s NPPO. Under STDF 
project. 

Phytosanitary inspections and 
compliance 

February 2013 Uganda. With USAID COMPETE 

Phytosanitary inspections and 
compliance 

February 2013 Tanzania. With USAID COMPETE 

Phytosanitary certification for 
floriculture 

February 2013 Study tour for Uganda in Kenya. Under STDF 
project. 

Phytosanitary inspections and 
compliance 

January 2013 Rwanda. With USAID COMPETE 

Phytosanitary inspections and 
compliance 

November 2012 In Kenya. Participants from Kenya, Uganda, 
Burundi, Rwanda, Tanzania, Ethiopia. With 
African Union. 

Phytosanitary inspections and 
laboratory diagnostics 

November 2012 In Burundi, with USAID COMPETE 

SPS Measures October 2012 In Kenya for private sector participants from 
Uganda. With aBi Trust, Uganda. 

Pest Risk Analysis July 2012 In Kenya, with EAPIC. Participants from E Africa 
IPPC and ISPMs May 2012 In Kenya for Burundi NPPO. 

 
The IPPC-IRSS survey (IPPC, 2014) asked respondents which standards the technical assistance 
they had received was intended to support (Table 7). Comparing this list with the information in 
Chapter 3 on priority standards and the level of implementation in Africa suggests that some high 
priority standards have been well addressed by technical assistance and are now well 
implemented. Other high priority standards are apparently still not well implemented, despite 
being the subject of much technical assistance, such as surveillance and pest risk analysis.  
 
Table 7: Top 10 standards for which countries have received technical assistance (from IPPC) 
 

Standard for which technical assistance was received % Respondents 

ISPM No. 6 (1997) Guidelines for Surveillance 73 

ISPM No. 7 (1997) Export certification system 71 

ISPM No. 23 (2005) Guidelines for inspection 70 

ISPM No. 2 (1995) Guidelines for Pest Risk Analysis 68 

ISPM No. 15 (2002) Guidelines for regulating wood packaging… 64 

ISPM No. 36 (2012) Integrated measures for plants for planting 62 

ISPM No. 17 (2002) Pest reporting 62 

ISPM No. 11 (2004) Pest risk analysis for quarantine pests… 62 

ISPM No. 1 (2006) Phytosanitary principles… in international trade 61 

ISPM No. 12 (2001) Guidelines for phytosanitary certificates 59 
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5. Thematic Area Development for Capacity Development  

This section identifies, from the information in the preceding chapters, a preliminary list of 
thematic areas for capacity development that will be used as the focus of discussion, revision and 
prioritisation at the workshop. 
 
Table 8: Preliminary list of Thematic areas for capacity development and possible project activities 
 

Focus area Desired outcome Specific skills needed Possible project 
activities 

Pre-Border    
Pest Risk analysis 
 
ISPM 11, “Pest Risk 
Analysis for quarantine 
pests”  

Skills and knowledge to 
undertake and manage 
pest risk analyses 
through expert 
elicitation  

Assessing scientific 
information and decision 
making tools. Application 
of appropriate risk 
analysis techniques. 

Fellowship with a group 
undertaking risk analysis 
approaches for an 
appropriate pest.  

Pest prioritization  

 

Based on impacts and 
other community 
values 

Skills and knowledge to 
undertake prioritization 
across multiple potential 
pests using multi species 
pest risk assessment 
linked to impacts  

Understanding 
pest/disease 
prioritization frameworks 
for decision making 
based on multi criteria 
approaches including 
economics  

Fellowship to undertake a 
study to prioritize potential 
pests across region sector 
using Deliberative multi-
criteria evaluation.  

Country/ 
Industry/commodity 
Biosecurity Planning  

 

Skills and knowledge to 
undertake 
country/industry/crop 
based future pest and 
diseases risk analysis  

Assessing Internationally 
available country specific 
pest data bases (CABI) 
and apply analysis tools 
to predict high impact 
future pests  

Fellowship to undertake a 
pest/ community risk 
analysis for a crop/country 
under global change.  

Border 
 

   

Area wide freedom 
 
 
 ISPM 6, “Guidelines 
for surveillance” 
(1997) 
 
ISPM 4,  
“Requirements for the 
Establishment of pest 
free areas” (1995) 

Skills and knowledge to 
design, implement and 
manage a pest 
surveillance system to 
define area wide 
freedom  

Surveillance 
methodology. 
Statistical design. 
Field data recording and 
surveillance 
management. 
Sample collection and 
submission. 
Training of field officers. 

Identification of high 
priority surveillance 
targets. 
Fellowship in Australia to 
study surveillance system. 
Development of a draft 
surveillance plan for at 
least one pest relevant to 
the region. 
Implementation of 
surveillance plan and 
ongoing contact with an 
Australian mentor. 
 

Surveillance for fruit 
fly 
 
 ISPM 30 
“Establishment of 
areas of low pest 
prevalence for fruit 
flies (Tephritidae)” 
 

Skills and knowledge to 
develop, implement and 
manage a surveillance 
system that targets fruit 
flies.  

Survey design. Smart 
trapping techniques and 
sample handling and ID 
services. Record 
management. Thresholds 
for action. 

Fellowship with active fruit 
fly group 

Diagnostics and 
identification 
 
ISPM 27,  
“Diagnostic protocols 
for regulated pests.  
(2006) 

Skills and knowledge to 
develop, implement and 
manage a diagnostic 
and identification 
network 

Principles and techniques 
and tools for diagnostics 
and identification. 
Sample handling and 
records management. 
Quality control. 
Communication of results 
Networking of expertise  

Fellowship with diagnostic 
lab. 
Pest specific skills (viruses, 
fungi, nematodes, 
arthropods weeds) 
identified during workshop 
with a suitable expertise 
group.  
 

Early warning Skills and knowledge to 
develop, implement and 

Skills related to literature 
searching, review of 

Fellowship with an 
organisation developing 
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manage a pest early 
warning system 

information and 
networking. 
Communication skills and 
setting up contact 
networks.  

contingency plans.  

Reporting system 
 
ISPM 17, “Pest 
Reporting” 2002 

Skills and knowledge to 
design, implement and 
manage a 
national/regional pest 
reporting system 

Role and responsibilities 
of a reporting system 
including IPPC standards. 
Data management. 
Reporting networks. 

Fellowship split across 
states and 
Commonwealth. 

Emergency response 
 
ISPM 13,  
“Guidelines for the 
notification of non-
compliance and 
emergency action”  

Skills and knowledge to 
develop, implement and 
manage an emergency 
pest/ disease response 
mechanism 

Characteristics of a good 
response system. 
Management of 
resources. 
Communication skills. 
Knowing when to stop.  

Fellowship with an 
organisation developing 
emergency plant pest 
response plans. 
Involvement in a real 
outbreak (if possible) and 
interactions with social 
scientists working on 
collective decision making 
and governance 

Eradication program 
science  

How to effectively plan 
and run a pest/disease 
eradication program  

Understanding what 
makes an effective 
eradication strategy, how 
to implement it and how 
to monitor progress to 
ensure progress and 
define success/failure  

Fellowship with an existing 
pest eradication program 
and the scientists advising 
such a program 

Post Border 
 

   

Practical techniques 
and technologies for 
management of pest 
infestations in stored 
products.  
 
 

Skills and knowledge to 
improve pest 
management in the 
storage, handling and 
transport of grain and 
other stored products  

Training in treatment 
technologies, storage 
technologies  
Fumigation and other 
grain protection 
techniques.  

Fellowship with a research 
group, or grain business,  
working on grain 
treatment technologies or 
grain storage practices.  

Biological control 
program design and 
implementation for 
pests and weeds with 
existing effective 
agents  

(ISPM No. 3 Guidelines 
for the export, 
shipment, import and 
release of Biological 
control agents and 
other beneficial 
organisms) 

Skills to plan an run a 
biological control 
program based on 
known effective agents 
available from other 
countries  

Training in risk 
assessment, BCA, 
specificity testing, 
environmental impact 
assessment, permit 
application based on local 
legislation/regulations, 
mass rearing and release 
and redistribution 
strategies  

Fellowship in an active 
biological control in 
Australia while developing 
understanding of how to 
translate processes to 
their jurisdiction  

Training in Sterile 
Insect Technologies  

Skills to set up and run 
a sterile insect 
production system to 
manage pests to low 
densities 

Training in how to design 
and run and apply sterile 
insect pest programs  

Fellowship with current 
(e.g. SIT+ for fruit flies)  

IPM/IWM Strategies 

 

(FAO guidelines)  

Skills to develop an IPM 
program for pest weed 
or disease of 
horticulture/agriculture 
based on the ecology of 
the target and the 
control options available 

Training in 
pest/weed/disease IPM in 
a crop or grazing system 
through understanding 
complementarities in 
control options for a 
given pest in the context 
of conservation 
agriculture practiced in 

Fellowship in IPM team in 
Australia based on 
minimizing pesticide use 
and understanding 
resistance management 
(e.g. in cotton). 
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Africa 

Market access and 
trade 
 

   

Phytosanitary 
techniques for 
commodity 
disinfestation   
 
(ISPM for cut flowers 
and foliage under 
development by 
expert drafting group) 
 

Skills and knowledge to 
manage pest 
contamination in a range 
of commodities fruit, 
vegetables, stored grain, 
cut flower production 
and disinfestation 
techniques for export 

Training in disinfestations 
technologies for pest 
treatment in a range of 
commodities for storage 
and export  

Fellowship with a research 
group working on 
disinfestation technologies 
for agricultural 
commodities .   

Surveillance for 
aflatoxin for 
commodity quality  

Skills and knowledge to 
develop, implement and 
manage an aflatoxin 
surveillance system 

Survey/sampling design. 
Analytical techniques. 
Sample handling, data 
storage and reporting. 
Actions on positive 
detections 

Fellowship with suitable 
aflaxtoxin group 

Regulatory system 
 
ISPM 20, “Guidelines 
for a phytosanitary 
import regulatory 
system” (2004) 

Skills and knowledge to 
develop, implement 
and manage a 
biosecurity regulatory 
system  

Legislation and legal 
basis. Training, 
managing and 
supervising staff.  

Fellowship 
state/commonwealth 
agencies developing 
science based import 
regulation and legislation.  

 

5.1 Key pests identified by African countries in the IPPC survey (lists of regulated pests) 
March 2014 
 
Table 9: List of regulated pests. 
 

Pathogens (including nematodes)  
Coconut lethal yellowing 
Bayoud du palmier ( Fusarium oxysporum f. sp. Albedinis) ,  
Aclesis spp. 
Erwinia stewartii 
Cassava witches broom  
Ralstonia solanacearum 
Diopsis spp. 
Ditylenchus dipsaci 
Pepper leaf curl virus 
Maize necrotic lethal yellowing 
Synchytrium endobioticum 
Banana bunch top virus 
Cassava brown streak virus 
Phaeoramularia angolensis 
Cassava African mosaic 
Xanthomonas 
Tilletia indica 
Arthropod pests  
Ceratitis capitata 
Arthenodes minutus 
Anomala orientalis 
Plutella xylostella 
Prostephanus truncatus 
Rastrococcus invadens 
Amauromyza (Leaf miners) 
Trogoderma granarium 
Mononychellus tanajoa 
Phenacoccus (mealybugs, particularly cassava mealybugs)  
Bactrocera invadens 
Weeds 
Striga hemonthica (purple, or giant witchweed)  
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5.2 Threats to Agriculture from pests in AAPBP countries  
 

This section presents an analysis based on 1294 insect pests and pathogens from the CABI Crop 
Pest Compendium not already known to be present in the target AAPBP countries in terms of their 
likelihood of arrival (based on the level of trade with potential source countries) and establishment 
(likelihood of the pest being able to establish based on commodity being grown and similarity in 
existing pest community – using a SOM approach2)  to calculate an invasion threat (arrival x 
establishment) in Table 10. This analysis is a rough assessment of the future priority plant pests 
and diseases for the region not already recorded there to assist considerations around biosecurity 
planning for incursion prevention and rapid response.  
 
Table 10: Potential future pests to the region of the target AAPBP countries in order of decreasing 
likelihood of arrival, establishment and overall invasion risk based on available country data which 
included top 20 plant biosecurity threats from Ethiopia, Kenya, Burundi, Malawi, Mozambique and 
Rwanda. Commodity production and export/import data were not available for Tanzania, Uganda, 
Zimbabwe, Uganda and Zambia. Most of these pests attack a very broad number of crops. 
   

Arrival risk rank Establishment risk rank Total invasion risk rank  
Agrotis ipsilon Setosphaeria turcica Agrotis ipsilon 
Gibberella zeae Parasaissetia nigra Setosphaeria turcica 
Verticillium dahlia Gibberella avenacea Parasaissetia nigra 
Peridroma saucia Oryzaephilus surinamensis Oryzaephilus surinamensis 
Atherigona orientalis Cydia pomonella Lepidosaphes ulmi 
Cryptolestes pusillus Lepidosaphes ulmi Tilletia tritici 
Bemisia tabaci (B biotype) Tilletia tritici Gibberella avenacea 
Ustilago zeae Unaspis citri Cercospora sorghi 
Thrips tabaci Puccinia purpurea Bemisia tabaci 
Trogoderma granarium Agrotis ipsilon Mythimna loreyi 
Sclerotinia sclerotiorum Cochliobolus lunatus Cydia pomonella 
Rhopalosiphum padi Cercospora sorghi Rhyzopertha dominica 
Heliothrips haemorrhoidalis Liriomyza sativae Coccus viridis 
Cochliobolus sativus Ceratocystis fimbriata Puccinia purpurea 
Setosphaeria turcica Rhyzopertha dominica Frankliniella schultzei 
Liposcelis bostrychophila Nipaecoccus nipae Thrips tabaci 
Frankliniella occidentalis Bemisia tabaci Cochliobolus lunatus 
Rhopalosiphum rufiabdominale Mythimna loreyi Haritalodes derogata 
Mythimna loreyi Frankliniella schultzei Botryotinia fuckeliana 
Bemisia tabaci Coccus viridis Bipolaris sacchari 
Cadra cautella Araecerus fasciculatus Cochliobolus sativus 
Parasaissetia nigra Haritalodes derogata Atherigona orientalis 
Nesidiocoris tenuis Botryotinia fuckeliana Ustilago zeae 
Agrotis segetum Mythimna unipuncta Nesidiocoris tenuis 
Lampides boeticus Urocystis agropyri Urocystis agropyri 
Aspergillus niger Bipolaris sacchari Peregrinus maidis 
Bipolaris sacchari Corcyra cephalonica Ceratocystis fimbriata 
Cercospora sorghi Thrips tabaci Verticillium dahliae 
Oryzaephilus surinamensis Schistocerca gregaria Gibberella zeae 
Coccus viridis Pseudococcus longispinus Pseudococcus longispinus 
Tilletia tritici Peregrinus maidis Schistocerca gregaria 
Hadula trifolii Cochliobolus sativus Gibberella fujikuroi 
Lepidosaphes ulmi Stegobium paniceum Helicoverpa assulta 
Peregrinus maidis Nesidiocoris tenuis Stegobium paniceum 
Ephestia elutella Aleurodicus dispersus Hadula trifolii 
Gibberella fujikuroi Ustilago zeae Mythimna unipuncta 
Sitophilus zeamais Gloeocercospora sorghi Ephestia elutella 
Rhyzopertha dominica Helicoverpa assulta Liriomyza sativae 
Macrophomina phaseolina Gibberella fujikuroi Heliothrips haemorrhoidalis 
Helicoverpa assulta Thrips palmi Nipaecoccus nipae 
Haritalodes derogata Atherigona orientalis Frankliniella occidentalis 
Frankliniella schultzei Glomerella tucumanensis Sitophilus zeamais 
Aonidiella orientalis Ephestia elutella Lampides boeticus 
Stenocarpella macrospora Hadula trifolii Bemisia tabaci (B biotype) 
Perkinsiella saccharicida Cochliobolus heterostrophus Trogoderma granarium 
Gibberella avenacea Sitophilus zeamais Cicadulina mbila 

                                            
2 Paini et al. 2010. Threat of invasive pests from within national borders. Nature Communications 1, 115. 
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Botryotinia fuckeliana Cicadulina mbila Stenocarpella macrospora 
Liposcelis bostrychophila Sitophilus granarius Araecerus fasciculatus 
Opogona sacchari Anaphothrips obscurus Peridroma saucia 
Urocystis agropyri Frankliniella occidentalis Sclerotinia sclerotiorum 
Puccinia purpurea Ceratocystis paradoxa Corcyra cephalonica 
Cydia pomonella Heliothrips haemorrhoidalis Cochliobolus heterostrophus 
Cochliobolus lunatus Stenocarpella macrospora Ceratocystis paradoxa 
Cicadulina mbila Verticillium dahliae Aspergillus niger 
Pseudococcus longispinus Lampides boeticus Rhopalosiphum rufiabdominale 
Stegobium paniceum Armillaria heimii Sitophilus granarius 
Schistocerca gregaria Trogoderma granarium Cryptolestes pusillus 
Ceratocystis paradoxa Gibberella zeae Unaspis citri 
Lasiodiplodia theobromae Diabolocatantops axillaris Thrips palmi 
Urocystis agropyri Ferrisia virgata Macrophomina phaseolina 
Armillaria heimii Magnaporthe grisea Armillaria heimii 
Glomerella cingulata Bemisia tabaci (B biotype) Glomerella tucumanensis 
Sitophilus granarius Aspergillus niger Aonidiella orientalis 
Melanaphis sacchari Lasiodiplodia theobromae Anaphothrips obscurus 
Ceratocystis fimbriata Rhopalosiphum rufiabdominale Lasiodiplodia theobromae 
Cochliobolus heterostrophus Macrophomina phaseolina Urocystis agropyri 
Mythimna unipuncta Urocystis agropyri Ferrisia virgata 
Ferrisia virgata Sclerotinia sclerotiorum Liposcelis bostrychophila 
Sesamia cretica Melanaphis sacchari Magnaporthe grisea 
Magnaporthe grisea Pinnaspis strachani Melanaphis sacchari 
Anaphothrips obscurus Peridroma saucia Cadra cautella 
Pinnaspis strachani Aonidiella orientalis Gloeocercospora sorghi 
Thrips palmi Cryptolestes pusillus Agrotis segetum 
Nipaecoccus nipae Glomerella cingulata Glomerella cingulata 
Liriomyza sativae Sesamia cretica Pinnaspis strachani 
Glomerella tucumanensis Liposcelis bostrychophila Perkinsiella saccharicida 
Corcyra cephalonica Cadra cautella Opogona sacchari 
Araecerus fasciculatus Agrotis segetum Rhopalosiphum padi 
Diabolocatantops axillaris Opogona sacchari Sesamia cretica 
Gloeocercospora sorghi Perkinsiella saccharicida Diabolocatantops axillaris 
Unaspis citri Liposcelis bostrychophila Aleurodicus dispersus 
Aleurodicus dispersus Rhopalosiphum padi Liposcelis bostrychophila 
Agrotis ipsilon Setosphaeria turcica Agrotis ipsilon 

5.3 Further issues identified by the IPPC from workshop held in Africa 
 
In a report published by the IPPC in 2012, the IPPC has been working with NPPO’s and Regional 
Plant Protection Organisations to understand how countries are implementing the ISPM’s and the 
challenges they face. The current focus has been on the implementation of ISPM No. 6, “Guidelines 
for surveillance”. ISPM No. 6 describes an official process to collect and record data on plant pest 
occurrence or absence by survey, monitoring or other procedures.  
 

The objective of the review is to develop pragmatic proposals to improve the 
implementation of ISPM No. 6. The review seeks to identify specific areas where action can 
be taken to assist countries to improve national capacity in areas such as pest listing, 
identification of pest status, pest reporting, pest categorization, pest risk analysis and 
others.  
 
In the African region, it was noted that improvements in legislation and policy as well as a 
stronger push towards the creation and improvement of operational manuals would help 
towards improving surveillance systems in the region.   
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6. Overview of Australia’s Biosecurity System 

Australia’s agricultural productions systems and environment benefit significantly from a strong 
biosecurity system. The natural advantage of relative geographical isolation has afforded Australia 
a high degree of protection from biosecurity risks, based on the absence of shared land borders 
along with a highly visible and well-resourced system of border biosecurity. These advantages 
have meant that the environment has remained free from many significant pests and diseases 
prevalent in other parts of the world. The freedom of the agricultural sector from the most 
destructive pests and diseases also confers a higher degree of plant health status on Australia’s 
agricultural exports.  
 
As a nation that exports approximately two-thirds of its agricultural produce, the Australian 
agricultural sector and rural communities are dependent on continued access to overseas markets. 
Australian farmers benefit from the World Trade Organization’s (WTO’s) system of rules-based 
trade. Australia, like other WTO Members, must adhere to a science-based process for assessing 
import risks, including access requests from trading partners for new products.  
 
Australia’s biosecurity policy provides for a high standard of quarantine that manages risks to a 
very low level. As is the case with all countries, the concept of zero risk on imported goods is 
unattainable: the shifting nature of global trade, climate change and the impossibility of examining 
each and every shipment of goods imported, mean that such a goal is not attainable. In practical 
terms, adoption of a zero-risk threshold would imply the cessation of international travel, trade, 
and tourism. Even then, risk would remain from the natural migration of birds and unpredictable 
climatic events that could bring windborne pests and diseases to Australia.  
 
Australia’s approach to managing the risk of entry and establishment of exotic pests and diseases 
is multi-layered, involving complementary measures applied in a partnership between the 
Commonwealth government, State and Territory governments and industry groups along the 
biosecurity continuum—offshore, at the border and onshore.  

6.1 Offshore Activities 
 
Offshore activities aim to reduce the risks of exotic pests and diseases reaching Australia. The 
Department of Agriculture has primary responsibility for the offshore management of biosecurity 
risks. It involves understanding global risks, (including emerging threats), working with 
international trading partners, the private sector and engaging with travellers about Australia’s 
biosecurity requirements. For plant biosecurity, the Department of Agriculture is involved in 
regional plant protection organisations and the International Plant Protection Convention to 
develop and implement harmonised standards for the safe movement of plants and plant products. 
The Department also works directly with individual trading partners to minimise the risks 
associated with imported goods, conveyances and associated packaging materials. Specific 
offshore activities include cooperation in multilateral forums, import risk analyses, intelligence 
gathering and audit activities. 
 
Offshore activities to reduce risk rely upon better intelligence and monitoring of emerging threats 
through the scientific community, analysis using geospatial data, strengthened international 
agreements, standards and partnerships (including capacity building) and effective treatments in 
the country of origin. Offshore activities also focus on ongoing monitoring and understanding of 
biosecurity within other countries, including through system and supply chain audits. 

6.2 Border Activities 
 
Border activities seek to intercept biosecurity risks that present at airports, seaports, mail centres 
and along Australia’s coastline. Border activities include import permit decisions, inspection of 
passengers, goods, vessels and mail, audit activities and post-entry quarantine. The effectiveness 
of border activities is greatly enhanced through strong relationships between the Department of 
Agriculture and commercial parties in the supply chain. The movement of imported goods involves 
many entities in the overall supply chain, including owners of goods, service providers such as 
brokers and freight forwarders and goods carriers such as airlines, vessels and shipping 
companies.  
 
The department uses inspection, audit and surveillance activities, certification and targeted 
operations to ensure the compliance of goods with its requirements. The department captures and 
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analyses data to assess compliance risks. This enables the department to adopt appropriate 
performance based monitoring strategies and set intervention levels suited to the client’s 
compliance behaviour. 

6.3 Onshore (post border) Activities  
 
In the event that there is an incursion of a pest or disease of biosecurity risk, onshore 
arrangements are designed to reduce the likelihood that the pest or disease will become 
established in Australia. Australia’s onshore arrangements are a partnership between the 
Department of Agriculture, state and territory governments, Plant Health Australia, the plant 
industries and producers  
 
Examples of onshore activities include Australia’s monitoring and surveillance activities for exotic 
animal and plant pests and diseases, and emergency preparedness and response plans. Formal 
national arrangements exist for managing responses to emergency animal and plant pests and 
diseases, and food safety issues in aquatic and terrestrial environments. 

6.4 Some key elements of the Australian plant biosecurity system 
 

 Risk Assessment and development of import conditions 
 
Australia conducts various forms of risk assessments in accordance with the principles set 
out in the International Standards for Phytosanitary Measures. These assessments are 
conducted by the Department of Agriculture, in consultation with other specialists as 
needed. The output of such assessments is a set of risk management measures, usually 
referred to as import conditions. The conversion of the output from a risk assessment into 
a set of practical, commercially viable and clearly understood import conditions is a very 
important step in ensuring the safe importation of goods. Clarity in import conditions is 
also very important to ensure that certifying bodies and all commercial parties in the 
supply chain are able to comply with the conditions of import.  

 
 International Standard Setting 

 
Australia is also an active participant in the international and regional standard setting 
processes under the International Plant Protection Convention (IPPC). Such standards seek 
to minimise the spread of pests in international trade and promote, to the greatest extent 
possible, harmonised measures for addressing pest threats.  

 
 Offshore audits and verification 

 
Australian biosecurity specialists are also engaged in a range of offshore audits, 
verifications and inspections especially prior to the commencement of new trade pathways. 
The purpose of these activities is to ensure that exporting countries can comply with 
Australian biosecurity requirements and to prevent the arrival of non-compliant 
consignments at the border.  

 
 Border activities 

 
Border activities aim to detect biosecurity threats at the border and include screening of 
passengers, inspection of international transport vessels, cargo, conveyances, mail, plants 
and plant products arriving in Australia. An important component of this work is raising 
awareness of biosecurity amongst travellers, importers and transport operators. 
Techniques employed at the border include risk profiling, use of detector dogs, x-ray 
machines, surveillance and physical inspection activities.  

 
 Post-entry Quarantine 

 
Imports of live plants and some species of seeds considered to pose a risk of seed-borne 
diseases are subject to a period of growth in post-entry quarantine. For high risk plants 
requiring specialist diagnostic techniques, the Department of Agriculture operates post-
entry quarantine facilities in Sydney and Melbourne. In addition there are a number of 
scientific and research institutions and privately owned facilities approved for growing 
medium risk plant material subject to periodic audit by the Department of Agriculture.  
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 Domestic Quarantine  

 
Australia operates domestic quarantine for interstate trade to minimise the potential 
spread of pests via the movement of plants, plant products, soil or contaminated 
equipment. Interstate certification is issued by State officials, or by accredited private 
entities, to provide assurance that the quarantine regulations of the importing State have 
been met. Domestic quarantine also operates to restrict the spread of pests that are highly 
regionalised to particular states or to areas within those States.  
 
For pests such as Queensland fruit fly, Australia has pest free areas supported by a range 
of control and regulatory measures to ensure that host fruit produced in these areas is free 
of fruit fly and can be traded between States and to overseas markets.  

 
 Pest Management 

 
Australian plant production industries and end users employ a range of pest management 
techniques as a multi-faceted approach to controlling the most economically threatening 
pests. Chemical control of pests is highly regulated in Australia through a national 
registration system which requires that chemicals used are registered, effective and used 
in accordance with label requirements to avoid residue problems. Other pest management 
practices include cultural and mechanical control and biological control. Australia has a 
long history of research and development into stored product pest management practices, 
including fumigation, controlled atmosphere and other technologies to support the grain 
and stored product industries in Australia.  

 
 Surveillance 

 
The Australian biosecurity system employs a combination of targeted and general 
surveillance programs carried out by governments, plant industries and the wider 
community.  Surveillance has several objectives including; early detection of new pest 
incursions; to support area freedom statements for international trade purposes; for 
delimiting surveys following an incursion and to improve pest management.  Most targeted 
surveillance in Australia is undertaken by state and territory governments in cooperation 
with plant industries.  Pests such as the Queensland fruit fly are the subject of 
considerable surveillance activity to maintain fruit fly exclusion zones which underpin 
export certification for affected commodities.   

 
 Diagnostics 

 
Expertise in diagnostics across the wide spectrum of pests and pathogens affecting plants 
and plant products is a fundamental component of plant biosecurity.  Imported plants and 
seeds which are grown in post-entry quarantine are subjected to a range of diagnostic 
techniques ranging from visual inspection by plant pathologists, use of herbaceous 
indicators, virus indexing and molecular techniques.  Diagnostics is also an essential 
component of effective targeted surveillance, eradication programs and to support 
continued market access for plants and plant products.  Many laboratories in Australia 
specialise in the diagnostics of particular pests and to improve connections between these 
laboratories, Australia has implemented a National Plant Biosecurity Diagnostic Network.   

 
 Emergency Response 

 
When new pests enter Australia and are detected post border, Australia has formal 
mechanisms in place to rapidly and effectively respond to plant pests to minimise negative 
impacts.  Pests may enter Australia via natural means, such as wind currents, or through 
the high volume of movement of cargo and people into the country.  Since 2005, Australia 
has had an Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed , between governments and the plant 
industries , under the custody of Plant Health Australia. The deed provides both a policy 
and an operational framework for responding to pests covered under the Deed.  The 
objective of the deed is to ensure a rapid and effective response and provide clarity around 
the roles of all affected parties and cost sharing arrangements.   
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 Export Inspection and Certification 
 
Australian exporters of plants and plant products must meet the requirements of the 
Export Control Act 1982 and its subordinate legislation as well as the phytosanitary 
requirements of the importing country.  The Department of Agriculture provides export 
inspection services and certification for plants and plant products according to the 
phytosanitary requirements of the importing country.  Strong linkages are maintained with 
the grain, horticulture and other plant export industries to ensure that export produce is 
accurately described and complies with all legislative and importing country requirements.  
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