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Executive Summary
The Standards and Trade Development Facility (STDF)1 has developed the framework,
“Prioritizing SPS Investments for Market Access (P-IMA)”2, based on Multi Criteria
Decision Analysis (MCDA), to help inform and improve evidence-based Sanitary and
Phytosanitary (SPS) capacity building planning and decision-making processes. The
STDF, in collaboration with USAID and COMESA has so far piloted the framework in
eleven countries in East and Southern Africa and currently being applied in East African
regional trade with support from Trademark East Africa. COMESA views the P-IMA
framework as a unique planning and sector-wide resource mobilization tool and
encourages its Member States to use P-IMA to take stock of SPS capacity needs,
prioritize and cost investment options with the best returns, and integrate SPS
investments into national investment frameworks.
COMESA Secretariat has secured funding from the STDF and Enhanced Integrated
Framework (EIF)3 and is currently implementing a regional P-IMA project, which builds
on the past applications of the framework, to further expand the use of the P-IMA
framework in Ethiopia, Kenya, Malawi, Uganda and Rwanda. The objective of the project
is to improve SPS capacity and enhance market access through a multi-stakeholder,
evidence-based approach of mainstreaming SPS capacity building into national
investment frameworks for agriculture, trade, health, and/or environment. The P-IMA
initiative is also building synergies with the COMESA European Union’s (EU) Trade
Facilitation Programme, specifically on SPS capacity building in risk-based food safety
management in priority value chains.
Thus, this report is the result of the application of the P-IMA framework in Rwanda. A total
of fourteen (14), out of an initial proposed Eighteen (18), SPS capacity building options
were subjected to the P-IMA priority setting framework. The priority setting was based on
a structured process of identifying SPS capacity building options that were relevant for
marker access, prior agreed objectives (called decision criteria), and agreed weights
assigned to the decision criteria. In all, it will cost approximately US$9 million to implement
all the 14 capacity building options. In return, these 14 capacity building options could
generate additional exports worth US$255.5 million. Overall, the following are the options
that consistently ranked as first best options:

1

www.standardsfacility.org

2 https://www.standardsfacility.org/prioritizing-sps-investments-market-access-p-ima
3 https://www.standardsfacility.org/PG-606

•

HACCP certification for Honey cooperatives and honey processers,

•

capacity building in apiculture;

•

establish and operationalize Residue Monitoring Plans for animal and animal
products; and

• the development of pest control mechanism for pest and diseases surveillance
While the following consistently rank lower:
•

accreditation of pesticide testing laboratory at RSB

•

upgrade and strengthen the slaughter chain,

•

pesticides residues monitoring plan for horticulture products, and to some extent

•

aflatoxin control and management in dairy products

1.0

Introduction

The Standards and Trade Development Facility (STDF) of the World Trade Organization
(WTO) has developed the framework, Prioritizing SPS Investments for Market Access (PIMA), based on Multi Criteria Decision Analysis (MCDA), to help inform and improve
evidence-based SPS capacity building planning and decision-making processes. The
STDF, in collaboration with USAID and COMESA, initially piloted the framework in Belize,
Ethiopia, Malawi, Mozambique, Namibia, Rwanda, Seychelles, Uganda, Vietnam, and
Zambia, from 2011-15, to prioritize SPS investment options and leverage resources for
capacity development under relevant investment frameworks. The framework was also
recently applied in Madagascar.
COMESA views the P-IMA framework as a unique planning and sector-wide resource
mobilization tool and encourages its Member States to use P-IMA to take stock of SPS
capacity needs, prioritize and cost investment options with the best returns, and integrate
SPS investments into national agriculture sector investment plans (CAADP) and other
relevant frameworks.
Consequently, the COMESA Secretariat has secured funding from the STDF and UNOPS
and is currently implementing a regional P-IMA project, which builds on the past
application of the framework, to further expand the use of the P-IMA framework in
Ethiopia, Kenya, Malawi, Uganda and Rwanda. The objective of the project is to improve
SPS capacity and enhance market access through a multi-stakeholder, evidence-based
approach of mainstreaming SPS capacity building into national investment frameworks
for agriculture, trade, health, and/or environment. The project would enable the current
version of this decision-support tool to be further improved and tailored to efforts to
mainstream SPS capacity building within various investment frameworks to promote safe
trade in agricultural products.
Thus, this report provides the outcomes of the application of the P-IMA process in
Rwanda. Rwanda piloted the P-IMA framework, then called MCDA, in 2012, which
identified 10 SPS capacity building investment needs. The following were consistently
ranked as top priorities:
• Drying services for a range of stored crops
• Providing domestic capacity within Rwanda for third party certification
• Detection of potato flavor in coffee beans
• GAPs for procurement of cereal and cassava.
Annex 2 presents the 2012 capacity building options and how they differ from the new
ones.
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2.0

Overview of SPS Sensitive Trade

Like most East African Countries, Rwanda maintains a large trade deficit; exporting, in
most cases, less than 35% of what she imports over the last ten years (2009-2018). In
general, Rwanda’s exports have improved; from about US$260 million in 2009, peakin g
at US$653 million in 2014 and maintained similar levels, roughly around US$600 million,
till 2017 before dropping drastically to about US$353 million in 20184. Similarly, Rwanda’s
imports have shown increasing trends from slightly over US$1.1 billion in 2009 to almost
US$2 billion in 2013 before declining back to its 2009 levels in 2018.
Rwanda’s traditional exports (at 2-digits HS Code level), ores, slag and ash; and coffee,
tea, maté and spices, accounts for 54% of total exports on average over 2009-2018. Apart
from these products, most export sectors remain undeveloped. At a detailed level, the
five largest exported products in 2018 include Niobium, tantalum or vanadium ores and
concentrates; Coffee (excluding roasted and decaffeinated); Tin ores and concentrates;
Black fermented tea and partly fermented tea; and Tungsten ores and concentrates (see
table 1). Overall, agricultural products constitute about 40% of total exports, on average
over 2009-2018. Major agricultural products exported in 2018 include coffee, tea, durum
wheat, vegetable saps and extracts, beans, fresh cut rose and buds, milk and cream, and
raw hides and skins. Maize (incl. maize seed for sowing) and rice were also of significant
export in the past. Rwanda’s imports, on the other hand, include generally manufactured
products (machinery and transport equipment, chemicals, iron and steel, and other
manufactures), fuels and agricultural products5.
According to ITC Export Potential map, agricultural products, particularly coffee, not
roasted, not decaffeinated, black tea, raw hides and skins, and vegetable saps and
extracts holds the greatest export potential for Rwanda.
According to the most recent (2019) WTO Trade Policy Review, Rwanda’s intra-Africa
trade has expanded drastically from 35.2% in 2011 to 49.7% in 2017, displacing Europe
as the largest market in 2011 at 49.4% and now down to merely 13.7% in 2017. The main
markets in Africa comprises of DRC (29.1% in 2017; up from 14% in 2011), Kenya (12.4%
in 2017, down from 15.8% in 2011), and Uganda (3.7% in 2017, up from 1.7% in 2011).
The rest of Africa’s share in Rwanda’s export has also increased from 3.7% in 2011 to
4.4% in 2017. Apart from the European market, the most dramatic changes in Rwanda’s
markets outside of the African region has been the rise of UAE, from less than 1% in 2011
to 25.6% in 2017. The UAE is the main market for Rwanda’s gold exports. The Asian
market has also contracted from 10.8% in 2011 to 6.1% in 2017. Generally, traditional
exports, which also happened to be Rwanda’s major exports, are mostly destined to the
international markets while increasingly the non-traditional exports (mainly live animals &

4 Although the 2018 figures must be read with caution, in that they are mirror data – that is an
estimated data

5 WTO (2019) Trade Policy Review on Rwanda
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animal produce, vegetable produce, agro-processed goods and light manufactured
goods, and hides and skins) are mostly destined to regional markets.
Interestingly, Rwanda has had very limited export rejections by the US and EU due to
SPS issues. The EU through its Rapid Alert System for Food and Feed (RASFF) had
eight SPS issues against Rwanda between 2008 and 2019 and all of it relates to agrifood exports (see table 2 below). The U.S, on the other hand, has only two SPS
notifications related to Salmonella in flour and meals n.e.s. and insanitary manufacturing,
processing or packing of Filefish, Hot Smoked, from 2011 to 2019. These
notwithstanding, most agri-food exports from Rwanda are susceptible to SPS compliance
requirements (See Annex 1). In addition, there’s observable efforts since 2012 including
sector specific strategies and interventions in addressing specific SPS challenges. Both
Rwanda’s Strategic Plan for Agriculture Transformation (2018-2024) and National
Agricultural Policy (2018) recognised the need to address SPS issues in order to access
high-end consumer markets. In effect, one of the strategic orientation of the plan is a
focus on upgrading the provision of SPS/quality standards for the horticulture, vegetable,
poultry, pork and fisheries sectors. The plan intends to focus on two broad value chains,
i.e. animal resources and horticulture, and therefore attention must be paid to SPS issues
related to these value chains to facilitate agri-food trade, particularly to high-end markets.

Table 2: Border Rejections/SPS Alerts Against Rwanda by EU
product
category

produ
ct
type
food

notificat
ion type

notification
basis

notified
by

border
rejection

border
control
consignment
detained
official
control
on
the market

United
Kingdo
m

alert

official
control
on
the market

Greece

food

alert

food
poisoning

France

2014.116
1

food

alert

consumer
complaint

Belgium

21/11/201
8

2018.337
2

food

alert

company's
own check

Belgium

9/8/2018

2018.227
8

food

alert

consumer
complaint

France

date

reference

cereals and
bakery
products

16/09/200
8

2008.BL
M

cereals and
bakery
products

14/07/201
7

2017.103
6

food

alert

cocoa and
cocoa
preparations,
coffee and
tea
dietetic
foods, food
supplements
,
fortified
foods
fruits
and
vegetables

7/9/2011

2011.121
8

food

4/12/2017

2017.209
5

20/08/201
4

herbs
spices

and

ices
and
desserts

Belgium

subject

action
taken

aflatoxins (B1 = 4.5; Tot. =
14.9 µg/kg - ppb) in maize,
sorghum and soybean
meal from Rwanda
benzo(a)pyrene (2.1 µg/kg
- ppb) and polycyclic
aromatic
hydrocarbons
(sum of PAH4: 5.6; 1.64
µg/kg - ppb) in biscuit flour
from Spain
undeclared milk ingredient
in
cocoa
powder
manufactured in Germany,
packaged in the Czech
Republic
foodborne
outbreak
suspected
(Salmonella
Agona) to be caused by
infant formula from France

destructio
n

glass fragments in cherries
in glass jar from Hungary,
via Germany
undeclared milk ingredient
and mustard in ground
nutmeg from Belgium

informing
recipient(s
)
withdrawal
from
recipient(s
)
recall from
consumer
s

Bacillus
cereus (4500
CFU/ml) in dairy dessert
from France

public
warning press
release

recall from
consumer
s

withdrawal
from the
market
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nuts,
nut
products and
seeds

3.0

16/09/200
8

2008.BLL

food

border
rejection

border
control
consignment
detained

United
Kingdo
m

aflatoxins (B1 = 99; Tot. =
307.2 / µg/kg - ppb) in
peanut flour from Rwanda

destructio
n

The P-IMA Framework

The P-IMA framework employs a Multi Criteria Decision Analysis (MCDA) tool that
engages a multi-stakeholder approach to identify SPS capacity gaps, cost and rank the
investment needs based on agreed economic and social defined decision criteria. The
aim is to generate a set of evidence-based SPS priorities that gives the best return on
investment and can be mainstreamed into national investment frameworks and/or
leverage external resource mobilization. The rationale behind the framework is that
priorities need to be established on the basis of a range of economic and social
considerations that may, at least on the face of it, be difficult to reconcile. In turn, this
assumes that the rationale for investments in SPS capacity-building is not compliance
with export market SPS requirements per se, but the economic and social benefits that
might flow from such compliance, whether in terms of enhanced exports, incomes of
small-scale producers and/or vulnerable groups, promotion of agricultural productivity
and/or domestic public health, etc. The framework provides an approach for different
decision criteria to be taken into account, even though they may be measured in quite
different ways.
In this regard, the framework aims to:
•

Identify the current set of SPS-related capacity-building investment options in the
context of existing and/or potential exports of agri-food products. Below this is
termed the choice set.

•

Determine the decision criteria that should drive the establishment of priorities
between SPS-related capacity-building investment options and the relative
importance (decision weights) to be attached to each.

•

Prioritize the identified SPS-related capacity-building investment options on the
basis of the defined decision criteria and decision weights.

•

Examine the sensitivity of the established priorities to changes in parameters of
the framework.
The framework employs a highly structured process that aims to be applied in a wide
variety of contexts and to provide various diagrammatic and numerical outputs. The
framework and its practical implementation are described in detail in a user’s guide6.

6 User Guide can be found on STDF website: http://standardsfacility.org/prioritizing-spsinvestments-market-access-p-ima
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Below, a relatively brief outline of the seven stages of the framework (Figure 1) is
provided, with a particular focus on how they were implemented in Rwanda.

Figure 1. Stages of the P-IMA Framework
1. Compilation of Information Dossier

2. Identification of capacity-building options

Sifting of capacity-building options

3. Definition of Decision Criteria/Weights

4. Compilation of Information Cards

5. Construction of Spider Diagrams

6. Derivation of Quantitative Priorities

7. Stakeholder Feedback and Finalisation of
Prioritisation

Stage 1: Compilation of Information Dossier
The first stage of the analysis involved the compilation of a comprehensive dossier of
existing information on the SPS challenges facing agri-food exports in Rwanda and the
associated capacity-building investment needs. In so doing, the aim was to ascertain what
work had already been undertaken to identify capacity-building options and the definition
of priorities for related investments. Consequently, the current study built on the previous
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work done in 20127, received sector specific presentations from the various Competent
Authorities based on their sector specific assessments, and a synthesized SPS-sensitive
trade flow study during a High-Level inception meeting on 3rd September 2019.
Stage 2: Definition of Choice Set
In order to identify the SPS capacity-building options to be considered in the prioritysetting framework, a three-day stakeholder workshop was held from 4th to 6th September,
2019. The workshop comprised of training of key stakeholders on the P-IMA framework
and on the D-Sight Software, which powers the P-IMA framework, and two days
dedicated to the identification of Rwanda’s SPS Capacity Building Investment Options,
Decision Criteria and Weights. Participants were presented with a series of cards and
asked to identify the SPS capacity-building needs that is mutually-exclusive and consist
of four key elements (Figure 2). First, the product(s) affected. Second, the specific SPS
issue faced by exports of this product(s). Third, the market(s) where these SPS needs
were an issue. Fourth, the capacity-building investment option(s) that would solve the
SPS issue being faced. The combination of these four elements defined a distinct
capacity-building option. Respondents were free to define as many specific SPS capacity building needs as they wished.
Figure 2; Definition of SPS capacity-building options

The Capacity Building Investment Options generated from the above workshop was further
reviewed and validated in a sector-specific working session from 28th October to 1 st November
2019. At this stage, certain capacity building options were excluded (see section 4.15) if they are
not SPS issues related to trade, not mutually exclusive, part of an existing project, are not real or
clear requirement from the market, etc. The options that were included are list and defined in
section 4.

7 Establishing Priorities for Sanitary and Phytosanitary Capacity-Building in Rwanda Using a MultiCriteria Decision-Making Framework (November 2012)
12

Stage 3: Definition of decision criteria and weights
In the second stage of the stakeholder workshop, respondents were asked to define an
appropriate set of criteria to drive the priority-setting process and to assign weights to these. First,
participants were presented with a series of potential decision criteria and asked which (if any)
should be excluded and whether any potentially important criteria were missing. To define the
decision weights, the workshop participants were each asked to assign 100 points amongst the
ten decision criteria. The scores of participants were then collated and an average weighting
calculated. This average weighting was reported back to the workshop to identify any
discrepancies. The final agreed weightings are reported in Table 2 below.

Table 2; Decision criteria and weights for setting priorities of SPS capacity-building
options1
Objective

Decision Criteria

Up-front investment
On-going cost
Difficulty of implementation
Change in absolute value of exports
Trade Impact
Export diversification
International Reputation
Agricultural productivity
Public health & Environment
Domestic Spillovers
Poverty impact
Vulnerable Groups
Cost

Average
Weight
16.8
7.9
7.5
11.4
7.4
8.1
10.9
11.7
10.0
8.4

Stage 4: Construction of Information Cards

Having identified the choice set of SPS capacity-building options and the decision criteria
and weights to be applied in the priority-setting exercise, information was assembled into
a series of information cards. The aim of these cards is not only to ensure consistency in
the measurement of each decision criterion across the capacity-building options, but also
to make the priority-setting exercise more transparent and open to scrutiny.
First, the specific nature of each of the SPS capacity-building options was described in some
detail on the basis of existing documentation, consultation with stakeholders, etc . and are set out
in Section 4. The metrics to be employed for each of the ten decision criteria were then defined,
taking account of currently available data and the range of plausible ways in which each of the
criteria might be represented. Table 2 sets out the final metrics. Note that the choice of metrics
involves a sometimes difficult compromise between the availability and quality of data, and the
imperative to employ continuous quantitative measures. While the cost element and trade impacts
were estimated by a core team of sector players based on the component of the capacity building
investment options and the lost trade and/or potential trade, respectively, other decision criterion
were measured collectively by stakeholders during the working session based on available data
13

and information. However, it is important to recognize that the aim of the framework is not to
provide a final and definitive prioritization of the capacity-building options. Rather, the priorities
that are derived should be revisited on an on-going basis and revised as more and/or better data
for the decision criteria become available.
Information cards for each of the SPS capacity-building options were then compiled. These are
reported in Annex 3. Each card presents data for the ten decision criteria, measured according to
the scales outlined in Table 3. For each criterion, details are provided of how measures for each
of the decision criteria were derived. There is also an indicator of the level of confidence in the
measure reported. Where there is a lack of underlying data and/or these data are of dubi ous
quality, a low or medium level of confidence is indicated. Conversely, where fairly rigorous and
comprehensive prior research is available, a high level of confidence is reported. These
confidence measures need to be considered in interpreting the resu lts of the prioritisation
exercise, and in considering how the analysis might be refined in the future.

Table 3; Decision Criteria Measurement Metrics
Decision Criterion Details
Cost

Measurement

Up-f ront investment

Absolute value ($)

Monetary costs of investments to upgrade SPS capacity

On-going costs

Direct costs of maintaining and operating the upgraded
SPS capacity

Absolute value ($)

Dif ficulty
of
implementation

How easy or dif ficult will the type of proposed
intervention be?

Yes (1) / No (-1)

Predicted enhancement of exports or avoided loss of
exports f ive years f rom implementation of the
intervention

Absolute value ($)

Trade Impact
Change in absolute
value of exports
Export
diversification

Would the implementation of the intervention allow for
access to new/lost market or trade in a new products?

Yes (1) / No (-1)

International
Would the implementation of the intervention enhance
Reputation
the reputation of trade from Rwanda?
Domestic Spillovers & Social Impacts

Yes (1) / No (-1)

Agricultural
productivity

Public health
environment

Changes in productivity of agricultural or f isheries
production of commodities to export and/or domestic
markets
&

Changes in domestic public health, through food safety,
occupational exposure to hazards, etc. and Changes in
protection of natural environment

Large negative (-2);
Negative (-1);
No change (0);
Positive (+1);
Large positive (+2)
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Impact on Poverty

Change in the incidence of poverty

Vulnerable Groups

Impact on the health and/or income of Women, Youth,
Underage, People with Disability, the Elderly or the sick

Stage 5: Construction of spider diagrams
Through Stages 1 to 4, the inputs to the priority-setting process were collected and then
assembled into the series of information cards. The aim of Stage 5 was to present the information
in the information cards in a manner that permits easier comparison of the capacity-building
options. Thus, spider diagrams were derived that plotted the SPS capacity -building options
against the eleven decision criteria. Scrutiny of these diagrams (Section 3 Results) identified the
decision criteria against which each of the capacity-building options performed relatively
well/badly compared to the other capacity-building options in the choice set.
Stage 6: Derivation of quantitative priorities
The formal priority-setting analysis involved the use of outranking through the D-Sight software
package. The mechanics of the analysis are described in some detail in the user guide to the
framework. The inputs to the model are the data assembled in the information cards. For most of
the decision criteria preferences were modelled using a level function since these were measured
using categorical scales. However, the up-front investment, on-going cost and absolute change
in value of exports criteria were measured continuously and modelled using linear functions.
Three models were estimated using D-sight:
•

Baseline model using decision weights derived in Stage 3.

•

Equal weights model in which all of the decision criteria are weighted equally.

•

Costs and trade impact model in which only the cost and trade impact decision criteria are
included in the analysis, all of which are equally weighted.

The baseline model is considered to provide the most reliable set of priorities, in that it uses the
full set of information derived through Stages 1 to 4. The two subsequent models were estimated
in order to examine the extent to which the derived priorities are sensitive to changes in the
decision weights; if the broad ranking of the SPS capacity-building options remains generally the
same under the three scenarios presented by these models, we can be reasonably confident that
the results of the framework are robust.
Stage 7: Validation

The final stage of the priority-setting analysis is completed with this report on the results
of the analysis. The aim of the validation process was to ensure that the results of the
priority-setting framework were broadly in accordance with expectations, or that
unexpected rankings can be explained through the pattern of data in the information
cards. To facilitate this process, the draft report was disseminated to stakeholders by
email with a request for comments. Further, the preliminary results were presented at
15

stakeholders’ validation workshop on 18th March, 2021, the participants at which are
reported in Appendix 2.

4.0

Brief Description of the Capacity Building Options (CBOs)

4.1

Capacity Building in GAPs, Pre & Post-Harvest Management, GHPs, & GMPs for
Horticulture Crops
Rwandan horticultural export industry has grown tenfold within the last 5 years, while the
number of local exporters targeting the EU market has increased dramatically. Despite
the limited skills and capacity among local private operators, the implementation of Global
GAP standard has been the main dream/objective for all exporters targeting the
international market for fresh fruits and vegetables. However, the new EU regulations on
plant protection require strict measures of inspection at all level of production. The main
purpose of this capacity building option is to train TOT inspectors to develop and
implement food safety and quality standards for horticultural crops along the fresh
produce supply chain, as well as providing skills and capabilities in post-harvest
management, good hygienic practices and good manufacturing practices for HACCP
systems compliance in the horticulture export industry, especially those operating pack
houses.
To support exporters to implement SPS measures, both public and private operators in
horticulture export logistics, will be HACCP certified, at least at pack house level.
Combined with an improved knowledge in market information and market requirements,
this will help to include training and coaching component on market access and market
penetration strategies. Technical assistance will target both public and private operators,
to build national capacity in quality standards certification programs. Selected local
experts will be trained to achieve the level of lead auditors and farm assurer, where
specials courses are needed.
4.2
Pesticides Residues Monitoring Plan for Horticulture Products
Private and public actors request for support to meet the SPS standards and access
domestic, regional and international markets. Pesticide residue monitoring plan is a very
important tool to implement SPS measures regarding horticultural value chain from
production to consumption. A clear and coordinated regular monitoring plan is the key to
facilitate exports from developing countries like Rwanda, with a special focus on small
scale producers, geared towards improving governance and meeting international
standards, which helps to better grab better trade opportunities.
Currently, Rwanda does not have a pesticide residue monitoring plan and the capacity to
test for MRLs for horticulture product samples are usually tested outside the country
which tends to be expensive. In order to control pesticide residues in horticultural
commodities, a clear residue monitoring plan with provision for periodic residues testing
as well as disease surveillance is required. The development of the pesticide residue
16

monitoring plan will contribute to the implementation of food safety standards as the basis
of SPS measures as well as their proper application.
4.3
Develop Food Safety Policy and Legislation on Plants and Livestock Products
The existing drafted National Food Safety Policy requires revision, documentation,
validation and establishment of its Implementation Plan, to enhance the health and safety
of all Rwandans, and those visiting Rwanda, as well as those persons around the world
who consume food commodities originating from Rwanda. Through this policy the
Government of Rwanda implements programmes that promote high standards of food
hygiene and safety and maintain systems of surveillance and controls to ensure
compliance with those standards. Current system is responding only reactively to food
safety problems and not giving enough attention to its preventive functions.
The policy will provide a framework that establishes and maintains rational control
measures for foods from farm-to-fork with a safety system that harmonizes inter-agency
efforts, minimizes inter-agency conflicts and overlaps, and ensures the protection of
public safety and food trade in a manner consistent with WTO/SPS and other international
markets requirements. This policy will lay the ground for an effective and efficient food
safety system in Rwanda through regulatory frameworks that prevents the risks of foodborne diseases, protect and inform consumers over the risks linked to hazards in food,
and that promote fair trade.
4.4
Develop Pest Control Mechanism for Pest and Diseases Surveillance
Within the framework of the strategic plan for agriculture transformation Phase 4, to
ensure strong quality assurance and regulatory services, Rwanda has ratified the
International Plant Protection Convention (IPPC) to guide the assurance of safe
movement of plant and plant products from within and outside of Rwanda.
Pest surveillance is essential in plant protection and one of the tools to justify
phytosanitary measures related to trade of agricultural products. Through the NPPO, pest
and disease surveillance mechanism will be put in place to cover key activities such as:
early detection of pests new to an area, compilation of host pest lists, commodity pest
lists and pest distribution records (e.g. to support pest risk analysis and phytosanitary
certification), in order to establish and maintain pest free areas and areas of low pest
prevalence for export production.
The determination of pest status in areas of export production and changes in
characteristics of pest characteristics or pest incidence (e.g. for areas of low pest
prevalence or for research) will be published for public awareness and communicated to
importing countries. Much focus will be put on the horticultural crops for export i.e. French
beans, Chillies, Eggplants, Avocadoes, Passion fruits, and ornamental flowers, for the
purpose of compliance. Major pests will be FCM, thrips and Potato virus (PVY) and fruit
flies, the most prevalent in recent interceptions on the EU market.
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4.5
Accreditation of Pesticide Testing Lab at RSB
MRL Testing continues to be a challenge in horticulture products for Rwanda. However,
NAEB and RSB are in process to acquire accreditation on various testing methods and
processes, which will help exporters to access new markets and improve their
competitiveness and international reputation.
There are a few accredited laboratories in the region for testing pesticides residues such
as in Kenya, and Rwandan exporters of agricultural products usually have to send
samples to EU laboratories due to a limited investment capacity and resources in the
region. While Rwanda’s main markets are neighbouring countries, and the Middle East
where standards are relatively easy to meet; credible control must be in place for
exporters to ensure compliance with EU market requirements concerning MRLs, and
other countries such as India, where pesticide limit tests are carried out at the port of
entry.
There is an increased competition on international stage, and market demand for high
quality and value added products. Though the main mechanism to control pesticide
residues requires the application of certified Good Agricultural Practices (such as Global
GAP), generally backed-up by the testing of crops on the basis of risk assessment along
the value chain rather than on consignment testing, there is a need of accreditation for
existing testing capacities in Rwanda, to minimize cost and time spent on such services
through testing laboratories mostly in importing countries.
In addition to the operational and running costs with regards to the accredited testing
laboratories, the existing facilities and basic equipment at RSB and NAEB need to be
upgraded in terms of facilities and equipment to meet requirements for international
standard compliance. Besides, the capacity building option for accreditation of testing
labs requires an up-front investment for processing and coaching services, PT scheme,
as well as certification fees. This will help Rwanda to position itself on the status of quality
service delivery, not only for local markets but also for regional exports, which would
increase international reputation.
4.6
Aflatoxin Control and Management in Cereals
Although Rwanda does not export much maize, maize is the basic ingredient in some
processed products that are exported e.g. super cereal plus to WFP. Aflatoxin control in
maize therefore is very relevant in ensuring that these products are aflatoxin safe.
In Rwanda there is Aflatoxin working group to discuss strategies to foster multi-sectorial
engagements for aflatoxins prevention and control, particularly addressing health and
nutritional hazards, and how to raise awareness among key players.
Farmers are not aware of the food safety issues associated with mycotoxins. They are
also not aware of the harvest, drying and storage techniques necessary to prevent
mycotoxins growth in maize value chain. There is a need for capacity development and
training for all of those involved in the maize value chain. Storage of product is also a
problem, particularly for the small farmers and the householders. A warehouse marketing
18

system is one way of controlling storage conditions and product stored in such facilities
would be required to be monitored for quality and food safety factors.
In summary there are a number of areas that need addressing to control the aflatoxins
and food safety issues associated with maize. These include government initiatives,
effective surveillance systems, collaboration between the many stakeholders, research
(particularly related to preventative measures), adequate storage facilities and capacity
development and training of the stakeholders. As exposure to aflatoxin leads to several
health related bad conditions and economic losses, the government, food industries and
all stakeholders in agri-food chain should work together to increase food production and
ensure food safety for the protection of the health of citizens.
There is a need for monitoring and surveillance systems for aflatoxin as it is the most
microbial carcinogen; its exposure has an impact on human growth and immune system.
Pre and post-harvest aflatoxins control like handling and methods of storage mostly of
cereal need to be improved to prevent food contamination.
4.7
Aflatoxin Control and Management in Dairy Products
Aflatoxins contaminate many people through staple food, cash crops and animal products
and can occur throughout the value chain making it difficult to prevent and control.
Aflatoxins is a significant threat not only to public health but also to agriculture and food
systems in Rwanda as it also affects production, trade, rural incomes, worker productivity,
and consumer confidence. The entry point of aflatoxin into the dairy value chain is through
aflatoxin contaminated feeds. Most animal feeds are produced from remnant products
e.g. maize, which are often highly contaminated with aflatoxin and this passes on into the
dairy value chain. This capacity building will focus on awareness creation of feed
manufacturers and dairy farmers.
4.8
Establish a Structured Animal Disease Surveillance System
In general, surveillance is aimed at demonstrating the absence of infection or infestation,
determining the presence or distribution of infection or infestation or detecting as early as
possible exotic diseases or emerging diseases. Animal health surveillance is a tool to
monitor disease trends, to facilitate the control of infection or infestation, to provide data
for use in risk analysis, for animal or public health purposes, to substantiate the rationale
for sanitary measures and for providing assurances to trading partners.
Currently in Rwanda, there is no known Animal disease surveillance systems, although
different measures to control diseases are taken especially when outbreak occurs. There
is need to put in a place a well-structured animal disease surveillance system taking into
account both active and passive surveillances and including for example disease
reporting systems, surveys, risk-based methods, ante-mortem and post-mortem
inspections, clinical surveillance, early warning system, etc. In addition, there is need to
train and equip different stakeholders involved in such system for its efficiency.
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4.9
Capacity Building in Traceability System for Livestock and Livestock Products
Traceability is the ability to track any food through all stages of production, processing
and distribution (including importation and at retail). It ensures that movement of food can
be traced one step backwards and one step forward at any point in the supply chain and
such history is important in the event of a customer complaint or a detected product defect
after the product has left the factory.
An effective traceability system relies on being able to track product one step forward and
one step back at any point in the supply chain by putting in place procedures for identifying
producers, suppliers, customers and products and the records keeping.
Traceability enables corrective actions (such as a product recall) to be implemented
quickly and effectively when something goes wrong. When a potential food safety
problem is identified, whether by a food business or a government agency, an effective
traceability system can help isolate and prevent contaminated products from reaching
consumers.
In Rwanda, this important component in food products value chains as well as in trade
especially international trade is not complied with as required. There is need to help
business operators by building their capacity in putting in place and operationalize
traceability in their respective food production chains. Business operators in different
livestock value chains should be trained on different standards covering traceability
especially on food receipt and food recall. In addition, training should cover the different
component of traceability as well as their different functionalities, the identification of the
unit being traced, proper documentation and data recording.
4.10

Establish and Operationalize Residue Monitoring Plans for Animal and Animal
Products
Chemical residues including pesticides, antibiotics and heavy metals in food products
especially animal products are becoming a global concern and requirement to access
some markets. They present a very serious chemical hazard harming the health of
consumers. Food producer’s especially animal products should take care to monitor these
hazards in acceptable ranges. This involves not only putting in place the appropriate plans
for the monitoring but also the appropriate and timely implementation of the established
plans.
Currently in Rwanda and specifically in the sector of livestock, only honey value chain
has a residue monitoring plan. And this made one of the requirements for Rwanda to be
listed as third country allowed exporting honey to EU markets. This should be done for
other livestock value chains such as meat, dairy, poultry and eggs. It should take into
consideration not only the training and coaching of livestock chain operators but also their
operationalization for sustainability.
4.11 Upgrade and Strengthen the Slaughter Chain
Slaughter chain includes all processes and operations undertaken for live animals from
farm to the abattoir until the safe meat is produced. It involves the identification of the
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slaughter animals, the transportation to the abattoir, the ante mortem exam, the
slaughtering and the post mortem exam. This requires also the appropriate and adequate
infrastructures and facilities such as identification system, the appropriated and equipped
waiting areas at abattoirs and the adapted and well equipped abattoirs with the respective
cold chains.
Currently in Rwanda there are about twelve modern abattoirs where this chain is tried to
be respected. Although Rwanda does not currently export much meat and one of the
twelve abattoirs is certified for export, however, there is need to strengthen and upgrade
the existing slaughter chain as well as the capacity of the existing abattoirs in terms of
infrastructures and facilities so that produced meat can access export market which look
like increasing.
4.12 Capacity Building in Apiculture
Beekeeping in Rwanda has made major advances in the last decade. Productivity and
production of bees have sharply increased and consequently improved rural incomes.
Many beekeepers are lacking skills in honey and honey products production and
processing, the training in production mechanisms and processing can lift the beekeepers
to next level which will allow them to avail honey and honey products for export either in
quality or Quantity. The primary role of P-IMA is to set the capacity building guidelines to
improve and sustain the skills development achievement in the line of maximizing the
productivity which will further increase sector growth. To facilitate knowledge and skill
disbursement amongst producers, the development of training will be crucial for
management of apiaries and quality control enhancement at production level. However,
trainings are a continuous activity to empower as many as more beekeepers as possible
and this can be possible achievable by starting the training of trainers among the
beekeepers and technical personnel in order to equip them enough practical knowledge
or experience on beekeeping.
4.13 HACCP Certification for Honey Cooperatives/Honey Processing
Many Rwandans honey firms lack adequate skills in quality and food safety management.
This in turn limits their ability to export, as international buyers are motivated by consumer
concerns, increasingly require potential suppliers to have comprehensive food safety
systems in place. One such system is Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Points
(HACCP), a management system for the analysis and control of biological, chemical, and
physical hazards from the raw material procurement and handling stage through to the
manufacturing, distribution and consumption of the final product. The support of P-IMA to
honey Cooperatives in HACCP will open up new markets for honey companies by
acquiring the equipment needed to comply with the HACCP requirements.
4.14 Capacity Building in GHPs, GVPs, and GMPs for the Dairy Sector
Dairy sector in Rwanda is growing faster with increasing yield. However, this increase in
quantity should go hand-in-hand with quality. At the moment, the sector is organized in a
way that milk from farmers need to pass through Milk Collection Centres (MCCs) before
being sold to consumers for quality test and analysis. The Ministerial Order governing
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collection, transportation and selling of milk in Rwanda requires that any person involved
in milk business shall possess the following milk quality testing equipment: alcoholmeter,
lacto-densimeter, thermometer, antibiotic residue test kit and mastitis test kit. That is, this
should be done at every chain point including the farm level. Unfortunately, this capacity
is not yet available everywhere and for everybody.
In addition to these quality tests and analysis, milk is a highly perishable product which
needs to be handled carefully in very high hygienic conditions along its value chain to
avoid the contamination with harmful micro-organisms. It is therefore understood that
capacity building in Good Hygienic Practices (GHPs), Good Veterinary Practices (GVPs),
and Good Manufacturing Practices (GMPs) are highly needed. With this P-IMA process,
it is expected that capacity would be built among dairy value chain actors to increase both
quantity and quality of Rwandan milk. Dairy value chain actors should not only be trained
on GHP, GVP and GMP but also equipped with adequate equipment for milk quality test
and analysis.
4.15 Excluded or Merged CBOs
The following capacity building options that were originally identified have either been
excluded with their stated reasons or merged with other capacity building option:
CBO

Reason

1

Aflatoxin control and management in
soya beans

This is not a major concern

2

Pest management for rice

This is a minor export product. In fact,
Rwanda is a huge net importer of rice

3

Aflatoxin control and management for
wheat

This is a minor export product. In fact,
Rwanda is a huge net importer of wheat

4

Develop IPM for FCM (FCM resistance
variety)

Merged into “Develop Pest Control
Mechanism for Pest and Diseases
Surveillance”

5

Pest surveillance (e.g. FCM, Thrips &
FAW)

Merged into “Develop Pest Control
Mechanism for Pest and Diseases
Surveillance”

6

Control measures for Maize Lethal
Necrosis Disease

This is not a big export issue

7

Capacity Building in GVP, GHP and
GMP for Livestock sector

It was thought that the gap is in structured
animal disease surveillance system

8

Strengthen regulatory framework for
animal and animal products

This is a regulatory issue that is already under
consideration

9

Accreditation of honey testing Lab

This is not a major concern
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10

5.0

Capacity building in GHP, GVP, and
GMP, incl. Mobile Abattoir for the
Poultry sector

This was dropped because it’s not a major
concern

Results

Overall, the study estimated a total cost of approximately US$9 million needed to implement all
the fourteen (14) capacity building options, which is estimated to generate about US$255.5 mi llion
worth of additional exports (See table 4 below). Figures 3-5 presents a quick overview of the
relative strengths and weaknesses of the capacity building options against the decision criteria
upfront investment, on-going cost, and change in the absolute value of exports. The relative
strengths and weaknesses of the decision criteria measured using non-linear data, i.e. difficulty
of implementation, export diversification, international reputation, agricultural productivity, public
health and environment, poverty impact, and vulnerable groups, has not been presented here as
the spider diagrams do not show striking differences for easy visual comparisons.
Figure 3, which depicts the relative strengths and weaknesses of the fourteen CBOs against the
decision criteria “up-front investment” shows that the options related to aflatoxin controls (at $1.5
million each) and accreditation of pesticide testing laboratory (at $1.2 million) are more expensive
and therefore are weaker in comparison with other CBOs. On the other hand, pesticides residues
monitoring plan for horticulture products, development of food safety policy and legislation for
plants and livestock products, and HACCP certification for Honey cooperatives and honey
processers tend to be relatively cheaper, at $45,000, $50,000, and $92,000, respectively, and
thus would pose stronger in terms of pairwise comparison.

Table 4: Sectoral Breakdown of Costs of Investments and Potential Trade

Cost of
Implementation

Sector

Change in absolute
value of exports

Horticulture

2,870,000

38,500,000

Livestocks Incl. Dairy & Honey

4,587,000

202,400,000

Cereals
Cross-Cutting

1,500,000
50,000
9,007,000

14,600,000
-

Total

255,500,000
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Figure 3: Up-Front Investment ($'000)
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Aflatoxin Control in Dairy
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Animal Disease Surv. Sys.

In figure 4, the capacity building in Good Agriculture Practices (GAPs), pre & post-harvest
management, Good Hygiene Practices (GHPs), and Good Manufacturing Practices (GMPs) for
Horticulture Crops; and the capacity building in apiculture have the highest on-going costs at
$300,000 each, followed by accreditation of pesticide testing laboratory at $161,000 and
establishment of a structured animal disease surveillance system at $125,000.
In terms of impact on exports, figure 5 shows that the options with the strongest potential are
capacity building in apiculture at $56 million and HACCP certification for Honey cooperatives and
honey processers at $42 million. This notwithstanding, the basis of these figures require further
investigation, as the highest exports of honey and honey products from Rwanda over 2014 -2018
has never exceeded $61,000. Generally, most options also have relatively strong potentials in
generating exports ranging from $5 million to $27 million, except the options related to food safety
policy and accreditation of pesticide testing laboratory, which are expected to generate no
immediate impact on trade in the five years period.
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Figure 4: On-going Cost ($'000)
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Figure 5: Change in absolute value of exports ($'million)
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Figures 6-8 presents the results of the prioritization framework using outranking in the D-Sight
software package using the decision criteria and weights agreed by stakeholders. Figure 6 is the
main result. This shows that HACCP certification for Honey cooperatives and honey processers,
capacity building in apiculture, and establishing and operationalizing Residue Monitoring Plans
for animal and animal products are top three ranked capacity building options while accreditation
of pesticide testing laboratory at Rwanda Standards Board (RSB), upgrade and strengthen the
slaughter chain, and aflatoxin control and management in dairy products rank the lowest. That’s,
the top ranked options would bring the best benefits across trade, productivity and social impacts
than the lower ranked ones. It should, however, be noted that because an option ranked low does
not imply that it’s not important for implementation, but rather, it simply shows that, in terms of
priority setting, based on assigned costs and flow of benefits, a lower ranked option is not the
best option to be implemented now given limited resources.
Figure 7 explains the contribution of each decision criteria towards the overall performance of a
capacity building option. In effect, it is noticeable that the top ranked options have greater
contribution from almost all decision criteria than lower ranked options. For instance, you would
see that the capacity building options related to aflatoxin control and management had very
minimal contribution from up-front investment because they are the most expensive options.
Similarly, the top two options on honey and apiculture, respectively, had higher contributions from
change in absolute value of exports (around 11%) than any other capacity building option because
these two had higher estimated impacts on trade.

Figure 6: Ranking of CBOs Using Baseline Model
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Figure 7: Criteria Contribution of Baseline Model Ranking

To test the robustness of the above result, two sensitive analyses were performed by setting the
weights equal and running a cost and trade impact only model but using the baseline model
relative weights. The results are shown in Figures 8 and 9 below, respectively.
In the equal weights scenario, the top four ranked options in the main results remained the same;
so also the lowest ranked option, accreditation of pesticide testing laboratory at RSB. There is
however, observable movements between the 5 th to 13th positions. For instance, the development
of Food Safety Policy and Legislation on plants and livestock products had moved from its seventh
position in the main result to tenth place in this model.
There’s, however, some more drastic changes in the cost and trade model, although the top one
and the bottom one still remains in their original positions as in the previous two scenarios. The
most dramatic movements are the capacity building in apiculture and the development of pest
control mechanism for pest and diseases surveillance from their usual second and fourth top
positions to seventh and eighth positions, respectively. Similarly, the capacity buildings in
traceability system for livestock and livestock products, and pesticides residues monitoring plan
for horticulture products have moved from the bottom-five to the top-five.

Figure 8: Ranking of CBOs Using Equal Weights with Criteria Contribution
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Figure 9: Ranking of CBOs Using Cost and Trade Model with Criteria Contribution
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Now, due to the observed flaws in the estimation of the trade (change in absolute value of exports)
data for honey and apiculture, at $42 million and $56 million, respectively, a third sensitivity
analysis was performed assuming a zero change in the absolute value of exports for these two
options, to see if these trade figures really matter. The result is shown in figure 10. Interestingly,
the result is fairly and largely similar to the baseline and equal weights model. Apart f rom the
capacity building in apiculture jumping to sixth place, similar to the cost and trade only scenario,
almost all options remained in their top or bottom half as was in the main result and the equal
weights model.
Thus, despite these sensitivities, HACCP certification for honey cooperatives and honey
processers remains robust at top first, while accreditation of pesticide testing laboratory at RSB
remained consistently at the bottom. We can, therefore, safely say that the following options are
more desirable as first best choices, particularly if trade considerations are not the sole goal, as
the case really is:
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• HACCP certification for Honey cooperatives and honey
processers,
• capacity building in apiculture;
• establish and operationalize Residue Monitoring Plans for
animal and animal products; and
• the development of pest control mechanism for pest and
diseases surveillance
While the following are less desirable as first choices:

• accreditation of pesticide testing laboratory at RSB
• upgrade and strengthen the slaughter chain,
• pesticides residues monitoring plan for horticulture products,
and to some extent
• aflatoxin control and management in dairy products
Figure 10: Ranking of CBOs with Zero Trade Impact for Options Related to Honey and
Apiculture

30

6.0

Conclusion

At the outset, it must be noted that the results from this framework are based on the availability
and quality of data. As such, the results must be revised in an on-going basis once a better data
becomes available. In this regard, as part of the COMESA P-IMA project, a minimum of 8 persons
were trained as P-IMA National Experts to assist in subsequent revision/re-application of the
framework.
This report presents the outcomes of 14 SPS capacity building options that were ranked based
on a structured process of identifying the SPS capacity building options that are relevant for
market access, prior agreed objectives (called decision criteria), and agreed weights assigned to
the decision criteria. The actual priority setting was carried out using Multi-Criteria Decision
Analysis (MCDA) in the D-Sight software package. In all, a total of approximately US$9 million is
required to implement all the 14 CBOs whose estimated trade impact cou ld be US$255.5 million.
The following are, however, the options that consistently ranked above the others and therefore
are desirable as first choice options:
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•

HACCP certification for Honey cooperatives and honey processers,

•

capacity building in apiculture;

•

establish and operationalize Residue Monitoring Plans for animal and animal
products; and

•

the development of pest control mechanism for pest and diseases surveillance

While the following consistently ranked low and should be considered for implementation only
after the first best options:

•

accreditation of pesticide testing laboratory at RSB

•

upgrade and strengthen the slaughter chain,

•

pesticides residues monitoring plan for horticulture products, and to some extent

•

aflatoxin control and management in dairy products

It must however be noted that the ranking of certain capacity building options low does not
presuppose that they are not important. Rather, it simply meant that, based on agreed objectives
and limited resources availability, they do not come as first priorities. With time and availability of
resources, all these capacity building needs must be resolved. It is also important to remember
that this document is a ‘living document’, thus, it must be revised regularly, particularly, once a
new data and/or a better data becomes available.
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Annex 1; Rwandan agri-food exports and attendant SPS requirements (average annual exports between 2009 and 2018)

Category
01 Live animals

Average Annual
Exports
(US$’000)

Proportion of Total
SPS Sensitive
Exports (%)

Sensitivity
Plant
Health

Animal
Health

Food Safety

4,949.60

2.56%

XXX

36.22

0.02%

XXX

03 Fish, crustaceans, molluscs, aquatic invertebrates, nes*

858.60

0.44%

XXX

XXX

04 Dairy products, eggs, honey, edible animal product, nes

1,713.10

0.89%

XX

XX

44.38

0.02%

X

06 Live trees, plants, bulbs, roots, cut flowers etc

625.30

0.32%

XX

07 Edible vegetables and certain roots and tubers

3,583.70

1.86%

XX

02 Meat and edible meat offal

05 Products of animal origin, nes

08 Edible fruit, nuts, peel of citrus fruit, melons
09 Coffee, tea, mate and spices
10 Cereals

X

378.50

0.20%

XXX

63.01%

X

X

X

XXX
X

XX

X

XX

12 Oil seed, oleagic fruits, grain, seed, fruit, etc, nes

1,711.60

0.89%

XXX

13 Lac, gums, resins, vegetable saps and extracts ne

1,720.30

0.89%

XX

XXX
XXX

0.50

0.00%
3.59%

820.25

0.42%

2,087.90
53.63
1,648.60

0.85%

X

499.70

0.26%

XX

21 Miscellaneous edible preparations

1,407.20

0.73%

X

22 Beverages, spirits and vinegar

6,089.90

3.15%

X

23 Residues, wastes of food industry, animal fodder

2,748.00

1.42%

154.00

0.08%

19 Cereal, flour, starch, milk preparations and products
20 Vegetable, fruit, nut, etc. Food preparations

24 Tobacco and manufactured tobacco substitutes
41 Raw hides and skins (other than furskins) and leather

X

X
XX
X

XXX

X

1.08%

X

X

0.03%

X

X

XX

XX

X
X

8,630.10

4.47%

259.20

0.13%

X

46 Manufactures of plaiting material, basketwork, etc.

299.00

0.15%

X

47 Pulp of wood, fibrous cellulosic material, waste, etc.

16.20

0.01%

X

XX

1,168.80

0.61%

X

XX

3.50

0.00%

50 Silk

XXX

XX

44 Wood and articles of wood, wood charcoal

48 Paper & paperboard, articles of pulp, paper and board

XXX

XXX

6,940.90

18 Cocoa and cocoa preparations

XXX

121,716.70

XX

17 Sugars and sugar confectionery

X

XXX

7.47%

16 Meat, fish and seafood food preparations, nes

XX

XX

4.31%

15 Animal, vegetable fats and oils, cleavage products, etc

XXX

XX

8,327.20

14 Vegetable plaiting materials, vegetable products, nes

Private
standards

X

14,432.40

11 Milling products, malt, starches, inulin, wheat gluten

Environmental
standards

XX

X
X

X

X
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51 Wool, animal hair, horsehair yarn and fabric thereof
52 Cotton
53 Vegetable textile fibres nes, paper yarn, woven fabric
TOTAL

15.00

0.01%

221.30

0.11%

5.13

0.00%

X
X

X

193,166.40

Source: Trademap.org
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Annex 2: 2012 Versus 2020 Capacity Building Options (CBOs)
2012 CBOs

2020 CBOs

Training in field crop good agricultural practices to agronomists / post harvest
extension persons and extension to farmers (maize, groundnuts, wheat, rice,
cassava for flour) with an additional variant which includes the development
and registration of aflatoxin biocontrol remedies

Capacity Building in GAPs, Pre & Post-Harvest Management, GHPs,
& GMPs for Horticulture Crops

Develop a national registered pesticide list and update it according to requirements
for the international markets in terms of permitted agrochemicals and maximum
residue limits (MRL’s)
Development and provision of certified mycotoxin testing services in Rwanda

Pesticides Residues Monitoring Plan for Horticulture Products
Develop Food Safety Policy and Legislation on Plants and Livestock Products

Provision of drying facilities and accompanying systems and equipment for reducing
crop moisture (pulses, cereals, groundnuts, coffee)

Develop Pest Control Mechanism for Pest and Diseases Surveillance

Development and provision of certified pesticide residue testing services in Rwanda

Accreditation of Pesticide Testing Lab at RSB

Developing a Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Points (HACCP) based systems
approach to the production and/or procurement of cassava, wheat and maize flour for
a private sector company

Aflatoxin Control and Management in Cereals

Development of a simple field method for the detection of potato flavor coffee beans
at the green or blue bean stages
Meat exports compliance to importing country standards including disease diagnosis
and surveillance as well as good management and hygiene practices through the
development of human capacity at export abattoirs (Congo-Brazzaville)

Aflatoxin Control and Management in Dairy Products

Establish a Structured Animal Disease Surveillance System

Certified testing of mineral water and juices to required standards for export markets

Capacity Building in Traceability System for Livestock and Livestock
Products

Developing capacity in Rwanda for third party certification (e.g. organic, fair trade,
Rainforest Alliance,)

Establish and Operationalise Residue Monitoring Plans for Animal and
Animal Products
Upgrade and Strengthen the Slaughter Chain
Capacity Building in Apiculture
HACCP Certification for Honey Cooperatives/Honey Processing

Capacity Building in GHPs, GVPs, and GMPs for the Dairy Sector
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Annex 3: Capacity Building Options (CBOs) Information Cards
1.

Capacity Building in GAPs, Pre & Post-Harvest Management, GHPs, & GMPs for Horticulture Crops
Estimated
Value

Details

Level of
Confidence

Up-front investment

$750,000

Training TOT for 10 inspectors and 10 stakeholders on GAPs, Pre & Post-harvest
Management, GHPs, & GMPs for Horticulture crops $150,000($500 per district for 30
districts)

low

On-going cost

$300,000

M&E (5per region for regions at $250 per Month for 5 years)

Medium

Difficulty of Implementation

1

Easy - Involves only training

High

Change in absolute value of
exports

$12.5 million

Export of selected horticulture products [French beans, chilies, avocado, passion fruit,
banana, flowers, macadamia, eggplant, pineapple] in 2018 stand at $6.7 million. This
intervention is expected to improve the quality of produce for export and increase volume High
of export by 20% worth $2.5 million per year. Thus in 5 years we can realise $12.5 million
export value.

Export Diversification

1

Yes - Access to new markets, develop new products

High

International Reputation

1

Yes - Complying with SPS and other market requirements

High

Agricultural productivity

2

reduced post-harvest loses

High

Public health & environment

2

Comply food safety requirements

High

Impact on poverty

2

Boosting small farmer incomes

High

Decision Criterion
Cost

Trade Impacts

Domestic Spillovers
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Vulnerable Groups8

2.

2

Increased employment, income and nutrition

High

Pesticides Residues Monitoring Plan for Horticulture Products

Decision Criterion

Estimated
Value

Details

Level of
Confidence

Cost
Consultancy - $30,000 (assessment of the gaps and drafting the monitoring plan)
Consultative process $15,000
On-going survey and collection of samples =$20,000; Testing of samples (10
commodities [French beans, chilies, avocado, passion fruit, banana, flowers,
macadamia, eggplant, pineapple] @ $197 per sample, 2 times a year for 5 years) =
$20,000

Up-front investment

$45,000

Medium

On-going cost

$40,000

Difficulty of Implementation

-1

Requires heavy investment and time and accreditation

Low

Change in absolute value of
exports

11.5 million

This is a compliance requirement of the EU market for French beans, chilies/pepper
and avocado. The current export level of these products stands at $4 million. We
expect 8% annual growth in output of these products which is worth $2.3 million
yearly. We can therefore save an export loss of $11.5 million in 5 years.

Medium

Export Diversification

1

Yes - Maintain existing and access to new EU markets

High

International Reputation

1

Yes - Comply food safety requirements

High

Agricultural productivity

1

This would increase productivity and hence 8% growth in output

Medium

Public health & environment

2

Consumers’ protection improved

High

Impact on poverty

0

No impact

High

Vulnerable Groups

1

Safe food

Medium

Medium

Trade Impacts

Domestic Spillovers

8 Definition of vulnerable groups: women, Youth, underage, people with disability, the elderly, the sick, etc.
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3.

Develop Food Safety Policy and Legislation on Plants and Livestock Products
Estimated
Value

Details

Level of
Confidence

Up-front investment

$50,000

Consultancy - $30,000 (assessment of the gaps and review existing drafted policy)
Consultative process $15,000
Validation process $5,000

Medium

On-going cost

$0

No on-going cost

Difficulty of Implementation

-2

It involves the corporation of multiple stakeholders

Change in absolute value of
exports

$0

It might take about 3 years to develop and rollout a Food Safety Policy and thereby
limiting any impact in 5 years. Additionally, a mere development of a food safety
policy would not have any direct impact on output unless implemented

medium

Export Diversification

1

Diversified export commodities and markets

High

International Reputation

2

Compliance with food safety issues

High

Agricultural productivity

1

Safe use of agri-inputs and best practices

Medium

Public health & environment

2

Compliance with food safety requirement

High

Impact on poverty

1

Ensures access to safe food

Medium

Vulnerable Groups

1

Ensures access to safe food

Medium

Decision Criterion
Cost

Trade Impacts

Domestic Spillovers
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4.

Develop Pest Control Mechanism for Pest and Diseases Surveillance in Horticulture

Decision Criterion

Estimated
Value

Details

Level of
Confidence

Cost
$310,000
Up-front investment

Training and awareness creation in pests identification, pest management for farmers,
inspectors extension, exporters, PSF and Researchers $150,000 (Develop training
materials, manuals, brochure posters, radio spots, workshops); Pest Surveillance (pest
High
detection & monitoring) twice a year (for identified exporting areas) $50,000; Publish
up dated national pest list to trade partners $10,000 for validating workshops; pest
detecting equipment at exit/entry points $100,000

On-going cost

$64,000

-Consultancy and surveillance

High

Difficulty of Implementation

1

Not difficult - Human resource available, only budget limitation may be an issue

High

Change in absolute value of
exports

$14.5 million

Export of selected horticulture products [French beans, chillies, avocado, passion fruit,
banana, flowers, macadamia, eggplant, pineapple] in 2018 stand at $6.7 million. This
intervention is expected to improve the quality of produce for export and increase
volume of export by 20% worth $2.5 million per year. Thus in 5 years we can realise
$12.5 million export value. Also, 17 Interceptions at EU Market 11140kgs of
chilli/Capsicum worth 21,166,000 RWF = $23,000 average per year due to pests can be
saved, i.e. $2 million ($23,000x17x5). So we can expect a total impact for this
intervention to be $14.5 million

Export Diversification

1

Access to new markets ,expand horticulture products range

International Reputation

1

???

Trade Impacts

Domestic Spillovers
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Agricultural productivity

2

Boosting agricultural Production with high quality

High

Public health & environment

2

Conservation of biodiversity community

High

Impact on poverty

2

Boosting small farmer and exporters’ income

High

Vulnerable Groups

1

Increased employment and income

Medium

5.

Accreditation of Pesticide Testing Lab at RSB
Estimated
Value

Details

Level of
Confidence

Up-front investment

$1.2 million

$880,851.06 Equipment (at NAEB), $150,000 accreditation, training and coaching (at
NAEB/RSB), $15,000 Proficiency Test scheme,

High

On-going cost

$161,000

Coaching, reagents

High

Difficulty of Implementation

-1

Difficult – skills, cost, training, etc.

Medium

$0

No direct impact. Tests already happen elsewhere and accreditation would only save
testing costs and turnaround time

High

Export Diversification

1

Yes - Access to new markets

High

International Reputation

1

Yes - Improved competitiveness

High

Agricultural productivity

0

Not applicable

Low

Public health & environment

1

Increase in consumers’ confidence

Medium

Impact on poverty

0

Not applicable

Medium

Vulnerable Groups

0

Not applicable

Low

Decision Criterion
Cost

Trade Impacts
Change in absolute value of
exports

Domestic Spillovers
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6.

Aflatoxin Control and Management in Cereals
Estimated
Value

Details

Up-front investment

$1.5 million

Training and awareness creation on aflatoxin control and storage best practices for
government and Private sector $150,000 (Develop training materials, manuals,
High
brochures, posters, radio and TV spots and workshops); Aflatoxin testing kits, Moisture
meters and strips and reagents $150,000

On-going cost

$0

No on-going cost

Difficulty of Implementation

-1

a bit difficult to do due to the number and complexity of stakeholders involved

Change in absolute value of
exports

$14.6 million

Rwanda exported about $73 million worth of Cereals mainly rice (99.7%), and primary
cereal products (wheat flour 70% and cereal flour (23%) in 2018, of which over 97%
went to the DRC. Aflatoxin is less prevalent in rice and wheat. Also, the DRC market is
less stringent on compliance. Maize and sorghum, which shows some export potential
have underlying food security and production challenges. Therefore, this intervention Medium
may not unleash so much export change in 5 years. Although, export of cereals has
been growing at 23% p.a. from 2014-2018, this may have nothing to do with aflatoxin.
We however project a conservative overall 20% increase in 5 years, which stands at
$14.6 million

Export Diversification

1

Composite flours, maize seed, dairy products

High

International Reputation

1

Compliance for Food Safety Standards

High

Decision Criterion

Level of
Confidence

Cost

High

Trade Impacts
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Agricultural productivity

2

GAPs usually ensures better yield, backward linkage with better market access

High

Public health & environment

2

Consumers’ protection improved

High

Impact on poverty

1

Access to better prices e.g. with Africa Improved Foods and hence better income.
Reduced Post-harvest losses.

High

Vulnerable Groups

2

Reduced transfer to underage & breastfeeding mothers

High

7.

Aflatoxin Control and Management in Dairy Products
Estimated
Value

Details

Level of
Confidence

Up-front investment

$1.5 Million

- Training and awareness creation on aflatoxin control and storage best practices for
government and Private sector $150,000 (Develop training materials, manuals,
brochures, posters, radio and TV spots and workshops)
-Aflatoxin testing kits, Moisture meters and strips and reagents $150,000

High

On-going cost

$0

No on-going cost

Difficulty of Implementation

-1

Difficult

High

$5 million

ITC export potential map estimated untapped export potential for dairy at about $1
million year.

Medium

Export Diversification

1

Yes - Composite flours, maize seed, dairy products

High

International Reputation

1

Yes - Compliance for Food Safety Standards

High

2

GAPs usually ensures better yield, backward linkage with better market access

High

Decision Criterion
Cost

Trade Impacts
Change in absolute value of
exports

Domestic Spillovers
Agricultural productivity
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Public health & environment

2

Consumers’ protection improved

High

Impact on poverty

1

Access to better prices e.g. with Africa Improved Foods and hence better income.
Reduced Post-harvest losses.

High

Vulnerable Groups

2

Reduced transfer to underage & breastfeeding mothers

High

8.

Establish a Structured Animal Disease Surveillance System
Estimated
Value

Details

Level of
Confidence

Up-front investment

$230,000

Design of system (consultant - $30,000 & consultative meetings $20,000) - $50,000
Training (farmers, Vets) - $150,000 (based on Dairy estimates)
Test the system [Active animal disease Surveillance (sampling and testing, data
collection)] - $30,000

High

On-going cost

$125,000

Monitoring of the system - $25,000/year for 5 years)

High

Difficulty of Implementation

1

Not difficult - There are already the personnel, one budget is available, the system is
established and implemented

High

Change in absolute value of
exports

$27.2 million

ITC estimates untapped export potential of hides and skins as $20.7 million and live
animals excluding poultry as $1.5 million. Rwanda exports virtually no live poultry and
poultry meat and meat from other animals in the past except about approximately $1
million in 2018. So we can assume that the impact of this intervention would be $22.2
million plus safeguarding the current $1 million yearly.

Export Diversification

1

Yes - Diversification and Value addition

Medium

International Reputation

1

Yes - Compliance to market requirements

High

Decision Criterion
Cost

Trade Impacts
High

Domestic Spillovers
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Agricultural productivity

2

The strengthened surveillance system will reduce losses on the farmers

High

Public health & environment

2

A Strong surveillance system will eliminate some zoonotic diseases

Medium

Impact on poverty

1

Impact on the communities in livestock production due to more trade openness

Medium

Vulnerable Groups

1

Improvement in social economic status, nutrition, etc

Medium

9.

Capacity Building in Traceability System for Livestock and Livestock Products
Estimated
Value

Details

Up-front investment

$170,000*

Training – $150,000
Provision of identification and tracking system (labelling and record keeping) – $20,000
(take care of consultative process to agree on the system)
Medium
Equipment =$*
Assumption: a strong legal framework is in place for this requirement

On-going cost

$25,000

Monitoring of the system - $5000/year for 5 years

High

Difficulty of Implementation

-2

Gap skills among of operators, logistics, tools

High

Change in absolute value of
exports

$27.2 million

ITC estimates untapped export potential of hides and skins as $20.7 million and live
animals excluding poultry as $1.5 million. Rwanda exports virtually no live poultry and
poultry meat and meat from other animals in the past except about approximately $1
million in 2018. So we can assume that the impact of this intervention would be $22.2
million plus safeguarding the current $1 million yearly.

High

Export Diversification

1

Yes – due to???

International Reputation

1

Increase in confidence to trading partners entailing increased trade openness

Decision Criterion

Level of
Confidence

Cost

Trade Impacts

High
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Agricultural productivity

1

Not clear/ but indirectly as the market demand increases

Low

Public health & environment

2

Identification and product recall, increase of consumers’ confidence

High

Impact on poverty

1

Some people will be hired/ engaged to implement the systems

Low

Vulnerable Groups

1

Not clear

Low

10.

Establish and Operationalize Residue Monitoring Plans for Animal and Animal Products

Decision Criterion

Estimated
Value

Details

Level of
Confidence

Cost
Up-front investment

$135,000

On-going cost

$60,000

Difficulty of Implementation

1

3 Consultancies (Dairy, Poultry, & meat) = $90,000
Consultative process (15,000/per plan) = $45000
On-going survey and collection of samples =$20,000
Testing of samples (3 VC [Meat, Dairy & Poultry] @$10,000 per VC twice a year) =
$60,000
Not difficult - once budget is available, human resources are available

High
Medium
High

Trade Impacts
Change in absolute value of
exports

$27.2 million

Export Diversification

1

International Reputation

1

ITC estimates untapped export potential of hides and skins as $20.7 million and live
animals excluding poultry as $1.5 million. Rwanda exports virtually no live poultry and
poultry meat and meat from other animals in the past except about approximately $1
million in 2018. So we can assume that the impact of this intervention would be $22.2
million plus safeguarding the current $1 million yearly.
Products and markets will be diversified since this is one of the most important
requirements for many markets and consumers
Local, regional and international

High

High
High
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Agricultural productivity

It will reduce losses related to bad practices

Medium

Public health & environment 2

Regular inspection, sample collection and testing will increase consumer’s confidence

High

Impact on poverty

1

Good practices will reduce losses

Medium

Vulnerable Groups

1

A long plant and livestock value chains there may be a number of such people who will
Medium
benefit from the implementation of these plans

11.

2

Upgrade and Strengthen the Slaughter Chain
Estimated
Value

Details

Level of Confidence

Up-front investment

$770,000

MSU - $250,000
Upgrade existing 4 Abattoirs for export purpose (8 cold chains) = $160,000;
Training $90,000*4 = $360,000

High

On-going cost

$100,000

Maintenance of machines and equipment, regular training of personnel

High

Difficulty of Implementation

-1

-There is need of the private sector involvement with high investment and modern
equipment such as mobile abattoir
-The public private partnership in incising productivity

High

Decision Criterion
Cost

Trade Impacts
Change in absolute value of
exports

Rwanda exports virtually no live poultry and poultry meat and meat from other animals
in the past except about approximately $1 million in 2018. So we can assume that the
$12.8 million
Medium
impact of this intervention would be safeguarding the current $1 million yearly plus a
20% growth.

Export Diversification

1

With well-equipped abattoirs, processed meat products will be diversified

High
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International Reputation

1

Local, regional and international

High

Domestic Spillovers
Some meat by-products were lost due to lack of well equipped and functioning
abattoirs will be recuperated and thus increase productivity
Well equipped and functioning abattoirs, safe meat will be produced and this will
safeguard consumer’s health

Agricultural productivity

2

Public health & environment

2

Impact on poverty

1

Abattoirs will hire/ engage a number of personnel

Medium

Vulnerable Groups

1

A long slaughter chain there may be a number of such people who will benefit

Medium

12.

Medium
High

Capacity Building in Apiculture

Decision Criterion

Estimated
Value

Details

Level of Confidence

Cost
ToT - $15,000, Bee equipment (hives & misc.) – (50 cooperatives 50 hives each @
$100/hive & Misc.) = $250,000
Harvesting & storage equipment ($2000 x 50 cooperatives) =$100,000
Master bee keepers’ monitoring & refresher (5 per region for 4 regions @ $250 per
month for 5 years)

Up-front investment

$365,000

High

On-going cost

$300,000

Difficulty of Implementation

1

Easy – involves just training

Change in absolute value of
exports

$56 million

Increase in technology skills which will increase also production of honey companies by
20% [annually???]. On average 13 metric tons are exported annually with $56 million
High
generated.

Export Diversification

1

Yes - Diversification and Value addition

Medium

International Reputation

1

Yes - Improved quality and quantity

High

Medium
High

Trade Impacts

Domestic Spillovers
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Agricultural productivity

2

The increase skills in production and post-harvest will reduce losses on the farmers and
Medium
increase honey on markets

Public health & environment 2

Improved skills will increase quality of honey with less impurity and chemical residues

Medium

Impact on poverty

2

Impact on the communities in beekeeping production due to more honey sells

Medium

Vulnerable Groups

2

Improvement in social economic of women and youth and in nutrition as well

Medium

13.

HACCP Certification for Honey Cooperatives/Honey Processing
Estimated
Value

Details

Level of Confidence

Up-front investment

$92,000

Training of 2 Reps per Cooperatives for 30 Coop. (consultancy – $5,000/training;
Conference package $9,000; Accommodation & Transport ($300x60) = $18000) =
$32,000
HACCP Certification ($2000/per coop x 30) = $60,000

High

On-going cost

$15,000

Monitoring & inspection annually

High

1

Not difficult – due to???

Decision Criterion
Cost

Difficulty of
Implementation
Trade Impacts

Change in absolute value of
$42 million
exports

Increase in confidence and credibility of honey companies to the trading partners. On
average 13 metric tons are exported annually with $56 million generated. Honey Export
revenues will be increased by 15% and $8.4 million will be generated [annually???]

high

Export Diversification

1

Yes - Diversification and Value addition

Medium

International Reputation

1

Yes - Confidence and credibility increased

High
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Apiculture productivity

2

The HACCP trainings increase quality in production and in post-harvest which reduce
also the losses on the farmers

Medium

Public health &
environment

2

Improved skills will increase quality of honey with less impurity and chemical residues

Medium

Impact on poverty

2

Impact on the communities in beekeeping production due to more honey sells

Medium

Vulnerable Groups

2

Improvement in social economic of women and youth and in nutrition as well

Medium

14.

Capacity Building in GHP, GVP, and GMP for the Dairy Sector
Estimated
Value

Details

Up-front investment

$600,000

Training Public & Private Vets & Cooperatives/MCCs = $150,000 ($5,000 per district for
30 districts)
High
Equipment (coolers) = $400,000 ($4000 per cooler for 100 MCCs); Lactoscan ($500 x 100
MCC) = $50,000

On-going cost

$100,000

It includes regular inspections to monitor the implementation

High

Difficulty of
1
Implementation
Trade Impacts
Change in absolute value of
$5 million
exports

Not difficult – there are other stakeholders in the sector that initiated such programs,
thus actors are familiar

High

ITC export potential map estimated untapped export potential for diary at about $1
million

Medium

Export Diversification

1

Yes - e.g. cheese, yoghurt, powdered milk, etc.

Medium

International Reputation

1

Yes - Local, regional and international

High

Decision Criterion

Level of Confidence

Cost
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Agricultural productivity

2

Good practices will reduce losses

High

Public health &
environment

2

Safe products on the market will increase consumer’s confidence

High

Impact on poverty

1

With one cow per family program, these programs will bring in value addition

High

Vulnerable Groups

2

A long dairy value chain there may be a number of such people who will be involved.

Medium
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Annex 4: Workshops Participants’ List
LIST OF PARTICIPANTS FOR THE MAINSTREAMING SPS PRIORITIES INTO NATIONAL POLICY AND
INVESTMENT, 3 SEPTEMBER 2019 IN KIGALI, RWANDA
1. Amb. Billy Kayonga, Chief Executive Officer, Rwanda Agriculture Export Development Board
(NAEB), Ministry of Agriculture and Animal Resources, Tel: +250 788302125, Email:

gkayonga@naeb.gov.rw
2. Robert Opirah, Director General for Trade and Investment, Ministry of Trade and Industry, P.O.
Box 73, Kigali, Tel: +250 788681510, Email: ropirah@minicom.gov.rw
3. Niwenshuti Richard, Coordinator Single Project Implementation Unit, Ministry of Trade &
Industry, Tel: +250 788622383, Email: rniwenshuti@minicom.gov.rw
4. Beatrice Uwumukiza, Director General Inspection and Certification Services, Ministry of
Agriculture and Animal Resources, Tel: +250 78848410, Email:

buwumukiza@minagri.gov.rw
5. Simbarikure Gaspard, Professional in charge of Animal Quarantine, Ministry of Agriculture and
Animal Resources, Tel: +250 788796928 / 733796928, Email:

gsimbarikure@miniagri.gov.rw
6. Ruganintwali Eric, Division Manager – QA & R, Rwanda Agriculture Export Development Board
(NAEB), Ministry of Agriculture and Animal Resources, Tel: +250 788895095, Email:

erintwali@naeb.gov.rw
7. Basiima Janet, Rwanda Agriculture Export Development Board (NAEB), Ministry of Agriculture
and Animal Resources, Tel: +250 788305042, Email: j.basiima@naeb.gov.rw
8. Patrick Karangwa, Director General, Rwanda Agriculture Board (RAB), Ministry of Agriculture
and Animal Resources, P.O. Box 5016, Tel: +250 788302083, Email:

Patrick.karangwa@rab.gov.rw
9. Shema Josue, Statistician at Export Facilitation Dept., Rwanda Development Board (RDB ),
Ministry of Agriculture and Animal Resources, P.O. Box 5016, Tel: +250 788392877, Email:

josue.shema@rdb.rw
10. Diane Sayinzoga, Head of Special Economic Zones & Export Facilitation, Rwanda Development
Board (RDB), Tel: +250 788487493, Email:
11. Dr. Hilda Vasanthakaalam, Dean, School of Agriculture & Food Science, Ag. Principal, CAVM, UR,
Ministry of Education, B.P. 210, Musanze, Busogo UR Campus, Tel: + 250 788530367, Email:

hilda.vasantha@gmail.com
12. Philip Nzaire, Director, Quality Assurance Unit, Rwanda Standards Board, P.O. Box 7099, Tel:
+250 788303603, Email: philip.nzaire@rsb.gov.rw
13. Nkezabera Egidia, Mycotoxin Laboratory Officer, Rwanda Standards Board, Tel: +250
788443238, Email: egidia.nkezabera@rsb.gov.rw
14. Munyura Pierre, Vice- President Chamber of Agriculture and Livestock – PSF, P.O. Box 3780,
Kigali, Tel: +250 788301762, Email: pierremunyurak@gmail.com
15. Mutabazi Joseph, Executive Advisor to the CEO, Private Sector Federation of Rwanda – PSF, Tel:
+250 788312366, josephm@psf.org.rw / josemut@gmail.com
16. Regis Umugiraneza, Managing Director, CARL Group, Tel: +250 788419550, Email:

rajregis1@gmail.com
17. Uwimbabazi Assinatha, AgricDevLinks Ltd Representative / PSF RCAL, Private Sector Federation,
Tel: +250 787199641, Email: uwimbabazi.assinath@gmail.com
51

18. Kimonyo Francois, Chairman, Joint Exporters Group Ltd, Tel: +250 788304690, Email:
rwandajep@gmail.com / kimofranc@gmail.com
19. Hakizimana Theoneste, Head of Livestock Cluster, RYAF, Tel: +250 785786406, Email:

mamahfarming2017@gmail.com
20. Kalisa Thierry, R & D Manager, Sina Gerard / Urwibutso Ets, B. P. 3652, Kigali, Rwanda, Tel: +250
788388888, Email: kalisathierry@yahoo.fr
21. Rutagungira Yves Nicolas, Supply Chain Manager, Kinazi Cassava Plant, Tel: +250 788558098,
Email: yvesnicolasrutagungira@gmail.com
22. Epiphanie Karekezi, Rwanda Program Officer, EAGC, P.O. Box 4497, Tel: +250 788750766, Email:

ekarekeza@eagc.org
23. Kubana Francis, Meat Export, B. P. 1520, Kigali, Tel: +250 788350913, Email:

kubanafr@gmail.com

24. Ahimana Theogene, Meat Exporter, Email: theosahi2017@gmail.com
25. Nkuranga Emile, Vet representatif Abatoir, Tel: +250 788647069, Email:

nkuranga.emile@gmail.com

26. Felix Manirakiza, Meat Exporter, Tel: +250 783572948, Email: umutekano@gmail.com
27. Rwayitare Andre, Gerant, Nyabihu District, Tel: +250 788730063, Email:

rwayitareandre@gmail.com
28. Aimable Gakirage, Managing Director, Garden Fresh Ltd, P.O. Box 3492, Tel: +250 788303641,
Email: aimable.gakirage@gardenfreshrwanda.com
29. Rwibasira Eugene, Executive Secretary, Rwanda Development Organisation, P.O. Box 368, Tel:
+250 788301740, Email: rwibasireugene@gmail.com
30. Kazimoto N. Cansilde, Chairperson, Rwanda Hoticulture Inter Professional Organisation (RHIO),
Bugesera – Rwanda, Tel: +250 788424371, Email: kazimotocan@yahoo.fr
31. Musangwa Desire, Division Manager / Food Assessment and Registration, Rwanda FDA, P.O. Box
84, Tel: +250 788454022, Email: dmusangwa@rwandafda.gov.rw
EUROPEAN UNION (EU)

1. Mr. Thibaut Moyer, Head of Delegation, 1087 Boulevard de l”Umuganda, B.P 515, Kigali, Tel:
+250 788198118, Email: Delegation-rwanda@eeac.europa.eu
2. Mr. Pascal Zahonero, International Aid / Cooperation Officer, Rural Development Section, 1087
Boulevard de l”Umuganda, B.P 515, Kigali, Tel: +250 788198118, Email:

pascal.zahonero@eeas.europa.eu
3. TRADE MARK EAST AFRICA (TMEA)
4. Patience Mutesi, Country Manager, 7th Floor M & M House, KG8, Av. 6 Nyarutarama, email:

patience.mutesi@trademarkea.com
5. Jackie Zizane, Programme Manager, 7th Floor M & M House, KG8, Av. 6 Nyarutarama, Tel: +250
788521381 / 788387074, Email: jackizizane@trademarkea.com
6. Butera David, Programme Manager Business Competition, 7th Floor M & M House, KG8, Av. 6
Nyarutarama, Tel: +250 784951222, Email: david.butera@trademarkea.com
7. Doreca K. Musenga, Monitoring & Evaluation Specialist, 7 th Floor M & M House, KG8, Av. 6
Nyarutarama, Tel: +250 782376491, Email: doreca.musenga@trademarkea.com
WORLD BANK
1. Byiringiro Esdras, Agriculture Economist,Tel: +250 788319592, Email:

ebyiringiro@worldbank.org
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2. FOOD AGRICULTURE ORGANISATION (FAO)
3. Mukamwiza Matuje Jeanne d’Arc, Programme Assistant, FAO, P.O. Box 1502, Kigali, Tel: 250
788461545, Email: darc.mutajemukamwiza@fao.org
DFID – BRITISH HIGH COMMISSION
1. Martin Ongol, Advisor Food Security and Nutrition, P.O. Box 576, Kigali, Tel: +250 782031662,
Email: m-ongol@dfid.org
2. Lindsey Allwright, P.O. Box 576, Kigali, email: l-allwright@dfid.org
GIZ
1. Sylvia Hoster, Head of Programme, Email: giz-ruanda@giz.de
2. Mr. Bobo Imink, Country Director, P.O. Box 59, Tel: +250 788301516, Email:

bobo.immink@git.de
EMBASSIES
1. Masuku Marcel, Deuxieme Conseiller, Ministere des Affaires Etrangeres, KG St 412, No. 12 /
Kigali, Tel: +250 782470921, Email: marcel_masuku@yahoo.com
2. Jonas Andersson, Intern, Embassy of Sweden in Kigali, Rwanda, Aurore Building, P.O. Box 6387,
Kacyiru, Kigali, Rwanda, Tel.: +250 (0) 252 597 414, Email: jonas.andersson@gov.se
3. Oliver Wonekha, Ambassador, Uganda High Commission, Kigali, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Tel:
+250 788315459, Email: wonekhaolive@gmail.com

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

9.

COMESA Secretariat, COMESA Center, Ben Bella Road P.O. Box 30051, www.comesa.int
Mr. Thierry Kalonji, Director IPPSD, Email: tkalonji@comesa.int
Mr. Joseph Mpunga, Investment Officer, Email: jmpunga@comesa.int
Ms. Martha Byanyima, SPS Coordinator, Email: mbyanyima@comesa.int
Ms. Regina Kayitesi, Assistant SPS Coordinator, Email: rkayitesi@comesa.int
Dr. Mukayi Musarurwa, SQM, Email: mmusarurwa@comesa.int
Ms. Talumba Banda, PIMA, Email: tbanda@comesa.int
Ms. Eliya Mumba, Senior Secretary, Email: elmumba@comesa.int
Mr. Nigel Kondolo, Finance Officer, Email: nkondolo@comesa.int
Mr. Isaac Gokah, PIMA Consultant, Email: isaacb.gokah@gmail.com

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS PIMA RWANDA WORKSHOP: 28 Oct – 1 Nov 2019
28.10.2019

HORTICULTURE

1. Mr. Eric Ruganintwali, Quality Assurance & Regulatory Division Manager, National Agriculture
Export Development Board (NAEB) / Ministry of Agriculture and Animal Resources, Kigali, Tel:
+250 788895095, Email: eritwali@naeb.gov.rw
2. Mr. Simbarikure Gaspard, Professional in charge of Animal Quarantine, Ministry of Agriculture
and Animal Resources, 621 Kigali, Tel: +250 788796928 / +250 733796928, Email:
gsimbarikure@minagri.gov.rw / simbagas@yahoo.fr
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3. Mr. Mugabushaka Jean Norbert, Emerging Commodities Quality Assurance & Regulation
Specialist, National Agriculture Export Development Board (NAEB), P.O. Box 104, Kigali, Tel:
+250 788581543, Email: m.norbert@naeb.gov.rw
4. Mr. Mbonigaba Eric, Director of Agriculture & Livestock / PSF – Private Sector Federation, P.O.
Box 319 Kigali – Rwanda, Tel: +250 786396291, Email: mbonigas81@gmail.com
5. Mr. Mizero Yves Benjamin, Quality Controller, Excella Produce Ltd, Rwandex – NAEB, Tel: +250
788590080, Email: mizeroyvesbenjamin@gmail.com
6. Mr. Emmanuel Murekezi, Packhouse Manager, Excella Produce Ltd, Rwandex – NAEB, Tel:
+250782170679, Email: murekezemmanuel@gmail.com
7. Mr. Kwitonda Ephrem, Sales and Marketing Officer, Bella Flowers, P.O. Box 659. Kigali, Rwanda,
Tel: +250 788543956, Email: ephrem.kwitonda@bellaflowers.rw
8. Mr. Etienne Cyubahiro, Training, Communication and Human Resources Officer, Tuzamurane
Cooperative, Eastern, Kirehe Gahara, Tel: +250 788613618 / +250 788372340, Email:
tuzamurane09@yahoo.fr / cyubae1989@gmail.com
9. Ms. Carol Murekezi, Independent Consultant, Tel: +250 786511091, Email:

c.k.murekezi@gmail.com
10. Ms. Uwantege Angelique, Managing Director, Bahage Food, Kicukiro – Gikondo, Tel: +250
788723549 / +250 730447055, Email: rangelrwanda@gmail.com / bahagfdh@gmail.com
11. Mr. Kalisa Thierry, Research & Development Manager, SINA Gerard / Urwibutso Ets, B.P. 3652,
Kigali, Rwanda, Tel: +250 788388888 / +250 782333340, Email: kalisathierry@yahoo.fr /

kalisa.thierry@sinarwnda.com
12. Ms. Zohrah Hosunbukus, Administrative Manager, ProxiFresh Rwanda Ltd, NAEB Headquarters,
Tel: +250 780849839, Email: admin.rwanda@proxifresh.com
13. Mrs. Momoko Harada, Managing Director, Rwanda Nuts Company Ltd, P.O. Box 2735, Gasabo,
Rusororo Ruhanga, Tel: +250 787888767, Email: momoko.harada@rwandanuts.com
14. Mr. Shungo Harad, Managing Director, Bloom Hills Rwanda Ltd, P.O. Box 1986, Gasuriro,
Kinyinya Gasabo, Tel: +250 786802950, Email: harada@bloomhills.com
29.10.2019 – GRAINS
1. Mr. Eric Ruganintwali, Quality Assurance & Regulatory Division Manager, National Agriculture
Export Development Board (NAEB) / Ministry of Agriculture and Animal Resources, Kigali, Tel:
+250 788895095, Email: eritwali@naeb.gov.rw
2. Mr. Simbarikure Gaspard, Professional in charge of Animal Quarantine, Ministry of Agriculture
and Animal Resources, 621 Kigali, Tel: +250 788796928 / +250 733796928, Email:
gsimbarikure@minagri.gov.rw / simbagas@yahoo.fr
3. Mr. Mugabushaka Jean Norbert, Emerging Commodities Quality Assurance & Regulation
Specialist, National Agriculture Export Development Board (NAEB), P.O. Box 104, Kigali, Tel:
+250 788581543, Email: m.norbert@naeb.gov.rw
4. Mr. Mbonigaba Eric, Director of Agriculture & Livestock / PSF – Private Sector Federation, P.O.
Box 319 Kigali – Rwanda, Tel: +250 786396291, Email: mbonigas81@gmail.com
5. Ms. Carol Murekezi, Independent Consultant, Tel: +250 786511091, Email:

c.k.murekezi@gmail.com
6. Ms. Mutoni Teddy, Agriculture Product Certification, Ministry of Agriculture and Animal
Resources, Tel: +250 788506806, Email: tmutoni@minagri.gov.rw
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7. Mr. Oliver Ngoga, Commercial Director, East Africa Exchange (EAX), Tel: +250 788197000, Email:

o.ngoga@ea-africaexchange.com
8. Mr. Kadugara Frank, Managing Director, Movements Supply, Tel: +250 788471950
9. Mr. Mugisha Peter, Quality Control Specialist, Africa Improved Foods (Rwanda) Ltd, Kigali Special
Economic Zone, P.O. Box 766 – Kigali Rwanda, Tel: +250 788389516, Email:
peter.mugisha@africaimprovedfoods.com / info@africaimprovedfoods.com

30.10.2019 – LIVESTOCK BEEF & DAIRY
1. Mr. Eric Ruganintwali, Quality Assurance & Regulatory Division Manager, National Agriculture
Export Development Board (NAEB) / Ministry of Agriculture and Animal Resources, Kigali, Tel:
+250 788895095, Email: eritwali@naeb.gov.rw
2. Mr. Simbarikure Gaspard, Professional in charge of Animal Quarantine, Ministry of Agriculture
and Animal Resources, 621 Kigali, Tel: +250 788796928 / +250 733796928, Email:
gsimbarikure@minagri.gov.rw / simbagas@yahoo.fr
3. Mr. Mugabushaka Jean Norbert, Emerging Commodities Quality Assurance & Regulation
Specialist, National Agriculture Export Development Board (NAEB), P.O. Box 104, Kigali, Tel:
+250 788581543, Email: m.norbert@naeb.gov.rw
4. Mr. Mbonigaba Eric, Director of Agriculture & Livestock / PSF – Private Sector Federation, P.O.
Box 319 Kigali – Rwanda, Tel: +250 786396291, Email: mbonigas81@gmail.com
5. Ms. Carol Murekezi, Independent Consultant, Tel: +250 786511091, Email:

c.k.murekezi@gmail.com
6. Ms. Mutoni Teddy, Agriculture Product Certification, Ministry of Agriculture and Animal
Resources, Tel: +250 788506806, Email: tmutoni@minagri.gov.rw
7. Mr. Kayitana Fred, Managing Director, Kayitana Farm Rwanda Ltd, Tel: +250 788304386, Email:

kayfarmrwanda@gmail.com
8. Mr. Andrew Bugingo, Chef Processor, Rgari Meat Processing Ltd, Tel: +250 788306913 /
0787663660, Email: abugingo001@gmail.com
9. Mr. Abel Bayingana, Accountant, Vision Business Company Enterprise Ltd, P.O. Box 5333 Kigali,
Tel: +250 788534392, Email: vbcoe@yahoo.fr
10. Mr. Mbonigaba Emmanuel, Private Sector (Abatoir), Kigali Gasobo, Tel: +250 788304690, Email:

emmymboni@yahoo.com
11. Mrs. Kanani Esperance, Managing Director, Private Sector ( Exporter), Kigali, Gasobo, Tel: +250
785101075, Email: ilka2862013@gmail.com
12. Mr. Oreste Iyamubemye, Eg Honey rading Ltd / Sibonatural Fresh Ltd, Tel: +250 785996776,
Email: oreste.iyamuremye@yahoo.com
13. Mr, Shema Aimable, Animal Valve Chain Specialist, National Agricultural Export Development
Board (NAEB), Tel: +250 788758226, Email: s.aimable@naeb.gov.rw
14. Mr. Silas Niyibizi, Deputy Director, Impu Mahiu Rwanda Ltd, P.O. Box 7142 Kigali, Tel: +250
782177971 / 788215660, Email: impumahiultd@gmail.com
15. Mr. Uma Bondada, Mwogo Trading Ltd, Tel: +250 785448122, Email:

mwogoexports@gmail.com
31.10.2019 LIVESTOCK POULTRY EGGS AND HONEY
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1. Mr. Eric Ruganintwali, Quality Assurance & Regulatory Division Manager, National Agriculture
Export Development Board (NAEB) / Ministry of Agriculture and Animal Resources, Kigali, Tel:
+250 788895095, Email: eritwali@naeb.gov.rw
2. Mr. Simbarikure Gaspard, Professional in charge of Animal Quarantine, Ministry of Agriculture
and Animal Resources, 621 Kigali, Tel: +250 788796928 / +250 733796928, Email:
gsimbarikure@minagri.gov.rw / simbagas@yahoo.fr
3. Mr. Mugabushaka Jean Norbert, Emerging Commodities Quality Assurance & Regulation
Specialist, National Agriculture Export Development Board (NAEB), P.O. Box 104, Kigali, Tel:
+250 788581543, Email: m.norbert@naeb.gov.rw
4. Mr. Mbonigaba Eric, Director of Agriculture & Livestock / PSF – Private Sector Federation, P.O.
Box 319 Kigali – Rwanda, Tel: +250 786396291, Email: mbonigas81@gmail.com
5. Ms. Carol Murekezi, Independent Consultant, Tel: +250 786511091, Email:

c.k.murekezi@gmail.com
6. Ms. Mutoni Teddy, Agriculture Product Certification, Ministry of Agriculture and Animal
Resources, Tel: +250 788506806, Email: tmutoni@minagri.gov.rw
7. Mr. Charles Musoni, Managing Director / Chairman, Honey Value Chain Providers Ltd, Tel: +250
788592109, Email: musocharles.2013@gmail.com
8. Ms. Abigael Ingarire, Quality Control & Honey Processing Officer, The Apriary Ltd, P.O. Box 1631
– Kigali, Tel: +250 788232656, Email: abigael@theapiary.sg
9. Mr. Mahoro Parfait, Occupational Environment Health and Safety, Inyange Industries, Private
Company, Tel: +250 788894991, Email: parfaitm@inyangeindustries.com
10. Mr. Kabayiza Gilbert, Manager, Api Business Development Copmany Limited (ABDC Ltd), P.O.
Box 1295 Kigali, Tel: +250 788355616 / +250 783110185, Email: kabayizag.11@gmail.com /

rmpoyana@gmail.com
11. Mr. Jonathan Wong, Company Representative, Honey – The Apriary Ltd, P.O. Box 1631 – Kigali,
Tel: +250 787396819, Email: jonathan@theapriary.com

01.11.2019 – CORE TEAM WORKING SESSION
1. Mr. Eric Ruganintwali, Quality Assurance & Regulatory Division Manager, National Agriculture
Export Development Board (NAEB) / Ministry of Agriculture and Animal Resources, Kigali, Tel:
+250 788895095, Email: eritwali@naeb.gov.rw
2. Mr. Simbarikure Gaspard, Professional in charge of Animal Quarantine, Ministry of Agriculture
and Animal Resources, 621 Kigali, Tel: +250 788796928 / +250 733796928, Email:
gsimbarikure@minagri.gov.rw / simbagas@yahoo.fr
3. Mr. Mugabushaka Jean Norbert, Emerging Commodities Quality Assurance & Regulation
Specialist, National Agriculture Export Development Board (NAEB), P.O. Box 104, Kigali, Tel:
+250 788581543, Email: m.norbert@naeb.gov.rw
4. Mr. Mbonigaba Eric, Director of Agriculture & Livestock / PSF – Private Sector Federation, P.O.
Box 319 Kigali – Rwanda, Tel: +250 786396291, Email: mbonigas81@gmail.com
5. Ms. Carol Murekezi, Independent Consultant, Tel: +250 786511091, Email:

c.k.murekezi@gmail.com
6. Ms. Mutoni Teddy, Agriculture Product Certification, Ministry of Agriculture and Animal
Resources, Tel: +250 788506806, Email: tmutoni@minagri.gov.rw
7. Mr, Shema Aimable, Animal Valve Chain Specialist, National Agricultural Export Development
Board (NAEB), Tel: +250 788758226, Email: s.aimable@naeb.gov.rw
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8. Mrs. Beatrice Uwumukiza, Director General, Ministry of Agriculture and Animal Resources, P.O.
Box 621, Kigali, Tel: +250 788848410, Email: buwumukiza@minagri.gov.rw

COMESA Secretariat, P.O. Box 30051, Lusaka – Zambia
1. Dr, Mukayi Musarurwa, TBT Expert. Tel: +260 976465413, Email: mmusarurwa@comesa.int
2. Ms. Kayitesi Regina, Assistant SPS Coordinator, Tel: +260 761237330, Email:

rkayitesi@comesa.int

3. Ms. Talumba Banda, PIMA Project Manager, Tel: +250 975005529, Email: tbanda@comesa.int
4. Ms. Eliya Mumba, Senior Secretary, Tel +250 977856308, Email: elmumba@comesa.int
5. Mr. Isaac Gokah, PIMA Consultant, Tel: +233 555588001, Email: isaacb.gokah@gmail.com

Annex 5: Information Dossier
EU Rapid Alert System for Food and Feed (RASFF)
ITC Export Potential Map: https://exportpotential.intracen.org/
ITC Trade Map: https://trademap.org/
Ministry of Agriculture and Animal Resources of Rwanda. (2018). Strategic Plan for Agriculture
Transformation (2018-2024)
Ministry of Agriculture and Animal Resources of Rwanda. (2018). National Agricultural Policy
Ministry of Agriculture and Animal Resources annual report for FY 2016/17
U.S. Import Refusal Report: https://www.accessdata.fda.gov/scripts/ImportRefusals/index.cfm
World Trade Organization. (2019). Trade Policy Review: East African Community
WTO (2019); Rwanda Trade Policy Review
Cassidy, D. (2012); Establishing Priorities for Sanitary and Phytosanitary Capacity-Building in Rwanda
Using a Multi-Criteria Decision-Making Framework;

Presentations
SPS constraints and trade in livestock/ livestock products (beef, poultry, honey) by Dr. Gaspard
SIMBARIKURE (DVM), MINAGRI/Inspection
Rwanda Horticulture Exports by Beatrice Uwumukiza
Rwanda Export Development
Mycotoxin and Trade in Maize and Maize Products by Egidia Nkezabera
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LIST OF PARTICIPANTS FOR OUTCOME VALIDATION WORKSHOP FOR RWANDA COUNTRY
REPORT: 18 MARCH 2021
NO.
NAME AND ADDRESS
CONFIRMATION
1
Dr. Charles Murekezi
Conf irmed
Director General in charge of Agriculture Development
Ministry of Agriculture and Animal Resources
P.0 BOX 621 Kigali – Rwanda
2
Mr. Eric Ruganintwali, Quality Assurance & Regulatory
Conf irmed
Division Manager, National Agriculture Export Development
Board (NAEB) / Ministry of Agriculture and Animal
Resources, Kigali, Tel: +250 788895095, Email:
eritwali@naeb.gov.rw
3
Mr. Claude Bizimana
Conf irmed
Chief Executive Officer
National Agriculture Export Development Board (NAEB) /
Tel.: +250788466161
Email. c.bizimana@naeb.gov.rw
;claude.bizimana@gmail.com
4
Dr. Rutagwenda Theogene
Conf irmed
Director General, Animal resources

Ministry of Agriculture and Animal Resources
P.0 BOX 621 Kigali – Rwanda
5

6

7

8

9

10

Mr. Stephen Ruzibiza
Chief Executive Officer (CEO)
Private Sector Federation of Rwanda (PSF)
Kigali – Rwanda|
Email: stephenr@psf.org.rw
Patrick Karangwa (PhD)
Director General
Rwanda Agriculture Board (RAB)
P.O. Box 5016 Kigali, Rwanda
Tel: (+250) 788302083
Email: Patrick.karangwa@rab.gov.rw
Clare Akamanzi
Chief Executive Officer
Rwanda Development Board (RDB)
P.O. Box 6239 Kigali, Rwanda
Tel: +250788301661
Email: clare.akamanzi@rdb.rw
Mrs. Beatrice Uwumukiza
Director General
Rwanda Inspectorate, Competition and Consumer
Protection Authority (RICA)
Tel: +250 788848410
Email: buwumukiza@rica.gov.rw / buwumukiza@yahoo.fr
Mr. Raymond Murenzi
Director General
Rwanda Standards Board (RSB)
P.O Box: 7099 Kigali, Rwanda
Tel: +250788747256
Email: raymond.murenzi@rsb.gov.rw
Dr. Hilda Vasanthakaalam
Dean, School of Agriculture & Food Science, Ag.
PrincipalCAVM, UR
Ministry of Education

Conf irmed

Conf irmed

Conf irmed
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11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

B.P. 210, Musanze, Busogo UR Campus
Tel: + 250 788530367
Email: hilda.vasantha@gmail.com
Mr. Kayitana Fred
Managing Director
Kayitana Farm Rwanda Ltd
Tel: +250 788304386
Email: kayfarmrwanda@gmail.com
Mr. Andrew Bugingo
Chef Processor
Rgari Meat Processing Ltd
Tel: +250 788306913 / 0787663660
Email: abugingo001@gmail.com
Mr. Oreste Iyamubemye, Eg
Honey rading Ltd / Sibonatural Fresh Ltd
Tel: +250 785996776
Email: oreste.iyamuremye@yahoo.com
Mr. Charles Musoni
Managing Director / Chairman
Honey Value Chain Providers Ltd
Tel: +250 788592109
Email: musocharles.2013@gmail.com
Mr. Jonathan Wong
Company Representative
Honey – The Apriary Ltd
P.O. Box 1631 – Kigali,
Tel: +250 787396819
Email: jonathan@theapriary.com
Kazomoto N. Cansilde
Chairperson
Rwanda Hoticulture Inter Professional Organisation (RHIO)
Bugesera – Rwanda
Tel: +250 788424371
Email: kazimotocan@yahoo.fr
Mr. Kwitonda Ephrem
Sales and Marketing Officer
Bella Flowers
P.O. Box 659 Kigali, Rwanda
Tel: +250 788543956
Email: ephrem.kwitonda@bellaflowers.rw
Mr. Etienne Cyubahiro
Training, Communication and Human Resources Officer
Tuzamurane Cooperative
Eastern, Kirehe Gahara
Tel: +250 788613618 / +250 788372340
Email: tuzamurane09@yahoo.fr ;cyubae1989@gmail.com
Ms. Carol Murekezi
Independent Consultant
Tel: +250 786511091
Email: c.k.murekezi@gmail.com
Mr. Mizero Yves Benjamin
Quality Controller
Excella Produce Ltd, Rwandex – NAEB
Tel: +250 788590080
Email: mizeroyvesbenjamin@gmail.com

Conf irmed

Conf irmed

Conf irmed

Conf irmed

Conf irmed
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21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

Mr. Emmanuel Murekezi
Packhouse Manager
Excella Produce Ltd, Rwandex – NAEB
Tel: +250782170679
Email: murekezemmanuel@gmail.com
Ms. Zohrah Hosunbukus
Administrative Manager
ProxiFresh Rwanda Ltd, NAEB Headquarters
Tel: +250 780849839
Email: admin.rwanda@proxifresh.com
Ms. Uwantege Angelique
Managing Director
Bahage Food, Kicukiro – Gikondo
Tel: +250 788723549 / +250 730447055
Email: rangelrwanda@gmail.com ; bahagfdh@gmail.com
Mr. Sina Gerard
SINA Gerard / Urwibutso Ets
B.P. 3652, Kigali, Rwanda
Tel: +250 788388888 / +250 788302999
Email: owner@sinarwanda.com
Mr. Kalisa Thierry
Research & Development Manager
SINA Gerard / Urwibutso Ets
B.P. 3652, Kigali, Rwanda
Tel: +250 788388888 / +250 782333340
Email: kalisathierry@yahoo.fr ;kalisa.thierry@sinarwnda.com
Mrs. Momoko Harada
Managing Director
Rwanda Nuts Company Ltd
P.O. Box 2735, Gasabo, Rusororo Ruhanga
Tel: +250 787888767
Email: momoko.harada@rwandanuts.com
Mr. Mbonigaba Emmanuel
Private Sector (Abatoir)
Kigali Gasobo
Tel: +250 788304690
Email: emmymboni@yahoo.com
Mrs. Kanani Esperance
Managing Director
Private Sector ( Exporter), Kigali, Gasobo
Tel: +250 785101075
Email: ilka2862013@gmail.com
Mr. Silas Niyibizi
Deputy Director, Impu Mahiu Rwanda Ltd
P.O. Box 7142 Kigali
Tel: +250 782177971 / 788215660
Email: impumahiultd@gmail.com
Mr. Uma Bondada
Mwogo Trading Ltd
Tel: +250 785448122
Email: mwogoexports@gmail.com
Ms. Abigael Ingarire
Quality Control & Honey Processing Officer
The Apriary Ltd
P.O. Box 1631 – Kigali

60

32

33

34

35

36

37
38

39

40

41

42

43

Tel: +250 788232656
Email: abigael@theapiary.sg
Mr. Mahoro Parfait
Occupational Environment Health and Safety
Inyange Industries, Private Company
Tel: +250 788894991
Email: parfaitm@inyangeindustries.com
Regis Umugiraneza
Managing Director
CARL Group
Tel: +250 788419550
Email: rajregis1@gmail.com
Kimonyo Francois
Chairman
Joint Exporters Group Ltd
Tel: +250 788304690
Email: rwandajep@gmail.com ;kimofranc@gmail.com
Rutagungira Yves Nicolas
Supply Chain Manager
Kinazi Cassava Plant
Tel: +250 788558098
Email: yvesnicolasrutagungira@gmail.com
Kubana Francis
Meat Export
B. P. 1520, Kigali
Tel: +250 788350913
Email: kubanafr@gmail.com
Ahimana Theogene
Meat Exporter
Email: theosahi2017@gmail.com
Nkuranga Emile
Vet representatif Abatoir
Tel: +250 788647069
Email: nkuranga.emile@gmail.com
Felix Manirakiza
Meat Exporter
Tel: +250 783572948
Email: umutekano@gmail.com
Rwanyitare Andre
Gerant, Nyabihu District
Tel: +250 788730063
Email: rwayitareandre@gmail.com
Aimable Gakirage
Managing Director
Garden Fresh Ltd
P.O. Box 3492
Tel: +250 788303641
Email: amiable.gakirage@gardenfreshrwanda.com
Rwibasira Eugene
Executive Secretary
Rwanda Development Organisation
P.O. Box 368
Tel: +250 788301740
Email: rwibasireugene@gmail.com
Patience Mutesi

Conf irmed

Conf irmed

Conf irmed
Conf irmed

Conf irmed
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44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

52

Country Manager
7th Floor M & M House
KG8, Av. 6 Nyarutarama
Email: patience.mutesi@trademarkea.com
Doreca K. Musenga
Monitoring & Evaluation Specialist
7th Floor M & M House
KG8, Av. 6 Nyarutarama
Tel: +250 782376491
Email: doreca.musenga@trademarkea.com
Jackie Zizane
Programme Manager
7th Floor M & M House, KG8, Av. 6 Nyarutarama
Tel: +250 788521381 / 788387074
Email: jackizizane@trademarkea.com
Butera David
Programme Manager Business Competition
7th Floor M & M House, KG8, Av. 6 Nyarutarama
Tel: +250 784951222
Email: david.butera@trademarkea.com
Byiringiro Esdras
Agriculture Economist
World Bank
Tel: +250 788319592
Email: ebyiringiro@worldbank.org
Ms. Martha Byanyima
Chief of Party
Land O Lakes/USDA Trade Agriculture Safely
and Efficiently in East Africa (TRASE PROJECT)
Tel: + 254 716 609 133
Email: byany38@gmail.com;MByanyima@landolakes.org
Ms. Roshan Khan
Economic Affairs Officer
Standard and Trade Development Facility
World Trade Organisation
Tel: 41227396153
Email: roshan.khan@wto.org
Mr. Peter Donelan
Executive Secretariat for the EIF at the WTO
Enhanced Integrated Framework
Rue de Lausanne 154, CH-1211 Geneva 2
Switzerland
Tel: 41227396420
Email: peter.donelan@wto.org
Musangwa Desire
Division Manager
Food Assessment and Registration
Rwanda FDA
P.O. Box 84
Tel: +250 788454022
Email: dmusangwa@rwandafda.gov.rw
Mr. Thibaut Moyer
Head of Delegation
EEAC
1087 Boulevard de l”Umuganda

Conf irmed

Conf irmed
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54

55

56

57

58

59

60

61

B.P 515, Kigali
Tel: +250 788198118
Email: Delegation-rwanda@eeac.europa.eu
Mr. Pascal Zahonero
International Aid / Cooperation Officer
Rural Development Section
1087 Boulevard de l”Umuganda
B.P 515, Kigali
Tel: +250 788198118
Email: pascal.zahonero@eeas.europa.eu
Mukamwiza Matuje Jeanne d’Arc
Programme Assistant
FAO
P.O. Box 1502 Kigali
Tel: 250 788461545
Email: darc.mutajemukamwiza@fao.org
Martin Ongol
Advisor Food Security and Nutrition
DFID
P.O. Box 576, Kigali
Tel: +250 782031662
Email: m-ongol@dfid.org
Lindsey Allwright
P.O. Box 576
Kigali
Email: l-allwright@dfid.org
Sylvia Hoster
GIZ
Head of Programme
Email: giz-ruanda@giz.de
Mr. Bobo Imink
Country Director
P.O. Box 59
Tel: +250 788301516
Email: bobo.immink@git.de
Mr. Shungo Harada
Managing Director
Bloom Hills Rwanda Ltd
P.O. Box 1986
Gasuriro, Kinyinya Gasabo
Tel: +250 786802950
Email: harada@bloomhills.com
Mr. Oliver Ngoga
Commercial Director
East Africa Exchange (EAX)
Tel: +250 788197000
Email: o.ngoga@ea-africaexchange.com
H.E. Mr Amandin Rugira
Rwanda High Commissioner & Permanent Representative to
COMESA
Plot No. 10818
Lake Road, Kabulonga
LUSAKA, Zambia
Tel: +260 961 606 697
Email: arugira@minaffet.gov.rw
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Mr. Isaac Thendiu
IFC)
Email: (ithendiu@ifc.org
Kateryna Onul
(IFC)
Email: konul@ifc.org
Mr. Thierry Ngoga
Head, Support to State Capability
AGRA
Email: TNgoga@agra.org
Mr. Daniel Njiwa
Head - AGRA
Regional Food Trade
Email: <dNjiwa@agra.org
Mr. Andrew Edewa
TMEA Lead in Rwanda
Email:andrew.edewa@trademarkea.com
Isaac Njoro Thendiu <ithendiu@ifc.org>
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